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AN INQUIRY

INTO THE

REALITY OF DIVINE REVELATION.

PAKT II.

CHAPTER V.

THE CLEMENTINES THE EPISTLE TO DIOGNETUS.

WE must now as briefly as possible examine the

evidence furnished by the apocryphal religious. romance

generally known by the name of "The Clementines,"

and assuming, falsely of course,
1 to be the composition

of the Roman Clement. The Clementines are composed
of three principal works, the Homilies, Recognitions, and

a so-called Epitome. The Homilies, again, are prefaced

by a pretended epistle addressed by the Apostle Peter to

James, and another from Clement. These Homilies were

only known in an imperfect form till 1853, when Dressel 2

published a complete Greek text. Of the Recognitions we

1
Baur, Dogmengesch., 1865, 1. i. p. 155

; Bunsen, Hippolytus, i. p. 431
;

Ewald, Gesch. d. V. Isr., vii. p. 183 ; Guericke, H'buch K. G., i. p. 117,

anm. 2
; Hilgenfdd, Der Kanon, p. 30, p. 204, anm. 1

;
Die apost. Viiter,

p. 287; KircJihofer, Quellensamml. , p. 461, anm. 47; Lechler, Das

apost. u. nachap. Zeit., p. 451, 500; Nicolas, Et. sur les Ey. Apocr
1866, p. 87 ff.

; Eitschl, Entst. altk. Kircho, p. 204 f.
; Coteleriits, Pair.

Apost., i. p. 490, 606; Gallandi, Patr. Bibl., ii. Prolog., p. Iv.

2 dementis R. qutc feruntur Homilia> xx. nunc primum Integra}. Ed.

A. E. M. Dressel.

VOL. u. B



2 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

ouly possess a Latin translation by Rufinus (A.D. 402)

Although there is much difference of opinion regarding

the claims to priority of the Homilies and Recognitions,

many critics assigning that place to the Homilies,
1 whilst

others assert the earlier origin of the Recognitions,'
2 all

are agreed that the one is merely a version of the other,

the former being embodied almost word for word in the

latter, whilst the Epitome is a blending of the other two,

probably intended to purge them from heretical doctrine.

These works, however, which are generally admitted to

have emanated from the Ebionitic party of the early

Church,
3

are supposed to be based upon older Petrine

writings, such as the "Preaching of Peter" (K^pvy^a

Herpov), and the
"
Travels of Peter

"
(lleptoSot Tlerpov).

4

'

Credner, Beitriige, i. p. 280 f.
; Ewald, Gesch. d. V. Isr., vii. p. 183,

anm. 2
; EngeUiardt, Zeitschr. f. hist. Theol., 1852, i. p. 104 f. ; Guericke,

H'buch K. G., i. p. 117, anm. 2
; Reuss, Gesch. N. T.,p. 254 ; Schiveyler,

Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 481 ; Schliemann, Die Clement. Recog., 1843, p.

68 72; Tischendorf, Wann wurden u. s. w., p. vii., anm. 1; Uhlhorn,

Die Homil. u. Recogn., p. 343 ff. ; Dorner, Lehre Ton d. Person Christi,

1845, i. p. 348, anm. 192; Lucke, Comment. Ev. Joh., i. p. 225, &c., &c., &c.
2
Hilyenfdd, Die ap. Vater, p. 288 f. ; Zeitschr. f. wiss. Theol., 1869, p.

353 ff. ; Kostlin, Hallische Allg. Lit. Zeitung, 1849, No. 73 77 ; Nicolas,

Etudes Grit, surles Ev. Apocr., p. 77, note 2; Ritscld, Entst. altk. Kirche,

p. 264, anm. 1 ; cf. p. 451, anm. 1
; Thiersch, Die Kirche im ap. Zeit., p.

341 f. ; Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 62, p. 137, &c., &c., &c.
3
Baur, Paulus, i. p. 381 f.

; Unters. kan. Ew., p. 562; Credner, Bei-

trage, i. p. 279 ff. ; Hilgenfeld, Die ap. Vater, p. 288 ff. ; Kirchhofer,

Quellensamml., p. 461, anm. 47 ; Lechler, D. ap. u. nachap. Zeit., p. 500
;

Nicolas, Etudes sur les Ev. Ap., p. 87
; Reuss, Hist, du Canon, 1863, p.

63, note 1
; Gesch, N. T., p. 253 ; Ritschl, Entst. altk. K, p. 204 f.

;

Schweyler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 363 ff. ; Westcott, On the Canon, p.

251 ; Zeller, Die Apostelgescbichte, 1854, p. 53.
4
Baur, Unters. kan. Evv., p. 536 ff. ; Bunsen, Bibehverk, viii. p.

560 ff. ; Credner, Beitrage, i. p. 331 f. ; Gfrorer, Allg. K. G., i. p. 256 ff. ;

Hilijenfdd, Das Markus Ev., p. 113 f. ; Die ap. Yater, p. 289 ff. ; Zeitschr.

\viss. Theol., 1869, p. 361 ff. ; Kostlin, Der Ursprung synopt. Ew., p.

395; Kayser, Rev. de Theol., 1851, p. 131; Mayerho/, Einl. petr. Schr.

p. 314 ff. ; Hems, Gesch. N. T., p. 251 f. ; Ritschl, Entst. altk. Kirche, p.

264 ff.; Thiersch, Die Kirche im ap. Zeit., p. 340 f. ; Volkmar, Der

Ursprung, p. 62.



THE CLEMENTINES. 3

It is not necessary for our purpose to go into any ana-

lysis of the character of the Clementines. It will suffice

to say that they almost entirely consist of discussions

between the Apostle Peter and Simon the Magician

regarding the identity of the true Mosaic and Christian

religions. Peter follows the Magician from city to city

for the purpose of exposing and refuting him, the one,

in fact, representing Apostolic doctrine and the other

heresy, and in the course of these discussions occur the

very numerous quotations of sayings of Jesus and of

Christian history which we have to examine.

The Clementine Recognitions, as we have already

remarked, are only known to us through the Latin

translation of Rufinus ; and from a comparison of the

evangelical quotations occurring in that work with the

same in the Homilies, it is evident that Rufinus has assi-

milated them in the course of translation to the parallel

passages of our Gospels. It is admitted, therefore, that

no argument regarding the source of the quotations can

rightly be based upon the Recognitions, and that work

may, consequently, be entirely set aside,
1 and the

Clementine Homilies alone need occupy our attention.

We need scarcely remark that, unless the date at

which these Homilies were composed can be ascertained,

their value as testimony for the existence of our

Synoptic Gospels is very small indeed. The difficulty of

arriving at a correct conclusion regarding this point,

great under almost any circumstances, is of course

increased by the fact that the work is altogether apocry-

phal, and most certainly not held by any one to have

1
Credtier, 33eitrage, i. p. 280 ff.

; Sclnvegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p.

481 ff. ; Hilfjcnfdd, Die Evv. Justine, p. 370 f.
; Nicolas, Et. sur les Ev.

Apocr., p. 69, note 2; Zeller, Die Apostelgesch., p. 60; ScJtolten, Die iilt.

Zeugnisse, p. oof., anm. 10; WeMcott, On the Canon, p. 251.

n 2



4 SUPERNATURAL fcELIGIOX.

been written by the person whose name it bears. There

is in fact nothing but internal evidence by which to fix

the date, and that internal evidence is of a character

which admits of very wide extension down the course of

time, although a sharp limit is set beyond which it

cannot mount upwards. Of external evidence there is

almost none, and what little exists does not wan-ant an

early date. Origen, it is true, mentions HcptoSoi

KXi^LGTos,
1

which, it is conjectured, may either be the

same work as the 'Avaywyptoyio?, or Recognitions, trans-

lated by Rufinus, or related to it, and Epiphanius and

others refer to UtpioSoi Ilerpov;
2 but our Clementine

Homilies are not mentioned by any writer before pseudo-

Athanasius.3 The work, therefore, can at the best afford

no substantial testimony to the antiquity and apostolic

origin of our Gospels. Hilgenfeld, following in the steps

of Baur, arrives at the conclusion that the Homilies are

directed against the Gnosticism of Marcion (and also, as

we shall hereafter see, against the Apostle Paul), and he,

therefore, necessarily assigns to them a date subsequent

to A.D. 160. As Reuss, however, inquires : upon this

ground, why should a still later date not be named, since

ven Tertullian wrote vehemently against the same

Gnosis.4 There can be little doubt that the author was

a representative of Ebionitic Gnosticism, which had once

been the purest form of primitive Christianity, but later,

through its own development, though still more through

1 Comment, in Cfeiiesin Philoc., 22.

1
Hilgenfeld considers Beoog. iv. vi., Horn. vii. xi. a version of the

cvpto&M Uirpov' Die ap. Yater, p. 291 ff. ; Ritehl does not consider

that this can be decidedly proved, Entst. Altk. Kirche, p. 204 f.
; so also

UhlkorH, Die Horn. u. Eecog., p. 71 ff.

*
Synops. Sacr. Script., sab finem.

4 Gesch. N. T., p. 2*4.
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the rapid growth around it of Paulinian doctrine, had

assumed a position closely verging upon heresy. It is

not necessary for us, however, to enter upon any
exhaustive discussion of the date at which the Clemen-

tines were written ;
it is sufficient to show that there is

no certain ground upon which a decision can be based,

and that even an approximate conjecture can scarcely be

reasonably advanced. Critics variously date the compo-
sition of the original Recognitions from about the middle

of the second century to the end of the third, though

the majority are agreed in placing them at least in the

latter century.
1

They assign to the Homilies an origin

at different dates within a period commencing about the

middle of the second century, and extending to a cen-

tury later.
2

1 A.D. 150, Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 163, cf. 93 f., 108 f.
; Circa

A.D. 140 150, Hilgenfeld, Die ap. Vater, p. 297, anm. 11 ; Der Pascha-

streit, p. 194. After A.D. 170, Maran., Divinit. D. N. J. C., lib. ii., cap.

7, 4, p. 250 ff. Beginning 3rd century, Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 254 ;

Zrthr, Die Apostolgesch., p. 64; lileelc, Beitriige, p. 277. Darner, Lehre

von d. Person Christi, 1845, i. p. 348, anm. 192. Between A.D. 212230,
Schivcgler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 481. Schliemann, Die Clementinen,

1844, p. 326 f. Not before A.D. 216, Gallandi, Vet. Patr. Bibl., ii. Proleg.,

p. Iv. Between A.D. 218231, Dodwell, Dissert, vi. in Iron., xi. p. 443.

End 3rd centuiy, Crediter, Beitriige, i. p. 281.

2 Before middle 2nd century, Credner, Gesch. N. T. Kan., p. 45; cf.

Beitriige, i. p. 281. Middle 2nd century, Ritschl, Entst. altk. K., p. 264,

451; cf. p. 65; Kern, Tub. Zeitschr. 1835, H. 2, p. 112; Gfrorer, Allg.

K. G., i. p. 256; Tiscliendorf, Wann wurden u. s. w., p. 90; EeviUe,

Essais de Crit. Religieuse, 1860, p. 35. Soon after middle 2nd century,

Schh'emann, Die Clementinon, p. 548 f.
;
A.D. 160, Lechler, Das ap. u.

nachap. Zeit., p. 461. A.D. 150 170, Scholten, Die iilt. Zeugnisse, p. 55.

A.D. 150-160, Renan, St. Paul, 1869, p. 303, note 8. Before A.D. 180,

Kayser, Eev. do Theol., 1851, p. 155. A.D. 161 180, Hilgenfdd, Zeitschr.

wiss. Theol., 1869, p. 353, anm. 1
;

cf. Die ap. Vater, p. 301
;
Der Pascha-

streit, p. 194. A.D. 175 180, Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 164; cf. 137,

63. Second half 2nd century, Dorncr, Lehre Person Christi, i. p. 341,

anm. 190. End of 2nd century, Baur, Dogmengesch., 1865, I. i. p. 155 ;

Eu-dhl, Gesch. d. V. Israel, vii. p. 183; cf. 386, anm. 1; finiss, Gesch.

N. T., p. 254; ScJncegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 406; Kirchhofcr, Quel-



6 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

In the Homilies there are very numerous quotations of

expressions of Jesus and of Gospel history, which an

generally placed in the mouth of Peter, or introduced

with such formulae as: "The teacher said," "Jesus said,"
" He said,"

" The prophet "said,
3'

but in no case does the

author name the source from which these sayings and

quotations are derived. That he does, however, quote

from a written source, and not from, tradition, is clear

from the use of such expressions as " in another place

(oXXg vov)
1 he has said," which refer not to other locali-

ties or circumstances, but another part of a written

history.* There are in the Clementine Homilies upwards
of a hundred quotations of expressions of Jesus or refe-

rences to his history, too many by far for us to examine

in detail here, but, notwithstanding the number of these

passages, so systematically do they vary more or less

from the parallels in our canonical Gospels, that, as in

the case of Justin, Apologists are obliged to have recourse

to the elastic explanation, already worn so threadbare,

of "
free quotation from memory" and "

blending of pas-

ages
"
to account for the remarkable phenomena presented.

It must, however, be evident that the necessity for such

an apology at all shows the absolute weakness of the

evidence furnished by these quotations. De Wette says :

"The quotations of evangelical works and histories in

the pseudo-Clementine writings, from their free and

unsatisfactory nature, permit only uncertain conclusions

, p. 461, anm. 47 ; LScJce, Comment Ev. Joh- 1840, L p. 225 ;

^ Ntoxder, Genet. Entir. Gno&L Systeme, p.

370. ZuMMmtacit, Lebensgesch. <L Jurche J. C. 2 Ausg., L p. 118.

JLJ>. 250, GaBandi, Vet Pfctr. KM. Proleg., p. Iv. ; JIM, Proleg. N. T.

Gr., 670. Fourth century, Lodz, Dogmengeschichte, L p. 58. Their

groundwork 2nd or 3rd century, GuerirJct, ICTmch K. G., p. 146.

1
<jLpp m|jyl ina&*nv*a TTmn. TOT. g.

5
CrtrfiMr, Beitrige, L p. 283.
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as to their written source." 1 Critics have maintained

very different and conflicting views regarding that source.

Apologists, of course, assert that the quotations in the

Homilies are taken from our Gospels only.
2 Others

ascribe them to our Gospels, with a supplementary

apocryphal work : the Gospel according to the Hebrews,

or the Gospel according to Peter.3 Some, whilst

admitting a subsidiary use of some of our Gospels, assert

that the author of the Homilies employs, in preference,

the Gospel according to Peter
;

4 whilst others, recognizing

also the similarity of the phenomena presented by these

quotations with those of Justin's, conclude that the

author does not quote our Gospels at all, but makes use

of the Gospel according to Peter, or the Gospel according

to the Hebrews.5 Evidence permitting of such divergent

conclusions manifestly cannot be of a decided character.

We may affirm, however, that few of those who are

1 Die Anfiihrungen evangelischer Werke und Geschichten in den

pseudo-clementinischen Schriften, ihror Natur nach frei und ungenau,
lassen nur unsichere auf ihre schriftliche Quelle zuriickschliessen. Einl.

N. T. p. 115.

2
Lechler, Das ap. u. nachap. Zeit., p. 458, anm. ; Orelli, Selecta Patr.

Eccles., cap. 1821, p. 22; Semisch, Denkw. d. M. Just., p. 356 ff. ;

Wcstcott, On the Canon, p. 251
; Tischendorf, Wann wurdenu. s. w., p. 90.

3 Jhmsen, Bibelwerk, yiii. p. 533; FrancJc, Die evang. Citate in d.

Clem. Horn., Stud. w. Geistlichkeit, 1847, 2, p. 144 ff.
; Kirchhofer,

Quellensamml., p. 461, anm. 47, 48; Kostlin, Der Ursprung synopt.

EVY., p. 372 f.
; Scholtett, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 58; De Wette, EinL.

N. T., p. 115 f.
; Weisse, Der evang. Gesch., i. p. 27, anm.

* * *
; Uhlhorn,

Die Homilien u. Recog. d. Clem. Bom., 1854, p. 119137; Herzog's

Eealencyclop., Art. Clementinen.
4
Hilgenfeld, Die Ew. Justin's, p. 388 ; Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p.

62 ; Baur, Unters. kan. Evv., p. 575 ff. ; Zeller, Die Apostelgesch., p.

59.

8
Credner, Beitrage, i. p. 330 S.

; Neander, Genetische Entw. der vorn.

Gnost. Syst., p. 418 f.
; Nicolas, Et. sur les Evang. Apocr., p. 69 ff. ;

Seuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 193; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., p. 207.

Hilgenfeld, Volkmar, Zeller, and others consider that the author uses

the same Gospel as Justin. See references in note 3.
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willing to admit the use of our Synoptics by the author

of the Homilies along with other sources, make that

concession on the strength of the absolute isolated

evidence of the Homilies themselves, but they are gene-

rally moved by antecedent views on the point. In an

inquiry like that which we have undertaken, however,

such easy and indifferent judgment would obviously be

out of place, and the point we have to determine is not

whether an author may have been acquainted with our

Gospels, but whether he furnishes testimony that he

actually was in possession of our present Gospels and

regarded them as authoritative.

We have already mentioned that the author of the Cle-

mentine Homilies never names the source from which his

quotations are derived. Of these very numerous quota-

tions we must distinctly state that only two or three, of

a very brief and fragmentary character, literally agree

with our Synoptics, whilst all the rest differ more or

less widely from the parallel passages in these Gospels.

Many of these quotations are repeated more than once

with the same persistent and characteristic variations,

and in several cases, as we have already seen, they agree

with quotations of Justin from the Memoirs of the

Apostles. Others, again, have no parallels at all in our

Gospels, and even Apologists generally are compelled to

admit the use also of an apocryphal Gospel. As in the

case of Justin, therefore, the singular phenomenon is

presented of a vast number of quotations of which only
one or two brief phrases, too fragmentary to avail as

evidence, perfectly agree with our Gospels ; whilst of the

rest all vary more or less, some merely resemble combined

passages of two Gospels, others merely contain the sense,,

some present variations likewise found in other writers
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or in various parts of the Homilies arc repeatedly quoted

with the same variations, and others are not found in

our Gospels at all. Such phenomena cannot be fairly

accounted for by any mere theory of imperfect memory
or negligence. The systematic variation from our

Synoptics, variation proved by repetition not to be acci-

dental, coupled with quotations which have no parallels

at all in our Qospels, naturally point to the use of a

different Gospel. In no case can the Homilies be

accepted as furnishing evidence of any value even of the

existence of our Gospels.

As it is impossible here to examine in detail all of the

quotations in the Clementine Homilies, we must content

ourselves with the distinct statement of their character

which we have already made, and merely illustrate

briefly the different classes of quotations, exhausting,

however, those which literally agree with passages in the

Gospels. The most determined of recent Apologists do

not afford us an opportunity of testing the passages

upon which they base their assertion of the use of our

Synoptics, for they merely assume that the author used

them without producing instances. 1

The first quotation which agrees with a passage in our

Synoptics occurs in Horn. iii. 52 :

" And he cried, saying :

Gome unto me all ye that are weary," which agrees with

the opening words of Matt. xi. 28, but the phrase does

not continue, and is followed by the explanation :

"
that

1

Tischendorf only devotes a dozen lines, with a note, to the Clemen-

tines, and only in connection with our fourth Gospel, which shall here-

after have our attention. Wann warden u. s. w., p. 90. In the same

way Canon Westcott passes them over in a short paragraph, merely

asserting the allusions to our Gospels to be "
generally admitted," and

only directly referring to one supposed quotation from Mark which we
shall presently examine, and one which ho affirms to be from the fourth

Gospel. Ou the Canon, p. 2ol f.
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is, who are seeking the truth and not finding it."
l It is

evident, that so short and fragmentary a phrase cannot

prove anything.
2

The next passage occurs in Horn, xviii. 15 :

" For

Isaiah said : I will open my mouth in parables, and I

will utter things that have been kept secret from the

foundation of the world." 3 Now this passage, with a

slightly different order of words, is found in Matt. xiii.

35. After giving a series of parables, the author of the

Gospel says (v. 34), "All these things spake Jesus unto

the multitudes in parables ; and without a parable spake

he not unto them ; (v. 35,) That it might be fulfilled

which was spoken by the prophet (Isaiah) saying : I will

open my mouth in parables, &c." There are two pecu-

liarities which must be pointed out in this passage.

It is not found in Isaiah, but in Psalm Ixxviii. 2,
4

and it presents a variation from the version of the Ixx.

Both the variation and the erroneous reference to Isaiah,

therefore, occur also in the Homily. The first part of

the sentence agrees with, but the latter part is quite

different from, the Greek of the Ixx., which reads :

"
I

will utter problems from the beginning," <#eyo/Aai

TrpofiXijfjiaTa air
ap^rj<;.

5

The Psalm from which the quotation is really taken

is, by its superscription, ascribed to Asaph, who, in the

Septuagint version of II' Chronicles xxix. 30, is called a

prophet.
6

It was, therefore, early asserted that the

1 Ato Kal e/36a \cytaaf
' AevYe Ttpbs p-e Trdires ol Koina>i>Tfs.' Tovrtoriv, ol TTJV

aXrjQetai' farovvrfs Kal p.f) evptaKOvres avrrjv. Hom. ill. 52.

2
Hilgenfeld, Die Ew. Justin's, u. s. w., p. 351.

3 Kai TOV 'Ho-afav flnflv' 'Avoi'^wTo <TTop.ap.ov ev irapafioXais KOI (fpevofjLat

KKpvp.fjL(va dno Kara/SoXi}? Kocr/iou. -Horn. XYin. 15.

4 The Vulgate reads : aperiam in parabolis os meum : loquar proposi-

tiones ab initio. Ps. Ixxviii. 2.

5 Ps. Ixxyii. 2. 6 tv Xoyois Aavl8 KOI 'Acra(/> TOV irpo<f>r)Tov.
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original reading of Matthew was "
Asaph," instead of

"
Isaiah."

Porphyry, in the third century, twitted Christians

with this erroneous ascription by their inspired evangelist

to Isaiah of a passage from a Psalm, and reduced the

Fathers to great straits. Eusebius, in his commentary
on this verse of the Psalm, attributes the insertion of the

words,
"
by the prophet Isaiah," to unintelligent copyists,

and asserts that in accurate MSS. the name is not added

to the word prophet. Jerome likewise ascribes the

insertion of the name Isaiah for that of Asaph, which was

originally written, to an ignorant scribe,
1 and in the

commentary on the Psalms, generally, though probably

falsely, ascribed to him, the remark is made that many
copies of the Gospel to that day had the name "

Isaiah,"

for which Porphyry had reproached Christians,
2 and the

writer of the same commentary actually allows himself

to make the assertion that Asaph was found in all the

old codices, but ignorant men had removed it.
3 The fact

is, that the reading
"
Asaph

"
for

"
Isaiah

"
is not found

in any extant MS., and, although
"
Isaiah

"
has dis-

appeared from all but a few obscure codices, it cannot be

denied that the name anciently stood in the text.
4 In

the Sinaitic Codex, which is probably the earliest MS.

extant, and which is assigned to the fourth century,

"the prophet Isaiah" stands in the text by the first

hand, but is erased by the second (B).

1 Comment. Matt., xiii. 35.

s Multa evangelia usque hodie ita habent : Ut impleretur, quod scriptum
est per Isaiam prophetam, &c., &c. Jfieron., Opp., vii. p. 270 f.

3
Asaph. invenitur in omnibus veteribus codicibus, sed homines igno-

rantes tulerunt illud. To this Credner pertinently remarks :

" Die Noth,

in welche die guten Kirchenviiter durch Porphyrius gekommen waren,

erlaubte auch. eine Liige. Sie geschah ja : in majorem Dei gloriam,

Beitrage, i. p. 304.

4 Cf. Credner, Beitrage, i. p. 303
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The quotation in the Homily, however, is clearly not

from our Gospel. It is introduced by the words " For

Isaiah says :

"
and the context is so different from that in

Matthew, that it seems impossible that the author of the

Homily could have had the passage suggested to him by
the Gospel. It occurs in a discussion between Simon

the Magician and Peter. The former undertakes to

prove that the Maker of the world is not the highest

God, and amongst other arguments he advances the

passage :

" No man knew the Father, &c.," to show that

the Father had remained concealed from the Patriarchs,

&c., until revealed by the Son, and in reply to Peter he

retorts, that if the supposition that the Patriarchs were

not deemed worthy to know the Father was unjust, the

Christian teacher was himself to blame, who said :

"
I

thank thee, Lord of heaven and earth, that what was

concealed from the wise thou hast revealed to suckling

babes." Peter argues that in the statement of Jesus :

" No man knew the Father, &c.," he cannot be con-

sidered to indicate another God and Father from him

who made the world, and he continues :

" For the

concealed things of which he spoke may be those of the

Creator himself ; for Isaiah says :

'
I will open my mouth,

&c.' Do you admit, therefore, that the prophet was not

ignorant of the things concealed,"
1 and so on. There is

absolutely nothing in this argument to indicate that the

passage was suggested by the Gospel, but, on the con-

trary, it is used in a totally different way, and is quoted

not as an evangelical text, but as a saying from the Old

Testament, and treated in connection with the prophet

himself, and not with its supposed fulfilment in Jesus.

It may be remarked, that in the corresponding part of

the Eecosrnitions, whether that work be of older or moreO '

1
Horn., xyiii. 1 15.
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recent date, the passage does not occur at all. Now,

although it is impossible to say how and where this

erroneous reference to a passage of the Old Testament

first occurred, there is no reason for affirming that it

originated in our first Synoptic, and as little for asserting

that its occurrence in the Clementine Homilies, with so

different a context and object, involves the conclusion

that their author derived it from the Gospel, and not

from the Old Testament or some other source. On the

contrary, the peculiar argument based upon it in the

Homilies suggests a different origin, and it is very

probable that the passage, with its erroneous reference,

was derived by both from another and common

source.

Another passage is a phrase from the
"
Lord's Prayer/'

which occurs in Horn. xix. 2 :

" But also in the prayer

which he commended to us, we have it said : Deliver us

from the evil one
"

('Pvcrcu ^/xas O.TTO TOV Trovypov). It

need scarcely be said, however, that few Gospels can

have.been composed without including this prayer, and

the occurrence of this short phrase demonstrates nothing

more than the mere fact, that the author of the Homilies

was acquainted with one of the most universally known

lessons of Jesus, or made use of a Gospel which con-

tained it. There would have been cause for wonder had

he been ignorant of it.

The only other passage which agrees literally with our

Gospels is also a mere fragment from the parable of the

Talents, and when the other references to the same

parable are added, it is evident that the quotation is not

fi-om our Gospels. In Horn. iii. 65, the address to the

good servant is introduced :

" Well done, good and

faithful servant" (Ev, SoOXe dya#e /cat Tricrc),which agrees
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with the words in Matt. xxv. 21. The allusion to the

parable of the talents in the context is perfectly clear,

and the passage occurs in an address of the Apostle

Peter to overcome the modest scruples of Zaccheus, the

former publican, who has been selected by Peter as his

successor over the Church of Csesarea when he is about

to leave in pursuit of Simon the Magician. Anticipating

the possibility of his hesitating to accept the office, Peter,

in an earlier part of his address, however, makes fuller

allusions to the same parable of the talents, which we

must contrast with the parallel in the first Synoptic.
" But if any of those present, having the ability to

instruct the ignorance of men, shrink back from it,

considering only his own ease, then let him expect to

hear :

"

Hoir. in. 61.

Thou wicked and slothful ser-

vant ;

thou oughtest to have put out my
money with the exchangers, aiid

at my coming I should have ex-

acted mine own.

Cast ye the unprofitable servant

into the darkness without.

AovXc irovrjpf KOI o

(Set o~( TO dpyvpiov fwv irpo-

fta\fiv tiri TO>V TpairfiT>v, KOI tyta av

f\6u>v ttrpaa TO fpov'

MATT. xxv. 2630.
v. 26. Thou wicked and slothful

servant, thou knewest that I reap
where I sowed not, and gather

! from where I strawed not.

v. 27. Thou oughtest therefore to

have put my money to the ex-

changers, and at my coming I

should have received mine own
with usury.

v. 28, 29. Take therefore, &c. &c.

v. 30. And cast ye the unprofit-

able servant into the darkness with-

out ;
there shall be weeping and

gnashing of teeth.

V. 26. Uovrjpf fiotXe ital OKvrjpt,

1/8(IS OTl 6fpi<>, K.T.X.

V. 27. S ere ovv ($a\fiv TO apyv-

'Vaty, caj (\0(i>v

TOV a\p(1ov SovXov els TO

ptOV p.OV To

eyoi fKOfMia-apijv
1 av TO ffiov a~vv

V. 28, 29, Spare ovv, K.T.\.

V. 30. feat TOV axpfiov 8ov\ov

(TKOTOS TO f<0T(pOV. XfTf (IS TO O~KOTOS TO fwTfpOl>' fKfl

s, K.T.\.

1 Luke xix. 23, substitutes firpaa for (
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The Homily does not end here, however, but continues

in words not found in our Gospels at all: "And

reasonably :

'

For/ he says,
'

it is thine, man, to prove

my Avords as silver and as money are proved by the ex-

changers/
'n This passage is very analogous to another

saying of Jesus, frequently quoted from an apocryphal

Gospel, by the author of the Homilies, to which we shall

hereafter more particularly refer, but here merely point

out :

" Be ye approved money-changers
"

(ywecrffe Tpane-

ITCU Sd/a/xoi).
2 The variations from the parallel passages

in the first and third Gospels, the peculiar application of

the parable to the words of Jesus, and the addition of a

saying not found in our Gospels, warrant us in denying
that the quotations we arc considering can be appro-

priated by our canonical Gospels, and, on the contrary,

give good reason for the conclusion, that the author

derived his knowledge of the parable from another

source.

There is no other quotation in the Clementine Homi-

lies which literally agrees with our Gospels, and it is

difficult, without incurring the charge of partial selection,

to illustrate the systematic variation in such very nume-

rous passages as occur in these writings. It would be

tedious and unnecessary to repeat the test applied to the

quotations of Justin, and give in detail the passages from

the Sermon on the Mount which are found in the

Homilies. Some of these will come before us presently,

but with regard to the whole, which are not less than

fifty, we may broadly and positively state that they all

more or less differ from our Gospels. To take the

1 Km eiiXoywr. 2ov yap, (prja-lv, avdpam, TOVS Xoyovy p.ov &>$ apyvpiov firl

TpcnrfiT(av j3a\flv, /cat o>sxpWaTa &oKifia<T(u. Horn. iii. 61.
2 Horn. iii. 50, ii. 51, &c., &c.
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severest test, however, we shall compare those further

passages which are specially adduced as most closely

following our Gospels, and neglect the vast majority

which most widely differ from them. In addition to the

passages which we have already examined, Credner l

points out the following. The first is from Horn. xix.

2.
2 "

If Satan cast out Satan he is divided against

himself : how then shall his kingdom stand ?
"

In the

first part of this sentence, the Homily reads, K/3d\\r) for

the e/c/3aXXet of the first Gospel, and the last phrase in

each is as follows :

HOH1. TT<OS OVV aVTOV OTTJKrj 17 (3a(Tl\fia ',

Matt. TTWS ovv (rradri<TTcu rj /SatriXet'a alrov ;

The third Gospel differs from the first as the Homily
does from both. The next passage is from Horn. xix.

7.
3 "For thus, said our Father, who was without

deceit : out of abundance of heart mouth speaketh."

The Greek compared with that of Matt. xii. 34.

Hom. 'EK 7r(pi<r<rfvp.aTos Kapdias oro^a XaXei.

Matt. 'EK yap TOV TTfpicro'fvp.aTos rfjs Kap8tas TO <rr6fj.a XaXei.

The form of the homily is much more proverbial. The

next passage occurs in Hom. iii. 52 :

"
Every plant which

the heavenly Father did not plant shall be rooted up."

This agrees with the parallel in Matt. xv. 13, with the

important exception, that although in the mouth of

Jesus,
"
the heavenly Father

"
is substituted for the

"my heavenly Father" of the Gospel. The last passage

pointed out by Credner, is from Hom. viii. 4 :

" But

many" he said also, "called, but few chosen," which may
be compared with Matt. xx. 16, &c.

Hom. AXXa KOI, TroXXol, (pr)<r\v, K\TJTO\, oXi'yoi Se eVc

Matt. TToXXot yap dcriv (cXrjToj, o'Xiyoi eVc

1 Credner, Beitriige, i. p. 285 ; cf. p. 302.

2 Cf. Matt. xii. 26. 3 Cf. Matt. xii. 34.
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We have already fully discussed this passage of the

Gospel in connection with the
"
Epistle of Barnabas,"

l

and need not say more here.

The variations in these passages, it may be argued,

are not very important. Certainly, if they were the

exceptional variations amongst a mass of quotations

perfectly agreeing with parallels in our Gospels, it might
be exaggeration to base upon such divergences a con-

clusion that they were derived from a different source.

When it is considered, however, that the very reverse is

the case, and that these are passages selected for their

closer agreement out of a multitude of others either

more decidedly differing from our Gospels or not found

in them at all, the case entirely changes, and variations

being the rule instead of the exception, these, however

slight, become evidence of the use of a Gospel different

from ours. As an illustration of the importance of slight

variations in connection with the question as to the

source from which quotations are derived, the following

may at random be pointed out. The passage "See

thou say nothing to any man, but go thy way, show

thyself to the priest" (^Opa /x^Sevt ju/qSe*' 177179,
dXXa vTraye

creavrov Selgov TU lepeT) occurring in a work like the

Homilies would, supposing our second Gospel no longer

extant, be referred to Matt. viii. 4, with which it en-

tirely agrees with the exception of its containing the

one extra word /x^Se^. It is however actually taken

from Mark i. 44, and not from the first Gospel. Then

again, supposing that our first Gospel had shared the fate

of so many others of the iroXXot of Luke, and in some

early work the following passage were found :

" A

prophet is not without honour except in his own country

1 Vol. i. p. 230 fT.

VOL. II.
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and in his own house" (Ov/c ecrnv TT/XX^T^? artfcos ei
/-IT)

et> TTJ IBia
1

TrarpiSi CLVTOV KOL ev
rf) oi/aa avrou), this

passage would undoubtedly be claimed by apologists as

a quotation from Mark vi. 4, and as proving the existence

and use of that Gospel. The omission of the words

"and among his own kin" (K<U ev rots o-vyyevevo-iv avrov)

would at first be explained as mere abbreviation, or

defect of memory, but on the discovery that part or all

of these words are omitted from some MSS., that for

instance the phrase is erased from the oldest manuscript

known, the Cod. Sinaiticus, the derivation from the

second Gospel would be considered as established. The

author notwithstanding might never have seen that

Gospel, for the quotation is taken from Matt. xiii. 57.
2

We have already quoted the opinion of De Wette as

to the inconclusive nature of the deductions to be drawn

from the quotations in the pseudo-Clementine writings

regarding their source, but in pursuance of the plan we

have adopted we shall now examine the passages which

he cites as most nearly agreeing with our Gospels.
3 The

first of these occurs in Horn. iii. 18 : "The Scribes and

the Pharisees sit upon Moses' seat ; all things therefore,

whatsoever they speak to you, hear them/' which is

compared with Matt, xxiii. 2, 3 :

" The Scribes and

the Pharisees sit upon Moses' seat ; all things therefore,

whatsoever they say to you, do and observe." The

Greek of the latter half of these passages we subjoin.

Horn. Travra ovv Sera \tyaHriv vp.lv, dfcovere airrSav.

Matt. Trdvra ovv otra tav (iirwcriv vp.'iv Trot^o-are KOI TT/pelre.
4

1
18ia, though not found in all MSS., has the authority of the Cod,

Sinaiticus and other ancient texts.

2 Cf. Matt. viii. 1922 ; Luke ix. u7 60, &c., &c.
3 Einl. N. T., p. 115.

4 It is unnecessary to point out the various readings of the three last
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That the variation in the Homily is deliberate and

derived from the Gospel used by the author is clear

from the continuation :

" Hear them (avruv), he said, as

entrusted with the key of the kingdom, which is know-

ledge, which alone is able to open the gate of life,

through which alone is the entrance to eternal life. But

verily, he says : They possess the key indeed, but those

who wished to enter in they do not allow/' l The avratv

is here emphatically repeated, and the further quotation

and reference to the denunciation of the Scribes and

Pharisees continues to differ distinctly both from the

account in our first and third Gospels. The passage in

Matt, xxiii. 13, reads :

" But woe unto you, Scribes and

Pharisees, hypocrites ! for ye shut the kingdom of heaven

against men
;
for ye go not in yourselves neither suffer

ye them that are entering to. go in." 2 The parallel in

Luke xi. 52 is not closer. There the passage regarding

Moses' seat is altogether wanting, and in ver. 52, where

the greatest similarity, exists, the "
lawyers

"
instead of

the "
Scribes and Pharisees" are addressed. The verse

reads :

" Woe unto you, Lawyers ! for ye have taken

away the key of knowledge : ye entered not in yourselves,

and them that were entering in ye hindered/' 3 The

first Gospel has not the direct image of the key at

all : the Scribes and Pharisees " shut the kingdom of

words in various MSS. Whether shortened or inverted, the difference

from the Homily remains the same.
1 A.VTWV fie, fiTrev, cbs T^V K\dda rrjs /3ariX'af TrfTnarev/ieVwi/, TJTIS eart

yvSxris, fj P.OVT) rrjv irv\r)v T/r fcofjr ai>oiat fivraTat, di f/s (JLOVTJS fl$ TTJV alaviav

farjv fl(rt\6flv (<rrtv. 'AAXa vai, (pr)<rlv, Kparova-t p.iv TTJV xXelx, Tots fie /SovXo-

fjLtvois fla-f\6flv ov iraptxov<riv. Horn. iii. 18
;

cf. Horn. iii. 70, xviii. 1<3, 16.

3
Ovai, K.T.A on K\fifTf TT)V (HaaiXeiav T<at> ovpavwv (p,Trpo<T0tv TMV

dv6pd>nw iip-fts yap OVK (i<rtpxf<rfl(, ov8e rovs (io-fpxop.ei>ovs afpUre flarfXtifw-

Matt, xxiii. 13.

3 Oval vp.lv rots vofjiiKois, Sri rjpaTf rr/v K\6i8a TTJS yj/ftXTfcos
1 avrc/t OVK (i<rrj\6aT(

KO\ TOVS (l<rfpxop.{vovs wXv<raTf. Luke xi. 52.

(; 2
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heaven
;

"
the third lias

"
the key of knowledge"

7775 yvwcreajs) taken away by the lawyers, and not by the

Scribes and Pharisees, whilst the Gospel of the Homilies

has the key of the kingdom (/cXetSo. TTJS /SacrtXetas), and

explains that this key is knowledge (17719 ecrrl y^wcrts)-

It is apparent that the first Gospel uses an expression

more direct than the others, whilst the third Gospel

explains it, but the Gospel of the Homilies has in all

probability the simpler original words : the "
key of the

kingdom," which both of the others have altered for the

purpose of more immediate clearness. In any case it

is certain that the passage does not agree with our

Gospel.
1

The next quotation referred to by De Wette is in

Horn. iii. 51 : "And also that he said :

'
I am not come

to destroy the law .... the heaven and the

earth will pass away, but one jot or one tittle shall in no-

wise pass from the law.'
''

This is compared with Matt,

v. 17, 18 :

2 "Think not that I am come to destroy the

law or the prophets : I am not come to destroy but to

fulfil, (v. 18) For verily I say unto you: Till heaven

and earth pass away one jot or one tittle shall in nowise

pass from the law, till all be fulfilled." The Greek of

both passages reads as follows :

HOM. in. 51. MATT, v/17, 18.

To 8e KOI flnfiv avrov MIJ vofj.i<ri]Te art y\6ov KUTaXvcrai

' TOV VOfJLOV T!
Toi'S TrpOfpr/TaS' OVK Tj\6()V

OVK fj\6ov KaraA{)(rai TOV vofwv. Kara\iicrai dXXa TrAqpaxrai.

V. 18. dp.Tjv yap Xeyco vp.lv, ea)j av

'O ovpavos /cat
rj yrj TrapfXfixrovrai larra Trape'X^r/ 6 ovpavos KOI T) yi], iSyra ev y

8f tv
TI fjila Kfpaia ov

p.rj iraptXfy) OTTO fjiia Ktpaia oil pr) TrapfX&y diro TOV

TOV vofiov. vofiov, ea>s av Trdvra yevrjrai.

1
Credner, Beitriige, i. p. 317 f. ; Hilrjeiifcld, Die Evv. Justin's, p. 366 f.

Zelhr, Die Apostelgesch., p. 57 f.

8 Of. Luke xvi. 17.
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That the omissions and variations in this passage arc

not accidental is proved by the fact that the same quota-

tion occurs again literally in the Epistle from IVt<T J

which is prefixed to the Homilies in which the irapeXtv-

crovTat, is repeated, and the sentence closes at the same

point. The author in that place adds :

" This he said

that all might be fulfilled" (TOVTO Se elprjKev, Iva ra TTOLVTO.

yiV^rcu). Hilgenfeld considers this Epistle of much more

early date than the Homilies, and that this agreement be-

speaks a particular text.
2 The quotation does not agree

with our Gospels, and must be assigned to another source.

The next passage pointed out by De Wette is the

erroneous quotation from Isaiah which we have already

examined. 3 That which follows is found in Horn. viii. 7:

" For on this account our Jesus himself said to one Avho

frequently called him Lord, yet did nothing which he

commanded : Why dost thou say to me Lord, Lord, and

doest not the things which I say ?" This is compared
with Luke vi. 4G :

4 "But why call ye me Lord, Lord,

and do not the things which I say ?"

HOM. viii. 7.

Tt p.f Xe'yetf, Kvpif, Kvpif, KCU ov

Troifls a Xf'w ;

LUKE vi. 46.

Ti Se fie KaXflre Kvpif, icupif,

ov TTOteire n Xe'ya ;

This passage differs from our Gospels in having the

second person singular instead of the plural, and in

substituting Xeyets for KaXelre in the first phrase.

The Homily, moreover, in accordance with the use of

the second person singular, distinctly states that the

saying was addressed to a person who frequently

called Jesus "Lord," whereas in the Gospels it forms

part of the Sermon on the Mount with a totally imper-

sonal application to the multitude.

1
ii.

2 Die Evv. Justin's, p. 340.

8 P. 10. Cf. Horn, xviii. 15
;
Matt. xiii. 35.

" Of. Matt. yii. 21.



22 SUPEENATUBAL EELIGION.

Tlic next passage referred to by De Wette is in Horn,

xix. 2 : "And lie declared that he saw the evil one as

lightning fall from heaven." This is compared with

Luke x. 18, which has no parallel in the other Gospels :

" And he said to them, I beheld Satan as lightning fall

from heaven."

HOM. xix. 2.

Km Sri edtpaKf rbv 7fovt]pov

doTpaTnjv TTtcrovra (K rov oipavov

LUKE x. 18.

"Etnev Se avrols 'E&wpom/ rov craravav

as acrrpairrjv e'/c rov ovpavov irfrrovra,

The substitution of rbv rrovrjpov for rov craravav, had

he found the latter in his Gospel, would be all the more

remarkable from the fact that the author of the Homilies

has just before quoted the saying
"
If Satan cast out

Satan,"
1

&c. and he continues in the above words to

show that Satan had been cast out, so that the evidence

would have been strengthened by the retention of the

word in Luke had he quoted that Gospel. The variations,

however, indicate that he quoted from another source.
2

The next passage pointed out by De Wette likewise

finds a parallel only in the third Gospel. It occurs in

Horn. ix. 22 :

"
Nevertheless, though all demons and

all diseases flee before you, in this is not to be your
sole rejoicing, but in that, through grace, your names,

as of the ever-living, are recorded in heaven." This is

compared with Luke x. 20 : "Notwithstanding, in this

rejoice not that the spirits are subject unto you, but

rejoice that your names are written in the heavens."

HOM. ix. 22. LUKE x. 20.

'AXX' Sfj-ais KO.V Trdvrts Saiftovts p.era nXiji* Iv TOUTO) /i) ^a/pere on ru

Tfdvratv r&v Tra6S>v vfj.ds (pevyaxriv, I irvrvfiara vfj.1v vrrordcr<rerai,

QVK (<mv tv roirut [JLOVM -^aipfiv, nXX*
|
8e on Ta ovoftara vfiS>v eyytypdTrrai

fV Tia> Si' evapetrriav TO. 6vop.ara vfiStv rots ovpavots.

ovpava us det a>vr<av dvaypafpfjvai.

1 See p. 16. ' Of. Hffgenfeld, DieEw. Justin's, p. 346 f.
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The differences between these two passages are too great

and the peculiarities of the Homily too marked to

require any argument to demonstrate that the quota-

tion cannot be successfully claimed by our third Gospel.

On the contrary, as one of so many other passages

systematically varying from the canonical Gospels, it-

must be assigned to another source.

De Wette says :

" A few others (quotations) presup-

pose (voraussetzen) the Gospel of Mark,"
1 and he gives

them. The first occurs in Horn. ii. 19: "Justa,
2 who is

amongst us, a Syrophcenician, a Canaanite by race, whose

daughter was affected by a sore disease, and who came to

our Lord crying out and supplicating that he would heal

her daughter. But he being also asked by us, said :

'

It

is not meet to heal the Gentiles who are like dogs from

their using divers meats and practices, whilst the table in

the kingdom has been granted to the sons of Israel/

But she hearing this and desiring to partake like a dog of

the crumbs falling from this table, having changed what

was to lead the same life as the sons of the kingdom,

she obtained, as she asked, the healing of her daughter."
3

This is compared with Mark vii. 24 30,
4 as it is the

only Gospel which calls the woman a Syrophoenician.

The Homily, however, not only calls her so, a very unim-

portant point, but gives her name as
"
Justa/' If, there-

1 Einl. N. T., p. 115. - Cf. Horn. iii. 73; xiii. 7.

3 'lovora TIS fv f]p-1v ecm 2upo0oii>tKier(ra, TO ytvos Xavavlris, rjs TO Qvyarpiov

VTTO xaXon;? v6<rov <rwft'xro, f/
KCU ra> Kvpia f;p.5>v irpo<rf)\6f ftoSxra KOI

iKfTfiiovo'a, oTTcor avTTjS TO Ovydrpiov 6(pa7rfvo~f). 'O 8e, /cat v<p' r^iuv aia>dfls,

elirev OVK (t;o~nv lao~6ai TO. edvi], toiKOTa KV&lv, m TO buxpopois xprjffQai Tpotpats

KOI Trpa{-(o-iv, aTroSeSo/iei'j;? TTJS Kara TT/V ftao-i\flav Tpairefrs Tols viols 'iq^aiyX.

'H Se TOVTO aKovo-ao-a, Kal TTJS avrijs TpaTrefrs, as KVO>V, ^t^tcoi' anonnnvvTw

crviJ.fi(TaXap.^dvfLV fj,fTa6fpevrj oTTfp f/v,
r<5 o/ioicoy Siairaer^ai rots rrjs f3ao-iX(las

viols, TT)S tls TTJV dvyaTepa, as rj^iwa-tv fTV\fV Ido-ews. Horn. ii. 19.

4 Cf. Matt. xv. 2128.
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fore, it be argued that the mention of her nationality

supposes that the author found the fact in his Gospel,

and that as we know no other but Mark 1 which gives

that information, that he therefore derived it from our

second Gospel, the additional mention of the name of

"Justa" on the same grounds necessarily points to the use

of a Gospel which likewise contained it, which our Gospel

does not. Nothing can be more decided than the varia-

tion in language throughout this whole passage from the

account in Mark, and the reply of Jesus is quite foreign

to our Gospels. In Mark (vii. 25) the daughter has " an

unclean spirit
"

(irvevpa aKa.da.pTov) ;
in Matthew (xv. 22)

she is
"
grievously possessed by a devil

"
(/ca/cois Scu/xoi'i-

erai), but in the Homily she is
"
affected by a sore

disease" (VTTO ^aXeir^s vocrov crwet^ero). The second

Gospel knows nothing of any intercession on the part of

the disciples, but Matthew has :

" And the disciples came

and besought him (rjpdrrow avrov) saying :

' Send her

away, for she crieth after us,
' ?J 2 whilst the Homily has

merely
"
being also asked by us," (diet>0els) in the sense

of intercession in her favour. The second Gospel gives

the reply of Jesus as follows :

" Let the children first be

filled : for it is not meet to take the bread of the chil-

dren, and to cast it to the dogs. And she answered and

said unto him :

*

Yea, Lord, for the dogs also eat under the

table of the crumbs of the children. And he said unto her :

For this saying go thy way ; the devil is gone out of thy

daughter."
: The nature of the reply of the woman is,

1 "The woman was a Greek, a Syrophenician by nation." (17
& yvyfi ^v

s, Svpa GoiviKurcra TW ytvfi]. Mark yii. 26.
"Awoman of Canaan.

"

vvrfXavavala}. Matt. XT. 22. * Matt. XT. 23.
3 Mark vii. 27 29. *A< irpSrrov xPraa'^)vat rinva- av yap (<mv raXo?

lv TOV aprov rutv T(KVWV KOI rots mvapiots jSoXcty. 17
& mriKpiBr) KCU \eyti

Na^ Kvpic teal yap TO mvapia vxoKaro TTJS Tpairt&s etrQiavvw airo TO

ay waiSlav. K.T.\.
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in the Gospels, the reason given for granting her request;

but in the Homily the woman's conversion to Judaism,
1

that is to say Judeo-Chiistianity, is prominently advanced

as the cause of her successful pleading. It is certain

from the whole character of this passage, the variation of

the language, and the reply of Jesus which is not in our

Gospels at all, that the narrative was not derived from

them but from another source.
2

The last of De Wette's 3

passages is from Horn. iii. 57 :

"
Hear, Israel ; the Lord thy

4 God is one Lord." This

is a quotation from Deuteronomy vi. 4, which is likewise

quoted in the second Gospel, xii. 29, in reply to the

question,
" Which is the first Commandment of all ? Jesus

answered : The first is, Hear, Israel ; the Lord our God

is one Lord, and thou shalt love the Lord thy God," &c.

&c. In the Homily, however, the quotation is made in

a totally different connection, for there is no question of

commandments at all, but a clear statement of the cir-

cumstances under which the passage was used, which

excludes the idea that this quotation was derived from

Mark xii. 29. The context in the Homily is as follows :

" But to those who were beguiled to imagine many gods

as the Scriptures say, he said : Hear, Israel," &c., &c. 5

There is no hint of the assertion of many gods in the

Gospels ; but, on the contrary, the question is put by one

of the scribes in Mark to whom Jesus says :

" Thou art

not far from the Kingdom of God/' 6 The quotation,

1 Cf. Horn. xiii. 7.

2 Cf. Hilgenfetd, Die Evv. Justin's, p. 353 f.

8 Einl. N. T.,p. 115.

4
Although most MSS. have <rov in this place, some, as for instance that

edited by Cotelerius, read vp<av.

3 Tots fie f]iraTrjfji(vois TroXXovr 6(ovs inrovodv, ws at rpcxfrai \(yov<rii>, (<j).

"\Kove, 'lo-paqX, K.T.X. Horn. iii. 57.
6 Mark xii. 34.
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therefore, beyond doubt, must have been taken from

a different Gospel.

We may here refer to the passage, the only one pointed

out by him in connection with the Synoptics, the dis-

covery of which Canon "Westcott affirms,
" has removed

the doubts which had long been raised about those

(allusions) to St. Mark." x The discovery referred to

is that of the Codex Ottobonianus by Dressel, which

contains the concluding part of the Homilies, and which

was first published by him in 1853. Canon Westcott

says :

"
Though St. Mark has few peculiar phrases, one

of these is repeated verbally in the concluding part of

the 19th Homily."
2 The passage is as follows: Horn,

xix. 20 :

" Wherefore also he explained to his disciples

privately the mysteries of the kingdom of the heavens."

This is compared with Mark iv. 34. . . . and privately

to his own disciples, he explained all things."

MARK IY. 34.

.... KO.T' I8iav fie ro?y t

Trdvrn.
3

HOM. xix. 20.

Aio KOI rots avrov fjM.6r}Ta1s KUT' idiav

eVeXve TTJS rS>v ovpavSav /SacrtXei'as TO.

/j.vcrrT]pia.

We have only a few words to add to complete the whole

of Dr. Westcott's remarks upon the subject. He adds

after the quotation :

" This is the only place where

cTTiXva) occurs in the Gospels/'
4 We may, however,A t/ '

point out that it occurs also in Acts xix. 39 and 2 Peter

i. 20. It is upon the coincidence of this word that

Canon Westcott rests his argument that this passage is a

1 On the Canon, p. 251.
"

Cf. Ib., p. 252.

3 Dr. Westcott quotes this reading, which is supported by the Codices

B, C, Sinaiticus and others. The Codex Alexandrinus and a majority of

other MSS. read for rots Idiots fJLadrjrais, "roTy /za&jTaty avrov," which is

closer to the passage in the Homily. It is fair that this should be pointed

out.
4 On the Canon, p. 252, note 1.
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reference to Mark. Nothing, however, could be weaker

than such a conclusion from such an indication. The

phrase in the Homily presents a very marked variation

from the passage in Mark. The "
all things

"
(travTa) of

the Gospel, reads :

" The mysteries of the kingdom of the

heavens
"

(rrj<s
TUV ovpavatv /SacrtXeta? TO, pvcrrripia) in

the Homily. The passage in Mark iv. 11, to which

Dr. Westcott does not refer, reads TO pvorfpiov rrjs

jSacriXeicts rov Oeov. There is one very important matter,

however, which our Apologist has omitted to point out,

and which he passes over in convenient silence the

context in the Homily. The chapter commences thus :

" And Peter said : We remember that our Lord and

Teacher, as commanding, said to us :

' Guard the

mysteries for me, and the sons of my house.' Wherefore

also he explained to his disciples privately," &C. 1 And
then comes our passage. Now, here is a command of

Jesus, in immediate connection with which the phrase

before us is quoted, which does not appear in our Gospels

at all, and which clearly establishes the use of a different

source. The phrase itself which differs from Mark, as

we have seen, may with all right be referred to the

same unknown Gospel.

It must be borne in mind that all the quotations which

we have hitherto examined are those which have been

selected as most closely approximating to passages in our

Gospels. Space forbids our giving illustrations of the

vast number which so much more widely differ from

parallel texts in the Synoptics. We shall confine our-

selves to pointing out in the briefest possible manner

1 Km 6 fLfrpos' Mefj.vr]fjL(da rov Kvpiov rjfjiS)V Koi AtdaovcaXov, u>s five\\6fJLfi>os,

flirtv r}^"iv' Ta p.v(TTT)pia t/jiol KOI rois viols TOV oucov /iou 0uAaare. K.T.X.

Horn. xix. 20.
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some of the passages which are persistent in their

variations or recall similar passages in the Memoirs of

Justin. The first of these is the injunction in Horn. iii.

55 :

" Let your yea be yea, your nay nay, for whatsoever

is more than these cometh of the evil one." The same

saying is repeated in Horn. xix. with the sole addition of
"
and." We subjoin the Greek of these, together with that

of the Gospel and Justin with which the Homilies agree.

Hom. iii. 55. "Eorw vfj.<H>v TO val val TO ov ov.

Horn. xix. 2. *EOTO) vfj.a>v TO val vaL KOI TO ov ov.

Apol. i. 16. "EOTCD 8e vfj.a>v TO val vai Kal TO ov ov.

Matt. Y. 37.
v
EoT<o 8e 6 Xoyoy vp.S>v val vai ov o#.

As we have already discussed this passage
1 we need not

repeat our remarks here. That this passage comes from

a source different from our Gospels is rendered more

apparent by the quotation in Hom. xix. 2 being preceded

by another which has no parallel at all in our Gospels.

"And elsewhere he said, 'He who sowed the bad seed is the

devil" ('O Se TO KOLKOV (nrepfJLa cnreipa^ earlv 6 StaySoXos
2
):

and again :

" Give no pretext to the evil one." 2
(M^ SOT

7rp6(f>aorLv raj Trovypa>>) But in exhorting he prescribes :

" Let your yea be yea," &c. The first of these phrases

differs markedly from our Gospels ; the second is not in

them at all ; the third, which we are considering, differs

likewise in an important degree in common with Justin's

quotation, and there is every reason for supposing that

the whole were derived from the same unknown source. 3

In the same Homily, xix. 2, there occurs also the

passage which exhibits variations likewise found in

Justin, which we have already examined,
4 and now

merely point out.
"
Begone into the darkness without,

1 Vol. i. p. 354, p. 376 f.
" Cf. Matt, xiii. 39.

3 Cf. Credner, Beitrage, i. p. 306 ; Hilgenfeld, Die EVY. Justin's, p.

360.
4 Vol. i. p. 415 f.
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which the Father hath prepared for the devil and his

angels."
l The quotation in Justin (Dial. 76) agrees

exactly with this, with the exception that Justin has

^arara instead of Sta/3dXw, which is not important,

whilst the agreement in the marked variation from the

parallel in the first Gospel establishes the fact of a

common source different from ours.
2

We have also already
3 referred to the passage in Horn.

xvii. 4.
" No one knew (eyvot) the Father but the Sou,

even as no one knoweth the Son but the Father and

those to whom the Son is minded to reveal him." This

quotation differs from Matt. xi. 27 in form, in language,

and in meaning, but agrees with Justin's reading of the

same text, and as we have shown the use of the aorist

here, and the transposition of the order, were character-

istics of Gospels used by Gnostics and other parties in

the early Church, and the passage with these variations

was regarded by them as the basis of some of their

leading doctrines. 4 That the variation is not accidental,

but a deliberate quotation from a written source, is proved

by this, and by the circumstance that the author of the

Homilies repeatedly quotes it elsewhere in the same

form. 5 It is impossible to suppose that the quotations

in these Homilies are so systematically and consistently

erroneous, and the only natural conclusion is that they

are derived from a source different from our Gospels.
6

1 '

YTrdyerf (Is TO CTKOTOS TO fa>T(pov, o ^roi'/iacrev 6 Tlarfip ra> 8iaft6\a> KOI rois

dyys\ois avrov. Hoiu. xix. 2 ; cf. Matt. xxv. 41.

-
Hilyenfeld, Die Evv. Justin's, pp. 369, 233 f.

; Crediier, Beitriige, i.

p. 211, p. 330 ; Maycrhojf, Einl. petr. Schr., p. 245 f.

3 Vol. i. p. 402 ff.

4
Irencem, Contra Hser., iv. 6, 1, 3, 7 ; cf. vol. i. p. 406 f.

6 Horn, xviii. 4, 6, 7, 8, 13, 20.
6
Hilyenfdd, Die Evv. Justin's, p. 201 ff., 351 ; Credner, Beitriige, i.

p. 210 f., 248 f., 314, 330
; Mayerhoff, Einl. petr. Schr., p. 245; Zellcr,

Die Apostelgesch., p. 48
; Bnur, Unters. kan. Ew., p. 576.
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Another passage occurs in Horn. iii. 50 :

" Wherefore

ye do err, not knowing the true things of the Scriptures ;

and on this account ye are ignorant of the power of

God." This is compared with Mark xii. 24 i

1 " Do ye

not therefore err, not knowing the Scriptures nor the

power of God."

HOM. in. 50.

Aia TOVTO ir\avaa'6f, pf) fl86rfs ra

ra>v
ypa(f)<i>v, ov flvfKfv ayvoflre

TTJV Swa/iip TOV Qfov.

MASK xii. 24.

Ov Bui rovro TrXavcurdf /xry
flBores

TUS ypa<f)as /zTjSe TTJV bvvayav TOV

9eov ;

The very same quotation is made both in Horn. ii. 51

and xviii. 20, and in each case in which the passage is

introduced it is in connection with the assertion that there

are true and false Scriptures, and that as there are in the

Scriptures some true sayings and some false, Jesus by
this saying showed to those who erred by reason of the

false the cause of their error. There cannot be a doubt

that the author of the Homilies quotes this passage from

a Gospel different from ours, and this is demonstrated

both by the important variation from our text and also

by its consistent repetition, and by the context in which

it stands.
2

Upon each occasion, also, that the author of the

Homilies quotes the foregoing passage he likewise

quotes another saying of Jesus which is foreign to our

Gospels :

" Be ye approved money-changers," yiVecr#e

TpaTre&rou, So/afioi.
3 The saying is thrice quoted without

variation, and each time, together with the preceding

passage, it refers to the necessity of discrimination

between true and false sayings iii the Scriptures, as

for instance :

" And Peter said : If, therefore, of the

1 Of. Matt. xxii. 29, which is still more remote.
2
Hilgenfeld, Die Ew. Justin's, p, 365.

5 Horn. ii. 51, iii. 50, xyiii. 20.
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Scriptures some are true and some are false, our Teacher

rightly said : 'Be ye approved money-changers/ as in

the Scriptures there are some approved sayings and some

spurious."'
1 This is one of the best known of the

apocryphal sayings of Jesus, and it is quoted by nearly

all the Fathers,
2
by many as from Holy Scripture, and

by some ascribed to the Gospel of the Nazarenes, or

the Gospel according to the Hebrews. There can be

no question here that the author quotes an apocryphal

Gospel.
3

There is, in immediate connection with both the pre-

ceding passages, another saying of Jesus quoted which

is not found in our Gospels :

"
Why do ye not discern

the good reason of the Scriptures ?
" " Ata TL ov voelre

TO evXoyov TU>V ypa(f>a>v."
4 This passage also comes from

a Gospel different from ours,
5 and the connection and

sequence of these quotations is very significant.

One further illustration, and we have done. We find

the following in Horn. iii. 55 :

" And to those who

think that God tempts, as the Scriptures say, he said :

' The evil one is the tempter, who also tempted him-

self.'
" 6 This short saying is not found in our Gospels.

1 Horn. ii. 51.

-
Apost. Constit., ii. 36; cf. 37; Clem. Al, Strom., i. 28, 177 ; cf. ii.

4, 15, vi. 10, 81, vii. 15, 90; Origen, in Joan. T. xix., vol. iv.

p. 289; Epiphanim, Hfer., xliv. 2, p. 382; Hieron., Ep. ad Minerv. et

Alex., 119 (al. 152); Comm. in Ep. ad Ephes., iv. ; Grabe, Spicil. Patr.,

i. p. 13 f., 326; Cvtelerius, Patr. Ap., i. p. 247 f. ; Fabricius, Cod. Apocr.
N. T., ii. p. 524.

8
Credner, Beitrage, i. p. 326 f. ; Hilyenfeld, Die Evv. Justin's, p. 369 ;

De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 115, anin. f.

4 Horn. iii. 50.

5
Credner, Beitrage, i. p. 326 ; Hilyciifetd, Die Evv. Justin's, p. 365 ;

De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 115, anm. f. ; Cotelerius, Not. ad Clem. Horn.,

iii. 50.

6 Tolf 8s olojjLtvois STI o 6fos irtipdfci, us ai Tpafpal \(yov(rii> f(p>/'
'O irovrjpos

ia~rtv 6 TTtipdfav, 6 Kai avrov Truparras. Horn. iii. 55.
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It probably occurred in the Gospel of the Homilies

in connection with the temptation of Jesus. It is not

improbable that the writer of the Epistle of James,

who shows acquaintance with a Gospel different from

ours,
1 also knew this saying.

2 We are here again directed

to the Ebionitish Gospel. Certainly the quotation is

derived from a source different from our Gospels.
3

These illustrations of the evangelical quotations in the

Clementine Homilies give but an imperfect impression of

the character of the extremely numerous passages which

occur in the work. We have selected for our examina-

tion the quotations which have been specially cited by
critics as closest to parallels in our Gospels, and have

thus submitted the question to the test which was most

favourable to the claims of our Synoptics. Space forbids

our adequately showing the much wider divergence

which exists in the great majority of cases between

them and the quotations in the Homilies. To sum up
the case : Out of more than a hundred of these quota-

tions only four brief and fragmentary phrases really

agree with parallels in our Synoptics, and these, we

have shown, are either not used in the same context as

in our Gospels or are of a nature far from special to

them. Of the rest, all without exception systematically

vary more or less from our Gospels, and many in their

variations agree with similar quotations in other writers,

or on repeated quotation always present the same pecu-

liarities, whilst others, professed to be direct quotations

of sayings of Jesus, have no parallels in our Gospels at

all. Upon the hypothesis that the author made use of

our Gospels, such systematic divergence would be per-

1 Cf. ch. v. 12. : Cf. ch. i. 13.

3
Crcdner, Beitiiige, i. p. 306; 7fiJg*nff1d, Die E\v. Justin's, p. 339.
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fectly unintelligible and astounding. On the other

hand, it must be remembered that the agreement of a

few passages with parallels in our Gospels cannot prove

anything. The only extraordinary circumstance is that

even using a totally different source, there should not

have been a greater agreement with our Synoptics. But

for the universal inaccuracy of the human mind, every

important historical saying, having obviously only one

distinct original form, would in all truthful histories

have been reported in that one unvarying form. The

nature of the quotations in the Clementine Homilies

leads to the inevitable conclusion that their author

derived them from a Gospel different from ours. The

source of the quotations is never named throughout the

work, and there is not the faintest indication of the

existence of our Gospels. These circumstances render

the Clementine Homilies, in any case, of no evidential

value as to the origin and authenticity of the canonical

Gospels. This mere fact, in connection with a work

written a century and a half after the establishment of

Christianity, and abounding with quotations of the dis-

courses of Jesus, is in itself singularly suggestive.

It is scarcely necessary to add that the author of the

Homilies has no idea whatever of any canonical writ-

ings but those of the Old Testament, though even with

regard to these some of our quotations have shown that

he held peculiar views, and believed that they con-

tained spurious elements. There is no reference in the

Homilies to any of the Epistles of the New Testament. 1

One of the most striking points in this work, on the

other hand, is its determined animosity against the

1
Westcott, On the Canon, p. 252, note 2

; Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse,

p. 57.

VOL. II. D
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Apostle Paul. We have seen that a strong anti-Pauline

tendency was exhibited by many of the Fathers, who,

like the author of the Homilies, made use of Judeo-

Christian Gospels different from ours. In this work,

however, the antagonism against the "
Apostle of the

Gentiles
"
assumes a tone of peculiar virulence. There

cannot be a doubt that the Apostle Paul is attacked in

this religious romance, as the great enemy of the true

faith, under the hated name of Simon the Magician,

whom Peter follows everywhere for the purpose of

unmasking and confuting him. He is robbed of his

title of
"
Apostle of the Gentiles," which, together with

the honour of founding the Church of Antioch, of

Laodicsea, and of Rome, is ascribed to Peter. All that

opposition to Paul which is implied in the Epistle to the

Galatians and elsewhere 2
is here realized and exag-

gerated, and the personal difference with Peter to which

Paul refers3 is widened into the most bitter animosity.

In the Epistle of Peter to James which is prefixed to

the Homilies, Peter says, in allusion to Paul :

" For

some among the Gentiles have rejected my lawful

preaching and accepted certain lawless and foolish

1
Baur, Paulus, i. p. 97 ff., 148, amn. 1, p. 250; K. G. d. 3 erst.

Jahrh.,p. 87 ff., 93, amn. 1 ; Tiibinger Zeitschr. f. Th., 1831, h. 4, p. 136 f. ;

Dogmengesch. L, i. p. 155 ; Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 286 f. ;

Gfrorer, AUg. K. G., i. p. 257 ff. ; Hilgenfdd, Die Clem. Becogn. u. Horn.,

p. 319
; Zeitschr. f. wiss. Theol., 1869, p. 353 ff. ; Der Kanon, p. 11 f. ;

A. Kayser, Bev. de Theol., 1851, p. 142 f. ; Lechler, Das apost u. nachap.

ZeiL, p. 457 f., p. 500; Seville, Essais de Crit. Belig., 1860, p. 35 t;
Benan, St. Paul, 1869, p. 303, note 8 ; Sews, Hist, du Canon, p. 63,

note 1
; Sitschl, Entst altk. Kirche, p. 277 ff. ; Scholten, Die alt. Zeugn.,

p. 57 ; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 372 ff. ; Uhlhorn, Die Homilien,
u- s. w., 1854, p. 297 ; VoOanar, TheoL Jahrb., 1856, p. 279 f. ; Westcatt,

On the Canon, p. 252, note 2 ; Zeller, Apostelgeschichte, p. 158 f.

1 1 Cor. i. 11, 12 ; 2 Cor. xi. 13, 20 f. ; Philip. L 15, 16.

Gal. ii. 11 ; cf. 1 Cor. i. 11, 12.
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teaching of the hostile man." 1 First expounding a

doctrine of duality, as heaven and earth, day and night,

life and death,
2 Peter asserts that in nature the greater

things come first, but amongst men the opposite is the

case, and the first is worse and the second better.
3 He

then says to Clement that it is easy according to this

order to discern to what class Simon (Paul) belongs,

"who came before me to the Gentiles, and to which

I belong who have come after him, and have followed

him as light upon darkness, as knowledge upon

ignorance, as health upon disease."
4 He continues :

"
If

he were known he would not be believed, but now, not

being known, he is wrongly believed ; and though by
his acts he is a hater, he is loved ; and although an

enemy, he is welcomed as a friend ; and though he is

death, he is desired as a saviour ; and though fire,

esteemed as light ;
and though a deceiver, he is listened

to as speaking the truth/' 5 There is much more of this

acrimonious abuse put into the mouth of Peter.6 The

indications that it is Paul who is really attacked under

the name of Simon are much too clear to admit of doubt.

In Horn. xi. 35, Peter, warning the Church against false

teachers, says :

" He who hath sent us, our Lord and

Prophet, declared to us that the evil one ....
announced that he would send from amongst his fol-

lowers apostles
7 to deceive. Therefore above all remember

to avoid every apostle, or teacher, or prophet, who first does

not accurately compare his teaching with that of James

w

1
Epist. Petri ad Jacobum, 2. Canon "Westcott quotes this passage

with the observation,
" There can be no doubt that St. Paul is referred

to as ' the enemy.'
" On the Canon, p. 252, note 2.

2 Horn. ii. 15. 3
Ib., ii. 16. 4

Ib., ii. 17.

8
Ib., ii. 18. Cf. Horn. iii. 59 ; vii. 2, 4, 10, 11.

7 "We have already pointed out that this declaration is not in our Gospels.
u-2
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called the brother of my Lord, and to whom was

confided the ordering of the Church of the Hebrews

in Jerusalem," &c., lest this evil one should send a false

preacher to them,
"
as he has sent to us Simon preaching

a counterfeit of truth in the name of our Lord and

disseminating error." 1 Further on he speaks more

plainly stilL Simon maintains that he has a truer

appreciation of the doctrines and teaching of Jesus

because he has received his inspiration by supernatural

vision, and not merely by the common experience of the

senses,
2 and Peter replies :

"
I therefore, our Jesus

indeed appeared to you in a vision, revealed himself, and

spoke to you, it was only as an irritated adversary.

. . . . But can any one through visions become*

wise in teaching ? And if you say :

'
It is possible/

then I ask, 'Wherefore did the Teacher remain and

discourse for a whole year to those who were attentive ?

And how can we believe your story that he appeared to

you ? And in what manner did he appear to you, when

you hold opinions contrary to his teaching ? But if

seen and taught by him for a single hour you became

his apostle :
3
preach his words, interpret his sayings, love

his apostles, oppose not me who consorted with him.

For you now set yourself up against me who am a firm

rock, the foundation of the Church. If you were not

an opponent you would not calumniate me, you would

not revile my teaching in order that, in declaring what

I have myself heard from the Lord, I may not be

believed, as though I were condemned. . . . But

1 Horn. xL 35 ; <. GalaL L 7 ff.
*
II., xviL 13 ffi.

* CL 1 Cor. is. 1 ff.
" Am I not an Apostle ? Lave I not seen Jesus

our Lord?" ra GalaLL 1; L 12, "For neither did I myself receive it

by man, But MB I t""gkt it, but by revelation of Jesus Christ."
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if you say that 1 am condemned, you blame God who

revealed Christ to me/
" 1 &c. This last phrase :

"
If you

say that I am condemned" (*H el /careyv&xr/xa^oi/ /AC

Xeyet?) is ail evident allusion to Galat. ii. 11 : "I

withstood him to the face, because he was condemned
"

(on Ko.Teyv(t)criJivo<s'r)v).

We have digressed to a greater extent than we

intended, but it is not unimportant to show the

general character and tendency of the work we have

been examining. The Clementine Homilies, written

perhaps about the end of the second century, which

never name or indicate a single Gospel as the source

of the author's knowledge of evangelical history, whose

quotations of sayings of Jesus, numerous as they are,

systematically differ from the parallel passages of our

Synoptics, or are altogether foreign to them, which

denounce the Apostle Paul as an impostor, enemy of the

faith, and disseminator of false doctrine, and therefore

repudiate his Epistles, at the same time equally ignoring

all the other writings of the New Testament, can

scarcely be considered as giving much support to any

theory of the early formation of the New Testament

Canon, or as affording evidence even of the existence of

its separate books.

2.

AMONG the writings which used formerly to be

ascribed to Justin Martyr, and to be published along

with his general works, is the short composition com-

monly known as the "
Epistle to Diognetus." The

ascription of this composition to Justin arose solely from

1 Horn. xvii. 19.
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the fact that in the only known MS. of the letter there is

an inscription Tou avrov 77/309 Atoyv^rov which from its

connection was referred to Justin. 1 The style and con-

tents of the work, however, soon convinced critics that it

could not possibly be written by Justin,
2 and although it

has been ascribed by various isolated writers to Apollos,

Clement, Marcion, Quadratus, and others, none of these

guesses have been seriously supported, and critics are

almost universally agreed in confessing that the author

of the Epistle is entirely unknown.

Such being the case, it need scarcely be said that the

difficulty of assigning a date to the work with any

degree of certainty is extreme, if it be not absolutely

impossible to do so. This difficulty, however, is in-

creased by several circumstances. The first and most

important of these is the fact that the Epistle to Diog-

netus is neither quoted nor mentioned by any ancient

writer, and consequently there is no external evidence

whatever to indicate the period of its composition.
3

Moreover, it is not only anonymous but incomplete, or, at

least, as we have it, not the work of a single writer. At

the end of Chapter x. a break is indicated, and the two

1
Otto, Ep. ad Diognetum, &c., 1852, p. 11 f.

2
Baur, Dogmengesch. I., i. p. 255 ; Gesch. chr. Kirche, i. p. 373 ;

Bunsen, Analecta Ante-Nic., i. p. 103 ff.
; Christianity and Mankind, i.

p. 170 f.
; Credner, Beitrage, i. p. 50 ; Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 399

;

Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., ii. p. 138 ff.
; Ewald, Gesch.

Volkes Isr., vii. p. 251 ; Guericke, H'buch K. G., p. 152
; O. D. a. Gross-

heim, De ep. ad Diogn. Comm., 1828; Hollenberg, Der Br. ad Diogn.,

1853; Hilgenfeld, Die ap Vater, p. 1, cf. 9 f. ; Kayser, Rev. de Theol.,

1856, p. 258 ff. ; Kirchhofer, Quellensamml. , p. 36, anm. 1
; Md'fJer, Ueb.

d. Br. an Diogn. Werke, 1839, i. p. 19 ff.
; Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 289

;

Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 101 ; Tischendorf, "Wann wurden, u. s. w.,

p. 40; Tillemont, Mem. eccl., torn. ii. pt. 1, p. 366, 493, note 1
; Westcott,

On the Canon, p. 74 f.
; Zeller, Zie Apostelgesch. , p. 50.

3
Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., ii. p. 126; Kirchhofer, Quellen-

samml., p. 36, anm. 1.
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concluding chapters are unmistakably by a different and

later hand. 1
It is not singular, therefore, that there

exists a wide difference of opinion as to the date of the

first ten chapters, although all agree regarding the later

composition of the concluding portion. It is assigned

to various periods between about the end of the first

quarter of the second century to the end of that century,
2

whilst others altogether denounce it as a modern forgery.
3

Nothing can be more insecure in one direction than the

date of a work derived alone from internal evidence.

Allusions to actual occurrences may with certainty prove

that a work could only have been written after they had

taken place. The mere absence of later indications in

an anonymous Epistle only found in a single MS. of the

thirteenth or fourteenth century, however, and which

may have been and probably was written expressly in

imitation of early Christian feeling, cannot furnish any
solid basis for an early date. It must be evident that

1
Credner, Der Kanon, p. 59 ff., 67, 76; Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii.

p. 339; Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., ii. p. 142; Ewald, Geseh.

V. Isr., vii. p. 251, anm. 1
; Hilgenfeld, Die ap. Vater, p. 1

; Otto, Just.

Mart., ii. p. 201 n. ; Items, Gesch. N. T., p. 290; Westcott, On the Canon,

p. 75.

2
c. A.D. 117. Westcott, On the Canon, p. 76. A.D. 120130, Ewald,

Gesch. V. Isr., vii. p. 252. Between Hadrian and Marc. Aurel. Kayser,

Rev. de Theol., 1856, p. 258. An elder contemporary of Justin. T-ischen-

dorf, Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 40. A.D. 133135, Otto, De Ep. ad

Diogn., 1845; Bunsen, Chr. and Mankind,!, p. 170. A.D. 135, Rcuss, Gesch.

N. T., p. 289. A.D. 140, Credner, Der Kanon, p. 59; cf. Beitrage, i. p.

50. After A.D. 170, Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 101. Hardly before

A.D. 180, Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 399. Eilgenfeld excludes it from

the 2nd century. Die ap. Vater, p. 9 f. Zdler considers it of no value,

even if it contained quotations, on account of its late date. Die Apostel-

gesch., p. 51 ;
Theol. Jahrb., iv. p. 619 f.

3 Donaldson considers it either a forgery by H. Stephanus the first

editor, or by Greeks who came over to Italy when Constantinople was

threatened by the Turks. Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., ii. p. ,141 f. So

also Overbeck decides it to be a fictitious production written after the time

of Constantino ; Ueb. d. pseudojust. Br. an Diognet. Programm. 1872.
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the determination of the date of this Epistle cannot

therefore be regarded as otherwise than doubtful and

arbitrary. It is certain that the purity of its Greek and

the elegance of its style distinguish it from all other

Christian works of the period to which so many

assign it.
1

The Epistle to Diognetus, however, does not furnish any
evidence even of the existence of our Synoptics, for it is

admitted that it does not contain a single direct quota-

tion from any evangelical work.2 We shall hereafter

have to refer to this Epistle in connection with the fourth

Gospel, but in the meantime it may be well to add that

in Chapter xii., one of those it will be remembered

which are admitted to be of later date, a brief quotation

is made from 1 Cor. viii. 1, introduced merely by the

words, 6 aTTOcrroXos Aeyei.

1
Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 102

; Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii.

p. 399; Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., ii. p. 134 ff.
; cf. Ewald,

Gesch. Y. Isr., vii. p. 253
; Westcott, On the Canon, p. 74 f. ; Kayser,

Eev. de Th4oL, 1856, p. 257.
3

Credner, Beitrage, i. p. 50; Kayser, Eev. de Theol., 1856, p. 257;

fteuss, Hist, du Canon, p. 40 f. ; Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 102
;

Tiachendorf, Wann warden, u. s. w., p. 40; Westcott, On the Canon,

p. 78,
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CHAPTER VI.

BASILIDES VALENTINUS.

WE must now turn back to an earlier period and

consider any evidence regarding the Synoptic Gospels

which may be furnished by the so-called heretical

writers of the second century. The first of these who

claims our attention is Basilides, the founder of a system

of Gnosticism, who lived in Alexandria about the year

125 of our era.
1 With the exception of a very few brief

fragments,
2 none of the writings of this Gnostic have

been preserved, and all our information regarding them

is therefore derived at second-hand from ecclesiastical

writers opposed to him and his doctrines, and their

statements, especially where acquaintance with, and the

use of, the New Testament Scriptures are assumed, must

be received with very great caution. The uncritical and

inaccurate character of the Fathers rendered them pecu-

liarly liable to be misled by foregone devout conclusions.

Eusebius states that Agrippa Castor, who had written

a refutation of the doctrines of Basilides,
"
Says that he

had composed twenty-four books upon the Gospel."
3

1
Eusebius, H. E., iv. 7, 8, 9; Baur, Gesch. chr. K, i. p. 196; David-

son, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 388 ; Guericke, H'buch K. G., i. p. 182
; Lechler,

Das ap. und nachap Zeit., p. 498; Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 64 ;

Tischendorf, Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 50.

8
Grabe, Spicil. Patr., ii. p. 39 ff., 65 S.

3
&r)<r\v avruv fly pep TO tvayytXtov Ttarorapa irpos rolr ewctxrt avvrd^ai

H. E., iv. 7.
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This is interpreted by Tischendorf, without argument,
and in a most arbitrary and erroneous manner, to imply
that the work was a commentary upon our four

canonical Gospels ;

1 a conclusion the audacity of which

can scarcely be exceeded. ,This is, however, almost

surpassed by the treatment of Canon Westcott, who

writes regarding Basilides :

"
It appears, moreover, that

he himself published a Gospel a '
Life of Christ

'

as it

would perhaps be called in our days, or
' The Philosophy

of Christianity'
2 but he admitted the historic truth of

all the facts contained in the canonical Gospels, and used

them as Scripture. For, in spite of his peculiar opinions,

the testimony of Basilides to our '

acknowledged
'

books

is comprehensive and clear. In the few pages of his

writings which remain there are certain references to the

Gospels of St. Matthew, St. Luke, and St. John,"
3 &c.

Now in making, in such a manner, these assertions : in

totally ignoring the whole of the discussion with regard

to the supposed quotations of Basilides in the work com-

monly ascribed to Hippolytus and the adverse results of

learned criticism : in the unqualified assertions thus

made and the absence either of explanation of the facts

or the reasons for the conclusion : this statement must

be condemned in the strongest manner as unworthy
of a scholar, and only calculated to mislead readers

who must generally be ignorant of the actual facts of

the case.

We know from the evidence of antiquity that Basilides

made use of a Gospel, written by himself it is said, but

certainly called after his own name.4 An attempt has

1 "Wann -warden, u. s. w., p. 51 f.

2 These names are pure inventions of Dr. Westcott's fancy, of course.

3 On the Canon, p. 255 f.

4 Ausus fuit et Basilides scribere EYangelium et suo illud nomine titu-
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been made to explain this by suggesting that perhaps

the Commentary mentioned by Agrippa Castor may have

been mistaken for a Gospel ;

l but the fragments of that

work which are still extant 2 are of a character which

precludes the possibility that any work of which they

formed a part could have been considered a Gospel.
3

Various opinions have been expressed as to the exact

nature of the Gospel of Basilides. Neander affirmed it

to be the Gospel according to the Hebrews which he

brought from Syria to Egypt ;

4 whilst Schneckenburger
held it to be the Gospel according to the Egyptians.

5

Others believe it to have at least been based upon one or

other of these Gospels.
6 There seems most reason for

the hypothesis that it was a form of the Gospel according

to the Hebrews, which we have found so generally in use

amongst the Fathers.

We have already quoted the passage in which

Eusebius states, on the authority of Agrippa Castor,

whose works are no longer extant, that Basilides had

lare. Oriyen, Horn. i. in Lucam. Ausus est etiam Basilides Evangelium
scribere quod dicitur secundum Basilidem. Ambros., Comment in Luc.

Proem. Hieron., Prsef. in Matt. ; cf. Credner, Beitrage, i. p. 37 ; Gesch.

N. T. Kanon, p. 11 ; Bunsen, Bibelwerk, viii. p. 568; Davidson, Introd.

N. T., ii. p. 389; Kirchhofer, Quellensamml., p. 414, anm. 3, p. 475;

Neudecker, Einl. N. T., 1840, p. 85 f.
; Scliott, Isagoge,. p. 23

; Scholten,

Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 64.

1
Kirchhofer, Quellensamml., p. 414, anm. 3

; Tischendorf, "Wann.

wurden, u. s. w., p. 52, anm. 1
; Westcott, On the Canon, p. 255 f., note

4
; Gfrorer, Allg. K. G., i., p. 340, anm.*** ; Nicolas, Et. sur les Ev.

Apocr., p. 134.

2
Cfrabe, Spicil. Patr., ii. p. 39 ff., 65 ff. ; Clemens Al., Strom., iv. 12.

3 Dr. Westcott admits this. On the Canon, p. 255, note 4.

4 Gnost. Syst., p. 84
;

cf. K. G., 1843, ii. p. 709, anm. 2
; Nicolas, Et. sur

les Ev. Apocr., p. 134.
5 Ueb. d. Ev. d. JEgypt., 1834; cf. Giesd&r, Entst. schr. Ew.,

p. 19.

6
CHeseler, Entst. schr. Ew., p. 19; Bunsen, Bibelwerk, viii. p. 568;

cf. Fabricius, Cod. Ap. N. T., i. p. 343, note m.
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composed a work in twenty-four books on the Gospel

(TO euayyeXtov), and we have mentioned the unwarranted

inference of Tischendorf that this must have been

a work on our four Gospels. Now, so far from de-

riving his doctrines from our Gospels or other New
Testament writings or acknowledging their authority,

Basilides expressly states that he received his know-

ledge of the truth from Glaucias,
"
the interpreter of

Peter," whose disciple he claimed to be,
1 and he thus

sets Gospels aside and prefers tradition.2 In men-

tioning this fact Canon Westcott says :

" At the same

time he appealed to the authority of Glaucias, who, as

well as St. Mark, was 'an interpreter of St. Peter/ 3

Now we have here again an illustration of the same mis-

leading system which we have already condemned, and

shall further refer to, in the introduction after "Glaucias"

of the words " who as well as St. Mark was an interpreter

of St. Peter." The words in italics are the gratuitous

addition of Canon Westcott himself, and can only have

been inserted for one of two purposes : I., to assert the

fact that Glaucias was actually an interpreter of Peter

as tradition represented Mark to be
;
or II., to insinuate

to unlearned readers that Basilides himself acknowledged
Mark as well as Glaucias as the interpreter of Peter.

We can scarcely suppose the first to have been the

intention, and we regret to be forced back upon the

second, and infer that the temptation to weaken the

inferences from the appeal of Basilides to the uncanonical

KO.V T\av^ia

al\ov<Tiv avrol, rbvILtrpov epfJLrjvea. Clemens Al., Strom., vii. 17, 106.
2

Credner, Beitrage, i. p. 37 ; Gfrorer, Allg. K. G., i. p. 340; Scholten,

Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 64
; cf. Bunsen, Bibelwerk, viii. p. 568.

3 On the Canon, p. 255.
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Glaucias, by coupling with it the allusion to Mark, was,

unconsciously, no doubt, too strong for the apologist.
1

Basilides also claimed to have received from a certain

Matthias the report of private discourses which he had

heard from the Saviour for his special instruction.2

Agrippa Castor further stated, according to Eusebius,

that in his e^yrjrtKa Basilides refers to Barcabbas and

Barcoph (Parchor
3
)
as prophets, as well as invents others

for himself who never existed and claimed their authority

for his doctrines. 4 With regard to all this Canon

Westcott writes :

"
Since Basilides lived on the verge of

the apostolic times, it is not surprising that he made

use of other sources of Christian doctrine besides the

canonical books. The belief in Divine Inspiration was

still fresh and real,"
5 &c. It is apparent, however, that

Basilides, in basing his doctrines on these Apocryphal
books as inspired, and upon tradition, and in having a

special Gospel called after his own name, which, there-

fore, he clearly adopts as the exponent of his ideas of

Christian truth, absolutely ignores the canonical Gospels

altogether, and not only does not offer any evidence for

their existence, but proves that he did not recognize any
such works as of authority. Therefore there is no ground

1 We may add that the " Saint" inserted before Peter neither belongs
to Clement nor to Basilides, but is introduced into the quotation by Dr.

Westcott.
2

BatrtXe/S^? roiwv /cat 'lo'iScapoy, 6 BacriXei'Sou TTOIS yvijcrios KOI fj.a&r)TT]st

(pa(T\v (ipr)K(vai Mardiav avrols \6yovs diroKpvfpovs, ots f/Kovcre irapa rov (rayrijpos

HOT l&iav 8i8ax&fis. Hippolytus, Eefut. Omn. Hser., vii. 20; ed. Duncker
et Schneidewin, 1859. v

3
Isidorus, his son and disciple, wrote a commentary on the prophecy of

Parchor (Clem. AL, Strom., vi. 6, 53), in which he further refers to the
"
prophecy of Cham." Cf. Neander, Allg. K. G., 1843, ii. p. 703 ff.

4
TrpcXpfjTas 8e eavrw opo/xaacu Bap/ca)3/3oj' Kal Bapicoxp KOI aXXous

dwirdpKTovs nvas eavrco a~ucm]a-dfjt,fi>ov, K.T.\. Euseb., H. E., IV. 7.

6 On the Canon, p. 255.
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whatever for Tischendorfs assumption that the com-

mentary of Basilides
" on the Gospel

"
was written upon

our Gospels, but that idea is on the contrary negatived in

the strongest way by all the facts of the case.
1 The per-

fectly simple interpretation of the statement is that long

ago suggested by Valesius,
2 that the Commentary of Basi-

lides was composed upon his own Gospel,
3 whether it was

the Gospel according to the Hebrews or the Egyptians.

Moreover, it must be borne in mind that Basilides used

the word "
Gospel

"
in a peculiar technical way. Hip-

polytus, in the work usually ascribed to him, writing of

the Basilidians and describing their doctrines, says :

" When therefore it was necessary to reveal, he (?) says,

us, who are children of God, in expectation of which

revelation, he says, the creature groaneth and travaileth,

the Gospel came into the world, and came through

(ir)\0e ? prevailed over) every principality and power
and dominion, and every name that is named."* " The

Gospel, therefore, came first from the Sonship, he says,

through the Son, sitting by the Archon, to the Archon,

and the Archon learnt that he was not the God of all

things but begotten,"
5 &c.

" The Gospel is the know-

ledge of supramundane matter/
5 6 &c. This may not be

1
Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 389

; Schdten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 64 ;

Credner, Der Kanon, p. 24.

2 Cf. Fabricius, Cod. Apocr. N. T., i. p. 343, not. m.
3
Neudecker, Einl. N. T., p. 85; Nicolas, Et. sur les Ey. Apocr.,

p. 134.

4 'E?ret aSv eSfi d7roKa\v<p0f)vai, (f)i)<riv, f]p.as TO Tfieva TOV faov, irtp\ u>v fo~re-

vae, (pijo~iv, f)
KT'HTIS KOI a>8ivev, aTreAcSf^o/xt'w; TTIV aifonakv^nv, rj\6e TO evayyeXtov

(Is TOV Koo~fi.ov, Kal 8ifj\6f 8ia Trdotjs apxfjs KOI fovo~ias KOI Kvpiorrjros nai TTOVTOS

ovofiaros ovofjLa.op.fvov, K.T.X. Hippolytus, Eefut. Omn. Hser.
, vii. 25.

5 "tiXdev ovv TO (vayyeXiov irpSaTov anb TJJS vionfros, <f>i]O~i,
fita TOV irapaica-

0r)p.fvov Ta> ap%oi>Ti vlov irpos TOV apxovra, KOI efiaffev 6 up^mv, Sri OVK TJV 0(bs

TU>V oXwv, aXX" TJV yfwrjTbs, K.T.\. Ib., vil. 26
; cf. 27, &C.

6
EvayyeXtoj' eWi KOT avrovs f)

TU>V vrrepKoa-piav yviao-is, K.T.\. Ib., yii. 27.
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very intelligible, but it is sufficient to show that
"
the

Gospel
"
in a technical sense l formed a very important

part of the system of Basilic! es. Now there is nothing

whatever to show that the twenty-four books which he

composed
" on the Gospel

"
were not in elucidation of

the Gospel as technically understood by him, illustrated

by extracts from his own special Gospel and from the

tradition handed down to him by Glaucias and Matthias.

The emphatic assertion of Canon Westcott and Basi-

lides,
" admitted the historic truth of all the* facts con-

tained in the canonical Gospels," is based solely upon
the following sentence of the work attributed to Hippo-

lytus.
"
Jesus, however, was generated according to these

(followers of Basilides) as we have already said.
2 But

when the generation which has already been declared had

taken place, all things regarding the Saviour, according

to them, occurred in a similar way as they have been

written in the Gospel."
3 There are, however, several

important points to be borne in mind in reference to this

passage. The statement in question is not made in con-

nection with Basilides himself, but distinctly in reference

to his followers, of whom there were many in the time

of Hippolytus and long after him. It is, moreover, a

general observation the accuracy of which we have no

means of testing, and upon the correctness of which

there is no special reason to rely. The remark, made at

the beginning of the third century, however, that the

followers of Basilides believed that the actual events of

the life of Jesus occurred in the way in which they have
1 Canon Westcott admits this technical use of the word, of course. On

the Canon, p. 255 f., note 4.

3 He refers to a mystical account of the incarnation.
3 'O 8e 'lijcrovs yeyevrjTai KCLT' avrovs o>r TvpofipriK.ap.fv. TeyevrjiJifvrjs

&e TTJS

yei>f<rfa>s TJ)J 7Tpo8f8r)\a>p.evTjs, ytyove iravra 6/iotW nor avrovs TO. irfpl TOV

a>s fv rols fvayyeXiois yeypanra*. Ilippolytus, Ref. Omn.

vii. 27.
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been written in the Gospels, is no proof whatever that

either they or Basilides used or admitted the authority

of our Gospels. The exclusive use by any one of the

Gospel according to the Hebrews, for instance, would be

perfectly consistent with the statement. No one who

considers what is known of that Gospel, or who thinks

of the use made of it in the first half of the second

century by perfectly orthodox Fathers before we hear

anything of our Gospels, can doubt this. The passage

is, therefore, of no weight as evidence for the use

of our Gospels. Canon Westcott is himself obliged to

admit that in the extant fragments of Isidorus, the son

and disciple of Basilides, who " maintained the doctrines

of his father," he has " noticed nothing bearing on the

books of the New Testament/' 1 On the supposition that

Basilides actually wrote a Commentary on our ^Gospels,

and used them as Scripture, it is indeed passing strange

that we have so little evidence on the point.

We must now, however, examine in detail all of the

quotations, and they are few, alleged to show the use of

our Gospels, and we shall commence with those of

Tischendorf. The first passage which he points out is

found in the Stromata of Clement of Alexandria. Tisch-

endorf guards himself, in reference to these quotations,

by merely speaking of them as "Basilidian" (Basili-

dianisch),
2 but it might have been more frank to have

stated clearly that Clement distinctly assigns the quota-

tion to the followers of Basilides (ol Se O.TTO BacrtXeiSov),
3

and not to Basilides himself.4 The supposed quotation,

therefore, however surely traced to our Gospels, could

really not prove anything in regard to Basilides. The

1 On the Canon, p. 257. 2 Wann mirden, u. s. vr., p. 51.

8 Ol 8e CLTTO Ba<riXei'8ov TruOopevcw (pctcrl
T>V aTrooroAwi'

fj-rj
TTOTC aptivov eari,

TO
/JLT) yapflv drroKpivacrdai Ae'yovcri rov Kvpiov, K.r.X. Strom., iii. 1, 1.

4 Canon. Westcott does not refer to this quotation at all.
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itself compared with the parallel in Matt. xix.

11, 12, is as follows :

STUOM. in. 1, 1.

They say the Lord answered :

All mon cannot receive this saying.

For there are eunuchs who are

indeed from birth, but others from

necessity.

Ou TrdiTts ^copoDcrt TOV \6yov rovrov,

fttrt yap (vvovxoi, ot p.fv (K yfi>(Tr]s, ol

MATT. xix. 11, 12.

v. 11. But he said unto them :

All men cannot receive this sayiug
but only they to whom it is given.

v. 12. For there are eunuchs

which were so born from their

mother's womb : and there are

eunuchs which were made eunuchs

by men, &c. &c.

Ov TTttJTfS ^Ci)pOV(TiV TW \6yOV TOVTOV,

aXX' ois 8(oTai- flcrlv yap fiivov^oi

oirivfs fK KoiXias prjTpus eyewij^orai/

ovrais, Kal flcrlv (VVOV^OL oiTivfs dvov-

/c.T.X.

Now this passage in its affinity to and material varia-

tion .from our first Gospel might be quoted as evidence

for the use of the Gospel according to the Hebrews, but it

is simply preposterous to point to it as evidence for the

use of Matthew. Apologists in their anxiety to grasp

at the faintest analogies as testimony seem altogether to

io-nore the history of the creation of written Gospels, and

to forget the very existence of the TroXXol of Luke. 1

The next passage referred to by Tischendorf 2
is one

quoted by Epiphanius
3 which we subjoin in contrast

with the parallel in Matt. vii. G :

MATT. vir. 6.

Give not that which is holy unto

dogs, neither cast ye your pearls

before swine, lest they trample

them under their feet, and turn

again and rend you.

Mr; 8wre TO ayiov rots KV<TIV,

fid\r)Tf TOIIS [Mapyapiras v/twv tfn

6(V T>V Ot'pCOf, K.T.X.

XXIV. 5.

And therefore he said :

Cast not 5'e pearls before swine,

neither give that which is holy

unto doprs.

Mr) ftu\r)T( TOVS papyapiras tp-Trpoa--

Sore TO ayiov rols

Cf. Ewald, Jahrb. bibl. Wise., 1849, p. 208.

s Wannwurden, u. s. w., p,

yoi., IT.

3
Hrer., xxiv. o, p. 72.
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Here again the variation in order is just what one

might have expected from the use of the Gospel accord-

ing to the Hebrews or a similar work, and there is no

indication whatever that the passage did not end here,

without the continuation of our first Synoptic. What is

still more important, although Tischendorf does not

mention the fact, nor otherwise hint a doubt than by the

use again of an unexplained description of this quotation

as
"
Basilidianisch

"
instead of a more direct ascription of

it to Basilides himself, this passage is by no means

attributed by Epiphanius to that heretic. It is intro-

duced into the section of his work directed against the

Basilidians, but he uses, like Clement, the indefinite

ffrrjcri,
and as in dealing with all these heresies the^e is

continual interchange of reference to the head and the

later followers, there is no certainty who is referred to in

these quotations, and in this instance nothing to indicate

that this passage is ascribed to Basilides himself. His

name is mentioned in the first line of the first chapter of

this
"
heresy/' but not again before this ^crt occurs

in chapter v. Tischendorf does not claim any other

quotations.

Canon Westcott states :

" In the few pages of his

(Basilides') writings which remain there are certain

references to the Gospels of St. Matthew, St. Luke,"
1 &c.

One might suppose from this that the
"
certain

"

references occurred in actual extracts made from his

works, and that the quotations therefore appeared set in

a context of his own words. This impression is

strengthened when we read as an introduction to the

instances :

" The following examples will be sufficient to

show his method of quotation."
2 The fact is, however,

1 On the Canon, p. 256. 3
Ib., p. 256, note 3.
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that these examples are found in the work of Hippolytus,
in an epitome of the views of the school by that writer

himself, with nothing more definite than a subjectless

(f>r)(TL
to indicate who is referred to. The only examples

Canon Westcott can give of these
"
certain references

"

to our first and third Synoptics, do not show his
" method of quotation

"
to much advantage. The first

is not a quotation at all, but a mere reference to the

Magi and the Star. "But that each thing, he says

((^170-1),
has its own times, sufficient the Saviour when

he says : . . . and the Magi discerning the star,"
1

&c. This of course Canon Westcott considers a reference

to Matt. ii. 1, 2, but we need scarcely point out that this

falls to the ground instantly, if it be admitted, as it must

be, that the Star and the Magi may have been mentioned

in other Gospels than the first Synoptic. We have already

seen, when examining the evidence of Justin, that this

is the case. The only quotation asserted to .be taken from

Luke is the phrase :

" The Holy Spirit shall come upon

thee, and the power of the Highest shall overshadow

thee,"
2 which agrees with Luke i. 35. This again is

introduced by Hippolytus with another subjectless
" he

says," and apart from the uncertainty as to who " he
"

is,

this is very unsatisfactory evidence as to the form of the

quotation in the original text, for it may easily have

been corrected by Hippolytus, consciously or uncon-

sciously, in the course of transfer to his pages. We have

already met with this passage as quoted by Justin from

a Gospel different from ours, and this again would lead

us to the Gospel according to the Hebrews.

e, <j)r)<riv,
(Kaorov I8iovs e^fi Kaipovs, IKOVOS 6 o-wrqp Xe'yaf .... Kal

ol pdyoiTov acTTfpa rfdeapfvoi. Hippolytus, Kef. Omn. Hser., Vli. 27.
"

HvfVfia ayiov rTreXfvarrai Vt <rc, KOI 8vvafj.is v^/orou Vt<r*ctd<m <rot.

Hippolytus, Ref. Omn. Hser., vii. 26.

E 2
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As we have already stated, however, none of the

quotations which we have considered are directly referred

to Basilides himself, but they are all introduced by the

utterly vague expression,
" he says," (<j>r)cri)

without any

subject accompanying the verb. Now it is admitted

that writers of the time of Hippolytus, and notably

Hippolytus himself, made use of the name of the founder

of a sect to represent the whole of his school, and applied

to him, apparently, quotations taken from unknown and

later followers.
1 The passages which he cites, therefore,

and which appear to indicate the use of Gospels, instead

of being extracted from the works of the founder himself,

in all probability were taken from writings of Gnostics

of his own time. Canon Westcott himself admits the

possibility of this, in writing of other early heretics.

He says :

" The evidence that has been collected from

the documents of these primitive sects is necessarily

somewhat vague. It would be more satisfactory to

know the exact position of their authors, and the precise

date of their being composed. It is just possible that

Hippolytus made use of writings which were current in

his own time without further examination, and trans-

ferred to the apostolic age forms of thought and

expression which had been the growth of two, or even of

three generations."
2 So much as to the reliance to be

placed on the work ascribed to Hippolytus. It is

certain, for instance, that in writing of the sect of

1

Zeller, Theol. Jahrb., 1853, p. 148 ff. ;
Die Apostelgescli., p. 63 f. ;

Volkmar, Theol. Jahrb., 1854, p. 108 ff. ; Hippolytus, u. d. rom. Zeit-

genossen, 1855, p. 167 ; Der Ursprung, p. 70 f.
; Scholten, Die alt. Zeug-

iiisse, p. 65 f. ; Das Ev. n. Johan., p. 4:27 ; Rumpf, Rev. de Theol., 1867,

p. 17 ff. ; Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 388 ff.
; HilgenfeU, Die Evan-

gelien, p. 345 f., anm. 5; Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 287; J. J. TuyJer, The
Fourth Gospel, 1867, p. 57.

3 On the Canou, p. 252.
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Naaseui and Ophites, Hippolytus perpetually quotes

passages from the writings of the school, with the

indefinite (770-1,
* as he likewise docs in dealing with the

Peratici,
2 and Docetic,

3 no individual author being

named
; yet he evidently quotes various writers, passing

from one to another without explanation, and making
use of the same unvarying <f>r)<ri In one place,

4 where

he has "
the Greeks say," (fyaaiv ol "EXX^fes) he gives,

without further indication, a quotation from Pindar. 5 A
still more apt instance of his method is that pointed out

by Volkmar,
6 where Hippolytus, writing of

u
Marcion, or

some one of his hounds," uses, without further explana-

tion, the subjectless ^rjcrt to introduce matter from the

later followers of Marcion.7 Now, with regard to

Basilides, Hippolytus directly refers not only to the

heretic chief, but also to his disciple Isidorus and all

their followers,
8

(/cat 'IcriScopos /cat Tra? 6 TOVT&V XP^ <S)

and then proceeds to use the indefinite
" he says,"

interspersed with references in the plural to these

heretics, exhibiting the same careless method of quota-

tion, and leaving the same complete uncertainty as to

the speaker's identity as in the other cases mentioned. 9

On the other hand, it has been demonstrated by

1

Hippulytus, Bof. Omn. Ilicr., v. 6 ff.

-
lb., v. 16, 17.

3 lb.
t viii. 9, 10. 4 lb.

t v. 7.

5
Hippol., Ref. Oinn. User. ed. Duncker et Schneidewin not. in loc.,

p. 134 ; ScMten, Die Jilt. Zeugnisse, p. 65 f.
; Zeller, Theol. Jahrb., 1853,

p. 149 f. ; Davi<lso)t, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 389.

6 Theol. Jahrb., 1854, p. 108 ff.
;
Der Ursprung, p. 70.

7
Hippilytus, Rcf. Omn. Hnor., vii. 30; Sclwlten, Die alt. Zeugnisso,

p. 66.
8
Hippolytus, ib., vii. 20; cf. 22.

9
Schvlteit, Dio iilt. Zeugnisse, p. 65 ; Vulkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 71 f.,

amn. ; Theol. Jahrb., 1854, p. 108 f.
; Rumpf, Eev. de Theol., 1867,

p. 18 f.
; ltiiciil*,i, Tntrod. N. T., ii. p. 383; Zclkr, Theol. Jahrb., 1853,

p. 148 ff.
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Hilgenfeld, that the gnosticism ascribed to Basilides by

Hippolytus, in connection with these quotations, is of a

much later and more developed type than that which

Basilides himself held,
1 as shown in the actual fragments

of his own writings which are still extant, and as

reported by Irenseus,
2 Clement of Alexandria,

3 and the

Work " Adversus omnes Hsereses," annexed to the

"
Prsescriptio hsereticorum

"
of Tertullian, which is

considered to be the epitome of an earlier work of

Hippolytus. The fact probably is that Hippolytus derived

his views of the doctrines of Basilides from the writings of

his later followers, and from them made the quotations

which are attributed to the founder of the school.
4 In any

case there is no ground for referring these quotations

with an indefinite ^cri to Basilides himself.

Of all this there is not a word from Canon Westcott,
5

but he ventures to speak of
" the testimony of Basilides to

our 'acknowledged' books," as "comprehensive and clear."
6

We have seen, however, that the passages referred to

have no weight whatever as evidence for the use of our

1

Hilyenfdd, Theol. Jahrb., 1856, p. 86 ff., 780 ff.
;
Die jiid. Apok.,

1857, p. 287 ff.
; Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1862, p. 452 ff.

; Volkmar, Hip-

polytus u. d. rom. Zeitgenossen, p. 167 ; Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1860,

p. 295 ff. ; Der Ursprung, p. 70 ; Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 66; Lipsitia,

Der Gnosticismus. Ersch. u. Gruber's Allg. Encyclop., 1, sect. 71,

1860, p. 90, 152; Guericke, H'buch K. G., i. p. 184; Zundert, Zeitschr.

luth. Theol., 1855, h. 2, 1856, h. 1, 3. The following differ from the

view taken by Hilgenfeld : Buur, Die chr. Kirche 3 erst. Jahrh., p. 187 f. ;

Theol. Jahrb., 1856, p. 121 ff.; Bunsen, Hippolytus u. s. Zeit., 1852,

i. p. 65 ff.
; Jacoli, Basilides Phil. Gnost. ex. Hyppolyti lib. nuper

reperto illustr., 1852; U/dhorn, Das Easilidianische System, u. s. w.,

1855.
2 Adv. Haer., i. 24. 3

Stroinata, vi. 3.

4
tichvlten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 66 ; Vulkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 69 ff. ;

Rumjjf, Eev. de Theol., 1867, p. 18 ff. ; Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii.

p. 388 ff.
; Zeller, Apostelgesch., p. 65 f. j Theol. Jahrb., 1853, p. 148 ff.

3 And very little from Tischendorf.
6 On the Canon, p. 256.
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Synoptics. The formulie (as TO dpr^evov to that com-

pared with Luke i. 35, and o>s yeypaTrrai, 17 ypa^ij

with references compared with some of the Epistles)

which accompany these quotations, and to which Canon

Westcott points as an indication that the New Testament

writings were already recognized as Holy Scripture,
1

need no special attention, because, as it cannot be shown

that the expressions were used by Basilides himself at

all, they do not come into question. If anything, how-

ever, were required to complete the evidence that these

quotations arc not from the works of Basilides himself,

but from later writings by his followers, it would be the

use of such formulae, for as the writings of pseudo-

Ignatius, Polycarp, Justin Martyr, Papias, Hegesippus,

and others of the Fathers in several ways positively

demonstrate, the New Testament writings were not

admitted, even amongst orthodox Fathers, to the rank of

Holy Scripture, until a very much later period.
2

2.

Much of what has been said with regard to the claim

which is laid to Basilides, by some apologists, as a

witness for the Gospels and the existence of a New

Testament ('anon, and the manner in which that claim

is advanced, likewise applies to Valentinus, another

Gnostic leader, who, about the year 140, came from

Alexandria to Rome and flourished till about A.D. 160.3

1 On the Canon, p. 2uG.
-

&-/tlt<;t, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 09 ; '/A-lUr, Die Apostelgcsch., p. Go,

amn. 3; Theol. Jahrb., 1853, p. 148.

3
Iren<eus, Adv. Ha?r., iii. 4, 3 ; JStiafbiua, H. E., iv. 11 ; Brno-, Gesch.

chr. Kirche, i. p. 196
; Awjer, Synops. Ev. Proleg., p. xxxv. ; Bled; Einl.

N. T., p. 227 ; Crf<Jner, Beitrage, i. p. 38 ; Davidson, Introcl. N. T., ii,
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Very little remains of the writings of this Gnostic, and

we gain our only knowledge of them from a few short

quotations in the works of Clement of Alexandria, and

some doubtful fragments preserved by others. We shall

presently have occasion to refer more directly to these,

and need not here more particularly mention them.

Tischendorf, the self-constituted modern Defensor fidei,
1

asserts, with an assurance which can scarcely be cha-
* /

racterized otherwise than as an unpardonable calculation

upon the ignorance of his readers, that Valentinus used

the whole of our four Canonical Gospels. To do him full

justice, we shall as much as possible give his own words
;

and, although we set aside systematically all discussion

regarding the fourth Gospel for separate treatment here-

after, we must, in order to convey the full sense of Dr.

Tischendorf's proceeding, commence with a sentence

regarding that Gospel. Referring to a statement of

Irenaeus, that the followers of Valentinus made use of

the fourth Gospel, Tischendorf continues :

"
Hippolytus

confirms and completes the statement of Irenoeus, for he

quotes several expressions of John, which Valentinus

employed. This occurs in the clearest way, in the case

of John x. 8 ; for Hippolytus writes :

'

Because the

prophets and the law, according to the doctrine of

Valentinus, were only filled with a subordinate and

foolish spirit, Valentinus says : On account of this, the

Saviour says : All who came before me are thieves and

robbers/
" 2 Now this, to begin with, is a deliberate

p. 390; Gue-rirke, H'buch K. G., i. p. 184; ScJtolten, Die alt. Zeugnisse,

p. 67 ; Itniss, Gesch. N. T., p. 2-43; Tischendorf, Wann warden, u. s. w.,

p. 43 ; Wcstcott, On the Canon, p. 258 f.

1
llilyeiift-M, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 18(55, p. 329.

- Die Angabe des Iroiuius bestarkt und vervollstandigt Hippolytus,
denn er fiihil einzelne Johanneische Auespriichc an, \velchc Valentin
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falsification of the text of the Philosophumena, which

reads :

"
Therefore all the Prophets and the Law have

spoken by reason of the Demiurge, a foolish God, he

says, (they themselves being) foolish, knowing nothing.

On this account, he says, the Saviour saith : All who

came before me," &c. &c. 1 There is no mention what-

ever of the name of Valentinus in the passage, and,

as we shall presently show, there is no direct reference

in the whole chapter to Valentinus himself. The intro-

duction of his name in this manner into the text, without

a word of explanation, is highly reprehensible. It is true

that in a note Tischendorf gives a closer translation of

the passage, without, however, any explanation ;
and here

again he adds, in parenthesis to the "says he," "namely,
Valentinus." Such a note, however, which would

probably be unread by a majority of readers, does not

rectify the impression conveyed by so positive and

emphatic au assertion as is conveyed by the alteration

in the text.

Tischendorf continues : "And as the Gospel of John,

so also were, the other Gospels used by Valentinus.

According to the statement of Irenseus
(I. 7, 4), he

found the said subordinate spirit, which he calls Demiurge,

Masterworker, emblematicallyrepresented by the Centurion

of Capernaum (Matt. viii. 9, Luke vii. 8) ;
in the dead

and resuscitated twelve years old daughter of Jairus

bonut/t hat. Am dcutlichsten gcschieht dies mit Job. x. 8
; deiin Hip-

polytus schreibt : Weil die Propboten und das Gresetz, nacb. Valontins

Lohro, nur von einem untergcordneten und thorichten Gciste erfiilt warei),

so sagt Valentin : Ebon dosbalb spricht der Erloser : Allo die vor mir

gekommen sind, sind Diebe und Morder gcwosen." Wann wurden, u. s. w.,

p. 44.

1

Tluvtts ovv oi TrpoCpijrai KOI 6 vop.os f\a\tj(raj' d?ro TOV 8r]p.iovpyov, p-opov

\tyei 6(ov, fjimpol ovfttv eiSoTff. Am TQVTO, (p^(rl } Xtyet o a-wTrjp' TLiivTfS, K.T.A.

s, Eef. Onin. liter., vi. 3.3.
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(Luke viii. 41), lie recognized a symbol of his
' Wisdom'

(Achamoth), the mother of the Masterworker
(I. 8, 2);

in like manner, he saw represented in the history of the

woman who had suffered twelve years from the bloody

issue, and was cured by the Lord (Matt. ix. 20), the

sufferings and salvation of his twelfth primitive

spirit (Aeon) (I. 3, 3) ;
the expression of the Lord

(Matt. v. 18) on the numerical value of the iota ('the

smallest letter
;

)
he applied to his ten aeons in repose."

l

Now, in every instance where Tischendorf here speaks

of Valentinus by the singular
"
he," Irenaeus uses the

plural
"
they/' referring not to the original founder of

the sect, but to his followers in his own day, and the

text is thus again in every instance falsified by the pious

zeal of the apologist. In the case of the Centurion :

"
they say

"
(Keyovert) that he is the Demiurge ;

2 "
they

declare
"

( 817770WTCU) that the daughter of Jairus is the

type of Achamoth ;

3 "
they say

"
(Xeyovo-i) that the

apostasy of Judas points to the passion in connection with

the twelfth aeon, and also the fact that Jesus suffered in

the twelfth month after his baptism ;
for they will have

it (/SovXovrcu) that he only preached for one year. The

case of the woman with the bloody issue for twelve years,

and the power which went forth from the Son to heal

her,
"
they will have to be Horos" (etmi Se TavT-rjs TOV

"Opov OeXova-w).* In like manner they assert that the

ten seons are indicated (cr7/xcuVe(r#ai Xe'youcrt) by the

letter "Iota," mentioned in the Saviour's expression,

Matt. v. 18.
5 At the end of these and numerous other

similar references in this chapter to New Testament

1 Wanii warden, u. s. w., p. 44 f.

2
Ire-naius, Adv. User., i. 7, 4. *

II., i, 3, 3
3

II., i. 8, 2.
5

76., i. 3, 2.
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expressions and passages., Irenseus says: "Thus they

interpret," &c. (ep^vevovanv eip-fja-ffai).
1 The plural

"they" is employed throughout.

Tischendorf proceeds to give the answer to his state-

ment which is supposed to be made by objectors. "They

say : all that has reference to the Gospel of John was

not advanced by Valentinus himself, but first by his

disciples. And in fact, in Irenaeus,
'

they the Valen-

tinians say/ occurs much oftener than ' he Valentinus

says.' But who is there so sapient as to draw the line

between what the master alone says, and that which the

disciples state without in the least repeating the

master ?" 2 Tischendorf solves the difficulty by referring

everything indiscriminately to the master. Now, in reply

to these observations, we must remark in the first place

that the admission here made by Tischendorf, that

Irenaeus much more often uses "
they say

"
than " he

says
"

is still quite disingenuous, inasmuch as invariably,

and without exception, Irenseus uses the plural in con-

nection with the texts in question. Secondly, it is quite

preposterous to argue that a Gnostic, writing about A.D.

18.3 195, was not likely to use arguments which were

never thought of by a Gnostic, writing at the middle of

the second century. At the end of the century, the

writings of the New Testament had acquired considera-

tion and authority, and Gnostic writers had therefore a

reason to refer to them, and to endeavour to show that

they supported their peculiar views, which did not exist

at all at the time when Valentiuus propounded his

system. Tischendorf, however, cannot be allowed the

benefit even of such a doubt as he insinuates, as to what

belongs to the master; and what to the followers. Such

s, Adv. Hser., i. 3, 4.
2 Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 45.
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doubtful testimony could not establish anything, but it is

in point of fact also totally excluded by the statement of

Irenaeus himself.

In the preface to the first book of his great work,

Irenaeus clearly states the motives and objects for Avhich

he writes. He says :

"
I have considered it necessary,

having read the commentaries
(vTTOfjunjfjLa,cri) of the

disciples of Valentinus, as they call themselves, and

having by personal intercourse with some of them

apprehended their opinions, to unfold to thee," &c., and

he goes on to say that he intends to set forth
"
the

opinions of those who are now teaching heresy ; I speak

particularly of those round Ptolemasus, whose system is

an off-shoot of the school of Yalentinus/' l

Nothing
could be more explicit than this statement that Irenaeus

neither intended nor pretended to write upon the works

of Valentinus himself, but upon the commentaries of his

followers of his own time, with some of whom he had

had personal intercourse, and that the system which he

intended to attack was that actually being taught in his

day by Ptolemaeus and his school, the off-shoot from

Valentinus. All the quotations to which Tischendorf

refers are made within a few pages of this explicit

declaration. Immediately after the passage about the

Centurion, he says :

" such is their system
"

(rotai/r^s

Se TTJS V7ro0e'cr0t>5 a.vra)v ovcrrjs), and three lines below

he states that they derive their views from unwritten

sources (e aypdfav dvayii>dKrKovT<;).
2 The first direct

rdis VTrofurfifUHri TU>V, a>s ovrot \tyav&iv,

OvaXfvrivov fjM0ifr>v, tviois 8t avrS>v KOI crvp+ldXiw, KOI (caraXa/3o/Miv rtjv

ai-roiv. fiTjuvval rot, ic.T.X. . . . TTJV T yv&fi.?jv avrtov rcav vi>v irapadi-

v, Xe'ya) 8rj TO>V irtpl UroXffuiiov, ajravdurfia avvav TTJS Ova\ft>rivov

s, K.T.X. Irencem, Adv. Ha?r. Pnef., i. 2.

lb., Ady. Hser., i. 8, 1.
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reference to Valentinus does not occur until after these

quotations, and is for the purpose of showing the

variation of opinion of his followers. He says :

" Let us

now see the uncertain opinions of these heretics, for

there are two or three of them, how they do not speak

alike of the same things, but set forth differently, both

statements and names." Then he continues :

" The first

of the Gnostic heresy, who adapted ancient doctrines to

his characteristic teaching, Valentinus, thus defined," &c.,

&C. 1 And after a brief description of his system, in

which no Scriptural allusion occurs, he goes on to

compare the views of the rest, and in chap. xii. he returns

to Ptolemseus and his followers ('O nroXe^atos, /cat ot

<rvv avrto, K.r.X.).

In the preface to Book ii., he again says that he has

been exposing the falsity of the followers of Valentinus

(qui sunt a Valentino) and will proceed to establish what

he has advanced ;
and everywhere he uses the plural

"
they," with occasional direct references to the followers

of Valentinus (qui sunt a Valentino).
2 The same course

is adopted in Book iii., the plural being systematically

used, and the same distinct definition introduced at

intervals.
3 And again, in the preface to Book iv. he

recapitulates that the preceding books had been written

against these,
"
qui sunt a Valentino

"
( 2). In fact, it

would almost be impossible for any writer more fre-

1

"l8d)fj.fv vvv KOI rip TovTtov tiwTaTov yva>jj.ijv, 8vo TTOV Koi rpia>v wratv, ira>s

TTtpl ra>v avrStv ov ra aura \(yov(Ttv, aAAa rdis 7r/3ay/nart Kai rols ofofjiaa-tv

tvavria arcofyaivovrai. 'O pev yap TTpcoros diro TTJS Xfyop-tv^s rvaxrriKrjf alpfo-fus

ras ap%as fls T8io' ^apaKTrjpa SiSacr*caXft'ow fj.(dapp.6(ras OvaXfirrlvos, OVTWS

fl(w(p6pT)(r(v, K.r.X. Ircuccus, Adv. Htor., i. 11, 1.

2
As, for instance, ii. 16, 4.

3 For instance,
" Secundum autem eos qui sunt a Valentino," iii. 11,

2. "Secundum autem illos," 3
;
"ab omnibus illos," 3. "Hi autem

qui sunt a Valentino," &c., 7, ib. 9, &c. &c.
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quently and emphatically to snow that he is not, as he

began by declaring, dealing with the founder of the school

himself, but with his followers living and teaching at the

time at which he wrote.

Canon Westcott, with whose system of positively

enunciating unsupported and controverted statements

we are already acquainted, is only slightly outstripped

by the German apologist in his misrepresentation of the

evidence of Valentinus. It must be stated, however,

that, acknowledging, as no doubt he does, that Irenaeus

never refers to Valentinus himself, Canon Westcott passes

over in complete silence the supposed references upon
which Tischendorf relies as his only evidence for the use

of the Synoptics by that Gnostic. He, however, makes

the following extraordinary statement regarding Valen-

tinus : "The fragments of his writings which remain

show the same natural and trustful use of Scripture as

other Christian works of the same period ;
and there is

no diversity of character in this respect between the

quotations given in Hippolytus and those found in

Clement of Alexandria. He cites the Epistle to the

Ephesians as
'

Scripture/ and refers clearly to the Gospels

of St. Matthew, St. Luke, and St. John, to the Epistles

to the Eomans/'
1

c.

We shall now give the passages which he points out

in support of these assertions.
2 The first two are said to

occur in the Stromata of the Alexandrian Clement, who

professes to quote the very words of a letter of Valen-

tinus to certain people regarding the passions, which are

called by the followers of Basilides
" the appendages of

the soul." The passage is as follows :

" But one is good,

1 On the Canon, p. 259 f.

2
11., p. 260, note 2.
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whose advent is through the manifestation of the Sou,

and by whose power alone the heart can become pure,

every spirit of evil being expelled from the heart. For

the number of spirits dwelling in it do not allow it to be

pure, but each of them performs its own works, often

insulting it with unseemly lusts. And the heart appears

to be treated like an inn. For such a place has both

rents and holes made in it, and is frequently filled

with ordure, men abiding brutally in it, and having no

thought for the place even as established for others.

And in such wise fares the heart, while without thought,

being impure, and the dwelling-place of many demons,

but so soon as the alone good Father visits it, it is

sanctified and flashes through with light, and the pos-

sessor of such a heart is blessed, for he shall see God." l

According to Canon "Westcott this passage contains two

of the
"
clear references

"
to our Gospels upon which

ho bases his statement, namely to Matt. v. 8, and to

Matt. xix. 17.

Now it is clear that there is no actual quotation from

any evangelical work in this passage from the Epistle

of Valentinus, and the utmost for which the most

zealous apologist could contend is, that there is a slight

similarity with some words in the Gospel, and Canon

1
Els Se eoriv dyaObs, ov irapprjo~iq (Qrabe Spicil. Patr. ii. p. 52 suggests

Trapoucri'a, which we adopt.) 17
Sta TOV viov (pavepaxris, KOI 81 avTov povov

BvvaiTo av
rj KapBia Kadapa yfV(o~dai iravrbs Trovrjpov irvtv/jiaTos a>$ov/iVov TJJS

Kapbias. TToXXa yap IvoiKovvra air;/ Trvev/xara OVK tq KaOaptvfiv, (JCOOTOV 8f

UVT>V TCI i'Sta e'/creXet fpyn TroXXa^ws (vvppi^ovraiv (Tridvp.iais ov irpocrr)Kov<rats.

KOI p.oi 8oK(t up.oi6v TI Trdo'^f"' TW TrafSo^ei'w f) Kap8ia- Kal yap tKflvo

KaraTiTpuTai re KOI opvTTfTai Kal 7ro\Xij Koirpov TTijttTrXarat dvdpayTTow ao"eXyws

cp.p.fi>6vTa>v KOI pr/ftf ftftat npovoiav Troiovfjifvav TOV ^copi'ov, Kadatrtp aXXorptou

Ka^forwrof* TOV Tpojrov TOVTOV Kal
f] KapSia pfXP1 M 1? irpovoias ruyxdvei, aKadap-

ros ovo~a, TroXXwi' ovaa, 8aip6va>v oiKTfTrjpiov, fnfio'av 8e (iria'Kf'^rjTai avryv 6

fiovos dyadbs irarrfp, f/yiacrTai Kal 0wTi StaXa/^Tret, Kal ovra> (j,aKapifTai 6 f\u>v

TI}V Toiavrrjv <ap8iav, OTI (tyrrat TOV 6(6v. Clem. AL, Strom., ii. 20, 114.
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Westcott himself does not venture to call them more

than "
references." That such distant coincidences should

be quoted as the only evidence for the use of the first

Gospel shows how weak is his case. At best such vague
references could not prove anything, but when the

passages to which reference is supposed to be made are

examined, it will be apparent that nothing could be more

absurd or arbitrary than the claim of reference specially

to our Gospel, to the exclusion of the other Gospels then

existing, which to our knowledge contained both pas-

sages. We may, indeed, go still further, and affirm

that if these coincidences are references to any Gospel

at all, that Gospel is not the canonical, but one different

from it.

The first reference alluded to consists of the following

two phrases :

" But one is good (efs Se ea-nv aya0b<s}.

,. . . the alone good Father
"

(6 /AWO? aya#os

irarr)p). This is compared with Matt. xix. 17 i

1 "Why
askest thou me concerning good 1 there is one that is

good
"

(efs <TTIV 6 ctyatfo?).
2 Now the passage in the

epistle, if a reference to any parallel episode, such as

Matt. xix. 17, indicates with certainty the reading :

" One is good, the Father." ets iwrw dya^d? 6 Trarrjp.

There is no such reading in any of our Gospels. But

although this reading does not exist in any of the

Canonical Gospels, it is well known that it did exist in

uncanonical Gospels no longer extant, and that the

passage was one upon which various sects of so-called

heretics laid great stress. Irenseus quotes it as one of

1
Westcott, On the Canon, p. 260, note 2.

2 Mark x. 18, and Luke xviii. 18, are linguistically more distant.

"Why callest thou me good ? There is none good but God only." oi-Sei?

ayaQbs et
/-HJ

fls 6 Q(6$.
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the texts to which the Marcosians, who made use of

apocryphal Gospels,
1 and notably of the Gospel accord-

ing to the Hebrews, gave a different colouring : ei? ecmv

dya#o9, 6
Trarr//).

2
Epiphanius also quotes this reading

as one of the variations of the Marcionites : efs ecrrii>

dya0b$, 6 0eos, o rrarrfp.
3

Origen, likewise, remarks that

this passage is misused by some Heretics :

" Velut

proprie sibi datum scutum putant (haeretici) quod dixit

Dominus in Evangelio : Nemo bonus nisi unus Deus

pater."
4 Justin Martyr quotes the same reading from a

source different from our Gospels,
5

els <TTLV aya0b<s 6

7700-77/0 /AOU, K.r.X.,
6 and in agreement with the repeated

similar readings of the Clementine Homilies, which

likewise derived it from an extra canonical source,
7

6 yap ayaObs els ecrrw, 6
Trarr)/).

8 The use of a similar

expression by Clement of Alexandria,
9 as well as by

Origen, only serves to prove the existence of the reading

in extinct Gospels, although it is not found in any MS.

of any of our Gospels.

The second of the supposed references is more diffuse :

One is good by whose power alone the heart can become

pure (17 KapSia KaOapa yevecrffai) . . . but when

the alone good Father visits it, it is sanctified and flashes

through with light, and the possessor of such a heart is

blessed, for he shall see God (KCU OVTO) ^a/ca/ot^erat 6

)^(DV rr)v TOLavTrjv KapSiav, on otyerai TOV 6eov). This is

1 Adv. Hser., i. 20, 1. *
II., i. 20, 2.

3
Epiphanius, Hser., xlii. ; Schol. L. ed. Pet., p. 339.

4
DePrincipiis, i. 2, 13; cf. deOrat., 15; Exhort, ad Mart., 7 ; Contra

Cels., v. 11
; cf. Griesbach^ Symb. Grit., ii. p. 305, 349, 388.

*
Hilgen/eld, Die Erv. Justin's, p. 220 ff.

; Credner, Beitrage, i.

p. 243 ff. Apol., i. 16.

7
Hilgenfeld,DiQ Ew. Justin's, p. 362 f.

; Credner, Beitrage, i. p. 321.
8
Horn., xyiii. 1

; 3.

9
ovSeir dyadbs, et

/JLTJ
6 Trarfjp p,ov, K.T.\. Psedag.,i. 8, 72, cf. 74

;
iff

dyados 6 Trartjp. Strom., y. 10, 64.
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compared
l with Matthew v. 8 :

" Blessed are the pure

in heart, for they shall see God "
(jua/capioi ot KaOapol 777

KapSla, on aurol rov 6eov or/fo^Tai). It might be argued

that this is quite as much a reference to Psalm xxiv. 3-6

as to Matt. v. 8, but even if treated as a reference to

the Sermon on the Mount, nothing is more certain than

the fact that this discourse had its place in much older

forms of the Gospel than our present Canonical Gospels,
2

and that it formed part of the Gospel according to the

Hebrews and other evangelical writings in circulation in

the early Church. Such a reference as this is absolutely

worthless as evidence of special acquaintance with our

first Synoptic.
3

Tischendorf does not appeal at all to these supposed

references contained in the passages preserved by

Clement, but both the German, and the English apologist

join in relying upon the testimony of Hippolytus,
4 with

regard to the use of the Gospels by Valentinus, although

it must be admitted that the former does so with greater

fairness of treatment than Canon Westcott. Tischendorf

does refer to, and admit, some of the difficulties of the

case, as we shall presently see, whilst Canon Westcott, as

in the case of Basilides, boldly makes his assertion, and

totally ignores all adverse facts. The only Gospel

1
Westcott, On the Canon, p. 2GO, note 2.

2 Ewald assigns it to the Spruchsammlung. Die drei erst. Ew., p. 7.

3 The supposed reference to the Ep. to the Romans i. 20
; cf. Clem.AI.,

Strom., iv. 13, 91, 92, is much more distant than either of the pre-

ceding. It is not necessary for us to discuss it, but as Canon West-

cott merely gives references to all of the passages without quoting any of

the words, a good strong assertion becomes a powerful argument, since

few readers have the means of verifying its correctness.

4 By a misprint Canon Westcott ascribes all his references of Valen-

tinus to the N. T., excapt three, to the extracts from his writings in the

Stromata of Clement, although he should have indicated the work of

Hippolytus. Cf. On the Canon, 1866, p. 260, note 2.
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reference which can be adduced even in the Philoso-

phumena, exclusive of one asserted to be to the fourth

Gospel, which will be separately considered hereafter, is

advanced by Canon Westcott, for Tischendorf does not

refer to it, but confines himself solely to the supposed

reference to the fourth Gospel. The passage is the same

as one also imputed to Basilides :

" The Holy Spirit

shall come upon thee and the power of the Highest
shall overshadow thee ;

"
which happens to agree with the

words in Luke i. 35 ; but, as we have seen in connection

with Justin, there is good reason for concluding that the

narrative to which it belongs was contained in other

Gospels.
1 In this instance, however, the quotation is

carried further and presents an important variation from

the text of Luke.
" The Holy Spirit shall come upon

thee, and the power of the Highest shall overshadow

thee
;
therefore the thing begotten of thee shall be called

holy"
3
(8 to TO yewco/zei/oi/ e'/c croi) ayiov /cX^^crerat). The

reading of Luke is :

"
Therefore also that holy thing

which shall be born of thee shall be called the Son of

God "
(Sto /cat TO yi>v(i)^.vov aytoi> /cX^^o-CTat vtos #eoC).

It is probable that the passage referred to in connection

with the followers of Basilides may have ended in the

same way as this, and been derived from the same source.

Nothing, however, can be clearer than the fact that this

quotation, by whoever made, is not taken from our third

Synoptic, inasmuch as there does not exist a single MS.

which contains such a passage. We again, however,

come to the question : Who really made the quotations

which Hippolytus introduces so indefinitely ?

We have already, in speaking of Basilides, pointed out

1 Cf. Hilgenfeld, Die Ew. Justin's, p. 141 ff.

3
Hippolytiis, Adv. Hter., vi. 35.

F 2
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the loose manner in which Hippolytus and other early

writers, in dealing with different schools of heretics,

indifferently quote the founder or his followers without

indicating the precise person quoted. This practice is

particularly apparent in the work of Hippolytus when

the followers of Valentinus are in question. Tischendorf

himself is obliged to admit this. He says :

" Even though
it be also incontestable that the author (Hippolytus) does

not always sharply distinguish between the sect and the

founder of the sect, does this apply to the present

case I" 1 He denies that it does in the instance to which

he refers, but he admits the general fact. In the same

way another apologist of the fourth Gospel (and as the

use of that Gospel is maintained in consequence of a

quotation in the very same chapter as we are now con-

sidering, only a few lines higher up, both third and

fourth are in the same position) is forced to admit :

"The use of the Gospel of John by Valentinus cannot

so certainly be proved from our refutation-writing

(the work of Hippolytus). Certainly in the statement

of these doctrines it gives abstracts, which contain an

expression of John (x. 8), and there cannot be any doubt

that this is taken from some writing of the sect. But the

apologist, in his expressions regarding the Yalentinian

doctrines, does not seem to confine himself to one

and the same work, but to have alternately made use of

different writings of the school, for which reason we

cannot say anything as to the age of this quotation, and

from this testimony, therefore, we merely have further

confirmation that the Gospel was early
2
(?)

used in the

1 Wenn nun auch unbestreitbar 1st, dass der Yerfasser nicht immer

strong zwiscnen der Sekte sondert und dem Urneber der Sekte, findet dies

auf den vorliegenden Fall Anwendung ? Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 46.

2 Why "
early

"
? since Hippolytus writes about A.D. 225.
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School of the Valentinians,"
1 &c. Of all this not a word

from Canon Westcott, who adheres to his system of

bare assertion.

Now we have already quoted
2 the opening sentence

of Book vi. 35, of the work ascribed to Hippolytus, in

which the quotation from John x. 8, referred to above

occurs, and ten lines further on, with another inter-

mediate and equally indefinite "he says" ((770-1), occurs

the supposed quotation from Luke i. 35, which, equally

with that from the fourth Gospel, must, according to

Weizsacker, be abandoned as a quotation which can

fairly be ascribed to Valentinus himself, whose name is

not once mentioned in the whole chapter. A few lines

below the quotation, however, a passage occurs which

throws much light upon the question. After explaining

the views of the Valentinians regarding the verse :

" The

Holy Ghost shall come upon thee," &c., the writer thus

proceeds :

"
Eegarding this there is among them (avrols )

a great question, a cause both of schism and dissension.

And hence their (avTans) doctrine has become divided,

and the one doctrine according to them (/car* aurous) is

called Eastern (cu/a/roXi/aj) and the other Italian. They
from Italy, of whom is Heracleon and Ptolemaeus,

say (<acrt) that the body of Jesus was animal, and on

account of this, on the occasion of the baptism, the Holy

Spirit like a dove came down that is, the Logos from

the Mother above, Sophia and became joined to the

animal, and raised him from the dead. This, he says

(<fyrjo-C)
is the declaration (TO dp-r)n,vov)" and here

be it observed we come to another of the
"
clear refer-

ences
"
which Canon Westcott ventures, deliberately and

1
WeizsScker, Unters. lib. d. evang. Gesch., 1864, p. 234.

2 Vol. u. p. 57,
" Therefore all the Prophets," &c.
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without a word of doubt, to attribute to Valentinus

himself,
1 "

This, he says, is the declaration :
' He who

raised Christ from the dead shall also quicken your
mortal bodies,'

2 indeed animal. For the earth has

come under a curse :

' For dust, he says (facri) thou art

and unto dust shalt thou return/ 3 On the other hand,

those from the East (ot $ av a-rrb rrjs ou/aroXTJs), of whom
is Axionicus and Bardesanes, say (\eyovcriv) that the

body of the Saviour was spiritual, for the Holy Spirit

came upon Mary, that is the Sophia and the power of

the Highest,"
4 &c.

In this passage we have a good illustration of the

mode in which the writer introduces his quotations with

the subjectless "he says." Here he is conveying the

divergent opinions of the two parties of Valentinians, and

explaining the peculiar doctrines of the Italian school

"of whom is Heracleon and Ptolemaeus," and he sud-

denly departs from the plural "they" to quote the

passage from Eomans viii. 11, in support of their views

with the singular "he says/' Nothing can be more

obvious than that
" he

"
cannot possibly be Yalentinus

himself, for the schism is represented as taking place

1 On the Canon, p. 260.
1 Cf. Bom. viii. 11. 3 Cf. Gen. iiL 19.

4
U(p\ TOVTOV f[TTi(rif /iryoXj eariv avrols KOI o-xio~para)v Kal 8ta<popas d(popfifj.

Kal yeyovfv evrevtifv
t)

SidacrjeaXia aiirStv
dir;prjp.fvri, KOI Ka\iToi

f) pev dvaroXucj)

TIS SiSacrKaX/a KOT' airovs, fj
8e 'iraXtoxruc^. Of fj.*v mro TTJS 'ird^ias, &v tcrriv

HpaxXewv KOI IlTcXe/iator, ^rv^ticov (fxicri TO crco^a rov 'irjaov ytyovevat, KOI Sia

TOVTO Tri TOV ^ajfTi<rp.aros TO 7iTe'/za cas irepiartpa KaTt\7)\v&, Tovreariv 6 Xayoy
6 TTJS prjrpbs avoidev TTJS ero^)iar, cal yeyove Tta i/n/^wew, Kal eyrfyepicfv ai-rbv tic

vfKpSiV. TOVTO coTi, (frrjcri,
TO fipijp.vov' 'O ryeipas \pitrrov etc vfKp>v, f<ao7rotij<r

Kal Ta Ovrjra (r&fjurra ifuov, IJTOI ^rv^iifa. 'O ^OT yap MTO Kordpav tXjjXt^f.

ri; yap, <f>T)(riv, ft, KOI fls yijv aiffKevo-rj. Ol 8'av OTTO ii)s avaro\f)s \tyovcriv, Z>v

fffTiv Agiovueos teal Af8r)(Tidifrjs, on irvtvfueriKov rfV TO <ra>fta TOV troxr^pos
"

mfvpa yap ayiov fadcv eirl TTJV M.apiav, Tovrecmv
17 o~o<pla, Kal

jj 8vvo.fj.is TOU

, K.rA. Hippolytus, Eef. Omn. Hser., vi. 35.
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amongst his followers, and the quotation is evidently

made by one of them to support the views of bis

party in the schism, but whether Hippolytus is quoting

from Heracleon or Ptolemseus or some other of the

Italian l

school, there is no means of knowing. Of all

this, again, nothing is said by Canon Westcott, who

quietly asserts without hesitation or argument, that

Valentinus himself is the person who here makes the

quotation.

We have already said that the name of Valentinus

does not occur once in the whole chapter (vi. 35) which

we have been examining, and if we turn back we find

that the preceding context confirms the result at which

we have arrived, that the ^cri has no reference to the

Founder himself, but is applicable only to some later

member of his school, most probably contemporary with

Hippolytus. In vi. 21, Hippolytus discusses the heresy

of Valentinus, which he traces to Pythagoras and Plato,

but in Ch. 29 he passes from direct reference to the

Founder to deal entirely with his school. This is so

manifest, that the learned editors of the work of Hip-

polytus, Professors Duncker and Schneidewin, alter the

preceding heading at that part from " Valentinus" to

"
Valentiniani." At the beginning of Ch. 29 Hip-

polytus writes :

"
Valentinus, therefore, and Heracleon

and Ptolemaeus and the whole school of these (heretics)

. . . have laid down as the fundamental principle of

their teaching the arithmetical system. For according

to these," &c. And a few lines lower down :

" There

is discernible amongst them, however, considerable

difference of opinion. For many of them, in order that

1 The quotation from an Epistle to the Romans by the Italian school is

appropriate.
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the Pythagorean doctrine of Valentinus may be wholly

pure, suppose, &c., but others," &c. He shortly after

says that he will proceed to state their doctrines as

they themselves teach them (fj,mr)[jLovevcravTe<; os e/cetvot

StSaoTKovcrtv tpovfjiev) He then continues :

" There is,

he says (^o-t)," &c. &c., quoting evidently one of these

followers who want to keep the doctrine of Valentinus

pure, or of the
"
others," although without naming him,

and three lines further on again, without any preparation,

returning to the plural
"
they say

"
(Xeyovcn) and so on

through the following chapters,
" he says

"
alternating

with the plural, as the author apparently has in view

something said by individuals or merely expresses general

views. In the Chapter (34) preceding that which we

have principally been examining, Hippolytus begins by

referring to
" the Quaternion according to Valentinus,"

but after five lines on it, he continues :

" These things

are what they say : ravrd icrriv a Xeyovcrtv,"
* and then

goes on to speak of
"
their whole teaching

"
(rr)v Tracrav

avruv SiSacr/caXuu'), and lower down he distinctly sets

himself to discuss the opinions of the school in the

plural :

" Thus these (Valentinians) subdivide the

contents of the Pleroma," &c. (OVTCOS OVTOL, /c.r.X.), and

continues with an occasional
"
according to them

"
(KO.T

avrov?) until, without any name being mentioned, he

makes use of the indefinite
" he says

"
to introduce the

quotation referred to by Canon Westcott as a citation by
Valentinus himself of

"
the Epistle to the Ephesians as

Scripture."
2 "

This is, he says, what is written in

Scripture," and there follows a quotation which, it may
merely be mentioned as Canon Westcott says nothing of

it, differs considerably from the passage in the Epistle
1

vi. 34. 2 On the Canon, p. 260.
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iii. 14 18. Immediately after, another of Canon West-

cott's quotations from 1 Cor. ii. 14, is given, with the

same indefinite
" he says," and in the same way, without

further mention of names, the quotations in Ch. 35

compared with John x. 8, and Luke i. 35. There is,

therefore, absolutely no ground whatever for referring

these facrC to Valentinus himself ; but, on the contrary,

Hippolytus shows in the clearest way that he is dis-

cussing the views of the later writers of the sect, and

it is one of these, and not the Founder himself, whom in

his usual indefinite way he thus quotes.

We have been forced by these bald and unsupported

assertions of apologists to go at such length into these

questions at the risk of being very wearisome to our

readers, but it has been our aim as much as possible to

make no statements without placing before those who

are interested the materials for forming an intelligent

opinion. Any other course would be to meet mere asser-

tion by simple denial, and it is only by bold and unsub-

stantiated statements which have been simply and in good
faith accepted by ordinary readers who have not the

opportunity, if they have even the will, to test their

veracity, that apologists have so long held their ground.

Our results regarding Valentinus so far may be stated as

follows : the quotations which without any explanation

are so positively and disingenuously imputed to Valen-

tinus are not made by him, but by later writers of his

school ;* and, moreover, the passages which are indicated

by the English apologist as references to our two

1

Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 68 ff.
; Hilgenfdd, Die Evangelien,

p. 345, anm. 5 ; Eumpf, Rev. de Theol., 1867, p. 17 ff. ; Davidson, Introd.

N. T., ii. p. 390, p. 516
; Zeller, Die Apostelgesch., p. 65 ff. ;

Theol.

Jahrb., 1853, p. 151 ff.; Sretschneider, Probabilia de Evang.et Ep.Joannis,

1820, p. 212 ff. ; Kirchhofer, Quellensamml. , p. 387, anm. 1 ; Volkmar, Der
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Synoptic Gospels not only do not emanate from Valen-

tinus, but do not agree with our Gospels, and are derived

from other sources.
1

The remarks of Canon Westcott with regard to the

connection of Valentinus with our New Testament are

on a par with the rest of his assertions. He says :

" There is no reason to suppose that Valentinus differed

from Catholic writers on the Canon of the New Testa-

ment." 2 We might ironically adopt this sentence, for as

no writer whatever of the time of Valentinus, as we have

seen, recognized any New Testament Canon at all, he

certainly did not in this respect differ from the other

writers of that period. Canon Westcott relies upon the

statement of Tertullian, but even here, although he

quotes the Latin passage in a note, he does not fully

give its real sense in his text. He writes in immediate

continuation of the quotation given above :

"
Tertullian

says that in this he differed from Marcion, that he at

least professed to accept 'the whole instrument/ per-

verting the interpretation, where Marcion mutilated the

text." Now the assertion of Tertullian has a very

important modification, which, to any one acquainted

with the very unscrupulous boldness of the
" Great

African
"

in dealing with religious controversy, is

extremely significant. He does not make the assertion

positively and of his own knowledge, but modifies it by

saying :

"
Nor, indeed, if Valentinus uses the whole

instrument, as it seems (neque enim si Valentinus

Urspning, p. 70 f. ; Theol. Jahrb., 1854, p. 108 ff., 125 f.
; Weizaacker,

Unters. evang. Gesch., p. 234
; J. J. Tayhr, The Fourth Gospel, 1867,

p. 57.

1 Of. Zeller, Die Apostelgesch. , p. 67 f.
; Kirchhofer, Quellensamml.,

p. 387, anm. 1.

2 On the Canon, p. 259.
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iutegro instrumento uti videtur),"
1 &c. Tertullian

evidently knew very little of Valentinus himself, and

had probably not read his writings at all.
2 His treatise

against the Valentinians is avowedly not original, but, as

he himself admits, is compiled from the writings of

Justin, Miltiades, Irenaeus, and Proclus. 3 Tertullian

would not have hesitated to affirm anything of this kind

positively, had there been any ground for it, but his

assertion is at once too uncertain, and the value of his

statements of this nature much too small for such a

remark to have any weight as evidence.4 Besides, by his

own showing Valentinus altered Scripture (sine dubio

emendans),
5 which he could not have done had he recog-

nized it as of canonical authority.
6 We cannot, how-

ever, place any reliance upon criticism emanating from

Tertullian.

All that Origen seems to know on this subject is that

the followers of Valentinus (TOVS O.TTO OuaXetrtVov) have

altered the form of the Gospel (jueraxa/aa^aj/res TO

evayyeXtov).
7 Clement of Alexandria, however, informs

us that Valentinus, like Basilides, professed to have

direct traditions from the Apostles, his teacher being

Theodas, a disciple of the Apostle Paul. 8 If he had

known any Gospels which he believed to have apostolic

authority, there would clearly not have been any need

of such tradition. Hippolytus distinctly affirms that

Valentinus derived his system from Pythagoras and Plato,

1 De Prsescrip. Haer., 38.
2

Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 67 ; Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii.

p. 390. 3 Adv. Valent., 5.

4
Baur, Unters. kan. Ew., p. 357 ; Davidsvn, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 390 ;

Reuss, Hist, du Canon, p. 70. 8 De Prseserip. Hser. ,
30.

6
Credner, Beitrage, i. p. 38. 1 Contra Gels., ii. 27.

8
Strom., vii. 17, 106.
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and "
not from the Gospels" (OVK dirb ro>v

and that consequently he might more properly be con-

sidered a Pythagorean and Platonist than a Christian. 1

Irenaeus, in like manner, asserts that the Valentinians

derive their views from unwritten or unscriptural sources

(e^ aypafytov dvaywojcr/covTe?),
2 and he accuses them of

rejecting the Gospels, for after enumerating them,
3 he

continues :

"
When, indeed, they are refuted out of the

Scriptures, they turn round in accusation of these same

Scriptures, as though they were not correct, nor of

authority . . . For (they say) that it (the truth)

was not conveyed by written records but viva voce." 4

In the same chapter he goes on to show that the Valen-

tinians not only reject the authority of Scripture, but

also reject ecclesiastical tradition. He says: "But,

again, when we refer them to that tradition which is

from the Apostles, which has been preserved through a

succession of Presbyters in the Churches, they are

opposed to tradition, affirming themselves wiser not only

than Presbyters, but even than the Apostles, in that they

have discovered the uncorrupted truth. For (they say)

the Apostles mixed up matters which are of the law with

the words of the Saviour, &c. ... It comes to this,

they neither consent to Scripture nor to tradition.

(Evenit itaque, neque Scripturis jam, neque Tradition!

consentire eos.)"
5 We find, therefore, that even in the

time of Irenseus the Valentinians rejected the writings

1 Eef. Omn. Hger., vi. 29; cf. vi. 21.

8 Adv. Hser., i. 8, 1.
3

/&., iii. 1, 1.

4 Cum enim ex Scripturis arguuntur, in accusationem convertuntur

ipsarum Scripturarum, quasi nonrecte habeant, neque sint ex auctoritate.

. . . . Non enim per litteras traditam illam, sed per vivam vocem, &c.

Irenceus, Adv. Hser., iii. 2, 1.

5
II., iii. 2, 2.
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of the New Testament as authoritative documents, which

they certainly would not have done had the Founder of

their sect himself acknowledged them. So far from this

being the case, there was absolutely no New Testament

Canon for Valentinus himself to deal with,
1 and his

perfectly orthodox contemporaries recognized no other

Holy Scriptures than those of the Old Testament.

Irenaeus, however, goes still further, and states that the

Valentinians of his time not only had many Gospels, but

that they possessed one peculiar to themselves.
" Those

indeed who are followers of Valentinus/' he says, "on

the other hand, being without any fear, putting forth

their own compositions, boast that they have more

Gospels than there are. Indeed they have proceeded so

far in audacity that they entitle their not long written

work the Gospel of Truth, agreeing in nothing with the

Gospels of the Apostles, so that there is no Gospel

according to them which is not blasphemous."
2

It

follows clearly, from the very name of the Valentinian

Gospel, that they did not consider that others contained

the truth,
3 and indeed Irenseus himself perceived this, for

he continues :

" For if what is published by them be the

Gospel of Truth, but is dissimilar from those which have

been delivered to us by the Apostles, any may perceive

who please, as is demonstrated by these very Scriptures,

that that which has been handed down from the Apostles

is not the Gospel of Truth." 4 These passages speak for

1
Reuss, Hist, du Canon, p. 69 f.

; Crcdner, Gesch. N. T. Kan., p. 24.
2 Hi vero,qui sunt a Valentino.iterum exsistentes extra omnem timorem,

s lias conscriptiones proferentes, plura habere gloriantur, quam sint ipsa

Evangelia. Siquidem in tantum processerunt audaciae, uti quod ab his

non olim conscriptum est, veritatis Evangelium titulent, in nihilo con-

voniens apostolorum Evangeliis, ut nee Evangelium quidem sit apud eos

sine blasphemia. Irenceus, Adv. Haer., iii. 11, 9.

3
Credner, Beitrage, i. p. 38, f.

*
Irenceus, Adv. HOST., iii. 11, 9.
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themselves, and we need not further comment upon the

statements of Canon Westcott. It has been suggested

that the
"
Gospel of Truth

"
was a harmony of the four

Gospels.
1

This, however, cannot by any possibility have

been the case, inasmuch as Irenaeus distinctly says that

it did not agree in anything with the Gospels of the

Apostles. We have been compelled to devote too much

space to Valentinus, and we now leave him with the

certainty that in nothing does he afford any evidence

even of the existence of our Synoptic Gospels.

1
Sleek, Einl. N. T., p. 638.
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CHAPTER VII.

MA.RCION.

WE must now turn to the great Heresiarch of the

second century, Marcion, and consider the evidence

regarding our Gospels which may be derived from what

we know of him. The importance, and at the same

time the difficulty, of arriving at a just conclusion from

the materials within our reach have rendered Marcion's

Gospel the object of very elaborate criticism, and the

discussion of its actual character has continued with

fluctuating results for nearly a century.

Marcion was born at Sinope, in Pontus, of which place

his father was Bishop,
1 and although it is said that he

aspired to the first place in the Church of Rome,
2 the

Presbyters refused him communion on account of his

peculiar views of Christianity. We shall presently more

fully refer to these opinions, but here it will be sufficient

to say that he objected to what he considered the debase-

ment of true Christianity by Jewish elements, and he

upheld the teaching of Paul alone, in opposition to that

of all the other Apostles, whom he accused of mixing

up matters of the law with the Gospel of Christ, and

1

Epiphaniua, Heer., xlii. 1 ed. Petav., p. 302; Bleek, Einl. N. T.,

p. 125
; Credner, Beitrage, i. p. 40 f. ; Tischendorf, Warm wurden, u. s. w.,

p. 57 ; Westcott, On the Canon, p. 272.

Epiph., Heer., xlii. 1.
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falsifying Cliiistianity,
1 as Paul himself had protested.

2

He came to Home about A.D. 139 142,
3 and con-

tinued teaching for some twenty years.
4 His high

personal character and elevated views produced" a

powerful effect upon his time,
5
and, although during his

own lifetime and long afterwards vehemently and with

every opprobrious epithet denounced by ecclesiastical

writers, his opinions were so widely adopted that in the

time of Epiphanius his followers were said to be found

throughout the whole world.6

Marcion is said to have recognized as his sources of

Christian doctrine, besides tradition, a single Gospel and

ten Epistles of Paul, which in his collection stood in the

following order ; Epistle to Galatians, Corinthians (2),

Romans, Thessalonians (2), Ephesians (which he had with

1
Irenceui, Adv. Haer., iii. 2, 2 ; cf. 12, 12 ; Tertullian, Adv. Marc.,

iv. 2, 3 ;
cf. i. 20 ; Origen, in Joann. T. v., 4 ; Neandtr, AUg. K G.,

1843, ii. p. 815 f. ; cf. p. 795; Schleiermacher, Lit, nachlass iii. Sammtl.

Werke, viii. ; Einl. N. T., 1845, p. 214 f. ; Westcott, On the Canon,

p. 273 f.

1 Gal. i. 6 flT. ; cf. ii. 4 ff., 11 ff. ; cf. 2 Cor. xi. 1 ff.

3
Anger, Synops. Ev., p. xxiv. ; Baur, Gesch. chr. Kirche, i, p. 196;

Sleek, F.JTil. N. T., p. 126; Bunsen, Bibelwerk, viii. p. 562; Burton, Lec-

tures on EccL History of first Three Centuries, ii. p. 105 ff.
; Credner,

Beitrage, i. p. 40 f.
; Hilgenfeld, Der Kanon, p. 21 f.

; Lipsiut, Zeitschr.

wiss. TheoL, 1867, p. 75 ff.; Reuss, Gesch. X. T., p. 244; Scholten, Die

alt. Zeugnisse, p. 73 ; Schleiermacher, Gesch. chr. Eirche, SammtL Werke,

1840, xL 1 abth., p. 107 ; Tischendorf, Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 57 ;

Yolkmar, Theol. Jahrb., 1850, p. 120, 16., 1855, p. 270 ff. ; Westcott, On
the Canon, p. 273. The accounts of the Fathers are careless and con-

flicting. Cf. Tertullian, Adv. Marc., L 19 ; Epiph., Haer., xlii. 1 ;

Irencms, Adv. Haer., iii. 4, 3; Clem. AL, Strom., vii. 17, A.D. 140 150,

Bertholdt, Einl. A. und N. T., L p. 103.
4
Rfuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 244 ; Lipsius, Zeitschr. wiss. TheoL, 1867 ;

p. 75 ff. ; Volkmar, Theol. Jahrb., 1855, p. 270 ff.

*
Credner, Beitrage, i. p. 40 ; Schleiermacher, Sammtl. Werke, viii. ;

EinL N. T., 1845, p. 64
; Wettcott, On the Canon, p. 272 f.

'
Epiph., Haer., xlii. 1.
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the superscription
"
to tbe Laodiceans "),

1

Colossians,

Pliilippians, and Philemon. 2 None of the other books

which now form part of the canonical New Testament

were either mentioned or recognized by Marcion.3 This

is the oldest collection of Apostolic writings of which

there is any trace,
4 but there was at that time no other

"
Holy Scripture

"
than the Old Testament, and no New

Testament Canon had yet been imagined. Marcion

neither claimed canonical authority for these writings,
5

nor did he associate with them any idea of divine

inspiration.
6 We have already seen the animosity

expressed by contemporaries of Marcion against the

Apostle Paul.

The principal interest in connection with the collection

of Marcion, however, centres in his single Gospel, the

nature, origin, and identity of which have long been

actively and minutely discussed by learned men of all

shades of opinion with very varying results. The work

itself is unfortunately no longer extant, and our only

knowledge of it is derived from the bitter and very

inaccurate opponents of Marcion. It seems to have

1

Tcrtullian, Adv. Marc., v. 11, 17; Epqih., Ilsor., xlii. 9; cf. 10,

Schol. xl.

2
Tertullian, Adv. Marc., v. ; fy'i'l'h', Hser., xlii. 9. (Epiphauius

transposes the order of the last two Epistles.)
3

Credncr, Beitrago, i. p. 42; Hug, Einl. N. T., i. p. 68 ff. ; Wcstcott,

On the Canon, p. 275.
4

Jiaur, Paulus, i. p. 277 f.
; ficim, Hist, du Canon, p. 76 f.

;
Tis-

cliaidorf, Wann Tvurden, u. s. TV., p. 57; Wcstcott, On the Canon,

p. 272.

5
Credncr, Beitrage, i. p. 42 f., 44 f. ; Gcsch. N. T. Kan., p. 23;

SiiHSi-n, Bibehvcrk, viii. p. 563; liki'lt, Einl. N. T., p. 126; Jlitycnfcld,

Der Kanon, p. 22 f. ; Kostlin, Theol. Jahrb., 1851, p. 151
; ftetiss, Gesch.

N. T., p. 244, p. 286; Hist, du Canon, p. 72; fiitschl, Theol. Jahrb.,

1851, p. 529; Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 74; Het Paulinisch

Evangelie, p. 6.

6 Creelner, Beitrage, i. p. 45 f.

VOL. II. G
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borne much the same analogy to our third Canonical

Gospel which existed between the Gospel according to

the Hebrews and our first Synoptic.
1 The Fathers,

whose uncritical and, in such matters, prejudiced cha-

racter led them to denounce every variation from, their

actual texts as a mere falsification, and without argument
to assume the exclusive authenticity and originality of

our Gospels, which towards the beginning of the third

century had acquired wide circulation in the Church,

vehemently stigmatized Marcion as an audacious adul-

terator of the Gospel, and affirmed his evangelical work

to be merely a mutilated and falsified version of the
"
Gospel according to Luke." 2

This view continued to prevail, almost without question

or examination, till towards the end of the eighteenth

century, when Biblical criticism began to exhibit the

earnestness and activity which have ever since more or

less characterized it Sender first abandoned the pre-

valent tradition, and, after analyzing the evidence, he

concluded that Marcion's Gospel and Luke's were diffe-

rent versions of an earlier work,
3 and that the so-called

heretical Gospel was one of the numerous Gospels from

amongst which the Canonical had been selected by the

Church.4 Griesbach about the same time also rejected

the ruling opinion, and denied the close relationship

usually asserted to exist between the two Gospels.
5

1
,S<-7/?'Y#//T, Das

2
/rfwoetw, Adr. Haer., L 27, 2; in. 12, 12; 2Vrf/7ra, Adr. Marc.,

IT. 2 6; Epipkaniiu, Haer., xHL 9, 11; Origfx, Conina Ctls., ii. 27;

Tktaiartt, Haer. fib., L 24.

1 Yorrede zu Townson's Abhaudl. ub. <L \ier Ew., 1783.

* Nener Yersuch-, die Gnraneinniitzige Auslegun<r u, anweaid. der X. T.

rubeforfern, 1786, p. 162 1; c ProLgg. in Ep. ad Galatas.

Coras in hist, textos epist. Pauli, 1799, sect. iiL, Oposcnla Academiea,
ii. p. 124 S.
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Loffier
l and Corrodi 2

strongly supported Semlcr's con-

clusion, that Marcion was no mere falsifier of Luke's

Gospel, and J. E. C. Schmidt 3 went still further, and

asserted that Marcion's Gospel was the genuine Luke,

and our actual Gospel a later version of it with altera-

tions and additions. Eichhorn,
4 after a fuller and more

exhaustive examination, adopted similar views ;
he

repudiated the statements of Tertullian regarding

Marcion's Gospel as utterly untrustworthy, asserting

that he had not that work itself before him at all, and

he maintained that Marcion's Gospel was the more

original text and one of the sources of Luke. Bolten,
6

Bertholdt,
6

Schleiermacher,
7 and D. Schultz 8 likewise

maintained that Marcion's Gospel was by no means a

mutilated version of Luke, but, on the contrary, an

independent original Gospel. A similar conclusion was

arrived at by Gieseler,
9 but later, after Halm's criticism,

he abandoned it, and adopted the opinion that Marcion's

Gospel was constructed out of Luke. 10

On the other hand, the traditional view was maintained

1 Marcioneru Pauliepist. etLucso evang. adulterasse dubitatur, 1788, in

Vclthuscn Kuinocl et Ruperti Comment. Theologicse, 1794, i. pp. 180

218.

* Vcrsucli ciuor Bcleuchtung d. Gesch. dcs jiid. u. Christl. Bibel-

kanons, 1792, ii. p. 158 ff. 1G9.
3 Ueber das achte Evang. des Lucas, in Henke's Mag. fur Roligioiis-

philos., u. s. w., iii. 1790, p. 468 ff., 482 f., 507 f,

4 Einl. N. T., 1820, i. pp. 4384.
5 Bericht des Lucas von Jesu dem Messia. Vorbcricht, 790,

p. 29 f.

6 Einl. A. u. N. T., 1813, iii. p. 1293 ff.

7 Siirnmtl. Werke, viii. ; Einl. N. T., 1845, p. 64 f., 197 f., 214 f.

8 Theol. Stud. u. Krit., 1829, 3, pp. 586595.
9 Entst. schr. Ew., 1818, p. 24 ff.

10 Recens. d. Ilahn's Das Ev. Marcion's in Hall. AUg. Litt. Z., 1823,

p. 225 ff.; K. a., i. 45.

G 2
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by Storr,
1

Arneth,
2
Hug,

3
Neander,

4 and Gratz,
5

although

with little originality of investigation or argument ;
and

Paulus 6
sought to reconcile both views by admitting

that Marcion had before him the Gospel of Luke, but

denying that he mutilated it, arguing that Tertullian

did not base his arguments on the actual Gospel of

Marcion, but upon his work, the "Antithesis." Hahn,
7

however, undertook a more exhaustive examination of

the problem, attempting to reconstruct the text of

Marcion's Gospel
8 from the statements of Tertullian

and Epiphanius, and he came to the conclusion that the

work was a mere version, with omissions and alterations

made by the Heresiarch in the interest of his system, of

the third Canonical Gospel. Olshausen 9 arrived at the

same result, and with more or less of modification but

no detailed argument, similar opinions were expressed

by Credner,
10 De Wette,

11 and others.
12

1 Zweck d. Evang. Gesch. u. Br. Johan., 1786, pp. 254265.
2 Ueber d. Bekanntsch. Marcion's mit. u. Kanon, u. s. w., 1809.
3 Einl. N. T., 1847, i. p. 64 ff.

4 Genet. Entwickl. d. vorn. Gnost. Syst., 1818, p. 311 ff.; cf. Allg.

K. G., 1843, ii. pp. 792816.
5 Krit. Unters. iib. Marcion's Evang., 1818.
6 Theol. exeg. Conserv., 1822, Lief. i. p. 115 ff.

7 Das Evang. Marcion's in seiner urspriingl. Gestalt, 1823.
8 The reconstructed text also in Thilo's Cod. Apocr. N. T., 1832,

pp. 403486.
9 Die Echtheit der vierkan. Ew., 1823, pp. 107215.
10

Beitrage, i. p. 43.

11 Einl. N. T., 6th ausg., 1860, p. 119 ff.

12 The following writers, either before Hahn's work was written or sub-

sequently, have maintained the dependence, in one shape cr another, of

Marcion's Gospel on Luke. Becker, Exam. Grit, de 1'Ev. de Marcion,

1837; Bleek, Einl. N. T., p. 135; liunscn, Bibelwerk, viii. p. 565 f.
;

Anycr, Synopsis Ev. Proleg., xxiv. ff. ; Cdlericr, Introd. Crit. N. T.,

1823, p. 25 f.
; Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 51 f.

; Ebrard, Wiss. krit.

evang. Gesch., p. 810; Ewald, Jahrb. bibl. Wiss., 1853 54, p. 48;

Guericke, Gesammtgesch. N. T., p. 231; Dl'buch K. G., i. p. 190;

Gfrorcr, Allg. K. G., i. p. 363 ff.
; Harting, Qutest. de Marcione Lucani,
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Not satisfied, however, with the method and results of

Halm and Olshauscn, whose examination, although more

minute than any previously undertaken, still left much

to be desired, Ritschl l made a further thorough investi-

gation of the character of Marcion's Gospel, and decided

that it was in no case a mutilated version of Luke, but,

on the contrary, an original and independent work, from

which the Canonical Gospel was produced by the intro-

duction of anti-Marcionitish passages and readings.

Baur 2
strongly enunciated similar views, and maintained

that the whole error lay in the mistake of the Fathers
f

who had, with characteristic assumption, asserted the

earlier and shorter Gospel of Marcion to be an abbrevia-

tion of the later Canonical Gospel, instead of recognizing

the latter as a mere extension of the former. Schwegler
3

had already, in a remarkable criticism of Marcion's

Gospel declared it to be an independent and original

work, and in no sense a mutilated Luke, but, on the

contrary, probably the source of that Gospel. Kostlin,
4

while stating that the theory that Marcion's Gospel was

an earlier work and the basis of that ascribed to Luke

was not very probable, affirmed that much of the

Evangelii, &c., 1849; Kirchhofer, Quellensaminl., p. 48, p. 361, anm. 10;

Meyer, Krit.-exeg. Kommentar N. T., 1867, 1 abth. 2 hiilfte, p. 228;

Michaelis, Eiul. N. T., 1788, i. p. 40; Neudecker, Einl. N. T., 1840,

p. 68 ff. ; Nicolas, Et. sur les Ev. Apocr., 1866, p. 157 f. ; Rhode, Prolegg.
ad Qust. de evang. Marcion is denuo instit. 1834; Reuss, Gesch. N. T.,

p. 244 f.
; Eev. do Theol., 1857, p. 4 f.

; Rumpf, Bev. de Theol., 1867,

p. 20 f. ; Schott, Isagoge, 1830, p. 13 ff., note 7 ; Scholten, Die alt. Zeug-
nisse, p. 73 f. ; Tischendorf, Warm wurdon, u. s. w., pp. 56 65 ; Westcott,

On tho Canon, p. 272 ff.
; Wilcke, Tradition u. Mythe, 1837, p. 28

; Zeller,

Die Apostolgesch., p. 12 ff.

1 Das Evangelium Marcion's, 1846.
a Krit. Unters. kan. EVY., 1847, p. 397 ff.

3 Das nachap. Zeit., 1846, i. p. 260 ff. ; Thool.. Jahrb., 1843, pp. 575

590.

4 Der Urspning d. synopt. Ew., 1853, p. 303 ff.
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Marcionitish text was more original than the Canonical,

and that both Gospels must be considered versions of the

same original, although Luke's was the later and more

corrupt.

These results, however, did not satisfy Volkmar,
1 who

entered afresh upon a searching examination of the whole

subject, and concluded that Marcion's work was simply a

version of Luke, mutilated and altered to suit his own dog-

matic views. This criticism, together with the arguments
of Hilgenfeld, succeeded in convincing Ritschl,

2 who

withdrew from his previous opinions, although he still

maintained some of Marcion's readings to be more

original than those of Luke,
3 and generally defended

Marcion from the aspersions of the Fathers, on the

ground that his procedure with regard to Luke's Gospel

was precisely that of the Canonical Evangelists to each

other;
4 Luke himself being clearly dependent both on

Mark and Matthew.5 Baur was likewise induced by
Yolkmar's and Hilgenfeld's arguments to modify his

views ;

6 but although for the first time he admitted that

Marcion had altered the original of his Gospel frequently

for dogmatic reasons, he still maintained that there was

an older form of the Gospel without the earlier chapters,

from which both Marcion and Luke directly constructed

their Gospels ; both of them stood in the same line in

regard to the original ;
both altered it

;
the one

abbreviated, the other extended it.
7

Encouraged by
this success, but not yet satisfied, Volkmar immediately
undertook a further and more exhaustive examination of

1 Theol. Jahrb., 1850, pp. 110138, pp. 185235.
2
Ib., 1851, p. 528 ff.

s
/6t) p- 530 ffi

4
Ib., p. 529. Ib., p. 534 ff.

6 Das Markusevang. Anhang lib. das Ev. Marcion's, 1851, p. 191 ff.

'
Ib., p. 225 f.
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the text of Marcion, in the hope of finally settling the

discussion, and he again, but with greater emphasis,

confirmed his previous results.
1 In the meantime

Hilgenfeld
2 had seriously attacked the problem, and, like

Halm and Volkmar, had sought to reconstruct the text of

M.-ircion, and, whilst admitting many more original and

genuine readings in the text of Marcion, he had also

decided that his Gospel was dependent on Luke, although
he further concluded that the text of Luke had subse-

quently gone through another, though slight, manipulation

before it assumed its present form. These conclusions

he again fully confirmed after a renewed investigation of

the subject.
3

This brief sketch of the controversy which has so long

occupied the attention of critics will at least show the

insecure position of the matter, and the uncertainty of

the data upon which any decision is based. We have

not attempted to give more than the barest outlines, but

it will appear as we go on that most of those who decide

against the general independence of Marcion's Gospel, at

the same time admit his partial originality and superiority

of readings over the third Synoptic, and justify his

treatment of Luke as a procedure common to the Evan-

gelists, and warranted not only by their example but by
the fact that no Gospels had yet emerged from the posi-

tion of private documents in limited circulation. We
are, however, very far from considering the discussion as

closed
; but, on the contrary, we believe that a just and

impartial judgment in the case must lead to the conclu-

sion that if, in the absence of sufficient data, Marcion's

1 Das Evang. Marcion's, 1852.

2 Ueb. die Ew. Justin's der Clem. Horn, und Marcion's, 1850, p. 389 ff.

3 Theol. Jahrb., 1853, pp. 192244.
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Gospel cannot be absolutely proved to be a special arid

original Gospel, still less can it be shown to be a mutilated

version of Luke's Gospel. There are very strong reasons

for considering it to be either an independent work,

derived from the same sources as our third Synoptic,

or a more primitive version of that Gospel.

Marcion's Gospel not being any longer extant, it is

important to establish clearly the nature of our know-

ledge regarding it, and the exact value of the data from

which various attempts have been made to reconstruct

the text. It is manifest that the evidential force of any

deductions from a reconstructed text is almost Avholly

dependent on the accuracy and sufficiency of the

materials from which that text is derived.

The principal sources of our information regarding

Marcion's Gospel are the Avorks of his most bitter de-

nouncers Tertullian and Epiphanius, who, however, it

must be borne in mind, wrote lou after his time, the
7 O *

work of Tertullian against Marcion having been composed,

about A.D. 20S,
1 and that of Epiphanius very much later.

We may likewise merely mention here the "
Dialogus

de recta in deum fide," commonly attributed to Origen,

although it cannot have been composed earlier than the

middle of the fourth century.
2 The first three sections

are directed against the Marcionites, but only deal with

a late form of their doctrines.3 As Volkmar admits that

the author clearly had only a general acquaintance with

the "Antithesis," and principal proof passages of the

Marcionites, but, although he certainly possessed the

1 Cf. Tertullian, Adv. Marc., i. 15; Neander, Antignostieus, 1849,

p. 398 ; Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 75.

2 Volkmar, Das Ev. Marcion's, p. 52.
3

II., p. 52 f.
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Epistles, had not the Gospel of Marcion itself,
1 we need

not now more particularly consider it.

We are, therefore, dependent upon the
"
dogmatic and

partly blind and unjust adversaries" 2 of Marcion for our

only knowledge of the text they stigmatize ; and when

the character of polemical discussion in the early cen-

turies of our era is considered, it is certain that great

caution must be exercised, and not too much weight

attached to the statements of opponents who regarded a

heretic with abhorrence, and attacked him with an acri-

mony which carried them far beyond the limits of fairness

and truth. Their religious controversy bristles with

misstatements, and is turbid with pious abuse. Ter-

tullian was a master of this style, and the vehement

vituperation with which he opens
3 and often interlards

his work against
" the impious and sacrilegious Marcion"

offers anything but a guarantee of fair and legitimate

criticism. Epiphanius was, if possible, still more

passionate and exaggerated in his representations against

him.4 Undue importance must not, therefore, be

attributed to their statements.5

Not only should there be caution, and great caution >

exercised in receiving the representations of one side in

a religious discussion, conducted in an age when the

absence of any spirit of calm criticism only gave freer

scope to the attacks of intolerant zeal, but more particu-

larly is such caution necessary in the case of Tertullian,

whose trustworthiness is very far from being above

1

Volkmar, Das Ev. Murcion's, p. 53.
"

Ib., Theol. Jahrb., 1850, p. 120. s Adv. Marc., i. 1.

4 Of. De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 122.
4
Reuss, Hist, du Canon, p. 71, 72; Gieseler, Eutst. scbr. Evv., p. 25;

Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisso, p. 75 ; Vblkmar, Theol. Jahrb., 1850, p. 120
;

Westcott, Oil the Canon, p. 276; DC Wctte, Einl. N. T., p. 122.
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suspicion, and whose inaccuracy is often apparent.
1

" Bon christianisme," says Reuss,
"
est ardent, sincere,

profondement ancre dans son ame. L'on voit qu'il en

vit. Mais ce cliristianisme est apre, insolent, brutal*

ferrailleur. II est sans onction et sans charite', quelque-

fois meme sans loyaute, des qu'il se trouve en face d'une

opposition quelconque. C'est un soldat qui ne sait quo

se battre et qui oublie, tout en se battant, qu'il faut

aussi respecter son ennemi. Dialecticien subtil et ruse",

il excelle a ridiculiser ses adversaires. I/injure, le

sarcasme, un langage qui rappelle parfois en verite le

genre de Rabelais, une effronterie d'aifirmation dans les

moments de faiblesse qui frise et atteint meme la mau-

vaise foi, voila ses armes. Je sais ce qu'il faut en cela

mettre sur le compte de 1'epoque. ... Si, au second siecle,

tous les partis, sauf quelques gnostiques, sont intolerant^,

Tertullian Test plus que tout le monde." 2

The charge of mutilating and interpolating the Gospel

of Luke is first brought against Marcion by Irenseus,
3

and it is reported with still greater vehemence and fulness

by Tertullian,
4 and Epiphanius ;

5 but the mere assertion

by Fathers at the end of the second and in the third

centuries, that a Gospel different from their own was one

of the Canonical Gospels falsified and mutilated, can

have no weight whatever in itself in the inquiry as to

the real nature of that work. 6 Their dogmatic point of

1
Baur, Unters. kan. Ew., 1847, p. 357; Reiias, Rev. de Theol., 1857,

p. 67 f.
; Schivegler, Das nachap. Zeitalter, i. p. 278 f.

2
fieuss, Rev. de Theol., 1857, p. 67 f.

3 Et super haec, id quod est secundum Lucam Evangelium circumci-

dens Irenceus, Adv. Haer., i. 27, 2; cf. iii. 11, 7; 12, 12; 14, 4.

4 Adv. Marc., iv. 1, 2, 4 et passim.
5
Haer., xlii. 9, 10 et passim.

6
Hilgenfeld, Die Ew. Justin's, p. 446 f., 448; Reuss, Hist, du Canon,

p. 72 f.; Vollcmar, Theol. Jahrb., 1850, p. 120; fiitscM, Das Evang.
Marcion's, p. 23 ff.
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view, and arbitrary assumption of exclusive originally

and priority for the four Gospels of the Church led them,

without any attempt at argument, to treat every other

evangelical work as an offshoot or falsification of these.

We need not refer to the childish reasoning of Irenaeus 1

to prove that there could not be more nor less than four

Gospels, which he evidently considered quite conclusive.

The arguments by which Tcrtullian endeavours to estab-

lish that the Gospels of Luke and the other Canonical

Evangelists were more ancient than that of Marcion 2
is

on a par with it, and shows that he had no idea of

historical or critical evidence.3 We are therefore driven

back upon such actual data regarding the text and

contents of Marcion's Gospel as are given by the Fathers,

as the only basis, in the absence of the Gospel itself, upon
which any hypothesis as to its real character can be

built. The question therefore is : Are these data suffi-

ciently ample and trustworthy for a decisive judgment
from internal evidence ? if indeed internal evidence in

such a case can be decisive at all.

All that we know, then, of Marcion's Gospel is simply

what Tertullian and Epiphanius have stated with regard

to it. It is, however, undeniable, and indeed is univer-

sally admitted, that their object in dealing with it at all

was entirely dogmatic, and not in the least degree critical.
4

The spirit of that age was indeed so essentially uncri-

tical
5 that not even the canonical text could waken it into

1 Adv. Ilsor., iii. 11, 8, 9. 2 Adv. Marc., iv. 5.

3
Eichhorn, Einl. N, T., i. p. 73; Schweyler, Das nacliap. Zeit., i.

p. 276.
4

KircJihofer, Quellonsamml., p. 361, anm. 10, p. 362, aum. 12; Hil-

genfeld, Die Ew. Justin's, p. 447 f. ; Reuss, Rev. de Th6ol., 1857, p. 4;

Volkmar, Theol. Jahrb., 1850, p. 120
;
Das Evang. Marcion's, 1852, pp. 29,

31 ;
De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 123; Tischcndorf, Wann warden, u. s. w.,

p. 62. 5
Westcott, On the Canon, p. 8.
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ac.-dvity. Tertullian very clearly states what his object

was in attacking Marcion's Gospel. After asserting that

the whole aim of the Heresiarch was to prove a dis-

agreement between the Old Testament and the New, and

that for this purpose he had erased from the Gospel all

that was contrary to his opinion, and retained all that

he had considered favourable, Tertullian continues with

regard to the portions retained :

" These we shall collect,

these we shall particularly consider, whether they shall

be more for our view, whether they destroy the assump-

tion of Marcion. Then it will be proved that he has shown

the same defect of blindness of heresy both in that which

he. has erased, and that which he has retained. Such

will be the purpose and form of our little* work/' 1 His

method throughout is to quote passages of the Gospel for

which he can find parallels in the Old Testament, and in

this way to endeavour to establish a kind of harmony
between them. Epiphanius explains his aim with equal

clearness. His intention is to show how wickedly and

disgracefully Marcion has mutilated and falsified the

Gospel, and how fruitlessly he has done so, inasmuch

as he has stupidly, or by oversight, allowed so much

to remain in his Gospel by whicli he may be fully

refuted.
2

As it is impossible within our limits fully to illustrate

the procedure of the Fathers with regard to Marcion's

Gospel, and the nature and value of the materials

they supply, we shall as far as possible quote the declara-

tions of Volkmar and Hilgenfeld, who, in the true and

1 Haec conveniemus, iuec amplectemur, si nobiscum magis fuerint, si

Marcionis prsesumptionem percusserint. Tune et ilia constabit eodem

yitio hsereticse caecitatis erasa quo et hsec reservata. Sic habebit intentio

et forma opusculi nostri, &c., &c. Tertullian, Adv. Marc, iv. 6.

5
Epiphanius, Hser., slii. 9 f.
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enlightened spirit of criticism, impartially state the

character of the data available for the. understanding

of the text. As these two critics have, by their able

and learned investigations, done more than any others to

educe and render possible a decision of the problem,

their own estimate of the materials upon which a judg-

ment has to be formed is of double value. With regard

to'Tertullian, Volkmar explains that his desire is totally

to annihilate the most dangerous heretic of his time,

first (Books i. iii.),
to overthrow Marcion's system in

general as expounded in his "Antithesis," and then

(Book iv.) to show that even the Gospel of Marcion only

contains Catholic doctrine (he concludes,
"

Christus

Jesus in JEvangelio tuo meus est" c. 43) ; and there-

fore he examines the Gospel only so far as may serve to

establish his own view and refute that of Marcion.
" To

show," Volkmar continues,
" wherein this Gospel was

falsified or mutilated, i.e., varied from his own, on the

contrary, is in no way his design, for he perceives that

Marcion could cast back the reproach of interpolation,

and in his time proof from internal grounds was hardly

possible, so that only exceptionally, where a variation

seems to him remarkable, docs he specially mention it."
1

Of course the remark that proof from internal criticism

of the text was hardly possible in Tertullian's time refers

to the total absence of the critical spirit regarding which

we have already spoken, and which renders its display

by any individual too isolated an intellectual effort to

be expected.

Hilgenfeld expresses precisely the same views of Ter-

tullian's object and procedure.
2 " In Book iv." he says,

1

Volkmar, Das Evang. Marcion's, p. 29.

2 Die ETV. Justin's, p. 395 ff.
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"
lie carries out the project of refuting Marcion and his

Antithesis of evangelical history out of his own Gospel.

He proceeds to Marcion's Gospel only with this dog-

matic purpose, as he himself states in the principal

passage of iv. 6. . . . Tertullian proposes to confine him-

self to that which he (Marcion) allows to remain, and to

prove that even this contains the doctrine of the Church." 1

With regard to Epiphanius, Hilgenfeld says,
"
This writer

also proceeds with the dogmatic object of refuting Mar-

cion's Gospel and 'ATrocrroXos.
2 But he has also the

subsidiary design, in particular instances, of proving the

audacity of the Beast, as he is pleased to call Marcion, in

the mutilation of Luke. Both representations supplement

each other, so that we can still, with tolerable certainty

and completeness, determine the contents of the Mar-

cionitish Gospel."
3 In order not to separate the last

phrase from its context, we have given it here a little in

anticipation of its more appropriate place, but we shall

see that this opinion has to be received in a very miti-

gated way. As Hilgenfeld himself says, a few pages

further on :

" From the critical stand-point one must, on

the other hand, consider the statements of the Fathers of

the Church only as expressions of their subjective view,

which itself requires proof."
4

Obviously statements

which proceed from a mere dogmatic point of view, and

which avowedly are not dictated by impartial criticism,

are a very insecure and insufficient basis for the recon-

struction of Marcion's text.

We understand this more fully when we consider the

manner in which Tertulliau and Epiphanius performed

1 Die Evv. Justin's, p. 395 ff.
2
Hror., xlii. 9.

3 Die Evv. Justin's, p. 397 f.
; cf. Volkmur, DasEv. Marcion's, p. 31.

4
Ib., p. 446.
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the work they had undertaken. Hilgenfeld remarks :

" As Tertullian, in going through the Marcionitish Gospel,

has only the object of refutation in view, he very

rarely states clearly what is missing in it
;
and as,

on the one hand, we can only venture to conclude from

the silence of Tertullian that a passage is wanting, when

it is altogether inexplicable that he should not have

made use of it for the purpose of refutation
; so, on

the other, we must also know how Marcion used and

interpreted his Gospel, and should never lose sight of

Tertullian's refutation and defence." l It is scarcely

necessary to point out how wide a field of conjecture

is opened out and rendered necessary by this incomplete-

ness of Tertullian.2
Yolkmar, upon the same subject,

says : "In the same way his (Tertullian's) silence may
become weighty testimony for the fact that something
is missing in Marcion's Gospel which we read in Luke.

.... But his silence alone can only under certain

conditions represent with diplomatic certainty an

omission in Marcion. It is indeed probable that he

would not lightly have passed over a passage in the

Gospel of Marcion which could in any way be used

for the refutation of its system, if one altogether

similar had not preceded it, all the more as he frequently

drags in such proof passages from Marcion's text as it

were by the hair, and often, in like manner, only with

a certain sophistry, tries to refute his adversary out of

the words of his own Gospel. But it is always possible

that in his eagerness he has overlooked much; and

besides, he believed that in replying to particular passages

1

Hilyenfeld, Die Ew. Justin's, p. 397.

2
llitschl, Das Ev. Marcion's, p. 48 f. ; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zoit.,

i. p. 202 f.
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he had done enough for many others of a similar kind ;

indeed, avowedly, he will not willingly repeat himself.

Nothing certain, therefore, can be deduced from the silence

of Tertullian except when special circumstances enter."
l

With such an opening for mere guesses, and for the inser-

tion or omission of passages in accordance with precon-

ceived ideas or feelings, it is scarcely possible that there-

should be either accuracy or agreement in reconstructing

the text of Marcion's Gospel, and Ritschl, in fact,

reproaches Hahn with much too free a licence in inter-

preting the silence of Tertullian.
2

Volkmar's opinion of the incompleteness of Epiphanius

is still more unfavourable than in the case of Tertullian.

Comparing him with the latter, he says :

" More super-

ficial is the procedure of the later Epiphanius, who has

only the merit of basing his criticism on a copy of the

Gospel of Marcion, quite independently from the work

of Tertullian.3 .... How far we can build upon his

statements, whether as regards their completeness or

their trustworthiness, is not yet altogether clear, and yet

so much depends on that." 4 Volkmar then goes on to

show how thoroughly Epiphanius intended to do his

work, and yet, although we might, from what he himself

leads us to expect, hope to find a complete catalogue of

Marcion's sins, the eager Father himself destroys this

belief by his own admission of shortcomings.
5 He

proceeds :

"
Epiphanius, however, only proves to us

that absolute completeness in regard to that which

1
Volkmar, Das Evang. Marcion's, p. 29 f.

2
Ritsclil, Das Ev. Marcion's, p. 48; cf. Schweylcr, Das nachap. Zeit.,

i. p. 262. With, regard to arguments a silentio, see Volkmar, Theol. Jahrb.,

1855, p. 237.
s

Volkmar, Das Ev. Marcion's, p. 31.

4
II., p. 32. *

II., p. 32 f., p. 42 ff.
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Marcion had not in his Gospel is not to be reckoned upon
in his Scholia. He has certainly intended to pass over

nothing, but in the eagerness which so easily renders men

superficial and blind much has escaped him." 1 Further

on, he says still more emphatically :

" Nor is com-

pleteness in his statements of the passages apparently

opposed to Marcion to be reckoned upon in Epi-

phanius, even if he aimed at it : it would be all the more

important if he were always but fully trustworthy

in his statements." 2
This, Volkrnar explains, Epi-

phanius only is where, and so far as, he wishes to state

an omission or variation in Marcion's text from his own

Canonical Gospel in his Scholia, in which case he

minutely registers the smallest point from his Codex of

Marcion, but this is to be clearly distinguished from cases

where, in his Refutations, he represents something as

falsified by Marcion
; for only in the earlier sketch of his

Scholia (Proem. 10) had he the Marcionitish Gospel before

him and compared it with Luke
;
but in the case of the

Refutations, on the contrary, which he wrote later, he

has not again compared the Gospel of Luke nor, most

probably, even the Gospel of Marcion itself.
"

It is,

however, altogether different," continues Volkmar, "as

regards the statements of Epiphanius concerning the

part of the Gospel of Luke which is preserved in

Marcion. Whilst he desires to be strictly literal in the

account of the variations, and also with two excep-

tions is so, he so generally adheres only to the contents

of the passages retained by Marcion, that altogether

literal quotations only belong to the exceptions ;

1

Volkmar, Das Ev. Marcion' s, p. 33 ; cf. Neudccker, Einl. N. T., p. 75 ff. ;

Ilahn, Das Ev. Marcion's, p. 114 f.
;
De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 123;

Kirchhofer, Quellensamml., p. 361, anm. 10, p. 362 f., anm. 15, 16, 17.

- Volkmar, ib., p. 43.

VOL. II. H
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throughout, however, where passages of greater extent are

referred to, these are not merely abbreviated, but also

are quoted in very free fashion, and nowhere can we

even reckon that the passage in Marcion ran verbally

as Epiphanius quotes it."
1

Volkmar, moreover, not only reproaches Epiphanius

with free quotation,
2 alteration of the text without

explanation,
3 and alteration of the same passage in more

than one way,
4 abbreviations and omission of parts of

quotations,
5 sudden ending of texts just commenced with

the indefinite KOL TO. e^s or KOL TO \onrov? and differing

modes of referring to the same chapters,
7 but he finds

fault with his whole system of quotation, whether as

regards the contents of, or the omissions from, the

Marcionitish Gospel, for as in his time there were no

numbers of chapters and verses, he does not take the

smallest trouble to identify quotations,
8 the whole method

being most misleading.
9 The difficulty, however, does

not end here, for Volkmar himself says :

" The ground
for a certain fixture of the text of the Marcionitish

Gospel, however, seems completely taken away by the

fact that Tertullian and Epiphanius, in their statements

1 Etwas ganz Anderes aber ist es mit den Angaben des Epiphanius
uber das vom Lucas-Evangelium bei Marcion, Bewahrte. Wahrend er

im Bericht iiber die Abweichungen Buchstaben-genau eein will und er es

auch bis auf jene beiden Ausnahmen ist, kommt es ihm hinsichtlich j'ener

so sehr nur auf den Inhalt des von Marcion Stebngelassenen im Allge-
meinen an, dass ganz wortliche Anfiihrungen nur zu den Ausnahmen

gehoren, uberall aber, wo Stellen von grosserm Umfang bemerkt werden

sollen, jener nicht bloss so abkiirzenden sondern auch sehr freien

Citationsweise Platz machen und wir auch nirgends darauf rechnen

konnen, dass so gerade, wie es Epiph. citirt, die Stelle bei Marcion

wortlich gelautet habe. Volkmar, Das Ev. Marcion's, p. 43 f.
; cf. p. 34.

2
76., p. 33. 3

Ib., p. 33 f.

4
2b., p. 34. 5

Ib., p. 34 f. ; cf. p. 22.

6
76., p. 35 f.

?
Ib.,p. 34 f.

8
Ib., p. 33 ff.

9
76.,p. 35 ff.
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regarding its state, not merely repeatedly seem to, but

in part actually do, directly contradict each other." 1

Halm endeavours to explain some of these contradic-

tions by imagining that later Marcionites had

altered the text of their Gospel, and that Epiphanius

had the one form and Tertullian another ;

2 but

such a doubt only renders the whole of the state-

ments regarding the work more uncertain and insecure.

That it is not without some reason, however, appears

from the charge which Tertullian brings against the

disciples of Marcion :

"
for they daily alter it (their

Gospel) as they are daily refuted by us." 3 In fact, we

have no assurance whatever that the work upon which

Tertullian and Epiphanius base their charge against

Marcion of falsification and mutilation of Luke was

Marcion's original Gospel at all, and we certainly have

no historical evidence on the point.
4

The question, moreover, arises, whether Tertullian and

indeed Epiphanius had his Gospel in any shape before

them when they wrote, or merely Marcion's work, the
"
Antithesis." 5 In commencing his onslaught on

Marcion's Gospel, Tertullian says :

" For of the Com-

mentators whom we possess, Marcion seems (videtur) to

have selected Luke, which he mutilates." 6 This is a

1

Volktnar, Das Ev. Marcion's, p. 22 f., p. 46 ff. ; Theol. Jahrb., 1854,

p. 106.
2 Hahn, Das Ev. Marcion's, p. 169

; cf. Neudecker, Einl. N. T., p. 82.
3 Nam et quotidie reformant illud, prout a nobis quotidie rovincuntur.

Adv. Marc., iv. 5
; cf. Dial, de recta in deum fide, 5

; Orig., Opp., i.

p. 867.
4
Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 262 f. ; cf. Volkmar, Theol. Jahrb.,

1854, p. 106 f.

5
Eichhorn, Einl. N. T., i. p. 45, anm. i. ; cf. p. 77 f., p. 83 ; Schwegler,

Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 279 f.

6 Nam ex iis commentatoribus, quos habemus, Lucam videtur Marcion

elegisse, quern csederet. Adv. Marc., iv. 2.

Jj 2
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very uncertain expression for so decided a controver-

sialist, if he had been able to speak more positively.
1

We have seen that in some instances it is admitted that

Epiphanius clearly wrote without the Gospel before him,

and also without comparing Luke, and it is also conceded

that Tertullian at least had not the Canonical Gospel,

but in professing to quote Luke evidently does so from

memory, and approximates his text to Matthew, with

which Gospel, like most of the Fathers, he was better

acquainted.
2 How superficial and hasty the proceeding

of these Fathers was, and how little reliance can be placed

upon their statements, is evident from the fact that both

Tertullian and Epiphanius reproach Marcion with erasing

passages from the Gospel of Luke, which never were in

Luke at all.
3 Tertullian says :

"
Marcion, you must also

remove this from the Gospel :

'
I am not sent but unto the

lost sheep of the house of Israel/
4 and :

'
It is not meet to

take the children's bread, and give it to dogs,'
5 in order,

be it known, that Christ may not seem to be an

Israelite."
6 The lightness and inaccuracy with which

the " Great African
"
proceeds are all the better illustrated

by the fact, that not only does he accuse Marcion falsely,

but he actually defines the motives for which he ex-

punged a passage which never existed, for, in the same

chapter, he also similarly accuses Marcion of erasing,
"
as

1

Eichhorn, Einl. N. T., i. p. 78, anm. g. p. 83 ;
cf. Hilgenfeld, DieEw.

Justin's, p. 447, anm. 1.

2
Volkmar, Das Ev. Marcion's, p. 30 f.

;
cf. 43.

3
Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 278 f. ; Eichhorn, Einl. N. T., i.

p. 45 f., anm. i. cf. p. 77; Volkmar, Das Ev. Marcion's, p. 43; cf. Hahn,
Das Ev. Marcion's, p. 264.

4 Matt. xy. 24. '-

Ib., xv. 26.

6
Marcion, aufer etiam illud de evangeli > : non sum missus, nisi ad

oves perditas domus Israel ; et : non est auferre panem filiis et dare eum
caiiibus, no scilicet Chiistus Israelis videretur. Adv. Marc., iv. 7.
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an interpolation,"
1 the saying that Christ had not come

to destroy the law and the prophets, but to fulfil . them,
2

and he actually repeats the same charge on two other

occasions.
3

Epiphanius commits the same mistake of

reproaching Marcion with omitting from Luke what is

only found in Matthew.4 We have, in fact, no guarantee

of the accuracy or trustworthiness of any of their

statements.

We have said enough, we trust, to show that the

sources for the reconstruction of a text of Marcion's

Gospel are most unsatisfactory, and no one who atten-

tively studies the analysis of Hahn, Eitschl, Volkmar,

Hilgenfeld, and others, who have examined and sys-

tematized the data of the Fathers, can fail to be struck

by the uncertainty which prevails throughout, the almost

continuous vagueness and consequent opening, nay,

necessity, for conjecture, and the absence of really certain

indications. The Fathers had no intention of showing
what Marcion's text actually was, and their object being

solely dogmatic and not critical, their statements are very

insufficient for the purpose.
5 The reconstructed texts, as

might be expected, differ from each other, and one

Editor finds the results of his predecessors incomplete or

unsatisfactory,
6

although naturally at each successive

attempt, the materials previously collected and adopted,

have contributed to an apparently more complete result.

After complaining of the incompleteness and uncertainty

1 Hoc enim Marcion ut additum erasit. Adv. Mar., iv. 7.

2 Matt. v. 17. 3 Adv. Marc., iv. 9, 36.
4
Haer., xlii. p. 322 f., Eef. 1

;
cf. Luke v. 14 ; Matt. viii. 4.

5
Kirchhofer, Quellensamml. , p. 361, anm. 10, p. 362 f. ;

anm. 13,

16, 17.

6
Ritschl, Das Ev. Marcion's, p. 55 f. ; Volkmar, Das Ev. Marc., p. 5 f.,

p. 19 ff. ; Hilgenfeld, Die Ew. Justin's, p. 444 f., p. 394 f.
;
Theol. Jahrb.,

1853, p. 194 f., p. 211 f.
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of the statements of Tertullian and Epiphanius, Bitschl

says :

" We have thus so little of firm material from

which to construct a hypothesis, that rather through

first setting up a hypothesis may we fix the remains of

the Gospel from Tertullian." 1

Hilgenfeld quotes this

with approval, and adds :

" Of this, certainly, so much is

right, that the matter of fact can no longer in all points

be settled from external data which first can decide in

many respects the general conclusion regarding this Gos-

pel/'
2

Volkmar, in the introduction to his last compre-

hensive work on Marcion's Gospel, says :

"
And, in fact,

it is no wonder that for so long a time critics have disputed

in so really pardonable a way regarding the protean

question, for we have continued so uncertain as to the

very basis (Fundament) itself, the precise form of the

text of the remarkable document, that Baur has found

full ground for rejecting, as unfounded, the presumption

on which that finally-attained decision (his previous one)

rested." 3 Critics of all shades of opinion are forced to

admit that we have no longer the materials for any
certain reconstruction of Marcion's text, and, conse-

quently, for an absolute settlement of the question from

internal evidence.4

Before proceeding to a closer examination of Marcion's

Gospel and the general evidence bearing upon it, it may

1

RitschJ, Das Ew. Marcion's, p. 55.
-
Hilgenfeld, Die Ew. Justin's, p. 445.

3
Volkmar, Das Ev. Marcion's, 1852, p. 19 f.

4
Bleek, Einl. N. T., p. 126; Bunsen, Bibelwerk, viii. p. 565 ; Hilgen-

feld, Theol. Jahrb., 1853, p. 194 ff., 211 ff. ; Hug, Einl. N. T., i. p. 58 ff. ;

cf. Hahn, Das Ev. Marcion's, p. 114 f. ; Kirchhofer, Quellensamml. ,

p. 361, amn. 10
; Neudecker, Einl. N. T., p. 75 ff. ; Reuss, Rev. de Theol.,

1857, p. 3 ; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeitalter, i. p. 262 f. ; TiscJiendorf,

Wann warden, u. a. w., p. 60 f. ; Volkmar, Das Ev. Marcion's, 19 ff.,

22 ff.
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be well here briefly to refer to the system of the

Heresiarch whose high personal character exerted so

powerful an influence upon his own time,
1 and whose

views continued to prevail widely for a couple of cen-

turies after his death. It was the misfortune of Marcion

to live in an age when Christianity had passed out of the

pure morality of its infancy, when, untroubled by compli-

cated questions of dogma, simple faith and pious enthu-

siasm had been the one great bond of Christian brother-

hood, into a phase of ecclesiastical development in which

religion was fast degenerating into theology, and com-

plicated doctrines were rapidly assuming that rampant
attitude which led to so much bitterness, persecution,

and schism. In later times Marcion might have been

honoured as a reformer, in his own he was denounced as

a heretic.
3 Austere and ascetic in his opinions, he

aimed at superhuman purity, and although his clerical

adversaries might scoff at his impracticable doctrines

regarding marriage and the subjugation of the flesh, they

have had their parallels amongst those whom the Church

has since most delighted to honour, and at least the

whole tendency of his system was markedly towards the

side of virtue.3 It would of course be foreign to our

purpose to enter upon any detailed statement of its

principles, and we must confine ourselves to such par-

ticulars only as are necessary to an understanding of the

question before us.

1
Credner, Beitrage, i. p. 40

; Schleiermacher, Sammtl. Werke, viii. ;

Einl. N. T., 1845, p. 64 ; Westcott, On the Canon, p. 272 f.

2 Of. Neander, Allg. K G., 1843, iip. 792, 815 f.; Schleiermacher, Einl.

N. T., 1845, p. 64.

8
Ofrorer, Allg. K. G., i. p. 134 f. ; Hagenlach, K G., 1869, i. p. 134 f. ;

Hug, Einl. N. T., i. p. 56 ff. ; Mil-man, Hist, of Chr., 1867, ii. p. 77 tf.
;

Neander, Allg. K G., ii. p. 791 ff. ; Volkmar, Das Ev. Marc., p. 25 ff.
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As we have already frequently had occasion to

mention, there were two broad parties in the primitive

Church, and the very existence of Christianity was in

one sense endangered by the national exclusiveness of

the people amongst whom it originated. The one party

considered Christianity a mere continuation of the Law,

and dwarfed it into an Israelitish institution, a narrow

sect of Judaism
;
the other represented the glad tidings

as the introduction of a new system applicable to all arid

supplanting the Mosaic dispensation of the Law by a

universal dispensation of grace. These two parties were

popularly represented in the early Church by the two

Apostles Peter and Paul, and their antagonism is faintly

revealed in the Epistle to the Galatians. Marcion, a

gentile Christian, appreciating the true character of the

new religion and its elevated spirituality, and profoundly

impressed by the comparatively degraded and anthropo-

morphic features of Judaism, drew a very sharp line of

demarcation between them, and represented Christianity

as an entirely new and separate system abrogating the

old and having absolutely no connection with it. Jesus

was not to him the Messiah of the Jews, the son of

David come permanently to establish the Law and the

Prophets, but a divine being sent to reveal to man a

wholly new spiritual religion, and a hitherto unknown

God of goodness and grace. The Creator (A^/uou/ayos),

the God of the Old Testament, was different from the

God of grace who had sent Jesus to reveal the Truth, to

bring reconciliation and salvation to all, and to abrogate

the Jewish God of the World and of the Law, who was

opposed to the God and Father of Jesus Christ as Matter

is to Spirit, impurity to purity. Christianity was in

distinct antagonism to Judaism, the Spiritual God of
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heaven, whose goodness and love were for the Universe,

to the God of the World, whose chosen and peculiar

people were the Jews, the Gospel of Grace to the dispen-

sation of the Old Testament. Christianity, therefore,

must be kept pure from the Judaistic elements humanly
thrust into it, which were so essentially opposed to its

whole spirit.

Marcion wrote a work called "Antitheses
"
('AvTiflecreis),

in which he contrasted the old system with the new, the

God of the one with the God of the other, the Law with

the Gospel, and in this he maintained opinions which

anticipated many held in our own time. Tertullian

attacks this work in the first three books of his treatise

against Marcion, and he enters upon the discussion of its

details with true theological vigour :

"
Now, then, ye

hounds, yelping at the God of truth, whom the Apostle

casts out,
1 to all your questions ! These are the bones

of contention which ye gnaw !

" 2 The poverty of the

" Great African's
"
arguments keeps pace with his abuse.

Marcion objected : If the God of the Old Testament be

good, prescient of the future, and able to avert evil, why
did he allow man, made in his own image, to be deceived

by the devil, and to fall from obedience of the Law into

sin and death ?
3 How came the devil, the origin of

lying and deceit, to be made at all ?
4 After the fall,

God became a judge both severe and cruel ; woman is at

once condemned to bring forth in sorrow and to serve

her husband, changed from a help into a slave, the

earth is cursed which before was blessed, and man is

1 Rev. xxii. 15.

2 Jam hinc ad qusestiones, omnes canes, quos foras apostolus expellit,

latrantes in deum veritatis. Hsec sunt argumentationum ossa, quce

obroditis. Adv. Marc., ii. 5.

3
Tertullian, Adv. Marc., ii. 5; cf. 9. "

lb., ii. 10.
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doomed to labour and to death. 1 The law was one of

retaliation and not of justice lex talionis eye for eye,

tooth for tooth, stripe for stripe.
2 And it was not con-

sequent, for in contravention of the Decalogue, God is

made to instigate the Israelites to spoil the Egyptians,

and fraudulently rob them of their gold and silver
;

3 to

incite them to work on the Sabbath by ordering them to

carry the ark for eight days round Jericho
;

4 to break

the second commandment by making and setting up the

brazen serpent and the golden cherubim.5 Then God is

inconstant, electing men, as Saul and Solomon, whom he

subsequently rejects ;

6
repenting that he had set up

Saul, and that he had doomed the Ninevites,
7 and so on.

God calls out : Adam, where art thou ? inquires whether

he had eaten the forbidden fruit, asks of Cain where his

brother was, as if he had not yet heard the blood of Abel

crying from the ground, and did not already know all

these things.
8

Anticipating the results of modern criti-

cism, Marcion denies the applicability to Jesus of the

so-called Messianic prophecies. The Emmanuel of

Isaiah (vii. 14, cf. viii. 4) is not Christ;
9 the "Virgin"

his mother is simply a
"
young woman "

according

to Jewish phraseology,
10 and the sufferings of the

Servant of God (Isaiah Hi. 13 liii. 9) are not pre-

dictions of the death of Jesus. 11 There is a complete

severance between the Law and the Gospel, and the

God of the latter is the Antithesis of that of the

1

TertuMian, Adv. Marc., ii. 11.
"

lb., ii. 18.

3
Ib., ii. 20. Tertullian introduces this by likening the Marcionites

to the cuttle-fish, like which "
they vomit the blackness of blasphemy

"

(tenebras blasphemiae intervomunt), 1. c.

4
Ib., ii. 21. 5

Ib., ii. 22. 6
Ib., ii. 23.

7
Ib., ii. 24. 8

lb., ii. 25. 9 Adv. Marc., iii. 12.

10
Ib., iii. 13.

"
lb., iii. 17, 18.
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former. 1 " The one was perfect, pure, beneficent, pas-

sionless ; the other, though not unjust by nature, in-

fected by matter, subject to all the passions of man,

cruel, changeable ;
the New Testament, especially as

remodelled by Marcion,
2 was holy, wise, amiable ;

the

Old Testament, the Law, barbarous, inhuman, contra-

dictory, and detestable." 3

Marcion ardently maintained the doctrine of the im-

purity of matter, and he carried it to its logical conclusion,

both in speculation and practice. He, therefore, assert-

ing the incredibility of an incarnate God, denied the cor-

poreal reality of the flesh of Christ. His body was a mere

semblance and not of human substance, was not born of

a human mother, and the divine nature was not degraded

by contact with the flesh.
4 Marcion finds in Paul the

purest promulgator of the truth as he understands it,

and emboldened by the Epistle to the Galatians, in which

that Apostle rebukes even Apostles for "not walking

uprightly according to the truth of the Gospel," he

accuses the other Apostles of having depraved the pure

form of the Gospel doctrines delivered to them by

Jesus,
5 "

mixing up matters of the Law with the words

of the Saviour." 6

Tertullian accuses Marcion of having written the work

in which he details the contrasts between Judaism and

Christianity, of which we have given the briefest sketch,

1 Adv. Marc., iv. 1.

8 We give this quotation as a resume by an English historian and divine,

but the idea of the "New Testament remodelled by Marcion," is a mere
ecclesiastical imagination.

3 Milman, Hist, of Christianity, 1867, ii. p. 77 f.

4
Tertullian, Adv. Marc., iii. 8 ff.

5 Adv. Marc., iv. 3.

6
Apostolos enim admiscuisse ea quae sunt legalia salvatoris verbis.

Irenceus, Adv. Haer., iii. 2, 2 ; cf. iii. 12, 12.
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as an introduction and encouragement to belief in his

Gospel, which he ironically calls
" the Gospel according

to the Antithesis"
1 and the charge which the Fathers

brino- against Marcion is that he laid violent hands ono o

the Canonical Gospel of Luke, and manipulated it to

suit his own views.
" For certainly the whole aim

which he has elaborated in drawing up the 'Anti-

thesis/
"

says Tertullian,
" amounts to this : that he

may prove a disagreement between the Old and New

Testament, so that his own Christ may be separated

from the Creator, as of the other God, as alien from the

Law and the Prophets. For this purpose it is certain

that he has erased whatever was contrary to his own

opinion, as though in conspiracy with the Creator it

had been interpolated by his partisans, but has re-

tained everything consistent with his own opinion."
2

The whole hypothesis that Marcion's Gospel is a muti-

lated version of our third Synoptic in fact rests upon
this accusation. It is obvious that if it can not be

shown that Marcion's Gospel was our Canonical Gospel

merely garbled by the Heresiarch for dogmatic reasons

in the interest of his system, for there could not be any-

other conceivable reason for tampering with it, the

claim of Harcion's Gospel to the rank of a more original

and authentic work than Luke's acquires double force.

"We must, therefore, inquire into the character of the

variations between the so-called heretical, and the

1 Adv. Marc., iv. 1.

2 Certe enim totum, quod elaboravit, etiam'Antitheses prsestmendo, in

hoc cogit, ut veteris et novi testamenti diversitatem constituat, proinde

Christum suum a creatore separaturus ut dei alterius, ut alienum legis et

prophetaram. Certe propterea contraria quseque sententiae suse erasit,

conspirantia cum creatore, quasi ab adsertoribus eius intexta; compe-
tentia autem sententise suse reservavit. Adv. Marc., iv. 6.
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Canonical Gospels, and see how far the hypothesis of the

Fathers accords with the contents of Marcion's Gospel so

far as we are acquainted with it.

At the very outset we are met by the singular pheno-

menon, that both Tertullian and Epiphanius, who accuse

Marcion of omitting everything which was unfavourable,

and retaining only what was favourable to his views,

undertake to refute him out of what remains in his

Gospel. Tertullian says ; "It will be proved that he

lias shown the same defect of blindness of heresy both

in that which he has erased and that which he has

retained." 1

Epiphanius also confidently states that, out

of that which Marcion has allowed to remain of the

Gospel, he can prove his fraud and imposture, and

thoroughly refute him.2 Now if Marcion mutilated

Luke to so little purpose as this, what was the use

of his touching it at all ? He is known as an able

man, the most influential and distinguished of all the

heretical leaders of the second century, and it seems

absurd to suppose that, on the theory of his erasing or

altering all that contradicted his system, he should have

done his work so imperfectly.
3 The Fathers say that he

endeavours to get rid of the contradictory passages
which remain by a system of false interpretation ;

but

surely he would not have allowed himself to be driven

to this extremity, leaving weapons in the hands of his

opponents, when he might so easily have excised the

obnoxious texts along with the rest "? It is admitted by

critics, moreover, that passages said to have been

1 Tune et ilia constabit eodem vitio hseroticae csecitatis orasa, quo et

hsec reservata. Adv. Marc., iv. 6.
2
Hser., xlii. 9 f., p. 310 f.

3
Eichhom, Einl. N. T., i. p. 75.
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omitted by Marcion are often not opposed to his system

at all, and sometimes, indeed, even in favour of it;
1

and on the other hand, that passages which were

retained are contradictory to his views. 2 This is not

intelligible upon any theory of arbitrary garbling of a

Gospel in the interest of a system.

It may be well to give a few instances of the anoma-

lies presented, upon this hypothesis, by Marcion's text.

It is generally agreed that the verses Luke vii. 29 35,

were wanting in Marcion's Gospel.
3 Hahn accounts for

the omission of verses 29, 30, regarding the baptism of

John, because they represented the relation of the

Baptist to Jesus in a way which Marcion did not admit. 4

But as he allowed the preceding verses to remain, such

a proceeding was absurd. In verse 26 he calls John a

prophet, and much more than a prophet, and in the

next verse (27) quotes respecting him the words of

Malachi iii. 1 :

" This is he of whom it is written :

Behold I send my messenger before thy face, which

shall prepare thy way before thee." It is impossible

1

Saur, Unters. kan. EVY., p. 423 ff. ; Hilgenfeld, Die Ew. Just.,

p. 444 ff. ; Nicolas, Et. sur les Ev. Apocr. , p. 151 ; Ritschl, Theol. Jahrb.,

1851, p. 529 f.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 263 ff., 273 ff. ; De

Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 132; Volkmar, Das Ev. Marcion's, p. 107 ff. : cf.

Theol. Jahrb., 1850, p. 214 f.

2
Saur, Unters. kan. Ew., p. 423 ff.

; Guericke, Gesammtgesch. N. T.,

p. 231, anm. 1 ; cf. Ebrard, "Wiss krit. d. evang. Gesch., p. 810, anm. 2
;

Eichhorn, Einl. N. T., i. p. 75 ff. ; Kirchhofer, Quellensamml. , p. 362,

anm. 13 ; Neander, Allg. K. G., ii. p. 816 ; Nicolas, Et. sur les Ev. Apocr.,

p. 151 ff.
; Ritschl, Theol. Jahrb., 1851, p. 529 f.

; Schwegler, Das nachap.

Zeit., i. p. 263 ff., 273 ff. ; Volkmar, Das Ev. Marcion's, p. 107 ff.
; Hilgen-

feld, Die Evv. J., p. 444 ff.

3 Tertullian and Epiphanius pass them over in silence. Cf. Hahn, Ev.

Marc, in Thilo, Cod. Apocr. N. T., p. 418, anm. 24; Hitachi, Das Ev.

Marc., p. 78 f. ; Volkmar, Das Ev. Marc., p. 156 f. ; Hilgenfeld, though
somewhat doubtful, seems to agree : Die Evv. Justin's, p. 407 ; cf. 441 ;

De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 125.

4 Das Ev. Marc., p. 147.
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on any reasonable ground to account for the retention

of such honourable mention of the Baptist, if verses 29,

30 were erased for such dogmatic reasons. 1
Still more

incomprehensible on such a hypothesis is the omission

of Luke vii. 31 35, where that generation is likened unto

children playing in the market-place and calling to each

other :

" "We piped unto you and ye danced not," and

Jesus continues :

" For John is come neither eating

bread nor drinking wine ; and ye say, He hath a devil

(34). The Son of Man is come, eating and drinking;

and ye say : Behold a gluttonous man and a winebibber,

a friend of publicans and sinners/' Hahn attributes the

omission of these verses to the sensuous representation

they give of Jesus as eating and drinking.
2 What was

the use of eliminating these verses when he allowed to

remain unaltered verse 36 of the same chapter,
3 in

which Jesus is invited to eat with the Pharisee, and

goes into his house and sits down to meat ? or v.

29 35,
4 in which Jesus accepts the feast of Levi, and

defends his disciples for eating and drinking against

the murmurs of the Scribes and Pharisees ? or xv. 2,
5

where the Pharisees say of him :

" This man re-

ceiveth sinners and eateth with them ?
" How absurdly

1
Ritschl, Das Ev. Marc., p. 78 f.

; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeitalter, i.

p. 263; De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 132; cf. Volkmar, Das Ev. Marcion,

p. 156 ; Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. Justin's, p. 406 f.
; Tertullian, Adv. Marc.,

iv. 18 ; Epiphanius, Hser., xlii., Sch. viii. f. ; Eef. viii. f.

3 Das Ev. M., p. 147 ; Evang. Marc, in Thilo, Cod. ap. N. T., p. 418,

anm. 24, 33 ; Volkmar, Das Ev. Marc., p. 156 ; Ritachl, Das Ev. Marc.,

p. 78 f. ;
c Hilgenfdd, Die Ew. Justin's, p. 407.

3 Hahn, Evang. Marc. Thilo, p. 418, 419, anm. 25 ; Volkmar, Das Ev.

Marc., p. 157.
4 Hahn, Ev. Marc, in Thilo, p. 408 ; Volkmar, Das Ev. Marc., p. 155;

Tertullian, Adv. Marc., iv. 11.

5 Hahn, Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 451
; Volkmar, Das Ev. Marc., p. 162 ; cf.

Tertullian, Adv. M., iv. 32.
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futile the omission of the one passage for dogmatic

reasons, while so many others were allowed to remain

unaltered. 1

The next passage to which we must refer is one of the

most important in connection with Marcion's Docetic

doctrine of the person of Jesus. It is said that he

omitted viii 19: "And his mother and his brethren

came to him and could not come at him for the crowd,"

and that he inserted in verse 21, TI? JJLOV fnrjTTfp Kal oi

dSeX^oi ; making the whole episode in his Gospel read

(20) :

" And it was told him by certain which said :

Thy mother and thy brethren stand without desiring

to see thee : 21. But he answered and said unto them :

Who are my mother and brethren \ My mother and

my brethren are these," &c.2 The omission of verse 19

is said to have been made because, according to Marcion,

Christ was not born like an ordinary man, and conse-

quently had neither mother nor brethren. 3 The mere

fact, however, that Marcion retains verse 20, in which

the crowd simply state as a matter fully recognized the

relationship of those who were seeking Jesus, renders the

omission of the preceding verse useless,
4

except on the

ground of mere redundancy.

Marcion is reported not to have had the word aiavto?

in. x. 25,
5 so that the question of the lawyer simply ran :

1
Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 263 ; De Wette, Einl. N. T.,

p. 132.

2 Hahn, Ev. M. in ThiJo, p. 421, anm. 26 ; Vdkmar, Das Ev. Marc.,

p. 150; Epiph., H?er., xlii., Sch. 12; Tertuttian, Adv. Marc., iv. 19, de

came Christi, 7 ; De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 125 ; Hilgenfeld, Die Ew.
Justin's, p. 408 f., 441 ; Baur, Das Markuser., p. 192 f.

3 Hahn, Das Ev. M., p. 148 f.
; Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 421, anm. 27; cf.

Votkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 56 f.

4
Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 264.

5 Halm, Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 434 ; Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 159; Hil-

genfeld, Die Ew. J., p. 441 ; De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 126.
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"
Master, what shall I do to inherit life ?

" The omission

of this word is supposed to have been made in order to

make the passage refer back to the God of the Old

Testament, who promises only long life on earth for

keeping the commandments, whilst it is only in the

Gospel that eternal life is promised.
1 But in the corre-

sponding passage, xviii. IS,
2 the cucovios is retained, and

the question of the ruler is :

" Good master, what shall I

do to inherit eternal life \
"

It has been argued that

the introduction of the one thing still lacking (verse 22)

after the keeping of the law and the injunction to sell all

and give to the poor, changes the context and justifies

the use there of eternal life as the reward for fulfilment

of the higher commandment3 This reasoning, however,

seems to us without grounds, and merely an ingenious

attempt to account for an embarrassing fact. In reality

the very same context occurs in the other passage, for,

explaining the meaning of the word "
neighbour," love

to whom is enjoined as part of the way to obtain
"

life,"

Jesus inculcates the very same duty as in xviii. 22,

of distributing to the poor (cf.
x. 28 37). There

seems, therefore, no reasonable motive for omitting the

word from the one passage whilst retaining it in the

other.4

The passage in Luke xi. 29 32, from the concluding

words of verse 29, "but the sign of the prophet Jonah"

1
ffahn, Das Ev. M., p. 161

; Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 435, an. 42; Volkmar,
Das Ev. M., p. 58, p. 159; Tertullian, Adv. M. iv. 25; Baur, Das

Markusev., p. 193.
2
Hahn, Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 461

; EpipJi., Hser., xlii. Sch. 50; Ter-

tullian, Adv. M. iv. 36.

8
Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 58; Hilgenfdd, Die Evv. Just., p. 426;

Baur, Das Markusev., p. 193.
4
Schweglcr, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 264.
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was not found in Marcion's Gospel.
1 This omission is

accounted for on the ground that such a respectful

reference to the Old Testament was quite contrary to

the system of Marcion. 2 Verses 49 51 of the same

chapter, containing the saying of the " Wisdom of God,"

regarding the sending of the prophets that the Jews

might slay them, and their blood be required of that

generation, were also omitted.3 The reason given for

this omission is, that the words of the God of the Old

Testament are too respectfully quoted and adopted to

suit the views of the Heretic.4 Both Hilgenfeld
5 and

Baur6 agree that the words in verses 31 32,
" And a

greater than Solomon than Jonah is here," might well

have been allowed to remain in the text, and indeed the

superiority of Christ over the kings and prophets of the

Old Testament which is asserted directly suits and

supports the system of Marcion. How much less, how-

ever, is the omission of these passages to be explained

upon any intelligent dogmatic principle, when we find

in Marcion's text the passage in which Jesus justifies

his conduct on the Sabbath by the example of David

(vi 3 4),
7 and that in which he assures the disciples of

the greatness of their reward in heaven for the persecu-

1 Hahn, Ev. M. in Thilo, 438, anm. 46 ; Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 151 ;

De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 126; Hilgenfeld, Die Err. J., p. 441; Epiph.,

Haer., xliL Sch, 25 ; cf. Ref. It is conjectured that the words Kovrjpa

ftm were also wanting. Epiphanius does not use them, but he is

thought to be quoting "freely." The words, however, equally fail in

Codex 235.
2 Hahn, Das Ev. M., p. 163 ; VoOanar, Das Ev. M., p. 58.
3
Hahn, Das Ev. M. in Thilo, 439, anm. 47; ToUtmar, Das Ev. M.,

p. 151.
4 Hahn, Das Ev. M., p. 165; Ev. M. in Thilo, 440, anm. 47 ; Yolkmar ,

DasEv. M.,p. 58 f.

* Die Evv. J., p. 453. 6 Das Markusev., p. 194.
~< Hahn, Ev. M. in Thilo, 410 ; Volkmar, Das Ev. M., 155.
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tions they were to endure :

" For behold your reward is

great in heaven : for after the same manner did their

fathers unto the prophets
"

(vi. 23).
1 As we have seen,

Jesus is also allowed to quote an Old Testament pro-

phecy (vii. 27) as fulfilled in the coming of John to

prepare the way for himself. The questions which Jesus

puts to the Scribes (xx. 41 44) regarding the Christ being

David's son, with the quotation from Ps. ex. 1, which

Marcion is stated to have retained,
2
equally refute the

supposition as to his motive for "omitting" xi. 29 ff.

It has been argued with regard to the last passage that

Jesus merely uses the words of the Old Testament to

meet his own theory,
3 but the dilemma in which Jesus

places the Scribes is clearly not the real object of his

question : its aim is a suggestion of the true character

of the Christ. But amongst his other sins with regard

to Luke's Gospel, Marcion is also accused of interpolat-

ing it. And in what way ? Why the Heresiarch who

is so averse to all references to the Old Testament that

he is supposed to erase them, actually, amongst his few

interpolations, adds a reference to the Old Testament.

Between xvii. 14 and 15 (some critics say in verse 18)

Marcion introduced the verse which is found in Luke iv.

27 :

" And many lepers were in Israel in the time of

Elisha the prophet; and none of them was cleansed

saving Naaman, the Syrian."
4 Now is it conceivable

that a man who inserts, as it is said, references to the

1
Hahn, Ev. M. in Thilo, 412

; Volkmar, Das Ev. M. 156.

2 Hahn, in Thilo, 468 ; Volkmar, '&., p. 165.

3
Volkmar, ib., p. 59 f. ; Hilyenfeld, Die Ev. J., p. 453.

4
Epiph., Haer., xlii. Sch. 48 ; Tertullian, Adv. M., iv. 35; Hahn, Ev.

M. in Thilo, p. 457, anm. 67 ; De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 128 f. ; Hilgenfeld,

Die Ew. J., p. 424; Baur, Das Markusev., p. 213; Volkmar, Theol.

Jahrb., 1850, p. 131
;
Das Ev. M., p. 163, p. 82 ff.

; Eichhorn, Einl. N. T.,

p. 77.

I 2
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Old Testament into his text so gratuitously, can have

been so inconsistent as to have omitted these passages

because they contain similar references ? We must say

that the whole of the reasoning regarding these passages

omitted and retained, and the fine distinctions which are

drawn between them, are anything but convincing. A
general theory being adopted, nothing is more easy than

to harmonise everything with it in this way; nothing is

more easy than to assign some reason, good or bad,

apparently in accordance with the foregone conclusion,

why one passage was retained, and why another was

omitted, but in almost every case the reasoning might

with equal propriety be reversed if the passages were so,

and the retention of the omitted passage as well as the

omission of that retained be quite as reasonably justified.

The critics who have examined Marcion's Gospel do not

trouble themselves to inquire if the general connection

of the text be improved by the absence of passages

supposed to be omitted, but simply try whether the

supposed omissions are
"
explainable on the ground of a

dogmatic tendency in Marcion." 1 In fact the argument

throughout is based upon foregone conclusions, and

rarely upon any solid grounds whatever. The retention

of such passages as we have quoted above renders the

omission of the other for dogmatic reasons quite pur-

poseless.
2

The passage, xii. 6, 7, which argues that as the

sparrows are not forgotten before God, and the hairs of

our head are numbered, the disciples need not fear, was
not found in Marcion's Gospel.

3 The supposed omission
1 Of. Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 62.
3
Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., p. 264; Rttschl, Das. Ev. M., p. 87 f.

3 Hahn, Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 441
; Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 151, cf. 94 ;

ffilgenfdd, Die Ew. J., p. 441
; Theol. Jahrb., 1853, p. 204.
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is explained on the ground that, according to Marcion's

system, God does not interest himself about such trifles

as sparrows and the hairs of our head, but merely about

souls.
l That such reasoning is absurd, however, is apparent

from the fact, that Marcion's text had verse 24 of the

same chapter:
2 "Consider the ravens," &c., &c., and

" God feedeth them :

"
&c., and also v. 28,

3 " But if God

so clothe the grass/' &c., &c.,
" how much more will he

clothe you, ! ye of little faith \
" As no one ventures to

argue that Marcion limited the providence of God to the

ravens, and to the grass, but excluded the sparrows and

the hair, no dogmatic reason can be assigned for the

omission of the one, whilst the other is retained.4

The first nine verses of ch. xiii. were likewise absent

from Marcion's text,
5 wherein Jesus declares that like the

Galiloeans, whose blood Pilate had mixed with their

sacrifices (v. 1, 2), and the eighteen upon whom the

tower in Siloam fell
(v. 4),

"
except ye repent, ye shall

all likewise perish," (v. 3 and 5), and then recites the

parable of the unfruitful fig-tree (v. 6 9), which the

master of the vineyard orders to be cut down (v. 7), but

then spares for a season
(v. 8, 9). The theory advanced

to account for the asserted
" omission

"
of these

1 Hahn, Das Ev. M., p. 167 ; Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 441, anm. 49.

2 Hahn, Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 442.
3
Hahn, Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 443, anm. 51 ; Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p.

160; De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 127. This verso was wanting according to

Epiph., Sch., 31, but was in the text by the decided statement of Tertul-

lian, Adv. M., iv. 29 ; Volkmar (Das Ev. M., 46 ff.), and Uilgenfdd (Theol.

Jahrb., 1853, p. 204), agree that this arose solely from an accidental

absence of the verse in the copy of Epiphanius.
*
Schwegler, Das nachap. Zoit., i. p. 265; Hitachi, Das Ev. M., p. 91 ;

cf. De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 132.
6
Hahn, Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 446

; Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 151. (He
omits xiii. 110) ; Hilyenfeld, Theol. Jahrb., 1853, p. 204. (lie had pre-

viously, Die Ev. J., p. 441, only admitted the absence of xiii. 1 5) ;

Dti Wette, Eiul. N. T., i. p. 125 f.
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verses is that they could not be reconciled with

Marcion's system, according to which the good God

never positively punishes the wicked, but merely leaves

them to punish themselves in that, by not accepting the

proffered grace, they have no part in the blessedness of

Christians. 1 In his earlier work, Volkmar distinctly

admitted that the whole of this passage might be omitted

without prejudice to the text of Luke, and that he could

not state any ground, in connection with Marcion's

system, which rendered its omission either necessary or

even conceivable. He then decided that the passage

was not contained at all in the version of Luke, which

Marcion possessed, but was inserted at a later period in

our Codices.2 It was only on his second attempt to

account for all omissions on dogmatic grounds that he

argued as above. In like manner Hilgenfeld also, with

Kettig, considered that the passage did not form part of

the original Luke, so that here again Marcion's text was

free from a very abrupt passage, not belonging to the

more pure and primitive Gospel.
3 Baur recognizes not

only that there is no dogmatic ground to explain the

omission, but on the contrary, that the passage fully

agrees with the system of Marcion.4 The total insuffi-

ciency of the argument to explain the omission, how-

ever, is apparent from the numerous passages, which

were allowed to remain, in the text, which still more

clearly outraged this part of Marcion's system. In the

parable of the great supper, xiv. 15 24, the Lord is

angry (v. 21), and declares that none of those who were

1 Hahn, Das Ev. M., p. 175 ; Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 446, anm. 55 ; Volk-

mar, Das Ev. M., p. 64 f.

2 Theol. Jahrb., 1850, p. 207 f.

3 Die Ev. J., p. 470.
4 Das Markusev., P- 195 f.
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bidden should taste of his supper (v. 24). In xii. 5,

Jesus warns his own disciples :

" Fear him, which after

he hath killed hath power to cast into hell ; yea, I say

unto you : fear him." It is absurd to argue that Marcion

here understands the God of the Old Testament, the

Creator, for he would thus represent his Christ as fore-

warning his own disciples to fear the power of that very

Demiurge, whose reign he had come to terminate. Then

again, in the parable of the wise steward, and the foolish

servants, xii. 41 ff, he declares (v. 46), that the lord of

the foolish servant "
will cut him in sunder, and will

appoint him his portion with the unbelievers," and

(vs. 47, 48) that the servants shall be beaten with stripes,

in proportion to their fault. In the parable of the

nobleman who goes to a far country and leaves the ten

pounds with his servants, xix. 11 ff, the lord orders his

enemies, who would not that he should reign over them,

to be brought and slain before him (v. 27). Then how

very much there was in the Epistles of Paul, which he

upheld, of a still more contradictory character. There is

no dogmatic reason for such inconsistency.
1

Marcion is accused of having falsified xiii. 28 in the

following manner :

" There shall be weeping and gnash-

ing of teeth, when ye shall see all the just (-TraVras rovs

SIKO.IOUS) in the kingdom of God, but you yourselves

being thrust, and bound (/cat /c/mrov/xevovs) without."

The substitution of
"

all the just
"
for

"
Abraham, Isaac,

and Jacob, and all the prophets," is one of those varia-

tions which the supporter of the dogmatic theory greedily

lays hold of, as bearing evident tokens of falsification in

antijudaistic interest.
2 But Marcion had in his Gospel

1

Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 265; Baur, Das Markusov. p. 195.

- Hahn, Das Ev. M., p. 177 ; Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 448, anm. 58; cf.
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the parable of the rich man and Lazarus, xvi. 19 31,

where the besroar is carried up into Abraham's bosom. 1

OO A

And again, there was the account of the Transfiguration,

ix. 28 36, in which Moses and Elias are seen in con-

verse with Jesus.2 The alteration of the one passage for

dogmatic reasons, whilst the parable of Lazarus is

retained, would have been useless. Hilgenfeld, however,

in agreement with Baur and Eitschl, has shown that

Marcion's reading Trojras rows SIKCUOVS is evidently the

contrast to the epyarai rrjs aSi/aas of the preceding

verse, and is superior to the canonical version, which

was either altered after Matth. viii. 12, or with the

anti-Marcionitish object ofbringing the rejected Patriarchs

into recognition.
3 The whole theory in this case again

goes into thin air, and it is consequently weakened if not

destroyed in all.

Marcion's Gospel did not contain the parable of the

Prodigal Son, xv. 1 1 23.4 The omission of this passage,

Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 62 f., and Hilgenfeld, Die Ew. J., p. 420, who
explain the omission differently, and consider Hah in error.

1 Tertullian (Adv. M., iv. 34), gives an elaborate explanation of the in-

terpretation by which Marcion does away with the offensive part of the

parable, but in this and every case erasure was surely more simple than

explanation if Marcion erased anything at all.

2
Rahn, in verse 30 reads <rwe<m)<Ta for crweAaXov?, the two men

" stood
"
with him instead of " talked

" with him, as in Luke. This he
derives from the obscure words of Tertullian, which, however, really refer

to v. 32 (Adv. M. iv. 22), but Epiphanius (Sch. 17) has very distinctly
the reading of Luke. Hahn omits v. 31 altogether, on the very un-
decided evidence of Tertullian and Epiphanius; Hahn, Ev. M. in Thilo,

p. 427, anm. *
; Das Ev. M., p. 154 ; Fofitmar (Das Ev. Marc., p. 158, cf.

151), and Hilgenfeld (Die Ew. J., p. 411 f., 466 f.), prove that the reading
was unaltered in v. 30, and that v. 31 stood in Marcion's text. The whole
discussion, as showing the uncertainty of the text, is very instructive.

Cf. JtitscM, Das Ev. M., p. 80 ft
s
Hilgenfeld, Die Ew. J., p. 470 ; Baur, Das Markusev., p. 206 f. ;

BitscU, Das Ev. M., p. 94 f.

4
Hahn, Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 452; Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 162 ; Hil-

genfeld, Die Ew. J., p. 441 ; De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 128 ; Epiphanius,
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which is universally recognized as in the purest Paulinian

spirit, is accounted for partly on the ground that a

portion of it (v. 22 32) was repugnant to the ascetic

discipline of Marcion, to whom the killing of the fatted

calf, the feasting, dancing and merry-making, must have

been obnoxious, and, partly because, understanding under

the similitude of the elder son the Jews, and of the

younger son the Gentiles, the identity of the God of the

Jews and of the Christians would be recognized.
1 There

is, however, the very greatest doubt admitted as to the

interpretation which Marcion would be likely to put upon
this parable, and certainly the representation which it

gives of the Gentiles, not only as received completely on

a par with the Jews, but as only having been lost for a

time, and found again, is thoroughly in harmony with

the teaching of Paul, who was held by Marcion to be the

only true Apostle. It could not, therefore, have been

repugnant to him. Any points of disagreement could

very easily have been explained away, as his critics are

so fond of asserting to be his practice in other passages.
2

As to the supposed dislike of Marcion for the festive

character of the parable, what object could he have had

for omitting this, when he retained the parable of the

Haer., xlii. Sch. 42; Tertullian (Adv. Marc., iv. 32) passes it over in

silence.

1 Hahn, Das. Ev. M., p. 182; Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 452, anm. 62; Oh-

hausen, Ectheit. d. vier Can. Evv., 1823, p. 208 f. Hahn and Olshausen

did not hold the second part of this explanation, but applied the parable

merely to Judaic and Gentile Christians, under which circumstances critics

would not admit reason for the omission. Volkmar, Das Ew. M., p. 66;

Baur, Das Markusev., p. 194 f.

^ Volkmar talks of the intentional omission of the parable by Marcion

as being
"
fully conceivable

"
(vb'llig begreiflich), but it is almost impos-

sible to find anything for which a reason cannot be discovered if the

question asked be : "Is the intentional omission on any ground conceiv-

able ?
"
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great supper, xiv. 15 24
; the feast in the house of

Levi, v. 27 32
; the statements of Jesus eating with

the Pharisees, vil 36, xv. 2 ? If Marcion had any

objection to such matters, he had still greater to mar-

riage, and yet Jesus justifies his disciples for eating and

drinking by the similitude of a marriage feast, himself

being the bridegroom : v. 34, 35,
" Can ye make the sons

of the bridechamber fast, while the bridegroom is with

them"? But the days will come when the bridegroom

shall be taken away from them : then will they fast in

those days." And he bids his disciples to be ready
"
like

men that wait for their lord, when he shall return from

the wedding," (xii. 36), and makes another parable on a

wedding feast (xiv. 7 10). Leaving these passages, it

is impossible to see any dogmatic reason for excluding

the others. 1

The omission of a passage in every way so suitable

to Marcion's system as the parable of the vineyard,

xx. 9 16, is equally unintelligible upon the dogmatic

theory.

Marcion is accused of falsifying xvi. 17, by altering

TOV vofjiov to TO>V ,\6yo)v ftou,
2
making the passage read :

" But it is easier for heaven and earth to pass, than for

one tittle of my words to fail." The words in the

canonical Gospel, it is argued, were too repugnant to

him to be allowed to remain unaltered, representing as

they do the permanency of
" the Law "

to which he

was opposed.
3

Upon this hypothesis why did he leave

1
Schwegler, Das nachap Zeitalter, i. p. 266 f. ; Nicolas, Et. sur les Ev.

apocr., p. 153 ; of. Hilgenfeld, Die Ew. J., p. 454.
2

Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 151
; Hilgenfdd, Die Ew. J., p. 441 ; Halm,

reads TS>v\6ya>v TOV icvpiov. Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 454
; Das Ev. M., p. 185.

3 Hahn, Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 454, anm. 63; Das Ev. M., p. 185 ; Volk-

mar, Das Ev. M., p. 65 f.
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x. 25 f. (especially v. 2G) and xviii. 18 ff, in which the

keeping of the law is made essential to life ? or xvii. 14,

where Jesus bids the lepers conform to the requirements

of the law? or xvi. 29, where the answer is given to

the rich man pleading for his relatives :

"
They have

Moses and the prophets, let them hear them "
?
l

Hilgen-

feld, however, with others, admits that it has been fully

proved that the reading in Marcion's text is not an

arbitrary alteration at all, but the original expression,

and that the version in Luke xvi. 17, on the contrary,

is a variation of the original introduced to give the

passage an anti-Marcionitish tendency.
2

Here, again, it

is clear that the supposed falsification is rather a

falsification on the part of the editor of the third canonical

Gospel.
3

One more illustration may be given. Marcion is

accused of omitting from xix. 9 the words :

" forasmuch

as he also is a son of Abraham," (/cohort /cat auras uto?

'Aflpadfji ecmv) leaving merely :

" And Jesus said unto

him : This day is salvation come to this house." 4

Marcion's system, it is said, could not tolerate the phrase

which was erased.
5

It was one, however, eminently

in the spirit of his Apostle Paul, and in his favourite

Epistle to the Galatians he retained the very parallel

1
Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 267 ; Eichhom, Einl. N. T.,

i. p. 75.

2
Hilgenfeld, Die Ev. J., p. 470 ; Bitschl, Das Ev. M., p. 97 f. ; Baur,

Unters. kan. Evv., p. 402 ; Das Markusev., p. 196 ff. Baur, in the last-

mentioned work, argues that even Tertullian himself (Adv. M., iv. 33),

represents Marcion's reading as the original.
3

Hitachi, Das Ev. M., p. 98.

4 Hahn, Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 463; Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 152 ; Hil-

genfeld, Die Ew. J., p. 442.
5 Hahn, Das Ev. M., p. 195; Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 463, anm. 74. "Quos

non potuit ferre Marcion, cujus Christus potius servavit eum quern filii

Abrahami damnabant."
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passage iii. 7,
" Ye know therefore that they which are

of faith, these are the sons of Abraham." 1 How could

he, therefore, find any difficulty in such words addressed

to the repentant Zacchseus, who had just believed in the

mission of Christ ? Moreover, why should he have

erased the words here, and left them standing in xiii. 1 6,

in regard to the woman healed of the
"
spirit of infir-

mity :"
" and ought not this wr

oman, being a daughter of

Abraham, whom Satan hath bound, lo ! these eighteen

years, to be loosed from this bond on the Sabbath day ?"

No reasoning can explain away the substantial identity

of the two phrases. Upon what principle of dogmatic

interest, then, can Marcion have erased the one while he

retained the other ?
2

We have taken a very few passages for illustration

and treated them very briefly, but it may roundly be

said that there is scarcely a single variation of Marcion's

text regarding which similar reasons are not given, and

which do not present similar anomalies in consequence

of what has elsewhere been retained.3 As we have

already stated, much that is really contradictory to

Marcion's system was found in his text, and much which

either is not opposed or is favourable to it is omitted

1 Cf. Eom. iv. 11, 12, 16. It has been argued from Tertullian's

obscure reference that Marcion omitted the last phrase of Gal. iii. 7, but

Epiph. does not say so, and the statement of Jerome (Comm. in Ep. ad

Gal.} was evidently not from the direct source, but was probably derived

from a hasty perusal of Tertullian, and there is no real ground whatever

for affirming it. Even Tertullian himself does not positively do so.

Ritschl, Das Ev. M., p. 154 ff. ; Baur, Unters. kan. Ew., p. 412 ff. ;

Westcott, On the Canon, p. 274.
2
Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 268 ; Ritschl, Das Ev. M., p. 98 f.;

cf. Hilgenfeld, Die Ew. J., p. 427.
3
Baur, Unters. kan. Evv., p. 411 ff.

; Das Marknsev., p. 191 f. ;

Nicolas, Et. sur les Ev. apocr., p. 155; Ritschl, Theol. Jahrb., 1851,

p. 530 ff. ; cf. Das Ev. M., p. 46 ; Westcott, On the Canon, p. 274 f.
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and cannot be set down to arbitrary alteration. More-

over, it has never been shown that the supposed altera-

tions were made by Marcion himself,
1 and till this is

done the pith of the whole theory is wanting. There is

no principle of intelligent motive which can account for

the anomalies presented by Marcion's Gospel, considered

as a version of Luke mutilated and falsified in the

interest of his system. The contrast of what is retained

with that which is omitted reduces the hypothesis ad

absurdam. Marcion was too able a man to do his work

so imperfectly, if he had proposed to assimilate the

Gospel of Luke to his own views. As it is avowedly

necessary to explain away by false and forced interpreta-

tions requiring intricate definitions,
2
very much of what

was allowed to remain in his text, it is inconceivable

that he should not have cut the Gordian knot with the

same unscrupulous knife with which it is asserted he

excised the rest. The ingenuity of most able and learned

critics endeavouring to discover whether a motive in

the interest of his system cannot be conceived for every

alteration, is, notwithstanding the evident scope afforded

by the procedure, often foiled. Yet a more elastic hypo-

thesis could not possibly have been advanced, and that

the text obstinately refuses to fit into it, is even more

than could have been expected. Marcion is like a

prisoner at the bar without witnesses, who is treated

from the first as guilty, attacked by able and passionate

adversaries who warp every possible circumstance against

him, and yet who cannot be convicted. The foregone

conclusion by which every supposed omission from his

Gospel is explained, is, as we have shown, almost in

1
Westcott, On the Canon, p. 274.

2
Hilgenfeld, Die Ew. J., p. 443 f.
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every case contradicted by passages which have been

allowed to remain, and this is rendered more significant

by the fact, which is generally admitted, that Marcion's

text contains many readings which are manifestly superior

to, and more original than, the form in which the passages

stand in our third Synoptic.
1 The only one of these to

which we shall refer is the interesting variation from the

passage in Luke xi. 2, in the substitution of a prayer

for the Holy Spirit for the " hallowed be thy name,"

eX#e'ra> TO ayiov Trvevpoi crov
e<j> r)p,a<s instead of dyiao^ra)

TO ovopd crov. The former is recognized to be the true

original reading. This phrase is evidently referred to in

v. 13. We are, therefore, indebted to Marcion for the

correct version even of
" the Lord's Prayer."

2

There can be no doubt that Marcion's Gospel bore great

analogy to our Luke, although it was very considerably

shorter. It is, however, unnecessary to repeat that there

were many Gospels in the second century which, although

nearly related to those which have become canonical, were

independent works, and the most favourable interpreta-

tion which can be given of the relationship between our

three Synoptics leaves them very much in a line with

Marcion's work. His Gospel was chiefly distinguished

1
JBaur, Das Markusev., p. 195 ff., p. 223 ff. ; Anger, Synops. Ev.

Proleg., p. xxv. ff. ; Hilgenfdd, Die Ew. J., p. 473; Theol. Jahrb., 1853,

p. 222 ff. ; Die Evangelien, p. 30; Kostlin, Der Urspr. synopt. Ew., p.

303; Michaelis, Einl. N. T., 1788, i. p. 40, p. 342 f., p. 751 ; Eichharn,
Einl. N. T., i. p. 72 ff.

; Items, Eev. de Theol., 1857, p. 4; &itschl, Theol.

Jahrb., 1851, p. 530 ff.
;
Das Ev. M., p. 46

; Bertholdt, Einl., 1813, iii. p.
1294 ff. ; Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 187199, p. 256 f. ; Der Ursprung,

p. 75 ; De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 132 ff. ; ZeUer, Die Apostelgesch., p.

13 ff., p. 23 ff.
; cf. Westcott, On the Canon, p. 275.

2
Mitschl, DasEv. M., p. 71 ; Baur, Das Markusev., p. 207 ; Volkmar,

Das Ev. M., p. 197 f., p. 256 f.
;
Der Ursprung, p. 75 ; Hilgenfeld, Die

Ew. J., p. 441, p. 415 f. ; Anger, Synops. Ev., p. 41 ; cf. TerMUan, Adv.

Marc., iv. 26.
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by a shorter text,
1 but besides large and important omis-

sions there are a few additions,
2 and very many variations

of text. The whole of the first two chapters of Luke, as

well as all the third, was wanting, with the exception of

part of the first verse of the third chapter, which, joined

to iv. 31, formed the commencement of the Gospel. Of

chapter iv. verses 1 13, 17 20 and 24 were likewise

probably absent. Some of the other more important

omissions are xi. 29 32, 49 51, xiii. 1 9, 29 35,

xv. 11 32, xvii. 5 10 (probably), xviii. 31 34, xix.

2948, xx. 919, 3738, xxi. 14, 18, 2122,
xxii. 16 18, 28 30, 35 38, 49 51, and there is

great doubt about the concluding verses of xxiv. from

44 to the end, but it may have terminated with v. 49.

It is not certain whether the order was the same as

Luke,
3 but there are instances of decided variation,

especially at the opening. As the peculiarities of the

opening variations have had an important effect in in-

clining some critics towards the acceptance of the muti-

lation hypothesis,
4
it may be well for us briefly to examine

the more important amongst them.

Marcion's Gospel is generally said to have commenced

thus :

" In the fifteenth year of the reign of Tiberius

Csesar, Jesus came down to Capernaum, a city of Galilee."
5

1

Eichhvrn, Einl. N. T., i. p. 53 ff., p. 58 ff., 68 ff. ; Volkmar, Das Ev.

M., p. 2 ff.

2
Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 80 f. ; Eichhorn, Einl. N. T., i. p. 77 ; JBleek,

Einl. N. T., p. 128.

3 Of. Epiphanius, Hser., xlii., ed. Pet., p. 312 ; Eichhorn, Einl. N. T., i.

p. 46 ; Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 141
; HilgenfeU, Theol. Jahrb., 1853, p.

199.
4

lieuss, Eev. de Theol., 1857, p. 54
; Eaur, Das Markusev., p. 209;

Ouericke, Gesammtgesch, p. 232.
1 Halm incorrectly reads,

" God came down" (6 6fos KarfjXfav) Ev. M.
in Thilo, p. 403

;
cf. Volkmar, Das Ev. M.,p. 150, anm. 3; Baur, Unters.

kan. Ew., p. 406, anm. *; Hilgenfeld, Die Ew. J., p. 398, anm. 1.
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There are various slightly differing readings of this.

Ephiphanius gives the opening words, 'Ei> rw Treire/ccu-

SeKoYto Ttt Tifiepiov Katcrayao?, /ecu ra e^rys.
1 Tertullian

has : Anno quintodecinio principatus Tiberiani. . . . de-

scendisse in civitatem Galilaese Capharnaum."
2 The

Kal ra erjs of Epiphanius has permitted the conjecture

that there might have been an additional indication of

the time, such as "Pontius Pilate being governor of

Judaea,"
3 but this has not been generally adopted.

4
It

is not necessary for us to discuss the sense in which the
" came down "

(/car^Xfe) was interpreted, since it is the

word used in Luke. Marcion's Gospel then proceeds

with iv. 31 : "and taught them on the sabbath days,

(v. 32), and they were exceedingly astonished at his teach-

ing, for his word was power." Then follow vs. 33 39

containing the healing of the man with an unclean

spirit,
5 and of Simon's wife's mother, with the important

omission of the expression "of Nazareth" (Na^aprjve)
6

after
" Jesus

"
in the cry of the possessed (v. 34). The

vs. 16 30 7
immediately follow iv. 39, with important

1
Hser., xlii., ed. Pet., p. 312.

2 Adv. M., iv. 7.

3 Cf. Dial, de recta fide ; Orig., Opp., i. p. 868
; Iren&w, Adv. Haer., L

27, 2.

* Volkmar has it, Das Ev. M., p. 154, 224, p. 126 ; Hahn omits it, Ev.

M. in Thilo, 1. c., as do also Baur (Unters. kan. Ev., p. 406, who after the

statement of Epiph. also rightly leaves open the TTJS fjyfpovias and aaia-apos),

and Hilgenfeld (who conjectured the second date), Die Ew. JM p. 398
; cf.

Theol. Jahrb., 1853, p. 197.

5 Volkmar omits v. 37 ; Hahn, Hilgenfeld, and others retain it. Ritsclil

rejects 38, 39, the healing of Simon's wife's mother, which are passed
over in silence by Teriullian (Adv. M., iv. 8), Das Ev. M., p. 76 f., in

which he is joined by Baur only. The whole of this examination illus-

trates the uncertainties of the text and of the data on which critics

attempt to reconstruct it.

6 Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 150; cf. 56, 131; Hahn, in Thilo, p. 404,

anm. 4
; Hilgenfeld, Die Ew. J., p. 441 ; Theol. Jahrb., 1853, p. 198.

' Volkmar also includes the latter part of v. 14, and all of 15, "And
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omissions and variations. In iv. 16, where Jesus comes

to Nazareth, the words " where he had been brought up
"

are omitted, as is also the concluding phrase
" and stood

up to read." 1 Verses 17 19, in which Jesus reads from

Isaiah, are altogether wanting.
2 Volkmar omits the whole

of v. 20, Hilgenfeld only the first half down to the

sitting down, retaining the rest
;
Hahn retains from " and

he sat down" to the end. 3 Of v. 21 only: "He began
to speak to them "

is retained.4 From v. 22 the conclud-

ing phrase :

" And said : Is not this Joseph's son
"

is

omitted,
5 as are also the words "

in thy country
"
from

v. 23.6 Verse 24, containing the proverb :

" A prophet

has no honour
"

is wholly omitted,
7 but the best critics

differ regarding the two following verses 25 2G
; they

are omitted according to Hahn, Ritschl and De Wctte,
8

but retained by Volkmar and Hilgenfeld.
9 Verse 27,

there went out a fame of him," &c., &c. (Das Ev. M.,p. 152, cf. 154), but

in this he is unsupported by others. Cf. TertuUian, Adv. Marc., iv. 8.

1 Hahn, in Thilo, p. '104, 405, antn. 7 ; Vulkmar, DasEv. M., p. 150, cf.

154 ; Hihjenfdd, Die Evv. Justin's, p. 441, cf. 399; De Wette, Einl. N. T.,

p. 124
; Hitachi, DasEv. M., p. 76.

2
Hahn, in Thilo, 404; Das Ev. M., p. 136 ; Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p.

150; Hitachi, Das Ev. M., 76, anm. 1
; Hilgenfeld, Theol. Jahrb., 1853, p.

199; In Die Evv. J., p. 399 (cf. 441), he considers it probable, but docs

not speak with certainty. TertuUian is silent, Adv. M., iv. 8.

3
Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 150, 154; Ililgenfeld, Theol. Jahrb., 1853,

p. 199 ; Hahn, in Thilo, p. 404.
4 Volkmar reads /cat fjp^aro Kijpva-a-eiv avrols, Das. Ev. M., p. 154

; Hahn
has Xf'ytiv irpos avrovs, in Thilo, p. 404 ; Hitachi, Das Ev. M., 76 anm. 1 ;

Hilgenfeld suggests XaXtu/ for \ty(iv, Theol. Jahrb., 1853, p. 199.

5
Hahn, Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 405; Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 150, 154

;

Hihjcnfdd, Theol. Jahrb., 1853, p. 199
;
Die Evv. J., p. 441

; Hitachi, Das

Ev. M., p. 76, anm. 1.

6
Hahn, in Thilo, p. 405 ; Volkmar, DasEv. M., p. 150, 154 ; Hilgenfeld,

Theol. Jahrb. 1853, p. 199.
7 Ib.
8 Hahn, in Thilo, p. 405 ; Hitachi, Das Ev. M., 76 anm. 1 ; De Wettc,

Einl. N. T., p. 124.
9

Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 154
; Hilgenfeld, Th. Jahrb., 1853, p. 199.

VOL. II. K
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referring to the leprosy of Naaman, which, it will be

remembered, is interpolated at xvii. 14, is omitted here

by most critics, but retained by Volkmar. 1 Verses 28

30 come next,
2 and the four verses iv. 40 44, which

then immediately follow, complete the chapter. This

brief analysis, with the accompanying notes, illustrates

the uncertainty of the text, and, throughout the whole

Gospel, conjecture similarly plays the larger part We
do not propose to criticise minutely the various conclu-

sions arrived at as to the state of the text, but must

emphatically remark that where there is so little certainty

there cannot be any safe ground for delicate deductions

regarding motives and sequences of matter. Nothing
is more certain than that, if we criticise and compare
the Synoptics on the same principle, we meet with the

most startling results and the most irreconcileable diffi-

culties.
3 The opening of Marcion's Gospel is more free

from abruptness and crudity than that of Luke.

It is not necessary to show that the first three chapters

of Luke present very many differences from the other

Synoptics. Mark omits them altogether, and they do

not even agree with the account in Matthew. We know
that some of the oldest Gospels of which we have any

knowledge, such as the Gospel according to the Hebrews,
are said not to have had the narrative of the first two

chapters at all,
4 and there is much more than doubt as to

their originality. The mere omission of the history of

1
VdTemar, Das Ev. M., p. 154

; HaJin, in Thilo, 405; I>f Wettf. EinL
N. T., p. 124 ; Ritechl, Das Ev. M., p. 76, anm. 1 ; HUgenfeld, Theol.

Jahrh., 1853, p. 199 .

* Yolkmar adds to " went his way
"
the words "

to Capernaum," Das
Ev. II., p. 155.

3 Cf. Baur, Das Markusev., p. 211 ff.
; Volkmar, TheoL Jahrb., 1850

p. 126 ff.

Epiphanius, Haer., **rr. 9 ; cf. xxx. 13 f.
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the infancy, &c., from Mark, however, renders it unne-

cessary to show that the absence of these chapters from

Marcion's Gospel has the strongest support and justifica-

tion. Now Luke's account of the early events and

geography of the Gospel history is briefly as folio \vs :

Nazareth is the permanent dwelling-place of Joseph and

Mary,
1 but on account of the census they travel to

Bethlehem, where Jesus is born ;

2 and after visiting

Jerusalem to present him at the Temple,
3
they return

"to their own city Nazareth." 4 After the baptism and

temptation Jesus comes to Nazareth " where he had

been brought up,"
5 and in the course of his address to

the people he says :

" Ye will surely say unto me this

proverb : Physician heal thyself : whatsoever we have

heard done in Capernaum do also here in thy country."
6

No mention, however, has before this been made of

Capernaum, and no account has been given of any
works done there ; but, on the contrary, after escaping

from the angry mob at Nazareth, Jesus goes for the first

time to Capernaum, which, on being thus first mentioned,

is particularized as "a city of Galilee,"
7 where he heals

a man who had an unclean spirit, in the synagogue, who

addresses him as "Jesus of Nazareth;"
8 and the fame

of him goes throughout the country.
9 He cures Simon's

wife's mother of a fever 10 and when the sun is set they

bring the sick and he heals them. 11

The account in Matthew contradicts this in many

points, some of which had better be pointed out here.

Jesus is born in Bethlehem, which is the ordinary

1 Luke i. 26, ii. 4. 2
ii. 4.

3
ii. 22. 4

ii. 39
; cf. 42, 51. iy. 16.

6 iv.23. 7 iv . 31. 8
iv. 33 ff.

9
iv. 37. 10

iv. 38 f.
1J iv. 40-44.

K 2
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dwelling-place of the family ;

J his parents fly thence

with him into Egypt,
2 and on their return, they dwell

"
in a city called Nazareth

;
that it might be fulfilled

which was spoken by the prophets : He shall be called a

Nazarene." 3 After John's imprisonment, Jesus leaves

Nazareth, and goes to dwell in Capernaum.
4 From that

time he begins to preach.
5 Here then, he commences

his public career in Capernaum.
In Mark, Jesus comes from Nazareth to be baptized,

6

and after the imprisonment of John, he comes into

Galilee preaching.
7 In Capernaum, he heals the man of

the unclean spirit, and Simon's wife's mother,
8 and then

retires to a solitary place,
9 returns after some days to

Capernaum
10 without going to Nazareth at all, and it is

only at a later period that he comes to his own country,

and quotes the proverb regarding a prophet.
11

It is evident from this comparison, that there is very

considerable difference between the three Synoptics, re-

garding the outset of the career of Jesus, and that there

must have been decided elasticity in the tradition, arid

variety in the early written accounts of this part of the

Gospel narrative. Luke alone commits the error of

making Jesus appear in the synagogue at Nazareth,

and refer to works wrought at Capernaum, before

any mention had been made of his having preached
or worked wonders there to justify the allusions

. Matt. ii. 1, 5ff. ^ 13 ff.

3
ii. 33. We need not pause here to point out that there is no such

prophecy known in the Old Testament. The reference may very probably
be a singularly mistaken application of the word in Isaiah xi. 1

, the

Hebrew word for branch being ""^3, Nazer.
4

iv. 12 13, for the fulfilment of another supposed prophecy, v. 14 ff.

5
iv. 17. Mark i. 9. 7

i. 14 f.

8
i. 21 ff.

9
i. 35. 10

ii. i.

n vi. !_6; cf. Matt, xiii. 54.
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and the consequent agitation. It is obvious that there

has been confusion in the arrangement of the third

Synoptic and a transposition of the episodes, clearly

pointing to a combination of passages from other sources.
1

Now Marcion's Gospel did not contain these anomalies.

It represented Jesus as first appearing in Capernaum,

teaching in the synagogue, and performing mighty works

there, and then going to Nazareth, and addressing the

people with the natural reference to the previous events at

Capernaum, and in this it is not only more consecutive,

but also adheres more closely to the other two Synoptics.

That Luke happens to be the only one of our canonical

Gospels, which has the words with which Marcion's

Gospel commences, is no proof whatever that these words

were original in that work, and not found in several of

the TToXXol which existed before the third Synoptic was

compiled. Indeed, the close relationship between the

first three Gospels is standing testimony to the fact that

one Gospel was built upon the basis of others previously

existing. This which has been called
"
the chief prop of

the mutilation hypothesis,"
2 has really no solid ground

whatever to stand on beyond the accident that only one

of three Gospels survives out of many which may have

had the phrase. The fact that Marcion's Gospel really

had the words of Luke,, moreover, is mere conjecture,

inasmuch as Epiphanius, who alone gives the Greek, shows

a distinct variation of readin. He has : *Ev rw.

1 Cf. Luke iv. 23 ; Matt. viii. 54 ; Mark vi. 16. Wo do not go into

the question as to the sufficiency of the motives ascribed for the agitation

at Nazareth, or the contradiction between the facts narrated as to the

atte'mpt to kill Jesus, and the statement of their wonder at his gracious

words, v. 22, &c. There is no evidence where the various discrepancies

arose, and no certain conclusions can bo based upon such arguments.
* "Die Ilaupsliitxo dor Yerstiimir.elungshypothese." ttaur, Das

Markusev., p. 209.
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KaiSe/xT<u erei TiySe/nou Kaurapo?, KCU ra e^?.
1 Luke

reads : 'Ev eret Se TrevTeKatSe/carw 7779 ^ye/nowa? Tifiepiov

Kaura/309. We do not of course Lay much stress upon

this, but the fact that there is a variation should be

noticed. Critics quietly assume, because there' is a dif-

ference, that Epiphanius has abbreviated, but that is by
no means sure. In any case, instances could be multi-

plied to show that if one of our Synoptic Gospels were

lost, one of the survivors would in this manner have

credit for passages which it had in reality either derived

from the lost Gospel, or with it drawn from a common

original source.

Now starting from the undeniable fact that the

Synoptic Gospels are in no case purely original inde-

pendent works, but are based upon older writings, or

upon each other, each Gospel remodelling and adding to

already existing materials, as the author of the third

Gospel, indeed, very frankly and distinctly indicates,
2

it

seems indeed a bold thing to affirm that Marcion's

Gospel, whose existence is authenticated long before we

have any evidence of Luke's,
3 must have been derived

from the latter. Ewald has made a minute analysis of

the Synoptics assigning the materials of each to what he

considers their original source. We do riot of course

attach any very specific importance to such results, for it

is clear that they must to a great extent be arbitrary
and incapable of proof, but being effected without any
reference to the question before us, it may be interesting

1

Heor., xlii. ed. Pet., p. 312.
2 Luke i. 1 4. He professes to write in order the things in which

Theophilus had already been instructed, not to tell something new, but

merely that he might know the certainty thereof.
2
Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 276

; Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. i.,

p. 175 ff. ; Per Ursprung, p. 75.
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to compare Ewald's conclusions regarding the parallel

part of Luke, with the first chapter of Marcion's Gospel.

Ewald details the materials from which our Synoptic

Gospels were derived, and the order of their composition

as follows, each Synoptic of course making use of the

earlier materials : I. the oldest Gospel. II. the collection of

Discourses (Spruchsammlung). III. Mark. IV. the Book of

earlier History. V. our present Matthew. VI. the sixth re-

cognizable book. VII. the seventh book. VIII. the eighth

book ; and IX. Luke. 1 Now the only part of our third ca-

nonical Gospel corresponding with any part of the first

chapter of Marcion's Gospel which Ewald ascribes to the

author of our actual Luke is the opening date.
2 The pas-

sage to which the few opening words are joined, and

which constitute the commencement of Marcion's Gospel,

Luke iv. 31 39, is a section commencing with verse 31,

and extending to the end of the chapter, thereby including

verses 40 44, which Ewald assigns to Mark.3 Verses

16 24, which immediately follow, also form a complete

1 Ewald, Die drei ersten Evangelien, 1850, p. 1
;
cf. Jahrb. bibl. Wiss.,

184849.
2 The verses iv. 14 15, which Volkmar wished to include, but which

all other critics reject (sec p. 128, note 7), from Marcion's text, Ewald
likewise identifies as an isolated couple of verses by the author of our

Luke inserted between episodes derived from, other written sources. Cf.

Ewald, 1. c.

3
Eivahl, Die drei erst. Ew., p. 104f. ; cf. p. 1. Wo hold that Marcioi's

Gospel read continuously, v. ')! 44, and that v. 1C ft', then imme-

diately followed. This would make the reference at Nazareth to the

works done at Capernaum much more complete, and would remove the

incongruity of attributing v. 40 44, to tho evening of the day of escape
from Nazareth and return to Capernaum or to Nazareth itself. The only
reason for not joining 4044 to tho preceding section 31 39, is tho

broken order of reference by Tertulliun (Adv. Marc, iv- 8), but there is no

statement that he follows the actual order of Marcion in this, and his

argument would fully account for tho order of his references without

dividing this passage. Cf. Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 146 ff. ; Ifilgcnfeld,

Die Ew. J., p. 462 ff.
;
Theol. Jahrb., 1853, p. 198 f.
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and isolated passage assigned by Ewald, to the
"
sixth

recognizable book." 1 Verses 25 27, also are the whole

of another isolated section attributed by Ewald, to the
" Book of earlier history," whilst 28 30, in like manner

form another complete and isolated episode, assigned by
him to the

"
eighth recognizable book." 2

According to

Ewald, therefore, Luke's Gospel at this place is a mere

patchwork of older writings, and if this be in any degree

accepted, as in the abstract, indeed, it is by the great

mass of critics, then the Gospel of Marcion is an arrange-

ment different from Luke of materials not his, but

previously existing, and of which, therefore, there is no

warrant to limit the use and reproduction to the canon-

ical Gospel.

The course pursued by critics, with regard to Marcion's

Gospel, is necessarily very unsatisfactoiy. They com-

mence with a definite hypothesis, and try whether all

the peculiarities of the text may not be more or less

well explained by it. On the other hand, the attempt to

settle the question by a comparison of the reconstructed

text with Luke's is equally inconclusive. The deter-

mination of priority of composition from internal

evidence, where there are no chronological references,

must as a general rule be arbitrary, and can rarely be

accepted as final. Internal evidence would, indeed,

decidedly favour the priority of Marcion's Gospel. The

great uncertainty of the whole system, even wrhen applied

under the most favourable circumstances, is well illus-

trated by the contradictory results at which critics have

arrived as to the order of production and dependence on

each other of our three Synoptics. Without going into

1 EwaU, Die drei erst. Evv., p. 104, cf. p. 1
; v. 24 is omitted.

"- EwaU, ib.> p. 104, cf. p. 1.
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details, we may say that critics who are all agreed upon
the mutual dependence of those Gospels have variously

arranged them in the following order : I. Matthew

Mark Luke. 1
II. Matthew Luke Mark. 2

III. Mark

Matthew Luke.3 IV. Mark Luke Matthew.4 V.

Luke Matthew Mark.5 VI. All three out of com-

mon written sources.
6 Were we to state the various

theories still more in detail, we might largely increase

the variety of conclusions. These, however, suffice to

show the uncertainty of results derived from- internal

evidence.

It is always assumed that Marcion altered a Gospel to

suit his own particular system, but as one of his most

orthodox critics, while asserting that Luke's narrative lay

at the basis of his Gospel, admits : "it is not equally

clear that all the changes were due to Marcion him-

self
;

" 7
arid, although he considers that

" some of the

omissions can be explained by his peculiar doctrines," he

1 Of course wo only pretend to indicate a few of the critics who adopt
each order. So Bengel, Bolton, Ebrard, Grotius, Hengatenberg, Hug,
Ililgenfeld, Holtzmann, Mill, Seiler, Townson, Wetstein.

2 So Ammon, Baur, Bleek, Delitzsch, Fritzsche, Gfrorer, Giiesbach,

Kern, Kostlin, Neudecker, Saunier, Schwarz, Schwegler, Sieflert, Stroth,

Theile, Owen, Paulus, De Wette, Augustine (de cons. Ev.,i. 4).
3 So Credner, nitzig, Lachmann, (!') Reuss, Bitschl, Meyer, Storr,

Thiersch, Ewald.
4 B. Bauer, Hitzig, (?) Schneckenburger, Volkmar, Weisse, Wilke.
*
Biisching, Evanson.

6
Bertholdt, Clericus, Corrodi, Eichhorn> Gratz. Hiinlein, Kuiuoel,

Lessing, Marsh, Michaclis, Koppe, Niemeyer, Semler, Schleicrmacher,

Schmidt, Weber. This view was partly shared by many of those men-
tioned under other orders.

7
Westcott, On the Canon, p. 275. We do not pause to discuss Tertul-

lian's insinuations (Adv. Marc., iv. 4), that Marcion himself admitted that

he had amended St. Luke's Gospel, for the statement was repudiated by
the Marcionites, abandoned practically by Tertullian himself, and has

been rejected by the mass of critics. Cf. Ilitschl, Das Ev. M. , p. 23 ff. ;

Volkmar, Theol. Jahrb., 1850, p. 120; Das Ev. M., p. 3f.; Hilgenfeld,

Die Ew. J.,p. 446; Schweyler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. 283, anm. 2.
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continues :

" others are unlike arbitrary corrections, and

must be considered as various readings of tlie greatest

interest, dating as they do from a time anterior to all

other authorities in our possession."
l

Now, although

undoubtedly the more developed forms of the Gospel

narrative grew up by additions, materially influenced by

dogmatic and local reasons, it is an argument contrary to

actual critical results, generally, to affirm that a Gospel

whose distinguishing characteristic is greater brevity

was produced by omissions in the interest of a system

from a longer work of which we never hear till long

after. It is more simple and natural to suppose that the

system was formed upon the Gospel as Marcion found it,

than that the Gospel was afterwards fitted to the system.

The latter hypothesis, as we have seen, involves absurd

anomalies which are universally admitted. So imper-

fectly did Marcion do the work he is supposed to have

undertaken that he is refuted out of his own manipulated

document. This might well .be the case if he had

evolved his system from a Gospel independently com-

posed, and which in the main seemed to support him,

but not in a work upon which he had felt able freely to

use the knife. On examination it is found that he omits

what is favourable, retains what is contradictory, and

actually interpolates passages contrary to his principles.

A more senseless and absurd proceeding, judged by
actual facts, was never ascribed to an able man. 2 The

statement of the Fathers that Marcion's Gospel was no

original work, but a mutilated version of Luke, is

unsupported by a single historical or critical argument,

1
WestcoU, On the Canon, p. 275.

2
Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 270 ff. ; EicMiorn, Einl. N. T., i.

p. 75 ; Bev.es, Rey. de Thcol., 1857, p. 4
; cf. TertuUian, Adv. Marc., iv. 43.
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and was based merely upon their ecclesiastical theory

that, being a canonical work adopted by the Church,

Luke's Gospel must be the older work. If we except

the Gospel according to the Hebrews, however, Marcion's

Gospel is the oldest evangelical work of which we hear

anything, and it ranks far above our third Synoptic in

this respect.
1 There is no evidence that it was not one

of the numerous Gospels in circulation before our third

Synoptic was written, and out of which that Gospel itself

grew.
2

Marcion's Gospel, we contend, may well have been

one of the earlier evangelical works which, after the

development of doctrine in the early Church had led to

fuller and more elaborate versions, and to the introduc-

tion of elements from which the more crude primitive

Gospels were free, were doubtless treasured by some as a

purer and simpler exposition of Christianity. No one of

course would maintain that the instant a new edition of

the Gospel,
" with additions and improvements," was

produced, the older and more fragmentary codices at

once disappeared. They would probably gradually

decline in favour, but many conservative minds, espe-

cially in distant districts, would long cling to their

teaching in preference to the more elaborate but later

productions. This view is supported by many conside-

rations, and is rendered all the more probable by the fact

that Marcion found his Gospel in the distant province of

1

Schiveyhr, Das iiachap. Zeit., i. p. 27G ; VoJkmar, Das Ev. M., pp. 1,

75, 175 ff., 180, 257 ; Der Urspriuig, p. 75 ; Hilgenfeld, Die Ew. J., p.

474 f. ; Holtzmann, Dio synopt. Ew., p. 402 ;cf. Wcstcott, On the Canon,

p. 274 f.

2
EichJiorn, Einl. N. T., i. p. 74; Quarter, Entst. schr. Ew., p. 26 j

Schleiermocher, Einl. N. T., p. 198; cf. Ewald, Jahrb. bibl. Wiss, 1853

54, p. 48.
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Pontus, which in the days when MSS. were but slowly

multiplied and disseminated lay far from the centres of

novelty. Tertullian delights in calling the Gospel of the

Heresiarch the "
Evangelium Ponticum" l and the Mar-

cionites maintained that their Gospel was that of which

the Apostle Paul himself made use.2 The circumstance

that it was actually brought by Marcion from Pontus,

and the name given to it by Tertullian, however, show

it to have been a work most probably in circulation

amongst the Christians of that province, who no doubt

had their special Gospel like all the early Christian

communities. The Church in Pontus was strongly

Paulinian, and it is therefore probable that they may
have used a form of the Gospel narrative associated

with that Apostle which, elsewhere, in circles of greater

intellectual and Christian activity, had gradually become

transformed and matured into larger proportions.
3 No

one accuses Marcion of haviDg written his own Gospel,

nor did he, after the fashion of his time, call it after his

own name,4 On the contrary, it had no author's name

attached to it, and its superscription was simply,
" The

Gospel," or
" The Gospel of the Lord

"
(TO cva-yyeXto^ or

v rov Kvpiov).
5

Schwegler has rightly remarked

1 Cf. Adv. Marc., iv. 2.

-
Tertullian, Adv. Marc., iv. 2; Dial, de recta fide, 1

; Orig., Opp., i.

p. 807 ; cf. Rom. ii. 16, xyi. 25
; Gal. i. 6.

3
Bertholdt, Einl. A. und N. T., 1813, iii. p. 1216 ff., 129-1 ff. Bertholdt

considers Marcion's Gospel an earlier Greek translation from the original

Gospel which formed the basis of Luke. Luke edited in Greek the

original Gospel -which Paul used.
4
Bunsen, Bibelwerk, viii. p. 563

; ScMeHrmacJier, Einl. N. T., p. 198 ;

Credner, Beitrage, i. p. 43 ; Eiclihorn, Einl. N. T., i. p. 79 f.

* Marcion Evangelic suo nullum adscribit auctorem. Tertullian, Adv.
Marc., iv. 2 ; Dial, de recta fide, 1

; BertMdt, Einl., iii. p. 1293
; Week,

Einl. N. T., p. 126; Bunsen, Bibelwerk, viii. p. 563; Credner, Beitrage,
i. p. 43; Eichhom, Einl. N. T., i. p. 79 f. ; Scl.wegler, Das nachap. Zeit.
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that this very namelcssness is, as in the Gospel according

to the Hebrews, strong evidence of its originality ;
a forger

would certainly not have omitted to attach to his falsi-

fied Gospel some weighty name of apostolic times. 1

That some importance should be attached to this point

is evident from the fact that Tertullian reproaches Mar-

cion with the anonymous character of his work, arising

from the omission of the expedient too well known in his

time.
" And here already I might make a stand," he

exclaims, at the very opening of his attack on the Gospel

of Pontus,
"
contending that a work is not to -be recog-

nized which does not hold its front erect which

does not engage faith from the plenitude of its title, and

the due profession of its author." 2 The spurious and

pseudonymic literature of the first centuries of our era

prove only too well how little scruple there was to sup-

port pious fraud by plenitude of title, and the
" Great

African
"

himself was not unfrequently a victim to the

practice. Not only did Marcion himself not in any way
connect the name of Luke with his Gospel, but his fol-

lowers repudiated the idea that Luke was its author, and

taunted the orthodox members of the Church for having
their doctrines taught by four adulterated Gospels, whilst

they received theirs from one, the Gospel of Christ.3

If we turn to the Epistles of Paul, which Marcion

i. p. 280 f., p. 261
; Scholten, Hot Paulin. Evangelic, p. 8; Tischendorf,

Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 61 ;
De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 119 f. ; Halm,

Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 403; Das Ev. M., p. 132; Neutlecker, Einl. N. T.,

p. 74, arim. * Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 281.
2 Et possem hiejam gradum figere, non agnoscendum contendens opus,

quod non erigat irontern, quod nullam constantiam prceferat, nullam

fidcm roproinittat do plenitudino tituli ct professione debita auctoris.

TertuJlian, Adv. Marc., iv. 2.

3 Dial, de recta fide, 1
; JierthoMt, Einl. iii. p. 129,3, 1218 ff. ; Bitnsen,

Bibelwerk, viii. p. 563; Eichhvrn, Einl. N. T., i. p. 79 f.; Giesder, Entst.

schr. Ew., p. 25. The later Marcionites affirmed their Gospel to have
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acknowledged, for some help in deciding the question as

to his Gospel, we find that in many respects as to selec-

tion, order, and readings, Marcion's collection is remark-

ably in unison with the results of modern criticism.
1

The information which we have regarding his text is

very defective, but it is sufficient to show that many of

the alterations which he is accused by his uncritical and

icmorant adversaries of making in the interest of his
5 CJ

system are really original and correct readings, whilst

others are either merely unimportant natural variations,

or mere accidental omissions from the copy in the hands

of the Fathers.2 "Tertullian and Epiphanius," writes

Canon Westcott, "agree in affirming that Mareion

altered the texts of the books which he received to suit

his own views ; and they quote many various readings

in support of the assertion. Those which they cite from

the Epistles are certainly insufficient to prove the point ;

and on the contrary, they go far to show that Mareion

preserved without alteration the text which he found

in his manuscript. Of the seven readings noticed by

Epiphanius only two are unsupported by other authority ;

and it is altogether unlikely that Marcion changed other

passages, when, as Epiphanius himself shows, he left

untouched those which are most directly opposed to his

system."
3 Now the Epistles did not go through the

process of development by which through successive addi-

been -written by Christ himself, and the particulars of the Crucifixion,

&c., to have been added by Paul.
1 Baur, TJnters. kan. ETV., p. 420 ff. ; Eems, Hist, du Canon, p. 77 ff. ;

Gesch. X. T., p. 286 ; RitscU, Das Ev. M., p. 153 ff., p. 166; SfTncegler,

Das nachap Zeit., L p. 273; Wateatt, On the Canon, p. 274; cf. De Wette,

Einl. A. T., 1852, 20, p. 25 f.

'
Baur, tTnters. kan. Err., p. 411 ff.; Grtdntr, Gesch. N. T. Kan.,

p. 160 ff. ; ReuM, Hist, du Canon, p. 72, note 3 ; Gesch. N. T., p. 370 cf.

3
Weitcott, On the Canon, p. 274.
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tions and alterations tke Gospels attained their present

form. We are, therefore, able to determine with con-

siderable accuracy the original state of their text. We

find, then, that not only does Marcion leave untouched,

even by the showing of Epiphanius himself, the passages

most opposed to him, but that the falsifications of which

he is accused by the Fathers are often more original read-

ings supported by the best authorities, and in fact that he

evidently had in no way tampered with his manuscript.

Is it not reasonable to suppose that he had equally

preserved without alteration the text which he found in

the manuscript of his Gospel? Any man of his eminence

actoptiug and holding fast a comparatively primitive form

of the Gospel found in circulation in a distant province

like Pontus, and thus preserving it from the fate of other

similar works, would soon find on comparing it with

Gospels which had grown up and advanced with the

progress of the Church, that it lacked many a passage

which had crept into them. His Gospel had stood still

on the outskirts of Christianity, whilst others in the

more active religious centres had collected fresh matter

and modified their original form. We have no reason to

believe the accusation of the Fathers in regard to theo

Gospel, which we cannot fully test, better founded than

that in regard to the Epistles, which we can test, and

find unfounded. It is a significant fact that Justin

Martyr, who attacks Marcion's system, never brings any
accusation against him of mutilating or falsifying any

Gospel, although, living at the time of the Heresiarch,

he was in a position to know the facts much more cer-

tainly than Irenseus, Tertullian, and Epiphanius, who

lived and wrote at a much later period. There is good
reason to conclude that Marcion made use of a Gospel
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iii a more primitive and less mature state than our third

Synoptic, and that, as he did with the Epistles, he pre-

served the text as he found it.

There is no evidence whatever that Marcion had any

knowledge of the other canonical Gospels in any form. 1

None of his writings are extant, and no direct assertion

is made even by the Fathers that he knew them, although

from their dogmatic point of view they assume that these

Gospels existed from the very first, and therefore insin-

uate that as he only recognized one Gospel, he rejected

them.2 When Irenseus says :

" He persuaded his disciples

that lie himself was more veracious than are the apostles

who handed down the Gospel ; delivering to them Hot

the Gospel, but part of the Gospel,"
3

it is quite clear

that he speaks of the Gospel the good tidings Chris-

tianity and not of specific written Gospels. In another

passage which is referred to by Apologists, Irenaeus says

of the Marcionites that they have asserted :

" That the

apostles, forsooth, have proclaimed the Gospel still under

the influence of Jewish prejudices ; but that they them-

selves are more perfect and more judicious than the

apostles. Wherefore also Marcion and his followers have

had recourse to mutilating the Scriptures, not recognizing

some books at all, but curtailing the Gospel according

to Luke and the Epistles of Paul ; these they say are

alone authentic which they themselves have abbreviated."4

1

E-ichhwn, Einl. N. T., i. p. 73 ff., 79, 84
; Gieseler, Entst. schr. Evv.

p. 2o; Bumpf, Eey. do Theol., 1867, p. 21
; Schleiermacher, Einl. N. T.,

p. 214 f.

2
Irenceus, Adv. Hrcr., i. 27, 2; cf. iii. 2; 12, 12; Tertullian, Adv.

Marc., iv. 3; cf. De Game Christi, 2, 3.

3
Semetipsum esse veraciorem, quam sunt hi, qui Evangolium tra-

didorunt, apostoli, suasit discipulis suis
; non Evangclium, sed particulam

Evangelii tradens eis. Adv. Hror., i. 27, 2.

4 Et apostolos quidem adhuc quse sunt Judseorum sentientes, annun-
tiasso Evangelium ; se autem sinceriorcs, et prudentiores apostolis esse.
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These remarks chiefly refer to the followers of Marcion,

and as we have shown, when treating of Yalentinus,

Ircnaeus is expressly writing against members of heretical

sects living in his own day and not of the founders of

those sects.
1 The Marcionites of the time of Irenseus no

doubt rejected the Gospels, but although Marcion ob-

viously did not accept any of the Gospels which have

become canonical, it does not by any means follow that

he knew anything of these particular Gospels. As yet

we have not met with any evidence even of their exist-

ence at a much later period.

The evidence of Tertullian is not a whit more valu-

able. In the passage usually cited, he says :

" But

Marcion, lighting upon the Epistle of Paul to the Gala-

tians, in which he reproaches even Apostles for not

walking uprightly according to the truth of the Gospel,

as well as accuses certain false Apostles of perverting

the Gospel of Christ, tries with all his might to destroy

the status of those Gospels which arc promulgated legiti-

mately and under the name of Apostles or also of

apostolic men, in order, be it known, to confer upon his

own the credit which he takes from them." 2 Now here

again it is clear that Tertullian is simply applying, by

inference, Marcion's views with regard to the preaching

Uncle et Marcion, et qui ub eo sunt, ad intercidendas conversi sunt

Scripturas, quasdam quidem in totum non cognoscentes, secundum Lucam
autein Evangelium, ot Epistolas Pauli decurtautes, ha>c sola logitima

esse dicuut, qiue ipsi minoraverunt. Adv. Hter., iii. 12, 12.

1 Of. Adv. Ilaer., i. Prcef. 2
;

iii. Pnief., &c.
"
Sed enirn Marcion nactus cpistolarn Pauli ad Galatas, etium ipsos

npostolos suggillantis ut non recto pedeincedentes adveritateinevangelii,
simul et accusantis pseudapostolos quosdam pervcrtentes evangelium
Christi, connititur ad destrueudum statum eorum evangeliorum, qua*

propria ct sub apostolorum nomine cduntur, vel etiam apostolicoiuni, ut

scilicet fidem, quam illis ndiinit, suo couferat. Ady. Mnrc., iv. 3; cf. de

Came Christi, 2, 3,

VOL, II, L
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of the Gospel by the two parties in the Church, repre-

sented by the Apostle Paul and the
"
pillar

"
Apostles

whose leaning to Jewish doctrines he condemned, to the

written Gospels recognized in his day though not in

Marcion's.
"
It is uncertain," says even Canon Westcott,

" whether Tcrtullian in the passage quoted speaks from a

knowledge of what Marcion may have written on the

subject, or simply from his own point of sight."
1

Any
doubt is, however, removed on examining the context, for

Tertullian proceeds to argue that if Paul censured Peter,

John and James, it was for changing their company from

respect of persons, and similarly,
"

if false apostles crept

in," they betrayed their character by insisting on Jewish

observances.
" So that it was not on account of their

preaching, but of their conversation that they were

pointed out by Paul,"
2 and he goes on to argue that if

Marcion thus accuses Apostles of having depraved the

Gospel by their dissimulation, he accuses Christ accusing

those whom Christ selected.
3

It is palpable, therefore,

that Marcion, in whatever he may have written, referred

to the preaching of the Gospel, or Christianity, by Apostles

who retained their Jewish prejudices in favour of circum-

cision and legal observances, and not to written Gospels.

Tertullian merely assumes, with his usual audacity, that

the Church had the four Gospels from the very first, and

therefore that Marcion, who had only one Gospel, knew

the others and deliberately rejected them.

At the very best, even if the hypothesis that Marcion's

Gospel was a mutilated Luke were established, Marcion

1 On the Canon, p. 276, note 1.

2 Adeo non de praedicatione, sed de conversatione a Paulo denotabantur.

Adv. Marc., iv. 3.

3 Adv. Marc., iv. 3.
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affords no evidence in favour of the authenticity or trust-

worthy character of our third Synoptic. His Gospel

was nameless, and his followers repudiated the idea of its

having been written by Luke ; and regarded even as the

earliest testimony for the existence of Luke's Gospel, that

testimony is not in confirmation of its genuineness and

reliability, but on the contrary condemns it as garbled

and interpolated.
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CHAPTER VIII.

TAT IAN DIONYSIUS OF CORINTH.

FROM Marcion we now turn to Tatian, another so-

called heretic leader. Tatian, an Assyrian by birth,
1

embraced Christianity and became a disciple of Justin

Martyr
2 in Rome, sharing with him, as it seems, the

persecution excited by Crescens the Cynic
3 to which

Justin fell a victim. After the death of Justin, Tatian,

who till then had continued thoroughly orthodox, left

Rome, and joined the sect of the Encratites, of which,

however, he was not the founder,
4 and became the

leading exponent of their austere and ascetic doctrines.5

The only one of his writings which is still extant is

his
"
Oration to the Greeks" (Xdyos irpos ^EXA-qvas). This

work was written after the death of Justin, for in it he

refers to that event,
6 and it is generally dated between

1 Oratio ad Grsecos, cd Otto, -42.

2
II., 18. 3

7ft., 19.

4
Anger, Synops. Ev. Proleg., p. xxviii. ; Credner, Beitiage, i. p. 437;

Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 34; Wcstcott, On the Canon, p. 277.
5
Euscbius, II. E., iv. 29; Irenceus, Adv. User., i. 28; Epiphanitu,

Haer., xivi. 1
; Hieron., De Vir. Illustr., 29 ; Theodoret, Haer. fab., i. 20

;

Seaiisobre, Ilist. du Manicheisme, i. p. 303 f. ; Matter, Hist du Chris-

tianisme, 2 cd., i. p. 172 f.
; Vvlkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 34 ; Credner,

Beitiage, i. p. 437 f. ; Bunsen, Bibelwerk, viii. p. 562
; Donaldson, Hist.

Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 3 if. ; Lardntr, Credibility, &c., Works, ii. p.

136 ff.

6 Orat. adGr., 19; Cminer, Beitriige, i. 438; SclwUen, Die alt. Zeug-
nisse, p. 93; Kcim, Jesu v. Nazara, i. p. 145; TischendorJ', Wann wurden,
u. s. \r.,

j). 16, anin. 1.
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A.D. 170 17.).
1 Tischcndorf docs not assert that there is

any quotation in this address taken from the Synoptic

Gospels ;

2 and Canon Wcstcott only affirms that it

contains a
"
clear reference

"
to "a parable recorded by

St. Matthew," and he excuses the slightuess of this

evidence by adding :

" The absence of more explicit

testimony to the books of the New Testament is to

be accounted for by the style of his writing, and not

by his unworthy estimate of their importance."
3 This

remark is without foundation, as we know nothing

whatever with regard to Tatian's estimate of any such

books.

The supposed
"
clear reference

"
is as follows :

" For

by means of a certain hidden treasure (dTroi<pv<f>ov

0yjcravpov) he has taken to himself all that we possess,

for which while we are digging we are indeed covered

with dust, but we succeed in making it our fixed pos-

session." 4 This is claimed as a reference to Matt.

xiii. 44 :

" The kingdom of heaven is like unto treasure

hidden (Orjvavpa) /ce/cpiyx/zefw) in the field, which a man
found and hid, and for his joy he goeth and selleth all

that he hath and buyeth that field." So faint a simi-

larity could not prove anything, but it is evident that

there are decided differences here. Were the probability

1

AW//i, Jesu v. Nazara, i. p. 145; Tisvltcnilorf (between 1GG 170),

Wann warden, u. s. w., p. 1(3, unm. 1, p. 17; Volkmar (between 1Go

175), Der Ursprung, p. 1G3 ;
cf. p. 34 ff.

; Credner, Beitriige, i. p. 438 ;

Scholtcn, Die iilt. Zeugnisse, p. 93; Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. andDoctr.,
iii. p. 10; Lardncr (between 1G5 172), Credibility, &e., Works, ii. p. 139;

DC Write (t 176), Einl. A. T., 1852, p. 24.

2 Cf. Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 16 f.

3 On the Canon, p. 278.
4 Aea TWOS yap airoKpixpov drjffavpov riav r)fJi(Tfpo)V fTTdcpdrijo-fv, ov opvrrovrfs

KOVlOpTCp p(li t'jfJLf'lS (V(Tr\T)<T0T)fJL(1>, TOVTO) 8 TOV GVVfffTttVOl TrfV a(

Oral, ad Gr., 30.
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fifty times greater than it is that Tatian had in his mind

the parable, which is reported in our first Gospel, nothing

could be more unwarrantable than the deduction that he

referred to the passage in our Matthew, and not to any

other of the numerous Gospels which we know to have

early been in circulation . Ewald ascribes the parable in

Matthew originally to the "
Spruchsammlung

"
or collec-

tion of Discourses, the second of the four works out of

which he considers our first Synoptic to have been com-

piled.
1 As evidence for the existence even -of our first

canonical Gospel no such reference could have the

slightest value.

Although neither Tischendorf nor Canon Westcotto

think it worth while to refer to it, some apologists claim

another passage in the Oration as a reference to our

third Synoptic.
"
Laugh ye : nevertheless you shall

weep."
2 This is compared with Luke vi. 25 :

" Woe
unto you that laugh now : for ye shall mourn and

weep."
3 Here again it is absurd to trace a reference in

the words of Tatian specially to our third Gospel, and

manifestly nothing could be more foolish than to build

upon such vague similarity any hypothesis of Tatian's

acquaintance with Luke. If there be one part of the

Gospel which was more known than another in the first

ages of Christianity it was the Sermon on the Mount,

and there can be no doubt that many evangelical works

now lost contained versions of it. Ewald likewise

assigns this passage of Luke originally to the Spruch-

sammlung,
4 and no one can doubt that the saying was

recorded long before the writer of the third Gospel

1 Die drei ersten Evv., 1. c.

2 FeXore fie vfJifls, u>s KOI K\avcrovTs. Orat. ad Gr., 32.

3 ovai vp.1v ol ye\S)VTs vvv' on TrevdrcrfTf Kal jcXavcrere. Luke Yl. 25.

4 Die drei ersten Eyy., 1. c.
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undertook to compile evangelical history, as so many had

done before him. It is one specially likely to have

formed part of the Gospel according to the Hebrews.

Further on, however, Canon Westcott says :

"
it can

be gathered from Clement of Alexandria . . that

he (Tatian) endeavoured to derive authority for his

peculiar opinions from the Epistles to the Corinthians

and Galatians, and probably from the Epistle to the

Ephesians, and the Gospel of St. Matthew." l Allusion

is here made -to a passage in the Stromataof Clement, in

which reference is supposed by the apologist to be made

to Tatian. No person, however, is named, and Clement

merely introduces his remark by the words :

"
a certain

person (rts) inveighs, &c., applying the Saviour's words

not to treasure upon earth where moth and rust corrupt"

(evrl yrjs JU.T) Bricravpi^eiv onov err)? /cat ftpwcrLS d^avt^et).
2

The parallel passage in Matthew vi. 19, reads: "Lay
not up for yourselves treasures upon earth, where moth

and rust doth corrupt," &c. (^ Brja-avpi^erc v^lv

Orjcravpovs cirl TTJS yrjs, K.T.\.). Canon Westcott, it is

true, merely suggests that "probably" this may be

ascribed to Tatian, but it is almost absolutely certain

that it was not attributed to him by Clement. Tatian is

several times referred to in the course of the same

chapter, and his words are continued by the use of ^170-1

or
y/)a</>ei,

and it is in the highest degree improbable

that Clement should introduce another quotation from

him in such immediate context by the vague and distant

reference
"
a certain person

"
(719). On the other hand

reference is made in the chapter to otter writers and

sects, to one of whom with infinitely greater propriety

this expression applies. No weight, therefore, could be

1 On the Canon, p. 279.
2 Strom, iii. 12, 86.
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attached to any such passage in connection with Tatian.

Moreover the quotation not only does not agree with our

Synoptic, but may much more probably have been

derived from the Gospel according to the Hebrews. 1

It will be remembered that Justin Martyr quotes the

same passage, with the same omission of
"
Orjcravpovs,"

from a Gospel different from our Synoptics.
2

Tatian, however, is claimed by apologists as a witness

for the existence of our Gospels more than this he

could not possibly be principally on the ground that

his Gospel was called by some Diatessaron (Sia recrcraipatv)

or
"
by four," and it is assumed to have been a harmony

of four Gospels. The work is no longer extant, and, as

we shall see, our information regarding it is of the

scantiest and most unsatisfactory description. Critics

have arrived at very various conclusions with regard to

the composition of the work. Some of course affirm,

with more or less of hesitation nevertheless, that it

was nothing else than a harmony of our four canonical

Gospels ;

3
many of these, however, are constrained to

admit that it was also partly based upon the Gospel

according to the Hebrews.4 Others maintain that it was

a harmony of our three Synoptics together with the

1 Cf. Credner, Beitrage, i. p. 445.
-
Justin, Apol., i. 15, see Vol. i. p. 354 f., }'. 376 f.

3
Anyer, Synops. Ev. Prolog., p. xxviii. ; Bhcli, Einl. N. T., p. 231 ;

liindeinann, Th. Stud. u. Krit., 1842, p. 471 ff.
; Celerier, Essai d'une

Introd. X. T., p. 21
; Delitzecli, Urspr. Mt. Ev., p. 30 ; Fritmftser,

Einl. X. B., p. 276 ; Guericke, Gesammtgesch. N. T., p. 227 ; Ifuy, Einl.

N. T., i. p. 40 ff. ; XfrrJiJiofer, Quellensarnml., p. 43, anm. 1
; Xrudecker,

Lehrb. Einl. X. T., p. 45 f. ; Wcstcott, On the Canon, p. 279 ff. ; Tischen-

dvrf, "\Vann wurden, u. s. w.. p. 16 f.
; OMiaitsen, Echtli. vier can. Evv.

p. 336 ff.

1 (wV/.r, Gesammtgesch.. p. 227; Kirchltufer, Quollensamml.,

p. 44, anua. 1 ; J)e Wdte, Einl. X. T., p. 116f.
; yeuduker, Einl. X. T.,

p. 45 f.
;
cf. MicJiadis, Einl. X. T.. ii. p. 1007 f.. 1042

; Simon, Hist. Crit.

X. T., p. 74.
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Gospel according to the Hebrews
;

l whilst many deny
that it was composed of our Gospels at all,

2 and either

declare it to have been a harmony of the Gospel accord-

ing to the Hebrews with three other Gospels whose

identity cannot be determined, or that it was simply the

Gospel according to the Hebrews itself,
3
by which name,

as Epiphanius states, it was called by many in his day.
4

Tatian's Gospel, however, was not only called Diates-

saron, but, according to Victor of Capua, it was also

called Diapentc (Sta rrevre) "by five/'
5 a complication

which shows the incorrectness of the ecclesiastical theory

of its composition.

Tischendorf, anxious to date Tatian's Gospel as early

as possible, says that in all probability it was composed
earlier than the address to the Greeks.6 Of this, how-

ever, he does not offer any evidence, and upon examina-

tion it is very evident that the work was on the contrary

composed or adopted after the Oration and his avowal of

heretical opinions. Theodoret states that Tatian had in

1

Bunsen, Bibelwcrk, viii. p. 562; Orutz, Kr. Unters. Justin's Denkw. ;

ScJiollcn, Die Jilt. Zeugnissc, p. 94 ; cf. 98.

2
Credner, Bcitriige, i. p. 48, p. 443 f.

; Eichhorn, Einl. N. T., i. p.

120 ff.
; Jleuss, Gosch. N. T., p. 193

; Schmidt, Einl. N. T., i. p. 125 ff.
;

ir/Vr/iv, Tradition u. Mythe, p. 15.

3
liaur, Untors. kan Evv., p. 573

; Crertiier, Beitiiige, i. p. 444
; Gesch.

N. T. Kanons, p. 17 ff. ; EicMivrii, Einl. N. T., i. p. 123
; Itcuss, Geseli.

N. T., p. 193; Scliwcyler, Dasnachap. Zeit., i. p. 235; Nicolas, Et. suv les

Ev. apocr., p. 137.

4
Ei>iphanius, Hrer., xlvi. 1.

5 Proof, ad anon. Harm. Evang. ; cf. Fabriclus, Cod. N. T., i. p. 378
;

Ktrchkofer, Quellcusaininl., p. 44; firiiss, Gesch. N. T., p. 193
; Scfiutt,

Isagogc, p. 22, amn. 3; MMid<-lin, Einl. N. T., ii. p. 1008; ftinwn, Hist.

Cj-it. N. T., ch. vii. ; ]><-<n<xl>r<-, Hist, du Manichuisrnc, i. p. 303 f.
;

Nicolas, Et. cvang. apocr., p. 137 ;
X< n<l-hrr, Einl. N. T., p. 44 f., anin.

p. 45 f., p. 47, anm. 2; Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 397 ; Lunlner,

Credibility, &c., Works, ii. p. 138 f.
; Wwtcott, On the Canon, p. 282,

note 1.

6 Wann \vurden, u. s. w., p. 16, anm. 1.
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it omitted the genealogies and all other passages showing

that Christ was born of David according to the flesh, and

he condemned the work, and caused it to be abandoned

on account of its evil design.
1 If the assumption be

correct, therefore, as Tischendorf maintains, that Tatian

altered our Gospels, and did not merely from the first,

like his master Justin, make use of Gospels different

from those which afterwards became canonical, he must

have composed the work after the death of Justin, up to

which time he is stated to have remained quite orthodox.2

The date may with much greater probability be set

between A.D. 170 ISO.3

The earliest writer who mentions Tatian's Gospel is

Eusebius,
4 who wrote some century and a half after its

supposed composition, without, however, having himself

seen the work at all, or being really acquainted with its

nature and contents.5 Eusebius says :

"
Tatian, however,

their former chief, having put together a certain amalga-

mation and collection, I know not how, of the Gospels,

named this the Diatessaron, which even now is current

with some." 6 It is clear that this information is not to

be relied on, for not only is it based upon mere hearsay,

1 Hzeret. fab., i. 20.

2
IrencKiis, Adv. Haer., i. 28

; Eusebius, H. E., iv. 29.

3 Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 164, p. 35.

4
Credner, Beitiiige, i. p. 441

; Feihnoser, Einl. N. B., p. 275; Hilyen-

feld, Der Kanon, p. 83, anm. 6
; Westcott, On the Canon, p. 279.

5 Bunsen, Bibelwerk, yiii. p. 562 ; Celericr, Introd. N. T., p. 22
;

Crcdntr, Beitrage, i. p. 441 f.
; Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 396

;

Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 24
; Feihnoser, Einl. N. B.,

p. 275 ; Huy, Einl. N. T., i. p. 42
; Lardner, Credibility, &c., Works, ii.

p. 138 ; Beuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 193
; Sdtolten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 94

;

Westcott, On the Canon, p. 280 f., note 4.

6 'O p.(vroi ye Trparepos avrStv dpxr/yos 6 Tariavos crvvd<pfidv Tiva KOI, crvvaywyijv

OVK olS
1

oir<as ratv eiayye\ia>v crvvGeis, TO 8ia Te<r<rdp<t>v TOVTO Trpoo-(i)v6p.acrft>'

* O
/cat Trapd TIO-IV flo~(Ti vvv (peperai. H. E., 1Y. 29.
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but it is altogether indefinite as to the character of the

contents, and the writer admits his own ignorance (ou/c

oIS' OTTCOS) regarding them.

Neither Irenseus, Clement of Alexandria, nor Jerome,

who refer to other works of Tatian, make any mention

of this one. Epiphanius, however, does so, but, like

Eusebius, without having himself seen it.
1 This second

reference to Tatian 's Gospel is made upwards of two

centuries after its supposed composition. Epiphanius

says :

"
It is said that he (Tatian) composed the Gospel

by four, which is called by some the Gospel according to

the Hebrews." 2 It must be observed that it is not said

that Tatian himself gave this Gospel the name of Diates-

saron,
3 but on the contrary the expression of Epiphanius

implies that he did not do so,
4 and the fact that it was

also called by some the Gospel according to the Hebrews,

and Diapente, shows that the work had no superscription

from Tatian of a contradictory character. Theodoret,

Bishop of Cyrus (t457) is the next writer who mentions

Tatian's Gospel, and he is the only one who had per-

sonally seen it. He says :

" He (Tatian) also composed
the Gospel which is called Diatessarou, excising the

genealogies and all the other parts which declare that

the Lord was born of the seed of David according to the

flesh. This was used not only by those of his own sect,

but also by those who held the apostolic doctrines, who

did not perceive the evil of the composition, but made

1
Credner, Beitriigo, i. p. 442; Davidson, lutrod. N. T., ii. p. 390

;

Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 24.

2
AyeTat Se TO 8ia Tf<T(rdpa>v tvayyeXiov vrr' avrou yeyevrja-Oai oirtp, Kara

'E/3/Ku'ovr Tivts KaAovo-t. Epiph., liter., xlvi. 1.

3
Credner, Gesch. N. T. Kanon, p. 18; Nemlecker, Einl. N. T., p. 47,

anm. 2
; Scholten, Die silt. Zeugnisse, p. 95

; Volkmar, Der Ursprung,

p. 34.

4
Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 397.
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use of the book in simplicity on account of its concise-

ness. I myself found upwards of two hundred such

books held in honour among your churches, and collect-

ing them all together, I had them put aside, and instead

introduced the Gospels of the four Evangelists." Again
it must be observed that Theodoret does not say that

the Gospel of Tatian ivas a Diatessaron, but merely that

it was called so (Sia r<rcrapwv /caXou/xevov).
1

After quoting this passage, and that from Epiphanius,

Canon Westcott says with an assurance which, con-

sidering the nature of the evidence, is singular :

" Not

only then was the Diatessaron grounded on the four

canonical Gospels, but in its general form it was so

orthodox as to enjoy a wide ecclesiastical popularity.

The heretical character of the book was not evident

upon the surface of it, and consisted rather in faults of

defect than in erroneous teaching. Theodoret had cer-

tainly examined it, and he, like earlier writers, regarded

it as a compilation from the four Gospels. He speaks

of omissions which were at least in part natural in a

Harmony, but notices no such apocryphal additions as

would have found place in any Gospel not derived from

canonical sources." 2 Now it must be remembered that

the evidence regarding Tatian's Gospel is of the very

vaguest description. It is not mentioned by any writer

until a century and a half after the date of its supposed

1 Otroy KUI TO Sia Tfcrvaptov Ka\cvfj.i-ov avvri6fUifv dayytXiov, TUS re ytvfa-

Xoyias TTfpiKffyas, KCL ra XXa Jaa en cmtpfjiaTos Ao/SiS Kara crapica yyfvrjp.tvov

TUV KVplOV bflKW<TU>. 'TZxpTjfftUTO 8 TOVTtp OV pt'lVOV Ol TTjS (KIVCV (TVfJLpOplliS ,

fiXXa KOI ol rois anoaT(\iK(j'is i7ii'p.(ici Hy/jK-ai, TJ/I/ Tijr aviCi^Kr/s KCKcvpyiav CIK

ZyvajKoris, aXX' 67s\oi.<TT(pov u>s avvropw rat /3(^X/cp xPr
i
ffl

''t
JL(I'01- "E-fpov fie Kayo>

rrXftovs TI
dioKocrias f3if$\cvs TOIOVTOS iv rats Trop' f^'iv fKK^tjaiais Ttripijfitvaf,

Koi Trdaas <rvvayayu>v dn(dfp.r)i>, KOI TO ra>v TtTTapav fvayyt^iariov a

euayyeXia. Hser. fab., i. 20.

- On the Canon, p. 281.
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composition, and then only referred to by Euscbius, who

had not seen the work, and candidly confesses his ignor-

ance with regard to it, so that a critic who is almost as

orthodox us Canon Westcott himself acknowledges :

" For the truth is that we know no more about Tatian's

work than what Eusebius, who never saw it, knew/' 1

The only other writer who refers to it, Epiphanius, had

not seen it either, and while showing that the title of

Diatessaron had not been given to it by Tatian himself,

he states the important fact that some called it the

Gospel according to the Hebrews. Theodoret, the last

writer who mentions it, and of whom Dr. Donaldson

also says :

" Theodoret's information cannot be depended

upon/'
2 not only docs not say that it is based upon our

four Gospels, but, on the contrary, points out that Tatian's

Gospel did not contain the genealogies and passages

tracing the descent of Jesus through the race of David,

which our Synoptics possess, and he so much con-

demned the mischievous design of the work that he

confiscated the copies in circulation in his diocese as

heretical. Canon Westcott's assertion that Theodoret

regarded it as a compilation of our four Gospels is most

unfounded and arbitrary. Omissions, as he himself

points out, are natural to a Harmony, and conciseness

certainly would be the last quality for which it could have

been so highly prized, if every part of the four Gospels

had been retained. The omission of the parts referred

to, which arc equally omitted from the canonical fourth

Gospel, could not have been sufficient to merit the

condemnation of the work as heretical, and had Tatian's

Gospel not been different in various respects from our

1

Donald***, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 26.

2
Ib,, iii. p. 25.
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four Gospels, such treatment would have been totally

unwarrantable. The statement, moreover, that in place

of Tatian's Gospel, Theodoret "
introduced the Gospels

of the four Evangelists," seems to indicate clearly that

the displaced Gospel was not a compilation from them,

but different.

Speaking of the difficulty of distinguishing Tatian's

Harmony from others which must, the writer sup-

poses, have been composed in his time, Dr. Donaldson

admits :

" And then we must remember that the Har-

mony of Tatian was confounded with the Gospel accord-

ing to the Hebrews ;
and it is not beyond the reach of

possibility that Theodoret should have made some such

mistake/'
1 That is to say, that the only writer who

refers to Tatian's Gospel who professes to have seen the

work is not only "not to be depended on," but may
actually have mistaken for it the Gospel according to the

Hebrews. There is, therefore, no authority for saying

that Tatian's Gospel was a harmony of four Gospels at

all, and the name Diatessaron was not only not given by
Tatian himself to the work, but was merely the usual fore-

gone conclusion of the Christians of the third and fourth

centuries, that everything in the shape of evangelical

literature must be dependent on the Gospels adopted by
the Church. Those, however, who called the Gospel used

by Tatian the Gospel according to the Hebrews, must

have read the work, and all that we know confirms their

conclusion. The work was, in point of fact, found in wide

circulation precisely in the places in which, earlier, the

Gospel according to the Hebrews was more particularly

current.
2 The singular fact that the earliest reference

1 Donaldson, Hist, of Chr. Lit. andDoctr., iii. p. 25.

Credner, Beitrage, i. p. 445 ; cf. TVestcott, On the Canon, p. 280, note 2.
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to Tatian's
"
Harmony," is made a century and a half

after its supposed composition, that no writer before the

fifth century had seen the work itself, indeed that only

two writers before that period mention it at all, receives

its natural explanation in the conclusion that Tatian did

not actually compose any Harmony at all, but simply

made use of the same Gospel as his master Justin

Martyr, namely, the Gospel according to the Hebrews,
1

by which name his Gospel had been called by those best

informed.

Although Theodoret, writing in the fifth century, says

in the usual arbitrary manner of early Christian writers,

that Tatian "
excised" from his Gospel the genealogies

and certain passages found in the Synoptics, he offers no

proof of his assertion, and the utmost that can be

received is that Tatian's Gospel did not contain them. 2

Did he omit them or merely use a Gospel which never

included them ? The latter is the more probable con-

clusion. Now neither Justin's Gospel nor the Gospel

according to the Hebrews contained the genealogies or

references to the Son of David, and why, as Credner

suggests, should Tatian have taken the trouble to pre-

pare a Harmony with these omissions when he already

found one such as he desired in Justin's Gospel ?

Tatian's Gospel, like that of his master Justin, or the

Gospel according to the Hebrews, was different from, yet

nearly related to, our canonical Gospels, and as we have

already seen, Justin's Gospel, like Tatian's, was con-

sidered by many to be a harmony of our Gospels.
3 No

1 Of. Credner, Beitriige, i. p. 443 ff.
; Schmidt, Einl. N. T., i. p. 124 ff. ;

Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 96 f.

2 Cf. Eichhvrn, Einl. N. T., p. 121 f. ; Hug, Einl. N. T., i. p. 42 ;

Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 35 f.

3
Credner, Beitriige, i. p. 443 ff.
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one seems to have seen Tatian's
"
Harmony/' for the

very simple reason that there was no such work, and

the real Gospel used by him was that according to

the Hebrews, as many distinctly and correctly called it.

The name Diatessaron is first heard of in a work of the

fourth century, when it is naturally given by people

accustomed to trace every such work to our four Gospels,

but as we have clearly seen, there is not up to the time

of Tatian any evidence even of the existence of any one

of our Gospels, and much less of a collection of the four.

Here is an attempt to identify a supposed, but not

demonstrated, harmony of Gospels whose separate exist-

ence has not been heard of. Even Dr. Westcott states

that Tatian's Diatessaron
"

is apparently the first recog-

nition of a fourfold Gospel,"
1

but, as we have seen, that

recognition emanates only from a writer of the fourth

century who had not seen the work of which he speaks.

No such modern ideas, based upon mere foregone con-

clusions, can be allowed to enter into a discussion

regarding a work dating from the time of Tatian.

The fact that the work found by Theodoret in his

diocese was used by orthodox Christians without con-

sciousness of its supposed heterodoxy, is quite con-

sistent with the fact that it was the Gospel according

to the Hebrews, which at one time was exclusively

used by the Fathers, but in later times became gradually

an object of suspicion and jealousy in the Church as

our canonical Gospels took its place. The manner in

which Theodoret dealt with Tatian's Gospel, or that

"according to the Hebrews/' recalls the treatment

by Serapion of another form of the same work : the

Gospel according to Peter. He found that work in

1 On the Canon, p. 279.
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circulation and greatly valued amongst the Christians of

lihossus, and allowed them peaceably to retain it for a

time, until, alarmed at the Docetic heresy, he more

closely examined the Gospel, and discovered in it what

he considered heretical matter. 1 The Gospel according

to the Hebrews, once used by all the Fathers, and

which indeed narrowly missed a permanent place in the

Canon of the Church, might well seem orthodox to the

simple Christians of Cyrus, yet as different from, though

closely related to, the Canonical Gospels, it would seem

heretical to their Bishop. As different from the Gospels

of the four evangelists, it was suppressed by Theodoret

with perfect indifference as to whether if; were called

Tatian's Gospel or the Gospel according to the Hebrews.

It is obvious that there is no evidence whatever con-

necting Tatian's Gospel with those in our Canon. We
know so little about that last work, indeed, that as

Dr. Donaldson frankly admits,
" we should not be able

to identify it, even if it did come down to us, unless it

told us something reliable about itself."
2 Its earlier

history is enveloped in obscurity, and as Canon Westcott

observes :

" The later history of the Diatessaron is

involved in confusion." 3 "We have seen that in the
\

sixth century it was described by Victor of Capua as

Diapente, "by five," instead of "by four." It was also

confounded with another Harmony written not long

after Tatian's day by Ammonius of Alexandria (|243).

Dionysius Bar-Salibi,
4 a writer of the latter half of the

twelfth century, mentions that the Syrian Ephrem, about

the middle of the fourth century, wrote a commentary

1
Ettselitw, H. E., vi. 12.

2 Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 26. On the Canon, p. 281.

* Jos, Sim. Ass<ni(tni, Bibl. Orient., ii. p. 159 f.

VOL. n. M



162 SUPEBNATUEAL RELIGION.

on the Diatessaron of Tatiaii, which Diatessaron com-

menced with the opening words. of the fourth Gospel,

"In the beginning was the word." The statement of

Bar-Salibi, however, is contradicted by Gregory Bar-

Hebrseus, Bishop of Tagrit, who says that Ephreni Syrus

wrote his Commentary on the Diatessaron of Ammonius,

and that this Diatessaron commenced with the words of

the fourth Gospel :
" In the beginning was the word-" 1

The Syrian Ebed-Jesn (fl30S) held Tatian and

Ammonius to be one and the same person; and it

is more than probable that Dionysius mistook the

Harmony of Ammonius for that of Tatian. It is not

necessary further to follow this discussion, for it in no

way affects our question, and all critics are agreed that

no important deduction can be derived from it.
2 We

allude to the point for the mere sake of showing that up
to the last we have no information which throws further

light on the composition of Tatian's GospeL All that we
know of it, what it did not contain the places where

it largely circulated, and the name by which it was called,

identifies it with the Gospel according to the Hebrews.

For the rest, Tatian had no idea of a New Testament

Canon, and evidently did not recognize as inspired, any

Scriptures except those of the Old Testament.3 It is

well known that the sect of the Encratites made use of

apocryphal Gospels until a much later period, and

rejected the authority of the Apostle Paul, and although

l
A*emami, BftL Orient., L p. 57 f.

2
Crw/iwr, Eeitrage, L p. 446 S. ; Gesch. N. T. Kan., p. 19 T; DonaU-

*, BSst Chr. Lit and Doctr., iii. p. 25 L ; Davidson, Introd. N. T., n.

p. 397 ; Eickhor*, EinL N. T., p. 120, anm. ; Gitstifr, Entst schr. Ew.,
p. 17 ; ffiuf, EinL N. T., L p. 40 ff. ; Mitladis, EinL N. T., L p. 898 ;

ScAoftew, Die alt. Zengniase, p. 95 ; JTrfwtf, On the Canon, p. 281
3
Crrdfur, Beitrage, L p. 47 , p. 441 ; Gesch. N. T. Kanons, p. 21 ;

ftiolfew. Die alt. Zengwase, p. 98; VaOcmar, Der Ursprung, p. 35.
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Tatian may have been acquainted with some of his

Epistles, it is certain that he did not hold the Apostle in

any honour, and permitted himself the liberty of altering

his phraseology.
1

2.

DIONYSIUS of Corinth need not detain us long. Euse-

bius informs us that he was the author of seven Epistles

addressed to various Christian communities, and also

of a letter to Chrysophora,
"
a most faithful sister."

Eusebius speaks of these writings as Catholic Epistles,

and briefly characterizes each, but with the exception

of a few short fragments preserved by him, none of these

fruits of the "
inspired industry

"
(evOeov <f>i\oTrovia.<s)

of Dionysius are now extant.2 These fragments are all

from an Epistle said to have been addressed to Soter,

Bishop of Rome, and give us a clue to the time at which

they were written. The Bishopric of Soter is generally

dated between A.D. 168 176,
3
during which years tne

Epistle must have been composed. It could not have

been written, however, until after Dionysius became

Bishop of Corinth in A.D. 170,
4 and it was probably

written some years after.
5

,
Ha>r. xlvii. 1; Euselius, H. E., iv. 29 ; Ilieron., Prsef.

in Tit. ; Crcdncr, Beitrage, i. p. 47, p. 438 ; Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse,

p. 97 f. ; Lardner, Credibility, &c., Works, ii. p. 138 ; Westcott, On the

Canon, p. 278, 280, note 1.

J
Euselnus, H. E., iv. 23; Ilieron., Do Vir. 111., 27; Orabe, Spicil.

Patr., ii. p. 217 f. ; Mouth, Eeliq. Sacrso, i. p. 180 ff.

3
Eusebius, H. E., iv. 19.

4
Anger, Synops. Ev. Prolog., p. xxxii.

; Kirchhofer, Quellensamml.,

p. 479; Lardner, Credibility, &c., Works, ii. p. 133; Hilgenfeld, Der

Kanon, p. 77; fteuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 290; Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse,

p. 107; Tischendorf, Warm warden, u. s. w., p. 18; Volkmar, Der Ur-

sprung, p. 164
;

cf. p. 37 ;
Eusebius in bis Chronicon sets it in A.D. 171.

5
Avyer places it between 173 177, Synops. Ev. Prolog., xxxii.; cf.

M 2
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No quotation from, or allusion to, any writing of the

New Testament occurs in any of the fragments of the

Epistles still extant ; nor does Eusebius make mention of

any such reference in the Epistles which have perished,

which he certainly would not have omitted to do had

they contained any. As testimony for our Gospels^

therefore, Dionysius is an absolute blank. Some expres-

sions and statements, however, are put forward by apolo-

gists which we must examine. In the few lines which

Tischendorf accords to Dionysius he refers to two of

these. The first is an expression used, not by Dionysius

himself, but by Eusebius, in speaking of the Epistles to

the Churches at Amastris and at Pontus. Eusebius

says that Dionysius adds some "
expositions of Holy

Scriptures" (ypa<$><i>v Beiuv ejyyiy<rs).
1 There can be

110 doubt that this refers to the Old Testament only, and

Tischendorf himself does not deny it.
2

The second passage which Tischendorf 3
points out, and

which he claims with some other apologists as evidence

of the actual existence of a New Testament Canon when

Dionysius wrote, occurs in a fragment from the Epistle

lo Soter and the Romans which is preservedby Eusebius.

It is as follows :

" For the brethren having requested
me to write Epistles, I write them. And the Apostles
of the devil have filled these with tares, both taking

away parts and adding others
;

for whom the woe is

destined. It is not surprising then if some have reck-

Credner, Gesch. N. T. Kan., p. 79. Jerome states that Dionysius
flourished under M. Aurel. Verus and L. Aurel. Commodus. De Vir. Ill

27.

1
Euselius, II. E., iv. 23.

2
Tischendorf, Wann \vurden, u. s. w., p. 18 f.

; Vulkmar, Der Ur-
sprung, p. 38 ; Donaldson, Hist. Chi-. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 217 ; Dr.
"Westcott's opinion is shown by his not even referring to the expression.

3 Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 18 f.
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lessly ventured to adulterate the Scriptures of the

Lord when they have corrupted these which are not

of such importance."
l

Regarding this passage, Canon

Westcott, with his usual boldness, says :

"
It is evident

that the
'

Scriptures of the Lord *
the writings of the

New Testament were at this time collected, that they

were distinguished from other books, that they were

jealously guarded, that they had been corrupted for

heretical purposes."
2 Canon Westcott's imagination runs

away with him. We have seen that there has not been

a trace of any New Testament Canon in the writings of

the Fathers before and during this age, and it is really

discreditable that any critic, even though an "
Apologist,"

acquainted with the history of the Canon should make a

statement like this, and put such an interpretation upon
the remark of Dionysius. Dr. Donaldson, with greater

critical justice and reserve, remarks regarding the expres-

sion "Scriptures of the Lord :

" "
It is not easy to settle

what this term means," although he adds his own per-

sonal opinion,
" but most probably it refers to the Gospels

as containing the sayings and doings of the Lord. It is

not likely, as Lardner supposes, that such a term would

be applied to the whole of the New Testament." 3 The

idea of our New Testament being referred to is simply

preposterous, and although it is quite open to argument
that Dionysius may have referred to evangelical works,

it is obvious that there arc no means of proving the fact,

and much less that he referred to our Gospels specially ;

yap d&(\(pcoi> d^iuxrdvrtov f*f ypifym, typatya. Kcu ravras ol

TOII Sta/3oAov aTTooroXot i<w'coi> ytyt^iKUV, a p.fv taipoviT(s, a 8 npoaTidtiTts.

Ois TO oval KfiTat. . Ov 6av[*aaTov tipa d KOI TU>V Kvpianwv pa>iovfryf)(rai TIMS

tmfitfiiXrjirrai ypa(p<ov, oTrdre KOI Tats ov Totnt/rats 7rt/3j3ovAv/ca<7i. Eustlnus,

II. R, iv. '2;}.
* On the Canon, p. 166.

3 Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 217.
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in fact the fragments of Dionysius present no evidence

whatever of the existence of our Synoptics.

The term, however, does not of necessity apply to any

Gospels or works of Christian history at all, and may
with perfect propriety have indicated the Scriptures of

the Old Testament. We find Justin Martyr complaining

in the same spirit as Dionysius, through several chapters,

that the Old Testament Scriptures, and more especially

those relating to the Lord, had been adulterated, that

parts had been taken away, and others added, with the

intention of destroying or weakening their application to

Christ. 1
Justin's argument throughout is, that the whole

of the Old Testament Scriptures refer to Christ, and

Tryphon, his antagonist, the representative of Jewish

opinion, is made to avow that the Jews not only wait

for Christ, but, he adds :

" We admit that all the Scrip-

tures which you have cited refer to him."2 Not only,

therefore, were the Scriptures of the Old Testament

closely connected with their Lord by the Fathers, and,

at the date of which we are treating, were the only
'

Holy Scriptures
"

recognised, but they made the same

complaints which we meet with in Dionysius that these

Scriptures were adulterated by omissions and interpola-

tions.
3 The expression of Eusebius regarding

"
expo-

sitions of Holy or Divine Scriptures" (ypafyuv 0eia>v

e^yrjcrei?) added by Dionysius, which applied to the

Old Testament, tends to connect the Old Testament also

with this term "
Scriptures of the Lord." It is certain

that had Dionysius mentioned books of the New Testa-

ment, Eusebius would as usual have stated the fact.

1 Dial. c. Tryph., Ixx. Ixxv. 2
Dial., Ixxxix.

3 This charge is made with insistance throughout the Clementine

Homilies.
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If the term "
Scriptures of the Lord," however, be re-

ferred to Gospels, the difficulty of using it as evidence

continues undiminished. We have no indication what-

ever what evangelical works were in the Bishop's mind.

We have not yet met with any trace of our Gospels,

whilst on the other hand we have seen other Gospels

used by the Fathers, and in exclusive circulation amongst
various communities, and even until much later times

many works were regarded by them as divinely inspired

which have no place in our Canon. The Gospel accord-

ing to the Hebrews for instance was made use of by all

the Apostolic Fathers, by pseudo-Ignatius, Polycarp,

Papias, Hegesippus, Justin Martyr, and at least em-

ployed along with our Gospels by Clement of Alexandria,

Origen, and Jerome, whilst Eusebius is in doubt whether

to place it in the second class among the Antilegoinena

with the Apocalypse, or in the first, amongst the Homo-

logomena,
1 The fact that Serapion, in the third century

allowed the Gospel of Peter to be used in the church of

Khossus 2 shows at the same time the consideration in

which it was held, and the incompleteness of the

Canonical position of the New Testament writings. So

does the circumstance that in the fifth century Theodoret

found the Gospel according to the Hebrews, or Tatian's

Gospel, widely circulated and held in honour amongst
orthodox churches in his diocese. 3 The Pastor of Hennas,

which was read in the Churches and nearly secured a

permanent place in the Canon, was quoted as inspired by

Irenseus.
4 The Epistle of Barnabas was held in similar

1
Eusebius, H. E., iii. 25. 8

lb., vi. 12.

3
Theodoret, Hser. fab., i. 20; cf. Ejnjph., Hoer,, xlyi. 1; cf. Theodore^

Hser. fab., ii. 2.

4 Adv. Hrer., iv. 20, 2
; Emeb., H. E., v. 8 ;

cf. iii, 3.
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honour, and quoted as inspired by Clement of Alexan-

dria 1 and by Origen,
2 as was likewise the Epistle of the

Roman Clement. The Apocalypse of Peter was included

by Clement of Alexandria in his account of the Canonical

Scriptures and those which are disputed, such as the

Epistle of Jude and the other Catholic Epistles,
3 and it

stands side by side with the Apocalypse of John in the

Canon of Muratori, being long after publicly read in the

Churches of Palestine.4 Tischendorf indeed conjectures

that a blank in the Codex Sinaiticus after the New Testa-

ment was formerly filled by it. Justin, Clement of

Alexandria, and Lactantius quote the Sibylline books as

the Word of God, and pay similar honour to the Book of

Hystaspes.
5 So great indeed was the consideration and

use of the Sibylline Books in the Church of the second

and third centuries, that Christians from that fact were

nicknamed Sibyllists.
6

It is unnecessary to multiply, as

might so easily be done, these illustrations
;

it is too

well known that a vast number of Gospels and similar

works which have been excluded from the Canon were

held in the deepest veneration by the Church in the

second century, to which the words of Dionysius may
apply. So vague and indefinite an expression at any rate

is useless as evidence for the existence of our Canonical

Gospels.

Canon Westcott's deduction from the words of

1

Strom., ii. 8, iv. 17. 2
Philocal., 18.

3
Euselius, H. E., vi. 14. 4

Svzom., II. E., vii. 19.
5
Justin, Apol., i. 20, 44; Clem. Al., Strom., vi. 5, 42, 43; Lactan-

tius, Instit. Div., i. 6, 7, vii. lo, 19. Clement of Alexandria quotes with

perfect faith and seriousness some apocryphal book, in which, he says,
the Apostle Paul recommends the Hellenic books, the Sibyl and the

books of Hystaspes as giving notably clear prophetic descriptions of the

Sou of God. Strom., vi. 5, 42, 43.
6
Origen, Contra Gels., v. 6; cf. vii. o3.
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Dionysius, that not only were the writings of the New
Testament already collected, but that they were "jealously

guarded," is imaginative indeed. It is much and

devoutly to be wished that they had been as carefully

guarded as he supposes, even at a much later period, but

it is well known that this was not the case, and that

numerous interpolations have been introduced into the

text. The whole history of the Canon and of Christian

literature in the second and third centuries displays the

most deplorable carelessness and want of critical judg-

ment on the part of the Fathers. Whatever Avas

considered as conducive to Christian edification was

blindly adopted by them, and a vast number of works

were launched into circulation and falsely ascribed to

Apostles and others likely to secure for them greater

consideration. Such pious fraud was rarely suspected,

still more rarely detected in the early ages of Christianity,

and several of such pseudographs have secured a place

in our New Testament. The words of Dionysius need

not receive any wider signification than a reference

to well-known Epistles. It is clear from the words of

the Apostle Paul in 2 Thess. ii. 2, iii. 1 7, that his Epistles

were falsified, and setting aside some of those which bear

his name in our Canon, spurious Epistles were long

ascribed to him, such as the Epistle to the Laodicean s

and a third Epistle to the Corinthians. We need not do

more than allude to the second Epistle falsely bearing

the name of Clement of Rome, as well as the Clementine

Homilies and Recognitions, the Apostolical Constitutions,

and the spurious letters of Ignatius, the letters and

legend of Abgarus quoted by Eusebius, and the Epistles

of Paul and Seneca, in addition to others already pointed

out, as instances of the wholesale falsification of that
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period, many of which gross forgeries were at once

accepted as genuine by the Fathers, so slight "was their

critical faculty and so ready their credulity.
1 In one

case the Church punished the author who, from mistaken

zeal for the honour of the Apostle Paul, fabricated the

Acta Pauli et Theclce in his name,
2 but the forged

production was not the less made use of in the Church.

There was, therefore, no lack of falsification and adultera-

tion of works of Apostles and others of greater note

than himself to warrant the remark of Dionysius, without

any forced application of it to our Gospels or to a New
Testament Canon, the existence of which there is nothing

to substantiate, but on the contrary every reason to

discredit.

Before leaving this passage we may add that although

even Tischendorf does not, Canon Westcott does find in

it references to our first Synoptic, and to the Apocalypse.
" The short fragment just quoted," he says,

"
contains

two obvious allusions, one to the Gospel of St. Matthew,

and one to the Apocalypse."
3 The words :

"
the Apostles

of the devil have filled these with tares," are, he supposes,

an allusion to Matt. xiii. 24 ff. But even if the expres-

sion were an echo of the Parable of the Wheat and

Tares, it is absurd to refer it in this arbitrary way to our

first Gospel, to the exclusion of the numerous other works

which existed, many of which doubtless contained it,

and notably the Gospel according to the Hebrews.

Obviously the words have no evidential value,

Continuing his previous assertions, however, Canon

Westcott affirms with equal boldness :

" The allusion in

1 The Epistle of Jude quotes as genuine the Assumption of Moses, ard
also the Book of Enoch, and the defence of the authenticity of the latter

by Tertullian (de CuUuftm., i. 3) will not be forgotten.
2

Tf-riullia-n, De Baptisrno, 17. ? On the Canon, p. 167.
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the last clause"- to the "Scriptures of the Lord"-
"
will be clear when it is remembered that Dionysius

' warred against the heresy of Marcion and defended

the rule of truth
' "

(napicrTao-OaL KCWOVL dX.).
1 Tischen-

dorf, who is ready enough to strain every expression into

evidence, recognizes too well that this is not capable of

such an interpretation. Dr. Westcott omits to mention

that the words, moreover, are not used by Dionysius at

all, but simply proceed from Eusebius.2 Dr. Donaldson

distinctly states the fact that,
"
there is no reference to

the Bible in the words of Eusebius : he defends the rule

of the truth" 3
(rco rrjs a\7)0Las Trapurrarcu KUVOVL).

There is only one other point to mention. Canon

Westcott refers to the passage in the Epistle of Dionysius,

which has already been quoted in this work regarding

the reading of Christian writings in churches. " To-

day," he writes to Soter,
" we have kept the Lord's

holy day, in which we have read your Epistle, from the

reading of which we shall ever derive admonition, as we

do from the former one written to us by Clement/' *
It

is evident that there was no idea, in selecting the works

to be read at the weekly assembly of Christians, of any
Canon of a New Testament. We here learn that the

Epistles of Clement and of Soter were habitually read,

and while we hear of this, and of the similar reading of

Justin's "Memoirs of the Apostles,"
5 of the Pastor of

Hermas,
6 of the Apocalypse of Peter,

7 and other

apocryphal works, we do not at the same time hear of

the public reading of our Gospels.

1 On the Canon, p. 166 f.
* H. E., iv. 23.

a Hist. Ohr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 217 f.

4
Euseb., H. E., iv. 23. 5

Justin, Apol., i. 67,
8
Euseb., H. E., iii. 3; Hierom, De Vir. 111., 10.

'
Sozom., H. E., vii. 9.
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CHAPTER IX.

MEL1TO OF SAUDIS CLAUDIUS APOLLTNARIS ATHENA-

GOEAS THE EPISTLE OF VIENNE AND LYONS.

might here altogether have passed over Melito,

Bishop of Sarclis in Lydia, had it not been for the use

of certain fragments of his writings made by Canon

Westcott. Melito, naturally, is not cited by Tischendorf

at all, but the English Apologist, with greater zeal, we

think, than critical discretion, forces him into service as

evidence for the Gospels and a New Testament Canon.

The date of Melito, it is generally agreed, falls after

A.D. 176, a phrase in his apology presented to Marcus

Antoninus preserved in Eusebius 1

(//.era TOV TratSds)

indicating that Commodus had already been admitted to

a share of the Government.2

Canon Westcott affirms that, in a fragment preserved

by Eusebius, Melito speaks of the books of the New
Testament in a collected form. He says :

" The words

of Melito on the other hand are simple and casual, and

yet their meaning can scarcely be mistaken. He writes

to Onesimus, a fellow-Christian who had urged him '
to

1 H. E., iv. 26.

2
Busnaye, Ann. Polit. Eccles., 177, 3; Dujtin, Biblioth. dcs Auteurs

Eccl., i. p. G3; Lurdtttr, Credibility, &c., Works, ii. p. 147; 2'illnnont,

Mem. Hist. Eccl., ii. p. 707, note 1 f.
; Westcott, On the Canon, p. 193,

note 2
; Wtxy, DC Melitone, 5

; cf. Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr.,

iii. p. 229.
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make selections for him from the Law and the Prophets

concerning the Saviour and the faith generally, and fur-

thermore desired to learn the accurate account of the

Old (TraXcuGJi') Books
;

' '

having gone therefore to the

East/ Mclito says,
' and reached the spot where [each

thing] was preached and done, and having learned

accurately the Books of the Old Testament, I have sent

a list of them.' The mention of ' the Old Books
' '

the

Books of the Old Testament/ naturally implies a definite

New Testament, a written antitype to the Old
;
and the

form of language implies a familar recognition of its

contents." 1 This is truly astonishing ! The "form of

language
"
can only refer to the words :

"
concerning the

Saviour and the faith generally/' which must have an

amazing fulness of meaning to convey to Canon West-

cott the implication of a
"
familiar recognition

"
of the

contents of a supposed already collected New Testa-

ment, seeing that a simple Christian, not to say a Bishop,

might at least know of a Saviour and the faith generally

from the oral preaching of the Gospel, from a single

Epistle of Paul, or from any of the TroXXol of Luke.

This reasoning forms a worthy pendant to his argument
that because Melito speaks of the books of the Old Tes-

tament he implies the existence of a definite collected

New Testament. Such an assertion is calculated to mis-

lead a large class of readers.2

The fragment of Melito is as follows :

" Melito to his

1 On the Canon, p. 193.

2 It must bo said, however, that Canon Westcott merely follows ami

exaggerates Lardner, here, who says : "From this passage I would con-

clude that there was then also a volume or collection of books called the

New Testament, containing the writings of Apostles and Apostolical men,
but we cannot from hence infer the names or the exact number of those

books." Credibility, &c., Works, ii. p. 148.
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brother Onesimus, greeting. As thou hast frequently

desired in thy zeal for the word (Xoyov) to have extracts

made for thee, both from the law and the prophets con-

cerning the Saviour and our whole faith ; nay, more, hast

wished to be informed with exactness of the old books

(TraXaitov /3i/3XtW), how many they are and what is their

order, I have earnestly endeavoured to accomplish this,

knowing thy zeal concerning the faith, and thy desire to

be informed concerning the word (Xoyov), and especially

that thou preferrest these matters to all others from love

towards God, striving to gain eternal salvation. Having,

therefore, gone to the East, and reached the place where

this was preached and done, and having accurately

ascertained the books of the Old Testament (TO, T^S

iraXata? Sta^/ojs /3t/3A.ia), I have, subjoined, sent a list

of them unto thee, and these are the names" then

follows a list of the books of the Old Testament

omitting- however, Esther. He then concludes with theO' '

words :

" Of these I have made the extracts dividing
. o

them into six books." *

Canon Westcott's assertion that the expression
" Old

Books,"
" Books of the Old Testament," involves here by

antithesis a definite written New Testament, requires us

to say a few words as to the name of "
Testament

"
as

applied to both divisions of the Bible. It is of course

well known that this word came into use originally from

the translation of the Hebrew word "
covenant

"
('"i

v
?5),

or compact made between God and the Israelites,
2 in

the Septuagint version by the Greek word Aia^'/oy,

which in a legal sense also means a will or Testament,
3

and that word is adopted throughout the New Testa-

1 Eusebius, H. E., iy. 26. 2 Cf. Exod. xxiv. 7.

3 The legal sense of Static?; as a "Will or Testament is distinctly in-
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ment. l The Vulgate translation, instead of retaining

the original Hebrew signification, translated the word

in the Gospels and Epistles,
" Testament urn," and

f)

TraXcua 810,077/07 became "
Vetus Testamcntum" instead

of
" Vetus Foedus" and whenever the word occurs in

the English version it is almost invariably rendered
" Testament

"
instead of covenant. The expression

" Book of the Covenant," or
"
Testament," /3i/3Xos rrjs

810,077/079, frequently occurs in the LXX version of the

Old Testament and its Apocrypha,
2 and in Jeremiah

xxxi. 31-34,
3 the prophet speaks of making a "new

covenant
"

(/catvr) Sta^'/o?) with the house of Israel,

which is indeed quoted in Hebrews viii. 8. It is the

doctrinal idea of the new covenant, through Christ con-

firming the former one made to the Israelites, which

has led to the distinction of the Old and New Testa-

ments. Generally the Old Testament was, in the first

ages of Christianity, indicated by the simple expressions

"The Books" (TO, /3i/3Xio), "Holy Scriptures" (lepa

a,
4 or ypafyal dytat),

5 or
" The Scriptures

"
(at

but the preparation for the distinction of "Old

Testament
"
began very early in the development of the

doctrinal idea of the New Testament of Christ, before

there was any part of the New Testament books written

at all. The expression
" New Testament," derived thus

tended in Heb. ix. 16. " For where a Testament (Sia^Ki?) is, there

must also of necessity be the death of the testator
"

(Md&fKHBto); The

same word 8ia6f)Kr) is employed throughout the whole passage. Heb.

ix. 1520.
1 2 Cor. iii. 14; Heb. viii. 613, xii. 24; Eom. ix. 4, xi. 2628;

Gal. iii. 1417 ; Ephes. ii. 12, &c., &c.
2 Of. Exod. xxiv. 7; 2 Chron. xxxiv. 30; 2 Kings xxiii. 2

;
1 Maccab.

i. 57; Sirach, xxiv. 23, &c., &c.
3 Iii the Septuagiut version, xxxviii. 31 34.

4 2 Tim. iii. 15. s Eom. i. 2.
6 Matt. xxii. 29.
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antithetically from the "Old Testament/' occurs constantly

throughout the second part of the Bible. In the Epistle

to the Hebrews viii. G-13, the Mosaic dispensation is

contrasted with the Christian, and Jesus is called the

Mediator of a better Testament (Sta^'/o?).
1 The first

Testament not being faultless, is replaced by the second,

and the writer quotes the passage from Jeremiah to

which we have referred regarding a New Testament,

winding up his argument with the words, v. 1 3 : "In that

he saith a new (Testament) he hath made the first old."

Again, in our first Gospel, during the Last Supper, Jesus

is represented as saying :

" This is my blood of the New
Testament" (r^s KO.USYJS Sto^/ojs) ;

2 and in Lukehe says :

"This cup is the New Testament
(17 Kaivrf 810,017/07) in

my blood. 3 There is, therefore, a very distinct reference

made to the two Testaments as
" New" and "

Old," and

in speaking of the books of the Law and the Prophets as

the "Old Books" and "Books of the old Testament,"

after the general acceptance of the Gospel of Jesus as

the New Testament or Covenant, there was no anti-

thetical implication whatever of a written New Testa-

ment, but a mere reference to the doctrinal idea. We

might multiply illustrations showing how ever-present

to the mind of the early Church was the contrast of the

Mosaic and Christian Covenants as Old and New. Two
more we may venture to point out. In Eomans ix. 4,

and Gal. iv. 24, the two Testaments or Covenants

(a! 8vo $La6rJKai), typified by Sinai and the heavenly

Jerusalem, are discussed, and the superiority of the latter

asserted. There is, however, a passage, still more clear

and decisive. Paul says in 2 Corinthians iii. 6 :

" Who
also (God) made us sufficient to be ministers of the New

1 Cf. ix. 15, xii. 24. 2 Matt. xxvi. 28. 3 Luke xxii. 20.
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Testament ( /cawrjs 810,077/079) not of the letter, but of the

spirit" (ov ypa/x/xa,T09 a\Xa irvevparas). Why does not

Canon Westcott boldly claim, this as evidence of a

definite written New Testament, when not only is there

reference to the name, but a distinction drawn between

the letter and the spirit of it, from which an apologist

might make a telling argument ? But proceeding to

contrast the glory of the New with the Old dispensation,

the Apostle, in reference to the veil with which Moses

covered his face, says :

" But their understandings were

hardened : for until this very day remaineth the same

veil in the reading of the Old Testament" (eVl TT)

avayvuHrei TTJS TraXoms 810.077/079) ;* and as if to make the

matter still clearer he repeats in the next verse :

" But

even unto this day when Moses is read, the veil lieth

upon their heart." Now here the actual reading of the

Old Testament (TraXatas 810,017/079) is distinctly men-

tioned, and the expression quite as aptly as that of

Melito, "implies a definite New Testament, a written

antitype to the Old," but even Canon Westcott would

not dare to suggest that when the second Epistle to the

Corinthians was composed, there was a "
definite written

New Testament
"
in existence. This conclusively shows

that the whole argument from Melito's mention of the

books of the Old Testament is absolutely groundless.

On the contrary, Canon Westcott should know very

well that the first general designation for the New
Testament collection was " The Gospel

"
(euayyeXiov,

evayyeXi/cov, evayyeXi/ca) and " The Apostle
"

(o7rdcrToXo9,

dTToo-ToXi/cw, aTTooToXi/ca), for the two portions of the

collection, in contrast with the divisions of the Old

Testament, the Law and the Prophets (6 vopos, ol

1 Verse 14,

VOL. II. N
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irpo(j)rJTai),
1 and the name New Testament occurs for the

very first time in the third century, when Tertullian called

the collection of Christian Scriptures Novum Instru-

mentum and Novum Testamentum? The term 17 /ccui^r)

Sia#77/c77 is not, so far as we are aware, applied in the

Greek to the
" New Testament

"
collection in any earlier

work than Origen's De Principiis, iv. 1. It was only

in the second half of the third century that the double

designation TO evayyeXtov /cat 6 aTrocrroXo? was generally

abandoned.

As to the evidence for a New Testament Canon, which

Dr. Westcott supposes he gains by his unfounded infer-

ence from Melito's expression, we may judge of its value

from the fact that he himself, like Lardner, admits :

" But there is little evidence in the fragment of Melito

to show what writings he would have included in the

new collection."
4 Little evidence ? There is none

at all.

There is, however, one singular and instructive point

in this fragment to which Canon Westcott does not in

any way refer, but which well merits attention as illus-

1 Of. Irenceus, Adv. Hser., i. 3, 6; Clemens AL, Strom., v. 5, 31;

Tertullian, De Prsescr., 36; Adv. Marc., iv. 2, Apolog., 18; Origen, Horn.

xix. in Jerem. T. iii. p. 364. The Canon of Muratori says that the Pastor

of Hennas can neither be classed " inter Prophetas neque inter Apos-
tolos." In a translation of the Clavis, a spurious work attributed to

Melito himself and Dr. Westcott admits it to be spurious (p. 198, note 1)

the Gospels are referred to simply by the formula " in evangelio," and
the Epistles generally "in apostolo"

2 Adv. Prax., 15, 20; Adv. Marc., iv. 1. He says in the latter place
"
instrument^

"
referring to Old and New Testaments,

"
vel, quod magis

usui est dicere, testamenti."
3
JBertholdt, Einl. a. u. N. Test., i. p. 22; Credner, Gesch. N. T., p.

23 ff. ; Eichh&rn, Einl. N. T., iv. p. 25 ff., p. 38 ff.
; Guericke, Gesammt-

gesch. N. T., p. 4 f.
; Reithmayr, Einl. N. B., 1852, p. 22 ff. ; Scholz, Einl.

H. S. des A. u. N. T., 1845, i. p. 264 ; De Wette, Lehrb. Einl. A. T., 1852,

p. 8 ff.
4 On the Canon, p. 194.
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trating the state of religious knowledge at that time,

and, by analogy, giving a glimpse of the difficulties

which beset early Christian literature. We are told by
Melito that Onesimus had frequently urged him to give
him exact information as to the number and order of the

books of the Old Testament, and to have extracts made

for him from them concerning the Saviour and the faith.

Now it is apparent that Melito, though a Bishop, was

not able to give the desired information regarding the

number and order of the books of the Old Testament

himself, but that he had to make a journey to collect it.

If this was the extent of knowledge possessed by the

Bishop of Sardis of what was to the Fathers the only

Holy Scripture, how ignorant his flock must have been,

and how unfitted, both, to form any critical judgment as

to the connection of Christianity with the Mosaic dispen-

sation. The formation of a Christian Canon at a period

when such ignorance was not only possible but generally

prevailed, and when the zeal of believers led to the com-

position of such a mass of pseudonymic and other litera-

ture, in which every consideration of correctness and truth

was subordinated to a childish desire for edification, must

have been slow indeed and uncertain ; and in such an

age fortuitous circumstances must have mainly led to

the canonization or actual loss of many a work So far

from affording any evidence of the existence of a New

Testament Canon, the fragment of Melito only shows the

ignorance of the Bishop of Sardis as to the Canon even of

the Old Testament.

We have not yet finished with Melito in connection with

Canon Westcott, however, and it is necessary to follow

him further in order fully to appreciate the nature of the

evidence for the New Testament Canon, which, in default

N 2
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of better, lie is obliged to offer. Eusebius gives what he

evidently considers a complete list of the works of Melito,

and in addition to the fragment already quoted, he

extracts a brief passage from Melito's work on the

Passion, and some much longer quotations from his

Apology, to which we have in passing referred.
1 With

these exceptions, none of Melito's writings are now extant.

Dr. Cureton, however, has published a Syriac version,

with translation, of a so-called
" Oration of Meliton, the

Philosopher, who was in the presence of Antoninus

Caesar," together with five other fragments attributed

to Melito.2 With regard to this Syriac Oration Canon

Westcott says :

"
Though if it be entire, it is not the

Apology with which Eusebius was acquainted, the

general character of the writing leads to the belief that

it is a genuine book of Melito of Sardis
;

" 3 and he

proceeds to treat it as authentic. In the first place, we

have so little of Melito's genuine compositions extant,

that it is hazardous indeed to draw any positive deduc-

tion from the "
character of the writing." Cureton,

Bunsen, and others maintain that this Apology is not a

fragment, and it cannot be the work mentioned by
Eusebius, for it does not contain the quotation from the

authentic Orations which he has preserved, and which

are considerable. It is, however, clear from the substance

.

of the composition that it cannot have been spoken before

the Emperor,
4 and moreover, it has in no way the cha-

racter of an "
Apology/' for there is not a single word

in it about either Christianity or Christians. There is

1

Euseb., H. E., iv. 26.

2
Spicilegium Syriacum, 1855, pp. 4156 ; Pitra, Spicil. Solesm., 1855,

ii. Proleg. xxxviii. ff.

1 On the Canon, p. 194.

* Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 234 f.



MELITO OF SAEDIS. 181

every reason to believe that it is not a genuine work

of Melito. 1 There is no ground whatever for supposing

that he wrote two Apologies, nor is this ascribed to him

upon any other ground than the inscription of an un-

known Syriac writer. This, however, is not the only

spurious work attributed to Melito. Of this work Canon

Westcott says :

" Like other Apologies, this oration con-

tains only indirect references to the Christian Scrip-

tures. The allusions in it to the Gospels are extremely

rare, and except so far as they show the influence of

St. John's writings, of no special interest."
2 It would

have been more correct to have said that there are no

allusions in it to the Gospels at all.

Canon Westcott is somewhat enthusiastic in speaking
of Melito and his literary activity as evinced in the

titles of his works recorded by Eusebius, and he quotes

with great zest a fragment, said to be from a treatise

" On Faith," amongst these Syriac remains, and which

he considers to be "a very striking expansion of the

early historic creed of the Church." 3 As usual, we shall

give the entire fragment :

" We have made collections

from the Law and the Prophets relative to those things

which have been declared respecting our Lord Jesus

Christ, that we may prove to your love that he is perfect

Reason, the Word of God
;
who was begotten before the

light ;
who was Creator together with the Father ; who

was the Fashioner of man
;
who was all in all ;

who

among the Patriarchs was Patriarch
; who in the Law

was the Law ; among the Priests chief Priest ; among

Kings Governor
; among the Prophets the Prophet ;

1 Donaldson, ib., iii. p. 234 ; Freppel, Les Apologistes, 2 ser. p. 374 f.
;

Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 478.
2 On the Canon, p. 194. s On the Canon, p. 196.
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among the Angels Archangel ;
in the voice the Word ;

among
'

Spirits Spirit ; in the Father the Son ;
in God

the King for ever and ever. For this was he who was

Pilot to Noah ;
who conducted Abraham ; who was

bound with Isaac ; who was in -exile with Jacob ;
who

was sold with Joseph ; who was captain with Moses
;

who was the Divider of the inheritance with Jesus the

son of Nun ; who in David and the Prophets foretold

his own sufferings ; who was incarnate in the Virgin ;

who was born at Bethlehem ; who was wrapped in swad-

dling clothes in the manger ; who was seen of shepherds ;

who was glorified of angels ; who was worshipped by
the Magi ; who was pointed out by John ; who assem-

bled the Apostles ; who preached the kingdom ;
who

healed the maimed
;
who gave light to the blind

;
who

raised the dead ; who appeared in the Temple ; who

was not believed by the people ; who was betrayed by
Judas ; who was laid hold on by the Priests ; who was

condemned by Pilate ; who was pierced in the flesh ;

who was hanged upon the tree ; who was buried in the

earth ; who rose from the dead ; who appeared to the

Apostles ; who ascended to heaven
; who sitteth on the

right hand of the Father ; who is the Rest of those who

are departed ;
the Eecoverer of those who are in dark-

ness ; the Deliverer of those who are captives ; the

Finder of those who have gone astray ;
the Refuge of the

afflicted
; the Bridegroom of the Church ; the Charioteer

of the Cherubim
; the Captain of the Angels ; God who

is of God
;
the Son who is of the Father ; Jesus Christ,

the King for ever and ever. Amen." l

Canon Westcott commences his commentary upon

1
Cureton, Spicil. Syriacum, p. 53 f.; Westcott, On the Canon, p. 196 f. ;

Pitra, Spicil. Solesm., ii. Proleg. lix. f.
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this passage with the remark :

" No writer could

state the fundamental truths of Christianity more

unhesitatingly, or quote the Scriptures of the Old and

New Testaments with more perfect confidence." 1 We
need not do more than remark that there is not a single

quotation in the fragment, and that there is not a single

one of the references to Gospel history or to ecclesiastical

dogmas which might not have been derived from the

Epistles of Paul, from any of the forms of the Gospel

according to the Hebrews, the Protevangelium of James,

or from many another apocryphal Gospel, or the oral

teaching of the Church. It is singular, however, that

the only hint which Canon Westcott gives of the more

than doubtful authenticity of this fragment consists of

the introductory remark, after alluding to the titles of

his genuine and supposititious writings :

" Of these mul-

tifarious writings very few fragments remain in the

original Greek, but the general tone of them is so decided

in its theological character as to go far to establish the

genuineness of those which are preserved in the Syriac

translation." 2

Now, the fragment
" On Faith

"
which has just been

quoted is one of the five Syriac pieces of Dr. Cureton to

which we have referred, and which even Apologists

agree "cannot be regarded as genuine."
3 It is well

known that there were many writers in the early Church

bearing the names of Melito and Miletius or Meletius,
4

which were frequently confounded. Of these five Syriac

fragments one bears the superscription :

" Of Meliton,

1 On the Canon, p. 197.

8 On the Canon, p. 196.

8 Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 236.

4
Woog, Dissert., i. 2

; cf. Donaldson, ib., iii. p. 234, 236 ; Cureton,

Spicil. Syriac., p. 96 f.



184 SUPEENATUEAL RELIGION.

Bishop of the city of Attica/' and another,
" Of the holy

Meliton, Bishop of Utica," and Cureton himself evidently

leant to the opinion that they are not by our Melito, but

by a Meletius or Melitius, Bishop of Sebastopolis in

Pontus. 1 The third fragment is said to be taken from a

discourse
" On the Cross/' which was unknown to Euse-

bius, and from its doctrinal peculiarities was probably

written after his time.2 Another fragment purports to

be from a work on the
" Soul and Body ;

"
and the last

one from the treatise
" On Faith," which we are discus-

sing. The last two works are mentioned by Eusebius,

but these fragments, besides coming in such suspicious

company, must for every reason be pronounced spurious.
3

They have in fact no attestation whatever except that of

the Syriac translator, who is unknown, and which there-

fore is worthless, and, on the other hand, the whole

style and thought of the fragments are unlike anything

else of Melito's time, and clearly indicate a later stage of

theological development.
4

Moreover, in the Mechitarist

Library at Venice there is a shorter version of the same

passage in a Syriac MS., and an Armenian version of

the extract as given above, in both of which the passage
is distinctly ascribed to Irenseus.5 Besides the Oration

and the five Syriac fragments, we have other two works

extant falsely attributed to Melito, one,
" De Transitu

Virginis Marise," describing the miraculous presence of

the Apostles at the death of Mary ;

6 and the other,
" De

Actibus Joannis Apostoli," relates the history of miracles

1

Spicil. Syriac., p. 96 f.

2
Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 237.

3
Donaldson, ib., iii. p. 227. *

Ib., iii. p. 236.
6
They are given by Pitra, Spicil. Solesm., i. p. 3 S.

6 It is worthy of remark that the Virgin is introduced into all these

fragments in a manner quite foreign to the period at which Melito lived.
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performed by the Apostle John. Both are universally

admitted to be spurious,
1 as arc a few other fragments

also bearing his name. Melito did not escape from the

falsification to which many of his more distinguished

predecessors and contemporaries were victims, through

the literary activity and unscrupulous religious zeal of

the first three or four centuries of our era.

2.

Very little is known regarding Claudius Apollinaris to

whom we must now for a moment turn. Eusebius

informs us that he was Bishop of Hierapolis,
2 and in this

he is supported by the fragment of a letter of Serapion

Bishop of Antioch preserved to us by him, which refers

to Apollinaris as the "most blessed." 3
Tischendorf,

without any precise date, sets him down as contemporary
with Tatian and Theophilus (whom he calculates to have

written his work addressed to Autolycus about A.D. 180

181).
4 Eusebius 5 mentions that, like his somewhat earlier

contemporary Melito of Sardis, Apollinaris presented an
"
Apology

"
to the Emperor Marcus Antoninus, and he

gives us further materials for a date 6
by stating that

Claudius Apollinaris, probably in his Apology, refers to

the miracle of the "
Thundering Legion," which is said

1
Donaldson, Hist. Chi*. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 238 ; Woog, Dissert., ii.

25
; Pitra, Spicil. Solesm., ii. Prolog, xxxi. f.

2 H. E., iv. 21, 26. 3
/6., v. 19.

4 "VVann wurden, u. s. w., p. 16, anm. 1.

6 H. E., iv. 26, 27 ; cf. Hieron., De Yir. HI., 26.
6 Eusebius himself sets Mm down in his Chronicle as flourishing in

the eleventh year of Marcus, or A.D. 171, a year later than he dates

Melito.
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to have occurred duriDg the war of Marcus Antoninus

against the Marcomanni in A.D. 174. 1 The date of hiso

writings may, therefore, with moderation be fixed between

A.D. 177 ISO. 2

Eusebius and others mention many works composed

by him,
3 none of which, however, are extant ; and

we have only to deal with two brief fragments in

connection with the Paschal controversy, which are

ascribed to Apollinaris in the Paschal Chronicle of

Alexandria. This controversy, as to the day upon which

the Christian Passover should be celebrated, broke out

about A.D. 170, and long continued to divide the

Church.4 In the preface to the Paschal Chronicle, a

work of the seventh century, the unknown chronicler

says :

" But Apollinaris, the most holy Bishop of Hiera-

polis, in Asia, who lived near apostolic times, taught the

same things in his work on the Passover, saying this :

' There are some, however, who through ignorance raise

contentions regarding these matters in a way which

1
Eusebius, H. E., v. 5; Mosheim, lust. Hist. Eccles., Book i. cent. ii.

part. i. ch. i. 9. Apollinaris states that in consequence of this miracle,

the Emperor had bestowed upon the Legion the name of the "Thunder-

ing Legion." We cannot here discuss this subject, but the whole story
illustrates the rapidity with which a fiction is magnified into truth by
religious zeal, and is surrounded by false circumstantial evidence. Cf.

Tertullian, Apol. 5, ad Scapulam, 4 ; Dion Cassius, lib. 55
; Scattger,

Animadv. in Euseb., p. 223 f. ; cf. Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr.,

iii. p. 241 f.

2 Baur, Unters. kan. Ew. p. 356 ; Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr.
,

iii. p. 240; Lardner, Credibility, &c., Works, ii. p. 294; Newman, Essays
on Miracles, 1870, p. 241

; Scholten, Das Evang. n. Johann., 1867, p. 14 S. ',

Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 106: Volkmar, DerUrsprung, p. 164, p. 31 f.

3
Eusebius, H. E., iy. 27; cf. 26, v. 19; Hieron., Epist. ad Magnum

Ep., 83 ; Theodoret, Haer. Fab. ii. 21, iii. 2
; PJiotius, Biblioth. Cod.

14.

4
Hilgenfeld, Der Paschastreit, p. 250 S. ; Die Evangelien, p. 344 ff. ;

Baur, K. G. drei erst. Jahrh., p. 156 S.
; Unters. kan. Erv., p. 340 f., p.

356 f.
; Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 31 f.
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should be pardoned, for ignorance must not be pursued

with accusation, but requires instruction. And they

say that the Lord, together with his disciples, ate the

lamb (TO irpofiarov) on the 14th Nisan, but himself

suffered on the great day of unleavened bread. And

they state (Sujyowrcu) that Matthew says precisely what

they have understood
; hence their understanding of it

is at variance with the law, and according to them the

Gospels seem to contradict each other.'" 1 The last sen-

tence is interpreted as pointing out that the first synoptic

Gospel is supposed to be at variance with our fourth

Gospel. This fragment is claimed by Tischendorf 2 and

others as evidence of the general acceptance at that

time both of the Synoptics and the fourth Gospel.

Canon Westcott, with obvious exaggeration, says :

" The

Gospels are evidently quoted as books certainly known

and recognized ; their authority is placed on the same

footing as the Old Testament." 3 The Gospels are referred

to merely for the settlement of the historical fact as to

the day on which the last Passover had been eaten, a

narrative of which they contained.

There are, however, very grave reasons for doubting

the authenticity of the two fragments ascribed to Apolli-

1 Kai
'

AjroXivdpios fie 6 ocruwTaTos eVi'crKorroj 'lepaTr6\(u>s TTJJ 'A<rt'a?, 6 eyyvs

T>V a.Tro<rro\ut5>v xpuvcov yeyovuts, eV roS irtpl rov Ilao-^a Xoyw TO. 7rapair\T)<ria

e5t'8ae, \tya>v ovra>s' Ei<r! roLwv ot fit' ayvotav (piXoveiKova-i irtpi rovratv,

vvyyvoMj-rbv irpdypa Trtnovdorfs' ayvoia yap oil KaTrjyopiav dvaSf'^rrat, aXXa

8i8a)(TJs irpotrbeirai. KCU \tyov<riv OTI TTJ tS' TO irpoftarov /iera TU>V fjuidrjTuv ((paytv

6 Kvpios' TJI 8f (jLeyaXy f)p(pq TU>V dvfj.a>v avros tiraOfV' Kai diijyovvTai Mardaiov

ovro) \tyfiv a>s vtvoTjKacriv' odev do-vfjifpcwos ft
i/o/icp f) vorjcris avru>v' ical <rra<ridfiv

fioKfi KOT' avroiis TO. evayytXta. Praefat. Cliron. Pasch. sive Alex. ed. Z>u-

cange, p. 6 ; Routh, Eeliq. Sacr., i. p. 160. We need not quote the second

fragment here, as it has nothing to do with our Synoptics ; but, indeed,

neither of the passages being by Apollinaris, it is scarcely necessary to

refer to the other at all.

2 Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 18. * On the Canon, p. 199.
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naris, and we must mention that these doubts are much

less those of German critics, who, on the whole, either

do not raise the question at all, or hastily dispose of it,

than doubts entertained by the most orthodox Apologists,

who see little ground for accepting them as genuine.
1

Eusebius, who gives a catalogue of the works of Apol-

linaris which had reached him,
2 was evidently not

acquainted with any writing of Apollinaris on the Pass-

over. It is argued, however, that
"
there is not any

sufficient ground for doubting the genuineness of these

fragments
' On Easter,' in the fact that Eusebius men-

tions no such book by Apollinaris."
3 It is quite true that

Eusebius does not pretend to give a complete list of these

works, but merely says that there are many preserved by

many, and that he mentions those with which he had

met. 4 At the same time, entering with great interest, as

he does, into the Paschal Controversy, and acquainted

with the principal writings on the subject,
5

it would

indeed have been strange had he not met with the work

itself, or at least with some notice of it in the works of

others. That he knew nothing of it, however, either

directly or indirectly, is clear, for he states that "the

Churches of all Asia" 6
kept the 14th Nisan, and

Apollinaris as an eminent exception must have held a

1
Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 247 f.

; Lardner, Credi-

bility, &c., Works, ii. p. 296; Tillemont, Me"m. Hist. Eccles., ii. p. iii. p.

91 ; South, Reliq. Sacrse, i. p. 167 f.

2 H. E., iv. 27.

3
Westcott, On the Canon, p. 198, note 3; cf. Saur, TJnters. kan. Ew.,

p. 34U f. This is the only remark which Dr. Westcott makes as to any
doubt of the authenticity of these fragments. Tischendorf does not men-
tion a doubt at all.

4 ToO 8e
'

A.TTo\ivapiov TroXAcoj' irapa TToAXoIr <T(oo[j.(vav, TO fls fj^as IKQovra

eort TaSe' K.T.X. H. E., iv. 27.

5
Eusebius, H. E., y. 23, 24. 6

Ib., y. 23.
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prominent position, and must have been quoted in most

controversial works on the subject, had he really written

anything on the subject or taken any part in the discus-

sion. Eusebius was acquainted with the work of Melito

on the Passover, and quotes it,
1 which must have referred

to his contemporary and antagonist,
2

Apollinaris, had

he written such a work as this fragment denotes. Not

only, however, does Eusebius know nothing of his

having composed such a work, but neither do Theodoret,
3

Jerome,
4

Photius,
5 nor other writers who enumerate

other of his works, nor is he mentioned in any way

by Clement of Alexandria, Irenaeus, nor by any of those

who took part in the great controversy.
6

It is stated that all the Churches of Asia, including

some of the most distinguished members of the Church,

such as Polycarp, and his own contemporary Melito,

celebrated the Christian festival on the 14th Nisan, the

practice almost universal, therefore, in the country in

which Claudius Apollinaris is supposed to write this

fragment.
7 How is it possible, therefore, that this

isolated convert to the views of Victor and the Eoman

Church, could write of so vast and distinguished a

majority as
" some who through ignorance raised con-

tentions
"
on the point, when not only all the Asiatic

Churches at that time were agreed to keep the four-

teenth of Nisan, and in doing so raised no new con-

tention at all, but, as Polycrates represented, followed

1
Eusebius, H. E., iv. 26.

3 Cf. Hilgenfeld, Der Paschastreit, p. 256.
3 Hseret. Fab., ii. 21, iii. 2.

4
Epist. ad Magnum Ep., p. 83. 5 Biblioth. Cod., 14.

6 Cf. Eusebius, H. E., v. 23, 24 ; cf. iv. 26
; Donaldson, Hist. Clir. Lit.

and Doctr., iii. p. 247 ff.

^ Eusebius, H. E., v. 23, 24
; Hilgenfeld, Der Paschastroit, p. 274 ff.
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the tradition handed down to them from their Fathers,

and authorized by the practice of the Apostle John

himself ?
l It is impossible that the " most holy Bishop of

Hierapolis
"

could thus have written of the Bishops

and Churches of Asia. There is literally no evidence

whatever that Apollinaris sided in this discussion with

the Koman party, and had he done so it is scarcely

possible that so eminent an exception to the practice

of the Asiatic Churches could have been passed over in

total silence both by the advocates of the 14th Nisan

and by those who opposed it.
2

Whilst none of his contemporaries nor writers about

his own time seem to have known that Apollinaris wrote

any work from which these fragments can have been

taken, or that he ever took any part in the Paschal

controversy at all, the only ground we have for attri-

buting them to him is the Preface to the Paschal

Chronicle of Alexandria, written by an unknown author

of the seventh century, some five hundred years after

the time of Apollinaris, whose testimony has rightly

been described as
" worth almost nothing/'

3 Most cer-

tainly many passages preserved by this author are in-

authentic, and generally allowed to be so.
4 The two frag-

ments have by many been conjecturally ascribed to

Pierius of Alexandria,
5 a writer of the third century,

1
Eusebius, H. E., v. 24

; cf. Hilgenfeld, Der Paschastreit, p. 256
; Baur,

K. G. d. drei ersten Jahrb., p. 157.

8
Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 247 f.

3
Donaldson, ib., iii. p. 247 ; Lardner, Credibility, &c., Works, ii.

p. 296.
4 Dr. Donaldson rightly calls a fragment in the Chronicle ascribed to

Melito, "unquestionably spurious." Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii.

p. -231.

5 Tilhmont, Mm. Hist. Eccles., ii. part iii. p. 91
; Lardner, Credibility

&c., "Works, ii. p. 296; Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii.

p. 248 f. ; Routh, Eeliq. Sacrse, i. p. 167 f.
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who composed a work on Easter, but there is no evidence

on the point. On the other hand there is such exceed-

ingly slight reason for attributing these fragments to

Claudius Apollinaris, and so many strong grounds for

believing that he cannot have written them, that they

have no material value as evidence for the antiquity of

the Gospels.

3.

We know little or nothing of Athenagoras. He is

not mentioned by Eusebius, and our only information

regarding him is derived from a fragment of Philip

Sidetes, a writer of the fifth century, first published by
DodwelL 1

Philip states that he was the first leader of

the school of Alexandria during the time of Adrian and

Antoninus, to the latter of whom he addressed his

Apology, and he further says that Clement of Alexandria

was his disciple, and that Pantaenus was the disciple of

Clement. Part of this statement we know to be erro-

neous, and the Christian History of Philip, from which

the fragment is taken, is very slightingly spoken of

both by Socrates 2 and Photius.3 No reliance can be

placed upon this information.4

The only works ascribed to Athenagoras are an

Apology called an Embassy, 7r/oecr/3eux bearing the

inscription :

" The Embassy of Athenagoras the Athenian,

a philosopher and a Christian, concerning Christians, to

1

Append, ad Diss. Iron., p. 488. The extract from Philip's History is

made by an unknown author.
2 H. E., vii. 27. 8 Bibl. Cod., xxxv. p. 21.
4
Basnage, Ann. Polit. Eccl., 176, 6; Lardner, Works, ii. p. 180;

Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 108 f.
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the Emperors Marcus Aurelius Antoninus and Lucius

Aurelius Commodus, Armeniaci Sarmatici and, above all,

philosophers
"

;
and further, a Treatise :

" On the Resur-

rection of the Dead." A quotation from the Apology
bv Methodius in his work on the Resurrection of the

Body, is preserved by Epiphanius
l and Photius,

2 and

this, the mention by Philip Sidetes, and the inscription

by an unknown hand, just quoted, are all the evidence

we possess regarding the Apology. We have no

evidence at all regarding the treatise on the Resur-

rection, beyond the- inscription. The authenticity of

neither, therefore, stands on very sure grounds.
3 The

address of the Apology and internal evidence furnished

by it, into which we need not go, show that it could not

have been written before A.D. 1 76 177, the date assigned

to it by most critics,
4
although there are many reasons

for dating it some years later.

In the six lines which Tischendorf devotes to Athena-

goras, he says that the Apology contains
"
several quo-

tations from Matthew and Luke/'
5

without, however,

indicating them. In the very few sentences which Canon

Westcott vouchsafes to him, he says :

"
Athenagoras

quotes the words of our Lord as they stand in St.

Matthew four times, and appears to allude to passages

1
Hser., Ixiv. 21. 2 Bibl. Cod., ccxxxiv. p. 908.

3
Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 114 f.

4
Anger, Synops. Ev. Proleg., xxxii.

; JBasnage, Annal. Polit. Eccles.,

176, 6; Credner, Beitrage, i. p. 53; Falricius, (A.D. 177 180), Bibl.

Grsec., vi. p. 86; Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. Ill f.

Kirchhofer, Quellensamml., p. 473; Lardner, (A.D. 177 178), Works, ii.

p. 181 ; Mosheim, Diss. de vera setat. Apol. Athenag. ; Reuss, Gesch. N? T.,

p. 290; Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 109; Tillemont, Mem. Hist.

Eccles., t. ii. art. 8, note x.
; Tischendorf, Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 19;

Volkmar, Der TJrsprung, p. 34; De Wette. (f
Iy

0), Einl. N. T., 1852,

p. 25.

5 Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 19.
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iii St. Mark and St. John, but lie nowhere men-

tions the name of an Evangelist."
1 Here the third

Synoptic is not mentioned. In another place he says :

"
Athenagoras at Athens, and Thcophilus at Antioch,

make use of the same books generally, and treat them

with the same respect ;

"
and in a note :

"
Athenagoras

quotes the Gospels of St. Matthew and St. John." 2

Here it will be observed that also the Gospel of Mark

is quietly dropped out of sight, but still the positive

manner in which it is asserted that Athenagoras quotes

from "
the Gospel of St. Matthew,* without further

explanation, is calculated to mislead. We shall refer to

each of the supposed quotations.

Athenagoras not only does not mention any Gospel,

but singularly enough he never once introduces the

name of
"
Christ

"
into the works ascribed to him, and

all the
" words of the Lord

"
referred to are introduced

simply by the indefinite "he says," facri, and without

any indication whatever of a written source.
3 The only

exception to this is an occasion on which he puts into

the mouth of
"
the Logos

"
a saying which is not found

in any of our Gospels. The first passage to which

Canon Westcott alludes is the following, which we

contrast with the supposed parallel in the Gospel :

ATIIEXAGORAS. MATT. v. 3940.
For we have learnt not only not

to render a blow, nor to go to law

(fiiKaffo-Au) with those who spoil

and plunder us, but to those who

inflict a blow on one side (KCITU

i'fwo'c) also to pro-

sent the other side of the head in

But I say unto you : that ye
resist not evil : but whosoever shall

smite thee on thy right cheek (ere

{.cnriiTti eVl TTJV df^tdv vov triayuva]

turn to him theolher also. And if

any man bo minded lo sue llice at

the law (Kpi6r,vai) and take a way

1 On the Canon, p. 103. 2
Ib., p. 304, and note 2.

3
Donaldson, Tlist. Chr. Bit. r.nd Dcctr., iii. p. 172.

VOL. II.
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ATKENA.GORAS. MATT. v. 39 40.

turn for smiting ; and to those \vho (\afttiv) thy coat, let him have (iifas

take away (dtpaipolvro) the coat, also avrtp) thy cloke also. 2

to give besides (fViSiSowi^the cloke. l

;

It is scarcely possible to imagine a greater difference

in language conveying a similar idea than that which

exists between Athenagoras and the first Gospel, and the

parallel passage in Luke is in many respects still more

distant. No echo of the words in Matthew has lingered

in the ear of the writer, for he employs utterly different

phraseology throughout, and nothing can be more certain

than the fact that there is not a linguistic trace in it of

acquaintance with our Synoptics.

The next passage which is referred to is as follows :

ATHESAGOEAS.

What, then, are those precepts

in which we are instructed ?

I say unto you : love your

enemies, bles.s them that curse,

pray for them that persecute you :

MATT. v. 44 45.

But I say unto you, Love your

enemies,bless them that curse you,
4

do good to them that hate you, and

pray for them that 5
persecute you :

that ye may be sons of your Father That ye may be sons of your Father
which is in the heavens who (os) which is in heaven : for (on) ho
maketh his sun, &c.3 ' maketh his sun, &c. 6

. . . . ov p.6vov TO avrnraifiv, ov8t pj)v 8iKd^fo~6at rots ayovcri /cat apirdovo~i
v

ijpds, p.fp.auT)KaTfs' aXXa rots ptv, KO.V Kara Koppr/s Trpoo'TjTjXa/cifwo'f, (tat TO fTfpov

iraieiv Trapt^ftv TTJS K((pa\r)S p,(pos' Tots 8e, et TOV ^iTava d(paipo1vro, eViStSoVat

icai TO ipdrtov, ic.T.A. Legatio pro Christianis, 1.

-

E-yw 8e Xeyco vp.lv p.f] dvTKrnjvai TW irovypta' aXX* OOTIS ere panicrfi (iri TJJV

8(tdi> o~ov (ruryova, o~rpf^/ov avr<f KOI rfjv oXXiji/- KOI TW 6f\ovri trot Kpi&rjvai KOI

Tov^iTo)vd crov XajSeti/, a<p(s avr<p KOI TO IpaTiov. Matt.V. 39, 40 ; cf. Luke vi.29.
3
Atyw vp.1v' 'Ayairare TOVS (\6poiis vp.a>v, (vXaydTf TOVS Korapcoftevovs,

Trpoa-fv^ffrdf VTTtp raw StoiKOvratv i'p.as, OTTcas y(VT]<T0f viol TOV Harpbs vp.o)v TOV

tv Tols dipavols, os TOV fj\tov airoii avartXXet, K.T.\. Leg. pro Christ., 11.

4 The expressions evXayetrt TOVS Karap<ap.fvovs vp.as, KCI\UIS TrotfiTt TOVS

p.ia-ovvras vp.ds, "bless them that curse you, do good to them that hate

you," are omitted from some of the oldest MSS., but we do not know

any in which the first of these two doubtful phrases is retained, as in

Athenagoras, and the " do good to them that hate you," is omitted.
3 The phrase firrjp(a(6vra>v vp.ds,

"
despitefully use you," is omitted from

many ancient codices.

*
'E-yo> 8e Xe'yw vp.1v, dyairarf TOVS f\6poiis vp.wv /cat irpoa-fv\to'6f vntp
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The same idea is continued in the next chapter, in

which the following passage occurs :

ATHENAGOKAS.
For if ye love (dyamiTf) , he says,

MATT. v. 46.

For if ye should love (<

them which love, and lend
j

them which love you, what reward

to them which lend to you, what have ye ?
2

reward shall ye have ? '

There is no parallel at all in the 'first Gospel to the

phrase "and lend to them that lend to you," and in

Luke vi. 34, the passage reads : and if ye lend to them

of whom ye hope to receive, what thank have ye ?"

(/cat eav Savi^ere Trap* S)v eA7rtere \aj3elv, Troia vplv X&P^
lariv

;)
It is evident, therefore, that there are decided

variations here, and that the passage of Athenagoras
does not agree with either of the Synoptics. We have

seen the persistent variation in the quotations from the

"Sermon on the Mount" which occur in Justin,
3 and

there is no part of the discourses of Jesus more certain

to have been preserved by living Christian tradition, or

to have been recorded in every form of Gospel. The

differences in these passages from our Synoptic present

the same features as mark the several versions of the

same discourse in our first and third Gospels, and

indicate a distinct source. The same remarks also apply

to the next passage :

ATHENAGORAS.
For whosoever, he says (</?ori'),

looketh on a woman to lust after

MATT. v. 28.

But I say unto you, That whoso-

ever looketh on a woman to lust

TU>V SICOKOITCOI' vfias' oirws ytvyafa viol rov Karpbs vpiav TOV tv ovpavols, OTt ruv

fj\iov avrov uvare\\(i, K.T.\. Matt. V. 44, 45.
1 'Eai* yap dyaTrare, (^rjalv, roiis ayairS>vras, KOI 8ai>dfTf roils 8av(iov<rii' ii^iiv,

riva p.ta-6bi> ferf, Leg. pro Chr., 12.

- 'Eav yap dycmr)(Tr)Tf TOVS aya-ntavras vp.as, riva nurQov exfTt Matt. V. 40.

3 Justin likewise has dyajrarf for dyairr]<Trjr( in this passage.

o 2
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ATHEXAaORAS. MATT. V. 28.

her, hathcommitted adultery(peuoi- after her, hath committed adultery

XfvKfv) already in his heart. 1 with her ((poi\(vo-(v aiV^v) already
in his heart.2

The omission of avrr)i>,
" with her," is not accidental,

but is an important variation in the sense, which we have

already met with in the Gospel used by Justin Martyr.
3

There is another passage, in the next chapter, the

parallel to which follows closely on this in the great

Sermon as reported in our first Gospel, to which Canon

"Westcott does not refer, but which we must point

out :

ATHENAGORAS. MATT. v. 32.

For whosoever, he says (<f>rj<rty,
i But I say unto you, That whoso-

putteth away his wife and marrieth i ever putteth away his wife, saving
for the cause of fornication, causeth

her to commit adultery : and whoso-

ever shall marry herwhen divorced

committeth adultery.
5

It is evident that the passage in the Apology is quite

different from that in the "Sermon on the Mount" in

the first Synoptic. If we compare it with Matt. xix. 9,

there still remains the express limitation
/ur)

ITU Tropveta.,

which Atheuagoras does not admit, his own express doc-

trine being in accordance with the positive declaration in

his text. In the immediate context, indeed, he insists

that even to marry another wife after the death of the

1 'O yap fSkeirav, <}>r)(ri, yvvaixa irpbs TO firi&vp.rjo~ai airiys
1

, rj8rf p.efjMi)^fVK(v tv

T?I xapSiq. OVTOV. Leg. pro Christ., 32.

-
'Eya> 8e At'yw vp.1v Sri was 6 fJAtVaw yvvaina irpas TO e'jrt$u/iij<rai ai~n)v 17817

c/ioi^cvcrcv avrrfv l-q TT/ (capSj'a aiTov.
3
Apol., i. 15.

* Of yap av diroXvaT), <j)T)o~i, Trjv yvvauui avrov, KOI yaftrjtrri aXXijv, p.oi^arai.

Leg. pro Chr., 33.

'
Eyo> 8e Xt'ya) v/zo/ art os av ajro\vo-T) rt]V yvvaixa. avrov napficros \oyov Tropvfias

?roifl avrfiv fj.ot^evdijvai, ical os av a7ro\(\vfjifvrjv ya/iijoT/, fioi^arat' Matt. V. 32.

nas 6 mroXwav is the older and better reading, but we give 6s an a

as favouring the similarity.
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first is cloaked adultery. We find in Luke xvi. 1 8, the

reading of Athenagoras,
1 but with important linguistic

variations :

LUKE xvr. 18.

oy 6 djrd\va>

avrov KCII yap.>v (Ttpav

ATHEXAGOUAS.
Oy yap *iv diroXiKTt] rf)v

auTov, KOI
yafj.rjcrr] a\\r)v fwi^

Atlienagoras clearly cannot have derived this from

Luke, but the sense of the passage in that Gospel,

compared with the passage in Matthew xix. 9, makes it

certain that the reading of Athenao;oras was derivedo o

from .a source combining the language of the one and

the thought of the other. In Mark x. 11, the reading is

nearer that of Atlienagoras and confirms our conclusion,

but the addition there of ITT avrrjv
"
against her

"
after

/xoi^arat, proves that his source was not that Gospel.

We may at once give the last passage which is

supposed to be a quotation from our Synoptics, and

it is that which is affirmed to be a reference to Mark.

Atlienagoras states in almost immediate context with the

above : "for in the beginning God made one man and

one woman." 2 This is compared with Mark x. 6 : "But

from the beginning of the creation God made them male

and female" :

MARK x. 6,

'ATTO 8 dpxrjs KTicrto)? apcrtv

0i)\v eVot7<rei/ avrovs 6 &eos.

ATHEXAGORAS.
"On tv apxji 6 eos tva avftpa cVXo

/cot p.iav yvvaiKa.

Now this passage differs materially in every way
from the second Synoptic. The reference to

" one man"

and " one woman" is used in a totally different sense,

and enforces the previous assertion that a man may only

marry one wife. Such an argument directly derived

1

Lardner, indeed, points to the passage as a quotation from the third

Gospel. Works, ii. p. 183.

2
Leg. pro Chr., 33.
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from the old Testament is perfectly natural to one who,

like Athenagoras, derived all his authority from it alone.

It is simply absurd to claim it as evidence of the use

of Mark.

Now we must repeat that Athenagoras does not name

any source from which he derives his knowledge of

the sayings of Jesus. These sayings are all from the

Sermon on the Mount, and are introduced by the in-

definite phrase fao-i, and it is remarkable that all differ

distinctly from the parallels in our Gospels. The whole

must be taken together as coming from one source,

and there is the clearest indication that his source was

different from our Gospels. Dr. Donaldson states the

case with great fairness :

"
Athenagoras makes no allusion

to the inspiration of any of the New Testament writers.

He does not mention one of them by name, and one

cannot be sure that he quotes from any except Paul.

All the passages taken from the Gospels are parts of our

Lord's discourses, and may have come down to Athen-

agoras by tradition."
1 He might have added that they

might also have been derived from the gospel according

to the Hebrews Or many another collection now un-

happily lost.

One circumstance strongly confirming this conclusion

is the fact already mentioned, that Athenagoras, in the

same chapter in which one of these quotations occurs,

introduces an apocryphal saying of the Logos, and con-

nects it with previous sayings by the expression
" The

Logos again (iraXu>) saying to us." This can only refer

to the sayings previously introduced by the indefinite

1 Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 172.

J)e Wette says regarding Athenagoras :
" The quotations of evangelical

passages prove nothing." Einl. A. T., 1852, p. 25.
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</?cri. The sentence, which is in reference to the

Christian salutation of peace, is as follows :

" The Log >.s

again saying to us :

'

If any one kiss a second time

because it has given him gratification (he sins) ;

'

and

adding :

' Thus the kiss or rather the salutation must be

used with care, as, if it be defiled even a little by thought,

it excludes us from the life eternal.'
" l This saying,

which is directly attributed to the Logos, is not found in

our Gospels. The only natural deduction is that it

conies from the same source as the other sayings, and

that source was not our synoptic Gospels.
2

The total absence of any allusion to New Testament

Scriptures in Athenagoras,
3
however, is rendered more

striking and significant by the marked expression of his

belief in the inspiration of the Old Testament. He

appeals to the prophets for testimony as to the truth of

the opinions of Christians : men, he says, who spoke by
the inspiration of God, whose Spirit moved their mouths

to express God's will as musical instruments are played

upon :

4 " But since the voices of the prophets support

our arguments, I think that you, being most learned and

wise, cannot be ignorant of the writings of Moses, or of

those of Isaiah and Jeremiah and of the other prophets,

who being raised in ecstasy above the reasoning that was

in themselves, uttered the things which were wrought in

1 IlaXif
rjfJ.lv \iyovros TOV \6yov 'Edv ns Sia rovro tie Sevrtpou KaTa</>iA ;/,

OTI f)pf(Tfi>avTu>- (cat firifptpovTos- QVTWS ovv aK/jt/3co<ra<r$at TO <pi\r]ij.a, p.aX\ov

Bf TO irpo<rKvvr)p.a 8r &>s tiirov p.tKpoi> TT) 8iavotq napa6o\<i)6fiv, (a> fipas rf/s

aiwviov Ti6(vros fcoJJy. Leg. pro Christ., 32.
2 Cf. Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 34; Lanlm-r, Works, ii.

}>. 1N7,
xx. f. ; ficum, Gesch. N. T., p. 290; Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and

Doctr., iii. p. 172 f.

3
Donulhon, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p, 172 ; Credner, Beitiiige,

i. p. 54 f. ; Volkmur, Der Urspi-ung, p. 34.
*
Leg. pro Christ., 7.
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them, when the Divine Spirit moved them, the Spirit

using them as a flute player would blow into the flute."
'

He thus enunciates the theory of the mechanical inspira-

tion of the writers of the Old Testament, in the clearest

manner,
2 and it would indeed have been strange, on the

supposition that he extended his views of inspiration to

any of the Scriptures of the New Testament, that he

never names a single one of them, nor indicates to the

Emperors in the same way, as worthy of their attention,

any of these Scriptures along with the Law and the

Prophets. There can be no doubt that he nowhere

gives reason for supposing that he regarded any

other writings than the Old Testament as inspired or

"
Holy Scripture."

3

4.

IN the 1 7th year of the reign of Marcus Aurclius, be-

tween the 7th March, 177-178, a fierce persecution was,

it is said,
4 commenced against the Christians in Gaul,

and more especially at Vienne and Lyons, during the

course of which the aged Bishop Pothinus, the predecessor

of Irenseus, suffered martyrdom for the faith. The two

communities some time after addressed an Epistle to their

brethren in Asia and Phrygia, and also to Eleutherus,

Bishop of Rome,
5
relating the events which had occurred,

and the noble testimony which had been borne to Christ

by the numerous martyrs who had been cruelly put

1

Leg. pro Christ., 9.

*
Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 171 f. ; Scholtcn, Die alt.

Zeugnisse, p. 108 f.
; Credncr, Beitrage, i. p. 54 f.

3 In the treatise on the Resurrection there are no arguments derived

from Scripture.
* Euselim, H. E., v. Proem.

'
a
II.

}
JJ. E., v. 3-
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to death. The Epistle has in great part been preserved

by Eusebius,
1 and critics generally agree in dating it

about A.D. 177,
2

although it Avas most probably not

written until the following year.
3

No writing of the New Testament is directly referred

to in this Epistle,
4 but it is asserted that there are

"
unequivocal coincidences of language

" 5 with the Gospel

of Luke, and others of its books. The passage which is

referred to as showing knowledge of our Synoptic, is as

follows. The letter speaks of a certain Vettius Epaga-

thus whose life was so austere that, although a young

man,
" he shared in the testimony (/xaprv/ota) of the elder

(npe<r/3vTpov) Zacharias. He had walked, of a truth,

in all the commandments and ordinances of the Lord

blameless, and was eager in kind offices towards his

neighbours ;
he was very zealous for God and fervent

in spirit."
6 This is compared with the description of

Zacharias and Elizabeth in Luke i. 6 :

" And they were

both righteous before God, walking in all the command-

1
Eusebius, H. E., v. 1 f.

2
Anger, Synops. Ev. Prolog., p. xxxii.

; Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and

Doctr., iii. p. 255 ff.
; Hilyenfeld, Der Kanon, p. 10, p. 32

; Lipsius, Ch.ro-

nologie d. rom. Bischb'fe, p. 185
; Lardner, Works, ii. p. 149

; Mosheim,

Observ. Sacr. et Hist., i. 3, 10; Neander, K. GL, i. p. 190 f.
; South,

Eeliq. Sacrse, i. p. 289 f., p. 326 f. ; Sckolten, Die Jilt. Zeugnisse, p. 110 f.

TiUcmont, Mem. Hist. Eccl., iii. art. 2, et note 1 ; Tischeiidorf, Wann
warden, u. s. \v., p. 80 f., an. 1 ; Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 164, p.

156; Westcott, on the Canon, p. 295.
3 Baronius dates the death of Pothinus in A.D. 179 ; Valerius, ad Euseb.

H. E., v. 5.

4
Westcott, on the Canon, p. 295; Larduer, Works, ii. p. 153; Donald-

son, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 285.
5

Weatcott, On the Canon, p. 295.
6 .... (rvi>fi<Tov<r()ai T>J TOV Trpeo^vre/wu Za^apiov papTvpia- miroptvro

yovv fv mi<rais rats eVroXats nal SIKHM/UUTI TOV Kvpiov lipffJiTrTos, Kai ircicrri rr/

TTpos TOV TT\r)criov \firovpyia UOKVOS, fj\oi> Qtov TTO\VI> e^coi/,
KOI Vi> rw TTI/CU-

K.T.X. Etueb., H. E., y. 1.
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ments and ordinances of the Lord blameless." 1 A little

further on in the Epistle it is said of the same person :

" And himself having the advocate (Trapct/cX^ro^), the

spirit (TO Trvevfj-a),
more abundantly than Zacharias," &c. 2

which ao-ain is referred to Luke i. 67.
" And his fathero

Zacharias was filled with the Holy Spirit and prophesied,

saying," &c. 3

No written source is indicated in the Epistle for the

reference to Zacharias, and, therefore, it cannot in any

case be ascribed to one particular Gospel to the ex-

clusion of others no longer extant. Let us, however,

examine the matter more closely. Tischendorf does not

make use of this Epistle at all as evidence for the Scrip-

tures of the New Testament. He does, however, refer to

it and to these very allusions in it to Zacharias, as testi-

mony to the existence and use of the Protevangelium

Jacobi, a work, it will be remembered, whose origin he

dates so far back as. the first three decades of the second

century.
4 He points out that the first reference to the

Protevangelium after Justin appears to be in this Epistle,

as Hilgenfeld had already observed.5 Tischendorf and

Hilgenfeld, therefore, agree in affirming that the reference

to Zacharias which we have quoted, indicates acquaint-

ance with a different Gospel from our third Gospel, for

it alludes to his martyrdom, which Luke does not

1

fjcrav df diKaioi a^fpoTfpot fvanriov rot) $eov, iropfv6fi.(i>oi ev irao-ais THIS

fiToiXals /cat ^iKaMjj.aa'iv TOV Kvpiov (1fj.ffj.irroi.
Luke i. 6.

"

exa>v &* Tov irapaKkriTov ev eavro), TO 7TVfvp.a TrAiioi/ TOV Za^apiov. Eitseb. ,

H. E., v. i.

3 Kal Zaxapias 6 7rarJ)p avTou f7r\r)cr6Tj nvi'/J.aTos ayiov KOI (7Tpo(f>r)Tfvcrfi>

Xeywi/, K.r.X. Luke i. 67.
4 Wann mirden, u. s. w., p. 76 ff., 80, anm. 1

; cf. Evang. Apocr. Proleg.,

p. xii. f.

5 Wannwurden, u. s. w., p. 80. anm. 1,; Hilyenfeld, DieEv^*. Justin's,

p. 154 f.
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mention. Hilgenfelcl rightly maintains that' the Prot-

cvangelium Jacobi in its present form is merely a version

of an older work,
1 which he conjectures to have been

the Gospel according to Peter, or the Gnostic work TeWa

Ma/no,?.
2 Both Tischendorf and Hilgenfeld show that

many of the Fathers 3 were either acquainted with the

Protevangelium or the works on which it was based, and

Tertullian refers to the martyrdom of Zacharias which it

relates.
4 The first Gospel alludes to the same event 5 in

a manner which indicates a well-known history, but of

which, with the exception of the account in the Protevan-

gelium, we have no written narrative extant. There

can be no doubt that the reference to Zacharias in

Matthew, in the Protevaugelium and in this Epistle of

Vienne and Lyons, is not based upon Luke, in which

there is no mention of his death, and there can be just

as little doubt, and the Protevangelium is absolute

evidence of the fact, that other works existed which

included the Martyrdom of Zacharias, as well as the

tradition of the birth of John the Baptist, which latter

part we find reproduced in our third Synoptic Gospel.

Ewald, who asserts the mythical character of that history

in Luke,
6
distinctly affirms that it is not a composition

by the author of our third Synoptic, but is derived from

a separate older work. 7

The state of the case, then, is as follows : We find

a coincidence in a few words in connection with Zacharias

1 Die Ew. Justin's, p. 154 f.
2

Ib., p. 160 f.

3
Tischendorf, "Warm warden, u. s. w., p. 76 S. ; cf. Evang. Apoc.

Prolog., p. xii. f.
; HHyciifdd, Die Ew. J., p. 154 IF.

4

Scorp. adv. Gnost., 8.
" Zacharias inter altaro et icdem trucidatur

perennes cruoris sui maculas silicibus adsignans." Cf. Protev. Jac., xxiv.
5 Matt, xxiii. 35.

6 Christus u. s. Zeit, p. 230 ff. ; Gesch. des V. Israels, 1867, v.

7 EwaJd, Die drei erst. Eyy., p. 97 f. ; cf. i. p. 177 ff.
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between the Epistle and our third Gospel, but so far

from the Gospel being in any way indicated as their

source, the words in question are, on the contrary, in

association with a reference to events unknown to our

Gospel, but which were indubitably chronicled elsewhere.

It follows clearly, and few venture to doubt the fact,

that the allusion in the Epistle is to a Gospel different

from ours and not to our third Synoptic at all.

There is another point which may just be mentioned.

In Luke i. 6 7, it is said that Zacharias
" was filled with

the Holy Spirit
"

(eTrXrjcrBrj Trvev/xaros aytou). Now
the Epistle which is supposed to recognise the Gospel as

Holy Scripture says of Vettius Epagathus, that he was
" more full of the Spirit than Zacharias

"
(TO irvevpa

TrXttov TOV ZaxapCov). Such an unnecessary and in-

vidious comparison would scarcely have been made had

the writer known our Gospel and regarded it as inspired

Scripture.
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CHAPTER X.

PTOLEM/EUS AND HERACLEON CELSUS THE CANON OP

MURATORI RESULTS.

WE have now reached the extreme limit of time within

which we think it in any degree worth while to seek

for evidence as to the date and authorship of the synoptic

Gospels, and we might now proceed to the fourth Gospel ;

but before doing so it may be well to examine one or

two other witnesses whose support has been claimed by

apologists, although our attention may be chiefly con-

fined to an inquiry into the date of such testimony, upon
which its value, even if real, mainly depends so far as we

are concerned. The first of these whom we must notice

are the two Gnostic leaders, Ptolemseus and Heracleon.

Epiphanius has preserved a certain
"
Epistle to Flora

"

ascribed to Ptolemseus, in which, it is contended, there

are
"
several quotations from Matthew, and one from the

first chapter of John." l What date must be assigned to

this Epistle ? In reply to those who date it about the

end of the second century, Tischendorf produces the evi-

dence for an earlier period to which he assigns it. He

says :

" He (Ptolemteus) appears in all the oldest sources

1

Tischendorf, Warm warden, u. s. w., p. 46. Canon "Westcott with

greater caution says: "He quoted words of our Lord recorded by St.

Matthew, the prologue of St. John's Gospel, &c." On the Canon,

p. 267.
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as one of the most important, most influential of the

disciples of Valentinus. As the period at which the

latter himself flourished falls about 140, do we say too

much when we represent Ptoleuiaeus as working at the

latest about 160 ? Irenaeus (in the 2nd Book) and

Hippolytus name him together with Heracleon ;
likewise

pseudo-Tertullian (in the appendix to De Prceseriptioni-

Ijus Hcereticorum) and Philastrius make him appear

immediately after Valentinus. Ireuaeus wrote the first

and second books of his great work most probably

(hochst warscheinlich) before 180, and in both he occu-

pies himself much with Ptolemaeus." * Canon Westcott,

beyond calling Ptolemseus and Heracleon disciples of

Valentinus, does not assign any date to either, and does

not of course offer any further evidence on the point,

although, in regard to Heracleon, he admits the ignorance

in which we are as to all points of his history,
2 and states

generally, in treating of him, that
"
the exact chronology

of the early heretics is very uncertain." 3

Let us, however, examine the evidence upon which

Tischendorf relies for the date he assigns to Ptolemaeus.

He states in vague terms that Ptolemaeus appears
"
in all

the oldest sources
"

(in alien den altesten Quellen) as one

of the most important disciples of Valentinus. We shall

presently see what these sources are, but must now follow

the argument :

" As the date of Valentinus falls about

140, do we say too much when we represent Ptolemaeus

as working at the latest about 160 ?
"

It is evident that

there is no evidence here but merely assumption, and the

manner in which the period
" about 160

"
is begged, is a

clear admission that there are no certain data. The year

1 Wann warden, u. s. w., p. 46 f.

On the Canon, p. 263. 3
lb., p. 264, note 2.
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might with equal propriety upon those grounds have

been put ten years earlier or ten years later. The decep-

tive and arbitrary character of the conclusion, however,

will be more apparent when we examine the grounds

upon which the relative dates 140 and 160 rest. Tisch-

endorf here states that the time at which Valentinus

nourished falls about A.D. 140, but the fact is that, as all

critics are agreed,
1 and as even Tischendorf himself else-

where states,
2 Valentinus came out of Egypt to Kome in

that year, when his public career practically commenced,

and he continued to flourish for at least twenty years after.
3

Tischendorfs pretended moderation, therefore, consists

in dating the period when Valentinus flourished from the

very year of his first appearance, and in assigning the

active career of Ptolernoeus to 160 when Valentinus was

still alive and teaching. He might on the same prin-

ciple be dated 180, and even in that case there could be

no reason for ascribing the Epistle to Flora to so early a

period of his career. Tischendorf never even pretends

to state any ground upon which Ptolemaeus must be

connected with any precise part of the public life of

Valentinus, and still less for discriminating the period of

the career of Ptolenneus at which the Epistle may have

been composed. It is obvious that a wide limit for date

thus exists.

After these general statements Tischendorf details the

only evidence which is available, (l)
"
Irenseus (in the

2nd Book) and Hippolytus name him together with

Heracleon
;

likewise (2) pseudo-Tertullian (in the

1 See authorities, Vol. ii. p. 55, note 3.

- Wann warden, u. s. w., p. 43. "
Valentinus, der um 140 aus

JEgypten nach Kom kam und darauf noch 20 Jahre gelebt haben mag."
3 Cf. Irencrus, Adv. Hr., iii. 4, 3; Etisebius, H. E., iv. 11.
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appendix to De Prcescriptionibus Hcvreticorum) and

Philastrius make him appear immediately after Valenti-

nus," &c. We must first examine these two points a

little more closely in order to ascertain the value of such

statements. With regard to the first (1) of these points,

we shall presently see that the mention of the name of

P'tolemams along with that of Heracleon throws no light

upon the matter from any point of view, inasmuch as

Tischendorf has as little authority for the date he assigns

to the latter, and is in as complete ignorance concerning

him, as in the case of Ptolemaeus. It is amusing, more-

over, that Tischendorf employs the very same argument,

which sounds well although it means nothing, inversely

to establish the date of Heracleon. Here, he argues :

"Irenaeus and Hippolytus name him (Ptolemaeus)

together with Heracleon ;

" 1

there, he reasons :

"
Irenseus

names Heracleon together with Ptolemseus,"
2 &c. As

neither the date assigned to the one nor to the other can

stand alone, he tries to get them into something like an

upright position by propping the one 'against the other,

an expedient which, naturally, meets with little success.

AVe shall in dealing with the case of Heracleon show how

absurd is the argument from the mere order in which

such names are mentioned by these writers
;
meantime we

may simply say that Irenseus only once mentions the

name of Heracleon in his works, and that the occasion

on which he does so, and to which reference is here made,

is merely an allusion to the ./Eons
" of Ptolemseus himself,

and of Heracleon, and all the rest who hold these views." 3

This phrase might have been used, exactly as it stands, with

1 Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 47. -
Ib., p. 48.

3
Ipsius Ptolemsei et Heracleonis, ot reliquis cmnibus qui cadem cji-

nantur. Adv. Hser., ii. 4, 1.
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perfect propriety even if Ptolemseus and Heracleon had

been separated by a century. The only point which can

be deduced from this mere coupling of names is that, in

using the present tense, Irenaeus is speaking of his own

contemporaries. We may make the same remark regard-

ing Hippolytus, for, if his mention of Ptolemseus and

Heracleon has any weight at all, it is to prove that they
were flourishing in his time :

" Those who are of Italy,

of whom is Heracleon and Ptolemseus, say . . ."
* &c.

We shall have to go further into this point presently.

As to (2) pseudo-Tertullian and Philastrius we need only

say that even if the fact of the names of the two

Gnostics being coupled together could prove anything

in regard to the date, the repetition by these writers

could have no importance for us, their works being

altogether based on those of Irenoeus and Hippolytus,
2

and scarcely, if at all, conveying independent informa-

tion.
3 We have merely indicated the weakness of

these arguments in passing, but shall again take them

up further on.

The next and final consideration advanced by Tisch-

endorf is the only one which merits serious atten-

tion.
"
Irenseus wrote the first and second book of his

great work most probably before 180, and in both he

occupies himself much with Ptolemseus." Before pro-

ceeding to examine the accuracy of this statement

regarding the time at which Irenseus wrote, we may ask

what conclusion would be involved if Irenseus really did

1 Ot p.tv (JTTO TTJS 'iraXt'ci?, tov ariv 'HpaKXea? Kai nToXf/iiaioy ....
(jxitn, Rof. Omn. User., vi. 35.

8 Cf. Lipsius, Zur Quellenkritik des Epiphanius, 1865.
3 Indeed the direct and avowed dependence of Hippolytus himself upon

the work of Irenreus deprives the Philosopumena, in many parts, of all

separate authority.

VOL. II. f
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compose the two books in A.D. 180 in which he mentions

our Gnostics in the present tense ? Nothing more than

the simple fact that Ptolemseus and Heracleon were

promulgating their doctrines at that time. There is not

a single word to show that they did not continue to

flourish long after
;

and as to the
"
Epistle to Flora

"

Irenseus knows nothing of it, nor has any attempt been

made to assign it to an early part of the Gnostics' career.

Tischendorf, in fact, does not produce a single passage

nor the slightest argument to show that Irenaeus treats

our two Gnostics as men of the past, or otherwise than

as heretics then actively disseminating their heterodox

opinions, and, even taken literally, the argument of

Tischendorf would simply go to prove that about A.D. 180

Irenseus wrote part of a work in which he attacks

Ptolemseus and mentions Heracleon.

When did Irenseus, however, really write his work

against Heresies ? Although our sources of reliable

information regarding him are exceedingly limited, we

are not without materials for forming a judgment on the

point. Irenseus was born about A.D. 140, and is generally

supposed to have died at the opening of the third century

(A.D. 202).
1 We know that he was deputed by the

Church of Lyons to bear to Eleutherus, then Bishop of

Rome, the Epistle of that Christian community describing

their sufferings during the persecution commenced against

them in the seventeenth year of the reign of Marcus

Aurelius Antoninus (7th March, 177 178).
2

It is very

improbable that this journey was undertaken, in any

case, before the spring of A.D. 178 at the earliest, and,

1
Scholten, Die silt. Zeugnisse, p. 118 f.; Tischendorf, "Warm \mrden,

u. s. w., p. 11, 12
; Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 24.

2
Eusebius, H. E., v. 1 ; Preef. 1, 3, 4.
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indeed, in accordance with the given data, the persecu-

tion itself may not have commenced earlier than the

beginning of that year, so that his journey need not have

been undertaken before the close of 178 or the spring of

179, to which epoch other circumstances might lead us.1

There is reason to believe that he remained some time in

Rome. Baronius states that Irenseus Avas not appointed

Bishop of Lyons till A.D. 180, for he says that the see

remained vacant for that period after the death of

Pothinus in consequence of the persecution. Now certain

expressions in his work show that Irenseus certainly did

not write it until he became Bishop.
2

It is not known

how long Irenoeus remained in Rome, but there is every

probability that he must have made a somewhat pro-

tracted stay, for the purpose of making himself acquainted

with the various tenets of Gnostic and other heretics

then being actively taught, and the preface to the first

Book refers to the pains he took. He wrote his work in

Gaul, however, after his return from this visit to Rome.

This is apparent from what he himself states in the

Preface to the first Book :

"
I have thought it neces-

sary/' he says,
"
after having read the Memoirs (VTTO/A-

v^pacrL) of the disciples of Valentinus as they call them-

selves, and having Inj personal intercourse with some of
them apprehended their opinions, to unfold to thee,"

3 &c.

A little further on he claims from the friend to whom he

addresses his work indulgence for any defects of style

on the score of his being resident amongst the Keltae.
4

1 Baronius (Ann. Eccles.) sets the death of Pothinus in A.D. 179.
8 Cf. Adv. User., v. Prsef. ; Massuct, Dissert, in Iren., ii. art. ii. 49

;

Lardner, Works, ii. p. 157.
3 Adv. liter., i. Prsef. 2. See the passage quoted, vol. ii. p. 00.

4 OVK fTrijjYjTjjo-et? 8e Trap' i^ia>i/ rStv fi> KeXrotV 8iaTpif$6i>r<av, /c.r.A.

Htor., i. Prsef. 3.

! 2
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Irenoeus no doubt during his stay in Rome came in

contact with, the school of Ptolemseus and Heracleon, if

not with the Gnostic leaders themselves, and shocked as

he describes himself as being at the doctrines which they

insidiously taught, he undertook, on his return to Lyons,

to explain them that others might be exhorted to

avoid such an "
abyss of madness and blasphemy against

Christ."
1 Irenseus gives us other materials for assign-

ing a date to his work. In the third Book he enumerates

the bishops who had filled the Episcopal Chair of Rome,

and the last whom he names is Eleutherus (A.D. 177

190), who, he says, "now in the twelfth place from the

apostles, holds the inheritance of the episcopate."
2 There

is, however, another clue which, taken along with this,

leads us to a close approximation to the actual date. In

the same Book, Ireuaeus mentions Theodotion's version

of the Old Testament :

" But not as some say," he

writes,
" who now (vvv) presume to interpret the

Scripture :

' Behold a young woman shall conceive, and

bring forth a son,' as Theodotion, the Ephesian, has

interpreted, and Aquila of Pontus, both Jewish prose-

lytes."
3 Now we are informed by Epiphanius that

Theodotion published his translation during the reign

of the Emperor Commodus 4
(A.D. 180192). The

Chronicon Paschale adds that it was during the Consul-

ship of Marcellus, or as Massuet 5
proposes to read

Marullus, who, jointly with /Eliauus, assumed office

A.D. 184. These dates decidedly agree with the passage
1 Adv. Hser., i. Pra>f. 2.

2 Adv. User., iii. 3, 3 ; Eusebius^ II. E., v. 6.

3 'AAX' 011^ is tvioi <pa(Ti TOIV vvv To\p.a>VTa>v fifdfpfiijvfi/fiv rr]v ypa(f)r)i> . . .

wr GfoSoTuoi/ ripit,r]V(v<Ttv 6 'E<<rios, KOI 'A.KV\as 6 IlofTiKoy, K,T.\. Adv. User.,

iii. 21, 1. Euwb., II. E., v. 8.

4 JJo Ponderib. et Mens., 17.

5 Dissert, in Ircn., ii. art. ii. xcvii. 47.
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of Irenseus and with the other data, all of which lead

us to about the same period within the episcopate of

Eleutlierus (f c. 190).
1 We have here, therefore, a

reliable clue to the date at which Treiueus wrote. It

must be remembered that at that period the multiplica-

tion and dissemination of books was a very slow process.

A work published about 184 or 185 could scarcely have

come into the possession of Irenseus in Gaul till some

years later, and we are, therefore, brought towards the

end of the episcopate of Eleutherus as the earliest date

at which the first three books of his work against

Heresies can well have been written, and the rest must

be assigned to a later period under the episcopate of

Victor (f 198 199).
2

At this point we must pause and turn to the evidence

which Tischendorf offers regarding the date to be

assigned to Heracleon.3 As in the case of Ptolemaaus,

we shall give it entire and then examine it in detail.

To the all-important question: "How old is Heracleon?"

Tischendorf replies: "Irenseus names Heracleon, together

with Ptolemseus II. 4, 1, in a way which makes them

1 Cf. Credner, Beitiage, ii. p. 253 ff.
;
De Wette, Einl. A. T., 1852, p.

61 ff., p. G2, anm. d. ; Lardncr, "He also speaks of the translation of

Theodotion, which is generally allowed to have been published in the

reign of Commodus." Works, ii. p. 156 f. ; Massuet, Dissert, in Iren., ii.

art. ii. xcvii. 47.

2
Massuet, Dissert, in Iren., ii. art. ii. xcvii. ( 47), xcix. ( 50) ; Volk-

mar, Der Ursprung, p. 24
; cf. De Wette, Einl. A. T., p. 62, anm. d.

(" Er schrieb zw., 177 192 ") ; cf. Credner, Beitiage, ii. p. 255. Jerome

says :
" Hoc ille scripsit ante annos circiter trecentos." Epist. adTheod.,

53, al. 29. If instead of "
trecentos," which is an evident slip of the

pen, we read "
ducentos," his testimony as to the date exactly agrees.

3 Canon Westcott adds no separate testimony. He admits that : "The

history of Heracleon, the great Valentininn Commentator, is full of un-

certainty. Nothing is known of his country or parentage." On the

Canon, p. 263, and in a note : "The exact chronology of the early heretics

is very uncertain," p. 264, note 2.
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appear as well-known representatives of the Valentinian

school. This interpretation of his words is all the more

correct because he never again mentions Heracleon.

Clement, in the 4th. Book of his Stromata, written shortly

after the death of Commodus (193), recalls an explana-

tion by Heracleon of Luke xii. 8, when he calls him the

most noted man of the Valentinian school (6 T^S

OvaXemivov 0^0X779 So/ct/xwraros is Clement's expression).

Origen, at the beginning of his quotation from Heracleon,

says that he was held to be a friend of Valentinus (TOV

QvaXevTivov Xeyo^te^ov etz'cu yvtopipov 'HpafcXewva).

Hippolytus mentions him, for instance, in the following

way : (vi. 29) ;

'

Valentinus, and Heracleon, and Ptole-

niseus, and the whole school of these, disciples of

Pythagoras and Plato. . . . Epiphanius says

(Hger. 41) :

' Cerdo (the same who, according to

Irenaeus III. 4, 3, was in Rome under Bishop Hyginus
with Valentinus) follows these (the Ophites, Kainites,

Sethiani), and Heracleon.' After all this Heracleon

certainly cannot be placed later than 150 to 160. The

expression which Origen uses regarding his relation

to Valentinus must, according to linguistic usage, be

understood of a personal relation." 1

We have already pointed out that the fact that the

names of Ptolemaeus and Heracleon are thus coupled

together affords no clue in itself to the date of either,

and their being mentioned as leading representatives of

the school of Valentinus does not in any way involve

the inference that they were not contemporaries of

Irenseus, living and working at the time he wrote. The

way in which Irenaeus mentions them in this the only

passage throughout his whole work in which he names
1 Warm warden, u. s. w., p. 48 f.
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Heracleon, and to which Tischeudorf pointedly refers,

is as follows :

" But if it was not produced, but was

generated by itself, then that which is vacuum is both

like, and brother to, and of the same honour with, that

Father who was proclaimed by Valentinus ;
but it is

really more ancient, and existent much before, and more

exalted than the rest of the ^Eons of Ptolemseus him-

self, and of Heracleon, and all the rest who hold these

views." 1 "We fail to recognize anything special, here, of

the kind inferred by Tischendorf, in the way in which

mention is made of the two later Gnostics. If anything-
be clear, on the contrary, it is that a distinction is drawn

between Valentinus and Ptolemaeus and Heracleon, and

that Irenaeus points out inconsistencies between the

doctrines of the founder and those of his later followers.

It is quite irrelevant to insist merely, as Tischendorf

does, that Irenseus and subsequent writers represent

Ptolemaeus and Heracleon and other Gnostics of his time

as of
" the school

"
of Valentinus. The question simply

is, whether in doing so they at all imply that these men

were not contemporaries of Irenaeus, or necessarily

assign their period of independent activity to the lifetime

of Valentinus, as Tischendorf appears to argue ? Most

certainly they do not, and Tischendorf does not attempt

to offer any evidence that they do so. We may perceive

how utterly worthless such a fact is for the purpose of

affixing an early date by merely considering the quota-

tion which Tischendorf himself makes from Hippolytus :

" Valentinus and Heracleon and Ptolemoeus, and the

1 Si autem non prolatum est, sed a se generatum est ; et simile est, et

fraternum, et ejusdem honoris id quod est vacuum, ei Patri qui prredictus

est a Valentino : antiquius autem et multo ante exsistens, et honorificen-

tius reliquis JEonibus ipsius Ptolemreiet Heracleonis, et reliquis omnibus

qui eadem opinantur. Ady. Hcer., ii. 4, 1.
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whole school of these, disciples of Pythagoras and

Plato. . . .
f>1 If the statement that men are of a

certain school involve the supposition of coincidence of

time, the three Gnostic leaders must be considered con-

temporaries of Pythagoras or Plato, whose disciples they

are said to be. Again, if the order in which names arc

mentioned, as Tischendorf contends by inference through-

out his whole argument, is to involve strict similar

sequence of date, the principle applied to the whole

of the early writers would lead to the most ridiculous

confusion. Tischendorf quotes Epiphanius :

" Cerdo

follows these (the Ophites, Kainites, Sethiani), and Hera-

cleon." Why he does so it is difficult to understand,

unless it be to give the appearance of multiplying testi-

monies, for two sentences further on he is obliged to

admit :

"
Epiphanius has certainly made a mistake, as in

such things not unfrequently happens to him, when

he makes Cerdo, who, however, is to be placed about 140,

follow Heracleon." 2 This kind of mistake is, indeed,

common to all the writers quoted, and when it is remem-

bered that such an error is committed where a distinct

and deliberate affirmation of the point is concerned, it

will easily be conceived how little dependence is to be

placed on the mere mention of names in the course

of argument. We find Irenaeus saying that "neither

Valentinus, nor Marcion, nor Saturninus, nor Basilides
"

possesses certain knowledge,
3 and elsewhere :

"
of such an

one as Valentinus, or Ptolemaeus, or Basilides."
4 To base

O'IWV KOI 'HpaicXfaiv KOI nroXf/^aioy KOI Tratra
rj TOVTWJ/ er^oXjj,

01 livdayopov KOI TlXdrtavos padrjTai, K.T.\. Ref. Omn. Efoer., vi. 29.
2 "Warm wurden, u. s. w., p. 49.

"We do not here enter into the discussion of the nature of this error.

(See VolJcmar, Der Ursprung, p. 129 f. ; Scliolten, Die alt. Zeugnisse,

p. 91
; ffiggenbach, Die Zeugn. f. d. Ev. Johan., 1866, p. 79.)

3 Ad\. Hser., ii. 28, 6. *
Ib., ii. 28, 9.
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an argument as to date on the order in which names

appear in such writers is preposterous.

Tischendorf draws an inference from the, statement

that Heracleon was said to be a yi/wpt/xo? of Valentinus,

that Origen declares him to have been his friend, hold-

ing personal intercourse with him. Origen, however,

evidently knew nothing individually on the point, and

speaks upon mere hearsay, guardedly using the expres-

sion "said to be" (Xeyd/xevo^ elmi yvaipinov). But,

according to the later and patristic use of the word,

yi'wpi/Aog meant nothing more than a "
disciple," and it

cannot here be necessarily interpreted into a
" contem-

porary."
1 Under no circumstances could such a phrase,

avowedly limited to hearsay, have any weight. The

loose manner in which the Fathers repeat each other,

even in serious matters, is too well known to every one

acquainted with their writings to require any remark.

Their inaccuracy keeps pace with their want of critical

judgment. We have seen one of the mistakes of

Epiphanius, admitted by Tischendorf to be only too

common with him, which illustrates how little such

data are to be relied on. We may point out another of

the same kind committed by him in common with Hip-

polytus, pseudo-Tertullian and Philastrius. Mistaking a

passage of Irenseus,
2
regarding the sacred Tetrad (Kol-

Arbas) of the Valentinian Gnosis, Hippolytus supposes

Irenseus to refer to another heretic leader. He at

once treats the Tetrad as such a leader named "
Colar-

basus," and after dealing (vi. 4) with the doctrines of

Secundus, and Ptolemoeus, and Heracleon, he proposes,

5, to show " what are the opinions held by Marcus and
1 Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 127; Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 89 ;

cf. Lipsius, Zeitschr. \viss. Theol., 1867, p. 82 ; Stephanas, Thesaurus

Ling. Gr. ; Suidas, Lexicon, iu voco, - Adv. Hrer., i. 14.
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Colarbasus." 1 At the end of the same book he declares

that Irenseus, to whom he states that he is indebted for

a knowledge of their inventions, has completely refuted

the opinions of these heretics, and he proceeds to treat

of Basilides, considering that it has been sufficiently

demonstrated
" whose disciples are Marcus and Colar-

basus, the successors of the school of Valentinus." 2 At

an earlier part of the work he had spoken in a more

independent way in reference to certain who had pro-

mulgated great heresies :

" Of these," he says,
" one is

Colarbasus, who endeavours to explain religion by
measures and numbers." 3 The same mistake is committed

by pseudo-Tertullian,
4 and Philastrius,

5 each of whom
devotes a chapter to this supposed heretic. Epiphanius,

as might have been expected, fell into the same error,

and he proceeds elaborately to refute the heresy of the

Colarbasians, "which is Heresy XV." He states that

Colarbasus follows Marcus and Ptolemaeus,
6 and after

discussing the opinions of this mythical heretic he

devotes the next chapter,
" which is Heresy XVI.," to

the . Heracleonites, commencing it with the information

that: "A certain Heracleon follows after Colarbasus." 7

This absurd mistake 8 shows how little these writers

1 Tiva TO. Maputo KOI KoXap/3acro> vofii(r0(vra. Ref. Omn. Hper., vi. 5.

There can be no doubt that a chapter on Colarbasus is omitted from the

MS. of Hippolytus which we possess. Cf. Bumen, Hippolytus u. s.

Zeit, 1852, p. 54 f.

2 .... rlvaiv eUv p.a0r)Tal Mdpicos re KOI KoXap/Saeros
1

, ol rrjs OvaXfvrivov

cr^oX^r Stdfio^ot yevop-evoi, K.r.X. Ref. Omn. User., vi. 55.

3 TQv els pev KoXap/3aa-oy, os 8m perpav KOI api0fj.cov (KTi0r0ai 0(o<Tf^iav

fmxftPf
'
1 - R6^ Omn. Heer., iv. 13.

4
Hser., 15. s

II., 43.

6
76., xxxv. 1, p".

258.

7 'HpaKXtW Tit TOVTOV TOV HoXop^aaov diade^crat, K.T.X. Hser., xxxvi.

l,p. 262.

8
Volkmar, Lie Colarbasus-gnosis in Niedner's Zeits'chr. hist. Theol.,

1855 ; Der Ursprung, p. 128 f. ; Baur, K. G. d. drei erst. Jahrh., p. 204;
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knew of the Gnostics of whom they wrote, and how the

one igiiorantly follows the other.

The order, moreover, inwhich they set the heretic leaders

varies considerably. It will be sufficient for us merely

to remark here that while pseudo-Tertullian
l and Philas-

trius 2
adopt the following order after the Valentinians :

Ptolemaeus, Secundus, Heracleon, Marcus, and Colar-

basus, Epiphanius
3

places them : Secuudus, Ptolemaeus,

Marcosians, Colarbasus, and Heracleon
;
and Hippolytus

4

again : Secundus, Ptolemaeus, Heracleon, Marcus, and

Colarbasus. The vagueness of Irenaeus had left some

latitude here, and his followers were uncertain. The

somewhat singular fact that Irenaeus only once mentions

Heracleon whilst he so constantly refers to Ptolemseus,

taken in connection with this order, in which Heracleon

is always placed after Ptolemaeus,
5 and by Epiphanius

after Marcus, may be reasonably explained by the fact

that whilst Ptolemaeus had already gained considerable

notoriety when Iremeus wrote, Heracleon may only have

begun to come into notice. Since Tischendorf lays so

much stress upon pseudo-Tertullian and Philastrius

making Ptolemseus appear immediately after Valentinus,

this explanation is after his own principle.

We have already pointed out that there is not a single

passage in Irenaeus, or any other early writer, assigning

Ptolemseus and Heracleon to a period anterior to the

time when Irenaeus undertook to refute their opinions.

Indeed, Tischendorf has not attempted to show that

anm. 1
; Lipsius, Der Gnosticismus, in Ersch. u. Grubers Eeal. Encykl. ;

Zur Quellenkritik des Epiph., p. 166 f., 168 f.
; Scholteii, Die alt. Zeug-

nisse, p. 91.

1
Hser., 13 ff. '

/6>> 39 ffi
3 lb^ 32 ff

4 Ref. Oinn. Han-., vi. 3, 4, 5.

5 Tertullian also makes Heracleon follow Ptolemteus. Adv. Vol., 4.
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they do, and he has merely, on the strength of the

general expression that these Gnostics were of the school

of Valentinus, boldly assigned to them an early date.

Now, as we have stated, he himself admits that Valen-

tinus only came from Egypt to Kome in A.D. 140, and

continued teaching till 160,
1 and these dates are most

clearly given by Irenaeus himself.
2 Why then should

Ptolemaeus and Heracleon, to take an extreme case, not

have known Valentinus in their youth, and yet have

flourished chiefly during the last two decades of the

second century ? Irenaeus himself may be cited as a

parallel case, which Tischendorf at least cannot gainsay.

He is never tired of telling us that Irenseus was the

disciple of Polycarp,? whose martyrdom he sets about

A.D. 165, and he considers that the intercourse of

Irenseus with the aged Father must properly be put

about A.D. 150,
4

yet he himself dates the death of

Irenaeus, A.D. 202,
5 and nothing is more certain than

that the period of his greatest activity and influence

falls precisely in the last twenty years of the second

century. Upon his own data, therefore, that Yalentinus

taught for twenty years after his first appearance in

Rome in *A.D. 140 and there is no ground whatever for

asserting that he did not teach for even a much longer

period Ptolemaeus and Heracleon might well have

personally sat at the feet of Valentinus in their

youth, as Irenseus is said to have done about the

very same period at those of Polycarp, and yet, like

him, have flourished chiefly towards the end of the

century.
1 Wann \nirden, u. s. w., p. 43.

Adv. Ha?r., iii. 4, 3; Emeb., H. E., iv. 11.

3 "Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 25, p. 11.

4
lb., p. 12.

5
I1>., p. 11 f.
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Although there is not the slightest ground for assert-

ing that Ptolemo3us and Heracleon were not contem-

poraries with Irenseus, flourishing like him towards the

end of the second century, there are, on the other hand,

many circumstances which altogether establish that con-

clusion. We have already shown, in treating of Valeu-

tintis,
1 that Irenaeus principally directs his work against

the followers of Valcutinus living at the time he wrote,

and notably of Ptolemseus and his school.
2 In the

preface to the first book, after stating that he writes

after personal intercourse with some of the disciples of

Valentinus,
3 he more definitely states his purpose :

" We
will, then, to the best of our ability, clearly and concisely

set forth the opinions of those who are now (vvv) teach-

ing heresy, / speak particularly of those round Ptole-

mceus (TO>I> Trepl nroXe/aaiov) whose system is an offshoot

from the school of Valentinus.'' 4
Nothing could be more

explicit. Irenseus in this passage distinctly represents

Ptolemseus as teaching at the time he is writing, and

this statement alone is decisive, more especially as there

is not a single known fact which is either directly or

indirectly opposed to it.

Tischendorf lays much stress on the evidence of

Hippolytus in coupling together the names of Ptolemajus

and Heracleon with that of Valentinus; similar testi-

mony of the same writer, fully confirming the above

statement of Irenseus, will, therefore, have the greater

force. Hippolytus says that the Valentinians differed

materially among themselves regarding certain points

which led to divisions, one party being called the

1 Vol. ii. p. GO ff.

- Canon "Westcott admits this. On the Canon, p. 266 f.

3 See passage quoted, vol. ii. p. 60.

4 Adv. Hror., i. Prcof. 2. See Greek quoted, vol. ii. p. 60, note 1.
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Oriental and the other the Italian.
"
They of the

Italian party, of whom is Heracleon and Ptolemseus,

say, &c. . . . They, however, who are of the

Oriental party, of whom is Axionicus and Bardesanes,

maintain," &c. l

Now, Ptolemseus and Heraeleon are

here quite clearly represented as being contemporary

with Axionicus and Bardesanes, and without discussing

whether Hippolytus does not, in continuation, describe

them as all living at the time he wrote,
2 there can be

no doubt that some of them, were, and that this evidence-

confirms again the statement of Irenaeus. Hippolytus,

in a subsequent part of his work, states that a certain

Prepon, a Marcionite, has introduced something new, and
" now in our own time (eV rots Kaff i^/xas xpcwois vvv)

has written a work regarding the heresy in reply to

Bardesanes." 3 The researches of Hilgenfeld have proved

that Bardesanes lived at least over the reign of Helioga-

balus (218 222), and the statement of Hippolytus is

thus confirmed.4 Axionicus again was still flourishing

when Tertullian wrote his work against the Valentiuians

1 Oi
fj.ei>

mro TTJS 'iraXias, a>v fOTiv 'HpaK\fa>v Ken

Oi
'

av a?ro TTJJ draroA^s \tyovcriv, &>v fcrrlv 'A.IOVIKOS Kal Eap8rj(rdvT)s, K.r.A.

Ref. Omn. Hoer., vi. 35.

2 Tischendorf did not refer to these passages at all originally, and only
docs so in the second and subsequent editions of this book, in reply to

Yolkmar and others in the Vorwort (p. ix. f.), and in a note (p. 49,

note 2). Volkmar argues from the opening of the next chapter (36),

TaCra ovv tKflvoi fcjrtkntMFCut Kar avrovs' (Let these heretics, therefore,

discuss these points amongst themselves), that they are represented
as contemporaries of Hippolytus himself at the time he wrote (A.D. 225

235), Der Ursprnny, p. 23, p. 130 f. It is not our purpose to pursue this

discussion, but whatever may be the conclusion as regards the extreme

deduction of Volkmar, there can be no doubt that the passage proves at

least the date which was assigned to them against Tischendorf.
3 Ref. Omn. Hccr., vii. 31.

4
Ifilf/enfeld, Bardesanes, 1864, p. 11 ff. ; VuRmar, Der Ursprung, p.

131, p. 23; Lipsius, Zeitechr. wiss. Theol., 1867, p. 80 f.
;

Ii if/ycnlacl) ,



PTOLEM^US AND HERACLEON. 223

(201226). Tertullian says: "Axionicus of Antioch

alone to the present day (ad liodiernum) respects the

memory of Valentiuus, by keeping fully the rules of Ms

system/'
l

Although on the whole they may be con-

sidered to have flourished somewhat earlier, Ptolemajus

and Heracleon are thus shown to have been for a time at

least contemporaries of Axionicus and Bardesanes. 2

Moreover, it is evident that the doctrines of Ptolemseus

and Heracleon represent a much later form of Gnosticism

than that of Valentiuus. It is generally admitted that

Ptolemaeus reduced the system of Valentinus to con-

sistency,
3 and the inconsistencies which existed between

the views of the Master and these later followers, and

which indicate a much more advanced stage of develop-

ment, are constantly pointed out by Irenseus and the

Fathers who wrote in refutation of heresy. Origen also

represents Heracleon as amongst those who held opinions

sanctioned by the Church,
4 and both he and Ptolemseus

must indubitably be classed amongst the latest Gnostics.5

It is clear, therefore, that Ptolemseus and Heracleon were

contemporaries of Irenaeus 6 at the time he composed
his work against Heresies (185 195), both, and especially

Die Zeugnisse f. d. Ev. Johannis, 1866, p. 78 f.
; Sclwlteit, Die alt. Zeug-

nisse, p. 90.

1 Adv. Val., 4
; Hilyenfeld, Bardesanes, p. 15

; Volkmur, Der Ursprung,

p. 130 f. ; Lipsius, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1867, p. 81.

2
Volkmar, Der Urspruug, p. 23 f., p. 130 f.

; Lipsius, Zeitschr. wiss.

Thcol., 1867, p. 82; Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 90.

3
Wi'stcott, On the Canon, p. 276.

* In Joh., T. xvi. p. 236 f.
; Grabc, Spicil. Patr., ii. p. 105.

'

Jlihjfiifdd, Die Evangelien, p. 346; *SVW/n/, Die alt. Zeugnisse,

p. 89 ff.
; Volkmnr, Der Ursprung, p. 127 ff. ; Lipsius, Zeitschr. wiss.

Theol., 1867, p. 82
; Jliyycitbach, Die Zeugn. f. d. Ev. Johann., p. 78.

6
Volkmar, Der Urspruug, p. 22 ff., p. 126 ff.

; Schulteo, Die alt. Zeug-
nisse, p. 88 ff.

; Lipsius, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1867, p. 81, 83; Celhritr,

Essai d'Intro. N. T., p. 27 f.; Duvidsvn, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 391, note 1;

cJi, Die Ze"ugn. f. d. Ev. Johann., p. 78.
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the latter, flourishing and writing towards the end of the

second century.
1

We mentioned, in first speaking of these Gnostics, that

Epiphanius has preserved an Epistle, attributed to Ptole-

mseus, which is addressed to Flora, one of his disciples.
2

This Epistle is neither mentioned by Irenseus nor by any
other writer before Epiphanius. There is nothing in the

Epistle itself to show that it was really written by
Ptolemseus himself. Assuming it to be by him, how-

ever, the Epistle was in all probability written towards

the end of the second century, and it does not, therefore,

come within the scope of our inquiry. We may, how-

ever, briefly notice the supposed references to our Gospels

which it contains. The writer of the Epistle, without

any indication whatever of a written source from which

he derived them, quotes sayings of Jesus for which

parallels are found in our first Gospel. These sayings

are introduced by such expressions as
" he said,"

" our

Saviour declared/' but never as quotations from any

Scripture. Now, in affirming that they are taken from

the Gospel according to Matthew, Apologists exhibit

their usual arbitrary haste, for we must clearly and

decidedly state that there is not a single one of the pas-

sages which does not present decided variations from the

parallel passages in our first Synoptic. We subjoin for

comparison in parallel columns the passages from the

Epistle and Gospel :

EPISTLE.

OiKia yap fj
TTO\LS ju.epi<r$eura t(p'

eavrrjv OTI
p,fj Svi/arat crnji'at, 6 crarrrjp

MATT. xn. 25.

Tiacra TroAiy
77
oiKia

1
Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 22 ff., 120 ff. ; Schvlti-it, Die alt. Zeug-

nisse, p. 88 ff. ; Ebrard, Evang. Gesch., p. 874, 142
; Lipsivs, Zeitscbr.

wiss. Theol., 1867, p. 81 ff.

2
Epipkamtu, liar., xxxiii. 3 7.

' 3
II., 3.
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EPISTLE.

((prj avTols ort, MWVOTJS irpbs rrjv

<TK\r)poKap8iai> vp.u>v firerpefye TO aTTO-

\vfit> TIJV yvvalKa avrov' OTT' dpxfjs 7HP
ov ytyovfv OVTCOS. Geos ynpj (pl^ly

(rvvefvf TavTtjv rr)i> o~vvy{av, KOI o

(rvvifvt;fv 6 Kvpios, uvdptoiros p-i}

'O yap debs, (prjorlv, tare, rt'/ia rov

TTaTfpa <TOV Kai TT\V /j,r)Tfpa (TOV, iva tv

o~oi yevrjTai. vfiels 8e, <j)r}<r\v,

rois TrpfcrftvTfpois Xeyav, 8>pov rai

O (UV <i)(pf\1)d[]S f^ ffJLOV,

KOI i)Kvp<i)(raT( rov vop.ov rov dfov, Sta

TIV

ToOro Se 'U.o~atas ff(pa>i>r)arfv tiTrwv,

'O Xabs OVTOS, /c.r.X.
:t ....

TO yap, 'O(pda\p,bv dvrl

MATT. xix. 8, and 6.

\tyfi airro'ts "Ori McoiJa-TJs irpbs TTJV

8iav vfj.>v eVtVpfV^ei/ vfj.lv

ray yvvaiKas vp.iJi>i>'
an'

8e ov yeyovev ovras. 6

ovv 6 debs o~vv(fv(v, avdpa>Tros

MATT. xv. 48.
'O yap debs fVeretXaro, \eya>v fip.a

rbv Trarepa /cal TTJV p.r)Tfpa, /cat, 'O KaKO*

\oy>v, (c.T.X.
2

5. vfiels 8e Xe'yere'* O?

aj' fnrr/ TO> Trarpt ;y ry fir/rpi, A>pov, o

eav f (fj,ov w(p\rjdt/s, Kal ov prj Tip.rjO'fi

TOV Trarepa avrov, rj rt]v fjLrjrepa avrov.

6. <al T)Kvpa>craT( rov vopov TOV deov

7. vrroKpiTai, (caXwy

l vp.S>v 'Hcraias, Xeywi/

8. 'O Xaoy OVTOS, K.T.X.

MATT. v. 38 39.

'HKOutrarc on eppr)6r)' 'O<pda\p-bv am
, (cat oSoiTa arrl oSoKro? . . . !

o(pda\iJ,ov, Kal o86vra dvri oftovros. 39.

(ya> yap Xt'yw Vfuv /J.TI dtrtor>)i/ai oXcov e'ya)
Se X/yco v/^.ii', ^17 avricrrrivai TW

rai ?rovj;pa) aXXa eav Ttf tre paTriarrj Trovrjpcp'
(IXX* oorif (re pmria'fi eiri TTJV

arptyov avrw cai rijv aXX^v ertayova.
4 '

Se|tdv <rov triayoi/a, crrpfyov avrw /cat

i T)JV (i\\T)V'

It must not be forgotten that Irenaeus makes very

explicit statements as to the recognition of other sources

of evangelical truth than our Gospels by the Valentinians,

regarding which we have fully written when discussing

the founder of that sect.
5 We know that they professed

to have direct traditions from the Apostles through

Theodas, a disciple of the Apostle Paul;
6 and in the

1

Epipli., Haer., xxxiii. 4.

2 This phrase, from Leviticus xx. 9, occurs further on in the next

chapter.
3
EpipTi. t Hser., xxxiii. 4.

4
11., 6. In the next chapter, 7, there is IW yap povov flvai dyaObv

Beov TOV favrov irartpa 6 crarnyp f/pStv dirffpfjvaTo, K.T.X. cf. Matt, xix, 17.....
els terrIv 6 dyo^df.

6 See Vol. ii. p. 75 ff.
6 Clemens Al., Strom., vii. 17.

VOL. II. Q
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Epistle to Flora allusion is made to the succession of

doctrine received by direct tradition from the Apostles.
1

Ireneeus says that the Valentinians profess to derive their

views from unwritten sources,
2 and he accuses them of

rejecting the Gospels of the Church,
3
but, on the other

hand, he states that they had many Gospels different

from what he calls the Gospels of the Apostles.
4

With regard to Heracleon, it is said that he wrote

Commentaries on the third and fourth Gospels. The

authority for this statement is very insufficient. The

assertion with reference to the third Gospel is based solely

upon a passage in the Stromata of the Alexandrian

Clement Clement quotes a passage found in Luke xii.

8, 11, 12, and says: "Expounding this passage, Hera-

cleon, the most distinguished of the School of Valentinus,

says as follows," &c.5 This is immediately interpreted

into a quotation from a Commentary on Luke.6 We
merely point out that from Clement's remark it by no

means follows that Heracleon wrote a Commentary at all,

and further there is no evidence that the passage com-

mented upon was actually from our third Gospel.
7 The

Stromata of Clement were not written until after A.D.

193, and in them we find the first and only reference to

this supposed commentary. We need not here refer to

the Commentary on the fourth Gospel, which is merely

g, Hser., Trs-riii. 7.

2 Adv. Haer., i. 8, 1.
*

lb., iii. 2, 1.
* H., iii. 11, 9.

* Tovrov f^Tfyovpevos TOV TOJTOV 'HpoxXew, 6 lijs OwjAor/wv (T^oXijf 5o<ct/io,-

Torof, Koera Xu>
^>i7<ru>, K.T.A. Strom., iv. 9, 73.

' In Lucse igitur Evangelium Commentaria edidit Heracleon, &c.

Grdbe, Spitil. Patr., ii. p. 83.

7 The second reference by Clement to Heracleon is in the fragment
25 ; but it is donbted by apologists (cf. Westcott, On the Canon, p. 264).

It \ronH, however, tend to show that the supposed Commentary could not

be upon our Luke, as it refers to an apostolic injunction regarding

baptism not found in our Gospels.



CELSUS. 227

inferred from references in Origen (c.
A.D. 225), but of

which we have neither earlier nor fuller information. 1 We
must, however, before leaving this subject, mention that

Origen informs us that Heracleon quotes from the Preach-

ing of Peter (Kypvyna Herpov, Prredicatio Petri), a work

which, as we have already several times mentioned, was

largely cited by Clement of Alexandria as authentic and

inspired Holy Scripture.
2

The epoch at which Ptolemaeus and Heracleon

flourished would in any case render testimony regarding

our Gospels of little value. The actual evidence which

they furnish, however, is not of a character to prove even

the existence of our Synoptics, and much less does it in

any way bear upon their character or authenticity.

2.

A similar question of date arises regarding Celsus, who

wrote a work, entitled Aoyos dX^^?, True Doctrine,

which is no longer extant, against which Origen com-

posed an elaborate refutation. The Christian writer

takes the arguments of Celsus in detail, presenting to us,

therefore, its general features, and giving many extracts ;

and as Celsus professes to base much of his accusation

upon the writings in use amongst Christians, although he

does not name a single one of them, it becomes important

to ascertain what those works were, and the date at which

1 Neither of the works, whatever they were, could have been written

before the end of the second century. Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 22 f.,

130 f., 165; ScJtolteii, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 91 f. ; Elrard, Evang. Gesch.,

p. 874, 142 ; Lipsiua, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1867, p. 81 f.

2 Clem. AL, Strom., vi. 5, 39, 6, 48, 7, 58, 15, 128. Canon

Westcott states of Ptolemaeus: "Two statements however which ho

makes are at variance with the Gospels : that our Lord's ministry was

completed in a year ;
and that Ho continued for eighteen months with his

disciples after His Eesurrection." On the Canon, p. 268.

Q2
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Celsus wrote. As usual, we shall state the case by

giving the reasons assigned for an early date.

Arguing against Volkmar and others, who maintain,

from a passage at the close of his work, that Origen,

writing about the second quarter of the third century,

represents Celsus as his contemporary,
1

Tischendorf,

referring to the passage, which we shall give in its place,

proceeds to assign an earlier date upon the following

grounds :

" But indeed, even in the first book, at the com-

mencement of the whole work, Origen says :

'

Therefore,

I cannot compliment a Christian whose faith is in danger

of being shaken by Celsus, who yet does not even (ovSe)

still (en) live the common life among men, but already

and long since (^S^ KCU TraXat) is dead.' In the

same first book Origen says :

' We have heard that there

were two men of the name of Celsus, Epicureans, the

first under Nero
;
this one

'

(that is to say, ours)
' under

Hadrian and later.' It is not impossible that Origen

mistakes when he identified his Celsus with the Epicurean

living
' under Hadrian and later

'

but it is impossible to

convert the same Celsus of whom Origen says this into

a contemporary of Origen. Or would Origen himself in

the first book really have set his Celsus
' under Hadrian

(117138) and later,' yet in the eighth have said : 'We
will wait (about 225), to see whether he will still ac-

complish this design of making another work follow ?
'

Now, until some better discovery regarding Celsus is

attained, it will be well to hold to the old, with the ac-

ceptance that Celsus wrote his book about the middle of
'

the second century, probably between 150 160," &c. 2

1
Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 80; SchoJttn, Die alt. Zeugiiisse, p. 99 f.

2 Aber auch. schon im ersten Buche zu Anfang der ganzen Schrift sagt

Origenes : "Duller kann ich mich nicht ernes Christen freuen, dessen
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It is scarcely necessary to point out that the only

argument advanced by Tischendorf bears solely against

the assertion that Celsus was a contemporary of Origen,

"about 225," and leaves the actual date entirely un-

settled. He not only admits that the statement of

Origeu regarding the identity of his opponent with the

Epicurean of the reign of Hadrian " and later," may be

erroneous, but he tacitly rejects it, and having abandoned

the conjecture of Origen as groundless and untenable, he

substitutes a conjecture of his own, equally unsupported

by reasons, that Celsus probably wrote between 150

160. Indeed, he does not attempt to justify this date,

but arbitrarily decides to hold by it until a better can be

demonstrated. He is forced to admit the ignorance of

Origeu on the point, and he does not conceal his own.

Now it is clear that the statement of Origen in the

preface to his work, quoted above, that Celsus, against

whom he writes, is long since dead,
1
is made in the belief

that this Celsus was the Epicurean who lived under

Hadrian,
2 which Tischendorf, although he avoids explana-

Glaube Gofahr liiuft dutch Celsus wankend gemacht zu werden, der doch

nicht einmal (ovSe) mehr (en) das gemeine Leben untcr den Menschen

lebt, sondern bureits und liingst (778*7 KCU TroXai) verstorbea ist." ....
In demselben ersten Buche sagt Origenes :

" Wir haben erfabren, dass

zwei Manner Nainens Cclsus Epikuraer gewesen, der erste unter Nero,

dieser" (d. h. dor unsrige) "unter Hadrian und spater." Es ist nicht

unmoglieh, dass sich Origenes irrte, wenn er in seinem Celsus den "unter

Hadrian, und spater" lebenden Epikuraer wiederfand ;
aber es ist un-

moglieh, denselben Celsus, von welchem Origeues dies aussagt, zu einem

Zeitgcnossen des Origenes zu machen. Oder hiitte wirklich gar Origenes
fcolbst iin 1. Buche seinen Celsus " unter Hadrian (117 138) und spater"

gesetzt, ini 8. aber gesagt : "Wir wollen abwarten (uin 22.3) ob er dieses

Vorhaben, eino andere Schrift folgen zu lassen, noch ausfuhreu werde P

Nun so lange keino bessero Entdeckung liber Celsus gelingt, wirds wol

beim Alten bleiben mit der Annahme, dass Celsus um die Matte des 2.

Jahrhundertei, vielleicht zwischen 150 und 160 sein Buch verfasst, &c,"

"\Vann mirden, u. s. w., p. 74.

Contra Cels., preef., 4.
*

Jb., i. 8,
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tion of the reason, rightly recognizes to be a mistake.

Origen undoubtedly knew nothing of his adversary, and

it obviously follows that, his impression that he is Celsus

the Epicurean being erroneous, his statement that he

was long since dead, which is based upon that impression,

loses all its value. Origen certainly at one time con-

jectured his Celsus to be the Epicurean of the reign

of Hadrian, for he not only says so directly in the

passage quoted, but on the strength of his belief in tbe

fact, he accuses him of inconsistency :

" But Celsus," he

says, "must be convicted of contradicting himself; for

it is known from other of his works that he was an

Epicurean, but here, because he considered that he could

attack Christianity more effectively by not avowing the

views of Epicurus, he pretends, &c. . . . Remark, there-

fore, the falseness of his mind," &C. 1 And from time to

time he continues to refer to him as an Epicurean,
2

although it is evident that in the writing before him he

constantly finds evidence that he is of a wholly different

school. Beyond this belief, founded avowedly on mere

hearsay, Origen absolutely knows nothing whatever as

to the personality of Celsus, or the time at which he

wrote,
3 and he sometimes very naively expresses his

uncertainty regarding him. Keferring in one place to

certain passages which seem to imply a belief in magic
on the part of Celsus, Origen adds :

"
I do not know

whether he is the same who has written several books

bf) a>s TCI tvavria eaimS \eyovTa Tov Ke'Aaw. Evpioxrrat /iv

yap e aXXwi/ trv/ypa/xparwi' 'EiriKovpfios &v' IvravOa Se, 8ta TO boKflv evXoyw-

Tfpov KaTTfyopflv TOV \6yov, p.r) op-oXoyfov TO. 'Eirixovpov, TrpooTroiemu, K.T.\. . .

"Opa ovv TO vodov avrov TTJS ^u^y, K.T.\. Contra Gels., i. 8.

2 Of. Contra Gels., i. 10, 21, iii. 75, 80, iv. 36.

3
Neander, K. GK, 1842, i. p. 274.
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against magic/'
1 Elsewhere he says : ". . . the Epicu-

rean Celsus (if he be the same who composed two other

books against Christians)," &c.2

Not only is it apparent that Origen knows nothing of

the Celsus with whom he is dealing, however, but it

is almost impossible to avoid the conviction that during

the time he was composing his work his impressions

concerning the date and identity of his opponent became

considerably modified. In the earlier portion of the

first book 3 he has heard that his Celsus is the Epicurean

of the reign of Hadrian, but a little further on,
4 as we

have just seen, he confesses his ignorance as to whether

he is the same Celsus who wrote against magic, which

Celsus the Epicurean actually did. In the fourth book 5

as we have just seen, he expresses uncertainty as to

whether the Epicurean Celsus had composed the work

against Christians which he is refuting, and {it the close

of his treatise he treats him as a contemporary. He

writes to his friend Ambrosius, at whose request the

refutation of Celsus was undertaken :

"
Know, however,

that Celsus has promised to write another treatise after

this one. ... If, therefore, he has not fulfilled his

1 OVK oia, fl 6 avros &v rut ypityavri KOTO. fJiayeias f3i@\ia irXfiova. Contra

Cols.,^. 68.

! .... 6 'ETTiKovpftoy KtXcros (d yf OVTOS taTi Kal 6 Kara Xpi(rriavS>t> oXXa fivo

/3i/3Xi'a (rvvrd^as,} K.T.\. Contra Cols., iv. 36. With regard to the word

XXa, the most competent critics have determined that the doubt expressed

is whether the Epicurean Celsus wrote the work against Christians which

Origen is here refuting. Such a remark applied to any books against

Christians of which no information is given would be absurdly irrelevant,

Neander, K. G., i. p. 273, anm. 2; Baur, K. G. d. drei erst. Jahrh., i.

p. 383 f., aum. 1 ; Scholten, Die iilt. Zeugnisse, p. 99. We may point

out that the opening passage of tho 4th book of Origen'a work, as well

as subsequent extracts, seems to indicate a distinct division of tho treatise

of Celsus into two parts which may fully explain tho Svo /3t/3Xla of this

sentence.

i. 8, i, 68,
*

iy. 3G,
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promise to write a second book, we may well be satisfied

with the eight books in reply to his Discourse. If, how-

ever, he has commenced and finished this work also,

seek it and send it in order that AVC may answer it also,

and confute the false teaching in it," &C.1 From this

passage, and supported by other considerations, Volkmar

and others assert that Celsus was really a contemporary

of Origen.
2 To this, as we have seen, Tischendorf merely

replies by pointing out that Origen in the preface says

that Celsus was already dead, and that he was identical

with the Epicurean Celsus who flourished under Hadrian

and later. The former of these statements, however,

was made under the impression that the latter was

correct, and as it is generally agreed that Origen was

mistaken in supposing that Celsus the Epicurean was

the author of the Aoyos dX^^s,
3 and Tischendorf him-

self admits the fact, the two earlier statements, that

Celsus flourished under Hadrian and consequently that

he had long been dead, fall together, whilst the subse-

quent doubts regarding his identity not only stand, but

rise into assurance at the close of the work in the final

1
"itrtfi pevroi rayyeXAo/*fj/oi/ rov KeAow oXXo vvvrayna fifra TOVTO JTOITJ-

(rtw, . . . Ei p.fv ovv OVK typa^ffv vrrocrx^fJ'ft'os TW Sfvrtpov Aoyoi/, ev av e^oi

apKflcrdai. j)fj.as TOIS OKTU> ripos rov \6yov avrov imayoptvOficrt: /3i/3Ai'oir. Ei 8e

KOKflvov ap^dfJLfvos <rvveTe\rf, ^rjrrjcrov, Koi ir(p\^ov TO tri/yypa/i/ia, iva KOI rrpus

eKflvo .... inrayopfixravres, KM TT\V ev tue'iva ^et'SoSo^iav avnTpt^a)^fv' K.T.\.

Contra Gels., viii. 76.

2
Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 80, cf. 165 ; Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse,

p. 100
;

cf. Rigyenbach, Die Zeugu. f. d. Ev. Johann., p. 83 ; Ueberwcy,
Grtmdriss der Gesch. der Philos. des Alterth., 1867, i. p. 237.

3
Neauder, K. G., i. p. 273 f. ; JBaur, K. G. d. drei erst. Jahrh., p.

383 f., anm. 1 j Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 80 ; ScJwlten, Die alt. Zeug-
nisse, p. 99 f. ; Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 398; Moslieim, Instit. Hist.

Eccles., P. i. lib. i. ssec. ii. cap. 2, 8; De Kebus Christ, saec. ii. 19,

note *; cf. Riyyenbacli, Die Zeugn. f. d. Ev. Johann., p. 83; Keim,
Celsus' Wahres Wort, 1873, p. 275 flf.



CELSUS. 233

request to Ambrosius. 1 There can be no doubt that

the first statements and the closing paragraphs are con-

tradictory, and whilst almost all critics pronounce against

the accuracy of the former, the inferences from the

latter retain full force, confirmed as they are by the inter-

mediate doubts expressed by Origen himself.

Even those who, like Tischendorf, in an arbitrary

manner assign an early date to Celsus, although they

do not support their conjectures by any reliable reasons

of their own, all tacitly set aside these of Origen.
2

It is generally admitted by these, with Lardner 3 and

Michaelis,
4 that the Epicurean Celsus to whom Origen

was at one time disposed to refer the work against

Christianity, was the writer of that name to whom

Lucian, his friend and contemporary, addressed his

Alexander or Pseudomantis, and who really wrote against

magic,
5 as Origen mentions. 6 But although on this

account Lardner assigns to him the date of A.D. 176, the

fact is that Lucian did not write his Pseudomantis, as

Lardner is obliged to admit,
7 until the reign of the

Emperor Commodus (180 193), and even upon the

1 Contra Cels., viii. 76.

2
Kirclihofer says that Origen himself does not assign a date to the work

of Celsus :

" but as he (Celsus) speaks of the Marcionites, ho must, in

any case, be set in the second half of the second century." Quellen-

Bamml., p. 330, anm. 1
; Lur<lner decides that Celsus wrote under Marcus

Aurelius, and chooses to date him A.D. 176. Works, viii. p. 6. Ui/l< -

vnunx dates between 170 180 ; Zeitschr. f. d. Hist. Theol., 1842, H. '2,

p. 60, 107 ff. ; cf. Michaelis, Einl. N. B., 1788, i. p. 41
; Anger, Synops.

Er. Prolog., p. xl. ; Kiyyrnbarh, Die Zeugn. f. d. Ev. Johan., p. 83. Canon
Wcstcott dates Celsus " towards the close of the second century." On the

Canon, p. 336. Keim in his very recent work on Colsus dates the work
about A.D. 178. Celsus' Wahres "Wort, 1873, p. 261 ff.

3 Works, viii. p. 6. 4 Einl. N. B., i. p. 41. 5
*fvSo/iamr, 21.

6 Contra Cels., i. 68; Neander, K. G., i. p. 275; Baur, K. G. drei erst.

Jahrh., p. 383, aum. 1
;

cf. Keim, Celsus' Wahres Wort, 1873, p. 27o ff.

' Works, viii. p. 6
; cf. Sindemann, Zeitschr. hist. Theol. 1S42, H. 2,

p. 107.
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supposition that tins Celsus wrote against Christianity, of

which there is not the slightest evidence, there would be

no ground whatever for dating the work before A.D. 180.

On the contrary, as Lucian does not in any way refer to

such a writing by his friend, there would be strong

reason for assigning the work, if it be supposed to be

written by him, to a date subsequent to the Pseudo-

mantis. It need scarcely be remarked that the references

of Celsus to the Marcionites,
1 and to the followers of

Marcellina,
2

only so far bear upon the matter as to

exclude an early date. 3

It requires very slight examination of the numerous

extracts from, and references to, the work which Origen

seeks to refute, however, to convince any impartial mind

that the doubts of Origen were well founded as to

whether Celsus the Epicurean were really the author of

the Aoyos aX-r)0TJ<s.
As many critics of all shades of

opinion have long since determined, so far from being an

Epicurean, the Celsus attacked by Origen, as the philoso-

phical opinions which he everywhere expresses clearly

show, was a Neo-Platonist. 4
Indeed, although Origen

seems to retain some impression that his antagonist must

be an Epicurean, as he had heard, and frequently refers

to him as such, he does not point out Epicurean senti-

ments in his writings, but on the contrary, not only calls

1 Contra Gels., v. 62, vi. 53, 74.

2
Ib., v. 62.

3 Irenceua says that Marcellina came to Rome under Anicetus (157

168) and made many followers. Adv. Hcer., i. "25, 6; cf. Epiphanius,

Heer., xxvii. 6.

4 Neander, K OK, i. p. 273 ff., 278 f. ; Baur, K G. drei erst. Jahrh., p.

383 ff., anm. 1 ; Mosheim, Instit. Hist. Eccles., lib. i. soec. ii. p. i. cap. 2,

8 ;
De Rebus Christ., sa>c. ii. 19, note *

; Volkmar, Der Urspruiig,

p. 80; Scholtcn, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 99
; Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii.

p. 398. Of. Keim, Celsus' Wahres Wort, 1873, p. 286 f. ; Sindemann,
Zeitschr. List. Theol. 1842, "R. 2, p. 62 ff,, 108 f,
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upon him no longer to conceal the school to which

he belongs and avow himself an Epicurean,
1 which Celsus

evidently does not, but accuses him of expressing views

inconsistent with that philosophy,
2 or of so concealing

his Epicurean opinions that it might be said that he

is an Epicurean only in name. 3 On the other hand,

Origen is clearly surprised to find that he quotes so

largely from the writings, and shows such marked leaning

towards the teaching, of Plato, in which Celsus indeed

finds the original and purer form of many Christian

doctrines,
4 and Origen is constantly forced to discuss

Plato in meeting the arguments of Celsus.

The author of the work which Origen refuted, there-

fore, instead of being an Epicurean as Origen supposed

merely from there having been an Epicurean of the

same name, was undoubtedly a Neo-Platonist, as

Mosheiin long ago demonstrated, of the School of Am-

monius, who founded the sect at the close of the second

century.
5 The promise of Celsus to write a second book

with practical rules for living in accordance with the

philosophy he promulgates, to which Origen refers at the

close of his work, confirms this conclusion, and indicates

a new and recent system of philosophy.
6 An Epicurean

would not have thought of such a work it would

have been both appropriate and necessary in connection

with Neo-Platonism.

We are, therefore, constrained to assign the work of

1 Contra Cels., iii. 80, iv. 64.

3 Contra Cels., i. 8. 3
II., iv. 54.

4
II., i. 32, iii. 63, iv. o\, 55, 83, vi. 1, 6, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 15, 16, 17,

18, 19, 20, 47, vii. 28, 31, 42, 58 f., &c., &c.
5 Inst. Hist. Eccles., lib. i. scec. ii. p. i. cap, 2, 8 ; Do Kelms Christ.,

erec, ii. 19, 27.

6 Cf. Neander, K, G., i. p, 278.
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Celsus to at least the early part of the third century,

and to the reign of Septimius Severas. Celsus repeatedly

accuses Christians, in it, of teaching their doctrines

secretly and against the law, which seeks them out and

punishes them with death,
1 and this indicates a period

of persecution. Lardner, assuming the writer to be the

Epicurean friend of Lucian, from this clue supposes that

the persecution referred to must have been that under

Marcus Aurelius (f 180), and practically rejecting the

data of Origen himself, without advancing sufficient

reasons of his own, dates Celsus A.D. 176.2 As a Neo-

Platonist, however, we are more accurately led to the

period of persecution which, from embers never wholly

extinct since the time of Marcus Aurelius, burst into

fierce flame more especially in the tenth year of the

reign of Severus 3
(A.D. 202), and continued for many

years to afflict Christians.

It is evident that the dates assigned by apologists are

wholly arbitrary, and even if the evidence we have

produced were very much less conclusive than it is for

the later epoch, the total absence of evidence for an

earlier date would completely nullify any testimony

derived from Celsus. It is sufficient for us to add that,

whilst he refers to incidents of Gospel history and quotes

some sayings which have parallels, with more or less

of variation, in our Gospels, Celsus nowhere mentions

the name of any Christian book, unless we except the

Book of Enoch ;* and he accuses Christians, not without

reason, of interpolating the books of the Sibyl, whose

authority, he states, some of them acknowledged
5

1
Origeti, Contra Cela., i. 1, 3, 7, viii. 69.

* Works, Tiii. p. 6.
a
Eusebius, H. E., vi 1, 2.

4 Contra Cck., Y. 54, 55.
'*

lb., rii. 53, 56.
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3.

Tlie last document which we need examine in connec-

tion with the synoptic Gospels is the list of New Testa-

ment and other writings held in consideration by the

Church, which is generally called, after its discoverer

and first editor, the Canon of Muratori. This interesting

fragment, which was published in 1740 by Muratori in

his collection of Italian antiquities,
1 at one time belonged

to the monastery of Bobbio, founded by the Irish monk

Columban, and was found by Muratori in the Ambrosian

Library at Milan in a MS. containing extracts of little

interest from writings of Eucherius, Ambrose, Chry-

sostoni, and others. Muratori estimated the age of the

MS. at about a thousand years, but so far as we are

aware no thoroughly competent judge has since ex-

pressed any opinion upon the point. The fragment,

which is defective both at the commencement and at

the end, is written in an apologetic tone, and professes to

give a list of the writings which are recognised by the

Christian Church. It is a document which has no official

character,
2 but which merely conveys the private views

and information of the anonymous writer, regarding

whom nothing whatever is known. From any point of

view, the composition is of a nature permitting the

widest differences of opinion. It is by some affirmed to

be a complete treatise on the books received by the

Church, from which fragments have been lost;
3 whilst

1

Antiquit. Ital. Med. J2vi, iii. p. 851 ff.

2
Jti'usa, Gesch. N. T., p. 303 f. ; Hist, du Canon, p. 109 ; Scholz, Einl.

A. u. N. T., i. p. 272 ; Tregelles, Canon Muratorianus, 1867, p. 1 ff. ;

Westcott, On the Canon, p. 186.
3

Credner, Gesch. N. T. Kanon, p. 143; Volkmar, Anhang, p. 341 ff.,

p, 355,
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others consider it a mere fragment in itself.
1 It is

written in Latin which by some is represented as most

corrupt,
3 whilst others uphold it as most correct.3 The

text is further rendered almost unintelligible by every

possible inaccuracy of orthography and grammar, which

is ascribed diversely to the transcriber, to the translator,

and to both.4 Indeed such is the elastic condition of

the text, resulting from errors and obscurity of every

imaginable description, that by means of ingenious con-

jectures critics are able to find in it almost any sense

they desire.
6 Considerable difference of opinion exists

as to the original language of the fragment, the greater

number of critics maintaining that the composition is a

translation from the Greek,
6 whilst others assert it to

1
Hilgenftld, Der Kanon, p. 39; Mayerho/, Einl. petr. Schr., p.

147; Westcott, On the Canon, p. 186, note 5; Treydles, Can. Murat.,

p. 29 f.

-
Bleek, Einl. N. T., p. 610 ; Credner, Zur Gesch. d. Kanons, p. 72 ;

Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 205 ff. ; Guericke, Beitriige

Einl. N. T., p. 13 ; Eeuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 303 ; Schoh, Einl. N. T., i.

p. 271 f. ; TregeUes, Can. Murat., p. 6 f., p. 27 f. ; Westcott, On the

Canon, p. 185.

3 Volkmar considers it in reality the reverse of corrupt. After allow-

ing for peculiarities of speech, and for the results of an Irish-English

pronunciation by the monk who transcribed it, ho finds the characteristic

original Latin which is the old lingua volyata which in the Boman Pro-

vinces, such as Africa, &c., was the written as well as the spoken lan-

guage. Anhang zu Credtier's Gesch. N. T. Kanon, p. 341 ff.

*
Credner, Zur Gesch. d. Kanons, p. 72 ; Ililgenfdd, Der Kanon, p.

39 f.
; MayerJtoff, Einl. petr. Schr., p. 147 f. ; Schoh, Einl. A. u. N. T.,

i. p. 271 f. ; Tregdles, Can. Murat., p. 2
; Westcott, On the Canon,

p. 185.

5
Eeuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 303

; Hist, du Canon, p. 101 ; Eichhorn, Einl.

N. T., iv. p. 34.

6 Bunsen, Analecta Ante-Nic., 1854, i. p. 137 f. ; BiJtticlier, Zeitschr. f.

d. gesammte luth. Theol. u. Kirche, 1854, p. 127 f. ; Ewald, Gesch. d. V.

Isr., vii. p. 497 ;
cf. p. 340, anm. 2; Guericke, Gesammtgesch. N. T.,

p. 593, anm. ; Hilgenfeld, Der Kanon, p. 39 f.
; Hug, Einl. N. T., i. p.

106 ; Mwatori, Antiq. Ital., iii. p. 851 ff. ; Nolte, Tub. Quartalschr.,

1860, p. 193 ff. ; South, Eel. Sacr., i. p. 402; Schoh, Einl. A. u. N. T., i.
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have been originally written in Latin. 1 Its composition

is variously attributed to the Church of Africa 2 and to a

member of the Church in Rome. 3

The fragment commences with the concluding portion

of a sentence. ... <;

quibus tamen iuterfuit et ita

posuit" "at which nevertheless he was present, and

thus he placed it." The MS. then proceeds :

" Third

book of the Gospel according to Luke. Luke, that physi-

cian, after the ascension of Christ when Paul took him

with him as studious of the right, wrote it in his name

as he deemed best (ex opinione) nevertheless he had

not himself seen the Lord in the flesh, and followed him

according as he was able. Thus also he began to speak

from the nativity of John." The text, at the sense of

which this is a closely approximate guess, though

p. 271 f.
; Thiersch, Versuch. u. s. \v., p. 385; Treadles, Can. Murat. p. 4;

Simon de Mayistris, Daniel sec. Ixx. iv. p. 467 ; Volkmar, Der Ursprung,

p. 28
; Westcott, On the Canon, p. 185 ; cf. Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and

Doctr., iii. p. 204, p. 210 f.

1
Sleek, Einl. N. T., p. 640 ; Oredner, Zur. Gesch. d. Kanons, p. 93

;

Gesch. N. T. Kanon, p. 144; Freindallcr, Apud Routli, Eel. Sacr., i.

p. 401 f. ; Hesse, Das Murat. Fragment, 1873, p. 25 ff. ; Laurent, Neutest.

Stud., 1866, p. 198 f. ; Mayerlioff, Einl. petr. Schr., p. 147; Eeuss, Gesch.

N. T., p. 305 ; Stosch, Comm. Hist. Grit, de Libr. N. T. Can., 1755,

5 Ixi. f. ;
cf. Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 210 f. If the

fragment, as there is good reason to believe, was originally written in

Latin, it furnishes evidence that it was not written till the third century.

Canon Westcott, who concludes from the order of the Gospels, &c., that

it was not written in Africa, admits that :

" There is no evidence of the

existence of Christian Latin Literature out of Africa till about the close of

the second century."
2

Oredner, Gesch. N. T. Kanon, p. 141 ff., p. 168 ff.
; Donaldson, Hist.

Chr. Lit. and Doctr. iii. p. 211 ; Jieuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 303; Hist, du

Canon, p. 109; cf. Volkmar, Anhang zu Credner's Gesch. N. T. Kan.,

p. 341 f.

3
Guericke, Beitrage N. T., 1828, p. 7 ; Hilyenfeld, Der Kanon, p.

39; Meyer, H'buch Hebraerbr., 1867, p. 7; Reithmayr, Einl. Can.

B. N. B., p. 65
; Scholz, Einl. A. u. N. T., i. p. 271 ; Tischendorf, Wann

wurden, u. s. w., p. 9; Volkmar, Dor Ursprung, p. 27 f. ; cf. Anh. z.

Credncr's Gesch. N. T. Kan., p. 341 f. ; Wcztcott, On the Canon, p. 186.
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several other interpretations might be maintained, is as

follows : Tertio evangelii librum secundo Lucan Lucas

iste medicus post ascensum Christi cum eo Paulus quasi

ut juris studiosum secundum adsunisissct numeni suo

ex opinione concribset dominum tamen nee ipse vidit

in carne et idem prout asequi potuit ita et ad nativitate

Johannis incipet dicere.

The MS. goes on to speak in more intelligible lan-

guage
"
of the fourth of the Gospels of John, one

of the disciples." (Quarti evangeliorum Johannis ex

decipolis) regarding the composition of which the writer

relates a legend, which we shall quote when we come

to deal with that Gospel. The fragment then goes

on to mention the Acts of the Apostles, which is

ascribed to Luke thirteen epistles of Paul in pecu-

liar order, and it then refers to an Epistle to the

Laodiceans and another to the Alexandrians, forged, in

the name of Paul, after the heresy of Marcion,
" and

many others which cannot be received by the Catholic

Church, as gall must not be mixed with vinegar." The

Epistle to the Ephesians bore the name of Epistle to

the Laodiceans in the list of Marciou, and this may be

a reference to it.
1 The Epistle to the Alexandrians is

generally identified with the Epistle to the Hebrews,
2

although some critics think this doubtful, or deny the

fact, and consider both Epistles referred to pseudographs

1

Hilyenfeld, Der Kanon, p. 42 ; Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 129
;

Westcott, On the Canon, p. 190, note 1 ; cf. Scknekenburger, Beitr. Einl.

N. T. 1832, p. 153 ff. ; Tertullian, Adv. Marc., v. 11, 17. It will be

remembered that reference is made in the Epist. to the Colossians to an

Epistle to the Laodiceans which is lost. Col. iv. 16.

2
Hilgenfeld, Der Kanon, p. 42 ; Kostlin, Theol. Jahrb., 1854, p. 416

;

Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 129; Wieseler, Th. Stud. u. Krit., 1847,

p. 840, 1857, p. 97 f., and so also, Eichhorn, Hug, Miinster, Credner, Volk-

mar, Schkiermacher, Semler, &c., &c.
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attributed to the Apostle Paul. 1 The Epistle of Jude,

and two (the second and third) Epistles of John are,

with some tone of doubt, mentioned amongst the received

books, and so is the Book of Wisdom. The Apocalypses

of John and of Peter only are received, but some object

to the latter being read in church.

The Epistle of James, both Epistles of Peter, the

Epistle to the Hebrews (which is probably indicated as

the Epistle to the Alexandrians), and the first Epistle of

John are omitted altogether, with the exception of a

quotation which is supposed to be from the last-named

Epistle, to which we shall hereafter refer. Special

reference is made to the Pastor of Hermas, which we

shall presently discuss, regarding which the writer

expresses his opinion that it should be read privately

but not publicly in the church, as it can neither be

classed amongst the prophets nor among the apostles.

The fragment concludes with the rejection of the writings

of several heretics.
2

It is inferred that, in the missing commencement of

the fragment, the first two Synoptics must have been

mentioned. This, however, cannot be ascertained, and so

far as these Gospels are concerned, therefore, the "Canon

of Muratori" furnishes no evidence stronger than mere

conjecture. The statement regarding the third Synoptic

merely proves the existence of that Gospel at the time

the fragment was composed, and we shall presently

1
Gucricke, Beitrage, N. T., p. 7 f. ; Thiersch, Versuch, u. s. w., p. 385;

Weatcott, On the Canon, p. 190, note 1.

2 The text of the fragment may be found in the following amongst

many other books, of which we only mention some of the more accessible.

Credner, Zur Gesch. d. Kanons, p. 73 if. ; Gesh. N. T. Kanon, p. 153 ff.
;

Hilgenfeld, Der Kanon, p. 40 ff.
; fiouth, Eeliq. Sacr., i. p. 394 ff.

;
Kirch-

hofer, Quellensamml., p.. 1 ff. ; Tregellea, Canon Murat., p. 17 ff. ; Bunsen,

Analecta Ante-Nic., i. p. 125 ff. ; Weatcott, On the Canon, p. 467 ff.

VOL. n. K
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endeavour to form some idea of that date, but beyond
this fact the information given anything but tends to

establish the unusual credibility claimed for the Gospels.

It is declared by the fragment, as we have seen, that the

third Synoptic was written by Luke, who had not

himself seen the Lord, but narrated the history as best

he was able. It is worthy of remark, moreover, that

even the Apostle Paul, who took Luke with him after the

ascension, had not been a follower of Jesus either, nor

had seen him in the flesh, and certainly he did not, by
the showing of his own Epistles, associate much with

the other Apostles, so that Luke could not have had

much opportunity while with him of acquiring from

them any intimate knowledge of the events of Gospel

history. It is undeniable that the third Synoptic is not

the narrative of an eye-witness, and the occurrences

which it records did not take place in the presence, or

within the personal knowledge, of the writer, but were

derived from tradition, or other written sources. Such

testimony, therefore, could not in any case be of much

service to our third Synoptic ;
but when we consider

the uncertainty of the date at which the fragment
was composed, and the certainty that it could not

have been written at an early period, it will become

apparent that the value of the evidence is reduced to a

minimum.

We have already incidentally mentioned that the

writer of this fragment is totally unknown, nor does

there exist any clue by which he can be identified. All

the critics who nave assigned an early date to the com-

position of the fragment have based their conclusion,

almost solely, upon one statement made by the Author

regarding the Pastor of Hermas. He says :

" Hennas in
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truth composed the Pastor very recently in our times in

the city of Rome, the Bishop Pius his brother, sitting in

the chair of the church of the city of Eome. And

certainly it should be read, but it cannot be published

in the church to the people, neither being among the

prophets, whose number is complete, nor amongst the

apostles in the end of time."

" Pastorem vero nuperrime temporibus nostris in urbe

Roma Herma conscripsit sedente cathedra urbis Romae

ecclesise Pio episcopus fratre ejus et ideo legi eum

quidem oportet se publicare vero in ecclesia populo

neque inter prophetas completum numero neque inter

apostolos in fine temporum potest."
l

Muratori, the discoverer of the MS., conjectured for

various reasons, which need not be here detailed, that

the fragment was written by Caius the Roman Presbyter,

who flourished at the end of the second (c. A.D. 196) and

beginning of the third century, and in this he was fol-

lowed by a few others.
2 The great mass of critics,

however, have rejected this conjecture, as they have

likewise negatived the fanciful ascription of the compo-
sition by Simon de Magistfis to Papias of Hierapolis,

3

and by Bunsen to Hegesippus.
4 Such attempts to identify

the unknown author are obviously mere speculation, and

it is impossible to suppose that, had Papias, Hegesippus,

or any other well-known writer of the same period com-

posed such a list, Eusebius could have failed to refer to

1 With the exception of a few trifling alterations we give these quota-

tions as they stand in the MS.
2
Antiq. Ital., iii. p. 854 ff.

; Oallandi, Bibl. Vet. Patr., 1788, ii. p.

xxxiii. ; Freindaller, apud South, Eel. Sacr., i. p. 401
;

cf. Hefele, Patr.

Ap. Proleg. p. Ixiii.

3 Daniel secundum LXX. 1772; Dissert., iv. p. 467 ff.

4 Analecta Ante-Nic., 1854, i. p. 125; Hippolytus and his Age, i. p.

314.

B 2
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it, as so immediately relevant to the purpose of his work.

Thiersch even expressed a suspicion that the fragment

was a literary mystification on the part of Muratori

himself.
1

The mass of critics, with very little independent con-

sideration, have taken literally the statement of the

author regarding the composition of the Pastor "very

recently in our times" (nuperrime temporibus nostris),

during the Episcopate of Pius (A.D. 142 157), and have

concluded the fragment to have been written towards

the end of the second century.
2 We need scarcely say

that a few writers would date it even earlier.
3 On the

other hand, and we consider with reason, many critics,

including men who will not be accused of opposition to

an early Canon, assign the composition to a later period,

1
Versuch, u. s. w., p. 387.

2
Sleek, Einl. N. T., p. 640; Eiiil. z.Hebraerbr.,p. 121, anm. ; Credner,

Zur Gesch. d. Kan., p. 84, p. 92 f., Gesch. N. T. Kanon, p. 167 ; Corrodi,

Yersuch ein. Beleucht. d. Gesch. jiid. u. chr. Bibel-Kanons, 1792, ii. p.

219 f. ; Davidson, Introd. N. T., i. p. 7; Feilmoser, Einl. N. T., p. 203,

anm. ; Guericke, Gesammtgesch. N. T., p. 587 f.
; Beitrage N. T., p. 7;

Hilgenfeld, Der Canon, p. 39; Lumper, Hist, de Vita, Script., &c., SS.

Patr., yii. 1790; p. 26 ff.
; Lucke, Einl. Offenb. Job.., 1852, ii. p. 595;

Mosheim, De Eebus Christ., p. 164 ff.
; Meyer, Krit., ex. H'buch. ub. d.

Hebraerbr., 1867, p. 7 ; Olshausen, Echth. d. vier kan. Evv., p. 281 ff.
;

Seuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 303, p. 305; Hist, du Canon, p. 108; Reithmayr,
Einl. N. B., p. 65, anm. 1

; South, Eeliq. Sacr., i. p. 397 ff.
; Chr. F.

Schmid, Unters. Offenb. Joh,, u. s. w., 1771, p. 101 ff. ; Hist. Antiq. et

Vindic. Canonis, 1775, p. 308 f.
; SchrocJch, Chr. K. G., iii. 1777, p.

426 ff.
; Stosch, Comment. Hist. Crit. de libris N. T. Can., 1755, Ixi. ff. ;

Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 127 ; Scholz, Einl. A. u. N. T., i. p. 272
;

Thiersch (if not spurious), Versuch, u. s. w., p. 384 f., cf. 315; Volhmar,

(A.D. 190200) Anh. zu Credner's Gesch. N. T. Kan., p. 359
; Wieseler,

Th. Stud. u. Krit., 1847, p. 815 ff.

3 Hesse (before Irenseus, Clement Al.
,
and Tertullian), Das Muratori 'sche

Fragment, 1873, p. 48
;
Ewald (in late middle of 2nd century), Gesch. d.

V. Isr., vii. p. 497; Tischendorf (A.D. 160 170), Wann wurden, u. s. w.,

p. 9; Tregelles (c. A.D. 170), Canon Murat., p. 1 f., p. 4, note c. ; Westcott

(not much later than A.D. 170), On the Canon, p. 185
; Laurent (c. A.D.

160), Neutest, Studien, p. 198.
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between the end of the second or beginning of the third

century and the fourth century.
1

When we examine the ground upon which alone an

early date can be supported, it becomes apparent how

impossible it is to defend it. The only argument of any

weight is the statement with regard to the composition

of the Pastor, but with the exception of the few apolo-

gists who do not hesitate to assign a date totally incon-

sistent with the state of the Canon described in the

fragment, the great majority of critics feel that they are

forced to place the composition at least towards the end

of the second century, at a period when the statement in

the composition may agree with the actual opinions in

the Church, and yet in a sufficient degree accord with

the expression
"
very recently in our times," as applied

to the period of Pius of Rome, 142 157. It must be

evident that, taken literally, a very arbitrary interpreta-

tion is given to this indication, and in supposing that

the writer may have appropriately used the phrase thirty

or forty years after the time of Pius, so much licence is

taken that there is absolutely no reason why a still

greater interval may not be allowed. With this sole

exception, there is not a single word or statement in

the fragment which would oppose our assigning the

composition to a late period of the third century.

Volkmar has very justly pointed out, however, that in

saying "very recently in our times" the writer merely

1 Donaldson (end of first half of 3rd century), Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr.,

iii. p. 212; Hug (beginning 3rd century), Eiul. N. T., i. p. 105 f. ; end

of 2nd, or beginning of 3rd centmy : Mayerhoff, Einl. petr. Schr., p.

147; Keil ad Fabric. Bibl. Grace, vii. 1801, p. 285; Eichhorn, Einl.

N. T., iv. p. 34 ; Tayler, The Fourth Gospel, 1867, p. 38; Zimmermann,
Diss. Crit. Script., &c. &c., a Murat. rep. exhib., 1805, and to these may
be added all those who assign the fragment to Caius.
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intended to distinguish the Pastor of Hermas from the

writings of the Prophets and Apostles : It cannot be

classed amongst the Prophets whose number is com-

plete, nor amongst the Apostles, inasmuch as it was

only written in our post-apostolic time. This is an ac-

curate interpretation of the expression,
1 which might

with perfect propriety be used a century after the time

of Pius. We have seen that there has not appeared a

single trace of anv Canon in the writings of any of theo / /

Fathers whom we have examined, and that the Old

Testament has been the only Holy Scripture they have

acknowledged ; and it is inadmissible to date this anony-

mous fragment, regarding which we know nothing,

earlier than the very end of the second or beginning of

the third century, upon the interpretation of a phrase

which would be equally applicable even a century later.

There is, however, as we have said, nothing whatever

requiring so early a date as that, and it is probable that

the fragment was not written until an advanced period of

the third century.
2 The expression used with regard to

Pius :

"
Sitting in the chair of the church," is quite

unprecedented in the second century or until a very

much later date.3 It is argued that the fragment is

imperfect, and that sentences have fallen out
;
and in

regard to this, and to the assertion that it is a transla-

n
Volkmar, Der TJrsprung, p. 28 ; Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. andDoctr.,

iii. p. 212; Lomann, Bijdragen ter Inleid. op de Joh. Sckr., p. 29;

Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 127.
8 If the fragment, as there is good reason to believe, was originally

written in Latin, f.hia fact, we repeat, would point to the conclusion that

it was composed in the third century. Dr. "Westcott, who with so many
others considers that it emanates from the Bornan Church, himself says
as an argument for a Greek original:

" There is no evidence of the

existence of Christian Latin Literature out of Africa till about the close

of the second century." On the Canon, p. 188, note 1.

3 Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 212.
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tion from the Greek, it has been well remarked by a

writer whose judgment on the point will scarcely be

called prejudiced :

"
If it is thus mutilated, why might

it not also be interpolated ? If moreover the translator

was so ignorant of Latin, can we trust his translation ?

and what guarantee have we that he has not paraphrased
and expanded the original ? The force of these remarks

is peculiarly felt in dealing. with the paragraph which

gives the date. The Pastor of Hermas was not well

known to the Western Church, and it was not highly

esteemed. It was regarded as inspired by the Eastern,

and read in the Eastern Churches. We have seen,

moreover, that it was extremely unlikely that Hermas

was a real personage. It would be, therefore, far more

probable that we have here an interpolation, or addition

by a member of the Roman or African Church, probably

by the translator, made expressly for the purpose of

serving as proof that the Pastor of Hermas was not

inspired. The paragraph itself bears unquestionable

mark of tampering,"
1 &c.

It would take us too far were we to discuss the various

statements of the fragment as indications of date, and

the matter is not of sufficient importance. It contains

nothing involving an earlier date" than the third century.

The facts of the case may be briefly summed up as

follows, so far as our object is concerned. The third

Synoptic is mentioned by a totally unknown writer, at

an unknown, but certainly not early, date, in all proba-

bility during the third century, in a fragment which we

possess in a very corrupt version very far from free from

suspicion of interpolation in the precise part from which

the early date is inferred. The Gospel is attributed to

1
Donaldson, Hist. Ckr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 209.
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Luke, who was not one of the followers of Jesus, and of

whom it is expressly said that "he himself had not seen

the Lord in the flesh," but wrote "
as he deemed best (ex

opinione)," and followed his history as he was able (et

idem prout assequi potuit).
1 If the evidence, therefore,

even came within our limits as to date, which it does not,

it could be of no value for establishing the trustworthi-

ness and absolute accuracy of the narrative of the third

Synoptic, but on the contrary it would distinctly tend to

destroy its evidence, as the composition of one who

undeniably was not an eye-witness of the miracles

reported, but collected the materials, long after, as best

he could. 2

4.

We may now briefly sum up the results of our exami-

nation of the evidence for the synoptic Gospels. After

having exhausted the literature and the testimony

bearing on the point, we have not found a single distinct

trace of any one of those Gospels during the first century
and a half after the death of Jesus. Only once during
the whole of that period do we find any tradition even,

that any one of our Evangelists composed a Gospel at

all, and that tradition, so far from favouring our Synop-

tics, is fatal to the claims of the first and second. Papias,

1 The passage is freely rendered thus by Canon "Westcott :
" The Gospel

of St. Luke, it is then said, stands third in order [in the Canon], having
been written by

' Luke the physician,' the companion of St. Paul, who
not being himself an eye-witness, based his narrative on such information
as he could obbiin, beginning from the birth of John." On the Canon

p. 187.

2 We do not propose to consider the Ophites and Peratici, obscure
Gnostic sects towards the end of the second century. There is no direct

evidence regarding them, and the testimony of writers in the third

century, like Hippolytus, is of no value for the Gospels.
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about the middle of the second century, on the occasion

to which we refer, records that Matthew composed the

Discourses of the Lord in the Hebrew tongue, a state-

ment which totally excludes the claim of our Greek

Gospel to apostolic origin. Mark, he said, wrote down

from the casual preaching of Peter the sayings and doings

of Jesus, but without orderly arrangement, as he was not

himself a follower of the Master, and merely recorded

what fell from the Apostle. This description, likewise,

shows that our actual second Gospel could not, in its

present form, have been the work of Mark. There is no

other reference during the period to any writing of

Matthew or Mark, and no mention at all of any work

ascribed to Luke. If it be considered that there is any
connection between Marcion's Gospel and our third

Synoptic, any evidence so derived is of an unfavourable

character for that Gospel, as it involves a charge against

it, of being interpolated and debased by Jewish elements.

Any argument for the mere existence of our Synoptics

based upon their supposed rejection by heretical leaders

and sects has the inevitable disadvantage, that the very

testimony which would show their existence would

oppose their authenticity. There is no evidence of their

use by heretical leaders, however, and no direct reference

to them by any writer, heretical or orthodox, whom we

have examined. We need scarcely add that no reason

whatever has been shown for accepting the testimony of

these Gospels as sufficient to establish the reality of

miracles and of a direct Divine Revelation. 1 It is not

pretended that more than one of the synoptic Gospels

1 A comparison of the contents of the three Synoptics would have con-

firmed this conclusion, hut this is not at present necessary, and we mu&t
hasten on.
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was written by an eye-witness of the miraculous occur-

rences reported, and whilst no evidence has been, or can

be, produced even of the historical accuracy of the narra-

tives, no testimony as to the correctness of the inferences

from the external phenomena exists, or is now even con-

ceivable. The discrepancy between the amount of evi-

dence required and that which is forthcoming, however,

is greater than under the circumstances could have been

thought possible.



PART III.

CHAPTER I.

THE EXTERNAL EVIDENCE.

WE shall now examine, in the same order, the wit-

nesses already cited in connection with the Synoptics,

and ascertain what evidence they furnish for the date

and authencity of the fourth Gospel.

Apologists do not even allege that there is any
reference to the fourth Gospel in the so-called Epistle

of Clement of Rome to the Corinthians. 1

A few critics
2
pretend to find a trace of it in the Epistle

of Barnabas, in the reference to the brazen Serpent as a

type of Jesus. Tischendorf states the case as follows :

1 Canon Westcott, however, cannot, resist the temptation to presa
Clement into service. He says :

" In other passages it is possible to trace

the influence of St. John,
' The hlood of Christ hath gained for the whole

world the offer of the grace of repentance."
'

Through Him we look

steadfastly on the heights of heaven ; through Him we view as in a glass

(evoirTpi(6fi.fda) His spotless and most excellent visage ; through Him the

eyes of our heart were opened ; through Him our dull and darkened un-

derstanding is quickened with new vigour on turning to his marvellous

light.'
" He does not indicate more clearly the nature and marks of the

" influence
"

to which he refers. As he also asserts that the Epistle
" affirms the teaching of St. Paul and St. James," and that the Epistle to

the Hebrews is
"
wholly transfused into Clement's mind," such an argu-

ment does not require a single remark. On the Canon, p. 23 f.

5
Lardner, Canon Westcott, and others do not refer to it at all.
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"-And when in the same chapter xii. it is shown how

Moses made the brazen serpent a type of Jesus
' who

should suffer (die) and yet himself make living/ the

natural inference is that Barnabas refers to John iii. 14, f.

even if the use of this passage in particular cannot be

proved. Although this connection cannot be affirmed,

since the author of the Epistle, in this passage as in many
others, may be independent, yet it is justifiable to ascribe

the greatest probability to its dependence on the passage

in John, as the tendency of the Epistle in no way re-

quired a particular leaning to the expression of John.

The disproportionately more abundant use of express

quotations from the Old Testament in Barnabas is, on

the contrary, connected most intimately with the ten-

dency of his whole composition/'
1

It will be observed that the suggestion of reference to

the fourth Gospel is here advanced in a very hesitating

way, and does not indeed go beyond an assertion of

probability. We might, therefore, well leave the matter

without further notice, as the reference in no case could

be of any weight as evidence. On- examination of the

context, however, we find that there is every reason to

conclude that the reference to the brazen serpent is made

direct to the Old Testament. The author who delights

in typology is bent upon showing that the cross is pre-

figured in the Old Testament. He gives a number of

instances, involving the necessity for a display of ridicu-

lous ingenuity of explanation, which should prepare us

to find the comparatively simple type of the brazen

serpent naturally selected. After pointing out that

Moses, with his arms stretched out in prayer that the

Israelites might prevail in the fight, was a type of the

1 Wann wuiden, u. s. w., 96 f.
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cross, lie goes on to say :

"
Again Moses made a type of

Jesus that he must suffer and himself make alive (/cat

avros &>o7ro,7?Vei) whom they thought to have destroyed

on the cross when Israel was falling ;

" l and connecting

the circumstance that the people were bit by serpents

and died with the transgression of Eve by means of the

serpent, he goes on to narrate minutely the story of Moses

and the brazen serpent, and then winds up with the

words :

" Thou hast in this the glory of Jesus
;
that in

him are all things and for him." 2
It is impossible for any

one to read the whole passage without seeing that the

reference is direct to the Old Testament.3 There is no

ground for supposing that the author was acquainted

with the fourth Gospel.

To the Pastor ofHennas Tischendorf devotes only two

lines, in which he states that
"

it has neither quotations

from the Old nor from the New Testament." 4 Canon

Westcott makes the same statement,
5

but, unlike the

German apologist, he proceeds subsequently to affirm that

Hermas makes "
clear allusions to St. John

;

"
which few

1 ILa\iv Mcovcri}? iroifl TVTTOV TOV 'irjcrov, on Sei avrbv iraBeiv, KOI avrbs

fcooTroDjcret, ov 86f-ovcriv dnoXwXfKtvai eV cn^/mo), TriTrroiror TOV 'la-payX. Ch xii.

2
"E^ety ird\iv KOI ei> TOVTOIS TTJV 86av TOV 'lr)<rov, OTI tv avrw Trdvra KOI (is

avrov. Ch. xii. ; cf. Heb. ii. 10
; Rom. xi. 36.

3
Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisso, p. 14 : Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 66 ff. ;

Miiller, Das Barnabasbr., p. 281
; Hilgenfeld, Die ap. Vater, p. 50, anm.

8; Theol. Jahrb., 1850, p. 396; Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1868, p. 215;
Scholten rightly points out that the distinguishing tyovvBai of the

fourth Gospel is totally lacking in the Epistle. Die alt. Zeugn., p. 14.

The brazen serpent is also referred to in the Wisdom of Solomon, xvi.

5, 6, and by Philo, Leg. Alleg., ii. 20 ; De Agricultura, 22; cf. Volk-

mar, Der Ursprung, p. 67 f.
; Toller, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1860, p. 190 f.

Justin Martyr also refers to the type of the brazen serpent without any
connection with the fourth Gospel, Dial., 91, 94.

4 Wann wurdeu, u. s. w., p. 20, anm. 1
; Lucke makes no claim to its

testimony, the analogies being
" too slight and distant." Comment. Ev.

Joh., 1840, i. p. 44, anm. 2.

5 On the Canon, p. 175,
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or no apologists support. This assertion he elaborates

and illustrates as follows :

" The view which Hernias gives of Christ's nature and

work is no less harmonious with apostolic doctrine, and

it offers striking analogies to the Gospel of St. John.

Not only did the Son '

appoint angels to preserve each of

those whom the Father gave to him
;

'

but ' He himself

toiled very much and suffered very much to cleanse our

sins. . . . And so when he himself had cleansed the

sins of the people, he showed them the paths of life by

giving them the Law which he received from his

Father.' 1 He is
'

a Rock higher than the mountains, able

to hold the whole world, ancient, and yet having a new

gate.'
2 ' His name is great and infinite, and the whole

world is supported by him.' 3 'He is older than Cre-

ation, so that he took counsel with the Father about the

creation which he made.' 4 ' He is the sole way of access

to the Lord ;
and no one shall enter in unto him other-

wise than by his Son.'
" 5

1 Kai avrbs TO.S afiapTias OUTWV eKaddptcre TroXXa Komdcras KOI TTO\\OVS KOTTOVS

T]vr\rjKo>s' .... avTos ovv nadapicras Tas ap-aprias TOV \aov edei^ev avrols Tas

Tpiftovs Trjs farjs, 8ovs avrols TOV vop.ov ov e'Xa/3e -rrapa TOV irarpbs avrov. Sim., v. 6.

2
els pecrov 8e TOV 7re8iov e8e<.e p.oi TTfTpav p.fyd\rjv \evKrjv ex TOV Trebiov

dvaQfjSrjKv'lav. r)
Se ntrpa v^rfkoTepa TJV TWV Sptcov, TeTpdycovos axrre 8vvao-0ai. o\ov

TOV KO(rp.ov x<dpfi<rai' TraXata 8e r\v r) irtrpa eKcivif, TTV\T]V tKKfKOftfifVtjv f^ovaa' us

irp6cr<paTos 8e edoKfi JU.GI flvai
17 fKKoka^is Trjs irvXrjs. T]

8e TTV\T) OVTO>S ecmXjBev

VTTfp TOV Tj\iov, ware p.f 6avp,deiv enl rrj Xap.Trrjb'ovi Trjs TriiXrjs' Simil., ix. 2.

f] TTfTpa, (prjo-iv, avrt] KOI
f] TrvXr/ 6 vlos TOV 6eov eVri. H>s, <pr)p.i, nvpie, f]

ivfTpa TraXaia eo-riv, f]
8e 7rv\r] Kaivr) ; "AKOve, (prjai, KOI <rvvi, do-vveTc. 'O p.ev

vlos TOV 6eov irdo-ijs TTJS KTio~ea>s O.VTOV irpoyeveo-Tepos ftmv, wore o-vp./Bov\ov

avrov yevfo-dai TW irarp\ TTJS KTLO-O>S avTov' 8ia TOVTO KOI TraXaios eo-riv.
f)

8e

irvXr] 8ia TI Kaivrj, (prjpi, Kvpie ; "Ort, (prjo-iv, VV ecr^arwi' TO>V
fj/j,epS)v Trjs (rvvrt-

\eias (pavepbs eyeveTO, 8ia TOVTO KMVTJ eyeveTo fj TrvXrj, Iva oi p,eX\ovres o~a>fo~0ai

C avrrjs els TTJV ^ao~i\fiav elo-e\6a>o-i TOV 0eov. Simil., ix. 12.

3 TO ovofia TOV vlov TOV 6eov [J.eya eo~rl KOI d^wpr/roi/ Kai TOV Koo~fiov o\ov

/Saordfei. Simil., ix. 14.

4
Simil., ix. 12, quoted above.

8
f)

8e TrvXrj 6 vlos TOV 6eov ecrrlv. avTrj p,i.a ettroSdr e<m irpos TOV Kvptov.

oXXwy ovv oi'8f\s elo-e\evo-eTai irpos avrbv el
[j.f]

8ia TOV vlov avTov. Sim., ix. 12.
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This is all Canon Westcott says on the subject.
1 He

does not attempt to point out any precise portions of the

fourth Gospel with which to compare these "striking

analogies," nor does he produce any instances of simi-

larity of language, or of the use of the same terminology

as the Gospel in this apocalyptic allegory. It is evident

that such evidence could in no case be of any value for

the fourth Gospel.

When we examine more closely, however, it becomes

certain that these passages possess no real analogy with

the fourth Gospel, and were certainly not derived from

it. There is no part of them that has not close parallels

in writings antecedent to our Gospel, and there is no use

of terminology peculiar to it. He does not even once

use the term Logos. Canon Westcott makes no mention

of the fact that the doctrine of the Logos and of the pre-

existence of Jesus was enunciated long before the com-

position of the fourth Gospel, with almost equal clearness

and fulness, and that its development can be traced

through the Septuagint translation, the
"
Proverbs of

Solomon," some of the Apocryphal works of the Old

Testament, the writings of Philo, and in the Apocalypse,

Epistle to the Hebrews, as well as the Epistles of Paul.

To any one who examines the passages cited from the

works of Hernias, and still more to any one acquainted

with the history of the Logos doctrine, it will, we fear,

seem wasted time to enter upon any minute refutation of

such imaginary
"
analogies." We shall, however, as

briefly as possible refer to each passage quoted.

The first is taken from an elaborate similitude with

regard to true fasting, in which the world is likened to a
1 On the Canon, p. 177 f. "We give the Greek quotations as they stand

in Canon Westcott's notes : and also the translations in his text, without,

however, adopting them.
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vineyard, and in explaining Iris parable the Shepherd

says :

" God planted the vineyard, that is, he created

the people and gave them to his Son : and the Son

appointed his angels over them to keep them : and he

himself cleansed their sins, having suffered many things

and endured many labours. . . . He himself, there-

fore, having cleansed the sins of the people, showed

them the paths of life by giving them the Law which he

received from his Father/' 1

It is difficult indeed to find anything in this passage

which is in the slightest degree peculiar to the fourth

Gospel, or apart from the whole course of what is taught

in the Epistles, and more especially the Epistle to the

Hebrews. We may point out a few passages for com-

parison : Heb. i. 2 4; ii. 1011
; v. 89; vii. 12,

17 19
;

viii. 6 10
; x. 10 16 ; Romans viii. 24 17 ;

Matt. xxi. 33 ; Mark xii. 1 ; Isaiah v. 7, liii.

The second passage is taken from an elaborate parable

on the building of the Church : (a)
" And in the middle

of the plain he showed me a great white rock which had

risen out of the plain, and the rock was higher than

the mountains, rectangular so as to be able to hold the

whole world, but that rock was old having a gate (vvXr))

hewn out of it, and the hewing out of the gate (TrvXy)

seemed to me to be recent/' 2
Upon this rock the tower

of the Church is built. Further on an explanation is

given of the similitude, in which occurs another of the

passages referred to. (ft)
" This rock (neTpa) and this gate

(TrvXt))
are the Son of God. '

How, Lord,' I said,
'

is the

rock old and the gate new ?
' '

Listen/ he said,
' and un-

derstand, thou ignorant man. (y) The Son of God is

older than all of his creation (6 pev vtos rov Oeov

1
Simil., v. 6. 2

/&., ix . 2.
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rrjs KTio-ea) 1

? avrov irpoytvta-Tepos ecmv), so that he was

a councillor with the Father in his work of creation
;

and for this is he old/ (8)
' And why is the gate new

Lord ?
'

I said
;

'

Because/ he replied,
' he was mani-

fested at the last of the days (eV eV^ctr^ TOJV ^ep^v)
of the dispensation ; for this cause the gate was made

new, in order that they who shall be saved might enter

by it into the kingdom of God/
" l

And a few lines lower down the Shepherd further

explains, referring to entrance through the gate, and

introducing another of the passages cited : (e)
" ' In this

way,' he said, 'no one shall enter into the kingdom of

God unless he receive his holy name. If, therefore, you
cannot enter into the City unless through its gate, so

also/ he said, 'a man cannot enter in any other way into

the kingdom of God than by the name of his Son

beloved by him '

. . .
' and the gate (7^X77) is the

Son of God. This is the one entrance to the Lord/ In

no other way, therefore, shall any one enter in to him,

except through his Son." 2

Now with regard to the similitude of a rock we need

scarcely say that the Old Testament teems with it
;
and

we need not point to the parable of the house built upon
a rock in the first Gospel.

3 A more apt illustration is

the famous saying with regard to Peter :

" And upon
this rock (irerpa) I will build my Church/' upon which

indeed the whole similitude of Hernias turns; and in

1 Cor. x. 4, we read :

" For they drank of the Spiritual

Kock accompanying them ; but the Rock was Christ
"

(17 Trerpa Se
f)i>

6 Xpio-To?). There is no such similitude

in the fourth Gospel at all.

1
Simil., ix. 12. Philo represents the Logos as a Rock (irtrpa). Quod

det. potiori insid., 31, Mangey, i. 213.

2
Simil., ix. 12. a Matt. vii. 24.
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We then have the "gate," on which we presume
Canon Westcott chiefly relies. The parable in John x.

1 9 is quite different from that of Hernias,
1 and there

is a persistent use of different terminology. The door

into the sheepfold is always Ovpa, the gate in the rock

always 77^X77.
"

I am the door,"
2
(eyw ei/u 17 Ovpa) is

twice repeated in the fourth Gospel.
" The gate is the

Son of God "
(17 TTV\.T]

6 vios TOV 6eov ecrriV) is the declara-

tion of Hernias. On the other hand, there are numerous

passages, elsewhere, analogous to that in the Pastor of

Hermas. Every one will remember the injunction in

the Sermon on the Mount: Matth. vii. 13, 14. "Enter

in through the strait gate (irv\.rj), for wide is the gate

(77-^X77), &c., 14. Because narrow is the gate (rrvXr)}

and straitened is the way which leadeth unto life, and

few there be that find it."
3 The limitation to the one

way of entrance into the kingdom of God :

"
by the

name of his Son/' is also found everywhere throughout
the Epistles, and likewise in the Acts of the Apostles ;

as for instance : Acts iv. 12,
" And there is no salvation

in any other : for neither is there any other name under

heaven given among men whereby we must be saved."

The reasons given why the rock is old and the gate
new (y, 8) have anything but special analogy with

the fourth Gospel. We are, on the contrary, taken

directly to the Epistle to the Hebrews in which the pre-

existence of Jesus is prominently asserted, and between

which and the Pastor, as in a former passage, we find

singular linguistic analogies. For instance, take the

1 Of. Heb. ix. 24, 1112, &c. 2 John x. 7, 9.

3
Compare the account of the new Jerusalem, Eev. xxi. 12 ff. ; cf.

xxii. 4, 14. In JSimil. ix. 13, it is insisted that, to enter into the king-
dom, not only "his name " must be borne, but that we must put ou

certain clothing.
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whole opening portion of Heb. i. 1 :

" God who at many
times and in many manners spake in times past to the

fathers by the prophets, 2. At the end of these days (eV

ecr^arov rwv
rffjLep&v TOVTUV) hath spoken to us by the

Son whom he appointed heir (KXypovopos)
l of all things,

by whom he also made the worlds, 3. Who being the

brightness of his glory and the express image of his

substance, and upholding all things by the word of his

power, when he had made a cleansing of our sins sat

down at the right hand of Majesty on high, 4. Having
become so much better than the angels/'

2
&c., &c. ; and

if we take the different clauses we may also find them

elsewhere constantly repeated, as for instance : (y) The

son older than all his creation : compare 2 Tim. i. 9,

Colossiansi. 15 ("who is ... the first born of all crea-

tion" os ICTTLV .... TjyxoToYo/cos 7rctcr7ys /CTto"e<os), 16,

17, 18, Rev. iii. 14, x. 6. The works of Philo are full of

this representation of the Logos. For example :

" For

the Word of God is over all the universe, and the oldest

and most universal of all things created
"

(/cat 6 Aoyos Se

TOT) 0eov imepoivo) navTOs ecrrt rov /cocr/xov, /cat Trpecr-

/3uraros /cat yevt/cairaros ra)v ocra yeyove).
3

Again, as to

1 We may remark that in the parable Hennas speaks of the son as the

heir (^povop-os], and of the slave who is the true son also as co-heir

(a-vyK\7]poi>6(jios), and a few lines below the passage above quoted, of the

heirship (^povop-ias). This is another indication of the use of this Epistle,

the peculiar expression in regard to the son " whom he appointed heir

(K\T)pov6p.os) of all things
"
occurring here. Cf. Simil., v. 2, 6.

2 Heb. i. 1. Hd\vfjifp>s KOI noXvrpoTTtos TroXat 66fos XaXijcray rois irarpdcriv

ev Totr 7rpo<pT)Tais fir f'cr^arou rwi/ Tjpfptov rovrutv eXaX^crtf ij/itp ev vlu, (2) ov

(6r)Kei> K\Tipov6noi> irdvTwv, fit' ov KOI (Troirja-fv TOVS ui<avas, (3) or &>v diravyao-fjia

TIJS S(!^j/f KOI xapaicrijp TIJS UTrocrratrews1 avrov (pep&v Tf ra irdvra TW pij/xart TTJS

8vvdfjLf<as avrov, 81 (avrov Kudapia-fjiov iToirj(ra.^fvos T>V fifnapTttiw eicddurev (v 8f tu

rrjs p.fyd\.a><rvvT)s tv v^rj\ols, (4) Touovrtp Kpfirrav ytvofjifvos raw dyytAwr, K.T.X.

3
Leg. Alleg., iii. 61, Mangey, i. p. 121 ; cf. De Confus. Ling., 28,

Mang., i. p. 427, 14, ib. i. p. 414
; De Profugis, 19, Many., i. 561 ;

De Caritate, 2, Many., ii. 385, &c., &c. The Logos is constantly called
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the second clause, that he assisted the Father in the

work of creation, compare Heb. ii. 10, i. 2, xi. 3, Eom.

xi. 36, 1 Cor. viii. 6, Coloss. i. 15, IS.
1

The only remaining passage is the following :

" The

name of the Son of God is great and infinite and

supports the whole world." For the first phrase, com-

pare 2 Tim. iv. 18, Heb. i. 8 ; and for the second part of

the sentence, Heb. i. 3, Coloss. i. 17, and many other

passages quoted above. 2

The whole assertion 3
is simply absurd, and might well

have been left unnoticed. The attention called to it,

however, may not be wasted in observing the kind of evi-

dence with which apologists are compelled to be content.

Tischendorf points out two passages in the Epistles of

pseudo-Ignatius which, he considers, show the use of the

fourth Gospel.* They are as follows Epistle to the

Romans vii. :

"
I desire the bread of God, the bread of

heaven, the bread of .life, which is the flesh of Jesus

Christ the son of God, who was born of the seed of

David and Abraham
;
and I desire the drink of God

(irofjia. 0eou), that is his blood, which is love incorrup-

tible, and eternal life" (dewaos 0017)
.

5 This is compared

by Philo " the first-begotten of God "
(irparrayovos 0eoC Aoyos) ;

" the most

ancient son of God "
(irpf&ftvraros vibs Qeov).

1 Cf. Philo, Leg. Alleg., iii. 31, Mangey, i. 106; De Cherubim, 35,

Mang., L 162, &c., &c.
2 Cf. Philo, De Profugis, 20, Mangey, i. 562 ; Frag. Mangey, ii. 655 ;

De Somniis, i. 41, Mang., i. 656.
3 Canon Westcott also says : "In several places also St. John's teach-

ing on ' the Truth '

lies at the ground of Hennas' words," and in a note

he refers to "Mand. iii.=l John ii. 27 ; iv. 6," without specifying any
passage of the book. (On the Canon, p. 176, and note 4.) Such un-

qualified assertions unsupported by any evidence cannot be too strongly
condemned. This statement is quite unfounded.

4 Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 22 f. Liicke does not attach much weight to

any of the supposed allusions in these Epistles. Comm. Ev. Joh., i. p. 43.

"Aprov Qeov $eXtt>, apTov ovpdviov, aprov fwjjs
1

, or e<mv <rapf- 'li/eroO XpioroC
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with John vi. 41 : "I am the bread which came down

from heaven" 48. . . . "I am the bread of life," 51 ...

"And the bread that I will give is my flesh ;" 54. "He
who eateth my flesh and drinketh my blood hath ever-

lasting life
"

(ft>7)i> aluviuv). Scholten has pointed out

that the reference to Jesus as
" born of the seed of David

and Abraham "
is not in the spirit of the fourth Gospel ;

and the use of TTO^O. 6eov for the TTOCHS of vi. 55, and

deWao? a7 instead of fay aiuvLos are also opposed to

the connection with that Gospel.
1 On the other hand,

in the institution of the Supper the bread is described

as the body of Jesus, and the wine as his blood ;
and

reference is made there, and elsewhere, to eating bread

and drinking wine in the kingdom of God,
2 and the

passage seems to be nothing but a development of this

teaching.
3

Nothing could be proved by such an

analogy.
4

The second passage referred to by Tischendorf is in

the Epistle to the Philadelphians vii. :

" For if some

would have seduced me according to the flesh, yet the

Spirit is not seduced, being from God, for it knoweth

whence it cometh and whither it goeth, and detects the

secrets." 5 Tischendorf considers that these words are

based upon John iii. 6 8, and the last phrase :

" And

rot) wot) rot) Qeov, TOV ytvopfvov eV t>oTf'po> eVc (nreppjrros Aa^SlS KOI
'

Kal 7ro/ia 0eoC 6(\u>, TO (dfiti airot), o OTIV dyaTrr] aipdapros, KOI dtvvaos fa*}-

Ad Rom., vii.

1 Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 54.

2 Matt. xxvi. 2629 ; Mark xiv. 2225 ; Luke xxii. 1720 ; 1 Cor.

xi. 2325
; cf. Luke xiv. 15.

3 Cf. Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 54.
4 Cf. De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 225 f. ; ScMten, Die alt. Zeugnisse,

p. 54.

5 Ei yap Kal Kara <rdpica pe rives TjdeXrjtrav ir\avij<rai, d\\a TO 7rvevp.a ov

7r\ava.Tai, OTTO dfov ov' oibev yap irodtv (p^fTai, Kal irov virdyfi, Ka\ Ta Kpvirra

f\y\fi- Ad Philadelph., vii.
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detects the secrets," upon verse 20. The sense of the

Epistle, however, is precisely the reverse of that of the

Gospel, which reads :

" The wind bloweth where it

listeth
;
and thou hearest the sound thereof but knowest

not whence it cometh and whither it goeth ; so is every

one that is born of the Spirit ;

" l whilst the Epistle does

not refer to the wind at all, but affirms that the Spirit of

God does know whence it cometh, &c. The analogy in

verse 20 is still more remote :

" For every one that doeth

evil hateth the light, neither cometh to the light, lest

his deeds should be detected." 2 In 1 Cor. ii. 10, the

sense is more closely found :

" For the Spirit searcheth

all things, yea, even the deep things of God." 3 It is

evidently absurd to assert from such a passage the

use of the fourth Gospel.
4 Even Tischendorf recog-

nizes that in themselves the phrases which he points out

in pseudo-Ignatius could not, unsupported by other

corroboration, possess much weight as testimony for the

use of our Gospels. He says :

" Were these allusions of

Ignatius to Matthew and John a wholly isolated phe-

nomenon, and one which perhaps other undoubted results

of inquiry wholly contradicted, they would hardly have

any conclusive weight. But ."
5 Canon Westcott

says :

" The Ignatian writings, as might be expected, are

not without traces of the influence of St. John. The

circumstances in which he was placed required a special

enunciation of Pauline doctrine ; but this is not so

1 TO TTVtvpa onov 6f\fi TiTfi, K.OI TTJV (fxavTfv ai/TOV aKovfis, oXX' oi/K ol8as troBtv

fp%fTat KOI Trot) vndyfi' ovrats e'errii/ Tray 6 yeyfvvrip.fvos (K TOV irvevfjiaTos. John
iii. 8.

2
iras yap 6 <pav\a Trpdcra-atv /iitrel TO <f)>s KOI OVK tp^fTai irpos TO <p>s, Iva pr)

(\eyxdr] TO fpya avrov. John iii. 20.
3 TO yap irvfvfia iravra epavva, *cat Ta j3adr) TOV deov. 1 Cor. ii. 10.
4

Cf. De Wette, Einl. N. T.', p. 225 f.

5 Wann warden, u. B. w., p. 23.
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expressed as to exclude the parallel lines of Christian

thought. Love is 'the stamp of the Christian.' (Ad

Magn. v.)
' Faith is the beginning and love the end of

life.' (Ad Ephes. xiv.)
'
Faith is our guide upward

'

(dvaywyevs) ,
but love is the road that 'leads to God'

(Ad Eph. ix.)
' The Eternal (diSio?) Word is the mani-

festation of God '

(Ad Magn. viii.),
'

the door by which

we come to the Father' (Ad Philad. ix., cf. John x. 7),
' and without Him we have not the principle of true

life
'

(Ad Trail, ix. : ov ^w/ats TO 0X7)6
}wov fcyv OVK

^op,v. cf. Ad Eph. iii. : 'I.X. TO dSta/cyotrov ^^tav gv).

The true meat of the Christian is the 'bread of God,

the bread of heaven, the bread of life, which is the

flesh of Jesus Christ,' and his drink is
'
Christ's blood,

which is love incorruptible' (Ad Rom. vii., cf. John vi.

32, 51, 53). He has no love of this life; 'his love has

been crucified, and he has in him no burning passion for

the world, but living water (as the spring of a new life)

speaking within him, and bidding him come to his

Father' (Ad Rom. 1.
c.).

Meanwhile his enemy is the

enemy of his Master, even the ' ruler of this age.'

(Ad Rom. 1. c., 6 apxcw rov aia>vo<s TOVTOV. Cf. John xii.

31, xvi. 11 : 6 apyatv rov /cocr/xou TOVTOV- and see 1 Cor.

ii. 6, 8.
1

)"

Part of these references we have already considered ;

others of them really do not require any notice whatever,

and the only one to which we need to direct our atten-

tion for a moment may be the passage from the Epistle

to the Phlladelphians ix., which reads : He is the door

of the Fathers, by which enter in Abraham, Isaac

and Jacob and the prophets, and the apostles, and the

1
Westcott, On the Canon, p. 32 f., and notes. We have inserted in the

text the references given in the notes.
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Church." l This is compared with John x. 7.
" There-

fore said Jesus again : Verily, verily, I say unto you, 1

am the door of the Sheep
"

(eyu eifju, 17 6vpa ra>v Trpo-

fidTtov). We have already referred, a few pages back,
2

to the image of the door. Here again it is obvious that

there is a marked difference in the sense of the Epistle

from that of the Gospel. In the latter Jesus is said to

be the door into the Sheepfold ;

3 whilst in the Epistle,

he is the door into the Father, through which not only

the patriarchs, prophets, and apostles enter, but also the

Church itself. Such distant analogy cannot warrant the

conclusion that the passage shows any acquaintance with

the fourth Gospel.
4 As for the other phrases, they are

not only without special bearing upon the fourth Gospel,

but they are everywhere found in the canonical Epistles, as

well as elsewhere. Eegarding love and faith, for instance,

compare Gal. v. 6, 14, 22; Rom. xii. 9, 10, viii. 39,

xiii. 9 ; 1 Cor. ii. 9, viii. 3 ; Ephes. iii. 17, v. 1, 2,

vi. 23 ; Philip, i. 9, ii. 2
;
2 Thess. iii. 5

;
1 Tim. i. 14,

vi. 11
;
2 Tim. i. 13

; Heb. x. 38 f., xi., &c., &c.

We might point out many equally close analogies in

the works of Philo,
5 but it is unnecessary to do so,

although we may indicate one or two which first present

1 AVTOS &>v dvpa TOV Trarpos, 81' TJS fla-epxovrai. 'Aftpaap KOI 'icraaK KOI 'l

KOI ol irpo(f)f)Tai, KOI ol aTrooroAot, KOI
fj fKKXrjaia. Ad Philad., ix.

2 Vol. ii. p. 256 ff.

3
Compare the whole passage, John x. 1 16.

4 Of. De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 225 f.
; Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p.

54 f.
; Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 368 f.

; LScJee, Com. Ev. Job., i. p.

44, anm. 1.

5 Philo's birth is dated at least 20 to 30 years before our era, and his

death about A.D. 40. His principal works were certainly written before

his embassy to Caius. Delaunay, Philon d'Alexandrie, 1867, p. 11 f. ;

Ewald, Gesch. d. V. Isr., vi. p. 239
; Gfrarer, Gesch. des Urchristen-

thums L, i. p. 5, p. 37 ff., p. 45; Ddhne, Gesch. Darstell. jiid. alex.

Religions Philos., 1834, 1 abth. p. 98, anm. 2.
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themselves. Philo equally has "
the Eternal Logos

"

(6 diSios Aoyo?),
1 whom he represents as the manifesta-

tion of God in every way.
" The Word is the likeness

of God, by which the universe was created
"

(Aoyog Se

icnw elK<av Beov, Si' ov (Tv^-iras 6 /coo~/AO9 e'S^/xtovpyetro).
2

He is
"
the substitute

"
(uTrap^o?) of God,

3 " the hea-

venly incorruptible food of the soul/'
" the bread (apros)

from heaven." In one place he says :

" and they who

inquire what nourishes the soul . . . learnt at last that

it is the Word of God, and the Divine Reason......
This is the heavenly nourishment to which the holy

Scripture refers ..... saying,
' Lo ! I rain upon you

bread (apros) from heaven.' (Exod. xvi. 4.)
'
This is

the bread (01/3709) which the Lord has given them

to eat'" (Exod. xvi. 15).
4 And again : "For the one

indeed raises his eyes towards the sky, perceiving the

manna, the divine Word, the heavenly incorruptible food

of the longing souL" 5 Elsewhere :

"
. . . . but it is

taught by the initiating priest and prophet Moses, who

declares :

' This is the bread (01/3709), the nourishment

which God has given to the soul
'

his own Reason and

his own Word which he has offered; for this bread

which he has given us to eat is Reason." 6 He

1 De plant. Noe, 5, Mang., i. 332 ;
De Mundo, 2, Many., ii. 604.

2 De Monarchia, ii. 5; Mang., ii. 225.
3 De Agricult., 12, Mang., i. 308

;
De Somniis, i. 41, Mang., i. 656 J

cf. Coloss. i. 15
; Heb. i. 3 ;

2 Cor. iv. 4.

4
Zr)TT)o~avTfs Kal TI TO Tpefpov OTI TTJV "fyvx^v .... fvpov fiaQovTfs fyfj^a.

6(ov KOI Aayoi/ Qfiov ..... *H 8' i<rr\v
fj ovpdvios Tpo(f>rj, /jLrjvvfTai 8e eV

rats ifpais dvaypcxpals .... Xryoi/ror.
' '

'iSoii e'ya> vat v/oui/ apron? tic TOV

oiipavov." De Profugis, 25, Mangey, i. 566.
5 'O p.V yap ras fyfis avarelvft. irpbs aldepa, d(popS>v TO p.dvva, TOV dflov

Aoyov, TTJV ovpdvtov (j)i\odfdp.ovos ^vx^s itfpdaprov Tpo(prjv. Quis rerum Div.

Heres., 15, Mang., i. 484; Quod det. potiori insid., 31, Mang., i,

213 ... Mawa, TOV TTp(o~j3vTaTov TOIV ovra>v .\6yov 6(1ov, K.T.\.

6 8t8a<rKrrai 8e vrrb TOV ifpo<j>dvrov KOI 7rpo(pr)Tov Mcovtrewf, 6s tpfi'
" Ovros
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also says :

" Therefore he exhorts him that can ran

swiftly to strain even breathless towards the highest

Word of God who is the fountain of Wisdom, in order

that by drinking of that stream, instead of death he

may obtain eternal life"
1

It is the Logos who guides

us to the Father, God "
Having both created all things

and led (dvdywv) the perfect man from the things of

earth to himself by his Word." 2 These are very imper-

fect examples, but it may be asserted that there is not a

representation of the Logos in the fourth Gospel which

has not close parallels in the works of Philo.

We have given these passages of the pseudo-Ignatian

Epistles which are pointed out as indicating acquaintance

with the fourth Gospel, in order that the whole case

might be stated and appreciated. The analogies are too

distant to prove anything, but were they fifty times more

close, they could do little or nothing to establish an early

origin for the fourth Gospel, and nothing at all to

elucidate the question as to its character and authorship.
3

The Epistles in which the passages occur are spurious

and of no value as evidence for the fourth Gospel. They
are not found in the three Syriac Epistles, which alone

have some claim to authenticity. We have already

stated the facts connected with the so-called Epistles of

fcrnv 6 apros, r) Tpo<pf), TJV e8a>K.ev 6 6eos TTJ ^t>x?/" 7rpocrev(yKa(r6ai TO eavrot)

. KOI TOP eavrov Aoyov' ovros yap 6 apros, ov 8c8a>Kv rjp.lv (paydv, TOVTO TO

Leg. Alleg., iii. 60, Mang., i. 121
; cf. ib., 61, 62.

1

Uporperrd 8e ovv TOV /J,ev o>Kv8pop.fiv luavov <ruvTfivfiv aTrvevcrri irpos TOV

a.va>Ta.Tu> Aoyov Bflov, os crofpias e'ori Trr/yr], tva apvo~dfj.evos TOV vafjurros avri

Qavarov a>T)v atbiov a0\ov evpqrai. De Profugis, 18, Mang., i. 560.

2
. . . . TW airai Aaya) KOI TO TTO.V tpya^o/j-evos /cat TOV TeXfiov OTTO TO>V

Trepiyeicav avdyutv &s eavrov. De Sacrif. Abelis et Caini, 3 ; Mang., i. 165.

3 In general the Epistles follow the Synoptic narratives, and not the

account of the fourth Gospel. See for instance the reference to the

anointing of Jesus, Ad Eph. xyii., cf. Matt. xxvi. 7 ff.
;
Mark xiv. 3 ff. ;

cf. John xii. 1 ff.
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Ignatius,
1 and no one who lias attentively considered

them can fail to see that the testimony of such docu-

ments cannot be considered of any historic weight.
2

There are fifteen Epistles ascribed to Ignatius of

these eight are universally recognized to be spurious.

Of the remaining seven, there are two Greek and Latin

versions, the one much longer than the other. The

longer version is almost unanimously rejected as inter-

polated. The discovery of a still shorter Syriac version

of "the three Epistles of Ignatius," convinced the

majority of critics that even the shorter Greek version

of seven Epistles must be condemned, and that what-

ever matter could be ascribed to Ignatius himself, if any,

must be looked for in these three Epistles alone. The

three martyrologies of Ignatius are -likewise universally

repudiated as mere fictions. Amidst such a mass of

forgery, in which it is impossible to identify even a

kernel of truth, it would be preposterous to seek tes-

timony to establish the authenticity of our Gospels.

It is not pretended that the so-called Epistle of

Polycarp to the Philippians contains any references to

the fourth Gospel. Tischendorf, however, affirms that it

is weighty testimony for that Gospel, inasmuch as he

discovers in it a certain trace of the first "Epistle of

John/' and as he maintains that the Epistle and the

Gospel are the works of the same author, any evidence

for the one is at the same time evidence for the other.
3

We shall hereafter consider the point of the common

1 Vol. i. p. 258 ff.

2
Weizsacker, Unters. evang. Gesch., p. 234; Sleek, Beitrage, p. 224,

p. 257 f. ; Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 368 ; Scholten, Die alt. Zeug-
nisse, p. 50 ff.

; Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 39 ff. ; cf. Jtiggenbach, Die

Zeugn. Ev. Johannis, p. 101 f.
; Bohringer, Die Kirche Chr. u. ihre

Zeugn., I. i. 1860, p. 46. 8 Warm warden, u. s. w., p. 24 f.
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authorship of the Epistles and fourth Gospel, and here

confine ourselves chiefly to the alleged fact of the

reference.

The passage to which Tischendorf alludes we subjoin,

with the supposed parallel in the Epistle.

EPISTLE OF POLYCAEP, vn.
For whosoever doth not confess

Jesus Christ hath come in the flesh

is Antichrist, and whosoever doth

not confess the martyrdom of the

cross is of the devil, and whosoever

perverteth the oracles of the Lord
to his own lusts, and saith that

there is neither resurrection nor

judgment, he is the firstborn of

Satan.

Has yap, os av
fir/ o^ioXoy^, 'irjcrovv

ev o-apid f\r)\v6evai, dvri-

early Kal os av
p.r) o/xoXoyi;

TO fwpnjpiov TOV aravpov, fK TOV

Sta/SoXov foriv' KOI os av ^edobfvrj TO

Xoyta TOV Kvpiov Trpbs TUS I8ias f

fuas, Kal \eyrj [irjTf dva(rra<Tiv

KplCTLV flVUl, OVTOS TTpCOTOTOKOS tOTl TOV

1 EPISTLE OF JOHN, iv. 3.

And every spirit that confesseth

not the Lord Jesus come in the

flesh is not of God, and this is the

(spirit] of Antichrist of which we
have heard that it should come,
and now already is in the world.

Kat irav irvevpa 6
p.r) o/ioXoye?

'irjQ-ovv Kvpiov ev (rapid eXijXv&mi, CK

TOV 6fOV OVK fCTTlV, KOI TOVTO fCTTlV TO

TOV dvrixpioTov, 5 TI aKi)Koap.fv Sri

epxerai, /cat vvv ev TW Kooyxw tarty
rj&r).

1

This passage does not occur as a quotation, and the

utmost that can be said of the few words with which it

opens is that a phrase somewhat resembling, but at the

same time materially differing from, the Epistle of John

is interwoven with the text of the Epistle to the Philip-

pians. If this were really a quotation from the canonical

Epistle, it would indeed be singular that, considering the

supposed relations of Polycarp and John, the name of

the apostle should not have been mentioned, and a quo-

tation have been distinctly and correctly made.2 On the

1 We give the text of the Sinaitic Codex as the most favourable. The

great majority of the other MSS., and all the more important, present

very marked difference from this reading.
2
Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 46.
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other hand, there is no earlier trace of the canonical

Epistle, and, as Volkmar argues, it may well be doubted

whether it may not rather be dependent on the Epistle

to the Philippians, than the latter upon the Epistle of

John. 1

We believe with Scholten that neither is dependent

on the other, but that both adopted a formula in use in

the early Church against various heresies,
2 the superficial

coincidence of which is without any weight whatever as

evidence for the use of either Epistle by the writer of

the other. Moreover, it is clear that the writers refer

to different classes of heretics. Polycarp attacks the

Docetae who deny that Jesus Christ has come in the

flesh, that is with a human body of flesh and blood
;

whilst the Epistle of John is directed against those who

deny that Jesus who has come in the flesh is the

Christ the Son of God.3 Volkmar points out that in

Polycarp the word "
Antichrist

"
is made a proper name,

whilst in the Epistle the expression used is the abstract
"
Spirit of Antichrist." Polycarp in fact says that who-

ever denies the flesh of Christ is no Christian but Anti-

christ, and Volkmar finds this direct assertion more

original than the assertion of the Epistle ;

"
Every spirit

that confesseth that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh

is of God,"
4 &c. In any case it seems to us clear

that in both writings we have only the independent

1
Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 48 f.

2
Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 45 f.

; cf. Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p.

48 f.
;

cf. Irenceus, Adv. Hser., i. 24, 4
; paQudo-Ignatitis, Ad Smyrn.,

v., vi.

3
Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisso, p. 46 ff. ; Volkmar, Der Ureprung, p.

48 ff. ; cf. 1 John ii. 22; iv. 2, 3; v. 1, 5 ff.

4
Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 49 ff. ; Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse,

p. 46 ff.
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enunciation, with decided difference of language and

sense, of a formula current in the Church, and that

neither writer can be held to have originated the con-

demnation, in these words, of heresies which the Church

had begun vehemently to oppose, and which were

merely an application of ideas already well known, as

we see from the expression of the Epistle in reference to

the "
Spirit of Antichrist, of which ye have heard that it

cometh." Whether this phrase be an allusion to the

Apocalypse xiii., or to 2 Thessalonians ii., or to tradi-

tions current in the Church, we need not inquire ;
it is

sufficient that the Epistle of John avowedly applies a

prophecy regarding Antichrist already known amongst

Christians, which was equally open to the other writer

and probably familiar in the Church. This cannot under

any circumstances be admitted as evidence of weight for

the use of the 1st Epistle of John. There is no testimony

whatever of the existence of the Epistles ascribed to

John previous to this date, and that fact would have to

be established on sure grounds before the argument we

are considering can have any value.

On the other hand we have already seen 1 that whilst

there is strong reason to doubt the authenticity of the

Epistle attributed to Polycarp, and a certainty that in

any case it is, in its present form, considerably inter-

polated, it cannot, even if genuine in any part, be dated

earlier than the last years of that Father, and it is

apparent, therefore, that the use of the 1st Epistle of

John, even if established, could not be of value for the

fourth Gospel, of which the writing does not show a

trace. So far indeed from there being any evidence that

Polycarp knew the fourth Gospel, everything points to

1 Vol. i. p. 274 ff.
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the opposite conclusion. In A.D. 160 we find him taking

part in the Paschal controversy, contradicting the state-

ments of the fourth Gospel,
1 and supporting the Synoptic

view, contending that the Christian festival should be

celebrated on the 14th Nisan, the day on which he

affirmed that the Apostle John himself .had observed it.
2

Irenseus, who represents Polycarp as the disciple of

John, says of him :

" For neither was Anicetus able to

persuade Polycarp not to observe it (on the 14th)

because he had always observed it with John the dis-

ciple of our Lord, and with the rest of the apostles with

whom he consorted/' 3 Not only, therefore, does Poly-

carp not refer to the fourth Gospel, but he is on the

contrary a very important witness against it as the work

of John, for he represents that apostle as practically con-

tradicting the Gospel of which he is said to be the

author.

The fulness with which we have discussed the cha-

racter of the evangelical quotations of Justin Martyr
renders the task of ascertaining whether his works indi-

cate any acquaintance with the fourth Gospel compara-

tively easy. The detailed statements already made

enable us without preliminary explanation directly to

attack the problem, and we are freed from the necessity

of making extensive quotations to illustrate the facts of

the case.

Whilst apologists assert with some boldness that

Justin made use of our Synoptics, they are evidently,

and with good reason, less confident in maintaining his

1 John xiii. 1, xvii. 28, xix. 14, 31 ; cf. Matt. xxvi. 17 ; Mark xiv. 12 ;

Luke xxii. 8.

3 Cf. Irenceus, Adv. Hfer., iii. 3, 4
; Eusebius, II. E., iv. 14, v. 24.

3
Euscbius, H. E., v. 24.
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acquaintance with the fourth Gospel. Canon Westcott

states :

" His references to St. John are uncertain ;
but

this, as has been already remarked, follows from the

character of the fourth Gospel. It was unlikely that he

should quote its peculiar teaching in apologetic writings

addressed to Jews and heathens ; and at the same time

he exhibits types of language and doctrine which, if not

immediately drawn from St. John, yet mark the presence

of his influence and the recognition of his authority."
1

This apology for the neglect of the fourth Gospel seems

based upon a consciousness of its unhistorical character ;

but we may merely remark that where such a writer is

reduced to so obvious an admission of the scantiness of

evidence furnished by Justin, his case is indeed weak.

Tischendorf, however, with his usual temerity, claims

Justin as a powerful witness for the fourth Gospel. He

says :

"
According to our judgment there are convincing

grounds of proof for the fact that John also was known

and used by Justin, provided a prejudiced considera-

tion of antagonistic predilection against the Johannine

Gospel be set aside." In order fully and fairly to state

the case which he puts forward, we shall quote his

own words, but in order to avoid repetition we shall

permit ourselves to interrupt him by remarks and by

parallel passages from other writings for comparison with

Justin. Tischendorf says :

" The representation of the

person of Christ altogether peculiar to John as it is

1 Oil the Canon, p. 145. In a note Canon Westcott refers to Credner,

Beitrage, i. p. 253 S. Credner, however, pronounces against the use of

the fourth Gospel by Justin. Dr. Westcott adds the singular argument :

"Justin's acquaintance with the Valentinians proves that the Gospel
could not have been unknown to him." (Dial. 35.) We have already

proved that there is no evidence that Valentinus and his earlier followers

knew anything of our Synoptics, and we shall presently show that this is

likewise the case with the fourth Gospel.
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given particularly in his Prologue i. 1 (" In the beginning
was the Word and the Word was with God, and God

was the Word"), and verse 14 ("and the word became

flesh "), in the designation of him as Logos, as the Word

of God, immediately re-echoes to not a few passages in

Justin
;
for instance :

l ' And Jesus Christ is alone the

special Son begotten by God, being his Word and first-

begotten and power.'
" 2

With this we may compare another passage of Justin

from the second Apology. "But his son, the alone

rightly called Son, the Word before the works of creation,

who was both with him and begotten when in the begin-

ning he created and ordered all things by him/'
a &c.

Now the same words and ideas are to be found

throughout the Canonical Epistles and other writings, as

well as in earlier works. In the Apocalypse,
4 the only

book of the New Testament mentioned by Justin, and

which is directly ascribed by him to John,
5 the term

Logos is applied to Jesus "
the Lamb," (xix. 13) :

" and

his name is called the Word of God "
(KOI /ce/cX^rat TO

1 Tischendorf uses great liberty in translating some of these passages,

abbreviating and otherwise altering them as it suits him. We shall there-

fore give his German translation below, and we add the Greek which

Tischendorf does not quote indeed he does not, in most cases, even state

where the passages are to be found.
8 " Und Jesus Christus ist allein in einzig eigenthiimlicher Weise als

Sohn Gottes gezeugt worden, indem er das "Wort (Logos) desselben ist."

Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 32.

Kal IjjaoCr \purros povos I8iu>s vlos TU> 6(a> yeyewijTaij Aoyot avrov virap^tav

KO\ TTp&TOTOKOS Kal BvVHfJLlS. Apol., i. 23.

'O 8f vlos (Kfivov, 6 /j.6vos \fy6fjifvos Kvpivs vlos, 6 Aoyos irpo r<ov 7roiij[j.aTu>i>, KOI

trvva>v KOI y(vvu>p.(i>os, ore TTJV ap^rjv 81* avrov iravra eicricre KOI (Kocrfjirjo-e. Apol. ii.6.

4 Written c. A.D. 6869; Credner, Einl. N. T., i. p. 704 f. ; Beitrage,

ii. p. 294
; Liicke, Comm. Offenb. Joh., 1852, ii. p. 840 ff.

; Ewald, Jahrb.

bibl. Wiss., 185253, p. 182
; Gesch. d. V. Isr., yi. p. 643, &c. &c.

4
Dial., 81.

VOL. II. I
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ovo/xa avrov 6 Aoyos TOV Beov). Elsewhere (iii.
] 4) lie

is called
"
the Beginning of the Creation of God "

(rj apxrj

rrjs /crtcrews TOV Beov) ;
and again in the same book

(i. 5)

he is
" the first-begotten of the dead

"
(6 TT/DOJTOTO/COS

T(ov veKpaiv). In Heb. L 6 he is the
"
first-born

"

(rrp(t)TOTOKo<s), as in Coloss. i. 15 he is
"
the first-born of

every creature" (TrpcuToYo/cos Tracrrys /crtcrews) ;
and in 1

Cor. i. 24 we have :

"
Christ the Power of God and the

Wisdom of God "
(Xpio-rbv Beov ovvafLiv /cat Beov o~o<f>iav),

and it will be remembered that
" Wisdom "

was the

earlier term which became an alternative with " Word "

for the intermediate Being. In Heb. i. 2, God is repre-

sented as speaking to us "in the Son .... by
whom he also made the worlds

"
(ev vt<u, . . . . St ov /cat

eiroirjo-ev TOVS aulWs). In 2 Tim. i. 9, he is
"
before all

worlds" (Trpo xpovuv aluvi^v), cf. Heb. L 10, ii. 10,

Eom. xi. 36, 1 Cor. viii. 6, Ephes. iii. 9.

The works of Philo are filled with similar representa-

tions of the Logos, but we must restrict ourselves to a

very few. God as a Shepherd and King governs the

universe "appointing his true Logos, his first begotten

Son, to have the care of this sacred flock, as the substi-

tute of the great King."
1 In another place Philo exhorts

men to strive to become like God's "first begotten Word
"

(TOV TrpuToyovov avrov Aoyoz^),
2 and he adds, a few lines

further on :

"
for the most ancient Word is the image of

God" (Beov yap eiKw Aoyos 6 Trpea-ySvraros). The high

priest of God in the world is
"
the divine Word his first-

1 .... TrpooTTjtra/iej'of TOV opdov avrov \6yov, irpwrayovov view, os TTJV

fTTip.f\fiav TTJS Ifpas Tairrrjs d-ye\ijs old TIS /iryoAov /SaonXe'wr vnap\os SiaSe'^erat.

De Agricult., 12, Mangey, i. 308.

2 De Confus. ling., 28, Mang., i. 427, cf. 14, ib., i. 414 ; cf. Pe

Migrat. Abrahami, 1, Mang., i. 437; cf. Heb. i. 3; 2 Cor. iv. 4.
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begotten son
"

(6 Trpatroyovos avrov ^etos Aoyos).
1

Speaking of the creation of the world Philo says :

" The

instrument by which it was formed is the Word of God"

(opycivov Se Aoyoi> 0eov, Si* ov KarecrKeuacr^).
2 Else-

where :

" For the Word is the image of God by which

the whole world was created" (Aoyos Se ecrru> et/cwi/

6eov, SL ov crv/A7ras 6 KOCT/AOS eS^/u-tov/oyetro). These

passages might be indefinitely multiplied.

Tischendorf's next passage is :

" The first power

(Swa/xis) after the Father of all and God the Lord is the

Son, the Word (Logos) ;
in what manner having been

made flesh (crap/coTrot^^els) he became man, we shall in

what follows relate."
4

We find everywhere parallels for this passage without

seeking them in the fourth Gospel. In 1 Cor. i. 24,
"
Christ the Power (Swa/u?) of God and the Wisdom

of God;" cf. Heb. i. 2, 3, 4, G, 8 ; ii. 8. In Heb. ii.

14 18, there is a distinct account of his becoming flesh ;

cf. verse 7. In Phil. ii. 68 :

" Who (Jesus Christ)

being in the form of God, deemed it not grasping to be

equal with God, (7) But gave himself up, taking the

form of a servant, being made in the likeness of men,"

&c. In Rom. viii. 3 we have :

" God sending his own

Son in the likeness of the flesh of sin," &c. (6 #eos

1 De Somniis, i. 37, Mang., i. G53.
2 De Cherubim, 35, Mang., i. 162.

3 De Monarchia, ii. 5, Mang., ii. 225.
4 " Die erste Urkraft f Svva/iir) nach dem Vater des Alles und Gott

dem Herrn ist der Sohn, ist das Wort (Logos) ; wie derselbe durch die

Fleischwerdung (a-apKOTroiijdds) Mensch geworden, das werden wir im

folgenden darthun." Warm wurden, u. s. w., p. 32.

'H 8e irpunri] 8vvap.is p.era rov Ilartpa Ttavrw KOI AeoTror^i' eov, Keu vlos, 6

Aoyos fcrriv' ts T\va rpoirov (rapK<moirj6f'is avOp&iros yfyovtv, tv rols f^S

Apol., i. 32.

T 2
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rov eavTov vlbv 7rejai/;a,s
ev o/xotcojaart crap/cos

It must be borne in mind that the terminology of John

i. 14, "and the word became flesh" (o-apg eyeVero) is

different from that of Justin, who uses the word

crapKOTToi-Y)6el<s. The sense and language here is, there-

fore, quite as close as that of the fourth Gospel. We
have also another parallel in 1 Tim. iii. 1 6,

" Who (God)

was manifested in the flesh" (os e^avepuOrj ev crap/a),

cf. 1 Cor. xv. 4, 47.

in like manner we find many similar passages in the

Works of Philo. He says in one place that man was not

made in the likeness of the most high God the Father of

the universe,
" but in that of the Second God who is his

Word" (dXXa irpbs TOV SevTepov Oeov, os ecrnv e/ceti/ov

Aoyos).
1 In another place the Logos is said to be the

interpreter of the highest God, and he continues :

"
that

must be God of us imperfect beings" (Ovros yap rjfjLuv

TWV dreXwv av elr) 0eos).
2 Elsewhere he says :

" But the

divine Word which is above these (the Winged Cherubim)

.... but being itself the image of God, the most

ancient of all intelligent things, and the one placed

nearest to the only existing God without any separation

or distance between them
"

;

3 and a few lines further on

lie explains the cities of refuge to be :

" The Word of

the Governor (of all things) and his creative and kingly

power, for of these are the heavens and the whole

1
Philo, Fragm. i. ex. Euseb., Praepar. Evang., vii. 13, Mang., ii.

625; cf. De Somniis, i. 41, Mang., i. 656; Leg. Alleg., ii. 21, ib.,

i. 83.

2
Leg. Alleg., iii. 73, Mang., i. 128.

3 'O 8e virepdvo) rovrav Aoyos delos oXX' avrbs fiKtav VTrdpxav 6fov,

riav vorjrfov O7ra ajravrcw 6 Trpecr/SvraTos, 6 eyyuraTO), fj,r]8ft>os OVTOS pedopiov

diaaTTifiaros, TOV povov o ecrrtv d^v8S>s d(f)i!lpvfjievos. De Profllgis, 19,

Mang., i. 561.
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world." l " The Logos of God is above all things in

the world, and is the most ancient and the most uni-

versal of all things created." 2 The Word is also the
" Ambassador sent by the Governor (of the universe) to

his subject (man)
"

(Trpecr^Sevn)? Se TOV ^ye/ioVos TT^OS

TO vTrrjKoov).
3 Such views of the Logos are everywhere

met with, in the pages of Philo.

Tischendorf continues :

" The word (Logos) of God

is his Son." 4 We have already in the preceding para-

graphs abundantly illustrated this sentence, and may
proceed to the next :

" But since they did not know all

things concerning the Logos, which is Christ, they have

frequently contradicted each other." 5 These words are

used with reference to Lawgivers and philosophers.

Justin, who frankly admits the delight he took in the

writings of Plato 6 and other Greek philosophers, was

well aware how Socrates and Plato ha
(
d enunciated the

doctrine of the Logos,
7
although he contends that they

borrowed it from the writings of Moses, and with a

largeness of mind very uncommon in the early Church,

and indeed, we might add, in any age, he held Socrates

and such philosophers to have been Christians, even

1 'O rov ffyfi^ovos Aoyos, KOI
rj TroiTfrucr] KOI jSacri\iicr] 8vvafj.is avrov' TOVTO>V

yap o T ovpavos Kal (rvp-Tras 6 Kocrfios ftrri. De Profugis, 19.

2 Kal 6 Aoyos 5e TOV dtov inrtpdva) rravros f<m TOV KOCT/J.OU, Kal irpfcrjUvraTos

Kal yfviKtoToros T>V oo~a ytyove. Leg. Alleg., iii. 61, Mang., i. 121 ; cf.

De Somniis, i. 41, Mang., i. 656.
* Quis rerum div. Heres., 42, Mang., i. 501.

4 " Das Wort (Logos) Gottes 1st der Sohn desselben." "Warm wurden,
u. s. w., p. 32. .

'O \6yos 8f TOV dfov (OTiv 6 vios avrov. Apol., i. 63.

* " Da sie nicht alles was dem Logos, welcher Christus ist, angehort

erkannten, so haben sie oft einander widersprecliondes gesagt."

'E7ret8^ 8e ov iravra TO. TOV Aoyou tyvuipHTav, or (cm Xpioror, Kal ivavria

favrols woXAawf (nrov. Apol., ii. 10.

8
Apol., ii. 12

;
cf. Dial., 2 ff.

'
Apol., i. 60, &c., &c. ; cf. 5.
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although they had been considered Atheists.
1 As they

did not of course know Christ to be the Logos, he makes

the assertion just quoted. Now the only point in the

passage which requires notice is the identification of the

Logos with Jesus, which has already been dealt with,

and as this was asserted in the Apocalypse xix. 13,

before the fourth Gospel was written, no evidence in its

favour is deducible from the statement. We shall have

more to say regarding this presently.

Tischendorf continues : "But in like manner through

the Word of God, Jesus Christ our Saviour having been

made flesh,"
2 &c.

It must be apparent that the doctrine here is not that

of the fourth Gospel which makes " the word become

flesh
"
simply, whilst Justin, representing a less advanced

form, and more uncertain stage, of its development,

draws a distinction between the Logos and Jesus, and

describes Jesus Christ as being made flesh by the power
of the Logos. This is no accidental use of words, for he

repeatedly states the same fact, as for instance :

" But

why through the power of the Word, according to the

will of God the Father and Lord of all, he was born a

man of a Virgin,"
3 &c.

Tischendorf continues :

" To these passages out of the

short second Apology we extract from the first (cap. 33).
4

1
Apol., i. 46.

2 " Vermittels des Worts (Logos) Gottes ist Jesus Christus unser Heiland

Fleisch geworden (<rapKoiroiT)dels) ." Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 32.

a\X' ov rpoTrov 8ia Aoyou 6eo\> (rapKOTroirjQels 'Irj&ovs Xpurrbs 6 Sconjp r)fj.>i't

K.T.A. Apol. i. 66.

At rjv 8 alriav 8ta Swa^iecor TOV Aoyov Kara TTJV TOV Uarpbs Travroav KOI

SetTTTorov Qeov /SouA^y, 8ia irapdevov avBpamos dirfKVT)6r), K.T.\. Apol., i. 46.

4 This is an error. Several of the preceding passages are out of the

first Apology. No references, however, are given to the source of any
of them. We have added them.
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By the Spirit, therefore, and power of God (in reference

to Luke i. 35 :

' The Holy Spirit shall come upon thee,

and the power of the Highest shall overshadow thee
')
we

have nothing else to understand but the Logos, which is

also the first-born of God." 1

Here again we have the same difference from the

doctrine of the fourth Gospel which we have just pointed

out, which is, however, so completely in agreement with

the views of Philo,
2 and characteristic of a less developed

form of the idea. We shall further refer to the termi-

nology hereafter, and meantime we proceed to the last

illustration given by Tischendorf.
" Out of the Dialogue (c. 105):

' For that he was the

only-begotten of the Father of all, in peculiar wise

begotten of him as Word and Power (Swa/xis), and

afterwards became man through the Virgin, as we- have

learnt from the Memoirs, I have already stated.'
" 3

The allusion here is to the preceding chapters of the

Dialogue, wherein, with special reference (c. 100) to the

passage which has a parallel in Luke i. 35, quoted by
Tischendorf in the preceding illustration, Justin narrates

the birth of Jesus.

1 " Unter dem Geiste nun und der Kraft von Gott (zu Luk. i. 35,
' der

heilige Geist wird liber dich kommen und die Kraft des Hochsten wird

dich iiberschatten,') haben wir nichts anders zu verstehen als den Logos,
welcher der Erstgeborne Gottes 1st." Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 32.

To -rrvtv/jLa ovv KOI TTJV Svvapti/ TTJV irapa rov Qfov ovfttv tfXXo voijaai 6(p.is, }

rov Acryov, os Kal irpatTaroKos rw 6fa> tcrri, K.T.\. Apol. ,
i. 33.

3 Cf. Gfrorer, Gesch. des Urchristenthums, 1835, I. i. pp. 229243.
3 Aus dem Dialog (Kap. 105) :

" Dass derselbe dem Vater des Alls

eingeboren in einziger Weise aus ihm heraus als Wort (Logos) und Kraft

(8vvap.is) gezeugt worden und hernach Mensch vei-mittels der Jung-
frau Maria geworden, wie wir aus den Denkwiirdigkeiten gelemt haben,
das habe ich vorher dargelegt." Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 32.

Movayeinjs yap on TJV TW Harpl rS>v <j\a>v OVTOS, I8ia>s ( avrov Aayos KOI

yey(vr)fji(i>os, KOI Zfrrepov uvdpcorros 8ia rr/s irapQtvov ytv6{UVOf, cos air&

dTro[i,VT)[j.ovviJidTa>i> tfj.ddop.ev, TrpotS^Xwcra. Dial. c. Trj'ph., 105.
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This reference very appropriately leads us to a more

general discussion of the real source of the terminology
and Logos doctrine of Justin. We do not propose, in

this work, to enter fully into the history of the Logos

doctrine, and we must confine ourselves strictly to

showing, in the most simple manner possible, that not

only is there no evidence whatever that Justin derived

his ideas regarding it from the fourth Gospel, but that,

on the contrary, his terminology and doctrine can be

traced to another source. Now, in the very chapter

(100) from which this last illustration is taken, Justin

shows clearly whence he derives the expression :

"
only-

begotten." In ehap. 97 he refers to the Ps. xxii.

(Sept. xxi.) as a prophecy applying to Jesus, quotes the

whole Psalm, and comments upon it in the following

chapters ; refers to Ps. ii. 7 :
" Thou art my Son, this day

have I begotten thee," uttered by the voice at the

baptism, in ch. 103, in illustration of it; and in ch. 105

he arrives, in his exposition of it, at Verse 20 :

" Deliver

my soul from the sword, and my 1

only-begotten

(povoyeinj) from the hand of the dog." Then follows the

passage we are discussing, in which Justin affirms that

he has proved that he was the only-begotten (jjLovoyemijs)

of the Father, and at the close he again quotes the verse

as indicative of his sufferings. The Memoirs are referred

to in regard to the fulfilment of this prophecy, and his

birth as man through the Virgin. The phrase in Justin

is quite different from that in the fourth Gospel, i. 14 :

" And the Word became flesh (cra.p eya>ero) and taber-

nacled among us, and we beheld his glory, glory as of

the only-begotten from the Father
"
(o? /xovoyevovs Trapa

&c. In Justin he is
" the only-begotten of the

1 This should probably be "
thy."
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Father of all" (/xowye^s TW Harpi ran? oXwi/), and be
" became man (cu>#/3W7ros yevo/Aews) through the

Virgin," and Justin never once employs the peculiar

terminology of the fourth Gospel, o-ap eyeVero, in any

part of his writings.

There can be no doubt that, however the Christian

doctrine of the Logos may at one period of its develop-

ment have been influenced by Greek philosophy, it was

in its central idea mainly of Jewish origin, and the mere

application to an individual of a theory which had long

occupied the Hebrew mind. After the original simplicity

which represented God as holding personal intercourse

with the Patriarchs, and communing face to face with

the great leaders of Israel, had been outgrown, an increas-

ing tendency set in to shroud the Divinity in impene-

trable mystery, and to regard him as unapproachable

and undiscernible by man. This led to the recognition

of a Divine representative and substitute of the Highest

God and Father, who communicated with his creatures,

and through whom alone he revealed himself. A new

system of interpretation of the ancient traditions of the

nation was rendered necessary, and in the Septuagint

translation of the Bible we are fortunately able to trace

the progress of the theory which culminated in the

Christian doctrine of the Logos. "Wherever in the

sacred records God had been represented as holding

intercourse with man, the translators either symbolized

the appearance or interposed an angel, who was after-

wards understood to be the Divine "Word. The first

name under which the Divine Mediator was known in

the Old Testament was Wisdom (2o<ia), although in

its Apocrypha the term Logos was not unknown. The

personification of the idea was very rapidly effected, and
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in the Book of Proverbs, as well as in the later

Apocrypha based upon it : the Wisdom of Solomon,

and the Wisdom of Sirach :

"
Ecclesiasticus," we find

it in ever increasing clearness and concretion. In

the School of Alexandria the active Jewish intellect

eagerly occupied itself with the speculation, and in the

writings of Philo especially we find the doctrine of the

Logos the term which by that time had almost entirely

supplanted that of Wisdom elaborated to almost its final

point, and wanting little or nothing but its application

in an incarnate form to an individual man to represent

the doctrine of the earlier Canonical writings of the New

Testament, and notably the Epistle to the Hebrews,

the work of a Christian Philo,
1 the Pauline Epistles,

and lastly the fourth GospeL
2

In Proverbs viii. 22 ff., we have a representation of

Wisdom corresponding closely with the prelude to the

fourth Gospel, and still more so with the doctrine

enunciated by Justin : 22.
" The Lord created me

the Beginning of his ways for his works. 23. Before

the ages he established me, in the beginning before he

made the earth. 24. And before he made the abysses,

before the springs of the waters issued forth. 25.

Before the mountains were settled, and before all the

1 Ewald freely recognises that the author of this Epistle, written

about A.D. 66, transferred Philo's doctrine of the Logos to Christianity.

Apollos, whom he considers its probable author, impregnated the Apostle
Paul with the doctrine. Gesch. des V. Isr., vi., p. 474 f., p. 638 ff. ;

Das Sendschr. an d. Hebiaer, p. 9 f.

2
Compare generally Gfrarer, Gesch. des Urchristenthums, i. 1, 1

und 2 Abth., 1835; Keferstein, Philo's Lehre v. d. gottl. Mittelwesen,

1846 ; Vacherot, Hist. crit. de PEcole d'Alexandrie, 1846, i. p. 125 ff. ;

Delaunay, Philon d'Alexandrie, 1867, i. p. 40 ff. ; Franck, La Kabbale,

1843, p. 269 ff., 293 ff. ; Hilgenfeld, Die Ew. Justin's, p. 292 ff. ; Niedner,

Zeitschr. f. hist. Theol., 1849, h. 3, p. 337381; Liicke, Comm. Evang.

Joh., i p. 283 ff. ; cf. p. 210 ff.
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hills he begets me. 26. God made the country and

the desert and the highest places which are inhabited

under the sky. 27. When he prepared the heavens I was

present with him, and when he set his throne upon the

winds, 28, and made strong the high clouds, and the

deeps under the heaven made secure, 29, and made

strong the foundations of the earth, 30, I wTas with

him adjusting, I was that in which he delighted ; daily

I rejoiced in his presence at all times/' 1 In the

"Wisdom of Solomon" we find the writer addressing

God : ix. 1 . . .

" Who hast made all things by thy

Word" (6 TrotT/cras TO, Trdvra iv Aoyw crov) ;
and further

on in the same chapter, v. 9,
" And Wisdom was with

thee who knoweth thy works, and was present when

thou madest the world, and knew what was acceptable

in thy sight, and right in thy commandments."2 In

verse 4, the writer prays :

" Give me Wisdom that sitteth

by thy throne
"
(Aos JJLOL TTJV TO>I> (r<*>v Qpovaiv TrdpeSpov

cro^Cav).
3 In a similar way the son of Sirach makes

Wisdom say (Ecclesiast. xxiv. 9) :

" He (the Most High)
created me from the beginning before the world, and

as long as the world I shall not fail."
4 We have already

1 Proverbs viii. 22. Kupioy e/mo-e p.e ap\r)V 68)V avrov fls fpya avrov,

23. irpo TOV al5)vos e'^e/neXicotre fj.e,
ev dpxfj irpb TOV TTJV yfjv Troiijcrai, 24. KOI

irpb TOV Tas djBvo~(rovs notr/arai, irpb TOV irpoth-dflv Tas Trrfyas TUSV vSartav' 25.

irpo TOV opr) eSpao-^fJwu, trpo 8e iravrutv ftovvS>v, yevva fte. 26. Kvptos firoir)o~c

X&pas (cat doiKTfrovs, Kal oKpa oiKovpfva TT/S vrr' ovpavotv. 27. 'Hvuca ffroifuifc

TOV ovpavbv, a~ufjiTTapr)fjirjv avrw, KOI oTt ii(pa>pie TOV tavrov dpovov fir' di>tfj.u>i>,

28. Kal ws lcr\vpa tirold TO. uva> vi(prj, KOI a>s dcr<^)aXeir tTidft rnryas Tr)s irrr'

ovpavoVj 29. Kal o>s lo~xvpa eVot'fi ra dffj.(\ia T^S yrjs, 30. J)fJU)v Trap' avrta

&pfu>ovo-a' e'yw ^/iijv j/ Trpoo-f'^aipe' KO^" j]p.tpav Se tirtppaivofiTjv eV Trpoo-awra)

avrov tv Travrl Kiupu>, K.T.X. Sept. vers.
2 Kal /xrra croO

f) o~o<pia f]
tldvla TO. tpya crov, Kal Trapovo~a ore eiroieig TOV

Koo-fJiov, Kal (iriOTafJLfvr) ri dpforbv fv dfpBaXfjMis <rov, Kal rt fv6fs tv evro\als (row

Wisdom of Solom., ix. 9. * Of. ch. viii. xi.

4
IIpo TOV ai&vos an' dpxr)S (icrio-e /xf, Kal wr aiuwos ov pr\ fK\iira>. Eccle-

siastic. xxiv. 9.
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incidentally seen how these thoughts grew into an

elaborate doctrine of the Logos in the works of Philo.

Now Justin, whilst he nowhere adopts the terminology

of the fourth Gospel, and nowhere refers to its intro-

ductory condensed statement of the Logos doctrine,

closely follows Philo and, like him, traces it back to

the Old Testament in the most direct way, accounting

for the interposition of the divine Mediator in precisely

the same manner as Philo, and expressing the views

which had led the Seventy to modify the statement of

the Hebrew original in their Greek translation. He is, in

fact, thoroughly acquainted with the history of the Logos
doctrine and its earlier enunciation under the symbol of

Wisdom, and his knowledge of it is clearly independent

of, and antecedent to, the statements of the fourth

Gospel.

Eeferring to various episodes of the Old Testament in

which God is represented as appearing to Moses and the

Patriarchs, and in which it is said that
" God went up

from Abraham,"
1 or

" The Lord spake to Moses,"
2 or

" The

Lord came down to behold the town," &c.,
3 or

" God
shut Noah into the ark,"

4 and so on, Justin warns his

antagonist that he is not to suppose that
"
the unbegotten

God" (dyeW^ro? ^eo?) did any of these things, for he

has neither to come to any place, nor walks, but from

his own place, wherever it may be, knows everything

although he has neither eyes nor ears. Therefore he

could not talk with anyone, nor be seen by anyone,

and none of the Patriarchs saw the Father at all, but

they saw " him who was according to his will both his

Son (being God) and the Angel, in that he ministered to

1 Gen. xviii. 22. 2 Exod. vi. 29.

8 Gen. xi. 5.
4 Gen. yii. 16.



EXTERNAL EVIDENCE FOR THE FOURTH GOSPEL. 285

his purpose, whom also he willed to be born man by the

Virgin, who became fire when he spoke with Moses from

the bush." 1 He refers throughout his writings to the

various appearances of God to the Patriarchs, all of

which he ascribes to the pre-existent Jesus, the Word,
2

and in the very next chapter, after alluding to some of

these, he says : "he is called Angel because he came

to men, since by him the decrees of the Father are

announced to men ... At other times he is also called

Man and human being, because he appears in such forms

as the Father wills, and they call him Logos because he

bears the communications of the Father to mankind." 3

Justin, moreover, repeatedly refers to the fact that he

was called Wisdom by Solomon, and quotes the passage

we have indicated in Proverbs. In one place he says, in

proof of his assertion that the God who appeared to

Moses and the Patriarchs was distinguished from the

Father, and was in fact the Word (ch. 6670) :

" Ano-

1 dXX' fKflvov TOV Kara POV\T)V TTJV tKfivov Kal dfbv ovra mbv avrov, KOI SyyeKov
fK TOV vTTTjpfTf'iv TJI yvatftt] avTov' ov Kal avdpanrov yfvvrjdfjvai 8ia rrjs irapdevov

fiffiovXrjTai.' os Kal irvp troTf yeyove Ttf irpbs McouVea 6p.i\ia TIJ airb rrjs ftarov.

Dial. 127 ;
cf. 128, 63

; cf. Philo, De Somniis, i. 11 f.', Hang., i. 630 f. ;

31. ib., i. 648; 33 ff., ib., i. 649 ff. ; 39 ff., ib., i. 655 ff.

Nothing in fact could show more clearly the indebtedness of Justin to

Philo than this argument (Dial. 100) regarding the inapplicability of such

descriptions to the "
unbegotten God." Philo in one treatise from which

we are constantly obliged to take passages as parallels for those of Justin

(de Confusione linguarum) argues from the very same text :
' ' The Lord

went down to see that city and tower," almost in the very same words as

Justin, 27. The passage is unfortunately too long for quotation.
2 Dial. 56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 126, 127, 128, &c., &c. ; Apol., i. 62, 63; cf.

Philo, Vita Mosis, 12 ff., Mangey, i. 91 ff. ; Leg. Alleg., iii. 25 ff.,

16., i. 103 f., &c., &c.
3 .... AyytXov KaXe'io'dai tv rj} TTpbs avGpamovs Trpoofiw, eVftSi) fit* avrfjs ra

irapa TOV Harpbs rols avdpconois dyye'XXerat' .... avdpa 8e Trore Kal avdpanrov

Ka\elcrdai, eVfifii) ev p,op(pcus Toia.vra.is o~xr)p.aTi6[jifvos (paivtTat, aloirtp /SovXerat

6 IlaTTjp' Kai Auyov Ka\ov(riv, (irfi8f) KOI ras irapa TOV IlaTpbs 6p.iXias (pfpfi Tols

av6pwrois. Dial. 128
; cf. Apol. i. 63 ; Dial. 60.
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tlier testimony I will give you, my friends, I said, from

the Scriptures that God begat before all of the creatures

(npo TrdvTdiv rwv KTio-^drotv] a Beginning (ap^rjv),
1 a

certain rational Power (Swa^u; XoyiAa)*>) out of himself,

who is called by the Holy Spirit, now the Glory of the

Lord, then the Son, again Wisdom, again Angel, again

God, and again Lord and Logos ;" &c., and a little

further on :

" The Word of Wisdom will testify to me,

who is himself this God begotten of the Father of the

universe, and Word, and Wisdom, and Power (Swo/us),

and being the Glory of the Begetter," &c.,
2 and he

quotes, from the Septuagint version, Proverbs viii.

22 36, part of which we have given above, and indeed,

elsewhere (eh. 129), he quotes the passage a second time

as evidence, with a similar context. Justin refers to it

again in the next chapter, and the peculiarity of his

terminology in all these passages, so markedly different

and indeed opposed to that of the fourth Gospel, will

naturally strike the reader : "But this offspring (yeW^/aa)

being truly brought forth by the Father was with the

Father before all created beings (jrpo Travrw TUV TTOVY)-

paTCdv), and the Father communed with him, as the

Logos has declared through Solomon, that also a Begin-

ning (a/ox1
?) before all of the created beings (irpb Travruv

TMV 7roi?7juaT<ui>) was begotten, the offspring (yeVn7/x,a) of

the Father, who is called Wisdom by Solomon," &c.3

1 Of. Apoc., iii. 14.

'
Maprvpiov 8e KOI oXXo itfjuv,

2) (i\ot, e(j)T)v, O.TTO T>V ypa(f)>v Soxrco, on

Apxr)V Trpb TTCLVTODV TOSV KTio-paTiov 6 Qebs ytyfvvrjKe fivvafjiiv TWO. e eavrov

\oyiKrjv, JJTIS Kal Aoa Kvpt'ov UTTO rov Tiveii^iaros TOV ayiov KaXetrat, Trore fie Ytor,

Trore Se 2o(i'a, TTOTC fie *A.yyf\os, TTOTC fie Qfbs, TTOTC 8e Kvptos Kal Aoyos' . . .

Maprt>p7j<Ti 8e p.oi 6 \6yos TTJS <ro<f>ias, avrbs &>v OVTOS 6 Qebs OTTO TOV ILarpos

r>v o\d)v yfvvrjdfls, Kai Aoyos, Kal 2o(/ji, Kal ^.vva^is, KOI Ao^a rou yevvqcravros

{nrdpxav, K.T.\. Dial. 61.

3 'AXXa TOVTO TO r OVTI dwb TOV TlaTpbs irpo$Kr)6fv yevvrjua, Trpb Trdvrcw T>V



EXTERNAL EVIDENCE FOE THE FOUKTH GOSPEL. 287

In another place after quoting the words :

" No man

knoweth the Father but the Son, nor the Son but the

Father, and they to whom the Son will reveal him,"

Justin continues :

" Therefore he revealed to us all that

we have by his grace understood out of the Scriptures,

recognizing him to be indeed the first-begotten

ro/cos) of God, and before all of the creatures (rrpb

TO>V KTia-paTuv) .... and calling him Son, we have

recognized that he proceeded from the Father by his

power and will before all created beings (irpo iravroiv

7Toi?7//,aT<wi>),
for in one form or another he is spoken of

in the writings of the prophets as "Wisdom," &c. ;

l and

again, in two other places he refers to the same fact.
2

On further examination, we find on every side still

stronger confirmation of the conclusion that Justin

derived his Logos doctrine from the Old Testament and

Philo, together with early New Testament writings.

We have quoted several passages in which Justin details

the various names of the Logos, and we may add one

more. Referring to Ps. Ixxii., which the Jews apply to

Solomon, but which Justin maintains to be applicable to

Christ, he says :

" For Christ is King, and Priest, and

God, and Lord, and Angel, and Man, and Captain, and

Stone, and a Son born (TrcuSiW ytwupevov), &c. &c., as I

prove by all of the Scriptures/'
3 Now these representa-

o~vvrjv rw Harpl, KOI rovrta 6 ILmjp 7rpo<ro/xtXet, a>s 6 Aoyoy dta TOV

o? f8r)\a>(rfi>, on KOI 'Ap^ij -rrpb irdvrtav T>V TroiT)fj.a.Ta>v TOUT' airo /cai

vno TOV Qfov (ycytvinjTo, 6 2o<t'a Sta 2oXo/xa>j/oj /caXctrat, K.T.X.

Dial. 62.

1
>

A7recaXv^ei' ovv rffMV irdvra Sera Kal OTTO T>V ypa(f)S>v Sta TTJS y^dpiTos avrov

i>Vof)K.ap,ev, yvovTts avrov Trpa>TaroKov pev TOV Qfov, Kal irpo irdvrav TU>I>

KTio-paTfav' .... /cai Yiov avrbv \fyovres, VfvorfKap.ev, KOI. irpb irdvrcav TTOHJ-

p.dTu>v, dnb TOV Harpbs 8vvdp.ei avrov KOI ftovXy irpof\66vra os Kal 2o^)t'a, K.T.X.

Dial. 100. 2
Dial^ 126, 129.

3 CO yap Xpio-rbs Bao-tXeuy, xat 'Ifpevs, Kal Qfbs, Kal Kvpios, Kal"AyyfXos, Kal

"Avdpunros, Kal
'

Ap\io~rpaTT)yos, Kal Aidos, Kal Hai8iov yewa>/ifvov, K.T.\. Dial. 34.
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tions, which are constantly repeated throughout Justin's

writings, are quite opposed to the Spirit of the fourth

Gospel, but are on the other hand equally common in the

works of Philo, and many of them also to be found in

the Philonian Epistle to the Hebrews. Taking the chief

amongst them we may briefly illustrate them. The

Logos as King, Justin avowedly derives from the Ps.

IxxiL, in which he finds that reference is made to the

"
Everlasting King, that is to say Christ." l We find this

representation of the Logos throughout the writings of

Philo. In one place already briefly referred to,
2 but

which we shall now more fully quote, he says :
" For God

as Shepherd and King governs according to Law and

justice like a flock of sheep, the earth, and water, and

air, and fire, and all the plants and living things that

are in them, whether they be mortal or divine, as well as

the course of heaven, and the periods of sun and moon,

and the variations and harmonious revolutions of the

other stars ; appointing his true TVord (TOV opBov avrov

Aoyov) his first-begotten Son (Trpotroyovov viov) to have

the care of this sacred flock as the substitute of the great

King ;"
3 and a little further on, he says :

"
very reason-

ably, therefore, he will assume the name of a King, being

addressed as a Shepherd."
4 In another place, Philo

speaks of the "Logos, governor of the world, and his

1
Dial, 34. *

p. 274.
3

KoBaiffp yap riva Troipvrjv yr/v KM v&ap KCU atpa KOI irvp KCU wra ev TOVTOIS

ipvrd Tf av KOI fota, ra fiev (hnjra, ra 8e df'ta, rrt be ovpavov (pixriv KOI ijA/ov KCU

(re\T)VT]s TTtpui&ovs KOI rS>v oXXcov ao-repcov rporrds Tf av KOI ^opflas cvappoviovs

uts irotfiffy KOI BacriXevr 6 6tos ayti KOTO. Suajv KOI vopov, irpoarrja-dfifvos TOV

opdov avrov Aoyov, irputroyovov v'tov, os TJ)V firififXtuof T^r upas TOVTIJS ayeXtjs

old ris firyaXov ^acriXe'o)? {/raptor diaSe^ertu. De Agricult., 12, Jfangey,
L 308.

4 EUGOTO? roiwv 6 /iev /SaatXecor ovopa vrrotivcrfTcu., iroipr/v irpotrayopfv6is,

ic.rJL 14, c. De Profagis, 20, Mang., i. 562
; De Somniis, ii. 37,

Mang., L 691.
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creative and kingly power, for by them the heaven and

the whole world were made." 1

Then if we take the second epithet, the Logos as

Priest
(te/oeus), which is quite foreign to the fourth Gos-

pel, we find it repeated by Justin, as for instance :

"
Christ the eternal Priest

"
(tepevs),

2 and it is not only

a favourite representation of Philo, but is almost the

leading idea of the Epistle to the Hebrews, in connection

with the episode of Melchisedec, in whom also both

Philo,
3 and Justin,

4
recognize the Logos. In the Epistle

to the Hebrews, vii. 3, speaking of Melchisedec :

" but

likened to the Son of God, abideth a Priest for ever :"
5

again in iv. 14 :

"
Seeing then that we have a great High

Priest that is passed through the heavens, Jesus the Son

of God," &c. ;

6
ix. 11 :

"
Christ having appeared a High

Priest of the good things to come ;"
7 xii. 21 :

" Thou art

a Priest for ever." 8 The passages are indeed far too

numerous to quote.
9

They are equally numerous in the

writings of Philo. In one place already quoted,
10 he says :

" For there are as it seems two temples of God, one of

which is the world, in which the High Priest is the

divine Word, the first-begotten Son of God "
(Avo yap,

1 'O TOV f)yfji6vos Aoyos, Kal
fj iroirfriKfj KOI ^acri\iKfj bvva/JLis avrov- TOVTW

yap o re ovpavos KOI o"up.Tras 6 Koo~p.os tort. De Profugis, 19, Many., i.

561
; cf. de Higrat. Abraham!, 1, Mang. t i. 437.

2
Dial., 42. 8

Legis Alleg., 26, Hang., i. 104, &c., &c.
4

Dial., 34, 83, &c., &c.
4 .... d(pop.oia>p.(vos 8e T<B

vl<f
TOV dfov, pfvti Itpfvs fls TO Slovenes.

Heb. vii. 3.

6

"ExovTfs ovv dp^tfp/a /xeyaj/ 8if\r)\v86ra Toi/s ovpavovs, 'lr]<rovv TOV vibv TOV

6eov, K.T.\. Heb. iv. 14.

7
XpioTor 8f TrapaytvofJifvos dp\i(p(i>s TU>V ^leXXdwcuj/ aya^wj/, K.T.A. Heb.

ix. 11.

8
2i> ifpfvs fls TOV alaiva. Heb. vii. 21.

9 Heb. vii. 11, 15, 17, 21 f., 26 ff. ; viii. 1 ff. ; ii. 6, 17 ; v. 5, 6, 10.
10

p. 274.

VOL. II. U
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o5 eot/cev, iepa Oeov, ci> fj.v oSe 6 KOCT/XO?, ev w /cat d

peu?, 6 TT/awroyovos aurov #etog Aoyo?).
1

Elsewhere,

speaking of the period for the return of fugitives, the

death of the high priest, which taken literally would

embarrass him in his allegory, Philo says :

" For we

maintain the High Priest not to be a man, but the divine

Word, who is not only without participation in voluntary

but also free from involuntary sins ;"
2 and he goes on to

speak of this priest as
" the most sacred Word "

(6 lepa}-

TO.T05 Aoyos).
3

Indeed, in many long passages he

descants upon the
"
high priest Word "

(6 apx^pev's

Aoyos).*

Proceeding to the next representations of the Logos

as
" God and Lord," we meet with the idea everywhere,

In Hebrews i. 8 :

" But regarding the Son he saith : Thy

throne, God, is for ever and ever" (77/305
Se rov viov

*O Opovos crov, 6 0eds, ets rov ala)va rov auuz/o?), &c.,

and again in the Epistle to the Philippians, ii. 6,

" Who (Jesus Christ) being in the form of God,

deemed it not grasping to be equal with God"

(6s & floppy 0ov VTrdp^atv ov% apnayfjiov Tffrjcraro TO

elfat to-a 0$), &c. &c. 5
Philo, ill the fragment preserved

by Eusebius, to which we have already referred,
6 calls the

Logos the
" Second God "

(Sevre/aos ^eos).
7 In another

1
Philo, De Somniis, i. 37, Mangey, i. 653.

"
\eyoficv yap, TOV ap^ifpta OVK avtiparrrov, dXXa Aoyov Gfiov emit,

ovX ffaveruof fiovov, aXXa <cat aKav(ria>v adwo/fufraH' a/icrio^ov. De Profugis,

20, Ma g. t i. 562. Philo continues: tnat this priest, the Logos, must

be pure,
" God indeed being his Father, who is also the Father of all

things, and Wisdom his mother, bywhom the universe came into being."

(irarpos f*fv dfov, us KCU rcav (rvp.7rdyr<av e'ort TTOTTJP, firjrpos 8f 'S<xpias, fit' !}s

TCI oXa ?))(.6fv tls ytWerw.)
3
Ib., 21. * De Migrat. Abrahami, 18, Mang., i. 452.

5 CL verse 11. *
p. 276.

.
"

Fragm. L, Mang., ii. 625 ; cf. Leg. Alleg., ii. 21, Mang., i. 83.
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passage he has :

" But what he here calls God is his most

ancient Word," &c. (/caXet Se 0eov TOV irpecr^vrarov avrov

vwl Aoyov) ;

l and a little further on, speaking of the in-

ability of men to look on the Father himself :

"
thus they

regard the image of God, his Angel Word, as himself
"

(OVTUS KOL TTJV TOV 6eov eiKova, TOV (Lyye\ov avTov Aoyoi>,

o9 avrbv KaTavoovo-Lv)* Elsewhere discussing the pos-

sibility of God's swearing by himself, which he applies to

the Logos, he says :

" For that must be God of us

imperfect beings, but the first God of wise and perfect

men. And Moses, adoring the superiority of the unbe-

gotten (ayevvTJTov) God, says :

' And thou shalt swear by
his name,' not by himself; for it is sufficient for the

creature to receive assurance and testimony from the

Word of God." 3

It is certain, however, that both Justin and Philo,

unlike the prelude to the fourth Gospel i. 1, place the

Logos in a secondary position to God the Father, another

point indicating a less advanced stage of the doctrine.

Both Justin and Philo apply the term 0eos to the Logos
without the article. Justin distinctly says that Christians

worship Jesus Christ as the Son of the true God, holding

him in the second place (ei> SevTepa x^P^ exOI/T9)>

4 anĉ

this secondary position is systematically defined through

Justin's writings in a very decided way, as it is in the

works of Philo by the contrast of the begotten Logos
with the unbegotten God. Justin speaks of the Word

1
Fhilo, De Somniis, i. 39, Mang., i. 655.

2 De Somniis, i. 41, Mang., i. 656.

3 Ovros yap T)fj.S>v ratv dr(\u>v av (Irf Qtos, ra>v 8e <ro(f)u>v /cat reXfia>v 6 irpuiTos.

Kai Ma>v<rf)s p.evroi rr}v vn-fpj3oA)jj> davfjidtras TOV dyevvrjTov (pijcriv
" Kat T^

ovopaTi avTov o/xJ/," ov^i aiTor IKOVOV yap TO) yewrjTa Trtarover^at <eai naprvpflffOcn

Aoyw 6fica. Leg. Alleg., iii. 73, Mang., i. 129.
4
Apol., i. 13, cf. 60, where he shows that Plato gives the second place

to the Logos.
u 2
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as
"
the first-born of the unbegotten God "

T< aye^nfrw ^ea!),
1 and the distinctive appellation of

the "
unbegotten God "

applied to the Father is most

common throughout his writings.
2 We may in con-

tinuation of this remark point out another phrase of

Justin which is continually repeated, but is thoroughly

opposed both to the spirit and to the terminology of the

fourth Gospel, and which likewise indicates the secondary

consideration in which he held the Logos. He calls the

Word constantly
"
the first-born of all created beings

"

rwv TTOJVT^V Trot^/xctrco^,
3 or TjyxwTOTOKos 77/30

rwv /crtcr^ctrwv,
4 or TrpwroTO/cos Trdcrrjs

"the first-born of all creatures," echoing the expression

of Col. i. 15. (The Son)
" who is the image of the invi-

sible God, the first-born of all creatures
"

(Trpwrdro/cos

Trcurqg KTUTCCOS). This is a totally different view from

that of the fourth Gospel, which in so emphatic a manner

enunciates the doctrine : "In the beginning was the

Word and the Word was with God, and God was the

Word," a statement which Justin, with Philo, only makes

in a very modified sense.

To return, however, the next representation of the

Logos by Justin is as
"
Angel." This perpetually recurs

in his writings.
6 In one place, to which we have already

referred, he says :

" The Word of God is his Son, as we

have already stated, and he is also called Angel and

Apostle, for he declares whatev.er we ought to know, and

is sent to declare whatever is disclosed." 7 In the same

1
Apol., i. 53, compare quotation from Philo, p. 291, note 2.

s
Apol., i. 49, Apol., ii. 6, 13; Dial., L26, 127.

3 Dial., 62, 84, 100, &c., &c.

Dial., 61, 100, 125, 129, &c., &c. 6
Dial., 85, 138, &c.

6
Apol., I 63; Dial., 34, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 127 ; cf. Apol., i. 6.

7 'O Aoyos 8e TOV deov ttrnv 6 vibs avrov, a>s Trpoe(f)r]fj.fv KOI *Ayye\os fie
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chapter reference is again made to passages quoted for

the sake of proving :

"
that Jesus Christ is the Son and

Apostle of God, being first the Word and appearing

sometimes in the form of fire, and sometimes in incorpo-

real shapes ;

" l and he gives many illustrations.
2 The

passages, however, in which the Logos is called Angel,

are too numerous to be more fully dealt with here. It is

scarcely necessary to point out that this representation of

the Logos as Angel, is not only foreign to, but opposed

to the spirit of, the fourth Gospel, although it is

thoroughly in harmony with the writings of Philo.

Before illustrating this, however, we may incidentally

remark that the ascription to the Logos of the name
"
Apostle" which occurs in the two passages just quoted

above, as well as in other parts of the writings of Justin,
3

is likewise opposed to the fourth Gospel, although it is

found in earlier writings, exhibiting a less developed form

of the Logos doctrine ; for the Epistle to the Hebrews

iii. 1, has:
" Consider the Apostle and High Priest of our

confession, Jesus," &c. (KaravoTJcraTe rov airocrroXov /cat

ap^iepea rrjs ojaoXoyias ^aiv 'irfcrovv). We are, in

fact, constantly directed by the remarks of Justin to other

sources of the Logos doctrine, and never to the fourth

Gospel, with which his tone and terminology in no way

agree. Everywhere in the writings of Philo we meet

with the Logos as Angel. He speaks "of the Angel
Word of God "

in a sentence already quoted,
4 and else-

where in a passage, one of many others, upon which the

KoXcircu, KCU
'

AiroarroXos. Avrbs yap eiTrayytXXei oo-a Set yi/wo^iji/ai, KOI airoarfk-

Xerai pr)vv<ra>v ocra dyye'XXeTai, K.T.X. Apol., i. 63.

1 art vlos dtov KOI 'ATTOoroXor 'irj&ovs 6 Xpiords e'ori, irpi'rrepov Aoyoj u>v, tcai

tv I8(a irvpbs TTOTC (fravny, TTOTC 8e *ai ei/coi/i a(reo/iTcoj', K.r.X. Apol., i. 63.
2 Of. Dial., 5660, 127, 128. 3

Apol., i. 12, &c.
4
Philo, De Somniis, i. 41, Many., i. 656, see p. 291.
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lines of Justin which we are now considering (as well as

several similar passages)
l are in all probability moulded.

Philo calls upon men to
"
strive earnestly to be fashioned

according to God's first-begotten Word, the eldest Angel,

who is the Archangel bearing many names, for he is called

the Beginning (apx1
?)*

an(i Name of God, and Logos, and

the Man according to his image, and the Seer of Israel.
2

Elsewhere, in a remarkable passage, he says : "To his

Archangel and eldest Word, the Father, who created the

universe, has given the supreme gift that he should stand

on the confines separating the creature from the Creator,

and this Word is for ever an intercessor before the

immortal God for mortal man who is in affliction ; he is

also the ambassador of the Euler to his subjects. And
he rejoices in the gift, and the majesty of it he describes,

saying :

' And I stood in the midst between the Lord

1 For instance, in the quotations at p. 286 f. from Dial. 61, and also that

from Dial. 62, in which the Logos is also called the Beginning (dpx 1?)-

Both Philo and Justin, no doubt, had in mind Prov. viii. 22. In Dial.

100, for example, there is a passage, part of which we have quoted, which

reads as follows : "for in one form or another he is spoken of in the

writings of the prophets as "Wisdom, and the Day, and the East, and a

Sword, and a Stone, and a Eod, and Jacob, and Israel, &c." Now in the

writings of Philo these passages in the Old Testament are discussed, and

applied to the Logos, and one in particular we may refer to as an illus-

tration. Philo says : "I have also heard of a certain associate of Moses

having pronounced the following saying :
' Behold a man whose name is

the East.' (Zech. vi. 12.) A most novel designation if you consider it to

be spoken regarding one composed of body and soul, but if regarding that

incorporeal Being who does not differ from the divine image, you will

agree that the name of.the East is perfectly appropriate to him. For in-

deed the Father of the Universe has caused this eldest son (irpfa-ftvTarov

vibv) to rise (avereiXe), whom elsewhere he names his first-begotten

(irptoToyovov), &c." De Confus. Ling., 14. Can it be doubted that Justin

follows Philo in such exegesis ?

2 .... (nrov8aeT<0 Kocr/jLelcrGai Kara rov Trpcoroyovov avrov Aoyov, TOV ayyt\ov

TrpfafivTCLTOv, a>s ap-^ayyikov 7rd\v<i>vvp.ov v-ndp-^ovra- KOI yap dp)(T), Kai ovop.a

6fov, Kai Aoyo?, KOI 6 KOT' tiKova u.v6pa>Tros, KCLL 6p>v 'lcrpaJ)X irpocrayopfveTai.

De Confus. Ling., 28, Hang., i. 427; cf, De Migrat. Abrahami, 31,

Hang., i. 463.
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and you
'

(Numbers xvi. 48). For he was neither unbe-

gotten like God, nor begotten like you, but between the

two extremes," &C. 1 We have been tempted to give more

of this passage than is necessary for our immediate pur-

pose, because it affords the reader another glimpse of

Philo's doctrine of the Logos, and generally illustrates

its position in connection with the Christian doctrine.

The last of Justin's names which we shall here notice

is the Logos as
" Man "

as well as God. In another

place Justin explains that he is sometimes called a Man
and human being, because he appears in such forms as

the Father wills.
2 But here confining ourselves merely

to the concrete idea, we find a striking representation of

it in 1 Tim. ii. 5 :

" For there is one God and one

mediator between God and man, the Man Christ Jesus
"

(ef? yap 0eo<s, et9 /cat /xecrm?? 6eov /cat a.vOpa>TT<j)V,

avOpwiros X/HO-TO? 'l^orovg) ',
and again in Rom. v. 15 :

"
. . by the grace of the one man Christ Jesus

"

(TOV i>b<s avOpwirov 'IiycroO Xptcrrov), as well as other

passages.
3 We have already seen in the passage quoted

above from " De Confus. Ling/' 28, that Philo mentions,

among the many names of the Logos, t&at of
"
the Man

according to God's image
"

(6 /car* et/ccW aV#pco7ro9,
4

or
"
the typical man "). If, however, we pass to the

1 Toi dpxayy/Xw *ai TrpecrStTaro) Aoyw Stapeav falpcTov fbatKfv 6 ra oXa

yewr](ras Trarijp, Iva p.(66pios <rras TO yevoptvov biaKpivy TOV ireTroirjKOTos. 'O 8

avros iKtTr]s pev e'crn TOV Ovryroi Krjpaivovros del irpus TO a<pdaprov, Trpe&ficvTTjs

8f TOV fjyffiovos npos TO VTTTJKOOV. AyaXXerat 8e tirl TT; dcopea, Kal <re[i.wi>op.(vos

avrrjv ocSiT/yemu (f)do~KU>v
" Kai e'yw eicmj/ceti/ ava p(o~ov Kvpiov KOI vfiutv

"

(Num. xvi. 48), cure dyewrfros wr 6 6(bs u>v, ovre yfvinjros u>s vp.f1s, dXXa

p.fa-os TCDV aieptov, K.r.X. Quis rerum div. Heres., 42, Many., i. 501 f.

2
Dial., 128, see the quotation, p. 285.

3 Phil. ii. 8
;

1 Cor. xv. 47.
4 Elsewhere Philo says that the Word was the archetypal model after

which man and the human mind were formed. De Exsecrat., 8,

i. 430
;
De Mundi Opificio, 6, Mang., i. 6.
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application of the Logos doctrine to Jesus, we have the

strongest reason for concluding Justin's total indepen-

dence from the fourth Gospel. We have already pointed

out that the title of Logos is given to Jesus in New Tes-

tament writings earlier than the fourth Gospel, and we

must see that Justin's terminology, as well as his views of

the Word become man, is thoroughly different from that

Gospel. We have remarked that, although the passages

are innumerable in which Justin speaks of the Word

having become man through the Virgin, he never once

throughout his writings makes use of the peculiar expres-

sion of the fourth Gospel :

"
the Word became flesh

"

(6 Aoyo? crapg eyevero). On the few occasions on which

he speaks of the Word having been made flesh, he uses

the term crapKoiroiTjOels.
1 In one instance he has crdpKa

ex.tiv? and speaking of the Eucharist Justin once explains

that it is in memory of Christ's being made body,

o-a>jJLaTOTroir)o-ao-0cu,? Justin's most common phrase,

however, and he repeats it in numberless instances, is

that the Logos submitted to be born, and become man

(yew^^rpcu avOpunov yevoptvov vTrepeivev}, by a Virgin,

or he uses variously the expressions : avdponros yeyove,

av0pa)TTO<s yevofjievos, yevecrOai, avOponrov* In several

places he speaks of him as the first production or off-

spring ( yeW^jna) of God before all created beings, as, for

instance :

" The Logos . . . who is the first offspring

of God "
(o eon Trpo)Tov yevvrjua TOV 6eov) ;

5 and again,
" and that this offspring was really begotten of the

Father before all of the creatures Scripture declares"

(/cat
on yeyevvrjcrOai VTTO TOV Trarpos TOVTO TO

1
Apol., i. 66 (twice) ; Dial., 45, 100.

2
Dial., 48. 3

Dial., 70.

4
Apol., i. 5, 23, 63; Apol., ii. 6, 13

; Dial., 34, 45, 48, 57, 63, 75, 84,

85, 105, 113, 125, 127, &c., &c. Apol., i. 21.
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irpo Trdvrajv aTrXai? TCOV KTicr^a/ra^v 6 Xdyo?

We need not say more of the expressions :

"
first-born

"

( TT/acuToro/co?),
"
first-begotten

"
( irpwToyovos), so con-

stantly applied to the Logos by Justin, in agreement

with Philo ; nor to
"
only begotten

"
(/xovoye^s),

directly derived from the Ps. xxii. 20 (Ps. xxi. 20,

Sept.).

It must be apparent to everyone who seriously examines

the subject, that Justin's terminology is thoroughly dif-

ferent from, and in spirit opposed to, that of the fourth

Gospel, and in fact that the peculiarities of the Gospel

are not found in Justin's writings at all.
2 On the other

hand, his doctrine of the Logos is precisely that of Philo,
3

1
Dial., 129. cf. 62.

2 A passage is sometimes quoted in which Justin reproaches the Jews
for spreading injurious and unjust reports

"
concerning the only blame-

less and righteous Light sent by God to man," (Kara ovy TOV p.6vov dp.a>fj.ov

Koi SiKai'ov (paiTos TOIS dv0pd>7Tois Trp.(pdfvros Trapa TOV Qfov K.T.X. Dial. 17),

and this is claimed as an echo of the Gospel ; cf. John i. 9, viii. 12,

xii. 46, &c. Now here again we have in Philo the elaborate repre-
sentation of the Logos as the sun and Light of the world ; as for

instance in a long passage in the treatise De Somniis, i. 13 ff., Mang.,
i. 631 ff., of which we can only give the slightest quotation. Philo argues
that Moses only speaks of the sun by symbols, and that it is easy to prove
this ;

" since God is the first Light.
' For the Lord is my Light and my

Saviour,' it is said in the Psalms (xxvi. 1), and not only Light, but the

archetype of all other lights, indeed intich more ancient and more perfect

than the archetype, being termed the model. For indeed the model was his

most perfect Word, the Light," &c. ( . . . . eVetS^ Trp5>rov fiev 6 deos (pots

eoTf "
Kvpios yap </)a>s- p.ov KOI crwT^p p.ov

"
ev V/JLVOIS afierai. Kal ov fju'wuv

(pcos, dXXa Kal TTUVTOS Irtpov <pa>r6j dp^fTunov, /iaAXoy Se dp^trvirov Trpfcrflvrfpov

Kal dvtoTtpov, \oyov t\ov Trapadfiy/jLaros' TO p-eV yap 7rapa8eiy/xa 6 TrXj/pe'araror

?)v avrov Aoyos, <p)s, K.T.\. De Somniis, i. 13, Mang., i. 632). And again :

" But according to the third meaning, he calls the divine Word the

sun "
(KOTO. 8 TpiVoi/ cnj/Liaifo/j.ej'oi' rjXiov KaXfl TOV Qfiov Aoyov), and proceeds

to show how by this sun all wickedness is brought to light, and

the sins done secretly and in darkness are made manifest. De Somniis,

i. 15, Mang., i. 634 ; cf. ib., 19.

3 If the Cohort, ad Grsecos be assigned to Justin, it directly refers to

Philo's works, c. ix.
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and of writings long antecedent to the fourth Gospel,

and there can be no doubt, we think, that it was derived

from them. 1

We may now proceed to consider other passages

adduced by Tischendorf to support his assertion that

Justin made use of the fourth Gospel. He says :

"
Passages of the Johannine Gospel, however, are also

not wanting to which passages in Justin refer back. In

the Dialogue, ch. 88, he writes of John the Baptist :

' The people believed that he was the Christ, but he

cried to them : I am not the Christ, but the voice of a

preacher.' This is connected with John i. 20 and 23
;
for

no other Evangelist has reported the first phrase of the

reply."
2 Now the passage in Justin, with its context,

1
Volkmar, Zeitsckr. wiss. Theol., 1860, p. 300 ; Der Ursprung, p.

92 ff.; Scholten, Das Ev. n. Johann., p. 9 f.; Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 24 ff. ;

Reville, Hist, du Dogme de la Div. de J. 0., 1869, p. 45 ff. ; Vacherot,

Hist, de 1'Ecole d'Alexandrie, i. p. 230 ff. ; Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p.

380 ff. ; Credner, Beitrage, i. p. 251 ff. ; Hilyenfeld, Die Evv. Justin's,

p. 298 ff.
; Baur, Unters. kan. Evv., p. 351 ; Theol. Jahrb., 1857,

p. 223 ff. ; cf. Dorner, Die Lehre v; d. Pers. Christi, 1845, i. p. 414 ff. ;

Bretschneider, Probabilia de Ev. et Ep. Joan. Apost., p. 191 f. ; J. T.

Toiler derives the Johannine Logos doctrine from. Philo, Theol. Jahrb. ,

1860, p. 180 ff. ; Ewald holds that the Epistle to the Hebrews transfers

the Logos doctrine of Philo to Christianity. The Apostle Paul's mind
was filled with it from the same sources. Gesch. d. Volkes Isr., vi.

p. 474 f., p. 638 ff.
;
Das Sendschr. a. d. Hebraer, p. 9 ff.

;
cf. Kostlin,

Joh. Lehrbegriff, p. 357 ff., p. 392 ff.
;

cf. Lilcke, Comment. Ev. Joh., i.

p. 284 ff. ; Schu-egler, Das nachap. Zeit., ii. p. 286 ff., pp. 298, 313, 365
;

Der Montanismus, 1841, p. 155; cf. Holsten, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1861,

p. 233 f., anm. 2; Hilgenfdd, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1871, p. 189 ff. ;

Pfleiderer, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1869, p. 400 ff. That the doctrine of

the Logos was enunciated in the Kjjpvy/ia Herpov we know from the

quotations of Clement of Alexandria. Strom., vi. 5, 39, 7, 58.

2 Es fehlt aber auch nicht an einzelnen Stellen des Johanneischen

Evangeliums, auf welche sich Stellen bei Justin zuritckbeziehen. Im
Dialog Kap. 88 schreibt er von Johannes dem Taufer :

' ' Die Leute glaubten
dass er der Christ sei ; aber er rief ihnen zu : Ich bin nicht Christus,

sondern Stimme eines Predigers." Dies lehnt sich an Joh. i. 20 und 23

an ; denn die ersten Worte in der Antwort des Taufers hat kein anderer

Evangelist berichtet. Wann wurden, u. s. w. p. 33.
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reads as follows :

" For John sat by the Jordan

(Kade^ofjievov eul TOV 'lopSdvov) and preached the

Baptism of repentance, wearing only a leathern girdle

and raiment of camel's hair, and eating nothing but

locusts and wild honey ;
men supposed (uTreXa/xySavov)

him to be the Christ, wherefore he cried to them :

'
I am

not the Christ but the voice of one crying : For he

cometh (^et) who is stronger than I, whose shoes I am
not meet (t/cayo?) to bear/

" l Now the only ground upon
which this passage can be compared with the fourth

Gospel is the reply :

"
I am not the Christ

"
(OVK et/xt 6

os), which in John i. 20 reads : ort eyw OVK el^l 6

os : and it is perfectly clear that, if the direct

negation occurred in any other Gospel, the difference of

the whole passage in the Dialogue would prevent even

an apologist from advancing any claim to its dependence
on that Gospel. In order to appreciate the nature of the

two passages, it may be well to collect the nearest

parallels in the Gospel, and compare them with Justin's

narrative.

JUSTIN, DIAL. 88.

Men (ot avdpamoi] supposed him
to be the Christ

;

JOHN i. 19 27.

19. And this is the testimony of

John, when the Jews sent priests

and Levites from Jerusalem to ask

him : Who art thou ?

24. And they were sent by the

Pharisees.

20. And he confessed, and denied

not : and confessed* that : I am not

the Christ (ort f'yw OVK dfj.1 6 Xptoros).

yap Ka6(op.tvov iiri TOV 'lopbdvov, Kai Kr)pvo~<rovros f3dimo-p.a

s, KOI favrjv 8(pp.aritrr]v KOI (v8vfj.a OTTO rpi)(5>v Ka/j.r]\ov p.6vov (popovvros,

KOI (J.rj8ev (<r6iovros ir\f)v dxpiSas KOI /ze'At aypiov, ol av6pcorrot vrreAu/i/Sai'Oj' avrov

tivai rov Xpioroj/ irpbs ovs Kal avrbs e'/36cr OVK
flfj.1

6 Xpiorbs, aXXa <fxavf)

j3o5>vTos' H^et yap 6 l(r\vpoTfp6s p.ov ov OVK tlp.1 IKUVOS ra

/Saoraerat. Dial. 88.

3 The second KOI a>fj.\oyr]oa-(v is omitted by the Cod. Sin.

wherefore ho cried to them : I am
not the Christ (OVK dpi 6 Xptoro?),
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Jusnif, DIAL. 88.

but the voice, of one crying ;

I. 19 27.

21. And they asked again : "Who
then ? Art thou, Elias ? &c. &c.

22. ... Who art thou ? &c. &c.

23. He said : I am the voice of

one crying in the desert : Make
straight the way of the Lord, as

said the prophet Isaiah.

25. ... Why baptisest thou ?

&c., &c.

26. John answered them, saying :

I baptise with water, but in the

midst of you standeth one whom
ye know not.

For he cometh (q) who is
j

27. Who cometh after me (6 oVro>

stronger than I (6 la-xvportpos pov),
'

fiov epxopevos} who is become before

whose shoes I am not meet (ucovos)
j

me (or fpirpo&Btv /tou yeyovev},
1 the

to bear. 1
j thong of whose shoes I am not

j worthy (o|ior) to unloose.

The introductory description of John's dress and

habits is quite contrary to the fourth Gospel, but corre-

sponds to some extent with Matt. iii. 4. It is difficult

to conceive two accounts more fundamentally different,

and the discrepancy becomes more apparent when we

consider the scene and actors in the episode. In Justin,

it is evident that the hearers of John had received the

impression that he was the Christ, and the Baptist

becoming aware of it voluntarily disabused their minds

of this idea. In the fourth Gospel the words of John

are extracted from him (" he confessed and denied not ")

by emissaries sent by the Pharisees of Jerusalem specially

to question him on the subject. The account of Justin

betrays no knowledge of any such interrogation. The

1 Matt. iii. 11 reads :
" but he that cometh after me is stronger than I

whose shoes I am not worthy to bear." (6 fie mria-at pov tp-xopfvos lo~xypo-
rtpos fiov fariv, av owe flpl iKavos TO. vjro&rjfjurra fiatrrcurai-} The context is

quite different. Luke iii. 16, more closely resembles the version of the

fourth Gospel in this part with the context of the first Synoptic.
2 The Cod. Sinaiticus, as well as most other important MSS., omits

this phrase.
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utter difference is brought to a climax by the concluding

statement of the fourth Gospel :

JUSTIN.

For John sat by the Jordan and

preached the Baptism of repent-

ance, wearing, &c.

JOHN I, 28.

These things were done in

Bethany beyond the river Jordan,

where John was baptising.

In fact the scene in the two narratives is as little the

same as their details. One can scarcely avoid the con-

clusion, in reading the fourth Gospel, that it quotes some

other account and does not pretend to report the scene

direct. For instance, i. 15,
" John beareth witness of him,

and cried, saying :

' This was he of whom I said : He
that cometh after me is become before me, because he

was before me/" &c. V. 19: "And this is the testi-

mony of John, when the Jews sent priests and Levites

from Jerusalem to ask him : Who art thou ? and he

confessed and denied not, and confessed that I am not

the Christ," &c. Now, as usual, the Gospel which Justin

uses more nearly approximates to our first Synoptic

than the other Gospels, although it differs in very im-

portant points from that also still, taken in connection

with the third Synoptic, and Acts xiii.. 25, this indi-

cates the great probability of the existence of other

writings combining the particulars as they occur in

Justin. Luke iii. 15, reads : "And as the people were

in expectation, and all mused in their hearts concern-

ing John whether he were the Christ, 16. John an-

swered, saying to them all : I indeed baptize you with

water, but he that is stronger than I cometh, the

latchet of whose shoes 1 am not worthy to unloose :

he shall baptize you with the Holy Spirit and with,

fire," &c.

Whilst, however, with the sole exception of the simple
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statement of the Baptist that he was not the Christ,

which in all the accounts is clearly involved in the rest

of the reply, there is no analogy whatever between the

parallel in the fourth Gospel and the passage in Justin,

many important circumstances render it certain that

Justin did not derive his narrative from that source.

We have already
l

fully discussed the peculiarities of

Justin's account of the Baptist, and in the context to

the very passage before us there are details quite

foreign to our Gospels which show that Justin made use

of another and different work. When Jesus stepped

into the water to be baptized a fire was-kindled in the

Jordan, and the voice from heaven makes use of words

not found in our Gospels ; but both the incident and

the words are known to have been contained in the

Gospel according to the Hebrews and other works.

Justin likewise states, in immediate continuation of the

passage before us, that Jesus was considered the son of

Joseph the carpenter, and himself was a carpenter and

accustomed to make ploughs and yokes.
2 The Evan-

gelical work of which Justin made use was obviously

different from our Gospels, therefore, and the evident

conclusion to which any impartial mind must arrive is,

that there is not only not the slightest ground for

affirming that Justin quoted the passage before us from

the fourth Gospel, from which he so fundamentally

differs, but every reason on the contrary to believe that

he derived it from a particular Gospel, in all probability

the Gospel according to the Hebrews, different from

ours.
3

i Vol. i. p. 316 S. 2
Dial., 88.

3 Credner, Beitrage, ii. p. 218; Hilgenfeld, Die Ew. Justin's, p. 162 ff.;

Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 33 ; Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 377 f. ;
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The next point advanced by Tischendorf is, that on two

occasions he speaks of the restoration of sight to persons

born blind,
1 the only instance of which in our Gospels is

that recorded, John ix. 1. The references in Justin are

very vague and general. In the first place he is speak-

ing of the analogies in the life of Jesus with events

believed in connection with mythological deities, and he

says that he would appear to relate acts very similar to

those attributed to ^Esculapius when he says that Jesus
" healed the lame and paralytic, and the blind from

birth (eK yeverrjs Trovrjpovs), and raised the dead/' 2 In

the Dialogue, again referring to ^Esculapius, he says that

Christ
"
healed those who were from birth and according

to the flesh blind (rovs e/c yeverrjs /cat /caret rr)v erap/ca

7777/301*5),
and deaf, and lame." 3 In the fourth Gospel

the born-blind is described as (ix. 1) av6p(Diros rix^Xos e/c

y6^6x77 5. There is a variation it will be observed in the

term employed by Justin, and that such a remark should

be seized upon as an argument for the use of the fourth

Gospel serves to show the poverty of the evidence for the

existence of that work. Without seeking any further,

we might at once reply that such general references as

those of Justin- might well be referred to the common

tradition of the Church, which certainly ascribed all

kinds of marvellous cures and miracles to Jesus. It is

moreover unreasonable to suppose that the only Gospel

in which the cure of one born blind was narrated was

Bretschneider, Probabilia, p. 192 ; Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 97, p. 156 ;

Zeller, Theol. Jahrb., 1845, p. 613 f., 1847, p. 150 ff. ; cf. Ebrard, who
thinks it a combination of Matt. iii. 11, and John i. 19, but admits that

it may be from oral tradition. Die evang. Gesch., p. 843.
1
Apol., i. 22, Dial., 69. On the second occasion Justin, seems to

apply the " from their birth
"
not only to the blind, but to the lame and

deaf.

2
Apol., i. 22. Dial. 69.
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tliat which is the fourth in our Canon. Such a miracle

may have formed part of a dozen similar collections ex-

tant at the time of Justin, and in no case could such an

allusion be recognized as any evidence of the use of the

fourth Gospel. But in the Dialogue, along with this

remark, Justin couples the statement that although the

people saw such cures :

"
They asserted them to be

magical art ; for they also ventured to call him a magi-

cian and deceiver of the people."
l This is not found in

our Gospels, but traces of the same tradition are met

with elsewhere, as we have already mentioned
;

2 and it

is probable that Justin either found all these particulars

in the Gospel of which he made use, or that he refers to

traditions familiar amongst the early Christians.

Tischendorfs next point is that Justin quotes the

words of Zechariah xii. 10, with the same variation from

the text of the Septuagint as John xix. 37 "
They

shall look on him whom they pierced
"

(OI//OVTCU ei<s ov

instead of eirijSktyovrai TT/JOS fte, avff a>v

arising out of an emendation of the

translation of the Hebrew original. Tischendorf says :

"
nothing can be more opposed to probability, than the

acceptance that John and Justin have here, independently

of each other, followed a translation of the Hebrew text

which elsewhere has remained unknown to us." 4 The

fact is, however, that the translation which has been fol-

1 .... <pavracriav p.ayiKT)V yivcfrdai eXeyoi/. Kai yap p.dyov elvai avrbv

fTO\fia>v \eyfiv KOI \ao7f\dvov. Dial. 69.

2 Vol. i. p. 324 f.

3 Justin has, Apol. i. 52, o^rovrai fls ov ifeeamjwa*. Dial. 14, KOI ttyerai

6 \abs \niu>v KOI yvtapiel fls ov eeKfvn)crav, and, Dial. 32, speaking of the

two comings of Christ ; the first, in which he was pierced, (efKfvrr)drj),

"and the second in which ye shall know whom ye have pierced;" bfvrtpav

de ore firiyv<b<Tf<r6f (Is ov ft-eKevrrjcraTf.

4 Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 34.
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lowed is not elsewhere unknown. We meet with the

same variation, much earlier, in the only book of the

New Testament which Justin mentions, and with which,

therefore, he was beyond any doubt well acquainted,

Rev. i. 7 :
" Behold he cometh with clouds, and every

eye shall see him (oi/fercu auroi>), and they which

pierced (e^eKevrrjcrav) him, and all the tribes of the earth

shall bawail him. Yea, Amen.'' This is a direct refer-

ence to the passage in Zech. xii. 10. If Justin derived

his variation from either of the Canonical works, there

can be no doubt that it must have been from the Apoca-

lypse. It will be remembered that the quotation in the

Gospel :

"
They shall look upon him whom they pierced/*

is made solely in reference to the thrust of the. lance in

the side of Jesus, while that of the Apocalypse is a con-

nection of the prophecy with the second coming of Christ,

which, except in a spiritual sense, is opposed to the fourth

Gospel. Now, Justin upon each occasion quotes the

whole passage also in reference to the second coming of

Christ as the Apocalypse does, and this, alone settles the

point so far as these two sources are concerned. The cor-

rection of the Septuagint version, which has thus been

traced back as far as A.D. 68 when the Apocalypse was

composed, was noticed by Jerome in his Commentary on

the text ;

l and Aquila, a contemporary of Ircnaeus, and

later Synrniachus and Theodotion, as well as others, cor-

rected the error and adopted e^e/ceVr^cra^. Ten important

MSS., at least, have the reading of Justin and the Apoca-

lypse, and these MSS. likewise frequently agree with the

1 " Quod ibi (1 Regg. ii. 18) errore interpretationis accidit, etiam hie

factum deprehendimus. Si enim legatur Dacaru, (gfKfvrrjorav, i.e., com-

puuxerunt sive confixoruut accipitur : sin autem contvario ordino, literia

commutatis fiacadu, vp^a-aiTo, i.e., saltaverunt intelligitur et ob
similitudinem literarum error est natus."

VOL. II. X
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other peculiar readings of Justin's text. In all proba-

bility, as Credner, who long ago pointed out all these

circumstances which are lost upon Tischendorf, conjec-

tured, an emendation of the version of the LXX. had early

been made, partly in Christian interest and partly for the

critical improvement of the text, and this amended ver-

sion was used by Justin and earlier Christian writers. 1

Every consideration is opposed to the dependence of

Justin upon the fourth Gospel for this variation. His

reading existed long before that Gospel was written in a

work with which he declared himself acquainted, whilst

not only is his use of the Gospel in any case unproved,

but in this instance the quotation is applied by the

Gospel in a different connection from Justin's, who in

this also agrees with the earlier Apocalypse. The whole

argument based on this text falls to the ground.

The next and last point advanced by Tischendorf is a

passage in Apol. i. 61, which is compared with John iii.

3 5, and in order to show the exact character of the

two passages, we shall at once place them in parallel

columns :

JUSTIN, APOL. i. Gl.

For the Christ also said :

Unless ye be born again

#??Te) ye shall not enter into the

kingdom of heaven.

Now that it is impossible for

those who have once been born to

go (f^jSTjvai) into the matrices of the

parents
2
(ds ras p.f)Tpas TU>V TKOVO->V)

is evident to all.

JOHN in. 3 5.

3. Jesus answered and said unto

him : Verily, verily, I say unto

thee : Except a man be born from

above (yevvrjdfi avaQev) he cannot see

the kingdom of God.

4. Nicodemus saith unto him :

How can a man be born when he

is old ? Can he enter (ela-fXdflv) a

second time into his mother's womb
(els TTJV Koi\tav TTJS fjLTjrpos avrov) and

be born ?

1
Credner, Beitrage, ii. p. 293 ff. ; Hilgenfeld, Die Ew. Justins,

p. 49 ff. ; Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 37 ; Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii.

p. 378.
2
Tenovo-a, a mother, instead of /iijT^p.
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JUSTIN, APOL. i. 61.

Kai yap 6 Xptoroy flirev *A.v pf)

avayewri&1]Tf, ov pr) elcrf\0T)Tf fls TTJV

fiacrtXfiav raw ovpav&>v. "Qri 8e /cat

JOHN in. 35.
5. Jesus answered: Verily, verity,

I say unto thee : Except a man bo

born of water and of the Spirit, he

cannot enter into1 the kingdom of

God.2

3. 'ATTfKpidrj 'irfo-ovs /cat elirtv aurw

'A/i)jj/ dp.f)v Xcyo> trot, eitv /iij ns

ov Svvarai I8elv TT]V

V 6fov.

4. Ae'yei irpos avrov 6

HS>5 Svj'arat

tav; p.rj Svj/arai fls rr\v KoiXiav rf/s

firfrpos aurov dfvrepov fla-f\6flv KOI

s raj p.r]Tpas raw TfKovo~5>v

TOVS aira yej/i/ayieVous fp.fti)vai, rpavtpbv

TracriV eari.

5. 'AtreKpidrj 'irjo-ovs

'

trot, eav P.TJ TIS y(i>iT)&;i
f v8aros Kai

TrvfVfiaros, ov Sui/arai da'fXdf'iv fls
3

rffv /SacnXetaj/ TOV dtov.*

This is the most important passage by which apolo-

gists endeavour to establish the use by Justin of the

fourth Gospel, and it is that upon which the whole claim

may be said to rest. We shall be able to appreciate the

nature of the case by the weakness of its strongest evi-

dence. The first point which must have struck any
attentive reader, must have been the singular difference

of the language of Justin, and the absence of the charac-

teristic peculiarities of the Johannine Gospel. The double

"verily, verily," which occurs twice even in these three

verses, and constantly throughout the Gospel,
5
is absent

in Justin ; and apart from the total difference of the form

1 The Cod. Sinaiticus reads : "he cannot see."
2 The Cod. Sinaiticus has been altered here to " of heaven."
3 The Cod. Sinaiticus reads I8tlv for tl<rt\6tiv tls here.
4 The Cod. Sin. has rS>v ovpav>v substituted for TOV 6tov by a later hand,

but this is only supported by a very few obscure and unimportant codices.

The Codices Alex. (A) and Vatic, (u), as well as all the most ancient MSS.,
read TOV 6tov.

Cf. i. 51 ; iii.. 11 ; v. 19, 24, 25
; vi. 26, 32, 47, 53; viii. 34, 51, 58;

x. 1, 7; xii. 24; adii. 16, 20, 21, 38; xiv. 12; xvi. 20, 23; xxi.

18, Scc., &c.

x 2
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in which the whole passage is given (the episode of Nico-

demus being entirely ignored), and omitting minor

differences, the following linguistic variations occur :

Justin has :

&i> pi) dvayevivjdiJTf instead of lav /ITJ ns yewrflfi avu>6tv

ov
/xij flcre\d7]Tf els ov Svvarai ISelv

l

ftacriXeia rS>v ovpaviav /ScwiXeta TOW Btov

d8vva.TOi> p.f) bvvaTai

ras fjirfrpas TTJV KoiXiav

ro)v Tfnov(r>v TTJS firfrpos avTov

tfiftrjvai flcreXdfiv

Toiis airaf; yewaifttvovs avOpanros yevvTj6r)vai

Indeed it is impossible to imagine a more complete differ-

ence, both in form and language, and it seems to us that

there does not exist a single linguistic trace by which the

passage in Justin can be connected with the fourth

Gospel. The fact that Justin knows nothing of the ex-

pression yevv7]0f) avaiBev (" born from above "), upon which

the whole statement in the fourth Gospel turns, but uses

a totally different word, dvayei>vr)OrJTe (born again), is of

great significance. Tischendorf wishes to translate

av<i)6ev
" anew "

(or again), as the version of Luther and

the authorised English translation read, and thus render

the a.vayevvY)8r)vai of Justin a fair equivalent for it ;
but

even this would not alter the fact that so little does

Justin quote the fourth Gospel, that he has not even the

test word of the passage. In no case can a.vo>6ev, how-

ever, here signify anything but " from above," and this

is not only its natural meaning, but it is confirmed by the

equivalent Syriac expression in the Peschito version, the

nearest language to that originally used. 2 The word is

1 It is very forced to jump to the end of the fifth verse to get
eto-eA&ti/ (h and even in that case the Cod. Sin. reads again precisely

as in the third I8(lt>.

2
Suicer, Thesaurus s. v. avadtv ; Credner, Beitrage, i. p. 253 ; Hilgen-

feld, Die Ew. Justin's, p. 214
; Light/oct, Horse Hebr. et Talm. on John
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repeatedly used in the fourth Gospel, and always with the

same sense,
" from above,"

" from heaven,"
1 and it is re-

peated in confirmation, and marking how completely the

emphasis of the saying rests upon the expression, in the

seventh verse :

" Marvel not that I said unto thee : ye
must be born from above" (yevv^Orivai cLwOev}. This

signification, moreover, is manifestly confirmed by the

context, and intended as the point of the whole lesson.

The explanation of the term " born from above
"

is given

in verses 5, 6.
"
Except a man be born of water and

of Spirit
2 he cannot enter into the kingdom of God.

6. That which hath been born of the flesh is flesh, and

that which hath been born of the Spirit is Spirit." The

birth
" of the Spirit

"
is the birth

" from above," which is

essential to entrance into the kingdom of God.3 The

sense of the passage in Justin is different and much more

simple. He is speaking of regeneration through baptism,

and the manner in which converts are consecrated to

God when they are made new (KawoTroo/^ore?) through
Christ. After they are taught to fast and pray for the

remission of their sins, he says :

"
They are then taken by

us where there is water, that they may be regenerated

(" born again," avayewaivTai), by the same manner of

regeneration (being born again, cu/ayewrjo-ftos) by which

we also were regenerated (born again, ai/a,yew?7#77//,ei>).

For in the name of the Father of the Universe the Lord

God, and of our Saviour Jesus Christ, and of the Holy

iii. 3 ; Works, xii. p. 254 ff. ; Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 36 ; David-

son, Introd. N. T., iii. p. 375 ; Bretschneider, Probabilia, p. 193; Weiz-

sficker does not deny this. Unters. evang. Gescb., p. 228
; Liicke, Comment.

Ev. Job., i. p. 516 ff. ; Zeller, Theol. Jabrb., 1855, p. 140.
1 Cf. i. 31; xix. 11, 23.

2 Cf. Ezekiel xxxvi. 2527.
3 Cf. Li Mfoot, Horse Hebr. et Talm. Works, xii. . 250.
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Spirit they then make the washing with the water.

For the Christ also said,
'
unless ye be born again

(dvayewr)0fJTe), ye shall not enter into the kingdom of

heaven.' Now that it is impossible for those who have

once been born to go into the matrices of the parents is

evident to all." And then he quotes Isaiah L 16 20,
" Wash you, make you clean, &c.," and then proceeds :

" And regarding this (Baptism) we have been taught this

reason. Since at our first birth we were born without

our knowledge, and perforce, &c., and brought up in evil

habits and wicked ways, therefore in order that we should

not continue children of necessity and ignorance, but

become children of election and knowledge, and obtain

in the water remission of sins which we had previously

committed, the name of the Father of the Universe and

Lord God is pronounced over him who desires to be born

again (d^ayevi^^vat), and has repented of his sins, &c." 1

Now it is clear that whereas Justin speaks simply of re-

generation by baptism, the fourth Gospel indicates a later

development of the doctrine by spiritualizing the idea,

and requiring not only regeneration through the water

("Except a man be born of water"), but that a man
should be born from above (" and of the Spirit "), not

merely dvayWT)0f)va.L, but ava>0ev yei>vrj0r}ai. The word

used by Justin is that which was commonly employed in

the Church for regeneration, and other instances of it

occur in the New Testament.2

The idea of regeneration or being born again, as essen-

tial to conversion, was quite familiar to the Jews them-

selves, and Lightfoot gives instances of this from

Talniudic writings :

"
If any one become a proselyte

he is like a child 'new born.' The Gentile that is

>
Apol. i. 61, * Cf. 1 Peter i. 3, 28,
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made a proselyte and the servant that is made free he

is like a child new born." 1 This is, of course, based

upon the belief in special privileges granted to the Jews,

and the Gentile convert admitted to a share in the

benefits of the Messiah became a Jew by spiritual new

birth. It must be remembered, however, that Justin is

addressing the Roman emperors, who would not under-

stand the expression that it was necessary to be " born

again
"
in order to enter the kingdom of heaven. He,

therefore, explains that he does not mean a physical new

birth by men already born ;
and we contend that not only

may this explanation be regarded as natural, under the

circumstances, and independent of any written source,

but the absolute and entire difference of his language
from that of the fourth Gospel renders it certain that it

could not in any case be derived from that Gospel.

Justin in giving the words of Jesus clearly professed

to make an exact quotation :

2 " For Christ also said :

Unless ye be born again, &c.," and as the expressions

which he quotes differ in every respect, in language and

sense, from the parallel in the fourth Gospel, it seems

quite absurd to argue that they must be derived from

that Gospel. Such an argument assumes the utterly un-

tenable premiss that sayings of Jesus which are main-

tained to be historical were not recorded in more than four

Gospels, and indeed in this instance were limited to one.

This is not only in itself preposterous, but historically

untrue,
3 and a moment of consideration must convince

every impartial mind that an express quotation of a sup-

posed historical saying cannot reasonably be asserted to

be taken from a parallel in one of our Gospels, from which

1
LiyJitfoot, Works, xii. p. 255 ff.

Bretschneidcr, Probabilia, p. 193. 3 Cf. Luko i. 1,
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it differs in every particular of language and circum-

stance, simply because that Gospel happens to be the

only one now surviving which contains particulars some-

what similar.
1 The express quotation fundamentally

differs from the fourth Gospel, and the natural explana-

tion of Justin which follows is not a quotation at all, and

likewise fundamentally differs from the Johannine parallel.

Justin not only ignores here the whole episode in the

fourth Gospel in which the passage occurs, but both here

and throughout the whole of his writings knows nothing

whatever of Nicodemus, and all the characteristic points

are wanting which could constitute a prima facie case

for examination. The accident of survival is almost the

only justification of the claim in favour of the fourth

Gospel to be the source of Justin's quotation. On the

other hand, we have many strong indications of another

source. In our first Synoptic (xviii. 3), we find the

traces of another version of the saying of Jesus, much

more nearly corresponding with the quotation of Justin :

" And he said, verily I say unto you : Except ye be

turned and become as the little children ye shall not

enter into the kingdom of heaven." 2 The last phrase of

this saying is literally the same as the quotation of Justin,

and gives his expression,
"
kingdom of heaven," so charac-

teristic of his Gospel, and so foreign to the Johannine.

We meet with a similar quotation in connection with

baptism, still more closely agreeing with Justin, in the

Clementine Homilies, xi. 26 :

"
Verily I say unto you :

Except ye be born again (avajyevv-rjOriTt) by living wa,ter in

the name of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, ye shall not

1 Of. Credner, Beitrage, i. p. 253 f.

2 KOI fiTrev 'A/iiyi' Xeyco vfjuv, eav
fir/ <rTpa(f)fJTe KOI yfi>r)(r6e cos Ta TraiSi'a, ov pi}

fl<Tf\6tjTf (Is TTJV 8am\fiav TCOV ovpai>>v. Matt, xviii. 3.
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enter into the kingdom of heaven." 1 Here again we have

both the avaywr)0fJT, and the /3acriXeia ro>v ovpavwv, as

well as the reference only to water in the baptism, and

this is strong confirmation of the existence of a version

of the passage, different from the Johannine, from which

Justin quotes. As both the Clementines and Justin made

use of the Gospel according to the Hebrews, the most

competent critics have, with reason, adopted the conclu-

sion that the passage we are discussing was derived from

that Gospel ;
at any rate it cannot for a moment be

maintained as a quotation from our fourth Gospel,
2 and

it is of no value as evidence for its existence.

If we turn for a moment from this last of the points of

evidence adduced by Tischendorf for the use of the fourth

Gospel by Justin, to consider how far the circumstances

of the history of Jesus narrated by Justin bear upon this

quotation, we have a striking confirmation of the results

we have otherwise attained. Not only is there a total

absence from his writings of the peculiar terminology and

characteristic expressions of the fourth Gospel, but there

iiv Xt'yeo, eav pr) dvayewr)6r)TC v8an 5>vri, tls ovofia Tlarpos, Yiov,

Ayiov HvfVfiaros, ov
p.f) ejcrf'A&jre (Is rr/v /Ba(ri\fiav TO>V ovpavStv. Horn. xi. 26.

Cf. Recogn. vi. 9 :
" Amen dico vobis, nisi quis denuo renatus fuerit ex

aqua, non introibit in regna ccelorum." Cf. Clem. Horn. Epitome, 18.

In this much later compilation the passage, altered and manipulated, is of

no interest. Uhlhorn, Die Homilien u. Recogn., 1854, p. 43 ff.;

Schliemann, Die Clementinen, 1844, p. 334 ff.

2
Daur, Unters. kan. Ew., p. 352; Theol. Jahrb., 1857, p. 230 ff. ;

JBretschneider, Probabilia, p. 179 ff., p. 192 f. ; Credner, Beitrage, i. p.

252 ff. ; Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 374 f.
; Oieseler, Enst. schr. Evv.,

p. 14, cf. p. 145 ff. ; Hilgenfeld, Die Ew. Justins, p. 214 ff., p. 358 ff. ;

Das Evang. Joh. u. s. w., 1849, p. 151, anm. 1 ; Liitzelberger, Die kirchl.

Tradition iib. Ap. Joh., u. s. w., 1840, p. 122 ff. ; Scholten, Die alt. Zeug-

nisse, p. 34 ff. ; Das Ev. Joh. , p. 8 f. ; Schwegler, Der Montanismus,

p. 184, anm. 86; Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 218 ff. ; Volkmar, Justin d.

Mart., 1853, p. 18 ff. ; ZeUer, Theol. Jahrb., 1845, p. 614; 1847, p. 152;

1855, p. 138 ff.
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is not an allusion made to any one of the occurrences

exclusively narrated by that Gospel, although many of

these, and many parts of the Johannine discourses of

Jesus, would have been peculiarly suitable for his pur-

pose. We have already pointed out the remarkable

absence of any use of the expressions by which the Logos
doctrine is stated in the prologue. We may now point

out that Justin knows nothing whatever of the special

miracles of the fourth Gospel. He is apparently quite

ignorant even of the raising of Lazarus : on the other

hand, he gives representations of the birth, life, and

death of Jesus, which are ignored by the Johannine Gos-

pel, and are indeed opposed to its whole conception .of

Jesus as the Logos ;
and when he refers to circumstances

which are also narrated in that Gospel, his account is

different from that which it gives. Justin perpetually

refers to the birth of Jesus by the Virgin of the race of

David and the Patriarchs ; his Logos thus becomes man,
1

(not "flesh" avBpconos, not crap) ;
he is born in a cave

in Bethlehem
;

2 he grows in stature and intellect by the

use of ordinary means like other men
;
he is accounted

the son of Joseph the carpenter and Mary : he himself

works as a carpenter, and makes ploughs and yokes.
3

When Jesus is baptized by John, a fire is kindled in

Jordan
;
and Justin knows nothing of John's express

declaration in the fourth Gospel, that Jesus is the

Messiah, the Son of God.4 Justin refers to the change
of name of Simon in connection with his recognition of

the Master as
"
Christ the Son of God/'

5 which is nar-

rated quite differently in the fourth Gospel (i.
40 42),

where, indeed, such a declaration is put into the mouth of

1
Dial., 100, &c., &c. 2

Dial., 78.

3
Dial., 88. 4

Dial., 88. 5
Dial., 100.
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Nathaniel
(i. 49), of which Justin knows nothing.

Justin knows nothing of Nicodemus, cither in connection

with the statement regarding the necessity of being

"born from above," or with the entombment (xix. 39).

He has the prayer and agony in the garden,
1 of which the

fourth Gospel knows nothing, as well as the cries on the

cross, which the Gospel ignores. Then, according to Justin,

the last supper takes place on the 14th Nisan,
2 whilst the

fourth Gospel, ignoring the Passover and last supper,

makes the last meal be eaten on the 13th Nisan (John

xiii. If., cf. xviii. 28). He likewise contradicts the

fourth Gospel, in limiting the wrork of Jesus to one year.

In fact, it is impossible for writings, so full of quotations

of the words of Jesus and of allusions to the events of

his life, more completely to ignore or vary from the

fourth Gospel throughout ; and if it could be shown that

Justin was acquainted with such a work, it would follow

certainly that he did not consider it an Apostolical or

authoritative composition.

We may add that as Justin so distinctly and directly

refers to the Apostle John as the author of theApocalypse,
3

there is confirmation of the conclusion, otherwise arrived

at, that he did not, and could not, know the Gospel and

also ascribe it to him. Finally, the description which

Justin gives of the manner of teaching of Jesus excludes

the idea that he knew the fourth Gospel.
"
Brief and

concise were the sentences uttered by him : for he was

no Sophist, but his word was the power of God." 4 No

1

Dial., 99, 103.
2 "And it is written that on the day of the Passover you seized him,

and likewise during the Passover you crucified him." Dial., Ill ;
cf. Apol.

i. 67 ;
Matt. xxvi. 2, 17 ff., 30, 57. s

Dial., 81.

4
'Bpa^fts & *at (rujTW/zoi Trap' avrou Xoyot yryowiow. Ov yap

V, dXXa dvvafJiis 6fov 6 Xayo? avrov rjv. Apol. i. 14.
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one could for a moment assert that this description

applies to the long and artificial discourses of the fourth

Gospel, whilst, on the other hand, it eminently describes

the style of teaching with which we are acquainted in

the Synoptics, with which the Gospel according to the

Hebrews, in all its forms, was so nearly allied.

The inevitable conclusion at which we must arrive is

that, so far from indicating any acquaintance with the

fourth Gospel, the writings of Justin not only do not

furnish the slightest evidence of its existence, but offer

presumptive testimony against its Apostolical origin.

Tischendorf only devotes a short note to Hegesippus,
1

and does not pretend to find in the fragments of his

writings, preserved to us by Eusebius, or the details of

his life which he has recorded, any evidence for our

Gospels. Apologists generally admit that this source, at

least, is dry of all testimony for the fourth Gospel, but

Canon Westcott cannot renounce so important a witness

without an effort, and he therefore boldly says :

" When

he, (Hegesippus) speaks of ' the door of Jesus
'

in his

account of the death of St. James, there can be little

doubt that he alludes to the language of our Lord

recorded by St. John." 2 The passage to which Canon

Westcott refers, but which he does not .quote, is as

follows :

"
Certain, therefore, of the seven heretical

parties amongst the people, already described by me in

the Memoirs, inquired of him, what was the door of

Jesus
; and he declared this (TOvrov Jesus) to be the

Saviour. From which some believed that Jesus is the

Christ. But the aforementioned heretics did not believe

either a resurrection, or a coming to render to every one

1 Warm wurden, u. s. w., p. 19, anm. 1.

8 On the Canon, p. 182 f.
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according to his works. As many as believed, however,

did so, through James." The rulers fearing that the

people would cause a tumult, from considering Jesus to

be the Messiah (X/owrros), entreat James to persuade

them concerning Jesus, and prevent their being deceived

by him
; and in order that he may be heard by the

multitude, they place James upon a wing of the temple,

and cry to him :

"
just man, whom all ought to believe,

inasmuch as the people are led astray after Jesus, the

crucified, declare plainly to us what is the door of Jesus." x

To find in this a reference to the fourth Gospel, requires

a good deal of ignorant ingenuity, or apologetic partiality.

It is perfectly clear that, as an allusion to John x. 7, 9 :

"
I am the door," the question :

" What is the door of

Jesus ?" is mere nonsense, and the reply of James totally

irrelevant. Such a question in reference to the discourse

in the fourth Gospel, moreover, in the mouths of the

antagonistic Scribes and Pharisees, is an interpretation

which is obviously too preposterous. Various emenda-

tions of the text have been proposed to obviate what has

been regarded as a difficulty in the passage, but none of

these have been adopted, and it has now been generally

accepted, that 6vpa is used in an idiomatic sense. The

word is very frequently employed in such a manner, or

symbolically, in the New Testament,
2 and by the Fathers.

1 Tiffs ovv TO>V fTTTa aipecrf&v rS>v ev r<5 Xw, T>V irpoy(ypap.p.(jf<i)V pot tv

Tois vTropVT)na<Tii>, tirvvBdvovTO airrov, ris f) Qvpa TOV 'lr)<rov. Kal e Aeye TOVTOV

tlvai TOV Samjpa. 'E &i/ nvts (nicrrfvcrav, OTI 'irjcrovs ftrrlv 6 Xpiordf. At 8e

alpe<Tfis at Trpofipr/p-fvai OVK MWTCUOV ovTe dvdaracriv, ovrt ep^o/ievoj/ aTroSoCrat

eKaara) jrara ra fpya avrov. "Oeroi Se KOL fniorfvcrav, 8ia 'idictoftov.........
A/Acaie, w iravres Trddtcrdai o(pf[\op.fv, Vel 6 Xao; irXavdrai oTrt'crco 'l^troi) roO

oravpco&Vroj, aTrayyeiXov TjpZv T'IS
f} 6vpa TOV 'lrj(rov. Jfusebius, H. E.,

ii. 23.

2 Cf. Acts xiv. 27 ; 1 Cor. xvi. 9
;

2 Cor. ii. 12 ; Col. iv. 3
; James v.

9; Eev. iii. 8, 20; iv. 1.
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The Jews were well acquainted with a similar use of the

word in the Old Testament, in some of the Messianic

Psalms, as for instance : Ps. cxviii. 19, 20 (cxvii. 19, 20

Sept.). 19,"Open to me the gates (irvXas) of righteousness ;

entering into them, I will give praise to the Lord ;" 20,

"This is the gate (17 77^X17) of the Lord,. the righteous

shall enter into it."
1

Quoting this passage, Clement of

Alexandria remarks: " But explaining the meaning of the

prophet, Barnabas adds : Many gates farvXaJv) being open,

that which is in righteousness is in Christ, in which all

those who enter are blessed." 2 Grabe explains the passage

of Hegesippus, by a reference to the frequent allusions

in Scripture to the two ways : one of light, the other of

darkness ; the one leading to life, the other to death
; as

well as the simile of two gates which is coupled with

them, as in Matt. viL 13 ff. He, therefore, explains the

question of the rulers :

" What is the door of Jesus ?
"

as

an inquiry into the judgment of James concerning him :

whether he was a teacher of truth or a deceiver of the

people ; whether belief in him was the way and gate of

life and salvation, or of death and perdition.
3 He refers

as an illustration to the Epistle of Barnabas, xviii. :

l( There are two ways of doctrine and authority : one of

light, the other of darkness. But there is a great differ-

ence between the two ways."
4 The Epistle, under the

symbol of the two ways, classifies the whole of the moral

1 Cf. Ps. xxiv. 78 (xxiii. 78 Sept.)
2

f&ryovp'fvos fie TO pTjrov TOV TrpoffiTjrov BapvajSar eiri<pfpei
"
iro\\a>v irv\jv

avforyvtaiv, rj
ev 8iKaio<rvvr) avnj fariv

TJ
tv Xpierrw, eV

fj fiOKapioi irdvrfs ol

(lv(\6ovTfs." Strom, vi. 8, 64. This passage is not to be found in

the Epistle of Barnabas.
3

Spicil. Patr., ii. p. 254.
4 'O8ot 8vo fldiv dibaj^s Ka\ t^ovrrias, fj Tf TOV <pu>Tos, KOI

f/
TOV (TKDTOVS.

a fie TroXX^ TU>V fivo 6$>v. BarnabsD Ep. xyiii.
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law. 1 In the Clementine Homilies, xviii. 17, there is a

version of the saying, Matt. vii. 13f., derived from

another source, in which "
way

"
is more decidedly even

than in our first Synoptic made the equivalent of "gate:"

"Enter ye through 'the narrow and straightened way

(6Sos) through which ye shall enter into life." Eusebius

himself, who has preserved the fragment, evidently

understood it distinctly in the same sense, and he gave
its true meaning in another of his works, where he

paraphrases the question into an enquiry, as to the

opinion which James held concerning Jesus (TWO. irepl

TOV 'Irjo-ov exoL Socw).
2 This view is supported by

many learned men, and Eouth has pointed out that

Ernesti considered he would have been right in making

SiSa^?}, doctrine, teaching, the equivalent of 6vpa,

although he admits that Eusebius does not once use it

in his history, in connection with Christian doctrine. 3

He might, however, have instanced this passage, in

which it is clearly used in this sense, and so explained

by Eusebius. In any other sense the question is simple

nonsense. There is evidently no intention on the part

of the Scribes and Pharisees here to ridicule, in asking :

" What is the door of Jesus V but they desire James to

declare plainly to the people, what is the teaching of

1 In. like manner the Clementine Homilies give a peculiar version of

Deut. xxx. 15 :
" Behold I have set before thy face the way of life, and

the way of death." 'iSou refaiKa irpb TTpoa-anrov <rov TTJV 686v TTJS fwfjr, KOI

TT)i> 68ov TOV 6a.va.rov. Horn, xviii. 17, cf. vii. 7.

2
Prsep. Evang. iii. 7. Mouth, Eel. Sacr. i. p. 235.

3 Si ego in Glossis ponerem : dvpa, StSc^, rectum esset. Sed respicerem
ad loca Graecorum theologorum v. c. Eusebii in Hist. Eccl. ubi non
semel 6vpa Xpurrov (sic) de doctrina Christiana dicitur." Dissert. De
Usu Glossarivrvm. Jtouth, Eeliq. Sacroe. i. p. 236. Donaldson gives as

the most probable meaning : "To what is it that Jesus is to lead us ?

And James' answer is therefore :
' To salvation.'

"
Hist. Chr. Lit. and

Doctr., iii. p. 190, note.
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Jesus, and his personal pretension. To suppose that the

rulers of the Jews set James upon a wing of the temple,

in order that they might ask him a question, for the

benefit of the multitude, based upon a discourse in the

fourth Gospel, unknown to the Synoptics, and even in

relation to which such an inquiry as :

" What is the

door of Jesus?" becomes mere ironical nonsense, sur-

passes all that we could have imagined, even of apologetic

zeal.

We have already
1 said all that is necessary with

regard to Hegesippus, in connection with the Synoptics,

and need not add more here. It is certain that had he

mentioned our Gospels, and we may say particularly the

fourth, the fact would have been recorded by Eusebius.

This first historian of the Christian Church, whose

vTro^vTJiJiaTa were composed during the time of the

Eoman Bishop Eleutherus, "A.D. 177 (182?), 193,"
2

presents the suggestive phenomenon of a Christian of

learning and extensive observation, even at that late

date, who had travelled throughout the Christian com-

munities with a view to ascertaining the state of the

Church, who made exclusive use of the Gospel accord-

ing to the Hebrews, displayed no knowledge of our

Gospels, and whose only Canon was the Law, the

Prophets, and the words of the Lord, which he derived

from the Hebrew Gospel, and probably from oral tradi-

tion.

In Papias of Hierapolis
3 we have a similar phenome-

non : a Bishop of the Christian Church, flourishing in

the second half of the second century, who recognized

1 Vol. i. p. 429 ff.

3
Tischendorf, Wann warden, u. s. w., p. 19, anm. 1.

3 See vol. i. p. 444 ff.
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none of our Gospels, made use of the Gospel according

to the Hebrews, and set oral tradition above all

\vritten documents with which he was acquainted. It

is perfectly clear that the works of Matthew and Mark,

regarding which he records such important particulars,

are not the Gospels in our Canon, which pass under

their names, and there is no reason to suppose that he

referred to the fourth Gospel or made use of it. He

is, therefore, at least, a total blank so far as the Johan-

nine Gospel and our third Synoptic are concerned, but

he is more than this, and it may, we think, be concluded

that Papias was not acquainted with any Gospels which

he regarded as Apostolic compositions, or authoritative

documents. It is impossible that, knowing, and recog-

nizing the Apostolic origin and authority of, such

Gospels, he could have spoken of them in such terms,

and held them so cheap in comparison with tradition, or

that he should have undertaken, as he undoubtedly did,

to supplement and correct them by his work, which

Eusebius describes.
" For I have not, like the multi-

tude," he says,
" taken pleasure in those who spoke

much, but in those who taught the truth
; neither in

those who recorded alien commandments, but in those

who recall those delivered by the Lord to the faith, and

which proceed from the truth itself. If it happened that

any one came, who had associated with the Presbyters, I

inquired minutely after the words of the Presbyters,

what Andrew or what Peter said, or what Philip or what

Thomas or James, or what John or Matthew, or what

any other of the disciples of the Lord said ; what

Aristion and the Presbyter John, the disciples of the

Lord, say. For I hold that what was to be derived from

VOL. II.
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books was not so profitable as that from the living and

abiding voice (of tradition)."
l This depreciation of

books, and anxiety to know " what John or Matthew, or

the other disciples of the Lord said," is incompatible with

the supposition that lie was acquainted with Gospels
2

which he attributed to those Apostles. Had he expressed

any recognition of the fourth Gospel, Eusebius would

certainly have mentioned the fact, and this silence of

Papias is strong presumptive evidence against the Johan-

niiie Gospel
3

Tischendorfs main argument in regard to the Phrygian

Bishop is, that his silence does not make Papias a witness

against the fourth Gospel, and he maintains that the

omission of any mention by Eusebius of the use of this

Gospel in the work of Papias is not singular, and does

not involve the conclusion that he did not know it, inas-

much as it was not, lie affirms, the purpose of Eusebius

to record the mention or use of the books of the New
Testament which were not disputed.

4 This reasoning,

however, is opposed to the practice and express declaration

of Eusebius himself, who says :

" But in the course of the

history I shall, with the successions (from the Apostles),

1 EwxUua, EL E., iii. 39.

s It is evident that Papias did not regard the works by
" Matthew" and

" Mark " which he mentions, as of any authority. Indeed, all that he

reports regarding the latter is merely apologetic, and in deprecation of

criticism.

3
ZeUer, Theol. Jahrb., 1845, p. 652 ff.

; 1847, p. 148 f. ; Hilgenfdd,

Die Evangelien, p. 344 ; Zeitschr. wise. Theol., 1865, p. 334 ; Credner,

Beitrage, i. p. 23 f. ; Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 16 ff.; Davidson,

Introd. N. T., ii. p. 371 ; Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 61 ; Senan, Vie de

Jesus, adii"* ed., 1867, p. Iviii. f. ; Strauss, Das Leben Jesu, 1864,

p. 62; Lutzdberger, Die kirchl. Tradition iib. Ap. Joh., u, s. w., 1840,

p. 89 ff.

4 Wann wurdeu, u. s. w., p. 112 ff.
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carefully intimate what ecclesiastical writers according to

the time made use of the Antilegomena (or disputed

writings), and what has been stated as well regarding the

collected (e^Sta^/cot) and Homolegoumena (or accepted

writings), as regarding those which are not of this kind." l

The presumption, therefore, naturally is that, as Eusebius

did not mention the fact, he did not find any reference

to the fourth Gospel in the work of Papias. This pre-

sumption is confirmed by the circumstance that when

Eusebius writes, elsewhere (H. E. iii. 24), of the order of

the Gospels, and the composition of John's Gospel, he

has no greater authority to give for his account than

mere tradition :

"
they say" (<ctcri). It is scarcely

probable that when Papias collected from the Presbyter

the facts concerning Matthew and Mark he would not

also have inquired about the Gospel by John, had he

known it, and recorded what he had heard, or that Euse-

bius would not have quoted the account.

Proceeding from this merely negative argument, Tis-

chendorf endeavours to show that not only is Papias not

a witness against the fourth Gospel, but that he presents

testimony in its favour. The first reason he advances is

that Eusebius states :

" The same (Papias) made use of

testimonies out of the first Epistle of John, and likewise

of Peter." 2 On the supposed identity of the authorship

of the Epistle and Gospel, Tischendorf, as in the case of

Polycarp, claims this as evidence for the fourth Gospel.

1

n/joiouoTjs 8t TTJS 'urropias, Trpovpyov 7roi^<ro/zai avv ralf 8ui5o^nTy VTTO-

ffr)(Jii)viicrdai, rivts r<av Kara xfn'tvovs tKK\T}<Tia<rriK>v ffvyypa(f)(O)v fnroiais K.fxpr)vrai

ruiv iivTi\eyofjifi>(0i>, riva Tt jrfpi T<av (i>8iad>']KU)V tail ofu>\oyov^i(va>v ypa(f><av, Kill

Sera if(pi r<av
/XT) roiovraiv avrols (Iprjrai. Euaebiue, II. E., iii. 3.

*
Kt'x/>rprat 8' 6 avrus /xa^m/ptais OTTO TJJS 'l&wjwot npoTfoatf TurroA;;?, KCU

ano Tijs lltrpov o/imW. Etuebuu, H. E., iii. 39.

T 2
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Eusebius, however, does not quote the passages upon
which he bases this statement, and knowing his inaccu-

racy and the hasty and uncritical manner in which he

and the Fathers generally jump at such conclusions, we

must reject this as sufficient evidence that Papias really

did use the Epistle, and that Eusebius did not adopt his

opinion from a mere superficial analogy of passages.
1

The fact of his reference to the Epistle at all is therefore

doubtful, and, even if really made, the argument remains

open as to how far it bears upon the Gospel, which we

shall have hereafter to consider.

The next testimony advanced by Tischendorf is indeed

of an extraordinary character. There is a Latin MS.

(Vat. Alex. 1 4) in the Vatican, which Tischendorf assigns

to the ninth century, in which there is a preface by an

unknown hand to the Gospel according to John, which

commences as follows :

"
Evangelium iohannis manifes-

tatum et datum est ecclesiis ab iohanne adhue in corpore

constitute, sicut papias nomine hierapolitanus discipulus

iohannis earns in exotericis id est in extremis quinque
libris retulit."

" The Gospel of John was published

and given to the churches by John whilst he was still

in the flesh, as Papias, by name of Hierapolis, an esteemed

disciple of John, relates at the end of the fifth book."

Tischendorf says :

" There can, therefore, be no more

decided declaration made of the testimony of Papias for

the Johannine Gospel."
2 He wishes to end the quotation

here, and only refers to the continuation, which he is

1

Scliolten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 17; Das Evang. Johan., p. 8; Zeller,

Theol. Jahrb., 1845, p. 652 ff., 1847, p. 148 f.
; Liitzelberger, Die kirchl.

Tradition iib. Ap. Job., p. 92 ff.
; Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 373.

2 Warm warden, n. s. w., p. 119.
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obliged to admit, to be untenable, in a note. The passage

proceeds :

c<

Disscripsit vero evangelium dictante iohanne

recte."
"
lie (Papias) indeed wrote out the Gospel, John

duly dictating ;

;>

then follows another passage regarding

Marcion, representing him also as a contemporary of

John, which Tischendorf likewise confesses to be untrue. 1

Now Tischendorf admits that the writer desires it to be

understood that he derived the information that Papias

wrote the fourth Gospel at the dictation of John likewise

from the work of Papias, and as it is perfectly impossible,

by his own admissions, that Papias, who was not a con-

temporary of the Apostle, could have stated this, the

whole passage is clearly fabulous and written by a person

who never saw the book at all. This extraordinary piece

of evidence is so obviously absurd that it is passed over

in silence by other critics, even of the strongest apo-

logetic tendency, and it stands here a pitiable instance

of the arguments to which destitute criticism can be

reduced.

In order to do full justice to the last of the arguments
of Tischendorf, we shall give it in his own words :

" Before we separate from Papias, we have still to

think of one testimony for the Gospel of John which

Irenseus, v. 36, 2, quotes even out of the mouth of the

Presbyters, those high authorities of Papias :

' And

therefore, say they, the Lord declared : In my Father's

house are many mansions' (John xiv. 2). As the Pres-

byters set this declaration in connection with the blessed-*

ness of the righteous in the City of God, in Paradise, in

Heaven, according as they bear thirty, sixty, or one

hundred-fold fruit, nothing is more probable than that

warden, u. s. w., p. 119, anm. 1.
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Irenaeus takes this whole declaration of the Presbyters,

which he gives, 1-2, like the preceding description

of the thousand years' reign, from the work of Papias.

But whether they are derived from thence or not, the

authority of the Presbyters is in any case higher than

that of Papias," &C. 1 Now in the quotation from Irenoeus

given in this passage, Tischendorf renders the oblique

construction of the text by inserting
"
say they," referring

to the Presbyters of Papias, and, as he does not give the

original, he should at least have indicated that these

words are supplementary. We shall endeavour as briefly

as possible to state the facts of the case.

Irenseus, with many quotations from Scripture, is

arguing that our bodies are preserved, and that the

Saints who have suffered so much in the flesh shall in

that flesh receive the fruits of their labours. In v. 33, 2,

he refers to the saying given in Matt. xix. 29 (Luke

xviii. 29, 30) that whosoever has left lands, &c., because

of Christ shall receive a hundred-fold in this world, arid

in the next, eternal life ; and then, enlarging on the

abundance of the blessings in the Millennial kingdom, he

aflirms that Creation will be renovated, and the Earth

1 Ehe wir aber von Papias scheiden, haben wir noch ernes Zeugnisses
fur das Jobannesevangelium zu gedenken, das Irenaus, v. 36, 2 sogar aus

dem Munde der Presbyter, jener hohen Autorilaten des Papias anfuhrt.
" Und deshalb sagen sie habe der Herr den Ausspruch gethan: In meines

Vaters Hause sind viele Wohnungen
"

(Job.. 14,2). Da die Presbyter
diesen Aiisspnich in Verbindung setzten mit den Seligkeitsstufen der

Gerechten in der Gottesstadt, im Paradiese, im Himmel, je nachdem sie

dreissig- oder secnzig- oder hundertfaltig Fmcht tragen, so 1st nichts

wahrscheinlicher als dass Irenaus diese ganze Aussage der Presbyter,

die er a. a. O. 1 2 gibt, gleich der vorhergegangenen Schilderung des

tausendjahrigen Reichs, dem Werke des Papias entlehnte. Mag sie aber

daher stammen oder nicht, jedenfalls stent die Autoriiat der Presbyter
holier als die des Papias ; u, s. w. Waim wurden, u. s. w., p. 119-f.
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acquire wonderful fertility, and lie adds : 3, "As the Pres-

byters who saw John the disciple of the Lord, remember

that they heard from him, that the Lord taught concern-

ing those times and said:" &c.
('* Quemadmodum pres-

byteri meminerunt, qui Joannem discipulum Domini

viderunt, audisse sc ab eo, quemadmodum de temporibus

illis docebat Dominus, et dicebat," &c.), and then he

quotes the passage :

" The days will come in which

vines will grow each having ten thousand Branches,"

&c. ; and " In like manner that a grain of wheat would

produce ten thousand ears," &c. With regard to these he

says, at the beginning of the next paragraph, v. 33, 4,

"These things are testified in writing by Papias, a

hearer of John and associate of Polycarp, an ancient

man, in the fourth of his books : for there were five books

composed by him. 1 And he added saying :

* But these

things are credible to believers. And Judas the traitor

not believing, and asking how shall such growths be

effected by the Lord, the Lord said : They shall see

who shall come to them.' Prophesying of these times,

therefore, Isaiah says :

* The Wolf also shall feed with

the Lamb,' &c. &c. (quoting Isaiah xi. 6 9), and again

he says, recapitulating :

' Wolves and lambs shall then

feed together,'
"

&c. (quoting Isaiah Ixv. 25), and so on,

continuing his argument. It is clear that Irenaeus intro-

duces the quotation from Papias, and ending his reference

at :

"
They shall see who shall come to them," he con-

tinues, with a quotation from Isaiah, his own train of

reasoning. We give this passage to show the manner

has preserved the Greek of this passage (H. E., iii. 39), and

goes on to contradict the statement of Irenseus that Papias was a hearer

and contemporary of the Apostles. Eusebius states that Papias in his

preface by no means asserts that he ^vas.



328 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

in which Ironsens proceeds. He then continues with the

same subject, quoting (v. 34, 35) Isaiah, Ezekiel, Jeremiah,

Daniel, the Apocalypse, and sayings found in the New
Testament bearing upon the Millennium. In c. 35 he

argues that the prophecies he quotes of Isaiah, Jiremiah,

and the Apocalypse must not be allegorized away, but

that they literally describe the blessings to be enjoyed,

after the coming of Antichrist and the resurrection, in

the New Jerusalem on earth, and he quotes Isaiah vi. 12,

Ix. 5, 21, and a long passage from Baruch iv. 36, v. 9

(which he ascribes to Jeremiah), Isaiah xlix. 16, Gala-

tians iv. 26, Rev. xxi. 2, xx. 2 15, xxi. 1 6, all

descriptive, as he maintains, of the Millennial kingdom

prepared for the Saints; and then in v. 36, the last

chapter of his work on Heresies, as if resuming his pre-

vious argument, he proceeds:
1

1. "And that these

things shall ever remain without end Isaiah says :

' For

like as the new heaven and the new earth which I make

remain before me, saith the Lord, so shall your seed and

your name continue/
2 and as the Presbyters say, then

those who have been deemed worthy of living in heaven

shall go thither, and others shall enjoy the delights of

Paradise, and others shall possess the glory of the City ;

for everywhere the Saviour shall be seen as those who

see him shall be worthy. 2. But . . . there is this

distinction of dwelling (eti'at Se TTJV SicurroXr)!' Tavrrjv
3 of those bearing fruit the hundred fold,

1 "We have the following passage only in the old Latin version, with

fragments of the Greek preserved by Andrew of Csesarea in his Comment,

in Apoc., xviii., Lxiv., and elsewhere.

2 Isaiah Ixvi. 22, Sept.
3 Having just observed that a note in this place, in previous editions,

has been understood as an accusation against Lr. "Westcott of deliberate
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and of the (bearers) of the sixty fold, and of the (bearers

of) the thirty fold : of whom some indeed shall be taken

up into the heavens, some shall live in Paradise, and

some shall inhabit the City, and for this reason (Sta TOVTO

propter hoc) the Lord declared : In the (heavens) of

my Father are many mansions (e> rots TOV irarpos pov

JJLOVOL<;
elvat, iroXXct?).

1 For all things are of God, who

prepares for all a fitting habitation as his Word says, to

be allotted to all by the Father according as each is or

shall be worthy. And this is the couch upon which they

recline who are invited to banquet at the Wedding. The

Presbyters disciples of the Apostles state this to be the

order and arrangement of those who are saved, and that

by such stepi they advance,"
2 &c. &c.

falsification of the text of Irenceus, we at once withdraw it with unfeigned

rogret that the expressions used could boar an interpietation so far from

our intention. We desired simply to object to the insertion of "they

tiught" (on the Canon, p. 61, note 2) without some indication, in the

absence of the original text, that these words are merely supplementajy
and conjectural. The source of the indirect passage is of course matter

of argument, and wo make it so, but it seems to us that the introduction

of specific words like these, without explanation of any kind, conveys to

t ie general reader too positive a view of the case. We may perhaps bo

permitted to say that we fully recognize Dr. Westcott's sincere love of

truth, and feel the most genuine respect for his character.

1 With this may be compared John xiv. 2, ev rfj oiKia TOV narpos p.ov

fioval TJ-oXXm flaw. If the passage be maintained to be from the Presbyters,

the variations from the text of the Gospel are important.
2 .... (prjcrlv yap 'Heroins "*Oi/ rponov yap 6 ovpavos Kalvos Kal

17 yfj Kaivij, d

eyco TTotco, p.evti. evcoTTiof f'^toD, Xfyet Hvpios, OVTU> crrrjfffTai TO o~Trepp.a i<p.uiv Kal TO

ovop-a vp.a>v , . .

"
u>s ol TrptcrftvTfpoi Xeyovert, Tare Kal ol p,(i> KaT<ii<t>0tvTfs TTJS eV

ovpavw 8urrpifir)s eWtcre ^w^ijo'ovcrti', ol -8f TT/J TOV irapa8(i(rov Tpvfpijs ano\av-

o-ov<riv, ol 8e TTJV Xa/i7rpoTrjTa T>JS mt\as Kadt^ovcriv' iravra-^ov yap 6

opadfjtrtTai, naduts <"iwi to-ovrai ol opanrts avrov.

2. Eu/at S TTJV 8taa~ro\r)v T(ivrr\v TTJS oiKi]o~f<as T<av TO. (KaTov

POVI>T(JL>I>,
Kal TWV TU f^TjKovra, Kal TU>V TO. TpiaKovra' &>v ol p.ev tls TOVS ovpavovs

uva\ri<^>6!](Tovrai, ol 8f eV TU> TrapaSfiVw 8iaTpi\ls<aariv, ol 8( TIJV noXiv KOTOiKn-

(rnv(Tiv' Kal 8ta TOVTO dprjKtvni T<>v Kvptov, ev TOIS Tin' iraTpus p.ov fj.wtts rival

TroXXar
'
T(i TrdiTu yup TUV 0for, bs Tols navi Ti]i> Apftofawrait iitKrjo'ii' napt\<i.
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Now it is impossible for any one who attentively con-

siders the whole of this passage, and who makes himself

acquainted with the manner in which Irenseus conducts

his argument, and interweaves it with quotations, to

assert that the phrase we are considering must have been

taken from a book referred to three chapters earlier, and

was not introduced by Irenaeus from some other source.

In the passage from the commencement of the second

paragraph Irenaeus enlarges upon, and illustrates, what
"
the Presbyters say

"
regarding the blessedness of the

saints, by quoting the view held as to the distinction

between those bearing fruit thirty fold, sixty fold, and

one hundred fold,
1 and the interpretation given of the

saying regarding
"
many mansions," but the source of his

quotation is quite indefinite, and may simply be the

exegesis of his own day. That this is probably the ease

is shown by the continuation :

" And this is the Couch

upon which they recline who are invited to banquet at

the Wedding
"

an allusion to the marriage supper upon
which Irenseus had previously enlarged ;

2
immediately

after which phrase, introduced by IrenaBus himself, he

says :

" The Presbyters, the disciples of the apostles, state

this to be the order and arrangement of those who are

saved," &c. Now, if the preceding passages had been a

mere quotation from the Presbyters of Papias, such a

Quemadmodum Yerbum ejus ait, omnibus divisu.ni esse a Patre secun-

duin quod quis est dignus, aut erit. Et hoc est triclinium, in quo recum-

bent ii qui epulantur vocati ad nuptias. Hanc esse ad ordinationem et

dispositionem eoruin qui salvantur, dicunt presbyteri apostolorum

discipuli, et per hujusmodi gradua proficere, &c., &c. Irenceiu, Adv.

Haer., v. 36, 1, 2.

1 Matt. xiii. 8; Mark iv. 20; cf. Matt. xxv. 1429; Luke xix. 12

26 ; xiL 47, 48.

a Adv. Haer., iv. 36, 5, 6.
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remark would have been out of place and useless, but

being the exposition of the prevailing views, Irenseus

confirms it and prepares to wind up the whole subject

by the general statement that the Presbyters, the dis-

ciples of the Apostles, affirm this to be the order and

arrangement of those who are saved, and that by such

steps they advance and ascend through the Spirit to the

Son, and through the Son to the Father, &c., and a few

sentences after he closes his work.

In no case, however, can it be affirmed that the citation

of "
the Presbyters," and the

"
Presbyters, disciples of the

Apostles," is a reference to the work of Papias. When

quoting
"
the Presbyters who saw John the disciple of

the Lord," three chapters before, Irenseus distinctly

states that Papias testifies what he quotes in writing in

the fourth of his books, but there is nothing whatever

to indicate that
" the Presbyters," and "the Presbyters,

disciples of the Apostles," subsequently referred to,

after a complete change of context, have anything to

do with Papias. The references to Presbyters in this

work of Irenaeus are very numerous, and when we

remember the importance which the Bishop of Lyons
attached to

"
that tradition which comes from the

Apostles, which is preserved in the churches by a suc-

cession of Presbyters,"
l the reference before us assumes

a very different complexion. In one place, Irenaeus

quotes "the divine Presbyter" (6 #etos Trpeo-fivTr)?}, "the

God-loving Presbyter" (6 ^eo^tX-^s Trpecr/Surr??),
2 who

wrote verses against the heretic Marcus. Elsewhere

1 Adv. Hser., iii. 2, 2; of. i. 10, 1
; 27, 1, 2 ; ii. 22, 5; iii. praef.

3, 4
; 21, 3

; iv. 27, 1
; 32, 1

; v. 20, 2
; 30, 1.

2
/6., i. 15, 6.
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he supports his extraordinary statement that the public

career of Jesus, instead of being limited to a single

year, extended over a period of twenty years, and that

he was nearly fifty when he suffered,
1

by the appeal :

" As

the gospel and all the Presbyters testify, those of Asia,

who had met with John the disciple of the Lord (stating)

that these things were transmitted to them by John.

For he continued among them till the times of Trajan."
2

That these Presbyters are not quoted from the work of

Papias is evident from the fact that Eusebius, who had

his work, quotes the passage from Irenseus without

allusion to Papias, and as he adduces two witnesses only,

Ireuseus and Clement of Alexandria, to prove the asser-

tion regarding John, he would certainly have referred to

the earlier authority, had the work of Papias contained

the statement, as he does for the stories regarding the

daughters of the Apostle Philip ;
the miracle in favour

of Justus, and other matters.3 We need not refer to

Clement, nor to Polycarp, who had been "taught by

Apostles," and the latter of whom Irenseus knew in his

youth.
4 Ireuams in one place also gives a long account

of the teaching of some one upon the sins of David and

other men of old, wrhich he introduces : "As I have

1 Adv. Haer., ii. 22, 4, 6.

2 ... sicut Evangelium, u vavrfs ol irpffffivrfpoi papTvpoi'aiv, 01 KOTO

ITJK 'A<riav ^luMinri) r TOV m/pimi /laftpj n//i^*/3Xi;ic(5Te$, Trapaftt8coK(Vfu rafra

TOV *\VHJann\v. Uapifituff yap avTois ft'xp* T&* T/JOMWoi) xpowv. Adv.

Hser., ii. 22, 5. Gf. Eusebivu, H. E., iii. 2:3.
" Those of Asia" evi-

dently refers chiefly to Ephesus, as" is shown by the passage immediately
after quoted by Eusebius from Adv. Hser., iii. 3, 4,

" the Church in

Ephesus also . . . where John continued until the times of Trajan, is a

witness to the truth oi the apostolic tradition."

3
Euaebiut, H. E., iii. 39.

4 Adv. Hser., iii. 3, 3, 4. Fragment from his work De Ogdoade pre-

served by Eusebius, H. E., v. 20.
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heard from a certain Presbyter, who had heard it from

those who had seen the Apostles, and from those who

learnt from them,"
l &c. Further on, speaking evidently

of a different person, he says :

" In this manner also a

Presbyter disciple of the Apostles, reasoned regarding the

two Testaments :

" 2 and quotes fully. In another place

Irenseus, after quoting Gen. ii. 8,
" And God planted a

Paradise eastward in Eden," &c., states :

" Wherefore the

Presbyters who are disciples of the Apostles (oi Trpecr-

/3vTpoL, To>v ctTTocrToXaw fia/hfTOil), say that those who

were translated had been translated thither," there to

remain till the consummation of all things awaiting

immortality, and Irenseus explains that it was into this

Paradise that Paul was caught up (2 Cor. xii. 4).
3 It

seems highly probable that these "Presbyters the

disciples of the Apostles
" who are quoted on Paradise,

are the same "
Presbyters the disciples of the Apostles

"

referred to on the same subject (v. 36, 1,2) whom we

are discussing, but there is nothing whatever to connect

them with Papias. On the contrary, the Presbyters

whose sayings Irenaeus quotes from the work of Papias

are specially distinguished as
"
the Presbyters who saw

John the disciple of the Lord," a distinction made upon
another occasion, quoted above, in connection with

the age of Jesus.4 He also speaks of the Septuagint
translation of the Bible as the version of the

"
Presby-

1 Quemadmodum audivi a quodain presbytero, qui audierat ab his qiii

apostolos viderant, et ab his qui didicerant, &c. Adv. Heer., iv. 27, 1,

cf. 2 ; 30, 1. This has been variously conjectured to be a reference to

Polycarp, Papias, and Pothinus his predecessor at Lyons, but it is

admitted by all to be impossible to decide upon the point.
2
Hujusmodi quoque de duobus testamentis senior apostolorum discipu-

lus disputabat, &c. Adv. Ha>r., iv. 32, 1.

8
77>., v. 5, 1. *

/ft., ii. 22, 5.
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ters,"
l and on several occasions lie calls Luke " the

follower and disciple of the Apostles
"

(Sectator et

discipulus apostolorum)
2
,
and characterizes Mark as

"
the

interpreter and follower of Peter
"

(interpres et sectator

Petri)
3
,
and refers to both as having learnt from the

words of the Apostles.
4 Here is, therefore, a wide

choice of Presbyters, including even Evangelists, to

whom the reference of Irenaeus may with equal right

be ascribed,
5 so that it is unreasonable to claim it as an

allusion to the work of Papias.
6

Tischendorf, however,

does not connect the passage with much assurance with

Papias,
7 and Riggenbach fairly admits that the evidence

fails,
8 and few, if any, now think it worth while to

advance it. From no point can it be considered of any
value as testimony for the fourth Gospel.

9

1 Adv. Hser., iii. 21, 3, 4. 2
II., i. 23, 1 ; iii. 10, 1 ; 14, 1.

3
lb., iii. 10, 6. II., iii. 15, 3.

5 In the New Testament the term Presbyter is even used in reference

to Patriarchs and Prophets. Heb. xi. 2
; cf. Matt. xv. 2

; Mark vii. 3, 5.

6 With regard to the Presbyters quoted by Irenseus generally. Cf.

Mouth, Reliq. Sacrae, i. p. 47 ff.

7 We have disposed of his alternative that the quotation being by "the

Presbyters" was more ancient even than Papias, by showing that it may
be referred to Irenseus himself quoting probably from contemporaries,
and that there is no ground for attributing it to the Presbyters at all.

Most critics admit the uncertainty.
8 Die Zeugnisse f. d. Ev. Johannes, I860, p. 116.

9 Canon Westcott affirms : "In addition to the Gospels of St. Mat-

thew and St. Mark, Papias appears to have been acquainted with the

Gospel of St. John."
(

3
) lie says no more, and offers no evidence what-

ever for this assertion in the text. There are two notes, however, on the

same page, which we shall now quote, the second being that to which
(

3
)

above refers.
" 2 No conclusion can be drawn from Eusebius' silence as

to express testimonies of Papias to the Gospel of St. John, as we are igno-
rant of his special plan, and the title of his book shows that it was not

intended to include '
all the oracles of the Lord,' see p. 61, note 2." The

second note is :

" 3 There is also (! ?) an allusion to it in the quotation
from the ' Elders

' found in Irenseus (lib. v. ad. f.) which probably was
taken from Papias (fr. v. Routh et Nott.). The Latin passage containing
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Before passing on there is one other point to mention :

Andrew of Caesarea, in the preface to his Commentary
on the Apocalypse, mentions that Papias maintained
"
the credibility

"
(TO d^ioVicrroz/) of that book, or in

other words, its apostolic origin.
1 His strong Millenarian

opinions would naturally make such a composition stand

high in his esteem, if indeed it did not materially con-

tribute to the formation of his views, which is still more

probable. Apologists admit the genuineness of this

statement, nay, claim it as undoubted evidence of the

acquaintance, of Papias with the Apocalypse.
2 Canon

Westcott, for instance, says : "He maintained, more-

over,
'

the divine inspiration
'

of the Apocalypse, and

commented, at least, upon part of it."
3

Now, he must,

therefore, have recognized the book as the work of the

Apostle John, and we shall, hereafter, show that it is

impossible that the author of the Apocalypse is the

author of the Gospel ; therefore, in this way also, Papias

a reference to the Gospel which, is published as a fragment of 'Papias' by
Grabe and Routh (fr. xi.), is taken from the '

Dictionary
'

of a mediaeval

Papias quoted by Grabe upon the passage, and not from, the present

Papias. The '

Dictionary
'

exists in MS. both at Oxford and Cambridge. I

am indebted to the kindness of a friend for this explanation ofwhat seemed

to be a strange forgery." On the Canon, p. 65. The note 2, p. 61, referred

to in note 2 quoted above, says on this subject :

" The passage quoted by
Irenaeus from ' the Elders

'

may probably be taken as a specimen of his

style of interpretation" (!) and then follows a quotation : "as the Pres-

byters say :

" down "to many mansions." Dr. Westcott then continues:
" Indeed from the similar mode of introducing the story of the vine which

is afterwards referred to Papias, it is reasonable to conjecture that this

interpretation is one from Papias'
'

Exposition.'
" We have given the

whole of the passages to show how little evidence there is for the state-

ment which is made. The isolated assertion in the text, which is all

that most readers would see, is supported by no better testimony than

that in the preceding note inserted at the foot of an earlier page.
1
Andreas, Prolog, in Apocalypsin ; Routh, Rel. Sacrao, i. p. 15.

8
Liiclce, Einl. Oflenb. Job.., 1852, ii. p. 526; Ewald, Die Joh. Schriften,

ii. p. 371 f. ; Oucricke, Gesamrntgesch. N. T., p. 536 ; 2Ysc/<e??rfor/, Waun
wurdon, u. s. w., p. 116, &c., &c. 3 On the Canon, p. 65.
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is a witness against the Apostolic origin of the fourth

Gospel.

We must now turn to the Clementine Homilies,

although, as we have shown,
1 the uncertainty as to the

date of this spurious work, and the late period which

must undoubtedly be assigned to its composition, render

its evidence of very little value for the canonical Gospels.

The passages pointed out in the Homilies as indicating

acquaintance with the fourth Gospel were long advanced

with hesitation, and were generally felt to be inconclu-

sive, but on the discovery of the concluding portion of

the work and its publication by Dressel in 1853, it was

found to contain a passage which apologists now claim

as decisive evidence of the use of the Gospel, and which

even succeeded in converting some independent critics.'
2

Tischendorf 3 and Canon Westcott,
4 in the few lines

devoted to the Clementines, do not refer to the earlier

proof passages, but rely entirely upon that last dis-

covered. With a view, however, to making the whole

of the evidence clear, we shall give all of the supposed

allusions to the fourth Gospel, confronting them with

the text. The first is as follows :

HOM. in. 52.

Wherefore he, being the true

prophet, saitl :

I am the gate of life : he coming
in through me cotneth in unto life,

as there is no other teaching which

is able to save.

JOHN x. 9.

I urn the door (of the sheepfold),

if anyone enter through me he shall

be saved, and shall go in and shall

go out and shall find pasture.
1 Vol. ii. p. 1 ff.

2
Ililgenfeld, who had maintained that the Clementines did not use the

fourth Gospel, was induced by the passage to which we refer to admit its

use. Of. Die Evv. Justin's, p. 385 ff.
;

Die Evangelien, p. 346 f.
;
Der

Kanon, p. 29; Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1865, p. 338; TheoL Jahrb., 1854,

p. 534, anm. 1
;
Volkmar is inclined to the same opinion, although not

with the same decision. Theol. Jahrb., 1854, p. 448 ff.

s Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 90 f.
4 On the Canon, p. 252.
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HOM. in. 52. JOHN x. 9.

Aia TOVTO avros aX^Tjs
1 &>v TrpofprjTrjs

(\cyfv

Eyti> (lfj.i f) irvXtj TTJS farjs' 6 81 e/ioC 'Eyco efyu f) Qvpa' 81 f/iou edv ns

(KTfpXOfjifvos (KTfpxfTai (Is TTjv farjv
'

da'fXdj], creo^ijorrai, Kal etcreXeva'trai

toy OVK oijcnjs erepas TTJS <ra>ft.v 8vva- KOI e^eXevorrat KOI vop.r)v evpT)<Tfi'

p-fvrfs 8i8a<TKa\ias.

The first point which is apparent here is that there is a

total difference both in the language and real meaning
of these two passages. The Homily uses the word TrvXrj

instead of the 6vpa of the Gospel, and speaks of the

gate of life, instead of the door of the Sheepfold. We
have already

1
discussed the passage in the Pastor of

Hennas in which similar reference is made to the gate

(irv\rj) into the kingdom of God, and need not here

repeat our argument. In Matt. vii. 13, 14, we have

the direct description of the gate (77-^X17) which leads to

life (ets rr)v ^wrp), and we have elsewhere quoted the

Messianic Psalm cxviii. 19, 20 :

" This is the gate of the

Lord (avr-Y) 77 irvX-rj TOV Kiyn'ou),
2 the righteous shall enter

into it." In another place, the author of the Homilies,

referring to a passage parallel to, but differing from, Matt,

xxiii. 2, which we have elsewhere considered,
3 and which

is derived from a Gospel different from ours, says :

" Hear

them (Scribes and Pharisees who sit upon Moses' seat),

he said, as entrusted with the key of the kingdom which

is knowledge, which alone is able to open the gate of

life (77^X77 T77? 00775), through which alone is the entrance

to Eternal life."
4 Now in the very next chapter to that

in which the saying which we are discussing occurs, a

very few lines after it indeed, we have the following

passage :

" Indeed he said further :

'
I am he concern-

1
p. 257 f.

4 Horn. iii. 18.

VOL. II.

Ps. cxvii. 20, Sept, p. IS ff.
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ing whom Moses prophesied, saying :

c a prophet shall

the Lord our God wake up to you from among your

brethren like also unto me ; hear ye him regarding all

things, but whosoever will not hear that prophet he

shall die.'
" 1 There is no such saying in the canonical

Gospels or other books of the New Testament attri-

buted to Jesus, but a quotation from Deuteronomy
xviii. 15 f., materially different from this, occurs twice

in the Acts of the Apostles, once being put into the

mouth of Peter applied to Jesus,
2 and the second time

also applied to him, being quoted by Stephen.
3

It is

quite clear that the writer is quoting from uncanonical

sources, and here is another express declaration regard-

ing himself: "I am he," &c., which is quite in the

spirit of the preceding passage which we are discussing,

and probably derived from the same source. In another

place we find the following argument :

" But the way
is the manner of life, as also Moses says :

' Behold I

have set before thy face the way of life, and the way of

death' 4 and in agreement the teacher said :

' Enter ye

through the narrow and straitened way through whicli

ye shall enter into life ;

'

and in another place a certain

person inquiring :

' What shall I do to inherit eternal

life ?' he intimated the Commandments of the Law." 5

It has to be observed that the Homilies teach the doctrine

"ETI HTJV eXrytv' 'Eyco flp.i Trcpl ou Mwi'or^s irpo((pr)Tev(T(V flrratv
'

Hpo<pr]Ti]i>

v/xif Kvpios 6 debs r)p.a>v, (K TO>V a8e\(p5>v i>fi>v, axnrfp KOI e/ie, avrov

KOTO, iravra' os av be
ft.fi aKova"t] TOV irpofprjrov fKfivov, anoBaviiTai.

Jlom. iii. 53. This differs from the text of the Sept.
' Acts iii. 22. 3 Acts vii. 37.

* Deut. xxx. 15.

* 'Obos 8e
r)
TroXima fariv, rm Kal TOV M.miJ(rfjv X/yeiv 'iSou redfiKa Trpo

crov TTJV 686v rr)s <*>f)S, <a\ rr]v 68ov TOV Qavarov. Kai 6

elrrtv' Etcre'X^ere 8ia TTJS a~rfvr]S Ka\ TfdXififievrjs 6Sov, 81 rjs

trecrdt (Is TTJV a>r]V.
Kal dXXa^ou irov, fptarrjcravTos TWOS' Tt Troir)o~as

alaviov i&T)povofJLT](r(i> ',
Tag TOV vopov fVroXar vrreSei^ei/. Horn, xviii. 17.
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that the spirit in Jesus Christ had already appeared in

Adam, and by a species of transmigration passed through

Moses and the Patriarchs and prophets :

" which from the

beginning of the world, changing names as well as forms,

has traversed the present order of nature (TOV aiwva rpe^et)

until, attaining his own times, being anointed on account

of his labours by the mercy of God, he shall have rest for

ever." x Just in the same way, therefore, as the Homilies

represent Jesus as quoting a prophecy of Moses, and

altering it to a personal declaration :

"
I am the prophet,"

&c., so here again they make him adopt this saying of

Moses and,
"
being the true prophet," declare :

"
I am the

gate or the way of life," the same commandments of the

law which the Gospel of the Homilies represents Jesus

as coming to confirm and not to abolish. The whole

system of doctrine of the Clementines, as we shall pre-

sently see, indicated here even by the definition of
"
the

true prophet," is so fundamentally opposed to that of the

fourth Gospel that it is impossible that the author can

have derived this brief saying, varying moreover as it

does in language and sense, from that work. There is

good reason to believe that the author of the fourth

Gospel, who most undeniably derived materials from

earlier Evangelical works, may have drawn from a source

likewise used by the Gospel according to the Hebrews,

and thence many analogies might well be presented with

quotations from that or kindred Gospels.
2 We find,

further, this community of source in the fact, that in the

1 .... or air dp)^S alvvos dfia Tols ovopatn fi.op(pas aXXacf(fai> TOV aliwA

rptxtt, H*XPts <""e 8tj/ xpovmv rv^wv, 8ia rovs KapaTovf dtov tXtti \pur6t\s, tls

del TTJV dvdiravo-iv. Horn. iii. 20.

2
Neander, K. G., 1843, ii. p. G24 f,, antn. 1 ; Credner, Beitrage, i. p.

320; Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. a9 f.
; Das Ev. Johan,, p. 12.

z 2
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fourth Gospel, without actual quotation, there is a refer-

ence to Moses, and, no doubt, to the very passage

(Deut. xviii. 15), which the Gospel of the Clementines

puts into the mouth of Jesus, John v. 46 :

" For had ye

believed Moses ye would believe me, for he wrote of

me." Whilst the Ebionitic Gospel gave prominence to

this view of the case, the dogmatic system of the Logos

Gospel did not permit of more than mere reference to it.

There are abundant indications in this case that the

fourth Gospel was not the source of this saying, and

every probability that the Ebionitic author of the

Clementines made use of the Ebionitic Gospel.

The same remarks fully apply to the next passage

pointed out as derived from the Johannine Gospel, which

occurs in the same chapter :

"
My sheep hear my voice."

HOM. m. 52.

To fp.a irpoftara dxovfi TTJS

JOHN x. 27.

Ta irpoftara ra epa TTJS (fxavijs pov

There was no more common representation amongst the

Jews of the relation between God and his people than

that of Shepherd and his Sheep,
1 and the brief saying

was in all probability derived from the same source as

the preceding.
2

We have already discussed the third passage regarding

the new birth in connection with Justin,
3 and may there-

fore pass on to the last and most important passage, to

which we have referred as contained in the concluding

portion of the Homilies first published by Dressel in

1853. We subjoin it in contrast with the parallel in the

fourth Gospel,

1 Cf. Isaiah xl. 11
;

liii. 6
; Ezek. xxxiv. ; Zecli. xi.

;
Hebrews xiii. 20.

2 Credner, Beitiage, i. p. 326; Sclwlten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 60; Das

Evang. Johan., p. 12. 3
p. 312 f.
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HOM. xix. 22.

Wherefore also our Teacher when
we inquired regarding the man
blind from birth and whose sight

was restored by him, if this man
had sinned or his parents that he

should be born blind, answered :

Neither this man sinned at all nor

his parents, but that through him.

the power of God might be made
manifest who heals the sins of

ignorance.

"Odev Kal StSaovcaXos T)[J.>V irepl TOV

fK yfVfTijs Trrjpov Kal dva^X

irap' avrov ef-trdfav fptorrja-acriv, d
ovros fjpapTev fj

ol yoveis avrov, Iva

Tv<j)Xbs yevvT)6ij, drreKpivaTo- ovre ovros

TL rjfiapTfv, ovre ol yoveis avrov, d\\'

iva 6Y avrov (pavepvdf) rf Bvvafjus TOV

6fov rrjs dyvoias la>fj,evr) TCI (5/iapr^ara.

JOHN ix. 13.
And as he was passing by, he

saw a man blind from bh'th.

2. And his disciples asked him

saying: Eabbi, who sinned, this

man or his parents that he should

be born blind ?

3. Jesus answered, Neither this

man sinned, nor his parents, but

that the works of God might be

made manifest in him.

1. Kal Trapdyw flSev avdporrov

TV(p\bv fK ytvfTrjs. 2. Kal ripm

avrov ol [ladrjTal avrov

'Pa/3/3et, ris rjpapTfV, ovros t)
ol yovfis

avrov, Iva TV(p\bs yevfrjdf] ;
3. 'AiriKpidrj

'Ir)o-ovs Ovre OVTOS rjnapTev ovre ol

yoveis avrov, dXX' Iva (fravepadfi TO,

epya TOV deov ev avrai.

It is necessary that we should consider the context to

this passage in the Homily, which, we must affirm, bears

positive characteristics which render it impossible that it

can have been taken from the fourth Gospel, and lead to

the clear conclusion that, at the most, the Johannine

Gospel derived it from the same source as the Gospel of

the Clementines, if not from that Gospel itself. We
must mention that in the Clementines, the Apostle Peter

is represented as maintaining that the Scriptures are not

all true, but are mixed up with what is false, and that

on this account, and in order to inculcate the necessity

of distinguishing between the true and the false, Jesus

taught his disciples,
" Be ye approved money changers,"

*

an injunction not found in our Gospels.

One of the points which Peter denies is the fall of

Adam, a doctrine which, as Neander remarked,
" he must

1 Horn. iii. 50, cf. 9, 42 ff. ;
ii. 38. The author denies that Moses wrote

the Pentateuch, Horn. iii. 47 ff.
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combat as blasphemy."
1 At the part we are considering

he is discussing with Simon, under whose detested per-

sonality, as we have elsewhere shown, the Apostle Paul

is really attacked, and refuting the charges he brings

forward regarding the origin and continuance of eviL

The Apostle Peter in the course of the discussion asserts

that evil is the same as pain and death, but evil does not

exist eternally, and, indeed, does not really exist at all,

for pain and death are only accidents without permanent
force pain is merely the disturbance of harmony, and

death nothing but the separation of soul from body.
2

The passions also must be classed amongst the things

which are accidental, and are not always to exist ; but

these, although capable of abuse, are in reality beneficial

to the soul when properly restrained, and carry out the

will of God. The man who gives them unbridled course

ensures his own punishment.
3 Simon inquires why men

die prematurely and periodical diseases come, and also,

indeed, visitations of demons and of madness and other

afflictions, in reply to which Peter explains that parents

by following their own pleasure in all things and neglect-

1 Horn. iii. 20 ft, 42 ft, viii. 10.
" Die Lehre von einem Sundenfalle

des ersten Menschen musste der Yerfasser der Clementinen als Gottes-

lasterung bekampfen." Ntander, K. G., ii. p. 612 f. The Jews at that

period held a similar belief. Eitenmengtr, Entd. Judenthum, L p. 336.

Adam, according to the Homilies not only did not sin, but as a true prophet

possessed of the Spirit of God which afterwards was in Jesus, he was in-

capable of sin. SeMitmann, Die Clementinen, p. 130, p. 176 f., p. 178f.
; Horn. xix. 20.
3 Horn. xix. 21. According to the author of the Clementines, Eyfl is

the consequence of sin, and is on one hand necessary for the punishment
of sin, but on the other beneficial as leadingmen to improvement and up-
ward progress. Suffering is represented as wholesome, and intended for

the elevation of man. Cf. Horn., ii. 13 ; vii. 2 ; viiL 11. Death was ori-

ginally designed for man, and was not introduced by Adam's "
fall," but

is really necessary to nature, the HomiUst considers, Cf. ScUifmann,
Die Clementinen, p. 177, p. 168 f.



EXTEENAL EVIDENCE FOE THE FOUETH GOSPEL. 343

ing proper sanitary considerations, produce a multitude

of evils for their children, and this either through care-

lessness or ignorance.
1 And then follows the passage we

are discussing :

" Wherefore also our Teacher," &c., and

at the end of the quotation he continues :

" and truly

such afflictions ensue in consequence of ignorance," and

giving an instance,
2 he proceeds :

" Now the afflictions

which you before mentioned are the consequence of

ignorance, and certainly not ef wickedness, which has

been committed,"
3 &c. Now it is quite apparent that

the peculiar variation from the parallel in the fourth

Gospel in the latter part of the quotation is not acci-

dental, but is the point upon which the whole propriety

of the quotation depends. In the Gospel of the Clemen-

tines the man is not blind from his birth, "that the works

of God might be made manifest in him," a doctrine

which would be revolting to the author of the Homilies,

but the calamity has befallen him in consequence of some

error of ignorance on the part of his parents which brings

its punishment ; but "
the power of God "

is made

manifest in healing the sins of ignorance. The reply of

Jesus is a professed quotation, and it varies very sub-

stantially from the parallel in the Gospel, presenting

evidently a distinctly different version of the episode.

The substitution of Tnjpos for rv^Xo? in the opening

is also significant, more especially as Justin likewise in

his general remark, which we have discussed, uses the

same word. Assuming the passage in the fourth Gospel

to be the account of a historical episode, as apologists, of

1 Horn. xix. 22.

2 Km d\r)6>s dyvoias ahia TO. roiavra yiverai, 777-01
rw

/XT)
flStvat Trore Set

KOivaivflv ry yap-try, d Kadapa e d</>e'Spoti rvy^dvd. Hom. xix. 22.

3
n\fjv & irpoipr)Kas irddrj d dyvoias dariv, ov /xeVroi (K Trovr/pov d

Horn. xix. 2.2..
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course, maintain, the case stands thus : The author of

the Homilies introduces a narrative of a historical inci-

dent in the life of Jesus, which may have been, and

probably was, reported in many early gospels in language

which, though analogous to, is at the same time decidedly

different, in the part which is a professed quotation,

from that of the fourth Gospel, and presents another and

natural comment upon the central event. The reference

to the historical incident is, of course, no evidence what-

ever of dependence on the fourth Gospel, which, although

it may be the only accidentally surviving work which

contains the narrative, had no prescriptive and exclusive

property in it, and so far from the partial agreement in

the narrative proving the necessary use of the fourth

Gospel, the only remarkable point is, that all narratives

of the same event and reports of words actually spoken

do not more perfectly agree, while, on the other hand,

the very decided variation in the reply of Jesus, accord-

ing to the Homily, from that given in the fourth Gospel

leads to the distinct presumption that it is not the source

of the quotation. It is perfectly preposterous to assert

that a reference to an actual occurrence, without the

slightest indication by the author of the source from

which he derived his information, must be dependent on

one particular work, more especially when the part which

is given as distinct quotation substantially differs from

the record in that work. We have already illustrated

this on several occasions, and may once more offer an

instance. If the first Synoptic had unfortunately

perished, like so many other gospels of the early Church,

and in the Clementines we met with the quotation :

" Blessed are the poor in spirit, for theirs is the kingdom
of heaven

"
(Ma/ca/3tot oi TTTOJ^OI ra> Tn/eu/Aart, ort avruv
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ecrrlv
17 /3acrtXeta TMV ovpa.vo>v), apologists would certainly

assert, upon the very principle upon which they act in

the present case, that this quotation was clear evidence

of the use of Luke vi. 20 :

"
Blessed are ye poor, for

yours is the kingdom of God" (Mct/ca/aioi ot TTTOJ^OI,

OTL vfjLtTepa icrrlv
17 ySacrtXeta TOV Oeov), more especially

as a few codices actually insert TW TTV.V^CLTI, the slight

variations being merely ascribed to free quotation from

memory. In point of fact, however, the third Synoptic

might not at the time have been in existence, and the quo-

tation might have been derived, as it is, from Matt. v. 3.

Nothing is more certain and undeniable than the fact

that the author of the fourth Gospel made use of mate-

rials derived from oral tradition and earlier records for

its composition.
1

It is equally undeniable that other

gospels, such as the Gospel according to the Hebrews

and our Synoptics, had access to the same materials, and

made use of them ; and a comparison of our first three

Gospels renders very evident the community of materials,

including the use of the one by the other, as well as the

diversity of literary handling to which those materials

were subjected. It is impossible with reason to deny that

the Gospel according to the Hebrews, for instance, as

well as other earlier evangelical works now lost, drew

from the same sources as the fourth Gospel, and that

narratives derived from the one may, therefore, present

analogies with the other whilst still perfectly inde-

pendent.
2 Such evidence as that which apologists

attempt to deduce from the Clementine Homilies totally

> Ewald, Jahrb. bibl. Wiss.,'1849, p. 196 ff., 1851, p. 164, p. 166, anm.

2 ;
Die Job. Schriften., 1861, i. p. 24 f.

; Sleek, Beitrage, 1846, p. 268 f. ;

Einl. N. T., p. 308 f.
; Hilyenfeld, Die Evangelien, p. 325 ff. ;

De Wette,

Einl. N. T., p. 209 f.

2 Neander. K. G., ii. p. 624 f., anm. 1.
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fails to prove even the existence of the fourth Gospel,

and were it fifty times more powerful, it could do nothing

towards establishing its historical character and apostolic

origin.

Leaving, however, these few and feeble analogies by
which apologists vainly seek to establish the existence of

the fourth Gospel and its use by the author of the

pseudo-Clementine Homilies, and considering the ques-

tion for a moment from a wider point of view, the

results already attained are more than confirmed. The

doctrines held and strongly enunciated in the Clementines

seem to us to render it impossible that the author can

have made use of a work so fundamentally at variance

with all his views as the fourth Gospel, and it is abso-

lutely certain that, holding those opinions, he could not

in any case have regarded such a Gospel as an apostolic

and authoritative document. Space will not permit our

entering adequately into this argument, and we must

refer our readers to works more immediately devoted to

the examination of the Homilies for a close analysis of

their dogmatic teaching,
1 but we may in the briefest

manner point out some of their more prominent doctrines

in contrast with those of the Johannine Gospel.

One of the leading and most characteristic ideas of

the Clementine Homilies is the essential identity of

Judaism and Christianity. Christ revealed nothing new

1
Schliemann, Die Clementinen, 1844, p. 130229 ; Uhlhorn, Die

Homilien und Eecogn., 1854, p. 153 230; Credner, Winer's Zeitschr.

wiss. Theol., 1829, i. h. 2, p. 237 ff.
; Dorner, Entw. Gesch. der Lehre

V. d. Person Christi, i. p. 324 ff. ; Baur, Gesch. chr. Earche, i. p. 85 ff.,

p. 218 ff.; Chr. Gnbsis, p. 300 ff. ; Tub. Zeitschr., 1831, iv. p. 114 ff.,

p. 174 ff., 1836, iii. p. 123 ff., p. 182 ff. ; Neander, K. G., ii. p. 610 ff.,

Genet. Enfrw. d. Gnost. Systeme, Beilage, p. 361 ff; Schwegler, Das

nachap. Zeit., i. p. 363 ff. ; Der Montanismus, 1841, p. 145 ff.
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with regard to God, but promulgated the very same

truth concerning him as Adam, Moses, and the Pa-

triarchs, and in fact the right belief is that Moses

and Jesus were essentially one and the same. 1 Indeed

it may be said that the teaching of the Homilies is more

Jewish than Christian. 2 In the preliminary Epistle

of the Apostle Peter to the Apostle James, when send-

ing the book, Peter entreats that James will not give

it to any of the Gentiles,
3 and James says :

"
Strictly

and rightly our Peter reminded us, regarding the estab-

lishment of the truth, that we should not communicate

the books of his preachings sent to us to any one

at random, but to him who is good and pious and

desires to teach, and who is circumcised,
11

being faithful/'
5

&c. Clement also is represented as describing his con-

version to Christianity in the following terms :

" For

this cause I fled for refuge to the Holy God and Law of

the Jews, with faith in the certain conclusion that the

Law was established out of the righteous judgment of

God, and that every soul must hereafter receive according

to its deserts."
6 Peter recommends the inhabitants of

Tyre to follow what are really Jewish rites, and to hear

1 Horn. xvii. 4
; xviii. 14

; viii. 6; Schliemann, Die Clem., p. 215 ff. ;

Dorner, Lehre Pers. Christi, i. p. 325, p. 343 ff. ; Schweyler, Das nachap.

Zeit., i. p. 365 ff., p. 379 ff. ; Baur, K G., i. p. 85 ff. ; Vhlhorn, Die

Homilien, p. 212; Neander, K. G., ii. p. 611 ff., p. 621 ff.

2
Dorner, Lehre Pers. Christ:, i. p. 325

; Scliweyhr, Das nachap. Zeit.,

i. p. 365.

3
Ep. Petri ad Jacob. 1. 4 Of. Galatians, ii. 7.

4 '

ArayKcuW KOI Trpfir6vra>s irtpi TTJS aXrjdfias d(T<pdkif<rOai 6 f/p-erfpos {nrtfjiinja-f

IlfTpos, oTTats Tas r!av avTov Krjpvyp.aTa>v 8uvrrep.(p6(i<ras fiy-lv (3il3\ovs p.T)8(vl

p.fTa8<a<Ta>iJi.fv o>s fTv%(v, fj dyaffa nvi Kal i>Xa$eZ, T< KOI 8i8d<TKfiv aipou/xtVw

(fj.TT(ptTofj.<a
re OVTI Trtoroi), K.T.X- Contestatio, 1.

6 Am TOVTO fya> T<5
n-yt'w ra>v 'lovSai'wi/ 6(u> KM vo/xw Trpoa-ffpijyov, dTroStS&Ktas

TT)V Triariv d<r(pahfl TTJ tcpicrft, on tK rfjs rov dtov 8iKaias *cpi<rea>f KOI vufios

topiorat, KOI
f) tyvx*l irdvrvs TO KUT di-iav 2>i/ iirpa^sv O7rou8ij7ror diro\apiftdv(i.

Iloin. iv.
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"
as the God-fearing Jews have heard." l The Jew has

the same truth as the Christian :

" For as there is one

teaching by both (Moses and Jesus), God accepts him

who believes either of these."
2 The Law was in fact

given by Adam as a true prophet knowing all things,

and it is called "Eternal," and neither to be abro-

gated by enemies nor falsified by the impious.
3 The

author, therefore, protests against the idea that Chis-

tianity is any new thing, and insists that Jesus came to

confirm, not abrogate, the Mosaic Law.4 On the other

hand the author of the fourth Gospel represents

Christianity in strong contrast and antagonism to

Judaism. 5 In his antithetical system, the religion of

Jesus is opposed to Judaism as well as all other belief, as

Light to Darkness and Life to Death.6 The Law which

Moses gave is treated as merely national, and neither of

general application nor intended to be permanent, being

only addressed to the Jews. It is perpetually referred to

as the "Law of the Jews," "your Law," and the

Jewish festivals as Feasts of the Jews, and Jesus neither

1 ws ot 6fov creftovres TJK.OVO-O.V 'lovdaioi. Horn. vii. 4
; cf. ii. 19, 20 ;

xiii. 4 ; Schliemann, Die Clementinen, p. 221 f. ; Schiveyler, Das nachap.

Zeit., i. p. 368 ff.

2 Mias yap Bi dp.(f)oTfp<i)v 8i8acrKa\ias ovarjs rbv TOVTCOV nvl ITfiricrrevKOTO. 6

6eb$ diroBtxtrai. Horn. viii. 6, cf. 7; Uklhorn, Die Homilien, p. 212;

Schivegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 366 f. ; ScMiemann, Die Clementinen,

p. 221 f.

3 Horn. viii. 10.

4 Horn. iii. 51 ; Dorner, Lehre Pers. Christi, i. p. 325
; Scliweyler, Das

nachap. Zeit., i. p. 366.

5
Kostlin, Lehrbegriff des Ev. u. Br. Johannes, 1843, p. 40 ff., p. 48 ff.;

Hilgenfeld, Die Evangelien, p. 330 ff.
;
Das Evang. u. d. Br. Joh., p.

188 ff.; Bavr, Untere. kan. Evv., p. 311 ff., p. 327; SchwegJer, Das

nachap. Zeit., ii. p. 292 f., p. 359 ff.
; Westcott, On the Canon, p. 276,

note 1.

6 John xii. 46; i. 4, 5, 7 ff. ;
iii. 1921 ; v. 24; viii. 12 ; ix. 5; xii.

35 ff. ; xiv. 6 ; Kostlin, Lehrb. Ev. Joh., p. 40 f. ; Hilgenfeld, Die Evan-

gelien, p. 330 f.
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held the one in any consideration nor did he scruple to

shew his indifference to the other.
1 The very name of

"the Jews" indeed is used as an equivalent for the

enemies of Christ.
2 The religion of Jesus is not only

absolute, but it communicates knowledge of the Father

which the Jews did not previously possess.
3 The infe-

riority of Mosaism is everywhere represented :

" and out

of his fulness all we received, and grace for grace.

Because the Law was given through Moses ; grace and

truth came through Jesus Christ."
4

"Verily verily I

say unto you : Moses did not give you the bread from

heaven, but my Father giveth you the true bread from

heaven." 5 The fundamental difference of Christianity

from Judaism will further appear as we proceed.

The most essential principle of the Clementines, again, is

Monotheism, the absolute oneness of God, which the

author vehemently maintains as well against the ascrip-

tion of divinity to Christ as against heathen Polytheism

and the Gnostic theory of the Demiurge as distinguished

from the Supreme God.6 Christ not only is not God,

but he never asserted himself to be so.
7 He knows

1 John ii. 13; iv. 20 ff; v. 1, 16, 18; vi. 4 ; vii. 2, 19, 22; viii. 17;

ix. 16, 28, 29; x. 34
; xv. 25, &c. Hilgenfeld, Die Evangelien, p. 330 ff.

Schiveyler, Das nachap. Zeit., ii. p. 364 f.
; Baur, Theol. Jahrb., 1844, 4,

p. 624.
2 John vi. 42, 52, &c., &c. Fischer, Tub. Zeitschr., 1840, h. 2, p. 96 f.

;

Baur, Unters. kan. Ew., p. 163, p. 317 f. ; Hilyenfdd, Die Evang. Job.,

p. 193 f.
; Schiveyler, Das nacbap. Zeit., ii. p. 360 f.

3 John i. 18; viii. 19, 31 ff., 54, 55
; xv. 21 f. ; xvii. 25, 26.

* John i. 16, 17 ; cf. x. 1, 8. 6 John vi. 32 ff.

8 Horn. xvi. 15 ff.
;

ii. 12; iii. 57, 59; x. 19; xiii. 4; Schliemann, Die

Olementinon, p. 130, p. 134 ff. ; 144 f., 200 ; Darner, Lehre Pers. Cbristi,

i. p. 296 ff., p. 325 f., p. 343 ff. ; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 367,

p. 376 f. ; cf. ii. p. 270 ff. ; Der Montanismus, p. 148 ff. ; Baur, Gnosis,

p. 380 ff. ; Uhlhorn, Die Horn. u. Eecogn,, p. 167 ff. ; Hilyenfdd, Das Ev,

Johan, p. 286 f.

1 Horn. xvi. 15 f.
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nothing of the doctrine of the Logos, but his speculation

is confined to the 2o<ux, the Wisdom of Proverbs viii.,

&c., and is, as we shall see, at the same time a less deve-

loped and very different doctrine from that of the fourth

Gospel.
1 The idea of a hypostatic Trinity is quite

unknown to him, and would have been utterly abhorrent

to his mind as sheer Polytheism. On the other hand,

the fourth Gospel proclaims the doctrine of a hypostatic

Trinity in a more advanced form than any other writing

of the New Testament. It is, indeed, the fundamental

principle of the work,
2
as the doctrine of the Logos is its

most characteristic feature. In the beginning the Word

not only was with God, but " God was the Word" (0eos

fy 6 Aoyos).
3 He is the

"
only begotten God" (/xoz/o-

ye^s 0eos),
4
equivalent to the

" Second God" (Sevrepos

#609) of Philo, and, throughout, his absolutely divine

nature is asserted both by the Evangelist, and in express

terms in the discourses of Jesus.5
Nothing could be

more opposed to the principles of the Clementines.

According to the Homilies, the same Spirit, the Soviet,

appeared in Adam, Enoch, Noah, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob,

Moses, and finally in Jesus, who are the only
"
true pro-

phets
"
and are called the seven Pillars (eTrro, crruAoi) of

1 Darner, Lehre Pers. Christi, i. p. 334; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit.,

ii. p. 294 f.

2 KostUn, Lehrbegriff, p. 56 f., 83 ff. ; Reuss, Hist, de la Theol. Chre-

tienne au siecle apost., 1864, ii. p. 435 ff. ; Hilgenfeld, Das Ev. Job.,

p. 113 S.
; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., ii. p. 369 ff.

3 Johni. 1.

4 John i. 18. This is the reading of the Cod. Sinaiticus, of the Cod.

Yaticanus, and Cod. C., as well as of other ancient MSS., and it must be

accepted as the best authenticated.

John i. 2; v. 17 ff. ; x. 30 ff., 38 ; xiv. 7 f., 23 ; xyii, 5, 21 f., &c. ;

Kostlin, Lehrbegriff, p. 45 f., 55, 89 ff. ; Ewald, Die Joh. Schriften, i.

p. 116 ff. ; Hilgenfeld, Das Ev. Job., p. 84 ff. ; Baur, Unters. kan. Evv.,

p, 312 ff. ; Rmss, Hist. Theol. Chre>., ii. p. 435.
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the world. 1 These seven 3
persons, therefore, are identi-

cal, the same true Prophet and Spirit
" which from the

beginning of the world, changing names as well as forms,

has traversed the present order of nature" 3
.and these men

were thus essentially the same as Jesus. 4 As Neander

rightly observes, the author of the Homilies "saw in

Jesus a new appearance of that Adam whom he had

ever venerated as the source of all the true and divine

in man." 5 We need scarcely point out how different

these views are from the Logos doctrine of the fourth

Gospel.
6 In other points there is an equally wide gulf

between the Clementines and the fourth Gospel. Accord-

ing to the author of the Homilies, the chief dogma of

true Religion is Monotheism. Belief in Christ, in the

specific Johannine sense, is nowhere inculcated, and where

belief is spoken of, it is merely belief in God. No dog-

matic importance whatever is attached to faith in Christ

or to his sufferings, death, and resurrection, and of the

1 Horn, iih 20 f. ; ii. 15
; viii. 10

; xvii. 4 ; xviii. 14.

3 Credner considers that only Adam, Moses, and Christ are recognized

as identical (W. Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1829, 1 h. 2, p. 247 ff.), and so

also UMhorn (Die Homilien, p. 164 ff.) ; Gfrorer thinks the idea limited

to Adam and Christ (Jahrh. des Heils, i. p. 337). The other authorities

referred to below in note 4 hold to the seven.
3 Horn. iii. 0.

4
Schliemann, Die Clementinen, pp. 130, 141 ff., 176, 194 ff., 199 f. ;

Dorner, Lehre Pers. Christi, i. pp. 332, 335 ff.
; Neander, K. G., ii. pp.

612 ff., 621 ; Genet. Entw. Gnost. Syst., p. 380; as also, with the sole

difference as to number, the authorities quoted in note 2.

6 K. G., ii. p. 622 ; cf. Horn. iii. 18 ff.

6 It is very uncertain by what means the author of the Homilies con-

sidered this periodical reappearance to be effected, whether by a kind of

transmigration or otherwise. Critics consider it very doubtful whether

he admitted the supernatural birth of Jesus (though some hold it to be

probable), but at any rate he docs not explain the matter. UJilhvrn, Dio

Homilien, p. 209 f. ; Neander, K. G., ii. p. 618, anm. 1 ; Credner thought

that he did not admit it, 1. c. p. 253
; Schliemann, whilst thinking that he

did admit it, considers that in that case he equally attributed a super-

natural birth to the other seven prophets. Die Clementinen, p. 207 ff.
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doctrines of Atonement and Kedemption there is nothing

in the Homilies,
1

every one must make his own recon-

ciliation with God, and bear the punishment of his own

sins. On the other hand, the representation of Jesus

as the Lamb of God taking away the sins of the world,
3

is the very basis of the fourth Gospel. The passages are

innumerable in which belief in Jesus is insisted upon as

essential.
" He that believeth in the Son hath eternal

life, but he that believeth not the Son shall not see life,

but the wrath of God abideth on him" 4 .... "for if

ye believe not that I am he, ye shall die in your sins."
5

In fact, the whole of Christianity according to the author

of the fourth Gospel is concentrated in the possession

of faith in Christ.
6 Belief in God alone is never held to

be sufficient ;
belief in Christ is necessary for salvation ;

he died for the sins of the world, and is the object of

faith, by which alone forgiveness and justification before

God can be secured. 7 The same discrepancy is apparent

in smaller details. In the Clementines the Apostle Peter

is the principal actor, and is represented as the chief

amongst the Apostles. In the Epistle of Clement to

James, which precedes the Homilies, Peter is described

in the following terms :

"
Simon, who, on account of the

true faith and of the most immoveable establishment of

1 Schliemann, ib., p. 217 ff. ; Uhlhorn, ib., p. 211 f.; Dorner, Lehre

Pers. Chr., i. p. 338 f. ; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 367 f.

2 Horn. iii. 6 f. ; Uhlhorn, ib., p. 212.

8 John i. 29; cf. iii. 14 ff., iv. 42, &c., &c.

* John iii. 36; cf. 16 f.
5

Ib., viii. 24.

e Ib., iii. 14 ff.
; v. 24 ff.

; vi. 29, 35 ff., 40, 47, 65 ; yii. 38 ; viii. 24,

51 ;
ix. 35 ff. ; x. 9, 28; xi. 25 ff. ; xii. 47 ; xiv. 6 ; xv. 5 f. ; xvi. 9;

xvii. 2 ff. ;
xx. 31.

7 Kostliii, Lehrbegriff, pp. 57, 178 ff. ; ficuss, Hist. Theol. Chret., ii.

pp. 427 f., 491 ff., 508 ff. ; Baur, Unters. kan. Evv., p. 312
; Hil(jmfddt

Das Ev. Joh,, pp. 256 ff., 285 ff.
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his doctrine, was appointed to be the foundation of the

Church, and for this reason his name was by the truthful

voice of Jesus himself changed to Peter, the first-fruit of

our Lord : the first of the Apostles to whom first the

Father revealed the Son ; whom the Christ as worthy of

praise blessed ; the called and elect and companion at

table and in journeying (of Jesus) ; the admirable and

approved disciple, who as fittest of all was commanded

to enlighten the darker path of the world, and was able

rightly to do so," &C.1 He is here represented as the

Apostle to the Heathen, the hated Apostle Paul being

robbed of that honourable title, and he is, in the spirit of

this introduction, made to play, throughout, the first part

amongst the Apostles.
2 In the fourth Gospel, however,

he is assigned quite a secondary place to John,
3 who is

the disciple whom Jesus loved and who leans on his

bosom.4 We shall only mention one other point. The

Homilist, when attacking the Apostle Paul, under the

name of Simon the Magician, for his boast that he had not

been taught by man, but by a revelation of Jesus Christ,
5

whom he had only seen in a vision, inquires :

"
Why,

then, did the Teacher remain and discourse a whole year

1

Si/iMf, 6 8ia TI]V a\rj6ri Tricmv /cat TTJV dcr^aXforarTji' avrov rfjs 8i8ao~KaXias

inr6df(riv TTJS 'EK/cX^tr/as 6efj.e\ios avai opio~6f\s KOI 81 avro rovro vir' avrov TOV

'lr)<rov d^fvbfl <rr6p.ari p.fTovop.a<rdf\s TLtrpoy 17 airap^r) TOV Kvplov rjp.5>v 6 root

arrooToXcoi' rrpStros, a> TrpcoTw 6 Harrjp TOV Yibv cmtKaXvfyfv ov 6 Xpioros evXoywt

(paKapicrfv 6 K\T}TOS KOI e/cXfWos cal <rvv(<rrios /cat <rvvo8oiiropos
' 6 /caXoy Ka\

8oKip.os p.adr]TT)S' o rrjs 8v<r(a>s TO (TKOTfivortpov TOV KOO-/J.OV fifpos a>s Travrav

iKava>Tpos ^)coTi'crai /ceXeucr^eij KOI KaTopdSxrai 8vvr)6(is, K.T.\. Ep. Clem, ad

Jacobum, 1.

2
Baur, K. G., i. p. 104 ff.

3 Baur, Theol. Jahrb., 1844, 4, p. 627 ff. ; Unters. Kan. Ew., p. 320 ff. ;

Hilgenfeld, Die Evangelien, p. 335 ; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., ii.

p. 355 ff.

4 Cf. John xiii. 2325 ; xix. 26 f. ; xx. 2 f.
;
xxi. 3 ff., 7, 20 ff.

5 Gal. i. 12 f.
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to those who were awake, if you become his Apostle after

a single hour of instruction ?
" l As Neander aptly

remarks :

" But if the author had known from the

Johannine Gospel that the teaching of Christ had con-

tinued for several years, he would certainly have had

particularly good reason instead of one year to set

several.'"
2 It is obvious that an author with so vehement

an animosity against Paul would assuredly have strength-

ened his argument, by adopting the more favourable

statement of the fourth Gospel as to the duration of the

ministry of Jesus, had he been acquainted with that

work.

We have only mentioned in the briefest manner a few

of the discrepancies between the Clementines and the

fourth Gospel, but those to which we have called atten-

tion suffice to show that it is impossible that an author

exhibiting such fundamental differences of religious

belief can have known the fourth Gospel, or considered

it a work of Apostolic origin or authority.

Our attention must now be turned to the anonymous

composition, known as the "
Epistle to Diognetus,"

general particulars regarding which we have elsewhere

given.
3 This epistle, it is admitted, does not contain

any quotation from any evangelical work, but on the

strength of some supposed references it is claimed by

apologists as evidence for the existence of the fourth

Gospel. Tischendorf, who only devotes a dozen lines to

this work, states his case as follows :

"
Although this

short apologetic epistle does not contain anywhere any

precise quotation from a gospel, yet it contains repeated

references to evangelical, and particularly to Johannine,

1
Horn., xvii. 19. 2 K G., ii. p. 624, anm. 1.

3 Vol. ii. p. 37 ff.
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passages. For when the author writes, eh. 6 :

'

Christians

dwell in the world, but they are not of the world ;' and

in ch. 10:' For God has loved men, for whose sakes he

made the world .... to whom he sent his only be-

gotten Son/ the reference to John xvii. 11 ('But they

are in the world
') ; 14

('
The world hateth them, for

they are not of the world') ; 16
(' They are not of the

world as I am not of the world
') ;

and to John iii. 1 6

('
God so loved the world that he gave his only begotten

Son
'),

is hardly to be mistaken." l

Dr. Westcott still more emphatically claims the epistle

as evidence for the fourth Gospel, and we shall, in order

impartially to consider the question, likewise quote his

remarks in full upon the point, but as he introduces his

own paraphrase of the context in a manner which does

not properly convey to a reader who has not the epistle

before him the nature of the context, we shall take the

liberty of putting the actual quotations in italics, and

the rest must be taken as purely the language of Canon

Westcott. We shall hereafter show also the exact separa-

tion which exists between phrases which are here, with

the mere indication of some omission, brought together

to form the supposed references to the fourth Gospel.

Canon Westcott says :

" In one respect the two parts of

the book are united,
2 inasmuch as they both exhibit a

combination of the teaching of St. Paul and St. John.

The love of God, it is said in the letter to Diognetus, is

the source of love in the Christian, who must needs

1 Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 40. We may mention that neither

Tischendorf nor Dr. Westcott gives the Greek of any of the passages

pointed out in the Epistle, nor do they give the original text of the

parallels in the Gospel.
2 This is a reference to the admitted fact that the first ten chapters are

by a different author from the writer of the last two.

A A 2
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'

love God who thusfirst loved him' (Trpoay0,7717cra^Ta), and

find an expression for this love by loving his neighbour,

whereby he will be ' an imitator of God! ' For God

loved men, for whose sakes He made the world, to whom

He subjected all things that are in the earth .... unto

ivhom (77/305) He sent His only begotten Son, to whom
He promised the kingdom in heaven (TT)V eV ovpoW

/SacnXeiW), and will give it to those who love Him.'

God's will is mercy ;

' He sent His Son as wishing to

save (a9 CTW^OJV) .... and not to condemn? and as

witnesses of this,
'

Christians dwell in the world, though

they are not of the world! l At the close of the para-

graph he proceeds :

" The presence of the teaching of

St. John is here placed beyond all doubt. There are,

however, no direct references to the Gospels throughout

the letter, nor indeed any allusions to our Lord's dis-

courses." 2

It is clear that as there is no direct reference to any

Gospel in the Epistle to Diognetus, even if it were

ascertained to be a composition dating from the middle

of the second century, which it is not, and even if the

indirect allusions were ten times more probable than

1 On the Canon, p. 77. Dr. Westcott continues, referring to the later

and more recent part of the Epistle :

" So in the conclusion we read that
' the Word who was from the beginning ... at His appearance speaking

boldly manifested the mysteries of the Father to those who were judged
faithful by Him.' And these again to whom the Word speaks

' from love

of that which is revealed to them,' share their knowledge with others."

It is not necessary to discuss this, both because of the late date of the

two chapters, and because there is certainly no reference at all to the

Gospel in the words. We must, however, add, that as the quotation is

given it conveys quite a false impression of the text. We may just

mention that the phrase which Dr. Westcott quotes as :

" the Word who

was from the beginning," is in the text :
" This is he who was from the

beginning" (ovros 6 an apx^s) although "the Word" is in the context,

and no doubt intended.
!

Ib., p. 78.
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they are, this anonymous work could do nothing towards

establishing the apostolic origin and historical character

of the fourth Gospel.

We shall, however, for those who may be interested in more

minutely discussing the point, at once proceed to examine

whether the composition even indicates the existence of the

Gospel, and for this purpose we shall take each of the passages
in question and place them with their context before the reader ;

and we only regret that the examination of a document which,

neither from its date nor evidence can be of any real weight,

should detain us so long. The first passage is :

" Christians dwell

in the world but are not of the world" (xpia-riavoi ev KOO-/XW

oiKovffiv, OVK. eiVi Se e* TOV KoV/ixou). Dr. Westcott, who reverses

the order of all the passages indicated, introduces this sentence

(which occurs in chapter vi.) as the consequence of a passage

following it in chapter vii. by the words "and as witnesses of this:

Christians," &c. . . . The first parallel which is pointed out in

the Gospel reads, John xvii. 11 :

" Arid I am no more in the

world, and these are in the world (KCU OVTOL ev T&> KOO-JUU cla-Cv),

and I come to thee, Holy Father keep them," &c. Now it must be

evident that in mere direct point of language and sense there is

no parallel here at all. In the Gospel the disciples are referred

to as being left behind in the world by Jesus who goes to the

Father, whilst in the Epistle the object is the antithesis that

while Christians dwell in the world they are not of the world.

In the second parallel, which is supposed to complete the analogy,
the Gospel reads : v. 14,

"
I have given them thy word : and

the world hated them because they are not of the world, (KOI 6

Koo-fAos fj.i(rr)a-ev avrovs, ort OVK flcrlv e/c TOV Kooyiou) even as I am
not of the world." Here, again, the parallel words are merely
introduced as a reason why the world hated them, and not

antithetically, and from this very connection we shall see that

the resemblance between the Epistle and the Gospel is merely

superficial and accidental.

In order to form a correct judgment regarding the nature of

the passage in the Epistle, we must carefully examine the context.

In chapter v. the author is speaking of the manners of Christians,

and he says that they are not distinguished from others either
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by country or language or by their customs, for they have

neither cities nor speech of their own, nor do they lead a

singular life. They dwell in their native countries, but only as

sojourn ers (irapoiKoC), and the writer proceeds by a long sequence
of antithetical sentences to depict their habits.

"
Every foreign

land is as their native country, yet the land of their birth is a

foreign land "
(jracra ^evt], warpis eoru> avrStv' /cat Trao-a -jrarpt?,

,'rj),
and so on. Now this epistle is in great part a mere

plagiarism of the Pauline and other canonical epistles, whilst

professing to describe the actual life of Christians, and the fifth

and sixth chapters, particularly, are based upon the epistles of

Paul and notably the 2d Epistle to the Corinthians, from which

even the antithetical style is derived. We may give a specimen
of this in referring to the context of the passage before us, and

it is important that we should do so. After a few sentences

like the above the fifth chapter continues :

"
They are in the

flesh, but do not live according to the flesh. They continue on

earth, but are citizens of heaven "
(em yijs bLarpijBovcnv dAA' ej>

ovpavv

1 The whole passage in the Epistle recalls many passages in the works

of Philo, with which the writer was evidently well acquainted. One

occurs to us. Speaking of Laban and his family, that "
they dwelt as in

their native country, not as in a foreign laud "
(w? ev irarpi8i, oi>x ? eiri

i-fvrjs TraptoKT)<rav}, he continues after a few reflections :
" For this reason

all the wise men according to Moses are represented as sojourners,

(irapoiKovvres}, for their souls are indeed sent to earth as to a colony from

heaven they return thither again whence they first proceeded,

regarding indeed as their native land the heavenly country in which they
are citizens, but as a foreign land the earthly dwelling in which they

sojourn
"

(irarpida p.ev TOV ovpdviov x&pov tv w 7ro\irevovrai, (vov 8e TOV

irtpiyfiov
ev w

Trap<picr)<rav vop.iov(rai). And a little further on :

" But Moses

saith :

' I am a stranger in a foreign land,' regarding with perfect dis-

tinction the abiding in the body not only as a foreign land, as sojourners

do, but also as worthy of estrangement, not considering it one's own
home." De Confus. Ling., 17, Mangey, i. 416. One more instance :

" First that God does not grant to the lover of virtue to dwell in the body
as in his own native land, but only permits him to sojourn in it as in

a strange country But the country of the body is kindred to

all of the wicked, in which he is careful to dwell, not to sojourn," &c.

Quis Rerum Div. Heres, 54, Mang., i. 512, cf. 55; De Confus.

Ling., 22, ib., i. 421; De Migrat. Abrahami, 2, ib., i. 438, 28,

ib., i. 460.
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EPISTLE TO DIOGNETUS, v.

They obey the prescribed laws

and exceed the laws by their own
lives. They love all and are perse-
cuted by all.

They axe unknown and are con-

demned.

They are put to death and are

made alive.

They are poor and make many
rich

; they are in need of all things
and in all abound.

They are dishonoured and in the

dishonour honoured
; they are pro-

fanely reported
l and are justified.

They are reviled and they bless,
2

&c., &c.

2ND EP. TO CORINTHIANS.

UA paraphrase of vi. 3 6 (cf. iv.

2,8-9).

vi. 9. As unknown and well

known ;
as dying and behold we

live ; as chastened and not put to

death.

10 As poor yet making
many rich

; as having nothing and

possessing all.

8. Through honour and dis-

honour ; through evil report and

good report; as deceivers; and true.

1 Cor. iv. 12. Being reviled we
bless.3

It is very evident here, and throughout the Epistle, that the

Epistles of Paul chiefly, together with the other canonical

Epistles, are the sources of the writer's inspiration. The next

chapter (vi.) begins and proceeds as follows :

" To say all in a

word : what the soul is in the body, that Christians are in the

world. The soul is dispersed throughout all the members of

the body, and Christians throughout all the cities of the world.

The soul dwells in the body but is not of the body, and

Christians dwell in the world, but are not of the world.

(Ot/cet fMfv fv
T(j> (r<o/xari ^vx>], OVK ecrrt Se (K TOV crcojzaros

1 KOI

Xpioriavot cv Ko'oyza) OIKOVVIV, OVK fieri 5e e/c TOV /cooyxou.) The
invisible soul is kept in the visible body, and Christians are

known, indeed, to be in the world, but their worship of God
remains invisible. The flesh hates the soul and wages war

against it, although unjustly, because it is restrained from

indulgence in sensual pleasures, and the world hates Christians,

1 Cf. 1 Cor. iv. 13.

2 '

Ayvoovvrai, KOI KaraKpivovrai. Qavarovvrai, KOI ^oMTroiovvrai' iTTa>x(vov<ri,

KOI TrXovri'foucri TroXXous. Hdvrwv varrfpovvrai, ical tv nd(ri 7repi(r<revoucrtv.
'

ArifiovvTai, KOI tv rais dTip.ia.ts 8odovrai' f3\acr<pr)novJ>Tai, KOI ducaiovvrai'

XoiSopoviTat, KOI (v\oyov(TH>' K.T.X. Ep. ad Diogn. v.

3 2 Cor. vi. 9, a>? ayvoovpevoi KCU eVtyH'axrKO/Aej/oi, w? d-rrodv^ffKovres KM

I8ov u>fji(v, ws 7rai8(v6fj.evoi nai p.f] 6avaTovfj.t>oi, 10 .... &C TTTW^OI TroXXovs

8e TrXouTt^ovrer, <wy firjbfv f^ovrts xal Trdvra Kart^ovrts. 8. Sia 86ijs KOI drt/x/ar,

Sia bv<T(^r]fj.ias Kai
fv<prjfi.ias' u>s n\dvoi Kai aXjj^ftf. 1 Cor. iv. 12 ....

(v\oyovp.(i>, x.T.X.
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although unjustly, because they are opposed to sensual pleasures

(jjucrel Kal X/HOTiarouy 6 icooyio? /zi/8ei> aoiKovp-evos, on rats 7)802*019

<WiraWoi>rai). The soul loves the flesh that hates it, and the

members, and Christians love those who hate them "
(cai Xpi<r-

riavol TOVS liKrovvras dyaitSxTLv). Aud so on with three or four

similar sentences, one of which, at least, is taken from the

Epistle to the Corinthians,
1
to the end of the chapter.

Now the passages pointed out as references to the fourth

Gospel, it will be remembered, distinctly differ from the parallels

in the Gospel, and it seems to us clear that they arise naturally
out of the antithetical manner which the writer adopts from

the Epistles of Paul, and are based upon passages in those

Epistles closely allied to them in sense and also in language.
The simile in connection with which the words occur is com-

menced at the beginning of the preceding chapter, where

Christians are represented as living as strangers even in their

native land, and the very essence of the passage in dispute is

given in the two sentences :

"
They are in the flesh, but do

not live according to the flesh
"

(tv o-apid Tvyyavov<n.v, dAA.' ov

Kara <rapKa <T<20-iz>),
which is based upon 2 Cor. x. 3,

" For we
walk in the flesh, but do not war* according to the flesh

"
(*v

vapid -yap TrepnraroSz'res ov Kara (rdpKa <rrpaTev6fj.fda), and similar

passages abound
;
as for instance, Rom. viii. 4 ..." in us who

walk not according to the flesh, but according to the Spirit ;
9.

But ye are not in the flesh but in the Spirit (vp-fls be OVK for

Iv crapd a\\a ev TTvev^aTL) : 12 ... So then, brethren, we are

debtors not to the flesh, that we should live after the flesh
"

(ou

TT) (rapid TOV Kara crdpKa (^Jr) &c-> &c., (cf. 4, 14.). And the

second :
"
They continue on earth but are citizens of heaven "

(cut yfjs Sww/HJSowu', a\\' fv ovpavw TroXirevorrai), which recalls

Philip, iii. 20 :

" For our country (our citizenship) is in heaven
"

(r}ij.>v yap TO 7roA.trfu/ia ev ovpavols virdp\fi).
3 The sense of the

passage is everywhere found, and nothing is more natural than

the use of the words arising both out of the previous reference

1 " The immortal soul dwells in a mortal tabernacle, and Christians

dwell as strangers incorruptible, awaiting the incorruption in the

heavens (cal XpioTiavdi irapoiKovcriv ci> (f)dapTois, TTJV ev ovpavols a.tydapo'tav

irpo<r8ex6pfvoi)- Ep. ad Diogn. vi. cf. 1 Cor. xv. 53, 54 ; 2 Cor. v. 1 ff.

* The preceding verse has "
walk," instead of "war."

1 Cf. Ephes. ii. 19 ; Heb. xii. 22 ; xiii. 14.
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to the position of Christians as mere sojourners in the world,

and as the antithesis to the preceding part of the sentence :

" The soul dwells in the body, but is not of the body," and :

"
Christians dwell in the world but are not of the world," cf.

1 Cor. ii. 12
;

vii. 31
;
2 Cor. i. 12. Gal. iv. 29, v. 16 ff. 24, 25,

vi. 14. Rom. viii. 3 ff. Ephes. ii. 2, 3, 11 ff. Coloss. iii. 2 ff :

Titus ii. 12. James i. 27. There is one point, however, which

we think shows that the words were not derived from the

fourth Gospel. The parallel with the Epistle can only be made

by taking a few words out of xvii. 11 and adding to them a few

words in verse 14, where they stand in the following connection
" And the world hated them, because they are not of the world"

(/ecu 6 KOCT/AO? ffj.i(rr]crfv avrovs, on OVK elcrlv ZK TOV
Ko'crjuov). In

the Epistle, in a passage quoted above, we have :

" The flesh

hates the soul, and wages war against it, although unjustly,

because it is restrained from indulgence in sensual pleasures,

and the world hates Christians, although unjustly, because

they are opposed to sensual pleasures." (Mto-ei TJ\V ^rv^j]v fj

(rap, Kal TToAe/xet, p,T]bfv abiKovfJ-evr], Stort rats ybovcus

Xpi)<r0a.i' fuo-et KCU Xptortavovs 6 Kocrfj.os firjSef abiKovf

rals ybovais cb>riracr<roi>TCU.)

Now nothing could more clearly show that these analogies
are mere accidental coincidence, and not derived from the fourth

Gospel, than this passage. If the writer had really had the pas-

sage in the Gospel in his mind, it is impossible that he could in

this manner have completely broken it up and changed its

whole context and language. The phrase :

"
they are not of the

world
" would have been introduced here as the reason for the

hatred, instead of being used with quite different context else-

where in the passage. In fact, in the only place in which

the words would have presented a true parallel with the

Gospel, they are not used. Not the slightest reference is made

throughout the Epistle to Diognetus to any of the discourses of

Jesus. On the other hand, we have seen that the whole of the

passage in the Epistle in which these sentences occur is based

both in matter, and in its peculiar antithetical form, upon the

Epistles of Paul, and in these and other canonical Epistles,

again, we find the source of the sentence just quoted : Gal.

vi. 29.
" But as then, he that was bora after the flesh per-

secuted him (that was born) after the Spirit, even so it is
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now." 1
v. 16.

" Walk by the Spirit, and ye shall not fulfil the

lust of the flesh. 17. For the flesh lusteth against the Spirit

and the Spirit against the flesh : for these are contrary the one

to the other, that ye may not do the things that ye would." 2

There are innumerable passages in the Pauline Epistles to the

same effect.

We pass on now to the next passage in the order of the

Epistle. It is not mentioned at all by Tischendorf : Dr. West-

cott introduces it with the words :

" God's will is mercy," by
which we presume that he means to paraphrase the context.
" He sent his Son as wishing to save (cos cr&fov) .... and

not to condemn." 3 This sentence, however, which is given as

quotation without any explanation, is purely a composition by
Canon Westcott himself out of different materials which he

finds in the Epistle, and is not a quotation at all. The actual

passage in the Epistle, with its immediate context, is as follows :

" This (Messenger the Truth, the holyWord) he sent to them;

now, was it, as one of men might reason, for tyranny and to

cause fear and consternation ? Not so, but in clemency and

gentleness, as a King sending his Son (TT^TTMV viov) a king, he

sent (TTp.\l/v) ;
as God he sent (him) ;

as towards men he sent ;

as saving he sent (ws o-w^coz; eTre/x^er) (him) ;
as persuading (s

TstiOwv), not forcing, for violence has no place with God. He sent

as inviting, not vindictively pursuing ;
he sent as loving, not

condemning (eire^ev <as aya-n&v, ov KpCvuiv). For he will send

him to judge, and who shall abide his coming."
4 The supposed

parallel in the Gospel is as follows (John iii. 17) :

" For God
sent not his Son into the world that he might condemn the

1 'AXX' Sxnrep Tore 6 Kara o-dpua yevvr)6e\s e'SiWei/ rov Kara Tn/eC/zo, ovras KU\

vvv. Gal. iv. 29.

2 Gal. V. 16, TTvevp,ari Trepnrarelre Kal fTTidvp-iav crapKos ov
fir) TfXe'oT/re'

17, f] yap crapf- eTTi.6vp.ei Kara rov Trvfiiparos, rb 8e irvevfjia Kara rrjs o~apKos'

ravra 8e aXX7jXoiy avrineirai, "iva
fj.f)

a av deXrjre ravra Troirjre. Cf. 18 25
;

Titus ii. 12.

3 On the Canon, p. 77.
4 TOVTOJ/ Trpbs avrovs aTrearfiXev, apa. ye, CDS av6pa>irG>v av ris \oyio~airo, eTTt

rvpavvio'i Kal <p6j3a> Kal KaranXrj^ei ; Ovp-evovv, dXX* ev eViewcei'a, irpavrrjri' as

/3a(TiXeus TTffJ.7ra>v vibv /SacrtXea eTrefi^ev' $ 6eov eTrepfyev, a>s rrpos dvdpanrovs

eTTfjL^/-fv, o)S <r<a<i)v e7refj.^ev' a>s TffiGuiv, ov fiia6p.evos' /3i'a yap ov

6ea. *'E7re[j.\l/et>
cos Ka\S>v, ov 8ia>Koi)v' eTrefi^ei' a>s dya7rS>v, ov

npivtev,

yap avrbv Kpivovra, KU\ ris avroi) ri/v irapovo-'iav vrrocrrrja-frai. C. vii.
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world, but that the world through him might be saved" 1
(ot yhp

a~eaTfL\ev 6 0e6s TOV vlbv CLVTOV els TOV Koap-ov 'iva Kpivi] TOV Koap-ov,

a\\.
}
Iva o-a>0?/ 6 Koa-fjios Si' O.VTOV). Now, it is obvious at a glance

that the passage in the Epistle is completely different from that

in the Gospel in every material point of construction and lan-

guage, and the only similarity consists in the idea that God's

intention in sending his Son was to save and not to condemn,
and it is important to notice that the letter does not, either here or

elsewhere, refer to the condition attached to salvation so clearly

enunciated in the preceding verse :

" That whosoever believeth

in him might not perish." The doctrine enunciated in this pas-

sage is the fundamental principle of much of the New Testament,
and it is expressed with more especial clearness and force, and

close analogy with the language of the letter, in the Epistles of

Paul, to which the letter more particularly leads us, as well as

in other canonical Epistles, and in these we find analogies with

the context quoted above, which confirm our belief that they,

and not the Gospel, are the source of the passage Rom. v. 8 :

" But God proveth his own love towards us, in that while we
were yet sinners Christ died for us. 9. Much more then . . .

.... shall we be saved
(o-ootfr/o-o'/iefla) through him from the

wrath (to come)." Cf. 16, 17. Rom. viii. 1 :

" There is, therefore,

now no condemnation (Karaxpt/xa) to them which are in Christ

Jesus.2 3 .... God sending his own Son
"

(6 debs TOV tavrov

vibv Tj^/z^as),
3 &c. And coming to the very 2nd Epistle to the

Corinthians, from which we find the writer borrowing whole-

sale, we meet with the different members of the passage we
have quoted: v. 19 .... "God was reconciling the world

unto himself in Christ, not reckoning unto them their trespasses

.... 20. On Christ's behalf, then, we are ambassadors, as

though God were entreating by us
;
we pray on Christ's behalf:

Be reconciled to God. v. 10. For we must all appear before the

judgment seat of Christ, &c. 11. Knowing, then, the fear of

1 The previous verse which we shall more particularly have to consider

with the next passage, reads : 16. " For God so loved the world that he

gave his only begotten son, that whosoever believeth in him might not

perish, but have eternal life."

2 The Cod. Alex., and some other ancient MSS. add : "who walk not

after the flesh," p.f) KOTO <rdpi<a ireptiraTovo-iv.
3 Cf. vv. 3235, 39.
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the Lord, we persuade (7rei'0o/xef) men," &c. Galatians iv. 4.

" But when the fulness of time came, God sent out his Son

(efaTreoreiAer 6 6ebs TOV vlov avrov), 5. That he might redeem

them that were under the law, that we might receive the adop-
tion of sons,"

1 &c. Ephes. ii. 4. "But God being rich in mercy
because of his great love wherewith he loved us, 5. Even when

we were dead in our trespasses, quickened us together with

Christ by grace ye have been saved" cf. verses 7, 8. 1 Thess. :

v. 9.
" For God appointed us not to wrath, but to the obtaining

salvation (o-corrj^tas) through our Lord Jesus Christ." 1 Tim.

i. 15.
" This is a faithful saying .... that Christ Jesus came

into the world to save sinners
"

(apapTaXovs arSxrai). 1 Tim.

ii. 3.
" For this is good and acceptable in the sight of God our

Saviour (TOV O-OOTT/POS rj^v Oeov). 4. Who willeth all men to be

saved
"

(6? iravras avOpwirovs OeXei auOijvai), cf. v. 5, 6. 2 Tim.

i. 9.
" Who saved us (o-wo-afros i^as), and called us with a holy

calling, not according to our works, but according to his own

purpose, and the grace which was given to us in Christ Jesus

before eternal times
;

10. But hath been made manifest by the

appearing of our Saviour (orcor^pos) Jesus Christ." 2 These pas-

sages might be indefinitely multiplied ;
and they contain the

sense of the passage, and in many cases the language, more

closely than the fourth Gospel, with which the construction and

form of the sentence has no analogy.

Now, with regard to the Logos doctrine of the Epistle to

1 The letter to Diognetus may further be connected with the Ep. to

Galatians in the remarks which the writer makes (iv.) on the observance of

days, &c., by the Jews :
" But regarding their attending to the stars and

moon, observing the months and days," &c. (TraparrjpTjcriv ra>v /uji/coi/ /cat raw

fi^tpciv, /C.T.A.). Cf. Gal. iv. 10.
" Ye are observing days and months,

and times and years," &c. (^/ie'pas TrapaTTjpeto-tfe /cat p.rjvas KOI naipovs /cat

(viavrovs ;)

2 In Ch. xi. which, it will be remembered, is acknowledged to be of

later date, and not by the -writer of the earlier part, the author, an

admitted falsifier therefore, represents himself, as the writer of the letter,

as :
"
having been a disciple of the Apostles, I am become a teacher of

the Gentiles." (aTrooToXcuj/ ytvopfvos /ia^rjjs, yivofj.ai fiidacrKoAoy edvav C. xi.)

Having observed the imitation in the earlier part of the letter of the

Pauline Epistles, the writer of the last two chapters is induced to make
this statement after an Epistle ascribed to Paul: 2 Tim. i. 11: "For
which I was appointed a herald, and an Apostle, and a teacher of the

Gentiles." (KOI oVocrroAos /cat StSacr/caXos' (6v<av.)
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Diognetus, to which we may appropriately here refer, although

we must deal with it in the briefest manner possible, so far is

it from connecting the Epistle with the fourth Gospel, that

it much more proves the writer's ignorance of that Gospel. The

peculiar terminology of the prologue to the Gospel is nowhere

found in the Epistle, and we have already seen that the term

Logos was applied to Jesus in works of the New Testament,

acknowledged by all to have been written long before the fourth

Gospel. Indeed, it is quite certain, not only historically, but

also from the abrupt enunciation of the doctrine in the prologue,

that the theory of the Logos was well known and already

applied to Jesus before the Gospel was composed. The author

knew that his statement would be understood without explana-

tion. Although the writer of the Epistle makes use of the

designation
"
Logos," he shows his Greek culture by giving the

precedence to the term Truth or Reason. It has indeed been

remarked 1 that the name Jesus or Christ does not occur any-

where in the Epistle. By way of showing the manner in which
" the Word "

is spoken of, we will give the entire passage, part

of which is quoted above
;
the first and only one in the first ten

chapters in which the term is used :

"
For, as I said, this was

not an earthly invention which was delivered to them (Chris-

tians), neither is it a mortal system which they deem it right to

maintain so carefully ;
nor is an administration of human

mysteries entrusted to them, but the Almighty and invisible

God himself, the Creator of all things (dXA' euros 6 iravTOKpaTap

KOI TravTOKTLaTrjs KOI aopaTos dfos) has implanted in men, and

established in their hearts from heaven, the Truth and the

Word, the holy and incomprehensible (TTJV

'

AArjfleiai; KCU TOV Aoyov

TOV &ytov KCU a-rrfpivorjTov), not as one might suppose, sending to

men some servant or angel or ruler (&PXOVTO), or one of those

ordering earthly affairs, or one of those entrusted with the

government of heavenly things, but the artificer and creator of

the universe (TOV Tfyvirriv KCU br^niovpyov T>V oAcov) himself, by
whom he created the heavens (&> TOVS ovpavovs l/cntrey) ;

3
by

1
Donaldson, Hist Chr. Lit. and Doctr. ii. p. 127.

2 John i. 3.
" All things were made by him

; and without him was

not anything made that hath been made (iravra fit* avrov tyevtro, KOI x<*>pis

avrov fyevero ovSe tv o ytyovtv.) The difference of this language will be

remarked.
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whom he confined the sea within its own bounds
;
whose com-

mands (jjivtrrripia mysteries) all the stars (oroixeta elements)

faithfully observe
;
from whom (the sun) has received the mea-

sure of the daily course to observe; whom the moon obeys,

being bidden to shine at night ;
whom the stars obey, following

in the course of the moon
; by whom all things have been

arranged and limited and subjected, the heavens and the things

in the heavens, the earth and the things in the earth, the sea

and the things in the sea (ovpavol KCU TO. kv ovpavols, yij KCU ra kv

rr\ yrj, GdXaaraa KOI TO. fv
rfj 0a\d<T(rrf), fire, air, abyss, the things

in the heights, the things in the depths, the things in the space

between. This (Messenger the truth, the Word) he sent to

them. Now, was it, as one of men might reason, for tyrrany

and to cause fear and consternation ? Not so, but in clemency
and gentleness, as a King sending his Son, a king, he sent

;
as

God he sent (him) ;
as towards men he sent, as saving he sent

(him); as persuading," &c., &C. 1 The description here given,

how God in fact by Keason or Wisdom created the Universe, has

much closer analogy with earlier representations of the doctrine

than with that in the fourth Gospel, and if the writer does also

represent the Reason in a hypostatic form, it is by no means

with the concreteness of the Gospel doctrine of the Logos, with

which linguistically, moreover, as we have observed, it has no

similarity. There can be no doubt that his Christology presents

differences from that of the fourth Gospel.
2

We have already seen how Jesus is called the Word in works

of the New Testament earlier than the fourth Gospel,
3 and how

the doctrine is constantly referred to in the Pauline Epistles

and the Epistle to the Hebrews, and it is to these, and not to

the fourth Gospel, that the account in the Epistle to Diognetus

may be more properly traced. Heb. i. 2.
" The Son of God by

whom also he made the worlds. 10. The heavens are works of

thy hands
"

(Ipya T&V yjtip&v crou flcrtv ol ovpavoC). xi. 3.
"
By

faith we understand that the worlds were framed (Kcmjprio-tfai), by
the word of God "

(pjjjucm Oeov). 1 Cor. viii. 6.
" Jesus Christ by

whom are all things
"

(Si' ov TO. -navra). Coloss. i. 13. "... The

1
Ep. ad Diogn., vii.

2 Of. Dorner, Lehre Pers. Christi, i. p. 413 ff. ; Donaldson, Hist, Chr.

Lit. and Doctr., ii. p. 127 ff.

3 Rev. xix. 13; vi. 9; xx. 4 ; Heb. iv. 12, 13; xi. 3.
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Son of his love : 15. Who is the image of the invisible God

(TOV dfov TOV aopdrov) the first-born of all creation
;
16. Because

in him are all things created, the things in the heavens, and

the things in the earth, the things visible and the things

invisible (on ei> QVTM eKTia-6r] TO. iravra TO. fv TOLS ovpavols KOI TO,

7ri rijs yr;?, TO. opara, KO.I TO. dopara) whether they be thrones or

dominions, or principalities, or powers; All things have been

created by him and for him (TO. Tiavra oY O.VTOV nal eis avrbv

IKTIOTCU). 17. And he is before all things, and in him all things

subsist. 18. And he is the head of the body, the Church, who
is the Beginning

1
(05 e<mz> apx7

?) '>

the first-born from the dead
;

that in all things he might be the first. 19. Because he was

well pleased that in him should all the fulness dwell. . 20. And

through him to reconcile all things unto himself," &c., &c-

These passages might be greatly multiplied, but it is unnecessary,

for the matter of the letter is substantially here. As to the

titles of King and God they are everywhere to be found. In

the Apocalypse the Lamb whose name is
" The Word of God "

(6 Ao'yos TOV deov), (xix. 13) has also his name written (xix. 16),
"
King of kings and Lord of lords

"
(Bao-i/Uvs /3a<riA.ecoy /cat

Kvpios Kvpiaiv).
2 We have already quoted the views of Philo

regarding the Logos, which also merit comparison with the

passage of the Epistle, but we cannot repeat them here.

The last passage to which we have to refer is the following :

" For God loved men, for whose sakes He made the world, to

whom He subjected all things that are in the earth . . . Unto
whom

(-Trpo's)
He sent his only-begotten Son, to whom He

promised the kingdom in heaven (rrjy ev ovpavu Paatkeiav) and

will give it to those who love Him." 3 The context is as follows:

"For God loved men (6 yap debs TOVS avdpd>Trovs ^ycnrrja-f) for

whose sake he made the world, to whom he subjected all things

that are in it, to whom he gave reason and intelligence, to whom
alone he granted the right of looking towards him, whom he

formed after his own image, to whom he sent his only begotten

son (irpos ovs aTre'crreiAe Toy vibv CLVTOV TOV jj.ovoyfvfy, to whom he

has promised the kingdom in heaven, and will give it to those

1 Cf. Rev. iii. 14.

s Cf. Rev. xvii. 14
; Coloss. i. 15 ; Phil. ii. 6 ;

2 Cor. iv. 4 ; Heb.

i. 8, 2 f.

3 On the Canon, p. 77.
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who have loved him. And when you know this, with what

gladness, think you, you will be filled ? Or how will you love

him, who beforehand loved you ? (Tipoaya-nriuavTa, (re). But if

you love, you will be an imitator of his kindness" &c. (/II/XTJTTJS

eo-rj avTov TT)S xP7?"TOTrjros).
1 This is claimed as a reference to

John iii. 16 f. "For God so loved the world (OVTWS yap riyaTrrja-ev

6 debs TOV Ko<rp.ov) that he gave his only begotten son (wore TOV

vlbv avTov TOV povoyevrj eSojKei') that whosoever believeth in him

might not perish," &c. 17.
" For God sent not his son into the

world that he might judge the world," &c. (ou yap aTreWetXev 6 0eos

TOV vlov avTov eis TOV Koap-ov 'iva KpCvp TOV Koa-p-ov). Here, again,

a sentence is patched together by taking fragments from the

beginning and middle of a passage, and finding in them a

superficial resemblance to words in the Gospel. We find

parallels for the passage, however, in the Epistles from which

the unknown writer obviously derives so much of his matter.

Rom. v. 8 :

" But God giveth proof of his love towards us, in

that while we were yet sinners Christ died for us. 10. ...

through the death of his son." Chap. viii. 3,
" God

sending his son, &c. 29. . . . Them he also foreordained

to bear the likeness of the image of his son, &c. 32. He-

that spared not his own son, but delivered him up for us all,"

&c. 39. (Nothing can separate us) "from the love of God
which is in Christ Jesus our Lord." Gal. ii. 20. ..." by the

faith of the Son of God who loved me and gave himself for

me." Chap. iv. 4 " God sent out his son (e^a-n-eVraAej; 6 6ebs TOV

vlbv OVTOV). 5. ... that he might redeem," &c. Ephes. ii. 4.

" But God being rich in mercy because of his great love where-

with he loved us. 5. Even when we were dead in our trespasses

hath quickened us together with Christ. 7. That he might show

forth the exceeding riches of his grace in kindness

towards us in Christ Jesus." Chap. iv. 32.
" Be ye kin

one to another, tender-hearted, forgiving one another, even as

God also in Christ forgave you."
2

Chap. v. 1.
" Be ye therefore

1
Ep. ad Diogn. X., 'O yap debs rovs avdpumovs r/yaTrrjo-f, bi ovs eirolrjtre

rbv Koo-pov, ois t>7reYae Travra TO. ev ois \ayiov f8a>K(v, ols vovv ols p.6vois

irpbs avrov opav fTrerpcfy-f ovs fK TTJS I8ias etKovos eTrXacre- jrpbs ovs aTre'oretAe

TOV vlbv avrov TOV p-ovoyevfj. ois TTJV ev ovpavtf ftao-i\(iav eTnjyyeiXaro, KOI fiaxrft

TOIS ayaTT7)crao~iv
avrov. ''Eiriyvovs 8e, TWOS olei TrXrjpcodrjo-ecrOai papas', f)

irais

dyawf](reis TOV ovrcoj TrpoayaTTjjtravra (re ; ayanrjcras 8e, fj.ip.j]TT)s eo~rj avrov TTJS

K.T.\.
2 Cf. Coloss. iii. 12 14.
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imitators
(/txijurjrai) of God as beloved children. 2. And walk

in love (/ dyciTn/) even as Christ also loved us (6 Xpioros

i]-ya.TTr]crv vp.a$), and gave himself for us," &c., &c. Titus iii. 4.

"But when the kindness (x/^o"1
"

'^*) and love towards men

((frtXavdpanrta) of our Saviour God was manifested. 5. .
-;

according to his mercy he saved us. ... 6. ... through Jesus

Christ our Saviour. 7. That being justified by his grace, we
should become heirs according to the hope of Eternal life."

'

The words :

" Or how will you love him who beforehand loved

you ?
"

(?} TTWS dyaTTT/creis TOV ovrcos TrpoayaTHjcrarrd <re
;),

Canon

Westcott refers to 1 John iv. 19, "We love God 2 because

he first loved us"
(r/jtxets dya7r<3/xei>, on avrbs irpwros fiyaTrrio-ev

?}^a?.) The linguistic differences, however, and specially the

substitution of TrpoayaTn/o-cura for Trpwros ?}ya7r7jo-ey, distinctly

oppose the claim. The words are a perfectly natural comment

upon the words in Ephesians, from which it is obvious the

writer derived other parts of the sentence, as the striking word
" kindness" (xp ?

]

"

r
oVjjs), which is commonly used in the Pauline

Epistles, but nowhere else in the New Testament,
3 shows.

Dr. Westcott " cannot call to mind a parallel to the phrase
'

the kingdom in heaven
' " * which occurs above in the phrase

"
to whom he has promised the kingdom in heaven, and will

give it to those who have loved him "
(ots TT\V tv ovpavu

/3a<riAeiW ^Tr^yyetAaro, Kal butcrfi TOIS ayaTn/o-acuv avroV). This

also we find in the Epistles to which the writer exclusively

refers in this letter : James ii. 5,
"
heirs of the kingdom which

he promised to them that love him "
(TT/S /3a(riAei'as ?/s eTiTjyyeiAaro

rois dya77co<nz> OVTOV) i. 12. ".. . . he shall receive the crown of

life which he promised to them that love him" (ov ^Tn/yyei'Aaro

TOIS dya7r<So-iy avroy). In 2 Tim. iv. 18, we have :

" The Lord . . .

shall preserve me safe unto his heavenly kingdom
"

(eis T?/V

fia(ri\eiav avrov TIJV e-jrovpaviov).
5 It is very possible that all of

1 Of. 2 Thess. ii. 10 j 1 Thess. ii. 12, iv, 9,

We quote the reading of the Cod. Sinaiticus as Inost favourable to

Dr. Westcott; the Alexandrian and Vatican MSS. have simply: "we
love," omitting both " God " and " him,"

3
Of. Rom. ii. 4

; iii. 12
; xi. 22 (thrice) ;

2 Cor. vi. G
;

Gal. v. 22 ;

Ephes. ii. 7 ; cf, iv. 32
; Coloss. iii. 12

; Titus, iii. 4 ; cf. 1 Peter, ii. 3.
4 On the Canon, p. 77, note 4.
5 Cf. 2 Tim. iv. 8 ; 2 These, i. 5,

VOL. ii. B B
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these passages may refer to words of Jesus not contained in

our Gospel, but which the writer of the Epistle may have

found in some other evangelical work. The expression
"
king-

dom of heaven
"

is not found in the fourth Gospel at all, but is

characteristic of the first Synoptic, and traces are not wanting
in this Epistle of the use of a Gospel akin to, but differing from,

the first
;
we cannot, however, go into this matter.

We have devoted too much time already to this Epistle,

the evidence of which could not in any case Le of value

to the fourth Gospel. The writer of the Epistle to Diog-

netus is unknown ; Diognetus, the friend to whom it is

addressed, is equally unknown; the letter is neither

mentioned nor quoted by any of the Fathers, nor by

any ancient writer, and there is no external evidence

as to the date of the composition. It exists only in

one codex, the handwriting of which is referred to the

thirteenth or fourteenth century, but it is by no means

certain that it is even so old. The last two chapters are

a falsification by a later writer than the author of the

first ten. There is no internal evidence whatever in this

brief didactic composition which would render its assign-

ment to the third or fourth centuries incongruous, or

which demands an earlier date. Apart from the uncer-

tainty of date, however, there is no allusion in it to any

Gospel. Even if there were, the testimony of a letter by
an unknown writer at an unknown period could not have

much weight, but under the actual circumstances the

Epistle to Diognetus furnishes absolutely no testimony

at all for the apostolical origin and historical character

of the fourth Gospel.

The fulness with which we have discussed the sup-

posed testimony of Basilides 1 renders it unnecessary for

1 Vol. ii. p. 41 ff.
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us to re-enter at any length into the argument as to his

knowledge of the fourth Gospel. Tischendorf 1 and

Canon Westcott 2
assert that two passages, namely :

" The true light which lighteth every man came into the

world," corresponding with John i. 9, and :

" mine hour

is not yet come," agreeing with John ii. 4, which are

introduced by Hippolytus in his work against Heresies 3

with a subjectless <f>r)cri,

" he says," are quotations made

in some lost work by Basilides. We have shown that

Hippolytus and other writers of his time were in the

habit of quoting, indifferently, passages from works by
the founders of sects and by their later followers without

any distinction, an utterly vague <fa<ri doing service

equally for all. This is the case in the present instance,

and there is no legitimate reason for assigning these

passages to Basilides himself,
4 but on the contrary many

considerations which forbid our doing so, which we have

elsewhere detailed.

These remarks most fully apply to Valentinus, whose

supposed quotations we have exhaustively discussed,
5 as

well as the one passage given by Hippolytus containing

a sentence found in John x. S,
6 the only one which can

be pointed out. We have distinctly proved that the

quotations in question are not assignable to Valentinus

himself, a fact which even apologists admit. There is no

just ground for asserting that his terminology was

1 Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 52.

On the Canon, p. 2,56, note 3.
3

vii. 22, 27.

4
Hilyenftld, Dio Evangelien, p. 345, anm. 5

; Zeitschr. wiss. TheoL,

1862, p. 400 ff. ; Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 388 f.
; Volkmar, Zeitschr.

wiss. Thcol., 1860, p. 295; Der Ursprung, p. 69 f.
; Rumpf, Rev. do

Th<k>l., 18G7, p. 18 ff., p. 366 ; Sclwlten, Dio alt. Zougnisse, p. 65 f. ;

Zcller, Theol. Jahrb., 1853, p. 148 ff.; Gucrich*, H'buch. K. GK, i. p. 184;

Strauss, Das Leben Jesu, 1864, p. 67 f.

Vol. ii. p. 56 ff.
6 Adv. Hour., vi. 35.

BBS
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derived from the fourth Gospel, the whole having been

in current use long before that Gospel was composed.

There is no evidence whatever that Valentinus was

acquainted with such a work. 1

We must generally remark, however, with regard to

Basilides, Valentinus and all such Heresiarchs and

writers, that, even if it could be shown, as actually it

cannot, that they were acquainted with the fourth

Gospel, the fact would only prove the mere existence of

the work at a late period in the second century, but would

furnish no evidence of the slightest value regarding its

apostolic origin, or towards establishing its historical value.

On the other hand, if, as apologists assert, these heretics

possessed the fourth Gospel, their deliberate and total

rejection of the work furnishes evidence positively

antagonistic to its claims. It is difficult to decide

whether their rejection of the Gospel, or their igno-

rance of its existence is the more unfavourable alter-

native.

The dilemma is the very same in the case of Marcion.

We have already fully discussed his knowledge of our

Gospels,
2 and need not add anything here. It is not

pretended that he made any use of the fourth Gospel, and

the only ground upon which it is argued that he supplies

evidence even of its existence is the vague general state-

ment of Tertullian, that Marcion rejected the Gospels
" which are legitimately promulgated, and under the name

1

Baur, Haters, kan. Ev., p. 357 f.
; Brekchneider, Probnbilia, p. 212 ff.

;

Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 390 ; Uif</efelil, Die Evangelien, p. 345
;

Scholten, Die alt Zeugnisse, p. 67 ff. ; Rumpf, Eev. de Theol., 1867,

p. 17 ; Zfller, Die Apostelgesch., p. 65 ff. ; Theol. Jahrb., 1853, p. 151 f. ;

Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 69 ff. ; Theol. Jahrb., 1854, p. 108 ff.
;

Weizsacker, Unters. Evang. Gesch., p. 234; Mrauss, Das Leben Jesn,

1864, p. 67. - 2 Vol. ii. p. 79 ff.
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of Apostles and Apostolic men," denying their truth and

integrity, and maintaining the sole authority of his own

Gospel.
1 We have shown 2 how unwarrantable it is to

affirm from such data that Marcion knew, although he

repudiated, the four canonical Gospels. The Fathers,

with uncritical haste and zeal, assumed that the Gospels

adopted by the Church at the close of the second and

beginning of the third centuries must equally have been

invested with canonical authority from the first, and

Tertullian took it for granted that Marcion, of whom he

knew very little, must have deliberately rejected the four

Gospels of his own Canon. Even Canon Westcott

admits that :
"

it is uncertain whether Tertullian in the

passage quoted speaks from a knowledge of what Marcion

may have written on the subject, or simply from his own

point of sight."
3 There is not the slightest evidence that

Marcion knew the fourth Gospel,
4 and if he did, it is

perfectly inexplicable that he did not adopt it as pecu-

liarly favourable to his own views.5
If he was acquainted

with the work and, nevertheless, rejected it as false and

adulterated, his testimony is obviously opposed to the

Apostolic origin and historical accuracy of the fourth

Gospel, and the critical acumen which he exhibited in

his selection of the Pauline Epistles renders his judgment
of greater weight than that of most of the Fathers.

We have now reached an epoch when no evidence

1 Adv. Marc., iv. 3, 4.
2 Vol. ii. p. 144 ff.

3 On the Canon, p. 276, note 1.

4
Credner, Beitrage, i. p. 45, anm. 1 ; Eichhorn, EinJ. N. T., i.

pp. 73 ff., 79, 84 ; Oieseler, Entst. schr. Ew.,p. 25; Hilyenfeld, Die Ew.
Justin's, p. 474; Schleiermacher, Einl. N. T., 1845, p. 214 f. ; Rumpf,
Eev. de Theol., 1867, p. 21

; Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 76 ff. ;

Schweghr, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 282; Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 76.

5
Hilgenfehl, Die Ew. Justin's, p. 474 ; ScJwlteu, Die alt. Zeugnisso, p.

77 ; Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 76 ff.
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regarding the fourth Gospel can have much weight,

and the remaining witnesses need not detain us long.

\Ve have discussed at length the Diatessaron of Tatian,
1

and shown that whilst there is no evidence that it was

based upon our four Gospels, there is reason to believe

that it may have been identical with the Gospel accord-

ing to the Hebrews, by which name, as Epiphanius

states,
2

it was actually called. We have only now briefly

to refer to the address to the Greeks (Aoyos TT/>OS

"EXXipas), and to ascertain what testimony it bears regard-

ing the fourth Gospel. It was composed after the death

of Justin, and scarcely dates earlier than the beginning of

the last quarter of the second century. No Gospel and

no work of the New Testament is mentioned in this

composition, but Tischendorf 3 and others point out one

or two supposed references to passages in the fourth

Gospel. The first of these in order, is one indicated by
Canon "Westcott,

4 but to which Tischendorf does not call

attention :

" God was in the beginning, but we have

learned that the beginning is the power of Eeason (@eos

17
v iv apxfl> TT]V Se apxty Xoyov SUPO/UP Trapei\ij<f>ap.ev).

For the Lord of the Universe (SecrTrorqs TO>V 6\a>v)

being himself the substance (vTroorao-is) of all, in that

creation had not been accomplished was alone, but inas-

much as he was all power, and himself the substance of

things visible and invisible, all things were with him

(aw avrai TO, irdvTa). AVith him by means of rational

power the Eeason (Aoyos) itself also which was in him

subsisted. But by the will of his simplicity, Eeason

(Aoyos) springs forth ; but the Eeason (Aoyos) not

1 Vol. ii. p. 152 ff.
3 Warm \n\rden, u. s. w., p. 17.

2
Heer., xlvi. 1. 4 On the Canon, p. 278, note 2.
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proceeding in vain, became the first-born work

TrpajTOTOKov) of the Father. Him we know to be the

Beginning of the world (Tovrov icr^v TOV /cocr/xov Trjv

apxijv). But he came into existence by division, not by

cutting off, for that which is cut off is separated from

the first : but that which is divided, receiving the choice

of administration, did not render him defective from

whom it was taken, &c., &c. And as the Logos (Reason),

in the beginning begotten, begat again our creation,

himself for himself creating matter (Kat KaOdirep 6

ev apxfl ytvvrjdtls, avTeyewTjcre rrjv KaO'rjfJias

, avro? eavroj rrp vXrjv S^/xtoupyiycras), SO I,"

&C., &C. 1

It is quite evident that this doctrine of the Logos is

not that of the fourth Gospel, from which it cannot have

been derived. Tatian himself2 seems to assert that he

derived it from the Old Testament. We have quoted

the passage at length that it might be clearly under-

1 Orat. ad Grcecos, 5. As this passage is of some obscurity, we subjoin,

for the sake of impartiality, an independent translation taken from Dr.

Donaldson's able History of Christ. Lit. and Doctrine, iii. p. 42 :

" God
was in tho beginning, but we have understood that the beginning was a

power of reason. For tho Lord of all, Himself being the substance of all,

was alone in so far as the creation had not yet taken place, but as far as

Ho was all power and tho substance of things seen and unseen, all things

were with Him : along with Him also by means of rational power, tho

reason which was in Him supported them. But by tho will of his sim-

plicity, tho reason leaps forth
; but tho reason, not having gone from one

who became empty thereby, is the first-born work of the Father. Him
wo know to be the beginning of tho world. But Ho came into existence

by sharing (/ieptcr/xds) not by cutting off; for that which is cut off is sepa-

rated from tho first ;
but that which is shared, receiving a selection of

the work, did not render Him defective from whom it was taken, &c., &c.

And as the Word begotten in the beginning begot in his turn our crea-

tion, He Himself fashioning the material for Himself, so I, &c., &c." Cf.

Dorner, Lehro Pers. Christi, i. p. 437 ff.

2
12, cf. 20; cf. Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 32

;

Brctschneider, Probabilia, p. 193 ff.
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stood
;
and with the opening Avords, we presume, for he

does not quote at all but merely indicates the chapter,

Canon Westcott compares John i. 1 :

" In the beginning

was the Word, and the Word was with God, and God

was the Word" ('Ei> apxf) 3\
v Aoyo?, K.T.X.). The state-

ment of Tatian is quite different :

" God was in the

beginning" (eos jjv eV apxti), an(i ne certainly did not

identify the Word with God, so as to transform the

statement of the Gospel into this simple affirmation. In

all probability his formula was merely based upon
Genesis i. 1 :

" In the beginning God created the heavens

and the earth" (> a/>x?7 .enoiycrev 6 eos, /c.r.X.).
1 The

expressions :

" But we have learned that the Beginning

(apxn) was the power of Reason," &c.,
" but the Reason

(Aoyo?) not proceeding in vain became the first-born

work (tpyov TrpaiTOTOKov) of the Father. Him we know

to be the Beginning (o^x1
?)

f the world," recall many
early representations of the Logos, to which we have

already referred : Prov. viii. 22 :

" The Lord created me
the Beginning (apx7

?)
f his ways for his works (epya).

23, Before the ages he established me, in the be-

ginning (eV apxi?) before he made the earth," &c., &c.

In the Apocalypse also the Word is called "the Be-

ginning (apxn) of the creation of God," and it will be

remembered that Justin gives testimony from Prov. viii.

21 ff. "that God begat before all the creatures a

Beginning (apx1
?*')

a certain rational Power (Swa/uv

XoyiKrjv), out of himself,
2 "

&c., &c., and elsewhere :

" As

the Logos has declared through Solomon, that also a

Beginning (o/>x^) before all of the created beings was

begotten/' &c.3 We need not, however, refer to the

1
Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 43.

2 Dial. 61, see vol. ii. p. 286. 3 Dial. 62, see vol. ii. p. 286.
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numerous passages in Pliilo and in Justin, not derived

from the fourth Gospel, which point to a different source

for Tatian's doctrine. It is sufficient that both his

opinions and his terminology differ distinctly from

that Gospel.
1

The next passage we at once subjoin in contrast with

the parallel in the fourth Gospel :

ORAT. AD GIUECOS, xin.

And this, therefore, is (the mean-

ing of) the saying :

The darkness comprehends not

the light.

Km TOVTO fo~riv tipa TO dprjiJ.fi>ov'

'H (TKoria TO (puts ov

JOHN i. o.

And the light shinoth in tho

darkness
;

and tho darkness comprehended
it not.

Kal TO (pa>s tv T?/ o'Koria f/juiVf i, Kai

f)
(TKOTia (WTO OV

The context to this passage in the Oration is as

follows : Tatian is arguing about the immortality of

the soul, and he states that the soul is not in itself

immortal but mortal, but that nevertheless it is possible

for it not to die. If it do not know the truth it dies, but

rises again at the end of the world, receiving eternal

death as a punishment.
"
Again, however, it does not

die, though it be for a time dissolved, if it has acquired

knowledge of God
;
for in itself it is darkness, and there is

nothing luminous in it, and this, therefore, is (the mean-

ing of) the saying : The darkness comprehends not the

light. For the soul (V^X1
?)

did not itself save the spirit

(-rrvevfjia), but was saved by it, and the light com-

prehended the darkness. The Logos (Reason) truly is

the light of God, but the ignorant soul is darkness

('O Aoyos /xeV eon TO TOU @eou <$, CTKOTOS oe
17

For this reason if it remain

1 We have already mentioned that tho Gospel according to Peter con-

tained tho doctrine of tho Logos.
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alone it tends downwards to matter, dying with the

flesh," &c., &C. 1 The source of "the saying
"

is not men-

tioned, and it is evident that even if it be taken to be a

reference to the fourth Gospel, nothing would thereby be

proved but the mere existence of the Gospel.
" The

saying," however, is distinctly different in language from

the parallel in the Gospel, and it may be from a different

Gospel. We have already remarked that Philo calls the

Logos "the Light/'
2 and quoting in a peculiar form

Ps. xxvi. 1 :

" For the Lord is my light (<o>g) and my
Saviour," he goes on to say that, as the sun divides day
and night, so, Moses says,

" God divides light and dark-

ness" (rov deov
<j)0)<s

/ecu cr/coros Staret^tVat).
3 When

we turn away. to things of sense we use "another

light," which is in no way different from "
darkness." 4

The constant use of the same similitude of Light and

darkness, in the Canonical Epistles,
5 shows how current

it was in the Church
;
and nothing is more certain than

the fact that it was neither originated by, nor confined

to, the fourth Gospel.

The third and last passage is as follows :

OBAT. AD GKJSCOS, xix.

We being such as this, do not

pursue us with hatred, but, reject-

ing the Demons, follow the one God.

AH things were by (wr') him, and

without himwasnotanything made.

liavra vn avrov, KOI

JOHN i. 3.

All things were made by (Si') him,
and without him was not anything
made that was made.

Ildvra Bi avrov tytvfTo, KOI

yeyovev ovde tv, avrov eytvfTo ovdf ev o ytyovev,

1 Orat. ad Grsecos, 13.
'

* De Somniis, i. 13, Mangey, i. 632
;

cf. 14 ff., De Mundi op. 9,

il. t
i. 7. See vol. ii. p. 297, note 2.

3 De Somniis, i. 13. ,
*
II., i. 14.

5 11 Cor. iv. 6; Ephes. v. 814; Coloss. i. 12, 13; 1 Thess. v. 5; I

Tim. vi. 16; 1 Tot. ii. 9; cf. Eev. xxi. 23, 21
;
xxii. ~>.
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Tatian here speaks of God, and not of the Logos,

and in this respect, as well as language and context,

the passage dift'ers from the fourth Gospel. The phrase

is not introduced as a quotation, and no reference is

made to any Gospel. The purpose for which the words

are used, again, rather points to the first chapters of

Genesis than to the dogmatic prologue enunciating the

doctrine of the Logos.
1 Under all these circumstances,

the source from which the expression may have been

derived cannot with certainty be ascertained, and, as

in the preceding instance, even if it be assumed that the

words show acquaintance with the fourth Gospel,

nothing could be proved but the mere existence of

the work about a century and a half after the events

which it records. It is obvious that in no case does

Tatian afford the slightest evidence of the Apostolic

origin or historical veracity of the fourth Gospel.

We have generally discussed the testimony of Diony-

sius of Corinth,
2 Melito of Sardis,

3 and Claudius Apol-

linaris,
4 and need not say more here. The fragments

attributed to them neither mention nor quote the fourth

Gospel, but in no case could they furnish evidence to

authenticate the work. The same remarks apply to

Athenagoras.
5 Canon Westcott only ventures to say,

that he "
appears to allude to passages in St. Mark and

St. John, but they are all anonymous."
6 The passages

in which he speaks of the Logos, which are those

referred to here, are certainly not taken from the fourth

Gospel, and his doctrine is expressed in terminology

1 Of. 1 Cor. viii. G
; Ephcs. iii. 9 ; Heb. i. 2.

2 Vol. ii. p. 163 ff.
s
Ib., p. 172 ff.

4
II., p. 185 ff.

5
Ib., p. 191 ff.

6 On the Canon, p. 103.
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which is different from that of the Gospel, and is deeply

tinged with Platonism. 1 He appeals to Proverbs viii. 22,

already so frequently quoted by us, for confirmation by
the Prophetic Spirit of his exposition of the Logos
doctrine. 2 He nowhere identifies the Logos with Jesus :

3

indeed he does not once make use of the name of Christ

in his works. He does not show the slightest knowledge
of the doctrine, of salvation so constantly enunciated in

the fourth Gospel. There can be no doubt, as we have

already shown,
4 that he considered the Old Testament to

be the only inspired Holy Scriptures. Not only does he

not mention nor quote any of our Gospels, but the only

instance in which he makes any reference to sayings of

Jesus, otherwise than by the indefinite $170-1 :

" he says,"

is one in which he introduces a saying which is not

found in our Gospels by the words :

" The Logos again

saying to us :" (iraXw rjfjuv Xeyovros rov Aoyov), &c. From

the same source, which was obviously not our Canonical

Gospels, we have, therefore, reason to conclude that Athe-

nagoras derived all his knowledge of Gospel history and

doctrine. We need scarcely add that this writer affords

no testimony whatever as to the origin or character of

the fourth Gospel.

It is scarcely worth while to refer to the Epistle of

Vienne and Lyons, a composition dating at the earliest

A.D. 177-178, in which no direct reference is made to any

writing of the New Testament.5
Acquaintance with the

fourth Gospel is argued from the following passage :

1 Cf. Dorner, Lehre Pers. Christi, i. p. 440 ff. ; Donaldson, Hist. Chr.

Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 149 ff.

2
Leg. pro Christ., 10.

3
Dorner, ib., i. p. 442; Donaldson, ib., iii. p. 154.

4 Vol. ii. p. 199 f.
5 Vol. ii. p. 201 ff.
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EPISTLE, iv.

And thus was fulfilled the saying
of our Lord :

The time shall come in which

every one that killeth you shall

think that ho olforoth a service

unto God.

'E\fV(TfTai tempos eV &> iras 6 airo-

KTtivas vp.as,

TU> Qftit.

JOHN xvi. 2.

But the hour cometh that every
one that killeth you may think that

he oSereth a service unto God.

d\\' tpxerai &pa tra rras 6 airo-

KTfivas vpas S6j) \arpfiav irpocr(p(peiv

rw dew,

Now such a passage cannot prove the use of the fourth

Gospel. No source is indicated in the Epistle from which

the saying of Jesus, which of course apologists assert to

be historical, was derived. It presents decided variations

from the parallel in the fourth Gospel ;
and in the

Synoptics we find sufficient indications of similar dis-

courses 1 to render it very probable that other Gospels

may have contained the passage quoted in the Epistle.

In no case could an anonymous reference like this be of

any weight as evidence for the Apostolic origin of the

fourth Gospel.

"We need not further discuss Ptolemseus and Heracleon,

We have shown 2 that the date at which these heretics

nourished places them beyond the limits within which

we proposed to confine ourselves. In regard to Ptole-

maeus all that is affirmed is that, in the Epistle to Flora

ascribed to him, expressions found in John i. 3 are used.

The passage as it is given by Epiphanius is as follows :

"
Besides, that the world was created by the same, the

Apostle states (saying all things have been made (yeyo-

vevai) by him and without him nothing was made)."

(

v
Ert ye TTJV TOV Kooyxov Sry/xtovpyta^ tSuw Xeyet eTvat

(are irdvra St O.VTOV yeyo^eVcu, KOL \d)pl<s OLVTOV yeyovev
6 a/TrocTToXos)

3 Now the supposed quotation is

1 Matt. x. 1622, xxiv. 9 f.
;
Mark xiii. 913; Luke xxi. 1217.

2 Vol. ii. p. 205 ff.
3
Kpiplianius, Hner., xxxiii. 3.
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introduced liere in a parenthesis interrupting the sense,

and there is every probability that it was added as an

illustration by Epiphanius, and was not in the Epistle to

Flora at all. Omitting the parenthesis, the sentence is a

very palpable reference to the Apostle Paul, and Coloss.

i. 16.
1 In regard to Heracleon, it is asserted from the

unsupported references of Origen
2 that he wrote a com-

mentary on the fourth Gospel. Even if this be a fact,

there is not a single word of it preserved by Origen

which in the least degree bears upon the Apostolic origin

and trustworthiness of the Gospel. Neither of these

heresiarchs, therefore, is of any value as a witness for the

authenticity of the fourth Gospel.

The heathen Celsus, as we have shown,
3 wrote at a

period when no evidence which he could well give of his

own could have been of much value in supporting our

Gospels. He is pressed into service,
4
however, because

after alluding to various circumstances of Gospel history

he says :

" These things, therefore, being taken out of

your own writings, we have no need of other testimony,

for you fall upon your own swords/'
5 and in another

place he says that certain Christians
" have altered the

Gospel from its first written form in three-fold, four-fold,

and many-fold ways, and have re-moulded it in order to

have the means of contradicting the arguments (of oppo-

nents)."
6 This is supposed to refer to the four Canonical

1
ScJtolten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 88, anm. 4.

2 The passages are quoted by Orabe, Spicil. Patr., ii. p. 85 ff.

3 Vol. ii. p. 227 ff.

4 Cf. Tiacheiidorf, Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 71 ff.
; Westcott, On the

Canon, p. 356.

Tavra niv ovv
I>IJLIV

ec T>V vp.fTfpo)V a"vyypafjLfj.a.Tcoi>, f(f)' ols ov8ti>i,s oXXot;

paprvpos xpjjop.fv' avrdiyap eavrols irepmiirffTt. Oiiyen, Contra Cels.,ii. 74.
6 'Qs fK fJLtdrjs rJKoyras (Is TO t(j)(crrdvai avrots, p-fTa^apdrrdv tK rrjs
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Gospels. Apart from the fact that Origen replies to the

first of these passages, that Celsus has brought forward

much concerning Jesus which is not in accordance with

the narratives of the Gospels, it is absurd to limit the

accusation of
u
many-fold

"
corruption to four Gospels,

when it is undeniable that the Gospels and writings long

current in the Church were very numerous. In any case,

what could such a statement as this do towards establish-

ing the Apostolic origin and credibility of the fourth

Gospel ?

We might pass over the Canon of Muratori entirely,

as being beyond the limit of time to which we confine

ourselves,
1 but the unknown writer of the fragment gives

a legend with regard to the composition of the fourth

Gospel which we may quote here, although its obviously

mythical character renders it of no value as evidence

regarding the authorship of the Gospel. The writer says :

Quarti euangeliorurn lohannis ex decipolis

Cohortantibus condescipulis et episcopis suis

dixit coniciunato mihi hodie triduo et quid

cuiquc fuerit reuelatum alterutrum

nobis ennarremus eadem nocto reue

latum Andrea) ex apostolis ut recognis
centibus cuntis lohannis suo nomine

cuncta describeret et ideo
(
2
)
licit uaria sin

culis euangeliorum libris principia

doceantur nihil-tamen diflert credeu

tium fidei cum uno ac principal! spiritu do

clarata sint in omnibus omnia do hatiui

tato do passiono de resurrectiono

de conuersationo cum decipulis suis

ypa(j)r)S
TO ewiyyeXiov rpi\ri KOI rerpa\r) KOI iroXXa^^, ical fMTairXdrrfiv, iv

jrpos TOVS f\ty\ovs dpi>(l<rdai, Contra Gels., ii. 27.

1 Vol. ii. p. 244 ff.

2 It is admitted that the whole passage from this point to
" futurum

est
"

is abrupt and without connection with the context, as well as most

confused. Cf. TregeUes, Can. Murat., p. 36; Donahlswt, Hist. Chr. Lit.

and Doctr., iii. p. 205.
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ac de gemino eius aduentu

primo in humilitate dispectus quod fo . . .

.u (
J

) secundum potestate regali . . . pre

clarum quod foturum est (
:
) quid ergo

mirum si Johannes tarn, constanter

sincula etiam in epistulis suis proferat

dicens in semeipsu quse uidimus oculis

nostris et auribus audiuimus et manus

nostrae palpauerunt hsec scripsimus uobis

sic enim non solum uisurem sed et auditorem

sed et scriptorem omnium mirabilium domini per ordi

nem profetetur

" The fourth of the Gospels, of John, one of the disciples.

To his fellow disciples and bishops (Episcopis) urging

him he said :
' Fast with me to-day for three days, and

let us relate to each other that which shall be revealed

to each/ On the same night it was revealed to Andrew,

one of the Apostles, that, with the supervision of all,

John should relate all things in his own name. And,

therefore, though various principles (principia) are taught

by each book of the Gospels, nothing nevertheless differs

in the faith of believers, for, in all, all things are declared

by one ruling Spirit concerning the nativity, concerning

the passion, concerning the resurrection, concerning the

intercourse with the disciples, and concerning his double

advent ; the first in despised humility which has taken

place, the second in regal power and splendour, which is

still future. What wonder, therefore, if John should so

constantly bring forward each thing (singula) also in his

1 Credner reads here "
quod ratum est." Zur Gesch. d. Kan., p. 74.

Dr. "Westcott reads :
"
quod fuit." On the Canon, p. 478.

3 Dr. Tregelles calls attention to the resemblance of this passage to one

of Tertullian (Apol. 21).
" Duobus enim adventibus eius significatis,

primo, qui iam expunctus est in huinilitate conditionis human ju ; secundo,

qui concludendo seculo imminet in sublimitate divinitatis exserte : primum
non intelligendo, secundum, quern manifestius pnedicatum sperant unum
existimaverunt." Can. Murat., p. 36. This is another reason for dating
the fragment in the third century.
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Epistles, saying in regard to himself: The things which

we have seen with our eyes, and have heard with our

ears, and our hands have handled, these things have we

written unto you. For thus he professes himself not

only an eye-witness and hearer, but also a \vriter of all

the wonders of the Lord in order."

It is obvious that in this passage we have an apologetic

defence of the fourth Gospel,
1 which necessarily implies

antecedent denial of its authority and apostolic origin.

The writer not only ascribes it to John, but he clothes it

with the united authority of the rest of the Apostles, in

a manner which very possibly aims at explaining the sup-

plementary chapter xxi., with its testimony to the truth

of the preceding narrative. In his zeal the writer goes

so far as to falsify a passage of the Epistle, and convert

it into a declaration that the author of the letter had

written the Gospel.
" ( The things which we have seen,

&c., these things have we written unto you
'

(haec scripsi-

mus vobis).
2 For thus he professes himself not only an

eye-witness and hearer, but also a writer of all the wonders

of the Lord in order." Credner argues that in speaking

of John as
" one of the disciples" (ex discipulis), and of

Andrew as
" one of the Apostles," the writer intends to

distinguish between John the disciple, who wrote the

Gospel and Epistle, and John the Apostle, who wrote the

Apocalypse, as was done by Papias and Euscbins,
3 and

that it was for this reason that he sought to dignify him

by a special revelation, through the Apostle Andrew,

selecting him to write the Gospel. Credner, therefore,

1 CV7tr, Gesch. N. T. Ktuion, p. 158 f. und Vvlkmar, Anhang, p. 3(50
;

Der Urspruiig, p. 28; tic.hvltvH, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 150 f.
; Davidson,

Introd. N. T., ii. p. 402; Hili/ettfrltl, Der Kanon, pp. 41, 43; Lvmann,

Bijdragon, p. G<> ff.

2
1 John i. 13. 3

Ettselhts, H. E., iii. 39.

VOL. II. C U
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concludes that here we have ail ancient ecclesiastical

tradition ascribing the Gospel and first Epistle to one of

the disciples of Jesus different from the Apostle John. 1

Into this, however, we need not enter, nor is it necessary

for us to -demonstrate the mythical nature of this nar-

rative regarding the origin of the Gospel We have

merely given this extract from the fragment to make our

statement regarding it complete. Not only is the evi-

dence of the fragment of no value, from the lateness of

its date, and the uncritical character of its author, but

a vague and fabulous tradition recorded by an unknown

writer could not, in any case, furnish testimony calculated

to establish the Apostolic origin and trustworthiness of

the fourth Gospel.

1

Creditcr, Gesch. N. T. Kan., p. 1 08 if.
; Theol. Jahrb., 18dl, p. 301.
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CHAPTER II.

AUTHORSHIP AND CHARACTER OF THE FOURTH GOSPEL.

THE result of ouv inquiry into the evidence for the

fourth Gospel is sufficiently decided to render further

examination unnecessary. We have seen that for some

century and a half, after the events recorded in the work,

there is not only no testimony whatever connecting the

fourth Gospel with the Apostle John, but no certain trace

even of the existence of the Gospel. There has not been

the slightest evidence in any of the writings of the

Fathers which we have examined even of a tradition

that the Apostle John had composed any evangelical

work at all, and the claim, advanced in favour of the

Christian miracles to contemporaneous evidence of extra-

ordinary force and veracity by undoubted eye-witnesses

so completely falls to the ground, that we might here

well bring this part of our inquiry to a close. There are,

however, so many peculiar circumstances connected with

the fourth Gospel, both in regard to its authorship and

to its relationship to the three Synoptics, which invite

further attention, that we propose briefly to review some

of them. We must, however, carefully restrict ourselves

to the limits of our inquiry, and resist any temptation t<>

enter upon an exhaustive discussion of the problem

presented by the fourth Gospel from a more general

literary point of view.

c c 2
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The endeavour to obtain some positive, or at least

negative, information regarding the author of the fourthO ' O . O

Gospel is facilitated by the fact that in the New Testa-

ment Canon several other works are ascribed to him.

These works present such marked and distinct charac-

teristics that, apart from the fact that their number

extends the range of evidence, they afford an unusual

opportunity of testing the tradition which assigns them

all to the Apostle John, by comparing the clear indica-

tions which they give of the idiosyncrasies of their

author with the independent data which we possess

regarding the history and character of the Apostle. It

is asserted by the Church that John the son of Zebedee,

one of the disciples of Jesus, is the composer of no less

than five of our canonical writings, and it would be

impossible to select any books of our New Testament

presenting more distinct features, or more widely di-

vergent views, than are to be found in the Apocalypse

on the one hand, and the Gospel and three Epistles on

the other. Whilst a strong family likeness exists between

the Epistles and the Gospel, and they exhibit close

analogies both in thought and language, the Apocalypse,

on the contrary, is so different from them in language, in

style, in religious views and terminology, that it is

impossible to believe that the writer of the one could be

the author of the other. The translators of our New
Testament have laboured, and not in vain, to eliminate

as far as possible all individuality of style and language,

and to reduce the various books of which it is composed
to one uniform smoothness of composition. It is, there-

fore, impossible for the mere English reader to appreciate

the immense difference which exists between the harsh

and Hebraistic Greek of the Apocalypse and the polished
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elegance of the fourth Gospel, and it is to be feared that

the rarity of critical study has prevented any general

recognition of the almost equally striking contrast of

thought between the two works. The very remarkable

peculiarities which distinguish the Apocalypse and Gospel

of John, however, were very early appreciated, and

almost the first application of critical judgment to the

Canonical books of the New Testament is the argument
of Dionysius Bishop of Alexandria, about the middle of

the third century, that the author of the fourth Gospel

could not be the writer of the Book of Eevelation. 1 The

dogmatic predilections which at that time had begun to

turn against the Apocalypse, the non-fulfilment of the

prophecies of which disappointed and puzzled the early

Church, led Dionysius to solve the difficulty by deciding

in favour of the authenticity of the Gospel, but at least

he recognized the dilemma which has since occupied so

much of biblical criticism.

It is not necessary to enter upon any exhaustive

analysis of the Apocalypse and Gospel to demonstrate

anew that both works cannot have emanated from the

same mind. This has already been conclusively done by
others. Some apologetic writers, greatly influenced,

no doubt, by the express declaration of the Church, and

satisfied by the analogies which could scarcely fail to

exist between two works dealing with a similar theme,

together with a very few independent critics, have asserted

the authenticity of both works. 2 The great majority of

1
Eusebiiis, II. E., vii. 25.

2
Alftinl, Greek Testament, 18<58, iv. pp. 198 ff., 229; JMJuMt, Einl.

A. u. N. T., iv. p. 1800 ff. ; cf. iii. p. 1299 ff.
; Klntnl, Die evang. Gesch.,

p. 858 ff. ; Das evang. Johannis, 1845, p. 137 ff.
; KicMntrn, Einl. X. T.,

i . p. 375 ff., cf. p. 223 ff. ; l-\-i'lrn*er, Einl. N. T., p.'
509 ff., cf. p. 199 ff. ;

ffase, Die Tub. Sclmle, 1855, p. 25 ff.
; Tfity, Einl. N. T., ii. p. 49Gff., cf.
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critics, however, hav.e fully admitted the impossibility of

recognizing a common source for the fourth Gospel and

the Apocalypse of John. 1 The critical question regarding

the two works has, in fact, reduced itself to the dilemma

which may be expressed as follows, in the words of

Liicke :

" Either the Gospel and the first Epistle are

genuine writings of the Apostle John, and in that case

the Apocalypse is no genuine work of that Apostle, or

the inverse." 2 After an elaborate comparison of the

two writings, the same writer, Avho certainly will

not be suspected of wilfully subversive criticism, re-

sumes :

" The difference between the language, way
of expression, and mode of thought and doctrine of the

Apocalypse and the rest of the Johannine writings, is so

p. 160 ff.
; Lechler, Das ap. u. nachap. Zeit., p. 195 ff. ; Niemeyer^er-

handl. overde echtheid der Johann. Schr., 1852; Reithmayr, Einl. N. T.,

p. 774 ff. ; Thierscli, Die Kirche im. ap. Zeit., pp. 245 f., 267 274;

Tltohick, Glaubw. evang. Gesch., p. 280 ff., &c., &c.
1
Baur, Unters. kan. Ev., p. 345 ff.

; K. G. drei erst. Jahrh., 1863, p.

146 ff. ; Bleek, Beitrage, p. 190200 ; Bretschneider, Probabilia, p. 150 ff.
;

Credner, Einl. N. T., i. pp. 724 ff., 732 ff.
; Davidson, Introd. N. T., i.

p. 313 ff.
;

ii. p. 441
; Dionysius, in Euseb., II. E., vii. 24, 25; Erasmus,

Annot. in Apoc. Johannis N. Test., p. 625; EwuJd, Jahrb. bibl. Wiss.,

v. 18523, p. 179 ff. ; x. 185960, p. 85 f. ; Die Job.. Schr., ii. p. 59 ff.
;

Com. in Apoc. Job.., 1828, p. 67 ff.
; Evanson, Dissonance of the four

generally received Evangelists, 1792; Hilgenfeld, Die Evangelien,

p. 338 ff. ; Hitzig, Ueber Johannes Marcus u. s. Schriften, 1843
; Kaysv,

Rev. de Theol., 1856, xiii. p. 80 ff.
; KostUn, Lehrb., Ev. u. Br. Joh.,

p. 1 ff.
; Liicke, Einl. Offenb. Joh., ii. pp. 659 ff., 680 ff., 744 ff.

;

MichaeUs, Einl. N. T., p. 1636; Nicholas, Et. Cr. sur la Bible N. T.,

p. 183 ff.
; Renan, L'Antechrist, 1873, p. xxv. ; Rems, Gesch. N. T.,

p. 152 f. ; Revilh, Rev. de Theol., 1854, ix. pp. 332 ff., 354 ff., 1855, x.

p. 1 ff.
; Rev. des deux Mondes, Octr., 1863, p. 633 ff.

; cf. La Tie de

Jesus de M. Reiian, 1864, p. 42, note 1
; Scholten, Das Ev. Joh., p. 401 ff.

;

Sclinitzer, Theol. Jahrb., 1842, p. 451 ff.
; ScMeiermacher, Einl. N. T.,

pp. 317, 449 ff., 466 ff. ; Schweyler, Das nachap. Zeit., ii. p. 372 f.
;

Tayler, The Fourth Gospel, 1867, p. 14
;
De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 422;

Weizsacker, Unters. evang. Gesch., p. 237, p. 295; Zeller, Theol. Jahrb.,

1845, p. 654 f., &c., &c.

2 Einl. Offenb. Johannes, ii. p. 504.



AUTHORSHIP AND CHARACTER OF FOURTH GOSPEL. 391

comprehensive and intense, so individual, and even so

radical
;

the affinity and agreement, on the contrary,

either so general, or in details so fragmentary and

uncertain (zuriickweichend), that the Apostle John, if

he really is the author of the Gospel and of the Epistle

which we here advance cannot have composed the

Apocalypse either before or after the Gospel and the

Epistle. If all critical experience and rules in such

literary questions do not deceive, it is certain that the

Evangelist and Apocalyptist are two different persons of

the name of John,"
l &c.

De Wette, another conservative critic, speaks with

equal decision. After an able comparison of the two

works, he says :

" From all this it follows (and in New
Testament criticism no result is more certain than this),

that the Apostle John, if he be the author of the fourth

Gospel and of the Johannine Epistles, did not write

the Apocalypse, or, if the Apocalypse be his work, he is

not the author of the other writings."
2 Ewald is equally

positive :

" Above all," he says,
" should we be in error

as to the descent of this work (the Gospel) from the

Apostle, if the Apocalypse of the New Testament were

by him. That this much earlier writing cannot have been

composed by the author of the later is an axiom which

I consider I have already, in 1826-28, so convincingly

demonstrated, that it would be superfluous now to return

to it, especially as, since then, all men capable of forming

a judgment are of the same opinion, and what has been

brought forward by a few writers against it too clearly

depends upon influences foreign to science." 3 "We may,

therefore, consider the point generally admitted, and

> EinL Offenb. Joh., ii. p. 744 f.
- Einl. N. T., 189 e., p. 4>.

8 Jahrb. bibl. Wiss., v. p. 179.
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proceed very briefly to discuss the question upon this

basis.

The external evidence that the Apostle John wrote the

Apocalypse is more ancient than that for the authorship

of any book of the New Testament, excepting some of

the Epistles of PauL This is admitted even by critics

who ultimately deny the authenticity of the work. 1

Passing over the very probable statement of Andrew of

Csesarea, *that Papias recognized the Apocalypse as an

inspired work, and the inference drawn from this fact

that he referred it to the Apostle, we at once proceed to

Justin Martyr, who affirms in the clearest and most

positive manner the Apostolic origin of the work. He

speaks to Tryphon of "a certain man whose name wa*

John, one of the Apostles of Christ, who prophesied by a

revelation made to him," of the Millennium, and subse-

quent general resurrection and judgment.
3 The state-

ment of Justin is all the more important from the fact

that he does not name any other writing of the New

Testament^and that the Old Testament was still for him

the only Holy Scripture. The genuineness of this testi-

mony is not called in question by any one. Eusebius

states that Melito of Sardis wrote a work on the Apo-

1
Ondner, Gesch. N. T. Kan., pp. 97, 180 ; Baur, Theol. Jakrb., 1844.

p. 4560 ; Ebrard, Die evang. Gesch., p. 854 f. ; Davidson, Int. X. T., L p.

318; Hitgmfdd, Die Evangelien, p. 339 f. ; LerMfr, Das ap. u. nachap.

Zeit, p. 197 f. ; ScAttwyfer, Das nachap. Zeit., ii. p. 249; Ffilmaser, Einl.

N. T., p. 578 ; Zwcfcc, EinL Offenb. Joh., ii. p. 657 ; ReviUe, Ber. des deux

Mondes, Oct. 1863, p. 632; Kayser, Bev. de TheoL. 1856, xiii. p. 80 f..

&c., &c.
"
It is generally asserted both by Apologists and others that this testi-

mony is valid in favour of the recognition by Papias of the authentic! t

of the Apocalypse.
3 DiaL 81 ; cf. Eu&lriu*, H. E., iv. 18 : Km eVeiiq ml vap

1

qfur arqp TO, J
> TOV \purrov, e*

r.r-X.
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calypse of John,
1 and Jerome mentions the treatise.

2

There can be no doubt that had Melito thrown the

slightest doubt on the Apostolic origin of the Apocalypse,

Eusebiua, whose dogmatic views led him to depreciate

that writing, would have referred to the fact. Eusebius

also mentions that Apollonius, a Presbyter of Ephesus,

quoted the Apocalypse against the Montanists, and

there is reason to suppose that he did so as an Apos-
tolic work. 3 Eusebius further states that Theophilus of

Antioch made use of testimony from the Apocalypse of

.John
;

4 but although, as Eusebius does not mention any-

thing to the contrary, it is probable that Theophilus

really recognized the book to be by John the Apostle,

the uncritical haste of Eusebius renders his vague state-

ment of little value. We do not think it worth while to

quote the evidence of later writers. Although Irenaeus,

who repeatedly assigns the Apocalypse to John, the

disciple of the Lord,
5

is cited by Apologists as a very

important witness, more especially from his intercourse

with Polycarp, we do not attribute any value to his tes-

timony, both from the late date at which he wrote, and

from the singularly uncritical and credulous character

of his mind. Although he appeals to the testimony of

those
" who saw John face to face

"
with regard to the

number of the name of the Beast, his own utter ignorance

of the interpretation shows how little information he can

have derived from Polycarp.
6 The same remarks apply

still more strongly to Tertullian, who, however, most un-

hesitatingly assigns the Apocalypse to the Apostle John. 7

1

I-wbius, H. E., ir. '26.
2 De Vir. HI., 24.

a
Eusebius, H. E., v. 18. 4

Ib., H. E., iv. 24.

5 Adv. Haer., iv. 20, 11, 21, 3, 30, 4, &c., &c.
6
Jb., v. 30.

' Adv. Marc., iii. 14, 24, &c., &c.



394 SUPEBXATUBAL BELIGIOX.

It would be useless more particularly to refer to later

evidence, however, or quote even the decided testi-

mony in its favour of Clement of Alexandria,
1 or

Origen.
2

The first doubt cast upon the authenticity of the Apo-

calypse occurs in the argument of Dionysius of Alex-

andria, one of the disciples of Origen, in the middle of

the third century. He mentions that some had objected

to the whole work as without sense or reason, and as

displaying such dense ignorance, that it was impossible

that an apostle or even one in the Church, could have

written it, and they assigned it to Cerinthus, who held the

doctrine of the reign of Christ on earth.3 These objec-

tions, it is obvious, are merely dogmatic, and do not affect

to be historicaL They are in fact a good illustration of the

method by which the Canon was formed. If the doctrine

ofany writing met with the approval ofthe early Church it

was accepted with unhesitating faith, and its pretension

to Apostolic origin was admitted as a natural consequence;

but it on the other hand, the doctrine of the writing

was not clearly that of the community, it was rejected

without further examination. It is an undeniable fact

that not a single trace exists of the application of his-

torical criticism to any book of the New Testament in

the early ages of Christianity. The case of the Apo-

calypse is most intelligible : so long as the expectation

and hope of a second advent and of a personal reign of

the risen and glorified Christ, of the prevalence of which

we have abundant testimony in the Pauline Epistles and

other early works, continued to animate the Church, the

1
Stromata, TL 13, | 106, 141.

-
Emtebitu, H. E., Ti- 25, in Joarm. Opp. iv. p, 17.

*, H. E.. riL 24.
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Apocalypse \vliieh excited and fostered them was a

popular volume : but as years passed away and tho

general longing of Christians, eagerly marking the signs

of the times, was again and again disappointed, and tin-

hope of a Millennium began cither to be abandoned or

indefinitely postponed, the Apocalypse proportionately

lost favour, or was regarded as an incomprehensible book,

misleading the world by illusory promises. Its history

is that of a highly dogmatic treatise esteemed or con-

temned in proportion to the ebb and flow of opinion

regarding the doctrines which it expresses.

The objections of Dionysius, arising first from dogmatic

grounds and his inability to understand the Apocalyptic

utterances of the book, took the shape we have mentioned

of a critical dilemma : The author of the Gospel could

not at the same time be the author of the Apocalypse.

Dogmatic predilection decided the question in favour of

the fourth Gospel, and the reasoning by which that

decision is arrived at has, therefore, no critical force

or value. The fact still remains that Justin Martyr

distinctly refers to the Apocalypse as the work of the

Apostle John and, as we have seen, no similar testimony
exists in support of the claims of the fourth Gospel.

As another most important point, we may mention

that there is probably not another work of the New Tes-

tament the precise date of the composition of which,

within a very few weeks, can so positively be affirmed.

No result of criticism rests upon a more secure basis and

is now more universally accepted by all competent critics

than the fact that the Apocalypse was written in A.D.

6 8-6 9.
r The writer distinctly and repeatedly mentions

1

Credner, Einl. N. T., i. p. 705 ff.
; Ewald, Jahrb. bibl. Wiss., v.

p. 181 ff. ; Geech. V. Isr., vii. p. 227 ; Comment, in Apoc. Job., 1828,
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his name : i. 1, "The revelation of Jesus Christ ....
unto his servant John

;

" *
i. 4,

" John to the seven

churches which are in Asia,"
2 and he states that the work

was written in the island of Patmos where he was " on

account of the Word of God and the testimony of Jesus." 3

Ewald, who decides in the most arbitrary manner against

the authenticity of the Apocalypse and in favour of the

Johannine authorship of the Gospel, objects that the

author, although he certainly calls himself John, does

not assume to be an Apostle, but merely terms himself

the servant (SovXo?) of Christ like other true Christians,

and distinctly classes himself amongst the Prophets
* and

not amongst the Apostles.
5 We find, however, that Paul,

who was not apt to waive his claims to the Apostolate,

was content to call himself :

" Paul a servant (SovXo?) of

Jesus Christ, called to be an Apostle," in writing to the

Romans ; (i. 1) and the superscription of the Epistle to

the Philippians is :

" Paul and Timothy servants (SovXoi)

of Christ Jesus." 6 There was, moreover, reason why the

author of the Book of Revelation, a work the form of

which was decidedly based upon that of Daniel and

other Jewish Apocalyptic writings, should rather adopt

Die Job. Schr., ii. p. 62; Guericke, Gesammtgesch., p. 171, p. 522 f.
;

Volkmar, Comment, zur Offenb. Job., 1862, p. 7 ff.
; Die Religion Jesu,

p. 148; Hilgenfeld, Die Evangelien, p. 338; Davidson, Int. N. T., i.

p. 347 ff. ; Lntzelberger, Die kirchl. Trad. Joh., p. 234
; JKenan, Vie de

Jesus xiiiroe . ed. p. Ixxi. f.
; L'Antechrist, p. 340 ff.

; Reville, Rev. des

deux Mondes, Oct. 1863, p. 623 ; Rev. de Theol., 1855, x. p. 4
; 8rho1tf,

Das Ev. Job., p. 401
; Kayser, Rev. de Theol., 1856. xiii. p. 80.

1
'

ATTOKO^V^IS 'lrj<rov Xptorov T<5 SovXw avrov 'ladvvrj.

2
'Itoapwjr rals eirra eKK^rjcriais rals tv TTJ 'Aert'a. Cf. i. 9 ; xxii. 8.

3
i. 9, 8\a TOV Xoyoi/ rov 6eov KOI TTJV fiaprvptav 'lytrov . . .

4 Cf. i, 13, 9 f. ; xix. 9 f.
; xxii. 69, 10, 16 f., 18 f.

5 Ewald, Die Joh. Schr., ii. p. 55 ff.
;
Jahrb. bibl. "Wiss., v. p. 179 ff.

6 "We do not refer to the opening of the Epistle to Titus, nor to that

which commences,
" James a servant (SovXo?) of God," &c., nor to the

so-called
"
Epistle of Jude," all being too much disputed or apocryphal.
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the character of Prophet than the less suitable designa-

tion of Apostle upon such an occasion. It is clear that

lie counted fully upon being generally known under the

simple designation of
"
John," and when we consider the

unraistakeable terms of authority with which he addresses

the Seven Churches, it is scarcely possible to deny that

the writer either was the Apostle, or distinctly desired

to assume his personality. It is not necessary for us

here to enter into any discussion regarding the
"
Presbyter

John," for it is generally admitted that even he could

not have had at that time any position in Asia Minor

which could have warranted such a tone. If the name

of Apostle, therefore, be not directly assumed and it

was not necessary to assume it the authority of one is

undeniably inferred.

Ewald, however, argues :

" On the contrary, indeed,

the author could not more clearly express that he is not

one of the Twelve, than when he imagines (Apoc. xxi. 1 4)

the names of the ' twelve apostles of the Lamb '

shining

upon the twelve foundation stones of the wall of the future

heavenly Jerusalem. He considered that he could not

sufficiently elevate the names and the lustre of these

Twelve, and he gave them in his own mind the highest

external honour which he could confer upon them. No

intelligent person ever gives such extreme honour and

such sparkling lustre to himself, still less does he determine

himself to give them, or himself actually anticipates the

eternal glorification which God alone can give to him,

and boasts of it before men. And could one seriously

believe that one of the Twelve, yea, that even he whom
we know as the most delicate and fine minded amongst

them, could have written this of himself ?
" l

Now,
1 In making these translations from German writers, and more cspeci-
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in the first place, we must remark that ill this dis-

cussion it is quite absurd to speak of .our knowing John

the Apostle as distinguished above all the rest of the

Twelve for such qualities. Nowhere do we find such a

representation of him except in the fourth Gospel, if

even there, but, as we shall presently see, rather the

contrary, and the fourth Gospel cannot here be received

as evidence. It is the misfortune of this whole problem

that many critics arc so fascinated by the beauty of the

fourth Gospel that they sacrifice sense and reason in

order to support it. Returning to these objections, how-

ever, we might by way of retort point out to those who

assert the inspiration of the Apocalypse, that the sym-
bolical representation of the heavenly Jerusalem is objec-

tive, and not a mere subjective sketch coloured according

to the phantasy of the writer. Passing on, however, it

must be apparent that the whole account of the heavenly

city is typical, and that in basing its walls upon the

Twelve, he does not glorify himself personally, but simply

gives its place to the idea which was symbolixed when

silly from Ewald, we have preferred to adhere closely to the sense and

style of the original, however involved and laboured, rather than secure

a more smooth and elegant English version, at the risk of misrepresen-

tation, by a mere paraphrase of the German. " Vielmehr kann ja der ver-

fasser dass er keiner der Zwolfe war nicht deutlicher ausdriicken als

indem er Apoc. 21, 14, die namen der 'zwolf Apostel des Lammes,' auf

den 12 grundsteinen der mauer des kiinftigen himmlischen Jerusalems

prangend sich denkt. Er meinte also die namen und den glanz dieser

Zwolfe nicht gemig erheben zu konnen und gab ihnen im eigenen geiste

die hochste aussere ehre welche er ihnen zuweisen konnte. Solche hochste

ehre und solchen funkelnden glanz gibt kein irgend verstiindiger sich

selbst, noch weniger beschliesst er sich selbst sie zu geben, oder nimuit

gar die ewige verherrlichung welche ihm allein Gott geben kann sich

selbst vonveg und riihmt sich ihrer vor den menschen. Und man konnte

sich ernstlich einbildeu, einer der Zwolfe, ja sogar dor welchen wir sonst

unter ihnen als den zartesten und feinsten kennen, werde dies von sich

selbst geschrieben haben ?
"

Jahrb. bibl. Wiss., v. p. 180 f.
; cf. Die Joh.

Schr., ii. p. 56 f.
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lesus is represented as selecting twelve disciples, the

number of the twelve tribes, upon whose preaching the

spiritual, city was to be built up. The Jewish belief in

the special preference of the Jews before all nations led

up to this, and it forms part of the strong Hebraistic

form of the writer's Christianity. The heavenly city is

simply a glorified Jerusalem ; the twelve Apostles, re-

presentatives of the twelve tribes, set apart for the

regeneration of Israel as the seventy disciples, the

number of the nations of the earth, are sent out to regene-

i-iito the Gentiles are the foundation-stones of the New

City with its twelve gates, on which are written the

names of the twelve tribes of Israel,
1 for whom the city

is more particularly provided. For 144,000 of Israel

are first sealed, 12,000 of each of the twelve tribes,

before the Seer beholds the great multitude of all nations

and tribes and peoples.
2 The whole description is a

mere allegory of the strongest Jewish dogmatic character,

;md it is of singular value for the purpose of identifying

the author.

Moreover, the apparent glorification of the Twelve is

more than justified by the promise which Jesus is repre-

sented by the Synoptics
3 as making to them in person.

When Peter, in the name of the Twelve, asks what is

reserved for them who have forsaken all and followed

him, Jesus replies :

"
Verily I say unto you that ye

which have followed me, in the regeneration when the

Son of Man shall sit in the throne of his glory, ye also

shall be set upon twelve thrones judging the twelve

tribes of Israel/'
4 Ewald himself, in his distribution to

the supposed original sources of the materials of our

1

Apoc. xxi. 12. *
Ib., vii. 4 9.

3 Matt. xix. 27, 28 ; Luke xii. 2830. 4 Matt. xix. 28.



400 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

existing first Synoptic, assigns this passage to the very

oldest Gospel.
1 What impropriety is there, and what

improbability, therefore, that an Apostle in an ecstatic

and dogmatic allegory of the spiritual Jerusalem should

represent the names of the twelve Apostles as inscribed

upon the twelve foundation stones, as the names of the

twelve tribes of Israel were inscribed upon the twelve

gates of the City ? On the contrary, we submit that it is

probable under the circumstances that an Apostle should

make such a representation, and in view of the facts

regarding the Apostle John himself which we have from

the Synoptics, it is particularly in harmony with his

character, and these characteristics, we shall see, directly

tend to establish his identity with the author.

" How much less, therefore, is it credible of the

Apostle John/' says Ewald, elsewhere, in pursuing the

same argument,
" who as a writer is so incomparably

modest and delicate in feeling, that he does not in a single

one of his genuine published writings name himself as

the author, or at all proclaim his own praise."
2 This is

merely sentimental assumption of facts to which we shall

hereafter allude, but if the "
incomparable modesty

"
of

which he speaks really existed, nothing could more con-

clusively separate the author of the fourth Gospel from the

son of Zebedee whom we know in the Synoptics, or more

support the claims of the Apocalypse. Now, in the first

place, we must assert that, in writing a serious history

of the life and teaching of Jesus, full of marvellous

events and astounding doctrines, the omission of his

name by an Apostle can not only not be recognized as

genuine modesty, but must be condemned as culpable

neglect. It is perfectly incredible that an Apostle could

1 Die drei crsten Erv. 2 Die Job. Schr., ii. p. 56 f.
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have written such a work without attaching his name as

the guarantee of his intimate acquaintance with the events

and statements he records. What would be thought of a

historian who published a history without a single refer-

ence to recognized authorities, and yet who did not

declare even his own name as some evidence of his truth?

The fact is, that the first two Synoptics bear no author's

name because they are not the work of any one man, but

the collected materials of many ; the third Synoptic only

pretends to be a compilation for private use ;
and the

fourth Gospel bears no simple signature because it is

neither the work of an Apostle, nor of an eye-witness of

the events and hearer of the teaching it records.

If it be considered incredible, however, that an Apostle

could, even in an Allegory, represent the names of the

Twelve as written on the foundation stones of the New

Jerusalem, and the incomparable modesty and delicacy

of feeling of the assumed author of the fourth Gospel be

contrasted with it so much to the disadvantage of the

writer of the Apocalypse, we ask whether this reference

to the collective Twelve can be considered at all on a par

with the self-glorification of the disguised author of the

Gospel, who, not content with the simple indication of

himself as John a servant of Jesus Christ, and with

sharing distinction equally with the rest of the Twelve,

assumes to himself alone a pre-eminence in the favour and

affection of his Master, as well as a distinction amongst
his fellow disciples, of which we first hear from himself,

and which is anything but corroborated by the three Sy-

noptics ? The supposed author of the fourth Gospel, it is

true, does not plainly mention his name, but he distin-

guishes himself as "the disciple whom Jesus loved,"

and represents himself as
"
leaning on Jesus' breast at

VOL. II.
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supper."
1 This distinction assumed to himself, and this

preference over the other disciples in the love of him

whom he represents as God, is much greater self-glorifi-

cation than that of the author of the Apocalypse. We
shall presently see how far Ewald is right in saying,

moreover, that the author does not clearly indicate the

person for whom at least he desires to be mistaken.

We must conclude that these objections have no

weight, and that there is no internal evidence whatever

against the supposition that the "John" who announces

himself as the author of the Apocalypse was the Apostle.

On the contrary the tone of authority adopted through-

out, and the evident certainty that his identity would

everywhere be recognized, denote a position in the

Church which no other person of the name of John could

possibly have held at the time when the Apocalypse was

written. The external evidence, therefore, which indi-

cates the Apostle John as the author of the Apocalypse
is quite in harmony with the internal testimony of the

book itself. We have already pointed out the strong

colouring of Judaism in the views of the writer. Its

imagery is thoroughly Jewish, and its allegorical repre-

sentations are entirely based upon Jewish traditions, and

nopes. The heavenly City is a New Jerusalem ; its

twelve gates are dedicated to the twelve tribes of Israel ;

God and the Lamb are the Temple of it ; and the sealed

of the twelve tribes have the precedence over the nations,

and stand with the Lamb on Mount Zion (xiv. 1) having
his name and his Father's written on their foreheads.

We have already stated that the language in which the

book is written is the most Hebraistic Greek of the New
Testament, as its contents are the most deeply tinged

1 John xiii. 23 ; xix. 26, 27 ; xx. 2 f. ; cf. xxi. 20 ff.
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with Judaism. If, finally, we seek for some traces of the

character of the writer, we see in every page the impress

of an impetuous fiery spirit, whose symbol is the Eagle,

breathing forth vengeance against the enemies of the

Messiah, and impatient till it be accomplished, and the

whole of the visions of the Apocalypse proceed to the

accompaniment of the rolling thunders of God's wrath.

We may now turn to examine such historical data as

exist regarding John the son of Zebedee, and to inquire

whether they accord better with the character and

opinions of the author of the Apocalypse or of the Evan-

gelist. John and his brother James are represented by
the Synoptics as being the sons of Zebedee and Salome.

They were fishermen on the sea of Galilee, and at the

call of Jesus they left their ship and their father and

followed him. 1 Their fiery and impetuous character led

Jesus to give them the surname of Bocu/^pyes :

" Sons

of thunder,"
2 an epithet justified by several incidents

which are related regarding them. Upon one occasion,

John sees one casting out devils in his master's name,

and in an intolerant spirit forbids him because he did

not follow them, for which he is rebuked by Jesus.3

Another time, when the inhabitants of a Samaritan

village would not receive them, John and James angrily

turn to Jesus and say :

"
Lord, wilt thou that we

command fire to come down from heaven, and consume

them, even as Elijah did?" 4 One remarkable episode

will have presented itself already to the mind of every

reader, which the second Synoptic Gospel narrates as

follows : Mark x. 35,
" And James and John the sons of

Zebedee come unto him saying unto him : Teacher, we

1 Matt. iv. 21 f.
; Mark i. 19 f. ; Luke v. 19 ff.

3 Mark iii. 17.

3 Mark ix. 38 f. ; Luke ix. 49 f.
4 Luke ix. 54 ff.

i> r> 2
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would that thou shouldest do for us whatsoever we shall

ask thee. 36. And he said unto them : What would ye
that I should do for you ? 37. They said unto him :

Grant that we may sit, one on thy right hand, and the

other on thy left hand in thy glory. 38. But Jesus said

to them*: Ye know not what ye ask: can ye drink

the cup that I drink ? or be baptised with the baptism
that I am baptized with ? 39. And they said unto

him : We can. And Jesus said unto them : The cup
that I drink ye shall drink

; and the baptism that I am

baptised withal shall ye be baptised : 40. But to sit on

my right hand or on my left hand is not mine to give,

but for whom it is prepared. 41. And when the ten

heard it they began to be much displeased with James

and John." It is difficult to say whether the effrontery

and selfishness of the request, or the assurance with

which the brethren assert their power to emulate the

Master is more striking in this scene. Apparently the

grossness of the proceeding already began to be felt

when our first Gospel was edited, for it represents the

request as made by the mother of James and John ; but

that is a very slight decrease of the offence, inasmuch as

the brethren are obviously consenting, if not inciting

parties in the prayer, and utter their "We can" with

the same absence of "incomparable modesty."
1 After

the death of Jesus, John remained in Jerusalem,
2 and

chiefly confined his ministry to the city and its neigh-

bourhood. 3 The account which Hegesippus gives of

James the brother of Jesus who was appointed overseer

of the Church in Jerusalem, will not be forgotten,
4 and

we refer to it merely in illustration of primitive Chris-

1 Matt. xx. 20 S. ' Acts i. 13 ; iii. 1.

* Acts viii. 25; xv. 1 ff.
4
Eusebius, H. E., ii. 23 ; cf. vol. i. p. 435 f.
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tianity. However mythical elements are worked up
into the narrative, one point is undoubted fact, that

the Christians of that community were but a sect of

Judaism, merely superadding to Mosaic doctrines belief

in the actual advent of the Messiah whom Moses and the

prophets had foretold
; and we find, in the Acts of the

Apostles, Peter and John represented as
"
going up into

the Temple at the hour of prayer,"
l like other Jews. In

the Epistle of Paul to the Galatians, we have most valuable

evidence with regard to the Apostle John. Paul found

him still in Jerusalem on the occasion of the visit referred

to in that letter, about A.D. 50 53. We need not quote

at length the important passage Gal. ii. 1 ff., but the fact

is undeniable, and stands upon stronger evidence than

almost any other particular regarding the early Church,

being distinctly and directly stated by Paul himself : that

the three "pillar" Apostles representing the Church

there were James, Peter, and John. Peter is markedly

termed the Apostle of the circumcision, and the differences

between him and Paul are evidence of the opposition of

their views. James and John are clearly represented as

sharing the views of Peter, and whilst Paul finally agrees

with them that he is to go to the Gentiles, the three

o-TvXot elect to continue their ministry to the circum-

cision.
2 Here is John, therefore, clearly devoted to the

Apostleship of the circumcision as opposed to Paul,

whose views, we may gather from the whole of Paul's

account, were little more than tolerated by the orvXot.

Before leaving New Testament data we may here

point out the statement in the Acts of the Apostles that

Peter and John were known to be "unlettered and

ignorant men" 3
(av0pa)TroL aypa/x/xa/rot

KCU iSiamu).

1 Acts iii. 1. f.
2 Gal. ii. 8-9. Acts iy. 13.
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Later tradition mentions one or two circumstances regard-

ing John to which we may briefly refer. Irenaeus states :

"There are those who heard him (Polycarp) say that

John, the disciple of the Lord, going to bathe at Ephesus
and perceiving Cerinthus within rushed forth from the

bath-house without bathing, but crying out :

* Let us fly

lest the bath-house fall down : Cerinthus, the enemy of

the truth, being within it/ . . . So great was the

aversion which the Apostles and their disciples had to

holding any intercourse with any of the corrupters of the

truth,"
1 &c. Polycrates, who was Bishop of Ephesus

about the beginning of the third century, also states that

the Apostle John wore the mitre and petalon of the

high priest (6s eycinjOvj ieptvs TO ireTaXov ir<f>opr)KOD<s ),

2 a

tradition which agrees with the Jewish tendencies of the

Apostle of the circumcision as Paul describes him. 3

Now if we compare these data regarding John the son

of Zebedee with the character of John the author of the

Apocalypse as we trace it in the work itself, it is impos-

sible not to be struck by the singular agreement. The

barbarous Hebraistic Greek and abrupt inelegant diction

are natural to the unlettered fisherman of Galilee, and

the fierce and intolerant spirit which pervades the book

is precisely that which formerly forbade the working of

1
Irenceus, Adv. Hser., iii. 3, 4

; Eusebius. H. E., iv. 14.
2
Eusebius, H. E., iii. 31.

3 We need not refer to any of the other legends regarding John, but it

may be well to mention the tradition common amongst the Fathers which

assigned to him the cognomen of " the Virgin." One Codex gives as the

superscription of the Apocalypse: "TOV ayiov evftogoraTov dnotrro^ov KOI

tvayyeXiarov Trapdevov TjyairrjfjLfvov fTTi(m}6iov 'icodwov BeoXoyov," and we know
that it is reported in early writings that, of all the Apostles, only John
and the Apostle Paul remained unmarried, whence probably, in part,
this title. In connection with this we may point to the importance
attached to virginity in the Apocalypse, xiv. 4

; cf. Schwegler, Das nachap.
Zeit., ii. p. 254; Liicke, Comm. fib. d. Br. Job.., 1836, p. 32 f. ; Credner,
Einl. N. T., i. p. 21.
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miracles even in the name of the Master by any not of

the immediate circle of Jesus, and which desired to

consume an inhospitable village with fire from heaven. 1

The Judaistic form of Christianity which is represented

throughout the Apocalypse, and the Jewish elements

which enter so largely into its whole composition, are

precisely those which we might expect from John the

Apostle of the circumcision and the associate of James

and of Peter in the very centre of Judaism, as we find

him described by Paul. Parts of the Apocalypse, indeed,

derive a new significance when we remember the oppo-

sition which the Apostle of the Gentiles met with from

the Apostles of the circumcision, as plainly declared by
Paul in his Epistle to the Galatians ii. 1 flT., and apparent

in other parts of his writings.

We have already seen the scarcely disguised attack

which is made on Paul in the Clementine Homilies under

the name of Simon the Magician, the Apostle Peter fol-

lowing him from city to city for the purpose of denounc-

ing and refuting his teaching. There can be no doubt

that the animosity against Paul which was felt by the

Ebionitic party, to which John as well as Peter belonged,

was extreme, and when the novelty of the doctrine of

justification by faith alone, taught by him, is considered,

it is very comprehensible. In the Apocalypse, we find

undeniable traces of it which accord with what Paul

himself says, and with the undoubted tradition of the

early Church. Not only is Paul silently excluded from

the number of the Apostles, which might be intelligible

1 The very objection of Ewald regarding the glorification ofthe Twelve,

if true, would be singularly in keeping with the audacious request of

John and his brother, to sit on the right and left hand of the glorified

Jesus, for we find none of the "
incomparable modesty

" which the imagi-

native critic attributes to the author of the fourth Gospel in the John of

the Synoptics.
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when the typical nature of the number twelve is con-

sidered, but allusion is undoubtedly made to him, in the

Epistles to the Churches. It is clear that Paul is

referred to in the address to the Church of Ephesus :

"And thou didst try them which say that they are

Apostles and are not, and didst find them false;
"* and

also in the words to the Church of Smyrna :

" But I

have a few things against thee, because thou hast there

them that hold the teaching of Balaam, who taught

Balak to cast a stumbling block before the sons of Israel,

to eat things sacrificed unto idols,"
2
&c., as well as else-

where. Without dwelling on this point, however, we

thiuk it must be apparent to every unprejudiced person

that the Apocalypse singularly corresponds in every

respect language, construction, and thought with what

we are told of the character of the Apostle John by the

Synoptic Gospels and by tradition, and that the internal

evidence, therefore, accords with the external, in attri-

buting the composition of the Apocalypse rather than

the Gospel to that Apostle.
3 We may without hesitation

1
Apoc., ii. 2. 2

Ib., ii. 14, cf. 9, 20 f. iii. 9.

3
Baur, Unters. kan. Ew., pp. 345 ff., 376 S. ; Theol. Jabrb., 1844,

p.. 661 ff.; Bertholdt, Einl. A. u. N. T., iv. p. 18001875; A. C. Danne-

mann, Wer ist der Verfasser. der Offenb. Jobannis ? 1841 ; Ebrard, Das
Ev. Johann, p. 137 ff. ; Die evang. Gescb., p. 847 ff.

; Eichhorn, Einl.

N. T., ii. p. 375 ff. ; Evanson, Dissonance, &c., 1792 ; Feilmoser, Einl.

N. B., p. 569 ff.
; Guericke, Gesammtgescb., p. 498 ff. ; Beitrage, p. 181 ff.

;

Ease, Die Tub. Scbule, p. 25 ff. ; Hanlein, Einl. N. T., i. p. 220 ff. ;

Hartwig, Apol. d. Apoc., u. s. w., 1780 ; Hiivernick, Lucubr. ciit. ad

Apoc. spectantur, 1842 ; Hengstenberg, Die Offenb. d. beil. Jobann., 1849
;

Hilgenfeld, Die Evangelien, p. 338 ;
Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1868, p.

203, anm. 1
; Hug, Einl. N. T., ii. p. 496 ff.

; Kleuker, Urspr. u. Zweck
Offenb. Job., 1799; F. A. Knittd, Beitrag z. Krit. Job. Offenb., 1773;

Kolthof, Apoc. Joanni apost. vindicata, 1834 ; J. P. Lange, in Tboluck's

Lit. Anzeiger, 1838, No. 20 ff. ; Yermiscbt. Scbr., ii. p. 173 ff. ; Lechler,

Das ap. u. nacbap. Zeit., p. 197 ff. ; Lilderwald, Beurth. u. Erkl. Ofienb.

Jobann., 1788 ; Niermeyer, Verbandel. over Ecbtbi Job. Scbr., 1852 ;

Olshausen, Ecbtbeit. d. T. kan. EVY., 1832
; Renan, Vie de Jesus, xiiim
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affirm, at least, that with the exception of one or two of

the Epistles of Paul there is no work of the New Tes-

tament which is supported by such close evidence.

We need not discuss the tradition as to the residence

of the Apostle John in Asia Minor, regarding which

much might be said. Those who accept the authenticity

of the Apocalypse of course admit its composition in the

ed. p. Ixxi. f.
; L'Antechrist, 1873, p. xxii. ff., p. 3-40 ff. ; Reithmayr, Einl.

N. T., p. 774 ff.
; Seville (doubtful), Rev. des Deux Mondes, Octr. 1863,

p. 633; Riggenbach, Die Zeugn. Evang. Joh., p. 30 ff.
; Scholten, Das

Evang. Joh., p. 399 ff.
; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zsit., ii. p. 249 ff. ;

Schnitzer, Theol. Jahrb., 1842, p. 451 ff.
; Starr, N. Apol. d. Offenb. Joh.

1783; Zvreck d. evang. Gesch. u. Br. Joh., 1786, pp. 70 ff., 83, 163;

C. F. Schmidt, Unters. Offenb. Joh., 1771 ; Thiersch, Die Kirche im. ap.

Zeit., p. 245 f.; Tholuck, Glaubw. evang. Gesch., p. 280 ff.
; Volknvtr,

Comment. Offenb. Joh., 1862, p. 38 ff.
; Weisse, Die evang. Gesch., i.

p. 98, anm. 3 ; Zeller, Theol. Jahrb., 1842, p. 654 ff., &c., &c.

We do not of course pretend to give a complete list of those who assert

or deny the apostolic authorship of the Apocalypse, but merely refer to

those whom we have noted down. The following deny the apostolic

authorship : Bleek, Beitrage, p. 190200; Ballenstedt, Philo u. Johannes,

u. s. w., 1812
; Bretschneider, Probabilia, p. 150 ff.

; Credner, Einl. N. T. ,

i. p. 732 ff. ; Corrodi, Versuch Beleucht. d. Gesch. Bibelkanons, 1792,

ii. p. 303 ff.; Cludius, Uransichten d. Ohristenth. Alt., 1808, p. 312 ff. ;

Diisterdieck, H'buch. Offenb. Joh., 1859; Ewald, Jahrb. bibl. Wiss ., v.

185253, p. 179 ff.
; Comment, in Apoc. Joh., 1829, proleg. 8 ;

Die

Joh. Schr., ii. p. 55 ff.
; Gesch. V. Isr., vi. p. 694, vii. p. 227; Hitzig,

Ueber Johan. Marcus u. s. Scriften ; Kayser (doubtful), Rev. de Theol.,

1856, xiii. p. 85
; Keim, Jesu v. Nazara, i. p. 159 f. ; Liicke, Einl. Offenb.

Joh., ii. pp. 491 ff., 802 ; Th. Studien u. Krit., 1836, p. 654 ff. ; Luther,

Praef. in Apoc., 1552; Liitzelberger, Die kirchl. Trad. ap. Joh., 1840, pp.

198 f., 210 ff.
; Michaelis, Einl. N. T., ii. p. 1573 ff. ; Neander, Gesch.

Pflanz. u. s. w. Chr. Kirche, 1862, p. 481 f. ; Neudecker, Einl. N. T.,

p. 757 ff.
; Semler, Neue Unters. iiber Apoc., 1776; Abhandl. Unters. d.

Kanons, i. Anhang; Stroth, Freimiithige Unters. Offenb. Joh. betreffend,

1771 ; Schott, Isagoge, 114 ff., p. 473 ff. ; Schleiermacher, Einl. N. T.,

p. 470 f.
; Weizsacker, Unters. evang. Gesch., pp. 195, 234 ff.

Although many of those who assign the Apocalypse to the Apostle

John are apologists who likewise assert that he wrote the Gospel, very

many accept the authenticity of the Apocalypse as opposed to that of the

Gospel in the dilemma which we have stated. On the other hand not a few

of those who reject the Apocalypse equally reject the Gospel, and consider

that neither the one nor the other is apostolic.
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neighbourhood of Ephesus,
1 and see in this the con-

firmation of the wide-spread tradition that the Apostle

spent a considerable period of the latter part of his life

in that city. We may merely mention, in passing, that

a historical basis for the tradition has occasionally been

disputed, and has latterly again been denied by some

able critics.
2 The evidence for this as for everything else

connected with the early ages of Christianity is extremely

unsatisfactory. Nor need we trouble ourselves with the

dispute as to the Presbyter John, to whom many ascribe

the composition, on the one hand, of the Apocalypse,

and, on the other, of the Gospel, according as they finally

accept the one or the other alternative of the critical

dilemma which we have explained. We have only to

do with the Apostle John and his connection with either

of the two writings.

If we proceed to compare the character of the Apostle

John, as we have it depicted in the Synoptics and other

writings to which we have referred, with that of the

author of the fourth Gospel, and to contrast the pecu-

liarities of both, we have a very different result. Instead

of the Hebraistic Greek and harsh diction which might
be expected from the unlettered and ignorant fisherman

of Galilee, we find, in the fourth Gospel, the purest and

least Hebraistic Greek of any of the Gospels (some parts

of the third Synoptic, perhaps, alone excepted), and a

refinement and beauty of composition whose charm has

captivated the world, and in too many cases overpowered
the calm exercise of judgment. Instead of the fierce

and intolerant temper of the Son of thunder, we find a

1
Apoc. i. 9.

2 Keim, Jesu v. Nazara, i. p. 162 ff.
; Scholten, De Apostel Johannes

in Klein-Azie, 1871.
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spirit breathing forth nothing but gentleness and love.

Instead of the Judaistic Christianity of the Apostle of

Circumcision, who merely tolerates Paul, we find a mind

which has so completely detached itself from Judaism

that the writer makes the very appellation of
" Jew "

equivalent to that of an enemy of the truth. Not only

are the customs and feasts of the Jews disregarded and

spoken of as observances of a people with whom the

writer has no concern, but he anticipates the day when

neither on Mount Gerizim nor yet at Jerusalem men
shall worship the Father, but when it shall be recognized

that the only true worship is that which is offered in

spirit and in truth. Faith in Jesus Christ and the merits

of his death is the only way by which man can attain to

eternal life, and the Mosaic Law is practically abolished.

We venture to assert that, taking the portrait of John

the son of Zebedee, which is drawn in the Synoptics and

the Epistle of Paul to the Galatians, supplemented by
later tradition, to which we have referred, and comparing
it with that of the writer of the fourth Gospel, no un-

prejudiced mind can fail to recognize that there are not

two features alike.

It is the misfortune of this case, that the beauty of the

Gospel under trial has too frequently influenced the

decision of the judges, and men who have, in other

matters, exhibited sound critical judgment, in this

abandon themselves to sheer sentimentality, and indulge

in rhapsodies when reasons would be more appropriate.

Bearing in mind that we have given the whole of the

data regarding John the son of Zebedee, furnished by
New Testament writings, excluding merely the fourth

Gospel itself, which, of course, cannot at present be

received in evidence, as well as the only traditional
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information which, from its date and character, possesses

the smallest value, it will become apparent that every

argument which proceeds on the assumption that John

was the beloved disciple, and possessed of characteristics

quite different from what we meet with in the writings

to which we have referred, is worthless and a mere

petitio principii. We can, therefore, appreciate the state

of the case when, for instance, we find an able man like

Credner commencing his inquiry as to who wTas the

author of the fourth Gospel with such words as the

following :

" Were we entirely without historical data

regarding the author of the fourth Gospel, who is not

named in the writing itself, we could still from internal

grounds lying in the Gospel itself from, the nature of

the language, from the freshness and intuitive perception

of the narrative, from the exactness and precision of the

statements, from the peculiar manner of the mention of

the Baptist and of the sons of Zebedee, from that which

the writer brings to light for the inspiration of increasing

love and fervour towards Jesus, from the irresistible

charm which is poured out over the whole ideally-com-

posed evangelical history, from the philosophical con-

siderations with which the Gospel begins be led to the

result : that the author of such a Gospel can only be a

native of Palestine, can only be a direct eye-witness,

can only be an Apostle, can only be a favourite of Jesus,

can only be that John whom Jesus held captivated

to himself by the whole heavenly spell of his teaching,

that John who rested on the bosom of Jesus, stood

beneath his cross, and whose later residence in a city

like Ephesus proves that philosophical speculation not

merely attracted him, but that he also knew how to

maintain his place amongst philosophically cultivated
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Greeks."
1 It is almost impossible to proceed further

in building up theory upon baseless assumption ; but

we shall hereafter see that he is kept in countenance by

Ewald, who outstrips him in the boldness and minute-

ness of his conjectures. We must now more carefully

examine the details of the case.

The language in which the Gospel is written, as we

have already mentioned, is much less Hebraic than that

of the other Gospels, with the exception, perhaps, of

parts of the Gospel according to Luke, and its Hebraisms

are not on the whole greater than was almost invariably

the case with Hellenic Greek, but its composition is

distinguished by peculiar smoothness, grace, and beauty,

and in this respect it is assigned the first rank amongst
the Gospels. It may be remarked that the connection

which Credner finds between the language and the

Apostle John arises out of the supposition, that long

residence in Ephesus had enabled him to acquire that

facility of composition in the Greek language which is

one of its characteristics. Ewald, who exaggerates the

Hebraism of the work, resorts nevertheless to the con-

jecture, which we shall hereafter more fully consider,

that the Gospel was written from dictation by young
friends of John in Ephesus, who put the aged Apostle's

thoughts in many places into purer Greek as they
wrote them down. 2 The arbitrary nature of such an

explanation, adopted in one shape or another by many
apologists, requires no remark, but we shall at every
turn meet with similar assumptions advanced to overcome

difficulties. Now, although there is no certain information

as to the time when, if ever, the Apostle removed into

Asia Minor, it is pretty certain that he did not leave

1 Credmr, Einl. N. T., i. p. 208. 2 Die Job. Schr., i. p. 50 f.
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Palestine before A.D, 60. 1 We find him still at Jerusalem

about A.D. 50 53, when Paul went thither, and he had

not at that time any intention of leaving, but, on the

contrary, his dedication of himself to the ministry of

the circumcision is distinctly mentioned by the Apostle.
2

The "
unlettered and ignorant

"
fisherman of Galilee,

therefore, had obviously attained an age when habits of

thought and expression have become fixed, and when a

new language cannot without great difficulty be acquired.

If we consider the Apocalypse to be his work, we find

positive evidence of such markedly different thought and

language actually existing when the Apostle must have

been at least between sixty and seventy years of age,

that it is quite impossible to conceive that he could have

subsequently acquired the language and mental charac-

teristics of the fourth Gospel.
3 It would be perfectly

absurd, so far as language goes, to find in the fourth

Gospel the slightest indication of the Apostle John, of

whose language indeed we have no information whatever

except from the Apocalypse, a composition which, if

accepted as written by the Apostle, would at once

exclude all consideratian of the Gospel as his work.

There are many circumstances, however, which seem

clearly to indicate that the author of the fourth Gospel

was neither a native of Palestine nor a Jew, and to some

of these we must briefly refer. The philosophical state-

ments with which the Gospel commences, it will be

admitted, are anything but characteristic of the Son of

1 It is certain that John did not remove to Asia Minor during Paul's

time. There is no trace of him in the Pauline Epistles. Cf. J)e Wette,

EinLN. T., p. 221. 2 Gal. ii. 9.

3 Ewald, Die Joh. Schr., ii. p. 62 f.
; Hilgenfeld, Die Evangelien,

p. 340 f. ; Keim, Jesu v. Nazara, i. p. 159
;
De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 419,

anm. d.
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thunder, the ignorant and unlearned fisherman of Galilee

who, to a comparatively advanced period of life, con-

tinued preaching in his native country to his brethren of

the circumcision. Attempts have been made to trace

the Logos doctrine of the fourth Gospel to the purely

Hebraic source of the Old Testament, but every impartial

mind must perceive that here there is no direct and

simple transformation of the theory of Wisdom of the

Proverbs and Old Testament Apocrypha, and no mere

development of the later Memra of the Targums, but a

very advanced application to Christianity of Alexandrian

philosophy, with which we have become familiar through

the writings of Philo, to which reference has so frequently

been made. It is quite true that a decided step beyond
the doctrine of Philo is made when the Logos is repre-

sented as cra/D^eyeWro in the person of Jesus, but this

argument is equally applicable to the Jewish doctrine of

Wisdom, and that step had already been taken before

the composition of the Gospel. In the Alexandrian

philosophy everything was prepared for the final appli-

cation of the doctrine, and nothing is more clear than

the fact that the writer of the fourth Gospel was well

acquainted with the teaching of the Alexandrian school,

from which he derived his philosophy, and its elaborate

and systematic application to Jesus alone indicates a

late development of Christian doctrine, which we main-

tain could not have been attained by the Judaistic son

of Zebedee. 1

We have already on several occasions referred to the

attitude which the writer of the fourth Gospel assumes

towards the Jews. Apart from the fact that he places

1 Most critics agree that the characteristics of the fourth Gospel render

the supposition that it was the work of an old man untenable.



416 SUPEKNATUEAL RELIGION.

Christianity generally in strong antagonism to Judaism,

as light to darkness, truth to a lie, and presents the

doctrine of a hypostatic Trinity in the most developed

form to be found in the New Testament, in striking

contrast to the three Synoptics, and in contradiction to

Hebrew Monotheism, he writes at all times as one who

not only is not a Jew himself, but has nothing to do with

their laws and customs. He speaks everywhere of the

feasts
"
of the Jews,"

" the passover of the Jews,"
" the

manner of the purifying of the Jews,"
"
the Jews' feast

of tabernacles," "as the manner of the Jews is to bury,"

"the Jews' preparation day," and so on. 1 The Law of

Moses is spoken of as
"
your law,"

"
their law," as of a

people with which the writer was not connected.2 More-

over, the Jews are represented as continually in virulent

opposition to Jesus, and seeking to kill him
; and the

word " Jew "
is the unfailing indication of the enemies

of the truth, and the persecutors of the Christ.3 The

Jews are not once spoken of as the favoured people of

God, but they are denounced as
"
children of the devil,"

who is
" the father of lies and a murderer from the

beginning."
4 The author shows in a marked way that

he was not a Jew, by making Caiaphas, and the chief

priests and Pharisees speak of the Jewish nation and the

people not as 6 Xoos ,
like the Synoptics and other New

Testament writings,
5 but as TO eBvos, the term always

employed by the Jews to designate the Gentiles.
6 A

1 John ii. 6, 13
; v. 1 ; vi. 4

; vii. 2
; xix. 40, 42, &c., &c.

2
Ib., viii. 17 ; x. 34; xv. 25, &c., &c.

5
Ib., y. 16, 18; vii. 13, 19 f. ; viii. 40, 59; ix. 22, 28; xviii. 31 ff.

;

xix. 12 ff.
* John viii. 44.

5 Matt. i. 21; ii. 6
;

iv. 6 ; xiii. 15; xv. 8; xxi. 23, &c., &c. Mark
vii. 6; xi. 32 ; xiv. 2, &c. Luke i. 10, 17, 21, 68, 77 ; ii. 10 ; iii. 15; vi.

17 ; vii. 16
; xviii. 43, &c., &c.

6 John xi. 48, 50, 51, 52; cf. xviii. 35. The word Xaos is only twice
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single instance of the distinctive use of these words may
be given. Luke ii. 32 :

" A light to lighten the Gentiles

(e#t>os) and the glory of thy people (Xao?) Israel."
1

We need scarcely point out that the Jesus of the fourth

Gospel is no longer of the race of David, but the Son of

God. The expectation of the Jews that the Messiah

should be of the seed of David is entirely set aside, and

the genealogies of the first and third Synoptics tracing

his descent are not only ignored, but the whole idea

absolutely excluded.

Throughout the fourth Gospel a number of mistakes

of various kinds occur which clearly point to the fact

that the author was neither a Palestinian nor a Jew

at all. For instance, the writer calls Annas the high

priest, although at the same time Caiaphas is repre-

sented as also holding that office.
2 The expression

which he uses is :

"
Caiaphas being the high priest

that year
"

(dp^epevs a>v rov eVtavrov e/cetVov). This

statement, made more than once, would indicate the

belief that the office was merely annual, which is erro-

neous. Josephus states with regard to Caiaphas, that

he was high priest for ten years from A.D. 25 36.3

Ewald and others argue that the expression "that

used in the fourth Gospel, once in xi. 50, where edvos occurs in the same

verso, and again in xviii. 14, where the same words of Caiaphas, xi. 50,

are quoted. It is found in viii. 2, but that episode does not belong to tho

fourth Gospel, but is taken from the Gospel according to the Hebrews.
1 Cf. Matt. iv. 15

; vi. 32
;
x. 5

; Mark, x. 42 ; xiii. 10
;
Luke xxi. 10,

24, 25, &c., &c. ; Rom. it. 14
; iii. 29

;
ix. 24

;
Gal. ii. 2, 8, 9, 12, &c., &c.

Ewald himself points out that the saying of Caiaphas is the purest

Greek, and this is another proof that it could not proceed from the

son of Zebedee. It could still less be, as it stands, an original speech in

Greek of the high priest to the Jewish Council, a point which does not

require remark. Cf. Ewald, Die Joh. Schr., i. p. 325, anm. 1.

2 John xi. 40, 51 ; xviii. 13, 10, 19, 22, 24.
3
Antiq. xviii. 2, 2; 4, 3; cf. Matt. xxvi. 3, 57.

\OL. If. E
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year" refers to the year in which the death of Jesus,

so memorable to the writer, took place, and that it does

not exclude the possibility of his having been high

priest for successive years also.
1 This explanation, how-

ever, is quite arbitrary and insufficient, and this is

shown by the additional error in representing Annas as

also high priest at the same time. The Synoptics know

nothing of the preliminary examination before Annas,

and the reason given by the writer of the fourth Gospel

why the soldiers first took Jesus to Annas : "for he was

father-in-law to Caiaphas, who was high priest that same

year,"
2

is absurd. The assertion is a clear mistake, and

it probably originated in a stranger, writing of facts and

institutions with which he was not well acquainted,

being misled by an error equally committed by the

author of the third Gospel and of the Acts of the

Apostles. In Luke iii. 2, the word of God is said to

come to John the Baptist :

"
in the high priesthood of

Annas and Caiaphas
"

(eVl ap^tepew? *Avva /ecu Kaia<a) ,

and again, in Acts iv. 6, Annas is spoken of as the high

priest when Peter and John healed the lame man at the

gate of the Temple which was called
"
Beautiful," and

Caiaphas is mentioned immediately after: "and Annas

the high priest, and Caiaphas, and John, and Alexander,

and as many as were of the kindred of the high priest."

Such statements, erroneous in themselves and not under-

stood by the author of the fourth Gospel, may have led

to the confusion in the narrative. Annas had previously

been high priest, as we know from Josephus,
3 but nothing-

is more certain than the fact that the title was not con-

tinued after the office was resigned ;
and Ishmael, Eleazar,

1 Die Joh. Schr., i. p. 326, anm. 1
; Liicke, Comment. Ev. Job., ii. p. 484.

2 John xviii. 13 3
Antiq., xyiii. 2, 1.
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and Simon, who succeeded Annas and separated his

term of office from that of Caiaphas, did not subse-

quently bear the title. The narrative is a mistake, and

such an error could not have been committed by a native

of Palestine,
1 and much less by an acquaintance of the

high priest.
2

The author says, in relating the case of restoration of

sight to a blind man, that Jesus desired him : (ix. 7)

"Go wash in the pool of Siloam," and adds :

" which is

by interpretation : Sent/' This is a distinct error arising

out of ignorance of the real signification of the name of

the Pool, which means a spring, a fountain, a flow of

water. The writer evidently wishes to give a pro-

phetical character to the name, and thus increase the

importance of the miracle. The explanation is a mere

conceit in any case, and a foreigner with a slight know-

ledge of the language is misled by the superficial

analogy of sound. 3 Liicke refuses to be persuaded that

the parenthesis is by John at all, and evades the difficulty

by conjecturing that it is a gloss of some ancient

allegorical interpreter.
4

There are also several geographical errors committed

which denote a foreigner. In i. 28, the writer speaks of

a
"
Bethany beyond Jordan, where John was baptizing."

The substitution of "Bethabara," mentioned by Origen,

which has erroneously crept into the vulgar text, is of

course repudiated by all critics,
"
Bethany

"
standing in

r, Uuters. kan. Evv., p. 332 f.
; Scholten, Das Ev. Johannes,

p. 300 ft'.; Br<-t<'ln ;<!<;, Probabilia, p. 93 f.
; Davidson, Int. N. T., ii.

p. 429 f.; Nicolas, Et. sur la Bible, N. T., p. 198 f.
; H&genfeld, Die Evan-

gelien, p. 297, anni. 1
; Kvim, Jesu v. Nazara, iii. p. 321 ff. ; Volkrnar,

Die Evangelien, p. 5Sf> f.
; Mn-nM, Das Charakt. Jesu, p. 355.

2 John xviii. 15.

3
jRretsr/i]<ci<ti'i\ Probabilia, p. 93; Dci<lson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 428.

4 Comment. Ev. Job.., ii. p. 381.

ic i; -2
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all the older codices. The alteration was evidently pro-

posed to obviate the difficulty that there did not exist any

Bethany beyond Jordan in Peraea, The place could not

be the Bethany near Jerusalem, and it is scarcely possible

that there could have been a second village of the name ;

no trace of it existed even in Origen's time, and it is

utterly unknown now. 1

Again, in iii. 23, the writer

says that
" John was baptizing in ^Enon, near to Salim,

because there was much water there." This /Enon near

to Salim was in Judsea, as is clearly stated in the

previous verse. The place, however, was quite unknown

even in the third century, and the nearest locality which

could be indicated as possible was in the north of

Samaria, and, therefore, differing from the statements in

iii. 22, iv. 3. ^Enon, however, signifies
"
springs," and

the question arises whether the writer of the fourth

Gospel, not knowing the real meaning of the word, did

not simply mistake it for the name of a place.
2 In any

case it is a geographical error into which the author of

the fourth Gospel, had he been the Apostle John, could

not have fallen.
3 The account of the miracle of the pool of

Bethesda is a remarkable one for many reasons. The words

which most pointedly relate the miraculous phenomena

characterizing the pool do not appear in the oldest MSS.,

and are consequently rejected. In the following extract

we put them in italics : v. 3.
" In these (five porches)

1
Bretschntider, Probabilia, p. 95 f. ; Baur, Unters. kan. Ew., p. 331;-

Davidson, Int. X. T., ii. p. 427 ; Schenkel, Das Charakt. Jesu, p. 354;

cf. Ewald, Gesch. V. Isr., p. 62, anm. 1
; Liicke, Comin. Ev. Joli., i.

p. 391 ff. ; Bleek, Einl. N. T., p. 210 f.
; Beitrage, p. 256 f.

-
Schdten, Das Ev. Job., p. 409 f.

3
Scholien, Das Ev. Job., p. 409 f.

; Bretschncidcr , Probabilia, p. 96 f. ;

Nicolas, Et. sur la Bible, N. T., p. 199 f.
; Schatkel, Das Charakt. Jesu, p.

355; cf. EwaU, Gesch. V. Isr., v. p. 262, anm. 2
; Liicke, Comm. Ev. Job.,

i. p. 553 ff.
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lay a multitude of the sick, halt, withered, waitingfor
the moving of the water. 4. For an angel went down

at certain seasons into the pool and troubled the water :

he, therefore, who first went in after the troubling of the

water was made whole of wJtatsoever disease he had."

We must believe, however, that this passage did origin-

ally belong to the text, and has, from an early period,

been omitted from MSS. on account of the difficulty it

presents ; and one of the reasons which points to this is

the fact that verse 7, which is not questioned and has the

authority of all codices, absolutely implies the existence

of the previous words, without which it has no sense.

Now, not only is the pool of Bethesda totally unknown

at the present day, but although possessed of such

miraculous properties, it was unknown even to Josephus,

or any other writer of that time. It is impossible, were

the narrative genuine, that the phenomena could have

been unknown and unmentioned by the Jewish historian,
1

and there is here evidently neither the narrative of an

Apostle nor of an eye-witness.

Another very significant mistake occurs in the account

of the conversation with the Samaritan woman, which is

said to have taken place (iv. 5) near "
a city of Samaria

which is called Sychar." It is admitted that there was

no such place and apologetic ingenuity is severely

taxed to explain the difficulty. The common conjecture

has been that the town of Sichem is intended, but this

is rightly rejected by Delitzsch,
2 and Ewald. 3

Credner,
4

1 Cf. Liicl-i; Comm. Ev. Joli., ii. p. 16 ff.; Ewald, Die Job. Schr., i.

p. 200 if.

- Talmudische Stud. Zeitschr. gcsammt. luth. Thcol. u. Kircho, 1856
j

p. 2-10 If.

3 Die Job. Schr., i. p. 181, anm. 1
; Gesch. Y. Isr., v. p. 348, anm. 1;

Jahrb. bibl. Wiss., viii. p. 255 f.

4 Einl. N. T., i. p. 264.
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not unsupported by others, and borne out in particular

by the theory of Ewald, conjectures that Sychar is a

corruption of Sichem, introduced into the Gospel by a

Greek secretary to whom this part of the Gospel was

dictated, and who mistook the Apostle's pronunciation

of the final syllable. We constantly meet with this

elastic explanation of difficulties in the Gospel, but its

mere enunciation displays at once the reality of the

difficulties and the imaginary nature of the explanation.

Hengstenberg adopts the view, and presses it with pious

earnestness, that the term is a mere nickname for the

city of Sichem, and that, by so slight a change in the

pronunciation, the Apostle called the place a city of Lies

(~W a lie), a play upon words which he does not consider

unworthy.
1 The only support which this latter theory

can secure from internal evidence is to be derived from

the fact that the whole discourse with the woman is

evidently ideal, and as Hengstenberg himself conjec-

tures further on,
2 the five husbands of the woman

are typical of the Gods of the five nations with which

the King of Assyria peopled Samaria, II. Kings, xvii.

24 41, and which they worshipped instead of the God

of Israel, and the actual God of the Samaritans was not

recognized as the true God by the Jews, nor their worship

of him on Mount Gerizim held to be valid, therefore, he

considers, under the name of the City of Sychar. their

whole religion, past and present, was denounced as a lie.

There can be little doubt that the episode is allegorical,

but such a defence of the geographical error, the

reality of which is everywhere felt, whilst it is

quite insufficient on the one hand, effectually destroys

the historical character of the Gospel on the other.

1 Das Ev. des heil. Job., 1867, i. p. 244. 2
2b., i. p. 262 f.
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The inferences from all of the foregoing examples are

strengthened by the fact that, in the quotations from

the Old Testament, the fourth Gospel in the main

follows the Septuagint version, or shows its influence,

and nowhere can be shown directly to translate from

the Hebrew.

These instances might be multiplied, but we must

proceed to examine more closely the indications given in

the Gospel itself as to the identity of its author. We
need not point out that the writer nowhere clearly states

who he is, nor mentions his name, but expressions are

frequently used which evidently show the desire that a

particular person should be understood. He generally

calls himself
"
the other disciple," or

"
the disciple whom

Jesus loved." 1
It is universally admitted that he repre-

sents himself as having previously been a disciple of

John the Baptist (i.
35

ff.),
2 and also that he is

"
the

other disciple" who was acquainted with the high

priest (xviii. 15, 16),
3
if not an actual relative as Ewald

and others assert.
4 The assumption that the disciple

thus indicated is John, rests principally on the fact that

whilst the author mentions the other Apostles, he seems

studiously to avoid directly naming John, and also that

he only once distinguishes John the Baptist by the

1 John i. 35 if. ; xiii. 23
;
xix. 26, 35 ;

xx. 2.

2
Credner, Einl. N. T., i. p. 209 ; Ewald, Gesch. V. Isr., v. p. 323

;

Die Job. Schr., i. p. 141 f.
;
De Wette, Eiul. N. T., p. 229; Thierscli, Die

Kirche im ap. Zeit., p. 265 f. ; Michaelis, Einl. N. T., ii. p. 1127;

Scholia), Das Ev. Job., p. 378; Liicke, Comra. Ev. Job., i. p. 443 f. ;

Ilengstenlerg, Das Ev. d. hcil. Job., i. p. 106 f.

3 Ewald, Die Job. Scbr., i. p. 400; Liicke, Comm. Ev. Job., ii.

p. 703 f. ; Hengstenberg, Das Ev. beil. Job., iii. p. 196 f. ; Sleek, Einl.

N. T., p. 151 f.

4 Ewald, Die Job. Schr., i. p. 400 ; Sleek, Einl. N. T., p. 151 ; EicaU

considers the relationship to have been on the mother's side. Hengsten-

contradicts that strange assumption, Das Ev. heil. Job. iii. p. 196.
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appellation 6 /Scwn-io-r^g, whilst he carefully distinguishes

the two disciples of the name of Judas, and always

speaks of the Apostle Peter as
" Simon Peter," or

"Peter," but rarely as "Simon" only.
1 Without

pausing to consider the slightness of this evidence, it

is obvious that, supposing the disciple indicated to be

John the son of Zebedee, the fourth Gospel gives a

representation of him quite different from the Synoptics

and other writings. In the fourth Gospel (i.
35 ff.) the

calling of the Apostle is described in a peculiar manner.

John (the Baptist) is standing with two of his disciples,

and points out Jesus to them as
" the Lamb of God,"

whereupon the two disciples follow Jesus, and, finding

out where he lives, abide with him that day and sub-

sequently attach themselves to his person. In verse 40

it is stated :

" One of the two which heard John speak,

and followed him, was Andrew, Simon Peter's brother."

We are left to imagine who was the other, and the

answer of critics is : John. Now, the "
calling

"
of John

is related in a totally different manner in the Synoptics

Jesus, walking by the Sea of Galilee, sees
" two brethren,

Simon called Peter, and Andrew, his brother, casting a

net into the sea, for they were fishers, and he saith unto

them : Follow me, and I will make you fishers of men.
' And they straightway left their nets and followed him.

And when he had gone on from thence, he saw other two

brethren, James the son of Zebedee, and John his

brother, in the ship with Zebedee their father, mending
their nets ; and he called them. And they immediately
left the ship and their father and followed him." 2 These

1

Credner, Einl. N. T., i. p. 209 f.; De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 230;

Bleek, Beitrage, p. 178 ; Einl. N. T., p. 150 f.

2 Matt. iv. 1822 ; Mark i. 1620.
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accounts are in complete contradiction to eacli other, and

both cannot be true. We see from the first introduction

of "
the other disciple

"
on the scene in the fourth

Gospel the evident design to give him the precedence

before Peter and the rest of the Apostles. We have above

given the account of the first two Synoptics of the calling

of Peter. He is the first of the disciples who is selected,

and he is directly invited, by Jesus to follow him and

become, with his brother Andrew, "fishers of men."

James and John are not called till later in the day, and

without the record of any special address. In the third

Gospel the calling of Peter is introduced with still more

important details. Jesus enters the boat of Simon and

bids him push out into the Lake and let down his net, and

the miraculous draught of fishes is taken :

" When Simon

Peter saw it, he fell down at Jesus' knees, saying :

Depart from me, for I am a sinful man, Lord. For

he was astonished, and all that were with him, at the

draught of fishes which they had taken." The calling of

the sons of Zebedee becomes even less important here,

for the account simply continues :

" And so was also

James and John, the sons of Zebedee, who were

partners with Simon." Jesus then addresses his invita-

tion to Simon, and the account concludes :

" And when

they had brought their boats to land, they forsook all,

and followed him." In the fourth Gospel the calling

of the two disciples of John is first narrated, as we have

seen and the first call of Peter is from his brother

Andrew, and not from Jesus himself.
" He (Andrew)

first findeth his own brother Simon, and saith unto him :

We have found the Messias (which is, being interpreted,

Christ), and he brought him to Jesus. Jesus looked on

1 Lukov. l n.



426 SUPERNATURAL EELIGION.

him and said : Thou art Simon, the son of Jonas ;

thou shalt be called Cephas (which is by interpretation,

Peter)."
2 This explanation of the manner in which the

cognomen Peter is given, we need not point out, is

likewise contradictory to the Synoptics, and betrays the

same purpose of suppressing the prominence of Peter.

The fourth Gospel states that "the other disciple/'

who is declared to be John, the author of the Gospel,

was known to the high priest, another trait amongst

many others elevating him above the son of Zebedee as

he is depicted elsewhere in the New Testament. The

account which the fourth Gospel gives of the trial of

Jesus is in very many important particulars at variance

with that of the Synoptics. We need only mention

here the point that the latter know nothing of the pre-

liminary examination by Annas. We shall not discuss

the question as to where the denial of Peter is repre-

sented as taking place in the fourth Gospel, but may
merely say that no other disciple but Peter is mentioned

in the Synoptics as having followed Jesus
;
and Peter

enters without difficulty into the high priest's palace.
3

In the fourth Gospel, Peter is made to wait without at

the door until John, who is a friend of the high priest

and freely enters, obtains permission for Peter to go

in, another instance of the precedence which is sys-

tematically given to John. The Synoptics do not in

this particular case give any support to the state-

1 The author apparently considered that Jonas and John were the same

name, another indication of a foreigner. Although some of the oldest

Codices read John here and in xxi. 15 17, there is great authority for

the reading Jona, which is considered by a majority of critics the

original.
- John i. 4142.
3 Matt. xxvi. 58, 69

;
Mark xiy. 54, 56 ; Luke xxii. 54 ff.



AUTHORSHIP AND CHARACTER OF FOURTH GOSPEL. 427

mo nt in the fourth Gospel, and certainly in nothing

that is said of John do they elsewhere render his

acquaintance with the high priest in the least degree

probable. It is, on the contrary, improbable in the

extreme that the young fisherman of Galilee, who shows

very little enlightenment in the anecdotes told of him in

the Synoptics, and who is described as an "
unlettered

and ignorant
" man in the Acts of the Apostles, could

have any acquaintance with the high priest. Ewald

who, on the strength of the word yv^crro^,
1

at once

elevates him into a relation of the high priest, sees in

the statement of Polycrates that late in life he wore the

priestly TreraXov, a confirmation of the supposition that

he was of the high priest's race and family.
2 The

evident Judaistic tendency, however, which made John

wear the priestly mitre may distinguish him as author

of the Apocalypse, but it is fatal to the theory which

makes him author of the fourth Gospel, in which there

is so complete a severance from Judaism.

A much more important point, however, is the desig-

nation of the author of the fourth Gospel, who is identi-

iied with the Apostle John, as
" the disciple whom Jesus

loved." It is scarcely too much to say, that this sugges-

tive appellation alone has done more than any arguments

to ensure the recognition of the work, and to overcome

the doubts as to its authenticity. Eeligious sentimen-

tality, evoked by the influence of this tender epithet,

has been blind to historical incongruities, and has been

willing to accept with little question from the " beloved

disciple
"
a portrait of Jesus totally unlike that of the

Synoptics, and to elevate the dogmatic mysticism and

1 John xviii. 15.

Die Job. Schr., i. p. 400, anm. 1 ; Bleek, Einl. N. T., p. 151.
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artificial discourses of the one over the sublime morality

and simple eloquence of the other. It is impossible to

reflect seriously upon this representation of the relations

between one of the disciples and Jesus without the con-

viction that every record of the life of the great Teacher

must have borne distinct traces of the preference, and

that the disciple so honoured must have attracted the

notice of every early writer acquainted with the facts.

If we seek for any evidence, however, that John was

distinguished with such special affection that he lay on

the breast of Jesus at supper that even the Apostle

Peter recognised his superior intimacy and influence
l~

and that he received at the foot of the cross the care of

his mother from the dying Jesus 2 we seek in vain.

The Synoptic Gospels, which minutely record the details

of the last supper and of the crucifixion, so far from

mentioning any such circumstances or such distinction

of John, do not even mention his name, and Peter

everywhere has precedence before the sons of Zebedee.

Almost the only occasions upon which any prominence

is given to them are episodes in which they incur the

Master's displeasure, and the cognomen of
" Sons of

thunder" has certainly no suggestion in it of special

affection, nor of personal qualities likely to attract the

great Teacher. The selfish ambition of the brothers who

desire to sit on thrones on his right and on his left, and

the intolerant temper which would have called down fire

from heaven to consume a Samaritan village, much

rather contradict than support the representation of the

fourth Gospel. Upon one occasion, indeed, Jesus in

rebuking them, adds : "Ye know not what manner of

1 John xiii. 2326. - Ib. xix. 2527,
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spirit ye are of."
1

It is perfectly undeniable that John

nowhere has any such position accorded to him in the

Synoptics as this designation in the fourth Gospel

implies. In the lists of the disciples he is always put in

the fourth place,
2 and in the first two Gospels his only

distinguishing designation is that of
"
the brother of

James/' or one of the sons of Zebedee. The Apostle

Peter in all of the Synoptics is the leader of the disciples.

He it is who alone is represented as the mouth-piece of

the twelve or as holding conversation with Jesus ; and

the only occasions on which the sons of Zebedee address

Jesus are those to which we have referred, upon which

his displeasure was incurred. The angel who appears to

the women after the resurrection desires them to tell his

disciples "and Peter" that Jesus will meet them in

Galilee,
3 but there is no message for any

"
disciple whom

he loved." If Peter, James, and John accompany the

Master to the mount of transfiguration and are witnesses

of his agony in the garden, regarding which, however,

the fourth Gospel is totally silent, the two brethren

remain in the back ground, and Peter alone acts a promi-

nent part. If we turn to the Epistles of Paul, we do not

find a single trace of acquaintance with the fact that

Jesus honoured John with any special affection, and the

opportunity of referring to such a distinction was not

wanting when he writes to the Galatians of his visit to

the
"
Pillar

"
Apostles in Jerusalem. Here again, how-

1 Luke ix. 55. These words are omitted from some of the oldest MSS.,
but they are in Cod. D (Baza)) and many other very important texts, as

well as in some of the oldest versions, besides being quoted by the

Fathers. They were probably omitted after the claim of John to bo tho
" beloved disciple

" became admitted.
2 Matt. x. 24 ; Mark, iii. 1619 ; Luko vi. 1410.
3 Mark xvi. 7.
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ever, we find no prominence given to John, but the

contrary, his name still being mentioned last and without

any special comment. In none of the Pauline, or other

Epistles, is there any allusion, however distant, to any

disciple whom Jesus specially loved. The Apocalypse,

which, if any book of the New Testament can be traced

to him, must be ascribed to the Apostle John, makes no

claim whatever to such a distinction. In none of the

Apocryphal Gospels is there the slightest indication of

knowledge of the fact, and if we come to the Fathers

even, it is a striking circumstance that there is not a

trace of it in any early work, and not the most remote

indication of any independent tradition that Jesus dis-

tinguished John or any other individual disciple with

peculiar friendship. The Roman Clement, in referring to

the example of the Apostles, only mentions Peter and

Paul. 1

Polycarp, who is described as a disciple of the

Apostle John, knows nothing of his having been espe-

cially loved by Jesus. Pseudo-Ignatius does not refer to

him at all in the Syriac Epistles, or in either version of

the seven Epistles.
2

Papias, in describing his interest

in hearing what the Apostles said, gives John no promi-

nence :

"
I enquired minutely after the words of the

Presbyters : What Andrew, or what Peter said, or

what Philip or what Thomas or James, or what John or

Matthew, or what any other of the disciples of the Lord,

and what Aristion and the Presbyter John, the disciples

of the Lord, say,"
3 &c.

1 Ad Corinth., v.

- Indeed in the universally repudiated Epistles, beyond the fact that

two are addressed to John, in which he is not called "the disciple whom
Jesus loved," the only mention of him is the statement, "John was
banished to Patmos." Ad Tars., iii.

Eusebius, H. E., iii. 39.
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As a fact, it is undenied and undeniable that the

representation of John, or of any other disciple, as

specially beloved by Jesus, is limited solely and entirely

to the fourth Gospel, and that there is not even a trace

of independent tradition to support the claim, whilst on

the other hand the total silence of the earlier Gospels

and of the other New Testament writings on the point,

and indeed their data of a positive and contradictory

character, oppose rather than support the correctness of

the later and mere personal assertion. Those who

abandon sober criticism, and indulge in mere sentimental

rhapsodies on the impossibility of the author of the

fourth Gospel being any other than "
the disciple whom

Jesus loved," strangely ignore the fact that we have no

reason whatever, except the assurance of the author

himself, to believe that Jesus specially loved any disciple,

and much less John the Son of Zebedee. Indeed, the

statements of the fourth Gospel itself on the subject are

so indirect and intentionally vague that it is not abso-

lutely clear what disciple is indicated as
"
the beloved,"

and it has even been maintained that, not John the sou

of Zebedee, but Andrew the brother of Simon Peter was
"
the disciple whom Jesus loved," and consequently the

supposed author of the fourth Gospel.
1

We have hitherto refrained from referring to one of

the most singular features of the fourth Gospel, the chapter

xxi., which is by many cited as the most ancient testi-

mony for the authenticity of the work, and which

requires particular consideration. It is obvious that the

Gospel is brought to a conclusion by verses 30, 31 of

chapter xx., and critics are universally agreed at least

that, whoever may be its author, chapter xxi. is a supple-
1

Lietzelberyer, Die kirchl. Tradition iiber d. Apost. Job., p. 199 if.
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ment only added after an interval. By whom was it

written ? As may be supposed, critics have given very

different replies to this important question. Many
affirm, and with much probability, that chapter xxi.

was subsequently added to the Gospel by the author

himself. 1 A few, however, exclude the last two verses,

which they consider to have been added by another

hand. 2 A much larger number assert that the whole

chapter is an ancient appendix to the Gospel by a writer

who wras not the author of the Gospel.
3 A few likewise

reject the last two verses of the preceding chapter.
4 In

this supplement (v. 20)
" the disciple whom Jesus loved,

who also leaned on his breast at the supper and said :

Lord, which is he that betrayeth thee ?
"

is (v. 24)

identified with the author of the Gospel.

1

Credner, Einl. N. T., i. p. 222 f. ; Hilgenfeld, Die Evangelien, 'p.

317 ff. ; Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1868, p. 435 if.
; Weitzel, Stud. u. Krit.,

1849, p. 596 ff.
; Schleiermacher, Einl. N. T., p. 331

;
J. P. Lange, Gesch.

chr. Eirche, 1854, ii. p. 421 ; Luthardt, Das Joh. Evang., i. p. 17 f., ii.

p. 458 f. ; Wegscheider, Einl. Ev. Job., p. 173 ; Micliadis, Einl. N. T., ii.

p. 1170 f. ; Westcatt, Int. to the Study of the Gospels, 1872, p. 254 ;

Eenan, Vie de Jesus, xiiime 6d., p. Ixxiii. ; Hengstenberg, Das Ev. d. heil.

Joh., p. 322 ff.
; Tholuck, Glaubw. ev. Gesch., p. 274 ; Guericke, Beitrage,

p. 68 ; Hug, Einl. N. T., ii. p. 250 ff.

2
Credner, Einl. N. T., i. p. 232 ; J, P. Lange, Gesch. d- Kirche, ii. p.

418 ; Tholuck, Glaubw. ev. Gesch., p. 274 ; Guericke, Beitrage, p. 68 ;

Hug. Einl. N. T. ii. p. 250 ff.

3
Sleek, Einl. N. T., p. 219 f. ; Bertlioldt, Einl. A. u. N. T., iii. p.

1326 ff.
; Clericus, Ad Hamrnondi in Ev. Joh. annott.

; Davidson, Int.

N. T., ii. pp. 339, 426 f. ; Ewald, Jahrb. bibl. Wiss., iii., 185051,
p. 171 f.

;
x. 185960, p. 87; Die Joh. Schr., i. p. 54 ff.

; Grotius, Annot.

ad Job., xx. 30, xxi. 24; Keim, Jesu v. Nazara, i. p. 157 f.
; Liickc,

Comm. Ev. Joh., ii. p. 826 ff. ; Neudecker, Einl. N. T., p. 334 f., anm. 4
;

Pauhis, Bepert. ii. p. 327 ; Seville, Bev. de Theol. , 1854,ix. p. 345; ScJiott,

Comment, de origine et indole cap. ult. Ev. Job., 1825; Isagoge, 43.

p. 155 ; Schenkel, Das Charakt. Jesu, p. 32 ; Scholten, Das Ev. Johan., pp.
4 ff., 57 ff.

; Spdtli, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1868, p. 192 ff.
; Semkr, Hist.

Einl. Baumgarten's Unters. Theol. Streitigk., p. 62
; Volkmar, Die Evan-

gelien, p. 641 f.
; Weisse, Die evang. Gesch., i. p. 99

; Weizsacker, Dnters.

evang. Gesch., p. 301 f.
4
Saur, Unters. kan. Ew., p. 235 ff.
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We may here state the theory 'of Ewald with regard
to the composition of the fourth Gospel, which is

largely deduced from considerations connected with the

last chapter, and which, although more audaciously

minute in its positive and arbitrary statement of details

than any other with which we are acquainted, introduces

more or less the explanations generally given regarding

the composition of chapter xxi. Out of all the indi-

cations in the work, Ewald decides :

"
1. That the Gospel, completed at the end of chapter

xx., was composed by the Apostle about the year 80, with

the free help of friends, not to be immediately circulated

throughout the world, but intended to remain limited to a

narrow circle of friends until his death, and only then to

be published as his legacy to the whole of Christendom.

In this position it remained ten years, or even longer.

2. As that preconceived opinion regarding the life

or death of the Apostle (xxi. 23) had perniciously

spread itself throughout the whole of Christendom, the

Apostle himself decided even before his death to coun-

teract it in the right way by giving a correct statement of

the circumstances. The same friends, therefore, assisted

him to design the very important supplement, chapter xxi.,

and this could still be very easily added, as the book was

not yet published. His friends proceeded, nevertheless,

somewhat more freely, in its composition, than previously

in writing the book itself, and allowed their own

hand more clearly to gleam, through, although here,

as in the rest of the work, they conformed to the will

of the Apostle, and did not, even in the supplement,

openly declare his name as the author. As the supple-

ment, however, was to form a closely connected part of

the whole work, they gave at its end (verses 24
f.),

as it

VOL. II. F F
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now seemed to them" suitable, a new conclusion to the

augmented work.

3. As the Apostle himself desired that the precon-

ceived opinion regarding him, which had been spread

abroad to the prejudice of Christendom, should be con-

tradicted as soon as possible, and even before his death,

he now so far departed from his earlier wish, that he

permitted the circulation of his Gospel before his death.

We can accept this with all certainty, and have therein

a trustworthy testimony regarding the whole original

history of our book.

4. When the Gospel was thus published, it for the first

time was gradually named after our Apostle, even in its

external superscription : a nomination which had then

become all the more necessary and durable for the

purpose of distinction, as it was united in one whole

with the other Gospels. The world, however, has at all

times known it only under this wholly right title, and

could in no way otherwise know it and otherwise name it."
1

In addressing ourselves to each of these points in

detail, we shall be able to discuss the principal questions

connected with the fourth Gospel.

The theory of Ewald, that the fourth Gospel was

written down with the assistance of friends in- Ephesus,

has been imagined solely to conciliate certain phenomena

presented throughout the Gospel, and notably in the last

chapter, with the foregone conclusion that it was written

by the Apostle John. It is apparent that there is not a

single word in the work itself explaining such a mode of

composition, and that the hypothesis proceeds purely

from the ingenious imagination of the critic. The nature

of the language in which the Gospel is composed, the

1 Die Job.. Schr., i. p. 56 f. ; cf. Jahrb. bibl. Wiss., iii. p. 171 ff.
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manner in which the writer is indirectly indicated in the

third person, and even in the body of the work (xix. 35)

reference is made to the testimony of a third person,

combined with the similarity of the style of the supple-

mentary chapter, which is an obvious addition intended,

however, to be understood as written by a different

hand, have rendered these conjectures necessary to

reconcile such obvious incongruities with the ascription

of the work to the Apostle. The substantial identity of

the style and vocabulary of chapter xxi, with the rest of

the Gospel is asserted by a multitude of the most com-

petent critics. Ewald, whilst he recognizes the great

similarity, maintains at the same time a real dissimi-

larity, for which he accounts in the manner just quoted.

The language, Ewald admits, agrees fully in many rare

nuances with that of the rest of the Gospel, but he does

not take the trouble to prove the decided dissimilarities

which, he asserts, likewise exist. A less difference than

that which he finds might, he thinks, be explained by
the interval which had elapsed between the writing of

the work and of the supplement, but "
the wonderful

similarity, in the midst of even greater dissimilarity, of

the whole tone and particularly of the style of the

composition is not thereby accounted for. This,

therefore, leads us," he continues,
"
to the opinion : The

Apostle made use, for writing clown his words, of the

hand and even of the skill of a trusted friend who later

on his own authority (fur sich allein) wrote the sup-

plement. The great similarity, as well as dissimilarity,

of the style of both parts in this way becomes intel-

ligible : the trusted friend (probably a Presbyter in

Ephesus) adopted much of the language and mode of

expression of the youthful old Apostle, without, how-
F F 2
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ever, where he wrote more in his own person, being

carefully solicitous of imitating them. But even through

this contrast, and the definite declaration in v. 24, the

Apostolical origin of the book itself becomes all the more

clearly apparent ; and thus the supplement proves from

the most diverse sides how certainly this Gospel was

written by the trusted disciple."
1

Elsewhere, Ewald

more clearly explains the share in the work which he

assigns to the Apostle's disciple :

" The proposition that

this Apostle composed in a unique way our likewise

unique Gospel is to be understood only with that

important limitation upon which I always laid so

much stress : for John himself did not compose this

work quite so directly as Paul did most of his

Epistles, but the young friend who wrote it down from

his lips, and who, in the later appendix, chapter xxi.,

comes forward in the most open way without desiring

in the slightest to conceal his separate identity, does his

work at other times somewhat freely, in that he never

introduces the narrator speaking of himself and his

participation hi the events with '

I
'

or
'

we/ but only

indirectly indicates his presence at such events, and,

towards the end, in preference refers to him, from his

altogether peculiar relation to Christ, as
'

the disciple

whom the Lord loved/ so that, in one passage, he even

speaks of him, in regard to an important historical testi-

mony (xix. 35), as of a third person." Ewald then main-

tains that the agreement between the Gospel aud the

Epistles, and more especially the first, which he affirms,

without vouchsafing a word of evidence, to have been

written down by a different hand, proves that we have

substantially only the Apostle's very peculiar com-
1 Jahrb. bibl. Wiss., iii. 185051, p. 173.
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position, and that his friend as much as possible gave

his own words. 1

It is obvious from this elaborate explanation, which we

need scarcely say is full of mere assumptions, that, in

order to connect the Apostle John with the Gospel,

E\vald is obliged to assign him a very peculiar position

in regard to it : he recognizes that some of the charac-

teristics of the work exclude the supposition that the

Apostle could himself have written the Gospel, so he

represents him as dictating it, and his Secretary as taking-

considerable liberties with the composition as he writes it

down, and even as introducing references of his own ; as,

for instance, in the passage to which he refers, where, in

regard to the statement that at the Crucifixion a soldier

pierced the side of the already dead Jesus and that forth-

with there came out blood and water (xix. 35), it is said :

" And he that saw it hath borne witness, and his witness

is true
;
and he knoweth that he saith true, that ye may

believe." 2 It is perfectly clear that the writer refers to

the testimony of another person
3 the friend who is

writing down the narrative, says Herr Ewald, refers to

the Apostle who is actually dictating it. Again, in the

last chapter, as elsewhere throughout the work,
"
the

disciple whom Jesus loved," who is the author, is spoken

1 Jahrb. bibl. Wiss., x. 185960, p. 87 f.

2 We do not go into any discussion on the use of the word (Ktlvos.

We believe that the reference is distinctly to another, but even if taken to

be to himself in the third person, the passage is not less extraordinary,

and the argument holds.

3
Weisse, Die ev. Gesch., i. p. 101 ff., ii. p. 327 ff.

; liitzelberger, Die

kirchl. Trad. Ap. Joh., p. 205 ff.
; Kostlin, Theol. Jahrb., 1851, p. 207 ;

Hilgenfeld, Die Evangelien, p. 341 ; Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1859, p. 414 f.,

1861, p. 313 ff. ; Wcizsiicker, Uuters. ev. Gesch., p. 300; Davidson, Int.

N. T., ii. p. 436 f. ; Schenkcl, Das Charakt. Jesu, 1864, p. 32 ; Toller, Evan-

gelienfrage, p. 33 ff.
; Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1860, p. 177 f.

; Scliulten,

Das Ev. Joh., p. 385.
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of in the third person, and also in verse 24 :

" This is the

disciple which testifieth of these things, and wrote these

things" (/cat ypctyas ravra). This, according to Ewald,

is the same secretary, now writing in his own person.

The similarity between this declaration and the appeal

to the testimony of another person in xix. 35, is cer-

tainly complete, and there can be no doubt that both

proceed from the same pen ;
but beyond the assertion of

Herr Ewald there is not the slightest evidence that a

secretary wrote the Gospel from the dictation of another,

and ventured to interrupt the narrative by such a refer-

ence to testimony, which, upon the supposition that the

Apostle John was known as the actual author, is singu-

larly out of place. If John wrote the Gospel, why should

he appeal in utterly vague terms to his own testimony,

and upon such a point, when the mere fact that he

himself wrote the statement was the most direct testi-

mony in itself 1 An author who composed a work which

he desired to ascribe to a "
disciple whom Jesus loved

"

might have made such a reference as xix. 35, in his

anxiety to support such an affirmation, without sup-

posing that he had really compromised his design, and

might have naturally added such a statement, as that in

the last two verses, but nothing but the foregone conclu-

sion that the Apostle John was the real author could have

suggested such an explanation of these passages. It is

throughout assumed by Ewald and others, that John

wrote in the first instance, at least, specially for a narrow

circle of friends, and the proof of this is considered to be

the statement of the object with which it was written :

"that ye may believe,"
l

&c., a phrase, we may remark,

1 John xx. 31 ; Ewald, Die Joh. Schr., i. p. 56 f. ; Jahrb. bibl. Wiss.,
iii. p. 171 ; Sleek, Einl. N. T., p. 303.
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which is identical with that of the very verse (xix. 35)

with which the secretary is supposed to have had so

much to do. It is very remarkable, upon this hypothesis,

that in xix. 35, it is considered necessary even for this

narrow circle, who knew the Apostle so well, to make

such an appeal, as well as to attach at its close (xxi. 24),

for the benefit of the world in general as Ewald will have

it, a certificate of the trustworthiness of the Gospel.

Upon no hypothesis which supposes the Apostle John

the author of the fourth Gospel is such an explanation

credible. That the Apostle himself could have written

of himself the words in xix. 35 is impossible. After

having stated so much that is much more surprising and

contradictory to all experience without reference to any

witness, it would indeed have been strange had he here

appealed to himself as to a separate individual, and on

the other hand it is quite inadmissible to assume that a

friend to whom he is dictating should interrupt the

narrative to introduce a passage so inappropriate to the

work, and so unnecessary for any circle acquainted with

the Apostolic author. If, as Ewald argues, the peculiari-

ties of his style of composition were so well known that

it was unnecessary for the writer more clearly to desig-

nate himself either for the first readers, or for the

Christian world, the passages we are discussing are all

the more inappropriate. That any guarantee of the

truth of the Gospel should have been thought desirable

for readers who knew the work to be composed by the

Apostle John, and who believed him to be " the disciple

whom Jesus loved," is inconceivable, and that any anony-

mous and quite indirect testimony to its genuineness

should either have been considered necessary, or of any

value, is still more incredible. It is impossible that



440 SUPEENATUEAL BELIGION.

nameless Presbyters of Epliesus could venture to accredit

a Gospel written by the Apostle John ; and any intended

attestation must have taken the simple and direct course

of stating that the work had been composed by the

Apostle. The peculiarities we are discussing seem to us

explicable only upon the supposition that the writer of

the Gospel desired that it should be understood to be

written by a certain disciple whom Jesus loved, but did

not choose distinctly to name him or directly to make

such an affirmation.

It is, we assert, impossible that an Apostle who com-

posed a history of the life and teaching of Jesus could

have failed to attach his name, naturally and simply, as

testimony of the trustworthiness of his statements, and

of his fitness as an eye-witness to compose such a record.

As the writer of the fourth Gospel does not state his

name, Herr Ewald ascribes the omission to the " incom-

parable modesty and delicacy of feeling" of the Apostle

John. We must briefly examine the validity of this

explanation. It is universally admitted, and by Ewald

himself, that although the writer does not directly name

himself, he very clearly indicates that he is
" the other

disciple
"
and " the disciple whom Jesus loved." We

must affirm that such a mode of indicating himself is

incomparably less modest than the simple statement of

his name, and it is indeed a glorification of himself

beyond anything in the Apocalypse. But not only is

the explanation thus discredited but, in comparing the

details of the Gospel with those of the Synoptics, we

find still more certainly how little modesty had to do

with the suppression of his name. In the Synoptics a

very marked precedence of the rest of the disciples is

ascribed to the Apostle Peter
;
and the sons of Zebedee
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arc represented in all of them as holding a subordinate

place, This representation is confirmed by the Pauline

Epistles and by tradition. In the fourth Gospel, a very
different account is given, and the author studiously

elevates the Apostle John, that is to say, according to

the theory that he is the writer of the Gospel, himself,

in every way above the Apostle Peter. Apart from the

general pre-eminence claimed for himself in the very

name of
" the disciple whom Jesus loved," we have seen

that he deprives Peter in his own favour of the honour of

being the first of the disciples who was called
; he sup-

presses the account of the circumstances under which

that Apostle was named Peter, and gives another and

trifling version of the incident, reporting elsewhere

indeed in a very subdued and modified form, and with-

out the commendation of the Master, the recognition of

the divinity of Jesus, which in the first Gospel is the

cause of his change of name. 1 He is the intimate friend

of the Master, and even Peter has to beg him to ask at the

Supper who was the betrayer. He describes himself as

the friend of the High Priest, and while Peter is excluded,

he not only is able to enter into his palace, but he is

the means of introducing Peter. The denial of Peter is

given without mitigation, but his bitter repentance is not

mentioned. He it is who is singled out by the dying

Jesus and entrusted with the charge of his mother. He

outruns Peter in their race to the Sepulchre, and in the

final appearance of Jesus (xxi. 15) the more important

position is assigned to the disciple whom Jesus loved.

It is, therefore, absurd to speak of the incomparable

modesty of the writer, who, if he does not give his name,

not only clearly indicates himself, but throughout
1 Matt. xvi. 1319 ; cf. Mark \dii. 29

; Luko ix. 20.
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assumes a pre-eminence which is not supported by the

authority of the Synoptics and other writings, but is

heard of alone from his own narrative.

Ewald argues that chapter xxi. must have been

written, and the Gospel as we have it, therefore, have

been completed, before the death of the Apostle John.

He considers the supplement to have been added spe-

cially to contradict the report regarding John (xxi. 23).

"The supplement must have been written whilst John

still lived," he asserts, "for only before his death was

it worth while to contradict such a false hope ; and if

his death had actually taken place, the result itself would

have already refuted so erroneous an interpretation of the

words of Christ, and it would then have been much more

appropriate to explain afresh the sense of the words '

till I

come/ Moreover, there is no reference here to the death

as having already occurred, although a small addition

to that effect in ver. 24 would have been so easy. If

we were even to accept that John had long been dead

when this was written, the whole rectification as it is

given would be utterly without sense." 1 On the con-

trary, we affirm that the whole history of the first two

centuries renders it certain that the Apostle was already

dead, and that the explanation was not a rectification of

false hopes during his lifetime, but an explanation of the

failure of expectations which had already taken place,

and probably excited some scandal. We know how the

early Church looked for the immediate coming of the

glorified Christ, and how such hopes sustained persecuted

Christians in their sorrow and suffering. This is very

clearly expressed in 1 Thess. iv. 15 18, where the expec-

tation of the second coming within the lifetime of the

J Jahrb. bibl. "\Viss., iii. 185051, p. 173.
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writer and readers of the Epistle is confidently stated,

and elsewhere, and even in 1 John ii. 18, the belief that

the
"
last times

"
had arrived is expressed. The history

of the Apocalypse in relation to the Canon illustrates the

case. So long as the belief in the early consummation

of all things continued strong the Apocalypse was the

favourite writing of the early Church, but when time

went on, and the second coming of Christ did not take

place, the opinion of Christendom regarding the work

changed, and disappointment as well as the desire to ex-

plain the nonfulfilment of prophecies upon which so much

hope had been based, led many to reject the Apocalypse

as an unintelligible and fallacious book. We venture to

conjecture that the tradition that John should not die

until the second coming of Jesus may have originated

with the Apocalypse where that event is announced to

John as immediately to take place, xxii. 7, 10, 12, and

the words with which the book ends are of this nature,

and express the expectation of the writer, 20 : "He which

testifieth these things saitli : Surely I come quickly.

Amen. Come,. Lord Jesus." It was not in the spirit of

the age to hesitate about such anticipations, and so long

as the Apostle lived, such a tradition would scarcely

have required or received contradiction from any one,

the belief being universal that the coming of Jesus might

take place any day, and assuredly would not be long

delayed. When, however, the Apostle was dead, and

the tradition that it had been foretold that he should live

until the coining of the Lord exercised men's minds, and

doubt and disappointment at the non-fulfilment of what

may have been regarded as prophecy produced a preju-

dicial effect upon Christendom, it seemed to the writer

of this Gospel a desirable thing to point out that too
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much stress liad been laid upon the tradition, and that

the words which had been relied upon in the first

instance, did not justify the expectations which had been

formed from them. This also contradicts the hypothesis

that the Apostle John was the author of the Gospel.

Such a passage as xix. 35, received in any natural

sense, or interpreted in any way which can be supported

by evidence, shows that the writer of the Gospel was not

an eye-witness of the events recorded, but appeals to the

testimony of others. It is generally admitted that the

expressions in ch. i. 14 are of universal application, and

capable of being adopted by all Christians, and, conse-

quently, that they do not imply any direct claim on the

part of the writer to personal knowledge of Jesus. We
must now examine whether the Gospel itself bears

special marks of having been written by an eye-witness,

and how far in this respect it bears out the assertion that

it was written by the Apostle John. It is constantly

asserted that the minuteness of the details in the fourth

Gospel indicates that it must have been written by one

who was present at the scenes he records.. With regard

to this point we need only generally remark, that in the

works of imagination of which the world is full, and the

singular realism of many of which is recognized by all,

we have the most minute and natural details of scenes

which never occurred, and of conversations which never

took place, the actors in which never actually existed.

Ewald admits that it is undeniable that the fourth

Gospel was written with a fixed purpose, and with

artistic design, and, indeed, he goes further and recog-

nizes that the Apostle could not possibly so long have

recollected the discourses of Jesus and verbally repro-

duced them, so that, in fact, we have only, at best, a
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substantial report of the matter of those discourses

coloured by the mind of the author himself. 1 Details of

scenes at which we were not present may be admirably

supplied by imagination, and as we cannot compare
what is described as taking place with what actually

took place, such an argument as the identification of an

eye-witness by details is absurd. Moreover, the details

of the fourth Gospel in many cases do not agree with

those of the three Synoptics, and it is an undoubted fact

that the author of the fourth Gospel gives the details of

scenes at which the Apostle John was not present, and

reports the discourses and conversations on such occa-

sions, with the very same minuteness as those at which

he is said to have been present ; as, for instance, the

interview between Jesus and the woman of Samaria. - It

is perfectly undeniable that the writer had other Gospels

before him when he composed his work, and that he

made use of other materials than his own.2

It is by no means difficult, however, to point out very

clear indications that the author was not an eye-witness

but constructed his scenes and discourses artistically and

for effect. We shall not, at present, dwell upon the

almost uniform artifice adopted in most of the dialogues,

in which the listeners either misunderstand altogether

the words of Jesus, or interpret them in a foolish and

material way, and thus afford him an opportunity of

1 Jahrb. bibl. Wiss., x. p. 91 ff.

2
Ewald, Jabrb. bibl. Wiss., iii. p. 161 ; Die Job. Schr., i. p. 7 ff.; De

Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 209 f. ; Bertholdt, Einl. A. u. N. TM iii. p. 1302

Leasing, Neue Hypothese, 51 ; Eiclthorn, Einl. N. T., ii. p. 127 ff.

Liickc, Comm. Ev. Job.., i. p. 197 ; Weisse, Die ev. Gescb., i. p. 118 ff.

Hilyenfeld, Die Evangelien, p. 329 ; Kcim, Jcsu v. Nnzara, i. p. 118 ff.

Weizsacker, Uiiters. evang. Gescb., p. 270 ; Huy, Einl. N. T., ii. p. 191 ff.

Holtzmann, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1869, pp. 62 ff., 155 ff.; Sch-iceglcr

Der Montanismus, p. 205., anm. 137.
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enlarging upon the thenie. For instance, Nicodemus, a

ruler of the Jews, misunderstands the expression of

Jesus, that in order to see the kingdom of God a man

must he born from above, and asks :

" How can a man
be born when he is old ? can he enter a second time into

his mother's womb and be born ?" l

Now, as it is well

known and as we have already shown, the common

expression used in regard to a proselyte to Judaism was

that of being born again, with which every Jew, and

more especially every
"
ruler of the Jews," must have

been well acquainted. The stupidity which he displays

in his conversation with Jesus, and with which the

author endowed all who came in contact with him, in

order, by the contrast, to mark more strongly the supe-

riority of the Master, even draws from Jesus the remark :

" Ait thou the teacher of Israel and understandest not

these things ?"
2 There can be no doubt that the scene

was ideal, and it is scarcely possible that a Jew could have

written it. In the Synoptics, Jesus is reported as quoting

against the people of his own city, Nazareth, who re-

jected him, the proverb :

" A prophet has no honour in

his own country."
3 The appropriateness of the remark

here is obvious. The author of the fourth Gospel,

however, shows clearly that he was neither an eye-

witness nor acquainted with the subject or country when

he introduces this proverb in a different place. Jesus is

represented as staying two days at Sychar after his con-

versation with the Samaritan woman. " Now after the

two days he departed thence into Galilee. For /ya/o)

Jesus himself testified that a prophet hath no honour in

his own country. When, therefore (ovv), he came into

1 John iii. 4. -
lb., iii. 10.

3 Matt. xiii. 57 ;
Mark vi. 4 ; Luke iv. 24.



AUTHOKSHIP AND CHAEACTEE OF FOUETH GOSPEL. 447

Galilee, the GUu'laeans received him, having seen all the

things that he did in Jerusalem, at the feast for they
also went unto the feast."

1 Now it is manifest that the

quotation here is quite out of place, and none of the

ingenious but untenable explanations of apologists can

make it appropriate. He is made to go into Galilee, which

was his country, because a prophet has no honour in his

country, and the Galilseans are represented as receiving

him, which is a contradiction of the proverb. The writer

evidently misunderstood the facts of the case or delibe-

rately desired to deny the connection of Jesus with

Nazareth and Galilee, in accordance with his evident

intention of associating the Logos only with the Holy

City. We must not pause to show that the author is

generally unjust to the Galilseans, and displays an igno-

rance regarding them very unlike what we should expect

from the fisherman of Galilee.
2 We have already alluded

to the artificial character of the conversation with the

woman of Samaria, which, although given with so much

detail, occurred at a place totally unknown (perhaps

allegorically called the
"
City of Lies"), at which the

Apostle John was not present, and the substance of

which was typical of Samaria and its five nations and

false gods. The continuation in the Gospel is as unreal

as the conversation. Another instance displaying per-

sonal ignorance is the insertion into a discourse at the

Last Supper, and without any appropriate connection

with the context, the passage
"
Verily, verily, I say unto

1 John iv. 43 45.

2 We may merely refer to the remark of the Pharisees : search the

Scriptures and see,
"
for out of Galilee ariseth no prophet" (vii. 52). The

Pharisees could uot have been ignorant of the fact that the prophets
Jonah and Nahum were Galileans, and the son of Zebedee could not have

committed such an error ; cf. Brctschneider, Probabilia, p. 99 f.
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you : he that receiveth whomsoever I send, receiveth me,

and he that receiveth me receiveth him that sent me." 1

In the Synoptics this sentence is naturally represented as

part of the address to the disciples who are to be sent

forth to preach the Gospel ;

2 but it is clear that its inser-

tion here is a mistake. 3
Again, a very obvious slip,

which betrays that what was intended for realistic detail

is nothing but a reminiscence of some earlier Gospel

misapplied, occurs in a later part of the discourses very

inappropriately introduced as being delivered on the

same occasion. At the end of xiv. 31, Jesus is repre-

sented, after saying that he would no more talk much

with the disciples, as suddenly breaking off with the

words :

"
Arise, let us go hence

"
('Eyet/>ecr0e, ay<y/*,e*>

evrevOev). They do not, however, arise and go thence,

but, on the contrary, Jesus at once commences another

long discourse :

"
I am the true vine," &c. The expres-

sion is merely introduced artistically to close one dis-

course, and enable the writer to begin another, and the

idea is taken from some earlier work ; for, in our first

Synoptic, at the close of the Agony in the Garden which

the fourth Gospel ignores altogether, Jesus says to the

awakened disciples :

"
Rise, let us go

"
('Eyet/oeo-^e

ayw/Ai>).
4 We need not go on with these illustrations,

but the fact that the author is not an eye-witness reoord-

ino- scenes which he beheld and discourses which heo

heard, but a writer composing an ideal Gospel on a

fixed plan, will become more palpable as we proceed.

It is not necessary to enter upon any argument to

1 John xiii. 20.

- Matt. x. 40; cf. xviii. 5; Luke x. 16, cf. ix. 48.

3 This is recognised by De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 211 c.

4 Matt. XXTI. 46
;
Mark xiv. 42

;
De Wette like-wise admits this mistaken

reminiscence. Einl. N. T., p. 211 c.
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prove the fundamental difference which exists in eveiy

respect between the Synoptics and the fourth GospeL
This is admitted even by apologists, whose efforts to

reconcile the discordant elements are totally unsuccess-

ful.
"
It is impossible to pass from the Synoptic Gospels

to that of St. John," says Canon Westcott, "without

feeling that the transition involves the passage from one

world of thought to another. No familiarity with the

general teaching of the Gospels, no wide conception of

the character of the Saviour is sufficient to destroy the

contrast which exists in form and spirit between the

earlier and later narratives." 1 The difference between

the fourth Gospel and the Synoptics, not only as regards

the teaching of Jesus but also the facts of the narrative,

is so great that it is impossible to harmonize them, and

no one who seriously considers the matter can fail to see

that both cannot be accepted as correct. If we believe

that the Synoptics give a truthful representation of the

life and teaching of Jesus, it follows of necessity that,

in whatever category we may decide to place the fourth

Gospel, it must be rejected as a historical work. The

theories which are most in favour as regards it may

place the Gospel in a high position as an ideal composi-

tion, but sober criticism must infallibly pronounce that

they exclude it altogether from the province of history.

There is no option but to accept it as the only genuine

report of the sayings and doings of Jesus, rejecting the

Synoptics, or to remove it at once to another depart-

ment of literature. The Synoptics certainly contradict

each other in many minor details, but they are not in

fundamental disagreement with each other, and evidently

1
Iiitrod. to Study of the Gospels, p. 249.

VOL. II.
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present the same portrait of Jesus, and the same view of

his teaching derived from the same sources.

The vast difference which exists between the repre-

sentation of Jesus in the fourth Gospel and in the

Synoptics is too well recognized to require minute

demonstration. We must, however, point out some of

the distinctive features. We need not do more here

than refer to the fact that whilst the Synoptics relate

the circumstances of the birth of Jesus, two of them at

least, and give some history of his family and origin,

the fourth Gospel, ignoring all this, introduces the great

Teacher at once as the Logos who from the beginning

was with God and was himself God. The key-note is

struck from the first, and in the philosophical prelude to

the Gospel we have the announcement to those who have

ears to hear, that here we need expect no simple history,

but an artistic demonstration of the philosophical postu-

late. According to the Synoptics, Jesus is baptized by

John, and as he goes out of the water the Holy Ghost

descends upon him like a dove. The fourth Gospel

knows nothing of the baptism, and makes John the

Baptist narrate vaguely that he saw the Holy Ghost

descend like a dove and rest upon Jesus, as a sign pre-

viously indicated to him by God by which to recognize

the Lamb of God. 1 From the very first, John the

Baptist, in the fourth Gospel, recognizes and declares

Jesus to be "
the only-begotten God which is in the

bosom of the Father/'
2 the Christ,

3 the Lamb of God
which taketh away the sins of the world.4

According
to the Synoptics, John comes preaching the baptism
of repentance, and so far is he from making such

1 John i. 3233. - John i. 18.

3
Ib., i. IT. Ib., i. 29.
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declarations, or forming such distinct opinions con-

cerning Jesus, that even after he has been cast into

prison and just before his death, when in fact his

preaching was at an end, he is represented as sending

disciples to Jesus, on hearing in prison of his works, to

ask him :

" Art thou he that should come, or look we for

another ?
" l Jesus carries on his ministry and baptizes

simultaneously with John, according to the fourth

Gospel, but his public career, according to the Synoptics,

does not begin until after the Baptist's has concluded,

and John is cast into prison.
2 The Synoptics clearly

represent the ministry of Jesus as having been limited to

a single year, and his preaching is confined to Galilee

and Jerusalem, where his career culminates at the fatal

Passover. The fourth Gospel distributes the teaching of

Jesus between Galilee, Samaria, and Jerusalem, makes

it extend at least over three years, and refers to three

Passovers spent by Jesus at Jerusalem. 3 The Fathers

felt this difficulty and expended a good deal of apologetic

ingenuity upon it ; but no one is now content with the

explanation of Eusebius, that the Synoptics merely

intended to write the history of Jesus during the one

year after the imprisonment of the Baptist, whilst the

fourth Evangelist recounted the events of the time not

recorded by the others, a theory which is totally con-

tradicted by the four Gospels themselves.4 The fourth

Gospel represents the expulsion of the money-changers by
Jesus as taking place at the very outset of his career,

5

1 Matt. xi. 2 ff.
; cf. Luke vii. 18 ff.

- John iii. 22 ; Matt. iy. 12, 17 ; Mark i. 14
;
Luke iii. 20, 23

; iv. 1 ff.

3 John ii. 13; vi. 40 f.
; vii. 2

;
xiii. 1.

4
Eusebius, H. E., iii. 24. We have already referred to the theory of

Ironseus, which is at variance with all the Gospels, and extends the career

of Jesus to many years of public life.
'" John ii. 14 fT.

G li 2
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when he could not have been known, and when such a

proceeding is incredible
; whilst the Synoptics place it at

the very close of his ministry after his triumphal entry

into Jerusalem, when, if ever, such an act, which might
have contributed to the final catastrophe, first became

either probable or possible.
1

Upon the occasion of this

episode, the fourth Gospel represents Jesus as replying

to the demand of the Jews for a sign why he did such

things :

"
Destroy this temple, and within three days I

will raise it up," which the Jews understand very

naturally only in a material sense, and which even the

disciples only comprehended and believed
"
after the

resurrection/' The Synoptics not only know nothing of

this, but represent the saying as the false testimony

which the false witnesses bare against Jesus.2 No such

charge is brought against Jesus at all in the fourth

Gospel. So little do the Synoptics know of the conver-

sation of Jesus with the Samaritan woman, and his

sojourn for two days at Sychar, that in his instructions

to his disciples, in the first Gospel, Jesus positively for-

bids them either to go to the Gentiles or to enter into

any city of the Samaritans. 3

The fourth Gospel has very few miracles in common

with the Synoptics, and those few present notable varia-

tions. After the feeding of the five thousand, Jesus,

according to the Synoptics, constrains his disciples to

enter a ship and to go to the other side of the Lake of

Gennesaret, whilst he himself goes up a mountain apart

to pray. A storm arises, and Jesus appears walking to

them over the sea, whereat the disciples are troubled, but

1 Matt. xxi. 12 ft.
; Mark xi. 15 &.

;
Luke xix. 45 ff.

2 John ii. 18 ff. ; Matt. xxyi. 60 ff. ; cf. xxvii. 39 f. ; Mark xiv. 57 f.
;

xv. 29. 3 Matt. x. 5.
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Peter says to him :

"
Lord, if it be tbou, bid me come

unto thee over the water," aiid on his going out of the

ship over the water, and beginning to sink, he cries :

"Lord save me;" Jesus stretched out his hand and

caught him, and when they had come into the ship, the

wind ceased, and they that were in the ship came and

worshipped him, saying :

" Of a truth thou art the Son of

God." l The fourth Gospel, instead of representing Jesus

as retiring to the mountain to pray, which would have

been opposed to the author's idea of the Logos, makes

the motive for going thither the knowledge of Jesus that

the people
" would come and take him by force that they

might make him a king."
2 The writer altogether ignores

the episode of Peter walking on the sea, and adds a new

miracle by stating that, as soon as Jesus was received on

board,
" the ship was at the land whither they were

going."
3 The Synoptics go on to describe the devout

excitement and faith of all the country round, but the

fourth Gospel, limiting the effect on the multitude in

the first instance to curiosity as to how Jesus had crossed

the Lake, represents Jesus as upbraiding them with

following him, not because they saw miracles, but be-

cause they had eaten of the loaves and been filled,
4 and

makes him deliver one of those long dogmatic discourses,

interrupted by, and based upon, the remarks of the

crowd, which so peculiarly distinguish the fourth Gospel.

Without dwelling upon such details of miracles, how-

ever, we proceed with our slight comparison. Whilst

the fourth Gospel from the very commencement asserts

the foreknowledge of Jesus as to who should betray him,

and makes him inform the Twelve that one of them is a

1 Matt. xiv. 22, 23
; cf. Mark vi. 46 ff. John vi. 15.

8 John vi. 1721. *
Ib., vi. 26.
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devil, alluding to Judas Iscariot,
1 the Synoptics repre-

sent Jesus as having so little foreknowledge that Judas

should betray him, that, shortly before the end, and,

indeed, according to the third Gospel, only at the last

supper, Jesus promises that the disciples shall sit upon
twelve thrones judging the twelve tribes of Israel,

2 and

it is only at the last supper, after Judas has actually

arranged with the chief priests, and 'apparently from

knowledge of the fact, that Jesus for the first time speaks

of his betrayal by him,3 On his way to Jerusalem, two

days before the Passover,
4 Jesus comes to Bethany where,

according to the Synoptics, being in the house of Simon

the leper, a woman with an alabaster box of very pre-

cious ointment came, and poured the ointment upon his

head, much to the indignation of the disciples, who say :

" To what purpose is this waste ? For this might have

been sold for much, and given to the poor."
5 In the

fourth Gospel the episode takes place six days before the

Passover,
6 in the house of Lazarus, and it is his sister

Mary who takes a pound of very costly ointment, but

she anoints the feet of Jesus and wipes his feet with her

hair. It is Judas Iscariot, and not the disciples, who

says :

"
Why was not this ointment sold for three hun-

dred pence and given to the poor ?" And Jesus makes

a similar reply to that in the Synoptics, showing the

identity of the occurrence described so differently.
7

The Synoptics represent most clearly that Jesus on

1 John vi. 64, 70, 71 ; cf. ii. 25.
* Matt. xix. 28

; cf. xvii. 22 f. ; cf. Mark ix. 30 f., x. 32 f. ; Luke xxii.

30 ; cf, ix. 22 f., 44 f. ; xviii. 31 f.

3 Matt. xxvi. 21 f., cf. 14 ff. ; Mark xiv. 18 f., cf. 10 f.
; Luke xxii.

21 f., cf. 3 ff. * Mark xiv. 1.

* Matt. xxvi. 613 ;
Mark xiv. 39.

* John xiL 1. 7
/&., xii. 1 ff. ; cf. xi. 2.
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the evening of the 14th Nisan, after the custom of the

Jews, ate the Passover with his disciples,
1 and that he

was arrested in the first hours of the 15th Nisan, the

day on which he was put to death. Nothing can be

more distinct than the statement that the last supper
was the Paschal feast.

"
They made ready the Passover

(r)TOLp,ao-ai> TO 7ra<r^a), and when the hour was come, he

sat down and the Apostles with him, and he said to

them : With desire I have desired to eat this Passover

with you before I suffer" (^TnOv^La. eVe0v/A7?cra TOVTO TO

Tracr^a <ayea> //,#* vfjitov irpb TOV p-e 7ra#eti').
2 The

fourth Gospel, however, in accordance with the principle

which is dominant throughout, represents the last repast

which Jesus eats with his disciples as a common supper

(SetTTfoi/), which takes place, not on the 14th, but on

the 13th Nisan, the day
"
before the feast of the Passover"

(Trpo T>?S eopTTJs TOV TTctcr^a),
3 and his death takes place on

the 14th, the day on which the Paschal lamb was slain.

Jesus is delivered by Pilate to the Jews to be crucified

about the sixth hour of
"
the preparation of the Pass-

over" (rjv Trapao-Kcvr) TOV Tracr^a),
4 and because it was

"
the preparation," the legs of the two men crucified

with Jesus were broken, that the bodies might not

remain on the cross on the great day of the feast.
5 The

fourth Gospel knows nothing of the institution of the

Christian festival at the last supper, but instead, repre-

sents Jesus as washing the feet of the disciples, enjoining

them also to wash each other's feet :

" For I gave you an

example that ye should do according as I did to you."
6

1 Matt. xxvi. 17 f., 19, 36 ff., 47 ff. ; Mark xiv. 12 ff., 16 ff. ; Luke

xxii. 7 ff., 13 ff.

8 Luke xxii. 13, 15; cf. Matt. xxvi. 19 ff. ; Mark xiv. 16 ff.

3 John xiii. 1.

4 John xix. 14. 5
/&., xix. 31 ff.

6
//'., xiii. 12, 15.
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The Synoptics have no knowledge of this incident.

Immediately after the warning to Peter of his future

denial, Jesus goes out with the disciples to the Garden

of Gethsemane, and, taking. Peter and the two sons of

Zebedee apart, began to be sorrowful and very depressed,

and as he prayed in his agony that if possible the cup

might pass from him, an angel comforts him. Instead

of this, the fourth Gospel represents Jesus as delivering,

after the warning to Peter, the longest discourses in the

Gospel :

" Let not your heart be troubled/' &c.
;

"
I am

the true vine,"
1 &c. : and, although said to be written by

one of the sons of Zebedee who were with Jesus on the

occasion, the fourth Gospel totally ignores the agony in

the garden, and, on the contrary, makes Jesus utter

the long prayer xviL 1 26, in a calm and even exulting

spirit very far removed from the sorrow and depression

of the more natural scene in Gethsemane. The prayer,

like the rest of the prayers in the Gospel, is a mere

didactic and dogmatic address for the benefit of the

hearers. The arrest of Jesus presents a similar contrast.

In the Synoptics, Judas comes with a multitude from the

chief priests and elders of the people armed with swords

and staves, and, indicating his Master by a kiss, Jesus is

simply arrested and, after the slight resistance of one

of the disciples, is led away.
2 In the fourth Gospel the

case is very different. Judas comes with a band of men

from the chief priests and Pharisees, with lanterns and

torches and weapons, and Jesus "knowing all things

which were coming to pass" himself goes towards

them and asks :

" Whom seek ye ?
"

Judas plays no

active part, and no kiss is given. The fourth Evangelist

1 John xiv. 131 ; xv. 127 ; xvi. 133; xvii. 126.
2 Matt. xx?i. 47 ff.

; Mark xiv. 43 ff.
; Luke xxii. 47 ff.
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is, as ever, bent on showing that all which happens to

the Logos is predetermined by himself and voluntarily

encountered. As soon as Jesus replies : "I am he," the

whole band of soldiers go backwards and fall to the

ground ; an incident thoroughly in the spirit of the early

apocryphal Gospels still extant, and of an evidently

legendary character. He is then led away first to Annas,

who sends him to Caiaphas, whilst the Synoptics naturally

know nothing of Annas, who was not the high priest

and had no authority. We need not follow the trial,

which is fundamentally different in the Synoptics and

fourth Gospel ; and we have already pointed out that

in the Synoptics Jesus is crucified on the 15th Nisan,

whereas in the fourth Gospel he is put to death the

spiritual Paschal lamb on the 14th Nisan. According

to the fourth Gospel, Jesus bears his own cross to

Calvary,
1 but the Synoptics represent it as being borne

by Simon of Gyrene.
2 As a very singular illustration of

the inaccuracy of all the Gospels, we may point to the

circumstance that no two of them agree even about so

simple a matter of fact as the inscription on the cross,

assuming that there was one at all. They give it respec-

tively as follows :

" This is Jesus the King of the Jews;"
" The King of the Jews ;"

" This (is) the King of the

Jews ;" arid the fourth Gospel :

" Jesus the Nazarene the

King of the Jews." 3 The occurrences during the Cruci-

fixion are profoundly different in the fourth Gospel from

those narrated in the Synoptics. In the latter, only the

1 John xix. 17.

8 Matt, xxvii. 32 ; Mark xv. 21 ; Luke xxii. 26.

3 Ovros tariv 'bjcroCs 6 ftacriXfvs T>V 'lovdaiw. Matt, xxvii. 37 ; 'O

/3ao-tXeti? rS>v 'louSauav. Mark xv. 26
;

'O fiatriXfvs rotv 'louSaian/ OVTOS.

Luke xxiii. 38 J 'ljj<rovs 6 Nafwpalo? 6 ySacrtXev? ru>v 'lovdaiw. John

xix. 19.
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women are represented as beholding afar off,
1 but "

the

beloved disciple" is added in the fourth Gospel, and

instead of being far off, they are close to the cross ; and

for the last cries of Jesus reported in the Synoptics we

have the episode in which Jesus confides his mother

to the disciple's care. We need not compare the other

details of the Crucifixion and Eesurrection, which are

differently reported by each of the Gospels.

We have only pointed out a few of the more salient

differences between the fourth Gospel and the Synoptics,

which are rendered much more striking, in the Gospels

themselves, by the profound dissimilarity of the senti-

ments uttered by Jesus. We merely point out, in passing,

the omission of important episodes from the fourth

Gospel, such as the Temptation in the wilderness, the

Transfiguration, at which, according to the Synoptics,

the sons of Zebedee were present, the last Supper, the

agony in the garden, the mournful cries on the cross,

and, we may add, the Ascension
;
and if we turn to the

miracles of Jesus, we find that almost all of those nar-

rated by the Synoptics are ignored, whilst an almost

entirely new series is introduced. There is not a single

instance of the cure of demoniacal possession in any
form recorded in the fourth Gospel. Indeed the number

of miracles is reduced in that Gospel to a few typical

cases ; and although at the close it is generally said that

Jesus did many other signs in the presence of his dis-

ciples, these alone are written with the declared purpose :

"
that ye might believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son

of God." 2 Without examining the miracles of the fourth

Gospel in detail, we may briefly refer to one the raising

1 Matt, xxvii. 55 f. ;' Mark xv. 40 f. ; Luke xxiii. 49. In this last place
all his acquaintance are added.

" John xx. 30 f.
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of Lazarus. The extraordinary fact that the Synoptics

are utterly ignorant of this the greatest of the miracles

attributed to Jesus has been too frequently discussed to

require much comment here. It will be remembered

that, as the case of the daughter of Jairus is, by the

express declaration of Jesus, one of mere suspension of

consciousness,
1 the only instance in which a dead person

is said to have been restored to life by Jesus in any of

the Synoptics is that of the son of the widow of Nain.2

It is, therefore, quite impossible to suppose that the

Synoptists could have known of the raising of Lazarus,

and wilfully omitted it. It is equally impossible to be-

lieve that the authors of the Synoptic Gospels, from

whatever sources they may have drawn their materials,

could have been ignorant of such a miracle had it really

taken place. This astounding miracle, according to the

fourth Gospel, created such general excitement that it

was one of the leading events which led to the arrest

and crucifixion of Jesus.3 If, therefore, the Synoptics

had any connection with the writers to whom they are

referred, the raising of Lazarus must have been personally

known to their reputed authors either directly or through
the Apostles who are supposed to have inspired them, or

even upon any theory of contemporary origin the tradi-

tion of the greatest miracle of Jesus must have been

fresh throughout the Church, if such a wonder had

ever been performed. The total ignorance of such a

miracle displayed by the whole of the works of the New

Testament, therefore, forms the strongest presumptive

evidence that the narrative in the fourth Gospel is a

mere imaginary scene, illustrative of the dogma :

"
I am

1 Matt. ix. 24
;
Mark v. 39

;
Luke viii. 52. 2 Luke vii. 1 1 ff.

3 Juhn xi. 45 if., 53; xii. 9 ff., 17 ff.
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the resurrection and the life," upon which it is based.

This conclusion is confirmed by the peculiarities of the

narrative itself. When Jesus first hears, from the mes-

sage of the sisters, that Lazarus whom he loved was

sick, he declares, xi. 4 :

" This sickness is not unto death,

but for the glory of God, that the Son of God may be

glorified thereby;" and v. 6 : "When, therefore (ovv), he

heard that he was sick, at that time he continued two

days in the place where he was." After that time he

proposes to go into Judaea, and explains to the disciples,

v. 11:" Our friend Lazarus is fallen asleep ; but I go

that I may awake him out of sleep." The disciples

reply, with the stupidity with which the fourth Evan-

gelist endows all those who hold colloquy with Jesus,

v. 12 :

"
Lord, if he is fallen asleep, he will recover.

Howbeit, Jesus spake of his death
;
but they thought

that he was speaking of the taking of rest in sleep.

Then said Jesus unto them plainly : Lazarus is dead,

and I am glad for your sakes that I was not there, to the

intent that ye may believe." The artificial nature of

all this introductory matter will not have escaped the

reader, and it is further illustrated by that which follows.

Arrived at Bethany, they find that Lazarus has lain in

the grave already four days. Martha says to Jesus

(v. 21
f.) :

"
Lord, if thou hadst been here, my brother

had not died. And I know that even now whatsoever thou

shalt ask of God, God will give thee. Jesus saith unto

her : Thy brother shall rise again." Martha, of course, as

usual, misunderstands this saying as applying to
"
the

resurrection at the last day," in order to introduce the

reply :

"
I am the resurrection and the life," &c. When

they come to the house, and Jesus sees Mary and the

Jews weeping,
" he groaned in spirit and troubled him-
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self," and on reaching the grave itself (v. 35
f.),

" Jesus

wept : Then said the Jews : Behold how he loved him !

"

Now this representation, which has ever since been the

admiration of Christendom, presents the very strongest

marks of unreality. Jesus, who loves Lazarus so much,

disregards the urgent message of the sisters and, whilst

openly declaring that his sickness is not unto death,

intentionally lingers until his friend dies. When he does

go to Bethany, and is on the very point of restoring

Lazarus to life and dissipating the grief of his family

and friends he actually weeps, and groans in his spirit.

There is so total an absence of reason for such grief that

these tears, to any sober reader, are seen to be the

theatrical adjuncts of a dramatic scene elaborated out of

the imagination of the writer. The suggestion of the

bystanders (v. 37), that he might have prevented the

death, is not more probable than the continuation (v. 38) :

"Jesus, therefore, again groaning in himself cometh to

the grave." Then, having ordered the. stone to be re-

moved, he delivers a prayer avowedly intended merely

for the bystanders (v. 41
ff.)

:

" And Jesus lifted up his

eyes and said, Father, I thank thee that thou hast heard

me, and I knew that thou hearest me always : but for

the sake of the multitude which stand around I said this,

that they may believe that thou hast sent me." This

prayer is as evidently artificial as the rest of the details

of the miracle, but like other elaborately arranged scenic

representations the charm is altogether dispelled when

closer examination shows the character of the dramatic

elements. A careful consideration of the narrative and

of all the facts of the case must, we think, lead to the con-

clusion that this miracle is not even a historical tradition

.of the life of Jesus, but is wholly an ideal composition by
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the author of the fourth Gospel. This being the case,

the other miracles of the Gospel need not detain us.

If the historical part of the fourth Gospel be in irre-

concilable contradiction to the Synoptics, the didactic is

infinitely more so. The teaching of the one is totally

different from that of the others, in spirit, form, and

terminology ;
and in the prolix discourses of the fourth

Gospel there is not a single characteristic of the simple

eloquence of the Sermon on the Mount. In the diffuse

mysticism, of the Logos we cannot recognise a trace of

the terse practical wisdom of Jesus of Nazareth. It

must, of course, be apparent even to the most superficial

observer that, in the fourth Gospel, we are introduced to

a perfectly new system of instruction, and to an order of

ideas of which there is not a vestige in the Synoptics.

Instead of short and concise lessons full of striking

truth and point, we find nothing but long and involved

dogmatic discourses of little practical utility. The

limpid spontaneity of that earlier teaching, with its

fresh illustrations and profound sentences uttered without

effort and untinged by art, is exchanged for diffuse

addresses and artificial dialogues, in which labour and

design are everywhere apparent. From pure and living

morality couched in brief incisive sayings, which enter

the heart and dwell upon the ear, we turn to elaborate

philosophical orations without clearness or order, and to

doctrinal announcements unknown to the Synoptics. To

the inquiry : "What shall I do to inherit eternal life ?"

Jesus replies, in the Synoptics :

" Thou shalt love the

Lord thy God with all thy heart, and with all thy soul,

and with all thy mind ; and thy neighbour as thyself,

this do, and thou shalt live."
1 In the fourth

1 Luke x. 2528; cf. Mark xix. 16 ff. ; xxii. 36 40.
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Gospel, to the question :

" What must we do, that we

may work the works of God ?
"

Jesus answers, "This is

the work of God, that ye should believe in him whom
he sent." 1 The teaching of Jesus, in the Synoptics, is

almost wholly moral, but, in the fourth Gospel, it is

almost wholly dogmatic. If Christianity consist of the

doctrines preached in the fourth Gospel, it is not too

much to say that the Synoptics do not teach Christianity

at all. The extraordinary phenomenon is presented of

three Gospels, each professing to be complete in itself

and to convey the good tidings of salvation to man,

which have actually omitted the doctrines which are the

condition of that salvation. The fourth Gospel prac-

tically expounds a new religion. It is undeniable that

morality and precepts of love and charity for the conduct

of life are the staple of the teaching of Jesus in the

Synoptics, and that dogma occupies so small a place that

it is regarded as a subordinate and secondaiy considera-

tion. In the fourth Gospel, however, dogma is the one

thing needful, and forms the whole substance of the

preaching of the Logos. The burden of his teaching is :

" He that believeth on the Son, hath eternal life, but he

that believeth not the Son, shall not see life, but the

wrath of God abideth on him." 2
It is scarcely possible

to put the contrast between the Synoptics and the fourth

Gospel in too strong a light. If we possessed the

Synoptics without the fourth Gospel, we should have the

exposition of the most sublime morality based on perfect

love to God and man. If we had the fourth Gospel

without the Synoptics, we should have little more than a

system of dogmatic mysticism without Christian morality.

Not only is the doctrine and the terminology of the Jesus

1 John vi. 28, 29. e John iii. 36.
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of the fourth Gospel quite different from that of the

Jesus of the Synoptics, but so is the teaching of John

the Baptist. In the Synoptics, he comes preaching the

baptism of repentance,
1
and, like the Master, inculcating

principles of morality ;

2 but in the fourth Gospel he has

adopted the peculiar views of the author, proclaims
"
the

Lamb of God which taketh away the sins of the world,"
3

and bears witness that he is
" the Son of God." * We

hear of the Paraclete for the first time in the fourth

Gospel
In a word, the Synoptics unfold a teaching of sublime

morality, for which the fourth Gospel substitutes a

scheme of dogmatic theology of which the others know

nothing.

It is so impossible to ignore the distinct individuality

of the Jesus of the fourth Gospel, and of his teaching,

that even apologists are obliged to admit that the pecu-

liarities of the author have coloured the portrait, and

introduced an element of subjectivity into the discourses.

It was impossible, they confess, that the Apostle could

remember verbally such long orations for half a century,

and at best that they can only be accepted as substan-

tially correct reports of the teaching of Jesus.5
" The

1 Matt ni. 1 ff. ; Marki. 4 ff. ; Luke iii. 2ft
* Luke Hi. 8, 10 ff.

J John L 29, 36. 4
76., i. 34.

*
Bledc, EinL N. T., p. 200 ; Beitrage, p. 242 f. ; EwaJd, Jahrb. bibl.

Wias., x. p. 91 f. ; Gfrorer, Allg. K. G., L p. 172 f. : Das Hefligthum
n. <L Wahrheit, 1838, p. 331 ; LScke, Comment Ev. Job., i. p. 242

;

TTdzsadxr, TJnters. evang. Gesch., pp. 238 ff., 253 ff., 265 ; Reuse, Gesch.

N. T., p. 215 f. ; Baur, TheoL Jahrb., 1844, p. 452 ff. ; B. Bauer, Exit.

d. ev. Gesch. d. Johan., 1840; Colani, Bev. d. TheoL 1851, ii. p. 38 ff ;

Weitae, Die evang. Gesch., i. p. 105 ff. ; Schdten, Das ET. Johan., p. 186
;

Davidson, Int N. T., ii. p. 439 fc; BreUchneider, Probabilia, pp. 31 ff,

113.; Renan, Vie de Jesus, xiii"e ed., p. Ixix. ff. ; De JTette, EinL
N. T., p. 212 ff., p. 232 ff. ; Kayser, Bey. de TheoL, 1856, xiiL p. 74 f.,

&c., &c.
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discourses of Christ and of others in this Gospel,

pre-eminently," says Ewald, "are clothed as by an

entirely new colour : on this account also scepticism has

desired to conclude that the Apostle cannot have com-

posed the Gospel ; and yet no conclusion is more un-

founded. When the Apostle at so late a period determined

to compose the work, it was certainly impossible for him

to reproduce all the words exactly as they were once

spoken, if he did not perhaps desire not merely to recall

a few memorable sentences, but, in longer discussions of

more weighty subjects, to charm back all -the animation

with which they were once given. So he availed him-

self of that freedom in their revivification which is both

quite intelligible of itself, and sufficiently warranted

by the precedent of so many greater examples of all

antiquity : and where the discourses extend to greater

length, there flowed involuntarily in their composition

much of that intuitive conception and form of expression

regarding the manifestation of Christ which had long

become deeply rooted in the Apostle's soul. But as

certainly as these discourses bear upon them the colour-

ing of the Apostle's mind, so certainly do they agree in

their substantial contents with his best recollections

because the Spruchsamiulung proves that the discourses

of Christ in certain moments really could elevate them-

selves to the full height, which in John only throughout

surprises us more than in Matthew
(!).

To deny the

Gospel to the Apostle for such reasons were, therefore,

pure folly, and in the highest degree unjust. Moreover

the circumstance that we sometimes in the design of

such discourses again meet with, or even see further

developed, expressions which had been already noted

down in the older Gospels, can prove nothing against
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the apostolical origin of the Gospel, as it was indeed

fully open to him to make use of the contents of such

older writings, if it pleased him, when he considered it

desirable, and when they came to the help of his 'own

memory of those long passed days: for he certainly

retained many or all of such expressions also in his own

memory."
l

Elsewhere, he describes the work as
"
glorified

Gospel history," composed out of
**

glorified recollection."
2

Another strenuous defender of the authenticity of the

fourth Gospel wrote of it as follows :
" Nevertheless

everything is reconciled,
!:

says Gfrorer, "if one accepts

that testimony of the elders as true. For as John must

have written the Gospel as an old man, that is to say

not before the year 90 95 of our era, there is an

interval of more than half a century between the time

when the events which he relates really happened, and

the time of the composition of his book, space enough

certainly to make a few mistakes conceivable even pre-

supposing a good memory and unshaken love of truth.

Let us imagine for instance that to-day (in 1841) an old

man of eighty to ninety years of age should write down

from mere memory the occurrences of the American

AYar (of Independence), in which he himself in his early

youth played a part. Certainly many passages in his

narrative would be found, even though they might

otherwise be true, which would not agree with the

original event Moreover another particular circumstance

must be added in connection with the fourth Gospel. Two-

thirds of it consist of discourses, which John places

in the mouth of Jesus Christ. Now every day's ex-

1 Jahrb. KbL Wiss., x. p. 91.
2 " Yerkfirte Evangelische Geschichte,"

" verklarte erinnemng."
Jahrb. bibL Win., HL p. 163, p. 166.
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perience proves that oral impressions are much more

fleeting than those of sight. The happiest memory

scarcely retains long orations after three or four ycurs :

how, then, could John with verbal accuracy report the

discourses of Jesus after fifty or sixty years ! AVe must

be content if he truly render the chief contents and

spirit of them, and that, as a rule, he does this, can be

proved. It has been shown above that already, before

Christ, a very peculiar philosophy of religion had been

formed among the Egyptian Jews, which found its way
into Palestine through the Essenes, and also numbered

numerous adherents amongst the Jews of the adjacent

countries of Syria and Asia Minor. The Apostle Paul

professed this : not less the Evangelist John. Un-

doubtedly the latter allowed this Theosophy to exercise

a strong influence upon his representation of the life-

history of Jesus,"
1 &c.

Now all such admissions, whilst they are absolutely

requisite to explain the undeniable phenomena of the

fourth Gospel, have one obvious consequence : The fourth

Gospel, by whomsoever written, even if it could be

traced to the Apostle John himself, has no real his-

torical value, being at best the "
glorified recollections

"

of an old man written down half a century after the

events recorded. The absolute difference between the

teaching of this Gospel and of the Synoptics becomes

perfectly intelligible, when the long discourses are recog-

nized to be the result of Alexandrian Philosophy artisti-

cally interwoven with developed Pauline Christianity, and

put into the mouth of Jesus. It will have been remarked

that along with the admission of great subjectivity in

the report of the discourses, and that nothing beyond the

1

afriJrcr, Allg. K. G., 1841, i. p. 172 f.

H II 2
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mere substance of the original teaching can reasonably

be looked for, there is, in the extracts we have given, an

assertion that there actually is a faithful reproduction in

this Gospel of the original substance. Now there is not

a shadow of proof of this, but on the contrary the

strongest reason for denying the fact ; for, unless it be

accepted that the Synoptics have so completely omitted

the whole doctrinal part of the teaching of Jesus, have

so carefully avoided the very peculiar terminology of the

Logos Gospel, and have conveyed so unhistorical and

erroneous an impression of the life and religious system

of Jesus that, without the fourth Gospel, we should not

actually have had an idea of his fundamental doctrines,

we must inevitably recognize .that the fourth Gospel

cannot possibly be a true reproduction of his teaching.

It is impossible that Jesus can have had two such

diametrically opposed systems of teaching, one purely

moral, the other wholly dogmatic ; one expressed in

wonderfully terse, clear, brief sayings and parables, the

other in long, involved, and diffuse discourses ; one

clothed in the great language of humanity, the other

concealed in obscure philosophic terminology ; and that

these should have been kept so distinct as they are in the

Synoptics, on the one hand, and the fourth Gospel, on

the other. The tradition of Justin Martyr applies solely

to the system of the Synoptics :

"
Brief and concise were

the sentences uttered by him : for he was no Sophist, but

his word was the power of God." 1

We have already pointed out the evident traces of

artificial construction in the discourses and dialogues of

the fourth Gospel, and the more closely these are examined,

the more clear does it become that they are not genuine
1

Apol., i. 14, sec vol. ii. p. 47.
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reports of the teaching of Jesus, but mere ideal compo-
sitions by the author of the fourth Gospel. The speeches

of John the Baptist, the discourses of Jesus, and the

reflections of the Evangelist himself,
1 are marked by

the same peculiarity of style and proceed from the same

mind. It is scarcely possible to determine where the

one begins and the other ends. 2
It is quite clear, for

instance, that the author himself, without a break, con-

tinues the words which he puts into the mouth of Jesus,

in the colloquy with Nicodemus, but it is not easy to

determine where. The whole dialogue is artificial in

the extreme, and is certainly not genuine, and this is

apparent not only from the replies attributed to the

"teacher of Israel," but to the irrelevant manner in

which the reflections loosely ramble from the new birth

to the dogmatic statements in the thirteenth and follow-

ing verses, which are the never-failing resource of the

Evangelist when other subjects arc exhausted. The

sentiments and almost the words either attributed to

Jesus, or added by the writer, to which we are now

referring, iii. 12 ft'., we find again in the very same

chapter, either put into the mouth of John the Baptist,

or as reflections of the author, verses 31 36, for again

we add that it is difficult anywhere to discriminate the

speaker. Indeed, while the Synoptics are rich in the

abundance of practical counsel and profound moral

insight, as well as in variety of illustrative parables, it is

remarkable how much sameness there is in all the dis-

courses of the fourth Gospel, a very few ideas being

constantly reproduced. Whilst the teaching of Jesus in

the Synoptics is singularly universal and impersonal, in

the fourth Gospel it is purely personal, and rarely passes

1 John i. 118, &c., &c. 3 Cf. ib.
t i. 15 ff., iii. 27 fl'., 1021.
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beyond the declaration of his own dignity, and the incul-

cation of belief in him as the only means of salvation.

A very distinct trace of ideal composition is found in

xvii. 3 :

" And this is eternal life, to know thee the only

true God, and him whom thou didst send, even Jesus

Christ." Even apologists admit that it is impossible that

Jesus could speak of himself as "Jesus Christ." We
need not, however, proceed further with such analysis.

We believe that no one can calmly and impartially

examine the fourth Gospel without being convinced of

its artificial character. If some portions possess real

beauty, it is of a purely ideal kind, and their attraction

consists chiefly in the presence of a certain vague but

suggestive mysticism. The natural longing of humanity
for any revelation regarding a future state has not been

appealed to in vain. That the diffuse and often mono-

tonous discourses of this Gospel, however, should ever

have been preferred to the sublime simplicity of the

teaching of the Synoptics, illustrated by such parables

as the wise and foolish virgins, the sower, and the

Prodigal Son, and culminating in the Sermon on the

Mount, each sentence of which is so full of profound

truth and beauty, is little to the credit of critical sense

and judgment.

The elaborate explanations, however, by which the

phenomena of the fourth Gospel are reconciled with the

assumption that it was composed by the Apostle John are

in vain, and there is not a single item of evidence within

the first century and a half which does not agree with

internal testimony in opposing the supposition. To one

point, however, we must briefly refer in connection with

this statement. It is asserted that the Gospel and

Epistles or at least the first Epistle of the Canon
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ascribed to the Apostle John are by one author, although
this is not without contradiction,

1 and very many of

those who agree as to the identity of authorship by no

means admit the author to have been the Apostle John.

It is argued, therefore, that the use of the Epistle by

Polycarp and Papias is evidence of the apostolic origin of

the Gospel. We have, however, seen, that not only is it

very uncertain that Polycarp made use of the Epistle at

all, but that he does not in any case mention its author's

name. There is not a particle of evidence that he

ascribed the Epistle, even supposing he knew it, to the

Apostle John. With regard to Papias, the only authority

for the assertion that he knew the Epistle is the state-

ment of Eusebius already quoted and discussed, that :

" He used testimonies out of John's first Epistle/'
2

There is no evidence, however, even supposing the

statement of Eusebius to be correct, that he ascribed it to

the Apostle. The earliest undoubted references to the

Epistle, in fact, are by Irenseus and Clement of Alex-

andria, so that this evidence is of little avail for the

Gospel. There is no name attached to the first Epistle,

and the second and third have the superscription of
"
the

Presbyter," which, applying the argument of Ewald

regarding the author of the Apocalypse, ought to be con-

clusive against their being written by an Apostle. As all

three are evidently by the same writer, and intended to

be understood as by the author of the Gospel, and that

writer does not pretend to be an Apostle, but calls

himself a simple Presbyter, the Epistles likewise give

1 Baur, Thcol. Jahrb., 1844, p. 666 f., 1848, pp. 293337 ; Unters kan.

Evv., p. 350; Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 293 ff.
; Zdlrr, Thcol. Jahrb.,

1845, p. 588 f., 1847, p. 137. Crediter assigns the second and third

Epistle not to the Apostle but to the Presbyter John. Einl. N. T., i.

p. 687 ff. H.E.,v.8.
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presumptive evidence against the apostolic authorship of

the Gospel

There is another important testimony against the

Johannine origin of the fourth Gospel to which we must

briefly refer. We have pointed out that, according to

the fourth Gospel, Jesus did not eat the Paschal Supper

with his disciples, but that being arrested on the 13th

Nisan, he was put to death on the 14th, the actual

day upon which the Paschal lamb was sacrificed. The

Synoptics, on the contrary, represent that Jesus ate the

Passover with his disciples on the evening of the 14th,

and was crucified on the 15th Nisan. The difference

of opinion indicated by these contradictory accounts

actually prevailed in various Churches, and in the

second half of the second century a violent discussion

arose as to the day upon which "
the true Passover of

the Lord" should be celebrated, the Church in Asia

Minor maintaining that it should be observed on the

14th Nisan, the day on which, according to the Synop-

tics, Jesus himself celebrated the Passover and instituted

the Christian festival, whilst the Roman Church as well

as most other Christians, following the fourth Gospel,

which represents Jesus as not celebrating the last Pass-

over, but being himself slain upon the 14th Nisan, the

true Paschal lamb, had abandoned the day of the Jewish

feast altogether, and celebrated the Christian festival on

Easter Sunday, upon which the Resurrection was supposed
to have taken place. Polycarp, who was sent to Rome
to represent the Churches of Asia Minor in the discussions

upon the subject, could not be induced to give up the

celebration on the 14th Nisan, the day which, according
to tradition, had always been observed, and he appealed
to the practice of the Apostle John himself in support of
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that date. Eusebius quotes from Irenseus the statement

of the case :

" For neither could Anicetus persuade Poly-

carp not to observe it (the 14th Nisan), because he had

ever observed it with John the disciple of our Lord, and

with the rest of the Apostles with whom he consorted." l

Towards the end of the century, Polycrates, the Bishop

of Ephcsus, likewise appeals to the practice of " John

who reclined upon the bosom of the Lord," as well as of

the Apostle Philip and his daughters, and of Polycarp and

others in support of the same day :

"
All these observed

the 14th day of the Passover, according to the Gospel,

without variation, but following according to the rule of

faith."
2 Now it is evident that, according to this un-

doubted testimony, the Apostle John by his own practice

ratified the account of the Synoptics, and contradicted

the data of the fourth Gospel, and upon the supposition

that he so long lived in Asia Minor it is probable that

his authority largely contributed to establish the ob-

servance of the 14th Nisan there. We must, therefore,

either accept that the Apostle John by his practice

reversed the statement of his own Gospel, or that he was

not its author, which of course is the natural conclusion.

Without going further into the discussion, which would

detain us too long, it is clear that the Paschal contro-

versy is opposed to the supposition that the Apostle John

was the author of the fourth Gospel.
3

1 OvTf yap 6 'AVIKIJTOS roi> HoXvKapjrov irtitrai tbvvaro
/.if/ TTjptlv, art /xrru

'laxipyoii TOV ^.adrfrov TOV Kvpiov f][j.5)v,
KOI r<av \oiir<av aTrooroXa)!' ols

Tj)i\l/tv,
del TcnjpTjKora, K.r.A. /mitetw, Adv. User., iii. 3, 4;

II. E., v. 24.

- OVTOI irdiTts TT)pT]0-av rfjv ijptpav rijs Tf<T<rapfO-Kaio'(Kd
i

njs TOV mia^a Kara

TO eiinyye'Xioy, /ij3V TraptKftmvovrfs, aXXa Kara TUV Kavitva Tijs Tr/oreuf KoXov-

Oovvrfs. Euselius, H. E., v. 24.

3 Daur, Unters. kan. Evv., p. .334 it
; Theol. Jahrb., 1857, p. 212 ff. ;

K. G. clrei orst. Jahvh., p. loGff.
; Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 403 If. ;
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We have seen that, whilst there is not one particle of

evidence during a century and a half after the events

recorded in the fourth Gospel that it was composed by
the son of Zebedee, there is, on the contrary, the

strongest reason for believing that he did not write it.

The first writer who quotes a passage of the Gospel with

the mention of his name is Theophilus of Antioch, who

gives the few words :

" In the beginning was the Word

and the Word was with God," as spoken by
"
John,"

whom he considers amongst the divinely inspired (ot

TTvevfjiOLTOffropoL),
1

though even he does not distinguish

him as the Apostle. We have seen the legendary nature

of the late traditions regarding the composition of the

Gospel, of which a specimen was given in the defence of

it in the Canon of Muratori, and we must not further

quote them. The first writer who distinctly classes the

four Gospels together is Irenaeus ;
and the reasons which

he gives for the existence of precisely that number in

the Canon of the Church illustrate the thoroughly

uncritical character of the Fathers, and the slight

dependence which can be placed upon their judgments.
" But neither can the Gospels be more in number than

they are," says Irenaeus,
"
nor, on the other hand, can

they be fewer. For as there are four quarters of the

world in which we are, and four general winds (/ca0oXi/ca

Trvev/xara), and the Church is disseminated throughout

all the world, and the Gospel is the pillar and prop of the

Church and the spirit of life, it is right that she should

Hilge-nfeld ,
Die Evangelien, p. 341 ff. ; Der Paschastreit, u. s. w., Theol.

Jahrb., 1849, p. 209 f. ; Der Paschastreit, 1860; ScMtoi, Das Ev. Johan.,

p. 387 ff. Be sterfdag van Jezus volgens bet yierde Evangelie, 1856;

Schwegler, Der Montanismus, p. 191 ff.

1 Ad Autolyc., ii. 22. Tischendorf dates this work about A.D. 180.

Warm mirden, u. s. w., p. 16, anm. 1.
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four pillars, on all sides breathing out immortality
and revivifying men. From which it is manifest that

the Word, the maker of all, lie who sitteth upon the

Cherubim and containeth all things, who was manifested

to man, has given to us the Gospel, four-formed but pos-

sessed by one spirit ;
as David also says, supplicating

his advent :

' Thou that sittest between the Cherubim,

shine forth/ For the Cherubim also are four-faced,

and their faces are symbols of the working of the Son of

God .... and the Gospels, therefore, are in harmony
with these amongst which Christ is seated. For the

Gospel according to John relates his first effectual and

glorious generation from the Father, saying :

' In the

beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God,

and God was the Word/ and '

all things were made by

him, and without him nothing was made/ On this

account also this Gospel is full of all assurance, for such

is his person.
l But the Gospel according to Luke, being

as it were of priestly character, opened with Zacharias

the priest sacrificing to God ..... But Matthew

narrates his generation as a man, saying :

' The book of

the generation of Jesus Christ, the son of David, the son

of Abraham/ and '

the birth of Jesus Christ was on this

wise/ This, therefore, is the Gospel of his humanity,
and on this account a man, humble and mild in character,

is presented throughout the Gospel. But Mark makes

his commencement after a prophetic Spirit coming down

from on high unto men, saying :

' The beginning of the

Gospel of Jesus Christ, as it is written in Isaiah the

prophet ;' indicating the winged form of the Gospel ; and

Greek of this rather unintelligible sentence is not preserved.

Tho Latin version reads as follows : Propter hoc et omni fiducia plenum
est Evangelium istud ; talis est enim persona ejus.
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for this reason he makes a compendious and precursory

declaration, for this is the prophetic character

Such, therefore, as was the course of the Son of God,

such also is the form of the living creatures
;
and such as

is the form of the living creatures, such also is the

character of the Gospel. For quadrifonn are the living

creatures, quadriform is the Gospel, and quadriform the

course of the Lord. And on this account four covenants

were given to the human race These things being

thus ; vain and ignorant, and, moreover, audacious are

those who set aside the form of the Gospel, and declare

the aspects of the Gospels as either more or less than has

been said." 1 As such principles of criticism presided

over the formation of the Canon, it is not singular that so

many of the decisions of the Fathers have been reversed.

Irenaeus himself mentioned the existence of heretics who

rejected the fourth Gospel,
2 and Epiphanius

3 refers to

the Alogi, who equally denied its authenticity, but it is

not needful for us further to discuss this point. Enough
has been said to show that the testimony of the fourth

Gospel is of no value towards establishing the truth of

miracles and the reality of Divine Revelation.

1
Irenceu*, Adv. Haer., iii. 11, 8, 9.

5 Adv. Ha*., iii. 2, 9. 3
Hser., li. 3, 4, 28.
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CHAPTER III.

CONCLUSIONS.

WE may now briefly sum up the conclusions to which

we are led by our inquiry into the reality of Divine

Revelation, although we shall carefully confine ourselves

within certain limits, in order that we may not too far

anticipate the fuller observations which we shall have to

make at the close of the second portion of this work,

when we find the results at which we now arrive con-

firmed by more comprehensive examination of the

subject. It is impossible to refrain from some anticipa-

tion of final reflections, nor would it be right to delay a

clear statement of what we believe to be the truth and

its consequences.

We have seen that a Divine Revelation is such only

by virtue of communicating to us something winch we

could not know without it, and which is in fact undis-

coverable by human reason ; and that miraculous evi-

dence is absolutely requisite to establish its reality. It

is admitted that no other testimony could justify our

believing the specific revelation which we are considering,

the very substance of which is supernatural and beyond
the criterion of reason, and that its astounding announce-

ments, if not demonstrated to be miraculous truths, must

inevitably be pronounced "the wildest delusions." On

examining the supposed miraculous evidence, however,
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we find that not only is it upon general grounds ante-

cedently incredible, but that the testimony by which its

reality is supported, so far from establishing the infer-

ences drawn from the supposed supernatural phenomena,
is totally insufficient even to certify the actual occurrence

of the events narrated. The history of miraculous pre-

tension in the world, and the circumstances attending

this special exhibition of it, suggest natural explanations

of the reported facts which rightly and infallibly remove

them from the region of the supernatural.

Even if the reality of miracles could be substantiated,

their value as evidence for the Divine Revelation is

destroyed by the necessary admission that miracles are

not limited to one source, but that there are miracles

Satanic which are to be disbelieved, as well as Divine

and evidential. As the doctrines supposed to be revealed

are beyond Eeason, and cannot in any sense, therefore,

be intelligently approved by the human intellect, no

evidence which is of so double and inconclusive a nature

could sufficiently attest them. This alone would dis-

qualify the Christian miracles for the duty which miracles

alone are considered capable of performing.

The supposed miraculous evidence for the Divine

Revelation, moreover, is not only without any special

divine character, being avowedly common also to Satanic

agency, but it is not original either in conception or

details. Similar miracles to those which are supposed to

attest it are reported long antecedent to the promulga-

tion of Christianity, and continued to be performed for

centuries after it. A stream of miraculous pretension,

in fact, has flowed through all human history, deep and

broad as it has passed through the darker ages, but

dwindling down to a thread as it has entered dnys of
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enlightenment. The evidence was too hackneyed and

commonplace to make any impression upon those before

whom the Christian miracles are said to have been per-

formed, and it altogether failed to convince the people to

whom the Revelation was primarily addressed. The selec-

tion of such evidence for such a purpose is much more

characteristic of human weakness than of divine power.

The true character of miracles is at once betrayed

by the fact that their supposed occurrence has been

confined to ages of ignorance and superstition, and that

they are absolutely unknown in any time or place

where science has provided witnesses fitted to appreciate

and ascertain the nature of such exhibitions of super-

natural power. There is not the slightest evidence that

any attempt was made to investigate the supposed

miraculous occurrences, or to justify the inferences so

freely drawn from them, nor is there any reason to

believe that the witnesses possessed in any considerable

degree the fulness of knowledge and sobriety of judgment

requisite for the purpose. No miracle has yet estab-

lished its claim to the rank even of apparent reality, and

all such phenomena must remain in the dim region of

imagination. The test applied to the largest class of

miracles, connected with demoniacal possession, discloses

the falsity of all miraculous pretension.

There is no uncertainty as to the origin of belief in

supernatural interference with nature. The assertion

that spurious miracles have sprung up round a few

instances of genuine miraculous power has not a single

valid 'argument to support it. History clearly demon-

strates that wherever ignorance and superstition have

prevailed every obscure occurrence has been attributed

to supernatural agency, and it is freely acknowledged

that, under their influence, inexplicable and miraculous
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are convertible terms. On the other hand, in proportion

as knowledge of natural laws has increased, the theory

of supernatural interference with the order of nature has

been dispelled, and miracles have ceased. The effect of

science, however, is not limited to the present and

future, but its action is equally retrospective, and phe-

nomena which were once ignorantly isolated from the

great sequence of natural cause and effect, arc now

restored to their place in the unbroken order. Ignorance

and superstition created miracles ; knowledge has for

ever annihilated them.

Miracles, of the reality of which there is no evidence

worthy of the name, are not only contradictory to com-

plete induction, but even on the avowal of those who

affirm them, they only cease to be incredible upon certain

assumptions with regard to the Supreme Being which are

equally o] posed to Reason. These assumptions, it is not

denied, are solely derived from the Revelation which

miracles are intended to attest, and the whole argument,

therefore, ends in the palpable absurdity of making the

Revelation rest upon miracles which have nothing to

rest upon themselves but the Revelation. The ante-

cedent assumption of the Divine design of Revelation

and of the necessity for it stands upon no firmer founda-

tion, and it is emphatically excluded by the whole con-

stitution of the order of nature, whose imperative

principle is progressive development. Upon all grounds

of Reason and experience the supposed miraculous evi-

dence, by which alone we could be justified in believing

in the reality of the Divine Revelation, must be pro-

nounced mere human delusion, and the result thus

attained is confirmed by every external consideration.

When we turn from more general arguments to

examine the documentary evidence for the reality of the
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supposed miraculous occurrences, and of the Divine

Revelation which they accredit, we meet with the charac-

teristics which might have been expected. We do not

find any real trace even of the existence of our Gospels
for a century and a half after the events they record.

They are anonymous narratives, and there is no evidence

of any value connecting these works with the writers to

whom they are popularly attributed. On the contrary,

the facts stated by Papias fully justify the conclusion

that our first and second Synoptics cannot be the works

said to have been composed by Matthew and Mark. The

third Synoptic is an avowed compilation by one who was

not an eye-witness of the occurrences narrated, and the

identity of the writer cannot be established. As little

was the supposed writer of the second Synoptic a personal

witness of the scenes of his history. The author of the

fourth Gospel is unknown, and no impartial critic can

assert the historical character of his narrative. Apart
from continual minor contradictions throughout all of

these narratives, it is impossible to reconcile the markedly

different representations of the fourth and of the Synoptic

Gospels. They mutually destroy each other as evidence.

These Gospels themselves do not pretend to be inspired

histories, and they cannot upon any ground be regarded

as more than mere human compositions. As evidence

for miracles and the reality of Divine Revelation they

have no weight, being merely narratives, written long

after the events recorded, by unknown persons who were

neither eye-witnesses of the supposed miraculous occur-

rences, nor hearers of the statements they profess to

report. Contemporary testimony of such character

would have possessed little force against the opposing

weight of complete induction, but still smaller is the

evidential value of such narratives as these, which are

VOL. II. II
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largely or wholly based upon pious tradition, and which

could not, in that superstitious age, have excluded the

mythical elements which are so palpably incorporated in

our Gospels. The world is full of illustrations of the

rapid growth of legendary matter, and it would indeed

have been little short of miraculous had these narratives

been exceptions to the universal rule, written as they

were under the strongest religious excitement at a time
" when almost every ordinary incident became a

miracle," and in that
"
mythic period in which reality

melted into fable, and invention unconsciously trespassed

on the province of history." Tradition, in other forms,

to which appeal is sometimes made, is still more worth-

less, and, opposed to the result of universal experience,

it is unworthy of a moment's consideration.

The miraculous evidence upon which alone, it is ad-

mitted, we could be justified in believing its astoundingO o-

doctrines being thus nugatory, the claims of Christianity

to be considered a Divine Revelation must necessarily be

disallowed, and its supernatural elements, which are, in

fact, the very substance of the system, inevitably sharing

the same fate as the supposed miraculous evidence, must,

therefore, be rejected as incredible and opposed to Eeason

and complete induction.

It must be remembered that the claim to direct Divine

origin, so far from being peculiar to Christianity, has

been equally advanced by all the great systems of Reli-

gion which have ever been promulgated and taken root

in the world. In this, as in all other respects, Chris-

tianity can be fitly classified, and assigned its place in

natural sequence with other historical creeds, by the

rapidly maturing Science of Religion. The character of

Divine Revelation, in any supernatural sense, cannot be

accorded to any of the Religions which have succes-
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sively laid claim to it ; and whilst in one sense Chris-

tianity is the most divine of all human systems, it must

be remarked that this is solely due to its noble morality,

and not to its supernatural dogmas, which are not more

original than the evidence by which they are supposed
to be attested. The so-called Divine Revelation in fact

is both in conception and details supremely anthropo-

morphic. There is not one of its dogmas which does

not find parallels in antecedent religions, and although
the same may be said of its isolated precepts, it is, not-

withstanding, in the completeness and perfection of its

elevated morality that its only true and undeniable

originality consists.

Christianity takes a higher position when recognized

to be the most perfect development of human morality

than it could do as an abortive pretendent to divine

honours. There is little indeed in its history and actual

achievements to support the claim made on its behalf to

the character of a scheme Divinely revealed for the salva-

tion of the human race. Primarily communicated to a fa-

voured nation, which almost unanimously rejected it then,

and whose descendants still continue almost unanimously

to confirm the original judgment, it has not, after up-

wards of 1800 years, obtained even the nominal adherence

of more than a third of the human race. 1

Sakya

1 The different creeds may be roughly estimated as follows :

Christians .... 340 millions.

Other creeds . . . 660 ,,

The last item is composed as follows :

Mahomedans . . .124 millions.

Buddhists . . . . . 300

Brahmins .... 130 ,,

Other Pagans . . . . 100

Jews . . . . . 6 ,,

Cf. A. K. Johnston, Physical Atlas, 1856, Chart xxxiv., p. 111.

i i 2
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Muni, a teacher only second in nobility of character to

Jesus, who, like him, proclaimed a system of elevated

morality, has even now almost as many followers,

although his missionaries have never penetrated the

West, and his creed is much less adapted for general

acceptance. Such results attained by a Religion specially

claiming the character of direct Divine Revelation cannot

be called supernatural, although they may not be dispro-

portionate for a human system of pure spiritual morality.

In considering the actual position of Christianity,

however, and what it may have done for the world as a

religious system, its supernatural dogmas become a mere

question of detail The Divine origin attributed to its

founder, the miraculous circumstances represented as

attending his birth and subsequent career, as well as the

hope of reward in a future life, and the fear of eternal

punishment, undoubtedly exercised a certain influence

in ages of darkness and superstition, to which the lofty

morality of Jesus might have appealed in vain, and,

therefore, they may have contributed towards the propa-

gation of Christianity. The supernatural dogmas, how-

ever, have no virtue in themselves. We shall not here

inquire how much, or how little of civilization in Europe
has been due to the influence of Christianity, but we

may assert that whatever beneficial effect has been pro-

duced by it has been solely attributable to its morality.

It is an undoubted fact that wherever, as in the Eastern

Church, dogmatic theology has been dominant, civi-

lization has declined. Theological bigotry rapidly ex-

tinguishes Christian virtues. But for the filtration of

morality through doctrinal obstructions the dogmas of

ecclesiastical Christianity would have produced little or

nothing but evil for the world. They have been the



CONCLUSIONS. 485

fruitful source of
"
hatred, malice, and all uncharitable-

ness," and their propagation by sword and stake has

ensanguined many a page of history. Whatever ser-

vice the supernatural dogmas may have rendered in

securing authority for the sublime Eeligion of Jesus

in ages of barbarism incapable of understanding its

elevated purity, their influence and utility can only
be regarded as temporary. Their abandonment can

have no prejudicial effect upon the power of Keligion.

No one who pretends to make the moral teaching of

Jesus the rule of life merely from dogmatic obligation

can have understood that morality at all, or penetrated

beyond the mere letter of its precepts. On the other

hand, weighted as Christian morality has been by super-

natural dogmas, which are felt .to be incredible, doubt

and hesitation with regard to these more or less paralyzes

its practical authority.

Even Bishop Butler acknowledges that the importance

of Christianity primarily arises from its being a distinct

declaration and institution of natural morality ; and he

only accords to its supernatural dogmas
1 a secondary rank.

No one can have attentively studied the subject without

being struck by the absence of any such dogmas from

the earlier records of the teaching of Jesus. We shall

probably never be able to determine now how far the

great Teacher may, through his own speculations or mis -

understood spiritual utterances, have originated the super-

natural doctrines subsequently attributed to him, and by
which his whole history and system soon became suffused.

There can be little doubt that in great part the miracu-

lous elements of Christianity are due to the profound

and excited veneration of uninstructed and superstitious

1

Analogy, part ii., ch. 1.



486 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

ages for the elevated character of Jesus. The history of

the world is not without instances of similar phenomena,
but as a slight illustration of the tendency we may, in

passing, merely point to the case of the excited and

superstitious populace of Lystra, who with less reason are

described as hailing Paul and Barnabas as gods. What-

ever explanation may be given, however, it is undeniable

that the earliest teaching of Jesus recorded in the Gospel

which can be regarded in any degree as historical is pure

morality almost, if not quite, free from theological

dogmas. Morality was the essence of his system ;
theo-

logy was an after-thought. It is to the followers of

Jesus, and not to the Master himself, that we owe the

supernatural elements so characteristic of the age and

people. We may look in vain in the Synoptic Gospels

for the doctrines elaborated in the Pauline Epistles and

the Gospel of Ephesus. The great transformation of

Christianity was thus effected by men who had never

seen Jesus, and who were only acquainted with his teach-

ing when already transmuted by tradition. The fervid

imagination of the East constructed Christian theology.

It is not difficult to follow the gradual development of

the creeds of the Church, and it is certainly most instruc-

tive to observe the progressive boldness with which its

dogmas were expanded by pious enthusiasm. The New
Testament alone represents several stages of dogmatic

evolution. Before his first followers had passed away,
intricate systems of dogma and mysticism began to

prevail. The disciples who had so often misunderstood

the teaching of Jesus during his life, piously distorted

it after his death. His simple lessons of meekness and

humility were soon forgotten. With lamentable rapidity

the elaborate structure of ecclesiastical Christianity,
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following stereotyped lines of human superstition, and

deeply coloured by Alexandrian philosophy, displaced

the simple morality of Jesus. Doctrinal controversy,

which commenced amongst the very apostles, has ever

since divided the unity of the Christian body. The per-

verted ingenuity of successive generations of Churchmen

has filled the world with theological quibbles which

have naturally enough culminated of late in doctrines

of Immaculate Conception and Papal Infallibility.

It must be admitted that Christian ethics were not in

their details either new or original. The precepts which

distinguish the system may be found separately in ea,rly

religions, in ancient philosophies, and in the utterances

of the great poets and seers of Israel. The teaching of

Jesus, however, carried morality to the sublimest point

attained, or even attainable, by humanity. The influence

of his spiritual religion has been rendered doubly great

by the unparalleled purity and elevation of his own

character. Surpassing in his sublime simplicity and

earnestness the moral grandeur of Sakya Muni, and

putting to the blush the sometimes sullied, though gene-

rally admirable, teaching of Socrates and Plato, and the

whole round of Greek philosophers, he presented the

rare spectacle of a life, so far as we can estimate it,

uniformly noble and consistent with his own lofty prin-

ciples, so that the "imitation of Christ" has become

almost the final word in the preaching of his religion,

and must continue to be one of the most powerful

elements of its permanence. His system might not be

new, but it was in a high sense the perfect development
of natural morality, and it was final in this respect

amongst others, that, superseding codes of law and

elaborate rules of life, it confined itself to two funda-
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mental principles : Love to God and love to man.

"Whilst all previous systems had merely sought to purify

the stream, it demanded the purification of the fountain.

It placed the evil thought on a par with the evil action.

Such morality, based upon the intelligent and earnest

acceptance of Divine Law, and perfect recognition of the

brotherhood of man, is the highest conceivable by

humanity, and although its power and influence must

augment with the increase of enlightenment, it is itself

beyond development, consisting as it does of principles

unlimited in their range, and inexhaustible in their

application. Its perfect realization is that true spiritual

Nirvana which Sakya Muni less clearly conceived, and

obscured with Oriental mysticism : extinction of rebel-

lious personal opposition to Divine order, and the attain-

ment of perfect harmony with the will of God.

Such a system can well afford to abandon claims to a

supernatural character which have been raised for it in

ages of superstitious ignorance, but which now do it but

little honour, and to purge itself of dogmas devised

by pious fanaticism against which reason and morality

revolt. It is obvious that such morality must be env

braced for its own excellence alone. It requires no mi-

raculous evidence, and it is independent of supernatural

dogma. We cannot in any high sense receive it at all

except for its own sake, with earnest appreciation of its

truth, and love of its perfect principles ; and any argu-

ment that Christian Morality would not possess authority

and influence apart from Christian Theology is degrading

to the very religion it pretends to uphold. No practice

of Christian ethics for any ulterior object whatever can

be more than mere formality. Mosaism might be content

with observance of Law secured by a promise of length
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of days in the land, or a threat of death to the offender,

but the great Teacher demanded holiness for itself alone.

The morality of Jesus lays absolute claim to the whole

heart and mind, and they cannot be bribed by hopes of

heaven, or coerced by fears of hell. The purity of heart

which alone "
sees God "

is not dependent on views of

the Trinity, or belief in a miraculous birth and incarna-

tion. On the contrary, the importance which has been

attached to Theology by the Christian Church, almost

from its foundation, has been subversive of Christian

morality. In surrendering its miraculous element, and its

claims to supernatural origin, therefore, the religion of

Jesus does not lose its virtue or the qualities which have

made it a blessing to humanity. It sacrifices none of that

elevated character which has distinguished and raised it

above all human systems : it merely relinquishes a claim

which it has shared with all antecedent religions, and

severs its connection with ignorant superstition. It is

too divine in its morality to require the aid of miraculous

attributes. No supernatural halo can heighten its

spiritual beauty, and no mysticism deepen its holiness.

In its perfect simplicity it is sublime, and in its profound

wisdom it is eternal.

We gain infinitely more than we lose in abandoning

belief in the reality of Divine Eevelation. Whilst we

retain pure and unimpaired the light of Christian

Morality, we relinquish nothing but the debasing

elements added to it by human superstition. We are

no longer bound to believe a theology which outrages

Eeason and moral sense. We are freed from base an-

thropomorphic views of God and his government of

the universe ; and from Jewish mythology we rise to

higher conceptions of an infinitely wise and beneficent
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Being, hidden from our finite minds it is true in the

impenetrable glory of Divinity, but whose Laws of

wondrous comprehensiveness and perfection we ever

perceive in operation around us. We are no longer dis-

turbed by visions of fitful interference with the order of

Nature, but we recognize that the Being who regulates

the universe is without variableness or shadow of turn-

ing. It is singular how little there is in the supposed

Revelation of alleged information, however incredible,

regarding that which is beyond the limits of human

thought, but that little is of a character which reason

declares to be the "wildest delusion/' Let no man

whose belief in the reality of Divine Revelation may be

destroyed by such inquiry complain that he has lost a

precious possession, and that nothing is left but a blank.

The Revelation not being a reality, that which he has

lost was but an illusion, and that which is left is the

Truth. If he be content with illusions he will speedily

be consoled
;

if he be a lover only of truth, instead of a

blank he will recognize that the reality before him is

full of great peace.

If we know less than we have supposed of man's

destiny, we may at least rejoice that we are no longer

compelled to believe that which is unworthy. The limits

of thought once attained, we may well be unmoved in

the assurance that, all that we do know of the regulation

of the universe being so perfect and wise, all that we do

not know must be equally so. Here enters the true and

noble Faith, which is the child of Reason. If we have

believed a system, the details of which must at one

time or another have shocked the mind of every intel-

ligent man, and believed it simply because it was

supposed to be revealed, we may equally believe in
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the wisdom and goodness of what is not revealed. The

mere act of communication to us is nothing : Faith

in the perfect ordering of all things is independent of

revelation.

The argument so often employed by theologians that

Divine Revelation is necessary for man, and that certain

views contained in that Revelation are required by our

moral consciousness, is purely imaginary and derived

from the Revelation which it seeks to maintain. The

only thing absolutely necessary for man is Truth ; and

to that, and that alone, must our moral consciousness

adapt itself. Reason and experience forbid the expec-

tation that we can acquire any knowledge otherwise

than through natural channels. To complain that we

do not know all that we desire to know is foolish and

unreasonable. It is tantamount to complaining that the

mind of man is not differently constituted. All of

which the human mind is capable we may, now or

hereafter, know. The limits of the Knowable are not

yet finally determined, but they alone are the bounds of

thought, although even there the eye of Reason may

glance into the distance beyond. To attain the full

altitude of the Knowable, whatever that may be, should

be our earnest aim, and more than this is not for

humanity. We might as well expect to be super-

naturally nourished as supernaturally informed. It is as

irrational to expect or demand knowledge unattainable

naturally by man's intellect as it is for a child to cry for

the moon. We may be certain that information which

is beyond the ultimate reach of Reason is as unnecessary

as it is inaccessible. Man knows, or may know, all that

man requires to know. To deny this is to deny the

perfection of the Laws which regulate the Universe.
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The necessity of Divine Revelation is a pure theological

figment utterly opposed to Reason.

Escaping from it we exchange a Jewish anthropomor-

phic Divinity made after our image, for an omnipresent

God under whose beneficent government we know that

all that is consistent with wise and omnipotent Law

is prospered and brought to perfection, and all that is

opposed to Divine order is mercifully frustrated and

brought to naught. The man who is truly inspired

by the morality of Jesus and penetrated by that love

of God and of man which is its living principle,

cheerfully ratifies the fiat which thus maintains the

order of Nature, and recognizes its ultimate transcen-

dence and good, for by virtue of that noble morality

we cease to be mere units seeking only individual or

selfish advantage. It is manifestly our first duty, as it

should be our supremest pleasure, to apprehend as clearly

as we may the laws by which the Supreme Being

governs the Universe, and to bring ourselves and our

actions into reverent harmony with them, conforming

ourselves to their teaching, and learning wisdom from

their decrees. Thus making the Divine Will our will we

shall recognize in the highest sense that God is ever with

us, that his good providence controls our slightest actions ;

that we are not the sport of Satanic malice nor the victims

of fitful caprice, but are eternally cared for and governed

by an omnipresent immutable power for which nothing is

too great, nothing too insignificant, and in whose Divine

order a fitting place is found for the lowest as well

as the highest in the palpitating life of the Universe.
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Greek

gods demons, 134
;
demons introduced

magic, 134
;
miracle of Natalius, 134 ;

on statement of Irenaeus regarding
continuance miraculous gifts, 160

;

miracles related by, 164 If. ; on suc-

cession to Bishopric, Clement of

VOL. II.

Rome, 218 ; Epistle of Barnabas, 232 ;

classes it amongst spurious books,
233 ; Epistles of Ignatius, 261 f. ;
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Diatessaron, 154 f., 157; on Diony-
sius of Corinth, 163 ff. ; on Melito of

Sardis, 172 ff. ; list of Melito's works,
180 f. ; on Claudius Apollinaris,
185 ff. ;

does not mention a work on
Passover by Apollinaris, 189

; passage
from Hegesippus, 316 f. ; 1'araphrase
of Hegesippus, 319 ; plan of Euse-
bius regarding references to books of

N. T., 322 f. ; reference to tradition

regarding John not connected with

Papias, 332
; contradicts statement of

Irenreus regarding Papias, 327 note 1
;

his explanation of difference between
fourth and Synoptic Gospels, 451 f.

Evidence, miraculous, necessary to

establish reality of Divine Revela-

tion, i 1 ff. ; error of supposing that

nothing supported by credible testi-

mony should be disbelieved, 94
evidence for the miraculous evidence

required, 94.

Ewald, his views on miracles, i. 28 f.

note 1
; Spruchsammlung, 243, 252,

271, ii. 135, 150, 465; on Justin's

Memoirs, birth in cave, i. 311
;
on

Matt. xvii. 13, 397, 399; source of

Synoptic Gospels, ii. 134 ff. ; mythical
character of first chapters of Luke,
203

; Apollos author of Epistle to

Hebrews, 282 note 1
;

it transferred

Philo's doctrine of Logos to Chris-

tianity, 282 note 1 ; Apollos im-

pregnated Paul with Logos doc-

trine, 282 note 1, 298 note 1
;

Apocalypse and Gospel cannot have

been written by same author, 391 ;

against Apostolic origin of Apocalypso,
397 f. ; on modesty of Apostle John,

400, 440 ff.
;

the fourth Gospel
written by Presbyter, of Ephesus, at

dictation of Apostle John, 413, 4331,
435 ff.

; speech of Caiaphas in purest

Greek, 417 note 1 ; on Sychar, 421;

K K
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asserts John to have been relative of

the High Priest, 423, 427; theories

as to the composition of fourth Gospel
to explain its peculiarities, 433 ff.

;

on chapter xxi., 435 ff. ; the Apostle's
share in the composition of the

Gospel, 436 f. ;
on xix. 35, 436 f. ;

assumed that John wrote first in

narrow circle of friends, 433 f.,

438 ff. ; explanation of anonymity on

ground of "
incomparable modesty

"

examined, 440 ff. ;
assertion that

ch.xxi. must have been written before

Apostle's death discussed, 442 ff. ;

on discourses in fourth Gospel, 465 f. ;

his argument regarding John of Apo-
calypse applied to Epistles, 471 f.

Exorcism of Demons, i. 102 f. ; forms

of, by Solomon, 115 ff. ; account of,

by Josephus, 119; Eabbins powerful
in, 119 ; Justin Martyr on, 119

;

potent root for, 120 ; Tatian on, 123 f. ;

Origen on, 127 ; Lactantius on, 133 f. ;

asserted by Jesus, 152 f. ; continuance
of power of, in Church, 153 ff.

Experience, the argument from, i. 55 ff.
;

Hume's argument, 79 ff.

Ezra, Book of, i. 231, 240 ff., 244 ff.,

253 ff., 255.

FABIANUS of Rome, miracle at his elec-

tion, i. 165.

Fannel, Angel, i. 105.

Farrar, Dr., Hulsean lecturer
; mira-

cles inseparable from Christianity, i.

10; on Hume's Argument from Ex-

perience, 79 ; misconception of Mill's

criticism on Hume, 79, ff. ? cre-

dibility of miracles a question of

evidence, mainly dependingon charac-

ter of Gospels, 208, n. 1.

Fathers, cosmical theories of, i. 121 ff. ;

uncritical and credulous character of,

460 ff., 472 ;
ii. 91 f., 169

; testimony
of, regarding original language of

Gospel of Matthew, 475 ff.

Fian, Dr., burnt for sorcery, i. 148.

Flavia Neapolis, i. 284.

GABRIEL, Angel, over serpents, Paradise,
and the Cherubim, i. 104 ; over thun-

der, fire, and ripening of fruit, 107 f.
;

taught Joseph the seventy languages
of earth, 108 f.; over wars, 130.

Gadreel, a fallen angel, seduced Eve, i.

103 ; taught use of weapons of war,
103.

Galatians, Epistle to the, ii. 34, 36 note

3, 37, 104, 405.

Gelasius, Decretal of, condemns Gospel
according to Barnabas, i. 233.

Gerizim, Mount, ii. 411, 422.

Gervasius, St., miracles by relics of, i.

169 ff.

Gesta Pilati, see Nicodemus, Gospel
according to.

Gfrorer, Descent of Spirit from Adam
to Jesus, in Clementines, ii. 351 note
2

; on fourth Gospel, 466 f.

Giants, the offspring of fallen angels,
103 f., 123, 127.

Gieseler, ii. 83.

Glaucias, the ' '

interpreter of Peter," ii.

45.

Gnosticism, ii. 4, 41, 54, 60, 61.

Gnostics, variation of, from Matt. xi. 27,
i. 403 ff., ii. 29.

Gospels, Apocryphal, number of in early
Church, i. 212 ff., 292 f.

Gospel, the fourth, viii. 111, i. 421
note 4, viii 1 11 derived from

Gospel of Hebrews, 484
; alleged

quotation by Valentinus, ii. 56 f.
;

the external evidence for, 251 ff;

Clement of Rome, 251
; Epistle of

Barnabas, 251 ff. ; Pastor of Hennas,
253 ff. ; Ignatian Epistles, '260 ff. ; al-

leged evidence in Epistle of Polycarp,
267 ff.

;
the Logos doctrine in Justin,

272 ff. ; alleged references in Justin
298 ff. ; alleged reference of Hegesip-
pus to x. 7, 9, 316 ff. ; Papias, pre-

sumptive qvidence against, 321 ff,

335 f.
; alleged quotation by Presby-

ters in work of Papias, 325 ff., is a

quotation by Irenseus himself, 329 ff,

and no evidence that the Presbyters
are connected with Papias, 33 Iff. ;

alleged reference in Clementines to

x. 9, 337 ffi, to x. 27, 340, to ix. 13,
341 ff.

;
fundamental difference of

doctrines of Clementines, 346 ff.
;

alleged references to, in Epistle to

Diognetus, 354 ff, of no value as

evidence, 370 ; alleged references by
Basilides, 370 f. ; alleged reference by
Valentinus, 561, 68 f., 371 f. ; Di-
lemma of the argument from Heresi-

archs, 372 ; alleged reference by Ta-

tian, 374 ff.
; by Athenagoras, 379 f. ;

by Epistle of Vienne and Lyons,
380 f. ; by Ptolernams, 381 f.

; alleged

testimony of Celsus, 382 f. ; legendary
account of its composition in Canon
of Muratori, 383 ff.

; authorship and
character of, 387 ff.

;
the five Canoni-

cal works attributed to John, 388 ;

writer of Apocalypse cannot be
writer of Gospel, 389 ff. ; character-

istics of, 41 Off.; language of, 413 f.;

theories to account for it, 4 1 3 ; author
not a Jew, 414 ff. ; Logos doctrine,
414 f. ; attitude towards Jews, 415 f.;

mistakes denoting foreigner, 417ff,
426 note 1

; Annas and Caiapha?,
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41 7 f. ; Pool of Siloam, 419
; Bethany

beyond Jordan, 41 9 f.
; JEnon, 420;

Pool of Bethesda, 420 f.
; Sychar, a

city of Samaria, 421 f. ; chiefly
follows Septuagint version, 423 ;

John, of fourth Gospel and of Synop-
tics, 423 ff.

; John, the beloved dis-

ciple, limited to fourth Gospel,
427 ff.

; theories regarding chap, xxi.,
431ff. ; theory of Ewald regarding
composition of Gospel, 433ff. ; on
xix., 35 f., 436, 437, 439. 444 f. ; extra-

ordinary phenomena of Gospel only
explained by unsubstantiated as-

sumption, 437 ff. ; peculiarities of

Gospel render hypothesis that it was
written by the Apostle John incre-

dible, 439 ff.
; modesty of the sup-

posed author examined, 440 ff.
;

Ewald's argument that chap. xxi.
was written before death of Apostle
John, 433 ff, 442 f., refuted, 442 ff.;

author was not an eye-witness,
444 ff; fundamental difference be-
tween Jesus of Synoptics and of,
450ff. ; historical differences, 450ff

;

raising of Lazarus, 458 ff. ; difference
of teaching between Synoptics and,
462ff. ; theories to account for sub-

jectivity in discourses, 464 ff.
; im-

possibility of remembering long dis-

courses so long, 465 ff. ; explanations
destroy historical character of, 467 ff;

discourses in, ideal, 468 ff.
; argument

from Epistles, 471 ff. ; Paschal contro-

versy, 472 ff.
; results, 474, 481 f.

Gospels, the Synoptic, i. 212ff. ; sup-
posed use of, by Clement of Rome,
223 ff. ; passages resembling parallels

in, not necessarily from, 281 f. ; ac-

tual agreement of quotations from
unnamed source no proof of use of,
365 ff.

; theories as to the order of,
ii. 137 ; results of examination regard-
ing date and origin of, 248 ff.

;

Justin's description of system of Jesus

applicable to, 31 5 f.; contrast be-

tween fourth Gospel and the Synop-
tics, 450 ff. ; superiority of teaching
of, over fourth Gospel, 470 ; result of

examination of, 481 f.

Grabe, ii. 226 note 6, 318,335 note.

Gratz, ii 84.

Gregory, Bar-Hebrtcus, Bishop of Tagrit,
ii. 162.

Gregory, of Neo-Csesarea, Thaumatur-

gus, miracles of, i. 1 65 ff.

Gregory, of Nyssa, account of miracles,
i. 165ff.

Griesbach, ii. 82.

HAWKINS, Dr., complains of those who

judge Revelation by substance, and
not evidence, i. 18.

Hahn, ii. 83, 84, 87, 96, 99, 101, 110 ff.

Hale, Sir Thomas, on witches, i. 149.

Ham, supposed to have discovered

magic, i. 132.

Hamilton, Sir William, on Unknowable
God, i. 73 note 1 ; class of phenomena
requiring that cause called Deity con-
fined to phenomena of mind, 75.

Hare, superstition regarding the, i. 138.

Hariel, Angel, i. 108.

Hebrew, the original language of Mat-
thew's Gospel, i. 461 ff. ; Paul repre-
sents the Jesus of his vision speaking,
474, note 6.

Hebrews, Gospel according to, men-
tioned earlier than our Gospels, i.

213
; quotation from, in Epistle.-i of

Ignatius, 270, 272, 273, 332; Justin's

Memoirs, 288 ; public reading, 296 ;

birth of Jesus, 313
;
fire and voice at

baptism, 320 ff. ; Gospel of Egyptians
a version of, 378 ; used by Hegesip-
pus, 414, 421, 433 ff.; Justin sup-

posed to refer to, 439 ; relation be-

tween it and Gospel of; Peter, 419 ff.

various forms of, 420 ff.
; identity

of, with Memoirs of the Apostles dis-

cussed, 419 ff.
; quoted by Papios,

421, 484
;
used by Clementines, 421

used by Cerinthus and Carpocrates,
421

; Diatessarou of Tatian called,
422 ; quoted by Clement of Alexan-

dria, 422
;
used by Origen, 422 ;

found in circulation by Theodoret,

422; classed by Eusebius in second

class, 422
;
also by Nicephorus, 422 f. ;

value attached to it by Ebionites,
4'23

; believed to be original of Matt.,
423

;
translated by Jerome, 4'23 ff. ;

relation between it and Matthew,
425 f. ; its antiquity, 426 f. ; called

Gospel according to the Apostles, 427;
the two opening chapters, 436

; Epi-

phanius on, 472 ; supposed use by
author of Clementines, ii. 7, 30 f. ;

supposed to be Gospel of Basilides,

4 3 ; alleged to have formed part of

Tatian's Diatessaron, 1521; was
called Diatessaron, 153, 185 f., 158 ff.

Hebrews, Ephtle to the, ascribed to

Clement of Rome, i. 217, 233
; Origeu

on, 290 ; in Muratorian Canon, ii.

240 f. ; Logos doctrine of, 259 f. ;

274 ff.; work of a Christian Philo-

282 ;
transferred Philo's doctrine of

Logos to Christianity, 282 note 1 ;

ascribed to Apollos, 282 note 1.

Hefele, date of Epistle of Clement of

Rome, i. 220.

Hegesippus, refers to Epistle of Clement
of Rome, i. 218 ; quotation from, 231 ;

K K 2
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Gospel of Hebrews, 414, 433f.; passage
from, 414

;
account of him, and date,

430 f. ; considered James chief of

Apostles, 430 ; his account of James,
430 f. ;

his rule of faith, 431 f. ;
his

reference to Apocrypha discussed,
433 ff. ; surviving members of family
of Jesus, 436 ; supposed reference to

Matthew, 436
; supposed reference to

Luke, 438 ff. ; fragment in Stephen
Gobarus, 441

; on heresies in early

Church, 442 ; opposition to Paul,
441 ff.

;
did not know any N. T.

Canon, 443 ; Canon of Muratori
ascribed to him, ii. 243

; alleged
reference to fourth Gospel, 316ff. ;

expression
" door of Jesus

" used by,
316 ff. ;

did not know our Gospels, 320.

Hegrin, Angel, i. 131.

Hengstenberg, on Sychar, John iv. 5, ii.

422; the husbands of Samaritan
woman typical of gods of Samaria,
422 ; contradicts assertion that John
was related to high priest, 423 note 4.

Heracleon, used Kfyvyna. Uerpov, i.

458, ii. 227 ; views regarding Jesus,
ii. 69 ff.; date, 208 ff.; alleged com-

mentary on Luke, 226 ; inference that

he wrote commentary on the fourth

Gospel considered, 382.

Hermas, Pastor of, i. 131 ; Hegrin,

angel of beasts, 131 ; author, 256 f. ;

date, 256 f.; no quotations from Synop-
tics, 257; read in churches, 295, ii.

167, 171 ; alleged allusion to fourth

Gospel, 253 ff.

Heurtley, Dr., miracles necessary to

prove Revelation, i. 5 f., 9.

Hug, ii. 84.

Hume, his argument from Experience,
i. 79 ff., attacked by Dr. Farrar,
79 ;

Mill's criticism on, 79 ff., 93 f.
;

Paley's argument against, 88 ff.

Hyena, superstition regarding, i. 138.

Hyginus, ii. 214.

Hystaspes, Book of, quoted as Holy
Scripture, ii. 168.

Hilarion, St., miracles of, i. 169.

Hilgenfeld, on quotation in Epistle of

Barnabas i. 255 ;
on Epistle of Poly-

carp, 277 note 4, 278; on Prot-

evangelium of James, 303 note 5 ;

quotation on baptism of Jesus from

| Gospel according to Hebrews, 321
;

Petrine tendency in Justin's Memoirs,
332 ;

Justin quotes from Gospel of

Hebrews or Peter, 333
;
on Justin's

quotations from Sermon on the

Mount, 359 ;
on use of Luke by

Hegesippus, 438 f. ; on Clementines,
ii. 4

;
author of Clementines used

same Gospel as Justin, 7 note 5 ; on

Epistle of Peter attached to Clem.

Homilies, 21
j
on Basilides in Ilip-

polytus, 54 ;
on Marcion's Gospel,

b6 f. ;
on procedure of Tertullian

and Epiphanius against Marcion,
98 ff.

; insufficiency of data for the
reconstruction of text of Marcion's

Gospel,. 101 ff.
;
on passages in Mar-

cion's Gospel, 114, 117 notes 3 and

5, 118, 120, 128 notes 4, 5, and 7,

129
;
reference to Zachariasin Epistle

of Vienne and Lyons, 202 f.
;
on Prot-

evang. Jacobi, 203 ; date of Barde-

sanes, 222
;

admits use by Clemen-
tines of fourth Gospel, 336 note 2.

Hippolytus, supposed quotations from

Synoptics by Basilides in work of,

ii. 42; his mode of quoting, 51,
52 ff. ;

derived views of Basilides

from works of followers, 54 ; on

Valentinus, 56 f. ; alleged quotations
from Valentinus, 66 f.

;
his system of

quotation, 67 ff.
;
on views of Valen-

tinians, 69 ff. ; on Heracleon and

Ptolemaeus, 69 ff., 222
; on Axionicus

and Bardesanes, 70, 222
;

is writing
of school and not of founder, 71 f. ;

source of system of Valentinus, 75 f.
;

Ptolemtcusand Heracleon, 206, 207 ff,

214 f., 222; dependence on Irenasus,
209 note 3

;
on Colarbasus, 217 ff.

Hitzig, date of Book of Judith, i. 222.

IGNATIUS, Epistles of, i. 258 ff. ; Syriac

version, 259, 262 ff. ;
Medicean MSS.,

265
; journey to martyrdom, 267 f. ;

date and place of martyrdom of

Ignatius, 268 f. ; martyrologies spuri-

ous, 268 f. ; supposed references to

Matt., 269 ff.
;
use of Gospel accord-

ing to Hebrews, 270, 272 f., 332 f. ;

alleged references to the fourth

Gospel, ii. 260 ff. ; generally follow

Synoptics and not fourth Gospel
narrative, 266 note 3

; alleged refer-

ences do not occur in Syriac Epistles,
266

;
all spurious or without eviden-

tial value, 267.

Incubi, i. 135.

Infancy, Arabic Gospel of, i. 312.

Irenaeus, on Septuagint version, 0. T.,

i. 101 ; continuance of miraculous

power in Church, 159 ff.
;
on miracles

of Simon and Carpocrates, 159
;
dead

raised in his day, 1 59
;
succession of

Clement of Rome, 218
;
reference to

passage in Ignatian Epistles, 261
;
on

Polycarp, 274 f.
;
memoirs of Presby-

ter, 290 ; quotations of Justin again>t

Marcion, 297 ;
Davidic descent

through Mary, 3f'3 note 6
; varia-

tions from Matt. xi. 27, 404f.
;
on

Gospels of Marcosians, 406 ff. ;
on

Gospel of Ebionites, 423 ;
on Pro-
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verbs, 433; on Papias, 446 f., 450,
ii. 327 ;

on connection of Peter with

Gospel of Mark, 454, 456 ;
date and

place where Mark was written, 456,
4 57 note 1

;
his quotation of Papias,

475; on original language of Gospel
of Matthew, 475 ;

on Valentinus,
ii. 57 fl'.

;
does not quote Valentinus,

but later followers, 60 ff. ; quotation
varying from Matt. xix. 17 from

Gospel of Marcosians, 65 ; on Valen-

tinians, 76 f., their Gospel, 76 if.,

225 f. ; charge against Marcion, 90 f.
;

childish reasoning, 91 ;
on Marcion's

Gospel, 144; does not mention
Tatian's Diatessaron, 155 ; Syriac

fragment ascribed to him and Melito

of Sardis, 184
; does not mention

work on Passover by Apollinaris, 189;
on Ptolemseus and Heracleon, 206,
207 f., 213 f., 215; date of his work
adv. Hser., 209 ff. ; bearer of Epistle
of Vienne and Lyons, 210 1; mis-

take regarding his passage on Tetrad
of Valentinian Gnosis, 217 f.

;
Ptole-

mseus and Heracleon his contempo-
raries, 219 ff. ; regarding Polycarp,
220

;
on Gospels of Valentinians,

225 f. ; quotation from fourth Gos-

pel, 325, alleged to be made by
Presbyters, and taken from work of

Papias, 325 ff., actually by Irenseus

himself, 326 ff., and not a reference

to work of Papias, 329 ff. ;
refers to

many Presbyters, 331 ff.
;
on Apoca-

lypse, 393 ;
tradition regarding Poly-

carp and Apostle John, 406
; Poly-

carp and Paschal controversy, 473;
reasons why Gospels cannot be more
or less than four, 474 ff. ;

mentions
heretics who reject fourth Gospel, 476.

Irons, Dr., on miracles and evidence of

Revelation, i. xvii.
;
on Old Testament

miracles, 95 note 1.

Isaiah, Ascension of, i., 332 note 5,

435,441.
Isaiah, Prophet, i. 232, 311, 441

;
ii. 10 f.

Jsidorus, ii. 45 note 3, 48, 53

Itala Version, L 323.

JAMES, Apostle, i. 430 ff., 431 note 2,

473; ii. 1 f., 3161
James, Epistle of, i. 354 note 1, 376;

ii. 32, 241.

James, Goeptl according to, i. 292,

302 f., 303 note 5, 304 ft., 309 f.,

310 f., 312 f.
; ii. 202 ff.

Jews, credulous fickleness of, i. 99 f.
;

Monotheism of the, 100; superstitions
of the, 1 01 ff.

Jecbiel, Angel, i. 108.

Jehuel, Angel, i. 107 f.

Jequn, a fallen angel, seduced the holy
angels, L 103.

Jerome, on Demons, L 128 ; Angel
Hegrin, 131

;
miracles of St. Hilarion,

169 ; Epistle of Barnabas, 233 ; Rev.
of Klias quoted by 1 Cor. ii 9, 240,
441

; Gospel according to Hebrews,
quoted by Epistle of Ignatius, 270,

273, 333
; Epistle of Clement read

in Churches, 295 ; Gospel of Hebrews
on voice, &c., at Baptism of Jesus,
321 f.

;
considered Gospel of Hebrews

original of Matt., 424 f., 473; trans-

lated it, 423 ff. ; language of Gospel
of Hebrews, 434; on connection of

Peter with Gospel of Mark, 451
;
on

original language of Gospel of Mat-

thew, 471
; who translated Hebrew

original, 473 ;
on Matt. xiii. 35, ii. 11

;

does not mention Tatian's Diatessa-

ron, 155 ; does not mention work on
Passover, by Claudius Apollinaris,

189; date of Irenseus, 213 note 2;
variation from Sept. of Zach. xiii. 10
as quoted Apoc. i. 7, and by Justin,
305.

John, Apostle, i. 445, 473, ii. 190;
kept 14 Nisan, ii. 271 ; writings
ascribed to, 388

;
if he wrote Apoca-

lypse could not have written Gospel,
388 ff. ; external evidence that he
wrote Apocalypse, 392 ff. ; internal,
395 ff.

;
character author of Apoca-

lypse, 402 f. ; character, son of Zebe-

dee, 403 ff.; called the Virgin, 406
note 3 ; author of Apocalypse, 408 f.

;

residence in Ephesus, 409 f. ; cha-

racter son of Zebedee compared with
author of Gospel, 410 ff.; John of

fourth Gospel different from John of

Synoptics, 423 ff.

John, Epistle of, first, said to have been
referred to by Papias, L 483, ii.

470 ff.
;
in Canon of Muratori, 241 f. ;

alleged quotation of first, in Epistle
of Polycarp, 267 ff. ;

Credner assigns
second and third, to Presbyter John,
471 note 1

;
earliest references to, by

livmuu.s and Clement of Alex., 471
writer of last two, calls himself Pres

byter, 471.

John, Presbyter,!. 445, 446 ff; ii. 397.

Josephus, on exorcism, i. 118 ; on
demons, 120 ; portents of fall of Jeru-

salem, 120f. ; regarding Caiaphas, high
priest, ii. 41 7 f.; Annas, high priest,

418; Pool of Bethesda and its miracu-
lous properties unknown to, 421.

Judas Iscariot, account of his death by
Papias, i. 482.

.hulas. Gospel according to, L 292.

Jude, Epistle of, quotes Book of Enoch
L 108; disputed, ii. 168,241,
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Judith, Book of, date, L 222; men-
tioned by Clement of Rome, 222.

Justa the Syrophrenician, iL 23 ft

Justin Martyr, on exorcism, L 119, 158;
cosmical theories of, 121 ; on de-

mons, 121 ; on demoniacs, 122, 158 ;

continuance of miracles, 158 L ; quo-
tation apocryphal works, 231 ;

Ascen-
sion day, 256; date and history of,
283 1; his two Apologies, 284 L;
Dial, with Trypho, 285 ; number of

Scriptural quotations, 286; Memoirs
of Apostles, 286 ff., theories with

regard to them, 287 ff. : Memoirs
how quoted, 291 L, read hi churches,

295, iL 171; Memoirs not inspired,
L 296 f. ; quotation from lost work

[

against Marcion, 297; quotations
'

with name and without from O. T.,

298; contents of Memoirs, 300 ft;

genealogy of Jesus, 300 ff, ;
events

preceding birth of Jesus, 303 ff. ;
re-

moval to Bethlehem, 306ft; dwel-

ling place of Joseph and Mary, 308 ft ;

birth of Jesus, 310 ft ; Magi from

Arabia, 313 ft ; Jesus works as a

carpenter, 314 ft ; baptism by John,
316 ft ; miracles of Jesus attributed

to Magic, 324 .; trial, kc,, Jesus,
325 f. ; agony in the Garden, 328 ft

,

Jesus forsaken by all, 330 ft ; Cruci-

fixion, 333 ff. ; mission of the Jews
after resurrection, 340 f.; difference

of the Memoirs from the Gospels,
340 ft ; style of teaching of Jesus, <

346; quotations from Memoirs of

Sermon on the Mount compared with .

Synoptics, 346 ft ; difference of pro- ;

fessed quotations, 369 ft ; result of '.

examination of quotations from Ser-

mon on the Mount, 383 f. ; express

quotations from Memoirs compared ,

with Synoptics, 389 ft ; quotations of
]

sayings of Jesus foreign to our GOB-
j

pels, 412ft; apparent ascription of

Memoirs to Peter, 417 ft ; identity
of the Memoirs of the Apostles with

Gospel of tie Hebrews or of Peter

discussed, 419 ft; no evidence he
used our Gospels, 427 f. ; Epistle to

Diognetus, once ascribed to him erro-

neously, ii. 38 ; variation from Matt,

xix. 17, 65 ; does not accuse Marcion
of mutilating Gospel. 148 ; complains
of adulteration of O. T. Scriptures,

.: 166; used Gospel of Hebrews, 167 ;

type of brazen serpent, 253 note 3;

as witness for fourth Gospel, 272 ft ;

Apocalypse only book in N. T. men-
tioned by him, 273, 392

; the Logos
doctrine of Justin, 273 ff.

; same

representation in Epistles and Philo,

273 ft
;
knew Logos doctrine of Plato

277 ; held Plato and Socrates to be

Christians, 277 i ; his doctrine less

developed than that of fourth Gos-

pel, 278 i ; real source of his ter-

minology, 280 ft; his terminology
different from that of fourth Gospel,
280 ft, 286 ff., 296 ft ; Psalm xxii.

20, 280; origin of Logos doctrine,
281 f. ; Justin follows Philo, and
traces Logos doctrine to 0. T., 284 ft,

287 ft; Logos as "Wisdom," 286;
quotes Proverbs viiL 22 ft, 282 f.,

285 ft ; evidence of his indebtedness

to Philo, 285 note 1, 287 ff, 294

note 1 ; his representations of Logos
also found in Epistle to Hebrews,
288 ft, and early N. T. Epistles,
289 ft ; Justin and Philo place Logos
in secondary position, 291 ft : alleged
references to fourth Gospel, 298 ft ;

peculiarities of account of baptism,
302 i ; variation from Zechariah xiL

10 with fourth Gospel, 304 t, like-

wise found in Apocalypse, 305,
Justin derived his reading from

Apocalypse or its source, 805 f. ;

alleged quotation from John iiL 3-5,
306 ff., derived from different source,

307 ft : Justin displays no knowledge
of fourth Gospel, 313 ff. ; his de-

scription of teaching of Jesus does

not apply to fourth Gospel, 3151,468.

KAODEJA, a fallen angel, taught magic
and exorcism, L 104.

Keim, iL 233 note 2.

Kirchhofer, ii. 233 note 2.

Kostlin, iL 85 f.

on angels and demons,
L 132 ff.

;
fall of angels, 133

;
exor-

cism, 133 f., 164; antipodes, 136;
Jesus accused of magic, 3'25 ; quotes

Sibylline books and Hystaspes as in-

spired, iL 168.

TiiiH'r^"-. Epistle to the, iL 81, 169,
240.

Lardner, on passage in Ensebius regard-

ing Gospel of Hebrews, L 434 ; on
"
Scriptures of the Lord "

referred to

by Dionysius of Corinth, iL 165 ; on
Melito of Sardis, 173 note 2, 178;

alleged quotation by Athenagoras
from Luke, 197 note 1 ; date of

Celsus, 233 note 2, 236.

Law, miracles ascribed to unknown,
i. 34 f., to unknown connection with

known, 35 i ; higher, 35 f. ; will of

man subject to, 38 ff. ; sense in which
term used, 38 note L ; progressive suc-

cession of, 39 f. ; invariability of 41 ft

Lazarus, raising of, iL 459 ff.
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Lecky, History of Rationalism, i. 149 n. 2

Legion, an unclean company, i. 114 n. 5

Licldon, Canon, on evidential purpose
of miracles and their nature, L 3J

note 2.

Lightfoot, on Jewish superstition,
99 f.

; idea of regeneration attachec

by Jews to conversion, ii. 310 f.

Lilith, she-devil, i. 112.

Loftier, ii. 83.

Logos, doctrine of, in Septuagint
version, ii 255, 281 f., 284 f .

; in

Proverbs, 255, 282 f., 285 f.
; in

Psalms, 280, 287 f., 297 ; in O. T.

Apocrypha, 25n, 281 ff., 285 f. ;

in Apocalypse, 273, 278 ;
in Epistle

to Hebrews, 258 ff, 274, 289 f., 293,
366 ff. ; in Philo, 255, 257 note 1,

259, 274 f., 276 f., 279, 290 ff.
, 293 f.,

295 f., 297; in K-fipvypa Tlerpov 298
note 1

; in Pauline Epistles, 259 f.,

274 ff, 290, 292, 295, 311 ff.
; in

Plato, 277 f. ; in Justin Martyr,
273 ff. ; transferred from Philo to

Christianity by the author of Epistle
to Hebrews, 282 note 1, 298 note 1

;

in Clementines, 350 ff. ; in Epistle to

Diognetus, 356 note 1, 364 ff. ; in

Tatian's work, 374 ff. ; in work of

Athenagoras, 379 f.

Lucian, ii. 233, 234, 236.

Liicke, on Pastor of Hennas, ii. 253
note 4

; Ignatian Epistles, 260 note 4
;

Apocalypse and fourth Gospel can-

not have been written by same author,
390 f.

; considers interpretation of

Siloam, John ix. 7, a gloss, 419.

Luke, Gospel according to, private
document written for Theophilus, i
152 note 1, ii. 134

; many Gospels pre-

viously written, i. 213 ; genealogy of

Jesus, 301 f.
;
events preceding birth,

304
; removal to Bethlehem, 306 ff;

dwelling-place, 308 ff. ; birth, 310 ff.
;

Magi, 313 f. ; oh. iii. 22, 323
; agony

in the Garden, 328 ff. ; the Cruci-

fixion, 336 ff. ; passages compared
with Justin, 343 ff.

;

" Sermon on the
Mount" compared with Justin's

quotations, 346 ff. ; danger of infer-

ences from similarity of quotations,
360 ff, 397 ff, ii. 344

; alleged quo-
tations by Justin from, i. 887 ff. ;

admitted express quotations by
Justin compared with, 389 ff.

;

Gnostic and other variations from

Luke, x. 22, 403 ff.
; alleged refer-

ences by Hegesippus to, 438 ff. ; on
xxiii. 34, 439 f. ; alleged reference by
Papias to it unfounded, 4 83

; alleged

quotations in Clementines, ii. J6,

1 3 f .
; alleged references of Basilides

to, 42 ff.
; alleged references by Va-

lentinus, 57 ff. ; relation of Marcion's

Gospel to, 82 ff. ; dependent on Mark
and Matthew, 86

; comparison of

Marcion's Gospel with, 110 ff. ;
com-

parison of opening chapters with
Matthew and Marcion, 130ff; al-

leged reference by Tatian to, 150;

alleged quotations by Athenagonw,
197 ; reference to Zacharias in Epistle
of Vienne and Lyons, 201 ff. ;

al-

leged commentary on, and references

by Heracleon, 226
;
Canon of Mura-

tori on the, 239 f. 242
;
result of ex-

amination of evidence regarding,

249, ch. iii. 15 f., 300 note 1, 301
;

Irenacus on, 475 ;
result of examina-

tion of evidence for, 48 1 f.

MACARIUS, St., miracles of, L 169.

Magia Jesii Christi, L 325.

Magic, fallen angels, taught, i. 104, 105 ;

Jews addicted to, 115 ff. ;
discovered

by Ham, 132
; invented and sustained

by demons, 133, 134
; universality

of belief in, 145 ff

Magistris, Simon de, ii. 243.

Mahomet claims Divine inspiration, L 2;
his religion pronounced irrational as

without miraculous evidence, 3.

Makturiel, Angel, i. 108.

Manicheans, i. 476.

Mansel, Dean: Miracles necessary to

Christianity, i. 6, 8
;
but cannot com-

pel belief, 17 f. ; demands scien-

tific accuracy of evidence, 37 ; argu-
ment for miracles from efficient cause
as represented by will of man, 37 f. ;

assumption of Personal Deity, 68 ff.

Marcion, L 229, 277, 285, 397, 410, ii.

4, 38, 53, 74 ;
account of him, 79 ff. ;

date, 80
;
his collection of Christian

writings, 80 ff. ;
his Gospel, 81 ff. ;

theories regarding it, 82 ff, 84 note
12

;
insecure data, 87 f. ; sources of

information, 88 ff. ; dependent on
statements of dogmatic enemies, by

;

object of Fathers in refuting Mar-
cion entirely dogmatic, 91 f. ; his

alleged aim in mutilating Luke, 92 ;

value of materials supplied by
Fathers estimated, 92 ff. ;

Tertulliau

and Kpiphanius on, 93 ff.
; imperfect

data of Fathers, 94 ff. ;
had they his

Gospel or only the Antithesis before

them, 99 ff.
;
accused of erasing pas-

pages not in Luke at all, 100 L ; data
for reconstruction of text insufficient,
101 ff. ; his system and character,
1 02 ff. ;

his work,
"
Antithesis,"

105 f. ; hypothesis that his Gospel
was a mutilated Luke rests upon
Tertullian's accusation, 108

; the
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hypothesis tested, 109 & ; result,

124 ffi, 249; the "Lord's Prayer,"

126; opening chapters of Luke,
127 ft ; his Gospel, probably an ear-

lier Gospel than our Luke, 139 ff. :

Evangeliuru Ponticum, 1 40
;
had no

author's name, 140 ft ; argument from
state of his Epistles of Paul, 141 ff. ;

Justin does not accuse him of mutilat-

ing Gospel, 148
;
did he know other

Gospels ? 144 ff. ;
statement of Latin

MS. quoted by Tischendorf, 324 i ;

on his knowledge of fourth Gospel,
3721

Marcosians, Gospelof the, L 406ff.;iL65.

Mark, Gospel according to, L 290;
Jesus, the carpenter, 314 i ; quota-
tions of Justin from Sermon on the

Mount compared with, 347 note 4
;

danger of inferences from similarity
of quotations, 362 ff., 397 ff. ; ii. 17 1 ;

supposed quotations by Justin from,
i 384 ff. 417; connection of Mark with

Apostle Peter, 417 ff, 448 ft; Papias

on, 444, 446, 448 ff. ;
are there traces

of Petrine influence_in ? 452 ff. ;
when

and where written, 451, 452 note 1
;

growth of tradition regarding, 451 f. ;

was our Gospel the work of Mark
described by Papias? 455ft ; supposed
quotations in Clementines, ii. 23 ff,

26 f. ; alleged quotations by Athena-

goras, 197 i ;
result of examination

of evidence regarding date and origin,
249 1 ; Irenseus on, 475 i ;

result of

examination of evidence for, 481.

Martin, St., miracles of, L 169.

Martyrdom, value of, as evidence, i.

195 i

Mary, Gospel of Nativity of, L 303, 309

1, 410 notes 2 and 3.

Massuet, ii. 212.

Matthew, Gospel according to: sup-

posed references to it by Clement of

Rome, L 223 ff ; supposed quotation
as H. S. by Epistle of Barnabas,
236 ff., xx. 16, 243 ; supposed refer-

ences to, in Epistle of Barnabas,
250 ff ; supposed references to, in

Epistle of Polycarp, 27 ff. ; genea-

logy of Jesus, 301 f. ; events pre-

ceding birth, 304 ff. ; dwelling-place,
308 ff ; quotes apocryphal work,
309 note 1 ; Magi, 313 ff; baptism
by John, 316 ff, ch. iii. 15, 323

agony in the Garden, 329 i ; Cruci-

fixion, 336 ff ; quotations affirmed to

be made by Justin, 341 ff ; quota-
tions of Justin from Sermon on the
Mount compared, 346 ff. ; danger of

inferences from similarity of quota-
tions, 360 ff, 397 ff; ii 17 f., 344 i ;

admitted express quotations by Justin

compared with, i. 389 ff ; Gnostic
and other variations from xL 27,
403 ffi, ii. 29; Gospel of Hebrews
supposed to be original of, L 423 f. ;

relation to Gospel of Hebrews, 425 i ;

supposed reference of Hegesippus to,
436 ff ; Papias on, 444 i, 461 ffi, in-

terpretation of and application of the
account to, 462 ff ; original language
of our, 468 ff ; critical dilemma in-

volved from account of Papias, 468 1 ;

testimony of the Fathers that work
of Matthew was written in Hebrew,
470 ff ; who translated it ? 473 ; no
evidence except of a Hebrew work,
475 ff. ; Matthew cannot be author of

the Greek, 475i; apostolical autho-

rity of Greek, gone, 476; canonical,
an original Greek work, 476 f.; re-

suit of evidence of Papias, 4 78 ff ;

.
facts confirming conclusion that work
of Matthew known to Papias was
not our, 481 ff. ; different account
of death of Judas by Papias, 4S2,
and in Acts, 482 note 1 ; supposed
quotations in Clementines, ii. 9 ff.

;

regarding xii. 35, 10 ff.
; alleged refer-

ences in Basilides, 42 ff, 48 ff. ; al-

leged references by Valentinus, 57 ff,

62 ff ; comparison with opening
chapters Luke, 130 ff.

; alleged re-

ference by Tatian to, 149 ff.
; alleged

reference to, by Dionysius of Corinth,
170; alleged quotations by Athena-

goras, 192 ff. ; alleged quotations by
Ptolemzeus, 224 f,

;
result of exami-

nation of date and origin, 249 f. ; ch.

iii. 4, p. 300; iii. 11, 300 note 1;
Irenseus on, 475; result of examina-
tion of evidence for, 481 f.

Matthew, Gospel of pseudo-, i. 303.

Matthias, Gospel according to, i. 293.

Maury, on connection between ignorance
and miracles, L 204.

Mechitarist Library, ii. 184.

Melito of Sardis, date, ii. 172 ; fragment
in Eusebius, 172 ff.

; alleged reference

to New Testament, 173 ff. ; list of

books of O. T. and difficulty of ob-

taining it, 174 ff.
; alleged evidence

for a X. T. Canon, 174 ff ; could not
even state Canonical Books of O. T.

without research, 1 78 ff. ; Syriac,

fragments ascribed to him, 179 ff;
list of his works, 180 f. ; fragment on

Faith, 181ff ; alleged quotations from
New Testament, 1831; fragment is

spurious, 183 ff, also ascribed to

Irenreus, 184 ; other works ascribed

to Melito, 1 84 f.
; on Apocalypse, 392 1

Memoirs of the Apostles. Justin's, i.

2b6ffi

Jlemra, ii. 415,
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Messannahel, Angel, i. 108.

Methodius, ii. 192.

Michael, Archangel, presents prayers of

saints to God, i. 102 note 7, 130 ; an-

gel of Israel, 104, 109 f.; over fire,

107; over water, 108; high priest of

heaven, 110.

Michaelis, If our Gospel of Matthew a

translation, its authority gone, i. 476;
on Celsus, ii. 233.

Mill, John Stuart : criticism on Hume's
argument regarding miracles, i. 79

ff., 93 f.

Milman, Dean : On spirit of early
Christian times, L 98 f .

; on demonia-
cal possession, 1421; explanation of

apparent belief of Jesus in demonia-
cal possession, 143 f. ; character of

early ages of Christianity, 198 f. ;

Ignatian Epistles, 273 f.
; on Marcion,

ii. 107.

Miracle of multiplication of loaves and
fishes, i. 32 f.

;
of country of Gad-

arenes, 142
;

of Thundering Legion,
163, ii. 185 f.

; raising of Lazarus,
ii. 459 ff.

Miuucius Felix, exorcism in his day, i.

164.

Miracles, as evidence, i. 1 ff. ; as objects
of faith, 7 ff.

; Satanic as well as

Divine, 11 ff., 15 ff., 153 ff., ii. 478 f.
;

credited because of Gospel, i. 18 ; true

and false, 11 f .
; in relation to the

order of nature 27 ff. ;
German critics

generally reject, 28 ff. ; analysis of,

29 ff.
; referred to unknown law,

34 f.
; argument of, begins and ends

with an assumption, 62 ff.
;
the age

of, 95 ff. ; character of original wit-

nesses of, 96 ff.
; permanent stream

of, 140 f. ; miracles arising out of de-

moniacal possession shown to be ima-

ginary, 149 ff.
; Christian and Pagan

163 ft'.
; Satanic, recognised by Old

and New Testament, 152 ff.
;
when

did they cease ? 1 53 ff. ; Gospel, not ori-

ginal, 154 ff.
; claim of special distinc-

tion of Gospel, 155 ff.
; ecclesiastical,

158 ff.
;

miracles of Simon and Car-

pocratcs attributed to magic, 159 ;

reported by Papias, 158
; by Justin,

158; reported by Irenseus, 159 ff. ;

reported by Tertullian, 161 ff.
; re-

ported by Cyprian, 164 ; reported by
Origen,164; reported by Eusebius, 164;
of Gregory Thaumaturgus, 165 ff.

;
of

St. Anthony, 167 ff. ;
of Hilarion,

169; of St. Macarius, 169; of St.

Martin, 169
; by relics of Protavius

and Gervasius, 169 ff. ;
of St. Am-

brose, 170 ; reported by St. Augus-
tine, 170 ff. ;

facts not verified, 179 ;

argument of St. Augustine, and affir-

mation regarding, 180 ff. ; compara-
tive evidence of, recorded by St.

Augustine Jand Gospels, 185 ff. ; mi-
racles of saints, 187 ; classification of,
188 ff. ; Christian miracles not origi-

nal, 188 ff, ii. 478 f. ; absence of dis-

tinctive character, i. 191 ff. ; compari-
son of evidence for Gospel and eccle-

siastical, 193 ff.
;

of Gospel sink in
the stream, 196 ff.

;
none recorded

by actual workers, 201
; confined to

periods of ignorance, 202 f., ii. 479 f.
;

ceased on diffusion of knowledge,
i. 203 i, ii. 479 f. ;

at present day ar-

gument refers to narrative and not to

actual, i. 207 f. ; the literary evidence

for, 226 ff. ; miracles are incredible

antecedently, and are unsupported
by evidence, ii. 477 ff.

; they are mere
human delusion, 480.

Modat, Prophecies of Eldad and, i. 257.

Mosheim, ii. 235.

Mozley , Canon : necessity of miraculous

evidence, i. 2f., 6f. ; miracles insepara-
ble from Christianity, 9 ; cannot com-
pel belief, 17; yet internal evidence in-

sufficient, 21 ff. ; miraculous evidence
checked by conditions, 24

; miracles

subject to moral approval of doctrine

attested, 24
; this only limitation not

disproof of miracles as evidence, 24
;

referribleness of miracles to unknown
law, or unknown connection with
known law, 34 f., with "higher
law," 35 f. ;

is suspension of phy-
sical laws by a spiritual being in-

conceivable ? 38 ff. ; progressive
successions of law, 39 f. ; antece-
dent incredibility, 43 ff.

; divine de-

sign of Revelation, 46 ff. ; belief in
" Order of Nature

"
irrational, 55 ff. ;

argument of, begins and ends with

assumption of Personal Deity, 62 ff. ;

constant stream of miraculous preten-
sion, 1 54 ff.

; Jewish supernaturalism
contemporary with Gospel miracles,
154 f. ;

claim of speciality in Chris-

tian miracles, 155 ff. ; either clearly

distinguished or not of evidential

value, 155 ff. ; on statement of Ire-

naeus regarding continuance of mi-
raculous power in Church, 159 ff. ;

on miracles reported by St. Augus-
tine, 175 f. ; his objections unfounded,
176 ff. ; absence of verification of

miracles, 179 ; character of later ageo
of Christianity, 199; is Christianity
believed upon miraculous evidence

by the educated ? 205 f.

Muratori, Canon of : on Pastorof Hennas,
L 256 ; Apoc. of Peter, 296 note

; ii.

16S; account of, 237 ff. ; age of MS.,
237 ; conflicting views regarding it,
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237 . ; original language, 238 f. ; on

Luke, 239 f., 242
; contents, 240 ff.

;

on Pastor of Hennas, 242ff. ; theories

regarding unknown author of, 243 ff.
;

date of the fragment, 244 ff. ; its tes-

timony, 247 f.
;
account of fourth

Gospel, 383 ff.
; apology for fourth

Gospel, 385 f. ; author falsifies, 1

Epistle of John, 385 ; does he refer

to Apostle John? 385 f.

NAASENI, ii. 53.

Narcissus, miracles of, L 1 G4 1
Natalius scourged by angels, i. 134 f.

Nature, phenomena of, controlled and

produced by angels, i. 104 ff, 107 ff,

121 ff, 125, 127 ff, 130 ff.

Nazarene, ii. 132 note 3.

Nazarenes, -Gospel of the, i. 419, 423
;

ii. 31.

Neander, on Gospel of Basilides, ii. 43
;

on Marcion, 84 ; on Clementines,
341 f., 354.

Newman, Dr. : miracles necessary to

prove Revelation, i. 6
;
on ambiguous

miracles, 13; miracles wrought by
spirits opposed to God, 131; doubt-

ful origin destroys cogency of argu-
ment for miracles, 14, 64

; supports
ecclesiastical at the expense of Gos-

pel miracles, 18 note 3; a miracle

at most token of a superhuman be-

ing, 1 9 note 1 ; on mutual depen-
dence of doctrine and miracle, 20

;

on the " Rationalistic
" and "Catho-

lic
"

tempers, 20 note 2
;
he really

makes reason the criterion of mi-

racles, 21; no miracle great in

comparison with Divine Incar-

nation, 27 note 1; miracles reverse

laws of nature, 31, 32 note 3; reli-

gious excitement and imagination a

cause of miracles, 97 f. ;
no definite

age of miracles, 154; absence of dis-

tinctive character in Christian mira-

cles, 191.

Nicephorus, stichometry of : L 218,

267, 296 note, 422 f.

Nicodemus, Gospel of : i. 293, 324,
325 ff, 334 note 3, 338 f.

Nuriel, Angel, i. 108.

Nyssa, see Gregory.

(EcotAMPADius, i. 476.

CEcumenius, i. 482.

Olshausen, ii. 84, 85, 121 note 1.

Ophites, ii. 53, 214, 216, 248 note 2.

Orelli, i. 240 ff.

Origen, on Angel Michael, i. 102 note, 7

130
;
on demons, 126 ff. ; exorcism,

127} analogy between demons and

animals recognized by Moses, 127;
angels employed in natural pheno-
mena, 128, 130 f.; eatingwith demons,
127 f. ; sun, moon, and stars endowed
with souls, 1 28 ff.

; demons produce
famines and other evils, 131 ; on

Phoenix, 138
;
exorcism in his day,

164; ascribes Epistle to Hebrews to

Clemens Rom., 217 ; Epistle of Bar-

nabas, 232 ;
revelation of Elias quoted

by, 1 Cor. ii. 9, 240, 441 ; reference

to Epistle of Barnabas, 250 ff. ; on
Pastor of Hennas, 256 ; reference to

passage in Epistles of Ignatius, 261 ;

Doctrine of Peter, 272 f., 333, 420;

Epistle to Hebrews, 290; birth of

Jesus in a cave, 312 ; omission from
Mark that Jesus was called a car-

penter, 315 ; combination of passages
similar to quotation in Justin, 30
note 4

;
variation of quotation simi-

lar to Justin's, 356 note 2, 379 ; va-

riation from Matt. xi. 27, 404
;

agreement of Gospel of Peter with
that of Hebrews, 419; quotation in

1 Cor. ii. 9, 441 ; on Peter's connection

with Gospel of Mark, 450 ; denounced

Kfovy/M Tltrpov, 458 ; on composition
and language of Gospel of Matthew,
471 ;

mentions " Travels of Peter,"
ii. 4; on Gospel of Basilides, 42 note

4
;
on Matt. xix. 17, 65 ; onValentinus,

75 ;
Dial, de recte in deum fide, not

his, 88 ;
on Heracleon, 214, 223, 226 ;

supposed commentary on fourth

Gospel by Heracleon, 226 f. ; Origen

against Celsus, 227 ff. ;
on date and

identity of Celsus, 228 ff. ; his uncer-

tainty concerning Celsus, 229 ff. ; ex-

pectation of further treatise by
Celsus, 231 ff; Celsus the Epicurean,
233; quotations from Heracleon, 382 ;

reply to Celsus on alteration of

the Gospel, 383 ; on Apocalypse,
394.

Overbeck, ii. 39 note 3.

PALEY : miracles proof of Revelation,
i. 4 f.

; argument against Hume, 88 f.
;

refuted, 89 ff.

Pamphilus, martyr, of Cecsarea, i. 424.

Pantamus, i. 471 ;
ii. 191.

Papias of Hierapolis, on raising of a
dead man, L 158; regarding Mark,
290, 418 f. ; quotes Gospel according
to Hebrews, 422

; date and history,
444 f. ; prefers tradition to written

works, 445 f., ii. 321 i
;
on Mark's

Gospel, i. 444, 446, 448 ff.
; statement

in preface of his work, 445
; identity

of Presbyter John, 446 ff.
;
Mark as

the interpreter of Peter, 448 ff.
;
the
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description of Presbyter John does

not apply to our Mark, 455 ff. ;
how

Mark's work disappeared, 459 f. ;
ac-

count of work ascribed to Matthew,
461 ff.

;
was it derived from Presbyter

John ? 461 f. ; interpretation and ap-

plication of the account to our Gospel
according to Matthew, 462 ff. ;

were

A.6yta merely discourses, or, did they
include historical narrative ? 463 ff. ;

not applicable to our Gospel, 465
ff. ; explanation of his remark regard-

ing interpretation of Logia, 473 ff.
;

did not know a Greek Matthew, 475
f. ; fragment of his work preserved,
482 f. ; account of death of Judas

Iscariot, 482 ; said to have used

Epistles of John and Peter, 483, ii.

323, 471 ;
knew no canonical Gospels,

i. 484 f. ; does not call Matthew who
wrote Logia an A-postle, 485 note 1

;

Canon of Muratori ascribed to him,
ii. 243 ; docs not know fourth Gos-

pel, 320 ff. ;
knew no authoritative

Gospels, 322 ; offers presumptive evi-

dence against fourth Gospel, 322 ff. ;

no proof he knew 1 Epistle of John
or assigned it to Apostle, 323 f. ;

statements in Latin MS. preface to

fourth Gospel, 324 f.
; alleged quo-

tation by Presbyters in Irenaeus re-

ferred to hia work, 325 ff., quotation
is by Ireusous, and no evidence that

the Presbyters are connected with

Papias, 326 ff, 331 ff. ; Papias asserted

Apostolic origin of Apocalypse, 335 f.,

392.

Paraclete, first mentioned in fourth

Gospel, ii 464.

Parchor, ii. 45.

Paschal Chronicle, ii. 186, 190, 212.

Paschal controversy, I 278; ii. 186 ff.,

271, 472 f.

Pastor of Hernias, see Hermaa.

Paul, Apostle: L 421,441; Clementines
directed against him, ii. 4

;
Clemen-

tines attack him under the name of

Simon the Magician, 34 ff., 342, 353

f., 407; Theodas his disciple, 75;
Marcion's Epistles of, 80 f., 141 f. ;

party in the Church, 104
;
his Gospel,

140; accusations against Apostles,
145 f. ; rejected by Encratites, 162

;

alleged recommendation of apocry-

phal works, 1 68 note 5
; falsification

of his Epistles, 169 ; Epistles of Paul
and Seneca, 1(59 ; ActaPauli et Theclaj,
170 ; Epistles in Canon of Muratori,
240 f. ;

Paul a servant of Jesus Christ,
390

;
evidence regarding John, 405 ;

tradition regarding him and John,
406 note 3, attacked in Apocalypse,
407 f.

Pauli et TheclaB, Acta, ii. 270.

Pauline Epistles, Logos doctrine in, ii.

2591
Pauli Procdicatio, i. 322 i
Paulus : his treatment of miracles, i. 28

;

on Marcion, ii. 84.

PenemuS, a fallen angel, i. 104.

Peratici, ii. 53, 248 note 2.

Peter, Apocalypse of, i. 295 f. ; ii. 168,
241.

Peter, Apostle, i. 286, 290, 291 note 3,
417 ff, 448 ff, 452 ff. ; ii. 1 ff, 3, 6,

34 ff, 44, 104, 347, 352 t
Peter, Doctrine of, i. 273, 333, 420 f.

Peter, Epistle of, first, said to have
been used by Papias, i. 483.

Peter, Gospel according to, i. 288 f.,

292, 296, 303 note 5, 417 ff., 419 ff. ;

ii. 7, 160 f., 167.

Peter, Preaching of (K^piry/ta Utrpov),
1. 333, 458 f., 461

;
ii. 2 f., 227, 298

note 1.

Peter, Travels of (UtploSoi Tltrpov), ii.

2, 4.

Philastrius, ii. 206, 209, 218, 219.

Philip, Apostle, story related by daugh-
ters of, i. 158; appealed to by Poly-
crates in support of 14th Nisan, 468.

Philip Sidetes, ii. 191 f.

Philo : date of, ii. 2j>4 note 5
; type

of brazen serpent, 253 note 3; Logos
as Rock, 257 note 1

; Logos over

universe, 259 f., 274, 277; Logos
before all things, 259, 277,294 ;

first

begotten Son of God, 259 note 3,

274, 290 note 2
;
Eternal Logos, 265 ;

Logos the bread from heaven, 265 ;

Logos the fountain of wisdom, 26*6 ;

Logos guides man to Father, 266
;

Logos as substitute of God, 274 ;

Logos as the image of God, 274, 275,

276, 294 ; Logos as Priest, 274 f., 289
f. ; Logos by whom world was made,
275, 276, 290 note 2; Logos the
second God, 276, 290 f. ; Logos the

interpreter of God, 276; Logos tho
ambassador of God to men, 277, 294

;

Logos the power of God, 276 ; Logos
as king; Logos as angel, 291, 293 f.,

294
; Logos as the beginning, 294 ;

Logos as the east, 294 note 1
; Logos

the name of God, 294
; Logos as man,

294, 295 f.
; Logos as Mediator, 294

f. ; Logos as Light, 297 note 2.

Phoonix, i. 137 f.

Photius, Clemens Rom., reputed author
of Acta of the Apostles, i. 217; frag-
ment of Hegesippus, 435; does not
mention work on Passover by Apol-
linaris, ii. 189 ;

on history of Philip
Sidetes, 190; fragment of Athena-

goras, 1&2.

Pierius of Alexandria, ii. 190,
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Pindar, ii. 53.

Pius of Rome, ii. 243, 244, 245, 246.

Plato, ii. 71, 76, 214, 277f., 291 note 4.

Polycarp, in connection with Paschal

controversy, ii. 271, 472 f. ;
tradition

regarding John, 406.

Polycarp, Epistle of, i. 274 ff. ;
account

of him, 274 f. ; date 275 f. ;
authen-

ticity discussed, 275 ff. ; supposed
references to Synoptics, 278 ff. ;

on

Passover, ii. 189; alleged quotation
from 1 Epistle of John, 267 ff., in-

dependent of Epistle, 269 ff.

Polycrates, ii. 189, 406, 473.

Pontus, ii. 140.

Porphyry, on Matt. xiii. 35, ii. 11.

Possession, demoniacal, i. 114 ff. ; in.

man and animals, 114
;
cause of dis-

ease, 107, 115
; universality of belief

in, 141 ff. ; reality of, asserted by
Jesus, 141 ff.

; reality asserted in Old

Testament, 143 f. ;
belief in, dispelled,

149 ff. ;
continuance of, asserted,

158 ff.

Pothinus, ii. 200, 201 note 3, 211, 333

note 1.

Powell, Professor Baden : no evidence

of a Deity working miracles, i. 74;
at present day not a miracle but a

narrative of miracles discussed, 207 f.

Prayer, "The" Lord's, ii. 13, 126.

Presbyters, quoted by Papias and Ire-

nseus, ii. 321 ff.

Prepon the Marcionite, ii. 222.

Primus, Bishop of Corinth, i. 432.

Protavius, St., miracles by relics of, i.

169 ff.

Protevangelium, see Gospel of James.

Proverbs of Solomon, i. 433 ;
doctrine

of Logos in, ii. 255, 282 f., 285.

Pseudoerraphs, number of, in early

Church, i. 232 f., 292 ff., 460 f. ; ii.

167 f. 169 f.

Ptolemseus : Irenseus on, ii. 60 f. ; Hip-

polytus on, 69 ff. ;
date of, 205 ff. ;

Epistle to Flora, 205, 207, 224 f.
;

alleged quotation from Matthew, 224

f. ;
duration of ministry of Jesus,

227 note 2
; alleged reference to

fourth Gospel, 381 f.

Pythagoras, ii. 71, 75 f., 214.

RAGUEL, Angel, i. 104.

Raphael, Angel : charm for exorcising

demons, i. 102 f. ; angel of healing,

102,104,130 ; presentsprayers ofsaints

to God, 102; angel of spirits of men,
104 ;

over earth, 108.

Reuss, on passage Epistle of Barnabas,
i. 255 ;

on Clementines, ii. 4
;
cha-

racter of Tertullian, 90.

Revelation, Divine, only such by virtue

of telling something undiscoverable

by reason, and requires miraculous

evidence, i. 1 ff., ii. 477 ff.
;
Veda

claims to be, i. 2; religion of Zoroaster

claims to be, 2 ; Mahomet proclaims,
2

; design and details of the, 46 ff. ;

design of, contradicted by experience,
49 ff., ii. 480; result of inquiry into

the reality of, ii. 477 ff. ; we gain
more than we lose by abandoning
theory of, 489 f. ; if we know less

than we supposed we are not com-

pelled to believe what is unworthy,
490

;
the argument that it is neces-

sary for man is purely imaginary,
491 f.

Ritschl, on Marcion's Gospel, ii. 85, 86,

96, 101, 102, 129.

Romans, Epistle to the, i. 256 ;
ii. 62,

66 note 3, 70, 71 note 1.

Routh, ii. 319, 335, note.

Ruchiel, Angel, i. 108.

Rufinus, i. 434, 465 note 2
;

ii. 2, 3, 4.

SAINTS, Bollandist Collection, i. 187.

Samae'l, Angel of Death over Gentiles,

i. 108.

Samaria, five nations and gods of, typi-
fied by husbands of Samaritan wo-

man, John iv. 5 ff. ; ii. 422 ff.

Samniel, Angel, i. 108.

Sandalfon, Angel, i. 108.

Saraqael, Angel, i. 104.

Saroel, Angel, i. 108.

Satan, Angel of Death, i. 108.

Schafriri, Angel, i. 112.

Schamir, aided Solomon in building the

Temple,i. 118.

Schleiermacher, explained away mi-

racles, i. 27 f. ; explanation of Papias'
remark regarding interpretation of

the Logia, 473 ;
Marcion's Gospel, ii.

83.

Schliemann, ii. 351 note 6.

Schmidt, J. E. C., ii. 83.

Schneckenburger,on Gospel of Basilides,

ii. 43.

Schneidewin, ii. 71.

Schcettgen, Academia Celesti, i. 114

note 3 ;
Jewish practice of Magic,

115.

Scholten, on Justin's reference to Acta

Pilati, i. 327 f. ; type of brazen ser-

pent in Epistles of Barnabas, ii. 253

note 3
;
on alleged quotation from 1

Epistle of John in Epistle of Poly-

carp, 269.

Schultz, ii. 83.

Schwegler, on origin Gospel of Hebrews
and Matthew, i. 425 ;

on Justin's use

of Gospel of Hebrews, 427 note 3 ;

on Marcion's Gospel, ii. 85
;
nameless-
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ness of Mansion's Gospel evidence of

originality, 140 f.

Semisch, on Justin's memoirs, L 311,
3528 f.

Semler, ii. 82.

Septuagint version of Bible, i. 101, 109,

336, 337/441 ; it 10, 255,280,281 f.,

284, 286, 304, 305f., 338 note 1, 423.

Serapion, Bishop of Antioch, on Gospel

according to Peter, i. 419
;

ii. 160 f.,

167.

Shibta, an evil spirit, i. 113, 115 note 2.

Sibylline Books, i. 323 ;
ii. 168.

Sibyllists, Christians called, ii. 168, 236.

Sichem, i. 284; ii. 421 f.

Siloam, ii. 419.

Simon the Magician, his part in the

Clementines, ii. 3, 12, 14, 34 ff.

Sinaiticus, Codex, L 235 f., 237, 243,

269, 256, 296 note, 351 notes 3, 4,

352 note 1, 353 note 2, 439; ii. 11,

18, 23 note 3, 168, 268 note 1, 300
note 2, 307, 308, 350 note 4.

Socrates, Historian, ii. 191.

Solomon, a great magician, L 117 ff. ;

taught wisdom by demons, 118
;
com-

posed powerful charms and forms of

exorcism, 118.

Sopater executed for sorcery, i. 148.

Sophia, ii. 69 f., 281 ff., 285 ff.,350f.,415.

Sorcery, i. 115 ff. ; universality of belief

in, 145 ff. ; St. Athanasius and St.

Cyprian accused of, 147.

Soter, Bishop of Rome, L 295, 432
; ii.

163, 164, 171.

Spencer, Mr. Herbert
; on the evan-

escence of evil, i. 50 note 1.

SpinQsa : even existence of God cannot
be inferred from miracles, i. 15, 76.

Spruchsammlung, i. 243, 252, 266
;

ii.

465.

Stag, superstition regarding, i. 138.

Stars believed to be living entities, i.

105 f., 128 ff.

Stephanus, H., ii. 39 note 3.

Stichometry of Nicephorus, derived
from Syrian catalogue, i. 218

; Epistle
of Clement of Rome, 218 ; Eldad and
Modat, 257 ; Gospel of Hebrews, 422

f., 426.

Storr, ii. 84.

Stoughton, Dr., on assumptions, i. 62
note 1.

Succubi, i. 135 ; 136 note 1.

Sychar, ii. 421 f.

Symmachus, ii. 305.

TATT.VM, Dr., Syriac MSS., i. 259.

Tatian, on demons, i. 123 f. ; on de-
moniacal origin of disease, 124

;
Dia-

tessaron called Gospel of Hebrews,
421 f. ; account of him, ii. 148 f. ;

Oration to the Greeks, 148 f.
;
no

quotations from Synoptics, 149; al-

leged reference to parable in Matthew,
149 ff.

;
to Luke, 150 f.

; theories re-

garding his Diatessaron, 153 ff., called

Diapente, 153, called Gospel of He-

brews, 153, 155, Theodoret's account
of Diatessaron, 155 f.

; difficulty of

distinguishing it, 158
; its peculiari-

ties shared by other uncanonical

Gospels, 159 f.
;
later history, 161 f. ;

sect of Encratites rejected Paul, and
tised apocryphal Gospels, 162 f.

;

alleged use of fourth Gospel, 374 f. ;

his Logos doctrine, 374 ff.

Tertullian
; miracles without prophecy

cannot prove Revelation, L 13,
note 1

; on Book of Enoch, 103 f. ;

on demons, 124 ff.; demoniacal origin
of disease, 1 24 ff.

; Cosmical theories,
125

;
on Phoenix, 138 ; change of sex

of Hyena, 138; superstition regard-
ing stag, 138; on volcanoes, 139;
continuance of miraculous gifts, 1 61 ff. ;

account of miracles, 162 ff.
; passage

in Marcion's Gospel, 229 ; Epistle to
Hebrews ascribed to Barnabas, 233 ;

descent through Mary, 303 note 6 ;

variation of Marcion's Gospel from
Luke x. 22, 410; on connection of
Peter with Mark's Gospel, 449 f. ; on
Valentinus, ii. 74 f.; source of his

work onValentinians,75; views regard-
ing Marcion not trustworthy, 83

;
his

style of controversy and character, 8 9f. ;

charge against Marcion of mutilating
Luke,90ff.; Marcion's alleged aim,92f.;
the course which Tertullian intends
to pursue in refuting him, 92 ff.

; had
he Marcion's Gospel before him ?

99 ff.; he had not Luke, 100; re-

proaches Marcion for erasing from
Luke passages not in the Gospel,! OOf.;
on Marcion's Antithesis, 105

; com-

pares Marcionites to the cuttle-fish,
106 note 3

; his account of Marcion's

object, 107 ff.
; undertakes to refute

Marcion out of his own Gospel, 109 f.;

calls Marcion's Gospel
"
Evangelium

Ponticum," 140, 372 f., no author's
name affixed, 141

; on Marcion's de-

ductions from Epistle to Galatians,
145

;
on martyrdom of Zucharias,203;

on Axionicus, 223.

Testament, Old and New, origin of

name, ii. 174 ff.
; earliest designation

of, 177f.

Theodas, ii. 175, 225.

Theodoret quotes Xenophanes, i. 77
note; found Gospel of Hebrews cir-

culating, 422 f.
;
on Tatian's Diates-

saron, ii. 153 f., 155 f., 159ff.
;
does

not mention any work on the Pass-

over by Apolh'uaris, 189.
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Theodotion's version 0. T., ii. 212, 213
note 1, 305.

Theophilus, Luke's Gospel a private
document for use of, i. 152 note 1.

Theophilus of Antioch : Greek poets

inspired by demons, L 122 ; serpent
and pains of childbirth proof of truth
of Fall in Genesis, 122 note 12 ;

exorcism, 159
;
Canon Westcott on,

ii. 192; on Apocalypse, 393; date
of Ep. ad AutoL, 474 note 1

; first

who mentions John in connection
with passage from Gospel, 474.

Theophylact, i- 482.

Thomas, Gospel according to, i. 292,315.
Timotheus of Alexandria, i. 269.

Tischendorf, on date of Epistle of

Clement of Rome, L 220; Clement
does not refer to our Gospels,
223

; probably oral tradition source
of words of Jesus, 230 note 1 ;

on

Epistle of Barnabas, 250 ff., ii. 168
;

on Pastor of Hermas, i. 257 ; Epistles
of Ignatius, 269 ff. ; Protevangelium
of James, 302 f., 305, ii. 202 f.

;

quotation from Protevangelium by
Justin, i. 305, 312

;
on Gospel of Nico-

demus, 326 ff.
; quotations of Justin

asserted to be from Matthew, 342 ff.;

on supposed quotations by Justin of

Mark and Luke, 384 ff.
;
on Hegesip-

pus, 442 f.
;
on books referred to by

Papias, 445 note 2
; argument for

identity of works described by Papias
with our Gospels, 460 f. ; on inter-

pretation of word Ao'-yia, 463 ff, 465
note 2

;
on original language of our

Gospel according to Matthew, 468
;

on applicability of account of Papias
to it, 468 ff.

;
on disparagement of

Papias, 469 f. ; uncritical spirit of

Fathers, 472 ;
on Clementines, ii. 9

note 1 ; on work of Basilides on the

Gospel, 42, 44, 46
; alleged quota-

tions by Basilides from Gospel, 4 8 ff.,

not by Basilides, 48, 50
;
on alleged

quotations of Gospels by Valentinus,
56 ff. ; falsification of Hippolytus,
56 ff.

;
falsification of Irenaeus, 57 ff.

;

his argument, 59 f.
; alleged quota-

tion by Valentinus in work of Hippo-
lytus, 66 f. ; admits uncertainty of

source of quotations of Hippolytus,
68 ;

Tatian does not quote Synoptics,
149; date of Tatian's Diatessaron,
153 f.

;
asserts it harmony of our

Gospels, 154; expressions of Diony-
sius claimed as references to Gospels,
164 f. ; does not cite Melito, 172;
claims fragment of Apollinaris as

evidence for our Gospels, 187 ; on
Athenagoras, 192 f. ; on martyrdom
of Zacharias in Epistle of Vienne and

Lyons, 202 f.
; alleged quotations of

Gospels by Ptolemscus, 205 : date of

Ptolemseus, 205 ff. ; date of Hera-

cleon, 213 ff.
; meaning of yvupipos,

214, 217 f.
; Epiphanius on Cerdo,

214, 216 ; date of Celsus, 228 ff.
; on

Epistle of Barnabas as evidence for

fourth Gospel, 251 ff.
;

on use of

fourth Gospel in Ignatian Epistles,
260 ff.

; alleged reference in Epistle
of Polycarp to 1 Epistle of John,
267 ff.

;
on Justin as evidence for

the fourth Gospel, 272 ff.
; does not

claim Hegesippus as witness for

fourth Gospel, 316 ; his argument
that Papias is not a witness against
fourth Gospel, 322 f.

; argument re-

garding silence of -Eusebius, 322 f. ;

attempt to make Papias witness for

it, 323 f . ; extraordinary argument
from reference to Papias in Latin

MS., 324 f.
; alleged connection of

Papias with Presbyters referred to by
Irenseus, 325 ff, alleged quotation
not by Presbyters but by Irenaeus,
326 ff. ; alleged references in Clemen-
tines to fourth Gospel, 336 ff.

;

alleged references to fourth Gospel
in Epistle to Diognetus, 354 ff.

;

alleged reference by Basilides. 371 ;

alleged references by Tatian, 374 ff. ;

date of Theophilus ad Autolyc., 474
"

note 1.

Tobit, Book of, Jewish superstitions in

the, i. 102.

Trench, Archbishop : Miracles cannot
command obedience absolutely,!. 15 f.;

office of miracles, 16 ff.; Satanic mi-

racles, 1 5 ff.
; theory of reminiscence,

16 note 1
; analysis of miracles, 30 ff. ;

ingenious way of overcoming diffi-

culty of miracles, 53 f. ; exemption
from physical law a lost prerogative
of our race, 53 note 1

; demoniacal

possession, 141 ff.
;
on belief of Jesus

in reality of demoniacal possession,
142 f. ; are there demoniacs now ?

144 ; on withdrawal of miraculous

power, 157 f.

Twelve, Gospel according to the, i.

293.

UHLHOBN, ii. 351 note 1.

Uriel, Angel, i. 104.

Usher, Archbishop, i. 263.

VALESTINDS, date and history of, ii. 55f.,

206 ff. ; alleged references to Gospels,
56 ff. ; Irenaus does not refer to him
but to later followers, 59 ff. ; letter

of, quoted by Clement of Alexandria,
62 f. ; alleged quotations in work of
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Hippolytus, 66 ff.
; Eastern and

Italian schools, 69 ff.; quotations not
made by Valentinus, 70 ff. ;

results

regarding alleged quotations, 73 f. ;

Tertullian on, 74 f. ; his alleged use
of N. T., 74 ff. ; professed to have
traditions from Apostles, 75 ; rejects

Gospels, 76 ff. ; the Gospel of Truth,
77 f. ; his followers, Ptolemaous and

Heracleon, 205 ff.
; alleged reference

to fourth Gospel, 56 f., 68 f., 371 f.

Vaticanus, Codex, i. 243, 353 note 2,

^439;ii.
350 note 4.

Vi-ila, considered divinely inspired, i. 2.

Victor of Capua, ii. 153, 161.

Vi.'iine and Lyons, Epistle of, date and

circumstances, ii. 200 f. ; 210 f.
; re-

ferences to Zacharias, 201
; Irensous,

bearer of, 210 f. ; alleged reference
to fourth Gospel, 380 f.

Volcanoes, openings into Hell, i. 139 ;

account by Gregory the Great, 1 39
note 2.

Volkmar : date of Book of Judith, i.

222 ; author of Clementines used

same Gospel as Justin, ii. 7 note 5 ;

on quotations of Hippolytus, 53
;
on

Marcion's Gospel, 86 f. ; author of

Dial, de recte in deum fide on Mar-

cion, 88 f.
;

on procedure of Ter-

tullian against Marcion, 92 f., 95 f.
;

arguments a silentio, 95, 96 note 2
;

incompleteness and doubtful trust-

worthiness of Epiphanius and Ter-

tullian against Marcion, 96 ff.
;
their

contradictions, 98 f. ;
on insufficiency

of data for reconstruction of text of

Marcion's Gospel, and settlement ofthe

discussion, 102
;
on passages in Mar-

cion's Gospel, 117 notes 3 and 5, 118,
119 note 2, 120 note 2, 121 note 2,

128 notes 4, 5, 7, 129 f., 135 note 2 ;

date of Ptolemaous and Heracleon,
222 note 2

;
on date of Celsus, 228,

232 ;
on language of Canon of Mura-

tori, 238 note 3
;
on alleged quota-

tion from 1 Epistle of John in

Epistle of Polycarp, 269
;

admits

probable use of fourth Gospel by
Clementines, 336 note 2.

Vulgate, ii. 10 note 4.

WEASELS, i. 127, 138 note 7.

Weizsacker, on Epistle of Barnabas, i.

243 ;
on quotation in work of Hippo-

lytus ascribed to Valentinus, ii. 68 f.

Westcott, Canon : miracles inseparable
from Christianity, i. 9 f. ; assumption
of Personal God cannot be proved,
64 note 2 ; to speak of God as

Infinite and Personal a contradiction,

69, note 3 ; on a quotation of Jus-

tin's, 334 note 4
; apologetic criticism

by, 360 note 1
;
on coincidence be-

tween quotation of Justin and

Clementines, 377 note
;
on Justin's

quotations from the "
Memoirs,"

387 ff. ; on Apocrypha of Hegesip-
pus, 435 note 1; supposed reference

of Hegesippus to Luke, 438; on
the uncritical character of first

two centuries, 461 note 1
; hifl

silence regarding original language
of work attributed to Matthew, 469
note 2

;
on Clementines, ii. 9 note 1 ;

on supposed quotation from Mark in

Clementines, 26 f.
;
Paul attacked as

" the enemy
"

in Clementines, 35,
note 1

;
on Basilides, 42; statement

regarding Glaucias to whom Basilides

appealed, 44 f.
;
his explanation of

use of uncanonical works by Basil-

ides, 45 f.
; assertion that Basilides

admitted historic truth of Gospels,
47 f.

;
no reference to N. T. in

fragments of Isidorus, 48 ; alleged

quotations of our Gospels by Basilides,
50 ff. ; uncertainty regarding writings
used by Hippolytus, 52 ff. ; silence

regarding doubt whether Hippolytus
quotes Basilides, 54 ;

on the formula

employed in the supposed quotations,
55

;
does not refer to quotations of

Valentinus alleged by Tischendorf,
62; extraordinary statement regarding
Valentinus, 62 ff.

; alleged references
of Valentinus to Matthew, 62 ff.

;

alleged quotation by Valentinus from

Gospels in work of Hippolytus, 66 ff.;

silence regarding uncertain system
of quotation of Hippolytus, 69 f. ;

does not state facts, 71 ; assertion

regarding Valentinus and New Testa-

ment Canon, 74 ff.
; not clear that

Marcion himself altered his Gospel,
137 f., 373; some supposed altera-

tions, various readings, 138
;
on text

of Marcion's Epistles of Paul, 142;
on passage in Tertullian on Marcion's
treatment of Gospels, 146 ; alleged
references of Tatian to Matthew,
149 ff., 151 f. ; on Tatian's Diates-

saron, 156f.
;
the incorrectness of his

assertions, 157 f. ;
Tatian's Diates-

saron said to be first recognition of

a four-fold Gospel, 160; later his-

tory of Diatessaron involved in con-

fusion, 161
;
on "Scriptures of the

Lord "
referred to by Dionysius of

Corinth, 165 ff. ; incorrectness of his

deductions from words of Dionysius,
168 ff.

; alleged reference of Dionysius
to Matthew and the Apocalypse, 170 ;

and to a New Testament Canon, 1/0 f;

en works read in Churches, 171 ;

asserts that Melito of Sardis speaks
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of a collected New Testament,
] 72 ff.

; extraordinary nature of this

assertion, 173 S.
;

he follows and

exaggerates Lardner, 173 note 2
;

value of Melito's evidence for New
Testament Canon, 178 ff. ;

on Syriac

fragment of Oration, 181 ; fragment
on Faith, 1 81 ff.

; silence as to doubt-

ful character, 183 ; claims fragment
ascribed to Apollinaris as evidence

for our Gospels, 187; on alleged

quotations of Athenagoras, 192 f.
; on

Ptolemseus and Heracleon, 205 note 1,

206 213 note 3, 226 note 7, 227
note 2

;
Ptolemseus on duration of

ministry of Jesus, 227 note 2
;
date

of Celsus, 233 note 2
;
on Canon of

Muratori, 239 note 1
;
Clement of

Rome as evidence for fourth Gospel,
251 note 1 ; alleged allusions in

Pastor of Hermas to fourth Gospel,
253 ff., 2COnote 3

; alleged Johannine
influence traceable in Jgnatian Epis-

tles, 262 f.
;
on evidence of Justin for

fourth Gospel, 272 ;
claims Hege-

sippus as witness for fourth Gospel,
316 f . ; alleged quotation by Presby-
ters in Iremeus from work of Papias,
328 note 4

;
assertion that Papias

knew fourth Gospel, 334 note 9
;

Papias maintained divine inspiration
of Apocalypse, 335 note; alleged
references in Clementines to fourth

Gospel, 336 ff. ; alleged references to

fourth Gospel in Epistle to Diognetus,

355 ff.
; alleged reference to fourth

Gospel by Basilides, 371 ; alleged
references by Tatian, 374 ff.; alleged
reference to fourth Gospel by Ath-

enagoras, 379 f.
; passage in Canon of

Muratori, 384 note 1
; contrast in

form and spirit between fourth

Gospel and Synoptics, 449.

Wette, De, on quotations of Justin

compared with our Synoptics, i.

345 ff., 382, 387; on evangelical

quotations of Clementines, ii. 6 f.,

18 ff.; on Mansion's Gospel, 84, 129
;

on Athenagoras, 198 note 1 ; date of

Irenseus, 213 note 2; Apocalypse
and fourth Gospel cannot have been
written by same author, 391

; mis-

taken reminiscences in fourth Gospel,
448 notes 3, 4.

Wisdom of Sirach (Ecclesiasticus), ii.

282, 283.

Wisdom of Solomon, Brazen Serpent,
ii. 253 note 3; Logos doctrine in,

282, 283, 285.

Witchcraft, universality of belief in,

i. 145 ff. ; belief in it dispelled,
149 ff.

XENOPHANES of Colophon, on Anthro-

pomorphic Divinity, i. 76 f.

ZACHARIAS, ii. 201 ff., 475.

Zeller, ii. 7 note 5, 39 note 2.

Zoroaster, religion of, claims to have
been Divine Revelation, i. 2.

THE END.
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