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"Without doubt, some of the richest and most powerfu and populous

communities of the antique world, and some of the grandest personalities

and events, have, to after and present times, left themselves entirely

unbequeath'd. Others have arrived safely, as from voyages over wide,

century-stretching seas. The little ships, the miracles that have buoy'd

them, and by incredible chances safely convey'd them (or the best of

them, their meaning and essence) over long wastes, darkness, lethargy,

ignorance, etc., have been a few inscriptions—a few immortal compo-

sitions, small in size, yet compassing what measureless values of re-

miniscence, contemporary portraitures, manners, idioms and beliefs, with

deepest inference, hint and thought, to tie and touch for ever the old,

new body, and the old, new soul ! These ! and still these ! bearing the

freight so dear—dearer than pride—dearer than love. All the best

experience of humanity, folded, saved, freighted to us here. Some of

these tiny ships we call Old and New Testament. ..."
Walt Whitman, Democratic Vistas.

"A book that is really old and really valuable has nothing to fear from

the critic, whose labours can only put its worth in a clearer light, and

establish its authority on a surer basis. In a word, it is the business

of the critic to trace back the steps by which any ancient book has been

transmitted to us, to find where it came from and who wrote it, to

examine the occasion of its composition, and search out every link that

connects it with the history of the ancient world and with the personal

life of its author."

W. Robertson Smith, The Old Testament in the

Jewish Church (Lect. I.).

"From the first the living stream of christian experience, though holding

that onward course of which the successive flood-marks are the epistle to

the Romans and the gospel ascribed to St. John, had been stagnating by

the way into pools formed on the one side by Judaism, on the other by

philosophic systems. The popular habit of regarding the writings of

the NT as a body of doctrine pitched into the world all at once, has

caused this fact to be generally overlooked. Yet an examination of these

writings themselves might satisfy us that they came into being as

successive assertions of the fulness of christian life against a cotempor-

aneous stiffening of it either into Jewish ordinance or gentile philosophy."

T. H. Green, Works (vol. iii. p. 170).



PREFACE

SINCE this manual is designed primarily for the use of

students, most of whom need to be reminded that if the

first commandment of research is, ' Thou shalt work at the

sources/ the second is, ' Thou shalt acquaint thyself with

work done before thee and beside thee,' I have agreed to

notice, as far as the limits of my space and knowledge

permit, the views of scholars who for various reasons are

led to occupy positions which differ from those adopted

in the following pages. The literary criticism of the New
Testament still contains a large number of unsettled

problems, and it is only fair, in a handbook of this

kind, that facilities should be given for comparing the

ramifications of argument and argument. Among other

things, 1 have tried to draw up sifted lists of references to

the relevant literature for the convenience of those who

desire to find their way about in the world of more or less

recent opinion upon the subject. The bibliographies have

to be read in the light of what Eusebius wrote at the close

of the ninth book of his Prceparatio Euangelica : xai KoXvg

Sg aXkog (jbctprvpav rjfilv oy^og iraikouZv rs zcci vzav trvyypetfianf

ST/ppg?, TTiv ouboiav rotg rshlffi ipfjpov iTiffQpwyiZflf/iSmv, l)V rag

(pwvotg, \oyov Kpovoovfjusvoi <rvf/jf/jsrpitog, rolg tytkof/iuOsffi ZflreTv

re Tea) hnpivvav affoTvefyocvr&g, Its rr^v XiinovacLv ccvroi

(JbsrafirjGofJbzdci inwyyihivLV. I could have wished to make
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the lists as well as the arguments ampler at several

points. Still, they will perhaps serve, for all their

defects, to give some clue to the main divergences of

critical research from the track which has been outlined

in the present volume.

JAMES MOFFATT.

Broughty-Ferry, August \2tht 191a
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Celsus,

'AX^tjs

Afyos

(177-180).

Ptolemseus.
Pausanias. Alciphron.
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Galen

(130-200).
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Boethus.

Numenius

of
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Apollinaris

of

Hierapolis

(anti-Montanist).

Alogi

?

Modestus.

Minucius

Felix

(?).

Acts

of

Carpus,

Papylus,

and

Agathonike.

Symmachus

(version

Rhodon.

ofOT)?
Epistle

of

Lyons

and

Vienne

churches.

Irenaeus,

adv.

Haer.

(180-190).

Pantrenus

in

Alexandria.

TertuUian

(160-

Apelles,<rtA\o7fcr/«H,

220
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(fravepiixreis.

First

writer
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theological

Latin,
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(version
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Acts

of

Apollonius.

Paschal

Controversy.

Florinus

?

Clement

of
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Canon.

Polykrates

of

Ephesus

(epist.
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Eleutherus,
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R.

(175-189).

Persecution

in

Gaul,

mar-

tyrdom

of

Pothinus

(Lyons).

Irenaeus

in

Lyons.

Commodus

(March

19,

180-Jan.

I,

192).

Martyrs

of

Scili,

180.

Martyrdom

of

Apollonius.

Origen

born,

185.

Victor,

bish.

Rome

(189-

199).
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Dexippus.

Philostratus

III.

Tiberianus.

Proseresius.

Aristsenetus

(erot.).

Firm.

Maternus.

^Elius

Donatus.

Libanius

(314-393)-
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Gregory

Nazianzen

Jerome

born.

(
-389).

Macarius

(Egypt),

Homilies.

Ephraem

Syrus

(—373).

Chrysostom

born

(347).

Ulfilas

(tr.

of

Bible

Augustineborn(354).

into

Gothic).

Acacius

of

Caesarea

(
-366).

Titus

of

Bostra

(
-370).

Hilary

of

Poictiers

(300-3

70).

Athanasius

(
-373).

Epiphanius.

Basil

of

Caesarea

Diodorus

of

Tarsus.

(
-379).

Reticius

of

Autun.
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Marcus

I.,

bish.

R.

(336-

337).

Death

of

Arius,

336

Julius

1.,
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R.

(337-

352).

Defeat

and

death

of

Constantine.

Constans

prohibits

pagan

sacrifices.

Council

of

Antioch,

345.

„

Sardica,

347.

,,

Jerusalem,

349.

Constantius,

emperor.

Council

of

Sirmium,

351.

Aries,

353.

Julian

at

Athens.

Council

of

Antioch,

358.
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ABBREVIATIONS

AA. .

ACL.

AJT. .

ARW,

BET. .

BL. .

BLE. .

BNT..

BZ. .

CB. .

Chron.

CQR. .

C7?£. .

DB. .

Z>CA.

The Apostolic Age, History of:

Weizsacker's das apostolische Zeitalter* (1902, Eng.

tr. of second edition, 1894).

A. C. McGiffert (Internat. Theol. Library, 1897).

J. V. Bartlet (in ' Eras of Christian Church,' 1900).

J. H. Ropes, The Apostolic Age in the Light oj

Modern Criticism (1906).

Harnack and Preuschen, Geschichte der altchristlichen

Litteratur bis Eusebius. i. Die Ueberlieferung und

der Bestand (1893) ; ii. Die Chronologie (I = 1897,

2 = 1904).

Ehrhard's die altchristliche Litteratur u. ihre Erfor-

schung seit 1880 (part i. 1894).

The American Jottrnal of Theology (Chicago).

Archiv fiir Religionswissenschaft (Berlin, ed. Dieterich

and Achelis).

Beitriige zur Forderung christl. Theologie (ed. Schlatter).

Schenkel's Bibel-Lexicon.

Bulletin de Litt. ecclesiastique (Paris).

Harnack's Beitrdge zur Einleilung in das NT (i. Lukas

der Arzt, 1 906, Eng. tr. 1 907 ; ii. Spriiche ti. Reden

Jesu, 1907, Eng. tr. 1908 ; iii. die Apgeschichte
}
r9o8,

Eng. tr. 1909).

Biblische Zeitschrift.

The Century Bible (London, Eng. text and notes).

The Cambridge Greek Testament for Schools and
Colleges.

W. Bruckner, die chronolog. Reihenfolge in tvelcher die

Briefe des NT verfasst sind (1890).

The Church Quarterly Review.

Sir W. M. Ramsay, The Church in the Roman Empire*

(1904).

Hastings' Dictionary of the Bible (1898-1904).

Smith's Dictionary of the Bible.

Vigoroux's Dictionnaire de la Bible (Paris).

Smith's Dictionary of Christian Biography (1877—1887),



xxxvi ABBREVIATIONS

DCG. . • • Hastings' Dictionary of Christ and the Gospels (1906-

1908).

Diat. . * . E. A. Abbott's Diatessarica (London, A. and C. Black)

:

(i.) Clue, A Guide through Greek to Hebrew

Scripture (§§ 1-272); (ii.) The Corrections of Mark
adopted by Matthew and Luke (§§ 273-552); (iii.)

From Letter to Spirit (§§ 553-1149) ;
(iv.) Paradosis

(§§ 1 150-1435) ;
(v.) Johannine Vocabulary (§§ 1436-

1885); (vi.) Johannine Grammar (§§ 1886-2799);

(vii. ) Notes on NT Criticism (§§ 2800-2999) ; (viii.

)

The Son of Man (§§ 3000-3635).

EB. • • • The Encyclopaedia Britannica (small superior numbers

denote the edition).

EBz. . • • The Encyclopaedia Biblica (London, 1 899-1903 ; ed. J.

S. Black and T. K. Cheyne).

EGT. . . • The Expositor's Greek Testament (ed. Sir W. R. Nicoll,

1897-1910).

Einf. . . . Nestle's Einfiihrung in das Griechische NT 2
(1899,

Eng. tr. under title, 'An Introduction to the

Textual Criticism of the Greek New Testament ').

Einl. tr INT. . R. Simon's Histoire critique du texte du NT (Rotter-

dam, 1689 f. ) *, Histoire critique des versions du NT
(1690), and Nouvelles observations sur le texte et

Its versions du NT (Paris, 1695) J

1
J- w « Rum-

pseus, Commentatio critica in libros NT (1757)

;

J. D. Michaelis, Einleitung in die gbttl. Schriften

des neuen Bundes* (1788 ; Eng. tr. by Marsh, 1793,

Fr. tr. by Cheneviere, 1822) ; A. Hanlein, Handbuch
d. Einl. in die Schriften des NT 2 (Erlangen, 1801-

1809) ; J. G. Eichhorn, Einl. in das NT (1804-

1827) *
; J. E. C. Schmidt, Historisch-krit. Einl. in's

NT 2 (Giessen, 1818) ; L. Bertholdt, Historisch-krit.

Einleit. in sdmmtliche kanon. u. apokry. Schriften

des A. u. N. T. (1813-1819) ; H. E. F. Guericke's

Beitrage zur Einl. in das NT (Halle, 18281*., against

deWette) ;
2 A. B. Feilmoser, Einl. indie Biicherdes

neuen Bundes fur die bffentlichen Vorlesungen

1 The Protestant reply to Simon was J. H. Mai's Examen Historia

Critica N. T. a R. Simone Vulgata (1694) rather than the Lutheran

Pritius' Introductio in lectionem NT (1704, etc.) ; the Roman Catholic,

Kleuker's Untersuchungen der Grilnde fiir die Echtheit u. Glaubwiirdigkeit

der schriftlichen Urkunden des Christenthums (1788). I have not seen the

English version of Simon's first two works (London, 1689 f.). For an

estimate of Simon's contribution to NT criticism, see Margival in RHL.
y

1899, 139-216.
2 The fifth ed. (1848) of de Wette's Lehrbuch der hist.-kritischen

Einleitung (Berlin, 1826) was translated into English by Frothingharn

(U.S.A., 1858).



ABBREVIATIONS Xxxvii

(Tubingen, 1830 2
) ; H. A. Schott, Isagoge historico-

critica in libros N. Foederis sacros (Jena, 1830) ;

Schneckenburger, Beitrdge zur Einl. in's NT
(1832) ; K. A. Credner's Einl. in das NT (Halle,

1836, with his Das NT nach Zweck, Ursprung, u.

Inhalt, 1843) * ; C. G. Neudecker, Lehrbuch der

historisch-kritischen Einl. in das NT mit Belegen

aus den Quellenschriften u. Citaten aus der dlteren

u. neucn Litteratur (Leipzig, 1840) ; J. M. A. Scholz

(1845 f. ) ; Schleiermacher's 1 posthumous Einl. in das

NT* (Berlin, 1845, m vo^ *• °f ms collected works,

ed. G. Wolde)
; J. L. Hug's Einl. in die Schriften

des NT 4
(1847, Fr. tr. by Cellerier, 1823, Eng. tr. of

third ed. Andover, 1836)*; Daniel Haneberg (1850,

fourth ed. 1876) ; Ad. Maier (1852) ; Joseph Dixon,

A General Introd. to Sacred Scriptures (1852) ; F.

X. Reithmayr's Einl. in die kanon. Biicher des NT
(Regensburg, 1852) ; J. H. Scholten, Kritische

Inleiding tot de Schriften des NT2
(1856) ; de

Wette's Einl. 6 (ed. Messner and Liinemann, i860) *
;

H. de Valroger {Introd. hist, et critique, 1861) ; G.

A. Freytag, die heilig. Schriften des NT (Berlin,

1861); Neander, Pflanzung u. Leitung d. christl.

Kirche* (1862, Eng. tr. 1842, 1865)*; Giinther

{Introdztctio, 1863) ; J. B. Glaire, Introd. Historique

et Critique aux Livres de Pancien et du Nouveau
Testament 4 (1865, Italian tr. 1846); Bleek 2 (1866,

Eng. tr., Edin. 1883); Lamy {Introd. in sacras

scripturas, 1866-1S67, against Scholten) ; Guericke's

Isagogik 3 (1868) ; Joseph Langen, Grundriss der

Einl. in das A7^ (Freiburg im B. 1868; seconded.

1873) ; Grau's Entwickelungsgeschichte d. NTlichen

Schriftthmns (1871-1872) ; Immer's Hermeneutik

(1873) 5 Reuss, die Geschichte d. heilig. Schriften

des NT 5
(1874, Eng. tr. 1884)*; A. Hilgenfeld,

Historisch-Kritische Einl. in das NT (Leipzig,

1875)* ; M. Aberle (1877) ; Home's Introd.™ (ed.

Tregelles, 1875) ; von Hofmann {die heilige Schrift

NT, ix./ed. Volck, 1881) ; Mangold (ed. of Bleek's

Einleihmg, 1886) *
; B. Weiss, Einl. in das NT

(third ed. 1897, Eng. tr. of second ed. 1886); L.

Schulze (in Zockler's Handbuch der theol. Wiss.

1883-1889) ; M. A. N. Rovers, Nieuw-testamentliche

letterkunde % (1888) ; Leblois, Les livres de la

nouvelle alliance (Paris, 1889) ; U. Ubaldi, Introd.

in sacram Scripturam NT 4 (Rome, 1891); H. J.

1 Critical estimate in J. Conradi's Schleiermacher }

s Arbeit aufdem Gebieti

4er NT Einleitungswissenschaft (Leipzig, 1907).



XXXV11J ABBREVIATIONS

ERE.
ESR..

ET. .

Exp. .

GGA..
GHD.

GK. .

Hausrath

HBNT.
HC. .

Holtzmann, Lehrbuch d. historisch-kritischen Einl.

in das NT3 (1892) *
; S. Davidson 3

(1894) ; Godet,

Introd. au A7'7'( 1893- 1899, unfinished; Eng. tr. 1894,

1899) ; R. Comely, Introd. specialis in singulos NT
libros 2 (Paris, 1897) ; G. Salmon 8

(1897) ; F. S.

Trenkle (1897) ; Th. Zahn, Einl. in das NT{iSg7,
Eng. tr. of third ed. 1909) *

; Aloys Schafer (1898)

;

W. F. Adeney, A Biblical Introduction (1899), pp.

275 f. ; B. W. Bacon ( 1900) ; J. M. S. Baljon,

Geschiedenis van de boeken des Nieuwen Verbonds

(1901)*; J. E. Belser, Einleitung in das NT 2

(1902); A. Julicher's Einl. in das NT6 (1906)* ;

E. Jacquier, Histoire des Livres du NT (1903-1908)

;

von Soden's Urchristliche Literaturgesckickte {die

Schriften des NT), 1905 (Eng. tr. 1906) ; Wrede, die

Entstehung d. Schriften des NT (1907, Eng. tr.

1909) ; Barth, Einleitung in das NT'(1908) ; C. R.

Gregory {Einleitung in das NT, 1 909) ; A. S.

Peake, Critical Introduction to the NT (1909)

—

besides the popular manuals by E. H. Plumptre

{Introd. to NT, 1883) ; M. Vote* {Introd. to NT.
London, 1894) ; M'Clymont, The New Testament

and its Writers (London, 1893), and Gutjahr

{Einleitung . . . Leitfaden zunachstfilr Studierende

der Theologie, Graz, 1896), along with Weingarten's

ed. (Berlin, 1872) of Hertwig, Die Einleitung in's

NT im tabellarischer Uebersicht 4
; P. Fargues,

Introd. au Nouveau Testament (Paris, 1902), and L.

Kunze's Einfiihrung in das NT (Berlin, 1906).

Hug, Feilmoser, Giinther, Haneberg, Scholz, Maier,

Reithmayr, Langen, Aberle, Lamy, Comely, Ubaldi,

and Schafer, represent the older, Trenkle and Belser

and Jacquier the modern school of Roman Catholic

criticism.

Hastings' Encyclopaedia ofReligion and Ethics (1909^).
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PROLEGOMENA.

I.

COLLECTION OF NT WRITINGS INTO A CANON-
METHOD AND MATERIALS OF NT INTRODUCTION.

The early Christian writings which form the New Testament
fall within a period which covers, roughly speaking, a single
century. Jesus died about a.d. 30. He wrote none of the
works treasured by the church. He wrote once, but it was on
the dust; like Socrates, he remained an authority, not an
author, for his adherents. The subsequent literature which
gathered round his name and cause embraced accounts of his
own life or of the movement which he inaugurated, as well as
compositions occasioned by exigencies and emergencies in the
life of the Christian societies throughout the Roman empire.
The last of these writings (2 Peter) dates not much later than
about one hundred years after the crucifixion. By the end of
the second century all our present canonical NT writings are
known to have been in existence, while the majority existed as a
sacred collection which was being used for ecclesiastical purposes.
The problem set to the literary critic is to examine the rise and
growth of these writings one by one, to estimate their historical
object, to discuss their inter-relations, and to analyse their
structure.

An introduction* to any literature, ancient, medieval, or

* The Libri Introductorii referred to by the sixth-century aristocratic and
scholarly monk, M. Aurelius Cassiodorus, in his Institutio diuinarum
lechonum (Migne, pair. lat. hex. 1 105 f.), appear to have been mainly occupied
with biblical exegesis and hermeneutic, and the Elaayuy), els ras Betas yPa<f>ds
of Hadrianus (fifth century, ed. Gossling, Berlin, 1887) does not differ
essentially from the sources used by the Abruzzi scholar. The lost Key to
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modern, is concerned primarily with literary problems, and with

other questions only as these impinge upon the central issue,

namely, the literary genesis and growth of the writings under

review. The study of the documents as documents is its

mttier. The origin and the objects of these documents in their

own age form its special business. Yet, as literature rises from

life, and as any writing not only is shaped by, but itself helps

to shape, events in history, literary criticism is repeatedly

obliged to wade into the waters of historical investigation;

the imperial policy of Rome, e.g., is as germane to the criticism

of the Apocalypse of John as is the policy of Philip to the

discussion of Demosthenes' Olynthiac orations. Literary criticism

and historical criticism are therefore auxiliary sciences. The
historian, whether of life or thought, requires to be able to

presuppose the results of investigation into the date, authenticity,

and form of the relevant documents ; while the literary critic, in

order to place his documents, leans on the results of the

historian's survey. But neither science can be isolated. Literary

judgments frequently depend upon some presupposition as to

the course of history, and the very data for this presupposition

are often in their turn drawn largely from the documents in

question. This is not arguing or working in a cirde. The
moment theory is deserted for practice, the difficulties tend to

solve themselves ; they are really difficulties of method, and it

the literary critic and the historian keep their respective flags

flying, they need not scruple to cross their allotted borders

when occasion demands.

Much of the historical significance which attaches to certain writings

would remain hidden from us if we did not happen to know that certain

events were fresh in the minds of writers and readers alike. Paradise Lost

is not a political pamphlet, much less a religious treatise ; but it is im-

possible to miss in its dialogues and descriptions either the theology

of current Puritanism, with its controversies and abstractions, or the

republican tendencies by which the author's conceptions of government were

shaped, or, finally, his instinctive distrust for the intellectual passion awakened

by the Renaissance. Similarly—to take one instance out of hundreds

from ancient literature—the Prometheus Vinctus and the Septevi contra

Thebas are unintelligible apart from the aspirations of the Athenian

rtipavvoi. and Themistokles. The literary and historical criticism of the NT
has a corresponding duty of unravelling the various threads of influence

the Interpretation of the Scriptures, by Melito of Sardis ('H *r\ets), probably

belonged to the same class.
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which tie a writing to some period. It is essential here as elsewhere to

ascertain the mental and moral latitudes in which an author worked, to use

his work in conjunction with other aids for the discovery and illustration of

these latitudes, and again to use these for the further elucidation of the book

itself. The latter is moved more or less, according to its character, by

recent and contemporary events, just as the period in its turn is set off and

rendered more vivid by the contemporary literature

—

"Like as the wind doth beautify a sail,

And as a sail becomes the unseen wind."

As the early Christian literature was not national, however, such

synchronisms* yield less for the NT than for almost any other group of

ancient writings. We should expect, e.g., that an event like the fall of

Jerusalem would have dinted some of the literature of the primitive church,

almost as the victory at Salamis has marked the Persce. It might be

supposed that such an epoch-making crisis would even furnish criteria for

determining the dates of some of the NT writings. As a matter of fact,

the catastrophe is practically ignored in the extant Christian literature of the

first century. Beyond slight traces in the synoptic, especially the Lucan,

version of the eschatological predictions made by Jesus, and a possible echo

in one of the sources underlying the Apocalypse, no vibrations of the crisis

can be felt.

Literary criticism and textual criticism are also bound to

overlap at many points ; but each has a sphere of its own. The
boundary question here is theoretically simpler than between the

historian and the literary critic. The place of investigation into

early Christian tradition is more difficult to determine. An
ancient writing often lies in a matrix of later information upon

its origin or its author, and it is necessary to examine such

materials in order to ascertain whether or how far they are the

result of later fancy wearing unreliable reports around an honoured

literary product, or the outcome of a genuine tradition which

goes back in subterranean fashion to the very period at which

and for which the author wrote.

From such difficulties, arising out of the content and the

form of documents, it is not to be expected that a critical

Introduction to the literature of the NT can be exempt.

Volumes on this subject have often been planned and executed

along lines which overlapped into the sphere of works upon

early church history, New Testament theology, and textual

criticism. In the hands of some older writers, like Home and

* A Contemporary History of the New Testament is to form a special

volume of the International Theological Library.
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Glaire, NT Introduction was equivalent to an encyclopaedia or

biblical dictionary, in which all topics relative to the contents

as well as to the form of the NT writings were elaborately

discussed, whether historical, literary, textual, or archaeological.

The escape from this ideal of a Juvenalian farrago was only

a matter of time. With the development of historical criticism

and the increasing specialisation which it demanded, such a con-

ception of Introduction became more and more impracticable.

It is now recognised that while a NT Introduction handles

the materials of volumes on the language and text of the NT
writings as well as on the apostolic age, it is differentiated

from these by a controlling reference to the literary problem

as such, which determines roughly the amount of space assigned

to questions of chronology, theology, archaeology, and textual

criticism.

Naturally it is impossible, e.g., to discuss Paul's epistle to the

Christians of Galatia without some reference to the narrative of

Acts and the geographical data of the provinces in Asia Minor,

or to pronounce on the authenticity of the second epistle to the

Thessalonians without checking the results of recent inquiry into

the eschatological currents flowing through Judaism and primitive

Christianity. Textual criticism also bears directly upon several

problems in the literary criticism of the documents, as, e.g., in

the case of the Bezan text of Acts, or of the pericope in the

Fourth gospel, or of the appendix to Mark's gospel. The
new attention paid to the Old Latin and Syriac versions, which

promise to throw light on the Greek text prior to the rise of

the great uncials, is destined to affect NT Introduction as well

as exegesis in the near future. But it is the problem of tradition

which is most crucial. It assumes a much more serious character

in NT Introduction than is usual elsewhere in the literary

criticism of classical or Oriental literature. The problem of

tradition is, in one aspect, a phase of investigation in early

church history ; but, in another, it is bound up with the special

question of the Canon*—a question which, by its unique

significance, imposes specific difficulties upon the literary criti-

cism of the NT. As the very term New Testament suggests,

these writings are extant in a special collection. The idea and

* The right of historical criticism to examine the origin and authority oi

the NT Canon was first stated by Semler in his Abhandlung von freier

UnUrsuchung des Kanons ( 177 1- 1775).
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the history of this collection belong to the province of church

history and to the special department of the Canon; but it

would be unscientific to treat NT Introduction as if it were

entirely insulated from contact with all such problems. The (i.)

very process of collecting and arranging the various documents

has not been without its effect upon the shape, the order, and

even the contents of the documents themselves; and (ii.) the

various strata of ecclesiastical tradition during the second and

the first half of the third century—after which time little or

no valuable information need be looked for—preserve several

items of interest and importance about the primitive documents,

which, like lumps of quartz, need to be carefully washed if they

are to yield any specks of golden, authentic tradition.

This view of the method and functions of NT Introduction may appear

comparatively obvious, but it has only been held within fairly recent years.

Indeed, with the possible and partial exception of Junilius, * a royal official

of Constantinople during the first half of the sixth century, whose Institutio

regularia diuince legis (ed. Kihn, Freiburg, 1880) incorporated the substance

of lectures given by Paul of Nisibis upon the authorship, authority, and

contents of the Scriptures, nothing worthy of the name of a NT Intro-

duction was written till the sixteenth century, unless we stretch the term far

enough to include the Muratorian Canon, which gives a few words upon

several of the NT writings, the Church History of Eusebius, which gathers up
many current traditions, the books mentioned on p. 1, and subsequent

treatises such as the twelfth century de eruditione didascalia and de scriptura

et scriptoribus prcenotatiunculce by Hugo of St. Victor, and the fourteenth

century Postilla perfietua in uniuersa biblia of Nicolas the Franciscan of

Lyra. Even in the sixteenth century, historical criticism of the Scriptures was

hardly born within the church, as is plain from the so-called Introductions

by the Dominican friars Santes Pagninus {/sagoga ad sacras litteras liber

unus, Lyons, 1536) and Sixtus of Siena, whose important Bibliotheca sancta

(Venice, 1566), in eight books, was dominated by the recent decision of the

Council of Trent upon the Canon. The influence of Sixtus is visible in the

Jesuit Salmeron's Prolegomena in uniuersam scripturam (Madrid, 1597).

No real advance was made by the various Roman Catholic writers of the

seventeenth century in Spain or Germany. Dogmatic interests were equally

strong within the Reformed churches, meanwhile, as almost every page of

the Isagoge of Andreas Rivetus and the Enchiridion biblicum (1681) of J. H.
Heidegger makes clear.

With the writings of Richard Simon, the French Oratorian priest, a

new day dawned for the science of NT Introduction. Among the

numerous good services which modern research owes to this great scholar

* He was a friend of Primasius, the bishop of Hadrumetum, who com-

mented on the Apocalypse ; cf. Kihn's Theodor von Mopsuestia und Junil,

Africanus (1879), pp. 213 f.
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are the separation for the first time* of the OT from the NT, the applica-

tion of literary criticism to the writings, and the employment of textual

criticism as a factor in the process of appreciating the various documents.

The translation of Simon's essays into German, and the publication of

Michaelis' Introduction (Gottingen, 1750 f.), started a prolonged series of

really critical works in Germany, of which the most notable were de Wette's,

Credner's, and Schleiermacher's ; the most popular, from the Roman Catholic

side, was Hug's. The rise of the Tubingen school marked the next epoch in

the history of the science. Although Baur himself wrote no actual Introduc-

tion, his interpretation of the apostolic age and its writings exercised a

powerful influence, attractive as well as antagonistic, upon all who were

seriously engaged in NT research, t The outstanding contribution of the

Tubingen movement to NT Introduction % was its emphasis on the close

relation between history and literature ; it failed to make due allowance for

the pre-dominantly religious interest of the apostolic age as distinguished from

polemic, but it assigned each document to some phase or another of a

historical evolution within the early church. The value of this principle was

independent of the particular application made of it by Baur and his followers.

A debt of gratitude is further due to "the sincerity and courage of the

Tubingen school . . . Not only were the facts emphasised by them, however

exceptional, important, and unduly neglected ; not only did they do justice to

the ideal which underlies the concrete ; but truth, and therefore piety, can

permanently only be the gainer by the results of free investigation, with

ample consideration of the strength and weakness of every rational hypothesis "

(Dr. A. Robertson, Regnum Dei, p. 83). While Baur's particular positions in

NT criticism were frequently supported in detail, the publication of Ritschl's

Entstehung der altkatholischen Kirche (2nd ed. 1857) and of Hilgenfeld's

Einleitung showed that the general thesis could not be worked out over the

field of the NT literature. This has been confirmed not so much by

opponents of Baur like Guericke, Salmon, and von Hofmann, as by the

independent treatises of Reuss, Mangold, and above all H. J. Holtzmann,

whose standard work represents quite a modified form of Baur's hypothesis.

At present, workers in the science of NT Introduction may be divided into

three groups. The radical wing is represented by Havet in France, and

especially by van Manen and Rovers in Holland. The liberal wing

numbers not only Holtzmann, but Julicher (his crisp, first rate manual is rather

less radical than even Holtzmann's), von Soden, Bacon, and Baljon. The

* Not for the last time, unfortunately. The collocation of the two

survives in popular or semi-critical volumes like J. K. Huber's Einleitung

in die sdmnvlichen Bucher d. heil. Schrift'6 (1840), Gilly's Prtcis (1867-1868),

A. Schlatter's Einleitung in die Bibel (1889), Comely''s Compendium

(1889), F. W. Weber's Kurzgefasste Einleitung in die heil. Schriften AT und

NT 9 (ed. Deinzer, 1891), and Franz Kaulen's Einleitung in die heilige

Schrift Alien u. Neuen Testaments 5 (1905).

f A sympathetic and critical sketch of Baur's great services to NT
Introduction is given by Holtzmann {New World, 1894, 207-218).

% So far as method was concerned, the effect was less salutary ; it tended

to resolve NT Introduction into the history of the Canon.
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conservative wing includes, besides all the Roman Catholic writers, B. Weiss,

Godet, and Zahn ; the latter's volumes are conspicuous for their massive

learning. Apart from S. Davidson, whose point of view approximated

generally to that of Hilgenfeld, the few English writers on this subject are

predominantly conservative (Adeney with some modifications), with the

recent and brilliant exception of Peake.

Amid the varieties of critical opinion during last century, however, there

was a prevailing adherence to the method first laid down in full by

de Wette, who showed in practice how NT Introduction could be cleared

from extraneous and heterogeneous elements. He and Reuss brought out

the literary function of Introduction. It was now seen pretty generally that

the science must devote itself more than ever to the problems clustering

round the origin and growth of the NT writings, taken individually and in

groups, whilst the final phase of their historical setting lay in their gradual

incorporation into the Canon. Thus, while the canonical environment of

the writings lent a certain unity to the studies bearing upon their contents

and career, the extension of interest to the domain of their literary and

historical environment invested the science with an unwonted elasticity. Its

task was "to take that section of early Christian literature which has been

allotted the rank of a classical literature for Christendom, thanks to the

conception of the Canon, and apply thereto the laws of literary and historical

criticism which cover the writings in question, when treated as literary

products at any rate—and this apart altogether from the further question

whether the outcome of such a subsumption of the NT under the general

category of literary growth must end in the confirmation, or supersession,

or modification of the dogma of the Canon" (Holtzmann, Einl. p. 13).

This modern conception, which is due to the rise of the historical method,

was first stated definitely by Hupfeld in his essay, Uber Begriff u. Methode

der sogen. biblischen Einleitung (Marburg, 1844). Many critics still clung

to the idea that an Introduction to the NT literature corresponded more or

less to a critical account of the Canon,* and that the business of the science

was to investigate a book's title to the predicate of canonical ; but, on the

whole, the conception of NT Introduction as a history of the NT
literature had now fairly won its footing. Literary problems, in the light of

historical research, were recognised to be paramount. One result has been

that, instead of dwelling on the ecclesiastical function of the writings or on their

reception into the Canon, critics have turned to devote more attention to the

rise and shape of the individual writings, studying each either by itself or in

the group to which its inner affinities, not necessarily its canonical position,

would assign it.

At the same time a NT Introduction is not equivalent to a collection of

such brief introductions as might be prefixed to separate editions of the books

* So even Baur {Theol. Jakrb. t 1850, pp. 474 f.), though his historical

sense led him to define " Introduction " finally as " the theological science

which has to investigate the origin, primitive situation, and characteristics

of the canonical writings." Compare Hupfeld's criticism in SK. (l86l,

pp. 1 f.), and Baur's further exposition in Theol. Jahrb. % 1851, pp. 7° f»t

222 f., 291 f.
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in question. The science of NT Introduction deals with each writing not

merely as it stands by itself, but as it is correlated to the other volumes of its

special group or of the canonical collection in general, endeavouring to set

each book in its relative literary position, marking its place in the de-

velopment of the whole, and indicating the later processes of ecclesiastical

rearrangement by which often it was shifted from its original position to a

more or less alien place in the collection. It is only by the pursuit of this

historical and genetic line that NT Introduction escapes from the reproach of

being largely concerned with " isolated points which have no connection

among themselves," * or of leaving upoti the mind the impression of a

literature which lies unrelated and accidental, resembling either

"A lonely mountain tarn,

Unvisited by any stream,"

or a series of deep scattered pools, one book or group of books coming

after another in a more or less haphazard fashion. It is indispensable to

detect the running stream of life that winds steadily, for all its eddies and

backwaters, between and through these varied writings ; and this is

impossible till the critic stands beside the life which they presuppose and out

of which they rise. He can do this and at the same time keep in view the

fact, of which the Canon serves as a reminder, that the NT writings not

only sprang out of history but had a history of their own, and that apart

from the second and third century literature they would often be misinter-

preted, if not unintelligible in more ways than one.

In a note to the first chapter of The Fair Maid ofPerth,

discussing the magnificent view of the Tay valley which may be

gained from the Wicks of Baiglie, Scott quotes what a local

guide said, on reaching a bold projecting rock on Craig Vinean
—" Ah, sirs, this is the decisive point." One of the first objects

of the literary historian, in attempting the survey of any period,

is to secure the decisive point from which he may command the

lie of the country, and see it as fully as possible in its natural

proportions. Such a vantage-ground lies usually at some

distance from the particular literature. That is one reason why

the decisive point of elevation from which to scan the primi-

tive Christian literature is to be found in the traditions which

begin to rise by the second half of the second century, when

writings of the primitive age had begun to be gathered into a

sacred collection. This starts a further question, however. The

primitive canon does not correspond exactly to the contents of

the modern NT, but the idea is the same, viz., that of a selection

made for ecclesiastical purposes. This idea, as well as the very

name of "New Testament," is later than the writings which have

* Dr. M. W. Jacobus, A Problem in NT Criticism (1900). p. 49.
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gravitated into the Canon. The large majority of these writings

originated in a period when there was no "New Testament,"

and no thought of any such collection. None of them was

written for a canonical position, and it is therefore an anachron-

ism for literary and historical criticism to attach the predicate of

" canonical " to them, or to treat them as if they had possessed

from the first a privileged and unique character. The NT
Canon represents a dogmatic selection from the literature of

primitive Christianity. In accepting this selection for the

purpose of literary criticism, is there not a danger, it may be

asked, of isolating the writings unhistorically under the influence

of what was the postulate of a later generation ? This contention

does not necessarily cast any reflection upon the instinct which

led the early church to draw up such a collection ; it does not

mean that the unity of the New Testament is a purely factitious

characteristic which has been imposed upon its contents by the

ecclesiastical interests of a subsequent age.* "No one is called

upon to deny that the ancient church in her New Testament

brought together upon the whole what was of most value from

the religious standpoint, and also upon the whole all that was

oldest and therefore, from a documentary standpoint, most

important, not only in the literature known to us, but in the

current literature of the period" (Wrede, Ueber Aufgabe und

Methode der sogenannten Neutestamentlichen Theologie, 1S97, p.

n).f The pith and justice of the argument lie in its protest

against introducing a priori conceptions of unity and uniqueness

into the historical criticism of the religious ideas and the literary

form of the New Testament writings. It has less bearing, in any

case, upon the literary criticism than upon the theological study

of the NT.$ Strictly speaking, the method of the former should

* Cf. on this Denney's Death of Christ (1902), pp, 1-4, and Sanday in ERE.
h. 576-577-

f The opening pages of Wrede's essay (pp, 8-17, cp. GGA., 1896, 525 f.),

G. Kruger's pamphlet on Das Dogma vom Neuen Testament (1896), and his

pages in ARW., 1902, 258 f., 267 f., represent this position most effectively.

The credit of starting it originally belongs to the two Dutch scholars, van

Manen (cf. EBi. 3471 f.) and Baljon. On the general principle, see

Preuschen's paragraphs in ZNW. (1900), pp. 10 f.

% As early as Clement of Rome and Ignatius there is a retrospective recogni-

tion of an authority in religious tradition which belonged to the apostles ; but

this was not confined to extra-canonical writers, and it did not necessarily imply

a literary record or expression of that authority.
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include the non-canonical compositions which are contemporary

with the canonical, as is done, e.g., by Schwegler and Pfleiderer, by

Reuss and van Manen, and in G. Kriiger's Geschichte d. altchrist.

Litteratur. Practical considerations, however, determine other-

wise. Since the present series is a " theological " library,—imply-

ing that the inclusion of the New Testament writings denotes

their canonical character,—and since Dr. C. R. Gregory's volume

has outlined the process by which they attained this position

in the church, the present volume is perforce confined to the

earlier history of the Christian writings which have thus become
canonical; only, it is written from the standpoint which views

them not as canonical but as products of the primitive Christian

movement, and it attempts primarily to read them in the light

not of what they afterwards became or did, but of what they

were to the age and circle of their origin. The question

practically renders itself into one of method. So long as

inquiries into the literature of the NT are prosecuted apart

from any dogmatic assumptions upon the priority or superiority

of that literature to the other writings of the period, no breach

of scientific principle is committed. The dependence of the

Fourth gospel, e.g., upon Justin or even the Leucian Acts,

may be denied, but not for the a priori reason that the one

is canonical and the others are not. Criticism, again, may
place certain NT writings in the same period as others

which are

" Contemporaneous,

No question, but how extraneous

In the grace of soul, the power

Of hand."

This description, however, must be deduced from the internal

evidence of the books in question, not from any consideration

of the canonical prestige which attaches to one or other of them.

Thus, even when the immediate scope of the inquiry is con-

fined to a selection from the early Christian literature, the

principles on which the investigation proceeds need not and

must not be narrowed in such a way as to exclude from the

purview of the critic any relevant data furnished by the form

and contents of any contemporary literature which is extant.

So far as literary morphology is concerned, e.g., no valid distinc-

tion can be drawn between the so-called "NT" literature
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and the early Christian writings of the first or the second

century.* The same forms appear; epistles continue to be

written; apocalypses start up; acts are compiled; and even

gospels continue to rise above the surface. Each genre has an

earlier example within the NT collection, but the later produc-

tions are by no means merely imitative in form or contents ; the

derivative element is frequently lost amid the vigorous and

independent creations of apologist or romancer. Besides, some

{e.g. Clemens Romanus, perhaps Barnabas) are prior to, and

others at least (Ignatius) contemporaries of, one or two writings

which are now included in the Canon. No line of demarcation

can be drawn even in time any more than in form.

(a) Unless the literary criticism of early Christian writings is to become

merely a subordinate branch of dogmatic theology f or of church history, it

must apparently forego its rights to use the title of "NT Introduction

except upon the grounds of practical convenience. From the logical and

historical point of view there is no such thing as a science of NT Introduction,

unless "NT" is regarded as equivalent to the NT Canon, and the origin of

the various NT writings treated merely as a prelude to their subsequent

history in the church. But while the scientific ideal would undoubtedly be

an Introduction to the early Christian literature, which abstains on principle

from crowning any members of the primitive company with a posthumous

halo, just as conscientiously as a modern philologist would refuse to treat the

language of the NT writers as an isolated island in the sea of the profaner

Koivfi, the NT is with us, and it will be with us to the end. Partly owing to

intrinsic, partly owing to extrinsic qualities, its contents have acquired a vogue

shared by no other early Christian writings,% and there are practical considera-

tions in favour of continuing to treat this selection of choice documents as a

separate whole, in the light of its wider literary environment. Most writers

on NT Introduction add to their discussion of the separate NT writings not

only a section on the Canon, but also some account of the uncanonical literature.

But this is to swell the size of a NT Introduction without adequately avoiding

its unscientific bias. Even when a NT Introduction is confined to a discussion

* See F. Overbeck's essay, ' t)ber die Anfange der patristischen Literatur

'

in Historisehe Zeitschrift (1882), pp. 417-472, especially pp. 428 f.

f Or of apologetic, as, e.g., A. G. Rudelbach {Zeitschrift fiir lutkerische

Theologie u. Kirche, 1848, pp. if.) and Aberle {Einl. pp. 3f.) held quite

frankly.

% "The books did not come together by chance. They are not held

together simply by the art of the bookbinder. It would be truer to say that

they gravitated towards each other in the course of the first century of the

church's life, and imposed their unity on the Christian mind, than that the

church imposed on them by statute ... a unity to which they were inwardly

strange" (Denney, The Death of Christ', 1902, p, 3).
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of the NT books, the scientific demands of literary criticism may be met by

following a method which actually, though not formally, treats the canonical

writings not as canonical but as early Christian documents, eschewing any

factitious or fortuitous grouping due to a later period, and steadily keeping in

view their relations to the so-called uncanonical document of the first and

second centuries. This, it must be confessed, is a makeshift. But it manages

to conserve the rights of historical criticism.

(b) The name is older than the subject. Exposition and inspiration (i.e.

the problems of canonical authority) rather than literary criticism occupied the

earlier works which may be grouped under the title of Introduction,* from

Adrianus to Santes Pagninus and Rivetus. Such treatises grouped the OT
and the NT together. Latterly, their interest in the canonical authority of

the scriptures led to an increasing emphasis upon the question of the text,

which the investigations of Simon and Mill soon forced into prominence.

The former of these scholars, though none of his works is called an Introduc-

tion, is the real founder of the modern science. In point of fact, even prior

to Simon, the most relevant materials of Introduction were furnished by works

which bore other names, from the Muratorian Canon and the writings of

Jerome (especially the de uiris in/ustribus, which had so powerful an influence

on mediaeval thought §) down to the Dominican Sixtus and M. Walther

(Officina Biblica, 1636). There have been three distinct stages in the

development of NT Introduction. The first is marked by R. Simon's works,

which emphasised the duty of investigating the pre-canonical origin of the

literature. The second synchronises with the discussions upon the relation

of the science to the NT Canon, which are associated with the names of

Hupfeld and Baur, especially the former. By this time NT Introduction

had realised to some degree its vocation in literary and historical criticism

alike. The third stage, inaugurated by Overbeck and worked out by the

scholars above noted (p. 9), is still in progress. At first sight it appears to

spell the death of the science, resolving it into the larger discipline of an

Introduction to the early Christian literature ; but there is less practical justifica-

tion for thisf than for the allied purpose to replace "NT theology" by " The
history of religious ideas in primitive Christianity."

The fullest study of the history of NT Introduction is Zahn's article in

PRE. v. 261-274 ; the English student will find materials in Bleek's INT.
i. pp. 7-38, and Weiss (INT. §§ 1-4), as well as in H. S. Nash's History of the

Higher Criticism of the New Testament, and G. H. Gilbert's Interpretation of

the Bible (1908); although the latter, like R. Simon's exhaustive Histoire

critique des principaux commentateurs du NT depuis le commencement du

Christianismejusques a nStre temps (1693), deals with exegesis rather than

Introduction proper.

* On Jerome's influence upon the Canon of the Western Church, see Sir

H. Howorth in/7^. x. 481 f.

f Cf. J. Weiss, Die Aufgaben der Neutestamentlichtm Wissenschaft (1908),

pp. 32, 48 L
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II.

ARRANGEMENT OF NT WRITINGS.

Do the traditions underlying the various early canonical ar-

rangements of the NT throw any reliable light upon the origin

and relative position of the latter? This question must be asked

and answered before the canonical order is set aside by literary

criticism. It involves an inquiry into the sequence and contents

of the various sections in the NT Canon (cp. Zahn's GK. ii.

343-383; S. Berger, Histoire de la Vulgate (1893), pp. 301 f.,

331 f
.

; Moffatt, HNT. pp. 107-117; Julicher's Einl. § 46;
Nestle's Einf. 127-128).

In the following lists, early Christian writings like the

Apocalypse of Peter and Hermas, which are frequently ranged

with the canonical, have been omitted for the sake of clearness.

Heb. is ranked with the Pauline epp., except where otherwise

noted. It is obvious that the relative order of the sections

cannot be earlier than the third or fourth century, when the

whole of the NT came to be written as a single codex, and

that even the order of books in the separate sections seldom

goes further back than the period when the collection of gospels

or epistles was first made.

(a) The order (cp. Credner's GK. pp. 390 f. ; Barth's Einl. pp. 387 f. ;

Gregory's Canon and Text of NT> pp. 467-469) of the component

sections of the Canon occupies the first place in this preliminary inquiry

;

but, although the results are fairly clear, their value for the historical

appreciation of the writings is of subordinate importance. As the reader

will notice from the appended tables (expanded from HNT. pp. 108 f.), the

gospels almost invariably come first, though in the synopsis of Chrysostom,

as in D, they follow Paul, owing to liturgical reasons. The Apoc, again,

is as invariably last, though in the Decretum Gelasii (which otherwise tallies

with B), as in the Fleury palimpsest and in the Catalogus Mommsenianus
(which otherwise tallies with A), it precedes the catholic epistles, while in

the oldest Armenian MS (Venet., c. 1220 A.D.), which otherwise tallies

with B, Paul follows the Apoc.

The usual position of Acts, before or after the catholic epistles, and the

explicit title of the former, Actus Apostolorum (Iren. adv. H<zr. iii. 13. 3,

etc.) or Acta omnium Apostolorum (Murat.), though erroneous, denote the

catholicizing tendency of the early church. Philastrius (4th cent., Bar.

lxxxviii.) observes that the catholic epistles "actibus apostolorum conjunct*

sunt" ; this is the order in A, E, F, and G, their priority (in E and F) over

Paul being due to the influence of Gal I
17 (tovs irpb ipov diroaroXovs). Acts

was of special value not only as an introduction upon the one hand to Paul's

tpistles, but as a witness, on the other hand, to the twelve apostles (as repre-
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sented by the catholic epistles) ; in this way it seemed to prove the unity

of the early church. Its position immediately after the gospels was due to

the feeling that the historical books should go together.
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(d) More interest attaches to the order of the writings included in these

sections. With regard to the gospels (cp. Nestle's Einf. pp. 127 f. ; Zahn's

GK. ii. 364 f., 1014), the main data may be tabulated as follows :

—

A B C D £ F Gt
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Canon:

Irenaeus

:

Syrsin

;
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:
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:
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A
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Mk,

Mt).

§ < < n

Mt Mt Mt Mt Mt Jn Jn
Mk Lk Mk Jn Jn Mt Mt
Lk Mk Jn Lk Mk Lk Mk
Jn Jn Lk Mk Lk Mk Lk

* So Greg. Naz., omitting Apoc. The order of B ("item ordo

Scripturarum NT quem sancta catholica Romana suscipit et ueneratur

ecclesia," Decret. Gelasii) was adopted finally by the Council of Trent.

f So Apost. Canons, omitting Apoc, and Catalogus Claromontanus

(4th cent.), placing Apoc before Acts. The original order of Codex Bezae

(cp. Dom Chapman in Exp.* July 1905, 46-53) seems to have been Ew,
Apoc, Cath (1-3 Jn), Acts.

% Minuscule 19 has Jn, Mt, Lk, Mk ; minuscule 90 has Jn, Lk, Mt, Mk.
Here, as in D and F, Mk is put last on the score of its size. Corroboration

of this order was probably found (as by Irenaeus and Victorinus) in Apoc

4
7

, where John was identified with the lion, Luke with the calf, Matthew

with the man, and Mark with the eagle. The more common arrangement
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A, which was adopted by the Council of Laodicea (a.d. 363), reflects an

early tradition preserved by Origen (Eus. H. E. vi. 25. 3), who learnt iv

irapaSbaei that Mt was written first of all, then Mk (on the basis of Peter's

preaching), thirdly Lk (referred to in Ro 2 16
, 2 Ti 28 ), iirl ira<nv rb

/card 'lu&vvrjv (so In Jesum Nave ko?n. vii. i). It is reproduced by the

large majority of manuscripts and versions. B is another early arrangement,

reported by Clement (Eus. H. E. vi. 14, 5-7) as a irap&doois irepl ttjs rd^ecas

T&v eiayyeXiwv which he had received from t&v aviicadev irpea-^vripcju. The
tradition thus goes back to the middle of the second century at least, if it

is not earlier ; there are even traces of it in Irenaeus. But the principle of

arrangement is that priority belongs to the gospels which contain genealogies ;

Mark's gospel reflec's the subsequent preaching of Peter at Rome, while John's

is the spiritual gospel which crowns and supplements all three. Otherwise

(except in D and F) Mk as the Petrine gospel precedes the Pauline Lk.

Irengeus, indeed, gives a chronological basis for A (cp. Eus. H. E. v. 8. 2),

but the traditions which he preserves fall to be discussed in connexion with

the gospels of Matthew and Mark (see below). The gradual (C-G) elevation

of Jn from the fourth place to the first or second was due to the theory

that the directly apostolic gospels (Mt, Jn) were in a position of priority as

compared with those which were merely composed by apostolic subordinates

(Mk, Lk),* perhaps also to the idea f that Jn was written when the circle

of the apostles was still unbroken (cp. Schwartz, Der Tod d. Sbhne

Zebedaei, pp. 26 f. ), and possibly to a desire for emphasis on the gospels

which connected Jesus directly with the OT. G certainly reflects a

pre-Origen order current in the Egyptian church. The monarchian

prologues to the four gospels, which represent on the other hand a Roman
tradition slightly later than the Muratorian Canon (cp. Corssen in TU.
xv. i), place Mt first, as written before the others in Judaea ; then Jn
("qui etsi post omnes euangelium scripsisse dicitur, tamen dispositione

canonis ordinati post Matthseum ponitur ") ; then Lk and Mk, though the

latter (written in Italy) chronologically preceded the former. J The prologues

of the symbols (cp. Swete's Mark, pp. xxxvif.), which allied the figures

respectively to Mark, Luke, Matthew, and John, does not seem to have

influenced the chronological order, but in the old Latin codex Bobiensis

Mk precedes Mt.
* See Tert. adv. Marc. iv. 2 ("nobis fidem ex apostolis Johannes et

Matthaaus insinuant, ex apostolicis Lucas et Marcus instaurant, iisdem

regulis exorsi").

f This notion, which underlies the Muratorian Canon's account of the

Fourth gospel's origin, probably explains the subsequent allusion in the

same Canon to the priority of the Apocalypse over Paul ("cum ipse beatus

apostolus Paulus sequens prodecessoris sui Johannis ordinem non nisi

nominatim septem ecclesiis scribat)."

% The remark that Mk " non laborauit natiuitatem carnis, qnam in

prioribus uiderat, dicere," seems to contradict this, whether in pn'oribus

(sc. euangeliis) refers to Mt and Lk (Corssen), or to Mt and In (see

the words immediately above, "initium carnis in domino et dei aduenientis

habitaculum"). Zahn's attempt to explain the phrase as a translation of

iv roh irpb rofrrtav or iv rots Zixirpocrdev, is quite improbable.
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thus witness to the order of A as that of the composition of the four, but for

ecclesiastical reasons they reproduce D. The Western order of D also occurs

in the newly discovered (Egyptian) Freer MS. Here as elsewhere Mk's size

was probably one reason for Lk's priority. A is probably the oldest tradition

extant upon the order ; it is drawn from several early ecclesiastical traditions

connected with the apostolic authorship or origin of the gospels. Mt, as

composed by Matthew the taxgatherer for the Jewish Christians of Palestine,

is supposed to precede Mk, which was associated with Peter's subsequent

preaching at Rome, just as Lk was connected with Paul's preaching. C repre-

sents an order of the Western church, and there is internal evidence to suggest

that the archetype of Codex Bezae had the gospels in this order, its present order

(D) being due to a later scribe (cp. Dom Chapman in ZNIV., 1905, 339-346).

The division and arrangement of the gospels thus appear to have been

determined partly on chronological grounds, partly from considerations of

internal value or even of size, partly from ecclesiastical ideas of the author's

rank, and partly from arbitrary fancies—or, at any rate, from what seem

arbitrary and unintelligible to a modern. All these features are further

illustrated in the disposition of the Pauline and catholic epistles.

(c) The Pauline epistles are arranged as follows :

—

A» B ct D E F

1

I
1

t3

3
J
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1
Tome

:

Athanasius

:

Council

of

Laodicea:

Amphilochius

of

Ikonium:

Nicephorus

(Stichometry):

John

of

Damascus

:

Freis-

singen

fragm.

of

old

Latin

(with

Heb

after

1
Ti),

etc.

1.

-i3 **

*

3

B
3

I

C
1
e

1

2 S V Q >

Gal Corr Rom Rom Rom Rom
Corr Eph Corr Corr Corr Corr
Rom Phil Gal Gal Eph Gal
Thess Col Eph Eph Thess Eph
Laod Gal Phil ... Gal Thess
Col Thess Col Phil Phil

Phil Rom Thess Tim Col Col
Phlm Phlm Tim Tit Tim ["postea singul-

Tit Tit Col Tit aribus personis

Tim Phlm Phlm Phlm scripsit, ne ex-

cederet num-
erum septem
ecclesiarum "]

1

* The order Gal, Co, Ro seems to have also prevailed, possibly after

Marcion, in the early Syriac canon (as in Efraem).

t Athanasius and Council of Laodicea, like XA, insert Heb between Thess

and Tim ; in the Bohairic version it also follows 2 Th, though the Fayyumic

and Sahidic (perhaps on account of its size) place it after 2 Co. Augustine, like

Isidore of Spain (7th cent.), puts Col between Thess and Tim ; and Cassiodorus,

reversing the order of Eph and Phil, also places Heb between Thess and Tim.
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The position of Philem after Col in A and D is natural, but the distinction
*

of ecclesiastical and private epistles, which dominates B, C, E, and F, tended

to throw Philem not only near but after Tim and Tit on account of its brevity

(as in C, E). Thus it is uncertain whether Marcion's order put Philem after

Phil (so Tert. adv. Marc, v.) or before it (Epiph. har. xlii.). The priority

of Rom in C, D, and E was due partly to its size, partly to the prestige of

the Roman church.

The position of Hebrews within the Pauline corpus is usually f between

the ecclesiastical and the private epistles (Eastern Church) or after the latter

(Western Church). Luther threw Heb, Jas, Judas, and Apoc to the end

of his bible with the curt remark :
" bisher haben wir die rechten gewissen

hauptbucher des NT gehabt, diese vier nachfolgende aber haben vor zeytten

ein ander ansehen gehabt."

(d) The canonical arrangement of the catholic epistles throws even

less light on their origin, or even upon the traditions which grew

up round them in the early church. They were tabulated in order as

follows :

—

A B CJ D £ F*
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Jas 1 Pt I Pt I Pt I Pt Ijn
iPt 2Pt 2Pt 2Pt 2Pt 2 Jn
2Pt ijn Jas ijn Jas 3jn
ijn 2 Jn ijn 2 Jn Judas 1 Pt

2 Jn 3jn 2 Jn 3Jn Ijn 2 Pt
3jn Jas 3Jn Judas 2 Jn Judas
Judas Judas Judas Jas 3Jn Jas

* It is explicitly stated in Murat. Canon and by Victorinus that Paul

wrote to seven churches, as John did, the seven representing the one
catholic church.

f Occasionally, however, after 2 Co and before Gal (so, e.g., Sahidic

version) or Eph (Theodore Mops.).

$ Pope Damasus 1. (4th cent.), who follows this order, distinguished

2 and 3 Jn as "alterius Johannis presbyteri epistolse."

§ Catalogus Mommsenianus (4th cent.), which follows F, omits Judas and

Jas. The "una sola," which is appended in one of its MSS to Jn and Pt,

represents an early gloss which protests against the canonicity of 2-3 Jn
and 2 P, not a comment upon Jas and Judas, which have been accidentally

omitted (Belser, Ein/. 727). See Gregory's Canon and Text of NT,
271-272.
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Owing to the length of time which elapsed before the seven catholic

epistles succeeded in winning ecclesiastical recognition, and owing to the

variety of their authors as well as to the obscurity which besets the origin of

almost all in the traditions of the church, no tradition of their respective

order or chronological arrangement is either early or reliable. Thus, the

priority of Peter in B is due to hierarchical reasons (Jerome, ace. to Cassiod.

Inst. Div. Litt. n, put the Petrine epp. before the Pauline, next to the

gospels). B passed into the Roman church through the Council of Trent.

A represents a common and even earlier Eastern arrangement. For the

priority of Jas, cp. Eus. H. E. ii. 23, 24 (oS tj irpdynj tG>v bvoy^o^vtav

KadoXiKwv iiriaroXQv elvai Xtyerai) ; but the order (Jas, Pt, Jn) probably is no

more than an ecclesiastical reflection of Gal 29, and it possesses as little

independent historical value as B.

By the time of Eusebius, who first mentions the seven so-called catholic

epistles (//". E. ii. 23, cp. vi. 14), the Eastern church in particular had

reserved the term catholic, as a literary designation, for a group of seven

early Christian writings which, with more or less unanimity, had been accepted

as apostolic and canonical. The sense of the term, in this connection, is

equivalent to encyclical or general. As distinguished from Paul's epistles,

these were supposed to be addressed either to Christendom in general or to a

wide circle of Christian churches. The second century anti-Montanist

Apollonius (as cited in Eus. H. E. v. 18. 5) describes how QepUruv . . .

4T6\/xr](T€Vy fjufiotfievos rbv d.ir6<rTo\ov, KadokiK-qv nva avvrai-afievos iirio-roX'qv,

KaT7)x&v P&v Toiis Afieivov atirov ireirurTevKdTas, (rvvaywvlfeadat 8& rots rrjs

K€vo(pu}vtas X6701S, p\a<T<j>7)fi7J<T<u 8e els rbv utipiov Kal toi)s airwrbXovs koI rtyv

iylav tKK\r}<riav. Themison was a Montanist leader at Cumane, but we
have no further information about his ecclesiastical or literary career. It is

plain, however, that KadoXiKrj in this connection means neither canonical nor

orthodox, but oecumenical or general.

The extant fragment of the Latin version of Clement's Hypotyposes (see

Zahn's Forschungen, iii. pp. I34f.) proves that, while he reckoned Clemens

Romanus and Barnabas * as apostolic, he only commented on four of the

catholic epistles, viz. 1 P, Judas, 1 Jn and 2 Jn. These four represent

the nucleus of the corpus catholicum. The latter three alone are

included in the Muratorian Canon, while Irenseus knew 1 P, I Jn, and

2 Jn, and Tertullian 1 P, 1 Jn, and Judas. Tertullian's silence on

2 Jn may be as accidental as that of Irenaeus upon Judas ; but even Origen,

the first of the church fathers to vouch for all the seven catholic epistles,

puts 2 and 3 Jn, Judas, 2 P, and Ja, into the second class of ayriKeydpeva

or &fi<pi^a\\6/xeva.

More than once the further question rises, did the formation of the Canon

exert any influence upon the original form and text of the early Christian

writings which were thus gathered into a collection of sacred books for the

purposes of the church? Did the canonical process involve any editing?

and if so, where, and to what extent ? Higher criticism and textual criticism

interlace, in problems of this nature. Rohrbach's hypothesis about the lost

* Origen also reckoned this a KadoXucii drifrdXri (c, Cels, L 63), and so

did the Catalogus Claromontanua.
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ending of Mark, Harnack's on the titles of the catholic epistles, and the

widespread theories on Romans and 2 Corinthians, are instances in point.

It is also a fair question, whether the text of Paul's epistles may not have

been slightly " catholicised " for the purpose of the canon. These problems,

however, fall to be noticed below, in connection with the respective writings.

All that can be premised is that the canonical editing, which added titles to

several of the writings, may quite well have gone further in the interests of

liturgical edification.

As the plan of this volume departs from the canonical

arrangement, it will be useful at this point to outline the course

followed in grouping the various documents.

The literature dating from the early decades of the Christian

movement may be called " Epichristian "—to borrow a con-

venient term from de Quincey.* As it happens, the extant

fragments of this literature consist almost entirely of letters

written by the apostle Paul. The period includes, however,

the rise of the primitive evangelic material, which afterwards

was worked up into the synoptic gospels. Collections of logia

may in some cases be traced even within Paul's epistles; one

of them, the Q-source of Matthew and Luke, certainly is

contemporaneous with him. Though none has survived

in its original form, it would be an unbalanced estimate of

the epi-christian period and its literature which would

identify the latter with the correspondence of the great

apostle.

In form, at any rate, the historical literature stands by itself.

The use of the epistle for religious purposes did not originate

with Paul, though he was the first to popularise it within

Christianity. The special traits of a gospel, however, as we
find them in the synoptic writers, are not anticipated in the

earlier biographical memoirs or monographs or dpcraAoyai of

ancient literature. On this account alone the four books of the

historical literature demand a chapter to themselves. From

* In his essay on the Essenes he invents the adjective in order to describe

primary elements and movements in Christianity which first matured in the

generation immediately succeeding the lifetime of Jesus Christ. "That
particular age or generation (of twenty or thirty years, suppose) which

witnesses the first origin of any great idea, system, discovery, or revelation,

rarely indeed witnesses the main struggle and opening rush of its evolution.

Exactly as any birth promises vast results for man, it may be expected to

slumber silently. Then suddenly kindling, and spreading by ratios continually

accelerated, it rushes into the fulness of life with the hurry of a vernal resurrec*

tion in Sweden. 3 '
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the standpoint of literary criticism, they represent a new

departure. As they followed Paul's correspondence chronologic-

ally, they may be studied next to the apostle's letters and

epistles, the more so that the origin and the significance of the

so-called Pauline elements which they contain constitute one of

the problems which beset the task of estimating the extent to

which the gospels reflect the common Christianity of the

primitive church in reproducing the sayings and deeds of

Jesus.

So far as the NT is concerned, this period, i.e. the half

century after a.d. 70,* has also thrown up a number of com-

positions which the later church, in framing its Canon, grouped

either as Pauline or as "catholic" epistles. It is customary

in most manuals of Introduction to treat the former under the

Pauline correspondence, even when they are recognised to be

sub-Pauline, and to discuss the latter separately. This method

may be defended on the score of practical convenience; but

even when adopted in order to facilitate reference and to

avoid confusion, it has grave drawbacks. It is better to

regard all these sub-Pauline writings, from the standpoint

of literary criticism, under the general title of pastorals

and homilies. The introduction of a classification such as

that of the "catholic epistles" is a much later and artificial

arrangement.

Any disposition of these homilies and pastorals is more or

less provisional. Their chronological succession, their literary

relationships, and even the schools of thought or localities to

which they might be referred, are too insecure to afford any

basis for an arrangement which would correspond to the little

that is known about their situation. I have put Judas and

2 Peter immediately after 1 Peter, since, although Judas differs

from 1 Peter, 2 Peter depends on both, and Judas lies chrono-

logically between the two.. A second subdivision is headed by

Ephesians, which is also allied to 1 Peter ; in its wake we may
range the three epistles to Timotheus and Titus, since they,

too, bear Paul's name. Hebrews again, like Ephesians, breathes

an atmosphere in which the Pauline ideas are being transmuted

* It is totally unhistorical to describe the age between the death of the

apostles and the middle of the second century as an unproductive period,

whose practical tasks resembled those of the post- Reformation era, when it

was men's chief business, as Martin Chemnitz put it, parta tueri.
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into a form approximating to the later transformation in the

Fourth gospel. With it the homily or tract of James may be

placed, for lack of any more appropriate position. Finally, the

two little pastorals written by John the presbyter lead up

naturally to the Apocalypse. In literary form, the Apocalypse

is partly allied to the pastorals and homilies, but the uniqueness

of its contents justifies the special position assigned to it as

the only one of the early Christian apocalypses which eventu-

ally managed to retain a foothold inside the Canon. The
Fourth gospel has formal affinities both to the pastorals and

to the historical literature; here again, however, the distinctive

characteristics of the document merit isolated treatment. The
anonymous homily or pastoral which bears the canonical title

of " First John " will be discussed, for the sake of convenience,

in the wake of the Fourth gospel, with which its affinities are

closest, instead of in its proper class.

The chief complete commentaries on the NT are :—Beza's Annotationes

(1565); Aretius, Commentarii (Paris, 1607); Grotius, Annotationes (1644) ;

Alberti's Observationes philologiaz in sacros Noui Foederis libros (1725);

Hardouin's Commentarius (1741); de Beausobre's Remarques historiques,

critiqties, et philologiques sur le NT (1742) ; Bengel's Gnomon (1742) ;

Rosenmuller's Scholia (1777); H. E. G. Paulus (1800-1804), J. O. Thiess

(1804-1806), Kuinoel (1807-1818), S. T. Blomfield's Greek Testament

(London, 1829); J. Gossner (Berlin, 1827-1830) ; E. Burton's Greek Testa-

ment (Oxford, 1 831); Alford ; C. Wordsworth; and A. Bisping's Handbuch

(1867-1876).

III.

LITERARY SOURCES OF NT.

A New Testament* implies an Old. The New Testament

writings, even separately, presuppose the authority no less than

the existence of the older ypa4>r} of the Jews, by means of which

Paul justified the principles of the Gentile mission, and the

evangelic tradition enriched as well as verified its outline of Jesus

the messiah. It was the analogy of the OT which contributed,

together with the growing prestige of early Christian apostolic

* Tertullian, using instrumentum in its juristic sense of a written authority

or proof, distinguishes the OT, as instrumejttum Judaiccz literce, from the

NT as the instrumentum prcedicationis or Christiana lit&m (Ronsch. Dai
NT Tertulliam, 1871, 47-49).
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writings as apostolic* (cp. Koppel in <SX, 1891, I23f.), to the

formation of a NT.
Eusebius recognises a providential circumstance in the

composition of the LXX. Had it not been for this version, he

observes, " we should not have got from the Jews those oracles

(to, Trap avrois Aoyia, cp. Ro 3
2
), which they would have hidden

away from us in jealousy" (Eus. Praep. Evang. 349 c). The
argument is that since the OT prophecies were to prove

essential to the preaching of Christ throughout the world, God
had thus arranged for the accurate translation and wide diffusion

of oracles which would witness incontrovertibly to his Son.

This standpoint was that of the early church as a whole. To
the OT they appealed for proofs of their doctrine of Jesus

Christ. Their earliest theoretic interest was the demonstration

from OT prophecies that Jesus was the true messiah. In the

case of Paul, the author of Matthew, and the writer of Hebrews,

the extent to which the original Hebrew text was employed in

quotations becomes a problem for exegesis, but in the main the

LXX was more convenient. More than once, e.g. in Hebrews

and Paul, the argument turns upon some pivot in the LXX
text. Several times, e.g. in Matthew, Barnabas, and Justin, the

so-called proofs are simply illustrations, and not always verv

happy illustrations, of the doctrine in question, while the OT
text could also furnish upon occasion material for the stories

as well as for the sayings in the gospels. The main point is,

however, that the early church steadily clung to the OT,
despite the hostility of the Jews, the contempt of the Marcionites

and certain gnostic sects who repudiated the OT, and the

difficulties in which its interpretation often plunged the Christian

teacher and apologist.

On the strong influence of the LXX upon the Greek world outside

Judaism, and its value as an instrument of the Christian propaganda, see

Harnack, SBBA., 1902, 508 f., MAC. i. 279 f., 284 f. ; and Deissmann, Neue

Jahrbiicher fiir das klass. Alterthum (1903), 161 f. (on 'die Helleniesierung

des semit. Monotheismus ').

* The impulse to keep up communication of some sort with the apostolic

base was not confined to Catholic Christians. The Gnostics shared this

instinct. It found expression in their repeated efforts (a) to attach them-

selves to the traditions of some apostle or apostolic disciple, (5) to interpret

allegorically (and edit) some apostolic writing, and to compose (c) gospels oi

their own (cp. Eus. H. E., iii. 25. 6-7).
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Ignatius {ad Phil. 82
) declares he once heard some people saying (5ri 'E&v

U7j kt\.), "If I do not find it 4v rots apxeiois, I do not believe lit) 4v r<£

etiayyeXlip." When he replied, "It is written," they retorted, 'That is

just the question (7rp6/ceircu). " Ta dpxeca (apxcua) here means the OT,
which Ignatius claims to be in line with the gospel. It is unnecessary and

awkward to put iv ry eiayyeXlip in apposition to rots dpxeiois, taking

7ri<rrei5u> in an absolute sense (so Zahn, Funk), or to follow the ingenious

emendation of A. N. Jannaris {Class. Rev., 1903, 24-25), who prefers to

read 6',rt iav for 6ti 'Eav, and Trp6<nceiTai ( = 7rpo<rTe0eircu) for irpotceiTai, so

that the passage would run :
" For I heard certain persons saying, Whatever

I find not in the records, in the gospel, I believe not. And when I said to

them, It is written, they answered, It is added." The latter interpretation

would refer to the corruption of the gospel text. But the comparison of the

OT and the Christian propaganda is inherently more probable.

Three considerations have to be borne in mind in this

connection

:

(i.) Even the LXX was not employed literally. The early

church used the OT in many cases not as it lies before the

modern reader, but in the light of the luxuriant midrashic inter-

pretation which gathered round it during the later Judaism.

Allowance has to be made repeatedly for this factor, in estimating

the form and contents of early Christian traditions.* There is a

partial analogy in the influence of Milton upon the later interpre-

tation of Genesis ; but even this gives no adequate idea of the

extentf to which, not simply in the field of eschatology and

apocalyptic, the letter of the OT was embellished and modified

by midrashic speculations.

(ii.) The composite OT quotations in the NT as well as in

the early Christian literature from Barnabas and Melito to

Cyprian's Testimonia especially, render it highly probable that

fiorilegia and catenae of OT passages were in circulation. A
pre-Christian origin for such excerpts is not impossible ; the

size of the OT would make it convenient for short manuals of

this kind to be drawn up for the purpose of teaching and

propaganda. But this need would be intensified when the

* On the midrashic elements, e.g., in Stephen's speech (Ac 7), see LBi.

4791 ; the traces in Josephus are collected by Bloch {Die Quelien des

Flavins Josephus, 1879, pp. 20-51), the Philonic by L. Treitel in Monatsschrift

fur Geschichte und Wiss. desJudentums (1909), 28 f., 159 f.

f Thus the tradition of the Asiatic elders (Iren. v. 33. 3-4) about the

fertility of the earth in the latter days transferred to Jesus a midrashic prophecy,

perhaps from Apoc. Bar. (2S3
) 29s

, or from a source common to that apocalypse

and Pa,uias (a Hebrew midrash on the Blessing of Isaac, J. R. Harris, AJT. %

1900, 499 ; cp. Hennicke's HNA. ii. 21).
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controversy between Jews and Christians turned largely on the

OT proof that Jesus was the true messiah. Following the

contemporary habit, the early Christian propaganda would

produce, or adapt for its own purpose, short collections of extracts,

messianic and otherwise, for the use of those who had to argue

from the OT. The internal evidence of the early Christian

composite quotations, with their sequence of texts {e.g. Is 8 14

and 2816 in Ro 9
s2-33 and 1 P 2 6 "8

), their special textual forms

(e.g. 1 Co 2 9
), their editorial comments, and their occasional

errors in the attribution of authorship (e.g. Mk i
2-3

, Mt 27 s-10
),

converge on the conclusion that such manuals were in use even

during the first century. The evidence of Barnabas, Justin

Martyr, and Clement of Alexandria throws light back upon their

predecessors in this respect. It is possible that early Christian

writers occasionally used not only Greek testimonia of this kind,

but their Aramaic originals. Thus if, as is most likely, the

combination of citations in Mk i
2-3

is derived from a book of

testimonia, that book was compiled upon rabbinic principles, and

probably written in Hebrew or Aramaic. Rabbinic combinations

of texts were made from a sense of similarity in words as well as

in ideas, and it is only in the original of the Malachi and Isaiah

passages that the clue to their association here is seen, viz.

the unique phrase "JIT n:Q (cp. Abrahams in Cambridge Biblical

Essay's, 1909, 179). In any case the deliberate and composite

character of a number of early Christian quotations suggests

that they are secondary, taken not from the originals, but from

collections of proof-texts upon different subjects which were

arranged in order, e.g., to illustrate topics like " the forerunner,"

"the sufferings of messiah," "the call of the Gentiles," etc. (cp.

Harnack, HD. i. 175 ; Moffatt, HNT. 351, 617 ; and the author

of The Logia of Papias, 1894, pp. v-vii).

The existence of such testimonia explains, e.g. , the OT citations in Matthew

(Allen, Stanton: GHD. ii. 344 £.) as well as in PauL The hypothesis,

stated by Credner {Beitrdge zar Einl. ii. 3 1 8 f. ) and Hatch {Essays in

Biblical Greek, 1889, 203-214), has been raised to the level of strong

probability by the repeated proofs led by Rendel Harris* (cp. e.g. Exp?'

ii.

* Dr. Harris even finds in Ac 2623 the he .dimes of such testimonia,

awkwardly incorporated in the text. On the whole subject, cp. Elter's essay,

' de gnomologiorum historia, ' in Byzant. Zeilschrift, vii. 445 f. The later use

of such excerpts in theological discussion is traced by Theudor Schermann in

Die Gftsckichte der Florilegia vom V- VIIIJahrhundert (1904).
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385-409, vii. 63 f. ; Gospel of Peter, 86; Contemp. Review, Aug. 1895), and

is widely accepted, e.g. by Westcott {Hebrews, 476 f.), Vollmer (Die Alttest.

Citate bet Paulus, pp. 38 f. ), Clemen (Paulus, i. 96), Swete (Introd. to OT in

Gk. 252), Jacquier (INT. iii. 253-254), Sanday and Headlam (Romans, pp.

264, 282), and Drummond (Character and Authorship of the Fourth Gospel,

p. 365, "it is conceivable that there may have grown up, whether in writing

or not, an anthology of passages useful in controversy, which differed more or

less from the correct Greek translation " of the OT).

(iii.) The religious life of a community is always enriched by

the use of sources wider than the mere letter of their sacred

codex. It is difficult to ascertain the precise limits of the Jewish

OT Canon at this period, or to be sure how far they as well as

the early Christians * employed extra-canonical writings ; but,

apart from this, the primitive Christian literature, including the

NT, shows ample traces of dependence on written sources which

lay outside the OT. In some cases direct quotation can be

proved, though in the majority of instances the evidence does

not warrant so direct a filiation.

(a) " The influence of Enoch on the New Testament has been greater than

that of all the other apocryphal and pseudepigraphical books taken together "

(Charles, The Book of Enoch, pp. 41-49, where the evidence is summarised).

It is only quoted directly in Judas 14"15
( = En I

9
5
4 27 s

), as by name in

Barn 4
3 (cp. 164 i) ypa<pifi = En 89s6- 6fi

; cp. Veil in HNA. ii. 212, 228), but

there are verbal echoes, e.g., in Hebrews (4
13= En 9

5
, cp. II 5

), Mt 1928
( = En

62s
) and 2624

(= En 38
s
), Lk 169 ( = En 63™), Jn 5

22
( = En 69"), Paul (1 Th 5'

= En624
etc.), 1 P 3

19-20
( = En io4

-512"13
),t and the Apocalypse (passim).

The powerful influence of Enoch upon the eschatological traditions of pre-

Christian Judaism naturally affected the early Christian literature along

this line to an extent which no collection of parallels can fully bring out.

For the use and prestige of the book in the early church during the first

two centuries, see Harnack, ACL. i. 852, ii. 1. 563 f. The slighter Book

of the Secrets of Enoch, a later but pre-Christian apocalypse, also helped to

popularise conceptions such as that of the seven heavens (cp. Charles and
Morfill's edition, pp. xxxi f. ), but it is not quoted by name in the early Christian

literature, (b) Flakes of Ecclesiasticus, read as an edifying religious treatise,

* On the early Christian use and editing of uncanonical Jewish literature,

cp. E. Grafe's Das Urchristenthum u. das Alte Testament (1906), pp. 39 f.,

and Budde's Der Kanon des AT, pp. 73 f.

tDr. Rendel Harris (Exp* iv. 194-199) adds 1 P i
13a

( = En i
2

oiic els

tt]v vvv yeveav Sievootifxrjv dXX' £irl irSppo) oficrav iyw XaXtD), conjecturing

faevoovvTo for dirjKdyovv in the former passage, as well as (Exp. 6
iv.

346-349) 'E^X after iv $ Kal (ENCOKAI [ENOOX] TOIC) in 1 P 3
19

;

cp. Clemen in Exp. 6 vi. 316 f., on " The first epistle of Peter and the Book ol

Enoch," and Hiihn's die alttest. Citate u. Reminiscenzen im NT, ii. pp. 125 f.,

291. For a caveat on Paul and the Gospels, see Abbott's Diat. 3353-3354.
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lie far and wide over the surface of the church's literature during the first

two centuries, from James and Hermas to Origen and Clement of Alexandria

(cp. Bleek, SK., 1853, 344 f. ; Werner, TQ.
} 1872, 265 f.). Not only does

Clemens Romanus quote it (6o1= Sir 211
), like the Didache (4

6=Sir 4
31

) and

Barnabas (19
9
), but there are data in the gospels which prove "that both

Wisdom and Sirach were known to Matthew, Luke, John, or to collectors of

logia of Jesus earlier than those gospels ; that Sirach especially was used by

the author of the Magnificat [e.g. i
17= Sir 48 10

, i
52= Sir io14], and that our

Lord seems to have made use of both books, Sirach more probably than

Wisdom " (Adeney in DCG. i. ioia ; see, further, J. H. A. Hart's Eccleii-

asticus, The Gk. Text of Codex 248, 1909). One of the most interesting and

significant cases is that of Mt n 28"30
, which contains more than one

reminiscence not only of the OT, but of Sirach {e.g. 5
1*- 10-12. 17. m 2419-22

,

624-25
} 5 I

«-a7
j
629

) ; see Brandt's Evang. Geschichte und der Ursprung des

Christenthums, 576 f., with Loisy's note in Les ^Evangiles Synoptiques, i. p.

913, and Harnack's BNT. ii. 304 f. Further cases occur in 4
4= Mt S

42
,

4
10=Lk 635, 7

14=Mt67
, n 19= Lk 12 19

, i39"10=Lk 147
-10

, 282=Mt 614
, in John

(6
s5= Sir 2421

, i423= Sir 215
), and in Paul (*.£-. 7

34= Ro 1215
, 8B= Gal 62, I317f-

=2 Co 614
, i42=Ro 14

22
, i620=Ro n 33

, 3
2°-24=Ro i2316f-, 2524=i Ti 214

).

Ecclesiasticus was used not only by Jewish writers like Philo, the authors

of The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs and The Psalms of Solomon,

as well as in the rabbinic literature (see Schechter, JQR., 1891, 682-706),*

but by Christian writers in the primitive and early church, alike in the

East and in the West (cp. T. Andre's Les apooyphes de Vancien Testament,

1903, pp. 290-297) ; Clement of Alexandria commented on it as an OT
scripture, (c) Next to Enoch and Sirach, no writing of the later Judaism

had such a vogue within the early church as the Wisdom of Solomon,

which, even by those who, like Origen and Augustine, doubted its Solomonic

authorship, was almost invariably regarded as a divine and prophetic

scripture (cp. Schurer, GJV. Z
iii. pp. 381 f.). It is ranked with the

catholic epistles in the Muratorian Canon,f which also bears witness to

the early (Jerome :
" nonnulli scriptorum ueterum hunc esse Judsei Philonis

affirmant") belief that it was composed by Philo; the words (" ab amicis

Salomonis in honorem ipsius scripta ") are probably a mistranslation of virb

<&L\coj'os. Proofs of its use and authority drift right across the early Christian

literature. The earliest are in Paul (cp. Bleek, SR~., 1833, pp. 340-344,

and E. Grafe's essay on " das Verhaltniss d. paulin. Schriften zur Sapientia

Solomonis," in ThA. pp. 251-286), whose ideas upon predestination, the

nature of idolatry, and heathenism, in Ro i
20f

* and 9
19f< especially, reveal a

study of this book % (cp. Resch, Paulinismus, pp. 608-609 ; Sanday and

Headlam's "Romans," ICC. pp. 5 if., 266 f.). Echoes of it are audible

in Hebrews (i
8= Sap 7

25t
, 3

3f- = Sap 13^, 4
12=Sap 7

23f
- etc.), 1 Peter (i4=

Sap 3
13 42 820

, i
7 = Sap 3

6 etc.), and James, while Clemens Romanus twice

alludes to passages from it (3
4= Sap 2^, 27 s= Sap u 22 1212

). Beyond a

* For Akiba, see Graetz's Gnosiicismus undJudenthum, pp. H9f.

t The conjecture ut for et is improbable.

% For another literary derivation of Ro 1
29-31

, see Rendel Harris, The

Teaching of the Apostles (1887), pp. 82-87.
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phrase or two

—

e.g. 15
8 (to rijs \pvxys airatrrjOels xP&>s)=Lk I280—there is

no clear trace of Sap in the synoptic gospels. But 9
1
(6 iroi-qaas ra ir&vTa iu

\6yij) gov) =Jn I
3 may be a reminiscence, as also 819"21 =Jn I

13
. We may

compare also the functions of the Spirit in 168 (A£y£« rbv k6<t/jlov vepl

a/iaprlas nal irepl 8ucato<rv'vTi$ k<x\ vepl KpLo-eus) with Sap I
3"8 (doKi/j.a^o^i/7] re

ij dfoa/xis iXtyxei tovs &<ppovas . . . &yiov yap irvev/xa iXeyxOyio-tTai £ire\dov<rr)$

Adidas), the reiteration of fkeyxos as the doom of the wicked (Sap I
8 420

l85=Jn 3
20

), the reproof of an uneasy conscience by goodness (Sap 214

iyivero t\\uv els '4\eyxov &voiG>v tj/aQv. fiapds iariv rjfup tcai (5\eir6/j.evos . . .

Kal aka£oj>ev'eTai iraripa 6e6v=]n 3
20 and 7

7 also 5
18 i^-qrovv 61 'lovdaioi

airoKTeivai avrbv, 8tl . . . irartpa toiov ZXeyev rbv debv), the collocation of

death and the devil (Sap 224 =Jn 844
), the inscrutability of heavenly things

(Jn 3
12f* = Sap 9

16 to. de iv ovpavols ris 4^LXvia<rev ;), the claim of the righteous

to know God (Sap 213 ^rc^yAXercu yvwcriv ixetv 0eoO=Jn 855 7
29

), the

safety of the righteous in God's hand (Sap 3
x=Jn io28"30), the knowledge of

the truth (Sap 3
8=Jn 831

), the authority of evil magistrates (6
3f, =Jn ig10 '11

),

love and obedience (Sap 6 18 of wisdom, ay&irit) 5e r-Z/prjais v6/icav avTrjs=
Jn I5 10, 14

, I415=I Jn 5
3 avrrj 4<ttiv r) dydirrj rod deov, Xva ras iisroXas atirov

TTjpQ/iev), knowledge of God equivalent to eternal life (i5 3=Jo 17
3
), and

knowledge of divine things as an endowment of the Spirit (9
13"17=Jn 1612"14

).

Ewald, an excellent judge in matters of style, felt in the nervous energy of

the author of Wisdom, as well as in the depth of some of his conceptions, a

certain premonition of the Fourth gospel, "like a warm rustle of the

spring, ere its time is fully come." (d) The use of Philo in Barnabas (cp.

Heinisch, Der Einfluss Philos auf die dlteste christliche Exegese, 1908, pp.

36 f. ) is not quite so clear as in Clemens Romanus and Josephus,* but the

reminiscences in Hebrews (cp. especially Siegfried's Philo von Alex, als

Ausleger des AT, 321 f. ; Pfleiderer, Urc. ii. 198 f. ; von Soden, HC. iii. 5-6

;

Menegoz, La Thiologie de Pipitre aux Hdbreux (1895), 197 f. : Rendall,

Theology of Hebrew Christians, pp. 58-62, and Biichel in SK., 1906, 572 f.)

are obvious ; e.g. the same use of the allegorical method, the same belief in

the verbal inspiration of the LXX, and the same phraseology about the

Logos f (though the conception is naturally different). By a characteristically

Philonic method (cp. Siegfried's Philo, pp. I79f.) the writer finds a religious

significance in the very silence of the OT ; thus the absence of any allusion

to the parents of Melchizedek (7
3
) is as pregnant to him as the similar lack

of any reference to Sarah's mother is to the Alexandrian thinker (guts

rerum div. htzr. 12 ; de ebrietate, 14), and the titles of Melchizedek suggest

religious truths to him no less than to Philo (leg. alleg. iii. 25) and to

Josephus (Bell. Jud. vi. 10, Ant. i. 10. 2). The quotation in 13
5 occurs

only, in this form, in de Con/. Ling. 32 ; and there are verbal echoes, e.g., in

3
1 (—de Somniis, i. 38, 6 fiev 8tj fiiyas dpxtepeiJs), 3

2 (=de plant. 16 ad

finem), 3
5

( — leg. alleg. iii. 81, Mu^s fiaprvpo^fievos 8ti iarl vccrrbs iv

3\<y t$ olicip), 5
8 (—de Somniis, ii. 15, 8 iradojv d/c/n/3<3s Z/jLadev), 5

9 (=de agric.

* Cp. Harnack, ACL. i. 1. 859 f. ; Windisch, Die Frdmmigkeit Philos und
ihre Bedeutungfur das Christentum (1909), pp. 96-135.

t On the transference of the Philonic Logos-predicates to Christ, see Aal'l

Per Logos, ii. pp. 38 f.
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22, Moot* atria, ronpfat yevS^os), 7
1'2 * (=**- «"<* m «

2^> and
.

IO*

drdpr^ns d/.aprtuiv ( = <fe //«f/. 15, * •& ^' iu-
IO)'

The alleSoncal

method of interpretation (cp. Holtzmann in yLffJT., 1900, 34if-. and

Leipoldt, GK. i. pp. 20 f.) which received a powerful impetus from the

Alexandrian Judaism, presupposed a keen appreciation of the letter of the

ancient Scriptures, which was not confined to Hebrews; c^. e.g. the

haggadic and genuinely Philonic touches in the haggada of I Co 10 ,

2 Co 3
7 "18

, Gal 4
22 -25

, the pressing of the singular in Gal 3
16- 19 (cp. Ro 4

*'

98) in the Philonic spirit of attaching significance to numbers, and a passage

like I Co 9
9 -10 (cp. Philo, de vict. offer. 1, oi> ydp inrkp rw a\6yw 6 pdfios,

dXX' Mp tQ>v vovv koX Xbyov 4X6,r^). Room must be left, however, for

the possibility that in Hebrews, as even in Paul, this allegorical method of

treating the OT may have been due as much to the well-known predilections

of contemporary Stoicism as to Philonism or rabbinism. (e) The possibility

that Josephus has been used by some NT writers is raised in connection with

2 Peter the Fourth gospel, and Luke, (i.) In the preface to the Antiquities

(§ 4) he' observes that Moses considered it of primary importance Geou <pv<nv

Karavovaai (2 P I
4
) in order to promote the virtue of his readers {els dper-qs

X6you cp 2 P I
3
). While other legislators followed myths (rots ptdois

iPaKoXovd^avres^ P I
16 06 fivdois i^KoXovd^aures), Moses held that God

possessed perfect virtue (t^ dper^v fc«ra rbu debv = 2 P I
s
), so that the

Pentateuch contains nothing irpbs i> f^eyaXecdrvra tov deov avapp-oarov

[ = 2 P I
16

) Similarly in the last address of Moses (iv. 8= 2), besides

isolated expressions and phrases like ro.dSe ( = 2 P i» ro^Se) rtw
(=2 P I

15
) voixluwv tQv irapbvTUv (=2 P I

12
),

ev<repeia (= 2 F I 3 ),

KaTad>pope*\= 2 P 2»), and kolvwoI (= 2 P i
4
), Moses declares Sel Me rod

ftv direXdelv (= 2 P I
14

) . . . 0* fitXXv { = 2 P I
12

) 0*7,06* *pfr tcecdu . .
.

SIkoliou vyrjadM* (= 2 P I
13 olkolo, de i>yovp.cu), warns them against the

abuse of iXevdepla (2 P 219
), and uses e'|o5os and &udfivi,<ru and pepata

close together (cp. 2 P i"-^ 15
). Compare further eUXorro, with dWv

(2 P 212 ), ^//. /W. vii. 8. 7 with 2 P I
1 "3

, ii. 9- I with Xi)dr,v Xa^v (2 P I ),

iii. 9. 3 (roX^ral jtal davdrov Karacppovovvres = 2 P 210
),

Antiq. iv. 6. 7-*

with 2 P 23 220 and xi. 6. 12 (01s fcaXws n-onjo-ere ^ irpoatxovres) with 2 P I

(c5 ^aXcDs irouSre «p»fe<»r«) J
while 2 P 3

5f
' explicitly alludes to the Jewish

legend (cp. ^»ft*. i. 2. 2 ; Bousset in ZNW., 1902, 45) that Adam predicted

the twofold destruction of the world by the deluge and by fire. Further

linguistic proofs are led by Krenkel {Josephus u. Lucas, pp. 348 f.) and

Dr E. A. Abbott {Exp? iii. 49~63> Diat. 1116 f.), and rejected by

Warfield {Southern Presbyterian Revieiv, 1882, pp. 45 f-> l883> PP- 39° M,

Salmon {INT. 497 f.), Chase {DB. iii. 814), Zahn {INT
.

ii. 291), and

Mayor (/«& ««* * A/«r, pp. cxxvii-cxxx). Farrar {Exp. 111. 401-423,

ExP 3 viii 58-69), who recognises a literary connexion, inclines to place the

dependence on the side of Josephus. The occurrence in Josephus of several

unusual words and phrases which are characteristic of 2 Peter would not of

itself be decisive, as some also occur in Philo and elsewhere. Even the

common use of midrashic traditions does not involve literary filiation. But

* Of the brazen serpent's effect on the beholders (roh fewra/cAwu, cp.

Jn 3").
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A number of the coincidences of language and style occur not only in the

compass of two short paragraphs of Josephus, but in a sequence and

connection which is not dissimilar ; and, even after allowance is made for

the widespread use of rhetorical commonplaces, these coincidences can

hardly be dismissed as fortuitous. Their weight tells in favour of the

hypothesis that the author of 2 Peter was familiar with Josephus,—an

inference which is the more plausible as in any case the epistle belongs to

the second century, (ii.) One indication of the connection between Josephus

and the Fourth gospel occurs in Jn 4 (cf. Krenkel, op. cit. 347 f. ). Josephus

{Ant. ii. II. 1, developing Ex 215
) describes Moses as arriving at a city,

Kadeadels iirl tivos (pptaros 4k tov k6tov icai ttjs Ta\anco)pia$ ijptfxei, fxearj/x^pias

ovarjs, ov irdppco tt)s irdXeus, uses in the immediate context the term dptfifiara

(Jn 4
12

), and {Ant. ii. 15. 3) employs the phrase virb tt)s odonropias iceKoirwfit-

vuv (cp. Jn 4
6 KeKowLctKws etc rijs odonropias). Cf., further, Jos. Ant. xii. i-io

and xiii. 3. 4 with Jn 4
20

. The curt tone of the discussion in I i
48f

- also answers

to the tradition preserved by Josephus {£. J. ii. 8. 14), that " the behaviour of

the Sadducees to one another is rather rude, and their intercourse with their

own party is as brusque as if they were talking to strangers " ; and in Antiq.

ix. 14. 3 (cf. Jn 4
17

), Josephus not only explains that each of the five nations

of 2 K I730*- who settled in Samaria brought a god of its own (ftcaoTot /car'

idvos l8iov debv elsTrjv "Zapapeiav KOfilaavres, irtvre 5' ?j<rav kt\.), but that they

denied the right of a Jew to expect any favour at their hands ( =Jn 4
9
). The

words of 4
20 also recall Ant. xii. 1. I (the Jerusalemites rb Trap airots iepbv

&yiov etpai \ey6vT(av . . . tQ>v 8e "Za/xapeiTuv et's rb Tapifrlv 6pos KeKetiovrwv)

and xiii. 3. 4 (the quarrel of the Alexandrian Jews with the Samaritans ol to

iv Tapifciv 6pei irpoaeKv'vovv lepbv olnobofirjOev kt\. ). The coincidence between

I022-23 an(j jos ^ j% \ m 21. 10, where the street of Antioch in Syria is

described as equipped irpbs ras tQv i/€TQv airo<pvyas hofirjKet aroq,, is of no

importance, though Kreyenbiihl (ii. 498 f. ) makes use of it as a local touch to

prove his theory that the gospel was composed by Menander of Antioch
;

the same may be said, e.g., of i<f
3= Ant. iii. 7. 4 (the high priest's robe

o{ik 4k 8voiv TrepLTjxrjfji.aTc>)t> . . . <papo~os 5' iv iirlnr}K€$ v<pao~fiivov ktX.).

(iii.) It is in relation to the Lucan writings, however, that the problem

has been most keenly agitated (first by J. B. Ott, Spicilegium sen

excerpta ex Flavio Josepho ad NT. illustrationem, 1741, and J. T. Krebbs,

Observations in NT. e FlavioJosepho, 1755). Apart from resemblances in

vocabulary and style, which are not of primary significance, one or two
of the statements common to both are worth noticing. Luke, e.g. dates

the opening of John's mission (3
1 "2

) in a.d. 28 or 29 by Avaaviov tt}$

'ApiKrjvijs TeTpaapxovvTos ; but as Lysanias had been executed in 36 B. c. , the

alternatives are to postulate the existence of some younger Lysanias (so, e.g.,

Schiirer, HJP. i. 2. 335 f., after Wieseler's Beitrage zur Wurdigung d.

Evangelien, 1869, 194 f., and S. Davidson, INT. i. 214 f.), or to assume a

chronological inaccuracy on the part of Luke. In the latter case, the eiror

may be explained from the fact that the territory of Lysanias retained his

name even after his death (so, e.g., Wellhausen) ; or from Josephus, who in

Ant. xx. 7. 138, relates that in a.d. 53, Agrippa II. acquired among other

territories (including Trachonitis) Abila, Avaaviov 5' avTTj iyeybvei. rerpapxla..

As in A. D. 37 it had been given to Agrippa 1. {Ant. xviii. 6. io), the theory
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is that Luke (whose language resembles Ant. xviii. 4. 6) inferred from

Josephus that it was the tetrarchy of Lysanias when John the Baptist came

forward. Apart from some such hypothesis, it is difficult to account for the

mention of Lysanias and Abilene at all in this connection. The passage in

Josephus, on the other hand, explains its collocation with Trachonitis and

also the anachronism about Lysanias. So Keim, ii. 384 f., Krenkel {Josephus

u. Lucas, 1894, 95-98), Schmiedel {EBi. 2840-2844), Burkitt {Gospel History

and its Transmission, pp. 109 f.), and Holtzmann {HC. i. p. 325: "der

3. Evglst sich einigermaassen im Josephus umgesehen habe, ohne aber im

Stande gewesen zu sein, aus den zahllosen Notizen der weitlaufigen Schriften

desselben ein klares Bild von der politischen Lage Palastinas zur Zeit Jesu

zu gewinnen "). There may have been another Lysanias, but his existence is

at best conjectural, and Josephus certainly knew nothing of him. In Ac 5
36f#

again, Luke makes Gamaliel speak thus to the council : in days gone by

{irpb tovtcov rdv T]ixepGiv) dvearr} Qevdas Xiyccv etvai Tiva eavrbv ... 6s dvypidT)

ical Travres ocroi iTreldovTO avru dieXudrjaav . . . fxera rovrov dve'crTrj'Iovdas 6

TaXiXaios tv tolls y/nepaLS ttjs diroypacpTjs ical dire'crTTjcrev Xabv oiriaco clvtov.

The parallel passages in Josephus {Ant. xx. 5. 1 : When Fadus was procurator

of Judaea, a charlatan named Qevdas Treidei rbv TrXeHcrrov oxXov . . . irpo<prjT7]t

yap e'Xeyev dvat. Fadus, however, dispatched a squadron of cavalry tfTis

. . . iroXXovs . . . dveiXev ; and Ant. xx. 5. 2, irpbs rovrots 5e nal oi 7rcu5es

'lovSa tov TaXiXalov dprix^V(rav T°v T°v Xabv dirb 'Pw/xa^wi' airoGTT)<javTO%

KvpivLov tt]s 'lovbalas tljjltjt€vovtos) leave little reasonable doubt that both

stories relate to the same Theudas, and, unless recourse is had to the des-

perate expedient of conjecturing that the name in Josephus (Blass) or in

Acts (B. Weiss) is a later interpolation, it is highly probable that Luke's

acquaintance with the passage in Josephus led him to mention Theudas and

Judas loosely in an order which is not only inverted but out of keeping with

the situation, since the revolt of Theudas did not take place till about at least

ten years after Gamaliel is supposed to have spoken. The order in Josephus

is natural ; Luke's is an inaccurate reflection of it,* as even the phraseology

suggests, for the coincidences are too remarkable to be accidental in this case.

"Non facile adducimur ut casui tribuamus Theudas Judseque apud utrumque

scriptorem junctam commemorationem " (Blass). Why Luke remembered the

order and some of the phrases and yet attributed to Judas the fate of his sons,

we can no longer explain ; but this difficulty does not invalidate the hypothesis.

A third Lucan instance has been found in Ac n 28f, = Ant. xx. 5. 2.

Josephus.

iirl tovtols Se ical rbv fiiyav \i/nbv Ka-

ra rrjv'Iovdalav vvvkftt} yeviadai, icad'

6v Kal T) (3a<riXiacra 'EXevrj ttoXXlov

Xpv^aTUV uvycrap.e'vr] gItov dwb tov 'At-

yi/TTTOV ditveLfie tols diropovfxe'vois.

Luke.

"Aya^os iarifxavev . . . Xifibp pceydXrjP

juiXXeiv Zaeadai
£<f)

SXtjv tt\v olkoV'

fie'vrjv, tjtls iyivero eirl KXavdiov twv

5k fia6r)Tu>v nadm eviropeiro rtj kt\.

* So Krenkel {op. cit. pp. 162-174), Schmiedel {EBi. 5049-5056), and

Burkitt {Gospel History and its Transmission, 109 f.), besides Wendt and

H. J. Holtzmann in their editions of Acts (cp. Soroitag, SK.
% 1837, 622-652).
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The verbal resemblances here, however, are not significant. Descriptions of

famine relief, as of revolt, must employ similar language. But if the former

case of dependence be granted, there is a likelihood that Luke also preserves in

this story another reminiscence of his younger contemporary. Other parallels

occur, e.g., in the account of the disappearance of Moses in a cloud [Ant. iv.

8. 38)=Ac i
M

-, the prologue Lk \
x^-Apion. i. 10, Lk 246

"47= Vita 2, Lk I941f-

= B. J. vii. 5 (Titus bemoaning the fate of Jerusalem), Ac i68
'10= Ant. xi. 8

(Alexander's vision), Ac 2O20L = B. J. ii. 16 (Agrippa's speech to the Jews).

The whole question is argued, in favour of Luke's dependence, by Keim
(Aus dem Urchristentum, 1878, i. 1-21), Krenkel, Holtzmann {ZWT., 1873,

85f., 1877, 535 f., 1880, 121 f.), Jtingst {Quellen d. Apgeschtchte, 201 f.),

Schmiedel (as above), Clemen {SK., 1895, 335 f. , also Die Apostelgeschichte,

1905, pp. 15-21), and Burkitt ; see, further, Cassel in Fortnightly Review

(1877), 485-509, and SR. 605 f. The opposite position is held by Schurer

{ZWT., 1876, 574 f.), Gloel {Die jiingste Kritik d. Galaterbriefes, 64 f.),

Belser (TQ., 1895, 634 f., 1896, 1-78), Blass {SK., 1896, 459 f.), Ramsay ( Was
Christ born at Bethlehem? 1898, pp. 252 f.), J. A. Cross {ET. xi. 538-

540), Zahn {INT. § 61), Jacquier {INT. iii. 101-108), and Stanton {GHD. ii.

263 f. ). The last-named inclines to admit the case for a knowledge of the

Jewish War (273-274). (/) That a pre-Christian Apocalypse of Elijah

(cp. Schurer's GJV. Z
iii. 267 f. ; Harnack, A CL. i. 853 f. ; Ropes, Spriichejesu

pp. I9f.) was quoted in 1 Co 29 and Eph 5
14

, has been known since Origen's

{in Matth. 2J
9
,
" In nullo regulari libro hoc positum inuenitur, nisi in Secretis

Elise prophetse ") allusion to the former passage (cp. Jerome on Is 64* and

Epp. 57
9
) and the remark of Epiphanius {haer. 42, p. 478), ir60ev tu> a.iro<TT6\<$

rb' 81b Kal X£yef dXXot airb tt}$ irdXatas bifKov diad^KTjs ; tovto d£ ifupiperai

irapb. T$"B.\lq) on the latter, for in 1 Co 29 Paul is not loosely citing Is 64*

(65
16

) (cf. Vollmer's Alttest. Citate bei Paulus, 44-48, and NTA. 42-44), and it

is impossible (cf. ACL. ii. 1. 571-572) to suppose with Zahn {GK. ii. 801 f.)

that the patristic references are to a second century writing which was
fabricated in order to clear up the ambiguous Pauline quotations. It is this

apocalypse, and not 1 Co 29, which is further quoted in Asc. Isa. ii 34
, Clem.

Rom. 34
8 and Clem. Alex. Protrept. x. 94. A fresh fragment has been

discovered recently by de Bruyne {Revue Bine"dietine, 1908, pp. I49f.)

embedded in an apocryphal epistle of Titus (eighth cent. MS). The
fragment begins as follows :

" Denique testatur propheta Helias uidisse.

Ostendit, inquit, mihi angelus domini conuallem altam quge uocatur gehenna,

ardensque sulphore et bitumine ; et in illo loco sunt multae animse peccatorum

et taliter ibi cruciantur diuersis tormentis " (whereupon follows a Dantesque

description of the future punishments assigned to various classes of sinners,

on the general lines of the Apocalypse of Peter). It is impossible to

determine whether Paul (in 1 Co 29 ) regarded this apocalypse as ypa^, or

simply quoted its language as that of a current religious writing, or cited it as

canonical by an error of memory. The occurrence of a cognate citation in

the Latin (and Slavonic) versions of Asc. Isa. n84 explains Jerome's

statement that the " testimonium" of 1 Co 29 was contained in the Ascensio

Isaia as well as in the Apocalypsis Elia. {g) Eph 5
14 has been variously

referred to an apocryphon of Jeremiah (Euthalius), to an apocryphal book
cited inadvertently as 7/?a^ (Meyer), to a paraphrase of Is 6cr m I9'20

, or to a



%2 PROLEGOMENA

Christian hymn. The last hypothesis (suggested by Theodoret, and advocated,

e.g., by Bleek and Storr) is plausible, on the score of the rhythmical struc-

ture of the lines. But 6 Xpurrds (= the messiah) would not be improbable

in a Jewish writing, and, even if it were, it might be conjectured that the

writer of Ephesians substituted it for the 6 6e6$ of the original (Harnack).

(h) Hermas ( Vis. ii. 3. 4) quotes the book of Eldad and Modad (iyyte Ktipios

rois iirio~Tpe<pofiivois, &s yiypairrou iv r<£ 'E\5<z5 koX Mw5dr, rois irpotprjTeti-

ffaaiv iv rrj ip^/M^ ry Xa$), and the irpo<f>r)Tiicbs \6yos cited in 2 Clem. 1

1

2"3

(Clem. Rom. 23s
) is probably from the same source (so, e.g., Lightfoot, Spitta,

Holtzmann), perhaps also the ypa<p-f} reproduced in Jas 4
B*6

. To these have

been added, though on precarious grounds, the citations in Clem. Rom. 46s

(yiypairrcu ydp' KoWatrOe rots ayLots, 6ti ol KoWA/uevoi airrois ayiaad-fiaovrai)

and 17
6

(/cat irdXtv [Moses] \iyet, 'E7u> 8£ eifu dr/nh dirb Kibdpas, cp. Jas 4
14

),

the latter of which Hilgenfeld prefers to assign to the lost conclusion of the

Assumptio Mosis. It was a book of 400 trrlxot, which Nicephorus ranked

with Enoch, etc., among the dirdicpvcpa of the OT. According to rabbinic

tradition (reproduced in the Palestinian Targums), Eldad and Modad
(Nu ii 24 *29

) were humble men who received a greater measure of grace

directly from God than the seventy elders ; their prophetic gift was more

lasting and far-reaching (it foresaw the attack of Gog and Magog), and,

unlike the seventy, they reached the promised land. If this tradition repre-

sents the spirit of the midrashic prophecy in question, the contents of the

latter may be taken to tally with the above citations in the early Christian

literature, as Spitta argues {Urc. ii. 121-123 ; see, further, Weinel, HNA. i.

208 f., 229, and M. R. James, TS. ii. 3. 174 f.). (i) The earliest quotation

from Tobit is in 2 Clem. 164 where 128
"9

is reproduced, though even closer

citations occur in Polykarp, ad Phil, io2 (=To410 129 ) and Did I
2 =To

4
18

). Origen and Clement of Alexandria quote it more than once by name

as ypoL<p-fi. Its presence in the Greek Bible helped to popularise it, together

with other writings of this class, such as Judith (first referred to in early

Christian literature by Clem. Rom. 55), among the early Christians, Catholic

and Gnostic alike, though the Palestinian Jews appear to have excluded it

from their Canon in the second century (Origen, ad Afric. 13 : 'E(3paToi ry

Tufila ov xpuvTai oiidi rrj 'lovdifjO' oi5£ ydp £xov<rLP aflra iv diroicpiJ<pois i(3pat<TTl).

(/) 2 Maccabees was evidently in the library of the author of Hebrews, as

is plain from a passage like He ii 34**
; cp. e.g. u=2 Mac 8124

,
M (dWot

5& irvfiiravlffdrjo-av ktX.)= 619,28 {iirl rb r^fiiravov) and 6s6 7* 14
,
88=71* 10

,

88= 5« 6U io6, also io81= 2 Mac 6™, I27= 2 Mac 612
, 13

s= 2 Mac io20

etc. It was also known to Hermas ( Vis. i. 3. 4, Mand. xii. 4. 2). (k) The
Assumptio Mosis has not only preserved the legend mentioned in Jude 9

,

but supplied some of the phrases in v. 16 of that epistle (cp. 5
s erunt illis

temporibus mirantes personse, 7
7 quserulosi, 7

9 et manus eorum et mentes im-

munda tractantes et os eorum loquetur ingentia) ; for other coincidences,

cp. e.g. 17 = 2 Co II 14
. (/) The uncertainty attaching to the date and origin

of the AiadrjKr) 'IcfyS renders any inferences from its use in or of the NT
problematical. The probabilities, however, favour a pre-Christian period for

its composition (so, e.g., Kohler in Semitic Studies in honour of Kohut, 1897,

264-338, and Spitta, Urc. iii. 2. 141-206), with echoes in the epistle of

James, s.g. I
u=Test. Job 4, i»-12=Test. Job 32-33, 41, i 17 =Test. Job 33,
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^ 8<5£a airov iv ry alwvl ianv rod airapaWdnTov), 5
2= Test. Job 43, 5

4=
Test. Job 12 (ipyarris el dvOpwiros irpotrdoicCov ical dva/mivuv <rov rbv fiurdav

dvdyKTjp ?xets \afielv' /cat ovk %wv pnadbv fiL<xd(arov diro/xecuai), 5
n= Test. Job

I and 26 (also 4), and 5
13= Test. Job 16, 14 (/cai tyaWov ai/rcus kt\.). The

evidence for the use of this midrash elsewhere in the NT is slight. The most

striking coincidences perhaps are Lk 27= Test. Job 40, Apoc 210 (yivov irto-rbs

&XP1 Oavdrov, /cat dwaco aoi rbv ari<pavov rijs fori?*) = Test. Job 4-5 (where, to

the angel's promise of a arecpavos for his endurance, Job replies : &xpt. dapdrov

viroiieivw /cat oti fi/q dvatrobiau), Apoc 7
2"3=Test. Job 5 (Job sealed by the angel

before the devil attacks him), the occurrence of d/cwAtfrws as final (Ac 2831=
Test. Job 45), of ret (3d6t] rod nvpiov in Test. Job 37, and of rd iirovpdvta in Test.

Job 36, 38 (= Eph i
3 etc.), Test. Job 27 (Satan says, iyb 8e elfii irvevixa) =

Eph 6 12
, Test. Job 48 (/cat dv£\<xfiev d\\r]v Kapblav, ht)k£ti rd rrjs yrjs (ppovelv) =

Col 3
2

, Test. Job 37 (where Job confesses his hope is not in riches but

e7ri T(f de<£ t$ £u)vti) = 1 Ti 617
; the analogy between the synoptic temptation-

narratives (and the visit of the magi) and the older midrash is naturally close

at several points, and there are occasional verbal identities which are more

than fortuitous {e.g. Jn 3
12=Test. Job 38, Jn i327= Test. Job 7, 6 7rotets

Trolrjaop, cp. context), (m) The post-exilic book from which the quotation in

Lk ii 48"61
(/cai i) So0ta rod deov elirev kt\.) is taken (cp. 7

35
, Sap ?* etc.)

has not survived. That the words are originally a citation, and not meant

(so recently Grill, Untersuchungen iiber d. Entstehung d. vierten Evangeliwns,

179 f.) to represent Jesus speaking of himself as the Wisdom of God, is fairly

plain from v. 51b where val, X£y« itpuv, 4icfr)Tri9ri<reTai kt\. take up the foregoing

4K^7]T7j8rj. Luke, in putting the words into the mouth of Jesus, has altered the

original <ro<£oi>s ical ypafifiarets (Mt 23s4
) into diroo-rokovs, but the background

of a Wisdom-cycle (Bacon, DCG. ii. 827 f.) is still visible, and the quotation

probably came from some Jewish writing of the Wisdom-group which is no

longer extant (so, e.g. Ewald, Bleek, Paulus, Weizsacker, Pfleiderer, Scholten,

J. Weiss), (n) The ypa<pi\ quoted in Jn 7
38 (o tno-reixav eis i/xi, Kadihs direr

7/

7pa077, irora/JLol iic tt)s kolXLcls ovtov pe6<rov<riv vdaros £u>vtos) cannot be explained

satisfactorily from any of the OT parallels or rabbinic traditions, and probably

was derived from an apocryphal source no longer extant (so, e.g., Whiston,

Semler, Weizsacker, Ewald). A. J. Edmunds {Buddhist Texts quoted as

Scripture by the Gospel of John, 1906, pp. 9 f.) finds the original in the

Buddhist Patisambhida, i. 53 ("What is the Tathagato's knowledge of the

twin miracle ? In this case, the Tathagato works a twin miracle unrivalled

by disciples ; from his upper body proceeds a flame of fire, and from his

lower body proceeds a torrent of water"), but the citation is drawn in all

likelihood from the same Wisdom -literature as that employed in Lk n 49f*

(cp. Bacon, DCG. ii. 829). {0) The origin of the allusion in Mt 223 (6Vws

irXypcodfj to pydev 5td tQv irpo<pr]TQv 6'rt Na^wpatos /cX^^^crerat) has not yet

been identified in any pre-Christian writing, canonical or uncanonical

(Resch). The use of the plural {Trpo^-qrOiv) might suggest* a loose summary
of OT prophecies (so, recently, Clemen, Religionsgeschichtliche Erkldrung
des NT, 238-239), though the use of 8ti in 2654 is hardly a parallel. In this

* So Jerome (ostendit se non uerba de scripturis sumpsisse sed sensum) as

at 26M.

3
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case Nafw/jcuoj is substituted for TSafaprjvSs by a kind of pious paranomasia

in order to suggest the messianic term (tsi, nisu) of Is II 1
, and the parano-

masia was probably mediated by the Aramaic equivalent (n"^}) f°r "branch"

or "shoot" (cp. Box, DCG. ii. 235-236, and Jeremias, Babylonischesim NT,
1905, pp. 46-47). The alternative is to refer the citation to the prophecy of

Samson's birth in Jg 13
6 (Nafip [yytdo-fiepov TXafrpouov, A] deov ?<rrcu rb

waiddpiov kt\., cp. Mt I
21

). {p) Halevy, arguing (in J?S., 1902, pp. 13-60)

that the correct place of the Temptation is after Mk 8s3
( = Mt 1623), finds that

many of the traits in the synoptic narrative are modelled upon the midrash of

the Martyrdom of Isaiah ; but the proofs are not convincing. Even though

Tyre and Sidon in that midrash are the refuge of prophets (pp. 44 f. ), this would

not prove that Mk 7
24f

- was filiated to it. (a) The Ahikar-cycle of stories and

traditions,* however, has left traces in the NT,f e.g. in the parable of the

fruitless fig-tree (Lk 13
6 "8

), which contains echoes of the passage in Ahikar:
" My son, said Ahikar, be not like the tree which grew near the water and bore

no fruits, and when its owner would have cut it down, said, Plant me in another

spot, and then, if I bear no fruit, cut me down. But the owner said, Thou art

close to the water and yet bearest no fruit ; how then wilt thou bear if thou

art set elsewhere ? " Similarly the parable of the wicked servant (Mt 2448
"81

)

is modelled in part on the legend of the wicked Nadan, who, after gathering

his disreputable associates, begins to eat and drink with them, and to maltreat

the men and maidservants, till suddenly his uncle Ahikar reappears—where-

upon Nadan, detected and rebuked, "swelled up immediately and became

like a blown-out bladder. And his limbs swelled, and his legs and his feet

and his side, and he was torn, and his belly burst asunder, and his entrails

were scattered, and he perished and died. And his latter end was destruction,

and he went to hell." % The very punishment of flogging (Lk 1247
) is the

same, for Nadan is bound and then given a thousand lashes on the shoulder

and a thousand more on the loins ; but the parable (like some later versions of

the tradition) modifies the legend by substituting dixorofieTv for the con-

ventional, ghastly ending. "As the story was clearly popular, and is also

pre-Christian, it would be no very strange thing if the Parable had borrowed a

trait or two from it" (M. R. James, Apocrypha Anecdota, ii., 1897, p. 158 ;

J. Rendel Harris in The Story of Ahikar, pp. xf.). Such data tend to show

that some of the sayings and stories in the evangelic tradition were not

simply aetiological in origin or based on OT prophecy, but derived part of

their matter as well as of their form occasionally from earlier folk-lore no

less than from midrashic models, outside the letter of the OT. Behind the

* On their early origin, prior to Tobit, cp. R. Smend's Alter u. Herkunft

des Achikar- Romans (in Beihefte zur Zeitschriftfur die alt. Wiss. xiii. 1908).

f Cp. Halevy in RS. (1900) pp. 61 f., (1901) pp. 255 f. His arguments in

favour of parallel reasoning in the case of Jesus and his adversaries and

Ahikar and his enemies are not cogent, but the Ahikar-tale may certainly be

allowed to form "one of those interesting Jewish products of the Greek

period which facilitated the transformation of the Hebrew Haggada in both

of its main growths, rabbinic and Christian."

% Or, as To I410 (B) has it, "went down to darkness" (cp. Mt
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early Christian accounts of the death of Judas,* who was, like Nadan, char-

acterised by black ingratitude and treachery (cp. Jn 13
18

), the Ahikar-tradition

may be also conjectured to stand, especially when the manner of Nadan's

death (see p. 34) is compared with Ac I
18 and with the tale of Papias

about Judas's body swelling up. " We need not be surprised if Ahikar should

furnish the key to the genesis of the Judas legends" (Harris, op. cit. p. lxv),f

particularly if, as in the Armenian, irprjadels be substituted for the awkward

irprjvrjs yei>6nevo$ in Ac I
18

. Folk-lore of this kind, however, is not the only

clue to the Judas stories. Thus, after describing a scoffer at the Hebrew

scriptures, Philo adds that he presently committed suicide (de mut. nomin. 8,

4tt dyx^Vv V^ev > ft*' ° fiiapbs ical dvcrKadapros fjt,rj5e Kadaptg Bavdrip TekevT^a-ri)

by hanging, a death appropriate to a polluted person, (r) One or two minor

and casual citations from ancient literature may be noted in conclusion. X

The X670S quoted in Jn 4
37 (&X\os iarlv 6 cicelpuv /ecu dWos 6 depifav) is a

loose citation of the common proverb, which occurs also in Pseudo-Diogenes,

ii. 62 (cp. Wendland in Neue Jahrb. f. d. klass. Alt., 1902, p. 6 n.). The
irapoifila cited in 2 P 222

is either from the Ahikar-cycle (cp. Halevy in PS.,

1900, p. 66) or from Herakleitus (cp. Wendland, SBBA., 1898, 788-796);

the sow-proverb is quoted also by Clem. Alex. Protrept. x. 92. 4, etc., who is

closer to the original form (ves YjSovrai (3opj36py /aclWov -J) Kadapy vdari). The
sarcastic description of the Cretans in Tit I

12 (Kpyjres del xf/evarat, Ka/cct drjpia,

yao-rtpes dpyal) is a hexameter apparently drawn from the irepl XPWM-^ of the

local philosopher, Epimenides (cp. Diels in SBBA., 1891, 387-403, and J. R.

Harris in Exp. 7
ii. 305-317), who attacked the Cretan claim that Zeus lay buried

in Crete. Callimachus quotes the first three words. The famous apologue of

Men. Agrippa was probably in Paul's mind when he wrote 1 Co 1212"27
, and

the iambic trimeter in I Co i$ 5*<pdelpovcnu ijdrj XPW^' ofu\lai Kaicdi) originally

lay either in Euripides or Menander ; but the hexameter in Ja I
17 (irdcra 86<ris

dyadic ical irdv d&prjpa riXeiov), where dyadS] and rtXeiov are unconvincingly

taken by Fischer {Philologus, 1891, 377-379) as predicates (sc. i&rlv), is of

unknown origin. On the other hand, the line of poetry put into Paul's

mouth at Athens, in Ac 17
28

(tos /cal nves tQv icad' i/xas iroir)T<2p eifrfkariV

rod yap nal ytvos ifffiiv), is probably from his fellow-countryman Aratus

(cp. Hoole, The Classical Ele??ient in the NT, pp. 82-84, and Blass' note),

if not from the hymn of Cleanthes.

* The connection of the Judas stories with the-Ahikar tradition is decidedly

closer than the filiation which Halevy prefers (PS., 1902, 46 f.) to find

between them and the machinations of Bechira, the Samaritan accuser of

Isaiah in the midrash. His explanation of 'lo-KapitioT-qs as a corruption of

SiXapubrTis (a native of the Samaritan Sichor) is highly precarious.

t Cp., further, AJT., 1900, 490-513, for proof that Mt 273f
- and Ac i

16f*

rest on the Ahikar-legend (EBi. 2627). The historicity of both stories is

upheld by Schlatter in his Zur Topographie und Geschichte Palastinas (1893),

217 f.

% Further materials for the influence of Jewish apocalypses on the NT and
on early Christian literature in general are collected by Prof. R. H. Charles

in his editions of The Apocalypse of Baruch (1896), The Assumption ofMoses

(1897), The Ascension of Isaiah (1900), The Book ofJubilees (1902), and the
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IV.

STRUCTURE AND COMPOSITION OF N7.

" Time's glory," according to the Shakespearean line, " is to

blot old books and alter their contents." This is not a glory

in which the literary critic can be expected to rejoice. It has

imposed on him the task of reconstructing the original form of

several ancient documents, and of allowing for processes of

interpolation, displacement, and compilation.*

(i.) Interpolation f means the addition of passages to an

original composition, or the incorporation of later verses,

sections, and even words, in a writing which has come down
from some earlier period, either (a) at the hands of the author

himself, or (b) by subsequent editors of the volume, after the

writer's death, or (c) by scribes (or editors) of the text. Like

other fragments of ancient literature, j the early Christian records

were liable to such handling, though the dimensions of this form

of textual corruption were restricted by the ecclesiastical scrutiny

which before long came to be exercised over documents ot

the apostolic faith within the archives of the church.

(a) Instances of editorial addition, by the author himself, are to be found,

e.g. , if tradition be reliable, in the Perscz of ^Eschylus, in Herodotus, and in

the Georgics—Vergil having cut out the original ending of the fourth Georgic

and inserted another, after the death of Gallus. Juvenal revised and rewrote

some of his Satires, while Martial appears to have reissued the tenth book

of his epigrams, altered and adopted to the requirements of the reign of

Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs (1908) ; on the NT quotations from the

last-named book, see his articles in HJ., 1905, 558-573, and Exp? vii. in f.

* Cf. HNT. 608 f., for a fuller discussion of these points. The following

paragraphs are simply meant to pave the way for later references under the

successive NT books.

f Hermann, the famous Homeric critic, used the term to denote not

only the insertion of verses, but, in accordance with strict etymology, the

refurbishing of an older writing (cp. the pref. to his edition of the Homeric

hymns, p. viii).

Jin his chapter on "Interpolation in Thucydides" {The Fourth Book

of Thucydides, 1889, pp. xxxi f.), Dr. W. G. Rutherford, after discussing

the question of these glosses and scholia, or interpolated adscripts, declares

that "nothing could have prevented the importation into the text of any

author of a great deal of what was properly comment." The general theory

and practice is well put by A. Gercke in NeueJahrb. fur das klass. Altertum

(1901), pp. 3 £
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Trajan. Several passages in the De Rerum Natura {e.g. fi. 165-183) are

also to be explained most naturally as additions made by Lucretius himself

to the original draft, and in the case of the Third gospel or its sequel it

is not unlikely that Luke may have re-edited (a.va<XKeva<xdiv, 8ia<TKeva<rdei>) his

work. {b) Editorial additions are much more numerous, as, e.g. , in the well-

known instances of Jer 17
19-2? (a later insertion), 3135-40 33

17-26 (om. LXX),

Is 6621 '24 etc., and in the Catalogue of the ships (Horn. Iliad, 2484
-877

). The

last-named fragment must be pronounced not simply an originally inde-

pendent document from the Hesiodic school in Boeotia, but itself interpolated.

The Homeric 8iatTKeva<XTaL are supposed to have worked thus on the Iliad

and Odyssey with the view of smoothing out and harmonising it (cp. the

list of passages in Jebb's Homer, p. 163) ; the famous passage in the Antigone

(904-920) is almost certainly to be regarded as an interpolation, perhaps by

the son of Sophocles, in the original ; and stage interpolations, as might be

expected, were especially frequent in the text of the Athenian dramatists.

Later works even in literature and philosophy were not exempt from the

intrusion of such alien matter, which, it is hard, in some cases {e.g. in

Lucretius, iii. 806-818 and i. 44-49), to attribute certainly to {b) or [c),

though internal evidence suggests that passages like Iliad 2130"133
, 2075

"353

and Herod. 6121 "124 were added by a later hand. The corresponding source

of interpolation in early Christian literature was the liturgical use of the

documents in the worship of the churches (cp. Apocalypse) ; the Fourth

gospel, among the NT writings, offers the clearest case of a document

which has been edited by some later reviser, but Romans and 2 Corinthians

present substantially the same phenomenon, though their canonical form was

due in all probability to the interests of the Pauline Canon itself. Mark's

gospel is supposed by some critics to have been written before A.D. 70, but to

have received (from the author ?) one or two touches after that date. A modern
instance of this procedure is furnished by Northanger Abbey, which was first

composed by Jane Austen in 1798. In the fifth chapter, however, we have

an illusion to Miss Edgeworth's Belinda—a novel which did not appear until

1801. This proves that Miss Austen's work lies before us in a revised form ;

the first draft was gone over by the authoress before its final publication some

years later. The third class of interpolations (<r) cannot be strictly differentiated

from {b), but it also is amply verified in ancient literature by the evident freedom

exercised by copyists and editors of a text.* Glosses, such as Herod. I
32

2ii7. 145 ^ wouid creep in from the margin, or be incorporated {e.g. Jer

2 iji3b. 26b
}

js 5010 "11
) in order to straighten out a passage or bring it up to

date. The possibility of such treatment is familiar to all students of the

ancient texts ; and such phenomena as the LXX rearrangement of Proverbs,

or the Noachian interpolations in the Book of Enoch, indicate the frequency

of the practice in the circles among which primitive Christianity arose.

The evidence for {a) and (b) is either drawn from tradition or from internal

evidence, but (;:) offers a class of instances which naturally are more obvious,

where the discrepancies of M3S at once reveal sutures of the text. Even

* Cp. S. Reinach's Manuel de Philologie Classiqve 2
(1904), i. pp. 43,

50 f. The extant letters of Epicurus have been swollen by the intrusion of

marginal glosses, which are part of the text as given by Diogenes Laertius,
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where the extant text does not suggest any break, the possibility of inter-

polations cannot be denied outright ; the distance between the oldest MSS,
or even the oldest versions, and the date of composition, leaves ample room
for changes to have taken place in the interval between the autograph and
the earliest known text. * Thus sheer internal evidence comes into play as a

valid factor in the critical analysis.

The extent of interpolations varied from a word or two to a paragraph,

and the motives for it varied equally from sinister to naive. During the second

century the less reputable reasons for interpolation sprang from the growing

prestige of the Christian scriptures, which were being appealed to in con-

troversies. Heretical remodelling was rife, and the practice of alteration

and omission was not entirely confined to one side. Origen charged the

Valentinians with it ; Eusebius blamed Tatian ; Celsus retorted upon the

Christians the charge of having interpolated in their own interests the

Sibylline oracles ; while Dionysius of Corinth, c. 170 A.D., was disgusted to

find that his own epistles were being tampered with. The early Christians

themselves seem to have had no hesitation in treating the LXX text with a

certain freedom, inserting here and there phrases to fill out the messianic

predictions of Jesus.

So far as the gospels were concerned, the most natural motives for

interpolation were the harmonising bias t and the disinclination of copyists

—

whose powers, it must be remembered, amounted occasionally to almost

editorial functions—to allow useful material, floated within reach by the oral

tradition, to pass away. Expansion was more natural than abbreviation,

though omissions were not uncommon, in cases where utterances seemed

either contradictory or unedifying in some special degree. J The liberties

occasionally taken with the text of the gospels are shown, e.g., by the

revision of Luke contained in Codex Bezse, the work of Marcion, the use

made of Mk by Mt and Lk, and numerous scribal or editorial touches in the

MSS (contrast D and the other uncials) and versions. "There are

abundant traces in the MSS and other authorities for the text of the gospels,

that they were copied at first with great freedom. Possessors of copies did

not hesitate to add little items of tradition, often oral, in some cases perhaps

written, which reached them. ... Much of this may be due to the fact that

these early copies were probably to a large extent the works, not of pro-

fessional copyists but of private individuals, whose interest was strong in the

subject-matter of what they wrote, and who were glad to record any stray

sayings or act of Christ which came in their way, even though it was not

found in the copy before them" (Sanday, Inspiration2, 1894, 294, 297).

* The pseudo-Adamantian Dialogue was interpolated within twenty or

thirty years after it was composed. For Galen, see Rutherford's A Chapter

in the History of Annotation (1905), p. 57.

f This was not confined to the gospels. One of the classical instances is

the conformation of Verg. Eel. 5
37 in the majority of MSS to Georg. I

154
.

% e.g. the omission of 2 K 1814"16 (Hezekiah's submission) in Is 36-39, the

omission by the LXX of the headings prefixed to various collections in

Proverbs in order to bring the whole under the aegis of Solomon, and the

Homeric omissions of Aristarchus (Athen. v. 180-181 D).
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(ii.) It is also a fair question whether a document may not

contain genuine but misplaced passages. Any application of

the hypothesis of a displacement in the text requires to be

checked by a hesitation about attributing too exact and

systematic a character to a volume, especially when no MS
evidence is available. But in itself the hypothesis is legitimate.

Whether due to carelessness in copying, or to the misplacement

of leaves of papyri (cp. Blau's Studien zur alt- Hebraischen

Buchwesen, 1902, pp. 23 f.), or to some material mishandling

of a codex,* inverted order is by no means an uncommon
feature of ancient documents. One classical instance is furnished

by the canonical order of the Nikomachean Ethics ; Aristotle's

original order was undoubtedly bks. i.-iii., vii.-viii., vi.-v. In

the OT Jer 3
6 -18

9
23-26 and io1-16 are, even if genuine, mis-

placed; Zee 4
6 "10 comes too late; Isa 41 6"7 is conjectured,

by an attractive argument of Marti, to have lain originally

between 4019 and 4020
, and Hab i

5'11 may be supposed to have

followed 24 in the autograph. Similarly, in the pseudo-Philonic

treatise de incorruptibilitate mundi, according to Bernays, the

present confusion of the traditional text is best accounted for by

the conjecture that some leaves have been misplaced.

Carelessness on the part of copyists (cp. Gercke, pp. 81 f.) was a common
source of disorder, e.g. Hor. Epp. i. i538f

« (cp. H. A.J. Award's Lucretius,

i. 28 f.). Verses were often misplaced, or even whole paragraphs. In

several of the biblical instances (James, Fourth Gospel, Acts, Apocalypse,

etc.), such displacements are due to the common practice of scribes or

copyists who wrote in " narrow columns, after the fashion of what was on the

papyrus strips ; two, three, or even four columns being on each page. If a

scribe, through inadvertence or interruption, happened to omit a phrase, he

would write it either on the margin or in the space between two of the

columns, with a suitable mark in the text to indicate where it ought to be "

(A. S. Lewis, ET. xii. 519). The next copyist, who incorporated his pre-

decessor's marginal note in the text, might easily misunderstand the reference

marks, and thus insert the passage in the wrong column.

* As in the case of Aristotle ; cp. Tredelenburg, Hist. Beitrage zur Philos.

iii. 413 f. ; Ueberweg, Hist. Phil. i. 147. For other dislocations, see

the Politics, i. II. 7, iii. 4. nf. ; Dr. H. Jackson's edition of the

Nikomachean Ethics, bk. v., where (pp. xiv i ) the dislocated canonical

text is rearranged, and Susemihl and Hicks' ed. of the Politics (1894, pp.

78 f. ), where the possibility is admitted that the textual phenomena may be

due to two parallel versions. The minor phenomenon of words displaced by

a copyist (cp. W. HeadUm, Class. Rev. 1902, 243-256) falls under textual

criticism.
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(ill. ) Compilation, or the incorporation of earlier sources without acknow-

ledgment, is too obvious, especially in the historical literature, to require any

detailed notice (cp. HNT. 615-619). The literary historian usually worked

over his sources. Hebrew chronographers were often content to transcribe,

leaving the strata of their sources fairly obvious. Greek or Roman authors,

however, felt too strongly the claims of form and literary finish to allow any

mere transliteration of some earlier document to stand.* So far from being

inconsistent with historical accuracy, this practice obtained among the most

scrupulous writers. It was a canon and convention of the time, and the

credit of Tacitus has not been impaired even for moderns by the discovery

that the original speech of Claudius, de iure honorum Gallis dando, differs

materially from the words put by the historian into the emperor's lips.

Thucydides, so far as we can check his methods, rewrote his sources in his

own style. His authorities were moulded by his own diction and conceptions,

and writers of his school and spirit would have curtly dismissed as mere

virofcv^fiaTa any collection of earlier sources or work in which previous

materials had not been artistically recast f The apocalypse of John, like

most other apocalypses, is also an example of how older fragments Were

brought up to date and reset by a later writer ; the small apocalypse of the

synoptic gospels is one of such fragments.

(iv.) It is in the criticism of apocalyptic literature that the

question of pseudonymity is also started (cp. IfNT. 619 f
.

;

G. H. Putnam, Authors and their Public in Ancient Times 2
,

1894, pp. 67 f., 202 f.). The apocalypses of the later Judaism

were pseudepigrapha almost invariably. Such writings, by a

recognised literary custom, were issued under the name of some

older prophet or hero, whose name lent sanction and authority

to the contents of the prophecy.

Throughout the Judaism of Alexandria,J subsequent to the Ptolemies, the

practice developed in several directions. The older Jewish literature reveals

the tendency to group literature round great names of the past, from Moses

to David and Solomon ; and, long before Daniel had started the line of

pseudonymous apocalypses, the book of Deuteronomy showed that this literary

device was quite compatible with religious and moral motives of the highest

order. One development of the practice in Alexandrian Judaism, that of

circulating works under the aegis of some pagan authority, historical or

mythological, was naturally foreign to the early Christian literature. The
Sibyl, Hekataeus, and Aristeas play a r61e in pre-Christian Judaism to which

there is nothing exactly corresponding in the primitive church. But when

* Cp. Nipperdey's Opuscula (1877), pp. 418 f.

f Cp. Lucian, de hist, conscrib. 16 ; Cic. ad Att. ii. I. if.; Dio Cassius

spent twelve years in rewriting materials which it had taken him ten years

to collect. .

% Susemihl, Geschickte d. Griech. Litcratur in d. Alexandrinerzeit* ii.

597 f., 601 f,
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pseudonymity expanded to include epistles, as it did in Greek literature long

before it did in Judaism, the way was prepared along which some early

Christians* essayed to serve their age (Susemihl, ii. pp. 589 f.). Like

boulders on a mountain-slope, most of the great personalities came to be

covered with the moss of a more or less extensive correspondence, and the

rise of a literature which included the Solomonic correspondence, written by

Eupolemus, or the so-called " epistle of Jeremiah " (preserved at the close

of the book of Baruch), indicates how congenial and innocent the practice

was in pre-Christian Judaism.

(a) The range of pseudonymous literature was wider, however, in Greece

and Rome, and although "the entire classical period of Greek literature

furnishes us with no authentic instance of a literary fraud," f the centuries

preceding and following the rise of Christianity were marked by a fairly

extensive use of the pseudepigraphic method in philosophy, religion, and

literature. The inducements to employ the names and characters of

illustrious men varied in quality. One was the desire for pecuniary

gain, which undoubtedly operated during the period in which Ptolemy

Philadelphus was forming his library (cf. Bentley's Dissert, on Phalaris, pp.

80 f.); this cannot be traced within the early Christian literature. The
higher motives for such compositions sprang from the innocent admiration

and naive sympathy which prompted a disciple to reproduce in his own
language the ideas, or what he conceived to be the ideas, of his master, and

yet forbade him, out of modesty, to present these under his own name.

Conscious of the master's influence, disciples viewed their own writings as an

extension of his spirit. In them, through their pages, he spoke, not they.

kvrbs £0a. What they wrote was not so much a private venture or in-

dependent outburst of their own, as the propagation of his mind and spirit.

Hence it became a point of unselfish piety to give up all claims to personal

glory, and attribute their writings to the master himself. Such was the

practice of the later Pythagoreans (Zeller, Pre-Socratic Philosophy, i. pp.

311 f. ). This throws light upon the ethos of NT writings like Ephesians and

the Pastorals. "While 2 Peter represents in the NT Canon a pseudonymous

epistle, pure and simple, the pastoral epistles, on the other hand, were

composed by a Paulinist who must have had access to certain notes or papers

of the great apostle, which he incorporated in his own writings. A similar

instance, in Greek literature, is furnished by the Fourth Philippic and the

speech irepl crvvrd^ecos, which, though appearing under the name of

Demosthenes, were in all likelihood composed, not long after the orator's

death, by a writer who possessed some genuine notes of his predecessor

*Cp. K. R. Kostlin (Theol. Jahrb. 1851, 149-221, " der pseud.

Literatur der altesten Kirche, Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der Bildung des

Kanons ").

t Gudemann, in Classical Studies in honour of H. Drisler (New York,

1894), PP- 52—74. One rare instance of a malicious motive is pointed out in

the case of Anaximenes of Lampsacus (Paus. vi. 18. 2f. ), who imitated the

style of Theopompus to the latter's discredit. For the later Augustan

epistolography, see Peter, op. cit. (below), pp. 171 f. Epicurus also suffered,

according to Diog. Laer*dus (x. 3), from pseudonymous epistles.
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and used these as the basis or nucleus of these orations (cp. Blass, die

Attische Beredsamkeit, iii.
1 pp. 382 f.).

(6) Another tendency which fostered pseudonymous epistles was the

recognised device, employed by ancient historians, of composing epistles in

order to lend vividness and point to their narratives. Though some of these

epistles may be genuine,* as in the case of one or two of Sallust's in the

Catiline, the large majority, however true to the general spirit of the

situation and the supposed writer, were undoubtedly due to the creative

imagination of the author himself (cp. Westermann, de Epistol. Script. Graecis,

i. pp. 4f.)- Of the two examples in Luke's second volume (Ac i$2Zi' 2326"30
),

the former suggests some historical nucleus, the latter is more independent.

To this feature may be added that of composing the dedication or preface in

the form of an epistle, as is often the case in modern books, although the

extension of the practice to historical works is confined to writers like Aulus

Hirtius and Velleius for the most part, among Roman authors of the classical

period, and to Josephus among Jewish.

(c) It is further obvious that from the historian composing not only a

letter but a speech in the name of some historical figure, it was only a short

step to the composition of a pseudonymous epistle, in all good faith, which

was designed to edify and instruct. The practice of composing speeches,

which was perfectly consonant with the ancient historian's canons of veracity,

varied from a free invention of such addresses to the conservation of salient

points in an oral or written piece of tradition. The latter is not infrequent

in Tacitus ; he feels at perfect liberty to construct speeches like that of

Germanicus on his death-bed, but he appears to exercise less freedom in his

condensation, rearrangement, and rewriting of the emperor's addresses and

letters to the senate (cp. Furneaux's Annals of Tacitus, i. pp. 23 f.). Con-

sequently, the fact that ancient historians assumed and were allowed this

licence does not ipso facto bar out the hypothesis that in certain cases the

writer may have wrought upon the outline or substance of an authentic

speech transmitted by tradition. This would be more credible when speeches

were composed in oratio obliqua, as is generally the case with Caesar, whose

historical credibility in this matter is to be ranked high, in spite of obvious

temptations to literary effect and political tendency, f
The rhetorical element in ancient historiography naturally adopted the

method of (ydoypcupvcrai) bringing out the character of a person or the salient

features of a situation by means of speeches. The author composed such a

speech as appeared to him suitable for the occasion, drawing perhaps upon

any materials of oral or written tradition that lay to his hand, but casting

the speech into such forms as were apt to the setting chosen. The rival

methods of indirect speech or of psychological analysis were open, but they

were at once less dramatic and less easy. Tacitus commonly preferred the

* Or elaboration of a genuine nucleus (cp. W. Vischer's Rhine Schriften,

L pp. 429 f.). See further on this point, Hermann Peter's die Scriptores

Histories Augusta (sechs litteratur-geschichtliche Untersuchungen, 1892),

pp. 153 f.

f Cp. Fabia's essay, de orationibtLs qua> sunt in Comm. Cas. de Belle

Callico (1889), pp. 91 1
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latter process, and there are cases of conscientious preference for the former ;

but the public life of the ancients, where so much of importance was

transacted in and by speeches, led the majority of historians to adopt the

method of composing speeches for their dramatis persona as the most in-

telligible and popular method of giving plastic expression to historical truth.*

The speech served as an analysis of character. It revealed the speaker, and

rayed light on the situation more effectively than paragraphs of comment

or analysis. Thucydides is the master of this school of historians ; f

Theopompus and Sallust are his leading successors. The speeches in the

NT literature consist of {a) compositions made up from previous materials,

usually genuine in the main ; and (5) more or less free compositions, which,

without being purely rhetorical exercises, J represent what the writer's histori-

cal sense judged appropriate to the situation. This judgment may have been

guided by tradition in some cases. But the general type of the second class

of speeches, which includes the majority of those in Acts,§ corresponds to

the speeches of Thucydides or Caesar, Polybius or Josephus. Occasionally,

as, e.g., in Livy, vii. 30, x. 6f., and xxxiv. 54, or in Aulus Gellius even, a

speech may possess historic value as the reflection or reproduction of some

older source, || instead of being, like the work of Dionysius Halicarnassus in

this department, purely imaginative. Historians of the Gracchi period, like

Fannius, proved invaluable to subsequent writers in this respect. Their

annals incorporated genuine speeches of contemporary statesmen, now and

then almost verbally, upon which both Cicero and Plutarch drew. Con-

sequently later speeches which rest on such authentic fragments acquire

a historical weight out of all proportion to their extant shape and setting. IT

The longer speeches in the gospels are partly based upon such earlier

sources [e.g. Matthew), but they are partly (as in the Fourth gospel) due to

prophetic and homiletical expansions of authentic logia. The inspired

prophet, speaking in the Lord's name, is not far from the preacher who
develops a homily {e.g. Mt 25

3If#
) ;

preaching, in its higher phases, is almost

lyric, and this creative process, in which a mind brooding on some gospel

•See C. Nipperdey's Opuscula (1877), PP- 4 I 5 f-

t " I have put into the mouth of each speaker the sentiments proper to

the occasion, expressed as I thought he would be likely to express them,

while at the same time I endeavoured, as nearly as I could, to give the

general purport of what was actually said" (i. 22, tr. Jowett). Cp. Ivo Bruns,

das lit. Idealportrat (1896), pp. 24 f.

% Or compositions written with a deliberate purpose, like most if not all

of the speeches in Caesar, which, while apposite and vivid, are intended to

colour the whole situation.

§ E. Curtius (cp. Exp? iv. 436-455) puts in a vigorous plea for the

speech at Athens. "Whoever disputes the historical value of the account of

St. Paul in Athens, tears one of the most important pages from the history of

the human race."

|| Cp. Soltau, neue Jahrbiicher f. d. klass. Alterthum (1902,) pp. 23 f.

IT i.e. if the source be trustworthy. But when Appian (v. 39-45) draws

on the commentaries of Augustus, the unreliable nature of the latter deprives

the later historian of any right to credibility on this score.
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word brings out an edifying monologue or dialogue, accounts for some
passages in the synoptists as well as in the Fourth gospel more naturally than

the hypothesis of deliberate literary inventiveness.

(v.) The question of translation (HNT. 605 f.), with regard

to any early Christian writing, covers a wider tract of interest

than the problem of its date. Undoubtedly, translation implies,

as in the case of Ecclesiasticus, a gap of years between the

composition of the original and the issue of the version ; but it

also implies problems relating to the authorship and contents.

Thus, in the case of the Matthaean logia, it is too common to

assume that the various Greek translations were practically

verbatim. They partook of the nature of recensions. The
particular recension which was fused with Mk in order to form
the canonical Matthew may have been almost as far as the

Greek recension of Josephus' Wars from the Aramaic original.

" For Greek and Roman readers it would need to be materially

recast. . . . Very probably the resum'e of Jewish history from
the time of Antiochus Epiphanes to the death of Herod (bk. i.)

was first prefixed in the Greek ; the greater part of the seventh

book was doubtless added at the same time" (G. F. Moore,
EBi. 2091). Matthew is not a translation, but it is a fair

conjecture—so far as literary canons go—that in Mt 1-2 glosses

might have been added by an editor,* whether from a special

source or sources or from personal access to Palestinian

traditions, when the Aramaic draft (beginning with 3
1
?) was

translated.

SOME LITERARY FORMS IN NT.

The gospel was the newf form of literature developed by

Christianity. The embryonic stages of this literary product

were not wholly novel, however; the Xoyta, or collections of

sayings of the Master, resembled the collections of apophthegms

current among the disciples of philosophic teachers; and

even among the Christians themselves aTrofxvrjfiovevfxaTa^ not

cwryyeAia, was a primitive term in use for their gospels.

* Jacoby {NT Ethik, 1899, PP- 4IQ f Puts down 5
18"19 23

8 and 24
W to

this exposition which blended with the text.

f The ancient conception of depicting a character, subjective and objective,

as illustrated by Polybius, Livy, and Tacitus, are discussed by Ivo Bruns in

die Personlichkeit in der Geschichtschreibung der Alien (1898).

£ The dirofivrjfji.opeuiu.aTa of Moiragenes, which were subsequently combined

with the inrofivrjfiaTa of Damis {i.e. extracts from diaries) to form the bio-
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Aristotle draws a distinction between his c£a>Tepi/coi or

ckScoo/ucW \6yoi (published works) and his aKpoacrecs. The
latter were private summaries or abstracts, resembling a precis

for his audience of students. We thus get a distinction between

to. aveyvwa-fiiva and to. avtK&oTa which throws light on writings

like the Ur-Marcus * and Q, both of which would resemble the

former. But even in these, and still more clearly in the

canonical gospels, the material assumes forms which have

partial analogies in ancient literature.

(a) The chief of these is the dialogue. At first sight the

philosophical development of literature among the disciples of

Socrates is unlike the primitive Christian literature in one im-

portant respect : the faith and reverence of the disciples of Jesus

prevented them from composing literary dialogues in which their

Master was made to answer problems of thought and conduct.

But it is not accurate to suggest (so R. Hirzel, Der Dialog,

ein literar-historischer Versuch, Leipzig, 1895, ii. 367) that the

first efforts in this line made by the early Christians are to be

found in writings like the Pistis Sophia and the fabricated

correspondence of Jesus. Examples of the dialogue-method lie

earlier in the literature of the church. For one thing, the com-

position of several sections in the synoptic gospels was prompted

by the rise of questions about conduct. How were Chris-

tians to bear themselves in preaching the gospel? or when

attacked ? or towards the Jewish authorities ? How did Jesus

behave towards the priests ? What was his attitude to the law ?

These and similar questions were the nuclei round which several

reminiscences of the evangelic tradition gathered. The out-

come, as it lies in the gospels, was in many cases made up of

genuine recollections and authentic logia ; but there was also an

element of composition. Even oral tradition could not hand

down logia invariably as they were spoken. A plus of preaching

inevitably attached to them. Furthermore, the setting was

ultimately the work of an author, who, as is plain, e.g., from

Matthew's gospel, worked often on principles of schematism

graphy of Apollonius of Tyana, resembled irpd^ts. Reitzenstein {Hellen-

istische Wundererzahlungen, 1906, 40 f.) thinks the former must have been

a sort of prototype of the gospels (especially the Fourth), the latter a parallel

to the we-sections in Acts.

* Abbott [Diat. 996) speaks of Mk's " note-book gospel." The phrase

suits the Ur-Marcus even better than the canonical Mark.
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and with certain ideas and tendencies in his mind which were

not without influence upon his materials. Each evangelist had

his conception of Jesus ; he had also his own idiosyncrasies, and

he was face to face with the special needs of his audience or

age. The conjoint influence of these led to such literary dia-

logues as the synoptic tradition includes in its narrative of Jesus.

But the earliest and closest approach furnished by Christianity

to the classical dialogue-form of literature is to be found in the

middle sections of the Fourth gospel, where Jesus and the Jews

are made to debate in a thoroughly controversial fashion. This

marks the passage of early Christianity into its dogmatic stage,

when it was confronted with rival systems, Jewish, Gnostic, and

pagan (cp. P. Gardner, Exploratio Evangelica, pp. 164-165

;

Moffatt, HNT. 34 f.) ; it is the first phase of the dialogue in

Christian hands as an instrument of anti-Jewish propaganda.

Later instances of this dialogue -form in anti-Jewish and anti-pagan

propaganda multiply from the Dialogue of Jason and Papiscus and Justin

onwards ; it naturally became, as in the old philosophic style, a literary

weapon in the controversies between one school of Christian and another {e.g.

Bardesanes, Jerome, pseudo-Adamantius, etc.).

(b) A cognate form of the dialogue, the diatrite, has also

passed into the early Christian literature, although the NT writ-

ings contain merely a few rudimentary traces of its vogue and

influence. The Starpi^rJ was a dialogue transformed into a

monologue, in which the imaginary opponent appears by way of

4>r](riv (inquii). He is cited, only to be refuted ; his words

are quoted in order to form the text of a fresh outburst on the

part of the speaker. When the method is skilfully managed, as,

e.g., in Arrian's descriptions of Epictetus, the effect is vivacious

and telling. The interest of the diatrM was primarily ethical

;

hence its popularity among the later Stoics and even among Jewish

Christian (Philo) and early Christian (Clem. Alex.) writers on

religion.* One trace of the oWoi/^-style is to be detected in

* Cp. Wendland, Philo und die Kynisch-Stoische Diatribe
1

(1895), P- 7»

"Wenn neutestamentlichen Schriften manche Begriffe und Ideen, Stil-

formen und Vergleiche mit der philosophischen Litteratur gemeinsam sind,

so ist es nicht ausgeschlossen, dass die Diatribe schon auf Stiicke der

urchristlichen Litteratur einen gewissen Einfluss ausgeiibt, den man sich

nicht einmal litterarisch vermittelt zu denken braucht." The last clause is

important. A number of the diatribe-forms spring naturally from the moraJ

tension and spiritual conflict set up by the new faith. Cp. Heinrici's Dit

litter. Ckarakterdtt NT Schriften (1908), 11 f., 47, 66.
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Paul's habit of quoting some phrase of his opponents in order to

refute their arguments. Introduced by <^o-iV, just as in Epictetus,

these citations lend vivacity to the style ; they also suggest the

genetic relations between the dialogue and the epistle, between

the spoken language of discussion and the epistolary idiom.

(c) The address, based usually on the older scriptures, and

therefore to a large extent exegetical as well as hortatory, was

described* in philosophic language (Lucian, Tim. 10; ^Elian,

v. hist. 3
19

) as 6/xiA.ia (cp. Ac 2011 2416
; Ignat. ad. Polyk. 5), and

afterwards as SiaAe£is or disputatio. It differs from the SiaTptfirj

in being less conscious of an opponent ; what it presupposes is

an audience to be convinced, rather than a single adversary to

be refuted. This literary form underlies the homilies of the

gospels and most of the later epistles.

(d) The epistle and the oral address were of kindred origin.

Long before the rise of Christianity the rhetorical schools had

been in the habit of throwing their ideas into the form of

epistles, and the obvious similarity between the audience who
heard an address and the readers of an epistle, the frequent use

of the second person in exhortation, and the presence of a

flowing, flexible element in the argument, helped to develop the

use of the epistolary form for ends which were wider than those

of private correspondence.! It is often a real problem to

determine whether a given writing is a Aoyos or an eVio-ToA.17. In

many cases the epistolary form is little more than a literary

device. One speech of Demosthenes actually came to be

published under the title of cVio-toAt) ArffxoaOevovs, and it was

natural that later writers, addressing a wide public, should

adopt, for the sake of dramatic effect and point, the epistolary

form of composition as the nearest to that of the oration.

Furthermore, a speech did not require to have been spoken in

order to be published ; and, as a matter of fact, it was the custom

even of historians J to write for hearers—the form in this case

being all the more natural as the readers would read the volume

aloud.§

*See Hilgenfeld's Ketzergesch. d. Urc. II.

tCp. Aristides, xii. p. 148 D, oirep ye iced iv &pxy rrjs £iri<rTo\rjs ctirov % 8ti

(3oij\ecrde tcaXelv to pij3\Lov.

X Cp. Rohde, Griech. Roman, pp. 304 f.

§ Lucian, adv. indoct. 2 (dvaytvdiaK€i.s 'ivia, irdvv iwiTpixuv (pdduovTos roi

6<t>da\jA.ov rb ardfia).
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The epistle had been bound up in its earlier stages in Greek

literature with the dialogue.* The philosophical discussions

which were native to the genius of the latter had acquired fresh

literary form in epistolography ; f the epistle, said Artemon (the

editor of Alexander the Great's correspondence in the second

century), is a sort of semi-dialogue. Consequently a personal

note pervaded it. A treatise might be, and often had to be,

abstract and impersonal, but the affinity of the epistle to the

oral address on the one hand and the dialogue upon the other,

naturally tended to present in it the question and answer, the

play of sentiment, and the dialectic movement inevitable to any

reproduction of personal intercourse. The treatise dealt in a

more or less systematic way with some philosophic subject
; J

it conveyed instruction directly and didactically. But the

epistle rose alongside of it to reach circles or groups of people

in a less formal fashion ; and when philosophic scholars multi-

plied and the world of culture grew less restricted than before,

the epistle acquired a special vogue as a channel for conveying

instruction to people whose common interests united them in

some pursuit or science. The correspondence of Epicurus

marks a distinct stage in this literary evolution. His letters to

philosophers and private individuals had in some cases only a

semi-private object (cp. Hirzel, der Dialog, i. pp. 355 f.); they

discussed such topics as natural philosophy and astronomy,

besides ethical themes, and his scholars continued the practice.

Epistles became not merely the ties knitting like-minded scholars

*The various materials and phases are collected in Hercher's Epistolo-

graphigrceci. See, further, Peter, op. cit. (below) pp. 213 f., on "der Brief

als Einkleidung fur Flugschriften, wissenschaftliche und litterarische Erorter-

ungen, Mahnungen, Widmungen," and especially Rudolf Hirzel's der Dialog,

i. pp. 353 f., ii. pp. 8 f.

f The changes made by Paul and other early Christians in the formulae,

e.g., of the introductory address, are noticeable. It is only in Ac 15
23

(23
s6

)

and Ja I
1 that the ethnic 6 delva rep Setvc xa ^P€lv *s employed ; the former

is not a Christian letter, while in the latter, by a literary device like that

in the third and eighth of the Platonic epistles, the opening is linked to

what follows. The origin of the xa^P€LV formula was connected with the

news (evayytXiov) of victory, according to tradition (Lucian, de lapsu in

salutando, 3 ; cp. G. A. Gerhard's '

' Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des

griechischen Briefes,"i., in Philologus, 1905, 27-65).

% For what follows, see especially Hermann Peter's der Brief in de?

romischen Litteratur (1901), pp. i6f., and Wehofer, " Untersuchungen zur

altchristlichen Epistolographie " {SBAIV, 1901, pp. 102 f.).
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together, but means of instruction, defence, and debate. In the

treatment of scientific questions the epistle thus acquired a new

role of its own. It accompanied and promoted the popularising

of knowledge. Letters, or rather epistles, for example, were

written on the Copais sea by Crates of Chalkis (cp. Wester-

mann, de epist. grcec. iv. pp. 9 f.), on mathematics (cp. Susemihl,

i. pp. 419 f.), and antiquities (by Polemon of Ilion); and an

equally didactic character attached to the letters of Augustus.

The soil was thus prepared for the growth of epistles and

epistolary homilies within the sphere of early Christianity. The
philosophic epistle had long been acclimatised among the Greeks

and Romans. Hortationes ad philosophiam were composed by

Augustus as well as by less princely authors (Suet. Aug. lxxxv.),

and epistles of consolation are frequent in the correspondence of

the age {e.g. that of Sulpicius Severus, Cic. ad Fam. iv. 5). The
letters of Seneca to Lucilius, as has been often noted (cp. e.g.

Peters, pp. 228 f.), are in reality designed for the young world of

Rome, and merely dedicated to Lucilius ; * the personal address

and air are retained, but the object is to furnish all and sundry-

with exhortations and admonitions which may take the place of

some philosophic friend at hand.f Several even of Seneca's

so-called dialogues might be described as epistles. The
epistolary literature of the early Christians, in fact, almost

exemplifies the threefold division { made by Cicero into (a)

epistles or letters which convey instruction or information, (b)

playful and familiar notes to one's friends, and (c) letters of

consolation. The nearest approach to the personal letter, un-

studied and spontaneous, is Paul's note to Philemon or 3 John.

Personal or semi-personal letters, however (like Galatians and

1 Thessalonians), might contain matter of some permanent

interest. They might be contributions to some controversy,

* Luke's two books, dedicated to Theophilus, are a NT analogy.

t Cp. Martha, les moralistes sous Vempire Rom. pp. jf., 23 f. The
Seneca-letters to Lucilius, as Lord Bacon saw, were simply "dispersed

meditations, though conveyed in the form of epistles."

% e.g. in his letter of September, 46 B.C., to Trebianus in exile {ad Fam.
vi. 10. 4), or more explicitly in ad Fam. iv. 13. I and ii. 4 (" letters, as you

are well aware, are of many kinds. One is undeniable, the original cause of

letter-writing indeed, viz., to acquaint the absent with anything which it

is to their interest or to the writer's interest that they should know. . . .

Two other kinds of letters there are, which mightily please me : the one

familiar and sportive, the other grave and serious ").

4
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like the letters of Antony to which Tacitus (Ann. iv. 34)
and Suetonius (Aug. 63) allude; or discussions of various

questions, like the epistles of Varro,* Capito, and M. Valerius

Messalla. The epistolary form, in short, was employed more
and more to give a vivid and semi-literary dress to dissertations

upon criticism, jurisprudence, and even science, among the

Greeks and Romans. Thus partly by the circulation of really

personal letters, and partly by the adoption of the epistolary form

for public or semi-public ends, the transition was made from the

private letter to the epistle or epistolary homily. The NT
epistles vary between both ; f the former was transmuted into

the shape of a letter addressed to some church for which the

writer (Paul) felt a strong personal affection
; { the latter passed,

in the sub-Pauline period, into writings which were for the most

part epistolary in form only (1 John, James, 2 Peter).

VI.

THE CIRCULATION OF THE NT WRITINGS*

Paul and some other early Christian writers || dictated, not

because, like Charles the Great, they could not write, but for

purposes of speed and convenience. A letter might be either

written with one's own hand or dictated to a scribe or secretary

(raxvypd(f>oi, librarii, notarii). In one case, the amanuensis of

Paul 1T inserts a greeting from himself in the midst of the apostle's

* Cp. Ritschl's Opuscula, iii. pp. 476 f.

f Deissmann's valuable but too narrow antithesis {Bible Studies, pp.

I-60) is reproduced by W. Soltau (neue Jahrbiicher fur d. klass. Alterthum,

1906, 17-29)-

% Similarly 3 John and the letters of Ignatius prove that a real letter

could be written to a church. This fact of Christian intercourse prevents the

category of " letter or epistle " from applying, without qualification, to early

Christian correspondence.

§ Cp. HNT. 123 f. ; Gregory, Canon and Text of NT, 299 f. ; and Sii

W. M. Ramsay, Letters to the Seven Churches (1904), pp. 23 f., "The
Christian Letters and their Transmission."

||
Ignatius (see Lightfoot on Ro io1

), Origen (Eus. H. E. vi. 23. 2), and

others ; cp. Pliny's epp. ix. 36. 2, and Jerome's epp. 21. 42. On the later

use of dietare

=

to compose, see Norden, ii. 957 f.

IT Tertius was a scriba literarius of Paul, for the time being, who took

down, as a private secretary, what the apostle had to say (cp. Marquardt'i

Das Privatleben der Romer, i.
2
pp. 151 f.), and made copies ci it if necessary.

Such notarii were frequently stenographers.
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1

salutations (Ro 1622
) ; but as a rule the author speaks throughout.

It was apparently Paul's ordinary custom to dictate his corre-

spondence, though, to authenticate a letter, he might add a

salutation in his own handwriting (2 Th 3
17

, 1 Co 16 21
, Col 4

18
).

Such letters and epistles were written either on wax-covered

tablets with a stilus, or with a reed-pen and ink on parchment

(cp. 2 Co 3
3
, 2 Jn 12

, 3 Jn 13
). If Paul's remark in Gal 611

means that he himself wrote part of the epistle personally,* it is

likely that the latter method was employed. His handwriting,

like that of Cicero, "on charta with a pen would have been

much more easily recognised than his initials carved with a stilus

on wax. Moreover, the use of pen and paper would be so

obviously more suitable for long letters." f

The shape and the size of some of the recently discovered papyri at

Oxyrhynchus indicate that even for religious, as well as for literary purposes,

the papyrus codex was in use throughout Egypt before the third century A.D.

Instead of the papyrus in roll form, the papyrus in book form was more

widely and more early used than has hitherto been suspected.J

For various reasons, partly owing to the uncertainties of

communication, letters of special moment were copied § before

being dispatched ; and more than one copy was sometimes sent,

lest one of them should go astray (cp. e.g. Cic. ad Fam. ix. 16. 1).

The carelessness and dishonesty of letter-carriers were thus

checkmated to some extent (ad Fam. iv. 4. 1). This con-

sideration has some bearing on the literary characteristics of

2 Thessalonians and Ephesians. Furthermore, the same letter

might be sent to different persons, as was the practice of

Epicurus.|| " I have wanted," writes Cicero to Cornificius, " a

* The sender occasionally wrote part himself, if he wished to be particu-

larly confidential (Cic. ad. Att. xi. 24).

t Tyrrell's Correspondence of Cicero, vol. i. p. Iv. Quintilian's advice, in

favour of wax tablets {Instit. Orat. x. 31 f.) for jottings or notes (Lk I
63

), is

due to the fact that erasures were more easily made on wax than on parch-

ment. Illustrations of wax tablets are given by W. Schubart {Das Buck bei

den Griechen u. Rbmern, 1907, 16 f.).

X Cp. Grenfell and Hunt, The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, ii. (1899) pp. 1-3,

and W. Schubart, Das Buch bei den Griechen und Romern, 1907, pp. 107 f.

§ Not by the author, however. " Quis solet eodem exemplo pluris dare,

qui sua manu scribit ? " {ad Fam. xviii. 2).

|| So, too, Seneca {ad Lucil. xvi. 99. 1 :
" epistulam, quam scripsi

Marullo, cum filium paruulum amisisset et diceretur molliter ferre, misi

tibi").
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letter from you addressed to my very own self" (ad Fam. xii.

30. 3). Even without the alteration of the address, a letter

could be copied and scattered broadcast for a wider audience (so

Cic. ad Att. viii. 9. 1), in which case the epistle became almost

a tract or pamphlet. Such must have been the method with

epistolary homilies like Galatians, 1 Corinthians, and 1 Peter,

as well as with the Apocalypse.

In the case of the NT, the autographs themselves perished at

an early date. That they were no longer in existence in the

second quarter of the second century is evident from the fact

that Marcion could be charged with falsifying their text. Had
the autographs been available, the accusations of Tertullian and

others would have been superfluous ; the editors and correctors

of the text would have been refuted simply by the production of

the autograph itself. Within less than a century the autograph

of the apocalypse, e.g., had disappeared; a number of copies

existed which were no longer uniform.* This is hardly to be

wondered at ; for, once a document was copied, there would not

be the same interest in preserving the IStoypacpov. Tertullian

seems in one passage to appeal to the originals: "percurre

ecclesias apostolicas, apud quas ipsae adhuc cathedrae

apostolorum suis locis president, apud quas ipsae authenticcz

literce eorum recitantur, sonantes uocem et repraesentantes faciem

uniuscuiusque " (prczscr. hceret. 36). But the phrase italicised

probably means no more than "originals," in the sense of

uncorrupted, genuine copies, as opposed either to translations or

to interpolated (or mutilated) editions, such as those issued by

Marcion. If he really meant autographs, the passage would

require to be set down to his rhetorical temperament.!

Naturally the wear and tear was felt primarily at the opening and at the

end of a manuscript. Well-known instances of opening sentences having

been lost are to be found in Plutarch's Vita Themistoclis and three of the

books of the elder Seneca's Controuersiae. This is what underlies the theories

about Hebrews having lost its original address, and Mark its original ending,

by accident. The errors of copyists in the body of the work explain the

variations in Apoc 13
18 (Iren. v. 30. I, iv iraai rots cnrovdaiois teal apxaLots

dvriypd<pois kt\.), etc., as well as the primitive corruptions which must have

* Origen (in Mt 19
19

) similarly attests the widespread diversities in the

copies of the gospels.

f Cp. Cobet and Kuenen's NT ad fidem Codicis Vaticani (i860), pp.

*6 f.
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arisen very early, since there is no ripple of variation in the MSS or versions.

A clear case of the latter occurs in Ac 29
, where 'lovdalav, between Mecro-

TroTa/j.iav and re /cat KawTradoKiav, is certainly wrong. The alternatives are

to omit it altogether (so, e.g., Harnack, BNT. iii. 65 f.), or to regard it as a

corruption of 2vpiav (Jerome on Is n 10
, Blass), Avdiav (Bentley), 'AdtafiaLav

(Nestle, ZNW., 1908, 253-254), 'kpfxevlav (Tert. adv. Jtid. 7 ; Aug. Contra

Fund. 9), 'Apap.alav (W. H. P. Hatch, ZNW., 1908, 255-256), 'lovlav (as in

I Mac 88
; Cheyne, EBi. 2169), 'Ivdiav (Erasmus, Schmid, Zahn), 'Idufxaiav

(Bentley, Barth, Spitta), or Bidvi>Lai> (cp. below, ' First Peter,' § 3, note).

When an epistle of Paul was received by a local church, it

would be laid up in the archives of the community (scrinia,

KifiuTLov, Kia-rrj), just as private letters were collected in a family,*

or public epistles in the pre-Christian Jewish synogogues.

Copies f would be taken and issued to the various churches

embraced in the address. In a town of any size, where there

were several house-churches (Col 4
15

), an epistle would be

probably copied, even though it was not a circular letter ; but

from Col 4
16 we may infer that the exchange of letters between

churches was not yet a matter of course. A church would

retain its own letter, normally. Was it taken out from time to

time for purposes } of discussion or reference ? or did the church

read the epistle regularly at worship ? The incidental reference

of Pliny {ep. x. 98) is silent on any dvayvwo-t?, and the evidence

of Justin shows that it was the gospels and books of the OT
prophets which were read weekly. But the growing prestige of

the apostles must have led during the early part of the second

century to the reading of their epistles as a part of public

worship, though the process of their elevation to the rank of

scriptures remains obscure. Eventually, the church authorities

became responsible for what was thus read, as we see from the

well-known case of Serapion.§ The distinguishing characteristic

of canonical writings was that they were read aloud in the

worship of the churches. Subsequently a distinction was drawn

between writings which were read on Sundays and writings

* Cp. Peter, Der Brief, pp. 33 f.

t Cp. Dzjatzko in Pauly-Wissowa's Real-Encyclopadie der class. Altertums-

wissenschaft, iii. 966 f.

X Perhaps also to let individual members copy out parts of it for their

own purposes.

§ The growing unity of the church, and the need of safeguarding Christians

from heretical scriptures, led to the rapid diffusion of the NT writings ; but

this was by no means uniform, as the evidence of the Canon in various

churches is enough to prove, except in the case of the gospels.
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which, though used for edification, did not attain to this rank.

But the primitive age of Christianity knew nothing of this

classification.

The allusions to reading in the early Christian literature

almost invariably (Mk 13
14

, Apoc i 3 , 1 Ti 4
13

) denote the

public reading of the scriptures in the churches.* How far

the early Christians, and even the apostles, were able to read, is

uncertain. The accomplishment was not universal, and although

the education of the average Christian in the primitive church

need not be ranked so low as, e.g., by Paul Glaue in his

monograph on Die Vorlesung heiliger Schriften in Gottesdienstc

(Teil i., 1907), pp. 13-30, still, the fact that many members
were comparatively uneducated, and that even when they were

not the spoken word was preferred in worship—this, together

with the expense of copies, corroborates the view that the large

majority of early Christians knew their scriptures mainly by the

hearing of the ear.

The practice of reading aloud one's own compositions was a corollary to

the earlier habit of reciting the works of dead authors. In the former case

the object was sometimes to benefit the audience ; reading thus resembled

the modern lecture (cp. Epict. Diss. iii. 23. 7f.). But more often an

author recited his work to a chosen audience in order to get their critical

opinion. " The audience at recitations may be compared with the modern

literary reviews, discharging the functions of a preventive and emendatory,

not merely of a correctional tribunal. Before publication a work might thus

become known to more hearers than it would now find readers : in the same

way specimens of a forthcoming work are now made known through popular

magazines. After publication f it might still be recited, not only by the

author, but by others, with or without his leave, in the country or the

provinces as well as in the city, before public or private assemblies " (Mayor

on Juv. 3
9
). It is the latter practice which throws light on the propagation

and circulation of the early Christian scriptures, which were not written for

any literary ends. This applies even to literary epistles like James and

Ephesians, which were pastorals, written for no definite audience. The
homily, cast in the form of an epistle, was a recognised literary feature

among Jewish and Greek, as well as Roman,J circles, before the early

* The recitation of the gospel -stories in the Antioch church was probably

a source of information, e.g., for Luke (cp. Salmon's Human Element in

Gospels, pp. 26 f.).

f On the meaning of 'publication,' see G. H. Putnam's Authors and
their Public in Ancient Times'* (1894), pp. 78 f.

X Cicero's letter to Lentulus Spinther {ad Fam. i. 9), e.g., approximates

to a philosophical discourse or a speech, and the famous Commentariolum

petitionis is as much an essay on political methods as anything else. For

further examples of the epistolary daayuryrj in Roman literature, see Nordea

in Hermes (1905), pp. 524 f.
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Christians began to write. Even though it was marked, for the sake of

vividness, by appeals to hearers and the like, it was designed originally and

directly for readers. The early Christian homily shared these characteristics

of form, but it was ultimately designed to reach audiences not individuals,

and the channel was public reading in gatherings for worship.

VII.

SOME LITERARY CHARACTERISTICS OF THE NT
WRITINGS.

This practice of reading aloud the scriptures, even before

they were scriptures in the canonical sense of the term, helped

to determine insensibly their literary form. It was a pre-natal

influence. The profound effect which Plato ascribes to Homer
in Hellenic education and politics was due to hearing rather

than to reading. It was the solemn and didactic recitation of the

poems by paij/wBaij who sought to bring home not only the words

but the spirit of Homer, which enabled the audience to sustain

its feeling of kinship with the original. The influence of the

early Christian writings, particularly the gospels, operated under

similar conditions. The large majority of Christians only

listened to them in worship or learnt their contents in the

catechetical instruction of the church. Both letters and gospels,

as well as the tracts which we know as homilies and pastorals,

were written for the most part with this end in view ; their close

connection with the address and the dialogue (see above, pp. 48 f.)

determined their adherence to the forms and spirit of a rhetoric

which corresponded to the needs of actual life.

The so-called metrical prose, or prose which recognised the

use of a certain clausula, passed from the Asiatic school of

rhetoric with some of the Roman authors, such as Seneca, Pliny,

and Cicero, who managed to preserve ease and freedom under

a more or less conscious recognition of certain general but

unwritten laws of rhythm and diction. The existence of this

rhythmic element need not be supposed to impair necessarily

the spontaneity of a writing. Ancient standards of composition

admitted, even in writings of fresh and apparently unstudied

grace, such as Cicero's letters of consolation,* a scrupulous

* Zielinski's Das Clauselgesetz in Cicero's Reden (1904) is discussed by

A. C. Clarke {Class. Rev., 1905, 164 f.), and Bornecque's La Prose Metriqut

dans la Correspondanee de Ciciron, by Prof. Tyrrell (Hermatk., 1905, 289 i.\



56 PROLEGOMENA

attention to the niceties of rhythm, cadence, and accent, and

a care for laws of sound in style which may seem strained and

hyper-ingenious to modern tastes. Modern theorists often state

it in extravagant forms. But, fanciful methods apart, if the

ancients really read with their ears as well as with their eyes,*

it is quite intelligible how even prose style, as Cicero and

Quintilian maintain, could observe certain poetical canons

;

without being metrical, as Aristotle put it,f prose style must not

be wholly unrhythmical. History, said Quintilian, is next to

poetry ; it is quodam modo cawnine solutum, and Luke's writings

show how effective cadences and easy rhythms could be present

to the mind of an ancient writer whose aim was to convince and

impress, not to display the finish and mastery of his own style,

nor to observe hard and fast canons of rhythm. Thus it is

with early Christian writings like Hebrews just as with some

of the most effective prose-orations of antiquity; they were

composed by men trained in this spirit of artistk symmetry. In

the minds of those who composed or read the early Christian

books there was no primary thought of intellectual entertainment.

None, with the partial exceptions of the two Lucan writings

and Hebrews, can be described as a literary product. Faith

was their germ and their design. They were composed and

employed to edify the Christian communities for which they

were originally written, and among which they came to circulate.

But some at least of them, like many earlier works in classical

literature, are instances of how style and fervour were not

incompatible, and how they were meant to catch the hearer's

heart, as the Christian message fell effectively upon his ears.

The presence of this rhetorical element in the early Christian

writers is felt in reminiscences of figures common to the Greek

prose of the day, \ and in the construction of sentences and

even larger sections, as, e.g., in an epistle like Hebrews. The

former is illustrated by plays on words like Xtfiol-Xoifioi,

* Some of Paul's epistles, like those of Ignatius, gain incredibly in

emphasis when read aloud. Public reading must have brought out their

point and 2harm, in many passages.

f In ch. viii. of his Rhetoric (bk. 3) he handles the need and structure of

rhythm in literary prose. Cp. G. L. Hendrickson in Amer. Journ. of

Philology (1904), 126 f., and the general discussion in Norden, i. 92 f., 134 f.

X Cp. the collection of Pauline instances in J. F. Bottcher's essay, de paro-

nomasiaJinitimisque eifiguris Paulo apostolofrequentatis (Leipzig, 1824), and

R. Bultmann's SHI der Paul. Predigt u. die kynisch-stoische Diatribe (19 10).
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efJia$€V-i7ra0€V, <f>66vov-<f>6vov (Ro I
29),* acrvveTOvs-aa-vvSirovs (i 81

),

7toXXols 7roXA.aKts (2 Co 8 22
), etc. The parallelism of the Greek

prose (7rapto-o)o-ts) and of later Latin writers like Apuleius, how-

ever, is one of form rather than of thought f (so Norden, op. at. ii.

816 f.) ; the Semitic parallelism, like that of the Finnish Kalevala,

develops an idea in two or more strophes, and this is specially

characteristic of the strophes and anti-strophes in the gospels.

It is in Paul, particularly, that the style, for all its rabbinic dialectic,

shows traces of the Hellenic element, due to the widespread

influence of rhetoric on pre-Christian prose, especially in Asia

Minor; it is denoted by the presence of balanced periods J and

a clearly marked evolution of strophic formations, with themes,

refrains, etc. Special attention was paid to the sequence of

accents in a sentence. As the writing was often written to be

read aloud, it was composed by one whose ear was sensitive

to the harmony of the style, the fall of the antithesis, and the

music of the period. More than once in Paul it becomes an

open question whether he is quoting from an early Christian

hymn, or developing half-unconsciously the antitheses of his

glowing thought. A good case in point is furnished by 1 Co
1542-43

:

ffvelperai iv (pdopqi,

iyelperai iv &<pdap<rl$'

airelperai iv arifxla,

iyelperai iv 5b£rf

ffvelperai iv aadeveta,

iyelperai iv Swdfiei.

Elsewhere, however, the genuine rhetoric § of the speaker is

* Further exx. in Ro 21 5
16 128 1423.

f Cp. E. du Meril's Essaiphilosophiquc sur le principe et lesformes de la

versification (1841), pp. 47 f.

% Cp. J. Schmidt on ' das rhythmische Element in Cicero's Reden

'

{Wiener Studien, 1893, PP- 2°9 f)» with Blass on rhythm in the Attic

orators {Neue Jahrb. fur das Mass. Altertum, 1900, 416-431), and H. Peter

{ibid., 1898, pp. 637-654, 'rhetorik u. Poesie im klass. Alterthum'; Der
Brief, pp. 25 f., on rhythmic element in epistolography).

§ Cp. J. "Weiss, Beitrage zur patdinischen Rhetorik (reprint from ThSt.),

die Aufgaben d. neutest. Wissenschaft (1908), pp. 11 f., Heinrici (— Meyer,

2 Cor. 8 436 f.), and U. von Wilamowitz in Der Kultur der Gegenwart, i. 8,

pp. 156 f. Blass {Die Rhythmen der asian. und rom. Kunstprosa, 1905,

SK., 1906, 304 f.) has pushed this theory to extremes, which involve an

arbitrary treatment of the Pauline text and an unreal estimate of the

apostle's literary ambitions (cp. Deissmann, TLZ., 1905, 231 f. ; W. G.

Tordan, Theol. Litteratur-Blatt^ 1905, 481 f., and Norden, GGA.
t 1901,
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felt through the written words ; they show unpremeditated art

of the highest quality, as, e.g., in passages like the hymn to love

(i Co 13), or the great apostrophe and exulting paean of Ro
831f\ " How such language of the heart must have penetrated

the souls of people who were accustomed to listen to the silly

rigmaroles of the Sophists ! In such passages the diction of the

apostle rises to the heights of Plato in the Phcedrus " (Norden,
;
i. 506). In short, with Christianity "the language of the heart

was born again. Since the hymn of Cleanthes nothing at once

so heart-felt and magnificent had been written in Greek as Paul's

hymn to love" {ibid. ii. 459).

Elsewhere in the NT fragments of hymns can be definitely

found, e.g. in 1 Ti 3
16

:

t% 4<j>avepu)07) iv <rapicl9

idiKaiwdrj 4v Trvevfiarif

&<p9r) ayyeXois,

iKTjpvxdv ev edveaiv,

iiCKxrevQy] ev /cocr/io;,

dve\r]jj.(p9r] iv 86%r).

This is a piece of early Christian hymnody (cp. Col 3
18

, Eph

5
14

; Pliny's Ep. x. 98), written in short cola with o/jLoioTeXevra

(cp. Norden, Antike Kunstprosa, ii. 852 f.), which probably

served as a semi-liturgical confession of faith (Klopper, ZWT.,
T 9° 2

, 336 £)• The early church, for all its defects, had not yet

lost sight of the truth that any creed worthy of acceptance should

be fit for use in the praise and worship of believing men. A
similar five-lined stanza, on the birth of Jesus, is inserted in the

nineteenth ode of Solomon (cp. TU. xxxv. 4, p. 51). 2 Ti 2 11
"12

is another fragment of an early hymn :

el yap 0-vpaireddvo/j.ev, ical <xvv^-q<roixe9'

el {>Tro/j.evo/iiev, ical <rvv[3a<Ti.\e6aofjLev'

el apvrjaopLeda, kclkcIvos apv-qaerai i]fxB.S'

el airiaTov/Aev, i/cewos wtcrros fievei.

The hymns in the Apocalypse and possibly the songs in Lk 1-2

are further instances of early Christian song. It was not until

later that verse included polemic (cp. Iren. i. 15. 6).

593 f.). For other literary forms, e.g. the irapa^oK-q, the irapoifila, the diropla,

and the allegory, see pp. 77 f.
, 313 f. of Konig's Stylutik, Rhetorik, Poetik in

Bezug auf die biblische Litteratur (1900), PRE. vi. 688 f. and xvii. 733 f.
f

and ERE. i. 328 f,



CHAPTER I.

THE CORRESPONDENCE OF PAUL,

Literature.—The patristic commentaries (cp. C. H. Turner, DB. v. 484-

530, and JTS. iv. 1341".) on Paul's epistles are more valuable for exegesis

than for historical criticism ; their outstanding contributions are the early

homilies of Chrysostom and ' Ambrosiaster :

(fourth century), the editions

of Theodore of Mopsuestia (ed. Swete, Cambridge, 1880-2), Theodoret

of Cyrus, Pelagius, and Euthalius, from the fifth century, followed by

John of Damascus (eighth century), Maurus of Mayence (ninth century),

Oecumenius (tenth century), Theophylact, Peter the Lombard, and

Euthymius Zigabenus (twelfth century), with the thirteenth century expositio

of Thomas Aquinas, Nicolas of Lyra's perpetua postilla (fourteenth century),

and the fifteenth century Annotationes of Laurentius Valla. The sixteenth

century witnessed a slight increase of attention to the historical environment

of the epistles, although dogmatic prepossessions still controlled the large

majority of commentators, Roman catholic {e.g. Erasmus, Annotationes, 1510,

Paraphrases in omnes epistolas Pauli, 1521 ; Catharinus, 1551 ; Gregorius,

1564 ; Maldonatus ; Estius ; Cornelius a Lapide, 1635 [best ed. by Padovani,

Rome, 1908 f.], and Leander, Commentaria in epist. omnes S. Pauli, Paris,

1663) and Protestant {e.g. Bugenhagen's Annotationes, 1524 ; N. Hemminge,

1571 ; Zwingli's Adnotationes [Zurich, 1539, pp. 518-39]; Calvin; H.

Bullinger's Commentarii [Zurich, 1 544, 498-551]; Zanchi's Co7nmentarius

1594, and Beza). The most notable contributions from the seventeenth

century, in the shape of complete editions, are the works of J. Piscator

{Analysis logica epp. Paul. 1638), Conrad Vorstius, Grotius (1641), Balduin

(1655), Cappellus (1658), Chemnitz (1667), Locke (1684), M. Pole, Synopsis

(vol. iv., 1694), and Hammond (1699). The eighteenth century produced

the R. C. expositions of Bernardinus a Piconio (1703), Alexandre Noel

(Rouen, 1710), Hardouin the Jesuit, and Ant. Remy (1739), together with

Bengel's great Gnomon (1742), besides the Cum philologicce et criticce in x
posteriores S. Pauli epistolas of J. C. Wolf (1734), Kypke's Observations

sacra in Novi Testamenti libros (1755), J. D. Michaelis, Paraphrasis und
Anmerkungen iiber die Briefe Pauli* (1769), Rosenmiiller's Scholia (1777),

and J. B. Koppe's edition of the NT (second ed. 1791).

The nineteenth century has produced several more or less complete

editions of the Pauline epistles, notably those of J. F. Weingart {Comment-
arius perpetuus in decern apostoli Pauli quas uolgo dicunt epistolas minores,

Gotha, 1816), T. Belsham (London, 1823), Alford {Greek Testament, ii.-iii.),

Hofmann (1862 f.), and Wordsworth 6
(1871), with Scholz (1830), Winser

(1834), de Wette (1835 *"•), Olshausen (i84of.), Turnbull (1854), Blomfield's

Greek Testament (1855), Ewald {Sendschreiben des Paulus, 1857), Bisping's

gxeg-etische Handbuch zu den Briefen Pauli (i855f.), Reuss (Les tyitres
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Paulin., 1878, in the third volume of his NT Section of La Bible), Heydt
{Exeget. Commentar zu 9 Briefen, Elberfeld, 1882), Manoury (Paris, 1878—

82), P. Rambaud (Paris, 1888), L. Bonnet (Lausanne, 1892), J. van

Steenkiste {Commentarius in omnes S. Pauli epistolas, Bruges, 1 899), B.

Weiss (vol. ii. of his Das NT Handausgabe, 1902), and A. Lemonnyer
{Epitres de S. Paul 2

, Paris, 1905).

Separate introductions to the Pauline epistles have been issued by H.
Bottger {Beitrage zur Einleitung in die paulin. Briefe, Gottingen, 1837 f.),

P.J. Gloag (Edinburgh, 1874), and Dr. R. D. Shaw 3 (Edinburgh, 1909).

The epistles are also commented on in several of the special monographs on

Paul, e.g. those in English by Lewin, Conybeare and Howson, and Farrar,

in French by Renan, and in German by Clemen and Schrader.

When the Scillitan martyrs were asked what they had in

their satchel or chest, their leader Speratus replied: 'libri

[at Ka0' i^as fii/3\oi, i.e. the gospels] et epistulas Pauli uiri iusti.'

This was in a.d. 180. But the unique position assigned by the

church to Paul's epistles can be traced back to the age preceding

Marcion. Marcion drew up an edited collection of the apostle's

letters. The church's collection may have been occasioned, in

self-defence, by this action, but the probability is (cp. C. H.

Turner \nJTS. x. 357 f.) that as Marcion's edition of Luke was

constructed out of the church's third gospel, so his Pauline

canon was * a similar re'chauffe of an existing Pauline collection

in the church.' Whether this corpus Paulinum can be dated as

early as the age of Ignatius, or even earlier (as Zahn argues),

is a question which can only be asked, in the paucity of the

available evidence. It is hardly likely that the idea of such a

collection occurred to Paul or to any one during his lifetime,*

but if the church at Philippi was anxious to possess any extant

letters of Ignatius (Polyk. ad Phil. 1 3), it is reasonable to infer

that a similar desire must have already prompted local collections

of Paul's letters, long before there was any thought of ranking them

with the scriptures (2 P 3
16

). This would be rendered possible

by the close communications f between churches, not only in

one district but abroad. What is certain is that the early

Christian literature begins for us with Paul's correspondence.

Genesis, says Tertullian in the fifth book of his treatise

against Marcion, Genesis promised me Paul long ago. For, he

adds (playing on a Latin rendering of Gn 49
27

), when Jacob

was pronouncing typical and prophetic blessings upon his sons, he

* He had not the literary self-consciousness of Cicero {Alt. xvi. 5. 5).

t Cp. Harnack, MAC. i. 369 f.
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turned to Benjamin and said, ' Benjamin is a ravening wolf; in

the morning he shall devour his prey, but towards evening he shall

provide food* He foresaw that Paul would spring from

Benjamin, l a ravening wolf devouring his prey in the morning '

:

that is, in early life he would lay waste the flocks of God as a

persecutor of the churches ; then towards evening he would provide

food: that is, in his declining years he would train the sheep of

Christ as a teacher of the nations. This fanciful exegesis of the

African Father brings out the fact that Paul did not begin to

write the letters by which he is best known until he had been a

Christian for about twenty years. So far as it can be recon-

structed from the extant sources, the activity of Paul as a

Christian evangelist and apostle falls into two main periods or

passages.* The first of these, (a) covering about seventeen

years, includes his work in ra KXi/xara rrjs 2,vpLa<s kcu rfjs KiAc/aas,

with Tarsus and Antioch as his headquarters (Gal i
21f

-, Ac 9
30

n 25f
'), and Barnabas as his main coadjutor. The second (b)

dates from the crisis at Jerusalem, which impelled him to go

further afield (Ac i5 36f
- i66f

*); after hesitating about his route

and sphere, he started upon the great mission to Asia Minor,

Macedonia, and Achaia, which occupied him for six or seven

years (Ac 1921 , cp. Ro 15
23

). His coadjutors now were

principally Silas and Timotheus. Thereafter he was evi-

dently planning a mission to Spain. The Southern Mediter-

ranean he probably passed by, as Egypt was being already

evangelised,! but in the Western Mediterranean he hoped to

break fresh ground, and en route to Spain he arranged to pay a

long-deferred visit to the church at Rome. Meantime, he had

to discharge his duty to the church at Jerusalem, by handing

over the proceeds of the collection made by the Christians of

Macedonia and Achaia on behalf of the poor saints in the

Jewish capital. The untoward result of his visit is well known
He left Jerusalem a prisoner, was confined for two years at

Caesarea, and finally reached Rome in custody. So far as we
can see, he did not regain his freedom. The projected tour to

Spain had to be abandoned, and he never revisited Asia Minor.

* The older scheme of three mission-tours is to be abandoned in favour

of this division of his activity into two mission-spheres (cp. von Dobschutz,

Problems des apostolichen Zeitalters, 1904, pp. 58 f.).

t See Harnack, MAC. i. 73 f. ; Zahn, Skizzen aus dem Leben d. alien

Kirche* (1898), 143 f. ; Moffatt, Paid and Paulinism (19 10), pp. 24-26.
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The extant letters of the apostle fall within or after the

second period, that is, in the late afternoon of his career. If he

wrote any letters previous to the crisis at Jerusalem, they have

perished. The letters to the churches of Thessalonika, Galatia,

Corinth, and Rome date from (b) ; the rest of the epistles, so far

as they are genuine, are the correspondence of a prisoner, and

were composed either at Csesarea or more probably at Rome.
Their relative order can be determined with approximate

accuracy, but their exact dates are bound up with chronological

calculations based on Tacitus and Josephus, as well as on early

Christian tradition, which are still matters of dispute. The
following table (cp. HNT. 121 f.), reflecting usually the old

schematism of the three journeys, will give some idea of the

variety of critical opinion upon the chronology of the apostle's life :

Crucifixion of Jesus .

Conversion of Paul . .

First visit to Jerusalem .

Second visic to Jerusalem
(Ac ii27f-

i

225) .

First mission tour . . .

Council at Jerusalem . .

Second mission tour . . .

Thiid mission tour . . .

Arrest in Jerusalem • .

Arrival in Rome. . • .

Death of Paul .

Death of Peter .

29

35/36
38

46

47
49
49
52

56

59
64/65
64/65

44/4:

47
47
5i

55
57
67
67

e a
>•

j* £ 00 j?

1

29

a

O

c

N
E
a

29 29/30 30 3° 30
3*/32 34 3° 31/32 35 32

34/35 37 33 34/35 3« 34

46 42 T44l 45 44 45
47 46 45

s
hef.45 50-51 46-48

49 5i 47(46) 45 52 50

49 51 47(43) 46 52 50-53
52 55 50 49 54 53 57

,S6 59 ut&k 53 SB 57

59 62 S7(S6) S6 61 60
61/62 67 64 58 66/67 67

67 64 64 64

1 DB. i. 415-425 ; JTS. iii. 120-128.

8 Untersuch U',gen neut. Zeitverhaltnisse (1894).

3 Neutest. Zeitgeschichte (1895), §§ 15-17 ; differently in second ed. 1906.

4 A A. pp. xiii-xiv, etc.

5 Similarly Laurent {NT Studien, 67-91), placing the second visit in 47, however, the

first tour in 47-50, and the second in 52-55.

« ACL. ii. 1. 233-239. 7 AA. 164, 172, etc
8 PRE. xv. 61-88, and INT. iii. 450 f.

» SPT. 363 f., as revised in Pauline and otJier Studies (1906), 345 f.

A word may be added on the problem of the authenticity*

of the Pauline letters. Their criticism has passed through a

* * Authentic,' in this connection as elsewhere in the criticism of the NT,
" has reference to the origin only, not to the contents ; to say that a

document is authentic is merely to say that its origin is certain, not that its

contents are free from error " (C. V. Langlois and C. Seignobos, Intro-

duction aux itudcs historiques, Eng. tr. 1898, p. 159).
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phase corresponding, for example, to that which has occurred

in the artistic estimate of Giorgione's pictures : after successive

verdicts which unreasonably reduced the number of the genuine

to a minimum, the application of a less rigid and more accurate

standard has at last revealed the existence of a larger number of

authentic canvases in the one case and of epistles in the other.

This shift of critical opinion has been brought about, for the

most part, by a gradual recognition of the fact that writers and

painters do not always work at the same pitch of excellence.

The progress of historical criticism on Acts and, to a less degree,

on the sources of the gospels, together with the recent researches

into the Koivrj, gnosticism, and contemporary Judaism, has also

helped to determine the authenticity of several Pauline letters

which were suspected half a century ago. "It has been the
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[30] 31(29) 33 33 30-33

34 35 38 34 31 32 35 35 35 36 37 33 36/37 33-35

37 38 4' 37 34 35 38 38 38 39 39 36 39/40 36-38

45 (44) 44 44 46 44 45-46
48 45-5° bef.51 44f. 45-47 50/51 46 45 46 45 49 ?

51 52 5i 5i 48 48 52 52 52 49 5i 50 50/51 50-52
51 52 5i 5i 49-52 49-5i 52 52-55 52 49 5i 5o-53 5i

54 55 54 53-59 52-56 55 55 55 53 54 53-57 54
58 59 58 58 59 56 59 58/59 59/6o 57 58 58 58
61 62 61 60/61 62 59 62 61/62 61 60 60 61 60-62

67 64 64 63/64 64 65-68 [64] 67 68 67

64 64 67

10 Biblical Essays (pp. 215-233). Similarly Aberle, i?Z. (1903) 256 f., 372 f., (1905)

371-400. U Acts (Meyer), pp. 53-60.

12 Thessalonians (Meyer), pp. 17-18. Similarly von Dobschutz.

18 Paulus, i. 411. 14 Studenfs Life ofPaul, pp. 342-259.
M /^7\ i. pp. 154 f. 16 Paul, pp. 13 f.

W .£*«/. 31 f. 18 £>£. iii. 696-731.

1» ^m/ (appendix, vol. ii. pp. 6231".). 20 pQ. (1896) 353 f., Einl. 130.

1 Abfassungszeit des Galaterbriefes (1906), p. 189.

a Die Chronologie des Paulus (1903), cp. NKZ. (1902) 569-620.

mission of the nineteenth century to prove that everybody's

work was written by somebody else, and it will not be the most

useless task of the twentieth to betake itself to more profitable

inquiries" (Saintsbury, History of Criticism, p. 152). The
epistles to Timotheus and Titus, together with Ephesians, are

probably Pauline rather than Paul's ; they belong to the class oi
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literary aSecnroroi in early Christianity. Otherwise 1
it may be

assumed that the letters which are grouped under Paul's name
in the canon were written by him, whatever processes of editing

they may have passed through before their incorporation into

the sacred collection of the church.

(A) CORRESPONDENCE WITH THESSALONIKA.

(a) Editions—Georgius Major (Enarratio duarum epp. ad Thess.

prcelecta, 1561) ; Musculus {Comment, in Phil. Col. Thess. Tim., 1565 f. )

;

R. Rollock (Edinburgh, 1598); J. A. Gleiche's Erklarung (1729); J. A.

Turretin's posthumous Comment, theoretico-practicus in epp. ad Thess.

(1739); P. J. Muller (1784); F. A. W. Krause (1790); Schleiermacher

(1823); T. C. Tychsen 3 (1823); J. F. Flatt, Vorleswigen iiber die briefen

an die Phil. Col. Thess. (Tubingen, 1829); Ludwig Pelt {Epistolae P.

apostoli ad Thess. perpetuo illust. commentario, Greifswald, 1830) * ; H. A.

Schott, Epistolae P. ad Thess. et Galatas (Leipzig, 1834) ; Baumgarten-

Crusius {Commentar iiber Phil, und Thessal. 1848); Olshausen (1840, Eng.

tr. 1851) ; J. Lillie (New York, 1856); Ewald, Sendschreiben des Paulus

(1857); de Wette 3 (1864); Meyer 3 (1867); Hofmann 2 (1869); Eadie

(1877); A. J. Mason (in Ellicott's NT, 1879); Reuss (1878-9); Ellicott 4

(1880)*; H. Reinecke (Leipzig, 1881) ; Alexander {Speaker's Com. 1881)

;

Marcus Dods (in Schaff's Comment. 1882) ; Hutchison (Edin. 1883)

;

Liinemann 4
(— Meyer, Eng. tr. 1884); Gloag (1887); Zockler (in Strack

und Z.'s Comm. 1888-95); A. Schafer (1890); Schmiedel 2 (HC. 1892)*;

Zimmer (in Denkschrift des theol. Seminars Herborn, 1891, and Theol.

Comment, z. d. Thess. 1894)*; Padovani (1894) ; Jowett, St. PauPs Epp.

to Thess. Gal. and Romans* (1894); Bornemann (— Meyer, 1894); Light-

foot (Notes on Epp. of St. Paul, 1895, PP- I_92 ) J J- Drummond (Intemat.

Hdbks to NT, 1899); Gutjahr, Briefe des Paulus. I. Thess. Gal. (1900);

Adeney (CB., n. d.); G. G. Findlay {CGT. 1904)*; W. Lueken (SNT*
1907); J. M. S. Baljon (1907); G. Milligan (1908)*; Wohlenberg 2 {ZK.,

1908); von Dobschutz (— Meyer, 1909)*; Moffatt (EGT. 1910); R.

Mackintosh (Westminster NT, 1910).

(6) Studies— (i.) general:— P. Schmidt, der erste Th. brief neu erklart,

nebsteinen Exkurs iiber d. 2 gleichn. Brief(i&$$) ; L. Monnet, Les ipitres aux

Thess. itude biblique (1889) ; Sabatier {ESR. xii. 123 f. ) ; Hausrath, iii. 209 f.;

Lightfoot (Smith's DB. iii. 1477-84) *
; E. de Faye, de vera indole Pauli ap.

ad Thessal. dissertatio critica (Paris, 1892) ; Denney {Expositor's Bible, 1892)

;

McGiffert, AA. 250 f. ; Bartlet, AA. nof. ; Pfleiderer, Urc. i. 125-143;

1 Most doubt attaches to 2 Thessalonians, less to Colossians. A similar

dubiety prevails, e.g., with regard to the two fragments of the epistles which

are supposed to have been written by Cornelia, the mother of the Giacchi;

the problem of their authenticity divides scholars like Nipperdey, Mommsen,
Hubel, and M. Schlelein from those who, like Mercklin and E. Meyer, deny

their genuineness.
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von Dobschiitz, Urc. 81 f. ; F. Trautzsch, Die miindlicke Verkiindigting

desAp. Paulus (1903); E. Ullern, S. Paul, dvangeliste et pasteur des Thess-

aloniciens. Etude (Nimes, 1903) ; C. Bruston (RTQR., 1905, 160 f.,

369 f.) ; Senstius, die Abfassungszeit der Thess. Briefe (1908) ; R. Scott, The

Pauline Epistles (1909), 215-233; Liitgert, BFT. xiii. 6 (1909), pp. 55-
102 (on errorists) ; Harnack, Das Problem des Zweiten Thessalonicherbriefs

(1910, SBBA. 560-578).

(ii.) on the text :—John Phillips, The Greek of the First Ep. to the Thess.

(London, 1751) ; Zimmer, Der Text der Thessal. Briefe (1893); Baljon,

(Theol. Studien, 1888, 347-352) ; Blass, Rhythmen der asian. u. rom.

Kunstprosa (1905), pp. I96f.

(iii.) against Pauline authorship:—Baur in Theol. Jahrb. (1855), pp.

141-168, and in Paul (ii. 341 f., Eng. tr. ii. 314-340) ; van der Vies, de beide

brieven aan de Th. (1865); Steele (fPT, 1883, 509-524); Pierson and

Naber (Verisimilia, lacera?n conditionem NT exhibentia, 1886, 3-25).

(iv.) for Pauline authorship:—Grimm (SR~., 1850, 780 f.); Hilgenfeld

(ZWT., 1862, 225 f., 1866, 295 f.); Lightfoot (Biblical Essays, 251-269,

and in Smith's DB.

)

; Sabatier, Paul, pp. 106 f. ; Askwith, Introd. to Thess.

epp. (1902)* ; Lock (DB. iv. 743-749) ; A. C. McGiffert (EBi. 5036-5046)

;

Zahn, Einl. §§ 14-16 ; Clemen, Paulus, i. Ill f.

1 Thessalonians.

In addition to the general literature already cited, the (a) editions by

Calixtus (1654); W. Sclater (Exposition with notes, London, 1619); A. S.

Paterson (Edin. 1857) ; A. Koch2 (1855)* ; Rohm (Passau, 1885) ; Johannes,

Kommentar zum ersten Th. Brief (Dillingen, 1898) *
: (b) studies by J.

Martinus (Analysis epistolae prioris ad Thess., Groningen, 1663) ; Lipsius

(SK., 1854, 905 f., "iiber Zweck u. Veranlassung des I Th.," a reply to

Baur); J. J. Prins, "de eerste brief van Paulus aan de Thessalonikers

"

(TT., 1885, 231 f.); von Soden (SK., 1885, 263-310)*; Bruckner's Ckron.

193-199.

2 Thessalonians.

In addition to the above general literature : (a) against the Pauline

authorship—Kern ( Tubing. Zeits.fiir Theol., 1839, 145 f.)
; J. E. C. Schmidt,

(Einl. 256 f. ) ; Hilgenfeld (ZWT., 1862, 242-264) ; van Manen, onderzoek naar
de echtheid van Paulu? tweeden briefaan de Thess. (Utrecht, 1865) ; Michelsen

(TT., 1876, 70-82); Bahnsen (JPT., 1880, 681-705); Spitta, Urc. i. 109-

154; Weizsacker (AA. i. 295 f.) ; C. Rauch (ZWT., 1895, 457-465); H.

J. Holtzmann (ZNW., 1901, 97-108); Pfleiderer (Urc. i. 95-101); Wrede
(777., Neue Folge, ix. 2, 1903)*; Hollmann (ZNW., 1904, 28-38); von

Soden (INT. 324-333).

(b) for the Pauline authorship—Reiche, authent. posterioris ad Thess.

epistolce (1829 ; against Schmidt) ; Schneckenburger (Jahrb. fur deutsche

Theol., 1859, 405-467) ; Renan (iii. 248-255) ; Westrik, de echtheid van II.

Thess. (1879); Klopper in part 8 (pp. 73-140) of Theol. Stud. u. Skizzen

aus Ostpreussen (1889)*; Titius, der Paulinismus (1900), 49 f. ; G. G.

5
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Finlay (Exp. 9
, Oct. 1900, 251-261); G. W. Garrod (London, 1900)

Kolmodin, Fault andra tess.-bref (Stockholm, 1901) ; Moffatt, HNT.
142-149; Briining, der Echtheit d. 2 Thess. Briefes (1903) ; E. Vischer,

Panlus-briefe (1904) 70 f. ; Wernle {GGA., 1905, 347 f., review of Wrede)

;

Ji.ilich.er (Em/. § 5) ; R. J. Knowling, The Testimony of St. Paul to Christ

(1905), 24 f. ; Jacquier [INT. i. 94 f.) ; Barth (Einl. § 6); A. S. Peake

(/AIT., 1909, 12 f.); Griiner, ' Besteht zwischen d. 2 und I Briefe an die

Gemeinde von Thess. eine literar. Abhangigkeit ?
' ( Weidenauer Studien, ii.

419 f., against Wrede).

§ I. Contents and character of I Thess.—The Christians of

Thessalonika were mainly Greeks by birth and training (i 9 2 14),

who had been won over from paganism by the efforts of Paul,

Silvanus, and Timotheus. The mission had only lasted for a

month or two. After preaching for three weeks in the local

synagogue, the evangelists continued their work till they were

prematurely driven from the city by the intrigues of the local

Jews. They left a vigorous church behind them, however, and

the central position of Thessalonika upon the Via Egnatia at the

head of the Thermaic gulf presented excellent opportunities for

the diffusion of the new faith (i
7-8 410).*

The narrative of Acts 17
1"9

, though admitting that the large majority oi

the converts were proselytes (i74),t ignores any work outside the synagogue,

and restricts the term of the mission apparently to three weeks. This

account is inadequate. As Baronius once said, epistolaris historia est optima

historia. The membership and influence of the church, its reputation

throughout Macedonia and even Achaia, to say nothing of Paul's allusions

to a period of training (1 Th 25U ), imply the lapse of a considerable interval

between the apostle's arrival and departure. Besides, his stay must have

been prolonged, if he had occasion not only to support himself (i Th 28'11

17-20
2
5*10

) by his trade, but to receive gifts of money (Ph 4
16

) from his

friends at Philippi, a hundred miles away. It was the last-named fact which,

among other things, gave rise to the imputation of mercenary motives (2
6, 9

).

The primary charge against Paul and his friends before the local authorities

had been treason and sedition (Ac 17
6"8 paatkta Zrepov) ; in his enforced

absence through the success of this manoeuvre, charges against his personal

character were circulated. Naturally he refers to the former subject quite

incidentally (1 Th 212 God's own kingdom) ; the latter dominates his mind.

* These passages cover not only Philippi and Berea (Lightfoot, Biblical

Essays, pp. 237 f.), but a somewhat extensive work by Paul, as well as by

the Thessalonians, which may have reached as far west as Illyrikum

(Ro 15
19

).

fThis, together with the religious training of the synagogue, helps to

explain—what is otherwise rather remarkable—the unusually rapid growth 0/

the local church (Wynne, Exp? iv. 364-377).
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His primary reason for writing to the Christians of Thessa-

lonika was anxiety on their behalf. It was the first community

of any importance which he had been able to found in Europe

;

and the exemplary character, the exceptional opportunities, and

the influence of its members bad already produced a wide im-

pression on the surrounding district. To this Paul alludes

(i 7"8
) with a pardonable touch of hyperbole * (cp. Ro i

8
, Ph

i
13

). From no church was he torn with such evident reluct-

ance. But the urgent claim of the church on his solicitude

was the suffering to which it had been exposed even during his

stay, and especially since he had left. Concerned for his friends'

stability, and unable to return in person, f he had dispatched

Timotheus, as the younger of his companions, from Athens in

order to rally and confirm their faith. Meanwhile events had

driven him from Athens across to Corinth (i 7"8
), where

Timotheus brought him the glad tidings (a real gospel—note

the rare use of evayyeXLa-dfxevov in 3
6
) of the Thessalonians'

affection and constancy. He at once proceeds to send this

informal letter, written (i.) out of warm personal affection, which

he rejoices to find returned, and (ii.) in order to convey instruc-

tions upon some points of Christian belief and conduct.

For an ingenious attempt to prove that I Thess. answers a letter brought

by Timotheus from the Thessalonians themselves, see Rendel Harris in

Exp* viii. 161 f., 401 f., and Bacon's INT. 73 f. {Story of St. Paul, 235 f.).

The hypothesis is tenable, but the evidence is elusive : ical in 2 13 and 3° cannot

be pressed into a proof of this, nor can o'cdare (
=

' you have admitted in your

letter ') ; and d7ra77^\\ere, though attractive, is not a necessary reading

in I
9
.

* The rhetorical phrase iv iravrl rbiri^ is not to be pressed (as by Zahn,

Einl. i. 146 f.) into a proof that the news of the Thessalonian mission had

time to reach the Asiatic Christians, whose congratulations came back Jo

Paul before he wrote.

fWhy? Because, in Oriental phrase, Satan hindered us (2
18

)—an enig-

matic remark which probably means either sickness (2 Co 127 ) or pressure

of local circumstances at Corinth. To refer it to a guarantee exacted by

the Imperial authorities from Jason and his associates that peace would

be kept, and Paul kept away (Ramsay, SPT. 228 f. ; Woodhouse,

EBi. 5047 ; and Finlay), conflicts with the idea of the Empire in

2 Th 22f*
. Besides, the Thess. would have easily known in that case why

Paul could not come back. That Paul had any intention of returning

to Thessalonika by sea, after he was driven out of Berea, is a precarious

inference from 218
, though the idea occurred at an early stage of the

Christian tradition, as is plain from the insertion of the Bezan editor in
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The former (i.) consideration emerges in a series of allusions

to malignant suspicions of his conduct, especially of the purity

of his motives and methods, circulated by local outsiders (2
3f* 18

etc.). This does not mean that he had reproached himself with

having appeared to leave his friends in the lurch ; such cannot

be the entire explanation (so Spitta, pp. 115-116) of the phrases.

A self-defence of this kind would be sadly post factum. The
language undoubtedly implies that insinuations to his dis-

credit were current in Thessalonika ; they struck at the church

through the apostle; and because the peace and faith of the

Thessalonian Christians were so intimately bound up with con-

fidence in his integrity, he vindicates their trust by showing how,

in an age in which impostors, religious, medical, and philo-

sophical, flourished by crooked methods, he had not worked for

mercenary ends, nor set up high pretensions, nor made exacting

demands on his followers, nor left them meanly in the lurch. He
appeals to his record in Thessalonika, and shows that his absence

was neither voluntary nor equivalent to a slackening of his

interest or affection. Such malicious calumnies, circulated

mainly or at least primarily by the Jews,* Paul further meets

by unbaring his very heart. He reveals his throbbing interest

in the church (2
s 36* 10

), tells them of the joy and pride their

loyalty afforded him (see the praise of other Macedonians in

Ph 4
1
), and expands previous oral admonitions (2

12 41 *2- 6- 10-12
)

in a series of written counsels.

(ii.) The second and supplementary part of the letter, pass-

ing from this personal and apologetic aspect, warns them against

such perils as (7reoi dyiaoyAov, 4
s'8

) sensuality, {pepi <£iAaSeA<£tas,

Ac I7M (irapTjXdev Si ttjv Qe<r<ra\lav' tK&Xvdrj yhp els afrrods Kyptii-cu rbi

\6yov), which, like the equally inferior reading in 17
4

(<T6j3. ko1 'EM.), is due

to the harmonising tendencies of the second century.

* So Hilgenfeld (Einl. 241), Lipsius, Sabatier (pp. 107, no), Schmidt

(25 f., 96), Renan, G. G. Finlay, Weiss, etc. In the nature of things,

as already {e.g. Ac 1419 etc.), Paul's principal detractors would be Jews,

angry at this renegade's success ; besides, the transition from 29
"13 to 213

" 16

and back to 217f - rather points to Semitic agitation. Others {e.g. Hofmann,

von Soden, SK., 1885, pp. 302, 306 f., Schmiedel, and Zahn) think of

pagans (cp. Clemen, NKZ., 1896, 1 51 f.). In any case the references are

too keen and detailed to be merely prophylactic. Probably the charges were

started by Jews and caught up by pagans ; they were not directed (as in

Galatia) against his apostolic authority, but more subtly against his personal

character. Passages like 2s
-
13

4
11 "12 (cp. 2 Th 22£- 3

8f
-) do not justify the

theory (Lipsius) that a Judaistic party was at work within the church.
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4
9t

) selfishness, and noisy indolence, due as much to a misap-

prehension of their faith as to pagan surroundings. The occur-

rence of some deaths had raised uncertainties about the Lord's

Second coming, and Paul briefly handles this with reference to

(a) the dead (4
13-18 7repi twv Koifjcwfiivoiv), who are declared not

to have forfeited their place in the messianic realm of the age to

come ; and (fr) to the living (5
1"11 Trepl t&v xp°vo>v kcu t&v Ktnpwj/),

who are exhorted to moral alertness in view of this great event,

which may be expected at any moment (5
s
), as well as to an

ethical steadiness * unaffected by unsettling expectations of the

end. This need of mutual exhortation (5
11

) naturally leads to

a word on subordination and obedience to the local church

authorities (5
12f

*), and with some general counsels the letter

ends. While it would be actually put into the hands of the

local leaders (5
12

), it was addressed, and was to be read, to all

the members of the church, not to any exclusive section of them

(5
27
).f Apparently it did its work, so far as Paul's character

was concerned.

The perils indicated in this writing belong to an inexperienced and un-

consolidated Christianity ; they have no connection with any Judaising propa-

ganda on the part of Paul's opponents, as was the case in Corinth. The
saving quality of the Thessalonians' religion was its generous and widespread

(i3 3
6, 12

5
s"

13# 16
) charity (traces of this later in 2 Co 7-9), combined with an

enthusiasm which survived depressing trials and isolation alike. Their faith

required completion rather than correction (3
10

). They were on the right

path ; what they chiefly needed was stimulus and direction (3
12

41 * 10
). Conse-

quently there was no occasion for Paul to introduce what are elsewhere

enunciated as cardinal principles of his theology. For the same reason the

letter is not marked by passion and agitation. There is an outpouring of

relief, but no fierce outburst of indignation or alarm or wounded dignity;

what reproof Paul has to give is delicately conveyed, as usual, in the wake of

praise.

§ 2. Authenticity of 1 Thess.—As the letter is included not

only in the Muratorian Canon but in Marcion's strictly Pauline

collection (Tert. adv. Marc. v. 15 ; Epiph. haer. xlii. 9 ; cp. Zahn's

GK. ii. 520 f.), it was known and circulated by the first quarter

of the second century. Definite quotations, however, chiefly of

* After his own example (2
9f

-). "La modele qu'il concevait etait un
artisan range, paisible, applique a son travail " (Renan, iii. 246).

fAs some previous letter had been? cp. 3 Jn 9
. To delete 5^ as a

marginal gloss, added by some second-century reader when the apostolic

letters were coming into prominent use (Hitzig, Schmiedel, J. Weiss: SK.
%

1892, 261 f.), is gratuitous, in view of this natural explanation.
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the eschatological passages, emerge for the first time in Irenaeus

[adv. kcer. v. 6. i = 5
23

, v. 30. 2 = 5
3
) and Tertullian (de resurr.

camis, xxiv. = 5
1 and i

9 "10
), while both Clement of Alexandria

and Origen employ the epistle (for Dionysius of Corinth, see

Eus. H. E. iv. 23). The so-called allusions in the apostolic

fathers are scanty and vague, for the most part ; but it is probable

that there is a reminiscence of 5
13 in Hermas (Vis. iii. 9. 10,

elprjvevire ev avrots), and—if the reading were certain—of 5
17 in

Ignat. Eph. X. I (dSiaA.€i7TTtDS 7rpo<r€vxe<rOe), of T
6 in Eph. X. 3

(fXLfxyjTal Sc rov Kvpiov cr7roi;Sd£<o/x€v elrai, different context), and

24 in Rom. ii. I (ov OiXat vf.ia<$ av6pio7rape(rKf}(rai, dAAa ©ea>) • cp.,

too, 4
9 = Barn. 21 6 yiVeo-0e 8e ^coStSa/crot (different context). The

general similarity of outline between 4
14-16 and Did. xvi. 6 (revela-

tion of the Lord, trumpet, resurrection) is too vague to denote

any literary filiation.

These traces are not early enough to preclude the possibility

that the epistle is pseudonymous, and a post-Pauline origin has

occasionally been claimed for it on various grounds, (i.) The
resemblances between it and the Corinthian epistles (Baur) are

no argument against its originality ; whatever 1 Thess. may be,

it is a decided error of literary criticism to pronounce it a mere

copy and echo of 1 and 2 Corinthians. (ii.) The discrepancies

between its account of the Thessalonian mission and that of

Acts are not serious enough to invalidate the epistle (Schrader,

Baur, etc. ; see p. 66). A few months were enough to raise the

problem of Christians dying before the irapova-Ca. The favour-

able soil for the gospel at Thessalonika, partly among proselytes,

must have led to a rapid development of the church, and Paul

was too careful a missioner to leave his converts without a rudi-

mentary but effective local organisation. Unless, therefore, Acts

is taken as a rigid standard, 1 Thess. can be naturally set in

the situation presupposed by the former, although a comparison

of Ac I7 1 '5 and 1 Th 1-2 shows that the former narrative

requires to be supplemented and corrected by the details of

Paul. Luke was not a member of the party at Thessalonika,

and in any case it was not his purpose to describe the inner

development of the Pauline churches. As a rule, he is content

to narrate how Paul and his companions got a foothold in any

city, and how they had to leave it. From Luke we fail to under-

stand that the local church was recruited mainly from the pagan

population, that the mission lasted for some time, and that the
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evangelists kept in touch with the local church after theii

enforced departure. But all this tells strongly in favour of the

epistle, whose incidental allusions are not only coherent but

natural. It is capricious to pronounce the epistle a colourless

imitation, if it agrees with Acts, and unauthentic if it disagrees.

"Die Art wie Paulus in I Thess. die unmittelbar vorherge-

gangenen Begebenheiten in Philippi und die Ruckkehr des

Timotheus (vgl. i Th 3
1 -6 und Ac 17 14 185

) erwahnt, beweist

theils, dass dies nicht kiinstlich aus der Apgeschichte gemacht

ist, weil dort eine Aussendung des Timotheus nach Thessalonika

nicht erwahnt ist, theils dass der Brief nicht lange nachdem

Timotheus wieder zu Paulus gestossen ist, kann geschrieben sein,

weil die kleinen Umstande sonst nicht vorkommen wiirden.

Diese Uebereinstimmung ist nun von der Art, dass sie die

Aechtheit der Briefes beweist, so dass wir nach innern Merkmalen

weiter nicht zu fragen haben " (Schleiermacher, Einl. 150). (iii.)

The vocabulary of 1 Thess. presents no features which can fairly

be described as necessarily unPauline, except when an arbitrary

standard of Pauline thought and style is constructed from Gal.,

Cor., and Romans. A few words occur, as in any letter of Paul,

which do not happen to be used elsewhere by him (e.g. 6ebs

a\r)6wo$ I 9, ava/xtvew I 10, 6 tretpdlwv 3
5

, (raivecrOai 3
s
, ayctv in

sense of 4
14

, avia-rdvai 414-16 of the resurrection of Jesus and

men, Aoyos Kvpiov 415
, apizat^iv 4

17
, ve<£eAai and cbrai/T^o-ts 4

17
,

Xoyot of apostolic injunctions 4
18

, d/cpi/Sws 5
2
, virepeKTrzpi<ro-ov (cp.

Eph 3
20

) 5
13 and 3

10
, rjyclcrOai Iv 5

13
; but the general language

of the letter is thoroughly Pauline, and the style bears no trace

of a later hand. When set side by side with the rest of the

Pauline letters, 1 Thess. invites the judgment passed by von

Soden on 1 Th 5
4-11 as compared with Ro i3llf-: "the

similarities of the passages show their kinship; the differences

exclude any question of imitation." It is almost superfluous to

add that the letter was dictated in Greek. The idea (cp.

Bertholdt's Einl. 3488 f.) that it represents a translation by

Silvanus and Timotheus from the original Aramaic is a sheer

jeu d?esprit, (iv.) It is more difficult to explain the lack of any

allusion, even where such might be expected, to the characteristic

Pauline ideas of the law, forgiveness in relation to the death of

Christ, and the union of the Christian with Christ and the Spirit.

One line of explanation may be set aside decisively. Paul had
been a Christian, and a Christian preacher, for nearly twenty



72 LITERATURE OF THE NEW TESTAMENT

years when he wrote this letter, and the ordinary catechetical

instruction, such as he was now giving at Corinth (i Co i
23 2 2

15
8
), certainly included a much fuller account of the death of

Jesus in relation to forgiveness than happens to be mentioned

in 1 Thessalonians. Behind him lay the struggle with Jewish

Christian traditionalism at Antioch and Jerusalem,* which had

already compelled him to define his principles and think out

the deeper aspects of his gospel. It is therefore historically and

psychologically impossible to read the Thessalonian epistles as

if they represented a primitive stage in the apostle's thought,

when he had not yet developed dogmatic Paulinism. If his

gospel centres here round the Coming f rather than the Cross of

Jesus Christ, and if he seems to argue that men were to be

sanctified by hope rather than justified by faith, the explanation

must be sought in the special circumstances which determined

the composition of the letter. There was apparently nothing to

call out any discussion of the Law or any theorising on forgive-

ness (cp. Feine's Gesetzesfreie Evglm d. Paulus, 1 69-1 81). The
clue to the comparative absence of technical terms and theories

is probably to be found in Paul's desire to educate the Thessa-

lonian Christians in the rudiments of their faith. He fed them,

as he was feeding the Corinthians, with elementary principles

(1 Co 3
2 yd\a v/tas Ittotlo-o). Paruulos nutrix fouet : proficientes

uero pater instituit (Pelagius). And Paul was both nurse and

father to them, as he himself affectionately reminded them

(2
7* n). In any case, a later Paulinist writing in his master's

name would probably have introduced some reference to the

distinctive dogmas of Paulinism. Their absence from 1 Thess.

is a difficulty, but it is not a proof of unPauline origin. " Das

dogmatische System des Apostels wird in diesem Briefe selbstver-

standlicherweise nicht entfaltet, sondern nur gestreift, dies aber

in durchaus original-paulinischer Art und Weise" (P. Schmidt,

op. cit. p. 78). (v.) Another real difficulty may be removed by

recourse to the hypothesis of an interpolation. " When it is

* Unless, of course, Acts is held to have ante-dated (so Spitta and

Weizsacker) the Jerusalem Council, which ought to be subsequent to Paul's

dispute with Peter at Antioch. In this way (cp. Menegoz, le Ptchi) 4)

room might be found for the Thess. epistles as an expression of unformu-

lated, primitive Paulinism ; but even so, we should have to imagine that

Paul's mind did not begin to work upon his religion till the exigencies of

controversy forced him to construct a theology.

f Every paragraph runs out into the future (l
9 212* lfc 19'™ 3

,st 4*tt
' 5

10, ")•



THE CORRESPONDENCE OF PAUL 73

said that after the Jews have continually filled up the measure

of their sins, l^ao-e 8c eV avrovs r} Spyrj eh TeAos, what does this

suggest to us more naturally than the punishment that came

upon them in the destruction of Jerusalem?" (Baur, Paul. ii.

88). The words (2
16b

) are a reminiscence of Test. Levi vi. n.

It is unnecessary to suspect 2 14-16 as a later interpolation (cp.

HNT. pp. 625-626), but 2 16b must be admitted to have all

the appearance of a marginal gloss, written after the tragedy of

a.d. 70 (so, e.g., Spitta, Pfleiderer, Schmiedel, Teichmann : die

paul. Vorstellungen von Auferstehung u. Gericht, 83 ; Drummond,
etc.). The recent massacres, revolutions, and famines in Pales-

tine, to say nothing of the edict of Claudius, de pellendis Judceis

(P. Schmidt, 86 f.), might be considered to afford a suitable back-

ground for the verse, but the definite sense assigned to opyr/, which

is more than mere judicial hardening (cp. Dante's Paradiso, vi.

88-93), te^s m favour of the reference to the horrors of a.d.

70. Instead of relegating the entire epistle to this period, it is

better to regard the words as a Christian reader's gloss upon 2 16a .

(vi.) The attempt of Steck (JPT. t 1883, 509-524) to prove

that 4
15f

- is a quotation from 4 Es 5
41 -42 is hopelessly forced

(cp. Schmidt, 107-110; Bornemann, 3iof.). Paul's reference is,

probably, not to some aypacpov, but to a prophetic revelation

vouchsafed to himself or possibly to Silvanus (cp. Ac 15
32

) in a

vision (see EGT. iv. 37). Even if the passage were a quotation,

it would be from oral tradition or from some early collection of

evangelic logia. The point of the saying is opposed to that of

4 Esdras, and the parallel, such as it is, is too far-fetched to denote

the post-Pauline origin of the epistle.

The ijfie'is kt\. of 4
15f# (cp. I Co I551f

*) must not be evaporated into a

general and hypothetical sense, as, e.g., by those who hesitate to attribute

a miscalculation to Paul, or by those who at the opposite extreme (like

Steck, PM., 1905, 449-453) deny that such expressions form any barrier

to the theory that the epistles of Paul were composed as late as the

second century.

§ 3. Place and period of composition.—The letter was written

from Corinth (Ac 1811
), as the reference to Achaia (i 7"8

) is enough

to prove.* The words iv 'A^vous (3
1
) do not necessarily mean

that Paul was not there when he wrote (cp. 1 Co 15
32 168

), but

they are insufficient to prove that Athens was the place of the

letter's composition,—a theory advocated from Theodoret and
* Bottger (Beitrage, 1837, 28) thinks of some town in Achaia.
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Pelagius (cp. the subscription of ABKL, ?rpos ©eero-aAoviKeis

7rp(jyrrj lypa^-q Sltto 'AO-qvwv) to Schrader {Apostel Paulus, pp. 90 f.),

the latter placing it during the period of Ac 20^-, mainly on the

ground that 7rpeo7?irrepoi (cp. 1 Ti 3
s
) could not exist in a church

of neophytes which had only been founded for a few months,

and that deaths (4
13 -18

) could not have already occurred. J. F.

Kohler (Abfassungszeit der epistolischen Schriften im JVT, 1830,

p. 112) dated it even later (after a.d. 66), on the ground that

2 i4-ie implied the death of James, the Lord's brother, and the

outbreak of the Jewish rebellion.

The narrative of Acts requires further correction at this point. Accord-

ing to Luke (Ac 185
), Silas and Timotheus, who had remained at Berea with

orders to rejoin Paul as soon as possible, did not reach him till he had

arrived at Corinth. Since Timotheus had meanwhile visited Thessalonika

( 1 Th 217-36
), we must assume (a) either that he hurried to Athens himself,

was sent back by Paul to Thessalonika, and on his return picked up Silas at

Berea, or (d) that both men joined Paul at Athens and were dispatched on

different missions, Silas perhaps to Philippi, and Timotheus certainly to

Thessalonika. Otherwise Paul left Silas behind at Athens (cp. Ac 185
), if the

plural in I Th 3
1
is not the pluralis auctoris. In any case the natural sense of

1 Th 3
1"2

is that Paul sent Timotheus from Athens, not (so, e.g. , von Soden)

that he merely sent directions from Athens that his colleague should leave

Berea and betake himself to Thessalonika {EBi. 5076-5077).

§ 4. Contents and setting of 2 Tkess.—After congratulating

the Thessalonian Christians on their brotherly love and faith and

patience (i 1*4
), Paul addresses himself to the situation which had

specially called into exercise the last-named virtue, (a) The trials

and troubles under which they are now suffering (1
4-12

) are simply

a prelude to the relief and vindication which will be theirs at

the coming of Jesus, (b) As the anticipation of this, however,

had already produced a morbid fanatical excitement in certain

quarters, owing to the fact of some people, apparently from a

misunderstanding of his instructions, having failed to recollect

that the irapova-la, while near, could not happen till after the

appearance and overthrow of a hostile power, Paul proceeds

(2
1 -12

) to reiterate his oral teaching on this point. He then

concludes (2
13-17

) with an expression of confidence in them, an

appeal for loyalty to his teaching, and a brief prayer for their

constancy and comfort. Asking their prayers, in turn, for himself,

he renews his expression of confidence and interest (3
1 "5

), where-

upon, after a word on the maintenance of discipline and industry,

the epistle closes (3
6"18

).
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Assuming both letters to have came from Paul,* we need not hesitate to

place I Thessalonians prior to 2 Thessalonians, in opposition to the reverse

hypothesis of Grotius (based mainly on an antiquated chronology), Bunsen,

Renan (iii. 235 f.), Ewald {Sendschreiben, pp. 1 5 f. ), and Laurent {SK., 1864,

pp. 497 f. ; NTStudien, pp. 49 f. ). There is no reason why such a criterion of

genuineness as 2 Th 3
17 should have appeared in the earliest of Paul's letters

;

in view of 22
its appearance, after the composition of 1 Thess. and even other

letters, is psychologically accurate. It is unnatural to find a reference to

2 Th 3
6 " 16 in 1 Th 4

10 "11
; besides, as Bornemann points out (p. 495),

if 2 Thess. is held to betray all the tone of a first letter (Ewald), what about

2 Th 215
? The comparative absence of allusions in 2 Thess. to 1 Thess.

(cp., however, 2 Th 21 = I Th 4
17 etc.) is explained by the fact that in the

second epistle Paul goes back to elaborate part of his original oral teaching

in view of fresh needs which had appeared since he wrote 1 Thess. Finally,

while I Th 217-36 does not exclude the possibility of a previous letter, it

cannot be made to presuppose one of the character of 2 Thess. , least of all

when written from Berea (Ac 17™, Laurent and Ewald).

Paul is still with Silvanus and Timotheus (i 1
) at Corinth

(3
2 = Ac 18, 1 Th 2 15f-) ; he is writing presumably not longf

after the dispatch of the former epistle (2
15

), having heard (3
11

) %

of the mischief caused by local misunderstandings of what he

had taught on the course of the Last Things. To repudiate

misconceptions and thereby to calm the mind of the church

amid its anabaptist perils, is the apostle's aim. What he has to

communicate by way of instruction is practically a re-statement,

firmer and more detailed, of teaching already orally imparted (2
5 - 15

),

not a discussion of novel doubts and difficulties. If any change

* On the hypothesis that both are sub- Pauline, Baur and van der Vies

{op. cit. pp. 128-164) argue for the priority of 2 Thessalonians, the latter

separating the two by the fall of Jerusalem. The arguments against them are

stated by van Manen (Onderzoek, 11-25), and the evidence in favour of the

canonical order is best arrayed by Hofmann (pp. 365 f. ), Ltinemann (i6of.),

Bornemann (pp. 492 f. ), and Johannes (124 f. ), in their respective editions.

The problem is not so gratuitous as it may appear. A similar difficulty vexes

critics of the Olynthiac orations ; some {e.g. Whiston, Flathe, Grote, and
Thirlwall) hold, on internal evidence, that Demosthenes must have delivered

the second speech first, and the question has excited keen debate, especially

since Petrenz's defence of the edited order.

t The terminus adquern is his next visit to Thessalonika (Ac 201 "2
). Corinth

is the only place that we know of, where the three men were together at this

period.

% The channel of information is not specified, but possibly Paul had been

appealed to by the leading men to lend his authority against the spurious

' spiritual ' developments at Thessalonika (3
14

). The situation demanded
explicit written counsels ; evidently no visit of Silvanus or Timotheus would
have sufficed, even had they been able to leave Corinth.
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in the situation has taken place, it has been to shift the centre of

gravity from fears about the dead to extravagant hopes cherished

by the living, and to aggravate the restlessness of some pietistic

members. Hence, for one thing, the general similarity of

structure and atmosphere in both epistles, and, on the other

hand, the sharper emphasis in the second upon Paul's authority.

Both of these features, together with the singular eschatology

and the style, have roused suspicion as marks of a sub-Pauline

period.

§ 5. Authorship and aim 0/2 Thess.—Is the literary relation

between 1 Thess. and 2 Thess. more intelligible if they are

taken as written successively by Paul, or if the second is com-

posed by a later Paulinist working on the basis of the first?

The latter theory draws its strength from the remarkably close

and continuous similarities between the two epistles in style and

content and arrangement (apart from 2 1 '12
, the fresh material of

2 Thess. occurs mainly in i
5*12 2 15 32.13-14.17^ These simi-

larities can hardly be explained by the mere fact that Paul

was once more (in 2 Thess.) writing to the same people ; for

while any writer's correspondence shows an almost unconscious

reproduction of the same ideas and terms in letters written, even

to different people, during a given period when his mind was full

of similar conceptions, the literary phenomena in the present case

are rather too numerous and detailed to permit of any explana-

tion save one which presupposes either (cp. Zahn's INT. § 16,

note 6) that Paul read over a copy (see above, p. 51) of 1 Thess.

before writing 2 Thess., or that the author of the latter had the

former before him.

The latter theory, which regards the Epistle as a pseudonym-

ous writing composed by some Paulinist, on the basis chiefly of

1 Thess. and the Corinthian* Epistles, in order to win Pauline

sanction for its eschatological conceptions, has been worked out

along two lines t in the main, one (i.) dating it in the latter part of

* A little salt of common sense would evaporate some of the arguments

used by van Manen and Volter, who find even 1 Th 3
1 "8 suspicious because it

resembles 2 Co 7
5"7

. This implies that similar circumstances must not recur

in a man's lifetime, and that, if he wishes to describe the mission of one

friend to a church, he must eschew language, however natural, which he had

employed on a previous occasion. iThi3 and 2 Th I
3'4 are, of course, mere

imitations of I Co 13
13

!

f An intermediate date, in various forms, was advocated by Kern (who
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the seventh decade {e.g. Baur and Schmiedel), the other (ii.) going

further down towards the end of the first (Wrede, von Soden) or

the beginning of the second century (Hilgenfeld, Einl. 642 f.

;

Hase, Kirchengeschichte10
, p. 69; Bahnsen, Pfieiderer, Rauch,

Holtzmann, Hollmann, Bruckner: Chron. 253-256 ; N. Schmidt,

Prophet of Nazareth, p. 196 = c. no a.d.) during Trajan's reign.

The latter group of theories, in so far as it traces an anti-Gnostic

polemic in the epistle (self-deification being a Gnostic trait, cp.

Jude 8 * 10
, 2 P 2 10

-12
;
Justin's Apol. i. 26, etc.), has been under-

mined by modern investigations into the cycle of eschatological

traditions upon antichrist, which put it beyond doubt that the

language of 2 3-12 need not, and indeed cannot, be taken in a

symbolic sense as the delineation of doctrinal errors. The
references to internal apostasy in Mt 2410f

- (Pfieiderer) * are by

no means so realistic or detailed as here, and no hypothesis of

this kind has yet succeeded in giving a coherent account of the

restraining force. The allusion to the temple (2
4
) is a particulai

difficulty in the way of all theories which date the writing after

a.d. 70 ; upon the other hand, as Wrede candidly allows, the

case for a date c. 70 a.d. (as put, e.g., by Schmiedel) is largely

hypothetical, not only on account of the impossible Neronic

interpretation which it involves, but because it is extremely

difficult to understand how a pseudonymous letter could get

into circulation at so early a period, unless it were addressed

to the church at large. 2 Thess. is addressed to a specific

church, and though this may be held to have been merely

a piece of drapery, the hypothesis lacks any basis in reality.

The nearest analogy to the apocalyptic speculations of 23
"12 lies in the later

Apocalypse of John. Both writings reflect the traditional conceptions of self-

deification and blasphemy (2 Th 24f-= Apoc I32f
* etc.) ; both, as was natural,

view the sufferings of the saints under the category of a future retribution

(2 Th i
6t= Apoc 6 l0f

- etc.) ; both distinguish the antichrist-figure from Satan,

though Paul, unlike the later prophet, says nothing of the doom of Satan,

confining himself to the fate of the devil's agents and victims (2 Th 28f-, cp.

Apoc 2O10f>
) ; both anticipate a climax of evil ere the end, though 2 Thess. lacks

any reference to the Nero redivivus myth. But this neither involves a con-

took the restrainer to be Vespasian or Titus, the antichrist to be Nero redivivus,

and the author to be a Paulinist of the eighth decade) and Havet (Orzgines, iv.

373), who regarded Vespasian as 6 Kar£xwv (
2?

)> and Domitian as the dvopos.

* These do not justify any theory of literary dependence on the part of

2 Thess. (R. Scott ; cp. H. A. A. Kennedy, St. PauFs Conceptions of the Last

Things, 55f.,96f.).
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temporary origin, nor the dependence of the one writing upon the other. To
Paul the empire is the restraining power, which for a while is able to hold in

check the antichrist or pseudo-messiah. His view of it is religious. To John
the empire itself, with its worship of the emperor, is the antichristian force in

politics. The latter outlook lay far beyond the horizon of Paul, and the

similarities of conception which underlie this difference run back to the

common eschatological tradition which had been flowing since Daniel.

Since the outbreak of Antiochus Epiphanes, self-deification and the seduction

of men had been notes of the final eneiny ; any vivid expectation of the end,

such as that cherished by ardent Jewish Christians like Paul, instinctively

seized on these traits in order to depict the false messiah ; it required no

historical figure like Nero, or even Caligula, to suggest them (cp. EGT. iv.

14 f. , and M. Dibelius, die Geistenvelt im Glauben des Paulus, 1909,

57-61).* Paul, in 2 Th 23f#
, is simply operating with a familiar Beliar-

saga, which is too realistic to be a second-century description of Gnosticism,

and too early to require a date in the seventh decade of the first century.

In both epistles, but especially in the second, we can see the

torch of apocalyptic enthusiasm, streaming out with smoke as

well as with red flame, which Paul and many Jewish Christians

in the early church employed in order to light up their path

through the dark providences of the age. Paul is prophesying

—none the less vividly and effectively that he does so Ik

Hepows. The chief element of novelty which he introduces in

2 Thess. from Jewish tradition (cp. Dn n 36
) into the primitive

Christian eschatology, is the conception of a supernatural

antagonist, a final pseudo-messiah or antichrist, who shall

embody all that is profane and blasphemous, and who shall

be welcomed, instead of repudiated, by Jews as well as pagans.

When the Pauline authorship is doubted, upon other grounds,

the eschatological stratum of 2 Thess. is differently viewed.

According, e.g., to Wrede,f the ablest representative of this view,

2 Thess. was written by one who desired to counteract the

eschatological views encouraged throughout the church by Paul's

epistles, and who took 1 Thess. for his starting-point, since that

* So R. H. Charles (Ascension ofIsaiah, pp. lxii f. : 'in no case could 2 Th
21"13 have been written after A.D. 70. This section, whether of Pauline

authorship or not, is in its main features a Christian transformation of a

current Judaistic myth ').

f Two of the weak points in Wrede's clever reconstruction are {a) the

unsatisfactory reason given why such a writer should have fixed on I Thess, and

if so, why he should have elaborated his arguments into the peculiar shape

of 2 Thess. ; (6) why he made his eschatological correction in such ambiguous

terms. The very obscurity of 2 Th 2 1 *12 tells in favour of, rathei than against,

the Pauline authorship (cp. Mackintosh in Exp. 1
ii. 427-433).
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letter contained the most notable outline of this eschatology.

The sole foothold for such theories is the acceptance of i Thess.

as genuine, in which case 2 Thess. would be an attempt to

conserve the substance of the earlier epistle, bringing it up to

date with warnings against contemporary fanaticism and pietistic

enthusiasm, and restating the Pauline eschatology, for the

benefit of a later generation, in terms of a wider historical

prospect. For this general view of the document an excellent

case may be stated, when the features of style and spirit, the

special eschatological motives, the absence of special traits in

the situation of the Thessalonians, and even allusions like 2 2

and 3
17

, are put together. The argument, however, is at best

cumulative, and, for all the difficulties of the epistle, it is fair to

say that almost every one of the features which seem to portray

another physiognomy from that of Paul can be explained,

without straining the evidence, upon the hypothesis that he

wrote the epistle himself (so most recent editors). It is upon

the resemblances to, and the discrepancies with, 1 Thess. that

most recent critics of the Pauline authorship (Weizsacker, Holtz-

mann, Hollmann, Wrede) are content to rest their case, arguing

that 2 Thess. is connected with 1 Thess. as Ephesians with

Colossians. The following are the main points in debate :

—

{a) Of the ten #7ra£ ehprjfiha, one or two, e.g. (i 9) 5£/o?= punishment

(Sap 1811 etc., cp. Judas 7
), eyicavx&ofAai (i 4, Pss), rivta (i 9, cp. Pr 27 12

),

airo<XTa<xla (2
3
), <rej3a<xfAa (2

4
, Sap 14- ), may be fairly ascribed to the pre-

dominant influence of the LXX upon the writer's mind ; others, like Kptais

(i 5
) and 6poov/jLcu (2

2
), though absent from the other genuine epistles of Paul,

are too common in the primitive Christian vocabulary to admit of much
importance being attached to their solitary appearance here. The appear- *)

'

ance of iirufxiveia, which only recurs in the Pauline pastorals (see on this

term E. Abbot m/BL., 1881, 16-18, Milligan's ed. 148 f.), is surprising, and

the absence of &p, together with the use of aldvLos as an adj. of three termina-

tions, is almost suspicious. Still, as Nageli ( Wortschatz des Apostels Paulus,

1905, 80) concludes, " im ganzen ergeben die lexikographischen Verhaltnisse

dieses Briefes weder fur die Bejahung noch fiir die Verneinung der

Echtheitsfrage etwas Wesentliches." {b) But if the vocabulary by itself

would not be sufficient to excite comment, the style of the letter is remarkable.

In addition to a certain formality or official tinge, there is a curious poverty

of expression and even a lack of point. In the treatment of a subject like

this, it was inevitable that one or two phrases and terms should recur

fairly often, e.g. the 0Atyts-group (i
4 "6

), the Trio-m-group (i 4< W-11 2n-™ 3
2"3

),

ipydfadai and allied terms (i 11 2 17
3
8 - 1(M2

), TrapayytWw (34.6.10.12^ and
elpT}V7) (I

s
3
16

). Still, it may be confessed that elsewhere, e.g. in the de-

scription of God and Christ (i
1 "2 216

I
12

), the giving of thanks (1* 218
),
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and the repetition of irapaKKrja^, etc. (2
16 "17

3
12

), there is a stereotyped

adherence to certain forms of expression or terms which admittedly is

unusual in Paul. In parts the style resembles nothing to be met ehewhere
in the letters of Paul. This is particularly the case in passages like I

6"11
,

where, it must be allowed, " the language is broad and inflated, and also

digressive to an extent foreign to Paul's manner " (Weizsacker). But, after

some allowance is made for the influence of the subject on the vocabulary and

spirit of the author, as well as for the possible co-operation * in parts of

Silvanus, himself a prophet and in all likelihood the amanuensis of Paul

(cp. I P 5
13

), this feature assumes proportions which are not incompatible with

the hypothesis that Paul dictated the letter as a whole.

f

J. Weiss {SK., 1892, 253 f.) attributes both letters to the Silvanus who
wrote I P. R. Scott similarly dates them between a.d. 70 and 80, the

apocalyptic parts by Silvanus {i.e. 1 Th 4-5, 2 Th 1-2), the rest composed

and the whole edited by Timotheus.

As for the discrepancies % which have been alleged—the larger emphasis

on the apostle's teaching (2
:5

) and example (3
7

, cp. I Th I
6
) does not imply

that some suspicion of his authority must have sprung up at Thessalonika.

The severe tone (3
6"15

) is now as necessary for the Thessalonians' benefit as

it was to be soon for the welfare of the Corinthians (1 Co 4
21

5
s"5

) ; the time

had come for plain-speaking and warning addressed to them as it was to come

for the Galatians (Gal 4
17

5
3*12

). The different reasons alleged for working

at his trade in order to support himself are by no means psychologically

incompatible. The motive of independence given in 1 Th 291' may quite

well have been Paul's primary thought ; but this does not exclude the

secondary motive of wishing to set an example, which might be adduced

when necessary. Greater difficulty attaches to the apparent change of

front towards the second advent, which in 1 Th 5
2

is sudden while in 2 Th
2at it is the climax of a development. But this is mainly a difference of

emphasis. Such a discrepancy (cp. Clemen, TLZ., 1902, 523 f. ) is native to

almost all the primitive Christian conceptions of the end ; to be instantaneous

and also to be heralded by a historical prelude were eschatological traits of

the second advent which were constantly left side by side. On this point

the variations of the two Thessalonian letters are explicable as proceeding

from one man's mind under the stress of different practical religious needs
;

*"The difficulties of structure and expression marking 2 Th I
6*10 in-

dicate the introduction by the original writer of some non-Pauline, and

probably liturgical, sentences " (Findlay, p. lvii ; cp. McGiffert, EBi. 5054).

The rhythmical swing of 27b
" 10 suggests a reminiscence or quotation of some

early Christian hymn, perhaps one of the \j/d\/xoi which he heard at Corinth

(iCoi5 15 - 26
).

f"Dass II Th in keinem Sinn ein grosses Buch ist, wird man zugestehen

. . . aber Paulus kann auch einmal aus einer gewissen Verlegenheit heraus

einen Brief geschrieben haben, welcher den Eindruck macht, den seine Gegner

sonst seinem personlichen Auftreten nachsagten (2 Co io10
) . . . Wenn wh

I Th nicht besassen, wiirden wir II Th nicht beanstanden " (Jiilicher, 56).

% The alleged inconsistency of I
3 with 1 Th 3

10
, as Jowett shows, is not

" so great as the difference in tone of 1 Co i
8-9 and the rest of the epistle."
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they do not oblige us to posit any revision or correction of Paul's ideas by a

later writer who felt moved to reconcile the apparent postponement of the

advent with the eager primitive hope. Baur, who makes both letters post-

Pauline, frankly admits that the same writer could have viewed the irapovala

from different points of view, and expressed himself in such different ways

as these epistles indicate. If this is so, there is less reason to hesitate

about ascribing both to Paul, particularly when the evidence of style and

vocabulary is found to present no insuperable difficulty.

§ 6. Integrity of 2 Thess.—Attempts have been made to solve

the problem by finding in the epistle (a) sl Pauline nucleus which

has been worked over, or (b) a Pauline letter which has either

suffered interpolation, or {c) incorporated some earlier fragment

perhaps of Jewish origin, (a) Starting from the alleged incom-

patibility of 2 1 "2 with the eschatology of i Thess., P. Schmidt

postulated a genuine Pauline epistle in i
1"4 2 1"2* 2 13~318

, which

was edited and expanded by a Paulinist in a.d. 69. Apart, how-

ever, from the absence of any adequate literary criterion for this

distinction, the passages assigned to Paul are not free from the

very feature which Schmidt considers fatal to the others, viz.

similarity to 1 Thess. Besides, little is really gained by postulat-

ing such a restricted activity on the part of the editor. For his

purpose it would have been as simple and more effective to

compose an entire epistle, and the section 2 1"12 is so cardinal

a feature of the canonical writing that the latter may be said to

stand or fall with it. As a matter of fact, Hausrath's conjecture

that the whole epistle is a later scaffolding built round the original

Pauline passage in 2 1-12
, is even preferable to any theory like-

that of Schmidt, (b) The strongly retributive cast, and the

emphatic OT colouring, of i 6
"10 might suggest the possibility of

this passage having been interpolated (McGiffert, EBi. 5044),

the els o of v. 5 connecting with v. 11. This is, at any rate,

more plausible than the older idea that 2 1-12 represented a

Montanist interpolation (J. E. C. Schmidt, Bibliothekfur Kritik

u Exegese des NT., 1801, 385 f.), or 2 1 "9 a Jewish Christian

piece of apocalyptic (Michelsen, TT., 1876, 213^). (c) Finally,

in 2 2
"12 Spitta {op. cit. pp. 139 f.) detects a Caligula-apocalypse,*

though it is not quite clear how far Timotheus, the supposed

author of the epistle, has simply reproduced its leading features

or transcribed part of it. More elaborately but less convincingly

* The figure of Caligula, with his impious self-deification, is seen by other

critics behind this passage; cp. e.g. Grotius, Renan, ii. 193 f., iii. 254 f., and

Hausrath.

6
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a pre-Christian Jewish apocalypse is found by Pierson and Naber

{op. cit. pp. 21 f.) in i
5 "10 2 1-12

3
1-6 * 14-15

, which was worked over by

the unknown second-century Paul whom the Holland critics find

so prolific and indispensable. The literary criteria, however, are

as unreliable here as in the cognate attempts to apportion various

sections of John's apocalypse to Jewish and to Christian belief;

such theories ignore the large amount of common ground

between primitive Christians and their Jewish compatriots, espe-

cially in the sphere of eschatology. In 2 1 "12 the Jewish basis is

no more plain than the Christian superstructure.

The enigmatic fx-qre di iiri<rTo\i}s ws di rjfxlav, which has frequently been

used to prove the sub-Pauline date, may refer to something Paul had written

(either in I Thess.* or in a lost letter), or it may denote some misrepresentation

of his ideas in a pseudonymous letter, purporting to emanate from himself

or one of his companions. In any case, the expression does not conclusively

point to a post-Pauline origin ; neither does 3
17

, which, while conceivably f

due to the premeditated endeavour of a Paulinist to win authority for his

work by an appeal to Paul's signature, may just as reasonably indicate a

natural precaution of the apostle in view of suspected pseudonymous epistles. %

Furthermore, in view of passages like I Co II 23
15s

, it is needless to read a

second-century emphasis on oral apostolic tradition (Hilgenfeld) into the

language of 218
3
6

.

§ 7. Earliest traces of 2 Thess.—The acquaintance of Polykarp with the

epistle (i 4 in Pol. xi. 3, and 3
16 in xi. 4= et non sicut inimicos tales existimetis),

and the echoes of the eschatological section in Justin Martyr, dial, xxxii.,

ex., cxvi., together with its inclusion in Marcion's Canon, prove the exist-

ence of the writing early in the second century, and therefore tell against any

theory of its composition between A.D. \QO and 120. Later, like the first

epistle, it occurs in the Muratorian Canon ; it is explicitly quoted by Ter-

tullian (Scorp. xiii., resurr. camis> xxiv. ), Irengeus {adv. hcer. iii. 7. 2, v.

25. 1), and Clem. Alex. {Strom, v. 3), whilst Origen appears to have com-

mented on it as well as on 1 Thess. (cp. DB. v. 496*). The echoes in

Barnabas (2
6 = xviii. 2, 28 = iv. 9, 28, M = xv. 5, 6rav £\0Cjv 6 vlbs afrrov

KaTapyrjcrei rbv tcaiphv rod dv6/xov ical Kpivei rods acefieU) seem to indicate

rather more than a common basis of popular tradition (so Rauch in ZIVT.,

1895, 458 f.), and, like the Apocalypse of John, 2 Thess. appears to have been

circulated in Gaul (cp. the epistle of Lyons and Vienne, Eus. H. E. v. 1).

* According to Pfleiderer, it indicates a desire on the part of the writer to

discredit I Thess. in favour of his own composition.

t Hitzig {Monatsschrift d. wissenschqftl. Vereins in Zurich, 1 856, 57-68)

considered that 3
17b in this epistle, and 5

10, ^ in the first, were all the un-

authentic elements to be found. Wrede saw behind it, as behind Polykarp,

a corpus Paulinum.

% Some {e.g. Weisse, Beitrage tur Kritik d. Paul. Briefet p. 9 ; Spitta,

and J. Weiss) hold it is a marginal note.
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(B) GALATIANS.

Literature.—{a) Editions—(for the numerous patristic and mediaeval

commentaries, see Lightfoot's ed. pp. 227 f. ). Luther's epoch-making In

Epistolam Pauli ad Galatas commentarius (Latin, 15 19, etc. ; German,

1525 f. ; English, 1575 f. ) ; J. Bugenhagen, Adnott. in Galatas, etc. (1527);

Cajetan, Literalis expositio (Rome, 1529) ; J. Gagnaeus, Brevissima Scholia

(Paris, 1543) ; W. Musculus, Comm. in epistolas P. ad Galat. et Ephes.

(1561) ; John Prine (Oxford, 1567) ; Pierre Barahona's Expositio (Salamanca,

I 59°)> Salmeron (Cologne, 1602); R. Rollock, Analysis Logica (London,

1602) ; B. Battus, Commentarii (Greifswald, 1613) ; D. Pareus (Heidelberg,

1621); Crellius (1628); Ferguson (1659); Cocceius (1665); S. Schmid

(1690); T. Akersloof, De sendbrief van Paullus an de Galaten (Leiden,

1695, Germ. tr. 1699); Struensee (Flensburg, 1764); S. J. Baumgarten,

Auslegung der Briefe P. an die Galat. Eph. Phil. Coloss. Phlm.

und Thessal. (Halle, 1767); Chandler (1777); Mayer (Vienna, 1788);

Carpzov (1794); S. F. N. Morus, Acroases in epistolas P. ad Galat. et

Ephesios (1795); Hensler (1805); Borger's Interpretatio (Leyden, 1807);

von Flatt, Vorlesungen iiber d. Brief an die Galat. (1828) ; H. E. G. Paulus,

Des Apostel Paulus Lehrbriefe an die Galater u. Romerchristen, etc. (1831);

Matthies (Greifswald, 1833) ; Ruckert (Leipzig, 1833) ; L. Usteri (Zurich,

1833); H. A. Schott (1834)*; Sardinoux {Commentaire, Valence, 1837);

Olshausen (1840); F. Windischmann (Mayence, 1843); de Wette2
(1845);

Hilgenfeld {der G. -brief iibersetzt, in seinem gesch. Beziehungen untersucht u.

erkldrt, Leipzig, 1852) ; John Brown (Edin. 1853) ; S. H. Turner (New
York, 1856); G. J. Jatho (1856); H. J. T. Bagge (London, 1857); K.

Wieseler (Gottingen, 1859)*; G. B. Winer 4
(1859); C. Holsten, Inhalt u.

Gedankengang d. Briefes an die G. (1859) ; Messmer's Erkldrung (Brixen,

1862); Meyer 4 (1862); Bisping 2 (1863); G. J. Gwynne (Dublin, 1863);

Vomel (1865); G. W. Matthias (1865); F. X. Reithmayr (1865); Sir

Stafford Carey (London, 1867); Ellicott 4 (1867) *; Eadie (1869); Drach

(Paris, 1871); F. Brandes (1871) ; Hofmann 2
(1872) ; Reuss(i878); G.

W. Fliigge (1878); Sanday (in Ellicott's Comm. 1879); Schaff (1881)

;

Philippi (1884); Huxtable {Pulpit Comm. 1885); Beet 6 (1885); D.

Palmieri (1886); G. G. Findlay {Exp. Bible, 1888); A. Schafer (1890);

Schlatter (1890); E. H. Perowne (Camb. Bible, 1890); Lipsius 2 {HC.

1892); Comely (1892); Seidenpfenning (Munich, 1892); Lightfoot 11 (1892)*;

J. Drummond, The Ep. of St. Paul to the Gal., explained and
illustrated (London, 1893); Kahler 2

(1893); Jowett 8 (1894); Zockler 9

(1894); J. Dalmer (1897, Giitersloh) ; Sieffert (Meyer,9 1899)*; J.

Drummond {Intern. Hdbk. NT, 1899) ; Gutjahr (1900) ; Ceulemans,

Pauli ad Rom., 1 et 2 Co., ad Galatas (1901) ; O. Schmoller (in Lange's

Bibel-Werk, 1901); F. Rendall {EGT. 1903); Adeney {CB. n. d.);

Bousset 2 {SNT. 1907); Niglutsch 2 {Brevis Commentarius, 1907); Zahn a

{ZK. 1907)*; R. Wulff (1908); B. W. Bacon (New York, 1909);

Lietzmann {HBNT, 19 10) ; A. L. Williams {CGT. 19 10).

{b) Studies—(i.) historical:—G. Hermann's De P. epist. ad Gal. tribus

primis capitibus dissertatio (1834) ; Baur's Paulus (Eng. tr. i. 109 f., 260 f.)*;

Hilgenfeld, ' Zur Vorgeschichte des Gal.' {ZWT., i860, 206 f., 1866, pp,
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501 f., 1884, pp. 303 f.) ; Volkmar, Paulus von Damascus bis zum Galaier

onef (1887) ; Holtzmann, BL. ii. 316-318; Sabatier {ESR. v. 359-364);
Kappeler {Prot. Kirchenzeitung, 1892, pp. 714 f., 746 f., 763 f.); Schmiedel

(EBi. 1617-1626) ; Jacquier (in Vigouroux, DB. iii. 61-77). ("•) on ^e text "•

Klostermann's Probleme im Aposteltext (1883) ; Baljon, de tekst der brieven

van Paulus aan de Romeinen, de Corinthiers, en de Galatiers (1884), and

Exegetisch-kritische verhandeling over den brief v. P. a. d. Gal. (1889);

Cramer, de brief van Paulus aan de Galatiers in zijn oorspronkelijken vorm

hersteld en verklaard, 1890 ; and Volter (die' Composition der paitlin. Haupt-

briefe I. Der Romer- tmd Galaterbrief, 1890) ; Sulze {Protest.- Kirchenzeitung,

1888, 98 1 f. ), with Zimmer, Zur Texlkritik d. Galaterbriefes {ZWT., 1881,

pp. 481 f., 1882, pp. 129 f.). (iii.) on Gal 2 and Ac 15, C. Bertheau, Einige

Bemerkungen uber die Stelle Gal. 2 und ihr Verhaltniss zur Apgeschichte,

(Hamburg, 1854, a reply to Baur) ; Zimmer's Galat. und Apostelgeschichte

(1887) ; M. Thomas, Milanges d'histoire et de litterature religiezise (Paris,

1899), PP- I-I95 5 R- Mariano, Urc. (1902) i. pp. inf.; Volter, Paulus

und Seine Briefe, 1905, pp. 253-273 ; Bacon, Story of St. Paul, pp. Ii6f.,

and in AJT. (1907) 454 f. ; J. Kreyenbiihl {ZNW., 1907, 89 f.). (iv.)

general : Chemnitz, Collegium theologicum super Ep. P. ad Gal. (Jena,

1656); Semler, Paraphrasis ("1779); F. J. A. Schiitze, Scholia in Epist. ad
Galatas (1784); Mynster, Einl. in d. Brief an die Gal. (1825); W. S.

Wood, Studies in St. Paul's Ep. to the G. (1887); Belser, die Selbstver-

theidigung des hi. Paulus im Galat. i
n-221

(1896) ; A. B. Bruce, St. Pauls

Conception of Christianity* (1894), 37 f. ; W. M. Ramsay, Historical

Commentary (1899) ; M. Dods in DB. ii. 93-98 ; Haupt's introductory

studies in Deutsche Evang. Blatter (1904), 1-16, 89-108, 161-183, 238-259;

R. D. Shaw, The Pauline Epistles* (pp. 60 f.) ; von Dobschiitz {Urc. 99 f.)

;

and R. Scott, The Pauline Epistles (1909), 103-116.

§ i. Occasion.—Although the Galatian epistle was written after

Paul had visited Thessalonika, the Galatian churches were founded

during a mission which he had undertaken some time before he

crossed from Asia to Europe. From the more or less direct re-

miniscences of which the letter happens to be full, it is possible to

reconstruct a preliminary outline of his relation to these churches,

without calling in evidence from Acts which is disputable and

which falls to be considered separately in the first instance.

Paul had visited the Galatian churches twice.* On the

former of these visits (4
13 to irporepov), though broken down by

illness (? 2 Co i2 7 " 9
), he had been enthusiastically and hospitably

welcomed (4
13 "15

) ; many had been won over from polytheism and

idolatry (4
s"9

) to the knowledge of God, i.e. (as at Thessalonika)

to faith in Christ the crucified (3
1
), whose death f meant their

* This must be maintained resolutely against all attempts, especially in

the interests of a theory, to make to irp6repov = Tra.\ai or iampridem.

t The emphasis in Galatians upon the death of Jesus was due to the
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deliverance from slavish ignorance and the present evil world

(i 4 313
). The immediate result of the mission was an outburst

of religious fervour (3
1-5 44f

-). The local Christians, who were

predominantly Gentile by birth, made a promising start (5
7
). On

his second visit (4
13

i
7

5
21

), Paul found in many of them a

disheartening slackness, due to discord and incipient legalism.

His plain speaking gave offence (4
16

) in some quarters, though it

was not wholly ineffective. Otherwise, the second visit (i 9 5
3
)

is left in the shadow.* So far as it was accompanied by warn-

ings, these were rather general than elicited by the presence of

any definite and imminent peril to the churches.

Not long after this visit, some Judaising opponents f of the

apostle, headed by one prominent, and evidently powerful

individual (5
10

), made their appearance among the Galatians,

with disturbing and unsettling effects (3
1
). Their ' gospel

'

was not freedom from, but fidelity to, the Law (i 6"10
), which

Paul's 'gospel' was alleged to contradict and invalidate.

Arguing from the OT, they represented Paul's gospel as an

imperfect message which required to be supplemented by legal

exactitude,| including ritual observances (4
10

) and even circum-

cision^ As a corollary of this, Paul's apostolic position was

exigencies of the local controversy ; the Judaising propaganda had naturally

forced this point into prominence. Yet it must have been so from the opening

of the mission ; Paul had begun there as at Corinth by { depicting ' the cruci-

fied (3
1
). The sole explicit allusion to the resurrection of Jesus is due to

the fact that Paul desires to indicate his commission as the direct and divine

gift of the reigning Christ (i 1
*

15
), not of an earthly Jesus known in the flesh.

* It is not quite clear whether the traces of the Judaistic agitation were

found by Paul on this visit (so especially Hemsen, Schott, Reuss, Credner,

Sieffert, Lipsius, Holsten, Weiss, Pfleiderer, Weizsacker, and Zockler), or

whether they sprang up only after he had left (so, e.g., Bleek, Philippi,

Renan, Hofmann, Zahn). The tone of surprise which marks the opening of

the epistle tells on the whole in favour of the latter theory.

t The contemptuous anonymity of rives (i 7 ) resembles that of Col 24f\

They were emissaries of the Jerusalem-church, like the high churchmen of

Ac 15
1
, Gal 2 12

, reactionaries of James' party.

J Apparently, however, they withheld from the deluded Galatians the

inference that the entire law had to be obeyed (5
3
).

§ This rite, they alleged (5
11

), Paul had himself employed (in the case of

Timotheus?). As some of the Galatians (6
13

) had been carried away by the

propaganda, which appealed at once to higher and to lower motives, promising

a complete possession thereby of the privileges of God's Israel (6
16

) and also

exemption from persecution at the hands of Jews (5
11 612

), My brands or

wounds, says Paul, are those of Tesus, not of legal circumcision (6
17

).
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depreciated. His authority, the Galatians were told, was

derived from the apostles at Jerusalem, and consequently his

teaching must be checked and tested by the orthodox standard

which these emissaries claimed to embody. In short, the

admission of pagans to the true church and promises (3
6-9

-
16

)

of God required the observance of the Mosaic law, which formed

the sole valid charter of divine privilege and messianic in-

heritance. This, and the consequent disparagement of the

apostle * as an unauthorised agent, formed probably an easy

relapse for people who, like other Christians, may have felt the

depth and inwardness of Paul's spiritual gospel too much for

their average powers, particularly when the dominating influence

of his personality was removed.

The mischief done by this propaganda alarmed Paul.

Matters evidently had not yet gone too far to be remedied

;

only a few had been circumcised. Consequently as he was

unable (or unwilling) for some reason to revisit them, he wrote

this trenchant letter in order to shame them out of their levity

and retrograde superstitions, by reiterating and expanding the

spiritual principles of his gospel as divinely authoritative f and

morally adequate. How the information of the Galatian lapse

reached him, it is not possible to say. J There is no trace of any

letter sent by the Galatians (Hofmann, Ramsay). But the gravity

of the situation renders it unlikely that he delayed for any length

of time in writing to counteract his opponents, and to judge from

allusions like those in i 6 (raxetus and /x€TaTi'0eo-0e—the lapse still

in process), the interval between the reception of the news and

the composition of the letter must have been comparatively

brief.

§ 2. Outline.—The epistle is one of the books militant in

ancient literature. After a brief introduction (i 1 *5
), Paul, instead

* Implied in their catchword, those of repute (d Sokovvtcs, 28
). Other

echoes of their terminology can be overheard in such phrases as we are

Abraham's seed (3
16

), and Jerusalem which is our mother (cp. 4
26

), as well

as in their charges against Paul of seeking to please men (i 10
), and preaching

circumcision (5
11

). For the phrase sinners of Gentiles (2
15

), cp. Jub 23
s3 "24

.

f Q)i)§k iyu (i 12
), any more than the original apostles. Paul, too,

believed by revelation, not by relation.

X Lightfoot's suggestion that a messenger brought news of the disaffection

and also of the lack of heartiness in responding to the financial appeal (i Gi

16 1 = Gal 67f#
), is as plausible as any. It need not imply, however, that

Galatians was not composed till after 1 (and 2) Corinthians (see below).
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of opening with his usual word of commendation, dashes into

a personal and historical vindication of his independence as a

Christian apostle ; this, developed negatively and positively, forms

the first of three great sections in the epistle (i 6-2 21
).

These opening pages, especially, justify the comparison of Galatians to

a torrent ("one continuous rush, a veritable torrent—of genuine and

inimitable Paulinism, like a mountain stream in full flow, such as may
often have been seen by his Galatians," J. Macgregor. " Unfinished phrases,

daring omissions, parentheses which leave us out of sight and out of breath,

rabbinical subtleties, audacious paradoxes, vehement apostrophes pour on like

surging billows," Sabatier) ; cp. P. Farel, ' Exegese du Gal i
1 "10 ' (RTQR.,

1910, 332-338 )-

The address (i 2 rats iKKXrjatats ttjs TaXarias) is singularly curt, and

Paul associates no one by name with himself. The unique ol <rbv ifxoi Trdvres

abe\(pol (i 2
), to which Ph 4

21
is only a partial parallel, implies no more than

a group of Christians who sympathised with his gospel. There is nothing

in the words to suggest either that he was on a journey, away from any

settled church, or, on the other hand, that he backs up his admonition by

the authority of a church like Antioch.

In 215
-21 he passes from a hasty* account of his interview

with Peter into a sort of monologue f upon the incompatibility

of the Mosaic law with the Christian gospel, which starts

a fresh rush of expostulation and appeal (3-5
12

) upon the

alternatives of Law and Spirit. Faith dominates this section,

faith in its historical career and as the vantage-ground of

Christianity. The genuine sons of Abraham are not legalistic

Jewish Christians, but those who simply possess faith; the

much-vaunted Law is a mere provisional episode culminating

in Christianity (3
7"28

) as the religion of filial confidence and

freedom (3
29-4u)4 A passionate appeal to the Galatians

follows (4
121

-); then, harping still on Abraham, the apostle

* " He is far too quick a thinker to be a master of mere narrative ; the

question of Christian freedom was too hot in his heart to leave him free for

reminiscence, and the matter is not very clear" (Glover, Conflict of Religions

in Early Roman Empire, 1909, p. 168). This applies to the Antioch story

as well as to the preceding narrative.

f 215" 17
is an indirect summary of what he actually said ; in 218-21 the

passion wakened by the memory of the situation carries him straight forward

into the situation of his readers. Years had passed since the crisis, but he
lived it over again as he recollected how he had fought for people like the

G., who were exposed to a similar danger of religious compromise (cp. Gercke,

GGA., 1894, 576 f.). On the thought of the whole passage, see T. H.
Green's Works, hi. 186 f.

J On 3
15-47 cp. Max Conrat in ZNW. (1904) 204-227 ('Das Erbrecht

im Galaterbrief ').
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essays, with fresh rabbinic dialectic (on 4
20-31 see Lindtr's essay

in ZWT.
t
igoo, 223-226), to establish spiritual Christianity over

legalism as the religion that is both free and final, applying this

to the moral situation of the Galatians (5
1 "12

). The mention of

freedom * leads him to define the moral responsibilities of the

faith (5
13-6 10

), in order to prevent misconceptions and to re-

inforce the claims of the gospel upon the individual and social

life of the Galatians. The epilogue (6
11 "21

) reiterates, in a series

of abrupt, emphatic sentences, the main points of the epistle.

Another scheme of the epistle (so, e.g., Holsten, Sabatier, Sieffert, and

Lipsius) is to find in i
6-221

3
1-411 412-610 three successive arguments upon (a)

the divine origin of Paul's gospel, (b) the complete right of Gentile Christians

to the messianic inheritance, and (c) the vital connection between the

Christian Spirit and the moral life.

611"18 is an emphatic postscript or summary, written by Paul himself.

For similar instances of ancient letters containing autographic conclusions,

after the main body of the letter had been dictated,f see Cic. ad Attic, viii.

I. 1, and Aug. Epist. 146, with the remark of Julius Africanus {Rhet. Latin,

min., ed. Halmel, 44827
) :

" obseruabant veteres, carissimis sua manu scribere

vel plurimum subscribere. " This leaves it an open question whether %ypa\pa

(cp. Abbott, Diat. 2691) does not refer to the entire epistle (so, e.g.. Mill,

Ewald, Hofmann, Eadie, Zockler, Clemen, and Zahn, quoting from a letter

of Ambrose [i. 3] to the Emperor Gratian : "scripsisti tua totam epistolam

manu, ut ipsi apices fidem tuam pietatemque loquerentur")
;
probably, how-

ever, it is the epistolary aorist (cp. Philem 19
),J and 611"18

is to be classified

with 2 Th 3
17

, 1 Co 1621 "24
, and Col 4

18
. In any case, ypd/x/xara means not

' epistle ' but the characters of the handwriting. On placards (cp. 3
1 irpoeypd<prj)

and public inscriptions (cp. Sieffert, p. 349 ; Ramsay, 466), large letters were

employed at the end or at the beginning in order to catch the eye (Lucian,

Hermot. II, Gymn. 22). Plutarch (cp. Field's Otiu?n Norvicense, iii. 191)

narrates that Cato wrote histories for his son idlq. x€lpi KCt * P-eyd\ois ypd/xfiacriv.

§ 3. The text.—Galatians, for all its unpremeditated vigour, is

composed § not only with some care for language, but even with

* In spite of coincidences like i
16= Mt i615

'17
, 4

14b
- = Mt 1040, 5

10-i5=
Mk i240 (Lk 2047), 5

14=Mk 1231 , 6ls = Mt 234 (Lk il 46
), and the apparent

similarity of 5
4, n* 32 to Lk 13

s'9 (cp. 610= Lk 13
8
), it is hazardous to admit

more than the bare possibility that Paul had in mind some sayings of Jesus

against legalism (Feine, Jesus Christus und Paulus, 70 f. ).

f " Exact analogies to this may be found in many Egyptian papyri, where

the body of a document is written by a friend or clerk, and the principal

appends his ratification in a large hand at the close" (Kenyon, Hdbk to

Textual Criticism ofNT, 1901, p. 26). See above, p. 51.

X For gypa\pa in this sense, cp. Xen. Anab. i. 9. 25 ; Thuc. i. 129. 3 ;

Ezra 4
14 (LXX), and Lucian, Dial. Meretr. 10.

$ Cp. the minute analysis of the whole epistle in Blass's die Rhythmen der
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a rhythmical flow which recalls in several places the methods

of contemporary rhetorical prose. In this respect it agrees with

1 Thessalonians (Blass, op. cit. pp. 61 f., 196-204), 1 Corinthians

{op. cit. pp. 53 f., 76 f.), Ro 3
19f

- ii 28 "33 etc. {op. cit. pp. 68 f.), and

Philippians {op. cit. 66 f., 73 f.),* all of which are more or less

marked by rhythmical features; whereas in 2 Corinthians, for

example, the indications of rhetorical structure are much less

prominent. How far Paul was conscious of such traits of

composition and style, it is impossible to say. Their presence is

due doubtless to his early training in the schools
;
probably they

had become a second nature to him (see above, p. 57). But

they are sufficient to prove that he wrote with some care and

rhetorical finish,! even in epistles which appear, on a superficial

examination, to have been written under an overmastering freshet

of emotion.

The extant text, however, is not free from serious difficulties. Its frequent

roughnesses have suggested the hypothesis that marginal glosses and inter-

polations have become incorporated here and there in the original ; but in

most cases % the evidence is far from cogent, as, e.g., for the conjecture

reaaapwv for deKarea-adpoju (2
1
, e.g. Grotius, Semler, Keil, Bottger, Reiche,

Michelsen, Baljon : pp. 168-9),% tne omission of 210 (Michelsen, Weisse, van

Manen, Baljon: pp. 172-174) or of 3
19-20 (Weiss, Cramer: 3

19b-2°, Baljon:

pp. 175-178),!! and the hypothesis of a marginal gloss in 6 1 (Laurent). On
the other hand, if 4

25a {rb y&p "Ziva 8pos 4<rriv iv rrj ' Apaj3iq.) is correctly read,

it probably represents the explanatory and prosaic marginal note of a later

editor (Mill, Holsten, Schott, Cramer, Prins, Baljon, p. 185), as many
scholars have seen, since the days of Bentley {opuscula philologica, 1781,

533 f.). The transposition of 23
*5 to a place after 2 1 (so J. Weiss, SK., 1893,

pp. 504 f.) clears up the movement of the whole passage, but it must not be

defended on the ground that the incident of 23"6 could not have taken place in

asianischen u. rdmischen Kunstprosa (1905), pp. 43-53, 204-216, where the

text is perversely handled in the interests of the theory.

* In 3
1
(ifiol {xfr &v oKv-tipdv, vfxiv 5' a<T<pa\£s) the comic trimeter may well

be, like that in I Co 15
33

, a reminiscence of Menander.

t D. H. Miiller's strophic theory of prophetic prose has been applied by

Wehofer to the epistolography of the early Christian fathers {SBAW. cxliii.,

1901), but unsuccessfully upon the whole.

J See the essay by Prins (TT.
t 1887, 70 f.). Jowett's apt remark that

" in a writer at once so subtle and so abrupt as St. Paul, obscurity is not

a strong ground of objection," is often forgotten in criticism of this kind.

§ The considerable support once given to this supposed change of 5' into

18' (from Capellus to Bertholdt, Guericke, Schott, and Wurm, in last century)

was due to chronological prepossessions.

(I
Michaelis {Einl. p. 745) and Lttcke {SK. t 1828, pp. ioif.) are among

those who take 3
20 as a marginal gloss.
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Jerusalem, though irapehaKTOi would fit Syrian Antioch in some respects

better than the capital. The reading and rendering of 25 {oh ovdt -rrphs &pav

ef|a,uei> T-fj vworayrj) was debated as early as the second century (cp. Zahn's

excursus in his edition, pp. 287-296, and K. Lake in Exp?, March 1906,

236-245) ; the omission not only of oh (so Marcion, Syr1*58*1
, and some Gk.

MSS) but also of oi>84 (Gk. MSS, D, old Latin, archetype of G, etc.) has

early and strong support (so, e.g., Semler, Michaelis, Klostermann : op. cit.

55-58, Volter, J. Weiss : SK, 1893, 504 f., and Lake). The dubiety about

a negative is not unexampled in ancient literature ; a similar problem arises

over the insertion of non by most modern editors in Cicero's criticism of

Lucretius (Q. Fr. ii. 9. 4, cp. also ad Att. xiv. 1-2). In Gal. the matter is

complicated by the exegesis of 23
. Was Titus circumcised, and was this

brought up against Paul (cp. 5
11

, so Spitta), who defends himself by replying

that he was not compelled to be circumcised ? Is 25, therefore, the confession

of a momentary lapse of judgment, which the later church sought to smooth

over by the insertion of the negative? The internal probabilities seem to

point the other way, but the problem can scarcely be said to be settled

satisfactorily one way or another, owing to our ignorance of the facts at issue.

§ 4. The destination.—The problems of Galatians belong to

historical and theological rather than to literary criticism. It is

impossible, however, to discuss its destination or date without

some reference to the questions raised by the Lucan narrative

in Acts (especially of Ac 11-16), which describes, from a different

point of view, most of the incidents presupposed or mentioned

in the epistle.

The geographical situation of the Galatian Christians has led

to a debate as warm and intricate as that waged over the problem

of Hannibal's route across the Alps. Two rival hypotheses hold

the field. The matter in dispute is the meaning of TaXaria in i 2

(cp. 1 Co 16 1
). Is it (a) the large Roman province of that name,

including the southern townships of Derbe, Lystra, Ikonium, and

Pisidian Antioch, besides part of Phrygia; or (0) the smaller

region of Galatia proper, in the ethnographical sense of the

term, lying north-east in Asia Minor ?

The latter view belongs to the North Galatian or traditional theory,

which is advocated by editors of Acts like H. J. Holtzmann, Wendt, Blass,

Hilgenfeld, and Knopf ; by editors of Galatians like Windischmann, Holsten,

Wieseler, Reithmayr, Holsten, Lightfoot (cp. Colossians, 24 f.), Howson
{Speaker's Comm. 1881), Riickert, Jowett, J. Dalmer, Lipsius, Sieffert, Zocklei

(also SK, 1895, pp. 51-102)*, G. G. Findlay, Lietzmann, Bousset, and

Williams; and by general critics like Godet, Trenkle {Einl. 21), Salmon,

S. Davidson, Schafer {Einl. 88 f.), Jiilicher, Haupt {SK., 1906, 144-146),

Hoennicke {Chronologze des Paulus, 32 f.), von Dobschiitz, Vischer {Dil

Paulusbriefe, 1904, 30 f.), Mommsen [ZNW., 1901, 86), Schiirer {JPT. , 1892,

460 f.), Gheorghiu, G. H. Gilbert {Students Life of St. Paul, 1902, pp. 260
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272), Chase (Exp. 4
viii. 401 f., ix. 331 f.)*, and Barth (Einl. § 7). Two

thoroughgoing presentations of this theory are now accessible in SchmiedePs

article (EBi. 1 596-1616), and A. Steinmann's essays on Die Abfassungszeit

des Galaterbriefes (1906) and Der Leserkreis der Galaterbriefes (1908), which

discuss with minute scholarship every relevant point, exegetical or historical.

Schmiedel's attitude towards Acts is much less conservative than Steinmann's,

and the latter's sweep of argument is wider (embracing Weber especially, in

addition to Ramsay) ; but the two statements supplement each other

admirably, and together they constitute by far the most adequate plea for

the North Galatian hypothesis.

The South Galatian hypothesis was first popularised by Perrot (De

Galatia provincia Romana, 1867, PP- 43£)> and then restated, with a

wealth of geographical learning, by Prof. Sir W. M. Ramsay in a masterly

series of articles and volumes (e.g. Historical Geography of Asia Minor,

1890; Exp. 4
ii. 1-22, ix. 43 f., 1 37 f. , 288 f., etc.; SB. iv. 15-57; CRE.

8f. } 74 f., 97 f. ; DB. ii. 81 f. ; The Cities of St. Paul, 1907 ; as well as in his

commentary). The theory is accepted, though with many modifications and

for varying reasons, by editors of Acts like Bartlet (cp. also his AA. 71 f.,

84 f.), Jacobsen, Rackham, and Forbes; by editors of Galatians like Steck,

Zahn, Adeney, Gutjahr, Bacon (cp. also Exp. 5 vii. 123 f., x. 351 f.), and

Rendall (cp. also Exp. 4 ix. 254-264) ; and by general critics like Niemeyer

(de tempore quo epistola ad Gal. conscripta sit accuratius definiendo, Gottingen,

1827), Renan (iii. 311 f.), Hausrath (iii. 146-199), Weizsacker (Jahrb. f.

deutsche TheoL, 1876, 606 f., and AA. \. i^ii.), Pfleiderer (Urc. i. 1 91-2 10),

E. H. Gifford {Exp. 4 x. 1-20), McGiffert [AA. 178 f., 221 f.), O. Holtzmann

(ZRTG., 1894, 336-346; ZNW., 1905, 102-104), von Soden {INT. 56 f. ),

Woodhouse (EBi. 1592 f.), J. Weiss (PRE. x., 1901, pp. 554-560,
1 Kleinasien '), D. Walker (ET. xiii. 51 1-5 14), Belser, Clemen, and

Askwith (Date and Destination of Ep. to Galatians, 1899) ; it is worked out

most compactly and thoroughly in exegesis by Zahn (see also his Introduction,

§ Ii), and from a special standpoint by Prof. Valentin Weber in a long

series of ingenious articles (cp. especially Katholik, 1898, pp. 193 f.,

301 f., 4l2f., 1899, pp. 45f., 1900, pp. 339 f., 481 f.) and monographs.*

* Especially Der heilige Paulus vom Aposteliibereinkommen bis zum
Apostelkonzil (1901), and Die Abfassung des Galaterbriefs vor dent

Apostelkonzil (1900); the third section of the latter is reprinted in Der
Galaterbrief aus sich selbst geschichtlich erklart (1902). His main con-

tentions are supported by Belser (TQ., 1901, 285 f.), Rohr (Allgem. Lit.

Blatt., 1901, 226 f.), and Gutjahr (in his ed. of Thess. and Gal., 1904), and

rejected not only by Julicher (TLZ., 1901, 469-472) and Holtzmann (GGA.,

1902, 1 f.«) but by Steinmann. Weber is right in demurring to the undue

sharpening of the differences between Acts and Galatians, but he goes to the

other extreme in minimising them. His general scheme is as follows :—Paul's

first visit to Jerusalem (Gal i
18 ~20=Ac 9

26 " 28
) followed by missionary activity from

Tarsus (Ac 9
30

) and Antioch (Ac n86"86
, Gal i

21 "24
) ; his second visit (Ac ii 30

i225=Gal21 " 10
), with the double object of conveying the money (only hinted at

in Gal 210
) and securing the rights of his gospel (in private conference, Gal

23f
); then the first tour (Ac i4n "a=Gal 4

23
), with a double visit to S.
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According to Weber, the visit of Gal 21 "10
is not that of Ac 15 bit that of

Ac 1

1

30
, after which, but before the Council of Jerusalem, Paul composed

Galatians (Antioch, A.D. 49 ; cp. Ac 14
28

). This implies that the opposition of

Peter and the Judaisers could not have taken place after the Council, and that

the church of Jerusalem did not interfere with Paul's method of ignoring the

law in his Syrian and Cilician churches, though his practice was well known
to them. But such a hypothesis is quite improbable. Gal I

23 simply states

that they knew the bare fact of his activity in preaching, not that they tacitly

approved of his methods till their hand was forced by the Judaistic party in

the church. Furthermore, the theory is open to the same objections as

similar forms of the S. Galatian hypothesis, that it arbitrarily makes the

burning question of circumcision for Gentile Christians emerge in an acute

shape some time before the period of Ac 15—a view for which there is no

evidence in Acts (cp. Steinmann's Abfassungzeit, Ijof. ), and against which

the probabilities of the general situation tell heavily. Finally, it involves

the incredible idea that Paul circumcised Timotheus (Ac 163
) after he had

written Gal 5
3
.

Weber's reconstruction is rejected by Zahn, who also differs in his view

of Ac 166 and on some other details from Ramsay ; the latter scholar's inter-

pretation of the Lucan passages, of the date, and of several passages in the

epistle, is challenged by many of the South Galatian theorists themselves, so

that, beyond the general contention that Galatians was written to the church

of Derbe, Lystra, Ikonium, etc., there is seldom much unity in their ranks.

An intermediate hypothesis, advocated by Mynster, Comely {Einl. iii.

415 f.), Jacquier {/NT. i. 171 f.), and (temporarily) Zahn, which has been

described as Pan-Galatian, views the churches of Galatia addressed by Paul

as at least including some to the N. of Southern Galatia. This modification

attempts to do justice to the plain sense of Ac 166 , but it fails to bring out

the evident homogeneity of the churches addressed in Galatians, and involves

more difficulties than it solves (cp. Gilbert, op. cit. 266 f. , and Steinmann's

Abfassungzeit, 166 f.).

Twice in Acts, Luke alludes to a mission which appears to

coincide with the Galatian enterprise presupposed in this epistle.

The first of these passages is Ac i6 6f\

Ai fikv ovv iKK\r)<riai icrrepeovvTO rfj ttlo-tu /cat c7r€pi<ro-€Vov t<3

apiO/jLu /ca#' r]/xipav. But they (i.e. Paul, Silas, and Timotheus)

traversed (Sirj\.6ov Se, in contrast to the South Galatian mission

just concluded :
* not recapitulating 1-4, but marking a fresh

departure) rrjv ^pvyiav koX YaXaTLKrjv x^PavJ
s^nce they had been

forbidden f by the holy Spirit to preach the word in Asia (explaining

Galatia, after which the Antioch-outburst (Gal 2llf
-) so affected the Galatian

converts that the epistle had to be written.

* The purpose of 15
36

{let us visit the brothers in every city where we

proclaimed the word of God) had been accomplished (i67, 4"5= 1421 ) ; cp.

N. J. D. White in Hermathena, 1903, 128 f.

t The S. Galatian hypothesis, as advocated by Ramsay, implies that

KiaKvdirrss is a ptc of subsequent action ; the natural and grammatical sense,
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why, instead of turning west,* they pushed north). And when

they came opposite Mysia (Kara, up as far as : striking it well to

the north of Phrygia, in the neighbourhood of Dorylseum or

Cotyseum) they tried to enter Bithynia (north of Phrygia), but the

Spirit ofJesus would not permit them. So, ignoring Mysia (as

part of the prohibited Asia), they went down to Troas (i.e. due

west). Then Luke comes upon the scene himself, and Paul

plunges into the European mission.

Every phrase of this summary paragraph has had pages of

discussion poured over it. To the present writer it seems that the

disputed words ttjv Qpvyiav /cat TaXariKrjv x^Pav can only mean,

in the light of passages like 1921 (SieXOwv rrjv MaxeSoviav #cai

'A^a'tav) and 27 s (/caret, rrjv K«Ai/aW kcu HafjupvXiav), Phrygia and

the region of Galatia. Qpvyiav, here at any rate (as in 2 10 1823
),

is not an adjective, and koli does not mean or. The phrase

therefore is not an equivalent for Phrygia-Galatica, or for the

borderland between Eastern Phrygia and Western Galatia : it

denotes not one district but two. As Luke uses Pamphilia

(13
13

), Pisidia (13
14

), and Lykaonia (14
6
) in their geographical

sense, it is fair to infer that he does so in 166 unless there is

good reason to the contrary.

The South Galatian theorists ask why he did not write TaXarlav outright.

Probably because it would have been misleading ; the great province of

i) TaXa-Ha or t\ TaXaTiKrj iirapxta. included the Lykaonian and Phrygian

townships already mentioned. In order to emphasise the new departure,

Luke uses the region of Galatia, i.e. the district inhabited by the Galatians

proper, lying beyond Phrygia. The terminology therefore really supports

the North Galatian interpretation. It is a periphrasis, like x <^Pa TVS

'lovdaias (Ac io39 2620
, cp. EBi. 1602). Per contra, if Luke had viewed

Derbe, Lystra, and the rest of Paul's earlier mission-field as belonging to

TaXaria proper, it is inexplicable why the name should not occur in Ac 13-14.

Furthermore, Derbe and Lystra belonged to Lykaonia (Ac I46 * n
), not to

Phrygia, so that the South Galatian view, that Ac 166 is recapitulatory, breaks

down at the outset Harnack {BNT. iii. 58) suggests that Luke spoke of ri

TdKariK^] x^Pa " because Galatia was poor in cities, and because in official

terminology the word ' regiones ' was also used of this province. It follows,

therefore, that in the much debated question where the Galatia of Paul is

on the contrary, implies that it refers either to an antecedent or at best to a

synchronous experience (cp. Schmiedel, EBi. 1599; Moulton's Grammar of

NT Greek, i. 132 f.). It was apropos of this forced construction of Sirfkdov

. . . KwXvdtvres that Chase wrote, " the South Galatian theory is shipwrecked

on the rock of Greek grammar."
* 'Acn'a here = the coast-land round Ephesus, as in 29 (where Phrygia is

also distinguished from it, by a popular use of the geographical term) and 27s
.
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to be found, we may not claim Luke as a witness in favour of the South-

Galatian theory ; rather we must regard him as a witness to the contrary."

Luke's usage, it may be retorted, is not decisive for Paul. This is

perfectly true, but Paul's use of TaXarfa corresponds to the inferences from

Acts. It is a rather precarious conclusion that because he was a Roman
citizen, he must have confined himself to the Roman provincial titles, and

that therefore TdKaria in Gal I
2 means the province, not the country, of

the Galatse. No fixed rule of this kind can be attributed to him ; not even

Asiatics like Strabo and Dio Cassius adhered to such a practice. In Gal i
21

Paul himself does not speak in this way about Syria and Cilicia, and even

in Gal I
22 (cp. I Th 214

) it is not necessary to suppose that he alluded to

Judaea in anything except the popular or geographical sense (cp. Steinmann's

Leserkreis, 76 f., 103, and Schmiedel, op. cit. 1604 f.). Furthermore, in Ac 29
,

Asia and Pontus denote districts, not provinces, and the same is probably true

of Cappadocia, as of Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, and Asia in I P i
1
. "Of

the vast province of Galatia the part to be visited [by the bearer of I P]

between Pontus and Cappadocia could be only Galatia proper, the Galatia

of St. Paul's epistles" (Hort, 1 Peter, pp. 183 f.).

Paul and his companions had no definite sphere in view

when they left Lykaonia; certainly neither Troas nor Bithynia

was their objective. Luke's narrative, or rather summary, at this

point becomes singularly curt and rapid. Apparently he was not

interested in the Northern Galatian mission. His engrossing aim

is to get Paul across to Europe ; and the approach of the

Macedonian mission, in which he himself first joined the apostle,

leads him to hurry over the movements of the apostles in the

interior of Asia Minor. It does not follow, however, that these

movements were a series of purposeless journeys in which the

evangelists were casting about in vain for a sphere and were

finally shut up to make for Troas. On the contrary, what the

N. Galatian view involves is that during this journey Paul took

advantage of his enforced detention, owing to sickness, in order

to evangelise in the western * part of Galatia. " It is sufficient

to suppose that during his illness, or during his convalescence,

Paul founded a few churches, none of them very far apart, and

all situated in the W. of North Galatia" (EBl 1 606-1 607).

The possibility of this is admitted not only by Zahn (INT. i.

189 f.) but by J. Weiss, one of the most cautious and careful of

the South Galatian theorists (" Natiirlich kann man sich denken,

dass die Missionare etwa von Amorium (oder von Nakoleia

* The alternative form of the N. Galatian theory (so, e.g., Lightfoot) is to

regard Ancyra, Tavium, and Juliopolis, as also and chiefly evangelised by

Paul. Zockler's modification (as above) seems preferable.
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liber Orkistos, Ramsay, Geogr. p. 230) aus den Versuch

gemacht hatten, in Pessinus und Germa zu predigen, und als sie

4 ]6ie Verhaltnisse dort ungunstig oder den Ertolg gering fanden,

sich nach Dorylaum wandten," op. cit. pp. 558 f.). The evidence

of Galatians shows, however, that this mission was more than a

possibility and by no means an unsuccessful venture. There is

little doubt that hUpx^Oai in 166, taken along with 1823
, implies

preaching-activity, not simply travelling (cp. Ramsay's article in

ExpJ> 1896, May).*

Two or three years later, Paul paid a second visit to Galatia

(Ac i823
).f After spending some time there (i.e. at Antioch),

he went off on a tour through the region of Galatia and Phrygia

(8tep)(6fjL€Vo<s Ka6e£r}s rrjv TaXaTLKrjv ^wpav /cat <&pvyiav), establishing

all the disciples. This time he moved from east to west, reversing

the route of 166, and reaching Ephesus via Asian Phrygia.

In contrast to the settled churches of S. Galatia (165
), the North

Galatian Christians were as yet scattered and unorganised ; they

were naturally more liable, on this account, to be unsettled by

Judaistic agitators from the far south than communities like

those of Ikonium, Lystra, and Antioch, which were closer to the

centre, and also in possession of the decrees ( 1

6

4
). Furthermore,

Paul tells the Galatians about the controversy as if it were a

novelty. There is no oicWe Se (Holtzmann). This suits the

N. Galatians rather better than the S. Galatians (Ac 164), who
must have learned of the matter for themselves at an early date.

Such is, on the North Galatian hypothesis, the Lucan

narrative of the Galatian mission. It remains to notice one or

two objections on exegetical or geographical grounds.

(a) The title Galatians (Gal 3
1
) is alleged to be more suitable to the inhabit-

ants of Southern Galatia than to those of N. Galatia. Sir W. M. Ramsay
{Hist. Comm. 137 f.) finds that the N. Galatian theorists, who deny this,

show "no sign" of having "specially studied the use and implication of

* The admission that Paul did preach in N. Galatia (in Ac 1823
) makes it

extremely unlikely that, on the S. Galatian hypothesis, the epistle was
written after this, since TaXarfa would then include N. Galatia, and the

close unity of the readers' situation forbids this (see above).

t Here again the historian's allusion is b/rief and bare. Galatia lay off

the line of his European interests; even the great mission at Ephesus

(19
10

) is dismissed in a sentence, so that the treatment of the Galatian

mission is not singular. "Can it be that the historian gladly drew a veil

over the infancy of a church which swerved so soon and so widely from the

purity of the gospel ?" (Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 21 ; so Schmiedel, EBi. 1607).
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political titles amid the contending forces that were then causing the develop

ment of society in Central Asia Minor." Such a study, he reiterates (cp.,

especially, op. cit. 318 f.), would prove to these amateurs that the people oi

Antioch, Ikonium, Lystra, etc., could be addressed very aptly as Galatians.

Unluckily, this confident assertion is flatly denied by one whose authority

upon the subject is based upon years of special study. " In my opinion,"

says Mommsen (ZNW.> 1901, p. 86), "it is inadmissible to take the

' Galatians ' of Paul in anything except the distinct and narrower sense of the

term. The provinces which were combined with Galatia under a legatus, as,

e.g., Lykaonia certainly had been under Claudius, were by no means in-

corporated into that province. Still less could the inhabitants of Ikonium

and Lystra be named Galatians in the common speech of the day." Thus it

remains open to argue that TaXdrai, instead of being specially appropriate to

the Lykaonians and Phrygians, would have ignored their national character-

istics (cp. Gheorghiu, op. cit. pp. 49 f.). There is no reason, in the term

itself, to suppose that it denoted any save the inhabitants of Galatia proper,

and there is not enough historical evidence (cp. Steinmann's Leserkreis,

53-60) to show that the S. Galatians were reckoned in the Koivbv tGjv

YaKaTwv.

(b) While S. Galatia is represented by Gaius and Timotheus,* North

Galatia, it is contended, is not represented by any delegates in the company

who met at Troas (Ac 204
) to accompany Paul and hand over the collection

at Jerusalem. But it is more than doubtful if this was the sole object of the

gathering. Even if it were, there is no representative from Corinth, or Philippi,

or Achaia. Besides, the Galatian contribution may have been sent inde-

pendently (so Weber, Addressaten, p. 52).

(c) Paul's references to Barnabas do not necessarily imply that he was

personally known to the readers (who were therefore, it is alleged, in South

Galatia ; cp. Ac 13-14) ; the apostle speaks of B. also to the Corinthians,

though he had never visited Corinth ; and the allusions to B. in Galatians

imply no more than the references to Peter (who had not been in

N. Galatia).

(d) The phrase, tva i] ak'qOeia. tov etiayyeXlov diafielvQ irpbs vfias (2
5
), does

not necessarily imply that the Galatian churches were in existence when the

controversy at Jerusalem broke out. Paul merely says he was fighting the

battle on behalf of all Gentile Christians who should believe. He tells the

Galatians that they belonged to the converts in whose interests he had been

contending (cp. John 17
20

).

(e) It is further argued that Luke devotes far more attention to the South

Galatian churches, and that Galatians is more likely to have been addressed

to them than to Christians in an out-of-the-way, unimportant district like

North Galatia. This is one of the most plausible pleas which are advanced

by the South Galatian theorists, but it is inconclusive, (i. ) Luke, according to

* This assertion is precarious, however. Timotheus was Paul's companion

primarily, and Gaius may be mentioned for the same reason. Besides, as

Schmiedel acutely points out, " it would have been quite irrational to convey

monies from S. Galatia to Jerusalem by way of Macedonia, and run all the

risks (2 Co II 26
) of such a journey" {EBi. 1612).
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the North Galatian theory, does mention these churches twice (166 I828
) ; so

do Peter (i Pi 1
) and Paul himself (i Co 161

). They are more prominent

than even the Roman church, to which Paul wrote a letter, but of whose

founding Luke says nothing. Luke is indifferent to Paul's early and long and

important mission to Syria and Cilicia ;
* he ignores the work in Dalmatia and

Illyria ; and there is not a word of the church at Colossae, to which the

apostle afterwards wrote a letter, f These, together with the silence upon the

stormy relations between Paul and the Corinthian church, are sufficient to

disprove any argument against the North Galatian theory which is drawn

from the silence of Acts. Luke's predilections, which led him to ignore

several Pauline spheres, explain themselves, (ii.) North Galatia was by no

means inaccessible by road ; on the contrary, it was touched by several open

routes (cp. Ramsay, Hist. Geography of Asia Minor•, 237 ff.). Ancyra,

y\ /xerpdiroXis tt)s TaXarias (south as well as north), was connected by roads

with the surrounding districts
; X while Tavium, as a military station and road-

centre, was probably (cp. J. Weiss, PRE. x. 559 f.) linked even with Pisidian

Antioch. There is no real difficulty, from a geographical standpoint, in

understanding how Paul could reach N. Galatia ; it would not take him over

any more difficult country than his route from Perga to Antioch over the

Taurus (Ac 13
14

; cp. Ramsay, CRE. 2\i., DB. v. 391*). (iii.) It is time

that some critics stopped depreciating the condition of N. Galatia. On this

point it is sufficient to refer to Sir W. M. Ramsay's own brilliant pages

(Gal. 128-164) upon the civilisation of the province of Northern Galatia.

Ancyra was "one of the greatest and most splendid cities of Asia Minor"
(Ramsay, Exp., 1898, viii. 233 ; cp. Steinmann's Leserkreis, 50 f.), and the

Roman sway had long since permeated the country with civilising influences. §

* Sir W. M. Ramsay (Cities of St. Paul, 81) concludes from the slight

and vague allusions to Syria and Cilicia that Luke had no personal know-
ledge of these regions. Exactly the same inference follows from his scanty

reference to N. Galatia. On the same page he confesses that " even about the

Galatian cities he [i.e. Luke] has not very much to relate that is detailed or

picturesque."

f If it is argued that surely Paul would have written an epistle to such

important churches as those of Derbe, Lystra, Ikonium, etc., the obvious reply

is that (i. ) extant letters do not represent all that the apostle wrote ; (ii. ) that

no letter was written by him, as far as we know, even to so central a church

as that of Ephesus.

X "There were regular roads from either Ikonium or Antioch to Pessinus.

Moreover, the apostle, who was accustomed to ' perils of robbers, perils ot

rivers, perils in the wilderness' (2 Co n 26
), and who preferred walking from

Troas to Assos (Ac 2013
) while his companions sailed, would not be deterred

by any rough or unfrequented paths" (Lightfoot, Colossians, 26-27).

§ Cp. Professor Anwyl in Mansfield College Essays (1909), pp. 158

("Galatia was rapidly penetrated by the civilisation of the Mediterranean

area") and 160 ("whether the epistle to the Galatians was addressed to

them or not, there is no evidence that in the apostolic age they were

conspicuously more backward than the inhabitants of other parts of Asia

Minor").

7
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In any case the Galatians were capable of being converted,* and Paul

was an evangelist, not a lecturer. The proportion and influence of the

local Jews exactly correspond to the insignificant position they seem

to have occupied in the churches, judged by the epistle. Finally, it may
be pointed out that " the Galatian cities were in far closer relations with

the cities of Bithynia-Pontus than of Asia " (Ramsay, Gal. p. 143) ; which

supports the contention that Paul, after his work in N. Galatia, naturally

thought of Bithynia. Any historical evidence which is available does not

imply that the civilisation of N. Galatia, during the first century A.D., was

Romano-Gallic rather than Hellenic ; as the inscriptions and coins indicate, the

Anatolian culture which predominated throughout the province did not exclude

either the impression of Greek religious ideas or of the Greek language.

It is therefore beside the mark to dismiss the North Galatian theory on the

ground that it implies a degree of Greek culture which was foreign to the

Galatians. Besides, when the evidence of the epistle itself is examined,

the amount of acquaintance which it presupposes with Greek usages and

conceptions (e.g. in 4
2
) does not appear to preclude the possibility of the

Northern Galatians having been familiar with such elementary Graeco-Asiatic

culture. The Hellenic ideas used in Galatians might have been perfectly

intelligible to the Galatians of the northern province, so far as any reliable

evidence is at our command (cp. Burton in AJT., 1901, 152-153). At any

rate, Greek was not only the official but the trading language. Unless we
exaggerate the so-called Hellenism of Paul and the barbarism of Galatia,

there is no cogent reason why any argument employed in Galatians

would have been inappropriate to inhabitants of Northern Galatia. It did

not require any special contact with the Grseco-Roman culture of the age,

such as is claimed for S. Galatia, in order to understand what Paul wrote

about slavery, adoption, or wills. This is frankly admitted by Dr. Dawson
Walker in his essay on "The Legal Terminology in the Epistle to the

Galatians" (Gift of Tongues, etc., pp. 127 f.). "Whether the Christian

communities to which the epistle was sent were situated in North or in South

Galatia, there would be a sufficiently strong Roman environment to make
such general allusions as St. Paul makes to Roman civil law quite intelligible.

We therefore conclude that the legal allusions in the epistle are indecisive.

There is nothing in them that bears so directly on the question of the locality

of the Galatian Churches as to enable us to say decisively whether the

epistle was sent to North or to South Galatia" (op. cit. 174 f.).

(/) Once more, the South Galatian argument that Paul always sought

out important centres in which to carry on his propaganda is sadly shattered

* Another phase of this argument is that the N. Galatian churches remain un-

important in early church history, and that not till the end of the second century

is there much light upon their existence. But even so, what of the South

Galatian churches ? " All the more strange," on account of the marked success

of the preaching at Antioch (Ac I344,48,, )»
" is the subsequent unimportance of

the South Galatian churches " (EBi. 184). This is candidly written by Mr.

Woodhouse, who adheres to the South Galatian hypothesis. The Syriac

martyrology even points to martyrdoms at Ancyra before the reign of Trajan

(Cp. ET.TfXL 64 f.).
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by the fact that Derbe and Lystra were quite second-rate cities, with very

little in common between them and the Roman world. The former*' was

one of the rudest of the Pauline cities, education had made no progress in it.

"

Sir W. M. Ramsay even wonders how so rustic and sequestered a spot as

Lystra came to be visited by Paul. " How did the cosmopolitan Paul drift

like a piece of timber borne by the current into this quiet backwater?"

{The Cities of St. Paul, 408). Since he did evangelise such places, we may
perhaps be spared the argument that North Galatia would have been beneath

his notice. Even apart from the case of Derbe and Lystra, the common
assertion that Paul invariably sought out important imperial centres is not

justified by the evidence. Paul, like Wesley, was an evangelist who
had a passion for the regions beyond (2 Co io15

"16 els rd virepiiceiva itn&v

eiayye\l<ra<r6cu ; cp. Ro I5 19f
") > North Galatia lay on the line of his circle

from Jerusalem, and his procedure elsewhere makes the enterprise in that

country not simply credible but probable.

Many internal arguments used on both sides to prove the character of

the people addressed in the epistle are of little independent value. No stress

can be laid, *.£•., on the so-called Celtic fickleness, in the interests of the

N. Galatian hypothesis. On the other hand, it is as irrelevant to discover

anything characteristically S. Galatian in 61 "5 (so Ramsay, Hist. Comm. Gal.

454 f. ), as if the pitiless temper were specially Phrygian ! If any local colour

is to be sought, the allusion in 617 suggests the custom of marking slaves by

scars and cuts, which was notoriously a practice of the North Galatians

(cp. Ramsay, Hist. Comm. Gal. 82 f.). The alleged coincidences between

Galatians (cp. 4
4
) and Paul's address in the South Galatian Pisidian Antioch

(Ac 13
16-24

) are interesting (cp. op. cil. 399 f.), but they are not confined to

this address, and represent the primitive Christian outlook rather than Paul's

specific views.

The South Galatian theory has several attractive features, but it lies open

to objections of more or less cogency. E.g.., (i.) if the opening of the South

Galatian mission is so fully described in Ac 13-14, why is there no mention

of the illness which Paul specially mentions in Gal 4
13

? Again, (ii.) the

Galatians received Paul ws &yye\ov deov, <bs Xpicrrbv 'Iriaovv (Gal 4
14

), in spite

of his illness—a very different thing from hailing him in full health as the pagan

Hermes (Ac 14
12

) ! There is not (iii.) a hint in the epistle of any persecution

or suffering endured by him in his evangelisation of Galatia, whereas his

South Galatian mission was stormy in the extreme (Ac 13-14, 2 Ti 3
11

).

Once more (iv.), if Paul had evangelised S. Galatia prior to the Council, it

is not easy to understand why he did not say so in Gal I
21

. None of these

objections is satisfactorily met by the S. Galatian theory, in any of its forms.

On both sides, but especially on the S. Galatian, there is too great a

tendency to tamper with the text of Acts in order to bring it into line with

the requirements of a theory. Thus Weber and Ramsay, as well as Lightfoot

{Biblical Essays, 237 f.), prefer the inferior v.l. biekdbvres in Ac 166 ; Blass

in 168 substitutes the equally inferior dieXdovres for TrapeXddvres, and reads,

on the sole authority of a thirteenth cent. Latin MS, rds TaXartAcds x&Pas m
166 ; even Belser is driven {Mini. 423), like Weber and J. Weiss, to regard

the reference to V. x- in the latter verse as corrupt, possibly a harmonising

gloss from 182*.
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This opens up the complex problem of the relationship between Galatians

and the narrative of Acts, (a) As to the various journeys of Paul to Jerusalem,

neither theory entirely escapes the familiar difficulties ; the S. Galatian

hypothesis, in one or two forms, succeeds in evading them, but only by

conjectural alterations of the order of the narratives (see below). A more
important question (6) relates to the Council of Jerusalem. Here the identity

of Gal 21 " 10 with Ac 15 must be maintained. In the former passage Paul is

certainly giving his own version of what Luke subsequently described from

a later and a different standpoint. The narrative of Acts, whatever be the

historical value or site of the decree, is the counterpart of Gal 21' 10
. Since

the object of the two visits in Ac 11 27-30 and Gal 21' 10
is different, and since

n 27-30 can hardly be regarded as a variant account of 15, the only alternative

is to regard Ac 15 and Gal 21"10 as referring to the same incident. This

hypothesis is not wrecked by the patent difference of motive noticed in the

two narratives, as there is nothing inconsistent in Paul emphasising the

inward impulse, under the circumstances, and Luke recalling the joint-action

of the church. The omission of any reference to Titus or the private

conference is strange but not unparalleled in Acts, and, on the other hand,

both narratives agree (and this is fundamental) is,
Amaking the object of the

journey a desire to settle the relation of Gentile Christians to the law ; both

imply two conferences, resulting in the recognition of Gentile Christians,

and the refusal, on the part of the apostles, to sanction the orthodox demand
tor universal circumcision. Ac 15 certainly presents a modified, and even

in some respects an unhistorical, account of what had been a very serious

crisis in the early church. With characteristic tact, Luke passes over the

friction between Paul and the three pillar-apostles, as well as the difference

of opinion which yielded but slowly to Paul's remonstrances ; he also

represents both James and Peter * as in essential harmony with the apostle

of the Gentiles from the first. This irenical purpose helps to explain Luke's

subsequent silence upon the bitter anti-Pauline movement of the Judaisersl*

* For the odd attempt of some Roman Catholic scholars to prove that

Cephas and Peter are different persons (as Clement of Alexandria was the

first to suggest), cp. Pesch in the Zeitschriftfur kath. Theol. (1883) pp. 456-

490, with Vigoroux, Les Livres Saints et la critique rationaliste, vol. v.

pp. 456-476. Another curiosity of ancient interpretation was the view

popularised by Chrysostom, Jerome, and alleged to go back to Origen, tha:

the dispute was a got-up scene. The patristic attitude towards the dispute

is sketched by Overbeck in his Auffassung des Streits des Paulus mit dem

Apostel Petrus bei den Kirchenvatern (Basel, 1877), and Lightfoot {Gal. pp.

128-132).

f Upon the North Galatian theory, the Judaistic agitation in Galatia

was a recrudescence of the movement against Gentile Christianity which the

Council had temporarily checked. The counter-mission was cleverly carried

into far-off districts where people were less well acquainted with the proceed

ings at Jerusalem and Antioch, and as adroitly the reactionary party tool*

advantage of Paul's absence to undermine his authority. The burning question

was circumcision as it had been at Jerusalem. On the S. Galatian hypothesis,

this question had arisen prior to the Council, and Paul simply took advantage
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and the Corinthian dissensions, as well as upon (c) the dispute between

Paul and Peter at Antioch. The natural impression made by 211 "1* is that

Peter's visit to Antioch followed the events narrated in 21"10
, and there is

no reason, historical or grammatical, to reverse this opinion.* That Peter's

inconsistency was only possible before the Council (Weber, Belser, van

Bebber) is an arbitrary hypothesis, which depends on the erroneous idea

that the Council's decree regulated the social intercourse of Jewish and

Gentile Christians. The reconstruction certainly tends to modify the un-

favourable impression made by Peter's vacillating conduct ; but in 2llfc Paul

is not harking back, in defence of his apostolic authority, to an episode which

preceded that of 21"10
. The point of 2llf> lies in its historical sequence (cp.

Steinmann's Abfassungszeit, pp. 132 f. ; Clemen's Paulus
y i. 41 f.). The

principle successfully upheld at the negotiations in Jerusalem had to be

vindicated practically at Antioch soon afterwards. " When we follow Paul's

account, the growing excitement with which he unmistakably records the

event at Antioch is sufficient to prove that, in his view, it was there that the

crisis was reached" (Weizsacker, AA, i. 176). In a word, Gal 211'16 forms

the climax, from Paul's point of view, in his triumphant assertion of the

free Christian rights belonging to Gentile converts.

That the Antioch collision took place before Paul left (Ac 15
36

), and

not during the visit of Ac 1828 (Renan, Neander, Sabatier, Godet), is also

the natural inference from the narrative ; it is corroborated by the fact that

after l^36** Barnabas was never alongside of Paul, as is implied in Gal 21S.

§ 5. The date,—The division of opinion upon the destina-

tion has led to an even greater variety of conjectures as to the

date of the epistle's composition. On the North Galatian hypo-

thesis the letter cannot have been written before the period of

Ac 1823 ; but it may have been composed either (i.) on the way
from Galatia to Ephesus (Hug, Riickert); or (ii.) during Paul's

stay at Ephesus (Ac I91 ' 10
), perhaps during one of his journeys

in the vicinity; or (iii.) on his way from Ephesus to Corinth

of the collection for the Jewish poor to enlist the sympathies and win the

confidence of the Jewish Christians in the capital. But both implications are

improbable, especially the second ; neither Luke nor Paul says anything

about this motive, and the use supposed to have been made of the collection

is the outcome of imagination rather than the reflection of history.

* As is done by C. H. Turner {DB. i. 423 f.), R. A. Falconer {ET.
xi. 487-490), Williams, and Zahn (NKZ., 1894, 435 f. ; Gal. nof.), after

Calvin, Schneckenburger (Zweck der Apgeschichte, 109 f.), etc., all of whom
place the Antioch-episode prior to Ac 15

1
, either between Ac 1226 and 13

1

or between 14
26 and 15

4
. Ramsay, who formerly held the latter view (SPT.

158 f.), now inclines to think that Peter's visit to Antioch (Gal 2nu )

"preceded the first missionary journey of Paul and Barnabas, and that he

was sent from Jerusalem as far as Syrian Antioch to inspect and report on

this new extension of the church, just as he had been sent previously to

Samaria along with John on a similar errand " {Cities ofSt. Pau/t 302-303).
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{cp. Moffatt, HNT. 127 f.). There is not much to choose

between (ii.) and (iii.), but upon the whole the more probable

hypothesis is that the epistle was written from Ephesus (Ac 191
),

soon after Paul had left Galatia (Ac 1823
) for the second time ; so,

e.g., Wieseler, Credner, Hofmann, Godet, Alford, Reuss, Meyer,

H. J. Holtzmann, Lipsius, Sieffert, Schmiedel, Steinmann,

etc. This was the traditional view as early as Victorinus (' epistula

ad G. missa dicitur ab apostolo ab Epheso') and earlier; the

only real alternative is Paul's stay in Macedonia or Corinth, during

the period covered by Ac 2olf
* (so especially Lightfoot, after

Conybeare and Howson, with Bleek, Salmon, von Dobschutz, etc.).

One of the charges made against Paul at Thesssalonika was

that he had left his converts in the lurch. He had to meet this

insinuation by showing that he had been unable, not unwilling,

to return. No such calumny is mentioned in Galatians. The
tone of 4

20 implies that the Galatians recognised he could not

visit them in person. Why, we do not know. Galatia wps

accessible from Ephesus, but there may have been reasons why

he could not leave the latter place at the moment. Otherwise, we

may suppose he was either on the point of starting for Corinth

or on his way there, when the news of the Galatian relapse

reached him. Luke unfortunately has no more to tell us about

Paul's relations with the backward Galatse than about Paul's

contemporary troubles with the recalcitrant Corinthians.

The South Galatian hypothesis, upon the other hand,

permits of a much earlier date. The majority tend to put it first

of all the extant epistles (cp. Miss E. G. Briggs, New World,

1900, 115 f. ; C. W. Emmet, Exp. 1 ix. 2421".). Some even

place it prior to the Council of Jerusalem ; so, e.g., Calvin (on 2 1

"ac ne satis quidem constat, quo tempore scripta fuerit epistola:

nisi quod Graeci missam Roma diuinant, Latini Epheso. Ego

autem non tan turn scriptam ante fuisse arbitror, quam Paulus

Romam uidisset, uerum antequam habita fuisset ilia consultatio

et de ceremoniarum usu pronuntiassent apostoli ") and Beza,

followed by Ulrich and Botrger. This involved the identification

of the journey in Ac 1

1

30 with that of Gal 2 lf-,—a view which has

subsequently found favour with several of the South Galatian

advocates in their manipulation of the Lucan narratives

Galatians occupied the first place in Marcion's list of the Pauline letters

;

but, as Thessalonians is put after Romans, it is obvious that Marcion either

arranged the epistles unchronologically, or had no sure tradition upon their
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relative position. The former is probably the true solution (cp. Tert. adv.

Marc. v. 2). Galatians was put in the forefront as Paul's battle-cry against

the Judaism which Marcion detested (see above, p. 16).

Bartlet (op. cit.) holds that Galatians was written by Paul on

his way to Jerusalem (Ac 15
3

; Gal 2 1"10 being identified with a

visit unknown to Luke, and a second visit being denied in

Gal 4
13

). A less complex view is represented by W. A. Shedd

(ET. xii. 568) and Douglass Round (Date of St. Paul's Ep. to

the Galatians, 1906), who identify Gal 2 1-10 with Ac u 80
, and

date the epistle from Antioch before Paul went to Jerusalem

for the Council of Ac 15. This theory, however, does not avoid

the difficulties encountered by the similar attempt of Weber

(see above) to place the epistle prior to the Council. These

difficulties are most ingeniously met by McGiffert, who,

identifying Gal 2 1_1° with Ac 11 = 15 (
au" referring to the same

incident), places the composition of Gal. in Antioch prior to

the second tour of Ac 166. This involves the interpretation of

Ac 163 as unhistorical (against this cp. the present writer's

article in EBi. 5076 and Bacon's Story of St. Paul, 148 f.). But

it is the very circumcision of Timotheus which lends point to

the charges underlying Gal i
10 and 5

11
. Again, the failure to

mention Barnabas as the co-founder of the churches is not

intelligible except after the rupture, and to identify the second

visit with the mere return journey from Derbe is hardly

adequate to the impression made by the epistle, which suggests

that the visit in question was paid to the province as a

whole, instead of to one or two particular cities and their

churches.

Even when the epistle is admitted to be subsequent to the

Council of Ac 15, there is no agreement on its period. Thus
Hausrath dates the epistle from Macedonia during the second

tour, in the autumn of a.d, 53, mainly upon the erroneous ground

that 4
8"11 alludes to the sabbatical year. Albrecht (Paulus,

1903, pp. 1141*.) and Clemen (Paulus, i. 396 f.) choose Athens,

identifying the 61 avv i/Mol iravres dSeA^ot of I 2 with Christians

who had accompanied Paul from Berea ! This is supposed to

explain the absence of Timotheus and Silas from the greeting.

For similar reasons, many adherents of the S. Galatian hypo-

thesis come down to the opening period of Paul's residence

at Corinth (so, e.g., Mynster, Zahn, Bacon, and Rendall). But

the hyperbole of 1 Th i 8
"9 does not imply that the news of the
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Thessalonians' conversion had reached Galatia ; and there is

not enough time to allow for the exchange of news between

Paul and that country. Besides, it is rather fanciful to regard

Galatians as having temporarily checked the Judaising move-

ment which, after a lull (reflected in Thessalonians), burst out

again in Corinthians and Romans. Volkmar (op. cit. 37 f.) dates

Gal. from Antioch at the close of the second tour (Ac 1823), while

Renan and Ramsay* (SPT. 189-192) prefer to date the epistle

from Syrian Antioch during the period of Ac 1823
,
prior to the

third tour,—a theory which has naturally proved a stumbling-block

to most of those who share the S. Galatian view. It offers no

satisfactory explanation, e.g., of why Paul omitted any reference

to his third visit to Jerusalem (Ac 15), still less of Luke's

failure to note any interruption (on the second visit to Galatia)

of the harmony between Paul and the local churches. Further-

more, the obvious meaning of Gal 4
20 (rjOeXov Be irapelvai irpos

vfxas apri) is that Paul cannot visit them. There is not the

slightest indication in the epistle that he was planning a visit

very soon, and that the messenger who carried the letter took

news of this to the churches. The same arguments (cp. Round,

op. cit. 48 f.) tell as heavily against the hypothesis (e.g. Askwith

and Pfleiderer and D. Walker) that the epistle was written (so

Jacquier hesitatingly) by Paul from Macedonia or Achaia

during the third tour.

These latter variations of the S. Galatian theory really tally,

so far as the date is concerned, with the N. Galatian hypothesis

;

and occasionally the same arguments are employed to defend

them, viz. from the affinities of thought and style between

Galatians and the other Hauptbriefe. Galatians may be (i.) prior

to Corinthians; so, especially, Baur (Paul, i. 260 f.), Havet,

les Originesdu Christ, iv. 10 1 f. ; Hilgenfeld (Einl. 249 f. ; ZWT.,

1883, 303-343), Sabatier (Paul, 137-155), B. Weiss, Godet,

Renan, H. J. Holtzmann, Jiilicher, Sieffert, Holsten (in Short

Protest. Comm. 3
, Eng. tr. 1883, ii. 254-320), Lipsius, Ramsay

(SPT. 189 f.), Bovon (NTTh. ii. 73 f.), Sanday and Headlam

("Romans," ICC. pp. xxxvi-xxxvii), Warfield (JBL., 1884,

50-64), Schafer (Einl. 87 f.), etc. The case for this relative

order rests rather on a detailed examination of each writing by

* In his review of Weber {ET. xii. 157-160), however, he says he has

never felt clear on the point, " and have often doubted ii the last few years

whether the early date should not after all be preferred."



GALATIANS 105

itself than upon any attempt to trace a dogmatic or controversial

evolution in Paul's mind. The aAAois of 1 Co g
2 may be an

allusion to Galatians (cp. 1 Co 9
lf

- with Gal 5
s "8

), and Gal 2 4
"5

may give us the clue to Am I notfree} in 1 Co 9
1

; but such

threads are too slight to bear any weight of conclusions about

the relative order. As a matter of fact, this process of reasoning

has led some to exactly the opposite result, viz., that (ii.)

Galatians is subsequent to 2 Corinthians and next to Romans in

order. So Hartmann (ZWT., 1899, 187-194), arguing from

2 Co 122 and Gal 2 1
, but especially Bleek, Howson, Credner,

Salmon (Smith's DB 2
i. no8f.), and Lightfoot (pp. 36-56),

followed by Farrar, S. Davidson (INT. i. 73-83), W. Briickner

(Chron. i74f.), Hort, Findlay, M. W. Jacobus (A Problem

in Criticism, 1900, pp. ii3f.), Resch (Tautinismus, 475 f., very

emphatically), Askwith (chs. vii.-viii.), Adeney, and Williams.

The argument is that the net resemblances of thought

and language imply a grouping of Galatians and Romans
close together; that the Judaism combated in 2 Cor. is less

matured than in Galatians ; and so forth. But there is no reason

to suppose that the Judaistic agitation developed uniformly.

Such reasoning assumes erroneously "that the Judaising heresy

had reached at the same point of time the same stage of de-

velopment everywhere. So soon as we remember that some of

these epistles were written to enlightened Corinth and others to

barbarous Galatia, all these nice arrangements are seen to be

the growth of misunderstanding" (Warfield, JBL., 1884, P- 5 2 )-

The similarity of attitude in Gal. and Rom. yields no safe

inference as to their period of composition. The latter epistle

carries forward the conceptions outlined in the former, after a

brief lapse of time, during which other and more pressing

questions (e.g. 1 and 2 Cor.) had engrossed the writer's mind.

The comparative absence of doctrinal controversy (in 2 Cor.)

with the Judaistic emissaries proves, not that the conflict with

them was still in some inchoate stage which is reflected in

Gal., but simply that the particular conditions at Corinth

demanded special treatment. The exposure of these agitators

in 2 Cor. is not inconsistent with a previous refutation of

their principles such as is flung out in Galatians. See further

on this point, Rendall (Exp* ix. 260), C. H. Turner (DB.
i.-423), Zahn (INT. i. pp. 200-201), Peake (INT. pp. 27 f.),

and especially Sieffert's essay in ThSt. (332-357). W. S. Wood
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(Studies in Gal. pp. 2 f.) specially controverts Lightfoot, in the

interests of a date at least synchronous with Thessalonians.

It is important to avoid this ultra-logical and literary

method* of treating Paul's correspondence,—as if he could not

return to any given topic from a later standpoint,—since it is

often used not only (a) to support a priori views of their dates,

but also (b) to discredit their authenticity.

(a) One instance of the former error is presented by the patristic tradition

(Eusebius of Emesa, Jerome, Theodoret, Oecumenius, etc.), reflected in the

subscription of one or two later uncials {iypd<pi} dirb 'Pw/atjs), and prevalent

in some circles of the Eastern church, which has occasionally been revived by

critics {e.g. Schrader, der Apostel Paulus, 1830, i. 216 f. ; Kohler, Versuchiiber

die Abfassungszeit der epistolischen Schriften im NT, 1 830. pp. 125 f. ; Halmel,

Rom. Recht im Galaterbrief, 1895, pp. 30 f., and R. Scott), who actually

place Galatians in the Roman imprisonment. The reasons alleged for this

curious date are quite unconvincing. The argument led from its affinities

with Romans has been already met (cp. pp. 104 f.). The notion (Halmel) that

it implies a knowledge of Roman law which involves a residence in Italy

is out of the question : Paul was a Roman citizen himself, and any such

acquaintance with Roman legal procedure as the epistle may be held to

presuppose was quite possible throughout a province like Galatia (see above,

pp. 97-98). Finally, the fancied allusions to imprisonment evaporate under

examination. Had Paul been in prison, he would have referred plainly to it,

e.g., at 4
20 (cp. Ph I

7 410f
- etc.).

It is no improvement on this theory to place the epistle during Paul's last

voyage to Palestine (perhaps at Troas, Ac 206
; so Mill, NT Prolegomena, 4),

on the ground that 210 refers to the collection (Ro 15), or (so KUhn, NKZ.,

1895, 156 f., 981 f.) in the Caesarean imprisonment, when Paul could not get

away (4
21

) to revisit his friends, and when he had been maltreated by the

Tews (6
l7=Ac 21 32

).

§ 6. Authenticity.—It is this relationship to Romans which

also (b) started the theories of Galatians as a second-century pro-

duct (see below, under "Romans"), composed upon the basis of

Romans and Corinthians, in order either to oppose the milder

conception of Paul in Acts, or to promulgate a broader form of

Christianity, or to emphasise the rupture between Judaism and

Christianity. The ablest statement of the theory was R. Steck's

der Galaterbrief nach seiner Echtheit untersucht, nebst kritiscken

Bemerkungen zu den paulinischen Hauptbriefen (Berlin, 1888),

written in a phase of reaction against the Tubingen identification

of the four Hauptbriefe with the genuine Paul. J. Friedrich's

* Thus, in his essay on Die Ursprunglichkeii des Galaterbriefes (Leipzig,

1903), Hermann Schulze tries to prove the filiation of the later NT literature

to Galatians, in a way which lands him in repeated exaggerations.
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die Unaechtheit des Galaterbriefs (Halle, 1891) is less original.

The hypothesis is no longer anything but a curiosity of criticism,

like Pere Jean Hardouin's relegation of most of the classics to

the fourteenth century, and Edwin Johnson's discovery that the

primitive Christian literature was forged in the Renaissance and

Reformation periods (Antigua Mater, London, 1887). All that

requires to be said against such vagaries has been put by

Schmiedel (ZC, 1888, 1697 f
.

; EBi. 1617-1623), Kappeler

(Z. Schw.j 1889, 11-19), Sieffert (op. cit. pp. 26 f.), Lindemann

(die Aechtheit der paulinischen Hauptbriefe, 1889), Gloel (die

jiingste Kritik des Galaterbriefs auf ihre Berechtigung geprilft,

1890), C. H. van Rhijn (Theol. Studien, 1890, 363 f.).

Wohlenberg (NKZ., 1893, 741 f.), Zahn (Einl § 9), R. J.

Knowling ( Witness of the Epistles, 133 f., and Testimony of St.

Paul to Christy 1905, 34 f.), and Clemen (Paulus, i. 18 f.).

(a) No weight or worth attaches to the attempts made to disentangle a

Pauline nucleus from later editorial accretions, as, e.g., by Cramer, who
detects unauthentic interpolations all through (e.g. i

7a 22"4 etc.), but notably

in 316-20. 26-29
4
24-27 ^5-s 51-6. 9-w Even Volter, who applies this method to

the other Pauline epistles, recognises that Galatians is practically a literary

unity, although that does not prevent him from relegating it to a post-Pauline

date (Paulus u. seine Briefe, pp. 229-285). Van Manen's attempt (77"!,

1887, 400 f., 456 f.) to prove that Marcion's text was more original than the

canonical, is answered at length by Baljon (op. cit. pp. 1-101) and Clemen
(Einheitlichkeit d. Paul. Briefe, 1894, ioof.).

(5) The earliest reference to Galatians by name, is the notice of its

inclusion in Marcion's Apostolicon s but almost verbal echoes of 3
10-13 occur in

Justin's Dial, xciv.-xcv. (as of 4
9 in Athenag. Leg. 16, and of 4

10 in Diogn.

10) and Oral. 5 (of Gal 4
12

), and the epistle was almost certainly known to

Polykarp, as the quotations in 5
1 (from Gal 67

) elS6res odv 6ti Geds ov fx.vKTrj-

plfercu and 3
3 (from Gal 4

26
) Tianv, tjtis iarlv /m/jtiip tt&vtwv TifxCjv, and the

allusions in f (Gal 5
14

), 5
3 (Gal 5

17
), 9

2 (Gal 22 ) prove. Apart from Phil, i
1

(otic d<f> eavTov oi>5£ di avdpw7ru}v= Gal I
1
), the traces of the epistle in Ignatius

(2
21 -Trail, io1

, $
n = Epk. 181

,
$™ = Eph. 16 1

, 6H= Po f) are faint, as is also

the case with Clem. Rom. (2
1= Gal 3

1
, 5

2= 29
). As the second century

advances, the evidence of the epistle's popularity multiplies on all sides, from

Ptolemaeus and the Ophites to Irenaeus and the Muratorian Canon (cp.

Gregory. Text and Canon ofNT, 201-203).

The inferiority of its early attestation, as compared, e.g., with that of

I Cor. or of Rom., may be due to the remote situation of the churches in

which it was originally circulated (i.e. on the North Galatian hypothesis),

or to its polemical tone. Celsus observed that Christians, despite their

shameful quarrels and divisions, could all be heard saying, ' The world is

crucified to me, and I to the world.' Origen (c. Cels. v. 64) declares this

is the only sentence which Celsus ever quoted from Paul (Gal 614
).
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(C) PAULS CORRESPONDENCE WITH CORINTH.

Literature. 1—(a) Editions:—Cajetan (Venice, 1531) ; Morton (1596) ;

Cornelius a Lapide (1614) ; Crellius (1635); Lightfoot (1664); Grotius

(1644); Semler's Paraphrasis (1770-6); Morus (1794); J- G. F. Billroth

(1833, Eng. tr. by W. L. Alexander, 1837-8); Riickert (Leipzig, 1836-7);

de Wette (1841) ; Peile (London, 1848); Olshausen 2
( 1 840, Eng. tr. 1851);

J. H. Thorn (1851); Hodge (1857-60); A. Maier (1857); Neander
(Ausleg. d. beiden Briefe, ed. Beyschlag, 1859); Burger (1859-60); Kling

(1861, Eng. tr. 1866); C. Wordsworth 4 (1866); Hofmann 2 (1874-7);

Braune 3 (1876); Meyer 5 (1870, Eng. tr. 1877); Stanley 5 (1882); Bisping

(1883); Beet 3 (1885); Ellicott (1887) ; Schnedermann (in Strack u. Zockler,

1887); W. Kay (1887); Gobel (1887); Schmiedel 2 (HC. 1892)*; Comely
(Paris, 1892); J. Drummond {Intern. Hdbks. NT, 1899); Ceulemans

(1901); Couard 2 (1901) ; B. Weiss 2 (1902); A. Schafer (1903); Massie

(CB. n. d.); Bousset 2 (SNT 1907); Gutjahr (1907); A. Schlatter (1907);

J. Niglutsch 3 (Brevis Commentarius, 1907) ; Lietzmann (HBNT. 1907).

Of I Cor. alone:—D. Pareus (Heidelberg, 1621) ; Krause (1792);

Heydenreich (Marburg, 1825-7); Osiander (1849) ; A. Maier (1857); Evans

(Speaker's Comm. 1881)*; Heinrici * (1880); T. C. Edwards (London,

1885)*; Ellicott (1887); Godet* (1887, Eng. tr.); Farrar4 (Pulpit Comm.

1888) ; Siedenpfennig (1893) ; Lias (CGT. 1895) ; Lightfoot (Notes on Epp.

of St. Paul, 1895; on i
1^40

) ; Heinrici (— Meyer8
, 1896); G. G. Findlay,

(EGT. 1901)*; Goudge(JFC. 1903); Bachmann (ZK. 1905)*; J. Weiss

(— Meyer 9
, 19 10).

Of 2 Cor. alone :—Mosheim (Erkldrung des zweiten Briefe des heiligen

apostels Paulus an die Gemeinde zu Cor. 1762); J. G. F. Leun (1804);

Emmerling (1823); Scharling (1840) ; Osiander (1858); Klopper* (1874);

Waite (Speakers Comm. 1881) ; Farrar (Pulpit Comm. 1883); Heinrici*

(1887); Heinrici (—Meyer8
, 1900); Plummer (CGT. 1903); J. H. Bernard

(EGT. 1903)*; F. Langheinrich 2
(1905); R. Comely (Comm. in S. Pauli

epp. ad Cor. alteram et Galatas, Paris, 1907) ; Bachmann (ZK. 1909) *.

(b) Studies:—(i.) of I Cor. alone—Petrus Martyr. (Commentarii, ed.

1 551) ; Gibaud's Introd. a la premikre ipitre aux Cor. (These de Strasb.

1835) ; Straatman's Kritische studien over den 1 Kor. (1863) ; Holsten,

Evangelium des Paulus, i. (1880) ; M. Dods (Expos. Bible, 1889) ; G.

Vfahle(NKZ., 1898, 540 f., 605 f.); C. H. van Rhijn, "het opschrift van

der eersten Brief aan de K." (Theol. Stud., 1900, 357 f. ) ; E. Ktihl,

Erldut. Umschreibung, etc., 1905). (ii.) of 2 Cor. alone.—T. Heshusius

(Explicatio, 1572) ; H. Royaards, Disputatio inauguralis de altera P. ad C.

epistola (1818) ; K. F. A. Fritzsche, de nonnullis posterioris Pauli ad

Corinthios Epistola locis dissertationes duce (1824) ; M. Wirth, Altes und

neues iiber d. zweiten Brief an die Korinth. (1825); Roux, Analyse de la

deux, epitre aux Cor. (1836); Klopper, Exegetische-kritische Unters. iiber

den zweiten Brief des Paulus an die Ge?neinde zu Korinth (1869)*;

Denney (Expos. Bible, 1894) *
; G. Barde, Paul Fapotre, etudes sur la 2

1 For the ancient and mediaeval literature, from Chrysostom to Calvin,

see T. C. Edwards' edition, pp. xxvi-xxxii.
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ipttre aux C. (1906). (iii.) of 2 Cor. favourable to intermediate Letter

hypothesis (see further below, p. 121) ; Hausrath, der Vier-Capitel Brief des

Paulus an die Corinthier (1870); Hagge {JPT., 1876, pp. 481-531);

Vblter {TT. t 1889, pp. 294-325); Bruckner {Chron. 177-180); Konig

{ZWT.
t 1897, pp. 482-554); J- H. Kennedy {Exp. 6

, 1897, pp. 231 f., 285 f.,

1899, pp. 182/.; The Second and Third Letters of St. Paul to the

Corinthians*, 1900; and Hermathena, 1903, 340-367); R. Mackintosh

{Exp?y\. 77f.,226f., 336 f.); G. H. Rendall, The Epistles ofSt. Paul to the

Corinthians (1909). Unfavourable : Gabler, De capp. ult. ix.-xiii. posterioris

epist. P. ad Cor. ab eadeni haud separandis (Gottingen, 1782; reply to Semler);

Hilgenfeld {ZWT, 1899, pp. 1-19) ; N. J. D. White {Exp. 6
vii. ii3f.

;

reply to Kennedy ; so Hermathena, 1903, pp. 79-89). (iv.) ofbothepp.

—

G. T. Zachariae's Erkldrung (1769) ; J. F. Flatt's Vorlesungen (1827); Le
Fort, Rapports de S. Paul avec Vdglise de Corinth (1836) ; Schenkel,

dissertatio de eccles. Corinthi primceva factionibus turbata (Basel, 1838)

;

J. G. Mtiller, de tribus P. ilineribus Corinthum susceptis de epistolisque ad
eosdem non deperditis (Basel, 1831) ; Eylau, zur Chronologie der Kor.-Briefe,

(1873) ; Rabiger, Kritische Untersuchungen iiber d. Inhalt d. beiden Brief

e

d. Apostels P. an die Kor. Gemeinde'2 (1886) *
; A. Sabatier's Paul (Eng. tr.)

156-184 ; Krenkel's Beitr'dge zur Aufhellung der Geschichte u. der Briefe des

Paulus (1890); van Manen, De brieven aan de Korinthiers (1896);

Sanday (EBi. 899-907) ; A. Robertson {DB. i. 483-498) ; W. Schmidt,

{PRE. xi. 369 f.) ; Jacquier (Vigoroux' DB. ii. 983-1005) ; Rohr, Paulus u.

die Gemeinde von Korinth auf Grund d. beiden Korintherbriefe (Freiburg,

1899); Ermoni {RB., 1899, 2^3-289); Holsten {ZWT., 1901, pp. 324-

369); W. M. Ramsay {Exp. 6
i.-iii., 'historical commentary')*; G.

Hollmann, Urchristenthum im Corinth (1903); Clemen's Paulus (1904), i.

pp. 49-85 ; von Dobschutz, Urc. pp. 1 1 f. ; C. Munzinger, Paulus in

Korinth. neue Wege zum Verstandniss d. Urchristenthum (1907)*; W.
Liitgert, Freiheitspredigt und Schwarmgeister in Korinth {BET. xii. 3, 1908);

R. Scott, The Pauline Epistles (1909), 61-95.

§ i. Outline of the correspondence.—Paul's correspondence

with the Christians of Corinth, so far as traces of it are extant,

included four letters from him. (a) The earliest (1 Co 5
9 lypaxpa

ifxiv iv rfj eTna-ToXy fxrj (TvvavafAiyvvcrOai iropvois kt\.) has not

been preserved, unless, as is very probable, 2 Co 614-7 1 is one

fragment of it. This letter must have been written after Ac 1818

and prior to (b) 1 Cor., which was sent (possibly by Titus among
others; cp. Lightfoot's Biblical Essays, 281 f.) from Ephesus

(i65 *9 * 19
), during the period of Ac io^^o1

, in reply to a com-

munication, conveyed perhaps 1 by Stephanus, Fortunatus, and

Achaicus (1 Co i617-18
), from the Corinthian Christians them-

selves (1 Co 7
1 7rept Se wv iypaxf/are). The subsequent visit

referred to in 4
19-21 (6A.evo-OjU.at he Ta^ews 7rpos v/xas . . . iv /SaySSw

1 Not necessarily, however. These men may have come independently

(qp. Lemme in NeueJahrb, fur deutsche Theologie, 1895, IIj£)«
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eA.0a>; cp. II s* 167
) was probably paid; at least this is a fail

inference from the language of 2 Co 2 1 12 14 (ISov rpirov tovto

eToi/xws ex10 eA0etv, cp. 131
). After this brief, disciplinary visit

he returned to Ephesus, saddened and baffled (2 Co 2 5f
*). But

what he had been unable (2 Co io10 12 21
) to effect personally,

he tried to carry out by means of (c) a letter (2* 7
8
) written Ik

TroWfjs dkiif/eo}? /cat trwo^js KapSt'a? Slcl TroXXtov SaKpvoyv, and

preserved in part in 2 Co io1-i310
. It was evidently carried by

Titus (2 Co 2 13 7
6

-
13"u

). Finally, in a fourth letter (d), written

from Macedonia shortly after he had left Ephesus to meet Titus

on his return journey from Corinth, Paul (2 Co 1-9) rejoices

over the good news which his envoy had brought, and seeks to

bury the whole controversy. Titus and two other brothers

(2 Co 816*23
) carry this irenicon to Corinth, and Paul promises

to follow before long (2 Co g\ cp. Ac 20 2
).

The scantiness of the data upon the visits, not only of Paul but of Titus and

Timotheus to Corinth, renders it almost impossible to reconstruct any scheme

of events which is not more or less hypothetical at various points. For the

movements of Titus and Timotheus, see Lightfoot's Biblical Essays, 273 f.
;

Schmiedel, 82 f., 267-269; A. Robertson {DB. i. 492-497), Rendall (41-42),

the articles on both men in Hastings' DB. (Lock) and EBi. (the present

writer), and Kennedy {op. cit. pp. 69-77, Ir 5f-)- That Titus had at least

two missions to Corinth is more than probable. Much depends on whether

he is made the bearer of I Co and 2 Co 10-13, and whether the mission of

2 Co 1218 is identified with the former visit.

The precise dates of the various letters vary with the chronological schemes

(see above, pp. 62-63) 5 aH that can be fixed, with any approximate accuracy, is

their relative order. Sabatier's scheme (which is substantially that of Clemen)

is—the letter of I Co 5
9= end of 55 ; I Co = spring of 56 ; intermediate visit

= autumn of 56; intermediate letter=spring of 57 ; 2 Co = autumn of 57.

Zahn's arrangement is—the letter of I Co 5
9= end of 56 (or begin, of 57) ;

1 Co= springof 57 ; 2 Co = (Nov. Dec.) 57. Most {e.g. Baur, Renan, Weiss,

Lightfoot, Plummer, Barth, Farrar) still put both forward into a.d. 57-58

(Alford= 57). Others, however, throw them back into 54-55 (Rendall) or

even 54 (Bacon), Harnack into 53 (52), and McGiffert into 51-52. As for

1 Co, T. C. Edwards chooses the spring of 57 ; Bachmann (cp. his discussion

of the date, pp. 480 f.), like Findlay, among recent editors, the spring of 56 (so

Julicher, Belser, Ramsay) ; Goudge — the spring of 55 (so C. H. Turner, DB.
i. 424); Ramsay= autumn (October) of 55. The allusions to Apollos (1 Co

16) show that 1 Co was not written till after the period of Ac I9 1S and the

remark of I Co 168 serves as a further terminus ad quern for the composition of

the letter within whatever year is selected.

§ 2. The unrecorded letter.—Our canonical First Corinthians

was not the first written communication which passed between

Paul and the church of Corinth. In it he alludes (5°) to a
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previous letter in which, among other things* perhaps, he had

charged them to withdraw from social intercourse with openly

immoral members of the church—a counsel which they had

misinterpreted. When and why this letter was written, remains

a matter for conjecture. Evidently it soon perished, for

Clement of Rome (xlvii. i) knows nothing of it.

In 5
9
iypa\f/a, as the context shows, cannot be the epistolary aorist (as in

9
15

). To delete iv rrj iirta-ToXy, as Blass proposes {BFT. x. I. 60 f.), in order

to avoid the necessity of assuming that a Pauline letter was lost, is justified

neither by considerations of rhythm nor by the apparent absence of the words

from the text of Chrysostom. Had an editor wished to emphasise the fact

that Paul was alluding to the present letter, he would have written iv rair-Q

7-77 iTriffToXrj. The use of the plural in 2 Co io10
" 11 at least corroborates the

inference from 1 Co 5
9 that the canonical First Corinthians was not the only

letter which had been sent from Paul to the local church, and the context oi

the latter passage indicates that the unrecorded letter would fairly be reckoned

among the papeiai koI icrxvpai iiruTTokal.

§ 3. The first (canonical) epistle.—The construction of 1 Co is

simple and its course is straightforward. The Corinthian or

rather the Achaian Christians were confronted with a series of

problems, arising mainly from their social and civic relationships,

which were forced upon them as they realised that Christianity

meant not a mere ethical reform, but an absolutely new principle

and standard of morality. These problems Paul discusses

seriatim. The question of the cliques is first taken up (i 10-

4
21

), because it formed the most recent news received by the

writer. After handling this ecclesiastical abuse, he passes to a

question of incest (5
1 "13

), and thence f to the problem of litiga-

tion between Christians in pagan courts (6
1_9a

-), finally J turning

back to the topic of fornication (6
10 -20

). He then (7
1 iropX Se wv

iypdxJ/aTt) takes up the various points on which the Corinthians

had consulted him in their letter, one after another : marriage

and its problems (irept Sc ra>v TrapOwwv, 7
25

), including celibacy

(7
2"40

)} tne wisdom or legitimacy of using foods offered to idols

(irepl 8c rwv €i8ooA.o^vto)v, 81—

u

1
), and public worship and its

problems—including rules for women (n 2-16
), the administration

* An announcement of his next visit ? A word on the collection (16 1
) ?

f The transition is mediated partly by the double sense oijudge in 5
s* 12"13

,

partly by the fact that the remarks about the outside world (5
10f#

) would

naturally suggest another and a cognate aspect of the subject.

% The plea of the Corinthians quoted in 612 {all things are lawfulfor me)

carries forward Paul's warning against ethical sophistry in 69 {Be not deceived}
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of the Lord's Supper (11 17-34
), and the spiritual gifts (?repi &e to»

TrvevfjLOLTLKajv, i2 1-i440
). Finally, in reply to some Christians

whose Hellenic prejudices cast doubt upon the possibility of a

bodily resurrection for the dead saints, Paul argues * that such

a rejection of the resurrection of the dead implied the rejection

of that historical resurrection of Christ (15
1 *19

), which not only

is the source and staple of the apostolic preaching, but also

(15
20 "28

) the pivot of the Christian eschatological hope, and the

only explanation of contemporary Christian conduct (i5 29-34
).

He then gives a positive account of the resurrection body

(15
35 "57

). A brief paragraph follows on the collection for the

poor saints of Jerusalem (7rep! 8k rrj<s Aoytas, j 6 1 *4
), after which

the letter closes (165 "24
), as it had opened (i 1 "9

), with personal

details (7repl Se 'A7toAAoj, 16 12
) and injunctions.

(a) The contents of the epistle present several problems of historical and

theological importance, viz., the parties in the local church, the man and his

ward or daughter (z
36 "38

), the narrative of the Lord's Supper, the glossolalia,

and the argument upon the resurrection, t But comparatively few problems

of literary criticism are started. Occasionally the reader can detect echoes

of what the Corinthians had written in their letter. Thus Paul takes up now
and then phrases of theirs as a text or pivot for what he has to say ; e.g.

iravra jaoi e^eariv (69 ), ret ^pw/jutra ttj KoCKia ko.1 t) KoCKia ro7s ^pib/xamv (6
13

),

iravres yvuxriv %x°^ev (8
1
)} ovdev eiduXop iv Kdcfiq), ovdels debs erepos el firj eh

(8
4
), Trdura e^eartv (io23 ), avavraais veicpQv ovk iartv (15

12
, cp. 15

s5
). Further

attempts to reconstruct this letter are made by Lewin {St. Paul, i. 386), Lock

[Exp. 5 vi. 127 f.), Findlay [Exp. 6
i. 401 f.), and P. Ewald {Neue Jahrb. f.

deutsche Theologie, 1894, 194-205).

(b) The language of 4
13 (ws irepiKadappjiTa tov koct/xov iyevtf9r)/j.ev, it&vtwv

irepl^rjixa) is drawn from the rites of the Thargelia (cp. Usener in SBA W.

exxxvii. 139 f. ), in which only the off-scourings of humanity played the role of

victims, and 5
11 (ry tolovti$ ix-qbe avvecrdleip) recalls the well-known saying of

the Ahikar-cycle, My son, do not even eat bread with a shameless man (cp. Ep.

Aristeas, 142). If 9
10b

is a citation, it may be from the same source as 29

(see above, p. 31). The use of written evangelic sources has been con-

jectured in n 231,
{e.g. by Resch, Agrapha, 105 f., 178 f. ; TU. x. 3. 627-638).

and in 15
s "7 {e.g. by Brandt, Evang. Geschichte, 414 f.); and one or two

{TLZ., 1900, 661) Philonic echoes are heard, e.g., in 3
2 (cp. Philo,.

* Cp. van Veen, Exegetisch-kritisch onderzoek naar 1 Co 1S
1'10 (1870).

It is possible, though there is no trace of it in the context, that ch. 15 was

occasioned by news of some local difficulties and doubts at Corinth. The

connection of i6Xf
* with I434f

- is logically close, but letters are not written by

logic, and there is no reason to suspect that 15 was subsequently inserted.

f The Christians at Corinth and in Achaia, unlike those at Thessalonika,

were free from persecution at this period ; their troubles were internal.
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iecalogo, 105), and the exegetical principle in 9
9f

* (cp. Philo. de spec. leg.

wepl dvbvT<av I, ov yap virkp dikbywv 6 vdfj,os dX\a t&v Bvovtwv).

§ 4. Its structure.—The evenness of style and the genuine

epistolary stamp of the letter are so well marked that, in spite of

Kabisch's hesitation (die Eschatologie des Pau/us, pp. 31 f.), its

unity hardly requires detailed proof. The most drastic hypo-

theses to the contrary have been furnished by Hagge and

Volter (Pau/us u. seine Briefe, pp. 1-73, 100-134, superseding

his earlier essays). The former distinguishes three epistles : A,

in T
l-8 H2-34 7

1_8 13 ^9_TI 1 I2_I4 l6 l-9
4
16-20 l6 10-21. 24. Bj jn

T9_415. 21
}

2 Co io1-U* I CO 15, 2 CO II 5b
I CO D1 "18

, 2 Co
n 7-i2 21

i Co 5-6, 2 Co 13
1-10

i Co i622f-; and C, in 2 Co 1-7.

9. 13
11 "13

, while 2 Co 8 is taken as a separate note written by

some non-Macedonian church along with Paul.

Volter's analysis distinguishes an original epistle in 1-26
3
1 "9 * 16"23 41 * 16 -

18-21 rl-2. 6-13 7I-6. 8-24 gl-5a. 6a. 7-13 gl-12. 19-20a IQ23-33 jjl. 17-22. 29-34 I21-12. 14-31

I42-33a. 37-40 jjl-6. 8-22. 29-31. 32b-44. 46-50. 53-55. 57-58 l6j to which a latef editor f has

added sections containing more developed ideas of the person of Christ, the

sacraments, justification, and so forth. Pierson and Naber, as usual, discover

numerous fragments of Jewish and of second-century Christian origin ( Veri-

simi/ta, pp. 50 f. ), for which the curious may consult their pages and those

of Lisco (Paulus Antipaulinus. Ein Beitrag zur Auslegung d. ersten vier

Kap. d. 1 Korintherbriefes, 1894).

Such wholesale theories hardly merit even a bare chronicle,

but it is a legitimate | hypothesis that small passages here and

there may have been interpolated, creeping in from their position

as marginal glosses, or being inserted by editors to smooth out

or supplement the text. Such, e.g., are :

iyu d£ Xpiarov (i
12

, so Bruins and Heinrici ; Rhijn conjectures Kpio-irov !),

9
24-27 (Schmiedel, pp. 145-146), i433b

"35
(
36

) (Straatman, pp. 134-138;

Holsten, das Evang. Paul. i. 495 f. ; Schmiedel, Hilgenfeld, Michelsen,

* Among other striking parallels with Epictetus, cp. 612= iv. I (one of the

.requent Stoical touches in Paul), 7
35= iii. 22, I424= iii. 23 (oi/rw xpb dtpOdKfiQv

iridet rk eKaarov fcct/cd), 1

5

38= iii. 24. 93.

fOr editors; for io1 "22 and n^^seem to Volter to represent divergent

views of the Lord's Supper, as do 3
10"18 and 15

23-38 etc. of eschatology (pp.

13* f).

JFindlay {EOT. i. p. 754) admits this as an 'abstract possibility,'

though he finds none of the instances proven. For the latter, see Bruins

(TT., 1892, pp. 381 f., 471 f). R- Scott detects in i
16 +i613- 18

3
16 -17 and

7 5
20"34 inter

spondencc

s
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Pfleiderer: Ure. i. 119 n., Baljon, Moffatt: HNT. pp. 170, 627-628; Heinrici

and Bousset: pp. I23-I24 = vv. s4_35),* and the exegetical gloss in 15
5*

(Straatman, Volter, Schmiedel, von Soden : TLZ., 1895, 129 ; Heinrici,

Drummond, Moffatt, J. Weiss, Beitrdge zur fiaul. Rhetorik, 170 ; M. Dibelius,

die Geisterwelt im Glauben des Paulus, 1909, 116-117).

Much less probable is the excision of I
2* (see above, p. 19) as an editorial

addition, of I
7 as a gloss (Michelsen : refuted by Baljon, op. cit. pp. 40 f.),

or i
16 (Holsten, das Evang. Paul. i. 461 ; Volter, 2), or 3

10"15 (Bruins,

TT., 1892, 407 f. ; Volter), or 3
16 (Michelsen ; but see Baljon, pp. 48-49), or

7
i7-22 (Straatman, Baljon), or 11 10 (Straatman, Holsten, Baljon), or n 23 -2*

(Straatman, pp. 38 f. ; Bruins, p. 399 ; Volter, pp. 41 f.), or 1213"14 (Straatman

pp. 87 f. ; Volter, p. 55), or 15-3
--8 (Michelsen, TT., 1877, pp. 215 f. ; Bruins

;

pp. 391 f. ; Volter, pp. 64 f. ; but cp. Baljon, pp. 109 f., and Schmiedel, pp.

195 f.), or if2* (Volter), or 15
45 (Straatm., Volter), or 1622 (a Jewish Christian

gloss: Bruins; Rovers, INT. p. 37; Baljon, pp. 134 f. ; Holsten)—to name
only some of the suspected texts. For the various conjectures of a marginal

gloss in 4
6

, see Clemen's Einheit. p. 30 ; Baljon, pp. 49-51 ; van Manen's

Paul. iii. 188-189, and Heinrici's note ; the fairest verdict is Clemen's "es
bleibt also nur ubrig, hier ahnlich wie 29 ein Apokryphon angefuhrt zu sehen,

wodurch sich vielleicht auch die Unebenheit in der Konstruction erklart."f

The transposition of 1434 -35 to a place after 14
40 (so D E F G, 93, d e f g,

etc.) is plausible, that of 7
17-24 to between 7

40 and 8 1 (Beza) is unconvincing.

In the latter case,£ while 7
16 and 7

25 connect well, the et [x-q of 7
17 does not

follow 7
40 with anything like smoothness ; its present position is on the

whole as likely to have been original as any other,—a verdict which applies

also to 1622 (transferred by Hagge to a position after 2 Co 13
10

).

§ 5. Its attestation.—First Corinthians has strong and early

attestation (cp. Knowling's Testimony of St. Paul to Christ, 51 f.)

in Clement of Rome, Ignatius, and Polykarp, to all of whom it

appears to have been familiar. The figure of the body and its

members (i212 - 14 - 21
) emerges in Clem. Rom. xxxvii 5, while the

language and ideas of i34-7 reappear in xlvi. 5 (ayair-q travra

dv€^€rat, iravra p.aKpoOvp.^1 ktA.) ;§ but as the epistle is actually

referred to (i 11 "13
) in xlvii. I (dvaAa/Scre Trjv Ittlo-toX^v tov fiaKapiov

UavXov tov airoo-ToXov. t\ irpoiTov v/xlv kv a.p)(rj tov evayytXiov eypaxf/ev;

iir aXr)6zLa.<i ttvzv(xaTiKU)<s e7recrreiA.£v vplv 7repi eavrov Te /ecu Kr)<pa re

* Zscharnack, der Dienst der Frau in d. ersten Jahrh. der Christl.

Kirche, 1902, 70 f.

t Lietzmann's reason for rejecting any hypothesis of interpolation here

(" Voll verstehen kbnnen wir die Stelle nicht, eben weil wir einen Privatbrief

intimster Art vor uns haben ") is untrue to the character of I Co.

£ While this passage cannot (as, e.g., by Straatman and Baljon) be asrigned

to the second century, it may, like I485f-, belong to the pre- canonical epistle to

the Corinthians.

§ On the freedom with which Clement really paraphrases Paul, cp. West

colt's Canon of the NT. pp. 49-50.
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kcu *Airo\Xw, Sia to koll totc irpoo~i<Xio-€i<; v/xa<; T€TroLrjar$ai), it is

needless to do more than note the repeated echoes in xxiv. 1

(15
20 "23

), xxiv. 4-5 (15
86 *37

), xxxvii. 3 (15
23

), xxxviii. 2 (1617
), xlvi. 7

(6
15

), and xlviii. 5 (12 8 -9).* The use of the epistle by Ignatius

is even more distinct and copious ; e.g. 210 = Phil. vii. 1 (r6 irv€v/j.a

. . . to, Kpv7rra eAey^et), 69"10
(fxrj TrXavao'Ot' ovre iropvoi . . . ovtc

fiOL^oC . . . j3ao-i\uav ®eov KXrjpovo/xrjo-ovcri) with 3
17 = Eph.

xvi. I ([AT] TrXaj/acr^e, a8eX<f>oi p.ov' ol olKO<f>66poi /Sao-iXeiav ®eov ov

KXrjpovojjLrjcrovcrL) and Phil. iii. 3, g
15 = Pom. vi. 1 (kolXov fioc

a7ro6aveiv Sia Itjctovv Xpioroj/ 77 ktA..), I

o

16"17 = Phil. IV. I (jalcl yap

<rap$ tov TLvpiov rjfiwv 'Irjcrov X.pLo~TOv, kcu iv Trorrjpiov €is evoxriv tov

af/xaros avrov). Numerous other reminiscences occur: 3
1o-i7—

Eph. ix. 1 (XlOol vaov), 5
7 = Magn. x. 3 (the old and evil leaven),

7
22 = Rom. iv. 3 (aireXevOepos 'I. Xpio-rov), g

27 = Trail, xii. 3 (11/a //.?/

dSoKi/AOS evpeOto), 12 12 = 7>a//. xi. 2, i$bS = Eph. X. 2, XX. I, l618=
2£/^. ii. 2, etc. (cp. NTA. pp. 64-67 :

" Ignatius must have

known this epistle almost by heart"). Polykarp, like Clement,

actually quotes the epistle (xi. 2, aut nescimus quia sancti

mundum iudicabunt? Sicut Paulus docet = 62
); alone, among

the apostolic fathers, he uses oi/coSo/xeu/, a favourite term of 1 Cor.,

and more than once his language reflects the earlier writing

—e.g. iii. 2—3= 1313
, iv. 3 (ovre tl twv kovtttw rrjs /capSias) = 1425,

v. 3 = 69, and xi. 4=1

2

26—though his employment of it is less

explicit than that of Ignatius. No stress can be laid on the

occasional coincidences between 1 Cor. and Hermas (Sim. v. vii.

= 3
16-17

), Mand. (iv. iv. 1-2 = 7
39*40

), 2 Clem. (vii. i = 9
24 -2s,

ix. 3
= 3

16 619), Barnabas (iv. n, vi. 1 1 = 3
1 * 16 « 18f

-), or the Didache

(x. 6, fjLapav dOd= 1622
). With 2 Cor., it appears in Marcion's

Canon and in the Muratorian, besides being used by the

Ophites and Basilides, quoted almost verbally in Justin (dial.

xxxv. = n 18f,
}

cohort, xxxii. = 12 7-10 etc.) and Diognet. v. ( = 4
12

)

and xii. ( = 8X
), and cited by Irenaeus f (adv. haer. iv. 27. 3 =

io1-12
, v. 36=i5 25 "26

), Athenagoras (de resurr. mortis, 6i = i5 54
),

Tertullian (praescr. haer. xxxiii.), and Clement of Alexandria

(Paed. i. 33, etc.). Tertullian once (de monog. 3) asserts that it

was written about one hundred and sixty years ago ; although his

language is loose, it proves, as Harnack points out, that by the

* Cp. NTA. 40-44, where the occurrence of the same quotation in 1 Co
29 and Clem. Rom. xxxiv. 8 {Mart. Polyk. ii. ), is explained by the independent

use of a pre-Christian source (see above, p. 31).

1 Quoting the earlier testimony of an elder.
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beginning of the third century an interest was taken by some
Carthaginian Christians in the chronology of Paul's letters.

§ 6. The unrecorded visit.—Previous to the composition of

i Cor., Paul does not seem to have visited Corinth after his

first mission, when the local churches were founded (Ac i84-11
).

The silence, not only of Acts but of i Cor. itself,* tells against

the hypothesis {e.g. of Billroth, Reuss, B. Weiss, Schmiedel : 51 f.,

Holsten, Denney, G. G. Findlay, and Zahn) that this diffident

and successful visit (1 Co 2 2) was followed by another, prior to

the letter of 1 Co 5
9

, which has remained unrecorded (Alford,

Lightfoot, Sanday, Waite, and Bernard, after Klopper and

Rabiger; cp. Hilgenfeld in ZWT., 1888, 171 f.). His recent

knowledge of the church, at the time when 1 Cor. was composed,

rested on information given him by 01 Ik XXorjs (i 11
, cp. 5

1 n 18
),

and on the letter forwarded to him by the church itself (7
1
) ; the

communications between himself and the Christians of Corinth,

since he left, had been entirely epistolary (5
9
). The sole visit im-

plied in 1 Co (cp. 2 1
3
2 1

1

2
) is that which led to the establishment

of the church ; ind, although Paul may have mentioned it in the

letter of 1 Co 5
9

, while the new developments drove it into the back-

ground afterwards, it is not easy to suppose that if he had revisited

the church during the interval he would have spoken, as he does

in 1 Cor., about his personal relations with the local Christians.

While 1 Cor. does not presuppose a second visit, however, it

foreshadows one. The tone of 2 Co 2 1 (tKpiva Se ifxavrS tovto,

to /XT) 7raA.1v ev Xvwrj 77-00$ v/xas iXOetv), where 7raA.11> most naturally

goes closely with cv A.v7tt7, implies that, since writing 1 Cor. he

had paid a visit which left painful memories. \ The Xvir-q was

not the depression of 1C023
; it was a later sorrow, probably

occasioned by unworthy members of the church itself, but we

can only conjecture (from references like 2 Co 12 21
) its origin.

Why did Paul hurry over to Corinth ? To vindicate in person

his authority against the machinations of Judaistic agitators

who had been discrediting his gospel and his character? To
enforce the discipline of the incestuous person (1 Co 5

3
), which

the local Christians were perhaps unwilling to carry through?

Or to maintain discipline more generally (cp. 2 Co 12 21)? The

choice probably lies among the two latter; the occasion of

* 1 Co 1

6

7 cannot be pressed into the support of this view, for Apri points

forward, not backward.

f So formerly Belser {TQ., 1894, 17-47).
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the visit was moral laxity rather than the emergence of cliques

in the local church. This view is almost necessary when

the intermediate visit is placed prior to the letter of i Co 5°,

but it fits in with the theory which inserts that visit between

1 Cor. and the intermediate letter, although our lack of informa-

tion about the origin of the cliques at Corinth prevents any

reconstruction from being more than hypothetical.

Grammatically, the language of 2 Co 12 14 and 131 might be

taken tc denote not his actual visit, but simply his inten-

tions (so e.g. Paley, Baur, de Wette, Davidson, Hilgenfeld,

Renan, Farrar, Ramsay, G. H. Gilbert : Student's Life of Paul,

pp. 160 f., Robertson). The context and aim of the epistle

must decide, and the evidence seems strongly in favour of the

former view. Against people who suspected his consistency and

goodwill, it would have been of little use to plead that he had

honestly intended to come, that he had been quite ready to visit

them. His actions, not his wishes, were the final proof

desiderated by the Corinthians, and the passages in question

(cp. 132 where Trapuiv to Scirrepov koX a.7ro)v vvv answers to cis to

7raA.1v) gain immensely in aptness when they are taken to imply

that Paul was on the point of paying a third visit in person.

In any case the key to 2 Cor. is not so much its affinity of

style and language to 1 Cor. as the change which has come over

the situation. New elements of strain have entered into the

relations between Paul and the church, and one of these, which

lies on the face of 2 Cor., is a suspicion of his character. This

was occasioned, among other things, by an alteration which he

had felt himself obliged to make in his plans for revisiting the

church. The details of this new situation, so far as they can be

made out, are one of the main proofs for the thesis that 2 Cor.

cannot be explained simply out of 1 Cor.

In 1 Co i65f Paul promises to pay them what he hopes will be a long

visit, on his way south from Macedonia. At present (<5prt), he would only

have time for a flying visit (iv trapSScp) : besides, the pressure of work at

Ephesus will keep him there till Pentecost. The critical state of matters at

Corinth forced him, however, to pay a rapid visit. When he writes the

intermediate letter, he anticipates a third visit, but says nothing about its

details, except to protest that he would take no money for his support (i214f
-),

and that he would be as strict, if necessary, as on his second disciplinary visit

(I32f,
)» But either in the lost part of this letter,* or more probably orally (on

* The ypa<j>ou,ei> of I
13

is often used to support this view ; but it may quite

well refer simply to the present letter.
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the occasion of his rapid visit ; Konig, ZWT., 1897, pp. 523 f.), he must have

led the Corinthians to believe that on this occasion he would pass through

Corinth on his way to Macedonia, and then return to Corinth on his way to

Judaea (2 Co l
16f

*
; his destination is now more definite than when he wrote

1 Co 166 o5 iav Tropevio/Aai). It was his desire thus to give them the benefit

of a double visit (devrtpav x&Plv)* Cicumstances, however, led him to alter

his plans. Instead of crossing to Corinth, in the wake of Titus, he hurried

anxiously to meet the latter on his return journey (2 Co 212f
-) via Macedonia,

and 2 Co i
15-2 13

is his explanation of the reasons which led to this change of

plan. He defends himself against any suspicion of insincerity, explaining that

he could not trust himself to come at once to them under the circumstances
;

he could not have spared them (2 Co I
23

, an allusion to 13
2
), and it was

kinder to keep away. This implies that the Corinthians had heard not only

of the promised double visit but of its abandonment,t and that therefore they

suspected him of iXcuppia. If he was not coming at all, they argued, he had

grown indifferent to them ; and even if he was taking the round-about route

via Macedonia, he had broken his promise to take them first.

The competing view that the plan authorised in 2 Co i
15L was his original

idea, and that I Co i65£
- represents the change which the suspicious Corinthians

misinterpreted to his discredit, reads into the latter passage a motive which is

not there, and fails to account for the fear of Xvirrj which (according to

2 Co i
23^3

) was his real motive for altering the programme (cp. Schmiedel,

p. 69). The change of plan therefore falls later than the dispatch of I Cor.

K. Hoss {ZNW., 1903, 268-270) argues it was by his second visit that

Paul practically altered the programme of 1 Co 165 "7
. He meant then to go

on to Macedonia and return to Corinth, but the local troubles in the latter

church drove him either straight back to Ephesus, or, more probably, on first

of all to Macedonia, where the receipt of bad news (2 Co I
23

) made him
abandon any thought of return in the meantime, and forced him back to

Ephesus. In 2 Co i
13f- he justifies this course of action. The theory is

plausible, and would be strengthened by Krenkel's view that $pxe<rdai is

generally used in the sense of ' return ' by Paul, as by other Greek writers

(pp. 202 f.).

Luke was as indifferent to the subsequent relations of Paul

with the Corinthian as with the Thessalonian Christians, but the

lacunae of his outline in Ac 18-19 are not seriously felt until we
pass from 1 Cor. to 2 Cor. The latter writing presupposes a

* On this view Sevrtpav refers to the return visit on this tour, not to the

second of his three visits (1214 131
), the ical clauses being epexegetic of x&PLV'

The variant xaP°LV corresponds excellently to I
24 {avvepyol iafxev rijs xa/>*s

v/mQiv}, but may have been introduced from that very passage.

f Halmel {Der Zwcite Kor. Brief, 48 f.), Dr. Kennedy {op. cit. pp. 34 f.),

and Plummer all deny this ; but the passage (2 Co i
15 " 16

) seems deprived of its

force if it is reduced to a defence against the charge of iXcuppia, on the ground

that he really wanted to visit them " if only he could do so without having to

exercise severity," or that he had simply delayed to pay his promised visit at

he had intended.
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stormy interlude, upon which Acts throws no light and i Cor.

very little ; the painful situation has to be reconstructed from

allusions in 2 Cor. itself. Either Luke was ignorant of the

details or, as is more likely, he chose to pass over so unedifyinj;

and discreditable a local episode. In any case it did not come
within the scope of his work to sketch the development of the

Gentile Christian churches founded by the apostle Paul, or to

chronicle every later visit paid by the missioners to a church.

§ 7. The intermediate letter (== 2 Co io1-^ 10
).—From this

visit Paul returned to Ephesus, saddened and baffled (2 Co i
23f

-).

His mission had been fruitless and unpleasant. I decided, he

tells the Corinthians, that I would not visit you again in sorrow
;

instead of a visit, which would have only led to pain, I wrote to

you out 0/ much distress and misery of heart with many tears

(2
4

7
8
). This distress and passion made Paul's letter so sarcastic

and severe that the recollection of the language he had used

afterwards caused him some qualms of conscience (2
4f

-), although

its threats and appeals were intended to lance a tumour.

Unless this letter has been lost,* like the first one sent by Paul to Corinth,

it must be identified either (a) with 1 Corinthians or (b) with 2 Co 10-13.

The former (a) hypothesis! surely breaks down when I Cor. is compared with

the object of the intermediate letter as defined in 2 Co i
15f

* 2sf
-

7
8f\ Even

such passages in I Cor. as vibrate with irony and passion (e.g. 4
8f

- uu
) are

not only inadequate to account for Paul's anxiety about the pain he had

caused his friends, but also too few and too little characteristic of the

epistle as a whole to be regarded as likely to stamp themselves specially

either on the mind of the Corinthians or on the memory of the apostle. I Cor.

is permeated by a spirit of calm, practical discussion, whose occasional

outbursts of emotional tension {e.g. in 5-6) could not have caused Paul even

a momentary twinge of compunction. His language in 2 Co 24 and 7
8

is too

definite to be explained as the mere recollection of one or two isolated

sentences in an epistle of the size and general character of 1 Cor. , and a solitary

postscript like I Co 1624 cannot be adduced as proof of the ay&Trr) recalled in

2 Co 24
. The alternative is to suppose (b) that this letter of disturbed feeling

has been preserved, in whole or part, in the closing section (io1-i310
) of

our canonical 2 Corinthians, an hypothesis which is favoured by the spirit,

contents, and style of these chapters. They are written out of the tension felt

by one who was not yet sure of his ultimate success in dealing with a difficult

* So especially Bleek (SK., 1830, 625-632), Credner (Einl. i. 371),

Olshausen, kwald (Sendschreiben d. Paulus, 227 f.), Godet, Neander (293 f.),

Sabatier, Klopper
(
Untersuchungen, 24 f. ), Robertson, Drummond, Findlay

in DB. iii. 711 f. ; Jacquier, Lietzmann, and Barth (INT 49-50).

t Advocated by Meyer, Ellicott, B. Weiss, Sanday, Denney, Zahn, and

Bernard, amongst others.
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situation. They vibrate with anger and anxiety. Paul's authority and actions

had been called in question by a Jewish Christian party of intruders whose

teaching also constituted a real peril for his converts. To meet these dangers,

due to the same overbearing party who had gained a footing in the church

(ii 20
), possibly headed by some ringleader (6 tolovtos, tis, 25 7

12
), Paul retorts

upon his detractors. It is possible, and even evident, that they had been

able to inflict some severe and public humiliation upon him by means of

charges of unscrupulous dealing, overbearing conduct, unfounded pretensions

to the apostolic ministry, and so forth. At any rate their success roused his

anger. Not on personal grounds merely, but because, as at Thessalonika

(see above), an attack on his character and authority involved his very gospel,

Paul eagerly rushes to defend himself against slander and censure on the part

of his opponents and suspicion on the part of his converts. He proceeds to

exhibit his own titles to credit and honour as an apostle of Christ. Self-

exaltation is the keynote : Kavxavdcu Set. Paul's aim is to defend his

character, with which his gospel was bound up, against slander and deprecia-

tion. He exhibits, with a mixture of pride and reluctance, his indefeasible

titles to credit as an apostle of Jesus Christ. In chs. 1-9 the sense of

/ca»5x7
?
<rts 5 Kaixriixa, and KairxcLcrdai (a group of words especially characteristic

of 2 Cor.) is, except once (i
12

), entirely complimentary to the Corinthians,

and indeed confined to them, whereas the nineteen instances in 10-13

are permeated by a hot sense of personal resentment against disloyal

suggestions and criticisms at Corinth. Psychologically this tone is entirely

suitable to the occasion. " In great religious movements the leaders are

often compelled to assert themselves pretty peremptorily, in order that their

work may not be wrecked by conceited and incapable upstarts " (Drummond,

pp. 1 71-172). Paul follows here much the same method as in his first letter

to the Thessalonians, although the latter had not been carried away like

the Corinthians by the insinuations of outsiders against their apostle. He
endeavours to expose the shamelessness and futility of such attacks upon him,

in order to discredit the influence of such opponents upon his converts. It is

painful, he protests, to be obliged to assert his apostolic authority (io1*6
, cp.

an excellent paper by V. Weber in BZ., 1903, 64-78), but authority he has

(io7
" ]8

) as well as his rivals, these superlative apostles of the Judaising party.

If he must parade his apostolic claims (ii 1*6
) to the Corinthians, let him

remind them that he had merely foregone his claim to maintenance out of

disinterested consideration (n 7"16
), not—as his opponents malignantly in-

sinuated—because he felt he dared not ask the support which every legitimate

apostle was entitled to demand. After a fresh, half-ironical apology (

n

16-21
), he

goes on proudly to match his merits against those of his rivals (n ai-as
), and

to claim superiority in actual seivices and sufferings for the cause of Christ

(11
24 -33).* Finally, he gives an autobiographical outline of his claim to have

visions and revelations (12
1 " 10

). After a summary of these arguments (12 11 "13
),

he reiterates his honesty and aathority in view of a third visit (i214-i310
).

It is to this intermediate letter, as much as to Romans or Galatians, that

* On the insecurity and danger of travelling, see Miss A. J. Skeel's

7 ravel in the First Century after Christ, with special reference io Asia

Minor (1901), pp. 70 f.
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Jerome's fa*nous description of Paul's style applies: 'quam artifex, quam
prudens, quam dissimulator sit eius quod agit, uidentur quidem uerba

simplicia, et quasi innocentis hominis ac rusticani . . . sed quocunque

respexeris, fulmina sunt, hseret in causa, capit omne quod tetigerit. tergum

uertit ut superet, fugam simulat ut occidat.' This tallies not merely with his

employment of OT citations, but with his argument and invectives. The
abruptness of the opening words (avrbs Se iyoo IlaOAos) shows that io1-i310

represents in all likelihood only a fragment of the original. It is more

probable that the entire letter was written by Paul (the earlier part, no longer

extant, perhaps in his own name and in that of Timotheus) than that the

extant portion was appended originally to a circular letter from other Christian

leaders at Ephesus. 13
10 does echo io10

, but this does not prove that the

latter passage represents the original opening of the epistle. From iolf
- we

might conjecture that the lost context included a reference to the apostle's

detractors at Corinth, but in any case there is no logical or psychological

antithesis between 9
16 and iolf\

The incongruity of 10-13 as a sequel to 1-9 was seen as far back as the

eighteenth century by Semler, who tentatively suggested that 10-13 repre-

sented a later and separate epistle, or that portions of them {e.g. 1214
"21

,

I3 1 "10
) were misplaced from I Co 23

5
9"13

; and by M. Weber (de numero epist.

ad Corinth, rectius constituendo, 1798), who separated 1-9, I310-13 from 10-1310
,

a construction still advocated on varying grounds by critics like Krenkel

{Beitrage, pp. 308 f.) and Drescher {SK., 1897, pp. 43-111). The latter

portion, on this theory, was written after Titus and his party had come back

from Corinth. The further step of relegating 10-13 to an earlier period than

that of 1-9 was first taken by Hausrath in his momentous essay, whose general

conclusions have been ratified and restated by an increasing cohort of

scholars, including (besides those named above on p. 109) Paulus, Weisse

{Philos. Dogmatik, i. 145), Wagenmann {Jahrb. deut. Theol., 1870, p. 541),

Michelsen {TT, 1873, 424), Lipsius (JPT., 1876, pp. 530 f.), Steck,

Seufert {ZWT, 1885, p. 369), Schmiedel, Cramer, Cone {Paul, The Man,
The Teacher, and the Missionary, pp. 47, 125), McGiffert {AA. 313-315),

Adeney {INT. 368 f.), Moffatt {HNT. pp. I74f.), Bacon {INT. 93 f.,

Story of St. Paul, pp. 284 f.), Clemen {Paulus, i. 79 f.), Plummer, Pfleiderer

{Urc, Eng. tr., i. 144 f.), von Soden {INT. 46-56), Volter, R. Scott, G. H.
Rendall, and A. S. Peake {INT. 35 £.)• Schmiedel's treatment has given

a new rank and impressiveness to the theory, but Kennedy and Rendall

are its ablest advocates in English. The internal evidence for io1-i3 10

as prior to 1-9 has been already outlined, and it remains only to point out

how often in the latter letter the former is echoed {e.g. 13
2 in I

28
, 13

10 in 23
,

io6 in 29, the self-assertion of ii 6, 18* M in 3
1= 5

12
), how incidental phrases

like els t& virepiKeiva v/jlQv (io16= Rome and Spain, cp. Ro I524, M
) and ol

&8e\(pol 4X66vt€s dirb MaKedovlas (n 9
) suit Ephesus better than Macedonia as

the place of composition, and finally how the two letters came to be united

in *m order which was the reverse of the chronological one.

When the Pauline letters came to be edited for the purposes of the Canon,

the earlier of the two extant letters to Corinth was stripped of its opening

and added to the later and larger one. Both made up a single writing

similar in size to I Cor. Instances of this inverted order, in the editing of
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tetters, are known in the case, e.g., of Cicero's correspondence. The finale",

I3U '1S
, which does not come naturally* after 13

10
, was probably shifted to

that position from its original site at the end of 9 (note the characteristic play

on words in x&PLS and Xa
'

LPeT€> 9
15

3
n

> an^ the aptness of 13
11 -12 as a finale to

9, where the collection on behalf of the Palestinian relief fund is treated as a

bond of union and an opportunity of brotherly kindness). Here, as else-

where in ancient literature, the reasons for such editorial handling elude the

modern critic. Possibly, as Kennedy suggests, the copyist or editor of the

two letters welded them together in this order, since ch. 9 promised a *isit and

ch. 10 apparently referred to it. " It is indeed a visit of a very different kind.

There is an apparent resemblance concealing a deep-seated difference, but this is

precisely the complexion of things which would be likely to mislead a copyist."

Objections have been tabled to the identification of io1-I310 with the

intermediate and painful letter, (a) such as the lack of any reference to the

case of the local offender (2 Co 25
7
12

), which was not yet settled. f But

I01-I31°is not necessarily the whole of the original letter, and in any case

the apostle probably leaves the offender alone because his mind was con-

centrated on the broader issue of which this man's case formed only part.

The case had now fallen to the Corinthians to deal with. Possibly, too,

the matter was left out of the final recension, as it had ended satisfactorily.

{b) io10 need not refer to the painful intermediate letter ; the allusion fits

the letter of I Co 5
9 and 1 Co itself quite admirably, (c) I

28 does not imply

that the painful letter was in lieu of a visit. As 21 shows, the painful visit

had been made.

The alternative to this rearrangement of 10-13, I-9> k *° account for the

abrupt alteration of tone in iolf# by conjecturing, e.g., (a) that since writing

1-9, Paul had unexpectedly received unfavourable news from Corinth, which

led him to break out upon his disloyal church with fresh reproaches. This

is possible, but it is pure guesswork. There is no word of it in 10-13,

as there surely would have been in order to account for the rapid change

of tone. The supposition {b) that in the last four chapters he suddenly turns

to a special and recalcitrant faction in the church is equally forced. They
are addressed to the church as a whole (cp. 132

), not to any turbulent

* The sequence of 13
10 and 13

11 is plainly editorial (cp. especially Krenkel,

pp. 358 f.). "So does no man write. The tragedy of King Lear, passing

into an idyllic dance of peasants—such is the impression of the paragraph as

it stands. It is an absolute non seqiutur" (Mackintosh, p. 338).

t It should no longer require to be proved that this offender is not the

incestuous person of 1 Co 5
1
, but some one who had wronged Paul himself

(6 6.8iKT]6eis). The indulgent consideration of 2 Co 7
6, u refers to a situation

which did not exist when I Cor. was written (cp. Weizsacker, AA. pp. 341-

353), and Timotheus could not be 6 adLK-qdels, except as Paul's representa-

tive. The person who insulted Paul might conceivably be the offender of

1 Co 5
1
, but the likelihood is that he was another Corinthian who took

umbrage, or rather voiced the feelings of those who took umbrage, at Paul's

domineering methods of discipline. Had the misconduct been due to a

private quarrel between two members of the lucal church (Krenkel, 304 f.),

it could hardly have become so significant as to involve the apostle.
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minority. It is in the opening of the later epistle that Paul distinguishes the

majority (2
5f-) from a section of disaffected members, and the viraKori of

29=715 "16
is much more intelligible after than before io6 . The sharp warning

of 1221 upsets the (c) view that in 1-9 Paul is praising the church for it?

repentance, while in 10-13 ne *s blaming it for still siding with his

opponents. Finally (d), the view of Drescher and Klopper, that Paul wrote

1-9 under a sanguine misapprehension of the real state of affairs at Corinth,

as reported by Titus incorrectly, and that 10-13 represents his rebound to the

opposite extreme of denunciation, lies open to the same objection as (a). In

short, all theories which place 10-13 after 1-9, either as part of the same

epistle or as a later letter, involve the hypothesis that the Corinthian trouble,

after all that had happened, broke out again in the same acute form as before.

This difficulty besets even the presentment of the case for the canonical

structure ofthe epistle (recently urged, with ability, by Weiss, AJT. i. 355-363 ;

Klopper, Rohr, A. Robertson, Zahn, INT, §§ 19-20 ; Denney, Bachmann,

414 f., and Bernard), which defends its integrity mainly on the general ground

that the closing four chapters represent not a fresh situation, but an emotional

and argumentative climax, the last charge, as it were, of Paul's dialectic,

which was carefully kept in reserve until it could sweep out to complete the

victory already gained in part (I
14

). Some critics further argue that 2 Cor. is

emphatically a letter of moods,* which was not composed at a single sitting,

and that strong cross-currents of feeling are to be expected under the

circumstances. But the variations in 1-9 and 10-13 are to° decisive to be

explained upon the mere supposition that Paul was a busy man who stopped

now and then, as he dictated, or hurried from one subject to another. On any

hypothesis there is a residuum of obscurity owing to the extremely intricate

and subtle character of the relations between Paul and the Corinthian church
;

but this residuum is decidedly less upon the theory just advocated than

upon the view that after writing 2 Co 1-9 the apostle relapsed, for no obvious

reason,
"f

into the temper of scathing animosity and indignation from which

he had just emergen1

, resuscitating an old quarrel after it had been almost

buried. There is a psychological inconsequence on the latter theory which

it is difficult to credit, even in a man of Paul's passionate temperament.

§ 8. 2 Co i-p.—The effect of this sharp letter was favourable.

Titus returned from Corinth to greet Paul in Macedonia with

the glad news that the church had regained her loyalty and

vindicated him at the expense of his opponents (2
13

7
13

).

This happy intelligence found Paul (at Philippi ?) tossing on

a sea J of troubles (1-2), partly raised by recent experiences in

*This invalidates the parallel (brought forward by Comely, after Hug
and Riickert) with the De Corona, the first part of which is calm and moderate,

while in the later sections Demosthenes breaks out deliberately into a violent

polemic against his opponent.

t The reductio ad absurdum of this hypothesis is surely reached in Lietz-

mann's naive remark (p. 204) :
' mir genugt z. B. die Annahme einei

schlaflos durchwachten Nacht zwischen c. 9 und c. 10 zur Erklarung.'

X Cp. the description of 2 Cor. by L. Davies {£*/>.* iv. 299-300) : "The
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Asia Minor, partly by anticipations of the future. Driven from

his old anchorage at Ephesus, he was still uncertain whether

Corinth, his former harbour, would admit him. The informa-

tion brought by Titus banished this anxiety, and out of the

glad sense of relief* he wrote a fresh epistle (1-9), breathing

delight and affectionate gratitude, irenical in tone, designed to

re-establish mutual confidence and to obliterate all memories of

the past bitter controversy. To forgive and to forget is its

keynote. The sky is once more clear, so far as the apostle

is concerned. Indeed, after pouring out his heart to the

Corinthians, he even ventures at the close to renew his appeal

on behalf of the collection (8-9). These two chapters are not

an anticlimax (see below), and "there is no good reason for

treating them as a separate epistle. As such the semi-apolo-

getic tone would make it poor and unconvincing ; while, as an

appendage to 1-7, the tone adopted is appropriate, natural, and

in perfect good taste. It is a happy parallel to the epistle to

Philemon, and the same note of Christian chivalry, courtesy, and

delicacy pervades both" (Rendall, p. 73).

The epistle opens with an invocation of God as the comforter, which

leads Paul to speak about his own recent experiences of deliverance (i
3"11

)

in Asia Minor. He then passes on (i
12f

-) to explain his change of plans, f

his reasons for writing instead of travelling to them (i
23-^11

), and his journey

to Macedonia (2
12*17

). This suggests a general vindication of his ministry and

preaching (^-46
), with all its sufferings (4

7-5 10
) and methods of appeal (5

11-

610
). Then, after a quick outburst of appeal to the Corinthians themselves

for frank confidence in him (6
11 "13

7
2 "4

), the apostle harks back to the contrast

between their past trouble and this present happiness (7
5f,

)j thanking them for

their kind reception of Titus his envoy (7
13f,

)> and using the example of the

Macedonian churches' liberality to incite them to proceed with the business of

the Palestinian relief fund or collection for the poor saints of Jerusalem (8-9)

—a task which Titus himself J would superintend in person. With a hearty

farewell (13
11 "13

) the letter then closes.

letter exhibits a tumult of contending emotions. Wounded affection, joy, self-

respect, hatred of self-assertion, consciousness of the authority and importance

of his ministry, scorn of his opponents, toss themselves like waves, sometimes

against each other, on the troubled sea of his mind. Strong language, not

seldom stronger than the occasion seems to warrant, figurative expressions,

abrupt turns, phrases seized and flung at his assailants, words made up, iterated,

played upon, mark this epistle far more than any other of the apostle's letters."

* Note the repetition of irapaKKijcns (eleven times).

t On i
6

-
8 - 10 -

15-17
-
23 2 1

, cp. Warheld m/BL. (18S6) 27 f.

X The old identification of the anonymous brother {top dde\cp6v) of 8W and

1218 with Luke is carried a step further by Souter (£T. xviii. 285, 325-^36),

who takes the words in their literal sense.
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The course of the letter is determined by the unpremeditated

movements of the writer's mind, working on the practical

situation of the Corinthians. It is too artificial to find, with

Heinrici, any rhetorical scheme in the disposition of its contents,

as if it presented a -n-pootpaov (3
1 "6

), TrpoOevis and airoSuiis (3
7"18

),

Averts (4
1 "15

), egressus in causa (4
16~5 21

) cxtXoyos (6
1-74

), and

avaTpoirrj fieO* vTrepfioXfjs (10-13). For one thing this covers at

once too much (10-13) and too little (1-2) of the epistle, and,

while such artistic schematism may be applicable to Hebrews

(see below), it seems irrelevant in the case of this genuine letter.

(a) The paragraph 614-7 1 probably is a fragment interpolated from some

other epistle, in all likelihood from the lost letter written first of all to the

Corinthian church (see above, p. 109).* In its present situation it looks like

an erratic boulder, and although no MSS evidence can be adduced for the

hypothesis, the internal evidence is fairly conclusive (so Emmerling, Schrader:

der Apostel Paulus, 1835, 300 f. ; Straatman, pp. 138 f
.

; Ewald ; Hilgenfeld
;

A. H. Franke, SK., 1884, pp. 544-583 ; S. Davidson, INT. i. 63 ; Holsten,

zum Ev. des Paulus u. Petrus, p. 386 ; Sabatier's Paul, pp. 177-178 ; Hausrath,

iv. 55 f. ; Renan, hi. lxii-lxiii ; Rovers, Baljon, Cremer, Clemen, Pfleiderer

:

Urc. i. 134; McGiffert, p. 332; Moffatt, HNT. pp. 628-629; von Soden,

Bacon, Halmel, etc. ). The connection of 611 *13 and 7
2
is good : f we keep nothing

backfrom you, O Corinthians ; our heatt is wide open. Your constraint lies

not in us, it lies in your own hearts. Nozv one good ttirn deserves another

(to speak as to my children), beyou wide open too. Take us into your hearts.

On the other hand 6 13
fits on as roughly to 614 as 7

1 to 7
2
, and the ordinary

explanations of the canonical order are singularly strained. Thus Godet

(INT. i. 321-323) makes Paul's demand for strict abstinence the reason why
the Corinthians were holding back from him ; but the constraint of which he

is conscious lies surely in the personal feelings left by the recent strain

between them and himself. " Much of the coldness towards Paul" was, no

doubt, "the result of an unworthy deference to heathen sentiment and

practice" (Drummond) ; but of this particular cause there is no hint in the

context or even in the letter (for 13
2 belongs to an earlier epistle).^:

* So Hilgenfeld, Franke, Sabatier, Lisco, von Dobschutz
( Urc. pp. 29,

45), and von Soden ; cp. Whitelaw. Class. Review (1890), pp. 12, 248, 317.

Other conjectures suppose it has drifted from a later apostolic epistle (Ewald),

or that it originally lay after I Co io22 (Hausrath. Blass : BFT. x. I, 51-60),

if not I Co 6 (Pfleiderer). The letter mentioned in I Co 5
9 contained the

very advice given in 2 Co 614~7 1 (cp. e^e\6eiv, 1 Co 5
lo= e£A0are, 2 Co 617

).

f Lisco's intercalation of 1211 " 19 between 613 and y
2

is hopelessly wrong.

X Weizsacker's theory (AA. i. 363) is that the outburst of 614~7 1
is

semi - apologetic, but the language does not suggest a desire on the part

of the apostle to assert his opposition to pagan vices by way of meeting

Judaistic reflections on his character and gospel. For Liitgert's ingenious

but equally unconvincing view, see ET xx. 428-429. Recent explanations

of its present position as part of the original epistle are offered by Bachm inn

(289 f.) and Windisch (Taufeu. Siinde im Urchristenthum, 149/.).
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Neither the language nor the ideas justify a suspicion of the genuineness

of the passage,* as though it emanated from Jewish Christians, with a

narrow repulsion to ' unclean things ' (6
17

), or from a Puritan Christian of

the second century (Straatman, i. pp. 138-146; Baljon, pp. 147-150, and

others, including Schrader ; Bakhuyzen ; Holsten; Michelsen, TT, 1873,

423; Rovers, INT. pp. 37-38; Halmel, H5f. ; Krenkel, Beitrdge, 332;
and R. Scott, The Pauline Epistles, 236-237). The sole feature which is

at first sight out of keeping with Paul's normal thought is, as Schmiedel

admits (pp. 253 f.) after an exhaustive discussion, the allusion to the defilement

ofjlesh and spirit (7
1
) ; but f flesh here is used in a popular sense (cp. 1 Co J

34

holy in body and spirit) almost as an equivalent to body, while spirit is to

be read untechnically in the light of a passage like I Th 5
s3

.

(b) A second instance of extraneous matter in the canonical letter is

furnished by the brief paragraph II 32"33
, describing Paul's escape from

Damascus; this interrupts the sequence of thought in n 30"31 121"5 (exulting

and weakness) so violently as to rouse suspicions of its right to stand here

(so Holsten, ZWT., 1874, 388 f, and van Leeuwen, de joodsche achtergrond

van der Brief aan de Romeinen, 1894, p. iii., adding I2la*
; Hilgenfeld,

Schmiedel, and Baljon, adding 121
; Michelsen, TT., 1873, pp. 424^,

adding ia1- 7a
- ; and Rovers, INT. 38, adding ia1- "b-12^ * The historicity

of the paragraph need not be doubted' (Schmiedel), the two real difficulties

being the precise date of the incident and the manner in which the paragraph

drifted into its present position. On the latter point, the alternatives are to

suppose (with Rovers, ZWT, 1881, 404, and others) that it was inserted by

a scribe who failed to find any illustration X of aadfreia (ii so
) in the context,

or that it is a marginal addition by Paul himself, properly belonging to the

parenthesis ii 24f* (so Wendt, Acts, p. 35), or that it originally belonged to

some other letter (Bacon, Story of St. Paul, pp. 87-88). The last-named

scholar dates the occurrence after a.d. 38, in the period of Gal. i
22-24 (cp.

2 Co 122).

§ 9. The structure of 2 Cor.—Beyond the relegation of 6147 1

to an earlier epistle, and of 10-1310 to the intermediate letter, it

is hardly possible to push the analysis. 2 Co 1-8 and even

1-9 hang together too closely to be resolved into more than one

letter (cp. Clemen in TLZ., 1897, 560 f. ; Rohr, pp. 102 f.), but

it is the supposed difference of situation between 8 and 9 which

started not only Semler's theory (9 = a separate letter to the

Christians of Achaia), but more recently A. Halmers§ drastic

* Cp. Clemen's discussion, Einheitlichkeit, pp. 58 f. , and Paulus, i. 77~7$.

t So Sokolowski emphatically {Die Begriffe Geist u. Leben bet Paulus,

1903, pp. 126 f., I44f.)» an<l M. Dibelius {Die Geisterwelt im Glauben des

Paulus, 1909, 62 f.).

X Those who defend the passage in its present position take this line

of interpretation, as if Paul were frankly confessing an experience which

savoured to some of cowardice (so especially Heinrici).

§ Cp. Holtzmann's review in GGA. (1905) 667 f., of his Der zweite

Korintherbrief des Apostels Paulus. Geschiehtliche und Literaturkritische
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reconstruction of three letters: A=i 1 "2
i
8-218

7
5-824 i313

5

B = io 1-i3 10
, and C=i 8'7 2 14-7 4

9. 1311 -12
, A and C being put

together about a.d. 100, when 6 14-7 1
3
12 -18 and 4

3"4
- 6 were

editorially added, whilst B was not incorporated until afterwards.

The deletion of the two latter passages as non-Pauline (allied

to the ep. of Barnabas) is fatal to this theory. The discovery of

a flaw in the juxtaposition of 213 and 2 14f
- is due to prosaic

exegesis, and the failure to see that i
15f

- implies a second visit

obliges the author to posit this visit between the composition of

A and B, in fulfilment of the promise made in i
15f\ C was

written immediately prior to the apostle's last visit. Some of

the obvious difficulties in this complicated scheme (B = the

appendix* to a letter from the Macedonian churches which

the Corinthians took as an i-n-io-ToXr] o-uo-raTt/oJ, cp. 3
lf

*
!) are

avoided by Volter (Paulus und seine Briefe, pp. 74 f.), who

advocates the identification of 10-1310 with the Intermediate

Letter, but acutius quam verius eliminates i
21 "22 2 16b~46 416-5n 5

16

614-7 1
, and 89 from 1-9, 1311-13 as matter due to a later editor

or editors (see above, p. 113). The criticism of Halmel would

apply even more stringently to Lisco's keen attempt on similar

lines {Die Enstehung des zweiten Korintherbriefes, Berlin, 1896)

to find three separate epistles in A= 10-13 10 with 614-7 1 between

12 10 and 12 20
, B= i

1-^13 with 12 11 -19 and 7
2*3

9, 13 11 -13
, and C =

7*_824, an attempt which, in his Judaismus Triumphatus : Ein
Beitrag zur Auslegung der vier letzten Kapitel des zweiten

Corintherbriefes (1896), rightly identifies A with the sharp letter

presupposed in B, but makes C the letter entrusted to Titus,

while, more elaborately still, in his Vinculo, Sanctorum, Ein
Beitrag zur Erkldrung der Gefangenschaftsbriefe des Apost.

Paulus (1900), for reasons as precarious in exegesis as they are

Untersuchungen (1904), which presents a revised form of his earlier

monograph on Der Vierkapitelbrief im zweiten Korintherbrief (1894),

reviewed by J. Weiss in TLZ., 1894, 513 f. Halmel appeals (pp. 8f.)toa

Dutch critic, E. J. Greve, who in the third volume (1804) of his De brieven

van den Apostel Paulus, uit het Grieksch vertaald, met Aantnerkingen^

argued that Titus left for Corinth without Paul's letter, which was written as

far as 2 Co 816
, and that the rest was added by the apostle on receipt of fresh

news from Corinth. J. Weiss' attempt to detect the intermediate letter in

I. 214-74 io1-^ 10 fails to prove the connection between the two latter sections,

or to justify the separation of 214f
- from its context.

* Hausrath had made it the appendix to a letter from the Ephesian

church (Aquila ?).
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ill-supported in tradition, he places the prison epistles in some

Ephesian captivity of the apostle ; after A (as abovt ) come
Titus, Colossians, and Ephesians, previous to the trial, fcllowed

by 2 Timothy and Philippians, and then B C (as above) with

i Co 15 written after his release. Some basis for such a

reconstruction may be found in history, but none exists for

Pierson and Naber's {Verisimilia^ pp. 108 f.) deletion of i 1
*10*-

15-18. 23f. 2 i. 4 4
M2

5
i2 ?2-4 j Ii_I3 a. 10-is. The significance of Halmel

and Volter in the criticism of the Corinthian correspondence

mainly consists in their recoil from the results of the aberration

which some years ago led a Dutch school of writers to regard

even 2 Cor. as a romance of the second century (cp. e.g. van

Manen, OCL. 38-41).

Several more or less plausible cases of transposition or interpolation may
be seen in the traditional text. 212"1* probably has been displaced from

its original setting after I
22 (Van de Sande Bakhuyzen) or better after I

16
,

where chronologically its contents belong ; so Laurent (NT Studien, pp. 24-

28), Michelsen, and Baljon (pp. 142-143). This leaves an admirable and

characteristic juxtaposition between 211 (Satan's machinations) and 214 (God's

overruling providence).* Upon the other hand, the attempts to isolate 8 as a

separate note (Hagge, p. 482 f.), written later than 9 (Baljon, pp. 150-152),

or as part of the Intermediate Letter (Michelsen, TT., 1873, 424 ; Hagge),

break down for much the same reasons as the cognate hypothesis that 9 itself

was a subsequent letter sent to the Achaian churches (9
2
, so Semler). The

unity of the situation presupposed in 8 and 9 is too well-marked to justify any

separation of the chapters either from one another or from the letter 1-9,

whose natural conclusion they furnish (cp. Volter, pp. 92-94 ; Schmiedel,

pp. 267-269, as against Halmel's arguments in der zweit. Kor. pp. 11-22).

In 9
1 Paul is really explaining why he needs to say no more than he has said

in 8s4 . Instead of being inconsistent with what precedes, 9
1 clinches it, and

9
5*7 simply shows that he felt a difficulty, not unnatural under the circum-

stances, about saying either too much or too little on the delicate topic of

collecting money. f On the other hand, Il 32-I21 has all the appearance of

a marginal addition (cp. Wendt on Ac 9
24"20

), which has been misplaced from

1

1

24**, or of a gloss interrupting the sequence (so Holsten, Hilg. ZIVT., 1888,

200 ; Schmiedel, Baljon, cp. HNT. 629-630), although the order II 30
-
32

-
« 31

would partially ease the somewhat jolting transition (see above, p. 126).

•This helps to meet Halmel's vehement objection (pp. 58 f.) to the

position of 214~7 4 in the canonical epistle.

t With 820 compare Byron's remark to Moore (in 1822): "I doubt the

accuracy of all almoners, or remitters of benevolent cash." The precautions

taken with regard to the conveyance of the temple-tribute are noted by Philo

in De Spec. Legibus, i. (irepi lepov, § 3), ical xp^ois &p«rphots lepo-rrofMirol tup

XPVM>&to)V ipio-Tipdrju 4ttlkpl64pt€s, i% ender-i)* ol 5o/ci/iwrarot, x€lPOTOyo^VTah

crojovs rds 4\iriSas iicdaTUv vapairifiipovres.
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§10. Attestation of 2 Cor,—2 Cor. is quoted by the same

authors as is 1 Cor. (see above, p. 114), after Marcion (cp. Diognet.

v. i2f. = 69 "10
), but its earlier attestation is not equally strong.

In two passages of Polykarp (iv. 1, vi. 2) the language recalls

Romans rather than 2 Cor. (see below, p. 148), and vi. 1, like 821

and Ro 12 17
,
probably goes back to Pr 3

4 (LXX) rather than

to either of these Pauline passages ; on the other hand, ii. 2 (6 8e

eyetpas avrbv €K vtKpoiv kcu ly/xas eyeoei) may echo 4
14

(6 iyeipas rov

Kvpioi/ 'Irjcrovv kcu 17/xas crvv 'Irjcrov iyepet). In Ignatius there are

apparent, though far from distinct, reminiscences of 616 ( = Eph.

XV. 3, avrov iv rjfjuv kotoikowtos, tva w/xev vaol /cat (xvtos iv fjfJA.v

6eos) and 4
14 (= Trail, ix. 2), possibly, too, of i 12 n 9"10 12 16

{
— Philad. vi. 3). The contents of Clem. Rom. v. 5-6 are

inadequate to prove the use of n 23-27
, and xxxvi. 2 can be

explained apart from 3
18

, as can Barn. iv. n-i3(510)* and vi.

1 1 f. (5
17

). The indifference of Clem. Rom. to 2 Cor., taken

together with his appeal to 1 Cor., is all the more striking as the

former epistle would have served his own purposes of exhortation

with telling effect. It is perhaps a fair inference that, in its

canonical form, 2 Cor. was not as yet circulated throughout the

churches (cp. Kennedy, pp. 142 f. ; Rendall, 88 f.); possibly it

had not as yet been thrown into its present form.

§ II. The apocryphal correspondence.—The Syrian, Armenian, and even

some of the Latin churches, admitted for some time to their NT Canon (in

Efraim's commentary between 2 Cor. and Gal., elsewhere after Hebrews)

an apocryphal letter of Paul to the Corinthians which originally belonged to

the Acta Pau/i,f and was translated into Latin and Syriac during the third

century. Stephanas and others ask Paul's advice upon the teaching of two

Gnostics, Simon and Cleobius, who have arrived at Corinth. Paul, who is

imprisoned at Philippi, replies from the standpoint of the genuine apostolic

tradition. This so-called third epistle to the Corinthians (translated by

Byron, cp. Moore's Life of Byron, vi. 269-275) was once defended as

authentic by Whiston and W. F. Rinck {Das Sendschreiben d. Kor. an der

Apostel Paulus u. dritte Sendsch. P. an die Korinther, 1823), but the

correspondence is obviously composed J on the basis of 1 Co 5
9 and 7

1 by

* Cp. NTA. 11-12, where Bartlet suggests a common source.

t Vetter (TQ., 1895, 622 f.) conjectures in addition a rabbinic midrash on

the resurrection. The original site of the correspondence in the Acta Pauli

was first proved definitely by C. Schmidt {Neue Heidelb. Jahrb., 1897, H7f.,

Acta Pauli aus der Heidelberger koptischen Papyrushandsckrift Nr. 1

kerausgegeben, 1904, 125 f.).

J Just as 2 Co 124 was made the text and occasion of an ivafiaTiicbv

Ha6\ov, according to Epiphanius (Haer. xviii. 12).

9
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an author who stood no nearer to Paul than did the composer of the Thekla.

legends, and who wrote with reference to the doctrine of Bardesanes (cp.

Berendts' essay on the Christology of the correspondence, in Abhandlungen

A. von Oettingen zum 70 Geburtstag gewidmet, 1898).

For text and literature, see P. Vetter's Tubingen programme, Der
Apokryphe dritte Korint'herbrief (1894) ; Lietzmann's Kleine Texte (12,

1905) ; Zahn's GK. ii. 592-611 ; Harnack in SBBA., 1905, 3-35, and ACL.
i. 37-39, ii. 1. 506-508; and Rolffs in HNA. i. 362 f., 378 f., ii. 360, 388 f.

The Latin version, discovered in 1890, was published by S. Berger and

Carriere {La correspondance apocryphe de S. Paul et des Corinthiens.

Ancienne version latine et traduction du texte Arminien, 1891) ; cp. Harnack

and Bratke in TLZ. t 1892, 7-9, 585-588, Deeleman in Theol. Studien (1909)

37-56.

(D) ROMANS.
LITERATURE.—(a) Editions *—Locke, Paraphrase and Notes (1733) ; G. T.

Zacharia's Erhldrung {17S8) ; Semler's Paraphrasis (1769) ; C. F. Boehme's

Comment, perpetuus (1806); Belsham (London, 1822); R. Cox (Horae

Romanae, London, 1824); Flatt's Vorlesungen (1825); Klee (1830);

H. E. G. Paulus (1831) ; Benecke (1831) ; Reiche {Versuch einer ausfiihrl.

Erkl. etc. 1833-4)* ; Hodge (1835) ; Olshausen (1835) ; Fritzsche (1836-43) *
;

Rtickert 2
(1839); R. Haldane (1842); Maier (1843); Rasmus Nielsen

(Leipzig, 1843); Baumgarten-Crusius (1844); Reithmayr (1845); Kreyhl

(1845); de Wette 4 (1847); R. Knight (1854); A. A. Livermore (Boston,

1854); van Hengel (1854-9); Beelen (1854); Purdue (Dublin, 1855);

Tholuck 5 (i856, Eng. tr. 1842) ; Nielsen (Denmark, 1856) ; F. W. K. Umbreit

{der Brief an die Rbmer, aufdem Grunde des AT ausgelegt, 1856) ; Ewald

(1857); Dr. John Brown (Edinburgh, 1857); G. F. Jatho (1858-9); S. H.

Turner (New York, 1859) ; Dr. David Brown (Glasgow, i860) ; Colenso

{St. Paul's ep. to Rom. Ed. from a mission, point of'view', 1863) ; S. L. A.

Ortloph (Erlangen, 1865-6) ; Hofmann (1868) ; J. Forbes (Edinburgh, 1868)

;

F. Delitzsch, Brief a. d. Rbmer aus dem griech. Urtext in das Hebraische

uebersetzt u. aus Talmud u. Midrasch erldutert (1870)*; Bisping (1870);

H. A. W. Meyer 5 (1872); Volkmar (1875); Moses Stuart 3 (1876); Reuss

(1878); Moule {Cambridge Bible, 1879); Klofutar (1880); Godet (1879-80,

Eng. tr. 1888)*; Oltramare (i88if.j; E. H. Gilford (in Speaker's Comm.
1881)*; H. Reinecke (1884); F. Zimmer (1887); Kleinschmidt (1888);

C. J. Vaughan 7 (1890) ; Barmby {Pulpit Comm. 1890) ; C. W. Otto 2 (1891)

;

A. Schafer (1891); Lipsius 2 (#C. 1892); Jowett 3 (1894); Lightfoot {Notes

on Epp. St. Paul, 1895, on i
1^25

) ; Philippi 4 (Frankfurt, 1896); Comely
{Commentarius, Paris, 1897); J. M. Stifler (New York, 1897); Th. Heusser

(1898) ; J. Drummond (1899) ; Weiss 9 (— Meyer, 1899) *
; W. G. Rutherford

(tr. and analysis, 1900); Ceulemans (1901); J. Agar Beet 9 (i90i); Denney

{EGT. 1901)*; Garvie {CB. 1901) ; Schlatter 4 (1901); Schat-Petersen

1 On the patristic and mediaeval commentaries, see Sanday and Headlam,

pp. xcviii-cii ; on the pre-Lutheran, Denifle's Luther u. Lulhertum, i. II.

(1905), besides the conspectus in Meyer's ed. (Eng. tr., W. P. Dickson,

Edin. 1873-1874) and in Grafe's monograph.
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(Paulus Briev til Romerne, 1902) ; J. van Andel (Briev aan de Romeinen,

Kampen, 1904) ; Sanday and Headlam 6 (ICC. 1905) *
; Lietzmann (HBNT.

1906); Jiilicher (SMT. 2 1907); G. Richter (1907); J. Niglutzsch 2 (Com-

mentarius, 1 907) ; Zahn (ZK. 19 10).

(b) Studies.—H. E. G. Paulus, de originibus Pauli epistola ad Rom.

(Jena, 1801) ; Baur (Tubing. Zeitschr. f. Theol., 1836, 59 f )*; R. Rothe,

Brief P. an die R. erkldrt (1852); Th. Schott, der Romerbrief seinem

Endzweck und Gedankengang nach ausgelegt (1858) ; W. Mangold, der

Romerbrief u. die Anfdnge der rom. Gemeinde (1866) ; Beyschlag (SR~., 1867,

pp. 627 f.) ; Schenkel (BL. v. 106-116) ; Baur's Paulus (Eng. tr. i. 321 f.)

;

Weizsacker in Jahrb. deutsche Theol. (1876) 248 f. ; M. Arnold, St. Paul and

Protestantism (1876, ch. i.); Keble, Studia Sacra (1877, 45-147 on iM)14
) ;

Holsten (JPT. t 1879, 95 f., 314 f., 680 f.)*; Grafe, iiber Veranlassung u.

Zweck d. Rbmerbriefs (1881)*; A. Klostermann's Korrekturen z. bisher.

Erklarung d. Romerbriefes (Gotha, 1881); W. Mangold, der Romerbrief

u. seine gesch. Voraussetzungen (1884) ; Lorenz, das Lehrsystem im
Romerbrief (1884) ; Schurer (EB. 9

) ; van Manen, de brief aan de Romeinen

(1890); Hilgenfeld (ZWT., 1892, 296-347); Liddon, Explanatory Analysis

(1893) ; Hort, Romans and Ephesians (1895) *'> A. C. Headlam (ET. 1894-5);

M. W. Jacobus, A Problem in NT Criticism (1900), 237 f. ; Denney (Exp. 6

iii.-v., ' The Theology of the Epistle to the Romans') *
; A. Robertson (DB.

iv. 295-306); Feine, der Romerbrief (1903) ; G. Semeria, il pensiero die S.

Paolo nella littera ai Romani (Roma, 1903); Pfleiderer, Urc. i. 149 f.

(Eng. tr. i. 21 if.); Bahnsen (PM., 1904, 26-31); von Dobschiitz, Urc. pp.

121 f. ; D. Volter, Paulus u. seine Briefe (1905), pp. 135-228; Hupfeld,

der Romerbrief1 (1905) ; R. J. Knowling, Testimony of St. Paul to Christ

(1905, pp. 60 f., 311 f., 465 f.) ; Zahn (Einl. §§ 21-24) » G. Richter's Kritische-

polemische Untersuchungen (BET.
t 1908, xii. 6.).

§ 1. Contents and outline.—Special literature : C. F. Schmid

(De epist. ad R. consilio, Tubingen, 1830) ; Kiene, Das Romerbrief

u. das Joh. Evglm (1868), pp. 1-42; E. Walther, Inhalt und
Gedankengang d. Romerbriefs (1897).

After a brief introduction (i 1 *7
), Paul explains why he had

never been able as yet to visit the Roman church, although he

had hoped and still hoped to do so, in the course of preaching

the gospel. Meanwhile, he proceeds to state that gospel as the

exhibition of God's SiKouoavvr) Ik 7rto-recos cis tzLvtiv (i 8*17
) for all

men. This forms the theme of what follows. 1 In i 18-320 the

need of such a hiKaioarvv-r) is proved by the fact that Gentiles

(,18-32)2 an(} jews ( 2
i_320) ajike ka(j m issecj i t# Butj just as the

apostle's religious philosophy of history has dipped into almost

1 On 3, cp. Dr. Jas. Morison's monograph (1866), and G. W. Matthias'

Exegetische Versuch (Cassel, 1857) ; on 1-3, E. Weber's essay (BFT.
% 1905,

ix. 4) on 'die Beziehungen von Rom 1-3 z. Missionspraxis des Paulus.'

* For the Alexandrian traits of i
18 "20 cp. Schjott in ZNW. t 1903, 75-78.
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unrelieved gloom, it is brightened by the positive fact * that in

Jesus Christ (3
21 "31

) God had revealed his BiKaLocrvvTj to the faith

of man, whether Gentile or Jew. Faith, however, had been in

the world before Christ, and so had revelation, particularly

within the sphere of the Jewish Law; Paul therefore turns for

a moment to show how the Christian gospel of hiKaiovvvq by

faith, instead of being at variance with the spiritual order of the

OT, was identical in principle with the very faith of Abraham
upon which the Jew prided himself (4

1 "25
). Returning to the

positive and blissful consequences of the universal StKaLoavvrj

revealed in Jesus Christ (5
1 '11

), he throws these into relief against

the sombre results of the fall of Adam ; life had now superseded

death, grace had triumphed over sin. But the supersession of

the Law, so far from relaxing the moral bonds of life, only laid

higher obligations on the soul of the believing man (6
lf

*). This

leads the apostle to describe the struggle of the soul between the

Law's demands and the thwarting power of sin, a conflict between

the spirit and the flesh (7
lf>

) which can only be resolved by the

interposition of Jesus Christ, t The faith which identifies man
with him invests life with the divine Spirit (8

lf
-), which is the

sole guarantee of a sound life in the present and of security in

the future.

At this point there is a certain break in the argument.

Hitherto he has been mainly engaged in a positive statement of

his gospel, prompted by the charges, which were liable to be

brought against it, of being ethically mischievous or ineffective.

The following section reverts to the thought underlying passages

like 2 17f* 4
1

. The gracious fellowship enjoyed by Christians

with their God through Jesus Christ (8
35f

-) sadly reminds him, as

a warm-hearted Jew, of the fact that the very people who should

have been in the direct line of this BiKatoarvvrj were standing as

a nation outside it (9
1"5

). How was this unbelief of Israel, the

ancient people of God, to be reconciled with the justice and

promises of God ? Paul addresses himself J to this problem in

* For an argument that 3
22b-26 originally lay, instead of I

17
, after I

1
*, and

was followed by 5-6, see D. Volter in ZNW. (1909) 180-183.

t Cp. Engel's exhaustive monograph, Der Kampfam Rom vii (1902).

% The antinomy of this patriotic outburst (partly due to the feeling that

the motives of a renegade might be suspected), or divergence into a

nationalistic outlook, is one of the most characteristic features in Paul. His

religious philosophy of history is suddenly shot across by a strong personal

emotion. Hausrath has somewhere remarked that if Paul had not spent
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9-1 1. He begins by pointing out, as he had already done in

Gal 4
7f

- (cp. Ro 2 28
'29

), that even in the OT there were traces

of God discriminating between the bodily children of the

patriarchs (9
6f,

)> and that mere physical descent had never

entitled a Jew to the promises. Besides, he adds (9
14"29

), nettled

at the idea of Jewish pride and presumption daring to charge

God with unfaithfulness or injustice, cannot God do as He
pleases? Is not His freedom sovereign? "Here, to speak

plainly, Paul's argument has got into an impasse. He is not

able to carry it through, and to maintain the sovereign freedom

of God as the whole and sole explanation of human destiny,

whether in men or nations " (Denney, EGT. ii. 664). He
breaks away by quoting from the LXX in order to prove that

God's apparently harsh methods with the Jews had a larger end

in view, viz., the election of a people, Jewish and Gentile, on

the score of faith, so that the doom of the Jews was their own
fault, consisting in a stubborn refusal to enter into God's greater

plan (9
22-29

). They are to blame, not God (9
30-io21

). He had

made righteousness by faith open and accessible to all ; Israel

could not plead lack of opportunity and warning. Finally, Paul

tries to sees a ray of light in the dark tragedy thus enacted.

Israel's unbelief, he contends, is only partial (n 1 *10
) and (n llf

*)

temporary; it may have a providential purpose (so that the

Gentiles need not boast over their less favoured neighbours,

11 13-24
; cp. Ramsay's Pauline and other Studies, 1907, 219 f.)

in stirring them up ultimately (n 25f
*) to claim their heritage in

the messianic kingdom. For God has shut up all under dis-

obedience, that upon all He may have mercy. The vision of this

glorious consummation stirs the apostle to an outburst of solemn

adoration (11 33-36
), with which the whole section fitly closes.*

himself in the service of Jesus, he would have shed his blood with some

other natives of Tarsus on the walls of Jerusalem in A.D. 70 ; and this passage

shows how his religious patriotism flickered up inside his Christian outlook,

even in spite of the treatment he received from Jews and Judaists alike. Cp.

the present writer's Paul and Paulinism (1910), pp. 66 f.

* ii 32*36 rounds off 1-11, as well as 9-1 1 (cp. Buhl in SK.
y 1887, 295-

320). What Paul has in mind is not a Judaising tendency among the

Jewish Christians at Rome in particular, but the general and perplexing

question of Judaism in relation to the new faith of the gospel. On the

dialectic of the whole passage, see Gore's paper in SB. iii. (' The argument

of Rom ix.-xi.'). The literature, up to 1897, is summarised in H. J.

Holtzmann's NTTh. ii. 171 f.
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Applying (ow) the thought of God's mercy and its obligations

(i2 1-2
), Paul now sketches the ethic of Christians as members

of the church (i2 3-21)* and of society, and as members of the

State (13
1"7

); love is to be the supreme law (13
8"10

), and the

nearness of the end the supreme motive to morality (13
11 "14

).

These thoughts of mutual charity and of the impending

judgment are still before the apostle (143
*10

) as he leaves the

plane of general ethical counsels for that of a special practical

problem which was vexing the Roman church, viz., the question

of abstinence or non-abstinence from food offered to idols.

Sheer anxiety about personal purity (13
13"14

) was leading some f

to be over-scrupulous at Rome, while the stronger Christians were

prone to judge such sensitive brothers hastily and harshly, and

to live without due consideration for weaker members of the

church who might be offended by their serene indifference to

such scruples. After laying down the general principle of in-

dividual responsibility (141-12
), in order to rebuke censoriousness,

he appeals nobly to the majority, who were strong-minded, for

consideration and charity towards the weaker minority (i413-i5 6
).

Towards the close, the plea broadens into a general J appeal for

Christian forbearance and patience (15
1 "6

), which finally streams

out into an exhortation (15
8"13

) to all, Gentile and Jewish Chris-

tians alike, to unite in praise of God's mercy to them in Christ.

In a brief epilogue (i5 14f
')

5
Paul justifies himself for having

written thus to the Roman Christians, by alleging his apostolic

vocation ; he tells them (i5 22f
-) of his future plans, which include

a visit to Rome on his way from Jerusalem to Spain ; then with

an appeal for their prayers and a brief benediction the letter

closes (15
80"33

).

§ 2. The sixteenth chapter.— Special literature :— Kegger-

mann (de duplici epistolae ad Rom. appendice, 1767); Semler's

Paraphrasis, pp. 277-311 ; D. Schulz (SK., 1829, 609 f.) ; Spitta's

Ure. iii. 1, pp. 6 f. ; Moffatt, HNT. 209 f.

* For iravrl rep 6vtl iv v/juv (123) read it. t<£ 6vrt ri 4v i/iuv (cp. Ac $
M

Xdywp etvat riva eavrSv), with Baljon and Vollgraff (Mnemosj/ne, 1901, 150).

t They were vegetarians and total abstainers. The former practice (cp.

von Dobschiitz, Urc. pp. 396 f. ) was not confined to Jews ; the neo-

Pythagoreans and the Orphic societies favoured it. But the high estimate of

the sabbath (14
5
) suggests that these weaker brethren were Jewish Christians.

% There is no hint that in I5 lf
- Paul is turning (so Paulus and Bertholdt)

to address the leaders of the church. Paul does not address the £KK\t)oUk

of Rome, and 15
14 implies the general body of the local Christians.
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Since the questions of the nature and needs of the church

to which the epistle was written depend upon, rather than

determine, the problem of its literary structure, it will be con-

venient to discuss the latter first. In order to clear the way, it

is necessary to recognise the evidence for the hypothesis that

ch. 16 did not belong to the original epistle
;
(a) 16 25 -27 re-

presents a later conclusion, added by some Paulinist editor

(so Reiche, Kreyhl, Mangold : pp. 44 f., Schiirer, Hilgenfeld,

de Wette, Volkmar, Lucht, Lipsius, von Soden, Pfleiderer,

Holtzmann, W. Bruckner: Chron. pp. 184-185, Weizsacker:

AA. i. 382, Baljon : pp. 37-40, Volter, Julicher, R. Scott,

Corssen, etc.); and {b) 161 "23 is a special note addressed to the

church of Ephesus.

(a) 1626
"27

is not simply an irrelevant (Bacon, JBL. 1899, 167-176) but

an un-Pauline finale, evidently (cp. Jud 24f
*) modelled on some stereotyped

Jewish form of benediction (cp. Mangold, pp. 44-81), and breathing the

atmosphere of the later epistles to Timotheus and Titus (and of Ephesians).

The addition of such a doxology is as unexampled in Paul's correspondence

as the definition of God as the only wise or eternal and of the scripture as

prophetic ; while the silence upon the fivar-^piov during times eternal outdoes

expressions like Col I
26 and is hardly consonant with Ro I

3
3
21

. Corssen

(ZNW., 1909, 32 f.) probably goes beyond the mark in assigning its origin to

Marcionitism, but at any rate it does not betray Paul's mind.

(b) That Ro 161 "23 contains a note which did not originally belong to

Paul's Roman epistle is a widely, though not universally,* accepted hypothesis

which has been under discussion for nearly a century and a half. Most

probably the note begins, not with v.3 (Schulz, Ritschl, Ewald, pp. 428-430;

Schiirer, Reuss, Laurent, van Rhijn, Pfleiderer, Mangold : der Romerbrief,

pp. 136 f.), but with v. 1 (Eichhorn, Weiss, Renan, Lucht, Lipsius, Volter,

von Soden, etc.); it ends, not with v. 20 (Eichhorn, Ewald, Schulz, Reuss,

Renan, Mangold, Lucht, Weiss, Lipsius, Volter, von Soden, Richter) nor

even earlier (some critics, e.g. Laurent and Hitzig, breaking off at v. 16 or

at v. 16, as Hausrath, Pfleiderer, Krenkel, Schmiedel), but with v. 23 (so

Weizsacker, McGiffert and Julicher, Holsten and R. Scott needlessly omitting

vv. 17"20
).f While vv. 21-23 might well go with Ro 15

33
, it is not Paul's way to

* For all that can be said on the other side, consult Schlatter's article

(SK.y 1886, pp. 587 f.), the discussions of Jacquier (i. pp. 277 f.), and Zahn

{Einl. i. 272 f. ), the remarks of Sanday and Headlam (op. cit. pp. xciii f.,

416 f.), and Mair in Exp.* vii. 75 f.

t " It is generally assumed that the men referred to [in w. 17*20
] were

Jewish Christians, simply because Paul's antagonists generally belonged to

that class ; but there is nothing in the passage itself to suggest this. The
plausible and eloquent talk, the love of good feeding, and the implied

assumption of wisdom, point rather to Greek adventurers, who, when they

had failed elsewhere, sought to impose on the simplicity of the Christians "

(Dr. J. Drummond, p. 352).
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add salutations after a final Amen, and the passage connects even better with

161"20
, though it may have originally lain (Koennecke, Julicher) between v.M

and v. 17
. It is needless to regard v. 19 as a marginal note of Paul to v. 16

(Laurent), or to put lya (omitting 17 yap) after 16 (Baljon, pp. 35-36), though v. 23

is more likely to have crept in from the margin (Grotius, Laurent) than to have

been displaced from after v. 23 (Blass and Baljon, p. 37).

Whilst the letter is not expressly directed to Ephesus, there is much in

its contents which points to that city and church as its original destination.

When all is said, it is inconceivable that Paul could have intimately known
so many individuals, and been acquainted with their local circumstances and

histories, in a church like that of Rome to which he was as yet personally

a stranger. The tone of Romans militates against such an idea. In Ro
1—15 the apostle has been writing as a stranger to strangers, without betraying

—even at points where such a reference would have been telling and suitable

—

any trace of personal friendship with the members of the church or first-hand

knowledge of their local environment and situation. Occasionally, it is

true, he does evince some knowledge of the general course of events {e.g.

in 14-15) within the Roman community, but never more than what would

percolate to him through the ordinary channels of hearsay and report.

Such incidental familiarity with the Roman situation by no means implies

the presence of friends upon the spot who had supplied him with information.

Upon the other hand, the wealth of individual colour and detail in 161 "20

presupposes a sphere in which Paul had resided and worked for a consider-

able time. He knows the people. He can appeal to them, and even speak

authoritatively to them. Now, as he wrote probably from Corinth, the only

other city which answers aptly to this description is Ephesus, where Paul

had had a prolonged and varied experience ; indeed, several of the names

in this note are connected more or less directly with that city or with Asia

Minor : e.g. Epaenetus (v. B dirapxv rrjs 'Acrt'as), and Aquila and Prisca (v. 3
),

who were at Ephesus immediately before Romans was written (Ac i818
* *,

cp. I Co 1619 ), and apparently were there (2 Ti 4
19

) not long afterwards.

These are the first mentioned in the note, and the reference in I Cor. and

here to the house-church of Aquila and Prisca tells against the likelihood of

a sudden migration on the part of this devoted pair.

Furthermore, the sharp warning against heretics and schismatics (w. 17*20
)

suits Rome at this period less well than Ephesus, where, then as after-

wards (i Co 168"9
, Ac 2029f

*, Apoc 22f,
) 5

trouble of this kind was in the air.

There is no evidence, even from Romans itself, to indicate the existence of

Sixoaraaiai and vKavSaha among the Roman Christians of that day. Con-

troversy against false teachers is conspicuously absent from Romans, and it is

extremely difficult to reconcile this outburst of Paul with the traits of Ro I- 15,

even when we identify the errorists with Greek adventurers rather than Jewish

Christian antagonists. Least convincing of all is the suggestion (Zahn) that

Paul's language here resembles that of Gal :
9
5
3

, Ph 3
lf

* ; these warnings are

not genuine prophylactic counsels, inasmuch as the trouble had already begun

in Galatia—which, as even Zahn admits, was not the case in Rome when the

apostle wrote— while the intimate relations between Philippi and Paul

differentiate Philippians materially from an epistle like Romans. Nor, again,

is it likely that the apostle was vaguely warning the Roman Christians igainst
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erroiists who were already troubling other churches and might at some future

date make mischief in the capital. The whole point of the counsel is lost if

the readers did not know the facts and persons in question. How else could

they mark and turn away from them ? In short, the tenor of these words

marks not an occasion which might possibly arise, but a peril already present,

just such a situation as was in force in Ephesus, where intrigues and divisions

(Ac 2019 - 29f<
) were so rife that the apostle was determined to follow his usual

method, in such cases, of avoiding any personal intercourse with the local

church. Hence he writes this note of warning, incorporating his counsel in

Phoebe's letter, whose lack of address probably indicates that she might visit

other communities in the district. Set in this light, the letter assumes a

truly historical place. For while the distant tone of even a passage like i520t

shows that the apostle was not on such terms of close intimacy with the

Roman church as would prompt the pointed language of i6]9
, these words,

when addressed to Ephesus, are entirely apposite. This is borne out by the

consideration, accepted by many critics (so, in addition to those already

mentioned, Farrar, St. Paul, ch. xxxvii ; Laurent, NT Siudien, pp. 32-38

;

Holtzmann, Einl. 242-246 ; Adeney, INT. pp. 379-380 : O. Holtzmann,

NT Zeitgeschichte, p. 132; Cone, St. Paul, pp. I2f. ; Purchas, Johannint

Problems and Modern Needs, 47 f.; and Haupt, SK., 1900, pp. 147-148), that

the note is a note of recommendation for Phcebe {iiriaTokr) crva-rartK'ri) ; for

Paul would naturally introduce a person to a circle or circles in which he

exercised some influence. The value of such a recommendation would

mainly consist in the writer's title to respect and obedience from those whom
he addressed, and it is obvious that this footing of intimacy obtained at

Ephesus rather than at Rome.

It may be urged, on the opposite side, that these Christians might have

migrated to Rome, as there was constant communication between that city

and the provinces of the empire. In the abstract, this is quite possible. But

the point is that when Paul wrote Romans, no such migration had occurred.

All evidence for it is awanting, and the probabilities tell against such a

wholesale influx of Paul's friends to the capital. At a later date, in the

course of time, it is conceivable that they gradually migrated to Rome in his

footsteps, as Aquila and Prisca did perhaps. Asiatics constantly betook

themselves thither, and it is therefore far from remarkable—and by no

means a final argument against the above theory of Ro 16 1 " 20—that almost

all of the names mentioned in this note have been found by archaeologists

(cp. Lightfoot, Philippians, pp. 1 7 1 f
.
) within the Roman Corpus Inscrip-

tionum. Most of the names are fairly common throughout the Roman
world (cp. Lietzmann, p. Jt,), whilst half are found in the Greek * Corpus

Inscriptionum for Asia Minor (so, e.g., Epaenetus, Hermes, and Hermas).

So far as any weight can be attached to the significance of names like

Prisca, Ampliatus, Nereus, and Apelles, in the subsequent history of primitive

Christianity at Rome, it is practically irrelevant to the present question ;

even though the bearers of these names could be safely identified in every

case with those mentioned by Paul in this note, it would be a far from

* In the Ephesian Gnostic Acta Johannis (c. A.D. 160) the house 0/

Andronicus (Ro i67?) is one centre of activity.
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valid inference that because they are found to have sojourned afterwards * in

Rome they must have been there when Paul wrote Romans, or that such a

combination of names, Greek, Roman, and Jewish, was impossible outside the

mixed lower population of the capital.

Gifford (pp. 27-30) regards 163
"20 as part of a second letter written by

Paul after his release from the first Roman imprisonment. This theory

(partially anticipating Spitta's) gets over the difficulty which arises on the

canonical view, that Paul could hardly have had so many personal friends in

Rome before he had reached the capital, but it is not more probable than the

view which has been just outlined. Similarly Erbes (writing in ZKG., 1901,

pp. 224-231) finds in i61 "16a a note written by Paul to Rome during his last

voyage as a prisoner, and forwarded by some Ephesian Christians who were

free (yet cp. 167), in order to let the Roman Christians know of his arrival

(Ac 2815
). These envoys hurried on, undelayed by the exigencies of the

apostle's voyage, and were themselves among the persons to be greeted in the

note. Of all this, however, there is no hint in the note itself, and the theory f

is really no improvement on that of Semler, who regarded 163 " 16 as designed

for Paul's friends outside Rome, to introduce the bearers of the epistle. One
point of such hypotheses is to explain how the note came to be attached to

Romans, but this can be done otherwise. Eichhorn {Einl. iii. 243 f.) took

161 "20 as addressed to Corinth, while Schenkel less probably regarded it as

intended for all the churches which Phoebe was to visit. Still more drastic

but equally unsatisfying is Ryder's conjecture {JBL., 1898, 184-198) that,

since eypa\f/a vpuv (15
15

) and 6 ypa-fias ttjv iTnaroXriv (1622
) have the same

subject, and since the latter phrase indicates a weightier function than that

of an amanuensis, chs. I5 1-i624 are a fragment written by Tertius himself not

later than a.d. 64 before the Neronic persecution. If any theory of the

epistle's composition is sought along these lines, Spitta's is more ingenious

(see below).

Once this note is detached from Romans, its date is no longer dependent

upon that of the larger epistle, except when it is regarded as part of some

larger Ephesian letter which has been incorporated in the canonical Romans
(see below). Taken by itself, it offers no secure evidence of its date or

place of writing, beyond the fact that, when w. 21 "23 are included in it,

the mention of Gaius (cp. I Co I
14

)
probably points to Corinth as the church

from which Paul wrote (cp. Cenchreae, 161
). If, as is otherwise likely, the

immediate destination of the note was Ephesus, with its local circuit of

churches, the fact of Paul sending greetings and warnings is entirely conson-

ant with the situation presupposed in Ac 20 (see above). The description

of Andronicus and Junias &s>fellow-prisoners (167) does not imply that Paul

* Yet, in the letters subsequently written by Paul from Rome, not one of

these Christians is ever mentioned.

t In a further study [ZNW., 1909, 128-147, 195-218, ' Zeit und Ziel d.

Grtisse Rom 163 "25 und der Mittheilungen 2 Ti 4
9"21

'), Erbes developes this

theory by arguing that 2 Ti 4
16 (ev tt} irpuTT] fiov air6\oyia ovdels fioi irapeyevero,

aXka Tr&vres fxe tynarfkurov), which contradicts the hypothesis that Paul had

»uch loyal supporters in the Roman church as Ro 161 " 20 (on the ordinary theory)

assumes, really refers to his earlier trial in Palestine.
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was in captivity when he wrote the letter,* but merely that these Christians

like himself, perhaps with himself on some occasion (at Ephesus or elsewhere ;

cp. 2 Co n 23
; Clem. Rom. v.), had been incarcerated.

The obscurity which besets the editing of the Pauline epistles for

canonical purposes prevents us from doing more than conjecture how this

letter came to be appended to Romans. Perhaps, when the first collection

was drawn up at Ephesus, this local note was preserved by being put in the

wake of the larger epistle, especially if the latter was last in the list. Also,

it contained the names of several who afterwards became prominent in the

church of Rome {e.g. Ampliatus).

§ 3. Structure and integrity,—Special literature :—Riggen-

bach (neue Jahrb. f. deutsche TheoL, 1892, 498-525); Lightfoot

and Hort's essays in the former's Biblical Essays (287-374) ;

Wabnitz (RTQR., 1900, 461-469); Moffatt (HNT. 630 f.);

Harnack, (ZNW., 1902, 83 f., on i
7
); Godet, INT. i. 395-407 :

Zahn's Einl. § 22; R. Steinmetz (ZNW., 1908, 177-189,
1 Text-kritische Untersuchung zu Rom i 7); P. Corssen (ZNW.,
1909, 1-45, 97-102); R. Scott, The Pauline Epistles (1909),

96 f. ; K. Lake (Exp!1 x. 504-525).

The textual phenomena of 1625-27 (apart from any question

of their authorship) are sufficient by themselves to start the

further problem, whether the canonical form of Romans does

not represent a process of more or less extensive editing. The
insertion of Ro 16 1 -23 proves that the epistle as it stands did not

come from Paul and his amanuensis at Corinth, but we cannot

even be sure that 1-15 33 is equivalent to the original letter. It

is plain that when the Romans came to be incorporated in the

Pauline canon, editorial changes were made either then or

(perhaps also) at a subsequent period. The question is, whether

such internal phenomena as can be noted (partly from the

textual condition of the epistle) were due to Paul himself or to

a later hand.

The doxology (1625
"27

) is found (see Lucht, op. cit. pp. 43 f., 49 f.) not

only (i.) in its present canonical position (so most MSS and vss), but (ii.) either

after 14
23 alone (so L, many cursives, Chrysostom and Theodoret, etc., with the

Gk. lectionaries), or (iii. ) there in addition to its position after 1624 (so AP,
arm.), whilst (iv.) Fsr (with vacant space after 1624 ) and G (with vacant space

after 14
23

) omit it entirely. According to Origen (vii. 453, Lommatzsch),t

* As, e.g., Lisco assumes, on His peculiar hypothesis of an imprisonment at

Ephesus, during which Paul wrote several epistles, including this one ( Vincula

Sanctorum, 1900).

1 " Caput hoc {i.e. 1625"27
) Marcion, a quo scripturae euangelicae atque apos-

tolicse interpolate sunt, de hac epistula penitus abstulit : et non solum (hlc ?|
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(i. ) was its normal place in his day ; but even in some codices which did not

reflect Marcion's edition (ii.) was to be found—apparently in consequence of an

edition having been drawn up for reading in the churches, for which purpose

the details of 15-16 would be irrelevant. This probably explains the fact

that the capitulations of Codex Fuldensis and Codex Amiatinus, the major

(sixth century) MSS of the Vulgate, reflect a similar edition (see, further, de

Bruyne in Revue Binidictine
%
Oct. 1908, 423 f.). But it does not carry us

very far back; for while an ecclesiastical edition might contain I-I423 +
1625

"27
, it is extremely unlikely (in spite of all arguments to the contrary) thai

Paul would stop at 1423, even if 1625"27 were genuine. The latter is not a

doxology like ii 38**, and it does not lead to I5 lf
- as Eph 3

20"21 does by closing

a section. It is one thing that 1 5-1

6

s4 should be omitted for church-purposes,

and quite another for the author himself, with the natural sequel 15
1 "13 before

him, to break off at 14
23 and append the doxology, unless we are to assume

that there was room for no more on the sheet of papyrus. There is a strong

inherent improbability, therefore, against all theories which attribute to Paul, at

any rate, any issue of Romans ceasing with 14
23

. Even were 1625 " 27 admitted

to have been written by the apostle, its position after 14
23 affords no secure

basis for any theories of an edition of Romans from his own hand which

ended there. It may be questioned, indeed, whether the reasons usually

given for an ecclesiastical transference of the doxology to the close of ch. 14

are adequate. Modern ideas of what an early Christian church would or

would not have found edifying, are apt to be too narrow. On the same

principle we should expect to find traces of I Co i621f
* having been put after

1

5

s7 "58
, and no textual evidence for such a transference is forthcoming. But,

in the case of Ro 1625
"27

, such textual evidence is clear and early. The only

question is, Does Origen's charge imply that Marcion actually mutilated the

epistle, or that he found an exemplar in use which did end with 14+ 1625
"27

?

The former theory depends on the probability that the contents of Ro 15-16

would prove obnoxious to Marcion ; but this hardly appears, likely, for the

OT quotations would not discredit the passage to Marcion, any more than

they did the gospel of Luke. The latter view assumes that an ecclesiastical

recension of the epistle existed by the beginning of the second century,

which omitted 15-16 as less suitable for public reading (so, e.g., Hort and

Godet) and appended i625
* 27 to 14. Still, it may be accidental that Clement of

Alexandria and Origen are the only Ante-Nicene fathers who quote from

Ro 15-16. The personal contents of 16, like those of 1 Co 16, may have

prevented any widespread allusions to it.

hoc, sed et ab (? in) eo loco ubi scriptum est omne autem, quod non est exfide,

peccatum est [i.e. 14
23

] usque ad finem cuncta dissecuit. In aliis uero exem-

plaribus, id est in his quae non sunt a Marcione temerata, hoc ipsum caput

diuerse positum inuenimus : in nonnullis etenim codicibus post eum locum

quern supra diximus, hoc est, omne autem, quod non est exfide, peccatum esty

statim cohserens habetur ei autem quipotens est uos confirmare; alii uero codices

in fine id, ut nunc est positum, continent." It is disputed (cp. Zahn's GK.

ii. 519 f.) whether 'dissecuit,' in this version of Rufinus, means 'removed

(
=

' abstulit ') or ' cut up.
: Against Zahn, see Corssen in ZNW., 1909, 13 f.,

who argues for the former ( = BUrtfiev).
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The omission of iv'Y&iuQ in I
7, w by G (Gk. and Lat. text), and in I1

further by g Ambrosiaster {iraaiv rots odcrtv £v dydirrj Qeov, KXrjroh dyiois),

appears to indicate that these words were absent, if not from an early

recension of the epistle, at least from a number of early copies (including the

text used by Origen). As the variation is too significant and widespread

to have been due to a transcriptional error, it must be explained as due either

(a) to the same motive as is alleged for the excision of £v'E<p£<r(j} in Eph I
1
, i.e.

an ecclesiastical or liturgical desire (cp. Tert. adv. Marc. v. 17 ; Ambrosiaster

on Col 4
16

; Apollonius in Eus. H. E. v. 18. 5) to mark the epistle's catho-

licity of reference ; or (6) to Marcion's revision (cp. Corssen, de Bruyne, Sanday

and Headlam, pp. xcvii-xcviii), the latter motive covering the excision of

15-16 as well, (a) seems on the whole preferable (so, e.g., Steinmetz and

Schmiedel). Zahn's contention, that the original text of I
7 did not contain

iv'YdfjLy (so W. B. Smith, JBL.> 1901, pp. 1-21
; cp. Harnack, ZNW^ 1902,

83 f.), but that I
18 did, is based on inadequate textual evidence, as R. Stein-

metz and Corssen have shown. The former critic agrees with those who
regard the position of the doxology after 14 as the result of liturgical reading.

"Man las den Romerbrief bis Kap. 14 und setzte dorthin die Doxologie.

Man wagte dabei aber nicht, einen so grossen Abschnitt wie Kap. 15 und 16

einfach ganz zu beseitigen, wie man das mit den Worten iv'Vw/nr] in i
7 und

in i
16 ohne Bedenken tat" {ZNW., 1908, 188). Corssen's intricate arguments

lead him to refer all the phenomena of the shorter recension of Romans to

Marcion. A further conjecture (c) is that the words were omitted (together

with 15-16) in a special edition ofthe epistle issued by Paul himself (so variously

from Ruckert to Lightfoot). This edition-hypothesis (Renan, iii. pp. lxiii f.,

461 f. ; Sabatier, Denney, etc.) assumes usually that 1-14+ 16 1 *20 represented

the edition sent to Ephesus, whilst 1-14+ i621 '24 and 1-11 + 15 were copies of

the circular forwarded to the churches of Thessalonika and Rome respectively.

Spitta carries forward this conjecture in Urc. iii. 1 (1901), holding acutius

quam uerius (cp. Bahnsen in PM., 1902, 331-336) that I21-i57 + j.6
1 "20

represent a short letter written after Ac 2830 (a.d. 63-64) during a tour among
the Gentile Christian churches, while i

18-ii 10 + 15
14-33 were written earlier

(at the crisis over the Council of Jerusalem) for believing Jews, to justify the

Gentile mission, and re-adapted by the apostle for Gentile-Christian readers

with the addition, e.g., of n 11 "30 and 15
8 "13

. Lightfoot's simpler view posited

a double recension, the original draft (1-1623
) being addressed to the Roman

church, the second (omitting iv 'Pw/t?; in I
7-

T5 and 15-16, but adding 1625
"27

)

being designed for a wider circle ; subsequently the doxology was transferred

to its present position in the original and earlier recension, represented by the

canonical epistle. Attempts have been made on broader lines to disentangle

in whole or part a larger letter to Ephesus, e.g. in 12-14+ 16 (Straatman,

TT., 1868, 25 f.), I2-i56 +i68- 20 (Schultz, Jahrb. fur dcutsche Theol., 1876,

104 f.), and 9-1 1 + 16 (Weisse's Beitrage, 46 f.) ; cp. J. Weiss in TLZ., 1893,

395, and ThSt. 182-184. None of these, however, works out at all well in

detail.

Apart from the doxology (16
25"27

), when a note to Ephesus is found in
jgi-23

jt becomes superfluous to discuss the theory, once held by Baur,

Schwegler (NZ. ii. pp. 123 f.), and some others (recently, W. B. Smith,

JBL. t
1901, 129-157) that 15-16 are totally, or even partially (Lucht),
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spurious, as well as composite.* There is little or nothing in 15 to justify

the supposition that it was not composed by Paul (see on this especially

Mangold, pp. 81 f.); the bold expressions of 15
s - 16 are as likely to have

come from the apostle as from any one else, and none of the other points

alleged, e.g. by Lipsius, is decisive against the Pauline authorship (cp. HNT.
630). The close connection of 15 with 14 tells against the view (Schenkel)

that 15 represents a postscript to the original letter. The balance of

probability is upon the whole in favour of the hypothesis that I
1—15

s3

represents substantially the original epistle ; that 16 1 " 23 was added to it,

when the Pauline canon was drawn up at Ephesus ; that 1625 *27 represents

an editorial climax to this composite production ; and that the omission

of iv'Vibfxrj in i
7 and the relegation of 1625

"27 to a place after 14 were due

to subsequent liturgical procedure.

Evanson's arguments against the Pauline authorship (Dissonance of the

Four Generally Received Evangelists'2-, 1 805, 306-312) were as unable to

attract the attention of scholars as those independently advanced by Bruno

Bauer half a century later (Kritik der paulin. Briefe, 1852, iii. 47-76 ;

Christus und die Caesaren, 1877, 371-380). The denial of Paul's existence,

which is bound up with such theories, was developed by Loman in his

'Quasstiones Paulinse' (TT., 1882-1883, 1886), and the fool's cap was

placed unconsciously on them by Steck's attempt (see above, p. 73) to

show that Romans depended on Seneca, as well as upon Philo, the

Assumptio Mosis, and Fourth Esdras. Van Manen's arguments answer

themselves ; if the methods he employs (cp. EBi. 4127-4145) are valid,

then not merely biblical but literary critics must allow that their occupation

is gone. The reproduction of similar views by W. B. Smith (cp. HJ. i.

309-334) led to a patient and careful refutation by P. W. Schmiedel

(HJ. i. 532-552), after or against which there is little to be said. For othei

criticisms in detail, see R. J. Knowling's The Witness ofthe Epistles, pp. 133 f,

and Clemen's Paulus, i. pp. 85 f. The futility of these wholesale theories

was soon felt by Volter, who attempted to posit an authentic epistle underneath

extensive interpolations, separating the original genuinely Pauline letter

#jl. 5b-7. 8-17 rl-12. 15-19. 21 gl-13. 16-23 12-I3. I^-IC6
I C 14

"16- 23b-33 l621-24 ) Written

to the Gentile Christian church of Rome, from interpolations by an editor

who sought to Hellenise Paul's teaching with the help of Stoic and Platonic

ideas derived in part from the Wisdom of Solomon, Philo, and Seneca, and

to controvert not Jewish Christians, but Jews of his own day. In addition

to this editor's contributions, further glosses are visible in 214
"15

3
28 "26

7
25b

Hii-se l5?-i3. 17-23* l67-20a. 25-27 from the pen of one who also omitted ip'Pibfirj

in I
7*

15 in order to generalise the epistle for the use, primarily, of the church

at Ephesus.

While the criteria for such hypotheses are too subjective to deserve

attention, the canonical text of the epistle here and there has been more

justly suspected of incorporating glosses. Thus (a) the awkward construction

of 213"16
, where v. 16 seems to follow vv. 12"10 rather than 14*15 or the whole

* R. Scott (op. at. 237-246) makes 12-15 practically all non-Pauline,

while the original epistle (1-11 + 15
25 "28

) is regarded as the slow elaboration

of two or three distinct essays (e.g. 1-5, 6-8, 9-1 1).
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paragraph, has suggested (cp. Lietzmann's note, pp. 14-15) either that 14"u

represent a marginal gloss (so Wilke, die Neutest. Rketorik, pp. 216-228
;

Laurent, NT Studien, 17-19, 32 f. ; Blass ; Volter, 141-142 ; J. Weiss,*

Beitrdge zur paul. Rhetorik, 56-57), or less probably that v. 16 should be

taken as an interpolation (Weisse, Baljon, pp. 4-6), if not put after v.
12

(Michaelis, Wilke, Wassenbergh) or v. 29 (Hitzig). Otherwise v.
13 might be

a marginal insertion of Paul (Eichhorn), though not the later addition of

an editor (from Ja I
22

; so Weisse, Michaelis adding u
, and van Manen

adding 14"15
). (b) 5

7 is a natural parenthesis rather than a break in the

argument, and need not be taken as a gloss (as by Semler, Weisse, Michelsen,

Lipsius, Koennicke, and Julicher= 7b
), or as two (Naber, Mnemosyne, 1881,

287 f.). Nor (c) is 5
12b

/cat dia ttjs afxaprias 6 ddvaros to be suspected as a

scribal gloss (van Manen, Straatman, Baljon), though 5
13" 14 (Weisse, Beitrage,

p. 35; Volter, op. cit. pp. 147 f., for exegetical reasons) has an illogical

appearance, f {d) 7
25b

(&Pa odv nurds 4y<h t<£ fxhv vot dovXetih) v6/x(^ deov,

rrj 8£ <rapici vdpup ajmaprtas) may readily have been misplaced by a scribe

from its true place before v.
24 (Venema, Wassenbergh, Keil, van Hengel,

Lachmann, Koennicke, BFT. xii. I. 24-25; Biass, Lietzmann, etc.);

to delete it entirely (Michelsen, Reiche, Weisse, Baljon, pp. 17-18;

Volter, pp. 157-8) is to leave no room for an explanation of how it ever

came to be inserted. J (e) As the dia TravrSs of II 9 "10
is, strictly speaking,

inconsistent with the thought of what follows, it has been conjectured

{e.g. by Holsten, ZWT. t 1872, 455 ; Michelsen, Rovers, van Manen,
and Lipsius) that this passage is a marginal gloss written, like I Th 2 16

,

after the fall of Jerusalem, to emphasise the final exclusion of the Jews from

the messianic kingdom. Against this it is rightly urged that the metaphor

of v.
11 would follow awkwardly after that of v. 8

. But surely not more so

than that of v. 9 in its present site. (/) Apart from those who reject the

entire chapter as un- Pauline, various critics have felt obliged to regard

one or two passages in I5 14f# as later glosses; Straatman, e.g., deletes

vv i4. n-24. van Manen, vv. 16 - ™-™- *• a "32
; Volter, vv. 17"23* (altering

ix<av to ?xw m 23b
) and Lipsius, vv. 19b

-
20b

*
23"24

. The reasons for such

a hypothesis do not seem justified by literary or historical criticism (cp.

Feine's Ro?nerbrief, 138 f. ). Thus a mission to Illyria is quite within the

bounds of probability, during one of Paul's residences in Macedonia ; and

* Adding 226
"27 as another gloss from the same hand, since the y&p of 28

reaches back to 25
, while the odv of 26 does not connect well with the context.

t The same critics, with Michelsen, find 614 "15 an interpolated gloss, with

as little reason as leads them (with Volkmar and Baljon, pp. 14-15) to

delete 7
19"20

.

% To suppose (with Volter, p. 226) that some scribe, failing to grasp

the connection between 7
24a> and 8 1

, added this recapitulatory comment as

a bridge, is surely a tour de force. See Jiilicher's note (S/VT. ii. p. 48), and

Clemen's Einheitlichkeit, pp. 84 f. (cp. his Paulus, i. 99-100). On the

other hand, rots aroixodaiv (4
12

) is plainly an instance of textual primitive

corruption, while oiire dwdfieis (8
38

) must precede logically (as in K L, etc.)

otfre ivsarQira kt\., unless it is to be deleted (as by van Hengel, Baljon,

Tholuck, Koennicke, and others).
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the silence of Galatians does not necessarily preclude some preaching at

Jerusalem, even granting that Jerusalem here should not be taken in a

colloquial and geographical sense. At all events it is hardly fair to object

to the one statement because it conflicts with the silence, to the other be-

cause it seems to disagree with the statements, of Acts (cp. Clemen, TLZ.,

1902, 230 f. )• The expression {fully preached the gospel, v. 19
) is rhetorical;

Paul, as often, is using a natural hyperbole (Curtius, SBBA., 1893, 929,

quotes an apt verbal parallel from Aristoph. Knights, 642 f.), and 20b
is not

inconsistent with -3f
-, for the apostle's visit to Rome (cp. i

11*13
) is as much

for his own sake as for theirs ; in any case Rome is to him but the point

of departure for a further tour, not the object of independent mission-work.

Finally, as even Volter (p. 178) admits, there is nothing suspicious about

the reference to this Spanish mission ; after his death it would have hardly

been attributed to him.

Such detailed difficulties in the contexture of the epistle do not amount to

any proof that it is a patchwork of different writings. Its composition must

have taken some time. "We must try to comprehend the position of such

a man when, perhaps in the midst of his handicraft, he dictated on difficult

matters in which his thoughts pressed one upon another, in order to judge

truly to what degree he would be likely to fail in good connexion and orderly

progress of thought" (P. W. Schmiedel, HJ., 1903, 549). This considera-

tion, taken along with the internal evidence, is enough to disprove any rigid

theory of heterogeneous composition. Paul was many-sided, and more than

one side of his nature came out in this epistle, a fact which is missed when
attempts are made to trace a rectilinear dialectic throughout the successive

chapters.

§ 4. Date and aim.—When 1

5

uf
- is accepted as genuine, the

date of the epistle is fixed towards the close of Paul's mission in

Achaia (Ac 2o2f
-) ; it was written from Corinth,* on the eve

of his departure for Jerusalem. The collection, which forms so

prominent a feature of the Corinthian correspondence, is now
finished, and Paul is on the point of conveying the money to the

Palestinian Christians on whose behalf it has been raised. The
precise year depends on the view taken of the apostolic chronology

(see above, p. 62) ; most editors fix on± a.d. 58 ; but the general

period of the epistle's composition is at any rate plain, as well

as its relative position after the Corinthian correspondence.

The purpose of the letter is less plain, and any character-

isation of it depends on the relative importance assigned to its

general and its specific elements. Those who emphasise the

former, view the epistle as a compendium of the Pauline gospel

(so from Luther, Melanchthon, Reiche, and de Wette to Weiss

* Paulus inferred from 15
19 that it was composed in some town of Illyrikum.

The facilities of communication point to Corinth, however (cp. ^aley'i

Horae Pavlinae, ed. Birks, 1852, pp. 8f.).
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and Godet), but the absence of definite teaching upon such

questions as the Lord's Supper, the church, eschatology, and the

resurrection, is sufficient to disprove the theory. Others find

a much more specific and personal object in the epistle. But

its aim is not simply to secure in the church of Rome a vantage-

ground for further propaganda in the West (so, e.g., Schott,

Beyschlag, and Riggenbach, exaggerating the weight of passages

like i
10 and 15

24
), much less to justify Paul against a supposed

charge of neglecting so important a church (Hofmann); it is

rather to state, for the primary benefit of the Roman Christians,

the x^ptor/xa TTvev/xaTLKov which Paul was conscious of possessing

in his knowledge of the gospel, and which he imparts in writing,

oltto fAtpovs, o)S e-iravafxifAvrjo-KiDv vfxas Sua rrjv \dpiv ti)v hoOeio-dv fxoi

dirb tov 6eov (15
15

, cp. i
llf

-). The feature of the gospel which

is chiefly before his mind is its universal range, as the divine

SuVa/us ets aoiTYipiav iravrl rto TricrrevovTL. It is a gospel for Ta

IBv-t) (cp. i
6 15 16 etc.), and as such it involves a supersession of

Jewish praxis and principle. This outlook explains the course of

ii8_nS6. g-n falls into its proper place, not as the centre and

pith (Baur) of the letter, but as a specific, historical application

of the principles already laid down in 1-8.

Baur argues that Paul would not have devoted so important

a part of his letter as 9-1 1 to the problem of Judaism in relation

to Hellenism, "had he not had close at hand some special

material reason for doing so, and this was afforded him by the

circumstances of the local church" (Paul, i. 329), but the

problem had been raised by his past experience in the long

mission throughout Asia and Greece. It is not even enough to

argue that the object of Romans was to counteract the Jewish

Christian propaganda in the Roman church (so Weizsacker);

one would expect in this event to find the christological problem

more prominent. It is more plausible to detect the conciliatory

motive (Pfleiderer) of reconciling the Gentile Christian majority

with the Jewish Christian minority, by expounding more fully

Paul's gospel as a deeper and broader exposition of the faith

than either party had yet reached. This aspect is enforced by

those who (like Bleek, Hodge, Hilgenfeld, Volkmar, and Holsten)

variously lay stress upon the irenical tone of Paul's dialectic.

A more polemical view is taken by scholars like Aberle (Einl.

205 f.) and Feine, who find that Paul is opposing unbelieving

Jews, though it is not easy to see why he should do so in an

10
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epistle to Rome especially, and in an epistle primarily addressed

to Gentile Christians. Judaism as the enemy is the view also

underlying both Ewald's and Grafe's theories ; the former regards

the epistle (culminating in 131 *6
) as an attempt to disentangle

Christianity from any compromising association with the Judaism

whose fate he saw impending at the hands of the Roman
power; Grafe (op. at. pp. 54 f.), on the other hand, hears in the

epistle a desire to establish Paul's free gospel against the

influences of local Jews who were corrupting the Roman
Christians with legalistic sympathies.

These conflicting or complementary views open up the

intricate problem of the readers to whom the epistle was

addressed. Here we face apparently diverging statements,

some of which imply Gentile Christians, while others point to

Jewish Christians. The former passages include i
5f

* 13 1

1

13 and

i5 15f
« which are perfectly explicit; they reckon the Roman

Christians as among the Gentiles, and none of the counter-

references is strong enough to overbear the force of such

allusions. The use of the first person plural in 3
9 41 and 9

10
,

which seems to rank Paul with a Jewish Christian audience,

means no more than the similar allusion in 1 Co io1
; and the

connection of his readers with the Law in 7
1 '6 etc. is on all-fours

with the tone of the argument in Gal 4
1-9 (to Gentile Christians).

The obscurity which wraps the origin of the Roman church, or

churches, prevents us from checking the internal evidence of the

epistle by any external traditions of historical value, but the

probabilities are that a Jewish Christian nucleus was surrounded

by a Gentile Christian majority, perhaps drawn in part from the

local proselytes.* Thus the view that the Roman church was

predominantly Gentile Christian (so, e.g., Schott, Weizsacker,

Pfleiderer, Schurer, von Soden, Feine, Julicher, Denney, Belser,

* " The labours of St. Paul himself and his associates, first in Asia Minor

and then in Macedonia and Greece, must have started many little waves, as

it were, of Christian movement, some of which could hardly fail to reach as

far as Rome. The Christianity they carried would as a matter of course be

the Christianity of St. Paul himself . . . and if it found at Rome a pre-

existing Christianity of a more Jewish type, the old might either pass into the

new or remain unchanged. There was no necessity or likelihood that any

violent antagonism should arise between them, unless a fresh element should

be introduced in the shape of Jewish emissaries deliberately sent from the

East to counterwork Paul" (Hort, Romans and Ephesians, p. 16). Of such

a counter-movement there is no clear evidence in the epistle.
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Peake, and especially Hoennicke, JC. 161 f.) is, so far as the

evidence of the epistle goes, preferable to the hypothesis that

it was predominantly Jewish Christian (so, e.g., Baur, Lipsius,

Reuss, and Zahn). There is no topic in the letter which can be

said to be foreign to the interests of the former, and no method

of argument which can be pronounced off the line of legitimate

appeal to them. Paul may have had in mind a Gentile

Christian community in which there was a minority ( = the weak

of I41-i513
) of Jewish Christians (cp. E. Riggenbach's essay

in SK., 1893, 649-678), probably including a number of

proselytes,* but the primary aim of the writer is not to adjust

the relations of these parties (so especially Holsten and

Hilgenfeld). This would be to make i41-i5 18 the climax of

the foregoing pages, instead of a supplement to them. The
purpose of the apostle is rather to re-state, in the light of his

experience during the long mission now closing, and in view

of the fresh propaganda which he contemplated in the West, the

principles of his gospel for the Gentiles in its relation to

Judaism. All he knew of the internal condition of the Roman
church was from hearsay. He did not write on account of any

special trouble there, and it is artificial to suppose, with

Pfleiderer and others, that he keeps one eye on the Jewish

Christian and another upon the Gentile Christian portion of his

audience. Romans is more of a treatise than any other of Paul's

epistles. Its structure is not determined by any local questions

suggested to him, and, unlike all the preceding letters which are

extant, this is not addressed to a church which he had founded.

It is not written in the air. Paul is not composing in order to

clear up or to express his own mind. But neither is he writing

with a direct reference to the Roman Christians at every turn.

"The letter does not attack Jewish Christianity, but Judaism

—the Israelitish religion—standing over against Christianity as

a distinct, independent entity which casts its shadow over the

path of the new religion. Though he formulates objections in

order to refute them, we must not imagine that persons pressing

such objections really existed in the Roman church ; St. Paul

* Beyschlag's arguments in favour of a proselyte-element have been

independently worked out by Volter in his Die alteste Predigt aus Rom (1908).

Kattenbusch (das Apost. Symbol, ii. 450) rightly observes that Romans is

inexplicable apart from the fact that the majority of its readers were

originally proselytes.
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simply adopts the customary style for such discussions,—a style

which was especially in accord with the lively genius of one so

disposed to dialectic development of his thought " (von Soden,

INT. 80-81). " If Paul was going to write to the Romans at all,

no matter from what immediate impulse,—though it should only

have been to announce his approaching visit,—it would be

natural that his communication, in proportion as he realised the

place and coming importance of the church at Rome, should

assume a catholic and comprehensive character" (Denney,

EGT. ii. 569). Psychologically, the breadth and general scope

of the epistle are thus intelligible. A partial analogy in literature

is furnished by Burke's Reflections on the Revolution in France,

which were begun as a private letter to a gentleman in Paris. As
Burke went on, however, the matter so grew and gained upon

him that its importance and bulk demanded wider consideration

than could be given in a mere letter. He therefore widened his

scope, but adhered to the semi-private form of address. "I

wish," he says at one point to his correspondent, "to com-

municate more largely what was at first intended only for your

private satisfaction. I shall still keep your affairs in my eye,

and continue to address myself to you. Indulging in the

freedom of epistolary intercourse, I beg leave to throw out my
thoughts, and express my feelings, just as they arise in my mind,

with very little attention to formal method."

§ 5. Traces in early Christian literature. — Echoes of Romans occur in

I Peter, and probably in Hebrews and James as well. Like I Cor., it was

undoubtedly used by Clement of Rome, as is plain from the following

passages, amongst others :—

i

21= xxxvi. 2, rj acrtveros xal £<tkotu)/a£v7} Sidvoia

(cp. Ii. 5, t&s a<rvv£T0vs napdias), l
29"32= xxxv. 5-6, 224= xlvii. 7, 4

7"9= 1. 6-7

(perhaps), 61= xxxiii. 1 (cp. context), 9
4"5=rxxxii. 2, and I31 = lxi. I. It is

thus a component part of the Pauline group which Clem. Rom. proves to

have been in circulation by the last quarter of the first century. The echoes

in Ignatius are indubitable, also, if less distinct. Kaivdrys fai)* (6
4
)

recurs in Eph. xix. 3, I
3 "4 underlies Smyrn. i. I (4k yevovs Aaveld Karh.

<rdpKa, vlbv Qeov Kard deXrj/xa Kai dvvafiiv, cp. Eph. xviii. 2), and striking

coincidences occur in Magn. vi. 2 ( = 617
), ix. I ( = 7

8
), Trail, ix. 2 ( = 8n),

Eph. ix. ( = 9
23

) etc. Polykarp's knowledge of the epistle is fairly certain

(cp. iii. 3=1

3

8
, x. = I210), though twice the allusion might be to 2 Cor.

instead (vi. 2=i410 - ia cp. 2 Co 5
10

, and iv. I = i3 12 6 13 cp. 2 Co 67). The
familiarity of Justin with Romans is patent ; cp. e.g. Dial, xxiii. =43t

, xxvii.

=311 *17
, xliv. =97

, xlvii. =24 etc. (with Apol. i. 40= io18 ), as is that of

Athenagoras (Leg. pro Christ, xiii. = I21
, xxxiv. = i

27
). On the other hand,

KoXKtifievoL dyadf (v. 2) is too slender a basis to establish a use of the epistle

I29) in the Didache, and the solitary glimpse in Hernias (Mand. x. ii. 5*
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8s8
*97

) proves next to nothing. The epistle appears, however, in the Canon

of Marcion and in the Muratorian Canon ; while it is expressly cited by

Irenseus (quoting an elder, adv. hcer. iii. 16. 3=i J
9
5

etc.), Clem. Alex.

(Paedag. 70= II 22 etc.), and Tertullian (e.g. adv. Praxeam, xiii. = i
7 95 ).

According to Hippolytus, it was employed also by several Gnostic or semi-

Gnostic sects, including the Ophites or Naasseni, and by the Valentinians

(cp. Iren. adv. haer. i. 8. 3, i. 3. 4).

(E) COLOSSIANS.

Literature. — (a) Editions — Bugenhagen (1527); Melanchthon's

Enarratio epist. Pauli ad Coloss. (1559) ; W. Musculus (Comm. in epp. ad

Phil. Col. etc., 1865) ; J. Grynseus (Explicatio, 1585) ; R. Rollock( Edinburgh,

1600); Thomas Cartwright (London, 1612) ; Bishop Davenant (Cambridge,

1627); P. Bayne (London, 1634); N. Byfield (London, 1649); G. Calixtus

(Expositio litt. in Eph. Col. etc. 1664-6) ; J. H. Suicer (in epist. S. Pauli

ad Col. co?nment. crit. exeget. theol. 1669)* ; J. Alting, Analysis exegetica in

Ep. ad Coloss. (Amsterdam, 1687); P. J. Spener's Erklarung (1706);

Hazevoet's Verklaering (Ley'den, 1720); S. van Til (Amsterdam, 1726);

Roell, Epistola Pauli ad Coloss. exegesis (1731); Baumgarten's Auslegung

(Halle, 1767); J. D. Michaelis2 (1769); G. C. Storr's Dissertatio exegetica

(Tubingen, 1783-7, Eng. tr. Edin. 1842)* ; F. Junker, Historisch-krit. und
philolog. Comm. (Munchen, 1828)*; J. F. von Flatt's Vorlesungen (1829)

;

C. F. Bahr, Comment, iiber d. Brief P. an die Kol. mit Beriicksichtigung

d. dlternu. neuern Ausleger (Basel, 1833); Mannheim (1833); Steiger, der

Brief Pauli an die Colosser ; Uebersetzung, Erklarung, einleitende u. epi-

kritische Abhandlungen (Erlangen, 1835) ; Bohmer ( Theol. Auslegung, Breslau,

1835); Huther (1841) ; Dan. Wilson (1845); Baumgarten-Crusius (1847);

de Wette 2 (1847); Wiesinger (in Olshausen's Comm. 1850); Bisping's

Erklarung (1855); Ewald (1857); Ellicott (1857, etc.); Dalmer (Gotha,

1858) ; Messner's Erklarung (1863) ; Meyer3 (1865) ; Bleek's Vorlesungen

iiber die Briefe an die Col., den Philemon, u. die Epheser (ed. Nitzsch, 1865)

;

Schenkel (in Lange's Bibel-Werk'1, 1867; Braune (ibid., Eng. tr. 1870);

Hofmann (1870 f.); A. Klopper (1882)*; J. Eadie2 (Edin. 1884)*;

J. LI. Davies2 (Eph. Col. and Philemon, 1884); J. A. Beet (1890); Light-

foot9 (1890 and later) *
; Oltramare, Commentaire sur les ip. de S. Paul aux

Col. Eph. et a PhiUmon (1891 f.)*; H. C. G. Moule (Cambridge Bible,

1893) ; von Soden2 (HC. 1893) ; Wohlenberg (in Strack-Zockler's Comm.
1895); Findlzy (Pulpit Commentary, 1895)*; T. K. Abbott (ICC. 1897);

G. W. Garrod (1898) ; Maurer 2 (1900) ; Haupt (— Meyer8
, 1902) *

; G. C.

Martin (CB., n. d.) ; Peake* (EGT. 1903); P. Ewald (ZK. 1905);

Lueken 2 (SNT. 1907); J. M. S. Baljon (1907) ; A. L. Williams (CGT.

1907) ; P. Bijsterveld (de briev van P. aan de Col. (1908) ; G. Alexandei

(New York, 1910).

(b) Studies—against the standard treatise of H. J. Holtzmann, Kritik der

Epheser- und Kolosserbriefe (1872*), see J. Koster, de echtheid van dt

brieven aan de Kolossers en aan de Ephesiers (1877) and von Soden (JPT.

1885, pp. 320 f., 407 f., 672 f.). Partly on Holtzmann's lines, J. Weiss (7ZZ.,

1900. 553-556); Soltau (SK.
t 1905, 521-562, 'die urspriingliche Gestalt
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des Kolosserbriefs ), and Michelsen ( TT. , 1906, 159 f., 317 f.); (i. ) against the

Pauline authorship :—Baur's Paulus, 417 f. (Eng. tr. ii. I-44) ; Schwegler,

NZ. ii. 325 f. ; Planck (Theol. Jahrb., 1847, 461 f.) ; Mayerhoff, der Brief

an die Kolosser mit vornehenlicher Beriicksichtigung der Pastoralbriefe

(1838) ; Hoekstra [TT., 1868, 559 f.) ; Hilgenfeld {ZWT, 1870, pp. 245 f.);

Weizsacker {AA. ii. 240 f.); Bruckner (Chron. 41 f., 257 f.); Cone, The

Gospel and its Interpretations (pp. 249-255). (ii.) for :—Schenkel {Christus-

bild d. Apostel, pp. 83-86); Renan (iii., ix.-xii.); Hort, Judaistic Chris-

tianity (pp. 116 f.); Sanday in Smith's DB. i. 624-631 (1893); Weiss

(AJT. i. 371-377); Sabatier's Paul (pp. 229 f.) and in ESR. iii. 272-275,

McGiffert {AA. 366-374); E. H. Hall {Papias, 1899, 283 f.); Jiilichei

(EBi. i. 860 f.) ; Pfleiderer, lire? i. 258 f. ; Clemen, Paulus, i. pp. 122 f. ;

Moffatt, HNT. 214 f. ; Bacon, Story of St. Paul (1905), 303 f., 330 f. ;

Jacquier in Vigoroux' DB. ii. 866-876. (iii. ) general :—C. G. Hofmann
{Jntroductio in led. epistolae P. ad Coloss. 1739) ; Storr {dissertatio in epist.

P. ad Coloss. 1786) ; Boehmer's Isagoge (Berlin, 1829) ; L. Montet, Intro-

ductio in epistolam ad Coloss. (Montauban, 1841) ; J. Wiggers, ' das Verhalt-

niss des Ap. Paulus zu der christlichen Gemeinde in Kol.' {SK., 1838, pp.

165 f.); Schenkel {BL. iii. 566-571) ; J. O. F. Murray [DB. i. 454-456);

K. J. M tiller, Ueber d. Gedankengang d. Apostels Paulus in Kol. (1905)

;

M. Rohr, Les ipitres de Papdtre Paul aux Col. et aux Eph. (1905). (iv.) on

the errorists :—Schneckenburger's Ueber das Alter d. jud. Proselyten- Taufe,

nebst einer Beilage iiber die Irrlehrer zu Colossae (Berlin, 1828) ; Rheinwald

{de pseudo-doctoribus Colossensibus, 1834) ; Osiander in Tub. Zeitschrift

(1834), pp. 96 f.
; J. Barry {lesfaux doctetirs de Colosses, Montauban, 1846)

;

Hilgenfeld {ZWT. xiii. 233 f.) ; Neander's Planting of Christian Church

i. 319 f., M. Dibelius, Die Geisterwelt im Glauben des Paulus (1909), 1 51-155.

§ 1. Analysis.—Like Romans, this epistle was written to a

church which the author only knew by hearsay. Paul had neither

founded nor even visited (i 4* 7"9« w 2 1
) the Christian community at

Colosse, a Phrygian township on the left bank of the Lycus;

but, as their founder, Epaphras (i 7 412f,

) 5
was probably a disciple

of his, and certainly a Gentile Christian like themselves (i 21 - 2T

2 i3 4.11^), the apostle evidently regarded the Colossian Christians

as belonging to his mission-sphere. His authority to address

them was plainly unquestioned, and the letter shows traces of a

warm, mutual interest (4
2 *18

).

After a brief greeting, in which he associates Timotheus with

himself (i 1 "2
), he assures them of his constant thankfulness for

their fine Christian character (i 3"8
), and of his equally constant

prayers for their steady growth in the knowledge and service

(i 9f
*) of God who had redeemed them by Jesus Christ, the head

alike of the creation (i 15*17
) and of the church (i 18-23

), according

to Paul's gospel, at any rate (i 23 *29
). To prevent them and others

like them in Asia Minor from being misled on this cardinal
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matter (2
lf

-), he reiterates the need of adherence to the simple

and sufficient faith of Christ (2
6f-),* as opposed to any extraneous

theosophy and ritual system (2
16f

-) with ascetic obligations.

The risen life with Christ is above either such severities (2
20f

-) or

the lax conduct which they vainly oppose. This leads Paul to

sketch the true Christian ethic in general (3
5f,

)j negatively f and

positively; also specifically for wives and husbands (3
18 "19

),

children and parents (3
20"21

), slaves and masters (s
22-^). With

some brief words of general counsel (4
2 "6

) and personal details

(4
7-17

), the letter then closes.}

Colossians is an example of great prose being addressed to a very little

clan. Colosse was a second-rate township, inferior to its (4
13

)
powerful neigh-

bours Laodicea and Hierapolis ; and the local church was of no importance

in early Christianity. The occasion of the epistle was the arrival of

Epaphras (i 8
) with news of the church, which was in some perplexity over

a specious theosophy recently promulgated, and which perhaps—if we are

to read between the lines—had expected or did expect a visit from Paul (2
lf>

).

At the moment he is imprisoned § and cannot come to them, nor does he ap-

pear to anticipate any opportunity for a visit ; || the reasons of this they are

to learn orally from Tychicus and Onesimus (4
7 " 9

), who bring the epistle.

All he can do personally is to write. The letter reciprocates their prayers

(i 9 koI rj/xeis), assures them of his keen interest and pride in them (2
1
*-), and

invites their interest in his own mission-work (4
s

) ; but its dominant aim is to

restate the absolute adequacy of Jesus in relation to the world and to the

church, to show how faith in him requires no outside philosophy or esoteric

cult in order to perfect itself, and to expose the absurdity {kcvt} airarri) of any

mystical supplement to the Christian experience of Jesus as redeemer.

Apparently Epaphras and his fellow-teachers were unable to cope with the

ramifications of the local theosophy, and Paul interposes with this letter on their

behalf. The predominance of abstract teaching over personal reference in it

* The point of the apparently irrelevant clause TrepicraeuovTes iv evx^p^Tiq.

(2
7
) is very fine ; to be thankful to God for all he has done and is to us in

his Son, involves a thoughtful and hearty realisation of these benefits which

is the best antidote to any hesitation about his power of meeting the needs

of the soul. Gratitude to God, as Paul implies, means a firmer grasp of God
(cp. 4

2
).

f With Col 3
11 contrast the tone of the thanksgivings in Plutarch's Marius,

46, § 1 ; Diog. Laert. i. 33, and the Talmudic-Berachoth (" Rabbi Judah

taught that a man should say every day, Blessed be God for not creating me
a pagan, nor foolish, nor a woman ").

% Does the phrase, irepl o5 Aa/3ere iuroXds (4
10

), refer to a letter previously

sent to the Colossians by Paul, or simply to oral instruction ?

§This would not necessarily follow from 4
10

(6 crwatx^dXwros fiov), which

might mean no more than Ro 167 , but 4
3 (didefxai) puts it beyond doubt.

|] Epaphras, too, is unable to return, but the Colossians and the other local

Christians are not to fear he has lost his interest in them (4
12* 18

).
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is natural when one recollects that the readers were not directly converts of

the apostle, and that the letter was intended to be supplemented by Tychicus5

oral information (4
7
) upon the writer's situation and prospects.

§ 2. Object.—The dangers felt by Paul in the situation of the

Colossian Christians were due to something at once more serious

and definite than mere shortcomings of the practical religious

life. The presence of errorists with semi-Gnostic tendencies is

revealed by the warnings against a spurious <£iAoo-o<£ia, arbi-

trary ivrdXfxara, and an erroneous 8i8ao-KaA.ia. It is improbable

that any definite system was being propagated. The likelihood

is rather that the local Christians were being affected by a

syncretistic, eclectic movement of thought, fostered by esoteric

tendencies in the local Judaism (cp. Hoennicke's JC. i22f.)

Paul's references to the movement naturally are confined to the

special points at which it threatened to impinge upon the true

faith of Jesus Christ, and we do not possess any outside inde-

pendent evidence upon the subject; but the tenets indicate a

local phase of some syncretistic theosophy (so recently Jacquier,

Haupt, and Dibelius), a blend of disparate elements rife within

the popular religion of Phrygia, together with notions and

practices current among Jewish circles which were sensitive to

semi-Alexandrian influences.

That a Jewish element entered into the theosophy is evident from the

allusions to circumcision and the sabbath (2
llf# 16

), but it was a subtler form

of legalism than had crept into the Galatian churches. The Law was no

longer opposed to grace ; no attempt was made to enforce the ceremonial

practices of Judaism upon the Gentile Christians, and the errorists do not

seem to have attacked Paul personally. Their claim was to lead men from a

mere faith in Christ to an esoteric yvQxxis which admitted the initiated into

the mysteries of an angelic hierarchy and thereby into a higher and a fuller

religious experience. These intermediate beings contain the divine fulness,

and therefore are to be worshipped (cp. Lueken's Michael, 4f., 62-91) by

all who would attain to the power and insight of the perfected life (i 28
).

Such personal spirits play a cosmic role also, as to (rroixeta rod icdcrfiov (2
8
) ;

their functions are not only creative but also providential, in a sense,

resembling those of the saints in Roman Catholicism. Finally, this type of

theosophy tended to foster asceticism (2
21f

-) and exclusiveness (3
11

). The

latter was then, as afterwards, the inevitable accompaniment of movements

which emphasised speculative attainments, mystical or otherwise
;
pretensions

and prerogatives were the badge of all their tribe. As for asceticism, or the

abstinential side of practical ethics, it was the natural result of any (piXocrocpLa,

as Philo and Josephus chose to describe their Judaism, which sharply con-

trasted the material and the spiritual, making attainments in the knowledge of

the divine being depend upon the eschewing, as lar as possible, of contact with

gross matter. The universe was composed of angelic <rroix«o. Man was
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part of them (cp. Philo, de vict. offerentihus^ 2), and therefore owed them

the same sort of reverence as the Mithraic initiate owed to the spirits or angels

(cp. Dieterich's Mithras-Liturgie 1
, pp. 52 f.),—a reverence which partly con-

sisted in keeping one's higher self pure from all earthly corruptions. In this

way, as Dibelius points out, angel-worship * and asceticism form the foci of

the ellipse.

The compass has been pretty well boxed in the endeavour

to ascertain the direction of Paul's refutation in Colossians.

The errorists have been identified as Jews with theosophic or

Alexandrian tendencies (Eichhom, Junker, Schneckenburger), as

pagans with Pythagorean (Grotius) or Oriental (Hug) affinities,

or as Christians tinged with Essene ideas (Mangold, Klopper,

Weiss) ; the <£(Aoo-o</>ia has been assigned to a definite source

such as Mithraism (A. Steinmann in Strassburg. Dibzesanblatt^

1906, 1 05-1 18) or Cerinthus (Mayerhoff, R. Scott, after

Nitzsch). The affinities with Essenism, emphasised by

Thiersch, Ewald, Lightfoot, and Godet amongst others, do not

amount to very much ; the parallel on angel-worship breaks

down, the practice of asceticism differs, and other traits of the

Colossian errorists do not correspond exactly to those of the

Essenes (cp. Hort's JC. 116 f., and Junker's ed. pp. 24 f.).

Michaelis thought of disciples of John the Baptist; the

Tubingen critics, followed by Sabatier, S. Davidson, and

Pfleiderer, detected the physiognomy of gnostic Ebionites.

§ 3. Authenticity.—The reasons which led the Tubingen

school to regard Colossians as sub-Pauline (see above, especially

Weizsacker, AA. ii. 240-245 ; and Bruckner, Chron. pp. 41-56,

138 f.) were in the main (a) too rigid a view of Paul's mind,

based on the Corinthian, Galatian, and Roman epistles; and (b)

a belief that the epistle presupposed the full-blown gnostic

systems of the second century. Subsequent researches into

the presuppositions of gnosticism in Orientalism and in the

later phases of Jewish speculation have, however, disclosed the

existence, in more or less developed forms, of widely scattered

conceptions and practices of a semi-speculative tendency, which

render it quite possible that such a religious temper as that

controverted in Colossians could have prevailed during the first

century. The contact of Orientalism with Judaism on its specu-

lative and popular sides, in the Diaspora, is independent of and

*"Im ubrigen ist die Engellehre dasjenige Gebiet des Paulinismus,

welchss von der Logia Jesu am wenigsten beeinflusst ist " (Resch, Dei

Paulinismus 1 161)-
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prior to the rise of Christianity, and the germs of what was

afterwards gnosticism can be detected in various quarters during

the earlier half of the first century. At any time after a.d. 40,

early Christianity was upon the edge of such speculative

tendencies ; and while a discussion such as that of Colossians is

unprecedented, so far as Paul's epistles are concerned, it is a

long way from being historically a prolepsis.

(a) The traces of Colossians in the earlier half of the second century

literature are both dim and dubious. In Barn. xii. 7 {iv ai/r<£, sc. Jesus,

iravTa. koX els avrdv) I
16t (ra iravra 8l clvtov teal els clvtov ^ktlctto.l . . . jcal ret

iravra iv avrtp awe"art) ice) may be echoed (cp. tear' eUdva, 3
9f*=vi. 12 f.), and

the occurrence of aywv virip (2
1
) in Clem. Rom. ii. 4 is noticeable ; but neither

here nor in Polykarp (i. 2 = i
5*6

, x. I, firmi in fide et immutabiles=l 2S
, cp.

1 Co 1

5

s8
) can stress be laid on the coincidences, though Pol. xi. 2= 3

5
, were

it not for Eph 5
5
, would be a certain reminiscence. The practice of Ignatius

in confining cnjvdovXos to deacons {Eph. ii., Magn. ii., Phil, iv., Smyrn. xii.),

may, however, as Lightfoot suggests, be a reflection of Col I
7 4' (where alone

Paul employs the term, and both times with Si&kovos) and the other parallels

{2
u= Smyrn. i. 2, KadrjXu/j.e'vovs iv t$ aravpu}, l

l6 =Trall. v. 2, opara Kal

abpara) serve to corroborate upon the whole the likelihood that the epistle

was known to Ignatius. In Hermas, the description of Christ as tj fonj

( Vis. II. ii. 8), if it be accurate, might reflect Jn 146 as much as Col 3
4
, the

more so as the reference to 'denying the law' in the context points to

passages like Mt io56 ; and Sim. IX. xii., with its definition of God's Son as

iracrTjs r^s Kriffeus avrov Trpoyevecrrepos (2) and its allusion to Christ's salvation

of angels (15), indicates the spread of the ideas of Colossians rather than a

definite acquaintance with its text. The inclusion of the epistle in Marcion's

Canon proves, however, that it was well known at Rome as elsewhere

during this period, and the inference to be drawn from the scanty use of it as

compared with the richer traces of Ephesians is that the latter writing, by its

superior size and value, must have tended to attract more notice from

those who were in sympathy with the ideas voiced by both. Like the

other Pauline letters, it is definitely cited by Irenseus {adv. haer. iii. 14. 1 =
4
14

), Tertullian (e.g. de praescr. haer. vii. =28
), and Clem. Alex. {Strom, i.

1, etc. = i
28

), besides being included in the Muratorian Canon and employed

by Origen {c. Cels. v. 8=218"19
). The allusions in Justin to Christ as the

Tpurrdroicos irdcrrjs Krlaews {Dial, lxxxv., cp. lxxxiv., and Cohort, ad

Graecos, xv.), and to the irepnopvl] {Dial, xii., xliii.), probably flow from

Col i
16f

* and 2llf,
}
while gnostic sects like the Peratici used it, as well as

Basilides and Ptolemaeus (according to Hippolytus).

{b) The vocabulary presents no features which necessarily involve a sub-

Pauline author. When account is taken of the fact that Paul is writing

upon a new subject to a strange church, in which no objection had been

taken to his apostolic authority or gospel, the proportion of hapax heuromena

is not unnatural. Several characteristic Pauline terms are lacking, e.g.

i.TTOKa.\v\pis, dtivcurdcu, el fitf, et rts, el Kal, etirep, KOivwvla, \011ros, /xaWov,

oiiceTt, Teldeir ; but, on the other hand, SLKcuofftiwr} is also absent from 1 Thess.,
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a large number (including Sucaluo-it, 66Kifxot, koiv6s, o-brnjpla, flim/toi}) are also

absent from Gal., duccuovv never occurs even in I Thess., 2 Cor., and Phil.,

v6{los is absent from 2 Cor. , awripla from I Cor. , and <TTavp6$ from Romans.

Genitival constructions and composite forms are unusually frequent, but they

do not constitute any primary argument against the Pauline authorship.

The style is perhaps slower and loftier than that of the earlier epistles

;

clauses are linked to one another by participles and relatives, often in a loose

connection {e.g. i
23c

), which contrasts with Paul's ordinary use of particles like

&pa, 816, and 5i6rt. There are anacoloutha, but the dialectic is less rapid and

pointed, especially in the opening sections of the epistle. " Die Aiisdriicke

sind weicher, voller, feierlicher, die Gedanken sind breiter ausgesponnen, vgl.

26f#
. Man konnte den Stil einen liturgischen nennen, wie wir ihn etwa auf

Ehrendekreten fur Augustus finden " (Nageli, Wortsch'dtz des Paulus, 84).

This, however, may be due to the absence of any personal opponent. The

circumstances were not such as to provoke the agitation and the sharp argu-

mentative method which characterise, e.g., Galatians and Corinthians.

(c) The speculative advance constitutes a more serious difficulty. Christ

is (l 1Mt ) the principle of creation, but this is implied in I Co 86 and due to

the elaboration of his pre-existence as a heavenly Man. His cosmical

significance (i 17 to. irdvra iv airy avv^arijKev) is a corollary of this, and the

doctrine of his person as the object of creation (i 16 rd irdvra els avrbv fnnerai)

is no more opposed to 1 Co 15
28

, Ro II 36 than is 1 Co 86 to Ro n 36
.

The triumph of the redeemer over hostile spirits (2
8f

-, cp. I
20

) is also pre-

supposed in I Co 26f* and Phil 25t ; the former passage, in fact, indicates that

there were elements in Paul's theosophy which were more central than the

exigencies of the extant letters suggest. Often, as at Thessalonika and

Corinth, they had to be ignored in his ordinary preaching; but all along

Paul had his cosmic speculations, and Colossians is an example of how he

developed them when an occasion offered for expressing them in certain applica-

tions. In meeting the Colossian heresy, he naturally drew largely upon the

vocabulary and ideas of the <ro<pla which he was in the habit of imparting to

the reXeloi. Furthermore, he probably used several technical terms em-

ployed by the errorists themselves. These considerations may help to show

how the advanced christology of this epistle, especially when it is taken along

with Pnilippians, does not—even in its cosmic extension of the redemptive

death and in its organic relation of Christ to the church—represent a position

which would have been necessarily impossible for Paul to occupy.

Recent proofs of the Pauline character of this christology may be found

in Denney's Jesus and the Gospel (1909), pp. 34 f., and in M. Dibelius, die

Geisterwelt im Glauben des Panhis (1909), pp. 125-151. The latter critic,

after an exhaustive discussion of Pfleiderer's arguments, concludes that

"neither the language nor the contents of Col 1-2 render the Pauline author-

ship impossible."

§4. Integrity.—Mediating hypotheses have more than once

been suggested in order to explain here, as in the case of the

pastorals, the apparent mixture of Pauline and sub-Pauline

elements. Thus Ewald (Sends chreiben, pp. 466 f.) attributed the

form of the epistle to Timotheus (i 1
), as Spitta did afterwards
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with 2 Thessalonians, whilst Hitzig {Zur Kritik paulin. Briefe,

1870, pp. 22 f.) regarded the epistle as a genuine Pauline note

worked up for later and dogmatic purposes, and R. Scott {The

Pauline Epistles, 300 f.) attributes its composition entirely to

Timotheus. When the stylistic data are fairly weighed, however,

the necessity for such hypotheses largely disappears. More
might be said, perhaps, for the supposition that the epistle

contains some interpolations in its canonical text (cp. Weisse,

Beitrage zur Kritik pauL Briefe, pp. 22 f., 59 f.). The possibility

of such changes being made during the second century is to be

admitted, especially as scribes had always the temptation of con-

forming Colossians to Ephesians. When the latter is taken as

sub-Pauline, any glosses in Col. may be referred (i.) either to the

author of Eph., or (ii.) to subsequent editors. For the former

hypothesis (Holtzmann, cp. TLZ., 1877, 109 f., 1892, 37 f.
;

Hausrath, iv. 122 f., and Soltau) see further below. The
latter is more convincing because less rigorous, although the

working out of the hypothesis carries us often behind any textual

evidence.

Editorial handling has been suspected, e.g.> in (a) I
15'20 (the christo-

logical section) in whole or part (om. 16 Marcion, 18b -17 von Soden, 18ab+ao

Weisse, l8'w Holtzmann and Clemen) * owing to its faulty connection and the

difficulty of harmonising the reconciling of rd . . . ovpavols with the view of

213f
*, or even with the Pauline doctrine elsewhere (cp. Baljon, Theol. Studien,

1885, 316-329); in {b) I
23 (o3 rjKovo-aTe . . . ovpavdv, J. Weiss) ; in (c) 21 (kcu 6'crot

. . . cra/3/u), which might be a catholicising gloss (so Weisse, J. Weiss). The

corrupt state of the text in 217'23 has also led to attempts at emendation f

and hypotheses of interpolation (
16"17 deKtav . . . iiifiaTevuv, 18- **, Weisse ;

17. 18ab. 19
}

w6aVTa and KaT^ ktX .
22

}
£reJ/a # _ # Tlv[ !B Hitzig

J

17"18b ' 19' m
Tiva . . . Tivi 2s

, Holtzmann). " This epistle, and more especially

its second chapter, appears to have been ill-preserved in ancient times"

(WH. ii. 127), but such interpolations or glosses as may reasonably be

conjectured do not point to any far-reaching process of editing, least of all

upon the part of the author (or under the influence) of Ephesians.

In I
15fl under the speculative christology there vibrates a doctrine similar

to that of the Alexandrian Judaism which reappears in Philo,+ according to

* Einheitlichkeit, pp. 127 f. ; Pau/us, i. pp. 127 f.

f QeXoju (2
]8

) seems to be either a gloss (Bakhuysen, Baljon) or a

corruption of some primitive reading like £\6wv (Junius, Toup, Linwood),

d£\yuv (Clericus). In v.u 6?jv virevavTiov tj/xiv is probably a marginal gloss

on Kad' r//iwj'.

X " Christ was not a lay figure that Paul could drape as he chose in the

finery of Palestinian apocalyptic or of Alexandrian philosophy. He is not

exhibiting Christ as divine or quasi-divine, by investing him in the wavering
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which the Logos as God's shadow (ada) was employed as the organ of God
at creation {leg. alleg. iii. 31), the Logos also being prior to all creation {leg.

alleg. iii. 61). But there is not the slightest reason for conjecturing (as

Norden does, Antike Kunstprosa, ii. 475) a lost source, treating of the Logos

from the OT standpoint, behind Philo, the author of Colossians, and

Theophilus of Antioch, simply because the same term, irpcoToroKos Tdarjs

KTl<rem t is applied in Col i
lfi to the Son of God as is used by Philo and

Theophilus {ad Autol. ii. 21) for the Logos,—Theophilus never elsewhere

using the Pauline epistles.

Holtzmann's ingenious and complicated theory postulates

an original Pauline epistle, directed against the legal and ascetic

tendencies of the Colossians ; this was worked up by the autor

ad Ephesios
y
first of all, into the canonical Ephesians, as a protest

against a Jewish-Christian theosophy, and afterwards remodelled

separately into the canonical Colossians. Such filagree-

criticism has failed to win acceptance ; the literary criteria are

too subjective, and the evidence for bisecting the error attacked

in Colossians is not convincing. Soltau postulates an original

Colossian epistle, its framework visible in Col i 1
"5*

7_8
*
10_13 and

4
10-18

, with its main contents in a threefold division : (a) a section

independent of Eph., viz. 2 1~34 (with interpolations in 22* 7* 9* llb -

is. is. 19. 22a)
? (3) a christological section i

21 "29
, and (c) the table

of household duties, 3
5-44,

7

"9
. This was worked over by a

later editor using the epistle to the Laodiceans, whose original

form may be reconstructed perhaps from Col i
21 "29

3 5~44- 7"10

(with an address modelled on Col i 1 "2
, Eph i 1 *2

). Then
came the composition of Eph., based in part also on the epistle

to Laodicea, after which Col. suffered further accretions, largely

due to an interpolator who used Eph. But this hypothesis is not

preferable to Holtzmann's. It assumes that the original

Colossians was not circulated at all widely ; that it suffered a

twofold process of homiletical and dogmatic expansion to a degree

unparalleled in the history of early Christian literature; and,

finally, that the ministry which Archippus is to fulfil (4
17

) is to

look after the interests of Onesimus ! On general grounds this

explanation of the relationship between Col. and Eph. has

nothing more in its favour than most of its rivals ; and, above all,

the criteria employed to detect later glosses in the original text,

and uncertain glories of the Alexandrian Logos ; he is casting upon all

creation and redemption the steadfast and unwavering light of that divine

presence of which he was assured in Christ, and for which the Alexandrian!

had groped in vain " (Denney, Jesus and the Gospel, 36-37).
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and to separate the two forms of the epistle, are often arbitrary.

That glosses may have crept in from the margin into this, as

into other epistles of Paul, is perfectly possible ; but the reasons

adduced in the present instance for such interpolations are not

convincing. Soltau seems to assume that wherever parallel

passages occur, one or other must be secondary ; which rests on

an entirely a priori conception of style, especially in an epistle,

and on an erroneous estimate of Paul's style in particular.

Thus no adequate grounds can be alleged why one writer should

not refer three times to Christ as fj Ke</>aA.?j, or why the repeti-

tion of almost synonymous terms, like (2
7
) ippi^wfievoL and

T€0e/ieAia>fiej/oi, should be held un-Pauline. Furthermore, the

supposed aim of the original Colossian epistle, viz., to oppose

the cj>i\o<ro<j>Ca of Philo, involves too restricted a meaning of

<£iAocro</>ia.

Michelsen's theory is even more elaborate. Pfleiderer, who also

postulates a Pauline original, more prudently declines to reconstruct it out

of the canonical epistle, which he regards as a subsequent adaptation or

resetting of the genuine letter ; but this is little improvement on the Holtz-

mann-Soltau view.

§ 5. Place and Period.—To the period of imprisonment

under Felix at Csesarea, some, if not all, of the captivity-epistles

have been assigned: Col., Eph., and Philemon by D. Schultz

(SK, 1829, pp. 616-617), after Beza and Thiersch, with Schott

(§ 66), Bottger (Beitrdge, ii. 47 f.), Wiggers (SK., 1841, pp. 436-

450), Meyer, Laurent, Schenkel, Hausrath (iv. 118-119, Col. and

Philemon), Sabatier (pp. 225-249), Reuss, Weiss, and Haupt;

and even Philippians by O. Holtzmann (TLZ., 1890, p. 177;
NT Zeitgeschichte, pp. 133-134), Spitta {Apgeschichte^ 281 ; Urc.

i* 34)j and Macpherson (Ephesians, pp. 86-94). Philemon *

and Philippians (see below) must certainly be dated in the

Roman imprisonment, however, and there is not evidence

* " Paul's expectations of release were more natural at Rome than at

Csesarea. During the latter part of his imprisonment at Csesarea he knew

that he was going to Rome. It would be necessary then to place the letter

in the earlier part. But it does not well suit this, for Paul had been for a

long time anxious to see Rome, and it is most unlikely that he should think

of going to Colossae first " (Peake, EGT. iii. 491-492). The arguments

against the Caesarean period are succinctly put by Bleek (Einl. §§ 161,

165) and Hort {Romans and Ephesians, 101-110). For the other side,

see E. L. Hicks {The Interpi-eter, April 1910: "Did St. Paul write from

Csesarea ? ").
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enough to prove the contrary for Colossians. Had it been

written from Caesarea (so von Dobschiitz, Urc. 102), some

greeting from Philip (Ac 2i 8-14
) would have been included, or,

at any rate, some mention of him among the apostle's friends and

companions (4
11

). The two years in Caesarea are certainly a

blank, and as certainly Paul must have been active during this

interval, but we are not entitled, without adequate evidence, to fill

up this blank by placing Colossians or any other epistle within

its limits. There is no reason to break away from the ordinary

view that Colossians was composed during Paul's imprisonment

at Rome. As Philippians was certainly the last letter he wrote,

Colossians falls earlier ; it is earlier than Ephesians, even when

the letter is ascribed to Paul (so especially Honig, ZWT, 1872,

63 f., followed by Weiss, AJT. i. 377 f. ; Sabatier, ESR. iv.

439 f. ; and Godet, INT. 475-490), though Coleridge (Table-

Talk, May 25, 1830) thought otherwise. "The Epistle to the

2phesians is evidently a catholic epistle addressed to the

whole of what might be called St. Paul's diocese. It is one

of the divinest compositions of man. . . . The epistle to the

Colossians is the overflowing, as it were, of St. Paul's mind upon

the same subject." This priority of Ephesians is upheld by

Eichhorn, Bohmer, Hug, Credner, Anger, Schneckenburger,

Matthies, Reuss, Guericke, T. K. Abbott, and P. Ewald amongst

others, who advocate its Pauline authorship, mainly on the ground

that it is the epistle referred to in Col 4
16 (and therefore written

previously). MayerhorT, among critics of the opposite school,

is almost alone in putting it prior to Colossians.

§ 6. The Laodicean epistle.—The enigmatic reference to an

epistle ex AaooWas (4
16

) has given rise to a swarm of hypotheses,*

identifying the writing in question either with one or another of

the extant Pauline letters, e.g. Ephesians (so, further, Grotius,

Huth, Mill, Wetstein, Paley, Hofmann, Mangold, Holzhausen),f or

1 Tim. (John of Damascus, Theophylact), or Philemon (Wieseler,

Comment, de epistola Laodicena quam vulgo perditam putant,

1844), or else witn Hebrews (Schulthess, Schneckenburger,

* Special monographs by K. Rudrauff (de epistola Laodicensium, Giessen,

1680), C. J. Huth (Epist. ad Laod. in encyclic, ad Eph. adservata, Erlangen,

1751), R. Anger (Ueber den Laod.-Brief, Leipzig, 1843)*, A. Sartori (Ueber

den L.-Brief, 1853) ; see, further, Zahn {GK. i. 277 f., ii. 83 f., 566 f., 583 f.).

t Especially by Laurent (Jahrb. fur deutsche Theol., 1866, 129 f.) and

Klostermann (ibid., 1870, 160 f.).
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etc.).* The Ephesian hypothesis has won some favour in the

form of a conjecture that lv AaoSiKia was in one of the copies

of the circular letter now known as Ephesians (so, e.g., Usher,

Matthies, Conybeare and Howson, Credner, Michaelis, Eichhorn,

Schrader, Olshausen, Wiggers, Neander, Anger, Harless, Bleek,

Lightfoot, Salmon, Abbott) ; under the title irpos Aao8i*eas, it is

argued, Marcion placed Ephesians in his Canon (see below, under

Ephesians). The hypothesis of Theodore of Mopsuestia, Calvin,

Beza, Erasmus, Cornelius a Lapide, Estius, and others, that the

epistle was one from the Laodicean church to Paul (or Epaphras,

or Colosse), not from Paul to them, is needless grammatically, as

ck has the pregnant force of from and out of, and intrinsically

improbable, as Paul was much more likely to give directions

about a letter which he had written to the neighbouring church

of Laodicea than about one which that church had written or

was to write to him. The context plainly implies (/cat {yxets)

that the Colossians and the Laodiceans stood in the same

relation to the two letters in question.

No trace of this epistle is to be found, and it must be

regarded as having perished at an early date after its composition.

It was in order to avoid this conclusion that an epistle of Paul

could have been lost, attempts were made to identify it with

i Tim., at the close of which the words eypacfirj a-n-o AaoSiKeias (i.e.

L. = place of composition) are added in several MSS (Zahn, GK.
ii. 567 f.), just as occasionally at the close of one or other of the

Thessalonian epistles. But Paul had never been at Laodicea.

Probably it was the same motive which prompted the cognate

explanation of e* A. as "sent from Laodicea to Paul" (see

above). But the letter could have been neither written by Paul

at Laodicea (a place he had never evangelised) nor composed

by the Laodiceans themselves.

It is plain from Col 2 1 that Paul's letter to the church of

Laodicea was, like Colossians, addressed to Christians who
were strangers to him. The apostle orders the two churches,

being on the same footing towards himself, to exchange copies of

their respective epistles. The latter point bears incidentally on

the circulation of apostolic epistles. The first injunction (cp.

1 Th 5
27

) was to get an epistle read to all the members of the

church addressed, instead of to any coterie or circle ; the next

* Philastrius (Haer. lxxxix. ) mentions this opinion as held by some who
attributed its composition to Luke.
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was to promote in certain cases the circulation of a given epistle

among neighbouring churches. The Colossian Christians were

not only to salute the Christians at Laodicea (Col 4
15

), but to

communicate Colossians to them and secure " Laodiceans " from

them, or rather to read it when they received it in due course.

The most natural meaning of rrjv Ik AaoSiKia? ( = the letter you

are to receive from Laodicea) implies that Paul had either given

oral instructions (to Tychicus ?) to have a copy of Laodiceans

sent to the neighbouring church of Colosse, or inserted in that

letter an injunction corresponding to Col 4
15-16

. He gives no

reason for this procedure, and it does not follow that Laodiceans,

any more than Colossians, was a circular pastoral intended for

several churches. The probability is that, like Colossians, it had

individual traits, whereas the canonical Ephesians contains none

of these.

The pseudo-Pauline Epistola ad Laodicenses is a much later forgery, dating

from the second (Zahn) or more probably the fourth century ; cp. Harnack,

ACL. i. pp. 36-37, and Lightfoot's Colossians (pp. 272 f.).
1 Four fresh

Spanish MSS are noticed in JBL. (xxiii. pp. 73 f.), and a transcription of

one in Madrid is given by Prof. E. J. Goodspeed in AJT. (1904) pp. 536—

538. The epistle was not only read in some circles of the early church

("legunt quidam et ad Laodicenses, sed ab omnibus exploditur," Jerome,

de uir. inlustr. 5), but widely circulated in the mediaeval period. For over nine

centuries "this forged epistle hovered about the door of the sacred Canon,

without either finding admission or being peremptorily excluded. At length

the revival of learning dealt its death-blow to this as to so many othei

spurious pretensions " (Lightfoot, p. 297).

(F) PHILEMON,

Literature.—(a) Editions—Besides most edd. 9 of Colossians, see the

special edd. by R. Rollock (Geneva, 1602); W. Jones (London, 1635); L.

C. G. Schmidt (1766); G. C. Storr (1781) ; Hagenbach (Basel, 1829); J.

K. I. Demme, Erklarung d. Phil. Briefes (1844); H. A. Petermann, ad

fidem versionum . . . cum earum textu orig. grcece (Berlin, 1844); Rothe,

Pauli ad Phil, epistolae interpretatio historico-exegetica (Bremen, 1 844)* ; Koch
(Zurich, 1846) ; Wiesinger (in Olshausen's Comm. 1850) ; F. R. Kiihne

(1856); Bleek (Berlin, 1865); van Oosterzee (Eng. tr., New York, 1868);

1 The Latin text of the epistle is printed by Lightfoot (with a Gk.
rendering), Westcott {Canon of the NT, appendix E), and Wohlenberg in

his edition of the Pastoral epistles (pp. 339 f.).

3 Especially those by Meyer, Ellicott, Lightfoot, Oltramare, and Haupt.

It is edited by some others (e.g. Wiesinger and M. R. Vincent) along with

Philippians, by a few (e.g. G. T. Zacharia and M. F. Sadler) along with the

Pastoral epistles.

II
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M. R. Vincent {ICC. 1897, 'Philippians and Philemon'); Lueken (AV7. 1

1906) ; A. H. Drysdale (1906) ; A. Schumann (1908) ; Oesterley (EGT.
1 9 10).

(b) Studies—J. G. C. Klotzsch, de occasione et indole epistolae ad PhiUm.

(1792) ; D. H. Wildschut, de vi dictionis et sermonis elegantia in epistola ad

Philem. (1809) ; Schenkel (BL. iv. 531-532) ; Holtzmann {ZIVT., 1873, pp.

428 f., 'der Brief an Philemon kritisch untersucht')
; J. P. Esser, de Brief

aan Philemon (1875)*; S. Davidson, INT. i. 153-160; Steck (JPT. t 1891,

570-584) ; Z. W eber's Der Brief an d. Philemon, Ein Vorbildfur die christl.

Behandlung socialer Fragen (1896); C. Roth (ZSchw., 1897, 1-13) ; von

Dobschiitz, Urc. 1151*.
; J. H. Bernard (DB. iv. 832-834); van Manen

(OCL. 59 f. ; EBu 3693-3697).

The occasion of this note is as follows : Onesimus, a slave,

had run away from his master, a prosperous and influential

citizen of Colosse (cp. Col 4
9
), either owing to some harshness

on the latter's part (Col 4
1
), or because he took advantage of his

master's Christian forbearance (Col 3
22f

-). Paul never hints at

the former reason in his note. On the other hand, vv. 11* 18"19

suggest that Onesimus had robbed as well as deserted

Philemon, and for either offence he was liable to be crucified.

We have no information as to how or why he came across Paul,

voluntarily (Bengel, Haupt, cp. Lightfoot, 310-311) or acci-

dentally. This little note simply shows the erstwhile SpaTi-er^s

in the apostle's company as a Christian, and on the point of

being sent back to his master, for whose forbearance the apostle

pleads in a few charming, tactful lines. After greeting Philemon,

Apphia his wife, and Archippus (possibly his son), with the

Christians who met for worship at Philemon's house (v. 2), Paul

begins with a captatio benevolenticB of praise for Philemon's kindly

Christian character (
4'7

), which encourages him to make a

winning appeal on behalf of the unworthy Onesimus
(
8*21

), now
returning (Col 4

9
) along with Tychicus to Colosse, as a penitent

and sincere Christian, in order to resume his place in the

household of Philemon and Apphia. With a line or two of

personal detail (
22-25

) the note then closes. Possibly (cp. v.19

iyu) IIaOA.os typaij/a rr} ifxy X€lpO ^ was an autograph ; if it was

dictated, v.19 was probably written by Paul himself on the

margin of the note when finished, and the parenthesis of v.5 may
have a similar origin.

As Paul evidently had some hope of a speedy release from

his imprisonment (* 22-23
), and as Aristarchus and Luke (

24
, cp.

Col 4
10* 14

) were with him, Caesarea might conceivably be the
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place from which this note was sent (so, e.g., Hilgenfeld and

Hausrath) ; but Paul's eyes were towards Rome during his

captivity under Felix, and at Csesarea the conditions were less

favourable than at Rome (Ac 2830"31 d7re8e^ero 7rdvra<s tovs dor-

Tropcvo/AeVovs Trpos clvtov) for an outsider like Onesimus getting

access to the apostle. Rome, too, was the natural refuge of

runaway slaves {fugitivarii), who could the more easily escape

detection by plunging into its seething population. Both

Aristarchus and Luke were also with Paul at Rome (Ac 2816
).

In all likelihood, therefore, the note was written during Paul's

confinement in the capital (cp. Phil 2 24). This is corroborated

by the similarity of style and contents between it on the one

hand and Colossians and Philippians on the other, both written

at this period : cp. e.g. <rwipyos and o-i'o-ToariwT^s
(
1 "2

, Phil 2 25
),

€7rtyi/wcret
(
6

, Phil I
9

, Col I
9"10

), avrJKOV
(
8
, Col 3

18
), crvvat^aXwTos

(
23

, Col 4
10

), <brcX Q>
(
15

, Phil 418
), and dSeA^os dyaTnyro's

(
16

, Col 47
),

besides the fact that all three are written by Paul as a prisoner

and as associated with Timotheus, whilst Col. and Philem. in

addition contain greetings to Archippus and associate Luke,

Mark, Aristarchus, and Demas in the closing salutations.*

(a) The inclusion of koI 1!ifi6deos 6 a8e\<f>6s in v. 1 seems at first sight a

semi-official tinge, but Timotheus may have been a friend of Philemon and
his family ; there is no obvious reason for suspecting that the words are an

editorial addition during the period of the letter's reception into the Canon,

although the v.l. '4ax°P'ev (or €X°fMei/ ) in v«
7 represents an early effort to

bring out the fact of Timotheus as Paul's associate. It is extremely unlikely

that Paul added his name in order to adduce a second witness (cp. 2 Co 13
1
)

to the slave's reformed character (Zahn, Belser).

(5) Philemon's residence has been variously assigned to Laodicea (so, e.g.,

Wieselerf), Ephesus (Holtzmann), and Colosse (Hilgenfeld, Bleek, etc.).

Even if Archippus belonged to Laodicea (so Lightfoot on Col 4
18'17

), it

would not follow that Philemon's residence must also have been there ; the

two towns lay not far from one another, Paul cannot (Col 21
) have con-

verted Philemon at Colosse ; they may have met at Ephesus, but even if the

Ephesian Onesimus of Ignatius {ad Eph. ii.) were supposed to be the

Onesimus of this note, it would not prove that Philemon stayed there. The
probabilities, such as they are, point on the whole to Colosse. No credence,

however, can be given to the statement of Apost. Constit. vii. 46, which turns

all three into bishops, Archippus of Laodicea, Philemon of Colosse, and

Onesimus of Berea.

* To complete the parallelism of names in Col 4
10*14= Philemon 83_24

,

Amling {ZNW., 1909, 261-262) proposes to read 'Irjaovs (='Iouotos) foi

'\i\aov in the latter passage, or 'l^crou, 'Itjo-ovs.

t On the ground that this note is that referred to in Col 4
16 (Ckron. 450 f.).
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{c) The note is not strictly private. It is addressed not only to Philemon

(primarily), but to Apphia his wife {a8e\<pri, as often in this sense). Unless

2 Jn is addressed to an individual, this note is the only extant letter in the

NT literature which is even partially addressed to a woman, although Phoebe

(see above, pp. 137 f.) had one written on her behalf. For letters of ancient

philosophers to women {e.g. Epicurus and Seneca to their mothers,

Ptolemaeus to Flora, and Porphyry to Marcella), see J. Geffcken in Preuss.

Jahrbiicher (1905), 427-447.

The seven Pauline airal; evpd/xeva in this note {avaw4fnrei.v, airoTlveiv,

&XPVa
"ros > 4iriT&<raeiv, %evla, dvivaadai, and irpo<r<T(pel\etv) are all current in

the Koivi] (as the papyri prove), and most occur elsewhere in the LXX or

in the NT itself. " Wenn uns eine Schrift des NT von der zwanglosen

hellenistischen Unterhaltungsprache eine Vorstellung zu geben mag, so ist es

der anmutige Philemonbrief " (Nageli, der Wortschatz des Apostel Pau/us,

82). The play on the name of Onesimus (^ £y& <rov bvalpvqv iv xvpicp)

happens to recur in Ignat. ad Ephes. ii. ; but it is too common and obvious

(even when supported in Ignat. ibid., by avairaiw in sense of Philemon 7*
20

)

to indicate that Ignatius had this note in mind. Philemon, however, which

is twice quoted as Pauline by Origen (its first commentator), was included in

Marcion's Canon (cp. Tert. adv. Marc. v. 21= soli bine epistolse breuitas sua

profuit, ut falsarias manus Marcionis euaderet) as well as in the Muratorian
;

but its private character, its brevity, and its lack of dogmatic teaching threw

it into positive disfavour with many Christians, especially throughout the

Syrian church, where the first tardy recognition of it occurs in the Catalogus

Sinaiticus. Jerome, in his preface (a.d. 388), had to defend it against

widespread depreciation ('a plerisque ueteribus repudiatam'). A good

account of this is given in Zahn's GK. i. 268 f., ii. 997 f., and in Leipoldt's

GK. i. 208-213. In modern times the note has had to run the gauntlet of a

doctrinaire criticism which regarded it as a pseudonymous little pamphlet, com-

posed as a pendant to the un-Pauline Colossians and modelled on Pliny's

well-known letter to Sabinianus (so from Baur to Steck and van Manen).*

More moderately, but unconvincingly (cp. Schenkel's BL. iv. 53T-532, and

Clemen's Paulus, i. 128 f.), interpolations have been suspected {e.g. by

Holtzmann, Hausrath, iv. 122-123, and Bruckner, Chron. 200 f.) in w. 1

{koX TifiSdeos 6 dde\<p6s fxov, with 17/twv), 6~8 (the chiasmus), and u
. A

Frenchman is usually worth attention upon questions of literary style, and

two French critics have summed up on the letter to Philemon with admir-

able insight. " Peu de pages," says Renan, (iv. 96) "ont un accent de

sincerite aussi prononce. Paul seul a pu ecrire ce petit chef-d'oeuvre." "Ce
re sont que quelque lignes familieres," Sabatier {Vapdtre Paul, 234, Eng. tr. p.

226) adds, " mais si pleines de grace, de sel, d'affection serieuse et confiante

que cette courte epitre brille comme une perle de la plus exquise finesse,

* As Hausrath observes (iv. 122 f.), " the thought that Christianity unites

in a higher sphere things severed in this world, and teaches them mutual love,

cannot be maintained against the plain realism of the document. This is a

reunion in which Onesimus obviously fears a too speedy acquaintance with

the lash, and the object of the epistle is simply to save him from this fate."

M Simply " is not quite accurate, but otherwise Hausrath's judgment is correct.
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dans le riche tre"sor du Nouveau Testament. Jamais n'a mieux 6t6 realist

le pr£cepte que Paul lui-meme donnait a la fin de sa lettre aux Colossiens

(4
6)."

(G) PHILIPPIANS.

Literature.—(a) Editions—besides the older commentaries of Calvin

(1539), Estius (1614), and Henry Airay (1618), Michaelis, Paraphrasis 2
, etc.

(1769); G. C. Storr (1783); Rheinwald (1827, 1834); Flatt's Vorksungen

(1829) ; M. Eastburn (New York, 1833) ; T. Passavant (1834) ; H. S. Baynes

(London, 1834); Matthies (1835); van Hengel {Comment, perpet., Leyden,

1838); Holemann (Leipzig, 1839); A. Rilliet (Geneva, 1841)*; de Wette a

(1847); Baumgarten-Crusius (1848); Wiesinger in Olshausen's Commentar

(1850, Eng. tr. 1851) ; Neander (Eng. tr. 1851, Edinburgh) ; Beelen (Louvain,

1852); G. F. Jatho (1857); Weiss, der Philipperbrief ausgelegt u. die

Geschichte seiner Auslegung kritisch dargestellt (1859)*; Meyer 3 (1865);

Bisping 2 (1866); Schenkel (1867); Hofmann (1871) ; Braune 2 (Lange's

Bibel-werk, 1875); Reuss (1878); H. Maurer (1880); Reinecke (1881)

;

Eadie 2
(1884) ; C. J. Vaughan (1885) ; Franke (— Meyer5

, 1886) ; Ellicott 6

)i888)* ; J. Gwynn {Speaker's Comm. 1889) ; M. F. Sadler (1889) ; J. Agar

Beet (1890); Lightfoot 6 (1891, etc.)*; Padovani (1892); Lipsius 2 (HC.

1892)*; A. Klopper (1893)*; Wohlenberg (Kurzgefasst . Comm. 1895);

Weiss (1896) ; Moule {CGT. 1897) ; M. R. Vincent (ICC. 1897) ; K. J.

Miiller (Freiburg, 1899); J. Drummond (Intern. Hdbks. to NT, 1899);

Haupt (— Meyer8
, 1902) *

; G. C. Martin (CB. n. d.) ; H. A. A. Kennedy*
(EGT. 1903); Baljon (1904); von Soden 2 (1906); von Huene (1907);

W. Lueken (SNT. 2
1907) ; P. Ewald (ZK. 1908).

(b) Studies—(i.) against Pauline authorship—Baur's Paulus (Eng. tr.), ii.

pp. 45 f., and in Theol. Jahrb., 1849, 501 f., 1852, 133 f. ; Hinsch (ZWT.
t

1873, pp. 59 f.); Hoekstra(7V:, 1875, pp. 4i6f.); Holsten * {/PP. , 1875,

pp. 4251"., 1876, pp. 58L, 2821".); Schwegler (NZ. ii. 133 f.); Straatman,

de Gemeente te Rome (1878), pp. 201 f., after Hitzig (Zur Kritik d. paulin.

Briefe, 1870) and B. Bauer (Christus u. die Caesaren, 373 f.) ; van Manen
OCL.; 49-51, 82-84. PBi. 3703-37I3-

(ii.) For Pauline authorship—Liinemann (Pauli ad Philipp. ep. contra

Baurium defensa, 1847); Ernesti (SIC., 1848, 858-924, 1851, pp. 591-632);

B. Bruckner (Ep. ad Philipp. Paulo auctori vindicata contra Baurium,

1848); Resch, de Pautkent. de npttre aux. Ph. (1850); Grimm (ZlVT,

1873, pp. 33 f. ) ; Sabatier (ESR. x. 569-573); Weizsacker (AA. i. 218 f.,

279 f.); P. W. Schmidt, NTliche Hyperkritik (1870, 54 f., against Holsten);

Hilgenfeld (ZWT., 1884, pp. 498 f.) ; Mangold (der Rdmerbrief, pp. 256 f.)
;

Pfleiderer (Urc, Eng. tr. i. 248-257); W. Bruckner (Chron. 218-222);

Clemen, Paulus, i. 130-138.

(iii.) General—A. 7?
. Busching's Introductio in epistolam ad Philipp.

(Halle, 17-46); Hoog, de coetus christ. Phil, conditione primaeva (1825);

Schinz, die christl. Gemeinde Ph. (1833); C. Miiller, Cotnmentatio de locis

quibusdam Ep. ad Philipp. (1844) ; Hasselmann, Analyse pragmatique de

Pep. aux Phil. (1862) ; Schenkel, BL. iv. 534-538 ; Hatch (EB.») ; R. R.

Smith, The Epistle of St. PzuPs First Trial (1899); J. Gibb, DB. iii.

840-844 ; F. Koltzsch (Der Phil. Brief wie er zum ersten Male verlesen und
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gehort ward, 1906) ; Ltitgert, 'Die Vollkommenen im Philipperbrief u. dia

Enthusiasten in Thessalon.' (BFT. xiii. 6, 1906).

(iv.) On 26*11—Tholuck's Disputatio Christologica de loco Fault Phil. 26~*

(1847); H. J. Holtzmann (ZWT., 1881, 101-107) ; Weiffenbach, Zur
Auslegungd. Stelle Phil. 25-" (Karlsruhe, 1884)*; A. B. Bruce, Humilia-

tion of Christ 9
(1889), 15 f., 357 f. ; E. H. Gifford, The Incarnation (reprint

from Exp. 1896) ; J. Kogel (BFT. xii. 2).

§ I. Contents.—Paul's last epistle is written to the first church

which he founded in Europe. After a brief address (i 1 "2
), Paul

assures the Philippians of his thankfulness for their Kotvwvia in

the gospel a7rb 7-775 777x0x775 rj/xipas a^pt tov vvv (i 3"8
), and of his

prayers for the maturing (i 9 "11
) of their aya-irq. He then relieves

their anxiety about himself; the recent turn in his affairs had

really helped, instead of hindering (as they had feared), the

prospects of the gospel (i 12 -18
) ; furthermore, he had even the

prospect of being set free and of revisiting 1 Philippi (i 19"26
).

Meantime, however, they are to show a united front 2 to their

adversaries (i 27
"30

), pna if/v^r} o~uvaOXovvT€<s rfj ttlottcl tov evayyektov.

Suffering must not daunt them, nor disintegrate them. Against

the latter danger Paul urges (2
1 "11

) the duties of harmony and

fellow-feeling (7-771/ avTrjv aydirqv e^ovTes, o~vv\j/vxoi) which flow

from a humility like that of Jesus Christ, and he reiterates 3

( 2
12b=i 27b

) his appeal for brotherly love (2
12 -18

). As his own
movements are uncertain, he promises to send Timotheus before

long (2
19-24

, cp. i
1
), and also bespeaks a hearty welcome for their

delegate, Epaphroditus, after his illness (2
25 "30

).

The letter swerves at this point into a philippic against Jews

or Jewish Christian agitators 4
(3

2 "21
). Paul tries to safeguard

the Philippian church in advance against their intrigues by re-

calling his own character and gospel as the true norm of

Christianity, but the danger of internal friction is still present

to his mind (3
15f,

)> and he proceeds to warn gently some

1 Jatho (pp. 7-8) finds this already in'v. 9
, where he takes tovto as referring

to an iXdetP implied in imirodu). This backward aspect of tovto is possible

(e.g. Demosth. de Corona, § 26, and Xen. Mem. ii. 2. 4, cp. Thuc. vi. 39),

but hardly so natural here as the prospective sense.

2 The occurrence of ToKlTev/ia in 3
20 suggests that iro\iTetie<rde here retains

some of its communal associations.

8 In 21 (irkrjpwaaTi fiov tt\v x^pdv, positive motive), in 216 (5rt ovk els Kevbr

§5pa/x,ov, negative motive) ; the former is resumed in 217"18
.

4 They have nothing to do with the evangelists mentioned in i
15t

; the

'atter preach Christ truly ; it is their motives, not the content of their gospel,

to which Paul takes exception.
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prominent individuals in the church against it (4
1-7

) in a passage

which is partly recapitulatory (cp. xa4>€Te m 4
1
"
4 as already in 2 18

3
1

; <rwrj6\r](rav, 4
s = i 27 ; and o-TrJKere 4

1
, as in i

27
), but which

flows over into the closing appeal of 4
8"9

(4
9 = 3

17
) for harmony.

In a parenthesis, he then thanks them (4
10-20

) for a fresh present

of money which Epaphroditus had brought, and with some brief

salutations (4
21 -23

) the letter ends.

Timotheus is associated with Paul in the address (i 1
), owing

to his local associations (2
22 = Ac i63, 12f

-) ; but the apostle writes

in the first person throughout (even in 4
21

), and indeed speaks

of his companion as distinguished from himself (2
1924

). The
only exception is in 3

17 (^as).

The text presents few difficulties,* apart from the interpolations which

have been conjectured (see below) in I
1 and 26

"7
. The transposition in i

16* 17

(for the chiasmus, see Ro 26
" 12

) is one of the few which have left traces in the

textual material. Other conjectures of glosses (cp. Weisse's Beitrdge zur

Kritikd. Paul. Briefe, 56 f.), e.g. in I
16"17

I
22

(el 5t . . . Kapwbs Spyov), 2™

3
18"19 (marginal gloss, Laurent), 3

21 (Bruckner), 4
3*6 and 4

18- 19 are due to

inadequate exegesis for the most part. The style and vocabulary, viewed in

the light of research into the Koivij, present no real obstacles to the accept-

ance of the epistle as Pauline. The most noticeable feature, according to

Nageli ( Wortschdtz des Apostels Paulus, 80 f. ), is a tendency to employ several

expressions, e.g. iyeipeiv, i^ofioXoyeTcrdai, rd ^(xirpoadev, in a sense closer

to that of literary Greek than to that of the LXX as heretofore. '

' Paulus

scheint sich also im Verkehr mit den Griechen nach und nach zu gunsten des

in der hohern koiv/i bevorzugten Gebrauches von der einen und andern bei

den LXX beliebten Wortbedeutung emanzipiert zu haben." The use of

aper-fi is a case in point ; f so is the absence of any OT citation.

The iambic trimeter in 3
1

(i/iol fiev ovk oKvqpbv, v/uv 5' d<r<pa\h) is not the

only instance of rhythmical structure in the epistle. 25"10
is specially impor-

tant in this connection, as the balance of clauses bears on the exegesis of this

carefully modulated section (J. Weiss, Beitrdge zurpaul. Rhetorik, 28 f.) :

—

1. (a) 6s 4v floppy deov virdpx^v oi>x dpirayp.bv 7\yi]<xaro rb etvai taa de<$

(6) dXXei iavrbv iicivwcrev fiopffiy dotiXov \a(3<l>v

(c) 4v 6fioi(i)fia,Ti dvdp&inav yevb/xevos Kal ffx^^Ti evpedels <bs 6.vBp(airo\

(d) irairelvaxrev iavrbv, yevb/xevos vt^koos /J^XP1 Qo.v6.rovy davdrov de

cravpov.

2. (a) Sib Kal 6 debs avrbv birepiypiaaev

(b) Kal ixapla-aro airy 8vofia rb tiirkp irav 6vofia

(c) tva iv t<£ dvbfiaTi'lrjffov irav ybvv Kd/xxp-jj kt\.

(d) Kal iraea y\G)<r<ra £i-o/Ao\oyr)(rr]rai 8ri xvpios 'Irjaovs Xpurrds.

* In 3
14

TTJs &vca k\^<re(as apparently was read by Tertullian as rijs

uveyKX^creus and by Origen as rrjs dveyXrjcrias.

t In this passage, 4
8f

*, "it is as if one heard the ripple of the waves at the

meeting of the two streams which have their source in Zion and the Parthenon "

(von Soden, p. 114).
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The balancing of the clauses against one another, and the reiteration of

the same word in the same or in successive clauses, are noticeable.

§ 2. Occasion and date.—Communications had already passed

between the Christians of Philippi and Paul, not only during

his residence at Thessalonika (4
15"16

), but at some subsequent

period (4
18

), when Epaphroditus had brought him a present

of money. It is possible that the gift was accompanied by a

letter. At any rate, the extant epistle is the reply to one received

subsequently from the Philippians, who had evidently desired

information about his prospects and health (i 12
), assured him

of their prayers (i 19
), wondered whether he, their Kavxnpa-,

would return to them (i 25f
-), expressed their anxiety about the

health of Epaphroditus (2
26

), and possibly apologised for not

sending money to him sooner (4
10f

-). The latter point emerges

in passages like 2 17, 25
-
80

, as well as in 4
10f

-, where Paul is ap-

parently trying to remove some fear which had been expressed

by the Philippian Christians lest he should have been dissatisfied

with "the smallness and the tardiness of their last remittance

"

(cp. Zahn, INT. § 30).

The epistle was written toward the close of the oWia 0A.77 of

Ac 2830
, not in the earlier part of the imprisonment. Paul is on

the eve and edge of the final decision, with (i 12-18
) a period

behind him during which considerable progress has been made
in the local preaching and extension of the gospel, and his

language does not imply that this new departure in the pro-

paganda was stimulated by the mere novelty of his arrival.

This argument is not affected by the fact that when Paul reached

Rome, he already found a considerable body of Christians. He
traces the flourishing character of the local church in no small

measure to the stimulating effect produced by his own imprison-

ment. Furthermore, the relations between Philippi and Paul

presuppose an interval of time which cannot be fairly com-

pressed within a few months. News of his arrival must have

had time to reach the church ; money was collected (2
2ff 418

)

and then sent by Epaphroditus, who fell sick after he reached

the capital; news of this again floated back to Philippi, and

Paul subsequently heard of the Philippians' concern (2
26

). Not

till then did he compose the present letter. Luke and Aris-

tarchus were apparently (2
20

) no longer with him.

This setting of the epistle (so, e.g., Godet, INT. 427 f. ; Sabatier's Paul
y

250 f. ; Reuss, Lipsius, Klopper, Gwynn, Ramsay, SPT. 357 f. ; McGiffert.
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AA. 364-393 ; Bovon, NT Thiol, ii. 73-120; Bartlet, AA. 178 f. ; Schafer,

Einl. 133-146; H. A. A. Kennedy, ET. x. 22 f. ; Gibb, Clemen, Bacon,

Jacquier, Barth, Peake), which ranks it later than the other epistles of the

Roman imprisonment has been challenged by three * rival hypotheses.

(a) The attempt of several scholars (from Paulus, D. Schulz, Bottger's

Beitrage, ii. 46 f., Rilliet, and Thiersch, to Spitta and Macpherson, Epkesians,

86 f.) to place its composition at Csesarea (Ac 23
23-2632

) is to be set aside,t

not only on account of the positive evidence J pointing to Rome (i
18

4
22

),

but because the uncertain critical outlook of the apostle does not correspond

to the situation at Csesarea when he was in no immediate danger of death.

Not until he reached Rome did his life come into real peril at the hands of

the Roman authorities. Besides, the large number of local preachers of the

gospel (i 17
) accords much better with the capital than with the provincial

town of Caesarea ; the latter cannot be said to have been a centre of vigorous

Christian propaganda. Delays in a trial were perfectly natural in Rome, for

the wheels of procedure did not always run the swifter as they neared the

headquarters of the law. It required no such recent experience of Jewish

agitators as that of Ac 2i 27f
- to make Paul flash out into the language of

Ph 3
2f\ Timotheus is not known to have visited Rome, but this is an

argument from silence which, in the scantiness of our available data for the

period, is of little or no weight. Finally, the plea (Spitta, Apgeschichte, 281)

that the cupidity of Felix (Ac 2426
) was aroused by the arrival of the money

from Philippi (Ph 4
10

), belongs to imaginative fiction rather than to historical

reconstruction. Of the two other views which have been taken of the epistle's

date, apart from the Cesarean hypothesis, one (b) is that the terms of i
13f-

(compared with Col 4
11

) imply that the comparatively free Sieria was over,

and had been replaced by a stricter durance (so, e.g., Alford,§ Hofmann,

Wohlenberg, Zahn, and Belser). This throws Phil, still later, but the lack of

other evidence upon the course of the trial renders it impossible to be certain

whether the apostle had exchanged his custodia libera for one of closer restraint.
||

(c) Others again place the epistle earlier, in the opening period of the dieria

*Four, if the epistle (cp. M. Albertz, SK., 1910, 551-594, 'ueber die

Abfassung des Philipperbriefes des Paulus zu Ephesus) could be placed in an

Ephesian imprisonment, to which a few {e.g. Deissmann, Licht vom Osten 2
,

pp. 171 f.) would give the other prison-epistles.

t Even Schenkel, Meyer, and Reuss, who put Col. Eph. and Philemon

into the Cesarean period, emphatically relegate Philippians to Rome.

X Hp<uT<l)p<.ov might mean the tt. tov "Rpudov of Ac 23
s5

, but the proba-

bilities lie between the praetorian guard and the praefecti praetorio or

judicial authorities of the imperial court.

§ Summer of 63 ; early in 63 (W. T. Bullock, Smith's DB. X
ii. 839-843).

|| If a genuine fragment or tradition lies below 2 Ti 4
6t

, it might

corroborate the setting of Phil, towards the end of Paul's confinement : cp.

2 Ti 4
5= Col 4

17
, 2 Ti 4

6= Ph 2 17 and i
23

, 4
9f

- = Ph 220f
-

; only, by the time

Timotheus reached him (on this theory), Luke had gone. Both Krenkel

{Beitrage, 424 f., 442 f.) and Kreyenbiihl {Evang. d. Wahrheit, i. 213 f.),

like Erbes, refer 2 Ti 4
16 to Paul's defence before Felix. These hypotheses

fall, however, with the case for the Cesarean site of the epistle.
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(so Bbek, Ewald, Lightfoot, pp. 30-46 ; Farrar, St. Paul, ch. xlvi. ; Moule ;

Beyschlag ; Sanday ; Smith's DB. 2
i. 627 ; Hort. JC. 1 15-129 ; Trenkle, Einl.

49-5° j Lock, DB. i. 718-719), partly for reasons already met by anticipation

(see above, p. 168), partly because Philippians represents a less advanced

stage in the development of the church than Colossians (and Ephesians).

The latter fact may be granted, but the influence must be disputed. Neither

to place Philippians among the later, nor Galatians among the earlier,

epistles, is it sufficient to lay stress upon resemblances of style and a systematic

evolution of thought. "The tone of Col. and Ephes. is determined by the

circumstances of the churches addressed. The great cities of Asia were on

the highway of the world, which traversed the Lycos valley, and in them

development took place with great rapidity. But the Macedonians were a

simple-minded people in comparison with Ephesus and Laodicea and

Colossai, living further away from the great movements of thought. It was

not in Paul's way to send to Philippi an elaborate treatise against a subtle

speculative heresy, which had never affected that church" (Ramsay, SPT.

359). The predominance of dogmatic teaching in Col. (and Eph.) and the

resemblances between Rom. and Phil, do not necessarily imply that Phil, lay

between Rom. and Col. (Eph.) in a chronological and logical sequence.

Such characteristics are due to the variety of objects and interests which

confronted the apostle as he turned to the Asiatic and the Macedonian

churches. To arrange the epistles in the order and for the reasons suggested,

e.g., by Lightfoot, is to confuse the parade-ground with the battle-field, where

quick phases and unexpected transitions often drive the general to fight twice

on the same ground and to develop sudden movements in order to checkmate

crises which were unforeseen. It is much more true to life to take each of the

prison-epistles upon its own merits, as an outcome of Paul's mood and duty at

the time being, than to classify them, for reasons of style and matter, in

plausible but unnatural groups. The priority of Col. to Phil, is therefore

unaffected by the fuller theology of the former. When Eph. is reckoned post-

Pauline, this becomes all the more clear, but even when it is attributed to

Paul himself, the place of Phil, as the climax of the Pauline correspondence

remains upon the whole more true than any other re-arrangement of the

epistles to the data of the period. The time is too short for such a develop-

ment as Lightfoot's theory would postulate.

§ 3. Authenticity.—Doubts upon the Pauline authorship were

voiced during last century, on four accounts : (a) alleged traces ot

imitation in the epistle, (b) ecclesiastical anachronisms, (c) gnostic

controversies, and (d) doctrinal discrepancies between the epistle

and the other Pauline letters, especially Gal., Cor., and Romans.

(a) The literary argument is barely worth refuting. The style and

vocabulary (see above) offer no real difficulty, and the epistle

is marked by the genuinely Pauline traits of courtesy and

affection, by the blending of humility and authority, the digres-

sions, the warm, swift touches of feeling, and the devout passion

for Christ, which are the water-marks of Paul's mind. It is true
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that a passage like i
18 breathes "a certain resignation to which

we are not accustomed in the author of Galatians and 2 Corin-

thians. But resignation is the general characteristic of these last

writings, wherein his moods are strangely mingled" (Hausrath,

iv. 167). Neither in this respect nor in any other is the epistle

unnatural under the circumstances, much less unworthy of the

Paul we know. Baur, indeed, found the epistle " characterised

by a monotonous repetition of Avhat has been already said, by a

want of any profound and masterly connection of ideas, and by a

certain poverty of thought," whilst van Manen dubbed it nebulous,

unintelligible, and high-flown. So did Johnson judge of Gray.

The perverse interpretation of 4
2"3 as a series of references to parties in the

early church is now abandoned upon almost all hands, though the yv^aie

crtipfvye of 4
3 baffles explanation. If Ivv^vye is a proper name, as is most

likely, it is needless to interpret ativfvye of Lydia or Paul's wife (which would

require yvrjaia), or even of Epaphroditus, Timotheus, etc.

($) The words a-vv €7n,o-K07roi? kcu SigikoVois in I 1 are

admittedly strange. No other epistle of Paul mentions any

officials in its address, while e7rio-K07roi and Slolkovol are not only

collectively but singly absent from his writings. The former may
here be used in the sense of Ac 2028

, the latter in that of Ro 12 7
,

and their specific mention may be due to the gifts received by

Paul, which would come through the hands of the officials in

charge of the local finance ; but there is at least a case for regard-

ing the words as a gloss inserted by some second-century editor,

when the epistle came into use as part of the Canon in the services

of the church (so Schmiedel, EBi. 3147-3148, after Bruckner and

Volter). This is, at any rate, better than to keep them and throw

suspicion on the entire epistle, or to emend them into €7rto-K07ra>

kcu Slolkovols (Linwood). If such catholicising glosses are to be

admitted anywhere in the NT, this is as obvious a place as any.

(c) Recent research has found the background of the

categories in 2 5f
-, not in the Valentinian gnosis, as Baur and

Hoekstra * imagined,, but in the earlier religious speculations t

* Pfleiderer {see below) still adheres to this notion of "a reference to the

myth in the Ophite and Valentinian gnosis of the Sophia which desired to

unite itself on equal terms with the primal Deity of the Father, or of the sub-

ordinate demiurge Jaldabaoth, who attempted to misuse his god-like power of

lordship in order to put himself in the place of the highest God."

t Cp. Clemen's Religionsgeschichtliche Erklarung des NT
y

122 f. ; M.
Dibelius, die Geisterwelt im Glauben des Pauhis (1909), IO f. . and Bousaet'a

Hauptprobleme der Gnosis> l6of.
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upon a pre-existent original Being or Urmensch in heaven which

are preserved, e.g., in Poimandres (cp. 12 f., where the divine

jAop$r) is also attributed to this Man, who dOdvaro? <W kcu TrdvTwv

tyjv i£ovariav e\(i)V tol Ovqrov Trao-yti VTroKeLfxevos tt} elfxap/xevr)'

virepavoi yap wv rrjs apfAOvtas ivap/movtos yiyove SoOAos) and the

Ascensio Isaice (io29f
-), where the Lord "descended into the

firmament where dwelleth the ruler of this world," but where,

although his form was like that of the spirits, the latter refused

to do homage to him, since "they were envying one another and

fighting" (cp. Charles' ed. p. 74: contrast ovx oLp-n-ay/xov kt\.).

Some analogous phrases in Test. XII Patr., e.g. Zab 7
8 (oif/eaOe

$eov iv o-^/xart avOpwirov) and Benj. IO7 (iv fJ-op<prj avOpdiirov iv

TaTreivuKTci) are probably Christian interpolations.

(d) The weakness of the attempt to find gnosticism in 2 5f-

and typical or second-century allusions in 4
2'3 (yvrjcru <rw£vye =

Peter, etc.), was promptly acknowledged by Holsten, whose

difficulties centred on the supposed inconsistencies of the epistle

with Paul in regard to the conceptions of Christ and salvation.

He still shared the tendency to see in 4
2'3 a subtle effort to

reconcile by way of allegory the Jewish and the Gentile

Christians, but he felt most some apparent discrepancies

between Phil, and the Hauptbriefe.

Holsten's general theory of the epistle's origin, however, is even more

improbable than Baur's, since it is extremely difficult to imagine how such an

epistle could have been accepted by the church shortly after Paul's death,

had it been composed by a Paulinist who desired to write and encourage the

local Christians after their great founder had passed away. His particular

objections to the christology of 25f# as un-Pauline (cp. 2 Co 89 where the so-

called christological reference is also adduced for practical purposes), on the

score of its inconsistency with the pre-existent heavenly Man of Ro 8s etc.

,

depend on too narrow an exegesis (cp. Schmidt, op. cit. 54 f. ; Weiffenbach,

op. cit. 64 f. ; and Holtzmann, NT Theologie, ii. 88 f., "somit haben wirkein

Grund, die christologische Darstellung Ph 26
"11 als incompatibel mit derjenigen

der Hauptbriefe aus dem paulin. Lehrbegriff auszuscheiden").* Bruckner

{iv fiopcpy deov ... (is &vdpwiro$), Weisse (to etvai faa 9e$ and ^op4>rjv

3oi5Xou . . . iraireiv(a<rev iavrov), Schmiedel (om. d\X<£ in 27, all of 26 except

6's, and iirovpavliav . . . KaraxOovlwv in 210
), and Pfleiderer (i. 321-323) all

omit more or less of 26"7 as interpolated, but for no cogent reasons. Their

procedure, however, suggests a fresh set of hypotheses with regard to the

unity of the epistle.

§ 4. Integrity.—These hypotheses either distinguish between

a Pauline nucleus and editorial matter, or between two Pauline

* This is all the more obvious when Colossians is accepted as Pauline.
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notes. Both, but especially the latter, start from the abrupt turn

in 3
1 (to, avra ypd<f>av vjxiv kt\.). It is a fair inference from these

words that Paul had written * already to the Christians of Philippi

(so, e.g., Haenlein, Bertholdt, Liinemann, Flatt, Bleek, Wiesinger,

Ewald, Jatho, Schenkel, Meyer, Mangold, Bisping, Hilgenfeld,

Hofmann, Meyer, etc.) ; the various attempts to explain to. avrd

from the context and contents of the canonical epistle are more

or less strained. Paul had not spoken so often or so amply of

rejoicing (i 4 2 28), that his hearers would feel it irksome to have

XaCpere Iv Kvptu) repeated to them. Some more serious and

vital topic is required. At/catoo-wiy is not sufficiently emphatic

in the following paragraph to make it probable that Paul was

half apologising for speaking of it (Holsten), and the least

unlikely solution is that either the danger of dissensions

(Lightfoot) or the errorists are in his mind. Against the

latter he may have had occasion previously to warn them,f out

of his mournful experiences in Asia and Achaia (3
1 = 3

18 ovs

ttoWolkis e'Aeyov v/xlv). The readiest explanation of 3
lf* is to

suppose (with Ewald, Schenkel, Reuss, etc.) that Paul started

to complete or supplement what he had already written, possibly

because some fresh tidings from Philippi had reached him in

the interval. There is nothing specifically un-Pauline even in

3
lf* to justify the hypothesis J that the extant epistle consists of

a genuine and a later letter, which some editor of the second

century has patched together.

The use of the plural in Polykarp's letter to the Philippians

(hi.), where he speaks of Paul having written orio-ToAas efc as

lav iyKVTrrrjTey SwrjOtfarecrOe OLKoBofxetcrOe eis tyjv So0e2<rav vfxlv tt'kttiv,

is indecisive; hrurnXaC like litterae, might be used of a single

* Without pressing ypd<peiv unduly, one may say that the scope of the

expression would cover more than merely oral communications from Paul

himself or through his delegates. Ewald found traces of such written com-

munications somewhat precariously in 212 and 3
18

.

f Volter (Paulus u. Seine Briefe, 319 f.) thinks that the editor must have

had in his mind the warning of 2 Co n 13f'.

% Schrader (der Apostel Paulus, v. 233 f. ) took s
1-^9 as an unauthentic

interpolation; Volter {TT., 1892, 10-44, 1 17-146) separated a genuine

Pauline note (i 1 '2 exc. <r. <?iri<nc. k. Siax. i
3"7- 12"14

-
18b "26 217-20- 22"30 410-20-

»• ™) from material (i8
*11

- *-™ 21"16
3
lb

-
21

4
1"9* 22

) dating from the reign of

Trajan or Hadrian, the redactor being responsible for I
1, 15*18a 221

3la ; but

he now (Paulus und Seine Briefe^ 286 f.) detects the Pauline original in I
1*3

(except <sbv iir. k. $io.k6poi.s), I
3 "7, 12"20 (except ical hn.%op. rw tfvwiu 'I. X.

and efre *. £. efre 8. $.), I
2*"* 21™* «** 4

10"*.
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dispatch. Yet elsewhere in Poiykarp (cp. ch. xiii.), as in the

NT itself (i Co 16 3 etc.), the distinction between singular and

plural in the use of the term is carefully observed ; nor would the

use of epistolae in the Lat. version of ch. xi. of Polykarp's epistle

(in quibus laborauit beatus Paulus, qui estis in principio epistolae

eius) invalidate this argument, since epistolae there is not genit.

sing* but nom. plur. (cp. 2 Co 3
2
). The probabilities therefore are

that Poiykarp knew of more than one Pauline letter to Philippi,

and the alternatives are to suppose (i.) that some other previous

letter (or letters) to that church did not survive, or (ii.) that

Poiykarp was referring loosely to 2 Thessalonians, which was

also written to a neighbouring Macedonian church. In favour

of (i.) it may be pointed out that if its contents were similar, as

ex hypothesi they must have been, to those of the canonical

epistle, there would be less chance of it surviving. If it be

argued that such a fate would be unlikely, when it had survived to

the age of Poiykarp, the answer is that Polykarp's language does

not necessarily imply more than that the church had in the

earlier period of its history (4
16

) received more than one letter

from the apostle, (ii.) More probably, however, the reference

covers the Thessalonian epistles (or 2 Thessalonians), of which

the Philippian church would possess a copy ; for in addressing

the Philippians themselves (xi. 3) he actually uses language (de

uobis etenim gloriatur in omnibus ecclesiis) which is palpably a

reminiscence of 2 Thessalonians (cp. i
4
), as if the latter epistle

were somehow associated in his mind with Philippi. Tertullian

{ad Scorp. 13) similarly quotes Phil, as if it were addressed to

Thessalonika, and the three Macedonian epistles seem to have

been often grouped together in the archives of the early church

(Zahn). The iina-ToXaL of Poiykarp are most readily to be

understood in this sense, i.e., as a collection of Pauline epistles,

including not only Philippians but those addressed to the

neighbouring church of Thessalonika (cp. Harnack in TU.
t 1900,

v. 3. 86 f., and Wrede in TCf., 1903, 94 f.).

Unlike 1 Co 5
9 and Col 4

16
, the allusion in Ph 3

1 did not prompt any

writer in the early church to produce an apocryphal letter to the Philippians.

The existence of such a letter may be inferred from the Syriac Catalogus

Sinaiticus (cp. Mrs. Lewis in Studia Sinaitica, i. 11 f., and W. Bauer, Det

Apostolos der Syrer, 1903, pp. 34 f., 37 f.), which mentions two Philippian

* Nestle's conjecture, airoarokris for eirio-ToXrjs in the original (cp. Zahn,

INT. i. 536), is ingenious but unnecessary.
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epistles; but, as it omits 1 Tim., its evidence is not trustworthy, and no clear

trace of any such apocryphon has been preserved. The language of Polykarp

does not yield any proof, while the casual remark of Georgius Syncellus

(Chron., ed. Dindorf, i. 651 : toijtov [i.e. Clement of Rome] ical 6 airbaTokos

iv 777 irpbs $L\i.irirri<rlovs ^[xv-qraL trpdiT-rj iTriaToXrj) may be an oversight.

The internal evidence fails upon the whole to add any valid

proof for a partition-theory, even as advocated by Hausrath

(iv. 162 f.) and especially by Bacon (The Story of St. Paul,

pp. 367 f.), both of whom put 3-4 earlier than 1-2, as a separate

Pauline letter ; but 2 21 is not necessarily incompatible with i
14

and 4
21

; in 2 21 Paul vents, with some exaggeration, his annoy-

ance at finding it impossible to persuade any of his local

coadjutors to undertake the mission to Philippi, and accuses

them of selfishness and worldliness (so in 2 Ti 4
10

). The
errorists of 3

2f
-, as has been already noted, are not mentioned

in i
18

. And, although this hypothesis relieves the epistle of the

unwieldly postscript (3
lf,

)> it does not work out with anything

like the same plausibility* as the similar view of 2 Co 10-13.

Still more unconvincing is the earlier theory of Heinrichs

(Comment, uber Philipp., 1810) and Paulus (de tempore scriptae

prioris ad Tim. atque ad Philipp. epist. Pauli, 1799), elaborated

from a hint of S. Le Mayne's Varia Sacra, ii. 332 f. (1685),

which discovered in $
l-420 a special letter addressed either to an

esoteric circle of the apostle's friends or the authorities of the

local church (in spite of 4
10

!), the rest of the canonical epistle

(i.e. i 1—

3

1 421 -23
) being intended for the local church in general

(so Paulus, Heidelberg. Jahrbiicher, 181 2, 702 f., confining the

special letter to 3
x-49

). Psychologically, the change of tone

from 2 19f
- with its farewell note, to 3

2f
- with its sudden outburst,

is quite credible in a writer like Paul, who is composing not a

treatise but an informal letter, probably amid many interrup-

tions. The hiatus is striking, but it need not denote the place

at which two notes have been joined. f The least violent

explanation would be to conjecture (with Ewald) that s
1-^ and

* Cp. Belser's Einl. 555 f., and Clemen's Paulus, i. 130 f. (where he

retracts the earlier view of his Einheitlichkeit d. paul. Briefe, 133 f.). Each
of the letters postulated by the partition-theories must have been mutilated

;

furthermore, as Pfleiderer points out, " the first lacks any expression of

thanks for the gift of the Philippians, which (2
25

) must have already been

made."

t Thus the phrase rb Xonrov approximates to odv (cp. Mt 26^, Ac 2720
,

I Th 4
1
, 2 Ti 4

8 etc.) ; it need not have a final sense.
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4
2f

- represent a couple of postscripts which were appended to

the original letter. 4
10f

*, however, is hardly an after-thought;

it rather rounds off the topics interrupted by the disgression of

3
lf\ 4

10 {k^dp-qv Se iv JLvptu) {X€yd\u)<s) and 3
la

(;yai'peTe iv Kvpia>)

is a good sequence, but in a letter it is not affected by the

intervening passage. It is doubtful, therefore, if the attempts

to analyse the epistle have proved much more satisfactory than

the similar movements of literary inquiry into the first Philippic

of Demosthenes, where criticism has swung back in the main to a

conservative position (see A. Baran's article in Wiener Studien,

1884, 173-205).

§5. History in early church (cp. NTA. 53 f., 71 f., 94 f
.

;

R. J. Knowling's Testimony of St. Paul to Christy inf., and

Gregory's Canon and Text ofNT. 205 f.).

The first indubitable echoes of the epistle occur in Polykarp ; cp. i. I

avveyapt]* v/juv fiey&Xoos iv Kvpl(p = 2V7
xa'Pw ^al avyxaipu iraaiv v/juv, 4

10

iX^prjv 5e iv Kvplu) fieyaXws ; ii. I $ [i.e. Christ] inreTdyrj to. vavra iirovpavia

/cat ^7rt7eia=210
3
21

; ix. 2, oSroi iravres ovk els icevbv e'5pa/JL0v = 216 (rather than

Gal 22
, where the context is different) ; xii. 3, et pro inimicis cruris = 3

18

tovs ix^povs rod crravpov tov XpLarov, and the allusion in iii. 2 to Paul, 5s /cat

dircbv i/juv eypaij/ev imo-ToXas. The earlier allusions in Ignatius are less

distinct, yet probably reliable : Smyrn. iv. 2, irdvra viro/ui.evu} avrov /xe

ivdvvafiovvTOS= 4
13

, the occurrence of tear ipldeiav and Kara Kevodo^lav (2
3

*
5
)

in Philad. i. I, viii. 2, and S?nyrn. xi. 3, reXeiot Bvres riXeia /cat <ppoveire=^n

6<roi odv riXeiot, tovto <ppovu>jaev. In Clem. Rom. xxi. I (idv /jltj d£tws avrov

iroXirevo/uLevoL ktX., cp. iii. 4), till we have better evidence for the phrase

being common, it is fair to admit a trace of I
27 {jibvov a£iQs tov evayyeXiov tov

Xpio-Tov iroXiTeveade), and the same may be said of xlvii. 2, where Clement

speaks of the Corinthians receiving Paul's epistle iv apxy tov evayyeXLov, his

own phrase in Phil 4
15

. In the Martyrdom of Polykarp (i. 2), 24 is quoted,

and in Diognet. v. 9 {iirl yijs 5iarpi[3odcriv, aXX' iv ovpavy TroXirevovrat) there

may be an allusion to 3
20

. The epistle was used also by Theodotus the

Valentinian and the Sethites; it is quoted in the epistle from Lyons and

Vienne (Eus. H. E. v. 2. 2= 26 ). Earlier it appeared in Marcion's airoaToXos,

as at a later period in the Muratorian Canon, whilst Irenaeus (iv. 18. 4=4 18
),

Clem. Alex, (repeatedly), and Tertullian cite its contents.



CHAPTER II.

THE HISTORICAL LITERATURE.

(A) THE SYNOPTIC PROBLEM.
LITERATURE.

—

(a) Editions of synoptic gospels :—J. Brent {Commentarii

in Matthaum, Marcum et Lucam, Tubingen, 1590) ; H. E. G. Paulus,

Exegetisches Handbuch ilber die drei ersten Evglien (Heidelberg, 1 830-3) ;

Baumgarten-Crusius (Jena, 1844-5) '> G. H. A. Ewald, Die drei Evglien

(Gottingen, 1850) ; F. Bleek, Synoptische Erklarung d. drei ersten Evglien

(1862); H. Sevin, Die drei ersten Evglien synoptisch zusammengestellt

(Wiesbaden, 1866) ; L. Bonnet 2 (Lausanne, 1896) ; G. L. Cary (New York,

1900); A. B. Bruce (EGT. 2 1901) ; H. J. Holtzmann (HC* 1901)*;

Salmon, The Human Eletnent in the Gospels. A Commentary upon the

Synoptic narrative (posthumous, London, 1907) ; A. Loisy, Les £vangiles

Synoptiques* (1907-8); J. Weiss (SNT. 2
1907); C. G. Montefiore, The

Synoptic Gospels, edited with an Introduction and a Commentary (1909).

(b) Studies—Lessing, neue Hypothese ilber die Evglisten als bloss

menschliche Geschichtschreiber betrachtet (1778) ; Koppe, Marcus non

epitomator Matthaei (1782) ; Griesbach, Commentatio qud Marci evangelium

totum e Matthaei et Lucce commentariis decerptum esse tnonstratur (17901". ) ;

l

G. C. Storr, De Fonte evangeliorum Mt. et lucce2
(1794); Gieseler, Historisch-

krit. Versuch iiber die Entstehung u. die.friihesten Schicksale der schriftlichen

Evglien (1818, oral tradition); Principal Campbell, On the Gospels (Edin.

1821); Hug (Einl. 3
ii. 1-243, 1826); Knobel, De origine Marci (1831) ;

Schleiermacher {SAT., 1832, 735-768) *
; Lachmann (SIC., 1835, 570 f.)* ; C.

G. Wilke, der Urevangelist, oder exeg.-kritische Untersuchung iiber das

Verwandtschaftsverhdltniss der drei ersten Evglien (1838) ; E. F. Gelpke,

Ueber die Anordnung der Erzdhlungen in den synoptischen Evglien (1839)

;

F. J. Schwartz, Neue Untersuchungen iiber d. Verwandtschaftsverhdltniss

der syn. Evglien (1844) ; Bruno Bauer, Kritik d. evangelische Geschichte

d. Synopt 2 (1846); F. C. Baur, Kritische Untersuchungen iiber die

kanonischen Evglien (1847) ; A. Norton, Evidences of the Genuineness of the

Gospels (1847); Ritschl, Theol. Jahrb. (1851), 481-538 ("On the present

position of Synoptic Criticism ") ; Smith, Dissertation on the Origin and
Connection of the Gospels (1853); K. R. Kostlin, Der Ursprung und die

1 The first vigorous appearance of this unlucky and prolific dandelion,

which it has taken nearly a century of opposition (led by Storr, Knobel,

Lachmann, Wilke, WT
eisse, B. Weiss, Holtzmann, Weizsacker, and Wendt) to

eradicate.

12
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Kotnposition d. synoptischen Evglien (Stuttgart, 1853) ; A. Hilgenfeld, Du
Evglien nach ihrer Entstehung und geschichtlichen Bedeutung (1854) ; C. H.
Weisse, derEvglienfrage in ihrem gegenwdrtigem Stadium (1856); Plitt,dfe com-

positione evang. synopt. (i860) ; G. d'Eichthal, Les Flvangiles (Paris, 1863) ;

H. J. Holtzmann, die Synoptische Evglien (1863)* ; Weizsacker, Unter-

suchungen uber die evangelische Geschichte (1864, second ed. 1901)*; Jahn,

Beitrdge zur Kritik d. syn. Evglien (1866) ; Sabatier, Sources de la Vie de

Jdsus (Paris, 1866); Scholten. das dltest. Evglm (1869, Eng, tr. of Het oudste

Evglm, 1868) ; G. Volkmar, die Evglien, oder Marcus und die synopse. . . .
2

(1876); Bruno Bauer, Christus und die Caesaren (1877, pp. 356 f
.
, orig.

gospel imbedded in Mark and Marcion's Luke) ; G. Wetzel, Die synoptischen

Evglien . . . (1883, oral tradition); A. Jacobsen, Untersuchungen uber die

evang. Geschichte (1883); Holsten, die synoptischen Evglien nach der Form
ihrer Inhalts (1885) ; Wendt {LehreJesu, 1886 ; second ed. 1901) ; Schulze,

Evangelientafel2 (1886) ; W. Bruckner, die vier Evglien (1887) ; Fillion,

Introd. ge'ne'rale aux evangiles (1889); F. H. Woods {SB. ii. 59 f.)* ;

Westcott, Introduction to Study of Four Gospels'1 (1889); A. Wright, The

Composition of the Gospels (1890); W. Sanday {Exp.* iii. 81 f., 177 f., 302 f.,

345 f., 411 f.); F. P. Badham, The Formation of the Gospels2 (1892);

Alexander, Leading Ideas of Gospels (new ed. 1892) ; Resch, Aussercanonische

Paralleltexte (i. 1893, ii. 1894, iii. 1895, in TU.)*\ H. von Soden 'das Interesse

d. apost. Zeitalters an d. evang. Geschichte ' (
ThA. 1892) ; Gloag, Introduction

to Syn. Gospels (Edin. 1895) ; A. J. Jolley, The Synoptic Problemfor English

Readers (1893) > Roehrich, La Composition des ivangiles (1897) ; Harnack,

ACL. ii. I. 651-700 ; Resch, Die Logia Jesu (Leipzig, 1898) ; McGiffert {AA.

479 f.); Wernle, die Synoptische Frage (1899)*; P. Calmes, Comment se

sont forme's les evangiles (Paris, 1899) ; W. Soltau, Eine Liicke d.

synoptischen Forschung (1899), Unsere Evglien (1901) ; V. H. Stanton

(Hastings' DB. ii. 234-249); Abbott 1 and Schmiedel (EBi. 1761-1839,

1840-96)*; U. Fracassini, 'La critica del vangeli nel secolo xix' (Studi

Religiosi, 1901, 30-52, 309-331) ; Moffatt {LINT., 2 1901, nf., 258 f., 635 f. )

;

A. Loisy, Etudes evangHiques (Paris, 1902) ; J. A. Robinson, Tke Study

of the Gospels* (1903); J. Halevy, Etudes evangiliques (Paris, 1903);

Bonaccorssi, / tre primi Vangeli el la critica letteraria (1904) ; H. von

Soden, Die wichtigsten Fragen im Leben Jesu (1904); E. D. Burton,

{Introduction to Gospels, Chicago, 1904) ; E. D. Burton, Some Principles of

Literary Criticism and their Application to the Synoptic Problem (Decennial

Publications of Chicago University, vol. v., 1904)* ; E. Mangenot (Vigoroux'

DB. ii. 2058-2097) ; J. Wellhausen, Einleitung in die drei ersten Evglien*

(1905); N. J. D. White {DCG. i. 663-671); Bosanquet and Wenham
{Outlines of the Synoptic Record, 1905) ; Jacquier {INT. ii., 1905) ; Loisy,

Morceaux dextgese (1906) ; Jiilicher, Neue Linien in die Kritik d. Evang.

Uberlieferung (1906) ; J. E. Carpenter, 1 he First Three Gospels* (London,

1906); C. E. Scott Moncrieff, St. Mark and the Triple Tradition (1907);

P. Feine {PRE. xix. 277-381); Blass, ET. xviii. ('Origin and Character

of our Gospels ') ; G. H. Mtiller, Zur Synopse { Untersuchung uber die

x See the discussions in Contemp. Review (vol. xiii.) between Jannaris

(PP- 37-40, 532-539) and Abbott (249-254).
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Arbeitsweise des Lk. u. Mt. und Hire Quellen), 1908 ; F. Nicolardot, Les

procidis de Redaction des trots premiers £vang£listes (Paris, 1908) *
; T.

Nicol, The Gospels in the Earliest Church History (1908) ; J. R. Cohu, The

Gospels in the Light of Modern Research (1909) ; E. Wendling, ' Synoptische

Studien' {ZNW., 1907, 256 f., 1908, 96 f., 1909, 46 f., 219 f.) ; W. Flinders

Petrie, The Growth of the Gospels as shown by Structural Criticis7?i (1910).

(c) Surveys 1 of recent criticism :—A. Menzies {Review of Theology and

Philosophy, iv. 757 f
.
, v. 1-17 ; J. Weiss {TR., 1908, 92 f., 122 f.);

Wendling {ZWT., 1908, 135 f.) ; [B. W. Bacon {Harvard Theol. Review,

1908, 48-69) ; H. L. Jackson {Cambridge Biblical Essays, 4235.).

{d) The best synopsis of the textual data is Rushbrooke's Synopticon

(1880), but smaller and convenient manuals are published in English by

W. A. Stevens and E. D. Burton (Boston, 1894) ; A. Wright {Synopsis of the

Gospels2, 1903) ; Colin Campbell {First Three Gospels in Greek2
, 1899). and

J. M. Thompson {The Synoptic Gospels, 1910) ; in German by Veit {Die

Synoptische Parallelen, 1897) ; Heineke {Synopse der drei ersten Evglien,

1898), and Huck {Synopse der drei ersten Evglien*, 1910). The older

literature of synopses (usually= harmonies), includes Tatian's ' Diatessaron

'

[cp. The Earliest Life of Christ ever compiled, by Dr. J. H. Hill, Edin.

1894]*; Ammonius (third century) ; Augustine {de consensu evangelistarum,

cp. H. J. Vogels in Bardenhewer's Biblische Studien, xiii. 5) ; A. Bruich

(Monotessaron breve ex quat. evang., Cologne, 1539) ; Salmeron {Comment, in

evang. historiam, Madrid, 1598); Calvin ; Osiander ; Chemnitz {Harmonia,

1704); Bengel's Harmonie (1736); M 'Knight, Harmony of the Gospels

(1763) ; Planck, Entwurf einen neuen synopt. Zusammen. (1809) ; Roediger's

Synopsis (1829) ; H. N. Clausen, Quatt. evang. tabula synopticae (Copen-

hagen, 1829) ; J. S. Thompson, A Monotessaron (Baltimore, 1828-9) '>

Gresswell, Harmonia evangelica (Oxford, 1830) ; R. Chapman, Gk. Harmony

of Gospels (1836) ; Lant Carpenter2 {A harmony or syn. arrangement of the

gospels, 1838) ; De Wette and Lucke's Synopsis2
(1842) ; Gehringer (1842);

Wieseler, Chron. Synopsis der vier Evglien (1843, Eng. tr., Cambridge, 1864) ;

Robinson (Boston, 1845, ed. Riddle, 1892) ; R. Anger, Synopsis Evang.

Mt. Mk. Lucae (1852) ; Patrizi, De Evangeliis (1852); W. Stroud, A new
Gk. Harmony of the four Gospels (London, 1853) ; Sevin (1866) ; Gardiner

(Andover, 187 1) ; E. Salmon, Analysis of the Four Parallel Gospels (1876),

also The Parallel Gospels (London, 1876) ; Fillion, Synopsis evangelica

(Paris, 1882); Tischendorf, Synopsis Evangelica* (1891); C. C. James, A
Harmony of the Gospels (1892) ; J. A. Broadus, A Harmony of the Gospels in

the Revised Version* (New York, 1898), and J. C. Rambaud, Harmonia et

synopsis* (Paris, 1898).

§ 1. The documentary hypothesis. — Felix qui potuit rerum

cognoscere causas. This felicity has not yet been the portion of

investigators into the literary origin of the synoptic gospels,

but the subtle and exhaustive processes of criticism, which

1 Historical sketches of research in Gloag, op. cit. pp. 44 f. ; Meignanj

Les ivangiles et la critique au XiXe siede (Paris, 1864) ; Feine {op. cit.)

Jacquier {INT. ii. 284-355), and Zahn {INT. § 50).
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have been applied to the synoptic problem since Schleiermacher,

have at last resulted in (a) the conclusion that the problem

is primarily one of literary criticism. The gospels are books

made out of books ; none of them is a document which simply

transcribes the oral teaching of an apostle or of apostles. Their

agreements and differences cannot be explained except on the

hypothesis of a more or less close literary relationship, and while

oral tradition is a uera causa, it is only a subordinate factor

in the evolution of our canonical Greek gospels.
(J?)

Secondly,

the priority of Mark to Matthew and Luke no longer requires

to be proved. Whatever modifications and qualifications

it may be necessary to introduce into this general thesis, the

starting-point of research is the working hypothesis that the

order and outline of the second canonical gospel lay before

the writers of Matthew and Luke, who employed it more or less

freely as a framework into which they introduced materials from

other sources.

(a) The oral hypothesis (Westcott, Godet, Wetzel, Veit, Wright) assumes

that the gospel was officially drawn up by the primitive apostles or by one of

them (Peter, Matthew), and that, by dint of repetition, the various cycles of

narrative and discourse became stereotyped before passing into written form.

"The common element of our three synoptic gospels was not a mere cento

of sayings of Jesus, or of anecdotes of His actions, but an oral Gospel which

gave a continuous history of His life, from His baptism by John to His

crucifixion " (Salmon, Human Element in the Gospels, pp. 27 f.). It further

requires a definite order of teachers or catechists who made it their business

to teach this oral gospel. The necessity of a recourse to such assumptions is

even less favourable than the impossibility, upon this theory, of giving any

rational account of how the large sections in Mt. and Lk., which Mk. omits,

ever came into existence and into the special places which they occupy. * No
appeals to the Oriental memory, with its extraordinary power of retentiveness

(cp. Margoliouth in Christian Apolegetics, 1903, 48f.)f will suffice to explain

the intricate variations and coincidences in the synoptic gospels, without

involving artificial reconstructions of the early church's attitude to the sayings

of Jesus. The detailed proof of this, with a thoroughgoing refutation of the

oral hypothesis, is led by Zahn {INT. ii. 408 f. ), Chavannes {Revue de

Thiologie et Philosophie, 1904, 138-160), and Stanton {GHD. ii. 17 f.), more

briefly by Schmiedel {EBi. 1845-6) and Peake {INT. 104 f.).

* Even a resolute adherent of the theory, like Dr. Wright {ET. xxi.

211 f.), now admits that documents were in use from the first, for catechetical

purposes. To call the documents ' temporary*' does not conceal the

collapse of the oral hypothesis.

f See also G. H. Putnam's Authors and their Public in Ancient Timts*

(1894), PP- 106 f.
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One objection to the oral hypothesis —- viz. the gospel's preservation in

Greek instead of Aramaic—is removed by the cognate hypothesis of a primi-

tive Semitic gospel upon which the synoptists have all drawn (Resch, Abbott,

Briggs) ; but, although the theory helps to account for one or two Greek

variants by pointing out the possibility that they may go back to the omission,

confusion, or transposition of consonants in the Hebrew original, as a complete

explanation of the textual phenomena it fails. There is perhaps no ante-

cedent improbability in Hebrew being still written between a.d. 40 and 50

in Palestine ; the newly discovered fragments of Ecclesiasticus show that a

Jew could write in fair Biblical Hebrew long after it had ceased to be spoken

generally. But why should an evangelist of Jesus ? If any Semitic gospel is

to be postulated, Aramaic (so, e.g., Lessing, Eichhorn) is much more likely

than Hebrew to have been its language, and all the relevant facts of the case

can be met by allowing for Aramaic sources behind the gospels and for the

Aramaic background of their oral tradition. Misconception by Greek trans-

lators of a Semitic phrase is indeed a uera causa in the interpretation, e.g., of

some passages from Q, the common source of Mt. and Lk., which probably

existed in different recensions. To quote a modern example, when we find

in some translations of Don Quixote (part ii. ch. xxxiv.) the Greek Com-

mentator, and in others the Greek Commander, it is obvious that these

represent the wrong and the correct renderings of El Commendador Griego.

The synoptic variant renderings of a common Semitic original, it must be

allowed, usually give a good sense ; it may not be the exact sense of the

original, but it is intelligible, and generally it is consonant with the character-

istic aims and traits of the gospel in which it occurs. The latter phenomenon,

indeed, prevents us from supposing that the particular rendering was invariably

accidental. On the other hand, this theory, when pushed to its full limits,

reduces the inventive and independent element in the synoptic writers, by lay-

ing stress on the possibilities of error and alteration which were involved in

the transition from a Hebrew original to various Greek translations. The
synoptic variations are referred to different conceptions of Hebrew words and

phrases rather than to the editorial freedom of writers, who omitted, added,

and altered details in a source before them, for the sake of producing a

special impression of Jesus as the Son of God or the fulfiller of ancient

prophecy. " We do not often find very early apocryphal evangelists, and

never the canonical ones, deliberately inventing new traditions. It is

generally possible to detect, even now, some basis of fact or ancient tradition

for what appears at first sight to be a mere fiction ; and it is a reasonable

inference that if we had before us all the ' narratives ' of the * many ' authors

mentioned by Luke, and all the written interpretations of Matthew's Logia

handed down by those who, as Papias says, ' interpreted them each to the

best of his ability,' we should find the paucity of invention almost equal to

the magnitude of accretion " (Diat. 552). This is much too strongly put.

It is to press matters too far if we undervalue the inventiveness of the

primitive tradition, and miss the varied motives which led to the production

of edifying apologues within the evangelic tradition. We have no business

to assume that a writer, who had (say) Mark or some other primitive written

source before him, would not feel comparatively free to diverge from its exact-

terminology, to tell a story in his own way, or to reproduce a saying in the
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light of his own religious prepossessions. Furthermore, the ' telegram '
*

theory—that the primitive gospel was written in an elliptic, condensed

style, whose ambiguities and brevity explain the later gospels—fails often

to render the primitive source intelligible. "The result of eliminating

all words which are not common to all the evangelists is often to make
the narrative unintelligible without the help of one of the existing Gospels

to throw light on it " (Salmon, The Human Element in the Gospels,

P- 15).

(b) The latter theory is not incompatible with the recognition of Mark as

prior to the other two synoptists ; as a matter of fact, one of the most

searching and minute statements of the evidence for Mark's priority is in Dr.

Abbott's Diat. 314-330 (with table, 542-544, of corrections made by Mt. and

Lk. on Greek text of Mk.—the latter being regarded as a Greek version,

'with a good many errors, conflations, and additions,' of the Hebrew
Ur-Evangelium). Even Pfleiderer (Ure. ii. 284 f. 392 f.), who adheres to a

primitive Aramaic gospel-source, admits that it was first used by Mark among
many others (Lk i

x
), then by Luke who also used Mk. ; as Mk. and Lk.

represented the Gentile Christian church, while the original gospel continued

to be used independently (with legendary expansions) by the Palestinian and

Syrian churches,t Mt. was written to fuse together both the Gentile and

Jewish Christian traditions. One of the weakest points in this theory is the

necessity of supposing that all the discourse and narrative material common
to Lk. and Mt. lay originally in Mark's basis, the Aramaic gospel, from which

it was derived by these writers through the medium of a Greek translation.

A recent modification of this view,J by Scott-Moncrieff, similarly postulates

a Foundation-document used by all three evangelists, but assumes it must have

been written by Mark ; Mt. and Lk. used not Mk. but this earlier draft

(practically = an Ur-Marcus) ; Mk. ' in the more literary atmosphere ' of

Rome revised his original MS (based on Petrine reminiscences) and published

it for the benefit of the Roman church.

It is the extravagant claims occasionally made on behalf of Mk. as a

Petrine gospel and as free from secondary elements, which have led to a

double reaction not only against the Petrine tradition (see below under
' Mark ') but against Mark's priority to Matthew (so especially Hilgenfeld,

Badham, Belser, and Merx, after Hug, Keim, and many others). The latter

theory is inadequate, even with the ingenious modifications proposed by Zahn

(INT. §§ 54-56), who, following the lead of Grotius and Michaelis, places the

original (Hebrew) Matthew prior to Mark, and the canonical Greek Matthew

* Cp. Abbott and Rushbrooke, The Common Tradition of the Synoptic

Gospels (1884), p. xi : "It is possible that for some time the Evangelistic

records were handed down not in writing, but by means of oral tradition,

like the Mishna of the Jews.

"

t Hence the origin of the apocryphal gospels, especially the gospel ko.6'

"Eppalovs, which was a collateral branch from the parent stem of the original

Aramaic gospel.

X B. Bonkamp (Zur Evangelien-Frage, 1909, 53 f.), on the other hand,

agrees with those who make Mk. a compilation, and Mt. and Lk. dependent

on the Aramaic Ur-evangelium.
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(as a translation of the Ur-Matthaeus) subsequent to Mark ; Mark, in short,

ubed the Hebrew Matthew and was in turn used by the Greek Matthew.

The documentary hypothesis (cp. HNT. 615 f.) goes back

not only to the habits of Oriental historiography, which

permitted a writer to incorporate a source literatim or to alter

it for his special purpose, instead of rewriting it, but to ancient

praxis in general. " Critical investigation into the sources of the

ancient historians has shown beyond a question that, when they

were dealing with times not within their own memory, they

handled their authorities according to methods very different

from those pursued in modern times. Not only materials, but

the form in which these materials were worked up, were taken

from predecessors usually without acknowledgment, and clearly

without fear of any charge of plagiarism " (Hardy, Plutarch's

Galba and Otho, 1890, p. xliv). This was all the more feasible

in the case of a book like Mark, which was not written with any

literary object. It was the common property of Christians, and

neither Matthew nor Luke had any scruple in adapting it at a

later period.* In the abstruse problem of the synoptic embry-

ology, the Ur-Marcus and Q represent the work of artisans, who

compiled and wrote the raw materials, which the artists, i.e. the

authors of the canonical gospels, afterwards worked up into

shape, f

The documentary hypothesis is further corroborated by the

methods of Tatian in compiling his Diatessaron during the last

quarter of the second century. An examination % of the

structure of this harmony, which was based on the four

* The fusion of Mk. with Q and other sources is shown by the presence

of the doublets (cp. HS. 80-107). These do not invariably denote different

sources (cp. Badham's Formation of Gospels 2
, 12 f. ); still in the main they

point, not to different occasions on which Jesus uttered the same kind of

word, but to variant traditions of the same saying or deed.

t A very suggestive analogy to the processes of idealisation, treatment of

the miraculous, and influence of later church tendencies upon the tradition,

has been outlined by Gardner {Explor. Evangelica, 174 f.) and R. B.

Drummond {Papers of Society of Historical Theology, Oxford, 1907, 37 f.) in

the Franciscan literature.

% See A. A. Hobson's scholarly essay, The Diatessaron of Tatian and the

Synoptic Problem (Chicago, 1904), which carefully investigates the evidence

afforded by Tatian's methods for the documentary theory of the synoptic

gospels and their origin. The relation of such methods to the documentary

analysis of the Pentateuch is dibcu^ed by G. F. Moore mJBL. ix. 201-215,

and Lofthouse {£T. xiii. 565!.).
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canonical gospels, reveals the practice not only of freely

altering, for purposes of edification and greater clearness as

well as for the sake of literary effect, the order of words,

sentences, and entire paragraphs, but also of arranging and

fusing materials drawn from different sections in order to

present a continuous and full account. All this is consonant

with a certain scrupulous fidelity on the part of Tatian. His

work shows, e.g., a comparative absence of rewritten or omitted

paragraphs. The bearing of his methods of composition on

those of the synoptic evangelists lies in the twofold direction of

showing (a) how earlier Christian sources could be dealt with in

a fairly free fashion by later writers, without any lack of reverence

;

and (b) how alterations by a later author do not require in all

cases a special tendency, but merely literary habits, in order to

account for their origin and extent. The former consideration

is important. If Tatian, writing after the idea of the canon had

taken shape, could compose a Diatessaron with some freedom

from the four gospels, it is highly probable that the writers of

these gospels, prior to the formation of the canon, would exercise

not less liberty in their treatment of available sources, "which

they nevertheless regarded as historically trustworthy, and whose

historical testimony they endeavoured substantially to preserve"

(Hobson, p. 80). The second (b) inference supports what has

been already said upon the need of eschewing an ultra-docu-

mentary bias in the study of the synoptic problem. One of the

obstacles raised by the documentary hypothesis has been the

inadequate place assigned by many of its upholders to the place

and function of oral tradition as an element in the process ; and

it will help to render that hypothesis more tenable and attractive,

if it is shown to include such a reason for variation as literary

habit or individual idiosyncrasy. In a semi-literary work like

one of the early Christian gospels, it is artificial to imagine that

the author had some conscious ulterior purpose in every change

he made. Although tendencies may be visible over the broad

surface of his work, and although the general purpose of his

composition may be plain, this does not exclude a certain

freedom of literary choice, an artlessness, and the play of

individual fancy and taste. No theory which fails to allow for

such an element is true to the facts of the case. On the

principles alike of literary criticism and of common sense, this

consideration vindicates itself as a reasonable criterion in the
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examination and explanation of the synoptic variations, and it

is amply borne out by a consideration of the phenomena

presented by the Diatessaron. The latter shows a series of

changes which are not due to any rigid or specific purpose.

It reflects, as the synoptic variations in Matthew and Like

must in all fairness be held to reflect, a much wider variety of

motives underneath such alterations than is yielded by any

theory which would determine a writer's movements simply by

some earlier sources and some controlling tendency of his own
mind or circle. Consequently, we may argue, the failure to

account for every single variation in the synoptic gospels does

not discredit the documentary hypothesis, except when the latter

is stated in some ultra-academic form.

The earliest traditions extant upon the origin of the gospels,

i.e. the fragmentary remarks of John the presbyter quoted from

Papias by Eusebius, show that no stereotyped official gospel was

known to the memory of the sub-apostolic age. The first shapes

which loom out in the mist are two documents roughly corre-

sponding to the gospels of Mark and Matthew. What is their

nature, and what is their relation to the documentary hypothesis ?

§ 2. The Papias-traditions.—The earliest clue furnished by

tradition is the evidence of Papias, bishop of Hierapolis in

Phrygia during the first half of the second century. The two

quotations from his " Expositions of the Lord's Aoyia," in five

avyypdfxfiaTa (Eus. H. E. hi. 39. 15-17), are very brief, and we
have no clue to their context. Even the date of this Exposition

is uncertain. As Papias was an apx<uos av-qp to Irenaeus, and as,

on the other hand, he looked back to his connection with the

oral tradition of the presbyters as an old episode when he

composed his book, the date of that volume cannot be put

much earlier than c. a.d. 120. If the De Boor fragment (TV.
v. 2. p. 170), which makes him mention people who, after being

raised from the dead by Jesus, lived till the age of Hadrian,

is really a quotation, the date would have to be carried

down at least another decade; but it is not a quotation,*

and the terminus ad quem for this writing's composition is not

later than c. a.d. 160. It may be dated in i4o(5)-i6o

* Philip Sidetes, who preserves the quotation, was excerpting from Euse-

bius at this point, and the likelihood is that he made a mistake in attributing

to Papias a similar remark of Quadratus which the historian happens t«

narrate {If. E. iv. 3. 2).
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(Harnack), 140-150 (Westcott), 130-140 (Lightfoot), or c. 125

(Zahn). As he got his information from John the presbyter,

when he was gathering materials for the book, the date of the

latter authority is carried back to the opening of the second

century.

For discussions of Papias, his date, authorities, and writings, cp. especially

Zahn [SK., 1866, 649-696, 1867, 539-542, Acta Joannis, pp. cliv-clxxii,

GK. i. 2. 849 f., ii. 2. 780 f.); Weiffenbach, Die Papiasfragmente (1878);

Lipsius (/FT., 1885, I74f.) ; Holtzmann (ZfVT., 1880, 64-77) J Hilgenfeld

(ZWT.) 1875, 231-270, 1886, 257-291); with SR. (pp. 277 f.) and Light-

foot's invaluable articles (Cont. Review, 1867, 1875) ; Salmon (DCB. iv.

185-190); Westcott {Canon of NT.6
pp. 69 f.) ; Link (SK., 1896. 435 f.)

J

Harnack (A CL. ii. 1. pp. 335 f., 356 £. ) ; Abbott (EBi. ii. 1809 f.)
;

Goetz on "Papias u. seine Quellen," in Sitzungsberichte d. philos.-histor.

Klasse d. Kdnigl. bayr. Akademie d. Wiss. (1903) 267-320; Schwartz

{Ueber den Tod der Sohne Zebedaei, Berlin, 1904, pp. 18 f.), and Ehrhard

(ACL. 112 f.).

To the bearing of Papias upon the problem of the apostle

John's residence in Asia Minor and the origin of the Fourth

gospel, it will be necessary to return later on. Meantime, we

must look at his evidence upon the synoptic gospels of Mark
and Matthew, or, at any rate, upon what Papias believed to be

the origin of these canonical scriptures.

kcu rovd* 6 TrpecrjSvrepos

lAeyev :

Mdp/cos p,kv epfirjvevr^s Jlirpov yev-

6/xevos, 8<xa ifiv-qixovevaev, &Kpij3Qs

Zypadrev, oi p.ivroi rd£ei, rd vwb rod

XpiaTov -J) XexOfrra {) irpax9£"Ta.

oUre yap -fJKovirer rod Kvptov, otire

irap7)Ko\ovd7)<rev avrip, Varepov oe, <l>s

Zcprjv, ILfrpcp' 5s irpbs rds xpetas

4ttoi€ito rd? didacTKaXlas, dXX oi>x

ticrirep avvra^iv t&v KvpcaKuv ttolov-

fiepos Xbynov, (bare ovdkv tffiaprev

Mdp/cos, 01/rws ?Pia yp&if/as ws direp.vt\-

fidvevcrev. ivbs yap iiroi^aaro irpdvotav,

This also the presbyter

said:

• Mark, who was * Peter's inter-

preter,! wrote down accurately,

though not in order, % all that he

recollected of what Christ had said or

done.§ For he was not a hearer of

the Lord, nor a follower of his ; he

followed Peter, as I have said, at a

later date,H and Peter adapted his

instructions to practical needs, without

any attempt to give the Lord's words

systematically. So that Mark was

not wrong in writing down some

* " had been " would give the sense more accurately.

f =prpng (cp. Schlatter in BFT.
% 1899, hi- PP« S 1 *-)?

X On this phrase, see below.

§ The quotation from the presbyter may end here, the rest (as I have said)

being Papias' reproduction of the primitive tradition.

U Not, after having followed Paul, but after the lifetime of Jesus.
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rov firjdh 8>v tfKovtrev irapaKiwelv 9j

yf/efoaadal tl iv avroh.

TaiVa fikv o$v IvTopriTai rip Hairlq.

Trepi rod MdpKOV. irepl 8£ tov Mardaiov

tolvt eiprjTai' MardaTos fihv o$v'E(3pa-

tdi dia\^KT(f tcl \6yia cvveypayparo*

r)pfi-f]vev<Tev 8' afrrcL u>s fjv dvvarbs

ticaaTos.

things in this way from memory, foi

his one concern was neither to omit

nor to falsify anything he had heard.'

Such is Papias' account of Mark

;

this is what he says about Matthew

:

' So then Matthew composed the Logia

in the Hebrew language, and every

one interpreted them as he was able.'

As these traditions are preserved by Papias from the

presbyter John, and as they go back not only to a period

previous to the final composition of the Exposition, but apparently

to the time when Papias was merely collecting oral testimony,

the problem of the date of the book from which they are now
cited becomes comparatively insignificant. These explanations

of Mark and Matthew must have been in circulation by the

end of the first century. The beginning of the second century

is the latest period at which we can assume they came to Papias.

Furthermore, they are not inventions of his own. Their

authority is the presbyter John, who was in close contact with

the cycles of primitive apostolic tradition, and there is no reason

to suppose that these two particular traditions suffered accretion

or corruption in passing through the channel of Papias' memory.

Doubtless they were exposed to the atmosphere of sub-apostolic

desire to connect all canonical writings, directly or indirectly,

with some apostolic authority, but the atmosphere did not create

them. Their motive is unambiguous. By the time that Papias

wrote, if not much earlier, difficulties were evidently felt about

the differences in the four gospels, which implies that they had

begun to be read together or, at any rate, laid side by side.

The divergence, e.g., between Mark's ra£is and that of the Fourth

gospel seems to have occasioned surprise. Papias writes in an

explanatory tone. He quotes the presbyter in order to defend

Mark against a certain depreciation, and his defence pre-

supposes that the authority of the Fourth gospel was so strong

in certain local circles that it served as a standard for estimating

the style and shape of earlier.

A further point urged by Papias in these quotations from the

presbyter is the difference of language.! Both the Petrine oral

* ffwerdi-aTo, the variant reading (preferred by Schwartz), does not alter

the sense materially, though avveypdiparo brings out more clearly the fact that

it was a writing.

t There is also an implicit side-reference to the gnostic circle of Basilides,
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teaching and the Matthaean book of the Logia were in Aramaic

;

but while Mark's gospel fixed the former in Greek shape, the latter

was for some time circulated without any such definitive editing.

It is implied that this phase of things was past by the time not

only of Papias but of his informant, and that the need of such

independent off-hand translations no longer existed. Why, we

can only conjecture, for no further information from Papias is

extant. But the obvious answer is that some definitive recension

of the Matthaean Logia had superseded the numerous earlier

translations.

The translating or interpreting to which Papias alludes cannot be ex-

plained (so Schlatter and Salmon, Human Element in the Gospels, 27 f.) as

part of the worship of the churches. In the Jewish synagogues the lesson from

the Hebrew scriptures, read by the rabbi, was followed by the interpretation

or rendering of it into the popular tongue ; but the latter task fell to a

' meturgeman,' or interpreter. Even though the rabbi knew both languages,

he confined himself to one, i.e. to the older and more sacred speech. But

the use of the Matthaean Logia to which Papias alludes was not restricted

to Christian worship (cp. GHD. i. 55 f.). He is thinking, as the context

shows, about writings, and the presbyter's words denote also independent,

probably paraphrastic versions of the Logia made for catechetical and

missionary purposes. It is improbable, therefore, although plausible, to hold

that ep/A7)vevrris as applied to Mark and rjpfi^veva-ev as applied to the early

Christian teachers or missionaries who used the Matthaean writing, denote

the same sort of work, except that in the one case the translating or in-

terpreting followed the oral Aramaic teaching of Peter, with its reminiscences

of the Lord's words and deeds, while in the other the basis of the interpre-

tation lay in Matthew's written Aramaic record. When the informant of

Papias reports that " every one translated (or interpreted) the Logia as best

he could," the reference must include various Greek versions (Resch,

Agrapha, pp. 54 f. ) ; it cannot mean simply the worship and work of the

early Christian mission, where at first any one who used the Matthaean

collection had to give a Greek equivalent upon his own responsibility and

from his own resources.

Two minor points of some importance remain, (a) One is the meaning

of oi> fievToi rat-ei. In the light of the well-known passage from Lucian {de

hist, conscrib. 16 f.), rd£ts seems here to imply not order or consecutiveness

in the modern sense of the term, so much as the artistic arrangement and

effective presentation of the materials. The latter, in their unadorned and

artless sequence, are aTrofivrjixaTa. Set £v ragei they are orderly, harmonious.

The criticism passed by Papias on Mark refers to the style, then, rather

who claimed that the di8d<XKa\os of the latter was Glaukias, the interpreter of

Peter (Clem. Strom. 7. 106). Papias points out that the true Petrine tradition

was conveyed by Mark, and that, instead of being a secret kabbila, it was

published in a gospel (cp. Schwartz, 11, 20 f.).
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than to the chronological sequence.* What Mark wrote down was the

airofxvriiJLovetixaTa or recollections of Peter, which were simply delivered 7rp6s

rd$ xpet'as, and the literary result was not a iaropla. It had not rd£is enough

for that. A simple record, as exact and complete as possible, was what came

from Mark's pen, just such notes as might be described under Justin's title of

apostolic a.TrofJi.vrjfiove^/xaTa. When rd£is is translated 'order,' therefore, tl e

reference is to 'orderliness' rather than to historical sequence. " Ce que Ton

entend par ' ordre ' n'est pas la chronologie . . . c'est la bonne distribution des

matieres " (Loisy, i. 26). {b) Does the phrase rd \6yia mean the works and

words of Jesus, a practical equivalent for rb eidyyiXiov ? Or does it mean

primarily utterances? The former view has been strongly supported,

f

particularly by those who desired to identify these Aramaic logia as closely

as possible with the contents of the canonical Greek Matthew, but the

context, together with the historical probabilities, indicates that the phrase

here means effata, utterances or discourses or commands of the Lord. These

sayings, of course, must have included often a piece of narrative. Many of

the Lord's most striking words were associated with some event or incident.

When they were plucked from the soil of the dypcupos ixvi]jxt\ in the primitive

tradition, they would come up with some historical details of time and place

clinging to them, like earth to the roots of a plant. The frequent exchange

of question and answer in the extant conversations of Jesus necessitates some

context of circumstances, % and Matthew's gospel more than once appears to

record an incident for the purpose of a saying which it sustained. Further-

more, in his own book, the 'E£?j77?<ns \oyiwv Kvpiaic&v, we know that Papias

included some stories and narratives of the life of Jesus, for the purposes of

his exposition. On the other hand, the differentiation of rd \6yia rod Kvplov

and rb \iaprbpiov rod aravpov in Polyk. Phil. 7, tells against the identification

of Matthew's rd \6yia in Papias with any work similar to Mark or even

Matthew. Papias is certainly lax in his use of the term, for, in the Marcan

notice, he seems to describe indifferently the substance of Mark as rd inrb rod

Xpurrov 1) \exQ^vra f) irpaxQtvra and as nvpiaicol \6yoi or /cu/na/cd \6yia.

But the analogy of the OT prophets, where the words ofJeremiah, Hosea,

etc. , include narrative as well as sayings and speeches, bears out the view that

while the Matthsean Logia of Papias were not a gospel-narrative, they were

not a mere collection of sayings.

A fair exegesis of the Papias-traditions forbids us then to

infer that any sharp distinction was drawn between the contents

of the Marcan gospel and the writing of Matthew. The latter

could not have been confined to sayings, any more than could

the former, or any similar narrative of Jesus, to incidents and

deeds. The distinction intended by Papias (if not by his

informant) was drawn elsewhere. Mark's gospel was evidently

* So, after Norden, Corssen (GGA., 1899, pp. 317 f.).

t From Lucke, Baur, and Keim, to Hilgenfeld, Zahn, and Belser.

J Thus Eusebius (If. E. iii. 245) observes that Matthew and John alone

have left us tup tov Kvptov diarpi^Qp viro/xpr]fiaTa.
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felt by many to be incomplete, as compared with Matthew,

besides being disorderly, as compared with John. The presbyter

explains the reason of the former defect. The exigencies of

its composition prevented Mark's gospel from giving a <rwra£is

of the Lord's utterances ; Mark was not able to provide this.

But it was furnished by Matthew, a hearer and follower of the

Lord. He composed or compiled ra \6yia, and his account, it is

implied, was adequate, so far as contents went. This distinc-

tion, together with that of the language, may be regarded as

uppermost in the Papias-traditions.

While the harvest from Papias is thus scanty, it is not unim-

portant. We learn that there had been an Aramaic gospel-

writing by Matthew, which Papias at any rate connected some-

how with the canonical Matthew. How far he believed the

latter to represent a version of it, we have no information.

On Mark, again, the testimony is ampler. It is uncertain what

was, or what Papias believed to be, the relation between the

canonical gospel of Mark and this Petrine record of Mark,

but the latter was not composed, apparently, until Mark had

ceased to be Peter's ip/ATjvevTrjs, whether owing to some change

of circumstances or to Peter's death. The latter view is that

of Irenaeus {ap. Euseb. H. E. v. 8. 3), who puts the composi-

tion of Mark's gospel subsequent to the decease of Peter, but

the mist which shrouds the later history of the apostle prevents

us from checking the truth of this remark, and another tradition,

vouched for in two different ways by Clement of Alexandria

(H. E. ii. 15. 2, and vi. 14. 6), asserts that Mark wrote when

Peter was still alive.* The unanimous tradition of the second

and third centuries upon the connection of Mark, as the author

of the gospel, with Peter (cp. Swete, pp. xviii f.), probably is

little more than a prolonged echo of the Papias-tradition, com-

bined with inferences, more or less fictitious, from 1 P 5
13

.

These later testimonies add little or nothing of independent

historical value to the tradition which has just been discussed,

and the latter must now be set side by side with the canonical

gospel. It is only after an examination of Mark as we have it,

that it is possible to ascertain how far the notice preserved by

Papias is an adequate and trustworthy piece of criticism. And

* This is evidently the product of later reflection in the church, stimu-

lated by a desire to claim spiritual authority and a Petrine guarantee for

Mark's narrative (cp. Schwartz, pp. 18 f.).
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the same holds true of Matthew. The results upon which the

following sections converge may be outlined at this point, for the

sake of convenience. The two writings mentioned by John the

presbyter lie at the back of Mk. and Mt. respectively ; they

correspond to the Ur-Marcus and the Q source,* which the

internal criticism of these gospels has succeeded in feeling if not in

laying bare underneath the strata of the canonical texts. There

are insuperable difficulties in the way either of rejecting f the

Papias-tradition or of identifying the two writings of this frag-

ment with the canonical Mark and Matthew, and the solution is

to suppose that the former represents a later edition J of the

original Mark (which resembled a K^pvy/jui IUtoov), while the

latter represents the work of a Jewish Christian writer, with

catholic interests, who employed in his work not only Mk. but

the Matthsean Logia. Luke's gospel, like Matthew's, draws upon

(possibly a different text of) the Ur-Marcus and upon Q or the

logia-source (probably in a different translation) ; but, unlike

Matthew's, it embodies subsidiary sources, one of which at least

ranked of such importance that the author more than once

preferred it even to Mk. and Q.

§ 3. Mark and the Ur-Marcus.—The relation of Mark to

Peter is described in the opening words of the Muratorian frag-

ment on the Canon, quibus tamen interfuit et ita posuit. If quibus

is taken to have been originally aliquibus (i.e. certain incidents or

episodes in the life of Jesus), the author would mean that although

Mark was not an eye-witness of the life of Jesus, still he was

present at one or two occasions in it (e.g. Mk 1451
?). But quibus

probably referred to a preceding colloquiis Petri, and the sense

* The common discourse-material is best explained as due to the use of

some such source A similar literary problem arises in connection with

Plutarch's and Tacitus' accounts of Galba. Here, too, the hypothesis of

absolute independence is precluded by the close agreements, and the alterna-

tives are to suppose that Plutarch used Tacitus, or to conjecture that both had

access to some common authority such as the elder Pliny's Histories or

Cluvius Rufus.

f On the ground that it might be no more than an inference from I P 5
1, 18

,

an ill-informed guess which Papias or his informant made (cp. e.g. Loofs,

Die Auferstehungsberichte, pp. 22 f.).

J " Eine vermehrte Ausgabe, in welcher der uberlieferte Text moglichst

respektiert werden sollte" (Wendling, Entstehung des Marcus-Evgliums,

p. 2). " II y a eu un Pr6to-Marc dont en resume notre second evangile est

comme une rendition quelque peu retouchee " (Reville, Jisus de Nazaretht

i. 477).
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of the incomplete conclusion to the sentence is that Mark set

down what he had heard from Peter. This tallies with the

earlier evidence of John the presbyter, as reported by Papias,

whether it is a mere echo or an independent corroboration.

Now the canonical Mark, after an analysis of its literary

structure, shows distinct traces of editorial work upon a source

(see below under 'Mark'); it is not the naive transcript or

precipitate of oral tradition, but arranged upon a definite,

chronological plan, with a definite aim. Upon the other hand,

the materials which form its basis show a distinctly Palestinian

and even Petrine colour. "Dass der alteste Evangelist nicht

der erste Aufzeichner ist, sondern bereits Sammler und Redaktor

;

dass er nicht mehr bloss aus der freifliessenden miindlichen

Ueberlieferung schopft, sondern bereits festgeformte Massen

gruppiert und mit seinem Missionarsgeist durchdringt, das ist

ein Ergebnis, das nicht mehr verloren gehen kann "
(J. Weiss,

TjR.
t 1908, 133). It is a fair hypothesis, therefore, to identify

not the canonical Mk. but the rougher notes of the Ur-Marcus

with the source to which the Papias-tradition refers (so, e.g.,

Schleiermacher, Renan, Scholten, S. Davidson, Wendt, von

Soden).* The fact that the canonical gospel was based on this

Marcan work was responsible for Mark's name being attached

to it.

Several critics (so, e.g. Weisse, Schenkel, ReVille) have argued

that the Ur-Marcus must have been (a) larger than the present

Mk., since Mt. and Lk. repeatedly agree in matter which Mk.,

telling the same story, omits. Unless, as is improbable, Lk.

used Mt. or vice versa, or unless the coincidences be due to the

harmonising tendencies of copyists, these common additions of

Mt. and Lk., so far as they are not trivial, would seem to show

that both had access to a form of Mk. fuller than the canonical.

But other explanations of this phenomenon are not only possible

but more probable, and the theory involves the great difficulty of

supposing that Mk. deliberately omitted a good deal of available

material. It is much more likely that the Ur-Marcus was (b)

smaller than the present Mk. (so, e.g., P. Ewald, Reuss, J. Weiss,

von Soden, Wendling), especially when the Papias-tradition of

* The Ur-Marcus theory, with or without a reference to the Papias-

tradition, has been held by Credner, Reuss, Kostlin, A. Reville, Schmiedel,

J.
Weiss, and Loisy. It is ably controverted in Burkitt's Gospel History and

Its Transmission (1906), 40 L
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the former is accepted. As for the further question, whether

Mt. and Lk. used the shorter Ur-Marcus or the canonical Mk.

(in substantially its present form), the evidence tells strongly in

favour of the latter view (so, e.g. Wernle, Wellhausen, Jiilicher,

Burkitt, Loisy). Their omissions can be partly accounted for

by tendency, and in part they do not need to be accounted for

at all. In several instances * it can be shown that they knew

parts of Mk. which they omitted (cp. Badham's proof for Luke

in ET. vii. 457-459)-

This fact, that both Matthew and Lukef omit a certain amount of

material in Mk. which, ex hypothesi, lay before them, opens up the two

alternatives, viz. (a) that the omissions were deliberate, or (6) that such

sections, though extant in our canonical Mk. , were not added to Mk. until

after its use by the later synoptists. On the latter hypothesis, the amount

of matter in Mk. which is absent from Mt. and Lk. must have been added

to Mk. after Mt. and Lk. had used it ; or, at any rate, they must have em-

ployed a copy of the Marcan source different from that which formed the

nucleus of the canonical Mk. In other words, where Mt. and Lk. agree in

omitting a Marcan passage or, more generally, as against Mk., the latter is

presumed not to have lain before them, unless adequate reason can be given

for such omissions. But is a literary criterion of this kind absolutely valid ?

Surely, some obvious caveats at once occur to the mind. For one thing, it is

an extremely delicate and hazardous task for a modern, Western mind to

determine the precise motives which may have induced a later synoptic

writer to omit or abbreviate a source which lay before him. Even although

the omission of passages like Mk 4
26-29 732

"*7 8s2
-26 n 11- 88 1282

-84 i383
-37

and I45U* may be difficult to explain, it would be hasty to conclude that

such passages did not lie before Mt. and Luke. The desire to be as full as

possible may be granted ; it is natural to suppose that neither would wish to

leave out anything of vital importance. But, after all, a writer must be

allowed some freedom. It is not to be taken for granted that a later writer

of the gospel story would incorporate whatever lay before him in an earlier

source, even if these materials were consonant with his special purpose

;

such a canon of criticism, which is tacitly assumed in many quarters, requires

to be seriously revised and qualified. Completeness would as a rule be an

end and object with the writer of any gospel. His work was to circulate by

itself ; he could rarely if ever presuppose, in his audience, acquaintance with

other evangelic writings which might supplement gaps in his own ; indeed,

* One of the clearest is in Luke's change (17
6
) of the logion preserved

in Mt I720b. Luke has nothing corresponding to Mk n**1 **; but,

as this reminiscence proves, he knew the incident of the cursing of the

fig-tree.

t Furthermore, John occasionally sides in such circumstances with Mk.,
as he sides again (Diat. 1806 f.) with Mk. and Mt. against Luke's deviations

or omissions (Dirt. 1282 £, 1309 f., 1344, 1373, 1730 f.).

'3
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in the case of Luke, we have a historian whose aim was to supersede many
inferior and defective records in circulation throughout the churches. But

completeness of this kind is always relative to the writer's special aim, and

even apart from the range of that aim his individual taste would be sure to

operate—to say nothing of considerations of space and symmetry. Such im-

plications tell against the view that Mt. and Lk. must have used a shorter

form of Mark. They may also be held to disprove the view that Mark did

not use Q, but this conclusion rests upon independent grounds (cp. § 5).

§ 4. Matthew's gospel and Q ( = Matthaean Logia).—The
style and contents of Matthew show that it is neither the

translation of an Aramaic source nor composed by an apostle.

For these and other reasons it is impossible to identify it

with a translation of the Logia-source mentioned by Papias.

But the large amount of discourse-material which Mt. has

incorporated with Mk. permits the identification of this special

source with the Matthaean Logia of Papias (so from Schleier-

macher to McGiffert, Burton, Allen, Peake, and Stanton).*

This explains, more satisfactorily than any other theory, the

traditional authorship of the gospel. Matthew's gospel (tvayyiXtov

Kara MaT0aiov) was so called, not because it was the first to

make use of the Matthaean source, but because it embodied

this o-wra£is T^v Xoynov with special thoroughness. The most

notable feature in its composition was the use made of this

source. Matthew was too obscure an apostle to be associated

by later tradition with a gospel, unless there was good ground

for it ; and, as he cannot have written the canonical gospel, the

natural inference is that he was responsible for the primary

logia-source which characterised it.

This is more satisfactory than to identify the Logia of Matthew, to which

Papias alludes, with a florilegium of messianic proof-texts made in Hebrew
by Matthew the tax-gatherer (Hart, Exp. 1

, July 1906, 78 f. ; Burkitt, Trans-

mission, 126 f. ; K. Lake, Review of Biol, and Phil. iii. 483 f.). A collection

of such testimonia would not be important enough either to justify the tradition

or to lend Matthew's name to a gospel which employed them, apart altogether

from the fact that a midrashic anecdote like Mt 2 13"18 could hardly have

formed part of a source emanating from an apostolic eye-witness, and that ra

\67ta could not denote OT extracts per se (cp. Stanton, GHD. ii. 48).

On the other side, a comparison of Mt. and Lk. shows the

common use of a discourse-source, Q. The problem is to

* Harnack {BNT. ii. 248 f.) only admits "a strong balance of probability

that Q is the work of Matthew." " From the so-called charge to the

apostles we can only conclude that behind the written record there stands the

memory of an apostolic listener."
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connect Q with the Matthaean Logia, and this may be solved

by identifying the latter with the substantial nucleus of the

former. For all practical purposes, they may be considered one

and the same source. If so, this has an important bearing upon

the determination of Q as reproduced in Mt. and in Lk. (a)

The general opinion is that the latter's setting of the Logia is in

many, perhaps in most, cases superior to Mt.'s. This may well

be, from the historical point of view, but Lk.'s arrangement of

them (e.g. of the Lord's Prayer) need not represent a close

reproduction of them as they lay in Q. It is argued that Mt. is

more likely to have massed the sayings together than Lk. to have

broken them up, but, in view of Lk.'s dramatic (as distinguished

from historic) framework, this argument is not convincing It

is a good working hypothesis that the grouping of the Logia in Q,
as distinguished from their spirit (which Lk., for all his greater

stylistic changes, has kept upon the whole more closely), is

preserved substantially in Mt. Where Lk. differs from the

latter in his arrangement of the Logia, and where that arrange-

ment is historically valid (which is not the case, e.g., with 13 34"85
),

is due to the fact that he found the basis for his re setting in

some other source.* or possibly now and then in oral tradition.

Elsewhere, the Lucan mise en scene is due to the writer's

imagination, (b) The Q source must also have been more

Jewish Christian in character than Lk.'s gospel would suggest.

Mt. retained, e.g., the * particularistic ' logia for archaic reasons

;

he was more conservative in the use of his source than Luke.

Where the latter either omitted or modified, Mt. was content to

preserve, adding broader logia of his own.

The verbal coincidences of Mt. and Lk. do not necessarily imply that they

used the same Greek version of the Matthaean Logia. Translations of such

sayings would inevitably have a great deal in common ; the scope for variations

is necessarily restricted ; and the literary identities of Mt. and Lk. in their

common parts are explicable without either the hypothesis that the latter used

the former, or even that both had the same Greek recension of Q before them.

Occasional variations of rendering (cp. Wellhausen, Einl. 36 f. )
1" corroborate

the view that they used different versions of the original Aramaic; e.g.

Mt 5
11 "12=Lk 622"23 (where, in the latter verse, the Matthaean roifs irpb v/jlwv

* This implies that some of Q's logia were in circulation in other forms—
a view which is decidedly to be upheld (cp. pp. 205 f. ).

t It does not meet the full data of these passages to argue (Harnack, Loisy :

RHR., 1907, 441 f.) that the changes are due to the free development of the

writer's thought as exhibited in the context.
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and the Lucan ol Trar^pes afrruv go back to the Aramaic variants dag1

damaik&n

and daq' damaihdn), Mt 5
48= Lk 6s6 (where riXeioi and olKrip/xoves are variants

of dW), Mt2328=Lk 11 42 (cp. Nestle, ET. xv. 528 ; ZNW., 1906, 260-261),

and Mt 23 26= Lk II 41 (where Matthew's Ka.Q6.pi.aov and Luke's 56re iXey/xort-

vrjv go back to the Aramaic dakkau and zakkau). Sometimes both versions

reproduce the same error (e.g. ttoW&v for iroWip in Mt io31= Lk 127, cp.

Wellhausen's note) ; but this is the exception (cp. above, p. 181).

At the same time, this recognition of a specifically Matthaean

character in Q does not involve the abandonment (so, e.g.,

Burton, Allen) of the latter as a common source for Mt. and Lk.

Lk. possibly knew it in a special recension;* but even this

hypothesis is not necessary in order to explain the differences of

setting and spirit in the corresponding Lucan Logia. The first

clue for the reconstruction of Q lies in the common materials

of Mt. and Lk. But this implies that the latter, e.g., could

only have access to the Q-sayings in their Q-form, that both

writers reproduced Q almost entirely, and that practically!

nothing which is only preserved in one or the other originally

belonged to Q. None of these assumptions can be granted.

Furthermore, the analogy of Mk. is a warning against over-

precise reconstructions of this common source (cp. Robinson's

Study 0/ Gospels, 91 f., and Burkitt mJTS., 1907, 454 f.). If Mk.

had to be picked out of Mt. and Lk., on the same principles as

Q, many of its most striking characteristics would be awanting,

e.g. 12 41*44
. "In comparison with the real Mk. it would be a

headless, armless torso." These considerations do not invalidate

the attempt to fix approximately the outlines and general

characteristics of Q,—especially when we accept the additional

clue to its origin furnished by the Papias-tradition,—but they

are a check upon detailed analyses which profess to regain the

exact stylistic and religious characteristics of a source which

neither writer may have preserved in its entirety and which both

have worked over.

If the formula (kcu kyevero ore €rikc<T€v 6 'I^crotls ktA..), which

recurs five times in Mt. (7
28 n 1 13s3 191 261

), was taken ovei

* As distinct from a special translation. It is not probable that Mt.'s

Jewish Christian idiosyncrasies were due to a similar recension of Q, which

lay before him, though there is every likelihood that a work like Q would

pass through stages of accretion (cp. Pfleiderer, PM., 1907, 117-139, and

Schott's analysis of Mt 10, in ZNW., 1906, 140-150).

t Thus Harnack (BNT. ii. 26 f., 185) only admits the parable of the

mustard-seed, which occurs in Mk. (4
30 -32

)
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from Q, as is inherently likely (cp. HS. 165), this is a fresh

proof that the latter source—so far as form goes—approximated

to the successive masses of logia preserved in Mt., and also that

they were connected by fragments of narrative. The fivefold

division was not uncommon in Jewish and early Christian

literature, and Q may have been compiled, like the exposition

of Papias (Eus. H. E. iii. 39), in five parts. The following list of

passages may be taken to represent approximately the Q-source,

as it can be felt vibrating in Matthew

:

37-" (baptism of John, etc. ; strictly speaking, introductory

sayings about Jesus),* 43-" (temptation), 53-". '3-«7- 20-24. 25-30.

31-48 6lf- 7
1-"- 15-23- **-*7 (sermon), 8s-r3 (centurion of

Kapharnaum), S1*-**
9
13a IQ5f- '7-38(42) 11.2-19. *o-3° i 2 5

"8 - n-18-

S-4S I314-15. 16-17. 24-29. 33-35. 36-43. 44-52 (group Of parables), 1
5 12-14.

23-24
r 617-19 (1) j y 19-20. (24-27 ») j%3-5. 10. 12-14. 15-20. 23-35 jo6-12. 28 201 "16

2 r 14-17. 3ib.-3«. 28-31a 22 i-xo. 11-14 ^1-39
(
seVen WOes), 24<9>- 10-12 26"a7.

37-41. 42-44. 4S-S1 25 1"30 * (31-48 2652"54
.

The passages in black type represent for the most part the

material which is also used by Luke more or less closely (22

and 25 containing scattered parallels)
;
passages like ^-i6 and

T2 i6-2i came from a messianic florilegium. We have hardly any

criteria for determining how far any pieces of Luke's Sondergut

should be added to this list, owing to the greater variety of

sources upon which he drew. But, even as it stands, this

outline of the Matthsean Logia is both coherent and distinctive.

It is not a heterogeneous mass of logia, but a collection moulded

by catechetical and homiletical processes, with sayings on the

Kingdom grouped together for the purposes of edification and

apologetic, strongly marked by eschatological traits, and shaped,

more than once, by polemical interests. The outstanding features

are the grouping of the sayings (which is not simply the work of

Mt.'s editor) and the emphatically Jewish Christian cast of some
sections.

The variety and the consensus of opinion upon the contents of Q will be

evident from a glance, first of all, at eight reconstructions t which aim at

reproducing the outline as well as the contents of the source.

(a) Albert Reville {Jisus de Nazareth, i. pp. 299, 469-470) groups the

* Their presence in Q is due either to the connection of the baptism with

the temptation, or to the need of explaining subsequent references to John.

t In the following analyses, the verbal minutiae have been generfcJly

omitted, for the sake of space and clearness.
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material in a sevenfold arrangement :* (i.) the new law Mt 5
3-727 = Lk 6301

n 83
, 8

16 14s4 1617
, I258

"59 1618
, 629 "S8 11 2-4

, 1233
-34 11 34-36

, 1222
-31 1613 , 6s7 - 41t 11 8-13

,

63i I324-M 647
"49

; (ii.) apostolic instructions, Mta/57 '38 io5" 16 - 23"42=Lk io2- 4"12- 3
,

640 8i7 I25-a
}
I26i-63 I4*-w ^n IQi6 . (iii>) in defence of the kingdom, Mt u 7b"

19. 21-24. 25b-S0 I2
2* -25. 28-30. 87. 39. 41-45 _ L^- ^24-28 jgie y3)-35 jqIS-16. 21-22

j 210

643-45
j

members of the kingdom, Mt iS 215 '30 201 '16
, 2I 23'27 22 1 '6-

jyS-4 I416-24 . (vi> ) woes> Mt 23
2-39= Lk j

j46. 52. 42. 89. 44. 49-5^ j^-SS . ( yii> ) the

coming ofthe kingdom, Mt24n-12
- «-» v-*1

, 25 = Lk I723- 37- *-*>, 1236
-40

, 19- 2-27
.

(3) Barnes (see below under ' Matthew ') further proposes to find in this

source the actual document mentioned by Papias, " a complete treatise on the

teaching of Christ concerning the new kingdom ... a manual of the new
law for the use of the church at large," but confines his investigations to

the non-Marcan materials of Mt., and discovers the substance of the Lord's

teaching in five books : viz. (i.) the new law (Mt 5-7), (ii.) the rulers of the

new kingdom (Mt 10), (iii.) parables of the new kingdom (Mt 13. 22), (iv.)

relations between members of the kingdom (Mt 18), and (v.) the coming of

the king (Mt 24-25). (c) Similarly Burton f finds the Matthaean Logia-source

(not used by Lk.) in Mt 3
14"15

5
4

- 7"10 - Ua-
14

-
16-17

- w^ 27"28
- »• 33'39a

-
41*43 61"7

10b. 13b. 15-18. 34 -6. 12b. 15-22 gl3a IQ5. 6. 8b. 23. 25b. 86. 11 jj 28-30 J25"7- H-12a. 34 j,14.

15.24-30.35-63 j -12-14. 23-24
j
617-19 j*24-27

j
34. 10. 14. 16-20. 23-34 jglO-12. 28 2 1 " 1S

2 j 14-16.
28-32. 43 221-14 232* S' "• T^"10' 15"22- ^ W' 32

24.
10"12* 30a 2S1"lla* 13, U'4S 26s2"53

(d) Wernle [Synopt. Frage, pp. 224 f. ) submits a detailed outline : (a)

historical introduction Mt 3
7'12=Lk 3

7"9- 16f
-, Mt 4

3-10= Lk 4
3-12

; (b) rules for

Christians and missionaries, Mt s
3'48

7
1"6 i212

-27= Lk 620'49 n 33 1258-59 i6*7
,

|^ t g5-13= Lk 72-IO j .,28-30
fy[ t

gl9-22 q37-38 jq5-16. 23-25. 40-42 j j 20-27 j -,16-17_

Lk 9
57"62 io1"16, 21_24

; (c) sayings of a more polemical nature, Mt n 2~19 =-

Lk 7
18"35 i616, Mt i222

"37= Lk ii 14"23 I210
, Mt i238

"45= Lk n»-sa. a*-*

Mt 231-89= Lk II 39"52 iy"-K
;
and (d) instructions for the Christian life,

especially in view of the second advent, Mt 69
"13

7
7'n= Lk II 2"4- 9-13

, Mt 619_3J

= Lk I222
"34 ii34

'36 i613, Mt i 3
81-33- 44-48= Lk 13

18-21
, Mt io26

"39=Lk I22
"12-

51-53 I426-27^ Mt lg7. 12-22=Lk j^S-lU jyM Mt 22 X -14= Lk I416
"24

, Mt 2426"28-

^»=Lk 17
23-37

1 a39
-46

, Mt 25
14"30= Lk 19

12-27
. (*) Von Soden, considering

the Lucan tradition the more original X of the two, postulates a systematic

collection of sayings grouped as follows :

—

(a) the appearance and reception of

Jesus, including (i.) words on right mutual conduct (Lk 620~7 1
, cp. Mt 5-7),

(ii.) the Gentile centurion (7
2'10= Mt 85'13

), and (iii.) the Jewish baptist

( 7
i8-35=Mt n2-i9) . (£) sayings on (i.) offers of discipleship (9

57-62= Mt 819"22
),

(ii.) the vocation of d. (io1"24= Mt io1 "15 ii 20-27
), (iii.) and the prayers of d.

(1 i
1_13=Mt 69'13

7
7"11

) ; (c) sayings on adversaries, including (i.) the calumnies

of the Pharisees (ii 14"36= Mt I222
"30

-
43"45

-
a8"43 622f

-), (ii.) the condemnation of

the Pharisees (n 37'84= Mt 23), and (iii.) behaviour towards such opponents

(i21"la=sMt io26
"33 1233 I019t ); (d) sayings on the world, including (i.) the

* He adds a few logia scattered throughout the Marcan framework, e.g.

gn-ia I3i2. 16 I5i3b-i4 and l62-3.

f His document is printed in full and discussed in detail (pp. 23 f., 361 f.)

by H. B. Sharman in The Teaching ofJesus about the Future (Chicago, 1909)

X So, e.g., Wright and Robinson (Study of Gospels, 77 f. ).



THE Q SOURCE 199

fittitude of disciples towards worldly possessions (1223
"84 introduced by I218

"11

=Mt 620"88
), (ii.) the experiences of disciples in the world (i235

"39= Mt 2442
-51

251"18 io84
"36 i62fc

5
2M

*), and (hi.) signs of the coming ston.i and finale"

(jji-B. 6-9. 18-21= Mt 2

1

19 1331
-33

) ; with (<?) omens of the end in (i.) denunciation

(l 3»-8»=Mt 7
13t 25ufc 7

221
- 8llf

- 19
30 23s7-39

), (ii.) warnings for disciples

( I4
i3-27(-83)(-80) ^4-7 l7 i-4= Mt 222-10 io37f- i812

-14
-
6f

-
21f

-), and (iii.) words on

the end of the world [lf^^ssi/lt 24). (/) Stanton (GHD. ii. 70 f.) outlines

the contents of the source thus: ushering in of ministry of Christ= preaching

of Baptist (Lk 3
8- 7'9a- 16b- 17=Mt 3

6
- 7"12

), baptism of Jesus (Lk 3
21 "22= Mt

3
18« 16"17

), temptation of Jesus (Lk 4
1*13= Mt 4

1"11
*) ; first stage in preaching

of gospel= discourse on heirs of the kingdom (Lk 617"49
), centurion (Lk 7

1* 10=
Mt 86

-10- 13
), John and Jesus (Lk 7*8-28. 3i-35=Mt „2-ii. ie-19)

. extension of

gospel= tour of Jesus (Lk 8* = Mt o35
), warnings to aspirants (Lk g^-60=

Mt 819"22
), saying on harvest (Lk l02= Mt 9

s7-38
), directions for preachers

(Lk io3
"12=Mt lo5a* 7"16, *°) ; rejection and reception of divine truth = Woe of

Lk io13
*16 (Mt II 21*23

), thanksgiving of Lk io21 '22 (Mt u 25"27
), beatitude of

Lk io23-24 (Mt 13
16"17

) ; instruction on prayer = Lord's prayer (Lk ii 2"4=
Mt 69

"18
), on earnestness (Lk n 9"13= Mt 7

7"11
) ; Jesus and his opponents =

lawyer (Lk io2IJ-28=Mt 2284
'40

), accusation of Lk n^-is. n-23 (Mt I222-3o
)>

saying of Lk n 24'26 (Mt 1243
-45

), demand for sign (Lk u 16
-
2M2=Mt 1239

-42
),

on lamp of body (Lk n 34"s»=Mt 622''*), denunciation of Lk n 38"52
; exhorta-

tions to disciples= confessing Christ (Lk i22
' 10= Mt io26-33 1232), trust in

Providence (Lk i222
"34=Mt 6™-™' 19"21

), watching (Lk i239
-40=Mt 24

43"44
),

prudence (Lk l242
-46= Mt 2448

-91
), thoroughness (Lk I251

-53
i4

26-27=
Mt 2034

"38
), two parables of Lk 13

18-21 (Mt 13
31 -33

), offences (Lk 17"=
Mt i86

-7- IB- 21'22
), power of faith (Lk i78

"6= Mt 17
19-20

) ; doom of Jerusalem,

etc. = Lk I384
"86 (Mt 2337

"39
) and Lk 17

22-37 (Mt 24s6-28- 37"41
). (g) Barth

(Einl. 225 f.) divides his sayings-source into five sections : introduction =John

the Baptist and his preaching (Mt 3
1 "12 etc.), baptism and temptation of Jesus

(Mt 4
1"11 etc.), appearance of Jesus in Galilee (Mt 4

12-17 etc.) ; Jesus' preaching

on the kingdoms righteousness (Mt 5
1*12

-
17"22-

27'48 61"6
-
16-18

7
1 "6- 12- 15-20-

24"27=
Lk 620

"49
), reconciliation (Mt 5

23-2«=Lk I258
"69

), prayer (Mt 67
'18

77-"= Lk
ii 1"18

), riches (Mt 619-34=Lk 1222
-34 1613), childlikeness (Mt I81"8

- 10- 14 etc.)

;

against the world— message of Baptist (Mt n 2"19=Lk 7
18"35

), Beelzebub

sayings (Mt I222
-32- 43-45

), on signs (Mt i238
'42=Lk 11 29-32

), against the

Pharisees (Mt 232-86 etc.), parable of lost sheep (Mt i8u-13=Lk 15
4-7

),

revelation (Mt li 25-a7=Lk io21'22
), parable of sower (Mt 13

s"15
-
18'w etc.),

woe (Mt u 21-24= Lk io13"15
), wail over Jerusalem (Mt 23s7-39= Lk 13

34-35
),

parable of feast (Mt 22M4= Lk 14
16"24

) ; calling of disciples= Ka.phaLma.um-

centurion (Mt 83
-10=Lk 7

1"10
), felicitation of disciples (Mt i31(M7= Lk io23

"24
),

three aspirants (Mt 819-22=Lk 9
57"62

), counsels to disciples (Mt io37
"39=Lk

14s8
-27

), disciples as light (Mt 5
18"16 622-™ etc.), disciples on salt (Mt 5

13 etc.),

mission of disciples (Mt io8
'18 etc.), promise of divine help (Mt io16"33= Lk

I22
"12

), discord (Mt io34
"36= Lk I249

"53
), offences (Mt i86

"9
-
W"22 etc.), faith

(Mt 17
20 etc.), seed and leaven (Mt 13

31-33 etc.); the future— rejection of

unworthy disciples (Mt 7
13"14- 21"28 etc.), on loyalty (Mt 2442-51

etc.),

sudden coming of Son of man (Mt 2437"41= Lk 1720"37
), use of talents

(Mt 25
14-80=Lk 19

12-27
), speech on Panusia (Mt 24~-36 etc.). Finally (/*),

Allen's (Matthew, pp. lviif.) analysis of the Matthsean Logia ("a collection
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of Christ's sayings containing isolated sayings, sayings grouped into discourse*

and parables"), based on Mt like that of Barnes, includes :—

5

3"12- 18"16- 17"4i

51-33 -1-27 811-12 glte. 37-38 IQ5b-8. 28 io24-41 (not In this connection)
j
j2-30 (not necewarily

in this order)
j 25-12 I225

"45 <not neoes*wily in this order) j.,16-17. 24-30. 33 (?). 81-52 j r 12-14. 24

j
517-19 jy20 J83-4. 10. 12-35 jqIO-12. 28 201-1« 2 1

16' 28'82* 48 221-14* 35_4° 23 C10' »«»Maril7

in tnia order) 2410-12. 23-27" ^^ 37"41'
43_51 251"18, 14'30, 81_46 W 26s2"54

<?).

With these eight outlines eight others, which enter into rather closer

parallel details, may be compared.

(a) O. Holtzmann {Leben Jesu, Eng. tr. pp. 25 f.).

Mt 3
7*1' 4

l'u
S
s-7^ 86

"18 ii 2"1* 819"22 io5
*48 n 20-24 ii25-27 59-u

Lk 37-8. 16f. 4I-I8 520-49 IjWi ^18-35 ^57-60 IQ2-16 IQ21-24 jfjl^

J^ft
y7-ll I2«-45. 38-42 522*. 23 1 "89 IO26*' 625-33, 19_21

2443f* IO24
"36 I62*- 5251-

Lk 1

1

9"13, 24"32, 34"36
j j 39-52 j22-9. 22-31. 33f.

j 239-46. 51-56
j 258f.

Mt . I331-3S 7
13f.2M. 23

37-3» I211 2318 221 "14 I037t l812' 14

Lk I318-21 - 24-30 rj34̂ 1315 148 1411 1814 14W-24 I426L ^p"

Mt 6M n12t 518 187 iS18- 21'- 1720 2428"28 25 14-30 1928

Lk 1613 1616 1617 17"- i73f- I75f. I722-37 I9i2-26 222s*-

(£) Harnack (£iVT. 127 f., 253 f., Gk. text and discussion).*

JyJt ,5. 7-12 ^1-11 cl-4. «• 11-13 c39-40. 42. 44-48 *12 yl-5 j ,-14

Lk 3
7"9, 16*17 4I-I* 617, 20"23 529. 30. 27-28. 35b. 32-33. 36 53I 537-38. 41£. £39

Mt IO84
"2"

7
16-18f. + I28S y21. 24-27 y28 + g5-10. 18 u2-ll jjlS-W IQ7

Lk 640 643144 O15149 7™ 7
18-28

7
31-35

9
2 IQ9. 11

Mt gl9-22
9
S7-88 io16» IQ12-13 IQ10b io18 n 21-28 IQ40 JJ25-27 ijlS-B

Lk 9
57-60 IQ2 ^3 fo^6 f^7b IQ12 IQ13-15 IQ16 ^1^ IQ23b-24

Mt 69"13 7 7 '11 I222
"23,25 ' 27-28* 30' 43~4S i 238-39. 41-42 C 15 522-23 2^4.13.23

Lk II 2*4 II 9"13 H 1*. 17* !9- 20.23-26 jj 16. 29-32
J"j33 j j 34-35 jj 46. 52.42.

Mt 2325* ^ **• 30"32* 84'38 io26
"33 1282 6s5-33 619"21 2443

"51 IO84-36

L^ j 1 39. 44. 47-62 ^2=9 £^1° j 222-31 I233-34 j239-40. 42-46 J251. 53

Mt s™-* 13
31-38 713

"14 811"12 23s7-39 2312 io37 io38 513 1812-13

Lk I258
"59 I318

-21 I324 ! 3
28-29 j 334-35 I411 I426 I427 j4

34-35 ^4-7

Mt 6s4 n 13*18 c18 c32 187 i815* 21'22 i720b 24s6"28
- s7"41 io38

Lk l613 l616 l617 l618 I71 I73
"4 if 1723-24. 87. 26-27. 84-88 ,788

Mt2529 1928

Lk 1926 22s8-*

(*) Wellhausen.

Mt 3
1'" 41-11 rl-12. 38-48 619-34

7
l-6. 7-11. 15-27 gS-13

,
5-15 n l-lt

Lk 3
1 -7

4
i-» 520-23. 27-36 I222-34 537-42 1 j 9-13 543-49 M-10 IO1 '12 n 18-35

Special criticism of this reconstruction by Burkitt {JTS., 1907, 454-459)

;

lisch {ZWT., 1908, 1 35 f. ) ; Emmet (E7. xix. 297 f., 358 f.), andWindisch

W. C Allen (ET. xx. 445"449)-
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24i-5i
25i4-a>)

Lk io13"24 ii 14"32 (14
16-24 jj37-52 j,34-35 jy 20-35 j 235-46 igll-27\

(d) ROEHRICH.

Mt3l-12 (14-15?)
4
1-11

5
_7

g5-13. 18-22 q32-34. 37-38 I05
-15- 26"41

Lk 3
1-20 41- 13 620"49 nl-10 g57-60 u 14-15 IQ9-16 I22-9. 49-33 j .26-23

Mt ii 1 '15
j j 16-30 j 222-23. 27-28. 30. 33-45

Lk 17
33 io16 7 18"28 - -31-35 io 13-15. 21-22 jj19. 23 ^43-45 j j 24. 29-32

M t j ,16-17. 24-30. 33. 44-50 j^l-4. 17-20 j* 24-27 jg7. 10-11. 13-15 201 "16 2I 14* 16, 38'32

Lk io23
"24

13
20 I254 I76 I7 1 I5 l-7 (I74 }

Mt 22 1 '14 23 1 "12
' 13"39 2426'28.37-41.43-51 2C 1"13 2 C 14

"30' a"40

Lk (I4.16f, i 2045 1*23-24. 37. 26-27. 35 j239-40. 42-46 /jq12-27\

(e) Wendt.

Mt 3
7'12 5-7 (pt.) 85'13 n2-19 2I 28-35 g!9-22

Q
87-39

Lk ^
7"9, 16 "17 620-4ii j517-18

7
2-10

7
18-35 j^W /,36-50 gl-3 q57-62 jqI-16

J^t
jqI-16. 40-42 jj20-24 j j 25-30 j ,16-17 57-15

7
7-ll g32-34

j 222-45 j^4 fr22t. 2 ,l-6

LJ^ Y^7~42~~ {1
1-13

i
j'14-32 ^45 ^33-54

Mt io24
"33 i232 619"34 2443-51 25 1 -12 1034

-39
5
13 i62f

-

5
25f-

Lk I21" 12 640 I2* 3"34 I235"46 I^25 i24y
"53

IA25735 I733 I719 12?*-*® j ,10^17

Mt II31 "33 7 13f
'
22f

* 8llf
* 221"14 2 ^

37"39 I210f* 2S14'3*

Lk I3 18-30 I415"24
! I^31^ I4l-6 j 4

7-14 j 5
3.8-32 f^ToT

Mt 6s4
1

8

s-35 i720 24
2 -28. 37-41

-4-7 j-5-6. 7-21 j-22-35. 37 jgl-8

2I 15f. 2 j 44 IQ28 .Mb j6

, 14-17. 26-32. 35-Lk 19
11-27 21 34-36 416-30

5
39 [9

1 -10
1

9

s7 -44 20 l

J^t q27-30 I25-7 j, 24-30. 47-50 j ,44-46. 52 j617-18 j *24-27 jgl9-20 jqIO-12 2Q1-16

Lk

Mt 23
1-12

Lk

(/) Hawkins {ITS. 107 f.).

Mt 3
7'10 i12 43

"11 k1
"4, 6

-
n "12- 18

-
25"2C - 39 "40- 42- 44 "48 69

" 13, 20"24

Lk s
7 "9 317 43" 13 620 "23 16 17 1258 "59 627 " 30, 32~36 ii 2 "4 i233b

"34 11 84-35 I618

JVft 625-38
7
l-2, 3-5. 7-14. 21-27 g5-10

Lk I2 22"31 637.38.41-42 JJ9-13 £31 j ,23-24 (?) ^46 j ,25-27
(?) 647-49 ^37"6~-{

Mj- gll-12. 19-22 q37-38 iq7. 8a. 10. 11-13. 15-16a. 24-25a. 26-38. 40

Lk I7 28"29 q57-60 Jtfi io9^ 9a" 4* 7b̂ 8' 5-6. 12. 3~64°^2 2"9^'1 "^3 1 4<
26T27

)i"~IOM

Mt I I
2'3' 4" 13' 16-19' 21"27 I222-23. 27-28 I239. 33-35. 38-39

Lfc~ 7
18-19. 22-28 j 516 *31-35 io12-15 IQ21-22 jj14. 19-20 jj23. 16. 29-32. 24-26

Mt I241
"42- 43'45 1^16-17.33 jrl4 j -20 ^7.12-14.15.21-22 jq28

Lk 643
'45 io23

'24 1320-21 6^ i76 W I7T is
4"5- 7 173

-4 22287 *M?»
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]y[t 2 .,4. 12-14. 23. 25-27. 29-31. 34-39 2427"28, 37"41, 43~51*

Lk 1

1

46 IA11 1

1

52, 42t 39' 41* ** W' 47"51
I

-2s4-35 j 724. 37 j«26-27. 34-35 I239-40. 42-41

{g) J. Weiss (.ST^. 2 1906).

Mt -l
7'10 i12 A1"11 elb-6. 10. 13. 15. 18. 20-48

(61
"9 *) 610

"1*

Lk *37-9 3*™ ^ II33 I434-35 l616f. l618T J^4~

Mt (6
14"15 ?

) 619
"33 71"5- 7"13- 17"22a- a4*28 85"13- 19"22

Lie 1613 i233t II34"35 1222"31 11 9"11 ii23
"24*- 6

417"49 71"8,

7

*10 o57"6*

Mj. g37-38 IQ7-Sa. 10?. 11a. 12-13. 14?. 15-16a. 17-22 T. 24-25a. 26a-40

Lk jo 28-30 JtfL j 2ll-12 j^26-27 jQ16 j22-8?. 51f.

Mf- j
jS-9. 11. 16-19. 21-27 j 2H. 23-24. 27-28. 33. 35. 38-39. 41-45b j .,16-17. 81-33?

Lk «18-26. 2S-35 j 13f. 21-22 jj!5f. I210 II 29 "31
J
1 24-26

jQ23-24 j -j 18-21

Mt jg7. 12t 15. 22 2 j 32a. b 221-10 2^ 6*7 l 13"15, 23a" b' ^ ^ 29"31' 34"38

Lk 17"- 153-7 if-6 i8 13- 15t 14
16-23

j 1 39-52 j4
ll £5^27

Mt 2426'28- 37"41 - 42_44 T 2445
"51 251_18t

Lk I -l
34"35 1723-24. 26-27. 31. 33b. f. j 239-40 I241-46 j~^25 2222"23 T> 24t *

(^) B. Weiss {Quellen d. Syn. Ueberlieferung, pp. I-96, Greek text and

discussion).

I^ft
-,3-10 -j 11-12 ,13-17 ,1-U g2-4 gl-8

j 23-8 y3t 13-20 g5-18

Lk 2 1-9 ^15^ :32lE 71^13 pl2-16 £-17-26 (?) (p* 639-45 «1-10
(?)

Mt II 5"19- 21. 31f. j-,1-9
j 246-50 j l. 9-14 (?) j^IS-21 (?) j 613-19 (?) I032i. (?)

Lk 7
22b"35 84

'8
(
16t ?

> 8T9i: io4
-n (?) 910b-i7 (») 923^ (?)

Mt j 7
l-20(?) gl8-22

9
37f. j 5f. jQ7f. jqIS j j

20-24 j j 25-30 ^161 22Z5-40

Lk tf
8'42 ® 9

57-60 IO2 IQ3-8 IO«- IO!2-16. 17-20 I021-24 j^M

Mt 67f* 76*11 9
32t 1 1 25-37 j 238t IQ26-33 I231f. 625*- 2443*51 K251-

Lk II 1"13 II^4^ i7T6^26T 29-36 (37-52 ?) j 22-9. 10-32 (33-34 ?). 39-48. 54-59

M(. jo31f. «13f. 22t 2016. 37f. ,-13 l812t II 12t S18* ffl l86t

Lk 13
18 -35 i^34^ 154-10 161"13 i616-18 1^1-2. 20-end

Mt2426f.37f. ai 33"44 ^) 244"8
(
?
) 2415f-0 2432-35 ig28*-

Lk iS1"8 ^-*) 209-18
(
?)-

«-*7
(
?
) 2i 8"n

(?) 2i 2°-28 (« 21 29-33 2224-30- 85-"

If Q was a gospel, £«. an attempt to present notable sayings

of Jesus in a biographical outline of his life, the inclusion of John

the Baptist's preaching is as intelligible at the beginning as the

omission of the passion-story at the end is unintelligible.

Furthermore, when it is identified with the Matthaean Logia

(or with some form of these), it is not easy to understand

how it could have been a narrative of the life of Jesus, since

Luke (i lf
*) implies that no such narrative was drawn up by an

eye-witness. Finally, if Q is assumed to have ended without



THE Q SOURCE 203

any account of the death or resurrection, it can hardly have been

composed very soon after the resurrection (K. Lake, ExpJ vii.

494-507).* It is difficult to suppose that at any time between

30 and 50 a.d. the death and resurrection of Jesus were so un-

important to Christians, in view of the speedy return of Messiah,

that a gospel could be written which ignored them. These

difficulties do not compel the introduction of a passion-narrative

into Q, much less its relegation to the lifetime of Jesus, but

they reinforce the hypothesis that it was not a gospel at all.

When the Matthaean Logia are identified with Q, the date

of the latter (at any rate in its original form) is not later than the

seventh decade of the first century ; so far as the internal

evidence goes, it may even fall within the sixth. It is thus an

apostolic Aramaic treatise which has every likelihood of having

been composed prior not only to Mark, but to the Ur-Marcus ; it

reflects the faith and mission and sufferings of the primitive

Jewish Christian church of Palestine, long before the crisis of

70 a.d. began to loom on the horizon, f

Wellhausen's (Einl. 65 f., 73 f.) attempt to prove that Q is not only later

than, but for the most part inferior to, Mark, rests on an undue depreciation

of the former (see the careful proofs of Bousset in TR.> 1906, 5-14, 43 f. ;

Harnack, &NT. ii. 193 f. ; with Jlilicher's less certain protests in Neue
Linien, 43 f., and Denney's Jesus and the Gospel\ 194 f.), an assumption that

the projection of early Christian christology was larger in the case of the

sayings than of the narratives, and an idea that Mark harvested the best of

the available sayings which were authentic ("if, unintentionally, this or that

saying escaped his notice, nevertheless the gleaning of old and genuine

material which he left for others cannot have been incomparably richer than

his own harvest," Einl. 86). But Q is not a humble Ruth in the field of the

logia ; Mark did not aim, as Luke did, at completeness ; and it is to reverse

the probabilities of the case, to discredit the tradition of the sayings of Jesus

in favour of the narratives.J Both grew under the spirit of the church, but

* " No date after the Passion seems impossibly early" (p. 503). " Every

year after 50 A.D. is increasingly improbable for the production of Q"
(p. 507). Resch (Der Paulinismus u. die Logia Jesu ; TU. xiii. 1904), who
thinks, like J. Weiss, that Paul knew Jesus on earth, explains the Pauline

references by conjecturing that the apostle got a copy of the Logia from

Ananias ; but the proofs are much too speculative.

f Cp. Bousset, 7V?., 1906, 46 (" Jedenfalls lehnt die Gemeinde, die diese

Worte uberlieferte [i.e. 176 io5f * io23], es ab, ihrerseits Heidenmission zu
treiben, wie die Urapostel nach Gal 29 ").

t Contrast Wundt's recent remark (cited by Montefiore) in his Volkers-

psychologie, ii. 3, 1909, p. 528 :
' No unprejudiced person, even tolerably

familiar with the formation of myths, and, fairly well acquainted with the
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the former are not inferior in historicity to the latter. It is doubtful if the

words viov Bapaxiov stood originally in Q (Mt 23s5
) ; but, even if they did,

they are not a historical anachronism which proves that Q (or this part of it)

was written after 68 (70) A. i). (Wellhausen, Mt. 1 19-12 1). The reference

is to the Zechariah of 2 Ch 2420
, not to the wealthy and pious Zechariah who

(Josephus, BJ. iv. 5. 4) was assassinated by the Zealots in the temple.

Wellhausen has made a sad and rare slip in describing the former as "quite

an obscure man." He was, on the contrary, a hero of Jewish tradition (cp.

B. Sanhedr. 96b ; Gittin, 57b ; J. Taanith, 69a), whose midrashic elaborations

of 2 Ch 24ls -25 go back to an early date (cp. Nestle, ET. xiii. 582, ZNW.,
1905, 198-200; G. F. Moore, Journal of the American Oriental Society',

xxvi. 3 1 7 f. ; Allen, DCG. i. pp. 171-172). It is the legendary fame of

Zechariah ben Jehoiada, and of the bloody expiation exacted by God for his

death, which underlies the logion ; from Abel to Zechariah means from the

first to the last book of the canonical OT {i.e. 2 Chronicles, where Z. is the

last martyr mentioned) ; and this collocation of the two martyrs is much more

natural for an early Christian than the other. The logion (cp. Lk II 49"51
)

may be a quotation from a Wisdom source, or it may directly reflect, like

many other passages of the NT, the midrashic atmosphere which surrounded

the OT for early Christians, but it has not any bearing on the date of Q.

The subsequent fortunes of Q are unknown, unless traces of

it can be found in some of the apocryphal gospels (e.g. the gospel

Ka& 'E/?patovs). It suffered a sea-change, when it was employed

by Matthew; but this incorporation did not destroy its in-

dependent circulation. John the presbyter seems still to have

known it at the beginning of the second century, and, if Luke

wrote then, he is another witness to its existence as a separate

document during the last decades of the first century.

§ 5. Q and Mark.—Any reconstruction of Q exhibits a

certain amount of parallelisms (cp. list in Burkitt's Transmission,

147-166) between it and Mk., which may be held to imply a

literary dependence of Mk. on Q. So, e.g., B. Weiss,* van

Rhijn (Theol Studien, 1897, 432 f.), Titius {ThSt. 284-331),

Resch (Paulinismus, pp. 5441*.)* Badham, Jolley (op. cit. pp.

ii3f.), Bousset, Barth, J. Weiss, O. Holtzmann, Loisy, von

growing light thrown on the sources of ancient Oriental myths, can doubt any

longer that, except for a few incidents in the narratives of the Passion which

probably possess adequate historical attestation, the outward life of Jesus is

a tissue of legends. But what these legends leave untouched, and what is

never found in their mythological counterparts and predecessors, is the

series of sayings and speeches of Jesus handed down to us in the synoptic

gospels."

* The rejection of the Ur-Marcus theories usually leads to the conclusion

that Mark employed Q (cp. B. Weiss, Quellen des Lukas-Evglims, 134 f.,

190)-
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Soden, Bacon, Nicolardot, and Montefiore (i. pp. xxxvif.).*

This hypothesis, however, even with the qualifications which

Loisy and others have introduced into Weiss' statement, is upon

the whole to be rejected, (a) The theory assumes that Q had

a monopoly of such sayings. But the tradition of the churches

was far too widespread to permit any such restriction of logia.

Sayings of Jesus, such as come into question here, must have

been circulating in many directions ; it is contrary to all probabili-

ties that they were drawn into the single channel or canal of Q,
so that any other writer had to derive them from this source. In

the nature of the case there must have been a considerable

amount of material common to the Petrine tradition and the

Matthsean Logia ; it is to adopt an ultra-literary method if we ex-

plain any parallels {e.g. 4
21 -22 6 7"13

9
37- 42f

- io42f- 1
1 22-25) between

the reproduction of the former in Mark and the latter by the

hypothesis of borrowing, especially as Q itself must have gone

back partially to the Petrine tradition of the sayings (cp. Loisy, i.

114). (b) No satisfactory explanation is offered why Mark made
such scanty use of Q. Several of its sayings would have been

perfectly relevant to his purpose; we can hardly imagine a

Christian evangelist ignoring words like those of Mt n 27
, or

assuming that because his readers already possessed Q, it was

superfluous to repeat its contents, and even the hypothesis that he

only knew a shorter form of Q fails to meet this objection, (c)

In no instance is it absolutely necessary, either on the score of

substance or of style, to assume that Mk. borrowed from Q.

Thus passages like 1 7-8. 10-11. 12-is mav quite as well be summary
echoes of oral tradition as of Q (cp. Wernle, Syn. Frage, 208-212

;

Scott-Moncrieff, Mark, 78-83 ; Stanton, GHD. ii. 109 f.). It is

very doubtful if stories like i
40"45 2 1 "12

9
14f

- and sayings like 7
lf-

really go back to Q at all; certainly the small apocalypse of

i35f
* does not. In some passages (e.g. 3

22f
-) it is even possible

that the canonical Mk. has been affected by Mt. or Lk.,f

* Julicher (Einl. 229-323) admits that the common element of Mk. and

Q is extremely scanty, and hesitates to dogmatise, on the ground that the

compositeness and accretion of Q—at once older and younger than Mk.

—

render any judgment on the latter's indebtedness extremely precarious.

Harnack, who used to be sound on this matter (cp. BNT. ii. 225 f.), has

recently made slight concessions to B. Weiss (cp. TLZ., 1908, 463 f., "at

least Mark knew the circle in which Q, or large portions of it, existed orally,

before it was committed to writing, and existed substantially in the same form ").

t So Wellhausen for 811'13
- w.
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while in others (e.g. the parables 4
1 "20

-
26f

- with 5
21* 9

48f
- io10" 12

)

Mt. and Lk. may have borrowed directly from Mk. instead

of from Q. When allowance is made for these factors or

possibilities, as well as for accidental coincidences, the data

for any literary relation between Mk. and Q practically dis-

appear. The abstract possibility must indeed be left open, that

the author of Mk. (though not the Ur-Marcus) was acquainted

with some form of Q ; he could hardly fail to be.* Perhaps

even he intended, by his re-editing of the ur-Marcus, to supple-

ment Q, just as the author of Mt. afterwards fused Mk. and

Q into a more rounded unity. Otherwise, it would not be easy

to understand why he casually quoted it, perhaps from memory
—which is the very utmost that can be inferred from the

relevant data.

When the Matthsean Logia are regarded as composed solely of sayings

couched in the form of the Semitic Wisdom lore, to the exclusion not only of

historical narrative but also of the parables and larger discourses or Halacha

of Jesus (Briggs, JBL., 1904, 191-210), it is naturally easier to find traces of

their use in Mark, i.e. in passages, e.g., 221 "22
-
23 " 29 421

"25 91 941 -50
, which have

been added to the original Mk. by the later editor. But this limitation of

Q's scope is untenable.

§ 6. Matthew and Luke.—There is no reason a priori why
Mt. should not have been one of Lk.'s sources as well as Mk.

Chronologically,! this is possible. Still, the coincident variations

of Lk. and Mt., as against Mk., and especially their agreements,

are not to be explained by their use of the Ur-Marcus (see above,

pp. 192 f.), nor by Lk.'s use of Mt., but for the most part by the

operation of the same desire to smooth out the Marcan text.

In some cases they are accidental coincidences ; in others, they

are due to oral tradition ; a large number came from Q (especially

the parts more or less parallel to Mk.) or from common sources

;

and finally, allowance has to be made for later conformations J

* The later Mark is dated, especially as the edition of an ur-Marcus, the

more difficult it is to deny the possibility, and even the probability, that the

writer knew Q, and to explain how it could be merely a subsidiary source.

f On the theory that Mt. is later, Lk. has even been held to form one of its

sources (Hitzig, Volkmar, Pfleiderer).

t Assimilation took place between the texts of Mt. and Lk., during the

period preceding the evayyPkiov rerpafidpcpov, more readily than in the case of

Mk., which did not circulate with equal popularity (cp. Lake in TS. vii. 3,

p. lvii, and—for a discussion of later harmonistic corruptions—Burgon and

Miller's Causes of Corruption of Tradit. Text of Gospels, 1896, pp. 89 f.).



THE SMALL APOCALYPSE 20?

of the text {e.g. Lk 2 262). The infancy-narratives are inde-

pendent (see below), and the passion-story in Luke does not

exhibit any traces of adherence to the specifically Matthsean

narrative. The data in the intervening sections are upon the

whole fairly covered by the common use of Q and by the

presence of Luke's special source (sources). The hypothesis is

not to be dismissed hastily, but a scrutiny of the evidence leads

to a verdict of "non proven." At most, the claim is* that Mt.

was merely a subsidiary and secondary source ; but even this is

less probable than the similar relationship urged between Mk.
and Q.

Fullest recent statement of the case for Lk.'s use of Mt., by E. Simons,

Hat der dritte Evangelist den kanonischen Matthaus benutzt? (Bonn, 1880).

Similarly Stockmeyer (ZSchw., 1884, i44f-)> E - Y- Hincks {JBL. t 1891,

92-156), Holtzmann, Wendt, Halevy, Soltau (PM.
t 1907, 185 f.), etc. The

opposite case is put best by Wernle (Syn. Frage, 40-61), Roehrich (op. cit.

179-184), B. Weiss {Die Quellen des Lukas-Evglms, pp. 30 f., 39, 56,

61 f., 73, 222, etc.), Burton (pp. 3of.), Stanton (GHD. ii. i4of.), and

Zahn (INT. iii. 107 f.), followed by Schmiedel (EBi. i860- 1862), Harnack,

Jlilicher, etc.

§ 7. Other sources of the Synoptic Gospels.—(a) A written (6

avaytvwo-Kwv voeira), Mk 1314 = Mt 2415
) fly-leaf of early Christian

apocalyptic prophecy, or ' small apocalypse,' consisting of material

set in the ordinary triple division common to apocalyptic

literature (cp. Apoc 9
12

1

1

14
)

:

apX?} wBlvwv: Mk 137-8 = Mt 24s-8 = Lk 219"11.

OXtyis: Mk 1314
-20 = Mt 2415

-22 = (Lk 2i 2°-24
).

irapovo-la: Mk 1324-27 = Mt 2429-31 = (Lk si 25 -27- 28
).

The details of the re-constructed apocalypse are not quite

certain,! but its general contour is unmistakable : it parts, as a

whole, readily from the context and forms an intelligible unity,

whatever were its original size and aim. If the introductory

passage Mk 135 -6 (= Mt 244*5
) is added (with Weiffenbach,

Keim, and others), probably Mk 1321-23 (= Mt 2423 '25
) should

also be incorporated (as, e.g., by Keim, Weizsacker, and S pitta),

* " Seine Berucksichtigung des Mt. ist also keine systematische, planvolle,

durch bestimmte Gesichtspunkte geregelte ; vielmehr mussen wir unsere

AufFassung dahin formuliren, dass der kanonische Mt. fur Lc. ein Neben-
quelle " (Simons, op. cit. p. 108).

t Wendt (Mk 1

3

7"9a- 14-20
-
24"27- 80 f

-), Weiffenbach and Pfleiderer (Mk
i3

T-to. h-20. 24-27)
}
Loisy (Mk 136-8.14.17-20.24-31^ Schmiedel (Mk 13*-*. u-20.

34-97.
30)^ Wellhausen (Mk I37

'8 - 12- 14*22- 24-27
), Holtzmann (Mk 13

s-9- 14-20- ™-™\
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since Mk 1321 takes up Mk 136
. In Mk. it stands apart from

even the parabolic collection in 4 as the only long speech put

into the mouth of Jesus ; Mt seems to preserve it in a more

primitive or archaic form,* though he uses part of it (io17*22
) in

an earlier connection ; while Luke has coloured it by the light of

the Roman siege of Jerusalem, and the delay in the Parousia.f

Luke, however, seems only to have known it as a component

part of Mk. Whatever may be the historic value of the sayings

in the apocalypse, it is a literary product, not the record of what

Jesus said on this or any other occasion, but a tract of the

apocalyptic propaganda. "In a private conversation with two

or three disciples, Jesus would not speak in a sustained style of

eschatological commonplace/' J

The period of the apocalypse is the seventh decade, when

the approaching fall of Jerusalem seemed to herald the end.

The fly-leaf is not a uaticinium ex euentu, for the Christians of

the capital did not fly to the mountains, but across the Jordan to

Pella (koto, riva xpwpW) Eusebius declares, H. E. Hi. 5. 3); no

appearance of false messiahs or prophets is known to have taken

place then, and the Danielic prediction of the /S6VAvy//a rrj<s

ep77/x(joo-ea)s is coloured not by contemporary incidents, but by

eschatological tradition. The apocalypse was probably written

by a Palestinian Jewish Christian (so, e.g., Colani, Renan,

* The Matthsean (24
s
) definition of t6 a-qixtiov (ttjs ar\% rapoxxriat ical

avvreXeias tov aluvos) is quite in keeping with the eschatological programme

of this gospel.

t Spitta {SK., 1909, 384-401), with his usual predilection for Luke,

reconstructs the eschatological speech of Jesus entirely from the Lucan version,

where, he holds (like Goguel, De'vangilede Marc, 228 f.), it is most accurately

preserved (in Lk 2I 5 '9
-
^-15- 18-24

-
"*-tt 85b"w- Z)-31

). Those who, like B. Weiss

and Bacon, reject the "small apocalypse" theory outright, make the whole

speech an agglutination of sayings from Q and editorial insertions,—a theory

which does not work out naturally, even in its less analytic forms (Stevens,

NTTh. 152 f.; Briggs, Messiah of Gospels, 132-165 ; Fiebig, PAL, 1904, 24 f. ;

Zimmermann, Hist. Wert der dltesten Ueberiieferung von der Gesch. Jesu im

Marcusevglm, 1905, 138 f. ). The alternative view, that the whole speech is

a later composition, is re-stated by Clemen in his review {TLZ., 1902, 523-

525) of Weiffenbach's recent essay on Die Frage der Wiederkunft Jesu

nochmals kurz erortert (1901). The fullest account of the retrospective

element in Luke's treatment of the tradition, after a.d. 70, is given in

Sharman's Teaching ofJesus about the Future (1909), pp. 1501".

% Muirhead, The Terms Life and Death in the Old and New Testament

(1908), 123 f. Dr. Muirhead's adhesion to this theory is notable, as in his

earlier work on The Eschatology ofJesus (1904) he had refused to accept it
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Hausrath, Holtzmann, Keim, Wernle, Wendt, Stanton); its

incorporation in the evangelic tradition was due to the

existence of genuine eschatological sayings which received a

fresh accent and emphasis at the period, and to the vivid zest

for apocalyptic ideas in the Palestinian church of that age.

Started by Colani {Je'sus Christ et les Croyances messianiques de son

Temps? 1864, pp. 201 1.) and Weiffenbach (in Der Wiederkunftsgedanke

Jesu, 1873, pp. 69 f., 135 f.), this hypothesis of the small apocalypse has been

adopted by writers on the messianic consciousness of Jesus, like Baldensperger

and Schwartzkopff, as well as by numerous editors and critics of the synoptic

gospels, including Vischer {TU. ii. 3, p. 9 n.), Jacobsen,* Pfleiderer {Jahrbuch

fiir deutsche Theol., 1868, 134-149, Lire 2
i. 379 f.), Simons (p. 74), Mangold,

Weizsacker {Untersuch. 121 f., AA. ii. 22 f. ), Renan (iv. chs. iii. and xii.,

v. pp. 123-125), Carpenter {First Three Gospels, pp. 222, 322), Cone {Gospel

Criticism, pp. 282 f.), O. Schmiedel, and N. Schmidt {Prophet of Nazareth,

pp. 132 f.). It is now a sententia recepta of synoptic criticism, as may be

seen from the expositions by Wendt {Lehre Jesu, i. 10 f.), Spitta {Urc. ii.

178 f.), Hausrath (iv. 246 f.), Keim (v. 235 f.), Holtzmann {HC. i. 96 f.,

167 f., NTTh. i. 327-328), Menzies {Earliest Gospel, 232 f.), O Holtzmann

{Leben Jesu y
Eng. tr. 456 f.), Charles (Cril. History of Eschatology, 324 f.),

Wernle {Syh. Frage, pp. 212-214), Klostermann, Loisy (ii. 393 f.), and

Montefiore. Among recent adherents are to be named Steudel {Der religiose

Jugendunterricht, 1896), Cheyne {EBi. i. 21-23), Schweitzer {Das Abend-

mahl, ii. 95), Wellhausen, Muirhead {Life and Death in the Old and

New Test. 124 f.), Schmiedel {EBi. ii. 1857), and Stanton {GHD. ii. n6f.).

Further details in G. L. Cary {op. cit. pp. 274 f.), Jlilicher {Einl. 282 f.),

Burkitt {Gospel History and its Transmission, 62 f.), and Moffatt {HNT.
637-640).

{b) The hypothesis of a special source for the birth-narratives

in Mt. and Lk. has no basis in the internal evidence. Three

hypotheses of literary criticism are open : the two narratives are

either (i.) derived from a common pre-canonical source ; or (ii.)

dependent on each other, the one correcting and amplifying the

other ; or (iii.) of independent origin. The superiority of (iii.) to

(ii.) is discussed below. As for (i.), the serious objections to any

form of it which has been hitherto adduced, whether by Resch

(Kindheitsevglm nach Lucas u. Matthaeus in TU. x. 5, Leipzig,

1897 ; Gk. version of a Hebrew original) or by L. Conrady (die

Quelle der kanonischen KindheitsgeschichteJest*, 1900: source = Gk.

*Jacobsen (Protest. Kirchenzeitung, 1886, 536 f.) and N. Schmidt

contend that this apocalypse was the medium through which the term Son oj

Man, as a messianic title, passed into Mark. The latter critic {op. cit. 85 f.,

132 f., 231 f.) ascribes the small apocalypse and the ground-work of Mt 23
s4 "3*

to a

14
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version * of Heb. ProtevangeliumJacobi), are the sharp divergence

of the genealogical tables, and the fact that, apart from the

tradition of the virgin-birth, the agreement of the narratives (e.g.

the birthplace, names of parents, Nazareth residence, and

Davidic descent) require only the data of the synoptic tradition

to account for their origin. Where Mt. and Lk. agree elsewhere,

the contour of the agreements is much closer than can be made
out in their birth-narratives. Furthermore, the prolix and

fanciful Protevangelium Jacobi betrays, to any trained literary

sense, the later elaborations of the Christian imagination, with its

somewhat crude and even coarse expansion of details in the

canonical descriptions. As for Resch's theory of a Hebrew book

of the generations of Jesus the messiah (cp. Mt i1 fiifiXos yevcVecos

'I. X.), furnished with a genealogy like the book of Ruth, which,

when translated into Greek, formed the source of both Matthew

and Luke (the latter omitting, owing to haste and lack of space,

what Mt. had already included), the differences between the two

canonical narratives are enough to upset any such arguments,

and the whole hypothesis is beset by fanciful and arbitrary

presuppositions, such as the use of the source in the Prologue to

the Fourth gospel (op. cit. pp. 243 f.) and its employment, in a

different Gk. recension, by Justin. The earliest traces of extra-

canonical sources are to be found in the fancy of the star in

Ignatius, and in Justin's allusion to the birth of Jesus in a cave

near Bethlehem (Dial 78), the latter trait occurring in the

Gospel of James. Justin's access f to extra-canonical sources of

information is evident from Apoi. i 33 (ws ol a.7ro/Avr)[Aovev<ravT€s

iravra ra irepi tov criDTrjpos rjfxwv 'I^crou Xptcrroi) eStSa£av), but it

is more probable that the bizarre conception of the cave was

a trait added from contemporary mythology to the canonical

tradition, than that the latter was modified from an ampler and

more circumstantial account. The simple precedes the elaborate

in the evolution of tradition, and the Gospel of James has the

* Based on the Egyptian myth of Isis, cast in a Hebraised form

(cp. SK. t 1889, 728-784). He (SK., 1904, 176-226) also regards Mt

213f* as an excerpt from some independent account (moulded on pagan

lines) of the flight to Egypt, which the apocryphal gospels have preserved

more fully.

t Justin admits that those who rejected the virgin-birth were still

Christians (airb tov Tj/xeripov yhovs, Dial. 48) ; but this does not necessarily

imply that the idea was as yet a comparative novelty (Hillmann in fPT.
;

1891, pp. 255 f.).
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stamp neither of originality nor of unity, despite Conrady's

pleadings to the contrary (pp. 207 f.).*

While most of the apostolic fathers ignore the virgin-birth, even when it

naturally lay in their way to use it in treating the incarnation, Ignatius and

Aristides (in the Syriac version) allude to it as an accepted article of the

Christian belief, the former in a series of passages {Eph. 182
19

1
, Magn. u etc.)

which plainly presuppose a gospel-source corresponding to our present

Matthew (cp. Smyrn. I
1 with Mt 3

17
),t the latter also in a sentence which

implies the use of the canonical birth-stories {Afiol. 2 :
" God came down

from heaven, and from a Hebrew virgin assumed and clothed himself with

flesh ; and the Son of God lived in a daughter of man. This is taught in the

gospel, as it is called, which a short time ago was preached among them

"

[i.e. Christians]). Both Ignatius and Aristides, like Melito afterwards, seem

to fuse the Johannine idea of the incarnation with the synoptic birth-stories.%

The employment of a Wisdom-source has been already

noticed (p. 33) ; but, apart from this and the small apocalypse,

the other sources of Mt. and Lk. are simply the special documents

which, in the latter particularly, may be detected by the processes

of literary analysis.

§8. Date of Gospels (EBL 182 6-1 840; A. Wright, Composi-

tion of Gospels, 128 f.).—The earliest tradition upon the date of

the gospels is that of Irenseus (iii. 1. 1 ; Eus. H. E. v. 8. 2-3),

who means to give chronological information on the point.§ In

this passage (cp. pp. 15 f.) c^ooV, unless it is due to a misinter-

pretation of 2 P i
15 (Blass, Acta Apost. p. 5), refers to the death

of Peter and Paul, not (Grabe, Harvey, Comely) to their departure

from Rome. The allusion is significant ; for, as tradition tended

to throw back the origin of apostolic writings as far as possible,

the words of Irenseus give a terminus a quo for the composition of

* Cp. Hilgenfeld's exhaustive refutation (ZWT., 1901, i86f.), with the

criticisms of Holtzmann (TLZ., 1901, 135 f.) and T. A. Hoben (The Virgin

Birth, Chicago, 1905, pp. 12 f., also his articles on the ante-Nicene con-

ception, etc., in AfT., 1902, 473 f., 709 f.).

t The attempts of Hillmann to explain away the language of Ignatius as

inconsistent with Lk 1
34-35

3
s3

, or to regard yeyev. e/c irap6evov (Smyrn. I
1
) as

interpolated, are unavailing. The virgin-birth undoubtedly belonged to the

Kerugma reproduced by Ignatius, though it is impossible to infer the details

of the historical tradition which he presupposed.

% Hence the difficulty of agreeing with Usener (Relig. Untersuchungen, i.

92 f
.
) that Carpokrates and the Ebionites denied the virgin-birth because it

was absent from the gospels in their possession.

§ This is denied by Dom Chapman (fTS., 1905, 563-569), but on

insufficient grounds. The clause, tov Uerpov Kal tov ILavXov iv 'Pifyig

evayyeXi^ofiivav kt\., is a simultaneous reference.



212 THE HISTORICAL LITERATURE

Mk. and Mt. It is corroborated by the fact that both writers

incorporate ' the small apocalypse,' which cannot well be dated

earlier than the seventh decade of the first century. Apart

from this, the evidence is purely internal.

(a) As the logion of Mk 9
1 is substantially reproduced in

Mt 16 28 and Lk g
27

, it does not necessarily imply that Mk. was

written during the first generation of disciples. On the other

hand, the editing of the small apocalypse shows that the crisis

of the siege was recent, and that the writer wishes to distinguish

between this seeming end and the real end. The gospel must

first be preached to all nations (13
10

) ; then, and then only, would

the Parousia arrive. Meantime, the original husbandmen of the

vineyard had been destroyed, and the vineyard given to others.

The internal evidence of Mk. thus corroborates upon the whole

the view that it represents a final version of the Ur-Marcus com-

posed shortly after the events of a.d. 60-70.

(b) Since Mt. used not the Ur-Marcus but Mk. in substantial^

its present form, the terminus a quo of its composition is a.d. 70.

The phrase in 27 s and 2815 (ews rr\% 0-77/i.epov, ^XP 1 T^s o-^fiepov)

tallies with the general impression that a considerable interval

iias elapsed since the days of Jesus, during which the church has

become organised and belief developed. The archaic character

of the main source and the strongly marked eschatology of the

gospel are of less moment for the question of its date than the

final editor's anticipation of a prolonged period (cp. 2820
) during

which the Gentile mission was to proceed apace. Mt. falls then

between a.d. 70 and no, since it was certainly known to Ignatius

(passages and proofs in GHD. i. 27 f. ; NTA. 76 f.), although the

fact that Ignatius employs and quotes another evangelic source

with equal belief, shows how far our canonical gospels yet were

from a position of undisputed authority within the churches. The
dubious nature of the supposed allusions in Hermas is generally

recognised (cp. GHD. i. 72f. ; NTA. 117 f.), but in any case

the termi?ius ad quern, as fixed by the traces of the gospel in the

second century, is c, A.D. no.

Efforts are still made to date Mt. earlier than A.D. 70, but without success.

It is a mistake, for example, to suppose that there would be no point in

preserving eschatological predictions like those of the small apocalypse after

A.D. 70. Many Christians in the second century and later looked forward to

a literal fulfilment, e.g., of a prophecy like that of Mt 2415 (cp. Iren. adv.

Haer. v. 25. 2). Belser, again, uses the anti-Pharisaic element to prove thai
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die gospel was composed under the stress of the hard times which befell

Palestinian Christianity, when Herod Agrippa I. made common cause with

the Pharisees (Ac I2lf
*). But even if the historical influence were proved, it

would not determine the date of the gospel as contemporary ; the sharp

A.D. Before 70. Between 70 and 100. After 100.

Mark*

Belser (c. 44), Birks (c.

48), Schenkel (45-58),
Hitzig (55-57), Gloag
( -55), Mill (63).

64-67 : Bartlet, Schafer,

Kuppers, Schanz,
Robinson (6 s), Zim-
merraann (66), Zahn,

J. Weiss.
65-70 : Abbott, Alford,

Allen, W. Bruckner,
Stanton, Swete, Sal-

mond, Wendt, Weiss,
Harnack, Maclean,
Barth, Peake.

c. 70 : Carpenter, Menzies.
70-80 : Volkmar (73), Renan

(76), Beyschlag, Wright,
Wernle, Bacon, Well-
hausen, von Soden,
Burkitt, Loisy (75), O.
Schmiedel (80). Goguel
(75-85), Montefiore.

80-90 : Holsten, Hilgenfeld.

Rovers (c. 90), Bleek.

Hoekstra (100),
Kostlin (100-110).

Keim (115-120).

S. Davidson (120).

Usener (120-130).
Baur (130 f.).

Matthewt

40-50 : Grotius, Comely.
55-60 : Roberts, Gloag.
c. 60 : Belser (Gk.), Mill,

Michaelis.

c. 63; Zimmermann,
Solger.

c. 6a : Hug, Maier,
Schanz.

66 : Barnes.
68 dr: Bleek, Meyer,
Adeney, Bartlet,
Godet, Jacquier, Keim.

60-70 : Batiffol, Hug,
Rose, Schanz.

70-80: Holsten, Hilg., Reuss
(after 75), Weiss, Wright,
Harnack (?), Sand ay,

Bruce, Baljon, Allen (65-

7 5), J- Weiss (70-100),
Barth.

80-90 : Rovers (c. 80), Kost-
lin, Renan, W. Bruckner,
Reville, Julicher ( -96),

Zahn (in Gk.), Mcr>iffert,

Bacon, Stanton (c. 80).

90-100 : Carpenter (?),

Wernle, Burkitt, O.
Schmiedel (90-120?),
Montefiore.

Loisy (c. 100).

S. Davidson (c. 105),
Carpenter.

Holtmiann( -no).
Volkmar, Soltau
(no).

Schmiedel ( -130).

Baur, Pfieiderer

( -140).

Luke*

Blass (54-56), Kuppers
(53-57)-

58-60 : Alford, Schaff,

Gloag, Belser (61-62),
Corneiy (59-63).

63-64: Home, Mimaelis,
Guericke, Fillion,

Resch.
65-70 : Godet, Hahn,
Schanz, Schafer,
Batiffol.

60-70: Jacquier.

70-80 : Bleek, Beyschlag,
Weiss, Adeney, Bartlet,

Bovon, Plummer, Sanday,
Wright, Zahn.

80-90: Kb'stl n, Mangold,
Abbott, Carpenter, J.
Weiss, Bacon, McGiffert,
Jiilicher( -120), Harnack,
Briggs, Barth (75-90).

90-100 : Keim, Renan.
Soltau, Wernle, Knopf,
Burkitt, Loisy, Peake,
Montefiore.

c. 100 : Holsten,
Scholten, Pfleid.,

J. Weiss, 0.
Schmiedel.

100-110 : Volkmar,
Rovers, Holtz-
mann, S. David-
son, Hilgenfeld,
Weiss, Hausrath,
Schmiedel.

c. 130 : Baur.

* The patristic hypothesis of {a) a.d. 43 (Jerome), and {b) A.D. 64-67

(Iren., Clem. Alex.), are still maintained by some Roman Catholic writers,

e.g. (a) by Patrizi, Bisping, Schegg, and Reithmayr
; (b) by Hug, Maier,

Schanz, and Jacquier.

t J. H. Wilkinson {Four Lectures on Early His'ory of Gospels, 1898)

places Mt. in a.d. 70-75 (Mk. =65-70, Lk. =78-93), with an editing of all

three in Asia Minor (a.d. 106- 115).

% In Hoy^ Evan^elicce (ed. 1892, pp. 49-179, 252 f.), T. R. Birks date*

Luke in A.D. 51 and Matthew (pp. 292 f.) in A.D. 42.
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memories of it might have lingered and reappeared decades later. Belser's

corroborative arguments do not amount to much, e.g. the reliance on the

tradition that Matthew left Jerusalem in A.D. 42 and published his gospel

before his departure, when the misconceptions of Christians in the church

who were more Pharisees and Jews than anything else (Ac il lf* I5lf-
) still

formed the primary object of the gospel. Allen {ET. xxi. 439-444) similarly

tries to show that the alleged ' catholic ' and ecclesiastical allusions are not

incompatible with its composition at Antioch c. A.D. 50, but the literary

dependence on Mk. is by itself sufficient to disprove all such hypotheses.

(c) Luke's date depends not only on his use of Mk., which

is certain, and his use of Mt., which is extremely uncertain,

but on the relations between his work and Josephus, on

which see pp. 29-31. The above table will give some idea of

the various periods which are assigned to it and to the other two

gospels.

While the gospels of Mark and Matthew, together with the

two volumes by Luke, which make up the historical literature

within the NT Canon, were not composed till the last quarter of

the first century, and while all of them, particularly the synoptic

gospels, are composite, their sources reach back to the period

prior to a.d. 70. This covers not simply their traditions but

their written materials. Q, or the common source of Mt. and

Lk., was certainly composed by the seventh decade of the century,

probably even earlier; Mk., in its original shape and source,

dates from the former period. Thus the roots of the historical

literature lie in the same period as the correspondence of Paul,

though the flowers bloom side by side with the later pastorals

and homilies. It is of still more importance that the two

main roots of the subsequent evangelic tradition are deep in the

primitive Palestinian circle, and that neither shows any distinct

influence of Pauline tendencies.

The primitive epistolary literature of the early church was,

like the primitive ceramic art of Hellas, comparatively private.

Upon vases intended for the household's use, painting first

lavished its grace and skill; and in letters for the quieter

purposes of intercourse, the literary spirit was employed by

Christians before the aim and scope of it became enlarged.

In the nature of things, the use of epistles, taken over from

Judaism, especially Alexandrian Judaism (e.g. Jer 29*- 25 ' 31
, epp.

of Jerem. and Baruch, also 2 Mac i
1

-
10),* preceded evangelic

* The famous epistle of Aristeas to Philokrates has been called "a
predecessor, in form, of the larger NT epistles."
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5

narratives.* The former were occasional and immediate in

character, the latter—Aoyia, Si^y^creis, d.7ro/xv^/xoj/ev/xara—imply

a rather more advanced epoch, when the early advent of Jesus

was no longer a momentary expectation, and when his life had

assumed greater importance and prominence. Nevertheless, by

a.d. 50 at least, such notes and collections may have begun to

exist in rough form. The current was, at any rate, setting un-

mistakably in that direction. By the time of Paul's later literary

activity, written evangelic narratives were in existence here and

there, especially within the primitive Palestinian churches. The
primary need for these is to be found in the fact that a new

generation was rising, who were dependent for their acquaintance

with the history of Jesus upon a fast-diminishing company of

eye-witnesses, in the rapid extension and consolidation of the

Christian communities, and even in the mission activities of

the Palestinian disciples. f To these impulses there must also

be added another which sprang from them before long, namely,

the need of translating the tradition from the original Aramaic

vernacular into Greek. That attempts must have been soon

made to meet such requirements is inherently probable, and it

is corroborated by the surviving gospels. Even the earliest of

them leaves no impression of tentativeness on the mind ; there

is very little of that comparative lack of precision and definite

outline which is often felt in the pioneers of any department in

literature. They represent the midsummer, not the spring, of

their literary cycle. The subject had been already—perhaps

often—handled, even before Mark's gospel took its present

shape, although these earlier narratives, like the sources and

authorities of Tacitus in the An?iales, have disappeared. Luke's

preface proves that our first three gospels are ' first ' for us,

not absolutely 'first.' They were the best, but they were

* The collections of parables, stories, and sayings in the gospels find

their nearest analogy, upon the other hand, in the midrashic literature of

Palestinian Judaism. " Die Evangelien, die wir besitzen, sind in griechischer

Sprache bearbeitete Midrashim" (G. Klein, ZNW.
t 1904, 144 f., 'Zur

Erlauterung der Evglien aus Talmud und Midrasch
'
). Parts of them

certainly are closer in form and spirit to midrashic pieces than to Epictetus

or Plutarch. This is the burden of P. Fiebig's pamphlet on ' Die Aufgaben
der neutestamentlichen Forschung in der Gegenwart' (1909, especially pp.
IO f.).

t Cp. Heinrici, Der litterarische Ckarakter der neutest. Schriften (1908),

pp. 23 f., and Sanday in ERE. ii. 573 f.
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neither the only nor the earliest narratives. It is probable that

the literature, of which they are the survivors, and which they

seem to have speedily antiquated, began to rise as far back as

the sixth decade; and, upon any reasonable criticism of the

synoptists, their sources must have partially existed in written

form by the opening of the seventh decade. " Mox etiam

libros de Jesu compositos esse puto, vel in eosdem usus vel

Theophilis (qui profecto multi fuerunt) destinatos, ut intra

viginti fere annos a Christi excessu jam copia quaedam talium

librorum exstaret. Erat enim setas ilia litterarum plena,

novaque religio minime intra illiteratam plebem manebat"

(Blass, Acta Ap. p. 5). There is evidence sufficient, at any

rate, to prove that during the Pauline period, prior to the

homilies and pastorals, the early church contained the

embryonic phases of what eventually was shaped into the

canonical gospels.

The subsequent composition of the gospels, which were

contemporary with the later homilies, had the same ends of

edification in view, and this helps to explain their structure and

general characteristics. Euclides in the Theatetus (143) describes

the way in which he recorded the conversations between Socrates

and Theatetus. On returning from Athens, he jotted down at

once some notes of what Socrates had told him (iypaij/dfxrjv

v7rofxvqfJLaTa), and subsequently wrote on from memory. Finally,

whenever he re-visited Athens, he would ask Socrates about

anything he had forgotten, and then make corrections in his

manuscript. None of the synoptic gospels can claim any such

direct relation to Jesus. The earliest of the sources upon which

they draw were not composed till about twenty years after he

died, and no one took down the words of Jesus during his life-

time. Retentiveness of memory, however, and the needs of

the Christian halacha in the churches, helped to carry many

of these words through the preliminary period of oral tradition.

But even when the earliest literary products rose, e.g. Q and

the Ur-Marcus, they were not biographical. Still less were the

subsequent gospels.* None of them is the direct transcript of

an apostle's memories, even by another hand. Their genre is

not that of biographies so much as of memoirs which were

written Ik -mo-re'cos efc 7rtortv, in order to convey and apply

certain Christian beliefs about the person of the Lord Jesus, the

* Cp. Harnack, 'die Evangelien ' {Preuss.Jahrb., 1904, cxv. pp. 209 f.)
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main literary 1 difference being that the gospels, unlike, e.g., the

Memorabilia of Xenophon, preserve an impersonal tone. The
writer does not come forward in the course of the narrative.

Even in the case of the Third gospel, where tradition has done

most, not only for the question of the authorship, but also for

the personal traits and character of the author, the standpoint

is hardly less objective than in its predecessors. This apparent

absence of personal colouring points back to one cause. It is

not due to the overmastering impression of the contents, nor

even to the literary self-suppression which Aristotle praises in

Homer. The authors' names are not concealed as were those

of the Gottes Freunde in the fourteenth century, lest pride of

authorship should form a spiritual peril. These anonymous

gospels 2 represent to a large extent the final shape given to

collections of evangelic matter which had been previously

composed by and for members belonging to the general body

of the Christian societies. They are communal in spirit and

shape—even Luke's is ; they resemble the pastorals and

epistles in this, that they are a direct outcome of living inter-

course and mutual service within the Christian communities.

IlapcuWis and fiaprvpiov are the two words that characterise

their contents, for all the free handling of their materials and

the creative pressure, naive and deliberate, of their tendencies.

(B) MARK.

Literature.—(a) Editions (for the patristic and mediaeval, cp. Swete, pp.

cxivf.)—P. Poussin's Catena {Rome, 1673); Eisner (Commentarius, 1773)5
Matthsei's Catena (Moscow, 1775); K. Fritzsche (Leipzig, 1830) ; Olshausen

(1853, Eng. tr. 1863); J. A. Alexander 3 (New York, 1863); Lange (1861,

Eng. tr. 1866) ; Petter (London, 1861) ; A. Klostermann (1867) ; F. C. Cook
(Speaker's Comm. 1878) ; E. H. Plumptre (Ellicotfs Com. 1879) ; P. Schanz

(1881)*; Fillion (Paris, 1883); T. M. Lindsay (Edin. n. d.) ; J. Morison,

A Practical Commentary (Edin. 1889) ; Maclear (CGT. 1893) ; Knabenbauer

(Paris, 1894); Tiefenthal (Minister, 1894); E. P. Gould (ICC. 1896);

1 Justin's phrase (airoixvrfixove^ixaTa) for the gospels is the term used by

Moiragenes for his work on Apollonius (Origen, c. Cels. vi. 41); on its

applicability to the Christian gospels, e.g., see Usener's Relig. Unterstichungen,

i. 95 f. ; Hirzel's Der Dialog, i. 141 f., and above (p. 44 f.).

2 For some early difficulties (quod nee ab ipso scriptum constat nee ab

eius apostolis, sed longo post tempore a quibusdam incerti nominis uiris)

raised by this feature of the gospels, see the interesting correspondence 0/

Augustine and Faustus (especially epp. xxxii., xxxiii.).
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B. Weiss (— Meyer 9
, 1901); A. Menzies, The Earliest Gospel (1901)* ;

S. D. F. Salmond (CB. n. d.) ; Wellhausen (1903)* ; V. Rose (Paris, 1904)

;

A. Merx, Die Evglien Markus u. Lukas (1905)
1

; W. P. Drew (Boston, 1905)

;

Du Buisson (London, 1906); Baljon (1906)*; E. Klostermann (HBNT.
1907); W. Kelly (ed. 1907); H. B. Swete 2 (1908)*; B. W. Bacon, The

Beginnings of Gospel Story (1909)* ; Wohlenberg (ZK. 1910).

(b) Studies (i.
) general :—Saunier, Ueber die Quellen d. Evgliums des

Marcus (1825) ; Michelsen, Bet Evangelie van Markus (1867); P. Rohr-

bach, Der Schluss der Markusevglms, der Vier-Evglien Kanon und die

kleinasiatischen Presbyter (Berlin, 1894.)* ; Du Buisson, The Origin and

Peculiar Characteristics of the Gospel of St. Mark (1896); Hadorn, 'die

Entstehung des Mk-Evglms auf Grund der syn. Vergleichung aufs neue

untersucht' {BET ii., 1898); S. D. F. A. Salmond (DB. iii. 248-262);

J. Weiss, das d/teste Evglm, ein Beitrag zum Verstandniss des Markus-

Evglms und der altesten evang. Ueberlieferung* ; (1903); Jtilicher (PEE
xii. 295 f.) ; K. F. A. Lincke, 'Jesus in Kapernaum' (Ein Versuch

zur Erkldrung des Markus-Evglms, 1904 ; dual account, historical and

legendary, in i
21 "28

) ; Loisy (RHL., 1904, 513-527); E. D. Burton, Studies

in Gospel of Mark (1904) ; A. S. Barnes (Monthly Review, Sept. Oct.

1904, JTS., 1905, 187 f., 3 56 f. ) ; R. A. Hoffmann, Das Marcus-Evglm
und seine Quellen (Konigsberg, 1904) ; B. Weiss, die Geschichtlichkeit des

Markus-Evglms (1905) ; E. Wendling, Ur-Markus, Versuch einer Wieder-

herstellung dtr attest. Mitteilungen des Lebens Jesu (1905); A. Miiller,

Geschichtskerne in den Evglien nach mode7-ner Eorschzingen, 1905 [Con-

servative reply to Wernle, Wrede, and J. Weiss] ; H. Zimmermann, Der
Historischer Wert d. dlteste Ueberlieferung von der Geschichte Jesu im
Marcus-Evglim (1905) ; A. J. Maclean (DCG. ii. 120-138)* ; E. Wendling,

Die Entstehung des Marcus-Evglms : Philologische Untersuchungen (1908);

M. Goguel, Vivangile de Marc et ses rapports avec aux de Mathieti et de Luc
(Paris, 1909) ; (ii.) on special points :—C. L. Reboul (Paulula, oder Einiges

Wenige zur genauenen Erforschung d. Marcus-Evglm, Gotha, 1876);

Bakhuyzen, van Manen, and Callenfels, Beoordeling van de conjecturen Mk.
en Lk. (1885) ; Blass, ' Textkritische Bemerkungen zu Markus' (BET, 1899,

3) j W. Wrede, Des Messiasgeheimnis in der Evglien, Zugleich ein Beitrag

zum Verstandnis des Marcus-Evglms (1901)* ; Spitta, ' Liicken im Markus-

evangelium' (Urc. iii. 2. 109-138) ; Burkitt, Gospel History and its Trans-

mission (1906), pp. 33-104; H. J. Holtzmann, ARW. x. 18-40, 161-200

('Die Marcus-Controverse in ihrer heutigen Gestalt')*, and B. W. Bacon

(JBL., 1910, 41-60).

§ 1. Outline.—The gospel 1 opens with a brief summary (i 1 *13
)

of John the Baptist's mission, introducing the baptism and tempta-

tion of Jesus. Then begins the first of the two large sections of

narrative, describing the Galilean (i 14-9 50
) and the Judsean

(10-13) ministry. The former is divided into an account of the

1 On the score of the opening words, Blass (BET. iii. 3, p. 52) denies

that Mk. is a literary work at all. " The book is not a <ruyypaw.ai but a

viroixvYina, i.e. a Commentarius, like Caesar's Commentarii"
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work in Eastern Galilee (i 14-7 23
), of which Kapharnaum usually

forms the headquarters, and a briefer description of work in

Northern Galilee (7
24-950

). Returning from the latter district to

Kapharnaum (9
33f

*), Jesus then passes southward into Judaea

(10-13); and this section closes with his triumphal entry into

Jerusalem (n 1*27
), his controversies with the local authorities

(n 27-i244
), and his final message of doom and judgment on

the city and nation (13
1 "37

).

Mark's gospel plunges at once in medias res. No account of

the birth either of John or of Jesus is furnished at the outset

;

all we get is a brief and even meagre notice (i 1-18
) of John's

ministry lv tw Zprj^u and his baptism of Jesus, followed by a

mention of the subsequent temptation of our Lord. The
writer hurries on to depict the Galilean ministry.

(a) No new section of the gospel is to be found at 827f
*, which is merely

the prelude to 831f
* 9

2f#
o,
301

', i.e. to the close of the Galilean ministry ; and

the confession of Peter at Csesarea Philippi does not occupy in Mark the

large and pivotal place which Mt. and Lk. both assign to it. {b) It is un-

necessary to suppose that the writer has blurred (in 614f>
) a vital crisis in the

fortunes of Jesus, as though Herod's hostility to Jesus, as to John (in

Josephus), really drove him into a safe retirement (so Rauch, ZNIV., 1902,

303-308 ; Wellhausen, Einl. 48 and on Mark 633 , and Loisy, i. 90). In this

event, the evangelist would have obliterated the flight of Jesus before Herod.

Rauch corroborates his view by adducing the Syriac text of Mk 630 which

connects the ' messengers ' with the disciples of John, the course of things

being that Jesus and John's adherents retired together (6
29 "31a

*
45f

-). But

Mt.'s treatment of Mk. at this point (14
12

) is too artificial to be claimed as a

witness to some more primitive tradition, and the general reconstruction is

too hypothetical to be trustworthy.

The second part of the gospel (io1-i337
) describes the

Judsean ministry, undertaken with the shadow of his death at

Jerusalem resting upon his soul (9
81

). The route taken lies on

the eastern side of the Jordan, and Jesus passes through Jericho

to Bethany (n 11
). Hitherto he has only met the Jewish authori-

ties defensively in controversy, but now he takes the initia-

tive, following up his triumphal entry into the capital by driving

the money-changers and traders out of the temple (n 15f
-).

Further controversy with the authorities follows (u 27-i2 12

I2 i3-i7 I2 is-27 I2 28 -37
); then a prophetic prediction of the future

(13
1 "37

) marks the close and climax of his public teaching. The
remaining part of the book narrates mainly the circumstances

of his arrest, trial, crucifixion, and burial (i41-i5 47
), breaking

off abruptly with an account of how two women, coming to
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anoint his corpse, found the tomb empty and saw an angel who

bade them and the rest of the disciples return to Galilee :
there

shallyou see him, as he toldyou (161 -8
).

{a) The closing words are explained by Abbott {Diat. 527 f.) from the

misrendering of the Hebrew original, as though Mk.'s said nothing and Mt.

and Lk.'s carried word to rest on a confusion between xh and 'i

1

? such as is

found in LXXof Jer 1819 , while they feared ( = Mt. and Lk.'s beheld) implies a

similar and equally natural (cp. LXX Job 37
24

, Is 1612 etc.) confusion between

NT and nxn. This is plausible, but it is not the only possible explanation,

and the other evidence for a Hebrew original is not cogent.

(b) The chronological sequence of the gospel is better marked in its large

sections than in details. The mission of John the Baptist is described

without any note of its period (i
4f-),* but it closed (i

14
) before the mission of

Jesus began. Even in what follows, apart from the reiterated evdvs and ml

(sometimes both together), Mk.'s arrangement is neither consecutive nor

coherent (cp. 616L ) ; occasionally he dates a saying or incident on the Sabbath

(121 223 62
), and twenty-four hours f cover I

21 "39
,
but the healing of the

leper (l
40f

') is undated, the return to Kapharnaum takes place di faepQv (2
1
),

and the succeeding incidents are narrated one after another without any

attempt at chronological order, the rare notes of sequence being quite vague

{e.g. 4p iicelvais reus yfitpais r&Xiv kt\., 8 1
). How long the Galilean mission

lasted, or the sudden visit to the territory of Tyre (7
24f

')» we are not told.

The two exceptions are the transfiguration (six days after the previous con-

versation, 9
2
) and the passion-week (1 i

lf
-)- The various days of the latter are

noted (I41 - u I61*2
). Here the tradition evidently was fairly exact and

precise (even to hours, 15
33

), and the same primitive quality attaches to the

fiera wipas £ of 9
2 (reproduced by Mt. but altered by Lk. into the vague

&rcl vfiipai 6KTib),X which is probably equivalent to ' one week,' reckoned

from Sabbath to Sabbath (cp. Keim, iv. 308). The tradition is too early and

naive to render it likely that this chronology is artificial, due to the exigencies

of public worship (O. Holtzmann, Leben Jesu, Eng. tr. p. 344).

§ 2. Analyst's.—The abbreviated and cursory character of the

prologue (i 1 "13
; cp. Bacon, JBL., 1908, 84-106) as compared

with the detailed fulness of the following passages in the gospel,

has suggested three solutions. It has been held to point, (a) in

common with other structural phenomena of the book, to the

editing of an Ur-Marcus ; or (b) to Mark's use of Q, the common

source of Matthew and Luke, which he generally abridges; or

(c) to Mark's dependence upon either or both of these gospels

* The 'forty' days of the temptation (1
12"18

) is symbolic, as in Ac I
8 (cp.

DC
f(Xhet

5

°mie groups of a day's doings, in (2
2""?) 4

t»
5
*- 68"- 9

M'

,,1-n „i2-i9 XI aM. I4i2t 151*. i6lf\

+ The similar phrase in Job 20* {fied* rinipas <5/crc6) is more definite
;
but

in neither case is it necessary to think of the eight-day week of the Romai

calendar (Mommsen, Rom. Chronologic', p. 228).
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(so especially Hilgenfeld and Badham). The first-named is

decidedly superior to the other two theories, and is borne out by

the subsequent traces of editorial revision throughout the gospel.

No attempt {e.g. von Soden, J. Weiss) to disentangle the precise

Petrine traditions or source is convincing,* but the work of the

editor in combining Mark's record with logia (e.g. in 9
30f

- n 25

and 13), in inserting summary links, and in re-arranging the

materials, can be seen from ii-is(i6) onwards. "It is as though

the type of Petrine narrative gospel had been already too firmly

fixed to admit of radical re-casting, and the new material had

been added in adaptation only, and for the most part in the form

of memoriter interpolations and supplements " (Bacon, p. xxi).

(a) The unrealities into which an ultra-literary criticism of the gospels slips

are illustrated by the conflicting views taken of a passage like Mk I
1 * 13

. It is

as arbitrary to make Mt. and Lk. expansions of Mk. as to see in Mk. little

more than an abbreviation of the large narrative in Q upon which Mt. and Lk.

subsequently drew. Q's use of Mk. and Mk.'s use of Q (even in a primitive

form) are equally superfluous here. Throughout the whole section one has

the impression of a writer who is outlining rapidly a familiar story, in order to

reach the point at which either his characteristic contribution or more probably

the source before him first begins. There is no reason why the facts of

! 1-13 (15) should have been only accessible in Q or in any other document. In

that primitive Christian world even Q had no monopoly of such traditions
;

and although Q were prior to Mk. , there would not be the slightest necessity

to postulate any documentary source from which the latter must have drawn

the contents or even the form t of the summary in I
1"13

. Spitta, who regards

&pxv tov eiayyeXiov 'Irjcrov ~Kpi<XTov (vlov deov) as a title, further conjectures

that about a page of the original autograph has been lost before I
2
, since

/ca0ws ytypawTcu kt\. cannot be supposed to introduce a sentence, much less

a paragraph. This introductory page must have described the advent of the

Baptist, together with the genealogy and birth of Jesus ; but the reasons for

this ' must' are as slender as those for similar omissions between i
6 and I

7
, in

I
13

, and at 3
21 (ZNW., 1904, 305 f. ; Urc. iii. 2, pp. 122-138).

(d) In the following section, which belonged to the Ur-Marcus, I
28

is

plainly proleptic. Mark X dwells on the widespread impression made
throughout Galilee by the expulsion of the unclean spirit ; but even an

immediate impression (eidtis) of this kind is not made in a few minutes,

whereas he goes on in v. 29 to describe what Jesus did after leaving the

* On the other hand, it is hypercritical to reject not only the Petrine

tradition preserved in Papias, but the possibility of finding any definite Petrine

basis for the stories in Mk., as M. Bruckner does {ZNW., 1907, 48 f.).

f In I
13

it goes back to Test. Napht. 8 : 6 5id/3o\os 0ei5£ercu a<f> bfiwv, koI

t& dypla (poftT]d'fi<rovTai i»/x,as, Kai oi dyyeXoi fodii-ovTcu Vjuas.

X i-e. for convenience the composer of the gospel, as distinguished from

the Mark of the Ur-Marcus.
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synagogue on that very day. I
21 "38 certainly hangs together ; the picture of

a single day's activity is a historical and literary unity. But i
40"45

, though

evidently meant to follow I
39 (as a specimen of the exorcisms there

mentioned) in order to explain Christ's avoidance of the cities (i 45 ), scarcely

introduces 2lf
-, which probably existed in the Ur-Marcus in a detached

form.* 213f
- seems to echo i

16f
-, but the call of Levi is remembered

principally for the sake of the famous reply of Jesus to the scribes of the

Pharisees (2
16"17

). The following set of sayings upon fasting (2
18"23

) are merely

topically connected with the preceding context ; it is impossible to be sure

that the order is consecutive, or even that both debates (or either) occurred at so

early a period, for though both Mt. and Lk. emphasise the chronological order,

this only proves that they had no other outline to fall back upon. The
cycle of conflict-stories is then rounded off by two (2

s3"28
3
1"6

) which are set in

very vague connections of time, while 2s8 seems hardly to have lain originally

next 227
. The encounter with the Pharisaic authorities, which naturally arose

from the free observance of the Sabbath and the synagogue -ministry of Jesus

(3
1*6

)) closes with an allusion to the Pharisees and Herodians (3
6
) which again

is proleptic (cp. 1213
). But the fact that Jesus had already raised the

suspicions of the authorities explains the inquisitorial visits of the Jerusalem-

scribes in 3
22 and 7

1
. Meantime Mark adds a short general paragraph to sum

up the increasing popularity of Jesus not merely in Galilee, but far beyond its

confines (3
7" 12

).

(c) This paragraph forms a transition between the opening section of the

gospel (where it throws the popular enthusiasm into relief against the

malevolent criticism of the authorities) and the following section (3
13-613

)

which begins by describing how Jesus began to provide for the future, in view

of the demands and the dangers of the work, by organising his disciples.

Twelve are chosen (3
12"19

) to preach and to cast out demons, not to heal

sicknesses—a function which Mark, unlike Matthew (io8
) and Luke (9-),

reserves for Jesus himself, f But no mission is assigned them till the close of

the section (6
6b "n

), and Mark again fills up his record with materials which are

both vaguely located (cp. 3
20

) and loosely connected. The first of these is

the defence of Jesus against a charge of insanity brought against him by the

scribes from Jerusalem, whose interference is topically set in an account of

a similar interference by his own family (3
21 "35

). The lake-side teaching is

then resumed (4
1
, cp. 213 3

7f
-) ; but instead of describing as usual the effect,

Mark now gives a specimen of its eontents (not necessarily borrowed from Q).

What Jesus taught in the synagogues is not explicitly reported (but cp.

Lk 4
21 "27

). On the other hand, a selection from the parables spoken to the

open-air audiences is presented, containing three parables (4
3"9, 26"29

*
s "32

),

with a discussion of the parabolic method in general (4
10"12

) and an explana-

tion of the first parable (4
13"20

). Interpolated between this and the second

parable is a saying upon the Lamp, apropos of the duty of openness for

a disciple (4
21 "25

). As his hearers, after v. 10
, are the disciples, it almost

follows that vv. 26 "32 (cp. the avroh of v. 33), which presuppose the crowd,

* The scribes and Pharisees do not pursue Jesus over the country ; the)

wait till he finishes a tour or journey (cp. 3
22f

- 7
lf

- Sl0t
).

t As a matter of fact, however, they do heal, when the time comes (6
U " 13

V
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originally followed vv. 1"9
. This cycle of sayings is now closely linked

chronologically to a cycle of miraculous deeds (4
35~5 43

; cp. 4
1= 4

36
, the

second busy day's proceedings narrated by Mark), depicting the power of

Jesus over the forces of nature (4
35"41

), unclean spirits (5
1 "20

), sickness (5
25 "34

),

and death (5
21 "24

' 35 "43
). These incidents are closely and chronologically set.

But his sceptical reception at Nazareth (6
1 "6a

) is an erratic boulder,* like the

subsequent account of the commission of the twelve, which took place during

some preaching tour (6
6b"13

).

{d) The fame of Jesus on this tour reaches the ears of Herod Antipas,

whose conscience is troubled by the appearance of one whom he takes to be

John the Baptist redivivus (6
14"29

) ; but Mark has nothing to say of any

precautions taken by Herod, or even of what Jesus said or did during the

absence of the disciples. He simply proceeds to narrate a couple of miracles

(530-44. 45-52) which happened immediately after their return, and to note the

unabated popularity of Jesus as a healer of diseases (6
53 "56

). Then follows

a cluster of sayings on true purity as opposed to ceremonial, occasioned by

a visit of the Pharisees and scribes from Jerusalem (7
1 "23

). No motive is

assigned for the next move north into the Tyrian country (7
24"30

), and only

one incident is recorded—the cure of a Syrophcenician woman's daughter, f

On the way back, % or possibly after his return, a deaf and dumb man is cured

(7
31-37

) ; but the incident is not fixed to any time or place. The next section

(8
1 "26

) not only opens vaguely (8
1
), but contains material which is parallel to,

or a duplicate of, 632f#
, viz. a miracle of feeding (8

1 "10= 632f>
) in an out-of-the-

way spot, followed by an encounter with the Pharisees (8
uf,

}
cp. 7

lf
*), and

a cure (8
22f

*, cp. 7
31f

-). The characteristic traits of the separate stories are

probably due to oral tradition ; their agreements, which outweigh their differ-

ences, seem to denote a common, single type ; their juxtaposition is literary

rather than the result of oral tradition.

(e) The following fragment of teaching delivered on the way north to

Csesarea Philippi marks a more private and tragic phase in the gospel

(8
27ft

) ; the fate of Jesus as the Christ implies a resolute renunciation and

confession on the part of his disciples, to whom he now imparts special

instruction. But as the term rbi> oxkov in 834 shows, 834f
- does not belong to

this particular cycle of teaching ; it is one of the intercalations of the editor

who elsewhere (7
14

) introduces a crowd (though not necessarily from Lk 14
25

).

A certain roughness of arrangement or dislocation of the natural order is

evident indeed in the whole of 827-913
, where 827f# seems to be resumed § in

9
11"18 after the break of 9

2"10
; but source and editor are not easily disentangled

* Its position next to 663f
* is meant to bring out the contrast between

Christ's rejection by his own people and the success of his disciples abroad.

f Here only, by a foreigner, is Jesus called tojpios in Mk., and here only

does the writer represent him as healing at a distance from the patient.

X Unless we are to suppose that Jesus took a long and apparently

purposeless circular tour north and east and south, it is better, with

Wellhausen, to regard Sidon as an erroneous rendering of }Tjj (Saidan =
Bethsaida) ; cp. 822 and Mt II 21

.

§ The suggestion that 9
11-13 should read 9

11, 12b# 12a * 13 certainly clears up the

passage, and is preferable to deleting 9
12b

-
13c (Wernle) as a gloss.
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Bacon (AJT., 1898, pp. 541 f., 1902, pp. 236 f.) regards 9
2"10 as practically

a duplicate of 827~91
, 9

11"13
, which it interrupts with its vision-incident much

as Ac 9
30-n 18 precedes 13-15 ; Loisy [RHR., 1904, pp. 386 f

.
, 1907, p. 446)

assigns 827
"30

g
1
' u"13 to a primitive separate source ; and Schweitzer {Das

Abendmahl, ii. 58 f.) puts 834-929 back into the Bethsaida-period (6
31 "56

). On
Wellhausen's arbitrary characterisation of S^-io45 (Einl. 81 f.) as a reflection

of the later Christian consciousness, cp. Denney, Jesus and the Gospel,

181 f.

The twofold apologetic motive of the transfiguration-story is fairly obvious :

viz. to meet the objection raised by the Elijah-tradition (cp. Justin, Dial. 49),

and to explain how the crucified Jesus could be the Christ of God. The
former is emphasised by Mark ; the latter is specially brought out by Mt.

and Luke. It has been conjectured that the transfiguration* originally

represented an appearance of Jesus six days after death (Wellhausen on

Mk 9
13

' vielleicht der alteste in den Evangelien,' cp. Loisy, E\vang. Syn. ii.

39-40) to the disciples in Galilee (Mt 28 16
) ; but though Peter is prominent

here (9
5 cp. 829

), this is hardly enough by itself to prove that the vision tallies

with that of I Co 15
6
. On the other hand, in 2 P I

14"18 the prophetic

announcement by Jesus of Peter's death (cp. Jn 2i 18f
*) is followed by an

allusion to the vision and voice on the holy mountain which (Hofmann, cp.

Spitta's monograph, pp. 89 f. ) might refer to a post-resurrection vision like this,

as is plainly the case in The Apocalypse of Peter (§§ 2 f. ), where the twelve on

a mountain with the risen Lord see two departed saints in radiant form

ifiirpoadeu rod Kvplov.

{/) The account of the transfiguration (9
2"13

) is followed by the expulsion

of an evil spirit from a boy (9
14"29

), the last miracle in Galilee thus belonging

to the same class as the first (i 23f
-). The closing paragraph on the Galilean

mission consists of some fragments from the private conversation of Jesus

and his disciples (9
30 "50

), which the editor has inserted without any close links.

Jesus is no longer preaching or healing ; his whole attention is concentrated

on the inner circle of his adherents. 9
s6-37 seems rather isolated, especially if

the curious v. 35 (calling the twelve, when he was already with them !), which

is partly omitted by D, is taken as an editorial link between 33"34 and
86-37 (Wellhausen). 9

3*-* certainly belonged originally to another site ; its

present position is due to the topical mention of the Name (9
37-

39
), and g

42

is the most natural sequel, at any rate, to 9
37

. In 9
49-50 the discourse ap-

parently becomes still more disconnected and obscure, but the closing note

(9
50

) is on the same key as the opening (9
33f-

)-

{g) The final departure of Jesus from Galilee (io1 "2
) marks the beginning

of the Judsean ministry (10-13). The details of this are scanty and vague

until he reaches Jerusalem, when the record becomes suddenly richer.

Thus the discussion with the Pharisees on divorce (io2-12 ) apparently occurs

in the open-air (cp. v. 10
), but the setting of the incident is ambiguous.

Two incidents of travel follow (io13"16, 17 "31
), after which the narrative becomes

vivid (io32f>
), though the request of James and John (io35*-) comes abruptly

* O. Schmiedel {Hauptprobleme d. Leben-Jesu-Forschung^, 81 f.) postulates

a similar origin for the synoptic stories of the feeding of the 5000 and the

walking on the sea (Mk 631L etc.).
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after what precedes.* The cure of the blind beggar outside Jericho (io46
"52

)

was evidently a fixed point in the primitive tradition ; it is the only cure

wrought by Jesus outside Galilee, and it marks, by the beggar's acclamation

of Jesus as the Son of Davrd, the opening stage of his messianic entry into the

capital (il 1 "11
). The site of the subsequent dialogues and discourses is

the temple (cp. II 11
), where he spends the day but not the night; his

headquarters are at Bethany (n 11 - 20
). The cleansing of the temple

(n 15-18
) is inserted in the symbolic story of the blighted fig-tree (n 12"14* 20f-)

5

to which Mark has, as usual, attached several disparate sayings (u 23f
*). In

a series of encounters, Jesus silences and outwits the official parties one after

another. The climax of these is the admission of a scribe f that Jesus is a

true teacher (i232f-), whereupon Jesus takes the initiative (i235f
-) by attacking

the teaching and conduct (i238f
-) of the scribes, to the delight of the people.

Since io46 Jesus has been teaching not his disciples but the public ; in 13
1 "37

,

however, which forms the close of the Judsean ministry and the climax of

his relations with the temple, the editor, by using the small apocalypse,

represents him as instructing the inner circle of his disciples privately upon

the future destruction of the temple and the prospects of his own cause.

(h) The story of the Passion now begins (14"'), the account of the

treachery of Judas being interrupted by that of the anointing at Bethany

(14
3"9

), and followed by that of the celebration of the passover (14
12-25

).

While I412
'16 is rejected as unhistorical by critics like Brandt and

Wellhausen, it is deleted by Spitta {Urc. i. 266 f.) on grounds that are

hardly more solid than those on which Rauch (ZNW., 1902, 308-314) bases

his theory that I412-17 forms a later gloss, intended to make the meal a

passover-supper. Only when vv. 12"16 are omitted, does the absence of

els'IepoadXv/xa in v. 17 seem suspicious (cp. v. 16
), as though the supper had

been perhaps eaten at Bethany (so, e.g., Wendling). I413* 16
is not an

unhistorical duplicate of II 1"4
, and there is nothing in the style of the passage

to warrant any suspicion of later editorial handling. O. Holtzmann {Leben

/esu, ch. xiii.), who places Jn 7
53-8u before Mk 1235, regards Christ's

verdict on this woman as an incident at the beginning of the Monday when
he ate the passover evening meal with his disciples, and argues that as

neither Jesus nor his disciples can have been busy with preparations for that

meal, the elimination of Mk 14
12"16 would involve the loss of any tradition

relating to the earlier part of that day,—a loss which would be incredible,

since the disciples were far from likely to forget the last day they spent in the

company of their Master. This is subtle, but not untrue to the history or

psychology of the situation. For the theory that the time-references in

Mark's story of the passion-week were not in the Ur-Marcus, cp. J. Weiss

(DCG. ii. 323-324) ; for detailed criticism of the trial-stories, see Moffatt,

DCG. ii. 749-759.

§ 3. Structure.—This survey (i.) shows that, while the general

scheme is clear, Mark's arrangement of materials is often topical

* Here io42
"45

is secondary, as compared with the Lucan version (22
20-27

).

t Neither 1228
"34 nor even 1218"27

is closely related to this period, and

probably Lk. (io25
*28

) is right in placing the former at an earlier phase of the

ministry.

15
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rather than historical. Sayings and incidents are grouped in a way

which suggests not so much chronological sequence as similarity

of subject-matter. Hence the criticism of Papias is justified, if it

referred to order. Compared with the Fourth gospel, whose

carefully marked sequences were familiar and popular in Asia

Minor in the opening of the second century, the narrative of

Mark would appear irregular. In the second place (ii.), Mark's

gospel is plainly a composition, not in the sense in which Mt. and

Lk. are, but still in a noticeable degree of its own. It is not an

artless transcript of oral reminiscences. The author has had

before him various materials, not only oral but also written

sources, which he has occasionally re-arranged.* The narratives

betray unevenness at certain points
;
gaps and breaks occur, and

more than one current of opinion or tradition may be detected.

The problem of literary criticism which results from these data

is, whether there is adequate evidence to prove that more than

one hand need be traced in the composition of the gospel, or

whether such editorial manipulation as can be unbared may not

have been the work of John Mark himself, to whom the first

draft of the Petrine reminiscences was due. There are two

a priori reasons for hesitation in attempting an analysis of Mark
into an original edition which has been revised or amplified by

a later writer, (a) We cannot assume that what appear to be

secondary elements were not already present to some extent in

the Petrine tradition which formed the basis of the original

gospel ; by the time that Mark took down the reminiscences of

Peter there was ample time for the oral tradition of the primitive

churches to have filled out some of the sayings of our Lord, and

for elements of reflection and distortion to have crept in. (b)

The uniformity of language, both in style and vocabulary con-

stitutes a second reason ; but, although Wendling has driven the

linguistic and stylistic argument to the verge of unreality, there

are nevertheless traces of strata, and such uniformity as may

be found is as likely to be the work of the final editor. These

* " Dans une oeuvre aussi peu litteraire, le defaut de cohesion n'est pas

une preuve de redaction multiple. Mais Pincoherence qu'on pourrait appeler

positive, le disaccord entre les morceaux juxtaposes qui procedent de

courants d'idees tres differents, l'accumulation de donnees disparates qui se

laissent reconstituer en groupes homogenes, caracterises chacun par une

inspiration distincte, les doubles emplois peuvent attester, ici comme ailleurs,

la combinaison des traditions ou des sources 6crites et la complexite du travail

redactionnei " (Loisy, i. 85-86).
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reasons, therefore, suggest hesitation not in the acceptance but

in the working out of the hypothesis that the canonical Mark,

written shortly after a.d. 70, is based for the most part on

Mark's draft of the Petrine reminiscences.

The hypothesis that our canonical Mark represents the later edition or

an earlier document, or that it can be analysed into two or more different

sources, may be based either upon considerations drawn from the internal

structure of the gospel itself (so, e.g., P. Ewald, Wendling, Wellhausen), or from

a comparison of its contents with those of Mt. and Luke (so, e.g., J. Weiss,

Reville, von Soden). It has undergone various vicissitudes. Advocated

formerly by Holtzmann, it was worked out by Schenkel, Weiffenbach,

Wittichen and others, especially by Sevin, Jacobsen, and Mangold.

Weizsacker then pushed the analysis of Mk. still further, and more recent

attempts at a pre-canonical source or sources are to be seen in the essays of

Beyschlag {SK., 1881, pp. 565 f.), Feine {JPT., 1886-1888), and J. Weiss

(SK., 1890, pp. 555 f., 1891, pp. 289 f.). One motive which actuated some

of these critics was the desire to reconstruct the original Mark of Papias

;

but, independently of this, others have worked out a series of secondary

features, Pauline or apostolic, which have overlaid the primitive materials of

the Petrine story (cp. recently Schmiedel in EBi. 1844 f.). Thus Wendling

actually traces two different sources, in addition to an editor, throughout the

gospel. M 1
, an Aramaic source, represents the primitive, realistic impres-

sion of Jesus the teacher, conveyed by Peter. This was translated into

Greek by M2 with poetical and artistic additions of his own to bring out the

supernatural powers of Jesus the divine messiah, the Son of Man who makes

a mystery of his person. Finally, a redactor ( = Ev), whose dogmatic interests

overrode his historical sense, inserted some passages (e.g. I
1 "3

3
6f> 22f* etc.)

and edited others {e.g. 831f
- n 12f - 19f

- and I288
"44

). But this, apart from the

lack of sufficient criteria in style, implies too rigid and a priori a conception

of the developments of primitive Christology. Even an incidental allusion

like that of I
24 shows that Jesus was more than a teacher in the earliest source,

and many of Wendling's special results are too subjective and dogmatic to

command assent (cp. Menzies, Review of Theology and Philosophy, ii. pp. 3-6).

The over-elaboration of the theory will be seen from the following outline :

—

J^£l jl6-34a 35-39a 40-44 21_15a 16b-17.

M2
I
4"14»

£v jl-3 14b-18 84b S9b <S 215b. 16a. 18a

|y[l 218b. 19a a-35 20" 21 81-49 26_29 S3

M2

J£v 219b
"20

3
6"19 22~30 4IO-25 30-32 84

M1 532-34 g27-30a

M2 435-C42' 48b 614 17"29 35_44

J£v C<3a 61"13 15" 16 30"31 J5-826

M1 g33b 36-37 jqI 18-23 21

M2
9
2"8 14-27

Ev g30b-33a 38c-35 38 qI 9-13 28-50 IO2
'18 2*
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M 1 IQ81-32a 36-37 41-44 11-17

M2 I046-II 10

Ev IO28
"30 32b-34 38-40 45 II 11 "14 18-25, *

typ n27b_i214a i4c"31 S410"37
I-2

1 *2 S8"29 SB'36 I4J-7

M2

JTV I214b 32-34* 3-27 80-82 87 jm8

ty[l I410-ll 22-25 43-46 48-50

y[2 1412-20 2S-35* 36-37 39-41a 42 47 61-56

]?v j421 35b 38 41b B?-

M1

Ev 14
6

-30 83 S4b-86

M 1 15s7

M2
"

j 5
38 40-48

I 5
46_

I
67a 8

Ev 1

5

s9 44"46 l67b

R. A. Hoffmann's scheme postulates two Aramaic editions of Mk., one

written by Mark for Jewish Christians and used by Mt., the other (a larger

and longer work) employed by the canonical Mk, and Lk. In this way the

occasional superiority of Mt. to the others is explained, but the agreements of

all three are left in the dark (cp. Schmiedel, LC, 1904, 154 f.), and the

theory of an Aramaic original for Mk. is not convincing.

Wendling's analysis is rivalled, in point of elaboration, by Bacon's recent

theory that R, the final editor, who was an anti-Jewish Paulinist, used not only

Q (chiefly in the Lucan recension) and P (the primitive Petrine tradition, as

outlined in Ac io37
"38

) but X (an unknown source*). R's hand appears in I
1- 3"6>

24-28. 34b 2 19b-20. 27-28 ,6. 20-21 .33-34. 39f. rl-21. 37 5I-3. 5-6. 16-29. 45. 52b. 56 -3-4. 8. 18 glO.

13. 16-21 g6. 12b. 30-32. 41. 50b IQ 1. 12.32-34. 41f.
j
jl6. 17 (?).18 I2 12 j,8£ lOf. 24f. I48-9. 12f. 26. 28.

41. 55f.
j 5

2-
5j but he alsQ edited Q in j2. 7. 12-13. IMS

j2-S. 11-12. 21-25 £30-31. 53-55 yl. 5. 14-17. 20-23. 31-37 gll-12. 14-15 (?). 22f.

60 Io10-ll. 28f.
JJ9-10.

12-14. 20-21 J21
"11- S8"40

I 5 9 - 14f- &*• IAm - <?)

614-15 gll-12a. 13-17. 19f. 24f. 33-35 I046f. (?) jjlf. 11. IS. 27f. j^27. 32f. 53 j rl. 6f. 39 ag weiJ

as X in i
40"45

3
7 836 ~37(?

> q36
-
38"39 io13"16 - 2AU 1235"37 ic 16f

-
22f

- ^ 42f\ There are

more or less complete fragments of P in i
16"*3

-
29"34a

-
»"89 2 1 "5

-
n"14

(4
1
?)

,-22-36. 38-43 -24f. (?) gl-9 (?). 27-29 gl IX 15f. I212 j .If. 10-11. 22f. 29f. 43f. 65f. jc73 Qf X m
j8. 9-11 217. 21-26 ^9-10. 13-20 £4 (?). 32-45 (?). 46-52a -6-7 g49 IQ2-9 (?). 17-23. 35f. I213f. 41f.

I3l-2 I43-7 j 5
21. 33. 38^ an(J Qf Q jn 4

26-32 (?) £4 (?). 7-13 ^-13 §35-38 g
2-5 7-10. 18. 23 I022-25#

It is obvious that this analysis reduces P to a minimum and raises R to a

maximum ; the criteria for distinguishing Q and X are rarely cogent, and

a large amount of matter assigned to either, as well as to R, might well be

grouped under P.

Solger's {Urc. 64 f.) " Ur-Marcus " consists of I
4"45 21 '20- »-» 31-*. »-«

.1-10. 13-27. 36-41 ,-1-7. 9-43 5I-13. 30 -1-2. 5-14. 16-36 gl-17. 21-30. 32-35. 38 gl7-30. 33-37 IQ1-31.

46-52 jil-24. 27-33 I2l-9. 12-44 j .,1-9. 11-22. 24-30. 32-37 I412-13. 16-22. 26. 32. 34-35. 40. 50-53. 55.

60-64 I5i-i6. 22. 25-28. 30-32. 34. 37. 39. 42-46
;
COmposed c. A.D. 38 by John Mark (cp.

Ac 12 12
). Both Scholten and Jacobsen had already advocated this view of the

authorship of the source, which is also held by A. Miiller (the source being
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Aramaic), and which is much nearer to the data of the gospel and of the

primitive tradition than any of the analyses just noticed,*
1

or than that of a

critic like J. Weiss, who holds rigidly that the Ur-Marcus contained little or

nothing which cannot be found in Mt. and Lk., and in whose hands this

primitive source loses its graphic colouring and circumstantial detail, since most

of the salient features of the canonical Mark are ascribed to the redactor.

The difficulty of determining what is primary and what is

secondary is illustrated, e.g., by such a minor linguistic point as

the use of the semi-proverbial formula, he who has ears (to hear)

let him hear (cp. HS. 106-107). This denotes a pregnant

reminder to the reader or hearer; but it may quite well have

been used by Jesus (e.g. in Mk 4°- 23
) in some of the connections

preserved in the gospels. The Joh. apocalypse's use of it (2
1 etc.

139
) is hardly normative, and the call to note a deeper sense in

the adjoining context is not to be referred exclusively to the age of

the Epigoni, when the sayings of Jesus were becoming the subject

of devout allegorising (so M. Dibelius in SK., 19 10, 461-471).

(a) The opening paragraph (i 1 "4
) starts two special problems :

one upon the meaning of i 1 (apx77 fov evayytkiov 'Ir)<rov XpLo-rov,

vlov Oeov), and one upon the relation of the OT citation in i 2
'3

to the rest of the context. The former passage is the title of

the prologue. In v. 4 the writer begins his narrative proper of

the life of Jesus with the remark that Jesus came into Galilee

preaching to evayyekiov rov Oeov. The different sense of

evayyiXiov in v. 1— where the words 'Iyjctov Xpio-Tov are not

subjective (so Zahn), as if it were the gospel which Jesus

preached, but objective—indicates a conscious play upon the

term. The apxrj of the Christian dispensation lay in the

prophetic mission of John, who summed up the previous order

of things (cp. Mt n 13
) and prepared the way for the new.

Hence the twofold citation in 1
2-3

. The editor in v. 2 explains

how the apxy was not Jesus himself but some one else, the

divinely predicted forerunner (= cyevero 'ludwrjs ktA..), while in

v. 3 he explains how the very sphere of the forerunner's mission

had also been prophesied ( = eV rw iprffjup, v. 4).

Although apxti here is not equivalent to summa rei (so Herklotz in BZ.,

1904, pp. 77 f., 1905, pp. 408 f.), it might be a misrendering of the incipit

* P. Ewald {Das Hauptproblem der Evglienfrage und der Weg zu seiner

Losung, 1890, pp. I78f.) gives the redactor little more than I
1 *3

i
24-826

169
"20

; du Buisson assigns him a few linguistic changes {e.g. in 13), one or

two details, and some context supplements {e.g. in 215
-

16, 18 635 7
19 81

g
34

JO27 1216 21
-
2s 1416).
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prefixed to Mark when the gospels were written in one manuscript (so

Nestle in Exp. 4
x. 458-460; Einl. pp. 130 f., Eng. tr. 163; Philol. Sacra,

pp. 45-46) ; the heading of the book would thus become the opening of the

text. But if dpxn is an unparalleled opening for an early Christian writing,

Kad&s (especially introducing a quotation) is equally abnormal. None of

the cases quoted in ACL. i. 996 is really analogous at all points to Mk
I
1*2

, and, as it seems clumsy and contrary to Mark's style to connect v. 1 with

v.
A grammatically, the alternative is to regard the OT citation as due to

an editorial hand, whereas, in the original, v. 1 was the heading or descrip-

tion either of the opening section or of the whole book. In the latter case,

the object of the gospel would be to portray the start and origin (cp. Ac I
1
,

He 23
, Jn 15

27
) of the gospel of Jesus in his lifetime on earth (so Zahn,

Skizzen aus dem Leben der alien Kirche, p. 240). This would gain in

likelihood if one accepted the hypothesis (see below) that Mark wrote another

treatise (which underlies the opening chapter of Acts) to describe the progress

and advance of the gospel whose opening his first book had depicted.

But in view of the precariousness of this theory, it is safer to confine

the scope of v. 1 to the opening section of the gospel itself. Otherwise,

apxh kt\. might be taken with iyevero in v. 4
, the intervening verses being

a lengthy parenthesis (so, e.g., Hilgenfeld, ZWT., 1906, 196-199, and

Goguel, op. cit. 36)—a hypothesis which Chajes utilises in favour of his

Semitic * original for the gospel by conjecturing that o.pxh is really a

misinterpretation of D"iJ2=Qip (irplv), though Halevy prefers to think of nWin

(cp. Hos I
2 LXX). But such Semitic hypotheses f are generally precarious,

and, in this instance, they are superfluous.

The awkwardness of the whole passage, whether M is taken as a

parenthesis or 1"3 as an anacolouthon, suggests irresistibly that the OT
references at least are inserted by an editorial hand from some book of

florilegia (p. 24). Some primitive disturbance or corruption of the original

text is almost certain, and, as no evidence is to be found in MSS, it occurred

probably in the process of editing the Ur-Marcus. Deleting 2b (Idov 4yd) . . .

aov), Weiffenbach opens what he considers to be a " beautiful and grand

portal to the gospel " (JPT., 1882, 668-680 ; similarly Soltau, Eine Liicke, pp.

* Hebrew. W. C. Allen similarly falls back on an Aramaic original,

regarding the prophetic references, together with the mistranslation, as the

work of the Greek translator. Wellhausen (Einl. 53-57) even pushes his

revised edition of the Ur-Marcus earlier than its translation into Greek.

f That Mark is the translation of an Aramaic original is held, e.g., by

H. P. Chajes (Markus Studien, 1889), Halevy (PS., 1900, 1 15-149),

W. C. Allen (ET., 1902, 328-332; Exp. 6
i. 436-443), Blass (Philology of

Gospels, 190-218), R. A. Hoffmann, Zimmermann (SK., 1903, 287!.), and

Wellhausen (Einl. 14 f., 43 f.). Zimmermann's (SK., 1901, 415-458)

analysis makes all three synoptists (Mark before a.d. 66) translate AQ,
the primitive Aramaic gospel ; while neither Mt. nor Lk. used Mk., Lk. had

access to a special source (LQ) ; but his birth-story is drawn from AQ in

order to counteract Mt.'s legendary narrative (see below), and his resurrec-

tion cycle of stories is based on another special source (Semitic) extending

into Acts.
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1-7, and Holtzmann in HC.) ; but it is better, with Lachmann {SIC., 1830,

p. 844), P. Ewald, Weizsacker, Scholten, Wellhausen, and others, to take 2"3

as an editorial gloss. Spitta {ZNW., 1904, 305-308), who rightly takes v. 1

as the title (cp. J. Weiss, das dlteste Evghn, pp. 24 f.), regards 2a+3 as

the original of the opening passage ; but he complicates this by declaring

that some previous introductory narrative must have lain in the original text

(see above, p. 221).

If the fusion of the citations is not due to Mark himself,

it is probable that he was indebted for it to a florilegium of

messianic proof-texts which was circulated among the churches,

for the benefit of those who were exposed to controversy with

the Jews. The Malachi-citation, grouped under Isaiah in Mk
i 2, occurred in a subsequent passage of Q (Mt n 10 = Lk 7

27
)

which is absent from Mark's narrative. If Mt. and Lk. had Mk.
j 2-3 before them, they probably preferred the more correct

situation of Mk 1
2
. But even if they had not, it would be un-

necessary to fall back on either of the three hypotheses just

mentioned, as though Mk. or the editor of the Ur-Marcus

deliberately fused together the separate citations which he found

in Q or in Mt. and Lk.

The other OT reminiscences are scanty and unimportant ; for the most

part they are conformed to the LXX (cp. W. C. Allen, ET. xii. 187-189}.

{b) The position of the conflict-section in Mk 2 a-3 6 suggests

doubts of its chronological setting. The uniform colour of the

five incidents (2
1 -12

,
13-17, is-22

}

23-28
} 3

i-6)
}

the notice of a plot of

the Herodians and Pharisees against his life at this early stage

(3
s
), the proleptic occurrence of the messianic* Son of Man

(cp. 829 - 38f
-), and the general unlikelihood of such an immediate

and rapid succession of encounters—these considerations point to

the antedating of the incidents in question, or at least to the

fact that some of them (excluding the call of Levi, 2 14
), like 3i'6

,

have been drawn into this early group through the influence of

associations. The probability is that they belonged to a special

source incorporated either by Mark or by the final editor at this

point f (so Wendt, Lehre Jesu^ i. 23 f. ; Baldensperger, Dalman,

* It cannot well be equivalent to the generic bar naska in 2W, any more

than in 223f
-, Lk 22^, Mt io23 2645 . That Jesus used it as a non-messianic

self-designation is over-subtle ; neither here nor elsewhere is it possible to

explain the title as an equivalent for man {the man), the first person singular,

or some one (cp. Mt n 9
). Even the alternative, that Jesus used it as an

incognito, to provoke thought, is unsatisfactory (cp. Abbott's Diat. 3152 f.).

t The source is resumed at 1216 (cp. Wendt, pp. 25 f.).
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etc.). Similarly 3
22-30 is misplaced from after 7

23 (the Jerusalemite

scribes do not appear on the scene till after 7
1),* and the

editorial hand appears in 3
6"19 (Wellhausen, Wendling).

(c) In passages like 4
1-34 (cp. EBi. 1866-1867) 9

33f
- and 13,

the impression of editorial work upon a source, not simply on

oral tradition, deepens ; e.g. 4
10f

- is secondary to its context

(cp. J. Weiss and Wendling), which lies more level to 2 1~36
.

Without carrying the analysis further, we may therefore outline

the process by which Mk.'s gospel reached its present form, thus :

notes of Peter's reminiscences written down by Mark f (hence

the Aramaic colouring and vivid detail of certain sections) were

afterwards edited by a (Roman?) Christian who used not only

the small apocalypse but some other logia of Jesus (not

necessarily Q). The gospel is not a gospel of Peter, but it

contains a cycle of traditions for which Peter is the authority

and in which he plays a prominent role. The first person

mentioned in the narrative of Christ's mission (i 14f
-) is Simon;

his call (i 16f
-) is followed ere long (i 29f

-) by the cure of his

mother-in-law. Simon kcu 61 fier avrov (i 36
) form the inner circle

(cp. 9
2f

-

3
3 1433

) of the first disciples (2
15
); he is named first in

the list of the twelve (3
16f#

) ; he first hails Jesus openly as the

Christ (8
29f

-), and is evidently the leader and spokesman of the

twelve (8
33 IO28 II 21 /cat avajxviqcrOexs 6 Hirpos A.ey€t avr(3,J 147

167
), though now and then speaking (14

29
) and acting (14

47
)

impetuously for himself (cp. i454 - 66f
-). One slight feature, which

emphasises not only the prominence of Peter but the leading

position next him of the sons of Zebedee, is the way in which

the latter, after i
16 - 29

, are mentioned between Simon and his

less famous brother Andrew (cp. 3
16f

- 133 with 9
2f

- io35f
- i433f

-).

The connection of the Ur-Marcus with Peter accounts for the

* The inaccuracies of Mk 7
lf- upon Jewish purifications also show that the

source here has been edited by some Gentile Christian, who, unlike Peter and

John Mark, was unfamiliar with local religious customs (cp. Biichler in ET.
xxi. 34-40).

f Cp. above, pp. 190 f. Salmon's verdict {Human Element in Gospels, 21)

sums up the case moderately, "I do not believe that St. Peter had any

share in the composition of St. Mark's gospel, or that he was in any way

responsible for its contents. But I consider that critical study would lead

us to believe that some of the evangelist's statements were derived directly or

indirectly from that apostle, and therefore I would not hastily reject the

tradition that there had been personal intercourse between the two."

t Mt. (2

1

20
) generalises this into oi uadyral.
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historical nucleus at the bottom of the Marcan stories. Several

of the latter are more than circumstantial; they reveal the

man who was there. The secondary features of the gospel are

adequately accounted for by the process of editing, which has

left the gospel something very different from the naive tran-

script of an eye-witness's reminiscences, even when the latter had

passed into the form of preaching material 77730? ra<s xpeW
Scattered throughout the book are editorial touches due partly to

catechetical influences, such as the addition of 'I-qo-ov Xpiarov ( + viov deov?)

to evayyeXLov (i 1
), of* /cat Trtarevere 4v TCp evayyeXicp to /xera^oetre (i

15
), of

/cat tov eiiayyeXtov in 835 (as in IO29 ), of 6'rt Xpurrov icrri (9
41

) and [xera Siwyix&v

in io30 , the incidental description of the twelve as apostles (6
30

), the observa-

tions in 652 (cp. -rrupdjo-is in Eph 4
18

) and 13
37

, reflections of the apostolic age,

as, e.g., in the description of John's baptism (i
4
, cp. Ac 238

), editorial glosses

like Kadaplfwv iravra ra ^poo/xara (7
19

, showing how the author viewed the

Antioch controversy in the apostolic church), and other additions which are

either marginal glosses, or insertions of an early copist, ical Epov tov i<p&(3aTTov

<rov (2
9
), rb kcuvov tov iraXaiov (2

21
), tov 4axvK^Ta' T0V XeyiQva (5

15
), 6 yap

natpbs ovk f)v gvkwv (II 13
, so Bakhuyzen, Baljon, Wernle, and others), /^

tcaTaXnrujv aTrip/xa (l221
), tov 'Itjctov (14

67
), /cat aX^KTUp icpuivqaev (14

68
), etc.

Even the repeated evdus does not necessarily belong to the Ur-Marcus ; in

several places textual criticism indicates that it was inserted subsequent to

the use of the Ur-Marcus by Mt. and Lukcf

§ 3. Religious Characteristics.—The primary aim of Jesus,

according to Mk., was to proclaim the good news of the

kingdom (i 14 K-rjpvcrcrojv), at first by teaching in the synogogues

(i 21f>
). What aroused wonder and admiration was the powerful

and authoritative character of his words. This at once involved

him in encounters with unclean spirits ; the new teacher became
inevitably the exorcist (i 23f,

)j while another side of his mission

was that of healing the sick. Mark brings out, in his first chapter,

how what Jesus conceived to be his proper mission, viz. preaching

(i 38 els tovto yap k^rjXOov, referring to his divine commission, not

to the house of v. 35, which he had left not to preach but to

pray), was handicapped \ by his very popularity as an exorciser

* On the secondary character of Mk. here, as compared with Mt. and Lk.,

cp. J. Weiss, Die PredigtJesu 2
, p. 69. The gospel of God was an expression

first popularised, if not coined, by Paul, so far as we know (cp. Resch,

Paulinismus, p. 380).

t Cp. Weiss' exhaustive study in ZNW. (1910, 124-133) ; he finds ev96s

certainly original in I
18

-
42 212 417 5

42 io52 1472 probably original in 4
5 650

5
s9

.

t Hence the more difficult reading opyiadeis (1
4
') of D a ff

2 as a com-
plement to the £fij3pifi7]o-a/j.evos of I

43
, not an echo of it, is preferable to the

smoother <rwX<xyxvio-dds, which was probably introduced for motives of



234 THE HISTORICAL LITERATURE

and healer (cp. i
45

). To Mark, Jesus is above all things the

preacher and teacher, in Galilee (2
2- 13 4I-2. sat 52.6 wjtn ioi^

where his true work is interrupted by appeals for cures which

his compassion could not refuse.

The emphasis laid by Mark (cp. Diat. 3624-3625) on the power exerted by

Jesus over evil spirits, denotes an early Christian tendency or tradition which

found evidence for his messianic claims in this sphere of authority. What
the eschatological messiah had been expected by some circles to accomplish,

that Jesus had done—and more. The first experience of Jesus, after his

endowment with the messianic spirit, is a prolonged conflict with Satan,

in which he is supported or surrounded by an angelic retinue (i
10"13

). The
results of this encounter are at once visible, Jesus exorcises the evil spirits

(i 23 "27,34
). They repeatedly own his authority (cp. 3

11
), but he refuses to

accept their wild witness. His popularity (3
7f#

) and unpopularity (3
2W')

alike are attributed to this power ; the most heinous sin is that of attributing

it to a trafficking with the evil spirits themselves (3
22

-
30

). Satan or

Beelzebub with his realm of demons is set over against the divine realm in-

augurated by Jesus. It is not, however, correct to argue * that the exorcising

of demons by Jesus forms an important feature in the synoptic use of the term
" Son of Man." So far as Mk. is concerned, this term is never connected with

the expulsion of evil spirits (cp. 210- 2S
). It is as God's Son (cp. I

11
), the holy

one of God (i 24
, cp. 2>®)> tne Son of the most high God (5

7
), that Jesus

of Nazara casts demons out of men. Consequently, while the Marcan

(and indeed the synoptic) accounts of demon-expulsion must be read in the

light of contemporary superstitions (cp. W. O. E. Oesterley in DCG. i.

440-443), they cannot be regarded as imaginative illustrations of an element

in messianic prophecy. Whatever be their historical nucleus, these naive

popular traditions derive from a definite set of apostolic reminiscences, f
Thus, even though the words viov deov in I

1 are a gloss, they are a correct

gloss. The unclean spirits hail their exorciser as the Son of God (3
11

, cp. 5
7
)

;

Jesus is God's Son (i
11

, cp. 13
32

) from first to last, and the last testimony

paid him is this unconscious homage from a pagan's lips (15
39

).

But, while the valuation of Jesus as the Christ is the deter-

mining factor of any gospel, critics like Kostlin, Keim, M.

Schulze (ZWT., 1894, pp. 332 f.) and Wrede (pp. 71 f.) go to

uncritical extremes in exaggerating the superhuman, mysterious,

and even metaphysical traits of the Marcan Jesus at the expense

of the human element Mark does note the spirit of Jesus more

reverence (cp. Nestle's Philolog. Sacra, 26, and Einf. 219-220, Eng. tr. p.

262). Rauch {ZNW., 1902, 300-303) is one-sided in regarding I
41* 48 *»nd

i
44 (6pa . . . e?7T77s) as editorial glosses introduced to glorify Jesus.

* As Volz does {Jiidische Eschatologie, p. 215).

f To this position Wrede was driven back (cp. ZNIV., 1904, 169-177)

by critics of his brilliant but one-sided Messiasgeheimnis ; he admitted that the

Marcan interpretation was rooted ultimately in actual occurrences of exorcism

(e.g. in i
234,

5
1*-) as the soil of the later schematism.
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than once (i8 i 10 where Lk.'s to irvevna to ayiov is probably

more correct, 28 812), but there is no tendency to represent

this in any dogmatic form as a sheer supernatural force, any

more than to ignore or depreciate the limitations of his super-

natural power and knowledge (cp. 13 32
). Upon the contrary, it

was the frank recognition of these human limitations which led

both Mt. and Lk. to modify several of the Marcan sayings (cp.

e.g. i 34 with Mt 816 and Lk 4
40

, 3
21 with Mt 1247 and Lk 820 ).

If the Jesus of Mk. is not a humanitarian rabbi or sympathetic

prophet, he is still less the pictorial representation of a divine

energy in history.

Although it is no longer possible to argue, with the Tubingen

theorists (e.g. Holsten, Die Synopt. Evglien, 1885, pp. 179 f.),

that Mk.'s gospel was composed by a Paulinist in order to

justify the preaching of the Pauline gospel in opposition to the

Petrine manifesto of Mt., much less that it was designed to be

a counterblast to the Apocalypse of John (Volkmar), there

are traits (cp. e.g. i
14-15 = Gal 4

4
, 4

1°-i2 =i Co i421f
- Ro 9

18f-

io16*21, 838 = Ro i 16
, 9

2'8 =2 Co 3
7-46

) which serve as water-

marks of an age when elements of the Pauline gospel had had
time to affect the writer's environment. The specifically Pauline

elements in Mk. are discussed especially by von Soden (ThA.

143 f., 150 f.), Titius (ThSt. 325 f.), W. Bruckner (PM, 1900,

426 f.), Menzies (The Earliest Gospel, 1901, 38 f.), J. Weiss (Das

dlteste Evglm, 42 f.), and Bacon (Beginnings of Gospel Story,

pp. xxvii f., xxxiv f.). The last-named scholar attributes the

radical Paulinism of the book to its redactor, but there is no

conscious or radical * Paulinism ' in Mk. The gospel has traces

of the apostolic age ; both in language and spirit it reflects

naturally its environment, and the Pauline gospel had entered

into that environment. But Mark was not a Paulinist.* His

emphasis on the proof from miracles and his theory of the

resurrection-appearances diverge from Paul; Paul never uses

the favourite Marcan title of the Son of Man ; and Mark's

christology has interests to which Paul was indifferent. The
theory of the parables in 4

10 -12 betrays the influence of views

* " Auf alle Fiille gehort es in den paulinischen Kreis hinein, womit doch

keineswegs gesagt ist, dass sein Verfasser als ein paulinischer Christ, sei es

auch nur in dem sehr bedingten Sinne, wie solches ja von vielen neutesta-

mentlichen Schriftstellern gilt, zu betrachten sei" (Holtzmann, ARW. x. 40 j

cp. Bousset, TLZ.
% 1904, 682).
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such as Paul urged in 1 Co 1421 -22 and Ro 9
18 -29 io16 '21 n*10

;

in spite of the considerations which may be urged to the con-

trary (cp. e.g. P. Fiebig's Altjiidische Gleichnisse und die Gleich-

nisse Jesu, 1904, 146 f. ; Knoke, NKZ, 1905, 137-164; P.

Lagrange in RB., 1910, pp. 5-25 ; and Feme, Jesu Christus und
Paulas, 135-149), it is not easy to deny that these words, in their

present form, bear the impress of the Pauline theory of Israel's

rejection (cp. Jiilicher's Gleichnisreden Jesu> i. 120-148), and io45

is generally reckoned as another instance.* But the challenging

logia of 2 27
"28

7
15f

- and 12 32-34
, the avoidance of vo/xos, and the

universalism of n 17 and 1310 (cp. 149
) are primitive Christian,

not specifically Pauline, and it is to make a tether out of a hair

when the story of 9
s8-39 and the refusal of the request of the

sons of Zebedee are supposed to be inserted in Paul's interests,

or when references to the cross and suffering are attributed to

Paulinism (as if the latter monopolised these in the primitive

church), or when a saying like that of 1438 is run back to

the Pauline category of the flesh and the spirit. On the

other hand, some of the allegorical or symbolical touches,

e.g., in the story of the fig-tree and in 15
38

, are significantly

Pauline.

§ 4. Origin.—That the gospel, in its present form, was intended

for an audience outside Palestine is plain not only from Mk.'s

omission of much Jewish detail that is preserved in the ordinary

synoptic tradition, but from his careful explanations of customs

(e.g. 7
3-4

-
n 15

42
), phrases (5

41
7
34

), and names (e.g. 3
17 io46

) which

would be unfamiliar to Christians of Gentile birth throughout

the empire. The fact that the gospel was written in Greek does

not, of course, invalidate the hypothesis that it was written in or

for the Roman church, since Greek was widely known at this

period (cp. Caspari's Quei/en zur Gesch. d. Taufsymbols, iii. 267 f),

but the occasional Latinisms merely prove at most that the

writer was in touch with the Latin language.* The wide range

of the Empire made this possible in many countries of the East,

and no linguistic feature of this kind can be assumed to have

any local significance. The presence of such Romanised forms

might even be held to corroborate the ancient tradition that

Mark was connected with Alexandria; in the koivt) of Egypt,

where the civilisation and culture of Rome spread so widely

* On the NT ' Latinisms,' see Hahn's Rom und Romanismus itn griecK*

rbm. Osten (1906), 257 f.
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during the first century * B.C., many Latin terms may still be

traced, including military terms f like Xeyiwv and KerrupiW (cp.

P. Meyer's Heerwesen, pp. 131 f.). But the Latinisms belong to

Mk.'s colloquial style, and, beyond the vague inferences which

may be drawn from his connection with Peter and the latter's

connection with Rome, there is no evidence, internal or ex-

ternal, to suggest the church for which, or the place at which,

the gospel was composed. Even if the Rufus of 15
21 were the

Rufus of Ro 1613
, this would not necessarily point to a Roman

circle (see above, p. 137), and the bearing of 7
1 "23 (things clean

and unclean) is too general to be confined to the Roman church

(Ro i 4j He if).

§ 5. Style.—Mark has no special style ; his book has not the

Biblical tinge of Mt. nor the literary art of Luke ; it is written

usually (cp. J. B. Pease, JBL., 1897, 1-16) in terse, vivid Greek,

of a popular and even a colloquial order (cp. the use of terms

like KpdfifiaTos and <r<pvpL<s) ; the occasional looseness of construc-

tion and roughness of phrasing is due to a vigorous emphasis

(e.g. in 2 22
7
2 82 n 31 "32 13 33-34

). This accounts in part for some of

his idiosyncrasies, such as his fondness for double negatives (e.g.

i
44 2 2

3
27

5
3 n 14 etc.), and diminutives like Ovydrptov, IxOvSta,

Kopcuriov, Kvvdptov, 7raiSiov (TrcuSia), 7ratSio"K7;, irXoidpiov, i/^X1

'

^ an0̂

wTapLov ; his predilection for evOvs, 7raA.1v, and iroXXd (adverbial)

;

his addiction to the historic present—a mark of the anecdotist

—

and Kai in narrative connections. The so-called Aramaisms are

sometimes not real Aramaisms (e.g. the double hvo); when
sifted, they prove an Aramaic background for the tradition, not

an Aramaic document which has been translated, nor even a

cast of style which can be described as particularly Hebraistic.

But, while Mark as a whole is shorter than Mt. or Luke, in

his descriptions he is frequently elaborate and ample. Many
of what may be termed his " extra-touches " are, no doubt, due

to his vivid and circumstantial imagination, possibly working

upon the oral reminiscences of Peter and others ; but more than

once his narrative has a redundant and even heavy form which

* The papyri show the later spread of the Latin element (cp. Wessely's

paper on ' die latein. Elemente in der Grazitat der agypt. Papyrusur-

kunden,' Wiener Studien, 1902, pp. 99-151).

f Mk.'s explanation of Greek terms by Latin (12
42

15
16

) is perhaps the

one exception which turns the scale in favour of a church whose members
knew Latin.
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Mt. and Luke, with larger books to write, have carefully avoided.

Salient instances of this may be seen, e.g., in i
32 (octets hi yevo/xevrjs

ore e'Sixrcv 6 tjXlos), where Mt. omits ore ktX. (8
16

) and Lk. oi/ftas Sc

yevop.evr)<s (4
40

) ; in 1

4

30 (cr^/xepov Tavrr) rrj vvktl), where Mt. Omits

(26 s4
) and Lk. retains alone (22 s4

) o-r/fxepov ; in passages like 2 25

(= Mt 12 3
, Lk 63

) and 1443 (= Mt 2647
, Lk 2247

), where Mt. and

Lk. agree in omitting the same clause or phrase in a Marcan

duplicate expression, and elsewhere (cp. the collection of material

in HS. 110-113). This pleonastic method of composition is

frequent enough in Mk. to be regarded as a predominant feature.

He loves to linger over details, and to bring out clearly and

profusely the mise en scene, or the feelings of Jesus and his circle.

More than once, indeed, his account of some incident is actually

longer than the corresponding narrative or narratives in Mt. and

Lk. (cp. Menzies, The Earliest Gospel, pp. 34 f.); after n lf
* the

tendency generally is to be less compressed.

§ 6. The Conclusion (169 "20
).—The gospel breaks off abruptly

at 168, in the middle of a sentence, like the first edition of Sidney's

Arcadia. The words icpofiovvro yap might indeed be taken, like

rjv yap /xeyas cr<p68pa (164
), as merely a stylistic negligence; but

even so it is not possible, in spite of all that can be urged to

the contrary (e.g. by P. W. Schmidt, Gesch. Jesu, 1904, p. 49;
Wellhausen, and B. Weiss),* to imagine that the author intended

his book to end thus, (i.) That he was prevented by some

emergency from finishing it, is possible, (ii.) That he did finish

it, although the conclusion was lost or suppressed, is not less

probable, (i.) The former hypothesis in one form (Zahn, GK.
ii. 928 f.) accounts for the circulation of copies lacking i69"20 by

assuming that Peter's death prevented Mark from completing the

volume at once, and that, before he could do so, copies of it were

made by some of his friends. There is a partial parallel in the

literary fortunes of the notes written by Arrian of the lectures

of Epictetus, which, like the first edition of the Religio Medici,

were at first published surreptitiously, or at least without the

connivance of the author. Otherwise, accident or death may be

held to have prevented the author from ever finishing his treatise,

(ii.) The original conclusion may also have perished, how

* Jacoby {NT Ethtk, 1899, 4 X 3) argues that though the close is accidental,

it "admirably reflects the feeling which fills the evangelist as he stands

before Jesus. Jesus is to him the sacred mystery of humanity," with hii

power over daemons, etc.
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ever, not by the accidental mutilation of the autograph, but

because it was suppressed soon after the gospel was written.

The possibility of this is not to be denied on a priori grounds.

The gospel was short ; it lacked the special features of Mt. and

Lk., in which the bulk of it had been incorporated, and its slow

circulation in the sub-apostolic age, reflecting its initial literary

fortunes (cp. Burkitt, Two Lectures on the Gospels, pp. 32 f.),

serves to explain how all trace of the original conclusion perished.

At one time there must have been practically only a single copy

in existence, and that minus the closing leaf. A plausible reason

for its removal (Rohrbach) was that it gave, like the lost

(suppressed ?) part of the Gospel of Peter, a Galilean account of

the Resurrection-appearances which did not tally with the

Asiatic traditions of the Elders, who favoured Luke (cp. Lk 24s

with Mk 168
) and John, or else (Reville) that it was too brief

and unconventional to suit the needs of the later church. The
compilation of the canon (especially and primarily of the four

gospels) then led to the addition of 1

6

9-20 with its generalised and

conventional statement of the resurrection-appearances.

In a region where nearly every step is a surmise, this is as plausible as

any hypothesis yet offered, but it leaves two questions open : (a) What of

the original conclusion ? Can any trace of it be discovered ? (b) And what

of the later second-century supplement or appendix (169 "20
) ?

(a) Obviously the Marcan epilogue included an appearance of Jesus to

Peter (so Paul and Luke), probably in Galilee (cp. Melzer, PM., 1902, 147-

156)—which suggests a connection between it and the Gospel of Peter. More
detailed, reconstructions (cp. T. S. Rordam, HJ., 1905, 769-790) are pre-

carious, though we may fall back provisionally,* with Blair {Apostolic Gospel,

372-385), on Lk 249
-
n"12

, and, with E. J. Goodspeed {AJT, 1905, 484-490 ;

cp. W. C. Allen, ICC. 302f.),f on Mt 289-20 (or rather on Mt 287"10 - 16-20
),

than which, as Mt. usually enlarges his sources, the Marcan appendix can

hardly have been longer. Goodspeed's version of the supposed original is as

follows : And beholdJesus met them, saying, Hail. And they came and took

hold of his feet and worshipped him. Then saith Jesus to them, Be not

afraid, go, tell my brethren to depart into Galilee, and there shall they see me.

And the eleven disciples went into Galilee unto the mountain where Jesus

had appointed them. AndJesus came to them, and when they saw him they

worshipped him, but some doubted. And he spake unto them, saying, All

authority hath been given unto me in heaven and upon earth. Go ye there-

fore and make disciples of all the nations, teaching them to observe all things

whatsoever I have co??imandedyou. And lo, I am with you alway, even untc

* The objections are noticed by K. Lake, The Resurrection of Jesui

Christ (1907), 81 f., and Rordam (pp. 770 f.).

tCp. Wright, NT Problems , 122 f.
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the erid of the "world. In this case, the loss of the ending would more
probably be accidental than deliberate.

{b) It is no longer necessary * to spend time in leading the cumulative and

overwhelming proof from textual criticism (Tischendorfs NT.* i. 403-407

;

WH. ii. 2S-51 ; Zahn, GK. ii. 910-938), stylistic considerations (cp. Swete,

xcvif.), and internal contents, that this condensed and secondary fragment

was not the Marcan conclusion of the gospel. But this negative certainty

does not lead to many positive results upon its character, date, or authorship.

It is just possible that it originally existed in independent form before it was

incorporated in its present place, like the Homeric catalogue of the troops in

Iliad, 24*1"877
, or that it represents the close of some narrative of the resurrec-

tion, based upon inferior tradition, the opening of which has been irretrievably

lost. Attempts have also been made, but unsuccessfully, to connect it with

the Teaching or Preaching of Peter (Zahn, GK. i. 922 n. ; von Dobschlitz,

TU. xi. 1. 75-79). Probably the clue to its origin is to be sought in the

opening decades of the second century, when, according to Rohrbach's

theory, the gospel was furnished with its unauthentic conclusion by those who
edited the first canon of the gospels, and when the appendix was added to

the Fourth gospel. There is no adequate evidence for Rohrbach's idea (so

H. Schmidt, SK., ic,oj, 4S9-513) that Mk 169-20
is used in Jn 21, but

otherwise his reconstruction fits in with the main data of the problem.

This process is assumed by Rohrbach to have taken place in Asia Minor, f

Now, the volume of expositions or illustrations of Christ's words which

Papias compiled (Eus. H. E. iii. 39. 8f.) during the first part of the second

century, contained many traditions and on]~/7]<jeis of the Lord's sayings

handed down by Aristion, among them apparently a story of Justus surnamed

Barsabas (Ac i
23-24

) having drunk some deadly poison with impunity. This

would tally with Mk i61Sb excellently. Furthermore, an Aristo(n) of Pellais

known (Eus. H. E. iv. 6. 3) to have lived and written after a.d. 135, whom
Resch(777. x. 2. 449-456; ThSt. 109-110; Baulinismus, 395-398) takes

to have edited {c. a.d. 140) the first canon of the gospels,—the archetype of

Codex Bezse,—and whom Hilgenfeld {ZWT, 1883, 13, 1894, 627) openly

identifies with the Aristion of Papias. 'A/hVtw;' is certainly the more

common form of 'Xpiarlwv, and both are apt to be confused ; but Eusebius

* All that can, together with a good deal that cannot, be said on its behalf

may be seen by the curious in Burgon's well-known and incisive treatise {The

Last Twelve Verses of the Gospel according to St. Mark, 187 1 ) and in Tlie

Traditional Text of tlie Holy Gospels (1896), pp. 298 f. Belser still {Einl.

100 f.) holds that it was added by Mark {c. a.d. 63-64) to the original gospel

which he wrote about twenty years earlier, while J. P. van Kasteren {RB.,

1902, 240 f.) makes Mark add it after the appearance of Lk.'s gospel, and

Hilgenfeld singularly maintains the authenticity of the passage. Further

discussions in DB. iii. 252-3, and HNT. 550-555.

t Even if Mk 1615 were held to be reflected in Hermas {Sim. ix. 25. 1-2),

<-his would not imply necessarily that Mk I69
*20 emanated also from the

Roman church (so Stanton, GHD. i. 45-46), for it could easily have

reached Rome from Asia Minor, and would naturally do so, under the

circumstances.
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plainly regarded the disciple and the Jewish Christian historian as different

persons, so that we are thrown back upon conjectures. Conybeare's dis-

covery of a tenth -century Armenian codex with ('A/hotcDj'os irpeafivTtpov)

"from the presbyter Aristo" opposite Mk 169
"20 between vv.8,9 (Exp.* viii.

241 f. ; Exp. 5
ii. 401 f.), seemed at first to clear up matters, by revealing a

tradition (trustworthy though late) which viewed the passage as a 8Lrjyr]at$

(Lk I
1
) of Aristion the Lord's disciple. Aristion's contributions to Papias

were oral, it is true ; no written memoranda are mentioned by Eusebius. But

he may have been an author as well as John the presbyter, and he may have

written a brief narrative of Jesus and ' the apostles (16
20 seems to open out

into a record like that of Ac 1), for 5t777770-15 in Lk I
1 covers a written source

as well as an oral. " It may be further remarked that if Aristion was a

disciple of the Lord, or even a fellow and companion of the apostles, he was

probably an inhabitant of Palestine ; and this agrees well with the patristic

statement already noticed [Victor of Antioch] that the ancient Palestinian copy

of Mark included these twelve verses." Conybeare's conjecture * has been

widely accepted, e.g. by Harnack, Nestle, Swete, Lisco (in Vinculo. Sanc-

torum), Eck (Preuss. Jahrb., 1898, pp. 42-43, as by Theologus in the same

journal for 1897, p. 227), Mader (BZ., 1905, 269 f.), Rohrbach, Sanday

(DB. ii. 638-639), and Chapman (Revue Be'ne'd., 1905, 50 f.). But it is not

certain whether Aristo of Pella, who wrote an account of Judsea's revolt

against Hadrian, is the same as the Christian elder Aristion who formed one

of Papias' sources of information (H. E. iii. 39), or even whether the former

wrote The Dialogue ofJason and Papiscus. His period is almost too late to

permit of him being called a disciple of the Lord. Furthermore, Aristion is

not definitely called 'the presbyter' by Papias or Eusebius, though this

objection is perhaps not serious. The possibility of the Armenian gloss

being an error must, of course, be admitted ; but some valid account of how
the error arose is necessary, and to suppose it was due to the Armenian scribe

confusing Aristion or Ariston with Moses of Chorene's Ariston, the secretary

of Bishop Mark (?) in Jerusalem after a.d. 135, seems hazardous, despite

Prof. Bacon's ingenious arguments (Exp. 9
xii. 401 f. ; DCG. i. 114-118).

The Armenian historian's evidence is not enough to prove that he knew
about Ariston independently of Eusebius. Upon the whole, then, while

Conybeare's theory cannot be said to have furnished the final solution of the

problem, it offers a not unimportant hint upon the composition of this passage. "t

If Aristion was not its author, he may have been its source or one of its sources

(for 1614" 18 perhaps). At any rate, the passage appears to have existed

* Cp. Ehrhard, ACL. i. pp. 115 f., and Zahn's Forschungen, vi. 219 f.

The criticisms of Resch and Zahn, which substantially favour Conybeare's

main contention, are reproduced in Exp.* x. 219-232.

f The secondary as well as legendary character of the passage is obvious

(vv. 9"11 reflecting Lk 82 + John 201 "10
, vv. 12" 13 being an echo of Lk 2413f

-,

vv.
17-18 f Ac 2i-i3 283-6

}
and vv> 19-20 of Lk ^so-bi^ Ac ,9-ii)

# Besides the

reference (v. 17
) to the glossolalia, cp. vv. 12"19 = 1 Ti 3

16
, v. 15 = Col I

23
, v. 16b =

2 Th 212
, v. 17 = Ac 1618, and v. 20 = Heb 24—evidence which is, of course, far

from justifying the thesis of H. H. Evans' monograph, St. Paul the Author oj

the Last Twelve Verses of the Second Gospel (1886).

16
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originally in a longer and larger form, to judge from Jerome's (c. Pelag. \\. 155

cp. Haraack, 777. xii. 1, and Zahn's Forschungen, vi. 219) quotation of a

passage which lay between v. 14 and v. 15
. This quotation has been recently

corroborated by the discovery of a new papyrus. Jerome's words are : In

quibusdam exemplaribus et maxime in Greeds codicibus iuxta Ma,7xum in fine

eius euangelii scribitur :
'postea quum accubuissent undecim, apparuit eis

lesus et exprobauit incredulitatem et duritiam cordis eorum, quia his, qui

uiderant eum resurgentem, non crediderunt, et illi satisfaciebant dicentes

:

sceculum istud iniquitatis et incredulitatis sub satana est, qui non sinit per

immundos spiritus ueram dei apprehendi uirtutem ; idcirco iam nunc reuela

iustitiam tuam.' Rohrbach (pp. 20 f. ) attempted to reconstruct the Greek

original of this passage, but it has now been discovered in the so-called Fzeer-

logion (cp. Sanders, Bibl. World, 1908, 138-142 ; E. J. Goodspeed, ibid.

218-226, with the critique of C. R. Gregory, das Freer-Logion, 1908) of an

uncial (fifth century) manuscript of the gospels which, between Mk 161 - and

1615
, runs thus :

—

kclksIvol cnreXoyovvTO Xeyovres' on 6 alCov oSros rrjs avop.la.%

Kal ttjs d.7rtcrr/as bird rbv Zaravdv ianv 6 fir] iwv t& vwb t&v TcvevnaTW

dKadapra, tt)v aXi)det.av tov Beov /caraAa/3ecr0cu Svva/juv' 81a tovto aTrcxd'Avxpoi

<rov tt)v diKCUocruvrjv 7)87]. iiceivoL fXeyov np XpicrT<p. Kal 6 Xptaros iKeivois

vpoaiXeyev' 8re TreTrXrjpcoTai 6 opos rQ>v £twv tt)s i^ovalas rod ~Za.Ta.va, dXXfi

iyyl^ei BXXa 8eiv&' Kal virep t&v dfiapTrjcravTCov 4y<b Trape86dr)v els Gavarov,

tva v7roarp4\f!o}o-LV eis ri)v dXr)6eiav Kal fxrjKen dfiaprrjo-cocriv, Iva. tt\v iv r<£

oi/pavcp TTvevp\aTLKT]v ko1 &(pdaprov rrjs SiKai.oo'vvrjs So^av K\T]povofj.7]cruo-iv. dXXA

Tropevde'vTes kt\.

In the light of this, it becomes probable that the source from

which Mk i69'20 was taken was some early apocryphal gospel;

that the passage was not written (cp. Warfield, Textual Crit. of

JVT, 199 f.) for its present position, and that when it was

borrowed, it was not borrowed in complete form. At an early

date, however, some sentences which had originally lain between

1614 and 1615 were transcribed on the margin of at least one

Greek codex of the gospel, and eventually found their way into

the text. Jerome quotes a part of them; the Freer-logion

preserves the whole of the excerpt. It is still an open question

whether the passage is or is not allied to the Palestinian

presbyter-traditions, which are preserved by Papias (so Harnack,

TZZ., 1908, 168-170). The terminus ad quern for its date is

about the second quarter of the second century ; for, while echoes

of the passage can hardly be heard in Clem. Rom. and

Barnabas (so Dr. C. Taylor, however, in Exp* viii. 71-80),

much less in Hebrews (van Kasteren), it was known to Tatian

and the Acta Pilati^ if not to Justin Martyr (Apol. i. 45), and a

Syriac version may be postulated by c. a.d. 150 (Chase, Syriac

Element in Codex Bezce, 150-157).
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(C) MATTHEW.
Literature.—(a) Editions—Luther (1538) ; W. Musculus (In Evangel-

istam Matthaeum Commentarii . . . digesti, etc. (1548) ; Ferus (Annota-

Hones, 1$77) 5 Danseus (1583); Jansenius (Leyden, 1589); Alphonse

Avendafio (Commentaria in Ev. D. Matt., Madrid, 1592-3) ; Maldonatus

(1596); Kirstenius (Notes in M. Evangelium, 1610) ; Paraeus (1641); J. B.

Lightfoot (Hora Hebraicce, 1658) ; J. Gerhard (Annotationes , 1663) ; Eisner

(Commentarius, ed. Stosch, 1767) ; De Beausobre et Lenfant (A new version

of the gospel ace. to St. Matthew, with Comm. on all the difficult passages, Eng.

tr. 1779, Cambridge, U.S.A.); Wakefield (1781) ; Aloys Gratz, Kritisch-

histor. Commentar (1821-1823) ; Fritzsche (1826) ; J. E. K. Kauffer (1827)

;

Glockler (Frankfort, 1835) ; de Wette2 (1838) ; Baumgarten-Crusius (ed.

Otto, 1844); Peter Schegg (1856-8); M. Arnoldi (Trier, 1856); T. J.

Conant (New York, i860)
; J. A. Alexander (New York, 1861); Lange3

(1868, Eng. tr., ScharT, 1864); R. F. Grau (1876); Wickelhaus (ed. Zahn,

1876); Meyer6 (1876, Eng. tr., Edin. 1877) ; J. L. Sommer (1877) ; Keil

(Leipzig, 1877); Fillion (1878); Mansel (Speaker's Comm. 1878): Schanz

(1879); J. A. Broadus (New York, 1887); Kiibel (1889); J. Morison8

(London, 1890) ; Knabenbauer's Commentarius (Paris, 1892) ; Carr (CGT.

1894); J. Niglutsch (Brevis Comment, in usum clericorum, 1896) ; Nosgen2

(1897); The gospel ofJesus according to S. Matthew as interpreted to R. L.

Harrison by the light of the godly experience of Sri Pardnanda (London,

1898) ; B. Weiss (— Meyer9
, 1898) ; Baljon, Commentaar op het Evglie van

Mt. (1900)* ; Slater (CB. 1901) ; Blass, Evglium sec. Matthaum cum varia

lectionis delectu (1901) ; Zockler (Lange's Bibel-Werk*, 1902) ; A. Merx, Die

vier kan. Evglien nach ihr. alt. bekannte Texte. Matthaus (1902, Syriac

version, tr. and annotated)*; V. Rose (Paris, 1904); Wellhausen (1904)*
;

Zahn2 (ZK. 1905)* ; C. A. Witz-Oberlin (ed. 1905, Stuttgart) ; J. Weiss2

(SNT. 1906) ; W. C. Allen (ICC. 1907)* ; E. E. Anderson (Edinburgh,

(1909); E. Klostermann and Gressmann (HBNT. 1909); Plummer2
(1910).

(b) Studies—Besides such patristic studies as the commentaries of Origen,

Hilary, and Jerome, Augustine's Qucestiones, Chrysostom's Homilies (ed.

Field, Cambridge, 1839), Theophylact's Commentary (ed. W. G. Humphrey,

Cambridge), Peter of Laodicea's (cp. Heinrici's Beitrage, v., 1908), Poussin's

Catena (Toulouse, 1646), and the Venerable Bede's edition (ed. 1647),

reference may be made to F. G. Mayer (Beitrage zur Erklarung des Ev. Mt.,

1818) ; Klener, Recentiores quastiones de authentia evang. M. (1832);

Schneckenburger, Ursprung des ersten kanon. Evglms (1834); G. C. A.

Harless, de compositione evang. quodM. tribuitur (Erlangen, 1842) ; Delitzsch,

Untersuchungen iiber die Entstehung u. An/age des Mt, Evglms (1853) ;

J. S. Knowles, The gospel attributed to S. Matthew the record of the whole

original apostlehood (1855) ; C. Luthardt, de compositione Ev. M. (1861)

;

A. Reville, etudes critiques sur VEv. selon S. Matthieu (Leyden, 1862) ;

Ibbeken, Das Leben Jesu nach der Darstellung des Matthceus (1866) ;

Lutteroth, Essai oTinterpretation de quelques parties de Pivang. selon S. Mt.

(1876); Barhebrasus (Scholia, ed. Spanuth, 1879) ; B. Weiss, das Matthaus

Evglm und seine Lucas -parallelen erkldrt (Halle, 1876)* ; Renan, v. chs.

x. xi. ; Massebieau, Exatntn des citations de fancien Testament dans Vivangile
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selon Matthieu (Paris, 1885); Gla, Die Original Sprache des Mt. Evglms (1887\

Aramaic) ; F. Gardiner (fBL., 1890, 1-16, Mt. wrote discourses in Aramaic,

had them tr. into Gk., and added Gk. narrative) ; Kiibel {Bibl. World,

J 893, 194 f., 263 f., 'Fundamental Thought and Purpose of Matthew');

T. Naville, Essai sur Vivangile selon S. Matthieu (Lausanne, 1893)

;

Harman (JBL., 1895, 1 14-124; 'The Judaism of the First Gospel');

A. B. Bruce, With Open Face (1896), pp. 1-24
;
Jiilicher (PRE. xii. 428-

439); Haussleiter, 'Probleme des Matthaus-Evglms ' (BET., 1900, vi., on

virgin-birth and Lord's prayer specially); V. Bartlet (DB. ii. 296-305);

Blass, ' Text-kritische Bemerkungen zu Matthaus ' (BET. iv. 4) ; Pfleiderer,

Urc. ii. 301-395; A. S. Barnes (fTS., 1905, 187-203); A. Carr (Exp.7
,

l 9°7> 339~349> 'Authenticity and Originality of First gospel'); Burkitt.

Gospel History and its Transmission, pp. 184 f
.

; W. C. Allen (DCG. ii,

143-150) ; Hawkins (HS. 154-178) ; D. H. Mtiller, die Bergpredigt im Lichte

d. Strophentheorie (1908).

§ i. Plan and outline.—It is essential, at the outset, to feel

the massive unity of this book, if any justice is to be done to it

either from the literary or from the religious standpoint. Jesus

the true messiah, born and trained under the Jewish law, and

yet Lord of a church whose inward faith, organisation, procedure,

and world-wide scope transcended the legal limitations of

Judaism—this is the dominant conception of Matthew's gospel

from beginning to end. The book is compiled from at least

two sources, and their different nuances are more than once

unmistakable ; but these discrepancies and variations do not

blur the final impression made by the writer's clear-cut purpose

(cp. Renan, v. pp. 209 f.). He wishes to show that, in spite of

the contemporary rupture between Judaism and Christianity,

there has been a divine continuity realised in the origin and

issues of faith in Jesus as the Christ, (a) Thou shalt call his

name Jesus : for he shall save his People from their sins. That

People is no longer Israel (cp. 21 43
), but a wider community.

(o) A greater than the temple is here, one who is also (c) the

promulgator of a new Law which transcends the old (cp. 5
17f-

2820
). The three sacred possessions of Judaism have thus passed

into higher uses, as a result of the life of Jesus the Christian

messiah. It is Mt.'s aim to justify this transition by showing

from the life of Jesus how it was not the claim of a heretical

sect who misread the Bible by the light of their own presumptu-

ousness, but the realisation of a divine purpose and the verification

of divine prophecies in the sphere of history.

The opening section (i
1-411

) describes the preparation of Jesus for his work,

his birth-roll (i 1 "17
), birth (l

18-223
), baptism at the hands of John (3

1 "17
), and
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temptation (4
1 "11

). The arrest of John marks his retiral and return to Galilee,

where Kapharnaum became the headquarters of his Galilean mission (4
12-i835

).

A summary or introduction (4
23f

* irepirjyev . . . 8iSd<XK(av . . . koI Krjpijo-<x(av

. . . kcl! tfepcureiW) lays stress * upon his preaching or teaching, then upon

his healing powers. Hence we get first of all a cycle of teaching (5-7, the so-

called Sermon on the Mount), followed by a cycle of incidents in his healing

work (S 1-^34
, mainly miracles), f The summary or introduction is then re-

peated (9
35f

')> in order to pave the way for the wider mission of the twelve

(io1 "42
) and a general survey of the relation of his own work to that of John,

as well as of its Galilean results (ii 1 "30
).^

Hitherto the deeds and disciples of Jesus have occupied the foreground of

the gospel. Now the evangelist describes in more detail (cp. 9
uf

*) the nature

of the opposition which he had to encounter from the Pharisees (I21"9, 10"21, 22 "37,

38"45
), while a series of excerpts from his parables ( 1

3

1 "52
) is set within a brief

account of his strained relations with his family (i246-50
) and townsfolk (13

53"58
).

These conflicts develop into a crisis. The murder of John the Baptist (14
1"12

)

drives Jesus to safer quarters (i4 13f-
), where his mission is interrupted twice

by encounters with the Pharisees and scribes (i5 lf
") and the Pharisees and

Sadducees (161 " 12
). This foreshadows only too clearly the end, and Peter's

confession at Csesarea Philippi (1613
" 20

) is therefore followed by a revelation

of the coming tragedy at Jerusalem, in word and deed (i621f* I7 lf-
). Before

closing his narrative of the Galilean mission, however, the evangelist adds a

number of sayings (i7 24-l835
).

The Judsean ministry really falls into two parts, one a brief record of some

incidents and sayings on the way to Jerusalem (i91-2034), the other an

account of the triumphal entry (21
1 "17

) and the subsequent teaching given by

Jesus partly to his disciples in private, partly to the crowd in public (in the

temple), and partly in controversy with the religious authorities (2i 18f
-).§

The period is summed up characteristically with a long, passionate invective

against the scribes and Pharisees (23) and an apocalyptic forecast of the

future (24), followed by a cycle of parables (25). The final story of the

Passion (26 1-27 66
) describes the circumstances of the arrest (261 "56

), the trial

(2657-27 31
), the crucifixion (27

s2-56
), and the burial (27

s7-66
). Two appear-

ances of Jesus after death are then chronicled, one in Jerusalem to the

women, one in Galilee to the eleven disciples, and the ministry of Jesus ends

as it began with a commission spoken from a Galilean hill (281"10 - n "15- 16-20).

* Cp. 4
17 with 4

23 and 5
1

.

t Cp. Sir J. C. Hawkins on 8-9, in ET. xii. 471 f., xiii. 20 f.

J Note how 1

1

5 summarises the preceding section, the blind regain their

sight (9
27 "31

), the lame walk (8
5'13

9
1 "8

), the lepers are cleansed (8
1 ' 4

), the deaf
hear (9

32-34
), the dead are raised up (o,18

"19- 23-26^ anj the poor have the gospel

preached to them (9
35 io7 II 1

).

§ Halevy {ftS., 1902, 305 f,) is right in preferring Mt.'s version of the

parable in 22lf
* to Luke's as being more pointed (cp. Hilgenfeld, ZJVT.

t

1893, 126-143); he is less happy in arguing that 221 "7 and 221, 8 "13 are

different redactions of the same story, and that the latter is modelled on a

parable of R. ben Zakkai, a Sadducean teacher at Jamnia in the first

century A.D. (quoted in Shabbath, 153^ and based on Ecclus 7
8
, Isa 65

13" 14
).
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From the point of view of effect, the work is clearly and coherently

arranged ; the successive paragraphs have a comprehensive sweep which

unfolds the leading ideas in the author's mind, even when it ignores the histori-

cal perspective of the subject. It is this constructive literary power which

characterises Mt. among the synoptics. " S'il ignorait l'art de peindre,

comme Luc, ou de buriner, comme Marc, il avait pourtant, lui aussi, son

talent de bon ouvrier. II poss6dait l'imagination ordonnatrice de l'architecte
"

(Nicolardot, p. 113).

§ 2. Matthew's treatment of Mk.—(Cp. F. H. Woods, SB. ii.

63 f. ; Wernle, Syn. Frage, 124-178; Schmiedel, EBi. 1847-

1849; Wellhausen, Einl. § 6; Allen, pp. xiii-xxxv; Nicolardot,

pp. 1-114, and B. H. Alford, HJ.^ 1909, 649-661.)

Besides Q (see above, pp. 194 f.), Mk. is the main source of

the editor. He has treated it with a mixture of deference and

freedom. Thus (a) in style, Mt. as a rule improves the rougher

or Aramaic language of Mk. ; he is fond of inserting §€ instead

of /cat, omitting on often after verbs of saying, diminishing the

number of imperfects and historic presents, and reducing the

use of rjpgaro {rjp^avTo) with the infinitive and of compound verbs

(cp. 4
13 91 129

). In the matter of chronological arrangement

(b) Mt.'s procedure exhibits more variations. Up to 4
22 (from 3

1
),

for all its additional material, the narrative of Mt. follows the

exact order of Mk i
1-20

, but after this it diverges sharply. Mk.

brings out the synagogue-ministry of Jesus in Galilee, but Mt.

only mentions it vaguely* in his summaries (4
23 935

); it is

not until i2 9f
- (cp. 1334

) that he gives any incident that occurred

in a synagogue. The impression created by Jesus on the first

occasion of his teaching in the synagogue of Kapharnaum
(Mk i

22
) is made by Mt. (728-29) t0 follow the long Sermon on the

Mount t (S
1-^7

)- After transferring Mk 1
40-44 (cp. Mt 81"4

), he

then, for the healing of the demoniac in the same synagogue

(Mk i
23*28

), substitutes the healing of a centurion's servant in the

town (8
5_13

)4 For a line or two he now reverts to the Marcan

order (8
14-16 = Mk 1

29-34
), rounding off this triplet § of cures

(leprosy, paralysis, and fever) with a prophetic citation (8
17

). In

Mk i
35'39 the embarrassing popularity of Jesus as a healer leads

• 4
23"25 is substituted for Mk I

21 and based loosely on Mk I
39 + 6*\

f Cp. Moffatt (EBi. 4375-4391), Votaw (DB. v. 1-45), Adeney (DCG.
ii. 607-612), and Salmon (Human Elei7ient in Gospels, 109 f.).

% Probably because it was so placed in Q. The setting of the Sermon is

artificially taken from Mk 3
13

, which Lk. (6
12f

-) retains in its original position.

§ One sufferer asks help ; another has it asked for him ; the third receives

aid without asking (note Mt.'s omission of Mk I
801

*).
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him to leave Kapharnaum to prosecute his proper work of

preaching throughout the synagogues of Galilee ; but Mt. merely

makes it an occasion for crossing the lake (8
18f

'), and inserts the

stories of Mk ^-^o
( = Mt 818 -34

), Mk 2 1 -22
( = Mt 9

1 -17
),

Mk 5
21 -43 (= Mt o18"26).* The short account of the choice and

commission of the twelve (Mk 3
13 -19 66 "13

) is then expanded

characteristically into a long discourse (Mt io);f but io 17 '25 is

irrelevant (cp. Mk 13
9 *13

), and Mt. omits Mk 6 12-13
. His com-

mission is not followed by a mission ; the disciples do not go

forth, and consequently do not return with any report of their

work (as in Mk 6 30
). Hence the connection of i412f

- differs

entirely from that of Mk 6 29 '31
. The eleventh chapter has no

Marcan material, but for the conflicts of ch. 12 Mt. harks back

to the substance of Mk 2 28~3 12 (= Mt i2 1-16
), closing with a

characteristic OT citation (12 17"21
). Mk 3

20 -21 he omits, adds a

fresh miracle (12 22 -23
), and then (12 24 -45

) expands Mk 3
r -30

,

following it up with Mk 3
31 -35 (= i2 46-50

), and an enlarged

version of Mk 4 (= Mt 13). The adherence to Mark's order

from this point becomes closer than ever ; having already used up

Mk 4
35-5 4i

, Mt. passes at once to Mk 6 1 "6 (— 1353 -58
), and hence-

forth never drops the Marcan thread, though he embroiders it

often with OT reminiscences, especially in the passion (e.g. 27 s4 - 43
).

A comparison of Mk. and Mt. thus proves that the latter is

upon the whole secondary, and that he had no independent

chronological tradition or information to guide him in placing

either sayings or incidents. His choice and disposition of

materials becomes less and less reliable, from a historical stand-

point, when he leaves the Marcan record ; the Palestinian

anecdotes which belong to his Sondergut rarely rise above the

level of edifying stories to that of historicity. Mt.'s corrections

of Mk. are not those of an eye-witness, or of one who had access

* Note how the president of the synagogue (Mk.) becomes simply the

president in Mt. For the latter the synagogues had won an evil reputation

(io17
).

t On reaching io1 he inserts a passage (io2 "5a = Mk 3
16 " 19

) which he had

previously missed, and then expands (io9 ~ ]0a" ll_14
) Mk 68

" 11
. The whole

section throws valuable light upon the Palestinian missions of the early

church ; for its literary structure, see B. Weiss {Quellen d. Lukas-Evglms,

128 f.), and Schott in ZNW. (1906) 140 f. ; for its reflection of the apostolic

efforts between a.d. 30 and 60, Weizsacker, AA. i. 29-32, ii. 48 f. On the

special difficulty of io9 ' i0 (with Mk 68!)
, Lk io4 22 35 -33

), see P. Mtchineau in

ktudes Relig. (1896) 303-315, and A. Wright (ET. iv. 153-157).
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to special, first-hand sources of information. Their origin is

almost entirely topical.

The chronological data and the synchronisms are characteristically vague.

The mission of John the Baptist is dated roughly ' in the days of Archelaus

'

(2
22

3
2
); the writer's favourite and loose r6re (3

13 I222 - 38 I51 - 29 1913 2020)
links several paragraphs together, and even the more exact references are as a

rule due to the context (3
s
? 4

1 - 23
9
14 - 37 n 20 1422 1512 1821 19s3 - 27 etc.). The

first saying of the Sabbath is introduced iv iKelvy t<£ Kouptp (12 1
), without any

clue to the period. No hint is given of the return of the disciples from their

mission, yet this is assumed to have occurred, and the place (12
10

, cp. II 23
)

is evidently Kapharnaum. The remark of Herod (14
1
) is similarly vague,

and the iv iKetvr) rrj upq. of 181
is at once vaguer and more precise than the

setting of Mk 9
s3"34

. The retiral to Galilee (4
12
) is simply dated after the

arrest of John the Baptist, but neither here nor later (4
23f

* 818
935f

- II 1 1216

161
) is any duration of time indicated. Some of the time notices (e.g. 816

)

are borrowed directly from Mk. ; other chronological notes are more character-

istic, e.g. 9
18 {while he was speaking), n 1 (after instructing the twelve for

their mission, Jesus departs on one of his own), I246 (as at 9
18

), 13
1 iv ry rjfiipa

iKeivrj), 15
32 (three days apart with the crowd).

(c) The writer's engrossing interest in the sayings of Jesus

leads him not only to break up the Marcan narrative with

masses of logia, arranged in systematic blocks, but to abbreviate

Mark's introductory matter (cp. the omission of Mk 9
21 -24 in

17
14*21

). Where Luke generally omits, Mt. prefers to condense

or compress (statistics in US. 158-160).

It is a further note of Mt. to insert names * where the Marcan source had

none (e.g. Matthew, 9
9

; Caiaphas, 26s - 57
; Jesus,f 27 16 "17

). This circum-

stantial trait is counterbalanced by a tendency to allegorise Marcan sayings

(cp. Nicolardot, Les procedis de Redaction des Trots Premiers Evangilistes, pp.

37-46). Matthew concludes with a saying of Jesus, and this tallies with his

greater emphasis on the Lord's doctrine. Unlike Mk. (i
22-27

) and even Luke

(4
s2"86

), he confines the authority of Jesus to teaching, instead of embracing

under it the power of exorcising demons, etc. It is the sayings rather than

the narratives of his book which reflect historical traditions ; the contents of

the latter are sometimes as ambiguous as their connections.

(d) The later and more ecclesiastical standpoint of Mt.

comes out definitely in his recasting of the Marcan traditions

relating to the disciples and Jesus. The former play a more

important role than in Mk. ; thus the saying about the spiritual

family of Jesus is confined to them (Mt 1249) instead of being

* On the names in Mk., see Wright (Some NT Problems, 57-73), and

C. D. Burns (Contemporary Review, 1907, 417-424).

f That this reading is preferable to the ordinary text, is shown by Burkitt

(Evang. Da-Meph. ii. 277-278).
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addressed generally to the bystanders (Mk 3
34

). Mt. minimises *

the faults of the disciples (13
16 -18 with Mk 4

13
, cp. 1351

; 1433

with Mk 652 ; 16 9 '12 with Mk 817"22
; cp. the significant omission of

Mk 9
6 - 10 - 32

, the smoothing down of Mk 9
33f

- in i8lf
«, the change

of Mk io32 in 2017 etc.), and endeavours to eliminate or to

soften any trait derogatory to the credit of the twelve. A
similarf reverence for the character of Jesus appears in his

omission of words or passages like Mk 1
43

3
5

3
21 (charge of

madness) io14 and n 3
, and in changes like those of i916f-

(Mk io17f
-) and 2 6 59 (cp. Mk 1458

); the miraculous power of

Jesus is heightened (contrast 816 with Mk i
32 -33

,
i^n-i* with

Mk 9
2°-26 etc.), and the author shrinks as far as possible from

allowing demons to recognise him as the messiah
; J the

prophetic power of Jesus is also expanded and made more

definite (cp. 7
15 12 45 21 43 2410 26 2 etc.).

§ 3. Structure.—The composite nature of Matthew may be

explained not only on the hypothesis of the use of earlier sources,

but also on the theory that the canonical text represents later

glosses, interpolations, and expansions, like that in Sir 49
14-16

.

The three places at which this theory (which depends largely on

the use of textual criticism) comes into special prominence are,

(a) 1-2, (b) 1617
, and (c) 2816 -20

.

(a) The (3l/3\o<s yeveVews of 1-2 represents the author's version

of a Palestinian tradition which already contained the virgin-birth.

None of its three sections (i 1-17 the genealogy, i 18
"25 the birth,

2 1-23 the childhood), not even the first, need be anything else

than a free composition ; whatever was the basis for the Jewish-

Christian belief upon which the writer drew (cp. W. C. Allen,

Interpreter, 1905, pp. 5 if.; Box, ibid., 1906, 195 f.), the

narrative, judged from the standpoint of literary criticism, offers

no adequate criteria for distinguishing between a source and an

editor, or between an original gospel and an addition. It is a

* But not invariably (cp. 1

5

17 and 26s
).

t Both the desire to spare the twelve and the reluctance to dwell on the

human affectionateness of Jesus appears in his version (19
12"15

) of Mk io13 "16
;

the former, together with a characteristic hesitation to record a reproach

addressed to Jesus, in S25 (cp. Mk 4
s8

).

t This is one of his clearest attempts to improve upon Mark (cp. Bacon,

ZNW., 1905, 155 f.); it "is to be viewed in the light of the known
accusations of collusion with Beelzebub brought against Jesus and his

followers, with the marked silence of the Fourth gospel on this type of

mighty works."



250 THE HISTORICAL LITERATURE

piece of early Christian midrashic narrative, drawn up in ordei

to show how the various incidents and features of the nativity

were a fulfilment of OT prophecy (virgin-birth i
22f

-, in Bethlehem

2 5f
-, flight to Egypt 2 15, weeping in Ramah 2 17-18

, and the name
Nazarene 2 23).*

Neither the style nor the contents of 1-2 afford valid evidence for sus-

pecting that they are a later insertion in the gospel, f The hypothesis that this

section did not originally form part of the gospel was advocated in the eighteenth

century by Dr. John Williams (A Free Enquiry into the Authenticity of the

First and Second Chapters of St. Matthews Gospel2, London, 1 789), then

by Ammon {Dissertatio de Luca emendatore Matthai, 1805), and afterwards

by Norton (i. 16-17) '> it is still urged on the plea that i
18-223 was an after-

thought or later interpolation (so, e.g., Keim and Merx), since the connection

between I
17 and 3

1
is quite natural. The hypothesis that the editor or final

author of the gospel has incorporated an earlier source J in 1-2, working it over

for his own purposes, becomes especially plausible (i. ) with reference to the

genealogy (i
2'16

), which has often been taken {e.g. by de Wette, Olshausen,

Sabatier : ESR. v. 464, Delitzsch, Meyer, Bacon: DB. ii. 137 f, and Loisy)

as originally a Jewish Christian document, or even as a later insertion (e. A. D.

170; Charles in Academy, 1894, 447 f. ). The latter theory is improbable;

the interest in the Davidic sonship was not paramount at that period. As for

the former conjecture, the genealogy is probably the composition of the author

himself arranged for mnemonic purposes in three sets of fourteen generations

(the double 7 reflecting the author's penchant for that sacred number). In

structure and contents it is quite artificial, § inferior to Luke's, and intended

* The further problem (cp. Feigel, Der Einfluss des Weissagungsbeweises

u. anderer Motive auf d. Leidens geschich'e, 1910) for the historical critic is to

determine to what extent the prophetic citations created or moulded the

narratives, here as elsewhere in Mt. "The narratives have a basis in fact,

or in what is assumed to be or regarded as fact. But in form they have often

been assimilated to earlier models, and display unmistakable midrashic

features" (Box, ZNW., 1905, 88).

f On 1-2 as an integral part of the gospel, cp. Box {ZNW. y 1905, 83 f.).

% Or sources ; Meyer, e.g., finds three in I
1"16

i
18"25 and 2.

§ " It is artificial from beginning to end, and meant to be so, as artificial

as the lists of the twelve thousand sealed out of every tribe of Israel except

Dan in the book of Revelation " (Burkitt, Evang. Da-Meph. ii. 260). Halevy

{RS.., 1902, 221 f.) ingeniously suggests that the forty-two generations of

Mt., with the twenty from Adam to Abraham, are designed to make up the

62 ' weeks ' of years in Dn g
25"26

, which were to follow the 7 weeks of

Zerubbabel, and to be followed by messiah's tragic death (cp. 2415
). But,

apart from the exegetical obstacles, there is no adequate proof that the Daniel-

tradition was a norm to which any messianic aspirant had to conform, or that

Mt. dated the death of Jesus from such a messianic prophecy. If any source

of the schematism has to be postulated, the cabbalistic interpretation of in,

whose three letters are equivalent by gematria to the number 14, is the most

probable.
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to show that Jesus, as the Christ, was legally descended from David—the

primary essential, from a Jewish standpoint, for any messianic claimant. A
further apologetic motive is evident in the introduction of the women's names,

especially of Rahab, Tamar, and Bathsheba. They reflect the Jewish slanders

which the author desired to rebut, not only by stating what he believed to be

the truth about Mary, but by arguing that, even on the Jewish level, women
of irregular life played an honoured role in the history of the Davidic lineage.

Mary's character, he proceeds to argue, was not irregular. How much less

therefore (the inference is) are Jewish objections to her and to Jesus justified !

These data of the genealogy show that the story of l
18f

- was its natural sequel

(cp. Allen, ET. xi. 135 f.), and consequently that the case for a source is

much weaker here than in Luke. There is no obvious reason why a Jewish

Christian who, like the author, was interested in the lore of Judaism, should

not have compiled the genealogy for his own special purposes.

The birth-narratives in Matthew and Luke stand thus on a different footing.

In the latter, the omission of a word or two (in 1
s4-35

) leaves the narrative

fairly consecutive and intelligible. In the former, no hypothesis of literary

criticism or textual emendation * can disentangle the conception of a virgin-

birth from a story which is wrought together and woven on one loom.f

(ii.) The textual problem of I
16

is not yet settled, but the earliest variants

(of which that in the Dialogue of Timothy and Aquila—Conybeare, HJ. i.

96-102—is not one) show traces, variously phrased, of belief in the virgin-

birth (cp. J. R. Wilkinson, HJ. i. 354-359). Such modifications as may be

due to doctrinal prepossessions are designed to re-set or to sharpen the

reference of the original text to the virgin-birth, not to insert the dogma in

a passage which was originally free from it. The Syriac variants (cp. Burkitt,

Evangelion da-Mepharreshe, ii. 262 f.) may be regarded as derived from SS
{Jacob begat Joseph, Joseph, to whom was betrothed Mary the Virgin, begat

Jesus who is called the Messiah),% which is connected with the Greek text of

the Ferrar group, underlying the old Latin, and the Armenian versions {i.e.

'Ia/ccbjS hk iyhvyvev rbv 'I(a<x^(p, $ fxvr]<TTevdei<ra irapdfros Mapia/x iyevvrjaev

'l7]o-ovv rbv Xeyofievov Xpiardv). In any case iyivvyae refers throughout to

legal kinship, not to physical parentage (cp. A. S. Lewis, Old Syriac Gospels,

19 10, pp. xiv-xvii).

(iii. ) The story § of 21*11 in whole or part has been assigned to a period

* The deletion of 4k irve^fiaros ayiov (i
18

) by Venema, Markland,

Bakhuyzen, and Vollgraff is quite arbitrary, though Burkitt {Ev. Da-Meph.
ii. 261) rightly follows SS in omitting ouk iylvwanev 2ws o5 (i 25) as a later

Christian comment introduced to safeguard the physical miracle.

t This tells against the primitive origin of the euangelium infantiae, and

against all theories of its place in Q or in any pre-canonical source which can

be detected in the gospels. Resch's attempt {Kindheitsevangelium, 264-276)

to prove that Paul was acquainted with it is a complete failure.

JCp. van Manen {TT., 1895, pp. 258-263), who defends this as the

original reading in Matt. The textual phenomena arc displayed in EBi.

2962, as amended in PM., 1902, 85-95.

§ Cp. Beyschlag, NTTh. ii. 478 : "In the story of the travelling star

which pointed the way to the magi, in that of Peter walking on the waves,
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later than that of the gospel ; but on insufficient grounds. In a Syriac tract,

attributed to Eusebius, and extant in a sixth century MS (cp. transl. by

Wright in Journal of Sacred Lit., April, October, 1866 ; Nestle, ZWT., 1893,

435-438), an account of the magi and the star is given, whose date purports

to be a.d. 118-119. If it could be established (so Conybeare in Guardian,

April 29, 1903, cp. D. Volter, TT., 1910, 170-213), that the author "had in

his hands a pre -canonical Greek source of 119 or 120," this might denote the

terminus a quo for the incorporation of 21 "15 into the canonical text of

Mt. ; but the inference is hazardous. The text runs thus : "This question

\i.e. about the Balaam-prophecy of the star and the coming of the magi

to Bethlehem in the reign of Pir Shabour] arose in the minds of men who
were acquainted with the holy books, and through the efforts of great men
in various places this history was sought for, and found, and written in the

tongue of those who attended to the matter." The 'holy books' probably

include the NT, the ' history ' is not the story of Mt 21"11 but the Balaam-

legend, and the question related to the verification of the date in Mt. or to

the harmonising of the Lucan and Matthsean stories of the infancy (cp.

Hilgenfeld, ZIVT., 1895, 447 f., and Zahn, INT. ii. 527). It is curious that

according to astronomical observations an important and rare conjunction of

the planets (Jupiter and Saturn) did take place between April 15th and

December 27th of 6 B.C., which may have led to acute speculation amongst

Babylonian astrologers, who were accustomed to forecast the effects of such

phenomena upon Syria.* This may suggest a historical nucleus for the early

Christian haggada of Mt 21_u.

(b) 1617-20 is also more likely to be organic to a gospel

which reflected the later catholic consciousness of Christianity

(cp. HNT. 646 f.), and particularly Matthew's high estimate of the

apostles, than a later interpolation in a very early gospel, much
less an integral part of such a gospel (Keim, iv. 266 f. ; Stevens,

NTTh. i36f.). The original saying f goes back to the Jewish

conception of petra (&OBB, cp. the rabbinic quotation in Taylor's

Sayings ofJewish Fathers2
, 160) as applied by God to Abraham,

' when He saw Abraham who was going to arise, He said, Lo, I

have found a petra to build and to found the world upon.' Even

in the Greek expansion of the evangelist the saying does not

presuppose a period of christological development later than

that assigned to the gospel as a whole, and the similar passage in

Jn 2022'23 seems a correction of the specifically Petrine privilege

or of the OT saints rising in the hour of Jesus' death, Mt. has manifestly

translated poetic traditions into history. Even Lk. has taken for genuine

history the legendary traditions of his introductory chapters."

* The suggestions of Kepler have been recently elaborated, on the bask

of a Babylonian demotic papyrus, by Oefele in his essay {Mittheilungen det

Vorderasiat. Gesellschaft, 1903) on 'das Horoskop der Empfangnis Ghristi.'

f Cp. Bruston in RTQR. (1902) 326-341.
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of the Matthaean logion. For this, as well as for other reasons

(cp. Zahn's Forschungen, i. 163 f., 290 f.), it is unlikely that 1617-19

(cp. Schmiedel, EBL, 1876, 1892, 3104-3105) is an interpolation,

or that 1618"19 represents an insertion made by the church of

Rome (Victor), c. a.d. 190, in the interests of its catholic

authority (so Grill, Der Pritnat des Petrus, 1904, pp. 61-79).

(c) While the epilogue (28 16"20
) naturally does not give the

ipsissima uerba of Christ (cp. HNT. 647-649), it is an organic

part of the gospel, which rounds off the narrative;* there is

nothing in its phraseology which is inconsistent with the catholic

consciousness of the early church during the last quarter of the

first century. The only point of dubiety lies in 2819
. The

theory that the textus receptus of this verse arose between a.d.

130 and 140 in the African old Latin texts, owing to baptismal

and liturgical considerations, and that the original text was the

shorter Eusebian form (jropevdivTZS jxaOrjTevcraTe iravTa ra Wvr\ Iv

tu5 ovo/Aart /xov), was proposed by F. C. Conybeare (ZNW.> 1901,

275-280; HJ. i. 102-108) and has been accepted by Usener

(Rhein. Museum, 1902, 39 f.), Kirsopp Lake: Influence of Text.

Criticism on NT Exegesis (1904), pp. 7 f., Wellhausen, Allen, and

Montefiore, amongst others. The opposite side is represented

by Riggenbach (BPT, 1903, vii. 1, 'Der trinitarische Taufbefehl

Mt 2819 nach seiner urspriingliche Textgestalt und seiner

Authentie untersucht') and Chase {JTS., 1905, 483 f.). The
phrase lv t<3 ovofxari /xov may be a Western harmonising interpo-

lation (so Riggenbach, from Lk 2447 ; Chase, from Mk 1617
), or

an insertion of Eusebius himself, independent of any codices in

the Cesarean library. Also, the fact that Eusebius in a number

of his works refrains from quoting the verse in its canonical

form, and omits all reference to baptism, does not necessarily

involve that the canonical form was not in existence, if it can be

proved that it was natural for him to omit the baptismal clause

as irrelevant to his immediate purpose, quoting only the words

which follow and precede it in the canonical text. The
occurrence of the latter in the Syriac version of the Theophania

* Cp. Norden [Antike Kunstprosa, ii. 456) : ' X/><2 rots [xkv "EXkyo-iv ws

"EWyaiv, rots dt papfiapois ws fiapfidpois, ist die Weisung, die der Griechische

Philosoph einer Tradition zufolge seinem die Welt erobernden Schulei

Alexander auf den Weg mitgab ; iropevdivTes odv fiadrjrevaaTe iravra tcl £dvt\

sagte der Stifter der christlichen Religion zu seiner Schiiler als er sie in die

Welt aussandve.'
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(iv. 8) shows that some old Syriac MSS must have had the

baptism in the name of the Trinity, and Ephraim's comment
on the Diatessaron indicates that the latter represented the

ordinary text of Mt. at this point (cp. Burkitt's Evang. Da-
Meph. i. 172 f., ii. 171, 279). Didache 7, again, shows that the

trinitarian formula was possible by the first quarter of the

second century, but this does not prove that it was derived

from Mt 2819
. The question has an obvious bearing not only

on the date, but on the ethos of Matthew's gospel. On the

whole, the probabilities seem to converge on the likelihood that

the trinitarian form was introduced by the author of the gospel

himself, as a liturgical expansion of the primitive formula of

baptism into the name of Jesus (cp. J. R. Wilkinson, HJ. i.

STiSIS'y Stanton, GHD. i. 355 f.).

Most of the other structural difficulties can be explained as

the result either of the author's work as a compiler and editor,

or of later harmonising. The main exception is 5
18"19

, but even

this does not justify the hypothesis of a later revision.

The disruption of the context by Mt 289"10
, whose contents do no more

than repeat those of vv. 5"7
, suggests that it is an editorial interpolation or

later gloss (so, e.g., Keim, vi. 308 f. ; Soltau, Schmiedel). Nothing new is

communicated by Jesus ; he simply repeats what the angel has already said.

Whether it is a reminiscence of the tradition underlying Jn 2014
"17 (cp. the

common use of brethren), or borrowed from the lost Marcan ending (see

above, pp. 238 f.), it is a plausible conjecture (Rohrbach, Harnack) that its

insertion may have taken place early in the second century, when the

formation of the gospel-canon led to a certain amount of alteration especially

in the resurrection -narrative, in order to level up the synoptic traditions (with

their Galilean appearances) to the Johannine (Jerusalem).

This dual character of the resurrection-stories (Galilee, Jerusalem), which

becomes a special problem in the historical criticism of Mt. and Lk., has started

an ingenious attempt to locate the Galilee-appearances at Jerusalem by means

of a harmonising hypothesis which assumes that Galilee here is not the

province but a place in the vicinity of Jerusalem (so especially R. Hofmann,

"Galilaa auf dem Oelberg," 1896; Zimmermann in SR~., 1901, 446 f., and

Lepsius, "Die Auferstehungsberichte," in Reden. u. Abhandlungen, iv.,

1902), and which summons to its aid the conjecture (Resch, TU. x. 2. 381 f.,

x - 3- 765 f.t xii. 332 f., 362 f., 586) that weplxupos (in Mk I
28 etc.; cp.

Abbott's Diat. 438 f., 1232)* is the Gk. equvalent of nh^a (cp. Ezek 47
s
),

a district east of the temple, surrounding the mount of Olives and including

Bethany. There would thus be two Galilees in the NT : one that of

northern Palestine, the sphere of the early ministry of Jesus, the other that

* The double sense of ^a is used both by Chajes (Markus-Studien, 13)

and Abbott to explain Lk 4
37=Mk i

28
.
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of Jerusalem, the location of Christ's appearances after death. But the

evidence for this theory breaks down upon examination. The mediaeval

pilgrims found a site here and there for Galilee on Olivet or Mount Sion,

simply because they already (cp. Zahn, GK. ii. 937) felt the difficulty of

harmonising the resurrection-narratives. Tertullian's language in Apol. 21

does not bear out Resch's contention (cp. Schiirer, TLZ., 1897, 1871.),

while the theory is further handicapped by the need of assuming not only

that Luke at one place (24
6

) misread Mk 167 , although elsewhere he (24
50

,

Ac I
12

)
preserved the real meaning of Galilee, but that, without any warning,

the term changes its geographical meaning in the synoptic tradition. The
hypothesis therefore falls to the ground (so, e.g., Keim, vi. 380 ; W. C. Allen,

EBi. 2987 ; Gautier, EBi. 3498 ; Schmiedel, EBi. 4044 ; Lake, Resurrection

Narratives, 208-209 ; Masterman, DCG. ii. 207 ; A. Meyer, Auferstehungs-

berichte, 95 f. ).

§ 4. Characteristics.—The, main problem of the gospel remains,

however, viz. the juxtaposition of Jewish or particularistic (e.g.

I0sf.23 I524 I9 28 ^2) ancj catholic (e.g. i2 7f- 2414 and 28 19f
«)

sayings (cp. 1612 and 23s
). Are the former due to a Judaistic

recension of the Logia (Schmiedel, EBi. 1842-3, 1870), and

were the latter, together with some of the less historical traits, the

work of a later editor or editors more friendly to the Gentiles

(Hilgenfeld, Ewald, Schwegler: NZ. i. 199 f., 241 f.)? The
answer to these questions depends upon the critical analysis of

the gospel. Keim (i. 86 f.) ascribes, e.g., i
17-2 23

3
14 -15 811 "12 22 1 -14

25 1 "12 2 7
19 - 62"66 2815f

- to a zealous Jewish-Christian, of liberal

sympathies, who wrote after the fall of Jerusalem. Soltau's better

theory (ZNW., 1900, 219-248) is that a series of editorial

additions to the original Matthew may be found, e.g., in 1-2, 3
14"15

.14-16 r 18-19 gl7 I2 17-21 j -14-15. 35 2 I>5 2 615 ' 53 <56> 21$) 9"10 - M- 43 « 57

2 7
62-2820

; the original Matthew was compiled from Mk. and the

Logia by an opponent of Judaism, but the editor was a strict

Jewish Christian of catholic sympathies and dogmatic preposses-

sions. This is decidedly simpler than the older theory of Scholten

(Net Oudste Evangelie, 93 f.), which postulated three different

editions of Matthew. But the solution lies in the idiosyncrasies

of the author rather than in the strata of the gospel. The author

of Matthew is unconsciously self-portrayed in 13
52

; he is ypa/x/m-

tcvs fxa6r)T€v6el<i rfj j3acrtX€ia tw ovpaviov ofxoios av0pw7rw oiKoSeo--

trory octtls £kJ3olW€1 £k tov 6r)(ravpov ovtov /catva /cat 7raA.ata. He
is a Jewish Christian, acquainted with rabbinic learning;* the

midrashic element is more pronounced in his work than in either

* " Les formules bien frappees, breves, sentencieuses y abondent ; on y

rent vraiment le docteur qui parle avec autorite " (Jacquier, INT. ii. 383).
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Mark or Luke, and it is most conspicuous in the passages which

come directly from his own pen. The Jewish Christian traits of

his gospel are, however, largely due to the Palestinian traditions

which he employed, as well as to the thesis of his own work,

viz. that Christianity as the new law and righteousness of God
had superseded the old as a revelation of God to men.* He
voices the catholic and apostolic consciousness of the early

church, which saw in its universal mission to the world a com-

mission of Jesus to his disciples, and in its faith a new and final

law of God's messiah. Mt. thus approximates to the standpoint

of Luke and of James. He does not show any anti-Pauline

tendency; it is forced exegesis to detect a polemic against Paul,t

e.g. in the description of the enemy in 1328 or in 5
19 (cp. 1 Co 15

9
).

If Mt. has any affinities with the great apostle, it is with the

Paul of Ro 9
lf

-, not of Ro n lf
-, much less of Gal 26f\ His

Jewish Christian proclivities are strongly marked even in details

(e.g. 2420
, his fondness for f) /foo-iAeta rwv ovpavCov, the addition

of Kal tt]v StKaLocrvvrjv in 6s3 [cp. 3
15 = 5

17
, Gal 4*], etc.), but he

sees the real Judaism not in the Israel X which had deliberately

(cp. 2 7
23

, note the emphatic ?ras 6 A.aos) rejected Jesus, but in

the church. It is not accidental that cK/cA^o-ia only occurs in

Mt., among the evangelists. He reflects an age when the church

* Wellhausen {Einl. 70 f. ) minimises unduly the catholic and universal

traits of the final editor. " Mt. has in view the primitive church of Jerusalem,

which sought to hold fast by Judaism in spite of everything. Hostility to the

ofEciaLvepresentatives of the Law is never expressed more bitterly than by

him. . . . But this enmity is a rival race for the same goal, viz. for the

fulfilment of the Law and for righteousness. This goal is naturally higher

for Christians than for Jews ; nevertheless, on that very account the former

claim to be the true representatives of Judaism and refuse to yield place to

the false. They still take part in the cultus at Jerusalem (S
23"25

), pay the

temple-tax, . . . confine their propaganda outside Jerusalem to Jews,

exclude pagans and Samaritans, and will not cast their holy pearls before

swine (io5 7
6)." But this is retained, partly for archaic reasons, from the

sources ; it is not so fundamental for Mt. as the larger atmosphere of catholic

feeling. Wellhausen himself {Einl. 88 f.) admits the probability of this

later on.

+ He alone of the evangelists uses avofila, and he is specially opposed to

hypocrisy ; but the former need not, any more than the latter, be an anti-

Pauline touch.

X Cp. Wellhausen's remark on 23s7"39 " Er {i.e. Jesus] hat durch seine

Apostel immer wieder Versuche gemacht, die Juden in seiner Gemeinde

(k'nischta) zu sammeln (Jznasch) und vor dem drohenden Zorn zuflucht zu

gewahren, aber vergebens."
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and the kingdom were becoming more closely identified, when

the Gentile mission was in full swing, when the initial flush and

rush of the faith in Palestine had been succeeded by experiences

of false prophets, unworthy members,* and the obstacles which

a new organisation creates as well as removes.

Writing for the practical needs of the church, he betrays the

vocation of a teacher incidentally in the mnemonic and mathe-

matical arrangements of his material, among other things. Thus

there are three divisions in the genealogy (i 2"17
), three angel-

messages to Joseph in dreams (i 20 2 13- 19
), three temptations

(4
1 "11

), a triple description of the mission (4
23 see above), a triple

illustration in 5
22 (cp. 584-35.39-41^ the threefold definition of

6i-4. 5-15. 16-18
(cp> also 69-io

7
7-s. 22. 25. 27)

?
tnree miracles of healing

(8
1-16

), three further miracles (8
23~99

), three other miracles of

healing (9
18 "34

), the triple rhythm of 11 7-9 (cp. 12 50
), the threefold

attack of the Pharisees (i2 2f- 10f
-
24f

-), three parables of sowing

(13
1 "32

), three instances of Verily I say to you (i8 3 - 13
-
18
),f three

classes of eunuchs (19
12

), the threefold rhythm of 2019 (eis to

ktA.) and 21 9
, three parables (2i 18-2 2 14), three questions put to

Jesus (22 15 -40
), three warnings (23

8-10
, cp. 23 20 '22 23s3 mint and

dill and cummin, justice and mercy and faithfulness, 23s4 prophets

and wise men and scribes), the three men of the parable (2 5
14f

*),

three prayers in Gethsemane (2636 "45
), three denials of Peter

(2669f-), three questions of Pilate (27
17-22

), three mockeries of the

crucified (27
s9 '44

), three women specially mentioned at the cross

(2 7
56

), and the threefold rhythm of 2819 -20
. With this numerical

trait we may rank the fivefold occurrence of the formula kol

iyivero 6t€ ireXeaev ktX. (7
28 II 1 1353 191 261

), the fivefold

antithesis of 5
21 "48

, and the fivefold rhythm of io7*8 (cp. io9*10
);

the seven evil spirits of 12 45
, the sevenfold forgiveness of i821-22

(cp. 22 25
), the seven loaves and baskets (15

s4 - 37
), and the

sevenfold woe of 23. It may be only accidental that there are

ten OT citations (1-411
) previous to the beginning of the

Galilean mission, and there happen to be ten miracles in 81~934
.

The irregular number of the beatitudes (5
lf

-), where schematism

would have been easy, shows that the writer did not work out

* " He seems to move amid a race of backsliders " (Abbott, EBi. 1788)

;

but the references are too general to be connected with the retrogression of

Jewish converts when the breach between Gentile and Jewish Christians

widened c. a.d. 70.

t The ajX7\v in 1819
is to be omitted.

17
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numerical schemes* quite regardless of the materials at his

disposal, though homiletic influences undoubtedly were respons-

ible for the form as occasionally for the content of the latter.

The character of the OT citations throws a particular ray of light on the

heterogeneous strata of the gospel as well as on the specific interests of the

compiler or editor. In 26 415f
* 8 17 13

35 and 279f
* we have paraphrastic

renderings of the Hebrew, f Here, as elsewhere, citations which differ alike

from the Hebrew and the LXX may occasionally be the result of the natural

looseness with which early Christian writers occasionally cited the OT from

memory, or freely adapted texts for purposes of edification. In such cases

the differences are immaterial. In others, e.g. in 27 9f
- (cp. H. R. Hatch,

Biblical World, 1893, 345-354, and J. R. Harris, Exp. 1
, 1905, 161-171),

the use of a florilegium is the clue to the textual phenomena. The dual

nature of the citations remains, however, upon any hypothesis, and it is a

watermark of compilation. As a rule Matthew assimilates quotations already

found in Mk. more closely to the LXX, or else leaves them as he finds them

in that state. The main exceptions to this—in 21 18
, where, like Lk. (19

46
), he

omits the iraaiv rots idveaiv of the LXX (Mk II 17
), and in 27^, where the

closer approximation of ivari to the LXX is balanced by the substitution of

the vocative dei /xov for 6 6e6s fiov (Mk 15
34 LXX)—are not of any special

moment. The same holds true of the non-Marcan allusions to, or citations of,

the OT, with the striking exception of twelve passages (i 23 218 218 2s3 46 1218

2

1

5 besides the five noted above),J which indicate a recourse to the original

with a more or less subordinate use of the LXX. These passages are all

connected with the fulfilment of prophecy. Two of them (2
s3 and 279" 10

) may
have been taken originally from the apocryphal book of Jeremiah (Jerome,

cp. Resch's Parallel- Texte, ii. 334 f., 369^), three come from Micah (2
6
),

Hosea (2
15
),§ and Jeremiah (2

18
) respectively, while a couple (4° 13

35
) are

from the Psalter. The rest are drawn from Isaiah (21
5 being a composite

citation of Isaiah and Zechariah).

With regard to the motives underlying Mt.'s account, an

apologetic element emerges at the outset in the ascription of the

birth to prophecy, as well as in the inclusion of the women in the

* On this cp. Luthardt's paragraphs in his essay, De Compositione

Evangelii Matthai (Leipzig, 186 1), Plummer (pp. xixf.), and Abbott {Diat.

3352 ')•

t Cp. E. Haupt's Zur Wiirdigung der alt. Citationen im Ev. Mt.

(Treptow, 1870) on 817
(pp. 1-7) 13

35
(pp. 7-10) and 27s

(pp. 10-16) ; Allen

in ET. xii. 281 f., and Nestle in ET. xix. on 2s3 (pp. 527 f.), and (ET. xx.

92-93) on 1219
.

X The midrashic development in 2

1

5
is carried a step further by Justin

(Apol. i. 32), who binds the foal to a vine.

§ The difference between this forced application (due to the identification

of Jesus here, as in the temptation story, with Israel) and the apt citation in

9
13 (1217), illustrates the composite character of Matthew's gospel (cp. Burkitts

Transmission, 202-203).
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genealogy. The author aimed at contemporary Jewish insinua-

tions against the honour of Mary. The birth of Jesus was the

fulfilment of prophecy; Joseph openly recognised Mary as his

wife before the birth ; and even in the Davidic genealogy women
like Tamar and Rahab, besides Ruth the foreigner, had played a

part by Divine commission. It is true that the earliest possible

record of the well-known Jewish slander dates from about

a.d. 130, while it does not become prominent till the age of

Celsus, half a century later (Hilgenfeld in ZWT., 1900. pp.

271 f.) ; but it must be earlier than its literary records, and some

such slander was inevitable in Jewish circles as soon as the

dogma of the virgin-birth was marked, particularly when

argument was rife over the messianic claims of Jesus. Else-

where in Mt. a sensitiveness to contemporary Jewish slander is

visible, as in the story of 28 11 "15
, and the humble, grateful recogni-

tion of Jesus the messiah * at his birth by the foreign magi is

thrown into relief against his subsequent reception by the

Jews.

Mt. has also his eye upon difficulties felt inside the church,

e.g. about the relation of Jesus to the Law and the Gentile

mission. A certain perplexity had further been felt, by the time

he wrote, about the baptism of Jesus, and his account in 3
13f-

attempts to explain how the holy messiah submitted to baptism

at the hands of John.f The purpose of John's baptism, ets

afao-Lv afxapTLuv (Mk i
4
), is omitted, and there is a tacit contrast

between the people (Mt 3
6
) and the religious authorities (3

11

vfjLas . . . eis fxcrdwiav) on the one hand, and Jesus (3
14f>

) on the

other. The curious story of the Gospel according to the

Hebrews (cp. Jerome, contra Pelag. iii. 2, and Cyprian, de rebapt.

xvii.), that Jesus only went % after refusing at first to accompany
his father and mother (cp. the motive of John 7

3f
-), is accepted

by some scholars, e.g. by O. Holtzmann (Leben Jesu, Eng. tr.

127 f.), as authentic. Both this and the account in Mt. are

probably more or less independent attempts to explain the same

* The significant change in 3
17 (cp. Jub 2226 - 28

; Halevy, RS., 1903, 32 f.,

l23f.,
#
2iof.) substitutes a public proclamation for an inward assurance.

t The passage thus tallies with the ratification of Christian baptism in

2819
; the validity of the institution is proved apologetically by the fact that

Jesus himself not only enjoined it but submitted to it.

X "Dixit autem eis, quid peccaui, ut uadam et baptizer ab eo? nisi forte

hoc ipsum, quod dixi, ignorantia est." The fragment breaks off here; but,

as the next fragment proves, Jesus did go eventually.
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incident. But this opens up the larger question of the relation

between the two works.

§ 5. Mt. a?id the Euangelium iuxta Hebrozos.—When the

Matthaean document is identified with Q (see above, pp. 194 f.),

the speculations of early tradition and recent investigation

upon the relation of the canonical Mt. to the to 'lovSaiKov

lose their basis and interest, although the latter document

remains one of the problems and enigmas of early Christian

literature. Even yet there is no sort of agreement upon the

relation of the canonical Matthew, or of Q (= the Matthsean

Logia), to what came to be called ' the Gospel according to the

Hebrews ' (evayye'Aiov /ca#' 'E/?/Wovs). The latter, to judge from

the Stichometry of Nikephorus, was larger than Mk. and smaller

than Mt. ; it was the Greek translation of an Aramaic original,

used by the Nazarenes and the Ebionites especially, and

eventually circulated among the Jewish Christians of Egypt.

So much is clear. But its origin is a mystery. Was it (so from

Bleek and Frank: SK., 1846, 369 f., to Wernle, Syn. Frage,

248 f
. ;

Jiilicher, Einl. 261 ; A. F. Findlay, etc.) a second-hand

and second-century compilation mainly based on the canonical

gospels (especially Mt. and Lk.),* or a source co-ordinate with

the canonical Gospels (O. Holtzmann's Leben Jesu, Eng. tr. 46-

52) and even used by Mt. and Lk. (Handmann, TU. v. 3. 127 f.) ?

These are the two extremes of critical opinion. The latter is

modified by those who hold that both Mt. and Heb. gospel were

written by the same hand (Nicholson, The Gospel according to

the Hebrews, 1879), or that both were versions of the Ur-

Matthaus (so, e.g., Schneckenburger, Zahn), while there is still

support for the traditional view that the Heb. gospel were

really the work of Matthew to which the tradition of Papias

refers (so, e.g., Hilgenfeld, Die Evglien, 43 f. ; ZWT., 1863, 345 f.,

1889, 280 f., and Barns, cp. A. Meyer, HNA. i. 18-19).!

Setting aside the latter theory, we may upon the whole feel

* Specifically a second-century Jewish - Christian adaptation of Mt.

(Weizsacker, Untersuchnngen, 223 f. ; Resch, TU. v. 4. 322 f. ; Hoennicke,

JC. 98, etc.) or of Lk. (B. Weiss, Einl. 494 f.).

f To the literature cited by Ehrhard {ACL. 139 f.) and A. Meyer {HNA,
ii. 21 f.), add Menzies {DB. v. 338-342), A. F. Findlay {DCG. i. 675 f.),

Stanton {GHD. i. 250 f.), Adeney {HJ. iii. 139-159)* and Barnes {JTS.,

April 1905, 356 f.). The extant fragments are collected in Preuschen's

Antilegomena (3-8) and Harnack {ACL. i. I. 6f.), and translated by

Nicholson {op. cit. pp. 28 f.) and B. Pick {Paralipomena, Chicago, 1908).
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justified in refusing also to regard the gospel ko.0*
f

E/3paiov<s as a

derivative compilation. Its use by Hegesippus (cp. SI?. 270 f.),

possibly also by Ignatius and Papias,* throws the date of its

composition into the early part of the second century, and the

internal evidence suggests an even earlier period (a.d. 70-100,

Harnack, ACL. ii. 1. 625 f.). The gospel, in its original form,f

was probably one of the narratives which preceded Luke (i 1
);

it was a Jewish-Christian Si^y^o-is which assigned special promi-

nence to James as Mt. did to Peter, and which derived part of

its material from primitive and fairly authentic sources. The
tradition which connected it with Matthew is pure guesswork,

started by misinterpretations of the earlier tradition about

Matthew's Logia. The gospel /ca0' 'E/fyatovs was originally

anonymous (Handmann, pp. ii4f.); it was a gospel of the

twelve, not a gospel of Matthew. Unlike the canonical Mt.

it had no Euangelium infantice, though it may have had a

genealogy, since its purpose was to prove the messianic

legitimacy of Jesus. It is related, in point of religious aim and

literary quality, to the canonical Mt. pretty much as the epistle

of Barnabas is to Hebrews.

(T>)LUKE.

Literature.—(a) Editions J—Origen's Homilia in Lucam (mainly on

chs. 1-4) ; Ambrose, Expositio Evangelica (fourth century) ; Beda (eighth

century); Theophylact (eleventh century); Cajetan (1543) ; Cornelius a

Lapide (1638, Eng. tr. of Luke, London, 1887) ; H. Pape (Leipzig, 1778)

;

S F. N. Morus (Leipzig, 1795); Stein (Halle, 1830); F. A. Bornemann's

Scholia (1830) ; Glockler (Frankfort, 1835) ; Olshausen (1837, Eng. tr.

1863) ; Baumgarten-Crusius (Jena, 1845) ; Meyer (1846, Eng. tr. of fifth

ed., Edin. 1880); de Wette 3 (1846); Trollope (London, 1847); Diedrich

* Schwegler (JVZ. i. 197 f.) also heard echoes in Jas 5
12 and 2 P I

17
, since

the gospel, like the apocalypse of John, voiced the primitive Jewish

Christianity of the early church. Pfleiderer (Urc. ii. 160 f.), though regarding

it as an independent form of the original Aramaic gospel, admits the presence

of later legends.

f The legendary features are cruder than the naive stories, e.g., of Mt
1724-27 2i 18f- and 27s1-53

; on the other hand, it has preserved a more accurate

form of 23
s5

. The latter is more likely to be primitive than the correction of

the canonical text of Mt. by a well-informed editor, and it is not the only

instance of good primitive tradition in the rb 'Iovdaiic6i>.

X The Greek comments of Eusebius (Cses.) and Cyril (Alex.) are extant

only in fragments ; the latter is translated into English (ed. R. P. Smith,

Oxford, 1859).
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(1864) ; J. J. Owen (New York, 1867) ; Bisping (1868) ; Burger (1868) ; A.
Carr (1875) ; Jones and Cook {Speaker's Com?n. 1878) ; E. H. Plumptre

(Ellicott's Comm. 1878) ; Hofmann (1878) ; Oosterzee (Lange's Bibel-lVerk*,

1880); van Doren (New York, 1881); Fillion (Paris, 1882); Schanz

(1883)* ; Farrar {CGT 1884); M. F. Sadler (1886); Godet 3 (i888, Eng.

tr. of second ed. 1881) ; T. M. Lindsay (Edin., n. d.) ; J. Bond (1890);

Hahn (Breslau, 1892-4)*; J. Weiss* (— Meyer 8
, 1892): Knabenbauer

(Paris, 1895); Plummer {ICC. 1896 and foil, ed.); Blass, Evangelium

secundum Lttcam (1897) ; Nosgen 2 (Strack-Zockler, 1897) ; Riezler (Brixen,

1900); A. Wright (1900); B. Weiss (— Meyer 9
, 1901) ; Adeney (CB.

1 901) ; Girodon {Commentaire critique et moral, Paris, 1903) ; Wellhausen *

(1904) ; V. Rose, Vivangile selon S. Luc (Paris, 1 904) ; Merx, Die Evglien

Marcus u. Lukas nach der Syrischen im Sinaikloster gefund. Palimpsest-

handschrift erldutert. (1905)*; J. M. S. Baljon (1908)*; A. S. Walpole

(1910).

{b) Studies—B. L. Konigsmann, De fontibus commentariorum Luca

(1798); Schleiermacher, iiber die Schriften des Lucas (1 Theil, 1817, Eng.

tr. 1828, with preface by Thirlwall)
;

l Mill, The Hist. Char, of St. Luke's

Gospel (1841) ; J. Grimm, Die Einheit des Lucas-Evglms (1863) ; G. Meyer,

Les Sources de Viv. de L. (Toulouse, 1868); Renan, v. (ch. xiii.) ; Keim, i.

98 f. ; Scholten, das Faulinische Evglm, Kritische Unters. d. Ev. nach Lucas

\

etc. (Germ, ed., Redepenning, 1881) ; Stockmeyer, ' Quellen des Lk-Evglms

'

{ZSchw., 1884, 1 1
7-

1 49) ; C. Campbell, Critical Studies in St. Luke's

Gospel (1890, on Ebionitism, demonology, etc.); Feine, Eine vorkanonische

Ueberlieferung des Lukas (1891)* ; Bebb {DB. iii. 162-173); Pfleiderer,

(re. ii. 98-190, 280 f.) ; P. C. Sense, Origin of Third Gospel (1901) ;

E. C. Selwyn, Luke the Prophet (1901) ; A. B. Bruce, Kingdom ofGod 6

(1904)* ; J. Haussleiter, Die Missionsgedanke im Evglm des Lukas (1905)

;

B. Weiss, Die Quellen des Lukasevglms (1908)*; A. Wright {DCG. ii.

84-91).

§ 1. The Preface.—Blass {Philology of Gospels, 1898, 1-20);

Abbott (EBu 1789-90).

Luke's gospel and its sequel are addressed to a certain

Theophilus. This is a genuine proper name, not an imaginary

7iom de guerre for the typical catechumen, nor a conventional

title for the average Christian reader. Nothing is known of

Theophilus, except what may be inferred from Luke's language,

viz. that he was not simply an outsider interested in the faith, but

(KaTrjxqOr)*;, cp. Ac 1825 21 21
) a Christian who desired or required

fuller acquaintance with the historic basis of the Christian gospel;

also that, as Kpanare implies (cp. Ac 2 3
26 24s 2 6 25

), he was a man

of rank. Luke's emphasis on the relation between Christianity

and the Roman empire, and his stress upon the hindrances and

1 Criticised by Planck in an essay, De Luca evang. analyst critica quam

Schleiermacherproposuit (Gottingen, 18 19).
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temptations of money,* would tally with the hypothesis that his

friend belonged to the upper and official classes; but beyond

these inferences lies the land of fancy, f

Luke's method is historical, but his object, like that of John

(2031
), is religious. He makes no claim, however, to be an eye-

witness. All he professes is to write a correct, complete, and

chronological (in the sense of well-arranged, or logical) account

of the primitive TrapaoWis as received from the first generation

of disciples. This attempt was neither new nor superfluous.

Luke had numerous predecessors in the enterprise, but their

work did not satisfy his purpose, and he resolved to make a

fresh essay. He makes no claim to be inspired (contrast the

c8o^€ KafioL with the e'So^ev TrvevjJLaTL t<3 aytw kol yj/juv of Ac T5 28
) j

his qualifications are simply the pains he had taken to acquaint

himself (d/cpt/3cus) with the contents of the 7rapdSoa-i.s. Whatever

his success was, his historical aim and method contrast favour-

ably with the easy-going practice of his pagan contemporary, Q.

Curtius Rufus (vii. 8. n, utcunque sunt tradita incorrupta

perferemus; ix. 1. 34, equidem plura transcribo quam credo).

Luke did not rest his narrative on unsifted traditions.

(a) The dedication proves that the compilers of early Christian gospels,

among whom Luke ranks himself, drew upon the 7nxpa56crets of eye-witnesses

and primitive evangelists, but that the latter did not write down their informa-

tion. The drawing up of narratives, it is implied, followed the oral stage.

As Luke's writings show, he availed himself not simply of the written

composition of his predecessors {e.g. Mk. and Q), but of oral tradition.

(d) The preface or dedication not only is modelled on the conventional

lines of ancient literature, but shows if not an acquaintance with similar

passages in medical treatises, e.g. that of Dioskorides irepl v\tjs larpiKTjs (cp.

Lagarde's Mittheilunqen, iii. 355 f. ; Hobart, Medical Language of St. Luke,

86 f. ; J. Weiss, etc.), at any rate a medical flavour. J Thus, dftrpt/3a;s

* The so-called ' Ebionitism ' of Luke arises partly from his sources,

several of which apparently reflected the suffering, poor churches of

Palestine (a.D. 40-70), and partly from the familiar diatribe-themes of con-

temporary Stoicism. The tone of the relevant passages (cp. O. Holtzmann's

WarJesus Ekstatiker, pp. 16 f.) is that of James' epistle, curiously ascetic and

more than suspicious of wealth.

f Beck {Der Prolog des Lukas Evglm, 1901) e.g. argues from iv i]fuv

that Luke was one of the Emmaus-disciples, and Theophilus a rich tax-

collector of Antioch who met Luke, Philip, and Paul at Csesarea, whither he

had accompanied Herod and Bernice.

X Thumb {Die Griechische Sprache im Zeitaller des Hellenismus, 1901,

225-226) contends that the linguistic parallels with Dioskorides and

Hippokrates (pref. to Hepl apxaiys iaTpucrjs, 6Ko<rot iirexdprjvav wept Ihtolk^s
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irapaKokovQeiv is a phrase of Galen {Prognat. ii. 13, Theriac. ad Pisonem, 2),

and in his preface to the latter work he writes, /ecu toutov <roi rov irepl rijs

drjpiaKTJs \6yov, aicpifiCos e^erdcras diravra, dpiare HIctojv <rirovdala)$ £7roLr)<ra.

Luke's preface therefore hints that the writer is not only composing a

literary work, but familiar with medical phraseology. It is the first piece of

evidence for the correctness of the tradition (see below) that he was Luke,

the Greek physician who was in touch with Paul during his later life.

(c) Polybius similarly (iv. 1-2) explains that he begins his main history

at 220-216 B.C., since he was thus able "to speak as an eye-witness of

several of the events" of the periods, "as well as from the information of

those who were eye-witnesses of other events. To go further back and write

the report of a report (ws anor)v e£ a/coys ypd<peiv) seemed to me an insecure

basis for conclusions or for assertions." Luke would have also agreed with

the further reason of Polybius, "Above all, I started at this point, inasmuch

as the whole world's history entered upon a new phase at this period."

§ 2. Outline and contents.—After the preface (i 1"4
), the gospel

falls into four sections : {a) The first (i 5-413
) describes the

birth of John and of Jesus (i 5-2 20
), the boyhood of Jesus (2

21 -52
),

the preliminary mission of John (3
1 "20

) and his baptism of Jesus

(3
21f

-), the genealogy of the latter (3
23 "38

) and his temptation

(4
1 -13).* The second part (4

14-ci 50) is devoted to the Galilean

mission.! The third section (q
51-iq27

) brings Jesus to Jerusalem

after a series of journeys through Samaria and elsewhere. The
closing part (iq28-24) covers the same ground as the corre-

sponding sections in Mk. and Mt., though with characteristic

omissions and additions. J

Luke's relation to the Marcan order is of primary significance

in an estimate of his work. Between Mk i1
"6 and Mk i

7-8 he inserts

an even fuller account of John's preaching (3
7"14

) than Mt. (3
7"10

);§

\4yeiv f) ypdfew) are too general, and that they only prove a knowledge of

medical phraseology. On the coincidences with the prefaces and dedication?

of Josephus, see Krenkel's Josephus u. Lukas, 50 f.

* On the Lucan handling of this tradition, cp. EBi. 4960-4961, and B.

Weiss, Quellen d. Lukas Evglms, ioof.

t The second and the third sections both open with a rejection ofJesus
/4

16-30 q51-56\

% In the passion-narrative the resemblances with Ac 22-24 are very

marked : both Jesus and Paul, according to Luke, were struck on the

mouth before the Sanhedrim ; both were given up by the Jews to the Roman
authorities ; both were accused of treason by the Sadducean priesthood, and

both were three times pronounced innocent.

§ This is one case in which Mt. keeps much closer to Q than Luke (cp.

Salmon's Human Element in Gospels, 49 f. ) ; the latter, by changing the

Pharisees and Sadducees into a vague crowd (cp. 7
30

), fails to explain the point

and sharpness of John's rebuke.
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he then follows Mk. down to 4
15

( = Mk i
15

), but proceeds to

insert a programmatic and proleptic account of the rejection

of Jesus at Nazara (4
16-30).* Returning, in 4

s1 ' **, to the Marcan

scheme (1
21 "39

), he stops at this point to insert a special version

of Peter's call (5
1 *11

), in place of the tradition (Mk 1 10-20) which

he had just omitted. The Marcan thread is followed again

till 6a (=Mk 3
6
), where he reverses the position of the call

of the twelve (6
12"16 = Mk 3

13 -19
, 6 17'19 = Mk 3

7-12
). After this,

Luke goes his own way for a while. Mk 4
1"25 is reproduced in

g4-is. 319-21 pick s Up Mk 3
31 -35 (another instance of reversed

order), and 822 "56 follows Mk 4
:̂ 5-5 43

; the parabolic teaching of

4
26-29. 33-34

[s entirely omitted, and 4
30 -32 is not used till i318"i9

.

In 9
X_9 Luke returns to Mk. (6

6b "16
), and the thread is on the

whole followed in 9
10 -17

( = Mk 6 30 -44
). Then, omitting Mk 645-

826
, with the exception of 811 '13 and 8 14*21

, which are caught up in

reverse order later (12 54-56 n 53-i2i), he follows Mk. (8
27-o8

) in

9
is-36 (omitting Mk 9

9 -13
), and on the whole in 9

37-50
( = Mk 9I4-41

).

Mk 9
42 *48 reappears afterwards in 17

1 "2
, the salt-saying of 9

49 -50

(like ioi-i2
) never appears at all, and it is not till 18 15 -34 that the

Marcan scheme (10 13 -34
) is resumed (i835 '43 = Mk io46-52

).f The
narrative of the last days in Jerusalem then follows Mk. pretty

closely, though it omits J Mk j 1 12-14. 20-26 (fig-tree incident),

! 3
2i-28. 33-37 an(} ^ie-20^ reverses the order of Mk i 4

i8-2i (= 22 2i-23
)

and 1422-25 (^2215-20^ an(j makes a number of significant

additions.

Luke's detailed chronology varies between vague notices of time and

definite synchronisms which are generally more graphic than historical.

Thus the birth of John the Baptist and of Jesus alike fell * in the days of

Herod' (i 5
, cp. 2 1 iv reus ri/xepais eKeivais) ;§ he is now and then precise

upon days (1
59 221-

u
-
4S etc.), months

||
(i

24
-
26

-
5fi

), years (2
42

, cp. 3
23
),H or

even hours [2®, cp. io21 2259
), and he attempts at one place an elaborate

sixfold synchronism (in 3
1 "2

, with which the sixfold date of the Thebans'

entry into Plataea, in Thuc. ii. 2, has been compared). He knows that the

* Which Mk. reserves till 61 "8*. Hence the anachronism of Lk 4
23

.

f On the neglect of the Marcan source in 9
51-i814

, cp. Sir J. C. Hawkins
in ET. xiv. i8f., 90 f., 137 f.

% The anointing in Bethany (Mk 14
3"9

) had been already used in 7
36-50

.

§ Cp. i
39 6 12

(ei> r. 77/A. Tat/Tats).

II Apart from the ritual (Gal 4
10

), the OT (Ja 5
17

), and the apocalyptic

references (in Apoc. Joh.). ^v, in its literal sense, is used only by Lk. of all

Ihe NT writers.

IT This Coaei is not uncommon in Luke's chronological notices (cp. 8ffi o/ 4, *
22" 23**, Ac 241 and elsewhere).
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call of twelve disciples took place * in the morning (6
12"13

) after a night oi

prayer. On the other hand, his connections are often vague ; e.g. kv t<£ e^s

(7
11

), 4v t$ leaders '(&), iv TTJ e£??s rj^pa (9
s7

). As a rule, he follows Mark,

e.g. in 4
1 431-44

5
27f

- 6 1 (adding the enigmatic devrepoirp&TLp) and 6G
( = Mk 3

1
),

though now and then he loosely uses iv pua tQv -qiiep&v (5
17 822—where, like

Mt 823
, he departs from Mark 4

s5—201
), or phrases like iv airy r<£ naipy (13

1
)

and iv avry rrj upq. (13
31 2019).

All through, whenever he leaves Mk., and even sometimes

when he follows him, we have therefore to distinguish between a

sequence which is apt enough in an edifying homily or in a

catechetical manual, but unlikely to be historical.! Thus Lk.

arranges the temptation in 4
1 '13 so as to avoid the abrupt change

from the desert to the temple, and at the same time in order to

produce a climax; he also inserts 7
11-17 in order to prepare the

way for 7
22 (ve/cpoi lydpovrat). His work is full of these

deliberate transitions and re-arrangements which were already a

feature of the primitive synoptic tradition even in Mk.

§ 3. Sources and structure.—Besides Mk. and Q, the sources

used by Luke (i 1"4
) in composing his gospel, so far as they

were written, may have provided him with material for i
5-252

,

9
51-i814

, and some passages elsewhere, especially in the passion-

narrative ; but he has worked over them so thoroughly that it is

rarely possible to distinguish their number or even their nature.

(a) i
5-2 52

, cp. Hillmann (JPT., 189 1, 192-261), Badham
(ET. viii. 1 1 6-1

1 9, defence of integrity), Zimmermann (SK.,

1901, 415-458, ibid. 1903, 247-290), Hilgenfeld (ZIVT., 1900,

177-235, 1901, 313-318), Schmiedel {EBi. 2954 f.), Usener

(EBL 3441 f.), Spitta (ZNW., 1906, 281-317, 'Die

Chronologischen Notizen und die Hymnen in Lc 1 und 2
'),

R. J. Knowling {DCG. i. 202 f.), Clemen (Religionsgeschichtliche

Erklarung des NT, 1909, pp. 223 f.), and D. Volter (TT.
t

igio, 289-334, 'Die Geburt des Taiifers Johannes und Jesu

nach Lukas').

The stylistic data of i 5-2 52 permit of three hypotheses : (i.)

the use of a Palestinian Jewish-Christian Greek or Aramaic

* Other morning incidents, peculiar to Luke, are 5
1"11 (cp. 5

5
) 21 37 22M

and 23
s*.

t J. F. Blair in The Apostolic Gospel (pp. 7f.) rightly notes Luke's

arrangement of sayings and stories as an illustration of this ; e.g. Lk 7
36 -50 is

an example of 7
34

, Lk io'
25f

- (the captious voixo^lMukoXos) and io38'- (Mary

the receptive) of io21
. For other cases of editorial motive, see Westcott's

Introd. to Study of Gospels, pp. 393 f.
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(Bruce, Zimmermann, Plummer, Wright) source, which Luke

has revised and incorporated ; * (ii.) the free composition of the

section, in archaic style, by Luke himself; or (iii.) its later

insertion. The marked change of style and diction, as the gospel

passes from i
4 to i

5 and, though less markedly, from 2 52 to 3
1

, and

the Hebraistic phenomena of i
5-2 52

, together with the Lucan

characteristics which emerge in 2 15"20
-
41"52 (Harnack, SBBA.,

1900, pp. 538-566) and elsewhere (Zimmermann, pp. 250 f.), are

best met by the first of the three hypotheses, in its translation-form.

It requires too arbitrary handling of the text to disentangle from i
5-252

and 3
23f>

, under a double Christian redaction {e.g. in 1
26-56 and i

78f,
)> a

Jewish apocalypse of Zechariah (Volter, TT., 1896, 244-269; N. Schmidt,

EBi. i. 936), which is mentioned in the stichometry of Nikephorus and

elsewhere, or to detect a Jewish-Christian interpolation (so Usener, Das
Weihnachtsfest, 1889, 122 f. ; Gercke, Neue Jahrh. fur d. klass. Alterth.,

1901, 187) in 3
23"28 as well as in Mt I

1"17 (for Lk 1-2, cp. Corssen in GGA.,

1899, 326 f.).

The main drawback to (ii.), i.e. to the theory that the author

himself produced the archaic Semitic style by means of a

conscious art (so, e.g., Pfleiderer and Harnack, BNT. i. 199 f.),

apart from the fact that the so-called Lucan characteristics

are almost wholly derived from the LXX, is the difficulty of

imagining how a Gentile Christian like Luke could throw himself

back, by a supreme effort of the historical imagination, to the

standpoint of these chapters (cp. Sanday, ET. xiv. 296 f. ; Zahn,

INT. iii. 112 f., and Stanton in GHD. ii. 223 f.). When the

section is viewed as Luke's translation-Greek, and as embodying

some primitive document, not as a piece of free composition,

i
5-2 52 with 3

23 -28 represent an early Palestinian source which

Luke has worked over, perhaps inserting, e.g., the references to the

decree (2
1)! and the virgin-birth (1

34 -35
), with the ws ivo/xi&To of

3
23

. He probably translated the source himself from Aramaic.

In spite of Dalman's scepticism ( Worte Jesu, Eng. tr. pp. 38 f.)

there is no reason why Luke should not have known Aramaic

;

and here as elsewhere there are fairly evident traces of a Semitic

original (Briggs, Messiah of Gospels, 41 f. ; Wellhausen, Einl. 35 f.
;

Nestle, ZNW. vii. 260 f. ; Spitta, ZNW. vi. 293 f. ; Wright,

Zimmermann, Jiilicher, etc.).

*So J. G. Machen, Princeton Review (1906), 48-49.

f The chronological notices cannot claim to be more than vague, popular

synchronisms (cp. Spitta, op. eit. p. 300).
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It is no objection to argue (Hilgenfeld, etc.) that references to the Davidic

throne and reign (i
32"33

), the righteousness of works (i
6 2s5 etc.), and the

obligations of the law (z22
'23

), could not have come from the pen of Luke the

Paulinist, but must have been added by a redactor who was responsible for

the songs, etc. To be a friend or companion of Paul was not equivalent to

sharing all his particular theological opinions (see below under Acts) ; Luke's

historic sense was sufficient to prevent him from suppressing such features in

the interests of doctrine ; and, even upon Hilgenfeld's peculiar thesis, the

redactor was himself a Paulinist

!

One object of the source was to represent John the Baptist as emphatically

the forerunner and inferior of Jesus—the same motive which re-appears in

Ac 18-19 as well as in the Fourth gospel. This tradition, with its juxta-

position of the two births, met the tendency in some circles to aggrandise

the prestige of John (cp. J. R. Wilkinson, A Johannine Document in the

First Chapter of S. Lukes Gospel, 1902). This leads to the first of the three

problems of textual and literary criticism in the section, (a) Was the virgin-

birth originally part of the source, or even of Luke's version? The
hypothesis* that I

84"35 represents an interpolation in the text (so, e.g.,

Hillmann, Volter, Holtzmann, Conybeare, Usener, Harnack : ZNW., 1901,

53—57, Schmiedel, Pfieiderer, Grill, N. Schmidt, J. Weiss, Loisy, Montefiore)

rests entirely f on internal evidence. When these verses are omitted, it is

claimed, the context (i.e. to v. 33
, and from v. 36) runs smoothly. Jesus is

announced as destined to be born to Joseph, a descendant of David (so 41-

oUov Aaveid must be taken in i
27 in the light of I

2*7- 32 and 24) and Mary.

The application of yoveU to Joseph and Mary, and of irarr/p to Joseph, does

not give the slightest hint of any merely adoptive relationship between Joseph

and Jesus, and such a connection is not suggested by the episode of the

Baptist's birth. Mary is a virgin when the angel announces the birth of a

son and (a messianic scion) to her (i 27) ; i.e. as a betrothed maiden, presently

to be married (in less than a year), she is promised this gift of God in her

married life. The marriage is taken for granted, as in Is 7
14

. After this,

the sequence of I
34 (How shall this be, since I know not a man ?) is held to

be abrupt. Hitherto the angelic promise referred simply to her future as a

married woman, and the difficulty of this question, unmotived by what

precedes, is not to be explained by her maidenly consciousness or confusion

at the announcement. Furthermore, the words are as real an expression of

incredulity as those of Zachariah (i 18
) ; yet the latter is punished for unbelief,

while Mary is praised for her faith (i 45). This eulogium is hard to understand %

* Hacker's (ZWT., 1906, 18-60) inclusion (so Spitta and Montefiore) of

m'n in the interpolation has this in its favour, that it gets rid of the supposed

miraculous inference in 37
. B. Weiss confines the interpolation to 34-35a

.

f The substitution of ^ for M, and the omiss'on of w after w, in b is too

slender a basis, and may have been accidental, whilst the alleged omission

of 34"35 from the Protevangelium Jacobi breaks down upon examination (cp.

Headlam's discussion with Conybeare in the Gtiardian for March-April 1903).

% On the other hand, it is precarious to argue that Mary's subsequent sur-

prise (2
19- 3A

- ™) would be inconsistent with the revelation given her in I
34"35

, and

that therefore either the latter passage, or the whole of ch. 2, is an interpolation.
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in view of i
u

, for the question there is surely more than an involuntary

cry of surprise, unless we are to resort to conjecture (so W. C. Allen,

Interpreter, 1905, pp. 121 f.) and assume an unrecorded indication of some-
thing unique in the conception. An alternative modification of the inter-

polation-hypothesis would be simply to omit iirel &v8pa ov yiv&aKw from I
84

(so Kattenbusch, Apost. Symbol, ii. 623 ; Merx ; Weinel, ZNW., 1901, 37 f. ;

L. Kohler, ZSchw., 1902, 220 f.) on the ground that the conception by the
Holy Spirit does not necessarily exclude human paternity (Joseph's agency
being taken as a matter of course, like that of Zachariah), and also because
Mary's cry of surprise then relates to the career of her son, and not to the

method of his conception. But it is the latter which is the point of I
35*-,

whereas in the source (i.e. up to 7r<Ss Utoli tovto) the surprise and hesitation

are motived by the fact that Mary and Joseph were of humble origin.

The argument therefore is that i
34 "35 can be removed, not only without

impairing, but actually with the result of improving, the context. * If the
allusion to virginity (i 27

) and the absence of any subsequent mention of
marriage are taken as implying i

34 "35
, it is open to the critic either to regard

vapdevos as interpolated by the author of i
34"35 (so Harnack), or to suppose

that the redactor omitted the mention of the marriage and subsequent con-
ception (Usener). The double mention of v., however, and its vital con-
nection with the sentence, render the former hypothesis less probable, f while
the latter seems unnecessary in view of 25 (with Mary his wife). Here 777

ifivrjarevofiivy airy oiJay iyiojcp is correctly interpreted by the early glossarial

addition ofyvucuicl after avrip (A C2 T A A, 1, q*, Syr?, vulg.
,
goth. , seth. ) X even

if one is indisposed to admit yvvaucl as the original reading (e.g. Hacker,
53-54), on the ground that its alteration into ifiv. is more likely than the
Ebionitic change of i/xv. into yvraticl. The sole reason for Mary's presence
with Joseph was the fact of her marriage to him.

The style of 34"35
is fairly Lucan, though 816 occurs only once in the third

gospel and eirel never. If it be an interpolation, it is due either to Luke or
to a redactor who wrote a on the basis of i

31 "32 and Mt i
18"25

, with M as its

prelude. The main difficulty in the way of the Lucan authorship is not so
much the silence of Acts on the virgin-birth as the discrepancy between
j34-35 and a passage \fae ^ wnere the Lucan reading undoubtedly was
vl6s iu>v el av <j-f}[xepov yeyivprjicd <re (so, e.g., Corssen ; Usener, Weihnachts-
fest, 40-50 ; Harnack, BNT. ii. 310-314 ; cp. Resch, Agrapha, 346 f., 365 f.,

and Paralleltexte, iii. 20-24). At all events, the insertion must have been
made, for harmonistic purposes, prior to the formation of the gospel-canon. §

* Note how the omission, e.g., lessens the gap between the ldoi> 0-vXX^p^g
of 31 and the kclI t'5oi> 'E. y\ <n;77. a. k. airr] <rvpel\7]<j>ev of 36

.

t Cp. Bardenhewer, BZ (1905), p. 158,

% Syrsiu substitutes 7. for ifxvrjaT. (so a, b, c,ff^=uxore sua).

§Zimmermann (SK., 1903, 273 f.) attributes the interpolation to Luke
himself, who, in translating his Aramaic Jewish-Christian source of the
nativity (which described only a natural birth), added i

34"35 (hence the Spirit

as masculine, not—as in Semitic—feminine), altered 1
27 and 25 in order to make

Mary merely the betrothed of Joseph, not his wife, inserted the erroneous
chronology of 3

1 '2
, the parenthesis of 2*15

*, the mistranslation in a23 (airrwv),
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Against this,* it is argued that the deletion of vv. 34"35 doss not leave the

answer of v. 38 with the same wealth and depth of meaning ; such a resigned

acceptance of God's will would be much less likely than a glad rejoinder in

the case of any Jewish maiden who, after her betrothal, was told that her

eldest child would be the messiah. The tremor, in the other case, is natural.

It is scarcely fair to find an absolute discrepancy between Elizabeth's praise

of Mary's faith (v.
45

) and the very natural and momentary hesitation of v.
34

.

It is the almost immediate repression of her doubt and the resigned

words of ** which justify her cousin's eulogy (cp. Halevy in ItS., 1902.

328 f.). On the other hand, the further argument that the omission of the

virgin-birth throws the narrative out of balance, by leaving no contrast

between Zachariah and Joseph, is partly met by the relegation of the mag-

nificat to Elizabeth, and by the consideration that the story, unlike that of

Matthew, is written from Mary's point of view.

If i
35

is retained, the term vlds deov there, as in 3
s7

, suggests the idea of

Jesus as the second Adam, whose birth or creation renders him Son of God.

Justin {Dial. 100), who employs the Lucan tradition, expands this analogy

by contrasting Eve and Mary, pointing out that by Jesus " God destroys the

Serpent, and those angels and men who resemble him, whereas he works

deliverance from death for those who repent of their evils and believe on

him." But, in view of Paul's conception of the second Adam, the inde-

pendence of human parentage is not necessary.

An Egyptian ostrakon preserves a hymn to Mary, the second part of which,

reproducing the matter of Lk i
2813 -38 presents some variations from the Lucan

text, e.g., the absence of i
36"37 and the conception of Mary at the moment

of the theophany. The text is too corrupt, however, to be relied on. and in

any case it has no claim to be regarded as superior (so Reitzenstein, Zwei

religionsgeschichtlichen Fragen, 1901, 112-131) to the Lucan account. Even

in the latter this idea of Mary's conception as due to a divine utterance f

has occasionally been found by some critics ; this is not Luke's view, but,

apart from this altogether, chronologically and intrinsically the Lucan story

takes precedence of the Egyptian fragment.

(/3) A second equally complex problem is started by the criticism of the

songs. Here, also, a number of the characteristic terms of these songs in

Lk 1-2 may be shown to come from the LXX, while, on the other hand,

and, in fact, the whole of 222b
"23

. Zimmermann consequently identifies Luke

with Hilgenfeld's ' Pauline interpolator' whose hand is seen in i
55^ 76 "79

. He
precariously identifies this Aramaic source with the (3i(3\os yeveaiws of Mt I

1
.

* The case against the interpolation is stated by Halevy (J?S., 1902, 3 18—

330, who holds, however, that Luke's narrative . was written to supplant

Matthew's), by Hilgenfeld, and by G. H. Box {ZNW., 1905, 91 f., and

DCG. ii. 804 f.).

t The idea of I
35

is Hellenic rather than Jewish. " Quant au fond

meme de l'idee, il ne s'accorde pas mieux avec la theologie juive en ce qui

fait l'originalite propre de celle-ci, a savoir la notion de la transcendance

divine, qui ne permet guere de concevoir Dieu comme le principe generateur,

physique et immediat, d'une vie humaine individuelle. En grec et poar

l'esprit hellenique, ces embarras n'existent pas " (Loisy, i. 292).
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quite a number of them are specifically Lucan. On linguistic giounds alone

it is impossible to determine whether the songs were adopted by Luke from

some earlier source (so, e.g., Spitta) or whether he composed them himself

in the archaic manner (Harnack), but it is best to regard them as part of the

Aramaic source.* They are variously taken to echo the psalter and 1 S 21"10

(Hillmann, 201 f. ; P. Haupt, Zeitschrift der d. Morgenl. Gesellschaft, 1904,

617-632), or Judith (Hilgenfeld), or the psalter of Solomon (cp. Ryle and

James, The Psalms ofSolomon, pp. xci f. ). Any one of these derivations is pre-

ferable to the intricate hypotheses of Spitta, who holds that the four hymns were

originally independent of their present setting ; the gloria (2
14

) and the couplet

in I93S are quotations from the same hymn ; the magnificat f (cp. Holtzmann's

Festgabe, 1902, 63 f.) was an Israelitish war-song of triumph; the psalm of

Zachariah was composed of two separate pieces, one
(

68 "75
) on the appear-

ance of Messiah, one (

76f
*) a prophetic outburst of Zachariah over his child

;

while Luke took the songs of Mary, Zachariah, and Simeon from an early

Christian collection. But this theory fails to account for the gloria, and the

structure, e.g., of Zachariah's song is, as Spitta himself (p. 309) admits,

unexampled.

It is the magnificat which presents the greatest difficulty. As the original

text of I
46 was ical direv (cp. Burkitt, Evang. Da-Meph. ii. 286), the problem

is whether Mapid/x or 'EAtcrd/3er was the correct addition. The latter is read

by three old Latin MSS (a, b, rhe), and represents an early tradition vouched

for by Niceta of Remesiana (who assumes in his De Psalmodice Bono that

Elizabeth spoke the magnificat), which is apparently pre-Origenic (cp.

Lommatzsch, v. 108 f., ' non enim ignoramus quod secundum alios codices

et haec uerba Elisabet uaticinetur ') and even prior to Irenseus (cp. iv. 7. 1, ' sed

et Elisabet ait, Magnificat anima mea dominum,' ZNW., 1906, 191-192).

The internal evidence, it is argued, corroborates this early tradition. It is

Elizabeth, not Mary, who is filled with the ecstatic spirit (i
41

), and Luke was
* fond of inserting etirev 5Z or ical elirev between the speeches of his characters

without a change of speaker' (Burkitt). Furthermore, the <xvv avrrj of I
56

suits Elizabeth as the previous speaker better than Mary, otherwise the

reference would be to the mention of her in v. 4
. Then a phrase like iiri-

(SXexpev iirl tt)v Tairelvucnv t??s 8o{iXrjs avrov is more congruous with Elizabeth's

release from long barrenness than with Mary's situation. The whole question

has been fully discussed, in favour of Elizabeth, by F. Jacobe (Loisy?) in

RHLR. (1897) 424-432 ; Harnack (SBBA., 1900, 538-556), Volter, Conrady

(Quelle der kan. Kindheitsgeschichte, 48-51), H. A. Kosllin (ZNW., 1902,

142-145), Loisy (i. 303 f.), Schmiedel (EBi. 2956-2957), F. C. Burkitt (in

A. E. Burn's Niceta of Remesiana, 1905, pp. cliii-cliv ; JTS. vii. 220 f),

# Cp. e.g. F. Zorell's study of the Hebrew or Aramaic rhythmical

structure of the magnificat, in Zeitschriftfiir hath. Theologie (1905), 754-758.

For the connection of the Lucan canticles with the prayers of the Jewish

synagogue, see Chase, TS. i. 3. 147-15 1. See, further, W. Steinfuhrer : Das
Magnificat Luc. 1 identisch tnit Ps. 103 (1908), and J. F. Wood (JBL.,

1902, 48-50).

t According to Hilgenfeld, the magnificat was inserted like Lk 1
68-78 bj

the second Paulinist, who prefixed the birth-stories to the gospel.
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and Montefiore ; in favour of Mary, by A. Durand (RB., 1898, 74-77), O,

Bardenhewer (Biblische Studien, vi. 1-2, 1901), Nilles {Zeits.f. kirchl. TheoL

1903, 375 f.), Ladeuze {Revue d'historie eccles., 1903, 623 f.), F. Jubaru, Le

Magnificat expression rtelle de fdme de Marie (Rome, 1905) ; F. P. Parisi,

II Magnificat 2
(1905) ; Wordsworth (in Burn's Niceta, pp. clv-clviii), A. E.

Burn (DCG. ii. 101-103), and C. W. Emmet (Exp. 1 viii. 521-529), in

addition to Spitta and Wernle (GGA., 1904, 516 f.).

(7) The genealogy of Jesus in Lk 3
23"28

, unlike the theocratic and Jewish-

Christian list of Mt i
lf-

, ascends from Jesus to Adam, quite in the universalist

spirit of Ac 17
26

, though, like that list, it is a genealogy of Josephus artifically

drawn up. The concluding editorial touch (Son of God) refers back * to 222
,

especially when 1
34- 33 are regarded as subsequent interpolations. Whether

Luke translated it or not, a touch like the Kainan of 3
s6

is taken from the

LXXofGn io24.

(iii.) The third hypothesis (Hilgenfeld, Usener), that i
5-2 52

are a subsequent addition to the gospel, is based on the argu-

ment that the avuOev of the prologue excludes the birth-stories.

The primitive apostolic tradition upon Jesus certainly started

with an account of his baptism by John (Ac i
21 -22

) ; and, if the

prologue were interpreted in this light, it would usher in, not

i
5-2 52 but 3

lf
-, at which point the eye-witnesses of i

2 could first

vouch for the facts. On the other hand, tg>v x€7rA.T/po^)opov/x,eVa>v

iv ri/xlv 7rpayfjLOLTU)v need not be restricted to facts ; matters oj

convictio?i among us would be as fair a rendering. No great

stress can be put on the introduction of John as the son

of Zachariah in 3
2 as if for the first time (see 5

10
) ; this may

be naturally explained as a sententious impressive allusion.

f

Nothing hangs on the addition to the two twelfth-century MSS
of the Armenian version of Efraim's commentary on the

Diatessaron {Lucas autem initium fecit a baptismo Joannis, cp.

Conybeare in ZJV1V., 1902, 192-197); for, apart from the

lateness and obscurity of the fragment in question, Efraim

must have read Lk 1-2 in his copy of the Diatessaron. The
elaborate chronological data of 3

1 *2 indeed seem more in keeping

with the beginning (i 3
) of a story than as the introduction even

to an important epoch, and the presumption in favour of the

baptism as the starting-point of the gospel is corroborated by

* This explains why Luke has placed the genealogy so late ; he reserved

this part of his source till he could prepare for it by the baptism at which

Jesus, according to the primitive view, became Son of God. But dpx6fievos

does not refer to the beginning of this divine sonship (Spitta).

t Similarly the repetition of Joseph, Mary, and Nazareth in 2*** simply

resumes I
26"37

; it does not imply that two sources lie side by side.
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Ac i 1, which defines it as an account of all that Jesus began both

to do and to teach. It suggests, especially in view of i
22

, that

the original tradition opened (as in Mk.) with the baptism,

but it does not necessarily exclude such introductory matter as

the poetical birth-narratives of 1-2 ; the latter were cognate to

the subject and scope of 3
lf

-, they were preliminary notices

leading up to (cp. i 80 with 3
2
) the historical traditions.*

(b) 9
51-i884 is not a travel-narrative; although it contains

some incidents of travel (q
51 '56

-
57"62 io38f

- i 3
22f

- i425f- i7 llf
-), these

do not dominate the general situation. It is not a Perean source
;

there is a certain thread in the stories of the Samaritan village

(9
51 -56

), the good Samaritan (io30-37), and the Samaritan leper

(17
11-19

), but no geographical connection is visible. Although it

may be inferred from Mk io1 and Mt 191 that Luke meant to

locate some of this material in Perea, the setting and the juxta-

position of the contents are topical and literary, not chrono-

logical. He begins with a mirror for Christian missionaries

(9
51-io42 centring round the mission of the 70) : how they are

to behave towards incivil people (9
51f,

)» how they must be whole-

hearted (9
57f

*), how they are to carry out their mission (iolf
-),

and how they are to be received (io38f
-).f Then follows a little

group of sayings on prayer (n 1 "13
). The next groups, with any

unity, occur in 12 1 -53 (duties of fearlessness, disinterestedness

and unworldliness, and watchfulness in the Christian mission)

and in i2 54-i385 (addressed to oxA.01, on repentance). Another

(n 87f
«) group of dinner-sayings follows (14

1 -24
) ; J i425f* recalls

9
57fS r 5 (CP- Hilgenfeld, ZPVT., 1902, 449-464) defends the

graciousness of the gospel against Jewish cavilling (cp. i5 2, 28
)

;

i6 1-i7 10 area loose § collection of sayings upon various social

* If \6yos in I
8 were not= the Christian preaching, and if durel in 3^

were not= about, instead of as if, there might be some reason for adopting

Corssen's theory (GGA., 1899, pp. 310 f.) that the personal logos appeared

at first on earth in the baptism (3
22

), and that avrbwTai. and vvrjpiTat should

be taken together, with rod \6yov in the Johannine sense adumbrated in

Ac io36 13™' <W.

•j- io25
"37 has no connection with what precedes and very little with what

follows. On the whole arrangement of this section, see Wernle, Syn. Frage,

99 f. ; Pfleiderer, Urc. ii. 138 f.

% The transference of 14
16-24 to a place between 13

24 and 13
25 (cp. Blair's

Apostolic Gospel, pp. 212 f.) has several points in its favour. The table-talk,

which is a feature of Luke, reflects the Greek symposium-dialogues.

§ E. Rodenbusch {ZNW., 1903, 243 f., 'Die Komposition von Lucas 16 ')

deletes 16" as a gloss ; Soltau {ZNW., 1909, 230-238) restores the original

18
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relationships ; 1

7

20-i88
is on the general theme of the parousia ;

*

and 189'14 would follow 15 better than 18 8
. Thus the section is

neither (so Schaarschmidt, SK., 1909, 12-28) a fragment of

some independent gospel, which covers (though with more

definiteness in its setting) the same ground as Mt i2 15-2451 =
Mk 3

7-i337
, nor an independent source (P. Ewald, Renan,

Burton), nor (Wendt) a block of material from Q which Luke

has inserted here (as in 620-83
), but (cp. Wright, NT Problems,

23-29) a collection of sayings and stories, partly drawn from

special traditions of the Judean ministry of Jesus, partly from

Q, and partly even from Mark. Luke, who elsewhere shows

a knowledge of the Judean traditions, was too dependent on

the Marcan outline to be able to find any chronological place

for them ; since he had no independent knowledge, e.g., of

the Judean ministry, beyond what came from his Palestinian

(Jerusalemite or Bethlehemite) sources here as in 1-2, he inserted

them and the rest of his material in the only available gap

offered by the Marcan outline.

(c) In the passion-narrative, especially at and after the last

supper, Luke sits more loose than ever to Mark ; f but even

when a source may be postulated, it does not follow that it

was Q. Luke makes much less of the cleansing of the temple

(19
45 -46

) than Mark or even Matthew; it does not excite the

authorities to immediate action, and their interference (2olf>
) is

not only separated from it by a vague interval, but motived by

his teaching rather than his actions. This is another of the

approximations to the standpoint of the Fourth gospel, | where

the cleansing is removed entirely from the last days at Jerusalem.

The same softening of the revolutionary traits in Jesus re-appears

in the remarkable addition of 22 51 to the synoptic account of

Peter's attack on the servant of the high priest. No source need

order thus : 15
1-32 17(H)- 3"4

- <
5 -6>- 7-10

- u -19
-^ 161

-8 iS1
'8 i619-31

-
9'15 189-14 with

i616"18 and I71"2 *
5"6 as insertions from Matthew. But even i619f

* is composite ;

j5(26). 27f. does not flow from the preceding story (cp. Colle in SK., 1902,

652 f.)

•Conceived here, as in n 49f- and 19
27

, 'als Tag der Rache an den

christusfeindlichen Juden ' (Wellhausen).

f Cp. Burkitt's Transmission, 134 f., and DCG. ii. pp. 750 f.

X See also the Satanic suggestion of Judas (22s = Jn I32f
*). These and

other ' Johannine ' phenomena of Luke are either due to the use of the latter

in the Fourth gospel (see below), or the result of a common use by bptfc

authors of an independent source (so Zimmermann, SK., 1903, 586-625).
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be postulated for these Lucan touches any more than for the

additions in 2 2 28f- (talk at supper), 2327-31 (on way to Calvary),

2^39-43 (dying robber), 2413f
- (Emmaus story, etc);* for these

Luke only required some oral tradition to start him ; the Herod-

scene (23
s "12

),! like i331f
*, probably came from a source or

sources connected with Joanna and Chuza (cp. i
5 3!-i9 83 97"9

,

Ac 13
1
), but it is hazardous to connect this with the tradition of

the virgin-birth.

Accretions are specially numerous in the closing chapters. The most

notable are the ' Pauline ' interpolations of 2219b
"20 into the original text J as

preserved in D (cp. HA T. 653 f. ; Burkitt, Evang. Da-Meph. ii. 300 f.), and

the legendary insertion § of 2243 "44 (which in some MSS of the Ferrar-group is

placed, by conformation, after Mt 2639
) ; 2334a (cp. Harnack, SBBA., 1901,

255 f. ; HNT. 654; Resch, TU. x. 3. 721 f.) is, like Jn 7
53-8n

,
probably

a non-Lucan fragment of genuine tradition which has floated in to this section

of the gospel, although there are almost as strong arguments for its omission

from the original, apart from the difficulty of seeing why neither Mt. nor Mk.
received the honour of its addition. 2412

, besides being textually suspect,

contains two words peculiar to Lk. and Jn. (205 ) among the gospel-writers

(bdbviov and TrapaKinrroj) ; breaks awkwardly into the flow of the story ; and,

like Jn 206"8
, implies that Peter did not believe although he saw the empty

tomb. Furthermore, the emphasis on Peter alone (cp. 2411 2412
) contradicts

24s4
. The insertion of the passage (condensed from Jn 203" 10

) is probably

to be attributed to some harmonistic editor, or to the Asiatic presbyters, as

a reply to the natural objection—why did not some of the apostles go to the

* The Emmaus-tale, which does not fit in well with 241"11 and 2436f
-,

might be taken from a special source ; as it stands, 24s4 (which Merx deletes)

does not tally with the agitation of 2437
. The materialising of the resurrection-

stories in 2439f
- (cp. Denney, Jesus and the Gospel, 143 f.) is quite Lucan,

however (cp. the realism of 3
22

), though the realism is no mark of veracity

(Hoffmann, ZWT., 1909, 332 f.).

f Cp. Verrall {JTS., 1909, 321-353) and Abbott (Diat. 3183).

% Blass (SK., 1896, 773 f.) and Wellhausen further omit 2219a
, which Zahn

(INT. iii. pp. 39 f.) transfers to a place after v.
16 and before v. 17

. The case for

the larger reading is best put by Jlilicher (ThA. 235 f.) and Salmon (Human
Element in Gospels, 492 f.). According to H. E. D. Blakiston (JTS.,
I9°3> 548-555), 2214-23

is a conflation of two distinct stories (L= 2214* 18
*
21

,

S = 2219-20
), the latter existing in two forms (Paul, Luke : Mk. Mt.). " Paul's

account is the oldest in its present form and also the simplest. It appears

to be a slightly condensed form of S, as quoted from memory ; and S may
have been in Paul's time not a document at all but an oral narrative in-

corporated in an inchoate liturgy." Luke conflates L and S, using Mk.
who had already absorbed a part of L. This theory simplifies the problem

in one direction, but only complicates it in others ; it fails, e.g., to explain

why Luke omitted the second mention of the bread.

§ Defended as original by Harnack (SBBA., 1901, 251 f.).
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tomb and see for themselves ? or to a sense that v. 24 required some such

episode. The reasons for its subsequent insertion are upon the whole stronger

than those urged {e.g. by Blair, Apostolic Gospel, 385 f. ; E. A. Abbott, Diat.

1798-1804, and Merx) for the likelihood that it would be omitted. Similar

harmonistic insertions occur in 2436a* ^ 62
(/cai avecpepero els r. ovp.) and

53 {irpoaKvv. avrdv). The two latter, at any rate, may have belonged to the

original text, however, being omitted by a later scribe or editor who wished

to bring the gospels more into line (cp. Grafe, SK., 1888, 524-534), perhaps

by the author of D, who also changed the Xiyovras of 34
s4 into Xtyovres, in

order to harmonise it with Mk 1614.

Luke is thus a compiler and redactor of previous sources or

traditions, though his functions are larger than those of the editors

who finally put together the Hexateuch. Allowance must be

made for his freedom of composition, as in Acts, but the primary

feature of his work is its power of selection and collocation. "If

the evangelist can be appropriately described as a painter,

according to ancient tradition, on account of the pictorial art

displayed in some of his narratives, he may be compared with

equal propriety to a gardener on account of his arrangement of

the logia. His two digressions [i.e. 612-88
, 9

51-i8 14
] are beds of

transplanted flowers, arranged with some degree of skill, and

fragrant in their beauty ; but as no observer can argue from the

appearance of a flower to the soil in which at first it grew, so also

the desire of the critic to find for the logia their original context

appears to be utterly hopeless" (Blair, The Apostolic Gospel^ 157V

For this reason, the attempts to reconstruct a special source,

running all through the gospel, whether Ebionitic (so, e.g., Keim, i.

1 01 f., and Schmiedel, EBi. 1 85 5-1 85 6)* or not, are less success-

ful than the hypothesis that Luke, in addition to Q and Mark,

drew upon a number of more or less fragmentary sources, written

and oral.

Typical theories of a special source are

—

{a) Feine's (pp. 13-33) : his source, Jewish Christian in character {c. A.D.

67), emanates from the church of Jerusalem, and contains the narratives of

j5_252 (birth-stories), 3
s3-38 (genealogy), 4

14-30 (rejection at Nazareth), 5
1 " 11

yl-10. 11-17. 36-30 gl-3 q51 -5^ io3S-42 j^IO-17. 31-33 j.1-6 j^ll-19 jgl"™- 39-44 2I 37f.

2214-23. 51-34. 86-38. 39-46. 47-53. 54-62. 63-71 231-56 241-53. {b) Similarly, both G. H.
Miiller and B. Weiss find a third large source behind Luke's gospel ; the

former's S, like the latter's L, begins with the birth-stories (1-2) and concludes

with the passion, death, and resurrection. B. Weiss' reconstruction (printed

in Greek in his Quellen der Synopt. Uberlieferung, pp. 97 f. ) is as follows :

—

L_j_2 ^ie-14. 23-38 .16-30 el-11. 33. 36. 39 ^13. 15-16. 20-38. 46-4 9 yl-22a. 36-50 gl-3

* So recently A. Meyer {Die Auferstehung Christi, 1905, pp. 34, 341).
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j
1. 29-49 n 27-28. 87-54 I2la. 33-88. 49-58 j^l-17 j^Mi j-l-ll 11-31

j
614-15. 19-31 j 78-19 jg9-14. 31-84. 43b f. jgl-28. 37-44. 47-48 2Q20-26. 34-38 2I 12-19. 20-28.

34-38 22i-6. 14-23. M-34. 39f. 23I-2449
. In this case, as in that of the cognate

analyses, Luke must have assigned high importance to his source, for which

he repeatedly leaves even Mark. But the precision with which L is picked

out, and materials assigned to it or to Q, carries very little conviction, ' They

see not clearliest who see all things clear.' The linguistic and inward criteria

for determining what belongs specially to L are too subjective in the large

majority of cases. A similar criticism applies as forcibly to [c) J. Weiss' analysis

of the gospel into three sources : Q, M (Mark), and S (Luke's special source).

Q 37-8
16(?). 17

4
1-13

M *4 19-20 (?) 21b-22 4W-I5 31-44 rl-2(?). 31. (?)

S i
9-3» 6*» 10-15 18 21a 23-28 .16-30 rl-ll(?)

Q
yi elO-ll. 12-38

S 5
39

620-23 27f. 7 If. 18-85 g57-60

61-19 g4_g
50

624-26 78. 11-17 86-50 gl-3 q51-56 61-«2

Q IO2- I316 21-24. 25f.(?) j j 2-3 91. 15f. 191. 2»f.

M
S io14-

H 16-18 (?) 21(1)

17-20 28f.(?) 38f. j j 1-2 5-8 14 27-28

Q n S!

M ii38

S ii 37'38

)L I21-12(») 22-31 33-34 37f. 421. 51-53

53-54 I213
" 21 32 35-36 41 47-50 54f. j ,1-17

Q 13I8-21 231. 34-85 j^ll 15-23 26-27 84-35 j ,-3-7

M
S 1322

-23 311. 14I-IO 12-14 24-25 28-33 jj-t-2 81. j 61-12

Q J613 M-M I7I-6 23 26-27 31 33f. jgl4

M i6i8 <?) 1815
-43

g i6l4"l5 19"31 ! 77-22 26 28-30 32
x
gl-13 IqI'12

Q 191s «-*

]yj jg28-37 47-48 201"47 2ll"4 <
?)* 6U 25f* 221 '13

g jgM 87 381. 2I 20f*(?> 37-38 2214f#

Q 2221
-28 W

M 2289-71 2 ^l-5 10 13-26 32-83 35-38 441. 241"12

,241. (?) 241

(d) Wright, recognising more truly the composite and heterogeneous

character of Luke's Sondergut, assigns it to {a) a Pauline collection of parables,

etc. (cp. his Synopsis, pp. 241 f.), {b) anonymous fragments, and (c) a private

source, including i
5-252 323-28 ^i6f. yiif.^ The travel-section (9

51f>
) he regards

as an editorial collection of undated material, partly derived from Q and partly

from {a). This answers better to the facts of the case than with Burton to

deny any use of Q or the Matthsean logia, finding the Lucan sources in {a)

i
5-252

, \b) a so-called Perean * document (9
51-i8 14 I91 "28

), {c) a Galilean

* Briggs {New Light on Gospels, 64 f.) bases a Perean ministry of Jesus on

reliable oral sources possessed by Luke.
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document (3
7'15

- "• 18
4
2b -13

- (
14"15

)
W"30

5
1 - 11 620"49

7
1-83

), (d) Mark, and (e)

some minor sources or traditions. There are several places in Luke which

resemble a passage like Herod, v. 1-27, where two or three various traditions

are blended into one narrative, which have come to the writer, " perhaps at dif-

ferent times, and from different sources, and he has combined them, as usual,

with such skill as almost to defy detection" (R. W. Macan, Herodotus, ii. 57 f. ).

§ 4. Style.—Special literature : Krenkel {Josephus und Lukas,

pp. 44 f.), W. H. Simcox (Writers of NT, 1890, 16-24),

Norden (Antike Kunstprosa, ii. 485-492),* Vogel (Zur Charak-

teristik des Lukas nach Sprache und Stt'l 2
, 1899), J. H. Ropes

(Harvard Studies in Classical Philology, 1901, xii. 299 f.),

Jacquier (INT. ii. 450 f.).

The literary finish of the third gospel is evident at the outset

in the careful rhythm of the prologue

—

4wei8r]Trep ttoWoI iTrexetprjaav avaTa^aadai diriyrjcnv

irepi rwv ireirXrjpofpcp^ixhwv iv rjfitv irpayfidruv,

Kadws irapeooaav Tjpuv ol air' apxys avroirrat Kal vwrjperat, yevd/xevoi rod

\6yov,

edoi-ev KafAoi irapriKokovdrjKOTL avwdev iracnv <xk/k/3ws

leaders <roi ypo-ij/ai, kparterre Qeo<pi\e,

tva. iTriyvifs irepi &v Karrjx'riQys ^byuv rrjv a<T(p&\eiar.

The succeeding words, eyevero Iv reus rjfxepats 'H/owSou kt\., show,f

like the passage which they introduce, the writer's versatility,

whether he is composing in archaic semi-Biblical style or leav-

ing the rough translation of an Aramaic source practically un-

changed for the sake of effect. Luke's Hellenistic style and

the popular Hebraistic phraseology which characterises many
dialogues of the gospel resemble Arrian's preservation of the

colloquialisms in the sayings of Epictetus side by side with his

own more polished style (cp. Heinrici, Litterwische Charakter

d. neutest. Schriften, 46 {.).%

Luke, true to the Atticist-tradition, prefers airb rod vvv (2218
-
69

) to av apn
(Mt 2629 - 64

) and fieXovr) (18
25

) to pafiis (Mk io25, Mt 19
24

), avoids verbs

like inepdrjaa (iq15 -
13 cp. Mt 25s0

-
22

), iyyapefciv (2f
6 cp. Mt 27 s2

), and

* The differences of treatment in Luke's two volumes, and the greater

freedom used in the first as compared with the less uniform handling of the

sources in the second, do not justify Norden's (p. 482) plea for confining a

survey of Luke's style to the third gospel.

t On the Lucan uses of Eyevero, cp. J. H. Moulton, Grammar of NT
Greek, i. 16 f.

% Four senarii are noted in the gospel, 5
21 (rls iariv oSros 5s \a\el

p\aa(p-qp.Las), 5
31 (dXV . . . tkrfXvda), 5

s2 (/caX<?<rat . . . afxaproAoOs), 5
s9

[ovdeU tt'lcov iraXaibv evdiws 9e\ei veov).
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8ieinc6piri<ras (icj21 - M cp. Mt 25
24

-
26

), phrases like 6\J/la used substantively

{e.g. 9
12=Mk 635

, Mt 14
18

, 23
50=Mk 15

42
, Mt zf1

), fxtXos 6Wos (17
2 cp.

Mk 9
42

, Mt 186
) and Kopdcnov (8

51
-

54 cp. Mk 5
41 "42

, Mt 9
24 "25

), and adopts

phrases like the distributive dvd (9
14 cp. Mk 9

s9
) and the alliterative * Xifiol

/ecu Xol/aoI (21
11

). As Jerome pointed out to Damasus {ep. 19), he omitted

(i93s ) ihe wvavvd of Mk 1

1

9
, Mt 21 3

, and Jn 1214
, owing to his Greek sense

of style {inter omnes enangelistas grceci sermonis eruditissimus), the term

being one of the foreign phrases {[3dp(3apos yXCoaaa) which it behoved a good

writer to omit (cp. Norden, i. 60-61, ii. 482). There is real significance in

the omission of terms like Koopdvrrjs (1259 cp. Mt 5
26

, 2

1

2 cp. Mk I242 ),

Coaavvd (see above), pa/3/3e£ (2247 cp. Mk 14
45

, Mt 2649
), ToXyodd (23

s3 cp.

Mk 15
22

, Mt 27
33
),t and <ruvdov\os (12

45 cp. Mt 2449
), the substitution j of 4>6pos

(2022) for Krjvaos (Mk I214
, Mt 22 17

), of 6epaw da, (12
42

) for oUereia (Mt 24 45
),

of ff*yf (X917 ) for ed (Mt 25
21

), and of 4irij3aXeiv rets xecpas (2019 2253
) for

KpaTelv y the insertion of good stylistic phrases like virdpx^v (23
50 cp.

Mk 15
43

), Kadrjfxevot (io13 cp. Mt II 21
), and participial clauses in general {e.g.

19
35 with Mk ii 7

, 2213and 53 with Mk 14
16

, Mt 26s5
). On the other hand,

the Hellenistic features are not always in due proportion. " He sometimes

gets out of his depth when the effort is long continued, and in trying to be

elegant ceases to be correct" (Simcox, p. 22).§

The unity of style is varied, however, by a characteristic

freedom of expression and range of vocabulary which prevents

any stereotyped uniformity. Luke does not hesitate to vary his

language in describing the same incident twice (cp. e.g. the two

accounts in 10 and n), and he shows sound literary feeling in

variations like kirl irpocronrov irdo-rjs rfjs yrjs (Lk 2

1

35
) and err!

7ravros 7rpocrw7rov tt}s yrjs (Ac 17 26
), tov eTriKoA. MdpKov (Ac I2 12

),

rhv lirLK\y]6ivTa M. (12 25
), and tov kol\. M. (15

37
). It is obvious

that in the analysis of the text into source and editorial revision,

due weight must be allowed to this element of freedom in Luke's

method of composition, to " his fondness for repetition, and his

tendency to vary even facts of some importance when rehearsing

a story for the second time " (Ropes, op. cit. 304). But this con-

sideration only serves as a caution against the abuse, not as a veto

against the exercise, of source-criticism in the gospel or in Acts.||

§5. Characteristics.— (Bruce, Kingdom of God, pp. 1—37 j

* For the good Greek of this alliteration, see Lobeck's Paralip. gratnht.

grac. i. S3 f.

f Cp. the omission of 4\wl i\cot Xa/^a aa^axdctvel in 23
46

, and of the double

negative (19
30

) in Mk n 2
.

X So iirl with dative (2

1

6 cp. Mk 13
2
, Mt 242

), and rts (9
57 io25 etc.) for eh.

§ e.g. in Ac 17
2 23Q3"-4 and 2419

.

|| It is an open question, e.g., how far the two forms {'Iepov(ra\if]fi and 'lepo*

vdXvfjLa represent a diiference of sources or literary tact upon Luke's part (cp.

V. Bartlet in ET. xiii. 157-158), and how far Luke used them indifferently.
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Plummer, pp. xli f. ; Abbott, EBi. 1789 f
.

; Nicolardot, Les

Procedes de Redaction des trots premiers Evangtlistes, pp. 123 f.).

Luke belongs to the class of historians who are "drawn

towards the dramatic and personal elements in history, primarily

as they appear in the lives of famous individual men."* The
biographical note, so prominent in Acts, is more marked in his

gospel than in any of the others; he dramatises situations,

likes to put a soliloquy into a parable, throws a number of the

logia into table-talk, and tries often to create a suitable mise en

scene in public for others (e.g. i5 lf
*)t He is fond of using

questions in order to provide good connections or to vivify the

situation {e.g. 3
10 -15 639 22 48

-
49- 51

), and this feature emerges in the

more historical sections as well as in the graceful stories which

come from his own pen. This literary device is accompanied

by a considerable amount of idealisation,! due to the author's

religious prepossessions. The omissions, insertions, and altera-

tions in the gospel are sufficiently well marked to bring out

several of his predilections, e.g. his sense that Gentile readers

would not be specially interested in the criticism of the Jewish law,

his irenic tendency (as in Ac 15, etc.) to 'spare the twelve,' his

emphasis on the Gentile mission as essentially part of the gospel,

his heightening of the authority and also of the tenderness of

Jesus, the place he assigns to women (cp. Harnack, BNT. i.

153 f.), his love of antitheses between different types of char-

acter, the prominence given to prayer, to the holy Spirit,§ and

to thanksgiving.
||

* Bryce, Studies in Contemporary Biography (1903)1 p. 149.

f Instances are cited by Nicolardot, op. cit. pp. 130 f. (' Luc donne, aux

introductions qui lui sont propres, un realisme precis, mais factice, qui sym-

bolise dans un cadre pseudo-historique la verite plus large d'une situation ou

d'un etat de choses posterieurs '). The tendency is carried on in the Fourth

gospel, where the circumstantial details are generally a proof of tradition in

its later stages rather than of any eye-witness's testimony.

% Cp. Bruce, With Open Face (1896), pp. 52 f., 'The Idealised Picture of

Luke.'

§ On the case for iXdh-u rb Tvev/ia <rov i<f> 17/tas as the original reading

in II 2
, see Resch, TU. v. 4. 398 f., x. 2. 228 f. ; Blass, Ev. sec. Lucam, pp.

xlii f., and Harnack, SBBA., 1904, 195 f.

|| He might have taken as the motto for his gospel, says Nicolardot

(p. 123), the phrase, yyaWlatrev rb irvevfxa /iov eiri tQ deq> ry abiTTjpL /xob

(cp. Harnack, BNT. i. 63 f.). But Paul's words, wavrore xa
'

LPeTe> aSia-

Xeiirrws irpovetixeade, ev iravrl evxapto-Teirc, are an even better summary at

Luke's message for his age.



LUKE 28l

It b a literary rather than a religious characteristic which emerges in what

has been termed Luke's " law of parsimony " (Storr, Uber den Zweck der

evang. Geschichle und der Briefe Johannis, 1786, pp. 274 f.) i.e., his method

of abbreviating, as far as possible, material which already lay before him in

another form, or of omitting what had been narrated by earlier writers, when

such omissions did not seriously interfere with his own plan. This tendency

summa uestigia sequi is more marked in the gospel than in Acts, however.

A conspicuous instance is the shortening of the Gethsemane-scene by the

omission of Mk I439f# , even although this abbreviation lessens (cp. 4
42

) his

favourite emphasis on prayer ; but an examination of his comparative avoid-

ance of duplicates and his selections from the logia (cp. Resch's Pau/mzsmus,

575 f.
f
and Ausserkan. Paralleltexte

t
iii. 838 f.), affords full proof of the law.*

According to Hilgenfeld (ZWT., 1901, 1-11), Theophilus

needed to be confirmed in the basis of the Pauline gospel, and

the author of the third gospel wrote with that aim in view.

This motive cannot be attributed to Luke. One of the most

assured results of recent research f is that he was not a Paulinist

masquerading as a historian. He substitutes \<ipi<i, e.g., in 632

(cp. Mt 5
46

), but neither here nor elsewhere in the Pauline

sense of the term. There are numerous echoes of Pauline

phraseology like 4
s2 = 1 Co 2 4, 636 =2 Co i 3, 812 = 1 Co i

21
, 813 =

1 Th i«, io8 =i Co io27, io16 =i Th 48, n7 = Gal 617, i242 =
1 Co 4

2
, 2038 = Ro 148, and 2i 24 = Ro n 25

; but in some of

these and other cases Paul has genuine logia in mind, and there

is no distinct * Paulinism ' audible in the gospel any more than

in its sequel. 'Luke made no attempt to introduce a propa-

ganda of Paulinism into the sacred history' (Julicher). The
graciousness and universalism of the gospel are due to Jesus

ultimately, not to the apostle. Luke reflects, partly through his

sources, several tendencies of the apostolic age, but these do

not include Paulinism in the technical sense of the term.

§ 6. In Tradition.— The patristic tradition that Marcion

abbreviated and altered our canonical third gospel, may be ac-

cepted as correct. A critical investigation of the data shows that

Luke's gospel, as we have it, must have represented substantially

* Ruegg {SIC., 1896, 94-101, 'Die Lukasschriften und der Raumzwang
des antiken Buchwesens ') uses the restricted size of papyrus-rolls to account

for Luke's narrative, e.g. , in 24.

t " L'auteur . . . ne s'interesse pas a la theologie particuliere de saint

Paul, et Ton disait presque qu'il l'ignore ... en certain passages tres caracter-

istiques, il neglige les additions pauliniennes de Marc pour s'en tenir aux

donnees primitives " (Loisy, i. p. 173); so Wellhausen (on 7
48"50

), Schmiedel

(EBi. 1840- 1 841), and B. Weiss {Quellen d. synopt. Ueberlieferungt 251;.
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the document which was in his hands (cp. Sanday, Gospels in

Second Century, 204 f., 362 f. ; Zahn, GK. i. 585 f., ii. 409 f.).*

Within less or little more than half a century after the book

was written, it was used by Marcion not only as Lucan, but as

a collection of evangelic materials which could be re-shaped for

his own purposes. The references in Justin Martyr probably

imply not only the existence of Matthew and Luke, but of some
fusion of them in a gospel harmony upon which, rather than

upon these gospels directly, Justin seems to have drawn. The
third chief witness to the existence and estimate of the third

gospel in the second century is the Muratorian Canon, whose

text, though corrupt to the verge of obscurity, echoes the

tradition of the Lucan authorship.

Tertium euangelii librum secundum Lucam Lucas iste medicus, post

ascensum Christi cum eum Paulus quasi itineris (sui) socium secum adsump-

sisset, nomine suo ex opinione (sc. Pauli) conscripsit. The text is badly

preserved. Ut iuris must be emended either as above (so, e.g. , Bunsen, Hort,

Schwartz) f or into litteris (Buecheler, Lietzmann). The following words

studiosum secundum are probably a corruption of the original (sui) socium

secum (so, e.g., Bunsen, Hort) ; secundum, at any rate, unless it be due to

dittography, was originally secum (Routh, Schmid, Westcott, Lietzmann,

etc.). The difficult words ex opinione represent not i% aKorjs (Ronsch,

Westcott, Lietzmann, etc.), but either ex ordine (Routh, Leipoldt, etc.) or as

above (so, Schwartz = HatiXov -yv&nyi, a counterpart to nomine suo, just as

recognoscentibtts cunctis lower down is to Johannes suo nomine) rather than

ex (omnium) opinione (Corssen).

ACTS.

Literature.—(a) editions (modern) J—S. J. Lorinus (1605) ; Gaspard

Sanchez (1616) ; Grotius (1644) ; L. Fromond (Louvain, 1654) ; G. Benson

(1756) ; Pearce (London, 1777) ; J. M. Lobstein (unfinished, Strassburg,

1792); S. F. N. Morus (Versio et explicatio A. A., ed. G. J. Dindorf,

1 794) ; Thiess, Lukas' Apgeschichte neue iibersetzt mit Anmerkungen

(1800); Kistenmaker (Gesch. d. Ap. mit Anmerkungen, 1822); Kuinoel

(Commentarius in libros NT historicos, iv.
2
, 1827) ; Biscoe (Oxford, 1829)

;

Hastings Robinson (London, 1830) ; Olshausen (1832) ; Meyer (1835) ;

W. Trollope (Cambridge, 1847) ; W. G. Humphrey (1847) ; de Wette 3

(1848); Bornemann (1848); Beelen (1851, second ed. 1869); C. M. Du
Veil (ed. F. A. Cox, London, 1851) ; H. B. Hackett 2 (1858); Ebrard

* On the Lucan version and Marcion's account of 4
18"30

, cp. Hilgenfeld

(ZWT, 1902, 127-144).

t Cp. Ac 9
2 199 24s2.

X The main sixteenth-century contributions were made by Calvin,

Erasmus (1516, Basle), Vatable (Paris, 1545), and Gagnaeus (Scholia, Paris

1552).
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(1862); J. A. Alexander 8 (1867); F. X. Patrizi (1867); Alford 6 (1868)

;

Meyer 4 (1870, Eng. tr. 1883) ; P. J. Gloag (1870) ; Overbeck (-de Wette 4
,

1870); Beelen (1870); Bisping 2 (1871) ; Ewald (1871) ; Abbe Crampon
(Paris, 1872); W. Denton (1874); Reuss (1876); Cook (1880); H. Conrad

(Potsdam, 1882); Nosgen (Leipzig, 1882); Crelier (Paris, 1883); T. E.

Page (London, 1886); Wordsworth 4 (1887); Felten (Freiburg, 1892);

G. T. Stokes {Expositors Bible, 1893); Zockler 2
(1894); Lumby (CGT.

1894) ; Blass, Acta Apost. sive Luca ad Theophilum liber alter (editio

philologica, 1895); F. Rendall (1897) ; Couard (1897) ; A. Wright (London,

1897); Barde (1898); Wendt (—Meyer 8
, 1899)*; Schroeder 2 (Lausanne,

1899); Hilgenfeld (Berlin, 1899)*; Knabenbauer (Paris, 1899); Knowling

(EGT. 1901); H. J. Holtzmann 3 (HC. 1901) *
; J. F. Huckesheim

(Paderborn, 1902) ; Schlatter (1902) ; F. C. Ceulemans (Commentarius,

1903); J. M. S. Baljon (1903); V. Bartlet (CB. n. d.); V. Rose (Paris,

1905); J. E. Belser (1905) ; B. Weiss 2
(1907); H. P. Forbes (New York,

1907); R. Knopf (SNT2
, 1907); H. T. Andrews (Westminster NT, 1908) ;

G. H. Gilbert (New York, 1908); R. B. Rackham 7 (JVC. 1909)*.

(b) Studies—(i.) general :—J. Lightfoot's Hebrew and Talmudical Exercita-

iions on the Acts of the Apostles (1678) ; Griesbach, De Concilio quo scriptor

in Actis concinnandis ductusfuerit (Jena, 1798) ; H. Robinson, Acta Apost.

Variorum Notis (Cambridge, 1824); Gfrorer, Die heilige Sage (1838), i. 383 f.

ii. 244 f. ; Schneckenburger, Uber den Zweck d. Apgeschichte (1841) ; B. Bauer,

die Apgeschichte (1850) ; Pearson, Lectures on Acts (1851) ; M. Baumgarten,

die Apgeschichte. oder d. Entwickelungsgang der Kirche von Jerus. bis Rom a

(1859, Eng. tr. 1854 of first ed.); Zeller, 1 die Apgeschichte nach ihrem

Inhalt u. Ursprung kritisch untersucht (1854)*; Trip, Paulus nach d.

Apgeschichte (1866); Oertel, Paulus in d. Apgeschichte (Halle, 1868;

Paley's Horce Paulince (ed. Birks, 1870) ; Zimmer, Galaterbrief u. die

Apgeschichte (1882); H. J. Holtzmann (Schenkel's BL. i. 208 f.); Jager's

Gedankenu. Bemerkungen (1891 f.) ; J. B. Lightfoot (Smith's DB. i. 25 f.);

Reuss, NTTk. ii. 296-310; Cone, The Gospel and its Earliest Interpreta-

tions (1893), pp. 138-150; Pfleiderer, Urc. i. 469 f. (Eng. tr. ii. 191 f.);

McGiffert (AA. 345 f., 433 f.)*; Belser's Beitrdge zur Erkldrung d.

Apgeschichte (1897); A. C. Headlam (DB. i, 25-35); J. Weiss, Uber die

Absicht und den litter. Charakter d. Apgeschichte (1897) ; V. Bartlet (Bibli-

cal World, xix. pp. 260 f.); P. W. Schmiedel (EBi. 37-57) *
; G. Semeria,

Venticinque anni di storia del Cristianismo nascente (Rome, 1900) ; Bum-
stead (Biblical World, 1901, 355 f.) ; Moffatt (HNT. 412 f., 655 f.) ; F. H.
Chase (The Credibility of Acts, 1902); Cassel, SR. 565-752; Corluy

(Vigoroux' DB. i. 1 51-159) ; R. J. Knowling, Testimony of St. Paul to

Christ (1905), 148 f., 431 f. ; C. Clemen, die Apgeschichte im Lichte der

neueren textquellen und histor.-krit. Forschungen (1905) ; W. Hadorn, die

Apgestfiichte und ihr geschichtl. Wert (1906) ; A. Hilgenfeld (ZWT., 1906,

461-483, 1907, 176-215), and J. E. Belser, die Apgeschichte (1908). (ii.) On
special points:—Burton, Chron. of Acts and S. Paul's Epp. (Oxford, 1830);

1 Overbeck's introduction to Acts and this essay of Zeller occupy pp.

1-84 and pp. 85 f. of the Eng. tr. (London, 1875), entitled, Contents and
Origin of the Acts of the Apostles (cited as Zeller-Overbeck).
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R. Anger, de Umporum in Actis Ap. ratione (1833) ; KJostermann's

Probhme im Aposteltexte (1883); M. W. Jacobus, A Problem in Criticism

(1900), 105 f. ; W. Soltau, ' Inwieweit kann d. Apgeschichte als historische

Quelle gelten' (Beitrdge z. alien Geschichte, v. 11 7-123); S. Grandjean,
1 etude sur la valeur historique du Livre des Actes ' (Liberie" ChrJtienne, 1906,

247-260). (iii.) On religious ideas :—J. Weiss, DCG. i. 25-28 ; Shailer

Mathews, Messianic Hope in NT (1906), 137 f. ; Mangenot, 'Jesus, Messie et

Fils de Dieu, d'apres les Actes des Ap6tres ' (Revue de PInstitut catholique

de Paris, 1907, 385-423), and V. Ermoni, 'La Cristologia degli Atti degli

Apostoli ' (Rivista delle Scienze teolog., 1908, 369-383). (iv.) On the

sources :—Konigsmann, Prolusio de fontibus comnientariortim sacrorum qui

Lucce nomen pr&ferunt, deque eorum consilio et cetate
( 1 798) ; J. K. Riehm,

dissertatio critico-theologica de fontibus Act. Ap. (1821); Schwanbeck, Ueber

die Quellen d. Apgeschichte (1847) J Horst, Essai sur les sources de la

deuxiime partie des Actes des apotres (1849) ; Lekebusch, die Composition u.

Entstehung der Apgeschichte von neuem untersucht (1854); Jacobsen, die

Quellen d. Apgeschichte (Berlin, 1885); van Manen, Paulus 1'= de

handelingen der Apostelen (Leiden, 1890); Sorof, die Entstehung d.

Apgeschichte (1890) ; Feine, Eine vorkanonische Ueberlieferung des Lukas im
Evglm und Apgeschichte (1891)* ; Spitta, die Apgeschichte, ihre Quellen und
deren Geschichtlicher Wert (1891)*; J. Weiss (SK., 1893, 480-540);

Jiingst, die Quellen der Apgeschichte (1895) ; Zimmermann (SR., 1 901,

438 f.) ; Mallinckrodt, 'Het wij-bericht in de Handelingen, in verband met

die Handelingen, en het evangelie van Lucas beschouwd' (Geloof en Vrijheid,

xxxv. 5) ; Soltau (PM., 1903, 265 f., 296 f.) ; Harnack (BNT. iii. 162 f.) * ;

J. Wellhausen's Noten zur Apgeschichte (in ' Nachrichten von der koniglichen

Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Gottingen. Philologisch - Historische

Klasse, 1907, Heft i. pp. 1-2 1), and E. Schwartz, Zur Chronologic des

Paulus (ibid. pp. 263-299) ; B. W. Bacon (AJT. xiii. 59-76, review of

Harnack, etc.), P. W. Schmidt (Die Apgeschichte bei de Wette-Overbeck und
bet Adolf Harnack, 1910). (v.) the speeches:—Kahler (Petrine Speeches,

SIC., 1873, 492 f«); Bethge (Die Paulinische Reden der Apgeschichte, 1887);

Cassel {SR. 618-637) ; E. Curtius, * Paulus in Athen' (SBBA., 1893, 925 f.,

cp. Exp. 1 iv. 436-455)*; Schulze (SK., 1900, 119-124 on 2018-31
) ; Baljon

(Theol. Studien, 1900, 1 79 f. ) ; W. Soltau, 'Die Herkunft der Reden in der

Apgeschichte' (ZNW., 1903, 128-154); P. Gardner (Cambridge Biblical

Essays, 1909, 378-419) *
; M. Jones (St. Paul the Orator, 1910).

§ i. Outline and contents.—This sequel to the third gospel is

an account of some deeds of the holy Spirit (i 2* 5« 8
) of Jesus

Christ, performed through some of the apostles, notably Peter

and Paul. The scope and aim of the book is the triumphant

extension of the Christian faith from Jerusalem to Rome,

through Judaea and Samaria (l 8
). The first part (iM)6

)

describes the origin of the church at Jerusalem, the second

(6
8-q30

) its diffusion throughout Palestine, including Samaria,

the third (9
32-i2 23

) its expansion from Judsea to Antioch, the

fourth its spread throughout Asia Minor (i2 25-i6*), the fifth its
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extension to Europe or Macedonia and Achaia (i66-i919
),

culminating in the arrival of Paul as the representative of the

Gentile Christian gospel at Rome ( = the uttermost parts of the

earth, i
8

, cp. Ps. Sol 8 16
). Each section is summarised (6

7 981

12 24 16 5 1920 and 2831
) by a rubric of progress.

The increased prominence of the Spirit in the third gospel is

evident in the Seurcpos A.oyos, where the holy Spirit is treated

as the inspiring force of the early church's energies (cp. especi-

ally characteristic passages like 2 4f-

5
9 - 32

7
55 815f- 39 io44f

- 1 1*2. 28

132 15 28 i66-7 i92f
- 2028 2

1

11
). This serves to explain how Luke

could follow up a gospel, narrating the sayings and doings of

Jesus, with an account of apostolic activity in the early church,

whether the preface of Luke i
1 "4 is meant to cover the sequel or

not. Neither Acts nor the third gospel, at any rate, were written

for non-Christian readers (as, e.g., Overbeck, J. Weiss, Nestle,

Zahn, and von Soden argue). Theophilus was some distinguished

convert, perhaps a Roman official like Sergius Paulus, who
needed fuller instruction in the historic basis of the faith (cp.

DCG. ii. 726-727). Behind him Luke probably saw many like-

minded inquirers, and he wrote this Stvrepos X.6yos in order to

follow up the impression made by the 737x01-05 Xoyos. The
geographical plan adopted in the 1; tter (Galilee, Samaria, etc.,

Jerusalem) is retained in the former (Jerusalem, Samaria, etc.,

Rome) ; but more important is the conception that the work of

the church is a continuation of Christ's energy. The Lucan

writings in this, as in several other respects (see below), reflect

the Christian consciousness of the Fourth gospel, in which the

utterances and actions of the church are regarded as the direct

outcome of the living Lord (cp. Exp. Q iv. 237 f.).

Upd^eis (tQiv) airoaTSktov, though not the author's title, must have been

prefixed to the book during the second century. For purposes of convenience it

is usually quoted by early writers simply as 7rpd£eis {acta, actus). The variant

7rpa£is (Nestle, Einf. 240) is generally no more than a familiar abbreviation

of the scriptio plena, but Hilary of Poitiers seems to have taken it as a

genuine singular (cp. J. Denk in ZNW., 1906, 92-95).

It has been thought that Luke wrote, or intended to write, a

third volume, describing Paul's release, subsequent travels, and

death, or the fortunes of Peter and the rest of the apostles. So,

e.g.
}
Bleek, Spitta, E. Bertrand (sur Vauthenticity des Epitres

Pastorales, 1858, 50 f., who feels that "les Actes se terminent

avec une brusquerie presque brutale "), Ramsay, Zahn, Balmer,
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and Burkitt. The arguments for this theory, however, are not

sufficient to bear its weight, (a) TLporepov would have been,

strictly speaking, more accurate than irpZirov in i
1

, if Luke had

meant the first of two volumes ; but 7rptoro5 can quite well denote
* one of two,' and, as Luke never uses irporepos, the likelihood is

that 7rpQ>Tos is its equivalent here as in 7
12

. (t>) The argument

from internal evidence, viz., that the contents and climax point

to Luke's purpose of carrying forward the lines of Christian

progress which he had dropped in his second volume, depends

on a priori theories of the historian's aim (cp. McGirTert, AA.
418 f.).

§ 2. Source-criticism.—Special literature : in addition to works

cited above (p. 284), see surveys by B. Weiss (Einl. § 50), Zeller-

Overbeck (i. 31 f., ii. 291 f.), Heitmiiller (77?., 1899, 47-59, 83-

95, 127-140), Zockler (Greifswalder Studien, 1895, PP- I2 9f-)>

Rose {RB. vii. 325-342), MorTatt {BNT. 655 f.), Bludau (£Z.,

1907, 166-189, 258-281), and Clemen (Pauius, i. pp. 162 f.).

The presumption that in his Se&repos \6yos, as in its predecessor (Lk I
1"4

),

Luke employed not only oral traditions but written sources, is borne out by

an examination of the gaps, discrepancies, roughnesses, and repetitions which

stud the pages of Acts (cp. the list in Harnack's BNT. iii. 203 f., and EBi.

39 f.). These render it as likely as in the case of John's apocalypse that the

earlier sections of the book at least contain strata of different periods and

aims. The hypothesis of (i.) a single written source is presented in various

forms. Briggs {New Light oji the Life ofJesus, pp. 135 f. ) and Blass {Acta

Apost. iv f., Philology of Gospels, pp. 141 f.), e.g., finds a Jerusalem-source due

to John Mark,* who wrote in continuation of his gospel (which originally

ended at 168 ), a sequel describing {a) the appearances of Jesus after his death,

and {b) the acts of the local disciples. Luke, who had incorporated Mk. in

his gospel, is supposed to have made a similar use of this sequel in his second

volume. Feine prefers to trace his pre-canonical source of the third gospel

through Ac I-I2, i.e. a Jewish Christian document of considerable historic

value, written c. A.D. 6y, describing the growth of the Jerusalem-church (i
4*6,

8. 9-12. 13-17. 20-36 21 "4** 12"13, 14~42
I
43"47) jl'Sa. 11-26 ,4. 7b-14. 18. (21). 22. (23). 24-31. 38.

36-37 cl-tL 12-16. 24-35. 87-42 5(8). 9-11. 15 ~22-28. 85-48. 51-56. 59-60 glb-2. 4-9. 11-13 q31-43

io1-27. 29b-33. 36-42a. 44-48 j^-H. 19-33 I2l-24
)# R Wdss detects editorial addi-

tions in i
1"11, 18"19 243

"47 °4
"3

* 8*10 a2'9' R 7*
16"17

-
19"20

- i
25

-
21)' BL 34 "35

c(
3

-
9)* 14*

16-20. (21). 22-24. 33. 36. 42 gll-12. (15) ^58-59. 60 gib. 8 jq37. 40 nl-18 I218
-22 I

C

1"4-

S3 '25
; similarly Clemen, abandoning his former very complicated analysis,

now finds a single source in i-ii, with editorial additions, (ii.) The dual-

* Cp. Weiss, Marcus-Evglm. p. 511. Scharfe {die petrinische Stromung

in der NT Lit., 1893, pp. 53 f., 113 f.) is also an exponent of this view.

Ewald's theory of a Petrine and a Pauline source overlapping in 1-12 is

restated by Badham [ET. xi. 287 f.).



ACTS 287

source hypothesis is represented by Sorof, Spitta, and Jlingst. Van Manen
and Hilgenfeld combine it with a form of what is substantially (iii. ) the

triple-source theory advocated by Schwanbeck. Harnack {BN7\ iii. 162 f.)

simply detects a Jerusalem-Antioch source in 6 1 "8 11 19-30 I225-I535 (based on

the authority of Silas), which probably, but only probably, was written ; also

a Jerusalem-Csesarean source (or group of traditions) in ^S 16 85"40
931-n 18

I2i-28. gi-30 comes from a separate plot of tradition. (B) 2 + 5
17 "42 and (A)

3
1—

5

16 are double recensions of the same story which follows up the incidents

of 1 ; (A) is mainly derived from men like Philip and Mark, and is much

superior to the confused and unreliable (B), which "combines things that

(A) (B)

Lk 2460
-53

, ascension of Jesus
[1-3]

15-17*, 20-26*, election of L 4-14, ascension of Jesus ; 18, 19, I-II*
Matthias death of Judas

I* (. . . <rviJ.ir\r)p.), 4, 12, 13, ii. ib~3> 5*~6, 9-11 3
b*

14-40, Peter's speech
41-42, 45-47 43

whole iii.*

I, 3-5. 7-33*
120-14

iv. 36-37 ,.
v. i-i2tt (Ananias and Sapphira),

15-39*
7-8, 120-151-6 (the Seven), 9-12* (. . . vi. a*

ypa/u./x.)

2-54, 57, 58a (• • • eAi0o/3.), vii. 1, 55, 56, 58b-6o
Stephen's speech and death

lb,* viii. ia (. . . avroG), 3, 5~40a (Philip-

section)

ix. 1-3*, 6-31, conversion of Paul

;

32-43 (Peter)

1*, 18*

X. i-35, 44-48
19-21, church of Antioch ; 27-30* xi. I-l8, 22*-26 23*
25 xii. 1-24, death of James, etc.

I-5, I3*-4I
i

Paul's speech ; 43, xiii. 6-12, 42, 44*-49, 52 a*

5°, 5i

1-2, 4-6, 7*, 21-26, 28 xiv. 3, 8-20

[1-33, the Council]35-4 1 XV. 5-12*

i-jg (22-23*) (35*), 37-40* xvi. 20, 21* (22, 23*), 24-34 (36*)

1-4 (5*), 10-34 (Berea and xvii. (5*), 6-9
Athens)

1-5* (. . . HavAos), 7-24* (25), xviii.

26-28
i»(. . . 'E<t>e<rov), 8-ic»(. . . Svo), xix ib-7, iob*-2o, 24-41 (riot in

21, 22 Ephesus)
whole XX. 1*

1-9, 12-14*, 15-20* (. . . ©eov), xxi. IO, II*, 20b-26*

27-40
1-29* xxii. 30* 5*

«-35 xxiii. I-IO*
whole xxiv.
whole XXV. 18*
whole xxvi.

whole xxvii.

x-16, 30-31 xxviii. 17-23*

* The redactor's presence is marked by an asterisk (*), and he is respons-

ible for the passages omitted in the above list. For the sake of clearness the

references have been arranged in the order of the chapters, but more than

once, especially in (B), Spitta transposes whole paragraphs, e.g. 9
3"31

is trans-

ferred to a place between 83 and

and 136 .

and I51"4-
13_3S occurs between I22*
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have no real connection with one another, omits what is important, and

is devoid of all sense of historical development" (p. 194). Harnack lays

great stress, however,—though not so much as Ramsay {Exp? vii. I72f.,

262 f., 358 f., 450 f.),—on the authority or traditions of men like Philip,

Mnason, etc. Both Harnack and Ramsay thus hark back to a position

approximating to that of Overbeck who denied any written sources except

the We-journal. The data cannot, however, be explained apart from some

source or sources, especially in the opening chapters, although most of the

hypotheses proposed run to the opposite extreme of over-precision, as the

following analyses will show. The main constructive feature of Spitta's

analysis—and at the same time its weak point—consists in the comparatively

limited and unimportant function which he assigns to the redactor (see p. 287).

Spitta's hypothesis * involves two primary sources. (A), a well-informed

source which underlies the third gospel also, is probably from the pen of

Luke, contains the most trustworthy passages of the book, and is superior

in historical insight to (B). The latter, like (A), contains "supernatural"

elements, but these are drawn from popular traditions, and appear to be

more highly coloured and less coherent; the stress falls on "wonders"
throughout, whereas in (A) the preaching of the apostles is emphasised.

Both sources, independent in origin and individually featured, have been

combined, arranged, and edited by a redactor (R) before the end of the first

century, though (B) was composed by a Jewish-Christian admirer of Peter

much earlier—after 70 a.d.

Jiingst also confines himself, like several of the more sober critics, to a

bisection of the book. (A), including the we-journal, extends through the

whole book, the latter part of which has been interpolated by the final editor

(R), who is not Luke but a companion of Paul, writing in the early part of

the second century (under Trajan). He has used in the first half of the work

an Ebionitic source (B) already employed in the gospel of Luke, but here

rearranged to suit (A). The final redaction is supposed to have taken place

A.D. 1 10-125 (cp. 13
49 1910, which are taken to imply a wide diffusion of

Christianity). (R) is differentiated chiefly by his style and his conception of

Paul's work and teaching, (B) is anti-Jewish, and (A) possibly Lucan. Upon
the other hand, Hilgenfeld finds three sources used by the final editor (R) :

like van Manen, he assigns the chief importance to (C) = 7r/)d£ets UaOXov, an

account of Paul's work and person by Luke, to which the final redactor, a

Pauline unionist, subordinated his other source (B) = 7rpd£ets t&v eirrd, and

especially (A) = (Jewish Christian) irpdi-€is Herpov, adding passages of his

own

:

(A)= i
15-542 931

'48 121-28 [R mainly in I
1"14 &»*- «">•«.« £»>- aib. 3Sb

4
2b

4. 12a. 27-28. 33b-M eM-M. 881

(B)= 6-840
.

(C) = 9
1-80 ii 1T"*

* Partially modified by J. Weiss {SK., 1893, P- 48oj"-
5 Die Absicht.

especially p. 38 f.), who finds only (B) in chs. 1-5, only (A) in the second

half of the book, and in the middle chapters a blending of material from

(A) and (B). Cp. the notices by von Soden (7ZZ., 1892, 639 f.) and Wrede

(GGA, 1895, p. 497 f.), of Spitta's volume.
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§3. Structure.—(a) In 1-5 (cp. Clemen, SJ£.
f 1895, 297~

357) it is sometimes difficult to be sure that any written source

underlies the narrative ; oral tradition of a heterogeneous and

even of a legendary character may be held to explain most, if

not all, of the data. There is fair ground for conjecturing,

however, that Luke used and translated an Aramaic source (or

sources ; cp. Harnack, BNT. i. 118 f.). Once or twice the brush-

work of the final artist becomes plain. Thus i
21a-22b

is an

editorial insertion (Spitta, Weiss, J. Weiss, Jiingst, Moffatt,

Wellhausen) to emphasise sharply the conditions of the aposto-

late j 2 43
*47 again, with its proleptic anticipation of the first

miracle (2
43

, cp. 3
lf

- 4
16

) and its interruption of the connection

between 2 42 and 3
1

, is probably one of the general summaries

which Luke was fond of inserting in order to mark progress.

The first real* suggestion of double sources occurs in 4
J -22 =

5
17-42

, unless the latter is a free composition based on the former

or on some parallel tradition, like the doublets in the synoptic

gospels. 4
4

is an editorial insertion, like 67
, on the lines of

2 43
"47

, but otherwise it is impossible to distinguish the source

under the revision, though 4
27-28 sound like an editor's insertion

in the prayer (Hilgenfeld, Weiss). 5
14

is another editorial

parenthesis or insertion, to mark what Luke believed to have

been the rapid growth of the church. Here as elsewhere the

miraculous powers of Peter are enhanced like those of Jesus (cp.

Lk 4
40 with Mk i

34
, Lk 9

11 with Mk 6s4
, Lk 7

21 with Mt n 3f
-).

Peter, all through, is the prominent figure, and if the source goes

back to any authority, it is to him ; the allusions to John may

even be editorial (cp. Harnack).

(i.) There is no reason to deny any connection between i
6L and I

1"8
, as

if the former represented a fresh Jewish-Christian source, and thus to omit I
8

^Spitta) or I
5

(J. Weiss). The mistake of the disciples (i 6 ) is tacitly

corrected by the words of I
8 which point to the true extra-national vocation

of the Christian apostles ; besides, the idea of receiving the Holy Spirit

would not unnaturally suggest to minds trained in Jewish expectations the

near advent of the Israelitish messianic reign.

(ii.) Source-phenomena of a special nature lie not only in the midrashic

story of the death of Judas (i 18"21
), but in the preparation of the disciples

during forty days' communion for their task (like Moses on Sinai, Ex. 2418 ),

aad the naive expression of the catholicity of the new gospel (2
lf
-), which goes

* Two sources are postulated for the first part of 2 by several critics

(notably Theologus in Prtuss. Jahrb., 1897, 223 f.), and for the latter part by

Batifiwl (£tudes tfhistoire et de thiologie positive 3
, ii. 39 f.) amongst others.
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back* to the midrash (cp. Philo, De Decal. 11, Septen. 22), that at Sinai all

the nations of the world heard God's voice in their own languages (cp.

Spitla's Offenbarung des Johannes, 346, Apgeschichte, 27 f. ; SR. 788 f. ;

Hausrath, ii. 16 f. ; Bartlet ; Schmiedel, EBi. 47851*., etc.; with the

(rvi>a\i£6/xevos of I
4 cp. Ex 2411

). Even the list of countries and peoples in

2iof.
}s based on rabbinic schemes (cp. von Dobschutz, ZWT., 1902, 407-

410). Luke, in short, "views the Pentecostal gift from the standpoint of

the Hellenistic litterateur, as a parallel to the giving of the Law, which

tradition reported to have taken place at Pentecost" (Bacon, INT. 216).

The next stratum, which corresponds to this, lies in the speech of Stephen.

(iii.) The mention of the so-called 'communism' (cp. Hicks, ExpJi.

21 f.), which in 243
"47 leads to nothing, opens up in 4

s2"35 into {a) a story of

Barnabas (4
s6"37

), and (b) the anecdotes of Ananias and Sapphira (5
1"11

). The
latter are introduced as a foil to the conduct of Barnabas, and as an illustration

of the apostolic power and the popular dread noted in the context (for the

composite nature of 4
32~511

, cp. Schmiedel in EBi. 878-880). Luke is also

careful to bring out the growth (2
47 44

5
14 6 1,

7

) and the popularity (2
47

3
10 421

5
13

-
2S

) of the local church. The mixture of general and even vague outlines

with specific details (which are not always circumstantial) points clearly to

the editorial use of some early tradition or sources in this section, and the

presence of dual sources is even suggested by the parallelism of 4
lf< and 5

17"42
:

—

(a) Annas icai irdvres oi o~vv airy

arrest the apostles

:

(b) their miraculous release :

arraigned before Sanhedrin :

(c) Speech of Peter and apostles

(tj sidapx&v del dey fxaWov 7)

av6pumas kt\.).

(a) arrest and arraignment of Peter

and John before Annas, etc. :

(b) Answer . . . el dtKatdv kariv

evdnriov rod deov, i>fiQv anotieLv

fiaXXou 7) toO deov, tcplvare.

(c) release.

(b) Hitherto (cp. 5
s2

-
42 Iv r<5 Upu koI /car oTkov) the Christian

propaganda has been confined to Jerusalem. Now the forward

movement begins, but not by any of the apostles. The appoint-

ment of the Seven (6
1-6

) led to three unexpected results : (i.)

One of their number became the first Christian martyr, after

making a vigorous attack upon the unbelief of Judaism (6
8-7 60

),

and the subsequent persecution led to the first Samaritan mission

(8
1 "40

) under the leadership of Philip, another of the Seven, (ii.)

The conversion of Paul is also linked to the episode of

Stephen's martyrdom (7
58 81 "3

9
lf

-) : he is arretted by Jesus on

his way to counteract the results of Philip's mission, and from

the outset he is set apart for the Gentile mission (9
15

), though

* The Jewish legend is much closer than the Buddhistic story cited by

Seydel (Die BnddJia-Legende und das Leoen Jesu nach den Evglien, 1884,

pp. 27 f.), which only describes hearing the word, not speaking with tongues.
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his first efforts are devoted to his own countrymen (g^-). Petei

is now suddenly introduced again (9
32-n 18

) in a cycle of stories,

culminating in his conversion of Cornelius a proselyte, and some

other Gentiles at Csesarea. This carries on the propaganda a stage

further than Philip's incidental conversion of a proselyte (8
26f

-),

but Peter is able to persuade the suspicious Jewish Christians of

Palestine that this unexpected conversion of the Gentiles is the

work of God. The third (iii.) effect of the Jewish outburst after

Stephen's death is the evangelisation of Gentile Antioch, in

which Paul is eventually summoned to take part (n 19-26
).

The source dropped at 84 is resumed in n 19 (so, e.g., Wendt,

ZTK., 1891, 250 f. ; Feine, 207 f. ; Kriiger, TLZ., 1885, 298;

Harnack), in order to explain the existence and character of the

Gentile Christian community at Antioch from which the mission

of i3lf
* started. Barnabas and Paul are introduced in 13 1

, as

if no previous allusion had just been made to either. Hence
ZI 22f. 30 I2 25 are plainly editorial insertions, either from oral

tradition or from some other source, in order to emphasise

Luke's dominant conception of the Jerusalem-church as the

patron and promoter of missionary effort (cp. EBi. 908-913).

The fifteenth chapter is the watershed of the history, in his view.

"Practically all that lies between the sixth and the fifteenth

chapters, i.e. more than a third part of the book, is devoted to

the demonstration of the historical problem, how it came to pass

that there was a mission to the Gentiles at all" (Harnack,

BNT. iii. p. xxvi). After the council, Paul comes to the front

as the apostle to the Gentiles, and the rest of the book is

occupied with his fortunes (cp. J. Weiss, Absicht, pp. 25 f.).

(i.) In 61-840 Luke has used a source or sources describing the Acts of

Stephen and Philip, the two leading members of the Seven (6
5
). Whether

6 1"6 comes from a special document (Feine, pp. 184-186) or not, 67 is inserted

irrelevantly by the editor, to mark progress as usual, and the following account

of Stephen (6
8-82

, cp. EBi. 4787-4797) represents a source edited by Luke
in 6s*

u*12
(
13)* 13

, so that what originally recorded an irregular imeute, during

which Stephen defended himself at some length before an exasperated

audience containing some members of the Sanhedrin, has become the story

of a trial (as in 4-5). This bisection of the narrative reappears at the close ;

7Kb. gib. s are aji editorial touches which not merely attribute Stephen's

death to the testimony of judicial witnesses, instead of to the outburst of the

mob, but link on the source to the subsequent story of Paul by proleptic

touches which no doubt reflect a genuine tradition (so, e.g., Bleek, INT. i.

366 f. ; B. Weiss, Sorof, Clemen, Kriiger, 7ZZ., 1895, 299; Wendt,

Hilgenfeld, Schmiedel, Moffatt, Bacon). The significance of the Stephen*
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episode is twofold ; it marked one of the crises at which Jewish fanaticism

only served to accelerate the extension of the new faith to the Gentile world,

and it also denoted the first awakening of the Christian church to the

consciousness of what the universal gospel of Jesus really involved.

(ii.) It is almost arbitrary not only to find, with H. Waitz [ZNW., 1906,

340-355), editorial additions, e.g., in 810, 14_18a' 19b
, but to regard the entire story

of 8 as originally Petrine. In this section, i.e. the Acts of Philip (8
4*40

), the

account of his mission to the Samaritans (8
5"25

) is interwoven with the episode

of Simon Magus, which may have come from the same source, written or

oral, as 3-5. The second part (8
26"40

), describing how he converted an

Ethiopian eunuch, is much more of a unity
;
probably it was derived from the

Cesarean cycle of traditions upon the primitive church.

(iii.) The first of the narratives of Paul's conversion (9
1 "30

) is written on

the basis of the second (22) or the third (26) or both (cp. Zimmer, ZWT.,
1882, 465 f., and on the other side M. Goguel, VApdtre Paul etJisus- Christ,

1904, pp. 40-68).

(iv.) For the isolated narrative of 121 "23 describing (

1_2
) the martyrdom of

James, Peter's arrest and escape
(

3"19
), and Herod's subsequent death

(

2°-23
),

it is natural to suppose that John Mark* (i212, 25
) was the ultimate source.

Legendary and historical traits blend inextricably ; but there are partial

parallels in the two Lucan tales of 5
18"23 and 1625"34

, and the presence of

many Lucan touches [e.g. eirifiakev rds %etpas and Katcuxrai, 1
; the Hebraism

Trpoatdero avWa^ecv, *; €KT€vQ>s, 8 (cp. l27= Lk 29 ) ; yivo^evot kv eavr<^ and

irpoffdoKla, u ; Jj&av with ptc. 12
; airb ttjs xa/>£s,

14
; du'ffxvpltero, 18

; Karacrdo-as

and <nydv and dirayyeiXare, 17
; the litotes ovk 6\lyos, 18

; AvaicpLjxa, 19
; 6 8ijfios,

22, and a.vQ'' &v, ™) shows that in any case Luke must have rewritten his

source, adding 121 and 24"2B as editorial links. The inconsequent opening and

the abrupt allusion in v. 17 indicate that it was not originally composed for

its present position. Like the previous stories of Philip (8
4"40

) and Peter

(9
32-io48

), it begins at Jerusalem and closes in Caesarea.

(c) The remainder of the story (i3 lf>
) becomes practically a

biographical sketch of some phases in Paul's life and work.f

The unity (especially after 168
) grows more marked. But one

or two passages even in the later sections of the book are

generally taken to be additions; e.g. in 1625-34 (so Weiss, Zeller,

Weizsacker, Clemen, Forbes, etc.), in 1

8

1"6 - 18"22- 25f
- (the two

latter passages \ being confused and loosely written ; cp. HNT.
672 f.), in 1911 -20 ("the writer is here rather a picker-up of

current gossip, like Herodotus, than a real historian," Ramsay,

* As it happens, two of the words peculiar to Acts and Mark occur in

this passage [<rap5d\t&, i28= Mk 69, and atirofi&Ti], i210=Mk 4
s8

). Ramsay
romantically makes Rhoda thefons et origo of the story.

f Lisco, in his Jerusalem Liberanda (1905, pp. 13 f.), actually discovers

a second journey of Paul from Antioch to Corinth underneath Lk 4
14-6 4g

( = Mt S1^35
, Mk i

16-319 =Jn iW 2
).

% On Apollos, see Schmiedel in EBi. 262-264.
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SPT. 273),* in 2o26 -27 - 33-35
, in 2 o20b

-26
5
and in 22 s0-23w <">.

The widely accepted excision of 27 21 "26 as a later interpolation

(cp. HNT 676 f.) in the original We-source, has led Wellhausen

(pp. 17-19) to conjecture boldly that 2 7
9-1L 3L 33 '38 are also

secondary insertions made for the purpose of turning an

anonymous piece of seafaring into a Pauline episode, just as he

had already taken 1923 -41 to be an independent account of some
riot which Luke assimilated for his biographical sketch of Paul at

Ephesus. On the vividness and accuracy of the details in 27, see

the studies by James Smith {Voyage and Shipwreck of St. Paul*,

1880), Breusing's Nautik der Alien (1886, pp. 142-205), Goerne

in NKZ. (1898) 352-375, and Hans Balmer {Die Romfahrt des

Apostels Paulus und die Seefahrtskunde im romischen Kaise?'alter,

1905, pp. 269 f.). The phenomena of 28 17f
* have suggested dual

sources or the loss of the original conclusion (so, e.g., Gercke in

neue Jakrb. fur die klass. Alterth,, 1901, 17), but, although the

conclusion is hurried, it is dramatic. 2828
is the watchword of the

writer's age, and the ringing dKwXvrws of 2831 echoes the confident

and exulting strain which pervades the Lucan writings as a whole.

§ 4. The Journal.—The main structural feature of the latter

half of the book is the presence of four extracts apparently from

a diary kept by one of Paul's companions (16 10"17 2o(4)* 5'15 21 1"18

27 1-28 16
). "It was customary for distinguished travellers,

princes, and generals of the ancient Hellenic world to have

short diaries kept by some companion as an aid to memory, in

which the stations of the route and perhaps, here and there,

notable experiences were cursorily set down. For instance,

according to Hermann Diels, the Anabasis of Xenophon is

founded on a diary of this description, which Xencphon himself

developed into an historical work, inserting all kinds of narratives

and speeches " (von Soden, INT. p. 243). No features of style

or diction can be discovered in these passages sufficiently salient

to differentiate them from the rest of the Lucan compositions.

They contain over fifty words peculiar to, and over seventy

specially characteristic of, Luke, and it may be due either to

accident or to subject-matter that they omit such Lucan

* " The history of Greek literature presents few other instances of the

destruction of books, whether for the sake of conscience or for the good of

the community, or under the authority of the State" (G. H. Putnam, Authors

and their Public in Ancient Times 2
, 1894, pp. Il8f. ; later and Latin

instances on pp. 264 f. ).
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favourites or peculiarities as av with the optative, airb tov vvv,

dj/acrras (-avres), a7rocrroXo5, tlprjvq, iv Tat? rj/xipats raurais, epwrao),

ero5, Ka0' fj/xipav, koit^s, Aaos, //.era, Taura, os in attraction,

7ri/jL7r\r]pLi, 7rpacrcra), prjfJia, ti's with the optative, rovrov ( = him),

vi/acrros, x^i°t9J
and wcret, while t$ ere/act ( = next day), irapaivim

(27
s- 22

), and irepLaipia) (2 7
20 - 40

) are found here alone, so far as

Luke is concerned. These idiosyncrasies of vocabulary only

throw into relief the linguistic, stylistic, and mental affinities

between the We-journal and the rest of Acts. Such data, it may
be held, do not foreclose the question of the authorship. While

they bring the We-sections into line with the rest of Acts, they

leave it an open question (i.) whether the author may not have

dealt here as freely with some source from another hand as he

did in the gospel, or (ii.) whether the journal is of his own com-

position. On the latter hypothesis, the use of ^eis, not unlike

the juixpis W* *°v or *Tl *s &* ™v °f Herodotus, is designed to

mark indirectly but unmistakably the periods at which the author

was a companion of Paul and an eye-witness of what he records,

so that the We-sections would represent his own written notes or

memoranda of a time when he happened to be associated closely

with the apostle. This conclusion, formerly pressed, e.g., by A.

Klosteraiann, Vindicice Lucance seu de itinerarii in libro Actorum

asservaio auctore (1866), pp. 46 f. ; V. H. Stanton {Exp.* vii. 336 f.,

GHD. ii. 254 f., 31 2 f.), and Vogel (Zur Charakteristik des Lukas 2
,

1899), has now been put practically beyond doubt by the exhaus-

tive researches of Hawkins (HS. 182 f.) and Harnack (BNT. i.

20-87), which support the hypothesis that the diarist was the

author of the third Gospel and Acts (cp. Ramsay, Pauline andother

Studies, 301 f., and Burkitt, Gospel History and its Transmission,

1 15 f.), and that the ^/ms-passages are either bona-fide extracts

from his journal or (as is less likely) bona-fide reminiscences.

{a) When the hypothesis of a delicate personal reference is set aside, the

use of the first person in these sections is held to denote, as in the case of the

memoirs incorporated in Ezra (j
27-8u 9

1 "15
) and Nehemiah (i 1-^5 I227 "43

), the

existence of an earlier document written by some companion of Paul. While

the editor must have worked over his source to some extant, as usual, he

evidently chose to leave the first person plural intact for the sake, not only

of vividness, but of assuring his readers that it denoted a diary, or intercal-

ated passages from the diary, of some early Christian who had been in

Paul's company at the time. Instances of this literary practice occur among
the mediaeval chroniclers (cp. Schwanbeck, 188 f.). Most of those who are

sceptical on the Lucan authorship hold, however, that the author left the
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fytetj 'in order to designate himself as the companion of Paul' (Zeller,

ii. 258 f. ; Schmiedel, etc. ), while some admit that the journal in question

came from Luke—which would explain the Lucan tradition in the early

church in the same way as the use of Matthew's Logia connects his name
with Matthew's gospel.* When the Lucan authorship of Acts is given up,

this is the most reasonable theory of the We-passages. Unless some dis-

location of the text in 204
"5 be assumed (Weizsacker), Timotheus (Schleier-

macher, Bleek, Sorof, etc. ) is ruled out, along with the other six companions

who accompanied Paul by the inland route from Greece to Troas.f The
introduction of Timotheus (161"3

), not long before the beginning of the

journal, does not tell in favour of his authorship ; and although after 1618

Silas alone is mentioned, Timotheus is soon referred to in I7 14f\ The entire

silence of Acts upon Titus does not preclude the hypothesis that Luke might

have employed a diary by that companion of Paul (Horst, Krenkel's Pau/us,

214 f. ; Jacobsen, O. Holtzmann, Seufert in ZWT, 1885, 367 f.), in which case

the genuine notice of 2 Ti 4
10 cannot refer to the imprisonment of Csesarea

;

for, if Titus had left for Dalmatia, he could not have written Ac 27-28*

(b) The passages marked by rj/xeis need not, however, represent the

entire original diary. Luke must have omitted certain parts of it
; X l&17

has no connection with 205 beyond the fact that Philippi is the scene, nor

has 21 18 with 271
; and even if the writer had left Philippi before the final

scene between Paul and the slave-girl, it is almost impossible to suppose

that, some years later, he resumed his memoranda without a break in the

terms of 205"6
. That the We-sections originally belonged to a larger work

is fairly certain. Why Luke selected these and only these passages, is

another and a very delicate question, which is only partly solved by the

hypothesis that traces of this source may be found elsewhere in Acts, in

places where Luke has re-written parts of it freely in the third person.

Probably the substance of 1618
"24 2016"38 and 26, at least, belonged to the

source, though the diarist may not have been an actual eye-witness of the

scenes, and though Luke, perhaps on that account, has worked them over

pretty carefully. Spitta, Jiingst, Hilgenfeld, van Manen, and Wendt make
the We-passages part of larger, more or less complete sources, which run all

through Acts ; Soltau finds a We-record of Luke in i66
'24

I
3540

) 202'16 2i J -20a-

27-30 2223-29 23n-24. 32-35 2424_25 i3 25
23-27 27i_28i6 ; but none of these recon-

structions, even (cp. e.g. 1

1

28
) with the aid of the ' Western ' text, is much more

than problematical (cp. Weizsacker, AA, i. 242 f.; McGiffert, AA. 238 f.).

* The stylistic data (see below) tell against the hypothesis (Sorof, Gercke,

and Soltau) that Acts represents the later edition of a Lucan work which

already included the We-sections. Bacon's theory {Story of St. Paul, 152 f.,

193 f.) that they were a report to the churches of Paul's collecting mission,

written by the ' brother ' of 2 Co 818 "21
, is needlessly subtle.

t MayerhofF {Historisch-critische Einl. in die petrin. Schriften, 1835, pp.

I-30) argued that Timotheus was the real author of the * Lucan ' writings,

and that Luke's share in them was quite subordinate. This fails to explain

how the latter's name ever became associated with the books.

% The second and third extracts both close with on the next day, though

the Greek phrase is different (rjj 5t txw&Vt so16
» TV ^ ivioOay, 2

1

18
).
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§ 5. Authorship.—The strong case for identifying the diarist

with the historian simplifies the problem of the authorship con-

siderably.

To begin with, (a) the third gospel and Acts are by the same author.

Each has a special vocabulary of its own (Gospel over 250, Acts over

400 words), due partly to the difference of subject-matter, partly to the

versatility and compass of Luke's literary power. On the other hand,

whi|e Acts has only about a dozen words peculiar to itself and Matthew

(excluding /Sapews, Ka/xp,6u}, irax^vofiat, and iiripalvoj as occurring in LXX
citations), and 14 peculiar to itself and Mk., no fewer than 57 occur in the

NT only in the third gospel and in Acts (56, if dov\r], which occurs in a

LXX citation, be omitted). Even the words and phrases absent from one

and present in the other of the two Lucan books are neither numerous nor

weighty. Of about 20, used fairly often in Acts and absent from the gospel,

8 are not used by the other synoptists {avaXappdvu only in Mk 1619 ) ; 7

others occur in Mt. and Mk. (yivos, iiratipiov, Spafia, irpovKaprepelv, irpo&Xap^

pivotal, rtpas, and x^<-aPX0S ) where Lk. has no parallel passage, while x(aPL0V

only occurs in Mt 2636 (Mk 14
32

) apropos of Gethsemane, which Lk. does not

mention. Lk., again, often uses about 30 words and phrases (like dyadoiroiiu),

dyairdu), dp-aproAbs, /3tos, diaXoyLcrfios, £\eos, vopuicbs, o/xolcas, oi>xl . . . dWd
irXotiaios, and (rrpacpels), which are absent from Acts, just as IO or II, like

KeXeijb) and <rvvipxofJt.cu, are much more common in Acts than in its pre-

decessor. But such variations in diction are of as little cumulative weight as

the corresponding differences in style, such as the gospel's entire avoidance

of the habit, so common in Acts (e.g. 238 5
9 a5 - " io15 192 25 22 2625

-
28-29

), of

emitting he said or its equivalents, or of using elVas (Ac 7
37 22s4 24s52 27s5

),

or of beginning a sentence with koX vvv (Ac 3
17 io5

13
11 1637 20s2

- ^ 2216 2321

266
). The Lucan iytvero . . . nal occurs but once in Acts (5

7
) ; iyivero

with a finite verb, and dvdpcove (Lk 5
20

etc.) never, whilst the latter book

is comparatively sparing in its employment of terms and phrases like dirb rod

vvv (186 ), iv rep with infin., £i-£pxofiai dirb, /cal oCros (nomin.), 6 avrbs, 8vopa

(=by name), and ifKrfjv, which are specially characteristic of the gospel.

Again, while the greater frequency of irvedfia Hyiov, avaKpivu, and diroXoyeofiai

in Acts may be due in part to the exigencies of the subject, it is noticeable

that iikv ofiv and re occur far more frequently in the second volume. Yet the

resemblances far outnumber such variations. The specially Lucan use of

dv or tLs with the optative, of dpxovres (Jewish), of tyhero 64, of el'77 (optat.),

of elirev(av) 84, of iv rats 7]/x4paLS ratfrcus, of Ka8' 7]p.4pav, of KaXodfxevos with

.tames or titles, of ovbp^aTi ( = by name), of ttcLs (tinas) 6 Xabs, of 7rp6s with

verbs of speaking, of irpoo-rldevcu,* of <riv,^ of ns with nouns, of rod with

the infinitive, of u>s ( = when), etc., runs through both volumes. They corre-

* '

' His use of it probably arose from his medical pursuits, as it was a very

frequent and necessary word in medical language " (Hobart, p. 104, adding

numerous medical citations).

f Again attributed (Hobart, 253 f.), though fancifully, to Luke's medical

training, on the ground that the works of Galen show how remarkably often

this preposition was in a physician's mouth.
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spond so closely in size, in style, and in general spirit (cp. e.g. parallels

like i^Ac 15
24-25

, i
39= Ac i

15
, i

66=Ac n 21
, 213= Ac 7

42
, 3

10 etc. =Ac 2s7 etc.

(H voifawpLev), 4
25= Ac 7

11 (ii 28
), 4

41 =Ac 1820
(s

42
), 9

51= Ac213
, i214 = Ac7 27

,

i52°=Ac 2037, i82= Ac 24s
-
5

, 201 =Ac 4
1
, 2i 15=Ac 610

, 23* = Ac 5
17

, 24"=
Ac 2631

) that, although the hypothesis that both works did not come from

the same pen still crops up occasionally, e.g. in the pages of Sorof, Hilgen-

feld, Soltau, Gercke (' Der devrepos \6yos des Lukas und die Apgeschichte,'

Hermes, 1 894, 373 f.), and even Norden (Das antike Kunstprosa, ii. 483 f.), it

should nowadays be decently interred under the epitaph, ' non fui, fui,. non

sum.' Adequate statements of the case for a single author are given by

Zeller (in Zeller-Overbeck, ii. 213 f.), Friedrich (Das Lukas-Evglm und die

Apgeschichte, Werke desselben Verfassers, 1890), Jacquier (INT. iii. 7 f.),

and Sir J. C. Hawkins (HS. 174-193).

(b) The author was a physician.

The * medical ' element in the language of the third gospel and Acts,

though several times noted (cp. e.g. J. D. Winckler, De Luca Evangelista

medico, Leipzig, 1736), was first fully worked out by Dr. W. K. Hobart

(The Medical Language of St. Luke, 1882), whose materials have recently

been sifted with results which converge on the thesis that the author of both

works was a Greek physician, and therefore, inferentially, the Luke of the

NT. Since the following abstract was written, Harnack's study (BNT. i.

175-198; cp. Zahn's Einl. § 62; Chase, Credibility of Acts, 13 f., and

Plummer's Luke, pp. xliii f
.
) has proved this pretty conclusively.

Too much stress * need not be laid on the fact that in his gospel Luke

alone quotes the medical proverb, Physician, heal thyself (4
s3

), and omits

(S43 ) the disparaging comment of Mk. on the profession, or employs words

like /Jd-ros (6
44

; the bramble ' was extensively used by rhe ancient physicians,'

Hobart), /xavia (Ac 26s4 ), irprjy^s (Ac I
18

), ^pix^v (Ac
,

A
), and dcrtTia(-os) ; but

evidence of his early studies and professional training may be discovered in

his methods of (a) describing the cures of J esus and others, the choice of the

technical terms for convulsions (plirreiv) and damage to the system (pXairreiv

4
s5

, only elsewhere in NT in Mk 1618 ) as well as for a doctor's examination

(iinpXeireiv, 9
s8

), of irK-qpiqs \iirpas (5
12

) after the medical use of irK-qpris, of

the correct medical term irapaXeXv^vos (5
18

, Ac 9
s3

) for the popular irapaXv-

tik6s, as well as the use of the technical classification of fevers into great

and small (4
s3

, so Galen), of ivoxkelv (6
18

) and ox^eiv (Ac 5
16

), repeatedly

used by Hippokrates and Galen for diseased persons, of avatcaditeiv (7
14

,

Ac 9
40

, the medical expression for a patient sitting up in bed), of ^Kcrraa-LS in

the sense of a trance (ii 5 2217
, Ac io10), of avaKvirreiv for the straightening

of the spine (13
11

), of a remarkable number of professional terms in io30f*

i619f- (Hobart, pp. 26 f.) and Ac 3
1 "8

(pp. 35 f.), of airoiriirTeiv and Xe7rts

(Ac 9
17"19

), iiriiriirecv and d%\us (Ac 13
11

), and the technical airaWdacreiv

(Ac 19
12

) ; (b) in his choice of medical termsf to express ordinary ideas or

* It may be due partly to the exigencies of subject-matter that ' the

number of words referring to pregnancy, barrenness, etc. , used by St. Luke, is

almost as large as that used by Hippokrates' (Hobart, p. 91).

f Thrice at least in the We-journal (203
"9 = Karcupepeo-6at and virvos fiaOvs,

28s
"8 Ttfiirpa<T$ai and Ka.To.iclirTei.v, rrvperol plur. of an individual, 279, a
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events ; * e.g. the substitution, for other terms, of the medical ir\riixfitipa,

irpo<r£ppr)i;ev, avvtireae, and prjyfia, (Lk 648 "49
), of Xv<XLTeXe?v (17

2
, so Hippo-

krates), of iraparriprjats (17^°) and irapaT-qpziv, of k/xds (med. =juices) and

<rvp.<pve<xdai (Dioskorides) in 86 "7
, of irTvaaecv (med. =roll up a bandage) in

4
20 (never elsewhere m this sense), of j3eX6vr] (=surgical needle) in 1825 , of

irapddo^a (med. = unexpected recovery, etc.) in 5
26

, of the common medical

terms 8iavifieiv (Ac 4
17

), didartj/xa (Ac 5
7
), eiWeros (9

62 1435, cp. Ac 2712
),

SiavvKTepeveiv (6
i2

), biaTrpayfxareieadaL (19
15

), evwopia (Ac 19
25

, common med.

term, so vb.), in^etv (6
38

), inkelireLv (med. = failure of pulse, etc.) in 169 and

2232
, of dvdirrjpos and fcvyos in I413

-
19

, of dpaxM and [xva in 15
8 and 19' 3

( ' the common weights employed in dispensing medicines and in writing

prescriptions'), of cpb^rpa (21 11
, a rare word which Hippokrates uses of the

terrifying objects in delirium), oiirpoadoida (21 26
, Ac 1211

, med. =expectation of

fatal result, so irpoadoKav), of adXos (21
25

, med. =tossings of sick), of KpanrdXrj

(2I34, med. =drunken nausea), of dewpia (23
48

), of Xijpos (24
11

, med. =raving

in delirium), daiceiv (24
16

, med. = practise), irepip.£veiv (Ac I
4
), diroKaraffTaais

(3
21

), dtXLTia (in medical sense, cp. J. R. Madan, JTS, vi. 1 16), avy-q (2011
,

med. = light), biairpleiv (5
s3

J
54

), iKdcriyeicrdcu (15
3

, cp. Hobart, p. 229), 4kit7]5cLv

(14
14

), iTraKpoacrOau (1625
, med. = auscultation), iiriKovpia (2622

), ^fyrqfia (15
2

etc., med. =a disputed point), KaracrreXXeiv (19
35

), ri/nwpecv (225 2611
),

i>iro£J)vvvpu (27
17
),f vtroareXXetv (2020, 27

, in sense of 'withhold'), XP& S i l 9
12

5

'the use of x«> to mean the body, not the skin, continued in medical

language from Hippokrates to Galen,' Hobart), and (piXavOpwircas (27
s

) ; +

(c) in his practice of avoiding Mt.'s use of words like p.aXaida or f3aaavl£ei.v

for sickness (the former= effeminacy or delicacy, the latter = examine, in med.

rrapaiveiv, med. = opinion of doctor) a medical flavour is to be detected ; even

the collocation of dairos and SiareXeu/ (Ac 27s3
) is found in Galen. Terms

like ipeldeiv, 8ia<peuyet.v, and KoXvp,j3av (in sense of swimming) were also

in medical use.

* The eleven compounds or derivatives of fiaXXetv, the five of vefciv, the

four of rf/vx^v, the three of rpexeiv, and the two of iXavveiv, peculiar to

Luke, are all characteristic medical expressions (Hobart, pp. 137-146, 166 f.,

191 f., 206 f.) ; while Luke's preference for terms like virepcpov instead of

iwep^T], for vwepopav, avyxzew and <rvyxv<ris y
<rvvapird£ei.v

,
p.eoTodadai,

irpocrirTjyvvpu, biaaireipeiv, Bidyvucris and diayivdxriceiv, ivibpa
i

iveSpeveiv,

KarSpdcap-a, Kara, Xbyov, iinp,eXeZ<rdai, diri/neXws, €vdvp,€iv(-(x)s), and the three

main medical terms for "stimulating" [iireyeipeiv, irapoTptiveiv, and irpo-

rpiireiv), lies parallel. Hippokrates also, in his epistles [p.la iroXewv ovk

&(T7]p:o$), uses acny/tos of a city (Ac 2

1

39
), and dvadtdovai of a letter being

delivered (Ep. 1275, cp. Acts 23s3
).

f This rare term for undergirding a ship was common in medical parlance,

being applied to the membrane or pleura which undergirt and supported

the thorax; so that, as Hobart suggests (273), its application in this case

may have been natural to Luke, particularly as a ship's sides were called

irXevpaL. Similarly Oepp.rj (2S3 ), for dep/xoT-rjs, is the usual medical term for

heat.

X Both Hippokrates and Galen (Hobart, 296-297) were strorg upon

j>i\avdpuyirLa as an essential note of the true physician.
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terminology), and the confusion* between avKOfiopea and <rvic&fjuvas (ij9 19
4
).

"Nearly all the alterations and additions which the third evangelist has

made in the Marcan text are most simply and surely explained from the

professional interest of a physician" (Harnack, BNT. iii. 187). As this

' medical ' element is spread over both the third gospel and Acts, instead of

being confined to the ' We -sections,' it corroborates the argument, which is

also the tradition of the second century (as early as Marcion, for the third

gospel) that the author of the third gospel and Acts was the Luke of Col 4
14

,

Philem ™, and 2 Ti 4
10

.

The linguistic data, however, do not support the common inference that

Luke was strongly affected by Paul's style and language, and that therefore

he was either a Paulinist or acquainted with the Pauline epistles. Out of

about 98 words peculiar to Lk. and Paul in the NT, 17 occur only in the

Pastoral epistles, and 8 in Ephesians, which reduces the number at once

to 73. Of these, Mt. and Mk. had no occasion to use one or two like

dporpidw, while 5ta7Ye\\w, ii-qrpa, (jTeipos, and GUT-qpiov (in Paul, only in Eph
6 17 and Tit 2n) occur in one or the other writer merely as LXX quotations.

This leaves about 68 at most, of which we must exclude in all fairness

the following 27, viz. &5rj\os, cu'x^aAwWfw, dvafdu, dva\vu, dvTairodo/xa,

dvTaTTOKpivoixcu, dcrcpdXeia, firo7ros,"j" 5iepfj.rjpefi(j), ddyjxa, iyypdcpofiai, Zvdo^os

(Lk. of things, Paul of persons), iTravawavofiai, iirexu, £<pL(rTr)/ju, rjcrvxdfa,

Kvpievio (Paul, metaph.), oUovo/xia (Paul, metaph.), irayls, ir\-qpo(pop£u},

o-irovdaiws, crvyKkelu (Paul, metaph.), cxwavTiXapL^dvoixai (Paul, relig. sense),

(rvvevdoKew, crvvoxn, viruTridfa, and ipd\/j.6s (Lk. only of Psalter), of which

some (to which dpa, /cara£tou/«u, fxedlarrniL, irpbtcoirTU), CKOireu}, and <nryxcu'pw

must be added) are used in different constructions, and all in senses which

are very different in the two writers. Even of the remaining 35, quite half

are neither favourite nor characteristic terms in either writer, while the

numerical preponderance, as compared with Mt. and Paul (about 22) or Mk.
and Paul (about 20), is not specially significant. So far as the internal

evidence suggests, Luke did not use any of Paul's epistles ; his acquaintance

with Paul's movements and ideas is drawn from oral tradition or personal

reminiscence, not from the reading of his correspondence. Some critics still

{e.g. Soltau) consider that the Pauline speeches as well as the narratives are

drawn from materials provided by the Epistles (so formerly Jacobsen, op. cit.

pp. 8f.), but there is no real evidence to render this a necessary hypothesis

(cp. Sabatier's essay in Bibliothe'que de Vicole des hautes etudes, i. 1889,

202 f. ; Moffatt, HNT. 416 f. ; Jacquier, INT. iii. 96 f., and Zahn, INT.
iii. n8f.). The juxtaposition of Acts and the Pauline epistles in the

Canon is apt to produce an optical illusion, until it is remembered that

Acts was not written to be read alongside of the apostle's correspondence,

and that it really contains nothing which Luke could not have obtained

elsewhere.

* Noted by Dioskorides. The distinction was familiar to physicians, who

had occasion to use both in their prescriptions.

f Add perhaps de/cros, in Lk. of persons only, in Paul (Phil 4
18

) of things,

2 Co 62 and Lk 4
14 being LXX citations. It is uncertain whether 4cpv.di.ot

(WH) should be read, instead of alcpvidios, in Lk 21 34
.
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§ 6. Characteristics and aim.— (a) It is no longer necessary

to controvert the theory that, when Luke wrote, Jewish and

Gentile Christianity required to be reconciled, or that the

parallelism between Peter and Paul is wholly due to the

historian's pragmatism. Luke's position is that of the later

church, as reflected, e.g., in Mt 28 18-20
; the Gentile mission was

carried out by the twelve in obedience to a revelation of Jesus

(cp. HD. i. 158 f., 2i3f.). According to Acts, Peter, as the

leader of the apostles, not only took the first step in this

direction (iolf
-), but claimed that this was his commission

(Ac is 7
); also, between the twelve and Paul there was no vital

difference on the burning question of Gentile Christianity.

Luke smoothes over the crucial antagonism which Gal 1-2

reveals. He prefers to emphasise the common loyalty of both

sides to the gospel of Jesus ;
" trop loyal pour condamner son

maitre Paul, trop orthodoxe pour ne pas se ranger a l'opinion

officielle qui prevalait, il effaca les differences de doctrines pour

laisser voir seulement le but commun que tous ces grands

fondateurs poursuivirent" (Renan, ii. p. xxiii). His whole treat-

ment of the question breathes the air of an age when the rights

of Gentile Christianity had long ago been won, and when even

an admirer of Paul, especially in writing for the particular object

defined in Lk i
1 *4

, was more concerned to emphasise the pro-

vidential development upon which the church looked back than

to revive the bitter memories of a bygone phase of controversy.

This irenical attitude, with its idealising spirit, is not inconsistent with

the Lucan authorship, even though we assumed that Luke was familiar with

the exact course of events as, e.g., Paul describes them in Gal 2 lf\ A man
may surely be the friend and physician of a great church-leader, without

necessarily sharing or even understanding all his religious opinions and

without assenting to his ecclesiastical policy in every respect. Luke had
more in his mind than to be a protagonist of Paul, and we have no right to

demand that consciously or unconsciously he must come into line with the

apostle. In spite of the arguments or rather the assumptions to the contrary,*

* This idea underlies the criticisms passed by Schurer {TLZ., 1906, 405-

408), Bousset (TA\, 1908, 185-205), and Clemen (TR., 1907, 97-113, and

HJ., 1910, 780 f.) on the Lucan hypothesis as argued by Harnack {BNT. i.

121 f., TLZ., 1906, 466-468); Windisch {ZWT., 1908, 152 f.) hesitates

more over the indebtedness to Josephus. The Lucan case is fairly put by
Stanton {GHD. ii. 241-255) in view of the former scruples. By their

extravagant claims on behalf of Luke as a historian and their harmonising

expedients, conservative critics have often played into the hands of their

sceptical opponents.
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on the part of conservative and radical critics alike, it does not follow that

Acts, if written by Luke, must tally, historically and theologically, with Paul,

or that Luke's statements must invariably exhibit striking agreement with the

apostle's epistles. Luke's object was neither to correct nor to elucidate these

epistles. He was not a Paulinist (cp. Harnack, BNT. i. 1 39 f. ), and even

though he had been an eye-witness of certain events, that would not

necessarily prevent him from describing them years afterwards in semi-

historic fashion. To a modern reader it does appear difficult to understand

how any one who had shared in the Pauline mission could describe the

relation of baptism and the Spirit, the glossolalia, and above all the relation

between Paul and the pillar-apostles, as Luke has done ; but once allowance

is made for the time at which and the purpose for which Luke wrote, once

the idea that he was a Paulinist is abandoned, and once we recognise the

freedom with which he treated the sources and traditions at his disposal for

Acts as for his gospel, the admitted difficulties can no longer break through

the strong thicket of linguistic evidence in favour of the Lucan authorship.

Luke's idealisation of the primitive council at Jerusalem does not prevent

him from mentioning the fate of Ananias and Sapphira. Nor, although he

ignores the scene at Antioch, does he hesitate to tell how Paul lost his temper

twice. There were physicians and physicians among the historians of the

ancient world. One of them, Kallimorphos, is pilloried by Lucian (de hist,

conscrib. 1 6) for having written a irpooifuov virep\pvxpov to his history of the

Parthians, in which he vaunted : oUelov elvai iarp{p laroplav avyyp6.<peiy, ef ye

6 ' A.<TK\rjircbs fiev 'A.ir6XKu}vos vios, 'AttoWojv de 2ilova7]y4Ti]S ical trd<rrjs vaide'ias

&PXW- In Acts there is no empty rhetoric. There are no eulogies of the

early Christians, not even of Paul. Luke knew, better even than the author

of the Vita Agricola, what Lucian meant when he spoke of the broad gulf

between history and panegyric (de hist, conscrib. 7, ov <XTev<$ ry lo-0/ui.tp

diwpiarai icai diareix^Tai 77 IcrTopia irpbs to eyKib/j-iov) ; his literary taste, as

well as his religious feeling, prevented him from painting the great apostle of

the Gentiles with a halo.

(b) A similar consideration bears upon Luke's treatment of

the supernatural. On the one hand, the presence of miraculous

anecdotes (cp. Harnack, BNT. iii. 133-16 1) is no proof that

they are unprimitive. A comparison, e.g., of the historical

traditions gathering round figures like St. Patrick or even

Thomas a Becket will show that it is the most natural thing in the

world for such stories to spring up within a man's lifetime, and

the mushroom of legend appeared under certain conditions as

rapidly in the East as in the West. This applies in some degree

to the miracles in Acts as well as to those in the gospels. On
the other hand, their presence in Acts is no disproof of Luke's

authorship.* He took most of them from his available sources

* Luke's three defects as a historian, according to Harnack (BNT. iii.

p. xxxix), are credulity, a tendency to be careless and inaccurate, and a

tendency to work up important situations. Still, he adds, " ich halte ihn
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and inserted them for the sake of bringing out a point vividly.

It is psychologically accurate to hold that even the special class

of tales about demonic possession, which as an educated

physician he might be supposed to have disbelieved, were

accepted by him on the score of his Christian beliefs (cp. J.

Naylor in HJ., 1909, 28-46 : "it is certain that the phenomena

he witnessed in Christian circles made it easy for him to believe

in demonaic causes of diseases " ;
" he was led to believe in the

power of faith in the sick, and of personality in Paul and Christ,

to work marvellous cures and do mighty works "). The super-

naturalism of stories like 2 lf-

5
1 -11 i2 lf

- i625f
- i9llf

- and 2o9f
*,

which are near the level of popular Oriental tales, does not tell

against either the likelihood that in some cases a nucleus of

historic fact underlies the moral apologue, or the probability that

the writer (or editor) was an educated man who, like Luke, must

have been familiar with, e.g., the real glossolalia of the Pauline

churches. We know so little about Luke that it is impossible to

determine how far he worked in the spirit of the advice given by

Lucian (de hist, conscrib. 60) to his friend Philo : kcu fxrjv kou

fivOos €t rts 7rapa7re(roi, Xe/cT€os fxev, ov fxrjv 7ri<TTa>T€os ttoVtcds, aW
iv /xecrio 0£tcos rots oirws av iOiXcjocnv ei/cacroixri ircpX avrov' <rv 8'

a/aVSwos /cat 7rpos ovSerepov eVipp€7reo-T€pos. Probably, his

attitude to the miraculous stories of Acts was more naive.

There is no hint of any Blougram-like reserve in his method

of narrating these episodes ; on the contrary, we can feel the

same realistic and materialising tendency which appears in his

recasting of the resurrection stories. There is little force, there-

fore, in the argument that his version of the glossolalia in 2 lf-

could not have come from an eye-witness of the phenomena, e.g.,

at Corinth. Even if Luke knew the latter, this would not have

prevented him from repeating the embellished and circumstantial

miracle which he found in his source. "That it involved a

miracle attracted rather than repelled him. . . . He loves a good

miracle" (P. Gardner in Cambridge Biblical Essays, p. 390).

(/) A subordinate aim is to exhibit the political inoffensive-

ness of Christianity. Paul is never formally condemned by the

Roman authorities (cp. the conduct of the proconsuls in 13 12

1812 etc., and of the Asiarchs in 19 31
); Luke skilfully omits any

innerhalb dear griechischen Historik trotz seiner offenkundigen Gebreciien

und Leichtglaubigkeiten fur einen respektablen Berichterstatter, Schriitstellei

und Zeugen " (TLZ., 1906, 467).
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allusion to the three occasions when he had been flogged by

lictors (2 Co 11 25
), and emphasises his Roman citizenship.

As in the third gospel (cp. e.g. 2020'26
), so in its sequel, the

historian points out that Christians were admittedly loyal (cp.

i8 14f
- 19 37 23 29 25 18f- 25 26 31

), though it is hardly fanciful to detect

in his references to i£ovarta or the authority of civil powers

(in his gospel 4
6 '7

|| Mt 4
9

, 12 4-5
|| Mt io 28

, 2 2 25
|| Mk io42 and

Mt 2025
) a less favourable view than that of Acts (cp. E. A.

Abbott, Diat. 1565-157 1), where the allusions to Roman officials

are upon the whole respectful and intended to be irenical. He
is careful to expose the hollowness of the charge of sedition

brought against Christians especially by malevolent Jews, and

such passages further contain an implicit plea for the toleration

by Rome of Christianity as a religio licita no less than of the

Judaism from which it sprang and of which, as Luke is careful

to point out, it forms the true consummation.

This tendency is obvious. Abrecb. {TQ. , 1863, 84-134) even held that

Acts was the defence entered by Luke at Paul's trial before Nero on the

charges of 24s
; J. Weiss (Adsic/it, 54 f. ) more moderately brings out the

author's unaffected desire to portray the innocent character of Christianity

in view of the suspicions aroused in part by the charges levelled at it by

Jews (cp. e.g. p. 31, a propos of i620f- 37 "Die hochmiitiggeringschatzige

Anschauung, die in der Denunciation zum Ausdruck kommt, wird

nachtraglich glanzend zuruckgewiesen. Die Apostel sind nicht hergelaufene

Agenten einer oriental ischen Nation, in deren Dienste sie eine staatlich nicht

unbedenkliche Propaganda treiben, sie sind Romer so gut wie die Richter

auch und wollen nach romischen Recht beurteilt werden. Was aber hier von

den Aposteln gesagt ist, das gilt im Sinne des Verf. vom Christenthum

uberhaupt "). $0 far as this bears on the problem of the date, it leaves any

period open after Nero. The motive would be as relevant shortly after

Domitian's persecution as before it, since the vehement anti-Roman tone of

the Apocalypse was by no means normal among contemporary Christians.

(d) For Luke's remarkable degree of accuracy in geographical,

political, and social data, it is sufficient to refer to the essays of

Lightfoot (Essays on l Supernatural Religion]'1889, 291-302) and

Vigoroux (Le Nouveau Testament et les decouvertes archeologiques

modemes, Paris, 1896, pp. 183-332), and to the epoch-making

researches of Sir W. M. Ramsay (CRE., chs. ii.-viii. etc.).

Still, he must be judged by the canons of his age, and in the

light of his opportunities. Not only as regards the origins of the

Palestinian church and mission, but even on the earlier part of

Paul's career, he is plainly writing at second-hand. As the

book proceeds, the level of historicity rises on the whole. The
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nearer Luke comes to his own period, the less liable he is to dis-

crepancies and errors, although even here the ordinary conditions

of the period must be taken into account in an evaluation of his

testimony as an eye-witness. For the first part of the story,

however, he had to rely upon such information of primitive

Christians as may have been available, or upon certain written

sources, e.g., for Stephen and Philip. Thus in the circles to which

he had access it is altogether likely that the crisis at Antioch

and Jerusalem would sometimes be viewed very differently from

what Paul considered to be its real inwardness,* and the lapse

of nearly half a century was certain to alter not only the stand-

point of his own judgment, but also the memories upon which

he drew. Owing to distance from the time and place, he was

imperfectly acquainted with much that transpired in Palestine

during the early decades of the Christian movement. But here

as elsewhere he knew more than he chose to put down. His

omissions are not invariably due to lack of available knowledge;

they are sometimes intentional. The choice of episodes, the

relative scope assigned to them, the passing over of years either

silently or in a sentence, the ignoring of a figure like Titus, the

indifference towards such movements of Christianity in the East

as Peter's evangelisation of Asia Minor and Paul's mission in

North Galatia,—all these phenomena show that Luke had no

intention of writing the history of early Christianity, and that

even his reconstruction of that history requires to be reset at

more points than one.

The speeches in the earlier part may represent not untrust-

worthily the primitive Jewish-Christian preaching of the period

(Peter, i
15"22 214

-36
3
12 -26 48-12

5
29 -32

; Gamaliel,! 5
35 "39

). "To
the doctrinal discourses of Peter we may in a certain sense

grant that they faithfully represent the primitive preaching of

the messiah by the apostles, and that so far they possess a

certain originality" (Overbeck). { This is due, not to any verba-

tim reports or Hellenistic versions being available, but to the

* Cp. Franke's candid paragraphs in SK. (1890) 668 f., and J. Warschauer

in New World (1898), pp. 722-749.

f Chase, Credibility; pp. 122-159 (pp. 167 f, on Paul's speeches).

X So especially Riehm, op. cit. pp. 126 L; Chase, op. cit. 105 f., and W.
Lock (Exp. 4

vii. 178-190, ' The Christology ofthe Earlier Chapters of Acts').

Mayerhoff (Einl. in die petrin. Schriften
t
218-233) makes them, as well as

Stephen's and Paul's, free compositions of the author.

20
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excellent historical sense of the author, who, while following the

ordinary methods of ancient historiography in the composition of

such speeches, was careful to avoid moulding and shaping his

materials with a freedom which should obliterate the special

cast of their aim and temper. These materials were probably

furnished in the main by oral tradition. Preaching so con-

tinuous as we know that of Peter to have been, would leave

definite reminiscences of its general type and tenor. A skil-

ful writer, having access to circles where such Jewish Christian

ideas had been cherished and still lingered {e.g. John Mark),

would find little difficulty in composing discourses such as these,

which would harmonise satisfactorily with the period he was

engaged in depicting. Of the later speeches, that at Miletus is

probably nearest to a summary of the original words of Paul

;

the others, for the most part, reflect in the main Luke's historic

sense of what was appropriate to the speaker and situation.

Stephen's speech is the most notable exception; it obviously

was derived from a special source.

The letter of Claudius Lysias to Felix (Ac 2325"30
) might have been

verbally copied from the original, if Luke had had access to the archives or

private papers of Felix. Instances of this are not unknown {e.g. Sallust,

Catil. 34, 3 ; 44, 5), but they are extremely rare, and the more probable

hypothesis is that the letter, like the speeches of the history, must be ascribed

to Luke himself, in common with the universal practice of his age. The same

holds true of the letter in 152s
-29 (cp. Harnack, BNT. i. 219-223), though this

document probably embodies a source as its nucleus (see above, pp. 42-43).

The last-named passage opens up a cluster of textual, literary,

and historical problems which have a profound bearing upon the

authorship and authority of Acts. The problem was, what are

the conditions upon which Gentile Christians can be saved, i.e.

participate in the messianic reign of Jesus the Christ? The

strict Jewish Christians of the capital (nves iw cbro rijs atpeVew?

iw 4>apio-<uW -7r«r«rTevKOT€s) insisted on circumcision and the

complete observance of the Mosaic law. A keen controversy

took place among the apostles and elders. Finally, Peter

repudiated this claim on the score of practice. Facts had

already proved that Gentiles could believe in Jesus Christ and

receive the Spirit which guaranteed membership in his kingdom,

without submitting to the law. Barnabas and Paul corroborate

this from their own experience in the mission-field, while James

clinches it by an appeal to messianic prophecy, and proposes
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that, though the claim for legal submission should be repudiate^

the Gentile Christians should be enjoined to abstain from

elBmXodvra, al/xa, irvUra, and 7ropv€ia.* A formal decree (eSo^ev

t(3 irveofxaTL T(3 ayio) kol fj/juv) to this effect, in the shape of a

pastoral epistle, is dispatched to the Gentile Christians of

Antioch, Syria, and Cilicia. The course of events is not so clear,

however, as at first sight appears. No proper motive is given

for the sudden interference of the narrower Palestinian

Christians with the church at Antioch (15
1
). Psychologically,

the reaction would come better after n 21-22; it is difficult to

see how such a recrudescence of legalism could take place after

Peter had settled, as he is said to have done, the question of the

rights of uncircumcised Gentiles to membership in the church

(n 1*18
). Furthermore, the decrees of i5 23f

- are sent not to the

Pauline churches in Lystra, Ikonium, etc., but to the Gentile

Christians of Antioch, Syria, and Cilicia ; and if they were merely

meant to meet a local emergency, this is hardly Luke's concep-

tion of their place and purpose.

The silence of Paul in Gal 2 upon the decree of Ac 15 tells against the

historicity of the latter, if the fourfold prohibition was its main message, and

if it was promulgated at the Jerusalem council. It is conceivable that Paul

might have agreed to a number of concessions for the sake of peace and

harmony, but " that he consented to, or was party to, a demand that his

converts should observe these four legal conditions is not only disproven by

his own clear words, but by the absence of any such precept in his letters tc

Gentile churches on this matter" (Forbes, p. 54). If he had distributed the

decrees as Luke says he did (164 ), it may be questioned if he could or would

have treated them in his epistles as a quantity nigligeable (cp. EBi. 9i6f.

;

Bacon, Story of St. Paul, 138 f., 151 f.). Unless, therefore, the authenticity

of the decree or the Lucan authorship is to be abandoned, the alternatives

apparently are (i.) to adopt the Western reading of Ac 15, as has been done

recently by Hilgenfeld {ZWT., 1899, 138 f.), G. Resch in a careful monograph

('Das Aposteldecret nach seiner ausserkanonischen Textgestalt, ' TU. xiii.

3, 1905; cp. Exp? iii. 564 f.), and Harnack {BNT. iii. 248 f.) ; or (ii.)

adhering to the ordinary text, to conjecture that Luke has antedated a

decree f which only came into existence at a later period in the history of the

Jerusalem church, viz. some time between Paul's composition of Galatians

* Halevy {RS.
t 1902, 228 f.), like Bentley, proposes to read iropicelas or

Xoipelas, on the ground that the change of this into iropvelas would be more

intelligible than vice versa, and that this reading is in line with the other

allusions to food.

I This was Harnack's former view (cp. SBBA., 1899, 168 f.). The
Western form is rejected after careful scrutiny by Uiehl, Coppieters (RB.

%

1907, 34-54), and A. Seeberg {Die beiden Wege und das Aposteldekret
% 1906)
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and Corinthians on the one hand and his arrival (21
25

) at Jerusalem on

the other (so, especially, Weizsacker, AA. i. 313 f. ; Grimm, SK., 1880,

622 f. ; McGiffert, AA. 215 f. ; von Dobschutz, Urc. 152 f. ; R. Knopf, SNT.
i. 2. 65; Bousset ; Diehl, ZNW., 1909, 277-296), in any case prior to the

composition of the Apocalypse (2
14

). The decree would thus be the work of

James and his party, whether brought down to Antioch by the emissaries of

the former (McGiffert, Bacon) or, more probably, promulgated at some later

period. It is noticeable that in 21 25 James tells Paul about it, as if the latter

had not heard of it before. This tells in favour of the second hypothesis, as

against either the former or the bolder conjecture that Gal 21 "10 did not refer

to the scene of Ac 15 at all (see above, pp. 100 f.).

, r < 2O The Western form of 15''*, which omits (so Wellhausen) koX itvlktQiv and

inserts, between iropvelas and 5>v, the words ical 8aa p.ij dtXere iavroh ylpe<xdai

eTipip jAT) iroLeiv, a<p\ with cpepb[xevoi iv t<2 aytij} irveifxari between irpd^ere and

tppuade, cannot have arisen later than the middle of the second century, as it

is guaranteed not only in D but in Iremeus (iii. 12. 14), Tertullian (de pudic.

12), and Cyprian {Testini. iii. 119). On the other hand, it resembles a moral

catechism rather than the decree in its historical setting, and its secondary

character, as compared with the canonical text, is fairly obvious. Its protest

against the exaggeration of the ceremonial law, at the expense of its ethical

elements, was both timely (cp. 4 Mac 5
19"20

; Schurer, GJV. ii. 464 f.) and

in accord with the principles of Jesus ; but, instead of the ambiguous

elSiSkbdvTov, eldoAoXarpeia would have been more apposite. The ' Western

'

reading avoids the difficulty of the superfluous ttvlkt&v after afyia (in sense

of 'tasting blood'), and also of understanding how Paul could be silent

on the decree in Gal 2. Such injunctions would only be the obvious ethical

maxims of the Christian catechism (at
/
ua= murder). But, on the other hand,

this neutral interpretation blunts the point of the council, and makes it hard

to see how the controversy could have attained the proportions of Gal 2lf\

This difficulty is bound up with another, relating to the visit of Paul to

Jerusalem in Ii 30-I225
. The omission of this visit in Gal i

17-210 has caused

keen perplexity to editors of Acts and of that epistle. Why did Paul pass it

over? Not because it was too hurried and short (Usteri), nor because he*

was prevented from going, perhaps at the last moment (so, e.g., Neander,

Meyer), nor because the envoys prudently stopped in Judaea (so, e.g., Credner,

Bleek, in contradiction to 1225
). Such harmonistic expedients are not

satisfactory. It would be fairer to argue that Paul, in writing Galatians,

aimed not at giving any complete chronicle of his visits to Jerusalem, but

only at mentioning those which affected his claim to a divine commission

independent of the twelve. The two visits at which this was called, or

might be supposed to have been called, in question, were his first (Gal I
18

)

and his third (Gal 2lf
*). The second visit, recorded in Ac II30 1225

, afforded

no chance of misconception ; his character and doctrine were not in dispute

then, and the Galatians needed no explicit description of that journey.

Hence he could pass it over, in his rapid survey, as having no bearing on

the authority and independence of his gospel (so, e.g., Godet, Hort, Light-

* Renan thinks that Barnabas alone conveyed the chaluka, and Zimnier

mann deletes koX 2av\ov [SK., 1901, 454).
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foot, Blass, G. H. Gilbert, Steinmann's Abfassungszeit d. Galaterbriefes,

I2jf.). This is a legitimate hypothesis. Paul is not writing a protocol 01

diary in Gal 1-2, which would be falsified were he to omit any visit to the

Jewish capital ; all that his argument requires is a note of the occasions when

he was brought into contact with the apostles at Jerusalem, and of this there

is no mention in Ac 1

1

30
, which seems even to exclude (by the reference to

the elders) any communication between them and the Cilician evangelist.

Those who are dissatisfied with this have the choice of three alternatives.

{a) They may delete the visit of Ac n 30 1225 as unhistorical (so, e.g., Zeller,

Overbeck, Hilgenfeld, Weizsacker, Sabatier, B. Weiss, Jiilicher, Clemen's

Paulus, i. 215 f. ; Forbes), whether the historian confused (H. J. Holtzmann)

the visit of Gal 21 with the collection visit of I Co 164 (which is therefore

passed over at Ac 19
21

), or whether he inserted II 30 and 1225 (with n22-26aj

erroneously in the source which lay before him (Wendt, SK., 1892, 270 f.).

Others, e.g. Spitta (i79f.), Pfleiderer {Urc. i. 496 f.), Schwartz, and

McGiffert [AA. l7of.) improve upon this by supposing [b) that the visit of

II30 12 25 was really the same as that of 15"*, and that Luke, finding these two

different narratives of what was the same event, supposed them to refer to

different incidents. This is not impossible, but the two narratives are hardly

parallel enough. The object of the one visit is the conveyance of funds

;

the object of the other is to have a question of religious principle decided.

This consideration rules out with equal certainty [c) the bolder and even

less probable hypothesis which identifies n30 1225 (not 15"-) with Gal 21"10

(so, e.g., Belser, Einl. 168 f. ; Ramsay, Weber, Gutjahr, after Fritzsche's

Opuscula, 233 f.). Luke never alludes to the circumcision-problem or to any

trouble over the Gentile Christians ; there is not a syllable about the presence

of John, Peter, and James (as in Gal 24f>
) ; the relative prominence of Paul in

the two passages is too different to admit of both referring to the same event,

even when due allowance is made for the natural emphasis on his own
personality in the epistle ; and it is unlikely that the circumcision-question

could again emerge and be decided (as in Ac 15), after it had been once

settled (as in Gal 21 "10
; see above, pp. 100 f.). {d) It is enough to mention *

the identification of Paul's visit (in Gal 2lf
-) with the fourth recorded by Luke

(viz. in Ac 1822). The visit of Ac i5 lf
* would then be passed over by Paul

—

an omission which may be described as incredible.

§ 7. The text.—The remarkable phenomena of the ' Western

'

text had been already noted by earlier NT critics like Simon,

Hug, and Credner (EinL i. 452-519 f.), as well as by Lagarde

in his monograph de NT ad versionum orientalium fidem edendo

(1857), and the problem of their origin and value has been

investigated by A. Resch (Agrapha, pp. 30 f.), J. R. Harris {A
Study of Codex Bezce, 1891 ; Four Lectures on the Western Text,

* So, e.g. , Kohler, Versuch iiber die Abfassungszeit der epist. Schriften im
NT u. der Apocalypse (1830), pp. 7f. ; Wieseler's Chronologie (pp. i84f.), and

Bertheau, Einige Bemerkungen iiber die Stelle Gal 2 u. ihr Verhaltniss zur

Apgeschichte (1854), pp. 3f. Cp. Baur's critique of Wieseler in Theol. fahrb.

(1849) 457-480, and M. Meinertz on Ac 15
34 and Gal 211 (BZ.

t 1907, 392-402),
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1894), F. H. Chase (The old Syriac Element in the text of Codex

Bezce), and Ramsay (CRE., ch. viii.), amongst others (cp. HNT.
611 f.). The bearing of the question upon the third gospel and

Acts was brought to the front specially by F. Blass, who in a

series of monographs (SK., 1894, 86-119; NKZ., 1895, 7 I2 f->

Hermathena, ix. 121 f., 291 f
.

; SK., 1896, 436 f., 1898, 539 f.,

1900, 5f.) argued that Luke, like several ancient authors, re-

edited his works, and that the Western text represents the church-

edition of the gospel and the first draft of Acts. The theory

won the support, more or less, of Hilgenfeld (ZWT, 1896,

625!., 1899, 138 f., and in his edition of Acts), Belser (TQ.,

1897, 303 f. etc.), Haussleiter (Theol. Lit. Blatt, 1896, pp.

105 f.), Draseke (ZWT., 1894, 192 f.), Zockler (in Greifswalder

Studien, 1895, pp. 129 f.), and Nestle (Christliche Welt, 1895,

pp. 304 f.; SK., 1896, pp. 103 f
.

; Einf. pp. 56 f., 186 f.); it is

rejected by Ramsay (Exp.5
i. pp. 129 f., 212 f., vi. pp. 460 f.),

Chase (Critical Review, 1894, 303-305), Page (Class. Rev., 1897,

217), Bebb (DB. iii. 164-165), Schmiedel (EBi. i. 50-56), Julicher

(Einl. § 32), and Jacquier (INT. iii. 178-184), amongst others,

mainly on the ground that (i.) the phenomena of the 'Western'

text are not confined to the Lucan writings ; that (ii.) they are

not homogeneous, but represent different strata; that (iii.) the

' revised ' text of Acts and the ' original ' text of the third gospel

cannot be reconstructed with certainty (compare the differences

between Hilgenfeld's text and that of Blass' Acta Apostolorum

secundum formam quce videtur romanam) ; and that (iv.) the later

origin of the 'Western' text appears in several places (e.g. 5
s9

addition of kings and tyrants). These and other reasons for

maintaining the secondary character of the Western text are

put especially by Harnack (SBBA., 1899, PP- I 5°f-» 1900,

pp. 2f.), Bousset (TR., 1898, 410-414), Corssen (GGA., 1896,

pp. 425 f., 1901, pp. if., in reviewing Hilg.'s edition of Acts),

B. Weiss, 'der Codex D in der Apgeschichte ' (TU. xvii. 1,

pp. 52-107), von Dobschutz (LC, 1895, 601 f., 1897, 385 f.),

H. Coppieters (De Historia Textus Actorum Apostolorum dis-

sertatio, 1902), and Schmiedel (EBi. 59-56), from the standpoint

of textual criticism. D may have occasionally (cp. Zahn's Einl.

§ 59) preserved the original reading,* but as a whole it cannot

* According to A. Pott {Der abendlandische Text der Apgeschichte und

ihr Wir-quelle, 1900), because the editor had access to the We-source or Acta

Pauli which underlies the canonical Acts.
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be ascribed to the author of Acts (see Harnack's final reply in

TLZ. (1907) 396-401, based on a fresh examination of the D
text in Ac 1-7).

If the Western text of n 37'28 be the original draft {f\v 6& ttoXXt/ dyaWt-

acts. avvecTTpafifxivwv 5e ijfiwv Hcpr} eh £k airwv dvSfJbari "Aya(3os tryfiaLvbiv kt\. ;

so Blass, Pfleiderer, Hilgenfeld, Zahn, etc.), a strong light is thrown upon the

personality of the writer. Here the we is not, as in the later half of Acts,

Paul's companions, but the Christian community of Antioch. Consequently,

if this isolated occurrence of ^ueis is to be taken along with the others, as is

most natural, the writer plainly conveys the impression that he himself was a

Christian of Antioch, which is not improbable (cp. Harnack, BNT. i. 21 f.)

for other reasons (cp. the tradition in Eus. H. E. iii. 4, and Jerome, uir.

inlust. 7, ' Lucas, medicus antiochensis '). But the latter fact is not bound

up with this reading, which may be due to a reviser who wished to emphasise

the tradition in question.

One or two cases of displacement, due to copyists, may be

noted. Thus 4
s3

, which is an erratic block as it lies, originally

came after 4
31

; 5
12a has been displaced (cp. Laurent, NT Studien,

138-139) from between 5
14 and 5

15
; there is quite a case for

Cramer's (Exegetica et Critica, v., 1896, 34-40) suggestion that

1921 -22 originally followed i8 18"23
; 143, unless it is an early gloss,

lay before 142 (Wendt, cp. HNT. 671); and 26s has been dis-

placed from its site between 2 622 and 2623 (Nestle, Philologica

Sacra, 54; Wendt; Moffatt, HNT. 676). Such phenomena,

taken together with the fact that by the middle of the second

century {i.e. within fifty years of its composition) divergent

recensions of the text were current, might suggest that Luke did

not publish the book himself, while the roughnesses of the extant

text, which have set correctors early at work, prompt the con-

jecture that the author did not manage to revise his Sevrepos

Xoyos for purposes of publication.

§ 8. Date.—(Harnack, A CL. ii. 1. 246-250
; J. A. Cross, ET

xii. 334-336, 423-425, xiii. 43-46). As Acts is a sequel to the

third gospel, and as the latter was written after a.d. 70, the

terminus a quo for the composition of the Sevrepos \6yo<s is

determined without further ado. The time which elapsed

between the two has been variously calculated (nine or ten years,

Renan), but it is impossible to draw any safe inferences on this

point from the more developed phase, e.g., of the resurrection-

stories. If Luke used Josephus (see above, pp. 29-31), the

terminus a quo of both his works could not be earlier than

A.D. 94. On other grounds the older Tubingen school relegated
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Acts to the reign of Trajan or Hadrian (so Zeller-Overbeck : ii

267-284; Schwegler, Hausrath, followed by Krenkel, Rovers:

INT. 205 f., Schmiedel in EBi. 49-50, and Baljon); Pfleiderer,

S. Davidson {INT. ii. 76-176), and Martineau {Seat of Authority

^

267) condescend on a.d. i 10-120 ; but others fix on the beginning

of the second (so, e.g., Volkmar, Weizsacker, Holtzmann, Jacobsen,

Renan : iv. ch. xix.
;

Jiilicher, Wiede, Burkitt), or the close of the

first century (so, e.g., Wendt, J. Weiss, Peake). It is impossible to

go earlier than c. a.d. 100, if it is allowed that Luke knew

Josephus {Jewish Wars before a.d. 80 ; Antiq., a.d. 93-94). In

this event he must have been about seventy when he wrote Acts,

which is by no means impossible or even improbable. When
the dependence on Josephus is given up, Acts falls to be dated

within the Domitianic period (so, e.g., Schleiermacher, Mangold,

Keim i. 63 ; Hilgenfeld, Reuss, McGiffert, Loning's Gemeinde-

verfassung, 62 ; J. Reville, Les origines de Fepiscopat, 43-44

;

Bacon, Ramsay's SPT. 386 f. ; Spitta), perhaps even as early

as c. a.d. 80 (Ewald, Bleek, Adeney, Harnack, Sanday's Inspira-

tion? 1894, 318-330; Gilbert) or the eighth decade of the

century (Bartlet, a.d. 72-74; Headlam, Zahn). We may re-

construct Luke's literary activity roughly as follows : Between

a.d. (50) 55 and 65 he wrote his memoranda of Paul's travels;

later, between a.d. 80 and 90, the third gospel ; finally,

c. a.d. 100, he worked up his memoranda into the book of Acts.

Unless the Josephus-references, however, in the gospel are

subsequent additions, the first of his works may also need to be

placed towards the end of the first century.

The notion thai Acts must have been written immediately after the events

recorded at its close, i.e. prior to A.D. 70, naturally sprang up early in the

church (cp. Eus. H. E. ii. 22. 6), through Jerome {uir. inlustr. 7 : edidit

uolumen egregium, quod titulo apostolicarum irp6.^ewv pramotatur. Cuius

historia usque ad biennium Romae commorantis Pauli peruenit, id est usque

ad quartum Neronis annum. Ex quo intelligimus in eadem urbe librum esse

compositum). It still finds supporters, e.g., in Godet, Salmon, Alford

(a.d. 63), Rendall, Barde [Comm. 508-583), Gloag (a.d. 62-64), Belser

(a.d. 63), Bisping, Comely, R. B. Rackham {JTS., 1899, 76-87), Dawson
Walker {Gift of Tongues, etc., ad. 68-70), Corluy (a.d. 64), Blass, and

Jacquier, while Harnack {BNT. hi. 290-297) has recently chosen to discuss th**

problem at some length in order "to warn critics against a too hasty closing

of the chronological question." The most plausible argument in its favour is

drawn from the last verse of the book. Luke, it is held, wrote no more

because he knew no more ; when he wrote, Paul was still in his two years'

detention, or at least still alive. This becomes more arguable, if he is
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supposed to have planned a third volume ; but, as such a hypothesis is

untenable (see above), we must fall back on the position that he brought Acts

up to date and issued it as it was. This plea, that if he had known of Paul's

martyrdom or release, he must have mentioned it, does not flow from the

structure of the book, however. As a matter of fact, Paul was not released.

Both Luke and his readers probably knew that the apoptle had perished at the

end of the two years' residence in Rome ; the historian had as little interest

in mentioning it as in suppressing it ; he closes on the ringing chord of

aKdbXvTus, because he had now depicted the establishment of Gentile

Christianity in Rome under the auspices of his hero. Paul's martyrdom was

as irrelevant to him as Peter's. Acts is not a biography of Paul, but a sketch

of the early church written from a special standpoint and for a special object

;

the omission of any reference to Paul's subsequent fortunes only becomes

perplexing to those who persist in reading into Acts an aim which the author

never contemplated. From the standpoint of modern realism it would no

doubt be more satisfactory to have the book rounded off by an account of

Paul's death ; but to expect such a finale is to misread the currents of the

preceding narrative. Thus, even if the evidence for the post a.d. 70 date of

the third gospel and for Luke's use of Josephus could be set aside, there would

not be sufficient internal evidence to establish a seventh-decade date for Acts.

The other argument, that if Luke had written later he would have been

sure to know and use Paul's epistles, and in this way would have avoided some

of the discrepancies between these and his own work, is equally insecure. The
Pauline epistles were not widely circulated even by the opening of the second

century, and in any event Luke seems to have had no interest in Paul as a

letter-writer. So far as Acts is concerned, the apostle might never have

written an epistle at all : it was the churches who were to Luke Paul's epistles

(2 Co 3
2
). Nor was Luke careful even in his own works (cp. Lk 24 and Ac 1)

to avoid apparent (cp. Bacon, Exp? vii. 254-261) discrepancies. "There
are stranger things in the Acts than the appearance of contradicting St. Paul's

epistles. There are the contradictions (apparent or real) of the OT, of the

writer's own gospel, and of the book of Acts itself" (Cross).

§9. Traces in early Christian literature.—{SR. 567-584;
Zeller, i. 93-164; Leipoldt, GK. i. 197 f.) As Luke's two

volumes were dedicated to Theophilus, evidently a man of posi-

tion and means, it is more than probable that the latter would

arrange for their circulation. This was the recognised practice

of the time. The patronus libri often undertook to have copies of

the book made by librarii at his own expense, and thus its intro-

duction to wider circles was facilitated (cp. e.g. Mart. iii. 2. 16,

vii. 97. 13 ; Cic. ad Att. xii. 40. 1). No traces of Acts are visible,

however, until at least the second decade of the second century.

Clem. Rom. 21 (ijdiov diddvres % Xa^dvovres) is merely an allusion to an

agraphon circulating through primitive Christianity, which chances to be cited

* So Did. l
2= Ac I52?

-
29

, and the use, attributed by Hegesippus to James
the Just, of the logion preserved in our canonical Lk 23

s4 (Ac 7
60

).
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in Ac 2088 ; Clem. i81 = Ac 13
22 reflects the use of a common source, ana

slight coincidences like Clem. 5** 7=Ac I
25

, Clem. 59
2=Ac 2618 are quite

fortuitous. * In view of the rabbinical use of the phrase to go to his own place,

the echo of Ac I
29 in Ign. Magn. 5

1 becomes more apparent than real. Upon
the other hand, Ac 2s4 does appear to have been in the mind of the writer of

Polyk. I
2 {tv ijyeipev 6 Geds XiVas rets di5?vas tov #5ov) ; it is not easy to

suppose that the striking mistranslation of ,(?nn was made independently. If

so, lesser references or reminiscences may be seen in Polyk. 21 {judge of

living and dead) =Ac io42 perhaps, and in Polyk. 63= Ac 7
53

, as well as

(probably) in Polyk. I22= Ac 25 821 2618
. Similarly Ac I724t is echoed in

Diogn. 3, Tatian {Orat. ad Gr. 4), and Athenagoras {Leg. 13) ; while Ac 7
60

seems reproduced, like Lk I
6
, in the epistle of the Vienne and Lyons churches

—which throws back the composition of the book into the first half or even

the first quarter of the second century. Irenaeus and the Muratorian Canon
attest its repute as scripture in the Western church, like Tertullian in the

church of Africa, and Clement in Alexandria. Its history in the Alexandrian

church, together with the fact that its text could be so freely altered as in the

D revision, shows that in some quarters, however, Acts was not considered

ypcupri by the middle of the second century. What helped eventually to

popularise it f and to win canonical prestige was its ecclesiastical emphasis

on the apostles and Paul as leaders of the catholic church—a trait which

became particularly grateful in the controversy with Marcion. "The book

was canonised first of all as a supplement to the catholic epistles,—to make
up for the fact that many of the apostles had left no writings behind them,

—

and, in the second place, as a link between the Pauline and the catholic

epistles, by way of documentary proof that Paul and the twelve were at one "

(Leipoldt, GK. i. 205). Hence probably the third and fourth words in the

description of the Muratorian Canon :
'

' Acta autem omnium apostolorum

sub uno libro scripta sunt. Lucas optimo Theophilo comprehendit, quae sub

praesentia eius singula gerebantur, sicut et semota passione Petri euidenter

declarat, sed et profectione Pauli ab urbe ad Spaniam proficiscentis. " This

ambiguous reference is connected by Dr. M. R. James (cp. TS. V. ii., 1897,

pp. 1 of.) with the Leucian Actus Petri Vercellenses, which begin with the

profectio Pauli ab urbe in Spaniam, and close with the passio Petri—a coin-

cidence which seems to imply that these Acts were known to the compiler of

the Murat. Canon, who either confused Luke with Leucius or took the Leucian

Acts (where the first person is also used anonymously as in the canonical Acts)

to be written, as Leucius may have intended his readers to suppose, by Luke.

* As are Herm. Sim. 9
28=Ac 5

41 and Vis. 4
2=Ac 4

12
; Ign. Smyrn. 3

s=
Ac IO41, and Barn. 7

2=Ac IO42, with perhaps Just. Dial. 36, 76=Ac 26s2-23
.

f The apocryphal Acta draw upon it and embellish its hints by fantastic

embroideries of their own (cp. UNA. i. 347 f. ). In his opening homily,

Chrysostom observes that (iroWots tovto rb pi(3\Lov oVt' 8ti £<tti yvdopi/xSv £<ttiv

ovt€ 6 ypd\f/as avrb Kal avvdeis) many Christians were ignorant alike of its

existence and of its authorship : some said Clement of Rome, others Barnabas,

others again Luke. The authenticity of the homily has been questioned, but,

even so, it throws light on the indifference towards Acts which was felt in some

quarters of the early church.



CHAPTER III.

HOMILIES AND PASTORALS.

It is with a sense of baffled curiosity, which almost deepens

into despair at some points, that one leaves the literary

criticism of the following fragments of the primitive Christian

literature which have been gathered into the NT. In Greek

and Roman literature there are also several writings which

present unsolved, if not insoluble, problems of authorship and

date, but, between the death of Paul and the journey of

Ignatius to Rome, a mist lies over the early church, which is

hardly dissipated by the recognition of Luke as the author of

the third gospel and Acts, or of a John in Asia Minor towards

the close of the first century, with whom some of the * Johannine

'

writings may be connected. The former approximates more

closely than any other early Christian writer to the literary

figures of the contemporary ancient world ; the latter remains

a more or less shadowy figure, round whom later traditions

throw conflicting rays of light. The result is that in these

pastorals and homilies we are left face to face with a number
of writings which are obviously sub-Pauline, which must have

been composed during the last thirty years of the first century

and the opening decades of the second, which can be approxi-

mately grouped and in some cases dated, but which elude any

attempt to fix them down to a definite author. No contemporary

tradition enables us to place them. Even the traditions of the

next century, such as they are, yield little or no data upon the

problems raised by literary criticism ; it is seldom certain whether

such traditions are much more than imaginative deductions

from the writings themselves.

This is one of the perplexing differences between the

Christian literature of the first and that of the second century.

The latter reveals a series of striking personalities, while the NT
literature, which is practically synonymous with the literature of

315
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the church during the first century, has only one writer whose

personality is well marked, i.e. the apostle Paul. Luke, the

historian, is known to us mainly from his writings, and these,

from their very nature, are objective rather than subjective.

The John of Asia Minor whom we can detect behind the

Johannine literature, must have been a commanding figure,

but we cannot feel him breathe and move, as we can feel Paul.

On the other hand, the second century and its literature reveal

strong and versatile personalities, from Ignatius to Irenaeus, from

Polykarp to Tertullian, from Marcion and even Papias and

Hegesippus to Justin, Tatian, and Clement of Alexandria. One
result of this contrast is that, while these writers and others

reflect the existence of the earlier NT literature, it is more

difficult to fix down the latter. When the NT canon begins

to emerge, in the second and third centuries, we find it composed

of writings which may, on independent grounds, in a large

majority of cases, be assigned to a.d. 70-120; but it is a task

beyond the resources of criticism—at least beyond such resources

as are at present available—to locate a number of these writings

with any sort of precision. They come to us out of that misty

half-century ; they are found to be in use throughout the

later church in certain quarters ; echoes of them in later writers

help to prove their period within certain limits, and internal

evidence determines their relative order now and then. But

beyond this we can seldom go with very much security.

The questions of their authorship, object, and structure may

be discussed with the aid of hypotheses, but these hypotheses

are almost wholly derived from internal evidence, and this

evidence in its turn is vitiated by our comparative ignorance

of the literary conditions in which these compositions originated.

One reason for this is to be found in the fact that such problems were

irrelevant to the interests of the later church. Nihil de titulis interest, said

Tertullian ; and this abjuring of interest in the questions which pertain to

literary criticism fairly represents the general temper of the age immediately

following the origin of the NT documents. Their religious validity was

the only thing that mattered. Since that seemed to involve a claim for

apostolic authorship or authority, evidence was led, in the shape of tradition

usually, on behalf of the claim ; but otherwise the morphology of the docu-

ments usually excited no interest in the devout or the ecclesiastical mind.

This feeling went back further. These documents were net composed

as pieces of literature. Luke is the only writer who reminds us, in style

and treatment, of an ancient Greek or Roman author : the dedication of
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his works to an individual, their prefaces, and their general ethos, offer a

certain parallel to contemporary pagan literature. Otherwise, the NT
literature, and especially that of the pastorals and homilies, may be described

as communal in origin ; it approximates to the Hebrew rather than to the

Greek or Roman literature. The pastorals and homilies, like the gospels,

were not written with any literary object ; their authors voice various sides

of a movement, even when their idiosyncrasies are most evident ; and, on

the whole, in passing from Paul's correspondence through the contemporary

gospels to this group of pastorals and homilies, we touch more and more

the catholic spirit of the early church, rather than any great personality.

Tradition in the case of I Peter and of 2-3 John brings figures within reach

which may be more or less securely connected with these homilies, but

otherwise most of the later traditions upon their origin are derivative and

secondary. The writings are all post-Pauline. In several, e.g., Hebrews,

I Peter, and James, vibrations of the Pauline theology are audible ; Ephesians,

Timotheus, and Titus are associated explicitly with the apostle's name,

and this drew them, together with Hebrews (usually), into the Pauline

canon. But it is not possible to classify them chronologically, or even

according to types of thought, and while they are grouped in the following

pages it is principally for the sake of convenience (cp. above, p. 20).

None of these epistolary writings contains any narrative.

The epistolary form of literature was devoted mainly to the

interests of edification. Several writings have been preserved

which, while epistolary in form, are practically narratives, and

narratives of martyrdom, of which the most significant are the so-

called c Martyrdom of the holy Polykarp,' an epistle written by the

church of Smyrna to that of Philomelium, and the epistle of the

church at Vienne and Lyons, about twenty years later, describing

the persecution which had broken out in Gaul under Antoninus

Verus. These, however, are both later. 2 Peter may not be

earlier than the Smyrniote epistle, but with this partial exception

the homilies and pastorals which have been grouped in the NT
canon are not only prior to this epistolary narrative, but closer

to exposition and exhortation. Even in form* they vary.

Hebrews has no address, and 1 John has no definite address

;

while neither James nor 1 John has any epistolary conclusion.

The more important of them show how Paul had popularised

the epistolary form in primitive Christianity, but it is as homilies

rather than as epistles that they are to be ranked (pp. 48-50).

The so-called ' catholic ' epistles, which fall under this group, are best

connected with the work of the anonymous apostles and prophets who

* Cp. Deissmann, Bible Studies, pp. 50 f. ; Heinrici, Der Litter. Character

d. neutest. Schriften, 73 f.
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belonged to Christendom as a whole, not to any particular community (cp.

Harnack, MAC. i. 341 f.). But Harnack's further hypothesis (cp. TU. ii. 2.

pp. 106 f., ACL. ii. 1. 455 f.), that 1 Peter, Judas, and James were originally

the work of such unknown teachers and prophets, and that the later tendency

of the church to run back its doctrine and institutions to apostles led to the

insertion of apostolic names in these homilies, does not work out well in detail.

The chief special editions of these ' catholic ' epistles are by the French

scholar Jacques Le Fevre d'Etaples (Basle, 1527), J. Ferus the Franciscan

(Paris, 1536 f.), N. Serarius (Mayence, 1612), G. Schlegel (1783), J. B.

Carpzov (1790), J. C. W. Augusti (1801), J. W. Grashof (1830), K. R.

Jachmann (1838), de Wette (1847), Bruckner (-de Wette 3
, 1865), H.

Ewald (1870), A. Bisping (1871), Hofmann (1875-6), E. Reuss (1878),

J. M. S. Baljon (1903), B. Weiss (vol. iii. of his NT. Handausgabe), T.

Calmes (Paris, 1905), F. Weidner's Annotations (New York, 1906), van

Steenkiste (Epp. Cath. Explicate*, 1907). There are special studies of them

by G. C. Storr, de catholicanun epistolarum occasione et consitio (Tubingen,

1789), C. F. Staudlin, de fontibus epistolarum catholicarum (Gottingen,

i79o), P. J. Gloag (Introd. to Cath. Epp., Edin. 1S87), S. D. F. Salmond

(DB. i. 359-362), and W. Bauer {Die Katholischen Briefe des NT,
Tubingen, 19 10) ; they are also translated and annotated by F. W. Farrar

in his Early Days of Christianity . On their canonical place, see Leipoldt

( GK. i. 232 f. ), and Lietzmann's Wie wurden die Biicher des NT. Juilige

Schrift? (1907) pp. 99-110,

(A) THE {FIRST) EPISTLE OF PETER.

Literature.—[a) Editions 1—Erasmus (1516) ; Luther (1523); H.
Bullinger (1534); Calvin (1551) ; Hemming (1555); N. Byfield (London,

!^37) ; Gerhard, Comtnentarius super priorem et posteriorem D. Petri epist.

(Jena, 1641) ; John Rogers (London, 1650) ; Grotius {Annotat. 1650) ; A.

Nisbet (London, 1658) ; David Dickson (1659) ; Benson, Paraphrase and
Notes (1756); J. S. Semler's Paraphrasis (Halle, 1781) ; Morus (Leipzig,

1794) ; Roos, Briefexplanation of the Two Epp. of P. (1798) ; Pott (1810)

;

C. G. Hensler (Sulzbach, 1813) ; Hottinger (Leipzig, 1815); Eisenschmidt

(1824) ; W. Steiger (Berlin, 1832, Eng. tr. 1836) ; J. D. Schlichthorst (1836)

;

Windischmann (Vindicice Petrince, 1836)*; de Wette (1847); J. E. Riddle

(1849) ; J. F. Demarest (New York, 185 1) ; A. Wiesinger, Briefe d. Jakobus,

Petrus, und Judas (Konigsberg, 1854) ; Olshausen (1856) ; T. Schott

(Erlangen, 1861); B. Bruckner* (1865 3
) ; J. Brown 8 (Edin. 1868); Alford4

(1871) ; Wordsworth (1872) ; Hundhausen (Mainz, 1873, 1878) ; Hofmann,

der Erste Brief Petri (Nordlingen, 1875); Reuss (1878); E. H. Plumptre

{Camb. Bible, 1879); F. C. Cook (Speaker's Comm. 1881) ; Huther (—
Meyer, Eng. tr. 1881) ; C. A. WT

itz (Vienna, 1881) ; Keil, Briefed. Petrus

undJudas (Leipzig, 1883) ; S. D. F. Salmond (Schaffs Comm. 1883)* ; A. J.

Mason (Ellicott's Comm. 1883) ; J. M. Usteri * (Zurich, 1887) ; R. Johnstone

(Edin. 1888) ; B. C. Caffin (Pulpit Comm. 1889) ; Fronmiiller (Lange's

1 In addition to the patristic notes of Didymus, Oecumenius, and

Theophylact.
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Bibel- Werk A
, 1890, Eng. tr. 1872) ; J. R. Lumby {Expositor's Bible, 1893)

;

Goebel (1893); J. T. Beck, Erklarung d. Briefe Petri (1895); K. Burger 2

(1895); H. Couard (1895); E. Kuhl (— Meyer 6
, 1897); F. J. A. Hort*

(posthumous and incomplete [l*-fl1TJ 1898) ; H. von Soden 8 {HC. 1896) ;

Monnier (1900) *
; J. H. B. Masterman (1900) ; W. H. Bennett {CB. 1901)

;

Cone {Internat. Hdbks to NT, 1901); C. Bigg 2 {ICC. 1902)*; Bugge,

Apostlerne Peters og Judas''s Breve (1902) ; Gunkel {SNT. 2
1907) ; J. H. A.

Hart {EGT. 1910).

{b) Studies—Cludius, Uransichten des Christenthums (Altona, 1808),

296-311 ; Augusti, Nova hypothesis, quaprimce Petri epistola avdevrlav im-

pugnat, sub examen voc. (Jena, 1808) ; J. D. Schulze, Der schriftstellerische

Charakter u. Werth des Petrus, Judas, u. Jakobus (Leipzig, 181 1); Seyler

(SK.> 1832, 44 f.) ; Mayerhoff, Einleit. in die Petrin. Schriften (Hamburg,

1835)* ; Lecoultre's Theses (Geneva, 1839) ; A. L. Polmann, Theologia Petrina

(Groningen, 1850); J. C. Zaalberg's Disquisitio (1851) ; B. Weiss, Petrin.

Lehrbegriff {!&$$), and in SIT. (1865, pp. 619-657, 1873, PP- 539*"-) 5 Baur

(Theol. Jahrb., 1856, 193-240, in reply to Weiss ; also Church history, Eng.

tr. i. pp. i5of.); Schmid, Biblical Theology of the NT (ii. pp. 374 f.);

Sabatier {ESP. x. 619 f.); Davaine, j&lude dogmatique sur 1 P. (1867);

Grimm {SK., 1872, pp. 657-694); Holtzmann {BL. iv. 494-502); C. H.

van Rhijn, de jougste bezwaren tegen de echtheid vaan d. eersten brief van

Petrus getoest (1875); Gloag, Introd. to Catholic Epistles (Edin. 1887), pp.

109-203 ; E. Scharfe, die petrinische Stromung in d. NT Literatur (1893)* ;

R. H. Drijber (Geloof en Vrijheid, 1895, 28-60); Ramsay, CPE. (ch. xiii.)

and Exp. 4
viii. 282-296 ; Seeberg, der Tod Christi (1895), 288 f. ; McGiffert,

AA. pp. 482 f., 593 f. ; Dalmer, 'ZuiP i
18"19 ' {BET, 1898, 6) ; Harmon,

• Peter—The man and the epistle' {JBL., 1898, 31-39) ; F . H. Chase {DB.

iii. 779-796) *
; van Manen, Handleiding voor de ondchristelijke Letterkunde

(1900), pp. 64-67; Pfleiderer, Urc. ii. 503-509; Sieffert {PRE. xv. 186-

212)*; Moffatt, HNT. pp. 242-257; Kogel, 'die Gedankeneinheit des

ersten Briefes Petri' {BET., 1902, 5-6); L. Goutard, * Essai critique et

historique sur la prem. epitre de S. Pierre' (Lyons, 1905); Orello Cone

{EBi. iii. 3677-3685); B. Weiss, 'Der erste Petrusbrief u. die neuere Kritik

'

(1906); P. Schmidt, ' Zwei Fragen zum ersten Petrusbrief {ZWT., 1907,

28-52); R. Scott, The Pauline Epistles (1909), 208-211; J. C. Granbery,
' Christological Peculiarities in First Peter' {AJT., 19 10, 62-81).

§ i. Characteristics oj the pastoral.—After a brief address 1

(i 1*2
), Peter thanks God for the living hope of salvation possessed

by his readers—a salvation which their present trials only serve

to guarantee to them (i 3'9
), as the long-promised messianic

heritage (i 10 "12
). This hopeful 2 prospect is a source of joy.

It involves, however, a reverent and godly conduct in the present

1 Cp. W. Alexander {Exp. 9 iv. 1-13).

2 The temper inculcated by Peter, in view of suffering, is not a grey,

close-lipped stoicism, but a glow of exultation such as Jesus (Mt 5
U"12

) and

Paul (Ro 5
3f>

) had already counselled. Christians can only be patient under

their trials by being more than patient.
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life (i 13 "21
), particularly brotherly iove (i

22f
-) as the vital express

sion towards one another of the mercy which all, as the true and

new Israel, had received in Christ from God.* The appeal then,

as in He 13 1
, widens (2

llf
-) into a variety of social duties

incumbent on Christians as citizens (2
12

), subjects (2
13f

-), slaves f

(2
18f

«), wives (3
1 "6

), and husbands (37), and the closing general

exhortation (3
8f#

) to mutual duties passes back into the cardinal

question of a Christian's right behaviour under trial and unjust

punishment. Christ's example of patience and innocence, and

the imminence of the final deluge (3
18f,

) 5
are adduced as the

main motives for Christians keeping themselves free from pagan

vice and (4
8f

-) from lovelessness within the church.! A final

paragraph (4
12 "19

), warning them against repining, gathers up

these admonitions, after which Peter (5
1 "4

) appeals § to the

elders for considerate and faithful supervision of the churches,

and to the younger members (5
5f

*) for a humility towards men
and God which is the normal Christian safeguard. The blessing

(5
10 "11

), as
|j

in He i3 20f
-, is followed by some brief personal

notices, with which the epistle closes. Its keynote is steady

* Cp. the striking parailel, I P 26f- = Mk 1210
"11

; also the similarity of

argument in I P 4
7=Mk i329-33.

t The association of advice to these oi/c^rat with an exposition of Christ's

death is partly due to the fact that crucifixion was a punishment for slaves in

the Roman world. The large place given to the duties of slaves and wives,

as contrasted with the lack of any regulations for masters and the slight counsel

for husbands, is remarkable. 3
3

is one of the rare sumptuary directions in

primitive Christian literature.

X Two points may be noted to show how the strange legendary reference

of 3
19£

- would possess a certain aptness as a local allusion, (a) Marcion, the

Pontic Christian, is known at a later stage to have caught up a similar idea

(/ren. i. 27. 3) ; and {b) Apamea was one of the places where the Noah-

legend, like the Enoch-legend, had been localised (cp. Babelon in RHR.,
1891, pp. 174-183), though Parthia and Phrygia competed for the honour of

having been the ark's resting-place. See Schiirer, GJV. iii. 18-20.

§ Cp. W. Alexander {Exp. z
iv. 184-193).

|| Both 1 P. and Heb. are brief exhortations (5
12= He 13

22
) to exiles of

heaven (i 1 2u= He II 13
, Mk 13

27
), written in view of penultimate persecution

(4
v. n-w=He io37 ). See, further, i

2= He 1224, 22= He 5
12L

, 25=He 3
6

, 3
9=

He 1217
, 3

21 (djTtrv7rov) = He g
24

, with the use of (pavepouadat (i
20= He 9

s6
)

and the emphasis on aira.% (3
18= He 7

s27 97, 26f-) and the common exaltation of

hope. But Heb. implies a longer period of Christian experience in its audience

than I P. In view of Col 4
15-17 and 2 Co I

1
it cannot be argued that (von

Soden) the circulation of an encyclical like this implied that the churches had

been organised for some tim#
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1

encouragement (5
u = Lk 22 s2

) to endurance in conduct and

innocence in character.

The dominant note of the epistle is hope (i 13 etc., cp. Seyler,

SK., 1832, pp. 44 f.; Weiss, NTTh. ii. 243 f.), but it would be

unsafe to argue freely from the tone of a practical letter, written

under special circumstances, to the character of the writer, any

more than to his theological temper, as if the letter represented a

divergence from orthodox Paulinism (Holtzmann, NTTh. ii.

308-311), or as if the virtue of hope was specially prominent in

his personality. Probably the author wrote about hope, because

hope was what his readers needed. The line of argument and

application pursued must have been congenial to him, for it is

worked out with sagacity and insight ; but its employment at

this particular crisis does not permit us to infer that it was

normal to the writer, except in the general sense in which the

messianic outlook of the early Christians tended to develop it.

The emphasis put upon it here is due to the emergency of the

moment rather than to any idiosyncrasy or dogmatic preposses-

sion on the part of the author (so, rightly, Reuss, pp. 156-157,

and Wrede, Ueber Aufgabe d. sogen. NT Theologie, 18-19). Many
other Christians might have written similarly, and as a matter of

fact hope is also prominent in Titus (cp. 3? etc.), an epistle with

which 1 P. has some traits in common (e.g. \vrpovo-6ai, i
18 = Tit

2 14
, 2 9 = Tit 2 14

, 2n = Tit 2 12 ; regeneration in baptism, i 3 3
21 =

Tit 3
5 etc.).

At the same time, a writing like this reveals a man's

personality in several aspects, and one of these aspects is a

warm,* hopeful spirit which is allied to a certain grace of style.

The plastic language and love of metaphor f (cp. the frequent

use of <!)5, ii4-i9 2 2 - 5 - 16 410. ii.i5.i6 jjSj shows an easy and natural

temperament, with a vivid outlook upon the concrete surround-

ings of human life. The sequence of ideas is not marked by

any rhetorical devices, though there is a deftness in the linking

of clause to clause (e.g. i
6 - 18 2 10

), and although a clause like 6 3:%

e£(n6ev ifnrXoKfjs rpt^wi/ /ecu 7repi#eo-ews xpvcnW 17 ivSvareoiS l/xarcwv

koct/xos has been pronounced ' quite Thucydidean ' (Bigg). On

*"Das Eigenthumliche des Briefes ist eine durchgehende Warme"
(Mayerhoff, p. 102).

f Cp. Scharfe, ' die schriftstellerische Originalitat des ersten Petrus-

briefs ' (SIC., 1889, pp. 633-670) ; also Chase (pp. 781-782), and Bigg

(PP. 2-5).

21
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the other hand, the writer never uses 5v, and he rarely employs

connecting particles. The correlation of the paragraphs denotes

the preacher, with his eye on an audience, rather than the

composer of a literary epistle. He is fond, it should be noted,

of developing a thought first negatively, then positively {not

. . . but, i 14
-15- 18'19

-
23a"23b

s
6*-'*' 21a'21b

s
2*"2*' 2c"s

)> and of present-

ing an idea by means of sharp contrasts (jA 8.11. 15-16 2 4. 7. 10. 16.

23-25
3
1. 8. 9. 11-12. 17-18 #. 6. 14-15.17-18 gUS^ often with the aid of the

idiomatic /xey . . . §e, whose use in i P. of all the NT writings

" is freest and contributes most to the sense " (Simcox, Language

ofNT, p. 167). The writer has also a special fondness for verbs

compounded of dva- (iS. is. is. 17.23 2 5. 24 4
4.i4)

# His favourite

formula for introducing OT quotations is 8«m (i 24 ), with

yeypa-n-Tai (i 16
) or Trepie'xa iv rfj ypa^rj (2

s
), but just as often an

OT phrase is woven into the texture of the epistle without any

comment.

The beautiful spirit of the pastoral shines through any translation of the

Greek text. "Affectionate, loving, lowly, humble," are Izaak Walton's

quaternion of adjectives for the epistles of James, John, and Peter, but it is

1 P. which deserves them pre-eminently. To this writer Christians in the

present age seem exiles (I
1 211

, cp. also I
17),* or pilgrims (contrast Eph 21

*),

whose inheritance is in heaven (i 4
), but who possess here a sure footing in the

true grace of God (5
18 a reminiscence of Col I

6
?). This grace, which is the

core and heart of the epistle, is described in historical retrospect as the

subject f of OT prophecy (i 10
), and in prospect as the final boon to be fully

bestowed at the second coming of Jesus Christ (i 13). By a remarkable turn of

expression, the suffering of innocent Christians is described as a x^/515 m
God's sight (2

19"20
). The grace of life is Peter's equivalent for Christianity

(3
7
) ; God is to him the God of all grace (5

10
), and Christians are to be

stewards of God's woticlXri x^P's (4
10

)> or bounty bestowed on them for various

ends of service. The epistle is a blend of 7rapd A:\77a-1s and iirifiapTvpia (5
12

).

the latter testifying rdin-qv zXvai dXrjdij x&Plv T°S 8eov, els ijv ctt]T€ (cp. 4
14

).

Here Peter uses x&Pls where Paul had used ciayyekiov (1 Co 15
1
), and the

unsettling tendencies are due to suffering, not to wrong views (as at Corinth).

* This disposes of one of Harnack's arguments (see below). He pleads

that the address does not lie on the same plane as the rest of the epistle,

whereas this conception of Christians as exiled colonists of heaven is intim-

ately bound up with the conception of their sufferings. But it is simpler to

suppose that the address came from the same source as the bulk of the letter,

than to conjecture that a later scribe studied the letter and wrote the address

so as to be in line with what followed. Cp. also the use of inraKo-fi (i a - 14, 22
).

f This is in keeping with its associations in Paul and in Acts (cp. J. A.

Robinson, Ephes. pp. 221 f.), where x»Pl$ Is generally tinged with colours

drawn from the admission of the Gentiles into the prerogatives and privileges

of Israel.
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§ 2. The situation.—It is this hostile pressure, with the

perplexities and pains which ensue, that differentiates 1 P.

from the preceding correspondence of Paul. The relations

between Christians and the authorities have entered on a phase

of strain, which marks a new epoch in the story of the primitive

church, and the date, as well as inferentially the authorship, of

the epistle may be said to depend largely upon the view adopted

of the disturbance under which the readers were suffering.

They are not to be taken aback at the burning trial (4
12

) which

has befallen them ; for (i.) it is not purposeless, but a furnace

where the genuine elements of their Christian character are being

tested and tempered (i 6f
-) ;

(ii.) it is not abnormal, but the

natural order of experience exemplified as well as ordained by

Jesus himself (4
13f

-)
;

(in.) it is not permanent, but merely the

short, sharp prelude to eternal glory; and (iv.) it is not un-

common (5
9
), but the contemporary lot of their fellow-Christians

throughout the world. The detailed allusions to this untoward

environment are often held to indicate an organised persecution,

when Christians were hunted out and hunted down as Christians
;

and it is argued strongly that this extension of persecution from

the capital to the provinces, together with the fact of suffering

for the Name, must point to the reign of Trajan, or at least to

that of Domitian. It would be no valid objection to the latter

date, that a contemporary Asiatic writing, the apocalypse of John,

reflects quite a different attitude towards the State; for John
represents a special phase of Asiatic Christianity in hot protest

against the local Imperial cultus (see below, ch. iv.), whereas

Clem. Rom., like 1 Peter, would voice the more patriotic temper

consonant with the Christianity of the capital. But the internal

evidence does not appear to carry us beyond the seventh decade

of the first century, as reflected, e.g., in a contemporary passage

like Mk 139
-11

. Here, as there, Christians are liable to official

interference as well as to social annoyance on the score of their

religion ; they are dragged before ^ye^oVcs and /3ao-iAets

(cp. 1 P 2 13), ZveKcv ifxov (=d)s X/Ho-Tiavos, 4
16

), and have to

answer for themselves. Mk. does not specify the charges; he

merely makes Jesus describe the trials as incurred (13
13
) Sia to

dvo/xd fiov. This tallies fairly with the evidence of 1 P. and the

Roman historians alike in pointing to a period as early as the

seventh decade when, not only at Rome but throughout the

provinces, the popular belief that Christianity was bound up
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with such fiagitia as ©uecrreia Betirva and OlSowoB^iol fii£us

(Arnold, op. cit. below, pp. 22 f.), to say nothing of anti-impenai

tendencies, exposed any adherent of that religion, against whom
information was laid, to arrest and even execution.

When Nero cleverly shifted the suspicion of arson from himself to "quos
per fiagitia inuisos uulgus Chrestianos appellabat," the pestilential super-

stition of Christianity, Tacitus (Anna/, xv. 44) continues, had spread

already in Rome, "quo cuncta undique atrocia aut pudenda confluunt

celebranturque." Originally the Romans may have scarcely taken the

trouble to distinguish between Christianity and its parent-stock Judaism, but

before the seventh decade * it must have been the interest of the Jews,

especially at Rome, where they enjoyed the favour of Poppaea, to differentiate

themselves from the Nazarenes ; and it was inevitable that the occurrence of

legal proceedings such as happened in Paul's career (e.g. Ac 1815
) should

make the distinction fairly plain to most of the authorities. It was in all

likelihood the Jews who, out of £rj\os or spiteful malice (cp. Clem. Rom. 6),

instigated Nero's imeute, or at least suggested his victims and scapegoats (cp.

Harnack in Tt7., 1905, 2, pp. 1-9). In any case this outburst presupposes

that the general public had become accustomed, by the seventh decade of the

first century, to single out Christians from Jews, even when levelling against the

former some of the charges (e.g. hatred of the human race) which were current

against the latter. The accounts of Tacitus and Suetonius (Ner. 16) further

show that while Nero's attack was short if sharp, it must have rendered the

general situation more perilous for Christians throughout the empire. The
former writes :

' in the first place some were denounced (or put on trial) and

made to confess.! Thereupon, thanks to their information, a vast multitude

was associated with them (reading conjunct/, with Boissier, Ramsay, Henderson)

on the charge not so much of arson as of enmity to the human race.' In line

with this, " Suetonius' sober statement shows that Nero's government did not

confine itself in its measures of repression against the Christians to those

accused of arson. We may safely assume that they began under Nero partly

in defence of the public gods, partly against the excesses said (and probably

not in all cases unjustly) to reign among them " (Mommsen, Exp. 4
viii. 6).

This second stage of imperial procedure against Christians as hostile to the

* It is therefore arbitrary, as I have elsewhere shown (DCG. i. 316-318,

HJ. vi. 704-707), to find a hysteron proteron either in Luke's or in the

classical historians' use of the name ' Christian.' So F. C. Arnold, die

Neronische Christerverfolgting (1888), pp. 52 f., and E. Klette, die Christen-

katastrophe unter Nero (1907), pp. 16 f. , 40 f. Klette's monograph summarises

the wide results of recent research upon the problem, especially the novel

views of Profumo and Pascal.

t To confess what ? probably not the fact that they were Christians, but

their guilt as incendiaries (so Schiller, F. C. Arnold, Duruy, Henderson,

Klette), in spite of the innocence of Christians on this count. Either they

turned traitors, who for sectarian ends gave incriminating testimony falsely,

or they were tortured into bearing false witness, or else they were fanatical

enthusiasts.
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human race, inaugurated under Nero,* prevailed during the Flavian dynasty,

and invested the mere name of Christian with perilous and compromising

associations. No adequate evidence of any change under Vespasian has been

adduced. Christians, as Mommsen put it, were persecuted just as robbers

were exterminated ; it was a standing order, one of the permanent police

measures, so Suetonius implies, f When the correspondence of Trajan and

Pliny unveils the proceedings of the latter as governor of Bithynia, he is

found to be acting instinctively on the principle that he has a perfect right to

execute those who persist in calling themselves Christians. No question of

crime is raised. The profession of this religio illicita is assumed to be a

capital offence. Trajan's answer to his lieutenant neither disputes nor

authorises this mode of action ; the emperor simply sanctions it as an

admitted feature of the State policy towards such dissenters. %

In the light of these historical data, the language of 1 P.

becomes more intelligible. Not only does it contain no definite

or necessary allusion to the second-century persecution for the

Name, but the very terms employed are satisfactorily explained

by the position of Christians under the Empire during the third

quarter of the first century, especially subsequent to a.d. 64.

Thus, while KaK07roio? has its general meaning of c wrong-doer

'

in 2 12- 14
, its position between murderer and thief and

d\\oTpio€7rL(TK07ros in 4
15

, shows that here it is specially (cp.

malus in Hor. Sat. 1. i. 77, iii. 59, etc.) equivalent to maleficus

in the contemporary usage of Suetonius, i.e. wizard or magician,

—magic, in the sense of possessing supernatural powers and oi

wielding undue influence over others,§ being a common charge

against Christians, and one which, like arson, rendered the people

liable to the penalties of the Lex Cornelia de sicariis (cp.

Arnold, op. cit. pp. 64 f.). Hence dAAorpioe7u'o-K07ros would mean
not so much seditious or inconsistent as either a busybody—one

* Cp. Sanday (Exp. A
vii. 407 f.) ; E. G. Hardy, Christianity and the

Roman Empire (1894), pp. 70 f., 80 f., 125 f., and Klette, op. cit. 54k " Die

Moglichkeit, dass die Verhaltnisse, welche der Brief voraussetzt, schon unter

Vespasian, ja selbst unter Nero, begonnen haben und je nach Einsicht und
Temperament christlicherseits mit mehr oder weniger Sorge und Befiirchtung

beurtheilt werden, lasst sich nicht abweisen " (Harnack, ACL. ii. I. 454).

f "Only," as Mommsen adds (Provinces, ii. p. 199 n.), "such regula-

tions were put into practice at times more gently or even negligently, at

other times more strictly, and were doubtless on occasion specially enforced

from high quarters."

% The further questions arising out of this important correspondence,

including that of Trajan's rescript, do not bear on the NT literature. ' Cp.

Neumann's der rbm. Staat u. die allgemeine Kirche, i. [1890] pp. 9f., and

Knopf {NZ. 96 f.).

§ For Christians who were actually mathematici, cp. Tert. de Idol. ix.
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who, like the Cynics, interfered (cp. Zeller in SBBA., 1893,

pp. 129 f.) rudely and indiscreetly with ordinary practices and

the social order, by a propaganda of divisive principles—or

actually a * delator,' * like some of the Christians who informed

against their fellows under Nero.f This kind of perse-

cution would be spasmodic and sporadic (5
s
). Evidently it

had but recently broken upon these Asiatic Christians; and

while there was always a danger of the capital punishment

being inflicted, it is clear that suffering of a less arduous

character (calumny, annoyance, social ostracism, etc.) is con-

templated in the main (cp. 4
1 "2 tov IttlXoittov iv trap/a /?i<uo-ai

Xpovov, the expression fir] attr^wecr^a), 4
16

, and ol 7rao-;(ovT€S ttkttco

ktictty} TrapaTL$icrO(i)(rav rots if/v^as avroiv iv ayaOoiroda). Further-

more, while the epistle has judicial proceedings in view now and

again, it does not exclude the hardships due to exasperated

popular feeling; indeed, the two cannot be kept apart, as the

action of governors was usually stimulated by private informa-

tion laid by angry citizens, and the language of the epistle

cannot fairly be held to imply that the authorities were taking

the initiative regularly against Christians simply and solely

because the latter confessed the name and faith of Christ.

" L'ennemi, ce n'est pas encore le pouvoir, ce sont les gens

ignorants, debauches, c'est la foule aveugle, qui n'admet pas un

culte et une morale par lesquels elle se sent condamnee

"

(Monnier, p. 325). After the Neronic wave had passed over

the capital, the wash of it was felt on the far shores of the

provinces (cp. 4
12

) ; % the dramatic publicity of the punishment

must have spread the name of Christian urbi et orbi, far and

wide over the empire; the provincials would soon hear of it,

* It tells against this explanation, however, that Tertullian deliberately

renders the word, not by delator, but by speculator alieni {Scorp. 12). P.

Schmidt {ZWT., 1907, 28 f.) compares the oath taken by the Christians of

Pliny's provinces to abstain from misappropriation of trust funds (ne fidem

fallerent, ne depositum appellati abnegarent) ; but the ws before d\X.

separates it from the preceding adjectives.

f A. Bischoff (ZNW.
y 1906, 271-274) prefers to think of Christians

exposing themselves to the lex maiestatis by imprudent, if generous, resent-

ment against the authorities on behalf of some ill-used fellow-citizen ; but

this interpretation, suggested long ago by Bengel, hardly seems broad enough

by itself to explain the warning of the text. For the danger caused by

delatores within Judaism after a.d. 70, cp. Joseph. B. J. vii. 3. 3, etc.

% Barth {Einl. p. 127) compares the effects produced throughout the

French provinces by the massacre of St. Bartholomew,
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and, when they desired a similar outburst at the expense of

local Christians, all that was needed was a proconsul to gratify

their wishes, and some outstanding disciple like Antipas or

Polykarp to serve as a victim.

§ 3. Destination and origin.—The epistle is addressed to

the Christian churches (cp. 5
13

) in Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia,

Asia, and Bithynia. The order, from NE. to S. and W., probably

reflects the road followed by the bearer of the letter, who was to

take the trade-route by sea to Amisus or Heraclea or Sinope,

and thence make a circuit through the four * provinces in

question, returning finally to Bithynia (so Ewald and Hort, cp.

EBL iii. 3806-3807). Why these particular districts are

mentioned, to the exclusion of Cilicia, Pamphylia, and Lycia, it

is as difficult to explain as to account satisfactorily for the

selection of the seven Asiatic cities in Apoc 2-3 ; in any case

their order is natural, upon the presupposition that the bearer

sailed from Rome to Pontus. As a glance at the map is enough

to show, "the order Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia is an exact

inversion of the order which would present itself to a writer

looking mentally towards Asia Minor from Babylon." f The
facilities of travel throughout the empire, and the habit of

exchanging copies of such letters between the churches, would

render the dissemination of the epistle quite possible, even if we

supposed that the bearer had only a single copy to begin with.

The explicit mention of neighbouring provinces in the title puts

the pastoral on a different footing from, e.g., James, Judas, and

2 Peter.

This assumes that Ba^v\d>v in 5
18 is a symbolic term for Rome—an

interpretation which accords with the figurative language upon Israel (i 1 24
"10

),

* i.e. (i.) Bithynia and Pontus, (ii.) Galatia, (iii.) Cappadocia, and (iv.)

Asia. Bithynia (Ac 167) and Cappadocia, so far as we know, were never

evangelised by Paul, but the origin of their Christianity may be explained by

Ac 29 (where Hemsterhuis and Valckenaer conj. Bidvvlap for 'lovdaiav),

which would also throw light on the Pontus and Cappadocia of I Pi 1
.

Galatia was a Pauline sphere (2 Ti 4
10

), as was Asia in part, but the tone of

Galatians suggests that there must have been some local interest in Peter.

Whether Peter ever travelled in these districts, it is impossible to say. At

all events the Gentile Christians must have largely outnumbered the Jewish

Christians by the time that I Peter was written.

t So Hort (p. 168), who explains the absence of Cilicia from the fact that

it belonged to Syria till about A. d. 74, whilst Pamphylia and Lycia might

roughly be regarded as "outside the Taurus."
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the early patristic tradition (Eus. H. E. ii. 15, quoting Papias and Clem.

Alex, as his authorities, so Jerome), which knew of no Christian church at

Babylon nor of any visit of Peter to that region, the association of Mark
(see above) with the apostle, and the allusion in 214 {etre fiacrtXei . . . etre

ijy€fi6(nv). Erbes {ZKG.., 1901, pp. 16 f. ), in his attempt to disprove Peter's

death at Rome (so van Manen), denies the mystical sense of Babylon,* and,

like Solger (following Grimm and Hase), supposes that Peter went to the

Assyrian f Babylon itself (in 58, Solger). The presence of Jews in the

latter district may be granted, but persecution and plague had reduced

them sadly in the fifth and sixth decades of the century ; the Syriac tradition

is strangely silent upon any such mission ; and Thomas, not Peter, is associated

with the evangelisation of Parthia. Besides, the figurative description of

Mark in 5
13b as my son, tells in favour of the spiritual interpretation of

Ba/3t'\u>v in the immediately preceding words, no less than against the theory

which would see in 77 iv Ba(3v\u>i'i crvveicKeKTri an allusion to Peter's wife (so

Bengel, Mayerhoff, Jachmann, Alford, Stanley, and Bigg), who accompanied

her husband on his mission-tours ( 1 Co 9
5
) and was not unknown to later

tradition. Apart from the fact that the phrase is an extremely singular

description of an individual, it would be very awkward to follow it up with

a reference, which was not literal (though some, e.g. Bengel and Stanley,

would take it literally), to my son Marcus. The combination of ' the church

in Babylon' (especially in greeting a series of churches) 'and my spiritual

son' is much more likely than 'my wife and my spiritual son,' particularly

as Peter is said to have been a father (Eus. H. E. iii. 30. I ; Clem. Alex.

Strom, iii. 6. 52).

There is no hint in the epistle of any trouble between Jewish

and Gentile Christians, and no allusion to the vexed question

of the Law. The audience present to the writer's mind is

composed of Christians regarded as the true Israel (ckA-cxtois

7rape7riS?jyu,ois Stacr7ropa?)
5
who were aliens in a world of suffering

and persecution. Their pre-Christian condition was one of

religious ignorance (i 14 ayvoia, cp. Eph 4
18

, Ac 17 30
), in which

they were no people of God (2
9

- 20
), but the long destined

purpose of God's salvation had been achieved in them (i 3"12
),

* So after Calvin, Alford, Dean Stanley {Sermons and Essays on Apost.

Age, p. 68), Johnstone {op. cit. pp. 23-28), and Kiihl (pp. 264 f. ) among modern

critics. The arguments for Rome, as against the Mesopotamian Babylon, are

best put by Windischmann (pp. 130-133), Seufert (ZWT., 1885, 146-156),

Salmon [INT. pp. 440 f.), Lightfoot {Cletnent, ii. pp. 491 f.), Zahn {Einl.

ii. 19 f.), and Burger (pp. 154 f.).

t The tradition connecting Mark with Alexandria, and the possibility of

the Preaching of Peter having an Egyptian origin, might tell in favour of

the Egyptian Babylon, a Roman fortress in Old Cairo (cp. Cone, EBi. 3681),

whose claims were advocated by Le Gere, Mill, Pearson, Pott, and Greswell.

Michaelis thought of Seleucia, Semler (following Pearson, Harduin, and

some others) of Jerusalem.
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and they were now the true and the new People (2
10

). All

this points to Gentile Christians as the preponderating and

characteristic element in the churches addressed. Since there

were Jewish settlements throughout these provinces, the local

churches in all likelihood included members of Jewish birth,

probably also some who had been proselytes.* This would

account in part for the familiarity with the LXX which the

writer presupposes; besides, it adds point to several of his

appeals. But of the Gentile Christian character of the main body

there can be no doubt (cp. Grimm, pp. 657 f., and Hoennicke,

JC. pp. 113-117). Even a phrase like 7raTpo7rapdBoro<s in

connexion with avaa-rpo^rj (i 18
), which might seem to imply

Jewish converts, would well apply to the strong yoke of hereditary

pagan custom "built up and sanctioned by the accumulated

instincts and habits of past centuries of ancestors." f Finally,

the tone of 4
s"4 puts it beyond doubt that che readers had been

pagans prior to their conversion ; such a description would not

apply to Jewish Christians.

§ 4, Relation to Paul and Paulinism.— 1 P. is therefore a

pastoral addressed to the Gentile Christians north of the Taurus

in Asia Minor. The writer evidently did not belong to the

evangelists who had founded the local churches (i 12
), for the

tradition reported by Origen [apud Eus. H. E. iii. i), that Peter

evangelised the Jews in Pontus, Galatia, Eithynia, Cappadocia,

and Asia, is little more than an inference from 1 P i 1
. The

writer neither refers to any previous visit, nor promises a

visit. His knowledge of the conditions of his readers does not

imply any close personal relationship such as that presupposed

in Paul's letter to the churches of Galatia, and there is no hint

* The idea, at one time advocated by some critics {e.g. Michaelis, Einl.

§ 246), that the epistle was meant for proselytes of the gate, had never any

basis in facts. The other view, which limited the epistle to Jewish Christians

(so, e.g., Augusti, Pott, de Wette, and Bertholdt), is mainly advocated to-day

by Weiss and Kiihl, partly on their peculiar and untenable theory of the date

of the epistle, partly on erroneous exegetical grounds. Thus, even had Paul

not written Ro o/25, it would be daring to argue that because Hosea's words,

cited in 1 P. 210
, originally referred to the Jews, they must bear the same

reference in this connexion.

t So Hort (p. 76), who refers to Gataker's note on M. Aurel. iv. 6 ; cp.

Denney, The Death of Christ, pp. 93 f. The Jewish Christian character

of the readers of 1 P. is assumed by Shailer Mathews, Messianic Hope in

NT (1906), pp. 150 f. ; but this hypothesis is almost entirely abandoned.
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of what title he had to address these Asiatic believers.* He
simply writes as an apostle of Jesus Christ. This impression of

indefinitenesSj however, is due to the scanty records of the evan-

gelisation of Asia Minor during the first century, even within

Paul's lifetime. The difficulty is really not removed by the

pseudonymous hypothesis, for even it assumes that readers of

the epistle were meant to understand that Peter had had some

connection with these provinces.

The internal evidence of the epistle reveals an interesting affinity (which

Semler was one of the first to bring out) which is almost equally difficult,

viz., with the writings as well as with the religious ideas of Paul. The
echoes of Romans, if not of Galatians, are unmistakable. The language

of I
s {cppoupovfxe'vovs did. irlaTeus els auTqpiav eTolfjnjv a.7roKa\v<p67Jvai iv Kaipy

iffx&TV) echoes Gal 3
s3 {icppovpoiufieOa els ttjv irlffTiv airoKa\v<f)6rivai)

}
though

the ideas differ ; and 216 closely parallels Gal 5
13

. More clearly, however,

I
22 answers to Ro I29f,

} and 211 {ruiv (rapKiK&v iTridvfiiQv, aXnves arpareijovTat

Kara rrjs fax?}* vfiQv) recalls Ro 7
s3 (k'repov v6/j.ov £v rois pA\e<jlv avri-

GTpa.Tevby.evov t. v.); while 213"14
is an obvious reminiscence of the thought in

Ro 13
1 -4

,
just as 25 is of Ro 121

, or I
14 of Ro 122, or 3

9 of Ro 1217. The
quotation in 26"8 need not necessarily f have been moulded by Paul's language

in Ro 9
s2-33

; but a comparison of both epistles, in the order and expression

of thought, reveals a relationship which is not explicable except on the

hypothesis that the one was written by a man who knew the other (cp. e.g.

210= Ro o,
25

, 4
7"u= Ro I23, 6

). The dependence is naturally on the side of

I Peter. J Apart altogether from the other evidence which places 1 Peter

not earlier than the seventh decade, Paul's originality of thought and style

is too well marked to admit of the hypothesis that he was the borrower.

But while an acquaintance not only with the general con-

ceptions, but also with one or two of the epistles of Paul (e.g.

1 Co 3
lf- 10f

- = 1 P 2 lf
- = Col 3

8
, r6ou6«° = 1 P 5") is indubitable, ^ 0)

the writer is by no means a Paulinist. His attitude is rather

that of the common practical consciousness pervading the

* If Paul wrote to the Roman and the Colossian churches, which he had

not founded, and which contained a proportion at least of Jewish Christians,

there is no great reason to hesitate about the probability of Peter having sent

a pastoral to the Gentile Christians of Northern Asia Minor.

t The common use of a non-Septuagintal version of Is 2818 might be

due to a Jlorilegium (see above, p. 24) ; but the context suggests that the

writer of I P. was not independent of Paul at this point, and this is corrobor-

ated by other data of the epistle.

% This is now admitted on almost all hands ; for the evidence in detail,

see especially Bruckner's Chron. pp. 13-31 ; S. Davidson, INT. i. 538 f.

;

Sanday and Headlam, Romans {ICC), pp. Ixxiv-lxxvi ; Usteri {op. cit. pp.

279 f.), and Volter (see below), pp. 28-31, with Seufert's elaborate article

in ZWT. (1874) pp. 360-388.
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1

churches,—a consciousness which was prior to Paul, and in which

Paulinism, for the most part, operated merely as a ferment.

The proper appreciation of this central popular Christianity in

the apostolic age is vital to the proper focus for viewing the

early Christian literature. Instead of i Peter representing a

diluted and faded Paulinism, it denotes an attitude influenced,

but essentially uncontrolled, by the special ideas of Paul's

theology. The latter's faith-mysticism, his conception of justi-

fication, and his eschatology, are absent from this writer's

pages, which reflect the outlook of a primitive Christian who

had breathed the messianic atmosphere of the better Judaism,

not the definite soteriological standpoint of one trained in

rabbinic and Hellenistic modes of thought. " His antecedents,

properly speaking, are not Pauline, but prophetic and evangelic
"

(Denney, The Death of Christ', p. 86).

On the hypothesis that Peter wrote the epistle, this ' Pauline ' feature

might be accounted for by the fact that when Peter reached Rome, he must

have found Romans a treasured possession in the archives of the local

church. Already he must have been fairly familiar with the central ideas

of Paul's preaching ; the difference between them, which emerged at Antioch,

was practical in the main, and their general conception of the gospel

and its obligations was fairly alike, so far as we have any evidence on

the point. Like Paul, he was not averse to consorting with Gentile

Christians (Gal 212"16
), and he, too, believed in justification, not by the law,

but by faith in Jesus Christ. This would explain in part the " marriage of

true minds " which is involved in the relation of I P. to the earlier Pauline

gospel. On the other hand, Peter's nature was not speculative.* He was

much more receptive and much less original than Paul. Hence his un-

theological temperament would naturally lead him to use phrases like iv

Xpi<TT$ (3
16

5
10

'
14

), and conceptions such as that of regeneration, for his own
purposes of practical exhortation.

§ 5. The authorship.—The Pauline cast of the epistle need

not, however, be wholly attributed to Peter himself. Silvanus,

his amanuensis,! had been associated with Paul in the

Macedonian mission (1 Th i
1
, 2 Th i 1

) and at Corinth (2 Co
i
19

), after which (Ac 185
) he disappears from view. It cannot

be too often and too emphatically denied that because an early

Christian formed one of Paul's coterie, he must therefore have

* This consideration is brought out by Renan (ii. ch. v.) and Wernle
{Synoptische Frage, pp. 199 f.); see also Rapp's essay in PM. (1898) pp.

323-337- ^flS".^
j-Mask (5

13
) and Glaukias (Clem. Alex. Strom, vii. 17) were the othei

interpreters or secretaries whose names have been preserved.
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assimilated the apostle's entire theological system. At the same

time, the probability is that Silvanus, during this early association

with Paul, naturally acquired a sympathy or familiarity with his

characteristic modes of thought and expression, and that as

naturally these emerged when he wrote out what Peter had in

substance dictated.

It does not follow that because Peter apparently did not write down his

reminiscences of Jesus, he could not have written an epistle in Greek. And
the Greek of this epistle, which is fairly correct and even idiomatic in style,

is mainly drawn from the vocabulary of the LXX ; in fact,* from certain

sections of the LXX [e.g. i
Sf- with Dt 10-12, 22=Dt n 9

, 3
9=n 26f- i215f-,

5
8 = II 6 etc.). But the numerous reminiscences of the LXX, together

with traces of an acquaintance with Philo (cp. Salmon, INT. 506), the

book of Wisdom,f and 2 Maccabees, a large proportion of classical words,

and a general style which ' shows that the writer within certain limits had a

very considerable appreciation of, and power over, the characteristic usages

of Greek ' (Chase, p. 782), suggest the likelihood that the conceptions of the

apostle owe something of their characteristic setting to his amanuensis.

According to Papias, Peter needed Mark as his ipfx.7]ve\fr^5 even in the work

of preaching. As a native of Galilee, he cannot have been wholly unfamiliar

with colloquial Greek, but even the power of speaking in a language does

not imply skill in composition, and without denying Peter's ability to address

audiences in Greek—which was essential to his mission-work—or his ac-

quaintance not simply with the LXX but with the religious traditions

circulated by books like Enoch, we are entitled to conclude that he

required the services of a man like Silvanus £ to compose such an epistle

as the present, just as he needed Mark, if his reminiscences of Jesus were to

be committed to writing. "Tradition tells us that St. Peter employed more

than one interpreter ; it is indeed hard not to think that we have the work

of one in the First Ep. Is it credible that a Galilean fisherman who left

out his H's (that, we are told, is what Mt 2673 implies) § should after middle

life, and in the midst of absorbing occupations, have learnt to write

* Cp. Scharfe (SK. t 1889, pp. 650 f.). The writer's fondness for Isaiah

{e.g. i^^Is 406f
-, 26f- = Is 814 2816

, 29t = Is 43
20f

-, 222f
- = Is 53

s
- 9- tt

; also

i
llb=Is 53

7-8
, i

18 =Is 53
8b

, 226b=Is 4011
, 3

15 =Is 813 2Q23
, 4

14=Is n 2
,
4"=

Is 25^) may have been one reason why he followed the symbolic method of

alluding to Rome as Babylon (cp. Is 47
l
etc.). But that reference is earlier

than the first literary evidence for it, e.g., in Sib. Or. 5
159£

* (cp. DB. i.

214-215).

t Cp. 225= Sap. I
6 3

18
, 3

20=Sap 14"- etc.

X Eichhorn thought of John Mark as the writer who worked up Peter's

ideas, or (according to Baronius) translated them from Hebrew into Greek.

But the translation-hypothesis (so Jerome : from Aramaic) is untenable in

view of the style.

§ Not necessarily a mark of illiteracy, however (cp. C. F. Hogg, ET. Hi.

426-427).
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scholarly Greek like this?"* The query cannot but be answered in the

negative.

The recognition of the share of Silvanus in writing the

epistle (Ewald, Grimm) has spread in recent years ; it is

advocated in different forms by Zahn, Usteri, Bacon, Bigg,

Monnier, and Hart. In this event Peter either dictated the

letter, the phrase Sua ^iXovavov eypaij/a (5
12

) being equivalent

practically t to expressions like Ac i5'22
-23

}
Ro 622 ; Polyk. ad

Phil. 14 ; Ign. Rom. 10, etc. (cp. Link, SX., 1896, pp. 405-436),

or else he actually entrusted its composition (Zahn) to Silvanus,

revising and sanctioning his work. As the latter was in all

likelihood the bearer, there was no need of him inserting a

special salutation from himself (as from Tertius in Ro 1622
); 5

12

not only accredits him as an apostolic delegate, but possibly

implies that he will supplement by means of oral teaching and

information what the apostle has briefly incorporated in the

epistle. I This may stamp the epistle, if one choose to say so,

as semi-pseudonymous. At any rate it serves to account fairly

for the data of the letter, the primitive and even Petrine cast

of the ideas on the one hand, and the power of handling

Greek upon the other. § That the general tone and standpoint

are Peter's, need not be doubted, in view of the coincidences

between the epistle and the speeches of Peter in Acts.

The responsibility of Silvanus for the epistle's form and

contents is pushed a step further by those who, like Seufert,

Baljon, von Soden, Spitta, and R. Scott {The Pauline Epistles,

208 f.), make him its author after Peter's death. But, while

Silvanus was undoubtedly an apostle (1 Th 26) and prophet

(Ac 1532
) himself, and while this or almost any form of the

pseudonym-hypothesis is legitimate and indeed deserving of

* Simcox, The Writers of the NT. (p. 68). "En tout cas, la langue de

l'epitre ne peut guere etre la sienne. . . . On ne voit guere l'ardent

Galileen equilibrant ses phrases, s'appliquant a enchalner exactement ses

propositions" (Monnier, pp. 315 f.).

t Dionysius of Corinth {apud Eus. H. E. iv. 23. 11), writing to the

Roman church, refers to the epistle of Clem. Rom. as a previous communica-

tion from Rome, rrjv irporipav y\p2v dia KXrumevTos ypacpetaav, i.e. the author

is regarded as the mouthpiece of the Roman church.

% Erasmus misread the verse as a reference to some previous epistle

composed by Silvanus.

§ When Josephus wrote his history of the Jewish war, * !

after all my
materials were prepared for the work, I employed some collaborateurs to be

quite aufait in the Greek idioms " {Apion, i. 9, tr. Shilleto).
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serious consideration in view of the enigmatic data of the

writing, the self-praise of 5
12 becomes offensive on such a view.

Besides, the age and authority of Silvanus would not have

required any extraneous aid, in order to address the Asiatic

Christians then, and the theory fails to explain why he chose

Peter instead of Paul as his mouthpiece.

The lack of detailed personal reference to the life and words

of Jesus has also been felt to tell heavily against the conception

that the epistle could have been written by an apostle, and

especially by so intimate an apostle and disciple as Simon Peter.

This objection, however, is less serious than it seems. For one

thing, the criterion presupposed is unhistorical ; the supreme

interests of the first generation of disciples were not biographical.

For another thing, we have no evidence to establish a standard

of what or how a disciple of Jesus would have written of him

in a letter of exhortation addressed to a Christian church or

group of churches. The so-called first epistle of John, on the

supposition that it was composed by the son of Zebedee, has less

biographical detail than First Peter ; and even those who hold

that the epistle of James * was written by the son of Alphaeus,

will admit that, for all its wealth of apparent allusions to the

sayings of Jesus, it is practically devoid of any explicit allusion

to his earthly career. Peter was accustomed to give re-

miniscences of the Lord's acts and words in his preaching.

A transcript of these forms the basis of Mark's gospel; and

although the latter was not yet published, any early Christian

churches would be in possession of a certain catechetical

summary of the Lord's chief sayings and of the main events

of his career. The existence and circulation of such evangelic

manuals in the primitive churches is highly probable, from the

historical standpoint ; the Christian confession, Jesus is the Christy

would have lacked meaning, had not catechumens learnt

authoritatively to put some content into the term Jesus. Con-

sequently any apostle like Peter might presuppose an elementary

acquaintance with the historical outline of the Lord's life, so

far as that was essential to the purposes of vital Christianity.

First Peter not only does presuppose it, especially in connection

* James has more of the letter but less of the spirit of the gospels. I Peter

contains much fewer reminiscences (cp. Scharfe, I38f.) of the sayings of

Jesus, in their synoptic form, but it is superior to Jas. in its intuitions of

the genuinely Christian spirit.
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with the messianic hopes of the OT, but also convejs unob-

trusively certain allusions to Christ's life which harmonise with

Peter's discipleship (i 8 whom, having not seen, ye love ; 2 22f*

5
1
). If the epistle lacked the opening word (Peter), says

Jiilicher (Einh p. 178), no one would have conjectured that

Peter wrote it. But this is as valid an argument—so far as it

is valid—in favour of its Petrine origin. A writer who desired

to write under Peter's name would probably have emphasised

his figure. As a matter of fact, we have in 2 P (i 1 etc.) an

illustration of how a later writer would go to work who desired

to lend vraisemblance to an epistle purporting to come from

Peter ; the apostle is made to speak prophetically of a future age,

stress is laid in his qualifications as an eye-witness of Jesus, and

an irenical allusion to Paul occurs. The absence of such traits

in 1 P. is really a point in its favour.

A supplementary point is the consonance between the religious ideas

of the epistle and those of the Petrine speeches in Acts : e.g. God no

respecter of persons (i ir=Ac IO34 ), the cleansing of the soul through faith

(i
22=Ac 15

9
), the rejoicing in shame (4

13, 16= Ac 5
41

), etc. These data are

not decisive. They might (i.) point to the use of the earlier traditions by a

later writer, who had access to them either in Acts or in their original shape.

Or, (ii. ) they might in some cases be no more than illustrations of the common
fund of ideas and expressions within the primitive church. But when one

makes allowance for the difference of circumstances (as, e.g., Mayerhoff, pp.

218 f., fails to do), there is enough to indicate that the tradition underlying the

speeches reflects the same mind as the epistle.*

§ 6. Traces in early Christian literature.—The evidence for the exist-

ence and authority of the epistle in the church is both ample and early. As
Eusebius pointed out (H. E. iv. 14. 9, 6 yi rot. ILoXvicapTros iv rrj d-qXwdeiay -irpbs

$tkuriril<rlovs atirov ypa<f>y <f>epo/x4vri els devpo, k4xpvT(X ^ Tlcri- f^o-prvpiaLS airb rrjs

Uirpov irportpas iirt<TTo\T]s), the epistle was familiar to Polykarp) ; f this is

* For this primitive type of early Christian thought, especially in connection

with the Petrine tradition preserved by Luke in Acts 1-5, cp. Ritschl's

Entstehungi, pp. Il6f., 285 ; Reuss, NT Th. ii. pp. 262 f. ; P. Ewald, das

Hauptproblem d. Evglnfrage, pp. 68-75 5 Mangold [INT. pp. 659 f.), Jacoby

{NTEthik, pp. 220 f.), Stevens {NTTh. pp. 258 f.), and Beyschlag, NTTh.
i. pp. 377 f., with B. Riggenbach {ZSchw., 1890, 185-1895).

f While the allusions to 1 Peter in Polykarp, though introduced by no
explicit formula of quotation, render it beyond question that the bishop knew
the epistle, he never mentions Peter as the author, although he frequently

cites Paul by name. This feature is employed by Harnack {TLZ., 1887, p.

218) to show that the epistle or homily was as yet destitute of its Petrine

address and conclusion (see below, § 8). But the inference is not con-

clusive. Paul had been at Philippi, to which Polykarp was writing ; Peter,

jo far as we know, had not (contrast the case of Corinth in Clem. Rom.).
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m
evident from echoes so distinct as, e.g., i. 3 {els tv obic I86vres irioretfere %*p*
du€K\a\^T(p Kal dedo^acr/xe'i'T] els ty iroWol iiridv^ovatv el<re\6eiv)= i

9' u
, ii. I

(5ib dva^dxra/nevoi rets 6a<pvas dovkeiaare r<£ Qe<$ . . . TriGTefaavres els rbv

tyelpavra rbv ~$L{>piov r\jxQ}v 'ItjctoOv Hpiarbp £k veicpG>v Kal dbvra at5r<£ 86i-av)

= I
18

*
21

, ii. 2 (/jltj dirobibovres Kanbv dvrl kcikov 1j \0180plav dvrl \ot5opias) =
2,

9
y

v. 3= 2U (cp. Gal 5
27

), vi. 3 {fyXural irepl rb kcl\6v) — 3
18

, vii. 2 {vqcpovres irpbs

ras eix&s)=4 l
, viii. i-2 = 221

, amongst others {GK. i. 957 f., NTA. pp.

86-89). The use of the epistle in Clem. Rom. is less copious and clear, but

on the whole visible in passages like vii. 2f., where, after exhorting the

Corinthians to abandon idle and vain thoughts (i 18
), Clement bids them fix

their eyes on ' the blood of Christ and know u>s iariv rlfiiov t£ 0e<£ t£ irarpl

airrov' (= i
18"19

), following this up with an allusion to its redeeming power

and to Noah's preaching of repentance (3
20

) ; or in lix. 2 (iicaXeaev 77/ms dirb

<tk6tovs els 0cDs, dirb dyvuxrlas els itrlyvwcnv doi-rjs dvbfiaros avrov) = 29, 15
.

The parallel of xxxvi. 2, di>a9d\\ei els rb davfiaarbv atirov <pu>s ( = 29), is

dubious, owing to the textual uncertainty about davfjuurrbv (=om. Syr.

Clem. Alex.). But the hypothesis of an agraphon (Resch, Agrapka, p. 248)

must not be allowed to affect the force of the argument * from xlix. 5, where

Pr io12 is quoted in a form which, differing from the Hebrew text and the

LXX alike, occurs in 1 P 4
s

. Here, as elsewhere, it is possible (p. 24)

that both passages independently derive from some common source, either a

manual of citations or a Greek version of Proverbs ; but this supposition is

needless in view of the other evidence,t e.g. the occurrence in Clem, as

in I P. alone of ddeXcpoTrjs (ii. 4, 217
5
9
) in the sense of brotherhood,

dyadoiroua (ii. 2, 4
19

), and vToypa/x/Mos (2
21

, cp. xvi. where it is also used,

with a citation from Is 53, of Christ's lowly patience). In Eph. v. 2-3,

Ignatius uses iroiix-qv and eirlcncoTros together (1 P 5
2f

-) in a context where he

also quotes Pr 3
s4

(1 P 5
5
) to enforce the duty of submission on the part

of members towards their superiors in the church ; but neither this nor

any other resemblances (e.g. Magn. xiii. 2 = 5
5
, ad Polyk. iv. 3 = 26 ) can be

said to prove that the epistle was known to Ignatius, or at least used

by him. In Barn. iv. 1 1 f. {fxeXerCbixev rbv (pdftov rod Qeov ... 6 Ktipios

dwpoauTroX^/nrTCJS Kpivei rbv Kda/xop' fKaaros Kadws iirolrtaev KOfiieirai) the

Besides, Polykarp more than once adopts silently the words of Paul {e.g.

iii. 3= Gal 4
26

, iv. 1 = 1 Ti 610, vi. 2= Ro I410 - 12
) as he does those of I Peter

;

and even the quotations from the former, introduced by eldbres 5rt, are epi-

grammatic and axiomatic statements, ' while the phrases quoted from I Peter

are rather of a hortatory type' (Chase, p. 781a).

* The quotation in Ja 5
20

is slightly different. As Pr 3
s4 is quoted not

only in 1P55 but in Ja 4
s
, its occurrence in Clem. xxx. 2 cannot safely be

drawn upon in this connexion.

f The form of greeting goes back in part to the LXX {elp^v-ri i/ur

irXjidwdelirj, Dn 3
s8 625

), though its Christian expansion and stamp were

probably due to I P i
a

. A contemporary Jewish phrase is the kjd' ]\2&hv

in the address of the official letters sent by R. Gamaliel of Jerusalem to the

Jews of the Dispersion (cp. Derenbourg's VHistoire et la Giographie de la

Palestine, i. pp. 242 f.). These letters were dictated to John, his secretary

(cp. 1 P 5").
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ideas and language of I P I
17 recur, just as the conception of the OT

prophets having been inspired to anticipate Christ's suffering (i P i
10t

) is

reproduced in v. 5-6 ; but no stress can be laid on this, while the only other

parallels (ira<xti$ x&PtT0*> °f God : xxi. 9 = 5
10

; a spiritual temple built up unto

the Lord, xvi. 10 cp. 25
) of moment are indecisive.

The lonely echoes in the Didache (i. 4, &Tr£x°v rdv aapKiKuv ko!

criOfxaTiicQv £mdvfxtQv= 211 birixevOai rdv GapKiK&v i-mOv/Aiu/v) and Diognetus

(ix. 2= 3
18

) contrast with the more numerous coincidences* between Hermas
and 1 Peter. But none of these seems quite decisive, and their cumulative

force does not involve any literary relation between the two writings. The same

holds true of 2 Clement (xiv. 2=i 20
, xvi. 4= 4®), and even of Justin Martyr.

On the other hand, Papias knew and used the epistle (Eus. H. E. iii. 39. 17),

as did ol TrdXat irpecr^repoi (iii. 3. 1), and the echoes of it in the epistle from

Lyons and Vienne show (Eus. H. E. v. 1-2) that it was one of the scriptures

current in Gaul by the middle of the second century. By the time of

Tertullian (Ronsch, das NT Tert. pp. 556 f. ), Irenseus, Origen, and Clement

of Alexandria (Zahn's Forschungen,\\\. 79 f. ), it was freely quoted as Petrine
;

but ' the actual traces of the early use of 1 Peter in the Latin churches are

very scanty. There is not the least evidence to show that its authority was
ever disputed, but, on the other hand, it does not seem to have been much
read ' (Westcott, Canon, p. 263). Thus, while included in the Peshitta, it

is not mentioned in the Muratorian Canon, though the Apocalypse of Peter

is canonized. The omission may have been accidental, as in the case of

Hebrews, and, as the document in question is mutilated, it may have been

really mentioned, although none of the attempts to find a place for it in the

extant text possesses any critical significance. Nevertheless by this time the

epistle was elsewhere known, and known as Petrine. From Clem. Alex.

{Strom, iv. 12. 81) it is possible to infer that Basilides, and, from a fragment

of Theodotus (12), that the Valentinian school of the East, may also have

read the epistle (for the Hypotyposeis, see Zahn's Forschungen, iii. I33f.), but

its character was not likely to commend it to the Gnostics in general.

On the other hand, the simpler and more direct character of the epistle

appears to indicate its priority to Ephesians. f The fact that both encyclicals

to the Asiatic churches open with the same formula {Blessed be the God and
Father ofour LordJesus Christ, who, etc.) is not robbed of its significance

by the occurrence of Blessed be God, who created heaven and earth, at the

opening of the king of Tyre's letter quoted by Eusebius {Prep. Euang. ix. 34)
from Eupolemus ; for, although Paul (2 Co I

3
) partially adapted the Jewish

formula, its Petrine form is unique. The following paragraph (i
5"13

) is carried

* Cp. Zahn's Hirten des Hermas (pp. 423 f. ), Charteris, Canonicity (pp.

303-304), NTA. 115-117, and Spitta, Urc. ii. 391-399 (where the dependence

is assigned to 1 Peter).

t So Schwegler, Ewald {Sieben Sendschreiben, pp. I56f.), Davidson,

Honig, but especially Hilgenfeld {ZWT., 1873, 465-498, Einl. 624 f),

Clemen {Faulus, i. 139 f.), and W. Bruckner (Chron. pp. 41 f.), with B.

Weiss (Petr. Lehrbegriff, 426 f.) and Ktihl, of course, as against Koster (pp.

207 f.), P. Ewald {op. cit. 28 f.), Klopper (pp. 33 f. ), and particularly Holtz

mann {Kritik. der Epk. u. Col. Briefe, pp. 260 f.).

22
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on with iw $ and participles, as in Eph i
5"15

, whilst in Eph i
18-*9 fkiris and

KXrjpovo/xla are correlated, on the basis of human faith supported by the divine

8vva/nis, as in I P I
3"5

. Further parallels of thought and language occur in

i P I
10"12 = Eph 3

B - 10
, i P i

13 = Eph 614
, i P i

13 "15 = Eph 23, i P I
18 =

Eph 4
17

, I P i*>= Eph i
4

- 9
, I P i

23= Eph i
13

, i P 2x -2= Eph 4
22-25

, I P 24"6

= Eph 21S-20
-
21 -22

, i P 213 = Eph 5
21

, i P 218 = Eph 65
, i P 322= Eph

i
20"22 (a specially striking coincidence), I P 3

1>5= Eph 5
21"22

, I P 3
4=Eph

3
18

, 1 P 3'= Eph s
25

, 1 P 4
2"3= Eph 23f

-, r P 4
10=Eph 3

2
. Both use

5ic£/3o\oj, not <raravas, both reproduce the 'descensus ad inferos' (i P 3
19=

Eph 4
8 "9

) ; the predominance of hope in 1 P. corresponds to its prominence

in Eph. (cp. I
18 2 12 44

), and common to both are terms like aKpoyuvialos and

cucnrXayxvos. The affinities between the two, not only in phraseology but in

structure and conception, involve a literary relationship which implies that

the one drew upon the other, unless we admit, with Seufert and R. Scott,

that both were written by Silvanus. Either Peter knew Ephesians, or, if the

latter is post-Pauline, the author of Ephesians more probably was acquainted

with the Petrine pastoral.

The connection with James is practically of the same nature. Both I P.

and Jas. use diaa-iropd in a derived sense in their addresses, both emphasise to

8okL/xiov T7)s Trio-reus (i
7=Ja I

3
) under the fire of trial and temptation (i 6=

Ja I
2
), both employ a special rendering of Pr io12 (4

8 =Ja 5
20

; cp. Field's

Notes on Tr. of NT. 239), and both follow up the citation from Pr 3
s4 by an

admonition to submit to God and to resist the devil (5
6f-=Ja 4

6L
) ; common

to both, among the NT writers, are avvTroKpiros, dcnriXos, irapanvirTO), and

crT7)plfa, and there are further parallelisms in i
3 =Ja I

18
, i

23 =Ja I
18

, 2lf-

=Ja I
20*-, 2n =Ja 4

1
, 225= Ja 5

19
, 3

15"16=Ja 3
13

, 5
4 =Jas I

12
, 5

6=Ja 4
10 (see

Spitta's Urc. ii. 184 f.). The dependence of Jas. on I P. is argued by Bruckner

{ZWT., 1874, pp. 533 f. 3 Chron. pp. 60-65), Holtzmann {ZWT., 1882,

pp. 292-310), Wrede {LC, 1896, 450-451), Grimm, Usteri (pp. 292 f.), von

Soden, and Bigg, as against Sabatier {ESR. x. 620 f.), Mayor, and Zahn.

Both handle, from different sides, the same theme, i.e. the Christian under

suffering. It is possible that in some cases, at any rate, the coincidences may
be fortuitous, either because the same or a similar topic suggested similar

language to writers familiar, e.g., with the LXX, or because a certain

community of style and conception prevailed among early Christian writers

of this class (so Mayerhoff, pp. 115 f.). But the probabilities converge on the

conclusion that the one writing echoes the other, and, if I P. is on other

grounds put early, the dependence of Jas. naturally follows.

§ 7. The date.—Within these limits, the theories of the date

fall into two main classes, pre-Neronic or post-Neronic. The

former includes the impossible hypothesis of Weiss and Ktihl

(SK., 1865, 619-657), that the epistle was written (c. a.d. 54)

prior to Romans ; but * its leading statement is that which

assigns the composition of the latter to the period immediately

or almost immediately preceding a.d. 64 (so, e.g., Hofmann,

* B. Bruckner dates it previous to Paul's imprisonment at Jerusalem,

while Gloag chooses A.D. 59-60.
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Bleek ± 62 ; * Burger 63 ; Bartlet c. 63 ; Renan, F, C. Cook,

and Belser, 63-64 ; Zahn, spring of 64 ; Lightfoot, Monnier, and

Chase). But not until the Neronic outburst took place, can we

say that the mere name of Christian was enough to expose be-

lievers to interference and suffering (cp. Workman's Persecution in

the Early Church, 1906, pp. 52 f.^; and, on the supposition that

the epistle is connected directly with Peter, the balance of proba-

bility is strongly in favour of a date subsequent to the massacre

of 64. Such post-Neronic hypotheses may be conveniently

subdivided into (i.) those which assign the epistle to a date not

long after that crisis, i.e. between 64 and 67 (so Eichhorn,

Grimm, Hug, de Wette, Thiersch, Huther, Ewaid, Neander,

Mayerhoff, L. Schultze's Hdbuch der theol. Wissensch. i. 2. pp.

106-109; Reithmayr, Beyschlag's NTTh. i. 377-382; Allard's

Histoire des persecut. i. pp. 6 1 f. ; Farrar, Early Days of Christi-

anity', pp. 67-85 ; Plumptre, Salmon, Bovon's NTTh. ii. 440 f.

;

Schafer, Einl. 319-329; Hatch, Hort, Adeney, Bacon, Sieffert,

and Barth), and (ii.) those which, abandoning the traditional

date of Peter's martyrdom, feel that the references to persecution

demand the eighth decade (Swete [Mark, pp. xvii f.] = 70—75 ;

F. J. Briggs [Critical Review, 1897, pp. 449-454]; and particu-

larly Ramsay [Exp.* viii. pp. 8 f., no f., 282 f.] = 75~8o). The
former position seems to fit most if not all of the internal

evidence of the epistle. The latter involves the abandonment

of A.D. 67 as the traditional terminus ad quern of Peter's life;

were the countervailing arguments decisive, this might con-

ceivably be yielded, but, as has been already urged, their weight

is not heavy enough to tell in favour of so drastic a measure.

The lack of any reference to Paul,f alive or dead, is at first

sight surprising, upon the post-Neronic hypothesis. But the

* This date, during Paul's imprisonment in the capital, is advocated

generally by Keil, Steiger, Guericke, Wieseler {Chronologie, pp. 564 f.), and

Jacquier. Alford thinks of some date 'between 63 and 67'; Bigg fixes

on 58-64 ; and B. W. Henderson {Life and Principate of Nero, 438-439)
decides for 64. Neither Mr. Henderson nor Dr. Klette (see above), both

of whom came to the study of this document from the side of classical

investigation, find any serious objection to the setting of I P. in connection

with the Roman situation of the seventh decade.

t F. W. Lewis {Exp. 5
x. 319-320) argues that the epistle must have

been written after Paul's death, since the absence of any allusion to him in

5
12*13 indicates that Mark and Silvanus had been deprived by death of their

former leader.
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critic of ancient as well as of modern literature is well ac-

customed to instances in which a person or event is ignored by

a contemporary, although some allusion might more or less

reasonably be expected.

The epistle is assigned to Domitian's reign by A. H. Blom
(de Brief van Jac. pp. 241 f.), Scholten (Bijdragen, 1882, pp.

79 f.), von Soden (JPT., 1883, 461 £), Wrede (ZNW., 1900,

pp. 75-85), J. Reville (Les Origifies de Vepiscopat
y

i. pp. 358 f.),

and McGiffert (AA. pp. 482 f., 593 f.), as well as by Harnack

(in its original form, a.d. 83-93 or even earlier), Soltau (see

below), Volter (in its original form, before a.d. 96), and Knopf
(NZ. 90 f.). The objections to this date are (i.) that the

allusions to any so-called persecution do not necessarily (see

above) point to the Domitianic period; (ii.) that on such a

hypothesis it is not any easier to understand the geographical

address of i
1 than on the hypothesis that the epistle was

written by Silvanus for Peter; and (iii.) that the pseudonymous

theory fails (see above) to account adequately for the lack of

emphasis on Peter's prestige and apostolic qualifications. It is

true that an author who wrote under an apostolic name would

feel less inclination to emphasise his nom-de-plume if he wrote

merely for hortorary purposes than if he had any polemical or

theological aim (so Wrede). Still, this consideration hardly

meets the data of 1 P. It is the apparent absence of definite

motive which tells against the pseudonymous hypothesis most

heavily. Once the ' mediating ' tendency of the epistle is

abandoned, it becomes more difficult than ever to find any

satisfactory place for it after Peter's death, and the further down

we go, the object of the writing becomes less and less obvious.

Any writer, producing a work under Peter's name, towards the

end of the first century, would almost certainly have coloured

the personality of the apostle to suit not only the tradition

(cp. Mt i6 18f
-; Clem. Rom. 40-41), but the contemporary status

of his office. Volkmar's hypothesis, that it was composed under

Antoninus, c. a.d. 140 {ZWT., 1861, pp. 427 f), drops with his

idea that Enoch (quoted in 3
19

) was not written till a.d. 132, and

in any case the use of the epistle by Polykarp rules such a view

out of court, as well as that of Zeller {ZWT., 1876, pp. 35 f.),

Steck (JBT., 189 1, pp. 561 f), and van Manen, who adhere

to Hadrian's reign. The choice really lies between the age of

Trajan and that of Domitian. The former view was at one
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time almost dominant (Cludius, Schwegler's NZ. ii. 14 f. ; Hilgen-

feld, Einl. 624 f. ; Baur, Mangold, Lipsius, Keim, Weiz-

sacker's AA. ii. 160; W. Bruckner, Hausrath, and S. David-

son, INT. i. 529-563), and is still maintained by Holtzmann

(GGA, 1894, pp. 27 f.), Schmiedel {EBi. 761-762), Baljon,

Kreyenbiihl (Evglm der Wahrheit, i. 97 f.), Pfleiderer {Urc. ii.

508-509), and P. Schmidt (ZWT., 1907, pp. 24 f.). Recently

there has been a disposition, however, to retreat towards the

beginning of the second century,* in the direction of a date c.

a.d. 100 rather than a.d. 112-117, as in the case of Cone
{Gospel and its Interpretations', pp. 260 f.), Jiilicher (GGA.,

1884, pp. 549 f.), and Gunkel, partly to allow time for the

epistle's use by Papias and Polykarp, partly because the alleged

traces of the Trajanic persecution under Pliny no longer seem

decisive (indeed, when the imperial cultus was in force, an

unqualified phrase like that of 2 17 becomes almost incredible),

and partly owing to a general retreat from the Tubingen f idea

(e.g. Schwegler, NZ. ii. 22) that the epistle represents a second-

century attempt, from the Jewish Christian side, to come to

some understanding with the Pauline opposition. The last-

named conception is no longer defensible or defended, though

two romantic attempts have been made recently to combine

part of it with a defence of the Petrine authorship, Zahn {Einl.

ii. pp. 7-8) suggesting that Gentile Christians would feel in-

* One unresolved difficulty in the path of this hypothesis lies in the relaxa-

tion of the imperial regime after Domitian's assassination in 96. There is

nothing to account for the sense of pressure about A.D. 100, when there was

rather a lull in the storm.

t Even Mayerhoff (pp. 103 f.) and Reuss {NTTh. ii. pp. 262 f.) at one

time detected a mediating tendency in the epistle, while some {e.g. Alford)

detect in 5
12 a ratification of the Pauline type of doctrine originally taught

in these churches. Schmiedel still takes 5
r2f

- as an expression of ecclesiastical

tendency, although in the same breath he avers that " the remaining contents

of the epistle show little of that tendency to bring about a reconciliation

between Paulinism and Jewish Christianity which the Tubingen school

attributed to it" {EBi. 4521). For "little," "nothing" ought to be

substituted. But, even apart from that, the interpretation is inconsistent and

inadequate. The coherence and point of the writing are lost, if a special

and subtle motive is introduced at the very close. Whichever way the

epistle moves, it must move all together, like Wordsworth's cloud, if it

moves at all. Cp. Pileiderer's Paulinis/nus (Eng. tr. ), ii. pp. 149 f., and
Hilgenfield {ZIVT., 1873, pp. 465 f.). The arguments against the Trajanic

date are best put by Usteri (pp. 239 f.).
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spirited and consoled by receiving such counsels of faith from

one who had been the leader of the circumcision (Gal 2 7
), whilst

Chase conjectures (p. 790) that Paul actually summoned Peter

to Rome in order that their co-operation might be an object-

lesson of unity, and that Silvanus, though the bearer of Peter's

letter, was primarily Paul's messenger to the Asiatic Christians.

§ 8. Literary structure.—Three endeavours have been made, from dif-

ferent sides, to show that the writing is of more or less composite origin.

{a) Harnack's view (777. ii. 2. 106-109, ACL. ii. I. 451-465), partly antici-

pated by Cludius, that I
1"2 and 5

12"14 represent second-century additions*

(a.d. 150-175) to an earlier, anonymous homily, in order to guarantee its

apostolic rights to a place in the rising canon of Christian scriptures, is due

to his perception of the insuperable difficulties that beset any form of the

pseudonymous hypothesis; but it is liable to the crucial objections that (i.)

it fails to explain why a homily which is ex hypothesi so devoid of Petrine

and so full of Pauline Christianity should be attributed to Peter
;

(ii.) that

it implies the tract or homily began with Blessed be the God and Father, etc.

(l
3f*)—an opening which is otherwise known to us (cp. 2 Co I

3
, Eph I

3
) on!"

as the sequel to the address of an epistle ; f (iii.) that the difficulties in

1.1-2
5
12"14 are at least as explicable on the hypothesis of these verses being

original as on that of their addition by a later scribe; (iv.) that Harnack

frankly abandons all attempts to explain why in a so-called * catholic ' epistle

a definite selection of provinces, and, indeed, of such provinces as those of I
1

,

should be introduced; (v.) that the true grace of God (5
12

) bears directly,

though not exclusively, on the main thought of the epistle (cp. 5
10 afteryou

have suffered a little the God of all grace shall, etc.), namely, that the reality

of God's grace and the genuineness of his calling are not to be doubted en

account of the suffering to which they expose the Christian; (vi.) that this

view involves the unlikelihood of one corrected copy having supplanted the

numerous uninterpolated copies which must have been in circulation

throughout the churches before the particular scribe began his work ; and

(vii.) that the self-desig nation in 5
1 {a witness of the sufferings of Christ)

points naturally to Peter,J whether the epistle is pseudonymous or not,

rather than to some unknown Roman confessor, just as the following allusion

* Possibly made by the author of 2 Peter (3
1
). This is as precarious as

the alternative idea that the writing had originally another address, but it is

more plausible than the hypothesis that Peter's name was added by some

irresponsible scribe, "who had no idea of giving the epistle canonical

authority, but thought he saw good reason for regarding it as the work of

Peter" (McGiffert, AA. p. 596). If the data of the writing afford no suffi-

cient motive for pseudonymity, they are still less likely to have suggested

Peter to any scribe or copyist.

•(• Similarly, on the analogy of the other early Christian epistles, 5
10"11

suggests the close of a letter or epistle, not of a homily, and an allusion like

that of 5
1 confirms this idea.

J The similar phrase in I Co 15
18

is not quite parallel, and does not fb

the sense of the term here.
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to shepherding the flock of God (5
2 ~3

) echoes the tradition afterwards voiced

in Jn 21 15"17
. For these reasons, drawn from internal and external evidence

alike, this ingenious theory cannot be held to have hit the ford exactly.*

{b) Soltau's essay (SK, 1905, 302 f. ; 1906, 456-460)^ starting from the

erroneous literary criterion that an original writer will eschew verbal repeti-

tions, disentangles an early Christian tract or homily, written during Domi-

tian's reign, from a series of interpolations (i 1 "2
3
14 "22 48"6

5
1 "5** 12"14

, with

smaller insertions, e.g., in i
22b 25

3
12b

) which transformed it into a Petrine

epistle. The proofs of literary dependence (5
2 on Tit 27

, 5
4 on He 13

20
,

5
5b on Ta 4

6
, and 3

19 "22 on Col 211 "15
3
1
), however, are most hazardous ; the

evidence for a difference of tone and style between the original and the later

additions is not convincing [e.g. 29 explains 5
13 quite as well as I

1
, while the

conceptions of I
1 "2 are not different from those of the body of the writing)

;

and if 5
1"5 does appear slightly disconnected in its present setting, instead of

regarding it as an interpolation (for which the contents afford no justification),

I should prefer to regard 5
1 "9 as a misplaced section which originally lay

between 3
7 and 3

8
.

(c) Volter's independent attempt {Der Erste Petrusbrief, seine Entste-

hung und Stellung in der Geschichte des Urchrislenfums, 1906) distinguishes

a pseudonymous Petrine epistle, written at Rome previous to the Domitianic

persecution, from a series of later interpolations {'Irjcrov Xpiarou, Hovtov . . .

BidvvLas, I
1

; /cat p. . . . ir\7)dvv0eir], I
2

; rod Kvplov . . . Xpuxrov, St' dvaarda-ews

'I. X. £k veupQv, I
3

; iv clttok. T. X., I
7

j 8v . . . irurTeiuovTes 8i, I
8

; I
11

; iv

irveijxaTL cryfy diro<jT. dir' ovpavov, I
12

; iv aroze. 'I. X., I
13

; i
18-21 24b ; 5ta 'I.

X., 25 ; in avrQ, 26
; 221

"25
; rbv XPhtt6v, 3

15
; iv Xpiary, 3

16
; 3

18~46 ; 5ta 'I. X.,

4
11

; 4
12"19

; Kal fidprvs . . . koivcjvSs, 5
1

; el86res . . . iTTLTeXewOat, 5
9

; oXiyov

Tradovras, iv Xpto-ry, 5
10

; iv j8. , 5
13

; rots iv XpLcrrc^
, 5

14
) added J c. 1

1
5 A. D. dur-

* McGiffert {AA. 598 f.) ingeniously suggests Barnabas as the author of

the anonymous original. Certainly, so far as we can judge, Paul, Barnabas,

and Peter were the only three men who stood in the relationship indicated

by 5
11 " 14 to Mark and Silvanus. Barnabas had been in touch with Paul and

Asia Minor ; he was a Hellenist, also, who would know the LXX. But 25
"9

need not have come from a Levite, and Barnabas had no special call to

remain anonymous as an author.

f Cp. Clemen's adverse discussion {SK., 1905, 619-628).

% 3
19-21 and 4

3
, the passages on the descent and mission to the underworld,

are no doubt parenthetical ; but this does not involve their interpolation at a

later date, as Cramer {Nieuwe bijdragen, vii. 4. 73 f., 126 f.) and A. Meyer
{die moderne Forschitng iiber die Gesch. d. Z7rc.

y 1898, p. 43) propose (cp.

Baljon, Theol. Stud., 1891, 429-431), followed recently by P. Schmidt

{ZIVT., 1907, 42 f/), who assigns 3
19f

* and 4
6 to various hands, the latter

interpolation being made by one who either did not know of 3
19f* or wished to

emphasise a simpler and more orthodox idea of the descensus. In any case,

the interpolation must have been inserted during the earlier part of the second

century, as Origen found it in his text. Hart {EGT. v. 2 f. ) suggests that 4
12~5n

is a postscript intended for some of the community who were exposed to special

trial ; but the allusions to persecution in 2-3 are sufficient to show that the

situation of the churches addressed was probably homogenfeous in this respect.
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mg the Asiatic persecution under Trajan. This hypothesis is beset, however,

with insuperable difficulties, literary and historical. It is most improbable

that any writing towards the close of the first century would be circulated

as Petrine which explicitly avoided all mention of Jesus Christ (p. 27 ; by

way of protest against Paul's Christology !) and contented itself with

religious conceptions which added nothing specifically Christian to the OT.
piety. Volter, indeed (pp. 42 f.), postulates a blanched Christianity of this

kind at Rome, but it is a house of his own building, based on the

odd remains of 1 Peter, Clem. Rom., Hermas, and James, all of which have

to be more or less arbitrarily broken up in order to secure a foundation

for the historical reconstruction of a ' Christianity (sic) which is no new,

independent religion, resting on special and saving facts, but one which

founds on the OT revelation—a revelation which Christianity alone com-

prehends in its true moral and religious kernel and in its universal

tendency.'

Any theory of the writing thus turns out to involve a fairly specu-

lative reconstruction of the historical data requisite for its setting. If, as

Harnack insists, the alternative lies between some form of his own theory

and a Petrine origin, the latter probably will carry the day. An early date

is favoured by the absence of any heretical tendencies among the readers,

the naive outlook on the imminent end (4
17f,

)> and the exercise of charismatic

gifts (4
10

) ; a.iroKa.\v\}/LS and avaarpcxpri are favourite words of the epistle,

and by common consent it has the stamp of primitive Christianity more

clearly than any other, not only of the writings in the Petrine New Testament

(Gospel, Acts, Epp., Apoc), but of the post-Pauline writings. The hypothesis

of Silvanus' share in its composition is not illegitimate, and since it meets

the difficulty of the style as well as—in part—that of the religious outlook,

while the problem of the " persecution "-allusions is not insuperable, there

is some reason to accept the pastoral as the earliest literary memento of the

primitive apostolic mission, a writing which voices not so much a personality

as a great cause. The fact that it is practically the sole witness of its class,

is intelligible in the light of the mission itself. If tradition is to be credited,

attention to literary composition was precluded, as a rule, not simply by

natural inaptitude, but by the more pressing concerns of practical organisation

and propaganda (cp. Eus. H. E. iii. 24. 3 : ttjs tuv ovpav&v ^aaiKelas ttjv

yv<2<riv iirl iraaav KarriyyeWov rr\v olKOVfiev-qv, <xirovd7]s ttjs irepl rb \oyoypa<pelv

/MKpav votoifievoi (ppovrida' Kal tovt tirparTov are fieifovi /cat vwtp dvdpuirop

4i-vinipeTov/ievoi dianovlq,).

THE EPISTLE OF JUDAS.
Literature. — (a) Editions— Luther (1523); Calvin (1551) ; R.

Turnbull (London, 1606); Grotius, Annotationes (1650); Manton ( 1658)

;

J. C. Wolf (1735); Witsius (Basel, 1739) ; C. F. Schmid (Leipzig, 1768) ;

Semler (Halle, 1784); Hasse (Jena, 1786); Hartmann (1793); L. Morus

(1794) ; H. C. A. Haenlein (Erlangen, 1799) ; M. T. Laurman (Groningen,

1818); Schneckenburger (Stuttgart, 1832;; K. R, Jachmann (1838) ; C. A.

Scharling (1841); de Wette (1847); R. Stier (Berlin, 1850): E. Arnauld

(Recherckes critiques sur Fipltrc de Jude> avec commentaire
t 1851 ; Eng. tr
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in 'British and Foreign Evang. Review,' July 1859)*; M. F. Rampi
(Salzburg, 1854)*; John Lillie (New York, 1854); F. Gardiner (Boston,

1856); Fronmuller (Lange's Bibel-Werk*, Eng. tr., New York, 1867);

Wiesinger (Olshausen's Comm. 1862) ; Th. Schott (Erlangen, 1863) ; M. F.

Roos(i864); B. Bruckner s (Leipzig, 1865); Ewald(i87o); Bisping(i87i)

;

Alford 4 (i87i); Hofmann (1875) ; Huther (— Meyer 4
, 1877, Eng. tr. 1881);

Reuss (1878 ; Plumptre {Cambridge Bible, 1880) ; Lumby (Speaker's Comm.

1881); Angus (Schaffs Comm. 1883); Keil (Leipzig, 1883); Salmond

[Pulpit Comm. 1889) ; F. Spitta, Der 2 Brief des Petrus und der Brief des

fudas (1885)*; Plummer (Expos. Bible, 1891); Burger 2 (Kurzgefasster

Comm. 1895) ; Kuhl (— Meyer 6
, 1897) *

; G. Wandel, Der Brief Judas,

exegetisch-praktisch behandelt (Leipzig, 1898); von Soden 3 (HC. 1899);

Basil Gheorghiu, Der Brief d. J. Einleitung und Kommentar (Czemowitz,

1901) *
; Cone (New York, 1901) ; C. Bigg 2 (ICC. 1902) *

; Calmes (Paris,

1905) ; F. Weidner (New York, 1906) ; J. B. Mayor, The Epistle of St. Jude
and the Second Epistle of St. Peter (1907) *

; G. Hollmann {SNT\ 1907)

;

J. de Zwaan (Tweede Petrus en Judas, 1909)* ; J. B. Mayor (EGT. 1910).

(b) Studies—Adam Sasbouth, In Epist. Juda (1500); C. Sibelius, In

divinam J. apostoli epistolam condones sacrce (Amsterdam, 163 1) ; Antoine-

Nicolas du Bois, Catholica Judce epistola . . . explicata (Paris, 1644); Dahl,

De Authent. Epp. Petri post, et Judce (
Rostock, 1807); J. D. Schulze, Der

schriftstellerische Charakter u. Werth des Petrus, Judas, und Jakobus

(Leipzig, 181 1) ; A. Jessieu, De authentia ep. Juda (1821) ; L. A. Arnauld's

Essai Critique sur Pauthent. de Jude (1835); Mayerhoffs Petrinische

Schriften, pp. 171-182 (1835)*; F. Brun's Essai d'une introd. critique h
ISpitre de Jude (1842) ; E. Arnauld, Examen de Iobjection faite a Vipitre de

J. au sujet de ses citat. apocryphes (1849) ; Ritschl (SK., 1861, pp. 103 f., on

the errorists); Schenkel (BL. iii. 433 f.); Schwegler's NZ. i. 518-522;

Straatman (TT.> 1879, pp. 100 f.) ; Venables (Smith's DB. i. 1164-1167);

Sabatier (ESP. vii. 476-478) ; Farrar, Early Days of Christianity

(ch. xi.); A. Vieljeux, Introd. a fipitre ae Jude (Montauban, 1894) ; Moffatt

(HNT. 589 f.); Cone (EBi. 2630-2632); SiefTert (PRE. ix. 589-592);
Chase (DB. ii. 799-806)*; V. Ermoni (Vigoroux' DB. iii. 1807 f.); Zahn
(Einl. § 43); F. Maier (Biblische Studien, xi, 1906, I-2) *

; T. Barns, 'The
Epistle of Jude, A Study in the Marcosian heresy' (JTS., 1905, 391-41 1,

answered by Mayor, ibid. pp. 569-577) ; Holtzmann (Deutsche Litteratur-

zeitung, 1906, 1040-43, review of Maier) ; Maier (Zeitschrift fur kath.

Theologie, 1906, 693-729).

§ i. Contents.—After the address (vv.1"2
) the writer explains

that his reason for communicating with his friends (vv. 3f-) is to

warn them against a body of errorists within the church, a set of

loud, arrogant, and poisonous characters, 1 whose doom (tovto to

KptfjLa, proleptic) is violently and vividly described as that of

their older angelic and human prototypes (vv. 5"11
) in vice. The

writer especially recalls a prediction of their fate in the book of

1 The phrase rives here (v. 4), as, e.g., in Gal 2 12
, has 'quelque chose de

meprisant ' (Arnauld).



346 HOMILIES AND PASTORALS

Enoch (vv.12f-),* and urges his readers to adhere (w. 17-18, **)

steadfastly to the primitive, apostolic tradition of the faith against

plausible innovations (cp. v.s rr} a-n-ai 7rapa$o6eL<rr)). With a brief

doxology (vv.24
'25

) the letter closes. Religious conservatism f

is its keynote. The pretensions of the do-c/^eTs are contrasted

with the fixed and final Christian tradition (cp. i Jn 2 20f- 4
lf

-

5
6f

-).

Their very methods and fate are no new thing ; long ago (7rdA.ai)

this had been foreseen by prophets and apostles alike. The
writer disclaims originality even for his own warnings ; all he

requires to do is to remind orthodox Christians (w.5* 17
) of the

principles and prophecies of that faith which they already know
(cp. i Jn 2 20 "21

),—a plea for orthodoxy which is curiously bound

up with belief in several superstitions drawn from what the author

of Titus (i 14
) would have sharply denounced as 'Jewish myths.'

Conservatism involves retrospect, and the epistle looks back upon the

apostolic age as (vv. 3- 17
) J distant and authoritative. These allusions are

not to be explained away as if they meant no more than that the apostles were

scattered (and therefore out of reach), or that the primitive Palestinian

apostles alone are conceived of as dead. Neither does the ZXeyov ifih

necessarily imply that the readers had at one time been hearers of the

apostles. On the other hand, it is a forced interpretation of v. 6 which finds

in it an allusion to the Lord's punishment of unbelieving Israel at the fall

of Jerusalem (so, e.g., Hofmann, Zahn) ; for, apart from other reasons

(cp. F. Maier's essay in BZ., 1904, 377-397), rb 6evrepov refers not to two

separate events, but to a stage later than the <rc6<ras (cp. I Co iolf
*, He 3

12i
),

and it would be irregular to introduce a symbolic modern (contrast iraXcu,

v. 4
) example in the midst of historical ones. The order of 6*7 is 'no doubt

unchronological, but the anticlimax is not bettered by shifting v. B into the

NT period. The reverse attempt {e.g. Credner, Rampf, Bleek, Gutjahr) to

argue from J.'s silence that he must have written prior to the disaster of

a.d. 70, is as unconvincing here as in the case of Hebrews. It is doubtful if

the destruction of Jerusalem would have seemed to him an instance of divine

* On the Enochic background of the epistle, cp. Lods, Le livre d?Hinoeh

(pp. 98-100), and Chase {DB. ii. 801-802, where the parallels are quoted).

t " Jude's language about the Faith is highly dogmatic, highly orthodox,

highly zealous. His tone is that of a bishop of the fourth century " (Bigg,

P- 325)-

X While ttLo-tis by itself was used objectively by Paul now and then (cp.

Gal 1
23

, Phil i
27

, cp. Ac 67), the context and the form of v.
8 {thefaith oncefor

all delivered, not to you, but to the saints), taken with v. 17 {your most holy

faith), show unmistakably the sub-apostolic atmosphere (cp. e.g. Polykarp,

who speaks of being 'built up els rrjv 8o9et<rav v/ut> rrUmp 3
[iiL 2, iv. 2]).

But there is no allusion to any formula of faith transmitted to the disciples, as

A. Seeberg contends {Der Katechismus d. Urchristenhcit, 1903, pp. 195-196);

tLo-tis is simply the body of Christian belief.
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judgment on sceptical antinomianism, and in any case his choice of instances

is dictated by special motives, e.g. the desire to adduce the prototypes of error

in ancient prophecy, particularly from apocalyptic sources.

§ 2. Characteristics. —The writer and his circle are at home
within the (pp. 32 f.) literature and legends* of Judaism, as the

allusions to the book of Enoch and (v. 9) the Assumption of Moses

(cp. R. H. Charles, Assumption of Moses, pp. 105 f.lshow ; but this

is no clue to the epistle's date or milieu, since both were written

by the time of Jesus, and since the former was widely read and

honoured in early Christianity, if we may judge from the allusions

and citations of the first and second centuries (cp. F. Martin,

Le livre d?Henoch, 1906, pp. cxiif. ; Lawlor in Journal oj

Philology, 1897, I 64~225). The latter "represents that tendency

in Jewish thought which was most nearly allied to primitive

Christianity" (Burkitt, DB. iii. 449), and its opposition to the

antinomian tendencies of the Sadducees may have recommended

it to J. in view of his contemporary errorists. His familiarity

with apocalyptic literature is probably responsible for the ovroi

tio-iv rubric, cp. vv.<8> 10 * 12 - l6* 19
, a favourite expression with such

writers (cp. e.g. Zee i
9f

-, Apoc 7
14 etc., En 46 s

, Slav. En 7
3

etc.), as well as for the Hebraistic colouring of his periods.!

" Die ganze Redeweise ist iiber aus lebhaft und gedrangt, plastisch

und konkret, mit einem Wort: echt orientalisch " (F. Maier,

p. 168). The fondness for triple grouping (vv.2 -
4

-
5"7- 8- llf

- 23 - 25c
)

is more outstanding than the three instances where a fivefold

arrangement (vv. 12'13, 16, 25
) can be observed, and there is a

certain balance and even rhythm of structure (cp. Gladder in

/71S., 1904, 598-603) visible in the antithetical poise of various

sentences and paragraphs, which smacks of the older Jewish

writings. These features, however, do not stamp the work as

late or early. The epistle shares with Luke's writings in the NT
collection, words like dyaAAiao-is (He i 9 LXX), aAoyos, the

Hellenistic x^Pira f°r X^Ptv (v.4 = Ac 2427 25°), evvTrvia^ojxevoi

(Ac 217 LXX), and the dative in v. 14 = Lk 1831
: with Hebrews,}:

* On the Michael-myth, see J. T. Marshall {ET. xi. 390-391) and

Lueken's Erzengel Michael (1898), with Cheyne's Bible Problems (226 f.)-

f That he was a Jewish Christian does not necessarily follow, much less

that his audience were Jewish Christians (Hoennicke, JC. 92-93), though

the former inference is plausible on broader grounds.

% Cp. the collocation of three participles with a finite vb. (v. 21t =
He I21"8

).
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avTikoyia, Zofos, fxeyaXwcrvvr] ; and with Paul one or two tei ms,

such as cuScos, Kvpiorrjs, oik^tt^hov, and 7rpoypa<£eiv, besides aytoi

and k\y]tol. But these are either too casual or too diverse in

meaning to prove any literary relationship. Apart from the

allusion in v.19 to language which the later Gnostics had adopted

from Paul (cp. i Co 2 14
), and the resemblances of the address

(cp. 1 Th i
4
, 2 Th 2 13 ) and the doxology (v. 24f- = Ro 1625 -27

,

see above, p. 135), there is little or nothing to indicate any use

or even reminiscences of the genuine Pauline correspondence.

The impression of a similarity of atmosphere between the epistle

and the Pauline pastorals is heightened, however, by a series

of coincidences in thought and expression
(
5'n = 2 Ti 3

s
, the

use of wLorTLs and of Oios o-curryp), particularly in v. 17 which

implies the circulation of a prophecy such as has been pre-

served in these pastorals. It is therefore highly probable that

the latter were known to this writer, though there is no clear

evidence that he used them.

§ 3. Relation to 2 Peter.—Special literature : E. A. Richter,

De origine epist. P. posterioris ex epist. Judce repetenda (1810);

E. Moutier, La seconde epitre de Pierre et celle de Jude (Strassburg,

1829), MayerhofFs Ei?ileitung in die petrinischen Schriften (1835),

pp. 171-182; B. Weiss (6X, 1866, 256 f.); O. Michael in

Festschrift fur Ficke (Leipzig, 1897); H. Schwienhorst, Das
Verhdltniss des Judasb?iefes zum zweiten Petrusbrief untersucht

(Minister, 1904); A. Maier (TQ.> 1905, 547-580); J. B. Mayor

mEGT. v. 303-317.

The similarities between Judas and 2 P. are not altogether

confined to **• of the former and the second chapter of the

latter (cp. e.g. Jud 3 = 2 P 2 21
, Jud

6"7 = 2 P 3
7
, Jud 17"18 = 2 P 3

lf
-,

Jud
21. 23 = 2 p 3

14
} Jud

24 = 2 p jlT
Jud

25 = 2 p^ but in that

chapter they mount up to an exceptional height, as may be seen

from the following summary

:

Judas 2 P 2

(
4
) For certain men have slipped in (*) False teachers, men who shall

by stealth (irapeia^dva-av), those who stealthily introduce {jrapecad^ova-i)

were long ago (7rd\cu) predestined destructive heresies . . . denying

(eis tovto to KpLfxa) to this doom the Master who bought them (tov

—impious men, perverting our God's dyopdcravTa avrovs decnroTTjv dpvov-

grace into aaekyeiav, and denying /xevoi).*

* The contrast of dyopdaavra is with the extortionate demands of the

errorists for remuneration (2
3
, cp. Tit I

11
; Iren. i. 13. 3 ; Eus. H. E. v. 18. 2>
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the only Master and our Lord Jesus

Christ (ical rbv fibvov de<nr6T7]v ical

Kipiov i)fxu>j> 'I. X. apvoti/xevoi).

(
6
)
And angels which kept not their

office but abandoned their own habit-

ation, he has kept under the nether

blackness in fetters everlasting

{8e<Tfiots al'dtots virb £6<pov Ter^prjKev)

for the judgment {ds Kpleiv) of the

great day.

(
7
) Even as * Sodom and Gomorrha,

with the surrounding cities . . . are

exhibited as a warning (Beiy/Aa),

undergoing the penalty of fire eternal.

(
8
) These men f with their sensual

dreams pollute the flesh (cctp/ca fiiai-

vovaiv), contemn the Lordship (icvpib-

TrjTa dBcTovatv), and abuse Majesties

(86i-as p\a<r<priiiov<nv).

(
9
) Now when Michael the arch-

angel was disputing with the devil in

controversy over the body of Moses,

he dared not (oi/K irdX/xifjaev) bring

an abusive accusation against him

(Kplatv iireveyKeip fi\a<r<pr]/xLa.s).

(
10

) But these men heap abuse on

whatever they are ignorant of (oSrot

5£, 8<ra fikv o(>k oldaaiv p\a<r<pT)/Aov<xiv),

(

2
) And many still follow their

(
3
) ofcrb KpifiaiKiraXat o6k dpyec.

(
4
) God spared not angels when

they sinned, but thrusting them down
to Tartarus, to pits of nether black-

ness (aeipois £6(f>ov), delivered them to

be kept for judgment (xap^dooKep ds

Kptcriv rrjpovfji.ei'ovs).

(
6
) Reducing the cities of Sodom

and Gomorrha to ashes . . . making

an example of them (iirbdety/xa re-

0eiKU)s).

(

10
) Those who walk after the flesh

in the lust of pollution (biria-u <rapicb$

[=Jud 7 birlau} <ru/>Kos] ev iiridv/xlq,

fiiaa/Mov), and despise the Lordship

(/ci»/9t6r^ro$). Daring (ro\fi7]Tai, cp.

Jud 9
), . . . they tremble not when

they abuse Majesties (56fas /SXac^-

fiovvTes).

(
u

) Whereas angels . • .t

do not bring an abusive accusation

against them {<p£povcriv p\a<r<pr)nop

Kpiaiv).

(
12

) But these men, like irrational

brutes (oCroi 5£, ws &\oya fya) by

nature born {(pvo-tKa) for capture and

* The region of the Dead Sea, with its volcanic features, is associated in

En 17
6 with the subterranean burning of the fallen angels. In 2 P. the

deluge is inserted between the fall of the angels and the destruction of Sodom
and Gomorrha (cp. 3

6
), whereas Kain and Korah fall out. By the omission

of the apostasy of the Israelites, 2 P. straightens out the chronology of Jud.

On the other hand, 2 P.'s insertion of God's rescuing mercy (2
5- 7- 9

), when
contrasted with Jud 21 *23

, shows that the situation has become more serious.

2 P.'s start with the fallen angels is motived by the fact that they were the

instructors of mankind in malpractices, according to Jewish tradition (cp.

En. ix. 5-6, x. 7, etc.), and consequently the natural prototype of false

teachers (2
lf#

) ; his insertion anticipates the milder thought of 3', and is

suggested by the allusion of 1 P 3
20 to Noah. J.'s reference to the sin of the

angels in connection with Sodom is an echo of the tradition preserved in Test.

Napth. iii.

t Peter's generalising version is less clear than J.'s, but it is plainly written

with reference to the position of the latter in the argument.
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and whatever they do understand by

nature (</>ocrt/ctDs), like the irrational

brutes (wj rd &\oya fya), through

that are they corrupted ((pdelpovrai).

(
u

) They went the road of (ttj 65y)

Kain, rushed headlong for wages

{fuadov) in the error of Balaam.

(

12
) These men are the sunken

rocks (o-iri\ddes) in your love-feasts

{iv reus d7d7rais vfiuv), feasting with

you (crvvevuxotifJ-evoi).

(12-13) Rainless clouds (ve<p£\cu

dwdpoi), swept along by winds . . .

for whom the nether blackness of

darkness has been for ever reserved

(oh 6 £6<pos tov ffKdrovs els alupa

T€T7jp7]Tai).

(

16
) Their mouth speaks extrava-

gantly (viripoyica).

(

17
)
Remember the words (pt.p^o-drjTe

tup pTjix&Tiov) spoken beforehand by

the apostles of our Lord Jesus (tup

Trpoetpij/j.4uo}v iirb tup diroo-T6\up).

corruption (Qdopdv), uttering abuse

about things they are ignorant of (ip

oh dyvoov<nv jSXacr^^oD^res), shall

also perish in their corruption (iv rjj

cpdopq. clvtup (p'dap-qfXOPTai).

(
16

) They followed the road (rg

63$) of Balaam the son of Bosor,*

who loved the wages (iiladov) of mal-

practice.

(
n

) Spots and blots (o~irt\oi kclI

ixufioi) . . . 4p rats d7rdraisf (v.l.

a7a7rats) airrup . . . feasting with

you (o~vpevuxoti[iepoi v/mp).

(
17

) These men are waterless

fountains (ir-qyal &pv8pot) and mists

driven by a squall ... for whom the

nether blackness of darkness has been

reserved (oh 6 £6<pos tov o~k6tovs els

aluva T€T-fipi)Tai).

(
18

) Uttering futile extravagances

(viripoyKa).

(3
2
) Remember the words spoken

beforehand (/j.vrjo'drjpai tup irpoeiprj-

jjUpup) by the holy prophets and the

commandment of the apostles sent

you from the Lord and Saviour ; J

3
s knowing this first of all, that in

the last days (in irxdrup tup 7}jnepup)

scoffers (4/j.iraiKTai) shall come (AeiJ-

ffOPTai) scoffing, walking after their

own lusts (/card ray Idlas iiridvjxlas

ovtup iropev6(iepoi).

(
18

) how they told you : at the end

of the time (4ir icrxdrov tov XP&V0V )

there shall be (tcroPTat, v.l. eXevaopTai)

scoffers (ijiircuKTCu), walking after

their own impious lusts (/card rds

eavrup iwiOvfilas iropevdfiepoi tup

acrefteiup).

These phenomena imply either (a) the common use of some earlier docu-

ment, or (b) a literary relationship between the two epistles. The former

theory fails to explain anything except the legendary elements, which can

satisfactorily be accounted for, especially since the discovery of the book of

Enoch, without conjecturing (with older critics like Herder and Hasse)

some Persian original, or § some Aramaic document containing Noachic and

* Bosor is a blunder for Beor (cp. X B), unless, with A. Sanda (BZ ,

1904, 1 88 f. ), it is to be taken geographically.

t For this use of dirdT-rj, see Nageli's Der IVortschatz d. Pautus, p. 15.

X Spitta and Baljon omit /cairns . . . cuTijpos as a gloss; Blass inserts

5id between tt)s and tup (as in the title of the Didache).

§ Cp. Sherlock's Dissertation concerning the Authority ofthe Second Epistle

of Peter ; Kaiser's Commentarius, quo linguce aramaica usus ad judicanda et

interpretanda plure N.T, leca . . . defenditur (1831), pp. 77 f., and Lumby
in Exp. 1

iv. 46 1.



THE EPISTLE OF JUDAS 351

Enochic prophecies upon the deluge, or, finally, a Jewish or Jewish Christian

'Strafpredigt.'* The alternative hypothesis (b) is rather to be accepted in

the form of a dependence of 2 P. upon Judas (so the large majority of

critics, especially Credner, Ewald, Hilgenfeld, Holtzmann, Abbott, Weiss,

Baljon, Bovon, Chase, F. Maier, Jiilicher, Salmon, Mayor, and Belser, as

against Luther's opinion, which was supported by Dietlein, Lumby, Mansel,

Hofmann, Plummer, Spitta, Zahn, and Bigg), (i.) It is inherently more likely

that a later writer should incorporate practically the bulk of a brief note like

that of Judas, than that the author of the latter should select only the

middle portion of 2 Pet. To this it is not enough to reply that he chose only

the section which suited his purpose, for if his purpose (as Spitta urges) was

to emphasise the apostolic warnings against libertines, be would have made it

more clear that he was using Peter's ipsissima uerba, and in any case a section

like that of 3
2f

- would have been as apt to his aim. Furthermore (ii.
) Judas

has the notes of an original writer. The style is sententious, forcible, and

terse, as compared with the cloudy and rhetorical language of 2 P. (cp.

Jud 4 with 2 P 23, Jud
6 with 2 P 24, Jud

7 with 2 P 26
, Jud

8 with 2 P 210
, Jud

9

with 2 P 211
, Jud

10 with 2 P 212
) ; thus—to quote one instance—the vernacular

o-irovdrjv irapei(r<p£peii> of the later writer (i
5
) is a relapse from the correct

airovdty Troiei<rdcu of Jud 8
. Again, (iii.) 2 P. has exaggerated the habit of

iteration which crops up now and again in Jud. (cp. Trjpeiv and £6(pos in 6 * 13

Kplais in 6
*
9* 16

, and /SXao-0^. in 8 "10
, also 16 and 18

) despite the latter's

skill in devising synonyms. In the later writer, partly owing to an imitation

of 1 P., where this literary trait occasionally recurs (cp. (ruT-qpla in i
9"10

; tcaico-

7roi6s, 212,14 ; ayadoir., 214"15- 20
), the iteration of insignificant terms becomes

almost wearisome (cp. iirLxop-qyeiv, I
5* U

J &ex6-> l17
"18

5 a.irocpev'yeiv, I
4

-
u- 1S- 20

;

7rpo0^re/a, I
20

-
21

; (pdtyyeadai, 216- 18
; 8e\e&faj>, 214- 18

; puvdbs ddidas, 21& 15
;

o-roixeta Ka.vcroijjJi.eva, 3
10, 12 etc. etc.). Finally, (iv.) at several points the

language of 2 P. is only intelligible from that of Judas ; e.g. the general-

ised allusion to angels in 2 P 210"11 becomes clear from Jud 9 with its specific

reference to Michael. The haste and vehemence of Judas the zealot lead

him now and then into a certain confused tone of denunciation, which is

at once softened and straightened out in the later epistle. 2 P. has not the

urgency which dictated the composition of Judas ; it is more derivative than

the latter. "The impression which they leave on my mind is that in J. we
have the first thought, in P. the second thought ; that we can generally

see a reason why P. ahould have altered J., but very rarely a reason why
what we read in P. should have been altered to what we find in J. P. is more

reflective, J. more spontaneous" (Mayor, p. xxv). " Es ist eine absurde

Vorstellung, dass der kleine, an Vorstellungen viel reichere Jud aus einzelnen,

da und dort herausgerissenen, iiber eine grossere Flache zerstreuten, an sich

meist ganz nebensachlichen, fast armseligen Wortern und Satzen des grossen

2 Petr zusammengestoppelt ist" (Maier, Der Jtidasbrief, 107-108). " Begrei-

flich ist, dass ein Mann, der seinen Lesern noch mehr zu sagen hatte, den

Inhalt des Judasbriefes in seinem grosseren Briefe verarbeitete ; dass aber

Judas, wenn er vor den von Petrus geschilderten Irrlehrern warnen will,

siAtt sich ausdrucklich auf diese grosse Autoritat zu berufen. einfach ein Stuck

*CO. Heinrici. Urc. 112, and Lit. Charamer d. NT Schriftcn, 78-79.
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des Petrusbriefes neu herausgibt unter seinem Namen, ist undenlcbar" (Haupl

in SK., 1904, 149).

§ 4. Literary connections.—While the earliest trace of the

epistle is in 2 Pet., its brevity, limited circulation, and lack of

significant ideas prevented it from being used by other writers in

the second century ; almost the only document which presents

any resemblance to it is the Didache, where 2 1 (ov fjuunjaras iravra

avOpcairov, dWa ov<s /xkv iXey^eis, Trepl 8k a>v irpoaeu^, ovs Sk

dya7n}o-€is virep rrjv xfrvxqv <rov) recalls the similar triple sentence

of Jud 22"2S (/ecu ovs pikv eA.ey^€T€ SiaKOivo/Aevous, ovs Be crw^cre

. . . ovs Be cXcare),* whilst J.'s assertion that the errorists'

KvpLOTrjra aOerovviv (v.8) is explained by the counsel of Did. 4
1

(TLfir/a-eLs avrbv—i.e. him who speaks the word of God—a>s

Kv/oiov* 69cv yap rj Kvpi6rrj<s AaActTcu, exei Kvptos i<rnv). The
connection between murmuring and blasphemy is not striking

enough to justify stress being laid (as, e.g., by Spitta, 534-535,
and F. Maier, p. 65) on 3

s-8 as a possible instance of the use of

Jud 8"10
, and even were the text of Jud 22*23 (cp. WH. ii. 106 f.)

and of Did 2 7 more certain than it is, it would be imprudent to

base any conclusions of literary filiation upon so lonely and

precarious a piece of evidence. "On other grounds it seems

likely that the two documents had their origin within the same

circle of Christian thought, and it is conceivable that parts of the

Didache are ultimately the work of the author of the epistle"

(Chase, 795). Be this as it may, the Didache on the whole fails

to furnish any terminus ad quern for Judas, and still less do

Barnabas (2
10 4*, against Jud s-4

), 2 Clem. (20* = Jud 6
, cp. NTA.

129), and Hermas (Sim. v. 7. 2— Jud 8
, Sim. ix. 9. 13 against

Jud 21
), though the coincidence between Mart. Polyk. (address eXtos

kol dpy\vt) kol dyaTrrj . . . ir\r)6w6e(.rj) = Jud 2 (IXeo? vpZv kol eipyjvrj

kolI dydnrj irX-qdwOtlrj) is remarkable enough (see above, p. 336).

By the end of the second century the homily was accepted as canonical

and apostolic in Alexandria (Clement, Origen), Africa (Tertullian), and Rome
(Murat. Canon) ; but the very terms and context in which it is mentioned

in the Mur. Canon and even in Origen {in Matt. vol. xvii. 30) indicate that

its reception was far from being unanimous ; f and this is corroborated by its

* A good case for the omission (with Ca Syr. hi.) of oOs 6e iXeare is

presented by R. A. Falconer {Exp. 6 iv. 200-207).

t Besides, Tertullian not only mistakes J. for an apostle, but is chiefly

interested in his epistle because it guarantees the authority of the book of

Enoch {de cultu.fem. i. 3) ; while Clem. Alex.'s opinion is weakened by the

fact that he attributes Hebrews to Paul.
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absence subsequently from the writings of the Antioch school and the Syriac

vulgate. The suspicions (Eus. H. E. ii. 23. 25) which thus hindered its

entrance into certain circles of the church, as one of the at>Ti\ey6fxeva, were

due not to critical scruples so much as to the hesitation aroused by the source

and character of its apocryphal citations (so Jerome, de uir. illustr. ex.).

Its unpopularity in the African churches, to judge from Cyprian's lack of

reference to it and from other data, and its faihue to win acceptance in the

school of Antioch, rendered its ecclesiastical career as precarious and

chequered as that of several of the other ' catholic epistles.' Its disrepute in

many quarters, particularly throughout the West, was only partially counter-

balanced by the fact that Clement of Alexandria (in his Hypotoposeis, cp.

Westcott's Canon, pp. 355 f.) and Didymus of the same city (in the fourth

century) wrote comments on it, the latter with especial regard to its

compromising employment of apocryphal writings.

§ 5« Object.—The writer is not interested in the do-eySeis, as

the apologists of the second century are in the principles of the

errorists whom they controvert. He attempts no refutation of

their theories, nor does he go into any detail in exposing their

aberrations. He is a plain, honest leader of the church, who
knows when round indignation is more telling than argument.

His interest is purely practical. Alarmed at the possibility of his

friends being contaminated by these intruders, he writes this

brief, forcible warning, full of what Origen called ippwpLevoi \6yot.

It denounces* rather than describes the objects of its attack,

and there is a note of exaggerated severity in it, * a certain hasti-

ness and tendency to take things at the worst ' (Bigg). When
the news of the movement's spread reached him (v.3), he was in

the act of composing an epistle or treatise for his friends -n-epl rrjs

koiviJs <ro)T^ptas : this he laid aside at once in order to lose no

time in putting them on their guard. His practical object,

together with the fact that the readers were well acquainted with

the errorists, naturally gave no occasion for a minute transcript

of the latter's aims; one or two hints emerge which indicate

their general physiognomy, but these glimpses are neither un-

ambiguous nor coherent, i.e. they do not point to any one of the

regular gnostic circles of which we have any knowledge. The
note of dualism (v.4 rbv fiovov Sea-iroTTjv apvov/Atvoi, v.25 fiovco Otw) f

was common to most Gnostics, including, of course, the Carpo-

kratians (so for Judas, Grotius and Mangold, Einl. 723 f., with

* "To a modern reader it is curious rather than edifying, with the

exception of the beginning and end" (Mayor, p. clii).

f The phrase is not so much liturgical as a polemical reference to gnostic

theosophies(cp. J115
44

17*, and E. A. Abbott's Diat. t 1895, 2664).

23



354 HOMILIES AND PASTORALS

Schenkel, Christusbild, 1 6 1 f. ; Cone, Gospel and its Earliest

Interj>retatio?is, 338-341, and Pfleiderer, Urc. ii. 509 f.) and the

Cainites (v. 11 ), who (according to Irenaeus, i. 31. 1) claimed

kinship with the Sodomites (v. 7
) and Korah (v. 11

); though the

allusion to Kain, in the light of 13f
-, seems to voice the Jewish

tradition, as old as Philo (cp. Siegfried's Philo, pp. 150 f.), that

Kain was the first sceptic, who denied any future rewards for

the good or punishment for the wicked (Targ. Jerus. on Gn 47).

Again, the abuse of love-feasts (v. 12), flattery of the rich (v. 16
),

and antinomian tendencies, are common to these errorists and

to the followers of Marcus in Asia Minor, c. a.d. 160 (Iren. i.

13-21); but Judas never alludes to the women over whom
Marcus exercised extraordinary power, and the above traits are

not peculiar to the Marcosians. The combination of de?iyi?ig

Christ (v. 4) with immorality would harmonise either with Tit i
16

or with the Nikolaitans * (Apoc 2 6 - 15 cp. 2 13 ovk ripvrjcro) tyjv ttlo-tiv

fj.ov). There is no evidence to connect it with any theoretical

error, such as that of Cerinthus (cp. 1 Jn 2
22f

-), on the person of

Christ, but the libertine conduct of J.'s errorists was plainly

justified in their own opinion by their views (cp. v. 8) ;
just as the

Carpokratians (c. a.d. 140), whose heresy Clem. Alex. (Strom, iii.

2. 6-10) found prophetically described in this epistle, advocated

promiscuous sexual indulgence on the ground that the sexual

impulse was a God-given instinct. Kain and Korah (v. 11) were

honoured by the Ophites, of whom the Cainites were an offshoot,

and the adherents of Simon Magus and of Carpokrates are said

by Irenaeus (i. 25. 1) to have scoffed at the angels who were

responsible for the creation.

Whoever they were, they were charged by Judas with sodomy
(v. 7) and sexual abuses (v.

10b
),f as well as with covetousness

—

* So Thiersch, Ewald, Schott, Huther, Wiesinger, Mansel, Sieffert,

Bartlet, and recently Knopf (NZ. 320-322), who argues that J.'s errorists not

only were libertines and spiritualists like the N., but shared the same attitude

towards the devil, holding that the true Christian could scoff at his power and

safely practise immorality. This involves the identification of the angelic

powers in v. 8 with evil spirits (so, e.g., Weiss and Schott). A cognate view

(E. P. Gould, NTTh. pp. 157-158) makes J. point to the summary fate of

the wicked angels as a proof that angels in general need not be reviled, and

that the errorists had better not justify their sensual indulgence by appealing

' more or less cynically to ' the ' roving propensities ' of these aerial beings.

f For which the ayaircu (v. 12
) would give opportunity to the unscrupulous,

as in the case, e.g., of the Carpokratians. This lust, combined with insub-
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the latter (v.
11

, V. 12 eawovs Troi/xatVoj/res, V. 16 (i^eXetas X^P LV
)

pointing to a familiar type of the prophet or mystagogue, who

traded on the generosity and credulity of his dupes. On being

checked by the authorities of the churches, they became re-

bellious and discontented (
8b - llc - 16a

) like Korah ; while, like

Balaam (v. 11), they were pseudo-prophets (this is the force of

ivv7rvia£6fji.€voL, v. 8) as well as selfish. Furthermore, they made

loud pretensions (v.
13a

, V. 16 rb crro/m avroij/ A.aA.et v7repoy/ca),

evidently on the score of superiority to the rank and file of

ordinary Christians. Like most of the Gnostics, they appear to

have called themselves 7n/eu/xa-riKoi, in contrast to the inferior

ij/vx^kol of the church (this is the point of J.'s retort in v.19
) ;

the exclusiveness (vv. 19
-
22

) and lack of brotherly love (v. 12 v^iXai

avvBpoi
f
SivSpa aKapTra), which this ostentation developed, are a

constant source of reproach in the writings of this period (cp.

i John, Ignatius). Such traits belong to the incipient phases of

some local, possibly syncretistic, development of libertinism upon

gnostic lines,* rather than to any definite school ; they cannot

be fairly explained (Spitta, 503 f., after Neander) as natural to

some ultra-Paulinists, or to errorists of a purely practical bent,

resembling those attacked by Paul at Corinth or Colosse, or to

Jewish Christian heretics (so, e.g., Credner and Salmon).

§ 6. Period and authorship.—In view of Eph 2 20 3
6 and

Apoc 1820 2

1

14
, the allusion to the apostles in v. 17 would not

necessarily fix the terminus a quo for the epistle beyond the last

quarter of the first century ; but the further allusion (v. 17) to

2 Ti 3
lf

-, 1 Ti 4
lf

-, together with the evidence just adduced from

the incipient gnostic tendencies which it controverts, seems to

converge upon a date for its composition in the early decades of

the second century. This renders it impossible (cp. Jacoby,

NTEthik, 455 f.) to attribute the authorship either (a) to Judas,

ordination, is the point made by J. (v. 6 ) in comparing the errorists to the

fallen angels (cp. Justin, Apol. ii. 5 ; Jub iv. 15 f.), who in Jewish legend (cp.

Volz, Jiid. Esckatologie, pp. 273 f., and Bousset, die Religion des Judentums,

326 f., for the evidence from Enoch, etc.) were guilty of both these sins.

* So Harnack (early representatives of the Archontikoi, Kainites,

Nikolaitans, etc.) and Belser : "man wird sonach in diesen 'Gottlosen'

Anhanger des Simon Magus, eines Menander und Nikolaus (Iren. adv. haer.

i. 23 ; Tert. de anima, 50 ; Apoc 26* 15
) erblicken durfen ; Gesinnungsgenossen

des Thebutis und Uositheus, von welchen ersterer zunachst ein .^chisma

veranlasste und dasselbe bald zur Haresie weiterbildete (Eus. H. E. iv. 22)"

[Einl. 661-662).
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the brother of James (Mk 63
, Mt 1

3

s5
), who is supposed (Clem.

Alex.) to have described himself as the servant, not the brother,

of the Lord, owing to reverent humility (so the large majority of

edd.) ; or (&) to the apostolic* Judas of Lk 616, Ac i
13 (so, e.g.,

Bertholdt, Schneckenburger, Hofmann, Lange, Keil, Belser,

Wordsworth); or (e) even to Judas Barsabbas (Ac 15
22"23

), the

prominent prophet of the Jerusalem-church (so Schott, Welcker,

Dr. John Lightfoot, Works, viii. 38-39 ; Selwyn, and Plumptre).

(b) is weakened by the dubiety clinging to 'Iou'Sas 'IaKw/?ou, which

may and probably does mean ' son of James ' rather than ' brother.'

But even were it otherwise, (o) like (a) is handicapped by the

fact that neither Judas could have lived long enough to write the

epistle. The well-known story about the grandchildren of

Judas, the brother of James of Jerusalem, being brought before

Domitian, suggests that the grandfather could hardly have sur-

vived till c. a.d. 85. Apart from this, it must be admitted, a fair

case can be made out for his authorship, and many scholars find

themselves able to read the allusions to the errorists in such a

way as to place them in the third quarter of the first century,

thus interpreting the title literally. f Renan (iii. ch. x.) is alone

in relegating it to c. a.d. 54 as a covert and rancorous pamphlet

against Paul, but a date within the seventh decade of the first

century (Arnauld, Weiss) is upheld by many scholars, e.g. 60-64

(Bigg), 63 f. (Bisping, F. Maier, Gheorghiu), 64-66 (Rampf,

Henkel, Schafer, pp. 314 f
.

; Gutjahr, Belser, Kaulen, Trenkle),

or predominantly 66 f. (Reithmayr, Valroger, Fronmiiller,

Eichhorn, Bleek, Schulze, Weiss, Wandel, Burger, Arnauld,

Guericke, Stier, Langen, Salmond in Pulpit Commentary;

Selwyn, The Christian Prophets, pp. i46f. etc.). Others, like

Kuhl (65-80), fix its composition somewhat later; e.g. in the

eighth decade, so Zahn (70-75), Barth (after 70), Mayor, Sieffert

* Tertullian and Origen (Lat.) both make the author an apostle ; but this

was probably due to the impulse which led the early church to connect the

authors or supposed authors of its scriptures with the apostolic circle. The
writer himself does not claim to be one of the apostles, and indeed he dis-

sociates himself from them.

f If 'Irjaovs (A B etc., cp. WH. ii. 106 ; EBi. 2632) is to be read (so,

e.g., Alford) in v. 5 instead of Ktipios, the difficulty of supposing that a brothei of

Jesus could have written thus (or, for the matter of that, have meant Jesus

by 6 Ktipios), is well-nigh insuperable. Even Paul used 6 Xpicrros (1 Co io4).

Nor would it ease matters to <"ake 'lyaovs as equivalent to Joshua (E. E.

Kellett, ET. xv. 381).
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(70-80), and Bartlet, AA. 344-351; whilst a date <. a.d 80 is

favoured by Credner, Reuss, Lumby, Schott (80-90), Ewald,

Hofmann, Spitta, Keil, and von Soden.* The latter period has

most in its favour, if the manifesto could be connected with

the Judas of the early church. Otherwise, criticism is pushed

into the first quarter of the second century (so, e.g., Harnack,

McGiffert, Jiilicher, Hollmann), slightly later by Schenkel (a.d.

130-140) and Straatman (pp. 102 f.), and later still by Volkmar,

Mangold, Davidson, N. Schmidt in The Prophet of Nazareth,

p. 192 (after a.d. 150), and Barns {c. a.d. 160), as formerly

by Semler (a.d. 150-200).

On any form of the latter hypothesis, some explanation of the title ('IotfSaj

'I. X. doQXos, a8e\<pbs S£ 'lambftov) becomes imperative, (a) The main objection

to the pseudonym-hypothesis (Schwegler, Pfleiderer, Reuss, etc.), which makes
the writer take the brother of Jesus as his mouthpiece, is that J. was far from

important enough, that he would probably have been made an apostle (as

by Tertullian afterwards), and that no attempt is made to develop his

personality, as would have been natural under the circumstances. f [b) More
plausibly Harnack {ACL. i. I, pp. 465 f.) would modify this by conjecturing

that some unknown Judas J of the second century (a.d. 100-130) wrote the

homily against a contemporary phase of Syro-Palestinian gnosticism, and that

the words dSe\<pbs 5& 'laKibfiov were added later (a.d. 1 50-180) when it

became desirable, in the light of the rampant gnosticism of the age, to

guarantee the writing's authority. Such a theory (so McGiffert, AA. 585—

588 ; Bacon, Barns) in one form or another at once does some justice to the

contents of the writing, which does not appear to come from one who either

belonged to or survived the first generation, and to the title itself ; it would

not be difficult for a second-century scribe or editor, finding the words 'lovdas

'I. X. 8ov\os at the head of an earlier ('not far from A.D. 90,' Bacon, p. 170)

manifesto against antinomian errorists, to amplify them with &8e\(pbs 8&

'laKibfiov, supposing or wishing it to be supposed that the writer was the

brother of the notable James of Jerusalem, whose rigid attitude towards pagan

* i.e. in his commentary. The hurried and superficial paragraph at the

close of his Introduction (pp. 470-472) seems to abandon both the authorship

of Judas and the first century date.

"f
Jiilicher (Mini. p. 200) now thinks that the author belonged to a circle

where James was held in honour, but that he chose Judas as his pseudonym
because he perhaps outlived the other Palestinian apostles, and therefore was a

suitable mouthpiece for warnings against the rising peril.

% Grotius thought of Judas, a Jewish Christian bishop of Jerusalem in the

second century, as the actual author ; but aSe\<f>bs St 'Ia/cw/3ou could hardly

be taken as an episcopal Jerusalemite title, and the very personality of this

Judas is in dispute (cp. Zahn's Forschungen, vi. 293 f., and Turner, JTS.
i. 529 f., against Schlatter, TU. xii. 25 f., BFT. xii. 3, 1898, 'die Kirche

Jerusalems vom Jahre 70-130,' pp. 29 f.). Otherwise one might think of

some presbyter called Judas (Dahl).



358 HOMILIES AND PASTORALS

antinomian tendencies was so notorious. This, at any rate, seems upon the

whole a more feasible line of conjecture than to suppose that the writing was

originally an anonymous epistle or a manifesto.

The destination of the pastoral, whether Syro- Palestine (de Wette, Bartlet),

Antioch and its neighbourhood (Chase), Corinth* or, as some have more

plausibly argued, Egypt (Mayerhoff, Schenkel, Mangold, etc.), cannot be

precisely ascertained from the contents, and tradition is silent. If a Judas of

the first century wrote it, Palestine or Antioch is a natural suggestion. The
itsemblances between the gnostic phenomena of J.'s opponents and those

of John's apocalypse, the Pauline pastorals, and Ignatius, might suggest Asia

Minor (so von Soden and Bacon, the latter conjecturing that the local

destination of the epistle has disappeared from the title), but more or less

analogous phenomena can be shown to have emerged in several quarters.

As a matter of fact, we are absolutely in the dark as to the relation

between the writer and his audience. The pastoral resembles I John in its

general outlook and adaptation to some definite situation or circle of churches

whose oversight belonged to the writer. How Judas learnt of the peril,

whether by observation or by information, why he wrote instead of visiting

the churches in person, and what was the outcome of his manifesto—on these

topics the epistle itself and the subsequent tradition of the church yield

no information whatsoever. Possibly he meant his tract to be a sort of fiery

cross, to rouse the churches. Instead of showing its readers how to contend

for the apostolic faith (v. 3
), it is so engrossed with the invaders that not

until the very close is any instruction given as to the behaviour of true

Christians in the crisis. To be forewarned was evidently, in J.'s view, to

be forearmed. Were any tradition extant, connecting Judas with some lost

treatise or epistle, it would be tempting to read v. 8 in the light of Tit I
5
, I Ti

3
14f

* as a piece of literary vraisemblance on the part of the pseudonymous

author, in order to justify the object and size of the writing, and its lack of

positive religious teaching. The obscurity of the whole situation unfortunately

prevents us from discovering, except in a general sense, what that religious

teaching could have been.f

2 PETER.t

Literature.—(a) Editions—Besides most editions of I Peter and Judas

{g.v.), the following special commentaries : C. Ullmann (Der zweite Briff P.

kritisch untersucht, 1821) ; W. O. Dietlein (1851); F. Steinfass (1863);

Harms (1873); J. F. Demarest (New York, 1865); L. J. Hundhausen,

Das zweite Pontifikalschreiben des Apostelfiirsten Petrus (1878); Lumby

* On the slender ground that the evils denounced by J. resemble those

attacked by Paul in Corinth.

t " Many of the phrases packed together in Jude's epistle might each be

the head of a discourse ; so that I could easily believe that we had in this

epistle heads of topics enlarged on, either in a larger document, or by the

apostle himself in viva voce addresses" (Salmon, INT. p. 477).

% On the latest book in the NT canon, English scholarship is easily ."irst

;

Chase's article and Mayor's edition throw all previous work into the shade.
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(Speaker's Comm. 1881) ; Plummer (Ellicott's Comtn. 1883) ; Weidner's

Annotations (New York, 1897) ; R. H. Strachan (EGT, 1910).

(b) Studies—F. A. S. Nietzsche's Kpistola Petri posterior uindicata

(1785); J. F. Flatt, Genuina sec. P. Epistolce origo defenditur (Tubingen,

1806) ; P. E. Picot, Recherches stir la deux ipitre de Pierre (Geneva, 1829)

;

F. H. Kern, de secunda Petri eflstola (Tubingen, 1829) ; C. N. de Graaff,

Analecta in ep. P. alteram (T833); A. Delille, Vauthenticity de la seconde

ipitre de Pierre (Strassburp. 1835) ; J. H. Magnus, Examen de Pauthent. de

la sec. ep. de S. Pierre (1835) ; L. Heydenreich, Ein Wort zur Vertheidigung,

etc. (1837); L. Audemars, Seconde ipitre de Pierre (Geneva, 1838); A. L.

Daumas, Jntrod. critiqtie a la deux, ipitre de Pierre (Strassburg, 1845) '> F.

Oilier, Essai oTintroduction critique a la sec. ipitre de S. Pierre (Toulouse,

1852) ; E. G. King, Did S. Peter write in Gk. ? Thotights and criticisms

intended to prove the Aramaic origin of Second Peter (Cambridge, 1 871) ;

Grosch, die Echlheit des zweiten Briefes Petrus (1889) ; F. H. Chase (DB.

Hi. 796-818)*; Schenkel (BL. iv. 502-506); Sanday, Inspiration (1893);

346 f., 382 f. ; McGiffert, AA. 600 f. ; O. Cone {EBi. 3682 f.) ; Moffatt

(HNT. 2 596 f., 707 f. ) ; Abbott (Dial. 1116 f. ) ; K. Henkel, Der zweite Brief

des Apostelfursten Petrus gepriift auf seine Echtheit (1904) *
; A. Camerlynck

(Collectiones Brugenses, 1907, 6-13, ' quseritur utrum demonstrari possit, sec.

epist. S. Petri a principe Apostolorum fuisse conscriptam
' ) ; Dillenseger

(Melanges de la Faculti Orientate > Beyrout, ii. 173-212, 1907, ' l'authenticite

de la deux. ep. P.').

§ i. Contents and characteristics.—The salutation (i 1 "2
) passes

over into an exhortation (i 2*11
) to attain, by means of a pure and

diligent life, that iTnyvuxri*; of the divine nature which is at once

the privilege and goal of Christianity. Such a reminder (i 12f
*)

comes with special aptness from one whose apostolic relation to

Jesus guarantees his witness to the historic voice of God.

Furthermore, Christians (i 19f
-) have OT prophecy to be their

light in this darkling world until the second advent of Jesus.

The mention of the OT prophets, however, reminds the writer

that there were false prophets as well, and this leads him (2
lf

*) to

denounce in round terms the false teachers of his own day as

vicious, greedy, and insubordinate characters who will share the

doom of their prototypes, viz. the fallen angels, the contempor-

aries of Noah, and the men of Sodom and Gomorrha. The
prediction of the doom awaiting these apostates is followed (2

10f
*)

by a pungent description of their malpractices. In writing thus,

the author is only reminding his readers once more of the OT
prophecies and the apostolic injunctions (3

1 "2
). They must

remember that the appearance of those who idly scoff at the

second advent is one mark of the latter days (3
3'7

),
1 whereas the

1 The allusion in 3
6

is to the Jewish tradition voiced in En 83*"*.
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coming of the Lord's day is sure (3
8f

-). This great hope of a new
world implies that Christians must keep themselves pure and

steadfast, to be worthy of it (3
llf#

). With an appeal to Paul's

authority * for the view of a gracious purpose in the delay of trie

end (3
15f,

)> and a final exhortation to growth in the grace and

yvwcrts t of Christ, the pastoral ends in a brief doxology (3
18

).

The Hellenistic colouring of the tract is noticeable. Terms like (Ma

86vafii$ (i 3 ) and Beta <p\j<ris (i
4
) were, indeed, current during the first century,

but their application to Jesus Christ is strange, and their point is missed ui.less

the writing is placed in the second century, when a diffused Stoicism #as

predominant throughout the empire, whose keynotes were participation in the

divine nature and advance {irpoKoir-fi, cp. I
5"7

) in the scale of ethical vi.tue

(iiriXoprrye'lv, see below), and when a type of yvGxxis was popular which was

compatible with an inadequate conception of the x&PL * m Christ's person and

with a defective morality. Beside these lie late Greek terms like ticn-aXou,

{/irdSeiyfia, yeyvfivaa-fiivrjv (2
14
),J virofyyiou ( = ass), dXlyws, Qepao) ( = vomit),

the use of active for middle in 3
18

, splinters of Hellenistic Greek like X-fjd^v

Xafiibv (Josephus) and fivcair&fav (i
9
),§ the dramatic background of tirixopVYV-

d-fjo-eTcu (i 11
), the technical term iirbirTrjs (i 16= initiate), unique semi-

philosophical formations like al&vios fiacnXeia (i 11
) and eiXiKptvfc havoia

(properly= pure reason, Plato's Phced. 66 A), grandiloquent periphrases like

rj /leyaXoTrpetrTjs 56i-a (i
17

), eyes of an adulteress (2
14

), and £6cpo$ rod (tkStovs

Ter-fipTjTcu. (2
17 as the doom of wells and mists !), the awkward abstract plurals

in 3
11 etc. etc. Similarly, an examination of the linguistic data shows that

the writer's characteristic vocabulary is often allied to the Greek versions of

the OT or of extra-canonical volumes {e.g. Airrata-TOi, 3 Mac 669 ; yoyyva-rrjs,

Theod. Pr 2620
, Symm. Pr 2622, Is 29^ ; iKiropveieiv, ifiwaiKT^, Theod. Is 3

4
;

4v\nrvid£e(r&ai without ivfrirviov, and dtdios, &Xoya, £tya, airiXovv from the Book

of Wisdom). These indications of provenance need not be pressed, however.

Thus the occasional resemblances to iambic rhythm which have been noted

(Bigg refers to 21, *• 4
) are no more than the accidental cadences that recur in

many of the imaginative reaches of prose literature, from Livy and Tacitus to

Dickens. Even the trapointa of 222 need not be referred to the influence of such

writers as Ezekiel of Alexandria ; the second part, at any rate, echoes (p. 35)

the traditional reproach upon Nadan preserved in the Syriac and Armenian

texts of Ahikar (cp. J. Rendel Harris in The Story of Ahikar, pp. lxvf.),

" My son, thou hast behaved like the swine which went to the bath (Xovaa-

/jUvt], 2 P.) with people of quality, and when he came out saw a stinking

drain and went and rolled himself in it." At the same time, there is signifi-

* Echoing perhaps Polyk. iii. 8 (ry o-o(f>ta rod /xanapiov /cat 4vd6£ov HavXov,

fls . . . Zypaipev iiriaroXis).

f Possibly an echo of the liturgical formula used by Marcus the Valentinian

(Iren. i. 13. 2).

X The genitive with this, like the description of the mists in 217
, is one

trace of the Homerisms frequent in second-century rhetoric.

§ "There can be little doubt that the writer of 2 P. is here guilty of a

ihetorical bathos" (Chase, 808).
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cance in the pagan and Philonic * conception of inspiration as a state in which

men were simply mouthpieces of the divine spirit (i
21

, so (f>9ey^dfxevov in 216
)

;

in classical borrowings like the second proverb of 222 and ar-qpiyfids (3
17

), and

especially in the exploitation of the idea, familiar to Jews (cp. Joseph. Ant. i.

2. 3: "Adam's prediction that the world would be destroyed one day by

the force of fire, and at another time by the force of water")
"J"

and to

Christians of the second century, but promulgated especially by contemporary

Stoicism (cp. Zeller's Stoics, Epicureans, and Sceptics, Eng. tr. pp. 155 f.
),

that the universe was to be destroyed by fire ; no less than in solecisms like

(3X4Wia, which the author uses as = seeing, instead of ocular expression (2
8
),

Trapcuppovta (2
16

), KfiXt<r/Aa (2
22

,
properly= a cylinder), i/xiraiyfiovri (3

s
), the

genitive after fipadvvei (cp. Blass, Gramm. § 36. 9), the use of (rireijdeiv (3
12

),

the present for the future in 3
12 (r^/cerai), and Kav<rov<r$cu (3

10, 12
).

This Hellenistic colouring is med:*ted by Alexandrian influences, however,

and is associated with a strong predilection for the midrashic tendencies of the

later Judaism (see above, p. 23) There (cp. Kalisch, Bible Studies, i. 24 f.),

while some characters like Lot acquired an unwonted halo of respect (cp. 27

after legends in Hereschith Rabba), others, like Kain, Korah, Balaam, and

Jezebel, became blackened with the growth of evil associations. Even Philo

turns Balaam into a juggling, disloyal impostor ; while in Targ. Jon. on Ex

7
11 he is the teacher of Jannes and Jambres (2 Ti 3

8
), those masters of witch-

craft and divination who rivalled Moses in his feats of magic. Thus the

allusion to his covetousness in Jud u is probably to be seconded by a reference

in v. 8, where the sensual dreams reflect Balaam's Targumic reputation as an

exponent of corrupt dreams. Similarly Noah (2
5
) became in Jewish tradition

(Jos. Ant. i. 3. 1 ; Sib. Ori. 128; Jub vii. 20 f.) a preacher of righteousness

in his corrupt age.

There is a strange parallel (cp. Franke, Deutsche Litteraturzeitung, 1901,

2700 f. , and van den Bergh van Eysinga's Indische Einflilsse auf Evang.

Erzahlungen 53 f. ) between 3
8, 10f

* and the early Buddhist Nidanakatha (cp.

Rhys Davids, Buddhist Birth-Stories, i. 58) :
" Friends, one hundred thousand

years from now there will be a new dispensation ; this system of worlds will

be destroyed ; even the mighty ocean will dry up ; this great earth will be

burned up and destroyed ; and the whole world, up to the realms of the

immaterial angels, will pass away. Therefore, O friends, do mercy, live in

kindness, and sympathy, and peace."

§ 2. Object.—It is as difficult as in the case of Judas, to make
out the physiognomy of the errorists from any comparison of

the homily with the traits of the second-century errorists pre-

served for us in Irenasus and his fellow-apologists. But whether

their gnosticism was that of Carpokrates (so Grotius, Schenkel,

Mangold, Volter, Holtzmann, etc.) or the earlier Nikolaitans

* Josephus {Ant. iv. 6. 5) applies it to Balaam.

f On this curious saga, see Bousset in ZNW. (1902) 45-46. The final

burning of the star-spirits or (rroixela (3
10

, cp. Spitta, 265 f.) is another relic ot

later Jewish tradition (cp. En 6012 69s2
etc.).
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(Mansel),* its traits are too distinctive to be explained simply

from the practical libertinism or the incipient scepticism which

Paul or even the prophet John had encountered within the first

century, much less from Sadducean Christians (Bertholdt, Einl.

§6 7 2f.).

The Gnostics objected to any proof from the Scriptures, on

the ground that truth was delivered viva-voce, not by means of

written documents. This at first sight appears to harmonise with

the catholic position, that tradition is the supreme standard

;

but the Gnostics rejected the catholic apostolic tradition, prefer-

ring their own construction, as Irenaeus bitterly complains (iii.

2 f.), and claiming to be wiser " not only than the presbyters, but

even than the apostles." This claim in turn led them to twist

the scriptures into consonance with their own views {traparpiTrovT^

ras ipfirjV€La<s kcll paStovpyowres ras i^ytja-ets, Iren. i. 3. 6), and

both features of their teaching are antagonised by the author of

2 Peter. The false yvwcris promulgated successfully (2
18f

-) in several

circles of contemporary Christianity by these teachers (2
1
) appears

to have developed much the same results in conduct as those

denounced by Judas—so much so that all the author thinks he

requires to do is to reproduce the incisive exposure of their greed,

sensuality, and arrogance, given in the earlier letter. The colours

are heightened, the terms become more extravagant and excited,

but the errorists here represent a full-blown development of the

tendencies opposed by Judas in his pamphlet. The special

burden of this homily is, however, the rehabilitation of belief

in the second advent (i 11, 16> 19
3
3f

-), as against the scoffers

(€ft7ra?KTcu). To controvert these teachers the writer brings

forward four pleas : (i.) the primitive apostolic witness of the

second advent (i 16f
-), (ii.) the messianic prophecies of the (i 19f

-)

OT which that witness corroborates, (iii.) an explanation of the

delay (based on a current Jewish piece of exegesis), as really due

(3^0 to the long-suffering and consideration of God,f and (iv.) an

assertion that belief and disbelief in the second advent were

* "There may have been shades of difference between them; some,

perhaps, had a philosophy, and some had not ; but in the eyes of the

Christian preacher, judging the party as a whole by its practical results,

they would well seem to wear the same livery " (Bigg, ICC p. 239).

t To infer from the absence of any allusion to chiliasm that the epistle

must be very old, is doubly erroneous ; for (i. ) chiliasm was not universal in

the second century, (ii.) nor was the quotation from Ps 904 its starting-point,

as Apoc 204f* is enough to show.
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bound up with pure and vicious lines of conduct respectively

(3
3« llf

-). Incidentally, he asserts towards the close the complete

harmony of Paul's teaching on this point with his own, with a

view to discredit the appeal made by the errorists to certain

sayings of the great apostle.

The errorists who are thus denounced in 2 P. belonged probably to

circles where spiritualistic views of the universe were promulgated, * as if it

were immutable ; but while Philo defends this line of speculation against the

Stoic theory of a final conflagration (de incorrupt, mundi, 18 f. ), our author

uses the latter, which was popular among ordinary Christians of the time

(cp. Origen, adv. Cels. iv. 11. 79), to rebut the former. If one could be sure

that their sophistical myths (i 16 ) represented an allegorising interpretation of

the life of Jesus, it might be possible to see in them an exaggerated expression

of the spiritualising movement which, as the Fourth gospel indicates, had

already begun in Asia Minor to resolve difficulties in the literal statement

of such ideas as that of the second advent. In denouncing them, the writer,

like the author of the Pauline pastorals (2 Ti 3
1*6

), passes from the future to

the present ; in the heat of his denunciation he forgets that he has begun by

putting his counsels into the form of a prediction, couched against appre-

hensions of a danger in the days to come (cp. Henkel, op. cit. 37 f. ), and

speaks of the errorists naturally as they lived and moved before his eyes.

§ 3. Period and origin.—Even apart from the use of a pas-

toral (Judas) which was not composed till long after Peter had

died, the late origin of the epistle, involving its pseudonymous

character, would be revealed by the character of {a) its allusion

to Paul's epistles (3
16

, where at ypa<f>at cannot be non-technical).

These are apparently viewed as the subject of varied interpreta-

tions and even of serious misunderstandings. Furthermore, they

are ranked on a level with the other scriptures, i.e. the OT
primarily; and evidently a collection of them is presupposed

(cp. Gutjahr, pp. 49 f.), for the reference of 3
15 can hardly be

confined to Romans (2* q22, so Grotius, Huther, and Dietlein) f

or Ephesians (with its conception of o-o<£ia, so Hofmann,

Belser, von Soden), or Thessalonians (Alford), or Galatians

(Augusti), much less Hebrews (Cramer, Bengel, Home, Forster,

Apost. Authority of Hebrews, pp. 625 f. etc.), or some Pauline

letter no longer extant (so, e.g., Pott, Kiihl, Spitta, Zahn, Bigg).

This allusion (cp. Spitta, 286 f.) to a collection of Pauline

* Cp. Irenseus, adv. haer. v. 19. 2 : substantiam [mundi] a semetipsa

floruisse et esse ex se natam . . . alii aduentum Domini contemnunt,

incarnationem eius non recipientes.

t This is used by those who, like Mayor recently, argue for the Roman
destination of the writing.
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epistles is therefore an anachronism which forms an indubit-

able water-mark of the second century, and which is corro-

borated by the allusion to your apostles in 3
2

, where the

context, with its collocation of prophets and apostles, reflects

the second-century division of scripture into these two classes.

The general period is further indicated by (p) the dependence of

the homily upon 1 Peter. Early in the church the differences

of style between 2 Peter and 1 Peter led many to suspect that

the former was not written by the author of the latter. " Simon

Petrus . . . scripsit duas epistolas, quae catholics nominantur;

quarum secunda a plerisque eius negatur propter stili cum priore

dissonantiam " (Jerome, uir. Must. 1). The differences of style

and diction are exactly those which denote an individual writer,

who is composing his work with 1 Peter, if not with the Petrine

speeches in Acts, before his mind (cp. Simcox, Writers of NT,
63-69, with the older works of Olshausen and Mayerhoff,

Einleitung in die petrinischen Schriften, 158-170). 2 Peter is

more periodic and ambitious* than 1 Peter, but its linguistic

and stylistic efforts only reveal by their cumbrous obscurity

a decided inferiority of conception, which marks it off from

1 Peter. Thus—to mention only one or two characteristics in

the vocabulary

—

k-myop-qyziv is used, not as x°PT/ L̂V in 1 P 4
11

(and Paul) in a religious application, but in its ethical sense

current among philosophic moralists (i 5
); the groups of words

compounded with dya06<s and /ca/co?, which recur in 1 Peter, are

entirely absent from the later writing ; the predilection for

compounds with <rvv disappears in 2 Peter, while in the latter

e7ro7rr>7S replaces fidpTvs, ^yeo/xat displaces Xoyi^ofxai, the gospel

becomes an ivroXyj, and the expectation of the near end (1 P 4
7
)

is prolonged indefinitely (2 P 3** 8
). 1 Peter never uses words

like eKetvos or oo~os, evcre/3eia or cvcre/3^?, Kpi'o"ts or /xicr#os, virdp^ai

or v7ro/xovrj, whereas, on the contrary, 2 Peter uses Be ko£ but

never p\iv . . . 81, or dAA^Awy, a.7T€i0i(D, eA.7Ti9, eBvos, K\r)povo/.iia,

£aw, fiivu), the sing, of oAiyos, (poftos, and the ideas of joy and

sojourning; unlike 1 Peter, the writer also is fond of using

(TuiT-qp (and that of Christ), a-irocpevyu), liriyvaicris, o$6s, and

vapovcria (for a7roi<d\v\j/L<i), though the end is not the appearance

* "Neither style nor rr-itter can be called simple. It is not altogether

without eloquence, but the eloquence is elaborate and often artificial, as in

the octave of virtues (

I

5"8
). In many passages the thought is too subtle to be

easily followed " (Mayor, cxiii).
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of Christ but the day of terrible judgment. Even after all

allowance is made for difference of subject, e.g., such con-

siderations fail to account for the discrepancies of thought and

expression, except upon the hypothesis of a dual authorship.

" No change of circumstances can account for the change of

tone of which we are conscious on passing from the one epistle

to the other " (Mayor, p. Ixxx).

This difference of tone and style involves the pseudonymous

character of 2 Peter. The writer is at pains to invest his

writing with verisimilitude. Symeon Peter is made to refer to

his own mission and death, foretold by Jesus (i 13f
-), to (i 15

,

cp. above, pp. 15, 191 f.) the Petrine tradition under Mark's

gospel, to the transfiguration of which he was a witness (i 16f,
)>

and to the First epistle (3
1
), evidently widely circulated by this

time.

The recent attempt of Spitta and Zahn to explain 3
1 as referring to some

lost epistle and not to I Peter, is based on the erroneous idea that 2 Peter is

addressed to Jewish Christians (and therefore that the audience of 2 P 3
1

could not be that of I Peter), and on the assertion that 3
1

is not an accurate

description of I Peter. But the latter contains teaching on the prophetic

witness to Christ and on the second coming, besides at least one (5
1
) allusion

to the apostolic witness. Other features corroborate the late date. Thus, the

mount of transfiguration is referred to as the holy mount (i 18 ) quite in the

sub-apostolic fashion of investing sacred scenes with a halo of pious associa-

tions. Jesus is explicitly called 6e6s (i
1
, cp. 3

18
), as in the later strata of the

early Christian literature (Jn I
1 2028

, cp. Ign. pref. ad Eph.). Christianity is

viewed as the {holy, 221
) commandment (3

2
) transmitted through the apostles

to the churches. The fathers, too, have died (3
4
), i.e. the founders of the

church, the first generation, have passed away.* In short, even more
definitely than in Judas, we are in the atmosphere which reappears not

long afterwards in Tertullian's familiar sentence {de prcescr. hceret. vi. )

:

apostolos domini habemus auctores, qui nee ipsi quicquam ex suo arbitrio

quod inducerent elegerunt, sed acceptam a Christo disciplinam fideliter

nationibus assignauerunt. One outcome of this feeling is shown in the fact

that the author, finding an allusion in Jud 17*18 to what he conceived a

written apostolic prophecy of licentious mockers in the last days, puts into

the lips of Peter (2 P 3
3
) words which might serve as a basis for that

* It is sometimes argued that the pseudonymous writer would not have

given himself away by thus introducing an anachronism. But, as his use of

the present tense (2, 10, 12, 17, 18) already shows, he had to introduce some

contemporary allusions in order to lend point to his words ; whether he was

conscious of the slip or not, cannot be determined. At all events, the

reference is a water-mark of the date, since it is not possible to read ol

war^pes in this connection as a term for the OT saints.
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prophecy.* Similarly, it is another method of adding vraisemblance to the

il Rat r, ill writing when the author alludes to Peter's part in the tradition preserved by

Jn 2ii5f-.

The author thus reveals himself as the composer of a

pseudepigraphon under the honoured name of Peter (see above,

pp. 40 f.). What authority he had for writing thus we do not

know. " Capit autem magistrorum uideri quae discipuli

promulgarint," says Tertullian {adv. Marc. iv. 5); and if the

writer felt himself a true disciple of the apostles he probably

chose this literary artifice, with its self-effacing spirit, for the

purpose of conveying a message which he believed to be timely

and inspired. The prestige of Peter, owing to the circulation of

the first epistle and the tradition of the churches, would naturally

suggest the use of his name for this encyclical.

The hypothesis that the phenomena of style and expression may be

accounted for by a difference of amanuensis, is as old as Jerome (ep. Hedib.

120, Quasi, xi., ' duas epistolae quae feruntur Petri stilo inter se et charactere

discrepant structuraque uerborum. Ex quo intelligimus pro necessitate rerum

diuersis eum usum interpretibus') ; after being revived by Calvin, who
thought a follower of Peter might have written at his command, it has been

more recently defended by Farrar, Cook, W. H. Simcox, and Selwyn (St.

Luke the Prophet^ 157 f., Luke as amanuensis). But there is no allusion to

an amanuensis in the epistle, and the theory that I Peter and 2 Peter were

dictated to different secretaries is a mere makeshift. The linguistic data of

the epistle do not bear out the view that Aramaic oral teaching has been

translated into Greek, and the ideas of the two Petrine letters are too different

to permit a common authorship for both epistles. The idiosyncrasies of the

writer of 2 Peter are not less striking than his dependence upon earlier

authors ; it is hardly too much to say that not another sentence in the extant

early Christian literature can be shown to have come from his pen. I Peter

has its own charm and beauty, but of the pages of 2 Peter we might almost

say, as Quintilian said of the verses of Ennius, that they are more impressive

than beautiful (non tantam habent speciem quantam religionem)—with this

reservation, that their impressiveness is due not to the weighty Christian

truths they convey (of the incarnation, the sufferings of Jesus, the resur-

rection, the Spirit in the Christian, and prayer, they contain not a single

syllable) but to the moral vigour and earnest feeling of the writer's protest

against the lax tendencies of contemporary gnosticising innovations.

Besides the use of Judas (pp. 348 f.), I Peter, and Josephus (pp. 28-29), the

occasional and remarkable coincidences between 2 P. and the Apocalypse

0/ Peter (cp. Chase, DB. iii. 814-816 ; Spitta, op. cit. 534) have been held to

* This is inherently more probable than Kiihl's idea that Jud 17"18
is a

quotation from 2 P 3
3

. The author of 2 Peter draws on Judas, as Eusebius

in the ninth chapter of his Prczparatio Euangelica (bk. ix.) lifts material,

without acknowledgment, from Joseph. Apion, i. 22.
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involve a literary relationship. Those who feel that (a) the origin of the two

within the same school of religious thought is inadequate to expldn the data

satisfactorily, argue for (d) a use of the apocalypse in 2 P. (so, e.g.,

Harnack, ACL. ii. I. 470 f., and Weinel in HNA. i. 21 1 f. ii. 285 f. ; (c) a

use of 2 P. in the apocalypse (so, e.g., Bigg ; Zahn's GK. ii. 810 f. ; Belser,

INT. 870-87 1 ; Mayor, cxxx-cxxxiv), or even (d) the possibility of a common
authorship for both (so, e.g., hesitatingly Kiihl and Sanday's Inspiration, 347)-

The popularity of the Petrine apocalypse in many churches during the

second century, together with the fact that it is attested earlier than 2 P.,

may be held to favour (b), especially as the occurrence and sequence of the

phrases in question * are more natural in the apocalypse than in the epistle ;

but a decision on the relationship of the two is handicapped by (i. ) our

ignorance of the conditions in which the Petrine literature of the second

century originated, (ii.) the possibility that both f drew on common sources of

a syncretistic nature, and (iii. ) the fragmentary state of the extant apocalypse.

The alternative lies between (a) and (b) ; in the present state of our know-

ledge, the probabilities upon the whole incline to (b). It is more likely, at

any rate, that the existence of the apocalyse was one of the motives which

inspired the composition of 2 P. (in its apocalyptic outlook) than that

2 P 2-3 led to the fabrication of the apocalypse. The origin of the Petrine

canon (gospel, acts, and epistles) during the first two centuries is one of the

most enigmatic problems in the early Christian literature ; but, while I P.

was certainly the earliest and the Acts are certainly the latest of the group,

2 P. is linked somehow to the K-qpvyixa and the diro/cdAi/i/'is not later than

the middle of the second century.

The determination of the epistle's relation to the Petrine

apocalypse is practically the only clue to the period of its com-

position in the second century. Most critics suggest c. a.d. 150

(e.g. Hilgenfeld, Bleek, Mangold, Renan, S. Davidson : ii. 523 f.,

Holtzmann, von Soden, Chase, Jacoby in NT Ethik, 459 f., and

Bruckner), though some go earlier (before a.d. 130, Ramsay,

Simcox, Strachan) and others later (e.g. Semler [in Paraphrasis :

' alteram uero epistolam seculo demum secundo tribuere audeo

et quidem fere labenti'], Keim, Sabatier, Pfleiderer, Schenkel,

Schwegler, van Manen, and Harnack). The terminus ad quem

is furnished by the fact of the epistle being known to Origen (Eus.

H. E. vi. 25), and possibly to Clement of Alexandria. This

renders it impossible to descend later than c. a.d. 170. How
* The two writings would be brought closer together, if 2 P i

16f*

(= Apoc. Pet. § 2) were taken, as by Hofmann, to denote a post-resurrection

appearance of Jesus to the twelve ; but this interpretation is improbable

(cp. Spitta, 89 f).

t The parallel between the apocalypse (1) and 2 P 2lf
* is hardly closer

than that between Justin's Dial, lxxxii. For the Jewish traits of the

apocalypse, see M. Gaster in Journal of Royal Asiatic Society, 1893, 571 f.,

and A. Marmorstein in ZNW. (1909) 297-300.
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much earlier one can mount, depends upon the view taken of its

relations to the apocalypse of Peter and Justin Martyr (see

below). When the epistle is considered to have been written by

Peter, the ten?iinus ad quern of its composition is naturally the

latter's death, i.e. within the seventh decade of the first century.

But the historical reconstructions involved in such theories are

more or less hypothetical. The Petrine authorship still finds

one or two defenders {e.g. Henkel, Camerlynck, and Dillenseger,

in the Roman church); R. A. Falconer {Exp. 1902, June, July,

August) regards it as a genuine circular epistle addressed by Peter

to the churches of Samaria, while others conjecture that it was

prompted by the disorder at Corinth and written, previous to

1 P., either from Antioch to the Jewish Christians of Palestine

before the seventh decade (Zahn) of the first century, or to

Asiatic churches troubled by stragglers from the main body of

the Corinthian errorists (Bigg). But, apart from the insuperable

internal difficulties and the absence of all primitive, tradition,

even the ingenious attempt of Zahn and Spitta to regard it as

more Petrine than 1 P. is shipwrecked on the linguistic data,

and the defence of B. Weiss falls with his impossible date for

1 P. In short, {a) it is incredible that a manifesto issued by

Peter during the seventh decade of the first century should

only appear in tradition at a very late period, and even then be

received with considerable suspicion ; and {b) it is worse than

paradoxical to sacrifice the priority and even the authenticity of

1 P. in order to avoid the conclusion that a pseudepigraphon

like 2 P. could be admitted into the canon.

To sum up : in the strictest sense of the term, 2 Peter is a

catholic epistle, addressed to Christendom in general (i 1
3
16
);

it may be defined as a homily thrown into epistolary guise, or a

pastoral letter of warning and appeal. Unlike 1 P. (1
1 "2

), it is

directed to no church or group of churches ; the references in

i
12f

- and 3
lf> belong to the literary drapery of the writing, and

there is an entire absence of any personal relation between the

writer and the church or churches. No evidence points to

Gentile much less to Jewish Christians as the audience specially

in the writer's mind. The problem of the Jewish Law does not

exist for him and his readers.

The origin of the pastoral has been usually given as Egyptian

(Mayerhoff, op. cit. pp. 193 f. ; Harnack, Chase); but the

Apocalypse of Peter was circulated far beyond Egypt, even if it
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was written there ; Philonic traits do not prove any local origin

for an early Christian writing ; and the evidence is too insecure

to point decisively to Egypt rather than to Syro-Palestine or even

Asia Minor (cp. Deissmann's Bible Studies, 360 f., for parallels

from an early decree of Stratonicea). Indications of its date

and soil are not to be expected in the case of this or of any

pseudepigraphon. " The real author of any such work had to

keep himself altogether out of sight, and its entry upon circula-

tion had to be surrounded with a certain mystery, in order that

the strangeness of its appearance at a more or less considerable

interval after the putative author's death might be concealed

"

(Stanton, JTS. ii. 19).

§ 4. Integrity.—Some critics who feel the sub-apostolic

atmosphere, but who are reluctant to admit that the epistle is

pseudonymous, have attempted to clear up the literary problems

by recourse to the hypotheses of (a) interpolation, and (<$) trans-

position. The most plausible statement of the former (a) is

Kuril's theory that 2 1-32 is an interpolation from the epistle of

Judas, dovetailed into 2 Peter. On this view, the original form

of the letter is to be found in i
1 "21

3
2'18

, the allusion to prophecy

in i
20-21 being immediately followed * by the exhortation (3^)

to remember the words of the prophets. But (i.) the debt to

Judas is not confined to 2 x-32
. Echoes of the earlier writing

are audible in i
1 "21

, so that the connection between Jud. and

2 P 2 1~32 is not of itself sufficient to justify the excision

(Bertholdt, Einl 3157 f
.
; Kuhl, and Weiffenbach in TLZ.

t 1898,

364 f.) of the latter passage f as a later interpolation, much less of

i
20b-33a (Gess, Das Apost. Zeugniss von Christi Person, ii. 2. pp.

4i4f.), or even of 2 1-37 <13) (Bartlet, AA. pp. 518-521); such

attempts are usually dictated by a desire to conserve the rest of

the epistle as an original Petrine writing, the canonical epistle

being a later edition of the original brought up to date by the

incorporation of the bulk of the epistle of Judas, (ii.) There

are no differences of style in 2 1~3 1 and in the rest of the epistle

sufficiently decisive to warrant their separation on the score of

*The anticipatory references in i
lw

* to the errorists mentioned in the

later section of the epistle are connected with 3
10f\

f Ullmann's suggestion, that ch. 1 is the fragment of a lost original

epistle of Peter, is not more convincing than Lange's deletion of I
20 -33 (Das

apost. Zeitalter, i. pp. 152 f.) or Bunsen's theory that i
1 "12 + 3

18 represents the

original writing {Ignatius u. seine Zeit
t pp. 175 f.).

24



370 HOMILIES AND PASTORALS

internal evidence ; cp. the use of aTrwXcta (2
1 - s

3
7- 1C

), rrfpetv

(2
4.9.17

37)}
iVT0\j ( 2

21
32)? ^pa KptV6a)S (2

9 3 7
), iStOS (l 3« *> 2 16 '

22 ^3. !6-i7^ an(^ the occurrence of e7uyv<oo-ts (i 2 2 20), etc. The
mockers of 3

3f
- are not different from the libertines of 2 lf\ (iii.)

This argument is corroborated by the fact that in chs. 1-2

alike there are uniform traces of Apoc. Pet, which militates

against the theory of two separate authors, though not against

the cognate view of Grotius,* who held that 1-2 and 3 were

different epistles (3
1 alluding to 1-2) by Symeon, the Jewish

Christian successor ofJames in the bishopric of Jerusalem (Uerpos

and 6 d7roa-roA.os in i 1 being interpolated, as well as 6 dya7n/ros

rjfxuv dSeA.<£os in 3
15

, by those ' qui spectabiliorem et uendibiliorem

uoluerunt facere hanc epistolam'). Finally, (iv.) the transition

between i
20 *21 and 2 1

is not artificial. The allusion to true

prophecy leads the writer to digress into a warning against the

false prophets of his own age, and to find parallels between the

propaganda of the future and the past.

The last-named argument tells equally against (b) P.

Ladeuze's ingenious conjecture that 3
1*16 has been displaced, by

a scribe's error, from its original position after 2 8a (!?£., 1905,

543-552). Such a rearrangement, it is claimed, smoothes out

the roughness of connection between the prophetic future of

2 1*3* and the present of 2 3b, since this change of outlook is

mediated by 3
1"* <*• ; it also acquits the author of the awkward

digression of ch. 2, where he seems to forget the question of

the advent with which he had started, for on this rearrangement

the warnings against errors on the advent precede the negative

section (3
16 2 3b_22), which warns the faithful against the seductive

arguments of the errorists. The material basis for such a

hypothesis cannot be pronounced quite impossible, although it

seems too elaborate to suppose that some copyist of the arche-

type, who was interrupted at 2 s*, began again by mistake at 2 8b

and only added the omitted passage at the close, perhaps

marking the error by a note on the margin which has disappeared.

This implies that the archetype was in roll form ; but even were

it otherwise, the transposition of a leaf would be a possible

accident; and in a palimpsest of the eighth or ninth century

it is pointed out that 2 3b
-22 (75 lines) is almost equal in

length to 3
1"16 (72 lines). On the other hand, the object of the

* So Weber, De numero epistolarum ad Corinthios rtctius constiiuendCy

pp. 153 f., laying undue stress on the tense of ypdcpw (3
1
).
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transposition is unnecessary, as the interchange of futures

and presents is explicable otherwise; the collocation of 3
16

and 23b is unduly harsh ; and 3
17

(yfjcels ovv) falls abruptly

after 2 20
-22

.

§ 5. Setting and history in early church.—No clear trace of the epistle's

existence can be found till comparatively late in the second century. The
allusions to Noah's preaching of repentance in Clem. Rom. (vii. 6, ix. 4, xi. I,

cp. 2 P 25 ) imply no more than an acquaintance with the Jewish haggada

already current in earlier Jewish literature (see above, p. 25). M€7a\o7r/9e7r?7s,

besides being associated (in substantival form) with the divine 5<5£a in the

Psalter (LXX), is one of Clem.'s favourite adjectives,* so that the phrase

rrj fieyaXoTTpetrel 86^y aiirou (ix. 2) is as likely a proof that 2 P. (i 17
) used

Clem, as that Clem, used 2 P. No literary relation need be postulated,

however, for the phrase may be liturgical (cp. Chase, p. 799), and any other

coincidences (e.g. the way of truth,^ xxxv. 5 = 2 P 22 , xxxiv. 4 and 2 Clem.

v. 5= 2 P I
4
) are slight. The description of those who were sceptical of

the second advent (xxiii. 2, miserable are the double-minded which doubt in

their soul and say, We heard that even in the time of ourfathers, but, lo ! we
have grown old, and nothing of it has befallen us) recalls 2P34

; but Clem,

expressly quotes it X from some ypacp'rj, perhaps Eldad and Modad (see above,

p. 32) ; he would probably have cited the phrase more definitely had he

had 2 P. before his mind. The scanty verbal coincidences (noted especi-

ally by Mayerhoff and Spitta) in 2 Clem, are due ultimately to a common
acquaintance with the LXX, while the description of the final conflagration

(xvi. 3) draws on the same myth as that employed in 2 P 3
7f#

,
just as Barn.

xv. 4, with 2 P 3
8

,
Justin (Dial, lxxxi.), and Irenaeus (v. 23. 2), independently

reflect the Jewish tradition, preserved, e.g., in Jub iv. 30 and Slav. En
xxxiii. I. Either or both of these causes, i.e. use of older Jewish Greek

scriptures and indebtedness to Jewish traditions, may reasonably be held to

explain any parallels between the epistle and Test. XII. Patr., or Hernias,

§

or Melito (cp. Westcott's Canon, pp. 222-223). There is nothing to show

that it was known to Irenaeus, who quotes (iv. 9. 2, Petrus ait in epistola sua)

I Peter, while the apparent reminiscences in Clem. Alex., who must have

known it if he commented on all the catholic epistles (Eus. H. E. vi. 14),

are neither clear nor definite. The apparent echoes in the Latin version of

Actus Petri cum Simone may be interpolated.

* Similarly he loves to speak of God's glorious and marvellous gifts

{e.g. xix. 2, xxxv. 1, cp. 2 P I
3
).

t Cp. Herm. Vis. iii. 7. 1, and Clem. Alex. Protrept. § 106.

J In 2 Clem. xi. 2 it is again loosely cited as 6 irpo(j>T)Tiicb$ \6yos, which

throws light on the atmosphere in which 2 P. (cp. I
19

) was composed. See,

further, 2 Clem. xi. = 2 P 3
s"4

.

§ Spitta's (Urc. ii. 399-409) discussion is convincing as against the

use (Warfield, Zahn) of 2 P. by Hermas ; but his argument that 2 P.

depends on the Jewish original of Hermas, partakes too much of special

pleading.
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On the other hand, there are some threads of evidence which suggest that,

like the apocalypse of Peter, with which it was associated in some circles of

the early church, the epistle must have been composed by c. A.D. 150. The
use of Zi-o8os= martyrdom (cp. I

15
) in the epistle of Lyons and Vienne would

not itself be decisive (cp. DB. iii. 770), but another phrase (6 81 dtafiiaov

icaipbs ovk dpybs avrocs ovS£ dicapTros iylvero, Eus. H. E. v. 145) is too unique

to be almost anything than a reminiscence of 2 P I
8 (ovk dpyovs oi>8&

&K&pirovs) ; cp. also the description of the apostates * as ' sons of perdition

/3Xacr097/ioO^res rr\v b86v ' (2 P 22
5t' ofls i) bSbs ttjs aXrjdelas /3\acr<p7]fAeTTCu}, and

of Alexander the physician as ovk dpt.01.pos dirocttoXlkov %a/3iV/x.aros (2 P t\

where ijpuv= the apostles). Secondly, although \pev8o8iddo-Ka\os could easily

be formed on the analogy of terms like ^eu5o7rpo0^rai and \J/evSocnr6o-To\oi,

still its use in Justin's Dial, lxxxii. ('as there were also false prophets in the

time of the holy prophets who arose among you [i.e. Jews], so, too, are there

in the present day many false teachers, of whom our Lord forewarned us'),

especially in view of 2 P 21 ('false prophets also appeared among the People

[i.e. the Jews], as among you also there shall be false teachers . . vXpiveis

diruAelas), seems more than an accidental coincidence. As the context shows,

Justin is referring loosely to Mt 249f
- when he speaks of the Lord's

warning ; but this does not exclude the Petrine reference in the preceding

words, particularly as aipiaeis and false prophets are conjoined in Dial. li. :

cp., too, Apol. i. 28 (/cat yap i] £tcijj.ovt} rod /jLTjdiiro} tovto irpd^at rbv Qebv Sid

to dvdpwmvov ytvos yeyhr\Ta.i' irpoyivuvKei ydp rivas e/c pieravoias crudrjo'eo-dai) f

with 3
9

. Thirdly, Theophilus of Antioch some years later appears to have

2 P I
21 in mind when he writes of ol 8e rod Qeov dvOpioiroi irvevfrnrd^opoi

7rvevpL<XT0s dyiov ko.1 irpocprjTai yev6[xevoi (ad AidoL ii. 9), though Tri>evpt.aTO(f>6pos

does occur in the LXX (Hos g
7
, Zeph 3

4
) ; and he is as likely to have

derived the idea of ad AuU ii. 13 (6 \6yos avrov, (palvuv &avep \vxvos iv

oUrifiaTi o~vvexo[i£v<£, ifaLriaev tt)v v-ir' ovpavbv) from 2 P I
19 as from 4 Es I242,

wnence the author of 2 P. drew it (cp. Schott, pp. 278 f.). Here as else-

where such verbal echoes do not necessarily imply literary filiation. All they

denote may be the existence of the book which first gave currency to \h*

particular phrase or phrases ; the latter would often pass into the Christian

parlance and be used by those who knew little or nothing of their origin.

Thus with regard to 2 Peter, " the church of Vienne, for example, may have

quoted one of its phrases, and yet never have read the epistle itself. Indeed,

there is reason for thinking that the epistle did not enjoy a wide circulation.

Otherwise it would be difficult to account for the extremely bad state of the

text" (Bigg, p. 211 ; cp. Vansittart in Journal of Philology, iii. 537). Even

in the fourth century it was not only rejected by the Syrian canon but

regarded with suspicion, and more than suspicion, in most circles of the

Western church.

* Were it alone, this might be referred to the Apoc. Petri, 22, 28

(pXaacpyfiovvTes ry\v bdbv ttjs 8ikoli.o<tvv7]s).

t His failure to cite 2 P 3 when (Apol. i. 20) proving belief in the world-

conflagration is significant, but it should not be pressed too far. Origen's

similar silence (c. Cels. iv. II. 79) is probably due to his suspicion of thfl

epistle, whose conception of the fire differed from his own.
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(B) EPHESIANS.

LITERATURE.

—

{a) Editions—Launcelot Ridley, Comm. on Ephesiam

(London, 1540); J. Nacchiante, Enarrationes in Eph. (Venice, 1554);

Musculus, Comment, in epp. ad Galatas et Ephesios (1561) ; M. Bucer,

Prcelectiones in Ephes. (1562); Binemann's Expositio (London, 1581);

Robert Rollock's Commentarius (Edinburgh, 1590); B. Battus (1619); P.

Bayne (London, 1643) ; D. Dickson's Expositio Analytica (Glasgow, 1645);

Principal R. Boyd (London, 1652) ; Fergusson of Kilwinning (Edinburgh,

I &59) ; G. Calixtus {Expositio litt. in epistolas ad Eph. Col., etc., 1664-1666)

;

Locke (London, 1707); P. J. Spener (1707); P. Dinant, de Brief aan die

Efese (1711); M. Harmeken (1731); A. Royaards, Paulus* brief aan de

Ephesen schriftm, verklaart (Amsterdam, 1735-8) ; J. D. Michaelis (1750)

;

Schulz (Leipzig, 1778) ; J. A. Cramer, nene Uebersetzung des Briefs an die

Epheser, nebst eine Auslegung (Hamburg, 1782) ; F. A. W. Krause (1789) ;

Miiller (Heidelberg, 1793); S. F. N. Morus (Leipzig, 1795); G. C. Popp,

Uebersetzung u. Erkldrung der drei ersien Kapital des Briefs an die Eph.

(Rostock, 1799); J. F. von Flatt's Vorlesungm (1828) ; K. R. Hagenbach

(1829); F. Holzhausen (Hanover, 1833); L. J. Ruckert (Leipzig, 1834);

G. C. A. Harless (1834); F. K. Meier (Berlin, 1834); C. S. Matthies

(1834); T. Passavant, Versuch einer prakt. Auslegung, etc. (Basel, 1836);

Baumgarten-Crusius (Jena, 1847) ; De Wette 2
(1847) ; Stier (Berlin, 1848)

;

C. Kahler (Kiel, 1854) ; C. Hodge (New York, 1856) ; S. H. Turner (New
York, 1856); Harless 2 (Stuttgart, 1858); R. E. Pattison (Boston, 1859);

Newland (Oxford and London, i860); Olshausen (i860); Bleek's Vorle-

sungen (Berlin, 1865); Schenkel 2 (1867, Lange's Bibel-Werk) ; Braune 2

{ibid. 1875, Eng. tr. of first ed. New York, 1870) ; Ewald {Sendschreiben,

1870); Hofmann (Nordlingen, 1870); Koster (1877); Hahn 4
(1878);

Reuss(i878) ; W. Schmidt (—Meyer 5
, 1878) ; Eadie 3 {Comm. on Gk. Text of

Epistle of Paul to Eph., Edinburgh, 1883); J. LI. Davies 2 (London, 1884) ;

Ellicott 5 (1884)*; Schnedermann {Kurzgef. Comm. 1888); M. F. Sadler

(London, 1889) ; J. Agar Beet (1890 f.) ; J. T. Beck's Erkldrung d. Briefes

P. an die Eph. (Giitersloh, 1891) ; A. Klopper (Gottingen, 1891)*; H.
Oltramare (Paris, 1891); J. Macpherson (Edinburgh, 1892); von Soden 2

{HC, 1893)* ; J. S. Candlish (Edinburgh, 1895), G. Wohlenberg (Strack-

Zockler, 1895); B. Weiss (1896); T. K. Abbott {ICC. 1897, 'primarily

philological'); Haupt 8 (—Meyer, 1902)*; G. C. Martin {CB. n. d.);

J. A. Robinson* (1903); S. D. F. Salmond {EGT. 1903); Krukenberg

{Des Brief P. an die Epheser, Giitersloh, 1903) ; P. Ewald {ZK. 1905) *
;

W. Lueken 2 {SNT. 1907) ; Baljon (1907) ; Westcott 2
(1907) ; F. A. Henle 3

(1908) ; J. E. Belser (1908) ; Gross Alexander (New York, 1910).

{b) Studies—(i.) general:—J. F. Burg, Analysis logica, etc. (1708); F.

Coulin, Recherches critiqties sur fe"p. aux Ephe'siens (1851) ; E. Coquerel,

Etudes dogmatiques sur fipitre aux Ephe'siens (1852); Chottin, itude sur

Tipitre aux Eph. (1858); R. Stier, Die Gemcinde in Christo Jesu.

Auslegung des Briefes an die Epheser (Berlin, 1848-9) ; R. W. Dale {The

Epistle to the Ephesians 6
, 1892); G. G. Findlay {Expos. Bible, 1892);

Gore {a Practical Exposition, 1898) ; Julicher {EBi. i. 866 f.). (ii.) specially

against Paul's authorship :—Baur's Paul (Eng. tr. ii. pp. 1-44) ; Hoekstra
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{TT., 1868, pp. 599 f.); Schwegler, NZ. ii. 330 f., 375 f. ; Planck (Theol.

fahrb., 1847, 4<>i f. ) » Hitzig, zur Paul. Briefe (1870), 22 f. ; Weizsacker

(AA. ii. 240 f.) ; Renan, iii., xii. f. j Honig (ZWT., 1872, 63 f.) ; Bruckner

(Chron. 257 f.) ; S. Davidson (INT. ii. 261-300) ; von Soden {/FT., 1887,

103 f., 432 f., and INT. 284-305) ; Cone, The Gospel and its earliest Inter-

pretations (255-260); von Dobschiitz (Urc. 175 f.); Pfleiderer's Urc* ii.

210 f. ; Clemen, Paulus, i. pp. 138 f. ; R. Scott, The Pauline Epistles (1909),

180-208. (iii.) for Paul's authorship:—Lunemann, de epist. ad Eph.

authentia, lectoribus, consilio (Gottingen, 1842) ; W. F. Rinck, disputatio ad

authent. ep. P. ad Ephes. probandam (1848); Rabiger, de Christologia Pauli

contra Baurium Commentatio (1852) ; Schenkel (BL. ii. 120-127) ; Sabatier

{ESP. iv. 439-442, and in his Paul, p. 225 f.) ; McGiffert {AA. 378-385)

;

Hort (Romans and Ephesians, 1895, 65-184) ; A. Robertson (Smith's DB. %

i. 947 f. ; Lock (DB. i. 714 f.); Brunet, Vauthenticiti de Pipitre aux
Ephisiens (1897; Bartlet (AA. 189 f.); Shaw, Pauline Epistles 3

(331 f.);

B. W. Bacon, Story of St. Paul (1905, 299 f.) ; R. J. Knowling, Testimony

of St. Paul to Christ, 94 f. (iv.) on special points:—Haenlein, de lectoribus

Epist. ad Ephesios (Erlangen, 1797) ; van Bemmelen, Epistola ad Eph. et

Coloss. collata (1803) ; W. C. Perry (de rebus Ephesiorum, Gottingen, 1837)

;

Meritan (RB., 1898, 343-369, ' L'ecclesiologie de l'epltre aux Ephesiens
' )

,'

J. Albani, 'die Metaphern des Epheserbriefes ' (ZWT., 1902, 420-446);

Griffith Thomas (Exp. 1
ii. 318-339, doctrine of church) ; M. Dibelius, die

Geisterwelt im Glauben des Paulus (1909), 1 55-169 ; Harnack, Die Adresse

des Epheserbriefes des Paulus (from SBBA., 1910, 696-709).

§ 1. Outline and contents.—After an extremely brief address

(i 1*2
), the pastoral opens into the first of its two large sections

(i 3_319) . ^^ is divided by a brief doxology (3
20*21

) from the

second (4
1-6 20

), which concludes with a few lines of personal detail

(6
21 *24

). i
3-14

is a glowing paragraph of praise, in rhythmical

strophes (Innitzer, ZTK., 1904, 612-621, and Coppieters in RB.^

1908, 74-88), to God for his complete and gracious revelation

to men in Christ, followed by a prayer that the readers may
have a perfect knowledge of this open secret in Christ as the

head of the church (i 15*23
). Their personal experience of such

a salvation is due to grace alone (2
1 -10

), and as Gentile Christians

they should especially realise the gracious union effected by Christ

between themselves and the Jewish Christians (2
11 -22

). Of this

gospel for Gentile Christians, Paul is the chosen herald (3
1"13

),

and the section closes with an impressive prayer for their attain-

ments in the Christian experience (3
14"21

, resuming the ideas

of i 15
"19

). The second section (4
1 = 2 10

) expounds the ethical

obligations of this privilege, unity (4
1 "16

) being set in the fore-

front. 1 Then follows (4
17 resuming the thought of 4

1
) a series of

1 On 4
8fc cp. Dalmer in SK. (1890) pp. 579 f.
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counsels on purity of conduct (4
17*24

, 4
24 =2 10

), and the general

morals of the new life (4
25~5 2

5
3 "5, 6"21

), concluding with a house-

hold table of maxims for wives and husbands (5
22-24

- 25-33^ paren ts

and children (6
1 '4

), and slaves and masters (6
5-9

). A final word

of exhortation on the spiritual conflict (6
10 -18

) drifts into a brief

request for prayer on Paul's behalf (6
19 '20

).

§ 2. Relation to Colossians.—The most obvious feature of Eph. consists of

its resemblances to and differences from Colossians. The relationship

between the two writings forms an intricate problem of literary criticism,

which is almost decisive upon the larger question of the period and author-

ship of Ephesians. In striking a balance between the competing proba-

bilities, the weight of the arguments (such as they are) inclines upon the

whole to favour the authenticity of Colossians and the sub-Pauline origin

of Ephesians (so, e.g., Ewald, Mangold, von Soden, Klopper, Heinrici,

von Dobschutz, Clemen, Lueken, and Wrede), and the basis for this

hypothesis—at best it is only a working hypothesis—lies in a comparative

analysis of the two writings. That there is a connection between them is

admitted on all hands. Those who hold that both were written by the

same author either place them together in the second century or attribute

them both to Paul. On the latter hypothesis, he read over Colossians (or

a copy of it) before writing Ephesians, or else composed the letter when his

mind was still full of what he had just addressed to the church of Colosse.

The relationship in this event would resemble that of the Thessalonian

letters, when 2 Thess. is accepted as genuine. As against the hypothesis

that a Paulinist wrote Eph. on the basis of Colossians, it is argued that so

original a genius as this writer would not need to reproduce so much of

Colossians,* and that the relationship is psychologically more credible if

Paul wrote both. But—leaving out of account the relationship of 2 P. to

I P., since Eph. is far superior in massiveness and height to the former—the

synoptic problem is enough to show that the deliberate employment of a

source was not incompatible with original work on the part of an early

Christian writer, and Eph. may be fairly regarded as a set of variations

played by a master hand upon one or two themes suggested by Colossians.

The literary phenomena, in outline, are as follows :

—

Col. Eph.

(i 1'2
) Paul, an apostle of Christ (i 1 '2

) Paul, an apostle of Christ

Jesus through the will of God, and Jesus through the will of God,

Timotheus our brother, to the saints to the saints

and faithful brothers in Christ which which

are at Colossse

:

are [at Ephesus,] also the faithful

Grace to brothers in Christ Jesus : Grace tc

you and peace from God our Father, you and peace from God our Father

and the Lord Jesus Christ.

(i 3 Blessed be the God and Father

of our Lord Jesus Christ.

)

* " Imitators do not pour out their thoughts in the free and fervid style oi

this epistle " (Davies, op. cit. p. 9).
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(i8) We give thanks to God the

Father of our Lord Jesus Christ,

praying always for you, (i
4
) having

heard of your faith in Christ Jesus,

and of the love which you have toward

all the saints* . . . (i 9) For this

cause we ALSO, since the day we
heard it, DO NOT CEASE to pray

and make request for you, that you

may be filled with the knowledge of

his will in all spiritual wisdom and

understanding.

(i10) to walk worthily of the Lord

. . .f

(i 18t ) The son of his love, in whom
we have our redemption, the forgive-

ness of our sins . . .

(1
19

) in him were all things created,

in the heavens and upon the earth,

things visible and things invisible,

etre dpbvoi eire KvpifrnjTes etre dpxal

etre i^ovatai.

(! 18-19) and ne is the head§ of the
BODY, THE CHURCH . . . that in

all things he might have the pre-

eminence, 6'rt iv a\)T<$ evdoKrjcrev irav

rb wXripujfjLa \\ KaToiKTJarcu.

(1
20

) Kal 5i avrov diroKaraWd^ai
ra irdvra eh avrbv, elprjvoiroperas 8ta

tov a'ifidTOS tov <rravpov avrov,

whether THINGS UPON THE

(i
1B

) For this cause I also,

having

heard of he faith in the Lord Jesus

which is among you and of your love

toward all the saints,

(i
16

) CEASE NOT to give

thanks for you, making mention of

you in my prayers, (i 17
) that the God

of our Lord Jesus Christ . . . may
give unto you a spirit of wisdom and

revelation in the knowledge of him.

(4
1
) I beseech you to walk worthily

of the calling wherewith you were

called.

(i
6f

-) in the Beloved, in whom we
have our redemption through his

blood, the forgiveness of our tres-

passes . . . %
(i 21 ) far above all

&PXV*
Kal i£ovo~las Kal Svvdfieus Kal KVpiSnjros.

(i
10 all things in him, things in the

heavens and things upon the earth.)

(i
22'23

) And he put all things in

subjection under his feet, and gave

him to be the head over all things to

THE CHURCH, WHICH IS HIS BODY,

rb ir\ripu)fia tov to, vdvra iv iracuv

jrXrjpu/Aevov.

(i 10
) dvaK€<pa\aL(i>aaadai rd irdvra iv

r£ Xpiary, THINGS IN (eirl) THE
HEAVENS AND THINGS UPON
THE EARTH . . , (2

15t
) that he

* Also minor parallels in Col i
5=Eph I

12"1*, Col i
3= Eph 4

2"8 (love and

the Spirit).

t Also Col I
u= Eph I

19
3
16

, Col i
12= Eph 5

s9 {evxaptarovvTes r£ Uarpi).

J Except 216 (cross= means of amalgamating Jewish and Gentile Christians),

this is the only allusion to Christ's death in Eph.—an advance upon the

Pauline view in the direction of the Johannine. The sacrifice of Jesus (5
2
) is

simply adduced as an example of love for Christians (cp. 1 P 221U in another

aspect of imitation).

§ In Col. = headship over supernatural spirits and the church alike, in Eph.

= (primarily) headship over the church.

|| Cp. Eph 3
19 (iVa TrkripudriTe els icdv to irX^pujMH tov deov). Note different

use of KaToiKrjaat in Col I
19 and Eph 3

17
.
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EARTH OR THINGS IN {4v)

THE HEAVENS.

(i
21

) And you work 'dvras &Trrj\\o-

rpiufttpovs teal £x@P0VS TV SiavoLq,,

(i
22

) yet now* has he reconciled

(diroKaTrjWa^ev) f in the body of his

flesh through death, to present you

holy and without blemish and unre-

provable before him :

(i
28

) if so be§ that you continue in

the faith redefxekiw/xhoi and steadfast,

and not moved away from the hope

of the gospel which you heard, which

was preached in all creation under

heaven ; whereof I Paul was made a

minister.

(i
24

) Now I rejoice in my sufferings

for your sake, and fill up on my part

that which is lacking of t&v OXlipewv

rod XpLcrTov in my flesh virkp rod

a&lxaTos avrov, which is the church ;

(i
28

) whereof I was made a minister

/card rh\v olKovo/xtav rod deov rty 80-

deicrdv jxoi els bfias, to fulfil the word

of God,

might create in himself of the twain

one new man, iroiQu elp^wrjv, ical

diroKaraWd^r} both ]in one body

unto God Sid tov cnavpov.

(2
1
) And you . . . (2

3
) irotovvres rd

BeX^fiara rijs cap/cos Kal tuiv diavoiuiv

. . . (2
12

) &irr]\\oTpia)fj,froi . . . (2
13

)

having slain tt]u %xQpav m him • • •

(4
18

) 4<tkoto)/j,^poi. 7-77 diavolq. Svres,

dTT7]WoTpi0i)fAeVOl . . .

(2
15" 16

) having abolished in his flesh

the enmity . . . might reconcile

(d7ro/caT<x\Xd£77) them both in one

body ... (i
4

) to be holy and with-

out blemish before him ... J (5
27

)

that he might present the church

to himself . . . holy and without

blemish . . .

(3
17

) rooted and reOe/xeKiw/xevoi in

love . . .

(3
7
) by the gospel, whereof I was

made a minister.

(3
1
) For this cause I Paul, the

prisoner of Christ Jesus in behalf of

you Gentiles . . . (3
13

) I ask that you

faint not at tv rats 6\i\j/ealv /xov virep

bfxQv. (i 22
"23

, the church which is rb

(rw/m airov.)

3
9

7) OlKOVOflla TOV [IVCTTTJptoV TOV

diroiceKpvfifie'vov

(3
2
)
dirb t&v alibviov . . .

(3
2
) tt]v olKovofilav ttjs x&PlT°s tov deov

T7)$ dodeicrijs /101 eis v/jlcLs, (3
s
) how that

by revelation l-yvcapto-Ot) to me rb

* So Eph 213 (yet now).

t In Col. = reconciliation of supernatural powers and of sinners to God,

in Eph— reconciliation of Jews and Gentiles together (2
llf

-) to God; hence

the change in the conceptions of the Body, making peace, and the enmity.

The function of reconciliation, which in 2 Co 5
18f

- and even in Col. is

attributed to God, is transferred in the higher Christology of Eph. to

Christ; a similar instance occurs in I Co i228= Eph 4
11 (authorship of

gifts).

% The addition of iv dydirrj (a frequent phrase), as the form in which tb«

spotless character manifests itself, is an un-Pauline touch.

§ el' ye as in Eph 4
21

.
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(i*5

) even rb fivar^piov* rb

airoKf.Kpvfi/xivov dirb tuiv aldvwv
Kal airb tQv yevecov—but has now f
been manifested tois 0.71015 avrov,

(i27) oh r)Q£ky]aev 6 debs yv<opi<rai

rl rb wXoOros rrjs 86^t]s + tov i^var-qplov

totjtov iv toZs iQveaiv, which is Christ

in you, ij iXirls tijs dbfrs.

(i38) . . . that we may present §

every man riXeiov iv XpiaTQ.

(2
2
) ffVfjL^i^aa-BipTes iv dydir-Q . . .

els iirLyvcjciv tov fxvaTtjptov rod deov,

XpHTTOV.

(2
4
) tovto Xiy<a.

(2
6
)
Trape\dj3eTe rbv X/jicttoV. . . .

(2
7
) rooted and built up in him, Kal

j3e/3ciuo6fjLevoi tj} irlareL Kad&s idibd-

(2
9
) For in him dwells irav rb irX^-

pw/m rrjs dedrrjTos crufxaTiKios,

(2
10

) and you are iv avrcp ireirXri-

pwixivoi, who is the head -wdo-t]s dpxys

Kal i^ovalas,

(2
11

) in whom you were also circum-

cised with a circumcision not made
with hands . . .

(2
12

) you were also raised with him
5ta rrjs irlareus ttjs ivepyeias tov deov

who raised him from the dead.

(2
18-14

) And you, being dead through

your trespasses and the uncircumcision

of your flesh, avve^oioiroi-qaev avv

ixvo-rripiov . . . (3
5
) b iripats yeveait

ovk iyvupladri to the sons of men,

as it has now been revealed tois

0,71015 dirocrTokoxs avrov Kal irpo<p^Tais

iv 7rvev/xaTi. . . .

(i 9
)
7va>pio-as -fj/uv rb fivo-T^ptov

tov deXrifiaTos avTOV . . . (i 18
) els rb

eide'vai. v/xas tIs io~Tiv i) iXnls rrjs

kXtjo-gus avrov, ris 6 irXovros rrjs bo^r}s

of his inheritance . . . (3
s
) rots

Zdveaev evayyeXiaaadac the unsearch-

able 7tXovtos tov Xptcrrou. . . .

(4
13

) [the object of the ministry

being the attainment of all] els &v8pa

riXeiov, to the measure of the stature

tov irX-qp&pLaTos tov Xpicrrou.

(4
16

) avfjL(lt.(3a£6fievov . . . ivaydvg.

. . . (4
13

) rrjs iwiyvucreojs rod vlov rod

deov.

(4
17

)
tovto oZv Xiyuj.

(4
20

) ifidOeTe tov Xpto-rbv.

(2
22

) in whom you also are built

up together . . . (3
17

) rooted and

grounded in love . . .

(4
21

)
iv avT$ i8i5dx0vTe xadiis iffriv

dXrjdeia.

(3
19

) and to know the love of Christ,

Iva irXripudrjTe els irav rb irXijpufxa

tov deov [see also 4
13 above].

cp. i
21 " 23 above.

(2
11

) you, Gentiles in the flesh, who
are termed Uncircumcision by that

which is termed Circumcision, in the

flesh, made with hands.

(

19'2°) the exceeding greatness of

his power ets yfias tovs iriaTevovTas

Kara tt}v ivipyeiav of the strength of

his might which he wrought in Christ,

raising him from the dead.

(2
1
) And you, being dead through

your trespasses and sins . . . (2
5
)

even when we were dead through our-

* In Col. = X/ucrrds iv vpuv, ij iXirls ttjs bbi-r)s (2
2 4s

), in Eph. =the participa*

tion of Gentiles ; a difference of emphasis.

t Cp. Eph 3
10 (tVa 7V«pio-07j vvv toXs dpxous ktX.).

i = Eph 3
M

. § = Eph 5
s7

. || Also Col 2s= Eph 5*.
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TrapairT&ixaTa, having blotted out rb

Kad' 7}[xQ)v %etp67pa0o^ roh 86yixatriv b

?}v irrevavTiov tj/mv, and took it out of

the way, nailing it to the cross.

(2
19

) the Head,* 4% o5 irav rb au/xa

Sid, t&v d(pQv Kal crvvbiaixwv iirixopyi-

yoi/xevov Kal (XVjx^L^a^diievov a#£ei ttjv

aii^artv tov deov.^

(3
1
) If then you were raised with

Christ, seek the things that are above,

where Christ is, seated at the right

hand of God . . . (3
3
) For you died,

and your life is hid with Christ in

God.

(3
8
) iropveiav, aKadapaiav, irados,

iirtdvfxiav KCLKrjv, Kal tt)v irXeovei-lav

ijns iarlv elbuXoXaTpela.

(3
8
) M A ?px€Tai V fyyfy T°v Otov.

(3
7t

) 4v ots Kal ifieis irepieiraT-fjcraTi

irore, when you lived in them ; but

now do you also put off all these :

dpyfiv, 6vfi6i>, KaKlav, j3Xaa-

<pr]fJi.lav, alaxpoXoytav 4k tov cro/xaros

ifiQv' lie not one to another, seeing

that you have put off the old man

with his doings, and have put on the

new man, who is dvaKaivod/xevov eh

iirLyvtaffiv Kar eUbva tov KricravTOS

avrbv. . . .

(3
12"13

) Put on therefore, as iKXeKTol

tov 6eov,% holy and beloved, <nrXdyxva

olKTip/iov, xP7
l
a"r01"Vra > TaTre>.vo(ppo(x-

6vrjv,Trpa\)Tr}Ta, /xaKpodv/xlav, FORBEAR-

ING ONE ANOTHER, AND FORGIVING

trespasses, (rwe^woirotrjaev t£ XpiarQ
—X&piTi icrre creatocrfiivot—. . . (2

15
)

having abolished Tbv vbfiov tup

ivToXwv iv bbyiiaaiv. ...

(4
18"16

) the Head, Xpiarbs, # oC irav

Tb (Tafia <rvvapfioXoyovfxevov Kal o~vvfiifia-

^ojj^vov 8 La. Trao-rp dcpijs tt)s iirLxoprjylas

/car' ivipyeiav iv fiirpcp evbs ck&o-tov

uipovs ttjv av^rjacv tov crc6/i.aros iroieiTai

eh olKo8ofir)v eavTOv iv dydirrj.

(i 20) He raised him from the dead

and seated him at his right hand iv

Toh irrovpayiocs . . . (2
6

) raised us

with him, and made us to sit with

him iv tois iirovpavlois in Christ Jesus.

(4
19

) eh ipyaalav aKadapalav irdari*

iv -rrXeove^ia . . . (5
3
) iropvela 8k Kal

aKadapaia irdcra
ty irXeove^la . . . (5°)

irds Trdpvos 7} aKadapTOS $ TrXeoviKT-qs,

6 io~TLV eldojXoXdrprjs . . .

(5
6

) 81a Tavra yap 4pxerai ij dpyi]

tov deov iwl tovs vlovs tt}s direiQelas.

(2
2 "3

) iv ah TroTe TrepLeiraT-qo-aTe . . .

Kal ijfieh iravres dve(TTpd(p7]fi4v wore

. . . (4
22

) PUT OFF THE OLD MAN
. . . (4

25f
-) Putting off falsehood,

speak the truth each with his neigh-

bour ... be angry and sin not . . .

let no corrupt speech issue 4k tov

o-ToixaTos vfiwv . . . (4
s1

) let all bitter-

ness/cat dvfibs Kal bpy^i Kal Kpavyq

Kal p\a<r<p'rifji.la be put away from

you <rvv irdo-y Kaxla.

(4
24

) and put on the new man rbv

Kara dcbv KTiaOevra 4v diKaiocnjvrj Kal

bcnbTTjTL r??s dXrjdelas.

(4
2
) with all Taireivo(f>poo-ivrii Kal

TrpavTTjTos, with fiaKpodvfiias, FORBEAR-
ING one another in love . . . (4

32
)

be xpVa
"r°i- one to another, etfa-7r\a-

7X^01, FORGIVING ONE ANOTHER,

* In Col., as opposed to supernatural media; in Eph., as opposed to

schism.

t Also Col 2s2= Eph 4
14

-
22 (verbal parallels).

% Cp. Eph I
4 (Kad&s i£eX4£aTo ^ay . , . etvat dyiovs kt\,).
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one another, if any man have a

complaint against another ; even AS

the Lord forgave you, so do you:

(3
14"15

) and above all these things

put on love, 8 ianv cnjvdeo-fios ttjs

TeXeioTTjros. And let the peace of

Christ* rule in your hearts, to the

which also you were called in one

body.

(3
16"17

) Let the word of Christ dwell

in you ttXovctLws, iv irdo-Q crocpia, teach-

ing and admonishing yourselves with

psalms and hymns and spiritual songs,

singing with grace in your hearts unto

God. And whatsoever you do, in

word or in deed, do all in the name
of the Lord Jesus, giving thanks to

God the Father through him.

(3
18"19

) Wives, be subject to your

husbands, <bs dvrjKev £v KvpLcp.

Husbands, love your wives, and be

not bitter + to them.

(3
20

)
Children, obey parents in all

things, tovto yap evapearbv Igtiv 4i>

Kvpicp.W

(3
21

) Fathers, irritate not your

children, that they be not dis-

couraged.

(3
s2-25

) Slaves, obey in all things

those who are your masters /caret

<rapKa, not with eye-service, as men-

pleasers, but in singleness of heart,

fearing the Lord.** Whatsoever ye

even as God in Christ forgave
YOU. (5

1
) ylvecrde ot/v (xifirjTal rod

deov, as beloved children.

(4
3"4

)
giving diligence to preserve

the unity of the Spirit iv rip avvMajJup

ttjs dpi\vy\s : one body and one Spirit,

even as also you were called in one

hope of your calling, f

(i8 rb ttXovtos ttjs x°LPlT0S uvtov r)s

iireplcrcrevaev els t)/xcLs 4v irdcrri aocpia

kt\.) (5
19"20

) speaking to yourselves

with psalms and hymns and spiritual

songs, singing and making melody with

your heart to the Lord
;
giving thanks

always for all things in the name of

our Lord Jesus Christ to God, even

the Father.

(5
22f

-) Wives, be subject to your

own husbands, us r<p Kvplu . . . £p

iravrl. (S
25**) Husbands, love your

wives, even as Christ loved the church.

(6
1
) Children, obey your parents in

all things, tovto ydp icrriv 5'iKa.iov §

[then follows the fifth command-
ment IT].

(6
4

) And you fathers, provoke not

your children to anger : but nurture

them in the chastening and admoni-

tion of the Lord.

(6
5*8

) Slaves, obey those who are

your masters Karh capita, with fear

and trembling, with singleness of your

heart, as to Christ ; not by way of

eye-service as men-pleasers ; but as

* Cp. Eph 2U (etyrds ydp icrnv ij elp-qviri t][xCjv).

f Eph. proclaims the spiritual unity of Jewish and Gentile Christians, not

as Paul did on the score of arguments drawn from the Law and promises, but

from the essential and eternal purpose of God. This is a distinct development

beyond the position of Rom., which neither Col. nor Phil, anticipates.

% Broadened out in Eph 4
31 (irda-a iracpia . . . apdrjTu &<p' vfj.Qv).

§ to 8Uaiov applied to masters in Col 4
1
.

|| Broadened out in Eph 5
10 {doKiixd^ovres rl 4o-tiv evdpeaTov r<£ Kvpicp).

IT The e5 yh-qrai of£3
is unprecedented in Paul or even in the NT.

** Broadened out in Eph 5
31 into viroTa<ro-6,u.evoi dWrjXois iv <po{3<p XpiaTov

(the latter an un-Pauline phrase). In the table of domestic duties in Eph.

"we miss the brevity and clearness, the insistence on the things of great

practical significance, which distinguishes Paul " (von Dobschlitz, op. cit. 182).
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do, ix ypvxys tpy&fcade as to the Lord

and not to men ; knowing that from

the Lord you shall receive the inherit-

ance that is your due : you serve the

Lord Christ. For the wicked shall

be paid back for his wickedness, and

there is no respect ofpersons.

(4
1

) Masters, render to your slaves

what is just and fair ; knowing that

you also have a Master in heaven.

(4
2"4

) Continue steadfastly in prayer,

watching therein with thanksgiving

;

praying at the same time for us also,

that God may open us a door for the

word, to declare rb fivarripiov rod

Xpiarov (for which also I am in bonds)

;

that I may utter it as I should declare

it.

(4
5-6

) Walk wisely towards those

outside, making the very most of your

time. Let your speech always be iv

X&piTi, aXan ijprvpiivos know how ye

ought to answer each person.

(4
7"8

) Ta tear i/xk rr&vra yvioplvei i[uv

Tychicus, the beloved brother and

faithful minister and fellow-servant

in the Lord : whom I send to you for

this very purpose, that you may know
to. irepi 7]jxQv, and that he may
encourage your hearts.

slaves of Christ, doing the will of God
4k \pvxys ', doing service with good-

will as to the Lord, and not to men

:

knowing that each shall be paid back

from the Lord for whatever good he

does, whether he be slave or free man.

(6
9
) And you masters, act in the

same way to them, refraining from

threats, knowing that their Master

and yours is in the heavens, and there

is no respect ofpersons with him.

(6
18"20

)
praying at all seasons in the

Spirit, and attentive thereto with all

constancy and entreaty for all the

saints, and for me, that word may be

given me whenever I open my mouth,

to make known with confidence rb

/xva-T^piov rod ei/ayyeXiov (for which I

am an ambassador in chains) ; that I

may have confidence therein, as I

should declare it.

(5
15- 16

) Be careful then how you

walk, not as unwise but as wise,

making the very most of your time,

because the days are evil. (4
s9

) Let

no foul speech issue from your mouth,

but only such as is good for improving

the occasion, that it may bring x&P LW

to the hearers.

(6
21*22

) Now that you also* may
know ra /car 4fi4, ri irpaao-w, irdvra

yvuplaei ifuv Tychicus, the beloved

brother and faithful minister in the

Lord : whom I send to you for this

very purpose, that you may know t&

icepl riii&v, and that he may encourage

your hearts.

§ 3. delation to 1 Peter (see above, p. 387).—The affinities of

thought and structure between Eph. and 1 P. begin with

the opening doxology, and include the connection of hope

with the KXypovopCa, the conception of the spiritual House
(with Christ as the corner-stone), of the descent into

* The insertion of this icai means that the writer, with his eye on Col 4
7

,

intends to present the apostle as having just composed Colossians. The
situation intended for the epistle (cp. 3

13
) is that of Colossians.
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Hades * (4° = i P 3
19 46), of the Christian Trpoo-aywyiJ as the object

of Christ's death, of ayvoia (4
18 = 1 P i

14
) as the pre-Christian condi-

tion, and of redemption by the blood of Christ ; they conclude with

the parallels in 610f
- = 1 P 5

s-9 (warfare against 6 Sia/5oAos), 6 23 = 1 P

5
14 (peace). Both homilies are addressed to Gentile Christians

(of Asia Minor), but 2 19 (no longer strangers and sojourners) is a

tacit correction of 1 P 2 11
; on the other hand, the ethical admoni-

tions (5
21f

*) are not linked so naturally to what precedes as in 1 P

2 18f
*, which the autor ad Ephesios is reproducing in his own way.

Even after allowance has been made for the coincidences due to

the common store of early Christian thought, critics either differ on

the question of literary priority or hesitate to pronounce definitely.

Unless both are to be assigned to the same author, the proba-

bilities on the whole point to an acquaintance on the part of the

autor ad Ephesios with the simpler 1 P., if on other grounds the

latter is attributed to Peter and Ephesians assigned to a Paulinist.

The salient parallels are (cp. Selwyn, St. Luke the Prophet^ 183 f.)

:

1 Pet. Eph.

(i») Blessed be the God and Father (i8 ) Blessed be the God and Father

of our Lord Jesus Christ. ... of our Lord Jesus Christ. . . .

(l 10L
)irpo(f>rJTai^ . . . oh direKa\ti<p0Ti (3

8t
) oi>K iypcopltrdrj rots vloh tup

8ti o&x iavrois ifuv dk 5it)k6povp airrd, dpdp&Triov a>s vvv aireica\6(pdr) roh

vvv dvrjyy i^V vfiiv 5ia tu>v etfayye- dylois cbroaT<5Aois avrov Kal irpocp^Tais

\i<rafiivo}v ipas irveijpMTi dylip. ... iv u-peifytart. . . .

(i 14 ) lbs t4kpcl viraicoi]s fir] (xvaxn^o-' (2
2"s

) . . . iv toTs vlois rrjs dwetdeias,

Tt£6fi€POi rats icpbrrepop 4p dypola

v/mQp iirtdvfj.iat.$, d\\a Kara t6p iv oU Kal rjfieh vdvT€S dpearpd-

KaXicrapra vp.ds aylop Kal avrol &ytoi Qrjpev vork iv rais ividvplats

iv vdo-Q dpao~Tpo<prj yev^drjTe. . . . ttjs orap k6s rjfiuv.

(2
11 d7r^xea^at twv (rapxiKitv

iwidv/uQv.)

* The Ephesians-passage is influenced, according to Bacon {Story of St.

Paul, 361 f.), by the sayings of Jesus preserved in Mt I224
"29

. See, further,

Ephs^Mts44- 48
.

f The autor ad Ephesios changes the OT. prophets into Christian

prophets, and fails to connect the reference so aptly as I P. His estimate

of prophecy from the standpoint of fulfilment is, as Weiss notes, " based

entirely on the view developed in 1 P i
10"12

, where, as in Eph 3
10

, the

contemplative share of angels in the work of redemption is also mentioned v

(INT. i. 355).
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(i 1**20
) Xpiffrov Tpoeyvutrptivov irpb (i4 ) Chose us iv a$T<p irpb Kara-

KarajSoX^s kSct/xov. . . . pdXrjs k6o-/xov (cp. 3
9
).

(2
2
) tva iv aur<£ ai^dijre els o-uttj- (2

21
) & $ 7raVa oIkoSo/j,)] . . . atf£e<

pfav. els vaov a-yiov ^p nvpiip.

(2
4
) *7>6$ 6? 7rpoa€pxbfievoi . . . (218 )

81' auroO k'xolJ'ev tV irpoaa-

olKodofietade oTkos irvevfiariKhs els 7W7V* • • & ^vi 7n>evjnaTi irpbs rbv

Upa.T€V|ia fryiov. . . . (26) \ldov irartpa, . . .
(2'20

) eTTOLKo5o/j,r]6evT€s . . .

dupoyuvtaiov. '6vtos dicpoyuviaiov aiirov X.pto~Tov

'Ir)<rov.

(2
9
) Xais els irepiirolit](Tiv, fiirws rds (i 14

) els dir oXvrpcocriv tt)s nrepnrot-

dpiras i^ayyeiKrjTe tov £k <tk6tovs rjaews,^ els e'waivov rrjs do^rjs avrov . . .

v/xds KaXe'cravTOS els rb 6av/xaarbp (5
8f

") rjTe yap -wore o~kotos, vvv 5e (p&s £v

avrov <pG)S. Kvpiip' us t£kvo. (purbs 7reptiraTetTe.

(2
18

) 61 oIk£toli viroTCHToSfievoi iv (6
5
) ol bovXot, viraKoiueTe tois Kara,

iravri <p6j3q> rots deairbrais. adpKa icvpiois pera 0o/3oi/ Kal rpbfiov.

(3
1
) bfioltas yvvaiKes VTTOTao-<r6]Jievctt (5

s2
) alyvvouices (viroTa<ro-bp.evat)Tois

Tois Idiots dvdpdatv. Idiots X dvbpdcriv ws T<p Kvp'tip.

(3
7
) ol Avbpes § bptoltas. .

(3
8
) etiffir\ayxvot.l\

(5
25

) ol &v8pes. . . .

(4
s2

)
yiveade bk els dXXiJXovs xpVffT°l>

eiio-ir\ayxvoi.

(3
22

) (Jesus Christ) who is on God's (i 20f
-) (God) seated him on his right

right hand, iropevdels els ovpavbv, hand £v tois iirovpavlots virepdvia

iiroTayivTuv avrtp dyy4\uv Kal ££ov- irdo-Tjs dpxys Kal i^ovalas Kal bvvd-

ffiuv Kal dvvd/jtetav. /*ews ... /cat irdvra viriral-ev inrb

rods irbbas aircp.

§ 4. Relation to Lucan and Johannine writings.—(Cp.

Holtzmann's Kritik der Epheser und Colosserbriefe, 250 f.) As
in Luke, men are the objects of the divine euSoKia (Lk 2U=
Eph i 5), the ascension is emphasised (Eph i

20 4s- 10 = Lk 2451),

* Cp. I P 3
18 (tVa rjfias Trpoaaydyrj Tip de<p).

f The passive sense of irepnroirjcris here ( = hsereditas acquisita) differs from

the Pauline active sense (1 Th S
9
, 2 Th 214

), evidently under the influence of

the Petrine passage.

$ This remarkable Idiots in Eph. is one of several traits which show a

reminiscence of 1 P. in the passage.

§ In both the duties of husbands, though differently defined, are com-

paratively brief, whereas the duties of wives are elaborated (in contrast to

Col 3
18

). The description of the latter shows a Biblicising of the Christian

ideal (1 P 3
5f

-
10-12=Eph 5

31f
-).

|| etio-irXayxvos only here in NT.
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and there are further affinities* in 2 5 = Lk 15
24

, 5
18 = Lk 15

13
, 5

11

(6
6
) = Lk 1

2

47
, and 6 14 = Lk 1

2

35
. Resch (Paulinismus, 273-274)

gives a long list of parallels between Eph 2 1 *19 and Lk 15
11 "32

,

though it is an exaggeration to say that Paul saw Pharisaic Judaism

in the older son of the parable. There are also several affinities

between Eph. and Paul's address at Miletus, e.g. the j3ov\rj of

God (in = Ac 2027
), the commission of Paul (3

2- 17
4
n = Ac

2024
), the purchasing of the church (i 14 = Ac 2028

), the KXrjpovo/jLLa

of Christians (i 14 = Ac 2032
), and the shepherding of the church

(4
11 = Ac 2028

). The common use of the ' building '-metaphor for

the church is not peculiar to Ac 2o18f
- or to Eph., but significance

attaches to certain traits of phraseology (Ac 2o19 =Eph 4
2 6 7

,

Ac 2o20 = Eph i
15

, Ac 2o29 = Eph i
7
, Ac 2o32 = Eph i

18
).

The Lucan parallels touch a smaller group in the same neighbour-

hood, viz. the Pauline pastorals ; cp. e.g. the conception of the irpeu^repoL

or £in<?K6iroi being under apostolic direction, the warnings against insidious

errorists, the divine xPVa"r^TV^ (2
7f, = Tit 3

1 "4
) and unity (4

5=i Ti 24 ), the

word of the truth (i 13= 2 Ti 2 15
), the devil's devices (6

n = i Ti f, 2 Ti 2s6
),

evangelists (4
U= 2 Ti 4

5
), the House of God (2

19f
- = i Ti 3

5
, 2 Ti 219

) ; cp.,

further, i
15=l Ti 3

13 and 2 Ti 3
9
, 4

llf-=2 Ti 3
16

, 4
13 =i Ti 24 (coming to a

knowledge of the truth), 5
2
- 85t=Tit 2 13f

- and 1 Ti 2«, 5
27=i Ti 5

14
, and

Xovrpop (5
3ti= Tit 3

5
). But beyond suggesting a sub-Pauline milieu of thought

and language, these coincidences amount to very little.

The interpretation of Christ's relation to the universe already

bears traces of the Philonic conception of the Logos which

afterwards blossomed out in the christology of the Fourth gospel,

and this opens up the relationship between Eph. and the instru-

mentum Johanneum. The bridal conception of the church,

which in the Apocalypse (except in 22 17
) is eschatological, is

applied (e.g. 5
25

*
29

-
32

) to the church on earth (cp. 2 Co n 2
,

an epistle with which Eph. has notable affinities); a similar

process has taken place in the conception of the resurrection

( 2
5-6 = Jn 5

21 - 25
), and in Eph. (where the Trapovo-ia falls into the

background) as in the Fourth gospel the general eschatology

is spiritualised, in a fashion which is unexampled in Paul, while

at the same time the writer contemplates a vista of the ages.

* One or two words are peculiar to Eph. and Lk.'s vocabulary, e.g.

dvtivai (exc. He 13
5 LXX quotation), aireikri, tpyaala, ovidT-qs (4

s4
, as in

Lk I
75

, with diKcuoavvrj), iravoirXla, irarpia, iroKiTela, avyKadifeii>, vurr-qpiov,

<pp6vT)<ris, and xaPLT0^v - fiov^V (= divine counsel) might almost be added to

this list, for, outside Lk. and Eph., it is only used in this sense in He 6 17
j

Paul's solitary use is in the plural, meaning human devices ( 1 Co 4
s
).
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The unity of the church, including Gentiles as well as Jews, is

the divine object of Christ's death (cp. Jn io16 17 20
); the church

is the TrXrjpwfia of Christ and of God (i 23 etc., cp. Jn 1420 i5 4
-
8

1

7

llf
-) ; exceptional stress is laid on the functions of the Spirit,

the word, and baptism, the unity of the church as the result

of the divine unity between Christ and God and as the means

of advancing the gospel, Christ as beloved (i 4
), the idea of

fjiirpov (Eph 4 7
, cp. Jn 3

31
), the description of God in i 17 ( = Jn

2017
), the collocation of Christ and God as indwelling (Eph 2 2a

3
17 = Jn i420 -

23
), etc.; see also 4

9f
- = Jn 3

13
, 5

6 =i Jn 3
7f

- and

Jn 3
36

, 5
8f-= 1 Jn i

6f
- and Jn 12 35

, 5
13 = Jn 3

19f
-, besides the avroV

passages (Eph 2 14 = 1 Jn 2 2
), the use of \varas (2

14 = Jn 2 19), the

emphasis on dyia£eii/ and cleansing (5
26 = Jn i7 17

-
19

, 1 Jn i 7« 9
),

on i/^eSSos as opposed to dA^feia, on the danger of doketism (Eph

4
21

), on the spiritual advent of Jesus (2
17 = Jn 1418

), on the duty

of Christian love (Eph 4
15 etc.), etc. These links of thought

and language have led one critic to remark that " it would be

a tenable view that the writer was the author of the Fourth

gospel, writing in the name of St. Paul" (Lock, DB. i. 717),

but the likelihood is that the unknown autor ad Ephesios was a

Paulinist who breathed the atmosphere in which the Johannine

literature afterwards took shape. None of the parallels, how-

ever, between the Apocalypse of John and Eph. is of much
weight; the idea that the latter employed the former is quite

untenable. Like Hebrews, another sub-Pauline writing which

has also its affinities with the Lucan as well as with the

Johannine circle, Eph. emphasises the blood of Christ (i 7 = He

9
12

), his sanctifying influence (5
25 "26 = He io10 1312

), his session

on God's right hand (i 20 = He i 3 81 io12
), and his gift of napprjcrLa

to Christians (3
12 = He 4

16
); some linguistic parallels also occur

(e.g. alp.a /ecu crdp£, aypvirveiv, Kpavyq, VTrepavu it. r. ovpav&v, ets

dTToXvr/owo-tv, atwv /xeAAcoi/, irpocrcpopa kcu Ovarca), but neither

these nor stray coincidences like 2 13 = He 7
18 prove more than

a common atmosphere of religious feeling and phraseology.

§ 5. Vocabulary and style.—The literary relations with Col., Lk., and
the Johannine literature, besides 1 P. and the pastorals, thus indicate a

period subsequent to that of Paul. This is further corroborated by the evidence

of the language and style, which are on the whole favourable to the

hypothesis that another mind than that of the apostle is at work in Eph. It

ccntains (a) thirty-eight words which are not elsewhere used in the NT
25
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literature :

—

AOcos, alcxporTjs, aJx/mXorretJw, dvavedoj,* Avoife, &ira\y€ip%

&<To<t>os, (34\os, evSrw, O-urxfew, ^Tridveiv, £Tri<f>aij<riceiv, erot/Maala, eirpaireXla,

0vpe6$, KarapTio-fids, Kardrepos, K\rjp6(o, KXvSuvlfeadai, KOfffiOKpdrwp, KpvQrj,

Kv(3ela, jxiyedos, fx.edo8da, /xeffdroixov, fxwpoXoyla, ird\rj, irapopyiff/idSy (tA)

irvevfxaTLKd,^ iroXviroiiciXos, TrpoeXirLfeiv, irpoKapripiqcns, pvrls, avfifitroxos,

(rvfnroXlTT)*, <rvvapno\oyeiv, crvvoiKoSofieiv, afoffwfios (cp. Preuschen in ZNW.
i. 85-86). In addition to these, there are (b) no fewer than 44 words

which, while employed elsewhere in the NT, are never used by Paul :

—

dyvoia (Lucan), dypvirveiv,% dKpoywviaios (I P), fiXwis, ret dfi<f>6Tepa (Ac 23s),
dve/xos, § dvifrai, || diravra, dirardw (Ja I

26
, I Ti 214),H diretXiJ (Ac 9

1
),

dcrurla (I P 4
4
, Tit I

6
), didj3o\o$, iiripxoixai, (rd) iirovpdvia, ipyacta,

eirayyeXiffT-fjs, etiairXayxvos (I P 3
8
), Kara^oKrj (irpb k. k6o-/j.ov, I P I

20
, Jn

1

7

s4
), X£yw ds, fiaicpdv, dpylfa, 6<ri&njs (Lk I

75
), (5<r0tfs, irauSela** iravoirXla,

TrdpoiKos,^ irarpla, Treptfibvvvfju,$% 7rXdros,§§ irot/i^v,\\\\ ToXirela,^ <rairp6s,***

o-n-XXos (2 P 213
), <rvyKadl$<a (Lk 2255

),ftt ffbrr^piop, n/Mav, vdwp, iirepdvu (He

9
5
), virodeio-dcu, ti\f/os, 4>pay/j.6s,t++ <pp6vr)<ris (Lk l

17
),§§§ xaPtT0^v (Lk I

28
),

X€ipoTTolT]Tos. The absence of some of these from the extant letters may be

accidental [e.g. dyvoia, dpyLfa), but real significance attaches to the (4
s7 6U )

substitution of 5id(3o\o$ (as in I Ti 3
6
, 2 Ti 226

) for the Pauline aaravas, and

the use of 4v rots iirovpavlois (five times). The collective and objective

allusion to the holy apostles andprophets (3
5
), and to the apostles and prophets

(2
20

) as the foundation of the church (cp. Apoc 2

1

14
), are partly, but only

partly, eased by passages like 1 Co o,
5 1228 and Ro 167 ; probably they too are

best viewed as water-marks of a later age, which looks back upon the primitive,

apostolic propaganda. The indirect and rather awkward appeal in 3
2"4 (irpbi

6 8vva<rde dvaytvcixTKovres voijo-ai ttjv ativealv fiov kt\. ) corroborates this im-

pression ; the phrase sounds more characteristic of a Pauline disciple than of

Paul himself. IIHII These indications are followed up by other un-Pauline

* Instead of the Pauline dvaiccuvovv.

f Only in Eph 612 of spiritual beings.

Z Only in Eph 618 with els. Paul invariably uses yprryopeiv (1 Th 5
e
,

I Co 1613, Col 4
2
).

§ Only in Eph 4
14 metaphorically.

II » II 69
,, (He 13

8 being a quotation from t
1

IT „ II 5
6 with TLvd TlVl.

*•
»» II 64 in literal sense of moral and mental education.

tt ,. II 219 and 1 P 211 metaphorically.

tX „ II 614 metaphorically.

§§ ,« II
,18

»»

llll „ II 4
11 ecclesiastically.

W „ II 2U metaphorically.
***

11 II 4
M „ , with \6yot.

ttt„ II z 11

XXX » II a II

§§§ „ „ I
8 of man.

IIIIH Hort (op. cit. 149 f. ) ingeniously but unconvincingly takes dvayiv&OKQvrt 1

as= reading the OT. Like 621
it is probably meant to allude to Col. rathei

than to Eph i
w

- a11'23
, or to some lost letter.
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touches, such as fore yiv&GKovres (5
5
), the Father of Glory (i 17

). before the

foundation of the world (i
4 =Jn 17

24
), the novel use of nvaT-qpiov (5

s2
) and

oUovofila (in providential aspect), the application of (jxaTLfav (3
9
), vuev/xa tov

vo6s (q®), etc., besides the predilection for the oratio pendens, an un-

paralleled number of genitival formations (95 in all, out of 155 verses)

which occur in almost every second verse, including such strange compounds

as a<pi) tt?s iTrixopyytas (4
16

), 4iridvfx,la ttjs airaT7}s (4
s2

), etc., and some re-

dundant epexegetic formations {e.g. ^ov\t] tov tfeXij/mros, Kpdros rrjs tVx*5os).

The last-named feature runs through the general style of the writing,

with its wealth of synonyms, which often add little or nothing to the thought,

its unique employment of prepositions like iv (125 times) and icard, and the

unusual length to which the sentences are occasionally spun out, one period

passing into another through relatival and participial constructions whose

logical bearing it is frequently almost impossible to determine. The linguistic

data may be allowed to leave the problem of the authorship fairly open.*

But the idiosyncrasies of the style are by no means so easily explained.

Thus I
3"14

I
15'23 21 "7 211 "13 214"16 2 19"22 31 "7 "'2 8-12 oW-19 4I-6 4II-I6 417-19 4

20-24

5
3-5

5
i8-23

5
25-27 528-30 6i-3 65-8 6i4-20

} are all iengthy sentences which are often

cumbrous in their internal construction and beset by ambiguities in the

iuxtaposition of clauses and the collocation of separate words. They are

at once elaborate and irregular. 3
2"13

is a long parenthesis or digression

after which 3
14L resumes 3

1
; similarly the subject is repeated in 213

, after the

break. Such rhetorical anacoloutha are not paralleled by an impassioned

irregularity like that in Gal 26"9
. The latter is natural, as the abrupt

language of a man dictating under the strong emotion of an indignant

memory. The Ephesian instances, on the other hand, show the deliberate

indifference of the writer to the niceties of literary symmetry, and thus fall

into a class by themselves. "If we may regard this epistle as our best

example of that <ro<f>la which, according to 1 Co 26
, was to be found in Paul's

teaching, we may see in its style something like a virepoxr) X670U (ibid, v. 1
),

corresponding to the virepoxv o-o<pla$. ... It would be less inappropriate

than elsewhere to call the language elaborate ; and it is at the same time

apt oftener than elsewhere to stray beyond the bounds of symmetry and

regularity " (Simcox, Writers of NT. p. 32).

It is unfair to characterise the temper thus mirrored in the style of the

epistle as phlegmatic
; f lyric would be a fitter term for the opening chapters

in especial, with their soaring, subtle movement of thought and at the same

time

"With many a winding bout

Of linked sweetness long drawn out."

Upon the other hand, these features of serenity and profundity only serve to

bring out more decisively the difference between Ephesians and the letters of

* Nageli (Wortschatz des Paulus, 85) goes even further, "im ganzen

scheint mir der Wortschatz dieses Briefes . . . eher eine Instanz fur als gegen

die Echtheit zu sein."

t So von Soden (HC. iii. 1. 90) ; cp. the criticisms of Jacquier, i. 306, and
Hort (pp. 152 f.). Von Soden himself, however, subsequently speaks of the

• lyrical ' passages in 4-6 (INT. 287-288).
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Paul. It is often urged that the acceptance of Colossians as written by Paul

renders the acceptance of Ephesians more easy, but in some respects it only

adds to the difficulties felt by the literary critic. The nearer the two are

brought together, the more distinctive is the impression made by the con-

ceptions as well as the style of Ephesians ; particularly as regards the latter,

it becomes increasingly hard to understand the unparalleled phenomena

which the Greek presents. Granted that ' the lofty calm which undeniably

does pervade it may in part be due to the mellowing effect of years, but

doubtless much more to the sense of dangers surmounted, aspirations

satisfied, and a vantage-ground gained for the world-wide harmonious action

of the Christian community under the government of God ' (Hort, op. cit.

152-153); the problem remains, however, how can such tones be psycho-

logically harmonised with what we know of Paul's mind and style a few

months before and after he wrote thus ? Philippians, his swan-song, cannot

have been written very long after this ; Colossians was composed very little

before. Yet Ephesians stands apart from both, in style and conceptions

alike. The separate items of difficulty in the thought and expression may be

explained, but the cumulative impression which they make is that of a writer

who occupies a later standpoint of his own ; and this is more than corroborated

by the style, which makes it extremely difficult to believe that Paul suddenly

dropped into this method of writing and as suddenly abandoned it. " The
old vivacity appears to be lost. The sentences and paragraphs become

larger and more involved. The tone of challenge dies out. Even the

affectionateness seems buried in weighty but almost laboured disquisitions

"

(Sanday in St. Margaret's Lectt. on Crit. ofNT, 1902, p. 22). This may be

partly due to the fact that the direct controversy of Colossians is absent from

Ephesians, but the larger explanation of the latter's general tone is that the

writer, unlike Paul, is not writing with any particular communities in view.

To sum up. The cumulative force of the arguments already noted is in

favour of a Paulinist, imbued with his master's spirit, who composed this

homily in his name as Luke composed the Pauline speeches in Acts (either

from a sense of what Paul would have said under the circumstances or from

some basis in tradition). From the writing of such speeches to the com-

position of an epistolary homily on the basis of an epistle like Colossians it

was an easy step (cp. pp. 42, 47). The writer designed his work to be read

(3
4
) by the church as a manifesto of Paul's mind upon the situation ; it was

a pamphlet or tract for the times, insisting on the irenical needs of the church

(like Acts) and on the duty of transcending the older schisms which had

embittered the two sections of Christendom.

Schleiermacher (Em/. 165 f.), who was the first to detect the internal

problems of the epistle, suggested its composition by Tychicus under Paul's

directions—a theory advocated by Usttri and Renan (" Que Paul ait ecrit

ou dicte cette lettre, il est a peu pres impossible de l'admettre ; mais qu'on

l'ait composee de son vivant, sous ses yeux, en son nom, c'est a qu'on ne

saurait declarer improbable," iii. p. xx). The Tubingen view of Colossians

carried Ephesians also into the second century, but the recent recognition of

the former as Pauline has left the problem of Ephesians more of an open

question, resembling, e.g., the problem of the exact connection between

Aristotle and the recently discovered treatise upon the Athenian Constitu-
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tion. A number of critics (so especially, in addition to those named on

p. 374, B. Weiss, AJT. i. 377 f. ; Godet, INT. 475-490; Salmon, INT.

388 f. ; Zahn, Einl. § 29 ; Oltramare, and Baljon) attribute it to Paul
;
Jiilicher

and others content themselves with a non liquet verdict ; while some (see

p. 375) attempt to do justice to the combination of specifically Pauline

elements and absolute novelties in thought and language by postulating, as in

the case of the Pauline pastoral epp., a Paulinist who is reproducing Paul's

ideas, on the basis of Colossians, in view of later interests within the neo-

catholicism of the church. This does not involve the assumption that Paul

was not original enough to advance even beyond the circle of ideas reflected

in Colossians, or that he lacked constructive and broad ideas of the Christian

brotherhood. It is quite possible to hold that he was a fresh and advancing

thinker, and yet to conclude, from the internal evidence of Ephesians, that he

did not cut the channel for this prose of the spiritual centre. In Paul's

letters there is always something of the cascade ; in Eph. we have a slow,

bright stream which brims its high banks.

One of the indirect traits of the sub-Pauline period is the significant

omission of the Lord's supper in 4
5 (one Lord, one faith, one baptism). This

is all the more striking as Paul's treatment of the eucharist in t Co io17 (eh

apros, iv (TcDyua ol iroWol iapev, ol yap Trdvres 4k tou evbs dprov fierexop-ev)

naturally pointed to its use as a symbol and proof of the unity of Christians

with one another and their Lord (cp. Didache, g
4
). But the Fourth

gospel voices a feeling of protest against a popular view of the Lord's supper

which was tinged by pagan sacramentalism (cp. E. F. Scott, The Fourth

Gospel, pp. 122 f.) ; Hebrews (13
7"17

) also opposes the idea that the crQ/xa

XpurTov could be partaken of, as in several of the contemporary pagan cults

(cp. O. Holtzmann, ZNIV., 1909, 251-260); Ephesians, we may conjecture,

shows the same dislike to this growing conception of the supper (whether

due to Paul, or developed from his language in 1 Cor.), and therefore omits

the supper entirely.

§ 6. Destination and object.—The v/^as of the homily, which

first appears in i 13, is denned in 2 11 (cp. 2 1 and 3
1
) as Gentile

Christians. The writer has these primarily in view; but the

situation is no longer one in which they are exposed to any

Jewish Christian propaganda of legalism. In fact, it is assumed

that the Gentile Christians are now in the majority; it is their

predominance which forms the starting-point for the broad

survey of history which Ephesians outlines. The we of i
11-12

certainly represents Jewish Christians. Paul here voices that

section of the church in its historical relation to the gospel.

But the language is general, and neither here nor in 2 lf- (cp.

Hoennicke, JC. 125 f.) is there any real justification for the view

that Jewish Christians were contemplated as a definite part of

the writer's audience.

The author addressed his homily in Paul's name rots ayCols
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rots oZcriv Kai 7rioTois Iv Xptcrrw 'Irjcrov, omitting the place-name of

Col I
1 and adding rots ovcriv (cp. Ro 8 28 rots Kara 7rp68ecnv kXtjtol^

ov(tlv) in order to amplify the following phrase, which further de-

fines the ayioi whom the writer has in mind (cp. 2 21 ayiov iv Kvptio,

and 5
3
). Those who defend iv 'E^ecrw as original, explain its early

omission in some copies by urging either (i.) that this was due to

Paul himself, who ordered Tychicus to leave a space blank in

some copies for other churches (so, e.g., Schott) ; or (ii.) that it

was the result of a transcriber's error ; or (iii.) that it sprang from

a feeling that passages like i 15 s
1A

4
21 involved readers who were

not, like the Christians of Ephesus, personally known to the

apostle. None of these hypotheses is convincing.* A number

of early copies in the second century evidently lacked the words,

as Origen and Basil after him remark ; traces of this form of the

text are still present in the first hand of K and B,f and the

likelihood is that Marcion must have received the epistle in

this shape. Tertullian charges him with changing the title

{adv. Marc, v. 17: titulum aliquando interpolare gestiit, quasi et

in isto diligentissimus explorator, nihil autem de titulis interest,

cum ad omnes apostolus scripsit, dum ad quosdam); but this

merely means that the title of ' Ephesians ' in Tertullian's Canon
(as in the Muratorian) already contained the Ephesian designa-

tion, whereas Marcion's differed (cp. adv. Marc. v. 1 1 : praetereo

hie et de alia epistola quam nos ad Ephesios praescriptam

habemus, haeretici uero ad Laodicenos), and Tertullian naturally

supposed the canonical title to be the original. He falls back

on the ueritas ecclesia or church-tradition of the title, not upon

the text, from which any place-name was apparently absent.

There would be a partial analogy to the insertion of a place-name if the

original text of Ro I
7 were (as in G) tois od<riv iv aydir-rj deov kXtitois aylois

* Jacquier (i. 290) dismisses (i.) as "une supposition toute gratuite et

assez ridicule." Harnack (Die Adressc, 704 f.), who now identifies Eph.

with the Laodicean epistle (see above, pp. 159-161), suggests speciosius

quam uerius that it was the degeneration of the local church (Apoc 3
14f#

)

which led to the deliberate substitution of Ephesus for Laodicea in the title

and address (by the first decade of the second century), in order to punish a

community which no longer deserved to possess a Pauline epistle.

f Also in "the corrector of a later MS (67), whose corrections are

evidently taken from another quite different MS of great excellence, now
lost" (Hort). Basil (contr. Eunomium, ii. 19) explicitly writes : otirca yb\p

(i.e. the reading of Eph I
1 without iv 'Ecpio-cp) koA oi irpb tj/jlCov wapa8e8u)Ka<n

i.t. Origen and others), koI Tj/ieis iv tois raXcuotj r&v &vTiypd<f>uv evp-fjKafiev.
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(so Zahn, INT. i. 378 f.
, 394 f.), for which, at a subsequent period, rotj

ofoiv iv 'Yojfirj dyawr]Tois 6. k. d was substituted ; but the former reading is

probably due to a revision of the text for liturgical purposes (see above,

p. 141). It is not certain whether Tertullian's words imply that Marcion's

text or his own text had a place-name after oSo-lv, since ' titulus ' might

here, as in the case of Galatians (adv. Marc. v. 5) include the address. The

probabilities on the whole are in favour of an inference to the contrary.

The canonical Ephesians in this case would be originally a general pastoral

addressed in Paul's name to Gentile Christians, which Marcion evidently

identified with the epistle to the Laodiceans. The title irpbs 'E0ecnoi/s first

appears in the Muratorian Canon ; when it was appended to the epistle

previously, and whether this addition was derived from the presence of 4p

E<f>4<r(j) in I
1
, remains uncertain.

If iv 'E^co-a) in i
1 was the original reading, the epistle cannot

have been written by Paul. Its tone presupposes that the church

(or rather, the Christian recipients) was personally unknown to

him (1
15

32 421
); there is not the slightest reference to his long

mission among them ; and while Paul could write letters without

sending greetings, the Thessalonian epistles, e.g., contain definite

allusions to the apostle's relations with the church which are

conspicuous by their absence from Ephesians. In spite of all

arguments to the contrary (e.g. by Comely, Henle, Schmidt,

Rinck in SK., 1849, 948 f. ; Alford, and A. Kolbe in his Theol.

Comm. uber das erste Capital des Briefes an die Epheser, Stettin,

1869), there is no internal evidence to prove that Ephesus was

the church (or even one of the churches) addressed, and much
to the contrary. Some Greek commentators, beginning with

Theodore of Mopsuestia, ingeniously got over the difficulty by

arguing that Eph. was written before Paul had reached Ephesus

—a desperate hypothesis which need not be seriously refuted.

Even when the epistle is attributed to a Pauline disciple, it is not

probable that cV 'E</>€o-a> (so, e.g., Klopper, 34 f. ; and Holtzmann,

cp. Corssen in ZNW., 1909, 35 f.) was an integral part of the

address. Paul's intimate connection with the church of Ephesus

was notorious, and any one writing in his name must have known
better than to make him address the Ephesian Christians as if he

and they had no personal acquaintance (cp. i
15

3*). To defend

its originality by postulating the writer's ignorance of the relation

between Paul and Ephesus is a tour de force of criticism, which

contradicts, inter alia, the affinities of the writing with Luke.

The same considerations tell against the circular-hypothesis

which regards Ephesus as merely one of the communities for
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which the epistle was designed. Paul would certainly have

made some distinction in the body of the epistle between readers

well known to him and others to whom he was a stranger (cp.

Haupt on this point). It is unnatural to imagine that he would

have silently grouped the church of Ephesus, or even the adjoin-

ing churches (to many of which he was personally known, cp. Ac

1910 2025
), with communities who had no personal connection with

himself. This notion, that Eph. was designed for a wider circle of

churches than Ephesus, originated with Beza ('sed suspicor non

tam ad Ephesios ipsos proprie missam epistolam, quam Ephesum
ut ad ceteras Asiaticas ecclesias transmitteretur '), and was worked

up by Archbishop Ussher into the hypothesis of a circular letter,

which has been practically the dominant view, ever since, of

those who hold to the Pauline authorship (so, most recently,

J. Rutherford, St. Paul's Epp. to Colossce. and Laodicea, 1908).

The further identification of Eph. in this form with the letter

mentioned in Col 4
16 (Laodicea being one of its recipients) is

generally, though not universally held, along with the circular-

hypothesis. The latter, however, is not free from difficulties.

Primitive Christian epistles designed for a wide circle of churches

were composed otherwise (cp. 1 Co i
1 *2

, Gal i 1
); the notion of

copies with blanks for the local address is not true to ancient

methods of epistolography ; besides, we should expect traces of

several readings, and at best the retention of iv. If iv AaoSi/aa

had been the original reading in r 1
, the change to ev 'E^eVw

becomes unintelligible ; and, vice versa, if iv 'E<£eo-o> was in the

autograph, Marcion's change becomes almost inexplicable. As

none of the conjectural emendations, such as ko.t *Ipiv for

/cat tticttoT? (Ladeuze in RB., 1902, 573-580), or edveo-w for

*Ecf>£<ra) (R. Scott), is probable,* the alternatives are : (a) that the

place-name was lost at an early period from copies of the

autograph ; or (b) that i
1 originally ran rots dyt'ois rols ovo-lv kcu

arurroTs iv Xp«m5 'Irja-ov. When the sub-Pauline date of the

writing is assumed, the latter theory becomes decidedly superior,

in spite of the difficulties which attach to the interpretation of

the words. It is preferable on the whole to take irto-rots in the

sense offaithful rather than of believifig ; the latter interpretation

* Baljon [Theol. Studien, 1885, 146-147) omits rocs odaiv, and P. Ewald

{NKZ.) 1904, 560-568) conjectures ayairrjTo'is for aylois rets {i.e. ' to those who

are beloved and believing'), while D omits tcks (so Zahn) ; but the difficult

•iW was in Origen's text, and there is no reason to suspect its originality.
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would most naturally imply Jews who were also Christians, and

the tenor of the homily tells against this characterisation of its

audience.

The advance on Paul's idea of unity is that Eph. correlates the two con-

ceptions of Christ's supremacy and the unity of Christians by running back

the latter, i.e. the ideal church's unity,* to the supremacy of Christ as the

cosmic and religious head of the universe. In this way the epistle represents

the climax of the Pauline development; its theme is "not simply the unity

of the church, but the unity of the church in Jesus Christ supreme. This Paul

had not preached before" (M. W. Jacobus, A Problem in NT Criticism, 275).

The former division of Jew and Gentile is for ever abolished by Jesus Christ,

whose church constitutes the final relationship of man to God ; this ixvar-qpiov

or open secret is hailed as the climax of revelation, and Paul is the chosen

herald of the message. The writer correctly regards Paul's work as the pre-

supposition of the catholic church. The evorrjs (4
s - l3

, here only) and the

elpijvuj of the church, attained as the result of Paul's propaganda, were due,

however, not to any diplomatic adjustment of the two parties, but to the full

and deep apprehension of the meaning of the gospel which Paul proclaimed.

The author does not disparage (cp. 3
5

) the other apostles, any more than

Luke does ; on the contrary, he expressly associates the apostles with Paul

in the promulgation of the church's universality and unity ; but he insists on

Pad's importance for the divine unfolding of that catholic unity which in the

i-ourth gospel is run back to the original teaching of Jesus. Similarly the

problems of freewill and election, which were raised in Romans, are ignored

in Eph., not because Paul felt now dissatisfied with the answers he had given

(so Davies, JTS. , 1907, 460), but because this Paulinist moved in a region of

thought where such idiosyncrasies of the apostle were transcended.

It seems probable, therefore, so far as probability can be

reached in a matter of this kind, that the epistle, or rather homily

in epistolary form, originally had no notice of any church. It

was a catholicised version of Colossians, written in Paul's name
to Gentile Christendom (2

11
3
1
) ; the solitary reference to con-

crete conditions (6
21-22

) is adapted from Colossians, in order to lend

vraisemblance to the writing, and the general traits of the homily

rank it among the catholic epistles or pastorals of the early church.

Marcion evidently conjectured that the epistle must be that

referred to in Col 4
16

, and therefore included it in his Pauline

canon under the title of 7rpos AaoSiKeas. The title irpos
8
E<^eo-ious,

with the insertion lv 'E(/>eo-<o in i
1
, was either {a) due to the fact

that the Pauline canon of the church was drawn up at Ephesus,

* Cp. Schmiedel in EBi. 3120-3121 ("From the divine predestination

of the church in Eph I
10

3
2"5

-
9'n

, there is but a single step further to that

of its pre-existence, which is accepted in Hermas, Vis. ii. 4. 1 and in

2 Clem. 141 ").
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where possibly a copy of Ephesians was preserved, and from

which it was circulated (hence the title ; so, e.g., Haupt and

Zahn) ; or (b), as Baur suggested, to an editorial combination of

621 with 2 Ti 4
12 (Tv^lkov Se d7r€OTeiAa els *E(f>ecrov). The latter

hypothesis does not seem too artificial, especially in view of the

fact that Ephesus has other links to the circle of Pauline traditions

in which the epistle to Timotheus and Titus originated.

§ 7. Period.—The temninus ad quern may be roughly fixed by the echoes

of the epistle in the later Christian literature. The darkened understanding

of Clem. Rom. 36
s2 may have been suggested by Eph 4

18
,
just as the eyes of

your heart (Clem. Rom. 59
s

) seems to echo Eph I
18

, while Eph 4
4"8

is

reflected in Clem Rom. 46s {have we not one God and one Christ and one

Spirit of grace shed forth upon us ? and one calling in Christ ?). If these

(cp. also Eph i
3"4= Cl. Rom. 64) are, as it seems to the present writer, more

than coincidences, Ephesians must have been composed some time previous

to a.d. 96. Twenty years later the existence of the epistle becomes still

more plain, though the glimpses of it in Ignatius * {e.g. 5
25 with Polyk. 5

1

love your wives, even as the Lord the church ; I
23 216 with Smyrn. I

1 in one

body of his church, embracing Jews and Gentiles
; 4

2"3 with Polyk. I
2 Take

heed to unity—bear with all in love
; 5

1 with Eph. I
1 IO3 let us be zealous to

be imitators of God in forgiveness and forbearance ; also 3
9 with Eph. 19, and

613£
- with Polyk. 62 ). As distinct, if not more so, is its use by Polykarp (cp.

Eph 28 with Pol. I
3 knowing that by grace you are saved, not of works, but

by the will of God through Jesus Christ ; Eph 4
s6 with Pol. I21 modo, ut his

scripturis dictum est, Irascimini et nolite peccare, et Sol non occidat super

iracundiam uestram, etc.). Beyond this it is needless to go down into the

second century, except to notice the reminiscences (cp. Zahn's Hirt des Hertnas,

412 f.) in Hermas {e.g. Mand. iii. I, 4, Sim. ix. 13, 17), its use by the

Valentinians (cp. Iren. i. 8. 4-5 ; Hipp. vi. 3), and the likelihood that the use

of 4
14

5
6f

- in Epiph. 2613 and 34
s2 proves that Eph. as well as Judas was

known to Marcus, the gnostic founder of the Marcosians, c. A.D. 160. To
judge from Hippolytus {e.g. v. 7f., vii. 25), it was a favourite among several

early gnostic sects.

A second-century date for the composition of the homily (so, formerly, e.g. ,

Baur, Holtzmann, Mangold, Pneiderer, Cone, S. Davidson, Rovers' INT.

pp. 65 f., Bruckner) is therefore ruled out ; besides, no polemic against either

Montanism (so, e.g., Schwegler, arguing from the emphasis on the Spirit, the

prophets, etc.) or any phase of gnosticism (so, e.g., Hilgenfeld, Einl. 669 f.)

* Ignatius describes the Ephesian Christians as ' initiated together into

the mysteries with Paul' ( 12 = Eph 3** 9 etc.), 'who maketh mention of you

in every epistle'—a hyperbole based on I Co 168 , 2 Ti I
16

, I Ti I
3 etc.

But it is a fair inference that he did not know ' Ephesians ' with its canonical

address and title. While his letter to Ephesus has traces of ' Ephesians,' it

never suggests that the latter had special Ephesian associations (cp. Zahn'r.

Ignatius von Antiochen, 607 f.
)

; he does not remind the Ephesians of Paul's

letter to them, as Clemens Rom. does the Corinthian church.
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is audible. 1 The terminus a quo is fixed by Colossians, which was certainly,

and I Peter which was probably, used by the anonymous autor ad Ephesios.

Ewald, who regarded Colossians as written by Timotheus under Paul's super-

vision, held that Ephesians was composed by a Paulinist between A.D. 75
and 80, and if the terminus ad quern is extended to c. A.D. 85, this conjecture

may serve as a working hypothesis for the general period of the writing.

While the literary relationships fix approximately the date, they throw no

light on the place of the homily's composition, except that the traces of its

circulation in Asia Minor suggest the latter province as its locus.

PAUL: TO TIMOTHEUS AND TITUS.

Literature. — (a) Editions — After the fifth century homilies of

Chrysostom (ed. Field, 1849-1855) and the commentary of Theodore of

Mopsuestia (ed. H. B. Swete, Cambridge, 1882), no special edition of any

significance appeared till the Reformation, when Calvin (1549, 1556)

published his Genevan treatises, and Luther wrote his Annotationes (ed.

Bruns, Lubeck, 1797) ; see, further, C. Magalianus {Operis hierarchici libri iii.

etc., Lyons, 1609); Louis de Sotomayor (Paris, 1610) ; Charles Rapine

(Paris, 1622); Grotius {Annotationes, Paris, 1 641) ; J. D. Michaelis

(Gottingen, 1750); Mosheim (1755); Bengel's Gnomon (1759); Heyden-

reich, die Pastoralbriefe P. erlautert (1826-1828) *
; Flatt's Vorlesungen (ed.

Kling, 1831); C. S. Matthies {Erklarung der Pastoralbriefe, 1840) ; Mack,
Kommentar uber die Pastoralbriefe des Apost. P. 2

(1841) ; A. S. Paterson

(1848) ; Weisinger (in Oldhausen's Kommentar, vol. v. 1850, Eng. tr,, New
York, 1858); Oosterzee (Bielefeld, 1861); Huther 3 (Gottingen, 1866);

Bisping's Erklarung (1866); Ewald (1870); Plitt, dig Pastoralbriefe,

praktisch ausgelegt (1872); Hofmann (1874); P. Fairbairn {The Pastoral

Epistles, Edin. 1874); J. T. Beck, Erklarung der 2 Briefe P. an Tim. (ed.

Lindenmeyer, 1879); Ellicott 6 (1883)*; Wace {Speaker's Comm. 1886);

Knoke, Prakt.-tkeol. Kommentar zu den Pastoralbriefen des Ap. Paulus

(1887-1889); Reuss (1888); Kubel (in Strack-Zockler's Komm. 1888); von
Soden 2 {HC. 1893) *

; Knoke 4 (Lange's Bibel- Werk, 1894) ; Rigg-enbach (—
Zockler, 1897); A. E. Humphreys {Cambridge Bible, 1897) ; J H. Bernard

{CGT. 1899)*; Stellhorn (1900); Horton {CB. 1901) ; R. M. Pope
(London, 1901); J. P. Lilley (Edin. 1901) ; Krukenberg (1901); Cone
{Intern. Hdbks. to NT. 1901) ; Weiss T

(— Meyer, 1902)*; Wohlenberg {ZK.

1906) * j Franz Koehler {SJVT. 2
1907) ; J. E. Belser (Freiburg im Breisgau,

1907) * ; N. J. D. White {EGT. 1910).

Also Jerome (fourth century), Casp. Cruciger {Expositio brevis et

familiaris, 1542); J.J. Breithaupt (1703); Mosheim {Erklarung des Brief

e

and. Titum, 1779); Kuinoel {Explicatio ep. Pauli ad Titum, 18 12); and J.

S. Howson (Smith's DB. iii. 1520-1521) on Titus; Casper Cruciger (1542)

;

C. Espencaeus {In priorem ep. ad Tim. commentarius et digressiones, Paris,

1 Baur's contention was that Eph. voices, instead of opposing, gnosticism,

and that it dates from a time " when the gnostic ideas were just coming into

circulation, and still wore the garb of innocent speculation " {Paul, Eng. tr,

ii. 22).
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1561); Melanchthon (Enarratio epist. P. ad Tim. et duorum capilum

secundce, 1561) ; Titemann Heshusius (comm in priorem epist. P. ad Tim.

1582) ; Gerhard (adnotationes in I P. ad Tim. epistolam, 1643) ; A. C.

Fleischmann (1791); J. A. L. Wegscheider (1810); M. G. E. Leo (Pauli

epist. I ad Tim. cum comm. perpetuo, Leipzig, 1837); Rolling {Der I Brief

P. an Tim. aufs neue untersucht und ausgelegt, 1882-7); Liddon (1897);

and Sir W. M. Ramsay (Exp. 1 1908 f.) on 1 Tim.; C. Espencaeus (Paris,

1564) ; J. B. Rembowski (1752); M. G. E. Leo (1850); Bahnsen, die sog.

Pastoralbriefe, I. der II Tim. (1876) * on 2 Tim. ; with Mosheim (Erklarung

der beyden Briefe des Ap. Pauli an den Timotheum, Hamburg, 1755), and

Plumptre (Smith's DB. iii. 1507-1572) on 1 and 2 Tim.

(d) Studies— (i.) general:—P. Anton (Exegetische Abhandlungen der

Pastoralbriefe, 1753) j

1 van den Es (Pauli ad Titum epistola cum eiusdem ad

Tim. epp. composita, Leyden, 1819) ; L. R. Rolle (De authentia epist.

pastoralium, 1841); Scharling (Die neueste Untersuchungen iiber die sog.

Pastoralbriefe, 1848); A. Saintes, Etudes critiques sur les trois lettres past,

attributes a S. Paul (1852); Schenkel (BL. iv. 393-402); Sabatier (ESR.

x. 250-259) ; Ginella, De authentia epist. pastoralium (Breslau, 1865)

;

Pfleiderer's Paulinismus (Eng. tr. ii. 196-214); J. R. Boise, The epp. of

Paul written after he became a prisoner (New York, 1887) ; Plummer
(Expositor's Bible, 1888) ; Hesse, Die Entstehung d. NT Hirtenbriefe

(1889); Bourquin, itude critique sur les past, ipitres (1890); Hatch (EB. 7
,

'Pastorals'); Harnack (ACL. ii. 1. 480-485, 710-711); Moffatt (EBi.

5079-5096); W. Lock (DB. iv. 768 f.); Jacquier (INT. i. 353, 414),

and R. Scott, The Pauline Epistles (1909), pp. 128 f., 329 f. (ii.) specially

against the Pauline authorship of one or all :—Schleiermacher (iiber den sog.

ersten Brief des P. an den Tim. , Ein krit. Sendschreiben an Goss, Berlin,

1807 ; cp. his Werke zu Theol. ii. 221-230) ; Baur, die sogen. Pastoralbriefe

des Apostels Paulus (1835)*; Schenkel, Christusbild d. Apostel (162 f.);

Schwegler (NZ. ii. 138-153) ; H. J. Holtzmann, die Pastoralbriefe kritisch u.

exegetisch behandelt (1880) *
; Renan, iii. pp. xxiii-liii, v. (ch. vi.) ; Pfleiderer

(Urc. ii. 262-281); W. Bruckner, Chron. 277-286; Weizsacker, AA. ii.

1631"., 259 f. ; M. A. Rovers, Nieuw-test. Lctterkunde* (1888), 66-78; J.

Reville, Les origines de Vipiscopat, i. 262 f. ; E. Y. Hincks, JBL. (1897)

94-117 ('on the authorship of the past, epistles') ; von Soden {INT. 305 f.)

;

Gould (NTTh. 142 f.) ; McGifTert (AA. 398, 423),- E. Vischer (Die Paulus-

briefe, 1904, 74-80); Knopf, NZ. 32, 300 f; Baljon, INT. pp. 150-174; J.

Strachan (Westminster NT, London, 19 10) ; A. S. Peake (INT. 60-71).

(iii. ) Schleiermacher was answered by Planck (Bemerkungen iiber den ersten

Brief an Tim. 1808) ; Baur by M. Baumgarten (die Echtheit d. Pastoral-

briefe, Berlin, 1837), and Matthies (1840) in particular; and the traditional

view was maintained by a series of writers, including Good, Authent. des

ipitres past. (Montauban, 1848) ; Dubois, itude critique sur Iauthent. de la

premiire ip. h Tim. (1856); and Doumergue (fauthenticiti 1 Tim. 1856);

but especially by T. Rudow, de argum. hist, quibus epp. past, origo Paulina

impugnata est (1852); C. W. Otto, die geschichtlichen Verhdltnisse der

1 Said to be the first work where the name ' pastorals ' can be found

applied to these epistles.
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Pastoralbriefe, i860); M. J. Cramer (JBL., 1887, pp. 3f.); Bertrand, essai

critique sur I'authenticity des ip. Past. (1888) ; G. G. Findlay * (Appendix to

Eng, tr. of Sabatier's L'apotre Paul, pp. 341-402) ; Hort, Christian Ecclesia

(1898), 189-217, and A. Ruegg (Aus Schrift u. Geschichte, 1898, pp. 59-

108) *
; followed by Roos, die Briefe des apost. Paulus u. die Reden des

Herrnjesu (156-202); G. H, Gilbert, Student's Life of Paul (1899), 225-

232 ; J. W. Falconer, From Apostle to Priest (1 goo), 109-146 ; G. T. Purves,

Christianity in Apost. Age (1900), pp. 1 70- 1 76 ; W. E. Bowen {Dates of Past.

Letters, 1900); G. G. Findlay (Hastings' DB. iii. 714^); W. M. Ramsay
{CRE. pp. 248 f., Exp. 41

viii. nof. etc.); R. D. Shaw {Pauline epp* pp.

423 f.
) ; T. C. Laughlin

( The Pastoral Epp. in the Light of one Roman
Imprisownent, California, 1905); R. J. Knowling [The Testimony of St.

Paul to Christ'2, 1906, pp. 121-147); J. D. James {The Genuineness and
Authorship of the Pastoral Epistles, 1906) ; CQR. (1907) 63-86, 344-358;
Barth {INT. § 14), and Zahn {INT. §§ 33-37)*. (iv.) on special points:—

Beckhaus, Specimen observationum de vocabulis #7ra£ Xey. et rarioribus

dicendiformulis in prima epistola Paulina ad Tim. (1810); Ad. Curtius, de

tempore quo prior epist. Tim. exarata sit (1828); G. Bohl, uber die Zeit der

Abfassung und die Paulin. Charakter der Briefe an Tim. u. Tit. (Berlin,

1829, conservative) ; W. Mangold {Die Irrlehrer der Pastoralbriefe, Marburg,

1856); Eylau, Sur Chronologie der Pastoralbriefe (1888) ; E. Belin, itude

sur les tend, hiritiques combattues dans les e"p. past. (1865) ; Hilgenfeld

{ZWT, 1880, 448-464) ; Havet, le Christianisme et ses origines, iv. 376-380

(1884); Henri Bois, JPT. (1S88) 145-160 (' Zur Exegese der Pastoral-

briefe')', Clemen, Einheitlichkeit d. Paulin. Briefe (1894), 142-176; A.

Klopper, ZWT. (1902) 339-361 {'Zur Christologie der Pastoralbriefe) ; W.
Lutgert, Die Irrlehrer d. Pastoralbriefe {BFT. xiii. 3, 1909).

§ i. Order.—In addition to 7rpos 'E<£eo-iov?, three epistles

addressed to Timotheus (tt/dos Tt/xoOeov A, B) and Titus (wpos

Titov) appear in the canon under the name of Paul. As these titles

did not form part of the original autographs, the early church,

which took them as written within Paul's lifetime, naturally argued

from the internal evidence that 2 Tim., with its richer individual

references, reflected the last phase of the apostle's career, and
that 1 Tim. was earlier. When the epistles are recognised to

belong to a sub-Pauline period, 1 a comparative study of their

contents indicates that 2 Tim. is the earliest of the three, and
1 Tim. the furthest from Paul (so, e.g., Mangold, de Wette,

Reuss, La Bible, vii. 243 f., 703 f. ; Baur, Holtzmann, von Soden,

Harnack, Pfleiderer, Rovers, Bourquin, Bruckner, S. Davidson,

Beyschlag, McGiffert, Clemen, Schmiedel, Jiilicher, R. Scott,

1 Cp. Lock, DB. iv. 784: "On this latter supposition the priority of

Titus to 1 Tim. would seem almost certain, as there would be so little reason

for the same writer composing it if 1 Tim. were in existence, and intended as

a general treatise."
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and Koehler); cp. HNT. 559-561. The more advanced

situation of 1 Tim. is betrayed by its sharper emphasis on

ecclesiastical procedure ; e.g. -trcaTis in its objective sense

occurs four times in 1 Tim., once in Titus, never in

2 Tim.; awrrjp of God* only occurs in 1 Tim.; the vytaiVovcra

SiSaa-KaXia is elevated to an extraordinary position f in 1 Ti

i
10

, and rives av9poj7roL or rives is confined to 1 Tim. (seven

times). 2 Ti 2 17
-20 is presupposed in 1 Ti i 20, and there is

a heightening scale in 2 Ti 2 23 = Tit 3
9 =i Ti i

4
, 2 Ti in =

1 Ti 2 7
, 2 Ti 3! = 1 Ti 4

lf
-, and Tit i

7 =i Ti 3
2

. When the

author wrote 2 Tim., he must have had some Pauline materials

or sources at his command ; this preponderates to a lesser degree

in Titus ; but in 1 Tim., where he is more of an author and less

of an editor, the Pauline background of reminiscences and tra-

ditions recedes before the tendency of the writer to emphasise

the authority rather than the personality of the apostle, to

become more severe towards the errorists, and to elaborate

the details of ecclesiastical organisation and discipline. In this

respect the superiority of 2 Tim. is fairly obvious, and the proba-

bility is that superiority here is equivalent to priority.

1 Tim. was the first to rouse the suspicions of critics (J. E. C. Schmidt,

Einl. i. 257 f. ; Schleiermacher), and it is assigned to a post-Pauline date

even by some who incline to accept 2 Tim. as a composition of Paul (so, e.g.,

Loffler, Kleine Schriften, ii. 216 f. ; Neander, Bleek, and Heinrici, Der litt.

Charakter d. mutest. Schriften, 1908, 64). % Were it not for I Tim., it

might be plausible to seek room for the other two within the lifetime of Paul,

but all three hang together, and they hang outside the historical career of the

apostle. The critical position underlying the following pages is that while

the three epistles are, in Coleridge's phrase, tVtcrroXat UavXoeidels, they are

pseudonymous compositions of a Paulinist who wrote during the period of

transition into the neo-catholic church of the second century, with the aim

of safeguarding the common Christianity of the age in terms of the great

Pauline tradition. He knew Paul's epistles and venerated his gospel, but

* In contrast to the gnostic antithesis between God the Creator and God
the Saviour.

j As an antithesis to parricide, matricide, and other abnormal vices.

" This is so unnatural an application of the term that we can hardly believe

that Paul himself used it in such a connection, but rather another writer who
imitated the Pauline expression " (Bleek, INT. ii. 85-86).

+ Heinrici writes: "der zweite Timotheusbrief wohl von Paulus selbst

verfasst ist, wahrend dem Titus und dem ersten Timotheusbrief Weisungen

des Paulus iiber Gemeindeorganisation, Gottesdienst, Lehre und sittliche

Pflichten der Gemeindeleiter zugrunde liegen, welche in BrierForuo

gefasst sind."
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he had also access to some Pauline reliquia as well as to traditions which are

not represented in Luke's history. The pastorals, especially 2 Tim., are

composite, and they show further traces of subsequent accretion. It is

unlikely that these writings were nothing more than the products of a later

Paulinist's inventive imagination and reverence, working (so Holtzmann,

op. cit. 5 if.) on the book of Acts and the Pauline letters. Many of the

details, e.g. the references to Paul's cloak and books (2 Ti 4
12"13

), are too

circumstantial and concrete to be explained upon any such hypothesis. No
theory of verisimilitude accounts for them, any more than for the numerous

allusions to apostolic figures, which place them in a different light from that

of the earlier traditions. Furthermore, as has often been urged (cp. Lemme,

pp. 7f., and Krenkel, pp. 449 f.) with true historical insight, the very dis-

crepancies and roughness in the various situations presupposed throughout

the epistles, especially in 2 Tim., are enough to indicate that the writer had

not a free hand. Certain traditions lay before him, oral or written. He was

not sketching a purely imaginary set of circumstances, but was engaged in

working up materials which were not always quite tractable.

The apocryphal reference in 2 Ti 3
8 threw suspicions on that epistle at

an early date :
' item quod ait sicut Iatines et Mambres restitentnt Most non

inuenitur in publicis scripturis sed in libro secreto qui suprascribitur Iannes

et Mambres liber. Unde ausi sunt quidam epistolam ad Timotheum

repellere, quasi habentem in se textam alicuius secreti ; sed non potuerunt

'

(Origen, in Matth. ser. 117). This, however, was a passing curiosity of

early criticism. The reasons which have led to the widespread reaction

against the traditional hypothesis of the pastorals are based on their diction,

theological and ecclesiastical standpoint, and ecclesiastical tendencies. The
sub-Pauline elements, it is rightly urged, are decisive for a date later than any

in Paul's lifetime. But any arguments in favour of the hypothesis that Paul

wrote these letters will be best met indirectly, in the course of a positive

statement of the other position.

§ 2. Contents.—(a) In the first part of 2 Tim. (i 1-2 13
) the

emphasis falls on suffering with and for the gospel as a note

of genuine Christianity. The greeting (i 1 "2
) is followed by a

thanksgiving for Timotheus' unfeigned faith, and an exhortation

against being ashamed of Paul and the Pauline gospel in their

hour of adversity. Paul urges his own example to the contrary

(i 12f-), together with the example of a brave Asiatic Christian,

Onesiphorus (i 15-18
). This Pauline gospel, of which endurance

is a leading feature, Timotheus as Paul's deputy is to teach (2
1 "2

)

to his subordinate agents, and to practise himself (2
3f

-), with the

certainty of ultimate success and reward (2
4-13

). The second

section of the epistle lays stress on the wordy, bitter, and barren

controversies which endanger this trust and tradition (2
14f

-).

Their immoral consequences and methods are hotly exposed

(3
1"9

) > tnen Timotheus is warned, by Paul's own example (3
10f

*),
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that suffering not ease is the mark of the true gospel, and that

innovations (3
13f

*) are to be eschewed. After solemnly laying

this charge on him (4
1"5

), Paul speaks of his own position (4
6f

*)j

and the letter closes with a number of private and personal

data.

The author evidently means the epistle to be taken as sent by Paul from

his Roman imprisonment (cp. 4
6= Ph I

28 217
) to Timotheus at some unknown

place (perhaps in Asia Minor, I
15"18

). For an attempt to explain 4
16f

- as an

allusion to Paul's defence before Felix, see Krenkel's Beitrage, pp. 424 f.,

442 f. ; Kreyenblihl's Evglm d. Wahrheit (1900), i. 213 f., and Erbes in

ZNW., 1909, 128 f., 195 f., with Spitta's Urc. i. 37 f. But (see above, p.

169) the reference is obviously to the first stage of the Roman trial (cp.

Ph I
121-

) : in any case it does not imply acquittal and release (Zahn).

Dr. T. C. Laughlin (see below) is obliged to refer the first defence to a

supposed trial of Paul before the Ephesian courts (Ac 1988 ), which is even

more improbable.

Bahnsen ingeniously analyses the epistle thus : 28
"18 develops 28, 214"28

develops 24 , and 3
1 "4

(
8

> develops 25. Otto's classification attempts to arrange

the contents under the three notes of the irveOfMa in I
7

.

For a textual discussion of 219
, cp. Resch's Paulinismus, pp. 258-259.

The fAe/j.[3pavat of 4
13 were probably pugillares membranes or sheets for

private memoranda. The jSt/3Xt'a may have included the Logia or evangelic

scriptures from which I Ti 5
18

is quoted (so Resch) ; but this is a mere

conjecture. See, generally, Birt's Das Antike Buchwesen^ pp. 50 f., 88 f. ;

Nestle's Einf. 39 f., and Zahn's GK. ii. 938-942.

(&) The construction of the epistle to Titus is simpler and

more lucid than that of the other two pastorals. After the

greeting (i 1*4
), Paul discusses the rules for the conduct of

presbyters or bishops in Crete, in view of current errors and

local vices (1
5-16

). He then sketches 'the sound doctrine'

which Titus is to inculcate on aged men (2
1 -2

) and women (2
s-5

),

younger men (2
s"8

) and slaves (2
9-10

), in the light of what God's

grace demands (2
11 -15

) from all Christians. This is enlarged and

enforced (3
1 "11),* in view of the position of Christians towards

the outside world; instead of worldliness or wrangling, ethical

superiority is to be the aim of all believers. Then, with a brief

personal message (3
12 "15

), the epistle ends.

The literary setting goes back to some early tradition which associated

a Pauline mission, under Titus, with Crete ; the island, owing to its

position, was a favourite wintering-place for vessels (cp. Ramsay, Pauline

and other Studies, 1907, 76), and, in the absence of all information about

* On the sub -Pauline tone of 3°, cp. Sokolowski's Gets/ una Lebtn bti

Paulus (1903), 108 L
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the origin of Cretan Christianity, it is a reasonable conjecture that Paul ma)

have touched at Crete during one of his voyages even prior (cp. 3
12"13 with

Ac 203
) to Ac 27 8f\ There was a strong Jewish element in the population,

which seems to explain the local allusions in i
13f

- 3
9

. On the original basis,

in Epimenides, for the harsh attack upon the Cretan character, cp. Rendel

Harris in Exp. 1
ii, 315 f., hi. 332 f., and above, p. 35.

(c) I Tim. is more discursive and miscellaneous than 2 Tim.,

but the practical, ecclesiastical motive of the epistle (3
16 ravrd

cot ypd<f>(0 . . . tva uSfjs 7ra)s Set eV oiku> Oeov avaarpirfitaOai) is

fairly obvious throughout its somewhat desultory contents. After

the greeting (i 1 "2
), Paul contrasts (i 3* 17

) the methods and aims

of some contemporary antinomians at Ephesus with * the sound

doctrine' of his own gospel, of which Timotheus (i 18 -20
) is the

natural heir. The writing then passes forward into the first

(2-3) of its two sections. Regulations are given for various

sides of church-life : (a) for whom (2
lf
-) and by whom (2

8f
-)

prayer is to be offered—the latter direction drifting* into a

word on the subordination of women ; and (6) the qualifications

of €7rtb-K07rot (3
2"8

), deacons and deaconesses (3
9"13

). The closing

words of the section (3
14"16

) imply that such care for the

worship and organisation of the church as a pillar and prop of

the truth cannot wholly prevent moral aberrations and heresies

;

hence the second section (4-6) deals with Timotheus' attitude

towards such ascetic errors (4
1 '5

- 6'10
-

11_16
) f as well as towards

individual members of the church (5
1 "2

), particularly widows

(5
3*16

),J presbyters (5
17f,

)> and slaves (6
1 "2

). A sharp word

follows (6
3-10

) on the errorists who made their religion a profitable

trade, and with a solemn charge to the 'man of God,' the

epistle closes in a doxology (6
11 '16

). The postscript contains a

charge for wealthy Christians (6
17-19

), and a warning for Timotheus

himself against contemporary yvwo-t? (6
20"21

).

In 5
18

, where an OT quotation lies side by side with a NT saying, the

(atter must be taken as equally from rj ypa<pi}. It is artificial to conjecture

that a logion of Jesus has been loosely appended to the former. By the

time the author of the pastorals wrote, either Luke's gospel or some evan-

* The inner connection, such as it is, between 3
2f

* and what precedes,

probably is to be found in the thought of worship suggesting the qualifica-

tions of those who presided over it.

f On 4
13

(777 avayv&aet.), see Glaue, Die Vorlesung heiligen Schriften im
Gottesdienste (1907), pp. 35-38.

JKonnecke {BFT. xii. 1. 31-32) proposes to rearrange 5
4f

* thus: 5*
i. 4. i. «. T

#

26
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gelic collection containing Lk io7 was reckoned as ypcuprj, and this would be

partially explained if Luke were the author, in whole or part, of the pastorals

(see below).

§ 3. Structure.—The more or less loose connection of the

three epistles and the frequent abruptness or awkwardness of

transition between successive passages, naturally suggest a re-

course in the first instance to the hypothesis of transposition or

reduction. The results, however, do not of themselves point to

any satisfactory solution of the literary problem.

Tit i
7"9 certainly appears to be a marginal gloss (so O. Ritschl, 7ZZ.,

1885, 609; Knoke, pp. 227 f. ; Harnack, ACL. 710 f., and McGiffert, cp.

EBi. 5091), breaking the connection between I
6 (dvviroraKTa) and I

10

(el<rlv yap iroWoi awTrdraKTOi) ; it may have been added subsequently by the

author himself (cp. I Ti 3
2f

-) or inserted by a later editor interested in the

monarchical episcopate.* Similarly 1 Ti 5
s3 has probably got displaced (cp.

EBi. 5080) from between 4
3 and 4

4 (Holtzmann), or 4
12 and 4

13 (Bois,

Konnecke), the motive of the change (unless it was accidental) being the desire

of some copyist to qualify ayvbv. It is scarcely adequate to treat it merely

as parenthetical, or (with Owen) to place it after 5
25

. Knatchbull and

Bakhuyzen prefer to omit it entirely as a later gloss, while Calvin and

Heydenreich suggested that 5
22c"23 was written on the margin originally.

More drastically P. Ewald {Probabilia betr. den Texte des 1 Tim. 1901)

conjectures that by an accidental displacement of the plagulcz or leaves in the

original copy I Ti i
12"17 has been displaced from between I

2 and I
8

, and

3
14~410 from after 62

; which certainly smoothes out the roughness of the

transition f at various points. The awkward transitions in 3
10"13 have also

suggested a textual irregularity which has been variously cured, e.g. by the

deletion of 3
12 (Naber, Mnemosyne, 1878, 371), or its removal to a place

between 3
9 and 3

10 (Knoke omitting 3
11

, Hesse putting 3
13 between 3

10 and

3
11

). 4
9

is also awkward in its present site, but it need not be an interpola-

tion (Bois, Baljon), though "it is very probable that the Pastoral Epistles

[especially 1 Tim.] contain many interpolations in which statements about

errors and even directions about discipline have been somewhat altered to

suit the requirements of the middle of the second century. This is what

would naturally happen to a document which was used, as we know these

epistles were used, for a manual of ecclesiastical procedure" (Lindsay,

Church and Ministry in Early Centuries'1\ 141).

* I Clemen {Einheitlichkeit, pp. 157 f.) and Hesse (pp. 148 f., who
begins at I

6
) extend the interpolation to the close of v. 11

, on inadequate

grounds. The connection between vv.n and 12
is quite good, and there

is no real difficulty about Epimenides being styled a prophet loosely

after v. 11.

f Better than the transposition of i
18*20 to a place between I

8 and I
s

(Bois), which leaves too large a gap between vo/xo8idd<TKa\oL (i 8
) and the

allusions to the law in I
9
, although it gives a good connection between the

charge of i
M* and I

18
.
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On a closer examination into their literary unity, the epistles,

and especially 2 Tim., at once reveal different strata. Thus in

2 Tim., i
15 "18 and 3

10 "12 are plainly erratic boulders as they lie;

both interrupt the context, and both contain material* which

is genuinely Pauline. The same holds true of 4
9 "22a

,
possibly

even of 4
6"22a in the main, within which 1

15 -18 is sometimes held

to have originally lain (after 4
10 McGiffert, after 4

13 Knoke).

But even 4^- 9 *22a
is not homogeneous, although it is easier to

feel differences of time and temper within its contents than to

disentangle and place the various elements of which it is

composed.! Thus v. lla (Luke alone is with me) hardly seems

consonant with v.
21b (Eubulus salutes thee, and so do Pudens

and Linus, and Claudia, a?id all the brothers) ; if Timotheus was

to rejoin Paul at once (vv. 9, 21
), it is not easy to see how he

could devote himself to the local discharge of the duties laid

on him in i
6-45 (cp. Simcox, ET. x. 430-432, on the unlikeli-

hood that the commissions and cautions of 4
13 - 15

-
2122a could have

come from a dying man). Such phenomena % have led to schemes

of reconstruction which attempt to solve the complexity of the

epistles' structure by recourse to partition-methods, especially in

the case of 2 Tim. The presumably authentic material is

analysed, e.g., as follows, (a) von Soden : i
lf

-
3 "5a - 7f

-
15 "18

(
21

-
3"12at

)

46-19. 21-22 = a genuine letter written from the close of the Roman
imprisonment. (b) McGiffert: i

1 "18 (except i
6b

-
12 "14

)
(2*- 8"13?

)
4I-2. 5-8. 16-19. 21b. 10 written towards the end of his imprisonment

and life, a complete epistle, 'his dying testament' to the favour-

ite disciple who was to carry on his work at Ephesus. (c)

Dr. T. C. Laughlin : 4
9 "21a (a note written from Macedonia,

shortly after Ac 201
), the rest of 2 Tim. written after Philip-

pians from Rome, (d) Hausrath (iv. 162 f.) :
iis-is + ^u-w ijke

Phil 3
1-4, written soon after his arrival in Rome, the former

after his first trial. Other analysists find incorporated in 2 Tim.

a fragment written from the Cesarean imprisonment : e.g. (a)

Hitzig {Ueber Johannes Marcus, 1843, r 54 f-)> wno distinguishes

* Lemme {Das echte Ermahnungsschreiben des Ap. Paulus an Tim. 1882),

Hesse, and Krenkel needlessly omit i
15b' 18a

.

f Ewald assigned vv. 9*12 and 19"22 to Rome, vv. 13"15 to Macedonia, during

Paul's third tour from Ephesus.

%\\. is more natural, in the majority of cases, to explain these internal

discrepancies as the result of accretion, when different notes have been fused

together, than as lapsus memoria or calami.
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such a note (i 15 4M-16. 20-22a) from another written during the

Roman captivity (4
s -12

-
19

- i
16 "18 422b c. a.d. 63) ;

(b) Bacon {Story

of St. Paul, 196 f.), who regards 4
9-

11_18
-

20 "21a as probably com-

posed during the two years at Csesarea ; * (c) Clemen (Paulus, i.

405 f.), who places 4
9"18

, together with Colossians and Philemon

(a.d. 59-60), in this period (a.d. 61), i
15"18 falling in the Roman

captivity (a.d. 62) previous to Philippians, whilst 4
19-22a was

written after 1 Cor. from Corinth in a.d. 57 (op. cit. p. 354); and

(d) Krenkel (Beitrage zur Aufhellung der Geschichte u. der Brief

e

des Apostel Paulus, 1890, pp. 395-468), who addresses 4
9-18 from

Csesarea to Timotheus at or near Troas, subsequently to Colos-

sians and Philemon, 4
19 + i

16-1?- lsb+ ^i being written from the

Roman imprisonment.

The net result of such investigations is tentative. Beyond the general

fact that the author had some reliquice Paulines f at his disposal, and that

the internal evidence here and there suggests the incorporation of such notes

by one who felt justified in working up such materials, we can hardly go

with very much confidence. One of the most elaborate and least convincing

recent reconstructions is proposed by Hilgenfeld {ZWT., 1897, 1-86), viz.

that 2 Tim. has been worked over by an anti-Marcionite redactor, who also

edited Titus in the interests of orthodox doctrine (in I
1 "2, 12"13a 213

3
10"11

), and

revised (pp. 32 f.) later in the second century the post-Pauline original of

1 Tim. ( = i
1 "2

-
12-17 21"6a - 8 -15

3
1-16 49

-11 412-518*
5
19"22

-
24"25

) which had sought

to commend the monarchical episcopate.

Titus, on the other hand, presents less difficulty. It is

probably sub-Pauline, and the alternatives seem to be (a)

either a genuine note of Paul worked up by a later disciple, who
was responsible for 1 Tim. at least, or (b) an epistle based on

* The rest of 2 Tim., with some interpolations {e.g. I
13 220 "26

), is regarded

as written subsequently to Philippians (pp. 375 f. ). Bottger dated the whole

epistle from the Csesarean period of imprisonment, with I Tim. from Patara

(Ac 21 1
) or Miletus (Ac 2027

). The change of MiXtJt^ into MeX^ (so, e.g.,

Baronius, Beza, Grotius, Knoke, Bahnsen) would date 2 Tim . or this part of

it from the Roman imprisonment (cp. Ac 281 "10
) ; but the textual evidence is

slight, and Trophimus is not mentioned by Luke (Ac 272
) in this con-

nection.

f The preservation of such private notes, as, e.g. in the cases of the

correspondence between Vergil and Augustus, Cicero and Atticus (cp. Peters,

Der Brief in der romischen Lileratur, 1901, 27 f., j8 {.), was all the more

likely, since Paul was the first ' man of letters ' in the primitive church, and

since the extant canonical collection represented only part of his actual

correspondence. Private notes would be more apt to remain overlooked

than others, unless, like the letter of recommendation to Phoebe, they were

attached by later editors to some larger epistle (p. 139).
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one or two genuine fragments of the apostle's correspondence.

The former class of theories is represented by Hesse (pp. 150 f.),

who finds i
lf

- 5"6-
12"13a

-
16

3
1 "7-

12'13
-
15 a genuinely Pauline note,

written shortly after he left Crete, and worked up by a Paulinist

who inserted the warnings against heresy; by von Soden (i 1* 4*

3
i2-i5)

}
and by McGiffert (i 1*6 *

3
1"7- 12"13

, written before Paul's

story of three months at Corinth, Ac 203
). The alternative,

which seems more probable (so nearly all the critical editors),

is that the writer was drawing upon some ancient and even

authentic tradition connecting Titus with Crete during Paul's

lifetime, and that 3
12f

-, which is likely to be genuine (so Weisse,

Hase, Ewald, etc.), has been preserved from that tradition.

Most allow that the historical site for such a fragment and tradi-

tion lies in the neighbourhood of Ac 203, Krenkel, e.g., dating it

(i.e. Tit 3
12

, 2 Ti 4
20

, Tit 3
13

)
perhaps from Illyrikum during the

apostle's second journey to Corinth (Ac 201"3
), Clemen (Paulus,

i. 399 f., ii. 233-234) similarly from Macedonia after 2 Co 10-

13, 1-9, and previous to Romans (a.d. 59).

1 Tim., again, yields even less to the partition-theories. No
fragment can be referred with any confidence to the apostle.

The incidental allusions to Paul's personality (3
14f

- 4
13

) merely

betray the writer's consciousness that there was a certain awk-

wardness in such elaborate commissions and instructions upon

the commonplace regulations of a Christian community being

addressed to one who was not merely himself in mature life, but

ex hypothesi separated only for a time from his superintendent.

In such touches we can feel the author's literary conscience and his

tactful attempt to preserve the vraisemblance of the situation, but

there is nothing to indicate the presence of any definite note

from the apostle. As it stands, the ep. is a unity, though 2 11-16

reads like a gloss (Hesse, Knoke), 4
1-8 parts easily from its

context, and the ovv of 2 1 is a loose transition. More than the

other two epistles, it breathes from first to last the atmosphere

in which the editor or author of all the three lived and moved.

It is a free and fairly homogeneous composition, not constructed

(as Schleiermacher suggested) simply out of the two previous

epistles, but with a content and cachet of its own. On the

other hand, the literary structure of its paragraphs shows that

it has suffered accretion after it was originally composed, e.g.

in 617-21a
,
possibly also in 3

1-13
5
17-20 (

22a
), besides the marginal

glosses in 3
11 and 5

23
. When 617f

* is thus taken as a later
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addition (Harnack, Knopf in NZ. 305-306), the allusion in

avTL$icr€i<; t^s ij/evSoivvfxov yvwaem may be to Marcion's well-

known volume. Otherwise the use of 1 Tim. in Polykarp (see

below), besides the inappropriateness of i 7 (Tit. i
10

) to the

Marcionites, rule out the Tubingen view that the pastorals

were directly anti-Marcionite pamphlets. Thus Hort (JC.

113 f.) prefers, with several recent critics, to explain the

dvTi0eo-eis as Jewish casuistical decisions, the yeveaAoyiai of i 4

and Tit 3
9 being the legendary pedigrees of Jewish heroes, such

as swarm in the book of Jubilees and elsewhere (cp. Wohlenberg,

pp. 31 f.).

Hesse [op. cit.), assuming that the Ignatian epistles were written under

Marcus Aurelius, finds a genuine Pauline letter in I
1"10

*
18"20 41*16 63

"16, 20f\

Knoke [op. cit. ) similarly disentangles an epistle to Tim. from Corinth (iM- 18"20

2i-io 4
i2

5
i-3. 4c-6. 11-15. 19-23. 24f.) and one from Csesarea (I 12

'17 314
-16 41

"11- "»
2i2-i5 5

7f. 517-19 j5-ii 520-16. 20f.) from editorial work of a second-century redactor.

But the comparative evenness of the style is almost enough {EBi. 5093) to

invalidate such hypotheses.

§ 4. Literary cha7-acteristics.—(a) The pastorals contain a

number of terms which are common to them and to the other

Pauline epistles ; but some of these cannot be described as

distinctively Pauline, while others are due to the fact that the

writer was composing in Paul's name. The significant feature

of the terminology, as of the thought, is its difference from

Paul's. The similarities are neither so numerous nor so

primary as the variations, and the latter point to a writer who
betrays the later milieu of his period in expression as well as in

conception.*

A study of the Greek vocabulary shows not only that the very greeting is

un-Pauline, but that there is a significant absence of many characteristically

Pauline terms, e.g. &8lkos, aKadapaia, aTOKaK^Trreiu, diadrjKrj, BiKalwjxa,

iXetidepos, ivepyetv, KaTepya^ecrdai, Kavxa.cr9ai, fielfav, puicpos, fiwpia, rrapd-

do<ris, irar^p rjfiQv, weideiv, Trept.ira.Telv (for which, as for ctoix^u, ava,<r-

rpi(petv is substituted), TrepLaaevetv, irpdaaeiv (for which the author substitutes

rroieiv), (xOifm, vlodeaia, r^Xetos, and xaP L^€<T^ai ' Furthermore, the author

has a favourite vocabulary of his own, full of compounds and Latinisms,

with new groups of words (cp. those in d privative, didao-K-, ewre/S-, oIko-,

ffwtpp-, <pi\o-, etc.) and an unwonted predilection for others {e.g. those in

* So especially the philologist, Th. Nageli (Der Wortschatz des Aposteis

Paulus, 1905, 85 f.), whose evidence is all the more important as this is the

only point where he admits that the linguistic phenomena are adverse to the

Pauline authorship of any of the canonical epistles.



PAUL: TO TIMOTHEUS AND TITUS 407

KdXo-).* As compared with Paul, he employs the definite article less

frequently; unlike the apostle, he uses ii-qiroTe and 8c fjv alriav (thrice), and

eschews avrl, &pa, &XP1 > 5t<5, bibri, 'ifxirpoadev, 2ttut<l, £ti, idov, wapd (accus.),

<rtiv, and (bare. The difference in the use of the particles is one of the most

decisive proofs of the difference between Paul and this Paulinist (cp. CQR.,

1903, 428 f.).

(b) These characteristics of the writer's diction are corrobor-

ated by the qualities of his style. It is hardly too much to say

that upon the whole, when the total reach and range of the

epistles are taken into consideration, the comparative absence of

rugged fervour, the smoother flow of words, and the heaping up

of epithets, all point to another sign-manual than that of Paul.

Even more than in Ephesians, the Pauline impetuousness and

incisiveness are missing. " Le style des pastorales ... est lent,

monotone, pe'sant, diffus, decousu : en certaines parties, terne

et incolore" (Jacquier, INT. i. 366). "The syntax is stiffer

and more regular . . . the clauses are marshalled together, and

there is a tendency to parallelism " (Lightfoot, Biblical Essays,

p. 402). " Die rhetorischen Mangel von Eph. sind den Briefen

fremd. Die Bilder sind correct. Doch zeigt sich in der Bilder

mancherlei Umbiegung und Abstumpfung der paulinischen Theo-

logie nach dem Nomistischen und Intellekualistischen. Ethik

und Glaube treiben auseinander" (J. Albani, ZWT., 1902, 57,

in an essay on * Die Bildersprache der Pastoralbriefe ').
" On

ne peut nier que le style de notres epitres ait quelque chose de

lache et de diffus" (Bertrand, op. cit. 62). There are Pauline

echoes, it is true, but anacoloutha and paronomasiae were not

specifically Pauline, and even these features fail to outweigh

the impression made by the style as a whole.

(c) The force of these linguistic considerations cannot be

turned by the assertion that Paul's style would vary in private

letters ; the pastorals are not private letters (see below), and in

Philemon, the only extant example of such from Paul's pen, such

traits do not appear. Nor can it be argued that in writing on

questions of church-order and discipline he would necessarily adopt

such a style, for in the Corinthian correspondence he deals with

similar phenomena, and here again the treatment differs materially

* KaX6s, which Paul uses only as a predicate or a neuter substantive, is

employed repeatedly by this author as an attribute. AecrirdTrjs supplants the

Pauline Kvpios as a human term, and tirupAveia (see above, p. 79) replaces the

Pauline irapovcrla.
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from that of the pastorals. Still less can we ascribe the peculiar

phraseology to the fact that Paul quotes from the vocabulary of

his opponents (Otto, op. cit. 8-9), or that he is now, in contrast to

his former letters, dealing with the duties of a holy life instead

of with controversial topics (Lock, Paul the Master-Builder, 1
1
7-

121). If it is contended that some of these differences in

vocabulary may be due to difference of subject-matter, this fails

to explain the appearance of apvetaOaL, aTroTpiirecrOai, /SeftrjXos,

Sia/?e/?aio£>o-#ai, vyiaivew, etc. etc. Besides, an examination of

the topics handled in these pastorals, and of their method of treat-

ment, reveals fresh proof that they belong to a sub-Pauline period,

and that the a-rrai evpopeva (amounting to the large total of nearly

180) cannot fairly be attributed to such factors as change of

amanuensis, lapse of time, fresh topics, literary versatility, or

senile weakness (cp. EBi. 5087).

§ 5* Object.—The aim of the pastorals, which were composed

(as Tertullian observes) to expound church affairs, is to enforce

the continuity of apostolic doctrine and discipline against specu-

lations which, were threatening the deposit of the faith and the

organisation of the churches, (a) These speculations (cp. E. F.

Scott, The Apologetic ofthe NT.) 1907, 152 f.) were due to a blend

of incipient Gnosticism and Judaism which is indistinct, partly

because the writer's method (see p. 409) is to denounce vaguely and

somewhat indiscriminately, partly because his desire of avoiding

anachronisms led him to avoid being explicit about the details

of error which had not risen till after Paul's death, and partly owing

to our ignorance of the budding forms of Christian gnosticism.

The dualism and favouritism inherent in gnostic theosophy are explicitly

opposed in Tit l
llf- {for all men), as in I Ti 21"4

, and the denial of the

resurrection, combated in 2 Ti 2 18
, was a gnostic inference from the dualism

which opposed the flesh and the spirit. The ' myths and interminable

genealogies' of I Ti I
4 are not wholly explained (see above, p. 406) by the

haggadic embroidery of Jewish biographies, which would hardly be classed

among ' novelties '
; they must include some reference to the gnosticism

which constructed out of ample mythological materials long series of aeons or

spiritual powers, arranged in pairs. Here and elsewhere gnostic traits are

visible, some of which recall the Ophite gnostics who, starting from an

antithesis between the supreme God and the creator, held that the fall of

\dam (i Ti 213
"14

) was really his emancipation from the latter's authority,

and that therefore the serpent symbolised the 71'tDats which raised man to the

life of the God who was above the creator. The place assigned to the

serpent naturally varied, however. The Naassenes, one of the earliest

branches of this movement, are said by Hippolytus to have been the first to
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assume the name 'gnostic' (irreKaKeaav iavrotis yvwvTiKofc, <f>dffKOvres

fiovoi ra fiadr) ywibaKeiv, cp. Apoc 224
), and it is some of their views * which

are controverted not only by the prophet John but by this Paulinist, viz. the

prohibition of marriage, the assertion that the resurrection was spiritual, and

the exploitation of myths. One recommendation of this Ophite hypothesis

(Schmiedel, Lightfoot, etc. ) is that it does justice to the Jewish substratum of

the errorists, especially in Titus and I Tim. It is plain that the errorists T7f I ; C&

in Crete include Jewish Christians (jxd\L<jTa oi 4k rrjs irepiTo/JLTJs), f who
are promulgating 'lovdatKot /xvdoi (i.e. probably haggadic traditions like

those in Jubilees and the pseudo-Philonic de biblicis antiquitatibus) and

ivTokal avdpdbiruv, which (as the next words indicate) relate to ceremonial

and ritual distinction between clean and unclean foods. The Jewish

character of these speculations, which attempted a fusion of the gospel with

their own theosophy, is borne out by the contemptuous allusion (3
s
) to T»t J'il^.

silly discussions and yeveaXoyiai (part of the aforesaid fivdot with which they X Ti'**f
'1

are grouped in I Ti I
4

) and wrangles about the Law (cp. Zenas 6 vo/jlikSs inTl^T 1^' ^ '

3
13

). There is no trace, however, of any direct attack upon the Pauline gospel

or upon Paul himself; the rj/xds of 3
15

is too incidental to be pressed into any ^;%,i! W
proof of such a local antagonism. The writer felt that Paul was essentially anti-

gnostic, and that such tenets would have been repugnant to the man who had

waged war upon the precursors of the movement at Colosse. But his own
practical bent prevents him from developing in reply Paul's special theory of

gnosis as a special endowment superior to faith and mediated by the Spirit.

His method is denunciation rather than argument or the presentation of some

higher truth, and this is one of the reasons which leave the physiognomy of

the errorists so largely in the shadow. J The exhaustive investigations on the

precise character of these errorists (cp. e.g. Bourquin, op. cit. 55 f. ; EBi.

5083-5084) have generally led to the negative conclusion that no single

system of second-century gnosticism is before the writer's mind. He is not

antagonising any one phase of contemporary heresy, allied to the Naassenes

(Lightfoot, Biblical Essays, 411 f.), the Essenes (Credner, Mangold), the

Valentinian Ophites (Lipsius, Pfleiderer), etc. He simply makes Paul predict,

vaguely of course, the tendencies of an incipient syncretistic gnosticism (cp.

von Dobschutz, Urc. 253 f. ; Klopper in ZWT., 1904, 57 f.) which was

* "The first appearance of the Ophite heresy in connection with Christian

doctrines can hardly be placed later than the latter part of the first century,"

Mansel, Gnostic Heresies, 1875, PP- 104 f.

f Possibly the connection of Titus with the controversy over circumcision

(Gal 2lf
-) may have been one of the reasons which led the author to com-

pose the epistle from Paul to him.

% It also is one of the numerous and decisive proofs that Paul did not

write the pastorals. "Such indiscriminate denunciations are certainly not

what we should expect from a man like Paul, who was an uncommonly clear-

headed dialectician, accustomed to draw fine distinctions, and whose penetra-

tion and ability to discover and display the vital point of difference between

himself and an antagonist have never been surpassed. Those who ascribe

to Paul the references to false teaching which occur in the pastoral epistles

do him a serious injustice " (McGiffert, AA. 402).
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evaporating the Pauline gospel. Traits of the physiognomy of these errorists

or innovators can be found here and there in the Ophites and the Encratites,

Cerinthus, Saturninus of Antioch, and even Marcion ; more than once, e.g.

in the references to the resurrection and to marriage, it is possible to detecH

distortions or exaggerations of Paul's own teaching, which this Paulinist

wishes to correct. But he is writing a pastoral manifesto, and naturally he

does not trouble to draw fine distinctions between the various phases of un-

settling doctrine which confront the church.

(b) These traits of the author's controversial temper open up

into further traces of his sub-Pauline environment. Thus the

polemic against the legalists in i Ti i
9f

- is no longer that of

Paul, but the outcome of the neo-catholic position which, now
that the Pauline controversy was over, sought to retain the

moral code of the law for the ethical needs of the church. The
Paulinist who writes under his master's name pleads for the usus

legis politicus. Certainly, he replies to those who uphold the

validity of the law, we are well aware that the law, as you say,

is an excellent thing—for qlSikoi. The Law is a useful code of

morals, in short, exactly as the rising spirit of the sub-apostolic

period was accustomed to insist.

To note only two other minor points out of many. The conception of

Christ as mediator (i Ti 25 ) is closer to the standpoint of Hebrews than of

Paul. Also, the language of I Ti I
13

, even more than of Eph 3
8

, is really

more natural in a Paulinist than in Paul himself ; the motive of the whole

section (i 12"17
) is to throw the glorious gospel into relief against the un-

worthiness and weakness of its original agents—precisely as in Barn 5
9 (cp.

Wrede, Das Messias-geheimnis, 107 f.). From Paul the language of deprecia-

tion about himself would be as exaggerated as the description of privilege in

' the disciple whom Jesus loved ' would have been from John himself. As a

matter of fact, 1 Ti I
13 (dXXa ^Xerjd-rjv, 6ti ayvouiv iirolrjea 4v &tticttI<i) is

almost a verbal echo of Test. Jud. 19 (dW 6 debs t&v waripup fiov rjXe'rjo-e' fie

Sti iv ayvwaiq. 4iroli)<ra), where the context is a warning against r) QiXapyvph

(cp. I Ti 69f
-).

The sub-Pauline atmosphere is further felt unmistakably

in the details of the ecclesiastical structure which is designed to

oppose these errorists. The stage is less advanced than that olf

the Ignatian epistles, but the monarchical episcopate is beginning

(cp. Knopf, NZ. i96f.), and, even apart from this, the un-

wonted attention paid to the official organisation of the church

marks a development from that freer use of spiritual gifts by the

members which Paul never ignored. The xap£<rlJLaTa na0̂ Dv no

means died out ; but they are not congenial to this writer, and he

deals with the situation very differently from his great master.
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One crucial instance of this may be seen in the ascetic regulations

for the organised register of widows. The xVPa> nke the eVio-K07ros

and the Sicikovos, is forbidden, e.g., to contract a second marriage.

This antipathy to second marriages (cp. Jacoby's NTEthik, 378 f.)

is quite in keeping with sub-apostolic practice ; Hermas called

them ' respectable adultery'; but the ethical standpoint is almost

as un-Pauline as the assumption that every Ittio-kottos must be

married.

On this whole subject, see Hilgenfeld {ZWT., 1886, 456 f.) and Schmiedel

[EBi. 3U3f.)> as against the view advocated by Hort {Christian Ecclesia,

1898, 189 f.) and Lindsay {HJ. i. 166 f., Church and Ministry in the Early

Centuries'*, pp. 139 f.). The alternative explanation of 1 Ti 3
2 (8ei odv rbv

iirlcrKOTrov . . . elvai fitas yvvatKos dvSpa), as a prohibition of clerical celibacy

(" To interpret the words as a prohibition of second marriage—the ' bigamy '

of the canonists—is to go behind the text, and, indeed, involves an anachron-

ism. The obvious meaning is that he to whom so responsible a charge as that

of the iTTKTKoirJi is committed, must be no untried, perhaps susceptible youth,

without family ties and domestic duties, but a grave, elderly Christian, with

a reputation and permanent residence in the community, a sober married

man," Edinburgh Review, 1903, p. 63), is almost equally decisive against

the Pauline authorship (cp. Paul's view of marriage in 1 Co 7
17

).

The strict emphasis on ecclesiastical order tallies with the

fact that the church has now behind her a body of religious truth

which it is her business to enforce. Paul, too, had his definite

dogmas, but this writer presents the nucleus of the creed in

technical, crystallised phrases, partly (see p. 58) rhythmical,

partly stereotyped in prose aphorisms (cp. A. Seeberg's Der
Katechismus der Urchristenheit, 1903, pp. 172 f.), and the out-

come is a piety nourished on 'good works,' with conceptions

of reward, a good conscience and reputation, which are

stated with more emphasis than Paul would have allowed.

The later conception of 7ti'o-tis as fides quce creditur pre-

dominates in the pastorals, where the objective sense has over-

grown the subjective, as in the homily of Judas (
3 and 20).*

Similarly (cp. Holtzmann, op. cit. 175 f.), BiKaiocrvvr] has no longer

its technical Pauline content ; it has become an ethical quality

*Cp. Gross, der Begriff der -irlans im NT (Spandow, 1875), pp. 7-9 :

" Could the age of a writing be determined simply from the peculiar usage

of some such significant term, Judas must be described as the latest of the

NT writings. . . . Even a church-father could hardly have expressed him-

self otherwise [than v. 3], had he been speaking of the Christian confession oi

faith." See above, p. 346.
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rather than a religious relation (cp. 2 Ti 2 22 , 1 Ti 611). The
conception of the Spirit has passed through a corresponding pro-

cess. " L'inspiration de l'Esprit est escamotee au profit d'une

orthodoxie ecclesiastique. Au lieu d'etre un ferment de vie et

de renouvellement, la doctrine de l'Esprit devient un moyen
de deTendre les formules du pass£" (M. Goguel, La notion

Johannique de E Esprit et ses antecedents historiques, 1902, p. 69).

The Spirit, as in 2 Peter and the Apocalypse of John, is essenti-

ally prophetic ; its functions in the faith-mysticism of Paul have

dropped into the background.

The trinity of the pastorals therefore corresponds to that of John's

apocalypse, i.e. God, Jesus, and the (elect) angels. For the sub-Pauline

tone of the references to angels, spirits, etc., cp. Everling, die Paul.

Angelologie und Damonologie (1888), 112-117, and M. Dibelius, Die

Geisterwelt im Glauben des Paulus (1909), 175-180. The conception of God
brings out his absoluteness, his unity, his awe, his eternal purpose of

salvation, but not his fatherhood.

No possible change of circumstances or rise of fresh problems

could have made Paul thus indifferent to such cardinal truths of

his gospel as the fatherhood of God, the believing man's union

with Jesus Christ, the power and witness of the Spirit, the

spiritual resurrection from the death of sin, the freedom from-the

law, and reconciliation. Throughout his epistles we can see

Paul already counteracting mischievous speculations and church-

disorders, but his method is not that of the pastorals ; his way of

enforcing ethical requirements and the duties of organisation is

characterised by a force of inspired intuition which differs from

the shrewd attitude of this Paulinist. The latter handles the

problems of his period with admirable sagacity, but not with the

insight and creative vigour of an original thinker like Paul. He
has the intuition of authority rather than the authority of

intuition.

"The general impression one gets from the pastoral epistles is, that as a

doctrine Christianity was now complete and could be taken for granted . . .

there is nothing creative in the statement of it ; and it is the combination of

fulness and of something not unlike formalism that raises doubts as to the

authorship. St. Paul was inspired, but the writer of these epistles is some-

times only orthodox. ... St. Paul could no doubt have said all this [Tit 3^-],

but probably he would have said it otherwise, and not all at a time " (Denney,

The Death of Christ, 1902, 202 f.).

To sum up. The three epistles are not private or even

open letters to Timotheus or Titus, but general treatises (cp.



PAUL: TO T1MOTHEUS AND TITUS 413

e.g. 1 Ti 28 iv 7ravTt ro-mo) addressed to an age or a circle

which was inclined to doubt the validity or to misconceive

and misapply the principles of the Pauline gospel. It is

incredible that the Ephesian church, much less Timotheus,

should require solemn reminders of Paul's apostolate such as

2 Ti i
llf- 2 9f«, Tit i

3
, 1 Ti i

12f-; the real audience appears in

the greetings of 2 Ti 4
22

(fj x^P L<s^ vp&v), Tit 3
15

, and 1 Ti 621
.

1 Tim., especially, is a practical assertion and application of the

Pauline standard, in the literary form of an address written by

the apostle to his lieutenant, Timotheus. The author, wishing

to convey Paul's protests against error and his ideals of church-

life, naturally adopted the mise en seine of a temporary absence.

The drawback was that, if Paul was soon to see his colleagues

again (Tit 1
5

, 1 Ti i
3
), there was no need of conveying such

detailed injunctions (contrast 2 Jn 12
, 3 Jn 13_u

). This imper-

fection, however, was inevitable. A further weakness lay in the

form of the injunctions themselves, which were in many cases at

once far too fundamental and elementary to have been required

by men of the experience and age of Timotheus and Titus.

As literally meant for them, the counsels often seem inappro-

priate, but when these men are viewed as typical figures of the

later €7uo-/<o7roi, the point of the regulations becomes plain;*

they outline the qualifications of the church-officers in question,

especially of the Ittlo-kottoi, though not so finely as the epistle of

Ignatius to Polykarp. Their primary concern is for these

officials as responsible (cp. Schmiedel, EBi. 3124, 3145 f.) for the

maintenance of the Pauline tradition and teaching (2 Ti c
6 2 1 -8

).

Christianity is becoming consolidated into an organisation, with

orthodox teaching embodied in a baptismal formula (2 Ti 2 2 *8 41
,

1 Ti 612"16
), and the church is called upon to defend this with

might and main. The author thus falls into line with the

attitude taken up by the prophet John (Apoc 2 lf-) and afterwards

by Ignatius to the church of Ephesus ; both of these teachers

acknowledge heartily its alertness in detecting erroneous doctrine,

and this Paulinist seeks to stimulate the same orthodox feeling

by recalling the Pauline warrant for it. The same motives indeed

* " An Gemeinden wagte er angesichts der fertigen Sammlung der

Gemeindebriefe des P. den Apostel nicht mehr schreiben zu lassen ; ein neuer

Gemeindebrief des P. hatte bereits schweres Misstrauen herausgefordert

"

(Julicher, INT. 169). Thus Ephesians was probably a catholic pastoral

originally, not addressed to Ephesus or any specific church (see abore).
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vibrate through the pastorals as are audible in the farewell

address to the presbyters of Ephesus (Ac 2017"35
), where the

historian makes Paul predict perversions of the faith, both

from outside and inside the church, and enforce on the

officials the duty of supervision, besides appealing to his own
example.

§ 6. Authorship.—The internal evidence does not justify any

hypothesis of a plurality of authors. The pastorals in all

likelihood came originally from one pen, but it is not possible

to ascertain who the author was. Tradition has not preserved

any clue to his personality, as was not unnatural, since his pious

aim was to sink himself in the greater personality of the apostle

whose spirit he sought to reproduce. That the epistles were

composed by Timotheus and Titus themselves, on the basis of

notes addressed to them by Paul (so Grau, Entwickelungs-

geschichte des neutest. Schriftthitms, ii. pp. 185 f., 208 f.), is more

improbable than that Luke was their author or amanuensis (so,

after Schott's Isagoge, pp. 324 f. ; R. Scott, and J. D. James, op.

at. pp. 154 f
.

; Laughlin).

The remarkable affinities between the pastorals and the Lucan writings

are displayed by Holtzmann {Pastoral-Briefe, 92 f.), von Soden {ThA. 133-

135), and R. Scott {The Pauline Epistles, 333-366). They have been used

to prove either that Luke acted as Paul's secretary, or that he composed the

epistles himself at a later period. It would be no argument against the

latter that they differ from the Third gospel and Acts ; a literary man of Luke's

capacity must not be measured by one or two writings. But the parallels of

thought and language need not mean more than a common milieu of

Christian feeling during the sub-Pauline age in the Pauline circles of Asia

Minor. It is, e.g., not easy to understand why Luke should deliberately

ignore Titus in his history and at the same time make him the central figure

of a Pauline epistle.

The pastorals really present not the personality of their

author, but a tendency of early Christianity (cp. Wrede's Ueber

Aufgabe und Methode der sogen. NT Theo/ogz'e, 1897, 357);
like Barnabas, James, Judas, and 2 Peter, they do not yield

materials for determining the cast of the writer's thought, and

little more can fairly be deduced from their pages than the

communal feeling which they voice and the general stage in the

early Christian development which they mark. All we can say of

their author is that he betrays wider affinities to Greek literature,

e.g. to Plutarch (cp. J. Albani in ZWT., 1902, 40 f.), than

Paul, and that there are traces of an acquaintance not only with
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second but with fourth Maccabees. This is not enough, how-

ever, to justify us in urging that he was a pagan by birth. The

affinities with 1 Peter (cp. 1 Ti 2 9-11 = 1 P 3
1 -6

, Tit Mw=

1 P 5I-4
, Tit 3

4-7 = 1 P 1 3
-5

, and 1 Ti 3
16 = 1 P 3

19
) are barely

strong enough to prove that the writer was acquainted (so, e.g.,

Bigg, Holtzmann, and Bruckner's Chron. 57 f., 277 f.) with Peter's

letter, although the circulation of the latter in Asia Minor renders

this hypothesis a priori probable, if the pastorals are assigned

to an Asiatic Paulinist instead of (so, e.g., Baur, Schenkel,

Holtzmann, Renan) to a Roman.

It is not necessary to spend words upon the reasons which

justified him in composing these Pauline pseudepigrapha (cp.

HNT. 597 f., 6 [9 f. ; EBi. 1324 f., 3126 f., 5095). The pastorals

are a Christian form of suasorice, treatises or pamphlets in the form

of letters (cp. p. 49), which were widely employed by jurists ; they

represent not only a natural extension of the letters and speeches,

e.g.
t
in Luke's history, but a further and inoffensive development

of the principle which sought to claim apostolic sanction for the

expanding institutions and doctrines of the early church. It is

curious that half a century later an Asiatic presbyter composed

the Acts of Paul and Thekla from much the same motives, but

was checked apparently for having illegitimately introduced ideas

incompatible with the church's creed (cp. Rolffs in UNA. i.

366 f.).

Quodsi quae Pauli perperam inscripta sunt, exemplum Theklse ad

Jicentiam mulierum docendi tinquendique defendunt, sciant in Asia

presbyterum qui earn scripturam construxit quasi titulo Pauli de suo cumulans

conuictum atque confessum id se amore Pauli fecisse loco decessisse (Tertullian,

de bapt. 17). Jerome repeats the story {de uir. inlust, 7) : Tertullianus refert

presbyterum quendam in Asia <nroiida<XTT}v apostoli Pauli conuictum apud

Johannem quod auctor esset libri at confessum se hoc Pauli amore fecisse loco

excidisse. For our present purpose it is irrelevant to discuss the historicity

or valuelessness (cp. Corssen, GGA., 1904, pp. 719 f.) of the statement. In

either case it illustrates a process of literary morphology within the second

century, which might be abused but which was open to devout disciples of a

master (cp. p. 40), a recognised method of literary impersonation which chose

epistolary as well as historical expression in order to gain religious ends.

"To a writer of this period, it would seem as legitimate an artifice to com-
pose a letter as to compose a speech in the name of a great man whose
sentiments it was desired to reproduce and record ; the question which
seems so important to us, whether the words and even the sentiments

are the great man's own, or only his historian's, seems then hardly to

have occurred either to writers or to readers " (Simcox, Writers of the New
Testament, 38).
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§ 7. Period.—The terminus ad quern is fixed by the evident

familiarity of Ignatius and Polykarp with the pastorals (see

below). The ambiguous data of Clem. Romanus might further

be interpreted in such a way as either to throw the pastorals

into the ninth decade of the first century, or into the first decade

of the second. In general, a date between 90 and 115 (120) is

usually fixed by modern critics, though some do not go down
later than a.d. 100 (Kattenbusch, Das Apost. Symbol, ii. 344; so

von Soden for 2 Tim.), while a few (e.g. Cone, The Gospel and its

earliest Interpretations
y 327 f.) still descend as far as a.d. 118-

140. The internal evidence yields no fixed point for the date.

The allusions to persecution and suffering are quite general, and

^-j-^V.'Mt is no longer possible to find in the plural of paa-Ckiviv (without

any tQ>v !) a water-mark of the age of the Antonines. The
terminus a quo is the death of Paul, and probably the date of

1 Peter's composition. Between that and the limit already

noted the period of the pastorals must lie.

Those who still are able to believe that Paul wrote these

letters generally admit that they must have been composed

during a missionary enterprise which is supposed to have

followed Paul's release from the captivity of Ac 2830
. The chief

exceptions are W. E. Bowen, V. Bartlet, Lisco (Vincula

Sanctorum, 1900), and Laughlin, whose conjectural schemes

are mutually destructive and exegetically untenable; the utter

impossibility of dating them within the period covered by

Acts is stated clearly by Hatch, Holtzmann (op. cit. 15-27),

Bourquin (pp. 10-25), Bertrand (23-47), and Renan (iii. pp.

xxviii-xlviii).

The denial of the Pauline authorship is not bound up with the rejection

of the tradition about the release ; the two positions may be held separately,

as, e.g., by Harnack. For attempts to rehabilitate the hypothesis of the

release, see especially Steinmetz (Der zweite rom. Gefangenschaft des Apostels

Paulus, 1897), Belser (TQ., 1894, 40 f.), Hesse (op. cit. 244 f.), Frey (die

zweimalige rom. Gefangenschaft u. das Todesjahr des Ap. Paulus, 1900),

and Resch, Der Paulinismus (TU. xii. 493 f., journey to Spain adumbrated

in Ac I
8 = Ro 15

19
). Macpherson (AJT., 1900, 23-48), like Otto and

Knoke, giving up the hypothesis of a second imprisonment, holds to the

authenticity of the pastorals ; but this position is rarely occupied at the

present day, and will probably grow more and more untenable.

The outline of Paul's career as given in Acts, even when

ample allowance is made for the lacuncs of Luke's narrative,

does not leave any place for the composition of these pastorals.
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Their style and aim render it impracticable to disperse them over

a term of years, during which Paul was writing his other letters.

They must be taken as a group, and in this event the only

alternative to a sub-Pauline origin is to date them subsequent

to a supposed release of Paul from his imprisoment in Rome.

The evidence for this release, followed by a tour in the Western

Mediterranean, is not adequate, however; such as it is (Actus

Petri cum Simone, Murat. Canon),* it is probably due to an

imaginative expansion of Ro i5 24, 28
. The devout fancy of the

later church believed that because Paul proposed such a visit to

Spain, he must have carried it out ; but no such tradition lingered

in Spain itself, and the express statements of Ac 2o25 - 38
, together

with the significant silence of Clemens Romanus, imply that the

first-century tradition knew of no return to Asia Minor. The
Pauline pastorals themselves say nothing either of a visit to

Spain prior to the return to the East, or of a proposed tour to

Spain.

The rhetorical passage in Clem. Rom. 5
6"7 describes how Paul, icijpvl;

yevd/xevos iv re r% dvaroXr} ical iv rrj dticrei, rb yevvaiov rrjs irl<TT€(as airov

k\4os Fkafiev. diKcuoo-vvyv dtdd^as 6\ov rbv n6(TfA0v Kal iirl rb rip/ia rijs dtfcrews

fKOcov Kal fiapTvp-/](ras iirl tu>v yyovfifrav, ovtojs dxrjWdyTj rod k6<t/aov. The
writer is portraying the sweep of Paul's career from Jerusalem to Rome
(Ro I5i9

), where his sun had ended its course. To a Roman rb rip/ia ttjs

8i<reu)s would probably denote the Western Mediterranean, but Clement was

writing for Eastern readers and adopting their standpoint. Thus dvaroXijs

and dfoiv are used of Syria and Rome respectively in Ignat. Bom. 2. This

interpretation is corroborated by the close collocation of fK6cav and

fiapTvprjaas kt\. in Clement (implying that Paul bore his testimony at rb

rtpfia rrjs 8v<reus), and clinched by the context which dates the death of Paul

and Peter prior to the Neronic persecution. Otherwise, it might be taken as

an inference, like the later allusions, from Ro 15
24 (cp. Moffatt, EBi. 5088

;

Schmiedel, EBi. 4599-4600 ; Workman, Persecution in the Early Churchy

1906, 36 f.).

§ 8. Traces in early Christian literature,—The coincidences

of thought and expression between Barnabas and the pastorals

are too general to prove literary dependence either way. Phrases

like fiiXXwv KpwtLV £aWas /cat veKpovs (vii = 2 Ti 4
1
), (fxxvtpovaOai

cv arapKi (vi, xii, cp. i Ti 3
16
) and cXttU Zwrjs (i = Tit i 2 37

)

probably belonged to ' the common atmosphere of the church

'

(Holtzmann, von Soden, Bernard), liturgical or catechetical, and

the same consideration would fairly cover v. 6 =2 Ti i
10

, xix=
1 Ti 5

17
, although the manifestation of Christ's grace in chocs<-

* For the Acta Fault, sec Rolffs in HNA. ii. 368 1

27
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tng apostles oVras vnep Tracrav a/xapriav avo/AUiT€pov$ (v.9) is a

striking parallel to i Ti i
15f\ Not much stress could be put

upon the occurrence in Ignatius of some terms characteristic of

the pastorals (e.g. alxp-aXwTL^ziv of errorists, avafarrvpryTavTes,

erepoSiSaorKaAetv, KaAoSiSacrKaAia, Karaory/jaa, and 7rpav7rd#aa),

did such phenomena stand alone, but further traces of the

epistles being familiar to Ignatius (cp. Inge in NTA. 71-73)

occur in Magn. xi. etc. (Jesus Christ our hope)= 1 Ti i
1
, Polyk.

iv. 3=1 Ti 62
, Polyk. vi. 2 (dpecr/cere a> arTpaTcvecrOe) = 2 Ti 24

,

Magn. viii. 1 = 1 Ti 4
7
, Tit i

14
3°, possibly also in the use of

ava\j/v£at, {Eph. ii. I, cp. Smyrn. X. 2 = 2 Ti I
16

), ri\o% Se ayatn)

(Eph. xiv. 1 = 1 Ti i 5
), and oi/coi/o/u'a {Eph. xx. 1 = 1 Ti i 4, cp.

Polyk. vi. = Tit i 7
). The case of Clem. Rom. is not quite so

clear. A phrase like lifti?ig holy hands (xxix. 1, cp. 1 Ti 2 8
) is

too current, as Lightfoot shows, to count as evidence of literary

filiation, while fiao-iXev 7w aluvwv (lxi. 2, cp. Apoc 15
3 X C,

1 Ti i 17) goes back to Jewish liturgical terminology; but these

would gain significance if other parallels like ii. 7 (Iroi/xot ets 71-ai/

epyov ayaOov, cp. xxiv. 4) = Tit 3
1 (7rpos 7raV tpyov ayaOov kroipLOvs

etvat, cp. 2 Ti 2 21
3
17

), vii. 3 (koX iSayiev ti kclXov ko.1 tI Tcprrvov

kcu Ti TrpocrheKTov ivwTnov tov 7roi7jcravros rjp.as) — I Ti 2 3 (tovto

kclXov kcll auroSeKTOv ivuyjriov tov crctiTrjpos rjjxoiv Oeov), xxvii. 1—2

(ravry ovv rfj £\ttl8i Trpocrhzhicrditiariv at \pv)(ol 17/xcoj/ t<5 ttio~tu> iv

Tat? cirayyeXtats . . . ovSlv yap dSwarov irapa tw #ea) €t fxrj to

KJ/evo-aaOai) = Tit I 2 (e7r' eA.7T6'oi ^ojtJs aicui>iov, rjv iirrjyyeiXaTO 6

aij/evSrjs Otos), xlv. 7 (ev KaOapa crvvetSrjaret XarpevovTiov) = 2 Ti I
3

(karpevb) iv KaOapa o-weiS^crei), and liv. 3 = I Ti 3
13 (7T€pnroieio-0at.

in connection with the ministry), were allowed to indicate some

literary relationship.* That they do so, is suggested further by

a series of coincidences, including ii. 1 (rots ifpoStots tov ©eoO

apKovfxevoi) = i Ti 68, and xxxii. 3 = 2 Ti i 9, Tit 3
5'7

. In this

event, unless we attribute all these phenomena to a common
milieu of church feeling, a literary dependence must be

postulated on the side of the pastorals, or of Clement. The

former is not impossible. It is erroneous to assume, in the case

* The possibility of a common source, in the shape of some catechetical

manual (A. J. Carlyle in NTA. pp. 50-51) might explain the corre-

spondence between i. 3 and Tit 24
"5 (where oUovpyovs has a v.l. olnovpofc).

UUttis dyaOrj occurs in xxvi. 1 = Tit 210, but in different senses, and a common
atmosphere might account for the frequent use of evaepeui in both, and allied

ecclesiastical conceptions, as, e.g., \ 3, xiiv. 4= 1 Ti 5
17

, xlii. 4= 1 Ti 3
10

.
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of a NT writing and an extra-canonical document, that the

literary filiation must ipso facto be in favour of the former as

prior; this is a misconception due to the surreptitious intro-

duction of the canon-idea into the criticism of early Christian

literature (p. 10). If an examination of the pastorals in other

aspects points to the first decade of the second century as their

period, there can be no objection to the view that Clem. Rom. is

used by their author just as by Polykarp. The deep and wide

influence speedily won by Clem. Rom. is otherwise shown by its

incorporation in the Muratorian Canon. But the hypothesis of

tlie use of the pastorals in Clement has also a fair case, which

Mould involve their composition not much later than a.d. 80.

The latter date is not impossible, particularly if the presence of

later glosses and accretions is admitted.

The most assured traces of the pastorals in early Christian

literature occur in Polykarp's epistle ; for although Titus cannot

be shown to have been before Polykarp's mind (vi. 3 = 2 14
),

both 1 Tim. (iv. 1 = 67- 10
, iv. 3 = 5

5
, v. 2 = 3

s
, viii. 1 = i 1

, xi. 2 =

3
5
, xii. 3 = 2 1 415

) and 2 Tim. (v. 2 = 2 11
, ix. 2 = 4

10
, xi. 4=2 25

,

xii. 1 = i
5
) are evidently familiar to him, as indeed is generally

acknowledged. There are only two or three allusions in Justin

Martyr's Dialogue (vii. 7 and xxxv. 3 = 1 Ti 4
1
, better still xlvii.

15 = Tit 3
4
) ; but, as the second century advances, the evidences

for the circulation of the pastorals multiply on all sides, from

Theophilus of Antioch (ad Autolyk., quoting as 0etos Xoyos

Tit 3
1* 5

, 1 Ti 2 2) and Hegesippus (if Eus. H. E. hi. 32 may be

taken as conveying his exact words) in the East, to Athenagoras

of Athens, the churches of Lyons and Vienne (Eus. H. E. v. 1-3),

and 2 Clement in the West. 2 Tim. seems to be presupposed

in the Acts of Paul, as is 1 Tim. in the Apost. Constitutions (cp.

Harnack in TU. iii. 5, 49 f.); and all three are authoritative

to Irenaeus, Tertullian, and Clem. Alex. They appear in the

Muratorian Canon as private letters ('pro affectu et dilectione
'),

yet like Philemon honoured and accepted by the church

catholic. Cp., generally, Zahn's GK. i. 634 f. ; Steinmetz, Die

zweite rom. Gefangenschaft des Apostels Paulus, (1897) 104^

According to Tertullian (adv. Marc. v. 21), Marcion excluded them from

his canon on the ground that they were private letters, and therefore unsuit-

able for purposes of general edification (contrast the protest of the Muratorian

Canon). But, as his admission of Philemon proves, this was probably n*:

more than a pretext ; his real reason was either that he suspected their



4^0 HOMILIES AND PASTORALS

authenticity, or that the epistles struck at conceptions which were allied to

his own, and that no process of excision, such as he practised in the case, e.g.,

of Galatians and Romans, could adapt these pastorals to his own use. The
gnostic errorists of the second century felt the same objection to them.

'T7r6 ratfr^s iXeyx^fispoi rrjs (fxav^s (i Ti 620t ) ol airb tup aipiaewv rets wpbs

Hifiodeov aderovcriv iiriGTokas (Clem. Alex. Strom, ii. II. 52). Jerome, in his

preface to Titus, notes that Basilides and other teachers, as well as Marcion,

rejected the Pauline pastorals together with Hebrews, as savouring too much
of the OT, although Tatian, ' Encratitarum patriarchies,' made an exception

in favour of Titus, and the Valentinians seem to have read the epistles to

Timotheus.

(C) HEBREWS.
Literature.—(a) Editions 1—Erasmus {Paraphrasis, 1521); J, B.

Pomeranus {Annotationes, Nuremberg, 1525^); Cajetan, Litteralis expositio

(Rome, 1529); Bullinger (1532); Oecolampadius (1534); Calvin (1549)*;

Beza (1582); N. Hemming (1586); J. J. Grynaeus (Basle, 1586); J. A.

Delfini (Rome, 1587); de Ribeira (Salamanca, 1598); Salmeron (Cologne,

1602) ; R. Rollock, Analysis Logica (Edinbnrgh, 1605) ; F. Balduinus

(Disputationes, 1608); de Tena (Toledo, 161 1) ; Lushington (1646) ; Alting

(1652); Lawson (1662) ; I. Owen (London, 1668-1674) ; Sebastian Schmidt

(1680, third edition, 1722); Wittichen's Investigatio (1691) ; S. S. Nemethus

(1695) ; Braunius (1705) ; Rambach (1742) ; Pierce and Benson (Lat. ed. by

Michaelis, Halle, 1747) ; Carpzow, Sacra exercitationes in St. Pauli epist.

ad Hebraos (1750)*; Sykes (1755); J. A. Cramer (1757); Baumgarten

(Halle, 1763); Moldenhawen (1762-1770, Leipzig); G. T. ZachariU

(Gbttingen, 1771) ; S. F. N. Moras (1781) ; Abresch, Paraphrasis et annot.

(I786f.); F. W. Hezel (1795); J. Ernesti, Prcehctiones Academica (1795);

G. C. Storr (Stuttgart, 1809); Walckenauer, Selecta e Scholis (18 17); D.

Schulz, der Brief an die Heb., Einleitung, Uebersetzung. und Antnerkungen

(Breslau, 1818)*; A. M'Lean (London, 1820); C. F. Boehme (1825)*;

S. T. Blomfield (London, 1826-7); F. Bleek (1828-40)*; C. T.

Kuinoel(i83i); H. E. G. Paulus (1833) ; H. Klee's Auslegung (Mayence,

1833); C. W. Stein (1838); R. Stier (1842); Lombard (1843); de Wette 3

(1847); Thiersch (Marburg, 1848); Stengel's Erklarung (1849); Ebrard

(1850, Eng. tr. 1853); Tholuck 3 (1850); S. H. Turner (New York, 1855);

A. S. Patterson (Edinburgh, 1856); Delitzsch 3 (1857, Eng. tr. 1868)*;

Moses Stuart 4 (i860) ; E. Reuss (i860 and 1878) ; A. Maier (Freiburg, 1861)

;

C. Schweighauser's Paraphrase (Paris, 1862) ; John Brown (Edin. 1862)

;

Alford 2 (1862); A. Bisping(i863); Kluge {Auslegung u. Lekrbegriff, 1863)

;

Lunemann 3 (1867, Eng. tr. of fourth ed. 1882); W. Lindsay (Edinburgh,

1867); Ripley (Boston, 1862); J. H. Kurtz (1869); Ewald, Sendschreiben

an die Heb. (1870); J. B. M'Caul (London, 1871); L. Harms (1871);

Hofmann*(l873); Worner (1876) ; Moll (in Lange's Bibel-Werk\ 1877);

1 For the Latin commentaries, from the sixth century onwards, cp. E.

Riggenbach's "Die altesten lateinischen Kommentare zum Heb." (1907, in

Zahn's Forschungen zur Gesck. d. neutest. Kanons, viii. 1).
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Biesenthal (Epistola Pauli ad Heb. cum rabbinico eommentario, Leipzig,

1878); L. Zill (Mayence, 1879); Kay (Speaker's Commentary, i88iTi ; Panek

(1882); A. B. Davidson (1882)*; Angus (Schaffs Comm. 1882); O.

Holtzheuer (Berlin, 1883); Keil (Leipzig, 1885); J. Barmby {Pulpit Comm*
1887); F. Rendall (1888, London); Schlatter (1888); Kahler 2 (1890);

C. J. Vaughan (London, 1890); W. F. Moulton (Ellicott's Comm. n. d.);

Farrar (CGT. 1893); A. Schafer (Minister, 1893); Padovani (Paris, 1897);

Weiss 6 (— Meyer, 1897)* ; Riggenbach (— Zockler, 1897) ; Kubel (1898) ;

von Soden 8 (HC. 1899); C. Huyghe (Gand, 1901); Cone (1901, New
York); Weiss 2 (in Paulinische Brief"e, 1902); Westcott 8 (1903)* ; F. Blass,

Briefan die Hebraer, Text mit Angabe der Rhythmen (1903) ; J. van Andel,

De Brief aan de Hebrdeer (1906); A. S. Peake (CB. n. d.)*; Hollmann

(SNT. 2 1907); E.J. Goodspeed (New York, 1908); Dods (EGT. 1910)*;

E. C. Wickham ( WC. 1910).

(b) Studies—(i.) on the religious ideas :—D. Dickson (1635); J. D.

Michaelis 2 (Erklarung, 1780); C. G. Tittmann (de notione sacerdotis in

Ep. ad Heb. 1783); Planck (Negatur philos. platonicce vestigia exstare in

epist. ad Heb., Gottingen, 1810) ; de Wette (Theol. Jahrb., 1822, 1-51)

;

A. Gugler, Privat- Vortrage (Sarmenstorf, 1837) ; C. C. Meyer, Essai sur

la doctrine de Pip. aux H. (1845) ; van den Ham, Doctrina ep. ad H.

(1847); C. C. Moll, Christologia in ep. ad Heb. proposita (1854-9, Halle); 1

Ritschl, Altkatholischen Kirche* (pp. 159L) ; J. A. Haldane (i860) ; Riehm,

der Lehrbegriff des Hebraerbriefs 2 (1867)*; Baur's Vorlesungen iiber NT
liche Theologie (pp. 230 f.); H. W. Williams (Exposition, 1872); Baur,

Church History of First Three Centuries (Eng. tr. 1878, i. 114-121) ; R. W.
Dale, The Jewish Temple and the Christian Church* (1880); J. E. Field,

The Apost. Liturgy and the Epist. to Heb. (1882); T. C. Edwards,

(Expositor's Bible, 1888); Reuss (NTTh. ii. 2651".); Klostermann, zur

Theorie der bibl. Weissagung u. z. Charakteristik des Hebraerbriefs (1889);

Cone, The Gospel and its earliest Interpret. (1893) 233-249; Menegoz,

Thiologie de Ftp. aux H. (1894)*; Farrar, Early Days of Christianity

(bk. iii.); Holtzmann, NTTh. ii. 261-308; Wendt (ZWT., 1895, 157-

160) ; A. B. Bruce (in Hastings' DB. ii. 327-338, and The Epistle to the

Hebrews, 1899)*; Milligan, The Theology of the Epiitle to the Hebrews

(1899)*; G. H. Gilbert, The First Interpreters of Jesus (1901), 259-297 ;

G. Hoennicke, 'Die sittlichen Anschauungen des Hebraerbriefes ' (ZWT,
1902, 24-40); G. Bailey, Leading Ideas of Ep. to Hebrews (1907); Bruston

(RTQR., 1907, 39-66). (ii.) general:—W. C. L. Ziegler's Einleilung

(Gottingen, 1791); A. Reville, De ep. ad Heb. aulhentia (Geneva, 1817)

;

Seyffarth, De indole peculiari . . . (1821); F. Vidal, De Pauthenticiti de

Pip. aux Heb. (Geneva, 1829) ; Laharpe, Essai critique sur Pauth. (Toulouse,

1832); Grossmann, De philos. Jud. sacra vestigiis in ep. ad Heb. conspicuis

(Paris, 1833); Duke of Manchester (Hora Hebraicce, 1835; on i*-~4n);

1 Superior, on the whole, to Zimmermann's La personne et Pceuvre de

Christ daprh Vip. aux H (Strassburg, 1858 ; Sarrus' Jisus Christ, dapris

Pauteur de Pip. aux H. (Strassburg, 1861), and Capillery's Christ et son

ceuvre daprh Pip. aux H. (Toulouse, (1866) ; but not to G. E. Steuer's die

Lehre des H. vom Hohenpriestenthum Christi (Berlin, 1865).
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K. R. Kostlin, Theol. Jahrb. (1853) 410 f., (1854) 366 f., 465 f. ; W. Tait,

Meditationes Hebraicce (London, 1855) ; Wieseler's Untersuchung (1861) ;

Guers, £tude sur Vepitre aux H. (Paris, 1862) ; Schneckenburger's Beitrage

(1861-1862); Renan, iv. (ch. ix.) ; W. Grimm {ZWT., 1870, pp. 191".,

'zur Einleitung in d. Brief an die Heb.')* ; G. Steward, Argument of the

epistle to the Hebrews (Edinburgh, 1872); Hilgenfeld {ZWT., 1873, 1-54);

G. Meyer {ESP. vi. H3f.); Overbeck [Zur Gesch. der Kanons, pp. if.,

1880); von Soden [/FT., 1884, pp. 435 f., 627 f.)*; W. T. Bullock

(Smith's DB. i. 771-777) ; Reuss, NTTh. ii. 238-261 ; Godet [Exp* vii.

241-265) ; G. G. Findlay, The Epistles of Paul the Apostle (1895), pp. 257-

287 ; H. B. Ayles, Destination, Date, and Authorship of the Ep. to the

Hebrews (1899); Moffatt {HNT. 344 f.); Jacquier (Vigoroux' DB. iii.

515-551); W. Wrede, Das literarische Rdtsel des Hebraerbriefs (1906)*;

E. Burggaller {ZNW., 1908, no-131, ' das literarische Problem des

Hebraerbriefes.' critique of Wrede); J. R. Willis (Hastings' DB., 1909,

335-340) ; B. Weiss, Der Hebrderbrief in zeitgeschichtlicher Beleuchtung

{TU. xxxv. 3, 1910) ; R. Perdelwitz [ZNW., 1910, 59-78, 105-123, 'das

literarische Problem'); V. Monod, De titulo epistulce vulgo ad Hebraos

tnscriptce (Montauban, 1910) ; Burggaller (77?., 1910, 369 f., 409 f., 'neue

Untersuchungen zum HebraerbrieP). (iii.) on the authorship:—C. A.

Clewberg {De auctore ep. ad Heb. 1753) ; C. F. Schmid {Super orig. epist.

ad Heb. 1765) ; G. Bratt {De argumento et auctore, . . . 1806) ; Baumgarten-

Crusius {De origine epistola ad Heb. conjecturce, Jena, 1829) ; F. C. Gelpe

(Vindiciae orig. paid. ep. ad Heb. 1832); C. Jundt {Examen critique sur

Fauteur de Fip. aux Hibreux, Strassburg, 1834) ; H. Monod {Ve'pitre aux
Hib. riest pas de S. Paul, Strassburg, 1838) ; E. G. Parrot {Appreciation des

preuves pour et contre I'orig. paid. , Toulouse, 1852); J. Kroecher {De auctore

Ep. ad Hebraos, Jena, 1872); G. H. Rouse {Thinker, 1895, 210-213);

A. Wright, Some NT Problems (1898), pp, 331 f. ; Harnack {ZNW., 1900,

16-41, ' Probabilia uber die Adresse und den Verfasser des Hebraerbriefes') *
;

F. M. Schiele {AJT., 1905, 290-308) ; K. Endelmann {NK7 , 1910, 102-

126); F. Dibelius {Der Verfasser d. Hebraerbriefes, Eine Untersuchung zur

Geschichte des Urchristentums, Strassburg, 1910). (iv.) on the destination :

—

E. M. Roth, Epist. vulgo ad Hebraos inscriptam ad . . . christianos genere

gentiles ct quidem ad Ephesios datam esse demotistrare conatur (Frankfurt,

1836)* ; M. J. Mack {uber die ursprunglichen Leser d. Brief an die Hebrder,

Tubingen, 1836); G. C. A. Lunemann {De lit. qua ad Heb. inscribuntur

primis lectoribus, Gottingen, 1853) ; B. Heigl ( Verfasser und Adresse des

Briefes an die Hebrder, 1905) *.

§ I. Contents and outline.—(Cp. Thien, RB., 1902, 74-86).

The writer opens, in a stately paragraph, by describing the

superiority of Jesus Christ, as God's Son, to the angels (i 1-2 18
) ;

x

1 The so-called logion (Resch, Paulinismus, 454 f.), quoted four times by

Epiphanius (6 XaXQv iv rocs irpocprjraLS, idoti irapeifu), is simply taken from

Is 52" (LXX). It is equally precarious to connect (so Resch, Paulinismus,

456-457) 4
15 with the logion preserved by Origen {In Matt. torn. xiii. 2) : ko\

'Irjaovs yovv <pr\cnv 81a tous acrdevovvTas ijadevodv ko.1 5t.a roiis ireivQvras iireivwt

Kal 5tA rot's dt\J/QvTas e8ij/<av.
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lordship over the world to come is the prerogative of Jesus alone.

He is superior also, as God's Son, to Moses (s
1-^.13), and assures

his people of a perfect Rest in the world to come. Finally, as

God's Son, he is superior to Aaron and the Levitical priesthood

(4
14f

-), as the high priest of the good things to come (9
11

), after

the order of Melchizedek. Here the writer grapples with the

matter which is really at issue between himself and his fn'ends

(cp. A. Schmidt, Heb. iv. 14-v. 10 : Eine exegetische Studie, 1900).

Reproaching them for their immaturity and backwardness in the

theology of their faith (5
n-620

),* he proceeds to instruct them in

the higher doctrine of Christ's heavenly priesthood. This, with

all its far-reaching consequences for religion, is the heart and

height of the author's message. Since he conceives religion

under the aspect of a covenant or SiaOrJKr], which must be

determined by a priesthood of some sort, the introduction of the

final and perfect covenant implies the revelation of a corre-

sponding priesthood in the person of Jesus Christ the Son of

God, which is held to be only the fulfilment of the Mel-

chizedek sacerdotal order; and, as the latter was prior to the

Levitical, the supersession of the Levitical order by the eternal,

heavenly priesthood of God's Son, Jesus Christ, is quite natural,

even apart from the fact that a change of priesthood involved

a change of the law or the religious economy (7). The climax

or crown of the argument! is now reached (8
1
). Whereas the

divine revelation in Judaism had been given through angels (2
2
),

established by Moses (3
3f

-) and perpetuated by the Aaronic

priesthood (5
lf,

)j Jesus is superior to all, especially to the third

as the embodiment of the two former. The superiority of

Christ's priestly ministry over that of the Levitical order, as

a means of access to, and fellowship with, God, is the fulfilment I

of Jeremiah's famous oracle (8
6f

-) which promised such a valid

and absolute covenant as Christ has inaugurated at his ascension

;

and (9
1 "14

) it is a superiority § (a Sta^opcore/oa Xurovpyta) which is

exemplified in the sanctuary, the offering, and the consequent

* Cp. J. Albani's essay {ZWT., 1904, 86-93) on 'Heb 5
n-68

, ein Wort
zur Verfasserschaft des Apollos.'

t For this use of Ke<p&\ouoj>, see Field's Otium Norvic. (part 3, 1899),

pp. 227 f.

% This makes it all the more remarkable that, unlike Paul (1 Co Um ),

he never alludes to Christ's words upon the 8iadrjK7] at the last supper.

§ For the depreciatory nuance in 9
11

, cp. Field {pp. cit. p. 229).
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fellowship of the Son's ministry for men. His sacrifice of himself

for them, being spiritual, is final (9
15-io18

); it attains the end
vainly sought by previous sacrifices, and therefore supersedes the

latter. Having elucidated this central truth, the writer advances to

make it the basis of an earnest appeal for religious confidence and

steadfastness (io 19f
-). With a brief warning against the danger of

carelessness and apostasy (io26 -31
), he rallies his suffering readers

by inciting them to be worthy of their past faith (io32f
-). This

leads him to kindle their imagination and conscience by a

magnificent roll-call of the sorely tried heroes and heroines of

Israel who had believed and pleased God (it), closing with the

example of Christ as the leader and perfecter of faith in this

world (i2 1-3
). The example of the Son's suffering and loyalty

proves that trouble is a mark of the Father's education of men,

and therefore that it should be borne patiently, for the sake of

its uses (i2 4f
-), all the more so that the privileges thus opened to

the faith of the new covenant involve a fearful penalty for those

who reject them. A choice must be made between the two

dispensations, and the author rounds off his exhortation with

a moving antithesis between the terrors and punishment of the

one and the eternal hope and reverent confidence of the other

(i2 18"29
). The thought of the break with the old order that is

needful for any adhesion to true Christianity follows the writer

even into his postscript, where, after a short table of ethical

duties (13
1 "7

), the mention of the former teachers, from whom his

readers had received their faith, prompts him (in a digression) to

emphasise the need of loyalty to such principles (13
8 "16

) and to

their present faithful leaders (13
17

). A request for prayer (13
18

)

and a word of prayer (13
19"21

), followed by some personal

greetings, end the epistle (13
22 -25

).

§ 2. Characteristics and style.—A closer examination of the

writing reveals traces of Greek rhetorical prose, but not, strictly

speaking, in its arrangement upon the lines of a irpooLfxLov irpos

€VVOLav (l 1-413
) and a 7rpo#eo-is, followed by a Sirjyrja-LS 7T/30S ttlOsl-

voT-qra (4
14-620

), an a7rdSa|is 7rpos TreiOui ^-IO18
), and an 67rtA.oyos

(io19-i3 21
). None of these terms exactly corresponds to the rela-

tive sections of the epistle (Wrede, p. 37). Where the literary skill

of the author comes out is in the deft adjustment of the argumenta-

tive to the hortatory sections (Dibelius, pp. 6 f.). The superiority

(cp. Diat. § 2998, xxiv) of Jesus Christ to all angels first suggests

*he enhanced danger of neglecting the revelation of God in his
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Son (2
1*4

, contrast i
8 and 2 2). Then the mention of <Tu>Tqpia

(2
s
) opens out into a paragraph upon the objects of that salvation

(men, not angels, 2 16), and their moral unity through suffering

with Christ as the strong and sympathetic high priest of humanity.

Here the leading note of the epistle is struck by anticipation

(2
17 31 wherefore . . . consider Jesus the apostle and high priest oj

our confession). Before pursuing this theme, however, the author

resumes the idea of Christ as the d7roo-roAos or herald and agent

of God's final salvation (1
1 2 3

), superior as God's Son to Moses,

who was only God's servant (3
1 "6

) ; this passes into a reiterated

warning against unbelief (3
7f- 12

4
1 "llf

-, cp. 2 lf*), after which the

author reverts to encouragement (4
14f

-), in view of Jesus (God's

Son) as the great high priest of Christians, considerate and

sympathetic (as in 2 14
-18

). Once this theme is under way (7
lf

*),

its progress is hardly interrupted. The gathered momentum of

the argument finally breaks out (io19f
-) into the long appeal with

which the writing ends, an appeal directly addressed to the

situation of the readers. The second personal pronoun is more

frequently used (io32f
- i2 3f

- i3 lf
-, cp. 3*- 12_13

5
12ft

), though not to

the exclusion of the first (io19f- 39 n 40-i2 2 129-10
, cp. 12 25

). Still,

the redeeming sacrifice of Christ continues to reappear (io19f- 29

I2 24 j^iof. 20f.^ even am i(i the practical counsels of the epilogue.

Hebrews has a sense of the centre ; there is a constant return

to the permanent and vital religion of Jesus Christ, amid all the

arguments on ancient ritual and history.

On the strophic character of the earlier part (i 4"14 21-32
3
3-413 414~510

5
11-

68 69'20
7

1-82 83
"13 91 -12

9
13-22 a23-io7 io8

"25 io26
"39

), see H. J. Cladder in

Zeitschrifi fiir kath. Theologie (1905), pp. 1-27, 500-524; the rhythmical

prose of the whole epistle is discussed by Blass in his essay in SK., 1902,

420-461, and in his later monograph, Die Rhythmen der asianischen und
rom. Kunstprosa (1905), pp. 41-42, 78 f. , 87 f., where the newly-discovered

fragment in the Oxyrhynchus papyri is noticed, and attempts are made to

find rhythm right and left (cp. above, p. 57).

The style corresponds to these phenomena. It is literary

and even classical in parts. " Si Paul est un dialectician incom-

parable, le redacteur de l'dpitre aux Hdbreux a plutot les quality's

d'un orateur, riche et profond assurdment, mais qui ne neglige

pas non plus les affets du style et la recherche du beau language "

(Bovon, NTTh. ii. 391). Thus— to note only one or two salient

points—the predilection for the perfect tense may sometimes be

explained from the author's desire to emphasise the permanent
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and contemporary value of some remote action (as, e.g., in

7
6"14 8 13

, see Westcott's note on 7
6
); sometimes it is natural

enough, as may be gathered from the context (e.g. io-*), but

occasionally the perfect seems used, neither for the present nor

as the perfect of recorded action (cp. Abbott's Diat. 2758), but

either for the sake of literary variety, to break a line of aorists

(ii 17
-
28

), or (i 13
, cp. i

5
) as a result of the movement which after-

wards, in Byzantine Greek, substituted the perfect often for the

aorist (Burton, Moods and Tenses, 88 ; Jannaris, Hist. Gk.

Gramm. 439). Besides the rare use of the aor. ptc. in 2 10
, and

the sparing use of the definite article, other traces of Greek

culture * are visible in the use of fxiv . . . 84 (seven times, e.g., in

ch. 7; cp. Norden's Das antike Kunstprosa, i. 25-26), in the

oratorical imperatives of 7
4 (cp. focopen-e, 4 Mac 1413

), in the

assonances and composite phrases which dignify his style, and

in the application of avros to God the speaker (13
6
), as in the

Pythagorean school's phrase av-ros e^a {thus spake the Master,

cp. Ac 2035
). The epistle shows generally a striving after

rhetorical effect; the author is not a litterateur, but, for all his

religious aims, he is now and then a conscious stylist. There is

also a notable predilection for technical philosophical terms, or

for words and phrases which were specially employed by earlier

philosophical writers from Plato and Aristotle to Philo, e.g.

alcrdrjTrjpiov, Sy]/jaovpy6s (of God), OiXrjcns, fJierpLoiraOeiv, rifnapia^

and v7roS€iy/*,a (cp. A. R. Eagar on 'The Hellenic Element in

Hebrews,' Hermathena, xi. 263-287). These and other idiosyn

crasies of his style and diction are thrown into relief against

those of Paul's (cp. Rendall's Hebrews, Appendix, pp. 26 f.).

Unlike Paul, he uses idv-nep, kclO' oo-ov, oOev, <i>s €7ros cIttciv, and

Studiously avoids apa ovv, €i tis, €iye, cere, /xrj yevono, /x^7ra>s,

firjKtTL, irdvTore, tI ovv, etc. (see, further, below). His gram-

matical use of KOLvtoveiv and Kparecv also differs from that of Paul,

and other terms, like TeXetoco, are employed in different senses.

The last-named word is one indication of the distinctive mental

* There are, of course, traces of vernacular Greek as well as of idiomatic

Greek, but it is surely rash to argue that the sole occurrence of the optative

mood in 13
21 (Karaprla-ai) "is presumptive proof that an Alexandrian did not

write this epistle, as it is not likely that the use of this word in but one

instance would have satisfied his fine Greek taste" (Harman, JBL., Dec.

1886, p. 10). Robinson Crusoe, as Huxley once put it, did not feel obliged

to infer, from the single footstep in the sand, that the man who made the

impression possessed only one leg.
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cast of the autor ad Eebrceos. He employs and adopts the

Aristotelian idea of the tc'Aos or final end, with its reAciWis or

sequence of growth, in order to exhibit the historical evolution of

Christianity from Judaism, the development of Christian doctrine

from its apxn t0 lis TeXeiorrjs, the perfecting of Christ himself

through suffering (2
10

5
8f

-), and the growth of the Christian after

Christ in the discipline and experience of life. At the same

time, he combines this with the more congenial view, derived by

Alexandrian Judaism from Plato, of the contrast between the

transitory shows or shadows of this world and the genuine, ideal

realities of the heavenly sphere.* This is one of the genuinely

Philonic antitheses in the epistle. The shadow is opposed to the

substance, the earthly to the heavenly, the present to the future,

the avTLTVTra (9
24

) to the aXrjOiva. As the sensuous and passing

is thus set against the spiritual and absolute, there is a tendency

to identify the latter with the future sphere. The ethical feeling

of the writer occasionally breaks through this speculative and

futuristic view (cp. e.g. 4
3 - 10 65

) ; but, owing to his philosophical

category of the antithesis between the phenomenal and the

archetypal realities in heaven, the epistle seldom does more than

hover "on the verge of that deeper truth for which its theological

scheme allows no room—that the world of the eternal is already

ours, in so far as we have entered into the spirit of Christ"

(E. F. Scott, The Apologetic of the JVT, 1907, p. 206). Hebrews

thus represents a less developed stage in the application of

Alexandrian Judaism to Christianity than the Fourth gospel, while

at the same time it works out the Logos-predicates with regard

to the person of Christ independently of Paul or even of the

autor ad Ephesios.

The world in which this author lived is revealed further by his knowledge

of Philo (see above, p. 27), and also by his use of the Wisdom of Solomon

* " Actual Judaism is merely the copy, the shadow, the reflection, of

an archetypal religion standing above it, from which such primary types as

the high priest Melchizedek project into it. What Christianity is in its

true essence, what distinguishes it from Judaism, is ideally and essentially

present in those archetypes " (Baur, Church History, i. 117). "The author of

Hebrews . . . says that Christianity is eternal, just as it shall be everlasting,

and that the true heavenly things of which it consists thrust themselves

forward on to this bank and shoal of time and took cosmical embodiment, in

order to suggest their coming, everlasting manifestation. The whole apostolic

exegesis of the OT is but an application of the principle of finding the end in

the beginning" (A. B. Davidson, Biblical and Literary Essay

s

t 317).
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(cp. Rendall, Theology of Hebrew Christians, 53-58), whose terminology is

often applied to the definitely Christian conception of the epistle, a» is evident

from several passages, e.g. (besides those noted on p. 26), 5
9

( = Wisd 4
13 of

Enoch), 66
( = Wisd 69

), 82f
- (=Wisd 9

8
, Apoc. Bar 4

s
), n 3

( = Wisd 9
1 137

),

ii 5
( = Wisd 4

10f
-

13f
-), 11 6

( = Wisd I
1'2

), ii 28 (=Wisd 189
), n 29 (-Wisd

I0i8f. I9
4-

8)} I2i4
(
= wisd 619

), 1217 (=Wisd I210- 20
), and 13

7 (=Wisd 217
).

In this respect, the writer resembled Paul (see above, p 26), but his

employment of these Hellenistic Jewish categories is much more thorough-

going. For his use (see pp. 25-26) of Sirach, compare 25= Sir 17
17

(4 Es.

821f
- etc.), 214= Sir 1418 (17

31
), 216= Sir 4

11 («riXoyt/3. of aocpla), 4
13 = Sir I7 19f -

(23
19

), 1

1

5= Sir 44
16

(49
14

), 1

1

17= Sir 44
20

(1 Mac 252
), i212= Sir 25

s3
, and

i318=Sir324
.

These data converge on the conclusion that Paul had nothing

to do with the epistle ; the style and religious characteristics

put his direct authorship out of the question, and even the

mediating hypotheses which associate Apollos or Philip or Luke

with him are shattered upon the non-Pauline cast of speculation

which determines the theology. But it is superfluous to labour

this point. As Professor Saintsbury puts it, in dealing with

another equally obvious result of literary criticism, "one need

not take sledge-hammers to doors that are open."

The hypothesis of Paul's authorship, once ardently defended by editors

like Forster {Apostolical Authority of the Ep. to the Hebrews), Moses Stuart,

Wordsworth, and Hofmann, still lingers in one or two quarters, especially

among Roman Catholic scholars (cp. Jacquier, i. 486), who feel bound by

the luckless decision of the Council of Trent. Heigl's recent essay is the most

thoroughgoing presentation of this view, but the only critical object in calling

attention from time to time to such opinions is in order to throwT the idiosyn-

crasies of the autor ad Hebrceos into relief, and to determine approximately

his relation to the earlier Pauline standpoint.

§ 3. Structure.—Hebrews is, like James, a homily in epistolary

form ; but while the latter possesses an introduction and no con-

clusion, Heb. has a conclusion, without any introductory greet-

ing. This is the problem which meets the literary critic on the

threshold. Two solutions have been proposed. Either (a) the

original paragraph of greeting has been omitted, deliberately or

accidentally, or (6) the writing never possessed any.

(a) An accident was always possible to the opening of an ancient docu-

ment, whether treatise or letter, and this hypothesis explains the phenomenon

of He i
1 (so, e.g., Barth, Einl. 108) at any rate less unsatisfactorily than the

conjectures * that the original address was omitted because it contained severe

* " Unter allem Vorbehalt wage ich die Vermutung, dass—wenn nicht gar

eine Deckadresse gebraucht worden war—die Adresse vorsichtshalber forige-
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blame (Kurtz), or the name of some church too insignificant for the inclusion

of the writing as a semi-catholic epistle in the Canon. Harnack's conjecture,

that it was suppressed for the further reason that a prejudice existed against

women as composers of scripture, falls with his ingenious idea that Prisca was

the authoress (see below). On the hypothesis that Hebrews was written by

some non-apostolic early Christian like Barnabas or Apollos, it might be

possible to explain the deletion of the address as due to canonical interests

(so, e.g., Overbeck, op. cit. 9-18). But some trace of the original would

surely have survived ; besides, had it been felt necessary (as Overbeck

pleads) to claim the writing for Paul, an alteration would have been more

natural than a total excision (cp. Zahn's GK. i. 300 f.).

[d) Unless an accident is supposed to have happened (as, e.g., in the case

of 3 Mac), the likelihood, therefore, is that Hebrews never had any address.

I Jn I
1"4

is hardly a parallel, for there the epistolary aim is definitely expressed

at the close of the opening sentence (/cat ravra ypa<pofjiep rme?$ iVa ij xai°
a

i)ixQ)v % ireir\7ipw[x£vq), whereas the word write never occurs in Hebrews,

and it is not until 3
1 that the author definitely addresses his readers, not

until 5
nf

* that he puts himself into any direct relation to them. Even

Barnabas and 2 Ctement get sooner into touch with their readers. The
former at least has a short, vague greeting, and intrinsically He I

1 might have

followed a greeting like Ja I
1
, Barn I

1
, or Eph I

1 "2
. Still, there is no

decisive reason why the writing should not originally have begun as it does

in its canonical form, except the natural hesitation whether an admission of

this kind, which attributes an unexampled opening to the epistle, does not

conflict with the data of the conclusion. The latter, taken together with the

sonorous, impersonal opening, raises the further problem, whether Hebrews

was originally an epistle or a treatise.

Down to 12 29 and indeed to 1317, there is nothing which

might not have been originally spoken by a preacher to his

audience.* The contents are certainly not impersonal, as if

the writer were merely addressing an ideal public (Wrede) or

writing a treatise for Christendom, but they are not strictly

epistolary. The author never names his audience directly, but

passages like 5
n-612 io32f

* i2 4f
* 13 1 -9 show that he was

intimately acquainted with their local situation and religious

lassen worden ist, vielleicht weil man die Uebermittlung Heiden anvertrauen

musste und denen nicht sagen wollte, welche Art von ' Rede ' sie beforderten,

vielleicht, weil dem Briefschreiber aller Verkehr nach aussen untersagt war

und er die Aufmerksamkeit nicht durch zu deutliche Angaben an der Spitze

des Briefs erregen durfte" (Julicher, Einl. 132). Diogenes Laertius' history

of the philosophers also begins without any address, and yet (cp. 3
47 and io29 )

it must have had some address or Epistola dedicatoria originally prefixed

to it.

* " Beginning with a rhetorical introduction, it resembles in general a

letter as little as the oration pro lege Manilia. As far as the doxology in I3U

it is entirely a rhetorical production " (Hug, Einl. ii. 421).



430 HOMILIES AND PASTORALS

needs, and it is impossible to explain away such allusions as

rhetorical abstractions. The we and you may be the speech of

a Christian addressing a congregation,—some parts of Hebrews

in all likelihood represent homilies or the substance of homilies

written out,*—but the evangelist or preacher knew whom he

was counselling. Hebrews is not a BtaTpifirj in the form of an

epistle, as 4 Maccabees is in the form of an address. While

it probably represents a homily or sermon written out (like

2 Clement) by its author, its epistolary form is neither (Deiss-

mann, Bible Studies, 49-50) a piece of literary fiction nor added

by a later hand (Overbeck, Lipsius in GGA., 1881, 359 f.). The
author had his church or community in view all along, and

the difficulty of explaining why Hebrews lacks any address is

not sufficient to compel a recourse to any theory (so, e.g.,

Reuss) which would treat the epistolary conclusion (i3is(22)-25j

as irrelevant to the main purpose of the writing.

Perdelwitz, who regards even 13
19 as spoken by the preacher to his

audience, takes 13
22-25 as a postscript added breui manu by some bearer of

the Xoyos irapaKXrjcreus who wrote out a copy and forwarded it to some
Italian church (in Rome ?) ; but neither the style nor the contents bear out

this hypothesis. If a bearer or scribe could append such a note, why not the

author himself. G. A. Simcox (ET. x. 430-432), taking 13 as an ^itkxtoXt)

ffvaraTiKT} (to which alone, not to 1-12, the words of 1
3^ apply) appended

to the homily, argues from the double reference to the ijyo^fxevoi in I37- 17

that it contains in whole or part two commendatory notes, perhaps from Paul

or some other apostle. " If the work in the oldest form known had one

or more letters of commendation (or excerpts from such) attached to it,

tradition would ascribe the whole to the higher authority." But 13
22

(/cai

yap 5ia fipaxeuv tire'crTei.Xa vjxiv) refers back to passages like 5
11

{irepi

o5 ttoXvs tj/mv 6 Xdyos kt\.) and n 32
(/cai ri <-ti Xe"yu ; iiriXetyei fie yap

Sirjyoti/xevov 6 xp&os ktX.). To judge from I P 5
12 and Barn I

6 [iairovdaaa

Kara fwcpbv vpuv irifnreiv, cp. I
8 v7ro5ei^(j} 6X170.), it seems to have almost a

conventional mode of expression in early Christian epistolography.

§ 4. Traces in later literature.—(Leipoldt, GK. § 29.) The first

traces of Hebrews in the early Christian literature occur in Clem. Rom. , who
quotes tacitly (and with his usual freedom) from I

3"4 in xxxiv. 2-5, citing also

Ps 1044 as in He I
7

. Similarly 218
3
1 are echoed in xxxiv. 1, and 121 in xix. 2,

whilst xxi. 9 (ipevvrjTTjS yap eariv ivvoiwv ical ivdvpLTjaeuv' o5 i] irvor) airrov 4p

7}fuv iarlv, ical 8rav deXrj dve\ei aiir-qv) recalls 4
12 (cp. xxvii. I = icr3 II 11

, and

xxvii. 2= 618
). Other coincidences may go back either to an independent

use of the LXX (e.g. xvii. 5 = 3
2
, xliii. 1 = 3

5
) or to some common apocryphal

* Cp. Clemen [Exp* iii. 392 f.) for 3-4, one of the sections which might

have been originally a X670S TapoKXrjaeus (Ac 15
s6

) or part of a synagogal

address (Perdelwitz).
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source {e.g. xvii. I = ll 87,
•), just as the common order of LXX citations

occasionally may indicate an independent use of some messianic JiorHegium ;

but there can be no hesitation in admitting that reminiscences of Hebrews

occur in the later Roman writing. Almost equally clear is the use of the

epistle in Barnabas* (cp. Bartlet's careful statement in NTA. 6-u).

Possibly, if one may judge from Magn. 3
2 and Philad. 9

1
, Ignatius also 'had

the epistle to the Hebrews in his mind ' (Lgft. ) ; but the evidence does not

raise this above the level of probability, while the occurrence of sempiternus

pontifex deifilius (He 620
f) in 122 and of e&Xapela in 63 (cp. He 1228, Ps 211

)

hardly suffices to prove that Polykarp knew the epistle, any more than Did.

4
1 can be regarded as an echo of He 137. Upon the other hand, 2 Clem.

(i. 6=I21
, xi. 6=io23

, xvi. 4=I318
, xx. 2 = io32

"37
) appears to presuppose it,

and, as might be expected in a Roman writing, Hermas evidently was

acquainted with it ; cp. e.g. Vis. II. iii. 2 (rb ^ airovrrivai or airbQeov ^wvtos

= 3
12

, also ill. vii. 2), Sim. 1. i.-ii. ( = u 13-16 I314),f ix. ii. 2 ( = io19f-), etc.

(cp. Zahn's ed. pp. 439-452). Justin Martyr also seems to have known it (cp.

Engelhardt's das Christenthum Just. pp. 367 f.) ; he calls Jesus ' the Son and

Apostle of God ' (ApoL i. 12, 63, cp. 3
X
).J Like 1 Peter and James, it was

omitted in Marcion's Canon and the Muratorian, but it was read by Clem.

Alex.,—who indeed quotes 'the blessed presbyter' (Pantsenus?) as believ-

ing in its Pauline authorship,— Irenseus possibly, and Tertullian, besides

Pinytus, the Cretan bishop of Gnossus (Eus. H. E. iv. 23. 8= He 5
12'14

), and

Theophilus of Antioch. The circulation of it as an edifying treatise,

however, was wider than its recognition as a canonical scripture, which was

slow and fitful, especially in the West. It was eventually included in the

Syrian canon of Paul's epistles (Gwilliam, ET. iii. 154-156} Salmon, INT.
605-607 ; W. Bauer, Dsr Apostolos der Syrer, 24 f. ), and accepted even at

Rome as Pauline and therefore canonical (or, as canonical and therefore

Pauline). The early fluctuation of opinion and the hesitation about its right

to such a place are reflected in the remark of Amphilochius of Ikonium, the

Cappadocian scholar (end of fourth century), rivts 5£ (pa<rlv rty irpbs

'Efipalovs vbdov |
oiic eO Xtyovres' ywrja-la yhp t\ x^?^»

It was in the course of its canonisation that the epistle

probably received its present title, to correspond with those of

the Pauline epistles alongside of which it was now ranked. We
can only conjecture whether or not the addition of such a title

* For the materials, cp. van Veldhuizen, de Brief van Barnabas (1901,

Groningen), pp. 74 f., 104 f. J. Weiss's scepticism (der Barnabasbrief

kritisch untersucht, 1888, pp. 117 f.) is unjustified.

t "One might almost say that He 1314
is the text of this discourse in

Sim. 1." So Spitta (Urc. ii. 413), whose peculiar theory of the latter book
obliges him, however, to explain away these coincidences.

% Cp. also Dial. 33 (Christ defined as ' he who, according to the order of

Melchizedek, is king of Salem and eternal priest of the Most High')=
He 5

1*"10
. There are even traces in the Jewish rabbis of the second century

of a polemic against the Christian use of the Melchizedek-legend (cp. Bacher's

Agadad. Tannaiten*, i. 259).
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implied a theory of its Pauline authorship (or origin). In any

case 7rpos 'E/fyatovs (see below) could not have been the original

title of an epistle which presupposes a definite community

(e.g. 13 23
). No author, who wrote with such a specific com-

munity in view, could have described his work as addressed

'to Jewish (Palestinian) Christians' in general, as if it were an

encyclica. Furthermore, the title is not even accurate, since

the readers were not Jewish Christians. On the other hand, it

is not known to have borne any other title. The idea (so from

Semler, Ziegler, and Storr to Schleiermacher, Hilgenfeld, Kostlin,

and Hofmann) that it was the epistle ad Alexandrinos included

in the Muratorian Canon (' fertur etiam ad Laodicenses, alia ad

Alexandrinos, Pauli nomine finctae ad haeresem Marcionis ') is

untenable, whatever view be taken of the words ad haresem

( = 7rpos tt]v cupeo-iv). If the latter mean 'against, or bearing

on, M.'s heresy,' Hebrews shows no traces of so direct a purpose.

If they mean 'in favour of M.,' as is more probable, they describe

Hebrews even less aptly ; whatever that epistle is, it is out of

line with Marcion's views of the OT religion. Besides, Hebrews

(in its extant form) is not composed in Paul's name.

'E/3pcuoi does not necessarily involve Palestinian origin (cp. 2 Co II 83
,

Phil 3
5
), but, as used by Christians of the second century, it would very

naturally denote Jewish Christians of Palestine (cp. e.g. Eus. H. E. iv. 5,

vi. 14) ; irov 5£ odaiv iir^reWev, Chrysostom asks in the preface to his

commentary, and his answer is, ifiol 8oicet iv ' lepvaoXv/xois /ecu HaKauTTlpy.

This interpretation, however, is derived from the title itself, not from any

independent tradition, and the title itself was, like npbs 'Ecpeaiovs, an

editorial inaccuracy which originated at the time of the homily's incorpora-

tion in the Pauline canon. The fact that, on emerging from its local obscurity

into the canon, it received so vague a title, shows that by this time, i.e. about

half a century after its composition, the circumstances of its origin had been

entirely lost sight of. In the absence of any other evidence, the early use of

Hebrews by Clement of Rome may be allowed to tell in favour of its Roman
destination. From Rome it would circulate to Alexandria. But even the

scholars of the latter church had no idea of its origin or audience. So far as

the authorship is concerned, the writing was evidently anonymous by the

time that it rose into the light of the canon, though it is not so certain as

Zahn [Einl. § 45) contends, that Irenseus and Hippolytus knew it as such.

Had it been originally connected e.g. with the name either of Paul or of

Barnabas, however, it is impossible to explain how the one tradition could

have risen out of the other. The scholars of the Alexandrian church, where

it first gained a canonical position, felt obvious difficulties in the Pauline

authorship which was bound up with its claim to canonicity. Pantsenus (cp.

Eus. H. E. vi. 14. 4) is said by Clement to have explained the absence of
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Paul's name by conjecturing that the apostle of the Gentiles considerately

(5ia fieTpibrriTa) refrained from naming himself in an epistle addressed to

Jewish Christians. Clement himself met the more serious difficulty of the

style by supposing that Luke translated Paul into Greek ; the omission of

Paul's name he prefers to ascribe to tact on the part of the latter, in view

of the suspicions felt by Jewish Christians (Eus. H. E. vi. 14. 2f.). Origen

also felt the discrepancy between the style of Paul and the style of Hebrews,

but he contented himself with referring it to some unknown amanuensis (Eus.

H. E. vi. 25. 11).

§ 5. The Pauline hypothesis.—The earliest hint of a Pauline

authorship occurs towards the close of the second century, when

Clement of Alexandria, who quotes it often as Pauline, reports a

saying of "the blessed presbyter," probably Pantsenus, to the

effect that "since the Lord, being the apostle of the Almighty,

was sent to the Hebrews, Paul, as if sent to the Gentiles, did

not subscribe himself as an apostle of the Hebrews, owing to his

modesty ; but subscribed himself, out of reverence to the Lord,

and since he wrote to the Hebrews out of his abundance, merely

the herald and apostle of the Gentiles " (Eus. H. E. vi. 14), This

belief in Paul's authorship was natural, as Paul was the supreme

letter-writer of the early church ; but it was far from being

unanimous even in Alexandria, where the beginning of the

third century reveals divergent traditions attributing it to Paul,

Clement of Rome, or Luke ; while Origen, sensitive to the

stylistic features of the epistle, refuses to connect it with Paul

except by the medium of a Greek editor or (Ro 1622
) amanu-

ensis. Tis h\ 6 ypd\j/a<s rr]V €7ricrToA.^v, to fiev a\r)6l<; Oebs olSev.

The Pauline authorship was denied also by many in the Roman
church (Eus. H. E. iii. 3, vi. 20),* till ecclesiastical considera-

tions during the fourth century brought it into line with the

Eastern church, where the epistle had been widely received as

Pauline.

The very church in which the first traces of the epistle occur was
therefore opposed to Paul's authorship, and later research has vindicated this

position. For one thing, as Luther and Calvin clearly saw, Paul could never

have described his religious position in the terms of 28 ; his religious message

and experience were mediated by no human agent (Gal l
1 "12

), and no explana-

tion of 23 can avail to reconcile the strong language of the apostle with this

later writer's admission of his indebtedness to apostolic preachers (cp. Bleek,

i. 285-295). Furthermore, the style and the vocabulary are alike decisive.

* As the v.l. rots 5e<y/j.ois [iov in JO84 was apparently known to Clem.

Alex. , it must have been an early correction of the text in view of the Pauline

hypothesis.

28
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The careful syntax, purged of anacoloutha, the regular succession of periods,

and the elaborate rhetorical structure of the whole writing, show no trace of

Paul's rugged, broken style. We might contrast the autor ad Hebraos and

Paul, in fact, as Johnson contrasted Dryden and Pope. Paul occasionally

uses allegories and types ; but these are the characteristic atmosphere of

Hebrews, which also prefers (except in 26 ), in its OT citations (see Bleek, i.

338 f., and Buchel, SK., 1906, 506-591), the formula the holy Spirit saith or

God saith to the Pauline methods of introducing such quotations [yiypairrai,

X^yet i) ypa<p-f), etc. ). Both form and formula differentiate the two writers.

Their conceptions of faith, the Law, and the Spirit are equally dissimilar,

and these reach their height in the view of Christ's priesthood, which has no

analogy in the early Christian literature until the Fourth gospel (cp. Jn 17
19

).

It follows that the vocabulary is distinctive, marked by groups of words

ending in -L?€tv (dvaicaiv., ivvfip., Karapr., fiep., icpoaox®-, irpifriv, rv/xirav-

Ifew) and -<ris [e.g. ddirrj., ddXij., atve., dirdXavo, /xerdde., re\eii6., virda-raa-ts),

and by the absence of Pauline phrases like Xpiarbs 'Irjaovs. The author's

interest, e.g., in Leviticalism as a poor and temporary proviso for the religious

reXeiuxris of Christianity, leads him to view the result of Christ's redeeming

death as sanctifying (dyidfav), not as justifying (diiccuovv) ; and such radical

differences of thought partly account for the differences in terminology

between him and his great predecessor. In short, as Origen candidly

allowed, "the style of the epistle to the Hebrews has not the apostle's

roughness of utterance {rb iv \6yip Idiumicdv) ; . . . that it is more Hellenic

in its composition (<xvv6i(yei rrjs X^|ews), will be admitted by every one who
is able to discern differences of style. ... I should say that the thoughts are

the apostle's, while the style and diction belong to some one who wrote down
what the apostle said, and thus, as it were, gave an exposition of ((rxo\io-

ypa$rjo-avTOs) his master's utterances" (Eus. H. E. vi. 25).

Even this secondary Paulinism of Hebrews is indefensible, however,

although the Alexandrian critics' hypothesis has been variously worked out

by later scholars, who regard Hebrews as (a) pseudonymous, (b) a translation,

or (c) a joint-production. None of these theories is satisfactory.

(a) The older view (cp. Schwegler, NZ. ii. 304 f.), that Hebrews was

written by a Paulinist who wished to pass off his work as Paul's, has been

brilliantly revived in a modified form by Wrede. He argues that the

anonymous author, on coming towards the end of his treatise, suddenly

determined to throw it into the shape of an epistle written by Paul in prison ;

hence the allusions in I322*- which are a cento of Pauline phrases (especially

from Philippians). But, apart from other reasons (cp. Knopf in TLZ., 1906,

168 f. ; Burggaller, pp. in f.), it is difficult to see why he did not insert

more allusions in the body of the writing ; the bare references at the close are

too ambiguous and incidental to serve the purpose of putting the epistle under

Paul's aegis. Had a Paulinist desired to create a situation for the epistle in

Paul's lifetime (like that, e.g., of 1 Co 1610, Philem M, Ph 219- **-), he would

have written more simply, as, e.g., the author of 1 Tim. (i*). ' Freilich bleibt

uns manches undurchsichtig ; aber das ist doch nur der klarste Beweis,

dass desselbe nicht, wie man annehmen wollte, erst spater angefugt ist, da

sonst der Interpolator doch wohl nur allgemein verstandliche Dinge in ihrn

angebracht hatte ' (Weiss, TU. xxxv. 3. 109).
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(b) The hypothesis (J. Hallet in Wolfs Cura Philologies, iv. 806-837 ; J.

D. Michaelis, Biesenthal) that the epistle represents the translation by Luke

or some other disciple of Paul's original Hebrew, arose from the discrepancies

of style which were early felt between it and the Pauline epistles (so from

Clement of Alex, to Thomas Aquinas), but it never had any basis in the

internal evidence of the epistle, and may be dismissed as a curiosity of criticism.

No Hebrew (Aramaic) original has ever been heard of in connection with the

epistle. The whole argument swings from the language of the LXX (see

especially I
6 io5 ) as opposed to the Hebrew text ; the special Gk. sense of

5{a077K77=testament (9
15-20)* was unknown to Hebrew usage ; and it would be

difficult in a version to account, not only for the rhetorical finish, but also for

paronomasia? and verbal assonances like those of I
1
5
8, 14 87 io29, 39

13
14

etc.

(c ) The joint-authorship theory, in its later forms, tends more and more to

refer the ideas as well as the diction to the Paulinist who co-operated with Paul,

and may therefore be discussed conveniently under the question ofthe authorship.

§ 6. Authorship.—(a) The combination of Paul and Luke,

suggested by Clem. Alex. (cp. Eus. H. E. vi. 14. 2-3, /ecu rr\v irpos
e

E/3pcuors Se iTrtarToXrjv HavX.ov fiev €tvat <f>rj<ri, yeypd^Oat Se
c

E/3patous i(3pa'iKy <f>a>vf}, AovKav Se <jn\oTLfi<t)<s avrrjv fxtOepfxrjv-

evcravra ckSowcu. tois "JZWyjcriv, oOev rbv avrbv xpajra evpL<TK€<r6ai

Kara ttjv eppirjvetav Tavrr]s re ttjs i7na-To\rj<s koll t<ov 7rpa£€a>v, also

vi. 25), has attracted many scholars from Eusebius (H. E. iii. 38)

to Calvin, Hug, Ebrard, Delitzsch, Field, Zill, and Huyghe.

Some (e.g. Grotius, and recently W. M. Lewis, Biblical World,

August 1898, April 1899, with A. R. Eagar, Exj>.6 x. 74-80,

1 10-123, 'The authorship of the Epistle to the Hebrews')

attribute practically the entire authorship to him, mainly f on

the score of the undoubted affinities of language and style

between Hebrews and the Lucan writings. These affinities

present a curious problem, but they are quite inadequate to

prove that Luke wrote all three works.

Some (e.g. dyicvpa 619=Ac 2729-30
, apadixopcu II 17=Ac 287

, dvadedpew 13
7

=Ac 17
23

, avdjTepov lo8=Lk 1410
, airaWdaao) 215=Lk I258 , diroypd<pe<r0ai.

I223= Lk 21-5
,
porjdela 4

16=Ac 271
*, i\d<xKe<rdai 217=Lk 1813 , Karafetyw 613=

* This interpretation of 5ia0^/c7? (which, as Calvin saw, was itself fatal to

the translation theory) is preferable on many counts to the more usual one of

covenant. "In the papyri, from the end of cent. iv. B.C. down to the

Byzantine period, the word denotes testament and that alone, in many scores

of documents. We possess a veritable Somerset House on a small scale in our

papyrus collections, and there is no other word than dtad-qKi} used" (Moulton

in Cambridge Biblical Essays, 1909, p. 497).

f " He certainly could not have been the author. The striking contrast

between his account of the agony in the garden and that given in the Epistle

is sufficient to settle that question " (A. B. Bruce, DB. ii. 338).



436 HOMILIES AND PASTORALS

Ac 14', Ke<f>&\aiov 8*= Ac 22s8, and irapo^va^s ios4=Ac 15*) are used in a

different sense. In Ac 7
20 and He 1

I

23 doretos is a reminiscence of Ex 2'",

which may have been independent in each case, while hrpo/xos (Ac 7
32 i629=

He 1221 ) is probably,* in Heb., an emendation of l/crpo/xos. Similarly iickdirw

does not count, for in He i
u

it occurs in an OT citation ; and the same fact

rules out Hffrpov (II 12
), tvoxK&w (l215), ivibrepov (6

19
), ijxos (l219), /xerdxoif

(I 9), 6pd6s (I213), 1rapa.Xij0p.a1 (I212), irapirjfii (I212), toXItt]S (8
u

), o-wurdw

(7
1
), and 0tfco (12

16
) ; while iraXaiovo-dai, which in I

11
is also part of a citation,

is differently applied in 813 and Lk 1233 , Kardiravcns in Ac J
43 occurs in an OT

quotation, Karairatiu) in Ac 14
18 has a different sense and construction from

those of Heb., and irapolneu} (n 9= Lk 2418
) is also employed in a different

construction. No stress can be laid on the further coincidence that both

writers mention the Red Sea (n 29= Ac 7
36

), or use irarpiapx^ (Ac 220 etc.

= He 7
4
). Thus an examination of the language reveals only J about {a) 6

words peculiar in the NT to Hebrews and the Gospel of Luke, with (6) 6

peculiar to Acts and Hebrews, and two {5iaj3alv(a and 8iari$e/iai) which occur

in all three. Of {a), three (lepareia, Xirrpwo-is, and TeXetWts) are plainly due,

as is the specially frequent use of Xaos, to a common use of the LXX by

writers who treat of the same or similar subjects, while els rb TavreXis is too

frequent in the Hellenistic literature to make its preservation in Heb. and Lk.'s

gospel more than an accidental coincidence. This leaves merely xdppudev

and etideros in this class, while apxyySs § and efoeipu in (3), with kclItol and

ax^bv and tiirapi-is, cannot be said to denote any special or striking

affinities between Acts and Heb. (aa&Xevros being employed in quite a

different sense) in point of vocabulary.
|| This verdict is corroborated by the

absence from Heb. of several characteristically Lucan words and phrases, e.g.
,

6.v or rls with the optative, d7rd rod vvv, ye, 5£ ical, 4ye"vero in its various con-

structions, et-r), ?x&; with infin., 6v6pM.Ti, Trapaxprj^o-, irpdaaoi, and ws (=when).

An examination of the style and vocabulary of Heb. and Luke hardly tends to

indicate even a special amount of material common to both ; it certainly

discourages any attempt to ascribe the epistle to the author of the third gospel

and of Acts. Luke ' could report a speech after the manner of a Hebrew
rabbi or of a Greek rhetorician ; and it may be rash to say that he could not

have written a hortatory work in the style of Hebrews. But when we
compare Ac 13

38-41 2817-28 with He S
12-^ not to say with 64

~u
, we see that

* The variant in Ac 21 25 also lowers the force of the use of iirurriXXeiv

here and in He 13
22

, while the construction in Ac 15
20

is different.

f The solitary Lucan use (5
7
) is, moreover, quite different in sense.

X Heb. has about four words really peculiar to itself and Mt., and the same

number in common with Mk.

§ With ' salvation ' in the context of Ac 5
81 and He 210.

|| The same holds true of such phrases as Kal airos, KvicXovcdai (of cities),

P&<tti£ (literally, He ll 36= Ac 22^), iv ry with infin., irepacettrdai with accus.,

and the use in Heb. of irdaxeiv by itself for the sufferings of Jesus. On the

other hand, Heb. avoids <rtiv, except in compounds, and omits several distinctly

Lucan phrases and expressions like irpoo-eixo/xai, while a passage like He 2ia

shows affinities rather with Mt. (2810
, cp. Jn 2017). Heb. once (6

5
) uses

yetfo/teu with the accus. (cp. Jn 210) j Luke never does.
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St. Luke did not in fact write like Hebrews, even in hortatory passages

'

(W. H. Simcox, Writers of the NT, 1890, p. 48).* Community of

atmosphere is all that can fairly be postulated.

The claims of (b) Barnabas, which have been advocated, e.g.,

by Schmidt (Einl. 289 f.), Hefele {Apostolic Fathers, pp. xi-xiv),

Ullmann {SK., 1828, 377 f.), Wieseler {Chronologie, 478 f
.

; SK.,

1867, pp. 665 f.), Maier, Twesten, Grau, Volkmar, Thiersch

(joint-authorship of Paul), Ritschl {SK., 1866, 89 f.), Renan (iv.

pp. 2iof.), Kiibel, Salmon {INT. 424 f.), B. Weiss, Gardiner,

Ayles, Blass, Walker {ET. xv. 142-144), Bartlet {Exp.6
, 1903,

381-386, 1905, 431-440), Barth, Gregory {Canon and Text of

NT, 1908, 223-224), Heinrici {Der litt. Charakter d. neutest.

Schriften, 1908, 71-73), Dibelius and Endelmann have the

support of an early tradition (cp. Tertullian's de pudicitia, 20

:

exstat enim et Barnabse titulus ad Hebraeos), unless Tertullian

confused Barnabas with Hebrews—which is unlikely, as he

explicitly quotes He 61 "8
. The quotation is only given as a

proof ' ex redundantia,' but the tradition probably reflected not

only the North African church's view or a Montanist opinion,

but some Roman tradition. In the newly discovered Tractatus

Origenis de libris ss. Scripturarum (ed. Batiffol, Paris, 1900, p.

108), He 13
15 is quoted as a word of ' sanctissimus Barnabas.'

It may be admitted that Barnabas, as a Levite of the Levant,

with gifts of edification (vlos Trapa/cA^o-coos, Ac 4
36

), would suit

several characteristics of the epistle. As the inaccuracies with

regard to the worship refer not to the temple but to the taber-

nacle, it is hardly fair to press them against the likelihood of

his authorship, on the ground that he would have been well

informed about the temple-cultus at Jerusalem. On the other

hand, his relation to the original gospel was probably closer than

that implied in 2 3, and the rise of the Pauline tradition is in-

explicable if Barnabas (or indeed any other name) had been

explicitly attached to the epistle from the first. His reputed

connection with the temple (Ac 4
36

), the existence of the epistle

of Barnabas with its similar Judaistic themes, and perhaps

the coincidence of Ac 4
s6

f and He 1322, may quite well have

* Cp. a paper by the same writer in Exp? viii. 180-192 on 'The Pauline

Antilegomena.' The differences of the Lucan style and that of Heb. are

discussed excellently by Dr. F. Gardiner (JBL., 1887, pp. 1-27).

t A similar instance is pointed out in the attribution of Ps 127 to Solomon
on the score of 1272 = 2 S I224f-.
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led to the guess that he was the author of this anonymous
scripture.

Both of the inaccuracies are due to the later Jewish traditions which the

author used for his description of the Levitical cultus. The daily sin-offering

of the high priests (7
27

) is a fusion of their yearly sin-offering on the day of

atonement and of the daily sacrifice which, according to Philo {de Special.

Legibus, iii. 23, ovtcos /ecu rod <r6fiiravTos Zdvovs crvyyevTjs ical dyxtcrrei/s Koivht

6 d/>xie/>ei5s iari . . . evxas 8£ koI dvcrtas tlKujv nad' eicdcrTrjv rj/xtpav kt\. ;

rabbinic evidence collected by Delitzsch in Zeitschrift fur die Luther. Theol.

und Kirche, i860, 593 f. , cp. also Schiirer, GJF. 4
ii. 347 f.), they offered.

The golden altar of incense (9
4

) is placed inside the holy of holies, instead of

the holy place, by a similar reliance upon later Jewish tradition {e.g. Apoc.

Bar 67 : et uidi eum descendisse in sancta sanctorum et sunsisse inde uelum

. . . et propitiatorium et duas tabulas . . . et thuribulum, etc.), just as the

author turns the pot of manna into gold after the precedent of the LXX
(Ex 1

6

s8
), which Philo had already followed {De Congressu eruditionis gratia

',

23 : iv ard/xveff xPv<r<?)- The two passages bring out {a) the dependence of

the author on the LXX and on rabbinic traditions mediated by Josephus *

and Philo, with {b) his total indifference to the second temple of Judaism.

(c) Clement of Rome (Erasmus, Reithmayr, Bisping,

Comely) has also early traditional support ; f but the marked

differences of style alone are sufficient to refute any such

hypothesis, which probably arose from the fact that his epistle

contains several indubitable allusions to Hebrews.

Outside the pale of tradition, the imagination of later editors

has turned to (i.) Apollos, (ii.) Silas (Silvanus), (iii.) Peter, (iv.)

Aristion, (v.) Philip, and (vi.) Prisca. The claims of (i.) Apollos

have been favoured more or less confidently, after Luther, J by

Semler (doubtfully), Osiander, Ziegler, Bleek, Reuss, de Wette,

* Thus 9
21 echoes the tradition preserved in Josephus, Ant. iii. 8. 6.

Dibelius argues that Mark (cp. 15
38

; Zahn, NKZ., 1902, 729-756) could

only have derived the symbolical trait of the rent veil from Hebrews (cp.

6I8-20 ^8 io19
-20

), i.e., from his relative and teacher, Barnabas (Col 4
10

), the

author. But it is not certain that this conception was peculiar to Hebrews.

t Cp. Jerome, de uir. illustr. 5, epistola autem quae fertur ad Hebraeos

non eius [i.e. Pauli] creditur propter stili sermonisque dissonantiam, sed

uel Barnabae iuxta Tertullianum uel Lucae euangelistae iuxta quosdam uel

dementis Romanae postea ecclesiae episcopi, quern aiunt sententias Pauli

proprio ordinasse et ornasse sermone. Cp. Eus. H. E. iii 38. 2-3.

Jerome consoles himself by reflecting (ep. 129) that, although the majority

assign it either to Barnabas or to Clement, 'nihil interesse, cuius sit, cum

ecclesiastici uiri sit et quotidie ecclesiarum lectione celebretur.'

% The conjecture of Apollos' authorship was not first made by Luther j

he was only the first, so far as we can ascertain, to mention it ('etliche

meinen, sie sei St. Lucas, etliche St Apollo,' cp. Leipoldt's GK. ii. 77).
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Kurtz, Schott, Liitterbeck (NT Lehrbegriffe, ii. 101 f.), Liinemann,

Tholuck, Credner, Riehm (doubtfully), Feilmoser {Evil. 359 f.)»

Alford,* Moulton, G. Meyer, Hilgenfeld (Urc. 76 f.), Plumptre

(Exp. 1
i. 329 f., 409 f.),f Pressense (Early Years of Christianity',

i. 498-499), Albani, Biichel, Farrar, Selwyn, and (?) von Soden

(" This Apollos—or whoever he may be—has the noble distinc-

tion of having been the first to lead Alexandria to Bethlehem,"

EBi. 2000). Belser (Einl. 600 f.), though obliged by the Council

of Trent to defend Paul's authorship in some shape or form,

believes, like Liitterbeck, that Apollos wrote the epistle, but that

Paul added the closing paragraphs. Klostermann (op. cit. 55 f.),

conjecturing -n-pbs Bepvatovs as the original form of the title,

supposes that the epistle was written by Apollos to the Jewish-

Christian community of Berea (Ac 17
10

), while Schiitze (Magazin

fur Evang. Theol. u. Kirche^ 1904, 112 f., 275 f.) holds that

Apollos wrote it to some Jewish-Christian house-church in Rome
(cp. Ro i63f ). The biblical learning of Apollos, his Alexandrian

training, and his relation to Paul and the Pauline circle (He 13
19

-—i Co 16 10 "12
), are all adduced as arguments why this teacher

might have written Hebrews. "Paul laid the foundation; the

author of Hebrews built on it, not with wood or hay or stubble,

but with gold, silver, precious stones. Should it have been

Apollos to whom we owe this epistle, then would that saying be

true: Paul planted, Apollos watered" (Resch, PauH?iismus, p.

506, echoing the similar remarks of Luther and Tindale). But

the entire absence of any early tradition tells strongly against this,

the most plausible of all conjectures drawn from purely internal

evidence, (ii.) Silas (Silvanus) was no doubt a member of the

Pauline circle, who was also associated with Timotheus, and

connected somehow with the composition of 1 Peter (a writing

allied to Hebrews) ; but these data are too slight to support the

weight of any hypothesis (Mynster, Boehme, Riehm, and Godet

doubtfully) which would attribute Hebrews to a man of whose

mental standpoint so little is known, (iii.) The resemblances

* Alford (pp. 71-72) ingeniously pleads that Apollos modestly shrank

from putting his own name forward, to avoid suspicion of rivalry with Paul,

and that Clement similarly refrained from quoting the epistle by the author's

name in writing to a church where there had been a danger of "rivalry

between the fautors of the two teachers."

f Plumptre credited Apollos not only with Hebrews but with the v
v isdotn

of Solomon, the latter being written, of course, before his conversion.
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(Rendall, Theology of Heb. Christians; 42-45), between Hebrews

and 1 Peter, which cover the thoughts no less than the style of

both epistles, are not insignificant. Both describe Christ as the

Shepherd (He 1320 = 1 P 2 25
5
s
), and use the phrase the blood

of sprinkling (12 24 = 1 P i 2);* both conceive faith as steadfast

reliance on the unseen God under stress of trial, hold up Christ's

example under sufferings, and attach the same disciplinary value

to human suffering ; both use atfxa a/xoi/xov, avriTV7ro<s, £evoi /ecu

iraptTTi&rjfioi, etc., and there are further parallels in 1 P 225 =
He 5

2
, 1 P 3

9 = He i217, 1 P 3
11 = He 12 14

, 1 P 3
18 =

He 7
27

, 1 P 4
14 = He n 2<J

, 1 P 5
10 -11 = He 132022 etc. But

such correspondences cannot be mixed up with a supposed

allusion in 23 to the incidents of Jn i 85
*42

, in order to support

the hypothesis that Peter actually wrote Hebrews (A. Welch,

The Authorship of the Epistle to the Hebrews, 1899, pp. 1-33).

At most they suggest a dependence of the one writing upon the

other, possibly no more than a common milieu of Christian

feeling. "The natural inference from them is that the author

was either a personal disciple of St. Peter or a diligent student

of his epistle" (Rendall). The claims of (iv.) Aristion, the

supposed author of Mk i69-20
, have been recently proposed

by J. Chapman {Revue Benedictine, 1905, 50-62) and argued

by R. Perdelwitz (ZNW., 1910, 105-110) on the ground that

the sharp tone of He 64-6 and io26-27 agrees with the trend

of the teaching quoted by Irenaeus from the presbyter-circles

(adv. haer. iv. 28. 1, iv. 40), and also with that of the newly

discovered fragment of Mk 169
-20 (see pp. 240 f.), where SX\a

S«va are supposed to refer to the fate of apostates. Hence
all three converge on the same author. But even if Aristion

were the author of the Mark-ending, these conceptions are far

too general and incidental to be made the basis of any such

argument, (v.) Philip the deacon (cp. W. M. Ramsay, Exp* ix.

407-422, Luke the Physician and other Studies, 1908, pp. 301-

308) is also conjectured to have written the epistle from the

church of Caesarea (spring of a.d. 59) after discussions with Paul

on topics raised by the local leaders, to reconcile the Jewish

party in the Jerusalem church to Paulinism (Paul adding the

last verse or two). E. L. Hicks (The Interpreter, 1909),

denying the Pauline postscript, argues for the same origin,

* 'Apxyyds is common to Hebrews (2
10 128) and Peter's speech in

Ac 3
16

5
s1

.
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mainly on the ground of linguistic analogy between Hebrew and

Col-Eph.

Those who {e.g. Lewis, Ramsay, and Hicks) make Caesarea the locus of

the epistle's composition, argue that Italian Jewish pilgrims would be there

en route to or from Jerusalem (see below, § 7).

(vi.) Did Lady Pembroke collaborate with her brother in the

composition of the Arcadia! The problem which rises for the

student of English literature has been raised in connection with

the NT by those who conjecture that Prisca and Aquila, Paul's

devoted and intelligent o-vvepyoi, composed the epistle to the

Hebrews. Their claims are urged tentatively by Harnack (see

above, p. 422, and his essay in SBBA. 1900, "iiber die

beiden Recensionen d. Gesch. der Prisca u. des Aquila in

Ac. Ap. i8 1-27
"), Schiele, Peake, and Rendel Harris {Sidelights

on NT Research, v.). Aquila's name had been more than

once suggested {e.g. by Bleek and Alford), but Prisca is sup-

posed, on this theory, to have been mainly responsible for the

epistle, and traces of the wife rather than of the husband are

sought for. The hypothesis certainly might account for the

loss of the name, as canonical authority could hardly be claimed

for a woman's writing. But the positive arguments are not

substantial. Paul had forbidden a woman even to teach in

church (1 Co i434f,
)5
and the action described in Ac 1826 does

not prove that any exception would be made in favour of a gifted

lady like Prisca, for the instruction of Apollos was private, not

public. The supposed signs of femininity in Hebrews are

extremely dubious ; as a matter of fact, one would have expected

a reference to Deborah instead of Barak in n 32
, if a woman had

written the epistle. The stylistic argument, that now a single

now a plural authorship is implied, can hardly be maintained

;

our brother (in 1323
) means not our colleague, but the brother

known to you and to me (the writer, cp. / will see you)
;
phrases

like those in n 82 and 1319 imply a single author, and the we
which elsewhere occurs is either editorial or due to the figure of

o-vyKara^atrt?. The association of Aquila and Prisca with a house-

church in Rome depends on a view of Ro 1 6 which is not tenable

(see above, pp. 135 f.). Finally, the masculine ht-qyov^vov in n 32

(cp. Deissmann, TR. v. 64) rather tells against the feminine

hypothesis than otherwise ; and, had any exception been taken to

Prisca, the deletion of her name from the address (leaving that of
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Aquila) would have been simpler than the excision of the address

en bloc (cp. Wrede, 82-83). One has therefore reluctantly to

forego the romance which this hypothesis would introduce into

the primitive Christian literature.

All such attempts (cp. the summary in Heigl, op. at pp.

125-156) to identify the author start from the assumption that

he (or she) must be found among the figures which the Acts of

the Apostles reveals in a relation to Timotheus corresponding to

that of 13
24

, and (perhaps) in a more or less close connection

with Paul. Neither of these postulates is necessary. Acts does

not give any exhaustive list of the SiSdo-KaXoi in the first century

of Christianity who were capable of writing such an epistle, and

Timotheus, especially after Paul's death, must have had a wider

acquaintance than history records. In the absence of better

evidence, we must resign ourselves to the fact that the author

cannot be identified with any figure already known to us from

tradition. He was probably a highly trained Hellenistic Jewish

Christian, a StSacr/caXos of repute, with speculative gifts and

literary culture ; but to us he is a voice and no more. He left

great prose to some little clan of early Christians, but who he

was, and who they were, it is not possiole, with such materials

as are at our disposal, to determine. No conjecture rises abov^

the level of plausibility. We cannot say that if the autor ad

Hebrceos had never lived or written, the course of early

Christianity would have been materially altered. He was not

a personality of Paul's commanding genius. He did not make
history or mark any epoch. He did not even, like the anonymous

authors of Matthew's gospel and the Fourth gospel, succeed in

stamping his writing on the mind of the early church at large.

But the later church was right in claiming a canonical position

for this unique specimen of Alexandrine thought playing upon

the primitive gospel, although the reasons upon which the claim

was based were generally erroneous.

The Jewish origin of the writer cannot, however, be deduced simply from

his frequent citations of the OT—a feature which is as marked in Gentile

Christians like Justin and Clement of Alexandria. Nor does the divergence

of some of these quotations necessarily imply his employment of the Hebrew

text as distinguished from the LXX. He may have had access to a different

Greek version of the OT. Nor again does his acquaintance with Jewish

customs and beliefs point inevitably to Jewish birth. Opportunities of

familiarising oneself with Judaism abounded in the first century. The influx

of Jews into the Christian church, the widespread diffusion of the synagogues,
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and the knowledge of the LXX, opened ample channels of information to an

interested inquirer.

§ 7. Object and destination.-—This anonymous epistle, like

the Melchizedek whom it describes and allegorises, is dyevea-

Xoy^ros, a lonely and impressive phenomenon in the literature of

the first century, which bears even fewer traces of its aim than of

its author. The Christians to whom it was addressed had been

evangelised by disciples of Jesus (2
s
), and had passed through

severe suffering on account of their faith shortly afterwards

(io32f
-). A considerable time had elapsed since then, during

which the early leaders of the church had died (13
7
). This

internal trial, together with a contemporary pressure from the

outside, threatened to prove dangerous to them on account of

their dulness in the faith (5
11 "12

), and it is to this situation that

the writer addresses himself. The author of Barnabas writes,

Iva /xera r^s Trt'crreto? vfxthv reXetav e^rc ttjv yvoxrtv. Hebrews is

also a Xoyos yi/wo-ews, though more on the lines of Paul's yvtoo-is

(1 Co 12 8
), intended to meet the special, practical needs of

the church by furnishing the readers with conceptions of

christology which will brace them against apostasy and dis-

couragement.

Ignatius, in a passage (Trail. 5) which reminds us of He 5
Ufc

, excuses

himself from imparting his deeper conception (rh iirovpdvia ypdipai), on the

ground that his readers, being babes, would be unable to digest the stronger

food. On the other hand (Rom. 3), he praises the Roman church for its

propaganda (ovdiirore ifiavKdvare otidevt' dXXous ididd^are). A generation

might, of course, have made a difference in the Roman church ; the counsel of

the autor ad Hebrceos may have been laid to heart. Still, the probability is

that Hebrews was either sent to some other church than that of Rome, or that

it was addressed to some special circle or group in the Roman church, and

not to the Roman Christians as a whole. Whatever was its original destina-

tion (Italian, Palestinian, or Alexandrian), the original recipients were in all

likelihood not any great church as a whole. The feeling of this ' special

'

address is widespread in recent criticism of the epistle (see below), and 5
11"12

is one of the passages which suggests it. At the same time, the words

—

6$d\ovT€s etvai didderxaAoi—are to be taken, as Wrede observes (p. 32), cum
grano salts ; they do not necessarily mean more than a reproachful reflection

upon the backwardness and immaturity of the church or community which is

addressed ; at best, they only corroborate the impression, made by other

allusions, that a small group or circle of Christians is in the writer's purview.

Much ink has been spilt on the question whether the epistle

was meant for Jewish Christians in general (so, e.g., Baumgarten,

Heinrichs, Schwegler, NZ. ii. 304), or specifically in Asia Minor
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(C. F. Schmid),* Galatia (Storr, Mynster in Kleine Schriften
s

289 f.), Thessalonika (Semler), or Corinth (M. Weber), or again

in Ravenna (Ewald), or in Rome (so from Wettstein to Kurtz,

Renan, Mangold, Schenkel, Alford, etc.). The Alexandrian or

Egyptian destination is upheld by J. E. C. Schmidt, Hilgenfeld,

Baur (EinL 385 f.), Wieseler (Chron. 481 f.), Kostlin {Theol.

Jahrb., 1853, 410 f., 1854, 366 f., 4651".), Plumptre {Exp. x

i. 425 f.), and others ; the Palestinian not only by Chrysostom,

but recently by Bleek, Schott, de Wette, Delitzsch, Tholuck,

Ewald, Bisping, Riehm, Moll, Grimm, Liinemann, Findlay,

etc., either as Jerusalem {e.g. Langen, Theol. Quartalschrift,

^63, 379 f
.

; Kay, Ayles), or as Caesarea (Moses Stuart,

Bartlet), or Jamnia (Grimm, ZWT., 1870, pp. 19 f.). Others

(e.g. Kiibel and Rendall) fix on Syria, Hofmann on Antioch

(written perhaps after Paul's release from the Roman imprison-

ment at Brundusium).

On the general hypothesis which dominates the Palestinian

and Alexandrian theories in particular, the writer has in view

Jewish Christians who, like the primitive Palestinian church,

clung still to the ritual system (Ac 246), valued highly the prestige

and associations of the older cultus, and were in danger of

allowing such fascinations to injure their sense of the finality

and supremacy of Jesus and his religion. It is supposed that

the imminent disaster of a.d. 70 moved the writer to appeal to

them to be done with the old order, which was now breaking

up, or that the shock of the temple's overthrow threatened to

shake the foundation of faith altogether. This view has no

sure foothold either in the epistle itself or in history. " Any
positive grounds for such a theory are difficult to find. Such

a despair ought to have seized all Hebrews alike, whether

Christians or not; but there is no historical evidence of such

a thing" (A. B. Davidson, Hebrews, 21). The crisis did not

shake loyal Jews in their adherence to the old covenant,! and

* Roth thinks of Gentile Christians, Farrar of Jewish Christians, at

Ephesus ; Perdelwitz of Gentile Christians in one of the Asiatic centres.

f
" The Priesthood, the Sacrifice, the Temple, as they all went down at

one sudden blow, seemed scarcely to leave a gap in the religious life of the

nation. The Pharisees had long before undermined these things, or rather

transplanted them into the people's homes and hearts. . . . Long before the

Temple fell, it had been virtually superseded by hundreds of synagogues,

schools, and colleges, where laymen read and expounded the Law and the

Prophets " (E. Deutsch, Literary Remains, p. 139). See above, p. 3. It was
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there is no reason to imagine why it should have shaken Jewish

Christians, particularly as this epistle has no thought of detaching

its readers from the sacrificial system in vogue at Jerusalem.

Its real object is very different. The author, who was well

versed in the LXX, " but who only knew the temple-cultus from

the OT, addresses himself to Gentile Christians who had become

lax during a period of persecution; he essays to bring them

back to the right path by proving from the OT the glory of the

Christian faith" (Biichel, £X, 1906, 548). "His knowledge of

Judaism is apparently not derived from actual contact with it as

a living religion ; it is book-knowledge, like that of St. Clement

of Rome" (CQJ?., 1903, 428). The LXX is his codex, and it is

on the basis of the LXX, not on current politics, that he deploys

his arguments. Apparently he is quite unconscious of any

division between Jewish and Gentile Christians. The homily

is not addressed to the former exclusively ; the seed of Abraham

(2
16

) means not the Jewish race but human beings who
believe (cp. Gal 3

7f
* yiva)o~K€TC apa on oi Ik 7rio-rea>?, ovtol vIol

deny 'Afipadu, Ro 4
1
9
5
) ; the people (2

17
) are, as in 1 Peter, the

elect of God (cp. 29 7
27 13 12

) from among men; such arguments

and descriptions, as Paul's letters and Clem. Rom. show, were

more than applicable to Gentile Christians (compare, e.g., that of

3-4 with 1 Co 10), and the tenor of the epistle on the whole indi-

cates Gentile Christians who were perhaps affected by a speculative

or theoretical Judaism as well as by the temptation of some cults

in the surrounding paganism. The writer (so, e.g., Roth,

Weizsacker, Schiirer, Wendt, von Soden, McGiffert, Pfleiderer,

Jiilicher, Harnack, Barth, Biichel, Wrede, Hollmann, Feine,

Perdelwitz) knows no distinction between the two branches of

the early church ; he is addressing Christians, quite irrespective

of their origin.

Some of those who still defend the Jewish Christian

nationality* of the readers {e.g. Zahn and Peake) now admit

that there is no question of any relapse into legal and ceremonial

the collapse of the Jewish worship, in fact,
'

' which compelled Christianity to

find what is offered in our epistle—a theory of the disappearance of the old

dispensation in the new" (W. Robertson Smith, EB. 9 xi. 606).

* Ably restated by G. Hoennicke (JC. 93-95), whose arguments,

especially that based on the crucial passage in 61"2
, are contraverted by

Perdelwitz in ZNW.> 1910, 113 f. B. Weiss's latest monograph is a

running critique, on the other hand, of von Soden's arguments.
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Judaism. This concession not only removes the need of fixing

on a pre-70 a.d. date, but affscts the view taken of the destination.

Of the three main directions in which the church has been sought,

Jerusalem (or even Palestine) is the least appropriate.

(a) Even at the eighth or ninth decade of the first century, and (much

more) prior to a.d. 70, there must have been many Christians in the local

church who had heard the go>pel from Jesus himself (contrast 28 ). (5) The
language and argument of the epistle are not likely to have been appropriate

to the church of Jerusalem. "It is difficult to suggest any period in the

history of the Jerusalem-church during which a liberal-minded Hellenist like

the author, who was probably ignorant of Hebrew, and who could in an off-

hand way dispose of the whole OT ritual as ' standing on meats and drinks

and divers washings' (9
10

) and 'useless' (7
18

), could have stood in such

relations to this church " (A. B. Davidson, p. 14). The force of this argu-

ment may be met by admitting that the circle addressed is not the whole

church, but a Hellenistic section of it, but {c) the censure of 5
12 would be

singularly inapplicable to any section of the mother-church of Jerusalem at

any period, even after a.d. 70. (d) Though poverty was not incompatible with

generosity (cp. 2 Co 82
), the Jerusalem-church was notoriously rather the object

than the source of charity (6
10 io34 13s

-
s

- 16
). Finally, (e) the rigid use of the

LXX does not favour an audience of Jewish Christians in Jerusalem or Palestine.

The employment of the LXX and of the Wisdom writings

on the other hand, is no decisive argument in favour of Alex-

andria; neither is the hypothesis (once favoured by Wieseler)

that the writer had in mind the Jewish temple (cp. the 4th of

the Odes of Solomon, ed. J. R. Harris, 1909, p. 91) at Leonto-

polis ; neither again is the Alexandrian tone of the argument,

which would be perfectly intelligible in many quarters owing

to the widespread diffusion of Hellenistic Judaism. When
Jewish Christians of a Hellenistic type are supposed to be the

recipients of the epistle, Alexandria is a natural place to think of.

Otherwise it has little more in its favour than any other, and the

erroneous Pauline tradition which first sprang up there tells

against the view that the local church was the original com-

munity addressed. Besides, the Alexandrian tradition was that

Hebrews was addressed to Palestinian Christians.

The Roman destination has perhaps most in its favour, e.g.

the reference in 1324
, the use of rjyov/xeroi as in Clem. Rom. and

Hermas (cp. Harnack's Constitution and Law of the Church,

1910, pp. 63 f., 69 f.) for the leaders, and the fact that Clement

of Rome is the first to use the epistle.* The modern form of

* This early knowledge of the epist'e at Rome might be otherwise

explained, though not so naturally, e.g. if written from Rome, it may
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this hypothesis finds that Hebrews was sent not to the whole

church, but to some house-church or small circle of it. For this

we cannot quote Ro i6lf
-, since the latter refers to Ephesus. But

the language of the epistle is best explained on the assumption (so,

e.g., Harnack, Zahn, von Dobschiitz, Bacon, G. Milligan, Expf
iv. 437-448; Peake, Hollmann) that, instead of being addressed

to any large church as a whole (in which case it is unlikely that

the author would have refrained from handling the differences

of opinion which must inevitably have existed), it was designed

for a small community or gathering (io25 1324
) which had a

history and character of its own within the general church of

the city or district. If the readers were Jewish Christians, they

might have been drawn from the o-vvayioyrj Alj3pi(nv in Rome
(cp. Nestle, ET. x. 422). If they were Gentile Christians, the

composition of the Roman church is equally favourable to

the existence of such a circle. In any case, the readers, as

Zahn rightly contends, were too homogeneous in feeling and

position to represent the entire body of the Roman church, and

are probably to be identified with one of the household churches

in the capital. No groups are mentioned, no parties are singled

out, yet a fairly definite and uniform circle is presupposed in

such admonitions as those of 5
12 io32f

- 13 7
, a circle perhaps of

experienced Christians from whom greater maturity of convic-

tion might reasonably have been expected.

It is pressing language too far when 5
12 (6<pe[\ovT€s etvai didd<xKa\oi) is

taken to mean that Hebrews was written primarily for a group of di8d<xKa\oi

or evangelists (Heinrici, 7XZ., 1895, 289), as though the error of these

Christians was the opposite of that against which the author of James warns

his audience (Ja 3
1
).

Hebrews therefore represents neither Paulinism nor the

primitive Jewish Christian theology, but a' special development

of both, especially of the former, along the speculative lines of

Alexandrianism, whicti may have been addressed to some group

in Rome or in Italy.

The phrase ol dirb ttjs 'IraXfas (13
24

, cp. Deissmann, TR. v. 164) might

grammatically mean ' those resident in Italy,' but it is rather more natural

to take it as denoting some Italian Christians abroad who happened to

be with the writer (cp. Ignat. Magn. 15), and who sent greetings to their

compatriots. This is the sole clue to the origin of Hebrews, for the allusion

have been copied before it was sent off. But the phrase in 13
24

is too vague

for this view, and rather denotes Italians out of their country.
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to the imprisonment of Timotheus ( 1

3

2*) finds no echo in Acts or in early

tradition, and he is as likely to have been imprisoned outside Italy as at Rome.
The movements of Timotheus, after his release, are apparently uncertain

;

the author hopes, however, that his colleague will soon rejoin him, and that

they may together revisit the church, as soon as his own way is smoothed

(13
19).* Meantime, he forwards the epistle (13

22
), for which he bespeaks a

favourable reception. The writer is evidently not quite sure how his words

will be taken.

The wider question of the epistle's object has no light thrown

on it by LTpos
e

E/3oa/ovs the title, which, like the ad Familiares of

Cicero's correspondence, is one of the erroneous titles of

antiquity, and (see above) was probably added to the epistle

during the earlier part of the second century as a reflection of the

impression made by its apparently Hebrew preoccupation upon

the mind of a generation which had lost all direct knowledge of

the writing's origin and standpoint.

No explanation of trpb% 'EfipaLovs as a corruption either, e.g., of rpb\

Bepvalovs = ~BepoiaLovs (Klostermann, see above) or of irpbs toi>j iraipovs (cp.

ZNW. i. 21) has any plausibility. A more attractive hypothesis, which

would explain the title as chosen by the author, is to take 'Efipcuoi in the

symbolic or allegorical sense of the term. On this view, the readers were

conceived as Hebrews in the light and lineage of Abraham (2
6 II 18

) the

Hebrew crosser from the sensible to the spiritual world. To Philo, 6 'E/3/>cuos

is the type of such a believer who migrates (ii 8f
* 13

13
) as a pilgrim ; and, it is

asked, in view of the Philonic etymological parallels elsewhere in the epistle,

to say nothing of the typological idiosyncrasies which pervade it, "Can a

more appropriate appellation be found for the non-legalistic, yet not anti-

nomian, believers addressed in the epistle to the Hebrews than is derived

from Abram the Hebrew, in whom, on the one hand, all believers saw their

father, and whose act [of bringing tithes to Melchizedek, 7
4
] acknowledges,

on the other hand, the superiority of the non-legalistic cult of the debs vxf/ia-ros

to the Levitical cult?" (Schiele, 303 f.). This smacks of subtlety, however
;

besides, we should have expected some allusions to the crossing of Abraham

(in li 8f,
)> whereas the very term ' E/?pcuos is absent from the epistle.

Even the internal evidence of the epistle yields very little

material for a decision upon the precise aim which the writer

had in mind. As the problem before him was not a relapse

into Judaism,—for he never discusses any question of combin-

ing the Christian faith with legalism,—there is no obvious need

to suppose that the readers were mainly of Jewish birth. The

sole suggestion yielded by the course of the epistle is that they

* In spite of Burggaller's caveat (126-127), the words of 13
19 seem to

imply the temporary absence of the writer from the readers ; they do not

naturally suit a preacher speaking to his audience.
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may have been exposed to the seductions of a subtle Judaism,

and this liability implies no more than the ordinary interest of

Gentile Christians in the OT scriptures and institutions. There

is no hint of circumcision being a danger, or of ritual formality

;

and if Christians of Jewish birth formed any serious element in

this church, their training must have been that of Hellenistic

Judaism such as Stephen was trained under—liberal, biblical,

and to a certain extent syncretistic. Evidence for such Jewish

communities* is furnished in the East, where independent

Hebrew circles sprang up, without any legalistic ties to the

synagogues, and yet with a combination of Jewish piety (in-

cluding reverence for the sacred books) and Hellenic concep-

tions such as the cult of the Most High God (cp. He 7
1
, and

for Rome, CIG. 5929). "This precedent," as Schiirer rightly

observes, "is instructive for the earliest history of Christianity.

Certain symptoms indicate that the formation of Gentile-

Christian communities, free from legalism, was not exclusively

the work of Paul. In several places, e.g. in Rome, it appears

to have been prepared for by the fact that the preaching of

Christ won acceptance especially in circles of the o-e/So/xevoi

rov 6e6v" {pp. cit. p. 225). As the title tylotos only occurs

once, however, in sn incidental quotation, in Hebrews (7
1
, cp.

Clemen's Religionsgeschichtliche Erkldrung des JVT, 1909, 61-62),

no stress can be ?aid on it as evidence for the milieu of the

epistle. It would be unsafe to identify such a group or association

of converted Jews with the Roman kino-wayuyrj to which this

epistle was addressed, or to argue from the prevalence of such

a form of religious association in Pontus (Ac 181 -2
) in favour of

Prisca's claim to the authorship. All that can be said with

safety is that the situation of this church or company of

Christians possibly included certain temptations of a specifically

Jewish cast, which might appeal especially to Christians who,

from some religious idiosyncrasy, were nourishing their faith upon

the Levitical portions of the OT scriptures. It is conceivable

that these seductive tendencies were the issue of a speculative

Judaism which, allied to certain ritualistic and sacerdotal

proclivities (similar, perhaps, to those controverted in Romans
or Colossians), was besetting Gentile Christians, or even

* Schiirer (SBBA.
y 1897, 200-225) shows how the a-f^Sjuevoi debv v^iarov

did not form one large association in Tanais, but rathe* a number of small

groups, each containing about forty members.

29
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Christians who had been thrown into contact with Judaism,

during the second decade after the fall of Jerusalem (so Haring.

SK.
t 1891, pp. 589-598, and Bacon, INT. 149, after Schiirer,

ibid., 1876, pp. 776 f.), when rabbinical tendencies revived, and

provincial Christianity was often exposed to such apostasy

(Wellhausen, Skizzen u. Vorarbeiten, iii. pp. 196 f
.

; Harnack, TU.
i- 3j PP- 73 £j HD. i. 293, 298). For although Judaism may
be reckoned—despite Barkochba's revolt—as a lost cause,

subsequent to a.d. 70 it was very far from being a forsaken

belief. During the closing quarter of the first century, Jewish

propaganda continued to flourish throughout the Empire, no-

where more than at Rome. The morality and monotheism

preached by Hellenistic Jews especially must have proved not

simply a rival to Christianity in the eyes of many pagans, but

a source of dangerous fascination for weaker and less intelligent

members of the Christian church, who lay open, through birth

or associations, to such Jewish influences. Several hints in this

epistle may be held to indicate the presence of the peril {e.g. 66

138-16 etc. ; cp. Hort's JC. pp. 156 f., and Haupt in SK., 1895,

pp. 388-390). Uiuere more judaico was evidently a specious

watchword. It represented, as we find in Cerinthus afterwards,

a distinct and subtle danger, prompting Gentile Christians

—

especially proselytes—to revert to their old life, and inclining

others to favour a heterogeneous syncretism of Jewish and

Christian beliefs. The time came, ere long, when Ignatius

needed to cry out, * Better listen to Christianity from a circum-

cised man than to Judaism from one uncircumcised ' (ad Philad.

6), 'it is monstrous to talk of Jesus Christ koi lovSai&iv, for

Christianity did not believe in Judaism, but Judaism in Chris-

tianity ' (Magn. 10, cp. 8-9). In the qualified sense just defined,

a Jewish danger may be admitted as a subordinate factor in the

situation of the Christians to whom Hebrews was addressed.

But the pro-Jewish propaganda was certainly not one of circum-

cision or of legalism, as in Paul's day, and the presence of

other elements, drawn from the cults and worship of paganism,

is almost as evident. The time that had elapsed since the

primitive flush and freshness of the gospel, together with the

severity of the situation, had tended to produce a dissatisfaction

in these Christians, which tempted them to abandon the worship

and membership of the church (io25
), as if it were a philosophic

school or a cult whose capacities they had exhausted (cp. HD*
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1

i. 151). Whether this temptation was accentuated by any

Jewish propaganda (so especially Menegoz) or by some of the

pagan religious cults, or by a fusion of both, it it almost im-

possible, in the lack of corroborative evidence, to determine.

It does not follow even that such realistic details of the Levitical cultus

*ould not have appealed to certain Gentile Christians. This may be held in

view not only of the fact that the allegorical interpretations had carried them

far and wide, but also of the further fact that the Greek and Roman world

had pieces of ritual not wholly dissimilar to the precise regulations of the

Mosaic cultus. A recently discovered inscription (pre-Christian) from Eresos

in Lesbos gives rules, e.g. for the purification of women, which are analogous

to those of Leviticus (cp. W. R. Paton, Class. Rev., 1902, 290-292; also

P. Kretschmer in fahreshefte des osterreich. archaol. Instit. v. pp. 143 f.).

§ 8. Date.—The period of composition is naturally bound up

with the particular view taken of the authorship, and especially

of the aim and destination. Thus the epistle is placed close

to the final crisis of Judaism in Palestine, i.e., in a.d. 68-70,

by Grimm, Kiibel (a.d. 67-68), Rendall, Adeney, Barth, and

others. Some, sharing the same general view of its religious

purpose, put it rather earlier, between 64 and 67 or 65 and

70; e.g. Bleek, Beyschlag {NT Theol. ii. 286-288), Renan,

Scholten, Godet, Clemen (Chron. 277-279), Ewald, Farrar,

Westcott, Roberts {Greek the Language of Christ and His

Apostles, ch. viii.), S. Davidson, Bovon (NTTh. ii. 387-389),

Menegoz, G. G. Findlay (c. a.d. 67), G. B. Stevens (NTTh.

485 f.), Huyghe, Trenkle (Einl. 88 f.), G. Milligan, G. Meyer

(a.d. 67-69), Farrar (a.d. 67-68), Kay and Heigl (a.d. 65),

Ayles (c. a.d. 64). It is placed slightly earlier still by Hilgenfeld

(before a.d. 66), Mill, Bullock, Salmon, and Holtzheuer

(a.d. 63), Schafer, Einl. 149-157, and Belser (a.d. 63-64),

Bartlet* (a.d. 62), W. M. Lewis,! and Ramsay (a.d. 58-60).

A second-century date, such as a.d. -115 (Pfleiderer ) or

a.d. 116-118 (Volkmar, Religion /esu, 388 f. ; Keim, Bruckner,

Hausrath), is ruled out of court by the use of Hebrews in Clem.

Romanus, and the contrary assertion (Hitzig, Zur Kritik der

Paulinischen Briefe, 34-36) that Hebrews depends on the

Anliquities of Josephus is of no importance. It is needless to

be too precise, in condescending, e.g., upon c. a.d. 95 (Kostlin),

but c. a.d. 80, or more generally the Domitianic period, would

* From Brundusium by Paul (Hofmann) or Barnabas (Bartlet).

t Joint-production of Paul and Luke from the Csesarean imprisonment

(Ac 23").
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represent the converging opinions of many critics and editors,

including Schenkel {das Christusbild der Apostel, 1879, 130 f.),

Mangold (Rbmerbrief^ 1884, pp. 258 f.), Holtzmann {BL. ii.

615 f., ZWT, 1884, pp. 1-10), Weizsacker {AA. ii. 155-160),

von Soden, Cone, Jiilicher, McGiffert (AA. 463 f.), Zahn {RE.

vii. 492-506), Rovers {nieuw-test. Letterkunde 2
, 80 f.), Bousset

(TR. 1897, 9-10), J. Reville {Les origines de Vepiscopat, i. 363-

366), Kriiger's Altchristl. Litteratur 2
(1898), p. 11; Bacon,

Haring {SK., 1891, 589-598), Ropes (AA. 269 f.), Goodspeed,

Hollmann, Wrede's Entstehung der Schriften des NT (1907),

82 f. ; Willis, and Perdelwitz. Volter's theory {TT, 1908, 537 f.,

nucleus written c. a.d. 75 to Rome, but reissued twenty years

later with additions in i
2a"3 -

5b "13 2n "14a
3
s "4

4
14-io18 io19"23

-
28f-

Il9f. 13-16. is. 26a. 39f. I2 i8-28 T 38-16. 20) had been partially anticipated

by J. S. F. Chamberlain {The Epistle to the Hebrews, 1904),

who took Hebrews as originally addressed to the Jews by a

prominent Christian (Paul ? ), and afterwards edited with

additions by another Christian for Gentile Christians.

(a) The allusions in the present tense (f- 2° 88
"5 96"9-

u 1310 ) to the

cultus by no means imply a date prior to A.D. 70. Nothing is more

common (Schiirer, HJP. 1. ii. pp. 268 f.), in writings subsequent to that date,

Jewish (Josephus, Antiq. iii. 6. 7-12, Apion. i. 7, ii. 8. 23) and Christian

(Clem. Rom. 40-41 ; Justin, Dial. 107, and Barnabas), than such references.

They denote a literary method, not any contemporary existence of the

practices or places mentioned. Furthermore, the allusions " to the Mosaic

ritual are purely ideal and theoretical, and based on the Law in the

Pentateuch. . . . The mode of reasoning adopted would have been as

valid after the destruction of the Temple as during its existence" (A. B.

Davidson, Hebrews, p. 15). Hence {b) it is no argument for a pre-70 date

to hold that the writer implies the existence of the temple-cultus, and that

he would have been sure to notice its abolition if he had written after the

overthrow of the Jewish capital. The Judaism with which he is dealing is

that of the tabernacle, not of the temple. Neither he nor his readers are

concerned with the temple-ritual at all ; its existence mattered as little to

his idealist method of argument as its destruction. Thus the expression in

813 (the old covenant iyyvs &<pavi<r/u.ov) means simply that the old regime,

superseded by Jesus, was decaying even in Jeremiah's age. If it had lain

in his way to cite the Jewish catastrophe of a.d. 70 as a proof of the

evanescence of the old order, a more apposite allusion (Jiilicher) would have

been to the murder of Jesus, the heavenly high priest, at the instance of the

earthly high priests. But all such arguments lay outside the circle of his

interests. He finds his cogent demonstration of the superiority of the gospel

not in contemporary history, but in the sacred pages of the LXX. (c) For

the same reason the allusion to the forty years of Israel's wandering (3
17f

- ) is

not a covert reference to the time which had elapsed since the resurrection,
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while (d) the reference in 137 is too general to refer specifically to the

death of James (in Jerusalem) or of Peter and Paul (in Rome). There is

no hint in 3
9, 17 {forty years) of the period of time since the crucifixion,

as if the day of Israel's grace were almost ended, or had ended. The writer

is not calculating the present from the past. He does not find any typical

significance in the number,—which in this case would be merely a round

term (cp. Mk I
13

, Ac I
3
) for a generation. It is only on one forn^ of the

Palestinian (Jerusalem) hypothesis that any allusion can be found in 13
7 to

the death of James ; and even on the post-70 a.d. hypothesis, it is unneces-

ary to find a reference here to the deaths of Peter and Paul.

The surest criteria for fixing the period of composition lie in

the literary relationships of the epistle. The terminus ad quern

is fixed by Clemens Romanus (see above, pp. 430 f.), the

terminus a quo by the familiarity of the writer with some of

Paul's epistles, and probably with 1 Peter (see above, pp. 439 f.).

Like the latter, Hebrews, with its indifference to the burning

questions of the Law and circumcision, reflects a period

when Paul's efforts had settled the problem of Jew and Gentile

in the early church.

Of the Pauline epistles (cp. Bruckner's Chron. 236-241 ; Holtzmann,

ZWT., 1867, pp. 18 f.), Romans is pretty clearly used, as is only natural

in an epistle written by a dioavKohos who had apparently connections with

some Christians in Rome. The similarity of the Deuteronomy-citation in

Ro i219= He io30 might be due to the independent use of a common
tradition or florilegium ; but Ro 4

17"21 seems to underlie He 1

i

11"12
-
19

, and

further instances of the same dependence may be traced, e.g., in Ro i
17=

He io38, i43f- =He 139, Ro i419=He 1214 , Ro i533= He 13
20

, 1 Co 2«=He
5
14

, 1 Co 3
2= He 5

12
, 1 Co i2n=He 24

, 1 Co i526= He 214
, 1 Co 1527

= He 28, 2 Co i
n -12= He 13

18-19
, 2 Co 84= He 610

, 2 Co 13!= He io28,

and Galatians (3
1= Hq 66

, 3
19= PIe 22, 4

25f
- = He 1222 13

15
), and Phil 2^

= He I
4
, Phil 4

15- 18= He 13
16

, Phil 4
21 -22=He 13

24
. "Der Gedankengang

bewegt sich in voller Selbstandigkeit, die Anlehnung an Paulus ist daher

immer frei undungefahr, meistens vermutlich rein gedachtnismassig ' (Wrede,

p. 54). Of the seven words peculiar, in the NT, to Heb. and the Pastorals,

diroXavais is used in entirely different senses (He n 25=i Ti 617
), as is

optyecrdcu (il 16=l Ti 3
1 610

), while the remainder (d^iXdpyvpos, peftrfkos,

£KrpiTreadat, oveiSkr/ios, and Trpod7]kos) are neither numerous nor significant

enough to show any particular affinity between the two, especially in the

absence of any common characteristics of style and thought.

The interpretation of io32"34 as an allusion to the theatrical

displays (OeaTpL^o^vot) which accompanied Nero's outburst

against the Roman Christians is not necessary, in view of the

use of OiaTpov in 1 Co 4
9

; the language is too general and even

mild; and the reference in io34 is not to legal confiscation of

property (cp. on this Klette's Christenkatastrophe unter Nero
y
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l 9°1i 43 f)j but to the results of mob-rioting. The passage

cannot therefore be taken as a proof of any particular destination

(Roman, or even Palestinian) for Hebrews, and the same holds

of the other allusions to suffering and persecution throughout the

epistle. They may be fitted into a theory which rests on other

grounds, but by themselves they furnish no decisive evidence.

It did not lie in the writer's way to be detailed, any more

than it occurred to the author of the Religio Medici to

mention the Star Chamber, the fortunes of the Huguenots, or

even the Civil War in England. So far as he has any explicit

aim in these allusions, it is rather to prepare his readers for

bearing the brunt of some imminent danger, which hitherto

(ovira> fjLtxpis cu/xaros, 12 4
) they have been spared. This is the

point, e.g., of the enigmatic and allegorical passage in I312f
-, where

he summons them, after the example of Jesus (cp. 12 2-3
), not to

break with Judaism,—such a realistic use of Trap€fx{3o\y] would be

hopelessly out of keeping with the symbolism of the epistle,

—

but to be ready to be outcasts from the world in their pursuit

of the real religion (cp. 4
11

). The reproach of Christ which

they are to bear is that cheerfully borne by Moses long ago

(n 25*26
), in abjuring the fascinations and advantages of the pagan

world.

It is prosaic and untrue to the semi-allegorical cast of the argument, to

take I39f
* as an appeal to break finally with Judaism. The contrast is

between the various pagan cult-feasts, which the readers felt they could

indulge in not only with immunity but even with profit, and the Christian

religion which dispensed with any such participation. Our altar, says the

writer, is one of which the worshippers (Xarpevovres of Christians, as in 9
14

1

2

s8
) do not partake (in 13

10
aicrjvr) is the NT temple, contrasted with that of

9
8
). The Christian sacrifices are a cheerful confession of God even in

suffering, and beneficence towards others ; they have nothing whatever to do

with participation in any sacramental meal. The latter practices are a foreign

novelty, inconsistent with the spirituality and adequacy of the relation which

Jesus Christ establishes between God and his people. Such innovations are

to be eschewed, in favour of the primitive \6yos rod 0eov (13
7
) or x^Pts which

alone can establish the heart, however much a religion without a sacrificial

meal may be despised and persecuted by the world. Christians have a

sacrifice for sins which brings them into full communion with God, but they

have no sacrificial meal* (cp. Spitta, Urc. i. 325 f.). When dvaiaarripiov is

*The association of (purio-Bevves (io32
), especially in connection with a

metaphorical allusion to eating, suggests the phraseology of the Greek

mysteries (cp. Wobbermin's Religionsgeschicktlicke Studien, 1S96, pp.

154 f.), as in Eph I
18

3*, 2 Ti I
10

. Similarly, the reference in I216
"17

,
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identified with the Lord's table, it becomes possible to hear (cp. above, p. 389)

an early protest against the realistic sacramental view of the Lord's supper

which sought to base its efficacy on conceptions of communion popular

among the pagan mysteries. The writer controverts these by means of

arguments drawn from the Levitical system of Judaism, not because he has

the latter directly in view, but because his method of working from the OT
enables him to prove that Jesus, as the perfect sin-offering, superseded all such

religious devices ; the spurious and superstitious tendencies of pagan com-

munion to which these readers were exposed were part and parcel of a system

which the sacrifice of Christ had entirely antiquated, by realising the religious

instincts latent in pre-Christian and non-Christian sacrifices (cp. P. Gardner,

Historic View of the NT2
, 1904, 234 f.). There is to be no eating of the <rG>na

Xpi<rrov. The author of the Fourth gospel's attitude is less uncompromising

and unambiguous than that of the author of Hebrews, though, like the

significant omission of the Lord's supper in Eph., it marks the same

current of tendency flowing through the more spiritual and idealistic circles

of the early church towards the close of the first century.

§ 9. Text.—The text has suffered early injuries, though seldom in

important passages. The difficult and early variant xw/>is> for x<*/>tTl m 29
>

which Origen and Jerome already found in some MSS, may have arisen from

a transcriptional error ; certainly it is much less relevant to the context,

whether taken with virkp iravrbs (Origen) or yetiairjTou (Zimmer, Weiss). But

X&pls is as likely to have been smoothed out into xdpirt, and in this case one

must either conjecture that the phrase x«pls deov originally lay after (or as a

marginal gloss to) dvvw6TaKTov in v. 8, or assume that some primitive corrup-

tion underlies the text of v. 9 (Baljon, Theol. Studien, 1890, 2 1
3-2

1 4).

Such a corruption is probably visible not only in IO1 but also in 4
2

, where

WH (see their note) favour Noesselt's conjecture rots d/coto-fiao-iv ( = ' things

heard '). The parenthesis 6 \ab$ ydp in airijs vevofiodir-qrai (7
11

) would fit

in perhaps better at the close of 7
12

; but that is no reason for supposing (so

Bakhuyzen) that the present position of the words is due to the transposition

:>f a copyist. On the omission of 83 as a gloss by Kuenen, Prins, and

Bakhuyzen, see Baljon, op. cit. 216 f. The conjecture HACIONA for

TTA6IONA in II 4 (so Cobet and Vollgraff) is not more than plausible, and

the emendation (Blass ; cp. C. Konnecke's Beitrage zur Erklarung des NT,
1896, p. 15) of li 5b into Kal otix yvplaKer airov Odvaros (Orig., Clem. Rom.

9
2
) is not even plausible.* In II 37 iireLpdad-qaav is either (cp. WH's note)

a corruption of some less general term like iTrp^a-drja-av or iirvpaa-d^av or

4veirprj(rd7]<rat>, or a dittography of the previous iirpiadrjcrau (Naber, Bakhuyzen),

or a marginal gloss which originally (4w€Lpd9r)aav) explained tretpav g\a/3ou

(Field).—A fourth century MS of 214~55 io8-ii 13 ii 28-I217
, whose text

resembles that of B and D, is printed by the discoverers in Oxyrhynchus

Papyri (iv. 1904), pp. 29-48.

* The same may be said of Field's proposal to take koX aM) Zdppa in II 11

as an interpolated marginal comment.
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THE EPISTLE OFJAMES.

Literature. 1—(a) Editions— Althamer {In epist. Jacobi*, 1533);
Grynseus {Explicatio epp. Cathol., Basel, 1593) ; R. Turnbull (London,

1606); Cornelius a Lapide (1648); Estius (1661) ; Brochmand (1706);

Damm (1747); Benson and Michaelis (1756); Seemiller (1783); Rosen-

mliller {Der BriefJ. iibersetzt unci erlaiitert, 1787) ; J. B. Carpzov (Halle,

1790); Morus, Pralectiones in Jacobi et Petri epistolas (Leipzig, 1794);
Hensler (Hamburg, 1801) ; Hottinger (Leipzig, 1815); Pott 3 (1816)

;

Schulthess (Zurich, 1824) ; Gebser (Berlin, 1828, with valuable patristic

materials) ; Schneckenburger's Annotatio (1832) ; Theile's Commentarius

(Leipzig, 1833) ; Jachmann(i838) ; Kern (Tubingen, 1838) *
; J. A. Cramer's

Catena in epp. Catholicas (Oxford, 1840) ; Scharling (1841) ; Stier (Barmen,

1845); de Wette (1847) ; Cellerier (1850) ; Neander (Eng. tr. 1851) ; T. W.
Peile (1852); Wiesinger (1854); Messmer (Brixen, 1863); H. Bouman
{1865); B. Bruckner (1865); J. Adam (Edinburgh, 1867); Lange (1862,

Eng. tr. 1867) ; Ewald (1870) ; Huther 3 (1870, Eng. tr. 1882) ; A. Bisping

(Munster, 1871); Wordsworth (1875); E. G. Punchard (Ellicott's Comm.
n. d.) ; Bassett (London, 1876); Plumptre {Camb. Bible, 1878); Erdmann

(1881); Scott {Speakers Comm. 1881); Gloag (Schaffs Comm. 1883); E.

C. S. Gibson -{Pulpit Comm. 1887); Johnstone 2 (1888) ; Plummer {Expos.

Bible, 1891); Trenkle, Der Brief des heiligen Jakobus (1894) ; K. Burger 2

(Strack-Zockler's Komm. 1895); Carr {CGT. 1896); Beyschlag (— Meyer 6
,

1898) *
; von Soden 3 {HC. 1899) ; Bennett {CB. 1901) ; B. Weiss 2 (1902)

;

R. J. Knowling ( WC. 1903); Baljon (1904); H. Wilbers, de brief van d.

Apostel Jakobus (Amsterdam, 1906); G. Hollmann 2 {SNT. 1907); Belser

(1909)*; Oesterley {EGT. 1910) ; J. B. Mayor 3 (London, 1910)*.

{b) Studies.—(i.) general:—Heisen's Nova Hypotheses interpretandce

epistola Jacobi (1739) ; Storr's Dissertatio exegetica in epist. Jacobi

(Tubingen, 1784)5 J. D. Schulze (see above, p. 319); Gabler, De Jacobo,

epistola eidem ascriptce auctore (Altdorf, 1787); Bricka, Reflexions relat. d,

Pintroduction d Vipitre de s. Jacqties (1838) ; F. L. Schaumann's Origo

apostolica et authent. epistolce Jacobi (Helsingfors, 1840) ; Galup's Essai cPune

Introd. critique . . . (1842); J. Monod's Introduction . . . (Montauban,

1846) ; Loeffler's fLtudes historiques et dogmatiques sur Jac. (1850) ; A.

Boon, De epist. Jacobi cum libro Sirac. ccnven. (1866) ; Wohlwerth {Sur

r authent. etc., 1868) ; A. H. Blom, De Brief van Jakobus (Dordrecht,

1869)* ; Sabatier {ESR. vii. 125-132) ; W. Schmidt, Lehrgehalt des Jakobus-

Briefes z
(1869) ; Leo Vezes, Dissertatio de epist. Jacobi (1871) ; Beyschlag

{SfC.
t 1874, pp. 150 f., 'der Jakobusbrief als urchristliches Geschichts-

denkmal'); Holtzmann {BL. iii. 179-189, and in ZWT., 1882, pp. 292 f.);

Gloag's Introd. Cath. Epp. pp. 23-108 ; P. Schegg, Jakobus der Bruder

des Herrn und sein Brief (1883) ; von Soden {JPT., 1884, pp. 137-192) *
;

Meyrick (Smith's DB. 2 1520-1522); Zimmer {ZWT., 1893, 481-503); P.

Feine, DerJakobusbriefnach Lehranschauungen und Entstehungsverhaltnisse

1 See Kawerau's study of 'die Schicksale des Jakobusbriefes im 16

Jahrhundert' {Zeitschrift fur kirchl. Wiss. und Leben, 1 889, pp. 359-370)1

-"2d Leipoldt's paragraphs on Luther's criticism {GK. ii. pp. 67-77).
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(1893) •; Kuhl {SIC., 1894, 795-817, reviewing Feine) ; van Manen {TT.,

1894, 478-496); Holtzmann, NTTh. ii. 328-350; Spitta {[/re. ii. 1. 1-

239) *
; Bovon, NTTh. ii. 447-462 ; Vowinckel, ' Die Grundgedanken des

Jakobusbriefes, verglichen mit den ersten Briefen des Petrus und des

Johannes' {BFT. vi. 1898); Moffatt {HNT. 576 f., 704 f.); Cone {EBi.

2321-2326); Sieffert {PRE. viii. 581 f.)
; J. B. Mayor {DB. ii. 543-548) ;

J, Parry, A Discussion of the general epistle ofJames (London, 1903) ; V.

Ermoni (Vigoroux' DB. iii. 1087-1098) ; Grafe, Stellung u. Bedeutung d.

Jakobusbriefes, etc. (Tubingen, 1904) *
; B. Weiss, DerJakobusbrief und die

neueste Kritik (1904, against Grafe); H. J. Cladder in Zeitschrift fur
Kathol. Theologie (1904, 37-58, 'die Anlage des Jakobus-briefes,' 1904,

295-330, ' der formale Aufbau d. Jakobus-briefes') ; B. Weiss {NKZ., 1904,

391 f., 423 f.) ; M. Meinertz, DerJakobusbrief und sein Verfasser in Schrift

und Ueberlieferung (in Bardenhewer's ' Biblische Studien,' x. 1905)*;

Hoennicke {JC. pp. 90 f., I9if.); C. W. Emmet (Hastings' DB., 1909,

424-426). (ii. ) on 214"26 in relation to Paul : Hulsemann's Harmonia . . .

(1643); C. S. Ruger's Conciliatio . . . (1785); Knapp {Scriptura varii

arguments, 1823, i. pp. 41 if.): Frommann {SK, 1833, pp. 84 f., harmon-

ising) ; Isenberg, Die Rechlferligung durch d. Glauben oder Paulus und

Jakobus (1868); Riggenbach {SK., 1868, 238 f., harmonising); Martens,

Geloof en weerken naar den brief van Jakobtis (1871) ; H. W. Weiffenbach,

Exegetische-theologische Studie ziber Jakobus, ii. 14-26 (Giessen, 1871)*;

Fritzsch, Der Glaube, die Werke, und die Rechtfertigung nach der Lehre d.

Jakobus (1875); Schanz {TQ., 1880, pp. 3f.,247f.); Kubel, Ueber das

Verhdltniss von Glaube und Werken bei Jakobus (1880); Klopper {ZWT.,

1885, pp. 280 f.); Usteri(SA"., 1889, 211-256); C. Schwartz {SK., 1891,

704-737) ; B. Bartmann, S. Paulus und S. Jakobus iiber die Rechtfertigung

(in Bardenhewer's 'Biblische Studien,' 1897, ii. 1); J. Bohmer {NKZ.,

1898, 251-256) ; Menegoz in Etudes de Thiol, et oVHistoire (Paris, 1901, pp.

121-150); E. Kiihl, Die Stellung des Jakobusbriefes zum alttest. Gesetz und
zurpaulin. Rechtfertigungslehre (1905).

§ i. Contents and outline.—The brief address (i 1
) closes with

the (p. 48) Greek salutation xa^Puv i
and this is caught up in the

first of the following five paragraphs with which the homily opens

(iraa-av xaP^v fjyrjo-ao-Oe kt\.). The thread on which these are

loosely strung together is the thought of ireipaa-ixos. The first

paragraph is a statement of tt. as part of the divine discipline

for perfecting (reXeioi) the Christian character (i 2"4
). This

suggests (Jv ixrfievl Xinrofxevoi. Et Si tis v/xwv Xuirerai tro<f>ias),

though not very relevantly,* a word on the need of sincere faith f

* The writer has in mind Sap g
6

: though a man be perfect (reAeios) among
the sons ofmen, yet if the wisdom {<ro<f>la) that is from thee be absent, he shall

be reckoned of no account. The whole section, with its emphasis on God as

the liberal giver of wisdom to sincere suppliants, breathes the spirit of the

sapiential Hebrew literature and of Philo.

f Luther's marginal note on I
6 (as on 5

16
) is :

" der einzige und beste Ort
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in praying for practical guidance in life (i 5 '8
). Then, as the

insincere person or dvrjp BlxJ/vxos, a familiar type and figure in the

older Jewish literature, was unstable (d/caTa'crra/ros lv irdcrais reus

6Sots avrov, i
8
, cp. 3

8
-
16

, Sir i
25

, En 91 4
) owing to his half-hearted

attachment to the divine o-o<f>ia, the writer adds a paragraph (1
9 -11

Kdvxa-o-Ou o"e ktX.) on the fate of the rich man who fades h reus

7ropetats* avrov—the timely loss of wealth thus being in reality a

blessing, a 7r«paoyAos for which he should be thankful, t A word

on the reward for enduring trial (i 12
) follows. Logically and

strictly it resumes the thought of i 4, but the writer is reproducing

the sequence of thought in Sir (34) 3i 8 -1(> blessed is the rich man
who goeth (iiropevOr]) not after gold. Who is he ? Verily we will

call him blessed (/xaKaptov/jLev). . . . Who hath been tried thereby

(iSoKL/xdaOr]) and found perfect (ireXauOr)) ? Then let him glory

(ecrrio eis Kavxqo-iv). Here, however (//.aKaoios avrjp 6s wro/jievet

7reipacr/xoj/, on Soki^os yevo/xevos ktX.), the conception of the sphere

of 7reipao-/x6s is broadened to cover poor and rich alike, just as its

reward is made eschatological (cp. Sap 5
15f

- the just live for ever

. . . they shall receive— Xrjxj/ovrat—the diadem of beauty from the

hand ofthe Lord, Zee 6 14 LXX). The writer then meets a current

objection (i 13f
- ; cp. Judas 16

) by proving that the origin of

7T€tpao-fi6<s lies not in God, whose gifts are only good, J but in the

lusts of human nature; and the ideas of Gn 3, suggested by the

latter thought (i 14f
-), lead him to contrast the birth of sin from

lust with the new creative word of the gospel (i 18
), which is

God's supreme gift to mankind. The condition of receiving this

gift is threefold. First, meekness (i 19'21
), the spirit that refuses to

resent God's dealings or to flame up (Aca/a'a = malice) in irritation

against other people. Secondly, while the perfect (reAxtos)

Christian must be quick to hear (i 19
), it is the hearing which is

in der ganzen Epistel." For Luther's opinions, see Walther in SK, (1893)

pp. 595 f., and Meinertz, op. cit. pp. 216 f. The liberal criticism of Cardinal

Cajetan and some others in that age is outlined by Simon, Histoire Critique

du Texte du NT, pp. 189 f.

* Corssen {GGA., 1893, pp. 594 f.
)
prefers to read, with minuscule 30, eiiwo-

/>efcus(so Mangeyand Eakhuyzen; cp. Baljon, Theol. Studien, 1891, pp. 377 f.).

f The similar Jewish teaching of Akiba is discussed by Bacher in his

Agada d. Tannaiten"1 , i. (1903) pp. 320 f. Job's sufferings (cp. 5
11

) were one

of Akiba's favourite illustrations of ireipa<riJ.bs (see above, p. 33).

X In I
17

it is tempting to place 1} after Tpoirijs instead of before it, especially

in view of Sap 7
17-18 (TpoirQv dXXcryas kixI /j,eTa(3o\&s KaipQv) ; so Koennecke,

Emendationen zu Stellen des NT (1908, BFT. xii.), pp. I2f.



THE EPISTLE OF JAMES 459

followed by practical obedience (i 22
'25

). Thirdly, not talk* but

charity and chastity form the true worship of God (i 19 slow to

speak, i
26 "27

) the Father (cp. Ps 685
).

The implicit antithesis between pagan and Christian Oprjo-Keia

then leads the writer f to denounce an abuse within (o-uvaywy^i/)

contemporary Christian worship, viz. respect of persons, the

worship of social distinctions, the undue deference paid to

wealthy people, and the consequent depreciation of the poor

(2
1 *5

). Before our Lord of glory (or, the Lord, our Glory), social

and human glories are of no account. Besides, the poor are the

chosen of God (2
s
), and the overbearing un-Christian conduct %

of the rich entitles them to no such respect (2
6"7

) ; to love rich

people as Christian neighbours is one thing, to be servile towards

them is quite another (2
s-9

). Nor can such neighbourly love

make up for a failure to keep the command against respect of

persons (Lv i915
-
18

), for the law is a unity (2
10 -11

). Furthermore,

the writer adds, gathering up the thoughts of i
19 "26 as well as of

2 1 "11
, this law which regulates words and deeds alike is a law of

freedom, i.e. (cp. 1
25

) one which answers completely to the

spontaneous instincts of our true nature (a Philonic touch, cp.

quod omn. probus liber, 7). And, finally, according to Jewish ethic

(cp. Sir 2812
, En Q8 12f

-, Test. Zeb 81"3
), mercilessness is the un-

pardonable sin, whereas the merciful soul need have no fear of

the final judgment (2
13

).

Having thus put the antithesis between the true Christian

faith (2
1
) and the favouritism which breeds injustice, the writer

develops § the idea of hardheartedness (2
9"13

) in a pungent

* With l
19b and I

26 compare the famous saying of R. Simeon {Pirke Aboth

i. 15 ; Derenbourg's VHistoire et la gtogr. de la Palestine, i. pp. 271 f.), i
19b

{slow to anger)— Pirke Aboth ii. 10 (R. Eliezer b. Hyrcanus). With i
26"27 cp.

the eighth reason given by R. Eleazar b. Jehuda {Sabbath, 326 f.) for trouble

in life, viz., filthy speech, which causes widows and orphans to wail (cp. Is

9
16

) ; also Nedarim, 40a, for the supreme duty of visiting the sick.

f Reversing the sequence of Ps (81) 821"3
, where God's presence iv

crvvaycay-y de&v is made a reason for refusing to respect sinners and for being

just to orphans and poor folk, just as in Sir (32) 35
12"15 men are warned

against offering sacrifice to God at the expense of practical charity and justice,

since oiiK iariv irap atirQ 86^a Trpoawirov . . . ov X-rj/niperai irpoawTrop eirl

ittojxov . . . oti fii] vireptdrj liiertav opcpavov, Kdl XVPav &v ^KX^V XaXiav.

X With 26 {%\kov<xiv v/xas els KpiTrjpia) compare Deissmann's restoration of

the second of the (first series) Oxyrhynchite Logia, ol eXKovres fyias [els r£

KpiTripia] kt\.

% Unless (see below) 4
llf

* originally lay here.
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section (2
14'26

), criticising all conceptions of faith which regard it

as valid apart from its exercise in deeds. Thereupon, passing

from lack of deeds to excess of words, he returns to his favourite

warning against the abuses of speech (3
lf>

), not as a substitute for

true faith (2
14

), but as a danger to it. Since Christian teachers *

by their profession were specially liable to this sin, they are first

of all mentioned (3
1
), but the counsel at once broadens out (3

2f-

a7ravT€5, cp. I 19 7ra? avOponros, I 26 el tis kt\.) into a general

philippic against the mischievous power (3
3f

-) and inconsistency

(S
91

') t of evil words. The connection between this and the fol-

lowing definition of the criteria of true crocpia (3
13 "17

) becomes

visible in the light of the author's intimate acquaintance with the

Wisdom-literature, where (e.g. in Sir 2430f
-) the wisdom of the

teacher is compared to a stream. So here the allusion to fresh

fountains (3
11"12

) helps to introduce a contrast between the false

o-o^>6a, whose notes are bitterness and factiousness (3
14"16

), and

the true celestial a-ocpU (3
17

) with its goodfruits (contrast 3
12a

).

Carrying on the metaphor as well as the thought ofpeace (3
17

),

the writer then contrasts the future reward of the peaceable (3
18

)

with the wrangling and disatisfaction evident on all sides

among those who practised the false <ro<pia as their rule of life

(4
1-8

).J The outer dispeace springs from an inward trouble,

above all from worldly compromise (4
4"6

); hence the author

adds a straight word on the need of purity and penitence

(4«»).

The next brief paragraph against defamation and conscious-

ness (4
11"12

), if it is not misplaced (see below), must be an echo

and expansion of 4
lf\ Then, rebuking another aspect of over-

weening presumption, this time against God, he attacks traders

* Irenaeus {adv. Haer. i. 28, iii. 23. 8) attributes the heresy of Tatian to

the fact that he allowed his conceit as a teacher to develop a passion for

novelties. For the high repute, as well as for the perils, of diSda-KaXoc, who
survived trpo^Tyrai in the early church, cp. Harnack, MAC. i. 354 f.

t The conception of man as made in God's likeness (3
9
) was a fundamental

principle of Akiba's ethic (see, e.g., Pirke Aboth iii. 14). R. Simon ben Azzai

ranked this even higher than neighbourly love (cp. Bacher's Agada d.

Tannaiten1
, i. 417 f.). For the connection of 3

s "8 with Herakleitus, see E.

Pfleiderer (JPT. xiii. 177-218) ; for Philonic sources, Siegfried's /kilo, pp.

311 f. In 3
6 James has used, for his own purpose, an Orphic phrase ; for 6 tt)s

jiolpas rpox^s kal tt)s yevtaeios and 6 kukXos ttjs yevtaew, see Rohde's Psychc*t

ii. 123, and Lobeck's Fragm. 797 f.

% On the duty of generosity among teachers, see Megilla, 28a.
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(4
13-17 aye vvv kt\.) for ignoring God in their plans for future

acquisition, and wealthy landowners (5
lf

- aye vvi> ktX.) for their

personal selfishness and for defrauding their employes. The
closing words of the latter denunciation (5

s "6
, cp. Sir 34

22 as a

shedder of blood is he who deprives a hireling of his hire)* with

their picture of the unresisting patience of the poor, strike the

keynote of the following exhortation to patience (5
7"11

) in view of

the near approach of the Lord. Above all, Christians must

refuse to take an oath (5
12"13

) even when dragged into court by

their oppressors (cp. 5
6 2 6

) ; otherwise, whether they manage to

escape man's condemnation or not, they will fall under God's

(so Sir 239f
-). A general counsel, in gnomic form, on prayer in

relation to sickness, then follows (5
18 "18

),f and the homily

abruptly ends with an encouragement to the reclaiming of

backsliders (5
19 "20

)4
§ 2. Structure.—The homily is neither a loosely knit series of

quasi-proverbial passages nor the logical exposition of a single

theme. The opening paragraphs contain the three dominant

ideas of the writing, viz., 7h'cttis, o-o<£ia, and 7reipao-/A09 ; but after

4
11 these recede into the background, and even the earlier part

of the writing contains groups of aphorisms with as little cohesion

as a handful of pearls. This is largely due to the gnomic style,

as in the Wisdom-literature, Epictetus, and Marcus Aurelius.

But the pearls are occasionally strung. Like Wordswrorth's

* '0 Si/ccuos in 5
6 is generic (from Sir 50"- 220

), but it is a curious coin-

cidence that James of Jerusalem had this title from Jews and Christians alike,

according to Hegesippus (cp. Eus. H. E. ii. 23). Justin {Dial. 16) uses

almost the same language about the responsibility of the Jews for the murder

of Jesus.

f The effect of a pious man's prayer for rain is a commonplace in con-

temporary Jewish (cp. e.g. Taanith, 25b) and Christian (Tert. ad Scap. 4, Vita

Polykarpi, 29, etc. ) tradition. Against the Romanists, who twisted Ja 5
14f

* into

a warrant for their sacrament of extreme unction, Luther thundered {De Babyl.

Capt. ecclesicB prceludium) : "si uspiam deliratum est, hoc loco prsecipue

deliratum est. Omitto enim, quod hanc epistolam apostoli Jacobi non esse, nee

apostolico spiritu dignam multi ualde probabiliter asserant, licet consuetudine

autoritatem, cuiuscunque sit, obtinuerit. Tamen, si etiam esset apostoli Jacobi,

dicerem non licet apostolum sua autoritate sacramentum instituere." For

the medicinal use of oil by sects in the early church, see Bousset's Haupt-

probleme der Gnosis (1907) pp. 297 f.

% The teaching about forgiveness is not exactly un- Christian, but it falls

far short not only of the Pauline gospel, but of the primitive Christian colloca-

tion of forgiveness with faith in Jesus Christ.
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poems of 1831, though the various paragraphs of this homily are

semi-detached, they too

"Have moved in order, to each other bound

By a continuous and acknowledged tie,

Though unapparent"

—

unapparent, that is, to those who do not approach them from

the Wisdom-literature on which they are so closely modelled in

form as well as in spirit. Thus the analogous abruptness with

which Sap 19
22 and Sir 5i 29-30 en^ militates against the hypothesis

that the original conclusion of Jas. was lost. On the other hand,

the analogy of Hermas suggests that Jas. may have been put

together from fly-leaves of prophetic addresses, and even that

the detached character of one or two paragraphs is to be

explained by the hypothesis of interpolations ; so, e.g., 3
1 '18 (the

essay of an Alexandrian scribe, von Soden), 4
1 '10 (Jacoby, NT

Ethik, pp. 170 f.), 5
1-6 (Jacoby and Oesterley), or 4

n-56 (von

Soden), the latter passages being possibly Jewish fragments.

The difference in size between Hermas and Jas., however, is

against the hypothesis that the latter, like the former, arose

by a process of gradual accretion. It is a homily or tract in

epistolary form (cp. Deissmann, Bible Studies, pp. 52-53),

though, like Hebrews, it may have originally sprung from spoken

addresses. Thus, e.g., Feine regards it as the transcript of a

homily delivered by James before the church at Jerusalem

;

while Barth, following a hint of Luther,* refers it to some
hearer who had taken notes of James's preaching. But, in

any case, neither the Jewish nor the Gentile Christians kv rfj

$La<nropa. (i 1
) were organised so closely as to render the

circulation of such a manifesto practicable, and there is no trace

of any concrete relation between the writer and his readers.

Once or twice the text medicam manum exspectat, e.g. {a) in the obscure

passage 218f- (cp. P. Mehlhorn in PM., 1900, 192-194, and G. Karo, ibid.

pp. 159-160), where Pfleiderer {Urc. ii. 547) and Baljon read <rii Zpya #x6 « J>

K<xyu irlaTLv £%w (after codex Corbeiensis) J—which is unconvincing, since

2lsb is the reply of the genuine Christian to 218* (so, recently, J. H. Ropes,

* In his Tischreden (quoted by Kawerau, p. 368) : "Ich halt, dass sie

irgendein Jude gemacht hab, welcher wol hat horen von Christo lauten aber

nicht zusammenschlagen.

"

•f
On the general problem of the Vulgate text of Jas., cp. Belser's essay in

TQ., 1908, 329-339 ; and, for other emendations of this particular passage,

E. Y. Hincks wJBL., 1899, pp. 199-202.
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Exp? v. 547-556). (5) In the equally difficult (cp. Bruston in RTQR.,

1896, 433-436, and Pott, op. cit. pp. 329-355) passage, 4
5
, where E. Paret

{SK.y 1907, 234 f.) takes irpbs (=irepl) <pd6vov with what precedes, iirnrodel

{sc. <p66vos) beginning the quotation and Gn 4
7 being the scripture before the

writer's mind (referring to Kain, as in I Jn 3
10"12

), Kirn {SK., 1904, 127 f.

and 593-604) and Koennecke (pp. 15 f.) read {rbv) debv for <p66vov, while

Baljon would omit irpbs <p$6vov . . . dib A^yei as a gloss (Hottinger and

Schulthess omit fid^ova . . . x&Plv
i
tne latter conjecturing that fxel^ova was

originally a marginal comment at the end of the verse, as if fi. •$) rots

virepri<p'&voi.s), which is at least better than regarding the words as a parenthesis.

One or two minor suggestions of transposition have been made ; e.g.

that 2s6 originally * came after 2s3, or 4
17 after I

17
(2

26?
), or id-qvavpleare iv

£<rx&Tais Tjfitpais (5
s
) after 5

1 (Koennecke), as, e.g., Pirke Aboth i. 15 should

probably follow i. 12. The passage 4
11"17 (see above) seems misplaced ; a

much better connection with what precedes as well as with what follows is

gained if the paragraph is restored to its original position between 21S and

214
; cp. 212

-13 with 4
11-12

, and 4
17 followed by 214£-.

The ordinary interpretation of rb tAos Kvptov in 5
11 as the final outcome

or purpose of the divine discipline seems adequate to the context. But (after

Augustine, Beda, Wetstein, and others) it is referred to ' exitus Domini,'

in spite of the adjoining OT examples, by Bois {SR~., 1886, 365-366)

who puts rrjv . . . el'Sere in brackets and takes 8tl with ixaKapl^ofiev, as

well as by Bischoff (ZiV^., 1906, 274-279), who proposes to put fSov . . .

iirofielvavras after etSere : while Koennecke (pp. 17-18) again regards Kvptov

not as z. genitivus auctoris, but as a primitive corruption of airov {i.e. Job).

The suspicions cast on 5
12 by Kiihl {Die Stellung desJakobusbriefs, pp. 73 f.

)

are due to his a priori views of the law in Jas. See the note of Schulthess

(p. 180: " Bahrdtius censet, quae vv. 14-16 legantur, ab illis uerbis

d\el\f/avT€S abrbv usque ad hie 6Vws ladijre manus haud nimium religiosse

additamentum esse ; atque sine ullo sententiarum detrimento abesse posse

iudicat Hottingerus, cum quae ante et post leguntur, obliterans his uerbis

apte cohsereant. . . . Haud sufficit ad crimen interpolationis si quid salua

awcHpelq. orationis prsetermitti possit"). Jacoby {NT Ethik, 1 5 3 f
.
, 193 f.)

ascribes 5
12

(p. 174) to a redactor who added yvufiat like those of i
1913 "20 and

.13-15 (1G-17)
#

§ 3. Situation.—The author is a Christian SiSao-KaXos (com-

pare and contrast 3
1*2 with He 5

12
), trained in Hellenistic

Judaism, who is keenly alive to the laxity of the moral situation

within the church, and who seldom allows his readers to go far

from the agenda of the faith, repudiating, with the vivid

* Schulthess quaintly confesses :
" ut fatear quod res est, admodum lubeat

v. 25 qui saluo contextu abesse posset, pro interpolato putare. Nam cuius

fides erga Deum mendaci perfidia in ciuitatem sirm regemque probatur, mali

exempli est populo Christi. Hinc facile colligi posset, infidelibus fidem

nullam habendam esse. Ceterum apostolis ignoscendum, si quando

dormitabant" (pp. 129-130).
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rhetoric of the oWpi/?^, a Christianity of the head or of the

tongue. Of him it might be said, in the words of a modern

novelist (G. W. Cable in Dr. Sevier, p. 7), that " his inner heart

was all of flesh ; but his demands for the rectitude of mankind

pointed out like the muzzles of cannon through the embrasures

of his virtues." In one hundred and eight verses, fifty-four

imperatives have been counted ; they lie side by side with

passages of deep sympathy, but of praise there is not a syllable.

He has been dubbed the Jeremiah of the NT, though his affinities

are rather with the pungent and stubborn realism of a prophet

like Amos. His sympathies clung to an Essene-like character

which again resembles the simplicity and winsomeness of Francis

the great Poverello (cp. von Dobschutz, TU. xi. 1. pp. nof.).

The address to the twelve tribes of the dispersion (i 1
) denotes, not Christians

of Jewish birth, but Christendom in general conceived under the oecumenical

symbol of ancient Israel (cp. Gal 6 16
, Rev 7

4f- 21 12
) ; it is probably an

abbreviated form of I P I
1

. The term for their ecclesiastical organisation is

iKKXrjaia (5
14

) ; the phrase els avvaywyty vpCbv (2
2
) means intoyourgathering ox

meeting (cp. He io25 ; Ignat. ad Polyk. 4
2 irvtcvdrepov cvvayiayaX yiviadwaav

;

Theoph. ad Autolyk. 214 8e8wicei> 6 6eb$ r£ Koapn^ . . . ras avvayioyas,

Xeyofiivas 8e iKKk-rjaias aylas, etc.), not a literal synagogue in which a

majority of Jewish Christians had obtained administrative authority.*

Abraham is the father of these Christians (2
21

, cp. Hebrews, Paul, and Clem.

Rom.), and Christianity is described as the perfect law offreedom (i 25
), which

means not the Torah but the Xoyos or revelation of God in Jesus Christ

as the nascent Catholicism of the later church viewed it (cp. Barn 26 6 kcuvos

pSjxos tov Kvptov i)/j.u>u'Ir)croQ Xpiarov avev £vyov SovXias
; Justin's Dial. I24 ;

etc. ). Instead of the freedom from law, which Paul taught, and at which

this writer looked askance in the popular Paulinism of his own day, he

* For such an idea there is no evidence, and the probabilities, even during

the seventh decade of the first century, are strongly against it. Swayory^

was a term taken over from Greek worship ( = annual gatherings of religious

cults) as an equivalent of iKKX-qala. (cp. Heinrici in ZWT., 1876, pp. 523 f.,

and Harnack on the parallel passage in Hermas, Mand. xi. 9), though

the Ebionites were almost alone in preferring it to the latter term (Epiph.

xxx. 18). The absence of iirivKOTroi in 5
14

is no proof of a very

primitive period. Here and there churches existed, long after the first

century, which had no officials save irpeaj3vT€poi and SiSdcr/caXoi. Dionysius

of Alexandria, e.g. (Eus. H. E. vii. 24. 6), refers to village-churches in

Egypt as late as the middle of the third century which were thus organised.

The ep. of James in all likelihood originated in some community of this

primitive or rather archaic order, off the main line of the general Christian

development. The slowness of its recognition and circulation as an

oecumenical homily was due to its original milieu in a comparatively obscure

(Nazarene ?) circle.
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proclaims a law of freedom—the correcting motive being much the same as

that of a passage like 1 Ti i
8f\ There is no reference in the epistle which

necessarily involves the Jewish Christian character of the readers—not even

219
, which is more apt as the definition of a monotheism which would

distinguish a Gentile Christian's faith from his pagan polytheism. Pagan

outsiders did occasionally attend the worship of the early Christians (cp. 27f-

with 1 Co 1423
"25

), but, in face of the Christian admonitions in i
10f

- (cp.

1 Co 61 "2
), it is not necessary to suppose that the rich persons of 22f

* 4
13f

- 5
1"8

were Jews, much less pagans. The racial divisions of Jewish and Gentile

Christians really do not exist for this writer any more than for the autor ad

Hebrceos ; his horizon is oecumenical Christendom, and his period a time when
the older parties had become fused.

The writer has either misapprehended Paulinism or he is

correcting a popular abuse (in Gentile Christian circles? Sieffert)

of Paul's teaching upon faith, which had laid exaggerated stress

on faith as the supreme and sole basis of genuine religion, until

a certain indifference to morality had sprung up, accompanied by

a false view of faith itself, as if it were equivalent to a formal act

of assent to this or that article of belief. So far as the Christian

praxis of religion is concerned, James and Paul are at one,*

but each lays the emphasis on different syllables. The tvi<tti% of

Ja 2 14"26
is an acceptance of the divine vo/aos as an impulse and

standard of moral conduct; the caricature of it, which he

denounces, is a belief which is divorced from good behaviour.

Paul could never have used the term dead faith (2
26
),f although

he had often in mind the same ethical fruitlessness which roused

the indignation of James. Furthermore, what James calls IJoya,

Paul described as fruits of the Spirit (Gal 5
22

) ; to Paul epya are

epya v6fxov
i
and over against them he sets ttlo-tis. The idea that

a man was justified by works and faith combined (Ja 2 24) is

contrary to the genius of Paul's religion, and thus, although both

James and he agree in their demand for an ethical faith, the

demand is based upon different conceptions of what faith means.

* Modern harmonising discussions have seldom advanced far beyond
Augustine's explanation, (Migne, xl. pp. 87 f., 21 1) :

" non sunt sibi contrarige

duorum apostolorum sententiae Pauli et Jacobi, cum dicit unus, justificari

hominem per fidem sine operibus, et alius dicit, inanem esse fidem sine

operibus : quia ille dicit de operibus, quae fidem praecedunt, iste de iis, qua?

fidem sequuntur ; sicut etiam ipse Paulus multis locis ostendit." For the

history of opinion, see Bartmann, pp. 2f. ; Reuss, INT. § 143, and
Holtzmann, NTTh. ii. 329 f.

f Luther's indignant comment on this verse is :
" Ei Maria, Gottes Mutter,

wie eine arme similitudo ist das ! Confert fidem corpr ri, cum potius animae

ruisset comparanda."

30
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That the controversy presupposes the Pauline propaganda is

beyond all reasonable doubt. There is not evidence to show

that pre-Christian Judaism knew this problem of a contrast

between faith and works in relation to justification, or that

even pre-Pauline Christianity had any consciousness of such a

difficulty. The stamp of Paul is on a phrase like Si/caiovTcu i<

§ 4. Literary connections.—While no literary connection

between Jas. and either Hebrews or the Apocalypse is demon-
strable, the dependence of the epistle upon not only 1 P. (see

above, p. 338) but some of Paul's epistles (especially Romans,

e.g. i
2 "4 = Ro 5

3 '5
, i

6 -Ro 4
20

, i
22 = Ro 2 13

, 2n -Ro 2 22"25
, 2 21 =

Ro 4
lf

-, 2 24 = Ro 3
28

,
4! = Ro f\ 4

4 - 7 = Ro 87
, 4" = Ro 2 1

; also

i
26 = 1 Co 3

18
, Gal 63, 2s= 1 Co i

27
, z
™= 1 Co 2 14, 2 8 -12 = Gal 51*,

Ro i38f
-, 2 10 = Gal 5

3
, 4

4 "5 = Gal 5
17

), is plain. It would be

gratuitous scepticism, in view of the polemic in 2 14f-, to doubt

that Jas. draws upon the conceptions which Paul had already

minted for the primitive church.* On the other hand, the

resemblances between Jas. and Ephesians {e.g. i4
'6 = Eph 4

13f
-,

^i3f. _ Eph jus 518) are indecisive.

The reminiscences of the synoptic tradition indicate a predilection for

their Matthsean form {e.g. i
22"23= Mt 7

s4
, 3

18= Mt 5
9
, 5

12 = Mt s
34"37

), although

no evidence for the literary use of any canonical gospel is available, not

even for Luke, with whose gospel there are several parallels (cp. Feine,

eine vorkanon, Uebertieferung, pp. 132-133), e.g. in i
5 =Lkn 9

, l7=Lk II 13
,

l
22,- = Lk 6461-, 25= 620

, 215f
- and 3

17f
- with Lk 3

11 1233 and 169
, 3

a = Lk 1248
,

4
4=Lk 1613

, 4
13 - 15= Lk I216 "21

, 4
17=Lk 1247,

51=

6

s4-25
, and 5

17=Lk 4
s5

.

There is the same fusion of Wisdom-ideas with the tradition and formation

of the evangelic logia, and the same attitude f towards wealth which has led

many writers to ascribe a sort of Ebionistic sympathy to Luke (cp. EBi. ii.

1 841). This neighbourhood to the Lucan writings will further explain the

apparent coincidences % between Jas and the speech and pastoral letter of

Ac 15
13 "33

. Xaipeiu is the common epistolary salutation (used by Lk. in

Ac 2326
) ; neither it nor the equally natural dKovaare a8e\<poi /xov points to

any characteristic of the speaker or writer. The alternative is to use these

data as proof of the Jacobean authorship, or to conjecture that the pseudony-

mous author of the homily drew upon the Lucan tradition of his prototype.

* See, especially, Zimmer's essay ; Schwegler, NZ. \. 430-438 ; Reuss,

Weiffenbach, and von Soden.

f The treatment of money and its perils, of labour and its rights, of

swearing, and so forth, is occasionally parallel to Essenism (cp. pp. 270 f. of

Massebieau's essay, cited below).

+ Noticed, over a century ago, by M. Weber in an essay De epist. Jacobi

turn epist. et orat. eiusdem Actis inserta utiliter comparanda (1795)*
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The data provided by Clem. Rom. hardly seem to warrant

the conclusion (held, e.g., by Hilgenfeld, Spitta, Parry : pp. 73-74

;

Mayor, and Zahn) that Jas. was before the mind of that writer.

The citations in 23 s
( = Ja i

6f
-) and 302

( = Ja 4
6
) probably go

back to a common source in each case (see above, p. 32).

Clement does combine faith and works (e.g. in 12 and 31), but

there is no clear indication that he was balancing or reconcil-

ing (so Mayor and Meinertz) Paul and James—to the latter of

whom he never alludes ; the allusions to Rahab, Abraham, and

Job were commonplaces of Jewish and Christian thought (cp.

Hebrews) ; and the few verbal parallels, which are seldom very

close, are probably coincidences (4
16 = Clem. Rom. 21 5

;
4* =

Clem. Rom. 46s
, cp. Plato's Phced. 66 C; 3

13 = Clem. Rom. 382
,

cp. Sir 3
17-23

; i
19"21 = Clem. Rom. 131

) due to community of

atmosphere, rather than to borrowing on the part of Clement or

of James (Holtzmann).*

The case for dependence becomes clearer in Hermas. Some
of the parallels here again may be accounted for by the

use of a common source like Eldad and Modad (see above,

p. 32), or the OT, but others are fairly unambiguous; e.g. the

repeated collocations of the divine wefyia with KaTUKtatv (4
s =

Mand. iii. 1, Sim. v. 6. 5-7, cp. Mand. v. 2. 5-7), of Snj/vxta with

prayers (i 4
"8 = Mand. ix. passim), of bridling (xaAivaywyeiV) and

taming (3
2- 4- 8 = Mand. xii. 1. 1-2); 4? = Mand. xii. 2. 4, 4. 7, 5.

2
; 4

8 = Vis. iii. 2. 2, and a number of minor resemblances like

those of i 8 = Mand. v. 2. 7 ; 25 + 5
16 = Sim. ii. 5 ; 2 7 + 5

2 = Sim. viii.

6. 4; 3
s = Sim. ix. 26. 7, Mand. ii. 2. 3 ; 3

15 (i l7
) = Mand. ix. 11

;

5I-4 = Vis. iii. 9. 4-6, etc. These data (deployed by Spitta, op. cit.

382 f. ; Zahn, Hirt d. Hermas, 396-409 ; Dr. C. Taylor m/ourn.

of Philology, xviii. 297 f., and Dr. J. Drummond in NTA. 108-

113) seem to indicate not simply a common atmosphere, much
less the dependence of Jas. on Hermas (Pfleiderer), but a strong

probability that Jas., like the Tabula of Cebes, was known to

the latter author. In this event, Hermas furnishes a terminus ad

quern for the composition of James. But its circulation must

have been limited, possibly to Syrian or Palestinian circles of

the church, since it is not until the literature of the third

century that any definite allusion occurs to the existence of this

writing, and even then the first mention of it (by Origen) shows

*Prof. Bacon (J"BL., 1900, 12-22, on "the doctrine of faith h> Hebrews,

Jas., and Clement of Rome") arranges the documents in that order.
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that much hesitation was felt about its right to a place in the

apostolic canon. The great Alexandrian scholar once refers to

it as rj (fiepo/xevrj 'IaK(o/3ov liricrToXrj {In Joann. tom. xix. 6), and

(on Mt 13 55 -56
) elsewhere fails to mention James as its author

even when he speaks of Judas as the author of the epistle of

Judas. Eusebius also classes it ('the epistle circulating under

the name of James') among the disputed books which were

familiar to most Christians (H. E. iii. 33), and adds, after

mentioning the martyrdom of James, that " the first of the so-

called catholic epistles is said to be his. But I must observe

that it is considered spurious. Certainly not many writers of

antiquity have mentioned either it or the epistle of Judas, which

is also one of the seven so-called catholic epistles. Still we

know that these have been used in public along with the rest of

the scriptures in most churches " {H. E. ii. 23). Some deemed
it pseudonymous (see below). Indeed, the external evidence is

strongly adverse; not until the end of the fourth century did

the homily succeed in gaining the official sanction of the canon.

This hesitation may have been due, in part, to an uncertainty

about the apostolic rank of James, or to the comparatively

obscure origin of the writing; but it is more intelligible upon

the hypothesis that Jas. was of late origin, than on the view that

it was a product of the primitive church, prior to a.d. 70.

§ 5. Date.—The hypothesis of Jas. as a pre-Pauline document,

the product of a Christianity whose theology was still undeveloped,

has been widely advocated, e.g. by Neander, Theile, Bunsen,

Ritschl, Hofmann, Schegg, Mangold, Lechler, Erdmann, Alford,

Bassett, Huther, Weiss {INT. ii. 100-128), Beyschlag, Blanc-

Milsand {Etude sur Vorigine et le developpement de la Theol.

Apostolique, 1884, pp. 36-57), Salmon {INT. 448-468), Carr,

Gibson, F. H. Kriiger {Revue Chret, 1887, 605 f., 686 f.),

Meyrick (Smith's DB. 2 15 20-1 5 2 2), Bartlet {AA. 217-250),

Adeney {INT. 434 f.), Stevens {NTTh. 249-252), Patrick,

Mayor, Zahn, Belser, and Meinertz. The salient objections to

this hypothesis are as follow : {a) The total absence of any

early tradition, even in Jewish Christian circles, which associates

James with the composition of an epistle like this, or indeed of

any epistle. Had the revered head of the Jerusalem church

written such a manifesto, it is extremely difficult to understand

its comparative oblivion for two centuries, {b) While it would

be naively uncritical to assume that the vices denounced by the
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homily must have taken nearly a century to develop in early

Christianity, on the other hand they are not specifically Jewish.

Their soil is human nature, not Jewish, (c) While the range of

education open to Galileans is not to be underrated—Jesus him-

self may have known some of the Wisdom writings (see above,

p. 26),—it is hardly conceivable that a man like James should

possess the wide culture, the acquaintance with classical as well

as Jewish writings (LXX., not Hebrew), the rhetorical and

idiomatic Greek style,* and the power of literary expression

and allusion which characterise this writing, (d) The entire

absence of allusions to the proofs of the resurrection (after 1 Co
15 7

) and the messianic claims of Jesus, even where (e.g. at 2 14f-

4
7f

*
5
14f

-) they would have been to the point. To suppose that

these could be taken for granted at this period of Christianity,

especially among Jews or Jewish Christians of the diaspora, is

to violate historical probabilities even more seriously than to

posit such an attitude to the moral and ceremonial Law on the

part of the rigid James f prior to Paul's propaganda.

A final difficulty (e), that the epistle presupposes a knowledge

of the Pauline gospel and epistles, is obviated by the hypothesis

which would relegate the composition of the epistle to the

seventh decade, though still adhering to the authorship of James.

This view, which was formerly held by Mill (Prolegomena, p. 7)

and Hug, is championed by Schafer (Einl. 304 f.), Trenkle

(Einl. 2iof.), Scholten, Comely, Weiffenbach, Bleek, Farrar

(Early Days of Christianity, 309-311), Sabatier, Hort (JC. 148),

Felten, Jacoby (NT Ethik, 200 f.), T. A. Gurney (ET. xiv.

320 f.), Parry (a.d. 62, or a few years later), Bartmann, and

Barth, mainly on the ground that the matter-of-fact and even

cursory tone in which the Christian principles are mentioned

shows that "these have been thoroughly assimilated by the

minds and consciences both of the writer and of his readers.

We are at a late stage rather than an early stage in the develop-

ment of the Christian conscience, social and individual " (Parry,

*Some, e.g. Sabatier (pp. I32f.)
5
get over this by suggesting that he used

a secretary ; but there is no hint of this in the epistle, and the further difficulty

of the wide culture remains.

t It is usually assumed that James of Jerusalem was the author, not James
the brother of John (Ac 122

). The tradition of the church has never been

quite unanimous on the relationship between lames the brother of Jesus and

James the son of Alphseus.
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op. cit. p. 31). On this view the epistle might be written by

James to Paul's Jewish Christian converts in Syria and Cilicia

(Gal i
12

: so, e.g., Kiihl and Hoennicke) ; but a more plausible

form of this hypothesis would be that of Renan (iv. ch. iii.),

who regards the homily as an anti-Pauline manifesto, with

invectives against the rich and overbearing Sadducees of

Jerusalem. In favour of this date it may be urged that James,

as represented even in Acts, stood for an attitude of Jewish

Christian aloofness towards Paul, while in Gal 212 Paul himself

distinctly conveys the impression that the intruders from

Jerusalem were emissaries of James (rives Sorb 'Iaxw^ov) who
claimed his authority for acting on behalf of rigorous Jewish

Christians. Unless, however, we assume a modification of

James' position, under the influence of Paul,* or attribute to

him a fairly liberal view of the situation, the seventh-decade date

presents more psychological and historical difficulties than even

the earlier date.

Several of the objections, moreover, which are valid against the latter {a, &,

c, and in part d), still operate against this hypothesis, and the additional

drawback emerges, that no reference occurs to questions like circumcision and

the general problem of the Law, which were organic to the controversy

between Paul and James over the relations of J ewish and Gentile Christians.

It is such considerations which have suggested a later period for the composi-

tion of this pastoral. " Nous ne serons done pas etonnes de voir la critique

contemporaine pencher de plus en plus vers l'opinion que cette epitre de

Jacques date du second age et a ete en partie ecrite pour reagir contre une

tendance, peut-etre mal appreciee, laquelle elle-meme n'appartenait pas aux

debuts de l'enseignement apostolique " (Reuss, Les ipitres catholiques, p. 1 17).

A later date, prior to the end of the first century, is advo-

cated generally by Hilgenfeld (Einl. 537-542), Klopper, S.

Davidson (doubtfully), McGiffert (AA. 579-585), J. Rdville (Les

origines de Vepiscopat, pp. 230 f.), A. H. Blom ('de achtergrond

van den Jakobusbrief,' TT., 1881, 439-449), Bacon (LNT. 158-

165), von Soden (doubtfully), and Rovers (Einl. 93). A date

c. a.d. 100 is favoured by Knopf (NZ. 34-35), while others

(e.g. Baur, Church History, Eng. tr. i. 128-130; Schwegler, NZ.
i. 413 f., 441 f., and Volkmar, ZWT., 1861, p. 427) fix generally

* So, e.g., Gould {NTTk. 102 f.), who notes that "the mind of Christy

but not his personal spell, is exhibited here in many essential matters." Yet

it is just this personal impression which we would expect in James, whether

he was the son of Alphreus (Meinertz) or the son of Joseph and Mary, at

least as much as in Peter (see above, p. 334).
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on the period of the pastoral epistles or on that of Hermas

{e.g. Holtzmann and Pneiderer's Urc. ii. 539-553, regarding Jas.

as a protest against the secularising tendencies of contemporary

Christianity).* Briickner (Chron. 60 f., 287 f.) assigns it to a

conventicle of Jewish Christian Essenisrm during the reign of

Hadrian; Jiilicher (Einl. § 16), like Usteri (SK., 1889, 211-256)

and Grafe, thinks of the period a.d. 125-150; Peake (INT.

87) assigns 'a date comparatively early in the second century,'

owing to the lack of any anti-gnostic references ; N. Schmidt

(Prophet of Nazareth, p. 191) conjectures c. a.d. 150, and W.
Wrede (Entstehu?ig der Schriften des NT, 91-92), a.d. 1 10-140.

This hypothesis, in a general form, has the merit of explain-

ing more of the internal data, and of explaining them more

satisfactorily, than any other. The so-called primitiveness of

the epistle, with its undogmatic or rather anti-dogmatic bias, is

explicable, not against any imaginary f background of a nascent

elementary stage in Christianity, at which the appreciation of

Jesus was still meagre, but in the light of such moralistic

tendencies and features as emerged in certain circles of Christi-

anity towards the opening of the second century, when for

various reasons, as Klopper puts it, the moral deficiencies of

Christian conduct were being covered by the withered fig-leaves

of an intellectual belief, and a higher legalism was promulgated

as an antidote. The atmosphere and situation resemble the

moralism of the Didache; the distinctively religious tenets are

assumed (cp. He 6lf
*) rather than proclaimed. Upon the

other hand, any idea of anti-gnostic polemic or of allusions to

persecutions must be given up. The range of the homily does

not include such hints of its environment.

The blanched Christology of the Didache and Diognetus throws light also

upon the scanty allusions to Jesus which, in a primitive apostle, are almost

incomprehensible. One of the most vital and central ideas of the primitive

Christian preaching, in all its phases, was the relation of Christ's death to

the forgiveness of sins. But James refers to the latter in a Jewish manner

(5
20

), devoid of any specifically Christian background. It is not possible

*Cp. Steck {ZSchw., 1889, xv. 3), J. H. Wilkinson (A/T. ii. 120-123),

and Cone {EBi. 2321 f.). Those who are satisfied with the proofs of the

epistle's use by Clem. Rom. are naturally able to place it within the first

century. Otherwise, Hermas furnishes the terminus ad quern, just as Romans
or I Peter the terminus a quo.

f Ac 1

5

23f
- is no argument to the contrary, for it was written for a specific

purpose ; James is a general homily.
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to explain this away by pleading that the homily has a practical bent. As
if the forgiveness of sins, owing to Christ's death, was not intensely practical

to the early Christian ! On the other hand, while no pre- occupation with

OT conceptions can be supposed to have excluded from an apostle's purview

the belief in forgiveness through the death of Christ, this and other pheno-

mena become intelligible in the neighbourhood of writings like Hennas.

Luther's comment on 219—" und nicht viel von Christo "—applies to the

greater part of the homily ; it is unnatural (with Parry, 23-24) to take

t^v idcnv rod Kvpiov ijfiQv 'Irjaov Xpurrov ttjs Sofrs as a summary of the

preceding paragraphs, as if the LordJesus Christ here were an embodiment

of 6 gfMpvros X670S, and our Glory a description of Christ as the ideal embodi-

ment of human nature's glory, nor is there any allusion to the death of Jesus

even where we would expect it, in 5
n (see above). It is possible to deduce

from the homily characteristics which may fit into a view of James' character

towards the end of his life, but such reconstructions are at best fanciful

;

although a certain amount of ambiguity attaches to any view of the writing,

there is perhaps less violence done to the probabilities of the evidence,

internal and external, upon the later hypothesis than upon any other.

§ 6. Authorship.—The main problem, upon this view, is to

explain the authorship in the light of i 1. (a) The pseudony-

mous hypothesis arose very early in some circles of the church,

as Jerome testifies in uir. inlustr. 2 :
" Jacobus, qui appellatur

frater Domini, unam tantum scripsit epistolam, quae de septem

catholicis est; quae et ipsa ab alio quodam sub nomine eius

edita asseritur, licet paulatim tempore procedente obtinuerit

auctoritatem." But the lack of any emphasis upon the apostle's

personality and authority (no a7roo-roXos in i 1, as in 1 P i 1
,

2 P i 1
) tells against this theory. If a second-century writer,

who wished to counteract some ultra-Paulinists (cp. 2 P 3
16

),

had chosen the name of the revered head of the Jerusalem

church (so, e.g., S. Davidson, Grafe, Julicher), it is difficult to

understand why he did not make more of Paul's opponent. To
argue that he refrained from introducing such traits, lest his

writing should incur suspicion as a literary fiction, is to attribute

too modern and subtle motives to him. At the same time, the

practical motive of the writer, and the conviction that he was in

sympathy with James, may have been felt to justify such a literary

method (see above, p. 340). (b) A variant hypothesis argues that,

while it was erroneously ascribed in the course of tradition to

James the apostle, it was really written by some other James (so,

e.g., Erasmus, "fieri potest ut nomen commune cum apostolo

praebuerit occasionem ut haec epistola lacobo apostolo ascrib

eretur, cum fuerit alterius cuiusdam Iacobi," Pfleiderer, eta). The
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interpretation of the title as the self-designation of the Lord's

brother would be natural in an age when no Christian writing

could hope to secure canonical prestige or to retain its place

in ecclesiastical use, if it had not some link with the apostles.

(c) Finally, i 1 may be taken in whole or part as an addition

of the early church (so Harnack, TU. ii. 2. 106 f., and ACL. ii.

1. 485-491; Bacon, INT. pp. 158-165; McGiffert*), or a

Jacobean nucleus (Oesterley), to which later excerpts from

other writings were added, may be postulated. The conjecture

(G. C. Martin, Exp. 1
, Feb. 1907, 174-184) that the writing was

originally a collection of logia with comments made by James

the brother of Jesus, and issued in his name after a.d. 70 as

a treatise on practical Christianity, helps to reconcile the late

circulation of the book with its primitive character, and clears

up the address ; but it does not explain 214
-26

, and it lies open to

most of the objections valid against any theory of apostolic

authorship, though it is better than Weizsacker's {AA. ii. 27 f.)

similar hypothesis of an Ebionitic anti-Pauline tract, containing

glosses and expansions of Matthaean logia, written not by James
but by some one after a.d. 70.

The question of the date thus depends upon the crucial

problem of the authorship, and that in turn falls to be decided

primarily upon two internal features, the religious colour and

the style. Each of these features has set literary criticism

recently in motion towards and away from the apostolic author-

ship. The comparative lack of any definitely Christian traits and

the strangely Jewish colouring of the homily as a whole have

started two hypotheses : (i.) One is represented by the inde-

pendent attempts of Spitta and Massebieau ('L'e'pitre de

Jacques, est-elle l'ceuvre d'un Chretien?' RHR., 1895, pp. 249-

283) to prove that the writing was originally the work of a

Jewish writer ('un juif, helleniste, lettre*, atteint par la philo-

sophic grecque, universaliste, connaissant le milieu thdologique

de la Dispersion/ Massebieau, pp. 270 f.) which has been edited

and adopted (in i 1 2 1
) for the uses of the Christian church.

But, even apart from the lack of allusions to any ritual or legal

* " It is possible that the phrase, ' James, a servant of God and of the

Lord Jesus Christ,' was added to the anonymous epistle under the influence

of the parallel words in the epistle of Jude "
(p. 585). The tradition which

associates the ep. of Judas with Judas the brother of Jesus is much earliei

and stronger than the Jacobean.
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usages, which would be natural in a Jewish original, the Christian

sense of passages like i
18

( = the regenerating word, not the

word of creation), 2 7 (to kclXov 6vo(j.a), and 5
7*8

(rj irapovcria tov

Kvpiov), is unmistakable; a Christian interpolator would scarcely

have contented himself with inserting so little, when he could

have added references to Christ's life, e.g., at 5
11

; and he would

probably have left 2 1 clearer.* (ii.) The ingenious suggestion

that the epistle was composed by James of Jerusalem for the

benefit of Jews, not of Christians (J. H. Moulton, Exp. 1 iv. 45-

55), is liable to the same objections which invalidate the Jewish

hypothesis or that of James the apostle's authorship, viz. the

absence of any specific allusion to the burning questions of the

law (with regard to circumcision especially) and of the messianic

claims of Jesus, which agitated Jewish Christendom at that early

period. Can we suppose that a Christian, especially one of

James's position, suppressed his distinctively Christian beliefs in

order to recommend Christian morals to Jews? The hypothesis

fails to provide adequate motives for such a procedure, and the

difficulty of 2 14f
- is practically as great on this view as on that of

Spitta and Massebieau.

The conviction that so rich and idiomatic a Greek style—to say nothing

of the culture (cp. Hilgenfeld, Einl. 539 f.)—could not have been at the

command of a man like James of Jerusalem,f has tempted several critics

(e.g. Faber, observ. in epistolam Jacobi ex Syro, 1770 ; Schmidt, Bertholdt,

and Wordsworth, SB. i. pp. 144 f.) to conjecture that the epistle was

originally written in Aramaic. But the Corbey old Latin version, with all

its peculiarities, does not hark back to a Greek text which was, like the

canonical text, a version of any Aramaic original. The epistle has asson-

ances and idioms which preclude any idea of its being a translation ; most of

it is as distinctively and independently Greek as a page of Marcus Aurelius

(cp. Mayor's ed. ch. x. and Jacquier's INT. iii. 228-230). Besides, it is

* For adverse discussions, see especially Mayor (Exp} vi. 1-14, 321-338

and in pp. cliv-clxxviii of his edition), van Manen (TT. y 1897, 398-427:

•Jacobus geen Christen?'), Wrede (LC, 1896, 450-451), von Soden (TLZ.,

1897, 581-584), Adeney (Critical Review, 1896, 277-283), Haupt (SK.,

1896, 747-777), Steck (ZSchw., 1898, pp. 169-188) ; Harnack (ACL. ii.

1. pp. 485-491), R. P. Rose (RB. v. 519-534), and Patrick (James the

Lord's Brother, 1906, 337-343). His companion hypothesis of a Jewish

original for Hermas has met with equal disfavour (cp. Reville in RHR.,

1897, 1 17-122, and Stahl's Patrist. Studien, 1901, pp. 299-356).

f The best statement of the case for the bi-lingual attainments (Aramaic

and Greek) of most Palestinians is given by Dr. James Hadley in Essayj

Philological and Critical (187 3), pp. 403 f.
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highly improbable that any epistle, intended ex hypothesi for circulation

throughout the diaspora, would be written in Aramaic. Whatever bearing

the fact has upon the origin of the , writing, it should he acknowledged

frankly that the author, like the autor ad Hebrceos, was thinking, as well

as composing, in Greek.

The wide differences of critical opinion upon James are not

unparalleled in other departments of literary inquiry. Thus

a very different writing, the Ciris, was not only attributed to

Vergil himself, but has been placed either before him or after

him, as a work which either influenced, or was influenced by,

his language. An almost equally large range has been covered

by the efforts of classical scholars to place the Aetna of the

Vergilian appendix, and the Nux of Ovid presents similarly

baffling features. The phenomena of criticism upon the

Jacobean homily are perplexing, but they are not to be taken as

discrediting the science of NT literary research.

(D) TWO LETTERS OFJOHN THE PRESBYTER
(2 AND 3 JOHN).

Literature.—In addition to the editions and studies cited below (p. 582)

under " The First Epistle of John " :—{a) 2 John : Ritmeier {de Electa

Domina, 1706) ; C. A. Krigele {de Kvpig. Joannis, 1758); Carpzov

{Theologica Exegelica, pp. 105-208) ; H. G. B. M tiller {Comm. in Secundam

epistolam Ioannis, 1783); C. Klug {De authentia, etc., 1823) ; F. L. Gachon

{Authenticiti de la 2e et je ipp. de Jean, 185 1) ; Knauer {SK, 1833, 452 f.
)

;

Poggel {Der 2 und3 Briefe d. ApostelJohannes, 1896) *
; Belser {TQ., 1897,

150 f., review of Poggel); J. Rendel Harris {Exp. 6
iii., 1901, pp. 194 f.);

W. M. Ramsay {ibid. pp. 354 f.) ; Gibbins {Exp 6
, 1902, 228-236, 2 John a

prophetic epistle)
; J. Chapman {JTS, 1904, 357 f., 517 f., 'The Historical

Setting of the Second and Third Epistles of St. John') ; V. Bartlet {JTS.,

1905, 204-216). {b) 3 John (generally in connection with 2 John): Heu-
mann's Commentatio in Joan. ep. III. (1778); Harnack {TU. xv. 3)*;

E. C. Selwyn {The Christian Prophets and the Prophetic Apocalypse, 1900,

133 f.) ; B. Bresky {Das Verhaltniss d. zweiten Johannesbriefes zum dritten,

1906); U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff {Hermes, 1898, 529 f.); G. G.

Findlay, Fellowship in the Life Eternal (1909), pp. 1-46.

§ i. 2 John.—This note is written by a certain Trpeo-fivrepos

to a Christian community, figuratively described as the Elect

Lady, some of whose members he had met
(
4
) and valued for

their integrity of Christian character. Owing perhaps to infor

mation supplied by them, he sends this warning against the indis<
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criminate entertainment of itinerant teachers* who promulgate

progressive or ' advanced ' docetic views
(
7
) upon the person of

Christ. The note is merely designed to serve
(
12

) till the

writer arrives in person. He sends greetings to his corre-

spondents from some community in which he is resident (
13

) at

present, and with which they had evidently a close connection.

That £ic\eKTT} Kvpla. denotes a church is clear, in spite of recent arguments

to the contrary (Poggel, op. cit. 127 f. ; Harris), from (a) a comparison of v. 13

with I
1 and 5

13 of I Peter (an earlier writing circulated in Asia Minor)

;

and (b) from the plurals of 6# 8 -
10

, and 12
. The origin of this semi-poetic

personification of the church (cp. Rev 2217 and Hermas) or of a community

(cp. 2 Co II 2
) as Kvpla, may lie in the conception of a Bride of the Kvpios

(Eph 5
21

-
82 cp. Jn 3

s9
).

In the absence of any tradition upon the origin and

destination of the epistle, Baur and Schwegler set to work upon

a remark of Clemens Alexandrinus (Adumbrationes, iv. 437 :

secunda Johannis epistola, quae ad uirgines scripta est,

simplicissima est; scripta uero est ad quandam Babyloniam

Electam nomine, significat autem electionem ecclesiae sanctss).

It is building too much on the term Babyloniam in this

blundering! fragment (in connection with 1 P 5
13

) to identify

the church addressed in 2 John with a section of the

Roman church, however, as though the Diotrephes of 3 John

were a symbolical expression for the bishop of Rome (Soter

or Eleutherus), and the later note a controversial missive

against the pretensions of the hierarchy. No hint of Montanist

sympathies is visible in the letter, and there is nothing

specifically Montanist about a term like IkX€ktyj.

When all trace of its original destination had been lost, it

was natural to suppose that it would suit any church, and there-

fore that it was addressed to the church at large (so Jerome,

* As in Did. II 1"2 'Whosoever then shall come and teach you all these

things aforesaid, receive him. But if the teacher himself be perverted and

teach a different doctrine to the undoing thereof, hear him not
;

yet if he

teaches to the increase of righteousness and the knowledge of the Lord,

receive him as the Lord.'

f Clement's error in regarding ' Eklekta ' as a Babylonian Christian led

him (as Zahn ingeniously argues, Forschungen, iii. 92 f.
, 99 f., INT. iii. 383)

to consider her and her children as Parthians. Hence the erroneous title

irpbs Hdpdovs (v.l. irapdevovs) prefixed to 2 John and afterwards to the

group of the 'Johannine' letters. This solution had been already proposed

by C. Wordsworth, though, unlike Zahn, he imagined the title to be correct.
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Ep. I2311-12 ad Ageruchiam, after Clem. Alex.), by a process of

inference similar to that of the Muratorian Canon on Paul.

This was a particularly likely interpretation, in view of its

position among the 'catholic' epistles of the Canon. But the

note must have originally been meant for some definite com-

munity, most probably for one of those in Asia Minor, though

it is superfluous to chronicle the endless conjectures.

§ 2 » 3 John.—3 John is another note from the presbyter

—

this time a private note, addressed to Gaius, evidently a convert

and disciple of the author
(
4
), and a member of the same

community or house-church
(
9
) as that to which 2 John had

been written. The immediate occasion of the note is the

welcome news (
s
) of Gaius's adherence to the true faith, and of

his hospitality (
5'8

) to itinerant preachers who are, it is implied,

of sound character and doctrine. The duty of hospitality is

pressed upon him, instead of, as usual (cp. He 132
), upon the

local church as a whole or its heads (cp. 1 Ti 3
2

, Tit i 8 ; Herm.

Sim. ix. 27, etc.), since one of its leaders, a certain Diotrephes

(
9*10

), had repudiated the authority and suppressed some previous

church-epistles of the presbyter, besides denying hospitality to

his representatives. He would even carry his hostility the

length of excommunicating their hosts, including Gaius, from

the local community (cp. Abbott, Diat. 2258). With this

opponent the writer promises to deal sharply when he comes in

person (
10

). Meanwhile he dispatches the present note
(
14

), in

appreciation of his correspondent's attitude ; Gaius is to continue

his hospitality to the evangelists in question
(
6
), who now bring

this note to him. He must have preserved it among his

papers, but there is no tradition upon his residence. The name
was so common * that it is precarious to argue from 1 Co i 14

or Ac 204 that his church was that of Corinth (Michaelis,

Alexander, Coenen in ZWT.
t 1872, 264-271), or Pergamos (Wolf,

Hilgenfeld, Thoma, Findlay), where John is said to have ordained

him bishop (Aj>. Const. 7
46

), Thessalonika (another traditional

site for his bishopric, Chapman), or Thyatira (Bartlet).

The present note may be a letter of introduction for

Demetrius (
12

) and its other bearers
(
58

); although such

letters were usually addressed to a community or church, not to

* ** The coincidence of name [with the Gaius of 1 Co I
14
] is as little

surprising as it would be to find two hospitable Smiths in distant counties of

England" (Findlay, p. 37).



478 HOMILIES AND PASTORALS

an individual (cp. 2 Co 3
1 823f- ; Polyk. Phil. 14), the circunv

stances were peculiar in this case (see above). If cK/cA^o-ias

could be read in v. 12 (cp. Gwynn, Hermathena, 1890, 304),

Demetrius would be a presbyter. The name is too common to

make it likely that he is to be identified with the Demas of

2 Ti 4
10 (Chapman),—as though the writer wished to prevent his

bad reputation from discrediting him,—or with the Demetrius of

Ac 1924 (so recently Selwyn and Bartlet) ; and there is no reason

to suppose (with Harnack and others) that the note of v. 9 was

written to him, or that he was the sole bearer of 3 John.

The note is set in a new light by the hypothesis of Harnack {op. cit., also

HD. i. pp. 213 f., and The ConstiHUion and Law of the Church in First

Two Centuries, 100 f. ; cp. Schmiedel in EBi. 3146-3147), followed by von

Dobschutz {Urc. 220-222) and Knopf [NZ. pp. 206 f.), that the presbyter,

who had already (2 Jn 10
) put the* church on its guard against itinerant

preachers, is here opposed himself as an intruder by Diotrephes, the head of

some local church, who feels that the interests of the organisation are no

longer compatible with the outside supervision exercised over the Asiatic

communities by the presbyter himself. The territorial authority of the latter

is repudiated. On this view, the presbyter would be making a conservative

protest against the first of the monarchical bishops. It was unsuccessful By
the time Ignatius came to write, the monarchical episcopate was fairly settled

in Asia Minor ; the action of Diotrephes was ratified by history, and John

the presbyter's reputation rested on his writings, not on his ecclesiastical

policy. The theory, however, involves some speculative treatment of 3 John,

e.g. the denial of any connection between the note referred to in v. 9 and

2 John ; also the assumption that Diotrephes was a bishop, and that he repre-

sented the monarchical episcopate, whereas he may have been on quite the

opposite side ; and finally, the assumption that his fault was ecclesiastical

rather than doctrinal (cp. Kriiger, ZWT., 1898, 307-311 ; Hilgenfeld, ibid.

316-320, and Belser, TQ., 1897, 150 f.).

§ 3. Traces of 2 and 3 John in sub-apostolic literature.—
No clear allusion to either note occurs in the apostolic fathers

;

3 Jn 12 need not lie behind the phrase of Papias in Eus. H. E.

hi. 39. 3 (<x7r avrrjs 7rapaytvo/x,evas aXrjOtias), and Ignatius did not

require to have read 2 Jn 10 in order to write ad Smyrn. 4
1
.

The existence of the pair is plain, however. The allusion in the

Muratorian Canon (' epistulae sane Judae et superscripti [supra-

* Harnack considers 2 John to have been written, however, to another

church, and refuses, on inadequate grounds, to see 2 John in 3 John 9
. But

this allusion in 9
(2ypa\f/a) refers in all likelihood to 2 John rather than

to I John or to some lost epistle ; it was in order to avoid the last-named

suggestion that &v was added at an early stage in the textual histoiy of the

letter.



TWO LETTERS OF JOHN THE PRESBYTER 479

scripti?] Ioannis duae in catholica habentur') is certainly to

2 and 3 John (cp. Lightfoot's Biblical Essays, 99-100); the

fragment has already referred to 1 John, which went with the

Fourth gospel. Irenaeus (iii. 16. 8, cp. i. 16. 3) quotes 2 Jn
7-8 as if it came from 1 John, with a laxity which is not un-

exampled in subsequent writers. Both were known to Clement

and Dionysius of Alexandria. For their earliest appearance, at a

later date, in the Syrian church, see Gwynn (ffermathena, 1890,

281 f.). Codex Bezse originally had 3 John (and therefore,

probably, 2 John and 1 John) immediately before Acts, the

* Johannine ' epistles thus following the Fourth gospel. 2 and 3

John could only have survived on account of their traditional

connection with their author, and when the later development

of the Johannine tradition obliterated John the presbyter in

favour of his apostolic namesake, 2 and 3 John, like the

Apocalypse, usually passed into the canon (so far as they passed

in at all) as compositions of John the apostle.

It was probably the fugitive character and the doctrinal insignificance

of the notes which not only prevented their wide circulation but started

doubts upon their canonicity. Origen (quoted in Eus. H. E. vi. 25. 10

:

[Tudw^s] KaTakiKonrev nal iTnaToXrjv irdvv 6\ly<ov gt'ixuv, £<TT<a 5£ ical

devrepav kol! Tplryp' tirel oti rrAvres (j>aalv yvrjaiovs etvat ravras' ttXtjv oHk elaiv

<TTix<*>v a/Ji,(f)6Tepai eKarbv) and his pupil Dionysius (in H. E. vii. 25. 10) both

reflect these suspicions. Eusebius {H. E. iii. 25. 3), in mentioning the notes

among the NT avriXeyo/xeva, alludes to the possibility that they were by a

namesake of the apostle ; this early tradition, which is definitely chronicled

by Jerome [de uir. inlustr. 9 :
' reliquoe autem duae . . . Iohannis pres-

byteri adseruntur, 18 : . . . superiorem opinionem, qua a plerisque

rettulimus traditum duas posteriores epistulas Iohannis non apostoli esse, sed

presbyteri'), and which appears in the Decretum Damasi, has been largely

ratified by modern research into the Johannine problem.

§ 4. Authorship.—The irpeo-fivrepos is unnamed. Even on

the theory that John the apostle survived till the beginning of

the second century in Asia Minor and wrote one or both of the

larger ' Johannine ' books, it would not follow necessarily that he

composed these notes. There is no claim to apostolic authority,

even in 3 John where it would have been specially relevant ; and

although Peter is termed a presbyter in 1 P 5
1
, this is in an

epistle which had already explicitly called him an apostle

(1 P i 1), so that the former passage is not a parallel to the

supposed apostolic origin of notes like 2 and 3 John, where the

writer simply calls himself 6 7rpe<r/3vT€pos. The only important
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figure of that age who is known to us as 'the presbyter' km-*

iioxqv is John the presbyter, to whom Papias refers in exactly

this fashion (cp. H. E. iii. 39. 15, kcu tovto 6 Trpeo-ftvTepos e\eye).

The early tradition of his authorship has therefore won wide

acceptance since Jerome's day; so, e.g.
f

Erasmus, Grotius,

Fritzsche, Bretschneider, Wieseler, Credner, Jachmann, Ebrard,

Renan (iv. pp. 78 f.), Forbes, Harnack, Selwyn, von Dobschutz

(Urc. 218 f.), von Soden (INT. 445 f.), Heinrici (Urc. 129 f.),

J. Weiss, Peake, and R. Knopf (NZ. 32 f.). The irpeo-/3vT£pos

of the letters has an antipathy to gnostic speculation and an

authority over the local churches similar to those reflected in

Apoc 2-3. It is true that 2 and 3 John do not reproduce

the distinctive eschatological or chronological tenets of the

larger work, but in such small notes, written for a special

purpose, there was no occasion to develop chiliastic opinions or

any of the specific views promulgated in the Apocalypse.

Furthermore, it must be noted that in Apoc 2-3 the pres-

byter is giving each church lirirayriv Kvpiov (1 Co 7
25

) in the

name of the Lord, or rather lv Xoyw Kvptov (1 Th 4
15 cp. 1 Co 7

10

ovk iyoi aAAa 6 kv/hos), while in 2 and 3 John he writes Kara rrjv

ifiTjv yvujMrjv (in the sense of 1 Co 7
40

). When allowance is

made for a certain flexibility and versatility, there is no more
difficulty in regarding 2 and 3 John as written by the author of

the Apocalypse than in believing that Philemon and Colossians

were almost contemporary products of Paul's pen. On the

other hand, there is no reason to suppose (Schleiermacher,

Einl. 400 ; Clemen) that 2 and 3 John were written by different

hands (2 John after 3 John, according to Clemen).

The contents and characteristics of the two notes are too occasional to

support the rival theory that they were pseudonymous, written under the

name of John the apostle (Baumgarten) or the presbyter (Schmiedel) in order

to correct the description of him by Papias (Liidemann, /FT., 1879, 565—

676). Schwartz {Der Tod d. Sohne Zebedcei, 42 f., 47 f.), who, like Harnack,

rightly sees that they are genuine notes from the same hand of an Asiatic

presbyter, conjectures that the author's name was left out in order that his

title of 6 irpea(Mrepos might connect the notes with the more famous presbyter

John. This would have been a singularly roundabout way of reaching such

an end. Bacon {Fourth Gospel in Research and Debate, 1910, i84f.) regards

all the three 'Johannine epistles' as a piece of editorial framework or

epistolary commendation written by the author of John 1-20 in order to give

currency to the latter, and afterwards used by R, the author of John 21, who
finally edited the Fourth gospel in its present form. But if any hypothesis

along these lines had to be worked out, it would be better to connect th©
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1

author of 1 John with the appendix and the final revision of the gospel (see

below). At all events, the common phraseology of 3 Jn 12 and Jn 21 24 might

as well be a reminiscence in the case of the latter (where the application is

less natural) or the independent use of a catch-word of the ' Johannine ' circle.

For similar reasons, the parallels between 2 and 3 John and the longer homily

(1 Jn.) do not necessarily involve the literary dependence of the former on the

latter. In the case of a school or group, like the Asiatic * Johannine ' circle,

the currency of phrases and ideas renders it not impossible that the smaller

notes were written earlier and independently.

When the theory that all five ' Johannine ' writings came from John the

apostle or John the presbyter is abandoned, and the gospel assigned to a

different author from the apocalypse, the problem of the three epistles

remains. Prima facie I Jn. goes with the Fourth gospel, either as written

by the Fourth evangelist or by some like-minded Christian of the same

group. 2 and 3 John, on the other hand, go more naturally with the

apocalypse, when the latter is assigned to John the presbyter, in spite of

traits like the doctrinal antichrist-conception of 2 Jn 7=i Jn 218 4lf-. The
alternative would be to group them with 1 John, assuming that the latter was

not written by the author of the Fourth gospel. In a problem like this,

where the data are almost entirely drawn from the internal evidence of the

literature, no result can claim more than a high degree of probability, but

the scale appears to turn, upon the whole, in favour of the hypothesis that

2 and 3 John were written by John the presbyter,—whether before or after he

wrote the Apocalypse it is not possible to say,—and that they diverge from

I Jn. The latter position is more than defensible.* The two notes have

a distinctiveness of form and even of language which justifies the hypothesis

that their origin is not that of I Jn. and the Fourth gospel. Thus we find

idiosyncrasies like €L tis for the Johannine %av ris, ipx6fievos f iv (rapid for

4\r)\vdo)s iv vapid, koivupciv for kolviovLixv ^xeLV* €^s olidav for els to. tdia, etc.

The collocation of x«Pts > ^^os, eip^vij is not Johannine, and there are other

resemblances to Pauline language, apart from the apparent acquaintance with

1 Peter which 2 John betrays. The common denominator of language and

style between 1 John and 2-3 John is patent. But "not even all these

resemblances are conclusive. They are in no case very remarkable idioms or

phrases. Current peculiarities and turns of language at Ephesus might account

for them all, so far as they need to be accounted for" (Selwyn, p. 133).

§ 5. Characteristics and style.—The notes reveal the presbyter

journeying (so Clem. Alex, quis diues salu. 42) to and fro among
his churches, and writing letters, now and then, to serve as

temporary guides till he could arrive in person. He has a

coterie of like-minded Christians (this is the force of the we in

9-10. 12^ Cp# ! jn x i-4 ^6. u^ jn whose name as well as in his

* The difference of authorship between 1 Jn and 2-3 Jn is recognised by

Credner {Einl. i. 692 f.), Ebrard (359 f.), Selwyn (i35f.), J. Reville (le quatr.

Evangile, 49 f.), Schwartz, and Jiilicher (Einl. 218-216), especially.

f Cp. Apoc i
8= 2 Jn 7

. The contrast between this and I Jn 4
2
is equalled

by the difference between 3 Jn u and 1 Jn 4
12b * ".

31
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own he speaks with authority, and the truth (3 Jn 3-5
) is simply

a life answering to the apostolic standard laid down by these

authorities. Thus 2 John is a specimen of the excommunicating

letters occasionally dispatched by early Christian leaders to a

community (cp. 1 Co 5
9
), while 3 John is nearer to e7r«rToA.at

(rvcTTaTLKac (cp. 2 Co 3
1
) like Ro i6lf*.

In 3 Jn *, as the use of aya-n-qros for <f>[\Taros might be thought " Schon-

rednerei und nicht vom besten Geschmacke," the writer added 6'v . . . aXydda

(U. von W. Moellendorff, pp. 529 f.). In v. 2 Rendel Harris {Exp. 5
viii.

167) proposes to correct irepl to irpb, after the common formula in the papyri.

The latter bring out the epistolary character of the notes. Thus, e.g. , for Kvpla

as a term of affectionate courtesy, cp. e.g. Oxyrhynchus Papyri, iv. 243 f.

(Bepovri rrj Kvpla fiov) ; for ko\Qs iroteiv and the idea of 3 Jn 2,* the papyrus-

note quoted in Witkowski's Epistula Privatce Grcecce (1906), $f. (koXios

iroiefc el ippacrai ical to. \oura aoi Kara yvib/xr]v io-rlv) and the second-century

letter (Berliner Griechische Urkunden, ii. 84 f., irpb phv iravruv e#x<yccu <r«

vyialvew ktK.). The phrase in the fourth-century Christian letter of Justinus

to Papnuthius (cp. Deissmann's Licht vom Osten, 151 f.), Xva. ofiv /xtj iroWa

ypa<pw Kal <p\vpap-qixo}
}
may be an unconscious reminiscence of 3 Jn 13

(cp. 10
).

§ 6. Date.—Those who ascribe the notes to John the apostle

date them anywhere between 80 and 100, or even earlier (after

Neronic persecution, Chapman). Otherwise, on the hypothesis

of their composition by John the presbyter or some anonymous

'Johannine' disciple, they may fall later, before no (Harnack),

between a.d. 125 and 130 (Pfleiderer, Urc. ii. 450), between

130 and 140 (Holtzmann, Hilgenfeld, Etnl. 682-694; Weiz-

sacker's AA. ii. 239, and Bruckner, Chron. 302 f.), or even

c. A.D. 155 (Kreyenbuhl, Evglm der Wahrheit^ i. 131 f.). Their

lack of definite allusions to the gnostic systems and their

attitude towards the ecclesiastical organisation of the church,

however, are best met by a date not later than the opening

decades of the second century (cp. J. Reville, Les origines de

rkpiscopat) i. 204-208), when the organisation was being con-

solidated. A period somewhat earlier than the Didache and

Ignatius would suit most of the requirements of these letters.

Their similarity of tone suggests that they were written shortly

after one another, but they stir rather than satisfy the curiosity of

the historian. In the dark, wide bay of early Christian life, they

glimmer like two adjacent specks of light, indicating some place

where Asiatics dwell and work, unknown to passers-by upon the

high seas.

•
J. R. Harris (Exp* viii. 166 f.).



CHAPTER IV.

THE APOCALYPSE OFJOHN.

Literature.— {a) Editions— although the earliest Greek commentaries

{e.g. by Melito and Hippolytus) have been lost, those of Oecumenius (cp.

Diekamp in SBBA., 1901, 1046 f.), Andreas (ed. Sylburg, 1596), and

Arethas survive, as well as Latin commentaries by Victorinus of Pettau (cp.

Ehrhard, ACL. 484 f.), Tyconius, Primasius, Apringius (ed. Ferotin, Paris,

1900), Beatus (cp. H. L. Ramsay, Le Commentaire de Vapoc. par Beatus,

1900), etc., and the Syriac work of Barsalibi (cp. Gwynn in Hermathena
y

vi.-vii.). Haymo, Joachim, and Rupert of Deutz are the best representatives

of the mediseval school. The sixteenth century threw up the Annotationes of

Erasmus (15 16), with the commentaries of T. Bibliander (Basle, 1569),

F. Ribeira (Salamanca, 1591), and J. Winckelmann (Frankfort, 1590) ; the

seventeenth added A. Salmeron's Praludia (Cologne, 1614), De Dieu's

Animadversiones (1646), and the Cogitationes of Cocceius (Amsterdam, 1673),

with the commentaries of Brightman (London, 161 6), D. Paraeus (Heidelberg,

161 8), Mariana (1619), Cornelius a Lapide (1627), H. Grotius {Annota-

tiones, Paris, 1644), and Hammond (London, 1653); while the eighteenth 1

produced Vitringa's 'Avdiepuris (1721) 3
, Abauzit's Discourse, Hist, and

Critical (London and Geneva, I73°)> and the commentaries of Schlur-

mann (1722), Bengel (1740), Wetstein (Amsterdam, 1752), and Eichhorn

(Gottingen, 1 79 1 ). The literature of the nineteenth century includes the

editions of Woodhouse (London, 1805); P. J. S. Vogel {Commentationes VII.

de apoc. Joh. t Erlangen, 181 1-6); Ewald {Com?nentarius . . . exegeticus

et criticus, 1828); A. L. Matthaei (Gottingen, 1828); Zullig (Stuttgart,

1834-40); S. P. Tregelles (1844); Moses Stuart 2 (1845)*; de Wette

(1848); Ebrard (— Olshausen, 1853); C. Stern (1854); C. Wordsworth
(London, i860); E. W. Hengstenberg 2 (Berlin, 1861-2); J. Glasgow
(Edinburgh, 1862); G. Volkmar (Zurich, 1862); Alford 2 (1862); Wolf
(Innsbruck, 1870); H. Kienlen (1870); Kliefoth (1874); J. L. Fuller

(1874); Hofmann (1874); A. Bisping (Miinster, 1876); C. H. A. Burger

(1877); J. P. Lange 2 (1878, Eng. tr. 1874) ; E. Reuss (1878); Garrat 2

(1878); S. Lee {Speaker's Comm. 1881) ; Waller (Freiburg, 1882); Ph.

Krementz (Freiburg, 1883); Beck (1885); Dlisterdieck 4 (— Meyer,

1887); Kubel (— Zockler, 1888); W. Milligan (London, 1889); Randall

{Pulpit Comm. 1890); F. S. Tiefenthal (1892); W. H. Simcox {CGT.
l %9?>)* and Lindenbein 2

(1895). More recent works include the editions of

1 For the cloud of homiletical and prophetical books, see Elliott's Horn
ApocalypticcBy iv. 275 f.
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E. W. Benson (London, 1900) ; B. Weiss 9 (1902) ; C. A. Scott (CB. 1902);

A. Crampon {VApocalypse de S. Jean, traduite et annotie, Tournai, 1904)

;

Th. Calmes (Paris, 1905)*; F. Weidner (Annotations, New York, 1906);

W. Bousset 2 (— Meyer, 1906); H. B. Swete 2 (1907)*; H. P. Forbes

(New York, 1907) ; F. J. A. Hort (posthumous fragment, 1907) ; J. Weiss 2

(SNT. 1907); Holtzmann-Bauer (HC* 1908)*; J. M. S. Baljon (Utrecht,

1908) ; Moffatt {EGT. 1910) ; E. C. S. Gibson (London, 1910) ; A. Ramsay

( Westminster NT, 1910).

(b) Studies—(i.) general :—Sender's Neue Untersuchungen (Halle, 1776)

;

A. Tilloch's Dissertations Introductory to Study of the Language, Structure,

and Contents of the Apocalypse (London, 1823) ; Liicke's Versuch einer

vollstandigen Einleitung in die Offenbarung Johannis* (1852)*; E.

Boehmer, iiber Verfasser und Abfassungszeit d. johan. Apokalypse und tur

bibl. Typik (1855) ; H. J. Graber, Versuch einer hislor. Erklarung . . .

(Heidelberg, 1857); Meijboom, De Openbaring (1863); Manchot, Die

Offenbarung Johannes (1869); Farrar, Early Days of Christianity (1882,

ch. xxviii.) ; E. Havet, Le Christianisme et ses origines (1888, iv. pp. 314 f. )

;

Chauffard, Vapocalypse et son interpritation historique (1888); Lohr, die

Offenbarung Johannes (1890) ; Milligan, Discussions on the Apocalypse

(London, 1893) ; S. Davidson, Outlines ofa Comm. on Revelation (1894)

;

H. Berg, The Drama of the Apocalypse (London, 1894) ; W. Bousset (EBi.

194-212); Schmiedel (EBi. 2514-25 18); F. C. Porter (Hastings' DB. iv.

239-266) * ; E. C. Selwyn, The Christian Prophets and the Prophetic

Apocalypse (1900); Baljon (INT. pp. 241-265); Wernle's Urc. i. (Eng.

tr.) PP» 360 f. ; G. H. Gilbert, The First Interpreters of Jesus (1901),

pp. 332 f. ; F. C. Porter, Messages of Apoc. Writers* (1901), pp. 169-296;

W. M. Ramsay, Letters to the Seven Churches* (1904); G. Linder, die

Offenbarung des Johannes aufgeschlossen (1905); Calmes, Vapoc. devant la

tradition et devant la critique* (1907); E. A. Abbott (Diat. 2942, 2998,

§ 11)*; J. Bonnet's Eclaircissement de Fapocalypse (1908); A. Reymond's

Explication (Lausanne, 1908); C. W. Votaw (Bibl. World, 1907, 32-40,

290-299, 1908, 39-50, 314-328); J. J. Scott, Lectures on the Apocalypse

(1909); A. V. Green, The Ephesian Canonical Writings (1910), pp. 164-

246 ; G. T. Jowett, The Apocalypse ofSt. John ( 1910). (ii. ) on special points

:

(a) religious ideas:—Herder's Maran Atha (Riga, 1779); A. Schneider's

Essai sur les idies de Vapocalypse touchant la personne de Christ (Strassburg,

1855) ; Bleek's Vorlesungen (ed. Hossbach, 1862 ; Eng. tr. 1874)

;

Gebhardt's Lehrbegriff der Apocalypse (187 3, Eng. tr.); Hoekstra's 'de

Christologie d. Apok.' (TT., 1869, 363-402); Briggs, Messiah of the

Apostles (pp. 285-461); Cone, The Gospel and its earliest Interpreters

(1893), pp. 346-361; M. S. Terry (JBL., 1895, 91-100); Hofmann's

Vorlesungen (ed. Lorenz, 1896); Trench, Comm. on Epp. to Seven

Churches 1 (1897)*; J. O. Michael, Die Gottesherrschaft als leitender

Grundgedanke in der Offenbarung desJohannes (Leipzig, 1903) ; V. Ermoni,

'la cristologia dell' Apocalisse' (Riv. d. Scienz. Teol., 1908, 538-552);

A. S. Peake, ' The Person of Christ in the Revelation of John ' (Mansefeld

College Essays, 1909, 89-109) *. (b) text, etc. :—C. F. Matthaei's Apocalypsis

Joh. grace et latine ex codicibus nunquam antea examinatis (Riga, 1785)}

A. Birch, Varia kctiones ad textum Apoc. (Copenhagen, 1800); F.
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Delitzsch, Handsckrifte Funde, i. ('die erasmischen Entstellungen des

Textes d. Apokalypse nachegewiesen aus dem verloren geglaubten codex

Reuchlins') 1861 ; Haussleiter's ed. of Primasius in Zahn's Forschungen

zur Gesch. d. NTlichen Kanons (iv. 1-224) * ; B. Weiss, ' die Joh.-

Apokalypse, textkritische Unterschungen und Textherstell.' (TU. vii. I,

1891)*; Goussen's Theolog. Studio, (fasciculus i., 'Apoc. S. Joh. apostoli

versio sahidica'); G. H. Gilbert (Bid/. World, 1895, 29 f., H4f., 'The

Originality of the Apocalypse'); Gwynn, The Apocalypse of S. John in

Syriac (1897)*; J. H. Barbour {Bibl. World, 1899, 316-325, 'The

structure and teaching of the Apocalypse'); T. C. Laughlin, The Solecisms

of the Apocalypse (Princeton, 1902); F. Palmer, The Drama of the Apoc-

alypse (1903) ; Delaporte, Fragments Sahidiques du NT Apokalypse (Paris,

1906); F. C. Conybeare, The Armenian Text of Revelation (London, 1907;

Text and Translation Society).

§ 1. Outline and contents.—(Cp. F. Palmer, The Drama of

the Apocalypse, 1905, and Swete, pp. xxix-xli.)

j 1-8. 4-8 prologue.

I
9"30 vision of heaven, with John's commission to write to seven

Asiatic churches 1 at

21~3aa Ephesus, Smyrna, Pergamos, Thyatira, Sardis, Philadelphia,

and Laodicea.

4
1~514 vision of heaven, introducing

51-11 the plagues of the seven seals

—

(1) the white horse (Parthian raid),

(2) the red horse (war and bloodshed),

(3) the black horse (famine),

(4) the livid horse (pestilence),

(5) the souls of the slain,

(6) the earthquake and eclipse (the last Day, panic of

kings, etc.).

Intermezzo :

—

7
1"* sealing of redeemed on earth,

7
9*1* bliss of redeemed in heaven.

81 (7) the silence (ominous pause for half an hour).

82"8 vision of heaven, an episode of angels, introducing

SP-gP the plagues of the seven trumpets

—

(1) earth (shower of bloody hail and fire),

(2) sea (volcanic bomb),

(3) streams and springs (poisoned by torch-like meteor),

(4) eclipse (partial),

(5) demonic locusts,

(6) demonic cavalry (Parthian invasion).

Intermezzo :

—

id1"11 episode of angels and a booklet,

1

1

1"14 the apocalypse of the two fiaprtipes.

1 Cp. G. Lampakis, 01 imfr daripes rrjs diroKaXviJ/eus, -tjtol laropla, ipeiiria.,

(ivqfiata xal vvv jcardcraais tCjv &rr& 4kk\ti<tiG)v ttjs 'Afflat (Athens, 1909).
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n 1B"w
(7) voices and visions in heaven, introducing

I21"17 the dragon or Satan, war in heaven,

I3i-io. n-18 {the Beast from the sea, the dragon's vice-regent

|

waf Qn ^^
\the Beast from the land, the vice-regent's ally. /

Intermezzo :

—

14
1"5 bliss of redeemed in heaven,

14
6-20 episode of angels and doom on earth.

15
1"8 vision of heaven, an episode of angels, introducing

i6-*ai the plagues of the seven bowls—on

(1) earth (adherents of Qesar-cult punished by noisome

ulcers),

(2) sea (poisoned by coagulated blood)

(3) streams and springs (turned into blood),

(4) sun (scorching heat),

(5) throne of the Beast (darkness),

(6) Euphrates (dried up to facilitate Parthian invasion),

(7) air (storm and cosmic collapse),

visions of doom on

17
1 "18 (a) the realm of the Beast (Rome)

—

181"24 a taunt-song of doom on earth *

191"10 a triumph-song in heaven

—

1911-21 (3) the Beast and his allies,

201 "10
(<r) the dragon or Satan and his adherents.1

visions of

20u-i5 (^ the great white throne,

2

1

1*8 (d) the new heaven and earth,

2i9-225
(c) the new Jerusalem.

226"21 epilogue.

The outcome of the opening vision (i 9f
-) is a commission

to write charges to seven churches of Western Asia Minor (2-3).

As the Roman emperors addressed letters to the Asiatic cities

or corporations (the inscriptions mention at least six to Ephesus,

seven to Pergamos, three to Smyrna, etc. ; cp. Deissmann's

Licht vom Osten, pp. 274 f.), so Jesus the heavenly Kvpios com-

municates through John his instructions to these Christian

* This magnificent dramatic lyric, after a short prelude (vv. 1 "3
), and a

stanza of triumph ovei the oppressor's fall (vv. 4*8
), describes the wail of kings

(vv. 9*10
), merchants (vv. n"16

), and seafaring men (vv. 17" 19
), like Ezekiel's

well-known doom-song over the fall of Tyre. The closing lines (vv. 21 *23
)

vividly portray the sudden, violent, and irrevocable doom of the grandeur

that was Rome.

t The author welds together here the two mythological traditions of {a)

a temporary restraint of the evil power, and (5) a temporary messianic reign,

using the latter in order to provide a special reward for the martyrs. This

re-arrangement obliges him to connect, though vaguely, the Gog and Magog
legend with the recrudescence of Satan, and also to postpone the resurrection

till after the messianic interval.
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communities.* The scene then changes (4
1
). The churches

and their angels give place to a fresh tableau of the heavenly

penetralia (4-5). The prophet is admitted to the celestial

presence-chamber, where Christ as the redeemer of his people

receives the book of Doom,f which he alone can open and

read. At the breaking of each of the seven seals of this roll, some

fresh woe is chronicled (6), the sixth being the great day of

God's wrath. Here the writer relieves the strain by a consoling

rhapsody (7
1 "8

-
9 "17

), which lifts the eyes of the faithful over the

foam and rocks of the rapids in which they were tossing to the

quiet, sunlit pool of heavenly bliss beyond. The seventh woe

drifts over, however, into a fresh cycle of catastrophes, introduced

by trumpet-peals from seven angels (8-9). The sixth of these

is also followed by an entr'acte (io1-!!. 13
) of considerable length,

in which the personality of the seer emerges on earth instead of

(since 4
1
) in heaven. A colossal jin, bestriding earth and sea,

gives him a pipkap&wv whose enigmatic contents he has to

digest. The fresh series of visions which now opens is con-

cerned with the two protagonists of the final struggle, the

messiah of Satan or the Beast and the messiah of God. The
former is introduced in a foiled attack of antichrist on messiah's

forerunners (n lf,
)> and then in an equally futile onset of the

dragon or Satan on messiah himself (12). The Roman empire,

as Satan's delegate on earth, then appears on the scene (13)4
Here is the crisis of the world ! The imperial power, with its

demand for worship, is confronted by an undaunted nucleus of

Christians, and the prophet breaks off, in characteristically

proleptic fashion, to paint their final bliss (14
1*5

) and the corre-

*The epistolary form into which the Apocalypse is thrown is merely

intended (cp. Zahn, INT. iii. 300) to show that it was meant for circulation

primarily in the churches of Asia Minor.

t In the form of a papyrus-roll or 6Ti<x66ypa<f>ov (cp. Blau's Studien zur

Alt-Heb. Buchwesen, 36 f. ; E. Maude Thompson's Paleography, 56-60, and

E. J. Goodspeed, JBL., 1903, 70-74), not of a codex in book-form (so

recently Zahn).

JEven here the first Beast {i.e. the Roman empire) is identified with one

of its heads (or emperors), i.e. Nero, who is a travesty (i33a= 5
6

) of the Lamb
(his resurrection heralding the final conflict of God and the pagan power).

Hence, whatever the number 666 originally meant as a naive parody of the

sacred number seven, the prophet cryptically and cabbalistically identifies it

with the human personality of Nero (cp. the recent discussion by Corssen,

ZNW.y 1902, 236 f., 1903, 264 f., and E. Vischer, ibid., 1903, 167 f., 1904,

74 f.), using the favourite methods of gematria and isopsephia.
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sponding tortures reserved for their impious opponents (m6*10
).

At this point the kaleidoscope of the visions again shifts

abruptly. In a cycle of horrors, in which the element of

fantasy becomes more ornate than ever, seven angels drench

the world of men and nature with the anger of God, which can

no longer be repressed (15-16). The impenitence of the world

reaches its climax in the policy of the Roman city and empire,

and the prophet describes in rapid succession the doom of

Rome (17-18) at the hands of the Beast and his allies, the

horrible fate of the latter (19), and finally the overthrow of the

Satan who had instigated both (2oM0). The general resurrec-

tion and judgment which follow (2011-15
) usher in the closing

description of the heavenly bliss rescued for the saints (2i 1-22 5
),

which the poet describes in genuine Semitic fashion. From the

smoke and pain and heat of the preceding scenes it is a relief

to pass into the clear, clean atmosphere of the eternal morning

where the breath of heaven is sweet and the vast city of God
sparkles like a diamond in the radiance of his presence. The
epilogue (226-21

) sounds the two characteristic motifs of the

book, viz. its vital importance as an inspired scripture, and the

nearness of the end which it predicts.

Underneath this general unity of conception and aim, how-

ever, there are incongruities and vacillations in the symbolism,

isolated allusions, unrelated predictions left side by side, and

episodical passages, which in several cases denote planes of

religious feeling and atmospheres of historical outlook, differing

not simply from their context but from one another. These

features, together with the absence or comparative absence of

distinctively Christian traits from one or two sections, the

variations of christological climate, the juxtaposition of disparate

materials, and the awkward transitions at one point after another,

show that source-criticism of some kind is necessary in order

to account for the literary and psychological data. John's

apocalypse, like most of its class, is composite (see above, p. 40).

§ 2. Source-criticism. — Surveys by H. J. Holtzmann {/PT., 1891,

520 f.), Baldensperger {ZTK., 1894, 232-250), A. Hirscht {Die Apokalypse

und ihre neueste Kritik, 1895), Barton {AJT., 1898, 776-801), Moffatt

(HNT. pp. 677-689, and Exp. 1909, March), A. Meyer (TR., 1897, 47 f.,

91 f., 1907, 126 f., 182 f.), Porter (Hastings' DB. iv. 242 f.), Bousset

(pp. 108-129); Holtzmann- Bauer {HC. Z iv. 390-394); adverse discussions

by Bovon {Revue de thiologie et philosophie, 1887, 329-362), Beyschlag (SX~.,

1888, 102-138), DUsterdieck {GGA., 1889, 554 f.), E. C. Moore (JBL
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1891, 20-43), Milligan (Discussions on the Apocalypse, 1893, 27-74),

M. S. Terry (JBL., 1894, 91-100), M. Kohlhofer (Die Einheit des

Apokalypse, 1902), and Jacquier (INT. iv. 362-376).

The main analyses of the book may be classified as follows :

—

(a) The compilation-hypothesis posits several fairly independent sources,

which have been pieced together by a redactor or by successive redactors.

Most critics of this school find two Jewish sources. So, e.g., G. J. Weyland

(TT., 1886, 454-470; Omwerkings en compilatie-hypothesen, etc., 1888)

saw Christian additions (c. a.d. 100) in i
1'9- "• 18

-
20 2-3, 5

6- 14
(6

1
-

16
) 9

18 io7

jj8b. 19 J211 * !7C I4.
1 "5 IC1 ' 6"8 I6 1 " 12 ' 16# 17a# 21 I7U IQ7 " 10, l3b 227a" 12"13, 16"21

and two sources in K (a.d. 8i)= i, 4
1-56 6-8, 9, n 14" 1

'

8 14
2-3 15

5 i617b
"20 1414-20

17-18, 19
1-6 2i 9-27 221 " 11

-
14"15

; 3 (a.d. 69)=io2-n 13 12-13, I46
"11 I52"4 1613-14

etc 1^11-21 201-2i 8
; Menegoz (Annates de Bibliogr. Thtologie, 1888, pp.

41-45), and O. Holtzmann (in Stade's Geschichte Israels, ii. 658 f. ), like K.

Kohler (Jewish Encyclopedia, x. 390 f.), also postulate two Jewish sources;

but after Weyland this view has been best put by Eugen de Faye (les

Apocalypse Juives, 1892, pp. 171 f.), who, working along the lines indicated

by Spitta, distinguishes an anonymous Jewish apocalypse in 7
1 "8 82~921 iola*

2b-7 n^-isa. 19 12-13, 14M) «'n i613
"20 19U- 1* 17"21 201 " 3

- 7"16 2I 1 "6
, written

during the stormy reign of Caligula ; and another, also of Jewish origin, in

IQlb. 2a. 8-11
x
jl-M. 15b-lS I414-20 I5_!612. 17a. 21 ^.^8 2I 9-27 22^, written close

to a.d. 70. He correctly sees that 4-6 are inseparable from 1-3, containing

several allusions to the latter and partaking of the same Christian spirit and

style. Three * Jewish sources are postulated by P. W. Schmidt (Anmer-

kungen ilber die Komposition der Offenbarung Johannes, 1891); one in

4
1-78

, another in 82-n 15 (io1-!! 13 being an insertion), and a third in n 16-i95

2i 1-225
, with an anti-Pauline Christian author in 2-3 and subsequent

(Trajanic) editorial work in I and 226"21
. This complicated scheme was

no improvement upon Spitta's triple division (Die Offenbarung desJohannes

untersuckt, 1889) ; into an original apocalypse of John Mark, c. a.d. 62

(
= I

4-6. 9-19 2-3, 41-11
5

1-™ 6 1" 17 81
7
9-18 I99b

-10 228 - 10f- 20-21
), in which the

Christian redactor under Trajan, besides numerous additions (e.g. i
1 "3, 7~8*

20 tf. 11. 17. 26-29 ,5-6. 12-13. 21f. j^9-10 ^2^3. llb-12 j*7-18 2 4"7 2

1

2"4, 6b"8 229, 14"15»

i8b-2o»^ incorporated not only an apocalypse of 63 B.C. ( = bulk of 10-11,

I414-16. 18-20 JP2-6. 8 j61-12. 17. 21 jwl-6 jgl-23 jqI-3. 5-8 2I 9'27 221 "3, 15
) but SL

Caligula-apocalypse of A.D. 40 ( = 7
1'8 82-13 9

1 -21 io1 "3-
5 "7 II 15

- 19 I21 '5 - 7" 10-

12-18 j-,1-8. 11-18 1*1-2. 4-7. 9-lla jglS-H. 16-17b. 18-20
I
gll-14. 16-21 20l-3. 8-15 2 jl. 5-6\

J. Weiss (Die Offenbarung desJohannes, 1904) makes one of his two sources

Jewish, viz., a composite prophetic work (c. A.D. 70)= 10, II 1"13 I2 1 "6, 14 *17

(J3 1*7
) i 5-i 9j 21 4" 27

; this was incorporated with the original apocalypse of

John the presbyter (a.d. 65-70)= i
4'6

- (
7*8)- 9 " 19 2-3, 4-5, 6-7, 9, I27

" 12 1311-*

(14
1 -5

) 14
6-20 20 1 "10

-
n -15 2i 1-4 223*5-

8f
-, by a Domitianic redactor or editor,

who desired to rally the Asiatic churches during the Flavian crisis. Bruston

* W. Bruckner (Protest. Kirchenzeitung, 1896, 653 f., 680 f., 703 f., 733 f.)

went one better ; the Lamb, in one of his four Jewish sources, is even held to

have denoted the people of Israel. C. Rauch (die Offenbarung des Johannes,

Haarlem, 1894) had already discovered five behind a Jewish apocalypse of

A.D. 62.
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again (E\tudes sur Daniel et VApocalypse, 1908, summarising his previous

studies) holds that both of his (Hebrew) sources were Christian, the one

(Neronic)=io1-2
-
8"n n 1" 13

-
19» 12M41 I44*- 15

2-4 i613"16
-
19b I7 x-i93 igll-2cP,

the other (cp. RTQR., 1908, 1 71-187 ; a posthumous work of John the

apostle, composed by a disciple)= i
4*- 2-3, 4

1-io 1 io2b
"7 u 14"19 14s2-8- 12'u 194

-10

2 j 1-8 226
"13- ltf-17' so-21

; the editor dove-tailed the one into the other and

made alterations in both as well as additions. Volter's latest analysis (Die

Offenbarung des Johannis, neu untersucht und erklart, 1904) approximates

to this type of criticism, by postulating a Christian apocalypse of John Mark
(c. A.D. 65), and an apocalypse of Cerinthus (as early as a.d. 70, = lo1 "11

17
1-18 11 1"18 I21-16 I55 '6

-
8 I61'21 i9u-226), which were successively edited

under Trajan and Hadrian.

(b) A simplified variant of the compilation-theory is the Jewish and

Christian hypothesis which posits only one Jewish original. Thus Vischer

('Die Offenbarung Johannes eine jiidische Apk. in christlicher Bearbeitung,'

TU. ii. 3, 1886, second ed. 1895) traced a Christian editor's hand [e.g. in

jl_o22 c9-l4 7s-1' H8b I211 139
- 10 I41*5' 2 "13 l615 I714 IQ9

"10 204b*5*" 8 2I6b
"8 '

i4b 226
"21

, and the Lamb-passages) working on an earlier Aramaic Jewish

apocalypse of the seventh decade; similarly Harnack, Rovers (7T., 1887,

616-634), Martineau (Seal of Authority, 217-227), an anonymous writer in

Zeitschriftfur alt. JViss. (1887), 167 f. ; S. Davidson (INT. ii. 126 f. ; Aramaic

Jewish apocalypse translated and edited), and von Soden (INT, 338 f. :

Jewish apocalypse, ' written between May and August of the year A.D. 70.'=
81-225

, edited and altered by John the presbyter under Domitian, with a

few later editorial notes from another hand in I
1*8 etc.).

(c) According to the incorporation-theory, the Apoc. is substantially a

literary unity, but it incorporates several earlier fragments of Jewish or

Jewish Christian origin. These are variously disentangled, but there is a

substantial agreement upon most. According to Weizsacker (AA. ii. 173 f.),

who first propounded the hypothesis, they lie in 7
1 "8 ii 1"13 12-13, and 17.

Sabatier (Les origines littiraires et la composition de I'Apocalypse , 1888)

found Jewish fragments in n 1 "13 12-13, H6"20 I613' 14
-
w rf-i<? i9n-2010

2i9-225
; Schon (Vorigine de VApocalypse, 1887), less extensively in II 1'13

I2i-9. 13-17 and is . and pfleiderer ( Urc. ii. 281 f.) in 11-14, 17-18, and 21 10-

225 . This line of criticism is followed by Bousset, Jiilicher (Einl. § 22),

C. A. Scott, F. C. Porter, McGiffert (AA. 633 f.), A. Meyer, E. A. Abbott,

Baljon (INT. 241-265), Wrede (Entstehung der Sckriften des NT, 103-icvO,

Schmiedel, and Calmes, amongst others ; of all the theories it does most

justice to the linguistic unity on the one hand, and to the disparate phenomena

of the text upon the other.

C. A. Briggs (Messiah of the Apostles, 285-461) detects a fourfold editing,

with redactional matter, e.g., in I
1"8 and 2218 "19

, of earlier (mainly Hebrew)

apocalypses, written prior to a.d. 70, the latest being a special source written

by the apostle John (including i
10-3). According to a more recent theory

(B. W. Bacon, Fourth Gospel in Research and Debate, 1910, 157 f.), 1-3 and

228
"31 are simply a prologue and epilogue added by some Ephesian editor to

invest the Palestinian apocalypse with apostolic authority ; but they do not

claim apostolic authority, and their links with 4-22' are not broken so easily.

Nor is the theory that John's early martyrdom underlies n 7"12 at all plausible.
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1

The seven cities or their churches disappear with 4"*, and the bulk of the

apocalypse is certainly a tale of two cities, Babylon and Jerusalem ; but

these are not played off against one another, and the special phenomena

of 4
1-227 are not sufficient to disprove identity of authorship in 1-3 + 228 "13

and 4
1-227. Bacon finds traces of the Ephesian editor in 4

5
5
6
7
9-17 911 n 4> 8

129 15
3 if' 14 1918 etc.

Barth {Einl. 250-276) explains the different time-allusions in the book

by the simpler expedient (after Grotius) of conjecturing that John revised and

reissued, under Domitian, an apocalypse which he had already (shortly before

70) composed for the smaller audience of the Asiatic churches. H. B.

Workman {Persecution in the Early Church, p. 46, cp. pp. 355-358) more

ingeniously proposes to reconcile the conflicting evidence for the date by

suggesting that " while the apocalypse was mainly written in or about 69

(certainly before 70), the opportunities for a convict in Patmos to transmit

such a work to the mainland were few,—the letters to the seven churches

would be short notes sent separately, easily concealed,—and consequently the

publication of the work as a whole in Asia was not until 95 or so,"

Wellhausen's analysis {Analyse der Offenbarung Johannis, 1907) is more

complex. The Domitianic author, he argues, edited even the letters to the

seven churches {e.g. in the promises of 27b etc. and 210c -
23"28

3
8b - 10^- 2°-21

),

as well as the seven seals (inserting, e.g., 7, 82b
"4

, 7
1 "8 being a separate frag-

ment) and the seven trumpets (in 9
13f

-
2 "21

), changed the original Christ of

IO1
"4 into an angel, and incorporated two Jewish fragments from A.D. 70 in

II 1"2 (oracle of Zealots) and 12 (Pharisaic, editorial touches in 1210
*12 and

elsewhere), besides doubling the original single witness ( = Elijah) of the

Jewish source in 1

1

3"13
, and the original single Beast of the Jewish source in

13. Further editorial touches are detected in 15
2 *3 and in the present text

of the seven bowls source {e.g. in i65
"17

-
13"16

) ; in 17, as in 12, two separate

Jewish sources have been pieced together ; the brushwork of editorial

Christian touches is found in i820, M
19

12-13
; the Jewish source in 201-15

has been coloured by the Christian editor in 204
"6, 10, 12

-
14

; 2i 1-225
is certainly

composed by the apocalyptist himself, but 2218 "19
, like I

1 "3
, must be the work

of some further redactor, for whom the fourth evangelist was the apocalyptist.

The latter wrote under Domitian.

Overprecision and arbitrary canons of literary analysis have

handicapped most of these theories. " Differences of style

undoubtedly exist, in different portions of Revelation, but not

a tenth part of such differences as separate The Tempest from

Richard 11. In contrast with all the other books of the NT,
the Apocalypse of John is written in a language of its own, a

blend of Hebraic Greek and vernacular Greek, defiant of

grammar. Its peculiarities stamp the whole work—barring a

few phrases— as not only conceived by one mind but also

written by one hand " (E. A. Abbott, Diat. 2942,* xxiii. ; cp.

Gallois, RB., 1894, 357-374)- This sense of stylistic unity tells

against most forms of the compilation-hypothesis, for example,
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but it does not rule out the view that, while the Apocalypse is

neither a literary conglomerate nor a mechanical blend of earlier

shreds and patches, it contains not simply divergent traditions

but earlier sources which have been worked over for the prophet's

own purpose. He has wrought as an editor no less than as a

transcriber of personal visions. In some parts the Apocalypse is

not a vision at all. It represents not only the literary embellish-

ment of what the writer remembered he had seen in moments of

ecstasy, but the re-setting of fragments which were current and

honoured in the circle where he moved.

One further consideration falls to be noted at this point.

The unsatisfactory results of the source-criticism of the Apocalypse

have not simply been due, as in the case of Acts, to a prosaic

Western and ultra-rigid conception of what an early Oriental

author could have written. There are other causes, (i.) The
criterion of Jewish or Christian is hazardous in a book which

deals with eschatology, where no primitive Christian could work

without drawing upon Jewish traditions, in themselves neither

stereotyped nor homogeneous. Though a given passage may
not be couched in Christian language, it does not necessarily

come from a Jewish pen. The Jewish nucleus of the Apocalypse,

e.g., cannot be disentangled by the naive expedient of cutting out

all references to the Lamb, etc. A closer examination of its

contents reveals omissions which prove unmistakably a non-

Jewish origin; e.g. the lack of any reference to the prevalent

category of the two ceons, the return of the ten tribes, the con-

temporary Jewish wail over the cessation of sacrifice after a.d. 70

(cp. Apoc. Bar io10
), the expiatory function of the martyrs'

death, and the law (cp. Charles' note on Apoc. Bar 15
5
). (ii.)

Inconsequence of a certain kind is one of the psychological

phenomena of visions, and (iii.) any transcript of these,

especially by a poetic nature, is certain to reflect the changes

which come over the spirit of religious as well as of other dreams,

(iv.) Many of the inconsistencies and incongruities were due to

the fact that the author, as an apocalyptist, inherited old tradi-

tions which not only had passed through various phases before

they reached him, but had to be re-adapted to a later situation.

The last-named consideration was first stated by Gunkel in his

epoch-making Sch'dpfung und Chaos (1895), and ever since then

the principles of the religionsgeschichtliche school have been

recognised in the best literary criticism of the Apocalypse with
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excellent results. Gunkel's work did not supersede analytic literary

criticism here any more than in the case of Genesis ; it rather

corrected an ultra-literary bias. He himself failed to allow

enough for the references to contemporary history (cp. Well-

hausen's critique in Skizzen und Vorarbeiten, vi. 215 f.); he made
extravagant claims for the Babylonian origin of the traditions

(especially in ch. 12); and, at first, he failed to allow enough

for the element of genuine prophetic vision and experiences in

the book. But it is only in the light of the principles which he

laid bare that a due estimate can be formed of the seer's method

in dealing with his material.

The traditions employed in the book reach back primarily to OT
prophecies like those of Daniel, Ezekiel, and Zechariah ; several of the visions

imply that the seer had been brooding over such scriptures. But neither

their shape nor their content is explicable apart from a wider use of such

traditions as were current in pseudepigrapha like Enoch and books of the

later Judaism like Tobit and the Psalter of Solomon. There are also

elements akin to Zoroastrian, Babylonian, Greek, and Egyptian eschatology

and cosmology which were not altogether derived indirectly from the

apocalyptic channels of the later Judaism. For the mythological back-

ground, e.g., of 6lf
-, cp. H. Gressmann in Deutsche Literaturzeitung

(1907), 2252 f., and M. W. Muller in ZNW. (1907) 290-316; for the

astrological basis of the Parthian tradition in 9
15f

-, Fries in Jahrb. fur
die klass. Alterthum. (1902) 705 f. ; for the mythological basis of 12,

Calmes {RB., 1903, 52-68) and B. Alio {RB., 1910, 509-554), Cheyne's

Bible Problems (195-207), and Pfieiderer's Early Christian Conceptions of

Christ, 56 f. ; for 1917
-21 see Gressmann's Ursprung d. Isr.-jiid. Eschato-

logie, 136 f. ; and for 20tf
-, see ERE. i. 203 f., and Klausner's Messian.

Vorstellungen d.j'ud. Volkcs im Zeit d. Tannaiten, 61 f.

§ 3. Structure.—The first passage where a source becomes
visible is 7

1*8
. Ch. 7 is not a literary unit with editorial touches

(Weyland, Erbes, Bruston, Rauch), but the combination of a

Jewish (Jewish Christian : Volter, J. Weiss) fragment (7
1 -8

: so, e.g.,

Vischer, Schmidt, Pfleiderer, Porter, Bousset, von Soden, Scott,

Wellhausen) with an original delineation in 7
9-17

. The scenery

of the former (cp. 1

4

1
) is not organic to the prophet's outlook.

The winds are never loosed, the sealing is not described, and the

sealed are not seen. The collocation of the fragment with what

precedes (winds = 613
, numbering = 6 11

, seals == 6 lf
-, standing = 69

)

is editorial. Its connection with what follows depends on whether

7
1-8 and 7

9"17 are meant to represent the same group viewed from

a different standpoint— as if John applied the Jewish oracle to

the real Jews, God's Israel of faithful Christians—or different
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persons, the 144,000 being Jewish Christians as opposed to the

numberless multitude of Gentile Christian martyrs. Upon the

whole, the tenor of the Apocalypse tells in favour of the hypothesis

that 7
9-17 represents 7

1-8 read in the light of 5
9 (so, e.g., de Wette,

Bruston, Porter, Wellhausen, Hoennicke's JC. 194 f.) with a

specific application to the candidatus martyrum exercitus.

In io1"11 the author drops the figure of a roll of Doom being

opened, and describes the subsequent oracles as a fitfiXapiSiov of

prophecy e7Ti Xaots kcu eOvea-Lv kou yXwcr(raL<s /cat /JacriAevo-i 7roAAots,

whose contents he had digested. For some reason, perhaps to

make room for this new source, he omitted a seven-thunders

cycle. The following oracles (11-13, perhaps even 11-19) in-

corporate, in whole or part, this jSifiXapifoov (so, e.g., Sabatier,

Weyland, Spitta, Pfleiderer, and J. Weiss), although its origin

(Jewish or Christian), date (Neronic or Vespasianic), and exact

outline can no longer be determined with any precision, owing to

the freedom with which the composer has worked over his source.

Thus 1

1

1"2 is commonly taken as a scrap of the Zealots' prophecies,

just before a.d. 70 (so, e.g., Bousset, Wellhausen, Baljon, J. Weiss),

but the whole of u 1-13
is more probably a Jewish (or Jewish

Christian) oracle of that period.* In n 14-18 the prophet leaves

his source in order to herald the final crisis by noting the seventh

trumpet and the third woe, in an overture which leads up to two

sagas drawn from the mythological background of messianism.

1 2M7 represent a Jewish source edited and probably translated

by the writer, but the real problem of the passage lies not in its

literary analysis but in the determination of the precise form of

the sun-myth (Greek, Egyptian, or Babylonian) which the Jewish

original adapted for messianic purposes. 131 "10 is one of the

passages in which a Caligula-source has been more than once

detected, either Jewish (Spitta, Pfleiderer, de Faye, O. Holtz

mann, Rauch) or Christian (Erbes, Bruston, Briggs), mainly

because ' Caligula ' in Greek and Hebrew answers to the early

variant (616) of the Beast's number; but the source might as

readily be Neronic or Vespasianic (Kohler, J. Weiss, etc.). The
ghastly scene in i4u_2°, with its abrupt allusion to the city (v. 20

),

belongs to the same cycle of tradition as n 1*13
, but it is not quite

* Abbott, however, points out that in Ezekiel and Zechariah, two of the

main models for John, the measuring of the temple does not take place till

after the old temple has fallen. He is right in contending that John's

attitude to such items of history is that of a poet, not of an exact historian.
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certain whether it is a fragment, Jewish (Sabatier, Pfleiderer,

Rauch) or Jewish Christian (Schon, Erbes, Bruston, J. Weiss,

etc.), or simply an original sketch on the basis of tradition. The
twofold thread of tradition in i612f

- is obvious, but again the

author may have twisted together the ideas of (a) a last conflict

between God and the world-powers, and (b) Rome's ruin at the

hands of Nero redivivus and the Parthians, without using written

sources. The latter idea proleptically introduces 17 (see p. 505),

where the main difficulty is to ascertain whether there are two

sources or one, whether both are Jewish, and whether the

revision indicates one hand or two (cp. Peake, INT. 161 f.).

17 14 is an abrupt proleptic allusion to iq11-21
, but the writer

first of all edits (in i820, 24
) an earlier doom-song over the fall

of Babylon-Rome which voices, like the source underlying 17,

the exultation as well as the indignation of a Jewish apocalyptist

over the guilty, glorious empire. In 1911*21
, and especially in its

horrible finale, one would be almost relieved to discover a Jewish

source (so, e.g., Vischer, Sabatier, de Faye, Weyland, Spitta, von

Soden) ; but neither here nor even in 20 are the results of the

literary analysis convincing. More plausibility attaches to the

analysis of 2i9-2 2 5, which is the imaginative delineation of a

Christian ideal (n 15 "17
) in terms of a Jewish tradition originally

describing an earthly Jerusalem surrounded by the respectful

nations of the world. Several traits in the sketch (e.g. 2i 12- 16

2I24-27a 22 2c. 8a.
5) are plainly inappropriate in the new settting

to which they have been transferred, but they are retained not

only for the sake of their archaic association, but in order to

round off the pictorial description of the eternal city. They do

not necessarily prove the existence of the Jewish source which

most critics find in the whole passage, and some prefer to trace

under the repetitions and parallelisms a dual Christian ending

(so, e.g.
t
Erbes and Selwyn).

The comparatively well-marked unity of the apocalypse does

not exclude upon the one hand the possibility that it embraced

sources of an earlier date which the author worked up for his

own purpose, to meet the requirements of a later age. Even on

the hypothesis that no sources were employed, it cannot have

been the product of a single vision, much less composed or

dictated at a sitting. The truer hypothesis, that earlier leaflets

or fragments of tradition were re-set, although their date and
shape and aim can no longer be ascertained with precision,
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simply involves that the writer as a poet and a practical religious

seer attached primary importance to the new sense which he

found in the inherited materials. Upon the other hand, there may
be traces (pp. 37 f.) of subsequent editing, during the Trajanic

period or later, (i.) The use of the book in Christian worship *

(cp. i 3 27 etc.) probably accounts for prose glosses like a eto-iv

. . . Oeov (4
5
), ol d<riv . . . yrjv (5

s
), a dcrtv . . . dytW (5

s
),

to yap . . . icrTLV (19
8
), fj yap . . . irpo<J)r}T€ias (19

10
), kcu

KeKX^rat . . . Oeov (19
13

), and ovtos . . . irvpos (2014
), as well as

for the references to the Lamb, e.g., in 139 and i44, 10
. (ii.)

Several cases of transposition or misplacement also occur within

the traditional text. Thus (a) 1615
is an interpolation or a gloss

misplaced perhaps from 3
18 or 3

3
. {b) 1814 has been displaced

from its original position between the last I™ and the first on cf

1823 (so Beza, Vitringa, Volkmar, Baljon, Weiss, and Konnecke,

BFT. xii. 1. 37-38) by a copyist whose eye confused on ol

efnropoL crov with ol e/JLTropoi rovroiv. {c) Probably 19^-10 also

has been disturbed from its original site at the close of 17, where

the hierophant angel is speaking (cp. i7 17 = i99b words of God).

The displacement in this case was not accidental, but due to

a scribe who saw that the similar assurance in 21 5 2 26 related

primarily to future bliss rather than to judgment, and who took

the first Aeyet not as a divine saying (cp. 21 5
), but as angelic

(22 s
). (d) 2o14b

, which is textually suspect in any case, is either

a marginal gloss (so, Kriiger: GGA., 1897, 34, von Soden,

Wellhausen) or, more probably (cp. Haussleiter, 212-213),

displaced from its original position after 2015
, where it would suit

the context better, since there is no question of any second

death except for human beings. The misplacement was due to

the attraction of Odvaros in 2o14a
. (e) The loose contexture of

the epilogue (22 6 -21
) is improved (cp. EGT. v. 580-581) if

vv. 6
*7 are placed between 9 and 10

, and 13"12 interpolated between
w and 17

.

If the apocalypse, like the Fourth gospel, was edited prior

to (or, in view of) its reception into the canon, the most likely

traces of the process would be found in i 1*3 and 2 2 18
'19

. The
former passage, however, might conceivably have been added by

the author, like the wpoot/uoy of Thucydides, after he had

* The liturgical element is naturally more prominent than in Ephesians

;

cp. the antiphonal bursts of song [EBi. 2138-2140, 3242) in the congregation,

the responsive amen in 5
14

7
12 etc.
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finished the book as a whole. The change from the third

person to the first (i 9) is not unexampled in such cases, and

a certain sententious objectivity is not unnatural at the com-

mencement of an ancient writing when the author is introducing

himself. A similar uncertainty besets the uncompromising claim

in 2 2
18-19 (cp. En io410f

-), which might be taken as part of the

apocalyptic literary tradition (cp. e.g. Slav. Enoch 48 7"9
). The

likelihood, however, is that it represents an editorial note (so

Jn 2

1

24"25
) designed to authenticate the writing as in the direct

succession of the OT prophecies (cp. Jos. Ant. xx. n. 2),

possibly also to warn wilful or careless copyists (so Eus. HE.
v. 20). Whether written by the author or appended by an

editor, it definitely asserts that the apocalypse is entitled to the

canonical privilege of the OT scriptures.

This latter passage has been used, in recent developments of criticism upon

/he NT canon, to support the paradoxical thesis that the Apocalypse was the

first NT scripture to become canonical (cp. Leipoldt, GK. i. 28 f., Hans
Windisch, 'Der Apokalyptiker Johannes als Begriinder der NT Kanons,'

ZNW.y 1909, 148-174, with Harnack's Reden u. Aufsatze, ii. 239 f.), and

that this claim of a book which contained sayings of the Lord, descriptions of

God's kingdom on earth, and church-epistles, paved the way for the subsequent

canonization of the gospels, Acts, and epistles.

§ 4. Traces in early Christian literature.—From an allusion

like that of Philad. vi. I (crrrjXaL €tcnv kcu rdcfjoL vtKpiov, ifi 01s

yeypaTrTai /xovov oVo/xara avOpuiirmv) = Apoc 3
12 (to Christians of

Philadelphia, 7roi^crw avrbv crrvXov . . . koll ypdif/ui €7r' olvtov to

ovofxa tov Oeov pov ktX.), it is possible that Ignatius had read the

apocalypse, but the occasional similarities of language between

it and Barnabas (e.g. i 7« 13 = Barn vii. 9, 2i 5 = Barn vi. 13,

22 io. 12 = Barn xxi. 3, cp. Clem. Rom. xxxiv. 3) are insufficient

to prove any literary filiation. If the testimony of Andreas is

reliable, Papias knew the apocalypse ; which is intrinsically

likely, since its chiliasm would appeal to the bishop of Hierapolis

as it did to Justin Martyr (Apol. i. 28, ocfas KaXctrat kcu craravas

KaX 8ia/3oA.os, ws €K 7W Yifiereptov o"vyypa/>i/xaTO)v ipevvrjcravres fiaOtiv

owao-#e, Dial. 81). Like the Fourth gospel, it became speedily

popular in some gnostic circles. Cerdon and Marcion naturally

would have nothing to do with it, but it circulated among the

Marcosians and Valentinians as a sacred book, and the

Montanists in particular, if we may judge from their opponents

(Eus. H. E. v. 18) and from the scanty traces of their own
32
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opinions (cp. Zahn's GK. i. 205 f.), exploited it in the interests

of their propaganda.

The repeated echoes in the epistle from the churches at Vienne and

Lyons (Eus. H. E. v. 1) prove that it must have reached Gaul by about the

middle of the second century. Indeed, Irenaeus (v. 30. 1) could appeal not

only to those who had seen John, but to ira<rt rots ffirovdaiots k<xI apxalois

avTiyp&cfrois. If the language of Hermas ( Vis. ii. 2. 7, iv. 3. I ) could be

interpreted as referring to our apocalypse, it must have been known to the

Roman church even prior to Justin Martyr. By the end of the second

century, it was circulated not only at Alexandria (Clemens Alex. ), but in the

African churches (Tertullian).

The use of the book by the Montanists especially led, by

a curious phase of revulsion, to the earliest serious criticism

which was levelled at it by any party within the church. It is

significant that the first explicit reference to the apocalypse

occurs in Justin Martyr's Dial. 81. He tells Trypho that, like

all other orthodox Christians, he believed that there was to be

not only a resurrection of the flesh but "a thousand years in

Jerusalem, which will then be rebuilt, adorned, and enlarged, as

the prophets Ezekiel, Isaiah, and others declare." In proof of

this he interprets Is 65
22b as a mystical reference to the thousand

years of Ps 908
, and then proceeds, koX In Srj koI Trap* t)/xlv avrjp

res, <S ovo/xa 'loydvvrjs, €is iw d7roo-ToA.<ov rov Xpiorov, hv a7TOKa\viJ/ei

yevofJLevrj xi'Aia enj 7rovqcr€(.v ev 'lepovcraXrjfJL rovs t<3 ^/x,€T€p<u Xpiorra)

ir«rrevcravTas 7rpo€<pr)T€v(rev. Justin evidently ranks John, as the

author of the apocalypse, in the prophetic succession. Ilapa

yap rjfuVj he continues (82), kclI fxi\pi vvv 7rpo<pr]TiKa ^aptV/xaTa

coriv. Justin values the apocalypse because its evidence for

the chiliastic eschatology was conveyed through prophetic

ecstasy. Chiliasm, however, was not at all so popular in the

Western church, and the Montanist movement tended to draw

suspicion upon persons or books which claimed the prophetic

spirit of ecstasy. This reaction was one of the influences which

told against the reception of John's apocalypse. Thus, in the

anti-Montanist Muratorian Canon, the reference runs :
' apoca-

lypses etiam Iohannis et Petri tantum recipimus, quam quidam

ex nostris legi in ecclesia nolunt.' Here John's apocalypse has

risen above Hermas, but not yet above the Petrine apocalypse.

Among the most prominent critics who rejected its authority

was Gaius, the Roman churchman at the opening of the third

century. Prior to him the church-party who were afterwards

dubbed the Alogi, had demurred to the symbolism of the book
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as unedifying, and to some of its prophecies as fantastic and

ridiculous ; but Gaius, who evidently attributed its composition to

Cerinthus (cp. Schwartz's Ueber der Tod d. Sonne Zebedai
y 1904,

33-45), took particular objection to its inconsistencies with the

rest of the NT ; e.g. 87'11 contradicted 1 Th 5
2
, 9

3f
- was out of

keeping with 2 Ti 3
12"13

, and Satan (202
) was already bound

(Mt 1829). All this distaste for the book formed part and parcel

of a strong antipathy in certain circles of the early church. " In

the course of the third century the reaction in the East against

the book was in full swing. The rise of Greek Christian scholar-

ship during the 'long peace' after Severus (a.d. 211-249) made
men more conscious of the critical difficulties of common author-

ship of Apocalypse and gospel. The slackening of persecution

set free the natural recoil of the Hellenic spirit against the

apparent materialism with which the rewards of the blessed and

the glories of the heavenly Jerusalem are portrayed" (C. H.

Turner, JTS. x. 372). The fortunes of the apocalypse, after

this point, form a chapter in church history. Though its unpopu-

larity in the Syrian and Greek churches (cp. Gwynn, op. cit. civ.)

did not prevail in the end over the acceptance of it by the Latin

churches of the West, yet this movement of antipathy threw up the

first piece of serious literary criticism upon the book. " Between

350 and 450, Greek texts of Revelation were rare in the Eastern

half of the empire. The best minds of the Greek church, men
such as Eusebius Pamphili, and Dionysius of Alexandria, denied

its Johannine authorship. Living in an age when old Greek was

still the language of everyday life, they were too conscious of the

contrasts of style which separate it from the Fourth gospel to

accept the view that a single author wrote both. Having to

accept John the apostle as author of one or the other, they

decided in favour of the gospel. In the West, on the other

hand, where both documents circulated only in a Latin dress,

men were unconscious of these contrasts of style, and so found

no difficulty in accepting both as writings of the apostle John "

(F. C. Conybeare, The Armenian Text ofRevelationy pp. 161 f.).

Dionysius grounds his objections to the apocalypse not on

the score of its millenarian teaching, although he had been in

controversy with an Egyptian bishop called Nepos on that very

point, nor on the score of its obscurity, but on other grounds.

In the second volume of his work irept hra^yzkiZw (as cited by

Eus. H. E, vii. 25) he refers to earlier Christians who had re-
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jected the book entirely, after a careful and critical examination

;

rives fxlv ovv twv irpo fj/xuv ydirrjo-av Kal avecncevacrav 7rdvrrf to

(3i/3\tov, KaO* cKaorov KecfuxXaiov BuvOvvovt€<s ayvaicrrov T€ kcu

acrvXXoyicrTOV d7ro<^atVovre? xf/evSeaOaL re tyjv iiriypa^v. 'Ymavvov

yap ovk eTvaL Xiyovaiv, dXX* ovS' ci.7roKdA.v1/av eu>ai rr]v <r<f>6$pa Kal

Travel KCKaXvfXfxivrjv tw t?}s ayvotas 7rapa?r€Tdcrp,aTi. These views,

together with the attribution of the book to Cerinthus, plainly

refer to the second- century criticisms passed by the so-called

Alogi and Gaius. Dionysius, however, hesitates to follow this

radical lead. He thinks that the apocalypse is the work of " a

holy and inspired person" called John, but, he adds, "I would

be slow to admit (ov fxrjv paStoos uv a-wOufx-qv) that he was the

apostle, the son of Zebedee, the brother of James," the author

of the Fourth gospel and the First epistle. The evidence he

leads is purely internal. (i) The John of the apocalypse

expressly mentions himself by name, unlike the author of the

gospel and the epistle. Who this John was, is not certain (77-010?

Se ovtos, a$r)\ov). Had he been the beloved disciple, he would

have indicated this. Perhaps, of the many Johns, he was John

Mark or another John of Asia Minor. "AAAov Si nva oT/xcu iw
ev 'Aca'a, yevojxivuyv, eVei kcu Bvo <£acriv eV E<£ecra> ytviorQai /xvyj/xara

Kal eKarepov 'Imdvvov \4yecr6ai. With this conjecture on the

authorship, he then passes on (2) to differentiate the apocalypse

from the Fourth gospel (and First epistle) in style and conception.

Compared with the latter, he premises, the apocalypse has a

distinctly foreign look {aXXoiordrr} Bk Kal iivr], \xA\re i^aTTTOfxevr]

/j.rjT€ yeirvitocra rovroiv /A^Sevt, cr)(eSov, &S e2ireti», /^Se <ruX\a/3r)v

TToos avra Kotvrjv e^ovo-a). This general impression of an alien

origin is borne out by a scrutiny of the language (rrjs <£pdo-eoos).

The gospel and epistle "are composed not only in faultless

Greek (d7rTaicn-a)S Kara, rrjv raiv 'EAA^vwv <j>(Dvqv), but with great

skill in their expressions, their arguments, and the arrangement

of their expositions (ttoAAov ye Set fiapfiapov rtva cftOoyyov rj

aoXoiKLO-fibv rj oXms ioiamo-p.01/ ev avrots evptOrjvai) " ; the author

had the double gift of knowledge and of expression. As for the

author of the apocalyse, says Dionysius, " I will not deny that

he had seen revelations and received knowledge and prophecy,

but I notice that his dialect and language are not correct Greek

(ovk aKpifius iX\r]vi£ovcrav) ; he makes use of barbarous con-

structions (tStw/xao-tV fiapfiapLxo'ts), and sometimes of actual

solecisms (xat ttov kqX croXoiKi&vTa)."
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The solecisms are patent. The only question is how far they

are due to lack of culture or to the influence of Semitic idiom.

The Hebraistic colouring is evident in anomalous phrases like

Si&ao-K€u/ with dat. (2
14

, after 7 loh), the variation in the gender

of Xrjvos (3I9-20 after Is 63 s
), the collocation of fern, substantives

and mascul. adjectives or participles (e.g. 4
1 n 4 17 3

), or of

nominatives and accusatives (io8 n 3
, also 5

6 I46-7- 14 etc.), or of

nominatives in apposition to genitives (i 5
3
12

), datives (9
14

), and

accusatives (2
20 202

), and mannerisms of style such as the nomin.

pendens placed at the opening of a sentence for emphasis (e.g.

3
12 68 etc.), and the redundant avros in relative clauses (3

s
7
2 - 9

etc.). These are due in part to the translation of Hebrew or

Aramaic sources, in part to the influence of the LXX, which is

more marked than in the Fourth gospel

—

e.g. in the use of

phrases like the temple of the tent of testimony (cp. Ex 4034 etc.),

ei/w7rtoj/ ( = ^zh), the repetition of prepositions (7
1

-
9 16 13 etc., cp.

Zee 610
), and of special words (see o-dpKas in 19 18

, with 1613 and

Zee 812
).

The criticism of Dionysius thus opens up the problem of the

relation between the apocalypse and the Fourth gospel, in-

cluding the authorship and (inferentially) the date of the former.

§ 5. The Apocalypse and the Fourth Gospel.—The relationship

of the two books is best solved by attributing them to the same

school or circle in Asia Minor but to different authors. Such

affinities of thought and style as are evident in both writings

(e.g., the relation of God, Christ and the believer ; keeping God's

word or commandments ; the use of parentheses and of the

antithetical method), imply no more than the use of a common
religious dialect which contemporary writers of the same group

might fairly be expected to share, for all their idiosyncrasies. It

is the latter which are decisive. The apocalypse ignores many
of the most characteristic and favourite terms of the Fourth

gospel, e.g. akrjOua, akrjO-q^ aXrjOws, avri, aTrtKpiOr) ko! etirev,

dc/>t€vat tols afiapTias, OeacrOai, tSe, i'Sio?, Ka6u)<s, fxivroi, ttolvtot€,

jrapp-qa-Ca, 7raj7rore, vtto (accus.), and x°-Pa' Furthermore, it often

uses the language of the gospel in a way of its own ; the atwi/ios

of the latter it employs only once (146
), and it never connotes

it with £,<ny}; a£ios takes the infinitive, not Iva; epxov replaces

iXOi ; <f><*>s and 6 k6<jjxo$ are invariably physical, not spiritual
;

oceii/os is never substantival, vu<av never transitive ;

e

Iepovcra\rjfjL

is substituted for 'Upoo-oXvjia, and ovv is never used of historical
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transition. These instances might be multiplied (cp. Bret-

schneider's Probabilia, 150-161 ; Liicke, pp. 660 f. ; J. ReVille, Le
quatrieme ivangile, 26-47, 333 f- ', Selwyn's Christian Prophets, pp.

81 f., 222 f.).* It must suffice here to point out that the apoc.

reserves to apvtov for Christ, while the gospel confines dpviov to

Christians and uses 6 d/xvos tov Otov for Christ. Their common
use of the redemptive function of the Lamb is not distinctive

;

it was widespread in primitive Christendom. The apparent

coincidence of the Logos is still less real ; the applications of 6

Aoyos in Jn i
lf

* and of 6 Xoyos tov Otov in Apoc 1913 are drawn

from totally different soils in pre-Christian Judaism and turned

to alien ends. Affinities of style like the use of 7va or of Ik

(after o-a>£eiv, rrjpelv) are unimportant.! In several cases, as in

that of the Logos, the presence of similar or identical phrases

only betrays the radical difference of standpoint between the two

books; e.g. ovc^voo) in Jn i
14 and Apoc 7

15
, and Jesus receiving

from the Father (Jn io18 and Apoc 2 2
*).

The strong linguistic presumption against the theory that the

relationship of the two books is one of common authorship, is

amply corroborated by the differences of religious thought, christo-

logical, spiritual, and eschatological. Christians in the apocalypse

are never bidden love God or Christ (the aya-n-q of 24 - 19 is mutual

affection between members of the church); on the contrary,

they are ranked as SovXoi, which in Jn 15
15

is explicitly de-

scribed as an inferior relationship from which Jesus has raised

his disciples. Similarly, the conception of believers as children

or sons of God is wholly absent from the apocalypse; the

solitary allusion (21 7
) in the latter is eschatological, and even so

it is an OT quotation. All this tallies with the remarkable

difference of emphasis in the idea of God. He is a dazzling,

silent, enthroned figure of majesty, not a Father in direct touch

with his children on earth. God's love J is only once mentioned,

and that casually in an eschatological prediction (209 t^v ttoXiv

ttjv rfya-mjfievrjv) ; the fatherhood of God (for Christ's sonship, cp.

* Selwyn, like Thoma (ZWT., 1877, 289-341), regards the gospel as a

correction of the Apocalypse.

t " So far as these tests [i.e. of language and style] can go, they strengthen

the criticism of Dionysius, who (we must remember) was a Greek, weighing

stylistic and grammatical differences found in books written in his own
language "

(J. H. Moulton, Cambridge Biblical Essays, p. 490).

J Christ's love is rather more prominent (i
5
3
9
, cp. 3

19
), but this is not *

specifically * Johannine ' trait
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x« 2 27 ^5. 21 I4i)
is ignored entirely (even in 21 7 0eos is substituted

for the OT els Trarepa); and the conception of the Spirit is

purely prophetic,* in as sharp contrast to the Fourth gospel as

the concrete, realistic eschatology. It is not too much to say

that such idiosyncrasies decisively outweigh any affinities of

language or conception which may be urged to the contrary.

Bruston {Etudes sur Daniel et fApocalypse, pp. 74 f.) surmounts the

difficulty of the style by conjecturing that while John the apostle composed

the gospel and epistles, the apocalypse (or rather, Bruston's second source

for it) was not written till after his death by one of his disciples, ' peut-etre

sur la recommendation que le vieillard lui en avait faite avant sa morte et

d'apres le recit qu'il lui avait fait oralement de la revelation et des visions

qu'il avait eues a Patmos.' This, however, fails to meet the crucial dis-

crepancy of religious outlook f (especially in eschatology) between the

apocalypse and the Fourth gospel. The same objection is valid against

Zahn's (JNT. § 74) view that while the gospel and epistles were revised by

friends of John, who knew more about Greek than he did, the apocalypse

was left unpolished. The reason alleged for this ("the more important the

contents, the less important the form"), that a prophet transcribing his

visions is less inclined than a historian or teacher to embellish the first draft,

involves the extraordinary assumptions that the contents of a gospel are less

important than those of a prophetic ecstasy, and that the apocalypse is no

more than the transcript of ecstatic visions.

§ 6. Date.—The Neronic date {i.e. prior to the fall of

Jerusalem and after Nero's massacre of the Roman Christians)

appeals especially to those who feel the dramatic situation of

passages like n lf
-, and who decline to admit the use of any

sources. It is handicapped, however, by {a) the phase of the

Nero-redivivus myth which the apocalypse represents, and above

all by (b) the fact that no worship of the emperor, which is

adequate to the data of the apocalypse, was enforced until

Domitian's reign. The hypothesis of a date during Vespasian's

reign (so, e.g., B. Weiss, Diisterdieck, Bartlet : A A., 388 f., C. A.

Scott) evades (a) but not (b). Vespasian did not take his

official divinity very seriously. There is no record of any

persecution during his reign; such might conceivably have

* We even get the angelus interpres of the apocalyptic tradition and the

seven spirits of the older Babylonian or Persian mythology.

f "The writer of the Fourth gospel has a very definite conception of how
the Lord spoke on earth ; it is difficult to think that the same writer at any

period should have represented Him as speaking after the manner—the quite

distinct and sustained manner—in which He speaks in the Apocalypse. The
earlier date does not help us out of this difficulty" (J. A. Robinson, JTS. %

1908, p. 9).
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taken place, but Christians seem to have enjoyed a comparative

immunity under him, and our available knowledge* of the

period renders it unlikely (cp. Linsenmayer's Bekampfung des

Christentums durch den romischen Staat, 1905, 66 f.) that any-

thing occurred either under him or under Titus to call forth

language so intense as that of the apocalypse. Some parts of

the book (e.g. in 13 and 17) may be referred to (Jewish?) sources

of this period, but the manifesto as a whole demands a concrete

situation for which the relations of the empire and the church

during the eighth decade of the first century do not furnish any-

thing like sufficient evidence. The most probable solution is

that, when John wrote, Christians were being persecuted here

and there in Asia Minor for what Domitian regarded as the

cardinal offence of refusing to acknowledge him as the divine

head of the empire. It is not necessary to assume that any

widespread ' persecution ' in the later and technical sense of the

term was before the prophet's mind. He himself (i 9
) had been

only banished or imprisoned like some of his friends (2
10

, cp.

Clem. Rom. 9). But from the position of matters he argued

the worst. The few cases of hardship and martyrdom in Asia

Minor and elsewhere were drops of rain, which warned him that

a storm was rolling up the sky. Eusebius probably exaggerates

when he speaks of "many others" along with Clemens and

Domitilla (ZT. E. iii. 18), and the period of terror was admittedly

short (H. E. xx. 9-1 1, cp. Tert. Apol. 5), but it dinted the

tradition of the second century deeply, and in any case the

crisis opened John's mind to the fundamental issues at stake.

It is this sense of the irreconcilable antagonism between the

imperial cultus and Christianity, rather than any specific

number of martyrdoms, which accounts for the origin of the

apocalypse during the latter years of Domitian. Its language

and spirit reveal a situation at once more serious and definite

than any caused by earlier allusions to persecution for The Name
or My Name which obtained more or less widely after the

Neronic outburst (see p. 323). John sees another name set up

against the name of Christ, and he stamps it as the essence of

blasphemy to recognise any such title. The Domitianic demand

for what John dubbed the worship of the Beast is to be met by

* The alleged evidence from Suetonius {Vesp. 15) and Hilary of Poitiers

(c. Arian. 3) for a persecution under Vespasian is not worth the trouble of

weighing. On the title jiiprvs, see Kattenbusch {ZNJV., 1903, 111-127).
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passive resistance on the part of those who put loyalty to Christ

above any other loyalty.

The Domitianic date thus offers a fair explanation of this

apocalypse's references to the worship of the Beast, in the

light of contemporary history during the latter part of the first

century. It is also (a) in line with the earliest tradition,

and {p) corroborated by the internal evidence of the document

itself.

(a) Wherever Epiphanius derived his information that John's

exile and release took place during the reign of Claudius {haer.

li. 12, 233), it is palpably a wrong tradition, unless the tradition

meant Nero, whom Epiphanius carelessly calls by his second

name. So far as the early church had any tradition on the

subject, it referred the banishment to Domitian's reign.

The tradition emerges first in Irenseus, whose remark on the name of

antichrist is quoted (in Eus. H. E. iii. 18) as follows: ei 5£ dvacpavdbv iv r<p

vvv Kaip<$ KrjptiTTeadai roiivo/xa avrov, di itcelvov av ippeOrj tov koI ttjv

dTroKd\v\j/iv eopcLKdros. ovd£ yap irpb iroWov %p<$z>oi/ eojpddy], dWd ax^dbu iirl

tt)S rj/xeripas yeveas, irpbs tQ ri\ei rijs Ao/JLeriavov dpx^s. It is not possible to

turn the force of this passage by pleading (so, e.g., Simcox, Selwyn) that

Irenaeus confused the reign of Domitian with his (cp. Tec. Hist. iv. 2. 1 1

)

temporary regency in A.D. 70 (January to October), or by referring eupddr) to

6 'Iwdvvys instead of to r\ diroKdXvfis (so, e.g., Wetstein, MacDonald's Life

and Writings of St. John, New York, 1880, 169, E. Bohmer : Uber Verfasser

und Abfassungszeit des Apokalypse, pp. 30 f., Bovon,* and Chase, JTS. viii.

431-435). The latter is particularly unsuccessful (cp. Abbott, Diat. 2977a);

the subject of ewpddt] is plainly the apocalypse just mentioned, and, as

Irenseus elsewhere {e.g. ii. 22. 5) declares that John lived till the reign of

Trajan, there would be no sense in saying that he was seen during Domitian's

regime.

(b) Ch. 17 discloses a plurality, or at least a duality, of

literary strata as well as of traditions. Those who postulate a

Jewish source (so, e.g., Vischer, Weyland, Charles, Schmidt,

Sabatier, Me'negoz, von Soden) usually make it a Vespasianic

oracle, prophesying doom for Rome as the persecutor of God's

people. When the source is taken to be Christian, the

Domitianic editor's hand is found especially in 17 11 (so Harnack :

TU. ii. 3. 134 f. ; ACL. ii. 1. 245-246, Briggs, Gunkel, J. Weiss,

etc.). But neither on these hypotheses, nor on those of two

sources {e.g. Wellhausen), are the data of the passage quite clear.

The strata of tradition can be seen overlapping more clearly than

the editorial processes of revision or combination. Thus, in

* Cp. Hort's ed. pp. 41-42, and Jacquier, INT. iv. 317-318.



506 THE APOCALYPSE OF JOHN

vv. 8 - 12f
* the Beast is the infernal Nero redivivus, while v. 11

identifies Domitian with Nero the Beast; and it is hard to

believe that one and the same writer could simultaneously regard

Domitian as a second Nero and expect Nero redivivus as a semi-

supernatural power. Upon the whole, one of the least unsatis-

factory solutions is to take n as a Domitianic gloss by the

Christian editor, who also added 6b
(if not all of 6

) and 14 to a

Vespasianic (Jewish?) oracle in i7 4f
- which anticipated the down-

fall of Rome at the hands of Nero redivivus and his Eastern

allies. The reckoning of the seven Roman kings, which resembles

the calculations of 4 Esdras and Barnabas (4), begins with

Augustus* (so Tacitus) and passes over the three usurpers

(Galba, Otho, and Vitellius ; cp. Suet. Vespas. 1), as provincials

would naturally do, to whom the struggle of the trio was no more

than a passing nightmare. The sixth and reigning emperor (6 et

lo-rtv) is Vespasian, with whom the Flavian dynasty took up the

imperial succession after Nero's death, which ended the Julian

dynasty, had well-nigh broken up the empire (1 $**'). Vespasian's

successor, Titus, is to have only a brief reign. As a matter of

fact, it did not last more than a couple of years. After him, the

deluge ! Nero redivivus (to Orjpiov), who had already reigned

(o rjv), but who meanwhile was invisible (/ecu ovk ecrriv), is to

reappear from the abyss, only to be crushed finally (ko1 *U

airoiXeiav virayei). Thus the downfall of the persecuting empire

is to be heralded by the advent after Titus of one belonging to

the seven (i< iw kitra. ccn-iv) emperors who, on the traditional

reckoning of the heads, were to see the rise and fall of Rome.

The author of v. 11, living under Domitian, is obliged to identify

the latter with Nero (as in another sense some of his own pagan

subjects did) ; f but he still anticipates the imminent crisis

predicted by his source. It is plain, therefore, that a Vespasianic

oracle has been brought up to date in v. 11 ; the course of actual

history had broken through the eschatological scheme at one

point, but, while the prophet seeks (in the contemporary and

* Augustus= 0-e/3acrT<te, a word which had (especially in Asia Minor) the

distinctly religious connotation of worshipful, was one of the oVo/wira

f}\a<r(p7i[Alas (13
1
) which horrified the prophet John.

f The caluus Nero gibe of the Romans had a sterner replica in early

Christianity (cp. Eus. H. E. iii. 17:6 Aofieriavos . . . TeXevrCov ttjs fXtpuvos

OeoexQptas t€ Kal deofiaxia-s dtddoxov eavrbv KaTe<XT^(xaTO. deurepos dijra tup

/ta0' rj/xQv aveidvei 8iuy/xov, /calwep tov Trarpbs avr$ Ovetrratriapov ftrjdiv jca0'

ijfiQv &TOTOV ixivoJjaavTos).
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historical note of v. 11) * to repair the latter, he adheres firmly to

his belief in it.

No literary filiation can be established between the apocalypse and any

other NT writing which throws light upon its date. But one incidental

water-mark of the Domitianic period, first pointed out by S. Reinach, occurs

in 66 (cp. the present writer's study in Exp. 1908, Oct., 359-369), where the

immunity of wine may be a local allusion to Domitian's futile attempt (in

A.D. 92) to check the cultivation of the vine in the Ionian provinces.

The post-Neronic period is indicated by two other minor traits, (i. ) The
language, e.g., of 13"- is sometimes used to prove that the apocalypse breathes

the atmosphere of the wild commotion and anarchy between A.D. 70. This

interpretation is certainly truer to the data than that which finds an allusion

to the murder of Julius Caesar (so, e.g. , Gunkel, Porter, and Bruston), or to

Caligula (Spitta). But the point of the oracle is that this weltering chaos

had passed, leaving the empire stronger than ever, under the Flavians. The
apocalyptist looks back upon the bloody interregnum which followed Nero's

death. The collapse of the Julian dynasty, so far from proving fatal to the

State, had simply aggrandised its influence ; the tradition of the wounded

head (Dn 88 ) had been fulfilled. This retrospective attitude, together with

the belief in Nero redivivus, points away from the Neronic period, (ii. ) A
further proof that the apocalypse could not have been written earlier than

the eighth decade of the first century is furnished by the evidence of Polykarp

(act Phil. 1 I
s
, cp. Zahn's Forschungen, iv. 252 f. ), which shows that the

church at Smyrna could hardly have had, by A. d. 70, the history presupposed

in 28
'11

.

Several reasons contributed to the popularity of the seventh

decade date, (i.) The Tubingen school required it for their

thesis that the Balaamites and Nicolaitans were Pauline

Christians whom the narrower faith of John the apostle attacked

(cp. Hausrath, iv. 256 f., and Baur's Church History of First Three

Centuries^ i. pp. 84-87). Soon after Paul left Asia Minor, John
settled there and wrote this vigorous pamphet in which he

congratulated the metropolitan church of Ephesus for having

detected false apostles like Paul, and for having resisted the

subtle encroachment of the latter's Gentile Christian propaganda.

It is no longer necessary to refute this theory, except to point

out that, when the Neronic date and the Johannine authorship

are maintained, there is a much more plausible case for it than

several conservative critics appear to realise, (ii.) Those who

* John's revisal of the seven heads is paralleled by the author of Daniel's

addition of the eleventh horn to the traditional ten, under similar historical

exigencies. Bruston, Zahn, and Clemen (ZNW. ii. 109 f., xi. 204 f.) are

among the few critics who still refuse to see any reference to Nero the

infernal revenant.
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ascribed both the apocalypse and the Fourth gospel to the

apostle, naturally required a long period during which his

thought and style were supposed to mature.* (iii.) The
allusions in n lf

' and elsewhere were taken to imply the period

prior to the final destruction of Jerusalem, upon the view that

the apocalypse reflected the contemporary situation in Palestine

—a view not dissimilar to that which placed Hebrews in the

same decade. The recognition of Palestinian traditions and

sources removes any difficulty about the later date which may be

felt on this ground.

For recent defences of the Neronic date, see Hort (cp. JC. 160 f.), Simcox,

Selwyn {op. cit. pp. 215 f.), and B. W. Henderson {Life ana Principate of

Nero, 439 f. ). The Domitianic date is argued, in addition to older critics like

Mill, Hug, and Eichhom, by Hofmann, Lee, Havet, Milligan {Disctissions,

75-148), Alford, Gloag {Introd. Joh. Writings), Salmon {INT. 221-245),

Schafer {Einl. 347-355), Godet, Holtzmann, Comely, Belser, Jiilicher,

Weizsacker, Harnack {ACL. ii. 1. pp. 245 f.), McGiffert {AA. 634 f.), Zahn,

Wernle, von Soden, Adeney {INT. 464 f.), Bousset, von Dobschutz, Well-

hausen, Porter, R. Knopf {NZ. 38 f.), Abbott, Kreyenbuhl {Das Evghn dcr

Wahrheit, ii. 730 f.), Forbes, Swete, A. V. Green {Ephesian Canonical

Writings, i82f.), and A. S. Peake {INT. 164 f.), as well asf, from outlying

fields, by J. Reville (Origines de Vepiscopat, i. 209 f.), F. C. Arnold {Die

Neronische Christenverfolgung, 1888), Neumann (ZC, 1888, 842-843,

reviewing Arnold), Ramsay {CRE. pp. 268-302, ET. xvi. 171-174, Seven

Letters, 93-127), S. Gsell {Regjie de Vimpereur Domitien, 1895, pp. 307 f.),

Matthaei {Preussische Jahrb., 1905, 402-479), and E. T. Klette {Die

Christe7ikatastrophe unter Nero, 1 907, 46-48).

§ 7. Object.—Over two centuries earlier the great exemplar of

apocalyptic literature had been published in order to nerve the

faithful who were persecuted for refusing to admit the pre-

sumptuous divine claims of Antiochus Epiphanes. John's

apocalypse is a latter-day pamphlet thrown up by a similar

crisis. The prophet believed that the old conflict had revived

in its final form; Daniel's predictions were on the way to be

fulfilled when a Roman emperor blasphemously claimed the

title of dominus et deus, and insisted on the rites of the Caesar-

* Cp. Hort {Apocalypse, p. xl), "Without the long lapse of time and the

change made by the fall of Jerusalem the transition cannot be accounted for.

Thus date and authorship hang together. It would be easier to believe that

the Apocalypse was written by an unknown John, than that both books

belong alike to St. John's extreme old age." See below, § 8.

f Several critics who assign parts to an earlier date agree also that the

final shaping of the book took place under Domitian (so, e.g., Erbes, Barth,

and J. Weiss).
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cultus as a test of loyalty.* This popular deification of the

emperor, with the corresponding recognition of dea Roma, were

particularly rampant in Asia Minor, and the apocalypse is a

vigorous summons to the church to repudiate the cultus at all

costs. Hence its emphasis upon the virtues of martyrdom and

upon the speedy downfall of the Roman empire.

" Rome shall perish ! write that word

In the blood that she has spilt."

The loyalist attitude of Paul, and even of the author of First

Peter or of Clemens Romanus, is exchanged for a passionate

belief that the empire is the incarnation of anti-divine power

;

the prophet's aim is to rally the faith of the church by heralding

the imminent downfall of her oppressor. The imperial cultus is

taken to mean the last iniquity on earth, and Rome's downfall

means the downfall of the world.

§ 8. Authorship.—The internal evidence thus shows a writer

who was (or, was represented to be) an ardent Jewish Christian

prophet named John, steeped in apocalyptic traditions, and in

close touch with some of the Western Asiatic churches. The
disjunctive canon which we owe primarily to the critical insight of

Dionysius, Origen's thoughtful scholar, further proves that he

was not the author of the Fourth gospel (or, inferentially, of the

First Epistle of John).

(a) The hypothesis of John the apostle's authorship f is

ruled out by the acceptance of the tradition of his early martyr-

dom (see below, Chap. V. (C.)), and, even apart from this, it is im-

probable, especially as presented by those who maintain that the

Fourth gospel (with the Epistles) and the apocalypse were both

written by him at the very end of his life. The acceptance of

the Domitianic date, which throws the apocalypse close to the

Fourth gospel, renders it quite impossible to maintain the

common authorship of both works, as though, e.g., a short exile

at Patmos temporarily transformed (Ramsay, Seven Letters, 87)

'the head of the Hellenic churches in Asia Minor' into a

* For the literature, cp. Lindsay, Church and Ministry in Early

Centuries* (1903), 341, and EGT. v. 400.

tSo, recently, B. Weiss, W. H. Simcox, C. A. Scott, Zahn, Batiffol

{Lecons sur les tvangiles*> 1907, 106 f.), Stanton {GHD. i. 171 f.), Lepin

{L'origine du quatr. frangile, 1907, 257 f.), Jacquier {INT. iv. 321 f.), and

Abbott
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Hebrew seer. Even the relegation of the apocalypse to the

earlier date, and the inference that twenty or twenty-five years'

residence in a Greek city like Ephesus improved John's style

and broadened his outlook into a more spiritual range, do not

suffice to meet the facts of the case. As Liicke and Alford*

have pointed out, the Greek of the Fourth Gospel and of the

first Epistle of John is not that of the apocalypse in an

improved and maturer state. "The difference," as Swete rightly

observes (pp. clxxviii-clxxix), "is due to personal character

rather than to relative familiarity with Greek. And when style

expresses individual character it undergoes little material change

even in a long life of literary activity, especially after the age

which St. John must have reached in a.d. 69 or 70." The
fundamental difference in the use of language is corroborated,

as the same writer adds, by an equally decisive difference in the

attitude of both writers to Christianity, which is not fairly

explained by making the apocalypse the expression of a

rudimentary faith. " Even conceding the priority of the

Apocalypse, can we explain the difference of standpoint by

development? Is the relation of the apocalyptic to the

evangelical teaching that which exists between rudimentary

knowledge and the maturity of thought? And is it to be

maintained that St. John's conceptions of Christian truths were

still rudimentary forty years after the ascension, and reached

maturity only in extreme old age?" The answer to these

searching questions must be in the negative.

Even those who give up John's authorship of the Fourth

gospel fail to make out a good case independently for his

authorship of the apocalypse. Thus the vindictive, passionate

tone of the latter is connected with the temper displayed in the

incident of Mk 9
38f

« (Lk 9
55

) ; but in that case we should have

to assume that the rebuke of Jesus produced no impression on

one of the two disciples, and that forty years later he was un-

affected by what he had heard his Master say. If it is hard to

fit the personality of the beloved disciple or the mystical

genius who wrote the Fourth gospel to the personality of the

apocalyptic seer, there are almost as great psychological

difficulties in the path of those who would associate him with

* Milligan (Discussions on the Apocalypse, 185-186) also dismisses this

theory (held, e.g., by Lightfoot, Galatians, 337, etc.) as "highly un«

satisfactory."
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the son of Zebedee. These would not be insuperable if the

apocalypse showed other evidence of apostolic (Johannine)

authorship, but the reverse is the case. Thus, in 3
21 (Scuo-w avrw

kolOlo-cu ia€t ifxov iv t<3 Opovu) fiov) the writer attributes to Jesus

the very prerogative which the Lord disclaimed (Mk io40). In

ii 1"2 the inviolability of the Jerusalem-vaos is assumed, in

contrast to the explicit logion of Mk 13
1-2 (cp. Ac 6 14

). The

general scheme of the apocalypse, with its calculations of the

end, is more in keeping with the eschatological methods of the

later Judaism than with the spirit, e.g., of Mk 12 15-17
, Mk 1332

,

Ac i6
"8

, and 7
1"3 (where the safeguarding of the elect precedes

instead of following the crisis, where the four winds are agents

of destruction instead of being geographical, and where the

role of messiah is entirely omitted) differs from the synoptic

scheme (Mk 13
24-27

) as 9
15 does from Mt 24r (so Gaius). These

features suggest that the author was some early Christian prophet

who sat looser to the synoptic tradition than one of the twelve

would have done. This is borne out by the fact that he claims

no apostolic authority, nor is there any evidence* that he had

been an eye-witness of Jesus on earth. An apocalypse is not a

gospel ; still, a personal friend is a personal friend, and the

apocalyptic categories of i
9f

* are not such as might have been

expected from one who had been numbered among the inner

circle of the Galilean disciples. Finally, though 1820 does not

absolutely exclude the possibility that an apostle wrote it,—since

apostles as well as prophets might describe objectively the order

to which the prophet belonged,-—the objective and retrospective

tinge of 2

1

14 (the twelve apostles of the Lamb) suits a non-apostolic

writer upon the whole better than an apostle.

" One may wisely hesitate to define the area of the impossible, but it is

surely in the highest degree unlikely . . . that an unlettered Galilean

peasant should, in the stress of the Parousia expectation of those earliest years,

have turned to literary investigation and Oriental learning, . . . and that,

above all, one who had sat at the feet of Jesus could put forth a work in

which the great teachings of the divine Fatherhood, the universal brotherhood,

the spiritual kingdom scarcely appear, but in their place we hear hoarse cries

for the day of vengeance, and see the warrior Christ coming to deluge the

earth with bbod " (Forbes, Intern. Hdbks to NT. iv. 96).

* " That the writer of Rev. need not have known Jesus, remains a strong

indication that he did not know Him " (Porter, DB. iv. 265) ; cp. Hoekstra,

op. cit. 366 f.
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(b) When the hypothesis of an apostolic authorship is set

aside, the choice lies between the two figures suggested by

Dionysius of Alexandria, each of whom has advocates in modern
criticism, (i.) Some Asiatic prophet of that name (so, e.g.,

J. ReVille and Jiilicher). This is quite possible, as the name
was common enough, (ii.) John Mark, however, is a more

authoritative personality (Ac i35 - 13
) than any unknown John,

and his claims have been urged especially by Hitzig (Ueber

Johannes Marcus und seine Schriften, 1843, PP» nf-i 67-116),

Weisse (Eva?igelie?i-Frage, 1856, pp. 91 f., 140, 180), and

Hausrath (iii. 268),* as well as by those who (like Spitta and

Volter) make him responsible for one of the sources underlying

the book (see above, pp. 489 f.). Dionysius, who does not

connect John Mark with the second gospel, brings forward no

stylistic argument from that quarter; he simply dismisses the

suggestion on the ground that John Mark (Ac 13
13

) did not

accompany Paul into Asia Minor. This would be no valid

argument against the theory, for John Mark may have settled

subsequently there quite as well as John the apostle. Acts is as

silent on the one as on the other, in this connection. Still,

the share of Mark in the second gospel, if it does not absolutely

exclude his composition of the apocalypse, does not favour it

;

and, as the John-Mark hypothesis is a pure deduction from one

or two statements and a large amount of silence in the early

Christian literature, it has never commanded very much support.

(c) The possibility that this apocalypse, like most of its class,

may be pseudonymous ("qui hoc opus negabant esse Ioannis

euangelistse, aut alium fuisse Ioannem ab euangelista credebant,

quemadmodum duas posteriores epistolas adscribebant Ioanni

non euangelistae sed presbytero, aut eum qui conscripsit librum

id egisse, ut ab euangelista scriptus uideretur eoque locum suo

instituto commodum affinxisse," Erasmus) has also to be taken

into account (so, e.g., Volkmar, S. Davidson, Weizsacker, Forbes,

Wernle : Urc. i. 363, cp. Bacon in Exp., 1907, 233 f., and Fourth

Gospel in Research and Debate, pp. 160 f.), particularly in the

form of a literary fiction under the name of John the apostle.

A priori, the hypothesis is legitimate. On the other hand, an

* Hausrath, however, will not decide between John Mark and some other

John. In any case, the apocalyptist, he holds, was a Palestinian Christian

who strongly objected to the liberal practices of Pauline adherents in the

Asiatic churches.
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early Christian apocalypse was not necessarily pseudonymous.

Hermas is not. It is true that the apocalypse of Peter, which

ranked along with John's apocalypse in some circles of the early

church, belongs to the pseudepigrapha ; but here the apostolic

characteristics are definitely drawn by the author, whereas John's

apocalypse contains no specific traits which would lead the

reader to imagine that the seer was an apostle.* Another

raison-d'etre for pseudonymity is absent, viz. the consciousness

that the prophetic spirit was no longer present in the church.

Though the contents of the apocalypse are sometimes no more

than a secondary product of the prophetic inspiration, some of

its cardinal passages represent direct personal visions ; the

ante-dated predictions in the apocalypse {e.g. in 13 and 17) are

too subordinate to necessitate a recourse to pseudonymity here

as in the older Jewish pseudepigrapha. On the other hand, if

John the apostle was martyred early, it becomes more possible

to conceive how the apocalypse was written under his name
towards the close of the century, and modifications of the

pseudonymous theory in this direction are upheld by those who
find in it earlier fragments or traditions either of John the son of

Zebedee (so, e.g., Erbes and Bruston), or of John Mark, or of

John the presbyter (see above, p. 489).

(d) The last-named figure, however, may well have been the

real author of the book. He suits the requirements at least

better than any other contemporary who is known to us, and,

unless we are content to share the pious agnosticism of

Dionysius upon the apocalypse, as of Origen on Hebrews, or to

adopt some form of the pseudonymous hypothesis, the balance

of probability inclines to John the presbyter, who must have

shared the prophetic and even the chiliastic aptitudes of the

Asiatic circle to which he belonged,—this is a fair inference from

his relation to Papias and the presbyter-traditions of Irenaeus,

—

who was a iiaO-qr^ rov Kvpcov in the wider sense of the term (i.e.

a primitive Palestinian Christian), and who was one of the most

important authorities in touch with the earlier apostolic tradition.

It is more feasible to credit him with the rabbinic erudition and

the eschatological lore of the apocalypse than one who was

aypdjAfAOLTOS koL iSiwr^s (Ac 4
13

).

* The seei is simply the brother of his readers (i 9 6 &8e\<pbs vjuluv ical

avyKoivuvos). Paul in 2 P 3
15

is no more (6 dyairrjTbs rjix&v a5e\<p6$)
t it is

true, but there one apostle is supposed to be referring to another.

33
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This hypothesis, which goes back to Eusebius (basing on the hint ol

Dionysius), was suggested afresh by Vogel * and Hetnrichs (in Koppe's NT.
1818), and worked out from different standpoints by Eichhorn, Rettig (Das

erweislich alteste Zeitf. d. Apocalypse, 183 1), Bleek (cp. his Beitrage zur Ev.

Kritik, 184-200), Lticke (SK., 1836, 654 f.), de Wette, Schenkel, Ewald,

Wittichen, Wieseler, Mangold, Credner, Neander, Keim, Havet, O. Holtz-

mann, Mejjboom, Diisterdieck, Selwyn, Erbes, Harnack, Bousset, Kohler,

Lindenbein, von Soden, Heinrici (Urc. 1902, 126 f.), A. Meyer (TR., 1907,

138), and von Dobschutz (Probleme d. apost. Zeitalters, 1904, 91 f.). Grotius

threw out a conjecture to explain it ('credo autem presbytero, apostoli

discipulo, custoditum hunc librum ; inde factum ut eius esse opus a quibusdam

per errorem crederetur '), but it is favoured more or less tentatively by

recent critics like Loisy (Le Quatr. £vangile, 134), Swete, McGiffert,

Pfleiderer (Urc. ii. 420 f.), Jacoby (Neutest. Ethik, 1899, 444-455), and

Peake (INT. 152 f.).

* Vogel's idea was that 4
1-n 19 and i

9-^22 were (Neronic) fragments,

written by the apostle and subsequently edited by the presbyter, who (undei

Galba) was responsible for the apocalypse as a whole.



CHAPTER V.

(A) THE FOURTH GOSPEL*

Literature. — (a) Modern editions— G. Hutcheson (London, 1657) ;

Lampe's Comm. Analytico-Exegeticus (1724); Semler's Paraphrasis (1771)

;

S. G. Lange (Weimar, 1797); H. E. G. Paulus {Philologisch-kritisch und
historische Commentar iiber den Evglm Joh. .1812); Kuinoel 2 (Leipzig,

1817); L. Usteri's Commentatio Critica (Zurich, 1823); J. Munter's

Symbols ad interpret. Evang. Joh. ex marmoribus et nummis maxime grcecis

(1826); Klee (1829); H. A. W. Meyer (1834, Eng. tr. 1875); Lassus,

Commentairc philosophique (Paris, 1838); Lucke 8 (1840)*; A. Maier

(18431".); Baumgarten-Crusius (1844-5); De Wette 8 (1846); Tholuck 7

(1857, Eng. tr. 1874); J. P. Lange (i860, Eng. tr. 1872 f. ) ; L. Klofutar

(1862); Olshausen 2 (1862, Eng. tr. 1855); Ewald, Die Johan. Schriften

(1862); W. Baumlein (Stuttgart, 1863); D. Brown (Glasgow, 1863); J- J-

Astie {Explication de Viv. selon S. Jean, 1864); A. Bisping (1865);

Hengstenberg 2 (1867 f., Eng. tr. 1879-80); Burger (1868); Luthardt 8

(1875-6, Eng. tr. 1876); Schaff (ed. of Lange; New York, 1872); H.
W. Watkins (Ellicott's Comm. 1879) ; Milligan and Moulton (Schaffs

Comm., vol. ii.); Westcott {Speakers Comm. 1880)*; C. F. Keil (1881) ;

H. Conrad (Potsdam, 1882) ; P. Schanz (1885) *
; Fillion (1887) ; Reynolds

{Pulpit Comm. 1887-8); Whitelaw (1888); Wahle (1888); Godet 4

(1903, Eng. tr. of third ed., Edin. 1888-9)*; K. Schneider (1889); G.
Reith (Edin. 1889); Wohlfart (1891); Plummer {CGT. 1893); Bugge

(Germ. tr. by Bestmann, 1894); M. Dods {EGT. 1897); Knabenbauer

(1897); A. Schroeder (Lausanne, 1899); M'Clymont {CB. 1901)

;

Ceulemans (Malines-Dessain, 1901); Schlatter 2 (1902) ; J. M. S. Baljon

(1902); Petersen (1902); Blass, Evglm sec. Joh. cum var. led. delectu

(1902); B. Weiss (— Meyer 9
, 1902)*; Loisy (1903)*; Calmes (1904);

Gutjahr (1905); A. Carr (Cambridge, 1905); Belser (1905); Heitmuller*

1 For periodic surveys of the literature and detailed bibliographies, see,

in addition to the works of Luthardt, Schiirer, Watkins, and Sanday,

Pfitzenmeier's Apercu des controverses sur le quatritme JEvangile (These de

Strasbourg, 1850); H. J. Holtzmann in Bunsen's Bibel-Werk, viii. (1866)

pp. 56 f. ; Pfleiderer {PM., 1902, 57-74); Conybeare {TT.
t 1906, 39-62);

A. Meyer {TR., 1906, 302 f., 339 f., 387 f.); and H. L. Jackson, The

Fourth Gospel and some recent German Criticism (1906).
515
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{SNT. 1907); H. P. Forbes {Intern. Hdbks NT. iv. 1907); Westcott

(Greek text and notes, 1908); Holtzmann-Bauer * {HC* 1908); Well-

hausen* (1908); Zahn 2 (ZA". 1909)*.

(b) Studies.—(i.) against Johannine authorship:—Edward Evanson {The

Dissonance of'the Four generally received Evangelists and the Evidence oftheir

Authenticity examined, Ipswich, 1792) j
1 Vogel, Evglm Johannes und seine

Ausleger, etc. (1801) ; Horst in Henke's Museumfur Religionswissen, i. 47 f.
;

H. H. Cludius, Uransichten (1808), pp. 50 f., 350 f. ; Ballenstedt, Philo und
Johannes (1812) ; Bretschneider, Probabilia de Evang. et epistolarumJohannis

apostoli indole et origine (1820)*; H. C. M. Rettig, De quattuor Evang.

Canonicorum origine (1824); Liitzelberger, Die Kirchl. Tradition uber d.

Apostel Johannes , etc. (1840); B. Bauer, Kritik d. Evang. Geschichte d.

Johannis (1840) ; A. Schweitzer, Das Evglm Johannis (1841) ; Zeller (Theol.

Jahrb.y 1845, 577 f., on internal evidence); Schwegler {NZ. ii. 346 f.);

Baur, Die Kanonischen Evglien (1847); also in Theol. Jahrb. (1848), pp.

264 f. (on paschal controversy) ; Hilgenfeld, Das Evglm und die Brief

e

[ohannis nach ihrem Lehrbegri'^(1849) *, and Die Evglien nach ihrer Stellung

und geschicht. Bedeutung (1854); Volkmar, Die Religion Jesu (1857); J.

R. Tobler, Die Evglienfrage im allgem. und die Johannisfrage insbesondere

(1858) ; Weizsacker {Jahrb. deutsche Theologie, 1859, 685 f., on * Beitrage zur

Charakter d. Johan. Evglms'); M. Nicolas, Jzludes critiques sur la Bible,

pp. 127 f. (1864); Scholten, Het evangelie naar Johan. (1864, Germ. tr.

1867) ; J. J. Tayler, An attempt to ascertain the Character of the Fourth

Gospel . . . (1867, second ed. 1870); J. C. Matthes, De ouderdom van het

Johannes-evangelie (Leyden, 1867) ; E. V. Neale {Theological Review, 1867,

445-472); Schenkel, Das Charakterbild Jesu 4
(1873); w- Cassels {SR.

1874); Thoma, Die Genesis des Joh. -Evglms (1882)*; Jacobsen, Unter-

suchungen uber das Joh.-Evglm (1884); M. Schwalb, Unsere vier Evglien

erklart und kritisch gepruft (1885); O. Holtzmann, Das Johannes-Evglm
(1887)*; Bruckner, Die vier Evglien (1887); R. Mariano {Urc. iv. 45-
110)*; Cone {Gospel and its Earliest Interpret., 1893, 267-317, also in

New World, 1893, 1-28); van Manen. OCL. §§32-40; J. Reville, le
quatriime ivangile, son origine et sa valeur (1901); E. A. Abbott {EBi.

1 76 1 f. ) * ; P. W. Schmiedel {EBi. 2503 f.); Loisy, Autour dun petit livre

(1903, pp. 85-108) ; Wrede, Charakter und Tendenz des Joh. -Evglms

(1903)*; Kreyenbuhl, Das Evglm der Wahrheit. Neue Losung der Joh.-

Frage (i. 1900, ii. 1905). (ii.) in favour of Johannine authorship:—L.

Bertholdt, Verisimilia de origine Evangelii Johannis (Erlangen, 1805 :

gospel orig. = Aramaic notes)
; J. A. L. Wegschneider, Versuch einer

vollstandigen Einleitung in das Evghn Joh. (Gottingen, 1806) ; J. T.

Hemsen, Die Authentic d. Schriften d. Evang. Joh. untersucht (1823, reply

to Bretschneider); 2 K. Frommann {SK., 1840, 853-930, against Weisse)

;

Ebrard, Das Evglm Joh. und die neueste Hypothese iiber seine Entstehung

1 Cp. a reply by Thos. Falconer : Certain Principles in Evanson's

Dissonance, etc., examined (Oxford, 181 1) ; also the English reply to Strauss

by Andrews Norton {Genuineness of Four Gospels, 1837 f.).

2 Other replies to Bretschneider by Olshausen {Die Echtheit d. vier

kanon. Evglien^ 1823) and Crome {Probabilia hand Probabalia, 1824).
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(1845, against Baur); Bleek's Beitrage zur Evglienkritik (1846); A.

Norton, Evidences of Genuineness oj Gospels* (1846-8, Cambridge, U.S.A.)

;

Ebrard's Wissensch. Kritik 2
(1850, third ed. 1868, pp. 828 f.); A. Ritschl

{Theol. Jahrb., 185 1, pp. 500 f.); G. K. Mayer, Die Echlheit des Evglms

nachjoh. (Schafthausen, 1854) j O. Thenius, Das Evglm d. Evglien (an open

letter to Strauss, 1865) ; Hase, Vom Evgim des Johannis (Leipzig, 1866)

;

Riggenbach, Die Zeugnisse fiir das Evglm Joh. (1866, external evidence);

Jas. Orr, The Authenticity ofJohn's Gospel (London, 1870, reply to J. J.

Tayler and S. Davidson) ; S. Leathes, The Witness of St. John to Christ

(1870) ; Sanday, Authorship and Historical Character of Fourth Gospel

(1872)*; Witting, Das Evglm S. Joh. die Schrift eines Augenzeugen und
zwar d. Apost. Johannis (1874); C. E. Luthardt, St. John the author of the

Fourth Gospel (Eng. tr. by Gregory, Edin. 1875, with valuable biblio-

graphy)*; Beyschlag {SIC., 1874, 607 f., 1875, 413 f.); Sanday, The Gospels

in the Second Century (1876); J. M. M'Donald, Life and Writings of St.

John (New York, 1880, pp. 268 f. ) ; H. H. Evans, St. John the author of

the Fourth Gospel (1888) ; Watkins (Bampton Lectures, 1890); Wetzel, Die

Echtheit u. Glaubwurdigkeit d. Evang. Joh. (1899); Camerlynck, De quarti

euangelii auctore (1899-1900, also in BLE., 1900, 201-211, 419 f., 6331".);

T. B. Strong and H. R. Reynolds in DB. ii. 680-728 ; Mangenot (Vigoroux'

DB. iii. 1167-1203); Hoonacker {RB., 1900, 226-247); J. Drummond,
An Enquiry into the Character and Authorship of the Fourth Gospel (1903)* ;

Haussleiter ( Theol. Litteraturblatt, 1903, 1-6, 17-21, and Die Geschichtlich-

keit des Joh. -Evglms (Leipzig, 1903); C. Fouard, S. Jean et la fin de Page

apostolique (Paris, 1904, Eng. tr.); R. Seeberg {NKZ., 1905, 51-64);

Sanday, The Criticism of the Fourth Gospel (1905) ; R. H. Strachan {DCG.
i. 869-885); CQR. (1905) 84-107, 387-412, (1906) 106-134; Lepin, 1

Vorigine du quatrieme Evangile (1907)* ; C. E. Scott-Moncrieff, St. John,

Apostle, Evangelist, and Prophet (1909). (iii.) on special points :—G. C.

Storr, ueber den Zweck d. evang. Geschichte und der BriefeJohannis 2 (1810)

;

K. F. Ranke, Plan und Bau des Joh. -Evglms (Berlin, 1824); Weizsacker

(Jahrb. deutsche Theologie, 1857, 154 f., 1859, 685 f. , 'das Selbstzeugniss d.

Joh. Christus'); H. Spaeth {ZWT., 1868, 168 f., 309 f., 'Nathanael, ein

Beitrag zum Verstandniss der Composition d. Logos-Evglms ') ; R. H.
Hutton, Essays Theol. and Literary (1871, 'Historical Problems of the

Fourth gospel ')
*

; G. W. Pieritz, The Gospels from the rabbinical point oj

view, showing the perfect harmony between the Four Evangelists on the

subject of the Lord's Last Supper (1873) ; F. von Uechtritz, Studien iiber den

Ursprung, die Beschaffenheit, und Bedeutung des Evang. Joh. (1876) ; A. H.
Franke, Das AT bei Johannes (1885); Resch, Paralleltexte zu Johannes

(1896); Schlatter, 'die Parallelen in den Worten Jesu bei Johannes und

Matth'aus' (BFT, 1898, v.); Rollins (Bibliolheca Sacra, 1905, 484-499,

written by John, edited by Apollos) ;
2

J. H. A. Hart {Exp. 7 v. 361 f., vi.

1 Lepin's volume, like the essays by A. Nouvelle {L'authenticity du quatr.

£vangile et la thise du M. Loisy, Paris, 1905) and C. Chauvin {Les idies

de Loisy sur le quatr. Evangile, 1906), is specially directed against Loisy.
a Tobler (see above) had already conjectured that Apollos composed the

Fourth gospel on the basis of Johannine traditions.
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42 f. ,
' plea for recognition of historical authority of Fourth gospel ') ; C.

Gleiss (NKZ., 1907, 47of., 548 f., 632 f., 673^, ' Beitrage zu der Frage m.ch

der Entstehung und d. Zweck des Joh.-Evgims') ; R. H. Strachan (Exp. 1

viii.-ix., 'The Christ of the Fourth Gospel'); P. Ewald (NKZ., 1908,

824-853, ' die subjective Form der Johann. Christus-Reden') ; van Eysinga

(PM., 1909, 143-150, 'zum richtigen Verstandniss d. Johann. Prolog');

O. Zurhellen, Die Heitnat des vierten Evglms* (1909); D. H. Miiller

(SBAW., 1909, 'Das Joh.-Evglm im Lichte d. Strophentheorie ') ; A.

Merx, Die vier Kanonischcn Evglien nach ihrem alt. bekannten Texte . . .

ii. ^.Johannes (Berlin, 1910) *
; M. Goguel, Les Sources du ricitJohannique

de la Passion (Paris, 1910) ; Lepin, La Valeur Historique du Quatrieme

£vangile (Paris, 1910) *
; E. H. Askwith, The Historical Value of the Fourth

Gospel (1910). (iv.) on the Logos-conception:—W. Baumlein's Versuch die

Bedeutung des Johannischen Logos aus dem Religionssystemen des Orients zu

entwickeln (1828) ; Anathon Aal, Geschichte d. Logosidee (i. 1896, ii. 1899) '>

E. Brehier, Les idies philosophiques et religieuses de Philon cCAlexandrie

(Paris, 1908) *
; J. S. Johnston, The Philosophy of the Fourth Gospel (A

Study of the Logos-Doctrine , its Sources and Significance), 1909. (v.)

general :—R. Shepherd, Notes Crit. and Diss, an the Gospel and Epp. of St.

John (London 1796); J. G. Herder, Von Gottes Sohn der Welt Heiland.

Nach Joh.-Evglm (Riga, 1797) ; C. C. Tittmann, Meletemata Sacra (1816,

Eng. tr. 1844) ; Kostlin, Lehrbegriffe des Evglm u. der Briefe Johannis

(1843); C. Niese, Die Grundgedanken desJoh. Evglms (Naumburg, 1850);

C. P. Tiele, Het evang. van Johannes (1855); M. Aberle (Theol.

Quartalschrifi, 1861, 37 f.); B. Weiss, Der Joh. Lehrbegriff (1862) ; Nolte

(Theol. Quartalschrifi, 1862, 464 f.); Schwalb (Revue de Thiol., 1863, 1 1 3 f
.

,

249 f., 'Notes sur l'evangile de Jean
5

); Weiisacker's Untersuchungen iiber

die Evang. Geschichte (1864, second ed. 1901)*; Sabatier (ESR. vii. 181-

193) ; Renan, i. pp. 477-541 ; M. Wolf, Das Evglm Johannis in seiner

Bedeutung fur Wiss. u. Glauben (1870) ; H. Delff, Entwickelungsgeschichte

d. Religion (1883, pp. 264 f., 284 f., 329 f.); F. D. Maurice, The Gospel of

St. John (1888) ; H. Delff, Geschichte d. rabbiJesus von Nazareth (1889, 67-

206) i
1 Reuss, NTTh. ii. 331 f. ; H. Kohler, Das Evglm Joh., Darstellung

des Lehrbegriffs (1892) ; C. Montefiore (JQR., 1894, 24-74) ; G. B. Stevens,

The Johannine Theology (New York, 1894) ; Baldensperger, Der Prolog

des Vierten Evglm (1898)*; A. Titius, Die Joh. Anschauung unter d.

Gesichtspunkt der Seligkeit (1900)*; Purchas, Johannine Problems and
Modern Needs (1901); Schlatter (BFT, 1902, iv. 'die Sprache u. Heimat

des vierten Evglms'); J. Grill, Untersuchungen iiber die Entstehung d.

Vierten Evglms i. (1902)*; J. L. Nuelsen, Die Bedeutung des Evglm Joh.

fur d. Christliche Lehre (1903) ; Inge (DCG. i. 885-895, also in Cambridge

Biblical Essays, 1909, 251-288); H. A. Leenmans (Theol. Studien, 1905,

377-412) ; J. d'Alma, La Controverse du Quatritme JEvangile (1908) ; E. F.

Scott, The Fourth Gospel, its Purpose and Theology 2
(1909) *

; A. E. Brooke

1 Delffs further works included Das Vierte Evglm, ein Authentischer

Bericht iiber Jesus von Nazareth (1890); Neue Beitrage zur Kritik

und Erkldrung d. vierten Evglms (1890); and an essay in SK. (1892)

pp. 72 f.
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'Historical Value of Fourth Gospel' {Cambridge Biblical Essays, 1909,

289-328) ; B. W. Bacon, The Fourth Gospel in Research and Debate *

(New York, 1910); A. V. Green, The Ephesian Canonical Writings

(London, 1910).

§ i. Outline and contents.—Special literature : K. Meyer, der

Prolog des Joh.-Evglms (1902); Lattey (Exp. 1
, May 1906, 424-

434), Hitchcock (Exp.*1, Sept. 1907, 266-279), Walther, Inhalt

u. Gedankengang des Evglm nach Joh. (1907).

The analysis of the gospel, as it stands (leaving out ch. 21),

depends upon its bisection into two parts (1-12, 13-20) or three

(1-6, 7-12, 13-20). The latter suits the data better. The
earlier ministry oscillates between Galilee and Jerusalem (2M)71

,

Samaritan city = 4
5 -42 followed by a (Tt\\h€iov of resurrection) ; the

later (7
1-i2 43

) is confined to Judea, with two retreats (io40"42

and 1

1

54'57
), the former (-n-epav tov 'lopSdvov) of which is followed

by a arrjficLov of resurrection (4
s9-

41 = io42 belief of many), the

latter being els 'E<£pai/* Acyo/xei/^v 7roA.11/. The third part (13
1-

2031
) describes the conversation of Jesus at the last supper (13

1-

1726
), the arrest, trial, and death (i81-i942

), and the appearances

after death (201 -31
).

The prologue illustrates Pindar's comparison of an opening

lyric to a stately facade : a.pyopAvov 8' epyov xprj 7rpocro>7rov OcpLcv

T7]\avye$,

Quod initium sancti euangelii cui nomen est secundum Iohannem,

quidem Platonicus . . . aureis litteris conscribendum et per omnes ecclesias

in locis eminentissimis proponendum esse dicebat (Aug. Ciuit, Dei, x.

29).

The Logos is the divine principle of creation (i 1"8
), apart from

which the universe is unintelligible; no Srjuiovpyos has any

place or function in creation, beside the active Logos. Neither

here nor elsewhere, however, does the author dwell upon the

general creative energy of the Logos ; it is the specific function

of revealing the divine nature to men (i 4*5
) which immediately

absorbs his attention. The life was the light of men. The
opposition encountered by the pre-Christian revelation is so

characteristic of human nature in all ages that the writer drops

into the present tense in v.6. Hurrying on to the final revela-

tion, for which John the Baptist was merely a witness (i 6"8
), he

explains that, when John was testifying, the Light was already

coming into the world. In spite of John's testimony and his
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own revelation, however, only an elect minority of believers*
(ii2c = 20si) welcomed the Logos (i 9"13

). To them the incarnate

Logos (no phantom of docetic gnosticism), in virtue of his

divine sonship,f manifests and imparts the real nature of God
the Father (1

14-18
).

The introduction (i*9-**) develops the witness of John the

baptizer to Jesus as the Christ (i 25f
-), the Son of God (i 34

, cp.

2031
). This witness is borne in a triple fashion: (a) before

sceptical Judaism ( = 01 'IovSatoi, i
19-28

), (b) in a soliloquy|
(
l29

"

M
), and (c) before two of his own disciples (i 35f

-). The third

testimony starts a movement towards Christian discipleship

:

(a) two of John's disciples join Jesus (1
37-39

), (b) they bring over

others (i 40 '42
), and {c) finally (rg i-n-avptov, as in i 29 - 35

), Jesus

himself calls a third set (i 43f
-).§ The genuine Israelite is he

who (i 47-49
) comes to Jesus through sceptical prejudice and

confesses him to be the Son of God.

The religion of Jesus is now under way. The three follow-

ing stories bring out its superiority to the older Judaism (2
lf-

2 i3f. 3I-21) from various points of view. The activity of the

disciples in baptizing throughout Judea leads up (note the loose

ftera ravra) to John's final witness (3
22f

-) and incidentally to

a mission at Sychar (4
lf

-) as Jesus and his disciples make their

way north to Galilee (4
43f

-). Here the second crrjfjLeiov rounds

off the opening cycle which began with the first 0-77/mov (both

at Kana : petition for help, eliciting of trust 2 5 = 4
50

, mysterious

aid). The faith of the fxaOrjraL (2
11

) has now widened into the

faith of those benefited (4
s3

) ; for this faith in the word (3
32f

-)

of Jesus, see already 4
41

, as contrasted with faith in his o^/acio,

(*» 4
48

).

The second cycle contains two controversies with the Jews

occasioned by three o-^eia, one at Jerusalem (5) and two in

Galilee (6). The second of the latter a-rj/xeia (6
16 *21

) is really a

pendant, as in the synoptic tradition, to the former (6
1'13

), and

does not appear to have any independent significance. The
narrative of the period closes with a messianic confession of

* Note the climax of 10a (humanity), lls (Judaism), and 14a (Christians).

t A Philonic touch; to see God was the mark of primogeniture {De post.

Cairn, 18). The phrase x&P lv &VTl X&PLT0S is another reminiscence and

adaptation of Philonic language (cp. de post. Caini, 43).

+ At any rate, no audience is mentioned.

§ Note vq this paragraph the interweaving of (6) and {c) in i
451, and I

48
.
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faith on the part of the eleven disciples (6
69) • the secret dis-

loyalty of the twelfth (6^0-71) is noted by way of dramatic
anticipation.

The mystical revelations and claims of Jesus have now
not only driven many of his fiaO-qraC away from him (6

6°f- ««•)
but provoked the deadly antipathy of Judaism (5W. w

71) The
controversies of 5-6 have led to nothing; they have evoked
only perplexity and irritation, even in Galilee. The second part
of the ministry (7-12) includes the deepening conflict with
Judaism, in a series of discussions at Jerusalem during the
feast of tabernacles (7-10*1) and the feast of dedication ^
lyxalvia, io22^). A partial sympathy is elicited

( 7
43 =io 19)

but it is a resurrection-o-^/mov (n*-**, after io2^) which first
converts many of the Jews (u« I2 ii

}j though k algQ bn the
mortal hatred of the Jews as a whole to a head (n^f.) The
subsequent entry into Jerusalem (12^) is followed 'by an
episode (i 2 20-23) which is the third anticipation Qf Christ ,

s death
and resurrection as prefigured in the crWelov of n^ the two
others being the prophetic word cf Kaiaphas (n*w») and the
action of Mary

( la
M). A final summary of the results achieved

by the public mission of Jesus is appended, the general
unbelief of Judaism being accounted for on the theory of
predestination.

/ J?Vhird SeCti°n °f the g0spel °Pens with the actions
(I3 1

'), the instructions (13-16), and the last prayer of Jesus at a
private supper with his disciples. After death he appears thrice •

to Mary of Magdala (20™), to the ten disciples (20^-23 in

£^?
mg)

'
^^ a ^^^ t0 thC deVen

'
includin

g Th°™s

The oscillation between Galilee and Judea is strongly marked. Jesusappears in the vicinity of John the Baptist ripa, rod YopSduov (l«.) hethen moves into Galilee (1- no reason given), from which the approachofthepassover recalls him to Jerusalem (2™); he departs ds rt,v 'iLalav
7fr;(rt n, reason given), returns to Galilee via Samaria (for eniR -

matic reason given ir
1 4

1
), and again goes up to Jerusalem to attend aJewish festival (5I) The next chapter (6>) places him in Galilee (no reason

2^W rtUrn)
'

and
/
n 7 ^ g°eS^ UP°n his ow» -itia ive to hecapital for the a^vorrryta. He is still here in io*\ but retires (10*^vipav rov lopUvov ( = ,«') to avoid being arrested for blasphemy. After abrief visit to Bethany (11-), for the purpose of raising Lazarus, he againretires in order to avoid arrest, this time not north into Galilee, but to thetown of Ephraim („«). Finally, the approach of the passover brings him
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back to Jerusalem (n lf* m
), where all the resurrection-appearances take

place (pp. 254-255).

§ 2. Sources.—Apart from the OT, the main currents which

flow through the gospel are those of (a) Paulinism,* (b) the

Jewish Alexandrian philosophy, and (c) Stoicism. Though not

mutually exclusive, for practical purposes they may be noted

separately, (a) The author has worked in the Pauline antithesis

of grace and law (i 17 cp. Ro 614
),f and Pauline ideas like

God's sending of his Son (3
17 = Gal 4

4"5
) and God's love

(ftyd-n-ricrev, 3
16

, cp. Eph 24). On the other hand, a conception

like that of Phil 2 7-11
is different from that of Jn -^ \ the

idea of the Spirit as a factor in the glorified nature of Christ

(Ro i
4
) lies outside the special view of the Fourth evangelist,

who tends to confine the operations of the Spirit to believers

;

and both the Pauline conceptions of sin and faith fall into the

background before other interests. These differences, however,

do not affect the general impression that on such cardinal topics

as union with Christ, freedom (8
33f

-), and life in relation to the

glorified Christ, the writer has developed his theology from

Pauline germs. Even the specific sense attached to 'IovSatot in

the Fourth gospel may be but the development of Paul's usage

in his epistles, where the synoptic Qapivaloi tends to be dropped

for 'IouSatot as the opponents of Christ and Christianity (cp.

Resch, Paulinismus, 194-196, 540).

(b) Alexandrian Judaism had already blended with Paulinism

in Hebrews, which lies midway between Paul and the Fourth

gospel ; cp. the parallels with the latter in creation 81a Xpio-rov

(i 2 2 10 cp. Jn i 3), absence of self-glorification on Christ's part

(5
4 CP- Jn

854
)> Christ as man's access to God (7

25 cp. Jn 146),

Christ the shepherd (13
20 cp. io11

), the unity of the dyia£coi> and

the ayta^6ix€voL (2
n = Jn i7 19- 21

), and 3
1==Jn 2021

, io20 = Jn 146,

n 16 = Jn 142. The conception of Jesus in Hebrews is closer

(5
7'9

) to the synoptic tradition at some essential points, however,

than to the Johannine, which tends to omit such features of cry-

ing and infirmity as derogatory to the Logos-Christ on earth.

*Cp. Reuss, NTTh. ii. 513 f. ; A. Titius, pp. 11 f., 15 f., 32 f., 7of.,

1 1 5 f
.
, etc.

f The phrase incidentally shows how far the old controversy over the law

lay behind the writer and his readers. As Reuss [pp. cit. 533) observes,

•''he seems almost to have forgotten that this was a point around which

controversy had raged long and passionately."
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The helpful idea that even Jesus required to win his way into

the higher reaches of thought and feeling towards God is vividly

present to the mind of the Alexandrian genius who wrote

Hebrews, but it is not congenial to the temperament of the

Fourth evangelist.

The most noticeable channel for this Alexandrian influence

on the Fourth gospel, however, is Philonism. " The reader of

Milton," said Coleridge, "must be always on his duty; he is

surrounded by sense ; it rises in every line ; every word is to the

purpose." This canon answers to the critical spirit in which the

Fourth gospel has to be read. Symbolic or semi-allegorical

meanings are not to be expected or detected in every phrase or

touch, however incidental; allowance must be made for the

introduction of circumstantial details such as an imaginative and

dramatic writer is accustomed to employ for the purpose of

heightening the effect at certain points. Generally, however, the

reader of the gospel is surrounded by allusions which are not

always obvious upon the surface. There is often a blend of

subtlety and simplicity in which the significance of some

expression is apt to be missed, unless the reader is upon the

outlook, or, as Coleridge put it, upon his duty. The brooding

fulness of thought and the inner unity of religious purpose

which fill the book demand for its interpretation a constant

sensitiveness, especially to the deeper meaning which prompted

the methods of contemporary religious speculation along the

lines of the Alexandrian Jewish philosophy (cp. p. 27) as

represented by Philo. To /Mf ck ^jaivofjiiv^v to pX^rro^vov

ytyovivai.

The differences between Philo and John only bring out the latter's

familiarity with the Philonic methods and materials which he uses for higher

ends. Thus the numerous Svvd/xeis or \6yot of the speculative religious world,

which were expressions or agents of one divine Power,* were swept aside

by this author, just as Paul had already done along a different line ; there

is but one Logos, and that is Jesus Christ. John's Logos is historical and

personal. In the very act of setting aside such speculations,! however,

the writer uses many of their phrases. Thus I
18

is a thought characteristic

of Philo, who protests earnestly against the idea that God can be seen

(de mut, nomin. 2), and adds, h propos of Gn 171 , that such allusions

* Cp. Usener's Gotiernamen, pp. 339 f.

f Cp. the sentence of Cornutus, rvyx&vct 6k 6 'Ep/*ijs 6 X070S &v, fa

&ir4<rrei\av irpbs Tjfias ^ otipavov ol deol.
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to the vision of God imply the manifestation of one of his powers {ibid. 3,

cbs fuels rQv irepl airb Svvd/xeiov, rrjs /3a<nXt/c^s, irpocfxiivofjAvris). Similarly,

the changing of the name, in order to express a deeper significance in

the bearer's new relation to God (i 42), is in Philo also {de mut. nom. 13)

a function of the Logos (in the case of Jacob, not of Abram), where it

is associated with being 'born of God' (cp. de gig. 14, 'when Abram
became improved and was about to have his name changed, he then became

a man of God'). John's habit of using phrases of mysterious and symbolic

significance* for apparently simple actions and events, is illustrated not

only by the rabbinic come and see (

i

46
), which was commonly employed as the

prelude to some deep truth,t but, e.g., by Philo, who, commenting on the

rl ^rp-eis of Gn 37
15 {quod det. potiori, 8, cp. Jn I

s8 ri ftp-elre), explains it as

the utterance of the Elenchos (or convicting Logos) to the wandering home-

less soul. A further Alexandrian trait occurs in 2 l 'n where the Logos-Christ

not only opens his ministry by supplying mankind with the new wine of the

gospel, but fulfils the r61e of Philo's Melchizedek, the prototype of the Logos,

who dvrl vSaros olvov Trpoa-^epiro) Kal ttoti&tu) Kal aKpa.Ti$h-<a \f/i>x&$ {leg.

alleg. iii. 26). The Logos-Christ is also omniscient (cp. I
48 2s4, He 4

12"13
,

Philo, leg. alleg. iii. 59), and a 8i8a<TKaXos (3
2 \^ : Philo, quod deus sit

immutabilis, 28). Furthermore, the six vdpiai (2
6
) from which the wine is

produced, correspond to the Philonic principle that "six is the most

productive of numbers" (efdSi rr} yovifiurraT-r], Decalogo, 30). There is also

a remarkable parallel to 3
s4 in Philo's comment on Nu II 17 {gigant. 6),

while the five husbands % of 4
19 are the five earlier deities of the Samaritan

cultus (2 K I724f
*

; Jos. Ant. ix. 14. 3),§ and he whom thou now hast is not

thy husband, is either Yahweh, who really belongs to Israel, or else Simon

Magus (Ac 88f
-, Justin's Apol. i. 26), the contemporary idol of the Samaritans.

Similarly, 4
s9 - 42 reflect the Philonic idea (deduced from Ex 32s5

) that

X€ipoKpvrfo% otidels 4<xtlv 6\pei Kal Tpbs aXrjdeiav deos, dXX aKoy Kal ry vofxl^eadai,

<al d/corj fitvroi yvvaiKos, oiic dvdpos {de post. Caini, 48), while the conception

in 5
17 echoes the Alexandrian doctrine of God's unresting activity (Philo,

* Cp. Abbott, Diat. 1119-1120 ("He is always mystical, always fraught

with a twofold or manifold meaning, as though he said, ' You shall not go

a step with me unless you will think for yourselves.' Sometimes he seems to

meander in long discourses or dialogues. ... In some respects the style is

complicated as a sonnet ; and we feel beneath it the influence of the allegorising

school of Philo and of the Jewish canons about the methods of stating

terrestrial and celestial doctrine").

t On the Philonic element and influence, see especially E. F. Scott, The

Fourth Gospel, 53 f., and Feine, NTTh. 638 f.

% Cp. Philo, de fuga et inuentione, 14, rb 8£ iro\v/juyts Kal To\vav8pov Kal

iroXvdeov ktX., also de mutat. nominum, 37.

§ Josephus writes that the Cuthaeans, "according to their nations, which

were five, introduced their own gods into Samaria," and that, after being

plagued to death for their idolatry, they " learned by an oracle that they must

worship Almighty God." He adds, "when they see the Jews in adversity,

they say they are in no way related to them, and that the Jews have no right

to expect any kindness from them " (cp. Jn 4'). See above, p. 29.
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leg atteg. i. 3, raierai ykp oiSiirore iroi&v 6 0e6i kt\., adding in 7, Are 0$

TeX"lTVs fwvov dXXct ko\ irarTjp 8>p tQv ytvofiivcov).* The identification of the

Logos-Christ with the bread of life or manna in 635f * is reproduced from

Philo's well-known identification of the manna (Ex i64, 15
) with the Logos

(e.g. de profug. 25). With 15
15 we may also compare the Philonic original

in the comment on Gn 1817 in de sobrietate, 11 [ovyl deaTrorrjs ^ Ktipw <pl\ov

yh.p rb <ro<pbv dey ficLWov 1} 8ov\ov), and the equally striking anticipation in

migrat. Abrah. 9. These instances will suffice to show that in literary

methods, no less than in religious speculation, the Fourth evangelist had been

trained in the Philonic spirit.

(c) The Stoic ring of some sentences in the prologue is

natural, in view of the fact that Ephesus had been the head-

quarters of the Logos -idea as developed by the philosophy of

Herakleitus, himself a well-known and revered author in Asiatic

Christian circles (Justin, Apol. i. 64, cp. Orig. c. Cels. i. 5).

Though the Logos-idea was mediated and moulded for the

author by the speculations of Alexandrian Judaism, and though

the fusion of Stoicism with the latter had blended several

characteristic traits, there are (see below) elements in the Fourth

gospel which point to a fairly direct contact with the Stoic

propaganda. Thus the sentence, in the beginning was the Logos
>

and the Logos was 6e6s, might have been written literally by a Stoic,

as Norden argues (ii. 472 f.); it was written by one acquainted

with the writings of Herakleitus, though the un-Stoic sentence,

and the Logos was with God, at once betrays a Jewish current.

§ 3- Object and christology.—The dominant feature of any

gospel is its conception of Jesus, and the Fourth gospel is a

study or interpretation of his life, written in order to bring out

his permanent significance as the Logos-Christ for faith. The
author does not find Jesus in the Logos ; he finds the Logos in

the Jesus of the church, and the starting-point of his work is a

deep religious experience of Jesus as the revelation of the Father.

At the same time, even as a historical writer he is to be judged

by the fact that his account of Jesus is introduced by a sketch

of what he understood to be an adequate philosophy of the

Christian religion, f

* The activity of the Logos-Christ on the sabbath answers to Philos'

identification of God's rest on the seventh day (Gn 22, 4
) with his higher

activity in creating through the Logos natures of divine capacity {leg. alleg.

i. 6. 8). With 5
19 cp. Philo, de confus. ling. 14, and G. Klein's Der Aelteste

Christliche Katechismus (1909), pp. 53 f.

t The prologue is organic to the conceptions of the book ; for an opposite

view, see Hamack, ZTK. ii. 213 f.
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One result of this Logos-category is that the human careei

of Jesus tends to become an episode in the eternal existence of

the Logos, through which he passes comparatively unhampered

and unruffled. There is an aversion, on the writer's part, to

admit any outside impact upon Jesus and a corresponding

tendency, as far as possible, to dissociate his course of action

from the natural suggestions and motives which might be

supposed to have rippled on his personality. This emphasis

on the self-determining authority of Jesus may be illustrated by

a reference to 2 1
"11

7
1 "11 io15'18 and 184-7

; from first to last he

is master of his course. It is consonant with this attitude that

he alone speaks from the cross (19
26 "30

); no one ventures to

address him there (as in the synoptic gospels). The same

pragmatism recurs in n 1-16
, where the action of Jesus is studiously

removed from the sphere of human influence or appeal, and

where the tendency to emphasise his mysterious wisdom is as

marked as the desire to bring out the greatness of the miracle.

The omniscience * of Jesus in this gospel is full-orbed from the

very beginning; it requires neither to be sustained nor to be

matured by new accesses of experience, and in fact represents

a dramatic expansion of the Logos-idea in Col 2 9 or He 4
12"13

.

The Jesus of this writer anticipates human insight. He is first,

with men, even with the keenest (i 38-
42- 47"48

). He forms his

own plans, knows where to hold aloof from human nature, and

rarely (4
1 11 3"6

) requires any information as to the temper and

attitude of his contemporaries (contrast 2 24
*25 with Mk 827

, cp.

also 9
35 n 42 15 16

). Not even his relatives can fathom or fore-

cast his intentions (2
2 66 13 7

). He takes the initiative (contrast

65 with Mk 636 84), and, even when initiative is impossible, shows

himself serenely conscious of all that is transpiring (6
61

-
71 i3L 3

).

The Passion is no drift but an open-eyed choice, exhibiting

marks of a royal advance (i42f*
12# 22 i65- 7- 22 -23

). Jesus is not

swept into the power of death (io18
); up to the very last he

takes the lead, and after the resurrection he is too holy for

human endearment (note the correction in 207 of Mt 289
).

Similarly, during his lifetime on earth he hardly requires to pray

(11 47
); on the contrary, he is prayed to by the church (note

the significant omission in 6 15 as compared with Mk 646, Mt

1423 ; not prayer, but the need of avoiding pressure from the

* He is a&rodLd&KTos (i
48 417'18

-
M

5
42 615

-
61

-
64 840 etc.), and entitled to the

divine name of K<xp5ioyvu<TTT)s. " Nothing to him falls early or too late."
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side of men is the motive for his retirement). He also carries

his own cross (19
17

, as against Mk 15
21

).

The desire to minimise anything like suggestion or influence

from without is part of the Logos-motive in the delineation of

Jesus, which tended to emphasise the transcendental and inviolate

freedom of the Logos-Christ on earth. The Jesus of the Fourth

gospel really never acts upon the direct initiative of others, and

it is this abstract tendency in the book which accounts for

such features as his attitude to his mother (in 2 4
) and his

brothers (in 7), as well as for the conception of the o-^/xeia. To
a greater degree than the synoptic Jesus, the Jesus of this

evangelist possesses a knowledge of his own career and fate

which invests him with a unique detachment and independence

of spirit. The writer has too much artistic taste and historical

sense to represent his Jesus on earth as a mere symbol of the

Logos-idea; the latter is dexterously confined to the prologue,

although its essential contents underlie the subsequent stories

and speeches which are interpenetrated by its spirit. But its

exploitation led to a new representation of the Lord's character

on earth. To graft it upon the synoptic tradition meant a

problem of extreme delicacy; to harmonise the human Jesus

and the mysterious Logos involved a reaction of the latter idea

upon the data of the former, and the success of the writer is to

be measured by the comparative skill with which he has retained

the impression of psychological reality and human feeling in the

description of Jesus as the Logos-Christ. He is too Christian

to have committed the error of depicting an entirely superhuman

or docetic Jesus ; his Christ is still subject to the natural laws

of the world (n 15
), to space and time (4

1 '4
), to weariness and

thirst, to motives like prudence (7
1 859 io40 n 54

), grief (n 36
),

joy, and indignation (1820
). But the tendency to obliterate the

features of surprise, ignorance, mistake, and disappointment

reaches its climax in the Fourth gospel, and one result is that

the unspeakable gains in our conception of Christ are ac-

companied by a certain lack of the homeliness and definite

human charm with which the earlier synoptists invest his person.

To the writer Jesus is more than ever the head of the church,

a community standing over against Judaism, the representative

of divine light amid darkness, the final source of truth amid
enor, The surprising thing is that, writing under so dominant

a tendency, he has managed to delineate a character and at the
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same time to develop abstract antitheses and dogmatic ideas,

in such a way that the Logos-idea has not overwhelmed historic

circumstantiality or led to serious contradictions. This bears out

the conclusion that he " is not dramatising a metaphysical abstrac-

tion, but idealising (showing the highest significance of) a

historical figure." *

This emphasis upon the self-possession of Jesus, as I have elsewhere

shown {Exp. 6
iv. pp. 127 f., 221 f.), is due to the influence of contemporary

Stoicism, mediated in part by the conception of the divine acxpLa in the

Wisdom of Solomon, where autonomy is predicated of the highest life. As

this independent volition and self-contained power was regarded, e.g., by the

best Stoics as the crowning excellence of human life, it is likely that this

element contributed more or less unconsciously to a portrait of Jesus in

which the writer aimed at bringing out as far as possible his absolute

authority in action and his superiority to human pressure. While the employ-

ment of the Logos-category in itself involved a free handling of the synoptic

tradition and at the same time encouraged any tendency to heighten the

majestic self-possession of Jesus in the interests of reverence and faith, this

does not suffice to explain the distinctive quality of the Fourth gospel ; the

latter is intelligible in the light of the contemporary Stoic bias and of its

affinity to the author's speculative bent, though he is far from the extreme

standpoint of Clement of Alexandria, and indeed makes statements which

may be regarded now and then as implicit criticisms of the Stoic ideal (cp.

e.g. Abbott's Diat. 1705-1706, 1727 c).

This subordination of humane compassion to divine authority

comes out specially in the ony/zeia. Neither here nor elsewhere

is Jesus viewed as an embodiment of the divine xaPts- He says,

" I am rj aXrjOeia," but not " I am fj x^s" and the omission of

words like eA.eeo), oiKrip/tos, (nrXayxyttopat, and eAeos is significant.

The o-rjixeia retain a human element, but it is subordinate, if not

accidental.! "The miraculous power, which in St. Matthew,

St. Mark, and St. Luke is mainly the organ of a divine com-

passion for human misery and pain, is in this gospel—primarily

at least—the revealing medium of a mighty spiritual presence,

and intended more as a solemn parting in the clouds of Provi-

dence, to enable man to gaze up into the light of divine mystery,

than as a grateful temporary shower of blessing to a parched

and blighted earth" (R. H. Hutton, Theological Essays, p. 178).

* Inge in Cambridge Biblical Essays, 281-282.

f Cp. Bruce, The Miraculous Element in the Gospels 2 (1886). p. 151, "the

synoptical miracles are, in the main, miracles of humanity ; the Johannine

miracles are, so to speak, miracles of state. They are wrought for the purpose

of glorifying the worker."
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This is one of the numerous points at which the Fourth gospel

represents the climax of a development which may be traced

already in the synoptic tradition of Mk. as employed by Mt.

especially—a development which heightened the thaumaturgic

character of the o-^eta, and also began to view them not so

much as incidental acts of mercy and love, but as repeated and

general demonstrations of Christ's messianic power. These

traits are predominant in the Fourth gospel, where the ar)fiua

are moulded into proofs of mysterious power and immanent

glory resident in the personality of Jesus.

The monotones of the Fourth gospel thus relate to the life

and teaching of Jesus. The synoptic distinction between the

periods before and after the messianic confession at Csesarea

Philippi (Mk 827
"30

) is omitted in a writing which from the outset

presents both Jesus and his adherents as fully conscious of his

messianic dignity ; the variety and practical bearings of his

teaching in the synoptic record are replaced in the Fourth gospel

by an unvarying series of modulations upon the theme of his

own person in relation to the Father, believers, and the world

in general. The synoptic Jesus also alluded to the unique

significance of his person, but only occasionally (Mt n 2f
-, Lk

7
18f

*), and exalted personal claims were elicited from him by

the carping criticism and suspicion of the Jewish opposition,

but these flashes of unfolding self-revelation are neither so

numerous nor so spontaneous as the sustained personal dis-

courses of the Fourth gospel ; * the latter suggest the work of a

writer whose religious presuppositions have led him to isolate

and expand what was at most a subordinate feature in the

synoptic tradition of Jesus.

The influence of this tendency upon the writer's schematism will be

clear from a comparison of the following passages :

—

Jesus refers the Samaritan woman Jesus refers the Jews to the

to the water of eternal life (4
10

*
m

' heavenly bread of eternal life (6
s7-35

oi fit) dirfrfi<T€i). oi) /it] dirprjcrei).

She refers to the ancestral well They refer to the manna which

from which her fathers had drunk their fathers had eaten (6
31

).

(4
12

).

But the true water of life comes But the true bread of life is Jesus

from Jesus (4
13f

-). himself (6
32f

-).

* Dr. Rush Rhees, on the other hand, finds the striking monotony of

the Fourth gospel already present in the conflict-stories of the synoptists

(JBL., 1898, 87-152).

34
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She asks for it (4" 56s fioi kt\.). They ask for it (6
M 56s ^fiiv kt\.).

The food of Jesus = obedience to The object of Jesus to execute th«

will of the Father (4
s4

), who has sent will of the Father who has sent him

him. (e38 ).

question of disciples (o,
2
pafipel). question of disciples (n 8

pafSfiel).

divine object in disease (9
s tva divine object in sickness (n 4 IVa

(pavepudrj to. Hpya tov deov &v ai/ry ). 5oi-a<r6rj 6 vibs rod deov 5i' avrrjs).

need of working during the day (9/). need of walking during the day (il 9
).

intervention of Pharisees (9
13f,

)« intervention of Pharisees (n 46*-).

Such coincidences (cp. Kreyenbiihl, ii. 39 f.) reveal the dialectic of the

author, as he brings out the leading themes of his gospel ; he also represents

Jesus baffling his opponents and playing on the inward meaning until even

his sympathetic hearers were often puzzled. " Jesus uero euangelii quarti

dialectice disputat, ambigue loquitur, stylo mystico utitur, obscura profert,

adeo ut uel doctissimi de uero multorum effatorum eius sensu dubii haereant

"

(Bretschneider, Probabilia, 2).*

§ 4. Polemical aims.\—(a) One note of the gospel is the

attempt to correct misapprehensions and exaggerated views of

John the Baptizer which were current in the Asiatic circles (Ac

i824-i97
) of primitive Christianity, J views which placed him in

competition with the Lord as a religious authority. John, the

writer significantly remarks, was not the light (i 8). His function

was merely that of a witness or harbinger. He is represented as

* Bretschneider (p. 25) comments severely upon 220
:
" si intelligis de

templo uisibili, est uaniloquentia ; si intelligis de templo inuisibili, ecclesia,

est argumentum ineptum, cum ea turn temporis non adesset ; si intelligis de

resurrectione, etiam hsec futura erat ; si omnino intelligis allegorice, uanum
et incommodum manet argumentum, quia partim sensus allegorise Judseis non

poterat esse liquidus, partim eadem multo maiori effectu propriis dici potuissent

verbis, non uero ambiguis, uarium sensum admittentibus, igitur ineptis ad

conuincendum."

f
f Answers to questions ' put by contemporaries would be a more suitable

term. In the Fourth gospel we overhear the writer, in the name of the

church, replying to such questions as these : Is Jesus only one of the aeons ?

Is he a vice-god or a higher Logos? Why was Judas admitted to the circle

of the twelve? Why did not Jesus predict his own resurrection? Was the

crucifixion foretold in the OT ? What is the meaning of eating Christ's

flesh and drinking his blood ? Why were not the Greeks evangelised by

Jesus ? Why were not the Samaritans evangelised by him ? Some of these

questions suggest cavillers, and others imply puzzled Christians.

X This trait, already noted by Grotius, Russwurm {Johannes der Donnerer,

1806), Storr, and others, has been worked out speculatively by Baldensperger,

followed partly by Wrede {GGA., 1900, 1-26), the latter of whom refers to

the theory noticed in Sioufh's Etudes sur la religion des Soubbas ou Sabiens,

leurs dogfnes, leurs mozurs (Paris, 1880, pp. I79f.), that the prologue if

directed against Sabaean views of the Baptizer.
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1

explicitly disavowing all messianic claims (i 20f
-

3
20f

-, cp. 4
1 1041

),

and even his witness was not the final or highest (5
s6

). This

polemic, however, is at best subordinate, and it is more likely to

form part of the general anti-Jewish tendency of the gospel than

to represent a direct allusion to some contemporary sect of

John's disciples, {b) Another feature is the traditional antithesis

of the gospel to Cerinthus, the Jewish gnostic of Alexandria, who
held that the world was created not by God but by " a certain

Power far separate from him, distant from that Principality who
is over the universe, and ignorant of the God who is over all

"

(Iren. adv. Haer. i. 26. 1, contrast Jn i 3 etc.), and who taught

that Christ, the spiritual and unsuffering One, descended upon

Jesus in the form of a dove at the baptism, wrought miracles and

proclaimed the unknown Father, and then ere the crucifixion

withdrew (contrast Jn i
14 etc.). The attribution of the Fourth

gospel to Cerinthus was not such a groundless conjecture as

modern critics of the Alogi have sometimes made out, for the

Fourth gospel ignores the birth of Jesus (although i
13 was soon

altered into an allusion to the virgin-birth), and lays stress on

the Spirit remaining upon him at his baptism (1
32-33

). But this

conjecture was even more impossible than the modern idea that

it was written by (Kreyenbiihl) or for gnostics.* Naturally it

was more congenial to the latter than the synoptic gospels. It

was, in fact, its early popularity among gnostic Christians which,

together with its repudiation by the Alogi, distressed the good

Irenaeus. But the aversion to gnosticism, which begins with the

prologue, continues through the whole book, and is only thrown

into relief by the author's use of gnostic phrases and formulae.!

The gnostic tendencies which were operating at the time when
this writing was composed, tended to resolve revelation into a

process of aeons, semi-mythological and semi-metaphysical, by
means of which God and the world came into relations ; they

further developed an ethical barrenness by their intellectualism.

Against both of these tendencies the author of the gospel seeks

* " Prorsus igitur adsentior Eichhornio {Introd. in NT. pt. ii. p. 191)
profitenti, euangelistam non quidem adversus gnosticos sed in eorum usum
scripsisse" (Bretschneider, Probabilia, p. 7). On this and on the recent

attempt of Fries to prove that Cerinthus has interpolated the Fourth gospel,

as written by John the presbyter originally, see EBi. 4737-4738.

t Cp. Feine, NTTh. 645 f. On the Hermetic mysticism of the pro-

logue, see Reitzenstein's Zwei religionsgesch. Fragen (71 f.) and Poimandrei

(244 f«).
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specially to safeguard his readers. He is also (cp. e.g. i6ls-14
,

and above, pp. 187-188) sensitive to the gnostic claim that theii

secret tradition was derived from the apostles themselves, or that

their teaching was an improvement and a legitimate advance upon

that of the apostles, who had not always correctly understood

the Lord (cp. e.g. Iren. adv. haer. ii. 2, aduersantur traditioni

dicentes se non solum presbyteris sed etiam apostolis exsist-

entes sapientiores sinceram inuenisse ueritatem : apostolos

enim admiscuisse ea quae sunt legalia, saluatoris uerbis; also

iii. 1).

(i.) The Alogi may have been Monarchians in christology, but their general

spirit was that of the conservative commonsense people,* who suspected any

adoption of semi-gnostic ideas and expressions such as the Fourth gospel

furnished. The simple synoptic account of Jesus was enough for them, and

their objections to the Fourth gospel were on the score of its theosophical

traits rather than on account of its historical discrepancies with the earliei

records, though the latter were not ignored. In spite of the uncertainties

attaching to the whole question (cp. GHD. i. 239 f. ), the likelihood is that

Hippolytus' Defence of the Gospel according to John and the Apocalypse was

the source from which the five Heads against Gains were drawn, and that

Gaius rejected not only the apocalypse but the Fourth gospel (cp. J. R.

Harris, Hertnas in Arcadia and other Essays, 1896 ; Bacon, Fourth Gospel,

231 f. The Montanist t exploitation of the Fourth gospel would naturally lead

Gaius in the ardour of his polemic against Proklus to cut away the feet from

under the Montanists by denying the apostolic claim of the only gospel to

which they could appeal.

(ii.) The dualism between light and darkness is regarded as a cosmic

antithesis, whose origin the writer never attempts to investigate. His

interests are not philosophic. The evil one is the prince of darkness, but

evil-doers (3
19 Su ) are none the less responsible for their actions. It is

pressing the language of I
3 (all things were made by him) to an unreal

extreme, to infer from it that the Logos originated the natural darkness
;

the language of the book is permeated by the practical aim of showing how

the world can be brought from darkness into the light of Christ (so Corssen,

GGA.y 1904, pp. 166 f., in opposition to Grill), not by any attempt to prove

how the darkness originated.

* In one sense there has been a Johannine problem in the church from the

beginning ; as soon as the Fourth gospel was placed alongside of the

synoptists, the divergences were felt. In another sense, the piety of Chris-

tians has solved the problem ; in spite of these divergences, it has been

sensitive to the real unity between the synoptic and the Johannine Jesus.

But, as Godet (Eng. tr. i. 159) observes, " philosophy still seeks the synthesis

of the two Sokrates ; theology searches, and will for a long period still

continue to search, for that of the two images of the Christ."

t But ch. 21 is not a Montanist appendix (Barns, Exp. 1 iv. 533-542).
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§ 5. Relation to the Synoptic Gospels,— Special literature :
* A. W.

P. Moller (de genii et indolis Ev. Joh. et priorum evv. diversa ratione rite

definienda, 18 16); Baur, Krit. Untersuch. uber die kanon. Evglien (1847),

pp. 239 f. ; Freytag's Symphonie der Evglien (1863); E. Delon, Le ricit de

S. Jean dans ses rapports avec la narration synoptique (1868) ; Holtzmann

(ZWT., 1869, pp. 62f., 155 f, 1875, PP- 448 f-); Keim, i. 164L
; J. J.

Taylor, An attempt to ascertain the character of the Fourth gospel, especially

in its relation to the first Three (1870)
2

; P. Ewald, das Hauptproblem der

Evglienfrage (1890); T. R. Birks, Horce Evangelicce (1892), pp. 180 f.
;

Schlatter ('die Parallelen in den Worten Jesu bei Joh. u. Matthaus,' BET.
"• 5)> Wernle, die Synoptische Frage (1899), pp. 234-248; R. Mariano,

Urc. iv. pp. 81-92 (' Relazione coi Sinottici'); Loisy, Le quatrieme

Evangile (1903), pp. 56-76 ; P. Feret ('Le probleme synoptico-Johannique,'

AnnaL d. Philos. Chnft., 1903, pp. 24-42); O. Holtzmann, Leben Jesu (Eng.

tr. 1904, pp. 32-46); CQR. (1905), 106-134; Barth, das Johannesevglm u.

die Syn. Evglien (1905); E. A. Abbott, Diat. 1665-1874 (invaluable);

Monnier, La missio?i hist, de Jisus (1906), 354 f. ; Zahn, INT. § 67 ; W.
Richmond, The Gospel of the Rejection {a study in the relation of the Fourth

gospel to the three), 1906; P. W. Schmiedel, das vierte Evglm gegeniiber den

drei ersten (1906, Eng. tr. 1908) ; F. W. Worsley, The Fourth gospel and

the Synoptists (1909) ; Bacon, Fourth gospel in Research and Debate (1910),

332-384.

(1) That the Fourth gospel presupposes the general synoptic

tradition may be taken for granted ; the real problem of literary

criticism is to determine whether it can be shown to have used

any or all of the synoptic gospels.

The omissions of synoptic phrases and ideas by John f

include the casting out of devils, diseases like leprosy and

paralysis (hence om. of terms like Ka#api£a>, Saifxovia, A.€7rpos,

etc.), Sadducees, publicans, and scribes, with repentance, forgive-

ness, watchfulness and prayer, sun, cloud, generation, hypocrite

(hypocrisy), market-place, rich, substance or possessions, vineyard,

and woe. One class of such omissions is not particularly

significant, i.e. the synoptic adverbs for exceedingly (eK7r€picrcrws,

Atav, Trepto-croJs, and o-<po8pa), adultery and adulteress\ yvvq (

=

wife), precede (7rpo-ayw, -ep^op:ai, rropevop^at), Ikclvos and ttocto^

* Historical sketches of opinion (foreign) on this problem, in Schweitzer's

Von Reimarus zu Wrede, pp. 114-117, 124-126, 217 f., etc. In speaking of

J. Weiss' Die Predigt Jesu vom Reiche Gottes, he divides and defines the

course of investigation into the life of Jesus thus : the period inaugurated by

Strauss, ' purely historical or purely supernatural ?
'—the period represented

by the Tubingen school, 'synoptic or Johannine?'—the period inaugurated

by J. Weiss, ' eschatological or non-eschatological? '

f See a carefully annotated and classified list of synoptic terms (i.e. terms

used by all three, as a rule) rarely, if ever, used by John, in Diat. 1672-1696.
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Kara\et7T(ji ( = leave), and dvayivwa-KO) (of scripture). More
important is the substitution, e.g., of o^cia for 3wa/A«s, and

of TrapoLfxta for irapafSoXrj. This is one outcome of that prag-

matism which also explains the absence of any allusion to the

virgin-birth, the temptation, the transfiguration, the agony in

Gethsemane, etc., as inconsistent with what the writer aimed at

in delineating the character of Jesus the Logos-Christ.

The similarities of language between Mk. and Jn. alone are

both few and, on the whole, insignificant; the occurrence, in

parallel passages in both, of terms like Slolkoctlol and TpiaKocrioi,

Oep/xau'Ofxaiy vaoSos ttl(ttlko<s, (tttvo) ?), pa7rioy>ia, and wrdpiov, in the

same sense (cp. also the great multitude, Mk I2 37 = Jn i2 9- 12
, Mt.

and Lk. omitting the 6), is hardly of weight enough to float the

thesis that these indicate a sustained and subtle intention on the

part of the fourth evangelist to support Mk. against the omissions

and deviations of Mt. and Lk. (Diat. 1739 fy* Apart from Mt
28 10 = Jn 2017 (my brothers, see above, p. 254), the coincidences

between Mt. and Jn. are still less remarkable (Diat. 1745-175 7).

Mk. breaks off before the narrative reaches the point where

Jesus calls the disciples my brothers, and John's agreements with

Mt. probably go back to Mk. In short, the real connection of

the Fourth gospel with its predecessors lies not in vocabulary

but in ideas, and falls to be tested, not on stylistic so much as

an historical and doctrinal grounds. These upon the whole

support the hypothesis that the author of the Fourth gospel is

frequently concerned to balance one of the synoptists against

another as well as to correct all three. At almost every point

where the orbit of the Fourth gospel coincides with that of the

synoptic tradition, the former can be shown to represent a more

developed stage of Christian reflection upon the facts, even

where traces of a development can already be noted within the

synoptic gospels themselves (see, e.g., detailed proofs in Wendt,

pp. 14-48, and E. A. Abbott in New World, 1895, pp. 459-483,

or in EBi. 1773 f.).

The only gospel about which there need be any hesitation is that of Lk.

Here the repeated similarities of style and statement render it a fair question

whether both gospels do not go back independently to common traditions

(or sources), or whether the Fourth gospel simply represents in one aspect

*I cannot see any adequate basis for the idea that {Diat. 1744 f.) John

intends to convey, by his allusions to the beloved disciple, a tacit contrast t«

the disappointing adherent of Mk io21 {Jesus loved him).
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the climax of a development which can be traced from Mk. tc Lk. * The

solution lies in a combination of both hypotheses. The Lucan affinities

of the Fourth gospel do not necessarily imply Syrian Antioch f as the

locus of the latter (so Zurhellen recently) ; traditions are not confined by

geographical boundaries, and the later affinities of Ignatius and Justin Martyr

are as explicable on the ordinary Ephesian hypothesis. But some of the

currents of the Lucan and ' Johannine ' traditions flowed in all probability

from Syrian Antioch. This may be admitted, without abandoning the use of

Luke's gospel by the author of the Fourth evangelist. The two gospels are

almost contemporary ; they breathe often the same atmosphere of religious

thought and tendency. But John corrects Luke ; his gospel is not a complete

account of Jesus, he admits, but he seeks to lay a deeper and more mystical

basis for faith. Both have a remarkable common element in their vocabulary

(cp. Gaussen mJTS. ix. 562-568) ; e.g. airoicpuns, of Jesus (Lk 247 2026, cp.

Jn 19
9
) ;

pdwreiv (Lk 1624
, Jn 13

26
) ; J yeiruv (Lk 14

12 I56
-
9
, Jn 9

8
) ; dtarplpeiv

(intrans.=stay, Ac 1219, 15
35

, Jn 3
22

) ; iK/idweip (Lk 7
s8 '

", Jn u a 123

13
5
); <h>0d5e= hither (Ac 2517

, Jn 4
15f

-); ktjttos (Lk 13
19

, Jn 181 etc.);

K6\7ros= bosom or breast (Lk 1623
, Jn I

18 13
23

) ; veveiv (Ac 2410, Jn 13
24

)

;

ofjLov (Ac 21
, Jn 4

s6 etc.) ; irpodpafiew (Lk 19
4
, Jn 204

) ; iribirore (Lk 19
30

, Jn

I
18 etc.) ; <rroa (Ac 3

11
5
12

, Jn 5
2 io23 ), and <j>p£*p (Lk 14

5
, Jn 4

U'12
).§

In one class of passages some special trait of Lk. has been adopted and

adapted by the Fourth evangelist; e.g. 3
15=Jn i

19f
* (is John the Christ?),

4
6=Jn iS30 (the devil ruler of this world), 4

29"30 =Jn 859 (Jesus eluding a

crowd), 68 =Jn 2s5 (the divine insight of Jesus), 7
2=Jn 4

47
, i630

"31 =Jn 5
39f

-
47

I2io-n I938-3y= jn I2u 2i3«.=Jn 8lf
-, 223 =Jn 13

s- 27
, 2232=Jn 2I 15'17

,
225°=

Jn 1810 , 2349 =Jn ig251
'

; both use 6 Kvpios of Jesus in narrative ; both apply

the phrase son of Joseph to Jesus (4
22=Jn I

45 642 ) ; both separate the idea of

Mt io24 from that of Mt io25
'28 (cp. Lk 640 and I234 =jn 13

16-17 and I514'16
- 2»

where friends is applied by Jesus in Lk. and Jn. alone to the disciples).

There is an increasing tendency in both to describe the relation of Jesus to

God as that of the Son to the Father, to limit God's fatherhood to Christians,

to emphasise the Spirit, and to speak of Jesus as b (rur^p who brings

* See especially Holtzmann and Jacobsen (op. cit. pp. 46 f. ) on this point,

with P. Feme's Vorkanonische Ueberlieferung, pp. 133-136, and above, pp.

268, 274.

f Kreyenbiihl uses these and other traits to further his hypothesis that the

Fourth gospel was written by Menander of Antioch and afterwards rescued

from the gnostics by the church, which re-edited it for ecclesiastical purposes.

But Menander as an author is otherwise unknown ; Kreyenbuhl's estimate

of gnosticism is too ideal, and the theory involves a recourse to arbitrary

exegesis in general.

\ The sense in Apoc I91S is different (= ' dyed '), as is the case with <f>pt*p

also (9
1'2

).

§ eKKTiieiVy £%7iyet<r&ai, crfipew, and <rxoivtov are used in totally different

senses by both writers, and (rvvTldeadai in different constructions ; terms like

TrXevpd, ' EXA^vicrW, apurrav, and (wj/j'uj'cu (both latter in Jn 21) are too casual

and minor to deserve notice, while the uncertainty about Lk 2412 prevents

6Q6via (Jn 19
40 etc.) being reckoned.
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tt]v (rurnjplav. Both have Samaritan-stories and stories about Martha and

Mary ; both agree, in opposition to Mk. and Mt. , in placing the prediction

of Peter's denial during the last supper, and the denial itself previous to the

violence done to Jesus in the judgment-hall ; both also note a triple (Lk 23*
14. 22 T£ TpiTOv=]o 1838 I94 - 6

) vindication of Jesus by Pilate.

There are further traces of more or less conscious correction on the part

of the Fourth evangelist : thus 13
2

is a correction* of Lk 223 ; the discourse

on humble, mutual service corresponds to the Lucan narrative, and some

references in the passion narrative {e.g. Annas and Kaiaphas) betray the

same atmosphere, but in the latter narrative and in the resurrection-stories

the motive of correction is more audible. Thus the appearance on the

evening of the resurrection-day in the Fourth gospel (2019 "23
) tallies with that

recorded by Lk 24s6*49 in three points : f (a) the sudden appearance in the

midst, (b) the showing of the body (hands and feet, Lk. ; hands and side,

Jn.), and (c) the reference to forgiveness. John, however, changes the

superstitious terror of the audience (the ten disciples, not, as in Lk., the

eleven disciples and their companions) into a glad (I620,22 ) recognition,

and makes them receive the Spirit at once instead of waiting for it. This

latter point is significant. J In the Fourth gospel the ascension takes

place on the day of the resurrection
; Jesus then comes (2019 ), as he

had promised, back to his disciples, and breathes on them (not sends to

them) the holy Spirit, which he had also promised (15
26 167 ). This is the

real vapovcna of the Fourth gospel, and after 2024 "29 there is no word of any

subsequent departure any more than in Mt 28. According to Lk 24 and Jn 20,

the disciples never leave Jerusalem ; Galilean appearances of the risen Jesus

are definitely excluded. The redactor ofjn 21 seeks to harmonise the two

lines of tradition by appending a final Galilean vision, drawn either from the

Lucan 5
1 *11 or from a common tradition. The revelation or recognition of

Jesus iv rrj k\d<rei rod &prov (Lk 2430f>
), and the eating of fish by Jesus in

presence of the disciples (Lk 2436f>
), reappear in Jn 21 1"13 in altered form;

here Jesus is recognised before the meal (of which he does not partake),

and the meal consists of bread and fish. This suggests "that there may
have been various traditions combining a literal and a symbolical meaning ( 1

)

about the catching offish, (2) about a Eucharistic meal (after the resurrection)

* Bacon {Fourth Gospel, pp. 376 f.) even takes 8s7 as a repudiation of Lk

3
2 and as representing the older Palestinian view, which has a better chance

of being historical. Westberg {Biblisehe Chronologic nach Flavius Josephus

und das Todesjahr Jesus, 1910, pp. 86 f. ) also defends this tradition on the

ground that Jesus was really born in 12 B.C., and that Luke confused the

consulate of Quirinius with his governorship over Judea.

t Four, if ko\ \iyei avroh' elprjvq vpuv is inserted after avT&v in Lk 24s8 .

X The characteristic standpoint of the Fourth gospel is not the yearning

for a return of Jesus the messiah to finish his work : It isfinished (Jn 1930 ).

The prophetic and eschatological element in the last supper is obliterated, in

order to make it a feast of love and love's duties among Christians. It is the

intensity of present communion with the living Loid in the Spirit which

dominates the Fourth gospel and determines many of its departures from the

Synoptic tradition (see below).
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in which fish formed a part " {Diat. 2483a). * In the Lucan story of 24,w*

the general permission to handle (\pr)\a<p^<rar4 fie kolI tdere) precedes the

further proof (eating) of the reality of the resurrection-body ; whereas in the

Fourth gospel, where the same order occurs (2024f * 2i 10f
*), only Thomas is

bidden handle the body of Jesus ; and Jesus, in the sequel, distributes the

food instead of eating it (see above, p. 275).

The apocalyptic element, which almost disappears in the Fourth gospel,

had already been diminished in Lk. (note, e.g., the significant change in 2269

from Mk i462= Mt 26s4
; the Jewish authorities, unlike Simeon, 226

-
30

, are to

die without seeing the Christ), but the Fourth evangelist transcends it as part

and parcel of the Jewish messianism which he and his age felt to be no longer

adequate to the Christian consciousness of the day. Traces of it still occur,

e.g., in 5
28 "29 (which cannot be eliminated as a later interpolation), just as the

older view of Jesus' redemptive function incidentally recurs in I
29

, but such

features do little more than denote the transition from the old to the new, and

the characteristic aims of the author lie elsewhere, in a conception of Jesus

for which he found the Logos-idea, not the messianic idea, to be the most

effective category. This process had been already anticipated not only by Paul,

but by the authors of Ephesians and Hebrews in their own way, without

detriment to the supreme significance of Jesus Christ to the Christian. The
Fourth evangelist, however, is less interested in the cosmological or

typological significance of Jesus than his predecessors on this line, and
generally he develops an independent view of his own, which is more
thoroughly dominated by the set and spirit of the Logos-idea.

(2) Not merely on the content but on the position of the

Baptist's ministry, the Fourth gospel is at issue with the synoptic

tradition. The latter consistently defers the beginning of Christ's

public ministry till the Baptist had been arrested (Mk i
14*15

,

Lk 3
18"21 = Mt 4

12
), as is the case with Ac io37 i2 24f

- 19A The
Fourth gospel makes the two ministries overlap (Jn 3

22-so 41-2^

and does so, not from any naive forgetfulness of memory on the

part of an old disciple, but in order to emphasise the superiority

of Jesus to John ; the latter recognises and confesses publicly

the messianic claim of Jesus from the very outset. The develop-

ment of the synoptic tradition in Mt. and Lk., which tends to

heighten and ante-date the Baptist's consciousness of Jesus'

significance, is thus brought to a climax. It is in keeping with

this view, which knows (in contrast to the original tradition) of

no secrecy upon the messianic authority of Jesus, that his full

authority as God's messiah is seen from the outset by his

* There is no mysterious significance in the Hpxerai of v. 18
, however

;

it goes with the following verb, as in 615 and 1222
. The insertion of

€i/XapL<rT7]<ras by SyrSin and D in Jn 2

1

13
, if not a restoration of the original

text, at least points to the early prevalence of this eucharistic conception oi

the scene.
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disciples and by others. Here, again, the tendency already

present, e.g., in Mt. (pp. 252, 259), is fully operative.

Some further instances of this principle may be noted, {a) The first twc

<ri)ix<ua * are followed by no address ; the fourth and fifth, which complete the

Galilean cycle, lead ap to a discussion which, however, attaches only to the

fourth. The two Jerusalem-o-^eia, on the other hand, furnish the situation

for long harangues, while the seventh (in Judea) not only is accompanied by

an announcement of religious truth, but forms the pivot for the closing scenes

in Jerusalem. Thus the only Galilean teaching is in 627f
*

; but although part

of it is placed in the synagogue at Kapharnaum, even this is a debate with

the Jews which might as well have occurred at Jerusalem ; there is barely a

trace of the characteristic Galilean gospel as that is preserved in the synoptic

gospels.

(b) An equally secondary trait lies in 213"22
, where an original saying is

placed in a setting which has been transposed (so, e.g., among most recent

writers, J. Reville, pp. 137 f. ; Drummond, 61 ; J. Weiss, Loisy, and Oesterley

in DCG. ii. 712 f.) from its historical sitef in the synoptic tradition and re-

cast for special reasons. According to the Fourth gospel, the cleansing of

the temple took place on the occasion of the first and early visit paid by Jesus

to Jerusalem, and was the act not of messianic authority but of a prophetic or

reforming zeal % (so, e.g., recently Wernle, Syn, Frage, 240; Stanton, DB.
ii. 245; and Sanday, ibid. 613; after Beyschlag, zur Johann. Frage, 83 f.;

R. H. Hutton, Theological Essays, 222 f. ; A. B. Bruce, Kingdom of God,

306 f.). In the synoptic tradition it brings the enmity of the scribes and

priests to a head (Mk n 15*18
*
27

) ; it is the natural climax of his ministry, a

supreme effort to assert the rights of God in the headquarters of the nation,

and his subsequent fate is the natural outcome of the deed. In the Fourth

gospel the act is at once ante-dated and minimised. The saying connected

with it is rightly reproduced, as is the connection of the incident with the

passover. But the daring assertion of authority produces no impression

beyond a mild remonstrance (2
18

, reproduced from the synoptic tradition,

Mk li 28= Mt 21 23
, which also connected this with a defence of its legitimacy)

;

the authorities do not take action. Possibly, however, the writer simply

introduced the incident at this point in order to emphasise the saying as a

proof that Jesus foresaw his death and resurrection from the very beginning.

He has thus reset the incident, under the influence of his pragmatism. On
the one hand, he found sufficient occasion in the Lazarus-miracle for the

arrest of Jesus and the enmity of the authorities ; on the other hand, he

considered that the first public visit of Jesus to Jerusalem must have been

marked by an open assertion of his divine authority.

(c) Another case of a synoptic saying being misplaced occurs in 4**, but

* Even in the second, which is a variant of Mt 85'13=Lk 7
1"10

, faith is (as

usual in this gospel) the result of the miracle, not, as in the synoptic tradition,

the indispensable condition of help or healing.

f Tatian also follows the synoptic order.

X This is usually associated with the admission that the act might have

been repeated ; but if not, that the Johannine chronology is preferable.
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the allusion in 4
M refers back to 2U not to Mt 85"13 =rLk 7

2"10 as the second

miracle ; the story (4
46"54

) is a heightened form of the Matthsean narrative,

just as 5
lf> and 61"13, 16 "21 are of the synoptic originals. 642 is a fresh instance

of misplacement (cp. Mk 63= Mt i355 = Lk 4
22

; for Marcion's treatment of

the story, see Hilgenfeld in ZWT., 1902, 127-144), while in 670-71
, as in

124
"6

, there is a distinct tendency to exculpate the twelve or Peter (see the

synoptic parallels) at the expense of Judas Iskariot.

(d) The Lazarus-miracle ( 1

1

lf
* ) is exceptional in several respects. In the

synoptic stories of people being raised by Jesus from the dead, the miracle

takes place naturally ; the opportunity is furnished, and Jesus takes advantage

of it. Here he consciously delays his arrival not only until the dead person is

buried, but until the process of physical corruption has set in. The miracle is

thus rendered more wonderful, in comparison with the synoptic stories, where

Jesus only raises the unburied (and indeed those who have just died), and

where he never arranges for any heightening of the effect. It is an illustration

of the profound truth that Jesus is the source of life eternal in a dead world,

and that the resurrection is not, as the popular faith of the church imagined

(1

1

24
), something which takes place at the last day, but the reception of Christ's

living Spirit : / am the resurrection and the life, he who believes on me,

though he were dead, shall live, and no one who lives and believes on me shall

ever die. Faith in the living Christ, as Paul had taught in his own way,

meant a risen life independent of physical changes in the future. Whether

more than this religious motive, operating on the Lucan material, is necessary

to explain the story, remains one of the historical problems of the gospel (cp.

A. E. Brooke in Cambridge Biblical Essays, 313 f. ). It is just conceivable

that the incident failed for some reason to be included by the synoptic gospels
;

their silence would not by itself be absolutely conclusive against the historicity.

The difficulty is to give any adequate psychological reason why so stupendous

and critical an episode (witnessed ex hypothesi by all the disciples) should

have failed to win a place in the synoptic tradition, even when that tradition

is admitted to be incomplete at certain points, and this difficulty is heightened

by the obvious motives of the writer, who makes this miracle the pivot of the

final Jewish attack on Jesus, instead of the purging of the temple, which he

transfers to the beginning of the ministry. "The whole evidence points

strongly to the conclusion that the evangelist, using some tradition to us

unknown and the synoptic material mentioned, elaborated them freely into a

narrative designed to be at once : (a) an astounding manifestation of the

Logos-Christ, {b) a pictorial setting forth of the spiritual truth of Christ as

Life, {c) a prophetic preriguration of the death and resurrection of Jesus, as

shown by the facts that the names Jesus and Lazarus have the same meaning,

and that the narrative forms a transition to the final struggle and to death "

(Forbes, p. 273). It may be a miracle which like that of Mk n 12f
- (see pp.

225, 236) has grown up * mainly out of a parable—in this case the parable

of Lazarus (Lk i619f,
)j which closes (1627

"31
) with a passage (irrelevant to the

original motive of the story) asserting that not even the witness of one risen

* With hints from other synoptic traditions, e.g. the raising of the widow's

son at Nain (Lk 7
11 "17

,
performed, like the raising of Lazarus, before a large

crowd).



540 THE FOURTH GOSPEL

from the dead would avail to produce repentance and faith in those who
reject the testimony of the OT revelation (Lk i630=Jn S

46
). What historical

nucleus lies behind the story, it is no longer possible to ascertain. The
allegorical or symbolical ends of the writer are the outstanding feature (cp.

Bretschneider's Probabilia, p. 79, " tota igitur narratio conscripta est ut

consilio dogmatico inseruiret, scl. ut doceret exemplo clarissimo, in Iesu

habitasse \6yov diuinum. Dogmaticum igitur potius hie egit scriptor, quam
historicum "). They indicate that the story may be another instance of what

Origen in his commentary called the preservation of spiritual truth in bodily

inaccuracy {ao3^o[ievov ttoW&kls rod d\7]9ovs irvev/mTLKov iv t<£ aoj^ariKt^ ws

Slv eiiroi tls \j/ev5ei) ; so, e.g., Abbott* (Ebi., 1804^, 2744-2751), Loisy,

Burkitt {Transmission, pp. 22if.)
;

Forbes, E. F. Scott {op. cit. 37 f. ),

Heitmiiller, and Bacon (
The Fourth Gospel, 345 f. ).

{e) The story in 121 "8 has been changed from after (Mk., Mt. ) to before

the entry, but the further question of its relation to Lk 7
36 -50

, or even of the

relation between the latter and the Marcan (Matthsean) parallel, remains

another of the enigmas of gospel-criticism, which can hardly be solved along

the lines of purely literary investigation, f

(3) The day is now over, or almost over, when the Fourth

gospel and the synoptists could be played off against each other

in a series of rigid antitheses, as though the one were a matter-

of-fact and homogeneous chronicle and the other a spiritual

reading of the earlier tradition. The problem is too delicate

and complex for such crude methods. Recent criticism of the

synoptic gospels has brought them nearer to the Fourth gospel.

It has revealed not simply variant traditions, some of which re-

appear in the Fourth gospel, but chronological gaps, and above

all the operation of tendencies which exercise a creative as well

as a moulding pressure upon the tradition. The Fourth gospel

presents, in one aspect, a further and special phase of the

tendency to interpret and reflect upon the evangelic traditions in

the light of the later Christian conciousness. The synoptic

gospels are not objective chronicles, relating the incidents and

sayings of which the Fourth gospel provides the spiritual inter-

pretation. In Mark, especially, the presence of such an inter-

pretation has now been proved (pp. 226 f.); and this is all the

more significant, since the Fourth gospel is recognised upon all

hands to go back ultimately to the Marcan tradition rather than

* Cp. also Diat. 1528 f. (" even though we may be obliged to reject some of

the details of the Raising of Lazarus as unhistorical, we may be able to accept

the fact that our Lord did occasionally restore to life those who would ordin-

arily be described as ' dead
'

").

t " Der Weg von Mk. und Lk. aus zu Joh. erscheint fast unmoglich lang

phne Zubilfhahme einer Sondertradition " (Wernle, p. 241).
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to the Matthsean or to the Lucan. The synoptics, as well as

the Fourth gospel, were written Ik tuVtcws els ttlo-tlv. The motto

of Jn 2o31 would apply to all the three, but in a special sense

to Mark; for, in spite of the difference of angle from which

Mark and John view the messianic dignity of Jesus, both aim

at demonstrating that he was the Son of God (see p. 234).

The most important aspect of this relationship is historical. There is good

evidence to show that Jesus had a ministry in Judea, during which he visited

Jerusalem, prior to his final visit, and that the narrative of the Fourth

gospel on this point goes back to a nucleus of primitive tradition from

which they have been worked up.* The synoptic tradition really is

derived from Mk.'s scheme, which is admittedly far from exhaustive, and

even in it there are traces which corroborate the view elaborated in the

Fourth gospel. Thus the temptation-stories clearly presuppose a Jerusalem

and Judean mission larger than the synoptists themselves suggest ; and even

if Mt 2337f*=Lk I3341,
is a quotation, still the fact that it was attributed to

Jesus seems to imply more than a mere willingness or desire to have come

to Jerusalem previously. Similarly the journey through Samaria to Jerusalem

in Lk 9
51 "56

, though editorially relegated to the last visit on the Marcan

scheme (io1 ), is followed by a number of incidents which suggest that it

could not have originally belonged to that visit. On any view of the

ministry of Jesus, his public mission must have lasted more than twelve

months, so that ample room is left for at least one visit to celebrate the

passover. It is needless to postulate that he must have been accompanied

by his disciples on such an occasion, and their absence may account for the

early apostolic silence on the Judean ministry. No stress can be laid on the

fact that when Jesus finally reached Jerusalem, he was well-known to a

number of people not only in Bethany but in the capital ; this does not neces-

sarily imply more than visits to the passover prior to his public ministry.

Nor do the discussions with the scribes and Pharisees involve a Jerusalemite

locus. The significant data, which seem to indicate that the tradition of at

least one intermediate visit to Jerusalem has been almost obliterated in

the synoptic tradition, occur in (i.) the temptation-story, which requires

no comment, and (ii.) in Lk o,
51ff

-, the contents of which (pp. 273 f.)

cannot be arranged within the limits of the last journey to Jerusalem.

Thus IO1 (dispatch of the seventy, or the seventy-two, els iraaav irdXtv ical

rbirov oS -fj/xeWev atirbs tyxevdcu), when taken with io17 , cannot denote the

dispatch of the disciples as harbingers of Jesus on the route (as in a61f*).

The subsequent incidents are for the most part undated or vaguely set;

some imply Jerusalem (II 51 etc.), others Galilee (13
31 etc.), others Samaria.

* Cp. e.g. Bleek {INT. § 71), Wendt (p. 12): " there is nothing to

justify us in refusing to acknowledge that Jesus may really have made several

visits to Jerusalem," and J. Weiss in his review of Spitta's Streitfragen
(
TLZ.

%

1909, 460 f.) and in die Aufgaben d. NT Wissensehaft (p. 44) :
" Was lasst

sich sachlich gegen eine langere Wirksamkeit, gegen ein Wirken auch in

Jerusalem einwenden?" Compare the discussion bv A. E. Brooke in

Cambridge Biblical Essays (1909), pp. 296 i.
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But in 17
12-19 the incident presupposes a journey from Jerusalem,* as is still

clear from 17
11

, where Luke has overlaid the original (ical avrbs 8i-fiPX€T0

dca fikaov 'Zap.apeias kolI TaXiXaias) with the pragmatic heading, Kal iyivero

4v t$ iropetieadai els 'lepovcraXrifi (9
51

1

3

s2
).

(iii. ) The lament over Jerusalem.

Mt 2387f-

'lepovcraXi^fi'IepovcraX^fi, i] atroKreiv-

ovcra rovs irpo^ras Kal Xi6of5oXovo~a

rovs airearaXfiivovs irpbs avrr\v, ttoct&kis

TjdiXrjaa iiriavvayayeiv ra riKva o~ov,

5v rpbirov bpvts iirurvvayei ra vocrcrla

avrrfs virb ras irripvyas, Kal ovk ijdeX-

rjcrare' Idov acplerai bfiiv 6 oTkos vfi&v

[tpyfios]' Xiyu yap vp.lv, ov fir) fie

idtjTe aw apri eus av e'lir-qre, evXoyrf-

fiivos 6 ipxbfievos iv dvbfiari Kvplov.

Lki3»«-
' Iepov<raX7}fi

t

Iepov(xaXf}fi
)

r) arotcrelv-

ovaa roiis irpo<pr)ras Kal Xidoj3oXov<ra

rovs aTrearaXfiivovs Tpbs avrr)v, ircxr&Kts

r)6£Xr)<ra tiruTvv6.%ai to. riicva o~ov, 6v

rpbirov 8pvi% rrjv eavrrjs vovviav inch

ras irripvyas, Kal ovk r)6eXf)<rare' Idov

acplerai vpuv 6 oXkos iifidv' X4y<a [5£]

vfiiv [Sri] ov fir/ td-qre fie ?ws ij^ei

6re etirifre, evXoyrjfxivos 6 ipxbfievos iv

dvbfiari Kvptov.

The two versions are practically identical,! whereas Luke departs from Mt.

emphatically in the context. This confirms the view (p. 197) that the saying

belonged to Q or the apostolic source, which therefore reflected a tradition that

Jesus had appealed to Jerusalem prior to his last visit. The latter interpreta-

tion implies that Jesus either spoke the words as they stand, or, at any rate, the

nucleus (so Merx) of the quotation (see above, pp. 26, 33) ; and, in spite of

scepticism to the contrary, this hypothesis has much in its favour. Unless

on a priori grounds one is prepared to defend the synoptic chronology at all

costs, a saying like this must be fairly allowed to have some weight in

deciding the question of the visits paid by Jesus to the capital. The plain

inference to be drawn from the passage is either {a) that it was spoken as a

farewell word after some visit (or, visits) to the capital during which Jesus

had vainly endeavoured to win over the citizens to his gospel,! or (6) that

Mt. has correctly placed it (see above, p. 195). In either case, it betrays the

fact that Jesus had exercised a ministry of some kind in Jerusalem prior to

his final entry. " The words have no meaning whatever in Luke, who puts

them into the mouth of Jesus before he had even seen Jerusalem during his

public ministry (13
34
); and even from the better arrangement of Matthew

(23
s7

) it is unintelligible how Jesus, after a single residence of a few days in

Jerusalem, could found his reproaches on multiplied efforts to win over its

inhabitants to his cause. This whole apostrophe of Jesus has so original a

* To Nazareth, where he was rejected (J. F. Blair, Apostolic Gospel, pp.

108 f.)?

•f'lepova-aX^fi occurs only here in Mt. The significance of the variant

forms 'lepovcraXrjfx. and 'lepocrbXv/ua, especially in Lk., is discussed by

R. Schiitz in ZNW., 1910, 169-187.

X So, e.g., Spitta {Streitfragen, pp. 63 f.) and Allen {Matthew, p. 251)

:

"The words seem to be a fragment belonging to an earlier period of the

ministry, when Christ was leaving Jerusalem for the last time before His

triumphal entry. We must imagine a controversy with the Jews similar to

that recorded in S. John io22
"39."
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character, that it is difficult to believe it incorrectly assigned to him ; hence,

to explain its existence, we must suppose a series of earlier residences in

Jerusalem, such as those recorded by the fourth Evangelist" (Strauss,

p. 271).* This supposition has several items in its favour. Whatever

be the reason for the synoptic silence on a Judean ministry (or, for the

matter of that, on the mission to Chorazin and Bethsaida, Mt n 21= Lk IO13),"}'

once the erroneous idea of a ministry limited to twelve months is abandoned,

the general probability is that during his ministry to the lost sheep of the

house of Israel, Jesus would not ignore the capital. Unless the accuracy and

adequacy of synoptic chronology are to be made a critical dogma,—and few will

admit this, at the present day,—there is an a priori likelihood that the Fourth

gospel may after all represent an aspect of the activity of Jesus which was

overlooked in the Marcan scheme. This does not imply that the festivals-

programme of the Fourth gospel is superior to the outline of the synoptic

tradition, or even that the two can be harmonised. The author of the

Fourth gospel, with his predilection for displaying the religion of Jesus in

contrast to Jewish theories and objections, naturally chose Jerusalem as the

locus for his debates ; the simpler Galilean preaching did not interest him.

But, in view of the general probabilities and of the occasional indications

preserved in the synoptic tradition itself,:}: it is arbitrary to deny outright that

he may have had some traditional justification on which to rear his super-

structure. The synoptic scheme rests ultimately upon a single line of

historical tradition, and the synoptists themselves, especially Mt. and Lk.,

not only amplify the earlier scheme by material which is assigned in part to

extra-Galilean situations, but even contain indications of a Judean mission.

Furthermore, as Weizsacker§ points out (p. 174), had the Fourth evangelist

possessed simply the synoptic tradition, and had he had no other aim than to

set forth his own idea of Jesus, there was no obvious reason why he should

* The rather forced alternative is to conjecture (a) that Jesus spoke, or

was simply made by the evangelists to speak, in the name of the divine

Sophia, so that the TrdcraKts kt\. would be read in the sense of the preceding

Mt 23
341,

{i.e. attempts through the disciples or apostles), or {b) that t4kv<x

lep. is equivalent to Jews in general.

f Bethsaida falls within the purview of the Fourth gospel.

X The reception of Jesus in Mk n 1"10 and the saying in Mk 1449 may both

imply a longer connection between Jesus and Jerusalem than the synoptic

scheme allows for. Cp. also Mk 1235 , Lk 19
47 201 21 37 2253

. Wellhausen

(on Mk II 1 "10
) recognises that the data of the last visit imply a longer con-

nection with Jerusalem than the Marcan week accounts for ; but, as he

refuses to admit any prior connection with Jerusalem, he feels obliged to

throw over the Marcan schematism.

§ "Wenn er aber auch schon friiher Jesus in Jerusalem auftreten lasst,

so lag dafur uberall keine Nothigung in seiner Tendenz. Es kann dies kaum
aus einem anderen Grunde, als dem einer eigenen Kunde geschehen sein.

' Ebenso verhalt es sich mit den eigenthiimlichen Wandererzahlungen des

Evglms . . . Wenn er Geschichten berichtet, die nicht aus den Synoptikern

genommen sind, so liegt auch hier die Erklarung am nachsten, dass er dies-

selben aus eigener Ueberlieferung hatte" (Untersuchungen, 1 74 f. , cp. 328 f.).
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introduce earlier Judean visits ; the mere desire to exhibit Jesus on the

prophetic stage of messiah's activity does not adequately account for the

particular form of the Fourth gospel's tradition. The conclusion * therefore

is that the material incorporated by Matthew, and especially by Luke, pre-

supposed at least one visit to Jerusalem prior to the final entry, but that both

Matthew and Luke, adhering to the Marcan chronology, fused the incidents

of this visit with the final visit.

(iv.) The date of the Crucifixion.—The primary tradition (Mk I41 "a=
Mt 263 "5

) expressly dates the arrest and crucifixion of Jesus fir) iv t% ioprfj,

from which it follows (cp. Mt 2762
) that Jesus was crucified before the pass-

over. This is the standpoint of the Fourth gospel (e.g. 13
1 1828

) and of

the gospel of Peter (i6 crucifixion irpb fitas tQv afvfiuv, tt}$ eoprijs avr&v),

possibly even of Paul (1 Co 5
7"8 1520 ) : it was adopted independently by the

Quartodecimans during the controversy which broke out in the second

century (cp. Drummond, pp. 444 f. ; Zahn's Forschungen, iv. 283 f. ; GHD.
I. 173 f. ; Preuschen in PRE. xiv. 725!*., and Bacon, Fourth Gospel in

Research and Debate, 1910, 413 f.). In the synoptic gospels,! however,

this tradition has been overlaid by another (Mk i412f
- = Mt 2617f, =Lk 227f

-),

which made the last supper synchronous with, instead of prior to, the Jewish

passover. But that Jesus died on Nisan 15, the feast day, is unlikely, as

work was going on (Mk IS
21

, Lk 23
s6

) and arms were being carried (Mk

1447 etc. ), both of which, as well as a meeting of the Sandedrin, were strictly

prohibited on the feast day. Some of the details preserved by the synoptic

gospels about what happened on the day of the crucifixion and the day after

tally, in fact, with the primary tradition, and are inconsistent with the special

identification of the last supper and the passover. The improbabilities

of the latter view have led to a widespread agreement among modern critics

that the former tradition is the older and more reliable ; so, e.g., C. H. Turner

(DB. i. 411), Sanday (DB. ii. 633 f.), Wellhausen (on Mk 121 "man hat

richtig erkannt, das die hier vorliegende Zeitrechnung der gewohnlichen

synoptischen widerspreche, und richtig geurteilt, dass sie die alte sei und

noch im vierten Evangelium befolgt werde "),+ O. Holtzmann (Leben Jesu, ch.

xiii. ; ZNW., 1904,89-120), Spitta (die Urchrist. Trad, iiber Ursprung und

Sinn des Abendm. , 1893, 205-237), J. Weiss, Kattenbusch (Christliche Welt,

1895, 317 f. , 331 f. )* Wendt, von Dobschutz (Probleme, 17), Preuschen

(ZNW., 1904, pp. 14 f.), Bousset (Jesus, Eng. tr. 19), Heitmuller, Bacon,

F. M. Hitchcock (DCG. i. 414 f.), Westberg (op. cit. 130 f.), etc. On this

view, the synoptic gospels are inconsistent with themselves, and the Fourth

gospel intervenes in support of the better tradition. The recognition of this

has important bearings on the whole question of early Christian tradition,

for if, in one case, the typological significance of an event is proved to be

* This has been urged from Schleiermacher downwards.

t Later Jewish writers, who seem to contradict the synoptic chronology,

were often tempted to idealise the p?^t by reading back into this period

later customs and ideas (cp. N. Schmidt, JBL., 1891, pp. 6f.).

% Also on John I931f- (' Wenn Jesus nach Joa wirklich am Tage vor dem

Pascha gestorben ist, so kann das nicht auf Tendenz beruhen, sondern nur

auf den alten Tradition, die auch bei Markus noch durchschimmert ').
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derived from the event, there is a probability that in other cases an incident

is not to be dismissed as unhistorical simply because it lends itself to a

religious application or moral. The correctness of the Johannine tradition

is corroborated* by the likelihood that Luke (22
15-16

)
preserves a saying

which seems to show that when Jesus ate his last meal with the disciples,

he knew that he would not live to celebrate the passover that year with them.

He had earnestly hoped to do so ; iiridv/xla 4iredv/xr](ra tovto t6 7rd<rxa {i.e.

this year's festival) (fxxyelv fied' v/xCov irpb rod fie iradeiv. But he now knew

this hope was to be disappointed. He was to die ere then. A^yw yap {//up,

#rt ov /xt] 0a,7w avrb ews otov TrXrjpcodrj iv tt} (3acri\ela rod deov. This implies

that the Lord's supper was eaten prior to the passover ; the words are not a

paschal reference.

Repeated efforts have been made {a) to harmonise the synoptic and

Johannine traditions as they lie before us,t or {b) to explain the origin of the

synoptic technical error ; the former by identifying, e.g., the supper of Jesus

with the Chagigah or the Kiddusch (G. H. Box, JTS., 1902, 357 f. ), the

latter by assuming a primitive confusion (due originally to the editor of the

second gospel ?) X in the Marcan chronology of I412- 17 which underlies Mt. and

Lk., or elsewhere (good summary in DCG. i. 414 f. ; cp. also Abbott's

Diat. 1289 f.). Chwolson, the rabbinic expert, in the second edition (1908)

of his Letzte Passamahl Christi (cp. Monatsschrift fur Gesch. u. Wiss. d.

Judentums, 1893, 537 f., and ZWT., 1895, 335-378 )> holding that Jesus was

crucified on Nisan 14, explains that, as the passover fell on a Friday, the

lamb could be slain and eaten on Nisan 13, and that the synoptic error is due

to a misinterpretation of KriDDT 'Dp ndvh in the Aramaic original of Mt 2617
,

which could be rendered (1) rightly, "day before paschal day," i.e. Nisan 13,

(2) 'day before paschal-feast,' i.e. Nisan 14, or (3)
' first day of paschal feast,'

i.e. of unleavened bread. If this explanation can be transferred to Mk 1412

(cp. Lambert inJTS., 1903, 184 f., and Allen's Matthew, pp. 269-274), the

preliminary error is explicable. Whether or not the last supper was meant

to be a sort of (anticipated ?) paschal meal, it was probably not celebrated on

the regular day, though the inferior tradition of the synoptists arose from the

idea that it was the paschal supper. Another reconstruction of the original

source would be nDsn mpo ( = before the passover) read as nD2n mpa (= on the

first day of the passover) in the Hebrew primitive gospel (Resch, Parallel-

texte zu L. 615 f., cp. Briggs, New Light, pp. 56-63).

(v.) The argument from some minor points is significant, but is not to be

pressed, in the present state of our knowledge. Thus (a) Mk i
14= Mt 4

la

implies an earlier ministry in Judea, but it could not have been of the

character described in the Fourth gospel, {b) The strongly attested v.l.

'Iov8alas in Lk 4
44

, which has every appearance of being original, might be

taken in its Lucan sense as an equivalent for Palestine, **.*, including, not

*Cp. G. H. Box {Critical Review, 1903, 32-34), Brooke and Burkitt in

JTS., 1908, 569-571, Askwith, and Harnack in TLZ., 1909, 49-50.

fSo, recently, A. Wright {New Testament Problems, pp. 159 f.), Zahn
(INT. iii. 273 f.), Gwilliam {DCG. ii. $Q, and Belser {INT. 292-295).

X So, e.g., Bacon {Beginnings of Gospel Story, pp. 195 f.) and Spitta, with

special force,

35
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excluding, Galilee j it need not necessarily by itself include any visit tc

Jerusalem, (c) The elimination of the words rb iracrx<*> in
1
*)
4 (Hort in WH.

77-81 ; van Bebber in Zur Chronologie des Lebens Jesu, 1898, pp. 33 f.,

after Jacobsen and others), which rests on their neglect by the Alogi, Irenseus,

Origen, etc., and on the possibility of assimilation witn213
, would reduce the

chronological discrepancy between the Fourth gospel and the synoptists ; but

the evidence does not yet seem strong enough for this hypothesis (cp. Burkitt's

Ev. da-Mepharr. ii. 313), unless, with Schwartz, Wellhausen, R. Schtitz, and

others, the whole verse is deleted as one of the editorial insertions. *

(4) The Fourth evangelist, like his two immediate pre-

decessors, thus bases on Mk.'s narrative, but diverges from it

repeatedly; these divergencies are in some cases accidental, in

others due to a preference for Mt. or Lk., or for both combined,

and in other cases, again, the result ofsome independent tradition.

Their motive cannot always be explained from his pragmatism, but

the important point is that his method and its results do not

suggest invariably the instinct of an eye-witness who sifts earlier

traditions of differing value. The details are in the main the

circumstantial minutiae of a vivid or symbolic (Philonic)

imagination, when they are not borrowed from the synoptic

narratives. The use made of these narratives by the Fourth

evangelist really illustrates the derivative and secondary character

of his work, judged from the historical standpoint, and this

conclusion is not affected by the admission that on two points

in particular, e.g., the date of the death and the previous

connection with Judea, the tradition of the Fourth gospel has

substantially reproduced elements which later phases of the

synoptic tradition tended to obliterate.

(a) It would tell strongly against an eye-witness or a Palestinian Jewish

Christian as the author of, or one of the authorities for, the gospel, if the

description of Kaiaphas as dpx^pevs &v rod ivuxvrov iicelvov (u 49* 51 181*)

meant that the writer really believed the Jewish high priests were appointed

annually, like the Asiarchs (so from Bretschneider and Baur to Martineau and

Forbes). But this argument is not valid. The phrase might either mean
in thatfateful year (so, e.g. , Keim, Godet, Zahn, Peake, amongst others), or

that the writer simply adapted his description to the local customs with which

his readers were familiar (so, e.g. , Holtzmann and Loisy). The former

* The widespread admission, that a historical nucleus underlies the

Johannine traditions about the Judean ministry, is opposed to the predominant

view which has been recently argued with exceptional ability by Dr. James

Drummond (pp. 41 f.), whose critical position generally is as favourable to the

external evidence for the Johannine authorship as it is unfavourable lo th<

historicity of the gospel's contents.
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explanation is preferable, upon the whole. " The year of which the

evangelist speaks was the year of all years ; the acceptable year of the Lotd,

as it is elsewhere called ; the year in which the great sacrifice, the one

atonement, was made, the atonement which annulled once and for ever the

annual repetitions. It so happened that it was the duty of Caiaphas, as high

priest, to enter the holy of holies and offer the atonement for that year.

The evangelist sees, if we may use the phrase without irreverence, a dramatic

propriety in the fact that he of all men should make this declaration. By
a divine irony he is made unconsciously to declare the truth, proclaiming

Jesus to be the great atoning sacrifice, and himself to be instrumental in

offering the victim. This irony of circumstances is illustrated in the case of

Pilate, as in the case of Caiaphas" (Lightfoot, Exp. 4
i. 88-89).

(6) A similar verdict may be passed upon the discourses, where the

creative genius of the author is at its height. Even here, in spite of the

dialectic which pervades the debates of Jesus and the Jews, in spite also of

the later standpoint of the Christian consciousness which reads itself back

at several points into the sayings, there is good evidence of an accurate

acquaintance, on the part of the author or of his sources, with the Palestinian

situation. "One of the most remarkable facts about the writings of recent

Jewish critics of the New Testament has been that they have tended upon the

whole to confirm the gospel picture of external Jewish life, and where there

is a discrepancy these critics tend to prove that the blame lies not with the

New Testament originals, but with their interpreters. Dr. Gtidemann, Dr.

Bucheler, Dr. Schechter, Dr. Chwolsohn, Dr. Marmorstein, have all shown

that the Talmud makes credible details which many Christian expositors have

been rather inclined to doubt. Most remarkable of all has been the cumu-

lative strength of the arguments adduced by Jewish writers favourable to the

authenticity of the discourses in the Fourth gospel, especially in relation to

the circumstances under which they are reported to have been spoken." *

§ 6. Topography.—Nearly forty years ago, Matthew Arnold,

in God and the Bible (ch. v.), observed that the Fourth evangelist's

"Palestinian geography is so vague, it has for him so little of the

reality and necessity which it would have for a native, that when

he wants a name for a locality he takes the first village that comes

into his remembrance, without troubling himself to think whether

it suits or no." This hasty verdict had been rejected by anti-

cipation in Keim (i. 179), and subsequent research has shown

that whoever the author was, he must have had a first-hand

acquaintance with the topography of Palestine prior to a.d. 70.

Summaries of the evidence may be seen in K. Furrer's article on

'das Geographische im Evglm nach Johannes' {ZNW.> 1902,

257-265), Drummond (pp. 366-374), Lohr's essay on ' Wie

stellt sich die neuere Palastinaforschung zu den geographischen

Angaben des Johannesevglms ' {Deutsch-Evang. Blatter, 1906,
* Dr. Abrahams in Cambridge Biblical Essays (1909), 181.
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795 f.), and Bacon, The Fourth Gospel in Research and Debate

(1910), ch. xv.

In most cases the difficulty resolves itself into our ignorance of the local

geography, not into the writer's. Thus, the Bethany iripav rod 'lopd&pov

(cp. io40 ) which was the scene of John's mission (i 28
) may be identified either

with the Betonim (Betane) of Jos 13
26 (so Zahn, NKZ., 1907, 266 f., and

Furrer), or, if the inferior reading Bethabara be adopted, with Bashan (Batanea,

so Henderson's Palestine, 154, and Conder, Tent-Work, 230; the latter

identifying the spot with ford ' Abarah). But the Bethabara of Origen *

and the Evang. da-Meph. (cp. Mrs. Lewis, The Old Syriac Gospel, 1910,

p. xxviii, and Burkitt's ed. ii. 308 f. ) seems due to local tradition, which

identified the scene with a pre-Christian holy place which became, at any rate,

a sacred spot for Christians before the end of the second century. Others

(e.g. Mommert, Aenon u. Bethania, 1903, and Lohr) suggest that both

names refer to the same spot, Bethany being a ford nearly opposite Jericho

(= Bethabara), 'house of the ford,' while some (from Sir George Grove and

Sir C. W. Wilson to Cheyne, EBi. 548 ; and Rix, Tent and Testament, 175 f.)

variously explain the names as corruptions of an original Brjdavafipa, i.e. Beth-

Nimrah (cp. Bai6ava[3p&, Jos 13
27

) over thirteen miles east of the Jordan

(cp. Abbott, Diat. 13-14, 610-616). This is, at any rate, better than the

identification of Bethabarah with the Baidrjpa or Beth-barah of Jg 7
s4 (Sanday,

Sacred Sites, 23).

The other scene of John's mission, Alv&v iyyi/s rod 2a\e2/t (32*), is eithei

Ainun, seven miles from Salim (Conder's Tent- Work, i. 91 f.), or'Ain-Fara,

about two hours N.N.E. of Jerusalem (Furrer, Moore in DCG. i. 35;
Sanday's Sacred Sites of Gospel, 1903, 33 f.), or 'Ain Dschirm da (Mommert),

eight miles S. of Scythopolis (for other identifications, see Lagrange in RB.,

1895, 509 f. ; Hastings' DB. iv. 354 ; EBi. 4242, and Nestle in DCG. ii.

550-551). In any case the actuality of the place is not affected, even if the

namef is supposed to carry a certain allegorical significance (e.g. Fountains

near to Peace, the Baptist preparing for the higher purification by Christ the

king of Salem= Melchizedek ; so Abbott in Diat. 615-616, and EBi. 1796 ;

Pfleiderer, Loisy, Kreyenbiihl : i. 589, ii. 378). This possibility of a symbolic

allusion recurs in the case of the Samaritan town 2vx&p (4
e
), which the

majority of recent geographers (notably Sir Charles Wilson in Hastings' DB.
! 635 ; Conder, G. A. Smith's Hist. Geography, ch. xviii. ; A. W. Cooke,

DCG. ii. 685-687; Furrer, Lbhr, and Rix's Tent and Testament, 26 f.)

continue to identify with 'Askar. The term is hardly, as Jerome thought,

a transcriptional error for 2ux<?/x,, but it might be a play on it, either as Sheker

— false (of idols, Hab 218 , so Hengstenberg and others), or Shikkor= drunken

* On the variant Brjdapd in the MSS of Origen, see Brooke (JTS. i. 65).

Origen's explanation of it as=ol/cos Karao-KevTjs suggests to him a play upon

the name as appropriate to the mission of one who prepared (Mt II 10
) the

Lord's way. " Fortasse primum scriptum fuit Bt)Q<jo.v, quae urbs in campo

ad Iordanem ad ripam parui fluminis erat " (Bretschneider, 96).

I An error (Bretschneider, 96-97), due to the writer mistaking \ffll (=s

fontes, aqua) for p'y, the name of a town.
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(Is 281
, of the Samaritans). The latter has been widely held, e.g. y among

recent editors by Abbott (EBi. 1796, 1801), Loisy, and Calmes ; Kreyenbuhl

(ii. 396-397) modifies it into an identification of Sychar with lisp= a

drinker—here of water i.e., Samaria, personified in the woman, lives on a

religious knowledge which is inferior to the true water or knowledge of

Christianity.

The pool £iri\eyo[i£vrj "EfJpatirl Brjdfadd, irivre aro&s ?xou<ra (5
2
) is still

a vexed problem in the topography of Jerusalem (best summary by G. A.

Smith, Jerusalem, ii. 564 f. ; cp. Moore in DCG. i. 193-195) ; even the name
is uncertain, though Bethzatha or Bezatha seems the original form (cp. Keim,

iii. 215 f.
; WH. ii. 76; Nestle in ZNW., 1902, 171-172) either as Bezetha

(so Josephus for the north quarter of the city) or Br)dfat.d& = ' the house of the

olive.' But again the local touch is not affected by the symbolic meaning of

the five porches as the five books of the Mosaic law (which has been obvious

since Augustine) with its intermittent purification, and of the thirty-eight

years in v. 6 (= Israel's thirty-eight years in the wilderness, Dt 214
). The

inferior reading Bethesda ( = rnpn rva, house of mercy or grace) probably was
substituted for the original on this account.

In 61 (as in 21 1
) rijs Tifiepiddos is a water-mark of the second century, or,

at any rate, of the end of the first century (cp. Josephus, Bell. iv. 8. 2).

' Alle Schriftsteller im ersten Jahr. n. Chr. den Ausdruck See von Tiberias

noch nicht haben ; Strabo, Plinius, Josephus brauchen die Form See

Gennesar oder Gennesaritis, auch die Targumim haben diese Form. Vom 2

Jahrh. an scheint der name Tiberiassee mehr und mehr officiell geworden zu

sein' (Furrer, ZNW., 1902, 261).* It is needless to suppose (so, e.g.,

Dods, Wellhausen, Cheyne : EBL 1632, Drummond, and Furrer) that rijs T.

is a later gloss in 61 (cp. Abbott, Diat. 2045).

The symbolic touch in 9
7 (SiXwd/i, 6 ipfirjueierat, &ire<rTd\fi£vos) f is

enigmatic. The meaning of the original Shiloah (=sent or conducted) is

evidently, in the light of the symbolism which shimmers through the whole

story, applied to Jesus as the one sent by God (on this favourite Johannine

phrase, cp. Abbott's Diat. 2277, etc.), who came by water (i.e. in the

Spirit conferred at baptism). If Siloam is identified here with the mysterious

messianic Shiloh of Gn 49
10 (so Grotius), then there is a mystic reference

(Abbott, EBi. 1803) to the supersession of the Law by him who was sent from

God. In any case, baptism is the true illumination of the soul. The other

interpretations (the pool as a second messenger of God, the apostles, the

blind man himself) are highly speculative (cp. Kreyenbuhl, ii. 115 f.).

Brjda-al'dcb ttjs Td\i\aias (1221
) is regarded by Furrer as another water-mark

of the second century, since Claudius Ptolemaeus (c. A.D. 140) is the first

* Any one acquainted with the local landscape, he adds, will recognise

that the topographical details of the following story are strikingly vivid and

exact.

t Liicke takes the last three words as a gloss ; but the play (niV^ and rn^p

= direaraX/Aivos) is quite characteristic of the author, and there is no MS
evidence for their omission. The pool "is one of the few undisputed sites in

the topography of Jerusalem" (Rix, Tent and Testament, 213 f., precariously

identifying Bethesda and Siloam).
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writer 'who reckons Julias {i.e. Bethsaida) to Galilee. But as "the province

of Galilee ran right round the lake, and included most of the level coast-land

on the East" (G. A. Smith, Hist. Geography, p. 458), and as the latter was

definitely included in Galilee by a.d. 84, it is needless (see the proofs in Rix,

op. cit. 265 f. ) to posit two Bethsaidas, or to date the expression of the Fourth

gospel later than at least the last decade of the first century.

Only two points of topography in the passion-narrative present any

difficulty, [a) rod Ktdpwv (the original reading in 181
) is the ravine or winter-

brook dividing Gethsemane and the Mount of Olives from the city proper.

The original meaning of the term (= black, jiTip) may have been in the

writer's mind, as well as a recollection of David's retreat from the treachery

of Absalom (2 S 15
23

). The extremely difficult (cp. Nestle in Hastings' DB.
ii. 74-75) expression (5) in 19

13
, describing the tribunal in Herod's palace as

set upon a spot called kidbcrrpuTov, 'E/Spaiirri 5k Yafiftada, is at least as likely

to be a correct trait (so Keim, vi. 85 f. ), derived either from good tradition or

from personal knowledge, as a misunderstanding of some notice about the

meeting-place of the Sanhedrin (Brandt, Evang. Gesch. 133), although the

lack of any other evidence leaves its meaning almost hopelessly obscure.

Beyond the general agreement that Gabbatha, perhaps a Gk. equivalent for

the Aramaic xn^a ( = ridge or height), is not a translation for \id6<TTp(arov

(mosaic or pavement), but another description of the place on which the prjfia

stood, we can hardly go. The variant KaircpaOa (1, cp. Burkitt's Evang. da-

Meph. ii. 251) and Dalman's (Worte Jesu, i. 6, Eng. tr. 7) derivation of

Gabbatha are both set aside by Wellhausen (p. 86). The attempt of Honig

(ZWT. xiv. 564) and Hausrath to connect X. with Mk 1415 is futile ; Jesus

the Lamb of God is not slain by Pilate, and the terms in question are incon-

gruous. The theory that the whole phrase is an artificial and meaningless

invention (M. A. Canney, EBi. 3638-3640) is inconsistent with the symbolic

predilections of the writer (cp. G. A. Smith's Jerusalem, ii. 575, who
tentatively refers to 3n: = to rake or put together little things—a possible

source of the ' mosaic ' meaning, which Zahn unhesitatingly adopts).

The Fourth gospel ignores the Lucan tradition (24
50

) that the ascension

took place in the vicinity of Bethany, about a mile and three-quarters from

Jerusalem os hi Mo-iat of Olives, but (ii lf#
) assigns the resurrection of

Lazarus to this village, and, *eiiowing Mk. and Mt., makes Jesus reside there

prior to his entry into the capital (i2lf>
). Even were the meaning of the

name ( = a^H
t
JV3, house of affliction or misery ?) plainer than it is, there would

be no reason to regard it in u lf
* as an allegorical invention of the Fourth

evangelist. Consequently, while one or two place-names are invested with

symbolic meaning, it cannot be said that topographical investigation lends

any support upon the whole to the theory that the writer invented geo-

graphical allusions for the sake of his own purposes or mistook earlier

traditions.

§ 7. Structure.—Special literature (in addition to works cited

below)

—

(a) in favour of literary reconstruction : Burton (B W.,

1899, 16-41), Bacon {AJT., 1900, 770-795, INT. 272 f.,

Fourth Gospel in Research and Debate, chs. xviii.-x;
x.), Moffatt

(HNT. 689-694), Briggs {New Light on Life of Jesus, 1904,
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140-158), Wellhausen's Erweiterungen und Aenderungen im

vierten Evghn (1907)* and Das Evghn Johannis (1908), R.

Schutz {ZNW. viii. 243 f.), Schwartz (' Aporien im vierten

Evglm,' Gott. Gelehrte Nachrichten, 1907, 342 f., 1908, 116 f.,

149 f., 497f.)> Bousset (TR. xii. 1-12, 39-64), F. J. Paul {HJ. y

1909, 662-668), F. W. Lewis {Disarrangements in Fourth Gospel,

1910).

{b) adverse = Holtzmann {ZNW. iii. 50-60) and C. R.

Gregory, Wellhausen undJohannes (19 10).

The further question is whether all this local knowledge and

circumstantial detail of the Fourth gospel can suffice to prove

that the aumor had been a Palestinian apostle. The inference

is not necessary. Literary annals abound with cases of an

imaginative historical reconstruction, where the author is known

to have had no direct acquaintance with the countries in which

his scenes Are laid. Gil Bias de Santillane, for all its masterly

delineation of Spanish manners, was composed by a man who
had never been in Spain. And Shakespeare was like Le Sage

in this. His Italian plays reveal a wonderfully wide and

intimate acquaintance with Italy, which was due, not to local

knowledge, but to " the power to grasp some trifling indication,

some fugitive hint, and from it to reconstruct a whole scheme

of things which shall, in all essentials, correspond to fact." f

Besides, circumstantial detail is not an infallible note of

historical veracity, as Defoe alone is enough to prove. Geo-

graphical precision is often accompanied by a varying level of

historical accuracy, and minute touches are as likely to prove a

later age as a contemporary witness (see above, p. 280). The
'Johannine* deviations from the synoptic traditions are to be

referred partly to the freedom of the writer's imagination, working

under the influence of certain religious preconceptions, and

partly—when they are accurate—to an independent historical

tradition mediated orally or in writing. But, is the latter

hypothesis tenable? In answering this question, we premise

that the gospel cannot any longer be assumed by the literary

critic to be a seamless robe. Two sets of theories prevail upon

its structure : {a) the partition-theories, which disentangle a more

or less genuine Grundschrift from the subsequent editorial

* Adverse reviews of this pamphlet by Corssen {ZNW. viii. 125-142)

and Moffatt {Exp. 1
, 1907, 56-69).

+ H. F. Brown, Studies in Venetian History (1907), H. pp. 159 k
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additions, apostolic (so especially Wendt and Spitta) or not

^Wellhausen) ; and {b) the revision-theories, which explain the

phenomena of the canonical gospel by positing an editor who
has not only in the appendix but elsewhere recast the gospel

for purposes which originally it was not meant to serve (so

variously Kreyenbiihl, Harnack, Bousset, Heitmiiller, Volter,

Schwartz, Bacon). Either set of theories may be combined with

the further hypothesis (c) of dislocations in the text, which are not

always to be accounted for on the score of the writer's preference

for association of ideas rather than chronological sequence.

The besetting danger of such hypotheses is their tendency to

assume a logical or chronological sequence in the gospel, which

may not have been present to the author's mind, and especially

to harmonise the relative sections with the synoptic order. On
the other hand, it is equally illegitimate to attribute a schematism

to the gospel which would rule out at all costs any application

of the transposition-theory. The author certainly had a

pragmatism of his own, which often admits of unevennesses *

in order to gain its end ; he thought more of the religious ideas

than of the historical setting which he could provide for them,

and his adjustment of the latter between Judea and Galilee was

partly controlled by the need of adhering in some degree to the

synoptic outline ; chronological affinities are repeatedly sacrificed

to the needs of dialectic, and the opponents of Jesus form a

unity rather than any series of different people in Galilee and

Judea. But these considerations only suggest that most of the

transpositions and interpolations are more probably due to copyists

and later editors than to the author himself.

(a) The attempts to rearrange the prologue start mainly from the

parenthetical v. 15
, which breaks the sequence of u and 16

; if any change is to

be made, the verse lies better after 18
(so, Markland, Bakhuyzen, and Ritschl,

SIC., 1875, 576 f. , who conjectures the original order to have been
ji-B. 10.13. 6-9. 14. is-18. 15) than after 8

( 1
i-5. 9-14. 16-18. 6-8. » so Wagenmann in

Jahrb. fiir deutsche Theologie, 1875, 441 f.). I
6 "8 and 15 are thus editorial

additions (so, e.g., Wendt and Bacon, Fourth Gospel, 477 f.); the latter verse

is probably a marginal gloss f (based on 1
30

), incorporated in order to

emphasise John's witness to the Logos (as to the Light, i
7f

-).

* Cp. Gregory, op. cit. 50, " Mir ist es durchaus nicht auffallend das Alles

nicht vollig klar ist. Kein Literarkritiker kann die feine Arbeit eines

Sainte-Beuve im NT suchen."

f Here as throughout the gospel it is a question whether such apparent

displacements or interpolations are due to the accidental disarrangement oi



LITERARY STRUCTURE 553

{b) A minor case of interpolation has been also found in 3* where i£

vdaros Kal (omitted in the best text of v. 8 ) is taken by several scholars,

from Dieffenbach * (in Bertholdt's Krit. Journ. v. 1-16) to van Manen
(TT., 1891, pp. 189 f. 'Het Misverstand in het vierde Evangelie'), Wendt,

Kirsopp Lake {Influence of Textual Criticism on Exegesis ofNT, 1904, 15 f.),

K. Andresen {Ideen zu einerjesuzentrischen JVelt- Religion, 1904, pp. 324 f.),

Tolstoy, Wellhausen, and others, to be a catholicising addition or interpre-

tative gloss. The variants of the Syriac versions (cp. Burkitt, Evang. da-

Meph. ii. 309 f.) are explicable if such an abbreviated text is assumed to have

underlain them. In any case, the reference is to the Christian sacrament of

baptism, as in 3
22f

-, not to John's baptism (Usteri, SA"., 1890, $l7f.).t

(c) 4^ [xera de ras 660 Tjfie'pas i^rjXdev ineWev els ttjv Ta\i\aiav. ** airrbs

yap'Irjaovs ifiaprvpr]<xev 8ri irpo^rjrrjs iv rrj I8la irarpidt npvt\v ovk <-xel'
a $T€

odv ffkdev els rr]v YaXCKaiav, ide^avro airbv 61 FaKiXaiot, ir&vra ewpaKbres

A iiroirjcrev iv 'lepocroKtifioLS iv rrj eoprrj
m Kal airol yap ?j\dov els ttjv kopriiv.

46 ffkdev o$v ird\iv els tt]v Ka^a tt]s TaXiXalas, Stov iirolrjcrev rb vd&p olvov.

After the Samaritan interlude, v. 43 picks up the thread of v. 8 (affitcev ttjv

'lovdalav /cat dirrj\dev wahiv els tt\v TaXiKalav), but the synoptic material is

broken up as well as re-set. The writer reserves the synagogue question,

Is not this the son of Joseph ? till 642
,
giving it a sceptical turn and

transferring it from the citizens of Nazareth to the Jews of Kapharnaum. He
also makes the companion proverb apply not to a town but to a country—for

irarpis in v. 44 (as it stands) cannot denote Nazareth, much less Jerusalem.

But is this country Galilee or Judea ? The following words seem to indicate

the latter upon the whole, for the explanations of irarpis as Galilee are more

ingenious than convincing. But then the Fourth gospel assumes the Galilean

origin of Jesus (2
46f

*
7
41 "52

), and Judea could hardly be called the irarpis of

Jesus because it was the irarpis of the prophets in general, or because it

included Bethlehem (which the Fourth gospel ignores as the birthplace of

Jesus). The question thus arises, does v. 44 stand in its proper place? It is

not enough (with Wellhausen) to dismiss it as an insertion, without accounting

for its present position, and if the exegetical difficulties drive us to

the hypothesis of a gloss, it is better to conjecture some misplacement in

the text, and to put the verse either after ^ (so Blass, changing yap to 5£)

or, better, after ** (so Cramer, and Konnecke, Emendationen zu Stellen des

NT, 1908, pp. 10-11). In the latter case, irarpis has its synoptic sense of

"native place," and explains why (in the scheme of the Fourth gospel) Cana
was preferred to Nazareth.

leaves in the original, or to editorial revision. Some instances suggest

accident, others a scribe's error, others again a more conscious purpose (see

above, p. 39).

* He anticipates Kreyenbuhl in regarding i73c as another gloss.

t Bacon {Fourth Gospel, 518 f.) thinks Tatian has preserved the original

order by placing 3
1 "21 after 7

30
. Like Delff and Wellhausen, he recognises

the abruptness of 213f
- after 21 "12

, but the transposition (so, e.g., Lewis) of 3
22"80

to its original position after 212 probably solves most of the difficulties (cp.

e.g. 26= 3
25

, 22 - 9= 3
29

, 212=322
) and restores the original connection between

3»-» and 3
3*-3« (cp. e.g. 3

19=322
, 3
n-17=^ 3

18= 3
S8

)-
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(d) Anticipated by a fourteenth-century writer, Ludolphus de Saxonia,*

J. P. Norris (Journ. Philol., 1871, 107-112), Lewis, and Burton transpose 5
and 6, the latter being (like 21) a Galilean episode which was added after the

gospel had been finished, and placed too late. The connection of 4
M and 61

is

certainly good, while 7
1 echoes 5

18 and 7
19 -20 (when 7

15 -24
is restored to its

original position after 5
47

). Becker (SK., 1889, 1 17-140) holds that the

episodical chapters 5, 7, and 15-16 were added to the gospel by the author,

after he had finished his first draft of the work, while Burton puts 7
s7-44 after

7
52

, 812
"20 after io21 (a specially good setting, since 812 presupposes, not the

audience of 7
52

, but one like that of io19
*21

, while 821 follows 7
35f

- very aptly),

and io1
*18 after io29 (which also brings io19 nearer to 9

16 and gives a better

opening for iou, )«

(e) Various attempts have been made to break up the speech in 6.

Besides those of Wendt, Wellhausen, and Spitta {Urc. i. 216-221 : 6n*w a

eucharistic addition), which are improbable (cp. Schmiedel, EBi. 2523 f.,

and Kreyenbuhl, ii. 34 f.), Chastand (Vapdlre Jean et le quatrieme evangile
t

pp. 241 f. ) distinguishes a speech in the synagogue (6
28 "30

-
36"40, 43"46

) from one

by the seaside (6
26"27

-
S1^ *1-42

- «-»). The unexpected 4v rvvayuyfj of 6»

coming after 6s5
, and 680 after 614

, suggest a conflation of two traditions. This

is, at any rate, better than to regard 6 1 "26 as an interpolation (so Schweitzei,

Das Ev. Johannes, 1841, pp. 80 f.).

(f) One of the clearest instances of misplacement is the removal of 7
1*-94

from its original position after 5
47 (Bertling, SK, 1880, 351 £., uncon-

vincingly t puts 7
19"24 before 5

17
) ; its themes—faith in Christ's teaching, his

authority and relation to Moses, his healing on the Sabbath—fit in closely

to the argument of 5 (cp. 5
39

-
46=716

, 5
44=7 18

, 5
18=719

, 5
6'7=721

, 5
18"18=

7

20-23
,

530=724). This hypothesis (Wendt, J. Weiss: TLZ., 1893, 397, Burton,

Blass, Spitta, Moffatt, F. J. Paul) further leaves the original course of 7
14

and 7
2M* open ; Jesus enters the temple and teaches in public, which sets

some of the Jerusalemites talking, not upon the subject of 7
16-24

, but on his

openness (7
14

) and unhindered action. Whether the displacement was acci-

dental, or part of a redactor's work, the case for the restoration of 7
1*-24 to

its original site is extremely strong. Thus—to quote only one or two items

of proof—the question of 7
s5 becomes pointless if Jesus had just spoken 7

19*21
,

and 7
20"21 requires a much closer connection with 5

15f
* than the traditional

arrangement provides ; the murderous attitude of the crowd (7
19-23

) contradicts

7
12 but is organic to the situation created in 5

16-18
, The question of the

Sabbath is certainly dropped at 5
17 (Schmiedel, EBi. 2529), but it leads

naturally to the question of Moses, and by as natural a transition (in the

Johannine dialectic) to the original topic in dispute (7
22

). The replacement

of the passage in its proper setting clears up some of the arguments which

Wellhausen (p. 37)+ raises against its unity; others (e.g. ol 'Iovda?ot, y
l6'18

f

* Bacon (Fourth Gospel, 505) plausibly suggests that Ludolphus was

influenced by the Tatianic Diatessaron which " circulated in an ancient High

German and Latin bilingual translation as early as the ninth century."

f Cp. Waitz in SK (1881) 145-160.

X He admits, however, the identity of situation and theme in 5 and 7-8.

M Dass das bloss auf Oscitanz des Schriftstellers beruhe, dass dieser an die
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but 6 6x^os, 7
20f

-) are not serious (cp. 6s2'
24f

- and 641f-). It was perhaps the

allusions in 7
1 and 7

25 which led an early copyist to mistake this site for the

true one. Displacement is, at any rate, preferable to the idea that v. 39

(Scholten), or vv. 37 "39 (Bacon), or Z1'^ (Wellhausen), are editorial additions.

(g) The pericope adulterae (7
53-811

), though occasionally defended by

critics of opposite schools {e.g. Burgon and Miller, Causes of Corruption in

the Trad. Text of the Holy Gospels, 1896, 232 f. ; A. Syski, De authentia loci

. . . dissertatio critica [Warsaw, 1905], Bretschneider, Thoma, Jacobsen,

and Kreyenblihl, ii. 162 f.) as an integral part of the gospel, betrays by its

un-Johannine tone and style an outside origin, either in the gospel of the

Hebrews* (Bleek, Pfleiderer), or in the gospel of Peter (Volkmar, cp.

Harnack in TU. xiii. 2. 50 f.), the Aramaic original of Matthew (Resch,

Agrapha, 36 f., Paulinismus, 419 f.), the original synoptic tradition

(Holtzmann), or, as most critics are content to imagine, the collected

materials of Papias (i.e. the traditions of John the presbyter). The textual

evidence is conclusive (cp. Westcott, ii. 380 f. ; Gregory's Canon and Text,

379, 513 f., and Zahn's INT. iii. 346 f. ). A number of MSS read it here,

as early as Jerome's day,—which in any case is an impossible position,—but

the majority of MSS and versions ignored it. The internal evidence points

to a source nearer the synoptic traditions, and to a site for the story (which is

undoubtedly authentic f) during the last days of Jesus in Jerusalem. Its

original position may have been somewhere between Mk 1217 and 131 (O.

Holtzmann, perh. before 1235, cp. iv rep lepy with ets to iepdv, Jn 82 ; Keim,

v. 165 f. ; Wittichen,/P7:, 1881, 366 f. ; and Hitzig, between I217 and 1218 ),

or (the Ferrar group) after Lk 21 (so Blass : op. cit. 155 f., Bacon, Westcott,

Harnack, SBBA., 1904, 193; cp. 82= Lk 21 38
), if not between Lk 2026

and 2027 (Holtzmann, TLZ., 1898, 536 f. ). Whether the textual form in D
is original (cp. von Soden's Schriften des NT. i. 486-524; ZNIV., 1907,

110-124) or not (Lietzmann, ZNW., 1907, 34-37), the synoptic colour of the

passage points to some such locus rather than any position, e.g., after 7
30 or J

u

(so some later MSS), or between 5 and 6 (Rendel Harris, New Testament

Autographs, pp. 10 f.). If it was inserted after 7
52 in order to fill up a

vacant place originally occupied by another story (Hausrath, Spitta, Urc. i.

194 f.), the early uncials betray as little knowledge of either pericope as the

versions. The probability is that this floating passage of primitive tradition

Leser seines Buches denke, fiir die das Kap. 5 wenige Seiten vorher stand,

nicht aber an die Horer der Rede, die dutch anderthalb Jahre von dem in

Kap. 5 Geschehenen getrennt waren, ist eine verzweifelte Auskunft, welche

die Riickstandigkeit der modernen theologischen Exegese kennzeichnet."
* In which, according to Eusebius (H. E. iii. 39. 18), there was a IcrTopla

irepl yvvaiubs iirl iroWats a/mapTiais 5ia(3\r]deLcrr}s ixi tov Kvpiov included in

the book of Papias. It is uncertain, however, whether this laTopia refers

to Lk 7
36 "50 or to Jn 7

53-811
.

f Halevy {PS., 1901, 244-257) objects to a lack of the gratitude and
affection which fallen women in the synoptic tradition show to Jesus, and
argues that the writing on the dust (cp. Jer 17

13
) was to condemn the

Pharisees as false witnesses. But there aie only quasi-reasons for supposing

that she was another Susanna (cp. 811 and Herm. Mand. iv. 1. 4).
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(cp. Burkitt's Two Lectures on the Gospels, 81 f. ; C. Taylor m/TS. iv. 129-

130, and Weiss in ZWT., 1903, 141-158) drifted as a marginal note into

some MSS of John at this point (perhaps as an illustration of 7
51 or 815

), and
finally was settled in the text during the third or the fourth century. If it was

at one time written (as there is some textual evidence to believe that it was) at

the end of the gospel-canon, it would be natural to find a place for it

somewhere in the Fourth gospel ; but this could not have been its early or

original position (cp. Loisy, 541).

(h) io22f
-, which interrupts io1

'21 and io24
"42

, may have originally lain

before 812 (cp. JTS. ii. 137-140), or (Bacon, Fourth Gospel, 493 f.) may
have been added, editorially, along with 213

-25 to fill up the five festal

revelations of Jesus (cp. Wellhausen, 49-50).

(z) The traditional position of 1244
"50

is isolated. There is an awkwardness
in u coming after 36b (the cry does not suit the secrecy), and indeed after

40f
-. When the passage is restored (cp. Wendt, Moffatt's HNT. 692) to

what may be conjectured to have been its original site between 36a and 36b
,

the ideas of light and faith (which it is far-fetched to view as a recapitu-

lation of 812 etc.) are carried on without any interruption, and Christ's

public utterances receive a sonorous climax. Earlier in the chapter,

I227-3o ( a Johannine reproduction of Lk 2243-44
) has been placed after II 41

by Fries {ZNW., 1900, 300) ; but this breaks the symmetry of the latter

passage.

(/) The hypothesis that chs. 15-16 represent a later addition, either

by the author himself (Becker, SK., 1889, 132 f. ; Lattey, Exp. 1
, May 1906,

433-434) or by a redactor (so, for 15-17, Wellhausen, Heitm tiller), allows

14
31 to lie in its original connection with 181 (ch. 17 being spoken by Jesus

standing in the attitude of prayer before leaving the room). The data in

favour of another author are hardly adequate, however (cp. Corssen, ZNW.,
1907, pp. 138 f., and Moftatt, Exp?, July 1907, 63 f.), except on the ex-

tremely precarious hypothesis that the gospel as a whole underwent a process

of accretion which was largely due to theological tendencies. To strike out

iyeipeaOe, ayufxev tvrevdev (Corssen) is to cut the Gordian knot, and the only

alternative is to follow the internal evidence, which points to the conclusion

that, by some dislocation, 14 has been displaced from its original position

immediately before 17. The canonical arrangement leaves some awkward

sequences, e.g. in the fact of a long discourse following 1430 {hereafter I will

not talk much with you),* the contradiction between 165 and 13
36 or 146

"6

(when the latter are put earlier), and the incongruity of i617f
- after declara-

tions like 13
33 1418 etc. The climax and final tone of 14s1 {Arise, let us go

hence) has always been felt to be strange, in view of the unexpected sequence

of 15-16 and 17 ; and though more or less forced psychological explanations

are possible, it is a fair hypothesis to regard this parallel to Mk 14^ as

indicating some break or (to use geological language) some fault in the strata

of the literary record. Three theories of the place originally occupied by

15-16 have been suggested; either (i.) to set them between 13
35 and 13

36

(Wendt, F. J. Paul), or (ii.) to interpolate them between 13
20 and 13

21 (Bacon,

* In the subsequent narrative only two brief words (1811 1927 ) are

addressed to disciples.
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7BL.
} 1894, pp. 64-76),* or (iii.) to restore them to their original position

between I331a and I331b (Spitta, Urc. i. pp. 168-193 ; Moffatt, HNT. 522 f.,

692 f.). (i.) interrupts the evident sequence of 13
33 and 13

36
, and reduces

1629
"33 and 13

36 -38 to the level of mere episodes between 141 "2 and 1627 "23
. (ii.)

also has the drawback of breaking the connection between 13
1 "11 and 13

21-30
.

(iii.) is, of all the variants of this hypothesis, the most attractive and in-

telligible. After the withdrawal of Judas, Jesus, in view of the wine at

table (Mk 14
s5

, Lk 2218
, Did. 9

2
), utters the parable of the Vine (15"-)

beginning with a special and warning allusion to the recent apostasy of his

friend (an unfruitful branch, 1

5

2= 1

3

30 "31
, I56= 13

27
), and urging brotherly

love as the bond of life (i59f# carrying on I314f
-

j cp. also 13
10-11 echoed

in 15
2 -3

, 13
17-18 in 15

4-5
, 13

18 in 15
16

, and 13
16 in 15

20
). The connection of

thought between 13
1 -30 and 15 grows in fact more vivid as the two passages

are set in juxtaposition ; thus the love of the disciples suggests to Jesus

( 1

5

18f
• ) the hatred shown them by the outside world, whose persecution

forms the next topic (I5 18-i63
), passing over into the compensations for

the bodily absence of Jesus from his afflicted followers (i64-i633
). This

stream of counsel and warning closes with a word of triumph, (i633=i331b "32
) f

which runs out into a renewed appeal for mutual love among the disciples.

Then follows Peter's protest (13
36 "38

), exactly as in the synoptic tradition

(Mt 2631 "35
), after Christ's mournful anticipation (1632 ). The final discourse

of 14 ends in the prayer of 17 (cp. I430= 17
1
, I46f - = I7 2f

-, I413= 17
4
). In the

solemn pause before the exit—a pause too short for such a discourse as that

of 15 and 16—Jesus utters this sublime rhapsody of faith, and then (181
) leads

the disciples out to face the end. Note that on this rearrangement 13
s4-35

is

not further from I512
-
17 than on the traditional, that I415

-
21 echoes 13

34 "35
,

and that 14
19

is more natural after 1616 (where the same statement, made for

the first time, rouses wonder).

(k) The difficulties of 1813
"28 require some hypothesis of transposition or

dislocation, (a) The order of Syrsin (
13

-
M-

14"15 - 19"23- 16-18- ^b'28
), unless it was

due to early harmonising tendencies, f yields a coherent outline (so, e.g., Mrs.

A. S. Lewis, ET. xii. 518-519, and Old Syriac Gospels, 1910, p. xxxiv ;

Blass, Philology of Gospels, 57 f. ; Loisy, £tiides Bibliques, 142 f. ; Calmes,

420 f.), though the separation of 15 and 16 is unlikely, (b) Spitta's proposal

{Urc. i. 158-168) is
13- 19 "24- 14"18

-
^b'28

, v. 25a being a copyist's repetition of 18b

for the sake of the narrative. This, however, still involves among other things

the awkward separation of 13 and 14
, and, unless we read (c)

13_14
-
24 - 15_23- 25 "28

(with J. N. Farquhar, ET vi. 284-288), the alternative is {d) 13"14 - 19"24- 15 -18«

^b-28 (G. G Findlay, ET. vi. 335 f., 478 f. ; Moffatt, HNT. 528 f., 693),

which straightens out the narrative, requires little textual change, and arose

from quite a credible slip on the part of a copyist, who passed from 14 to u

in the exemplar and only discovered his mistake in time to insert 19~24 after

* ^36-38 Demg aiso restored to their original position after i631f\ The
revisionists prefer to omit 13

36-38 (Corssen) or ^^-^(Wellhausen, Heitmliller),

to which Schwartz adds 13
23-26

, Wellhausen 13
27-29

.

f It is doubtful whether Tatian can be cited in favour of this order ; cp.

Hjelt's Die syrische Evangelienuebersetzung u. Tatian's Diatessaron, 1901,

pp. 128 f.
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18
, catching up the last words of 18 in order to ease the transition in 28a and thus

recover the thread of the narrative. On this rearrangement the etirov of m gets

a satisfactory subject, the high priest is Kaiaphas (as II 49"51
), and the dispatch

of Jesus to the latter ceases to be purposeless, as it is in the traditional order.

The slightest change would be to take M as a parenthesis or intercalated

remark (so from Erasmus to Edersheim). Otherwise it might be placed

after 14 (so from Cyril of Alexandria to Luther) or u (Strauss). Wellhausen

omits it with airb rod Kaia<pa
f
28

), and irp&TOv and dp%tepei>s &v rod ivtavrov

inelvov
(
13

), believing, with Schwartz (adding 25"27
) and Bousset, that the

references to Kaiaphas are interpolated (after Mt 263 - 57
) ; Bacon {Fourth

Gospel, 485 f. ) omits 14
(
15)-18 and 24"27 as interpolated by an editor, but his

thesis that the Tatianic order reflects the order in the original of the

Fourth gospel (see AJT. iv. 770-795), implies (a) that the Diatessaron

follows the chronological outline of the Fourth gospel—which is not the case,

as the feasts, e.g., are rearranged (cp. the excellent statement by Hobson in

The Diatessaron of Tatian and the Synoptic Problem^ pp. 33 f.)—and (b) that

the Tatianic order of the Johannine material is free from the abruptness

occasionally evident in the canonical text—which, again, is not the case,

since 4
45b forms but a poor bridge between 5

47 and 7
1
, while, e.g., 6n is hardly

a natural prelude to 4
4
.

Turning back, with these data, to the larger problem of the

gospel's structure, we still lack a sure clue to any process of

extensive editing. Upon the one hand, the Fourth gospel has

been composed in such a way that any earlier documents can

no longer be disentangled without recourse to highly arbitrary

canons of literary procedure and speculative reconstructions of

the text. On the other hand, any original * details and sayings

which may be assumed to lie embedded in its pages do not

require more than some primitive witness upon whom the author

draws, either in the way of reproducing them from oral tradition

or by direct reminiscence. These reminiscences are more easily

felt than denned. But while the recognition of a good tradition

under, e.g., some of the Judean passages and Jewish allusions in the

Fourth gospel may imply an eye-witness as their ultimate source,

it need not have been John the apostle. The disciples who
accompanied Jesus on any of his visits to Judea and Jerusalem

must have included those familiar to us in the synoptic gospels,

* Original, i.e. in the sense of being independent of the synoptic traditions.

The speeches are not condensed summaries, but expansions of such sayings or

variations upon homiletic themes suggested more than once by OT passages

upon which midrashic interpretation had been playing (cp. G. Klein's Det

dlteste Christliche Katechismus, 1909, pp. 49 f.). For the Fourth gospel at

an inspired Targum, freely rendering the sense of Christ's teaching for a latex

age, cp. Abbott's Diat. 3374 A.
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but it is only on the last visit to Jerusalem that the beloved

disciple appears in the role of pre-eminence ; this role at

one point (1815
) suggests not a Galilean fisherman, but a

Jerusalemite ; it is significant that the beloved disciple is not

claimed as an authority for the characteristic episodes in the

earlier portion of the gospel, at some of which, indeed {e.g. 3
lf-

and 4
6f

'), he could not have been present, and the sole trait for

which his authority is cited (19
35

) is one of the most doubtful

statements in the whole narrative.

Little or no result has flowed from the repeated attempts to postulate a

Johannine document or substratum, which have been made for a century and

a quarter by critics from Bertholdt (INT. iii. 1302 f.), who argued that John

took down the Aramaic sayings of Jesus on the spot and afterwards wrote

them out from his notes, to Wendt, Briggs,* and Spittaf (Das Johannes-

Evglm als Quelle der Geschichte Jesu, 19 10). Since John the apostle was

martyred early, the only available hypotheses of this kind are those which

make the historical narrative come from a disciple of John, and merely the

discourses from the apostle himself (so, e.g., Eckermann originally in

Theologische Beitrdge, 1796; C. H. Weisse, die Evglienfrage, 1856); or

those which more cautiously make John only the witness or guarantee of the

tradition, the authorship being relegated to a later hand (so, e.g., Paulus, in

the Heidelberg Jahrbiicher der Literatur, 1821, pp. H2f. ; J. R. Tobler,

ZWT., i860, pp. 169 f., ascribing composition to Apollos; Karl von Hase's

Geschichte Jesu, 1876 ; Reuss, La Bible, vi., 1879 5 Sabatier, ESR. vii. 181 f. ;

Ewald, Renan, and Weizsacker). It is one thing to postulate a general

historical basis underlying some of the logia and perhaps the incidents in the

gospel, and quite another thing to work out in detail a theory of literary

partition by means of which the Johannine tradition is disengaged from the

later editorial expansion (so variously Schweitzer, das EvglmJoh. nach seinem

inneren Werth u. seiner Bedeutung, 1841 ; T'obler's die Evglienfrage, 1858;

DelfF, Soltau, Wendt, and Spitta).

DelfFsJ earlier nucleus of the gospel consists mainly of the following

passages : I
6"8, 19"61 212"16, 18 "20

*
23"2B &-A43 445 5

1"16* 80"47 630
"86, 41"58, 60~71 71*86,

45-62. 87-38. 40-44 glS.jjW I21-15« ""24. 81-32. 34-87. 42-50 j.,1-19. 21-88 j^l-i^O jgl-84.

lB-4a 201"8, 1M1
. Wendt's apostolic source, or Johannine logia, may be traced

* Cp. New Light on Life ofJesus (1904), pp. 140-158.

t Spitta's exhaustive analysis, with its Johannine Grundschrift (A) and its

second and secondary source (B), both edited by the redactor, is no advance

on its predecessors ; its extra complexity is not warranted by the complexity

of the data.

% Criticisms of Delff by Sanday (Exp* iv. 328 f., v. 375 f.), A. Meyer

(TR., 1899, 255 f., 295 f.), and Holtzmann (TLZ., 1890, 588 f. ). The most

permanent suggestion of Delffs was that the author was a Jerusalemite disciple

of Jesus, of priestly lineage, who after writing the gospel in Jerusalem worked

in Ephesus as a diSdovcaXos and then re-edited his gospel (adding, e.g., ch. 21
j

for Asia Minor. This stands better than his linguistic analysis.
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for the most part in i
1 *6, 9"14, 16"18 213"16 (substance). 18-20 ^i-a». $-21 .4-12 (substance),

13-15. 19-25 27. (?). 31-38 rl-3. 5-7. 16-27. 30-32. 34a. 36b-47 yl5-19. 21b-24 527-58 (substance). 60-61.

63-64a. 65-69 yl-7 (?). 10-14 (substance). 25-27 (Bubstauce). 28-29. 33-43 (?) gl2-20a. 21-29. 31L-59 gl.

4-5. 39-41 jqI-18. 19-21a (substance). 23-38. 40 (?) j
jl. 3. 6-6 (?). 7-10. 16. 17-22 (substance). 23-27.

28-35 (substance). 38 I220-28a. 31-32. 34-36a. 44-47a. 48-50 j.,1-10. 12-17. 20. Slb-SJjr.jg j .,37-38

14, 17, I833
-38* I99

"lla
. Similarly Soltau (ZNW., 1901, 140-149 ; SK., 1908,

177-202), after putting on one side the material derived from the synoptic

tradition {e.g. i
19"28

- s1 "34
I
35"42

) 213
"17* 19- ^ 4

43 "54 61"25- 66_7J q1 * 6_2S ii 47*55
(
57)«

I23-8. 12-16 I326-27 l8> jgi-M. 38-42 20i-2. n-13. 19-23)^ finds the original Johannine

Logia (i.e. sayings with a historical introduction) in I
1

f
35"42)* 43-51 29

"11 31 "12,

22-31a .1-9 (16-19). 29-30. 39-42 rl-16 (18) yl-81 82"11 923-41 I220
"33

I
37*43

) I 22
'15 (16-20). (31-36)

19
25 -37 2014

"18
*
25"29

. Even the attractive shape into which Wendt has thrown

the hypothesis of C. H. Weisse breaks down ;
* the distinguishing data of the

two sources are inadequate ; it is just in the discourses of Jesus that some of

the least historical features of the gospel recur, and these cannot be eliminated

without an arbitrary treatment of the text. The distinction, moreover, between

the narratives (with their emphasis on (x-rjixeta) and the speeches (with ^pya—
fjri/j.aTa) cannot be carried through, for in the latter the ?pya of Jesus are not

severed entirely from the arj/xela (cp. 626, 30
), whereas once at least in the

narrative Jesus does not lay stress on his <T7]/j.e?a (2029 ), and in 7
s (narrative)

works are equivalent to signs and wonders, t The work of Jesus (17
4
) was to

manifest the glory of God (17
3
), and this surely included the manifestation of

the divine life in the a-rj/ie'ia as well as in the words of the Son. In the light

of 5
17-27

etc., it is not possible to confine work and working in the Fourth

gospel to any specific line of activity such as that of preaching and teaching.

The work to which Jesus refers in 7
21

is a miracle, and when the works of

himself (5
s6

) and God (5
s7

) are ranked objectively with the testimony of the

Baptist (5
33 "34

) and the Scriptures (5
39

), those fyya, especially in the light of

an allusion like that of io37, cannot be what Wendt's theory demands.

More help is to be secured by recognising that the addition

of 21 to the gospel must have been accompanied by some further

process of editing in the text of 1-20. The extent to which this

was carried depends on the view taken of the ' beloved disciple

'

and of the putative authorship, as well as on the theory adopted

with regard to the First epistle. The author of the latter—it is

a fair hypothesis—may have edited Jn 1-20 (Zurhellen adds the

Apocalypse in 1-3, 21-22); but even this conjecture leaves us in

* Cp. the critiques by Holtzmann (7ZZ, 1886, 197-200), Haupt (SK.

1893, 217 f.), Lock {/TS., 1903, 194-205), G. W. Stewart (Exp., 1903, 65-

80, 135-146), Corssen [GGA., 1901, 645-656), Bacon (AJT. t 1901, 146-148),

Hitchcock (AJT., 1901, 146-148), Howlett (Dublin Review, 1904, 314-335),

J. A. Cross (ET., 1903, 33i~333)> Swete (Exp., 1903, 267-282), Hargrove

(HJ. i. 410-412), and Schmiedel (EBi. 2554-2556).

f There is no evidence in the context that Jesus corrects this idea of his

brothers. He simply protests against their eagerness for a manifestation of

power in Judea.
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the dark as to the precise extent and motives of the editorial

revision which added 21 1 -24
, and which has been traced in i2 8S

and i832 as well as in 1935
, in 5

28"29 (Scholten, Wendt, Zurhellen),

640. 44. 54 ! !

r
25f. I4s. 18b. 28b (Zurhellen), and in the editorial additions

or marginal glosses already noted, i.e. especially in the more

eschatological and popular traits which distinguish the First epistle

from the bulk of the gospel. A further application of this hypo-

thesis attributes to it the beloved-disciple passages (Schwartz),

while Schutz, Wellhausen, and F. Westberg (Die Biblische Chrono-

logie nach Flavins Josephus und das Todesjahr Jesu, 1910, 83 f.),

agree that the festival-journeys of Jesus have been interpolated in

the original gospel, in order to lengthen out the ministry to three

or four years. Wellhausen postulates a Galilean Grundschrift (A),

with no speeches, composed by some anonymous author; but its

resemblances to Mark do not serve to throw much light upon it,

if the anonymous author (Ev. Joh. pp. 102 f.) dealt freely with

his prototype ; and its Marcan character is not obvious, if it

lacked teaching and stories of the healing ministry. It has also

been worked over by a redactor (B), who draws especially on

Matthew and Luke,* and reproduces dialogues and discourses of

Jesus. The criteria for this are not more convincing than in the

case of Wendt's partition-theory.

The outcome of our investigation is therefore negative and

tentative on the whole. The central problems of the gospel lie

beyond the reach of purely literary criticism, and no reconstruction

of a supposed apostolic source does justice to the dual character-

istics of the book. " In many sections," as even Zahn admits

(INT. iii. p. 337), " the narrative lacks the clearness and definite-

ness which we should expect from an eye-witness." " The whole

nature of his employment of the synoptic literature is symptomatic

of the secondary character of his history. An independent witness

might, of course, have been acquainted with earlier presentations

of the same history : his own might have coincided with them in

its main features ; but, writing in the light of his own recollections

and the impressions made on himself, he must have preserved

some originality of detail. The fourth evangelist, on the other

* Bousset regards the Grundschrift as Lucan in tone, and ascribes to the

redactor a predilection for Matthew. Thus, "im Ubrigen charakterisiert

sich die Perikope I
19"27 als eine freie Bearbeitung von Apg 13

25 und dem
lukanischen Bericht uber den Taufer, dem auch der Wortlaut i

26f
* am

nachsten steht" (TR. xii. 55).

36
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hand, is dependent, even in minute details, on the earliei

narrative " (Wendt, p. 48). This feature of a later age is even

more marked in passages which have no synoptic parallels.

Thus the dialogues, beginning with the introduction of some

figure, pass over into a disquisition or monologue, in which the

author voices, through Jesus, his own or rather the church's

consciousness, usually upon some aspect of the christology

which is the dominant theme of the whole book. The original

figure is forgotten ', Nicodemus, the Samaritan woman, or the

Greeks serve as the point cPapfiui, and presently the so-called

conversation drifts over into a doctrinal meditation upon some

aspect of Christ's person, leaving the figure or figures in question

without any record of Christ's final attitude, or of the effect which

he produced.* This method recurs even in the description of

John's cross-examination by the deputation from Jerusalem (i 19f
-).

It precludes the idea that the author could have been an eye-

witness of these scenes, or that he is reproducing such debates

from memory. The interests of the writer lie in the dialectic of

his faith rather than in the situation which he provides for its

successive movements.

The objection taken to this view of the Fourth gospel, viz. that there was

no milieu for such controversial discussions, falls to the ground in presence

of writings like Justin's dialogue with Trypho, where the obscure origin of

the Christ (viii., ex., cp. Jn 7
s7

), his birthplace (cviii., cp. Jn 7
41

*-), the

question of Sabbath observance (xxiii., xxvi. f., xlvii. etc., cp. Jn 810t 7
19t

),

the coming of Elijah (xlix. f., cp. Jn I
21

), Jews and Samaritans (lxxviii., cp.

Jn 4, 85
), etc., are among the topics of contemporary interest (see

above, p. 531).

Over against these traits lie the indications already mentioned,

which suggest that the author had access to some reliable his-

torical traditions for his work. In view of such dual phenomena,

the least objectionable hypothesis lies among those which

postulate not only the influence of Alexandrian thought in the

Asiatic church and the development of Pauline and post-Pauline

conceptions, but a certain oral tradition (Johannine or not) upon

the life of Jesus which had hitherto flowed apart from the ordinary

channels of evangelic composition, f The logia of this tradition

* An instance of this, in epistolary literature, occurs in Gal 2Uf\

f So, after Wendt and others, Cone {Gospel Criticism and Historical

Christianity, 1 89 1, pp. 251 f. : "While on any hypothesis of its origin

many critical problems remain unsolved, there is at least a strong probability

for a Johannine nucleus in the book, for frequent ' words of the Lord
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cannot often be disentangled from their setting. The discourses

in which they are embodied represent the genius of a single

writer, voicing the faith of his circle as well the ideas of his own
mind. Nor is it possible to ascertain the exact literary channel

by means of which these sayings and traditions have flowed into

their present position through the homilies of the early church,

any more than to estimate precisely the extent to which their

original shape and colour have been altered, previous to their

incorporation in this gospel, or during their passage through the

rich, devout mind of the author (see pp. 43-44). But their

gnomic character, their outstanding originality, and their pro-

found depth, prove that the dramatic and creative genius of

the author had materials to draw upon * in composing the

meditations and illustrations of Jesus which distinguish this

gospel from the synoptists.

§ 8. The Beloved disciple and others.— The mixture of

adherence to the synoptic tradition and imaginative freedom in

its treatment comes out (a) in the author's references to the

disciples, and (b) in his allusions to the family of Jesus.

Peter, in accordance with the dominant tradition, still occupies a certain

position of primacy among the disciples. Alluded to before he comes on the

scene (i 40f#
), he is still their spokesman upon occasion, plays a prominent r61e

at the last supper (i36-10-
24f

-
36f

*) and in the closing scenes (18
10-27

), and, in

accordance with primitive tradition (l Co 15
5
, cp. Lk 244 ), has his own access

to the risen Lord (Jn 2i 7"8
).f Andrew is Simon Peter's brother (i 41f* 68

), and

Jesus calls him Kephas from the outset—a proof not only of divine prescience

but of Peter's pre-eminence as the bulwark of the church, of which he is the

(Kvptaicd. \6yia) handed down from the apostle without connection, probably,

and without a historical setting. . . . The attentive reader finds on almost

every page of the Gospel words which are probably genuine Johannine logia

of Jesus"), and O. Holtzmann (Ledenjesu, Eng. tr. p. 46: "At the time

that he composed his work the traditions of the life of Christ had not yet

become crystallised in the church's faith. Hence the current of the evangelic

narrative was still able to carry along with it much material that had not been

utilised by the synoptists ").

* "It may be said with certainty that a literary artist capable of inventing

the most striking sayings of Jesus to Nicodemus or to the woman of Samaria

would have made his composition as a whole more flawless, more artistically

perfect than the Fourth gospel actually is. Judged from an artist's point of

view, it has blots and awkwardnesses which a master of imaginative invention

would never have suffered his work to exhibit " (M. Arnold).

t In 206"8
, however, it is suggested that while the other disciple entered

the tomb and believed, Peter had entered without believing (on the earlji

attempts in Syrsin to correct 208 into the plural, cp. Diat. 1556 f.).
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spokesman (6
OTf

-). The author thus not only throws back Mt 1618 so as to

cover Peter's career from the beginning, but omits the subsequent rebuke

{thou Satan!) of Mt 1623
, and associates the devil not with Peter, but with

judas Iskariot (6
71

13
s

- ™).

The remarkable prominence of Andrew, as compared with his position in

the synoptic tradition (where he stands second to Peter in the apostolic lists

of Mt. and Lk.), appears in three places, l
40f

- 68f
- and I221f\ (a) He is not

only one of the first two disciples (of John the Baptist) who joined Jesus, but

is the first disciple named in the gospel ; he brings his brother Peter to Jesus,

and Bethsaida is expressly called the city of Andrew and Peter, (b) He
volunteers information to Jesus about the food-supply—another detail which

the synoptic tradition omits, (c) Finally, he acts as intermediary between the

Greek inquirers and Jesus. These allusions, corroborated by the traditions

(e.g. Papias, Gospel of Peter, Gospel of the Twelve) of the second century,*

indicate that Andrew, like Philip, was an important figure for the (Asiatic)

circle in which the Fourth gospel circulated. The latter is the first disciple

whom JesusJinds (i
43

). Andrew's confession of faith is the first in the gospel,

We have found the messiah, but Philip's is more explicit : We have found
him of whom Moses wrote in the law and of whom the prophets wrote, Jesus

the son of Joseph , from Nazareth. He is prominent at the feeding of the

multitude near his native place (6
5ft

), and it is he to whom the Greek

inquirers first apply (1221
). On all these occasions he is associated more or

less closely with his fellow-townsman, Andrew ; in his request for a theophany

(14
8
) he is alone, but it is possible that he and Andrew are the anonymous

pair of disciples in 212
.

Thomas, who has no independent r61e in the synoptic tradition, comes

into prominence in the final Judean cycle of stories in the Fourth gospel, at

II 16 145 and 2024"29
; in the appendix he is mentioned, next to Peter (21

2
),

among the disciples to whom Jesus appeared after death in Galilee. It is

curious that John only mentions ' the twelve ' four times, and always ' in

connection with some mention of treachery, possible desertion, or unbelief;

he significantly widens ( 1

3

20
) the saying recorded in Mt io40=Lk io16, and

apparently ranks Nathanael almost on a level with the twelve, some of whom
he entirely ignores (cp. Diat. 167 1, 1695). The absence of N. from the

synoptic lists of the twelve, together with the fact that Philip in the latter is

followed by Bartholomew, has suggested that B. and N. represent the same

person, B. being the patronymic name (so, e.g., Keim, Renan, Calmes, and

Zahn) ; the similarity of the name has led others {e.g., Resch, TU. x. 3.

829 f.; Rohrbach, Berichte auf d. Auferstehung, 51 f.; Weizsacker) to identify

him with Matthew Levi, which has the merit of reproducing the Papias-list

;

the details f in I
45** have led others again to see in him a symbolical figure of

* In one Coptic (Akhmim) fragment of a second century (a.d. 150-180)

anti-gnostic gospel (ed. Schmidt, SBBA., 1895, 705-711), Andrew appears

with Peter and Thomas in a scene corresponding to that of Jn 2025f-

J
while in

another gnostic fragment (ed. Schmidt, SBBA., 1896, pp. 839 f.) he plays a

similar r61e of incredulity.

t Abbott {Diat. 3375-3377) regards the story as a version of the story of

Zacchaeus in the sycamore tree.



ALLUSIONS TO DISCIPLES 565

Paul or Paulinism (Honig, ZWT., 1884, nof. ; Holtzmann, BL. iv. 294 f. ;

O. Schmiedel, Hauptprobleme d. Leben-Jesu 2
, 22 f., 117 f. ; Kreyenbuhl, ii.

353 f. ; E. F. Scott, pp. 47 f. etc.), the Paul who, a genuine Israelite,

worshipping under the unsatisfactory fig-tree of Judaism, was called by Christ

(Ac 228 =Jn I
48

), and broke through the prejudices of his early environment to

win personal intercourse with Jesus and to utter a greater confession of faith

in the divine Son than his predecessors in the apostolate. But in view of

Gal I
1 - 15 **, a later writer would hardly have described Paul's approach to

Jesus as mediated by any human agency (Jn I
45

*
48

), and even the desire of

emphasising the apostolic prestige would not have made the agency apostolic
;

he would rather have chosen terms like those of I
43

. Besides, visions were

not a special feature of Paul's apostolate (2 Co n 21 12 1
), and the call of Paul

was not motived as in Jn I
48 (note eTdov, not iK&Xeo-a or e<j>wvf)<ra). It would

be more plausible to identify him with the beloved disciple John (so, e.g.,

Spaeth, ZWT., 1868, 168 f., 309 f., and Rovers, TT.
y 1869, 653-661).

This would imply that the references in Jn 21 are from another plane of

thought, though, if the note in 2

1

2
is correct, it helps to fill out the connection

between i
44** and 2lf\*

It is often argued that by the TrpZrov or irpwros of I
41 the writer subtly

suggests that after Andrew found his brother Peter, the other disciple of

j35-40 found his brother ; consequently, as the sons of Zebedee were the only

other pair of brothers who (according to the synoptic tradition) were among
the earliest disciples of Jesus, and as the Fourth gospel never mentions them

by name, their calling is implied here (so, e.g., Westcott, Godet, Zahn,

Calmes; cp. Abbott, Diat. 1720, 1901). The Fourth gospel is full of subtle

touches, but this is hyper-subtle. John plays no independent or special r61e

in the synoptic tradition ; he and his brother James are called (Mk 1
19-20

)

after Peter and Andrew ; in the lists of the twelve he comes fourth (except in

Mk 3
16 "18 where Andrew falls from the second to the fifth place, as in Mk 13*

to the fourth) ; the only occasion on which he acts as spokesman for the

twelve (Mk 9
38"41=Lk 9

49-50
) exposes him to a rebuke for having failed to

appreciate the generous temper of Jesus, and the presumptuous claim

advanced by himself and his brother (Mk io35f-, softened by Mt 2O20f
)

betrays an equal misconception. He is third in the group of the four

disciples who draw from Jesus (Mk I33f
-) his prophecy of the future, and in

the group of three who fail Jesus in Gethsemane (Mk i432f*= Mt 2636f*) ; but

neither at the last supper, nor during the trial, nor after the death of Jesus,

does he appear. On the other hand, there are slight traces in Lk. of a higher

place (contrast 851 with Mk 5
s7

, 9
28 = Mk 9

2 and Mt 17
1
) next to Peter in the

only two scenes (raising of daughter of Jairus, and the transfiguration) where

Peter and the sons of Zebedee appear as a trio of intimates, before the vigil in

Gethsemane. Furthermore, Lk. omits the claim of Mk io35*-, though he was

aware of it (cp. 1249
-50 2224f

- = Mt 2025f
-), identifies the two confidential

disciples of Mk 14
13 (Mt 26 17f

- simply oi /jt,adr)Tal) with Peter and John (2

2

7"14
),

omits the fact (Mk i433f
- = Mt 2637f

-) that Peter and the two sons of Zebedee

* To Loisy (246 f.), N. is a composite figure, idealised out of Matthew,

Zacchaeus, and Paul. The identity of N. with Matthew and Zacchaeus was
first suggested by Strauss.
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slept in Gethsemane and were rebuked by Jesus (22s9-48), and that all the

disciples fled after their Master was arrested (Mk i460= Mt 2656
), and adds to

the women at the cross (Mk l54(M1 = Mt 27s5 "56
) irdvres ol yixaaroi airo

standing at a distance (22 49
). This is carried forward in Acts, where John is

closely associated with Peter (i
18 3"* 4

13f
- 8 14"15

) during the early Jerusalemite

period (cp. Gal 29) in the leadership of the church. He then drops into

oblivion ; the control of the Jerusalemite church passes into the hands of

James, the brother of Jesus. He is absent from the Fourth gospel, unless he

is the beloved (or, other) disciple. Comparatively little is made of the latter

figure, except to hint at his pre-eminence in one or two scenes (adapted from

the synoptic tradition) where Peter is prominent.* At the last supper (is
231

-)

this favourite disciple is assumed to be in the secret of Jesus, as none of the

others is. During the trial (i815f
*) Peter again requires his intervention,

this time to gain entrance to the palace of the high priest. At the cross

(io,25**) he receives charge of the mother of Jesus (mission to Jewish

Christians?) f and witnesses the humor effusus ; at the grave (202f#
) he is the

first to see the empty tomb and then believe, i.e. without requiring to see the

risen Christ. The empty tomb was enough for him ; all else, OT proofs

and even the witness of the women, was secondary.

The possibility of a mystical reference in all (except i82M') of these

passages does not exclude—in fact it would rather point to—a literal basis.

If by the disciple whom Jesus loved {8v -fjydira 6 'Irjaovs) the author means to

suggest the typical or ideal Christian, a permanent witness to Christ's love

{till I come, 21), the ideal is in part a Pauline ideal (= Gal 220
) ; so, e.g.,

Bacon {Exp. 1 iv. 324 f., Fourth Gospel in Research and Debate, 301 £),$ who
declares that " the heart of the Fourth Gospel is Paul's confession of his faith

in Gal 220 " (p. 326), and that " when we can be satisfied to take this Gospel

for what it is, the richest, choicest flower of the spiritual life of the Pauline

churches a half century after Paul's death ... a new era will begin in the

appreciation of this great Gospel." The choice lies between identifying the

beloved disciple with John the apostle § or John a Jerusalemite (Delff,

Bousset, etc.), and regarding him as ideal. The chief objections to the latter

* He is never contrasted with sceptical Jews or imperfect Christians.

t Volter {Mater Dolorosa und der Lieblingsjiinger desJohannes Evglms>

Mit einem Anhang iiber die Komposition dieses Evglm, 1907) makes the

beloved disciple in 1-20 the John Mark of Ac 1212 ; the gospel is to prove

that he was not a mere interpreter of Peter, but superior to him. In 21,

however, the beloved disciple is the Ephesian presbyter. This is great

honour done to John Mark (see above, p. 512).

% " The artist who paints an ideal figure has a model, but what he aims to

delineate is not the model." While the beloved disciple originally was an

ideal figure (according to Bacon), partially drawn from Paul, the editor of

the appendix identified him with the apostle.

§ An idealised figure of the historical John (Scholten, op. cit. 397 f.) is as

adequate an explanation as perhaps any other ; the title is a play upon the

meaning of the name. Similarly we may feel the inwardness of Nikodemus

and the Samaritan woman as types of Judaism uniting belief and the love of

wonders, and the more susceptible paganism of the age.
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view are the psychological difficulty of conceiving how an abstract figure

could be put side by side with the other disciples, and the fact that, in the

Jerusalem-scenes, Delft's hypothesis has considerable plausibility.

(d) The sisters of Jesus are ignored, but his brothers are introduced as

different from his disciples (2
12

) and sceptical of his claims (7
1 "10

), a practical

illustration of I
11 "13

. The coolness of the relations between them and the

Logos-Christ is developed in the case of his mother, whose earthly relation-

ship is carefully detached from the higher interests of the Logos-Christ on the

only two occasions on which she is mentioned (2
4 1925 "27

). The symbolic

significance of the mother is evident in both places. Taken literally, the two

passages may be held not only to conflict with historical probability, but to

reveal an aloofness which it is psychologically difficult to associate with Jesus.

The presence of Mary at the cross may be a deduction from Ac I
14

, and both

scenes possibly reflect a dramatised variant of Mk 3
31 -35

etc., introduced for

the purpose of differentiating the new religion from its parent stock. In the

former, the Logos-Christ denies that he has anything in common with his

family ; in the latter he finally loosens the nearest tie of earthly relationship.

It is only when the narratives are taken as symbolic rather than as a mere

record of fact that their full meaning emerges.

§ 9. The authorship.—The fourth gospel makes no statement

about its author. It ends with the remark, ravra SI yiypa-n-Tai

tva 7ri(TT€V7]T€, but it is silent upon 6 ypouj/as. The appendix,

however, after describing the destiny of the fxaOrjTrjs ov r^yaira 6

Irjarovs, adds in an editorial note (21 24
): ovros eVriv 6 /xaOrjrrjq

6 fiaprvpdiv Trept rovrtav kcu 6 ypatyas ravra. Unless the last four

words are to be regarded as an interpolation (so, e.g., von Soden),

the beloved disciple, who only appears definitely in the closing

days of Christ's life, is claimed not simply as the authority for the

whole gospel (to which ravra here refers), but as its author.

But quis custodiet custodesl This claim is not made by him-

self;* it comes from the anonymous circle who endorse the

gospel (kcu olScLfAtv on aXrjOrjS avrov rj fxaprvpca iarcv), and who
have added the two closing notes (21 24 -25

), both of which

indicate that the gospel had been, or might be expected to be,

criticised for its unique contents (so different, e.g., from the

synoptic tradition) and for its incompleteness. The latter

criticism has been already met by anticipation in 2030-31
; the

former is to be felt at 1935
, the only passage in the gospel which

definitely connects the author with an eye-witness. Here, after

the soldier has pierced the side of Jesus with a lance, causing

blood and water to pour out of the wound, the narrative

continues : and he who saw it has borne witness (/cat 6 ecupa/cws

* For attempts to preserve part of these verses for John, cp. Wetzel {op,

cit. pp. 15 f.).
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(xefxapTvpr)K€v), and his witness is true,—yea, he knows that he is

telling the truth (kcu iKeivos oTSev on aXyjdyj Aeyet),

—

thatyou also

may believe. Is Zkzlvos, in this enigmatic protest, a human
authority or, by a strong asseveration (cp. 2 Co n 11 - 81

), the

exalted Christ (so, e.g., Dechent, SX., 1899, 448 f. ; Abbott,

EBi. 1809; Zahn, Kommentar, 658 f. ; Peake, London Quart.

Review, 1905, 275 ; Forbes, Haussleiter's Zwei Apost. Zeugen, 26—

28)? When the mystic or symbolic sense of at/x,a koi vSwp is

connected in any way with 1 Jn 5
s

, the divine reference of

cKetvos becomes rather more probable, since in 1 Jn. the pronoun

always means the exalted Christ. Still, the connection is

different here, and upon the whole e/cetvos may be reasonably

regarded as equivalent to 6 ecopaKws, the beloved disciple of 1926 .

This would imply (a) that the writer was or wished to be taken

for (so, e.g. Renan, Jiilicher, Loisy) the said eye-witness, or (b)

that he appeals to this earlier authority in order to corroborate a

statement which he anticipates will rouse suspicion (so, e.g.,

Hilgenfeld, Weisse, Harnack, Weizsacker, von Soden, Wendt,

Pfleiderer, J. Reville, Calmes, Schmiedel, Wellhausen).

Physiologically, it is possible that water mixed with blood issued from

some wheal or bleb on the surface of the body, which the lance pierced, " but

blood and water from an internal source are a mystery" (Dr. C. Creighton,

EBi. 960-961), or, as Origen called it, rb irapabo^ov (c. Cels. ii. 36). The
main point, however, is that the writer's religious interpretation of the

phenomenon which he records is not anti-doketic (as in I Jn 5
6
),—the effusion

of blood would have sufficed for that purpose,—but symbolical. The object

of 19
31"37

is to clinch the proof that Jesus died as the true paschal Lamb, of

which no bone was to be broken. This rounds off the isolated testimony of I
29

,

and explains the symbolism of the blood and water as the evidence of spiritual

life issuing from the death of the Christ ; the effusion of blood signifies the

removal of sins, the effusion of water the impartation of life eternal, and the

collocation of both indicates that these are vitally connected in the work of Christ.

This would be confirmed if 6 Tnarevuv els ipe" in "j
38 were taken with kol\

irivfToj of 7
37 (cp. Nestle, ZNW., 1909, 323), and airov referred not to the

individual believer but to the Christ (so, e.g., Grill, 16 ; Loisy, Calmes, Forbes,

Westcott), as was apparently the view of the Gallic Christians c. A.D. 570

(Eus. H. E.s. 1. 22) and possibly Cyprian amongst others.* The author makes

* All three points, Christ as the source of living water, believers not only

as the recipients but transmitters of it, and the identification of it with the

Spirit, are represented in the third ode of Solomon in the Pistis Sophia, an

ode which (cp. Ryle and James, The Psalms of Solomon, pp. 157 f. ; R.

Harris, The Odes and Psalms of Solomon, 12-13) is tinged with Johannine

rather than specifically gnostic colours, and is probably to be dated not later

than the first half of the second century A.D.
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Jesus refer to himself as airov, because the passage (see p. 33) is a prophetic

quotation, with a proleptic allusion to the Spirit which was not to be poured

out upon believers until Jesus was glorified (7
39= 2022 ). On the other hand,

when 7
38

is read with 6 Triarevcov els i/xi as equivalent to the following avrov,

the conception of the believer as a source of spiritual blessing for others tallies

with 2022*23
, especially if the fiadyral of the latter scene are not restricted to

the apostles.

19s5 is therefore, as Blass warned critics (SJC., 1902, 128 f.),

a foundation of sand upon which to build any critical theory of

this gospel's origin, whether the verse should be relegated to the

margin (e, fuld. om.) or not. Its use is to prove not the presence

of an eye-witness, but the spiritual testimony or interpretation

which is the essential aim of the writer. Furthermore, the verse

is so closely connected with 21 24
, that either the editor of the

appendix must have moulded his words on the former passage,

or inserted the latter (so, e.g., Bacon, Fourth Gospel in Research

and Debate, 171 f.) * as a paraphrase of 3 Jn 12 and 1 Jn 5
6f«

The latter alternative is preferable. If i934-35 - 37 are omitted

(with the opening and un-Johannine iyive.ro yap ravra of v. 36
),

the sense is clear : ov Karia^av avrov ra cri<£X.r), Iva f) ypacfirf

TrXrjpwOr}' ocrrovv ov crvvrpt^tjcreTaL avrov (so, e.g., Schwartz,

Wellhausen, Heitmiiller). The interpolation in vv. 34-35 tallies

substantially with 21 24
, the main difference being the substitution

of €K€ti/os otSev for olSa/xcv. V.87
, with its un-Johannine krlpa

ypa<f>y, points to the circle from which Apoc i 7 (cp. Mt 2430)
originated, though the quotation is differently applied (there

eschatological, here historical). On the other hand, it must be

allowed that the mere omission of v.85 (with kcu iirjXOev cvOvs

alfxa Kal vSwp in 84
, and iyivero yap ravra in 36

)
gives an equally

good sense, and at the same time avoids the necessity of

regarding 2027 as another interpolation (or part of one).

Unless John the presbyter is brought in (cp. besides

Harnack, etc., S. Eck in Preuss. Jahrb., 1898, 25-45), the author

of Jn 1-20 and the editor who revised it and added the

* According to Bacon, R. (the Ephesian editor) identified the nameless

elder who composed the Fourth gospel and the epistles with the beloved

disciple. It is too drastic to regard (so, e.g., Schwartz and Bousset) the
' beloved disciple ' passages as editorial insertions—an analysis which, among
other results, would leave Judas with little else than the bag, in the original

draft of the gospel. On the other hand, no theory of an apostolic

Grundschrift, or even of a ' Johannine ' source for narratives or logia, has yet

been worked out with any approach to probability.
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appendix are both unknown. The former, like the writer of

Matthew, was one of the anonymous early Christian authors,

probably of Jewish origin, who were content to sink their names

in their great cause and subject. All we can discover is the

general traits and tendencies of his mind, as these may be

supposed to come out in his work. It is not a paradox to say

that nothing in his pages necessarily implies, while several

features practically forbid the conjecture that he was an eye-

witness. " His mastery of midrashic method, especially that of

a ' spiritualising ' Alexandrian type, reminds us of an Apollos

;

his attitude towards Stoic conceptions and to some of the

commonplaces of Greek philosophy recalls the venerable Ephesian

teacher of Justin Martyr. All reasonable inferences of this kind

have value in proportion as they help us to understand the

author, his task and his times " (Bacon, Fourth Gospel, 464). It

may be a convincing proof of the superiority of Christianity,

that, "when the exquisite Greek word-science, the brilliant

dialectic, the dramatic colouring, of the alluring life, the exalted

death, the perfect self-sacrifice, of the Platonic Socrates had

failed altogether to influence the masses of mankind, the religion

of Jesus, springing from a despised unlettered people, triumphed

over the world"; but, in view of writings like Hebrews, the

writings of Luke, the epistle of Diognetus, the Apology of

Aristides, and above all the Fourth gospel, it is incorrect to

describe the religion of Jesus, in its initial approach to the

ancient world, as "dressed in nothing that made it attractive

to the cultured intellect." * The Fourth gospel represents the

first serious attempt to re-state the primitive faith for some wider

circles who were susceptible to Hellenic influences, and the

author, in translating the gospel of Jesus for their benefit, shows

himself a master not only in his selection of the matter he had

to convey, but in his grasp of the language in which he had to

reproduce his beliefs.

§ 10. The appendix.^—The epilogue or appendix (ch. 21)

*
J. H. Shorthouse, Literary Remains (1905), p. 229.

f Special literature : Hoekstra ( TT., 1867, 407-424, 'het laatste Hoofdstuk

van het vierde Evangelie ') ; Eberhardt, Evang. Joh. c. 21 (1897); Klopper

(ZWT., 1899, 337-381); Zahn, INT. (§ 66); Wendt (pp. 248-253);

J. Reville (305-320) ; MofTatt, HN7. 694 f. ; Horn, Abfassungszeit, Gesch*

ichlichkeit, und Zweck von Ev. Joh. Kap. 21 (1904) ; Bacon, Fourth Gospel

in Research and Debate (19 10), 190 f., 211 f. (due to revision at Rome).
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describes a Galilean appearance of the risen Jesus to seven of

his disciples, which falls into two parts. In the former (2i 1-14
),

Jesus enables the disciples to secure, with unbroken net, an

astonishing take of fish, and then provides them with a meal

upon the beach. In the second part (21 15 -23
), which describes

the conversation after the meal (cp. Merx, PM., 1898, 154-

160), Peter is restored to his vocation, while the destinies of

Peter and the beloved disciple are contrasted. Finally, an

editorial note (vv. 24
"25

) vouches for the beloved disciple as the

authority and author of the gospel, and also apologises for its lack

of completeness (cp. Diat. 2414-241 6, and Lucretius, i. 410 f.).

The naive hyperbole of the latter verse is quite consonant with

contemporary rabbinism (see Bacher's Agada d. Tannaiten2
, i.

24 f., for a striking parallel from Jochanan b. Zakkai). The
former opens up at a stroke the problem of the gospel's origin

and authorship.

The true climax to the gospel is 2030-31
, which Tertullian

(adv. Prax. 25) called its "clausula." Had the author originally

meant to add the contents of 21, he would have transferred the

"clausula" to a place after 21 14 or 21 23
<
24

> (Zahn), as indeed

Dr. Rendel Harris (New Testament Autographs
', pp. 14 f.) once

proposed to do, on the ground that v. 80 implies an insufficient

amount of writing material (cp. 2 Jn 12
, 3 Jn 13

). After 2o30-31

anything further is almost an anti-climax. The seven a-qixua are

complete. Jesus has appeared thrice after death. The disciples

have all received their commission (not to baptize, cp. Mt 28 19

above, p. 253, and ERE. ii. 380).

(a) Was the gospel edited posthumously, like Vergil's Aeneid,

by some friend or friends of the author (summatim emendata) ?

On this hypothesis (Weiss, Reuss, Eberhardt, Bovon, etc.), the

epilogue might be the work of Philip and Andrew (21 2 cp. i
40f

- 651

i2 30f
-, so Haussleiter*), or of Andrew alone (Chastand). (b) Or,

was the appendix added by John himself f as a deliberate

* Both Haussleiter and Horn, however, hold that the appendix was
written during the lifetime and with the sanction of John, so that their

views really approximate to {5). Kenyon {Hdbk to Text. Crit. of NT, pp.

27 f.) represents a popular opinion in concluding that the gospel, after

being dictated by the apostle, "seems to have been finally issued by a

Committee of the church of Ephesus."

t As a curiosity of criticism, one may record the hypothesis of

P. F. Vigelius {Hist. krit. Onderzoek naar den Schrijver vonjoh. x.xz., Leiden,

1871), that the epilogue, but not the gospel, came from the hand of John,
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finale to his gospel (so, e.g.. Luthardt, Godet, Westcott, Lightfoot,

Plummer, Schanz, Becker, Drummond, Lepin, Sanday)? Or

(c) was it added by the unknown and anonymous author of the

gospel to a work which he had already finished (so, e.g., Renan,

Hilgenfeld, Thoma, Baljon, Jacobsen, Jiilicher)? The view

that it was not written by the author of the gospel is upon the

wrhole more probable than any of these theories, even than

the last. As the writer belonged to the "Johannine circle,"

and as he was composing an appendix to the gospel, his style

naturally approximates to that of the work which he is editing,

but, even within the brief space of the appendix, idiosyncrasies

of language and style appear which are practically sufficient

to indicate another hand :
* e.g. Sextos, Iktcivw ^etpas, Ik rpirov,

e7rto~Tpe<£a>, i^erd^w, tcr^a), toA/acio), rpcrov (adv.), ol dSeAcjkoi, inrdyoi

with infinitive, 7raiSia for rcKvca, 7rpma for irpmi, eyepflets for

di/ao-ras, and cjilpetv for ayetv (v. 18) ; e7rt in v. 1 is different from the

C7ri of 6 19"21 (cp. Diat. 2340-2342); <f>avep6(0 (vv. 1* 14
) is unusually

employed to describe a resurrection appearance (cp. Mk i612 - 14
);

the eav after o<ttl<s in v. 25 also corresponds to the use in 1 Jn

3
20 rather than to Jn 2 5 1413 15 16

, and the disciples are described

in synoptic rather than Johannine style (Peter a fisherman, the

sons of Zebedee). The date of the passage—if appreciably

different from that of the gospel—must have been early enough

to allow of its incorporation into the archetype of all existing

texts (not before a.d. 180, Krenkel; not before a.d. 155, Erbes

in ZKG., 1901, 10-11, as unknown to Irenseus). Several of

those who insist that it formed an integral part f of the gospel,

however, use this conclusion in order to bring the whole work

down pretty far into the second century (particularly Thoma
and Jacobsen), and Keim dates its composition c. a.d. 160,

previous to 2 P i 14, in the age when the cult of John was

rising in Asia Minor. Probably it is to be dated not long after

the Fourth gospel itself, in the first half of the second century.

* So, e.g., Baur, Schwegler [NZ. ii. 355 f.), Scholten, Keim, Klopper,

Pfleiderer, Chastand (L'Apdtre Jean, 98-104), J. Reville, Loisy, Weiss,

J. Weiss, Bacon, Loofs, Schwartz, Schmiedel, Bruston (Revue de Thiol, et de

Philos., 1906, 501 f.), Heitmuller, etc.

t Especially when its contents are interpreted allegorically as representa-

tions of the latter church and its experiences, as, e.g., by Keim (vi. pp. 313-

318) and Pfleiderer. Chastand (VApotre Jean, pp. 98-104) regards it as the

work of a later hand, but a fruit of the apostle's oral teaching :
" Nous en

faisons comme le codicille qui accompagne le testament de l'ap6tre."
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The appendix falls into three parts (21 1 -14 21 15-23 21 24-25
),

which are more or less closely linked together.

(i.) The failure of the disciples to recognise Jesus, which

comes in awkwardly after 2o24f
-, shows that originally the story of

21 1-14 was the first* of a Galilean series of appearances. The
abrupt and unmotived change of place, from Jerusalem to

Galilee, suggests that the writer or editor desired to harmonise

the two lines of tradition upon the resurrection-appearances of

Jesus, but it is more easy to feel this motive than to trace its

mode of operation.

Loofs [die Auferstehungsberichte und ihr Wert, pp. 3if.) regards 21 1 "14

as based originally on a pre-resurrection story, which has been misplaced

and combined with a (non-Galilean) post-resurrection appearance to Peter

(21
16-19

; cp. Resch, TU. x. 4, pp. 47 f., 195 f.). The main theories of 2I 1"19
,

however, associate it either (a) with the lost conclusion of Mark's gospel, or

(b) with Lk 5
1"11

. (a) Upon the former hypothesis, it is argued that the

passage represents a more or less freely edited form of the lost ending to

Mk.'s gospel (Rohrbach, pp. 52 f. ; Harnack, ACL. ii. I. 696 f., and BNT. i.

227 f. j Eberhardt, 81-83 ; Loisy ;f von Dobschiitz, Problenie d. ap. ZeitalUr,

14 f. ; H. Schmidt, SK., 1907, 487), or, more probably, a variant of the

same tradition (Wendt, Kirsopp Lake, pp. 143 f, ; Heitmuller). If Mk.'s

gospel was ever finished, it must have included a Galilean vision (167 ) in

which Peter played a prominent (perhaps an exclusive) role ; but even if this

were equivalent (cp. Meltzer, PM., 1902, 147-156) to I Co i55= Lk 24s4, it

would not correspond with the narrative of Jn 21 1*19 (where Peter is not the

first or the only one to see the Lord, and where it is not the eleven disciples

who are present). If Mk.'s original conclusion is to be felt anywhere, it is

(see pp. 239 f.) in Mt 28 rather than in Jn 21 (so especially, against Rohrbach,

Schmiedel, EBi. 4054-4055). [b) But possibly the story is based on the

tradition of Lk 5
1 "11 (so many editors and critics, from Strauss and Weisse

to Brandt, Evang. Geschickte, 401 f. ; Klopper, Pfleiderer, Urc. ii. 390

;

A. Meyer, Wellhausen, Forbes, etc.). The ordinary view of the Lucan

story is to find a symbolic representation of Peter undertaking the mission

* The rehabilitation of Peter also is more tardy than might be expected,

"One is inclined to sacrifice the historical accuracy of the writer of this

appendix to the Fourth gospel, so that one may identify this meeting of Jesus

and Peter with that mentioned in Luke's gospel (24
s4

). One may ask, would

Peter unpardoned have been found in the apostolic company? Could the

loving heart of Jesus have left him so long uncomforted ? The incident loses

much of its significance if placed at a later date and after another meeting

with Jesus ; surely the restoration to apostleship must have taken place at

the first and not the second meeting" (Garvie, Exp. 7
, July 1907, p. 18).

f Loisy [Syn. Evang. i. 444 f.) explains its presence here as due to Luke's

deliberate omission of the Galilean appearances and at the same time to his

desire to conserve the story on account of its symbolic value. He conserved

it by using it not for the rehabilitation, but for the original call of Peten



574 THE FOURTH GOSPEL

to the Gentiles only at the express command of Jesus (cp. Ac io14) and

requiring Paul or the other apostles to assist him (5
7
), while the broken net

is supposed to imply the rupture between the Jewish and the Gentile

Christians, and so forth (v. 9= Gal 29
). Loisy, who recognises the improba-

bility of a definite symbolism in details, agrees with Holtzmann and others

that the unsuccessful night's fishing is "sans doute une allusion a l'insucces

de la prediction apostolique aupres les Juifs "—a strange allusion in face of

Ac 241f#
! The mission to the Gentiles, which shines through both Lk 5

1 *11

and Jn 21 1 "14
is, however, as unmistakable as the fact of some connection

between the two stories or traditions, particularly when that of Jn 21 1 "14
is

recognised (as, e.g., by Loofs) to have originally represented a pre-resurrection

incident which had no connection with Jn 2i 15f\ It is noticeable that

Luke (5
1-11

) substitutes for Mk i
16-20= Mt 4

18"22 a call which not only puts

Peter first (before James and John), but makes a miraculous draught of fishes

the occasion for a confession of sinfulness on the part of Peter which Jesus

turns into an assurance of his apostolic vocation. This was probably the

theme which suggested the tradition of the following story in 2i 15f\

It is doubtful if even 21 1 "14
is a unity as it stands, though the analyses of

its composite character have not yet reached any measure of agreement ; cp.

Soltau, who finds two strata in 2I 1"8
-
n and 2i 9 - 12"14

, H. Schmidt {SK.,

1907, 487-512), who traces the dual background in Lk 5
4-11 and Lk 24^*,

and Volter {Die Entstehung des Glaubens an die AuferstehungJesu, 1910, pp.

52) who detects the redactor's hand in 2i 6*8, 10"u and the source in 2I 1"6, ••

12a. 18. 12b
>

(ii.) The rehabilitation of Peter, with the prediction of his

death and of that of the beloved disciple (21 15 -23
), is a symbolic

fragment which has no synoptic analogue,* but 2i 20f
« may be

interpreted in the light of a synoptic logion.

The fact that the words in 21 22 If I choose that he should survive till

I come, are immediately followed by an allusion to authorship (v.
24

) has

suggested the hypothesis that they refer to the latter form of activity and

influence, {a) Thus Irenaeus took the words as a reference to the apocalypse,

with its reiterated allusions to the Lord's coming ; on this form of the theory

(so variously Bengel, Ebrard, and Luthardt), John survived to see the Lord's

coming at the fall of Jerusalem, [b) Strauss even less probably suggests that

[iheiv meant the permanence of John's teaching, which was to outlive the

Petrine tradition. f This is the idea of zi2*, where the witness (fiaprvpCbv)

is the permanent function fulfilled by the gospel once written (ypa\J/a$) ; the

disciple, though dead, yet speaketh. It is just conceivable that the terms

* Schwartz's {ZNW., 1910, 96 f.) theory that 21 15-17
is a doublet to Mt

i617f* sounds far-fetched.

f Schwartz (48 f. ) fantastically refers fiiveiv in v. 22 to the later legend of

John lying incorruptible in the grave (cp. Corssen's ed. of the third century

Monarchian Prologues, p. 102), and makes v. 23 the later addition of a scribe

who mistook it for a reference to the Parousia. The aicoXovdeiv of Peter is

no proper antithesis to this, however, and the legend is not mentioned in

the Leucian Acta.
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might apply to him when still alive, though in this case we should have one

authority being certificated by a lesser. But the natural impression made

by 2I 20f• is that the beloved disciple has died. Jesus did not will that he

should survive till the second coming.

The ordinary interpretation is that one object of the story was to remove

an erroneous impression created by John's longevity. It is obvious that

this would exclude the identification of the beloved disciple with John the

son of Zebedee, if the early martyr-death of the latter is accepted as historical.

If it is not, the figure of the beloved disciple may be (a) identified either

with that John or with John the presbyter, or else {b) he may be regarded as

the ideal Christian. When (a) is followed, those who regard ch. 21 as from

a different hand may still take the beloved disciple of 1-20 as originally

modelled on the apostle John ; in which case ch. 21 betrays the conscious

or unconscious confusion of the apostle with the presbyter. But it is even

possible to interpret 2i 20f
* in such a way as to permit its reference to John

the apostle, in the light of his early martyrdom. The starting-point of this

interpretation is the mysterious saying of Jesus preserved in Mk 9*= Mt 1628

=Lk 9
27 that some (rwes) of the disciples (not simply of his contemporaries)

would survive until he returned in messianic glory.* Whether Mt. has

expanded eschatologically, and Lk. abbreviated, the original Marcan form

(cp. I Co 4
20

; Resch, Parallel-Texte, Hi. 156 f.), or whether Mt. is closer to

the original, matters nothing for our present purpose. The Fourth evangelist

has already generalised and spiritualised the saying (8
51 "52

) in characteristic

fashion; in 21 23
it is at once applied specifically to the beloved disciple and

also cleared of popular misconceptions. What the writer means is that the

beloved disciple did not stay where he was, but followed Jesus in his own
way, i.e. that John outlived Peter, and, although he too died as a martyr,

did not die in the same way as his fellow-disciple. Whatever was the

original context of the saying (cp. Mk.'s ical ZXeyev clvtols), it follows in the

synoptic tradition Christ's claim that the true disciple must take up his

cross and follow the Lord (dparui rbv vravpbv avrov nal aKoXovddro) fioi,

Mk 834=Mt i624= Lk 9
23

). This connexion underlies the association of

Peter's death on the cross and his following of Jesus in Jn 2I 18'22
, and also

the suggestion in 2i 20
- a8"23 that, as in the case of the beloved disciple, there

was a following which did not involve such a death and yet did not, on the

other hand, imply survival till the return of Jesus. The beloved disciple

did not suffer martyrdom on the cross, but he did taste of death before the

Lord returned. The point of 2i 20f
* therefore lies in the contrast between

aicdXovdodvTa and \xheiv. The beloved disciple alsofollows Jesus ; he too goes

forward to a martyr-death. Peter's question in v. 21 expresses curiosity about

the particular form of that death. Is it to be the same as his own, or what ?

The reply in v. 22 is that whatever be the fate of the other disciple, his own

* It is improbable (i.) that this saying is to be connected (so, e.g., O.

Holtzmann) with Mk io39= Mt 2023, as if Jesus expected that some, includ-

ing James and John, would share his martyrdom at Jerusalem, or (ii. ) that

it is to be read, in the light of Ac 7
s5-56

, along with the following transfigura-

tion-story (Abbott, Dial. 2998, xxv.a), as if Peter, James, and John in theif

lifetime er joyed the martyr's privilege of a vision of the heavenly Son of Man
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duty and destiny are plain; at fiot anokovdei. Of the other disciple, who ia

already following Jesus, it is said, ihv avrbv deXco [iheiv ews ipxo/iai, rl irpbs

<rk ; here fitveiv ews £pxofJ,ai means survival till the second coming of Jesus,

but the fact that the words are spoken about one who was already following

(i.e. in the pregnant and fateful sense of the term, on the way to martyrdom)

shows that pkveiv in this context denotes a Christian life which did notfol/ow,

a life which stayed where it was (cp. II 6
) without moving. "Even if I

choose that he should not follow at all, but remain where he is, it is no

concern of yours." The passage thus corrects the idea (2i^= Mk 9
1
) that

John's early martyrdom was less notable than that of Peter's or out of accord

with the will and word of Jesus. I suggest this interpretation with some

diffidence ; but it seems to me the only way of fitting in the logion (as applied

to John) to the early martyrdom-hypothesis.

(iii.) It is obvious, as Zahn admits, that v.24 was not written

by the author of the gospel. " The we includes the / [of v. 25

oT/acu] and excludes the he \i.e. the fAa6rJT7]<s of v.24]." Whether

the we represents the Ephesian presbyters, or a local church, or

the apostles (as in the legend of the Muratorian Canon), or a small

group of apostles (Haussleiter), the whole of ch. 21, and not

merely the imprimatur of vv. 24-25, was probably composed by

the editor who wrote in their name. 21 24 -25
is a postscript,

but it is closely connected with what precedes. The narrative

could never have left off at 21 23
, though it might have been

rounded off with 21 24
, v. 25 being subsequently added with a sort

of rhetorical flourish to signalise the position of the book at the

close of the gospel-canon. How apt a remark, for all its naive

hyperbole, to be made by a scribe or editor as the finale of the

last scripture in the collection of evangelic narratives ! But

although more hands than one may have touched the gospel

editorially, v.25 in all likelihood came from the same pen as the

preceding passage. The external evidence against the verse is of

the slenderest ; Dr. Gwynn, after an examination of the textual

phenomena (Hermathena, viii. pp. 368-384), even pronounces

it non-existent. Whether or not its "real service to the scholar

is to illustrate the morbid disposition of editors and scribes

towards a species of appendicitis," it seems to have formed

part of the canonical text as early as that text can be verified.

The atmosphere of 2i 24-25
is local patriotism and reverence felt

by the Asia Minor communities for the memory ot their dis-

tinguished head.* (V. 25 "seems an inflated version of 2030,"

* If this was John the apostle, he must have been martyred in Asia Minor,

or after work there. This theory in any case renders the confusion between

him and his namesake in Asia more probable. If the beloved disciple was John
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Dods, EGT. i. p. 867. The same idea is more moderately
put in 1 Mac 9

22
.) An instance of this habit of adding notes

to a volume is afforded by Ec i 3
9

- CH0-m although the spirit of
that epilogue is corrective rather than confirmatory. Thoma,
who attributes 21 1 -23 to the author of the gospel (i.e. the
presbyter of 2 and 3 John), gives 2i 24

-
2* to the author of 1 John

as being a later insertion; while Chastand attributes ch. 21,
like 7*3-811 ii-5 - 13-18, to a pupil of John who wrote after his
death. But when the whole chapter is taken as a unity, it falls

into the age and spirit (Klopper) of vv. 24 - ™, and as the gospel
could not have ended with 21 23

, there is no reason to take
w. 24 - 25 as notes added before publication (O. Holtzmann).

§ 11. Traces in second-century literature.—The earliest traces *

of the Fourth gospel occur in (a) Papias, (b) Ignatius, (c) the
Marcan appendix (i69 -2

<>), and (d) Justin Martyr; the alleged
traces in Polykarp, Barnabas, and Hermas are quite indecisive.

(a) Where Papias criticises, or rather reports the criticism of
John the presbyter upon, Mk. for not writing his account of
Jesus ra£a, he is tacitly contrasting the synoptic manner (see
above, pp. 187 f.) with that of the Fourth gospel (so, e.g., Zahn,
Schwartz, Corssen in ZNW., 1901, 212 f.). This is borne out
by the fact that Irenagus quotes a fantastic exegesis of Jn 142 from
the presbyters, evidently the presbyters of Papias ; this logion
might have been current apart from the Fourth gospel (as has
been recently argued by Kreyenbiihl, i. 64 f.), but the probability
is that the presbyters knew it in its present context and
embroidered it with passages like Slav. En 61 2 etc.

(b) The conceptions of Ignatius have been held to imply
rather an acquaintance with the general ideas which reappear in
special guise in the Fourth gospel and the First epistle of John,
than any literary relationship.

the presbyter, the same motive operates, viz. the desire of the Asiatic Chris-
tians to uphold their chief against the Roman claims of Peter ; but, again, this
tendency is more explicable if the confusion between the two Johns was already
accomplished, unless the present chapter is a deliberate attempt to promote it.

* On the general external evidence for the circulation and reception of the
Fourth gospel in the churches of the second century, see Ezra Abbot's
essay in the volume (1891) by A. Peabody, Lightfoot, and himself; E A
Abbott {EBi. i8i 3 f.); Lepin, L'Origine, pp. 19 f. ; Sanday, Criticism of
Fourth Gospel, 236 f.

;
Zahn {INT. § 64) ; H. L. Jackson {Fourth Gospel,

38-61); Stanton {GHD. i. part 1), and Bacon's Fourth Gospel in Research
and Debate (1910) 17 f.

37
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This conclusion, argued especially by von der Goltz in 'Ignatius von

Antiochien als Christ u. Theologe' (777. xii. 3, pp. 1 18-144, 197-206), is

shared by Abbott (EBi. 1829-1830), J. Reville, Harnack {ACL. ii. 1, pp.

396 f., 674), Schmiedel (EBi. 2547), and Bacon (Fourth Gospel in Research

and Debate, 64). The dependence of Ignatius is argued, not only by Dietze

(SK., 1905, 563-603),* but by Lightfoot (Biblical Essays, pp. 81 f.), Zahn
(GK. ii. 903 f.), Resch (pp. II-12), Drummond, Loisy, and Sanday. The
evidence for the latter view is " somewhat indeterminate " to Stanton (GHD.
i. I9f.), and highly probable, though short of certainty, to Inge (NTA.
81-83). In *ne Johannine circle of thought, and in the Ignatian epistles

alike, the great contrasts of life and death, God and the ruler of this world,

appear, together with a predilection for the same conceptions of yvwais and

irlaris, dAi}0«a and dydrrj. But it is the christocentric tendency, so strongly

marked in Ephesians, which reappears characteristically in the Fourth

gospel and the Ignatian epistles, where the entire value of Christianity is

identified with the person of Christ, and where the communication of the

divine knowledge and redemption to mankind depends essentially upon the

historical reality of Jesus (cp. Jn 653), who really lived, really died, and really

rose again (Smyrn. 3
1 etc., Trail. 9). The complete manhood of Jesus, from

birth (i45 &® 7™ 846 ) to death (Smyrn. 9), is the historic guarantee of God's

manifestation to men, and to deny this denotes the spirit of antichrist or

blasphemy (Smyrn. 5
a
). Apart from the ff&pt of Christ ( Trail. 7

1
), faith is

vain. On the other hand, so far from impairing the divine uniqueness of

Christ, this essential humanity only serves to bring out his deity, and

Ignatius, while distinguishing him from the Father (e.g. Magn. 61 82), goes

so far as to call him 6e6s, and to speak of alfw. deov (Eph. I
1
).

As in Hebrews so in Ignatius and the Fourth gospel, the absolute and

unique character of the Christian revelation does not exclude, but rather

implies, that among the Hebrews this culminating epoch had been practically

anticipated. The prophets of old (cp. Magn. 81'2
) had been inspired by grace

to speak and suffer ; their life had been /card Xpio-rov, and consequently they

had still a significance and authority for Christians (Smyrn. 7, cp. Jn 5
TO I241 ).

Even the Mosaic law, properly regarded, was a step towards faith in Christ

(Jn s
46

7
19 etc., cp. Smyrn. 5

1
).! But the latter, as final, supersedes all

previous revelations.

In Ignatius, however (cp. Ro 8a, Magn. 82
), as opposed to the Fourth

gospel, the Logos is associated, by a play on its etymological significance,

with the self-utterance of God, connected with orfyta and yv&jxii, and con-

trasted with the silence of the divine nature. Furthermore, the emphasis on

* The fact that Ignatius develops the Logos-idea on naive religious lines,

and not on the semi-philosophic line of the Fourth gospel, must not be taken

(as by Dietze, p. 587) as determining the character of the latter. The affinities

of the Logos-idea in the Fourth gospel, with their undoubted echoes of

Philonic speculation, simply show that the idea, as we see from Hebrews and

John's apocalypse, was capable of varied application in the hands of varied

writers.

t Jn 4
22'24 and Ign. Magn. io3 both regard Judaism as the prelude to the

universal and spiritual religion of the Christ
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the birth and death of Christ {Eph. 19
1
) as the cardinal moments of his saving

work suggests a development of the Pauline ideas in popular combination with

the later synoptic tradition, rather than a reflection of the Johannine thought.

Ignatius also reflects the Pauline conception in the emphasis which he attaches

to the death of Christ as summing up the significance of his trapovala {Eph.

7
2
, Smyrn. 5

s
, Phil. 82 9

2
). In collocating the virgin-birth with this, he

assimilates Paul's thought to the later synoptic tradition of Mt 1-2 and Lk
1-3. But, as in Paul the death of Jesus set free the redeeming powers of the

risen life, so in Ignatius the death of Christ stands in relation to the semi-

physical conception of fatf as equivalent to acpdapcria, the latter state of

immortality being conditioned by that triumph over sin * and death which

Jesus achieved by his sinless birth and redemptive death.

The thought and even the language of Smyrn. I
2 are almost as Pauline as

Johannine ( 1

2

20"34
). The passage follows a sentence where Ignatius echoes

Ro I
4 and the synoptic tradition of the virgin-birth and baptism (Mt 3

15
).

He then proceeds to describe Christ as truly nailed up (Kadrfhwixtvov)for our

sakes in theflesh iirl Hovriov Hikarov (i Ti 613
) Kal'Hp&dov rerp&pxov . . .

that he might set up an ensign (Is 5
26

49
22

) to all ages through the resurrec-

tion^ for his saints and faithful ones (cp. Eph I
1
), whether amongJesus or

among Gentiles, in one body of his church. The underlying thought is no

more than a popular adaptation of that in Eph I
20'* 214f

-, where the death

iv aapKi and resurrection of Jesus are the divine means of uniting Jew and

Gentile in one body. The influence of Paulinism, however, does not explain

satisfactorily the resemblance between Ignatius and the Fourth gospel. As
Ignatius uses, but inexactly cites, the epistles of Paul without any formal

citation or reproduction of their contents in any given passage (cp. e.g. 1 Co
1212 with Trail. 11, Smyrn. 1), why may not he have dealt with the text of the

Fourth gospel similarly ? May not the sovereign freedom of a writer who
uses earlier writings to help out his characteristic ideas, neglecting the form

but conserving so much of the spirit as he found congenial, be held to

explain the one problem as well as the other?

(c) As Mk ifj^20 (pp. 239 f.) presupposes the Fourth gospel

(cp. e.g. Sanday, Criticism of Fourth Gospel, p. 244, and Bacon,

Fourth Gospel in Research and Debate, 213 f.), this dates the latter,

or, at any rate, 1-20 (Bacon), prior to the middle of the second

century.

(d) Justin Martyr: cp. Schwegler (NZ. i. 216 f., 359 f.),

Hilgenfeld (ZWT., 1879, 492 f., J.'s relation to Paul and

Fourth gospel), Bousset, Die Evgliencitate Justins der Mdrtyrers

(1890), and Zahn, GK. i. 463 f.

The only question with regard to Justin is whether he

attributed the gospel to John the apostle, as he did the

apocalypse. The gospel was certainly in circulation when he

wrote, and therefore it is probable that echoes are to be heard

* A point at which the affinities of Ignatius with 1 John are noticeable.
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in places like Apol. i. 61 ( = Jn 3
s-5

) and Dial. 88 ( = Jn i 80- 18

though Ac 1325 is as probable a source), though not in Apol. i 35

( = Jn 1913
, iKaOtcrev misunderstood as in Gospel of Peter).*

The independent character of Justin's Logos-doctrine, and the scantiness

of any definite allusions in his writings to the Fourth gospel, render it highly

probable that, like Ignatius, he did not assign it any authoritative position as

an apostolic or Johannine work,—it is doubtful if he even ranked it among the

airo[xvr}ixoveiLinaTa tQv diroardXcji',—but the evidence, such as it is, indicates

that it was known to him. This conclusion, which is practically that arrived

at by Keim, Thoma, Hilgenfeld, Harnack, J. Reville, Kreyenbuhl, Loisy,

and Bousset, does not go so far as that of scholars like Ezra Abbot {Atithorship

of Fourth Gospel, 20 f.), Resch {Paralleltexte zu foh. 17 f.), and Drummond

(pp. 86-162), who think that Justin believed in the Johannine authorship,

but it is an advance upon the older attitude of scepticism which could not

find any secure trace of the Fourth gospel in Justin at all, and much more

upon the view of those who argued that Justin represented a stage of Logos-

speculation prior to the Fourth gospel.

The inferences from such uses of the Fourth gospel are incon-

clusive, and even unfavourable (see below), so far as the

Johannine authorship is concerned, but they converge upon a

proof that it was in circulation from the second decade onwards

of the second century in Asia Minor at least; the Johannine

teaching and the Johannine epistles (with the apocalypse), whose

existence is verified for that period, are not sufficient to account

by themselves for the phenomena of the so-called " echoes " of the

Fourth gospel, e.g. in Papias, Ignatius, and Justin. They do not

suggest that the gospel was reckoned as the work of John the

apostle, but they are sufficient to prove its diffusion as early as

the first quarter of the second century.

§ 11. The date.—The various dates to which the gospel has

been assigned cover a period of about one hundred years. It

has been placed between 70 and 85 (Wittichen, Alford,

Reithmayr, Bleek), between 80 and 90 (Ewald, Godet, Bisping,

Westcott, Calmes, Zahn), between 90 and 100 (Mangenot,

Batiffol, B. Weiss, Camerlynck = 85-95), c. a.d. 100 (Lightfoot,

Weizsacker, Reynolds, Harnack = after 95, Comely, Lepin =

before 100), between 100 and no (Renan, Schenkel), in 100-

125 (O. Holtzmann, J. Reville, Jiilicher, Loisy), in 130-140

(Hilgenfeld, Keim, Thoma, Liitzelberger, A. Rdville), in 140-155

*Both the Gospel of Peter and Justin apparently go back to the Acta

Pilati at this point. It is superfluous to assume a misreading of the Fourth

gospel (cp. DCG. i. 678, ii. 758).



DATE 58I

(Bretschneider = c. 150, Schwegler, Zeller, Volkmar, Taylor,

Pfleiderer, van Manen, Kreyenbiihl, Schmiedel, Schwartz — c.

150), and in 160-170 (Baur, Scholten, Bruno Bauer). Recent

criticism, however, has lopped off several branches on both

sides. It is now recognised generally that the use of the gospel

in the circles of Valentinian gnosis* rules out any date after

c. 130; again, if Justin, Ignatius, and Papias in all likelihood

were acquainted with it, this excludes any terminus ad quern

for its composition much later than a.d. no. The terminus

a quo, on the other hand, is determined approximately by the

date of the synoptic gospels, all of which, as we have already

seen, were probably known to the writer.

(a) One question has indeed been raised which would leave a later date

open. Does 5^ (4av dXXos iXdrj tv ry dud/xari r$ Idtip, tKeivov \rjfx\peade)

allude to the movement headed by Bar Kochba, the pseudo-messiah, under

Hadrian ? This interpretation, which has been urged especially by Hilgenfeld

(Etnl. 738 f. ), Erbes, Pfleiderer, and Schmiedel (EBi. 2551), would prevent

the composition of the gospel from being earlier than a.d. 135, unless with

Wellhausen we regard the saving as an interpolation (see above, p. 37)—much
as the allusion in the Politics (v. 10. 16) to Philip's murder proves that Aristotle

wrote this passage or the entire treatise after 336 B.C. The reference is

not to any historical personality, however, but to the belief (cp. 2 Th 2)

that antichrist would arise out of Judaism (so, e.g., Bousset and Loisy).

(b) Upon the opposite side, the dependence of the gospel upon the synoptic

writers has been challenged in favour of a much earlier date. Repeated

attempts have been made, mainly on the ground of 5
2 {foriv kt\., on

which Bengel comments, scripsit Johannes ante uastattonem urbis), to put

John prior to A.D. 70 [c. 70, Resch, Michaelis), and, indeed, to the synoptic

gospels, which are supposed to correct and amplify its traditions. See
especially the recent essays (after Lampe, Hahneberg, J. T. Beck, and Cassel)

of Wuttig, DasJoh. Evglm und seine Abfassungszeit, 1897 (reviewed by H.
A. A. Kennedy, Crit. Rev., 1897, 254-356 ; Blass, Philol. Gospels, 2^1 f., and
Holtzmann, TLZ., 1897, 379 f. ) ; W. Kiippers, neue Untersuchungen iiber den

Quellenwert der vier Evglien, 1902; Wilms, der Ursprung des Joh. Evglms,

1904, and H. Gebhardt, die Abfassungszeit des Johannes Evglms, 1906, with

Halcombe's independent theory in The Historic Relation of the Gospels, An

* If the Exegetica of Basilides based on the Fourth gospel, this would
more than corroborate a date earlier than Hadrian ; but possibly (cp.

Windisch in ZNW., 1906, 236-246) Basilides commented on an edition of

Luke (see above, p. 187). The anti-gnostic aim is carried to unreal extremes

by Schwartz, who regards some of the editorial additions as anti -Valentinian ;

e.g. 857
(2

20
, see above, p. 536) in order to controvert their thirty (cp.

Lk 3
23

) aeons, and the festal journeys in order to upset their one-yeai

ministry of Jesus, with the omission of Simon the Cyrenian on account of the

gnostic, doketic abuse of this figure in the passion-story.
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Essay toward re-establishing TerUtltiarCs accotint (1891), and in ET. iv. pp.

77 f. , 215 f., 268 f
. , 313 f

. , 404 f., v. 224 f. The hypothesis takes various forms.

Thus W. Kiippers puts Mk. last (64 f. ) and Lk. (pp. 52-57) immediately after

John ; while Halcombe puts Lk. last and Mk. second. But it is almost

superfluous to add that, in any form, the theory will not bear examination.

The use of the present tense (along with the past, cp. 4
5 II 8 181

) is no

evidence for the contemporary existence of a building or institution, as

Hebrews and Josephus are sufficient to prove ; the absence of any allusion in

the Fourth gospel 1 to the fall of Jerusalem is no serious plea against its

composition after A. D. 70 ; the external evidence of tradition (cp. Wright in

ET. iv. 358 f.) upon the order of the gospels is neither unanimous nor of

primary importance (see above, pp. 14-16) ; and, finally, the order of the

synoptic gospels, necessitated by this theory, is absolutely impossible (cp.

Wright in ET, iv. 497-501, v. 126 f., 168 f.).

(B) A JOHANNINE TRACT (/JOHN)*

Literature.—{a) Editions—(i.) (of three ' Johannine' epistles) :—Grotius

(1550); Calvin (1565); Aeg. Hunnius (1566) ; Calovius (1650) ; W. Whiston

(1719); Zachariae (1776); S. F. N. Morus (1786); S. G. Lange (1797);

H. E. G. Paulus (1829); de Wette (1837 f.)
; Jachmann (1838); Lticke 2

(1840; third ed., Bertheau, 1856)*; J. E. F. Sanders (Elberfeld, 1851)

;

G. K. Mayer (1851); Dusterdieck (Gottingen, 1856); C. Wordsworth

(London, i860) ; Ewald, Die Joh. Briefe iibersetzt und erklart (Gottingen,

1861-2) ; Morgan (Edin. 1865); B. Bruckner (— de Wette 5
, 1867);

F. D. Maurice (1867); Bisping (1874) ; Reuss (1878); Huther (— Meyer 4
,

1880; Eng. tr. 1882); Alexander [Speaker's Comm. 1881)*; Pope (Schaffs

Comm. 1883); Braune (— Lange 3
, 1885; Eng. tr. 1887); C. A. Wolf 2

(1885); Plummer {CGT. 1886); B. F. Westcott 3 (1892)*; Luthardt 3

(— Zockler, 1895); B. Weiss (— Meyer 6
, 1900)*; W. H. Bennett (CB.

n. d.); J. E. Belser (1906); Baumgarten (SNT. 2
1907); H. P. Forbes

{Intern. Hdbks to NT, iv. 1907); Holtzmann-Bauer * {HC* 1908);

D. Smith {EGT. 1910) ; A. Ramsay (Westminster NT, 1910). (ii.) (of

*i John' alone):—John Cotton (A Practical Coj?imentary; London, 1655) ;

C. Rickli (1828) ; Neander (1851 ; Eng. tr., Conant, New York, 1853);

E. Haupt (1869, Eng. tr. 1879) ; Rothe (1878, Eng. tr. in ET. iii.-v.)*;

Lias (1887) ; C. Watson (1891, second ed. 1909).

(d) Studies— (i.) of I Jn. :—Oporinus, Paranesis Joannis ad pritnos

Christianas, etc. (Gottingen, 1741); J. C. F. Loffler (Epistola prima Joh.

1 Written in Ephesus (Gebhardt) or in Jerusalem (Wiittig, Wilms,

Kiippers, Halcombe). Draseke (NKZ., 1898, 139-155: ' das Joh-Evglm

bei Celsus '), who agreed with Delff that the author was the priestly John of

Jerusalem, and that Celsus knew the Fourth gospel minus 61 "29, ^ agreed

with Wiittig in dating the original prior to a.d. 70.

2 The so-called ' epistles of John,' especially the first, are discussed in

most monographs on the Fourth gospel (see above, pp. 516 f.) and often

edited in the special commentaries on the ' Catholic epistles' (see p. 318).
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gnosticos impugnare negatur, 1784); C. F. Wunder {Utrum prima epistola

Joh. cestui e Iudais etjudao-Christianis mixto scripta est, 1799) ; C. C. Flatt

{De Antichristis et pseudo-prophetis in epist. Joh., Tubingen, 1809) ; M.

Weber {Authentia epist. primce Ioannis vindicata, Halle, 1823) ; F. H.

Kern {De epistola Joh. consilio, Tubingen, 1830) ; Schlagenhaufen's, Etude

sur la Ie Jean (1854) ; D. Erdmann {Primce Johannis epistola aigumentum,

nexus et consilium, Berlin, 1855); C. E. Luthardt {De primce Ioannis

epistola compositione, i860); Strieker's Introd. analytique (Strassburg,

1862) ; Joh. Riemms {De Beteekenis van den ersten Brief van Joh. in het

historisch-kritisch Onderzoek naar den Oorsprung van het Vierde Evangelic,

Utrecht, 1869: epistle and gospel by apostle)
; J. Stockmeyer {Die Structur

des ersten Joh. Briefes, Basle, 1873); Holtzmann* in JPT. (1881) 690 f.,

(1882) 128 f., 136 f., 460 f. ; E. Mangenot (Vigoroux' DB. ii. 1191-1291)
;

Karl, Jokann. Studien I (1898)* ; Wohlenberg {NKZ., 1902, 233 f., 632 f.,

' Glossen zum ersten Johannisbrief ') ; M. Goguel, La notion Johannique de

VEsprit, 1902 (pp. 147-153, * sur la theologie de la premiere epitre ') ; Wurm,
Die Irrlehrer im ersten Johannisbrief (1904, in ' Biblische Studien,' viii.

)

;

G. G. Findlay {Fellowship in the Life Eternal, 1909, 59 f. )*; R. Law,

The Tests of Life'1 (1909). (ii.) of all three :—Holtzmann {BL. iii. 342-

352) ; Sabatier {ESP. vii. 177 f.) ; Henle, Der Evglist Joh. und die Anti-

christen seiner zeit (1884); Farrar, Early Days of Christianity (ch.

xxxi. f.); Cox, Private Letters of St. Paul and St. John (1887) ; Gloag,

Introd. to Cath. Epp. (1887), 264-350; Cone, The Gospel and its earliest

Interpret. (1893) 320-327 ; S. D. F. Salmond {DB. ii. 728-742) ; McGiffert

{AA. 617 f.); Bartlet {AA. 418 f.); Pfleiderer {Urc. ii. 390 f., 441 f.)
;

Moffatt {HNT. 534 f.) ; G. H. Gilbert, The First Interpreters of Jesus

(1901, 301-332); Clemen {ZNW., 1905, 271-281); von Soden {INT.

374 f.) ; Schmiedel {EBi. 2556-2562 and Evang. Briefe u. Ojfenbarung des

Johannes, 1906, Eng. tr. 1908) ; A. V. Green, Ephesian Canonical Writings

(1910, 128-163).

§ i. Structure and outline.—Special literature : Erdmann {op.

tit pp. 6-45), Haupt {op. at. 348 f.), Wiesinger {SIC., 1899,

575 f.), Haring {ThA. 171-200), Westcott and Hort {Exp. 1
iii.

481-493).

This encyclica or pastoral manifesto was written neither at

the request of its readers nor in reply to any communication on

their part. What moved the author (i 4) to compose it wa*

anxiety about the effects produced on the church by certain

contemporary phases of semi-gnostic teaching. The early

connection of the document with the Fourth gospel suggests

that the church may have been that of Asia Minor, in the first

instance, but the absence of any local or individual traits renders

even that a matter of inference. In any case, the author plainly

meant his words to have a wider range. His trak or manifesto, l$\

which is thrown into a vague epistolary form (i4 aL 7"8, 12*w' *
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5
13

), is a ' catholic ' homily,* in the original sense of the term.

"Substitute the word 'say' for 'write' . . . and one might

imagine the whole discourse delivered in speech to the

assembled church" (Findlay, 59). " Non uidetur peregre

misisse, sed coram impertiisse auditoribus" (Bengel).

The plan of it is unstudied and unpremeditated ; it resembles

a series of meditations or variations on one or two simple themes

rather than a carefully constructed melody ; and little success has

attended the attempts to analyse it into a double {God is Light,

God is Love: Plummer ; i
5-227 2 28~5 5

: Findlay),! triple (i 1^ 11

2 12__46 47-^21 . Ewald ; God is Light, God is Righteous, God is

Love: Farrar),J fourfold (i 5-2n 2 12
'28 2 29-322

3
23-517

: Huther),

or fivefold (i 5-2u 2 12
*27 2 28-324a

3
24t_

4
2i

5
i-2i

. Hofmann) arrange-

ment^ After defining the Christian koivwvio, which forms his

subject (i lf
-), the author proceeds to outline its conditions (i 5-

2 17) under the category of an antithesis between light and dark-

ness. The first of these is a due sense of sin (cp. Karl, op. cit.

97 f.), leading to a sense of forgiveness through Jesus Christ.

The second is obedience to the supreme law of brotherly love

(cp. Ignat. Smyrn. 6). Unless these conditions are fulfilled, a

fatal darkness falls upon the soul. Hence the writer passes to

the dangers of Koivuivia (2
18 '29

), under the further category of an

antithesis between truth and falsehood ; the pressing peril is a

recent heretical view of Christ's person which threatens the

existence of any Koiviavia with God or man. He then develops

the characteristics of the KOLvoivia (3
1"12

) as sinlessness and

brotherly love, under the category of an antithesis between

God's children (cp. 2 29 born of him) and the devil's children.

This mutual love bulks so largely in his mind that he enlarges

on three of its elements, viz., confidence towards God (3
13"24

),

moral discernment (4
1 "6

), and assurance of union with the God
of love (4

7"21
)j all these being bound up with a true faith in Jesus

* This was seen long ago by Heidegger and Bengel, amongst others, and

is now generally accepted.

t Dusterdieck and Alford (God is Light, l
5-228 ; God is Righteous, 229~55

).

+ De Wette (i5-228 229-46 47-521
), Hort (i 1-217 218-324 41~521

)> Erdmann

(i5_2i4 215-318 3
19-512

), Haupt (i5-217 218-55
5
6"12

), F. H. Kriiger in Revue

Chr'etienne, 1895, 27 f., ioof. (i 5-217 218-4
6
4
7-512

), Pfleiderer (i 5^29
3
1-24 41-

5
18

), etc. Bengel and Sander divide it artificially on a trinitarian plan.

§ " Like the doublings of the Mseander near which he lived, the progress

of the apostle at times looks more like retrogression than advance ; but the

progress is unmistakable, when the whole field is surveyed" (Plummer).
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Christ (5
1*12

). A brief epilogue, which is for the most part (cp.

Klopper, ZWT., 1900, 585 f.) a resume* of the ideas already

discussed, closes the homily (5
13 '21

), with a reiteration of eternal

life as experienced by the Christian within ' the wide world and

all her fading sweets.* The postscript (after 5
13 = Jn 2031

)

specially, however, notes the danger of lapsing and the treat-

ment of the lapsi (cp. He 64f
-).

A closer examination of the context often reveals a subtle connection, as

in the case ofJames (though for different reasons), between paragraphs or even

cycles of thought which at first sight appear unlinked. Thus the thought of

the world passing away (in 217
) suggests the following sentences (2

18f
- ) upon

the nearness of the Parousia ; the signs of the latter are carefully noted, in

order to reassure and warn believers, and its moral demands are emphasised

(2
28~33

). Inside this paragraph,* even the apparently abrupt mention of the

Xptopa has its place (2
20

). The heretical tLVTixpivToi, it is implied, have no

XP^oyia from God ; Christians have (note the emphasis on v/j.e2s), owing to

their union with the true Xpiffros. Again, the genetic relation of 3
4f- to what

precedes becomes evident in the light of the fact that the norm of Christian

purity (3
s
) is the keeping of the divine commandments, or conduct like

Christ's on earth (3
3= 24

"6
), so that the gnostic breach of this law not only

puts a man out of all touch with Christ (3
6f,

)» but defeats the very end of

Christ's work i.e. the abolition of sin and its effects (3
8
). 3

7*10 thus resumes

and expands the thought of 229, the gnostic being shown to be out of touch

with the righteous God, partly because he will not share the brotherly love

which is the expression of that righteousness, and partly because his claims to

sinlessness render God's righteous (i 9
) forgiveness superfluous. Similarly, the

mention of the Spirit in 3^ opens out naturally into a discussion of the decisive

test to be applied to the false claims of the heretics to spiritual powers and

gifts (4
lf

-) ; and, as this test of the genuine Spirit is the confession of Jesus

Christ as really human and incarnate, the writer, on returning (in 4
7f

-) to his

cardinal idea of brotherly love, expresses it in the light of the incarnate Son

(4
9
), whose mission furnishes at once the proof of God's love and the example

as well as the energy of ours (4
10f#

). The same idea of Christ's real humanity

as essential to faith's being and well-being is worked out in the succeeding

section (5
1"12

), while the mention of eternal life (5
11"12

) leads to a recapitulation

(5
13*21

) of the main ideas of the epistle under this special category.

5
7-8 reads like a later gloss (so Scholten, Baljon, pp. 249 f. ) ; but there is

not the textual evidence for its deletion that is available for the adjacent

Comma Johanneum of the three witnesses. An attempt has been made by

K. Kiinstle (Das Comma Johanneum y 1905) to locate the origin of this

* For an attempt to prove, on the basis of 228-312
, that paraphrastic

marginal glosses have entered the writing and so produced the repeated

phenomena of abrupt transition, cp. von Dobschiitz (ZJVW., 1907, 1-8).

Cludius (Uransichten des Christentums, Altona, 1808) had already con-

jectured that a gnostic editor must have worked over the Jewish Christian

nucleus of the document—a creeping estimate of the tract.
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notorious interpolation in Spain during the first half of the fourth century,

and to find the earliest trace of it in Priscillian's Liber Apologeticus (a.d. 380),

where it occurs in an expanded, heretical form (with in Christo Jesu)'

Kiinstle's theory, however, has not won unanimous assent ;
* cp. Julicher's

review in GGA., 1905, 930-935; Mangenot {Le Comma Jokanneum, 1907);

and Babut {Priscillien el le Priscillianisme, 1909, pp. 267 f.). The
probability is that the Comma was prior to Priscillian, wherever it may
have originated.

§ 2. Object.— The polemic is directed against some con-

temporary phases of a dualistic gnosticism, which developed

theoretically into docetic views of Christ's person (2
22 42 etc.)

and practically into libertinism (2
4 etc.). The former aspect

marked the idealism or ultra-spiritualism of teachers like

Cerinthus, who held that the divine Spirit or heavenly aeon

( = Christ) only entered Jesus at his baptism and left him before

his passion and death, a theory which amounted to a denial of

the identity of Jesus and Christ the Son of God. Hence the

emphasis in 5
20

, as opposed to the gnostic idea that the real God
was too spiritual to touch human flesh or become incarnate.

Hence, too, the stress laid on the blood. The denial of the

virgin-birth, which also formed part of the system of Cerinthus,

had been met by anticipation in the stories of Mt. and Lk., which

pushed back the reception of the Spirit from the baptism to the

birth ; the Johannine school, on the other hand, preferred to

answer this heresy by developing the theory of the Logos, with

its implicate of pre-existence. Ignatius combines both.

On its practical side, this docetic christology produced a set

of gnostic illuminati, whose watchword was / know him (2*, cp.

Tit i
16

, Apoc 2 24). The superior theosophic insight to which they

laid claim led naturally to a sense of pride in themselves as the

ilite of Christendom, which fostered an unbrotherly contempt

for the unenlightened members of the church. The writer retorts

that this is not a true enlightenment (2
9
). He is equally un-

sparing upon the other feature of this docetic teaching, viz.,

its tendency to the antinomianism which besets all perfectionist

claims (note the catchwords, we have no sin, we have not sinned,

cited in i 8 - 10
). An indifference to the flesh and to material vices

was the outcome of an overstrained spiritualism. To this lowered

ethical demand (4
5
) the writer bluntly attributes the popularity

of these errorists, while their perfectionist views rendered the

atoning death of Jesus superfluous. In fact, this erroneous view

* On the general question, see Gregory's article in AJT. xi. 131-138.
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of the death of Jesus involves, according to the homily, three

cardinal flaws : (a) an inadequate conception of Jesus as the

Christ, (b) an antinomian attitude towards sin, and (c) an

inability to love one another (2
7-11 310^18. 23 47-58) truly, since

genuine brotherly love among Christians must be the outcome of

God's redeeming love as manifested in the person and work of

Jesus Christ.

The author's method of polemic is to present a positive view

of (a) the historic character and continuity of revelation in the

church (1
1-3 2 13 "14

-
24

3
5"8 414

5
6 - 1L 20

), a view which, so far from

being an innovation (like gnostic ideas), is a recall to the basis of

the Christian gospel already familiar (2
7- i8

) to the readers. In

the historical Jesus, the Christ of God, the churches possess a

revelation of God and life which is absolute, and at all costs this

must be adhered to (cp. Denney, The Death of Christ, 1902, 269-

281, Jesus and the Gospel, 1908, 83 f.). (b) The second line of

defence is the adequacy and finality of the Christian experience,

which rests upon this correct historical estimate of Jesus as the

Christ. Such is the true yiwi? (2
20 - 27

4
2
), an assurance of the truth

which is mediated by a strict ethical obedience to Christianity as

the law of God (3
22-23

5
2 2 3*4

), i.e. above all by the exercise of

a brotherly love, which is more than theoretical, to the members

of the Christian community.

The evident care and caution displayed by the writer in rejecting these

semi-gnostic views is thrown into relief by the fact that he and his fellow-

Christians were themselves breathing and enjoying an atmosphere of such

mystical conceptions. Christianity involves the historical Jesus, but none the

less is it a yvQxris (2
20 - 27

3
6f

* 4
7 etc.). The gnostics held that a spiritual seed

was implanted in man, as the germ of his higher development into the divine

life (Iren. adv. haer. i. 6. 4, on the Valentinian idea that oti vpd^Ls els

TrXrjpojfMa eladyei, dXXd rb cnripfia to ineWev vfjtnov e'tareinrdjAevov, ivddde 8e

Tekeiovjxevov, and Tert. de anima, II, [hseretici] nescio quod spiritale semen

infulciunt animse). The writer takes over this idea for his own purposes. But

also, e.g., in 3
1 (note the emphatic tj/juv) especially, a side-reference to Jewish

rivalry lies embedded. Contemporary Jews made exactly the same claim on

their own behalf (cp. R. Akiba's saying in Aboth iii. 22, ma tr\pw bnixff" ]T2n

DipD
1

? D'J3 i«np:» on 1

? njma mw run' mpoh). There is further an implicit con-

trast here to the Philonic idea that " even if as yet we are not fit to be reckoned

6eou TrcuSes, still we may be ira?8es of his image (aei.5ovs cikSvos), the most

sacred Logos ; Oeov yap eluwv Xoyos 6 Trpecrfivraros " (de confus. ling. 28).

Another phrase in the homily (5
19

/cat 6 koct/xos SXos 4v rep irovr\pCp /cetrai) is

illustrated by the tradition in Baba bathra, 16a, where Eliezer ben Hyrkanus,

who took exception to Job o/24a (the earth is given into the hand of the wicked]

as blasphemy, s corrected by Joshua ben Chananja. The latter rabbi points
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out that Job had Satan in view when he uttered these words. Foi instances

of the Palestinian idioms underlying the Greek of the homily, cp. Schlatter

in BFT. vi. 4. 144-15 1. The errorists, however, are not to be regarded as

simply Judaistic (so recently Wurm and Belser, partly Clemen). The author's

definition of sin as dvo/xia springs from his conception of Christianity as the

divine v6fj.os, and the traces of a docetic movement (which is never connected

with Judaism) are too plain to be explained away (cp. Hoennicke, JC. 137 f.)

;

they require the incipient phases of a movement like that headed by Cerinthus,

not simply a Jewish Christian retrogression. Behind the language we hear

vibrations of the gnostic tendencies which set up a dual personality in the

historical human Jesus and the divine Christ, the latter descending upon Jesus

only at the baptism and withdrawing from him ere the crucifixion. It is

plain that some elements ofthis docetism, such as Cerinthus represented,* were

present in the situation presupposed by this homily, whereas the errorists con-

troverted, e.g., in Apoc 2-3, show no definitely christological traits. We can

also catch echoes of such gnostic speculations as that the divine Being must

include cncorla as well as 0<Ss (

I

6
), that participation in cults and mysteries is

essential to moral purification (i 7), that only the initiated and illuminati can

be redeemed (2
2
), and that the rank and file of believers possessed tt'uttis but

notyvuxTcs (2
20"21

). Traces of specifically antinomian gnosticism are obvious

in the errorists who lay claim to the 'knowledge of God' (2
4
) apart from a

good moral life (cp. Clem. Recogn. ii. 22, qui deum se nosse profitenturj

Clem. Alex. Strom, iii. 4. 31, rots dSfrcois ical d/c/rareVi ko\ ir\eov4icTcu$ ical

fxoiX ^ T& a^7 & Trp&<xcrovTe$ debv iyvwictvai fidvoi \4yovatv). The later Valen-

tinians, according to Irenaeus (adv. Haer. i. 6. 2), held that while ayadr) 7rpa£is

was an essential of salvation for the catholic ^t5x4/coi, they themselves fj.7]
dia

irpd£ews, d\Ad 5ta rb <f>i<x€i. TrvevfiariKoi/s elvai Travrrj re ical ir&vTWS <T(a6^<xe<x6ai.

The sort of docetic fantasy that was beginning to play round the evangelic

tradiuon may be illustrated from the Leucian Acts of John, where Jesus

appears to John on the Mount of Olives during the crucifixion, saying, "John,

to the multitude down there in Jerusalem I am being crucified, and pierced

with lances and reeds, and drinking gall and vinegar ; but unto thee am I

speaking, and do thou hearken to what I say " (xii. ). Similarly John recounts

how (vii.) "sometimes, desiring to grasp him, I came upon a material, solid

body, while at other times, when I handled him (xJ/rjXa^uvTos, cp. I Jn I
1
),

the substance was immaterial, bodiless, and as if it did not exist."

The agents of this gnosticising propaganda had evidently

been itinerant (2 Jn7- 10
)
prophets, laying claim to visions and

revelations (4
1"6

) in support of their teaching. Although some had

withdrawn (2
18

) or been excommunicated (4
4
), the church must

remain on its guard (4
1
). The poison of their bad example

* The antithesis of John and Cerinthus, unlike that of Paul and Cerinthus

(Epiph. Haer. xxviii.), is too well based in the tradition of the early church

about the Hinterland of the ' Johannine ' literature, to be dismissed as a later

dogmatic reflection, due to the desire of obtaining apostolic and canonical

repudiation of that errorist
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still worked,* and Christians were in danger not merely of being

deceived by others, but of deceiving themselves (i 8
). Their

Christianity apparently was of long standing (2
7
), but it was

not due to the writer. He addresses them as TeKvta, iraioui,

ay(nrr)TOL, and d8cA.<£ot, but the authority which breathes through

his counsels is that of their spiritual director, as one in touch

with the historical tradition and experience of the faith, not that

of their founder or of an apostle.

§ 3. Relation to the Fourth Gospel,—The close affinities of

this writing and the Fourth gospel start the problem not only

of their chronological order but of their authorship. These

common features are too striking to require any systematic or

detailed treatment. Less obvious, but not less vital, are the

differences between the two writings, and the problem is to

determine whether such variations denote duality of authorship or

whether they are compatible with a theory which would account

for them by pointing to differences of aim and period within

the career of a single writer, whose theme in the one case is that

* Jesus is the Christ,' and in the other that * the Christ is Jesus.'

Identity of authorship by no means follows necessarily from

a proof that two writings closely resemble one another in style,

vocabulary, and ideas. In the Fourth gospel and in 1 John we
have, e.g., the same combination of negative and positive state-

ments, the use of contrast, the aphoristic tone, the playing on

ideas, etc. Those who hold that these are outweighed by the

distinctive .characteristics of each writing, are not shut up to

argue either that the one writer cleverly imitated the peculiarities

and managed to catch the flavour of his predecessor, or that the

one wrote (Kreyenbiihl) to counteract the other. Their relation-

ship on the disjunctive hypothesis is accounted for by the

common language of a group or school in Asia Minor; the

affinities are partly conscious perhaps, but mainly unconscious.

This general position has been advocated by S. G. Lange, Horst,

Cludius, Baur (Theol. Jahrb., 1848, 293 f., 1857, 315-331),

Weisse, Planck, Volkmar, Zeller, Strauss, Holtzmann (JPT.,
1881, 690 f., 1882, i28f., 316 f., 460 f.), S. Davidson, Hoekstra,

Keim, Scholten, O. Holtzmann (169 f.), W. Bruckner (Chron.

305 f.), Ludemann, Matthew Arnold (God and Bible, ed. 1891,

* The Essenic Ebionitic traits discovered by Wittichen {op. cit. pp. 68 f.

)

are, for the most part, either traits of human nature or inadequately verified ;

t.g. the separatism, claims to perfection, etc
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175, 228 f.), Pfleiderer (ZWT., 1869, 394-421, and Urc. il

446 f.), Cone, Grill (Untersuchungen, pp. 305-308), N. Schmidt
{Prophet of Nazareth, p. 192), Schmiedel, Martineau (Seat oj

Authority, 509-512), Kreyenbiihl (Evglm des Wahrheit, i. 138-

144), E. F. Scott (The Fourth Gospel, 88 f., 94), Wellhausen,

Wendt, and Soltau (see below). The arguments in favour of a

single author are stated by Grimm (SK., 1847, 171 f.), B. Weiss

(— Meyer, pp. 4-9), Jiilicher (Einl. 212-215), Lepin (Vorigine

du quatrieme hangile, 1907, 250 f.), Jacquier (INT. iv. 1-10),

and R. Law (Tests of Life 2
, 1909, pp. 339 f.), and accepted not

only by advocates of the apostolic authorship, but, e.g., by
Harnack, E. A. Abbott (EBi. 18 18), Clemen (ZNW., 1905,

278), Wernle, Forbes, and Baumgarten.

(a) The salient linguistic data are as follow. Peculiar to the ep. are

:

ay&Tri) T€TeXei(i)fi4vrj, dyyeXLa, dvofita, avTixpurros, dpveTcrdai rbv vl6v, didvoia,

4k twos yuxbaneiv, 4Xirls, 4irayyeXia, £x.eiv tov irarepa {vibv), IXacrfids, KOivwvla

( = 4v elvcu of gospel?), b/xoXoyelv rbv 6e6v,* iraXaios, irapovcrla, iroteiv tt\v

8iKcu6<rvvriv, <nrip/j,a tov Oeov, xp^^y and ^^v8oirpo<p7JTai. While the ep.

omits 5<5£af and bo%d£eiv, eTvat, 4k tQv &v<o (K<zrw), ovpdvos and 4novpdvios,

t4/iit(i), rb Trvev/jLarb ayiov, i] opyi] tov deov, and 'the Father in the Son, The
Son in the Father '—all of which are characteristic expressions of the Gospel

—it also uses dirb instead of irapd with verbs like cu'reiv, dKotieiv, and

Xafifidveiv, omits entirely the favourite odv of the gospel, never uses

fikv ... 5^, employs particles like yap and 54 with singular rarity, preferring

the monotonous /cat where any particle of connection is used at all, and, e.g.,

refrains from using oTda with a personal object (cp. Jn 642 7^ 15
21 etc.).

Such traits of style are far from unimportant in literary criticism. Note,

further, that the phrase ^ dydirrj tov deov, which is fairly frequent in the

epistle (2
5
3
17 49 etc. ) as an expression for God's love to man, only occurs

once in the gospel (S
42

), and that in the opposite sense of man's love to God. %
Also, the perfect iiydiniKa, absent from the gospel, occurs once in the epistle

(4
10

, S.V.I.), as does 4dv with the indicative (5
15

). It is of minor significance

that while the gospel uses the adv. imper. /xetvaTe * in the Lord's mouth, the

present is used by the writer of the epistle' (2
28

, cp. Diat. 2437). As for con-

ceptions, [b) the epistle never cites the OT, and with one exception (3
12

) refrains

from using OT history or prophecy as a witness to the truths of Christianity.

* 'OpoXoyeiv is never used in the gospel of confessing sin (as Ep. I
9
), but

always of confessing Christ (9
s2 1242).

+ Perhaps in keeping with its subordination of the metaphysical element

to the ethical, throughout. So Grill, who points out also (312-313) how

light in the epistle invariably and primarily denotes an ethical conception, in

contrast to the gospel's use of it to denote knowledge of the divine truth.

% Dr. Abbott's arguments to the contrary {Diat. 2032-2040) do not seem

quite convincing, but he proves incidentally that even in 1 Jn 5
2"3 the genii ive

may be taken fairly as subjective.
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Whether this was owing to the gnostic animus against the OT, or to the

feeling that such evidence was superfluous (the Christian revelation being

final in itself),* it is noticeable that the gospel adopts an entirely different

outlook upon the sacred books of the Jews. The general ideas {c) of

the two writings also present diverging lines of interest. Thus (i. ) while in

the gospel Christians are related to God the Father through the medium of

Christ {e.g. id7' 9 14
8 15

5
), God being to Christ as Christ is to his people, the

relationship becomes more direct in the Ep., where Christians are in God, or

God in them (2
6 3

21 4* 5
14

), without any specific mention being made of

Christ's person as the essential means of communion. This feature might be

explained f by the consideration that such a conception of Christ would be

a foregone conclusion ; the writer might well assume it in addressing

Christians, and especially Christians within a circle affected by a type of

thought like that represented in the Fourth gospel. Only, he was addressing

Christians also in the Fourth gospel, and, once again, this conception of Christ's

person is not isolated. There are other indications of a transference to God,

in the ep., of functions which the gospel reserves for Christ {e.g., the hearing

of prayer, 3
s2

5
14f

*, cp. Jn I413f#
), while light (i 5f

-) is expressly presented as an

attribute not of the Logos (as in the gospel), but of God. The full significance

of the latter feature emerges into view when we pass on to a second series (ii.)

of ideas. For all the similarities between the two writings on the conception

of life or life eternal, the development of the latter idea {e.g. in 1 Jn I
2
5
20

)

tends to correlate it in the epistle, not with the soteriological cycle of beliefs

(as in the gospel), but with the person of Christ, in a theological sense (Grill,

pp. 301 f.). In I Jn i
1 "4 the cardinal idea is that of Life as the absolute

divine reality: "it is of the Word or Logos which is Life that we are

speaking (sc. XaKov/iev, as Jn 7
13

etc.). And the Life was manifested."

Here the prologue's special conception of the Logos as personal to Christ is

eliminated, in the interests of Christian monotheism, the writer meeting by

anticipation, and upon a christological basis, the difficulty which afterwards

led to Monarchianism,? viz., the fear of suggesting that certain divine seons,

like the Logos, intervened between God and man. It is not, as in the

gospel, the Logos, but the Life Eternal which is identified with the person

of Christ. The latter idea subordinates the metaphysical to the ethical,

whereas in the gospel the reverse is the case, (iii.) A modification of the

idea of faith is also noticeable. While in the gospel faith is equivalent to

the coming of man to the truth and light of God in Christ, or to a reception

of the words of Jesus in the heart, the writer of the epistle, though far from

being an intellectualist (cp. I
7 24 etc.), tends to resolve faith into a confession

* So Wendt, who shows that, in spite of the absence of any reference to

the sayings of Jesus, no other early Christian writing voices so frequently and

so impressively the avrbs £0<x of the Lord {e.g. 225 *
27

3
s3 421

5
20

).

t In the light of what follows, the concentration of emphasis upon

obedience to the commandments of God as the ground of assurance, instead

of upon the name or mediation of Jesus as in the Gospel (yet see 7
17 1421 etc.),

is probably to be referred (with Pfleiderer) to the larger prominence assigned

throughout the epistle to the ethical elements of the Johannine mysticism.

t So Holtzmann, Pfleiderer, and Haring.
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of Jesus as the Son of God (2
s3 418 - 23

5
1
) ; "C'est professer une christologie

orthodoxe" (Goguel, p. 148). The epistle, again, (iv.) although ignoring

the x&PLS °f Jn l16 assigns more prominence than the gospel to the idea of

sin, and this again carries with it an emphasis upon the propitiatory element in

the death of Jesus which is absent from the gospel, where the expiatory value

of Christ's death (i-9 n 50
17

19
) is secondary (cp. E. F. Scott, op. cit. 218 f.).

The signs of Jesus (v.) are not adduced by the epistle in proof of his real

position as the Christ in whom men are to believe. Such a proof would have

been entirely consonant with the object of the writing, which aims (i 1
"4

5
1(M3

), as does the gospel (2030
-31

), at laying a basis for faith in the historical

Jesus. Yet the one writing ignores what to the other is essential evidence

for the messiahship of Jesus (cp. Wendt, Eng. tr. pp. 172 f.). Less weight

attaches to (vi.) the eschatological view of the two writings; for, though the

last hour and the plurality of antichrists are a special feature of the epistle,

these, and the more spiritual view of the future which marks the gospel, do

not constitute any radical difference (Reuss). At the same time the epistle

(4
17

) uses the day ofjudgment, a synoptic phrase carefully avoided by the

gospel, and describe the second advent as a vapovcria (2
28

). There is,

however, a real difference (vii.) in the conception of the Ila/xx/cX^Tos, who is

identified in the epistle (2
1
) with Jesus Christ as the Righteous One, whereas,

in the gospel, Jesus either sends the Paraclete or is at most a Paraclete

himself. In the gospel the Spirit as the UapdKXrjros is the alter ego of

Jesus, but in the epistle this function is wholly ignored. Here the

conception of the Spirit as a whole undergoes a striking change. * La
maitrisse de l'Esprit est asservie au joug d'une confession de foi ' (Goguel, p.

152).* No longer the supreme principle which judges all and is judged by

none, the Spirit in the epistle requires to be tested by certain criterions (4
1 "8

,

cp. I Co 123
). Indeed, with the transference of HapdKkrjTos to Christ, the

allusions to the Spirit are entirely impersonal and neuter (2
20 41S

). Instead of

the Son (Jn 14
6
), the Spirit = aXrjdeia (5

6
) ; and while Christians have a

ILapaK\7]Tos, it is with the Father, as an intercessor (cp. Ro 8s4 and Ro 3
s6

with 1 Jn 21"', He 7
s5 924

), rather than as an indwelling Presence in the

hearts of Christians. " In the later theology, the Spirit was regarded almost

solely as the supreme witness to the orthodox belief and the guide to its

correct interpretation. John himself does not share in this restricted view,

which is already traceable in the later writings of his school (cp. I Jn 221 - OT

4
lf

*

5
6f

')- The Spirit, as he conceives it, is a principle of inner development

by which the traditional form of belief may from time to time be broken up,

in order to reveal more perfectly their essential content " (E. F. Scott, 340).

This brief outline will serve to show the delicacy of the problem. Res lubrica,

opinio incerta. Upon the whole, however, the lines of evidence appear

to indicate that the epistle came from a writer who, while belonging to the

general 'Johannine' school of thought and feeling, occupied slightly different

ground from that of the author of the Fourth gospel. It is true that

differences between two writings may be due to difference of standpoint and

* Though it is too strong to add, ' par la, la doctrine de l'Esprit cesse

d'etre feconde, elle est enervee et perd toute sa originalite p*opre et sa

valeur decisive, nous dirions volontiers, toute sa raison d'etre.'
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purpose ; it would be uncritical to insist that a writer must adhere to

identical forms of expression under varying circumstances, or that he

expressed his full mind in one writing. Such canons of literary criticism are

mere ropes of sand. But the characteristic traits of the Fourth gospel and

the First epistle betray a difference beneath their unity which is best accounted

for by the supposition that while the writer of the epistle lived and moved
within the circle in which the Fourth gospel originated, he had an individu-

ality and purpose of his own.

§ 4. Period.—The relative position of the tract depends upon

the answer given to the debated question whether it was com-

posed before or after the gospel. And if so, was it a preface or

a postscript ? The usual tendency, especially among those who
attribute the two writings to different authors, is to regard 1 John

as a more popular re-statement of the main Johannine concep-

tions, as though the writer was conscious of carrying on, from

his own point of view, the propaganda of the larger work, de-

veloping some ideas hinted at in the gospel {e.g. expiation) and

adding others, but all with the more or less deliberate aim of

reproducing his master's position.* These threads of filiation

are gossamer-webs. It is difficult, e.g., to see how the epistle

could produce any alteration of attitude towards the gospel.

The parallels adduced between the two {e.g. i
1-2 = Jn i

1* 2
-
4

-
14

2027, j> = Jn 15 11
,
2* = Jn 1416

, 2 2 = Jn n 51 '52
, 2 8 = Jn 1334 15 10-12

,

210-H = Jn H9-10 I2 35
}
2 23 = jn ^23-2^ 227 = Jn ^26 l6 l

8j 38. 15 = Jn
844

} 3
11. 16 = Jn I5 12-l

3) 46 = jn 8^7, 56 = Jn
^84-M 58 = Jn ^2. 84. 36

8i7-is
f 5

i2 = jn 3^, 5
13 = Jn 2031

, S
u = Jn i413'14 1623

, 5
20 = Jn 178)

do not necessarily prove more than an acquaintance with the sub-

stance of the 'Johannine' doctrine which was current before the

Fourth gospel crystallised it into written shape, and the motive for

the composition of the homily is not to be found in any supposed

relation to the gospel. Both works rise from the same plot of

early Christian soil; both aim at developing the faith of the

church and (especially the homily) at safeguarding it against

current errors; both lay stress on the evangelic historical

tradition ; but, beyond the general fact that the homily pre-

* Cp. Pfleiderer, Urc. ii. 448 :
" Der Briefsteller war ein dem Evangelisten

nahestehender Mann, sein Schtiler vielleicht, der sich an dem Geist der

Theologie seines Meisters gebildet hatte. Aber so ging ihm ahnlich wie in

unserer Zeit den meisten Schulern Schleiermachers : in dem eifrigen

Bestreben, die grossen Gedanken des Meisters fiir die gesamte Kirche nutzbar

und braucVbar zu machen, wurde er konservativer als der Meister selbsl

gewesen."

38
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supposes the teaching and spirit of the gospel, their mutual

connection remains obscure. The homily was addressed to

people familiar with the doctrine of the gospel, and possibly

with the gospel itself. That it was intended to circulate along

with it seems a hypothesis suggested by the early juxtaposition

of the two writings in the canon rather than by any internal

evidence,

A good deal depends on whether the triple £ypa\pa, following the triple

ypi<p(j} in the tergemina allocutio of 2U~U
, is a rhetorical variation, or a specific

allusion to the Fourth gospel. The latter view is less probable than the

reference to what precedes (i 1-2u ), or to a lost epistle (so, e.g. , Michaelis,

Baljon, Karl) ; but even these hypotheses are as unnecessary as the conjecture

that i
1-4

is an implicit allusion to the prologue of the Fourth gospel. It

does not mend matters, from this point of view, to regard v. 14 as an inter-

polation (Calvin and others, cp. Koennecke in BFT. xii. I. 19-20).

§ 5. Authorship.—The Homeric hymns, it has been said,

are neither hymns nor Homer's. The so-called ' first epistle of

John ' is neither an epistle nor is it John's—if by John is meant

the son of Zebedee. The homily is anonymous, and all

subsequent conjectures about its authorship, either in tradition

or in modern investigation, are derived from the internal evidence

of its connection with the Fourth gospel (see above). The most

attractive form of the latter hypothesis is the semi-pseudonymous

theory (so, e.g., Hausrath, Scholten, Das Evglm riach Johannes

;

68 ; Thoma, op. cit. pp. 807 f. ; Soltau,* ZNW^ 1901, 140 f.

;

Pfieiderer, Urc. ii. 448 f. ; Wellhausen, Heitmiiller, Zurhellen),

that some Asiatic Christian wrote the epistle, as he revised the

Fourth gospel (especially adding ch. 21), in the interests of the

beloved disciple ; but the obscurity of the whole problem and

the linguistic data prevent this from rising to more than a level of

approximate probability. Lord Hailes once pointed out to

Boswell his additions to a legal paper originally drawn up by Dr.

Johnson. The writer of ' First John ' had, in all likelihood,

some share in the editorial process through which the Fourth

gospel reached its final form, but the extent of this share is still

uncertain.

Whether the author belonged, or wished to represent himself as belonging,

to the original disciples of Jesus (not necessarily the twelve), depends on the

* Soltau makes John the presbyter write I John and also ( Unsere Evg&tn,

1910, pp. nof. ) edit the Fourth gospel out of Johannine logia, etc

According to Schwartz, both epistle and gospel were edited with the
1 apostolic ' motive, by the same editor.
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interpretation of I
1"4

. The spiritual and semi-mystical sense* (cp. Abbott,

Diat. 1615-1620 ; Clemen, ZNW. , 1905, 277 f. ), is borne out by a comparison

of 4
14

; but it is probably to be combined with the view that the paragraph,

with its anti-docetic reference, voices the testimony of the apostolic church, as

represented by the circle of /nadrjral rod nvpiov in Asia Minor to which the

writer belonged. The church stands on the definite incarnation of Jesus Christ

the Logos, and the apostolic experience of the latter is the experience of the

church, on which her testimony is based. f The writer is the spokesman of

this testimony. He uses realistic language which is capable easily of a

spiritual and ideal interpretation. Even the phrase our hands handled

(i\f/rj\d<p7i<xav
f

cp. Ac 17
27

) is not unparalleled. X "No one," says Origen

{c. Cels. 7
s4

),! "is so foolish as not to see that the word hands is taken

figuratively, as when John says, our hands have handled." Irenseus {adv.

haer. v. 1) observes that the only way we can learn of God and have

communion with his Son is by ' magistrum nostrum uidentes et per auditum

nostrum uocem eius percipientes,'

§ 6. Traces in the subsequent literature (cp. Zahn's GK. i.

209 f., 374 f., 905 f., ii. 48 f., 88 f.).

It is unsafe to attach much weight to the apparent remini-

scence of 4
2*3 (or of 2 Jn 7

) in Polyk. ad Phil. 7 (reading

iXrjXvOora instead of k\y]\v6ivai).
||

Even in Ignatius the alleged

traces (cp. Dietze, SK., 1905, 595 f.) are seldom cogent; e.g. 3
14 =

Smyrn. vii. (crvi/ec/>€pe Se aurots dya7raV, tva /cat ava<TTos<riv), 3
17 =

Smyrn. vi. 2, 5
6 (cp. 3

17
) = Eph. xviii. (09 zyevvrjO-q /cat /3a7TTLcr6q,

Xva tc3 7ra0ci to vSwp KaOapicrrj), 4
2f

- = Eph. vii. (iv crap/ct yevofxevos).

Still, if Ignatius knew the Fourth gospel, it is a priori likely that

he also knew 1 Jn. Papias, at any rate, is said by Eusebius (iii.

39) to have used ^ 'loiawov irporipa ( = % 'I. 7rpd>T77, v. 8 ?), i.e. the

anonymous tract which, by the time of Eusebius, had come to

be known as ' First John '
; and there is not the slightest reason

to suspect or reject this statement. Justin Martyr also (Dial.

123, where the KXrjO&fLev /cat eoyAeV of 3
1 is echoed in #cat Oeo?'

TeKva aXyjOtva KaXov/xeOa /cat ecr^tcv, if we keep his commandments
= 2s) presupposes the homily, so that, although the reminiscences

* So, e.g., Karl, Harnack, J. Reville, 55-56 j von Soden, Holtzmann-

Bauer, Green (137 f.), and Bacon {Fourth Gospel in Research, etc;., 189 f.).

f "The vision and witness of the immediate disciples . . . remains as

an abiding endowment of the living body" (Westcott, p. 153).

% Tacit. Agricola, 45, mox nostrae duxere Heluidium in carcerem manus.

§ Cp. also Clem. Recogn. i. 17, " He set forth so openly who that prophet

was, that I seemed to have before my eyes, and to handle with my hand.

the proofs which he adduced.

"

|| Some, e.g. Volkmar ( Ursprung d. Evglien, 47 f. ), even hold that it ii

Polykarp who is quoted.
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in Clem. Rom. (49
s 5o 3 = 4

18)and even Hennas {Mand. 3* =
2 27) and the Didache (io5 = 4

18)* are too slight to prove more

than the existence of current 'Johannine' terminology, the

writing must have been circulated in Asia Minor, at any rate,

before the end of the first quarter of the second century. The
terminus a quo is approximately the general period of the Fourth

gospel's composition; but there is no decisive ground for the

priority of either, even upon the hypothesis that both were

written by the same author. The aim of each is too special to

admit of the conjecture that the epistle was intended to ac-

company, much less to introduce, the larger work. By the end

of the second century the epistle seems to have been fairly well

known (Clem. Alex. Strom, ii. 15. 66; Tert. de Pudic. 19; Iren.

iii. 16. 8), and in the Muratorian Canon it appears to be reckoned

as an appendix or sequel to the Fourth gospel. There is no

evidence for the position taken up by the Alogi to the epistle

;

the statement of Epiphanius, that they rejected all the Johannine

epistles together with the gospel and apocalypse (hcer. 57
s4

,

ra^a Se /cat tol? e—toroXas' crvvaSova-L yap koX givtcu t<3 evayyekiu

teal -777 a7roKaA.i'^et) is a pure guess, unsupported by any early

tradition.

On the curious title ad Parthos (Aug. Qucest. Evang. ii. 39), see above,

p. 476. An actual Parthian or Persian destination for I John was once

defended by Paulus and Michaelis (vi. 399-400), on the ground that the

writer's allusions to the dualism of light and darkness were designed to correct

the Zoroastrian philosophy of religion !

(C) THE JOHANNINE TRADITION.

The rearrangement of the so-called 'Johannine' literature,

outlined above, is a tentative hypothesis which involves some
resetting of the traditional data upon John the son of Zebedee

and John the presbyter. It has been assumed provisionally

that the tradition is correct which witnesses to an early martyr-

dom of John the son of Zebedee as well as of his brother ; that

* As in Diognet. IO3 vpbs oSs d-rricrreiKs tqv vlbv airrov rbv fiovcr/evT]=z^9
,

or I03= 4
19

. If the prayers of the Didache represent the sacramental prayers

of the Palestinian and Syrian churches (cp. Andresen, ZNW. iii. 135 f.
;

Kreyenbuhl, i. 706 f. ), they may have been known to the author of the

Fourth gospel, e.g. in chs. 6 and 17 ; but the former passage, at any rate,

resembles a midrashic discourse on Ps 78 (cp. Klein's Der alttsle ckristlukt

Katechismus
% pp. 220 f.).
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while the former may conceivably be identified with the beloved

disciple of the Fourth gospel and the original authority for some
of its special traditions upon sayings and (to a lesser degree) the

deeds of Jesus, he was not its author; that the apocalypse

probably, and 2 and 3 John certainly, were written by John the

presbyter in Asia Minor towards the end of the first century;

and that the anonymous author of the Fourth gospel may have

also composed (though probably he did not) the homily or tract

which has come down to us under the canonical title of 1 John.

The internal evidence of the literature upon the three latter

points has been already discussed. It now remains to give an

outline* of the more salient features in the later tradition of

the second and third centuries which bear out these conclusions.

The modern investigator of the Johannine problem resembles

the woodman in Theokritus ; he is bewildered by the rich variety

of topics presented to him, and hardly able to decide where he

would do best to begin his operations.

*I5a^ & TrokOdevdpov av^p 6\ar6fi.os £\0d>v

Tairralvei, irapeovros &dr]v, irbdev dp^erat Zpyov*

rl irp&Tov AfaraX^a?/ iirel irdpa /xvpia elireiv.

The five writings in the NT canon which were eventually

grouped together as instrumentum Johanneum are surrounded

by a thick undergrowth of traditions during the second and

third centuries, which is neither homogeneous nor lucid. In

order to clear a path, it is necessary to begin, as we have done,

with the internal evidence of the writings themselves. The
further problem now remains, how to account satisfactorily for

the rise and variations of the later tradition, which associated

these writings with the personality of a Christian disciple, John,

who lived in Asia Minor towards the close of the first century.

§ 1. The Papias-iraditions.—The earliest data are again, as

in the case of the synoptic problem, furnished by Papias ; his

writings are only extant in the shape of fragmentary quotations

in Eusebius and other writers of a later age, but fortunately they

preserve a tradition which is prior to any other.

* The following paragraphs make no attempt to survey the dusty and misty

history of opinion upon the subject, or to summarise the ramified details of the

problem. Their aim is simply to state one or two of the cardinal results

of historical investigation, which justify, in the opinion of the present writer,

the hypothesis underlying the above literary criticism of the Johannine

writings.
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The importance of the evidence of Papias on this matter is shown by the

fact that he is, as is admitted on almost all hands (e.g. by Lightfoot and

Gutjahr, no less than by Harnack, Reville, Schwartz, Mommsen, and Corssen),

;he source for the presbyter-traditions of Irenseus in the second and fifth

books of the adv. Haer. , by the possibility that the appeal of Irenseus to the

Asiatic elders who had known John and some other apostles goes back

primarily at least to the elders of the Papias-tradition, and by the probability

that the Muratorian Canon (or Hippolytus, its author) borrowed to some

extent from the bishop of Hierapolis (Lightfoot).

The first fragment * quoted by Eusebius (If. E. iii. 39) is as

follows :

—

061c dxvfiffu 8e ffoi /col 8<ra rore irapa

Tu>v Tpefffivripuv koKQs t/xadov Kal

KaX&s 4fivi}/j.6vev(Ta, <rvy/carard£cu reus

ipfxrjvelats, diafiepaiov/Mevos virkp airdv

aX-qdeiav. oi yap rotj ra iroXXa Xtyov-

<riv fyaipov &o~irep 61 iroXXol, dXXa

rots raXydi] diSio-Kovciv, oide rots ras

dXXorplas ivroXas /Avijp.ovev'ovo'iv, &\\a

rots raj irapb. rod Kvplov rrj irlffrei

SedopJvas Kal av a&rrjs irapayivo/xevas

tt)$ aXrjdelas. el 8e icov Kal irapaKoXov-

drjK&s rts rots irpeafivTipois fkdoi, tovs

tQv irpeafUvripuv av^Kpivov f Xdyovs'X

rl 'Avdptas i) rl Tlerpos etirev fj rl

QCXunros ii rl Gw/ias ^ 'Id/cwjSos 1} rl

'lu&vvijs ij Marflatos f) rts Zrepos rdv

rod Kvplov fiadr}rQv, & re 'Api<rTL(av Kal

6 irpeapfrrepos'Iw&pvijs, ol rod Kvplov

fiad-iyral, Xiyovffiv. oi yap ra 4k tQv

(jtfiXlutv to<tovt6v fie dxpeXeiv irireX&p-

(iavov, Bffov ra rapa $ibaiis (puvijs Kal

fievofoqu

Nor shall I hesitate, along with my
own interpretations, to set down for

thee whatsoever I learnt with care

and remembered (or recounted) with

care from the elders, guaranteeing its

truth. For, unlike the many, I did

not take pleasure in those who have

much to say, but in those who teach

what is true ; not in those who recall

foreign commandments, but in those

who recall the commandments given

by the Lord to faith and reaching us

from the truth itself. Furthermore,

if any one chanced to arrive who
had been really (Kal) a follower of

the elders, I would inquire as to the

sayings of the elders— as to what

Andrew or Peter said, or Philip, or

Thomas or James, or John or Matthew
or any other of the Lord's disciples,

also as to what Aristion and the

presbyter John, the Lord's disciples,

say. For I supposed that things out

of books would not be of such use to

me as the utterances of a living voice

which was still with us.

* Critical discussions by H. J. Holtzmann (BL. iii. 352-360), Schwartz

(Der Todd. Sohne Zebed. 9 f.), B. W. Bacon, Fourth Gospel in Research and

Debate', pp. 10 1 f.

f The Syriac version presupposes vvvlKpwov (so Gutjahr). It is an open

question whether & re . . . Xtyovcriv depends, like rl 'Avdptas . . . fiadrirQu,

on X6yovs or directly (so, e.g., Harnack, Corssen, Schmiedel) on dv^Kpivov

\6yovs. In the latter case, Aristion and the presbyter John would be

singled out from the rest of the irpeo-fifa-epoi. The visitor would only be

able to report what the presbyters knew of the apostles, but he would be

able to speak, from personal intercourse, about the other two

X Grammatically, this might mean either (so, e.g., Zahn) that Andrew,
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As the opening words indicate, the excerpt is taken from the preface to

the (five books of) i^rjy^a-eis Xoylcov KvptaK&v, which consisted of interpreta-

tions or expositions of \6yia tcvpia/cd, together with Si^y^o-eis (explanations)

of the sayings of Jesus, such as Aristion furnished, and irapa86<reis such as

those of John the presbyter (H. E. iii. 39. 14). These i^yqaeis of Papias

may have been directed against gnostic commentaries like the lengthy

Exegetica of Basilides ; if so, his language is carefully chosen (pp. 187-188).

These verbose writers also made their appeal to an apostolic tradition (cp. e.g.

Tert. de prcescr. haer. 25), which was supposed to have been secret and esoteric :

Papias therefore claims that his apostolic traditions are sifted and direct. For

the ' foreign commandments,' see I Jn 27 - M
.

The first problem of the passage (a) is to ascertain the exact

relation between Papias and his authorities. Writing probably

between a.d. 140 and 150, he is recalling inquiries made in bis

earlier life (i.e. during the first quarter, perhaps even the first

decade of the second century). But are the 'sayings of the

elders' equivalent to what follows, or does the phrase mean

their reports of what the following disciples of the Lord had

said? The latter is more probable. These Trpeo-fivrepoi were

not apostles ; their Aoyoi related what the apostles or primitive

disciples had said.* As Eusebius assumed, the -n-pecrftvTepoL of

Papias were simply pupils or successors (yvo)pip.oi = /jLaOrjTal rwv

aTTocrroXwv) of the primitive disciples. We get three stages,

therefore: (i.) the apostles or disciples of the Lord, then

(ii.) the -rrpearj3vT€poL who preserved their traditions, and finally

(iii.) followers of the Trpio-fivrepoi. Papias had never known any

of the original apostles. For information about their teaching he

depended on men whom Iren?eus (adv. Haer. v. 5. 1) described

as ol Trp€(r/3vTepoL tw aTroarToXwv fMaOrjrai. Even with these he

could not maintain any continuous intercourse ; he had to fall

back upon casual visitors to his parish or diocese who were in a

position to report their oral teaching. The alternative is to put

(i.) and (ii.) together and regard 01 Trpta-fivrepoi as including, if not

equivalent to, the personal disciples of Jesus mentioned by name.

This exegesis has the advantage of giving an apparently lucid sense

to the third sentence ; what the elders told their followers was

etc., were the elders in question, or (so, e.g., Schwartz, Corssen, Kreyenbiihl

:

ii. 735 f., Abbott) that the \<5yoi of the elders related to what Andrew and

the rest said. The latter view interposes more space between Papias and

the disciples than the former.

* This is now admitted by Belser {/NT. 33 f. ), who agrees that the inter

pretation of Eusebius is correct on this point.
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what they {i.e. Andrew, etc.) knew of Jesus. But i P 5
1 is a

slender peg on which to hang the assertion that the (twelve)

apostles could be called 7rpe<x/3i;T€poi by a man in the period of

Papias, even if Trpeo-fivTepoi were rendered "ancient worthies."

Besides, ol Trpeo-fivrepoc cannot be identified with Andrew, etc, for

Peter and James at least had died before Papias was born ; and

if ol ir. merely included Andrew, etc., he would naturally have

written 7rapa tlvwv to>v 7rpeaj3vrip(x)v instead of referring twice to

ol ir. as a homogeneous group. Finally, there is an implicit

distinction between 01 ic. and ol tov Kvptov ixaOrjTat.

This opens up the second {b) problem. Why are Aristion

and John the presbyter called 01 t. k. fxaOrjrai? Unless it is in

the general sense of Christian (Ac 9
1
), the words are probably

either a primitive corruption or an interpolation (Abbott, EBi.

1815; Mommsen in ZJVW.
y 1902, 156-159). For the latter

hypothesis there is some textual evidence {e.g. the Armenian and

Syriac versions) ; on the former, we may either add fxaOrjTuv after

tcvpiov (Renan, iv. pp. xxiii f., vi. 48, and Abbott, Exp.^ iii.

245 f.), or, better still, read (Bacon, JBL., 1898, 176-183) tovtwv

(by a natural corruption, TOYT00 passed into TOYKY).

The {c) third problem relates to the change of tense in ei-irey

and Xiyovo-Lv. The natural sense of the distinction, unless it

is a rhetorical variation (so, e.g., Lightfoot and Abbott), is that

Aristion and John the presbyter were still alive at the period to

which Papias refers. So far as the text is concerned, they may
have been among the irpco-fivTepoi from whom Papias had once

(itotc) learnt. Eusebius says that Papias claimed to be one of

their hearers (IIa7rias . . . 'ApiortWos /cat tov irp€<r/)vrepov 'loydwov

avrrjKoov kavrov <f>r]o-t ytvlo-Oai) ;
' at least/ he adds, ' Papias often

mentions them and inserts traditions of theirs in his own pages.'

The reason given by the historian is obviously too slight to bear

the weight of his inference, for Papias might have derived these

traditions indirectly. Nevertheless, there is no reason why he

should not have come into personal touch at one time in his life

with Aristion and John the presbyter. The chronological

difficulty is not insuperable. Even if they had been personal

disciples of the Lord, they might have survived till the last decade

of the first century—which, on a fair estimate of the age of

Papias, would permit him to have met them in his youth. If

they had not been personal disciples of Jesus, the likelihood that

Papias had once been in close touch with them is increased,
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although at Hierapolis he seems to have only been able to get

information about them. This does not necessarily imply that

they were not in Asia Minor at the time. Had they been

stationed at Ephesus it is difficult to account for Papias' lack of

access to them; but, as Keim (i. 222) observes, "Asia Minor

is a wide word, even without Ephesus," and it is not a necessary

deduction from Papias to argue that these witnesses to the

Palestinian tradition must have been in Palestine (Bacon).*

Nor does it follow that they were dead, and that Xiyovcriv refers

to their writings (Drummond, iQQf.)> or at least to writings in-

corporating their traditions. This would allow them still to be

reckoned as personal disciples of Jesus, but it is not easy to see

why Eusebius in that case did not allude to their works ; besides,

the context of Papias (with its immediate praise of oral tradition

in preference to written) rather discourages this view.

Finally, as Eusebius proceeds to indicate in commenting on

the passage, (d) Papias distinguishes between the apostle John,

who is simply ranked among the apostolic figures of a bygone

age, and the presbyter John, who belongs to a different and later

group. This is a most important result for the criticism of the

Johannine tradition. Haussleiter (Theol. Lit.-Blatt, 1896, 465-

468) and Hjelt, expanding a suggestion of Renan (iv. 568), propose

to omit rj n Iwaw^s, on the ground that the omission leaves

the text more symmetrical (cp. Camerlynck, 125 f.). Zahn, who
{INT. § 51) rules out this conjecture as daring, reaches the

same end by making Papias refer clumsily to the apostle John in

both connections (so Jacquier, iv. pp. 99 f., and Lepin, pp. 133 f.).

But neither theory is justifiable. John the presbyter is not to be

emended out of existence in the interests of John the apostle.

The second fragment of Papias, which refers to John the

apostle, corroborates the first by proving not only that he did

not survive to a late age, but that he died early as a martyr.

The setting of this fragment is less clear than that of the former,

but it has the compensating advantage of being in line with a

* Aristion and Ariston, as we know from Plutarch and Aristotle, could be

used of the same person (the latter variant occurs here in Syr. and Arm.
versions), but the Aristion of Papias was not the Ariston of Pella to whom
Eusebius elsewhere refers (cp. Bacon, DCG. i. 114-118, against Resch, TU.
x. 2. 453 f. ). There is more, though not enough, to be said for the identification

of John the presbyter (supposing he was not a personal disciple of Jesus)

with John the seventh head of the church at Jerusalem (Schlatter).
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piece of evidence from the synoptic tradition. The evidence for

the early martyrdom of John the son of Zebedee is, in fact, three-

fold : (a) a prophecy of Jesus preserved in Mk io39 = Mt 2023
,

(b) the witness of Papias, and {c) the calendars of the church.

The tradition is accepted and defended, on various grounds, by Schwartz

{op. cit.), Erbes (see below), Bousset (77?., 1905, 225 f., 277 f.), Pfleiderer

(Urc. ii. 411), Kreyenbuhl (i. 366 f.), Badham {AJT. iii. 729-740, viii.

539-554), Menzies and Wellhausen and J. Weiss (on Mk io39 ), Bacon

{Exp?, 1907, 236 f., and on Mk io39 ), Julicher {INT. 377 f. ), Loisy {RHR.,

1904, 568 f.), Schmiedel {EBi. 2509-2510), Burkitt {Gospel History and its

Transmission, pp. 250 f.), Holtzmann-Bauer (pp. 19 f.), Forbes (pp. 165 f.),

and Heitmiiller.

Mark.

rd iroTTjpiov 8 4y<b ttIvu) irieade,

koX rb p&TTTKrua 6 4y& ^airrt^o/xai

paTTTifrjcrecrde,

rb d£ Kadlaai 4k del-iur fiov 1} ii-

OVK (:<TTLV ijJibv 80VVCLI,

dXX' ols 7]Tol/ia<XTai.

Matthew.

rb fikv T0Tripi6v jxov irleade

rb 5£ KaOltrai 4k 8ei;iG)v pov kolI 4£

ovk ecrrcv i[xbv tovto dovvai,

dXX' ols ijToifiacrTai. iiirb rod irarpds fiov.

Mt. as usual omits the parallel clause (cp. 2 2 17=Mk 12 14

etc.) and adds the last four words (cp. 25 s4 and 41
, where, in the

latter passage, 6 fjToi/jLao-ev 6 -n-ar-qp fxov, as read by Iren. Orig.

Hil. D and some old Latin MSS, has been altered into to tjtol-

(jiao-fievov). Whether Luke omitted the whole scene * because it

appeared to limit the authority of Jesus or because it disparaged

the apostles, it is difficult to say. In any case the primitive

character of the saying is as patent as its meaning, viz., that

both James and John were to suffer martyrdom. " A quelque

point de vue qu'on se place, clairvoyance miraculeuse de Jesus

ou prediction mise dans sa bouche post eventum, Jean et Jacques

ont bu la meme 'coupe' et subi le meme 'bapteme' que lui"

(A. ReVille, Jesus de Nazareth, i. 354). What drinking the cup

of Jesus meant, is evident from passages like Mk 1436 and

Mart. Polyk. 14 (iv apt0jx(2 twv fiaprvpoyv kv T<3 ttotyjplw tov

Xpio-Tov). The hypothesis that Jesus was simply referring in

general terms to persecution and hardship does not do justice to

the specific and definite character of the prediction. Unless it

is assumed (as, e.g., by O. Holtzmann) that this anticipation ol

* Spitta's attempt to prove that his favourite Luke was correct {ZNW
,

1910, 39-58), and that the passage, a later synoptic addition, did not originally

refer to death, is rightly set aside by Schwartz {ibid. 89-104).
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Jesus was not fulfilled, we must admit that he foretold a martyr-

death for the two men, and also that this had come to pass by

the time Mark's gospel was published. James was beheaded in

the beginning of the fifth decade by Herod Agrippa 1. (Ac 122
),

although Luke fails to chronicle his death any more than that of

Peter. It is possible that other names* originally lay in the

isolated tradition or source which is incorporated in Ac i2 lf
-,

but it is not necessary to assume that the two brothers died

simultaneously at this early date (so, e.g., Schwartz and Badham),

and it is extremely improbable that John's name was sub-

sequently omitted under stress of the dominant Ephesian

legend (Schwartz), after a.d. 150. This involves a tissue of

historical difficulties,! including the identification of John Mark

with the John of Gal 1-2. It is unlikely that the former would

be ranked alongside of Peter, the pillar-apostle. If the death of

John the son of Zebedee fell within the subsequent period

covered by Acts, the lack of any allusion to it is simply another

of the many gaps which are visible in Luke's narrative.

The fact of the martyrdom of John is, however, corroborated

very soon by (b) a. statement of Papias, in the second book of

his expositions of Aoyia Kvpia/ca, that John " was killed by the

Jews, thus plainly fulfilling along with his brother the prophecy

of Christ regarding them and their own confession and common
agreement concerning him" (y-rrb 'lovSatW dvypiOrj, 7rXrjpwcra?

$rj\a$rj fiera tov d8eA.<£o9 rrjv rov XpicrTOV 7repl avru>v 7rp6ppy]<riv kvl

ttjv lavrcov ofioXoylav nepl tovtov /cat crvyKaTdOccrLv).^ The
evidence for this important quotation (of which the first three

words alone belong to Papias) goes back to the best MS (codex

Coislinianus, 305) of Georgios Hamartolos (ninth century), who,

* " Etliche andere, die ebenfalls den Zeugentod erlitten, werden nicht

einmal mit Namen genannt, als waren sie eine nicht der Rede werte Beilage

. . . Man kann sich kaum des Verdachtes erwehren, dass Lukas hier

gewisse Namen unterdruckt hat. Vielleicht auch nur einen einzigen

"

(Wellhausen, Noten zur Apgeschichtc, 9).

f Schwartz (see p. 284, and ZNW., 1910, 100 f.) tries a chronological

hypothesis, by placing Paul's journey (Ac 13-14) after, not before, the events

of Ac 15, and taking 1

i

27-30 and I51-i64 as versions of the same event, in order

to allow Paul's conflict with the pillar-apostles at Jerusalem (Gal I
18 21

) to

precede A.D. 43-44, the date of the martyrdom of the son of Zebedee ; but

the chronology is highly speculative (see above, p. 309), involving the con-

version of Paul in A.D. 28-29 and the crucifixion a year or two earlier.

\ Then follows Mk io39 . It is impossible, with Godet, Gutjahi, saii

Others, to minimise apypedrj, here or in Georgios, into injury or exile.
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a propos of the synoptic logion (Mk io88f
-), declares in his

Chronicle that John the apostle after writing his gospel did

suffer martyrdom (Chron. iii. 134. 1), buttressing the statement

upon Papias and Origen. The former is miscalled avroirrrj^

tovtov ytvopevos, and the reference to the latter* seems

erroneous. But the recent publication {TU., 1888, v. 2, 170) of

the de Boor fragment of what is evidently an epitome (7th to

8th cent.), based on the Xpicn-iavi/07 la-ropia or Chronicle of

Philip Sidetes (5th cent), removes all doubts as to whether

Papias really wrote something to this effect. This chronicler

incidentally lends a powerful support to the former allusion, by

quoting thus: 'Papias in his second book says that John the

divine (6 6eo\6yos) and James his brother were killed by the

Jews ' (virb 'IouScuW avypiOrjo-av). While this quotation cannot be

verbally exact, as flcoAoyos is not known to have been applied

to John earlier than the close of the fourth century (cp. Bousset,

p. 227, as against Schwartz), it is indubitable that the work of

Papias must have contained some statement of this nature

about the two sons of Zebedee. f The excerpts are both late

;

the later of the two may be taken from the epitome of Philip (cp.

Funk's Patres Apost. i. 368 f.), and Philip's reputation as an inde-

pendent historian is not particularly high (cp. Socrates, H. E.

vii. 27; Photius, Cod. 35); but, although absolute certainty is

unattainable, our deduction is that there are no very valid

reasons for conjecturing that they both mistook the sense of

some passage in Papias, % which either (so Drummond) referred

to John as /xaprvs (not in the tragic but in the ordinary sense

of the term), or described the martyrdom of John (/.«. the

* Origen, in Mt. t. xvi. 6, already explains the synoptic saying, with

regard to John, by means of the tradition which identified him with the John

of the apocalypse.

f On the extreme improbability of the conjectures (cp. Gutjahr, pp.

107 f.) by which Lightfoot [Essays on Supernat. Religion, pp. 21 1 f.), Zahn,

Schlatter {BET. ii. 3. pp. 50 f.), and Harnack would eliminate the son of

Zebedee from the text of Georgios, see Schmiedel (EBi. 2509 f.) and

Clemen [AJT., 1905, 648 f.).

X Still less, that Papias himself, an dpxcuos dv-^p, was in error if he made

such a statement. " If Papias made it, the question remains whether he

made it under some misapprehension, or merely by way of expressing his

conviction that the prophecy of Mk. x. 39 had found a literal fulfilment.

Neither explanation is very probable in view of the early date of Papias,"

Swete, Apocalypse of St. foAn, p. clxxv.
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Baptist) and James the Lord's brother (so Bernard, conjectur-

ing that OAAEA<POCAYTOYKAIIAKG0BOC is a corruption of

OAAEA<POCTOYKYIAK60BOC). These conjectures are in-

genious but unnecessary. As to the former theory, the whole

trend of the later ecclesiastical tradition was in the opposite

direction, to regard the witness of John as non-tragic. As to

the latter, while the two Jameses were repeatedly confused in

later tradition, it is no argument against James the son of

Zebedee to say that he was not literally killed by the Jews, for

the same expression is applied to Jesus (e.g. Ac 2 23 tovtov . . .

dveeXare), though Herod in the one case and Pilate in the

other were responsible for an act which pleased or was prompted

by the Jews, furthermore, the collocation of John the Baptist

and James the Lord's brother is much less natural than that of

the two sons of Zebedee.

Upon the whole, then, there does not appear to be any par-

ticularly strong ground for the rejection of the Papias-tradition, e.g.

by Harnack (ACL. ii. i. 662 f. ; ZZZ., 1909, 10-12, in a review

of Bernard), Drummond (pp. 227 f.), Stanton (GHD. i. 166 f.),

Zahn (Forschungen> vi. 147 f.), H. B. Workman (Persecution in

the Early Church, 1906, 358-361), Lepin (Lorigine du quatr.

'evangile, pp. 108 f.), Abbott (Diat. 2935-2941), J. H. Bernard

(Irish Church Quarterly\ 1908, 51-66), and J. Armitage Robinson

(The Historical Character of St. John's Gospel, 1908, pp. 64-80),

if it can be connected organically with the subsequent and

divergent traditions of the church. Before proceeding to

demonstrate this connection, however, we must weigh the fact

that (c) the evidence of some ancient calendars (Egli, ZWT.,
1891, pp. 279 f. ; Erbes, ZKG., 1901, pp. 200 f.) favours

indirectly the existence of such a tradition. In the fourth

century Syriac,* "John and James, the apostles in Jerusalem,"

are commemorated together as martyrs there on Dec. 27

between Stephen (Dec. 26) and Paul and Peter (in Rome, Dec.

28); the Armenian and Gothico-Gallic agree, and possibly

the original form of the sixth century Carthaginian f (corrobor-

* Edited by W. Wright, Journ. Sacred Lit. (1865) 36 f., 423 f. ; cp.

H. Achelis, die Martyrologien (1900), pp. 30-71. In view of ordinary usage

and the mention of Rome in connection with Paul and Peter, it is not

probable that Jerusalem here denotes (so Gutjahr) merely the place of the

festival's celebration, and not the locality of the martyrdom.

t Where a scribe in the extant text has wrongly put John the Baptist
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ated by the North African De Rebafitismate, c. a.d. 250, which

contains this sentence :
" He said to the sons of Zebedee, ' Are

ye able ?
' For he knew the men had to be baptized, not only in

water but also in their own blood "). Two calendars, from the

East and the West respectively, thus reflect a belief that John
the apostle suffered a martyr-death. The former tallies with

the evidence of a Syriac homily of Aphrahat (a.d. 344), de

persecutione, which (§ 23) bids its hearers listen to "these

names of martyrs, of confessors, and of the persecuted," and,

after reciting the stories of OT worthies, proceeds, "Great

and excellent is the martyrdom of Jesus. He surpassed in

affliction and in confession all who were before or after. And
after him was the faithful martyr Stephen whom the Jews stoned.

Simon also and Paul were perfect martyrs. And James

and John walked in the footsteps of Christ their master."

Plainly these are all examples of the first of the classes

mentioned, viz. the martyrs. Aphrahat then adds examples of

confessors. " Also, others of the apostles thereafter in diverse

places confessed and proved true martyrs." Finally, he notes

the persecuted. "And also concerning our brethren who are

in the West, in the days of Diocletian there came great afflic-

tion and persecution," etc. Upon the whole, then, the evidence

of the early catholic calendars, though not on the same footing

as that of the two other blocks of evidence, serves to corroborate

substantially the tradition which they embody.

Further confirmation* of this, the earliest tradition upon

John the apostle, is furnished incidentally by Herakleon, the

early gnostic commentator on the fourth gospel (cp. Clem.

Strom, iv. 9), who mentions, in connection with Lk 12 11*12
, those

who had escaped martyrdom, " Matthew, Philip, Thomas, Levi,

and many others." John's name is significantly omitted from

the list, for in view of his contemporary importance it is hardly

possible that he could have been included among the " many
others." As time went on, the dominant Ephesian legend of

(who is commemorated on June 24th) instead of John the apostle, possibly

owing to the mention of Herod (confusing the Herod of Ac 122 with him of

Mk 614
) ; cp. Achelis, op. cit. pp. 18-29. Zahn (Forsch. vi. 147 f.) and

some others even propose to read John the Baptist for John the apostle in

the Papias-fragment (see above).

* Cp. Keim, v. 53 f., who already recognised, with Volkmar, that the

tradition represented by Georgios Hamartolos must apply to John the apostle.

His arguments were not fully met by Grimm in ZWT. % 1874, 121 f.
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the long-lived apostle, due in part to deductions from the

Fourth gospel and the apocalypse, in part to the confusion of

John the presbyter and John the apostle, tended to obliterate

not only John the presbyter's figure, but the far-away tradition

of John the apostle's early death. It is remarkable, however,

to find the latter vibrating still at one or two places. Thus,

while Clement of Alexandria tells the story * of John and the

robber, which implied his long life, he also {Strom, vii. 17, fj Se

airoa-ToXoiv avrov, i.e. Christ, /xe^pt ye rfjs TlavXov AciTovpyias irrl

Nepwyos reXetovrat) assumes that all the teaching apostles had

closed their careers before a.d. 70. Similarly Chrysostom in

one homily (lxxvi.) says that John the apostle "lived for a long

while after the capture of Jerusalem," while in another (lxv.)

he expounds Mt 2023 upon the lines of the earlier tradition as

a prophecy of martyr-death for the sons of Zebedee. Even

Gregory of Nyssa may be cited as one of the later, perhaps

unconscious, witnesses to the accuracy of the Papias-tradition,

since in his Laudatio Steftha?ii, as well as in his de Basilio magno,

he groups Peter, James, and John as martyred apostles, and places

them between Stephen and Paul. The Muratorian canon, which

already vindicates the canonicity of the Johannine writings by

means of the apostolic authorship, had also reflected indirectly

the Papias-tradition by assuming that the Fourth gospel was

composed while the apostles were still together {i.e. before a.d.

70), and by asserting that in writing to seven churches Paul was

simply " sequens prodecessoris sui Iohannis ordinem." The un-

chronological nature of the latter remark was due not simply to

the canonical prestige of the Johannine writings, but to the

vague influence of the tradition which in one form associated

John's literary exploits and experiences of persecution with

Claudius and Nero. A similar fluctuation between the tradi-

tion of the martyrdom and that of the banishment occurs in

the enigmatic passage, Tert. de prcescr. hceret. 36 (the apostrophe

to the church of Rome, " ubi Petrus passioni dominicae adae-

quatur ; ubi Paulus Iohannis exitu coronatur [cp. the Muratorian

canon's order of John and Paul] ; ubi apostolus Iohannes, post-

eaquam in oleum igneum demersus nihil passus est, in insulam

relegatur"). The story of his scatheless immersion in a cauldron

of boiling oil, which apparently goes back to the Acta Johannis

* It is late and pretty and doubtful, like the tale of Sii Walter Ralegh

and his cloak.
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(cp. Zahn's ed. pp. cxvif.), was a rejuvenating touch introduced in

order to harmonise the older tradition of his martyrdom with his

legendary longevity. His ' baptism ' was thus made harmless. He
became a fidprvs in the double sense of the term. The original

setting of the story was probably in Nero's reign (cp. Jerome,

adv. Jovin. i. 26, reporting Tertullian); afterwards, when he was

identified with John the seer and witness of the apocalypse, the

Domitianic period of the latter led to the subsequent transference

of the tale from Nero to Domitian. The other legend, that he

drank a cup of poison unharmed, betrays the same tendency to

evade the literal implication of the synoptic prophecy ; but in this

case the feat was readily transferred to him from Justus Barsabbas

(so Papias quoted in Eus. H. E. iii. 39. 9)—which would be all

the more easy, as Badham ingeniously points out, since the

Encratite phraseology made Christ remove from John "the

serpent's poison," i.e. sexual desire. Another legend, that of

John and Cerinthus in the bathhouse (Eus. H. E. iii. 28. 6), is

also told of Ebion (Epiph. xxx. 24) and of a Jewish rabbi during

Hadrian's reign.

§ 2. The Irenceus-tradition.— If these deductions from the

Papias-traditions are correct, the later testimony of Irenaeus*

must be erroneous. Irenaeus, in his letter to Florinus (Eus.

H. E. v. 20), warns him against certain Boyfiara. Tavra t<x

Soy/Mara 61 tt/do rjfXiov 7rp€cr/?uTepoi, ol kcu rots cwroaroAois

orvfufrotTTjo-avTes, ov irapihoiKav croi. Then he reminds Florinus

of one of these 7rpeo-/3uTepoi, viz. 6 fiaKapios /cat d7rocrroA.iKos

7r/D€crySuTe/)os, Polykarp, in whose company he (Irenaeus) ircus ere

a)v {i.e. in his teens) iv rfj ko,to) 'Ao-ia had seen Florinus. Irenaeus

says he can remember how Polykarp used to describe his inter-

course with John and also with the rest who had seen the Lord,

and how he used to repeat their sayings and traditions about

Jesus (7rdVra avfi^wva rats ypac/>ats). Polykarp was thus one

* Defences of its trustworthiness by Stanton (GHD. i. 213 f.), V. Rose

{££., 1897, 516-524), and Gwatkin {Contemp. Review, 1897, 222-226).

According to F. G. Lewis {The Iren&us Testimony to the Fourth Gospel,

Its Extent, Meaning, and Value, Chicago, 1908), the ypa<pai of Eus. H. E.
v. 20. 6 were separate booklets of Johannine reminiscences of the life and

words of Jesus, circulating in the churches, which were compiled, perhaps

by Polykarp himself, into the Fourth gospel. It is more than probable that

the gospel originated in homilies and addresses which had originally a separate

existence, but the ordinary sense of ypcupal here ( = Scriptures) is more relevant

to the context.
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of the irpecrPvTtpoi upon whom Irenaeus and Florinus, like

Papias, were dependent for their information about the eye-

witnesses of Jesus. He was an older man than Papias, though

he probably died before him. Consequently, if Irenaeus is

correct, his testimony to John the apostle is of first-rate

importance.

But, while any wholesale depreciation of Irenaeus is uncritical

(see Preuschen on Schwartz in Berliner Philol. Wochenschrift,

1906, 101-105), and while his letter to Florinus is not to be

brushed aside as a piece of unauthentic partisanship (Scholten,

Der ApostelJohannes in Klein-Asien, 1872, pp. 63 f.), he must be

held to have mistaken what Polykarp * said, and to have confused

John the presbyter with John the apostle. Like Benjamin

Franklin, he had 'ever a pleasure in obtaining any little anec-

dotes ' of his Spiritual ancestors ; but his memory, partly owing

to his desire to safeguard the apostolic authority of the Fourth

gospel, misled him here as elsewhere. Thus he confuses Peter

and Jesus, as if Ac 5
15 applied to the latter (cp. TU. xxxi. 1,

p. 40), as well as James the son of Zebedee and the James of

Ac 15 = Gal 2 {adv. Haer. iii. 12. 15). He also infers (adv.

Haer. ii. 22, TU. xxxi. 1. 42, 62 f.), either from the Fourth gospel

220 g57) or from ^e Asiatic presbyters who claimed to represent

John's tradition, that Jesus did not die till the reign of Claudius

(i.e. not till after a.d. 41).

This inference has an important bearing on the whole subject. Whatever

was the meaning "j" attached to the forty-six years of 220—whether it represents

the period between the initiation of Herod the Great's building scheme

(20 B.C.) and the date at which the scene of this discussion is laid {i.e. A.D.

27-28), or alludes to Ezra's temple {Diat. 2023-2024),—neither it nor the

allusion in 857 (where Blass, Schwartz, Wellhausen follow tf* SyrSin sah. in

reading the more logical but less pungent icbpaict <re, 6OPAK6C6 for

60PAK6C) is responsible for the extraordinary exegetical blunder of

Irenaeus or of his authorities, the Johannine presbyters, that from twelve

to twenty years elapsed between the baptism and the death of Jesus. If

this tradition was picked up by Irenseus from the book of Papias, it richly

confirms the impression of uncritical credulity which the other traditions of

this school or circle make upon the modern reader. Neither Papias nor his

* Polykarp himself never calls the apostle John his teacher ; indeed, he

never alludes to him at all.

"f
Later tradition took it literally (cp. the pseudo-Cyprianic De montibus

Sina et Sion, 4), and Loisy (293) has recently revived the allegorical-literal

interpretation. For the anti-Valentinian, anti-Lucan motive of the passage,

see above, pp. 530, 581, and Bacon's Fourth Gospel (pp. 394 f.).

39
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informants can have had any accurate acquaintance with the John whom they

claim as their apostolic authority. Their traditions are simply fantastic

inferences drawn from the Johannine literature itself; whether Papias was

primarily responsible for their circulation or not, they could never have come
from a disciple who had been a member of the twelve (cp. Schwartz, pp. 7f. ;

Clemen in AJT. ix. 661-663, an^ Corssen in ZNW., 1901, 202-227).

Similarly, anything else Irenaeus quotes from the presbyters who are claimed

to have been in touch with the apostle John, is of a singularly unapostolic

character ; not only this tradition that Jesus died when he was in his atas

senior, i.e. over forty or fifty, but the exegesis of Rev 13
18 (v. 30. 1), and the

grotesque saying (p. 23) about the fruitful vines of the messianic era (v. 33.

3), if they do not militate decisively against an apostolic source, certainly do

not presuppose it. There is nothing in Irenaeus' tradition of the elders

which points to any ultimate Johannine apostolic source, and a good deal

which invalidates any such reference.

Irenaeus was also mistaken, as Eusebius points out (H. E. Hi.

39. 2), in making Papias a hearer of the apostle John. There is

other evidence to show that he used discipulus apostolorum in a

careless and loose sense. Once at least he inadvertently con-

verts a presbyter qui audierat ab his qui apostolos uiderant (iv.

27. 1) into a discipulus apostolorum (iv. 32. 1) ; and this significant

instance, all the more significant that it is incidental, corroborates

the conclusion that, in his reminiscences of his boyhood beside

Polykarp, he mistook similarly the presbyter John for the apostle.

The date of Polykarp's death is uncertain, though c. 155 is approxi-

mately accurate (cp. Corssen in ZNW., 1902, 61 f.). On any fair

rendering of the chronological data, Irenaeus could not have

been more than a boy when he heard or met him {Haer. iii.

3. 4, ov koX TjfJLtLS ecopctKa/xev ev rfj irpoirr] rjjxuiv fjXiKLa), and his

letter to Florinus (If. E. v. 20. 5 f.) does not imply, even if it

does not exclude, the supposition that his acquaintance with the

aged bishop of Smyrna extended beyond the days of his early

youth. We are justified, therefore, in refusing to set aside the

Papias-traditions in favour of a claim which rests upon such

precarious grounds and which is otherwise open to serious

doubts.

The force of this argument some critics attempt to turn, by pointing out

the improbability of an error ; Irenaeus must have many opportunities, in Asia

Minor and Rome and Gaul, of acquainting himself with the facts ; others,

who were contemporaries of Polykarp, must have been alive ; and, therefore,

Irenaeus could not have written down an error which they would have instantly

detected (cp. Drummond, pp. 347 f. ; Sanday, Criticism of Fourth Gospel,

60 f. ; Lepin, pp. 161 f. ; Gregory, Canon and Text, pp. l59f-)» That

Iienaeus had many links with the far past and opportunities of learning
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about it, may be admitted freely. But the bearing of all this upon the

question of the accuracy of his memory is another matter. There were

hundreds of his readers who must have known that Jesus was not crucified

in the reign of Claudius, for example ; even the pagan historian Tacitus knew

better. But this did not prevent Irenseus from committing his blunder, and

it does not entitle us to argue that, because so many contemporaries could

have corrected him if he had been wrong, therefore he must have been right.

The wholesale application of this kind of argument could be used to

guarantee many of the most patent inaccuracies in ancient literature, classical

and Christian. As a protest against ultra-literary methods of handling early

tradition it has some value, but it is only within narrow limits that it

can operate legitimately as a positive criterion, and the Johannine witness

of Iremeus does not fall within these limits.

Such confusion, owing to identity of names, was not unex-

ampled. The case of the two Philips is a parallel. The Philip

of Acts is one of ' the seven *
(6

5
), who is not one of the twelve

(8
5*40

), but nevertheless is an evangelist who does active work in

Samaria and elsewhere. His Greek name, his connection with

the Hellenists (Ac 61
) in Jerusalem, and his efforts outside Judea,

tally with the reference in Jn 12 20 -22
, where, as elsewhere in the

Fourth gospel, Philip the apostle (i.e. one of the synoptic twelve)

seems to be meant. Does this entitle us to infer that the

confusion between the two Philips began as early as the Fourth

gospel (so Stolten, JPT., 1891, i5of. ; Loisy, 30, 683 f.

;

Holtzmann-Bauer on Jn 1

2

22
), or that the Philip of the Fourth

gospel is an imaginative figure constructed out of the traditions

about the evangelist (so, recently, Thoma, 764 f. ; Kreyenbiihl, ii.

347 f.j Weizsacker, and Schmiedel, EBi. 3700-3701)? A third

alternative, that there was only one Philip, and that the early

fathers were right in thinking of Philip as both deacon and

apostle (so, recently, Purchas, Johannine Problems^ 56-67), is

negatived by the evidence of Ac 85
"40 which assumes that Philip

the evangelist had not the apostolic power (8
14f

-) of laying hands

on converts and imparting the Spirit. The significant fact that

the evangelist, whom Luke met at Csesarea (Ac 2i 8f
-), had 6vya-

r4pe<s reo-o-apes Trapdivot Trpocfi-qrevovcrai, is the starting-point of

any discussion on this problem, unless Ac 21 9 is held, as I now
think unlikely, to be an interpolation (cp. HNT. 675). The evi-

dence of Papias would be conclusive if only it were clear whether

the Philip whom he mentions (see pp. 598, 603) was the apostle

or the evangelist. In any case, he derived information at first-

hand, not from this Philip but from the daughters of Philip (Eus.
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H. E. iii. 39. 9-10, o)S Se Kara tovs olvtovs o Ua-rrLus yeyo/*,evos, where

Harnack and Corssen * rightly understand xpoVovs after avTovs).

The probability is that his Philip was the apostle (of the Fourth

gospel) ; but, even so, it does not follow that the daughters of

Philip belonged to this Philip's family, f Eusebius, who declares

that they furnished Papias with some of his fantastic legends,

assumes that they were ; but this may be due to the fact that he

confused both Philips, and it may be that only J Philip the

evangelist had daughters, that they prophesied at Hierapolis,

and that they represent the figures to which the Montanists

appealed, and about which the later stories gathered. Whether

the Fourth gospel or Papias already confused the two Philips or

not, Polykrates and Proklus did, and after them the later church.

The apostle in the second-century traditions fell heir to the

prophetic and ascetic daughters of his namesake (cp. Salmon,

INT, 313-315 ; Wendt on Ac 219, and McGiffert's excellent note

in his edition of Eusebius, on iii. 31). Polykrates, bishop of

Ephesus (before the end of the second century), testifies that

Philip the apostle, one of the great lights who had died in Asia,

was buried in Hierapolis along with 'his two aged virgin

daughters,' while i
r) krkpa. avrov Ovydrrqp iv dyico TtveupiarL ttoXitcv-

a-aaevr) now rests at Ephesus' (Eus. If. E. iii. 31= v. 24).

Clement of Alexandria {Strom, iii. 6. 52 ; Eus. H. E. iii. 30. 1)

not only reckons Philip § with Peter among the married apostles,

but adds, ras Ovyarepas dvSpdcriv £££$uiKev. In the dialogue of

Gains and Proklus (quoted in Eus. H. E. iii. 31. 4), the four

prophetic daughters of Philip are recorded to have been buried

with their father at Hierapolis. Eusebius, who quotes all these

passages, evidently identified the two Philips, as Tertullian had

done before him, since (as is plain from the use of d7ro'oroAot>s in

* ZNW. t 1902, 289-299 ('die Tochter des Philippus').

t The atmosphere of the marvellous in Ac 8 (cp. vv. 7* **• w
) is certainly

" in entire harmony with the stories which Papias gleaned at a later date from

the daughters of Philip " (Purchas, 60-61).

+ It is just possible that Philip the apostle had also daughters, and that

Clement of Alexandria preserves an independent tradition with regard to

them ; but this leaves the confusion unaffected. The uncertainty of the text

in Eusebius, as Schwartz points out (i6f.), prevents us from laying too much

stress on the variation in numbers between Polykrates and the other

witnessses,

§ He also declares {Strom, iii. 25) that the wcrds in Lk 9
60 were spoken

to Philip.
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iii. 39. 10 = Ac i 26) his description of Philip as rbv airoa-roXov

(iii. 39. 9) refers to the narrower, not to the wider (Zahn,

Forschungen^ vi. 162 f. ; Drummond, 226), sense of the title.

Did Polykrates and Proklus the Montanist already share this

confusion ? In all likelihood they did.* The Asiatic tendency

to trace church origins and traditions directly to members of the

twelve must have led at an early period to the substitution of

Philip the apostle for his namesake the evangelist, f

§ 3. The argument from silence.—Leaving aside, for the

moment, the evidence for John the apostle's early martyrdom,

and confining ourselves to the tradition of his longevity and

residence in Asia Minor, we find the statements of Irenaeus, who
is the first and chief witness for this tradition, confronted by a

significant silence on the part of previous writers. Not merely

is the entire early Christian literature down to Irenaeus silent upon

any sojourn of the apostle John in Asia Minor, % but in one or

two cases it is hardly possible that such a silence could have been

preserved, had such a long residence been known to the writers.

The silence of Clemens Romanus upon the alleged contemporary

sojourn of John the apostle in Asia Minor is of minor import-

ance ; there was no particular occasion for him to mention the

apostle, and his evidence hardly tells either way.§ Much more

significant is the silence of Ignatius, especially when it is admitted

* Lightfoot (Colossians, 45-47) and Drummond (pp. 226-227) especially

hold that the Philip of Polykrates was the apostle. On the other side, cp.

(in English) Selwyn's Christian Prophets, 247 f.

t Schwartz (p. 17), who declines to follow Schmiedel in regarding the

Philip of the Fourth gospel as imaginary, takes his own way :
" Der antike

Heroencult treibt auf christlichen Boden neue Bliithen ; die Kleinasiaten

haben den Apostel Philippus mit seinen Tochtern lange nach ihrem Tode, ja

nach Papias, schwerlich vor 150, von Csesarea nach Hierapolis und Ephesus

geschafft, wie in frtiheren Zeiten sich die Stadte ihre Heroen in spateren ihre

Heiligen holten."

+ The tradition was first examined and rejected by Vogel (1801),

Reuterdahl (de fontibus hist. eccl. Eusebiana, 1826), Lutzelberger {die kirch.

Trad, iiber den apost. Jbh., 1840), and especially Keim (i. 211 f.).

§ He implies, however, that the apostolic age is over (42, 44), and there

would be a certain awkwardness in his retrospective allusions to the apostles

if one of the latter was still alive ;
" I confess I find it hard to believe that

one of the greatest apostles was still living, and residing in the very city from

which Paul addressed his first letter to the Corinthians" (Drummond, p. 216).

This cuts on the whole against the hypothesis of the long-lived apostle in Asia

Minor, and it would at least fit in with the early-martyrdom tradition ; but,

at best, it is corroborative evidence.
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that he knew the Fourth gospel (see pp. 577 f.). Even in writing

to the church of Ephesus, less than twenty years after John the

apostle is supposed not only to have written the apocalypse and

the Fourth gospel, but to have exercised ecclesiastical authority

in the province, he never alludes to him.* Paul is the one

apostle mentioned (ad. Eph. xii. 2, ILavXov o-v/x,/>u;o-t<h). The
description of the Ephesian Christians (xi. 2) as ot kcu rots

aTrocrToXois 7rdvTOT€ o-vvrjvtcrav kv Bvvdfxei 'Irjcrov Xptcrrov, would

be incredibly vague if John the apostle had occupied the local

position which later tradition assigned to him ; and in view of the

prestige which, on this hypothesis, he enjoyed as the author of

the apocalypse, it is out of the question to turn the evidence from

the silence of Ignatius by conjecturing that John's reputation had

not yet risen to such a height as would have justified Ignatius in

mentioning him along with Paul. The argument from silence

requires very careful handling, but in the present case it is quite

valid. No serious argument can stand against the conclusion that

while Ignatius, like Papias, may have known the Fourth gospel, he

did not know of any residence of John the apostle, as its author,

in Ephesus. Even Hegesippus does not appear to have known

of John's longevity in Asia Minor; in describing the latter's

Ephesian career, Eusebius goes away from Hegesippus to 6 twv

Trap rjfxiv dpxatW Aoyos (H. E. iii. 20. 9), which he would hardly

have done if Hegesippus, who lay before him, had continued the

tale in question. In short, the silence of Clemens Romanus,

Ignatius, and Hegesippus cannot fairly be called accidental ; no

satisfactory explanation of it is forthcoming, except the admission

that none of them knew of John the apostle as a resident

authority and author in Asia Minor towards the close of the first

century. The John of Asia Minor at this period (cp. in addition

to the authorities already cited, von Dobschiitz's Probleme, 91 f.)

is John the presbyter, a Jewish Christian disciple, originally a

Jerusalemite, who taught and ruled with strictness in the local

churches. His authority and influence created a 'Johannine'

school or circle. He wrote the apocalypse (see pp. 513^), and

two notes of his (see pp. 475 f.) have survived, all written before

the year 96 a.d. Later on, the church looked back to see in

him, however, and in his earlier apostolic namesake, not two

stars but one.

* " Some personal reference to St. John would have been natural in

writing to the church at Ephesus" {GHD. i. 166).
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§ 4. Growth of the Johannine tradition.—The first clue to

the mazes of this later Johannine tradition lies in the strong

tendency, felt as soon as the canon began to be formed, to

connect any gospel or epistle with the apostles, directly or

indirectly. The apocalypse was probably the first of the

"Johannine" writings to be associated with the name of the

apostle. It claimed to be written by a certain John, and the

casual remark of Justin, only half a century after its composition,

shows how soon and how naturally the primitive tradition, even

in Ephesus, had begun to substitute John the apostle for his

namesake the presbyter. Since the apocalypse and the Fourth

gospel came from the same school, and since their language had

certain resemblances, it was natural that the uncritical piety of

the second century should extend the apostolic authorship to the

gospel as well, especially if its final edition had paved the way

for this view of its origin ; the first epistle naturally followed in

the wake of the gospel, while the second and third epistles were

drawn after the apocalypse or the larger epistle. Once the

Domitianic date of the apocalypse was granted,—and this is

practically unchallenged during the second century,—the identi-

fication of John the seer with John the apostle went on apace, to

cover the rest of the anonymous Johannine writings. His earlier

sufferings did not amount to a red martyrdom ; he was banished

by Domitian to Patmos, where he composed the apocalypse * de

statu ecclesiae' (Ps.-Aug. Serm. clxix. 2, Ps.-Isidore, Jerome,

Primas. = metallo damnatus) ; after Domitian's death he returned

to Asia Minor under Nerva, where he wrote the Fourth gospel

against Cerinthus ; finally (68 years after the death of Jesus ac-

cording to Jerome, quoting "historia ecclesiastica "
; 70 years, Ps.-

Isid.), he survived till Trajan's reign. The last item in the tradition

is commonly admitted to be more or less an inference. " We
may observe that the tradition that John survived till the time of

Trajan can hardly claim the same degree of certainty as that of

his residence in Asia" (Drummond, p. 216).

These deductions or inductions, under the influence of the

apostolising tendency, would not have developed so rapidly,

however, had there not been a tendency to confuse John the

apostle and John the presbyter. This error, due to or fostered

by the mistake of Irenseus, threw practically the whole of the

subsequent tradition out of focus. When all the ecclesiastical

interests were running so strongly in this direction through an
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age which was primarily interested in tradition for the sake of

its utility in safeguarding the canonical authority of the New
Testament writings and the apostolic authority of the twelve, it

becomes less surprising that Irenaeus ignored the casual remark

of Papias about John's martyrdom, or that Eusebius in a later

generation passed over it, perhaps as one of the TrapdSoia or

fjivOtKiorepa which he professed to find in the writings of the

worthy bishop of Hierapolis. The remarkable thing really is

that any traces of the early martyrdom should have been pre-

served at all. The early criticisms passed on the Fourth

gospel for its discrepancies with the synoptic narrative led to the

legends of its composition after them as a "spiritual gospel,"

written to supplement them (Schwartz, 44 f.), and this helps to

explain how the tradition of John's early martyrdom * faded

almost entirely from the church before that rival tradition of

his long life in Ephesus, which made room for the composition

of his gospel subsequent to the synoptists, by taking over item

after item from the traditions of the presbyter. For the

rise and growth of the second-century Christian tradition of

the Ephesian John cannot be explained by recourse to fantasy

and imagination. To account for the tradition, a definite

historical figure must be assumed, one who lived to a great age

in Asia Minor, and became an authority there, a John whose

name and prestige counted highly in Asiatic circles. Thus,

among the great lights who had fallen asleep in Asia, Polykrates

numbers not only Philip but also 'Icoavj/^s, 6 iirl to o-rfjOos rov

Kvpiov avaTreorwv, os lyevrjOt} Upevs to irlraXov 7recpop€Ko)<s koX fxaprus

kclL StSao-KaXos (Eus. H. E. Hi. 31. 3, V. 24. 2). The TreraXov

phrase, unless it is an unauthentic interpolation (cp. Heinichen's

note and Liicke, 20 f.), is either due to the fanciful play of

legend—Epiphanius {haer. xxix. lxxviii., following Hegesippus?)

decorates James also with it—or else furnishes a proof that the

John in question had belonged to the sacerdotal order in Jeru-

* One vague and confused echo of it may be heard in the occasional

tradition that the apocalypse (see above, p. 505) was written very early. The

remark of Epiphanius (li. 33 : rod aylov Iwdvvov wpb Koiixrjaews aiirov rrpo-

<j>r)T€ij<ravTOS iv xP^ois KXavdiov Kat<rapos /cat avoiTepw [avuT&Tca, MSS], Sre els

tt)v IL&tjxov vija-ov inrrjpxev) is a piece of evidence which is all the more striking

since the Domitianic tradition was well known by that period. Schwartz {op.

cit. 29 f., 39 f.) suggests that this Claudius-tradition may explain the well-

known objection of Gaius, that when the apocalypse was written {i.e. in fourth

year of Claudius), there was no Christian church at Thyatira.
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salem. In any case it is as incompatible with John the apostle

as the title * SiSaovcoXos, which could hardly have been used of

an apostle. Polykrates, indeed, calls Philip an apostle, but not

John, and as he uses /xdprvs immediately afterwards of Polykarp,

Thraseas, and Sagaris, it is probably employed here in the

light of Apoc i 9. Thus all the indications point to John

the presbyter, who is further identified with the beloved disciple

of the Fourth gospel. If this identification is right, it tallies

with the hypothesis of Delff,f Harnack, and Bousset. If it

is wrong, it is a fresh witness to the fusion of John the presbyter

with John the apostle (i.e. as the bosom-disciple, and perhaps

as fidprvs in the tragic sense). Since Polykrates in all like-

lihood meant to describe John the apostle, the confusion is

similar to that in the case of Philip whom he has just mentioned.

The really doubtful point is to determine how far the last chapter

of the Fourth gospel contributed to this result. Was this

appendix (or, at any rate, 21 24-25
) a deliberate attempt by the

Ephesian circle to claim for John the presbyter a gospel of John

the beloved apostle, or vice versa ? Or was the identification of

the two men due to the misreading of the text by a later age ?

In short, does the appendix merely witness to a fusion already

present, or was it one of the primary sources of the fusion?

Either theory is tenable, and it depends upon the view taken of

the gospel's aim and original character which falls to be adopted.

The former seems to me slightly preferable, but here as elsewhere

in the literary criticism of the Fourth gospel one has to jump for

conclusions,—if one is eager for them,—and that is usually to

land in a bog of confusion.

(a) The probability of Irenseus having confused the son of Zebedee with

the presbyter John depends not only upon the fact that the latter really

existed,—a fact which it should be no longer necessary to prove,—but on the

presbyter's authority and residence in Asia Minor. The latter point is still

disputed, on the ground that Papias does not expressly state it ; and some

critics, who admit the existence of the presbyter John, place him not in Asia

Minor but in Syria or Palestine, partly on the grounds of supposed internal

evidence drawn from the book of Revelation, partly because he is identified

with some former priest called John {e.g. that of Ac 4
6
, cp. Ac 67), partly

because thereby the Judean tradition of the Fourth gospel is accounted for

* It is a different thing when Polykarp is called Si5<£<r/ca\os dTrooroXiAcds

kqX irpo<pr)TiK6$ {Mart. Polyk. 16).

t Tohn (the priest of Ac 4
6
?), a man of priestly rank, composed the Fourth

gospel before the fall of Jerusalem {SK. t 1892, 83 f.). See above, p. 566.
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(so recently A. Meyer and Zurhellen). But when the apocalypse is assigned to

John the presbvier, his Asiatic connection follows. There is certainly nothing

in Papias to show that John was an Asiatic, or that he had even met him.

Still, though /jLadrjral was the earliest title assumed by the Christian Jews of

Palestine, it does not follow that its application to Aristion and John the

presbyter denotes their Palestinian locus, and the Ephesian locus of the

Fourth gospel in its present form is indicated, not only by the external

evidence of tradition, but by converging lines of internal evidence, e.g. the

fact that it springs from the same circle or school as the apocalypse (itself an

undoubtedly Asiatic document), the presence of the Ephesian Logos ideas,

and of the controversy with the Baptist's followers.

(d) If the Fourth gospel was ranked by Papias as a standard for measuring

the others (see above, p. 187), why did not Eusebius record his evidence?

Was it because (Schwartz, 23 f.) the historian could not agree with the bishop's

tradition of the origin of the gospel as prior to Luke and Mark ? Eusebius,

on this hypothesis, would pass over the testimony of Papias because the latter,

holding the early martyrdom of John, did not maintain the Ephesian

residence and longevity of the apostle which, since Irenaeus and Clement,

had become the dominant belief of the church. If so, this would also account

for the puzzling failure of Irenaeus to employ such witness from Papias.

The acquaintance of the latter with the Fourth gospel reappears in a curious

argumentum of Codex Vatic. Alex, (quoted and discussed by Lightfoot,

Essays on Supern. Relig. p. 210, and Burkitt, Two Lectt. on Gospels, 1901,

Appendix ii. ) : euangelium Johannis manifestatum et datum est ecclesiis ab

Johanne adhuc in corpore constituto, sicut Papias nomine Hierapolitanus,

discipulus Johannis cams, in exotericis—id est in extremis [i.e. externis or

extraneis] quinque libris retulit. This argumentum is obviously translated

from the Greek, and its origin is pre-Hieronymian. It seems to cite Papias

as the authority for a theory of the Fourth gospel's origin which is allied to

that of the Muratorian canon ; both probably go back to the Leucian Acta, or

to an independent tradition playing on Jn 21 24* 25
. The paragraph in the

Muratorian canon, though mutilated or abbreviated, gives a clear sense

:

Cohortantibus condiscipulis et episcopis suis dixit : conieiunate mihi hodie

triduum, et quid cuique fuerit reuelatum alterutrum nobis enarremus. Eadem
nocte reuelatum Andreae ex apostolis, ut recognoscentibus cunctis Johannes

suo nomine cuncta describeret (" when his fellow-disciples and bishops

exhorted him [to write a gospel- narrative?], he said : Fast with me for three

days from to-day [cp. Ac 13
2
, Tert. de ieiun. 6] and let us tell one another

what may be revealed to any one of us. That very night it was revealed to

Andrew, one of the apostles, that John was to narrate all in his* own name,

while they were all to revise (or collate) it [dvaytvuak6vtuv irdprow]"). If

the words et episcopis were deleted, as a mere accommodation to the popular

legend (so Schwartz), it would be possible to regard this paragraph as a claim

for the collective and catholic authority of the twelve behind the gospel of

John, or at least for the authority of a certain circle of disciples who were

able personally to guarantee traditions of Jesus. The evolution of a tradition

like the 'Johannine' is never entirely deliberate and literary; motives of

which men are seldom conscious combine to forward a tendency, once it has

set in. Still, it throws up written statements which in their turn became
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factors in the process of ecclesiastical definition or pious fancy. The naive

testimony of the Muratorian canon belongs to this class, though intrinsically

it is no more than a legendary amplification of Jn 21 24"25
, interpreted in the

light of the rising claim for the apostolic authorship of a gospel which

is attributed to special inspiration and possibly credited, as the context

implies, with completeness no less than chronological order.





INDEX

(A) SUBJECTS AND REFERENCES.

Abraham, 252, 448.
Acts, apocryphal, 129, 314, 417,

etc.

Acts, canonical position, I3f. ; and
Josephus, 30 f. ; 42, 66 f., 91 f.,

168 f., 230, 283-314; and First

Peter, 335 ; and Ephesians, 384.
Acts of John, 137, 588, 607 f.

Aenon, 548.
Aeschylus, 2f.

Ahikar, 34 f., 112, 360.

Akiba, 26, 458, 460, 587.
Alexandrians, epistle to, 432.
Allegory, 28, 248, 363, 451, etc.

Alogi, the, 498 f., 531, 532, 596.
Amphilochius, 431.
Ancyra, 97 f.

Andrew, 564, 571, 618.

Angels, 1521".

Antioch, 311.

Apocalypse of Elijah, 31.

Apocalypse of John, 33, 77 f., 412-

413, 480, 481, 483.1"., 615.

Apocalypse of Peter, 31, 224, 366 f.

Apocalypse, the synoptic, 207 f.

Apocryphal epistles (of Paul), 129 f.,

161.

Apollos, 293, 438l"-> 5*7-
Aramaic, 181 f., 188 f., 228, 237,

435-
Aristides, 21 1.

Ariston (Aristion), 241 f,, 441, 590 f.

Aristotle, 39, 45, $6, 388, 427, 581.

Asia Minor, 57, 327, 601, 613 f.,

etc.

Assumptio Mosis, 32, 347.
Austen, Jane, 37.
' Authenticity,' 62.

Autographs of NT, 5a.

Babylon, 327 f., 476.
Balaam, 361.

621

Barkokba, 581.

Barnabas, 101, 343, 437 f.

Basilides, 187 f., 581, 599.
Berea, 66 f.

, 439 f
. , 448.

Bethany, 548, 550.
Beihsaida, 549.
Bezse, Codex, 14 f., 309 f.

Bryce, 280.

Buddhism, 33, 291, 361.
Burke, 148.

Byron, 128, 129.

Cable, G. W., 464.
Csesarea, 106, 158 f., 169, 403^,

44i
5
45i-

Calendars, early Christian, 605 f.

Caligula, 81.

Canon, NT, relation to historical

criticism, 4f., 8f. ; order of books
in, 13 f.

Catalogus Mommsenianus, 13 f., 17.
1 Catholic' epistles, 18, 317 f.

Cedron, 550.
Celsus, 107, 582.
Cerinthus, 499, 531, 586 1
Chemnitz, 20.

Christian, name of, 323 f.

Chronology of Paul, 62-63, 9lf.,

603.
Chrysostom, 314, 432.
Cicero, 49, 5 if., 55 f.

Clement of Rome, 9 I14f., 129,

148, 418 f., 438, 467, 613, etc.

Coleridge, 159, 523.
Colossians, epistle to, 149 f., 170,
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318.
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59-
Compilation, 40, 462, 488 f.
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Crete, 400 f., 405.
Crucifixion, date of, 544 f.
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Demosthenes, 41 f., 47, 75, 123,
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Domitian, 341, 356, 5031"., 507.

Ecclesiasticus, 25 f., 458 f.
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467.
Ennius, 366.

Enoch, book of, 25, 346 f., 352.
Enoch, Slavonic, 25, 497, 577.
Ephesians, epistle to, 159 f., 337 f.,

373 f-> 413-
Ephesus, no, I36f., 413, 507, etc.

" Epichristian," 19.

Epictetus, 46 f., 113.

Epimenides, 35, 401 f.

Epiphanius, 505, 616, etc.
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42, 47 f., 317.

Florilegia, 23 f., 194, 230 f., 33°,

453, etc.

Florinus, 608 f.
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27 ; and Josephus, 29 ; 15, 33, 43,

46, 187, 193, 226 ; and Luke,

274, 534 f. ; 385 ; and Apocalypse,

499 f., 5 1 5 f
.

; and Hebrews, 522 f.

;

and First Epistle of John, 589 f. ;

596, etc.

Francis of Assisi, 183, 464.

Gabbatha, 550.
Gaius, 498 f., 532.
Galatians, epistle to, 83 f. ; and First

Peter, 330.
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Glaukias, 188, 331.
Glosses, 36 f., 89 f., 1 1 3 f

.
, 125 f.,

142 f., 156, 167, 171, 233 f., 275 f.,

552 f.

Gnosticism, 22, 77, 353 f., 361 f.,

408 f., 419 f., 531, 564, 585 f.
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582; origin, 19 f., 214 f. ; struc-

ture. 22 f., 38, 45 f., 55 f. ; apocry-
phal, 182, 204, 209 f.

Gregory of Nyssa, 607.

Harmonizing, textual, 206, 253, etc.

Hebrews, epistle to, 17, 25, 159,

320, 385, 420 f. ; and Fourth
gospel, 522 f.

Hebrews, gospel of, 259, 260-261,

555-
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Hermas, 467.
Hip polytus, 408 f.
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Homilies, 47, 54 f., 315 f., 428 f,
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Ignatius, 9, 1 15, 148, 154, 21 if.,

394, 443 f., 450. 497, (and Fourth
gospel) 577 f., 595, (and John)
613 f.

Imperial cultus, 508 f.
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under Glosses).

Introduction, definition of, 3 f.
;

history of NT, 5 f. ; for literature

of, see pp. xxxvi-xxxviii.

Iren?eus, 14 f., 2iif., 498; on John,
608 f.

James, epistle of, and Testament of

Job, 32 f. ; 456 f.

Jerome, 12, 33, 121, 164, 242, 364,

366, 438, 472,479^
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Jesus, brothers of, 356, 567.

Job, Testament of, 32 f.

John the apostle, 509 f., 558 f., 565,

574 f., 602 f.

John the Baptist, 268, 530, 537,
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John the presbyter, 475 f., 479 f.,

513 f-

John, the First epistle of, 17, 481,

582 f.

John, the Second and Third epistles

of, 17, 51, 475 *"•» 481.

John Mark, and First Peter, 328 f. ;
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Josephus, 28 L, 44, 311 f., 333.

524-



INDEX 623

Judas, epistle of, 32, 344 f.

Judas Iskariot, 34-35.
Judith, book of, 32.
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Justin Martyr, 210, 372, 431, 498,
562 ; and Fourth gospel, 579 f. ;

and First John, 595 f.

Justus Barsabbas, 240, 608.

Laodicea, epistle to, 1 59 f. , 390 f.

Latinisms, 236 f.

Logia, 19, 422, 459, etc.

Logos, the, 156-157, 384, 427,
519*"-, 578, 591.

Lucian, 47, 188, 302 f.

Lucretius, 37, 571.

Luke, author and physician, 298 f.,

414, 435 f-

Luke, gospel of; and Josephus,

29 f. ; 37, J 95, 214, 261 f. ; and
Fourth gospel, 274, 534 f. ; and
Ephesians, 383 f. ; 401 f. ; and
James, 466.

LXX, see Old Testament, and
Quotations from OT.

Maccabees, Second, 32, 214, 415.
Magnificat, the, 271-272.

Marcion, i6f., 102 f., 139 f., 320,

390, 419 f., 432, etc.

Mark, gospel of, 204 f., 212, 217 f.,

246 f., 534, 540 f.

Marriage, 411.
Matthew, gospel of, 44, 206 f., 213,

243 f., 534.
Medical language, 263 f. , 297 f.

Melchizedek, 27, 431, 524.

Midrashic elements, 23, 204, 215,

249 f., 290-291, 354, 361, 438,
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Miracles, 528 f., 538 f., 560.

Monarchian prologues, 15 f., 574.
Montanism, 394, 476, 497 f., 532.

Muratorian Canon, 13 f, 26, 191,

282, 314, 337, 478 f„ 498, 598,

607, 618 f.

Naassenes, 408 f.

Nathanael, 564 f.

'New Testament,' 8 f.

Nikolaitans, 3541".

Old Testament, 21 f., 231, 590 f.

Ophites, 408 f.

Oral tradition, i8of., 216.

Origen, 15, 139 f., 433 f., 467 f., 548,

568, 595, 604.

Papias, 185 f., 497, 595; on John
the presbyter, 597 f. ; on John the

apostle, 603 f. ; and Fourth gospel,

577, 618 f.

' Parsimony,' Luke's law of, 281.

Paul, 26, 51, 60 f., 256, 416 f., 428,

433, 507, 565.
Paulinism, 71 f., 235 f., 301 f., 330 f.,

34i, 465, 522.

Persecution, 323 f., 453 f., 504,
606.

Peter, First, 318 f. ; and Second
Peter, 364 f. ; and Ephesians,

381 f. ; and Hebrews, 320, 440 ;

and Pastorals, 415.
Peter, Second ; and Josephus, 28-

29 ; and Judas, 348 f. ; 358 f.

Peter, the gospel of, 239, 367,
580, etc.

Philemon, epistle to, 17, 124, 161-

165.

Philip, 291 f., 440, 564, 571, 6ll f.

Philip Sidetes, 185, 604.
Philippians, epistle to, 165 f.

Philo, 26, 27 f., 361, 448, 459, 460,
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Phcebe, 137.

Pindar, 519.
Plato, 216.

Poimandres, 172, 531.
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Polykarp, 148, 174 f., 335 f. , 608 f.
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Priscilla, 441 f.
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Prison -epistles, 106, 158 f., 169,
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Pseudonymity, 40 f., 342 f., 365 f.,

415 f., 512 f.

'Q,' 183, 194 f., 221.

Quincey, de, 19.

Quintilian, 51, 56, 366, etc.

Quixote, Don, 181.
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231, 258.

Reading, 47, 53 f., 386, 401.
Resurrection-stories, 254 f., 275 f.,

536, 573 f-

Rhythm, 55 f., 80, 88 f., 167, 278,
360.

Romans, epistle to, 17, I 30-149;
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453-

Secretaries, 50 f., 366, etc.

I Seneca, 49, 51.
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Shakespeare, 36, 491, 551.
Sidney's Arcadia, 238.
Sidon, 34, 223.
Siloam, 549.
Silvanus, 80 f., 296, 331 f., 439.
Solomon, Odes of, 58, 568.
Son of man, 231, 234.
Spain, Paul's visit to, 61, 314, 417.
Speeches, 42 f., 305!.
Stoicism, 113, 525, 528.

Supper, the Lord's, 275, 389, 454 f.,

536, 545 f-

Sychar, 548 f.

Synchronisms, 3, 507, 581.
Synoptic gospels, 45 f., 177 f., 533 f.

Tacitus, 41 f., 324, 595, 611.

Tatian, 183 f., 460, 557 f.

Teachers, 460.

Temple, fall of Jewish, 3, 208, 444 f.,
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Temptation-narratives, 33, 34, 266.

Tertius, 50, 138.

Tertullian, 15, 52, 60-61, 1 15, 352,

365, 366, 390 f.

Testaments of Patriarchs, 172, 221,

349, 410.

Themison, 18.

Theophilus of Antioch, 372, 419.
Thessalonians, epistles to, 51, 64 f.
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Thucydides, 41, 43, 496.
Tiberias, sea of, 549.
Timotheus, 67 f., 74, 155 f., 163,

167, 296, 413.
Timotheus, epistles to, 348, 384,

395 £
Titus, 90, 109 £, 296, 400 f., 409,
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Titus, epistle to, 321, 395 L
Tobit, book of, 32, 34.
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Translations, 44, 71, 435.
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128, 132, 135 f., 311, 370, 401 f.,
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Tubingen school, 6, 235, 341, 507.

Ur-Markus, 183, 191 f., 220 f.

Valentinians, 149, 171, 581, 587 f.

Vergil, 36, 38, 475, 571.
Virgin-birth, 21 1, 249 f., 259, 266 f.,
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We-journal in Acts, 294 f.

Wisdom, book of, 26 f., 332, 439,
458 f.

Wisdom -literature, 25 f., 33 f., 457 f.,

Women, letters to, 164.

Zacchaeus, 564 f.
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Arnold, F. C, 324 f.

Arnold, Matthew, 547, 563, 589.

Augustine, 217, 465, 519.
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, 463.
Bonkamp, 182.

Bornemann, 63, 73.
Bottger, 73, 404.
Bourquin, 396 f.
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571-
Mark, i

2"8
, 24, 229 f. ; 9

1
, 212, 575 ;

io39, 602 f. ; I217
, 555 ; i68*-, 238 f.,

573
Luke,

,1-2

579-
266 f.

<-*• 268 f. ;

3*-, 29 f. ; 3
s2

, 269; 4**, 545 f. ;

** 573 f.; 9
6"*, 273 f-, 54i; 9

60

;4SL612; io7
, 402; 11 2

, 280; II

33; 1247
, 34; I36

"8
, 34; I3841

-,

542; 17
6

, 193; 2215-16
, 545; 2412

,

275 ; 24
sw

-, 536.

John, i
17

, 522 ; 220
, 530, 581, 609 ;

553 J 5
J

554 5
2
,549; 5^,58^

64, 546 ; 7
3f

', 259, 56o, 567 ;
7**,

554 ; 7
s8

, 33, 568 f.; 7
53S 555 5 8W

,

581, 609; 9
7
, 549; io22*-, 556;

I22
\ 549 f. ; 142

, 577; IS"". 556;
15* 525; 18^, 557 f.; 1935,

567 f. ; 206"8
, 563 ; 2026, 220

;

2030-31
, 571; 2i lf

-, 570 f., 573 f-;

2I 20S 574 f.; 2I 24*25
, 567 f., 571,

576 f., 6l8 f.

Acts, i
16f

«, 35; i
18

, 35, 290; 29
, 53,

94; 2" 314; 5*S3<>; ii 27 "28
, 30,

11 27-30
, 100 f., 308 f., 603;

100, 307; is
23

*-, 306; 166,
92, 99; i 7

lf
-, 66 f. ; 1728, 35;

23
2W

-, 306 ; 26s3
, 24.

Romans, i
7
, 141, 390-391 ; 2"*",

142-143; 3
2
, 22; 5

7
, 143; 7

25b
,

143; 8s8, 143; 9
lf>

, 132 f., 145;
123 , 134; 1423 , 140; 15"-, 134;
16"-, 134 f.; 1625

-27
, 135, 139 f.

3n;
i5 xS

* In order to facilitate reference, these passages are printed in the order

In which they occur in the ordinary English Bible.
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1 Corinthians, 2», 31; 4
U

, 112; 5»,

in; 5
11

, 112; 1212-27
, 35; 13"-,

58; i4™.,ii3f. ;
i54!M8,57;i566

,

114; i65f
-, 117 f.

S Corinthians, l
15f

-, 1 1 7 f. ; 212
"1',

128; 614-7 1
, 125; iolf>

, H9f. ;

u 32f
-, 126, 128; 124, 129; I3a

,

117 f. ; 13
10

, 122.

Galatians, I
2
, 87 ; I

17
, 13 ; 2lf

-, 89,

307 f. ; 25, 90, 96 ; 29, 18, 203 ;

a** 87, 562; 22
», 566; 4

25a
, 89;

611
, 51; 6llf

«, 88; 614
, 107.

Ephesians, I
1
, 141, 3891"., 579; 5

14
,

Philippians, i
12f

*, 400; 2M-, 166 f.,

171-172; 3"-, 172; 3
14

, 167.

Colossians, I
15

, 157; 21
, 160; 27,

151; 2» 156; 3
2
, 33J 4

15'16
, 53.

159 f-

1 Thessalonians, 214-16
, 73 ; 5

2
, 80

;

5
s87

, 160.

2 Thessalonians, 221
-, 77 f., 81 f.; 3

17
,

82.

I Timotheus, I
13

, 410; 3
a
, 41 x ;

3
M

» 58; 5"> 401-402; 617
, 33,

406 f.

2 Timotheus, 211 "12
, 58; 3

8
, 399:

4«-, 169; 4
12

, 394; 4
16

, 138.

Titus, 402; i", 35, 401.

Hebrews, 29
, 455; 5

12
, 443, 447;

8» 452; io32f-, 453-454 5 1137
,

455 5
i39S454f.; I324

,
446f.

James, I
1
, 48; I

12
, 32; I

17
, 35 J

5
, 464; 214S 465 462 ;

3
1
, 447 ; 4

5
, 32, 463 ; 4

11-17
, 463

5
2* 4

, 33 5 5
Uf*.463.

I Peter, I
1
, 94; i

12a
, 25; 3" 25,

320; 4—, 329; 5* 191; 5
1".

343 5 5
12

> 336.
2 Peter, 2lf

-, 369 k; 2aa, 35, 360 f.

;

3
2

>
35o.

Judas, v. 3
, 411.

I John, I*'
4
, 588, 591, 595: 2a8S

585; 3
1
, 587; S\ 568; 5

7"8
, 585;

5
19

, 587 f-

Revelation, 210
, 33; 218

, 354; 2s4,
33, 409, 586; 4

7
, 14 f. ; 6«, 507;

(D) PASSAGES FROM EARLY CHRISTIAN
LITERATURE.

Ascensio Isaiae : iom , 172 ; n84
, 31.

Barnabas, 5
9
, 410, 418.

Basil, Contra Eunom. 219
, 390.

Clem. Alex., Strom, ii. II. 52, 420;
iii. 4. 31, 588; iv. 9, 606; vii.

17, 607.
Clem. Recogn. i. 17, 595 ; ii. 22,

588.

Clem. Rom. 5«-7
, 417; 7

2'-, 336;
34

8
, 115; 49

5
, 336; 61 2

, 418.
Didache, 2 7

, 352; 9
4
, 389; Ii 1'2

,

476 ; 166, 70.

Epiphanius, 42, 31; 51
33

, 616; 57
34

,

596.
Eusebius, H. E. ii. 23, 18, 468

;

iii. 17, 506 ; iii. 18, 505 ; iii. 24,

3, 344; iii. 31, 612; iii. 39, 9-10,
612; iii. 39, 15-17, 185 f. ; v. 18.

5, 18; vi. 14, 15, 433; vi. 25,

433 f. ; vii. 25, 499 f.

Ignatius, ad Eph. 5
2"8

, 336 ; ad
Magn. 8 1'2

, 578 ; 15, 447 ; ad Phil.

61
, 497 ; ad Phil. 82

, 23 ; ad Rom.
3, 443; ad Smyrn. I

2
, 579; ad

Trail. 5, 443; 71,578.

Irenseus, i. 3. 6, 362; i. 6. 2, 588;
i. 6. 4, 587; i. 26. 1, 531; ii. 2,

532 ; iii. 1. 1, 211 ; iii. 23. 8, 460

;

v. 1, 595 ; v. 19. 2, 363 ; v. 33.
2, 23, 610.

Jerome, c. Pelag. 215
, 242 ; de uiris

inlust. 1, 364; 2, 472; 5, 438; 7,

312.

Justin, Dial. 33, 431; 47
15

, 419;
48, 210; 81, 497 f. J 82, 372;
108, 562. Apol. I

28
, 497; I

61
,

580.
Martyr. Polyk. 14, 602 ; 16, 617.
Origen, c. Cels. 7

34
, 595.

Philastrius, lxxxviii., 13.

Polykarp, I
3
, 394 ; 3, 1731". ; 7. 189,

595 ; I21, 394 ; 123
, 419.

Tertullian, adv. Marc. iv. 2, 15 ; v.

11, 390; v. 21, 419 f. ; v. 60-61,

390; de bapt. 17, 415; praescr.

haer. 25, 599 ;
praescr. haer. 36,

52, 607 ; de cult. fern. i. 3, 352 ;

de anima, II, 587 ; de monog. 3,
115 f. ; adv. Prax. 25, 571.

Theophilus, ad Autol. 214
, 494.
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{E) GREEK AND LATIN WORDS.

ddeXtp^, 164.

clkojXvtojs, 33, 294.
oXKoTpioeirlcrKoiros, 325 f.

dvo/mia, 256.

air o/j.vT]fiovevpara, 44 f., 217.

apxji, 229.
'Acta, 93.
/SouXiJ, 384.
ypd/uL/xara, 88.

7pa0ai, 363, 608.

5ia0jjicri, 435.
8iaTpij3r), 46 f.

5i?7777cm, 241.
dissecuit, 140.

'E/3/)aios, 432, 448.
?7/^a, 88

'
ni

> 333, 594-
iKeivos, 568.

epistolae, 174.

ep/j,T]vevT^s, 186 f., 332.
£|o<5os, 211, 372.
eudvs, 233.
idtdypacpov, 52.

instrumentum, 21.

KadoXiKrj, 18.

/ca/co7T(H(fc, 325.
Ki//>£a, 476, 482.

Xrfyta (t<£), 189, 194.

X670J, 273, 464, 502.
/^eiv, 574, 576.
firjv, 265.

NafSpatos, 33-34*
irapdicXriTos, 592.
Parthos, 476, 596.
s-fcms, 346, 348, 411, 465.
iropveta, 307.
TrpaiTibpiov, 169.

irpd^eis, 285.

Trporepov, 286.

rfz'/za-, 51.

suasoriae, 49, 415.
cruz'a7W7')7, 464.
2wfirye, 1 7 1.

GVGTO.TLKT) (4in<XT0\^) , 127, *37»
482.

rd£i$, 187 f.

TeXeiou, 426 f., 443, 457-458.
"ws, 85, 345.
InteAcr, 390-391.
V7r6,uvr]/xa, 1 89, 2

1

7-2 1 8,

VTTO^djvvvfu, 299.
i/^tcrros, 449.
Xaipetv, 48.

X<£/>«, 122, 322, 454.
^Xa^wiros, 588, 59^
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D.Litt., sometime Professor of Theological Encyclopaedia and Symbolics,
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THE CHRISTIAN DOCTRINE OF SALVATION. By George B. Ste-
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Chaps. LX-LXVI. The Rev. A. S. Peake, M.A.. D.D., Dean of the Theo-
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tation of Holy Scripture, University of Oxford, and the Rev. Charles F.

Burney, D.Litt., Fellow and Lecturer in Hebrew, St. John's College,

Oxford.

DANIEL. The Rev. John P. Peters, Ph.D., D.D., sometime Professor
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[Now Ready.
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loughby C. Allen, M.A., Fellow and Lecturer in Divinity and Hebrew,
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Professor of Divinity and Canon of Christ Church, Oxford, and the Rev.
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D.D., Professor of Biblical Literature, Union Theological Seminary, New
York City. [Now Ready.

THESSALONIANS. The Rev. James E. Frame, M.A., Professor of
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