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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 arc 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, I 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 : kou Tokvg

^g oiXkog fjuaprvpcuv rifjuiv oyf^og 'jraCkccmv rg Kcd nm (Tvyypa(piajv

iTtppil, T^v ojjoiccv TOig TiOiiffi -^rjtpoy I'TTK^ppocyiZpfjAvav, vv roig

^a/vdg, \oyov TpovoovfJUBvot (TVfjt,fJbiTpta,g, ro7g (ptXofJbadiat Z/jreiv

rg ?cai hupsvmv axo^gZ-v^ai'rg^, Iti rijv Xei'Trovffocv avrol

iLiTa^riao(jji&a iicoLyyikiav. 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 12M, 191a
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rpinrov Svirep Tpinepoy. iviarbii ydip irl tcIj outAs diapolas elXbfirjv ftij vovetv

7Xtx6/*ev©j rd SeSrjXufi^va /caXcDs ir^pui eiireiv.
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PROLEGOMENA.

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, mediaeval, or

* The Libri Introductorii referred to by the sixth-century aristocratic and

scholarly monk, M. Aurelius Cassiodorus, in his Institutio diuinarum
Uctionum (Migne, patr. lot. Ixx. 1 105 f. ), appear to have been mainly occupied
with biblical exegesis and hermeneutic, and the EiVayciryT) etj rds ^et'aj ypa<t>i.i

of Hadrianus (fifth century, ed. Gossling, Berlin, 1887) does not differ

essentially from the sources used by the Abruzzi scholar. The lost Key to

I
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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

metier. 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 im.perial 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 circle. 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 Promethetis Vindus and the Septem contra

Thebas are unintelligible apart from the aspirations of the Athenian

riipavvoi, 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 /cXets), probably

belonged to the same class.
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which tic 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 moie 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 tail,

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 Persa. 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 encyclopgedia 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.y 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 JVew Testament suggests,

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

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

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

Untersuchung des Kanons (1771-1775).
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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

reguJaria diuina Ugis (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 ^litings, the Church History of Eusebius, which gathers up
many current traditions, the books mentioned on p. i, and subsequent
treatises such as the twelfth century de eruditione didascalia and de scriptura

4t scriptoribus prctnotatiutuula by Hugo of St. Victor, and the fourteenth

century Postilia p^rpetita in uniuersa biblia of Nicolas the Franciscan of

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

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

by the Dominican friars Santes Pagtiinus {Isagogce 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 uf)on 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 Apocalj'pse ; cf. Kihn's Theodor von Mopsuestia und Junil.

Africanm (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

Micliaelis' 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, f 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 sdmmtlichen Bucher d. heil. ScArz/t

^
{1S40), Gilly's /V<^m( 1 867-1868),

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

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

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

Schrifl Alten u. Neuen Testaments'^ (1905).

t A sympathetic and critical sketch of Baur's great services to NT
Introduction is given by Holtzmann {^New Worlds 1894, 207-218).

X 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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consenrative 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 conser>'ative (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, Vber Begriff u. Methode

der sogen. biblischen EinUitung (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. Jahrb., 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. (1861,

pp. if.), and Baur's further exposition in Theol. Jahrb.^ 1851, pp. 70 f.,

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 upon 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 of Perth^

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^ 1897, p.

ii).t 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. J Strictly speaking, the method of the former should

•
Of. on this Dcnney's Death ofChrist (1^02), pp. 1-4, and Sanday in ERE.

ii. 576-577-

t The opening pages of Wrede's essay (pp. 8-17, cp. GGA.^ 1896, 525 f.),

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

pages in ARJV., 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 ZNJV. (1900), pp. 10 f.

X 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.

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

merely a subordinate branch of dogmatic theolt^ t 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

Kourti, 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,t 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

* Sec F. Overbeck's essay,
'

tJber die Anfange der patristischen Literatur
'

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

t Or of apologetic, as, e.g.^ A. G. Rudelbach (Zettschrift fiir lutherische

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

frankly.

X "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 Christy 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.

(d) 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 inlustribus, which had so powerful an influence

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

{Officina Btblica, 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 ndtre temps (1693), deals with exegesis rather than

Introduction proper.

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

H. Howorth mJTS. x. 481 f.

t Cf. J. Weiss, Die Aufgaben der Neutestamentlichen Wissenschaft (1908),

pp. 32, 48 £.
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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. 1 07-1 17; 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.
; Earth'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,

b 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. Har. iii. 13. 3,

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

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

Ixxxviii.) observes that the catholic epistles "actibus apostolorum conjunctse
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^' (tows irpA ifxov diroardXavs). Acts

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

epistles, 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.

A
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A, which was adopted by the Council of I^odicea (a. d. 363), reflects an

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

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

preaching), thirdly Lk (referred to in Ro 2", 2 Ti 2"), ^iri ira<?T? tA

kotA 'ludfir^p (so /« Jesum Nave kom. 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 TapdSocis trepl rijs rd^em
tG>¥ (vaYftXluv which he had received from rwr aviKadev xpta^vr^pur. The
tradition thus goes back to the mjddle of the secondcentury at least, if it

is not earlier ; there are even traces of it in Irenxus^ But the principle of

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

Mark's gospel reflects 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.

Irenseus, indeed, gives a chronological basis for A (cp. Eus. //. 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 ideaf that Jn was written when the circle

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

Zebedaeiy 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 Matthoeum 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

Matthseus insinuant, ex apostolicis Lucas et Marcus instaurant, iisdem

regulis exorsi ").

t 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)."

t The remark tliat Mk "non laborauit natiuitatem carnis, quam in

prioribus uiderat, dicere," seems to contradict this, whether in prioribus
(sc. euangeliis) refers to Mt and Lk (Corssen), or to Mt and Jn (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 Tots T/)d Toiniav or iv rots (jxirpoadev, 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»
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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 sire, 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

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

ein ander ansehen gehabt."

(</) 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
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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. ii, 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 (o5 7\ Tpuynj tGiv dvofxa^ofxivuv

KadoKt.KU)v iTKTToXCjv etyai Xiyerai) ;
but the order (Jas, Pt, Jn) probably is no

more than an ecclesiastical reflection of Gal 2*, and it possesses as little

independent historical value as B.

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

epistles {H. 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 Qe/xiauv . . .

irdXfMrjiTev, fufio^fievos rbv dirdaToXov, KadoKiK'/iv riva (TvyTa^d/xevoi iiriaToX'^v,

KaTTjxelv fikv Toi/s &/xeivov avrov ireirLO-revKdras, avvayuvl^eadai 5^ rois r^s

K€vo<l)(i}vlas X670tj, p\a<r<ptjfi7j(rai de els rby K^piov Koi roiis diro<rT6\ovs Kal rijv

iylav iKKkrifflav. Themison was a Montanist leader at Cumane, but we
have no further information about his ecclesiastical or literary career. It is

plain, however, that /ca^oXticiJ 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. i P, Judas, i 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 i P, I Jn, and

2 Jn, and Tertullian i P, i Jn, and Judas. TertuUian'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 di'TtXe76;[te»'a

or &iJi.(/>ipaW6fxepa.

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 KadoXiKi) iTiardXi] {c. Cels. i. 63), and so

did the Catalogus Claromontanus.
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ending of Mark, narnack*s on the titles of the catholic epistles, and the

widespread theories on Romans and 3 Corinthians, are instances in point.

It is also a fair (juestion, 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 peri^Ki 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 dptroXoyai 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 desciibe

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."
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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

^^«
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 i Peter, since, although Judas differs

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

logically between the two. A second subdivision is headed by

Eptiesians, which is also allied to i 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, Cawm^w/anV (Paris, 1607); Grotius, Annotationes {id^^) \

Alberti's Observationts pkilohgica in scuros Noui Fctdtris libros (1725);
Hardouin's Commentarius (1741); de Beausobre's Remarqius historiques,

critiques, et philologiques sur U 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 Handbuck

(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 ypa<f}rj 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

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

or proof, distinguishes the OT, as instrumentum Judaicce litercEy from the

NT as the instrumentum pradicationis or Christiana literce (Ronsch. Das
NT Tertullians, 1871, 47-49).
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writings as apostolic* (cp. Koppel in ,5X, 1891, 123 f.), 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 avToU Xoyia, cp. Ro 3^), 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 very

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

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

Jahrbuchet fiir das klass. Alterthum\i<)o^), 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, {b) to interpret

allegorically (and edit) some apostolic writing, and to compose (6-) gospels of

their own (cp. Eus. H. E.y iii. 25. 6-7).
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Ignatius {ad Phil. 8") declares he once heard some people saying {Sn 'EA»

fi^ «tX.), "If I do not find it iv toU dpxfioti, I do not believe (it) iv t<^

eiJoyyeX^." When he replied, "It is written," they retorted, "That is

just the question (rpAcciTot)." Td dpxeia {apxaia) here means the OT,
which Ignatius claims to be in line with the gospel. It is unnecessary and

awkward to put ^p t<^ evayy^^^V 'i^ apposition to roTt dpxtioit, taking
wirre^ in an absolute sense (so Zahn, Funk), or to follow the ingenious
emendation of A. N. Jannaris (C/ass. Rev.^ I903» 24-25), who prefers to

read 8,rt ih^v for 8rt *E4i', and wpSatceiTai {
= vp<KTTi6eiTai) for wp6KttTat, 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 :

1^1.) Even the LXX was not employed literally. The early

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

modem 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

extent t 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

floriUgia 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 hBi.

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

Flavius Josephus, 1879, pp. 20-51), the Philonic by L. Treitel in MoncUsschrift

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

t 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. (28^) 29', or from a source common to that apocalypse
and Papias (a Hebrew midrash on the Blessing of Isaac, J. R. Harris, AJT.y
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^*

and 28^^ in Ro 9^2-33 ^nd i P 2^-^), their special textual forms

{e.g. I Co 2*), their editorial comments, and their occasional

errors in the attribution of authorship {e.g. Mk i^-^ Mt 27^-^^),

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^-s 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 ^m n^S (cp. Abrahams in Cambridge Biblical

Essays^ 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 f.) as well as in Paul. The hypothesis,
stated by Credner (Beitrdge zur Einl. ii. 318 f.) and Hatch {Essays in

Biblical Greeks 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 26^ the headlines of such testimonia^

awkwardly incorporated in the text. On the whole subject, cp. Elter's essay,
* de gnemologiorum historia,' in Byzant. Zeitschrifty vii. 445 f. The later use

of such excerpts in theological discussion is traced by Theodor Schermann in

Die Geschichte der Florilegia vom V- VIIIJahrhundert (1904).
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385-409, tH. 63 f. ; Gospel of Peter^ ^\ Contemp. Review, Aug. 1895), and

is widely accepted, e.f;. by Westcott {Hebrews^ 476f.)f V'oUmer {Die AUtest.

Citate bet Paulus, pp. 38 f.), Clemen (Paulus, i. 96), Swete {Introd. to OT in

Gk. 252), Jacquier {INT. iii. 253-254), Sanday and lieadlam (Romans, pp.

264, 282), and Drutnmond (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 ofEnoch, pp. 41-49, where the evidence is summarised).
It is only quoted directly in Judas

"""
{
= En i* 5* 27'), as by name in

Bam 4* (cp. 16* ^ 7pa0jJ= En Sg"*-**; cp. Veil in HNA. ii. 212, 228), but

there are verbal echoes, e.g., in Hebrews (4^*= En 9", cp. 11"), Mt 19'* (
= En

62») and 26** (
=En 38^), Lk i6" (

= En 63^"), Jn 5** (
= En 69"), Paul (i Th 5*

=En62* etc), i P S^*** (
= En io*-«"-"),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 hne 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 Hamack, ACL. i. 852, ii. i. 563 f. The slighter Book

of the Secrets of Enochs a later but pre-Christian apocalypse, also helped to

popularise conceptions such as that of the seven heavens (cp. Charles and
MorfiU'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 V i^^ {
= 'En !« oiix els

rijp yvv yevedLV dievootjfirjv dXX' iTl vbppia ot<xav iyd XaXtD), conjecturing
bievoovyro for SiriKbvovp in the former passage, as well as {Exp.^ iv.

346-349) 'E.'tSx after ii> v kuI (ENCOKAI [ENCOX] TOIC) in i P 3«;
cp. Clemen in Exp.^ vi. 316 f., on " The first epistle of Peter and the Book of

Enoch," and Hiihn's die alttest. Citate u. Reminiscenzen im NT^ ii. pp. 125 f.,

291. For a leeveat 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, SAT., 1853, 344 f. ; Werner, TQ., 1872, 265 f.). Not only does

Clemens Romanus quote it (60^ = Sir 2"), like the Didache (4°= Sir 4") and

Barnabas (19®), but there are data in the gospels which prove "that both

Wisdom and Sirach were known to Matthew, Luke, John, or to collectors of

/o^'a of Jesus earlier than those gospels ; that Sirach especially was used by
the author of the Magnificat leg. ii7= Sir48'o, I'^'^^Sir lo^*], and that our

Lord seems to have made use of both books, Sirach more probably than

Wisdom "
(Adeney in Z)C(7. i. loia

; see, further, J. H. A. YissX!?, Eccksi-

asttcuSy The Gk. Text of Codex 248, 1909). One of the most interesting and

significant cases is that of Mt ii2«-3o^ which contains more than one

reminiscence not only of the OT, but of Sirach [,e.g. 511-10-12.17. 28^ 24i»-22,

524-29^ 5i»-27, 629)
. ggg Brandt's Evang. Geschichte und der Ursprung des

Christenthums, 576 f., with Loisy's note in Les £vangiles Synoptiques, i. p.

913, and Harnack's BNT. ii. 304 f. Further cases occur in 4^=Mt 5",

4i<'=Lk 6»5, 7"= Mt 6^ n"= Lk 1219, 138-10
= Lk h'-^", 282=Mt 6^*, in John

(635= Sir 2421, 1423= Sir 2^\ and in Paul '.e.g. 724= Ro 12", 8»= Gal &, 13"'.
= 2 Co 6", i42 = Ro 1422, i620=Ro w^, 320-2*

= Ro i23i6*-, 252^=1 Ti 2^*).

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, y^^., 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 apocryphes de Pancien 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.^ 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 Judaei Philonis

affirmant") behef that it was composed by Philo; the words (**a^ amicis

Salomonis in honorem ipsius scripta ") are probably a mistranslation of virh

^IXwvoi. Proofs of its use and authority drift right across the early Christian

literature. The earliest are in Paul (cp. Bleek, S/iT., 1833, pp. 340-344,
and E. Grafe's essay on "das Verhaltniss d. paulin. Schriften zur Sapientia

Solomonis," in TAA. pp. 251-286), whose ideas upon predestination, the

nature of idolatry, and heathenism, in Ro i^"^* and g^^^' especially, reveal a

study of this book X (cp. Resch, Fau/t'msmus, pp. 608-609 ; Sanday and

Headlam's "Romans," ICC. pp. 5 if., 266 f.). Echoes of it are audible

in Hebrews (i»= Sap 728'-, 33'-
= Sap if^-, 4i3=Sap 728^- etc.), I Peter (1*=

Sap 3^3 42 820, iT^Sap 3^ etc.), and James, while Clemens Romanus twice

alludes to passages from it (3^
= Sap 22^, 27*= Sap 11 22

12^2). Beyond a

• For Akiba, see Graetz's Gnosticismus uttd/udenthttm, pp. Ii9f.

t The conjecture ut for et is improbable.

X For another literary derivation of Ro 129-31^ see Rendel Harris, The

Teaching of the Apostles (1887), pp. 82-87.
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phrase or two—*.^. 1$* {rb rrji yf/vxvs drairtjdeU xp^ot) = Lk 12*—there is

no clear trace of Sap in the synoptic gospels. But 9^ (6 TOii)<rat rd rdvra iv

X679> aou)=Jn 1* may be a reminiscence, as also S'^'^sjn i". We may
compare also the functions of the Spirit in 16' ({kiy^tt t6p K6ff/iop -wtpi,

iftaprlas ical vtfA SiKaioaOrrit Kcd wtpl Kptcfun) with Sap l'** (SoKifta^ofUyri rt

•il Svwafut iXiyx'i foin A^popas . . . Ayiow yiip xwevfui Aryx^ijirrrcu iT^XSovarjt

d8iKlat)t the reiteration of iXryxot as the doom of the wicked (Sap i* 4*
l8'=Jn 3""), the reproof of an uneasy conscience by goodness (Sap 2'*

iy^ffTo ijfup tls fXryxo'^ ivvoidv -ijfiur. fiapOs icruf ^/ur Koi pXerdfiefot . . .

xal dXa^oftvtTCu raripa de6w=]n 3* and 7' also 5" i^ovw oL 'loi/darot

droicrctvcu ai>r6r, firi . . . xaripa tSiw IXtyer t6p 0e6v), the collocation of

death and the devil (Sap 2**=Jn 8**), the inscrutability of heavenly things

(Jn 3^*'*«sSap 9** rd 8i i» ovptwoit Wt i^ix'iaurtp ;), the claim of the righteous
to know God (Sap 2" irayyiXXerai ypuxriw (x*^ ^eou =Jn 8" 7*), the

safety of the righteous in God's hand (Sap 3*=Jn 10*^), the knowledge of

the truth (Sap 3'=Jn 8"), the authority of evil magistrates (6»^=Jn 19'*'"),

love and obedience (Sap 6^ of wisdom, dTtim; 8i r-^prfcii p6/j,u)v avT^t=s

Jn IS***", 14"=! Jn 5» aOrrf imv ^ d^dri; rod SeoO, Ua rAf ^rroXAf airroO

nipQtiev), knowledge of God equivalent to eternal life (15'=Jo 17'), and

knowledge of divine things as an endowment of the Spirit (9'**"=Jn 16"*"),

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.** (</) The use of Philo in Barnabas (cp.

Heinisch, Der Einjlusi Philos auf dit alteste christliche Exegese, 1908, pp.

36f.) is not quite so clear as in Clemens Romanus and Josephus,* but the

reminiscences in Hebrews (cp. especially Siegfried's Philo von Alex, als

AusUgerdes AT, 321 f. ; Pfleiderer, Urc. ii. I98f. ; von Soden, HC. iii. $-6;

Men^oi, La Thiologie de tipttre aux Hibreux (1895), 197 f.: Rendall,

Theology of Hebrew Christians, pp. 58-62, and Buchel in SK.y 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 t (though the conception is naturally different). By a characteristically

Philonic method (cp. Siegfried's Philo, pp. 1 79 f.) the writer finds a religious

significance in the very silence of the OT ; thus the absence of any allusion

to the parents of Melchitedek (7') is as pregnant to him as the similar lack

of any reference to Sarah's mother is to the Alexandrian thinker (quis

r<rum div. har. 12 \ de ebrietate, 14), and the titles of Melchizedek suggest

religious truths to him no less than to Philo {Jeg. alleg. iii. 25) and to

Josephus {Bell. Jttd. vi. 10, Ant. i. 10. 2). The quotation in 13* occurs

only, in this form, in de Conf. Ling. 32 ; and there are verbal echoes, e.g., in

3^ (=fljf Somniis, i. 38, 4 fikv 8^) /t^Tai apxt-^peis), 3' {=de plant. 16 ad

Jinem), 3' (
=

leg. alleg. iii. 81, M&WT^r fiapTvpoifiivot iri iarl viarrbi ip

SX(p t4> olxff), 5* {=de Somniis, ii. 15, 6 radCiy aKpi^Qs ifiadev), 5* {=de agrie.

•
Cp. Hamack, ACL. i. i. 859 f. ; Windisch, Die Frommigkeit Philos und

ihre Bedeutungfur das Christentum (1909), pp. 96-135.

t On the transference of the Philonic Logos-predicates to Christ, see Aal's

Der Logos, ii. pp. 38 f.
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22, eripoii atrios g-WTrjplas yevd/xcvos), y^-** {
=

leg. alleg. Hi. 25), and lo'

dudfMvr](ns a/mpTidv {=dg plant. 15, de vit. Mos. iii. 10). The allegorical

method of interpretation (cp. Holtzmann in ARW.^ 1900, 341 f., 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 ; cp. e.g. the

haggadic and genuinely Philonic touches in the haggada of i Co io^"^\

2 Co 3^-18^ Gal 422-25, the pressing of the singular in Gal 3^«-
1»

(cp. Ro 4"-
1«-

9^) in the Philonic spirit of attaching significance to numbers, and a passage
like I Co 9''^° (cp. Philo, de vict. offer. I, 0^ 7cl/) virkp tQv dXdyuv 6 v6fios,

aXX inrkp rdv vovv koI \byov ix^yruv). 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 Gcou <t>i<xi.v

Ka.Tavori<xaL (2 P I*) in order to promote the virtue of his readers (eij dpcr^s

X<J7o>', cp. 2 P i'). While other legislators followed myths {toU fiiidoii

4^aKo\ovd^(ravTes= 2 P i^' oi fiiiOoii i^aKoXovdT^a-ayres), Moses held that God

possessed perfect virtue {rijp dper^v ^xo"''* '^»' ^f*^" = 2 P i^), so that the

Pentateuch contains nothing irpbs rijv ixeyaXcibTijTa. rod deoO dvdpfiOffrov

(
= 2 P i^^). Similarly in the last address of Moses (iv. 8. 2), besides

isolated expressions and phrases like roidSe (=2 P i^^ roidade), jxv-fifirjv

(=2 P I^^), vofilixtav tQv irapbvTuv (= 2 P l^^), eixre^ela (=2 P I* 3"),

KaTa<jipoveiv (= 2 P 2'"), and koivwvoX {= 2 P i*), Moses declares Set jue toO

^riv dvekOeiv (= 2 P l^*) . . . oi /tAXw (= 2 P 1^2) ^077^65 vfuv iaeaOai . . .

dtKaiov Tjyrja-dfirjv {—2 P l^^ dUaiov d^ ijyovfjLai), wains them against the

abuse of iXevdepia (2 P 2^^), and uses ?|o5os and dydfivijaii and pe^ala
close together (cp. 2 P i^'*

^^
^*). Compare further eMXuyroi with diXuxny

(2 P 2^2), Bell. Jud. vii. 8. 7 with 2 P i^"', ii. 9. i with XiiQ-qv Xa^thv (2 P i"),

iii. 9. 3 (roX/iT/rai koX Oavdrov KaTa<f)povovvm = 2 P 2^°), Antiq. iv. 6. 7-8
with 2 P 2' 22**, and xi. 6. 12 (ois /coXws irot^o-ere ^ttrj vpo(yix'^vT€%) with 2 P i^*

(V /caXws voi^vr^ irpoakxovje'i) ; while 2 P 3"** explicitly alludes to the Jewish

legend (cp. Antiq. i. 2. 2 ; Bousset in ZJVIV., 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. 11 16 f.), and rejected by
Warfield {Southern Presbyterian Review, 1882, pp. 45 f., 1883, pp. 390f.),

Salmon {INT. 497 f.). Chase {DB. iii. 814), Zahn {INT. ii. 291), and

Mayor {Jude and 2 Peter, pp. cxxvii-cxxx). Farrar {Exp.^ iii. 401-423,

Exp.'^ 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 (rots 6ea<ra/JiiyoiSf 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. I, developing Ex a") describes Moses as arriving at a city,

K9JBtv9t\% tieX Tirot ^/>^aros ^jc tov k6tov koI rijs raXairuplas 1ip4nfi, fxeffrjuPplas

o<^(n;f, 06 ripptj Trjt rSXtus, uses in the immediate context the term 6p4fifiaTa

(Jn 4^'), and {Attt. ii. 15. 3) employs the phrase inr6 Trjs 65oiToplas KeKoxufii-

rwr (cp. Jn 4* xecoricucu^t ix rijt 65oivoplat). Cf., further, Jos. Ant. xii. l-io

and xiii. 3. 4 with Jn 4*. The curt tone of the discussion in i !*"*• also answers

to the tradition preserved by Josephus {B. /. 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 Aniiq.

ix. 14. 3 (cf. Jn 4"), Josephus not only explains that each of the five nations

of 2 K 17*** who settled in Sanmria brought a god of its own {tKaaroi Kar'

Wrot Wtor $e6p th t-Jjk Za/xdpciav KO/iUrarres, ximt i' fjoav ktK. ), but that they

denied the right of a Jew to expect any favour at their hands (=Jn 4*). The
words of 4" also recall Ant. xii. I. I (the Jerusalemites rb rap' airrois lepbv

dYioy elrat \ey6wTWP . . . tup ii Xafiaptirur els t6 Tapi^ely 6poi Kt\e6ovTU/v)

and xiii. 3. 4 (the quarrel of the Alexandrian Jews with the Samaritans ol rb

iv Fapt^fflF 6p€i rpoaeKi^povp lepbp olKoSonrjdip kt\. ). The coincidence between

10"-" and Jos. B. /. i. 21. 10, where the street of Antioch in Syria is

described as equipped xpbs tAj tup ierup dro^irydf Uroft-^Kei aroq., is of no

importance, though KreyenbUhl (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 \c^=Ant. iii. 7. 4 (the high priest's robe

o^K ix Svoip vepiTfirjfidTUP . . . (pdpaos d' Iv iirlfirjKes v<pa<Tfidpop kt\.).

(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,
Observationes in NT. e FlavioJosepho, ^7SS)- 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^-') in a.D. 28 or 29 by Avaavlov t^s

^kpCKijpyjs TerpaapxcvvTOi ; 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, I//P. i. 2. 335 f., after Wieseler's Beitrdge 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 error

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, Avaavlov S' aCrij iyey6v€i rerpapxla.
As in A. D. 37 it had been given to Agrippa i. {Ant. xviii. 6. 10), 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 {Gospfl 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^*'

again, Luke makes Gamaliel speak thus to the council : in days gone by

{vpb TO&rwv tQv rjfj.epQv) dpiaTTj 0ei/5as \iyuv elvat riva eavrbv , . . ij ivjipidrj

Kal irdvres 6aoi iireidovro aiT($ dieXijOrjaav . . . fiera tovtov dviffrij 'loi^Jay 6

FaXtXatos iv rats ij/x^pais t^s dwoypacprjs Kal diriaTijffev \abv 6wLau avrov.

The parallel passages in Josephus {Ant. xx. 5. i : When Fadus was procurator
of Judaea, a charlatan named Qevdds weidet rbv TcKetarov tx^ov . . . vpocpi/jTTji

ydp ^eyev ehai. Fadus, however, dispatched a squadron of cavalry 1]tis

, . . voWoiis . , . dveTKev ; and Ant. xx. 5. 2, vpb^ tovtoIs U Kal ol iralSes

'lovbd Tov TaXiKalov ivT/ixdrjcrav toO rbv \abv dvd 'Fufialuy diroari^avTOs

Kvpiviov TTJs 'lovSalas TifitirevovTOi) 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 Theudse 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 11^'=Ant. xx. 5. 2.

Josephus.

iirl TOjJrots 5^ /col rbv fiiyav \t/xbv Ka-

rd T^v'lovdatav avvi^'q yev^adai, Ka6'

tv Kal i} /3a<rIXt<r<ra 'EX^j'i; voWQv

Xpf)P^Tu>v (bvTjaafi^vr} airov dirb tov 'At-

yiiTTOV dUyeifie tois duropovfiivois.

LUKB.

"Aya^os ia-fffxavev . . . \ifibv p.eyd\riv

jj^Weiv iaeadai i<f> SXtjv tt]v oIkov-

fjUvrjv, ^Tis iyivero iirl K\av5lov twv

de fJiadriTwv KadCjs einropelro tis ktX.

* 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. Soraitag, 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, t.g.f in the account of the disappearance of Moses in a cloud {.Ant. iv.

8. 38)=Ac i**-, the prologue Lk \^-*=Apion. i. 10, Lk 2*»-«= Vita 2, Lk iq*"-

= B. J. vii. 5 (Titus bemoaning the fate of Jerusalem), Ac i6'''*=^«/. xi. 8

(Alexander's vision), Ac 20*"- = ^./. ii. 16 (Agrippa's speech to the Jews).

The whole question is argued, in favour of Luke's dependence, by Keim

(Am dtm Urckristentum, 1878, i. I-21), Krenkel, Holtimann (Zff'T'., 1873,

85f., 1877, 535 f., 1880, 121 f.), JUngst (QuelUn d. Apgeschichte, 201 f.),

Schmiedel (as above), Clemen (5A'., 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

{ZPVr., 1876, 574 f.), Gloel {Di* jiingste Kntik d. GalaterbHefes, 64 f.),

Belser(7'e., 1895, 634 f., 1896, 1-78), Blass(.SA'., 1896, 459 f.), Ramsay (Wm
Christ bom 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. Schllrer's GJV* iii. 267 f. ; Harnack, ACL. i. 853 f. ; Ropes, Spriichejesu

pp. I9f.) was quoted in i Co 2* and Eph 5", has been known since Origen's

\in Matth. 27',
" In nullo regulari libro hoc positum inuenitur, nisi in Secretis

Elise prophetae ") allusion to the former passage (cp. Jerome on Is 64* and

Epp. 57') and the remark of Epiphanius (haer. 42, p. 478), iriidtv r^ dTo<rr<$Xy

rh' it6 iral Xfyet' dXXd ixh r^t raXatat d^Xof SiaOi^Krjt ; tovto Si ifup^perai

vapd r^^'HX/^) on the latter, for in i Co 2' Paul is not loosely citing Is 64^

(65>«) (cf. Vollmer's Alttest. Citate bei Paulus, 44-48, and NTA. 42-44), and it

is impossible (cf. ACL. ii. i. 571-572) to suppose with Zahn (G/C. 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 i Co 2*, which is further quoted in Asc. Isa. ii**, Clem.

Rom. 34" and Clem. Alex, Protrept. x. 94. A fresh fragment has been

discovered recently by de Bruyne (Revue Binidictine^ 1908, pp. 149 f.)

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 quae uocatur gehenna,

ardensque sulphore et bitumine ; et in illo loco sunt multae animae 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 i Co 2') regarded this apocalypse as 7/)a0iJ, 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. ii** explains Jerome's
statement that the ** testimonium" of i Co 2' was contained in the Ascensio

Isaice as well as in the Apocalypsis Elice. (g) Eph S^^* has been variously
referred to an apocryphon of Jeremiah (Euthalius), to an apocryphal book
cited inadvertently as ypa^-fj (Meyer), to a paraphrase of Is 6o^' ^^'^, or to a
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Christian h)rmn. The last hypothesis (suggested by Theodore t, and advocated,

e.g.., by Bleek and Storr) is plausible, on the score of the rhythmical struc-

ture of the lines. But 6 Xpia-rSs (
= 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 Oe6s of the original (Harnack).

{A) Hermas ( Fis. ii. 3. 4) quotes the book of Eldad and Modad (^771)1 K6ptos
rots iTn<jTpe<pofiivoi$, cos yiypairrai iv t($ 'E\5ci5 Kal MwSdr, rots irpoiprjTeA-

ffcunv iv ry ip-fjix^ r<p Xay), and the irpo(pr]TiKbi \6yoi cited in 2 Clem. I j'"'

(Clem. Rom. 23^) is probably from the same source (so, g.g., Lightfoot, Spitta,

Holtzmann), perhaps also the ypatp-^ reproduced in Jas 4""^ To these have

been added, though on precarious grounds, the citations in Clem. Rom. 46^

{yiypaiTTai yip' KoWda-de rots d7/oi», Srt ol KoWLbfievot avroh ayt-affOiiaovTai.)

and 17' {koI irdXiv [Moses] \4yei, *Ey<j) Sk el/xi ar/jils airb K60pas, cp. Jas 4"),

the latter of which Hilgenfeld prefers to assign to the lost conclusion of the

Assumptio Mosis. It was a book of 400 arixoi, which Nicephorus ranked

with Enoch, etc., among the dir6Kpv<pa of the OT. According to rabbinic

tradition (reproduced in the Palestinian Targums), Eldad and Modad

(Nu 11^*28) 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 (C/rc. 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. 16'' where 12^"' is reproduced, though even closer

citations occur in Polykarp, ad Phil. lo^ (
= To4i° 12^) and Did i' =To

4^"). Origen and Clement of Alexandria quote it more than once by name
as 7pa0^. 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^paioiric^

lu^lg, 06 XP^^'^^'- 0"^^^ 'y '^ovd-^d' oi8^ yhp ?xou<rti' aiiTh, iv diroKpi<pots i^pa'CffTi).

(j) 2 Maccabees was evidently in the library of the author of Hebrews, as

is plain from a passage like He ii'^'- ; cp. e.g. ^=2 Mac S^*,
^

(fiXXot

Si irvfiTravlaOrjffav kt\.) = 6^^-^ {iirl rb Ttjfnravov) and 6^ 7'- ", »«= 71-^0,

88=527 6" I0«, also io3i= 2 Mac 6^, 12^=2 Mac 6'8, I3»= 2 Mac lo^o

etc. It was also known to Hermas ( Vts. i. 3. 4, Mand. xii. 4. 2). {k) The

Assumptio Mosis has not only preserved the legend mentioned in Jude ^
but supplied some of the phrases in v.^' of that epistle (cp. 5' erunt illis

temporibus mirantes personge, 7' quaerulosi, 7^ et manus eorum et mentes im-

munda tractantes et os eorum loquetur ingentia) ; for other coincidences,

cp. e.g. 17= 2 Co 11". (/) The uncertainty attaching to the date and origin

of the Aiad-^KT] 'lib^ 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, e.g, 1^2= Test. Job 4, i»-i2=Test. Job 32-33, 41, i"=Test. Job 33,
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Test. Job 13 {^pydrrjs el AyBpojiros rpoaSoKufv Kal Avafiivwv aov rhv pnadftv

ArdyKTfv fxeit \a^ei¥' xal ovk iutv fiiadbv fuadurroO ixofieiyai), 5**
= Test. Job

I and 26 (also 4), and 5^= Test. Job 16, 14 (<cai ^^aXXor avraU kt\.). The
evidence for the use of this midrash elsewhere in the NT is slight. The most

striking coincidences perhaps are Lk 2'= Test. Job 40, Apoc 2*° {ylt^ov Ti<rr6s

&XPi davdrov, Kal 8<J>ab) aoi rir <rW0oi'oi» t^j f'w^i) = Test. Job 4-5 (where, to

the angel's promise of a aritfHivot for his endurance, Job replies : dx/)t davdrov

i/xofuLvw Kal w fiii iyaroSUru), Apoc 7'*'= Test. Job 5 (Job sealed by the angel

before the devil attacks him), the occurrence of iKuXOrut as final (Ac 28'* =
Test. Job 45), of TO fiddri toO Kvplov in Test. Job 37, and of rd 4rovpdyia in Test.

Job 36, 38 (= Eph I* etc.)i Test. Job 27 (Satan says, &yu> 8i el/xl irpevfia)=s

Eph 6", Test. Job 48 (Kal driXa^ew dXXijr KopSlay, firjK^ri rA Tijt yrjt <f>powttp) —
Col 3', Test. Job 37 (where Job confesses his hope is not in riches but

irl Ti^ dei^Tif fwrTc)=:i Ti 6"; the analc^y 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.^. Jn 3"= Test. Job 38, Jn 13"= Test. Job 7, i xotett

roltjffow, cp. context), (m) The post-exilic book from which the quotation in

Lk ix*»-»i (jcai ii Zo<f>la toO BeoO tWep ktX.) is taken (cp. 7", Sap 7" etc.)

has not survived. That the words are originally a citation, and not meant

(so recently Grill, Untersuchungtn uberd. Entstehung d. vierten Evangeiiums,

179 f.) to represent Jesus speaking of himself as the Wisdom of God, is fairly

plain from v."** where pal, Xfyw iiii», iK^rjrrid-fiatTai kt\. take up the foregoing

iK^rrrri&^. Luke, in putting the words into the mouth of Jesus, has altered the

original cwpods Kal ypafifuiTtis (Mt 23**) into dwoardXavs, 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, g.g. Ewald, Bleek, Paulus, Weizsacker, Pfleiderer, Scholten,

J. Weiss). («) The 7pa0iJ quoted in Jn 7" (6 Turrevup els ifU, Kadus etirep ^

ypa<prfi, rorafiol iK rijs KoiKlas airrov f>tvaov<riP vSaroi ^uvroi) 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

Scri^re ity the Gospel of John, 1906, pp. 9 f.) finds the original in the

Buddhist Pa^isambhida, i. 53 ("What is the TathSgato'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 11**^

(cp. Bacon, DCG. ii. 829). (<?) The origin of the allusion in Mt 2^ («irws

ir\T)pta6i rb pr}div 5tA tCjp rpo<prjTQp 8ti Nafwpatos KXtjOi^aeTai) has not yet
been

identifie(^
in any pre-Christian writing, canonical or uncanonical

(Resch). The us^ of the plural {irpoipTjTuiv) might suggest* a loose summary
of OT prophecies (so, recently, Clemen, Religionsgeschichtliche Erkldrung
dies NT, 238-239), though the use of 5n in 26^4 is hardly a parallel. In this

* So Jerome (ostendit se non uerba de scripturis sumpsisse sed sensum) as

at 26".
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case Nafa>/)a«)s is substituted for Na^aprjvSs by a kind of pious paranomasia
in order to suggest the messianic term (n^i, nisj) of Is II^ and the parano-
masia was probably mediated by the Aramaic equivalent (K"i?i«}) for "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" (Naflp \yi(^i6i.afx.^vov "Sai^ipaiop, A] deov iarai rb

vaiMpiov KxK.y cp. Mt i^^). {p) Halevy, arguing (in RS., 1902, pp. 13-60)
that the correct place of the Temptation is after Mk 8^

(
= Mt 16^''), 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^'- was filiated to it. {q) The Ahikar-cycle of stories and

traditions,* however, has left traces in the NT,t e.g. in the parable of the

fruitless fig-tree (Lk 13^"^), 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 24*''°^)

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.":J: The very punishment of flogging (Lk 12*') 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 BixoTOfifTv 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 Ahikary pp. x f.). Such data tend to show

that some of the sayings and stories in the evangelic tradition were not

simply setiological 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 Zeitschriftfiir die alt. JViss. xiii. 1908).

t Cp. Halevy in -^.S". (19CX)) 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."

t Or, as To 14^" (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^"), 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" and with the tale of Papias

about Judas's body swelling up.
" We need not be surprised if A^iikar should

furnish the key to the genesis of the Judas legends" (Harris, op. cit. p. lxv),t

particularly if, as in the Armenian, nfn^Btit be substituted for the awkward

TpijrJjj 7ey<$/Kvot in Ac i'*. 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,

tw irf](Ji9y\9 p^er, \»^ 6 fuapds «toJ SvcKdOafyrot nrjdi tcadapi^ BoMdrtf TtXevn^ji)

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.^

The XAyoi quoted in Jn 4" (dXXot i<rrlp 6 owelpvv koX dXXot b depl^wp) is a

loose citation of the common proverb, which occurs also in Pseudo-Diogenes,
ii. 62 (cp. Wendland in Netu Jahrb. f, d. klass, Ait.^ 1902, p. 6 n.). The

Topoi/jUa cited in 2 P 2" is either from the AbiVar-cycle (cp. Hal^vy in /fS. ,

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 (Jet f|dorrou /3o/>^6/>^ AtaXXoi* ^ Kadap«^ vSan). The
sarcastic description of the Cretans in Tit i" (KpTjret itl ypevcrai, ica«d ^ijp/a,

furrifxt d/ryai) is a hexameter apparently drawn from the Ttpl x/«7<r/itwi' of the

local philosopher, Epimenides (cp. Diels inSBBA., 1891, 387-403, and J. R.

Harris in Exp.'' 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 I Co 12"*", and

the iambic trimeter in i Co i $** ^eipovfftp liOri XP^^' ifuXlat KaKal) origiimlly

lay either in Euripides or Menander ; but the hexameter in Ja i'' (xaffo 86<ris

d,ya$ii Kal rap 8u>prjfUL riXeiop), where iyadi^ and WXetor are unconvincingly
taken by Fischer {Philolo^s, 1891, 377-379) as predicates {sc. itnlv), is of

unknown origin. On the other hand, the line of poetry put into Paul's

mouth at Athens, in Ac 17" {Cn koI ripes tQp xad' vfuis ToirjTup elpi^Koaip'

ToO y6,p Kcd y^pos iafUv), is probably from his fellow-countryman Aratus

(cp. Hoole, TA£ Clofsical Element in the NT^ pp. 82-84, and Blass' note),

if not from the hymn of Cleanthes.

• The connection of the Judas stories with the-A^ikar tradition is decidedly
closer than the filiation which Hal6vy prefers {RS., 1902, 46 f.) to find

between them and the machinations of Bechira, the Samaritan accuser of

Isaiah in the midrash. His explanation of 'IffKapiunis as a corruption of

J^iXo-pi(*>Tr}s (a native of the Samaritan Sichor) is highly precarious.

t Cp., further, AJT., 19CO, 490-513, for proof that Mt 273^- and Ac i^«'-

rest on the Ahikar-legend (EBi. 2627). The historicity of both stories is

upheld by Schlatter in his Zur Topographie und Geschichte Paldstinas (1893),

217 f.

X 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

(>897), The Ascension of Isaiah (1900), The Book ofJubilees (1902), and the
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IV.

STRUCTURE AND COMPOSITION OF NT.

" 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,]: 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 of

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 Persa of ^schylus, 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 ExpP vii. inf.
*

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.

j" 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).

$ In 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. fiir das klass. Altertum

(1901), pp. 3f.
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Trajan. Several passages in the De Rerum Natura {e.g. ii. 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

b not unlikely that Luke may have re-edited {a.vaaKtvo.aBiv^ SiaaKevaaO^v) his

work. (3) Editorial additions are much more numerous, as, e.g., in the well-

known instances of Jer I7'»-" (a later insertion), Si"-*" 33""* (om. LXX),
Is 66"-»* etc., and in the Catalogue of the ships (Horn. I/iad, 2«<-«^). 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 SiaaKevaurTol are supposed to have worked thus on the //tad

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 (3) or (r),

though internal evidence suggests that passages like Iliad a'**'^", 20'"*"'"

and Herod. 6"'"''* 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 modem
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. 1'^

2I17. i« ^sa^ would creep in from the margin, or be incorporated {e.g. Jer

2^i3b.a(b^ Is 50'°*") 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 irf the circles among which primitive Christianity arose.

The evidence for (a) and {b) is either drawn from tradition or from internal

evidence, but {c) offers a class of instances which naturally are more obvious,

where the discrepancies of MSS at once reveal sutures of the text. Even

*
Cp. S. Reinach's Manuel de Philologie Classique^ (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

Valcntinians 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 + and the disinclination of copyists
—

whose p)owers, 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, t The liberties

occasionally taken with the text of the gospels are shown, e.g.^ by the

revision of Luke contained in Codex Bezae, 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, Inspiration^, 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.

t This was not confined to the gospels. One of the classical instances is

the conformation of Verg. Eel. $^ in the majority of MSS to Georg. i^°*.

X e.g. the omission of 2 K 18^*"^^ (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 segis 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-Hebrdischen

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*'^® 9-^*^ and lo^-^® are, even if genuine, mis-

placed ;
Zee 4'**® comes too late; Isa 4i'"^ is conjectured,

by an attractive argument of Marti, to have lain originally

between 40^® and 40*^, and Hab i**" may be supposed to have

followed 2* 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, «.^. Hor. Fpp, i. I5"'* (cp. H. A. J. Munro's /.«fr^//«j,

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. Beitrdge zur Philos.

iii. 413 f. ; Ueberweg, Hist. Phil. i. 147. For other dislocations, see

the Politics^ i. II. 7, iii. 4. I if.; Dr. H. Jackson's edition of the

Nikomachean Ethics, bk. v., where (pp. xiv f.) 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. Headlam, Class. Rev. 1902, 243-256) falls under textual

criticism.
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(iii.) 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

vtrofivfjiMiLTa 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. HNT. 619 f.;

G. H. Putnam, Authors and their Public in Ancient Times^^

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,t 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 jegis of some pagan authority, historical or

mythological, was naturally foreign to the early Christian literature. The

Sibyl, Hekatajus, 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.

t 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.

X Susemihl, Geschichte d. Griech. Literaiur in d. Alexandrinerzeit, ii.

597 f., 601 f.
,
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pscudonjTnity 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," t 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.

AvtAj #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 ircpl o-ucTo^ewj, 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 Theof>ompus 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^us (x. 3), from pseudonymous epistles.
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and used these as the basis or nucleus of these orations (cp. Blass, die

Attische Beredsamkett, iii.^ pp. 382 f.).

{b) 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. Graecisy

i. pp. 4f.). Of the two examples in Luke's second volume (Ac 1523^ 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.

(f) 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. Fumeaux'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 {iiOoypa^vaat) 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 /ileine Schriften,

i. pp. 429 f.). See further on this point, Hermann Peter's die Scriptores

HistoricE Augustce (sechs litteratur-geschichtliche Untersuchungen, 1892),

PP- 153 f-

t Cp. Fabia's essay, de orationihus quce sunt in Comm. Cas. de Bello

Gallico (1889), pp. 91 f.
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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;!

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 [hi) more or less free compositions, which,

without being purely rhetorical exercises, t 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.H
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"'-) ; 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. 415 f.

t
"

I have put into the mouth of each speaker the seiltiments 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. Idealportrdt (1896), pp. 24 f.

X 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 ^yhole 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."

II Cp. Soltau, neueJahrbiicher f. d. klass. Alterthum (1902,) pp. 23 f.

^ 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.



44 PROLEGOMENA

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 Matthsean 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 resume of Jewish history from
the time of Antiochus Epiphanes to the death of Herod (bk. i.)

was first prefixed in the Greek j 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^?) 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 Aoyia, 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 d7ro/x,v7;/Aov€v/xaTa,t not

cvayycXta, was a primitive term in use for their gospels.

Jacoby {NT Ethik, 1899, pp. 410 f.) puts down 5"-" zf and 24*' to

this exposition which blended with the text.

t The ancient conception of depicting a character, subjective and objective,

as illustrated by Pol) bius, Livy, and Tacitus, are discussed by Ivo Bruns in

die Personlichkeit in der Geschichtschreibung der Alien (1898).

X The awoixvTifjLovivfiaTa of Moiragenes, which were subsequently combined

with the inro/iviifiaTa of Damis (i.e. extracts from diaries) to form the bio-



THE DIALOGUE 45

Aristotle draws a distinction between his l^toTtpiKol or

iKStSofi€voi \6yoi (published works) and his aKpdao-cis. The
latter were private summaries or abstracts, resembling a prtcis

for his audience of students. We thus get a distinction between

Toi dvcyvoKr/xo'a and ra. dvcVSora 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 Dialogs

tin 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 irpdfetj. Reitzenstein {ffellen-

istische IVundererzdhlungen, 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 (Dtat. 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.).

(^) A cognate form of the dialogue, the diatriM^ 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^r; was a dialogue transformed into a

monologue, in which the imaginary opponent appears by way of

f^t\(Tiv {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 diatriM 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 SiarptyST^-style is to be detected in

*
Cp. Wendland, Philo und die Kynisch-Stoische Diatribi (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 Stucke der

urchristlichen Litteratur einen gewissen Einfluss ausgeubt, 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 moral

tension and spiritual conflict set up by the new faith. Cp. Heinrici's Die

litter. Charakier <Ur 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 Kf>r)<riv, 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 excgetical as well as hortatory, was

described* in philosophic language (Lucian, TiVw. 10; i^^lian,

V. hist. 3^*) as ofiiXia (cp. Ac 20^^ 24^* ; Ignat. ad. Polyk. 5), and

afterwards as StoXc^i? or dispuiatio. It differs from the BiaTpiftrj

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 Xoyos or an tTna-ToXij. 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 cViotoXt; ^-qfioa-Oivov^, 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.

t Cp. Aristides, xii. p. 148 D, 37rep 76 koI iv dpxv ^V^ ^ttwtoX^j etirov 1j 5ti

^oiXeade KoXeiv rb ^i^Xiop.

J Cp. Rohde, Griech. Roman ^ pp. 304 f.

§ Lucian, adv. indoct. 2 {ja.va'^ivijiCKi.1% ivia irdvv ivirpix'^v ^ddyoPTos toS

dipOaXfiov 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 ; |

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 Dialogs 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-

graphigraci. 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 Dialogs
i. pp. 353 f., ii. pp. 8 f.

t 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'^)

and Ja i^ that the ethnic 6 helva r^ delvi x^^pff is 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 x^'^P^'-" formula was connected with the

news (evayy^Xiop) of victory, according to tradition (Lucian, de lapsu in

saluiando, 3 ; cp. G. A. Gerhard's "
Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des

griechischen Briefes,"i., in Phiiologus, 1905, 27-65).

J For what follows, see especially Hermann Peter's der Brief in det

r'dmischen Litteraiur (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. grac. 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 philo$ophiam were composed by

Augustus as well as by less princely authors (Suet. Aug. Ixxxv.),

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, {fi)

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

I 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 Pempire Rom. pp. 3f., 23 f. The
Seneca-letters to Lucilius, as Lord Bacon saw, were simply "dispersed
meditations, though conveyed in the form of epistles."

X ^'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 (i John, James, 2 Peter).

VI.

THE CIRCULATION OF THE NT WRITINGS.%

Paul and some other early Christian writers
|I 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

{raxvypafjioi, librarii^ notarii). In one case, the amanuensis of

Paul IT inserts a greeting from himself in the midst of the apostle's

*
Cp. Ritschl's Opuscula, iii. pp. 476 f.

t Deissmann's valuable but too narrow antithesis {Bible Studies, pp.

1-60) is reproduced by W. Soltau {neue Jahrbiicher fiir d. klass. Alterthum,

1906, 17-29).

X 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."

II Ignatius (see Lightfoot on Ro 10^), 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 oi dictare=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's

Das Privatleben der Rofner, i.^ pp. 151 f.), and made copies ci it if necessary.

Such notarii were frequently stenographers.
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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^*^, i Co i6'-'^ Col 4^®).

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 3S, 2 Jni«, 3 Jn"). If Paul's remark in Gal 6^1

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 sire of some of the recently discovered papyri at

Oxyrhynchus indicate that even for religious, as well as for literary purposes,

the papyrus cocUx was in use throughout Egypt before the third century a.d.

Instead of the papyrus in roll fornn, the papyrus in book form was more

widely and more early used than has hitherto been suspected.$

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. i).

The carelessness and dishonesty of letter-carriers were thus

checkmated to some extent {ad Fam. iv. 4. i). 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

Epicuriis.||
"
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^'), 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 bet

den Griechen u. Rdmem, 1907, i6f.).

X Cp. Grenfell and Hunt, The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, ii. (1899) pp. 1-3,
and W. Schubart, Das Buck bet 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).

II So, too, Seneca {ad Lucil. xvi. 99. i: "epistulam, quam scripsi

MaruUo, cum filium paruulum amisisset et diceretur moUiter ferre, misi

tibi"). .:



52 PROLEGOMENA

letter from you addressed to my very own self" {ad Fam. xil

30. 3). Even without the alteration of the address, a lettei

could be copied and scattered broadcast for a wider audience (so

Cic. ad Att. viii. 9. i), in which case the epistle became almost

a tract or pamphlet. Such must have been the method with

epistolary homilies like Galatians, i Corinthians, and i 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 tSioypa^oi/. Tertullian

seems in one passage to appeal to the originals: "percurre
ecclesias apostolicas, apud quas ipsae adhuc cathedrae

apostolorum suis locis prsesident, apud quas ipsae auihenticce

litercB eorum recitantur, sonantes uocem et repraesentantes faciem

uniuscuiusque
"

{prcescr. hcsret. 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, f

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 Controuerstae. 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^^ (Iren. v. 30. i, iv Traai. toU airovdaLon Kal dpxaiois

ivTiypd<pois kt\.), etc., as well as the primitive corruptions which must have

*
Origen (in Mt 19^^) similarly attests the widespread diversities in the

copies of the gospels.

t Cp. Cobet and Kuenen's NT ad fidem Codicis Vaticani (i860), pp.

36 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 2*, where 'lovialap, between Meao-

roTo/iiar and rt xal KarraSodap, is certainly wrong. The alternatives are

to omit it altogether (so, ^..f., Harnack, BNT. iii. 65 f.), or to regard it as a

corruption of Zvplav (Jerome on Is 11", Blass), AvSiaw (Bentley), 'A3ta/3a(ar

(Nestle, ZAtV., 1908, 253-254), 'Apfitplap (Tert. adv. Jud. 7 ; Aug. Contra

Fund. 9), 'ApaAioiar (W. H. P. Hatch, ZNW., 1908, 255-256), 'loWav (as in

I Mac 8"; Cheyne, EBi. 2169), 'IrJ/oi' (Erasmus, Schmid, Zahn), 'IJu/ia/ar

(Bentley, Barth, Spiita), or Bt^i/Woi' (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^

Kifiiariov^ Kum}), just as private letters were collected in a family,*

or public epistles in the pre-Christian Jewish synogogues.

Copies t 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^*), an epistle would be ? \,^ *•

probably copied, even though it was not a circular letter; but fr .1^ t^i

from Col 4*® 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 X of discussion or reference ? or did the church

read the epistle regularly at worship ? The incidental reference

of Pliny (<r/.
x. 98) is silent on any dvayvwo-i?, 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, Dgr Brief, pp. 33 f.

t Cp. Dzjatzko in Pauly-Wissowa's Real-EncyclopddU der class. AlUrtums-

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^*, Apoc i^, i Ti 4^^) 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 Z>ie Vorlesung heiliger Schriften in Gottesdienste

(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

^^w ^1^9 majority of early Christians knew their scriptures mainly by the

C»fi ^h€ he^rin^ of tbfi ejj^
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. Jf.). 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^). 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 hterary feature

among Jewish and Greek, as well as Roman,t circles, before the early

* The recitation of the gospel-stories in the Antioch church was probably
a source of information, ^.g., for Luke (cp. Salmon's Human Element in

Gospels, pp. 26 f.).

t On the meaning of 'publication,' see G. H. Putnam's Authors and
their Public in Ancient Times^ (1894), pp. 78 f.

J Cicero's letter to Lentulus Spinther {ad Fam. i. 9), e.g., approximates
to a philosophical discourse or a speech, and the famous Cofumentariolum

petitionis is as much an essay on political methods as anything else. For

further examples of the epistolary dvayorffi in Roman literature, see Norden

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 pai/^wSoi, 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 Bomecque's La Prose Metrique
dans la Correspondatue de Ciciron, by Prof. Tyrrell [Hermath.^ 1905, 289 f.).
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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,t prose style must not

be wholly unrhythmical. History, said Quintilian, is next to

poetry ;
it is quodam modo carmine 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 artistic 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, J 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 Ai/xoi-A.oi/ioi,

* 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 charm, in many passages.

t 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), I26f., 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-

nomasia finitiviisque eifiguris Paulo apostolofrequetitatis (Leipzig, 1824), and

R. Bultmann's Stil der Paul. Predigt u. die kynisch-stoische Diatribe (1910),
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?fUX^CV-€7ra^CV, <f>d6vOV-<l>6vOV (RO I**),* a(rW€T0V^A<TVv6€T0V^ (l*^)i

TToXAoi? TToXXuKi? (2 Co 8^2), ctc Thc parallelism of the Greek

prose (Trapco-oxris) 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 i Co

ffvelpercu iv <f>0op^,

iyeiprrai i» 6.<pdapalq,*

ffxeiperai iv drifilgiy

ff-reLperai ir iiaOevelq^

iyelperai iv Svydfiei.

Elsewhere, however, the genuine rhetoric § of the speaker is

• Further exx. in Ro 2^ s'" 12* 14".

t Cp. E. du Meril's Essai philosophiqtu sur leprinHpe et iesformes de la

versification {1841), pp. 47 f.

X Cp. J. Schmidt on * das rhythmische Element in Cicero's Reden

{Wiener Studien, 1893, pp. 209 f.), with Blass on rhythm in the Attii

orators (Neue Jahrb. fiir das klass. Aliertum, 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, Beitrdge zur paulinischen Rhetorik (reprint from ThSt. ),

die Aufgaben d. neutest. Wissenschaft (1908), pp. il f., Heinrici (
— Meyer,

2 Cor.^ 436 f.), and U. von Wilamowitz in Der Kultur der Gegenwart, i. 8,

pp. 156 f. Blass {Die Rhythmen der asian. und rom. Kunstprosa, 1 905,

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.

Jordan, Theol. Litteratur-Blatt, 1905, 481 f., and Norden, GGA., 1901,
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felt through the written words ; they show unpremeditated art

of the highest quality, as, e.g., in passages Hke the hymn to love

(i Co 13), or the great apostrophe and exulting paean of Ro
gaif.^

" 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,

ii. 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 i Ti 3^^ :

idLKanibdT] iv TTvetj/xaTif

&(f)dr] dyy^Xois,

iKrjpOxdy] iv iOveaiv^

iTiareOdr} iv Kbcrfu^^

av€\-^fjt,^9r) iv dd^rj.

This is a piece of early Christian hymnody (cp. Col 3^*, Eph
5^*; Pliny's £j>. x. 98), written in short cola with ofioLoreXevra

(cp. Norden, Antike Kunstprosa, ii. 852 f.), which probably
served as a semi-liturgical confession of faith (Klopper, ZWT.,
1902, 336 f.).

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. TV. xxxv. 4, p. 51). 2 Ti 2^^*^^

is another fragment of an early hymn :

el yap avvaireddvofiev, Kal avv^'qaop.ev'

el dwofiivofiev, Kal crvv^aaiXe^cro/xev'

el &pvr]a-6fi€da, KaKelvos apv-qaerai ijfms'

el diriaToO/iev, iKccvos marbs fiivei.

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-fi, the irapoifila, the axopla,

and the allegory, see pp. 77 f., 313 f. of Konig's Styliztik, Rhetorik, Poetik in

Bezug auf die biblische Litteratur (1900), PRE. vi. 688 f. and xvii. 733 f-.

siXidERE. i. 328 f.
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CHAPTER I.

TIfE CORRESPONDENCE OF PAUL.

Literature.—The patristic commentaries (cp. C. H. Turner, DB. v. 484-

530, ZT\A JTS. iv. I34f.) 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 perpttua postiUa (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, i5io»

Paraphrases in omtus epistolas Faulty 1521 ; Catharinus, 1551 ; Gregorius,

1564 ;
Maldonatus ;

Estius ; Cornelius a Lapide, 1635 [best ed. by Padovani,

Rome, i9o8f.], and Leander, Commentaria in epist. omnes S. Pauli, Paris,

1663) and Protestant (e.g. Bugenhagen's Annotationes^ 1524 ; N. Hemminge,

1571 ; Zwingli's Adnotaiioms [Zurich, 1539, pp. 518-39]; Calvin; H.

BulUnger's Commenfarii [ZiXrich, 1544, 498-551]; Zanchi's Commentarius

1594, and Beza). The most notable contributions from the seventeenth

century, in the shape of complete editions, are the works of J. Piscator

(Analysts logica epp. Paul. 1638), Conrad Vorstius, Grotius (1641), Balduin

(1655), Cappellus(i658), 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 Curce philologies et criticce in x

posteriores S. Pauli epistolas of J. C. Wolf (1734), Kypke's Observationes

sacra in Norn Testanunti libros (1755), J. D. Michaelis, Paraphrasis und

Anmerkungen iiber die Briefe Pauli- (1769), RosenmuUer's Scholia (l^^^\
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 minoreSy

Gotha, 1816), T. Belsham (London, 1823), Alford (Greek Testament, ii.-iii.),

Hofmann (1862 f.), and Wordsworth' (1871), with Scholz (1830), Winser

(1834), deWette( 1835 f.), Olshausen (i84of.), Tumbull (1854), Blomfield's

Greek Testament (1855), Ewald (Sendschreiben des Paulus, 1857), Bisping's

Exegetische Handbuch zu den Briefen Pauli (i855f.), Reuss (Les Spttres
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Paulin., 1878, in the third volume of his NT Section of La Bible), Heydt
{Exeget. Commentar zu g Briefen, Elberfeld, 1882), Manoury (Paris, 1878-

82), P. Rambaud (Paris, 1888), L. Bonnet (Lausanne, 1892), J. van

Steenkiste {Commentarius in omnes S. Fault epistolaSy Bruges, 1899), B.

Weiss (vol. ii. of his Das NT Handausgabe^ 1902), and A. Lemonnyer
(Apitres de S. Paul"^, Paris, 1905).

Separate introductions to the Pauline epistles have been issued by H.

Bottger {Bettrdge zur Einleitung in die paulin. Briefe, Gottingen, 1 837 f. ),

P.J. Gloag (Edinburgh, 1874), and Dr. R. D. Shaw^ (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: Mibri

[at Koff Tjfxa^ PipXoty i.e. the gospels] et epistulae 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 m/TS. 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 rdchauff^ 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^^). 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^^), when Jacob
was pronouncing typical and prophetic blessings upon his sons^ he

* He had not the literary self-consciousness of Cicero {Att. 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 tinvards evening he shall

provide Jood.* He foresaw that Paul would spring from

Benjamin,
* 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 Kkifiara rrj^ Svpias »cai rrj^ KiXiKUi9,

with Tarsus and Antioch as his headquarters (Gal i^^'-, Ac 9^*

II**'-), and Barnabas as his main coadjutor. The second (d)

dates from the crisis at Jerusalem, which impelled him to go
further afield (Ac 15^'- i6'''-); 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 I9*^ cp. Ro 15*^). 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, t 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 Dobschiitz,
Probleme des apostolichen Zeitalters, 1904, pp. 58 f.).

"t" See Hamack, MAC. i. 73 f. ; Zahn, Skizzen aus dem Leben d. alien

Kirche^ {i^'2>), 143 f, ; Moffatt, Paul and Faulinism (1910), 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 :
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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 Kotn;, 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

e
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literary dSco-Trorot in early Christianity. Otherwise ^
it may be

assumed that the letters which are grouped under Paul's name
m the canon were written by him, whatever processes of editing

fhey 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.

pralecta, 1 561); Musculus {Comment, in Phil. Col. Thess. Tiw., 1565 f.);

R. Rollock (Edinburgh, 1598); J. A. Gleiche's Erkldrung (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^ (1823); J. F. Flatt, Vorlesungen 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 WetteS (1864); Meyer
^

(1867); Hofmann^ (1869); Eadie

{1877); A. J. Mason (in Ellicott's NT, 1879); Reuss (1878-9); Ellicott*

(1880)*; H. Reinecke (Leipzig, 1881) ; Alexander {Speaker's Com. 1881);
Marcus Dods (in Schaff's Comment. 1882) ; Hutchison (Edin. 1883) ;

LUnemann* (—Meyer, Eng. tr. 1884); Gloag (1887); Zockler (in Strack

und Z.'s Comm. 1888-95); A. Schafer (1890); Schmieden {HC. 1892)*;

Zimmer (in Denkschrift des theol. Seminars Herborn, 1 891, and Theol.

Comment, z. d. Thess. 1894)*; Padovani (1894) ; Jowett, St. PauFs Epp.
to Thess. Gal. and Romans^ (1894) ; Bornemann (

— Meyer, 1894); Light-

foot {Notes on Epp. of St. Paul, 1895, pp. 1-92); J. Dxyxvamond. {Internal.

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^ (ZiT.,

1908) ; von Dobschiitz (
— Meyer, 1909)

*
; Moffatt {EGT. 1910) j R.

Mackintosh (Westminster NT, 1910).

{b) Studies—(i.) general:
— P. Schmidt, der erste Th. brief neu erkldrt,

tiebst einen Exkurs iiber d. 2 gleichn. Brief{iSS$) ;
L. Monnet, Les ipttres aux

Thess. itudebiblique{\%^C)); Sabatier (£"5^?. xii. I23f.); Hausrath, iii. 209f.;

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. iiof. ; Pfleiderer, Urc. i. 125-143;

^ 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 Gracchi ;

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 Dohschiitz, Urc, 8i f. ; F. Trautzsch, Z?/V miindliche Verkiindigung
des Ap. Paulus (1903); E. Ullern, S. Paul, ^ZHxngeliste et pasteur des Thess-

aloniciens. Etude (Nimes, 1903); C. Bruston {KTQR.^ 1905, 160 f.,

369 f.) ; Senstius, dU Abfassungszeit der Thess. Brtefe (1908) ; R. Scott, Tht

Pauline Epistles (1909), 215-233; LUtgert, BFT. xiii. 6 (1909), pp. 55-
102 (on errorists) ; Harnack, Das Problem des Zweiten Thessalonicherbriefs

(1 910, SBBA, 560-578).

(ii.) on ihe text :—John Phillips, The Greek of the First Ep. to the Thess.

(l^ndon, 1751); Zimmer, Der Text der Thessal. Briefe (1893); Baljon,

{Thecl. Studirn, 1888, 347-352); Blass, Rhythmen der asian. u. rom.

Kunstprosa ( 1905 ), pp. 1 96 f.

(iii.) against Pauline authorship:
—Baur in Theol. Jahrb. (1855), pp.

141-168, and in PauHyi. 341 f., Eng. tr. ii. 314-340) ; van der Vies, de beide

brieven aan de 7h. (1865); Steele {/PT, 1883, 509-524); Pierson and

Naber ( Verisimilia, laceram conditionem NT exhibentia, 1886, 3-25).

(iv.) for Pauline authorship :
—Grimm {SfC,, 1850, 780 f.); Hil^enfcld

(ZfVT.t 1862, 225 f., 1866, 295 f.); Lighifoot {Biblical Essays, 251-269,
and in Smith's DB.) ; Sabatier, Paul, pp. 106 f. ; Askwith, Jntrod. to Thess.

epp. (1902)
•

; Lock {DB. iv. 743-749) ; A. C. McGifferl {EBi. 5036-5046) ;

Zahn, Einl. §§ 14-16 ; Clemen, Paulus^ i. iii 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. Koch=» (1855)* ; Rohm (Passau, 1885) ; Johannes,
Kommentar turn ersten Th. Brief (Dillingen, 1898)*: {b) studies by J.

Martinus {Analysis epistolae prioris ad Thess., Groningen, 1663) ; Lipsius

{SK., 1854, 905 f., "Uber Zweck u. Veranlassung des i Th.," a reply to

Baur); J. J. Prins, "de eerste brief van Paulus aan de Thessalonikers
"

{TT., 1885, 23 If.); von Soden (.SA;, 1885, 263-310)*; BrUckner's Chron,

193-199.

2 Thessalonians.

In addition to the above general literature : {a) against the Pauline

authorship—Kern (TttVJm^. Zeits.fiir Theol., 1839, 145 f.) ; J. E. C. Schmidt,

( Einl. 256 f. ) ; Hilgenfeld (ZW T. ,
1 862, 242-264) ; van Manen, onderzoek naar

deechtheid van Paulus" tweeden briefaan de Thess, (Utrecht, 1 865) ; 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-io8) ; Pfleiderer {Urc. i. 95-101); Wrede
{TU., 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.

epistoke (1829 ; against Schmidt) ; Schneckenburger {Jahrb. fiir 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.

$
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Finlay {Exp.^, Oct. 1900, 251-261); G. W. Garrod (London, 1900) ;

Kolmodin, Fault' andra tess.-bref (Stockholm, 1901) ; iMoffatt, HNT.
142-149; Briining, der Echtheit d. 2 Thess. Briefes (1903); E. Vischer,

Paulus-briefe (1904) 70 f.
;
Wernle [GGA., 1905, 347 f., review of Wrede) ;

Jtilicher [Einl. § 5) ; R. J. Knowling, The l^estimony of St. Paul to Christ

(1905), 24 f.; Jacquier ^INT. i. 94 f.); Barth {.Einl. §6); A. S. Peake

{INT., 1909, I2f.); Griiner,
' Besteht zwischen d. 2 und i Briefe an die

Gemeinde von Thess. eine literar. Abhangigkeit?' (Weidenauer Studietty ii.

4195., against Wrede).

§ I. Contents and character of I Thess.—The Christians of

Thessalonika were mainly Greeks by birth and training (i^ 2^*),

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^-^ 4^^)-"*

The narrative of Acts 17^'^, though admitting that the large majority of

the converts were proselytes (17^),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 (i Th 2^^-), 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 2^"^^

17-20
^s-io) by his trade, but to receive gifts of money (Ph 4^^) 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"' ^).

The primary charge against Paul and his friends before the local authorities

had been treason and sedition (Ac 17^'^ jSaatXea ^repov) ;
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 (i Th 2^^ 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 iS^%
fThis, together with the religious training of the synagogue, helps to

explain
—what is otherwise rather remarkable—the unusually rapid growth of

the local chuich (Wynne, ExpJ 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 had already produced a wide im-

pression on the surrounding district. To this Paul alludes

(i^-*) with a pardonable touch of hyperbole
*

(cp. Ro i^, Ph

i^®). 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^*®), where

Timotheus brought him the glad tidings (a real gospel
—note

the rare use of €vayy€\uTdfi€yov in 3*^) 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 /NT. 73 f. (Siory of St. Paul, 235 f.).

The hypothesis is tenable, but the evidence is elusive : koX in 2" and 3' cannot

be pressed into a proof of this, nor can oTSare (
= '

you have admitted in your
letter ') ; and droTTAXere, though attractive, is not a necessary reading
in i».

• The rhetorical phrase iv -warrl r&inf 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 to

Paul before he wrote.

t Why? Because, in Oriental phrase, Satan hindered us (2^")
—an enig-

matic remark which probably means either sickness (2 Co 12') 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 2^ . 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 2^^, 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^^'
^*

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. 11 5-1 16) of the phrases.

A self-defence of this kind would be sadly J>osf 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^ 3^- ^<*),
tells them of the joy and pride their

loyalty afforded him (see the praise of other Macedonians in

Ph 4^), and expands previous oral admonitions (2^2 ^-1.
e.

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 (Trept dyiaor/Mov, 4^"^) sensuality, (Trept ^tA.a86A<^tas,

Ac 17^* (ira/j^X^ev 5^ t-Jji' Q^<r<xaKio.v' iK(!)\v6t} 7A/) els airroiis Kripi^ai rhv

X<J7o>'), which, like the equally inferior reading in 17* (crejS. koI 'EXX.), is due

to the harmonising tendencies of the second century.

*So Hilgenfeld (Einl, 241), Lipsius, Sabatier (pp. 107, 1 10), Schmidt

(25 f., 96), Renan, G. G. Finlay, Weiss, etc. In the nature of things,

as already {e.g. Ac 14^ etc.), Paul's principal detractors would be Jews,

angry at this renegade's success; besides, the transition from 2^"^^ to 2^^*^*

and back to 2"'" 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, 151 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 2^ ^'
4*1*^^ (cp. 2 Th 2*^ 38'-) do not justify the

theory (Lipsius) that a Judaistic party was at work within the church.
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4^-) 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^^'^^ ircpl tu>v Koifjuofiiviov)^ who are declared not

to have forfeited their place in the messianic realm of the age to

come ; and (d) to the living (5^*^^ »rcpi rSiv xp6v<t>v koX rdv Kaiptiv)^

who are exhorted to moral alertness in view of this great event,

which may be expected at any moment (5^), as well as to an

ethical steadiness * unaffected by unsettling expectations of the

end. This need of mutual exhortation (5*^) naturally leads to

a word on subordination and obedience to the local church

authorities (5^^-)> *"d ^^^^ some general counsels the letter

ends. While it would be actually put into the hands of the

local leaders (5^*), it was addressed, and was to be read, to all

the members of the church, not to any exclusive section of them

(5*^.t 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

(1* 3''
"

5*"
**

'") 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''). They were on the right

path ; what they chiefly needed was stimulus and direction (3'' 4'* *"). 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 i 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^').
*' La modele qu'il concevait 6tait un

artisan range, paisible, applique a son travail" (Renan, iii. 246).

fAs some previous letter had been? cp. 3 Jn *. 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: S/iT.,

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. hcBT. V. 6. i = 5 2^, v. 30. 2 = 5^) and TertuUian {de resurr.

carnisj xxiv. = 5^ and
i^'-^^),

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^^ in Hermas {Vis. iii. 9. 10,

€lpr]V€vtT€ iv avTOL<s), and—if the reading were certain—of s^'^ in

Ignat. £j>/i. X. I (dSiaA-etTTTO)? irpoa-evx^arOe), of i^ in £j>/i. x. 3

{fxiix-qrai
8c rov Kvpiov (T7rov8d^(ofi€v cti/ai, different context), and

2* in Rom. ii. I {pv OiXta v^tas dvOpioTrapcarKrjaraL, dXAa 0€a)) ; cp.,

too, 4® = Barn. 21^ ytvea-Be Bk deoScSaKTOL (different context). The

general similarity of outline between 4^^-'^^ 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 i 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 Trapova-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, i Thess. can be naturally set in

the situation presupposed by the former, although a comparison
of Ac 17^-^ and i 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 their

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 Riickkehr des

Timotheus (vgl. i Th 3^® und Ac 17^* 18*) 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 i 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. Bto%

6X-i]0w6% l^, dva/ic'veiv l^®, 6 Trctpo^wv 3*, (raiv(cr6ai 3^, ay«v in

sense of 4^*, Avioravai 4^*-i® of the resurrection of Jesus and

men, Xoyo? tcvpiov 4^*, apTra^civ 4^^, v€<f>€\ai and aTravrqcri'S 4^',

Xoyoi of apostolic injunctions 4^^, dKpt^ws 5*, vTrfp^KirepKra-ov (cp.

Eph 3^0) 5
IS and 3^**, r/yiLa-Oai iv ^^^ ; 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, i Thess. invites the judgment passed by von

Soden on i Th 5*-" as compared with Ro 13^1'-: "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 £in/. 3488 f.) that it represents a translation by
Silvanus and Timotheus from the original Aramaic is a sheer

jeu ^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
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years when he wrote this letter, and the ordinary catechetical

instruction, such as he was now giving at Corinth (i Co i^ 2^

15^), certainly included a much fuller account of the death of

Jesus in relation to forgiveness than happens to be mentioned

in I 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. Faulus, 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

(i Co 3^ yaXa vfia<s eiroTLo-a). Paruulos nutrixfouet : proficientes

uero pater instituit (Pelagius). And Paul was both nurse and

father to them, as he himself affectionately reminded them

{2^' 11). 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 i 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 difificulty 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, k Pichi^ 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.

t Every paragraph runs out into the future (i« 2^2.
le. 19-20

3I3 ^eff. ^lo. -ay
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said that after the Jews have continually filled up the measure

of their sins, i(f>6a(T€ Sk cir* avrov? rf opyrj tU tcXo?, what does this

suggest to us more naturally than the punishment that came

upon them in the destruction of Jerusalem ?
"

(Baur, Pau/. ii.

88). The words (2^*^) are a reminiscence of Test. Levi vi. 11.

It is unnecessary to suspect 2^**^* as a later interpolation (cp.

HNT. pp. 625-626), but 2**^ 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 Auftrstehung u. Gene/if^ 83 ; Drummond,
etc). The recent massacres, revolutions, and famines in Pales-

tine, to say nothing of the edict of Claudius, de pellendis JudcBis

(P. Schmidt, 86 f.), might be considered to afford a suitable back-

ground for the verse, but the definite sense assigned to opy?;, which

is more than mere judicial hardening (cp. Dante's Paradiso^ vi.

88-93), tells in 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^'*.

(vi.) The attempt of Steck {JPT., 1883, 509-524) to prove
that 4^*** is a quotation from 4 Es 5*^-** is hopelessly forced

(cp. Schmidt, 107-1 10
; Bomemann, 310 f.).

Paul's reference is,

probably, not to some aypa</>ov, but to a prophetic revelation

vouchsafed to himself or possibly to Silvanus (cp. Ac 15^) 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 inixt'i kt\. of 4"*-(cp. i Co is"') must not be evaporated into a

general and hypothetical sense, as, g.g., by those who hesitate to attribute

a miscalculation to Paul, or by those who at the opposite extreme (like

Steck, PM.f 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 18"), as the reference to Achaia (i^-^) is enough
to prove.* The words kv 'A^r/vais (3^) do not necessarily mean
that Paul was not there when he wrote (cp. i Co 15^2 j68)^ \^^^

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 A B K L, irpos ©co-o-aXoviKcts

7rp(i)Trj iypd(fi7j aTro^AOrjvdv) to SchrsideT (^Ajiostei Pau/us, pp. 90 f.),

the latter placing it during the period of Ac 20-^-, mainly on the

ground that irpea-^vrepoL (cp. I Ti 3^) could not exist in a church

of neophytes which had only been founded for a few months,
and that deaths (4^3-18^ could not have already occurred. J. F.

Kohler {Abfassungszeit der epistolischen Schriften im NT, 1830,

p. 112) dated it even later (after a.d. 66), on the ground that

214-16 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 18'), 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

(I Th 2^'-3^), 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 {b) 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 18'), if the

plural in I Th 3^ is not the pluralis auctoris. In any case the natural sense of

I Th 3^*2 is that Paul sent Timotheus from Athens, not (so, e.g.y 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 Thess.—After congratulating

the Thessalonian Christians on their brotherly love and faith and

patience (i^"^), 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 (i*"^^) are simply

a prelude to the relief and vindication which will be theirs at

the coming of Jesus. {V) 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 Trapova-ta, while near,' could not happen till after the

appearance and overthrow of a hostile power, Paul proceeds

(2^-12) to reiterate his oral teaching on this point. He then

concludes (2I3-17) 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^'^), where-

upon, after a word on the maintenance of discipline and industry,

the epistle closes (3®"^®).
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Assuming both letters to have c^me 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,

Kenan (iii. 235 f.), Ewald {Sfndschreiben, pp. I5f.)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" should have appeared in the earliest of Paul's letters ;

in view of 2' its appearance, after the composition of i Thess. and even other

letters, is psychologically accurate. It is unnatural to find a reference to

2 Th 3"*'* in I Th 4'''-" ; besides, as Bomemann points out (p. 495),

if 2 Thess. is held to betray all the tone of a first letter (Ewald), what about

2 Th 2"? The compa.ative absence of allusions in 2 Thess. to i Thess.

(cp., however, 2 Th 2* = i Th 4" 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 2"-3' 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 I7*", Laurent and Ewald).

Paul is still with Silvanus and Timotheus (i^) at Corinth

(3*
= Ac 18, I Th 2^*'-); he is writing presumably not longf

after the dispatch of the former epistle (2^*), having heard (3") X

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*- ^*),

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 {OntUrzoek, 11-25), and the evidence in favour of the

canonical order is best arrayed by Hofmann (pp. 365 f.), Liinemann (i6of.),

Bomemann (pp. 492 f.), and Johannes (i24f.), 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 20^"*). Corinth

is the only place that we know of, where the three men were together at this

period.

X 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^^). The situation demanded

explicit written counsels ; evidently no visit of Silvanus or Timotheus would
have sufficed, even had thev 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 i 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^-^^, the fresh material of

2 Thess. occurs mainly in i^'^^ gis 22.
i3-i4.

17^^ These simi-

larities can hardly be explained by the mere fact that Paul

was once more (in ? 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 i 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

I Thess. and the Corinthian* Epistles, in order to win Pauline

sanction for its eschatological conceptions, has been worked out

along two lines f 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 i Th 3^-^ suspicious because it

resembles 2 Co 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. I Th i' and 2 Th i^'* are, of course, mere

imitations of i Co 1 3^^ !

t 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, Kirchengeschichte^^, p. 69 ; Bahnsen, Pfleiderer, Rauch,

Holtzmann, HoUmann, Bruckner: Chron. 253-256 ;
N. Schmidt,

Prophet of Nazareth^ p. 196 = r. 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 *'^°, 2 P 2^<>-^*; 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*-^* need not, and indeed cannot, be taken in a

symbolic sense as the delineation of doctrinal errors. The
references to internal apostasy in Mt 2i^^ (Pfleiderer)

* 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*) is a particular

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 2*"^' lies in the latef

Apocalypse of John. Both writings reflect the traditional conceptions of self-

deification and blasphemy (2 Th 2***= Apoc 13^ etc.) ; both, as was natural,

view the sufferings of the saints under the category of a future retribution

(2 Th i'*- = Apoc 6">*- 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 2^'*, cp.

Apoc 20^"*-) ; 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 {Ortgines, iv.

373). who regarded Vespasian as 6 KaTix<^v (2'), and Domitian as the Avofios.
* These do not justify any theory of literary dependence on the part of

2 Thess. (R. Scott ; cp. H. A. A. Kennedy, 5/. Faufs Conceptions of the Last

7:4,«^, 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 enemy ; 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 Geisterwelt im Glauben des Paulus, 1909,

57-61).* Paul, in 2 Th 2''*, 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

fiipov^. The chief element of novelty which he introduces in

2 Thess. from Jewish tradition (cp. Dn 11^^) 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,t 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 i Thess. for his starting-point, since that

* So R. H. Charles {Ascension 0/Isaiah, pp. Ixii f. : 'in no case could 2 Th
21-12 i^ave 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 ').

t 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. ; {d) why he made his eschatological correction in such ambiguous
terms. The very obscurity of 2 Th 2^'^^ tells in favour of, rather than against,

the Pauline authorship (cp. Mackintosh in Exp.'' 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^

and 3^^, 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, i 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 i Thess. as Ephesians with

Colossians. The following are the main points in debate :
—

(a) Of the ten 4xa| eiprjfi^va, one or two, «.^. (i*) J/«ci7
= punishment

(Sap 18" etc., cp. Judas'), iyKavxdofiai (l<, Pss), rlyu) (i', cp. Pr 27^2)^

drwrraala (2*), W/3a<r/ia (2*, Sap 14-^), may be fairly ascribed to the pre-
dominant influence of the LXX upon the writer's mind

; others, like Kplan

(i*) and dpoovfiai (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 iTi<f>dveia, which only recurs in the Pauline pastorals (see on this

term E. Abbot inJBL., 1881, 16-18, Milligan's ed. 148 f.), is surprising, and
the absence of Av, together with the use of alibvios as an adj. of three termina-

tions, is almost suspicious. Still, as Nageli {Wortschdtz des Apostels Paulus,

1905, 80) concludes,
*' im ganzen ergeben die lexikographischen Verhaltnisse

dieses Briefes weder fiir die Bejahung noch fur die Vemeinung 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, (?.^. the ^Xt^ts-group (i*'^), the Tr/o-rts-group (i^.
10-11 gH-is ^s-sj^

ipyd^eadai and allied terms (l^^ 2I' Z^''^^''^^), irapayyiXXta (34.6.10.12)^ ^nd

elprjvrj (i' 3^^). Still, it may be confessed that elsewhere, <f.^. in the de-

scription of God and Christ (i^'^ gie ii2)^ the giving of thanks (i' 2^^),
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and the repetition of TapdKXrja-Ls, etc. (2^^"" 3^^), 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 elsewhere

in the letters of Paul. This is particularly the case in passages like i'*",

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^^), this feature assumes proportions which are not incompatible with

the hypothesis that Paul dictated the letter as a whole, f

J. Weiss {S/ir., 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. i Th 4-5, 2 Th 1-2), the rest composed
and the whole edited by Timotheus.

As for the discrepancies t which have been alleged
—the larger emphasis

on the apostle's teaching (2''') and example (3"^, cp. I Th i*") does not imply
that some suspicion of his authority must have sprung up at Thessalonika.

The severe tone (3^'^') is now as necessary for the Thessalonians' benefit as

it was to be soon for the welfare of the Corinthians (i Co 4^^^ s^''^) ; the time

had come for plain-speaking and warning addressed to them as it was to come
for the Galatians (Gal 4^' 5^'^^). 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 2*'- 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 i Th 5^ is sudden while in 2 Th
2**** 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*"^** in-

dicate the introduction by the original writer of some non- Pauline, and

probably liturgical, sentences
"
(Findlay, p. Ivii ; cp. McGiffert, EBt. 5054).

The rhythmical swing of 2''^'^'' suggests a reminiscence or quotation of some

early Christian hymn, perhaps one of the \f/d\ixoi which he heard at Corinth

(I Co I S^"^- 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 Briefgeschrieben haben, welcher den Eindruck macht, den seine Gegner
sonst seinem personlichen Auftreten nachsagten (2 Co io^<^) . . . IVenn wir

I Th nicht besdssen, wiirden wir JI Th nicht beanstanden
"

(Julicher, 56).

:{:The alleged inconsistency of 1^ with i Th 3^**, as Jowett shows, is not
** so great as the difference in tone of i Co i°"^ 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 Tapovala

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) a 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^** with the eschatology of i Thess., P. Schmidt

postulated a genuine Pauline epistle in i^** 2^-** 2"-3", 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 i 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^-^* 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*, is even preferable to any theory like

that of Schmidt, {b) The strongly retributive cast, and the

emphatic OT colouring, of i*-^** might suggest the possibility of

this passage having been interpolated (McGiffert, EBi. 5044),
the CIS o of v.* connecting with v.^^. This is, at any rate,

more plausible than the older idea that 2^-^^ represented a

Montanist interpolation (J. E. C. Schmidt, Bibliothek fiir Kritik

u. Exegese des NT.^ 1801, 385 f.), or 2^-'^ a Jewish Christian

piece of apocalyptic (Michelsen, TT., 1876, 213 f.). {c) Finally,

in 22-12 Spitta (^^p ^y^ 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-deiScation, is seen by other

critics behind this passage; cp. e.g. Grotius, Renan, ii. 193 f., iii. 254 f., and
Wausrath.

6
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a pre-Christian Jewish apocalypse is found by Pierson and Naber

{op. cit. pp. 21 f.) in i^"^® 2^-^"^ '^•^.\^-\b^ 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^-12 the Jewish basis is

•no more plain than the Christian superstructure.

The enigmatic ix.-t]Te 81 iTi(TTo\rjs ws 81! rjfidv, 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", which, while conceivably t

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.J

Furthermore, in view of passages like I Co 11''^ 15*, it is needless to read a

second-century emphasis on oral apostolic tradition (Hilgenfeld) into the

language of 2^^ 3®.

§ 7. Earliest traces of 2 Thess.—The acquaintance of Polykarp with the

epistle (i* in Pol. xi. 3, and 3^'' 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. 100 and 120. Later, like the first

epistle, it occurs in the Muratorian Canon ; it is explicitly quoted by Ter-

tuUian {Scorp. x'm., resurr. caruis, xxiv. ), Irenseus {adv. hcer. iii. 7. 2, v.

25. i), and Clem. Alex. {Strom, v. 3), whilst Origen appears to have com-

mented on it as well as on i Thess. (cp. DB. v. 496*). The echoes in

Barnabas (2^
= xviii. 2, 2^ = iv. 9, 2^-

^^ = xv. 5, brav fKdCJv b vlhs aiirov

KaTapyrjcrei rbv Kaipbv rod dpbfiov Kal Kpipei Toiis dcre/Seis) seem to indicate

rather more than a common basis of popular tradition (so Rauch in ZWJ'.,

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. i).

*
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. wissenschaftl. Vereins in Ztirich, 1856, 57-68)

considered that 3"'' in this epistle, and S^**-
^ in the first, were all the un-

authentic elements to be found. Wrede saw behind it, as behind Polykarp,

a corpus Paulinum.

X Some {e.g. Weisse, Beitrdge zur Kritik d. Paul. Briefe^ p. 9; Spitta,

and J. Weiss) hold it is a marginal note.
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(B) GALATIANS,

LiTKRATURE.—(a) Editions—(for the numerous patristic and mediaval

commentaries, see Lightfoot's ed. pp. 227 f.). Luther's epoch-making In

Epistolam Fault 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. Gagnoeus, Brevissima Scholia

(Paris, 1543) ; VV. Musculus, Comm. in epistolas P. ad Galat. et Ephes.

(1561) ; John Prine (Oxford, 1567) ; Pierre Barahona's Expositio (Salamanca,

'590); 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, D* sendbrief van Paullus an de Galaten (Leiden,

1695, Germ. tr. 1699); Struensee (Flensburg, 1764); S. J. Baumgarten,

AusUgung der Briefe P. an die Galat. Eph. Phil. Coloss. Phlm,

und Thessal. (Halle, 1767); Chandler (1777); Mayer (Vienna, 1788);

Carpiov (1794) ; S. F. N. Morus, Acreases in epistolas P. cut Galat. et

Ephesios (1795); Hensler (1805); Borger's Inlerpretatio (Leyden, 1807);
von Flatt, Vorlesungen uber d. Briefan die Galat. (1828) ;

H. E. G. Paulus,

Des Apostel Paulus Lehrbriefe an die Galafer u. Kbmerchristen, 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 Wette' (1845);

Hilgcnfeld [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* (1859); C. Holsten, Jnhalt u.

Gedankengang d. Briefes an die G. (1859) ; Messmer's Erkldrung (Brixen,

1862); Meyer* (1862); Bisping' (1863); G. J. Gwynne (Dublin, 1863);
Vomel (1865); G. W. Matthias (1865); F. X. Reithmayr (1865); Sir

Stafford Carey (London, 1867); EllicottMi867)»; Eadie (1869); Drach

(Paris, 1871); F. Brandes (1871) ; Hofmann* (1872) ; Reuss(i878); G.

W. Flligge (1878); Sanday (in Ellicott's Comm. 1879); Schaff (1881);

Philippi (1884); Huxtable {Pulpit Comm. 1885) ; Beet» (1885); D.

Palmieri (1886); G. G. Findlay {Exp. Bible, 1888); A. Schafer (1890);

Schlatter (1890); E. H. Perowne (Camb. Bible, 1890); Lipsius" {HC.

1892); Comely (1892); Seidenpfenning (Munich, 1892); Lightfoot" (1892)*;

J. Drummond, The Ep. of St. Paul to the Gal.^ explained and
illustrated (London, 1893); Kahler' (1893); Jowett* (1894); Zockler'

(1894); J. Dalmer (1897, Gutersloh) ; Sieffert (Meyer," 1899)*; J.

Drummond {Intern. Hdbk. NT, 1899) ; Gutjahr (1900) ; Ceulemans,
Pauli ad Rom., i et 2 Co., ad Galatas (1901) ; O. Schmoller (in Lange's

Bibel-Werk, 1901); F. Rendall {EGT. 1903); Adeney {CB. n. d.);

Bousset'* {SNT. 1907); Niglutsch^ {Brevis Commentarius, 1907); Zahn^

{ZK. 1907)*; R- Wulff (1908); B. W. Bacon (New York, 1909);
Lietzmann {HBNT, 1910) ; A. L. Williams {CGT. 1910).

(b) Studies—(i. ) historical :
—G. Hermann's De P. epist. ad Gal. tribus

primis capitibus dissertatio (1834) ; Baur's /"att/MJ (Eng. tr. i. 109 f., 260 f.)*;

Hilgenfeld,
' Zur Vorgeschichte des Gal.' {ZWT., i860, 206 f., 1866, pp.
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301 f., 1884, pp. 303 f.); Volkmar, Paulus von Damaskus bis zum Galater-

brief {\%2>'])', Holtzmann, BL. ii. 316-318; Sabatier {ESR. v. 359-364);

Kappeler (/V<?/. Kirchenzeitung, 1892, pp. 714 f., 746 f., 763 f.); Schmiedel

{EBi. 1617-1626) ; Jacquier (in Vigouroux, DB. iii. 61-77). (ii*) on the text :

Klostermann's Probleme im Aposteltext (1883); Baljon, de tekst der brieven

van Paulus aan de Komeinen^ de Corinthi'ers, en de Galatiers (1884), and

Exegetisch-kriiische verhandeling over den brief v. P. a. d. Gal. (1889);

Cramer, de briefvan Paulus aan de Galatiers in zijn oorspronkelijken vorm

hersield en verklaard, 1890; and Volter {die Composition derpaulin. Haupt-

briefe I. Der Romer- und Galaterbrief, 1890) ;
Sulze {Protest.- Kirchenzeitung,

1888, 981 f.), with Zimmer, Zur Textkritik d. Galaterbriefes {ZWT.y 1881,

pp. 481 f., 1882, pp. 129 f.). (iii.) on Gal 2 and Ac 15, C. Bertheau, Einige

Bemerkungen iiber die Stelle Gal. 2 und ihr Verhdltniss zur Apgeschichte,

(Hamburg, 1854, a reply to Baur) ; Zimmer's Galat. und Apostelgeschichte

(1887) ; M. Thomas, Milanges d'histoire et de litterature religieuse (Paris,

1899), PP' I-195 ; R- Mariano, Urc. (1902) i. pp. inf.; Volter, Paulus

und Seine Briefe, I905> PP- 253-273; Bacon, Story of St. Paul, pp. ii6f.,

and in AJT. (1907) 454 f. ; J- Kreyenblihl {ZNW., 1907, 89 f.). (iv.)

general : Chemnitz, Collegium theologicum super Ep. P. ad Gal. (Jena,

1656); Semler, Paraphrasis (1779); F. J. A. Schlitze, Scholia in Epist. ad

Galatas (1784); Mynster, Einl. in d. Brief an die Gal. (1825); W. S.

Wood, Studies in St. PauVs Ep. to the G. (1887); Belser, die Selbstver-

theidigung des hi. Paulus im Galat. i"-22i (1896); A. B. Bruce, St. PauVs

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 {igo^), 1-16, 89-108, 161-183, 238-259;
R. D. Shaw, The Pauline Epistles^ (pp. 6of.) ;

von Dobschiitz {Urc. 99 f.);

and R. Scott, The Pauline Epistles (1909), 103-I16.

§ 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^^ ^^ TrpoTcpoi/), though broken down by

illness (? 2 Co i2'''®), he had been enthusiastically and hospitably

welcomed (4^^"^^) ; many had been won over from polytheism and

idolatry (4^-^) to the knowledge of God, i.e. (as at Thessalonika)

to faith in Christ the crucified (3^), whose death f meant their

* This must be maintained resolutely against all attempts, especially in

the interests of a theory, to make t6 irpdrepov= TrdXai 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* 3"). The immediate result of the mission was an outburst

of religious fervour (3*-* 4*'*). The local Christians, who were

predominantly Gentile by birth, made a promising start (5^). On
his second visit (4" i'' 5"), Paul found in many of them a

disheartening slackness, due to discord and incipient legalism.

His plain speaking gave offence (4*") in some quarters, though it

was not wholly ineffective. Otherwise, the second visit (i® 5^)

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^®), made their appearance among the Galatians,

with disturbing and unsettling effects (3^). Their *

gospel
'

was not freedom from, but fidelity to, the Law (1**^°), 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, J including ritual observances (4^^) 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

'

depic ting
'

the cruci-

fied (3'). 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^* ^), 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,

Sieflfert, 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 rtves (i') resembles that of Col 2**-.

They were emissaries of the Jerusalem-church, like the high churchmen of

Ac 15^, Gal 2^', reactionaries of James' party.

X Apparently, however, they withheld from the deluded Galatians the

inference that the entire law had to be obeyed (5").

§ This rite, they alleged (5"), Paul had himself employed (in the case of

Timotheus ?). As some of the Galatians (6^^) 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^^) and also

exemption from persecution at the hands of Jews (5" 6^^), My brands or

wounds, says Paul, are those of Jesus, not of legal circumcision (6^'^).
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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 {^^-^- ^^)

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.| 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^ (raxew? and fieraTtOearOe
—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^"^), Paul, instead

*
Implied in their catchword, those of repute (^<ol doKovvres, 2^). Other

echoes of their terminology can be overheard in such phrases as we are

Abraham^s seed (3'^), and Jerusalem which is our mother (cp. 4^^), as well

as in their charges against Paul of seeking to please men (i^"), and preaching
circumcision (5^*). For the phrase sinners of Gentiles (2^'), cp. Jub 2323-2*.

1 0^5^ ^7c6 {jP), 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 Co

16^ = Gal &^')y is as plausible as any. It need not imply, however, that

Galatians was not composed till after i (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 {1^-2^^).

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,

labbinical subtleties, audacious paradoxes, vehement apostrophes pour on like

surging billows," Sabatier) ; cp. P. Fare!,
'

Exeg^se du Gal i*'"' {KTQR.y
1910, 332-338)-

The address (1' rah ^ififXi;<r(euj r^t FaXar/at) is singularly curt, and

Paul associates no one by name with himself. The unique ol <ri>» ifioX xivrti

iiicX^tol (I*), to which Ph 4^ 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 2^*-'^ he passes from a hasty
* account of his interview

with Peter into a sort of monologue t upon the incompatibility

of the Mosaic law with the Christian gospel, which starts

a fresh rush of expostulation and appeal (3-5^^) 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"*^) as the religion of filial confidence and

freedom (3^-4^^). J A passionate appeal to the Galatians

follows (4^-^-)^ 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, 1 909, p. 168). This applies to the Antioch story
as well as to the preceding narrative.

t 2""^' is an indirect summary of what he actually said ; in 2^*-2i 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, iii. i86f.

tOn f^-i^ cp. MaxConrat in ZNW. (1904) 204-227 ('Das Erbrecht
im Galaterbrief ').
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essays, with fresh rabbinic dialectic (on 420-31 see Linder's essay

in ZWT.f 1900, 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^"^^). The mention of

freedom * leads him to define the moral responsibilities of the

faith (5^^-610), 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 (6ii-2i) 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'-22i 3^-4^* /i^^-6^^ 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.

511-18 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. I, and Aug. Epist. 146, with the remark of Julius Africanus {Rhet. Latin,

min.y ed. Halmel, 448") :
** obseruabant veteres, carissimis sua manu scribere

vel plurimum subscribere." This leaves it an open question whether iypa\J/a

~(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 ^),t and 6"'^^ is to be classified

with 2 Th 3", I Co 16'^^"'^, and Col 4^^ In any case, ypd/ifiara means not
•

epistle
' but the characters of the handwriting. On placards (cp. 3^ vpoeypdiprj)

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. il, Gymn. 22). Plutarch (cp. Field's Otium Norvicense, iii. 191)

narrates that Cato wrote histories for his son idlq. x«/)i koL /xeyiXois ypififiouriv.

§ 3. T/ie text.—Galatians, for all its unpremeditated vigour, is

composed § not only with some care for language, but even with

•In spite of coincidences like ii«= Mt i6i5-i7, 4"b. = Mt lo**, 510-
«=

Mk 12^ (Lk 20'»7), 5i'»
=Mk \7?^, 6^' = Mt 23* (Lk ii**), and the apparent

similarity of
S"*-

^^' ^ to Lk 13^-'* (cp. 6^''=Lk 13^), it is hazardous to admit

more than the bare possibility that Paul had in mind some sayings of Jesus

against legalism \^€mt^, Jesus Christus und Paulus, 70 f.).

t
•* 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

Texttial Criticism ofNTy 1901, p. 26). See above, p. 51.

X For ^ypafa in this sense, cp. Xen. Anad. i. 9. 2$ ; Thuc. i. 129. 3 ;

Ezra 4" (LXX), and Lucian, Dial. Meretr. 10.

g Cp. the minute analysis of the whole epistle in Blass's die Rhythtnen der
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a rhythmical flow which recalls in several piaces the methods

of contemporary rhetorical prose. In this respect it agrees with

I Thessalonians (Blass, op. cit. pp. 61 f., 196-204), i Corinthians

{pp. cit. pp. 53 f., 76 f.), Ro '^'^' \i^-^ etc. {pp. cit. pp. 68
f.), and

Philippians {pp. 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

Te<Tai.(Hj)p for SeKareaadpup (2^, e.g. Grotius, Semler, Keil, Bottger, Reiche,

Michelsen, Baljon : pp. i68-9),§ the omission of 2'" (Michelsen, Weisse, van

Manen, Baljon: pp. 172-174) or of 3"-" (Weiss, Cramer: 3"'"*', Baljon:

pp. I7S-I78),I| and the hypothesis of a marginal gloss in 6* (Laurent). On
the other hand, if 4*^ (t6 74p 2tFa lpo% i<rr\» iv t^ 'Apa^ltf) 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 philological 1781,

533 f.). The transposition of 2'-' to a place after 2* (so J. Weiss, S/C., 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 2'"' could not have taken place in

asianischen u. romischen Kunstprosa (1905), pp. 43-53, 204-216, where the

text is p)erversely handled in the interests of the theory.
* In 3* (^/Aoi yJkv S)v 6kv7jp6v, vfiiv 3' d<r0a\^s) the comic trimeter may well

be, like that in i Co 1 5^, 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. cxiiii.,

1901), but unsuccessfully upon the whole.

J See the essay by Prins {TT., 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

t5' (from Capellus to Bertholdt, Guericke, Schott, and Wurm, in last century)
was due to chronological prepossessions.

II Michaelis [Einl. p. 745) and Lucke (6'A'., 1828, pp. loi f.) are among
those who take 3*^ as a marginal gloss.
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Jerusalem, though irapdaaKTOi would fit Syrian Antioch in some respects
better than the capital. The reading and rendering of 2^ {oh ovU irpbs ibpav

et^dfiev ry virorayrj) 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 ofs (so Marcion, Syr^?^*^, and some Gk.

MSS) but also of ovU (Gk, MSS, D, old Latin, archetype of G, etc.) has

early and strong support (so, e.g. , Semler, Michaelis, Klostermann : op. cit.

SS-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 2*. Was Titus circumcised, and was this

brought up against Paul (cp. 5'^ so Spitta), who defends himself by replying
that he was not compelled to be circumcised ? Is 2', 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 TaXaTta in i^

(cp. I Co 16^). 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 {b) 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, Zockler

(also SK.y 1895, pp. 51-102)*, G. G. Findlay, Lietzmann, Bousset, and

Williams; and by general critics like Godet, Trenkle {Etnl. 21), Salmon,

S. Davidson, Schafer {Einl. 88 f.), Jlilicher, Haupt {SK., 1906, 144-146),

Hoennicke (Chronologic des Paulus, 32 f.), von Dobschiitz, Vischer (Die

Paulusbriefe, 1904, 30 f.), Mommsen (ZiV^., 1901, 86), Schurer (//^Zl, 1892,

460 f.), Gheorghiu, G. H. Gilbert (Sttidcnfs L.^e of St. Paul, 1902, pp. 260-
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a72), Chase (£'x>.* viii. 401 f., ix. 33if.)*» and Barth {Ein/. § 7). Two

thoroughgoing presentations of this theory are now accessible in Schmiedel's

article {£Bt. 1 596-1616), and A. Steinmann's essays on Die Abfassungszeit

des Galaterbriefes (1906) and Der Leserkreis der Galaterbriefts (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 Welx?r 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 (/?«

Galatia provincia Romana^ 1 867, pp. 43 f.), 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.^ ii. 1-22, ix. 43f., I37f., 288f., etc.; SB. iv. 15-57; CKE.
8f., 74 f., 97 f. ; DB. ii. 81 f.

;
The Cities of St. Paul, 1907 ; as well as in his

commentary). The theorj* is accepted, though with many modifications and

for varj'ing 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.^ vii. 123 f., x. 351 f.), and

Rendall (cp. also Exp.* ix. 254-264) ;
and by general critics like Niemeyer

(de tempore quo epistola ad Gal. conscripta sit accuratius definiendo, Gottingen,

1827), Renan (iii. 31 if.), Hausrath (iii. 146-199), Weizsacker (Jahrb. f.

deutsche Tluol., 1876, 606 f., and AA. i. 252 f.), Pfleiderer {Urc. i. 191-210),

E. H. Gifford {Exp.*' x. 1-20); McGifTert {AA. 178 f., 221 f.), O. Holtzmann

{ZKG,, 1894, 336-346; ZNW.^ 1905, 102-104), von Soden {INT. 56 f.),

Woodhouse {EBi. 1592 f.), J. Weiss {PRE. x., 1901, pp. 554-560,
• Kleinasien '), D. Walker {ET. xiii. 511-514), 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,

§ 11), 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., Al2i.t 1899, pp. 45f., 1900, pp. 339f., 481 f.) and monographs.*

*
Especially Der heilige Paulus vom ApostelUbereinkommen bis zum

Apcstelkonzil (1901), and Die Abfassung des Galaterbriefs vor dem

Apostelkonzil (1900); the third section of the latter is reprinted in Der

Galaterbrief aus sich selbst geschichtlich erkldrt (1902). His main con-

tentions are supported by Belser {TQ., 1901, 285 f.), Rohr {Allgem. Lit.

Blatt.y 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, if.) 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 toJerusalem (Gal I
^^'^= Ac g^-^) followed by missionary activity from

Tarsus (Ac 9*^) and Antioch (Ac ii^s-as, Gal i^^-^*) ; his second visit (Ac ii^^

12^= Gal 2^*^'*), with the double object of conveying the money (only hinted at

in Gal 2^'') and securing the rights of his gospel (in private conference, Gal

2^^); then the first tour (Ac i^^^'^^Gsul 4=»), with a double visit to S.
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According to Weber, the visit of Gal 2^'^^ is not that of Ac 1$ but that of

Ac 1 1'*^, after which, but before the Council of Jerusalem, Paul composed
Galatians (Antioch, A.D. 49 ; cp. Ac 14^®). 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^^ 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, i7of.), and against which

the probabilities of the general situation tell heavily. Finally, it involves

the incredible idea that Paul circumcised Timotheus (Ac 16') after he had
written Gal 52.

Weber's reconstruction is rejected by Zahn, who also differs in his view

of Ac 16^ 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, Cornely {Einl. iii.

415 f.), Jacquier (INT. 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 16^, 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^ 1 66 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 16^^*.

Ai \)Xv ovv lKKk-t]cria.i icrrepeovvTO rfj iria-TeL kol iirepia-crevov t<3

apiOfjiia Ka6* rjfjiipav. But they {i.e. Paul, Silas, and Timotheus)
traversed {ZvriXBov 8e, in contrast to the South Galatian mission

just concluded :
* not recapitulating 1-4, but marking a fresh

departure) t7}v ^pvyCav koI TaXaTLKr]v x'^pavy since they had been

forbidden f by the holy Spirit to preach the word in Asia (explaining

Galatia, after which the Antioch-outburst (Gal 2^^*-) so affected the Galatian

converts that the epistle had to be written.
* The purpose of 15^ (let us visit the brothers in every city where we

proclaimed the word of God) had been accomplished (16^* *"''=
14^^) ; cp.

N. J. D. White in Hermathena, 1903, 128 f.

t The S. Galatian hypothesis, as advocated by Ramsay, implies that

KioKvBivTi'i 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 Dorylaeum or

Cotyaeum) /hey tried to enter Bithynia (north of Phrygia), but the

Spirit ofJesus would not permit them. Soy ignoring Mysia (as

part of the prohibited Asia), they went down to Troas (/>. 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 Tr\v ^pvyCav koI TaXariKt^v xtopav can only mean,
in the light of passages like 19*^ (SuX^wi' rrjv Mojc^Soviay Kot

*A\atav) and 27* (xara t^v KiXiKiav koI llafi<f>v\iav)j Phrygia and

the region of Galatia. ^pvytav, here at any rate (as in 2^^ iS*^),

is not an adjective, and icai 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

(13^8), Pisidia (13"), and Lykaonia (14**) in their geographical

sense, it is fair to infer that he does so in i6' unless there is

good reason to the contrary.

The South Galatian theorists ask why he did not write Takarlap outright.

Probably because it would have been misleading; the great province of

il FoXar^ or ^ PoXoTt/cT) ixapxia included the Lykaonian and Phrygian

townships already mentioned. In order to emphasise the new departure,

Luke uses /A* 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^P^ '''V*

'JovSalai (Ac 10* 26'**, cp. £Bi. 1602). Per contra, if Luke had viewed

Derbe, Lystra, and the rest of Paul's earlier mission-field as belonging to

PaXoTio proper, it is inexplicable why the name should not occur in Ac 13-14.

Furthermore, Derbe and Lystra belonged to Lykaonia (Ac 14'* ^^), not to

Phrygia, so that the South Galatian view, that Ac 16' is recapitulatory, breaks

down at the outset. Hamack [BNT. iii. 58) suggests that Luke spoke of ij

TaXoLTiK^ Xf^po-
** 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, £Bi. 1599; Monlton's Grammar 0/
NT Greek, i. 132 f.). It was apropos of this forced construction of 5t^\^oi'

. . . icwXi/^^jo-es that Chase wrote,
"
the South Galatian theory is shipwrecked

on the rock of Greek grammar."
*'A(rta here = the coast-land round Ephesus, as in 2' (where Phrygia is

also distinguished from it, by a popular use of the geographical term) and 27^
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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 PaXaTta 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 PaXarta in Gal i^ 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^^

Paul himself does not speak in this way about Syria and Cilicia, and even

in Gal i^ (cp. i Th 2^^) 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 2^,

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^. "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, i 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" {EBu 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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uber Orkistos, Ramsay, Geogr. p. 230) aus den Versuch

gemacht hatten, in Pessinus und Germa zii predigen, und als sie

pie Verhiiltnisse dort ungunstig oder den Ertolg gering fanden,

sich nach Doryliium wandten," op. cit. pp. 558 f.).
The evidence

of Galatians shows, however, that this mission was more than a

possibihty and by no means an unsuccessful venture. There is

little doubt that SUpxtcrOai. in i6*, taken along with iS^^, implies

preaching-activity, not simply travelling (cp. Ramsay's article in

Exp^ 1896, May).*
Two or three years later, Paul paid a second visit to Galatia

(Ac i82^^).t j4/fer spending some time there {i.e. at Antioch),

he went off on a tour through the region of Galatia and Phrygia

(8i«p;(o/xcvo? Ka.Bt^% r^i' roAaTK^v xutpav Kai ^pvyiav), establishing

all the disciples. This time he moved from east to west, reversing

the route of i6*, and reaching Ephesus vii Asian Phrygia.

In contrast to the settled churches of S. Galatia (»6'^), 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 (16*). Furthermore,

Paul tells the Galatians about the controversy as if it were a

novelty. There is no oiSare hi (Holtzmann). This suits the

N. Galatians rather better than the S. Galatians (Ac 16^), 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^) 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. I37f.) 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 18^) makes it

extremely unlikely that, on the S. Galatian hypothesis, the epistle was
written after this, since FoXoWa 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 brief and bare. Galatia lay off

the line of his European interests ; even the great mission at Ephesus
(iQ^**) 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, o/>. cit. 318 f.), would prove to these amateurs that the people of

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.y 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 FaXdrat, 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 Koivhv tCiv

YaXarCbv.

(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 20^) 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 ij dXiJ^eia rov eiayyeXiov dia/xelvy vpbt ifids (2^), 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^").

(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 il^^*) of such a journey" {£Bi. 1612).



GALATIANS 97

the North Galatian theory, does mention these churches twice (i6* i8") ; so

do Peter (i V i') and Paul himself (l Co i6'). 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

lilyria ; and there is not a word of the church at Colossse, to which the

apostle afterwards wrote a letter. t 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, //ist. Geography of Asia Minor^ 237 ff.). Ancyra,

1^ luTpbxoKi\ T^f FaXaWat (south as well as north), was connected by roads

with the surrounding districts ; % 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"; cp. Ramsay, CRE. 24 f., DB. v. 39i»). (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 splefidid 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."

t 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 ol

rivers, perils in the wilderness' (2 Co ii^), and who preferred walking from

Troas to Assos (Ac 20^') 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^) does not appear to preclude the possibility of the

Northern Galatians having been familiar with such elementary Grgeco-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 reasoft 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 i3**-'*^'-)>
**

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. xxi. 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

hke 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 lo***^* «/t rd i/repiKtiva, ifiQv

tvayytXlaoffdai ; cp. Ro is'***); Nortlj Galatia lay on the line of his circle

from Jerusalem, and his procedure elsewhere makes the enterprise itt 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 arc 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 6'"' (so Ramsay, //ist. Comm. Gal.

454 f.), as if the pitiless temper were specially Phrygian 1 If any local colour

is to be sought, the allusion in 6'^ 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*) and Paul's address in the South Galatian Pisidian Antioch

(Ac 13*'***) 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 oi:)ening 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'*? Again, (ii.) the

Galatians received Paul wj irfytkov 6eov, wj Xpiardv 'Irjaovr (Gal 4^*), in spite

of his illness—a very different thing from hailing him in full health as the pagan
Hermes (Ac 14**) ! There is not (iii.) a hint in the epistle of any persecution

or suflfering endured by him in his evangelisation of Galatia, whereas his

South Galatian mission was stormy in the extreme (Ac 13-14, 2 Ti 3^^).

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^. 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. dieXddvrei in Ac 16^; Blass

in 16^ substitutes the equally inferior dieXOSyrei for irapeKdbvrei, and reads,

on the sole authority of a thirteenth cent. Latin MS, ras raXori/ccts x^P"-^ in

16^
;
even Belser is driven (Einl. 423), like Weber and J. Weiss, to regard

the reference to V. x- in the latter verse as corrupt, possibly a harmonising

gloss from 18^.
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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 2^'^*> 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 2^"^*. Since

the object of the two visits in Ac ii^^-so and Gal 2^"^** is different, and since

lj27-80 gj^jj hardly be regarded as a variant account of 15, the only alternative

is to regard Ac 15 and Gal 2^'^** 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 making 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
for 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 Judaisers f

* 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 Zeitschriftfiir kath. Theol. (1883) pp. 456-

490, with Vigoroux, Les Ltvres 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, that

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 dent

Apostel Petrus bei den Kirchenvdtern (Basel, 1877), and Lightfoot (Ca/. 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 took

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 2"*^* !« that

Peter's visit to Antioch followed the events narrated in 2^''", and theie 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 a"** Paul

is not harking back, in defence of his apostolic authority, to an episode which

preceded that of 2**'*. The point of 2"** lies in its historical sequence (cp.

Steinmann's Abfassungsteit, pp. 132 f. ; Clemen's Paulus^ i. 41 f.). The

principle successfully upheld at the negotiations in Jerusalem had to be

indicated 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" (Weirsilcker, AA. \. 176). In a word, Gal 2"-" 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*), and

not during the visit of Ac 18* (Renan, Neander, Sabatier, Godet), is also

the natural inference from the narrative ; it is corroborated by the fact that

after 15'''* Barnabas was never alongside of Paul, as is implied in Gal 2^'.

§ 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 18*^; 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 19^*^®), 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 (NA'Z., 1894, 435 f. ; Gal. iiof.), after

Calvin, Schneckenburger {Zweck der Apgeschichte, 109 f.), etc., all of whom

place the Antioch-episode prior to Ac 15^, either between Ac 12^ and 13^

or between 14* and 15*. Ramsay, who formerly held the latter view (SPT.

158 f.), now inclines to think that Peter's visit to Antioch (Gal 2"'*)

"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 of Si. Paul^ 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 19^),

soon after Paul had left Galatia (Ac iS^^) for the second time
; so,

«?.^., 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 20^^- (so especially Lightfoot, after

Conybeare and Howson, with Bleek, Salmon, von Dobschiitz, 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 ^ implies that the Galatians recognised he could not

visit them in person. Why, we do not know. Galatia was

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 Galatae 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? ix. 242 f.).

Some even

place it prior to the Council of Jerusalem ; so, e.g., Calvin (on 2^

" ac ne satis quidem constat, quo tempore scripta fuerit epistola :

nisi quod Graeci missam Roma diuinant, Latini Epheso. Ego
autem non tantum 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 Bottger. This involved the identification

of the journey in Ac 1 1^^ with that of Gal 2^^',
—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^; Gal 2^-^^ being identified with a

visit unknown to Luke, and a second visit being denied in

Gal 4^*). A less complex view is represented by W. A. Shedd

{ET. xii. 568) and Douglass Round {Date of St. PauPs Ep. to

the GalatianSy 1906), who identify Gal 2^-^^ with Ac ii^^ 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 McGiflTert, who,

identifying Gal a^-^** with Ac 11 = 15 (^^^ referring to the same

incident), places the composition of Gal. in Antioch prior to

the second tour of Ac i6*. This involves the interpretation of

Ac i6' 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^® and 5^^ 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®*^^ alludes to the sabbatical year. Albrecht {Paulus,

i903> PP- ii4f-) and Clemen {Paulus^ i. 396 f.) choose Athens,

identifying the 01 (tvv i/xol irarrcs dScX^oi of i^ 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 i Th i^-^ 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 {pp. cit. 37 f.) dates

Gal. from Antioch at the close of the second tour (Ac iS^^), while

Renan and Ramsay* {SFT. 189-192) prefer to date the epistle

from Syrian Antioch during the period of Ac iS^^, 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 4^0 {riOfXov hi irapitvai 7rp6<:

v/xas apTi) 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. loi 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.^, 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 in the last few years

whether the early date should not after all be preferred."
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itself than upon any attempt to trace a dogmatic or covitroversial

evolution in Paul's mind. The aXXoi? of i Co 9* may be an

allusion to Galatians (cp. i Co g^^- with Gal 5^-®), and Gal 2*-'^

may give us the clue to Am I notfreel in i Co 9^; 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 (ZlVT.j 1899, 187-194), arguing from

2 Co 12' and Gal 2^ but especially Bleek, Howson, Credner,

Salmon (Smith's Z>B.^ i. iio8f.), and Lightfoot (pp. 36-56),

followed by Farrar, S. Davidson (IJVT. i. 73-83), W. Bruckner

(Chron. I74f.), Hort, Findlay, M. W. Jacobus {A Problem.

in Criticism, 1900, pp. ii3f.), Resch {Pau/inismus, 4Tsf.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. 52).

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 {iypAtpTj dv6 'Pdbfirj^), and prevalent
in some circles of the Eastern church, which has occasionally been revived by
critics (^.^. Schrader, der Apostel Paulus , 1830, i. 216 f. ; Kohler, Versuchuber

die Abfassungszeit derepistolischenSchriftenimNT, 1 830, pp. 125 f.; Halmel,
Rom. Recht im Galaierbrief, 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 {.). 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 420 (cp. Ph i' 4^»^- etc.).

It is no improvement on this theory to place the epistle during Paul's last

voyage to Palestine (perhaps at Troas, Ac 20'
;
so Mill, NT Prolegomena, 4),

on the ground that 2^° refers to the collection (Ro 15), or (so Klihn, NKZ,,
1895, 156 f., 981 f.) in the Csesarean imprisonment, when Paul could not get

away (4*'^^) to revisit his friends, and when he had been maltreated by the

Jews (6"=Ac 2i32).

§ 6. Authenticity.
—It is this relationship to Romans which

also ip) 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 kritischen

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 Ursprunglichkeit 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 Pfere 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 {Antiqua 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 (o/>. at. pp. 26
f.), Lindemann

{die Aechtheit der paulinischen Hauptbriefe^ 1889), Gloel {die

jiingste Kritik des Galaterbriefs auf ihre Berechtigung geprUft^

1890), C. H. van Rhijn {Theol. Studien, 1890, 363 f.).

Wohlenberg {NKZ., 1893, 741 f.),
Zahn (Eini. § 9), R. J.

Knowling ( rr//«<?« of the Epistles, 133 f., and Testimony of St.

Paul to Christ, i9oS» 34f-)i 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.y by Cramer, who
detects unauthentic interpolations all through {e.g. i'* 2*'* etc.), but notably
in 3"-"*'

*-»
4**-" 5"-« 6*-*- •*'•. 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 (TT.,

1887, 400 f., 456 f.) to prove that Marcion's text was more original than the

canonical, is answered at length by Baljon {pp. cit. pp. i-ioi) and Clemen

(Einheiilichkeit d. Paul. Briefe, 1894, 100 f.j.

{b) The earliest reference to Galatians by name, is the notice of its

inclusion in Marcion's Apcstolicon ; but almost verbal echoes of 3^*-" occur in

Justin's Dial, xciv.-xcv. (as of 4* in Athenag. Leg. 16, and of 4^" in Diogn.

10) and Orat. 5 (of Gal 4''), and the epistle was almost certainly known to

Polykarp, as the quotations in 5* (from Gal 6') elS&res olv Sri Oebs ov fivKTrj-

pl^enu and 3' (from Gal 4*) tIotiw, Ijris i<rrlv ii-firtjp riyrtar ij/uav, and the

allusions in 3* (Gal 5"), 5" (Gal 5"), 9* (Gal 2') prove. Apart from PAi/. i»

(o«5<t dip' i&vToO o6Si 81' dydpioTuy= Ga.l I*), the traces of the epistle in Ignatius

(2"= Tra//. io\ 5" = £>>%. i8S 5"=£/>>4. 16', 6^*= Po f) are faint, as is also

the case with Clem. Rom. (2^ = Gal 3\ 5'= 2*). As the second century

advances, the evidence of the epistle's popularity multiplies on all sides, from

Ptolemseus and the Ophites to Irenaeus and the Miuatorian 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.' Origan {c. Cels. v. 64) declares this

is the only sentence which Celsus ever quoted from Paul (Gal 6^*).
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(C) PAUnS CORRESPONDENCE WITH CORINTH.

LilERATURE.i—(a) Editions :—Cajetan (Venice, 1531) ; Morton (1596) ;

Cornelius k 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) ;

deWette (1841) ; Peile (London, 1848); Olshausen^ (1840, 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^ (1866); Hofmann2 (1874-7);
Braune^ (1876); Meyer" (1870, Eng. tr. 1877); Stanley" (1882); Bisping

(1883); Beet 8
(1885); EUicott (1887) ; Schnedermann (in Strack u. Zockler,

1887); W. Kay (1887); Gobel (1887); SchmiedeP (HC. 1892)*; Comely
(Paris, 1892) ; J. Drummond {Intern. Hdbks. NT, 1899) ; Ceulemans

(1901); Couard^ (1901); B. Weiss^ (1902); A. Schafer (1903); Massie

{CB. n. d.); Bousset^ {SNT. 1907); Gutjahr (1907); A. Schlatter (1907);

J, Niglutsch^ {Brevis Commentarius, 1907) ; Lietzmann {HBNT. 1907).

Of I Cor. alone:—D. Parens (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.); Farrar^ (Pulpii Comm.

1888) ; Siedenpfennig (1893) ; Lias {COT. 1895) » Lightfoot {Notes on Epp.
of St. Paul, 1895; on 1^-7^°); Heinrici (— Meyer^, 1896); G. G. Findlay,

{EOT. 1901)*; Goudge(^C. 1903); Bachmann {ZK. 1905)*; J. Weiss

(
— Meyer ^, 1910).

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 {Speaker's Comm. 1881) ; Farrar {Pulpit Comm. 1883); Heinrici*

(1887) ; Heinrici (— Meyer^, 1900) ; Plummer {COT. 1903) ; J. H. Bernard

{EOT. 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. h la premiere ^pitre aux Cor. (These de Strasb.

1835); Straatman's Kritische studien over den i Kor. (1863); Holsten,

Evangelium des Paulus, i. (1880) ;
M. Dods {Expos. Bible, 1889) ; G.

Wahle (A^i^Z., 1898, 540 f., 605 f.); C. H. van Rhijn, "het opschrift van

der eersten Brief aan de K." {Theol. Stud., 1900, 357 f.); E. Kuhl,
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 dua (1824); M. Wirth, Altes und
neues iiber d. zweiten Brief an die Korinth. (1825); Roux, Analyse de la

deux, ipttre aux Cor. (1836) ; Klopper, Exegetische-kritische Unters. iiber

den zweiten Brief des Pauhcs an die Gemeinde zu Korinth (1869)*;

Denney {Expos. Bible, 1894)
*

; G. Barde, Paul PapStre, Hudes stir la 2

^ For the ancient and medijeval literature, from Chrysostcm to Calvin,

see T. C. Edwards' edition, pp. xxvi-xxxii.
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if^tr9 anx C. (1906). (iii.) of 2 Cor. favourahle to intermediate Letter

hypothesis (see furthei below, p. I2i); Hausrath, der Vier-Capitel BrieJ des

Paulus an die Corinthier (1870); Hagge (JPT., 1876, pp. 4S1-531) ;

Volter (7'71, 1889, pp. 294-325); BrUckner (Chron. 177-180); Konig

(ZtVT., 1897, pp. 482-554) ; J. H. Y^tnutAy {Exp.\ 1897, pp. 231 f., 285 f.,

1899, pp. 182 f.; Th€ Second and Third Letters of St. Paul to the

Corinthians*, 1900; and Hermathena, 1903, 340-367); R. Mackintosh

(£ji/.'vi. 77f.,226f., 336 f.); G. H. Rendall, The Epistles ofSt, Paultothe

Corinthians {i^og). Unfavourable : Gabler, De ca/p. ult. ix.-xiii. posterioris

epist. P. ad Cor. ab eadem haud separandis (Gottingen, 1782; reply to Semler);

Hilgcnfcld {ZIVT, 1899, pp. 1-19) ; N. J. D. White {Exf.^ vii. ii3f. ;

reply to Kennedy ; so Herrnathena, 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 Piglise de Corinth (1836); Schenkel,

dissertatio de eccles. Corinthi primava factionibus turbata (Basel, 1838) ;

J. G. MUUer, de tribus P. itineribus Corinthum susceptis de epistolisque ad
eosdem non deperditis (Basel, 1831) ; Eylau, tur Chronologic der Kor.-Briefey

(1873) ; Rlibiger, Kritische Untersuchungen Uber d. Inhalt d. beiden Briefe

d. Apostels P. an die Kor. Gemeinde^ (1886)
*

; A. Sabatier's Paul (Eng. tr.)

156-184 ; Krenkel's Beitriige tur Aufhellung der Geschichte u. der Briefe des

Paulus (1890); van Manen, De brieven aan de Korinthiers (1896);

Sunday {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, 283-289); Holsten {ZPVT., 1901, pp. 324-

369); W. M. Ramsay {Exp.* i.-iii., 'historical commentary')*; G.

Hollmann, Urchristenthum im Corinth (1903); Clemen's Paulus (1904), i.

pp. 49-85 ; von Dobschiit*, Urc. pp. 1 1 f. ; C. Munzinger, Paulus in

Korinth. neue Wege turn Verstdndniss d. Urchristenthum (1907)*; W.

LUtgert, Freiheitspredigt und Schwarmgeister in Korinth {BFT. xii. 3, 1908);

R. Scott, The Pauline Epistles (1909), 61-^5.

§ 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* lypcv^a.

vylv cv T^ cirioToX^ is.r] awavafiLyvvaOai iropvois kt\.) has not

been preserved, unless, as is very probable, 2 Co 6^*-^"^ is one

fragment of it. This letter must have been written after Ac 18^^

and prior to (d) i Cor., which was sent (possibly by Titus among
others; cp. Lightfoot's Biblical Essays^ 281 f.) from Ephesus

(i 55-9. 19)^ during the period of Ac 19^-20^, in reply to a com-

munication, conveyed perhaps
^
by Stephanus, Fortunatus, and

Achaicus (i Co i6i"-"), from the Corinthian Christians them-

selves (i Co 7^ TTcpi 8c ail' cypaj/^arc). The subsequent visit

referred to in 4^^^! (cXcva-o/iai h\ raxco)? irpos v/aS? . . . cv pd^Bta
* Not necessarily, however. These men may have come independently

(q). hcmme ia Neue/ahrb. fur deutsche Theologie, 1895, ^^SQ'
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iXOw; cp. 11^* 1 6^) was probably paid; at least this is a fair

inference from the language of 2 Co 2^ 1 2^'* (iSou rptTov tovto

cToi/Aws €x^ iXOetv, cp. 13^). After this brief, disciplinary visit

he returned to Ephesus, saddened and baffled (2 Co 2^^-). But

what he had been unable (2 Co lo^^ 1221) to effect personally,

he tried to carry out by means of (c) a letter (2* 7^) written ck

TToXX^S OXLij/ew? Koi
(rvvo)(rj<s KapSta^ Sia ttoXA-wv SaKpvwv, and

preserved in part in 2 Co 10^-13^^. It was evidently carried by
Titus (2 Co 2^3 y6. 13-14)^ 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 8^^-23) carry this irenicon to Corinth, and Paul promises
to follow before long (2 Co 9*, cp. Ac 20^).

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, iisf.). 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, ^^^ whether the mission of

2 Co 12^^ is identified with the former visit.

The precise dates of the various letters vary with the chronological schemes

(see above, pp. 62-63) »
^ 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 l Co 5^

= 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**
= end of 56 (or begin, of 57) ;

I Co= spring of 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

I 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(i Co

16) show that I Co was not written till after the period of Ac 19^*-, and the

remark of i Co 16^ 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* (ypafa, as the context shows, cannot be the epistolary aorist (as in

9"). To delete iv r^ irtrroX^, as Blass proposes {BFT. x. i. 6of. )i 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 ra&r-g

rg iTioToX^. The use of the plural in 2 Co 10^""" at least corroborates the

inference from i Co 5* that the canonical First Corinthians was not the only
letter which had been sent from Paul to the local church, and the context ol

the latter passage indicates that the unrecorded letter would fairly be reckoned

among the fiapeicu ral Urxvpal HrurroXal.

§ 3. The first {canonical) epistk.
—The construction of i 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 pot a mere ethical reform, but an absolutely new principle

and standard of morality. These problems Paul discusses

^seriatim . The question of the clitiues. is first taken up {\^^~

4*^), because it formed the most recent news received by the

writer. After handling this ecclesiastical abuse, he passes to a

question of incest (5^'^^), and thence t to the problem c,^
litiga

-

tion between Christians in pagan courts (6^'^), finally J turning
back to the topic of fnrniration {d^^''^). He then (7^ wcpi 8c uiv

iypd\l/aTt) takes up the various points on which the Corinthians

had consulted him in their letter, one after another: marriage
and its problems (vepl Bk rtov irapdivwv, 7*^), including celibacy

(7*-*0), the^wisdnm
or lep^itimary of using foods pfT^r^H V;ri^^i^

(ircpi hk ru)v ciSwXo^vtwv, 8^-1 1^), and public worship and its

problems
—

including rules for women (ii^-i^), the administration

• An announcement of his next visit ? A word on the collection (16^) ?

t The transition is mediated partly by the double sense oijudge in 5'' ^''^•,

partly by the fact that the remarks about the outside world
(5^'''-) would

naturally suggest another and a cognate aspect of the subject.

X The plea of the Corinthians quoted in 6^^ (a// things are lawfulfor me)
carries forward Paul's warning against ethical sophistry in 6" {Be not deceived).
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of the Lord's Supper (ii^''-^*), and the spiritual gifts (Trcpi Sc tS}v

7rvivfxaTLKC)v, 121-14**^). Finally, in reply to some Christians

whose Hellenic prejudices cast doubt upon the'~possibility of a

bodily resurrection tor the dead faints, Paul argues
* that such

a rejection ot the resurfectToh "of the^ad implied the rejection
of that historical resurrection of Christ (i g^'^^X which

ji
ot only

is the source and staple of the apostolic preaching, but also

(i220-28j the pivot of the Christian "esohatological hope,' and the

only explanation of contemporary Christian conduct (is^^'^*).

He then gives~'a posiHve account of the resurrection body

(
I ^35-57). A brief paragraph follows on the collection for the

poor saints of Jerusalem (irepl SI rrj<i Xoyias, 1 6^'^), after which

the letter closes (i 6^-24), as it had opened (i^'^), with personal
details {n-epl St 'AttoXXw, 16^2) 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 (7^*^"^), the narrative of the Lord's Supper, the glossolalia,

and the argument upon the resurrection, f 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.

irdvTa fioi ^^eariy {&^), tA ^puifiaTa ry KoiXig. Kai i] KoiKla roh ^pib/xaaiv (6^),

TrdPTCs yvCoaiP ix^/^^" (8^)> oiid^v etdcciXov iv Kbafxifi, ovdeis debt Srepos el /xi) ets

(8^), Trdj/ra ?|e<rrt»' (lo^'^), avda-racns veKpQv ovk icriv (15^^, cp. 15^). Further

attempts to reconstruct this letter are made by Lewin {St. Paul, i. 386), Lock

{Exp.^s'x. 127 f.), Findlay (£".r/.« i. 401 f.), and P. Ewald {Neue fahrb. f.

deutsche Theologie, 1894, 194-205).

(J)) The language of 4^^ (ws irepiKaddpfMra tov Kdcrfiov iyev^drjfiev, irdvrwv

ireplyj/rjixa) is drawn from the rites of the Thargelia (cp. Usener in SBA W.
cxxxvii. 139 f.), in which only the off-scourings of humanity played the role of

victims, and 5^^ (rep toi.ovt(^ fiijd^ avveadleip) recalls the well-known saying of

the Ahikar-cycle, Afy son, do not even eat bread with a shameless man (cp. Ep.
Aristeas, 142). If 9^'^*' is a citation, it may be from the same source as 2*

(see above, p. 31). The use of written evangelic sources has been con-

jectured in Ii2»^- {e.g. by Resch, Agrapha, 105 f., 178 f.
; TU. x. 3. 627-638),

and in 15^"'^ {e.g. by Brandt, Evang, Geschichte, 414 f.); and one or two

{TLZ.y 1900, 661) Philonic echoes are heard, e.g., in 3^ (cp. Philo,

*
Cp. van Veen, Exegetisch-kritisch onderzoek itaar i Co iS^'^° (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 1 6^'* with 14^^' is logically close, but letters are not written by

logic, and there is no reason to suspect that 15 was subsequently inserted.

t 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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d* agncuU. 9, etc.), 3'" (cp. also Epict. ii. 15. 8-9),» 8* 15* 14" K-di

dtealogo^ 105), and the cxegelical principle in 9"- (cp. Philo, dt spec. /r^\

repl $v6¥Tur l
,
ou yhp ifvip 6.\6yuv 6 vbno% dXXd tuIi' dv6¥Tia¥).

§ 4. lis 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 Paulus^ pp. 31 f.), its

unity hardly requires detailed proof. The most drastic hypo-

theses to the contrary have been furnished by Hagge and

Volter {Paulus u. seine Briefe^ pp. 1-73, 100-134, superseding

his earlier essays). The former distinguishes three epistles : A,

in ii-8 ii«-»* 7^-8" 919-11I 12-14 i6i-» 4"-^ i6i<>-2i- «*; B, in

,»_^i6.
« 2 Co ioi-ii< 1 Co 15, 2 Co ii»»> 1 C09I-", 2 Co

Ii7-i2« I Co 5-6, 2 Co 13^-10 I Co i6«2f-; and C, in 2 Co 1-7.

9. I3^^"^^ while 2 Co 8 is taken as a separate note written by

some non-Macedonian church along with Paul.

Voltcr's analysis distinguishes an original epistle in 1-2" 3'"'-
""

4*''*'

IS-U Pl-S. t-U «!•«. S-St gl-Sa.
«i^ 7-U

qMS.
1»-90» iq**'** Ii'' 17-32. W-S4

-^^^-W, 14-Sl

,^wi*.
«-4»

iji-c
•-«. »-•!. JJb-44. m-VL 8»-a6. »7-M

,5^ fo which a later editor t 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-

similia, pp. 50 f.), for which the curious may consult their pages and those

of Lisco (Paulus Antipaulinus. Ein Beitrag tur Auslegung d. ersten vier

Kap. d. I Korintherbriefes^ 1 894).

Such wholesale theories hardly merit even a bare chronicle,

but it is a legitimate % hypothesis *bat 'i"^'*^^ pQeeogpg ^fx^^ an^_
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 :

^il? 5^ Xpto-ToC ( I '2, so Bruins and Heinrici
; Rhijn conjectures Kplairov !),

g^-^ (Schmiedel, pp. 145-146), i4»>>-38 (96) (Straatman, pp. 134-138;

Holsten, das Evang. Paul. i. 495 f.
; Schmiedel, Hilgenfeld, Michelsen,

*
Among other striking parallels with Epictetus, cp. 6^^=iv. i (one of the

frequent Stoical touches in Paul), 7**=iii. 22, I4^=iii. 23 (ofh-<a Tp6 6<pda\/xQ»

irlSei rh Udrrov jca/cd), I5*= iii. 24. 93.

t Or editors ; for lo^'^ and 1 1'^*^ seem to Volter to represent divergent
views of the Lord's Supper, as do -^^'^ and 1523-28 et^^ of eschatology (pp.

131 f.).

JFindlay (EGT. ii. 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 1"+ 16^8-" 3I6-17 and
1 5»-** inter

spondence.

8
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Pfleiderer: Urc. i. 119 n., Baljon, Moffatt: HNT. pp. 170, 627-628; Heinrici

and Bousset : pp. I23-I24 = vv.^^-^),* and the exegetical gloss in 15^'

(Straatman, Volter, Schmiedel, von Soden : TLZ., 1895, 129; Heinrici,

Drummond, Moffatt, J. Weiss, Beitrdge zur paul. Rhetorik, 170 ;
M. Dibelius,

die Geisterwelt im Glauben des Paulus^ 1909, 116- 117).

Much less probable is the excision of i^ (see above, p. 19) as an editorial

addition, of i' as a gloss (Michelsen : refuted by Baljon, op. cit. pp. 40 f.),

or i'^ (Holsten, das Evang. Paul. i. 461 ; Volter, 2), or -^^'^^ (Bruins,

TT., 1892, 407 f.
; Volter), or 3^" (Michelsen ;

but see Baljon, pp. 48-49), or

717-22 (Straatman, Baljon), or ii'" (Straatman, Holsten, Baljon), or w"^-"^

(Straatman, pp. 38 f. ; Bruins, p. 399 ; Volter, pp. 41 f.), or 12^^"" (Straatman

pp. 87 f.
; Volter, p. 55), or is'^-^s (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 I5^2a (Volter), or 15^*^ (Straatm., Volter), or 16^2 (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', 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 2^ ein Apokryphon angefuhrt zu sehen,

wodurch sich vielleicht auch die Unebenheit in der Konstruction erklart."t

The transposition of \e^-^^ to a place after 14*0 (so D E F G, 93, d e f g,

etc.) is plausible, that of 7"-24 to between 7^" and 8^ (Beza) is unconvincing.
In the latter case,t while 7^^ and 7^^ connect well, the d fiii of 7^' does not

follow 7** 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 16^ (transferred by Hagge to a position after 2 Co 13^°).

§ 5. Its attestation.—First Corinthians has strong and early

attestation (cp. Knowling's Testimony of St. Paul to Christy 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 (12^2.
14.

21J emerges in Clem. Rom. xxxvii. 5, while the

language and ideas of 13*"''' reappear in xlvi. 5 (dydrrr] irdvra

dvi^fxai^ TTovTa jxaKpoOvfiil ktA..) ; § but as the epistle is actually

referred to ( i
^i'^^) in xlvii. I (dvaXd^CTe t^v iTrta-ToXrjv tov fxaKapiov

TJavXov TOV dirocTToXov. ti irpoirov vfiiv iv apxS "^^^ evayycXtov typaxp^v;

kir dXrjOeta'; TTKCv/xaTtKois iTria-reiXev vfuv Trcpl iavTov t€ kuI K.rj<f>d t€

*
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 konnen wir die Stelle nicht, eben weil wir einen Privatbrief

intimster Art vor uns haben ") is untrue to the character of i Co.

t "While this passage cannot (as, e.g.^ by Straatman and Baljon) be assigned

to the second century, it may, like 14"'', 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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#cai 'AwoXXw, Sta to koi tot€ irpo<ricXio-«ts vfia^ Tr€TroLrj(r$ai), it is

needless to do more than note the repeated echoes in xxiv. i

(15**-**), xxiv. 4-5 (15^*^^), xxxvii. 3 (15^), xxxviii. 2 (16^'), xlvi. 7

(6**), and xlviii. 5 (i2*-*).* The use of the epistle by Ignatius

is even more distinct and copious ; e.^. 2^® = P/ii/. vii. i (to 7rv<v/xa

. . . Ttt Kpxmra. l\iy\u\ 6^^® (u^ Trkavaa-Bt' ovrt iropvot . . . ovre

fiOLXoi . . . ^aa-tXtiav 0coO KX-qpoyofxi^a-ova-i) with 3^^^
=

£/>A.

xvi. I (fiT] TrXavacr^*, ah€X(f>oi fiov' 01 oiKO<f>$6poi /SaariXtiav 0cov ov

KXrjpovofii^aowri) and P/tt7. iii. 3, ^^^^Jiotn. vi. i (koXok /xoi

diro^avciv 8ta Ii/o-oOk Xpurroi' 17 ktX.), \0^^'^^ = Phii. iv. I
(/Ltiia yap

vap^ Tov Kvptov 17/xaiv *l770"oC Xpiorov, Kai Ji' 7roT»;piov €is Ivuxriv rov

alpLOTo^ avTov). Numerous other reminiscences occur: 3^**"^^
=

Eph. xx. 1 (Xi'^ot Koov), 5^
= Afagn. x. 3 (the old and evil leaven),

i'^^Rom. iv. 3 (dTTcXcv^epo? *I. XpurroC), 9*^= Trail, xii. 3 (iva fi^

dSoKi/ios (vptOui)y 12^*= 7>a//. xi. 2, i^^^Eph. x. 2, xx. i, i6^® =

£/^ 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

mundura iudicabunt? Sicut Paulus docet = 6*); alone, among
the apostolic fathers, he uses oUoSo/xciv, a favourite term of i Cor.,

and more than once his language reflects the earlier writing—
e.g. iii. 2-3 = 1 3^^ iv. 3 (ovtc ti riav KpvTnwv rrj^ KapSia^)

= 1 4^6,

V. 3" 6*, and xi. 4=12^—though his employment of it is less

explicit than that of Ignatius. No stress can be laid on the

occasional coincidences between i Cor. and Hermas (Sim. v. vii.

-3i«-i^, Martd. (iv. iv. i-'2 = 'j^-*% 2 Clem. (vii. 1 = 924-25^ j^. 3
= 3W 6i»), Barnabas (iv. 11, vi. 11 = 31-

1«-
^^•), or the Didach^

(x. 6, /lapav d^a= 16*2). 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. = 11^^-, cohort, xxxii. = 1 2^-1^ etc.) and Diognet. v. (
=

4^^)

and xii. (
=

8^), and cited by Irenaeusf (adv. haer. iv. 27. 3 =

10^*^*, V. 36=1525-26), Athenagoras (de resurr. mortis^ 61 = 15^),

Tertullian (praescr. haer. xxxiii.), and Clement of Alexandria

(Faed. 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 i Co

2* and Clem. Rom. xxxiv. 8 {Mart. Polyk. ii. ), is explained by the independent
use of a pre-Christian source (see above, p. 31).

t 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. TAe 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 iS^-^^).

The silence, not only of Acts but of i Cor. itself,* tells against
the hypothesis {e.g. of Billroth, Reuss, B. Weiss, Schmiedel : 5 1 f.,

Holsten, Denney, G. G. Findlay, and Zahn) that this diffident

and successful visit (i Co 2^) was followed by another, prior to

the letter of i Co 5^, 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 i Cor. was composed,
rested on information given him by ot Ik XXot/? (i^^, cp. 5^ n^®),

and on the letter forwarded to him by the church itself (7^) ; the

communications between himself and the Christians of Corinth,

since he left, had been entirely epistolary (5^). The sole visit im-

plied in I Co (cp. 2^ 3^ 1 1^) is that which led to the establishment

of the church
; and, although Paul may have mentioned it in the

letter of i Co 5^, 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 I Cor., about his personal relations with the local Christians.

While I Cor. does not^jresuppose ,a second visit^ hojy-eyer. it

forestlad'ows one. The tone of 2 Co 2^ (eKpiva Sc i/xavrS tovto,

TO fxt]
TrdXiv €V Xvirrj tt/jos vjj,a<s iXOelv), where TrdXiv most naturally

goes closely with iv Xvirrj^ implies that, since writing i Cor. he

had paid a visit which left painful memories.! The Xvirr} was

not the depression of i Co 2^
;

it was a later sorrow, probably
occasioned by unworthy members of the church itself, but we

can only conjecture (from references like 2 Co 1 2^1) 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 (i Co 5^), which

the local Christians were perhaps unwilling to carry through?

Or to maintain discipline more generally (cp. 2 Co 1 221) ? The

choice probably lies among the two latter; the occasion of

' •
I Co 16' cannot be pressed into the support of this view, fcr Apri points

forward, not backward.

t So formerly Belser {T^., 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

I 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^^ and 13^ might be

taken to 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 : Students 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. 13* where irapwi' to Sevrepov kqX airinv vvv answers to ci? to

TToXtv) gain immensely in aptness when they are taken to imply
that Paul was on the point of paying a third visit in person.

jn any r^^^ ^\^, kpy ^^ "* ^^^^ is not §9 much its affinity of

s
tj^le

and language to i Cor, as the change which has come over

the situati^. New elements of strain have entered into the

relations between Paul and the church, and one of thesef 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 i Cor.

In I Co 16'* Paul promises to pay them what he hopes will be a long

visit, on his way south from Macedonia. At present (dprt), he would only
have time for a flying visit [iv xapdScfi) : 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 (12"''),

and that he would be as strict, if necessary, as on his second disciplinary visit

(I3''*). But either in the lost part of this letter,* or more probably orally (on

* The ypd<f>ofMev of i^^ 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 i^^'* ; his destination is now more definite than when he wrote

1 Co 16^ o5 iiiv TTopeOw/jiai). It was his desire thus to give them the benefit

of a double visit {SevrifMv x'^P'-^)'* 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 2^^'*) via Macedonia,
and 2 Co i"-2^3 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^, an allusion to 13'), 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 iXacppia. 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^"^* was his original

idea, and that i Co i6'"* represents the change which the suspicious Corinthians

misinterpreted to his discredit, reads into the latter pass^e a motive which is

not there, and fails to account for the fear of Xi/ttt; which (according to

2 Co 1^-2') 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 {ZNlV.y 1903, 268-270) argues it was by his second visit that

Paul practically altered the programme of I Co 16^"'. 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^) made him

abandon any thought of return in the meantime, and forced him back to

Ephesu* In 2 Co i^^'* he justifies this course of action. The theory is

plausible, and would be strengthened by Krenkel's view that (pxea-Oat 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 i Cor. to 2 Cor. The latter writing presupposes a

* On this view devr^pav refers to the return visit on this tour, not to the

second of his three visits (12^* 13^), the Kai clauses being epexegetic of X(£/)t>'.

The variant x°-P<^^ corresponds excellently to l'^* {avvepyol iajxev r^s x^P^s

i/j-Qv), but may have been introduced from that very passage.

t HaXmel {Der Zweite Kor. Brief, 48 f,), Dr. Kennedy {op. cit. pp. 34 f.),

and Plummer all deny this ;
but the passage (2 Co iio-wj seems deprived of its

force if it is reduced to a defence against the charge of i\a(ppla, 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 as

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 unedifying

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 io*-i3^<>).—From this

visit Paul returned to Ephesus, saddened and baffled (2 Co i*^^).

His mission had been fruitless and unpleasant. / decided, he

tells the Corinthians, that I would not visit you again tn sorrow
;

instead of a visit, which would have only led to pain, I wrote to

you out of much distress and misery of heart with many tears

(2* 7*). 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*'-), 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 idcnlified either (a) with i Corinthians or (hi) with 2 Co 10-13.

The former (a) hypothesisf surely breaks down when i Cor. is compared with

the object of the intermediate letter as defined in 2 Co i"'* 2'"- 7''-. Even
such passages in i Cor. as vibrate with irony and passion {e.g. e^ '**•) 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 2* and 7' 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 i Cor. , and a solitary

postscript like i Co 16** cannot be adduced as proof of the i.'i6.Trt\ recalled in

2 Co 2*. The alternative is to suppose {b) that this letter of disturbed feeling

has been preserved, in whole or part, in the closing section (io'-i3^*') 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, Ewald {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, EUicott, B. Weiss, Sanday, Denney, Zahn, and

Bernard; ai^ongst 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

(11^°), possibly headed by some ringleader (6 toloOtos, tl$, 2' 7^^), 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 : Kavxacrdai del. 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

Kaixvc''^} Ka6xvi^<^} and KavxS.<r9ai (a group of words especially characteristic

of 2 Cor.) is, except once (i^^), 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 niovements 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. 171-172). 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 (lo^*^, cp.

an excellent paper by V. Weber in BZ., 1903, 64-78), but authority he has

(lo'^'^^) as well as his rivals, these superlative apostles of the Judaising party.

If he must parade his apostolic claims (ii^"®) to the Corinthians, let him

remind them that he had merely foregone his claim to maintenance out of

disinterested consideration (ii'*^*^), 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 ( i i^^-^i), he

goes on proudly to match his merits against those of his rivals (ii'^'-^), and

to claim superiority in actual seivices and sufferings for the cause of Christ

(ii24-33)
*

Finally, he gives an autobiographical outline of his claim to have

visions and revelations (i2^"^"). After a summary of these arguments {i2^^-^%

he reiterates his honesty and authority in view of a third visit {I2^*-I3^°).

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

Travel in the First Century after Christy with special reference to Asia

Minor (i901), pp. 70 f.
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Jerome's famous description of Paul's style applies: 'quarn artifex, quam
prudens, quam dissimulator sit eius quod agit, uidentur quidem uerba

siniplicia, et quasi innocentis hominis ac rusticani . . . sed quocunque

respexeris, fulmina sunt, haeret in causa, capit omne quod tctigerit, 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 (aiVr^v Si ^u> IlaOXos) shows that io*-i3'*

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 Ephcsus. 13^" does echo 10'", but this does not prove that the

latter passage represents the original opening of the epistle. From lo"- 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*' and lo"-.

The incongruity of 10-13 as a sequel to 1-9 was seen as hr back as the

eighteenth century by Semler, who tentatively suggested that 10-13 repre-
scnted a later and separate epistle, or that portions of them («r.^. I2^*-",

j^i-ioj ^ejg misplaced from i Co 2' 5**'* ; and by M. Weber {de numero epist.

ad Corinth, rectius constiiutndc, 1798), who separated 1-9, 13^-13 from 10- 13^',

a construction still advocated on varying grounds by critics like Krenkel

{Beitrdge, pp. 3o8f.) and Drescher {SK.^ 1897, pp. 43-ni). 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. Dogmatiky i. 145), Wagenmann {Jahrb. cUut. Theol., 1870, p. 541),

Michelsen (TT., 1873, 424), Lipsius (JPT., 1876, pp. 530 f.), Steck,

Seufert {ZIVT., 1885, p. 369), Schmiedel, Cramer, Cot^c (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 (/A^T*. 35 f.). 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 10'- 13'**

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* in i^, I3'<> in 2',

lo* in 2', the self-assertion of ii*- *^^in 3^ = 5''), how incidental phrases
•

like (U tA inrep^Keiva vfiQy (10'"= Rome and Spain, cp. Ro 15*** *) and ot

d5eX0oi i\d6vT€i dxb Ma»ce5oWas (ii') suit Ephesus better than Macedonia as

the place of composition, and finally how the two letters came to be united

in ^n order which was the reverse of the chronol(^ical 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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letters, are known in the case, e.g.^ of Cicero's correspondence. The finals,

13"'^', which does not come naturally* after 13^®, was probably shifted to

that position from its original site at the end of 9 (note the characteristic play
on words in X'^P^^ ^.nd xaipere, 9^** 3^^, and the aptness of i3ii-i2 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 visit 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 10^-13^" with the

intermediate and painful letter, {a) such as the lack of any reference to the

case of the local offender (2 Co 2' 7^*^), which was not yet settled, f But

10^-13^'' 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) \&^ need not refer to the painful intermediate letter ; the allusion fits

the letter of i Co 5^ and i Co itself quite admirably, {c) i^ does not imply
that the painful letter was in lieu of a visit. As 2^ shows, the painful visit

had been made.

The alternative to this rearrangement of 10-13, i"9> ^s to account for the

abrupt alteration of tone in lo^** 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. 13^), not to any turbulent

* The sequence of 13^'' and 13" 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 sequitur^^ (Mackintosh, p. 338).

t It should no longer require to be proved that this offender is not the

incestuous person of i Co 5^ but some one who had wronged Paul himself
*

(6 dSiKr}dels). The indulgent consideration of 2 Co 7^-
^^ 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 ddiK-qdels, except as Paul's representa-

tive. The person who insulted Paul might conceivably be the offender of

I Co 5\ 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 local 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*') from a section of disaffected members, and the vira*foi) of

2»_7i»-i« 15 njuch more intelligible after than before lo*. The sharp warning

of 12" upsets the (c) view that in 1-9 Paul is praising the church for its

repentance, while in 10-13 ^c »s blaming it for still siding with his

opponents. Finally (J), 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 diflBcuIty besets even the presentment of the case for the canonical

structure ofthe epistle (recently urged, with ability, by Weiss, J/T. i. 355-363 ;

Klopper, Rohr, A. Robertson, Zahn, /A'T", §§ 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 lurgumentative 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 (x"). 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 *rc ^0° 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,t into the temper of scathing animosity and indignation from which

he had just emerged, 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 /-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^^ j'^^).

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 Z>^ 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 einer

schlaflos durchwachten Nacht zwischen c. 9 und c. 10 zur Erklarung.'

X Cp. the description of 2 Cor. by L. Davies {Exp.* 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
"
(Kendall, 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'"^^)

in Asia Minor. He then passes on (i^^^-) to explain his change of plans, t

his reasons for writing instead of travelling to them (1^-2^^), and his journey
to Macedonia (2^2-1?)^ fhis suggests a general vindication of his ministry and

preaching (3'-4^), with all its sufferings (4'-5^°) and methods of appeal (5^^-

6^°). Then, after a quick outburst of appeal to the Corinthians themselves

for frank confidence in him (6^^"^' 7^'*)> the apostle harks back to the contrast

between their past trouble and this present happiness (7"*)> thanking them for

their kind reception of Titus his envoy (7^'**). ^^^ 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"'^') 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 'irap6.K\-q<XL$ (eleven times).

t On i6-
8-w- IS-"- 23

2I, cp. Warfield inJBL. (1886) 27 f.

X The old identification of the anonymous brother {rhv aSe\<p6y) of 8^^ ant]

12^8 with Luke is carried a step further by Souter {£T, xviii. 285, 325-336),

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 irpooi/uov (3^"^), Trpd^co-ts and dTrdSti^is (3''^®),

XvVis (4^'^*), egressus in causa (4^*-5*^) cVt'Aoyos (6^-7*), and

iyoTpoirrj fi€tf vTTtpfioXrj^ (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 6'*-7' probably b 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:

(Ur AposUl Paulus, 1835, 30of. ; Straatman, pp. 138 f. ; Ewald ; Hilgenfeld ;

A. H. Franke, SA'., 1884, pp. 544-583 ; S. Davidson, INT. i. 63 ; Holsten,

turn Ev. des Paulus u. Pettis, p. 386 ; Sabatier's Paul, pp. 177-1 78 ; Hausrath,

iv. 55 f. ; Renan, iii. Ixii-lxiii ; Rovers, Baljon, Cremer, Clemen, Pfleiderer:

Urc. i. 134; McGiffert, p. 332; Moffatt, HNT. pp. 628-629; von Soden,

Bacon, lialmel, etc. ). The connection of 6"*" and 7' is good : f we keep nothing
backfrom you, O Corinthians ; our heart is wide open. Your constraint lies

not in us, it lies in your oitm hearts. No^v one good turn deserves another

(to speak as to my children), beyou wide open too. Take us into your hearts.

On the other hand 6" fits on as roughly to 6'* as 7' to 7', 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

b 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- belongs to an earlier epistle). t

• 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 10^ (Hausrath, Blass : BFT. x. i, 51-60),
if not I Co 6 (Pfleiderer). The letter mentioned in i Co 5' contained the

very advice given in 2 Co 6^^-7' (cp. e^eXdeh, i Co 5^°=^|A^aTe, 2 Co 6").

t Lisco's intercalation of I2*^*^' between 6" and 7' is hopelessly wrong.
+ Weizsacker's theory {AA. i. 363) b that the' outburst of 6^*-7^ 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 Lutgert's ingenious
but equally unconvincing view, see £T. xx, 428-429. Recent explanations
of its present position as part of the original epistle are offered by Bachmann

(289 f.) and Windisch {Tau/e u. SUnde im Urchristenthum, 149 f.).
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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^^), 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, Ii5f. ; Krenkel, Beitrdge, 332;
and R. Scott, The Paulitie 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^) ; but t flesh here is used in a popular sense (cp. I Co 7^
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 ^.
{b) A second instance of extraneous matter in the canonical letter is

furnished by the brief paragraph n 32-33^ describing Paul's escape from

Damascus; this interrupts the sequence of thought in nso-si la^"** (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 12'*-

; Hilgenfeld,

Schmiedel, and Baljon, adding \2>
\ Michelsen, TT.^ 1873, pp. 424 f.,

adding 12>' '^*'
; and Rovers, INT. 38, adding \7>' "b-i2j_ ^T\i^ 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 % of dad^veia (ii^) in the context,

or that it is a marginal addition by Paul himself, properly belonging to the

parenthesis ii^'- (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. \^'^ (cp.

2 Co 122).

§ 9. The structure of 2 Cor.—Beyond the relegation of 61**7^

to an earlier epistle, and of 10-13^® 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 7ZZ., 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. Halmel'sg drastic

•
Cp. Clemen's discussion, Einheitlichkeit, pp. s8f., and Paulus, i. 77-78.

t So Sokolowski emphatically {Die Begriffe Geist u. Leben bei Paulus,

1903, pp. 126 f., 144 f.), and M. Dibelius {Die Geistenvelt 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. Geschichtliche und Literaturkritische
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reconstruction of three letters: A =1^-2 18-2^^ y'-S** 13^^

6 = 10^-1310, and C=i*-^ 2i*-7< 9. i3"-i*, A and C being put

together about a.d. 100, when 6^*-^^ ^^^'^^ and 4^"*-
* 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 2^* and 2^*^- is due to prosaic

exegesis, and the failure to see that i^**^- 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^*^-. 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 ^irtorroX^ ovaraTiKq, cp. 3!'* !) are

avoided by Volter (Paulus und seine Briefe^ pp. 74 f.), who
advocates the identification of 10-131** with the Intermediate

Letter, but acutius quam verius eliminates i***^ 2^^^-^^ 4^®-5** 5^*

6i*-7^ and 8* from 1-9, 13"" ^ 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= 10-13^0 with 6^-7 ^ between

i2»« and i2«>, B= 1I-6" with i2ii-« and 7«-3 9, 1311-"^ and C =

7*_8**, an attempt which, in his fudaismus 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 Vincula 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

monc^raph on Der Vierkapitelbrief im zweiten Korintherbrief (1894),

reviewed by J. Weiss in 7Y,Z., 1894, 513 f. Halmel appeals (pp. 8f.) to a

Dutch critic, E. J. Greve, who in the third volume (1804) of his De brieven

van den Apostel Paulus, uit het Grieksch vertaald, met Aanmerkingen,

argued that Titus left for Corinth without Paul's letter, which was written as

far as 2 Co 8'^ 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. 2^*-7"' 10^-13^° fails to prove the connection between the two latter sections,

or to justify the separation of 2^^'- 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 above) come

Titus, Colossians, and Ephesians, previous to the trial, followed

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 {yerisimilia^ pp. 108 f.) deletion of i^-ioa.

15-18. 23f. 2I.
4
47-12 512 ^2-4 j ii_i32. 10-18. 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. 2^2-13 probably has been displaced from

its original setting after 1^ (Van de Sande Bakhuyzen) or better after i^^,

where chronologically its contents belong ; so Laurent {NT Stttdien, pp. 24-

28), Michelsen, and Baljon (pp. 142-143). This leaves an admirable and

characteristic juxtaposition between 2^^ (Satan's machinations) and 2^^ (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^, 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^ Paul is really explaining why he needs to say no more than he has said

in S'^. Instead of being inconsistent with what precedes, 9^ clinches it, and

9^"'' 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, 11^^-12' has all the appearance of

a marginal addition (cp. Wendt on Ac 9^**2'), which has been misplaced from

11^'-, or of a gloss interrupting the sequence (so Holsten, Hilg. ZWT., 1888,

200 ; Schmiedel, Baljon, cp. HNT. 629-630), although the order ii^- '^^ ^3. 31

would partially ease the somewhat joltii.g transition (see above, p. 126).

* This helps to meet Halmel's vehement objection (pp. 58 f.) to the

position of 2^*-7^ in the canonical epistle.

t With 8^ 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. {irepl lepov, § 3), /cai x/j6;'ois upia-fi^vois Upoxoixwol tG)v

XprjixiTuv ipiaTlvd-rji' iiriKpid^yres, i^ €k6.<7ttj% ol doKi/xdiTaroi, xeiporovovvrai,

auovs rds iXTridai iKdaruy irapair^firl/oi'Tes.
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§ lo. Attestation of 2 Cor.— 2 Cor. is quoted by the same

authors as is i Cor. (see above, p. 1 14), after Marcion (cp. Diognet.

V. 1 2 f. = 6^-^^), but its earlier attestation is not equally strong.

In two passages of Polykarp (iv. i, vi. 2) the language recalls

Romans rather than 2 Cor. (see below, p. 148), and vi. i, like 8^1

and Ro 12^'^, probably goes back to Pr 3* (LXX) rather than

to either of these Pauline passages ; on the other hand, ii. 2 (6 hi

cycipas avTOK «V vtKpiov koI 17/xa? iytpti) may echo 4^* (6 ^yctpa? tov

KvfHov 'Ii/o-oi'v Ktti r}fia<i <rvv *lrj(Tov iycpei). In Ignatius there are

apparent, though far from distinct, reminiscences of 6^^
(
=

£/>A.

XV. 3, avTov iv rjfjuv KaroiKovvro^y iva u)fi€v vaol Koi avros iv "^fiiv

^€o«) and 4I* i^^ Trail, ix. 2), possibly, too, of i" ii»-i<> i2i«

{
= 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^®, as can Barn. iv. 11-13 (5^**)* and vi.

1 1 f. (5^^). The indifference of Clem. Rom. to 2 Cor., taken

together with his appeal to i 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.

I 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 Pauli,^ 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 Koritither^ 1823), but the

correspondence is obviously composed:}: on the basis of i Co 5" and 7^ by

•
Cp. NTA. II-12, where Bartlet suggests a common source.

t Vetter (7"^., 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, 117 f.,

Acta Pauli aus der Heidelberger koptischen Papyrushandschrift Nr. i

herausgegeben, 1904, 125 f.).

:J:Just as 2 Co 12* was made the text and occasion of ao dvafiaTiKb*

Xlai^Xou, according to Epiphanius {Hcur. xviii. 12L

o
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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 yo Geburtstaggewidmet, 1898).

For text and literature, see P. Vetter's Tubingen programme, Der
Apokryphe dritte Korintherbrief (1894); Lietzmann's Kleinc Texte (12,

1905) ; Zahn's GK, ii. 592-611 ; Harnack in SBBA., 1905, 3-35, and ACL.
i- 37-39. ii- i- 506-508; and Rolflfs in HNA. i. 362 f., 378 f., ii. 360, 388 f.

The Latin version, discovered in 1890, was published by S. Berger and
Carri^re {La correspondance apocryphe de S. Paul et des Corinthiens.

Ancienne version latine et traduction du texte Armenien, 1891) ; cp. Harnack
and Bratke in 7ZZ., 1892, 7-9, 585-588, Deeleman in l^heol. Studien (1909)

37-56.

(D) ROMANS.
Literature.—[a) Editions

^—Locke, Paraphrase andNotes (
1 733) ; G. T.

Zacharia's Erkldrung (
1 788) ; Semler's Paraphrasis (

1 769) ; 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 ausfuhrl.
Erkl. etc. 1833-4)* ; Hodge (1835) ; Olshausen (1835) ; Fritzsche (1836-43)

*
;

Riickert" (1839); R. Haldane (1842); Maier (1843); Rasmus Nielsen

(Leipzig, 1843); Baumgarten-Crusius (1844); Reithmayr (1845); Kreyhl

(1845); de Wette* (1847); R. Knight (1854); A. A. Livermore (Boston,

1854); van Hengel (1854-9); Beelen (1854); Purdue (Dublin, 1855);
Tholuck« (1856, Eng. tr. 1842) ; Nielsen (Denmark, 1856) ; F. W. K. Umbreit

[der Brief an die Romer, 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. Pauts 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. Romer aus dem griech. Urtext in das Hebraische

uebersetzt u. aus Talmud u. Midrasch erldutert (1870)*; Bisping (1870);
H. A. W. Meyer« (1872); Volkmar (1875); M6ses Stuart^ (1876); Reuss

(1878); yio\x\Q {Cambridge Bible, 1879); Klofutar (1880); Godet (1879-80,

Eng. tr. 1888)*; 01tramare(i88if.); E. H. Gifford (in Speaker's Comm.

1881)*; H. Reinecke (1884); F. Zimmer (1887); Kleinschmidt (1888);

C. J. Vaughan' (1890) ; Barmby {Pulpit Comm. 1890) ; C. W. Otto^ (1891) ;

A. Schafer (1891); Lipsius^ (i^C. 1892); Jowett^ (1894); Lightfoot (A'^^^j

on Epp. St. Paul, 1895, on 1^-7^); Philippi* (Frankfurt, 1896); Comely
{Commentarius, Paris, 1897); J. M. Stifler (New York, 1897); Th. Heusser

(1898) ; J. Drummond (1899) ; Weiss^ (— Meyer, 1899)
*

; W. G. Rutherford

(tr. and analysis, 1900); Ceulemans (1901) ; J. Agar Beet** (1901) ; Denney
{EGT. 1901)*; Garvie {CB. 1901); Schlatter* (1901); Schat-Petersen

^ On the patristic and mediaeval commentaries, see Sanday and Headlam,

pp. xcviii-cii ; on the pre-Lutheran, Denifle's Luther u. Luthertum, i. 11.

(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 Romeme, 1902) ; J. van Andel {Briev aan df Romeinen^

Kampen, 1904) ; Sanday and Headlam »
(/C'C. 1905)

•
; Lietrmann {HBNT.

1906); Jillicher (SNT.* 1907); G. Richter (1907); J. Niglutzsch* (Com-

mentarius, 1907) ; 2^hn (ZA'. 19 lo).

(b) Studies.—H. E. G. Paulus, eU originibus Pauli epistola ad Rom.

(Jena, 1801); Baur (Tubing. Zeitschr. f. Theol., 1836, 59f)*; R. Rothe,

Brief P. an die R. erkiart (1852); Th. Schott, der Romerbrief, seinem

EndMwtck und Gedankengang nach atisgelegt (1858); W, Mangold, der

Romerbrief M. die Anfdnge der rom. Gemeinde (1 866) ; Beyschlag (^A'., 1867,

pp. 627 f.) ; Schenkel (BL. v. 106-116) ; Baur's Paulus (Eng. tr. i. 321 f.) ;

Weiisacker mjahrb. deutsrke Tkeol. (1876) 248 f. ; M. Arnold, St. Paul and
ProUstantism (1876, ch. i.) ; Keble, Studia Saera (1877, 45-147 on i»-6") ;

Holsten (//'T'., 1879, 95 f., 314 f., 68of.)*; Grafe, aber Veranlassung u.

Zweck d. Rffmerbrie/s {iSSi)* ; A. Klostermann's Korrekturen t. bisher.

Erklirmng d. Rbmerbriefes (Golha, 1881); W. Mangold, der Romerbrief
u, seine gesck. Voraussettungen (1884); Lorenz, das Lehrsystem im

Rihmerbrie/ {1SS4) ; SchQrer (EB.*) ;
van Manen, de brief aan de Romeinen

(1890); Hilgenfeld (ZW^T:, 1892, 296-347); \MAon, Explanatory Analysis

{1893) ; Hort, Romans andEphesians {\^i) •; A. C. Headlam {ET. 1894-5);

M. W. Jacobus, A Problem in NT Criticism (1900), 237 f. ; Denney {Exp.*

iii.-v.,
* The Theology of the Epistle to the Romans')

*
; A. Robertson {DB.

iv. 295-306); Peine, der Romerbrief {lyo^) \ G. Semeria, il pensiero die S.

Paolo nella littera ai Romani (Roma, 1903); Pfleiderer, Urc, \. 149 f.

(Eng. tr. i. 21 if.) ; Bahnsen (PM.^ 1904, 26-31) ; von DobschUtz, Urc. pp. .

121 f.; D. Volter, Paulus u. seine Brie/it (1905), pp. 135-228; Hupfeld,
der Romerbrief^ {1905) ; R. J. Knowling, Testimony of St. Paul to Christ

(1905, pp. 60 f., 31 1 f., 465 f.) ; Zahn {Einl. §§ 21-24) ; G. Richter's Kritische-

fcUmiscJu Uniersuehungen (BFT.^ 1 908, xii. 6.).

§ 1. Contents and outline.—Special literature : C. F. Schmid

{De epist. ad R. consilio, Tubingen, 1830) ; Kiene, Das Romerbrief
tf. das Joh. Evgltn (1868), pp. 1-42; E. Walther, Inhalt und

Gedankengang d. Romerbriefs (1897).

After a brief introduction (i^*'^), 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 hiKaiwrvvy] Ik vl(T-rnii^ «ts irlxmv (i^"^^) for all

men. This forms the theme of what follows.^ In i^S-^so the

need of such a StKaioo-vviy is proved by the fact that.Contilc»

(,18-32)2 and Jews (2^-320) alike had missed it. But, just as the

apostle's religious philosophv ot' history has dipprd into frhrm^it

* 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.y 1905,
ix. 4) on 'die Beziehungen von Rom 1-3 z. Mission spraxis des Paulus.'

* For the Alexandrian traits of i^^'^ cp. Schjott in ZN^V., 1903, 75-78.
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unrelieved ^loom. it is brightened__bx_thepositive fact * that in

jQ;sus_Christ (3^^'^^) God had revealed hls^^V/catoo-wTy to the talth

of marywhether 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 ChiistiaD- gospel of BiKaioa-vvrj 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 himsHf

(4I-25). ReturningTo the

positive and blissful consequences of the universal SLKaioa-vvT)

revealed in Jesus Christ (5^"^^), 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 marTr -̂). This

leads the apostle to describe the strn^^^
nf

tj^ soul between the

Law's demands and the thwarting power of sin, a r.nnflirthptwpfin

the spirit and the flesh (y^^-) which can only be resolved by the

interposition ot J65US Christ. f The faith which identifies man

I
with him invests life with the divine Spirit (S^^-), 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^^^- 4I. The gracious fellowship enjoyed by Christians

with their God through Jesus Christ (S^sf-) sadly reminds him, as

a_warm-hearte^_Jew3
of the fiact^jhat the ver^eople who should

have been m the direct line of this SLKaioavvrfweTe standing"^,
a natiorr~oufside it (q^'^). Mow was this unBeIier"?5f~i8m^f-^:fie^

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 322b-26 originally lay, instead of i^'^, after i^^, and

was followed by 5-6, see D. Volter in ZNW. (1909) 180-183.

t Cp. Engel's exhaustive monograph, Dei' Kampfavi Rom vii (1902).

X 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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9-11. He begins by pointing out, as he had already done in

Gal 4^'- (cp. Ro 228-^), that even in the OT there were traces

of God discriminating between the bodily children of the

patriarchs (g^^-),
anHthat rrx^rp phy t^jf

Cil i l JUJI
'Pm li^fT^wfVfr

entitled~a Jew to the promises. Besides, he adds (9^"*'^^), 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 freefjnm toverfiifrn?
"
Here, to speak

plainly, Paul's argument has got into an impasse. He is not

able to carry it through, and to maintain tRe 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
faplt consisting in a stubborn refusal to enter mto (iod's greater

plaa(9"-20). They are to blame, not God (9«0-io«). 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 (tt1-io) and (i i^^'*)

temporary;
it may hP^** **

p^^idPHtinl p^^pr^g** (50 thPlt thf

Gentiles npp^ not hnact nv^r \\sp\r 1p<;<; favnijred "neighbours,

jiis-24. cp. Ramsay's Pauline and other Studies^ i907> 219 f.)

in stirring them up ultimately (ii^*^*) 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 1

glorious consummation stirs the apostle to an outburst of solemn
j

adoration (ii**-^), with which the whole section fitly closes.* 1

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»a-38 rounds off i-ii, as well as 9-1 1 (cp. Buhl in SK., 1887, 295-

320). What Paul has in mind is nf)t a Judaising^ tendency among the

Jewish Christians at Rome in particular, but the
g^n^fil ;^nd pprpjpying

qiip<ttinn
nf JnHflism irrrpTatioir~tb the new~IartH~or thp

gngppl 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 (ovv) the thought of God's mercy and its obligations

(12^-2), Paul now sketches the ethic of Christians as members
I , of the church (12^-^^)* and of society, and as members of the

II State (13^'^; loye-k-tQ be the supreme law (13^"^^), and the

y\
nearness of the^end the supreme motive to morality (13^^"^*).

These thoughts of mutiia] charity and of the impending

judgment are still befor?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 fmm_Joodofferedto
Sheer anxietj^ aHout pefSOhal purity (1313-14^ ^^s leading s^meT
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-^2^^ [^ order to rebuke censoriousness,

lje,,app«als»iiobly to the maj(mty, who werestrong.-iniiide,d,JJQt.

consideration ano^harity towards the weaker minority (14^^-15^).

Towards the close, the plea broadens into a general | appeal for

Cbristian_forb§arance
and patienpe^i 5^-^), which finally streams

out into an exhortation (ic;^'^^lT5^a!l Gentile and
.T?wi^^ rhris-

tians alike, to unite in praise of God's mercy to them in Christ.

In a brief epilogue (i5^*^-)j ^^^^ justities nimselt ror-having

written thus to the Roman Christians, by alleging his apostolic

vocation ;
he tells them (1522^-) 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^^*33).

§ 2. The sixteenth chapter.
—

Special literature :
—

Kegger-
mann {de duplici epistolae ad Rom. appendice, 1767); Semler's

FaraphrasiSy pp. 277-311 ; D. Schulz {SK., 1829, 609 f.) ; Spitta's

Urc. iii. I, pp. 6 f. ; Moffatt, HNT. 209 f.

* For iravrl ry (>VTt. iv v/up (12') read ir. r^ Svti tl iv vfuy (cp. Ac 5^

X^yuv eTvat riva iavrdv), with Baljon and VoWgxz.^ [Mnemosyne, 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") suggests that these weaker brethren were Jewish Christians.

X There is no hint that in 1 5"* Paul is turning (so Paulus and Bertholdt)

to address the leaders of the church. Paul does not address the iKK\i](xia

of Rome, and 15^* 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 fippend upon, rather than

determine, the problem of its literary structure^ it will be con-

venient to discusntiti liiliei fiisl.
—in uidtir to clear the way, it

is necessary to recognise the evidence for the hypothesis that

ch. 1 6 did not belong to the original epistle; (a) 16^^'^ 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, Jiilicher, R. Scott,

Corssen, etc.); and (b) it^'^ is a special note addressed to the

church of Ephesus.

(a) i6'*-" is not simply an irrelevant (Bacon, JBL. 1899, 167-176) but

an un-Pauline finale, evidently (cp. Jud •*'•) modelled on some stereotyped

Jewish form of benediction (cp. Nfangold, 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 nvcr^fHOP during times eternal outdoes

expressions like Col i" and is hardly consonant with Ro i' 3". Corssen

{ZNiV., 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.

{d) That Ro iS*'" 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.* (Schulr, Ritschl, Ewald, pp. 428-430 ;

Schiirer, Reuss, Laurent, van Rhijn, Pfleiderer, Mangold : der Rbmerbrief^

pp. 136 f.), but with v.^ (Eichhom, Weiss, Renan, Lucht, Lipsius, Volter,

von Soden, etc.); it ends, not with v.* (Eichhom, Ewald, Schulz, Reuss,

Renan, Mangold, Lucht, Weiss, Lipsius, Volter, von Soden, Richter) nor

even earlier (some critics, e.g. Laurent and Hitzig, breaking ofl" at v.^* or

at v.*', as Hausrath, Pfleiderer, Krenkel, Schmiedel), but with v." (so

Weizsacker, McGiffert and Jiilicher, Holsten and R. Scott needlessly omitting

vv.""*').t NMiile vv."-^ might well go with Ro 15", it is not Paul's way to

• For all that can be said on the other side, consult Schlatter's article

(^A'.j 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.""*] 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

i6''^, though it may have originally lain (Koennecke, Julicher) between v.^*

and v.". It is needless to regard v.^^ as a marginal note of Paul to v.^^

(Laurent), or to put
'"*

(omitting i) ydp) after ^^
(Baljon, pp. 35-36), though v.^

is more likely to have crept in from the margin (Grotius, Laurent) than to have
been displaced from after v.^^ (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.^.

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 16'"^

presupposes a sphere in which Paul had resided and worked for a consider-

able time. He knows th^ 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.^ dirapxv ttjs 'Aalas), and Aquila and Prisca (v.^),

who were at Ephesus immediately before Romans was written (Ac 18'^ ^,

cp. I Co 16^^), and apparently were there (2 Ti 4^*^) not Jpng 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 (vv.""^*')

suits Rome at this period less well than Ephesus, where, then as after-

wards (i Co i6^"^ Ac 2o2'*^*, Apoc 2^^'), trouble of this kind was in the air.

There is no evidence, even from Romans itself, to indicate the existence of

Sixocrao-tai and aKavdaXa 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 1-15,

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 i^ 5^, Ph 3^'* ; 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 against
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errorists 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 2o"* **•) were so rife that the ap>ostle 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 15***'

shows that the apostle was not on such terms of close intimacy with the

Roman church as would prompt the pointed language of 16", 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, S/. Paul, ch. xxxvii ; Laurent, NT Studien, pp. 32-38;

Holtzmann, Eini. 242-246 ; Adeney, INT. pp. 379-380 ; O. Holtrmann,

NT Zeitseschichtey p. 132 ; Cone, St. Paul, pp. I2f. ; Purchas, Johannitu
Problems and Modem Needs, 47 f.; and Haupt, SK., 1900, pp. 147-148), that

the note is a note of recommendation for Phoebe {ixirroK-ti ffwrrariK-^) ; 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 ui^ed, 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^"*'—that almost

all of the names mentioned in this note have been found by archaeologists

(cp. Lightfoot, PhilippianSy pp. I7lf.) within the Roman Corpus Inscrip-
tionum. Most of the names are fairly common throughout the Roman
world (cp. Lietzmann, p. 73), 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 (^. A.D. 160) the house of

Andronicus (Ro 16") 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 iG^'^** 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 16^"^^* 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. 16'), in order to let the Roman Christians know of his arrival

(Ac 28"). 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 t

is really no improvement on that of Semler, who regarded i6'^'^^ 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

J 51-20 a^g 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 {/BL., 1898, 184-198) that,

since ^ypa^pa vfiiv (15^^) and 6 ypd^ai rrju ivi.cnoK'fiv (16^) have the same

subject, and since the latter phrase indicates a weightier function than that

of an amanuensis, chs. 15^-16^ 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 vv.^i-^s are included in it,

the mention of Gaius (cp. i Co i^^) probably points to Corinth as the church

from which Paul wrote (cp. Cenchrese, 16'). If, as is otherwise likely, the

immediate destination of the note was Ephesiis, 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 asfellow-prisoners (16'^) does not imply that Paul

*
Yet, in the letters subsequently written by Paul from Rome, not one of

these Christians is ever mentioned.

fin a further study [ZNW., 1909, 128-147, 195-218,
* Zeit und Ziel d.

Griisse Rom i6^-2' und der Mittheilungen 2 Ti 4^"^^^'), Erbes developes this

theory by arguing that 2 Ti 4^" {iv tt} irpdjTri fiov dvoXoylg. ov5el^ /xoi Tapeyivero,

dXXd irdvTes /xe iyKariKnTov), which contradicts the hypothesis that Paul had

such loyal supporters in the Roman church as Ro 16^-2" (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 ii''; 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 (*.^. 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'^) ; Godet, INT. i. 395-407 ;

Zahn's Einl. §22; R. Steinmetz (ZNW., 1908, 177-189,
'Text-kritische Untersuchung zu Rom i^; P. Corssen {ZNW.y
1909, 1-45, 97-102); R. Scott, The Pauline Epistles (1909),

96 f. ;
K. Lake {Exp.'' x. 504-525).

The textual phenomena of 16****^ (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 it^-^ 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^^ 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 (16*''') 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** alone (so L, many cursives, Chrysostom and Theodoret, etc., with the

Gk. lectionaries), or (iii.) there in addition to its position after 16^ (so AP,
arm.), whilst (iv.) F*' (with vacant space after 16'*) and G (with vacant space
after 14'') 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).

"t
*'
Caput hoc {i.e. 16*'*'') Marcion, a quo scripturae euangelicse atque apos-

tolicx interpolatse 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 Kevue Binidictine^ Oct. 1908, 423 f.). But it does not carry us

very far back; for while an ecclesiastical edition might contain \-\^^
i528-27^ it is extremely unlikely (in spite of all arguments to the contrary) that

Paul would stop at 14^, even if 1 625-27 were genuine. The latter is not a

doxology like ii^'*, and it does not lead to 15"- as Eph 320-21 (j^gg y^y dosing
a section. It is one thing that 15-16^ should be omitted for church-purposes,
and quite another for the author himself, with the natural sequel 15^"^' before

him, to break off at 142' 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 142^. Even were 16^'^ admitted

to have been written by the apostle, its position after 142^ 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 i62"- having been put after

15"'^, and no textual evidence for such a transference is forthcoming. But,

in the case of Ro i62'-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+ 16'"''"?

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 x^P'^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 i 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. i^^] 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 nonnuUis etenim codicibus post eum locum

quem supra diximus, hoc est, omne autem, quod non est exfide, peccatum est^

statim cohaerens 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 (
= dUre/xev).
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The omission of ^r'Pw/iij in i'-
"

by G (Gk. and Lat. lext\ and in 1'

further by g Ambrosiaster (waaii' roit o!><ny iy dydirr) OeoD, K\rjToU aylois)^

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 ip'E<f>^<r(p in Eph i^ i.e.

an ecclesiastical or liturgical desire (cp. Tert. adv. Marc. v. 17 ; Ambrosiaster

on Col 4** ; Apollonius in Eus. N. E. v. 18. $) to mark the epistle's catho-

licity of reference ;
or {b) 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). 2^hn's contention, that the original text of i'' did not contain

4p'?iifijl (so W. B. Smith, /iPZ,., 1901, pp. 1-21 ; cp. Harnack, ZNIV., 1902,

83 f.), but that l'' 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 gant zu beseitigen, wie man das mit den Worten iv'Vwfi^ in i' und

in i"ohne Bcdenken tat
"
{ZNIV., 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 of the epistle issued by Paul himself (so variously
from RUckert to Lightfoot). This edition-hypothesb (Renan, iii. pp. Ixiii f.,

461 f. ; Sabatier, Dcnney, etc.) assumes usually that 1-14+16'** represented
the edition sent to Ephesus, whilst I-14+ i6"*='* and i-ii + 15 were copies of

the circular forwarded to the churches of Thessalonika and Rome respectively.

Spitta carries forward this conjecture in Urc, iii. i (1901), holding acutius

quam turius (cp. Bahnsen in PM.^ 1902, 331-336) that 12^-15'+ 16^-*

represent a short letter written after Ac 28* (a.d. 63-64) during a tour among
the Gentile Christian churches, while 1I8-1110+ i5i*-»» 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 ii"-*> and 15"*". Lightfoot's simpler view posited
a double recension, the original draft (1-16") being addressed to the Roman
church, the second (omitting i» 'Pu>nrj in i'-

" and 15-16, but adding 16^'^)

being designed for a wider circle ; subsequently the doxolc^y 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-i5<+i6»-«> (Schnltz, /ahrd. /iir deuiscAe 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^"), when a note to Ephesus is found in

16^*^ it becomes superfluous to discuss the theory, once held by Baur,

Schwegler {NZ. ii. pp. 123 f.), and some others (recently, W. B. Smith,

/£L., 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 i5«-
^6 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 \^-\^
represents substantially the original epistle ; that 1 6^'^ was added to it,

when the Pauline canon was drawn up at Ephesus ; that 16^'"^ represents

an editorial climax to this composite production ; and that the omission

of iy'Fibfiri in i'^ and the relegation of i6^<^-^ 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^, 1805, 306-312) were as unable to

attract the attention of scholars as those independently advanced by Bruno

Bauer half a century later {Kritik der patilin. 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

'Qusestiones 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

{H/. I. 532-552), after or against which there is little to be said. For other

criticisms in detail, see R. J. Knowling's The Witness ofthe Epistles, pp. 1 33 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.
6b-7. 8-17 cl-12' 15-19. 21

gl-lS.
16-28

12-13, 141-15' jcH-lS- 23b-S3
i(yi^-^) 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 2^^'^' ^^^'^ 7^^

ijii-se 1^7-18.
17-23* 167-20*. 25-27 from the pen of one who also omitted iv'Vthfiri

in i*^-
^"^ 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 2^^-^^f where v.^* seems to follow vv.^^'^^ rather than "^'' or the whole

* R. Scott {op. cit. 237-246) makes 12-15 practically all non-Pauline,

while the original epistle (i-ii-f 15^"^) 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 ""^*

represent a marginal gloss (so Wilke, die Nnttest. Khetorik, pp. 216-228 ;

Laurent, NT Studien, 17-19, 32 f. ; Blass ; Volter, 141-142 ; J. Weiss,*

Btitrage tur paul. Rtutorik^ 56-57), or less probably thai v.'* should be

taken as an interpolation (Weisse, Baljon, pp. 4-6), if not put after v."

(Michaelis, Wilke, Wassenbcrgh) or v.2» (Hitzig). Otherwise v." might be

a marginal insertion of Paul (Eichhorn), though not the later addition of

an editor (from Ja i"; so Weisse, Michaelis adding ", and van Manen

adding "•"). {b) 5' 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 jUlichcr = ^), or as two (Naber, Mnemosyne^ 1881,

287 f.). Nor (r) is ^^ KoX did T^t d^ia^Wat 6 Mroroi to be suspected as a

scribal gloss (van Manen, Straatman, Baljon), though 5"-'* (Weisse, Beitrdge^

p- 35; Volter, op. cit. pp. 147 f., for exegetical reasons) has an illogical

appearance, t (</) 7*'' (Apa oCr a.inh% /7W r^ \)Jkv vcX iovktvu) v6n<^ deov,

T^ 5i ffopxl v6tu^ ifiapTiat) may readily have been misplaced by a scribe

from its true place before v.** (Venema, >yassenbergh, Keil, van Hengel,

Lachmann, Koennicke, BFT. xii. i. 24-25; Blass, Lietrmann, 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.^ {e) As the 3t4 rayrdt of 1 1*"'" is, strictly speaking,
inconsistent with the thought of what follows, it has been conjectured

{e.g. by Holsten, ZH^T.^ 1872, 455 ; Michelsen, Rovers, van Manen,
and Lipsius) that this passage is a marginal gloss written, like I Th 2",
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 m^phor
of V." would follow awkwardly after that of v.*. But surely not more so

than that 6f v.* 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'*'* as later glosses; Straatman, e.g., deletes

vv.»<- "-»*; van Manen, vv."- ^*-^ "• »"»
; Volter, w.'T-'a* (altering

^Xw to #x<^ ii* ****) ^"<i Lipsius, vv.^"^ "'^ ®"**. The reasons for such

a hypothesis do not seem justified by literary or historical criticism (cp.

Feine's Romerbrief, 138 f.). Thus a mission to lUyria is quite within the

bounds of probability, during one of Paul's residences in Macedonia
; and

*
Adding 2^"^ as another gloss from the same hand, since the ^6.p of ^

reaches back to *, while the olv of * does not connect well with the context.

t The same critics, with Michelsen, find 6^*-^" an interpolated gloss, with

as little reason as leads them (with Volkmar and Baljon, pp. 14-15) to

delete 7"-»

X To suppose (with Volter, p. 226) that some scribe, failing to grasp
the connection between 7***- and 8^, added this recapitulatory comment as

a bridge, is surely a tour de force. See Jiilicher's note {SNT. ii. p. 48), and

Clemen's Einheitlichkeit, pp. 84 f. (cp. his Paulus, i. 99-100). On the

other hand, rots (rroixovaiv (4^-) is plainly an instance of textual primitive

corruption, while oSre dvvdfieis (8**) must precede logically (as in K L, etc.)

oCre iveardra 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, 7ZZ.,

1902, 230 f.). The expression {^fully preached the gospel^ w}^) 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 ^^
is not

inconsistent with ^^', for the apostle's visit to Rome (cp. i^i-isj jg ^g 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 difiiculties 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^^^* 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^^ that it was composed in some town of Illyrikum.

The facilities of communication point to Corinth, however (cp. Paley's

Horae Paulinae, 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._EuL
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

lilce I^<> and M^*). much less t*? \\\^Ufy
Pnnl agninsf n

«;iippQsed

charge of neglecting so important a church (Hofmann) ; \\ is

rathigr \n gfntp, tor ^hft primnry hpnpfif nf fhf* Rnman rhn«,t)an«;,

the xapto'Mg TTvcv/xaTtKov which Paul was conscious of possessing
in his knowledge of the gospel, and which he imparts in writing,

airo /Acpov9, u>9 iirava^ifJLvrj(TKiiiv vfxa^ 8ia ttjv \apivTrjvOOQ€iaay~Jiol

diro Tov ^cov (15^*, cp. i^^'). The feature of the gospel which

is chiefly before his mind is its universal range, as the divine

8uVa/jL(« et5 atarrfpCav iravrl T<p iriartvovTi. It is a gospel for to.

iOvri (cp. I* 15^* etc.), and as such it involves a supersession of

Jewish praxis and principle. This outlook explains the course of

jis.jjM. ^_i, 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" {Paulj i. 329), but the

problem had been raised by his past experience in the long
mission throughout Asia and Greece. It is not evep enniip;

h to

argue that the object of Romans was to counteract the Jewish
Christian propaganda ii^

th^ T?nmQn_/;liiirch (an Weizsacker) ;

one would expect in this event to find the christological problem
more prominent It is more plausible to detect the conciliatory

mntjvp (Pfleiderer) of reconciling the Gentile Christian majority
with the Jewish Christian minority, by expounding more fully

PauTs gospel as a deeper aiid ^^'•'^'^^ft^
nvprifj^inn ^f ^hn 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 polemica
l 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
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spistle 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 13^"^) 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 {pp. cit. 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^^*
^^ ii^^ and

i^isf. 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^ 4^ and c^^,

which seems to rank Paul with a Jewish Christian audience,

means no more than the similar allusion in i Co lo^; and the

connection of his readers with the Law in 7^"® etc. is on all-fours

with the tone of the argument in Gal 4^'® (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, Schiirer, von Soden, Feine, Jiilicher, 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, i*.^., 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 14*- 1 5**) of Jewish Christians (cp. E. Riggenbach's essay

in iSA'., 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 14^-1 5^^ the climax of

the foregoing pages, instead of a supplement to them. The

purpose of the apostle is rather to restate, 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 dlteste 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 Rejections 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^^ = xxxvi. 2, t\ d<ripeTos Kal iaKorufiivri 8idvoia

(cp. li. 5, rets davvhovi KapSlas), l'^-^= x\xv. 5-6, 2'^= xlvii. 7, 4'-»= l. 6-7

(perhaps), 6^= xxxiii. i (cp. context), 9*-'-xxxii. 2, and I3^= 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. KatvdT-rjs fw^s (6*)

recurs in E/>A. xix. 3, i^'* underlies Smyrn. i. i {iK '^evov% AaveiS Karh

adpKa, vibu Qeov Kard diXrjfia Kal dvvafiiv, cp. JSj>li. xviii. 2), and striking

coincidences occur in Magn. vi. 2 (
=

6^''), ix. I (
=

7^), Trail, ix. 2 (
= 8^^),

Eph. ix. (
= 9^) etc. Polykarp's knowledge of the epistle is fairly certain

(cp. iii. 3= 13', x. = 12^°), though twice the allusion might be to 2 Cor.

instead (vi. 2=I4^"-J2 cp. 2 Co 5^0, and iv. 1 = 1312 6'^ cp. 2 Co 6'). The

familiarity of Justin with Romans is patent ; cp. e.g. Dial, xxiii. =4^^-, xxvii.

=31^"^', xliv. =9', xlvii. =2* etc. (with Apol. i. 40= lo^®), as is that of

AXhenz.gox2iS {Leg. pro Christ. xiii. = i2\ xxxiv. = 1^). On the other hand,

KoWibfievoi dya9<^ (v. 2) is too slender a basis to establish a use of the epistle

12^) in the Didache, and the solitary glimpse in Hermas (Mand. X. ii. 5=
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S*-*") proves next to nothing. The epistle appears, however, in the Canon

of Marcion and in the Muratorian Canon ; while it is expressly cited by
Irenaeus (quoting an elder, adv. har. iii. 16. 3 = 1* 9* etc.), Clem. Alex.

{Paedag. 70=11" etc.), and Tertullian (e.g. adv. Praxeam, xiii. = i' 9').

According to Hippolytus, it was employed also by several Gnostic or semi-

Gnostic sects, including the Ophites or Naasseni, and by the Valentinians

(cp. Ircn. adv. haer. i. 8. 3, i. 3. 4).

(E) COLOSSIANS,

LiterATURK, — (a) Editions — Bugenhagen (1527); Melanchthon's

Enarratio epist. Pauli ad Cohss. (IS59); W. Musculus {Comtn. in epp. ad

Phil. Col. etc., 1865) ; J. Gr>'naeus(itjr///Va/iV>, 1585) ; R. Rollock (Edinburgh,

1600); Thomas Cartwright (London, 1612); Bishop Davenant (Cambridge,

1627); P. Bayne (London, 1634); N. Byfield (London, 1649); G. Calixtus

(Expositut litt. in Eph. Col. etc. 1664-6) ; J. H. Suicer (m epist. S. Pauli

ad Col. comment, crit. exeget. theoi. 1669)* ; J. Alting, Analysis exegetica in

Ep. ad Cohss. (Amsterdam, 1687); P. J. Spener's Erkldrung (1706);

Hazevoet's F(fr>t/a*n«^ (Leydcn, 1720); S. van Til (Amsterdam, 1726);

Roell, Epistolce Pauli ad Cohss. exegesis (1731); Baumgarten's Auslegung

(Halle, 1767); J. D. Michaelis* (1769); G. C. Storr's Dissertatio exegetica

(Tubingen, 1783-7, Eng. tr. Edin. 1842)* ; F. Junker, Historischkrit. und

pkihhg. Comm. (MUnchen, 1828)*; J. F. von Flatt's VorUsungen {\%2^) ;

C F. Bahr, Comment, iiber d. Brief P. an die Kol. mit Beriicksichtigung

d. dltemu. muem Ausleger (Basel, 1833); Mannheim (1833); Steiger, d5fr

Brief Pauli cm die Cohsser ; Uebersetzung, Erkldrung^ einleitende u. epi-

kritische Abhandlungen (Erlangen, 1835) ; Bohmer ( Theol. Auslegung^ Breslau,

1835); Huther (1841); Dan. Wilson (1845); Baumgarten-Crusius (1847);

de Wette' (1847); Wiesinger (in Olshausen's Comm. 1850); Bisping's

Erkldrung {\^ll)\ Ewald (1857); Ellicott (1857, etc.); Dalmer (Gotha,

1858); Messner's Erkldrung {\%(ii)\ Meyer* (1865); Bleek's Vorlesungen
iiber die Briefe an die Col., den Philemon, u. die Epheser (ed. Nitzsch, 1865) ;

Schenkel (in Lange's Bibel-VVerk*, 1867; Braune (ibid., Eng. tr. 1870);
Hofmann (1870 f.); A. Klopper (1882)*; J. Eadie^ (Edin. 1884)*;

J. LI. Davies' (Eph. Col. and PhiUmon, 1884); J. A. Beet (1890); Light-
foot' (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 Soden' (HC. 1893) ; Wohlenberg (in Strack-Zockler's Comm.

1895); Findlay (/»«//// Commentary, 1895)*; T. K. Abbott (ICC. 1897) ;

G. W. Garrod (1898) ; Maurer' (1900) ; Haupt (— Meyer«, 1902)* ; G. C.

Martin (CB., n. d.) ; Peake* (EGT. 1903); P. Ewald (ZK. 1905);
Lueken' (SNT. 1907); J- M. S. Baljon (1907) ; A. L. Williams (CGT.
1907); P. Bijsterveld (de briev van P. aan de Col. (1908) ; G. Alexander

(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 de

brieven aan de Kolossers en aan de Ephesiers (1877) and von Soden (/PT,

1885, pp. 320 1. , 407 f. , 672 f. ). Partly on Holtzmann's lines, J. Weiss ( TLZ. ,

1900. 553-556); Soltau (SK., 1905, 521-562, *die ursprungliche Gestalt
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des Kolosserbriefs ), and Michelsen ( rr. , 1906, 159 f., 317 f.) ; (i.) against the
Pauline authorship : —Baur's Paulus, 417 f. (Eng. tr. ii. 1-44); Schwegler,
NZ. ii. 325 f. ; Planck {Theol. Jahrb., 1847, 461 f.) ; Mayerhoff, der Brief
an die Kolosser niit vomehenlicher Beriicksichtigung der Pastoralbriefe

(1838) ; Hoekstra (Zr., 1868, 559 f.) ; Hilgenfeld {ZWT, 1870, pp. 245 f.);

Weizsacker {^AA. ii. 240 f.); Bruckner {Chron. 41 f., 257 f.); Cone, 7he

Gospel and its Interpretatio7is (pp. 249-255). (ii. ) for :—Schenkel
( Christus-

bild d. Apostel, pp. 83-86); Kenan (iii., ix.-xii.); llort, Judaistic Chris-

tianity (pp. 116 f.); Sanday in Smith's DB. i. 624-631 (1893); Weiss

{A/T. 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.); Jiilicher

{EBi. i. 860 f.) ; Pfleiderer, Urc^ 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
{Introductio 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. Miiller, Ueber d. Gedankengang d. Apostels Paulus in Kol. (1905);
M. Rohr, Les ipttres de PapStre Paul aux Col. et aux Eph. (1905). (iv.) on
the errorists :—Schneckenburger's Ueber das Alter d. jUd. Proselyten-Taufe,
nebst einer Beilage Uber die Irrlehrer zu Colossae (Berlin, 1828) ; Rheinwald

{de pseudo-dodoribus ColossensibuSy 1834); Osiander in Tiib. Zeitschrift

(1834), pp. 96 f.
; J. Barry {lesfaux dodeurs de Colosses, Montauban, 1846);

Hilgenfeld {ZIVT. xiii. 233 f.) ; Neander's Planting of Christian Church
i. 319 f., M. Dibelius, Die Geisterwelt im Glauben des Paulus {igog), 151-155.

§ I. 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*-
''-^- 28

2^) the Christian community at

Colosse, a Phrygian township on the left bank of the Lycus;
but, as their founder, Epaphras (i'' 4^2f.)^ was probably a disciple

of his, and certainly a Gentile Christian like themselves (i^i-
27

2I3 4iif-)j 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 (42*^^).

After a brief greeting, in which he associates Timotheus with

himself (i^'2), he assures them of his constant thankfulness for

their fine Christian character (i^'^), and of his equally constant

prayers for their steady growth in the knowledge and service

(i^^-) of God who had redeemed them by Jesus Christ, the head

alike of the creation (i^^-i'') and of the church (i^^-^s), according
to Paul's gospel, at any rate (1 23-29). To prevent them and others

like them in Asia Minor from being misled on this cardinal
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matter (2^'), he reiterates the need of adherence to the simple

and sufficient faith of Christ (2*'-),* as opposed to any extraneous

theosophy and ritual system (2^*'^-) with ascetic obligations.

The risen life with Christ is above either such severities (2^^-) or

the lax conduct which they vainly oppose. This leads Paul to

sketch the true Christian ethic in general (3*'-)» negatively t and

positively; also specifically for wives and husbands (3^®'*®),

children and parents (3*^*^), slaves and masters (3^^-4^). With

some brief words of general counsel (4*"*) and personal details

(4^-^^), the letter then closes. J

Colossians is an example of great prose being addressed to a very little

clan. Colosse was a second-rate township, inferior to its (4'') 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') 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 (a'*-).

At the moment he is imprisoned § and cannot come to them, nor does he ap-

pear to anticipate any opportunity for a visit ; II the reasons of this they are

to learn orally from Tychicus and Onesimus (4'**), who bring the epistle.

All he can do personally is to write. The letter reciprocates their prayers

(i" Kal ^fiett), assures them of his keen interest and pride in them (2"), and

invites their interest in his own mission-work (4") ; 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 {Kevri ixdnj) 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 Trefnaaevovres iv cvxaLpiarLq.

(2') 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').
'

t With Col 3^^ contrast the tone of the thanksgivings in Plutarch's Marius,

46, § I ; 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 ").

J Does the phrase, tr^pX o5 Ad/Sere ivToKds (4'*), refer to a letter previously
sent to the Colossians by Paul, or simply to oral instruction ?

§This would not necessarily follow from 4'" (6 awaixM-dXurrSs ij.ov), which

might mean no more than Ro 16', but 4^ (S^Se/^at) puts it beyond doubt.

II Epaphras, too, is unable to return, but the Colossians and the other local

Christians are wot to fear he has lost his interest in them (4^'''').
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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 Tychicus'
oral information (4'^) 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 ^iXofro<^ta, arbi-

trary ivTaX/xaraj and an erroneous Bihaa-KaXia. 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 /C. 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"'' ^^), 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 yvuxns 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^).

Such personal spirits play a cosmic r61e also, as tA orovxeta. tov K6(r/xov (2**) ;

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^^^-) and exclusiveness {^^^}. 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 ^iXocro^ia,

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 far as possible, of contact with

gross matter. The universe was composed of angelic aroix^ia. 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^^ 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

ihe 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 (Eichhorn, Junker, Schneckenburger), as

pagans with Pythagorean (Grotius) or Oriental (Hug) affinities,

or as Christians tinged with Essene ideas (Mangold, Klopper,

Weiss) ; the ff>i\o(To<f>ia has been assigned to a definite source

such as Mithraism (A. Steinmann in Strassburg. Diozesanblatt^

1906, 105-118) or Cerinthus (Mayerhoflf, 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. ii6f., 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,
welches von der Logia Jesu am wenigsten beeinflusst ist" (Resch, Der
Paulinismus

^ 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 aiirc^, sc. Jesus,

irdpTa /cat ets aiirdv) l^^^' {rk iravTa 5i' a^roD /cat eh avrbv ^KTicrrai . . . Kai rk

irdvTa iv airn^ avviarTjKe) may be echoed (cp. Kar' eUdva, 3^f-=vi. 12 f.), and

the occurrence of dyCbv virip (2^) in Clem. Rom. ii. 4 is noticeable
;
but neither

here nor in Polykarp (i. 2 = i''^, x. I, firmi in fide et immutabiles= i*"^, cp.

I Co 15*^) can stress be laid on the coincidences, though Pol. xi. 2 = 3'', were

it not for Eph 5**, would be a certain reminiscence. The practice of Ignatius

in confining (TjJi'SouXos to deacons {Eph. ii., Magn. ii., Phil, iv., Smym. xii.),

may, however, as Lightfoot suggests, be a reflection of Col i'^ 4' (where alone

Paul employs the term, and both times with Sid/coi'oj) and the other parallels

{'2}'^
= Smyrn. i. 2, KaOrjXtxifxivovs iv T<p (rravpf, l^^= Trail, v. 2, opard, Kal

dbpara) serve to corroborate upon the whole the likelihood that the epistle

was known to Ignatius. In Hermas, the description of Christ as i} ^(a-q

( Vis. II. ii. 8), if it be accurate, might reflect Jn 14^ as much as Col 3^ the

more so as the reference to 'denying the law' in the context points to

passages like Mt lo"^ ; and Sim. ix. xii., with its definition of God's Son as

irdcTTjs TTJs KTlcreus airroO irpoyevicrrfpos (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. i =

4^^), TertuUian (e.g. de praescr. haer. vii. =2^), and Clem. Alex. {Strom, i.

I, etc. = i^), besides being included in the Muratorian Canon and employed

by Origen {c. Cels. v. ^=2^^-'^% The allusions in Justin to Christ as the

irpo}T6TOKos TdaTjs ktIccus {Dial. Ixxxv., cp. Ixxxiv., and Cohort, ad

Graecos^ xv.), and to the irepiTOfi-q {Dial, xii., xliii.), probably flow from

Col i^^'* and 2^^**, while gnostic sects like the Peratici used it, as well as

Basilides and Ptolemgeus (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.

iiroKdXvxf/i.s, 56va<T6ai, el fx-q, et ris, el Kai, etirep, Koivwvia, \oLir6s, /MaWov,

oiiKiri, weldeiv
; but, on the other hand, SiKaioaiJvr] is also absent from I Thess. ,
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a large number (including SiKolwrts, 86Ktftos, KoirSi, ffotrripla, virawij) are also

absent from Gal., SiKaiovr never occurs even in i Thess., 2 Cor., and Phil.,

wSfios is absent from 2 Cor., aurrfpla from I Cor., and <rravp6i from Romans.

Genitival constructions and composite forms are unusually frequent, bat 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.j^. i^, which contrasts with Paul's ordinary use of particles like

dfM, 816, and 8i6ti. There are anacoloutha, but the dialectic is less rapid and

pointed, especially in the opening sections of the epistle.
** Die AUsdrllcke

sindweicher, voUer, feierlicher, dieCedanken sind breiter ausgesponnen, vgl.

2**'. Man konnte den Slil einen liturgischen nennen, wie wir ihn etwa auf

Ehrendekreten fUr Augustus finden
"

( Nageli, iVortschdtz cUs 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 (!*"•) the principle of creation, but this is implied in i Co 8* and due to

the elaboration of his pre-existencc as a heavenly Man. His cosmical

significance (1" tA irdrra iv airrtp <rvr^<mj«r) is a corollary of this, and the

doctrine of his person as the object of creation (i" rAirdrro els avrbM fKnarat)
is no more opposed to 1 Co 15* Ro il" than is i Co 8* to Ro ii".*

The triumph of the redeemer over hostile spirits (2"-, cp. i**) is also pre-

supposed in I Co 2"' and Phil 2"^ ; 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 ao^a which he was in the habit of imparting to

the TcXe/ot. 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 Dcnney's Jesus and the Gospel (i<)o()), pp. 34 f., and in M. Dibelius, die

Geisterwelt im Glauben des Paulus (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.
—

Meditating 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 {Sendschreiben, pp. 466 f.) attributed the

form of the epistle to Timotheus (i^), 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,

Beitrdge 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. 7ZZ., 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^^^ (the christo-

logical section) in whole or part (om.
^*

Marcion,
^^^''^ von Soden, i8ab+2o

Weisse,
^^'^ Holtzmann and Clemen)

*
owing to its faulty connection and the

difficulty of harmonising the reconciling of tA . . . oipavoZs with the view of

2^^'', or even with the Pauline doctrine elsewhere (cp. Baljon, Theol. Studien^

1885, 316-329); in {b) \^ (oC 7]K0}jaaT€ . . . ovpav6u,J. Weiss); in {c) 2^ (/foi Scrot

. . . aapd), which might be a catholicising gloss (so Weisse, J. Weiss). The

corrupt state of the text in 2"'^ has also led to attempts at emendation f
and hypotheses of interpolation {^^'^"^ diXwv . . . ifi^are^Kov,

^^'
^, Weisse ;

17. i8ab. w ^<£^^a and Karh kt\. ^\ dreva . . . tipL ^, Hitzig ;

"-isb. 19. m
Tipa . . . Tivl 28j 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^^^* under the speculative christology there vibrates a doctrine similar

to that of the Alexandrian Judaism which reappears in Philo,t according to

*
Einheitlichkeit, pp. 127 f. ; Paulus, i. pp. 127 f.

t Qi\(jjv (2'^) seems to be either a gloss (Bakhuysen, Baljon) or a

corruption of some primitive reading like iXdibv (Junius, Toup, Linwood),

6i\y(ov (Clericus). In v." 5 ^v virevavrlov r)[uv is probably a marginal gloss

on Kad' i)fiQv.

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 {oxla) was employed as the organ of God
at creation (//'^. a//g^. iii. 31), the L<^os also being prior to all creation {Irg^.

alUg. iii. 61). But there is not the slightest reason for conjecturing (as

Norden does, Antike A'unstprosa, 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, T/)arroT6*oi rdinjy

KTlatm, is applied in Col i" to the Son of God as is used by Philo and

Theophilus {ad Autol. ii. 2l) 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, 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^-^- '^-®- ^^-^^ and

^10-18^ with its main contents in a threefold division : {a) a section

independent of Eph., viz. 2^-3* (with interpolations in 2** ^' •• '^^^•

18. 16. 19.
2S»)^ (J,)

a christological section i^i^ and {c) the table

of household duties, 3*-4*-"**. This was worked over by a

later editor using the epistle to the Laodiceans, whose original

form may be reconstructed perhaps from Col i^^-^ 3*-4*'
^'^®

(with an address modelled on Col i^-^, Eph 1I-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 (41^) 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 Alexandrians

had groped in vain
"

(Denriey, Jesus and the Gospel, 36-37).



158 LITERATURE OF THE NEW TESTAMENT

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
17 Ki^ftaXyj, or why the repeti-

tion of almost synonymous terms, like (2'^) ippi^tofiivoL and

T€0€fx€\L(j)fji4voL, shouM bc held un-Pauline. Furthermore, the

supposed aim of the original Colossian epistle, viz., to oppose
the <f>iXo(ro<f>Ca of Philo, involves too restricted a meaning of

^iXocro^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. F/ace and Period.—To the period of imprisonment
under Felix at Caesarea, some, if not all, of the captivity-epistles

have been assigned: Col., Eph., and Philemon by D. Schultz

{SK^ 1829, pp. 616-617), ^fter Beza and Thiersch, with Schott

(§ 66), Bottger (Beitrdge, ii. 47 f.), Wiggers (SK., 1841, pp. 436-

450), Meyer, Laurent, Schenkel, Hausrath (iv. 11 8-1 19, Col. and

Philemon), Sabatier (pp. 225-249), Reuss, Weiss, and Haupt;
and even Philippians by O. Holtzmann (7ZZ., 1890, p. 177;
NT Zeitgeschichte^ pp. 133-134), Spitta {Apgeschichte^ 281

; Urc.

i. 34), 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 Csesarean period are succinctly put by Bleek {Einl. §§ 161,

165) and Hort {Romans and Ephesians, loi-iio). For the other side>

see E. L. Hicks {The Interpreter, April 1910: "Did St. Paul write from

Cassarea ? **)•
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enough to prove the contrary for Colossians. Had it been

written from Ca^sarea (so von Dobschiitz, Urc. 102), some

greeting from Philip (Ac 21®-^*) would have been included, or,

at any rate, some mention of him among the apostle's friends and

companions (4"). 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, ZVVT.j 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

ILphesians is evidently a catholic epistle addressed to the

whole of what might be called St. Paul's diocese. It is one

^f 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 /i^^ (and therefore written

previously). Mayerhoff, 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 Ik XaoSiKia^ (4!^) 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),t or

I Tim. (John of Damascus, Theophylact), or Philemon (Wieseler,
Comment, de epistola Laodicena quam vulgo perditam putant^

1844), or else with Hebrews (Schulthess, Schneckenburger,

*
Special monographs by K. RudrauflF {de epistola Laodicensium, Giessen,

1680), C. J. Huth {Epist. cui Laod. in encyclic, ad Eph. adservata, Erlangen,

1751), R. Angcx{C/eber 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. fiir deutsche Theol.^ 1866, 129 f.) and

Klostermann(/<J/d?., 1870, 160 f.).
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etc.).* The Ephesian hypothesis has won some favour in the

form of a conjecture that iv AaoStKia 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 Trpo? AaoSiKca?, it is

argued, Marcion placed Ephesians in his Canon (see below, under

Ephesians). The hypothesis of Theodore of Mopsuestia, Calvin,

Beza, Erasmus, Cornelius k 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 (koL v/acis)

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

egarded 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
airo XaoSiKctas {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 « 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^ 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.

I Th 5^7) was to get an epistle read to all the members of the

church addressed, instead of to any coterie or circle ;
the next

*
Phiiastrius {ffaer. Ixxxix.) 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 Chr stians were

not only to salute the Christians at Laodicea (Col 4^*), 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 rtfv tV 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!*-*^ 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.).* Four fresh

Spanish MSS are noticed va 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 other

spurious pretensions
"

(Lightfoot, p. 297).

(F) PHILEMON.
Literature.—{a) Editions—Besides most edd.* 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, Erkldrung d. Phil. Briefes (1844); H. A. Petermann, ad

fid^m versionum . . . cum earum textu orig. grace (Berlin, 1 844) ; Rothe,
Pauli ad Phil, epistolae interpretatio historico-exegeticai^x^xa^n, 1844)*; Koch

(Zurich, 1846) ; Wiesinger (in Olshausen's Comm. 1850) ; F. R. Kuhne

(1856); Bleek (Berlin, 1865); van Oosterzee (Eng. tr., New York, 1868);

* The Latin text of the epistle is printed by Lightfoot (with a Gk.

rendering), Westcott {Canon of the NT, appendix E), and Wohlenljerg in

his edition of the Pastoral epistles (pp. 339 f. ).

*
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.
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M. R. Vincent (/CC. 1S97,
*

Philippians and Philemon'); Lueken {SN7.^
1906) ; A. H. Drysdale (1906) ; A. Schumann (190S) ; Oesterley [EGT.
1910).

[b) Studies—J. G. C. Klotzsch, de occasione et indole epistolae ad Philetn.

(1792) ; D. H. Wildschut, de vi dictionis et sermonis elegantia in epistola ad

Philem. (1809) ;
Schenkel {BL. iv. 531-532); Holtzmann {ZWT., 1873, pp.

428 f., 'der Brief an Philemon kritisch untersucht') ; J. P. Esser, de Brief
aan Philemon {I^TSY; S. Davidson, INT. i. 153-160; Steck {/PT., 1891,

570-584) ; Z. Weber's Dei- Brief an d. Philefrion, Ein Vorbild fiir die christl.

Behandhmg socialer Fragen (1896); C. Roth (ZSckw., 1897, I-13); von

Dobschiitz, Urc. Ii5f. ; J. H. Bernard {DB. iv. 832-834); van Manen

{OCL. 59 f.; EBt.
3693-3691)-

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^), either owing to some harshness

on the latter's part (Col 4I), or because he took advantage of his

master's Christian forbearance (Col 3^^^-). Paul never hints at

the former reason in his note. On the other hand, w.^^* ^^'^^

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, 310-31 1) or acci-

dentally. This little note simply shows the erstwhile SpaTrexTys

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.^), Paul

begins with a captatio benevolenticB of praise for Philemon's kindly

Christian character
(*"'''),

which encourages him to make a

winning appeal on behalf of the unworthy Onesimus (^^^), now

returning (Col 4^) 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^ ^^e note then closes. Possibly (cp. v.^^

cyo> IlauAos eypa\}/a ry i/xrj x^'-P^) i^ ^as an autograph ;
if it was

dictated, v.^® was probably written by Paul himself on the

margin of the note when finished, and the parenthesis of v.^ may
have a similar origin.

As Paul evidently had some hope of a speedy release from

his imprisonment Q' 22-23)^ and as Aristarchus and Luke (2*, cp.

Col 4^®- ^*) 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 Cresarea the conditions were less

favourable than at Rome (Ac 28^®"^^ aTrthi^tro irdvTa% rov% tla--

iropevo/xcVovs irpo? avrov) for an outsider like Onesimus getting

access to the apostle. Rome, too, was the natural refuge of

runaway slaves {fugitivarit)^ who could the more easily escape

detection by plunging into its seething population. Both

Aristarchus and Luke were also with Paul at Rome (Ac 28^®).

In all likelihood, therefore, the note was written during Paul's

confinement in the capital (cp. Phil 2*^). 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. avvipyo^ and avarpaTiuiTrjs (i-*, Phil 2^*),

itrtyvota-fi (•, Phil l®. Col l***®), AvrJKOv (*, Col 3'®), <rwai;^aXwTo9

(» Col 4^% .iTrtxa, (15, Phil 4I8), and dScX*^? AyainjT6^ (le. 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 Archlppus and associate Luke,

Mark, Aristarchus, and Demas in the closing salutations.*

(a) The inclusion of (cai linddeos 6 i5e\<f>6s in v.
* seems at first sight a

semi-official tinge, but Timoiheus 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. i<rxo/ie¥ (or txpiicp) in v.' 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')

to the slave's reformed character (Zahn, Belser).

{b) Philemon's residence has been variously assigned to Laodicea (so, e.g.^

Wieselert), Ephesus (Holtzmann), and Colosse (Hilgenfeld, Eleek, etc.).

Even if Archippus belonged to Laodicea (so Lighifoot on Col 4"*"), 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 2') 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 V"'*= Philemon 23-24^

Amling {ZNii\, 1909, 261-262) proposes to read 'iTjaovs (='Ioi5<rToj) for

'IijffoO in the latter passage, or 'IrjaoO, '1-qaovs.

t On the ground that this note is that referred to in Col 4^** {Chron. 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 (dSeX^?^, 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.£. Epicurus and Seneca to their mothers,
Ptolemseus to Flora, and Porphyry to Marcella), see J. Geffcken in Preuss.

Jahrbiicher (1905), 427-447.
The seven Pauline Smral^ evpd/xepa in this note (ivair^fiireiv, diroTbeiv,

fi.Xp-n<TTos, iTiTd<r<T€iv, ^epla, dvlvaadat, and irpoaa(peL\eiv) are all current in

the KoivT^ (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 Wortschdtz des Apostel Paulus,

82). The play on the name of Onesimus i^'^ iydi) <rov dvaifxtjv iv Kvplip)

happens to recur in Ignat. ad Ephes. ii. ; but it is too common and obvious

(even when supported in Ignat. ibid.^ by dva.iro.i(a in sense of Philemon '•
^)

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 hinc 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.'x. 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. 531-532, and

Clemen's Paulus^ i. I28f.), interpolations have been suspected {e.g. by
Holtzmann, Hausrath, iv. 122-123, and Bruckner, Chron. 200 f.) in vv.*

(Koi Tifi66€os 6 d5eX0<5s fiov, with vfiCbv),
'"*

(the chiasmus), and ^^ 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
ne sont que quelque lignes familieres," Sabatier {Papdlre Paul, 234, Eng. tr. p.

226) adds, "mais si pleines de grace, de sel, d'affection serieuse et confiante

que cette courte ^pitre brille comnie una 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."

*'

Simply
"

is not quite accurate, but otherwise Hausrath's judgment is correct.
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dans le riche tr^sor du Nouveau Testament. Jamais n'a mieux ^t^ realise

le pr^cepte que Paul lui-meme donnait ji la fin de sa lettre aux Colossiens

(4')."

(G) PHILIPPIANS.

Literature.—(a) Editions—besides the older commentaries of Calvin

{1539). Estius (1614), and Henry Airay (1618), Michaelis, Paraphrasis^, etc.

(1769); G. C. Storr (1783); Rheinwald (1827, 1834); Flatt's VorUsungen

(1829) ; M. Eastbum (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*

(1847); Baumgarten-Crusius (1848); Wiesinger in Olshausen's Commentar

(1850, Eng. tr. 185 1) ;
Neander (Eng. tr. 1 851, Edinburgh) ; Beelen (Louvain,

1852); G. F. Jatho (1857); Weiss, der Pkilipperbrief ausgelegt u. die

Geschickte seitur Auslegung kritisch dargestellt (1859)*; Meyer* (1865);

Bisping' (1866); Schenkel (1867); Hofmann (1871); Braune' (Lange's

Bibei-werk, 1875); Reuss(i878); H. Maurer (1880); Reinecke (1881) ;

Eadie" (1884) ; C. J. Vaughan (1885) ; Franke (— Meyer*, 1886) ; Enicott*

)i888)* ; J. Gwynn {Speaket's Comm. 1889) ; M. F. Sadler (1889) ; J. Agar
Beet (1890); Lightfoot* (1891, etc)*; Padovani (1892); Lipsius^ (//C.

1892)*; A. Klopper (1893)*; VVohlenberg {Kurzge/assf. Comm. 1895);
Weiss (1896); Moule {CGT. 1897); M. R. Vincent {ICC. 1897); K. J.

MUller (Freiburg, 1899); J. Drummond {Intern. Hdbks. to N7\ 1899);

Haupt (— Meyer*, 1902)* ; G. C. Martin {CB. n. d.) ; H. A. A. Kennedy*
(EGT. 1903); Baljon (1904); von Soden* (1906); von Huene (1907);
W. Lueken {SNT.'^ 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 {ZPVT.y

1873, PP- 59f-); Hoekstra(r7'., 1875, pp. 4i6f.); Hohtcn •
(/PT., 1875,

pp. 425 f., 1876, pp. 58 f., 282 f.); Schwegler (NZ. ii. 133 f.); Straatman,
de Gtmtente tg Rome (1878), pp. 201 f., after Hitrig (Zur Kritik d. paulin.

Briefe^ 1 870) and B. Bauer (Christus u. die CaesareUy 373 f.); van Manen
OCL.\ 49-51, 82-84. EBi. 3703-3713-

(ii.) For Pauline authorship
—Llinemann {Pauli ad Philipp. ep. contra

Baurium defensa^ 1847) ; Ernesti (5A'., 1848, 858-924, 1851, pp. 591-632);
B. Brilckner {Ep. ad Philipp. Paulo auctori vindicata contra Baurium,
1848); Resch, de Fautkent. de Fipttre aux. Ph. (1850); Grimm {ZWT.,
^873, pp. 33f.); Sabatier (£"5"^?. 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 Komerbrief, pp. 256 f.) ;

Pfleiderer {Urc, Eng. tr. i. 248-257); W. Bruckner {Chron. 218-222);

Clemen, Paulus, i. 130-138.

(iii.) General—A. F. Busching's Introductio in epistolam ad Philipp.

(Halle, 17-46); Hoog, flfe coetus christ. Phil, conditione primaeva (1825) ;

'^(^Wiz, die christl. Gemeinde Ph. (1833); C. Miiller, Commeniaiio de locis

quibusdam Ep. ad Philipp. (1844) ; Hasselmann, Analyse pragmatique de

np. aux Phil. (1862) ; Schenkel, BL. iv. 534-538 ;
Hatch {EB.'^) ; R. R.

Smith, The Epistle of St. PauVs First Trial (1899); J. Gibb, DB. iii.

840-844 ; F. Koltzsch {Der Phil. Brief wie er zum ersten Male verlescn und
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gehort ward, 1906) ; Liitgert,
' Die Vollkommenen im Philipperbrief u. die

Enthusiasten in Thessalon.' {BFT. xiii. 6, 1906).

(iv.) On 2""^^—Tholuck's Disputatio Christologica de loco Fault Phil. 2^'>

(1847); H. J. Holtzmann {ZWT., 1881, 101-107) ; Weiffenbach, Zur

Auslegung d. Stelle Phil. 2^-" (Karlsruhe, 1884)* ; A. B. Bruce, Humilia-

tion of Christ^ (1889), 15 f., 357 f.
;
E. H. Gifford, The Incantation (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^'^), Paul

assures the Philippians of his thankfulness for their Kotvcoi/ia in

the gospel aTro t^s TrpwTTys Yj/jiepa^ ^XP'' ''"^^ ^^^ (l^"^)? ^^^ o( his

prayers for the maturing (i^'^^) of their aydTnrj. 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^ Philippi (i^^-^^).

Meantime, however, they are to show a united front ^ to their

adversaries (i^^"^^), /xia if/vxij crvvaOXovvTC^ rrj irCarTei tov tvayyeXiov.

Suffering must not daunt them, nor disintegrate them. Against
the latter danger Paul urges {2^'^^) the duties of harmony and

fellow-feeling {ttjv avrrjv aydirqv €;^oi/t€s, (rvvKf/v)(Oi) which flow

from a humility like that of Jesus Christ, and he reiterates^

(2i2b=i27b^ his appeal for brotherly love (2'^^-'^^).
As his own

movements are uncertain, he promises to send Timotheus before

long (2i^-2*, cp. i^), and also bespeaks a hearty welcome for their

delegate, Epaphroditus, after his illness (2^^-^^).

The letter swerves at this pomt into a philippic against Jews
or Jewish Christian agitators

^
(3^'^^). 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^^^*)> ^^^ ^^ proceeds to warn gently some

1
Jatho (pp. 7-8) finds this already in v.^, where he takes toOto as referring

to an 4\0eiv implied in iTnTrodd. This backward aspect of tovto is possible

{e.g. Demosth. de Corona, § 26, and Xen. A/em. ii. 2. 4, cp. Thuc. vi. 39),

but hardly so natural here as the prospective sense.

2 The occurrence of voXlTevfxa in 3^ suggests that iroXireijea-Oe here retains

some of its communal associations.

^ In 2^ {irXriptaa-ari fxov tt)v xoM", positive motive), in 2^' {6ti. oIk eis K€vbv

^dpaixov, negative motive) ;
the former is resumed in 2^''"^^

*
They have nothing to do with the evangelists mentioned in i^^'-

;
the

latter 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^*0 in a passage
which is partly recapitulatory (cp. xa«y>«"< in 4*-

* as already in 2^^

3*; (TwyOk-qa-avy 4^ = i^^
;
and oti/kctc 4^ as in i^^), but which

flows over into the closing appeal of 4^-^ (4®
=

3I") for harmony.
In a parenthesis, he then thanks them (410-20) fQ^ ^ fresh present

of money which Epaphroditus had brought, and with some brief

salutations (421-23) the letter ends.

Timotheus is associated with Paul in the address (i^), owing
to his local associations (2^2

= Ac i6*- ^^f) ;
but the apostle writes

in the first person throughout (even in 421), and indeed speaks
of his companion as distinguished from himself (2^^-^*). The

only exception is in 3^^^ (vf^^)-

The text presents few difticuUies,* apart from the interpolations which

have been conjectured (see below) in 1' and 2**'. The transposition in !'''''

(for the chiasmus, see Ro 2**") is one of the few which have left traces in the

textual material. Other conjectures of glosses (cp. Weisse's Britrdge tur

Kritikd, Paul. Briefe, 56 f.), e.g. in i'»-" 1" (e/ «^ . . . Kapirht (pyov), ^
J^*"** (marginal gloss, Laurent), 3*' (Brtlckner), 4**" and 4"*" are due to

inadequate exegesis for the most part. The style and vocabulary, viewed in

the light of research into the KotnJ, present no real obstacles to the accept-
ance of the epistle as Pauline. The most noticeable feature, according to

Nageli ( IVortschdtt des Apostels Paulus, 80 f. ), is a tendency to employ several

expressions, e.g. iyelptiv, i^onoXoyturdai, rA fftxpoadev, 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 hohem Koivi) bevorzugten Gebrauches von der einen und andern bei

den LXX beliebten Wortbedeutung emanzipiert zu haben." The use of

tt/xnj is a case in point ; t so is the absence of any OT citation.

The iambic trimeter in 3^ (^/toi ^t^v ovk 6Kvrip6v, vfuv d' i<r<pa\4s) is not the

only instance of rhythmical structure in the epistle. 2'-'" is specially impor-
tant in this connection, as the balance of clauses bears on the exegesis of this

carefully modulated section (J. Weiss, Beitrdge zur paul. Rhetorik, 28 f.) :
—

1. (a) 8$ iv fiOfxprj deov inripxi^v oi'x iprayfibv ijyi^ffaTO t6 clvot taa 6e^
(b) dXXA eaxrrbv ikiybxrey fiopcprjv SouXov Xa^tav

(c) ir ofioiufJuiTi dvdpdiTwv yevbfievo^ koX (rx^uart f i'/)c^e2$ ds dvdpuiroi
{d) iraxcLvuxrev iavrby, yevbp.€vo% \nr-fiKoo% ^x/" 6o-v6.tov, Oavdrov 5i

aravpov.

2. (tf) 5ib Kal b debs avrbf vrepiyptaffev

{b) Kal ixap'uraTO airrip 6vona rb virkp irav 6vo/ia

(c) tro ^i* T(p dvbfiaTi 'lr}<rov fray ybvv kApl^j) ktK.

{d) KoX xdaa yXSxraa i^ofioXoyi^rp-ai 8ti Kijpioi 'Irjaovi Xpurrds.

* In 3^* TTJs &y(o ^rXiJo-ews apparently was read by Tertullian as rrjs

dyeyKK-^eus and by Origen as ttjs dvey\r](rias.

t In this passage, 4*'-,
"

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. 1 14).
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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^^'^^), but at some subsequent

period (4^^), 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^^), assured him

of their prayers (i^^), wondered whether he, their Kovxw^y
would return to them (i^^^-), expressed their anxiety about the

health of Epaphroditus (2^6), and possibly apologised for not

sending money to him sooner
{^^^^•). The latter point emerges

in passages like 2^'^'
^s.

30^ ^s well as in /^^^^-^ 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 Siena oX-q of

Ac 283<^, not in the earlier part of the imprisonment. Paul is on

the eve and edge of the final decision, with (i^^-is^ g, 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^ 4^8)

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 (226). Not

till then did he compose the present letter. Luke and Aris-

tarchus were apparently (220) no longer with him.

This setting of the epistle (so, e.g., Godet, /NT. 427 f. ; Sabatier's Paul^

250 f. ; Reuss, Lipsius, Klopper, Gwynn, Ramsay, SPT. 357 f.
; McGiffert,
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JA. 364-393 ; Bovon, NT Thiol, ii. 73-120; Bartlet, AA. 178 f. ; ScbHfer,

Etnl. 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

BeitrdgCy ii. 46 f., Rilliet, and Thiersch, to Spitta and Macpherson, Ephesians^

86 f.) to place its composition at Cjesarea (Ac 23*'-26") is to be set aside,t

not only on account of the positive evidence J pointing to Rome (i"'4"),

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 ") 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 21''^ to make Paul flash out into the language of

Ph 3'*". 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 24*) was aroused by the arrival of the money
from Philippi (Ph 4"), 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 Caesarean hypothesis, one {b) is that the terms of i'*'*

(compared with Col 4") imply that the comparatively free ^ter/o 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 dier/a

•Four, if the epistle (cp. M. Albertz, SK., 1910, 551-594, 'ueber die

Abfassung des Philipperbriefes des Paulus ru Ephesus) could be placed in an

Ephesian imprisonment, to which a few {e.g. Deissmann, Licht vom Osten ',

pp. 171 f.) would give the other prison -epistles.

t Even Schenkel, Meyer, and Reuss, who put Col. Eph. and Philemon

into the Caesarean period, emphatically relegate Philippians to Rome.

X UpaiTufHov might mean the t. toO 'HpwSov of Ac 23*, 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.^ ii. 839-843).

II
If a genuine fragment or tradition lies below 2 Ti 4"*, it might

corroborate the setting of Phil, towards the end of Paul's confinement : cp.

2 Ti 4« = Col 4", 2 Ti 4«= Ph 2" and i» 49^ = Ph z^- ; only, by the time

Timotheus reached him (on this theory), Luke had gone. Both Krenkel

{Beitrdge, 424 f., 442 f.) and Kreyenbuhl {Evang. d. iVahrheit, i. 213 f.),

like Erbes, refer 2 Ti 4'* to Paul's defence before Felix. These hypotheses

fall, however, M'ith the case for the Caesarean site of the epistle.
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(so Bleek, Ewald, Lightfoot, pp. 30-46 ; Farrar, S^. Paul, ch. xlvi. ; Moule ;

Beyschlag ; Sanday ; Smith's DB."^ i. 627 ; Hort, JC. 1 15-129 ; Trenkle, Einl.

49-50 ; 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.y 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 of

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'* 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 what 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''' as a series of references to parties in the

early church is now abandoned upon almost all hands, though the yv-fyrit

cim^e of 4' baffles explanation. If Zvv^i'yt is a proper name, as is most

likely, it is needless to interpret ovv^vy* of Lydia or Paul's wife (which would

require yvniaia.), or even of Epaphroditus, Timotheus, etc.

(b) The words <rw ^irio-icoirois koX StaicoKoi? in i^ are

admittedly strange. No other epistle of Paul mentions any
officials in its address, while cVi'crKoirot and hioKovoi are not only

collectively but singly absent from his writings. The former may
here be used in the sense of Ac 26^^ the latter in that of Ro 12*^,

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 cTrto-KOTrw

KoX hioKovoi*; (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^^-, not in the Valentinian gnosis, as Baur and
Hoekstra *

imagined, but in the earlier religious speculations f

*
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 Erkldrung des NT, 1 22 f.
; M.

Dibelius, die Geisterwelt im Glauben des Paulus (1909), ID f. , and Bousset's

Hauptproblenu der Gnosis, i6of.
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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

fjiopcfiij is also attributed to this Man, who aOavaros wv /cat Trai/Twi/

TTjv €$ov(TLav c^tuv TOi 6v7]rov 7ra.a-)(€i VTroK€tfi€VO<s rfi elfiapfjievr)'

vtrepdvoi yap o)v T7J<s dp/xovtaq ivapfiovio^ yiyove BovXo(;) and the

Ascensio Isaice (lo^^^-), 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 apTray/xo'v ktX.).

Some analogous phrases in Test. XII Fair., e.g. Zab 7^ {6\}/ear0e

Oiov €v a-xqii-o-TL ai'OpwTTOv) and Fenj. 10^ (iv p-op^^ avOpiaTrov iv

TaTTcivcotrct) are probably Christian interpolations.

(d) The weakness of the attempt to find gnosticism in 25^-

and typical or second-century allusions in 42-2 (yvi^crie (r6v^vy€
=

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^-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 '2^^' as un-Pauline (cp. 2 Co 8^ 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 8' 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 wir kein

Grund, die christologische Darstellung Ph 2^"^' als incompatibel mit derjenigen

der Hauptbriefe aus dem paulin. Lehrbegrifif auszuscheiden").* Bruckner

(iv fiop4>y deov . . . us dvdpioTTos), Weisse {t6 ehai tara de<f and fiopcprju

5otj\ov . . . iTairelvuxTtv iavrSv), Schmiedel (om. dWd in 2', all of 2*' except

8s, and iwovpavLuv . . . KaraxOovlup in 2^*^), and Pfleiderer (i. 321-323) all

omit more or less of 2^"^ 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 esntcially the latter, start from the abrupt turn

in 3* (to. avra ypd<f>tiv vfilv ktX.). It is a fair inference from these

words that Paul had written *
already to the Christians of Philippi

(so, e.g.y 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* 2*8), that his hearers would feel it irksome to have

XaipcTc iv Kvpi'w repeated to them. Some more serious and

vital topic is required. ^iKai6<rvtnff 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,t out

of his mournful experiences in Asia and Achaia (31 = 318 oft?

TToAAaKi? cAeyov vfiiv). The readiest explanation of 3!'' 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*^ to justify the hypothesis X 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

(iii.), where he speaks of Paul having written cVioroXas «is a?

iav lyKvirrrjT€y hvvy^drjO-iaOt oucoZofjittcrdt ct? t^v hoOfxtrav vfuv irLomVy

is indecisive ; iTrioToXai like litterae^ might be used of a single
• Without pressing ypd<peiy 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 2^^ and 3'^

t Volter {Paultts u. Seitie Briefe, 319 f.) thinks that the editor must have

had in his mind the warning of 2 Co 1 1'^*'.

X Schrader {der Apostel PauluSy v. 233 f. ) took 3'-4» as an unauthentic

interpolation; Volter (7^7'., 1892, 10-44, 117-146) separated a genuine
Pauline note (i^-^ exc. <r. iiriaK. k. Smk. i»-'- ^2-14. i8b-26

217-20. 22-30
^lo-ao.

«^
«) from material (i^-^^

27-30 gi-ia 31b.
21

^i-a. 22) bating from the reign of

Trajan or Hadrian, the redactor being responsible for i^-
^^-'^^ 2^1 3I*; but

he now {Fau/us und Seine Briefe, 286 f.) detects the Pauline original in i^"^

(except aiiv iir. k. SiaKbvoL^), l^'"''
^^-ao

(except Kal ivixop. tov iryevfi. 'I. X.

and cfre 5. ^ cfre 5. 0.), i^'^ 2"-i«- ^s-so
^10-21,
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dispatch. Yet elsewhere in Polykarp (cp. ch. xiii.), as in the

NT itself (i Co 16^ etc.), the distinction between singular and

plural in the use of the term is carefully observed
;
nor would the

use oi 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^). The probabilities therefore are

that Polykarp 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

Polykarp 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 Polykarp, 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^^) 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*), 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 iTna-ToXai of Polykarp 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.^ 1900,

V. 3. 86 f., and Wrede in TU., 1903, 94 f.).

Unlike i Co 5^ and Col 4^', the allusion in Ph 3^ 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. ii f., and W. Bauer, Der

Apostolos der Syrer, 1903, pp. 34 f., 37 f.), which mentions two Philippian

* Nestle's conjecture, dTrocrroX^y for ^tticttoX'^s in the original (cp. Zahn,

INT. i. 536), is ingenious but unnecessary.
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epistles ; hut, as it omits I 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

{CAron., ed. Dindorf, i. 651 : tovtov [i.e. Clement of Rome] «coi 6 dir6<rroXot

A» Tj wpds ^iXtirxriclovs /i^/iri/rat irpunrj iTiaroXi) 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 {TAe Story of St. Paul^

pp. 367 f.), both of whom put 3-4 earlier than 1-2, as a separate

Pauline letter ;
but 2^^ is not necessarily incompatible with i**

and 4*^ ;
in 2^^ 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^®). The
errorists of 3^-, as has been already noted, are not mentioned

in 1". And, although this hypothesis relieves the epistle of the

unwieldly postscript (3^'*), 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, iiber Philipp.^ 1810) and Paulus {de tempore scriptae

prioris ad Tim. atque ad Fhilipp. epist. Pauli^ 1799), elaborated

from a hint of S. Le Mayne's Varia Sacra^ ii. 332 f. (1685),

which discovered in 3^-4^ 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^® !),
the rest of the canonical epistle

{i.e. 1^-3^ 421-23) being intended for the local church in general

(so Paulus, Heidelberg. Jahrhiicher^ 181 2, 702 f., confining the

special letter to 3^®). Psychologically, the change of tone

from 2^®'* with its farewell note, to 32^- 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.! The least violent

explanation would be to conjecture (with Ewald) that 3^4^ 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^) must have already been

made."

t Thus the phrase rh \oiir6v approximates to oHv (cp. Mt 26*, Ac 27*,
I Th 4\ 2 Ti 4* etc) ; it need not have a final sense.
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42^- represent a couple of postscripts which were appended to

the original letter. 4^^^'j however, is hardly an after-thought;
it rather rounds off the topics interrupted by the disgression of

31^-. 4^^ {^X^PW ^^ ^^ Kvpto) fji€yd\m) and 3^* (xatpcrc eV Kvpiw)
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 chuhh (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

crvvex'i'PV'' ^f^^" fieydXus iv Kvp/y = 2^' X^'-P'^ f^i^ ffvyxaipu iraaiv vfuv, /^'^

ix^pv^ 5e dv Kvpiio fieydXws ; ii. I (^ [i.e. Christ] VTrerdyr) to. travra iwovpdvia
/cot iirLyet.a=2^'^ 3^^ ; ix. 2, odroi irdfTes ovk els Kevbv ^Spafxov

= 2^^ (rather than

Gal 2^ where the context is different) ; xii. 3, et pro inimicis crucis = 3^*

TOi>s ix'^po^s Tov aravpov toD Xpiarov, and the allusion in iii. 2 to Paul, 5s /cat

dirwv iifuv ^ypaxj/ev iin<TTo\ds. The earlier allusions in Ignatius are less

distinct, yet probably reliable : Sinyrn. iv. 2, irdvra vtzoiihw ai/Tov [xt

iv5vvafjt.oiivTos
=

4^'^, the occurrence of Kar ipWeiav and Kara. Kevodo^lav (2^* ^)

in Philad. i. l, viii. 2, and Smyrn. xi. 3, xAeiot fijres riXeia Kal (ppovetTe^-^^^

bffoi odv riXeioi, tovto (ppovQfxep. In Clem. Rom. xxi. I {idv /mtj d^ius adroO

7ro\iTev6/x€voi kt\., cp. iii. 4), till we have better evidence for the phrase

being common, it is fair to admit a trace of l^^ {fi6vov d^iQs rod edayyeXLov rov

X/JicrroO iroKireviade), and the same may be said of xlvii. 2, where Clement

speaks of the Corinthians receiving Paul's epistle iv dpxv rod evayyeXlov, his

own phrase in Phil 4". In the Martyrdom of Polykarp (i. 2), 2^ is quoted,

and in Diognet. v. 9 {iiri yijs dLarpi^ova-iv, dXX' ev oiipapcp iroXLTetjovTaL) there

may be an allusion to 3^*^. The epistle was used also by Theodotus the

Valentinian and the Sethites ;
it is quoted in the epistle from Lyons and

Vienne (Eus. ff. E. v. 2. 2 = 2^). Earlier it appeared in Marcion's d-rrdaToXos,

as at a later period in the Muraiorian Canon, whilst Irenoeus (iv. 18. 4=4 '^),

Clem. Alex, (repeatedly), and Tertullian cite its contents.



CHAPTER IT.

THE HISTORICAL LITERATURE.

(A) THE SYNOPTIC PROBLEM.
LlTKRATURK.—(a) Editions of synop^ gospels :

—
^J. ^rent {Commentan'i

in Afatthaum, Alarcum et Ltuarn, Txlbingen, 1590); H. E. G. Paulus,

Exegttisches Handbuch iiber die drei ersten Evglien (HeideU)erg, 1830-3) ;

Baumgarten-Crusius (Jena, 1844-5) ? G. H. A. Ewald, Die drei Evglien

(Gotlingcn, 1850); F. '^XccV, Synoptische Erkldrung d. drei ersten Evglien

(1862); H. Sevin, Die drei ersten Evglien synoptisch tusamniengestellt

(Wiesbaden, 1866) ;
L. Bonnet «( Lausanne, 1896) ; G. L. Gary (New York,

1900); A. B. Bruce {EGT.'^ 1901); H. J. Holtzmann (HC* 1901)*;

Salmon, The Human Element in the Gospels. A Commentary upon the

Synoptic narrative (posthumous, London, 1907) ; A. Loisy, Les Evangiles

.Synoptigues* (1907-8); J. Weiss {SNT^ 1907); C. G. Montefiore, The

Synoptic Gospels^ edited with an Introduction and a Commentary (1909).

{b) Studies—Lessing, neue Hypothese iiber die Evglisten als bloss

menschliche Geschichtschreiber betrcuhtet (1778); Koppe, Marcus non

epitomator McUthaei (1782) ; Griesbach, Commentatio qud Marci evangelium
totum e McUthaei et Lucce commentariis decerptum esse monstratur (i79of.) ;

*

G. C. Storr, De Fonte evangeliorum Mt. et Luca^ (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 (£/«/.» ii. 1-243, 1826); Knobel, De origine Marci (\%2,\)\

Schleiermacher (^A:, 1832, 735-768)
*

;
Lachmann {SK., 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 Erzahlungen 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.^ (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

^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, Weisse, B. Weiss, Holtzmann, Weizsacker, and Wendt) to

eradicate.

12
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Komposition d. synoptischen Evglien (Stuttgart, 1853) ; A. Hilgenfeld, Dit

Evglien nach ihrer Entstehung uitd geschichtlichen Bedeutung (1854) ; C. H.

Weisse, derEvglienfrage in ihrem gegcnwdrtigem Stadium (1856); Plitt, de com-

positione evang. synopt. (i860) ; G. d'Eichthal, Les Avangiles (Paris, 1863) ;

H. J. Holtzmann, die Synoptische Evglien (1863)* ; Weizsacker, Unter-

siichungen iiber die evangelische Geschichte (1864, second ed. 1901)*; Jahn,

Beitrdge zur Kritik d. syn. Evglien (1866) ; Sabatier, Sources de la Vie de

Ji^sus {Ta.Yis, 1866); Scholten, das dltest. Evglm (1869, Eng, tr. oi Het oudste

Evglm, 1868) ; G. Volkmar, die Evglien, oder Marcus und die synapse. . . .^

(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 iiber die

evang. Geschichte (1883); Holsten, flf/« synoptischen Evglien nach der Form
ihrer Inhalts (1885) ; Wendt {Lehre/esu, 1886

;
second ed. 1901) ; Schulze,

EvangelientafeP (1^6); W. Bruckner, die vier Evglien (1887); Fillion,

Introd. ginirale aux ivangiles (1889); F. H. Woods {SB. ii. 59f.)* ;

Westcott, Introduction to Study of Four GospeW {iZ%())\ A. Wright, The

Composition of the Gospels (1890) ; W. Sanday {Exp.^ iii. 81 f., 177 f., 302 f.,

345f., 4lif.); F. P. Badham, The Formation of the Gospels'^ (1892);

Alexander, Leading Ideas of Gospels (new ed. 1892) ; Resch, Aussercanonische

Paralleltexte [{. 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 ^vangiles (1897) ; Harnack,
ACL. ii. I. 651-700 ; Resch, Die Logiajesu (Leipzig, 1898) ; McGiffert {AA.

479 f.); Wernle, die Synoptische Frage (1899)*; P. Calmes, Comment se

sont formes les &vangiles (Paris, 1 899) ; W. Soltau, Eine Liicke d.

synoptischen Forschung (1899), Unsere Evglien (1901) ;
V. H. Stanton

(Hastings' DB. ii. 234-249); Abbott^ and Schmiedel {EBi. 1761-1839,

1840-96)*; U. Fracassini, 'La critica del vangeli nel secolo xix' {Studi

Religiosi, 1901, 30-52, 309-331) ; Moffatt {HNT.,^ 1901, iif., 258 f., 635^);
A. Loisy, Etudes evangdiques (Paris, 1902) ; J. A. Robinson, The 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,
Alorceaux ctexigese (1906) ; Jtilicher, Neue Linien in die Kritik d. Evang.

Uberlieferung (1906) ; J. E. Carpenter, 7 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. Muller, Zur Synopse {Untersuchung iiber die

*See the discussions in Contemp. Review (vol. xiii.) between Jannaris

(PP- 37-40, 532-539) and Abbott (249-254).
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ArbtHsweise des Li. u. Mt. und ihre Quellen), 1 908 ; F. Nicolardot, Les

pnxidfs de KMcution des trois Premiers Evangflistes (Paris, 1908)
*

; T.

Nicol, The Gospels in the Earliest Church History (1908) ; J. R. Cohu, The

Gospels in the Light 0/ Moiiern Research (1909) ; E. Wendling,
'

Synoptische
Studicn' {ZMIV., 1907, 256 f., 1908, 96 f., 1909, 46 f., 219 f.) ; W. Flinders

Pctric, The Growth of the Gospels as shown by Structural Criticism (1910).

(c) Surveys* 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 (ZhVT., 1908, l35f.);|B. W. Bacon (Harvard Theol. Review,

1908, 48-69) ; H. L. Jackson (Cambridge Biblical Essays, 423 f.).

(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

Gospels^, 1903); Colin Campbell (First Three Gospels in Greek^, 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 Ev^lien*, 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 qttat. evang., Colc^e, 1539) ; Salmeron (Comment, in

tvang. historiam, Madrid, 1598) ; Calvin ; Osiander ; Chemnitz (Harmonia,

1704); Bengel's Harmonie (1736); M'Knight, Harmony of the Gospels

(1763) ; Planck, Entwurfeinen 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, Hcurmonia evangelica (Oxford, 1830) ; R. Chapman, Gk. Harmony
of Gospels (1S26) ; Lant Carpenter* (A harmony or syn. arrangement of the

gospels, 1838); De Wette and l^wcVe^ Synopsis^ (1842); Gehringer (1842);

Wieseler, Chron. Synopsis der virr Evglien (\%^i, Eng. tr., Cambridge, 1864) ;

Robinson (Boston, 1845, ed. Riddle, 1892) ; R. Anger, Synopsis Evang.
Mt. Mk. Ltuae (1852) ; Patrizi, De Evangeliis (1852); W. Stroud, A new
Gk. Harmony of the four Gospels (London, 1853) ; Sevin (1866) ; Gardiner

(Andover, 1871) ; E. Salmon, Analysis of the Four Parallel Gospels (1876),

also The Pctrallel Gospels (London, 1876) ; Fillion, Synopsis evangelica

(Paris, 1882); Tischendorf, Synopsis Evangelicafi (1891); C. C. James, A
Harmony of the Gospels (1892) ; J. A. Broadus, A Harmony of the Gospels in

the Revised Fersiof^ (New York, 1898), and J. C. Rambaud, Harmonia et

synopsis^ (Paris, 1898).

§1. The documentary hypothesis.
— Felix qui potuit rerunt

cognoscere causas. This felicity has not yet been the portion of

investigators into the Hterary origin of the synoptic gospels,

but the subtle and exhaustive processes of criticism, which

' Historical sketches of research in Gloag, op. cit. pp. 44 f. ; Meignan,
Les ivangiles et la critique au XIXe siede (Paris, 1 864) ; Feine (op. cit.)

Jacquier (INT. u. 284-355), and Zahn (INT. §50).



l80 THE HISTORICAL LITERATURE

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. {8) 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 m Christian Apolegetics, 1903, 48f.)t 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.

t See also G. H. Putnam's Authors and their Public in Ancient Timis^

(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 (Kesch, Abbott,

liriggs) ; 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 pt rhaps no ante-

cedent improbability in Hebrew being still written between A. I). 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 whv 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 utra causa in the interpretation, e.g., of

some passages from Q, the common source of Mt. and Lk., which probably
existed in difTerent recensions. To quote a modern example, when we find

in some translations of Don Quixote (part ii. ch. xxxiv.) the Greek Com-

nuntaior, and in others the Greek Commander, it is obvious that these

represent the wrong and the correct renderings of El CommendaJor 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 ful filler of ancient

prophecy. "We do not often find very early apocryphal evangelists, and/

never the canonical ones, deliberately inventing new .traditions. It isi

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 Dial. 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 {Urc. 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^), 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,t by Scott- MoncriefT, 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 U r-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 ico^*

'Ej3/)a(oi;s, which was a collateral branch from the parent stem of the original

Aramaic gospel.

t B. Bonkamp (Zwr 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-Matthseus) subsequent to Mark ; Mark, in short,

u»ed 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, PlutarcKi

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, t

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 X 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^, I2f.) ; 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 0/ Society of Historical Theology ^ Oxford, 1907, 37 f.) in

the Franciscan literature.

X 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 discussed by G. F. Moore \nJBL. ix. 201-215,
and Lofthouse (ET. xiii. 565 f.).
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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 Uterary 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 Luke

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

ovyypdfjifjLaTa (Eus. If. E. iii. 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 dp;^atos di^p 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 ^. a.d. 120. If the De Boor fragment {^TU.
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 quern for this writing's composition is not

later than c. a.d. 160. It may be dated in 140(5)-! 60

•
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 Quadratiis which the historian happens to

narrate (H, 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,

GJC. i. 2. 849 f., ii. 2. 780 f.); Weiffenbach, Die Papiasfragmente (1878);

Lipsius(/P7:, 1885, 174 f.); Holtzmann {ZVVT., 1880, 64-77); Hilgenfeld

(Z^VT., 1875, 231-270, 1886, 257-291); with SP. (pp. 277 f.) and Light-
foot's invaluable articles {Cont. /Review, 1867, 1875) J Salmon {DCB. iv.

185-190); Westcott (Ca«^« 0/ NT.^ pp. 69f.); Link {S/iT., 1896, 435f.);
Harnack (^CZ. ii. i. pp. 335 f., 356 f.); Abbott {EBz. ii. 1809 f.);

Goetz on "Papias u. seine Quellen," in Sitzungsberichte d. philos.-histor.

Klasse d. Konigl. bayr. Akadeinie 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.

#COt TOvff 6 TTpCCr/SvTCpO?

tkiyev :

Mdp/cos fikv ipfirjpevT^i Uirpov yev-

Sfievos, 8aa ijxvrj/xSyevcrei', aKpi^us

fypa\p€U, oi fiivToi rd^ei, rd i;irb rod

XpKTTou ^ Xex^^vra ^ wpaxQ^vTa.
oUtc yd,p iJKOvaev rou Kvplov, oCre

iraprjKo\oij6r]creu aiJrcp, Ccrepov 5^, u>s

?0i7»', n^rpifi' 6s irpbs tAs xP^^^s

iTToieiTO tAs 8i5a(rKa\las, dXK oOx

SxTirep aivra^LV tQv KvpiaKQv iroio{i-

fievoi X671WJ', &a-Te ovSh ijnaprev

MdpKos, oOrws ^via ypdxpas ws airefivr)-

fidvevaev. ivbs yb.p iTron^araro irp6voiav,

This also the presbyter

said:
*

Mark, who was *
Peter's inter-

preter,f wrote down accurately,

though not in order, J 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,|| 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.

t =ID3nWD (cp. Schlatter in BFT., 1899, iii. pp. 51 f.)?

t 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.

Ii Not, after having followed Paul, but after the lifetime of Jesus.
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\jftvaaada.L ri iv aiTois.

TofTo nip otv tarbpyfTOLi r<^ ITaT^^i

wepl TOV MdpKov. Ttpl W tov Mardalov

toOt' etprjrai' Mardaios fiir odp'E^pa-

Wt 8ia\iKTtp t4 XAvto (rvveypd\l/aTO,*

Tipfi-fl»€WTev 8' airrii dt Ijp 8vya,T6t

Ixotf-rot.

things in this way from memory, for

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 sufTered 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, tf.^., between Mark's to^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

*
(Twerd^aTo, the variant reading (preferred by Schwartz), does not alter

the sense materially, though awey/Ki^aTo 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 Matthsean 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 ip/jLr]vevTi^s as applied to Mark and ijpfi-nveva-eu 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 oi5 /jUptoi rd^ei. In the light of the well-known passage from Lucian {de

hist, conscrib. 16 f.), rd^is 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 d.Tro/x.i'iJ/iara. Set iv rd^et they are orderly, harmonious.

The criticism passed by Papias on Mark refers to the style, then, rather

who claimed that the 5t5(£(r/caXos 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 kabbala, it was

published in a gospel (cp. Schwartz, ii, 20 f.).
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than to the chronological sequence.* What Mark wrote down was the

Avofivr]fioy(vnaTa or recollections of Peter, which were simply delivered xp6i

rdt XP^lai, and the literary result was not a IvTopla. It had not relets enough
for that. A simple record, as exact and complete as possiMe, was what came

from Mark's pen, just such notes as might be described under Justin's title of

apostolic ATOfiyrjfiopeOnara. When rd^ti is translated
*

order,' therefore, the

reference is to
*
orderliness' rather than to historical sequence.

*' Ce que Ton

entend par
' ordre

'

n'est pas la chronologie . . . c'est la l)onne distribution des

mati^res" (Loisy, i. 26). (6) Does the phrase tA \(i7(a mean the works and

words of Jesus, a practical equivalent for t6 tvayyiXioy ? Or does it mean

primarily utterances ? The former view has been strongly supported,f

particularly by those who desirea 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 Aypa<pot fiyifinri 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,t 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{ijyiy<rtt Xoylwy KvpiaKuy, 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 t6 fULfrrCpiop tov rravpov in Polyk. Phil. 7, tells against the identification

of Matthew's rd X4yta 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 t4 l-wh tov

XfMToO 1j Xex^^»^* ^ xpaxOirra and as KvpiaKol Xbryoi or KvpiaKk Xii^ta.

But the analogy of the OT prophets, where (h£ 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 Liicke, Baur, and Keim, to Hilgenfeld, Zahn, and Belser.

X Thus Eusebius {H. E. iii. 245) observes that Matthew and John alone

have left us tQ)v tov Kvplov Siarpi^Mtf inro/j.v'q/MaTa.
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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 o-wra^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 to, \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 ipfxrfV€VT-^<s, 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

(ZT. 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 i P ^^.

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 t 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* X of the

original Mark (which resembled a Krjpvyfia, Hirpov), while the

latter represents the work of a Jewish Christian writer, with

catholic interests, who employed in his work not only Mk. but

the Matthaean 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 14*1 ?). 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.

t On the ground that it might be no more than an inference from i P 5^* ",

an ill-informed guess which Papias or his informant made (cp. e.g. Loofs,

Die Auferstehungsberichte^ pp. 22 f.).

t
" Eine vermehrte Ausgabe, in welcher der uberlieferte Text moglichst

respektiert werden soUte" (Wendling, Entstehung des Marcus-Evgliums,

p. 2).
"

II y a eu un Pr6to-Marc dont en resume notre second evangile est

comme une r6edition quelque peu retouchee" (Reville, Jisus de Nazareth,

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

dererste Aufzeichner ist, sondern bereits Sammlerund Redaktor;
dass er nicht mehr bloss aus der freifliessenden miindlichen

Ueberlieferung schopft, sondern bereits festgeformte Massen

gruppiert und mit seinem Missionarsgeist durchdringt, das ist

dn Ergebnis, das nicht mehr verloren gehen kann "
(J. Weiss,

TR,^ 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, Rdville) 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, Wendhng), 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 Burkilt's Gospel History and

lis Transmission (1906), 40 f.
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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, vil 457-459)-

This fact, that both Matthew and Luke f omit a certain amount of

material in Mk. which, ex hypothesis lay before them, opens up the two

alternatives, viz. (a) that the omissions were deliberate, or {b) 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 modem, 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»-»' 7«-" 8«-» 11". » i2»«-«< 1383-87

and 14''*- 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') of the legion preserved
in Mt I7*'^ Luke has nothing corresponding to Mk nia-isa. i9-27a.

\^^^^

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 {Diat. 1282 f., 1309 f., 1 344, 1373, 1730 f.).

»3
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in the case of Luke, we have a historian whose aim was to supersede man)
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 (cmyycXioi/
Kara Mar^atoi/) was SO called, not because it was the first to

make use of the Matthaean source, but because it embodied

this (TvvTa^i% Tuiv Xoyioiv 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, ExpP, July 1906, 78 f. ; Burkitt, Trans-

mission f I26f. ; 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 "^'^^ could hardly have

formed part of a source emanating from an apostolic eye-witness, and that tA

X<57ta 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^'^),

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 sc^ne 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 Malthaean 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, Ein/. 36 f. ) f corroborate

the view that they used different versions of the original Aramaic ; e.g.

Mt 5^^""=Lk 6^'^ (where, in the latter verse, the Matth?ean toi>j vpb vfiwv

* 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.y 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 oi irar^pes airrCov go back to the Aramaic variants daq* damaikSn
and daq^ damaihdn), Mt 5*^=Lk 6^ (where WXetoi and olKrlp/xoves are variants

of dI?^), Mt2323=Lk ii42 (cp. Nestle, £T. xv. 528 ; ZNIV., 1906, 260-261),
and Mt 23-^ = Lk 11^^ (where Matthew's KaOdpicrov and Luke's 56re iXe-rjfioa-O-

vrfv go back to the Aramaic dakkau and zakkau). Sometimes both versions

reproduce the same error [e.g. iroWQiv for ttoXX^J in Mt io^' = Lk 12'^, cp.
Wellhausen's note) ; but this is the exception (cp. above, p. 181).

At the same time, this recognition of a specifically Matthsean

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 of Gospels^ 91 f., and Burkitt mJTS.f 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*^"^*. "In comparison with the real Mk. it would be a

headless, armless torso." These considerations do not invalidate

the attempt to fix approximately the outHnes 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 {koX eyevero ore ctcAco-cv 6 'Ir/croSs ktA.), which

recurs five times in Mt. (7^8 ni 1353 j^i 26^), was taken over

* 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, I17-139, and

Schott's analysis of Mt 10, in ZNIV., 1906, 140-150).

tThus Harnack {BNT. ii. 26 f., 185) only admits the parable of the

mustard-seed, which occurs in Mk. {^^-^'^)
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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), S^-^*-
«3-*7. 20-24. as-so.

31^ 6it yi-i«.
15-23. M-^ (sermon), 8* »3 (centurion of

Kaphamaum), 8'»-" 9^^ 10*^ 17-38(4*) ii^»9. «>-3o 126-8. n-is.

«5-4S
13I4-I5.

16-17. 24-29. 83-35. 36-43. 44-52
(group of parables), 1 5"-".

13-24
1 617-19 O I 7

19-20. (24-27 ») 1 83-5. 10. «»-i4. 15-20. 23-35 ,q6-12. 28 jo^'^^

2|14-17. jib.-3«. 28-3U 2 2«-«* "'1*
2^^"^ (sCVCn WOCS), 24^-

10-12 w&-mj.

J7s»i. 4»^(4. 45-^1
251-30-

("-^n 26**"**.

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 4^^-'^^ and

12I8-21 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 Matthaean 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 R^ville {J^sus 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 generally

omitted, for the sake of space and clearness.
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material in a sevenfold arrangement :* (i.) the new law Mt 5'-7'^=Lk 6^^
1 1*3, 8^" 14*^ 16", I2»8-59 16I8, 6^-Sa 1 12-4^ 1283-34 j i34-36^ 1222-31 j513^ 537. iU.

j ,9-18^

631 1324-27^ g*'-''^ ; (ii.) apostolic instructions, Mt g^'^ io»-^«- 23-'"= Lk lo^- *-^^
',

640 817 i2B-», i2"-M 1426-27^ 173s J0I6 ; (iii.) in defence of the kingdom, Mt li'»>-

19. 21-24. 26b-80
1224-25.

28-30. 87. 89. 41-45 — LJ^ ^24-28 i616 ySl-SS jq13-16. 31-23 jglO

6«-« ii2»-82.24-26. (iv.) parablcs of the kingdom, Mt i3^-^^=Lk 13^^-^^; (v.)

members of the kingdom, Mt iS^"-" 2o'-i6, 2i23-27 221-6- s-u^l^ 17I-2 15^-7,

178-4 14I8.24. (vi ) ^oes, Mt 232-39
= Lk 11^' «2. 42. 89.44.

49-61^ 1334-35
.

(yji )
t^g

coming ofthe kingdom, Mt 2411-^2.
2«-28.

37-61^ 25 = Lk 1723-37. 26-30^ i23«-4o, 1912-27.

(6) 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^^-^'^ S^-
'-lo- ^^ ". 16-17. 19-24. 27-28. 31. 83-39a. 41-43 6I-7

lOb. 13b. 15-18. 84 »6. 12b. 19-23
glSa jq6. 6. 8b. 23. 29b. 86. U j j

28-30
i2<'-7'

ll-12a. 84
j^l4.

IS. 34-30. 35-63
j ^12-14. 38-24 i^^n-li 1^24-27 jg4. 10. 14. 16-20. 28-84

|qlO-12.
28 20^-1°

2 J
14-16. 28-32. 43 22^-^^ 27,^

*' '^- f^''^^' ^'^'^^ 24. 28. 82
24IO-I2.

30a 2C^-^^'^ ^' ^4-46
26^2-53^

(</) Wernle [^Synopt. Frage^ pp. 224 f. ) submits a detailed outline : (a)

historical introduction Mt 37-12=Lk 37-9. i6f.^ ^t 43-10= Lk 43-"
.

(^) ^ules for

Christians and missionaries, Mt S^-^s 71-6 1212-27= Lk 62o-« ii33 12M-M i6i7,

J^j 8'-^^=Lk 72-10 1328-30 J^f 319-22 g37-38 J q9- 16. 23-26. 40-42 ji20-27 J3I6-I7-.

Lk 957-62 joi-16.
21-24 .

^^j sayings of a more polemical nature, Mt Ii2-i9=r

Lk 7l8-S» l61«, Mt I222-37=:Lk Ill4-23 12IO, Mt I2S8-«= Lk 1 1
29-32.

24-26^

Mt 23i-'»
= Lk ii'»-'2 1334-35. and {d) instructions for the Christian life,

especially in view of the second advent, Mt 6»-i3 7'-ii
= Lk II2-4- 9-i3^ ^^ (p-zi

= Lk 1222-34 II84-36 i613^ Mt 1331-33.
44-46= Lk I3I8-2I, Mt I02«-39= Lk 122-12.

«-»
1426-27, Mt i87- 12-22= Lk is^-io 17I-4, Mt 22i-"= Lk 14I6-24, Mt 2426-28.

»'-5i= Lk 1723-37 laSS-'W, Mt 2514-30
= Lk 1912-27. (g) Von Soden, considering

the Lucan tradition the more original % 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 620-7I, cp. Mt 5-7),

(ii.) the Gentile centurion (72-10
= Mt g5-i3)^ ^nd (iii.) the Jewish baptist

(7i8-35=Mt II2-19) ; {b) sayings on (i.) off'ers of discipleship (9'"-62
= Mt 8i»-22),

(ii.) the vocation of d. (ioi-24= Mt iqI-i'' ii2o-^), (iii.) and the prayers of d.

(iii-i3=Mt 6^-13 7^-11) ; {c) sayings on adversaries, including (i.) the calumnies

of the Pharisees (iii4-36
= Mt 1222-30. 43-45. 38-43

622f.), (ji.) the condemnation of

the Pharisees (ii3'-'^=Mt 23), and (iii.) behaviour towards such opponents

(i2i-i2s-Mt io26-33 1233 jqI*^-) ; {d) sayings on the world, including (i.) the

• He adds a few logia scattered throughout the Marcan framework, e.g.

811-121312.16 i5i3b-i4and 162-3.

t 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.y Wright and Robinson {.Study of Gospelsy 77 f.).
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attitude of disciples towards worldly possessions (12^** introduced by I2^'"''

= Mt 6^"), (ii.) the experiences of disciples in the world (i2'*-»= Mt 24***

2^i-u io»<-» i6**- 5"*'), and (iii.) signs of the coming stona and finald

(1 3^"*
•""• ^" = Mt 2i'' 13""*) ;

with (e) omens of the end in (i.) denunciation

(i3»-»=Mt 7^^ 25"*" 7^^ 8"*- 19*' 23*^-*), (ii.) warnings for disciples

(i4»-"(-»)(-») 15*-' i7»-<= Mt 22«-»0io»«- i8u-i4-«t«t)^ and (iii.) words on

the end of the world (i7»-"'=Mt 24). (/) Stanton (G//D. ii. 7of.) outlines

the contents of the source thus : ushering in of ministry of Christ = preaching

of Baptist (Lk 3»-
'-•»• "»^ "=Mt f- '-"), baptism of Jesus (Lk 3>'-»=Mt

3'*- ^•-"), temptation of Jesus (Lk 4>*^'=Mt 4*"^^) ; first stage in preaching

of gospel= discourse on heirs of the kingdom (Lk 6"'*'), centurion (Lk 7i-'<*
=

Mt 8»->«-"), John and Jesus (Lk 7i»-«. »>-«»= Mt ii»-».w-W); extension of

gospel = tour of Jesus (Lk 8' = Mt 9"), warnings to aspirants (Lk 9"-*'=
Mt S'*""), saying on harvest (Lk 10"= Mt 9*^""), directions for preachers

(Lk 10*""= Mt 10"^ '•'••
*") ; rejection and reception of divine truth =Woe of

Lk io"-^»(Mt ii"-»), thanksgiving of Lk io"»-» (Mt ii»-"), beatitude of

Lk lo""** (Mt 13"""); instruction on prayer= Lord's prayer (Lk ii"*^=

Mt 6*-"), on earnestness (Lk ii*-"=Mt 7'""); Jesus and his opponents^

lawyer (Lk io»-»=Mt 22»*-*), accusation of Lk ii»<-ia-
"«

(Mt i2»-»),

saying of Lk li*^» (Mt I2«-^), demand for sign (Lk ii»*- »-"=Mt 12»»^«),

on lamp of body (Lk i !•*-"= Mt 6*"), denunciation of Lk ii»-m
; exhorta-

tions to disciples= confessing Christ (Lk 12'-'"= Mt lo"*" 12"), trust in

Providence (Lk i2«-«= Mt 6»-»*- >»-"), watching (Lk i2»»-«=Mt 24«-*<),

prudence (Lk 12**-^= Mt 24**-*'), thoroughness (Lk 12"-" i4«-"=
Mt 20**-*), two parables of Lk 13"" (Mt 13''-"), offences (Lk 17^-*=

Mt i8»-'-
'•*•

"-»), power of faith (Lk i7»-<= Mt 17^*) ; doom of Jerusalem,
etc = Lk i3»*-» (Mt 2f^-») and Lk I7"-" (Mt 24«-«- "-<>). Cf) Barth

{E$hJ. 225 f.) divides his sayings-source into five sections : introduction =]o\va.

the Baptist and his preaching (Mt 3^"" etc.), baptism and temptation of Jesus

(Mt 4**" etc. ), appearance of Jesus in Galilee (Mt 4'*"" etc. ) ; Jesus' preaching
on the ifc/>f^M= righteousness (Mt 5^-"-

"-«• «-«
6»-«-

^•-"»
7^-^

»*• »»-»• "-«=
Lk 6*>-«), reconciliation (Mt 5»-*= Lk i2»-»), prayer (Mt 6'*" 7'-" = Lk
I !»-»), riches (Mt 6»»-»*=Lk i2«-»* i6»), childlikeness (Mt i8»-»- '»• "

etc.) ;

against the n>o^/d=messsige of Baptist (Mt ii'-"=Lk 7^*'*'), Beelzebub

sayings (Mt i2»-»- *>-«), on signs (Mt l2»-^=Lk ii»-»), against the

Pharisees (Mt 232-" etc.), parable of lost sheep (Mt 18"-"= Lk I5<-'),

revelation (Mt 11*"''= Lk id^^'^), parable of sower (Mt i^*-^^^ etc.),

woe (Mt ii"-^= Lk io»»-"), wail over Jerusalem (Mt 23»'-»= Lk 13^-^),

parable of feast (Mt 22^""= Lk 14^'*'*); ca//in^ 0/ discip/es
= Ka.pha.Tna.um-

centurion(Mt 8*-io=Lk 7^'^% felicitation of disciples (Mt i3»'»-"
= Lk lo^'i"),

three aspirants (Mt 8^*'-22= Lk 9"-*^), counsels to disciples (Mt io"-'»=Lk

14*^"), disciples as light (Mt S^^^^ 6^" etc.), disciples on salt (Mt 5^* etc.),

mission of disciples (Mt lo*"^' etc.), promise of divine help (Mt io'*'''=Lk

122-12), discord (Mt io»*-=»= Lk i2^»-»), offences (Mt i8«-»- 1»-«
etc.), faith

(Mt 172'' etc.), seed and leaven (Mt 1331-33 etc.); M^ /«/«r«= rejection of

unworthy disciples (Mt 713-14.
21-23

ej^.), on loyalty (Mt 24*2-51 etc.),

sudden coming of Son of man (Mt 24^"*i= Lk 172*'-''), use of talents

(Mt 25i^3o^Li^ 19^2-27)^ speech on Parousia (Mt 2^*-^ etc.). Finally (h),

Allen's {Matthew, pp. Iviif.) analysis of the Matthaean Lc^ia ("a collectioo
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of Christ's sayings containing isolated sayings, sayings grouped into discourses

and parables"), based on Mt like that of Barnes, includes:—5^"^2-
^^-^^' ^^"'^

gl-33 jl-21 gll-12 ql3a.
37-38 jQ5b-8. 23 jq24-41 (not In this connection) i jZ-SO (not necessarily

in this order) j 25-12 1225-45 (not necessarily In this order) j ^16-17.
24-30. 33 (?). 31-52

j cl2-14. 24

J517-19 jy20 ig3-4.
10. 12-35

jq10-12.
28 20^"^^ 21 '^* ^'^^ *^ 22^'^^' ^'"^^ 2^ (not necessarily

in this order) 24l<'-12.
23-27. 30a. 37-41. 43-51 2Z^-^^' 1^"^' 31-46 (?) 26®^'^ <^.

With these eight outlines eight others, which enter into rather closer

parallel details, may be compared.

(a) O. HoLTZMANN {Lcben Jesu^ Eng. tr. pp. 25 f.).

^jj. ^T-ia 4I-II 53_727 85-13 ii2-19 819-22 io5-42 ii20-24 ji25-27 59-I3

Lk '^''^'
^^**

4^"-^3 520-4a -2-10
.
-18-35
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Mt ii»^ i2"-« (aa^-M a3i»^ 24** 25^)
Lk 10^** 11^^ (14^** II*"* i3**-«* 17** 12*»^ 19"**)

(d) ROEHRICH.

I^t 3l-M{l*-»« 4»-" 5-7 8»-W.l»-« 9»-«4.IT-« ,(^li.lMl

|y|| II^'U 11****^ Ijtt-a. S7-K.SQ.n-4S

Lk 17" lo^ p« 7«-i* ,o'*-"^*»-*» „il.i»6**-^ ii^^k-fc.

I^t I^lt-lT.
M-MLa.44-M 151-4. n-» i^M-V jg?. 19-lL IS-U jqI-M ^jli-lC. IB-ftt

Lk io«-** i3» ia« I7« i7» i^*-' (17*)

Mt 22''^^ 23'*^**^ 24**"'*'*^^*"'* 2S''" api4-w.n-4o

Lk(i4**'-) 30* ,y»-i4.
w. »-H. « i^Khm.6^ (I9>»-")

(*) Wknot.

Mt3^" 5-7 (pt-) 8*-" ii»-"ai«^ git-a ^.»

Mt ioi-i«.4»-4»„»i>-H „».»o ,3i«-n 6T.iiy7-u ^u ia«-^ 16* 6«*- 23>-«

Lk 10"-^ ii»-S ^i"-»6« ii»»^

Mt io»*"« 12" 6»»"»* 24*»"« as*» lo**^ 5" i6«*-

5*^
Lk i2»-»* 6^ li*** r2»"* I3» ,a«H» ,^*-» ,7» ,3i-» ,^«-wi3»^

Mt i3"-»' 7^"-«^ S"*- 22*'** 23"-» I2'«- 25^
Lk 13^ 14'*-^
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J^j 23^-
'2-14. 23. 25-27. 29-31. 34-39 2^'^' ^'^'^^' *^""*

LkTY46 i^n 1 1
52. 42. 39. 41. 44

(?).
47-51 j 234-38 ^24r37~Y^a5^.

84-38 ^^-Vi. 42-46

{g) J. Weiss (5A^r.a 1906).

JVIt ^7-10 ^12 ^1-11 cll>-«- 10. 18. 16. 18. 20-48
(6^*'*) (^'i-'i^

Vtf^ f^' ^i^lS ii33 1434^35 jglSf. 16I8T ^2:4-

Mj (614-15 ?) 519-33 yl-B.
7-18. 17-22a. 24-28

g8-13. 19-22

Ll^ ^13 igSei. I i34-35~Y^22-3i j^9Cii^^-24f: 547^49 yl-3.
7-10

gffT^eO

J^H q87-;« lo'-Sa- lot. 11a. 12-13. 14?. 15-16a. 17-22?. 24-25a. 26a-40

Lk 1328-30 \Q?i'
'' i2U-ia 1426-27 J0I6 12-^-8!.

61f.

I^[ J j8-9.
11. 16-19. 21-27 ^^^X. 23-24. 27-28. 33. 35. 38-39. 41-45b

j ^16-17.
31-33?

Lk 7
18-26. 28-35

jQl3f.
21-22

j jl5f. J2IO jjiU-Sl j j
24-26

jq23-24 j
-,18-21

Mt iS'^'
'2^ 15. 22 21'^ "^ 22^"^" 23**

'"'^ *• '3"'^' ^*' ''• ^- -'^- ^O-J^l- 34-39

Lk 17"- 1 53-' I7'5-« l8'3- 151.
f^fl6:23 II39-62 j^ll "7^25-27

Mt 242<'-28.
87-41. 42-44 ?

2A^'^^ 2^''^3?

Lk 1334-35 1723-24.
26-27. 31. 33b. f.

jg^^-^** 1241-46 ^^25 '^^ialTMTl

(A) B, Weiss {Quellen d. Syn. Ueberlieferung, pp. 1-96, Greek text and

discussion).

]yjt ,8-10 ^11-12 3I3-I7 4I-II g2-4 q1-8 128-8 »ZU 13-20
g8-18

LJj ^1-9 ^Im; ^211
7i-i3 cl2-16 e 17-26 (?) 6»^5 539-45 7I-IO (j)

Mt 1 15-19.
21. 31f.

1^1-9 J 246-50 jqI. 9-14
(?) j

.13-21
(?) j513-19(?) io32f. (?)

Lk 722b-35 8'*-8 (16f- ?) W^- IO'*-llW glOb-lT (?) ^23r(?j

J^t l7l-20(?) g]8-22 Q37f. iQ5f. jq7L jqW i i
20-24 ^25-30 j^ief. 2235-*>

Lk 928-42(1), g67-80 joS iqS-? iqM. io12-16. 17-20 io21-24 f^^S:^

Mt 6'^ 7'"^^ 93'^*- ll2S-37 i238f. jo28-^ 123"- 62"' 2A^-^^ ^^^'

Lk 11^*^' Fl 14t
I f16-26. 29-86 (37-52 ?)^ j 22^00-32 (33-34 ?).

89^^ 54-59

Mt 13'"' 7l3*«221. 20l'* '''•
5'' l8'2f. 1 1

121.
ql8.82 jgef.

Lk 13^8-35 ^";^34i: 154-10 1 61-13 J 616-18 iyl-2.
20-end

Mt2426f-37'- 2x33-44 (?) 24^-8 (?) 24«'- W 2432-85 1928I.

Lk l8'-8(28f-T) 20^-18 (?).
45-47

(?) 2l8-ll(?) 2l20-28(?) 2x29-33 2224-30.88-88

If Q was a gospel, i.e. an attempt to present notable sayings

Df 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^^-) implies that no such narrative was drawn up by an

eye-witness. Finally, if Q is assumed to have ended without
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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.!

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. ;

Hamack, BNT. ii. 193 f.; with Jiilicher*s less certain protests in Neue

Linien^ 43 f., and Denney's/««j 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.^ 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.

t Cp. Bousset, TR.y 1906, 46 (" Jedenfalls lehnt die Gemeinde, die diese

Worte Uberlieferte \i.e. 17' lo*'- 10^], es ab, ihrerseits Heidenmission zu

treiben, wie die Urapostel nach Gal 2*").

X Contrast Wundt's recent remark (cited by Montefiore) in his Volkers-

psychologie, ii. 3, 1909, p. 528 :

' No unprejudiced person, even tolerably
fJEuniliar 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 th«

words vlov Bapaxl'Ov stood originally in Q (Mt 23'*^) ; 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.u. (Wellhausen, M^. 1 19-12 1). The reference

is to the Zechariah of 2 Ch 24^, not to the wealthy and pious Zechariah who

(Josephus, B/. 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 24i»-25go back to an early date (cp. Nestle, ET. xiii. 582, ZNW.,
1905, 198-200; G. F. M.00XQ, Journal of the American Oriental Society^

xxvi. 317 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 11*^"'')

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 ^x\y 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

Koff 'E/3paiov5). 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. ^ 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 (Faulinismus, pp. 544 f-), Badbam, JoUey {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, Qiiellen des Lukas-Evglims, 134 f.,

190).
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Soden, Bacon, Nicolardot, and Montefiore (i. pp. xxxvi f.).*

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

Matthaean Logia ; it is to adopt an ultra-literary method if we ex-

plain any parallels (e.g. 4"-2S 67-W 987.
42f. ,o42f. n 22-25) bctWCCn

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). {d) 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 ii^^, 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 i^-s- 10-11.12-13

p^^y quite as well be summary
echoes of oral tradition as ofQ (cp. Wernle, Syn. Frage^ 208-212

;

Scott-Moncrieff, Mark, 78-83; Stanton, GHD. ii. 109 f.). It is

very doubtful if stories like i*^-** 2^'^'^ 9^^^- and sayings like 7^^-

really go back to Q at all; certainly the small apocalypse of

13*'- does not. In some passages {e.g. 322^-) it is even possible

that the canonical Mk. has been affected by Mt. or Lk.,t

*
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. 7ZZ., 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 2^^-^^ ^\
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while in others {e.g. the parables 4I-20.
26f. ^j^h 521^- 948f. 10IO-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 Matthaean 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 {Biiggs, /BL., 1904, 191-210), it is naturally easier to find traces of

their use in Mark, i.e. in passages, e.^., 2^^'^- ^-'^
4^^'^ g^ g4i-so^ 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 \

* The later Mark is dated, especially as the edition of an ur-Marcus, the

more difficult it is to deny the jxjssibility, and even the probability, that the

writer knew Q, and to explain how it could be merely a subsidiary source.

t On the theory that Mt. is later, Lk. has even been held to form one of its

sources (Hitzig, Volkmar, Pfleiderer).

:J:
Assimilation took place between the texts of Mt. and Lk., during the

period preceding the eiarf^iXiov T€Tpafi6p<pov, more readily than in the case of

Mk., which did not circulate with equal popularity (cp. Lake in TS. vii. 3,

p. Ivii, and—for a discussion of later harmonistic corruptions
—Burgon and

Miller's Causes of Corruption of Tradit. Text of Gospels, 1896, pp. 89 f.).
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of the text (e.g. Lk 22**). The infancy-narratives are inde-

pendent (see below), and the passion-story in Luke does not

exhibit any traces of adherence to the specifically Matthaean

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.

andQ.
Fullest recent statement of the case for Lk.'s use of Mt., by E. Simons,

Hat der dritte Evangelist den kaiumischtn Matthdus benutzt ? (Bonn, 1880).

Similarly Stockmeyer {ZSihw., 1884, 144 f.), E. Y. Hincks (jBL., 1891,

92-156), Holtzmann, Wendt, Hal6vy, Soltau (PAf., 1907, 185 f.), etc. The

opposite case is put best by Wemle (Syn. Frage, 40-61), Roehrich {op. cit.

179-184), B. Weiss {Die Qtiellen dss Lnkas-Evgims, pp. 30 f., 39, 56,

61 f., 73, 222, etc.). Burton (pp. 30 f.), Stanton {GHD. ii. 140 f.), and

Zahn {INT, ui. 107 f.), followed by Schmiedel {EBi. 1860-1862), Hamack,

JUlicher, etc.

§ 7. Other sources of the Synoptic Gospels.
—

{a) A written (6

Avayiv<uo-K<u»' vo€iTa>, Mk 13^*
= Mt 24^*) 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^* ii**):

dpx^ <i8tV<i>v: Mk i37-«
= Mt 24»-« = Lk 2i*-".

B\i^K%: Mk i3»*-20
= Mt 24I5-22 = (Lk 2120-24).

irapovirla: Mk i^^*'^ = Mt 242^" = (Lk 21 2527.
88).

The details of the re-constructed apocalypse are not quite

certain, t 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 i35-^(=Mt 24*-^) is added (with Weiffenbach,

Keim, and others), probably Mk 1321-23 (= Mt 2423-25) should

also be incorporated (as, e.g.j by Keim, Weizsacker, and Spitta),

* ** Seine Beriicksichtigung des Mt. ist also keine systematische, planvolle,

durch bestimmte Gesichtspunkle geregelte ; vielmehr mussen wir unsere

Auffassung dahin formuliren, dass der kanonische Mt. fur I^. ein Neben-

quelle
"
(Simons, op. cit. p. 108).

t Wendt (Mk i37-9a.
14-20. 24-27.

Mf.)^ Wciffenbach and Pfleiderer (Mk
J 37->a.

14-20.
24-27)^ Loisy (Mk 138-8.14.17-20.24-31)^ Schmicdel (Mk i37-»»-"-2o.

24-27.
30)^ Wellhausen (Mk i3'-»-

^^ ^^'^
24-27)^ Holtzmann (Mk I35-9-

1^20.
24-27),
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since Mk 1321 takes up Mk 13*'. 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 (10^^-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.t

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 (Kara riva yp-qa-fwv^ Eusebius declares, H. E. iii. 5. 3) ; no

appearance of false messiahs or prophets is known to have taken

place then, and the Danielle prediction of the /SSeXvy/xa t^?

iprifiioa-^ois 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 Matthaean (24') definition of rb a-rifielov (r^s <r^s irapovalas Kal

cvPTeXeias rod alwvos) is quite in keeping with the eschatological programme
of this gospel.

t Spitta {S/ir., 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, Vivangilede Marc, 228 f.), it is most accurately

preserved (in Lk 2i5-9- 12-15. 18-24. 10-n. 25b.27.
29-31)^ jhogg ^^o, 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, PM., 1904, 24 f. ;

Zimmermann, Hist. Wert der dltesten Ueberlieferung von der Gesch. Jesu im

Marcusevgbn, 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 erdrtert (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. i5of.

X 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, Kcim, 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 (J^sus Christ et les Croyances messianiques de son

Tempst* 1864, pp. 201 1.) and Weiffenbach (in Der Wiederkunftsgedanke

JesM, 1873, pp. 69 f., 13s f.). tbis 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 {Jahrbttch

furdtutscfu Tfuol.t 1868, 134-149. ^'^•' >• 379 f). Simons (p. 74), Mangold,
Weizsftcker (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 y

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), Menries {Earliest Gospel, 232 f.), O Holtzmann

{Leben Jesu, Eng. tr. 456 f.), Charles (CnV. History of Eschatology, 324 f.),

Wernle {Syn. 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-

mahly ii. 95), Wellhausen, Muirhead {Life and Death in the Old and
New Test. 124 f), Schmiedel {EBi. ii. 1857), and Stanton {GHD. ii. ii6f ).

Further details in G. L. Cary {op. cit. pp. 274 f.), Jillicher {Einl. 282 f.),

Burkitt {Gospel History and its Transmission, 62 f.), and Moffatt {HNT.
637-^40).

{p) 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

{Kindhettsevglm nach Lucas u. Matthaeus in TU. x. 5, Leipzig,

1897 ; Gk. version of a Hebrew original) or by L. Conrady {die

Quelle der kanonischen KindheilsgeschichteJesu^ 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^"^*

2^3U. fQ a Wisdom of God (Lk 11*") or Aramaic apocalypse.

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 Protevangdium 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 i^ fit^Xo<; ycvco-cw?

1. 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 Apol. i^^ (ws 01 dTro/AVT^/Aoi/cvo-avrcs

Travra to, Trcpt tov <TitiT7)po<i rj/xCyv *Ir/(rov X/3«rToC cStSa^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. S/i., 1889, 728-784). He (^A"., 1904, 176-226) also regards Mt

2"** 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 {dirb tov -nfieripov yivovs, Dial. 48) ;
but this does not necessarily

imply that the idea was as yet a comparative novelty (Hillmann in JPT.,

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 (^/^. 18' 19*, Magn.
"

etc.)

which plainly presuppose a gospel-source corresponding to our present

Matthew (cp. Smym. 1* with Mt 3"),t the latter also in a sentence which

implies the use of the canonical birth-stories {Apoi, 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 "

[1.*. Christians]). Both Ignatius and Aristides, like Melito afterwards, seem

to fuse the Johannine idea of the incarnation with the synoptic birth-stories.J

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 {EBi. 1 826-1 840 ;
A. Wright, Composi-

tion of Gospels^ 128 f.).
—The earliest tradition upon the date of

the gospels is that of Irenaeus (iii.
i. i

;
Eus. H. E. v. 8. 2-3),

who means to give chronological information on the point.§ In

this passage (cp. pp. 15 f.) lic^v^ unless it is due to a misinter-

pretation of 2 P 1^* (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 Irenaeus give a terminus a quo for the composition of

Cp. Hilgenfeld's exhaustive refutation (Z ffT. , 1901, i86f.), with the

criticisms of Holtzmann {TLZ., 1901, i3Sf.) and T. A. Hoben {Tkg 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 i'*''' 3", or to regard 76761'. iK Tapdivov (Smym. i') 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.

X Hence the diflSculty of agreeing with Usener {Relig. Untersuchungen, i.

92f.) 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, rov Uh-pov kuI tov Ilai^Xoi' iv 'Ftifiy

evayyeXij^ofjUvuv kt\., is a simultaneous reference.
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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^ is substantially reproduced in

Mt 1 628 and Lk 9^'', 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^^) ; 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.

{p) Since Mt. used not the Ur-Marcus but Mk. in substantially

its present form, the terminus a quo of its composition is a.d. 70.

The phrase in 27^ and 28^^ (Iws t^? a-i^/xepovj fji^xpi rrj? cn^ixtpov)

tallies with the general impression that a considerable interval

has 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 1 10, 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 terminus ad quem^ 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 24^"^ (cp. Iren. adv.

Haer. v. 25. 2). Belser, again, uses the anti-Pharisaic element to prove that
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the 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 12^'* )• But even if the historical influence were proved, it

would not determine the date of the gospel as contemporary ;
the sharp

Mark*

MmtdMwt

Laktt

BsroKB 70.

Belser (e. 44X Birks (c

:nkel (45-

itxiR (55-57), Gloagffi,
Schenkel (45-58X

( -55), Mill
(6jX^ ,

64-67: Bartlet, Schftfer.

Klippert, Scbaiiz,
Robinmn (6sX Zim-
rocrmann (66), Zahn,

J. Weiss,

65-70: Abbott, Alford,

Allen, W. Bruckner,
Sunton, Swete, Sal-

mond, Wendt, Weiss,

Hamack, Maclean,
Earth, Peake.

40-50 : Grotius, Comely.
55-60 : Roberta, GloaR.
C.60: Belser (Gk.), Mill,

Michaelis.
c. 6^: Zimmermann,

Solger.
c. 6f.: Hag, Maier,

Schanz.
66 : Barnes.
68 ±: Bleek, Meyer,
Adeney, Bartlet.
Godet, Jacquier, Keim.

60-70 : Batiffol, Hug
Rose, Schani.

Bbtwebn 70 AND 100.

(. 70: Carpenter,
Menzies.

70-80 : Volkmar (73), Renan
(76X Bey»chlag, WriRht.
Wemle, Bacon, Well-

hausen, \-on Soden,
Burkitt, Loisy (75), O.
Schmiedel (80). Goguel
(75-«5). Montehore.

8c-^ : Holsten, Hilgenfeld.
Kov«r* {c. 90), Bleek.

Blass (54-56), KUppers

58-60: Alford, Schaff,

Gloag, Belser (61-62),

Comely (59-63).

63-^4: Home, Michaelis,
Guericke, Pillion,
Rescb.

65-70: Godet, Hahn,
Schanz, Sch&fer,
Batiffol.

60-70: Jacquier.

70-80: Holsten, Hilg., Reuss

(after 75X Weiss, Wright,
Harnack (?X Sanday,
Bruce, Baljon, Allen (65-

75). J. Weiss (70-100),

80^ : Rovers (c. 80), KSst-

lin, Renan, W. Bruckner,
R<ville, JUlicher ( -96),
Zahn (in Gk.), McGiffert,
Bacon, Sunton (c. 80).

90-100 : Carpenter (?),

Wernle, Burkitt, U.
Schmiedel (90-130?),
Montefiore.

70-80 : Bleek, Beyschlag,
Weiss, Adeney, Bartlet,

Bnvon, Plummer, Sanday,
Wright, Zahn.

80-90: Kostln, Mangold,
Abbott, Carpenter, J,

Weiss, Bacon. McGiffert,
Julicher( -120), Harnack,
Briggs, Barth (75-90).

90-100: Keim, Renan,
Soluu, Wernle, Knopf,
Burkitt, Loisy, Peake,
Montefiore.

After xoo.

(looXHoekstra
K.bstlin (loo-iio]

Keim (115-120).
S. Davidson (laoX
Usener (120-130X
Baur(i30f.).

Loisy (c. too).

S. Davidson (c. 105),

Carpenter.
Hnltzmann( -no).
Volkmar, Soltau

(no).
Schmiedel ( -130).

Baur, Pfleiderer

( -«4oX

c. 100 : Holsten,
Scholten, Pfleid.,

J. Weiss, O.
Schmiedel.

loo-iio: Volkmar,
Rovers, Holtz-

mann, S. David-

son, Hilgenfeld,
Weiss, Hausrath,
Schmiedel.

c. 130: Baiu.

•The patristic hypothesis of (a) a.d. 43 (Jerome), and (6) A.D. 64-67

(Iren., Qem. Alex.), are still maintained by some Roman Catholic writers,

e.^. (a) by Patrizi, Bisping, Schegg, and Reithmayr ; {d) by Hug, Maier,

Schanz, and Jacquier.

t J. H. Wilkinson {Four Lectures on Early History 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).

X In Hora Evans^eliccs (ed. 1892, pp. 49-179, 252 f.), T. R. Birks dates

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 ii"* 15"*) 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 souice,

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^-
^^'

3^, epp.

of Jerem. and Baruch, also 2 Mac i^- 1**),* preceded evangelic

* The famous epistle of Aristeas to Philokrates has been called **«

predecessor, in form, of the larger NT epistles."
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narratives.* The former were occasional and immediate in

character, the latter—Xdyia, BirjyTJa-tt^, diroiJLVTjfiovcvfiaTa
—

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. t 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 AnnaleSy 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, ZNIV., 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.
10 f.).

t Cp. Heinrici, Det- litterarische Charaktet der neutest. Schrijten (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 {\ a^"^ 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 {iypaxf/ajxrjv

virofivqfxaTo), 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 c/c rrto-rcws cis ttlottlv, in order to convey and apply

certain Christian beliefs about the person of the Lord Jesus, the

*
Cp. Hamack, *die Evangelien' {Preuss.Jahrb.^ 1904^ C3^v. pp. 209 f.).
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main literary^ 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* 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.

napa8oo-if 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) MAJiK.

LiTSRATURB.—(a) Editions (for the patristic and mediseral, cp. Swete, pp.

cxivf.)—P. Poussin's Ca/ena {Rome, 1673); 'Eisner {Commenfartus, 1773);
Matthaei's Ca/^«a (Moscow, 1775); K. Fritzsche (Leipzig, 1830); Olshausen

(1853, Eng. tr. 1863); J. A. Alexander* (New York, 1863); Lange (1861,

Eng. tr. 1866) ; Petter (London, 1861) ; A. Klostermann (1867) ; F. C. Cook

{Speaker's Comm. 1878) ; E. H. Plumptre {Ellicod's Com. 1879) ; P. Schanz

(1881)*; Fillion (Paris, 1883); T. M. Lindsay (Edin. n. d.); J. Morison,
A Prcutical Commentary (Edin. 1889) ; Maclear {CGT. 1893) ; Knabenbauer

(Paris, 1894); Tiefenthal (Munster, 1894); E. P. Gould {ICC. 1896);

*
Justin's phrase (dxo^uvTj/ioi'eiJ/taTa) for the gospels is the term used by

Moiragenes for his work on ApoUonius (Origen, c. Cels. vi. 41) ; on its

applicability to the Christian gospels, e.g. ,
see Usener's Relig. Untersuchungerty

i. 95 f. ; Hirzel's Der Dialog, i. 141 f., and above (p. 44 f.).
* For some early difficulties (quod nee ab ipso scriptum constat nee ab

eius ap)ostolis, sed longo post temp>ore a quibusdam incerti nominis uiris)

raised by this feature of the gospels, see the interesting correspondence of

Augustine and Faustus (especially epp. xxxii., xxxiii.).
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B. Weiss (— Meyer », 1901); A. Menzies, The Earliest Gospel (1901)* ;

S. D. F. Salmond {CB. n. d.) ; Wellhausen {1903)* ; V. Rose (Paris, 1904) ;

A. Merx, Die Evglien Markusu. Lukas (1905)'; W. P. Drew (Boston, 1905) ;

Du Buisson (London, 1906); Baljon (1906)*; E. Klostermann {HBNT.
1907); W. Kelly (ed. 1907); H. B. Swete= (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, Het 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); Hadom, '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 dlteste Evglm, ein Beitrag zutn Verstdndniss des Markus-

Evglms und der dltesten evang. Ueberlieferung* ', (1903); Julicher {PRE
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^^'^)-, Loisy {P//L., 1904, 513-527); E. D. Burton, Studies

in Gospel of Mark (1904) ;
A. S. Barnes {Monthly Review, Sept. Oct.

1904, /TIS"., 1905, 187 f., 356 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 der dltest. Mitteilungen des Lebens Jesu (1905); A. Miiller,

Geschichtskerne in den Evglien nach moderner Eorschungen, 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, V&vangile de Marc et ses rapports avec aux de Mathieu 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' (i9i^7:, 1899,

3) ; W. Wrede, Des Messiasgeheimnis in der Evglien, Zugleich ein Beitrag
zum Verstdndnis 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.t 1910, 41-60).

§ I. Outline.-—^The gospeP opens with a brief summary (i^-i^)

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}^-<f^) and the Judaean

(10-13) ministry. The former is divided into an account of the

* 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 avyypafi/Aa, but a

vTr6jxvT]fw., i.e. a Commentarius, like Caesar's Commentarii,^^
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work in Eastern Galilee (i'*-7*^), of which Kapharnaum usually

forms the headquarters, and a briefer description of work in

Northern Galilee (7^*-9*®). Returning from the latter district to

Kapharnaum (g^^-), Jesus then passes southward into Judaea

(10-13); and this section closes with his triumphal entry into

Jerusalem (ii^**^, his controversies with the local authorities

(11*^-12*^), and his final message of doom and judgment on

the city and nation (13^"*'^).

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^*") of John's

ministry iv r(^ ipvf^ 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 8^'-, which is merely
the prelude to S'**- 9"' 9*"*, 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. (6) It is un-

necessary to suppose that the writer has blurred (in 6'*'-) 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, ZNlV.j 1902,

303-308 ; Wellhauscn, Einl. 48 and on Mark 6'*, 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 6* which

connects the 'messengers* with the disciples of John, the course of things

being that Jesus and John's adherents retired together (6*"**** *•"•). But

Mt.'s treatment of Mk. at this point (14^*) 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 (10'-13^ describes the

Judaean ministry, undertaken with the shadow of his death at

Jerusalem resting upon his soul (9^1). The route taken lies on

the eastern side of the Jordan, and Jesus passes through Jericho

to Bethany (i i"). 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 (ii^*^-).

Further controversy with the authorities follows (1127-1212

1 2^3-17 J 2I8-27 1 228-37)
• then a prophetic prediction of the future

(i3^*^'0 roarks 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 (14^-15^'^, 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 {i(i^'\

{a) The closing words are explained by Abbott {Diat. 527 f.) from the

misrendering of the Hebrew original, as though Mk.'s said nothing ax\6. Mt.
and Lk.'s carried word to rest on a confusion between N*? and '"h such as is

found in LXXof Jer i8^^ while theyfeared ^

—
yiX. and Uk.'s beheld) implies a

similar and equally natural (cp. LXX Job 37^^, Is 16^^ etc. ) confusion between
KT 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*'*),* but it closed (i^^) before the mission of

Jesus began. Even in what follows, apart from the reiterated tvdvs and Kal

(sometimes both together), Mk.'s arrangement is neither consecutive nor

coherent (cp. 6^'''*) j occasionally he dates a saying or incident on the Sabbath

(i2J 2^ 6^), and twenty-four hours t cover i2i-39^ but the healing of the

leper (l*^'*) is undated, the return to Kapharnaum takes place dC rjfiepQv (2^),

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. iv iKelvais rais rjfi^pais irdXiv kt\., 8'). How long the Galilean mission

lasted, or the sudden visit to the territory of Tyre (7^^'* ), we are not told.

The two exceptions are the transfiguration (six days after the previous con-

versation, 9^) and the passion-week (ii^**)* The various days of the latter are

noted (14^-
^2

i6^"2). Here the tradition evidently was fairly exact and

precise (even to hours, 15^), and the same primitive quality attaches to the

jxerd. iifiipas ?^ of (f (reproduced by Mt. but altered by Lk. into the vague
fawrei Tjfi^pai 6KTU)),t 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, Lebenjesu^ Eng. tr. p. 344).

§ 2. Analysis.
—The abbreviated.and cursory character of the

prologue (i^-i^; cp. Bacon, y^Z., 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 (ii^-iaj ig symbolic, as in Ac i* (cp.

DCG. ii. 250).

t Other little groups of a day's doings, in (22-"?) 4'-«''- 52*- 68"- 92*-

jji-n jji2-i9 ji20f. j.m. jeu. j5if._

J The similar phrase in Job 20"^ (m^^' '^M^pas <5/cT(i) is more definite ; but

in neither case is it necessary to think of the eight-day week of the Roman
calendar (Mommsen, Rotn. Chronologie 2, 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 (^.^. in 9^'- ii^*

and 13), in inserting summary links, and in re-arranging the

materials, can be seen from ii-i3(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^'". It is

as arbitrary to make Mt. and Lk. expansions of Mk. as to see in Mk. little

more than an abbreviation of the lai^e 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 outUning 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

|i-u(U) 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**". Spitta, who regards

Hpxii Tov eiayye\lov 'Irjixov Xpiarov (vloO 0eov) as a title, further conjectures
that about a page of the original autc^raph has been lost before i^, since

Ka0u)t f^parrat ktK. 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" and i', in

1", and at 3" {ZNH^., 1904, 3055. ; l/rc. iii. 2, pp. 122-138).

(6) In the following section, which belonged to the Ur-Marcus, i^ is

plainly proleptic. MarkJ dwells on the widespread impression made

throughout Galilee by the expulsion of the unclean spirit ; but even an

immediate impression {evdvs) of this kind is not made in a few minutes,

whereas he goes on in v.^* 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 {ZNIV., 1907, 48 f.).

t In i^* it goes back to Test. Napht. 8 : 6 Std/SoXos <f>e{>^€Tai &(j> vfiQv, Kal

Tct dijpla tpo^Tjdifi<royTai vfias, Kai oi Ay^eXoi avdi^ovrai iifids.

t t.g. 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. i2i-38 certainly hangs together ; the picture of

a single day's activity is a historical and literary unity. But !*>-«, though

evidently meant to follow i^ (as a specimen of the exorcisms there

mentioned) in order to explain Christ's avoidance of the cities (i^'), scarcely
introduces 2^'-, which probably existed in the Ur-Marcus in a detached

form.* 2^^- seems to echo i^^**, but the call of Levi is remembered

principally for the sake of the famous reply of Jesus to the scribes of the

Pharisees (2^^*"). The following set of sayings upon fasting (2'^"^^) 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 (a^s-ss ^i-e^ which are set in

very vague connections of time, while 2^ seems hardly to have lain originally

next 2^. The encounter with the Pharisaic authorities, which naturally arose

from the free observance of the Sabbath and the synagogue-ministry of Jesus

(3^"')> closes with an allusion to the Pharisees and Herodians (3®) which again
is proleptic (cp. 12^^). But the fact that Jesus had already raised the

suspicions of the authorities explains the inquisitorial visits of the Jerusalem-

scribes in 3^ and 7^. Meantime Mark adds a short general paragraph to sum

up the increasing popularity of Jesus not merely in Galilee, but far beyond its

confines (s'-'^).

(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^'-6")

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^^'^") to preach and to cast out demons, not to heal

sicknesses—^a function which Mark, unlike Matthew (10^) and Luke (9*),

reserves for Jesus himself,t But no mission is assigned them till the close of

the section (6^*''"), and Mark again fills up his record with materials which are

both vaguely located (cp. s^**) and loosely connected. The first of these is

the defence of Jesus against a charge of insanity brought against him by the

scribes firom Jerusalem, whose interference is topically set in an account of

a similar interference by his own family (3^^"*). The lake-side teaching is

then resumed (4^, cp. 2^^ 3'**) ; 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^^'^). On the other hand, a selection from the parables spoken to the

open-air audiences is presented, containing three parables (4'*^*
^'^-

^-^'^),

with a discussion of the parabolic method in general (4^0-^2^ ^nd an explana-

tion of the first parable {4^^^). Interpolated between this and the second

parable is a saying upon the Lamp, apropos of the duty of openness for

a disciple (4'*^''^). As his hearers, after v.^°, are the disciples, it almost

follows that vv.*'*^ (cp. the airo'is of v.^), which presuppose the crowd,

* The scribes and Pharisees do not pursue Jesus over the country ; they

wait till he finishes a tour or journey (cp. 3^'^^- 7"- 8 '"'•)•

t As a matter of fact, however, they do heal, when the time comes (6"*").



MARK 223

originally followed vv.*"*. This cycle of sayings is now closely linked

chronologically to a cycle of miraculous deeds (4"-5*'; cp. 4' =4*, the

second busy day's proceedings narrated by Mark), depicting the power of

Jesus over the forces of nature (4''**^), unclean spirits (5''*'), sickness (5*"**),

and death (s"''** **"**). These incidents are closely and chronologically set.

But his sceptical reception at Nazareth (6'"*») is an erratic boulder,* like the

subsequent account of the commission of the twelve, which took place during
some preaching tour (6*»*").

{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 (d'"*"*) ; 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 miracLzs

(6***** *•"•*) which happened immediately after their return, and to note the

unabated popularity of Jesus as a healer of diseases (6"""*). 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'"**). No motive is

assigned for the next move north into the Tyrian country (y"*'*), and only
one incident is recorded—the cure of a Syrophcenician woman's daughter, t

On the way back,t or possibly after his return, a deaf and dumb man is cured

(7"'") ; but the incident is not fixed to any time or place. The next section

(8^'*) not only opens vaguely (8'), but contains material which is parallel to,

or a duplicate of, 6"**, viz. a miracle of feeding (8''^''= 6"'*) in an out-of-the-

way spot, followed by an encounter with the Pharisees (8"'*, cp. 7"*), and

a cure (8"*-, cp. 7'"). 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.

(*) The following fragment of teaching delivered on the way north to

Oesarea Philippi marks a more private and tragic phase in the gospel

(8"*-) ; 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 rbv ^xXo" in 8** shows, 8*^'* does not belong to

this particvilar cycle of teaching ; it is one of the intercalations of the editor

who elsewhere (7**) introduces a crowd (though not necessarily from Lk 14'^).

A certain roughness of arrangement or dislocation of the natural order is

evident indeed in the whole of 8*^-9^*, where 8'"' seems to be resumed § in

^11-11 ^jgy tijg break of 9^'^° ; but source and editor are not easily disentangled

•
Its position next to 6*'^- is meant to bring out the contrast between

Christ's rejection by his own people and the success of his disciples abroad.

t Here only, by a foreigner, is Jesus called Kvpios 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 JTx (Saidan =

Bethsaida) ; cp. 8*^ and Mt ll^i.

§ The suggestion that q^^'^' should read 9^^-
^^^^ ^^a. is

certainly clears up the

passage, and is preferable to deleting 9^^^*
^^

(Wemle) as a gloss.
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Bacon (4/7:, 1898, pp. S4if., 1902, pp. 236 f.) regards 92-10 as practically
a duplicate of 8^-9^, 9^^"^^, which it interrupts with its vision-incident much
as Ac 9^-11^8 precedes 13-15 ; Loisy {RHR.y 1904, pp. 386 f., 1907, p. 446)

assigns %^-^ 9'*
'^^'^ to a primitive separate source ; and Schweitzer [Das

Abendmahl, ii. 58 f.) puts S^'^-g^ back into the Bethsaida-period {6^^-^). On
Wellhausen's arbitrary characterisation of 8^-10'*' (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^^
*

vielleicht der alteste in den Evangelien,' cp. Loisy, Avang, Syn. ii.

39-40) to the disciples in Galilee (Mt 28^^) ;
but though Peter is prominent

here (9* cp. 8^), this is hardly enough by itself to prove that the vision tallies

with that of i Co 15'. On the other hand, in 2 P i^^-^^ ^^ prophetic
announcement by Jesus of Peter's death (cp. Jn 2i^^**) 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

([ivpoadev Tov Kvpiov.

(/) The account of the transfiguration (9^'^') is followed by the expulsion
of an evil spirit from a boy (9^^'^), the last miracle in Galilee thus belonging
to the same class as the first (i'^^-). The closing paragraph on the Galilean

mission consists of some fragments from the private conversation of Jesus
and his disciples (9^"'^), 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. 93«-37 seems rather isolated, especially if

the curious v.^ (calling the twelve, when he was already with them !), which

is partly omitted by D, is taken as an editorial link between ^'^* and
86-37

(Wellhausen). 938-40 certainly belonged originally to another site
;

its

present position is due to the topical mention of the Name {g^"^' ^^), and g*^

is the most natural sequel, at any rate, to g^''. In g*^-^ the discourse ap-

parently becomes still more disconnected and obscure, but the closing note

(9***) is on the same key as the opening (9^'^).

(g) The final departure of Jesus from Galilee (lo^-^) 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 (lo^-^^) apparently occurs

in the open-air (cp. v."), but the setting of the incident is ambiguous.
Two incidents of travel follow (lo^^"^^- ""^^), after which the narrative becomes

vivid (io^2*')» though the request of James and John (lo^'-) 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 6'*'*- etc.).
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after what precedes.* The cure of the blind beggar outside Jericho (lo*""**)

was evidently a fixed pKMnt 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 th€ Son of Dcevtd^ the opening stage of his messianic entry into the

capital (II*'"). The site of the subsequent dialogues and discourses is

the temple (cp. ii"), where he spends the day but not the night; his

headquarters are at Bethany (ii"-*'). The cleansing of the temple

(II**"'") is inserted in the symbolic story of the blighted fig-tree (ii*"-*** *"•),

to which Mark has, as usual, attached several disparate sayings (ii"'-). 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 t that Jesus is a

true teacher (12***-), whereupon Jesus takes the initiative (i2"^'-) by attacking

the teaching and conduct (I2'*'*) of the scribes, to the delight of the people.

Since lo** Jesus has been teaching not his disciples but the public ; in 13*'",

however, which forms the close of the Judaean 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.

(4) The story of the Passion now begins (14*^), the account of the

treachery of Judas being interrupted by that of the anointing at Bethany

(I4*'*), and followed by that of the celebration of the passover (14"*").

While I4"*** 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 (ZNfV., 1902, 308-314) bases

his theory that 14""" forms a later gloss, intended to make the meal a

passover-supper. Only when vv.*'"** are omitted, does the absence of

€ls'Iepoa6\v/jia in v." seem suspicious (cp. v.**), as though the supper had

been perhaps eaten at Bethany (so, <.^., Wendling). 14*'*
*•

is not an

unhistorical duplicate of ii*"^, and there is nothing in the style of the passage
to warrant any suspicion of later editorial handling. O. Holtzmann {Leben

Jesuy ch. xiii.), who places Jn 7"-8" before Mk 12", 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*2-" 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

psychol<^y 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. iu 749-759.

§ 3. Structure.—This survey (i.) shows that, while the general
scheme is clear, Mark's arrangement of materials is often topical

* Here lo^^*** is secondary, as compared with the Lucan version (22^"^).

t Neither 12^"** nor even 12*^'^^ is closely related to this period, and

probably Lk. (10^"*^) 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 CBUvre aussi peu litt^raire, le d^faut de cohesion n'est pas

une preuve de redaction multiple. Mais I'incoherence qu'on pourrait appeler

positive, le desaccord entre les morceaux juxtaposes qui procedent de

courants d'id6es tres diff6rents, I'accumulation de donnees disparates qui se

laissent reconstituer en groupes homogenes, caract6ris6s 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

redactionnel
"

(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 of

an earlier document, or that it can be analysed into two or more different

sources, may be based eiiher 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,

R6ville, von Soden). It has undergone various vicissitudes. Advocated

formerly by Holtzmann, it was worked out by Schenkel, VVeiffenbach,

Wittichen and others, especially by Sevin, Jacobsen, and Mangold.
VVeizsttcker 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 (^A:, 1881, pp. 565^), Feine (//»/., 1886-1888), and J. Weiss

(S/C., 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', an Aramaic source, represents the primitive, realistic impres-
sion of Jesus the teacher, conveyed by Peter. This was translated into

Greek by M' 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'"' 3"*
"^

etc.)

and edited others (e.g. 8'"- ii'«- ^*^' and I2»*-*''). 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^"* 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 :
—

Ml ,i«-w» Sft-aa» 40-44 ^i-u* i«b-i7.

M« !*-»*•

£y |1-S Ub-U S4b »b 4S ^Mh. Ite. 18a

Ml jisb.
ita

ii_^
ao-M

n_^» ac-aB »
M«
£^ 2}»y» 2«-W

S3-M .10-25 80-82 94

M* 6«-" 827-«>»

Ey r4Sa 51-13 15-1« 80-81
^6_g26

Ml gSSb 86-87 ,q1 1S.23 20

M« 92-8
M-27

£y gaub-SSft
afc-86 38

^1
8-18 88-80 M^"" **
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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,* 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.y 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*- ^) in some of the connections

preserved in the gospels. The Joh. apocalypse's use of it (2^ etc.

13*) 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^*^) starts two special problems :

one upon the meaning of i^ (^X^ ''"ov e{>ayyeA.iou ^Itja-ov XpiaroVf
vlov O€ov)y and one upon the relation of the OT citation in i^-*

to the rest of the context. The former passage is the title of

the prologue. In v.* the writer begins his narrative proper of

the life of Jesus with the remark that Jesus came into Galilee

preaching to cvayycXiov tov ^cov. The different sense of

€vayy€X.iov in v.*— where the words 'It/o-oC Xpiarov are not

subjective (so Zahn), as if it were the gospel which Jesus

preached, but objective
—indicates a conscious play upon the

term. The apxn of the Christian dispensation lay in the

prophetic mission of John, who summed up the previous order

of things (cp. Mt ii^^) and prepared the way for the new.

Hence the twofold citation in i^-^. The editor in v.^ explains
how the apxq was not Jesus himself but some one else, the

divinely predicted forerunner (= iyevero *l<i)dwr)<: kt\.)j while in

v.* he explains how the very sphere of the forerunner's mission

had also been prophesied (
= cV tw ipi^fuo, v.*).

Although dpx'^ here is not equivalent to summa ret (so Herklotz in BZ. ,

1904, pp. 77 f., 1905, pp. 408 f.), it might be a misrendering of the incipit

*
P. Ewald {Das HauptprobUm der Evglienfrage und der Weg zu seiner

Losung, 1890, pp. 178 f.) gives the redactor little more than i^*' i'*-8^

i6*'^; du Buisson assigns him a few linguistic changes {e.g. in 13), one or

two details, and some context supplements {e.g. in 2^'* **• ^^ 6^ 7^^ 8^ 9**

I027 12I8 21. 23
1^16^,
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prefixed to Mark when the gospels were written in one manuscript (so

Nestle in Exp*yi. 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 ipxh is an unparalleled opening for an early Christian writing,

Kadibs (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'*^, and, as it seems clumsy and contrary to Mark's style to connect v.^ with

v.* grammatically, the alternative is to regard the OT citation as due to

an editorial hand, whereas, in the original, v.^ 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^,

He 2', Jn 15^) of the gospel of Jesus in his lifetime on earth (so Zahn,
Skizzen aus dem Leben der alten KirchCy 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.^ to the opening section of the gospel itself. Otherwise,

dpxij kt\. might be taken with irih^TO in v.*, 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 dpx'J is really a

misinterpretation of D"iJ5
= Dip {vplv), though Ilalevy prefers to think of nVnn

(cp. Hos i^ LXX). But such Semitic hypotheses f are generally precarious,

and, in this instance, they are superfluous.

The awkwardness of the whole passage, whether '"•
is taken as a

parenthesis or *'* 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
^^

(l8ov iyd . . .

ffov), Weiffenbach op)ens what he considers to be a " beautiful and grand

portal to the gospel
"

(//'T'., 1882, 668-680 ; similarly Soltau, JEt'm 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.

•j-
That Mark is the translation of an Aramaic original is held, e.g.y by

H. P. Chajes {Markus Studien, 1889), Halevy {RS., 1900, 1 15-149),

W. C. Allen {ET., 1902, 328-332; Exp.^ i. 436-443), Blass {Philology of

Gospels^ 190-218), R. A. Hoffmann, Zimmermann {SK., 1903, 287 f.), 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 HoUzmann in HC.)\ but it is better, with I^chmann (^S'A'., 1830,

p. 844), P. Ewald, Weirsacker, Scholten, Wellhauscn, and others, to take '"*

as an editorial gloss. Spitta (ZNiV.y 1904, 305-308), who rightly lakes v.'

as the title (cp. J. Weiss, das alteste Evglm, pp. 24 f.), regards *'+• 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 z. fioriUpturn 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
1*, occurred in a subsequent passage of Q (Mt ii^<' = Lk 7^7)

which is absent from Mark's narrative. If Mt. and Lk. had Mk.
I*-* before them, they probably preferred the more correct

situation of Mk i*. 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^-3* suggests

doubts of its chronological setting. The uniform colour of the

five incidents (21-",
i3-n

18-22^ m-28^ 3i-«), the notice of a plot of

the Herodians and Pharisees against his life at this early stage

(3®), the proleptic occurrence of the messianic* Son of Man
(cp. 8^- ^'X 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^*), like 31-^,

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 t {so V^Qvxdt, Lehre/esu, i. 23 f.; Baldensperger, Dalman,
*

It cannot well be equivalent to the generic bar nasha in 2^', any more
than in 2"^', Lk 22**, Mt lo'® 26**. 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 soma one (cp. Mt ii^). 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 12^' (cp. Wendt, pp. 25 f.).
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etc.). Similarly 322-30 js misplaced from after 7^3 (the Jerusalemite
scribes do not appear on the scene till after 7I),* and the

editorial hand appears in 3^-1^ (Wellhausen, Wendling).

(c) In passages like 4^-^^ (cp. jEBi. 1866-1867) 9^3^. and 13,

the impression of editorial work upon a source, not simply on
oral tradition, deepens ; e.g. 4^^^' is secondary to its context

(cp. J. Weiss and Wendling), which lies more level to 2^-3^
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^*^*) is Simon;
his call

(i^'^f-)
is followed ere long (i^^f-) by the cure of his

mother-in-law. Simon koI ol /act avrov (i^^) form the inner circle

(cp. g^^' 3^ 14^3) of the first disciples (2^^); he is named first in

the list of the twelve (3^^*^') ;
he first hails Jesus openly as the

Christ (S^^^-), and is evidently the leader and spokesman of the

twelve (833 lo^S ii21 ^al avafivrja-OiU 6 lEeTpos Xcyct avrw,| 1^7

16'^), though now and then speaking (14^^) and acting (14*^)

impetuously for himself (cp. 14^*- ^^^•). 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 ji^. 29^ ^re mentioned between Simon and his

less famous brother Andrew (cp. 3^^^- 13^ with g^^- lo^^^- 1433^-).

The connection of the Ur-Marcus with Peter accounts for the

* The inaccuracies of Mk 7"- 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 £T.
xxi. 34-40)-

t 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."

X Mt. (21^) generalises this into o\ fxadrjTal.
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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 irpo? ras xptlaq.

Scattered throughout the book are editorial touches due partly to

catechetical influences, such as the addition of 'Ii7<roiJ Xpiarov {-\-vlov deov?)

lo eiayyeXlov {l^), of* Kol Turreoere iv T(f eyayYeXfy to fJLrrayot'iTe (l"), of

Kal ToC evayrey^iov in 8" (as in 10"), of Sri Xptarwi irri (9**) and fitrbi bnayixQ)p

in lo**, the incidental description of the twelve as apostles (d*"), the observa-

tions in fi"* (cp. TupilxTit in Eph 4'") and 13", reflections of the apostolic age,

**i ''^M in the description of John's baptism (i*, cp. Ac 2"), editorial glosses

like Ka$apl^vw irdvTa tA Ppwfiara (7", showing how the author viewed the

Antioch controversy in the apostolic church), and other additions which are

cither marginal glosses, or insertions of an early copist, «rol ipoy rhv Kpd^arTou

ffov (2*), r6 Kaivbf rov ra\(uov (2"), rbw iffxVKAra t6p \eyiupa (5^*), 6 7A/)

Kcup^ ovK ijr avKUP (ll**, so Bakhuyzen, Baljon, Wernle, and others), n^
KaraXiTuw airipfia (12"), rov 'Ii7<roi> (14"), xal dXiicTwp d<f>J)yrj<Tev (14"), etc.

Even the repeated e^Bus 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 Luke.f

§ 3. jReligious Characteristics.—The primary aim of Jesus,

according to Mk., was to proclaim the good news of the

kingdom (i^* icT^puVo-wi'), at first by teaching in the synogogues

(i^i'-). 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*^*)> 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

(1^ <is TovTo yap c^X^ov, referring to his divine commission, not

to the house of v.^, which he had left not to preach but to

pray), was handicapped J 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,

Paulinismiis, p. 380).

t Cp. Weiss' exhaustive study in ZNW. (1910, 124-133) ; he finds ci5^i/j

certainly original in l^^ ^ 2^* 4" 5^ lo'^ \/^'^ probably original in 4' 6*^ ^.
% Hence the more difficult reading opyiadeLs (1*') of D a ff

^ as a com-

plement to the ifi^pifirjadnevos of i*^, not an echo of it, is preferable to the

smoother ffrXayxviffdeis, which was probably introduced for motives of
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and healer (cp. i^s). To Mark, Jesus is above all things the

preacher and teacher, in Galilee (22-13 ^1-2.
sst. 52.6 ^ji-^ jqI),

where his true work is interrupted by appeals for cures which
his compassion could not refuse.

The emphasis laid by Mark (cp. Dz'ai. 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^"""). The
results of this encounter are at once visible, Jesus exorcises the evil spirits

(i23-27. 84j_ They repeatedly own his authority (cp. 3^^), but he refuses to

accept their wild witness. His popularity (3''-) and unpopularity (3'"*^*)

alike are attributed to this power ; the most heinous sin is that of attributing
it to a trafficking with the evil spirits themselves (3^^ ">). 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. 2^"- ^). It is as God's Son (cp. i^^), the holy
one of God (i^^, cp. 32^), the Son of the most high God (5^), 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 vlov deov in i^ are a gloss, they are a correct

gloss. The unclean spirits hail their exerciser as the Son of God (3", cp. 5') ;

Jesus is God's Son (i", cp. 13^2) {^^^ fi^st to last, and the last testimony

paid him is this unconscious homage from a pagan's lips (15^^).

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 {ZNIV., 1902, 300-303) is one-sided in regarding i*^ *^ and

1** {6pa . . . efTTTjs) as editorial glosses introduced to glorify Jesus.
* As "Volz does [Jiidische Eschaiologie, p. 215).

t To this position Wrede was driven back (cp. ZNW., 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 v^^ 5^^) as the soil of the later schematism.
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than once (i* i^* where Lk.'s to ttvcv/lux to aytoi^ is probably
more correct, 2® 8^*), 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*^). 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»* with Mt 8" and Lk 4<o, 321 with Mt i2<t and Lk Z^).

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, ii*-"-Gal 4*, 410-" =1 Co m^'- Ro 9^8^

io**-*\ 8^-Ro I**, 9*-* -2 Co 3^-4*) 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^ 1 901, 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^^-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;

cp. Bousset, 7XZ., 1904, 682).
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such as Paul urged in i Co 1421-22 and Ro 9I8-29 ioi«-2i uS-iO;
in spite of the considerations which may be urged to the con-

trary (cp. e.g. P. Fiebig's Altjiidtsche Gleichnisse und die Gleich-

nisse JesUy 1904, 146 f. ; Knoke, NKZ^ 1905, 137-164; P.

Lagrange in RB.^ 19 10, pp. 5-25 ; and Y€vs\q^ Jesu Chrisfus und

Paulus^ 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 lo*^

is generally reckoned as another instance. But the challenging

logia of 227-28 yi5f. ^nd 1222-34^ the avoidance of v6\x.o<i^ and the

universalism of ii^'' and 13I® (cp. 14^) are primitive Christian,

not specifically Pauline, and it is to make a tether out of a hair

when the story of 938-39 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 14^^ 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^^, 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. i^'^'
"

i5^^)j phrases (5*1 7^*), and names {e.g. 3!^ 10^^) 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 Quellen 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 KoCv-q of Egypt,

where the civilisation and culture of Rome spread so widely
* On the NT '

Latinisms,' see Hahn's Horn und Romanismus imgriech.-

rom. Osten (1906), 257 f.
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during the first century
*

B.C., many Latin tenns may still be

traced, including military terms t like Xcyiwv and KtvrvpiW (cp.

P. Meyer's Heetwesen^ 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" were the

Rufus of Ro 16", this would not necessarily point to a Roman
circle (see above, p. 137), and the bearing of i^-'^ (things clean

and unclean) is too general to be confined to the Roman church

(Ro 14, He i3»).

§ 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, /5Z., 1897, 1-16) in terse, vivid Greek,

of a popular and even a colloquial order (cp. the use of terms

like KpaftfiaTo^ and <r<^vpis) ; the occasional looseness of construc-

tion and roughness of phrasing is due to a vigorous emphasis

{e.g. in 2*^ 7^ 8* 1 1"'^' 13^"**). This accounts in part for some of

his idiosyncrasies, such as his fondness for double negatives (e.g.

1** 2* 3*'^ 5^*
11^* etc.), and diminutives like OvydrpioVf ix^vSca,

Kopdariov, tcvrdpiov, TratStov (jraiSia)^ iraiSiiTKrj, irXotdpLOVf ij/ixCay and

wrdpiov ; his predilection for tvdv^j iroAiv, and TroAAa (adverbial) ;

his addiction to the historic present
—a mark of the anecdotist—

and Ktti 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).

t Mk.'s explanation of Greek terms by Latin (12" 15^') 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 1^2 (^^^ia.^ 8^ y€voixivr]<;

ore ISvo-cv 6 7jXlo<;), where Mt. omits 6t€ ktX. (8^^) and Lk.
oi/^ias Sk

y€vofi€V7]<s (4^^) ; in 14^^ (o-iy/xcpov ravtr) ry vvktC)^ where Mt. omits

(2634) and Lk. retains alone (22^*) a-rjix^pov, in passages like 2^^^

(= Mt 123, Lk 63) and 14*3 (= Mt 26^7, Lk 22*7), 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 seine, 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 i\^' the

tendency generally is to be less compressed.

§ 6. The Conclusion (i6®-20).
—The gospel breaks off abruptly

at 16^, in the middle of a sentence, like the first edition of Sidney's
Arcadia. The words I^o^ovvto yap might indeed be taken, like

rjv yap /xcyas a-ffioSpa (16*), as merely a Stylistic negligence; but

even so it is not possible, in spite of all that can be urged to

the contrary (^.^. 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 16^-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 Ethik, 1899, 413) 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 his

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 24*

with Mk 16®) and John, or else (R^ville) 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®** 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 (i6*'*)?

(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 coimection between it and the Gospel of Peter. More

detailed reconstructions (cp. T. S. Kordam, H/., 1905, 769-790) are pre-

carious, though we may fall back provisionally,* with Blair {Apostolic Gospel^

372-385), on Lk 24'- '''^ and, with E. J. Goodspeed {AJT.^ 1905, 484-490 ;

cp. W. C. Allen, ICC. 302f.),t on Mt 28»-»> (or rather on Mt 28'-i"-
1«-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 commandedyou. And lo, I am with you alway, even untc

* The objections are noticed by K. Lake, Tht Resurrection of Jesus
Christ (1907), 81 f., and Rordam (pp. 770 f.).

t Cp. Wright, NT Problems, 122 i.
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the end 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. 28-51 ; 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

Jliad^ 2^-^, 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, G/T. i. 922 n.
;
von Dobschiitz,

TC/. xi. I. 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, S/T., 1907, 489-513) that Mk i6»-2« 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 5t777'>)(reis of the Lord's sayings
handed down by Aristion, among them apparently a story of Justus surnamed

Barsabas (Ac 1^^3-24^ having drunk some deadly poison with impunity. This

would tally with Mk 16^^'' 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(7'6''. x. 2. 449-456; ThSt. 109-110; Paulinismus, 395-398) takes

to have edited [c. a.d. 140) the first canon of the gospels,
—the archetype of

Codex Bezse,—and whom Hilgenfeld {ZIVT., 1883, 13, 1894, 627) openly
identifies with the Aristion of Papias. 'Aplarup is certainly the more
common form of 'kpi<yTi(av, 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. Ma7-k, 1871) and in The

Traditional Text of the Holy Gospels (1896), pp. 298 f. Belser still (-£"?«/.

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 16*° were held to be reflected in Hermas {Sim. ix. 25. 1-2),

this would not imply necessarily that Mk 16*"^ 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 ('Apiarufot xpea^xnipov)
"from the presbyter Aristo" opposite Mk i6*"* between \\.^'^ {Exp.* \\\\.

341 f. ; Exp.*\x. 401 f.), seemed at first to clear up matters, by revealing a

tradition (trustworthy though late) which viewed the passage as a 5«i7Y7)<rtr

(Lk I*) of Aristion the Lord's disciple. Aristion's contributions to Papias
were oral, it is true ; no written memoranda are mentioned by Fusebius. 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 (id** seems to open out

into a record like that of Ac i), for iiiiyriait in Lk i* 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 Vincula 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 BitUd., 1905, 50 f.). But it is not

certain whether Aristo of Pella, who wrote an account of Judaea'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.^ 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 i6"'^' perhaps). At any rate, the passage appears to have existed

•
Cp. Ehrhard, ACL. i. pp. Ii5f., 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.

t The secondary as well as legendary character of the passage is obvious

(vv.»-" reflecting Lk 8^ + John 2oi-i», w.^^-w being an echo of Lk 24"'-,

w."-i« of Ac 2i-i» 28*^, and vv.i»-» of Lk 245°-", Ac i"""). Besides the

reference (v.") to the glossolalia, cp. y\.^^^ — \ Ti 3", v." = Col i", v.^"** =
2 Th 2", V." = Ac 16", and v.'*" = Heb 2*—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. ii. 15;

cp. Harnack, TU. xii. I, and Zahn's Forschungen, vi. 219) quotation of a

passage which lay between v.^^and v.''. This quotation has been recently

corroborated by the discovery of a new papyrus. Jerome's words are : In

quibusdam exemplaribus et maxime in GrcBcis codicibus iuxta Marcum in fine
eius euangelii scribitur : *postea quum accubuissent undecim, apparuit eis

Jesus et exprobauit incredulitatem et duritiam cordis eorum, quia his^ qui
uiderant eum resurgentem, non crediderunt, et illi saiisfaciebant dicentes :

saculum istud iniquitatis et incredulitatis sub satana est, qui non sinit per
immundos spiritus uerain 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 Freer-

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 16^* and

16^*, runs thus :
—xd/cetyot airf^or^ovvro X^yovre^' 8ti 6 alujv oCros ttjs dvo/xias

Kal TTJs OLTiffTias vwb rbv 'Zaravav iariv 6 /xtj iQv rk iirb riov irfev/xiTuv

aKddapra t^v dXi^deiav tov deoO KaraXa^^adai dvvafiiv 5ii tovto dTroKd\v\J/ov

<rov T^v diKaioaivrjv ijSr}. iKeivoi ^Xeyov t<^ Xpi(rT(^. Kal 6 X-picrbs iKelvoit

rpoff^Xeyev' Sre TreTrXiJpwrai 6 8pos tCjv ^tuv ttjs i^ovalas rod Saraj/a, dXXd

iyyli^'et AXXa deipd' Kal virkp tCov dfiaprrjaavTuv iyii Trape86dr]v eis ddvarov,

Iva viroffTp^xl/ujaiv els ttjv dXrjdeiav Kal fxijKiTi d/xapri^abxriv, 'iva ttjp iv ti^

oipavQ irvevfiaTiKTiv koI dipdaprov t^s SiKaioaivqs do^av KX7]poponT^auaiv. dXXd

TTOpevdivrei ktX,

In the light of this, it becomes probable that the source from

which Mk i6®"20 was taken was some early apocryphal gospel;

that the passage was not written (cp. Warfield, Textual Crit. of

NT^ 199^0 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

16^* and 16^^ 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,

7ZZ., 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-

iitam Matthcuum Commeutarii . . . digestif etc. (154S); Ferus {Annota-

tioMS, 1577); Danwus (1583); Jansenius (Leyden, 1589); Alphonse
Avendafto {Commaitaria in Ev. D. Mait.^ Madrid, 1592-3); Maldonatus

(>596); Kirstenius {Notce in M. Evangelium^ 1610) ; Paraeus (1641); J. B.

Lightfoot (Hortx Hebraica, 1 658) ; J. Gerhard (Annofa/iones, 1 663) ; 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 {iS2l-iS2i) ; Friltsche (1826) ; J. E. K. Kauffer (1827) ;

Glockler (Frankfort, 1835); dc Wette« (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); Lange»

(1868, Eng. tr., Schaff, 1864); R. F. Grau (1876) ; Wickelhaus (ed. Zahn,

1876); Meyer" (1876, Eng. tr., Edin. 1877);}. L. Sommer (1877) ; Keil

(Leipzig, 1877); Fillion (1878); Mansel {SpeaJber^s Comm. 1878); Schanr

(1879); J. A. Broadus (New York, 1887); Kubel (1889); J. Morison^

(London, 1890) ;
Knabenbauer's Commentarius (Paris, 1892) ; Carr (CGT.

1894) ; J. Niglutsch (Brevis Comment, in usum clericorum, 1896) ; Nbsgen*

(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 (
— Meyer*, 1898) ; Baljon, Commentaar op het Evglie van

Mt. (1900)* ; Slater (CB. 1901) ; Blass, Evglium sec. Matthaum cum varice

lectionis delectu (1901) ; Zockler (Lange's Bibel-Wer)^, 1902) ; A. Merx, Die

vier kan. Evglien nach ihr. alt. bekannte Texte. Matlhdus (1902, Syriac

version, tr. and annotated)*; V. Rose (Paris, 1904); Wellhausen (1904)* ;

Zahn* {ZK. 1905)* ; C. A. Wiu-Oberlin (ed. 1905, Stuttgart) ; J. Weiss'

{SNT. 1906) ;
W. C. Allen {ICC. 1907)* ; E. E. Anderson (Edinburgh,

(1909); E. Klostermann and Gressmann {HBNT. 1909); Plummer' (1910).

(b) Studies—Besides such patristic studies as the commentaries of Origen,

Hilary, and Jerome, Augustine's Quastiones, Chrysostom's Homilies (ed.

Field, Ombridge, 1839) , Theophylact's Commentary (ed. W. G. Humphrey,
Cambridge), Peter of Laodicea's (cp. Heinrici's Beitrdge, v., 1908), Poussin's

Catena (Toulouse, 1646), and the Venerable Bede's edition (ed. 1647),

reference may be made to F. G. Mayer {Beitrdge zur Erkldrung des Ev. Mt.,

1818) ; Klener, Recentiores guastiones de authentia evang. M. (1832);

Schneckenburger, Ursprung des ersten kanon. Evglms (1834); G. C. A.

Harless, de compositione evang. quodM. /r/3w/V«r(Erlangen, 1842) ; Delitzsch,

Uniersuchungen iiber die Entstehiing u. An!age des Mt. Evglms (1853) ;

J. S. Knowles, The gospel attributed to S. Matthew the record of the whole

origitial apostlehood (1855) ; C Luthardt, de compositione Ev. M. (1861) ;

A. R6ville, itudes critiques sur fEv. selon S. Matthieu (Leyden, 1862) ;

Ibbeken, Dcls Leben Jesu nach der Darstellung des Matthceus (1866) ;

Lutteroth, Essai d"interpritation de quelques parties de P&vang. selon S. Mt.

(1876) ; Barhebraeus {Scholia, ed. Spanuth, 1879) ; B. Weiss, das Matlhdus-

Evglm und seine Lucas-parallelen erkldrt (Halle, 1876)* ; Renan, v. chs.

X. xi. ; Massebieau, Examen des citations de lancien Testament dans F&vangile
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selon Alatihieu {Yzxis, 1885); Gla, Die Original Sprachedes Mt. Evglms{\Z%'],

Aramaic) ; F. Gardiner {JBL., 1890, 1-16, Mt. wrote discourses in Aramaic,
had them tr. into Gk., and added Gk. narrative) ; Kiibel {Bib!. World,

1893, 194 f-j 263 f., 'Fundamental Thought and Purpose of Matthew');
T. Naville, Essai sur Vivangile selon S. Matthieu (Lausanne, 1893) >

Harman {[BL., 1895, 1 14-124; 'The Judaism of the First Gospel');
A. B. Bruce, With Open Face {1S96), pp. 1-24; Julicher {PA'E. xii. 428-

439); Haussleiter, 'Probleme des Matthaus-Evglms
'

{BFT., 1900, vi., on

virgin-birth and Lord's prayer specially); V. Bartlet [DB. ii. 296-305);

Blass,
* Text-kritische Bemerkungen zu Matthaus' {BFT. iv. 4) ; Pfleiderer,

C/rc. ii. 301-395; A. S. Barnes {JTS., 1905, 187-203); A. Carr {ExpJ,
1907, 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 (-^.S". 154-178) ; D. H. Muller, 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*^), but a wider community.

{b) A greater than the temple is here^ one who is also {c) the

promulgator of a new Law which transcends the old (cp. ^'^^'

2820). Ti^ie 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 (1^-4^^) describes the preparation of Jesus for his work,

his birth-roll (i^""), birth {i^^-z^), baptism at the hands of John (3I-"), and
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temptation (4''")- The arrest of John marks his retiral and return to Galilee,

where Kapharnaum became the headquarters of his dalilean mission {4*'- 1 8").

A summary or introduction (4"'- Ttpirtytv . . . 5i5d<r/ca>i' . . . *fai Krjpikrffuy

. . . «oJ dtparevwr) 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 (8^-9**, mainly miracles), f The summary or introduction is then re.

peated (Q***), in order to pave the way for the wider mission of the twelve

(10'*^) and a general survey of the relation of his own work to that of John,
as well as of its Galilean results (ii^**').t

Hitherto the deeds and disciples of Jesus have occupied the foreground of

the gospel. Now the evangelist describes in more detail (cp. 9'"*) the nature

of the opposition which he had to encounter from the Pharisees (la''**
^**"''- *'"'^'

•*•), while a series of excerpts from his parables ( 1 3'"") is set within a brief

account of his strained relations with his family {12*'"*') and townsfolk (13"'").

These conflicts develop into a crisis. The murder of John the Baptist (14'"'')

drives Jesus to safer quarters (i4"*"), where his mission is interrupted twice

by encounters with the Pharisees and scribes (15") and the Pharisees and

Sadducees (i6''"). This foreshadows only too clearly the end, and Peter's

confession at Ocsarea Philippi (16''***) is therefore followed by a revelation

of the coming tragedy at Jerusalem, in word and deed (i6'"* I7"*)- Before

closing his narrative of the Galilean mission, however, the evangelist adds a

number of sayings (i7'*-i8'").

The Judaean ministry really falls into two parts, one a brief record of some
incidents and sayings on the way to Jerusalem (i9'-20**), the other an

account of the triumphal entry (21''") 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 (21^^'-). §

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^-27*) describes the circumstances of the arrest (26^''^), the trial

(26*^-27"), the crucifixion (27"-"), and the burial (27"-*«). 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 (28^-^"-
^^'^^

i*-*>).

*
Cp. 4" with 4" and 5*.

t Cp. Sir J. C. Hawkins on 8-9, in ET. xii, 471 f., xiii. 20 f.

X Note how 1 1' summarises the preceding section, ^Ae blind regain their

sight (9^'-"), the lame walk (8*-" 9^-8), the lepers are cleansed (8^"*), the deaf
hear (9'"-»^), the dead are raided up {(^'^ ^^\ and the poor have the gospel

preached to them (9^ 10^ 11*).

§Hal6vy {RS., 1902, 305 f.) is right in preferring Mt.'s version of the

parable in 22^^ to Luke's as being more pointed (cp. Hilgenfeld, ZWT,^
1893, 126-143); he is less happy in arguing that 22^"'^ and 22^- ^-is ^re

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^, Isa 65^'"").



246 THE HISTORICAL LITERATURE

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 I'art de peindre,

comme Luc, ou de buriner, comme Marc, il avait pourtant, lui aussi, son

talent de bon ouvrier. II poss6dait I'imagination ordonnatrice de I'architecte
"

(Nicolardot, p. 113).

§ 2. Matthew's treatment of Mk.—{C^. 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 8c instead

of /cai, omitting on often after verbs of saying, diminishing the

number of imperfects and historic presents, and reducing the

use of ^p^aro (rjp^avTo) with the infinitive and of compound verbs

(cp. 4I3 9^ 12^). In the matter of chronological arrangement

{b) Mt.'s procedure exhibits more variations. Up to 4^2 (from 3^),

for all its additional material, the narrative of Mt. follows the

exact order of Mk i^-^o, 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 (4^3 985); it is

not until 12^^- (cp. 13^^) 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 i22) is made by Mt. (728-29) ^-q follow the long Sermon on the

Mount t (5^-7^^)- After transferring Mk i^o-^* (cp. Mt 8I-*), he

then, for the healing of the demoniac in the same synagogue

(Mk i23-28)^ substitutes the healing of a centurion's servant in the

town (8^-i3).t For a line or two he now reverts to the Marcan

order (81^-16
= Mk i29-34), rounding off this triplet § of cures

(leprosy, paralysis, and fever) with a prophetic citation (8^^). In

Mk i85-89 thg embarrassing popularity of Jesus as a healer leads

428-25 is substituted for Mk 1^^ and based loosely on Mk i'^ + 6«*.

t Cp. Moffatt {EBi. 4375-4391), Votaw {DB. v. 1-45), Adeney {DCG.
ii. 607-612), and Salmon {Human Element in Gospels, 109 f.).

X Probably because it was so placed in Q. The setting of the Sermon is

artificially taken from Mk 3^^, which Lk. (6^2f.) 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^**).
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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 tor crossing the lake (8^*'-), and inserts the

stories of Mk 4^-5^ (= Mt S^»-^), Mk 2I-22 (= Mt 9I-17),

Mk s**-** (- Mt 9i8-2«) The short account of the choice and

commission of the twelve (Mk 3"-i' 6*") is then expanded

characteristically into a long discourse (Mt io);t but lo^'^-** is

irrelevant (cp. Mk 13^""), and Mt. omits Mk 6^^". 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^). Hence the connection of i4^2f. differs

entirely from that of Mk 6^'^^. The eleventh chapter has no

Marcan material, but for the conflicts of ch. 12 Mt. harks back

to the substance of Mk 2^-3** (» Mt i2^-i<'), closing with a

characteristic OT citation (12"-*^). Mk 3**-" he omits, adds a

fresh miracle (12^*5), and then (12**-^*) expands Mk 3'*''-^,

following it up with Mk 3^^-^ (- i2**-*<>), 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**-5*^ Mt. passes at once to Mk 6^-* (- 13*^*®), and hence-

forth never drops the Marcan thread, though he embroiders it

often with OT reminiscences, especially in the passion (f.g. 27^- **).

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

(10").

t On reaching 10^ he inserts a passage (lo'""* = Mk 3^'"'') which he had

previously missed, and then expands (lo*-^***- ^^-") Mk 6®*". The whole

section throws valuable light upon the Palestinian missions of the early

church ;
for its literary structure, see B. Weiss {Qtiellen d. Lukas-Evglms^

I28f.), and Schott in ZNW. (1906) i4of. ; 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 lo^-'** (with Mk 6^-^ Lk 10* 22^-^), see P. Mechineau in

^tudfs mig. (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

'

(223 ^2); the writer's favourite and loose rbre (3" la^^-^s 15I.
29

jgia 2020)

links several paragraphs together, and even the more exact references are as a

rule due to the context (3"^? 4^-
^

9^^-
»7

1 120 1422 1^12 1321 j^ss.
27

etc.). The
first saying of the Sabbath is introduced iv iKclvc^ r^ /caipy {12^), 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^°, cp. ii^^)

is evidently Kapharnaum. The remark of Herod (14') is similarly vague,
and the iv iKeivrj ry Copq, of 18^ is at once vaguer and more precise than the

setting of Mk 933-34, xhe retiral to Galilee (4' 2) is simply dated after the

arrest of John the Baptist, but neither here nor later {4^^^- 8^^ 93^'- ii^ 12^"

16^) is any duration of time indicated. Some of the time notices .{e.^. 8^^)

are borrowed directly from Mk. ; other chronological notes are more character-

istic, g.g. 9^^ {while he was speaking), 11^ (after instructing the twelve for

their mission, Jesus departs on one of his own), 12^ (as at 9^^), 13^ iv ry ijn^pa

iKclv-g), 15*2 (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 921-24 jn

i7i*-2i). Where Luke generally omits, Mt. prefers to condense

or compress (statistics in IIS, 158-160).

It is a further note of Mt. to insert names * where the Marcan source had

none {e.g. Matthew, 9^ ; Caiaphas, 263* " ; Jesus,t 27^*'"). This circum-

stantial trait is counterbalanced by a tendency to allegorise Marcan sayings

(cp. Nicolardot, Lesproc^dis de Ridaction 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. (122-27^ and even Luke

(4^"'*), 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 12*^) instead of being

On the names in Mk., see Wright {Some NT Problems, 57-73)» and

C. D. Burns {Contemporary Review, 1 907, 417-424).

t 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**). Mt. minimises *

the faults of the disciples (13I8-18 with Mk 4^^ cp. 13*^; 14^''

with Mk 6"
;
16*"^* with Mk S^'**

; cp. the significant omission of

Mk 9*- ^^-^y the smoothing down of Mk 9'*'- in i8^'-, the change
of Mk 10*2 in 20^'^ etc.), and endeavours to eliminate or to

soften any trait derogatory to the credit of the twelve. A
similar t reverence for the character of Jesus appears in his

omission of words or passages like Mk 1^* 3* 3*^ (charge of

madness) 10** and ii^ and in changes like those of 19^®'-

(Mk lo^'^*) and 26*' (cp. Mk 14*®); the miraculous power of

Jesus is heightened (contrast 8^* with Mk i"-^^ ,yiM8 ^jt^

Mk 9**-** 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^* 12** 2i*« 24^0 26" 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^*"^*.

The three places at which this theory (which depends largely on

the use of textual criticism) comes into special prominence are,

{a) 1-2, (^) 1 6^7, and (r) 28i«-».

(a) The pCfiXoq yeveo-cw? of 1-2 represents the author's version

of a Palestinian tradition which already contained the virgin-birth.

None of its three sections (i^-^^ the genealogy, i^^^* the birth,

2^-^ 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,

Interpretery 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" and 26').

t Both the desire to spare the twelve and the reluctance to dwell on the

human aflectionateness of Jesus appears in his version (19''"'") of Mk 10''"^^ ;

the former, together with a characteristic hesitation to record a reproach
addressed to Jesus, in S'® (cp. Mk 4*').

X This is one of his clearest attempts to improve upon Mark (cp. Bacon,

ZNfV., 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."
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piece of early Christian midrashic narrative, drawn up in order

to show how the various incidents and features of the nativity

were a fulfilment of OT prophecy (virgin-birth i^sf-, in Bethlehem

2*^-, flight to Egypt 215, weeping in Ramah 2i''-i8, and the name
Nazarene 2^^)*

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. Matthew's GospeP, London, 1 789), then

by Ammon {Dissertatio de Luca emendatore Matthcei, 1805), and afterwards

by Norton (i. 16-17) ;
it is still urged on the plea that i^^-2^ was an after-

thought or later interpolation (so, e.g., Keim and Merx), since the connection

between i" and 3^ is quite natural. The hypothesis that the editor or final

author of the gospel has incorporated an earlier source % in 1-2, working it over

for his own purposes, becomes especially plausible (i.) with reference to the

genealogy (i^"^^), 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 {c. 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 Einjluss des Weissagungsbeweises
u. anderer Motive auf d. Leidens geschichte, 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).

t On 1-2 as an integral part of the gospel, cp. Box {ZN'IV., 1905, 83 f.).

X Or sources ; Meyer, e.£., finds three in i^'^^ i^^'^s 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 925-26^ which were to follow the 7 weeks of

Zerubbabel, and to be followed by messiah's tragic death (cp. 24^'). 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 nn,

-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 i"*- 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 '*"'") 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*' 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 bigot Josephy Joseph^ to whom was betrothed Mary the Virgin^ begat

Jesus who is called the Alessiah),^ which is connected with the Greek text of

the Ferrar group, underlying the old Latin, and the Armenian versions {i.e,

'IoKw/3 5^ iy^yyriaey rbv 'lowij^, (^ /JLyrjaTfvdeiaa irapdivot Ma/)id/i iyivvijaev

*lrjcovp rhv Xeydfifvov Xpiardy), In any case iyiyyr/ct 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 2**" in whole or part has been assigned to a period

• The deletion of ix rveCfiaTos aylov (i^^) by Venema, Markland,

Bakhuyzen, and Vollgraff" is quite arbitrary, though Burkitt (£v. Da-Meph.
ii. 261) rightly follows SS in omitting obK iyiyuaKev fios off (i^^) 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 are 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

\^x\gh\.'m 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 2^*^' 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 2^-^^ but the Balaam -

legend, and the question related to the verification of the date in Mt. or to

the harmonising of the Lucan and Matthaean stories of the infancy (cp.

Hilgenfeld, ZWT., 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 2^'^^.

{b) i6^'^"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 oipetra (H">DB, cp. the rabbinic quotation in Taylor's

Sayings ofJewish Fathers'^^ 160) as applied by God to Abraham,
' when He saw Abraham who was going to arise. He said, Lo, I

have found 2i 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 2o22-23 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 basis

of a Babylonian demotic papyrus, by Oefele in his essay {Afittheilungen dei

Vorderasiat. Gesellschaft, 1903) on 'das Horoskop der Empfangnis Christi.'

t 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. i63f., 290 f.), it is unlikely that i6^'^'^*

(cp. Schmiedel, EBL^ 1876, 1892, 3 104-3 105) ^s an interpolation,

or that i6^®-^* represents an insertion made by the church of

Rome (Victor), c, A.D. 190, in the interests of its catholic

authority (so Grill, Dfr Primat des PetruSy 1904, pp. 61-79).

(c) While the epilogue (28^*-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 28^*. 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 (iropev^^es /Aa^i/rcvo-aTc Travra ra. Wvrj iv

Tw dvofxarC fAov), was proposed by F. C. Conybeare (ZiVW^., 1901,

275-280; ///. i. 102-108) and has been accepted by Usener

{PAein, 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 {BFT.^ 1903, vii. i,
* Der trinitarische Taufbefehl

Mt 28^' nach seiner urspriingliche Textgestalt und seiner

Authentie untersucht') and Chase {JTS., 1905, 483 f.). The

phrase cv to) 6v6fA.ari fiov may be a Western harmonising interpo-

lation (so Riggenbach, from Lk 24*^; Chase, from Mk 16^^), or

an insertion of Eusebius himself, independent of any codices in

the Caesarean 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 JCunstprosa, ii. 456) :

*

X/xS rotj fih 'EXKija-ip wj

'EXKifffiy, Tots S^ /3ap/3d/jots lij /Sop/3c£/)oij, ist die Weisung, die der Griechische

Philosoph einer Tradition zufolge seinem die Welt erobernden Schiller

Alexander auf den Weg mitgab ; iropevd^vTes oZv /xadrjTevaaTe irdvra rii, idvi]

sagte der Stifter der christlichen Religion zu seiner Schiiler als er sie in die

Welt aussandte.'
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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 281^. 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.

571-575; 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^^'^^, but even

this does not justify the hypothesis of a later revision.

The disruption of the context by Mt 28'"^°, whose contents do no more

than repeat those of vv.'*"'^, suggests that it is an editorial interpolation or

later gloss (so, e.g.y 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 20"*" (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 SK.^ 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., xii. 332 f., 362 f., 586) that ireplxf^pos (in Mk l^ etc.; cp.

Abbott's Dtai. 438 f., 1232)* is the Gk. equvalent of n^'^a (cp. Ezek 47^),

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 '?'^3 is used both by Chajes (Markus-Studien^ 13)

and Abbott to explain Lk 437
= Mk i28.
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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 mcdicxval

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 Apd. 21

does not bear out Resch's contention (cp. SchUrer, 7ZZ., 1897, 187 f.),

while the theory is further handicapped by the need of assuming not only

that Luke at one place (24*) misread Mk 16', although elsewhere he (24'"',

Ac i") 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^ 95f)«

§ 4. Characteristics.—The main problem of the gospel remains,

however, viz. the juxtaposition of Jewish or particularistic {e.g.

,o5f.» 1^24 i^M 238) and catholic {e.g, 12"- 24I* and 28i»'-)

sayings (cp. 16" and 23'). 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^, 241 f.)? The
answer to these questions depends upon the critical analysis of

the gospel. Keim (i. 86 f.) ascribes, e.g., ii7_228 314-16 8I1-12 22I-1*

2^1-12 27^^-^*-** 281^^- 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^^"^*

j^l4-16 cl8-19 317 1217-21 , ^14-15.
86 2 1

2-5 26^*-^^^^®) 27^^)
^l''- ^- ^S. 67

27^2-2820; 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

i^Het 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^^; he is ypafxfw.-

Ttvs /xa6rjT€v6€l<i ry jSacnXcLa rtov ovpavuiv o/moios avOpuiTroy olKoBi<T-

TTOTTj ooTis €K^aXA.ct €K Tov Orjcravpov avTov Kaiva koI TraXaia. He
is a Jewish Christian, acquainted with rabbinic learning;* the

midrashic element is more pronounced in his work than in either

* "Les formulas bien frappees, breves, sentencieuses y abondent ; on y
sent vraiment le docteur qui parle avec autorite

"
(Jacquier, /NT. 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 linai

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^^ (cp. i Co 15^).

If Mt. has any affinities with the great apostle, it is with the

Paul of Ro 9^^*, not of Ro ii^S much less of Gal 2^^\ His

Jewish Christian proclivities are strongly marked even in details

{e.g. 2420, his fondness for 17 ^aa-tkiCa roiv ovpavtov, the addition

of Kai Tr]v SiKaiocrvv-qv in 6^^ [cp. 3^^ =5^'^, Gal 4*], etc.), but he

sees the real Judaism not in the Israel J which had deliberately

(cp. 2725, note the emphatic was 6 Aaos) rejected Jesus, but in

the church. It is not accidental that iKKXrjcrLa only occurs in

Mt., among the evangelists. He reflects an age when the church

* Wellhausen {Ein/. 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

official representatives 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 (5^^'^"*), pay the

temple-tax, . . . confine their propaganda outside Jerusalem to Jews,
exclude pagans and Samaritans, and will not cast their holy pearls before

swine (10'* 7*)." 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 dpofila, and he is specially opposed to

hypocrisy ; but the former need not, any more than the latter, be an anti-

Pauline touch.

4: Cp. Wellhausen's remark on 23""*^
" Er [t.g. Jesus] hat durch seine

Apostel immer wieder Versuche gemacht, die Juden in seiner Gemeinde

{finischta) zu sammeln [k'nasch) 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*"^0, three angel-

messages to Joseph in dreams (i*> 2"- ^®), three temptations

(4***^), a triple description of the mission (4*^ see above), a triple

illustration in 5^2 (cp. 5M-36. 3»-4i)^ jhe threefold definition of

61-4. »-i5. 16-18
(cp. also 6»-»o f-^

«2. 25.
27)^ three miracles of healing

(8*-**), three further miracles (8*^-9'), three other miracles of

healing (9"-**), the triple rhythm of ii^' (cp. i2*<>), the threefold

attack of the Pharisees (12*'-
1®'-

**'•), three parables of sowing

(13^-^), three instances of yien'/y I say to you (18^-
1^-

'^^\\ three

classes of eunuchs (19^^), the threefold rhythm of 20^^* (<is ro

ktA.) and 2 1^, three parables (21*8-22^*), three questions put to

Jesus (22^*-^), three warnings (23*-^°, cp. 2-1^'^'^ 23^3 mint and
dill and cummin^ justice and mercy and faithfulness^ 2-^ prophets
and wise men and scribes\ the three men of the parable (251*'-),

three prayers in Gethsemane (26^***), three denials of Peter

(26®*'-), three questions of Pilate (27^'^'*^), three mockeries of the

crucified (27^*^), three women specially mentioned at the cross

(27**), and the threefold rhythm of 28^^-20. With this numerical

trait we may rank the fivefold occurrence of the formula koX

iyiyero ore cWXco-cv kt\. (7^8 ii^ 13*3 j^l 26^), the fivefold

antithesis of 5'^^"^^ and the fivefold rhythm of lo^-^ (cp. lo^io);
the seven evil spirits of 12**, the sevenfold forgiveness of 1821-22

(cp. 2 225), the seven loaves and baskets (15^-^'), and the

sevenfold woe of 23. It may be only accidental that there are

ten OT citations (1-4^1) previous to the beginning of the

Galilean mission, and there happen to be ten miracles in 8I-9H
The irregular number of the beatitudes (5^^-)» where schematism

would have been easy, shows that the writer did not work out

* " He seems to move amid a race of backsliders" (Abbott, JEBt. 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 dfiTjv in 18^' 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 2^ 4^"* 8^'' 13^ and 27^'- we have paraphrastic

renderings of the Hebrew, f Here, as elsewhere, citations which diflfer 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^^- (cp. H. R. Hatch,
Biblical World, 1893, 345-354, and J. R. Harris, Exp.'', 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^^, where, like Lk. (19^), he

omits the iracriv rots ^dvecriv of the LXX (Mk li"), and in 27^, where the

closer approximation of Ivarl to the LXX is balanced by the substitution of

the vocative ^e^ fiov for de6$ fiov (Mk 15^ 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^ 2^^ 2^^ 2^ 4* 12^^

21' besides the five noted above),:}: 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^'^ and 27""^°) may
have been taken originally from the apocryphal book of Jeremiah (Jerome,

cp. Resch's Parallel- Texie, ii. 334 f., 369 f.), three come from Micah (2^),

Hosea (2^'*),§ and Jeremiah (2^^) respectively, while a couple (4^ 13^') are

from the Psalter. The rest are drawn from Isaiah (21^ 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

Evan^elii Matthai [luti^zig, 186 1 ), Plummer (pp. xixf.), and Abbott (Dial.

3352 e),

t Cp. E. Haupt's Zur Wiirdigung der alt. Citationen im Ev. Mt.

(Treptow, 1870) on 8" (pp. 1-7) 13^ (pp. 7-10) and 27^ (pp. 10-16) ; Allen

in ET. xii. 281 f., and Nestle in ET. xix. on 2^' (pp. 527 f.), and {ET. xx.

92-93) on 12'".

X The midrashic development in 21' 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

^13 (12"), illustrates the composite character of Matthew's gospel (cp. Burkitt's

Transmissiotiy 202-203)
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genealogy. The author aimed at contemporary Jewish insinua-

tions against the honour of Mary. Tiie birth of Jesus was the

fulfilment of prophecy; Joseph openly recognised Mary as his

wife before the birth
; and even in the David ic 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 ZIVT.^ 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"-^*, 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^^-

attempts to explain how the holy messiah submitted to baptism
at the hands of John.f The purpose of John's baptism, eis

d<f>€(TLv afxapTiwv (Mk I*), is Omitted, and there is a tacit contrast

between the people (Mt 3*) and the religious authorities (3^^

vfias ... CIS furdvoiav) on the one hand, and Jesus (3^*'*) on the

other. The curious story of the Gospel according to the

Hebrews (cp. Jerome, confra 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 y^^-), is accepted

by some scholars, e.g. by O. Holtzmann {Leben Jesu, Eng. tr.

i27f.), 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" (cp. Jub 22^- ^ ; Halevy, RS., 1903, 32 f.,

123 f., 210 f.) substitutes a public proclamation for an inward assurance.

t The passage thus tallies with the ratification of Christian baptism in

28^'
;
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, ignoraniia est." The fragment breaks off here; but,
as the next fragment proves, Jesus did go eventually.
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incident. B\it this opens up the larger question of the reUtion

between the two works.

§ 5. Mt. and the Euangelium iuxta Hebrceos.—When the

Matthaean document is identified with Q (see above, pp. i94f.),

the speculations of early tradition and recent investigation

upon the relation of the canonical Mt. to the to lovSatKov

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 Matthaean

Logia), to what came to be called ' the Gospel according to the

Hebrews '

{(.vayyiXiov KaO' 'E^paiovs). 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: SX.j 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, Untersuchungen, 223 f.
; Resch, TU, v. 4. 322 f. ; Hoennicke,

JC. 98, etc.) or of Lk. (B. Weiss, Einl. 494 f)-

t 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. I39-I59). 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 Kaff *E/9patov9 as a

derivative compilation. Its use by Hegesippus (cp. SR. 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,

Hamack, ACL. ii. i. 625 f.).
The gospel, in its original form,t

was probably one of the narratives which preceded Luke (i^);

it was a Jewish-Christian Sn/yT^o-i? 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 Kaff 'Efipaiov: 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 infaniict^ 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.

(jy)LUKE.

LiTKRATURK.—(a) Editions
:{:

—
Origcn's Homilta in Lucam (mainly on

chs. 1-4) ; Ambrose, Expositio Evangelica (fourth century) ; Beda (eighth

century); Theophylact (eleventh century); Cajetan (1543) ; Cornelius k

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" (1846); TroUope (London, 1847); Diedrich

*
Schwegler {NZ. i. 197 f.) also heard echoes in Jas 5" and 2 P i", 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.

+ The legendary features are cruder than the naive stories, *.^., of Mt
1734-27 2ii8^ and 2^^^-^ ; on the other hand, it has preserved a more accurate

form of 23". 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 'lovdaiKdy.

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 Comtn. 1 878) ; E. H. Plumptre
(EUicott's Comm. 1878) ;

Ilofmann (1878) ; Oosterzee (Lange's Bibel-Werk^^

1880); van Doren (New York, 1881); Pillion (Paris, 1882); Schanz

(1883)
•

;
Farrar {CGT. 1884); M. F. Sadler (1886); Godet'(i888, Eng.

tr. of second ed. 1881); T. M. Lindsay (Edin., n. d.) ; J. Bond (1890);
Hahn (Breslau, 1892-4)*; J. Weiss* (— Meyer », 1892); Knabenbauer

(Paris, 1895); Plummer {ICC. 1896 and foil, ed.) ; Blass, Evangelium
secundum Lucam {i^^"]) \ Nosgen

^
(Strack-Zockler, 1897) ;

Riezler (Brixen,

1900); A. Wright (1900); B. Weiss (
— Meyer*, 1901) ; Adeney {CB.

1901) ; Girodon {Commentaire critique et morale Paris, 1903) ; Wellhausen *

(1904) ; V. Rose, V&vangih selon S. Luc (Paris, 1904) ; 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 Lucce

(1798); Schleiermacher, iiber die Schrifien des Lucas (i Theil, 1817, Eng.
tr. 1828, with preface by Thirlwall);i Mill, The Hist. Char, of St. Luke's

Gospel (1841) ; J. Grimm, Die Einheit des Lucas-Evglms (1863) ; G. Meyer,
Les Sources de F&v. 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 7-149); C. Campbell, Critical Studies in St. Luke's

Gospel {iS^, on Ebionitism, demonology, etc.) ; Feine, Eine vorkanonische

Ueberlieferung des Lukas (1891)* ;
Bebb {DB. iii. 162-173); Pfleiderer,

Urc. 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^

(1904)* ; J. Haussleiter, Die Missionsgedanke im Evglm des Lukas (1905) ;

B. Weiss, Die Quellen des Lukasevglms (1908)*; A. Wright {DCG. ii.

84-91).

§ I. The Preface.
—Blass {Philology of Gospels^ 1898, 1-20);

Abbott {EBi. 1789-90).

Luke's gospel and its sequel are addressed to a certain

Theophilus. This is a genuine proper name, not an imaginary

nom 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

(KaTTjxnOrji, cp. Ac 1 825 2i2i) a Christian who desired or required

fuller acquaintance with the historic basis of the Christian gospel ;

also that, as /cpano-Tc implies (cp. Ac 23^6 24^ 262^), 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

* 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, t

Luke's method is historical, but his object, like that of John

(20**), 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 irapaBoan 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

lSo$€ KafioC with the cSo^cv Trvcv/ian T«p ay(({)
koi rjfiiv of Ac 1 5^) J

his qualifications are simply the pains he had taken to acquaint
himself (dxpiySui?) with the contents of the TrapdSoo-is. 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. 11, utcunque sunt tradita incorrupta

perferemus; ix. i. 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 irapaSdceit of eye-witnesses

And primitive evangelists, but that the latter did not write down their informa-

tion. 1 he 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.

(6) 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 irepi vXrji laTpiKrjs (cp.

Lagarde's Mittheilungerty iii. 355 f. ; Hobart, Medical Language of St. Luke,
86 f. ; J. Weiss, etc.), at any rate a medical flavour.J Thus, d/cpt/3u)j

* 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. i6f.) is that of James' epistle, curiously ascetic and

more than suspicious of wealth.

t Beck {Der Prolog des Lukas Evglm, 1901) e.g. argues from iv ijfuv

that Luke was one of the Emmaus-disciples, and Theophilus a rich tax-

collector of Antioch who met Luke, Philip, and Paul at Coesarea, whither he
had accompanied Herod and Bemice.

t Thumb {Die Griechische Sprache im Zeitalter des Hellenismus, 1901,

225-226) contends that the linguistic parallels with Diobkorides and

Hippokrates (prefi to lUpi dpxaiv^ iarpiKiji, oKoaoi iircx^iprjirav Kepi Ivtoiktjs
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irapaKoXovdeiv is a phrase of Galen {Progtiat. ii. 13, Theriac. ad Ptsonem, 2),

and in his preface to the latter work he writes, Kai toijtov <roi rhv vepl t^s

drfpiaKTJs Xdyov, oLKpi^ds i^eTaaas diravTa, Apiare JH<T(av a-wovdalujs iiroirjaa.

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 aKorjp i^ d/coijs ypd(p€i.v) 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^-*), the gospel
falls into four sections: {a) The first {\^-^^) describes the

birth of John and of Jesus (i5-220), the boyhood of Jesus (221-52^,

the preliminary mission of John (s^"^^) and his baptism of Jesus

(321^-), the genealogy of the latter (s^^-ss) and his temptation

(41-13).
* The second part (4I4-950) is devoted to the Galilean

mission.! The third section (9^1-1927) brings Jesus to Jerusalem
after a series of journeys through Samaria and elsewhere. The

closing part (1928-24) covers the same ground as the corre-

sponding sections in Mk. and Mt., though with characteristic

omissions and additions. |

Luke's relation to the Marcan order is of primary significance

in an estimate of his work. Between Mk i^-^ and Mk i^-^ he inserts

an even fuller account of John's preaching {'^-^^) than Mt. (3^-i^);§

\k^tiv fj ypa.<f)eip) are too general, and that they only prove a knowledge of

medical phraseology. On the coincidences with the prefaces and dedications

of Josephus, see KxtvikeVs Josephus u. Lukas, 50 f.

* On the Lucan handling of this tradition, cp. EBi. 4960-4961, and B.

Weiss, Quellen d. Lukas Evgh/is, 100 f.

t The second and the third sections both open with a rejection ofJesus

t In the passion-narrative the resemblances with Ac 22-24 ^re 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**), fails to explain the point

and sharpness of John's rebuke.
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he then follows Mk. down to 4^* (
= Mk i"), but proceeds to

insert a programmatic and proleptic account of the rejection

of Jesus at Nazara (4^*-^).* Returning, in 4^^*^, to the Marcan

scheme (i^^-^), he stops at this point to insert a special version

of Peter's call (5^'^^), in place of the tradition (Mk ii«-»>) which

he had just omitted. The Marcan thread is followed again

till 6^^ (
= Mk 3^), where he reverses the position of the call

of the twelve (6»»-i«
= Mk 313-19, 6i7-i9 = Mk 3^'^^). After this,

Luke goes his own way for a while. Mk 4*-^ is reproduced in

84-18. 819-21 picks up Mk 3**-^ (another instance of reversed

order), and 8^*** follows Mk 4'**-5" ;
the parabolic teaching of

^s6-».
88-34 is entirely omitted, and 4^'^^ is not used till i^^^-^^.

In 9^'' Luke returns to Mk. (6«*^^<'), and the thread is on the

whole followed in 910-" (
= Mk 6^-**). Then, omitting Mk 6«-

S^*, with the exception of 8^^" and 8^*-^^ which are caught up in

reverse order later (i2"'** ii**-i2^), he follows Mk. (82^-98) in

^i8-8fl (omitting Mk g^-^% and on the whole in 987-w (
= Mk 9"-^).

Mk 9**-** reappears afterwards in 17^-^, the salt-saying of 9*^-*^

(like loi-i*) never appears at all, 'and it is not till 18^*-^ that the

Marcan scheme (ioi3-»*) is resumed (i88«-«
= Mk io*«-").t The

narrative (Jf the last days in Jerusalem then follows Mk. pretty

closely, though it omits J Mk 1 1
"-14. 20-28

(fig-tree incident),

1^21-23.
83-37 and i5i«-20, reverses the order of Mk 14^^^^ (=2221-23)

and i4*2-2fi (^=22^^-^)^ and 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
'

( 1°, cp. 2^ if rah yifiipai% iKdvani) ; § he is now and then precise

upon days (i" 2^^*^*^ etc.), months
1! (i^^'^)y years (2« cp. Z^),S ox

even hours (2*, cp. lo*^ 22**), and he attempts at one place an elaborate

sixfold synchronism (in 3^"^ with which the sixfold date of tlie Thebans'

entry into Plataea, in Thuc. ii. 2, has been compared). He knows that the

* Which Mk. reserves till 6^"**. Hence the anachronism of Lk 4^.

t On the neglect of the Marcan source in 9"- 18^*, cp. Sir J. C. Hawkins
in ET. xiv. iSf., 9of., 137 f.

t The anointing in Bethany (Mk 14'*') had been already used in 7'*"*.

§ Cp. I*^ 6^2 (^^ T^ ^^_ TajJrats).

II Apart from the ritual (Gal 4^°), the OT (Ja 5"), and the apocalyptic
references (in Apoc. Joh. ), /iijj', in its literal sense, is used only by Lk. of all

the NT writers.

IT This (Ixret is not uncommon in Luke's chronological notices (cp. 8'*^ 9"*
*

22* 23^, Ac 2*^ and elsewhere).
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call of twelve disciples took place
* in the morning (

6^2-13
j ^fter a night of

prayer. On the other hand, his connections are often vague ; e.g. i» r^ c^^s

(7")> ^'' fV Kade^rjs (8^), ip t-q e^TJs v/j^pq, (9^). As a rule, he follows Mark,

e.g. in 4^ 43i-*4 ^svf. 51 (adding the enigmatic devTepoirpd)T(p) and 6^ (
=Mk 3^),

though now and then he loosely uses 4v fnq. rdv i^fiepuiv (51'^ 8^—where, like

Mt 8^, he departs from Mark 4^^
—

20^), or phrases like iv aiir^ T(p xaipi^ (13^)

and iv airry ry iopq. (13^' 20^^).

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. t Thus Lk.

arranges the temptation in 4^-^^ 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"-!'' in order to prepare the

way for 7*2 (v€Kpol iyeipovTai). 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 (1^"*) in composing his gospel, so far as they
were written, may have provided him with material for i*-2'>',

q61_,3U 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) 15-2^2, cp. Hillmann {JPT., 1891, 192-261), Badham

{ET. viii. 1 1 6-1 1 9, defence of integrity), Zimmermann {SK.^

1901, 415-458, ibid. 1903, 247-290), Hilgenfeld {ZWT.^ 1900,

177-235, 190T, 313-318), Schmiedel {EBi. 2954 f.), Usener

{EBi, 3441 f-). Spitta {ZNW., 1906, 281-317, *Die

Chronologischen Notizen und die Hymnen in Lc i und 2'),

R. J. Knowling {DCG. i. 202
f.), Clemen (Religionsgeschtchtliche

Erkldrung des NT, 1909, pp. 223 f.), and D. Volter {TT.,

1910, 289-334, 'Die Geburt des Taiifers Johannes und Jesu
nach Lukas

').

The stylistic data of i*-2^2 permit of three hypotheses : (i.)

the use of a Palestinian Jewish-Christian Greek or Aramaic

* Other morning incidents, peculiar to Luke, are 5^'^^ (cp. 5') ai** 22*

and 23'*.

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 788-50 jg

an example of 7**, Lk lo^'- (the captious i'0;Uo5i5c£(r/ca\os) and lo^*- (Mary
the receptive) of lo^^. For other cases of editorial motive, see Westcott's

Introd. to Study of Gospels, pp. 393 f.
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(Bruce, Zimmerman n, 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* to i* and, though less markedly, from 2** to 3^, and

the Hebraistic phenomena of i*-2", together with the Lucan

characteristics which emerge in 2^^^' *i-**
(Harnack, SBBA.y

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'-a"

and 3"'*, under a double Christian redaction {e.g. in i*-** and i'*'-), a

Jewish apocalypse of i^echariah (V61ter, 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

Weihnachtsjtst, 1889, 122 f. ; Gercke, Neue Jahri. fUr d. klass. Alterth.^

1901, 187) in 3"-* as well as in Mt i*-" (for Lk 1-2, cp. Corssen in GGA.^
1899, 326 f.).

The main drawback to (ii.), i,€. 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. ii2f., 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,
i5_252 y^ith 32S-28 represent an early Palestinian source which

Luke has worked over, perhaps inserting, e.g.^ the references to the

decree (2^)t and the virgin-birth (r***-^), with the ws evo/xt^eTo of

3**. 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. j Wellhausen, Einl. 35 f. ;

Nestle, ZNW. vii. 260 f.
; Spitta, ZNW. vl 293 f. ; Wright,

Zimmermann, Jiilicher, etc.).

*So J. G. Machen, Princeton Review (1906), 48-49.

t The chronological notices cannot claim to be more than vague, popular

synchronisms (cp. Spitta, op. cit. p. 300).
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It is no objection to argue (Hilgenfeld, etc.) that references to the Davidic

throne and reign (i^^'^), the righteousness of works (i^ 2'^ etc.), and the

obligations of the law {2-^-^), 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 Jfesus

—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. Luke's 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^^*' represents an interpolation in the text (so, e.g.,

Hillmann, Volter, Holtzmann, Conybeare, Usener, Harnack : ZNW., 1901,

53-57, Schmiedel, Pfleiderer, Grill, N. Schmidt, J. Weiss, Loisy, Montefiore)
rests entirely t on internal evidence. When these verses are omitted, it is

claimed, the context {i.e. to v.^, and from v.^) runs smoothly. Jesus is

announced as destined to be born to Joseph, a descendant of David (so i^

oIkov AaveLS must be taken in i^ in the light of i'-"-
^^ and 2*) and Mary.

The application of 701^615 to Joseph and Mary, and of irari^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^^) ; 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^*. After this,

the sequence of i^ {I/oiv 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^^) ; yet the latter is punished for unbelief,

while Mary is praised for her faith (i^). This eulogium is hard to understand %

* Hacker's {ZWT., 1906, 18-60) inclusion (so Spitta and Montefiore) of

""*' in the interpolation has this in its favour, that it gets rid of the supposed
miraculous inference in ^. B. Weiss confines the interpolation to *4-35».

t The substitution of ^ for ^, and the omission of ^ after '', in b is too

slender a basis, and may have been accidental, whilst the alleged omission

of ^"^^ from the Protevangelium Jacobi breaks down upon examination (cp.

Headlam's discussion with Conybeare in the Guardian for March-April 1903).

X On the other hand, it is precarious to argue that Mary's subsequent sur-

prise (2^^-
^-

"**) would be inconsistent with the revelation given her in i**"**, and

that therefore either the latter passage, or the whole of ch. 2, is an interpolation.
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in view of i**, for the question there is surely more than an involuntary

cry of surprise, unless we are to resort to conjecture (so W. C. Allen,

Interpretery 1905, pp. I2lf.)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 ^irel iM^pa. ov yivuxTKU from I**

(so Kattenbusch, /tpost. Symbcly ii. 623 ; Merx ; Weinel, ZNW., 1901, 37 f. ;

L. Kbhler, 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"'-,

whereas in the source {i.e. up to irwi tcrtu tovto) the surprise and hesitation

are motived by the fact that Mary and Joseph were of humble origin.

The argument therefore is that i**"" can be removed, not only without

impairing, but actually with the result of improving, the context.
*

If the

allusion to virginity (i*^) and the absence of any subsequent mention of

marriage are taken as implying 1 ***•*, it is open to the critic either to regard

wapd^fos as interpolated by the author of l**"* (so Hamack), or to suppose
that the redactor omitted the mention of the marriage and subsequent con*

ception (Usener). The double mention of ir., however, and its vital con-

nection with the sentence, render the former hypothesis less probable,t while

the latter seems unnecessary in view of 2* (w/M Mary his wife). Here r^

ilurn<rr€votiAvTi aiVry ol^jj ^K^nf is correctly interpreted by the early glossarial

addition ofyvyaiKl after ovt<J> (AC T A A, 1, q*, Syr*>, vulg. , goth. , aeth. ) X even

if one is indisposed to admit ywaiKl as the original reading {e.g. Hacker,

53-54), on the ground that its alteration into ifiw. is more likely than the

Ebioniiic change of i/iy. into yvpaiKl. The sole reason for Mary's presence
with Joseph was the fact of her marriage to him.

The style of **""
is fairly Lucan, though 5i6 occurs only once in the third

gospel and ercl never. If it be an interpolation, it is due either to Luke or

to a redactor who wrote * on the basis of 1'^''^ and Mt i"-2»j with ** 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

jS4-M j^jj^j j^ passage like 3**, where the Lucan reading undoubtedly was

Ms fiov el <rv aiifiepov yeyiwrjKi, ae (so, e.g.^ Corssen ; Usener, Weihncuhts-

fest, 40-50 ; Harnack, BNT. ii. 310-314 ; cp. Resch, Agrapha, 346 f., 365 f.,

and Paralleltextey 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 l^oi> avW-fjfi^ji

of '^ and the koI t5oi>'E. ^ <rvyy. <r. k. avry] avveiXijtpcv of.
t Cp. Bardenhewer, ^^(1905), p. 158.
+

SyjSin substitutes 7. for ifivriiTT. (so a, 6, c,ff^=uxore sua).

§ Zimmermann {S/T., 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**"^ (hence the Spirit

as masculine, not—as in Semitic—feminine), altered i^ and 2' in order to make

Mary merely the betrothed of Joseph, not his wife, inserted the erroneous

chronology of 3^'^, the parenthesis of 2*^, the mistranslation in 2^ {adrQv),
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Against this,* it is argued that the deletion of vv.**-*^ does not leave the

answer of v.
^ 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.*") and the very natural and momentary hesitation of v.**.

It is the almost immediate repression of her doubt and the resigned

words of ** which justify her cousin's eulogy (cp. Hal^vy in US., 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^ is retained, the term vlds deoO there, as in 3^, 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 1
28^-38

presents some variations from the Lucan

text, e.g., the absence of i^'^'^ 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!

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.

(j8) 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 2^^'^. Zimmermann consequently identifies Luke
with Hilgenfeld's

' Pauline interpolator' whose hand is seen in i*"^* ''^'''^. He

precariously identifies this Aramaic source with the /3t)3Xos yeveaiuz of Mt i^.

* The case against the interpolation is stated by Halevy {RS., 1902, 318-

330, who holds, however, that Luke's narrative was written to supplant

Matthew's), by Hilgenfeld, and by G. H. Box (ZJVIV., 1905, 91 f., and

DCG. ii. 804 f.).

t The idea of l* is Hellenic rather than Jewish.
**
Quant au fond

m6me de I'idee, il ne s'accorde pas mieux avec la th^ologie juive en ce qui

fait I'originalit^ propre de celle-ci, k savoir la notion de la transcendance

divine, qui ne permet gu^re de concevoir Dieu comme le principe gen^rateur,

physique et imm^diat, d'une vie humaine individuelle. En grec et poui

I'esprit hell6nique, ces embarras n'existent pas
"

(Loisy, i. 292).
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quite a namber of them are specifically Lucan. On linguistic grounds alone

it b 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 2^-*"

(Hillmann, 201 f. ; P. Haupt, Zeitschrift der d. Morgenl. Gtsellschaft^ 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") and the couplet

in 19" are quotations from the same hymn ; the magnificat t (cp. Iloltzmann's

Festgabty 1902, 63 f.) was an Israelitish war-song of triumph; the psalm of

Zachariah was composed of two separate pieces, one ("-W) on the appear-

ance of Messiah, one ^') 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 !*• was KtsX eXrtp (cp. Burkitt, Evang. Da-Meph. ii. 286), the problem
is whether Mapui/x or 'EXi<rd/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 Psalmodia Bono that

Elizabeth spoke the magnificat), which is apparently pre-Origenic (cp.

Lommatzsch, v. 108 f., 'nonenim ignoramus quod secundum alios codices

et hsec uerba Elisabet uaticinetur ') and even prior to Irenseus (cp. iv. 7. i, 'sed

et Elisabet ait, Magnificat anima mea dominum,' ZNW.^ 19061 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*'), and Luke was
• fond of inserting Awtv hk or koX elwev between the speeches of his characters

without a change of speaker' (Burkitt). Furthermore, the ffiv avr^ of i*

suits Elizabeth as the previous speaker better than Mary, otherwise the

reference would be to the mention of her in v.*. Then a phrase like iiri-

p\e\//€P ivl Tijp Taxc/voxrtv ttjs SoiJXiyj airrov 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. Jacobs (Loisy?) in

RHLR. (1897) 424-432 ; Harnack (SBBA., 1900, 538-556), Volter, Conrady
(Quelle der kan. Kindheitsgeschichte, 48-51), H. A. Kostlin [ZNW., 1 902,

142-145), Loisy (i. 303 f.), Schmiedel {EBt. 2956-2957), F. C. Burkitt (in

A. E. Burn's Niceta of Remesiana^ 1905, pp. cliii-cliv ; yZlS. vii. 220 f,),

*
Cp. e.g. F. Zorell's study of the Hebrew or Aramaic rhythmical

structure of the magnificat, in Zeitschriftfiir kath. Theologie{i<)0$), 754-758,
For the connection of the Lucan canticles with the prayers of the Jewish

synagogue, see Chase, TS. i. 3. 147-151. See, further, W. Steinfuhrer : Das

Magnificat Luc. I identisch mit Ps. loj (1908), and J. F. Wood (JBL.,
1902, 48-50)-

t According to Hilgenfeld, the magnificat was inserted like Lk i*"" by
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.

Bax^enhevfer {Biblische Studien, vi. 1-2, 1901), Nilles {Zeits.f. kirchl. TheoL

1903, 375 f.), Ladeuze {Revue d^kisiorie ecclds., 1903, 623 f.), F. Jubaru, Lt

Magnificat expression rielle de Vdme de Marie (Rome, 1905) ;
F. P. Parisi,

II Magnificat"^ (1905); Wordsworth (in Burn's Niceta, pp. clv-clviii), A. E.

Burn {DCG. ii. 101-103), and C. W. Emmet [,ExpP viii. 521-529), in

addition to Spitta and Wernle {GGA., 1904, 516 f.).

(7) The genealogy of Jesus in Lk 3^'^, unlike the theocratic and Jewish-
Christian list of Mt i^'*, ascends from Jesus to Adam, quite in the universalist

spirit of Ac 17^, though, like that list, it is a genealogy of Josephus artifically

drawn up. The concluding editorial touch {Son of God) refers back *
to 2^,

especially when i^^-ss ^re regarded as subsequent interpolations. Whether

Luke translated it or not, a touch like the Kainan of 3^^ is taken from the

LXXofGn io24.

(iii.) The third hypothesis (Hilgenfeld, Usener), that 18-2^2

are a subsequent addition to the gospel, is based on the argu-

ment that the avwOev of the prologue excludes the birth-stories.

The primitive apostolic tradition upon Jesus certainly started

with an account of his baptism by John (Ac 121-22^
.

^^dj if the

prologue were interpreted in this light, it would usher in, not

i5_252 but 31^', at which point the eye-witnesses of i^ could first

vouch for the facts. On the other hand, rdv TrtTrXrjpocjiopov/jiiviov

iv rjfjilv irpayfxdTiov need not be restricted to facts ; matters of

conviction 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^ as if for the first time (see 5^^) ;
this may

be naturally explained as a sententious impressive allusion, t

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 ZNW.y 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^-^ indeed seem more in keeping
with the beginning (i^) 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 dpx6/Ji€vos

does not refer to the beginning of this divine sonship (Spitta).

t Similarly the repetition of Joseph, Mary, and Nazareth in 2^ simply

resumes 1^"^ ; it does not imply that two sources lie side by side.
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Ac I^ which defines it as an account of all that Jesus began both

to do and to teach. It suggests, especially in view of i^^, 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^'^', they were preliminary notices

leading up to (cp. 1** with 3^) the historical traditions.*

{p) 95»-i8" is not a travel-narrative
; although it contains

some incidents of travel (q"-**-
67-«8 ,o88f. i^zsf. ,^25f. 1711'.), 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"-*«), the good Samaritan (lo^-^'^), and the Samaritan leper

(lyii-w^^ but no geographical connection is visible. Although it

may be inferred from Mk lo^ and Mt 19^ 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*'-io** centring round the mission of the 70): how they are

to behave towards incivil people (9*^'-)> ^o^ ^^^y must be whole-

hearted (9*^'-)> ^ow they are to carry out their mission (10^'),

and how they are to be received (io^').t Then follows a little

group of sayings on prayer (ii*""). The next groups, with any

unity, occur in 12^-*^ (duties of fearlessness, disinterestedness

and unworldliness, and watchfulness in the Christian mission)

and in 1 2^-1 3^ (addressed to 0^X01, on repentance). Another

(ii87f.) group of dinner-sayings follows {i^^'^*);X i/^"^^' recalls

^67t. I J (cp. Hilgenfeld, ZWT.^ 1902, 449-464) defends the

graciousness of the gospel against Jewish cavilling (cp. 15*- ^s).

16^-17^** area loose § collection of sayings upon various social

*
If X^oj in I* were not= the Christian preaching, and if i)cei in 3*

were no\. = about, instead of as if, there might be some reason for adopting
Corssen's theory (GGA., 1899, pp. 510 f.) that the personal logos appeared
at first on earth in the baptism (3^2), and that airrbirTai and virrjp^Tai should

be taken together, with toO \6yov in the Johannine sense adumbrated in

Ac id^ 1328'- C7).

•j-
10^" has no connection with what precedes and very little with what

follows. On the whole arrangement of this section, see Wernle, Syn. FragCt

99 f. ; Pfleiderer, Urc. ii. 138 f.

X The transference of 14^8-24 to a place between 13** and 13^ (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 ;
i y^O-ig^ is on the general theme of the parousia ;

*

and 1 8^-1* would follow ^^ better than iS^. Thus the section is

neither (so Schaarschmidt, SJiC., 1909, 12-28) a fragment of

some independent gospel, which covers (though with more

definiteness in its setting) the same ground as Mt 121^-245^ =
Mk 3^-13^^, nor an independent source (P. Ewald, Renan,

Burton), nor (Wendt) a block of material from Q which Luke

has inserted here (as in 6^^-S^), 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.

(4 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

(1945-46^ than Mark or even Matthew; it does not excite the

authorities to immediate action, and their interference {20?-^') 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, J 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 22^1 to the synoptic account of

Peter's attack on the servant of the high priest. No source need

order thus : IS*-"" i7(*-2)-
s-^- (5-6). 7-io. u-19. 20-37 jgi-s jgi-s 1519-31.

9-16 igg-w ^j^h

J516-18 and i;^-'-*-
^^ as insertions from Matthew. But even i6^^'- is composite ;

j5(a6).
27t (Joes not flow from the preceding story (cp. Colle in SK.y 1902,

652 f.)

•Conceived here, as in ii^- and 19", *als Tag der Rache an den

christusfeindlichen Juden
'

(Wellhausen).

t Cp. Burkitt's Transmission^ 134 f., and DCG. ii. pp. 750 f.

% See also the Satanic suggestion of Judas (22' = Jn I3^'-)- 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 both

authors of an independent source (so Zimmermann, SK., 1903, 586-605).
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be postulated for these Lucan touches any more than for the

additions in 2 22«'- (talk at supper), 23*^-^^ (on way to Calvary),

2^8»~i3 (dying robber), 24^^^- (Emmaus story, etc.);* for these

Luke only required some oral tradition to start him
;
the Herod-

scene (23****),t like 13"'*, probably came from a source or

sources connected with Joanna and Chuza (cp. 1* 31*
i* 8* 9'^*,

Ac 13^), 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 iz*"***" into the original text % as

preserved in D(cp. ffAT. 653 f. ; Burkitt, Evang. DaMeph. ii. 300 f.), and

the legendary insertion | of 22***^ (which in some MSS of the Ferrar-group is

placed, by conformation, after Mt 26*) ; 23*** (cp. Harnack, SBBA., 1901,

25s f. ; HNT. 654; Resch, TU, x. 3. 721 f.) is, like Jn 7»-8". 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. 24", besides being textually suspect,

contains two words peculiar to Lk. and Jn. (20') among the gospel- writers

(idbwiop and vapoLKirru) ; breaks awkwardly into the flow of the story ; and,

like Jn 20^, implies that Peter did not believe although he saw the empty
tomb. Furthermore, the emphasis on Peter alone (cp. 24*^ 24^') contradicts

24**. The insertion of the passage (condensed from Jn 20^"*") 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 24^'** and 24"'*,

might be taken from a special source ; as it stands, 24** (which Merx deletes)

does not tally with the agitation of 24". The materialising of the resurrection-

stories in 24'*'- (cp. Denney, Jesus and the Gospel^ 143 f.) is quite Lucan,
however (cp. the realism of 3^), though the realism is no mark of veracity

(Huff^mann, ZWT.y 1909, 332 f.).

t Cp. Verrall {JTS., 1909, 321-353) and Abbott {Diat. 3183).

X Blass (5Ar., 1896, 773 f.)and Wellhauscn further omit 22^**, which Zahn

{INT. iii. pp. 39 f. ) transfers to a place after v.^' and before v. ". The case for

the larger reading is best put by Jiilicher {ThA. 235 f.) and Salmon {Human
Elemeni in Gospels, 492 f.). According to H. E. D. Blakiston (JTS.,
19031 548-555), 22^*-» is a conflation of two distinct stories (L= 22i*-^8- 21,

5 = 22^^^*), 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.^ 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.

1^98-1804, and Merx) for the likelihood that it would be omitted. Similar

harmonistic insertions occur in 24^**
*^' '^^

{koI dvetpipero els r. ovp.) and
^

{TpocTKvv. airrSp). 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, S/T., 1888, 524-534), perhaps

by the author of D, who also changed the "KiyovTas of 34^ into Xiyovrei, in

order to harmonise it with Mk 16^*.

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. 6i2_83^ 9^1-1 8^*] 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, T/ie Apostolic Gospel^ 157).

For this reason, the attempts to reconstruct a special source,

running all through the gospel, whether Ebionitic (so, <f.^., Keim, i.

loi f., and Schmiedel, EBi. 1855-1856)* 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) • I'is source, Jewish Christian in character {c. A.D.

67), emanates from the church of Jerusalem, and contains the narratives of

j6_252 (birth-stories), -^'^ (genealogy), ^^^'^ (rejection at Nazareth), 5^-"

yl-10.
11-17. 36-60 gl-S g51-56 io38-42 j^lO-lV.

31-33 j.l-« 17II-W igl-lO.
39-44 ^1^^

2214-23.
81-84. 35-38. 89-46. 47-53. 64-62. 63-71

23l-« 2/i^-^. (J>) Similarly, both G. H.

MiiUer 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=l-2 •310-14* 23-38 .16-30 rl-11. 33. 36. 89 518.15-16.20-38,46-4 9
yl-22*.

86-60 gl-l

So recently A. Meyer {Die Auferstehung Christi, 1905, pp. 34, 341).
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-«. ci-41 ,q1. »-4i j,r-».r-54 iji*. »-». 4*-«i
i^t-n i^i-» jri-s. 11-n

|5I«-I& 1»-U 1^1* ig>-l«-
n-«4. 4Sbf.

iQl-atl.
S7-44. <7-48 20^'^ **'*^ 21^^'^^^'^

•4-48 22*"*- ^*-^ "••*• '•*•
23*-24**. 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 j7-l
!•(!>. IT ^lU

]^ 2*
l»-»m nh-n

^14-l»
»l-44 cl-3(fl. M-(T)

Q 510-ai
m.

yiL
u-m q07-«

M 510-".
u-» 6»» 8<-9'»

g qM 6*^" 7*^
**'" ***'"' 8'*' Q«-M 61-sa

Q iqS. U-I« n-M. W.(|) |i9-3 »f. 16f. IM. M(.

M Ill«-18(D 21 (T)

S lo^t* "-» »t(l) ML i|M M 14 S7-»

Q II*'' I2I-UA »-<^ **-*< <7L «><• •1-*

M Il»

S iiir-as M-M 12^*^ " '^'' ^ ^'^ "**•
13^-1'

Q i3U*St
ML U-»

1^11
»-a S-77 S4-SS 1^3-7

M
S 13"'"

'^^
14^*^°

^^^* **'* ^'^
i5'->

"^ 16^'^'

Q |gU 1«-17
|^l-«

23 3627 SI 33(. jgU

M 16" ff i8^»-«

g i6i«-u i>-n
177-''

* *-*o *> 18^'^ 10^*^'

Q i9«
!»-»

I^ I9»-S7
47-48 2(^-^ 21^-* (*>• "• '^^ 22^-^

g Iq14
S7 Wt

2I*''-(^ '^•'^ 22"*-

Q 22"-* W

M 22**"^ 23^"'^
** "'^ ^'^ ''^'^ ^^

24^'^'

g 22'*'-<^ 23'"^
^^"^' 27-31 34-35 39-48

24^'"*

(</) Wright, recognising more truly the composite and heterogeneous
character of Luke's Sondergui, 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 1^-2'^ ^^'^ 4^"^ J^^^. The travel -section (9^"-) 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 Matthaean logia, finding the Lucan sources in (a)

i5-2««, \b) a so-called Perean * document (9"-i8" 19*-^), (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 {f'^^-
"• ^8

42b-i3.
(U-is). le-ao

^i-u 620-49 ^i.gs)^ (^) ^ark, and (g)

some minor sources or traditions. There are several places in Luke which

resemble a passage like Herod, v. I-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 Stil^, 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
—

ixetSi^irep iroXXot i-nrex€lp't)<Tav dvard^aaGai dii^rjffiP

Tepl tQ}v ir€ir\y]po<popr]fji.^vu}v iv Tjfuv trpayfidruv,

Kadojs irap^8o<rap ri/ui/ ol dr dpxv^ avrdTrai Kal {/xijp^Tai yevS/xevoi toO

\6yov,

ISo^eu Kdfioi irapr]Ko\ovdrjK&n &v<adev vdviv dKpi^m
Kade^ijs croi ypd\f/ai, Kpariare Qe6(f>i\e,

iVa iTiyvfs irepi dv Karijx'^^V^ \6y(av -rijp d<r<f>d\eiaw.

The succeeding words, eycvcro iv rats 17/xepais 'HpwSov kt\., show,t
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, Litterarische Charakter

d. neutest. Schriften, 46 f.).J

Luke, true to the Atticist-tradition, prefers drh rod vvv (22^^- ^) to dir dpn
(Mt 2629- ") and ^eUvrj (iS^S) to }>a<t>is (Mk lo^s, Mt ig^*), avoids verbs

like iK4p5r]<ra (iQ^^-
^8

cp. Mt 2$^- ^), dyyapetieiv {23^ cp. Mt 2782), 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 iyivero, cp. J. H. Moulton, Grammar of NT
Gruk, i. 16 f.

:5:Four senarii are noted in the gospel, 5^* (t/$ i<yrt.v oCros 6$ XaXet

p\a<r<l)ijfdas), $^^ (dXX' . . . 4\:fi\vda), S^ {Ka\i<rai . . . a/xo/wwXoiJt), 5"
(oMels iriuv iraXaibv eiBiws diXei viov).
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8i€fK6pTicrat (19"'
"

cp. Mt 25'*- *), phrases like 6^ta used substantively

{e.f. 9"=Mk 6» Mt 14", 23«>=Mk I5*», Mt 27"), mi'Xo* ^"^foi (17' cp.

Mk 9« Mt i8«) and Kopdaiw (8"-
»*

cp. Mk S*^-*", Mt q"*), and adopts

phrases like the distributive dyd (9^* cp. Mk 9*) and the alliterative
*

\tfiol

Kal \oifiol (21^^). As Jerome pointed out to Damasus {ep. 19), he omitted

(19") the tlwai'i'd of Mk ii*, Mt 21', and Jn 12", owing to his Greek sense

of style {in/fr omnes euan^elistas graci sermonis eruditissimus), the term

being one of the foreign phrases {fidp^apoi 7Xu><r<ro) 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 xoSpdwrris (i2'" cp. Mt 5*, 21' cp. .Mk 12*^),

uxrofrd, (see above), ^/9/S«f (22^ cp. Mk 14**, Mt 26^), ToXyoda (23* cp.

Mk 15", Mt 27*»),tand ffvpSov\os (12** cp. Mt 24*'), the substitution t of (f>6po%

(20«) for KitPaot (Mk 12", Mt 22"), o( Bepartla (i2<«) for olKtrela (Mt 24"),

of e&ye (19") for eJJ (Mt 25**), and of irtfiaXeiP tA» x<»P«» (20^' 22") for

Kpartip, the insertion of good stylistic phrases like vTdpx<^f (23*' cp.

Mk 15*), Kadifififpoi (10** cp. Mt 11"), and participial clauses in general {e.j^.

19* with Mk u', 22"»«*"with Mk 14", Mt 26"). 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 11), and he shows sound literary feeling in

variations like cttI Trpdo-tuTroi' trdayj^ T^ y^s (Lk 21^*) and cVl

xaKTos irpoo-cJTTOu Trj<: yrj<; (Ac 17^), rov trriKoX. MdpKov (Ac 12^^),

Tov iiTLKXrjOivra M. (12**), and tov koX. M. (15^^). 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;
* For the good Greek of this alliteration, see Lobeck's Paralip. gramm.

grac. i. S3 f.

t Cp. the omission of Awt Awt Xa/iA crapaxdavel in 23^, and of the double

negative (19**) in Mk 11'.

t So ^l with dative (2i»cp. Mk 13*, Mt 24'), and rit (9" 10* etc.) for eft.

§ e.g. in Ac 172 2323-24 and 24I9.

II It is an open question, e.g., how far the two forms ('lepowroXiJ/* and 'lepo-

cdXvfia represent a difference of sources or literary tact upon Luke's part (cp.

V. Bartlet in £T. xiii. 157-158), and how far Luke used them indifferently.
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Plummer, pp. xli f. ; Abbott, EBi, 1789 f. ; Nicolardot, Lei

Proddts de Redaction des trois premiers EvangHisteSy 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

sdne in public for others {e.g. i5^^-).t He is fond of using

questions in order to provide good connections or to vivify the

situation {e.g. 3IO-15 639 22^8. 49.
51)^ ^nd 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. II

*
Bryce, Studies in ContemporaryBiography (1903), p. 149.

t 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 ^tat 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 iXdiru rh irvevfui <xov i<f> rjfias as the original reading
in 11^ see Resch, TC/. v. 4. 398 f., x. 2. 228 f. ; Blass, Ev. sec. Ltuam^ pp.
xlii f., and Harnack, SBBA., 1904, 195 f.

II
He might have taken as the motto for his gospel, says Nicolardot

(p. 123), the phrase, -qyaWlaaev rb irvevfia fiov eirl ry dec^ t<^ <rojTrjpi fiou

(cp. Harnack, BNT. i. 63 f.). But Paul's words, irdj/rore xafpere, d5ta-

XcfTTTws nrpoaeijxeade, ev vavrl eirxapiaTecrty are an even better summary of

Luke's message for his age.
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It b a literary rather than a religious characteristic which emerges in what

has been termed Luke's " law of parsimony
"

(Storr, Vber den Zweck der

evang. Geschichte und der Brie/e Johannis, 1 786, 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
SHtnma 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 I4'*'", even although this abbreviation lessens (cp. 4*^) his

favourite emphasis on prayer ; but an examination of his comparative avoid-

ance of duplicates and his selections from the It^a (cp. Resch's Paulinismus,

575 f., and Ausserkan. ParalUlUxU^ iii. 838 f.), affords full proof of the law.*

According to Hilgenfeld {ZWT.^ 1901, i-ii), 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 t is that he was not a Paulinist

masquerading as a historian. He substitutes x^P'^> ^'S-> i" 6^^

(cp. Mt 5**), but neither here nor elsewhere in the Pauline

sense of the term. There are numerous echoes of Pauline

phraseology like 48*= i Co 2*, 63«=2 Co i^, 812= i Co i^i, 8" =
I Th i«, io8=i Co io87, ioi«=i Th 48, ii7 = Gal 6i7, i2« =
I Co 4*, 20^= Ro 14*, and 2i'* = Ro 11*^; 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' (Jiilicher). 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 {SK., 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 \ la theologie particuli^re de saint

Paul, et Ton disait presque qu'il I'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*^'^), Schmiedel

{EBi. 1840- 1841), and B. Weiss {Quellen d. synopt, Ueberlieferung, 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 medtcus, post

ascensum Christi cum eum Paulus quasi itineris (sui) socium secum adsump-

sissety 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) t or into litteris (Buecheler, Lietzmann). The following words

studiosum secundum are probably a corruption of the original {sut) socium

secum (so, e.g.y 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 ^^ dico^s (Ronsch,

Westcott, Lietzmann, etc.), but either ex ordine (Routh, Leipoldt, etc.) or as

above (so, Schwartz = IIoiJXoi/ yv(bii% a counterpart to nomine suo, just as

recognoscentibus cunctis lower down is to Johannes suo nomine) rather than

ex {omnium) opinione (Corssen).

ACTS,

Literature.—{a) editions (modem) 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,

1794) ; Thiess, Lukas^ Apgeschichte neue ilbersetzt mit Anmerkungen

(1800) ; Kistenmaker {Gesch. d. Ap. mit Anmerkungen, 1822) ; Kuinoel

{Commentarius in libros NT historicos, iv.', 1827) ;
Biscoe (Oxford, 1829) ;

Hastings Robinson (London, 1830) ; Olshausen (1832) ; Meyer (1835) ;

W. TroUope (Cambridge, 1847); W. G. Humphrey (1847); de Wette^

(1848); Bomemann (1848); Beelen (1851, second ed. 1869); C. M. Du
Veil (ed. F. A. Cox, London, 1851); H. B. Hackett^ (1858); Ebrard

* On the Lucan version and Marcion's account of 4"-*>, cp. Hilgenfeld

{ZWT, 1902, 127-144).

t Cp. Ac 92 199 2422.

X The main sixteenth-century contributions were made by Calvin,

Erasmus (1516, Basle), Vatable (Paris, 1545), and Gagnoeus {Scholia, Paris

1552).
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Gedanken u. Bemerkungen (1891 f.) ; J. B. Lightfoot (Smith's DB. i. 25 f.);

Reuss, NTTh. ii. 296-310 ; One, 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 sur Erkldrung d.

Apgeschichte (1897) ; A. C. Headlam {DB. i. 25-35) ; J- Weiss, Uber die

Absicht und den litter. Charakter d. Apgeschichte (iSgy) ; V. Burtlct {Bibli-

cal World, xix. pp. 260 f.); P. W. Schmiedel {EBi. 37-57)
*

j 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

Apgeschichte und ihr geschichtl. Wert{igo6); 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. Paufs Epp. (Oxford, 1830) ;

* 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 temporum in Actis Ap. ratione (1833) ; Klostermann'a

Probkme im Aposieltexte (1883) ; M. W. Jacobus, A Problem in Criticism

(1900), 105 f. ; W. Soltau,
' Inwieweit kann d. Apgeschichte als historische

Quelle gelten' {Beitrdge z. alten Geschichte^ v. 11 7-123); S. Grandjean,
*^tude sur la valeur historique du Livre des Actes' {Libert^ ChrMenne, 1906,

247-260). (iii.) On religious ideas:—
^J. Weiss, DCG. i. 25-28; Shailer

Mathews, Messianic Hope in NT {1^6), 137 f. ; Mangenot, 'Jesus, Messie et

Fils de Dieu, d'apres les Actes des Apdtres
'

{Revue de Plnstitut 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 commentariorum scurorum qui

Lucce nomen prcpferunt, deque eorum consilio et cetate (1798) ; J. K. Riehm,
dissertatio critico-theologica de fontibus Act. Ap. (1821); Schwanbeck, Ueber

die Quellen d. Apgeschichte (1847) ; Horst, Essai sur les sources de la

deuxiime partie des Actes des apdtres (1849) ; Lekebusch, die Composition u.

Entstehung der Apgeschichte von neuem untersucht (1854); Jacobsen, die

Quellen d. Apgeschichte (Berlin, 1885) ; van Manen, Paulus I = 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);

Jungst, die Quellen der Apgeschichte (1895) ; Zimmermann {SK.^ 1901,

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, 2655., 296 f.); Harnack {BNT. iii. 162 f.)*;

J. Wellhausen's Noten zur Apgeschichte (in
* Nachrichten von der koniglichen

Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Gbttingen. Philologisch
- Historische

Klasse, 1907, Heft i. pp. 1-2 1), and E. Schwartz, Zur Chronologie 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, 19 lo). (v.) the speeches :
—Kahler (Petrine Speeches,

SJ^., 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.'' iv. 436-455)*; Schulze {SK., 1900, 119-124 on 20^^-31). Baljon

{Theol. Studien, 1900, 179 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^*
6-

«) 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 (i^). The first part (ii-6^)

describes the origin of the church at Jerusalem, the second

(68-930) its diffusion throughout Palestine, including Samaria,

the third (Q^^.igSS) its expansion from Judaea to Antioch, the

fourth its spread throughout Asia Minor (i 225-16*), the fifth its
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extension to Europe or Macedonia and Achaia (16*- 19^^),

culminating in the arrival of Paul as the representative of the

Gentile Christian gospel at Rome (
= the uttermost parts of the

earthy i®, cp. Ps. Sol 8^*). Each section is summarised (6^ 9^*

12** 16* 1920 and 28^^) by a rubric of progress.

The increased prominence of the Spirit in the third gospel is

evident in the Scvrcpo? Xoyos, where the holy Spirit is treated

as the inspiring force of the early church's energies (cp. especi-

ally characteristic passages like 2*'- 5»-82 7M 8i5f.3» ,o44f. Ilia. 28

13* 15^ 1 6*"^ 19*'* 20** 21"). 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^-* 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 Scvrcpo? Xoyo? in order to

follow up the impression made by the irpwros Xoyo?. The

geographical plan adopted in the Ir.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 P'ourth gospel, in which the

utterances and actions of the church are regarded as the direct

outcome of the living Lord (cp. £x/>.^ iv. 237 f.).

Upd^eis {tup) &ro<rr6\uy, 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 irpd^eii {acta, actus). The variant

xpa^u (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 rauthenticite des Aptires

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) Uporepov would have been,

strictly speaking, more accurate than irponov in i\ if Luke had

meant the first of two volumes
;
but TrpoJTos can quite well denote

' one of two,' and, as Luke never uses tt/jotc/dos, the likelihood is

that TTpioro^ is its equivalent here as in ^'^^. {b) 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. McGiffert, 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 {TR.^ 1899, 47-59, 83-

95, 127-140), Zockler {Greifswalder Studien^ 1895, pp. i29f.),

Rose {RB. vii. 325-342), Moffatt {HNT. 655 f.),
Bludau {BZ.,

1907, 166-189, 258-281), and Clemen {FauluSj i. pp. 162 f.).

The presumption that in his de&repos \670s, as in its predecessor (Lk i^**),

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 on the Life ofJesus ^ pp. 135 f.) and Blass {Acta

Apost. ivf., Philology of Gospels^ pp. 141 {.),e.g., finds a Jerusalem-source due

to John Mark,* who wrote in continuation of his gospel (which originally

ended at 16*), a sequel describing {a) the appearances of Jesus after his death,

and {d) 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

vo'ume. Peine prefers to trace his pre-canonical source of the third gospel

through Ac 1-12, i.e. a Jewish Christian document of considerable historic

value, written c. a.d. 67, describing the growth of the Jerusalem-church (i^"**

8. 9-12. 18-17. 20-36 2^'^" ^^'^ ""^^ (^•*') 3*"^
'^^'^

4^'
"^^'^^ ^^' (2^)' ^ (^)* ^^-Sl. 88.

86-87 cl-ll. 12-16. 24-35. 87-42
5(8).

0-11. 16
y22-28.

SS-48. 01-66. 58-60 glb-2. 4-9. 11-18 q31-43

10I-27.
29b-83. 86-42a. 44-48 „2-i7. 19-88

i2i-24). 3. Weiss detects editorial addi-

tions in i^"^^ ^®'^' 2^'" 3^-"^
''•^® 4^^

^ '• ^''"- ^^'^^' (^- ^'- '^- **''
5c-

^)- ^*-

16-20. (21).
22-24. 83. 86. 42 511-12.(15) 7

58-89. 60 gib.
8

jqST.
40

j jl-lS 12I8-22 irl-4.

23-2"
; similarly Clemen, abandoning his former very complicated analysis,

now finds a single source in i-il, with editorial additions, (ii.) The dual-

*
Cp. Weiss, Marcus-Evglm. p. 511. Scharfe {die petrinische Stromttng

in der NT Lit.y 1893, pp. 53 f., Ii3f.) is also an exponent of this view.

Ewald's theory of a Pctrine and a Pauline source overlapping in I-12 is

restated by Badham {ET, xi. 287 f.).
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source hypothesis is represented by Sorof, Spitta, and JUngst. Van Manen

and Hilgenfeld combine it with a form of what is substantially (iii.) the

triple-source theory advocated by Schwanbeck. Harnack (BNT. iii. 162 f.)

simply detects a Jerusalem-Antioch source in 6'"' ii^*"** 12"-15" (based on

the authority of Silas), which probably, but only probably, was written ; also

a Jerusalem-Caesarean source (or group of traditions) in 3^-5i« 8'-*" 9*^-11^"

121-18. 9I-30 comes from a separate plot of tradition. (B) 2 + $"-** and (A)

3*-5" are double recensions of the same story which follows up the incidents

of I ; (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)
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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. 172 f.,

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.

Jungst 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

\.D. 1 10-125 (cp. 13** 19^^ 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 IlaiJXou, an

account of Paul's work and person by Luke, to which the final redactor, a

Pauline unionist, subordinated his other source (B) = 7r/)ci|ets rdv eTrrd, and

especially (A) = (Jewish Christian) vpd^eis Uirpov, adding passages of his

own:

(A)=i«-542 931-43 12I-23 [-R mainly in i^-" 2»9^- «b. 48. 45
313b.

21b. asb
^2b

4. 12a. 27-28. 33b-35 ^14-16. 861

(B)= 6-8«.

(C) = 9'-^ii"-*.

•Partially modified by J. Weiss {SJsT., 1893, p. 480 f.; Dt'e AbsichL

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 {TLZ., 1892, 639 f.) and Wrede

(GGAy 1895, p. 497^0, of Spitta's volume.
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§ 3. Structure.—{a) In 1-5 (cp. Clemen, SK.^ 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. 1 18 f
). Once or twice the brush-

work of the final artist becomes plain. Thus i2ia-22b jg ^j^

editorial insertion (Spitta, Weiss, J. Weiss, Jiingst, Moffatt,

Wellhausen) to emphasise sharply the conditions of the aposto-

late
;

2*8-*^ again, with its proleptic anticipation of the first

miracle (2*^, cp. 3^''' 4^^) and its interruption of the connection

between 2*2 and 3^, 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 41-22
=

217-42^ unless the latter is a free composition based on the former

or on some parallel tradition, like the doublets in the synoptic

gospels. 4* is an editorial insertion, like 6^, on the lines of

2*8-47^ but otherwise it is impossible to distinguish the source

under the revision, though 427-28 sound like an editor's insertion

in the prayer (Hilgenfeld, Weiss). 5^* 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 4^0 with Mk i84, Lk 9" with Mk (fi^, Lk 721 with Mt w^-),

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^'* and i**', as

if the former represented a fresh Jewish-Christian source, and thus to omit i^

(Spitta) or i» (J. Weiss). The mistake of the disciples (i^) is tacitly

corrected by the words of i* 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""^^), but in the preparation of the disciples

during forty days' communion for their task (like Moses on Sinai, Ex. 24^^),

and the naive expression of the catholicity of the new gospel (2^'*), which goes

* Two sources are postulated for the first part of 2 by several critics

(notably Theologus in Prtuss. Jahrb., 1 897, 223 f.), and for the latter part by
Batifiol (£tudes dhistoire et de thiologie positive^^ 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.

Spina's Offenbarung (Us Johannes^ 346, Apgeschichtey 2^ f. ; SA'. 788 f. ;

Hausralh, ii. 16 f. ; Bartlet ; Schmiedel, £Bi. 4785 f., etc.; with the

avpakij;6fi€Pi>s of I* cp. Ex 24"). Even the list of countries and peoples in

2^^ is based on rabbinic schemes (cp. von DobschUti, ZtVT., 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, /NT. 216).

The next stratum, which corresponds to this, lies in the speech of Stephen.

(iii.) The mention of the so-called 'communism' (cp. Hicks, Exp?\.
21 f.), which in 2**"*' leads to nothing, opens up in 4*>-" into (a) a story of

Barnabas (4**"), and {Jb) the anecdotes of Ananias and Sapphira (5*""). 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*'-5", cp. Schmiedel in EBi. 878-880). Luke is also

careful to bring out the growth (2** 4* 5" 6*- ') and the popularity (2*^ 3" 4"

jis. »j Qf 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^^ and 5^^*^ :
—

(a) Annas cat rdrret ol tf^Or a^^
arrest the apostles :

{b) their miraculous release :

arraigned before Sanhedrin :

(f) Speech of Peter and apostles

(rei^apx't*' '<* ^<V /laXXor ^

(a) arrest and arraignment of Peter

and John before Annas, etc. :

{6) Answer . . . el diKai6r earip

eruTiOf rod deoO, vfiQy dKobeiP

fuiWop ^ ToO 0eoO, Kplyart.

(c) release.

(d) Hitherto (cp. 5**-
*• iv t4» up<3 koI /tar 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 (6i-*) 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^-7®^),

and the subsequent persecution led to the first Samaritan mission

(gi-**) 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^ S^-^
9!'-) : he is arrested 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^^), though

* The Jewish legend is much closer than the Buddhistic story cited by

Seydel (Die Buddha-Legende und das Leben Jesu nach den Evglien^ 1884,

pp. 27 f.), which only describes hearing the word, n9t speaking with tongues.
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his first efforts are devoted to his own countrymen (q^o'-). Peter

is now suddenly introduced again (9^2_jii8) \^ ^ cycle of stories,

culminating in his conversion of Cornelius a proselyte, and some

other Gentiles at C^sarea. This carries on the propaganda a stage

further than Philip's incidental conversion of a proselyte (S^^f-),

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 (ii^^-^^).

The source dropped at 8* is resumed in ii^^ (so, e.g., Wendt,

ZTK., 1891, 250 f.; Peine, 207 f.; Kriiger, TLZ., 1885, 298;

Hamack), in order to explain the existence and character of the

Gentile Christian community at Antioch from which the mission

of 13^'' started. Barnabas and Paul are introduced in 13^, as

if no previous allusion had just been made to either. Hence
ij22f. 80 1225 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 6^-8*° Luke has used a source or sources describing the Acts of

Stephen and Philip, the two leading members of the Seven (6''). Whether

6^-" comes from a special document (Feine, pp. 184-186) or not, 6' is inserted

irrelevantly by the editor, to mark progress as usual, and the following account

of Stephen (6^-8^ cp. EBi. 4787-4797) represents a source edited by Luke
in 6^ ^^-^2 (13).

15^ gQ tjjat 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 ;

y58b. 31b. 8 are all 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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qpisode 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 (ZNIV., 1906,

340-355), editorial additions, ^.^., in S**"-
""^"^ "^ but to regard the entire story

of 8 as originally Petrine. In this section, i.e. the Acts of Philip (8*-^), the

account of his mission to the Samaritans (8*"*) is interwoven with the episode
of Simon Magiis, which may have come from the same source, written or

oral, as 3-5. The second part (8*'*'), describing how he converted an

Ethiopian eunuch, is much more of a unity ; probably it was derived from the

Caesarean cycle of traditions upon the primitive church.

(iii.) The first of the narratives of Paul's conversion (9***) is written on

the basis of the second (22) or the third (26) or both (cp. Zimmer, ZW^Tl,

1882, 465 f., and on the other side M. Goguel, VAp6tre Paul etJisus-Christ^

1904, pp. 40-68).

(iv.) For the isolated narrative of ii*"" describing (*•') the martyrdom of

James, Peter's arrest and escape (*""), and Herod's subsequent death (**""),

it is natural to suppose that John Mark* (12**-*') was the ultimate source.

L^endary and historical traits blend inextricably ; but there are partial

parallels in the two Lucan tales of ^^'^ and 16****, and the presence of

many Lucan touches {e.g. kri^oXtv tAj X'tP<^' ^^'^ icaicuwrot,
*

; the Hebraism

wfKtciBrro o-uXXa/Seti', •; fjrrri'WT,
•

(cp. 12'= Lk 2*) ; yivofiepos e¥ iavr^ and

vpoadoKla,
^*

; ^aw with ptc.
"

; dvb riji x^P^^t
^*

» 5""<rx«'/>^f*T0,
^

; KaraffeUrat

and ffiydp and diro77eiXare,
*'

; the litotes ovk 6\lyot,
^'

; iyaKptyoj,
^'

; 6 drjfios,

•, and iw0' i&r, *•) shows that in any case Luke must have rewritten his

source, adding 12* *»** *** as editorial links. The inconsequent opening and
the abrupt allusion in v." indicate that it was not originally composed for

its present position. Like the previous stories of Philip (8*'*") and Peter

(9"- 10*"), it begins at Jerusalem and closes in Gesarea.

(c) The remainder of the story (13^'-) becomes practically a

biographical sketch of some phases in Paul's life and work.f
The unity (especially after 16^) 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 1 6^-^ (so Weiss, Zeller,

Weizsacker, Clemen, Forbes, etc.), in i gi-^- 18-22. 25f.
^^he two

latter passages J being confused and loosely written
; cp. IfN'T.

672 f.), in 19I1-20 ("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 (o-ai'SdXid, 12*=Mk 6^ and avrofidrrj, 12^°=Mk 4^). Ramsay
romantically makes Rhoda ihe/ons et origo of the story. ,

t Lisco, in }x\s Jerusalem Liberanda (1905, pp. I3f.), actually discovers

a second journey of Paul from Antioch to Corinth underneath Lk 4^*-6*'

(
= Mt 8i-9», Mk ii«-3i9=Jn i^-z^'^).

X On Apollos, see Schmiedel in EBi. 262-264.
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SPT. 273),* in 2o2«-27. 38-36^ in 2o20b-26^ and in 228O-23W dD.

The widely accepted excision of 27^^"^ as a later interpolation

(cp. HNT. 676 f.)
in the original We-source, has led Wellhausen

(pp. 17-19) to conjecture boldly that 2i^-^'^-
si- 33-38 ^re also

secondary insertions made for the purpose of turning an

anonymous piece of seafaring into a Pauline episode, just as he

had already taken 1922-41 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 Kaiseralter^

1905, pp. 269 f.).
The phenomena of 28^^^* have suggested dual

sources or the loss of the original conclusion (so, e.g.^ Gercke in

neue Jahrb, Jiir die klass. Alterth.^ 1901, 17), but, although the

conclusion is hurried, it is dramatic. 2 823 jg ^^ watchword of the

writer's age, and the ringing d/cwA-urw? of 28^^ echoes the confident

and exulting strain which pervades the Lucan writings as a whole.

§ 4. TheJournal.—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 (i6i^-^^ 2o(*)'*-" 21^-^^

27^-28^^). "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 Xenephon 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^^ 1894, pp. 118 f.; later and I^tin

instances on pp. 264 f.).
»
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favourites or peculiarities as oi' with the optative, Airo rov vw,
ajaoTa? (-avTC?), aTrooroXo?, dprjyrj, iv rai? rjfifpai^ ravrat?, epo>ra<o,

cros, Ktt^ rjfxipaVf Kptnyv, Xaos, /xera ravra, os in attraction,

irifjLwXrjfiiy Trpacro-w, p^/ia, Tts with the optative, TOVTOV (
=
him),

ui/rioTo?, x**P*^> ^'^^ oKTci, while T^ <Tcp^ (
= next day), irapau/ew

(2 7'*^), and 7r«piaip€o> (27^- *®) 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 VVe-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 ^fitUt not unlike

the /ic'xpis (fx€ (6v or cri h c/xi iov of 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 VVe-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, g.g.y by A.

Klostermann, Vindida Lucana seu de itinerarii in libro Actorum

asservato aucfore (^iS66), pp. 46 f. ; V. H. Stanton (Exp* vii. 336 f.,

GHD. ii. 254 f., 312 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 and other

Studies^ 301 f-» and Burkitt, Gospel History and its Transmission^

ii5f.), and that the i7/i,crs-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 b 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 {7'"-8** 9^-") and Nehemiah (1^-7' 12"'^), 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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ijfieU '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 20^'*^ 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 (16^"^), not long before the beginning of the

journal, does not tell in favour of his authorship ; and although after 16^*

Silas alone is mentioned, Timotheus is soon referred to in 17^^'-. 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 Faulus,

214 f. ; Jacobsen, O. Holtzmann, Seufert in ZJVT, 1885, 367 f.), in which case

the genuine notice of 2 Ti 4-^'* cannot refer to the imprisonment of Csesarea ;

for, if Titus had left for Dalmatia, he could not have written Ac 27-28.

{d) The passages marked by i^fxeh need not, however, represent the

entire original diary. Luke must have omitted certain parts of it ; t 16"

has no connection with 20" beyond the fact that Philippi is the scene, nor

has 21^^ with 27^ ; 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 20***^. 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 i6^^'^ 20^^^^ 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, Jungst, 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 i6«-2* i^^^*) 2o2-i« 2i^-2o»-

27-30 2223-29 23"-24-
32-35

2424-2513 2523-27 27i-28i« ; but none of these recon-

structions, even (cp. e.g. 1 128) with the aid of the ' Western '

text, is much more

than problematical (cp. Weizsacker, A/i. i. 242 f.; McGifTert, 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 8^^-", is needlessly subtle.

t Mayerhoff [Historisch-critische Einl. in die petrin. Schriften, 1835, pp.

1-30) 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.

X The second and third extracts both close with on the next day, though

the Greek phrase is different (rp 5^ ix^/^^f'Vf 20^'; ry d^ ^iriovay, 2ii^).
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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,

while Acts has only about a doxen words peculiar to itself and Matthew

(excluding pap^m, xanfuju, waxvro/iai, and 4vt^lru 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 iovXri, 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 ao, used fairly often in Acts and absent from the gospel,
8 are not used by the other s;^optists (dvaXa/x/Sdyo; only in Mk 16^') ; 7

others occur in Mt. and Mk. (ydwot, draipiop, 6pafuit xpoffKaprtpeTy, xpocXafjk-

pdwofieu, ripas, and xtX'apxo*) where Lk. has no parallel passage, while x^P^ov

only occurs in Mt 26" (Mk 14") apropos of Gethsemane, which Lk. does not

mention. Lk.
, again, often uses about 30 words and phrases (like ayadoiroU(a,

dTarddf, d/iaprwX6t, /S^of, iukKiiylafiotf fKeos, vofUKSt, bfiolus, oirxl . . . i.\\i.,

TXovatot, and orpo^cij), which are absent from Acts, just as 10 or ii, like

KtKevta and ffvpipxofiai, 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 {t.^. 2* 5* 9»-
" 10" 19' 25" 26"' "*"*), of

omitting A€ said or its equivalents, or of using efirot (Ac 7*^ 22** 24** 27**),

or of beginning a sentence with koX vup (Ac 3" 10" 13" 16" 20^- * 22" 23^1

26'). The Lucan iyivero . . . koI occurs but once in Acts (5^) ; iyivero

with a finite verb, and Avdpijre (Lk 5* etc.) never, whilst the latter book

is comparatively sparing in its employment of terms and phrases like dxd toO

pvp (l8*), 4r T<^ with infin., iiipxofuu dir6, Koi ojjroi (nomin.), 6 airrbs, 6vofia

(
= by name), and xXtJi', which are specially characteristic of the gospel.

Again, while the greater frequency of rvevfui iyiov, dfaKplyu, and iiroXoyiofiai

in Acts may be due in part to the exigencies of the subject, it is noticeable

that ftiv odv and re occur far more frequently in the second volume. Yet the

resemblances far outnumber such variations. The specially Lucan use of

d*- or Tts with the optative, of Apxoyres (Jewish), of iyivero 8i, of etrj (optat.),

of crT<i'(ai') 5^, of iv rats rj/i^pais rajJraij, of Kad' ijfi^pav, of KoKoijfievos with

names or titles, of dvSfiaTi (
= by name), of iraj {&iras) 6 Xa6f, of Tp6s with

verbs of speaking, of xpoarLdevat* of <nJi',t of rtj with nouns, of rov with

the infinitive, of d»j (
= 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).

t Again attributed (Hobart, 253 f.), though fancifully, to Luke's medical

training, on the ground that the works of Galen show how remarkably often

thb 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 ii= Ac 1524-25, i39= Ac i^', i««=Ac 11 21, 21^= Ac 7*2, 3iOetc. = Ac 2^7 etc.

{ri Troii^w/iei'), 42^= Ac 7" (ii28), 4« = Ac 1820(542), ^^^= Kcz^^, i2" = Ac727,

1 520=Ac 2o37, i82= Ac 242- «, 2oi = Ac 4I, 2 1
1'*= Ac 610, 231 =Ac 5", 24^4=

Ac 26^^) 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 de^repos \6yos des Lukas und die Apgeschichte,'

Hermes, 1894, 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 Liikas-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 (42^), and omits

(843) the disparaging comment of Mk. on the profession, or employs words

like /Sdroj (644
.
^j^g bramble ' was extensively used by fhe ancient physicians,'

Hobart), fiavla (Ac 2624), ^p^^p^^ (Ac i^^), ^p6xeiv (Ac 7-^), and d<nTla{-os) ; but

evidence of his early studies and professional ti«tiiimg may be discovered in

his methods of (a) describing the cures of Jesus and others, the choice of the

technical terms for convulsions {^i-n-Teiv) and damage to the system {^Xdirreiv

4^5, only elsewhere in NT in Mk 16^^) as well as for a doctor's examination

{iiri^X^ireiv, g^), of irXi^prjs X^xpas (5^2) after the medical use of irX-^prjs, of

the correct medical terra irapaXeXv^Auos (5^^ Ac 9^) for the popular wapaXv-

tik6s, as well as the use of the technical classification of fevers into great

and small (4^, so Galen), of ifoxXeiv (6'^) and dxXeiu (Ac 5^^), repeatedly

used by Hippokrates and Galen for diseased persons, of avaKadi^eiv (7",

Ac 940, the medical expression for a patient sitting up in bed), of lK<rTa<ns in

the sense of a trance (11^ 22^'', Ac lo^o)^ of dvaKijirTeip for the straightening

of the spine {13^^), of a remarkable number of professional terms in lo^of*

16^^' (Hobart, pp. 26 f.) and Ac 3^-^ (pp. 35 f.), of airoiriirTeiv and Xeiris

(Ac 9^''^*), iirnriireLv and dxXi^s (Ac 13^^), and the technical dTaXXdffcreiv

(Ac 1 9^2). (^) 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).

t Thrice at least in the We-journal {2O^-^= KaTa(f>ip€<x0ai and iiirvos ^adis,

28^"^ TTifiTrpaadat. and KaraTriirTeip, TrvperoL plur. of an individual, 27^'
^



ACTS 299

events;* #.f. the substitution, for other terms, of the medical tr\rifiniL>pa,

wpoffi^l»)ier, ffvvireae, and ftrjyfia, (Lk 6****'), of XwrtTeXetr (17', so Hippo-

krates), of Tapan/ipriais (i;**) and vaparrjpely, of Upids (med. =juices) and

avfi^fOeadai (Dioskorides) in 8*'', of TTvaaeip (med. = roll up a bandage) in

4" (never elsewhere in this sense), of /9eX6rij (
= surgical needle) in iS**, of

Tapddo^a (med. = unexpected recovery, etc.) in 5*, of the common medical

terms iiavinetv (Ac 4"), Sid<mifia (Ac 5'), eCderos (9" 14", cp. Ac 27"),

8iaPVKTtp«ikiw (6*'), Siawpay/iaTtikadat (19'°), edwopta (Ac 19*, common med.

term, so vb.), rt^fen' (6"), ixXelTeip (med. = failure of pulse, etc.) in i6' and

22**, of dfdirrjpos and feiryoj in 14"- ", of SpaxM"^ and fiPcL in 15' and 19''

('the common weights employed in dispensing medicines and in writing

prescriptions'), of (ftdfir/Tpa (21", a rare word which Hippokrates uses of the

terrifying objects in delirium), of T/HxrJoiffa (21*, Ac 12", med. = expectation of

fatal result, so vpocdoKoir), of <rdXot (21", med. ^tossings of sick), of Kpanrd\rj

(21'*, med. =drunken nausea), of deupla (23*"), of \ijpos (24**, med. ^raving
in delirium), daKtif (24^', med. = practise), repi/Uyeip (Ac i^), dvoxariioTcurtt

(3")i danla (in medical sense, cp. J. R. Madan, /TS, vi. 116), aiVyiJ (20",

med. = light), StarfUeir (5" 7»*), 4KdirrYtur$ai (15*, cp. Hobart, p. 229), iKTrjSdv

(14"), iiraKpodffdai (16* med. = auscultation), ixiKovpla (26^^), N"?/** (15'

etc., med. =a disputed point), /corourrAXetr (19"), rtfuaptiv (22* 26*^),

itwoiijififvvtu (27"),! irrorriWtuf (20*** ", in sense of '

withhold'), x/>«J (19^' ;

*the use of x-* to mean the body, not the skin, continued in medical

language from Hippokrates to Galen,' Hobart), and ^tCKavdpwirus (27*) ; X

(c) in his practice of avoiding Mt.'s use of words like luxKaKla or ^aaavl^eiv

for sickness (the former= effeminacy or delicacy, the latter= examine, in med.

wapanvtip, med. = opinion of doctor) a medical flavour is to be detected ; even

the collocation of dairoi and iiarekelv (Ac 27") is found in Galen. Terms
like ipciSfir, 8ia<p€vyeiPf and KoXvfi^^p (in sense of swimming) were also

in medical use.
• The eleven compounds or derivatives of ^dXXetr, the five of veietv, the

four of ^vxei9, the three of rpix^^^t and the two of iXaiveiv, 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 inrepipov instead of

irepifTf, for vrepopq.v, avyx^ei" and <rv7xwrtr, avvapird^eiv, fieoTovadai,

Tpo<mfrfVVfu, Siaff-irelpeiy, didyvuffn and 5iayiy(IxrKeiv, ^viSpa, iveSpevfiv,

Kardpdu^ia, /cotA \6yov, ixifieXeurdax, irifieXQs, €v6vfieiy(-o}i), and the three

main medical terms for "stimulating" {^ireyeipetp, irapoTpvveiv, and irpo-

rp^ireiv), lies parallel. Hippokrates also, in his epistles (fiia trbXcwv ovk

Affrjfios), uses AffTjfioi of a city (Ac 21*), and dyadiSdvai of a letter being
delivered (Ep. 1275, cp. Acts 23").

t 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 dipfirj (28'), for Bep/i&nis, is the usual medical term for

heat.

X Both Hippokrates and Galen (Hobart, 296-297) were strong upon
ipiKaydpcjirLa as an essential note of the true physician.
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terminology), and the confusion* between avKO/Mopia and (xvKd/iiPos (17* 19*).

"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^*,

Philem 23, and 2 Ti 4I0.

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

apoTpiau), while 5ta77^X\w, fii/irpa, areipos, and aorrr^piov (in Paul, only in Eph
6" and Tit 2") 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. &5riKos, alxfJ'a'>^o}TL^o), di'afdw, dvaX^u), ivravdSofia,

6.VTairoKplvofji.at, aacpdXeia, &Toiros,1[ diep/irjveOu, S&y/ia, iyypd<poiiaiy ivdo^os

(Lk. of things, Paul of persons), 4iravaira6ofiai, iirix^t i<f>l<yT'tjfii, T)<xvxd^(>)y

Kvpietju) (Paul, metaph.), olKovo/xla (Paul, metaph.), iro7^s, 7r\rjpo<f>op^(a,

airovdaius, ffvyKXelui (Paul, metaph.), avpavriKaix^ivofiai (Paul, relig. sense),

avvevdoK^o}, avvoxv, vvarTrid^cf, and ^l/aX/x&s (Lk. only of Psalter), of which

some (to which &pa, Kara^iovfiai, /j-edLaTrj/xi, TrpbKowTU), ffKoviu), and (riryxoi/)a>

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. 8 f. ), but there is no real evidence to render this a necessary hypothesis

(cp. Sabatier's essay in Bibliothdque de Vicole des hautes itudes, i. 1889,

202 f. ; Moffatt, HNT. 416 f. ; Jacquier, INT. iii. 96 f., and Zahn, INT.
iii. Ii8f.). 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 jsrescriptions.

t Add perhaps SeKxds, in Lk. of persons only, in Paul (Phil 4^) of things,

2 Co 6^^ and Lk 4^^ being LXX citations. It is uncertain whether itpplSios

(WH) should be read, instead of al4>vl8ios, in Lk 2i**.
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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 22i}^^
; the Gentile mission was

carried out by the twelve in obedience to a revelation of Jesus

(cp. HD. i. isSf., 2i3f.). According to Acts, Peter, as the

leader of the apostles, not only took the first step in this

direction (lo^'-), but claimed that this was his commission

(Ac 15''); 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 k Topinion

officielle qui pr^valait, il effa9a 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 1^**, 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"*. 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 Schiirer (7ZZ., 1906, 405-

408), Bousset(7'A'., 1908, 185-205), and Clemen (TVt'., 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 thai

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. I39f.), 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, i6) for having written a irpoolfiiov virip\pvxpov to his history of the

Parthians, in which he vaunted : oUelov elvai larpi^ iaroplav <rvyypd<f>€iv, et ye

6'A<TK\rjTibs fih 'AirdWcayos vl6s, 'AirdWcov 8^ Mova-rjy^TTjs Kal vdcrijs iraidelas

&pX(av. 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 AgricolcE, what Lucian meant when he spoke of the broad gulf

between history and panegyric {de hist, conscrib. 7, 0^ arevip T<f lcrdfi<^

diibpiarai xal diaT€lxi'(^'rai i] laropia trpbs rh iyKdjfiiov) ;
his literary taste, as

well as his religious feeling, prevented him from painting the great apostle of

the Gentiles with a halo.

(d) A similar consideration bears upon Luke's treatment of

the supernatural. On the one hand, the presence of miraculous
"

^iiLLdults t^' 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 k 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 ///I, 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^^' s^'^^ la*'- 16"'- ig}^^- and 2o'S
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, t.g.y 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 : #cai y,y\v kcu

fiv$(K ci Tis irapaTTCcrot, Xcktco? /lei', ov firjv iri<rr<i>T€05 irai^ws, oAX*

iv fiiai^ dfxioi tois oirco? av lOiXmaLv tlKaaova-i ircpl avrov' <rv 8'

axtVWo? Kol irpos ovSirtpov cVippcTrcVrcpo?. 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^'*

could not have come from an eye-witness of the phenomena, g.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).

{c) 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 13^2
18^2 etc., and of the Asiarchs in 19^^); Luke skilfully omits any

innerhalb der griechischen Historik trotz seiner offenkundigen Gebrechen
und Leichtglaubigkeiten fur einen respektablen Berichterstatter, Schriftstellei

und Zeugen" (7ZZ., 1906, 467).
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allusion to the three occasions when he had been flogged by
lictors (2 Co 11^), and emphasises his Roman citizenship.

As in the third gospel (cp. e.g. 2020-20)^ so in its sequel, the

historian points out that Christians were admittedly loyal (cp.

iguf. 1^37 2329 2518^-
25

268I), though it is hardly fanciful to detect

in his references to i^ova-Ca or the authority of civil powers

(in his gospel 46-^ ||
Mt 4^, i24-5

||
Mt io28, 2225

||
Mk 10*2 and

Mt 2o25) a less favourable view than that of Acts (cp. E. A.

Abbott, Z^w/. 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. Abrech {TQ.^ 1863, 84-134) even held that

Acts was the defence entered by Luke at Paul's trial before Nero on the

charges of 24"; J. Weiss (Absicht, $^i.) 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, h propos of it^^^ "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 woUen nach rbmischen Recht beurteilt werden. Was aber hier von

den Aposteln gesagt ist, das gilt im Sinne des Verf. vom Christenthum

Uberhaupt"). ^o 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.

(</) For Luke's remarkable degree of accuracy in geographical,

political, and social data, it is sufficient to refer to the essays of

\a^\.{oo\. {Essays on
*•

Supernatural Religion^^ \%Z% 291-302) and

Vigoroux {Le Nouveau Testament et les decouvertes archeologiques

tnodernes^ 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, 1^^^ 2^*-^ a^^^ 48-" 5»-82; Gamaliel,! S^'^^). "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 SIT. (1890) 668 f., and J. Warschauer

in New IVor/d (iSgS), pp. 722-749.

t Chase, Credibility^ pp. 122-159 (pp. 167 f., on Paul's speeches).

t So especially Riehm, op. cit. pp. I26f.; Chase, <7^. cit. 105 f., and W.
Lock {Exp.^ vii. 178-190,

' The Christology ofthe Earlier Chapters of Acts*).

Mayerhoff (£^z«/. in die petrin. Sckriften, 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 2-^-^) 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,

Caiil. 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 i523-2» (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 (tivcs twv airo r^s alpea-iois

Tojv <^apicraia)v ir€7rioT€VK0T€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 repudiated,

the Gentile Christians should be enjoined to abstain from

€l8o)X60vTa^ alfia, TrvUra, and iropviia,* A formal decree (ISo^ev

T«p TTvei'/iaTi T<p dyt'y koX ruilv) 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^). Psychologically,

the reaction would come better after 1 1*^-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

(ii*'^®). Furthermore, the decrees of 15^^- 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 3 upon the decree of Ac 15 tells against the

hbtoricity 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 c«ncessions 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 to

Gentile churches on this matter" (Forbes, p. 54). If he had distributed the

decrees as Luke says he did (16*), it may be questioned if he could or would

have treated them in his epistles as a quantity nigligeabU (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 (ZIVT., 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 (^A'^T'. 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 (A'^'., 1902, 228 f.), like Bentley, proposes to read irop/fefas or

Xot/K^aj, on the ground that the change of this into vopvelas would be more

intelligible than vice versa, and that this reading is in line with the other

allusions to food.

I This was Hamack's former view (cp. SBBA., 1899, 168 f.). The
Western form is rejected after careful scrutiny by Diehl, Coppieters (RB.,

1907* 34-54)> and A. Seeberg {Die beiden Wege und das Aposteldekret, 1906X
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and Corinthians on the one hand and his arrival (ai^") at Jerasalem on

the other (so, especially, Weizsacker, AA. i. 313 f.; Grimm, SK., 1880,

622 f. ; McGiffert, AA. 215 f. ; von Dobschiitz, Urc. 152 f. ; R. Knopf, SNT.
I. 2. 65 ; Bousset

; Diehl, ZNfV., 1909, 277-296), in any case prior to the

composition of the Apocalypse (2"). 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 2i28 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 2^"^'* did not refer

to the scene of Ac 15 at all (see above, pp. 100 f.).

The Western form of 1$'^, which omits (so Wellhausen) Kal irviKTwu and

inserts, between voppelas and cDv, the words Kal 6aa fi'i) diXere iavrois ylvecrdai

eT^pCf) /x}j iroiecy, d<f>\ with (pepSfievoi iv ry ayl(^ irve^/xari between irpd^ere and

ippuade, cannot have arisen later than the middle of the second century, as it

is guaranteed not only in D but in Irenaeus (iii. 12. 14), TertuUian {de pudic.

12), and Cyprian ( 7>i-/«w. 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 519-20 j Schiirer, GJV. ii. 464 f.) and

in accord with the principles of Jesus ; but, instead of the ambiguous
^IhtSkbQvToVy eldbAoXarpela would have been more apposite. The * Western

'

reading avoids the difficulty of the superfluous itpiktQv after at/xa (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 (or/ia= 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 2^**.

This difficulty is bound up with another, relating to the visit of Paul to

Jerusalem in ii^''-i22'. The omission of this visit in Gal 1^7-2^*' 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, g.g:, Neander,

Meyer), nor because the envoys prudently stopped in Judaea (so, e.g., Credner,

Bleek, in contradiction to 12^). 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 aflfected 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^*)

and his third (Gal 2^''). The second visit, recorded in Ac ii**' 12^, 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 ckaluka, and Zimmer-

mann deletes *coi 2ai^Xoi/ {SJC,, 1901, 454).
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foot, Blass, G. H. Gilbert, Steinmann's Ahfassungsteit d. Galaterbrirfes^

I27f.). This is a legitimate hypothesis. Paul is not writing a protocol oi

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 ii**, 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 11** 12* as unhistorical (so, e.g.^ Zeller,

Overbeck, llilgenfeld, Weizsacker, Sabatier, B. Weiss, Jillicher, Clemen's

Paulus, i. 215 f. ; Forbes), whether the historian confused (H. J. Holtrmann)
the visit of Gal 2^ with the collection visit of i Co 16* (which is therefore

passed over at Ac 19"), or whether he inserted ii** and 12" (with ii*'*^)

erroneously in the source which lay before him (Wendt, S/C.^ 1892, 270 f.).

Others, e.g. Spitta (i79f-)i Pfleiderer (Urc. i. 496 f.), Schwartz, and

McGiffert (AA. i7of.) improve upon this by supposing {b) that the visit of

1 1* 12* was really the same as that of I5"*, and that Luke, finding these two

different narratives of what was the same event, supposed them to refer to

diflferent 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 certainly (f) the bolder and even

less probable hypothesis which identifies 11* 12" (not !$"•) with Gal 2^'"

(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 2*'-) ; 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 2^'^"
;
see above, pp. ic» f. ). [d) It is enough to mention *

the identification of Paul's visit (in Gal 2*'- ) with the fourth recorded by Luke

(viz. in Ac iS*"). The visit of Ac 15^'* 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 iike Simon,

Hug, and Credner {EinL i. 452-519 f.), as well as by Lagarde
in his monograph de NT ad versionum orienialium fidem edendo

(1857), and the problem of their origin and value has been

investigated by A. Resch (v4^ra//4a, pp. 30 f.), J. R. Harris {A
Study of Codex Bezce^ 1891 ; Four Lectures on the Western Textj

*
So, e.g. , Kohler, Versuch fiber die Abfassungszeit der epist. Schriften im

NTu. der Apocalypse {i?>io), pp. 7f. ; Wieseler's Chronologie (pp. 184 f.), and

Bertheau, Einige Bemerkungen iiber die Stelle Gal 2 u. ihr Verhdltniss zur

Apgeschichte (1854), pp. 3 f. Cp. Baur's critique of Wieseler in Theol. Jahrb.

(1849) 457-480, and M. Meinertz on Ac 15** and Gal 2^^ {BZ., 1907, 392-402).
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1894), F. H. Chase {The old Syriac Element in the text of Codex

BezcB), 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, 712 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 f., 1899, 138 f., and in his edition of Acts), Belser {TQ.^

1897, 303 f. etc.), Haussleiter {Theol. Lit. Blatt.^ 1896, pp.

105 f.),
Draseke (Z^J!, 1894, 192 f.), Zockler (in Greifswalder

Studien^ 1895, pp. 129 f.), and Nestle {Christliche Welt^ ^895,

pp. 304 f.; SK., 1896, pp. 103 f.; Einf. pp. 56 f., 186 f.); it is

rejected by Ramsay (-£a:/.5 i. pp. i29f., 212 f., vi. pp. 460 f.).

Chase {^Critical Review^ 1894, 303-305), Page(C/aj'j. Rev.^ 1897,
2 1 7), Bebb {DB. iii. 164-165), Schmiedel {EBi. i. 50-56), Jiilicher

{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 quae videtur romanam) ;

and that (iv.) the later

origin of the 'Western' text appears in several places {e.g. 5^9

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. 150 f., 1900,

pp. 2
f.),

Bousset {TR.j 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. i,

pp. 52-107), von Dobschiitz {LC.:, 1895, 601 f., 1897, 385 f.),

H. Coppieters {De Historia Textus Actorum Apostolorum dis-

sertation 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 abendldndische 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 ii"*" be the original draft (JJr W iroXXij dyaXXf-

a(rit. av¥e<rrpatiti.ip(>)¥ 8i iifidr f^rf eU iK ai^rwr 6w6fiari 'Aya^oi (rrffialpuv 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 vftets 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, BJVT. i. 21 f.)

for other reasons (cp. the tradition in Eus. J/. E. iii. 4, and Jerome, uir.

inlmt. 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*^, which is an erratic block as it lies, originally

came after 4"^ ; 5^** has been displaced (cp. Laurent, NT Studien^

138-139) from between 5^* and 5^*; there is quite a case for

Cramer's {^Exegetica et Critica^ v., 1896, 34-40) suggestion that

I931-W originally followed 18^*-*^; 14^ unless it is an early gloss,

lay before 14' (Wendt, cp. HNT. 671); and 26® has been dis-

placed from its site between 26** and 26^ (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 Sfvrcpos

Xoyo5 for purposes of publication.

§ 8. Z>«/^.—(Harnack, ^ CZ. ii. i. 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 hfxTtpo^ Xoyo? 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

h,J>, 94. On other grounds the older Tiibingen school relegated
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Acts to the reign of Trajan or Hadrian (so Zeller-Overbeck : il

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, Wrede, 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.y 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-

verfassungy 62
; J. Reville, Les origines de Fepiscopal, 43-44 ;

Bacon, Ramsay's SPT. 386 f. ; Spitta), perhaps even as early

2ls €. 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,

€. 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 that 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 Tpd^euv prsenotatur. 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), Kendall, Barde {Comm. 508-583), Gloag (a.d. 62-64), Belser

(a.D. 63), Bisping, Comely, R. B. Rackham {/TS., 1899, 76-87), Dawson
Walker {Gt/t of Tongues, etc., ad. 68-70), Corluy (a.d. 64), Blass, and

Jacquier, while Harnack {BNT. iii. 290-297) has recently chosen to discuss the

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 % 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 apostle 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

dKtiXvTfaSf 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

ofthe 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'). Nor was Luke careful even in his own works (cp. Lk 24 and Ac i)

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. i). No traces of Acts are visible,

however, until at least the second decade of the second century.

Clem. Rom. 2^ (^Stov 5t56j^es ^ Xa/t/Sdvoj^rcj) is merely an allusion
*
to an

agraphon circulating through primitive Christianity, which chances to be cited

* So Did. i*=Ac 15^- ^, and the use, attributed by Hegesippus to James
ihe Just, of the logion preserved in our canonical Lk 23** (Ac 7*').



314 THE HISTORICAL LITERATURE

in Ac ao*"; Clem. 18^= Ac 13^ reflects the use of a common source, and

slight coincidences like Clem. 5^-
'=Ac i^", Clem. 59^= Ac 26^^ are quite

fortuitous.* In view of the rabbinical use of the phrase to go to his 07vn place,

the echo of Ac i^ in Ign. Magn. 5^ becomes more apparent than real. Upon
the other hand, Ac 2^ does appear to have been in the mind of the writer of

Polyk. I^ [tv ijyeLpev 6 0c6s \Ocras rds (bSiuas toD ^8ov) ; it is not easy to

suppose that the striking mistranslation of '^3n was made independently. If

so, lesser references or reminiscences may be seen in Polyk. 2^ {judge of

living and dead)= A.c lo^^ perhaps, and in Polyk. 6^= Ac 7^^ as well as

(probably) in Polyk. i22=Ac 2^ S^^ 26^^ Similarly Ac i?^^'- is echoed in

Diogn. 3, Tatian {Orat. ad Gr. 4), and Athenagoras {Leg. 13) ; while Ac 7^**

seems reproduced, like Lk i*, 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 TertulHan 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

ypa<fn^ by the middle of the second century. "What helped eventually to

popularise it t 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, GJiT. 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. 10 f.) 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^=Ac 5^^ and Vis. 4^= Ac 4^^ ; Ign. Smyrn. 3^=
Ac lO^S and Barn. 7^= Ac lo^^ with perhaps Just. Dial. 36, 76= Ac 2622-23.

\ The apocryphal Acta draw upon it and embellish its hints by fantastic

embroideries of their own (cp. HNA. i. 347 f.). In his opening homily,

Chrysostom observes that (iroXXots roOro rh fii^Xiov qHt 6ti iari yv(vpifi6p iariv

oUre b ypd\f/as airb Kal (rvvdeis) 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



3l6 HOMILIES AND PASTORALS

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 Irenseus, from

Polykarp to TertuUian, 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 tituHs interest, said

TertuUian ; 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 not 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 5gures 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
*

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 i John has no definite address
;

while neither James nor i 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. Schrijten, 73 f.



3l8 HOMILIES AND PASTORALS

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. I. 455 f.), that i 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 (— deWette^, 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 (iE/A Caih. Expltcatce^, 1907). There are special studies of them

by G. C. Storr, de catholicarum epistolarum occasione et consitio (Tubingen,

1789), C. F. Staudlin, de fontibus epistolarum catholicarum (Gottingen,

1790), P. J. Gloag (Introd. to Cath. Epp., Edin. 1887), 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. heilig*

Schrift? (1907) pp. 99-110.

(A) THE {FIRST) EPISTLE OF PETER.

Literature.—(a) Editions^—Erasmus (1516); Luther (1523); H.

Bullinger (1534); Calvin (1551) ; Hemming (1555); N. Byfield (London,

1637) ; Gerhard, Commentarius 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, 1851) ; A. Wiesinger, Briefed. Jakobus,

Petrus, und Judas (Konigsberg, 1854); Olshausen (1856); T. Schott

(Erlangen, 1861); B. Bruckner* (18658); J. Brown* (Edin. 1868); Alford*

(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. Witz (Vienna, 1881) ; Keil, Briefed. Petrus

undJudas (Leipzig, 1883) ; S. D. F. Salmond (Schaff's Comm. 1883)* ; A. J.

Mason (Ellicott's Comm. 1883); J. M. Usteri
*
(Zurich, 1887); R.Johnstone

(Edin. 1888) ;
B. C. Caffin {Pulpit Comm. 1889) ; Fronmuller (Lange's

^ In addition to the patristic notes of Didymus, Oecumenius, and

Theophylact.
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Bibel'Werk\ 1890, Eng. tr. 1872); J. R. Lumby {Expositor's Bible, 1893);

Goebel (1893); J. T. Beck, Erklarung d. Briefe Petri (1895); K. Burger'

(189s); H. Couard (1895); E. KUhl (— Nfeyer*, 1897); F. J. A. Hort *

(posthumous and incomplete [i*-2"J, 1898) ; H. von Soden* {HC. 1896) ;

Monnier (1900)
•

; J. H. B. Masterman (1900) ; W. 11. Bennett {CB. 1901) ;

Cone (Intemat. Hdbks to NT^ 1901); C. Bigg" {ICC. 1902)*; Bugge,

Apostlertu Peters og Judas's Breve (1902) ; Gunkel {SNT."^ 1907) ; J. II. A.

Hart {EGT. 1910).

{b) Studies—Cludius, Uransichten des Christenthums (Altona, 1808),

296-31 1 ; Augusti, NoxKi hypothesis, quaprima Petri epistoia aidtyrlav im-

pugnat, sud ejcamen voc. (Jena, 1808); J. D. Schulze, Der schriftstellerische

Charakteru. Werth des Petrus, Judas^ u. Jakobus (Leipzig, 181 1); Seyler

{SK,, 1832, 44 f.); Mayerhoff, Einleit. in die Petrin, Schriften (Hamburg,

1835)* ; Lecoultre's Thises (Geneva, 1839) ; A. L. Polmann, Theologia Petrina

(Groningen, 1850); J. C. Zaalberg's Disquisitio (1851) ; B. Weiss, Petrin.

LehrbegHf{iSss), and in SA'. (1865, pp. 619-657, 1873, pp. 539f.); Baur

{Theol. Jahrb., 1856, 193-240, in reply to Weiss ; also Church History, Eng.
tr. i. pp. isof.); Schmid, Biblical Theology of the NT (ii. pp. 374 f.);

Sabatier {ESR. x. 619!.); Davaine, Btude dogmatique sur i P. (1867) ;

Grimm (S/C.^ 1872, pp. 657-694); Holtzmann {BL. iv. 494-502); C. H.

van Rhijn, de jougste beswaren 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, CRE. (ch. xiii.)

and Exp.*^ viii. 282-296 ; Sceberg, der Tod Christi (1895), 288 f. ; McGiffert,

AA. pp. 482 f., 593 f. ; Dalmer,
' Zu I P i"*"' {BFT, 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* {BFT., 1902, 5-6); L. Goutard,
' Essai critique et

historique sur la prem. ^pitre 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., 1910, 62-81).

§ I. Characteristics of the pastoral.
—After a brief address^

(i^'*), 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^"^), as the long-promised messianic

heritage (i^^"^^). This hopeful
2

prospect is a source of joy.

It involves, however, a reverent and godly conduct in the present

^
Cp. W. Alexander {Exp.^ iv. 1-13).

' 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^^'^^) and

Paul (Ro 5^'-) had already counselled. Christians can only be patient under

their trials by being more than patient.



326 HOMILIES AND PASTORALS

life (
I ^3*21), particularly brotherly love (i^^^-) as the vital expres

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^, widens {2'^^^-) into a variety of social duties

incumbent on Christians as citizens {2^^), subjects {2'^^^-), slaves f

(2^^^-), wives (3^'^), and husbands (37), and the closing general

exhortation (3^^-) 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^^^-)> ^^^ adduced as the

main motives for Christians keeping themselves free from pagan
vice and (4®^-) from lovelessness within the church. | A final

paragraph (4^^'-^^), warning them against repining, gathers up
these admonitions, after which Peter (5^**) appeals § to the

elders for considerate and faithful supervision of the churches,

and to the younger members (5^^-) for a humility towards men
and God which is the normal Christian safeguard. The blessing

(5^®"^^),
as

II
in He 13^®^-, is followed by some brief personal

notices, with which the epistle closes. Its keynote is steady

*
Cp. the striking parallel, i P 2'^- = Mk 12^"""; also the similarity of

argument in i P 4'= Mk 1329-33^

t The association of advice to these olKirai 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^ 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^^'* 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

(Iren. 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 ol

having been the ark's resting-place. See Schlirer, GJV. iii. 18-20.

§ Cp. W. Alexander {Exp.^ iv. 184-193).

II
Both I P. and Heb. are brief exhortations (5^2- jje 1322) to exiles of

heaven (i^ 2^^=:He 11^^, Mk 13^), written in view of penultimate persecution

(47.
"-19=He io37). See, further, i2= He 12^ 22 = He S^^'-, 25=He 3«, 3»=

He 12", 321 (dj'WTi;7rov)= He 92^, with the use of <paP€povadai (i-<'
= He 9-*')

and the emphasis on &ira^ {^^^
= He y^ 9'- ^^•) 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 4i'-i7 and 2 Co i^ it cannot be argued that (von

Soden) the circulation of an encyclical like this implied that the churches had

been organised for some time.
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encouragement (5^*
= Lk 22^^) to endurance in conduct and

innocence in character.

The dominant note of the epistle is hope (i" etc., cp. Seyler,

S/C., 1832, pp. 44 f.; Weiss, NTTA. 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. 37 etc.), an epistle with

which I P. has some traits in common (^.^. AvrpoOo-^at, i^® = Tit

2^*, 2' = Tit 2", 2^^ = Tit 2^*; regeneration in baptism, 18321 =
Tit 3* 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 0)5, 1^*- ^* 2^' 5- 1^
410.

n. 15. 16
^3^ 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^- 1^
2i^),.and although a clause like 6

i$ii}$€v ifiirXoK^^ rpi\!jiv KaX iripidicrna^i )(pv<rLO}v ^ cvSvcrctus i/taTiwv

icoo-ftos has been pronounced
*

quite Thucydidean
'

(Bigg). On

• " Das Eigenthumliche de% Briefes ist eine durchgehende Warme **

(MayerhoflF, p. 102).

t Cp. Scharfe,
' die schriftstellerische Originalitat des ersten Petrus-

briefs' {S/C., 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 av, 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

. . . duf, 1 14-15. 18-19. 23a-23b
^6a-6b.

2ia-2ib
^2a-2b. 2c-3)^ and of present-

ing an idea by means of sharp contrasts (i^-s.
ii. i5-i6 g^. 7. lo. i6.

23-25
3I.

3. 9. 11-12. 1M8
42.

6. 14-15. 17-18
3I. 3)^ often with the aid of the

idiomatic fxev . . . Se, 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- (i3.
is. 15. 17.23 28.24 44.14). His favourite

formula for introducing OT quotations is hiori (i24), with

ycypttTTTat (i^^) or ircpicxet iv rrj ypa<f>y (2^), 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.
"

AfiFectionate, loving, lowly, humble," are Izaak Walton's

quaternion of adjectives for the epistles of James, John, and Peter, but it is

I P. which deserves them pre-eminently. To this writer Christians in the

present age seem exiles (i^ 2^^, cp. also i^'),* or pilgrims (contrast Eph 2^'),

whose inheritance is in heaven (i*), but who possess here a sure footing in the

true grace of God (5^ a reminiscence of Col i^ ?). This grace, which is the

core and heart of the epistle, is described in historical retrospect as the

subject t of OT prophecy (i^*^), and in prospect as the final boon to be fully

bestowed at the second coming of Jesus Christ (i^^). By a remarkable turn of

expression, the suffering of innocent Christians is described as a x^P'^ in

God's sight (2^^"^). The grace of life is Peter's equivalent for Christianity

(3') ; God is to him the Gad of all grace (5'"), and Christians are to be

stewards of God's TrotdXr? x^P^"^ W^\ or bounty bestowed on them for various

ends of service. The epistle is a blend of ira.p6.K\r\(xi% and iirifiapTvpia (5^^),

the latter testifying ra&rrjv etvai dXrjdTJ X'^P'-^ '''o^ deov, els ifv aTTyre (cp. 4^^).

Here Peter uses x^P^^ where Paul had used evayy^Xiov (i Co 15'), 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. C^^ also the use of inraKo-fj (i^-
"•

22).

f This is in keeping with its associations in Paul and in Acts (cp. J. A.

Robinson, Ephes. pp. 221 f.), where x^P*-^ 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 i 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 (4^2) 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*'-) i ("•) ^^ is not abnormal, but the

natural order of experience exemplified as well as ordained by

Jesus himself (4^*'-) ; (iii.) it is not permanent, but merely the

short, sharp prelude to eternal glory; and (iv.) it is not un-

common (5^), 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 i 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 13^*^^. 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 iTye/xoVcs and ^acriKwi

(cp. I P 2^^), «'€Ac«v €/Aov (
= u)s Xpto-Ttavos, 4^^), and have to

answer for themselves. Mk. does not specify the charges; he

merely makes Jesus describe the trials as incurred (13^^) 8ia to

ovo/Att /iiov. This tallies fairly with the evidence of i 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 flagitia as ©uco-reia SciTrva and OtSoTroSctoi /u,t^«t?

(Arnold, op. cit. below, pp. 22
f.),

to say nothing of anti-impenal

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 flagiiia 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 tlje

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 18^') should

make the distinction fairly plain to most of the authorities. It was in all

likelihood the Jews who, out of f^Xoj or spiteful malice (cp. Clem. Rom. 6),

instigated Nero's imeutCy or at least suggested his victims and scapegoats (cp.

Harnack in TU.., 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, f Thereupon, thanks to their information, a vast multitude

was associated with them (reading conjunctly 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.^ 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 Christerverfolgung (1888), pp. 52 f., and E. Klette, die Christen-

katastrophe unter Nero { 1 907), pp. 1 6 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.! 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 oflence. 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, t

In the light of these historical data, the language of i 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 icaKOTroid? has its general meaning of *

wrong-doer
'

in 2^^^*, its position between murderer and thief and

AXXoTpiocirio-Koiros in 4^^ shows that here it is specially (cp.

malus in Hor. Sat, i. 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 ol

wielding undue influence over cthers,§ 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 aXXoTpio€7rio-»co7ro? would mean
not so much seditious or inconsistent as either a busybody—one

•Cp. Sanday i^Exp.^ vii. 407 f.); E. G. Hardy, Christianity and the

Roman Empire (1894), pp. 70 f., 80 f., 125 f., and Klette, op. cit. 54 f.
" 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).

t "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."

X 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 rom. Staat u. die allgemeine JCirche, i. [1890] pp. 9f., and

Knopf (A^Z. 96 f.).

§ For Christians who were actually niathemati-i, 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^). 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^'^ tov i-n-LXonrov Iv aapKl fiiiocraL

XpovoVj the expression firj alcrxyviardo), 4^®, and 01 7racr;(ovT€S ina-Tto

KTLO-Tr] TrapaTLOea-Ouxrav ras ijrvxa<; avrdv iv ayaOoiroCta). 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, d^bauch^s, c'est la foule aveugle, qui n'admet pas un

culte et une morale par lesquels elle se sent condamnde"

(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^^)
. + the dramatic publicity of the punishment

must have spread the name of Christian urM 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 (ZM^T:, 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 tus before dXX.

separates it from the preceding adjectives.

tA. Bischofif (ZiV^., 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
delatorts within Judaism after a.d. 70, cp. Joseph, B. J. vii. 3. 3, etc.

% Barth {Einl. p. 127) compares the eflfects 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") in Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia,

Asia, and Bithynia. The order, from NE. to S. and VV., 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.

EBi. 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/SyXtif in 5" is a symbolic term for Rome—an

interpretation which accords with the figurative language upon Israel (i^ 2*"^°),

*
i.e. (i.) Bithynia and Pontus, (ii.) Galatia, (iii.) Cappadocia, and (iv.)

Asia. Bithynia (Ac 16^) and Cappadocia, so far as we know, were never

evangelised by Paul, but the origin of their Christianity may be explained by
Ac 2' (where Hemsterhuis and Valckenaer conj. ^iduvLav for 'lovSalav),

which would also throw light on the Pontus and Cappadocia of i P i^.

Galatia was a Pauline sphere (2 Ti 4^**), 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 2^^ (efre ^acriXet . . . e?r(

Tjy€fi6<Ti.v). 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^^^ as my son, tells in favour of the spiritual interpretation of

Ba^fXtiv in the immediately preceding words, no less than against the theory
which would see in i] iv Ba^vXQi'i crvyeKXeKTi] an allusion to Peter's wife (so

Bengel, Mayerhoff, Jachmann, Alford, Stanley, and Bigg), who accompanied
her husband on his mission-tours ( I Co 9') 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, ^.^. 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 (ckXcktois

TrapcTTiSr/fiots StacrTropas), who were aliens in a world of suffering

and persecution. Their pre-Christian condition was one of

religious ignorance (i^^ ayvota, cp. Eph 4^^ Ac 17^^), in which

they were no people of God (2^- 20^, but the long destined

purpose of God's salvation had been achieved in them (i^"^^),

* So after Calvin, Alford, Dean Stanley {Sermons and Essays on Apost.

Age, p. 68), Johnstone {op. cit. pp. 23-28), and Ktihl (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.).

fThe tradition connecting Mark with Alexandria, and the possibility o(

the Preaching of Peter having an Egyptian origin, might tell in favour ol

the Egyptian Babylon, a Roman fortress in Old Cairo (cp. Cone, EBi. 3681),

whose claims were advocated by Le Clerc, 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^®). 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. 1 1 3-1 1 7). Even a phrase like iraTpoTrapdBoT(y; in

connexion with AvaoTpofjuq (i^^), 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^** puts it beyond doubt that the 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^^), for the

tradition reported by Origen {apud Eus. H. E. iii. i), that Peter

evangelised the Jews in Pontus, Galatia, Bithynia, Cappadocia,
and Asia, is little more than an inference from i P i^ 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.y 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 9^, it would be daring to argue that because Hosea's words,
cited in i P. 2^°, originally referred to the Jews, they must bear the same
reference in this connexion.

t So Plort (p. 76), who refers to Gataker's note on M. Aurel. iv. 6
; cp.

Denney, The Death of Christy pp. 93 f. The Jewish Christian character

of the readers of i P. is assumed by Shailer Mathews, Messianic Hope in

NT {igo6), 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 ofJesus Christ. This impression of

indefiniteness, 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 l' {(ppovpovfiivovs 5iA irlareus els a-coTrjplau irolfjLrjv dwoKoKvcpd^vai iv Katpt^

^(rX«iT(fj) echoes Gal 3® {iippovpovfieda els ttjv irlariv diroKa\v<p97]vai), though
the ideas differ ; and 2^^ closely parallels Gal 5^'. More clearly, however,
I^ answers to Ro 12*'', and 2^^ {rCiv aapKiKCbv iwcdv/xcwv, atrives (TTpareiuovTai

Kardi TTJs "^pvxrjs vfiuv) recalls Ro 7^ {'^repov v6fioy iu tois pAXealv &vti-

ffTparevifievop t. v.) ; while 2^'^'^^ is an obvious reminiscence of the thought in

Ro I3^-^ just as 2' is of Ro I2\ or i" of Ro 12^, or 3* of Ro 12". The

quotation in 2^"^ need not necessarily t have been moulded by Paul's language
in Ro 932-33

.
ijyj. J^ 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.

2^°=Ro g'^, 4'-"= Ro 1 2'* «). The dependence is naturally on the side of

I Peter.J Apart altogether from the other evidence which places i 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,

I Co 3!^-
10^- = I P 2if- = Col 38, I Co 620 = I P ^14) is indubitable,

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 28^' 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.

X This is now admitted on almost all hands ; for the evidence in detail,

see especially Briickner's Chron. pp. 13-31 ; S. Davidson, INT. i. 538 f.
;

Sanday and Headlam, Romans {ICC), pp. Ixxiv-lxxvi ; Usteri {pp. cit. pp.

279 f.), and Volter (see below), pp. 28-31, with Seufert's elaborate artide

in ZWT, (1874) pp. 360-388.
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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 1 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 a***"), 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-

theolc^ical temperament would naturally lead him to use phrases like iv

XptffT^ (3^* S**- "), 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 (i Th i^ 2 Th i^) and at Corinth (2 Co

i^'),
after which (Ac 18^) 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 Wemle
{Sytufptische Frage, pp. 199 f.); see also Rapp's essay in PM. (1898) pp.

323-337-

t Mark (5^*) and Glaukias (Clem. Alex. Strom, vii. 17) were the other

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^'- with Dt 10-12, 22= Dt ii^, 39=11261- la^sf-,

58= 116 etc.). But the numerous reminiscences of the LXX, together
with traces of an acquaintance with Philo (cp. Salmon, INT. 506), the

book of Wisdom,t 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 ip/j.r}V€vri^$ 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 J 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 26'^^ implies) § should after middle

life, and in the midst of absorbing occupations, have learnt to write

*
Cp. Scharfe {SJir., 1889, pp. 650 f.). The writer's fondness for Isaiah

{e.g. i24^- = Is 40«'-, 2«- = Is'8" 28i«, 29^- = Is 432"*-, 222^- = Is 53«-
9- 12.

;
also

lllb= Is 537-8, jlS^Is 533b^ 225b=Is 40", 3l«=Is 8^3 3928, 414=15 ii2, 4"=
Is 2529) may have been one reason why he followed the symbolic method of

alluding to Rome as Babylon (cp. Is 47^ etc.). But that reference is earlier

than the first literary evidence for it, e.g., in Sib. Or. S^^^t jcp. DB. i.

214-215).

t Cp. 225= Sap. i" 313, 320
= Sap 145'- 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. iii.

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 Sia ISiAovai'ov iypaij/a (5^*) being equivalent

practically! to expressions like Ac 15^^"*^ Ro 6^^; Polyk. ad
Phil. 14 ; Ign. Rom. 10, etc. (cp. Link, SK.^ 1896, pp. 405-436),
or else he actuallyentrusted its^qmpqsition (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); 5I2

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. J 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 (i Th 2®) and prophet

(Ac 1 53-) himself, and while this or almost any form of the

pseudonym-hypothesis is legitimate and indeed deserving of

*
Simcox, The Writers of tJu NT. (p. 68).

** En tout cas, la langue de

I'epitre ne peut guere etre la sienne. ... On ne voit guere I'ardent

Galil^en 6quilibrant ses phrases, s'appliquant ^ enchalner exactement ses

propositions" (Monnier, pp. 315 f.).

t Dionysius of Corinth {apud Eus. H, E. iv. 23. ii), writing to the

Roman church, refers to the epistle of Clem. Rom. as a previous communica-
tion from Rome, r^v wpor^pav ijfuy Siii K\^/acj^oj ypa<p€iaav, i.e. the author
is regarded as the mouthpiece of the Roman church.

X 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 5^2 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 conveys unob-

trusively certain allusions to Christ's life which harmonise with

Peter's discipleship (i* whom, having not seen, ye love; 2*^-

5^). If the epistle lacked the opening word {Peter\ says

Jiilicher {Einl. 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^ 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 ag^,

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 I 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"= Ac lo**), the cleansing of the soul through faith

(i»= Ac 15'), the rejoicing in shame (4^ *•= Ac 5*M> 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 7^ rot l\o\vKapvo% iv ry SrjXuBelaTj irpbt

^ikiTTTialovs avTov ypa.<Pi <f>epofjL^yjj els Sevpo, Ki-xpriTai tici fiaprvplan iirb rijs

H^pov Tporipas iTriaToXijs), 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

Entstehung^, pp. ii6f., 285 ; Reuss, NT Th. ii. pp. 262 f. ; P. Ewald, das

Hauptproblem d. Evglnfrage, pp. 68-75 J 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.y 1890, 185-1895).

")
While the allusions to i Peter in Polykarp, though introduced by no

explicit formula of quotation, render it beyond question that the bishop knew

the epistle, he never mentions reter as the author, although he frequently

cites Paul by name. This feature is employed by Harnack (7ZZ., 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,

so £ur as we know, had not (contrast the case of Corinth in Clem. Rom.).
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evident from echoes so distinct as, e.g., i. 3 (eis tv ovk IdSurei irLffTeiere xap?'

av€K\a\r)Tii} Kal dedo^aa/j-ifj} els ffv iroXKol iiriOvfiomiv €iae\deiv)
—

l^'^'^, ii. I

(5i6 ava^waoLfievoi ras 6<T<j>vas SovXevaare t(^ Ge<p . . . irLffTiiaavres eh rbv

iyeipavTa rbv Kiupiov tj/xQp 'Itjctovv Xptarbv iK veKpQiu Kal SSvra fti^ry 56^0^)

_|13. 21^ ii, 2 (fir] d7ro8i86vT€S KaKov avri KaKov rj \oi8oplav avrl XotSopiaj) = 3^,

V. 3= 2" (cp. Gal 5^), vi. 3 {^rfKiaTal irepl rh Ka\6v) = '^^^, vii. 2 {vT)<l>ovTei irpbi

rds eux«is)
=

4', viii. 1-2 = 2^1, amongst others [GJir. i. 957 f., NTJ. 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 vam thoughts (i^^), Clement bids them fix

their eyes on * the blood of Christ and know ws ^any tI/jliov Tt$ Ge^J r^ warpl
aiiToO' (

= 1^^"^^), following this up with an allusion to its redeeming power
and to Noah's preaching of repentance (3^) ;

or in lix. 2 (^KdXecrev iifias dirb

(TK&rovs eh 0tD$, dirb dyvoialas eh iiriyvuaiv dS^rjs dpSfiaros auToO) = 2^*^^

The parallel of xxxvi. 2, dvaddWet eh rb davfiaarbv aiJroG 0a)s (
= 2^), is

dubious, owing to the textual uncertainty about dav/xaarbv (
= om. Syr.

Clem. Alex.). But the hypothesis of an agraphon (Resch, Agrapha, p. 248)

must not be allowed to affect the force of the argument
* from xlix. 5, where

Pr 10^2 is quoted in a form which, differing from the Hebrew text and the

LXX alike, occurs in i P 4^. 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,! ^'g' the occurrence in Clem, as

in I P. alone of dZeXt^br-qs (ii. 4, 2" 5^) in the sense of brotherhood,

dyaBotroda. (ii. 2, 4^^), and viroypaixixbs (2^1, 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 Troifx-fip and eirlaKoiros together (i P S^'*) in a context where he

also quotes Pr 3^ (i P 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^ ad Polyk. iv. 3= 2^) can be

said to prove that the epistle was known to Ignatius, or at least used

by him. In Barn. iv. 1 1 f. {fieXerCHfiep rbv (f>b^ov rod QeoO ... 6 Kopios

dirpocrojirdXTiiJ.'irTUS Kpivel rbv k&tiiov' ^KacrTos KadCjs iiroLrjaev KOfite'tTat,) the

Besides, Polykarp more than once adopts silently the words of Paul {e.g.

iii. 3 = Gal 4^, iv. i = i Ti 6l^ vi. 2 = Ro 14^^' ^^) as he does those of I Peter ;

and even the quotations from the former, introduced by eldbres Sri, 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 5^0 is slightly different. As Pr 3^^ is quoted not

only in I P 5° but in Ja 4^, its occurrence in Clem. xxx. 2 cannot safely be

drawn upon in this connexion.

fThe form of greeting goes back in part to the LXX {elprjvt) hfuv

ir\i]0vv6eir], Dn 3^ 6^^), though its Christian expansion and stamp were

probably due to I P i^ A contemporary Jewish phrase is the njd' iiddiSs?

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 512).
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and language of i P 1" recur, just as the conception of the OT
prophets having been inspired to anticipate Christ's suffering (i P 1"") is

reproduced in v. 5-6 ; but no stress can be laid on this, while the only other

parallels (rdarfi x<ip*'"05» of God : xxi. 9= 5^° ; a spiritual temple built up unto

the Lord, xvi. 10 cp. 2*) of moment are indecisive.

The lonely echoes in the Didache (i. 4, dWxow "rdp aapKiKQy Kal

(TUfiartKuip ivi$vfuCi¥= 2^^ dx^X'*'^*'* ''•^ capxtKur iridvfuuw) and Diognetus

(ix. 2 = 3^") contrast with the more numerous coincidences* between Hermas
and I 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=1**, 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 irdXcu Tpta^vrepoi (iii. 3. i), 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.), Irenxus, Origen, and Clement
of Alexandria (Zahn's Forschungen, iii. 79 f.), it was freely quoted as Petrine ;

but '
the actual traces of the early use of i 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. 133 f.), 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 of our 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^) partially adapted the Jewish
formula, its Petrine form is unique. The following paragraph (i'"^) is carried

•
Cp. Zahn's Hirten des Hermas (pp. 423 f. ), Charteris, Canonicity (pp.

303-304). NTA. 115-117, andSpitta, Urc. ii. 391-399 (where the dependence
is assigned to i Peter).

t So Schwegler, Ewald {Sieben Sendschreiben, pp. 1 56 f. ), Davidson,

Honig, but especially Hilgenfeld {ZWT., 1873, 465-498, Einl. 624 f.),

Clemen (Paulus, i. 139 f.), and W. Bruckner {Chron. pp. 41 f.), with B.

Weiss (Petr. Lehrbegriff, 426 f.) and Kiihl, of course, as against Koster (pp.

207 f.), P. Ewald [op. cit. 28 f.), Klopper (pp. 33 f.), and particular!} Holtz-

mann [Kritik. der Eph. u. Col. Briefe, pp. 260 f.).

22
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on withal* V and participles, as in Eph i"-^°, whilst in Eph i"-'® Att^s and

KXrjpovoimla are correlated, on the basis of human faith supported by the divine

5vva/jLis, as in I P i'"^ Further parallels of thought and language occur in

I P iw-ia = Eph s"- 1», 1 P ii3 = Eph 6^\ i P i^^-is = Eph 2», i P i^^ =

Eph 4", I P i«>=Eph !<•», I P i23=Eph i^\ I P 2i-2= Eph 422-25, I p 24-«

= Eph 218-20-21-22, I p 2" = Eph 521, I P 2i8= Eph 6', I P 322= Eph
1
20-22

(a specially striking coincidence), I P 3i-'^
= Eph 52i-2-i, i p 34=Eph

3i«, I P 3'= Eph 525, I p 42-3= Eph 2«-, I P 410= Eph 3». Both use

StdjSoXos, not o-otoj/os, both reproduce the 'descensus ad inferos' (i P 3^^
=

Eph 4^'") ; the predominance of Aopg in i P. corresponds to its prominence
in Eph. (cp. 1^8 2^2 ^4^^ j^jj(j common to both are terms like dKpoyuviaios and

e£J(r7rXa7x»'os. 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 8ia<nropi in a derived sense in their addresses, both emphasise to

8oKlfnov TTJs irlffTeui (i^=Ja i') under the fire of trial and temptation (i'=

Ja i2), both employ a special rendering of Pr 10^2 ^^s—j^ ^20. j,p Field's

Noies on Tr. ofNT. 239), and both follow up the citation from Pr 3** by an

admonition to submit to God and to resist the devil (5^^ =Ja 4*"-) ; common
to both, among the NT writers, are dpvirdKpiTos, AaircXos, TapaK^nrru, and

ffTTipl^tay and there are further parallelisms in i*=Ja i^^, i2^=Ja i^^, 2^^-

=Ja !««•, 2"=Ja 41, 225=Ja 5I8, 3"-i«=Ja 3I', 5^=Jas i^\ 5«=Ja 410 (see

Spitta's Urc. ii. 184 f.). The dependence of Jas. on i P. is argued by Briickner

{Z^VT., 1874, pp. 533 f.; CAron. pp. 60-65), Holtzmann {ZWT., 1882,

pp. 292-310), Wrede (ZC, 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 Mayerhoflf, 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 Kiihl

{SK.y 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 ± 63
;

*
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 Churchy 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 perskcut. 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-]
= 70~75J

F. J. Briggs [^Critical Heview^ 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,t 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.^ 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"*" 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 f.), Wrede {ZNW., 1900,

pp. 75-85), J. R^ville i^Les Origines de Vepiscopate 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^ 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 i 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, tawards the

end of the first century, would almost certainly have coloured

the personality of the apostle to suit not only the tradition

(cp. Mt 1 618^-; 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^^) 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 {/PT., 1891, 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 Wahrheity i. 97 f.),
Pfleiderer {Urc. ii.

508-509), and P. Schmidt {ZWT.y 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^^ becomes almost incredible),

and partly owing to a general retreat from the Tubingen f idea

{e.g. Schwegler, JVZ. 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 r^ime 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^' a ratification of the Pauline type of doctrine originally taught
in these churches. Schmiedel still takes 5^^* 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. Pfleiderer's Paulinismus (Eng. tr.), ii. pp. 149 f., and

Hilgenfield {ZfVT., 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^), 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 {TU. ii. 2. 106-109, ACL. ii. i. 451-465), partly antici-

pated by Cludius, that i^'^ and 5^2-14 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.

(jSf.)
—an opening which is otherwise known to us (cp. 2 Co i', Eph i') only

as the sequel to the address of an epistle ;t (iii.) that the difficulties in

ji-2 512-14 ajg at least as explicable on the hypothesis of these verses being

original as on that of their addition by a later scribe; (iv.) that Hamack

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 ^,

should be introduced; (v.) that the true grace of God (5^^) bears directly,

though not exclusively, on the main thought of the epistle (cp. 5^" 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 on

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-designation in 5^ (a witness of the sufferings of Christ)

points naturally to Peter,t 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^). 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 aftbrd no suffi-

cient motive for pseudonymity, they are still less likely to have suggested

Peter to any scribe or copyist.

t Similarly, on the analogy of the other early Christian epistles, 5^*-"

suggests the close of a letter or epistle, not of a homily, and an allusion like

that of 5^ confirms this idea.

:;: The similar phrase in I Co 15" is not quite parallel, and does not fix

the sense of the term here.



THE (FIRST) EPISTLE OF PETER 343

to shepherding the flock of God (5*^) echoes the tradition afterwards voiced

in Jn 21^"*". For these reasons, drawn from internal and external evidence

alike, this ingenious theory cannot be held to have hit the ford exactly.*

(*) Soltau's essay (^A', 1905, 302 f. ; 1906, 456-460),f 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*"' 3'*''' 4*^ S^'"** "'", with

smaller insertions, e.g.^ in l"'' 2*3"*') which transformed it into a Petrine

epistle. The proofs of literary dependence (5* on Tit 2'^, 5* on He 13*,

5*'* on Ja 4*, and 3^*"*' on Col 2"*^ 3^), 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. 2* explains 5" quite as well as i*, while the

conceptions of l**' arc not different from those of the body of the writing) ;

and if 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 $^'* as a misplaced section which originally lay

between 3' and 3'.

(c) Volter's independent attempt [Dir Erste Petrusbrief^ seine Entste-

hung und Stellung in <Ur Geschichte des Urchristentums, 1906) distinguishes

a pseudonymous Petrine epistle, written at Rome previous to the Domitianic

persecution, from a series of later interpolations {'Itfaov Xpi<TTod, n6vTov . . .

Bi$vyla$f i^ i
Koi

ft.
. . . w\ri6vpdelrf, I* ; toO Kvplov . . . XpKrroO, di ivaimiaeus

'I. X. iK vtKpdv, I*; ip iiroK. *I. X., i^ \ 6p . . . xivrtvovrts Si, 1" ; i"
;
ip

TPtO/MTi &yl(f droar. dv' ovpopov, i"
;
ip droK. 'I. X., l" ; i"" 2*** ; Sid, 'I.

X., a» ; iT aOrif, 2" ; 2"-» ; tSp Xpi(rr6p, 3" ; 4p Xpurrt^, 3^' ; 3"-4« ; Sid 'I. X.,

4*^ ; 4^'"^' ; Kal fidprvt . . . koipupSs, 5* ; elS&res . . . inrfXe'ifdai, 5' ; d\iyop

raddpras, ip Xpicrrif, 5^" ; ^v /3., 5** ; toU ip Xpiari^, 5'*) added J f. 1 15 A.D. dur-

* McGiffert {A^. 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 5I1-" 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 2'"'

need not have come from a Levite, and Barnabas had no special call to

remain anonymous as an author.

t Cp. Clemen's adverse discussion {S/T., 1905, 619-628).

X 319-21 and 4', 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 bijdrageny vii. 4. 73 f., 126 f.) and A. Meyer
{die modeme Forschung iiber die Gesch. d. Urc, 1898, p. 43) propose (cp.

Baljon, neol. Stud.^ 1891, 429-431), followed recently by P. Schmidt

{ZWT., 1907, 42 f.), who assigns 3^**- and 4* to various hands, the latter

interpolation being made by one who either did not know of 3'*^ 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 {EOT. v. 2 f. ) suggests that 4^''-s"

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 homogeneous in this respect
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ing 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 i 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 {sz'c) 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"'')> and the exercise of charismatic

gifts (4^'') ; dfl-ofcdXu^is and dvaarTpo<p'^ 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. Jf. E. iii. 24. 3 : t^s tQiv oipavCiv ^aatXelas t^jv

yvGxTLv iirl iraaav KaT'fjyye'KKov t^v olKovfiivrjp, airovdrj^ ttjs irepl rb Xoyoypa<p€lp

fiiKpav iroiofjfievoi ^poPTida' Kal tovt iirparTOV &Te fiei^opi Kal iwhp dvdpwirop

i^virrip€ToiiuvoL diaKOvlq.).

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 (i793) ; 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 (Berhn, 1850) ; E. Arnauld

{^Recherches critiques sur fi^ttre de Jude^ avec commentaire^ 1851 ; Eng. tr
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in •British and Foreign Evang. Review,' July 1859)*; M. F. Rampl
(Salzburg, 1854)*; John Lillie (New York, 1854); F. Gardiner (Boston,

1856); FronmUller (Lange's BibelWerk^, Eng. tr., New York, 1867);

Wiesinger (Olshausen's Comm. 1862) ;
Th. Schott (Erlangen, 1863) ; M. F.

Roos(i864); B. Brilckner* (Leipzig, 1865); Ewald(i87o); Bisping(i87i) ;

Alford*(i87i); Hofmann (1875) ; Huther (— Meyer*, 1877, Eng. tr. 1881);

Reuss (1878 ; Plumptre {Cambridge Bible^ 1880) ; Lumby {Speaket^s Comm.

1881); Angus (SchafTs Comm. 1883); Keil (Leipzig, 1883); Salmond

(Pulpit Comm. 1889) ; F. Spitta, Der a Brief des Petrus und der Brief des

Judas (i88s)*; Plummer {Expos. Bible, 1891); BvLJgtx* {/Curzgefasster

Comm. 1895) ; KUhl (— Meyer*, 1897)
•

; G. Wandel, Der Brief Judas,

exegetisch-praktisch behandelt (Leipzig, 1898); von Soden •
{HC. 1899);

Basil Gheorghiu, Der Brief d. J. Einleitung und Kommentar (Czernowitz,

1901)
•

; Cone (New York, 1901) ; C. Bigg* {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 (igoy)

*
; G. Hollmann (SNT\ 1907);

J. de Zwaan {7\veede Petrus en Judas, 1909)
•

; J. B. Mayor {EOT. 1910).

{b) Studies—Adam Sasbouth, In Epist. Juda (1500); C. Sibelius, In

divinam J. apostoli epistolam condones sacra (Amsterdam, 1631); Antoine-

Nicolas du Bois, Catholicajuda epistola . . . «:///Va/a (Paris, 1644); Dahl,
De Authent. Epp. Petri post. </ /«^& (Rostock, 1807); J. D. Schulze, Der

sckriftstellerische ChareJ:ter u. IVerth des Petrus, Judas, und Jakobus

(Leipzig, 1811) ;
A. Jessieu, De authentia ep. Judce {1821) ; L. A. Arnauld's

Essai Critique sur rauthent. de Jude (1835); MayerhoflPs Petrinische

Schriften, pp. 171-182 (1835)*; F. Brun's Essai d'une introd. critique d

Fipttre de Jude (1842) ; E. Amauld, Examen de tobjection faite h F^pStre de

J. au sujet de ses citat. apocryphes (1849) ; Ritschl {SK., 1861, pp. 103 f., on

the errorists); Schenkel {BL. ill. 433 f.); Schwegler's NZ. i. 518-522;
Straatman {TT., 1879, pp. loof.); Venables (Smith's/)^, i. 1164-1167);
Sabatier {ESR. vii. 476-478) ; Farrar, Early Days of Christianity

(ch. xi.); A. Vieljeux, Introd. h Fipttre cuJude (Montauban, 1894) ; Moffatt

\hNT. 589 f.); Cone {EBi. 2630-2632); %\t.^^x\. {PRE. ix. 589-592);
Chase (Z>^. ii. 799-8o6)

*
; V. Ermoni (Vigoroux' DB. iii. i8o7f.); Zahn

{Einl. § 43) ; F. Maier {Biblische Sludien, xi. 1906, 1-2)
*

; 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 (w.^-*) the writer explains
that his reason for communicating with his friends (vv.^^-) is to

warn them against a body of errorists within the church, a set of

loud, arrogant, and poisonous characters,^ whose doom (jovto to

Kpi/i-a, proleptic) is violently and vividly described as that of

their older angelic and human prototypes (vv.^-i^) in vice. The
writer especially recalls a prediction of their fate in the book of

* The phrase rivet here (v.*), as, e.g., in Gal 2^^, has 'quelque chose de

meprisant
'

(Arnauld).
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Enoch (vv.^2f.)^* and urges his readers to adhere (w.^^-^** *>'•)

steadfastly to the primitive, apostolic tradition of the faith against

plausible innovations (cp. v.^ t^ aTra^ irapaBodeiarrj). With a brief

doxology (vv.**-25) the letter closes. Religious conservatism!
is its keynote. The pretensions of the aa-efteU are contrasted

with the fixed and final Christian tradition (cp. i Jn 2^^^- 4^^- 5^^-).

Their very methods and fate are no new thing ; long ago (TraXat)

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.*- ^'^)
of the

principles and prophecies of that faith which they already know

(cp. I Jn 220-21),
—a plea for orthodoxy which is curiously bound

up with belief in several superstitions drawn from what the author

of Titus (1^*) would have sharply denounced as 'Jewish myths.'

Conservatism involves retrospect, and the epistle looks back upon the

apostolic age as (vv.'- ^') 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 ^eyov Ojuv

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.' which finds

in it an allusion to the Lord's punishment of unbelieving Israel at the fall

of Jerusalem (so, g.g: , Hofmann, Zahn) ; for, apart from other reasons

(cp. F. Maier's essay in BZ., 1904, 377-397), t6 de&repov refers not to two

separate events, but to a stage later than the atba-as (cp. i Co lo^'-. He 3^^*-),

and it would be irregular to introduce a symbolic modem (contrast irdXai,

V.*) example in the midst of historical ones. The order of""' is no doubt

unchronological, but the anticlimax is not bettered by shifting v.' 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, Lg livre d^Hhtoch

(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 vlffTii by itself was used objectively by Paul now and then (cp.

Gal i^t Phil i^', cp. Ac 6'), the context and the form of v.* [thefaith oncefor
all delivered, not to you, but to the saints), taken with v." (your most holy

faith), show unmistakably the sub-apostolic atmosphere (cp. e.g. Polykarp,

who speaks of being 'built up efs ttjj' Sodeiaav ifitv ttIo-tiv' [iii. 2, iv. 2]).

But there is no allusion to any formula of faith transmitted to the disciples, as

A. Seeherg contends {Der JfTatechismus d. Urchristenheit, 1903, pp. 195-196) ;

TlffTis 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.^) the Assumption of Moses

(cp. R. H. Charles, Assumption of Moscs^ pp. 105 f., show ;
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'Htnoch^ 1 906, pp. cxii f. ; Lawlor in Journal of

Philology^ 1897, 164-225). 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 ovrot

clo-iv rubric, cp. w.W lo- !«• i«-
1», a favourite expression with such

writers (cp. e,g. Tjtc i*'-, Apoc 7^* etc., En 46', Slav. En 7*

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.*-
*• »-7. 8- "'• 28.

mc)

is more outstanding than the three instances where a fivefold

arrangement (vv.^^^^^^-
^•^

**) can be observed, and there is a

certain balance and even rhythm of structure (cp. Cladder 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 ayaAAiaons (He i* LXX), oXoyos, the

Hellenistic x'^P'-'^^ ^^^ X^P^*' (v.*
= Ac 24^'' 25®), iwirvLa^ofxevoi

(Ac 2^7 LXX), and the dative in v.i* = Lk 18" : with Hebrews,^

* On the Michael-myth, see J. T. Marshall {ET. xi. 390-391) and

Lueken's Erzmgel Michael (1898), with Cheyne's Bible Problems (226 f.).

t 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.

X Cp. the collocation of three participles with a finite vb. (v.
2^'- =s

He i2i-»).
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avTiXoyia, ^6(lio<;j fxeyaXuxrvvr} ; and with Paul one or two terms,

such as dtStos, KvpLOT-qs, OLKTjrqpLOVj and irpoypa<j>€Lv, besides ayioi

and KkrjToL But these are either too casual or too diverse in

meaning to prove any literary relationship. Apart from the

allusion in v.^^ to language which the later Gnostics had adopted
from Paul (cp. i Co 2^*), and the resemblances of the address

(cp. I Th I*, 2 Th 2^3) and the doxology (v.24f.
= Ro i625-27^

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-ii
= 2 Ti 3^, the

use of TTto-Tis and of 6eo<s a-toTi^p), particularly in v.^'^ 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. JudcR repetenda (1810);
E. Moutier, La seconde epitre de Pierre et celle de/ude (Strassburg,

1829), Mayerhoffs Einleitung in die petrinischen Schriften (1835),

pp. 171-182; B. Weiss {SK., 1866, 256 f.); O. Michael in

Festschrift fUr Ficke (Leipzig, 1897); H. Schwienhorst, Das
Verhdltniss des Judasbriefes zum zweiten Petrusbrief untersucht

(Miinster, 1904); A. Maier {TQ.^ iQ^Sj 547-58o); J. B. Mayor
in EGT. 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 221, Jud
6-7 = 2 P 3^, Jud im8= 2 P 31^-,

Jud
21. 23 = 2 P 3I4, Jud

24 = 2 P 317, Jud
25 = 2 P 3I8), but in that

chapter they mount up to an exceptional height, as may be seen

from the following summary :

Judas 2 P 2

(*) For certain men have slipped in (*) False teachers, men who shall

by stealth (7rapet<r^5i/(ra»'), those who stealthily introduce {Tcapeiailovcn)

were long ago (irclXat) predestined destructive heresies . . . denying

(cZs rovTO rb Kplfia) to this doom the Master who bought them {rbv—impious men, perverting our God's dyopda-avTa avroi/s decnrdrr]]/ dpvov-

grace into aaikyeiav, and denying fxeuoi).*

* The contrast of Ayopdcravra is with the extortionate demands of the

errorists for remuneration {2', cp. Tit i" ; Iren. i. 13. 3 ;
Eus. H. E. v. 18. 2).
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the only Master and our Lord Jesus

Christ (koI rbp fibvov SeaT&rrjy Kal

Kijpior rifidv 'I. X. dppovfifvoi).

(•) And angels which kept not their

oflRce but abandoned their own habit-

ation, he has kept under the nether

blackness in fetters everlasting

(ifCfioit ii'SlMt vt6 fd^or TmJ/«jirei')

for the judgment {ds icplaip) of the

great day.

(') Even as* Sodom and Gomorrha,
with the surrounding cities . . . are

exhibited as a warning (det7;ta),

undergoing the penalty of fire eternal.

(•) These men f with their sensual

dreams pollute the flesh (ffdpKa fuai-

wovcir), contemn the Lordship (ku/h6-

rtira dBeroOffiv), and abuse Majesties

(•) Now when Michael the arch-

angel was disputing with the devil in

controversy over the body of Moses,

he dared not {ovk ^oXfii^aty) bring

an abusive accusation against him

(*•) But these men heap abuse on

whatever they are ignorant of (o5rot

a, 6ca ft^r OVK otSaaiy ^XaaipijfioOaiy),

(') And many still follow their

(') oUt6 Kplfia(KTa\at oCk Apyei.

{*) God spared not angels when

they sinned, but thrusting them down
to Tarlarus, to pits of nether black-

ness {(Tfipoii f<i0oy)» delivered them to

be kept for judgment {wapiSuxey els

KpUriP Ttjpcv/i^yovs).

(•) Reducing the cities of Sodom
and Gomorrha to ashes . . . making
an example of them (vir68tiyfia re-

0tlKus).

(>«) Those who walk after the flesh

in the lust of pollution {brlau) aapKbi

[=Jud
' inrlau aapKhs] iv iiri6vfil<^

fuafffioO), and despise the Lordship

{Kvpi&njTot). Daring {ToXfxrp-al, cp.

Jud •),... they tremble not when

they abuse Majesties (dd^as pXaffifnj-

fiovyres).

(U) Whereas angels . . .f

do not bring an abusive accusation

against them (<pipomLv p\d<T<f>ij/ioy

Kplaiy).

(^') But these men, like irrational

brutes (otrroi di, wj AXoya fya) by
nature bom {ipvaiKd.) for capture and

• The region of the Dead Sea, with its volcanic features, is associated in

En 17' 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'), 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^

'•
"), when

contrasted with Jud 2^'®, 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^) ; his insertion anticipates the milder thought of 3', and is

suggested by the allusion of i P 3^ 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 (0i;<rt*cu>j), like the irrational

brutes (wj ri AX07a fya), through
that are they corrupted {<f>0€lpovTat).

(^^) They went the road of {rg 6S(p)

Kain, rushed headlong for wages

(/xiadoO) in the error of Balaam,

(^2) These men are the sunken

rocks {a-iriXddes) in your love-feasts

(^i' rots iydiraii vfiiov), feasting with

you {(rvvev(axoi!>M-euoi).

(12-18) Rainless clouds {ve</>^\ai

&vv8poi), swept along by winds . . .

for whom the nether blackness of

darkness has been for ever reserved

(ofs 6 ^6005 Tov ffK&rovs els alwva

TeTT^pryrai).

(^') Their mouth speaks extrava-

gantly (iir^poyKa).

(") Remember the words {/ivi^ffdrjTe

tCjv fttifJL&Ttav) spoken beforehand by
the apostles of our Lord Jesus {rdv

irpoeiprjfiiuuv 6x6 tuv iirocrrSXuv).

(") how they told you : at the end

of the time {iw' 4<Tx<iTov tov x/xSj'ou)

there shall be {ia-ovrai, v.l. iXeOaovrai)

scoffers {i/nraiKTai), walking after

their own impious lusts (/cord rA$

iavTuv ividvixlai iropevSfiepoi ruv

d<rc)3etwj').

These phenomena imply either (a) the common use of some earlier docu-

ment, or (d) 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

* Bosar is a blunder for Beor (cp. N B), unless, with A. Sanda {BZ.,

1904, i88f.)» it is to be taken geographically.

t For this use of dirdrrj, see Nageli's Der Wof^schcUz d. Paulus, p. 15.

X Spitta and Baljon omit koX t%% . . . aurijpos as a gloss ; Blass inserts

didk between r^j and tuv (as in the title of the Didache).

§ Cp. Sherlock's Disseriaiwn concerning the Authority ofthe Second Epistle

of Peter \ Kaiser's Commentarius^ quo lingua aramaica usus ad judicanda et

interpretanda plure iI,T. loca . . . defenditur {iS^i), pp. 77 f., and Lumby
in £xp.^ iv. 461.

corruption {<l>dopiv), uttering abus«

about things they are ignorant of {4v

oh dyvoov<nv p\a(T<p7]/j.ovvTes), shall

also perish in their corruption {^p r^

<t>dopq. airrwv (pdapT^ovrai).

(") They followed the road {ry

6d(f) of Balaam the son of Bosor,*
who loved the wages {fdffdov) of mal-

practice.

(") Spots and blots {<nri\ot Kal

/xu/ioi) . . . iv rots dirdrowt (v.l.

oYdirots) avrCov . . . feasting with

you {(rifyevtaxoifievoi vfiiy).

(") These men are waterless

fountains {vTjyal Apvdpoi) and mists

driven by a squall ... for whom the

nether blackness of darkness has been

reserved {oU 6 ^6<f>oi rod aKbrovs d%

alCiva T€T-r]pT]Tai).

(^^) Uttering futile extravagances

(viripoyKa).

(3^) Remember the words spoken
beforehand {/xvrjffdrjyau. tO)v vpoeipT}-

ftivuv) by the holy prophets and the

commandment of the apostles sent

you from the Lord and Saviour ; J

3* knowing this first of all, that in

the last days (iv icxdrtjiv tQv ijfiepQy)

scoffers (i/xiraiKTai) shall come (AejJ-

ffovrai) scoffing, walking after their

own lusts (Kord rds I8la.s iridv/ilas

aiiTwv iropevdfieyoi).
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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, IloUrmann, Abbott, Weiss,

Baljon, Bovoh, Chase, F. Maier, JUlicher, 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 t/sisst'ma uerba, and in any case a section

like that of 3"- 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
* with 2 P 2", Jud

• with 2 P a*, Jud
' with 2 P 2«, Jud with 2 P 2", Jud

»

with 2 P 2^\ Jud
^* with 2 P 2") ; thus—to quote one instance—the vernacular

wovi^¥ Tap€UT4>ip€tv of the later writer (i*) is a relapse from the correct

awoviiiv xoittadai of Jud *. Again, (iii.) 2 P. has exaggerated the habit of

iteration which crops up now and again in Jud. (cp. rriptiv and i'6^oj in •• *•

KfAoit in •• *•
", and p\aa<pr]fi. in "•>", also " and ") despite the latter's

skill in devising synonyms. In the later writer, partly owing to an imitation

of I P., where this literary trait occasionally recurs (cp. aoimjpla in i**^" ; «ra/co-

«-ot6t, 2**"
"

; iyaOo-w., 2^*'^ *), the iteration of insignificant terms becomes

almost wearisome (cp. i-wixopriyelr, i**
**

; ivrxO., i""^ ; i.To<f>eirfctv, i<. 11. w. »
j

wpoifniTda, i»- « ; <p04ry«ff0at, 2»«- "
; SeXedteiy, 2»*-

"
; fuadbs idiKlat, 2^ " ;

onHxtta xavaovfupa, 3^°-
"

etc. etc). Finally, (iv.) at several points the

language of 2 P. is only intelligible from that of Judas ; e.^. the general-

ised allusion to angels in 2 P 2""^^ becomes clear from Jud
• 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

I 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, Uber eine grossere Flache zerstreuten, an sich

meist ganz nebensachlichen, fast armseligen Wortem und Satzen des grossen
2 Petr zusammengestoppelt ist

"
(Maier, DerJudasbrief^ 107-108).

"
Begrei-

flich ist, dass ein Mann, der seinen Lesem noch mehr zu sagen hatte, den
Inhalt des Judasbriefes in seinem grosseren Briefe verarbeitete ; dass aber

Judas, wenn er vor den von Petrus geschilderten Irrlehrem wamen will,

statt sich ausdriicklich auf diese grosse Autoritat zu berufen, einfach ein StUck

* Co. Heinrici, Urc. 112, and Lit. Charakter d. AT Schri/icn^ 78-79.
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des Petrusbriefes neu herausgibt unter seinem Namen, ist undenkbar **

(Haupl
in S/C,, 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^ (ov iiurria-u^ iravra

avOpioTToVj aXka ovs fi€V cAey^cis, Trepl Sk u>v Trpoa-ev^r], ovs Se

aya7rr](T€L<i vrrep t^v ij/vxw (rov) recalls the similar triple sentence

of Jud
^'^

(kOL 0V<S fX.€V iX€y)(€T€ SiaKpiVOfJiivOV^, OUS 8k (ru)t,€T€

. . . ovs Sk cXcarc),* whilst J.'s assertion that the errorists'

Kvpiorrjra dOerovcTLv (v.*) is explained by the counsel of Did. 4^

(TLfjL^a-u^ avTov—i.e. him who speaks the word of God—ws

Kvpiov' oBfv yap rj KvpioT-qq XaXctrat, c/cct Kvpios Icttlv). 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^-^ as a possible instance of the use of

Jud 8-1^ and even were the text of Jud
22-23

(cp. WH. ii. 106
f.)

and of Did 2^ 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 quem for Judas, and still less do

Barnabas (2I0 4», against Jud ^% 2 Clem. (20* = Jud «, cp. NTA.
129), and Hermas {Sim. v. 7. 2= Jud ^, Sim. ix. 9. 13 against

Jud 21), though the coincidence between Mart. Polyk. (address eXcos

Kttt elpi^vrj KOL aydirr} . . . TrX.r]6vv$€Lrf)
= Jud

2
{eXco*: vpXv koI eipT^vrj

Koi dydtrq irX-qOwOeLrji) 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 C* Syr. hi.) of oOs hk iXedre is

presented by R. A. Falconer {Exp.^ 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. fern. i. 3) ; while Clem. Alex.'s opinion is weakened by the

fact that he attributes Hebrews to Paul.
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•beence subsequently from the writings of the Antioch school and the Syriac

vulgate. The suspicions (Eus. H. E. ii. ^3. 25) which thus hindered its

entrance into certain circles of the church, as one of the dmXe76Me»'o, 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 froao Cyprian's lack of

reference to it and from other data, and its faiiac e to win acceptance in the

school of Antioch, rendered its ecclesix«lic«l eaieer as precarious and

chequered as that of several of the other 'c&tholic 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 CatWHf 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-c/Jei?, 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 cppwfievoi Aoyot.

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.^), he was in

the act of composing an epistle or treatise for his friends Trcpi r^?

Kou^s <ru)Tr)pias : 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.* t6v fxovov Bca-iroTrjv apvovfievoi, V.25 /xovo) Oew) f

was common to most Gnostics, including, of course, the Carpo-
kratians (so for Judas, Grotius and Mangold, £inl. 723 f., with

* ** To a modern reader it is curious rather than edifying, with the

exception of the beginning and end^( Mayor, p. clii).

t The phrase is not so much liturgical as a polemical reference to gnr stic

theosophies (cp. Jn5** if, and E. A. Abbott's Dtai., 1895, 2664).

23
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Schenkel, Christusbild^ i6if. ; Cone, Gospel and its Earliest

Interpretations^ 338-341, and Pfleiderer, Urc. ii. 509 f.) and the

Cainites (v.i^), who (according to Irenaeus, i. 31. i) claimed

kinship with the Sodomites (v.'^) and Korah (v.^^); though the

allusion to Kain, in the light of ^3'-, 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 4'').

Again, the abuse of love-feasts (v.^^^^ flattery of the rich (v.^^),

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 denying

Christ (v.^) with immorality would harmonise either with Tit i^^

or with the Nikolaitans *
(Apoc 2^- 1^

cp. 2^^ ovk Y/pv-qa-o) rrjv ttlo-tlv

fjLov).
There is no evidence to connect it with any theoretical

error, such as that of Cerinthus (cp. i Jn 222^-), 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.^) ; 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.^^) 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. i) to have scoffed at the angels who were

responsible for the creation.

Whoever they were, they were charged by Judas with sodomy

(v.^ and sexual abuses (v.i^^),t 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.* with evil spirits (so, 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.

t For which the 6.y6jriu, [y?^) 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.^\ v.^* iavrov^ iroi/xatVoj^ev, V.** dxjxXfCai xapii)

pointing to a familiar type of the prophet or mvsiagogue, 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 (*^-
"•^-

^**) like Korah ; while, like

Balaam (v."), they were pseudo-prophets (this is the force of

ivvwviaC6fi€voiy v.") as well as selfish. Furthermore, they made

loud pretensions (v.^^, v.^* to arofia avrutv XaXti vTrepoyica),

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 irvcvftariKot, in contrast to the inferior

\frvxiKoi of the church (this is the point of J.'s retort in v.^*) ;

the exclusiveness (w.**- ^) and lack of brotherly love (v.^^ v€<f>€Xat

avvhpoif BwBpa axa/wra), which this ostentation developed, are a

constant source of reproach in the writings of this period (cp.

1 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 Colossd, or to

Jewish Christian heretics (so, e.g.y Credner and Salmon).

§ 6. Period and authorship.
—In view of Eph 2^ 3* and

Apoc iS*' 21I*, the allusion to the apostles in v.^^ would not

necessarily fix the terminus a quo for the epistle beyond the last

quarter of the first century; but the further allusion (v.^^ to

2 Ti 3^*^, I Ti 4^^-, 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.*) in comparing the errorists to the

fallen angels (cp. Justin, Apol. ii. 5 ; Jub iv. 15 f.), who in Jewish legend (cp.

Volz, Jud. EschcUologie, pp. 273 f., and Bousset, die Religion des Judcntums^

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.

L 23 ; Tert. de anima, 50 ; Apoc 2^ ") erblicken diirfen ; Gesinnungsgenossen
des Thebutis und Uositheus, von welchen ersterer zunachst ein Schisma

veranlasste und dasselbe bald zur Haresie weiterbildete (Eus. H. E. iv. 22)
**

(Einl. 661-662).
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the brother of James (Mk 6^, Mt 13^^), 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 {p) to the apostolic* Judas of Lk 6^^, Ac i^^ (so, e.g.^

Bertholdt, Schneckenburger, Hofmann, Lange, Keil, Belser,

Wordsworth); or {c) even to Judas Barsabbas (Ac is^^'^^)y ^^^

prominent prophet of the Jerusalem-church (so Schott, Welcker,

Dr. John Lightfoot, Works, viii. 38-39 ; Selwyn, and Plumptre).

(d) is weakened by the dubiety clinging to 'louSa? 'laKw/3ov, which

may and probably does mean ' son of James
'

rather than *

brother.'

But even were it otherwise, (d) 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. 146 f. 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.

t If 'It/o-ous (A B etc., cp. WH. ii. 106 ; EBi. 2632) is to be read (so,

e.g., Alford) in v.** instead of K6pios, the difficulty of supposing that a brothei of

Jesus could have written thus (or, for the matter of that, have meant Jesus

by 6 Ktjpios), is well-nigh insuperable. Even Paul used 6 Xpiards (i Co 10^).

Nor would it ease matters to take 'Irjaovs as equivalent to Joshua (E. E.

Kellett, £T. xv. 381).
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(70-80), and Bartlet, AA. 344-351 ;
whilst a date c. 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,

McGiflfert, 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 TAg Prophet of Nazareth^

p. 192 (after a.d. 150), and Bams {c. a.d. 160), as formerly

by Semler (a.d. 150-200).

On any form of the latter hypothesis, some explanation of the title ('loi^Jat

*I. X. SoOXoj, dSeX^^t ik 'laxufiov) 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 TertuIIian afterwards), and that no attempt is made to develop his

personality, as would have been natural under the circumsiances.t (^) 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 dJcX^j Si 'IoKt6/3ou were added later (a.d. 150-180) when it

became desirable, in the light of the rampant gnosticism of the age, to

guarantee the writing's authority. Such a theory (so McGifTert, AA. 585-

588 ; Bacon, Bams) 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 'lo68ai

'I. X. SovXos at the head of an earlier ('not far from a.d. 90,' Bacon, p. 170)

manifesto against antinomian errorists, to amplify them with d5cX06y Si

'laKw/Sov, 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 {Einl. 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.

X Grotius thought of Judas, a Jewish Christian bishop of Jerusalem in the

second century, as the actual author ; but d5eX0ds 5^ 'laKu^ov 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, y/lS".

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 call-id Judas (Dahl).
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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
resemblances 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.'), 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.* in the light of Tit i°, i Ti

3**'* as a piece of literary vraisemblance on the part of the pseudonymous
author, in order to justify the object aiid 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.X

Literature.—{a) Editions—Besides most editions of i Peter and Judas

(q.v,), the following special commentaries : C. Ullmann [Der zweite Brief P.

kritisch untersucht, 1821) ; W. O. Dietlein (1851); F. Steinfass (1863);

Harms (1873); J. F. Demarest (New York, 1865); L. J. Hundhausen,
Das zweite Pontijikahchreiben des Apostelfitrsten 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 first ;

Chase's article and Mayor's edition throw all previous work into the shade.
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(Sptaktt^s Comm. 1881); Plammer (Ellicott's Comm. 1883); Wcidner's

Annotations (New York, 1897) ; R. H. Strachan (EGT. 1910).

(b) Studies—F. A. S. Nietzsche's Fpistola Petri posterior uindicata

(1785); )• F. Flatt, Genuina sec. P. Epistola origo defenditur (Tubingen,

1806) ; P. E. Picot, Recherches sur la deux ipttre de Pierre (Geneva, 1829) ;

F. H. Kern, de secunda Petri efistola (Tubingen, 1829) ; C. N. de Graaff,

Analecta in ep. P. alteram (1833); A. Delille, Vauthenticity de la seconde

/pttrt de Pierre (Strassburfj. 1835) ; J. H. Magnus, Examen de Pauihent. de

la sec. ^. do S. Pierre (1835) ; L. Heydenreich, Ein IVort sur Vertheidigungy

etc (1837) ; L, Audemars, Seconde ipttre de Pierre (Geneva, 1838) ; A. L.

Daumas, Jntrod. critiqtu i la deux, ipttre de Pierre (Strassburg, 1845) ; F.

Oilier, Essai d'introdurtion critique 3 la sec. ipttre de S. Pierre (Toulouse,

1852); E. G. King, Did S. Peter write in Gk. t Thoughts and criticisms

intended to prove the Aramaic origin of Second Peter (Cambridge, 1 871);

Grosch, die Echtheit des nweUen Briefes Petrus (1889) ; F. H. Chase {DB.
iii. 796-818)*; Schenkcl {BL. iv. 502-506); Sanday, Inspiration (1893);

346 f., 382 f. ; McGiffert, AA. 600 f. ; O. Cone {EBi. 3682 f.) ;
Moffatt

{HNT. "
596 f., 707 f. ) ; Abbott {Diat. 1 1 16 f. ) ; K. Henkel, Der nveite Brief

des Aposteljiirsten Petrus gepriift auf seine Echtheit (1904)
*

; A. Camerlynck

(Collectiones Brugenses, 1907, 6-13, 'quaeritur utrum demonstrari possit, sec.

epist S. Petri a principe Apostolorum fuisse conscriptam
'

) ; Dillenseger

(Melanges de la Faculty Orientale^ Beyrout, ii. 173-313, 1907,
'

I'authenticit^

de la deux. 6p. P.').

§ I. Contents and characteristics.—The salutation (i^'*) passes

over into an exhortation (i''^^) to attain, by means of a pure and

diligent life, that cTriyKciais of the divine nature which is at once

the privilege and goal of Christianity. Such a reminder (i^^-)

comes with special aptness from one whose apostolic relation to

Jesus guarantees his witness to the historic voice of God.

Furthermore, Christians (i^^-) 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^'-) 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^^^-^

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^*^). They must

remember that the appearance of those who idly scoff at the

second advent is one mark of the latter days (s^'*^),^ whereas the
* The allusion in 3^ is to the Jewish tradition ''oiced in En 83**'.
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coming of the Lord's day is sure (38^-). This great hope of a new
world implies that Christians must keep themselves pure and

steadfast, to be worthy of it (3^^^-). With an appeal to Paul's

authority
* for the view of a gracious purpose in the delay of the

end (3^^^-)» ^"^ ^ ^"^1 exhortation to growth in the grace and

yv<o(ns t of Christ, the pastoral ends in a brief doxology (3^^).

The Hellenistic colouring of the tract is noticeable. Terms like Oela

Uvafiis (i^) and dda <p6<ris {1*) were, indeed, current during the first century,
but their application to Jesus Christ is strange, and their point is missed unless

the writing is placed in the second century, when a diffused Stoicism was

predominant throughout the empire, whose keynotes were participation in the

divine nature and advance {irpoKoir^, cp. i^'"^) in the scale of ethical virtue

{iTTixop-nydv, see below), and when a type of yvQxxi^ was popular which was

compatible with an inadequate conception of the x^/"s in Christ's person and

with a defective morality. Beside these lie late Greek terms like ^KirdXai,

vrrdSeiyfia, yeyvfivaa-fxivi^p (2"),$ viro^iyiov (
= ass), 6\lyw^^ i^ep&w (

= vomit),

the use of active for middle in 3^^ splinters of Hellenistic Greek like X-qd-qv

Xa^ibv (Josephus) and fivwird^wv (i^),§ the dramatic background of iTixopvyv-

e-^a-erai (i"), the technical term ijrdiTTrjs (i^'= initiate), unique semi-

philosophical formations like alibuios paaCKeia (i^^) and el\iKpivi]s didvoia

(properly
= pure reason, Plato's Phced. 66 A), grandiloquent periphrases like

^ fieyaXoirpeirrfs 56^a (i"), eyes of an adulteress (2^^), and 6 ^b<i>o% rod (tkStovs

r€T-/ipr]Tat (2" as the doom of wells and mists !), the awkward abstract plurals

in 3" 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. dirraKrTo^, 3 Mac 6^^ ; yoyyvar^qs,

Theod, Pr 262", Symm. Pr 26^2, Is 29^ ; iKvopvedeip, iinraiKr-qs, Theod. Is 3* ;

iv\mvid^€<r&ai. without iv&irvLov, and dlfStos, dXorya, ^(^a, a-jriXoOv 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 2^*
••

*) 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 Tapoi/xla of 2^^ 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 TAe Story of Ahikar^ pp. Ixvf.),
'* My son, thou hast behaved like the swine which went to the bath (Xovaa-

fiAvTi, 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 (r^ <ro<f>l(i,

rod fiaKaplov Kal iv86^ov IlaiJXou,

6s . . . ^ypa^pev iTiarToXds).

t Possibly an echo of the liturgical formula used by Marcus the Valentinian

(Iren. i. 13. 2).

t The genitive with this, like the description of the mists in 2", 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

rhetorical 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", so ^ey^d/xfyoy in 2^*) ;

in classical borrowings like the second proverb of 2*" and crrtifHyinds (3^'^), 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")! a"d to

Christians of the second century, but promulgated especially by contemporary
Stoicism (cp. Zeller's Stoics, Epicureans, and Sceptics, Eng. tr. pp. i5Sf.),

that the universe was to be destroyed by fire ; no less than in solecisms like

pXififia, which the author uses 9A= seeing, instead of ocular expression (2'),

rapa<t>po9la (2^*), /cj/Xwr/xa (2", properly = a cylinder), in-raiyixov-fi (3*), the

genitive after fipaSvyei (cp. Blass, Gramm. § 36. 9), the use of ffwtiitw (3**),

the present for the future in 3" (HiKcnu), and Ka\xTo\hOai (3^'' *').

This Hellenistic colouring is mediated 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. 2'

after legends in Hereschith Rabba), others, like Kain, Korah, Balaam, and

Jeiebel, became blackened with the growth of evil associations. Even Philo

turns Balaam into a juggling, disloyal impostor ; while in 7arg. Jon. on Ex

7" he is the teacher of Jannes and Jambres (2 Ti 3'), those masters of witch-

craft and divination who rivalled Moses in his feats of magic. Thus the

allusion to his covetousness in Jud
"

is probably to be seconded by a reference

in v.", where the sensual dreams reflect Balaam's Targumic reputation as an

exponent of corrupt dreams. Similarly Noah (2') became in Jewish tradition

(Jos. Ant. i. 3. I ; Sib. Ori. 128; Jub vii. 20 f.) a preacher of righteousness
in his corrupt age.

There is a strange parallel (cp. Franke, Deutsche LittercUurzeitung, 1901,

2760 f. , and van den Bergh van Eysinga's Indische Einflusse auf Evang.

Erzdhiungen 53 f. ) between 3*-
^'"' and the early Buddhist Nidinakathi (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 Irenaeus 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.

t On this curious saga, see Bousset in ZNW. (1902) 45-46. The final

burning of the star-spirits or <rrotx«t«i (3^°, cp. Spitta, 265 f.) is another relic of

later Jewish tradition (cp. En 60^' (^ 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

§672f.).
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 (TraparpcVovTcg

TOLS ipfirjvela^ koI paSiovpyovvTcs ras €^r)y'qa-ei<;,
Iren. i. 3. 6), and

both features of their teaching are antagonised by the author of

2 Peter. The false yvwo-ts promulgated successfully (2^^^-) in several

circles of contemporary Christianity by these teachers (2^) 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"-
^^* ^^

32^-), as against the scoffers

QfiTTOLKTai). To controvert these teachers the writer brings

forward four pleas : (i.) the primitive apostolic witness of the

second advent (i^^^*), (ii.) the messianic prophecies of the (i^^^-)

OT which that witness corroborates, (iii.)
an explanation of the

delay (based on a current Jewish piece of exegesis), as really due

(3^^-) to the long-suffering and consideration of God,t 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 90^ its starting-point,

as Apoc 20*^' is enough to show.



2 PETER 363

bound up with pure and vicious lines of conduct respectively

(3^ 11'.). 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 {da 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**) 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*'*), 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^^ where al ypa<i>aC 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 ^^ can hardly be

confined to Romans (2* 9^, so Grotius, Huther, and Dietlein) f

or Ephesians (with its conception of <ro<^ta, 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^, 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 {B) the dependence of

the homily upon i Peter. Early in the church the differences

of style between 2 Peter and i Peter led many to suspect that

the former was not written by the author of the latter.
" Simon

Petrus . . . scripsit duas epistolas, quae catholicae nominantur;

quarum secunda a plerisque eius negatur propter stili cum priore

dissonantiam
"

(Jerome, uir. illust. i). The differences of style

and diction are exactly those which denote an individual writer,

who is composing his work with i 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 i Peter, but its linguistic

and stylistic efforts only reveal by their cumbrous obscurity

a decided inferiority of conception, which marks it off from

I Peter. Thus—to mention only one or two characteristics in

the vocabulary
—

iinxopyjyiiv is used, not as xoprfydv in i P 4II

(and Paul) in a religious application, but in its ethical sense

current among philosophic moralists (i^); the groups of words

compounded with dya^os and xaxo?, which recur in i Peter, are

entirely absent from the later writing; the predilection for

compounds with avv disappears in 2 Peter, while in the latter

iiroTTTrj's replaces fidprv^f r/yiofxcu displaces XoyC^o/xai, the gospel

becomes an ivroX-^, and the expectation of the near end (i P 4"^)

is prolonged indefinitely (2 P 3*- ^).
i Peter never uses words

like €/<€tvos or o<ros, eva-efSeia or €va-e;8?;5, Kpi<n<: or fiia-Oo^^ VTrdpxa

or vTTo/jLovrj, whereas, on the contrary, 2 Peter uses Se KaC but

never fxev . . . Se, or aXXi^Xayv, direiBio), cXTrts, eOvo^, KXiypovo/ita,

^ato, /teVw, the sing, of oXtyos, fl>^^°<Si and the ideas of joy and

sojourning; unlike i Peter, the writer also is fond of using

<ro>Trjp (and that of Christ), d7ro<^€i;'y(o, CTriyvaxns, 680s, and

vapovcria (for aTroKoXvij/is), though the end is not the appearance

• " Neither style nor matter 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'"®). 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^^*)> 'o ('**»

cp. above, pp. 15, 191 f.) the Petrine tradition under Mark's

gospel, to the transfiguration of which he was a witness (i^*^-)>

and to the First epistle {3*), evidently widely circulated by this

time.

The recent attempt of Spitta and Zahn to explain 3* as referring to some
lost epistle and not to i Peter, b based on the erroneous idea that 2 Peter is

addressed to Jewish Christians (and therefore that the audience of 2 P 3^

could not be that of i Peter), and on the assertion that 3* 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^) allusion

to the apostolic witness. Other features corroborate the late date. Thus, the

mount of transfiguration is referred to as the holy mount (i") quite in the

sub-apostolic fashion of investing sacred scenes with a halo of pious associa-

tions. Jesus is explicitly called Oe6i (i*, cp. 3^"), as in the later strata of the

early Christian literature (Jn i' 20", cp. Ign. pref. ad Eph.). Christianity is

viewed as the (holy, 2**) commandment (3^) transmitted through the apostles
to the churches. The fathers, too, have died (3*), 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 prascr. 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
"'^' to what he conceived a

written apostolic prophecy of licentious mockers in the last days, puts into

the lips of Peter (2 P 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

xaripK 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

writing when the author alludes to Peter's part in the tradition preserved by
Jn 2iiM-.

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, QucBsl. xi., 'duae epistolse 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 ProphetJ 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 tantatn 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 ofJudas (pp. 348 f.), i Peter, and Josephus (pp. 28-29), the

occasional and remarkable coincidences between 2 P. and the Apocalypse

of Peter (cp. Chase, DB. iii. 814-816 ; Spitta, op. cit. 534) have been held to

* This is inherently more probable than Kuhl's idea that Jud
"-i« is a

quotation from 2 P 3^ The author of 2 Peter draws on Judas, as Eusebius

in the ninth chapter of his PrcEparatio 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 explain the data

satisfactorily, argue for (d) a use of the apocalypse in 2 P. (so, e.£^.,

Harnack, ^CL. ii. i. 470 f,, and Weinel in I/NA. i. 211 f. ii. 285 f. ; (c) a

use of 2 P. in the apocalypse (so, e.g.. Bigg ; 2^hn's GA'. ii. 810 f. ; Belser,

/NT. 870-871 ; Mayor, cxxx-cxxxiv), or even ((/) the possibility of a common

authorship for both (so, *.^., hesitatingly Klihl 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 (^), 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 t 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 Ki^piry/ua and the dToxdXu^o 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 quern

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 ^. a.d. 170. How
* The two writings would be brought closer together, if 2 P i''^'*

(
= 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. S pitta, 89 f.).

t The parallel between the apocalypse (i) and 2 P 2^^* is hardly closer

than that between Justin's Dial. Ixxxii. 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 terminus 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

I 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 i P. is shipwrecked on the linguistic data,

and the defence of B. Weiss falls with his impossible date for

I 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 {f) it is worse than

paradoxical to sacrifice the priority and even the authenticity of

I 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^ 3^^);

it may be defined as a homily thrown into epistolary guise, or a

pastoral letter of warning and appeal. Unlike i P. (i^'^), it is

directed to no church or group of churches ; the references in

i^^f. and 3^'- 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, /r5. 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 {b^ trans-

position. The most plausible statement of the former (a) is

Kiihl's theory that 2^-3* 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 1
^^^

3^", the allusion to prophecy
in I

^*-^
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^-3*. Echoes of the earlier writing

are audible in i^'^S so that the connection between Jud. and

2 P 2^-3* is not of itself sufficient to justify the excision

(Bertholdt, Einl. 3157 f. ; Kiihl, and Weiffenbach in TLZ., 1898,

364 f.) of the latter passage t as a later interpolation, much less of

i20b_^3» (Gess, Das Apost. Zeugniss von Christi Person^ ii. 2. pp.

4i4f.), or even of 2^-3^(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^-3^ and in the rest of the epistle

sufficiently decisive to warrant their separation on the score of

•The anticipatory references in !*•*• to the errorists mentioned in the

later section of the epistle are connected with 3^''*.

tUUmann's suggestion, that ch. I is the fragment of a lost original

epistle of Peter, is not more convincing than Lange's deletion of 1^-3* {Das

apost. Ztitalter^ i. pp. 152 f.) or Bunsen's theory that 1I-12 + 3I8 represents the

original writing {Ignatius u. seine Zeit, pp. 175 f.).

24
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internal evidence
; cp. the use of d7ro)A.€ta (2^-

^
37. i6)^ Trjp^Lv

(24.9.17 37)^ iy^T^Xrj (221 32), -fifi^pa Kpta-em {2^ 3"), ?Stos (i3-20 2I6.

2233.16-17)^ and the occurrence of c7rtyvwo-ts (i^ 220), etc. The
mockers of 3^^* are not different from the libertines of 2^^'.

(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^ alluding to 1-2) by Symeon, the Jewish

Christian successor ofJames in the bishopric of Jerusalem (Jlirpos

and 6 airoa-ToXos in i^ being interpolated, as well as o dyaTTT/ros

rjfjiiov aB€\<f>6<; in 3^^, by those *

qui spectabiliorem et uendibiliorem

uoluerunt facere hanc epistolam'). Finally, (iv.) the transition

between 120-21 and 2^ 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 {d) P.

Ladeuze's ingenious conjecture that 31-1^ has been displaced, by
a scribe's error, from its original position after 2^ {J^B., 1905,

543-552). Such a rearrangement, it is claimed, smoothes out

the roughness of connection between the prophetic future of

2^-** and the present of 2^^ since this change of outlook is

mediated by 3^'^'
^^

; it also acquits the author of the awkward

digression of ch. 2, where he seem.s 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^^ 28^-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^, began again by mistake at 2^^

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^^-22 (75 lines) is almost equal in

length to 3^-1^ (72 lines). On the other hand, the object of the

* So Weber, De numero epistolaruni ad Coj-inthios re-ctius constituendo,

pp. 153 f., laying undue stress on the tense of ypd^w (3^).
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transposition is unnecessary, as the interchange ot futures

and presents is explicable otherwise
;

the collocation of 3^^

and 2*^ is unduly harsh ; and 3^^ (y/xtU ovv) falls abruptly

after 2«>-m

§ 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 2") imply no more than an acquaintance with the Jewish haggada

already current in earlier Jewish literature (see above, p. 25). Me7o\oir/>€jrT)j,

besides being associated (in substantival form) with the divine i6^a in the

Psalter (LXX), is one of Clem.'s favourite adjectives,* so that the phrase

r% fieyaXoxpewei 86^i[i avrod (ix. 2) is as likely a proof that 2 P. (i^^) 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 truthy\ xxxv. 5= 2 P 2', xxxiv. 4 and 2 Clem.

. 5= 2 P I*) 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, IVe heard that even in the time 0/ ourfathers, but, lo I we
have grown old, and nothing of it has befallen us) recalls 2 P 3* ; but Clem,

expressly quotes it ^ from some yp<i<f>-^, 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 Mayerhofif 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"*, just as Barn.

XV. 4, with 2 P 3^, Justin {Dial. Ixxxi.), 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 Hermas,§
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. //. 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. I, cp. 2 P i').

t Cp. Harm. Vis. iii. 7. i, and Clem. Alex. Protrept. § 106.

:J: In 2 Clem. xi. 2 it is again loosely cited as h irpo<^Tp-iKh% X6705, which
throws light on the atmosphere in which 2 P. (cp. i^^) was composed. See,

further, 2 Clem. xi. = 2 P 3*-^.

§ Spitta's {JJrc. 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 ?^o5os= martyrdom (cp. i^') in the epistle of Lyons and Vienne would
not itself be decisive (cp. DB. iii. 770), but another phrase (6 hk SiajjJaov

Kaipbs oi)K dpybs avrois oiSi S.Kapwos iylvero, Eus. I/. E. v. 145) is too unique
to be almost anything than a reminiscence of 2 P i® [o^k dpyobs oi>8k

dKdfyjTovi) ; cp. also the description of the apostates
*

as
* sons of perdition

^\aa(f>ritiodvT€$ t^v b56v
'

(2 P 2' 5i* oOs tj 686i ttjs dX-rjdelas pXaffifnijxeiTai), and

of Alexander the physician as oi/K Afioipoi diroaToKiKov xapfcrytiaros (2 P i^,

where ^/Ati'
= the apostles). Secondly, although \//€vdoSi8d<TKd\os could easily

be formed on the analogy of terms like \l/€vdoTpo<p7]Tai. and ^|/€v^oaT6a^To\ol,

still its use in Justin's Dt'a/. Ixxxii. ('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 maxxy false teachers^ of whom our Lord forewarned us'),

especially in view of 2 P 2* ('false prophets also appeared among the People

{i.e. the Jews], as among you also there shall be false teachers . . alpiaeis

diruXelas), seems more than an accidental coincidence. As the context shows,

Justin is referring loosely to Mt 24^ when he speaks of the Lord's

warning : but this does not exclude the Petrine reference in the preceding

words, particularly as alpiaen and false prophets are conjoined in Dial. li. ;

cp., too, ^pol. i. 28 {Kal ydp ij iirifiovi) rod fxrjSiiru tovto irpa^ai rhv Qebv did

t6 dvdpdiTivQv yivos yeyivTfrat.' irpoyiudxTKCi ydp rivas iK fieravoiai afad-fjaeadai) t

with 3®. Thirdly, Theophilus of Antioch some years later appears to have

2 P l^^ in mind when he writes of of 5^ rod GeoO dvdpuTroi trvev/Mardtpopoi

iryed/xaTOi dylov Kal irpotp^rai yev6fjL€voi {ad Autol. ii. 9), though Trv€V[jjaTO<f>6pot

does occur in the LXX (Hos 9', Zeph 3*) ; and he is as likely to have

derived the idea of ad Aut. ii. 13 (6 \670s airrovy (fnilvuv Sjo-irep \iL>xvoi iv

olK-^/xari <rvyexofMiv(p, i<fnhTi(T€v t^p inr' oiipavdv) from 2 P i^** as from 4 Es 12*^,

whence 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 the

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

{p\a<r<pr]fiovt>T€s r^v 686v rrjs diKaioa^yrji).

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'j

similar silence (c. Cels. iv. ii. 79) is probably due to his suspicion of th<

epistle, whose conception of the fire differed from his own.
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(B) EPHESIANS.

LiTBKATUKK.—(a) Editions—Launcelot Ridley, Comm. on Epheriam

(London, 1540); J. Nacchiante, EnarrcUiones in Eph. (Venice, 1554);

Musculus, Comment, in epp. ad Galatas et Ephesios (1561); M. Bucer,

Pralectiones in Ephts. (1562); Binemann's Expositio (London, 1581);

Robert Rollock's Commentarius (Edinburgh, 1590) ; B. Battus (1619); P.

Bayne (London, 1643) ; D. Dickson's Expositio Anaiytiia (Glasgow, 1645) ;

Principal R. Boyd (London, 1652) ; Fergusson of Kilwinning (Edinburgh,

1659) ; G. Cz\ix\.M& {Expositio litt. in epistolas ad Eph, Col., etc., 1664-1666) ;

Locke (London, 1707) ; P. J. Spener (1707) ; P. Dinant, Je Brief aan dit

Efese (171 1); M. Harmeken (1731); A. Royaards, Paulus^ brief aan d»

Ephtsen schriftm. verklaart (Amsterdam, 1735-8) ; J. D. Michaelis (1750) ;

Schulr (Leipzig, 1778) ; J. A. Cramer, ntue Uebersettung des Briefs an die

Epkeser^ nebst tint Auslegung (Hamburg, 1782) ;
F. A. W. Krause (1789) ;

MUller (Heidelberg, 1793); S. F. N. Moms (Leipzig, 1795) ; G. C. Popp,

Uebersetzung u. Erklarung der drei ersten /Capital des Briefs an die Eph,

(Rostock, 1799); J. F. von Flatt's Vorlesungen (\%2&) -,
K. R. Hagenbach

(1829); F. Holzhausen (Hanover, 1833); L. J. RUckcrt (Leipzig, 1834);
G. C. A. Harless (1834); F. K. Meier (Berlin, 1834); C. S. Matthies

(1834); T. Passavant, Versiuh einer prakt. Auslegung^ etc. (Basel, 1836);

BaumgartenCrusius (Jena, 1847) ; De Wette* (1847) ; Stier (Berlin, 1848) ;

C. Kahler(Kiel, 1854); C. Hodge (New York, 1856); S. H. Turner (New
York, 1856); Harless* (Stuttgart, 1858); R. E. Pattison (Boston, 1859);
Newland (Oxford and London, i860); Olshauscn (i860); Bleek's Vorle-

sungen (Berlin, 1865); SchcnkeP (1867, Lange's Bibel- IVerk) ; Braune'

{ibid. 1875, Eng. tr. of first ed. New York, 1870) ; Ewald {Sendschreiben,

1870); Hofmann (Nordlingen, 1870); Koster (1877); Hahn*(i878);
Reuss (1878) ; W. Schmidt (— Meyer », 1878) ; Eadie» ( Comm. on Gk. Text of

EpistU of Paul to Eph.y Edinburgh, 1883); J. LI. Davies' (London, 1884) ;

Ellicott' (1884) •; Schnedermann {Kurtgef Comm. 1888); M. F. Sadler

(London, 1889) ; J. Agar Beet (1890 f.) ; J. T. Beck's Erklarung d. Briefes
P. an die Eph. (GUtersloh, 1891); A. Klopper (Gottingen, 1891)*; H.

Oltramare (Paris, 1891); J. Macpherson (Edinburgh, 1892); von Soden'

{HC, 1893)
•

; J. S. Candlish (Edinburgh, 1895), G. Wohlenberg (Strack-

Zockler, 1895); B. Weiss (1896); T. K. Abbott {ICC. 1897, 'primarily

philological'); Haupt" (— 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, GUtersloh, 1903) ; P. Ewald {ZIC. 1905)
*

;

W. Lueken »
(^A^r. 1907) ; Baljon (1907) ; Westcott' (1907) ; F. A. Henle'

(1908) ; J. E. Belser (1908) ; Gross Alexander (New York, 1910).

{b) Studies—(i.) general :
—

^J.
F. Burg, Analysis logica, etc. (1708); F.

Coulin, Recherches critiqtus sur Pip. aux Ephisiens (1851) ; E. Coquerel,
Etudes dogmatiques sur Fipttre aux Ephisiens (1852) ; Chottin, dttide sur

npttre aux Eph. (1858); R. Stier, Die Gemeinde in Christo Jesu.

Auslegung des Briefes an die Epheser (Berlin, 1848-9) ; R. W. Dale {The

Epistle to the Ephesians^, 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. I-44) ; Hoekstra
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{TT., 1868, pp. 599 f.); Schwegler, NZ. ii. 330 f., 375 f.
;
Planck {TheoL

Jahrb., 1847, 461 f. ) ; Hitzig, zur Paul. Briefe (1870), 22 f. ; Weizsacker

{AA. ii. 240 f.) ; Renan, iii., xii. f. ; Honig {ZIVT., 1872, 63 f.) ; Bruckner

{CAron. 257 f.) ; S. Davidson {/NT. ii. 261-300) ;
von Soden {/FT., 1887,

103 f., 432 f., and INT. 284-305) ; Cone, TAe Gospel and its earliest Inter-

j>retations (255-260); von Dobschiitz {Urc. 175 f.); Pfleiderer's Urc.^ ii.

210 f. ; Clemen, Paulus, i. pp. 138 f. ; R. Scott, The Pauline Epistles {i^cx)),

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 Bauriufn Commentatio {\%z^i) \ Schenkel {BL. ii. 120-127) ; Sabatier

{ESR, 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, Vauthenticity de Fipitre aux

Ephisiens (1897 ; Bartlet {AA. 189 f.); Shaw, Pauline Epistles^ (33i 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, Epistolce ad Eph. et

Coloss. collatce (1803) ; W. C. Perry {de rebus Ephesiorum, Gottingen, 1837) ;

M^ritan {RB., 1898, 343-369,
*

L'ecclesiologie de I'epltre aux Eph6siens' ) ;

J. Albani, 'die Metaphern des Epheserbriefes
'

{ZWT., 1902, 420-446);
Griffith Thomas {Exp.'' ii. 318-339, doctrine of church) ; M. Dibelius, die

Geisterwelt im Glauben des Paulus (1909), 155-169 ; Harnack, Die Adresse

des Epheserbriefes des Paulus (from SBBA., 1910, 696-709).

§ I. Outline and contents.—After an extremely brief address

(i^"2), the pastoral opens into the first of its two large sections

(1^-3^^); "this is divided by a brief doxology (s^^'^i) from the

second (4^-620), which concludes with a few lines of personal detail

(621-24). 1 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 (ii^-23). Their personal experience of such

a salvation is due to grace alone (2i-io\ and as Gentile Christians

they should especially realise the gracious union effected by Christ

between themselves and the Jewish Christians (211-22). Qf this

gospel for Gentile Christians, Paul is the chosen herald (3^"^^),

and the section closes with an impressive prayer for their attain-

ments in the Christian experience (3^^'^\ resuming the ideas

of ii5-i^). The second section (4I
=

21^) expounds the ethical

obligations of this privilege, unity (4^'^^) being set in the fore-

front.i Then follows (4I'' resuming the thought of 4I) a series of

1 On 48'- op. Dalmer in SK. (1890) pp. 579 f.
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counsels on purity of conduct (4^""^*, 42^=2^^), and the general

morals of the new life (4^*-5* 5^*** •^^), concluding with a house-

hold table of maxims for wives and husbands (522-24. 25-33^^ parents

and children (6^-^), and slaves and masters (6*-*). A final word

of exhortation on the spiritual conflict (6^°-^^) drifts into a brief

request for prayer on Paul's behalf (6^*20^^

§ 2. Relaiion 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 Dobschiitz, 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 Colossi.

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 basb 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^-') Paul, an apostle of Christ (i^-^) 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 to

you and peace from God our Father, you and peace from God our Father

and the Lord Jesus Christ.

(i^ Blessed be the God and Father

of our Lord Jesus Christ. )

* ** Imitators do not pour out their thoughts in the free and fervid style of

this epistle
"
(Davies, op. cit. p. 9).
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(i») We give thanks to God the

Father of our Lord Jesus Christ,

praying always for you^ (i*) having
heard of your faith in Christ Jesus,

and of the love which you have toward

all the saints* . . . (i') 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.

(i*") to walk worthily of the Lord

. . .f

(!***•) The son of his love, in whom
we have our redemption, the forgive-

ness of our sins . . .

(l") in him were all things created,

in the heavens and upon the earthy

things visible and things invisible,

efre Bpbvoi elre KvpiSrrjTei etre A/JX^i

efre i^ovalai.

(,18-Mj and he is the head§ of the

BODY, THE CHURCH . . . that in

all things he might have the pre-

eminence, 6ti iv aiiT^ eidbKyjaev irav

rh irXi^pufia || KaroiKija-ai.

(l*) Kal di airov diroKaraWd^ai
ri irdvTa els avrbv, elprjvoiroi'qaas 8ia

TciO atfJULTOi Tov cravpov avrov,

whether THINGS UPON THE

(i") For THIS CAUSE I also,

having
heard o' he faith in the Lord Jesus
which is among you and of your love

toward all the saints,

(i") CEASE NOT to give
thanks for you, making mention of

you in my prayers, (i") that the God
of our Lord Jesus Christ . . . may
give unto you a spirit of wisdom and

revelation in the knowledge of him.

(4^) I beseech you to walk worthily
of the calling wherewith you were

called.

(i**) in the Beloved, in whom we
have our redemption through his

blood, the forgiveness of our tres-

passes . . .%

(i2i) far above all

Kal i^ov<Tla$ Kol Svpdficujs Kal Kvpt&rTjros.

(l^'^ all things in him, things in the

heavens and things upon the earth. )

(1 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,
rh TrK-ffpfjifw. TOV rd Trdvra iv Trdaiv

ir\ii]p<i}/xivov.

(l^Oj dvaKe<pa\ai(ixra<TBai rd irdvra ev

TV Xpio-ry, THINGS IN (lirl) THE
HEAVENS AND THINGS UPON
THE EARTH . . . (2^m-) that he

• Also minor parallels in Col i»=Eph i^^-w Col i»= Eph 42-» (love and

the Spirit).

t Also Col i"= Eph l" 3^', Col l"= Eph ^^ (eiJxapto'ToDi'rej ry MaTpi).

X Except 2^* (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^) is

simply adduced as an example of love for Christians (cp. i P 2'*'* in another

aspect of imitation).

§ In Col. = headship over supernatural spirits and the church alike, in Eph.
=

(primarily) headship over the church.

II Cp. Eph 3^' (tva TrKfipijsBrfTe els vdv rb TcKfipiaixjtL tov deov). Note different

use of /cttToi/f^ot in Col i^^ and Eph 3".
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EARTH OR THINGS IN {ir)

THE HEAVENS.

(l") And you trori Syras drriXko-

(i") yet now* has he reconciled

(droicoTiJXXa^er) f in the body of his

ticsh through death, to present you

holy and without blemish and nnre*

provable before him :

( I*) if so be § that you continue in

the faith redefieXiwfUyoi 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**) Now I rejoice in my sufferings

for your sake, and fill up on my part

that which is lacking of Twr QXlyj/etiiv

ToQ Xpurr^ in my flesh irrip rod

0-(&/uarof a^oOf which is the church ;

(l*) whereof I was made a minister

(cord rijw olKOvofdav roG dew ri/p So-

deurdr noi tls i/fuiSf to ful61 the word

of God,

might create in himself of the twain

one new man, tmuv tlprfivriv, xal

dro«caraXXd{p both |in one body
unto God 8i^ Tov <rTavpov.

(2') And you . . . (2') TotoO»^ei t4

^rXr^/iara rift aapKb% KaX tQp SiayotCiy

. . . (2**) Arri\\oTfHUfi4v<H . . . (2")

having slain t^p (x^pav in him . , .

ir-^WorpiUfjJyoi . . .

^215-16) having abolished in his flesh

the enmity . . . might reconcile

(diroxaraXXii^i;) them both in one

body . . . (1*) to be holy and with-

out blemish before him ... J (5")

that he might present the church

to himself . . . holy and without

blemish . . .

(3''') rooted and rt0€/ie\i(afiitKH in

love . . .

(3') by the gospel, whereof I was

made a minister.

(3*) For this cause I Paul, the

prisoner of Christ Jesus in behalf of

you Gentiles . . . (3") I ask that you
faint not at ^p rait QXlyf/taLp fiov inrip

vfiup. (i**"", the church which is ri

auna, airw. )

3* ^ oUopofda ToO /ivarrjplov toO

d,rOK€KpVfl/JLiPOV

{^*) 6.t6 TUP al(t>Pti)p . . .

(3') rijp oUopofdap ttjs x^^P""®' ''oC ^^oD

TTJi SodeUrrfi fioi els vfias, (3') how that

by revelation lyvt*pLa-Bri to me tA

So Eph 2^' (yet now).

t In Col. = reconciliation of supernatural powers and of sinners to God,
in Eph= reconciliation of Jews and Gentiles together (2"'-) 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"'* 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 12'*= Eph 4^^ (authorship of

gifts).

X The addition of h iydirjj (a frequent phrase), as the form in which tb«

spotless character manifests itself, is an un-Pauline touch.

§ er 7e as in Eph 4"^
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(l*) even rb ixvar-fjpiov* rh

6LiroKe.Kpvfiixivov drrb rdv aldivwv

Kal &irb tQv yeveQv—but has now f
been manifested to is a-yiois avrov,

(l^) oh i}6fKr}<T€v b debs yvmpla-ai
tL rb irXouTos tijs 56^r]s + toO fivarTjplov

to6tov iv Tois idvecLv, which is Christ

in you, ^ ^Xrij r^s bb^t\%.

(i*) . . . that we may present §

every man rkXtiov iv XpLarifi.

(2') ffVfi^iPaadivTes iv dydirrj . . .

els itrlyvdxnv rod fxvartjplov rod deoO,

XpiffToO.

(2^) TovTO Xiyo).

(2^) irapeXd^ere rbu Xpicrrbv. . . .

(2') rooted and built up in him, Kal

^e^aioifievoi t^i Trlarei. KadCjs idibd-

(2*) For in him dwells ircLv rb ttX^-

pufia T^s de&njTos (rufiariKCos,

(2^°) and you are iv aiiTcp ireTrXr]-

pufi^voi, who is the head irdarjs dpxv^
Kal i^ovcrlas,

(2") in whom you were also circum-

cised with a circumcision not made
with hands . . .

(2^2) you were also raised with him
Sib. TTJs viffTeuis TTJs ivepyelas rod Oeov

who raised him from the dead.

(2i'-") And you, being dead through

your trespasses and the uncircumcision

of your flesh, avve^uoiron^aev abv

fivar-^piov . . . {3'') i hipais yepeaU
ovK iyvwpladyi to the sons of men,
as it has now been revealed tois

0171019 dTToarbXois avrov Kal irpocp-qTais

iv TTvevfiart. . . .

(l^) Yvwpio-as iifuv rb fivar-qpiov

Tov OeX-qfiaTos avrov . . . (l^^) els rb

elSivai vfias tIs iarip 17 iXrls ttjs

K\7i<re(jjs airrou, rls 6 vKovtos ttJs §6^775

of his inheritance . . . (3^) rots

^dveaev eiayyeXlaaaOai the unsearch-

able irKovTos TOV Xpi<rTov. . . .

(4^3) [the object of the ministry

being the attainment of all] els &v5pa

riXeiov, to the measure of the stature

TOV irXrjpdifiaTOs toO "KpiaTOv.

{4^^) a-vfi^ifia^b/Mepov . . . ip dydiry.

. . . (4^) T^s iiriypdxreios tov vlov tov

Oeov.

(4^') TOVTO odp "Kiyo).

(420) ifiddere Tbp XpKTTbp.

(2^2) in whom you also are built

up together . . . (3") rooted and

grounded in love . . .

(4^^) ip aiT<fi ididdxOrjre KaOibs iaTiP

dX-fldeia.

(3^^) and to know the love of Christ,

iVa irXrjpudiJTe els ttcLp t6 ifX-fipoifia

TOV deov [see also 4^^ above].

cp. i^^'^ above.

(2^^) you. Gentiles in the flesh, who
are termed Uncircumcision by that

which is termed Circumcision, in the

flesh, made with hands.

(19-20J ^Yi& exceeding greatness of

his power els ijfids rods iricrTedovras

Kard T^p ipipyeiap of the strength of

his might which he wrought in Christ,

raising him from the dead.

(2^) And you, being dead through

your trespasses and sins . . . {2^)

even when we were dead through our

* In Col. = XpiaTbs 4p ifup, ij iXirls ttjs Sd^ijs (2^ 4'), in Eph. =the participa-

tion of Gentiles ; a difference of emphasis.

t Cp. Eph 3^" {tpa yvapia-B-Q pvp rais dpxais ktX.).

t = Eph 3W § = Eph 527. II Also Col 28= Eph 5».
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wapaxT^S)^laTa, having blotted out tA

Kad' rifiCiv x^'^P^po-'Po" ''O'l SAypuifftP i

i)r ^ei'oi'Tfoi' ijfuy, and took it out of

the way, nailing it to the cross.

(a") the Head,* ^f o5 xar t6 (rQ/ia

Slit, TUP d<f>w¥ Kal <rvpS4<rfibfP ixixoprt-

yovfievop Kal <ri'fi/9t/3oi"<J/teroi aC^€i T^jf

•if^w ToO BeoO.'f

(3*) If then you were raised with

Christ, seek the things that are above,

where Christ is, seated at the right

hand of God . . . (3') For you died,

and your life is hid with Christ in

God.

(3*) vopretay, dKadapalap, rdBos,

iwiOvfiiav icairi^v, Kal rijp wXeoPe^lap

I^Tii icrhf elSuXoXarpfla,

(3^) ^* o^» «*i ifiieit repttrarfiffaTi

wort, when you lived in them ; but

now do you also put off all these :

ipyllP, OvfiSr, KaKlaw, /SXaa-

017/t/ar, aUrxpo\oylap ix rod ardfxaTot

if/iup' 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 dvaKaivoi/ievoy eli

iirlypuHnw /cot eUdva roO Krlaavros

airrbr. ...

(^u-W) Put on therefore, as iKkeKTol

rod 6eov,X holy and beloved, <T7r\6.yxva

olKTipfiod, xPV<^'''^VT'''-f TaTeivo<ppo(X-

jivrjVfTpatrrira, fiaKpo9vfilav,FORBKAK-

ING ONB ANOTHER, AND FORGIVING

trespasses, <rwef«OTorT;<rei' ry Xpia-Ti^

—Xdpirl icre aeaufffiivoi—. . . (2")

having abolished rbv ybfiov rdy

irroXHv iv i6ytuuTUf, , , .

(4»-»«) the Head, Xpi<rr6s, i^ o5 ray

rb (TUfM avyapfioKoyoOntyoy Kal ffvv^i^a-

^bixivov 3iA xdarii d0^j rijt iirtxoprfylai

xar iyiprytiay iy fUrptf ivbs iKdcrov

nipoxn T^y aH^rjciy rod ctLfuiTot voienai

tit oUoio/Ji^y iavTov iv dydifji.

(l*) He raised him from the dead

and seated him at his right hand iy

Toit iTovpaylots . . . (2*) raised us

with him, and made us to sit with

him iy toU irovpavlou in Christ Jesus.

(4") eh ipyaalop dKaSapfflas wdxrifi

iy irXeoKf(/(i . . . (5') Topvela W xal

dKadapala wdaa ^ rXeoye^la . . . (5")

vat rbpyot fj dKddapros ^ TXcoy^mjtj
6 ioTiy elSuAoXdTprjt . . ,

{5') bid ravra ydp fpxerai if 6py^
rod 6eoO irl rods vloirs riji dreidelas.

(2'*') iy aU Tonrk Tepieran^aare . . .

Kal ijfieU irdyres dyearpdiprjfji^y tot«

. . . (4") PUT OFF THE OLD MAN

. . . U^) Putting off falsehood,

speak the truth each with his neigh-
bour ... be angry and sin not . . .

let no corrupt speech issue ^ic roO

arbnaros vfi&y . . . (4*^) let all bitter-

ness *cai 6 Vfibs xal bpy^ Kal Kpaxrfy

Kal pXaffiprjfila be put away from

you ai>y -rdc-Q Kaxlq..

(4^) and put on the new man rbv

Kard deby KTiadivra iv diKaioavyjj Kal

bcibrrjTi ttjs dXrjdelas.

(4^) with all TaT€ivo<f>poffiyrjs Kal

irpa^r]Tos, v/ith fmKpoOvfiias, FORBEAR-
ING ONE ANOTHER in love . . . (4»2)

be xj)T}<TTol one to another, eUairXa-

yXVOl, FORGIVING ONE ANOTHER,

* In Col., as opposed to supernatural media; in Eph., as opposed to

schism.

t Also Col 22»=Eph 4!*-
22

(verbal parallels).

X Cp. Eph I* (/ca^wj i^eXi^aro i]fids . . . elvai aylovs ktX.),
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ONE ANOTHER, if any man have a

complaint against another ; even as

THE Lord forgave you, so do you :

(214-18) and above all these things

put on love, 6 ianv aOvSeafios rrji

TeXei&rrp-oi. And let the peace of

Christ* rule in your hearts, to the

which also you were called in one

body.

(3I6-17) Let the word of Christ dwell

in you irXovaius, iv ird<TTj 0'o<f>iq., 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^^"^") Wives, be subject to your

husbands, wy AvTJKev iv xvplcfi.

Husbands, love your wives, and be

not bitter X to them.

(320) Children, obey parents in all

things, TovTO yb.p eidpeardv iffnv iv

KVplif.W

(3") Fathers, irritate not your

children, that they be not dis-

couraged.

(322-25) Slaves, obey in all things

those who are your masters Karh

ffdpKa, not with eye-service^ as men-

pleasersy but in singleness of heart,

fearing the Lord.** Whatsoever ye

even as God in Christ forgave
YOU. (5^) yiveaOe odv /iifMjral rod

deoO, as beloved children.

(4'*^) giving diligence to preserve
the unity of the Spirit iv t<} <rvv8i<rfup

T^s elp-^vrji : one body and one Spirit,

even as also you were called in one

hope of your calling, f

( l' rb TrXoDros rrji x<^P''^0J adrov ijj

iirepl(T<r€V(r€v els i]fxas iv irda-p <ro<f>iq.

kt\.) {5^^'2") 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.

(522^) Wives, be subject to your
own husbands, «j T(p Kvpiip . . . iv

iravrl. (s^"'") Husbands, love your

wives, even as Christ loved the church.

(6^) Children, obey your parents in

all things, tovto ydp iffriv diKai9v§

[then follows the fifth command-
ment U].

(6^) And you fathers, provoke not

your children to anger : but nurture

them in the chastening and admoni-

tion of the Lord.

(6"-8) Slaves, obey those who are

your masters Kard a-dpKa, 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 2}^ (ai>r6s 7(i/) icrriv rj elp^vri 7)fi(ov).

t 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.

X Broadened out in Eph 4^^ {irda-a iriKpia . . . dpOi^ru d<f> if/MQv).

§ rb SUaiov applied to masters in Col 4^.

II
Broadened out in Eph 5^" (So/ct/udfocres rl icrriv eidpeffTov ry Kvpl(p).

IT The e5 yivTjrai of 5^ is unprecedented in Paul or even in the NT.
** Broadened out in Eph 521 into viroraaarbfievoi dXXTjXotr iv <p6^(p Xpicrrov

(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 Dobschiitz, op. cit. 182).
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do, rf« i^vxvs ipyd^effOe as to the Lord

and not to men ; knowing that from

the Lord you shall receive ihe 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') Masters, render to your slaves

what is just and fair ; knowing that

you also have a Master in heaven.

(4'"*) Continue steadfastly in prayer,

watching therein with thanksgiving ;

praying at the same time for us also,

that God may open us a door fur the

word, to declare rb ftvaHipiop toO

Xfuarov (for which also I am in bonds);

that I may utter it as I should declare

it.

(4*^) Walk wisely towards those

outside, making the very most of your
time. Let your speech always be ^r

XdpiTi, iXart fipTVfjUros know how ye

ought to answer each person.

(4^**) Td Kar i/ii rdrra yvtaplati ifur

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
rd repl riftiav, and that he may
encourage your hearts.

slaves of Christ, doing the will of God
iK ypvxrii ; 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*) 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 0/persons with him.

(6"-*') 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

livcT-fifnop rod fvaYftXlov (for which I

am an ambassador in chains) ; that I

may have confidence therein, as I

should declare it.

(S^**'*) 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'*) Let

no foul speech issue from your mouth,
but only such as is good for improving
the occasion, that it may bring x^P^"
to the hearers.

(5Ji-») jyjoyj, ti^j^f yoy also* may
know t4 Kar' ^fU, rl Tpdaau, rdyra

yvuplffei vfiTy Tychicus, the beloved

brother and faithful minister in the

Lord : whom I send to you for this

very purpose, that you may know rd

repl ijfiQy, and that he may encourage

your hearts.

§ 3. Relation to i Peter (see above, p. 387).—The affinities of

thought and structure between Eph. and i P. begin with

the opening doxology, and include the connection of hope
with the KXrjpovofjLLo, the conception of the spiritual House

(with Christ as the corner-stone), of the descent into

• The insertion of this Kal means that the writer, with his eye on Col 4',

intends to present the apostle as having just composed Colossians. The
situation intended for the epistle (cp. 3^^) is that of Colossians.
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Hades *
(4^

= i P 3^^ 4^), of the Christian Trpocrayoiy^ as the object
of Christ's death, of ayvoia (4^^

= i P i^^) as the pre-Christian condi-

tion, and of redemption by the blood of Christ ; they conclude with

the parallels in 6iof- = i p 58-9 (warfare against 6 Sta^oXos), 6^3 = i p

5^^ (peace). Both homilies are addressed to Gentile Christians

(of Asia Minor), but 2^9 (no longer strangers and sojourners) is a

tacit correction of i P 2^^
; on the other hand, the ethical admoni-

tions
(5'^^^-)

are not linked so naturally to what precedes as in i P

2i8f.^ which the aufor 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 i 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.) :

I Pet. Eph.

(i») Blessed be the God and Father (i») Blessed be the God and Father

of our Lord Jesus Christ. ... of our Lord Jesus Christ. , . .

(l^''*')ir/)o0^Tat f . . . oIsdire/faXiJ^dT; (s'**) oi)K iyvupla-drj rots vlois tQv

8ti o&x ioLVTols ifiTv 8^ dirjKdvovy airrd, dvdpibircdv ds vvv a.TreKa\i(f>drj toU

vvu dvTjyy A17 i/up dtd. tuv evayye- ayiois d7ro(rr6Xots airroO Kal trpocpi^Tais

Xura/iivuv ifias vveiiMTi ayl<f. ... ip irveiiuiTL. ...

(i^^) C)i riKva imaKorj^ /x'}] ffvaxvf^o.- (2^*'), . , iyToisvlotSTTjs&ireiOeias,

Ti^SfiePOi rats irpbrepov iv ayvolq.

v/xQv iiridvfilais, dWh. Kard rbv iv ofs Kal i]/xeii TrdvTes dvearpd-

KoXiaavra v/ms Eyiov Kal airol dyioi <I>7]/Ji.ey vork iv Tats ividv/ilais
iv irdo-ji dvaarpoip'S yev^drjTe. . . . ri\q arapKh% ij/uov,

{2" dTrix^adai twv crapKiKwv
iircdvfuQv.)

* The Ephesians-passage is influenced, according to Bacon (Story of Si.

Paul, 361 f.), by the sayings of Jesus preserved in Mt 12^'^*. See, further,

Eph5i= Mt5^*-«.

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 i P 110-12^ where, as in Eph 3^", the

contemplative share of angels in the work of redemption is also mentioned
"

(INT. I. 355).
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(!**) XfK<rToO wpoeypttaiUpov wpb (l*) Chose us iw a^y rp6 Kara-

«foTo)3oX^t KSfffiov, . . . PoXijs kSc/iov (cp. 3').

(2') tya ip aOrif av^Orir* tts 9wni- (2'') iv v TOfra oIkoSo/j.^ . . , ai^^ei

plap. els va^v oLyiov ^i' Kvpl<fi.

{2*) rphi ip rpoaepx^fitPM . . . (2") Si avrov ^x^Mf ttji' trpoaa-

olKo5ofiei<r$€ oXkos TPevfiariKbs tU 7aryTji»* . . . ^i* ^vi TVfi'/iart wpbs rbv

UpaTCV|ia S'Y^o*'* • • • (**) ^^0'' raripa . . . (2^) (TOiKoSofirjd^PTes . . .

dKpcrytapiatOP, 6ptos dKporyupialov avToO XpiffTov

(2*) \abi tit TtpiTolffffip, Srut tA« (i") c/t AToX&rpwcip TTjt reptxoi-

dp^rat i^ayyf[\riT€ toO Ik ffK&rovi ij<rf«j,t '^* fTaiPOP rrji 86^r]s airrov . . .

iffxas KoX^ffOPTOt €ls t6 davfiaarbp (^**-)^TeyiLpTOTi (XK&ros, pvp SitpQs ip

avToO 0wt. KvpUf' (tft rixpa ^unbt TepcTaretTe.

(2") ol olxirai inroraffffSnePOi ip (6') ol 8ov\oi, {nraKo6ere rois Karh

Taprl 4>6p(p Toti 8f<XT&TCUt. adpxa tcvploit ftrrd ^dfiov Kal rpSfiOv.

(3I) 6fiolus yvpoiKts inroTOffffdfUPCu {$**) al yvpoiKes {irroraffirSiiepat) t<hs

Tois tSlois ipSpdaip. Ulois X dpipdcip Cn t<^ Kvpl<p.

(3') ol ip8pei% 6/xo/wf. , , , (5*) ol AvSptt. . . .

(3") (Cffxyiayxpoi.^ (4") ylvecdt Si els (IXXtJXous yjn\<rTol,

t<J<rTXo7x»'0t.

(3») (Jesus Christ) who is on God's (i»*-) (God) seated him on his right

right hand, iropevdiU elt ovpap6p, hand 4p toU ixovpavloti inrepdvu

{nrorayiyTuv avn^ dyyiXup xal i^ov- xdarfs dpxv^ Kal i^ovalai Kal Svvd-

ffiQp Kal Svvd/itup, fictas . . . Kal xdyra inrira^ep inrd

Todt TdSas airrip.

§ 4. /delation 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 cvSoKta (Lk 2^* =

Eph i^), the ascension is emphasised (Eph i^o 48-
io = Lk 24^1),

*
Cp. I P 3^^ (tva i]fias Tpoaaydyrj ry dei^).

t The passive sense of n-epiirolrjati here (
— haereditas acquisita) differs from

the PauUne active sense (i Th 5^, 2 Th 2^^), evidently under the influence of

the Petrine passage.

X This remarkable ISlon in Eph. is one of several traits which show a

reminiscence of i P. in the passage.

§ In both the duties of husbands, though differently defined, are copi-

paratively brief, whereas the duties of wives are elaborated (in contrast to

Col 3^*). The description of the latter shows a Biblicising of the Christian

ideal (I P 3"- 10-12=Eph s^"-).

II edairXayxpos only here in NT,
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and there are further affinities* in 2^ = L,k 15^*, 5^*
= Lk 15^^, 51**

(6«)
= Lk 1 2*'', and 6^^ = Lk 1 2^. Resch {Pau/t'm'smus, 273-2 74)

gives a long list of parallels between Eph 2^'^^ and Lk 15^^"^*,

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 fiovX-^ of

God (1^1
= Ac 2o27), the commission of Paul (32-

17
^11 = ^^

20^*), the purchasing of the church (1^*
= Ac 20^8), the Kk-qpovo^ia.

of Christians (1^*
= Ac 20^^)^ and the shepherding of the church

(4^^
= Ac 2o28). The common use of the '

building '-metaphor for

the church is not peculiar to Ac 20^8'^' or to Eph., but significance

attaches to certain traits of phraseology (Ac 2oi9 = Eph 42 6^,

Ac 2o20 = Eph lis, Ac 2o29 = Eph i\ Ac 2o32 = Eph 1I8).

The Lucan parallels touch a smaller group in the same neighbour-

hood, viz. the Pauline pastorals ; cp. e.g. the conception of the irpeap&repoL
or iTKTKdirot being under apostolic direction, the warnings against insidious

errorists, the divine xPV<^'''^Vi (2"' = Tit 3^"*) and unity (4'=! Ti 2^), the

word of the truth (i"=2 Ti 2^»), the devil's devices (6"= i Ti 3', 2 Ti 2^),

evangelists (4^=2 Ti 4^*), the House of God (2i9'-=i Ti 3", 2 Ti 2^9) ; cp.,

further, ii5=i Ti 3" and 2 Ti f, 41"- = 2 Ti s^\ 4^=i Ti 2^ (coming to a

knowledge of the truth), 52* »'-=Tit 2^8f. ^nd i Ti 2», 527=1 Ti 5^^ and

Tiovrpdp {5^*'=Tit 3'). 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 oflhe Fbtirth p^OSpel^

and this opens up the relationship between Eph. and the instru-

mentum Johanneum. The bridal conception of the churchy
which in the Apocalypsejexcept in 22^^) is eschatological, is

applied {e.g, ^' ^^^^) to the church on earth (cp. 2 Co 11*,

an epistle with which Eph. has notable affinities); a similar

process has taken place in the conception of the resurrection

(2*^
= Jn 521- 26)^ and in Eph. (where the Trapovo-ta 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.

dviivou (exc. He 13* LXX quotation), dTretXiJ, ipr^aala, 6<n6Tr]i {4^, as in

Lk l", with diKaio<r6tfri), TravowXla, varpii, iroXiTela, avyKadl^'eiv, (rctm^pioy,

^p6yr}<ns, and xo/«^ov»'» fiovX-^ (
= divine counsel) might almost be added to

this list, for, outside Lk. and Eph., it is only used in this sense in He 6^ ;

Paul's solitary use is in the plural, meaning human devices
(
i Co 4").
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The unity of the church, including Gentiles as well as Jews, is

ti'xedivine object of Christ's death (cp. Jn io^« 17'^); the church

is the irXiip<i)/ia of Christ and Of God (I'^tc, cp. Jn 1420 i^*-
»

17^1^); exceptional stress is laid on the functiona-oLlhe-Spi^it,

tfeejyord, and baptism, the unity of the church as the result

of the divine uHTly berween ChrUt and God and as the means

of advancing the gospel, Christ as beloved (1*), the idea of

fUrpov (Eph 4", cp. Jn 3^^), the description of God in i^'^
(
= Jn

20"), the collocation of Christ and God as indwelling (Eph 2^

3"»=Jn i4*>- **), etc; see also 4*'-
= Jn 3", 5*=i Jn 3'^'- and

Jn 3^, 5^-= I Jn i*^ and Jn 12^, 518
= jn 3i»f-, besides the avros-

passages (Eph 2^*= i Jn 2*), the use of AvVa? (2" = Jn 2^*), the

emphasis on dyio^ciK and cleansing (5*«
= Jn 17^^- ^•j i Jn i^- •),

on \j/€vBo^ as opposed to (iXiy^cia, on the danger of dokelism (Eph

4"), on the spiritual advent of Jesus (2^^-= Jn 14*®), on the duty

of Christian love (Eph 4^ 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 aufor 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^
= He

9*'), his sanctifying influence (5^-^ = He lo^^^ 13^2^, his session

on God's right hand (i2o
= He i^ 8^ lo^^j^ and his gift of Trapprjaia

to Christians (3" = He 4^^); some linguistic parallels also occur

[e.g. alfia koX <rap^y aypwrvtiv, Kpavyrj^ xnr€pdvo> ir, r. ovpavitiVy cts

diroXvrpoxriv, alo)V /teAAcui/, vpo<T<f>opa koi 6v(TLa), but neither

these nor stray coincidences like 2^' = He 7^^ proye 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 I P. and the pastorals, thus indicate a

period subsequent to that of Paul. This is furthef 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

ccntftins (a) thirty-eight words which are not elsewhere used in the NT
as
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literature :
—

S.deo$, alaxp^T-qs, a^x/^aXwreiJw, dvavedu},* &voi^t^, a^ra\yetr^

Aerobes, /SeXoy, iuSrijs, e^to-xi^ff, iiridveiv, iiri(patj<TK€iv, iroifiaata, evrpaTreXla,

OvpedSf KarapTia-fids, KardiTepos, K\'i}p6w, KXvduul^eadai, KoafioKparcap, Kpv^ij,

Kv^ela, fiiyedos, /xeOodela, ixea&roixov, fitopoXoyia, irdXt}, TapopyiafiSs, (rd)

irvevfiaTiKdjIf iroXvirolKiXos, vpoeKTcL^eiv, TpoKapT^pr]<ns, pvrh, av/x/xiToxo^y

avinroKinqs, a-vvapfioXoyeip, avpoiKodojxeTv, aiaau/ios (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 :
—

&yvoia (Lucan), dypvvvdVfX dKpoyoiviaios (l P), &\v<ris, tA d/j,<f>&Tepa (Ac 23^),

dve/tos, § dpi^vai,\\ Airavra, dTrardw (Ja I^^, i Ti 2^^),1[ direiX-^ (Ac 9^),

daurrla (l P 4*, Tit I^), did^o\os, iir^pxofiai, (rd) iTOvpdvia, ipyaala,

eia,yye\iaTT^s, eCairXayxvos (l P 3^), Kara^oK-q {trpb k. kSc/mov, I P l^, Jn

17^), X^w elsy fiaKpdv, dpyl^w, offi&njs (Lk l''), 6(r0i;s, iraiSela,** iravoirXia,

ird/)ot/coj,tt 7raT/)(a, 'irepi^ihvvviu,X%Tr\dTos,%% 'iroip.-qv,\\\\ 7roXtTe/a,1[ir<rairp6s,***

(TTTtXoj (2 P 2^'), ffvyKadi^b) (Lk 22'^),ttt <r(OT^pi.ov, rifiSiv, Sdop, {nrepdvu (He

9'), iwodeiadai, C^os, <ppayix6s,X++ <f>p6vr]<ns (Lk l"),§§§ X'^P^'^ovv (Lk I^S),

X€ipoirol7]Tos. The absence of some of these from the extant letters may be

accidental {e.^. Ayvoia, dpr^i^k))), but real significance attaches to the (4^ 6^^)

substitution of 5id/3oXos (as in i Ti 3^, 2 Ti 2^) for the Pauline aaravdis, and

the use of iv tois iwovpavlots (five times). The collective and objective

allusion to tAe holy apostles andprophets (3'), and to the apostles andprophets
(2^) as the foundation of the church (cp. Apoc 21^*), are partly, but only

partly, eased by passages like i Co (^ 12^ and Ro 16'; 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^"^ (7rp6j

d bivoATde dvayivdjffKOvres poija-ai tt]p aivecriv /xov kt\. ) corroborates this im-

pression ; the phrase sounds more characteristic of a Pauline disciple than of

Paul himself. mill These indications are followed up by other un-Pauline

* Instead of the Pauline dvaKaivovv.

f Only in Eph 6^^ of spiritual beings.

X Only in Eph 6^^ with €l$. Paul invariably uses yprjyopetv (i Th 5',

I Co I6^^ Col 4=^).

§ Only in Eph 4" metaphorically.

6" ,, (He 13' being a quotation from the LXX).
I 5' with Tipd Tivi,

,
6^ in literal sense of moral and mental education.

,
2*^ and I P 2^^ metaphorically.

,
6^^ metaphorically.
•218

, 4I* ecclesiastically.

,
2^2 metaphorically.

, 4^9 „ ,
with Xhr^os,

§§§ „ „ l«ofman.

jllllj
Hort (op. cit. 149 f. ) ingeniously but unconvincingly takes dj'a7ti'cS(r*foi'Tt»

as= reading the OT. Like 6^1 it is probably meant to allude to Col. rather

than to Eph i**^* i}^-^^ or to some lost letter.

II
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tooches, such as firre ytv6<rK0PTes (5'), M^ Father of Glory (i"), Ufore the

foundation of the world (i*=Jn 17**), the novel use of fjuxTTifipiov (5"^) and

oUorofda (in providential aspect), the application of (fxarl^eiv (3"), nvevna rod

906% (4'®), etc., besides the predilection for the oratio pettdens^ 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 d^ Tiji irixoprrylat (4*'), ividvfxla r^j dwdTiji (4^), etc., and some re-

dundant epexegetic formations {e.^. fiovX^ rov 6e\iifio-TOi, Kpdroi rijs Urx'^ot).

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 ip (125 times) and /card, 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 ho means so easily explained.

Thus i'"" i^" 2*'' 2"*" 2**"" 2'*"" 3^"' 3""" 3^*"" 4^'* 4"'" 4"'^* 4^'**

5*^ 5^" 5*"" 5""* 6*"* 6*^ 6"-*', are all lengthy sentences which are often

cumbrous in their internal construction and beset by ambiguities in the

juxtaposition of clauses and the collocation of separate words. They are

at once elaborate and irregular. 3'-" is a long parenthesis or digression,

after which 3^*'* resumes 3^ ; similarly the subject is repeated in 2", after the

break. Such rhetorical anacoloutha are not paralleled by an impassioned

irregularity like that in Gal 2*''. 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 ao(pla which, according to i Co 2', was to be found in Paul's

teaching, we may see in its style something like a vvepoxh ^6701; {ibid, v.^),

corresponding to the vrepoxv <ro<pias. ... 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, IVriters of NT. p. 32).

It is unfair to characterise the temper thus mirrored in the style of the

epistle as phlegmatic ; t 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 diflference between Ephesians and the letters of

*
Nageli ( IVortschaiz des Paulus, 85) goes even further,

" im ganzen
scheint mir der Wortschatz dieses Briefes . . . eher eine Instanz fiir als gegen
die Echtheit zu sein."

t So von Soden (HC. iii. i. 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 dme 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*) 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 {Einl. 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 Usteri and Renan (** Que Paul ait 6crit

ou dicte cette lettre, il est k peu pres impossible de I'admettre ; mais qu'on

I'ait compos^e 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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tioo. 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 f)eriod is the significant

omission of the Lord's supper in 4* (one Lord, one faith, one baptism). This

is all the more striking as Paul's treatment of the eucharist in i Co 10^^ (eft

aprot, tv adfjLa ol woXKol ivfitv, ol yiip rdrret ix rov ivbi Aprov /nrr^xoMf)

naturally pointed to its use as a symbol and proof of the unity of Christians

with one another and their Lord (cp. Didache, 9*). 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, TAe Fourth

Gospel^ pp. 122 f.); Hebrews (13'*") also opposes the idea that the adyua.

XpiffToO 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 i Cor.), and therefore omits

the supper entirely.

§ 6. Destination and object.
—The vy,Cvi of the homily, which

first appears in i^^, is defined in 2" (cp. 2^ and 3^) 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. JDlfi-m^of i^^-i*

certainly represents Jewish Christians. Paul here voices that

section of the church m its historical relation to the gospel.
But the language is general, and neither here nor in 2^^ (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 dytots
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Tots ovaiv Ktti TTiofToi? iv Xpia-Tio *lr](Tov, omitting the place-name oif

Col l^ and adding rots ova-iv (cp. Ro 8^^ rots Kara TrpoOea-iv kXt/tois

ova-Lv) in order to amplify the following phrase, which further de-

fines the ayioL whom the writer has in mind (cp. 2^1 ayiov ev KvpitOj

and 5^). Those who defend iv 'E<^€cra) 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^^ 3^"* 4^1 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,t and the

likelihood is that Marcion must have received the epistle in

this shape. Tertullian charges him with changing the title

{adv. Marc. v. 1 7 : 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, hseretici uero ad Laodicenos), and Tertullian naturally

supposed the canonical title to be the original. He falls back

on the ueritas eccksicB 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' were (as in G) rots odaiv iv AydT-g deov kXtjtoU aylois

•Jacquier (i. 290) dismisses (i.) as "une supposition toute gratuity et

assez ridicule." Harnack {Die Adresse^ 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'^^'')

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.

t 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: ovtw yhp

{i.e. the reading of Eph l^ without iv 'E^^cry) koI 61 irph ijfiiov irapadeSuiKan

i.e, Origen and others), /cai ijfteis iv roiis iraXaiots tQv dyriypdifxav eOpi^Ka/iOf,
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(so Zahn, INT. i. 378 f., 394f.)> for which, at a subsequent period, toTi

oZoLv iv 'Pw/xp d70T77To<i B. K. d was substituted
;
but the formtr reading is

probably due to a revision of the text for liturgical purposes (see above,

p. 141). It is not ceitain whether TertuUian's words imply that Marcion's

text or his own text had a place-name after oCcrtr, 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 ir/>dj 'E^<rtouj first

appears in the Muratorian Canon ; when it was appended to the epistle

previously, and whether this addition was derived from the presence of iv

E0^(r(^ in i^, remains uncertain.

\{lv *E<f>€(T<a in 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
"

3* 4*^) ;
there is not the sligTitest 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 (g.g. by Comely, Henle, Schmidt,
Rinck in SH^.f 1849, 948 f.; Alford, and A. Kolbe in his TAeoi.

Comm. iiber 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—2l 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</>€Va» (so, e.g., Klopper, 34 f. ; and Holtzmann,

cp. Corssen in ZJVIV., 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^* 3*). To defend

its originality by postulating the writer's ignorance of the relation

between Pauljind Ephesus is a tour de force of criticism, which

contradi€tSpf«/i?y< W/«, 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

19IO 20^*), 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

tarn 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, Sf. PauPs Epp. to Colossce and Laodicea^ 1908).

The further identification of Eph. in this form with the letter

mentioned in Col 4^^ (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. i Co i^-^. Gal i^); 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 kv AaoSiKtia

had been the original reading in i^, the change to Iv *E<f>€a-<a

becomes unintelligible ; and, vice versa, if iv *Ecf>€(r<a was in the

autograph, Marcion's change becomes almost inexplicable. As
none of the conjectural emendations, such as Kar *Ipiv for

Kttt TTLo-ToU (Ladeuze in J^B., 1902, 573-580), or lOvea-iv for

*E(f)4(T(j> (R. Scott), is probable,* the alternatives are : (a) that the

place-name was lost at an early period from copies of the

autograph; or (^) that i^ originally ran rots dytots toi? ovo-lv koX

TTio-Tots €v XpioTiS *Ir)(rov. 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 tlcttoI^ in the

sense oifaithful rather than of believing ; the latter interpretation

*
Baljon {Theol. Sttidien, 1885, 146-147) omits roh odaiv, and P. Ewald

{NKZ.y 1904, 560-568) conjectures d70T7;rots for 07/04$ rots {i.e.
'

to those who

are beloved and believing'), while D omits rotj (so Zahn) ;
but the difficxJt

olcvf 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 /twmJ/)toi»

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 ivorrjt {4^' *', here only) and the

elp^yij 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') 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

Paid's importance for the divine unfolding of that catholic unity which in the

Fourth 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,y71S"., 1907, 460), but because this Paulinist moved in a r^ion 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 hnmily
in epistolary form, originally had no notice of any church. It

was a catnoucised version ot (Jolossians, written in PauTs name
to Gentile Ctiristendom (2^^ 3^) ; the solitary reference to con-

crete conditions (62^-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^^ and therefore included it in his Pauline

canon under the title of irpos AaoSiKca?. The title 7rp6s *E^€o-iov5,

with the insertion Iv 'E^cVw in i^, was either {a) due to the fact

that the Pauline canon of the church was drawn up at Ephesus,

*
Cp. Schmiedel \n EBi. 3120-3121 ("From the divine predestination

of the church in Eph i^"
:^^''^- ^-^^, there is but a single step further to that

of its pre-existence, which is accepted in Hermas, Vis. ii. 4. i and in

2 Clem. 14^ ").
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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 4^2 (TvxtKov 8c dTrco-rctAa d<s "Ec^co-ov). 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 terminus ad quern may be roughly fixed by the echoes

of the epistle in the later Christian literature. The darkened understanding
of Clem. Rom. 36^^ may have been suggested by Eph 4^^, just as the eyes of

your heart (Clem. Rom. 59*) seems to echo Eph i^^, while Eph 4*'^ is

reflected in Clem. Rom. 46* {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^"*= C1. 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
*

(<?.^. 5^ with Polyk. 5^

love your wives, even as the Lord the church ; i^* 2^* with Smyrn. 1^ in one

body of his church, embracing Jews and Gentiles; 4^"' with Polyk i'^ Take

heed to unity—bear with all in love', 5* with Eph. i^ 10^ let us be zealous to

be imitators of God in forgiveness and forbearance ; also 3^ with Eph. 19, and

5i3f. ^jjh Polyk. 6^). As distinct, if not more so, is its use by Polykarp (cp.

Eph 2^ with Pol. I** knowing that by grace you are saved, not of works, but

by the will of God through Jesus Christ ; Eph 4^ with Pol. 12^ 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 Hermas,

412 f.) in Hermas i^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^* 5^^ in Epiph. 26^^ and 34^ 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, Pfleiderer, Cone, S. Davidson, Rovers' INT.

pp. 65 f., Bruckner) is therefore ruled out
; besides, no polemic against either

Montanism (so, e.g.y 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*-
'
etc.), 'who maketh mention of you

in every epistle'
—a hyperbole based on I Co 16^, 2 Ti i^*, I Ti i' 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'.*-.

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.' 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.

LiTERATURK. — (a) Editions — After the fifth century homilies of

Chr>'sostom (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(C?^rrj hierarchici libri Hi.

etc., Lyons, 1609); Louis de Sotoroayor (Paris, 1610) ; Charles Rapine

(Paris, 1622); Grotius {Annotationes^ Paris, 1641); 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 (Erkldrung der Pastoralbriefe, 1840) ; Mack,
Kommentar iiber die Pastoralbriefe des Apost. P.* (1841); A. S. Paterson

(1848) ; Weisinger (in Oldhausen's Aommentar, vol. v. 1850, Eng. tr., New
York, 1858); Oosteraee (Bielefeld, 1861); Huther* (Gottingen, 1866);

Bisping's Erkldrung (1866); Ewald (1870); Plitt, die Pastoralbriefe,

praktisch ausgelegt (1872); Hofmann (1874); P. Fairbaim {The Pastoral

Epistles, Edin. 1874); J. T. Beck, Erkldrung der 2 Briefe P. an Tim. (ed.

Lindenmeyer, 1879); EUicott^ (1883)*; Wace {Speaker's Comm. 1886);

Knoke, Praki.-theol. Kommentar tu den Pastoralbriefen des Ap. Paulus

(1887-1889); Reuss (1888); Kubel (in Strack-Zockler's A7>;ww. 1888); von

Soden>(^C. 1893)*; Knoke *
(Lange's i9/3^/-Wfr/&, 1894) ; Riggenbach (—

Zockler, 1897); A. E. Humphreys {Cambridge Bible, 1897) ; J. H. Bernard

{CGT. 1899) •; Stellhom (1900); Horton {CB. 1901); R. M. Pope
(London, 1901); J. P. Lilley (Edin. 1901); Krukenberg (1901); Cone

{Intern. Hdbks. to NT. 1901) ; Weiss '(—Meyer, 1902)*; Wohlenberg {ZK.
1906)* ; Franz Koehler {SNT.* 1907) ; J. E. Belser (Freiburg im Breisgau,

1907)
•

; N. J. D. White {EOT. 1910).

Also Jerome (fourth century), Casp. Cruciger {Expositio brevis et

familiaris, 1542); J.J. Breithaupt (1703); Mosheim {Erkldrung des Briefe
an d. Titutn, 1779) ; Kuinoel {Explicatio ep. Pauli ad Titum, 1812) ; and J.

S. Howson (Smith's/?^, ill. 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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1 561); Melanchthon {Enarratio epist. P. ad Tim. et duorum capitum

secunda, 1 561) ;
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. J ad Tim. cum comm. perpetuo, Leipzig, 1837); Rolling [Der I Brief
P. an Tim. aufs nette untersticht und ausgelegt, 1882-7); Liddon (1897);

and Sir W. M. Ramsay (^jr/.' 1908 f.) on i 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 {Erkldrung

der beyden Briefe des Ap. Pauli an den Timotheum, Hamburg, 1755), and

Plumptre (Smith's DB. iii. 1 507-1 572) on i and 2 Tim.

{jb) Studies—(i.) general:
—P. Anton {Exegeiische Abhandlungen der

Pastoralbriefey 1753) ;

^ van den Es {Pauli ad Titum epistola cum eiusdem ad
Tim. epp. composita^ Leyden, 1819) ; L. R. Rolle {De authentia epist.

pastoraliumy 1841); Scharling {Die neueste Untersuckungen iiber die sog.

Pastoralbriefe^ 1 848) ; A. Saintes, Etudes critiques sur les trois lettres past,

attributes d. S. Paul (1852); Schenkel {BL. iv. 393-402); SahzXitx {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."^,

'Pastorals'); Harnack {ACL. ii. i. 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 (iVZ 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.

i63f., 259 f. ;
M. A. Rovers, Nieuw-test. Letterkunde^ (1888), 66-78; J.

Reville, Les origines de Vepiscopal, 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.) ;
McGiffert {AA. 398, 423),- E. Vischer {Die Paulus-

briefe, 1904, 74-80); Knopf, NZ. 32, 300 f; Baljon, /AT. pp. 150-174; J.

Strachan {Westminster NT., London, 1910) ;
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 Pauthent. de la

premiere dp. d, Tim. (1856); and Doumergue {Pauthenticity i Tim. 1856);

but especially by T. Rudow, de argum. hist, qtiibus epp. past, origo Paulina

itnpncgnata 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.



PAUL: TO TIMOTHEUS AND TITUS 397

Poitoralbriefe, i860); M. J. Cramer {JBL., 1887, pp. 3f.); Bertraml, essat

critique ster rauthenticiU des /p. Past. (1888) ; G. G. Findlay
*
(Appendix to

Eng, tr. of Sabatier's Vapfitre Paul, j)p. 341-402); Ilort, Christian Ecclesia

(1898), 189-217, and A. Ruegg {Aus Schrift u. Ceschichte, 1898, pp. 59-

108)*; followed by Roos, die Bn'efe des apost. Paulus u. die Reden des

Hermjesu (156-202) ; G. H. Gin)ert, Student's Life of Paul (1899), 225-

232 ; J. W. Falconer, From Apostle to Priest {1900), 109-146 ; G. T. Turves,

Christianity in Apost. ^^ (1900), pp. 1 70- 1 76 ; W. E. Bowen {.Dates of Past.

Letters, 1900); G. G. Findlay (Hastings* DB. iii. 714 f.); W. M. Ramsay
{CRE. pp. 248 f., Exp.^ viii. Iiof. etc.); R. D. Shaw {Pauline epp.* ^^.

423 f. ) ;
T. C. Laughlin ( The Pastoral Epp. in the Light of one Roman

Imprisonment, California, 1905); R. J. Knowling (The Testimony of St.

Paul to Christ^, 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 (/NT. §§ 33-37) •. (iv.) on special points :—

Beckhaus, Specimen observationum de vocabulis d^af Xe7. et rarioribus

dicendiformulis in prima epistola Paulina ad Tim. (1810) ; Ad. Curtius, de

tempore quo prior epist. Tim. exarata sit (1828); G. Bohl, iiber die Zeit der

Abfassung und die Paulin. Charaiter <Ur Briefe an Tim. u. Tit. (Berlin,

1829, conservative) ;
W. Mangold (Die Irrlehrer der Pastoralbriefe, Marburg,

1856); Eylau, Sur Chronologie der Pastoralbriefe (1888) ;
E. Belin, ^tuJe

sur les tend, h^itiques combatttus dans les ip. past. (1865) ; Hilgenfeld

(ZWTt 1880, 448-464) ; Havet, le Christianisme et ses origines, iv. 376-380

(1884); Henri Bois, JPT. (1888) 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 tTp6% *E^«<riovs, three epistles

addressed to Timotheus (Trpos Tt/xo^cov A, B) and Titus (irpos

Titok) 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 I Tim. was earlier. When the epistles are recognised to

belong to a sub-Pauline period,^ a comparative study of their

contents indicates that 2 Tim. is the earliest of the three, and

I Tim. the furthest from Paul (so, e.g.^ Mangold, de Wette,

Reuss, La Bible, vii. 243 f., 703 f. ; Baur, Holtzmann, von Soden,

Harnack, Pfiieiderer, Rovers, Bourquin, Bruckner, S. Davidson,

Beyschlag, McGiffert, Clemen, Schmiedel, Jiilicher, R. Scott,

^
Cp. Lock, DB. iv. 784 : "On this latter supposition the priority of

Titus to I Tim. would seem almost certain, as there would be so little reason

for the same writer composing it if i 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 i Tim. is betrayed by its sharper emphasis on

ecclesiastical procedure ; e.g. ttio-tis in its objective sense

occurs four times in i Tim., once in Titus, never in

2 Tim.
; a<i)T-^p of God *

only occurs in i Tim.
;
the vyiatVovo-a

SiSao-KaXia is elevated to an extraordinary position f in i Ti

i^^, and Tivh dvOpio-n-oi or rtvcs is confined to i Tim. (seven

times). 2 Ti 2'^'^-^^ is presupposed in i Ti i^o, and there is

a heightening scale in 2 Ti 223 = Tit 3^=1 Ti i^, 2 Ti iii =

I Ti 2^, 2 Ti 3^=1 Ti 4^^ and Tit 1^=1 Ti 32. 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 i 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.

I 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.^.,

I^ffler, Kleine Schriften^ ii. 2\(ii.', Neander, Bleek, and Heinrici, Der Htt.

Charakter d. neutesi. Schriften, 1908, 64). J 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, iiridToKaX IlauXoeiSels, 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.

f 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 uber Gemeindeorganisation, Gottesdienst, Lehre und sittliche

Pflicliten der Gemeindeleiter zugrunde liegen, welche in Briefform

gefasst sind."
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he had also access to some Pauline reliquur 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

Paulinbt'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"'*'), 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' threw suspicions on that epistle at

an early date :

' item quod ait sictU lanms ct Mambres restiterunt Most non

inuenitur in publicis scripturis sed in libro secreto qui suprascribitur lannes

et Mambres liber. Unde ausi sunt quidam epistolam ad Timotheum

repellere, quasi habentem in se textam alicuius secret! ; sed non potuerunt
'

(Origen, in Matth. scr. 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. (1I-2") the

emphasis falls on suffering with and for the gospel as a note

of genuine Christianity. The greeting (i^*^) 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

(ii2f.), together with the example of a brave Asiatic Christian,

Onesiphorus (i^^-^®). This Pauline gospel, of which endurance

is a leading feature, Timotheus as Paul's deputy is to teach (2^-2)

to his subordinate agents, and to practise himself {2^^-), with the

certainty of ultimate success and reward {2^''^^). The second

section of the epistle lays stress on the wordy, bitter, and barren

controversies which endanger this trust and tradition
{2^^^-).

Their immoral consequences and methods are hotly exposed

(3I-®) ; then Timotheus is warned, by Paul's own example (3^^^-)>



400 HOMILIES AND PASTORALS

that suffering not ease is the mark of the true gospel, and that

innovations (3^^^-) are to be eschewed. After solemnly laying

this charge on him (4^'^), Paul speaks of his own position (4^^*),

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^= Ph i-^ 2^"^) to Timotheus at some unknown

place (perhaps in Asia Minor, i^''"^^). For an attempt to explain 4^^'* as an

allusion to Paul's defence before Felix, see Krenkel's Beitrdge, pp. 424 f.,

^2.i.\ Kreyenbuhl's Evglm d. Wahrheit (1900), i. 213 f., and Erbes in

ZNW., 1909, 128 f., 195 f., with Spina'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^^): 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 19^), which is even

more improbable.
Bahnsen ingeniously analyses the epistle thus : 2^"^^ develops 2', 2^^""'

develops 2*, and 3^"^
(^) develops 2^ Otto's classification attempts to arrange

the contents under the three notes of the Trvevfia in i^.

For a textual discussion of 2^^, cp. Resch's Fau/mt'smus, pp. 258-259.
The fiefi^pdvai of 4^^ were probably pugillares membranes or sheets for

private memoranda. The ^i^Xia may have included the Logia or evangelic

scriptures from which I Ti 5^^ is quoted (so Resdh) ; 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^"*), Paul discusses the rules for the conduct of

presbyters or bishops in Crete, in view of current errors and

local vices (i^"^^). He then sketches 'the sound doctrine'

which Titus is to inculcate on aged men (2^-2) and women (2^-^),

younger men (2^-^) and slaves (2^'^^),
in the light of what God's

grace demands (2^1-1^) from all Christians. This is enlarged and

enforced (3^'-^^),* 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^^'^^), 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 Geist una Leben bet

Paulus (1903), 108 f.
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the origin of Cretan Christianity, it is a reasonable conjecture that Paul may
have touched at Crete during one of his voyages even prior (cp. 3"'" with

Ac 20*) to Ac 27"-. There was a strong Jewish element in the population,

which seems to explain the local allusiorts in i"** 3'. On the original basis,

in Epimenides, for the harsh attack upon the Cretan character, cp. Rendel

Harris in Exp? ii. 315 f., iii. 332 f., and above, p. 35.

(r) I Tim. is more discursive and miscellaneous than 2 Tim.,

but the practical, ecclesiastical motive of the epistle (3^* ravra

(TOi ypd<f>u} . . . tva tiSy^ vut^ Bti iv oUt^ 0€ov AvaaTp€<f>ta6aL) is

fj^irly obvious throughout its somewhat desultory contents. After

the greeting (i^**), Paul contrasts (i^-*^) the methods and aims

of some contemporary antinomians at Ephesus with * the sound

doctrine* of his own gospel, of which Timotheus (1I8-20) jg 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^'-) and by whom (2^')

prayer is to be offered—the latter direction drifting* into a

word on the subordination of women ; and (d) the qualifications

of irrCaKOTTOL (3*"*), deacons and deaconesses (3*'^^). The closing

words of the section (3***^') 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^**-
*-^^-

ii-i6)t as well as towards

individual members of the church (5^"^), particularly widows

(5^"^^)>t presbyters (5^^*^-),
and slaves (6^-2). A sharp word

follows (63*i^) 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"-i^). The postscript contains a

charge for wealthy Christians (6^""^*), and a warning for Timotheus

himself against contemporary yvoio-ts (6^^-^^).

In 5'®, where an OT quotation lies side by side with a NT saying, the

latter must be taken as equally from ij ypa<f>-^. 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^ 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^ (7-5 dvayvuxrei), see Glaue, Dig Vorlesung heiligen Schriften im
Gottesdienste {i<)07), pp. 35-38.

JKonnecke {BFT. xii. i. 31-32) proposes to rearrange ^'^ thus: 5*"
s. i. 8. 6.

7^

26
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gelic collection containing Lk lo' was reckoned as ypa<pri, 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''^ 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^ {^vvirbTO.KTa.) and i^"

{tl<rlv yhp TToWoi dwiroraKTOi) ; it may have been added subsequently by the

author himself (cp. i Ti 32^') or inserted by a later editor interested in the

monarchical episcopate.* Similarly I Ti 5^ has probably got displaced (cp.

EBi. 5080) from between 4^ and 4^ (Holtzmann), or 4^^ and 4^^ (Bois,

Konnecke), the motive of the change (unless it was accidental) being the desire

of some copyist to qualify d7»'(5j'. It is scarcely adequate to treat it merely
as parenthetical, or (with Owen) to place it after 5^". KnatchbuU and

Bakhuyzen prefer to omit it entirely as a later gloss, while Calvin and

Heydenreich suggested that 5220-23 ^g^g written on the margin originally.

More drastically P. Ewald {^Probabilia betr. den Texte des i Tim. 1 901)

conjectures that by an accidental displacement of the plagulce or leaves in the

original copy i Ti i^^-i? j^^s been displaced from between i'^ and i', and

jW.^io {iQxa. after 6^; which certainly smoothes out the roughness of the

transition f at various points. The awkward transitions in 3^**"^' have also

suggested a textual irregularity which has been variously cured, e.g. by the

deletion of 3^^ (Naber, Mnemosyne, 1878, 371), or its removal to a place
between 3^ and 3^" (Knoke omitting 3^^, Hesse putting 3^^ between 3^** and

3"). 4^ 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 i 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 ^^ 141).

*
I Clemen {Einheitlichkeit, pp. 157 f.) and Hesse (pp. 148 f., who

begins at i^) extend the interpolation to the close of v.^^, on inadequate

grounds. The connection between vv.^^ and ^^
is quite good, and there

is no real difficulty about Epimenides being styled a prophet loosely

after v.".

t Better than the transposition of i^^'^" to a place between i^ and i^

(Bois), which leaves too large a gap between votio8t.56L<TKa\oi (i^) and the

allusions to the law in i', although it gives a good connection between the

charge of i"* and i".
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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^*"^^ and 3^*^^^ 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^-^^, possibly

even of 4**^^ in the main, within which i^**^® is sometimes held

to have originally lain (after 4^® McGiffert, after 4^^ Knoke).
But even 4^^^

•"*'^ 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. t Thus v.^^* {Luke alone is with me) hardly seems

consonant with v.^^** {Eubulus salutes thee^ and so do Pudens

and LinuSy and Claudia^ and all the brothers) ;
if Timotheus was

to rejoin Paul at once (vv.^- *^), it is not easy to see how he

could devote himself to the local discharge of the duties laid

on him in \^-^ (cp. Simcox, ET. x. 430-432, on the unlikeli-

hood that the commissions and cautions of 4^^-^^'
2i-22a 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^'-
s-sa- 7f. 15-18

(21. :M2aT^

^e-w.
21-22 = a genuine letter written from the close of the Roman

imprisonment, {b) McGiffert: i*-" (except i^''- ^2-14) {^\. s-ist)

^1-2.
6-8. 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^*1* (a note written from Macedonia,

shortly after Ac 20^), the rest of 2 Tim. written after Philip-

pians from Rome, {d) Hausrath (iv. 162 f.) : ii5-i8 + ^9-w \^q

Phil 3^-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 Caesarean imprisonment: e.g. {a)

Hitzig {Ueber Johannes Marcus, 1843, ^54 f-)> who distinguishes

* Lemme {Das echte Ermahnungsschreihen des Ap. Paulus an Tim. 1 882),

Hesse, and Krenkel needlessly omit i^'*^ ^^.

t Ewald assigned vv.^"^ and ^^"^ to Rome, vv.^^-ie jq Macedonia, during
Paul's third tour from Ephesus.

X It 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^^ ^is-ie. 20-22a^ f^^^ another written during the

Roman captivity (46-12.
i9. jie-is 422b ^^ ^ ^^ 5^)

.

(^) g^con {Sfory

of St. Paul, 196 f.), who regards 4^-
i^-i^- 20-2ia ^s probably com-

posed during the two years at Csesarea ;

*
{c) Clemen {Paulus^ i.

405 f.),
who places 4^-1^, together with Colossians and Philemon

(a.d. 59-60), in this period (a.d. 61), i^^-i^ falling in the Roman

captivity (a.d. 62) previous to Philippians, whilst 4i9-22a ^^s

written after i Cor. from Corinth in a.d. 57 {pp. cit. p. 354); and

{d) Krenkel {Beitrdge zur Aufhellung der Geschichte u. der Briefe
des Apostel Paulusy 1890, pp. 395-468), who addresses 4^-1^ from

Caesarea to Timotheus at or near Troas, subsequently to Colos-

sians and Philemon, 41^4- 1I6-17. i8b^_42i being written from the

Roman imprisonment.

The net result of such investigations is tentative. Beyond the general
fact that the author had some reliquice Paulmce 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^^^-
^^-isa 213 310-11)^ and

revised (pp. 32 f.) later in the second century the post-Pauline original of

I Tim. (
= ll-2- 12-17 2l-6a-

8-16
31-16 ^9-11 4l2_5l8a ^19-22. 24-25) ^hJ^h 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 i Tim. at least, or {b) an epistle based on

* The rest of 2 Tim., with some interpolations {e.g. i^^ 2'^'^), 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 21I) or Miletus (Ac 2027). The change of MtXT^ry into MfXir]? (so, e.g.,

Baronius, Beza, Grotius, Knoke, Bahnsen) would date 2 Tim . or this part of

it from the Roman imprisonment (cp. Ac 2%'^''^^) ; but the textual evidence is

slight, and Trophimus is not mentioned by Luke (Ac 27^) in this con-

nection.

t 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 rdmischen Literatur, 1901, 27 f
, 78 f.), 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^'-
^•^' i^-^**- ^«

3*-^'
"'^^ ^* 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^*
*•

3"-i«), and by McGiffert (ii-«» 3I-7.
la-w written before Paul's

story of three months at Corinth, Ac 20*^). 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^^-, 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 20', Krenkel, g.g.^ dating it

(/>. Tit 3", 2 Ti 4*>, Tit 3") perhaps from Illyrikum during the

apostle's second journey to Corinth (Ac 20^-^), 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^*'- 4^^) 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 2^1-1'

reads like a gloss (Hesse, Knoke), 4^-^ parts easily from its

context, and the ow of 2^ 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 6i"-2i*, possibly also in -^-^^ ^''^^ (22a)^ besides the marginal

glosses in 3^^ and 5^3. When 6^^^- is thus taken as a later
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addition (Harnack, Knopf in NZ. 305-306), the allusion in

dvTt^cVcis T^9 il/€vB(jivvfjbov yvu)(reo}<s may be to Marcion's well-

known volume. Otherwise the use of i Tim. in Polykarp (see

below), besides the inappropriateness of 1'^ (Tit. i^^) to the

Marcionites, rule out the Tubingen view that the pastorals

were directly anti-Marcionite pamphlets. Thus Hort (/C.

113 f.) prefers, with several recent critics, to explain the

avTL6€ar€is as Jewish casuistical decisions, the yeveaXoyCat of i*

and Tit 3* being the legendary pedigrees of Jewish heroes, such

as swarm in the book of Jubilees and elsewhere (cp. Wohlenberg,

pp. 31 f.).

Hesse (<7/. ct'i.), assuming that the Ignatian epistles were written under

Marcus Aurelius, finds a genuine Pauline letter in i^"^"-
^^'^

4^*^' 6^"^** ^'•.

Knoke {op. aV. ) similarly disentangles an epistle to Tim. from Corinth (i^*-
^^'^

2I-10 4I2 5I-3.
4C-6. n-15. 19-23.

24f.) ^nd One from Caesarea (i^^-" 3I4-16 41-n.
13-16

2I2-18 ^7f. 617-19 jS-n 52C-16. 20f.j 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 characteristics.—{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. ASikos, dKadapaia, airoKaXOirTeiv, SiadT^K-rj, diKaicjfia,

iXeiLiOepos, ivepyeiv, Karepyd^eadai, KavxoicrOai, fiel^wv, fiiKpos, fJLupla, irapd-

doais, irar^jp iifiQv, veldeiv, TepiirareTv (for which, as for aroixeiv, ivaa-

Tp4<f>etv is substituted), irepiffae^eiv, irpdffaeiv (for which the author substitutes

TTOieii'), ffCofia, vlodeffia, riXeios, and xap^fco-^ot. 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, dtdcuTK-, ei/ae^-, oIko-,

ffcotpp; (piKo'f etc.) and an unwonted predilection for others {e.g. those in

* So especially the philologist, Th. Nageli {Der Wortschdtz des Apostels

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.
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»oXo-).* As compared with Paul, he employs the definite article less

frequently; unlike the apostle, he uses fn^xore and 5i V alrlay (thrice), and

eschews irrl, Apa, dx/n, Si6, di&ri, fnxpo<rdev, iweira, fri, tSov, xapd (accus.),

ffvy, and <&<rre. 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

I hat 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, p^sant, diffus, d^cousu: 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 pent nier que le style de notres ^pitres ait quelque chose de

lache et de diffus" (Bertrand, op. cit. 62). There are Pauline

echoes, it is true, but anacoloutha and paronomasias were not

specifically Pauline, and even these features fail to outweigh
the impression made by the style as a whole.

{/) 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

*
EaX6s, which Paul uses only as a predicate or a neuter substantive, is

employed repeatedly by this author as an attribute. AcerTririjj supplants the

Pauline «iJ/)to5 as a human term, and Hi<^6.vn,a. (see above, p. 79) replaces the

Pauline 7ra/>oi/<rfa.
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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. at. 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^ 117-

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 apveio-Oat^ dTroTpeVco-^ai, ^i^rjXo^,

Sia^efiaiova-Oai, vyiaiveLv, 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 aira^ evpo/xcva (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. EBt. 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.^ 190?) 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 i^^'- {for all men), as in i Ti 2^^^, and the denial of the

resurrection, combated in 2 Ti 2^^, was a gnostic inference from the dualism

which opposed the flesh and the spirit. The *

myths and interminable

genealogies
'

of i Ti i* 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 2}^-^^) was really his emancipation from the latter's authority,

and that therefore the serpent symbolised the 7>'cD(ns 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 tq
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assume the name 'gnostic* {^fKdXeaaw iavrovs yvuxrriKoiJS, ^aKom-ft

nbvoi t4 ^Adrj yiruHTKeiv, cp. Apoc 2**), 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

in Crete include Jewish Christians (ndXiara ol ^k rijs repiTOfirjs), f who
are promulgating 'lovSa'tKOi fivdoi (i.e. probably haggadic traditions like

those in Jubilees and the pseudo-Philonic de biblicis antiquitatibus) and

ivroKal dyOpwruy, which (as the next words indicate) relate to ceremonial

and ritual distinctions 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*) to

silly discussions and yerfoKoylai (part of the aforesaid fxvdoi with which they
are grouped in i Ti l^) and wrangles about the Law (cp. Zenas & vopuKds in

3^*). There is no trace, however, of any direct attack upon the Pauline gospel
or upon Paul himself ; the ijfias of 3^' is too incidental to be pressed into any

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 Dobschiltz, 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 2^*-) may have been one of the reasons which led the author to com-

pose the epistle from Paul to him.

X 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 detect

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.

(^) 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®*'- 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 aSi/coi. 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 2') is closer to the standpoint of Hebrews than of

Paul. Also, the language of i Ti i^, even more than of Eph 3*, is really

more natural in a Paulinist than in Paul himself ; the motive of the whole

section (i^^*") is to throw the glorious gospel into relief against the un-

worthiness and weakness of its original agents
—

precisely as in Barn 5' (cp.

Wrede, Das Messtas-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, i Ti l" (dXXA ijKe-fidrjv, 6ti ayvodv iiroLijaa iv dviarlq) is

almost a verbal echo of Test. Jud. 19 (dW bdiht rdv Traripiav fiov ^\4rj<ri p.e

6Tt iv dyvuxrlq. iToLijffa), where the context is a warning against r] </>i\apyvpia

(cp. I Ti 69').

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 of

the Ignatian epistles, but the monarchical episcopate is beginning

(cp. Knopf, JVZ. 196 f.), 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 xctpto-/AaTa had by 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 x^pa, like the tVto-KOTros

and the SiaKovo?, 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 ^xutkottos must be

married.

On this whole subject, see Hilgenfeld {ZfVr., 1886, 456 f.) and Schmiedel

(£Bi. 3ii3f.)» as against the view advocated by Hort (Christian Ecclesia,

1898, i89f.) and Lindsay {HJ. i. i66f., Church and Ministry in the Early
Centuries *^ pp. I39f.)- The alternative explanation of 1 Ti 3' (Set olv rbv

iirloKoirov . . . tXiKu fuas yvvaiKbs &p8pa), 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 ^ur/tomi 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 i Co 7^^).

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
Katechistnus der Urchristenheit^ 19031 PP- i72f.)j 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 ttiVtis as fides qua creditur pre-

dominates in the pastorals, where the objective sense has over-

grown the subjective, as in the homily of Judas (^ and *').*

Similarly (cp. Holtzmann, op. cit. 175 f.), liKaiovvvr] has no longer
its technical Pauline content ; it has become an ethical quality

*Cp. Gross, der Begriff der Tlarii im iVT" (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.^], had he been speaking of the Christian confession of

faith." See above, p. 346.
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rather than a religious relation (cp. 2 Ti 2^2, i Ti 6'^). The

conception of the Spirit has passed through a corresponding pro-

cess.
"
L'inspiration de I'Esprit est escamotde au profit d'une

orthodoxie eccl^siastique. Au lieu d'etre un ferment de vie et

de renouvellement, la doctrine de I'Esprit devient un moyen
de d^fendre les formulas du pass^" (M. Goguel, La notion

Johannique de VEsprit 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 Ddmonologie (1888), 112-117, and M. Dibelius, Die

Geisterwelt im Glauben des Paulus (1909), 1 75-180. 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.
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e.g. I Ti 2' cV vaxri toito)) addressed lo 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*^'- 2®'-, Tit i^ I Ti i^^-; the real audience appears in

the greetings of 2 Ti 4*^ (17 x^P*? f^*^ v/x<*'»').
Tit 3", and i Ti 621.

I 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*, i Ti i*), there was no need of conveying such

detailed injunctions (contrast 2 Jn ^*, 3 Jn ^3-^*). 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 cVMrKoiroi, the point of the regulations becomes plain;*

they outline the qualifications of the church-officers in question,-

especially of the cVwr/coirot, 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 [^ 2I-®).

Christianity is becoming consolidated into an organisation, with

orthodox teaching embodied in a baptismal formula (2 Ti 22-^ 4I,

I Ti 6^2-16)^ 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^^-) 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 above).
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vibrate through the pastorals as are audible in the farewell

address to the presbyters of Ephesus (Ac 2o^^-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. Schriftthums^ 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. i54f. ; LaughHn).

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 Theologie, 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, 4.0 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 i Peter (cp. i Ti 2»-ii = i P a^-*. Tit i»-i» =

I P 5»-*, Tit 3*-7
= I P i3-*, and i Ti s^'

= i P 3") 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, r^., 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 19 f. ; EBi. 1324 f., 3 1 26 f., 5095). The pastorals

are a Christian form of suasorict^ 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.^ 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 HNA. i.

366 f.).

Quodsi quae Pauli perperam inscripta sunt, exemplum Theklse ad

licentiam mulierum docendi tinquendique defendunt, sciant in Asia

presbyterum qui earn scripturani 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 {fU uir. inlust. 7) : Tertullianus refert

presbyterum quendam in Asia a-Koi}ha.a-rT\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 wotild 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

T$5tament, 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^ 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

it is no longer possible to find in the plural of /Saa-iXioiv (without

any tojv
!)

a water-mark of the age of the Antonines. The
terminus a quo is the death of Paul, and probably the date of

I 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 28^^ 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 {pp. 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 rdm. Gefangenschaft des Apostels

Paulus, 1897), Belser {TQ., 1894, 40 f.), Hesse {op. cit. 244 f.), Frey {die

zweitnalige r'om. Gefangenschaft u. das Todesjahr des Ap. Paulus, 1900),

and Resch, Der Paulinismus {TU. xii. 493 f., journey to Spain adumbrated

in Ac i^ = Ro 15^^). 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 lacuncB 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 15**-*^. 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 2o2*- »*, 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*"^ describes how Paul, /r%i/f

ytpbfiepoi iv T€ 7-p draroXp koI ip r§ duaei, rb yeyyaioy rfjs Tlareus a^oO

k\4os fKapey. SiKaioffvyrjv SiSd^as S\oy rby Kda/ioy xal ^tI rd ripfJta ttjs iiaeus

fKduy Kal fiapTvpi^aai iTl ruy rjyovfUywy, oDtus 6,TTj\\dyri toG Kixxfiov. The
writer is portraying the sweep of Paul's career from Jerusalem to Rome
(Ro 15"), where his sun had ended its course. To a Roman t6 W/)/ao ttji

Siccus would probably denote the Western Mediterranean, but Clement was

writing for Eastern readers and adopting their standpoint. Thus dvaroX^j

and SOaiy are used of Syria and Rome respectively in Ignat. A'om. 2. This

interpretation is corroborated by the close collocation of iXduy and

/MpTvpi^as kt\. in Clement (implying that Paul bore his testimony at rb

ripfia TTjz 5i5<rewj), 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^^* (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 fxekXoiv KpLV€Lv ^oivTas KOI vcKpovs (vii
= 2 Ti 4^), (ftavepovcrOai

ev a-apKi (vi, xii, cp. i Ti 3^®) and cAirts ^w^s (i
= Tit i^ 3^)

probably belonged to
' the common atmosphere of the church '

(Holtzmann, von Soden, Bernard), liturgical or catechetical, and
the same consideration would fairly cover v.^ = 2 Ti i^*^, xix=
I Ti 5^^ although the manifestation of Christ's grace in chocs -

For the Ac/a Fault, see Kolflfs in UNA. li. 368 f.

27
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ing apostles ovras virep Trao-av afxapriav dvofxtorepov^ (v.®) is a

Striking parallel to i Ti i^^^-. Not much stress could be put

upon the occurrence in Ignatius of some terms characteristic of

the pastorals {e.g. alxp-aXwTL^itv of errorists, dva^u)7rvp^(ravT€<s,

tTepoSiBaa-KaXelv, KaXoStSaorKaAta, Karda-rrj/xa, and TrpavTrdOeia)^

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)= i Ti i^, Polyk.
iv. 3=1 Ti 62, Polyk. vi. 2 {a.pk(XKirf. w o-rparcvcq-^e)

= 2 Ti 2*,

Magn. viii. i = i Ti 4^, Tit i^* 3^, possibly also in the use of

o.va.r^v^a.1 {Eph. ii. I, cp. Smyrn, x. 2 = 2 Ti
i^^), tcAos St aydirr]

{Eph. xiv. 1 = 1 Ti 1
5), and oiKovofjLLa {Eph. xx. i = i Ti i*, cp.

Polyk. vi. = Tit
i'').

The case of Clem. Rom. is not quite so

clear. A phrase like lifting holy hands (xxix. i, cp. i Ti 2^) is

too current, as Lightfoot shows, to count as evidence of literary

filiation, while ficunkev twv aliovatv (Ixi. 2, cp. Apoc 15^ X C,

I Ti i^^) goes back to Jewish liturgical terminology ;
but these

would gain significance if other parallels like ii. 7 {hoifioi cU ttolv

Ipyov dyaOoVy cp. xxiv. 4)
= Tit 3^ {irpos irav tpyov dyaBov kroCp-ov^

ttvaif cp. 2 Ti 2^^
3^''^),

vii. 3 {koX IZtufxiv ri Kokov koX rl repirvov

Kox rl irpoa-BeKTOv ivtaTnov rov Troii^cravros T7/xas) =1 Ti 2^ {tovto
KokoV Koi dTToSiKTOV ivoJTTLOV TOV (TOiTrjpO^ rjp,5>V $€OV), XXVli. 1—2

{ravry ovv rjj cAttiSi Trpoo-StSco-^ojcrtv at \(/v)(al rjp.(ov t(5 TrwTTw Iv

rats cTrayycXtais . . . ovScv yap dSvvarov Trapa t(3 ^coJ €t p.7i to

i/rcvoracr^at)
= Tit I* {lir ikirCSL ^<orj^ atwvtov, rjv lirrjyyuXaTO 6

dxj/evSrj^s ^€os), xlv. 7 {'^ KaOapS. avveiST^creL Xarpivovruiv^
= 2 Ti l^

{Xarpevta h KaOapa crw€t8?^o-«), and liv. 3 = I Ti 3^^ (TrcptTroieto-^at

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. i (tois c^oStois rov ©coO

dpKov/A€voi)
= I Ti 6^ and xxxii. 3 = 2 Ti i*. Tit 3^-^. 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 2^"' (where oUovpyois has a v.l. olKovpoOs).

UiffTis d7o&iJ occurs in xxvi. i=Tit 2^", but in different senses, and a common

atmosphere might account for the frequent use of eicri^eia in both, and allied

ecclesiastical conceptions, as, g.g.y i. 3, xliv. 4= i Ti 5", xlii. 4=1 Ti 3".
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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

the use of the pastorals in Clement has also a fair case, which

would 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^*),

both I Tim. (iv. i = 6^- ^®, iv. 3
=

5*, v. 2 = 3^, viii. 1 = 1^, xi. 2 =

3*, xii. 3 = 2* 4^*) and 2 Tim. (v. 2 = 2", ix. 2 = 4^®, xi. 4 = 2**,

xii. 1 = 1*) 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 = i Ti 4^ better still xlvii.

15= Tit 3*) ; 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 ^cios Xoyo?
Tit 3^*, I Ti 2*) and Hegesippus (if Eus. H. E. iii. 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 i 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) io4f.

According to Tertullian [adv. Marc. v. 21), Marcion excluded them from

hb 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 no
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.
'TttA T0.<n7\<i ^XeYx^ytifvot ttJs ^wj/^s (l Ti (i^^) o\ Lirh tQv alp^aewv tAs Tpbs
Ti/xddeov d6eTov<xiv iiriaToXds (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 patriarches,' made an exception
in favour of Titus, and the Valentinians seem to have read the epistles to

Timotheus.

(C) HEBREWS,
Literature.—{a) Editions^—Erasmus {Paraphrasts, 1521); J. B.

PomersLnus (Annoiah'ones, Nuremberg, 1525^); Cajetan, Lateralis expositio

(Rome, 1529); BuUinger (1532); Oecolampadius (1534); Calvin (1549)*;
Beza (1582); N. Hemming (1586); J. J. Grynseus (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, 1611); Lushington (1646) ; Alting

(1652); Lawson (1662); I. Owen (London, 1668-1674) ; Sebastian Schmidt

(1680, third edition, 1722); Wittichen's /«w^^z^a^?^(i69i) ; S. S. Nemethus

(1695) ;
Braunius (1705) ; Rambach (1742); Pierce and Benson (Lat. ed. by

Michaelis, Halle, 1747) ; Carpzow, Sacra exercitationes in St. PauH epist.

ad Hebraos (1750)*; Sykes (i755); J- A. Cramer (1757); Baumgarten
(Halle, 1763); Moldenhawen (1762-1770, Leipzig); G. T. Zacharia

(Gottingen, 1771); S. F. N. Morus (1781) ; Abresch, Paraphrasis et annot.

(i786f.); F. W. Hezel (i795); J- Ernesti, Praleciiones Academica (1795);
G. C. Storr (Stuttgart, 1809); Walckenauer, Selecta e Scholis (181 7); D.

Schulz, der Brief an die Heb.^ Einleifung, Uebersetzung. und Anmerkungen
(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^

(1847); Thiersch (Marburg, 1848); Stengel's Erkldrung (1849); Ebrard

(1850, Eng. tr. 1853); Tholucks (1850); S. H. Turner (New York, 1855);
A. S. Patterson (Edinburgh, 1856); Delitzsch^ {1857, Eng. tr. 1868)*;
Moses Stuart*(i86o) ;

E. Reuss (i860 and 1878) ; A. Maier (Freiburg, 1861) ;

C. Schweighauser's Paraphrase (Paris, 1862) ; John Brown (Edin. 1862) ;

Alford2(i862); A. Bisping(i863) ; Kluge {Auslegung u. Lehrbegriff, 1863);
Liinemann^ (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*(i873); Worner (1876) ; Moll (in Lange's Bibel-Werk\ 1877);

^ For the Latin commentaries, firom the sixth century onwards, cp. E.

Riggenbach's "Die altesten lateinischen Kommentare zum Heb." (1907, in

Zahn's Forschungen zur Gesch. d. netdest. ICanons, viii. l).
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Biesenthal {Epistola PauH ad Heb, cum rdbbinico commentario^ Leipzig,

1878); L. Zill (Mayence, 1879) ; Kay (Speaker's Commentaty, i88n
; Panek

(1882); A. B. Davidson (1882)*; Angus (SchaflPs Comm. 1882); O.

Holtzheucr (Berlin, 1883); Keil (Leipzig, 1885); J. Barmby (Pulpit Comm.'*

1887); F. Kendall (1888, London); Schlatter (1888); Kahler" (1890);

C. J. Vaughan (London, 1890); W. F. Moulton (Ellicott's Comm. n. d.);

Fairar (CGT. 1893); A. Schafer (MUnster, 1893); Padovani (Paris, 1897);

Weiss* (— Meyer, 1897)
•

; Riggenbach (— Zockler, 1897); KUbel(i898);
von Soden* (HC. 1899); C. Huyghe (Gand, 1901); Cone (1901, New

York) ; Weiss" (in Paulinische Brufe, 1902) ; Westcott* (1903)
*

; F. Blass,

Briefan die Hebrder^ Text mit Angabe der Rhythmen (1903) ; J. van Andel,

Dt Brief aan de Hebraeer (1906); A. S. Peake (CB. n. d.)* ; HoUmann

(SNT.* 1907) ; E. J. Goodspeed (New York, 1908) ; Dods (EGT. 1910)* ;

E. C. Wickham ( WC. 1910).

(b) Studies—(L) on the religious ideas :—D. Dickson (1635); J. D,

Michaelis' (Erkldrungy 1780); C. G. Tittmann (de notione sacerdolis in

Ep. ad Heb. 1783); Planck (Negatur philos. platonicce vestigia exstare in

epist. ad Heb., Gottingen, 1810); de Wette (Theoi. Jahrb., 1822, I-51);

A. Gugler, Privat-Vortrdge (Sarmenstorf, 1837); C. C. Meyer, Essai sur

la doctrine de Fip. aux H. (1845); van den Ham, Doctrina ep. ad H.

(1847); C. C. Moll, Christologia in ep. ad Heb. proposita (1854-9, Halle);*

Ritschl, Altkatholischen Kirche^ (pp. I59f.) ; J. A. Haldane (i860) ; Riehm,
der Lehrbegriff des Hebrderbriefs* (1867)*; Baur^s Vorlesungen ilber NT
licke Theologie (^^. 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 BibU, 1888); Reuss (NTTh. ii. 265 f.); Klostermann, zur

Theorie der bibl. Weissagung u. %. Charcditeristik des Hebrderbriefs (1889);

Cone, The Gospel and its earliest Interpret. (1893) 233-249; M^n^goz,

Th^ologie de Pip. aux H. (1894)*; Farrar, Early Days of Christianity

(bk. iii.); Holtzmann, NTTh. ii. 261-308; Wendt (ZIVT., 1895, 157-

160) ; A. B. Bruce (in Hastings' DB. ii. 327-338, and The Epistle to the

Hebrews, 1 899)*; Milligan, The Theology of the Epistle 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 Einleitung

(Gottingen, 1791); A. R^ville, De ep. ad Heb. authentia (Geneva, 1817);

Seyffarth, De indole peculiari . . . (1821); F. Vidal, De Pauthenticity de

np. aux Heb. (Geneva, 1829) ; Laharpe, Essai critique sur Fauth. (Toulouse,

1832) ; Grossmann, De philos. Jud. scurce vestigiis in ep. ad Heb. conspicuis

(Paris, 1833); Duke of Manchester (Hora Hebraicce, 1835; on 1^-4^^);

*
Superior, on the whole, to Zimmermann's La personne et Pceuvre de

Christ daprh lip. aux H. (Strassburg, 1858 ;
Sarrus' Jisus Christ, daprh

tauteur de Fip. aux H. (Strassburg, 1861), and Capillary's Christ et son

omvre daprh np. aux H. (Toulouse, (1866); but not to G. E. Steuer's ^/^

Lehre des H. vom Hohenpriestenthum Christi (BexXm, 1865).
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K. R. Kostlin, Theol. Jahrb. (1853) 4iof., (1854) 366 f., 465 f. ; W. Tait,

Meditationes Hebraica (London, 1855) ; Wieseler's Untersuchung (1861);

Guers, J&tude sur Vepitre aux H. (Paris, 1862) ; Schneckenburger's Beitrdge

(1861-1862); Kenan, iv. (ch. ix.); W. Grimm {ZIVT., 1870, pp. 19 f.,
' zur Einleitung in d. Brief an die Heb.')* ; G. Steward, Argument of the

epistle to the Hebrews (Edinburgh, 1872); Hilgenfeld (Z^^T., 1873, 1-54);
G. Meyer {£S/^. vi. Ii3f.); Overbeck {Zur Gesch. der A^'anons, pp. if.,

1880); von Soden {/PT., 1884, pp. 435 f., 627 f.)*; W. T. Bullock

(Smith's £>B. 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

Hebreivs (1899); Moffatt [HNT. 344 f. ) ; Jacquier (Vigoroux' DB. iii.

515-551); W. Wrede, Das literarische Rdtsel des Hebrderbriefs (1906)*;
E. Burggaller {ZNVV., 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 (ZNIV., 1910, 59-78, 105-123, 'das

literarische Problem'); V. Monod, De titulo episiulce vulgo ad Hebrczos

tnscriptce (Montauban, 1910) ; Burggaller [TR., 1 9 10, 369 f., 409 f., *neue

Untersuchungen zum Hebraerbrief). (iii.) on the authorship:
—C. A.

Clewberg {De auctore ep. ad Heb. 1753) ; C. F. Schmid {Stiper orig. epist.

ad Heb. \'j(>^)',Q.'^X2iXX.{De argumento et auctore, . . . 1806) ; Baumgarten-
Crusius {De origine epistolce ad Heb. conjecturce, Jena, 1829) ;

F. C. Gelpe
{Vindiciae orig. paid. ep. ad Heb. 1832); C. Jundt {Examen critique sur

Pauteur de fip. aux Hibreux, Strassburg, 1834) ; H. Monod {Vipttre aux
Hib. n^est pas de S. Paul, Strassburg, 1838) ; E. G. Parrot {Appreciation des

preuvespour et contre Vorig. paul. , Toulouse, 1 852) ; 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.

;
Hamack {ZNW., 1900,

16-41,
' Probabilia iiber die Adresse und den Verfasser des Hebraerbriefes')

*
;

F. M. Schiele(4/r., 1905, 290-308); K. Endelmann (iVAT' , 1910, 102-

126); F. Dibelius (Z>(?r Verfasser d. Hebrderbriefes, Eine Untersuchung zur

Geschichte des Urchristentums, Strassburg, 1910). (iv. ) on the destination :
—

E. M. Roth, Epist, vulgo ad Hebmos inscriptam ad . . . christianos genere

gentiles et quidem ad Ephesios datam esse demonstrare conatur (Frankfurt,

1836)* ; M. J. Mack {iiber die ursprunglichen Leser d. Briefan 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 (1^-2^8) ;

^

^ The so-called logion (Resch, Paulinismus, 454f.)j quoted four times by

Epiphanius (6 \aKG)v iv rois Tr/jo^T^rats, iSod irdpeifxi), is simply taken from

Is 52" (LXX). It is equally precarious to connect (so Resch, Paulinismus,

456-457) 4^' with the logion preserved by Origen (/« Matt. tom. xiii. 2) : kuI
'

lri<TOvs yovv (pTjcrtv 5ia tous dcrOevovyTas ijadevodv ko.1 Sid rods ireivuvTai iirebup

Kal 5iA rods Si^uJiras edlluv.
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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 (3^-4^^), 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

(41*'-), as the high priest of the good things to come (9^^), after

the order of Melchizedek. Here the writer grapples with the

matter which is really at issue between himself and his friends

(cp. A. Schmidt, Heb. iv. t4-v. 10 : Eine exegetische Studie^ 1900).

Reproaching them for their immaturity and backwardness in the

theology of their faith (5"-6*),* 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 BulOi^kij, 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^). Whereas the

divine revelation in Judaism had been given through angels (2*),

established by Moses (3^) and perpetuated by the Aaronic

priesthood (5^^-)» 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 J

of Jeremiah's famous oracle (8^^-) which promised such a valid

and absolute covenant as Christ has inaugurated at his ascension
;

and (9^'^^) it is a superiority § (a Sta<^opo)T€pa ktiTovpyta) which is

exemplified in the sanctuary, the offering, and the consequent

•
Cp. J. Albani's cssa.y\ZPVT., 1904, 86-93) on 'Heb 5"-68, ein Wort

zur Verfasserschaft des Apollos.'

t For this use of ice^dXaioi', see Field's 0/ium Norvic. (part 3, 1899),

pp. 227 f.

X This makes it all the more remarkable that, unlike Paul (i Co ii^^f-),

he never alludes to Christ's words upon the Siadi^Kr] at the last supper.

§ For the depreciatory nuance in 9^^ cp. Field (o/t. 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 (g^^-io^^); 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 (lo^^^-). With a brief warning against the danger of

carelessness and apostasy (lo^s-si)^ he rallies his suffering readers

by inciting them to be worthy of their past faith (lo^^f-). 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 (ii), closing with the

example of Christ as the leader and perfecter of faith in this

world (12I-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*f-), 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

(12I8-29), 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^"^), 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^'^^) and to

their present faithful leaders (13^''^). A request for prayer (13^®)

and a word of prayer (13^^'^^), followed by some personal

greetings, end the epistle (1322-25).

§ 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 Trpooifxtov Tr/aos

€vvoLav (1^-4^^) and a Trp60€(n<s, followed by a SL-qyrjcri'S tt/dos 'TriOa-

voT-qra (4^^-620), an ciTroSet^ts Trpo? ttci^w (7^-10^^), and an cTrtXoyos

(10I9-132I). 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

the enhanced danger of neglecting the revelation of God in his
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Son (2'-^, contrast i* and 2'). Then the mention of o-tonypia

(2') opens out into a paragraph upon the objects of that salvation

(men, not angels, 2**), 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

^1 wherefore . . . consider/esus the apostle and high priest oj

our confession). Before pursuing this theme, however, the author

resumes the idea of Christ as the dTrooroAo? or herald and agent
of God's final salvation (1^ 2^), superior as God's Son to Moses,
who was only God's servant (3^"*) ;

this parses into a reiterated

warning against unbelief (3'^'-
^'

4^"^^'*, cp. 2^'-), after which the

author reverts to encouragement (4**'), in view of Jesus (God's

Son) as the great high priest of Christians, considerate and

sympathetic (as in 2"-^®). Once this theme is under way (7^'-),

its progress is hardly interrupted. The gathered momentum of

the argument finally breaks out (lo^^-) 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 (lo^^f. jjSf. i^if.^ cp. 3^-
^'-^

5^^-), though not to

the exclusion of the first (iqI^^-
3» ii*0-i 2« 1 2«-io, cp. 1 225). still,

the redeeming sacrifice of Christ continues to reappear (lo^®'-
2»

12^ i^iof. 20f.)^
eyen amid 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**" 2^-3' 3'-4" 4"-S*" 5"-
68 6»-» 7i_82 gs-is ^i-ia ^^%-n ^as.jQT ^^-v, iqM-W), see H. J. Gladder in

Zeitschtift fiir kath. Theohgie (1905), pp. 1-27, 500-524; the rhythmical

prose of the whole epistle is discussed by Blass in his essay in SK.y 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 r^dacteur de I'dpitre aux H^breux a plutot les qualit^s

d'un orateur, riche et profond assur^ment, 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

y6-i4 313^ ggg Westcott's note on 7^); sometimes it is natural

enough, as may be gathered from the context {e.g. 10^^), but

occasionally the perfect seems used, neither for the present nor

as the perfect of recorded action (cp. Abbott's Dtat. 2758), but

either for the sake of literary variety, to break a line of aorists

(11I7. 28)^ Qr (jW cp. 1 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^^^ and
the sparing use of the definite article, other traces of Greek

culture * are visible in the use of /mcV . . . Sc (seven times, e.g.^ in

,ch. 7; cp. Norden's Das antike Kunstprosa, \. 25-26), in the

oratorical imperatives of 7* (cp. Ociapure, 4 Mac 14^^), in the

assonances and composite phrases which dignify his style, and

in the application of avros to God the speaker (13^), as in the

Pythagorean school's phrase avTo? t(f>a {thus spake the Master^

cp. Ac 20^5). 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.

aia-6r)TrjpL0Vf Srifiiovpyos (of God), OeXrjo-L?, /xcrptoTra^ctv, rtfiwpCa^

and wdScty/xa (cp. A. R. Eagar on 'The Hellenic Element in

Hebrews,' Bermathena, xi. 263-287). These and other idiosyn-

crasies of his style and diction are thrown into relief against

those of Paul's (cp. Kendall's Hebrews, Appendix, pp. 26
f.).

Unlike Paul, he uses idvirep, KaO* ocrov, 66ev, ws Ittos cittciv, and

studiously avoids Sipa ovi/, €t ns, ctyc, etre, fx-rj yivoLTO, /xiyTrws,

fir}K€Ti, 7rdvT0T€, Tt ovvy etc. (see, further, below). His gram-
matical use of Koivoivelv and KpareZv also differs from that of Paul,

and other terms, like TcXetoco, 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^^ {KaTapricrai) *'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 Hebrctos. He employs and adopts the

Aristotelian idea of the tc'Xo? or final end, with its T€XctWe9 or

sequence of growth, in order to exhibit the historical evolution of

Christianity from Judaism, the development of Christian doctrine

from its apx^ to its rcXet'on;?, the perfecting of Christ himself

through suffering (2^** 5^), 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 OLVTirvTra. (9*^) to the aXiy^tva. 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^
^®

6*) ; 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 I^T, 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 Chrbt independently of Paul or even of the

autor ad Ephesios.

The world in which this author lived b 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 b 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 tp 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 Essays, 317).
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(cp. Kendall, 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^ (
= Wisd 4^' of

Enoch), 66 (
= Wisd 6«), S^'-

(
= Wisd 98, Apoc. Bar 4«), ii^

(
= Wisd 9I 13'),

II* (
= Wisd 4i°'- i3t.), 116 (=:Wisd ii-2), ii28 (

= Wisd i8«), ii29 (
= Wisd

iQisf. 194-8)^ 1214 (=wisd e% 12I' (=Wisd i2io- 20), and 13' (
= Wisd 2").

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 2' = Sir 17^' (4 Es.

82"- etc.), 2i4= Sir 14" {\f\ 2i«= Sir 4" {emXafip. of ao<pla), 4i3= Sir ly^^^-

(2319), ii5= Sir 44i« (49"), 1x17= Sir 4420 (i Mac 2«2), 12^2= Sir 252^, and

i3i«=Sir32^

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 throw 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 {p) the writing never possessed any.

{d) 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^ (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

cine Deckadresse gebraucht worden war—die Adresse vorsichtshalber fortge-
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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.y 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.).

(b) 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 1*** is hardly a parallel, for there the epistolary aim is definitely expressed

at the close of the opening sentence {koX ravra yf>d4>ofie» ^/jLeh tua ^ x*P^

rjuQp u tre-rXrjpuniyrf), whereas the word wrt'/e never occurs in Hebrews,
and it is not until 3* that the author definitely addresses his readers, not

until 5^^*' that he puts himself into any direct relation to them. Even

Barnabas and 2 Clement get sooner into touch with their readers. The
former at least has a short, vague greeting, and intrinsically He 1^ might have

followed a greeting like Ja i\ Barn i*, or Eph i^*'. 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 1 22* and indeed to 13", 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^^-6^* lo^^f. 12^' 13^-^ 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 wolite, welche Art von *Rede' sie befdrderten,

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, £ml. 132). Diogenes Laertius' history
of the philosophers also begins without any address, and yet (cp. 3^'^ and lo^*)

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 Manilla. As far as the doxology in 13"
it is entirely a rhetorical production

"
(Hug, Einl. ii. 421).
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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 SiaTpifSi^ 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, Bid/e Studies^ 49-5°) a piece of literary fiction nor added

by a later hand (Overbeck, Lipsius in GGA.^ 1881, 359f.). 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 (i3i^22)-25j

as irrelevant to the main purpose of the writing.

Perdelwitz, who regards even 13^' as spoken by the preacher to his

audience, takes i"^'^ dA a postscript added breuimanu by some bearer of

the X67o$ irapaKXTjo-eus 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 {£T. x. 430-432), taking 13 as an itnaroM]

ffvffTaTiK-^ (to which alone, not to 1-12, the words of 13^ apply) appended
to the homily, argues from the double reference to the ijyoijfiepoi in 13'-

"

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^ (/tai

yhp 5iA j3/)ax^w»' iiriaTeiXa vfiiv) refers back to passages like 5" {irepl

o5 7roXi>s Tj/uv 6 \6yos ktX.) and ll'^ {Kal tL ^ti X^7w; iwiXei^ei fie yd.p

Sirjyo^fievov 6 xp^''os kt\.). To judge from I P 5^2 ^nd Barn i^ {i(XTro68a(ra

/card fiiKpbv vfuv irifiweiv, cp. i^ vrodel^cj dXLya), 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^"^ in xxxiv. 2-5, citing also

Ps 104* as in He i'. Similarly 2^^ 3^ are echoed in xxxiv. i, and 12^ in xix. 2,

whilst xxi. 9 (^pewT^T^j 7<i/) iuTLV ivvoi(av Kal ivdvfn^a-euV od i] irvor] airoO iv

i}fuv iarly, Kai &Tav diXr] dveXet airr-^v) recalls 4^^ (cp. xxvii. I = lO^^ ii^i, and

xxvii. 2 = 6^^). Other coincidences may go back either to an independent

use of the LXX {e.g. xvii. S = 3^» xliii. 1=3*) or to some common apocryphal

*
Cp. Clemen {£xp^ iii. 392 f.) for 3-4, one of the sections which might

have been originally a X6yos TrapaKXi^creus (Ac 15^) or part of a synagogal

address (Perdelwitz).
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source {g.^. xvii. I = li'''* *), just as the common order of LXX citations

occasionally may indicate an independent use of some messianic forilcgium ;

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. 6-1 1).

Possibly, if one may judge from Magn. 3' and Philad. 9', 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 deifilins (He 6^ 7') in 12' and of evXa^da in 6* (cp. He 12*, Ps 2")

hardly suffices to prove that Polykarp knew the epistle, any more than Did.

4* can be regarded as an echo of He 13'. Upon the other hand, 2 Clem.

(i. 6=12^, xi. 6=10*, xvi. 4=13", XX. 2=io*'-'') appears to presuppose it,

and, as might be expected in a Roman writing, Hermas evidently was

acquainted with it ; cp. f.g^. Vis. Ii. iii. 2 (ri fii) iToarrjpcu or dTdOeov ^Cjvtos

=3", also III. vii. 2), Sim. I. i.-ii. (
= 11^'" 13"),! IX. ii. 2 {

= io^^-), 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 '

{Apcl. i. 12, 63, cp. 3^).J Like l 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* (Pantaenus?) as believ-

ing in its Pauline authorship,
— Irenaeus possibly, and Tertullian, besides

Pinytus, the Cretan bishop of Gnossus (Eus. H. E. iv. 23. 8 = He 5^''^^), 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, Der 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), Twks Si <pa<xly t^v irpbs

'E^palovs yddov
|
oiiK e5 X^oi^ej' yvrjala ydip i} x^P^^*

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, dg 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 13" is the text of this discourse in

Sim. I." So Spitta {Urc. ii. 413), whose peculiar theory of the latter book

obliges him, however, to explain away these coincidences.

X 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 nigh')=
He 5^^°. 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^t i. 259).
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implied a theory of its Pauline authorship (or origin). In any
case irpos 'E/3paLov<; (see below) could not have been the original

title of an epistle which presupposes a definite community

(<^-g' 13^^)' 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 hceresem

(
=

irp6s rrfv atpea-Lv). 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^paTot does not necessarily involve Palestinian origin (cp. 2 Co li^,

Phil 3°), 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) ; TTOu 5^ o^aiv iiriaTeWev, Chrysostom asks in the preface to his

commentary, and his answer is, ifiol Sokci iv 'lepvaoX^fioii Kal liaXaia-Tlvri.

This interpretation, however, is derived from the title itself, not from any

independent tradition, and the title itself was, like irpbs 'E<pi<n.ovs, 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, t\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 Irenaeus 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. Pantaenus (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

{Siii fierpiSrtrra) 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. If. 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. II).

§ 5. The Pauline hypothesis.—Th& 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 Pantaenus, 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 id^) amanu-

ensis. TiV 8c 6 ypdij/a^ TTjv cttiotoXt/v, to fi€V aXrjOi^ 6t6^ oTScv.

The Pauline authorship was denied also by many in the Roman
church (Eus. If. 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 2* ; his religious message
and experience were mediated by no human agent (Gal i^"^'^), and no explana-
tion of 2' 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. TOij dea/xois fiov in ro** 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 Hebrceos 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 2"), in its OT citations (see Bleek, i.

338 f., and Buchel, SK., 1906, 506-591), the formula ike holy Spirit saiih or

God saith to the Pauline methods of introducing such quotations {y^ypairrai,

X^ei 7) ypa<p-^, 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^^).

It follows that the vocabulary is distinctive, marked by groups of words

ending in -l^eiv (dpaKaiv., ivv^p., Karapr., fiep., irpoaoxd., irpi^eLv, TVfxirav-

l^eiv) and -(ris {e.g. ddirr}., 8.6X7}., atve., dirdXavo, /xeTade., reXeid}., vTrb(TTa<ns),

and by the absence of Pauline phrases like XpuxThs 'Irjaous. The author's

interest, e.g., in Leviticalism as a poor and temporary proviso for the religious

TeXeluxxis of Christianity, leads him to view the result of Christ's redeeming
death as sanctifying {ayidi^eiv), not as justifying (SiKaiovv) ; 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 (t6 iv X6y(p idiurnKdv) ; . . . that it is more Hellenic

in its composition {avvdiaei rijs Xi^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 (axo^to-

ypatpT^aavTOs) 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 1322^. which are a cento of Pauline phrases (especially

from Philippians). But, apart from other reasons (cp. Knopf in TLZ., 1906,

168 f. ; Burggaller, pp. inf.), 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 i Co iG^, Philem 22, Ph 2^^- 23f.)^ j^g ^quI^j

have written more simply, as, e.g., the author of i 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 ihm

angebracht hatte
'

(Weiss, TU. xxxv. 3. 109).
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(*) The hypothesis (J. Hallet in Wolfs Curtr Philologicit, 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 aigument swings from the language of the LXX (see

especially i' lo") as opposed to the Hebrew text ; the special Gk. sense of

dia&i)Ki;= testament (9'*-'*)* was unknown to Hebrew usage ; and it would be

difficult in a version to account, not only for the rhetorical finish, but also for

paronomasiae and verbal assonances like those of i* 5''
" 8' lo*** '•

13^* etc.

(f ) 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 of the authorship.

§ 6. Authorship.
—

(a) The combination of Paul and Luke,

suggested by Clem. Alex. (cp. Eus. H. E. vi. 14. 2-3, kqx t^ 7rpo«

'tj^pauovq hk iiri(TToX.rjv Havkov fiiv cTi'ai 4*rj<Tij y€ypd<f>6aL 8c

*E)3paiovs i^paitcy <t>tovQ,
\ovKav St <^(Xori/io>9 aur^v fitOtp^rjv-

cvcravra eK^ovvai tois *EAAr;o"iv, oOfv tov avrov "Xfi^Ta €vpi(rK€(r$ai

Kara rrfv ipfirfvtiav rairn/s t< t^9 iiriaroXtj^ kol rtov irpa^nav^ 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 VV. M. Lewis, Biblical Worlds

August 1898, April 1899, with A. R. Eagar, Exp.^ x. 74-80,
1 10-123, 'The authorship of the Epistle to the Hebrews')
attribute practically the entire authorship to liim, 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. AyKvpa 6^'= Ac 27^'^, AvaSixofiat ii"=Ac 28', ivadedpeu 13'
=Ac ly^, dyurepov lO^rsLk 14^*, diraWdaau} 2"= Lk 12**, dwoypdipeaeai
l223= Lk 2i-», fioTidela 4i«= Ac 27^^, iXdffKeffdai 2"=Lk iS^^^ Kuraipevyu 6^^=

* This interpretation of SiaO-^Kt] (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 SiadriKT} used "
(Moulton

in Cambridge Biblical Essays, 1909, p. 497).

t
" 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).
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Ac 14*, Ke<p(i\aiov 8^= Ac 22^^, and irapo^mfids io^=Ac 15'') are used in a

different sense. In Ac 7^ and He 11^ doretos is a reminiscence of Ex 2^,

which may have been independent in each case, while ?PTpo/xos (Ac 7^^ i6^=
He 12^^) is probably,* in Heb., an emendation of ^KTpo/xos. Similarly iKXeiiru)

does not count, for in He i^^ it occurs in an OT citation ;
and the same fact

rules out Aarpov (ii^^), ^j'oxX^w [^2^^)> iaiirrcpov (6^^), Jixos (12^"), /ACT<5xott

(l^), 6pe6% (12"), irapa\iL>ofiai (12"), itapl-qfii {l2^^), iro\lTT)S (8^^), ffvyaprdb)

(7^), and (p6u (12^'*) ; while iroKaiovadai, which in i^^ is also part of a citation,

is differently applied in 8^' and Lk 12^, Kardiramts in Ac 7^* occurs in an OT
quotation, Karaira^u in Ac 14^® has a diflferent sense and construction from

those of Heb., and vapoiKcu (ii^= Lk 24^^) is also employed in a different

construction. No stress can be laid on the further coincidence that both

writers mention the Red Sea (ii^= Ac 7^), or use Tarpidpxv^ (Ac 2^ etc.

= He 7*). 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 (b) 6

peculiar to Acts and Hebrews, and two (StajSai^w and BiaTiOeixai) which occur

in all three. Of (a), three {lepartia, Xi>rpw<rty, and reXeluais) are plainly due,

as is the specially frequent use of \a6s, to a common use of the LXX by
writers who treat of the same or similar subjects, while e^s t6 iravreXis 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 vbpptadev

and eUdcTOt in this class, while dpxvy^^ § and eta-eifu in {6), with KaLroi and

ffX^Sby and CTrap^ts, cannot be said to denote any special or striking

affinities between Acts and Heb. {dadXevros being employed in quite a

difTerent sense) in point of vocabulary.il This verdict is corroborated by the

absence from Heb. of several characteristically Lucan words and phrases, e.g. ,

&v or tLs with the optative, dirb rod vvv, ye, 5^ Kal, iyivero in its various con-

structions, etrjy ^x^ with infin., dvdfJLari, irapaxpvfJ'a, irpd/TiTUi, 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^-^1 28i'-28 with He S^^.^w not to say with 6^-^^^ ^^ gee that

* The variant in Ac 21^ also lowers the force of the use oiiiri.<TTiXX€i.v

here and in He 13^, while the construction in Ac 15^ is different.

f The solitary Lucan use (5*^) 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 s" and He 2^°.

II
The same holds true of such phrases as xal ojJro's, KVKXov<r0ai (of cities),

/tdo-Tt^ (literally. He ii^=Ac 22^), 4u ry with infin., TepiKeiadai with accus.,

and the use in Heb. of vdax^iy by itself for the sufferings of Jesus. On the

other hand, Heb. avoids aiiv, except in compounds, and omits several distinctly

Lucan phrases and expressions like irpexrciJxo/tat, while a passage like He 2^^

shows affinities rather with Mt. (28^", cp. Jn 20^'). Heb. once (6") uses

7ej}o/iot with the accus. (cp. Jn 2^*^) ; 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 {Chronologic, 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,^, i903»

381-386, 1905, 431-440), Barth, Gregory {Canon and Text oj

NT, 1908, 223-224), Heinrici {Der litt. Charakter d. neutest.

Schrifteny 1908, 71-73), Dibelius and Endelmann have the

support of an early tradition (cp. Tertullian's de pudicitia, 20 :

exstat enim et Barnabae titulus ad Hebraeos), unless TertuUian

confused Barnabas with Hebrews—which is unlikely, as he

explicitly quotes He 6^-®. 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. BatifTol, Paris, 1900, p.

108), He 13^* is quoted as a word of * sanctissimus Barnabas.*

It may be admitted that Barnabas, as a Levite of the Levant,
with gifts of edification (vios TropaKXT/o-co)?, Ac 4^®), 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^, 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^), the existence of the epistle

of Barnabas with its similar Judaistic themes, and perhaps
the coincidence of Ac 4^t and He 13^2, 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 {/BL., 1887, pp. 1-27).

t A similar instance is pointed out in the attribution of Ps 127 to Solomon
on the score of 127' = 2 S 12^^-.
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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^) is a fusion of their yearly sin-offering on the day of

atonement and of the daily sacrifice which, according to Philo {de Special.

Legtbus, iii. 23, oCrwj koI tov aij/xiravTOs idvovs (rvYY^vijs Kal dyxtcrrein Koivbi

6 dpxiepeijs iari . . . ei^xas 5^ Kal dvcrlas riXQp kolO' eKdarrju r]/ji^pav kt\. ;

rabbinic evidence collected by Delitzsch in Zeitschrift fur die Luther. Theol.

und Kirche, i860, 593 f, cp. also Schlirer, GJV.'^ ii. 347 f.), they offered.

The golden altar of incense (9^) is placed inside the holy of holies, instead of

the holy place, by a similar reliance upon later Jewish tradition {e.g. Apoc.
Bar (P : et uidi eum descendisse in sancta sanctorum et sumsisse 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 16^), which Philo had already followed {De Congressu eruditionis gratia^

23 : iv ardnvifi xpv<^<?)- The two passages bring out (a) the dependence of

the author on the LXX and on rabbinic traditions mediated by Josephus
*

and Philo, with {d) 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, | by
Semler (doubtfully), Osiander, Ziegler, Bleek, Reuss, de Wette,

* Thus 9^^ echoes the tradition preserved in Josephus, Ani. iii. 8. 6.

Dibelius argues that Mark (cp. 15*^; Zahn, NKZ., 1902, 729-756) could

only have derived the symbolical trait of the rent veil from Hebrews (cp.

519-20 g8 ioi9-20)j /.^.j from his relative and teacher, Barnabas (Col 4^°), 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 TertuUianum uel Lucae euangelistae iuxta quosdam uel

dementis Romanae postea ecclesiae episcopi, quem 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.'

X The conjecture of Apollos* authorship was not first made by Luther ;

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. loi f.), Liinemann,

Tholuck, Credner, Riehm (doubtfully), Feilmoser {Eitti. 359f.)»

Alford,* Moulton, G. Meyer, Hilgenfeld {Urc. 76 f.), Plumptre

{Exp} i. 329 f., 409f.),t Pressensd {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 irpo^ Bcpvotov^ as the original form of the title,

supposes that the epistle was written by Apollos to the Jewish-

Christian community of Berea (Ac 17*®), 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 168'). The biblical learning of Apollos, his Alexandrian

training, and his relation to Paul and the Pauline circle (He 13^®

= I Co i6i<*-"), 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, Paulinismus, 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 i 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."

t Plumptre credited Apollos not only with Hebrews but with the Wisdom

of 3p}pinon, the latter being written, of course, before his conversion.
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(Kendall, 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 {Yi^ 13^^= i P 2^6 58), and use the phrase the blood

of sprinkling {\2^ = i P i^);* 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 suflfering ;
both use at/Ma aifuofiov, avrirvTros, ^evoi Koi

TraptirihriixoLj etc., and there are further parallels in i P 2^5 =

He 52, I P 39
= He 12I7, i P 3" = He 12I*, i P 3I8

=
He 727 I P 414 = He ii2«, i P 510-"

= He 1320-22 etc. But

such correspondences cannot be mixed up with a supposed
allusion in 2^ to the incidents of Jn i85-42^ 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" (Kendall). The claims of (iv.) Aristion, the

supposed author of Mk i6®-20, have been recently proposed

by J. Chapman {Revue Benedictine, 1905, 50-62) and argued

by K. Perdelwitz (ZJVM^., 1910, 105-T10) on the ground that

the sharp tone of He 6*-^ and 1026-27 agrees with the trend

of the teaching quoted by Irenaeus from the presbyter-circles

(adv. haer. iv. 28. i, iv. 40), and also with that of the newly
discovered fragment of Mk 16^-20 (see pp. 240 f.), where aWa.

Sctva 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, ExpJ" 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,

*'A/)xiry<Js is common to Hebrews (2*® 12*) and Peter's speech in

Ac 3" S«.
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mainly on the ground of linguistic analogy between Hebrew and

Col-Eph.

Those who {*./. Lewis, Ramsay, and Hicks) make Cit-sarea 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 awtpyol^ 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. 1 81-27 »)^ 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 (i Co i4'*'-)» *"d ^^^ action described in Ac iS^^ does

not prove that any exception would be made in favour of a gifted

lady like Prisca, for the instruction of ApoUos 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 1 1^^^ 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. I will see you) ; phrases

like those in ii^^ and 13^® imply a single author, and the we
which elsewhere occurs is either editorial or due to the figure of

KnryKaTa/Saa-L's. The association of Aquila and Prisca with a house-

church in Rome depends on a view of Ro 16 which is not tenable

(see above, pp. 135 f.). Finally, the masculine SLr/yovfievov in 1 1^^

(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. cit. 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 1324, 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 SiSaorKaXot 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 StSao-KaXos 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 possible, with such materials

as are at our disposal, to determine. No conjecture rises above

the level of plausibility. We cannot say that if the autor ad

HebrcBos 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 dycvca-

Aoyi/To?, 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*), and had passed through
severe suffering on account of their faith shortly afterwards

(lo^*'-). A considerable time had elapsed since then, during
which the early leaders of the church had died (13^). 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"*"), and it is to this situation that

the writer addresses himself. The author of Barnabas writes,

tva /mcra t^s ttiotco)? v/xtui' TcXciai' ^XT*"* '^*' y^^f-V' Hebrews is

also a Xoyos yv(u(r«a>?, though more on the lines of Paul's yvwo-is

(i Co 12®), 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 {Trait. 5) which reminds us of He 5"**, excuses

himself from imparting his deeper conception (t4 irovpAvia ypdrpai), 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 [ovbixom ^/Scuncdrore ovitvL' AXXoi;i ^5t5d|aTe). A generation

might, of course, have made a difference in the Roman church ; the counsel of

the autor ad Hebraos 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"'^'

is one of the passages which suggests it. At the same time, the words—
6<pd\ovr€% elvcu 5i5daKa\oi—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^

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., 465 f.), Plumptre i^Exp}
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,

1863, 379 f.; Kay, Ayles), or as Caesarea (Moses Stuart,

Bartlet), or Jamnia (Grimm, ZWT.^ 1870, pp. i9f.)« 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 2*^), 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.

t "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 abore, p. 3. It was
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there is no reason to imagine why it should have sha.ken 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, SK., 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" (CQJi.^ ^9^Z> 4^8). 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^*) means not the Jewish race but human beings who
believe (cp. Gal 3^* ytvonrKCTC olpa on o2 Ik irC<rr€<o<:f ourot vloi

€uriv ^A^padfjLj Ro 4* 9*) ;
fhe people (2*^ are, as in i Peter, the

elect of God (cp. 2* 7*^ 13") 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 I 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, Hamack, 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.^ xi. 606).

*
Ably restated by G. Hoennicke {JC. 93-95), whose arguments,

especially that based on the crucial passage in 6^"', are contraverted by
Perdelwitz in ZNIV., 1910, ii3f. 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 affects 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

chxirch who had heard the gospel from Jesus himself (contrast 2'). {/>) The

language and argument of the epistle are not likdly 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^**) and 'useless' (7^^), 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^^* 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 8^), the Jerusalem-church was notoriously rather the object

than the source of charity (6^° 10^ 132-
^

18). Finally, {e) the rigid use of the

LXX does not favour an audience ofJewish 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 132*, the use of ivyou/tcvoi as in Clem. Rom. and

Hermas (cp. Harnack's Constitution a?id Law of the Churchy

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 i6^'*, since the latter refers to Ephesus. But

the language of the epistle is best explained on the assumption (so,

e^.^ Harnack, Zahn, von Dobschiitz, Bacon, G. Milligan, Expfi
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 (10^* 13^*) 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 (rwaywy^ kippioiv 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^* lo^*'- 13^, 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^ (64>€f^ovT€% efi'ai JtSdcr/caXoi) is

taken to mean that Hebrews was written primarily for a group of dtSdo-xaXot

or evangelists (Heinrici, TZZ., 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^).

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, which may have been addressed to some group
in Rome or in Italy.

The phrase ol drd r^s'IraXfoj (13**, 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. Alagn. 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^^ 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^) 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^^).* Meantime, he forwards the epistle (13^^^), 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 IIpos 'E/Spaiov^ 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 ir/)6s 'E^palovt as a corruption either, g.g:, of Tpbs

Bepuafoi;s
= Be/)oto/ouj (Klostermann, see above) or of irpbs rods iraipovs (cp.

ZNfV. i. 21) has any plausibility. A more attractive hypothesis, which

would explain the title as chosen by the author, is to take 'E/S/jotoi 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* ii^^) the

Hebrew crasser from the sensible to the spiritual world. To Philo, o'E^palos

is the type of such a believer who migrates (11'^ 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 fie Hebrew^ in whom, on the one hand, all believers saw their

father, and whose act [of bringing tithes to Melchizedek, 7*] acknowledges,

on the other hand, the superiority of the non-legalistic cult of the ^eds ij\//i<rTos

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"-)i whereas the very term'EjS/jatos 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^' 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^, 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-c^o/xcvoi

TOK ^cok" (pp. cit. p. 225). As the title vif/iaro^ only occurs

once, however, in an incidental quotation, in Hebrews (7*, cp.

Clemen's Religionsgeschichtlicht Erkldrung des NT^ 1909, 61-62),
no stress can be laid 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 cirurwaywyT/ to which this

epistle was addressed, or to argue from the prevalence of such

a form of religious association in Pontus (Ac 18^-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., 1897, 200-225) shows how the at^dfieyoi Ochv Gyf/iaroy

did not form one large association in Tanais, but rather 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., 1 89 1, pp. 589-598, and Bacon, INT. 149, after Schiirer,

tbid.y 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. 3, pp. 73 f. ; 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. 6^

1^9-16 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 koX lovt^axt^uv^ 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 (lo^^), as if it were a philosophid

school or a cult whose capacities they had exhausted (cp. I/I}.''
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I 151). Whether this temptation was accentuated by any

Jewish propaganda (so especially Men^goz) 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

could 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 \n JahreshefU cUs HsUrreich, arckdol, 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, />., 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 i^NT Theol. ii. 286-288), Kenan,

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),

M^n^goz, 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 (VolkmsLTy /Religion /esuy 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, 34-3^) that Hebrews depends on the

Antiquities 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

(Ac23»).
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represent the converging opinions of many critics and editors,

including Schenkel {das Christushild der Apostel, 1879, 130 f-)>

Mangold (Romerbrtef, 1884, pp. 258 f.), Holtzmann {BL. ii.

615 f., ZWT., 1884, pp. i-io), Weizsacker {AA. ii. 155-160),
von Soden, Cone, Jiilicher, McGiffert {AA. 463 f.), Zahn {RE.
vii. 492-506), Rovers {nieuw-test. Letterkunde\ 80

f.), Bousset

{TR. 1897, 9-10), J. R^ville {Les origines de Tepiscopat, i. 363-
366), Kriiger's Altchrisil. Liiteratur^ (1898), p. 11

; Bacon,

Haring(5^., 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 12*^-3- sb-is 2ii-i4a 33-4 4i4_ioi8 10I9-23. 28f.

ii9f. 13-16. 18. 26a. 39f. 12I8-28 138-I6. 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 {78'
^ 2?-^ q^-^-

^
13^0) to the

cultus by no means imply a date prior to A.D. 70. Nothing is more
common (Schiirer, HJP. i. ii. pp. 268 f.), in writings subsequent to that date,

Jewish (Josephus, Aniiq. 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 (<5) 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

8^^ (the old covenant iyybs oupapiaixov) 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"'*) is

not a covert reference to the time which had elapsed since the resurrection,
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whfle (</) the reference in 13^ 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'"
^'

{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 docs not find any typical

significance in the number,—which in this case would be merely a round

term (cp. Mk i^*, Ac l') for a generation. It is only on one form of the

Palestinian (Jerusalem) hypothesis that any allusion can be found in 13"' to

the death of James ; and even on the post-yo 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 i 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. Brllckner's Chron. 236-241 ; Holtzmann,

ZIVT., 1867, pp. 18 f.), Romans is pretty clearly used, as is only natural

in an epistle written by a iiSdaKoKos who had apparently connections with

some Christians in Rome. The similarity of the Deuteronomy-citation in

Ro 12"= He 10* might be due to the independent use of a common
tradition or floriUgium ; but Ro 4""" seems to underlie He 1 1

**"*'•
^", and

further instances of the same dependence may be traced, e.g., in Ro i"=
He io'», i4«- = He I3», Ro 14"= He 12", Ro i5«= He 13» i Co 2«=IIe

5", I Co 3*=He 5»«, I Co i2» = He 2«. i Co i5«= He 2", i Co 15"
= He 2«, 2 Co i»-"= He 13"-", 2 Co 8*= He 6i», 2 Co i3i = He io«,

and Galatians (3»
= He 6«, 3"= He 2», 4»'- = He 12=" 13"), and Phil 2»'-

= He I*, Phil 4i«-»» = He 13'*, Phil 4«-«=He I3>*.
" Der Gedankengang

bewegt sich in voller SelbstSndigkeit, 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,

dr^Xautrts is used in entirely different senses (He ii*=i Ti 6"), as is

6p^€<r6ai (ii^'=i Ti 3* 6^<'), while the remainder {d<f>i\dpyvpos, /Se'/STjXos,

iKTpiireadai, oveiSUrfioi, and Tp6drj\os) 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 10^-^ as an allusion to the theatrical

displays (^caTpi^o/ievoi) which accompanied Nero's outburst

against the Roman Christians is not necessary, in view of the

use of diarpov in i Co 4^ ; the language is too general and even

mild; and the reference in 10^ is not to legal confiscation of

property (cp. on this Klette's Christenkatastrophe unter Nero^
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1907, 43 f.),
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

(otVco /Acxpts ai/Aaros, 1 2*) they have been spared. This is the

point, e.g.^ of the enigmatic and allegorical passage in 13^^', where

he summons them, after the example of Jesus (cp. 122-8), not to

break with Judaism,
—such a realistic use of irapefilSoX-ij 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^^). The reproach of Christ which

they are to bear is that cheerfully borne by Moses long ago

(ii25-26)j 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 13^ 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 (XarpeOovres of Christians, as in 9"
1228) Jo not partake (in I3^<> ffKrivifi is the NT temple, contrasted with that of

98). 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 X670S rod deov (13') or x<^/«s 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 ^yo-tacrr^/woj' is

•The association of (puriaOivTes (lo'^), especially in connection with a

metaphorical allusion to eating, suggests the phraseology of the Greek

mysteries (cp. Wobbermin's Religionsgeschichtliche Studien, 1896, pp.

154 f.), as in Eph i" 3', 2 Ti l*». Similarly, the reference in I2^«-".
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identified with the Ix)rd'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 NT*, 1904, 234 f. ). There is to he no eating of the <rw/xo

XpuTToO. 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 L*5rd'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. Ttxt.—The text has suffered early injuries, though seldom in

important passages. The difficult and early variant x^P^*t fo*" X'^P*''* ^^ 2*,

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 inrip rarr6s (Origen) or ytiirriTai (Zimmer, Weiss). But

X«/>if is as likely to have been smoothed out into x<i/>*''». and in this case one

must either conjecture that the phrase x*^/*^* ^'oO originally lay after (or as a

marginal gloss to) d-yvriraKTw in v.', or assume that some primitive corrup-

tion underlies the text of v.* (Baljon, TAeo/. Studiln, 1890, 213-214).

Such a corruption is probably visible not only in 10^ but also in 4', where'

WH (see their note) favour Noesselt's conjecture toij dKoixTfiaaiv (
= *

things

heard '). The parenthesis 6 XaAi yiip ir aOr^t pePOfiodiTTjrai (7*') would fit

in perhaps better at the close of 7^* ; but that is no reason for supposing (so

Bakhuyzen) that the present position of the words is due to the transposition

of a copyist. On the omission of 8* as a gloss by Kuenen, Prins, and

Bakhuyzen, see Baljon, op. cit. 216 f. The conjecture HA6I0NA for

TTA6I0NA in II* (so Cobet and Vollgraff) is not more than plausible, and

the emendation (Blass ; cp. C. Konnecke's Beitrdge zur Erkldrung des NT^
1896, p. 15) of 11"' into KoX oix rjvpLaKCT avroO Odyaroi (Orig., Clem. Rom.

92) is not even plausible.* In ii" iTtipdadrjffap is either (cp. WH's note)

a corruption of some less general term like iTp^drjffav or ixvpaadi^ffav or

iveirprfj<T6rt<rap, or a dittography of the previous itrplad-qaav (Naber, Bakhuyzen),
or a marginal gloss which originally [iireip6.dr)(Tav) explained veTpav fXa^ov

(Field).
—A fourth century MS of 2^*-$^ lo^-ii^' 1 128-12", whose text

resembles that of B and D, is printed by the discoverers in Oxyrhynchus

Papyri (iv. 1 904), pp. 29-48.

* The same may be said of Field's proposal to take koX o.\nT\ Xdppa in 1 1^'

as an interpolated marginal comment.
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THE EPISTLE OF JAMES,

Literature.^—(a) Editions— Althamer {In episi. Jacohi^y '533)5

Grynaeus {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-
muller {Der BriefJ. iibersetzt utui erlaiitert, 1787); J. B. Carpzov (Halle,

1790); Morus, Prcskctiones in Jacobi et Petri epistolas (Leipzig, 1794);
Hensler (Hamburg, 1801) ; Hottinger (Leipzig, 1815) ;

Pott' (1816) ;

Schulthess (ZUrich, 1 824); Gebser (Berlin, 1828, with valuable patristic

materials) ; Schneckenburger's Annotatio (1832) ; Theile's Commentarius

(Leipzig, 1833) ; Jachmann (1838) ; 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» (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 (SchaflPs Comm. 1883); E.

C. S. G\hsoTi- {Pulpit Comm. 1887); JohnstoneM 1888) ; Plummer (^;c/(7j.

B^le, 1891); Trenkle, Der Brief des heiligen Jakobus (1894) ; K. Burger'

(Strack-Zockler's Komm. 1895); Carr {CGT. 1896); Beyschlag(— Meyer «,

1898)*; von Soden^ {HC. 1899); Bennett {CB. 1901); B. Weiss^ (1902) ;

R. J. Knowling {WC. 1903); Baljon (1904) ; H. Wilbers, de brief van d.

Apostel Jakobus (Amsterdam, 1906); G. Hollmann^ {SNT. 1907); Belser

(1909)*; Oesterley {EGT. 1910) ; J. B. Mayor^ (London, 1910)*.

(d) Studies.—(i.) general:
—Heisen's Novce Hypotheses interpretanda

epistolce Jacobi (1739); Storr's Dissertatio exegetica in epist. Jacobi

(Tubingen, 1784); J. D. Schulze (see above, p. 319); Gabler, De Jacobo,

epistolce eidem ascriptce auctore (Altdorf, 1787) ; Bricka, Reflexions relat. h

Vintroduction h Vipttre de s. Jacques (1838); F. L. Schaumann's Origo

apostolica et authent. epistolcz Jacobi (Helsingfors, 1840) ; Galup's Essai dune
Introd. critique . . . (1842); J. Monod's Introduction . . . (Montauban,

1846); Loeffler's Atudes historiques et dogmatiques sur Jac. (1850); A.

Boon, De epist. Jacobi cum libro Sirac. conven. (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
•

Briefest (1869); Leo Vezes, Dissertatio de epist. Jacobi (1871); Beyschlag

{SfC.f 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 Briider

des Herrn und sein Brief (1883) ; von Soden {JPT.y 1884, pp. 137-192)* ;

Meyrick (Smith's DB."^ 1520-1522); Zimmer {ZWT., 1893, 481-503); P.

Feine, DerJaJiobusbriefnach Lehranschauungen und Entstehungsverhdltnisse

^ See Kawerau's study of * die Schicksale des Jakobusbriefes im 16

Jahrhundert' {Zeitschrift fur kirchl. Wiss. und Leben, 1889, pp. 359-370),

and Leipoldt's paragraphs on Luther's criticism {GK. ii. pp. 67-77).
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(1893)*; KUhl (^A:, 1894, 795-817, reviewing Peine); van Manen (TT.,

1894, 478-496); Holtzmann, NTTh. ii. 328-350; Spitta {Urc. ii. i. i-

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 of James (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. Gladder in Zeitschrift fiir

Kathol. Theohgie (1904, 37-58, 'die Anlage des Jakobusbriefes,* 1904,

295-330,
' der formale Aufbau d. Jakobus-bricfes ') ; B. Weiss (NKZ.y 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., I9lf.); C. W. Emmet (Hastings' DB.^ 1909,

424-426). (ii.) on 2'^'* in relation to Paul : Hulsemann's Harmonia . . .

(1643); C. S. Ruger's Conciliatio . . . (1785); Knapp {Scriptura varii

argumenti^y 1823, i. pp. 411 f.): Frommann {SK., 1833, pp. 84 f., harmon-

ising) ; Isenberg, Die Rechtfertigung durch d. Glauben oder Paulus und

Jakobus (1868); Riggenbach {SK,^ 1868, 238 f., harmonising); Martens,

Geloof en weerken naar den brief van Jahobus {iSyi); H. W. Weiffenbach,

Exegetische-tkeohgische Studie iiber JaMobus/n. 14-26 (Giessen, 1871)*;

Fritzsch, Der Glaube, die IVerhe, und die Rechtfertigung nach der Lehre d.

Jakobus (1875); Schanz (TQ., 1880, pp. 3f.,247f.); KUbel, Ueber das

Verkdltniss von Glaube und H^'erhen bei Jakobus (1880) ; Klopper (ZIVT.,

1885, pp. 280 f.); Usteri(5A:, 1889, 211-256); C. Schwartz {S/C., 1891,

704-737) ; B. Bartmann, S. Paulus und S. Jakobus iiber die Rechtfertigung

(in Bardenhewer's •Biblische Studien,' 1897, ii. l) ; J. Bohmer (iVA'Z,

1898, 251-256) ; M^negoz in £tucUs de Th^ol. et d'Histoire (Paris, 1901, pp.

121-150) ; £. Klihl, Die Stellung des Jakobusbriefes zum alttest, Gesett und
turpaulin. Rechtfertigungslehre (1905).

§ I. Contents and outline.—The brief address (i^) closes with

the (p. 48) Greek salutation x<**P"»'i ^"^ this is caught up in the

first of the following five paragraphs with which the homily opens

(7ra<rav yoLpav rpfqcrafrdi ktX.). The thread on which these are

loosely strung together is the thought of 7r€ipa(r/xo?. The first

paragraph is a statement of tt. as part of the divine discipline

for perfecting (reXcioi) the Christian character (i^"^). This

suggests (cv iJL-qhtv\ XiLTTOfievoL. Et Be tis v/luuv XctVerat a'o<f>ias),

though not very relevantly,* a word on the need of sincere faith f

* The writer has in mind Sap 9* : though a man be perfect (WXetos) among
the sons ofnun, yet if the wisdom (ao^fo) 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.

\ Luther's marginal note on i* (as on 5^^) is :
" der einzige und beste Ort
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in praying for practical guidance in life (i^-^). Then, as the

insincere person or avrjp Stij/vxo^, a familiar type and figure in the

older Jewish literature, was unstable (d/caTao-TaTos cV Tracrais rats

oSots avTou, i^, cp. 3^- ^^, Sir i^^, En 91*) owing to his half-hearted

attachment to the divine (ro<^ta, the writer adds a paragraph (i^-^^

Kavxa-GrOo) 84 kt\.) on the fate of the rich man who fades ev rats

TTopeiats* avTov—the timely loss of wealth thus being in reality a

blessing, a ircLpaafxo^ for which he should be thankful, f A word

on the reward for enduring trial (i^^) follows. Logically and

strictly it resumes the thought of i*, but the writer is reproducing
the sequence of thought in Sir (34) 318-10 blessed is the rich ma?i

who goeth {€7rop€vOyj) not after gold. Who is he ? Verily we will

call him blessed {fxaKapiovfifv). . . . Who hath been tried thereby

(eSoKLfjida-Or]) and found perfect (ctcXciw^t;) ? Then let him glory

(ea-Tiii €ts Kavxyjo'Lv). Here, however (/xaKctpios avrjp os virofievel

TTcipacr/xoV, oTt Soki/aos yevofxevos kt\.), the conception of the sphere
of Treipaa-fjLo^ is broadened to cover poor and rich alike, just as its

reward is made eschatological (cp. Sap ^^^^- the just live for ever

. . . they shall receive— X-qij/ovrat
—the diadem of beauty from the

hand ofthe Lord, Zee 6^^ LXX). The writer then meets a current

objection (i^^^- ; cp. Judas 1^) by proving that the origin of

7r«patr/Aos lies not in God, whose gifts are only good,| but in the

lusts of human nature; and the ideas of Gn 3, suggested by the

latter thought (i^'*^-)>
^^ad him to contrast the birth of sin from

lust with the new creative word of the gospel (i^^^, which is

God's supreme gift to mankind. The condition of receiving this

gift is threefold. First, meekness (i^^"^^), the spirit that refuses to

resent God's dealings or to flame up (Kaxta
=
malice) in irritation

against other people. Secondly, while the perfect (rcXctos)

Christian must be quick to hear (i^^), 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 Critiqtie

du Texte du NT, pp. 189 f.

* Corssen {GGA., 1893, pp. 594 f.) prefers to read, with minuscule 30, evvo-

petals (so Mangeyand Bakhuyzen; cp. Baljon, Theol. Sttidien, 1 89 1, pp. 377 f)'

t The similar Jewish teaching of Akiba is discussed by Bacher in his

Agada d. Tannaiten^, i. (1903) pp. 320 f. Job's sufferings (cp. 5") were one

of Akiba's favourite illustralions of 7rei/)a(r/i6s (see above, p. 33).

X In i" it is tempting to place ^ after TpoTrjs instead of before it, especially

in view of Sap y^''-'^^ {rpoirQu dWayas Kai fiera^oXas KaipQv) ; so Koennecke,

Emendationen zu StelUn des NT{i<jO%, BFT. xii.), pp. I2f.
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followed by practical obedience (i^-^). Thirdly, not talk* but

charity and chastity form the true worship of God (i^^ slow to

speak, !«»-") the Father (cp. Ps 685).

The implicit antithesis between pagan and Christian 6prj<rK€ia

then leads the writer f to denounce an abuse within (avvaytoyr^v)

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^*). Before our Zord of glory (or, the Lord, our Glory), social

and human glories are of no account. Besides, the poor are the

chosen of God (2*), and the overbearing un-Christian conduct X

of the rich entitles them to no such respect (2®*^ ; to love rich

people as Christian neighbours is one thing, to be servile towards

them is quite another (2*-*). Nor can such neighbourly love

make up for a failure to keep the command against respect of

persons (Lv 19"- ^% for the law is a unity (2^<*-*^). Furthermore,

the writer adds, gathering up the thoughts of i^®-^* as well as of

2*-", this law which regulates words and deeds alike is a law of

freedom, i.e. (cp. 1**) 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 28^^ En 98^^'-, Test Zeb 8^-^), mercilessness is the un-

pardonable sin, whereas the merciful soul need have no fear of

the final judgment (2^3).

Having thus put the antithesis between the true Christian

faith (2^) and the favouritism which breeds injustice, the writer

develops § the idea of hardheartedness (2^-1^) in a pungent

• With !*•** and 1* compare the famous saying of R. Simeon {Pirke Aboth

L 15 ; Derenboui^'s VHistoire et la g^ogr. de la Palestine, i. pp. 271 f.), i"**

(slow to anger)= Pirke Aboth ii. 10 (R. Eliezer b. Hyrcanus). "With i*'" 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^') ; also Nedarim, 40a, for the supreme duty of visiting the sick.

t Reversing the sequence of Ps (81) 82^*', where G6d's presence iv

avpayuyj Oedv is made a reason for refusing to respect sinners and for being

just to orphans and poor folk, just as in Sir (32) 35^2-ia ^^^ ^^^ warned

against offering sacrifice to God at the expense of practical charity and justice,

since ovk lanv rap airrQ 56|a Tpcxruyirov . . . ov Xi)/i^eTat irpocrwtrov itri

wruxov . . . oiJ /*fj vtreplSr] iKeriav 6p<pavo0, Kal X^P^^ ^^'' ^'^X'^V '^oXidv.

X With 2* (liXKOXHTLv vfjMi e/s KpLT-qpia) compare Deissmanns restoration of

the second of the (first series) Oxyrhynchite Logia, ol cXkovtcs tj/jus [eiy rd

KptTripia] ktX.

§ Unless (see below) 4^^'- originally lay here.
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section {2'^^-^^), 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^^-)» "^^ ^^ a substitute for

true faith (2^^), 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^), but the counsel at once broadens out (32^-

a-rravre^, cp. i^^ iras avOpio7ro% 1
26 et ns kt\.) into a general

philippic against the mischievous power (33^-) and inconsistency

(3^0 t of evil words. The connection between this and the fol-

lowing definition of the criteria of true <ro<^ta (3^^'^^) becomes

visible in the light of the author's intimate acquaintance with the

Wisdom-literature, where {g.g. in Sir 2430^-) the wisdom of the

teacher is compared to a stream. So here the allusion to fresh

fountains (3^^"^^) helps to introduce a contrast between the false

o-o<^ia, whose notes are bitterness and factiousness (3^*"^^), and

the true celestial <ro<f>La (3^'') with its goodfruits (contrast 312a).

Carrying on the metaphor as well as the thought oipeace (3^''),

the writer then contrasts the future reward of the peaceable (3^^)

with the wrangling and disatisfaction evident on all sides

among those who practised the false oro<^ta as their rule of life

(41-3). I The outer dispeace springs from an inward trouble,

above all from worldly compromise (4*"^); hence the author

adds a straight word on the need of purity and penitence

(4--i»).

The next brief paragraph against defamation and conscious-

ness (4^^"^^), if it is not misplaced (see below), must be an echo

and expansion of 4^^-. Then, rebuking another aspect of over-

weening presumption, this time against God, he attacks traders

* Irenseus {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 5t5d(r/caXot, who

survived vpo^ijrai in the early church, cp. Harnack, MAC. i. 354 f.

t The conception of man as made in Gods likeness (3®) 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
Tannaiten"^, i. 417 f.). For the connection of 3^'^ with Herakleitus, see E.

Pfleiderer (JPT. xiii. 177-218) ; for Philonic sources, Siegfried's Philo, pp.

31 1 f. In 3^ James has used, for his own purpose, an Orphic phrase ; for 6 t^j

fto/paj T/Jox^s Kol TTji yeviaeois and 6 /ci5/c\os r^s yev^aew^, see Rohde's Psyche^^

ii. 123, and Lobeck's Fragm. 797 f.

X On the duty of generosity among teachers, see Megilla, 28a.
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(4"-" ^y^ ^ ^^x ) for ignoring God in their plans for future

acquisition, and wealthy landowners (5^^- aye id' ktX.) for their

personal selfishness and for defrauding their employes. The

closing words of the latter denunciation (5*-^, cp. Sir 34^2 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^*^^) in view of

the near approach of the Lord. Above all, Christians must

refuse to take an oath (5^*'") even when dragged into court by
their oppressors (cp. 5* 2*) ; otherwise, whether they manage to

escape man's condemnation or not, they will fall under God's

(so Sir 23*'-). A general counsel, in gnomic form, on prayer in

relation to sickness, then follows (5^*'^®),t and the homily

abruptly ends with an encouragement to the reclaiming of

backsliders (s^^^o)-!

§ 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., moris, o-o<^ia, and 7rcipa(r/xo9 ;
but after

4*^ 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 Wordsworth's

•
'0 iUaioi in 5* b generic (from Sir 50*'- 2*), 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.

I 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

Polykarpiy 29, etc. ) tradition. Against the Romanists, who twisted Ja 5"^- into

a warrant for their sacrament of extreme unction, Luther thundered {De Babyl.

Capt. eccUsia prceludium) x **si uspiam deliratum est, hoc loco praecipue

deliratum est. Omitto enim, quod banc epistol.-xm 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.

X 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 1 83 1, 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-Hterature on which they are so closely modelled in

form as well as in spirit. Thus the analogous abruptness with

which Sap 19^2 and Sir 5129-30 qj^^^ 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^"^® (the

essay of an Alexandrian scribe, von Soden), 4^-1^ (Jacoby, JVT

Ethik, pp. 170 f.), 5^-^ (Jacoby and Oesterley), or 4^^-5^ (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 ev t%

Siaa-TTopa (i^) 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 2^'*'- (cp. P. Mehlhorn in PM., 1900, 192-194, and G. Karo, ibid.

pp. 159-160), where Pfleiderer {Urc. ii. 547) and Baljon read ab ipya ^x^ts,

Kdyi} wLiXTLV ix^ (after codex Corbeiensis) f
—which is unconvincing, since

2^^** is the reply of the genuine Christian to 2^^ (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 mJBL., 1899, pp. 199-202.
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Exf!* V. 547-556). {b) In the equally difficult (cp. Bruston in RTQR.,
i89i6, 433-436, and Pott, op. cit. pp. 329-355) passage, 4', where E. Paret

(5'A'., 1907, 234 f.) takes t/>6i (
=

Te/)i) <^bvo¥ with what precedes, irvwoOtX

(sc. i^hvoi) l>eginning the quotation and Gn 4' Inking the scripture liefore the

writer's mind (referring to Kain, as in i Jn 3"*""), Kim {SK., 1904, 127 f.

and 593-604) and Koennecke (pp. I5f.) read (rdf) B^hv for <f>d6vov, while

Baljon would omit wphi <p66pw . . . Jt6 X^yet as a gloss (Hettinger and

Schulthess omit fieli'oya . . . x^P^t ^^c latter conjecturing that /xf^^ova was

originally a marginal comment at the end of the verse, as if /i. ^ roh

vireprf<pdpoit), which is at least better than regarding the words as a parenthesis.

One or two minor suggestions of transposition have been made ; r.^.

that 2" originally* came after 2", or 4" after i" (2"*), or iOrfcavplffare iv

itrxiirait iifjJpait (5*) after 5^ (Koennecke), as, e.g., Pirke Ahoth i. 15 should

probably follow i. 12. The passage 4"" (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 2^' and

2'* ; cp. 21"-" with 4"-^', and 4" followed by 2"'-.

The ordinary interpretation of rh rAot Kvpiov in 5" as the final outcome

or purpose of the divine discipline seems adequate to the context. But (after

Augustine, Beda, Wetstein, and others) it b referred to 'exitus Domini,'

in spite of the adjoining OT examples, by Bois {SK.^ 1886, 365-366)
who puts T^v . . . ertrre in brackets and takes tfrt with fuiKapl^ofJiey, as

well as by Bischoff (ZA^ff., 1906, 274-279), who proposes to put tSov . . .

irrofulpam-as after eWrre : while Koennecke (pp. 17-18) again regards Kvpiov

not as Agenitivus auctoris, but as a primitive corruption of oiJtoO (i.e. Job).

The suspicions cast on 5^" by KUhl (Die Stellung des JakobusbriefSy 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

dXe/^orret o^hv usque ad hic*5«-(i;t ItuBrrrt manus baud nimium religiosae

additamentum esse ; atque sine uUo sententiarum detrimento abesse posse
iudicat Hottingerus, cum quae ante et post leguntur, ohliteratis his uerbis

apte cohaereant. . . . Haud sufficit ad crimen interpolationis si quid salua

awai^tiq. orationis praetermitti possit"). Jacoby (NT Ethik, 153 f., 193 f.)

ascribes 5" (p. 174) to a redactor who added yvu/juu like those of i^»»»-» and

§ 3. Situation.—The author is a Christian SiSctcr/caXos (com-

pare and contrast i^'^ with He $^^), 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.* qui saluo contextu abesse posset, pro interpolato putare. Nam cuius

fides erga Deum mendaci perfidia in ciuitatem su-m regemque probatur, mali

exempli est populo Christi. Hinc facile colligi posset, infidelibus fidem

nuUam habendam esse. Ceterum apostolis ignoscendum, si quando
dormitabant" (pp. 129-130).
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rhetoric of the ^laTpi/Brj, 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 Dobschiitz, TU. xi. i. pp. iiof.).

The address to the twelve tribes of the dispersion {i^) denotes, not Christians

of Jewish birth, but Christendom in general conceived under the oecumenical

symbol of ancient Israel (cp. Gal 6'^, Rev 7^'- 21^^)
.

jj jg probably an

abbreviated form of I P i^. The term for their ecclesiastical organisation is

iKK\r)aia (5^^) ; the phrase e^s crvvayuiyT^v vfiQ)v (2^) means intoyotirgathering ox

meeting (cp. He 10^ ; Ignat. ad Polyk. 4^ TrvKudrepov <rvvay(ayal yiviaduiaav ;

Theoph. ad Autolyk. 2^^ d^dojKev 6 debs ry Kocrfit^ . . . rks (TwaYoryds,

\eyofJi4vai d^ iKKXrja-ias ayias, etc.), not a literal synagogue in which a

majority of Jewish Christians had obtained administrative authority.*

Abraham is the father of these Christians (2^^, cp. Hebrews, Paul, and Clem.

Rom.), and Christianity is described as the perfect law offreedom (i^), which

means not the Torah but the X670S or revelation of God in Jesus Christ

as the nascent Catholicism of the later church viewed it (cp. Barn 2^ 6 Ko.i.vh%

vdfxos rod Kvpiov i]fji.Qv'lT]<rov Xpiarov Avev ^vyov dovXlas ; Justin's Z>za/. 12^;

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. XvvayoyY:fi

was a term taken over from Greek worship (= annual gatherings of religious

cults) as an equivalent of ^/cffXT7(r/a (cp. Heinrici in ZIVT., 1876, pp. 523 f.,

and Harnack on the parallel passage in Hernias, Mand. xi. 9), though
the Ebionites were almost alone in preferring it to the latter term (Epiph.

XXX. 18). The absence of iiricrKOTroi in 5^^ is no proof of a very

primitive period. Here and there churches existed, long after the first

century, which had no officials save Trpea^Orepoi and diddaKaXoi. Dionysius
of Alexandria, e.g. (Eus. JI. 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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prix-lalms a law of freedom—the correcting motive being much the same as

that of a passage like I Ti l"-. There is no reference in the epistle which

necessarily involves the Jewish Christian character of the readers—not even

2", 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. 2"*

with I Co 14^"*), but, in face of the Christian admonitions in i^*"- (cp.

1 Co 6'"'), it is not necessary to suppose that the rich persons of 2^^ 4^*'* 5^"*

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 au/or ad

Hebraos ; 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 Trto-rts of

Ja 2 ^*'^
is an acceptance of the divine vofto? 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 (22«),t although
he had often in mind the same ethical fruitlessness which roused

the indignation of James. Furthermore, what James calls
ep-ya,

Paul described 2iS fruits of the Spirit (Gal 5^) ; to Paul Ipya are

Ipya vo/iov, and over against them he sets irio-ris. The idea that

a man. was justified by works and faith combined (Ja 2^^) is

contrary to the genius of Paurs_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., 211) :

** non sunt sibi contrariae

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, quae
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.

t Luther's indignant comment on this verse is :

*' Ei Maria, Gottes Mutter,
wie eine arme similitude ist das ! Confert fidem corpc ri, cum potius animse

fuisset 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 BiKaiovTai Ik

TTIOTTCWS.

§ 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 i P. (see

above, p. 338) but some of Paul's epistles (especially Romans,

e.g. l2-4 = R0 53-5, l6r=Ro 420, i22 = Ro a^^, 2ll = R0 222-25^ 221 =
Ro 41s 224 = Ro 328^ 41 = Ro 723, 44.

7 = Ro 8^, 4" = Ro 2^; also

i26 = I Co 3I8, Gal 63, 25= I Co i27, 315=1 Co 214, 28-12 = Gal ^h
Ro 138s 2io = Gal 53, 44-5

= Gal 51^), is plain. It would be

gratuitous scepticism, in view of the polemic in 21*^-, 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-^ = Eph 413^-,

^isf.
=

Ep];^ ^19 518) are indecisive.

The reminiscences of the synoptic tradition indicate a predilection for

their Matthsean form {e.g. 122-23= Mt 72^, 318
= Mt 58, 5^2

= Mt ^-^'^), 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. Ueberlieferung, pp. 132-133), e.g. in i'^= Lk II*, i'=Lk ii^^,

i22^ = Lk 64«*-, 2«=620, 2i5'- and 3"*- with Lk 3" iz^ and i69, 3i= Lk I2'»8,

44=Lk i6«, 4^3-15
= Lk i2«-2i, 417= Lk 12^7, 51

= 624-25, and 5"=Lk 42^.

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.

1841). This neighbourhood to the Lucan writings will further explain the

apparent coincidences % between Jas. and the speech and pastoral letter of

Ac 15^^-^. Xaipeiv is the common epistolary salutation (used by Lk. in

Ac 232^) ;
neither it nor the equally natural aKovaare ddeKcpoi /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. i. 430-438 ; Reuss,

Weiffenbach, and von Soden.

t 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

cum epist. et orat. eiusdem Actis inserta utiliter comparanda (i795)«
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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''(
= Ja i^-) and 30^ (

= Ja 4^) 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" = Clem. Rom. 21*; 4* =

Clem. Rom. 46*, cp. Plato's Phad, 66 C; 3" = Clem. Rom. 38*,

cp. Sir 3^^*^; 1^^-21 = Clem. Rom. 13*) 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 irv<v/xa with KarwKio-ci' (4*
=

Mand. iii. i, Sim. v. 6. 5-7, cp. Mand. v. 2. 5-7), of 8n/'v;(ia with

prayers {i*^ = Afand. ix. passim)^ of bridling (j(akivayorf(Lv) and

taming {^'^'
*• ^ ^ Mand. xii. i. 1-2) ; 4^ = Mand. xii, 2. 4, 4. 7, 5.

2
; 48= yis. iii. 2. 2, and a number of minor resemblances like

those of I® = Mand. v. 2. 7 ;
2* + 5^*

= Sim. ii. 5 ; 2^ + 5^
= Sim. viii.

6- 4; S^^Sim. ix. 26. 7, Mand. ii. 2. 3 ; 3^* {i^'^)
= Mand. ix. 11

;

5^"*
= Fis. iii. 9. 4-6. etc These data (deployed by Spitta, op. cit.

382 f. ; Zahn, Hirt d. Hermas^ 396-409 ;
Dr. C. Taylor vajourn.

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 {JBL., 1900, 12-22, on "the doctrine of faith in 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 ^ <fi€p6fji€vr] *laK(i)l3ov iTncrroX-q {J[n Joann. torn. xix. 6), and

(on Mt 1355-56^ 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
"

(ZT. 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 {ptude sur Vorigine et le developpement de la Thhl.

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.'^ 1520-1522), Bartlet {AA. 217-250),

Adeney {INT. 434f-)> 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 i Co

15^ and the messianic claims of Jesus, even where (^.^. at 2^*^-

^7f. ^i4f.) (hey 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 t prior to Paul's propaganda.
A final diflSculty (^), 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 (^Prolegomenay 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 (/C. 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

Earth, 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. 132 f.), 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 12^). The tradition of the church has never been

quite unanimous on the relationship between fames the brother of Jesus and

James the son of Alphaeus.
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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 1
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 2^2 p^ul himself

distinctly conveys the impression that the intruders from

Jerusalem were emissaries of James (nvc? a-Ko *IaK(a/3ov) 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, b,

Cy and in part rf), 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 Jewish 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 ^tonnes de voir la critique

contemporaine pencher de plus en plus vers I'opinion que cette epltre de

Jacques date du second age et a et^ en partie ecrite pour reagir contre une

tendance, peut-etre mal appreciee, laquelle elle-meme n'appartenait pas aux

debuts de I'enseignement apostolique
"
(Reuss, Les ipttres catholiques^ p. 117).

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. R^ville {Les

origines de Pepiscopat^ pp. 230 f.), A. H. Blom (' de achtergrond
van den Jakobusbrief,' TT., 1881, 439-449), Bacon {INT. 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.
\. 413 f., 441 f., and Volkmar, ZWT.^ 1861, p. 427) fix generally

*
So, e.g., Gould {NTTh. 102 f.), who notes that "

the mind of Christ,

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 Alphaeus (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 Hernias

{e.g. Hollzmann and Pfleiderer's Urc. ii. 539-553, regarding Jas.

as a protest against the secularising tendencies of contemporary

Christianity).* Bruckner {Chron. 60 f, 287 f.) assigns it to a

conventicle of Jewish Christian Essenism, during the reign of

Hadrian
; Jiilicher (-ff/W. § 16), like Usteri {SK.y 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 {EntsUhung der Schriften des NT^ 91-92), a.d. i 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 siill 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 6^') 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*), 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

centuf}'. Otherwise, Hernias furnishes the terminus ad qttenty just as Romans
or I Peter the terminus a quo.

t Ac 15^'- 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 Hermas.

Luther's comment on 2^^—"und nicht viel von Christo"—applies to the

greater part of the homily ; it is unnatural (with Parry, 23-24) to take

Ti}P trlo'Tiv Tov Kvplov ijfjubv 'Irjcrov Xpiarov ttjs SS^iji as a summary of the

preceding paragraphs, as if M<f LordJesus Christ here were an embodiment

of 6 ifi(f)VTOs 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^^ (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^. {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 dTroo-ToAos in i^, as in i P i^,

2 P i^) tells against this theory. If a second-century writer,

who wished to counteract some ultra-Paulinists (cp. 2 P 3^^),

had chosen the name of the revered head of the Jerusalem

church (so, e.g.^ S. Davidson, Grafe, Jiilicher), 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 lacobi," Pfl^iderer, etc.). 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^ may be taken in whole or part as an addition

of the early church (so Harnack, T[/. ii. 2. 106 f., and ACL. ii.

I. 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, J?jf/J, 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 2"-**, 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'^pitre de

Jacques, est-elle I'ceuvre d'un Chretien?' RHR.^ 1895, pp. 249-

283) to prove that the writing was originally the work of a

Jewish writer (*un juif, helldniste, lettr^, atteint par la philo-

sophic grecque, universal iste, connaissant le milieu th^ologique
de la Dispersion,' Massebieau, pp. 270 f.) which has been edited

and adopted (in i^ 2^) 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 earlier

and stronger than the Jacobean.



474 HOMILIES AND PASTORALS

usages, which would be natural in a Jewish original, the Christian

sense of passages like i^^
(
= the regenerating word, not the

word of creation), 2^ {to koKov ovofia), and s'^"^ (17 Trapovcria 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^^ ; and he would

probably have left 2^ 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, JSxp.'^ 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'^*^' 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, £m/. 539 f.)
—could not have been at the

command of a man like James of Jerusalem,+ has tempted several critics

{e.g: Faber, observ. in epistolam Jacobi ex SyrOy 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 (ZC, 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.

I. pp. 485-491), R. P. Rose {RB. v. 519-534), and Patrick {James the

Lor(fs Brother, 1906, 337-343). His companion hypothesis of a Jewish

original for Hermas has met with equal disfavour (cp. R^ville in RHR,,
1897, 1 17-122, and Stahl's /'a/m/. Studien, 1901, pp. 299-356).

t The best statement of the case for the bi-lingual attainments (Aramaic

and Greek) of most Palestinians is given by Dr. James Hadley in Essays

Philological and Critical {1S73), 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 etutor ad Hebrnos^ was chinking, 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 Ciw, 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).

LiTBRATURB.—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 {<U Kupm Joannis, 1758); Carpzov

(Theologua Exegetica, pp. 105-208) ; H. G. B. M tiller (Comm. in Secundam

gpistolam /oannis, 1783) ; C. K\\xg(De atUhentia, etc., 1823) ; F. L. Gachon

(Auihenticiti dt la 2e et 36 ipp. de Jean, 1851) ; Knauer {S/Cy 1833, 452 f. ) ;

Poggel (Dergundj Briefe d. ApostelJohannes, 1896)* ; Belser {TQ., 1897,

150 f., review of Poggel); J. Rendel Harris {Exp.* iii., 1901, pp. 194 f.);

W. M. Ramsay {ibid. pp. 354 f.) ; Gibbms {Exp.*, 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 iJTS.y

1905, 204-216). {b) 3 John (generally in connection with 2 John) : Heu-
mann's Commentatio in Joan. ep. in. (1778); Hamack {TU. xv. 3)*;
E. C. Selwyn {The Christian Prophets and the Prophetic Apocalypse, 1900,

133 f) » B. Bresky {Das Verhdltniss d. zweiten Johannesbriefes turn dritten^

1906); U. von WilamowitE-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 irpco-ySvTepos

to a Christian community, figuratively described as the Elect

Lady^ some of whose members he had met (*) 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 (^) upon the person of

Christ. The note is merely designed to serve {^^) till the

writer arrives in person. He sends greetings to his corre-

spondents from some community in which he is resident Q^) at

present, and with which they had evidently a close connection.

That iKXcKTi] Kvpia 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.^^

with i^ and 5" of l Peter (an earlier writing circulated in Asia Minor) ;

and (3) from the plurals of ^* ^-
'^^, and ^2. The origin of this semi-poetic

personification of the church (cp. Rev 22" and Hermas) or of a community

(cp. 2 Co 11^) as Kv/)fa, may lie in the conception of a Bride of the /cjJpios

(Eph52i-32cp.Jn329).

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 sanctae).

It is building too much on the term Babyloniam in this

blundering! fragment (in connection with i P 5^3^ 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 iKXcKTtj.

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. 11^'^ '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.'

t 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

ir/)6s Tl6.pdov% (v.l. tro.pQhov^) 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. i23^^-^2ad 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 (*), and a member of the same

community or house-church (*) as that to which 2 John had

been written. The immediate occasion of the note is the

welcome news (*) of Gaius's adherence to the true faith, and of

his hospitality {*-®) 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 13^), upon the

local church as a whole or its heads (cp. i Ti 3*, Tit i* ; Herm.

Sim. ix. 27, etc.), since one of its leaders, a certain Diotrephes

(•*^®), 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 (^<>).
Meanwhile he dispatches the present note i^% in

appreciation of his correspondent's attitude ; Gaius is to continue

his hospitality to the evangelists in question (^), 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 i Co i^*

or Ac 20* that his church was that of Corinth (Michaelis,

Alexander, Coenen in ZWT.y 1872, 264-271), or Pergamos (Wolf,

Hilgenfeld, Thoma, Findlay), where John is said to have ordained

him bishop {Ap. Const. 7*®), Thessalonika (another traditional

site for his bishopric. Chapman), or Thyatira (Bartlet).

The present note may be a letter of introduction for

Demetrius (^^) and its other bearers (^-8); although such

letters were usually addressed to a community or church, not to

• " The coincidence of name [with the Gaius of i Co i"] b as little

surprising as it would be to find two hospitable Smiths in distant counties of

England" (Findlay, p. 37).
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an individual (cp. 2 Co 3^ S^^f-
; Polyk. Phil. 14), the circum-

stances were peculiar in this case (see above). If tKKXrja-La's

could be read in v.^^ ^^p^ 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^® (Chapman),
—as though the writer wished to prevent his

bad reputation from discrediting him,—or with the Demetrius of

Ac 192* (so recently Selwyn and Bartlet) ; and there is no reason

to suppose (with Harnack and others) that the note of v.^ 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 Constitution and Law of the Church in First

'Jwo Centuries, 100 f. ; cp. Schmiedel in EBi. 3146-3147), followed by von

Dobschlitz {Urc. 220-222) and Knopf {NZ. pp. 206 f.), that the presbyter,

who had already (2 Jn '^^) 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.^ 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. Kruger, ZWT.^ 1898, 307-311 ; Hilgenfeld, ibid.

316-320, and Belser, TQ., 1897, isof.).

§ 3. Traces of 2 and 3 John in sub-apostolic literature.—
No clear allusion to either note occurs in the apostolic fathers

;

3 Jn
^2 need not lie behind the phrase of Papias in Eus. H. E.

iii. 39. 3 (air* avT^s irapayivofxivas aXr)Biia<i\ and Ignatius did not

require to have read 2 Jn
^^ in order to write ad Smyrn. 4^.

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 ^ But

this allusion in ^
(^/oa^a) refers in all likelihood to 2 John rather than

t > I John or to some lost epistle ;
it was in order to avoid the last-named

suggestion that 6.v was added at an early stage in the textual histoiy of the

letter.
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script!?] loannis duae in catholica habentur') is certainly to

2 and 3 John (cp. Lightfoot's Biblical Essays, 99-100); the

fragment has already referred to i John, which went with the

Fourth gospel. Irenaeus (iii. 16. 8, cp. i. 16. 3) quotes 2 Jn
^* as if it came from i 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 {Hermathena, 1890,

281
f.). Codex Bezae originally had 3 John (and therefore,

probably, 2 John and i 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 :

['luKiyrijt] (caraXAotrer koX iieurrok^v Ti»v itKl'^tav ffrlxuf, faru Si Kal

Stvrepar Kal TfUrrir' irel ov rdirret <paolf yrrjalom «l»»at raOras' irX^v oCk elaiy

rrlx"^* d/x<f>&repai iKarip) and his pupil Dionysius (in //. E. vii. 25. 10) both

reflect these suspicions* Eusebius {H. E. iii. 25. 3), in mentioning the notes

among the NT drrtXe7o/i^i'a, alludes to the possibility that they were by a

namesake of the apostle ; thb early tradition, which is definitely chronicled

by Jerome (cU uir. inlustr. 9 :
*

reliquse autem duae . . . lohannis pres-

byteri adseruntur, 18 : . . . superiorem opinionem, qua a plerisque

rettulimus traditum duas posteriores epistulas lohannis non apostoli esse, sed

presbyteri'), and which appears in the Decretum Damasi, has been largely

ratified by modem research into the Johannine problem.

§ 4. Authorship.
—The vptafivrepo^ 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 i P 5I, this is in an

epistle which had already explicitly called him an apostle

(i P i^), 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 irpco-^vrepos. The only important
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figure of that age who is known to us as 'the presbyter* Kar

l^oxrjv is John the presbyter, to whom Papias refers in exactly

this fashion (cp. H. E. iii. 39. 15, koX tovto 6 irp^a-fSvTepo^ I'Acyc).

The early tradition of his authorship has therefore won wide

acceptance since Jerome's day; so, e.g., Erasmus, Grotius,

Fritzsche, Bretschneider, Wieseler, Credner, Jachmann, Ebrard,
Renan (iv. pp. 78 f.), Forbes, Harnack, Selwyn, von Dobschiitz

(Urc. 218
f.), von Soden {/JVT. 445 f-)» Heinrici (l/rc. 129 f.),

J. Weiss, Peake, and R. Knopf (JVZ. 32 f.). The Trpea-fSvTepo^

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 cVtray^v Kvpiov (i Co 7^5) in the

name of the Lord, or rather iv Xoyw KvpCov (i Th 4^^ cp. i Co 7^^

(WK cyo)
aSXa 6 Kvpios), while in 2 and 3 John he writes Kara t^v

ifirjv yvfo/jirjv (in the sense of i Co 7*^). 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,

£inl. 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, JPT., 1879, 565^

676). Schwartz (Z>^r Tod d. Sohne Zebedat, 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^vrepos 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, 19 10, 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©



TWO LETTERS OF JOHN THE PRESBYTER 48I

author of i John with the appendix and the final revision of the gospel (see

below). At all events, the common phraseology of 3 Jn
" and Jn 21** 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

(I 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 \ 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 a Jn '=1 Jn 2" 4^**. The
alternative would be to group them with I 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

1 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 ef rtf for the Johannine io,v rtj, ^/>x6fcfvoj t iv aapxl for

i\il\v0f!i)t iw aapKl, Kowurelp for xoipuylap ix^iv, els oUiay for els rd fSta, etc.

The collocation of X'^P*** f^fos, elpiffprj is not Johannine, and there are other

resemblances to Pauline language, apart from the apparent acquaintance with

I Peter which 2 John betrays. The common denominator of language and

style between I 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. u
cp. I Jn i^-* 4^- 1^), in whose name as well as in his

• The difference of authorship between i Jn and 2-3 Jn is recognised by
Credner {Einl. i. 692 f.), Ebrard (359 f.), Selwyn (135 f.), J. Reville (/^ quatr.

EvangiUy 49 f.), Schwartz, and Julicher {Einl. 218-216), especially.

I Cp. Apoc i*=2 Jn '. The contrast between this and i Jn 4^ is equalled

by the difference between 3 Jn
" and i Jn 4^2b.

»

31
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own he speaks with authority, and the truth (3 Jn 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. i Co 5^), while 3 John is nearer to iTzunoKaX

(Tva-raTLKal (cp. 2 Co 3^) like Ro i6^'.

In 3 Jn ^, as the use of iyaTn^roi for ^/Xraros might be thought
" Schon-

rednerei und nicht vom hasten Geschmacke," the writer added 6v . . . a\r}delg.

(U. von W. MoellendorfF, pp. 529 f.). In v.^ Rendel Harris {£xp.'^ viii.

167) proposes to correct irepi to ir/)6, after the common formula in the papyri.

The latter bring out the epistolary character of the notes. Thus, e.^. ,
for Kvpla

as a term of affectionate courtesy, cp. ^.^. Oxyrhynchus Papyri^ iv. 243 f.

(Be/JOuTt T% Kvpiq, /xov) ; for KaXtSs iroieiv and the idea of 3 Jn ^,* the papyrus-
note quoted in Witkowski's Epistulct Privates Grceca (1906), 5f (ifaXws

TTOicis fi ippojaai Kal ri Xoiird aoi Karh. yvfLfirfv iariv) and the second-century
letter (Berliner Griechische Urkunden, ii. 84 f., vph fih tolvtuv eUxofiat, <xt

vycalveiv kt\.). The phrase in the fourth-century Christian letter of Justinus

to Papnuthius (cp. Deissmann's LicAt vom Osten, 151 f.), Xva odv fir] iroWa

ypdifHo Kal (pXvpapi^a-b}, may be an unconscious reminiscence of 3 Jn
^*

(cp. ^°).

§ 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, C/rc. ii. 450), between

130 and 140 (Holtzmann, Hilgenfeld, Einl. 682-694 ; Weiz-

sacker's AA. ii. 239, and Bruckner, Chron, 302 f.),
or even

c. A.D. 155 (Kreyenbiihl, 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. R^ville, Les origines de

rtpiscopat^ 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

fvhere Asiatics dwell and work, unknown to passers-by upon the

high seas.

•
J. R. Harris (Exp.^ viii. 166 f.).



CHAPTER IV.

THE APOCALYPSE OFJOHN.

LiTBlATURS.— (a) Editions— although the earliest Greek commentaries

[jt.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^)* Tyconius, Primasius, Apringius (ed. Firotin, Paris,

1900), Beatus (cp. H. L. Ramsay, L* Commentaire de Vapoc. par BeatuSy

I9C»), etc., and the Syriac work of Barsalibi (cp. Gwynn in Hermathena^

vi.-vii.). Haymo, Joachim, and Rupert of Deutz are the best representatives

of the mediaeval school. The sixteenth century threw up the Annotationes of

Erasmus (1516), 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

Animcufversictus {1646), and the Cogttationes of Cocceius (Amsterdam, 1673),

with the commentaries of Brightman (London, 1616), D. Paraeus (Heidelberg,

1618), Mariana (1619), Cornelius i Lapide (1627), H. Grotius {Anttota-

ticnes, Paris, 1644), and Hammond (London, 1653); while the eighteenth^

produced Vitringa's 'AwdK/nais (1721)*, Abauzit's Discourse, Hist, and
Critical (London and Geneva, 1730), and the commentaries of Schlur-

mann (1722), Bengel (1740), Wetstein (Amsterdam, 1752), and Eichhorn

(Gottingen, 1791). The literature of the nineteenth century includes the

editions of Woodhouse (London, 1805) ; P. J. S. Vogel (Commentationes vii.

de apoc. Jok., Erlangen, 1811-6); Ewald {Commentarius . . . exegeticus

tt criticusy 1828); A. L. Matthaei (Gottingen, 1828); Ziillig (Stuttgart,

1834-40); S. P. Tregelles (1844); Moses Stuart »
(i845)*; de Wette

(1848); Ebrard (— Olshausen, 1853); C. Stern (1854); C. Wordsworth

(London, i86o) ; E. W. Hengstenberg
*

(Berlin, 1861-2); J. Glasgow

(Edinburgh, 1862); G. Volkmar (Zurich, 1862); Alford =«

(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^ (1878, Eng. tr. 1874) ; E. Reuss (1878); Garrat^

(1878); S. Lee (Speaker's Comm. 1881); Waller (Freiburg, 1882); Ph.

Krementz (Freiburg, 1883); Beck (1885); Diisterdieck* (
—

Meyer,
1887); Kubel (— Zockler, 1888); W. Milligan (London, 1889); Randall

{Pulpit Comm. 1890); F. S. Tiefenthal (1892); W. H. Simcox {CGT.
1893), and Lindenbein' (1895). More recent works include the editions of

^ For the cloud of homilctical and prophetical books, see Elliott's Hora

Apocalypticay iv. 275 f.

4l3
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E. W. Benson (London, 1900) ;
B. Weiss 2

(1902) ; C. A. Scott {CB. 1902) ;

A. Crampon {L^Apocalypse de S. Jean, tradnite et annotde^ Tournai, 1904) ;

Th. Calmes (Paris, 1905)*; F. Weidner {Annotations, New York, 1906);
W. Bousset^ (— Meyer, 1906); H. B. Swete^ (1907)*; H. P. Forbes

(New York, 1907) ; F. J. A. Hort (posthumous fragment, 1907) ; J. Weiss ^

{SNT. 1907) ; Holtzmann-Bauer {HC.^ 1908)* ; J. M. S. Baljon (Utrecht,

r9o8) ; Moffatt {EGT. 1910) ;
E. C. S. Gibson (London, 1910) ; A. Ramsay

( Westminster NT^ 1910).

{b) Studies—(i.) general :
—Semler's Neue Untersuchungen (Halle, 1776) ;

A. Tilloch's Dissertations Introductory to Study of the Lan^age, Structure,

and Contents of the Apocalypse (London, 1823) ; Lucke's Versuch einer

vollstdndigen Einleitung in die Offenbarung Johannis^ (1852)*; E.

Boehmer, iiber Verfasser und Abfassungszeit d. johan. Apokalypse und zur

bibl. Typik (1855) ;
H. J. Graber, Versuch einer histor. Erkldrung . . .

(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 interpretation historiqtie (1888); Lohr, die

Offenbarung Johannes (1890) ; Milligan, Discussions on the Apocalypse

(London, 1893); S. Davidson, Outlines of a Comm. on Revelation (1894);

H. Berg, The Drama of the Apocalypse (London, 1894) ; W. Bousset {EBi.

194-212) ; Schmiedel {EBi. 2514-2518) ; 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, Uapoc. devant la

tradition et devant la critique^ (1907); E. A. Abbott {Dial. 2942, 2998,

§ 11)*; J. Bonnet's Eclaircissement de Vapocalypse (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 Papocalypse totichant la personne de Christ (Strassburg,

1855); Bleek's Vorlesungen (ed. Hossbach, 1862; Eng. tr.' 1874);

Qt\i\v&x^'Cs Lehrbegriff der Apocalypse {!'&']% 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'' (1897)*; J. O. Michael, Die Gottesherrschaft als leitender

Grundgedanke in der Offenbarung des Johannes (Leipzig, 1903) ; V. Ermoni,

Ma cristologia deir 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

foh, grcEce et latine ex codicibus nunquam antea examinatis (Riga, 1785);

A. Birch, Varies lectiones ad textum Apoc. (Copenhagen, 1800) ;
F.
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Delittsch, Handschrifte Funde, i. ('die erasmischen Entslellungen des

Textes d. Apokalypse nachegewiesen aus dem verloren geglaubten codex

Reuchlins') 1861 ;
Haussleiter's ed. of Primasius in Zahn's Forschungen

tur Gesch. d. NTlicken Kanons (iv. 1-224)
*

; B. Weiss,
* die Joh.-

Apokalypse, textkritische Unterschungen und Textherstell.* (TU, vii. i,

1891)*; Goussen's Theolog. Stttdia (fasciculus i., 'Apoc. S. Joh. apostoli

versio sahidica'); G. H. Gilbert {Bibl. World, 1895, 29 f., li4f., '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, Fragnunts 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.)

|i-».
4-«

prologue.

I*-* vision of heaven, with John's commission to write to seven

Asiatic churches * at

2*-3" Ephesus, Smyrna, Pergamos, Thyatira, Sardis, Philadelphia,

and Laodicea.

^i-jM vision of heaven, introducing

6*'" the plagues of the seven seals—
1

1 (l) the white horse (Parthian raid),

I
I (2) the red horse (war and bloodshed),

I 1(3) the black horse (famine),
» (4) the livid horse (pestilence),

(5) the souls of the slain,

(6) the earthquake and eclipse (the lut Day, panic of

kings, etc.).

Intermezzo :
—

7*"* sealing of redeemed on earth,

7*'*' bliss of redeemed in heaven.

8* (7) the silence (ominous pause for half an hour).

8'"* vision of heaven, an episode of angels, introducing

8*-9'^ the plagues of the seven trumpets
—

(i) 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 :
—

lo*'** episode of angels and a booklet,

11^*** the apocalypse of the two fiapriipes.

*
Cp. G. Lampakis, 01 i-rTiL aa-r^pes t^s a.voKa.\v\j/e(as, iJTOi loropla, ipelxia,

fufTiiMua. Kal vvv KordaToait tCjv irrdL iKKKrjaiGjv r^s 'Acr^as (Athens, 1909).
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1 1^*'" (7) voices and visions in heaven, introducing
12^*^'^ the dragon or Satan, war in heaven,

13I-IU.
n-18

|the
Beast from the sea, the dragon's vice-regent) ^^^ ^^ ^^^^.^^

Ithe Beast from the land, the vice-regent's ally. /

Intermezzo :
—

14*"' bliss of redeemed in heaven,

14®"^ episode of angels and doom on earth.

15'"^ vision of heaven, an episode of angels, introducing
16^'^^ the plagues of the seven bowls—on

(i) earth (adherents of Ccesar-cult punished by noisomt

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^-'** (a) the realm of the Beast (Rome)—
18^"^'* a taunt-song of doom on earth *

19I-10 a triumph-song in heaven—
19"

-21
(d) the Beast and his allies,

20^"^** {c) the dragon or Satan and his adherents. |
visions of

20^^"^' (a) the great white throne,

21*"' {6) the new heaven and earth,

2i*-22' (c) the new Jerusalem.
228-31 epilogue.

The outcome of the opening vision (i*'*) 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

LMt vom OsUn^ pp. 274 f.), so Jesus the heavenly Kupios com-

municates through John his instructions to these Christian

* This magnificent dramatic lyric, after a short prelude (vv.^"'), and a

stanza of triumph over the oppressor's fall (vv.**^), describes the wail of kings

(vv.^-i"), merchants (vv. ""^8), and seafaring men (vv."-'^), like Ezekiel's

well-known doom-song over the fall of Tyre. The closing lines (vv.^^"^)

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 [b) 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^). 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,t 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^®- ••^^),
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 (lo^-i i^*) of considerable length,

in which the personality of the seer emerges on earth instead of

(since 4*) in heaven. A colossal jin, bestriding earth and sea,

gives him a fiiftXapiSiov 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 (i !*'•)» *"^ ^^C" *" ^^ 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). J

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***) and the corre-

•The epistolary form into which the Apocalypse is thrown is merely
intended (cp. Zahn, /NT. 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(T66ypa<f>ov (cp. Blau's Studim zur

Alt-Heb. Buchwesen^ 36 f. ; E. Maude Thompson's Paleography y 56-60, and

E. J. Goodspeed, JBL.y 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 (1^= ^^) 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,

ZNlV.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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spending tortures reserved for their impious opponents (14^-20).

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 (20^-^^). The general resurrec-

tion and judgment which follow (20^'^-^^) usher in the closing

description of the heavenly bliss rescued for the saints (21^-22^),

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 (22^-2i) 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 {fPT., 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 (TA'., 1897, 47 f.,

91 f., 1907, 126 f., 182 f.), Porter (Hastings' DB. iv. 242 f.), Bousset

(pp. 108-129); Holtzmann- Bauer (ZTC* iv. 390-394); adverse discussions

by Bovon {Revue de tUologie et philosophie, 1887, 329-362), Beyschlag {SK.^

1888, 102-138), Dusterdieck {GGA., 1889, 554 f.), E. C. Moore {JBL
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1891, ao-43), Milligan {Discussions on the Apocalypse^ 1893, 27-74),

M. S. Terry (JBL., 1894, 91-100), M. Kohlhofer (Die Einheit des

Apokaiypse, 1902), and Jacquier {/AT. 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 compilatit-hypothesen^ etc., 1888)

saw Christian additions {c. a.d. 100) in i'-*-
"• '"• *»

2-3, S**'* (6^- '•) 9" 10'

1, 8b. 19 jjU. He |.I-S jel. «-« i^l-'t. !•• Ha. SI
j^U iq7-1u.

lib ^-^t^ I>-1>* l*'"

and two sources in K (a.d. 81)= i, 4^-5' 6-8, 9, I !**-'• l4'-» 15' \t^'^'*> h"*
17-18, i9'-« 2i»-"22>-»- »*•»; 3 (A.D. 69)=io>-ii'« 12-13, I4»-" is»-* i6'»-'«

•t«.
i9»-Ji 20^21' ; M^negor (Anna/es de Bibliogr. TfUologit, 1888, pp.

41-45), and O. Holtrmann (in Stade's Geschiihte Israels, ii. 658 f.), like K.

Kohler (Jewish Encyciopcedia, 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^-* 8'-9'' lo^'*

«b.» „u-i«*. 19
,2_i3^ ,^(i-«)

f-n i6i*-» ,9U-»«.
n-n 2o»-»- '-»

2i^-«, written

during the stormy reign of Caligula ; and another, also of Jewish origin, in

iQib. »». 8-u „.-i». wb-w
,^14-jo ,5.i6>»-

"- «
17-19" 2i»-" 22'», written close

to A.D. 7a 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 iiber dit Komposition der Ojffenbarung Johannes, 1891); one in

4*-7', another in 8'-ii" (lo^-ii" being an insertion), and a third in Ii"-I9'
2 1 1-22*, with an anti- Pauline Christian author in 2-3 and subsequent

(Trajanic) editorial work in i and 22*''*. This complicated scheme was

no improvement upon Spitta's triple division (Z)»> Offeitbarung desJohannes
unterstuht, 1889) ;

into an original apocalypse of John Mark, c. a.d. 62

(
= ,4.«.

».i»
2-3, 4>-»i 5»-« 6>-" 8» 7»-" I9»»^" 22"- '«•

»-«), in which the

Christian redactor under Trajan, besides numerous additions (e.g. i^"*-
^"*'

»
2?.

u. 17. »-»
3»-«.

12-1*. m.
i3»-io i^ab-».

llb-ia
177-18 j©*-' 2l'*** •**"' 22*' "'i'*

i8b-9te^^ incorporated not only an apocalypse of 63 B.C. (
= bulk of lo-ii,

1^14-16.
18-20

i^a-*.
8 ,61-15. 17. «

jyl^ ,gl-M jgl-S.
»-8 ^l^Tl ^^\.%. 18)^ ^Ut a

Caligula-apocalypse of A.D. 40 (
= 7»-« 8»-" 9i-« lo^-*-

»' ii"- "
i2i-»- "'-i"-

13-18
i^l-S-

11-18
14I-J.

4-7. 9-lU jglS-li.
l«-17b. 18-20

jgll-14.
18-3I 20'''- '"^" 2l'- ''').

J. Weiss (Die Offenbarung desJohannes, 1904) makes one of his two sources

Jewish, viz., a composite prophetic work (c. A.D. 70)= 10, ii^*'* I2^'*- '^'^

(13I-') 15-19, 21*""; this was incorporated with the original apocalypse of

John the presbyter (a.d. 65-70)= i*^- ^-^^ »-«
2-3, 4-5, 6-7, 9, xz^-^"^ i2»i-'«

(14^-*) I4'-* 2o'-'"-
"•" 21*** 22'^- "•, by a Domitianic redactor or editor,

who desired to rally the Asiatic churches during the Flavian crisis. Bruston

W. Briickner(/Vtf/«/. 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 desJohannes,

Haarlem, 1894) had already discovered five behind a Jewish apocalypse of

A.D. 62.
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again [Chides sur Daniel et PApocalypse, 1908, summarising his previous

studies) holds that both of his (Hebrew) sources were Christian, the one

(Neronic)=ioi-2'
s-n ni-is- wa

12^-14! i4«. 152-4 i6i3-i6. i9b
jyi.i^s iqH.zo",

the other (cp. RTQR.y 1908, 171-187; a posthumous work of John the

apostle, composed by a disciple)
= i*'* 2-3, 4^-10^ 10^''"' ii"-w 142-3.

12-13
194-10

2 1
1-8 22«-"- ^«-i7- 20-21 . 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 untersticht und erkldrt, 1904) approximates
to this type of criticism, by postulating a Christian apocalypse of John Mark

(t. A.D. 65), and an apocalypse of Cerinthus (as early as A.D. 70, = 10^"^^

,71-18 1 1
1-18 12I-16 135-6.8 16I-21 i9n_226), which were successively edited

under Trajan and Hadrian.

(<5) 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 judische Apk. in christlicher Bearbeitung,'
TU, ii. 3, 1886, second ed. 1895) traced a Christian editor's hand {e.g. in

jl.^aa r9-14
^9-17 ii8b j2n i^g-lO 141-5.

2-13 jglS ,^14 jq9-10 204''-**' 8
2l"''-8'

14b
22^"^^^ and the Lamb-passages) working on an earlier Aramaic Jewish

apocalypse of the seventh decade; similarly Harnack, Rovers {TT., 1887,

616-634), ^^x\l\nt.2L\x {Seat of Authority, 217-227), an anonymous writer in

Zeitschriftfur alt. IViss. (1887), 167 f. ; S. Davidson (/iVZ". 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.'=

8^-22°, edited and altered by John the presbyter under Domitian, with a

few later editorial notes from another hand in i^'3 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^'^ ii^-^3 12-13, ^-^^ I7-

Sabatier {Lis origines littiraires et la composition de PApocalypse, 1888)
found Jewish fragments in ii^-^3 12-13, i4«-20 16^3-14. 16

171-192 igii_2o^"

218-22'; Schdn:{Z- origine de PApocalypse, 1S87), less extensively in 11^-^3

i2i-».
13-17 and ^8

; and Pfleiderer ( C^r^r. ii. 2«i f.) in "11-14, 17-18, and 2i^0-

22'. This line of criticism is. followed by Bousset, Julicher {Einl. § 22),

C. A. Scott, F. C. Porter, McGiffert {AA. 633 f.), A. Meyer, E. A. Abbott,

Baljon {/NT. 241-265), Wrede {Entstehung der Schriften des NT, 103-104),

Schmiedel, and Calm es, amongst others; of all the theories it does most

justice to the linguistic unity on the one hand, and \o the disparate phenomena
of the text upon the other. ^ • "-

C. A. '^xx^^^^Messi^ih of the Apostlei, 285-^461) detects a fourfold editing,

with redactional :matter, e:g.,\x\. i^"^ and 22^^'^'', of earlier (mainly Hebrew)

apocalypses, written prior to A.D. 70, the latest being a special source written

by the apostle John (including i^''-3). According to a more recent theory

(B. W. Bacon
J
Fourth Gospel in Research and Debate, 19 10, 157 f.), 1-3 and

22M1, 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 1 1^'^^ ^t all plausible*
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The seven cities or their churches disappear with 4"*, and the hulk of the

apocalypse is certainly a tale of two cities, liabylon and Jerusalem ; but

these are not played off against one another, and the special phenomena
of 4^-22' are not sufficient to disprove identity of authorship in 1-3 + 22*-^'

and 4^-22'. Bacon finds traces of the Ephesian editor in 4* 5* 7**" 9" 1 1**
•

12" is» I7«-
"

19" 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 2'"' etc. and 2^*"-
"-"

3*''-
^^^^

»-"),

as well as the seven seals (inserting, e.g., 7, 8'*"*, 7^"* being a separate frag-

ment) and the seven trumpets (in 9'**- **''*), changed the original Christ of

lO*"* into an angel, and incorporated two Jewish fragments from a.d. 70 in

II**' (oracle of Zealots) and 12 (Pharisaic, editorial touches in 12*°"*' and

elsewhere), besides doubling the original single witness (
= Elijah) of the

Jewish source in 1 1**", and the original single Beast of the Jewish source in

13. Further editorial touches are detected in 15'"* and in the present text

of the seven bowls source {e.g. in id**"- ""^•) ; in 17, as in 12, two separate

Jewish sources have been pieced together ; the brushwork of editorial

Christian touches is found in 18*'* **
19""^ ; the Jewish source in 20*-"

has been coloured by the Christian editor in 20*"'- *°- "• "
; 2x^-22" is certainly

composed by the apocalyptist himself, but 22^**', like i*'', 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.y 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 lo^^^), the expiatory function of the martyrs'

death, and the law (cp. Charles' note on Apoc. Bar 15*). (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 Schopfung 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 Skizztn 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, Erekiel, 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, «.g.^ of 6"-, 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"'', Fries in Jahrb. fiir
die klass. Alterthum. (1Q02) 705 f. ; for the mythological basis of 12,

Calmes {RB.^ 1903, 52-68) and B. Alio {RB.^ 1910, 509-554), CheyneV
Bible Problems (195-207), and Pfleiderer's Early Christian Conceptions oj

Christy 56 f.; for 19""*^ see Gressmann's Ursprung d. Isr.-jUd. Eschato-

iogie, 136 f. ; and for 20**-, sec ERE. i. 203 f., and Klausner's Messian.

Vorstellungen d.jiid. VoUes $m Zeit d. Tannaiten, 61 f.

§ 3. Structure.—The first passage where a source becomes
visible is 7^-*. Ch. 7 is not a literary unit with tditorial touches

(Weyland, Erbes, Bruston, Rauch), but the combination of a

Jewish (Jewish Christian : Volter, J. Weiss) fragment (7^-* : so, e.g.,

Vischer, Schmidt, Pfleiderer, Porter, Bousset, von Soden, Scott,

Wellhausen) with an original delineation in 7^-1^. The scenery
of the former (cp. 1 4^) 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 = 6^3^ numbering = 6", seals = 6^-, standing = 6®)

is editorial. Its connection with what follows depends on whether

7^-* and 7'-*'' 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



494 THE APOCALYPSE OF JOHN

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®-!^ represents 7^-^ read in the light of 5^ (so, e.g.^ de Wette,

Bruston, Porter, Wellhausen, Hoennicke's JC. i94f.) with a

specific application to the candidatus martyrum exercitus.

In lo^-ii the author drops the figure of a roll of Doom being

opened, and describes the subsequent oracles as a /Si^XapiBiov of

prophecy cttI Xaots kol Wvea-iv Kol
y\ii)(T(Tat<s

/cat ^acriXivcn ttoAAoi?,

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 /St^kapiSLov (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
^"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 ii^^^^ is more probably a Jewish (or Jewish

Christian) oracle of that period.* In ni^-is 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 2 1-^^ 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. 13^'^^ 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 14^^-^^, with its abrupt allusion to t/ie city (v.^o),

belongs to the same cycle of tradition as ii^^^^ 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 i6^=^'- is obvious, but again the

author may have twisted together the ideas of (a) a last conflict

between God and the world-powers, and (d) 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, IJVT. 161
f.).

17^* is an abrupt proleptic allusion to 19^^"*^, but the writer

first of all edits (in iS*'- ^*) 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 iQ^^''^ and especially in its

horrible finale, one would be almost relieved to discover a Jewish
source (so, e.g.y 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 2i*-22*, which is the imaginative delineation of a

Christian ideal (ii^*-^'^) 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. 21^2. le

2i24-27a jj**- »*•
*) 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^ 2'' etc.) probably accounts for prose glosses like a elxriv

. . . 6€ov (4^), 01 cio-iv . . . yrjv (5^), a cio-iv . . . aytW (5^),

TO yap . . . ia-Tiv (19^), 17 yap . . . Trpo^Tyrctas (19^^), fat

KeKXrjrai . . . $€ov (19^^), and ovtos . . . irvpos (20^*), as well as

for the references to the Lamb, e.g., in 13^ and 14*' ^°.
(ii.)

Several cases of transposition or misplacement also occur within

the traditional text. Thus (a) 16^^ is an interpolation or a gloss

misplaced perhaps from 3^^ or 3^ (H) 18^* has been displaced

from its original position between the last en and the first on of

18^3 (so Beza, Vitringa, Volkmar, Baljon, Weiss, and Konnecke,
BFT. xii. I. 37-38) by a copyist whose eye confused on ol

IfiTTopot crov with ol €fjLiropoL rovToyv. {c) Probably 199^-10 also

has been disturbed from its original site at the close of 17, where

the hierophant angel is speaking (cp. 17^7= 199b ^^^^^ qJ God).

The displacement in this case was not accidental, but due to

a scribe who saw that the similar assurance in 21^ 22^ related

primarily to future bliss rather than to judgment, and who took

the first Xcyet not as a divine saying (cp. 21^), but as angelic

(22^). {d) 20^*^, which is textually suspect in any case, is either

a marginal gloss (so, Kriiger: GGA.j 1897, 34, von Soden,

Wellhausen) or, more probably (cp. Haussleiter, 212-213),

displaced from its original position after 20^^, 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 ^avaros in 20^^.
(<?)

The loose contexture of

the epilogue (22^-21) is improved (cp. EGT. v. 580-581) if

vv.^-'' are placed between ^ and ^*, and ^^-'^^
interpolated between

i« and K
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^"^ and 22'^^'^^. The
former passage, however, might conceivably have been added by
the author, like the irpooC/xiov of Thucydides, after he had

* The liturgical element is naturally more prominent than in Ephesians ;

cp. the antiphonal bursts of song {£Bi. 2 138-2 140, 3242) in the congregation,

the responsive amen in 5^* 7^2 g^c.
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finished the book as a whole. The change from the third

person to the first (i*) 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*®*^* (cp. En i04^®'')» which might be taken as part of the

apocalyptic literary tradition (cp. e.g. Slav. Enoch 48^-*). The

likelihood, however, is that it represents an editorial note (so

Jn 2i2^*2*) designed to authenticate the writing as in the direct

succession of the OT prophecies (cp. Jos. Ant. xx. 11. 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
the 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 BegrUnder der NT Kanons,'

ZNlV.f 1909, 148-174, with Hamack's Redtn u. Aufsdtu^ 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 ihe gospels, Acts, and epistles.

§ 4. Traces in early Christian literature.—From an allusion

like that of Philad. vi. i {<rrrj\aC *la-iv koi rd^fxH v€Kptov, i(fi* oU

ycypaTTTOt ftovov ovofiara ay$puiirtov)^ Apoc 3^^ (to Christians of

Philadelphia, iroirja-o) avrov arvXoy . . . kol ypdij/to itr avrov rb

ovofxa Tov ^cov fwv ktA.), it is possible that Ignatius had read the

apocalypse, but the occasional similarities of language between

it and Barnabas (e.g. i^*^= Bam vii. 9, 21* = Barn vL 13,

22IO. u = 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, o</>i9 KaXciTot icai o-aram?

Koi SiaySoXos, to)S €K TU)v -qixerepitiv avyypafjLfidrtDv cpcwi/cavrcs fiaJBtiv

hvvaaOty 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. i) prove that it must have reached Gaul by about the

middle of the second century. Indeed, Irengeus (v. 30. i) could appeal not

only to those who had seen John, but to iracri rots airovdaiois Kal dpxaloi$

dvTiypd(f>ois. 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 6522b as a mystical reference to the thousand

years of Ps 90^, and then proceeds, Kal In S^ koI Trap* -fj/juv avrjp

T19, (S ovofxa *l(odvvri'S, cts tCjv aTrocTToXdiv toS Xpiorov, iv aTroKa\v\l/eL

y€Vojx€vr) ;(tXta irr} Tron^a-CLV iv 'Icpova-aXrjfx rovs tS i^^crcpo) X/otcTTa)

TTtcTTcvcravTas Trpoc^r^rtucrev. Justin evidently ranks John, as the

author of the apocalypse, in the prophetic succession. Ilapa

yap rjfuv, he Continues (82), koL
fJ^ixP'-

^^^ 7rpo<f>r]TLKa )(a.p(,a-iiaTa.

i<TTiv. 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 lohannis 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 prophecJes as fantastic and

ridiculous ;
but Gaius, who evidently attributed its composition to

Cerinthus (cp. Schwartz's Ueber der Tod d. Sohne Zebedaiy 1904,

33-45), took particular objection to its inconsistencies with the

rest of the NT ; e.g. S^-^i contradicted i Th 52, 98'- was out of

keeping with 2 Ti 3^-•^^ and Satan (20^) was already bound

(Mt i82*). 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) n^ade

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, /JIS. 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 of Revelation^ 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 Trf.p\. hrarf^{K.i^v (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 ;

Tives filv ovv Twv irpo rffidv rjOirr)(Tav koX ai/ccTKCvacrav irovT^ to

^l/SXlov, KaO* €Ka(TTov Ke<f>d\aLoy SievOvvovrt'; dyvtDO-Tov rt kcu

dcrvW6yi<TT0v aTTO^aivovTi^ ij/evSfa-OaC re rrjv €Tnypa<f>i]v. 'Iwavi/ov

yap ovK flvat Xcyovtriv, dXX* ov8* OLTroKoXvif/LV eTvat ttjv atfioSpa kol

7ra;^€t K€Ka\vfx/x4v7]v tw t^s dyvoCas vapaTreTaa-fxaTL. 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 firjv paStws av arvvOeifirfv) 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 (ttoio?

8e ovTo<i, dSrjXov). 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. "AXXov 8c nva oTfiai rStv

€V 'AaCa yivofJiivoiVf
cttci koL Svo (jiaalv iv 'E^ccro) yeviorOai /Av^/xara

KoX kKaTipov 'Imavvov keyeaOai. 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 (aXXoiordTr] 8c koL ^cvt/, /a^tc i<f>aTrTO/jiivr)

/atJtc yctTVtoio-a rovrtav firf^evi, <r)(€B6v, ws tlireLv, /xrjSk arvXXa/Syjv

irpos auTtt KOLvrjv €xov(ra). This general impression of an alien

origin is borne out by a scrutiny of the language (t^s ^pacrcws).

The gospel and epistle "are composed not only in faultless

Greek (dTrratcrTa)? Kara rrjv twv *EAAryvo)i/ KJxtivi^v),
but with great

skill in their expressions, their arguments, and the arrangement
of their expositions (ttoAAov ye Set (iapfiapov nva tfiSoyyov 17

(ToXoLKia-fiov ^ oXws iButjrLa-fibv iv avTols evpeOrjvaL)
"

; 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 oKptjSws eWrjvC^ovcrav) ;
he makes use of barbarous con-

structions (tSiw/tao-iV fiapPapLKo2<s), and sometimes of actual

solecisms (xat irov koX a-oXoiKC^ovTa)."
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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

6iBa(TK€iv with dat. (2", after ^ 1D% the variation in the gender
of krjvos (4i»-«> after Is 63^), the collocation of fem. substantives

and mascul. adjectives or participles (e.g. 4^ 11* 17^), or of

nominatives and accusatives (lo^ ii^, also 5^* 14^-7-1* etc.), or of

nominatives in apposition to genitives (i* 3^^), datives (9^*), and

accusatives (2^ 20^), and mannerisms of style such as the nomin.

pendens placed at the opening of a sentence for emphasis (e.g.

3** 6® etc.), and the redundant avros in relative clauses (3® y^-
»

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 M<r Umple of tht tent of testimony (cp. Ex 40^* etc.),

^(iirtov (
=

*3Di>), the repetition of prepositions (7^-
• 16" etc., cp.

Zee 6^% and of special words (see o-apicas in 19^*, with 16^^ and

Zee 8i«).

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.y 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, dA.T7^«ta, oX-qByfiy aXr]dii}<Sy avri, airiKpCOr] koX cTttcv,

a<^Uvax TttS afiaprCa^f OtaxrOaL, t8«, iStos, /ca^w?, /xei/roi, Travrorc,

irapprja-Coy TTWTTOTff vtto (accus.), and x°i^^ Furthermore, it often

uses the language of the gospel in a way of its own ; the atwvtos

of the latter it employs only once (14*), and it never connotes

it with ^0)1?; a^tos takes the infinitive, not im; epxov replaces

eXOi; <^o)s and o K<5(r/i,os are invariably physical, not spiritual;

cKcivos is never substantival, vikuv never transitive
; 'Upova-aX-^fi

is substituted for 'Icpoo-dAv/xo, and o5k 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. R^ville, Le

quatrilme evangile^ 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 apvLov for Christ, while the gospel confines apvtov to

Christians and uses 6 d/xi/os rov Oeov 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

koyos in Jn i^^' and of 6 Xoyos toO O^ov in Apoc 19^^ are drawn

from totally different soils in pre-Christian Judaism and turned

to alien ends. Affinities of style like the use of tva or of ck

(after crw^ctv, rr/pciv) are unimportant. f 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. o-ktjvoo) in Jn i^* and Apoc 7^^, and Jesus receiving

from the Father (Jn lo^^ and Apoc 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 ayair-q of 2^- ^^ is mutual

affection between members of the church); on the contrary,

they are ranked as SovXot, which in Jn 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'') 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 % is only once mentioned,

and that casually in an eschatological prediction (20^ rqv ttoXiv

rrpf ^yaTn)fiiv7]v) ;
the fatherhood of God (for Christ's sonship, cp.

*
Selwyn, like Thoma (ZfFT*., 1877, 289-34 1), 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** 3", cp. 3^^), but this is not a

specifically
*

Johanrtine
'

trait.
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i« 2*^ 3'-'^ 14') is ignored entirely (even in 21^ Oto^ is substituted

for the OT <is 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 [£tudes sur DanUl et VApocalypse, 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'apr^s le recit qu'il lui avait fait oralement de la riv^lation et des visions

qu'il avait eues it 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

2Lahn'i {INT. § 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.tf. 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 11^, 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 ifi)
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 : AA., 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 tlu

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. Robinsonj .yy-S". ,

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 Bekdmpfung des

Christentums durch den roviischen 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^) had been

only banished or imprisoned like some of his friends {2^^^ 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 {H. 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 /«£/)tuj, see Kattenbusch (ZNfV., 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 (d) 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 (/la^r.

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 Irenteus, whose remark on the name of

antichrist is quoted (in Eus. I/. E. iii. 18) as follows: tl 5i dya<pav56v iv n^
rvr xat/)^ KripvTT€<T$ai ToCwofia avroO, Si iKflpov dr ippidif tov Kal t^v

dwoKdXvyj/iw iopaK&ros. oCSi y6,p rp6 toWoO xP^^ov iupddr), d\XA irxfSbv iirl

rijs ij/uHpas Yereoi, Tp6s ry t4\(i rrji Aofifriayov ipxi^- It is not p>ossible lo

turn the force of this passage by pleading (so, e.^., Simcox, Selwyn) that

Irenxus confused the reign of Domitian with his (cp. Tac. ffist. iv. 2. 1 1 )

temporary regency in A.D. 70 (January to October), or by referring iupddrj to

i'lwdfprit instead of to ^ iiroKd\v\l/tt (so, «.^., Wetstein, MacDonald's Lt/g
tmd WHtings of Si. John, New York, 1880, 169, E. Bohmer : Uber Verfasser
und Abfassungszeit des Apokalypse, pp. 30 f., Bovon,* and Chase, yTS". viii.

431-435). The latter is particularly unsuccessful (cp. Abbott, Diat. 2977a) ;

the subject of iupdd^ is plainly «he apocalypse just mentioned, and, as

Irenaeus 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

r^ime.

(d) 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.y Vischer, Weyland, Charles, Schmidt,

Sabatier, M^n^goz, 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 17^1 (so Harnack :

TH. ii. 3. 134 f.; ACL. ii. i. 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, /NT, iv. 317-318.
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VV.8. i2f. the Beast is the infernal Nero redivivus, while v."

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 ^^ as a Domitianic gloss by the

Christian editor, who also added ^^
(if not all of ^) and ^^ to a

Vespasianic (Jewish?) oracle in ly^^- 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. i), 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

IcTTiv) 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 (13^^-). 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 dyjpiov), who had already reigned

(o rjv)y but who meanwhile was invisible {koX ovk lortv), is to

reappear from the abyss, only to be crushed finally (koI eh

aTTwXuav virayu). Thus the downfall of the persecuting empire
is to be heralded by the advent after Titus of one belonging to

the seven {Ik tu>v kirra 1(ttlv) emperors who, on the traditional

reckoning of the heads, were to see the rise and fall of Rome.
The author of v.^^, living under Domitian, is obliged to identify

the latter with Nero (as in another sense some of his own pagan

subjects did);t 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."

;
the course of actual

history had broken through the eschatological scheme at one

point, but, while the prophet seeks (in the contemporary and
*
Augustus =crejSa(rr(5s, a word which had (especially in Asia Minor) the

distinctly religious connotation of worshipful, was one of the dpSfJura

fiXa<T(f)rjiJilas (13^) 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 Aofieriavbs . . . reXevrQv ttjs "N^puvos

deoexdpiO'S re Kal deofiax^as 8cd8oxov eavrbu KaTeaT-ficxaro. devrepos drjra tG)v

Kad^ 'r}/ji,Qv dveKlpei diuy/xop, Kaivep Vou warpbs airrif Ove<XTa<naPov nrjdiv Kad'

ijliCop Atqwop iwiP<y^(yaPTos).
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historical note of v.")
* 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 6* (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 Oesar (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 8') 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
(ad Phil, II*, 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
in2»-".

Several reasons contributed to the popularity of the seventh

decade date, (i.) The Tubingen school required it for their

thesis that the Balaam ites 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 DaniePs

addition of the eleventh horn to the traditional ten, under similar historical

exigencies. Brustoij, 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 1 1^^- 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. i6o f.), Simcox,

Selwyn {pp. cit. pp. 215 f.), and B. W. Henderson {Life and 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 {Discussions,

75-148), Alford, Gloag {Introd. Joh. Writings), Salmon {INT. 221-245),

Schafer {Einl. 347-355), Godet, Holtzmann, Comely, Belser, jUlicher,

Weizsacker, Harnack {ACL. ii. i. pp. 245 f.), McGiflFert {AA. 634 f.), Zahn,

Wernle, von Soden, Adeney {INT. 464 f.), Bousset, von Dobschutz, Well-

hausen, Porter, R. Knopf (iVZ. 38 f.), Abbott, KreyenbUhl {Das Evglm der

IVahrheit, 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 repiscopal, i. 209 f.), F. C. Arnold {Die

Neronische Chrislenverfolgung, 1888), Neumann {LC, 1888, 842-843,

reviewing Arnold), Ramsay (C^^. pp. 268-302, ET. xvi. 171-174, Seven

Letters, 93-127), S. Gsell {Regm de Vimpereur Domilien, 1895, pp. 307 f.),

Matthaei {Preussische Jahrb., 1905, 402-479), and E. T. Klette {Die

Christenkatastrophe unter Nero, 1907, 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.

t 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, inferential ly, of the

First Epistle of John).

(a) The hypothesis of John the apostle's authorship! 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, q>. Lindsay, Church and Ministry in Early
CetUurits^ (1903). 34 ». and EGT.y. 400.

+ So, recently, B. Weiss, W. H. Simcox, C. A. Scott, Zahn, Batiffol

{Lefons sur Its ivangiUs^, 1907, 106 f.), Stanton (GHD. i. 171 f.), Lepin

(L'ortgtru du quatr. ivangile^ I907» 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*

residerlce in a Greek city like Ephesus improved John's style

and broadened his outlook into k 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 iii 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.

Everi 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 ofthe latter is connected with the temper displayed in the

incident of Mk g^^^' (Lk 9^^); 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, GalatianSy 337». etc.) as "highly un-

satisfactory."
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the son of 2^bedee. These would not be insuperable if the

apocalypse showed other evidence of apostolic (Johannine^

authorship, but the reverse is the case. Thus, in 3^^ (Scuo-o) avrw

KaOiaai fi€T ifiov iv tw Opovtf fiov) the writer attributes to Jesus

the very prerogative which the Lord disclaimed (Mk lo**'). In

11^-* the inviolability of the Jerusalem-vaos is assumed, in

contrast to the explicit logion of Mk 13^*' (cp. Ac 6^*). 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 121*-^^, Mk 13**,

Ac i'"®, and 7*"® (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 i3**-*^) as 9" does from Mt 24^ (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*'- are not such as might have been

expected from one who had been numbered among the inner

circle of the Galilean disciples. Finally, though iS*^' 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 21^* {the twelve apostles of thi 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,

th^ 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 blood "
(Forbes, Intern. Hdbks to NT. iv. 96).

• •* That the writer of Rev. need not have known Jesus, remains a strong
indication th^ 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 Hes 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. R^ville and Jiilicher). This is quite possible, as the name
was common enough, (ii.) John Mark, however, is a more
authoritative personality (Ac 135-13) than any unknown John,
and his claims have been urged especially by Hitzig (Ueber

fohannes Marcus und seine Schri/te?i^ 1843, PP« ii^m 67-116),
Weisse {Evangelien-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 forwarcf no

stylistic argument from that quarter; he simply dismisses the

suggestion on the ground that John Mark (Ac 13^3) 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 loannis

euangelistae, aut alium fuisse loannem ab euangelista credebant,

quemadmodum duas posteriores epistolas adscribebant loanni

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-ditre for pseudonymity is absent, viz. the consciousness

that^he 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 rame
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).

{S) 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,— i

who was a fiaOrjTrj^ Tou 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

dypa/A/xaT09 koI iSnarr)^ (Ac 4^).

* The seer is simply the brother of his readers (i* 6 d5eX^ v/4«i» kqX

a\fyKou>{av6<i). Paul in 2 P 3^ is no more (6 &rfo.Tr-i}fTh% rifuov d5eX06y), 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 of

Dionysius), was suggested afresh by Vogel* and He'nrichs (in Koppe's NT.

i8i8), and worked out from different standpoints by Eichhorn, Rettig {^Das

enveislich dlUste Zeiif. d. Apocalypse, 1 831), Bleek (cp. his Beitrdge zur Ev.

K'ritik, 184-200), Liicke (SK., 1836, 6S4f.), de Wette, Schenkel, Ewald,

Wittichen, Wieseler, Mangold, Credner, Neander, Keim, Havet, O. Holtz-

mann, Mejjboom, Dusterdieck, Selwyn, Erbes, Harnack, Bousset, Kohler,

Lindenbein, von Soden, Heinrici (i/rr. 1902, 126 f.), A. Meyer (7"^., 1907,

138), and von DobschUtz (Probleme d. apost, Zeitalters, I904> 91 f')« Grotius

threw out a conjecture, to explain it ('credo autem presbytero, apostoli

discipulo, custoditum hunc libium ; inde factum ut eius esse opus a quibifsdam

per errorem crederetur'), but it is favoured more or less tentatively by
recent critics like Loisy (Z^ Quatr. £vangile, 134), Swete, McGiffert,

Pfleiderer {Urc. ii. 420 f.), Jacoby {Neutest. Ethik, 1899, 444-455), and

Peake(/iV7: 152 f.).

Vogel's idea was that 4^-11** and 1^-322 were (Neronic) fragments,

written by the apostle and subsequently edited by the presbyter, who (under

Galba) was responsible for the apocalypse as a whole.

1. , . .

>^»^-'-.i



CHAPTER V.

(A) THE FOURTH GOSPELS

Literature. — (a) Modern editions— G. Hutcheson (London, 1657);

Lampc's C<>OT»f. AnalyticoExegtticus {1724); Semler's /'ara/ArojiJ (i 771) ;

S. G. Lange (Weimar, 1797); H. E. G. Paulus {Phiiologisch-kritisch und
historUche Commentar iiber cUn Evglm Jok. 1812); Kuinocl' (Leipzig,

1817); L. Usteri's Commentatio Critica (ZUrich, 1823); J. Munter's

Symbola ad interpret. Evang. Jok. ex tnarmoribus et nummis maxime greeds

(1826); Klee (1829); H. A. W. Meyer (1834, Eng. tr. 1875); Lassus,

Commentaire pkilosopkique (Paris, 1838); Lucke* (1840)*; A. Maier

(i843f,); BaumgartenCrusius (1844-5); Dc Wette* (1846); Tholuck'

(1857, Eng. tr. 1874); J. P. Lange (i860, Eng. tr. 1872 f.); L. Klofutar

(1862); Olshausen' (1862, Eng. tr. 1855); Ewald, Die Jokan. Sckriften

(1862); W. Baumlein (Stuttgart, 1863); D. Brown (Glasgow, 1863); J.J.
Astii {Explication de C&v. sehn S. Jean^ 1864); A. Bisping (1865);

Hengstenberg
«

(1867 f., Eng. tr. 1879-80); Burger (1868); Luthardt*

(1875-6, Eng. tr. 1876); Schaff (ed. of Lange; New York, 1872); H.

W. Watkins (Ellicott's Comm. 1879) ; Milligan and Moulton (SchafTs

Comm., vol. ii.); Westcott (Speaker's 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*

(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' (1902) ; J. M. S. Baljon

(1902); Petersen (1902); Blass, Evglm sec. Joh. cum var. Itct. delectu

(1902); B. Weiss (— Meyer', 1902)*; Loisy (1903)*; Calmes (1904);

Gutjahr (1905); A. Carr (Cambridge, 1905); Belser (1905); Heitmuller'

* For periodic surveys of the literature and detailed bibliographies, see,

in addition to the works of Luthardt, Schiirer, Watkins, and Sanday,
Pfitzenmeier's Aper^u des controverses sur k quatrieme ^vangile (Th^se de

Strasbourg, 1850); H. J. Holtzmann in Bunsen's Bibel-Werk, viii. (1866)

pp. 56 f.; Pfleiderer (PM., 1902, 57-74); Conybeare (rr., 1906, 39-62);
A. Meyer (TR., 1906, 302 f., 339 f-

, 387 f- ) ; and H. L. Jackson, The

Fourth Gospel and soffie recent German Criticism (1906).
51S



5l6 THE FOURTH GOSPEL

(SNT. 1907); H. P. Forbes {Intern. Hdbks NT. iv. 1907); Westcott

(Greek text and notes, 1908); Holtzmann-Bauer * {HC? 1908); Well-

hausen* (1908); ZahnM-^^- 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);^ Vogel, Evglm Johannes und seine

Ausleger, etc. (1801) ;
Horst in Henke's Museumfur Religionswissen, i, 47 f. ;

II. 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.
Canonicorutn origine (1824) ; Lutzelberger, Die Kirchl. Tradition iiber d.

Apostel Johannes, etc. (1840); B. Bauer, Kritik d. Evang. Geschichte d.

Johannis (1840) ;
A. Schweitzer, Das Evglm Johannis (1841) ; Zeller {Theol.

Jahrb., 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 Evgbn und die Briefe

Johannis nach ihrem Lehrbegriff'{ 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, Etudes critiques sur la Bible,

pp. 127 f. (1864); Scholten, Het evangeliS 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-evangelic (Leyden, 1867) ; E. V. Neale {Theological Review, 1867,

445-472); Schenkel, Das Charakterbild Jesu^ (1873); W. Cassels {SR.

1874); Thoma, Die Genesis des Joh.-Evglms (1882)*; Jacobsen, (Inter-

suchungen iiber das Joh.-Evglm (1884); M. Schwalb, Unsere vier Evglien
erkldrt und kritisch gepruft (1885); O. Holtzmann, Das Johannes-Evglm
(1887)*; Bruckner, Die vier Evglien (1887); R. Mariano {Urc. iv. 45-

iio)*; 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.

i76if.)*; P. W. Schmiedel {EBi. 2503 f.); Loisy, Autour d'un petit livre

(1903, pp. 85-108); Wrede, Charakter und Tendenz des Joh.-Evglms

(1903)*; Kreyenbiihl, 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

vollstdndigen Einleitung in das Evglm Joh. (Gottingen, 1806) ; J. T.

Hemsen, Die Authentic d. Schriften d. Evang. Joh. untersucht {\%21, reply

to Bretschneider) ;
2 K. Frommann {SK., 1840, 853-930, against Weisse) ;

Ebrard, Das Evglm Joh. und die neueste Hypothese iiber seine Entstehung

^
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 Beitragt zur Evglienkritik (1846); A.

Norton, Evidences of Genuineness oj Gcs^els
*
{1S46-S, Can^bridge, U.S.A.);

Ebrard's Wissensch. A'ritik^ (1850, third ed. 1868, pp. 828 f.); A. Ritschl

{Tkeol. Jahrb., 1 85 1, pp. 500 f.); G. K. Mayer, Die Echtheit des Evglms

nachjoh. (Schafthausen, 1854) ; O. Thenius, Das Evglm d. Evglieu (an open
letter to Strauss, 1865) ; Hase, Vom Evgtm des Johannis (Leipzig, 1866) ;

Kiggenbach, Die Ztrugnisse 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 {1S74); C. E. Luthardt, St. John the author of the

Fourth Gospel (Eng. tr. by Gregory, Edin. 1875, with valuable biblio-

graphy)* ; Beyschlag (^A^, 1874, 607 f., 1875, 4^3 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 {iSSS) ; Walkins (Bampton Lectures, 1890); Wetrel, Die

Echtheit u. Glaubwiirdigkeit d. Evang. Joh. (1899); Camerlynck, De qudrti

euangelii atM-/<?r« (1899-1900, also in BLE., 1900, 201-21 1, 419 f., 633 f.);

T. B. Strong and H. R. Reynolds in DB. ii. 680-728 ; Mangenot (Vigoroux*
DB. iii. 1 167-1203); Hoonacker (KB., 1900, 226-247); J. Drummond,
An Enquiry into the Charcuter and Authorship of the Fourth Gospel (igo^)* ;

Haussleiter ( T'/i^o/. Litteraturi/att, 1903, 1-6, 17-21, and Die Geschichtlich-

keit des Joh.-Evglms (Ijtvpzxg, 1903); C. Fouard, S. Jean et la fin deVtige

e^stolique (Paris, 1904, Eng. tr.); R. Seebei^j (A^A'Z, 1905, 51-64);

Sanday, The Criticism of the Fourth Gospel (iqos) \ R. H. Strachan {DCG.
i. 869-885); CQR. (1905) 84-107, 387-412, (1906) 106-134; Lepin,*

Vorigine du qtuUriemie £vangile (1907)* ; C E. Scott- MoncriefiF, St. John,

Apostle, Evangelist, and Prophet (1909). (iii.) on special points:
—G. C.

Storr, ueber den Zweck d. evang. Geschichte und der BriefeJohannis
'
(1810) ;

K. F. Ranke, Plan und Bau des Joh.-Evglms (Berlin, 1824); Wtizsacker

{Jahrh. deutsche Theologie, 1857, 154 f., 1859, 685 f., 'das Selbstzeugniss d.

Joh. Christus'); H. Spaeth {ZWT, 1868, 168 f., 309 f.,
'

Nathanael, ein

Beitrag lum Verstandniss der Composition d. Logos-Evglms') ; R. H.

Button, Essays Theol. and Literary (1871, 'Historical Problems of the

Fourth gospel')* ; G. W. Pieritz, The Gospels from the rabbinical point of

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

Matthaus' (BFT, 1898, v.); Rollins (Bibliotheca Sacra, 1905, 484-499,
written by John, edited by Apollos) ;' J. H. A. Hart {Exp.'' v. 361 f., vi.

^
Lepin's volume, like the essays by A. Nouvelle (Vauthenticite du quatr.

£vangiie et la thise du M. Loisy, Paris, 1905) and C. Chauvin {Les idies

de Loisy sur le quatr. Evangile, 1 906), is specially directed against Loisy.
* 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, 470 f., 548 f., 632 f., 673 f.,
*

Beitrage zu der Frage nach
der Entstehung und d. Zweck des Joh.-Evglms') ; R. H. Strachan {Exp."*

viii.-ix., 'The Christ of the Fourth Gospel'); P. Ewald {NKZ., 1908,

824-853,
*
die subjective Form der Johann. Chrislus-Reden') ; van Eysinga

(PM., 1909, 143-150, *zum richtigen Verstandniss d. Johann. Prolog');
O. Zurhellen, Die Heimat des vierten Evglms* (1909); D. H. Muller

{SBAW., 1909, *Das Joh.-Evglm im Lichte d. Strophentheorie ') ; A.

Merx, Die vier Kanonischen Evglien nach ihrem alt. bekannten Texte . . .

a.
'i. Johannes (Berlin, 1910)

*
; M. Goguel, Les Sources du ricit Johanniqtie

de la Passion (Paris, 1910) ; Lepin, La Valeur Historique du Quatrlhne

^vangile (Paris, 1910)
*

; E. H. Askwith, The Historical Valtie 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 cPAlexandrie

(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, on 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. Evghns {'i^zMvahMTg, 1850);
C. P. Tiele, Ilet evang. van Johannes (1855); M. Aberle ( 7%^t?/.

Quartalschrift, 1861, 37 f.); B. Weiss, Der Joh. Lehrbegriff {i?>62) -,
Nolte

(Theol. Quartalschrift, 1862, 464 f.); Sch^aXh {Revue de Thiol., 1863, Ii3f.,

249 f., 'Notes sur I'^vangile de Jean'); Wei«sacker's Untersuchungen iiber

die Evang. Geschichte (1864, second ed. 1901)*; Sabatier (^5/?. vii. 181-

193) ; Renan, i. pp. 477-541 ; M. Wolf, Das Evglm Johannis in seiner

Bedeutung fur Wiss. u. Glauben {iSyo) ; 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 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 \. (1902)* ; J. L. Nuelsen, Die Bedeutung des Evglm Joh.

ftir d. Christliche Lehre .{i go^) ; 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 Quatriime Avangile (1908) ; E. F.

Scott, The Fourth Gospel, its Purpose and Theology- (1909)
*

; A. E. Brooke

* Delffs further works included Das Vierte Evglm, ein Authentischer

Bericht iiber Jesus von Nazai-eth (1890); Neiu Beitrage zur Kriiik

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?^ May 1906, 424-

434), Hitchcock {ExpJy Sept. 1907, 266-279), Walther, Inhalt

u. Gedankengang des Evglm nach/oh. (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 (2^-6'^^

Samaritan city
=

4*-*^ followed by a <rrjfjL€lov of resurrection) ;
the

later (7^1 2*^) is confined to Judea, with two retreats (lo*^'-**

and 1 1****^), the former {vipav toO *Iop8avov) of which is followed

by a arrjfi€Lov of resurrection (4'**
<i = io** belief of many), the

latter being ef? *E«^pai/ji ktyofUvrfv 7r<JXiv. The third part (13^-

20^^) describes the conversation of Jesus at the last supper (13^-

17*^), the arrest, trial, and death (18^-19*'), and the appearances
after death (20I-").

The prologue illustrates Pindar's comparison of an opening

lyric to a stately facade : dpxpfUvov 8* Ipyov xprj irpoamtrov difxtv

rq\avy€9.

Quod initium sancti euangelii cui nomen est secundum lohannem,

quidem Platonicus . . . aureis litteris conscribendum et per omnes ecclesias

in locis eminentissiniis proponendum esse dicebat (Aug. Ciuit. Dei, x.

a9).

The Logos is the divine principle of creation (i^**), apart from

which the universe is unintelligible ; no 8i;atovpyo5 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*"^) which immediately

absorbs his attention. TAe 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.*. Hurrying on to the final revela-

tion, for which John the Baptist was merely a witness (i^"^), 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= 2o3i) welcomed the Logos (i^-^^). To them the incarnate

Logos (no phantom of docetic gnosticism), in virtue of his

divine sonship,t manifests and imparts the real nature of God
the Father (ji^-is).

The introduction (i^^-^^) develops the witness of John the

baptizer to Jesus as the Christ (i^^^*), the Son of God (i^*, cp.

2o3i). This witness is borne in a triple fashion : (a) before

sceptical Judaism (
= ot 'lovSatoi, i^^"^^), (d) in a soliloquy J (i-^"

3^), and (c) before two of his own disciples (i^^f-). The third

testimony starts a movement towards Christian discipleship :

(a) two of John's disciples join Jesus (i 37-39)^ (^) they bring over

others (i'*^-*^)^ and (c) finally (rfj eVavpiov, as in i29. 35^^ Jesus

himself calls a third set (i*^^-).§ The genuine Israelite is he

who (i*'^"*^) 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 (21^-

2i3f. 3I-21) from various points of view. The activity of the

disciples in baptizing throughout Judea leads up (note the loose

fi€Ta ravra) to John's final witness (3^^^-) and incidentally to

a mission at Sychar (4^^*) as Jesus and his disciples make their

way north to Galilee (4*^^-)- Here the second a-qiiiiov rounds

off the opening cycle which began with the first a-rjixelov (both

at Kana : petition for help, eliciting of trust 2*= 4^, mysterious

aid). The faith of the fjLaOrjraL (2") has now widened into the

faith of those benefited (4^^) ; for this faith in the word (3^^-)

of Jesus, see already 4^^ as contrasted with faith in his oT;/xeta

(2^3 448).

The second cycle contains two controversies with the Jews

occasioned by three a-rjfitiaf one at Jerusalem (5) and two in

Galilee (6). The second of the latter a-qfiiia (6i«-2i) is really a

pendant, as in the synoptic tradition, to the former (6^-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 ^°*
(humanity),

"*
(Judaism), and ^**

(Christians).

t A Philonic touch ; to see God was the mark of primogeniture {De post.

Caini, 18). The phrase x^?^^ °-^'^^ X'^P'toj is another reminiscence and

adaptation of Philonic language (cp. de post. Catnip 43).

X At any rate, no audience is mentioned.

§ Note in this paragraph the interweaving of {b) and [c) in i*"- and i*.
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faith on the part of the eleven disciples (6^) ;
the secret dis-

loyalty of the twelfth (6"°'^^) is noted by way of dramatic

anticipation.

The mystical revelations and claims of Jesus have now
not only driven many of his fia$7jTaC away from him {6^^' ^^'•),

but provoked the deadly antipathy of Judaism ($^^'
^^

7^). 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 (7-1021) ^nd the feast of dedication (to.

lyKOLvia, io*2-**). A partial sympathy is ehcited (7*^=10^®),

but it is a resurrection-<n;/Anov (11^"^, after lo^''-^) which first

converts many of the Jews (11** 12^^), though it also brings the

mortal hatred of the Jews as a whole to a head (ii*<''*). The

subsequent entry into Jerusalem (12^-^*) is followed by an

episode (12*®-^) which is the third anticipation of Christ's death

and resurrection as prefigured in the <rrjfi€Lov of ii^***, the two

others being the prophetic word cf Kaiaphas (ii*^-*^) and the

action of Mary (12*-®). 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.

The third section of the gospel opens with the actions

(13*'-), 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

the evening), and, a week later, to the eleven, including Thomas

(2o8*-»).

The oscillation between Galilee and Judea is strongly marked. Jesus

appears in the vicinity of John the Baptist ripav tov 'lop5dvov {i^"**); he
then moves into Galilee (i**, no reason given), from which the approach
of the passover recalls him to Jerusalem (2^^); he departs eli TT]v*lovSaiap

T^r (3^, no reason given), returns to Galilee via Samaria (for enig-
matic reason given in 4^), and again goes up to Jerusalem to attend a

Jewish festival (5^). The next chapter (6^) places him in Galilee (no reason

given for his return), and in y^- he goes back upon his own initiative to the

capital for the <tKrtvoinjyLa. He is still here in lo^^f.^ ^uj retires (10^"^)

iripav TOV 'lopddvov (
=

i^'''') to avoid being arrested for blasphemy. After a
brief visit to Bethany (il'"*). for the purpose of raising Lazarus, he again
retires in order to avoid arrest, this time not north into Galilee, but to the

town of Ephraim (ii"). Finally, the approach of the passover brings him
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back to Jerusalem (ii^'- ^^-), 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,* (<5)
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^^ cp. Ro 6^*),! and Pauline ideas like

God's sending of his Son (3^''
= Gal 4^-^) and God's love

(^otTnyo-cv, 3^6, cp. Eph 2^). On the other hand, a conception
like that of Phil 2^-11 is different from that of Jn 324-25

.

^^le

idea of the Spirit as a factor in the glorified nature of Christ

(Ro 1*) 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 (S^^^-), and life in relation to the

glorified Christ, the writer has developed his theology from

Pauline germs. Even the specific sense attached to 'lovSatot in

the Fourth gospel may be but the development of Paul's usage
in his epistles, where the synoptic ^apia-a'ioi tends to be dropped
for louSatot as the opponents of Christ and Christianity (cp.

Resch, Faulim'smus, 194-196, 540).

(d) 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 8ta Xpiarov

(i2 2^*' cp. Jn i^), absence of self-glorification on Christ's part

(5* cp. Jn 8^4)^ Christ as man's access to God (7^5 cp. Jn 14^),

Christ the shepherd (13^^ cp. 10^^), the unity of the dyidt,o)v and

the dyta^o/;ici/ot (2" = Jn 1719-21), and 3^
= Jn 2021, io20 = Jn 146,

iii6 = jn 142. The conception of Jesus in Hebrews is closer

(5^-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, NTTA. ii. 513 f. ; A. Titius, pp. 11 f., I5f., 32 f., 70 f.,

ii5f., etc.

t The phrase incidentally shows how far the old controversy over the law

lay behind the writer and his readers. As Reuss {op. 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
fiij

U <f>aivofuv(i>v to pXtiroyxvov

y€yov€vat.

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 Suvd/xea or \6yoi 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, f however,
the writer uses many of their phrases. Thus i" is a thought characteristic

of Philo, who protests earnestly against the idea that God can be seen

{d£ mut, nomin. 2), and adds, i propos of Gn 17*, that such allusions

*
Cp. Usener's GbiUrnamen, pp. 339 f.

I Cp. the sentence of Cornutus, TxrfxAvi^ 5i 6 'Epfiijs 6 Xoyos iiv^ tv

iiri<rreika» rpbs iifias i^ ovpavov oL deoU
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to the vision of God imply the manifestation of one of his powers {ibtd. 3,

(hs fiias tQv trepl airb dwd/ieiap, rrji jSaaiXtK^s, irpocpatvofiivrjs). Similarly,
the changing of the name, in order to express a deeper significance in

the bearer's new relation to God (i^), 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^), which was commonly employed as the

prelude to some deep truth,t but, e.g., by Philo, who, commenting on the

tL t't]T€h of Gn 37^° [qtiod det. potiori^ 8, cp. Jn i^ ri ^rjTeiTe), explains it as

the utterance of the Elenchos (or convicting Logos) to the wandering home-

less soul. A further Alexandrian trait occurs in 2'"^^ 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 OdoTos oXvov wpocrtpep^TU) xal irori^^Tca Kal dLKpaTi^irw ypvxds {leg.

aileg. iii. 26). The Logos-Christ is also omniscient (cp. i^ 2^, He 4^2-13^

Philo, leg. alleg. iii. 59), and a SiSdo-KdXos (-^^ 13^' : Philo, quod deus sit

immutabilisy 28). Furthermore, the six idplai (2^) from which the wine is

produced, correspond to the Philonic principle that "six is the most

productive of numbers "
{i^ddi ry yovificoTdTr/, Decalogo, 30). There is also

a remarkable parallel to 3*^ in Philo's comment on Nu ii^' {gigant. 6),

while the Jive husbands % of 4^^ are the five earlier deities of the Samaritan

cultus (2 K l^^^' ; Jos. Anl. ix. 14. 3),§ and Ae whom thou now hast is not

thy husband, is either Yahweh, who really belongs to Israel, or else Simon

Magus (Ac 8^'*, Justin's Apol. i. 26), the contemporary idol of the Samaritans.

Similarly, ^^-^ reflect the Philonic idea (deduced from Ex 32^) that

XeipoKfiTjTOS oiSeli iffriv 6\p€i. Kal irpbs dXi^Oeiav deos, dW dKoy Kal ry vo/xl^e<rdai,

Kal aKoy fiiPTOi yivaiKOi, oiiK dv5p6s {de post. Caini, 48), while the conception
in 5" 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.

X Cp. Philo, de fuga et inuentione, 14, rh hk TroXvfxiyks Kal ToKiavSpov koI

iroKddeov ktK., 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. alleg. L 3, Tatfcreu 7^^ ovSdxore itoiup 6 ff<Jj rrX., adding in 7, Are oi

Ttx^lTtis fwvov dWd Kdl iroTrjp C)v tCjv yivofUvuv).* The identification of the

Logos-Christ with the bread of life or manna in 6*"- is reproduced from

Philo's well-known identification of the manna (Ex i6*- ") with the Logos

(e.g. cU profug. 25). With 15^' we may also compare the Philonic original

in the comment on Gn 18" in (U sobrietate^ II [ovyX deairoTiis ^ Kijpioi' <pL\ov

•yd/) rb <ro<f>6v d€(f tiaWop fj iovXov), and the equally striking anticipation in

migrat. Abrak. 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 ^co9, 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 phik)sophy 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 2'- *) with his higher

activity in creating through the Logos natures of divine capacity {leg. alleg.

i. 6. 8). With 5" cp. Philo, de confus. ling. 14, and G. Klein's Der Aelteste

Ckristliche 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 career

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"^-^^ y^-^^ lo^^-^^ and i8^-^; from first to last he

is master of his course. It is consonant with this attitude that

he alone speaks from the cross (iq^s-so^- no one ventures to

address him there (as in the synoptic gospels). The same

pragmatism recurs in ii^-^^, 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^ or He 4^^"^^.

The Jesus of this writer anticipates human insight. He is first,

with men, even with the keenest (i^^-
•*2-

47-48)_ jje forms his

own plans, knows where to hold aloof from human nature, and

rarely (4^ ii^"^) requires any information as to the temper and

attitude of his contemporaries (contrast 2^*-^^ with Mk S^^, cp.

also 9^* II** 15^^)' Not even his relatives can fathom or fore-

cast his intentions (2* 6^
13''). He takes the initiative (contrast

6^ with Mk 6^^ 8*), and, even when initiative is impossible, shows

himself serenely conscious of all that is transpiring {6^'^'
'"^

13^- ^).

The Passion is no drift but an open-eyed choice, exhibiting

marks of a royal advance (142^-
12. 22 155. 7.

22-23). jesus is not

swept into the power of death (loi^); up to the very last he

takes the lead, and after the resurrection he is too holy for

human endearment (note the correction in 26'' of Mt 28^).

Similarly, during his lifetime on earth he hardly requires to pray

(n*''); on the contrary, he is prayed to by the church (note

the significant omission in 6^^ as compared with Mk 6*^, Mt

1423; not prayer, but the need of avoiding pressure from the

He is airroSiddKTos {i*^ 4"-i8.
S6

^42 ^is.
61. 64 340 gtc), and entitled to the

divine name of Kapdioyvua-Trjs.
**
Nothing to him falls early or too late."



CHRISTOLOGY 527

side of men is the motive for his retirement). He also carries

his own cross (19^", as against Mk 15^^).

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 altitude to his mother (in 2*) and his

brothers (in 7), as well as for the conception of the oTz/xtto, 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 ^n entirely superhuman
or docetic Jesus ; his Christ is still subject to the natural laws

of the world (11^^), to space and time (4^"*), to weariness and

thirst, to motives like prudence (7^ 8^^ io^<> n**^), grief (11^),

joy, and indignation (
1 S^). 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 divme light amid darkness, the final source of truth amid
erior. 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.^ iv. pp. 127 f., 221 f.), is due to the influence of contemporary

Stoicism, mediated in part by the conception of the divine ao^la. 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-
m«nt 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 Z)?a/. 1705-1706, 1727 c.).

This subordination of humane compassion to divine authority

comes out specially in the ony/Acta. Neither here nor elsewhere

is Jesus viewed as an embodiment of the divine x^pt?. He says,
"

I am ^ dXr^^cta," but not "I am ^ X^P'-^" ^"^ ^^^ omission of

words like cA-eew, oiKTip/jLOS, oTrAay;(i/t^o/Aai, and iXeos is significant.

The oT^/Acta 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.

t Cp. Bruce, The Miraculous Element in the Gospels^ (1886), p. 1 51, "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 oTy/icIa, 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 a^fitla

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 Caesarea

Philippi (Mk 8*^-^) 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 ii*'*, Lk

7^^-), 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"*
"'•

heavenly bread of eternal life (62''"

ov fi^ St^T^ei). ov fiTj Siyj/i^aei).

She refers to the ancestral well They refer to the manna which

from which her fathers had drunk their fathers had eaten (6'*^).

(4").

But the true water of life comes But the true bread of life is Jesus
from Jesus U^^^-). himself (6*^).

* Dr. Rush Rhees, on the other hand, finds the striking monotony of

the Fourth gospel already present in the conflict-stories of the synoptists

(/BL., 1898, 87-152).

34
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She asks for it (4^" 5o's fxoi kt\.). They ask for it (6'* Sbs rjfuv kt\.).

The food of Jesus = obedience to The object of Jesus to execute the

will of the Father (4'^), who has sent will of the Father who has sent him
him. (658).

question of disciples (9^ pa^^eL). question of disciples ( 1 1* pa^^ei).

divine object in disease (9' iVa divine object in sickness (il* tVa

<f>av€pca9y rdi ipya rov Oeov iv avT(f). do^acrd^ 6 vibs tov deoO 5i' a'uTrjs).

need of working during the day (9'*). need of walking during the day (il^).

intervention of Pharisees (9^^'-). intervention of Pharisees (11^'").

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 hsereant"

(Bretschneider, Prodadt'lia, 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

i82*-i9^) 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^). His function

was merely that of a witness or harbinger. He is represented as

•Bretschneider (p. 25) comments severely upon 2^: **si intelligis de

temple 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
• 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 seons ?

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 Donnerery

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 Siouffi's Atudes sur la religion des Sotibbas ou Sabeens,

leurs dogmes, leurs moeurs (Paris, 1880, pp. l^()t), that the prologue is

directed against Sabaean views of the Baptizer,
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explicitly disavowing all messianic claims (i^^f- 320'-, cp. 4^ 10^^),

and even his witness was not the final or highest (5^*). 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, (d) 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. i, contrast Jn i' etc.), and who taught

that Christ, the spiritual and unsufTering 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^* 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^^ was soon

altered into an allusion to the virgin-birth), and lays stress on

the Spirit remaining upon him at his baptism (i^^-^^). 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 Eichhomio (Introd. in NT. pL ii. p. 191)

profitenti, euangelistam non quidem adversus gnosticos sed in eorum usum

scripsisse" (Bretschneider, Probabtlia, 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 Zwet religionsgesch. Fragen {"j 1 1.) axi^ Poimandres

{244 f.).
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specially to safeguard his readers. He is also (cp. e.g. i6^^-'*,

and above, pp. 187-188) sensitive to the gnostic claim that their

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. i).

(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 earlier

records, though the latter were not ignored. In spite of the uncertainties

attaching to the whole question (cp. GHD. i. 239 i. ), 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, Hernias in Arcadia and other Essays, 1896 ; Bacon, Fourth Gospel,

231 f. The Montanistt 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^^ 8^) are none the less responsible for their actions. It is

pressing the language of i' (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., 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 (Bams, Exp."^ iv. 533-542).
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% 5. Relation to the Synoptic Gospels.
—

Special literature:
* A. W.

P. MoUer [de genii et ituiolis Ev. /oh. et priorum ew. diversa ratione ritt

definienda, 1816); Baur, Krit. Untersuch. uber die kanon. ETglien (1847),

pp. 239 f. ; Freytag's Symphonie der Evglien (1863); E. Delon, Le ricit dt

S. Jean dans ses rapports avec la narration synoptique (1868) ; Holtzmann

{ZWT., 1869, pp. 62f., I55f., 1875, pp. 448f.); Keim, i. 164 f. ; J. J.

Taylor, An attempt to ascertain the character of the Fourth gospel, especially

in its relation to the first Three (1870)' ; P. Ewald, das Hauptproblem der

Plvglienfrage (1890); T. R. Birks, Hora Evangelica (1892), pp. i8of. ;

Schlatter ('die Parallelen in den Worten Jesu bci Joh. u. MatihSus,' BET,
ii. 5); Wernle, die Synoptische Erage (1899), pp. 234-248; R. Mariano,

Ure. iv. pp. 81-92 (* Relazione coi Sinotlici'); Loisy, Le qucUriinu

Evangile (1903), pp. 56-76 ;
P. F^ret (• Le probl^me synoptico-Johannique,*

Annal. d. Philos. Chrit., 1903, pp. 24-42) ; O. Holtzmann, Lebenjesu (Eng.
tr. 1904, pp. 32-46); CQR. (1905), 106-134; Barth, das Johannesevglm u.

die Syn. Evglien (1905); E. A. Abbott, Dial. 1665-1874 (invaluable);

Monnier, La mission hist, de Jisus (1906), 354 f. ; Zahn, INT. § 67 ; W.

Richmond, The Gospel of the Rejection (a study in the relation of the Eourth

gospel to the three), 1906 ; P. W. Schmiedel, das vierte Evglm gegeniiber den

drei ersten {1906, Eng. tr. 1908); F. W. Worsley, The Eourth gospel and
the Synoptists (1909) ; Bacon, Eourth gospel in Research and Debate (1910),

332-384-

(i) 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^apt^w, SaifiovCoy AtTrpo?,

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 {iKTrepia-a-oisj

Aiiav, v€pLa(TOi<i, and (r<f>6Spa), adultery and adulteress^ ywi] (
=

wife), precede (irpo-ayw, -ipxo/xaL, iropfvofiaLJy iKavo9 and iroao?,

• Historical sketches of opinion (foreign) on this problem, in Schweitzer's

ybrt Reimarus zu IVrede, 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 ?
'

t See a carefully annotated and classified list of synoptic terms {i.e. tenns

used by all three, as a rule) rarely, if ever, used by John, in Dial. 1672-1696.



534 THE FOURTH GOSPEL

KaTaXctTTO) (
=

leave), and avayivwo-Kw (of scripture). More

important is the substitution, e.g., of cn^iifia for 8wa/>t«5, and
of TrapoLfXLa for TrapafSoXi^. 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 SiaKocrtot and rpia/coo-ioi,

OepfJLaLvofJiai, vapSos ttlo-tlkos, (tttvcd ?), paTTKr/AO, and (orapiov, in the

same sense (cp. also tke great multitude, Mk 1 2^'' = Jn 1 2®* ^^^ 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. i^Diat. 1739 f-)-* Apart from Mt
28^0 = Jn 26^'^ {my brothers, see above, p. 254), the coincidences

between Mt. and Jn. are still less remarkable {Diat. 1 745-1 757).

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

on 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. i773f.).

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. I744f.) John
intends to convey, by his allusions to the beloved disciple, a tacit contrast to

the disappointing adherent of Mk lo^^ {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 Antiochf 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 ia/TS. ix. 562-568) ; e.^. dw6Kpuris, of Jesus (Lk 2*' 20* cp.

Jn 19") ; /Sdrreu' (Lk l6»*, Jn 13") ; :: y^iru,' (Lk 14" I5'' *, Jn 9') ; Siarptpfip

(intrans.=stay, Ac I2» 15* Jn 3"); iKfidaaeii^ (Lk 7"»-^, Jn ii" 12*

I3»); iydiSe = hit\icr (Ac 25", Jn 4"*-); ^wot (Lk 13", Jn i8» etc.);

jt6XTot= bosom or breast (Lk i6», Jn 1" 13") ; peikip (Ac 24", Jn 13'*) ;

6fio0 (Ac 2S Jn 4" etc.) ; rpoSpanetv (Lk 19*, Jn 20^) ; wiiyiroTe (Lk 19*', Jn
I" etc.) ; <rr6a (Ac 3" 5« Jn 5* io»), and <f,p4ap (Lk I4», Jn 4"-").§

In one class of passages some special trait of Lk. has been adopted and

adapted by the Fourth evangelist; e.^. 3"=Jn i^*** (is John the Christ?),

4'=Jn 16** (the devil ruler of this world), 4*^=Jn 8"* (Jesus eluding a

crowd), 6"=Jn 2* (the divine insight of Jesus), 7'=Jn 4", i6">-'^=Jn s'^-
*">

,2io.u ,^^=jn i2i»^ 2i««^=Jn 8"-, 22»=Jn I3«- ", 22"=Jn 2ii»-", 22»=

Jn l8*', 23**=Jn 19*'' ; both use 6 xvpios of Jesus in narrative ; both apply
the phrase son of Joseph to Jesus (4"=Jn i*" 6*") ; both separate the idea of

Mt io»< from that of Mt io»-» (cp. Lk 6*» and I2»*=jn I3»«-" and 15"-"-
»

where friends is applied by Jesus in Lk. and Jn. alone to the disciples).

There is sm 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 A ffun-fip who brings

• See especially Holtzmann and Jacobsen (op. cit. pp. 46 f. ) on this point,
with P. Feine's Vorkanonische Ueberlieferungy pp. 133-136, and above, pp.

268, 274.

t 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 ; Kreyenbiihl's estimate

of gnosticism is too ideal, and the theory involves a recourse to arbitrary

exegesis in general.

X The sense in Apoc 19^ is different (
= '

dyed '), as is the case with 0/>^ap

also (9^-*).

§ ^XifiJetF, i^rjyetadai, ffijpeip, and axoivlov are used in totally different

senses by both writers, and avvTidcadai in different constructions ; terms like

xXevpA, 'EXXiji'icrTi, dpia-rav, and ^upvvpai (both latter in Jn 21) are too casual

and minor to deserve notice, while the uncertainty about Lk 24^2 prevents
666pia (Jn iq^ etc.) being reckoned.
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^v (ruTTjplav. 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. 23 ^^ TplTov=]o 18^ 19^- ') vindication of Jesus by Pilate.

There are further traces of more or less conscious correction on the part

of the Fourth evangelist : thus 13^^ is a correction
* of Lk 22' ; 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 {26^^'^) tallies with that

recorded by Lk z^-^^ in three points : f («) 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 (i6^*^) 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 (20^^), as he

had promised, back to his disciples, and breathes on them (not sends to

them) the holy Spirit, which he had also promised (152* 16'). This is the

real vapoixna of the Fourth gospel, and after 20^-2^ 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^"" or from a common tradition. The revelation or recognition of

Jesus iv ry K\d(rei tov Aprov (Lk 24^°^-), and the eating of fish by Jesus in

presence of the disciples (Lk 24^'-), reappear in Jn 2i^-^3 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 ( i )

about the catching offish, (2) about a Eucharistic meal (after the resurrection)

* Bacon {Fourth Gospel^ pp. 376 f.) even takes 8''^ as a repudiation of Lk

3* and as representing the older Palestinian view, which has a better chance

of being historical. "^t.%\\itxg {Biblische Chronologie nach Flavius Josephus
und das Todesj'ahr Jesus, 19 10, 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 Kol Xiyei airrois' elp-^vrj v/uv is inserted after airrwv in Lk 24*.

X The characteristic standpoint of the Fourth gospel is not the yearning
for a return of Jesus the messiah to finish his work : // isfinished (Jn \(^).

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"''

the general permission to handle {xpriXafp-fyrari fie Kal tSere) precedes the

further proof (eating) of the reality of the resurrection-body ; whereas in the

Fourth gospel, where the same order occurs (20**** 2i^*'')i 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.^., the significant change in 22""

from Mk i4" = Mt 26'"; the Jewish authorities, unlike Simeon, 2^- *>, 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 si ill occur,

*.^., in 5«-» (which cannot be eliminated as a later interpolation), just as the

older view of Jesus' redemptive function incidentally recurs in i**, 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 Lt^os-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^^-^^^

Lk 318-21
= Mt ^w)^ as is the case with Ac lo^^ i224f. 1^4. The

Fourth gospel makes the two ministries overlap (Jn 322-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 (px^Tai of v.^*, however ;

it goes with the following verb, as in 6^** and 12^. The insertion of

€vxapi(rT-ria-as by Syr^'" and D in Jn 21^^, if not a restoration of the original

text, at least points to the early prevalence of this eucharistic conception of

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

ffrjfieia
*
are followed by no address ; the fourth and fifth, which complete the

Galilean cycle, lead up to a discussion which, however, attaches only to the

fourth. The two Jerusalem-crTy/ieta, 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 6^'* ; 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.

(d) An equally secondary trait lies in 2^^'^, 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 J (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^s-is. 27j
.

\^ jg ^Yiq 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^^, reproduced from the synoptic tradition,

Mk ii^= Mt 21^, 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 8^'^^=Lk 7^"^", 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"" refers back to 2" not to Mt 8'-i»=Lk y'-J* as the second

miracle ; the story (4**"**) is a heightened form of the Matthcean narrative,

just as 5^'* and 6^"^* ^'"^ are of the synoptic originals. 6*^ is a fresh instance

of misplacement (cp. Mk 6' = Mt 13" = Lk 4"; for Marcion's treatment of

the story, see Hilgenfeld in ZW7.^ 1902, 1 27- 144), while in 6'"-'^ as in

12*-*, there is a distinct tendency to exculpjate the twelve or Peter (see the

synoptic parallels) at the expense of Judas Iskariot.

{d) The Lazarus-miracle (ii"-) « 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

(i i"^), something which takes place at the last day, but the reception of Christ's

living Spirit i I 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^ 3^3 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 prefiguration 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 i i^^f. (gee pp.

225, 236) has grown up
*
mainly out of a parable

—in this case the parable
of Lazarus (Lk i6^*'-)» which closes (16^**^) 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"'", performed, like the raising of Lazarus, before a large

crowd).
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from the dead would avail to produce repentance and faith in those who

reject the testimony of the OT revelation (Lk 16^"=Jn 5^). 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 lesu

habitasse Xbr^ov 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 {cu^ottAvov iroXXd/cis rov dXT/^oOs iryev/xaTiKov iv t<^ ffwixariKt^ «s

hv etTToi Tis xJ/evSel); so, f.g., Abbott* {Edi., i8o4f., 2744-2751), Loisy,
Burkitt {Transmission, pp. 221 f.), Forbes, E. F. Scott {op. cit. 37 f.),

HeitmuUer, and Bacon ( The Fourth Gospel, 345 f. ).

{e) The story in 12^*^ has been changed from after (Mk., Mt.)to before

the entry, but the further question of its relation to Lk 736-50^ ^^ &\t.xi 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. I528f. (" 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

ohne Zuhilfnahme einer Sondertradition
"
(Wernle, p. 241).
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to the Matthaean or to the Lucan. The synoptics, as well as

the Fourth gospel, were written ck ttiotccus cis ttiotiv. The motto

of Jn 20'^ 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 23'''-
= Lk 13**'- 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'*''', though editorially relegated to the last visit on the Marcan

scheme (10*), 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 9"^"'-, the contents of which (pp. 273 f.)

cannot be arranged within the limits of the last journey to Jerusalem.
Thus 10^ (dispatch of the seventy, or the seventy-two, e/j Tra.<xo.v irbXiv koX

rbTov o5 fjfuWtv OLvrbi fpxfffSau), when taken with 10", cannot denote the

dispatch of the disciples as harbingers of Jesus on the route (as in g^^^').

The subsequent incidents are for the most part undated or vaguely s^t ;

some imply Jerusalem (ii'^ etc.), others Galilee (13^* etc.), others Samaria.

*Cp. £.g: Bleek {/NT. § 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 Wissenschaft (p. 44) :

" Was lasst

sich sachlich gegen eine langere Wirksamkeit, gegen ein Wirken auch in

Jerusalem einwenden?" Compare the discussion by A. E. Brooke in

Cambridge Biblical Essays (1909), pp. 296 f.
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But in 1712-19 the incident presupposes a journey from Jerusalem,* as is still

clear from 17^^, where Luke has overlaid the original {Kal aiirbi Si-^pxero

5ict ^1^0-01' Sayuapfi'as Kal FaXtXaks) with the pragmatic heading, Kal iyhero
iv T(fi vopeveadai els 'lepowaX-^/i (9'^ 13^).

(iii.) The lament over Jerusalem.

Mt 23»7'-

'lepovaaXT^fi'lepovaaXi^lx, i) airoKrelv-

ovaa rods irpo<p-i^Tas Kal Xido^oKoOaa
Toi>i dTearaX/x^yovs wpbs avTr]v, iroadKis

ijdi\r}<ra iinavvayayeiu rd r^Kva <rov,

Sv Tpbirov dpvts 4iri<Tvvdy€i ra vovala

ai/r-^j iirh rds irripvyas, Kal oi>K ij6e\-

i^aare' l8oi> d^ierat Vfuv 6 oTkos i/xuv

l^prjfiosl' X^yu yhp vfuv, ov firj [xe

t8r]T€ dir' &pTL ?«j Siv eiTTTjTe, eiXoyT}'

fji^vos 6 ipx^fievos iv 6v6fiaTi Kvpiov.

Lki3»4'-
'

lepovffaX^li'lepovaaXiiii, ij diroKrelp-

ovaa Toi>s Tpo<pi^Tas Kal XiOo^oXovaa
Toi>i dwearTaXfiivovs irphs avTifjv, TroadKis

f}diXr]<Ta iinavvd^ai rd riKva <tov, 6p

rpbirov 8pvL^ rryi' eavrijs voaaidv inrb

rds irripvyas, Kal oiiK ijdeX'fiffaTe' l8oi>

d<pl€Tai iifuv b oXkos vfiQv' Xiyu [5^]

vfiTu [6tl] oi fiT] 'ibrfTC jie ?ws fj^ei

8t€ etirriTe, eiXoyqiUvoi 6 ipxbfievos iv

dvb/iaTi Kvpiov,

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 {b) 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^); and even from the better arrangement of Matthew

(23^) 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.)?

t'lepouo-aXTj/t occurs only here in Mt. The significance of the variant

forms 'lepovaaX-j^fi and 'lepoabXvfia, especially in Lk., is discussed by
R. Schutz in ZN^., 1910, 169-187.

t So, e.^., 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 \qP^-^:\
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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 ii2^ = Lk io"),t

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 chronolc^ 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,t 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 synoplists 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 T<5<rcucij rrX. would be read in the sense of the preceding
Mt 23*"* {i.e. attempts through the disciples or apostles), or {b) that riKVO.

lep. is equivalent to Jews in general.

f Bethsaida falls within the purview of the Fourth gospel.

t The reception of Jesus in Mk ii^"^** and the saying in Mk 14^ may both

imply a longer connection between Jesus and Jerusalem than the synoptic
scheme allows for. Cp. also Mk 12", Lk 19*' 20* 21'' 22"^. Wellhausen

(on Mk 11^*'") 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 eigenthUmlichen 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
"
{Untersu4:hungeny 174 f., cp. 328 f.).
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introduce earlier Judean visits ; the mere desire to exhibit Jesus on th«

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 I/uke, 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 \^'^=

Mt 26^"') expressly dates the arrest and crucifixion of Jesus \x\\ iv ry iopry,

from which it follows (cp. Mt 27^^) t^^t Jesus was crucified before the pass-
over. This is the standpoint of the Fourth gospel {e.g. 13^ 18^) and of

the gospel of Peter (l'* crucifixion irp6 fxia^ tCov d^vfiuiv, rijs eoprrjs a^TcDi'),

possibly even of Paul (i Co 5'-^ 152") : 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 f., and Bacon, Fourth Gospel in

Research and Debate^ 1910, 413 f.)' In the synoptic gospels, t however,
this tradition has been overlaid by another (Mk \^^' = Mt 26"'' =rLk 22''* )>

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 15^^, Lk 23^) and arms were being carried (Mk
14^'' 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 12^ "man hat

richtig erkannt, das die hifer vorliegende Zeitrechnung der gewohnlichen

synoptischen widerspreche, und richtig geurteilt, dass sie die alte sei und

noch im vierten Evangelium befolgt werde"),+ 0. Holtzmann {Leben Jesu, ch.

xiii. ; ZNW., 1904,89-120), Spitta {die Urchrist. Trad, iiber Ursprung und

Sinndes Abendm., 1893, 205-237), J. Weiss, Kattenbusch {Christliche Welt,

1895, 317 f., 33if.)> Wendt, von Dobschlitz {Probleme, 17), Preuschen

{ZNW., 1904, pp. 14 f.), Bousset {Jesus, Eng. tr. 19), Heitmliller, 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 past by reading back into this period

later customs and ideas (cp. N. Schmidt, y^^Z., 1891, pp. 6f.).

X Also on John 19^"' (* 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""**) 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 ; ixidvfilqi ixeOvfirtaa tovto rd Td<rx<i (i.e.

this year's festival) ^ytip fxed' vfidy wpb toO /xe wadeiy. But he now knew

this hope was to be disapjx>inted. He was to die ere then. A^w yhp i/fiTv,

in oil fiii 4xiyu> airrb Iwj 6tov TXtifHod-g iw rp /SeurtXe/? rod 0€ov. 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 (3) 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 ?) J in the Marcan chronology of I4*'*
" 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 Letxte Passamahl Ckristi (cp. Monatsschrift fur Gesch. u. Wiss. d,

Judentums, 1893, 537 f., and ZIVT., 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 itnoc-i *op kov3 in the Aramaic original of Mt 26^^,

which could be rendered (i) 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 14^'

(cp. Lambert in/TS., 1903, 184 f., and AWen's Ma/iAew, 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 noan mpo (
= before the passover) read as nocn oipa (

= on the

first day of the passover) in the Hebrew primitive gospel (Resch, Parallel-

texte tu 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^*= Mt 4"

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.

'louJa^as in Lk 4"", which has every appearance of being original, might be

taken in its Lucan sense as an equivalent for Palestine, i.e. including, not

*Cp. G. H. Box (Critical Review, 1903, 32-34), Brooke and Burkitt in

JTS., 1908, 569-571, Askwith, and Hamack in TLZ., 1909, 49-50.

t So, recently, A. Wright (New Testament Problems, pp. I59f.), Zahn

(INT. iii. 273 f.), Gwilliam (DCG. ii. 5 f.), and Belser (INT. 292-295).

X So, e.g.. Bacon (Beginnings of Gospel Story, pp. 195 f.) and Spitta, wJth

special force.

35
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excluding, Galilee ; it need not necessarily by itself include any visit tc

Jerusalem, (c) The elimination of the words rb Trdcrxa in 6^ (Hort in JVH.

77-81; van Bebber in Zur Chi'onologie des Lehens Jesu, 1898, pp. 33 f.,

after Jacobsen and others), which rests on their neglect by the Alogi, Irenaeus,

Origen, etc., and on the possibility of assimilation with 2^', 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. SchUtz, 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 &pxieptb% dv toO iviavrov iKeivov (n^a.
si

jgisj

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

tn 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 the

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 Loid,

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.^ i. 88-89).

{Jb) 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 alx)ut 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

b a discrepancy these critics tend to prove that the blame lies not with the

New Testament originals, but with their interpreters. Dr. GUdemann, Dr.

Bilcheler, 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 ^lopSduov

(cp. 10**) which was the scene of John's mission (i^^) may be identified either

with the Betonim (Betane) of Jos 1326(50 Zahn, NA'Z., 1907, 266 f., and

Furrer), or, if the inferior lezding Beihabara 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. Bethant'a, 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, EBt. 548 ; and Rix, Tent and Testatnent, 175 f.)

variously explain the names as corruptions of an original Brjdava^pd, i.e. Beth-

Nimrah (cp. Baidava^pd, Jos 1^^) over thirteen miles east of the Jordan

(cp. Abbott, Dtat. 13-14, 610-616). This is, at any rate, better than the

identification of Bethabarah with the Bai^iy/jd or Beth-barah of Jg y^ (Sanday,

Sacred Sties, 23).

The other scene of John's mission, Alvuv ^yyus tov ZaXelfi (3^), is either

'Ainftn, seven miles from Salim (Conder's Tent- Work, i. 91 f.), or 'Ain-P'ara,

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 Dial. 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 Suxti/o (4"), which the

majority of recent geographers (notably Sir Charles Wilson in Hastings' DB,
iv. 635 ; Conder, G. A. Smith's Hist. Geography, ch. xviii. ; A. W. Cooke,

DCG. ii. 685-687; Furrer, Lohr, 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^/a, but it might be a play on it, either as Sheker

= false (of idols, Hab 2^^, so Hengstenberg and others), or Shikkor—CiLX\xvC&.tn.

* On the variant Bij^a/xi in the MSS of Origen, see Brooke {JTS. i. 65).

Origen's explanation of it as= or^os /carao-zceu^s suggests to him a play upon
the name as appropriate to the mission of one who prepared (Mt ii^°) the

Lord's way.
" Fortasse primum scriptum fuit B-qBaav, quae urbs in campo

ad lordanem ad ripam parui fluminis erat
"
(Bretschneider, 96).

I An error (Bretschneider, 96-97), due to the writer mistaking \\f\L (
=

fontes, aquce) for }J'V, the name of a town.
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(Is aS*, of the Samaritans). The latter has been widely held, e.g. » among
recent editors by Abbott {EBi. 1796, 1801), Loisy, and Calmes

; KreyenbUhl

(ii. 396-397) mcxiifies it into an identification of Sychar with n'i3?' = 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 irCkeyoixirri 'E/Spaurri Bij^fa^d, ir^vre ctoAi fxovaa (5') is still

a vexed problem in the topography of Jerusalem (best summary by G. A.

Sm\i\ Jerusalem, ii. 564 f. ; cp. Moore in DCG. i. 193-195) ; even the name
is uncertain, though Bethtatha or Bexatha seems the original form (cp. Keim,
iii. 215 f.; \VH. ii. 76; Nestle in ZNW., 1902, 171-172) either as ^«^rMa

(so Josephus for the north quarter of the city) or BT^^fot^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." (
= Israel's thirty eight years in the wilderness, Dt 2^*). The

inferior reading Bethesda (
=

•'r^n n'^ house of mercy or grace) probably was

substituted for the original on this account.

In 6M^ in 21^) r^t Ti^epidSot is a water-mark of the second century, or,

at any rate, of the end of the first century (cp. Josephus, Be//, 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, ZNIV., 1902, 261).* It is needless to suppose (so, e.g.^

Dods, Wellhausen, Cheyne : EBi. 1632, Drummond, and Furrer) that rrji T.

is a later gloss in 6^ (cp. Abbott, Diat. 2045).

The symbolic touch in 9' (ZiXhKi/t, t ipfirji^eikTai ireffraXfiiyos) [ is

enigmatic. The meaning of the original Ski/oah (ssent 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^" (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 himselO are highly speculative (cp. KreyenbUhl, ii. iisf.).

Bij^cratSd t^j PoXtXa/as (12^^) is regarded by Furrer as another water-mark

of the second century, since Claudius Ptolemseus {c. a.d. 140) is the first

*
Any one acquainted with the local landscape, he adds, will recognise

that the top<^raphical details of the following story are strikingly vivid and

exact.

t Lucke takes the last three words as a gloss ; but the play (niW and rph^

= dreaTa\jj^vos) 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, //z'st. Geography, p. 458), and as the latter was

definitely included in Galilee by a.d. 84, it is needless (see the proofs in Rix,

o/>. 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) rov KiSpuv (the original reading in 18^) is the ravine or winter-

brook dividing Gethsemane and the Mount of Olives from the city proper.
The original meaning of the term (= black, j'lTjp) may have been in the

writer's mind, as well as a recollection of David's retreat from the treachery
of Absalom (2 S 1$^)- The extremely difficult (cp. Nestle in Hastings' DB.
ii. 74-75) expression {d) in 19^^, describing the tribunal in Herod's palace as

set upon a spot called Aidda-TpojTov/E^pa'Ca-Tl 5k Va^^ada, 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 ko?3 (
= ridge or height), is not a translation for Xiddarpurov

(mosaic or pavement), but another description of the place on which the /S^/ta

stood, we can hardly go. The variant Kair(f>ada (i, cp. Burkitt's Evang. da-

Meph. ii. 251) and Dalman's [IVorte 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 \. with Mk 14" 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 233= 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^") that the ascension

took place in the vicinity of Bethany, about a mile and three-quarters from

Jerusalem, on the Mount of OUves, but (ii^'-) assigns the resurrection of

Lazarus to this village, and, following Mk. and Mt., makes Jesus reside there

prior to his entry into the capital (i2^'')' Even were the meaning of the

name (
= KVl "'3> house of affliction or misery ?) plainer than it is, there would

be no reason to regard it in ii"* 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 (A/T., 1900, 770-795, INT. 272 f.,

Fourth Gospel in Research and Debate, chs. xviii.-xix.), 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 Evglm (1907)* and Das Evglm Johannis (1908), R.

Schiitz {ZNW. viii. 243 f.), Schwartz ('Aporien im vierten

Evglm/ Gott. Gelehrte Nachrichktty 1907, 342 f., 1908, 116 f.,

149 f., 497 f.),
Bousset {TR, xii. 1-12, 39-64), F. J. Paul {HJ.,

1909, 662-668), F. W. Lewis (^Disarrangements in Fourth Gospely

1910).

(b) adverse = Holtzmann {ZNIV. iii. 50-60) and C. R.

Gregory, IVellhausen undJohannes (1910).

The further question is whether all this local knowledge and

circumstantial detail of the Fourth gospel can suffice to prove
that the author 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 {ZNIV. viii. 125-142)
and Moft'att {£xp.'', 1907, 56-69).

+ H. F. Brown, Studies in Venetian History (1907), ii. pp. 159 f.
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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.^^, which breaks the sequence of ^* and ^^
; if any change is to

be made, the verse lies better after ^^
(so, Markland, Bakhuyzen, and Ritschl,

SK.y 1875, 576 f., who conjectures the original order to have been

1I-5.
10-13. 6-9.

14.16-18.16) than after »
(ii-5.9-i4.

16-18. 6-8.
is^ go Wagenmann in

Jahrb. fiir deutsche Theologie, 1875, 441 f.). I^"^ and '^^ 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 i***), incorporated in order to

emphasise John's witness to the Logos (as to the Light, i''-)-

*
Cp. Gregory, op. cit. 50,

" Mir ist es durchaus nicht auffallend das AUes

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 ol
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{6) A minor case of interpolation has been also found in 3', where ^f

Marot xal (omitted in the best text of v.') is taken by several scholars,

from Dieffenbach
•

(in Bertholdt's A'n/. Joum. v. 1-16) to van Manen

(TT., 1891, pp. 189 f. 'Het Misverstand in het vierde Evangelic'), Wendt,

Kirsopp Lake {Infltunce of Textual Criticism on Exegesis ofNT^ 1904, 15 f. ),

K. Andresen {Ideen zu einerjesuzentrischen Welt- 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^-, not to John's baptism (Usteri, .SA'., 1890, Si7f.).t

(<•) 4^ /wtA hk rdt hvo ijn^pai i^TjXffep ^KeWev els rijy FaXtXa^av. ** ai>r6t

yhp' Irftrovs ^fiaprvprfaep 6ti Tpo^i^j ir r^ ISlqi rarplSi rifi^v ovk (x^u
*° 6t€

o^p fl\dt¥ els Ti]¥ TaXiXalay, iii^iurro avrbv ci. roXiXaiot, ifivra iwpaK&res
A iwoltfiTep iv 'le/KKToXiz/xotj iv rg iopr^' Kal airol yhp ^\0op th r^v iopnfiv.
*•

^\6fv oC>y rdXiP fit r^jr Koro rijs TaXiXalas, 8irov ^Toltfaep t6 CSup oXvov.

After the Samaritan interlude, v.** picks up the thread of v.* (d^^xci' t^v

*lovialav KoL &Trj\d€v rdXir «/$ rijr TaXiXa/ar), 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 f till 6**, giving it a sceptical turn and

transferring it from the citizens of Narareth to the Jews of Kapharnaum. He
also makes the companion proverb apply not to a town but to a country

—for

iraTpLs in v.** (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 rarpls as Galilee are more

ingenious than convincing. But then the Fourth gospel assumes the Galilean

origin of Jesus (2**'* Z*^"**), and Judea could hardly be called the trarpls of

Jesus because it was the Tarplt 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.*^ 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 7A/) to 5i)

or, better, after *•
(so Cramer, and Konnecke, Emendationen zu Stellen des

NTy 1908, pp. lo-ii). In the latter case, iraTpis 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 ly^ as another gloss.

+ Bacon [Fourth Gospel, 518 f.) thinks Tatian has preserved the original
order by placing 3^*2^ after 7^. Like Delff and Wellhausen, he recognises
the abruptness of 2^^'- after 2^''^^, but the transposition (so, e.g., Lewis) of 3^'**
to its original position after 2^^ probably solves most of the difficulties (cp.

e.g. 2^= j^, 2^-^= 2,^, 2^-= 3^2) and restores the original connection between
7=

335, 318
=

336).
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(cf) Anticipated by a fourteenth-century writer, Ludolphus de Saxonia,*

J. P. Norris {/ourn. Philol.^ 1871, T07-112), 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 d^ and 6^ is

certainly good, while 7^ echoes 5^^ and 'f^-^ (when 715-24 jg restored to its

original position after 5^'). 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 737-44 after

752^ §12-20 afj-gf iqSi (a specially good setting, since 8^^ presupposes, not the

audience of 7^^, but one like that of 10^''"^^, while 8^^ follows 7^"* very aptly),

and 10^"^^ after 10^ (which also brings 10^^ nearer to 9^^ and gives a better

opening for lo^'-).

((f) Various attempts have been made to break up the speech in 6.

Besides those of Wendt, Wellhausen, and Spitta i^Urc. i. 216-221 : 6*^^""* a

eucharistic addition), which are improbable (cp. Schmiedel, EBi. 2523 f.,

and Kreyenbiihl, ii. 34 f.), Chastand {Uapdire Jean et le quatrienie ^vangiky

pp. 241 f.) distinguishes a speech in the synagogue (6^"^*
^"^- ^^) from one

by the seaside (6"-^-27-
3i-3s. 41-42.

47-58), xhe unexpected iv (rvvayuiyy of 6'^

coming after 6^, and 6^ after 6^^, suggest a conflation of two traditions. This

is, at any rate, better than to regard 6''^ as an interpolation (so Schweitzer,

Das Ev. Johannes, 1841, pp. 80 f.).

(/) One of the clearest instances of misplacement is the removal of "f-^-^

from its original position after 5'*' (Bertling, SK., 1880, 351 f., uncon-

vincingly t puts 'f-'^-'^ before 5^'') ;
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. S^^- ^s^yis^ 5^= 7'^ l^^
= t\ 5'-'

=
7'', S^^-is

=
720-23,

530=724), This hypothesis (Wendt, J. Weiss: TLZ., 1893, 397. Burton,

Blass, Spitta, Moffatt, F. J. Paul) further leaves the original course of 7^*

and i^^' open ; Jesus enters the temple and teaches in public, which sets

some of the Jerusalemites talking, not upon the subject of 715-24^ ^yj- q^ his

openness (7^^) and unhindered action. Whether the displacement was acci-

dental, or part of a redactor's work, the case for the restoration of 7^-24 to

its original site is extremely strong. Thus—to quote only one or two items

of proof
—the question of 'j'^ becomes pointless if Jesus had just spoken 7-^^"2^,

and 720-21 requires a much closer connection with 5^'^* than the traditional

arrangement provides ; the murderous attitude of the crowd (719-23) contradicts

7^2 but is organic to the situation created in 5I6-18, xhe question of the

Sabbath is certainly dropped at 5" (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^^). 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. 61 'Ioi;5a?oi, 715-18,

* 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."

t Cp. Waitz in SK. (1881) 145-160.

X He admits, however, the identity of situation and theme in 5 and 7-8.
*• Dass das bloss auf Oscitanz des Schriftstellers beruhe, dass dieser an die
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but i ^x^w, 7^^') are not serious (cp. 6"- '^'* and 6*^^). It was perhaps the

allusions in 7* and 7* which led an early copyist to mistake this site for the

true one. Displacement is, at any rate, preferable to the idea that v."

(Scholten), or vv.*^"* (Bacon), or ""**
(Wellhausen), are editorial additions.

(g) The pericope adulters (7''-8^*), though occasionally defended by
critics of opposite schools (^.^. 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 KreyenbUhl, 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. Sof.), the Aramaic original of Matthew (Resch,

Agrapha, 36 f., Paulinismus, 4i9f>)> 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 JNT. 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!) during the last days of Jesus in Jerusalem. Its

original position may have been somewhere between Mk 12" and 13^ (O,

Holtzmann, perh. before 12**, cp. iv ti^ lepy with ett rh le/xJv, Jn 8'; Keim,
V. 165 f. ; Wittichen,//*/:, 1881, 366 f. ; and Hitiig, between 12" and 12"),

or (the Ferrar group) after Lk 21 (so Blass : op. cit. 155 f.. Bacon, Westcott,

Harnack, SBBA., 1904, 193; cp. 8' = Lk 21"), if not between Lk 20*

and 20" (Holtzmann, TLZ., 1898, 536 f.). Whether the textual form in D
is original (cp. von Soden's Sckriften des NT. i. 486-524; ZNW., 1907,

1 10-124) or i^ot (Lietzmann, ZNW., 1907, 34-37), the synoptic colour of the

passage points to some such locus rather than any position, e.g. , after 7** or 7**

(so some later MSS), or between 5 and 6 (Rendel Harris, New Testament

Autographs, pp. lof.). If it was inserted after 7°^ 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 durch anderthalb Jahre von dem in

Kap. 5 Geschehenen getrennt waren, ist eine verzweifelte Auskunft, welche

die RUckstandigkeit der modernen theologischen Exegese kennzeichnet. "

* In which, according to Eusebius {,H. E. iii. 39. 18), there was a laropio.

vepl yvraiKbs 4irl roXXats afiapTiais 8ia^\r]dei(Tr]s ^trl rod Kvplov included in

the book of Papias. It is uncertain, however, whether this laropia refers

to Lk 7^-^ or to Jn 7»-8ii.

t Hal^vy {/^S., 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^^) was to condemn the

Pharisees as false witnesses. But there are only quasi-reasons for supposing
that she was another Susanna (cp. 8^^ and Herm. Mand. iv. i. 4).
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(cp. Burkitt's Two Lectures on the Gospels, 8i f. ; C. Taylor vaJTS. 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'^^ or 8^'), 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) lo^'-, which interrupts id^'^^ and lo^^^^^^ j^g-y have originally lain

before 8^^ (^p. JTS. ii. 137-140), or (Bacon, Fourth Gospel, 493 f.) may
have been added, editorially, along with 2^^'^ to fill up the five festal

revelations of Jesus (cp. Wellhausen, 49-50).

(«) The traditional position of 12'*^-^'^ is isolated. There is an awkwardness
in ^ coming after ^^

(the cry does not suit the secrecy), and indeed after

*<>'•. When the passage is restored (cp. Wendt, Moffatt's HNT. 692) to

what may be conjectured to have been its original site between ^* and ^^,

the ideas of light and faith (which it is far-fetched to view as a recapitu-

lation of 8^' etc.) are carried on without any interruption, and Christ's

public utterances receive a sonorous climax. Earlier in the chapter,

J227-30 (^ Johannine reproduction of Lk 22^"*^) has been placed after ii*^

by Fries {ZNIV., 1900, 300) ;
but this breaks the symmetry of the latter

passage.

(j) The hypothesis that chs. 15-16 represent a later addition, either

by the author himself (Becker, S/^., 1889, 132 f. ; Lattey, Exp.'', May 1906,

433-434) or by a redactor (so, for 15-17, Wellhausen, Heitmiiller), allows

14'^ to lie in its original connection with 18^ (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, ZNfV.,

1907, pp. 138 f., and Moftatt, ExpP, 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

iyeipeade, dyufiev ivrevdev (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 14^ {hereafter I will

not talk much with you),* the contradiction between 16'' and 13^ or I4''-^

(when the latter are put earlier), and the incongruity of i6"*' after declara-

tions like 13^ 14^^ etc. The climax and final tone of 14^^ {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^ and 13^

(Wendt, F. J. Paul), or (ii.) to interpolate them between 1320 and if^ (Bacon,

* In the subsequent narrative only two brief words (iS^^ 19^") are

addressed to disciples.
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JBI.., 1894, pp. 64-76),* or (iii.) to restore them to their original position

between 13'" and i3'^(Spiita, Urc. i. pp. 168-193; Moffatt, HNT. 522 f.,

692 f.). (i.) interrupts the evident sequence of 13" and 13", and reduces

16*"^ and 13'*'* to the level of mere episodes between 14*"' and i6^'*. (ii.)

also has the drawback of breaking the connection between 13'"" and 13'^"*'.

(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 I4», Lk 22", Did. 9*), utters the parable of the Vine (15")

beginning with a special and warning allusion to the recent apostasy of his

friend (an unfruitful branch, i5'=i3*'-'\ 15*= 13"), and urging brotherly

love as the bond of life (i5*** carrying on 13"'- ; cp. also 13W-11 echoed

in 15'', 13I'-" in 15*-*, 13" in 15", and I3'« in 15"). The connection of

thought between 13'**' and 15 grows in fact more vivid as the two passages
are set in juxtaposition ; thus the love of the disciples suggests to Jesus

(15^"*) the hatred shown them by the outside world, whose persecution

forms the next topic (i5'"-i6'), passing over into the compensations for

the bodily absence of Jesus from his afflicted followers (i6*-i6''). This

stream of counsel and warning closes with a word of triumph, (i6'*=i3"'"''),

which runs out into a renewed appeal for mutual love among the disciples.

Then follows Peter's protest (13*'*"), exactly as in the synoptic tradition

(Mt 26""'*), after Christ's mournful anticipation (16"). The final discourse

of 14 ends in the prayer of 17 (cp. 14*= 17*, 14"- = \^^'y 14"= 17*). In the

solemn pause before the exit—a pause too short for such a discourse as that

of 1$ and 16—Jesus utters this sublime rhapsody of faith, and then (i8^) leads

the disciples out to face the end. Note that on this rearrangement \t^-^ is

not further from \^'^
" than on the traditional, that 14"-

^ echoes 13**"'',

and that 14^* is more natural after 16" (where the same statement, made for

the first time, rouses wonder).

{k) The difficulties of 18^*** require some hypothesis of transposition or

dislocation, (a) The order of Syr^^ (i«-
»*• ""». i»-a. n-ia-

26b-«)^ u^igss 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^ 19 to, p. xxxiv ;

Blass, Philology of Gospels, 57 f. ; Loisy, £.tudes Bibltques, 142 f. ; Calmes,

420 f. ), though the separation of ^' and ^*
is unlikely, (b) Spitta's proposal

{Urc. i. 158-168) is
^ ^*-^ ^-^«-

»»>-», v.8=» being a copyist's repetition of i8»'

for the sake of the narrative. This, however, still involves among other things

the awkward separation of " and ", and, unless we read {c)
"^*- ^' "-23.25-28

(with J. N. Farquhar, ET. vi. 284-288), the alternative is {d)
"""• "-24- w-w.

a^*-®
(G. G. Findlay, ET. vi. 335 f., 478 f. ; MoflTatt, 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 ^* to ^

in the exemplar and only discovered his mistake in time to insert ^""^
after

•
1^96-38 being also restored to their original position after i6'"". The

revisionists prefer to omit \^-^ (Corssen) or i-^-^ (Wellhausen, Heitmiiller),

to which Schwartz adds i^"^'^, Wellhausen i327-2».

t It is doubtful whether Tatian can be cited in favour of this order ; cp.

Hjelt's Die syrische Evangelientubersetzung u. Taiian^s Diatessaron, 1901,

pp. 128 L



558 THE FOURTH GOSPEL

'", catching up the last words of ^^ in order to ease the transition in ^** and thus

recover the thread of the narrative. On this rearrangement the elTroj' of ^ gets

a satisfactory subject, the high priest is Kaiaphas (as ii*^''^), 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 -^ as a parenthesis or intercalated

remark (so from Erasmus to Edersheim). Otherwise it might be placed
after ^*

(so from Cyril of Alexandria to Luther) or ^'
(Strauss). Wellhausen

omits it with dvb tov Kata^ci (^), and irpCorov and dpxi-epeds dv tov eviavroO

iKelvov (^^), believing, with Schwartz (adding ^'^) and Bousset, that the

references to Kaiaphas are interpolated (after Mt 26^* ") ; Bacon {Fourth

Gospeli 485 f. ) omits I4(i5}-i8 ^sA ^'^ 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 (3) 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*°'' forms but a poor bridge between 5*' and 7^, while, e.g. , 6'^ is hardly
a natural prelude to 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 defined. 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 Def

dlteste Christliche KatechismuSy 1909, pp. 49 f.). For the Fourth gospel as

an inspired Targum, freely rendering the sense of Christ's teaching for a latei

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 (i8^*) 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^'-

and 4^'), he could not have been present, and the sole trait for

which his authority is cited (19^) 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 Bcrtholdt (INT. iii. 1302 f.), who argued that John
took down the Aramaic sayings of Jesus on the spot and aAerwards wrote

them out from his notes, to Wendt, Briggs,* and Spittat {Das Johannes-

Evglm als Quelle der Geschickte 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^.^ Eckermann originally in

Tkeologische 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 Ht\6t\hcxg Jahrbiicher d^r Literatur, 1821, pp. Ii2f. ; J. R. Tobler,

ZWT., i860, pp. 169 f., ascribing composition to ApoUos; Karl von Hase's

Geschuhte Jesu, 1876 ; Reuss, La Bible, vi., 1879 J Sabatier, ESR. vii. 181 f. ;

Ewald, Renan, and WeirsScker). 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 ; Tobler's die Evglienfrage, 1858 ;

Delff, Soltau, Wendt, and Spitta).

DelfTst earlier nucleus of the gospel consists mainly of the following

pj^55^gS
.

i«-8.
19-M 2I2-H. 18-10. S3-25

^l-^O a** 5^-^*-
*>"«

5SO-S6.
41-68. 60-71

yl-86.

45-a4. 87-38. 40-44 gia.nW jjl-U. "-3*. »l-82. «-37. 42-80
j^l-lS-

21-88
i^^i^Vi iol-34.

a»-4s 20^*** ^*^^ 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.

t Criticisms of DelfF by Sanday (Exp.^ iv. 328 f., v. 375 f.), A. Meyer
{TR., 1899, 255 f., 295 f.), and Holtzmann (TZZ., 1890, 588 f.). The most

permanent suggestion of DelfiPs 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 5i5d<ricaXos and then re-edited his gospel (adding, e.g.^ ch. 21)

for Asia Minor. This stands better than his linguistic analysis.
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for the most part in I^''*
^'^*' ^^'^^ 2^^'^^ (substance). I8-2O

^l-Sa.
8-21 .4-12 (substance),

13-16. 19-26 27. (?). 31-38 rl-3. 5-7. 16-37. 30-32. 34a. 36b-47
yl5-19.

21b-24
^27-58 (substance). 60-61.

63-64a. 65-69
yl-7 (1). 10-14 (substance). 28-27 (substance). 28-29. 33-43 (?) gl2-20a.

21-'29. 3lb-S9 q1.

4-5. 39-41
iqI-18. 19-21a (substance). 23-38. 40(f) j jl.

3. 5-6 (?). 7-10. 16. 17-22 (substence). 23-27.

28-35 (substance). 38 i220-28a. 31-32. 34-36a. 44-47a. 48-50
j^l-10.

12-17. 20. 31b-3» ic_i6 1-737-38

14, 17, i833-S8» I9»-ll^ Similarly Soltau {ZN^V., 1901, 140-149 ; S/T., 1908,

177-202), after putting on one side the material derived from the synoptic
tradition {e.g. l^^'^- 31-34 (35-42) 2I3-I7.

19. 22
^43-54 51-25. 66-71

gl.
6-23 ij47-55 (57).

123-8.
12-16

1326-27 18, 191-24-
38-42 ^Q^-^. 11-13.

19-23)^ fi^ds the Original Johannine

Logia (i.e. sayings with a historical introduction) in i^ (35-42). 43-51 gS-n 3I-12.
22-31a

^1-9 (16-19). 29-30. 39-42 ,-1-16 (18) 7l_81 82-11 q23-41 j 220-33 (37-43) j ^2-15 (16-20). (31-36)

1925-37 20I4-18. 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 arjixeta) and the speeches (with ipya=

jt-flfiara) cannot be carried through, for in the latter the ipya of Jesus are not

severed entirely from the (xrjfieia (cp. 6^- ^), whereas once at least in the

narrative Jesus does not lay stress on his a-rifiela (20^^), and in 7^ (narrative)

works are equivalent to signs and wonders, t The work of Jesus (17*) was to

manifest the glory of God (17^), and this surely included the manifestation of

the divine life in the arj/xeia as well as in the words of the Son. In the light

of S^"^'^ 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 7^1 is a miracle, and when the works of

himself (5^) and God (5^') are ranked objectively with the testimony of the

Baptist (5^'^) and the Scriptures (5^^), those ?/)7a, especially in the light of

an allusion like that of 10^'', cannot be what Wendt's theory demands.

More help is to be secured by recognising that the addition

of 2 1 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 {JTS., 1903, 194-205), G. W. Stewart {Exp., 1903, 65-

80, 135-146), Corssen {GGA., 1901, 645-656), Bacon {A/T., 1901, 146-148),

Hitchcock (^/r., 1901, 146-148), Howlett {Dublin Review, 1904, 314-335),

J. A. Cross {ET., 1903, 331-333), 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.



LITERARY STRUCTURE $6l

the dark as to the precise extent and motives of the editorial

revision which added 21^'^^ and which has been traced in 12^

and 1 832 as ^ell as in i9S*,in s^'^^ (Scholten, Wendt, Zurhellen),

640. 44. M
, ,25f. ,48.

18b. 28b
(Zurhcllen), and in the editorial additions

or marginal glosses already noted, />. especially in the more

eschatolog'cal 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 Schiitz, Wellhausen, and F. Westberg (Die Biblische Chrono-

logic nach Flavins Josefhus und das Todesjahr Jesu^ 19 10, 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 Grundschri/t (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 VVendt'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 iibrigen charakterisiert

sich die Perikope i^^'^' als eine freie Bearbeitung von Apg 132* und dem
lukanischen Bericht iiber den Taufer, dem auch der Wortlaut i^'- am
nachsten steht" {TR. xii. 55).

36
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hand, is dependent, even in minute details, on the earlier

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 d^appui^ 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^^^-).

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^"), his birthplace (cviii., cp. Jn 7''"'). the

question of Sabbath observance (xxiii., xxvi. f., xlvii. etc., cp. Jn 8^°^* 7^^),

the coming of Elijah (xlix. f., cp. Jn i^^), Jews and Samaritans (Ixxviii., cp.

Jn 4, 8"), 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.! The logia of this tradition

* An instance of this, in epistolary literature, occurs in Gal 2?^^'.

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 discipU 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 (l*"*), he is still their spokesman upon occasion, plays a prominent rdle

at the last supper (ij****-
•"•

*'•) and in the closing scenes (iS^**""), and, in

accordance with primitive tradition (I Co 15', cp. Lk 24*), has his own access

to the risen Lord (Jn 2i'*").t Andrew is Simon Peter's brother (!*"• 6*), 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

(icv/Haird XA7to) handed down from the apostle without connection, probably,
and without a hbtorical setting. . . . The attentive reader finds on almost

every page of the Gospel words which are probably genuine Johannine l(^ia

of Jesus"), and O. \io\Xzxa3SiV\. {Leben Jesu^ 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 20"*^, however, it is suggested that while the other disciple entered

the tomb and believed, Peter had entered without believing (on the early

attempts in Syr^*" to correct 20^ into the plural, cp. Diat. 1556 f.).
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spokesman (6'^'*)' The author thus not only throws baclc Mt 16" so as to

cover Peter's career from the beginning, but omits the subsequent rebuke

{thou Satan!) of Mt 16'^, and associates the devil not with Peter, but with

Judas Iskariot (6'! 132- 27).

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, I*"*- 6^*- and 12"^'. (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 1t.%yxs,finds (i^). Andrew's confession of faith is the first in the gospel,

We have found the tnessiah, but Philip's is more explicit : We have found
htm 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®**), and it is he to whom the Greek

inquirers first apply (12^^). On all these occasions he is associated more or

less closely with his fellow-townsman, Andrew
;
in his request for a theophany

(14^) he is alone, but it is possible that he and Andrew are the anonymous

pair of disciples in 21^.

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

11^^ 14^ and 20^^'^
;
in the appendix he is mentioned, next to Peter (21^),

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 (132**) the saying recorded in Mt io^= Lk 10^^, and

apparently ranks Nathanael almost on a level with the twelve, some of whom
he entirely ignores (cp. Diat. 1671, 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 aufd. Auferstehung, 51 f.; Weizsacker) to identify

him with Matthew Levi, which has the merit of reproducing the Papias-list ;

the details f in i**^'- 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 20^'-, 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

Zacchseus in the sycamore tree.
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Paul or PauHnism (Honig, ZWT., 1884, iiof. ; Holtzmann, BL. iv. 294 f. ;

O. Schmiedel, HauptprobUme d. Leben-Jesu^, 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 22*= Jn 1^), 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^""'*, a later writer would hardly have described Paul's approach to

Jesus as mediated by any human agency (Jn !**• **), 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**. Besides, visions were

not a special feature of Paul's apostolate (2 Co ii'* 12*), and the call of Paul

was not motived as in Jn l*" (note eWor, not iKiXeaa or iifnavfiaa). It would

be more plausible to identify him with the beloved disciple John (so, e.g.^

Spaeth, ZiVT., 1868, 168 f., 309 f., and Rovers, TT., 1869, 653-661).

This would imply that the references in Jn 21 are from another plane of

thought, though, if the note in 21' is correct, it helps to fill out the connection

between i***- and 2"-.*

It is oflen argued that by the wpwrop or rpCiTot of i** the writer subtly

suggests that after Andrew found his brother Peter, the other disciple of

i»-4o found Ais 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, Dia/. 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 ii"-«>)

after Peter and Andrew ;
in the lists of the twelve he comes fourth (except in

Mk 3'*"^* 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*'^ = Lk 9^**') 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 lo**'-, softened by Mt 20^')

betrays an equal misconception. He is third in the group of the four

disciples who draw from Jesus (Mk 13''-) his prophecy of the future, and in

the group of three who fail Jesus in Gethsemane (Mk i4'^* = Mt 26^'") ; 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 8^^ with Mk 5*^, 9^8= Mk 9' and Mt 17^) next to Peter in the

only two scenes (raising of daughter of Jairus, and the transfiguration) where

Pettr and the sons of Zebedee appear as a trio of intimates, before the vigil in

Gethsemane. Furthermore, Lk. omits the claim of Mk lo*'*-, though he was
aware of it (cp. I2*»-*' 222<*- = Mt 2o2"-), identifies the two confidential

disciples of Mk 14" (Mt 26"'- simply oi ixadrjral) with Peter and John (22'-"),

omits the fact (Mk i4'^- = Mt 26"'-) that Peter and the two sons of Zebedee

* To Loisy (246 f.), N. is a composite figure, idealised out of Matthew,
Zacchseus, 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 (22''-*'), and that all tbe

disciples fled after their Master was arrested (Mk 14'"= Mt 26''), and adds to

the women at the cross (Mk l5'"*-*i
= Mt 27'^-^) irdures ol yvwarol avT<f

standing at a distance (22^). This is carried forward in Acts, where John is

closely associated with Peter (i^^ 3^'' 4^^'* 8""^') during the early Jerusalemite

period (cp. Gal 2^) 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 M<f 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 (13^'*)

this favourite disciple is assumed to be in the secret of Jesus, as none of the

others is. During the trial (18^**^-) Peter again requires his intervention,

this time to gain entrance to the palace of the high priest. At the cross

(19^'-) he receives charge of the mother of Jesus (mission to Jewish

Christians?) f and witnesses the humor effusus ; at the grave (20^'-) 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 i82"') of these

passages does not exclude—in fact it would rather point to—a literal basis.

If by the disciple whom Jesus loved {bv iiydira 6 'ItjctoOs) the author means to

suggest the typical or ideal Christian, a permanent witness to Christ's love

{till I come^ 2i), the ideal is in part a Pauline ideal (= Gal 2^**) ; so, e.g.^

Bacon {Exp."^ iv. 324 f.. Fourth Gospel in Research and Debate, 301 f.),t who
declares that '* the heart of the Fourth Gospel is Paul's confession of his faith

in Gal 2^ "
(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 (Delfl^,

Bousset, etc.), and regarding him as ideal. The chief objections to the latter

* He is never contrasted with sceptical Jews or imperfect Christians.

+ Volter {Mater Dolorosa und der LieblingsjUnger des Johannes Evglms,
Mit einem Anhang uber die Komposition dieses Evglm, 1907) makes the

beloved disciple in 1-20 the John Mark of Ac 12^2 . 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).

X
'* 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") and sceptical of his claims (7^'^"), a practical

illustration of i"*^. 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* iq**"). 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", and both

scenes possibly reflect a dramatised variant of Mk 3""* 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. TA^ authorship.
—The fourth gospel makes no statement

about its author. It ends with the remark, ravra 8c ycypaTrrat

ly<x in(Tr€vrfT(j but it is silent upon 6 ypdif/a^. The appendix,

however, after describing the destiny of the fiaOrirr)': ov qydrra 6

I»7<rov9, adds in an editorial note (21**): euros co-Ttv 6 /la^r^s
6 fiaprvpoiv TTtpl TovTiay koI 6 ypd\f/a^ ravra. Unless the last four

words are to be regarded as an interpolation (so, f.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 gut's custodiet custodesl This claim is not made by him-

self;* it comes from the anonymous circle who endorse the

gospel {koX oi8a/x€V OTt aKy]Or]^ avrov
17 fxaprvpCa iariv), and who

have added the two closing notes (2124-25)^ 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 2o^-3i; the

former is to be felt at 19^, 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 borfie witness {koI 6 empaKoiq
* For attempts to preserve part of these verses for John, cp. Wetzel {op.

cit.pp. iSf.).
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fiefxapTvprjKev), and his witness is true^
—

yea^ he knows that he is

telling the truth {koX iKeivos oTSev ort aX-qOrj Xcyct),
—thatyou also

may believe. Is kK€.vo% in this enigmatic protest, a human

authority or, by a strong asseveration (cp. 2 Co iii^-^i), the

exalted Christ (so, e.g.^ Dechent, SK.^ 1899, 44^ f-
; Abbott,

EBi, 1809; Zahn, Kommentar^ 658 f.
; Peake, London Quart.

Review^ i9o5> 275 ; Forbes, Haussleiter's Zwei Apost. Zeugen^ 26-

28)? When the mystic or symbolic sense of at/xa koX vhuap is

connected in any way with i Jn 5^, the divine reference of

Uilvo'i becomes rather more probable, since in i Jn. the pronoun

always means the exalted Christ. Still, the connection is

different here, and upon the whole c/ccti/os may be reasonably

regarded as equivalent to 6 cwpaKws, the beloved disciple of 19^^.

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. R^ville, 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 Trap6.8o^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^),
—the effusion

of blood would have sufficed for that purpose,—but symbolical. The object

of 19^^"^' 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^,

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 iricreitjjv eh ifxA in 7^ were taken with Kal

Tipiru of 7^^ (cp. Nestle, ZJVIV., 1909, 323), and avrov 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. JI. E.\. I. 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 aiVoO, 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*'= 20^). On the other hand,

when 7" is read with 6 rurTeOuv els i/jJ as equivalent to the following airrov,

the conception of the believer as a source of spiritual blessing for others tallies

with 20""", especially if the iiaBrfral of the latter scene are not restricted to

the apostles.

19** is therefore, as Blass warned critics {SK.^ 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 (tf,
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^, 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
^^ and i Jn $^^'

The latter alternative is preferable. If i^^-^-^"^ are omitted

(with the opening and un-Johannine lyivrro yap ravra of v.^),

the sense is clear : ov KaT€a$av avrov ra arKtX-q^ Iva
17 ypatftrj

ir\r}p<ji}Oy' 6<rTovv ov avvrptfi-qcrerai avrov (so, e.g.^ Schwartz,

Wellhausen, Heitmiiller). The interpolation in vv.*^-^ tallies

substantially with 21**, the main difference being the substitution,

of eicct^o? otScv for oiSa/xcv. V.*^, with its un-Johannine crcpa

•ypa<^TJ, points to the circle from which Apoc i^ (cp. Mt 24*®)

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.^ (with #cai i^kdev cv^v?

alfjua Kttl vSiop in **, and iyivero yap ravra in ^) gives an equally .

good sense, and at the same time avoids the necessity of

regarding 20*^ 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.y 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 {igos), p. 229.

t Special literature : Hoekstra ( TT., 1867, 407-424, 'het laatste Hoofdstuk

van het vierde Evangelic'); Eberhardt, Evang. /oh. c. 21 (1897); Klopper

{ZWT., 1899, 337-381); Zahn, /N7. (§ 66); Wendt (pp. 248-253);

J. R6ville (305-320) ; Moffatt, HN7. 694 f. ; Horn, Abfassungszeit^ Gesch-

ichlichkeit, und Zweck von Ev. /oh. Kap. 21 (1904) ; Bacon, Fourth Gospel

in Research and P^bate (1910), 190 f., 211 f. (du? 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 (21^*^^),

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 (2ii*-23), which describes

the conversation after the meal (cp. Merx, /W., 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.**-^) vouches for the beloved disciple as the

authority and author of the gospel, and also apologises for its lack

of completeness (cp. Diat. 24 14-24 16, and Lucretius, i. 410 f.).

The naive hyperbole of the latter verse is quite consonant with

contemporary rabbinism (see Bacher's Agada d. Tannaiten^^ i.

34 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 20*^1, 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" or 21^^24) (Zahn), as indeed

Dr. Rendel Harris (New Testament Autographs^ pp. 14 f.) once

proposed to do, on the ground that v.** implies an insufficient

amount of writing material (cp. 2 Jn ^*, 3 Jn ^s). After 208O-81

anything further is almost an anti-climax. The seven (njfifia are

complete. Jesus has appeared thrice after death. The disciples

have all received their commission (not to baptize, cp. Mt 28^®*

above, p. 253, and ERE. ii. 380).

(a) Was the gospel edited posthumously, like Vergil's Aeneid,

by some friend or friends of the atithor {summatim emendata) ?

On this hypothesis (Weiss, Reuss, Eberhardt, Bovon, etc.), the

epilogue might be the work of Philip and Andrew (21^ cp. i*^^- 6"
1 2^^'i so Haussleiter *), or of Andrew alone (Chastand). {b) Or,
was the appendix added by John himself t 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. xxi.
, Leiden,

187 1
), 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

whole 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. Sc^io?, cktcivo) x^^P^^j «'f rpCrov,

iTTKrTpeffxi), c^cra^w, l(r\vo), ToXfxdo), rpirov (adv.), ol d8eA.<^ot, virayoi

with infinitive, iraiSta for rcKi/ta, Trpwta for Trpwt, eycp^ets for

dvaara?, and cjiipetv for ayciv (v.^^) ;
cttI in v.^ is different from the

irrl of 6^^-21 (cp, Diaf. 2340-2342); cftavepoo) (vv.^* ^*) is unusually

employed to describe a resurrection appearance (cp. Mk 16^2. wj.
the cav after ooris in v.^s also corresponds to the use in 1 Jn

320 rather than to Jn 2^ 14^3 j^ie^ ^nd 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.f 1901, lo-ii, 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 se*cond century (particularly Thoma
and Jacobsen), and Keim dates its composition c. a.d. 160,

previous to 2 P i^*, 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, *.^., Baur, Schwegler {NZ. ii. 355 f.), Scholten, Keim, Klopper,

Pfleiderer, Chastand {VApdtre Jean, 98-104), J. Reville, Loisy, Weiss,

J. Weiss, Bacon, Loofs, Schwartz, Schmiedel, Bruston {Revue de Thiol, et de

Philos., 1906, 501 f.), Heitmiiller, 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 {VApdtre 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''" 2i"-*8 21*^-25),

which are more or less closely linked together.

(i.) The failure of the disciples to recognise Jesus, which

comes in awkwardly after 2o2*'-, shows that originally the story of

21^-^* 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 (di€ Auferstehungsberichte und ihr fVerf, pp. 3if .) regards 21**"

as based originally on a pre-resurrection story, which has been misplaced
and combined with a (non-Galilean) post-resurrection appearance to Peter

(21^" ; cp. Resch, TC/. x. 4, pp. 47 f., 195 f.). The main theories of 2i»-",

however, associate it either (a) with the lost conclusion of Mark's gospel, or

{d) with Lk 5^'". (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. S2f. ; Hamack, ACL. ii. I. 696 f., and BNT. i.

227 f.; Eberhardt, 81-83 ; Loisy ;t von Dobschlitt, ProbUmed. ap. Zeitalter,

14 f. ; H. Schmidt, SK,^ I907» 487), or, more probably, a variant of the

same tradition (Wendt, Kirsopp Lake, pp. 143 f. ; Heitmllller). If Mk.'s

gospel was ever finished, it must have included a Galilean vision (16^) in

which Peter played a prominent (perhaps an exclusive) r61e ; but even if this

were equivalent (cp. Meltrer, PAL, 1902, 147-156) to i Co 15*= Lk 24**, it

would not correspond with the narrative of Jn 2i*'" (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^"^^ (so many editors and critics, from Strauss and Weisse

to Brandt, Evang. Geschichte, 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**). 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, ExpJ'^ July 1907, p. 18).

t 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 Peter.
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to the Gentiles only at the express command of Jesus (cp. Ac lo**) and

requiring Paul or the other apostles to assist him (5'), while the broken net

is supposed to imply the rupture between the Jewish and the Gentile

Christians, and so forth (v.^=Gal 2^). Loisy, who recognises the improba-

bility of a definite symbolism in details, agrees with Holtzmann and others

that the unsuccessful night's fishing is "sansdoute une allusion k I'insucc^s

de la prediction apostolique aupres les Juifs
"—a strange allusion in face of

Ac 2*^^' ! The mission to the Gentiles, which shines through both Lk 5^'^^

and Jn 21^'^* is, however, as unmistakable as the fact of some connection

between the two stories or traditions, particularly when that of Jn 21^"" is

recognised (as, e.^. , by Loofs) to have originally represented a pre-resurrection

incident which had no connection with Jn 21^^^'. It is noticeable that

Luke (5^*") substitutes for Mk i^^-^= Mt ^"^^'^ 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"^'.

It is doubtful if even 21^"^^ 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 2ii-8- ^^ and 2i»- ^'^^ H. Schmidt {SIT.,

1907, 487-512), who traces, the dual background in Lk 5^"" and Lk 24*"*,

and Volter {Die Entstehung da Glaubens an die AuferstehungJesu^ 1910, pp.

52) who detects the redactor's hand in 2i^'^' ""^^ and the source in 2i^'°* ••

I2». 13.
12b^

(ii.)
The rehabilitation of Peter, with the prediction of his

death and of that of the beloved disciple (21^^-23), is a symbolic

fragment which has no synoptic analogue,* but 2120^- may be

interpreted in the light of a synoptic logion.

The fact that the words in 21^ ^ / choose that he should survive till

I come, are immediately followed by an allusion to authorship (v. 2*) 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

likviiv meant the permanence of John's teaching, which was to outlive the

Petrine tradition, f This is the idea of 21-^, where the witness {fiaprvpQp)

is the permanent function fulfilled by the gospel once written {ypd^as) ; the

disciple, though dead, yet speaketh. It is just conceivable that the terms

*
Schwartz's {ZMfV., 1910, 96 f.) theory that 211^-" is a doublet to Mt

1 6"'' sounds far-fetched.

t Schwartz (48 f. ) fantastically refers /i^j'ftj' in v.^ 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.^ the later addition of a scribe

who mistook it for a reference to the Parousia. The aKoXovdetv 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 21*"- 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 Ijeloved 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 2 1*'- 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 16^

= Lk 9" that some (jiPti) 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^ ; Resch, ParalUl-Texte^ iii. 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"*-") in characteristic

fashion; in 21" 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, u*. 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 «foi Ae7ev oi>Totj), it follows in the

synoptic tradition Christ's claim that the true disciple must take up his

cross and follow the Lord (d/xirw rhv aravpifp avroO kuI iKoXovdelru /tot,

Mk 8**=Mt i6'-'*=Lk 9"). This connexion underlies the association of

Peter's death on the cross and his following of Jesus in Jn 2i"-22, and also

the suggestion in 2i*'- ^-^
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^'* therefore lies in the contrast between
cLKoXovdovvra and fi^yeiy. The beloved disciple also fol/cnvs Jesus ; he too goes
forward to a martyr-death. Peter's question in v.^^ expresses curiosity about

the particular form of that death. Is it to be the same as his own, or what ?

The reply in v.^ is that whatever be the fate of the other disciple, his own

*
It is improbable (i.) that this saying is to be connected (so, g.g^., O.

Holtzmann) with Mk io'^= Mt 20^, 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 y^-'-se^ along with the following transfigura-

tion-stor>' (Abbott, Dtai. 2998, xxv.a), as if Peter, James, and John in their

lifetime enjoyed the martyr's privilege of a vision of the heavenly Son of Man.
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duty and destiny are plain ; ai fioi aKokovOei, Of the other disciple, who is

already following Jesus, it is said, ikv avrhv 6^\w /xheiu ?wj fpxofxai, rl wpbs
a6 ; here ijAvei.v ?ws ipxofiai 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 /ji^peiv in this context denotes a Christian life which did not/ol/ow,
a life which stayed where it was (cp. ii^) 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 {21^= Mk 9*) 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.2* was not written

by the author of the gospel.
" The we includes the / [of v.^s

ot/xat] and excludes the /le
[i.e. the fiaO-^Tr]^ of v.^^]." 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.^^-ss^ was probably composed by
the editor who wrote in their name. 212^-25 jg ^ postscript,

but it is closely connected with what precedes. The narrative

could never have left off at ai^^, though it might have been

rounded off with 212*, v.^^ 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.** 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 z\^^-'^^ is local patriotism and reverence felt

by the Asia Minor communities for the memory ot their dis-

tinguished head.* (V.^^ "seems an inflated version of 20^,"

*
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 I Mac 922.) An instance of this habit of adding notes

to a volume is afforded by Ec 13^- (i^*)!*, although the spirit of

that epilogue is corrective rather than confirmatory. Thoma,
who attributes 21^-^ to the author of the gospel (i.e, the '

presbyter of 2 and 3 John), gives, ^i^^*
^* to the author of i John

as being a later insertion; while Chastand attributes ch. 21,

like 7*3-811 ii*- is^^^ 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.**- **, and as the gospel

could not have ended with 21**, there is no reason to take

VV.24. Mas notes added before publication (O. Holtzmann).

§ II. Traces in second-century literature.—The earliest traces *

of the Fourth gospel occur in {a) Papias, (b) Ignatius, {c) the

Marcan appendix (i6**^), 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 To^ci, 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 ZNlV.y 1901, 212
f.).

This is borne out

by the fact that Irenaeus quotes a fantastic exegesis of Jn 14^ 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^ 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.

Ahhoii [EBi. i8i3f.); Lepin, VOrigine, pp. 19 f.; Sanday, Criticism of
Fourth Gospel, 236 f.

;
Zahn {INT. § 64) ; H. L. Jackson {Fourth Gospel,

38-61); Stanton {GHD. i. part i), and Bacon's Fourth Gospel in Research

and Debate {1910) I7f.

37
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This conclusion, argued especially by von der Goltz in 'Ignatius von
Antiochien als Christ u. Theologe' {^TU. xii. 3, pp. 1 18-144, i97-2o6), is

shared by Abbott {EBi. 1829-1830), J. Reville, Harnack {.ACL. ii. I, 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

(^A:, 1905, 563-603),* but by Lightfoot {Biblical Essays, pp. 81 f.), Zahn

(GK. ii. 903!.), Resch (pp. II-12), Drummond, Loisy, and Sanday. The
evidence for the latter view is "somewhat indeterminate

"
to Stanton {GHD.

i. 19 f.), and highly probable, though short of certainty, to Inge {NTA.
81-83). Ii^ ^^ 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 7i'«(ns and

viarvi, dXiJ^eta and ir^i.-wt]. 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 6'^), who really lived, really died, and really

rose 2L^^\x\{Smyrn. 3^ etc., Trail. 9). The complete manhood of Jesus, from

birth (i« 6^ 7=^ %^) 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^). Apart from the ordpl of Christ ( Trail. 7^), 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. 6^ 8^), goes
so far as to call him ^e<Js, and to speak of af/ia Oeov {Eph. i^).

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. 8^"^) had been inspired by grace
to speak and suffer ; their life had been /cara Xpiarov, and consequently they
had still a significance and authority for Christians {Smyrn. 7, cp. Jn 5^ 12^^).

Even the Mosaic kw, properly regarded, was a step towards faith in Christ

(Jn 5^ 7^" etc., cp. Smyrn. 5^).t But the latter, as final, supersedes all

previous revelations.

In Ignatius, however (cp. Ro S^, Magn. 8^), 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 aTbiia and "yvdjixr], 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^"2* and Ign. Magn. lo^ 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^) 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 ira/wwr/o {Eph.

7', Smym. 5', Phil. 8' 9'). 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 fonj as equivalent to &<pdapala, 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 Smxrn. 1' are almost as Pauline as

Johannine (1 2**^). The passage follows a sentence where Ignatius echoes

Ro I* and the synoptic tradition of the virgin-birth and baptism (Mt 3^').

He then proceeds to describe Christ as truly nailed up {KadrjXwfUyop)/or our

sokes in theflesh kw\ Wovriov IltXdrov (l Ti 6^') koX' ^p>lihov Terpdpxov . , .

that he might set up an ensign ( Is 5" 49'°) to all ages through the resurrec-

tion, Jor his saints and faithful ones (cp. Eph i^), whether amongJ^sus or

among Gentiles^ in one body of his church. The underlying thought is no

more than a popular adaptation of that in Eph i*^* 2^*'*, where the death

ip o^apict 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. i Co
12" with TrcUl. 1 1, Smym. i ), 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 16^*0 (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.

(^ Justin Martyr: cp. Schwegler (iVZ. 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 i John are noticeable.
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in places like Apol i. 6i (
= Jn s^-^) and Dial. 88 (

= Jn i^o-zs

though Ac 13^5 is as probable a source), though not in Apol. i^s

(
= Jn 19^^, cKa^io-ei/ 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

airoixv7}ixov€iixaTa rdv a.iro<TT6\<av,
—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, Kreyenbiihl, Loisy,

and Bousset, does not go so far as that of scholars like Ezra Abbot {Authorship

of Fourth Gospel, 20 f.), Resph {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.

§ II. 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, Camerlynek = 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. Reville), 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).
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(Bretschneider = r. 150, Schwegler, Zeller, Volkmar, Taylor,

Pfleiderer, van Manen, Kreyenbiihl, Schmiedel, Schwartz = f.

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. iio. 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* {ihi» AXXoj TkB-q iv ry di'Snan ry ISI<^, iKelvov \-fiixyptadt)

allude to the movement headed by Bar Kochba, the pseudo-messiah, under

Hadrian ? This interpretation, which has been urged especially by Hilgenfeld

{Einl. 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 saying 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' (ianv kt\., on
which Bcngel comments, scripsit Johannes ante uastationfm 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, 241 f., and

Holtzmann, 7ZZ., 1897, 379 f.) ;
W. KUppers, 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. 8" (2^®, see above, p. 536) in order to controvert their thirty (cp.

Lk 32*) seons, and the festal journeys in order to upset their one-year

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 Tertulliari^s account (1891), and m ET. iv. pp.
77 f.

,
2 1 5 f. , 268 f.

, 3 1 3 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' ii^ 18^) 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^ 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 {iJOHN).*

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); Lucke»

(1840; third ed., Bertheau, 1856)*; J. E. F. Sanders (Elberfeld, 1851);
G. K. Mayer (1851); Diisterdieck (Gottingen, 1856); C. Wordsworth

(London, i860) ; Ewald, Die Joh. Briefe iibersetzt und erkldrt (Gottingen,
186 1-2) ; Morgan (Edin. 1865); B. Bruckner (— de Wette", 1867);
F. D. Maurice (1867); Bisping (1874) ; Reuss (1878); Huther (— Meyer *,

1880; Eng. tr. 1882); Alexander {Speaker's Cojnm. 1881)*; Pope (SchaflPs

Comm. 1883); Braune (— Lange', 1885; Eng. tr. 1887); C. A. Wolf
(1885); Plummer {CGT. 1886); B. F. Westcott* (1892)*; Luthardt'

(— Zockler, 1895); B. Weiss (— Meyer «, 1900)*; W. H. Bennett {CB.
n. d.); J. E. Belser (1906); Baumgarten {SNT."^ 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 Commentary, 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).

(b) Studies— (i.) of i Jn. :
—Oporinus, Paranesis Joannis ad primos

ChristianoSy etc. (Gottingen, 1741); J. C. F. Loffler [Epistola prima Joh.

^ Written in Ephesus (Gebhardt) or in Jerusalem (Wuttig, Wilms,

KUppers, 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 6^"'®" ®, agreed
with Wuttig 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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gmostic»s impugnare negaiur, 1784); C. F. Wunder {Utrum prima epistola

/oh. coetui e ludais etJudao-Christianis mixto scripta est, 1799) ; C. C. Flatt

(De Antichristis et pseudo-prophetis in epist. Joh., Tubingen, 1809) ; M.

Weber {Authentia epist. prima loannis vindicata, Halle, 1823); F. H.

Kern (De epistola Joh. c<msilio, Tubingen, 1830); Schlagenhaufen's, £tude

tur la le Jean (1854) ; D. Erdmann (Prima Johannis epistola argumentum,
nexus et consilium^ Berlin, 1855); C. E. Luthardt (De prima loannis

epistola compositioney i860); Strieker's Introd. analytique (Strassburg,

1862) ; Joh. Riemms (De Beteekenis van den ersten Brief van Joh. in het

kistorisch-kritisch Onderzoek naar den Oorsprung van het Vierde Evangelie,

Utrecht, 1869: epistle and gospel by apostle) ; J. Stockmeyer ( Z)/)? .S/rKr/wr

des ersten Joh. Bn'efes, Basle, 1873); Holtzmann* in JPT. (1881) 690 f.,

(1882) 128 f., 136 f., 460 f. ; E. Mangenot (Vigoroux' Z>^. ii. 1191-1291);

Karl, Johann. Studien J (i%^)* -, Wohlenberg (NKZ., 1902, 233 f., 632 f.,

* Glossen rum ersten Johannisbrief ') ;
M. Goguel, La notion Johannique de

PEsprit, 1902 (pp. 147-153,
* sur la thiologie de la premiere 6pUre ') ; 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^ (1909). (ii.) of all three :—HolUmann (BL. iii. 342-

352) ; Sabatier (ESK. vii. 177 f.); Henle, Der Evglist Joh. und die Anti-

christen seiner uit (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.) ;

Mofiatt (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. Offenbarung des

Johannest 1906, Eng. tr.^908); A. V. Green, Ephesian Canonical Writings

(1910, 128-163).

§ I. Structute and outline.—Special literature : Erdmann {pp.

cit. pp. 6-45), Haupt {pp. cit. 348 f.), Wiesinger {SK.^ 1899,

575 f.), Haring {ThA. 171-200), Westcott and Hort {Exp."^ 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*) to compose it was

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 trait or manifesto,

which is thrown into a vague epistolary form (i* 2^* '^'^' 12-14. 36
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5^3), 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 Lights

God is Love: Plummer; i5-227 228-55; Findlay),! triple (1^-2"

212-46 47-521
. Ewald ; God is Light, God is Righteous, God is

Love-. Farrar),+ fourfold (i5-2" 212-28 329-322 323-517
.

Huther),
or fivefold (i5-2ii 2I2-27 228.324* 324b_42i ^1-21

.

Hofmann) arrange-

ment.§ After defining the Christian Koivwvta which forms his

subject (i^^'), the author proceeds to outline its conditions (i*-

2^^) 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 KOLvwvia (2^8-29^^ 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 KOLvinvia with God or man. He then develops
the characteristics of the Koivwvia (3^"^2) as sinlessness and

brotherly love, under the category of an antithesis between

God's children (cp. 2^ 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 (s^^'^*),

moral discernment (4-^"^),
and assurance of union with the God

of love (4^*^^), 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 flight, I'-a^s ; God is Righteous, 2^-$%
JDe Wette (i5-228 229-4« 4'-52i), Hort (1^-2" 2^8-32^ 4^-5^^), Erdmann

(i5_2i4 215-3I8 319-512), Haupt (i'-2" 2^8-55 56-12), F. H. Kriiger in Revue

ChrHienne, 1895, 27 f., 100 f. (i5-2" 2^8-4« 4^-5'^). PAeiderer (i«-229 3I-24 4!-

5^), etc. Bengel and Sander divide it artificially on a trinitarian plan.

§ "Like the doublings of the Mteander 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).



STRUCTURE AND OUTLINE 585

Christ (5'""). A brief epilogue, which is for the most part (cp.

Klopper, ZlVT.y 1900, 585 f.)
a resum^ of the ideas already

discussed, closes the homily (s^^'^^), with a reiteration of eternal

life as experienced by the Christian within
'
the wide world and

all her fading sweets.' The postscript (after 5" = Jn 208^)

specially, however, notes the danger of lapsing and the treat-

ment of the lapsi (cp. He 6<'-).

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 /ojjm^ away (in 2") suggests the following sentences (2^"-) 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"-3*). Inside this paragraph,* even the apparently abrupt mention of the

Xpl<r/ia has its place (2*). The heretical iyTixpi<TToi, it is implied, have no

Xpl<rjJM from God ; Christians have (note the emphasis on ififU), owing to

their union with the true Xpiaros. Again, the genetic relation of 3^'- to what

precedes becomes evident in the light of the fact that the norm of Christian

purity (3') is the keeping of the divine commandments, or conduct like

Christ's on earth (3'= 2*-'), so that the gnostic breach of this law not only

puts a man out of all touch with Christ (3"-)» but defeats the very end of

Christ's work t.e. the abolition of sin and its effects (3*). 3''-" thus resumes

and expands the thought of 2*, 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") 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"*) ; 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''") to his

cardinal idea of brotherly love, expresses it in the light of the incarnate Son

(4'), whose mission furnishes at once the proof of God's love and the example
as well as the energy of ours (4^°'*)« 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^*^), while the mention of eternal Hfe (5^^'^^) leads to a recapitulation

(5^*^) of the main ideas of the epistle under this special category.

5'** 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. KUnstle {Das Comma Johanneum^ 1905) to locate the origin of this

• For an attempt to prove, on the basis of 2^-3^^^ \}^2X paraphrastic

marginal glosses have entered the writing and so produced the repeated

phenomena of abrupt transition, cp. von Dobschlitz {ZNW., 1907, 1-8).

Cludius (Uranstchfen des Christenttwis^ 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)'

Kunstle's theory, however, has not won unanimous assent;* cp. Julicher's

review in GGA., 1905, 930-935; Mangenot {Le Comma Johanneum, 1907);

and Babut {Priscillien et U 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 (2^2 42 etc.)

and practically into libertinism (2* 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
52**,

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^^ Apoc 2^*). The superior theosophic insight to which they

laid claim led naturally to a sense of pride in themselves as the

tlite 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®). 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^- ^o). An indifference to the flesh and to material vices

was the outcome of an overstrained spiritualism. To this lowered

ethical demand (4^) 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, (d) an antinomian attitude towards sin, and (c) an

inability to love one another (27-ii 3iob-i8.
23

^^-f) 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 (i*** 2""- •*
3*^ 4" 5*-

"•
*•), 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^- ^®) 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, TAe Death of Christy 1902, 269-

281, Jesus and the Gospel^ 1908, 83 f.). if) 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 yvwo-i? (2^-
*^

4*), an assurance of the truth

which is mediated by a strict ethical obedience to Christianity as

the law of God (3**"*^ 5*^ 2^), />. 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 71'uxrtj (2*'-
"

3*'* 4^ 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. kaer. i. 6. 4, on the Valentinian idea that oi rpa^ti c^J

TXT)p{i>/io eladyei, dXXd t6 <rWp/to t6 iKfWer vf}irkov iKire/iirSfievov, ivdi.be ik

TcXeioOfievov, and Tert. de am'ma, ii, [haeretici] nescio quod spiritale semen
infiilciunt animae). The writer takes over this idea for his own purposes. But

also, g.^., in 3^ (note the emphatic "h/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, D':3 Hipiv htt-w" pun
DipoS c'33 ^H-\p:d onV nyiu rnn' nan* DipD*?). There is further an implicit con-

trast here to the Philonic idea that
** even if as yet we are not fit to be reckoned

0eov TaiSei, still we may be iratSej of his image (detSovs cIkSvos), the most

sacred Logos ; deov y6.p eUuiv \6yoi 6 irpeff^OTaTos
"

(de confus. ling. 28).

Another phrase in the homily (5^^ koX 6 Kbafio^ 5\o$ iv rQ irov-qpi^ Kclrai) is

illustrated by the tradition in Baba bathra, 1 6a, where Eliezer ben Hyrkanus,
who took exception to Job 9-^ {/he 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. For instances

of the Palestinian idioms underlying the Greek of the homily, cp. Schlatter

in BFT. vi. 4. 144-151. 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 Avofiia springs from his conception of Christianity as the

divine vdfios, and the traces of a docetic movement (which is never connected

with Judaism) are too plain to be explained away (cp. Hoennicke, /C. 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 of this docetism, such as Cerinthus represented,* were

present in the situation presupposed by this homily, whereas the errorists con-

troverted, g.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 aKorla as well as ^wj (i**), that participation in cults and mysteries is

essential to moral purification (i'), that only the initiated and illuininati can

be redeemed (2^), and that the rank and file of believers possessed Trurrtj but

not yvGxTLS (2^"^^). Traces of specifically antinomian gnosticism are obvious

in the errorists who lay claim to the
'

knowledge of God '

(2*) apart from a

good moral life (cp. Clem. Recogn. ii. 22, qui deum se nosse profitentur;

Clem. Alex. Strom, iii. 4. 31, rots dSkois Kal dKpar^a-i Kal irXeov^Krais xal

fioixois Th. airra irpdaaopTes debv iyvcoK^uai /jlSvoi 'Kiyovaiv). The later Valen-

tinians, according to Irenseus {adv. Haer. i. 6. 2), held that while dyaQy] Trpofis

was an essential of salvation for the catholic yJ/dxtKot,, they themselves /i^ 5i4

rpd^eus, dXXa 5td rb (pOcei wev/xaTiKods elvai Tdvry re Kai irdvTUi aud-^creaOai.

The sort of docetic fantasy that was beginning to play round the evangelic

tradition 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 (^TjXa^wi/Tos, cp. i Jn I*),

the substance was immaterial, bodiless, and as if it did not exist."

The agents of this gnosticising propaganda had evidently

been itinerant (2 Jn'''*^^) prophets, laying claim to visions and

revelations (4^-^) in support of their teaching. Although some had

withdrawn (2^^) or been excommunicated (4*), the church must

remain on its guard (4^). 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^). Their

Christianity apparently was of long standing (2^), but it was

not due to the writer. He addresses them as TCKvia, TraiStia,

AyairrjToiy and a8cA</>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 i 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 (JFT.^
1881, 690 f., 1882, 128 f., 316 f., 460 f.), S. Davidson, Hoekstra,

Keim, Scholten, O. Holtzmann (169 f.), W. Bruckner {Chron.

305 f.), Liidemann, 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 ;

e.g. the separatism, claims to perfection, etc.



590 A JOHANNINE TRACT (l JOHN)

175, 228
f.), Pfleiderer (ZWT., 1869, 394-421, and Urc. ii.

446 f.), Cone, Grill (UnfersucAungenj pp. 305-308), N. Schmidt

{Prophet of Nazareth, p. 192), Schmiedel, Martineau {Seat oj

Authorityy 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 {rorigine
du quatrilme hangile, 1907, 250 f.), Jacquier {INT. iv. i-io),
and R. Law {Tests of Life "^^ 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 :

irfd-xri TereKeiufj^VT], d77eXia, dvo/xla, avrlxpuTTOS, &pve1adai rhv vl6v, didvoia,

4k TiPOi yiPiixTKeiv, eXvis, ^iraYyeXla, ^x^"' ''^'' "fo-ripa {vibv), IXaa-fxds, Koivtovla

{
= iv elvai of gospel?), o/xoXoyelv rbv de6v,* iraXalos, Trapovcria, TroieTv t^v

5iKai6tTvvr)v, airipfia tov deoO, x/"'<^/*tt> and \f/€v8oTrpo<pi]Tat. While the ep.

omits 86^a'\ and do^d^eiv, elvai iK tuv dvoj {Kdruj), ovpdvos and iirovpdvioi,

triixvu, rb irveOfia rb dyiov, ij 6py^ tov dcou, 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 alreTp, dKoCeiv, and

Xafi^dveiv, omits entirely the favourite oUp of the gospel, never uses

fjt^v ... 5^, employs particles like ydp and 5^ with singular rarity, preferring

the monotonous /cat where any particle of connection is used at all, and, ^.^.,

refrains from using oTda with a personal object (cp. Jn 6^^ 7^ 15^^ etc.).

Such traits of style are far from unimportant in literary criticism. Note,

further, that the phrase ^ dydirri rod deov, which is fairly frequent in the

epistle (2' 3" 4^ etc. ) as an expression for God's love to man, only occurs

once in the gospel (5*^), and that in the opposite sense of man's love to God.lJ:

Also, the perfect iiydirriKa, absent from the gospel, occurs once in the epistle

(4^*, S.V.I.), as does idu with the indicative (5^**). It is of minor significance

that while the gospel uses the adv. imper. fielvare
* in the Lord's mouth, the

present is used by the writer of the epistle
'

{2^, cp. Dtat. 2437). As for con-

ceptions, {d) the epistle never cites the OT, and with one exception (3^^) refrains

from using OT history or prophecy as a witness to the truths of Christianity.

*
'OfioXoyeiy is never used in the gospel of confessing sin (as Ep. i^), but

always of confessing Christ (9^ 12*2).

t Perhaps in keeping with its subordination of the metaphysical element

to the ethical, throughout. So Grill, who points out also (312-313) how

tight 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.

X Dr. Abbott's arguments to the contrary {Diat. 2032-2040) do not seem

quite convincing, but he proves incidentally that even in i Jn 5'^'^ the genitive

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

fiiuU in itselO.* it is noticeable that the gospel adopts an entirely difterent

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^. id'-* 14* 15*), 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' 3'* 4* 5**), 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" s'***, cp. Jn 14"*-), while If'gAf (i"-) 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 h/e or /i/e eternaly the development of the latter idea {e.g. in 1 Jn 1' 5*)
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'"* 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. XaXov/icr, as Jn 7" 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,J vix., the fear of suggesting that certain divine aeons,

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 nmn 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' 2* 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 ayris ^0o of the Lord {e.g. 2^'* ^ 3^^ 4^^ 5^'').

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" 14^1 etc.),

is probably to be referred (with Pfleiderer) to the larger prominence assigned

throughout the epistle to the ethical elements of the Johannine mysticism.

J So Holtzmann, Pfleiderer, and Haring.
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of Jesus as the Son of God {2^ 4W.
23

^i)
. <'C'est professer une christologie

orthodoxe" (Goguel, p. 148). The epistle, again, (iv.) although ignoring
the x<^/"s of Jn i^® 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^ 11^ 17'^^) is secondary (cp. E. F. Scott, o/>. 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^-*

^io-i8j^ as does the gospel (20^-^^), 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") uses the day ofjudgment, a synoptic phrase carefully avoided by the

gospel, and describe the second advent as a irapova-la {2^). There is,

however, a real difference (vii. ) in the conception of the UapiKX-qros, who is

identified in the epistle {2^) 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 Ilapd/cXT/Tos 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 I'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^"',

cp. I Co 12^). Indeed, with the transference of Tia.piK\y]To% to Christ, the

allusions to the Spirit are entirely impersonal and neuter {z^ 4^'). Instead of

the Son (Jn 14^), the Spirit = dXiJ^cta (5^) ; and while Christians have, a

IlapdK\r]Tos, it is with the Father, as an intercessor (cp. Ro 8^* and Ro 3^
with I Jn 2^'^, He 7^' 9-^), 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 2'^^-
^"^

^if. ^6f.j 'pjjg 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 1^, la doctrine de I'Esprit cesse

d'etre feconde, elle est enervee et perd toute sa originalite propre et sa

valeur decisive, nous dirions volontiers, toute sa raison d'etre.'
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purpose ; h 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 liest 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 i John
as a more popular restatement 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. 1^* = Jn i^* 2- *. 14

2o«7, i4 = Jn 15", 2i = Jn i4^«, 2« = Jn ii"-^*, 28 = Jn 138^151012,

2io-ii = jn ii»-io ,235^ 223 = Jn i5«-24, 227 = Jn 1426 16", 38.
16 = Jn

844^ 3I1.
18 = jn ,5iM8^ 4« = Jn 8*7, 5«

= Jn \k)^-^, 58
= Jn 582.

34. 36

817-18, 518
= Jn 380, 513

= Jn 2o3i, 5i*
= Jn 14"-" i623, 520

= 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 Schiiler vielleicht, der sich an dem Geist der

Theologie seines Meisters gebildet hatte. Aber so ging ihm ahnlich wie in

imserer Zeit den meisten Schiilem Schleiermachers : in dem eifrigen

Bestreben, die grossen Gedanken des Meisters fur die gesamte Kirche nutzbar

und brauchbar zu machen, wurde er konservativer als der Meister selbst

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 fypai/'a, following the triple

ypdipu) in the tergemina allocutio of 2^^-14^ jg ^ rhetorical variation, or a specific

allusion to the Fourth gospel. The latter view is less probable than the

reference to what precedes (1^-2^^), or to a lost epistle (so, e.g.^ Michaelis,

Baljon, Karl) ; but even these hypotheses are as unnecessary as the conjecture
that i^** is an implicit allusion to the prologue of the Fourth gospel. It

does not mend matters, from this point of view, to regard v." as an inter-

polation (Calvin and others, op. 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 Evgltn nach Johannes^

68; Thoma, op. cit. pp. 807 f.
; Soltau,* ZiV^., 1901, 140 f.;

Pfleiderer, 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 Evglien,

1910, pp. iiof.) edit the Fourth gospel out of Johannine logia, etc.

According to Schwartz, both epistle and gospel were edited with the same
'

apostolic
'

motive, by the same editor.



LATER TRACES 595

interpretation of l***. The spiritual and semi-mystical sense* (cp. Abbott,

Diat. i6i 5-1620 ; Clemen, ZNW., 1905, 277 f.), is borne out by a comparison
of 4^* ; but it is probably lo he. 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 /ta^i/rai ro\i Kvplov in Asia Minor to which the

writer belonged. The church stands on the definite incarnation of Jesus Christ

the Lc^os, and the apostolic exf>erience of the latter is the exjjerience of the

church, on which her testimony is based. t 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 0ur hands handled

(4^\d<pr]<xay, cp. Ac 17") is not unparalleled. t "No one," says Origen

{c. Ce/s. 7**),§ "is so foolish as not to sec that the word hands is taken

figuratively, as when John says, our hands have handled.** Irenseus (adv.

haer, v. i) 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*-^ (or of 2 Jn ^) in Polyk. ad Phil. 7 (reading

iXrjXvOoTa instead of i\rj\vdivai).\\ Even in Ignatius the alleged

traces (cp. Dietze, SK.^ 1905, 595 f.) are seldom cogent; e.g. 3^*
=

Smyrn. vii. (<rvv€<f>€p€ Bi aurois Ayarrav, Iva kol ivaarrwa-iv), 3^^
=

Smym. vi. 2, 5® (cp. ^^'')'=£/>h. xviii. (os iyfvvTJOfj koL fiaTrrurO-q,

Iva T<p iradti to vhtap KadapCaiQ)^ 4***
= Eph. vii. (cV o-apxl ycvd/ACvo?).

Still, if Ignatius knew the Fourth gospel, it is a priori likely that

he also knew i Jn. Papias, at any rate, is said by Eusebius
(iii.

39) to have used 17
*\uiawov -rrporipa (

=
17 *I. Trptorr], 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 K\rjOu>fi€v kol ia-fx^v of 3^ is echoed in kol Otov

T€Kva aXrjdiva KoXovfieda kol €<rfj.€Vj if we keep his commandments
=

2*) presupposes the homily, so that, although the reminiscences

*
So, g.g.t Karl, Hamack, J. R^ville, 55-56; von Soden, Holtzmann-

Bauer, Green (137 f.), and Bacon {Fourth Gospel in Research, etc., 189 f.).

t "The vision and witness of the immediate disciples . . . remains as

an abiding endowment of the living body
"
(Westcott, p. 153).

X Tacit. Agruola, 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.

"

II Some, e.g. Volkmar ( Ursprung d. Evglun, 47 f. ), even hold that it is

Polykarp who is quoted.
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in Clem. Rom. (49^ 50^ = 4^^) and even Hermas (Mand. 3^ =

2^7) and the Didache (10^
= 4^^)* 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^,

ra^a Sc kox tols ciriOToXas* crvva^ovcn yap kol avrai tw cuayycAtitu

KoX rfj aTTOKokvij/cL) is a pure guess, unsupported by any early

tradition.

On the curious title ad Parthos (Aug. Quast. 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 I

(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. lo' ir/)6s 06s dTr^o-TetXe rhv vXhv airrov rbv fiopoyepT}=^^,

or 10^=4^*. If the prayers of the Didach6 represent the sacramental prayers

of the Palestinian and Syrian churches (cp. Andresen, ZNW. iii. 135 f. ;

Kreyenbiihl, i. 706 f.), they may have been known to the author of the

Fourth gospel, e.g. in chs. 6 and 1 7 ; but the former passage, at any rate,

resembles a midrashic discourse on Ps 78 (cp. Klein's Der eUteste christlicht

KcUechismuSf 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 i 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.

1ia» is ToKvSfydpoif iv^p vXarSfiot i\6J)v

varra^yft, Tapedyros ddrjv, r66er Ap^erai fpyov'

H wpSrrop KaTaXi^w ; irel rdpa fivpla elreof.

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.

§ I. The Papias-traditions.
—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),

the source for the presbyter-traditions of Irenaeus 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 {H. E. iii. 39) is as

follows :
—

oi)K 6KU-fyT(ii 5k <xoi Kai 6<Ta irore vapk
tQ}v irpeff^vripuv koKQs ifiadov koI

dfoXws 4fivr]/i6p€v<Ta, ffvyKaTaTa^ai. rois

ipfjLTjvelous, Siape^aio^fievos virkp airrQv

dXT^deiav. oil 7A/3 rotj rd. TroWh \4yov-

<n.v ix'^'-po^ Giairep ol woWol, dXXA

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

Tots Td\r]drj diSdffKovaiv, oi/dk roh tAs not take pleasure in those who have

aWorplas ivroKk^ fjLvrjuopeiJova-iv, &\\a much to say, but in those who teach

Tots tAs irapd. rod Kvplov ry irla-rei what is true ; not in those who recall

Sedofj^vas Kal 6,t airriji irapayivofxivas foreign commandments, but in those

TTJt dXrjdeias. ei dk ttov /cat irapaKoXov- who recall the commandments given

67]K(i)s Tit rots Tpeafivripois fKdoi, roifs by the Lord to faith and reaching us

tQv irpea-^vripuv dv^Kpivovf Xdyovs'X from the truth itself. Furthermore,

ri 'AvSpias ^ tL Uirpos elireu ij tL if any one chanced to arrive who
^IXiinros ij tL Qufias ij 'IdKwjSos ^ tL had been really [koI) a follower of

'Iwdvvris ff Mar^aioj ^ rts '^repos tup the elders, I would inquire as to the

TovKvpiov fia67p-up,S.Te'Api(TTi(i}v Kal sayings of the elders— as to what

6 Trpea^&repos'ludppris, ol toO Kvplov Andrew or Peter said, or Philip, or

fiadrjral, Xiyovffip. oi yhp rA iK tup Thomas or James, or John or Matthew

^ipXlojp to(tovt6p fie (hipeXetp vTreXd/i- or any other of the Lord's disciples,

papop, 8(rop rd xa^h j^daiis ipwvijs Kol also as to what Aristion and the

fiepo'uaiii, 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 Tod d. S'dhne Zebed. 9 f.), B. W. Bacon, Fourth Gospel in Research and

Debate, pp. loi f.

•f
The Syriac version presupposes ffvpiKpvpov (so Gutjahr). It is an open

question whether 4 re . . . X^ov<np depends, like rl 'ApSp^as . . . fiadTjruv,

on X6yovs or directly (so, *.^., Harnack, Corssen, Schmiedel) on dpiKpivop

Xdyovs. In the latter case, Aristion and the presbyter John would be

singled out from the rest of the -irpea-ph-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.^., Zahn) that Andrew,
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A? the opening words indicate, the excerpt is taken from the preface to

the (five books of) i^riyififfeis Xoyluiv KVfyiaKuy, which consisted of interpreta-

tions or expositions of \<i7(o Kvpiakd, together with di-qy^eis (explanations)

of the sayings of Jesus, such as Aristion furnished, and xapaddaeti such as

those of John the presbyter {//. E. iii. 39. 14). These ^fTnT)<''«» 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 prascr. 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,* sec i Jn 2}' **.

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 his

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 7rp€o-)3vT«poi were

not apostles ; their Xoyot related what the apostles or primitive

disciples had said.* As Eusebius assumed, the Trpco-ySvrepoi of

Papias were simply pupils or successors (yvtopi/xoi
=«

fiaOrjTal twv

dirooToXon') of the primitive disciples. We get three stages,

therefore: (i.) the apostles or disciples of the Lord, then

(ii.) the irpco-ySvTcpoi who preserved their traditions, and finally

(iii.) followers of the irpco-jSvTcpot. Papias had never known any
of the original apostles. For information about their teaching he

depended on men whom Irenieus (adv. Haer. v. 5. i) described

as 01 irp€<T^vT€poi. Twv A7ro<rToA.wv fiaOrjTaC. 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

(L) and (ii.) together and regard 01 trpta-fivTipoi 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\ht elders in question, or (so, e.g., Schwartz, Corssen, Kreyenbiihl :

ii- 735 f-» Abbott) that the \6yoi 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 (INT. 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* is a

slender peg on which to hang the assertion that the (twelve)

apostles could be called Trpeo-ySvVcpot by a man in the period of

Papias, even if Trpco-^vTepot were rendered "ancient worthies."

Besides, ol Trpco-^uVcpoi cannot be identified with Andrew, etc., for

Peter and James at least had died before Papias was born
;
and

if ol IT. merely included Andrew, etc., he would naturally have

written Trapa nvoiv Toiv irpca-^vTipaiv instead of referring twice to

01 TT. as a homogeneous group. Finally, there is an implicit

distinction between ol ir. and ol tov Kvpiov fiaOrp-ai

This opens up the second (3) problem. Why are Aristion

and John the presbyter called ol t. k. fjLaOrjraL? Unless it is in

the general sense of Christian (Ac 9^), the words are probably
either a primitive corruption or an interpolation (Abbott, £Bi.

1815; Mommsen in ZNW.^ 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 fiaO-qriov after

KvpCov (Renan, iv. pp. xxiii f., vi. 48, and Abbott, Exp.^ iii.

245 f.), or, better still, read (Bacon, y^Z., 1898, 176-183) tovtwi/

(by a natural corruption, TOYTOi) passed into TOYKY).
The {c) third problem relates to the change of tense in cTirev

and Xcyovo-iv. 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 Trpea-^vrepoL from whom Papias had once

{irore) learnt. Eusebius says that Papias claimed to be one of

their hearers (IlaTrtas . . . 'AptcmWos kol tov irpia-^vripov Twawov

avr^Koov iavrov (fitjcn y^vicrOai) ;

'

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 Acyovo-iv refers

to their writings (Drummond, i99f.)» 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 ^ Ti Iomii'vt;?, on the ground that the omission leaves

the text more symmetrical (cp. Camerlynck, 1 25 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).



602 THE JOHANNINE TRADITION

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 20^3,

{b) the witness of Papias, and {c) the calendars of the church.

The tradition is accepted and defended, on various grounds, by Schwartz

{op. cii.), Erbes (see below), Bousset (7v?., 1905, 225 f., 277 f.), Pfleiderer

{Urc. ii. 411), Kreyenbiihl (i. 366 f.), Badham {AJT. iii. 729-740, viii.

539-554). Menzies and Wellhausen and J. Weiss (on Mk lo^*^), Bacon

{Exp.'', 1907, 236 f., and on Mk lo^S), 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.

rh iroTT^piov 8 iyih irivw irLeaOe,

Kal t6 ^dTTTKrua 6 iyu) paTrL^ofiai

PaTTTi^rjcreade,

rb 8^ Kadiaat, iK Se^iQv /lov ij i^

ovK i<TTiv i[x,bv Sovpai,

d\\' ots ip-oi/naaTai.

Matthew.
t6 fih -n-oTTfipidv /xov wieade

rb 8k Kadiaai iK de^iQv fiov Kal ^|

ei)U3viix()}v,

OVK ^(TTiv ifibv toOto dovvat,

dW oh r]Toifiaa-Tai virb roO irarpSs fiov.

Mt. as usual omits the parallel clause (cp. 2 2i7 = Mk 12^^

etc.) and adds the last four words (cp. 25^4 and ^\ where, in the

latter passage, 6 rjroLjxaa-iv 6 Trar-qp fjiov, as read by Iren. Orig.
Hil. D and some old Latin MSS, has been altered into to 17x01-

fiaa-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 houcheJ>ost eventum, Jean et Jacques
ont bu la meme '

coupe
'

et subi le meme '

bapteme
'

que lui
"

(A. R^ville, Jesus de Nazareth^ i. 354). What drinking the cup
of Jesus meant, is evident from passages like Mk 14^6 and

Mart. Polyk. 14 (cv apiOfitZ twv fiaprvpoyv iv t<3 TroTYjpiio tov

Xpia-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.j by O. Holtzmann) that this anticipation of

*
Spitta's attempt to prove that his favourite Luke was correct {ZNIV.,

1910, 39-58), and that the passage, a later synoptic addition, did not originally

refer to death, is rightly set aside by Schwartz {idid. 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 i. (Ac 12*),

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 12^'-,

but it is not necessary to assume that the two brothers died

simultaneously at this early date (so, ^.j^'.,
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 (d) a statement of Papias, in the second book of

his expositions of A6yia Kvpuucoj 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" {xnro 'lovWW ainjpiOr}, TrXrjpwa-a^

8r)\aS^ fX€Ta tov au^€\<fiOV ttjv tov Xpiarov irtpl axrriav Trpopp-qcriv kvI

rriv cavTtuv ofioXoyCav irepi toutov koX <rvyKardO€(Tiv).l 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

cinmal mit Namen genannt, als wSren sie eine nicht der Rede werte Beilage
. . . Man kann sich kaum des Verdachtes erwehren, dass Lukas hier

gewisse Namen unterdriickt hat. V'ielleicht auch nur einen einzigen
"

(Wellhausen, Noten zur ApgeschichU, 9).

t Schwartz (see p. 284, and ZNIV., 1910, 100 f.) tries a chronolc^ical

hypothesis, by placing Paul's journey (Ac 13-14) after, not before, the events

of Ac 15, and taking 1 1^"** and 15^-16* as versions of the same event, in order

to allow Paul's conflict with the pillar-apostles at Jerusalem (Gal i^^ 2^) 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.

X Then follows Mk 10^. It is impossible, with Godet, Gutjahr, and

others, to minimise dvTjpedT], here or in Georgios, into injury or exile.
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a propos of the synoptic logion (Mk lo^sf-), declares in his

Chronicle that John the apostle after writing his gospel did

suffer martyrdom {Chron. iii. 134. i), buttressing the statement

upon Papias and Origen. The former is miscalled avroirrri^

TovTov ycvo/Mcvos, and the reference to the latter* seems

erroneous. But the recent publication (TC/.y 1888, v. 2, 170) of

the de Boor fragment of what is evidently an epitome (7th to

8th cent.), based on the XptcrrtaviK^ la-Topia 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 ^coXoyos) and James his brother were killed by the

Jews
'

(uTTo 'louSaiW avypiOrjarav). While this quotation cannot be

verbally exact, as $€o\6yo^ 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.t The excerpts are both late;

the later of the two may be taken from the epitome of Philip (cp.

Funk's Falres Aposl. i. 368 f.), and Philip's reputation as an inde-

pendent historian is not particularly high (cp. Socrates, ZT. 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 fidpTv<s (not in the tragic but in the ordinary sense

of the term), or described the martyrdom of John (i.e. 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 (BFT. 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 apxatoy dvi}/), 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 Si. John, p. clxxv.
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Baptist) and James the Lord's brother (so Bernard, conjectur-

ing that 0AAEA4>0CAYT0YKAIIAKa)B0C is a corruption of

OAAEA<t>OCTOYKYIAKa)BOC). 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*^ toOtov . . .

ivctXaTc), 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. ; TZZ, 1909, 10-12, in a review

of Bernard), Drummond (pp. 227 f.), Stanton (GHD. i. 166
f.),

Zahn {Forschungerty vi. 147 f.), H. B. Workman {Persecution in

the Early Churchy 1906, 358-361), Lepin {Lorigine du guatr.

hangile^ 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.^
189 1, 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, Joum. 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 Rebaptismate^ 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 I2^^"i2^ 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 12^ with him of

Mk 6^^); 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).
*
Gp. 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, 17
8«

airoaroXtiiV avrov, i.e. Christ, /ic;(pi ye t^s ITavXou XurovpyCa^ itrl

mpiovo^ TcXcioOrat) assumes that all the teaching apostles had

closed their careers before a.d. 70. Similarly Chrysostom in

one homily (Ixxvi.) says that John the apostle
"
lived for a long

while after the capture of Jerusalem," while in another (Ixv.)

he expounds Mt 20*^ upon the Hnes 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 Stephanie as well as in his de Basilio magnoy
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 lohannis 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. haret. 36 (the apostrophe
to the church of Rome,

" ubi Petrus passioni dominicae adae-

quatur; ubi Paulus lohannis exitu coronatur [cp. the Muratorian

canon's order of John and Paul] ; ubi apostolus lohannes, 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 Sir Walter Ralegh
and his cloak.
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(cp. Zahn's ed. pp. cxvi
f.), 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 /jiaprvs 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," ue. 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 IrencBus-tradition.— If these deductions from the

Papias-traditions are correct, the later testimony of Irenaeus*

must be erroneous. Irenseus, in his letter to Florinus (Eus.

H, E. V. 20), warns him against certain Soy/xara. Tavra ra

Soyfxara ol Trpb Tjixlav Trpia-fSvrepoi, ol kol rots aTroo'ToX.oLS

(ruix<f>oiT'i](ravT€s, ov TrapeSw/cav (rot. Then he reminds Florinus

of one of these Trpea/^vrcpoi, viz. 6 fxaKapio'S KoX aTro(TTo\iKO<i

Trp€a-IBvT€po<s, Polykarp, in whose company he (Irenaeus) Trats In

u)v (i.e.
in his teens) iv rrj Karoi ^Aa-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 (TravTtt (rvficfxtiva rais ypa</>ats). Polykarp was thus one

* Defences of its trustworthiness by Stanton {GHD. i. 213 f.), V. Rose

^RB.^ 1897, 516-524), and Gwatkin (Contemp. Review, 1897, 222-226).

According to F. G. Lewis {The Irenceus Testimony to the Fourth Gospel,

Its Extent, Meaning, and Value, Chicago, 1908), the ypa<paL of Eus. J/. 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 ypaipai here (
= Scriptures) is more relevant

to the context.
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of the Trp€(T^vT€fX)i 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, 1 01-105), 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^* applied to the latter (cp. TU, xxxi. i,

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. i. 42, 62 f.), either from the Fourth gospel
jM 867) Qr from the 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 f attached to the forty-six years of 2'*—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 8^^ (where Blass, Schwartz, Wellhausen follow K* Syr^'" sah. in

reading the more logical but less pungent iupaK^ ae, 60PAK6C6 for

60PAK6C) is responsible for the extraordinary exegetical blunder of

Irenreus or of his authorities, the Johannine presbyters, that from twelve

to twenty years elapsed between the baptism and the death of Jesus. If

thb tradition was picked up by Irenaeus 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 modem reader. Neither Papias nor his

*
Polykarp himself never calls the apostle John his teacher ; indeed, he

never alludes to him at all.

t Later tradition took it literally (cp. the pseudo-Cyprianic Z>e 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. 7 f. ;

Clemen in AJT. ix. 661-663, ^J^d Corssen in ZNW.y 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 cetas

senior, i.e. over forty or fifty, but the exegesis of Rev 13^^ (v. 30. i), 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.

Irenseus was also mistaken, as Eusebius points out {H. E. iii.

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. i) into a discipulus apostolorum (iv. 32. i) ; 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 /cat 17/xcrs cojpaKayMCv €v t^ Trpwry -^fiwv rjXLKLa), and his

letter to Florinus {!/. 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. I59f.). That

Irenaeus 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 Irenaeus 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 Irenaeus 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*), who is not one of the twelve

(8*-^), but nevertheless is an evangelist who does active work in

Samaria and elsewhere. His Greek name, his connection with

the Hellenists (Ac 6^) in Jerusalem, and his efforts outside Judea,

tally with the reference in Jn 1 2^22, 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.y 1891, ifof. ; Loisy, 30, 683 f.;

Holtzmann-Bauer on Jn 12^), 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.; 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 8^-^ which assumes that Philip

the evangelist had not the apostolic power (8^*^) of laying hands

on converts and imparting the Spirit. The significant fact that

the evangelist, whom Luke met at Caesarea (Ac 21®^-), had ^vya-

Tcpcs T€a-aap€s TrapOivoi irpo<^i/T€vovo-ai, is the starting-point of

any discussion on this problem, unless Ac 21® 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, (1)5 h\ Kara tovs avTovs o IlaTrms yevofievo^, where

Harnack and Corssen *
rightly understand xpo^'ov? after avrou?).

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 | 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,

IJVT. 313-315 ; Wendton Ac 21^, 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
*

17
irepa avrov dvydrrjp iv dytco Trvevfwxi ttoXitcv-

a-au€vr) now rests at Ephesus' (Eus. ZT. -£. iii. 31= v. 24).

Clement of Alexandria {Strom, iii. 6. 52 ; Eus. H. E. iii. 30. i)

not only reckons Philip § with Peter among the married apostles,

but adds, rots Ovyaripa^ avSpd(nv i^eSoxev. In tAe 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 dirdcrToA.ovs in

* ZNW.y 1902, 289-299 ('die Tochter des Philippus').

t The atmosphere of the marvellous in Ac 8 (cp. vv.'* *'•
^) is certainly

'* in entire harmony with the stories which Papias gleaned at a later date from

the daughters of Philip
"
(Purchas, 60-61),

X 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 w( rds in Lk 9^ were spoken

to Philip.
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iii. 39. 10 = Ac i^^) his description of Philip as tov aTrooroA.oi'

(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, J 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 (ColossianSt 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 Prophetsy 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

Herocncult treibt auf christlichen Boden neue Bltithen ; die Kleinasiaten

haben den Apostel Philippus mit seinen Tochtern lange nach ihrem Tode, ja

nach Papias, schwerlich vor 150, von Caesarea nach Hierapolis und Ephesus

geschafft, wie in friiheren Zeiten sich die Stadte ihre Heroen in spateren ihre

Heiligen holten."

J The tradition was first examined and rejected by Vogel (1801),

Reuterdahl {de fontibus hist. eccl. Eusebiatue, 1826), LUtzelberger {die kirch.

Trad, iiber den apost. Joh.^ 1840), and especially Keim (i. 21 1 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, EEavAou
a-vjXfjiva-TaL). The

description of the Ephesian Christians (xi. 2) as 01 koL toU

aTTOO-ToA-oi? TravTOTC avvrjvecrav iv Swdfiei *Irj(rov Xpta-rov, 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 Yifjuv apxoLLOiv Aoyos (//. E. \\\. 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. 5i3f.), 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 earher 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. Grcnvth 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 nifluence 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 Irenaeus, 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 Irenseus 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 irapaho^a or

lxvOiK<^T€pa 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 'IwawT;?, 6 iirl to a-rrjOo's tov

KvpCov di/ttTTCO-wv, 05 lytviqOri Upev<s to TrtraXov 7r6<^opeKws koI fjidprv^

Koi StScto-KaXos (Eus. If. E. iii. 31. 3, V. 24. 2). The TreVaXov

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. Ixxviii., 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 : tov aylov ludvyov irpb Koifii^aeus avrov irpo-

<f>T]Tev<TavTos iv xP^^ois KXai/Stou Kaitrapos Koi dvur^poi) [avwrdrw, MSS], fire els

tV Udrfiop vr]ffov vir^px^v) 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
*

SiSao-KoXos, which could hardly have been used of

an apostle. Polykrates, indeed, calls Philip an apostle, but not

John, and as he uses fidprv^ immediately afterwards of Polykarp,

Thraseas, and Sagaris, it is probably employed here in the

light of Apoc I*. 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,t 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 fidpTv^ 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*****) 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 Irenaeus 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', cp. Ac 6''), partly
because thereby the Judean tradition of the Fourth gospel is accounted for

*
It is a different thing when Polykarp is called didicrKaXos diroo-ToXtJcd;

KoX rpo<pTrriK6s {Mart. Polyk. 16).

t John (the priest of Ac 4' ?), a man of priestly rank, composed the Fourth

gospel before the fall of Jerusalem {SK.^ 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 presbyter, 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 fiadrjral 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 /oats, 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 Irenseus 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 Supem. Rdig. 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 carus, 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 2\^'^. 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', 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 \iLva.'^iv(a<TKbvr{iiv irdi'rwj']"). 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**'", 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.
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and First Peter, 330 ; and Hebrews,
453-

Secretaries, 50 f., 366, etc.

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 f.

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.,

452, 581 f.

Temptation-narratives, 33, 34, 266.

Tertius, 50, 138.

TertuUian, 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.

Thomas, 564.

Thucydides, 41, 43, 496.
Tiberias, sea of, 549.

Timotheus, 67 f., 74, 155 f., 163,

167, 296, 413.

Timotheus, epistles to, 348, 384,

395 f-

Titus, 90, 109 f., 296, 400 f., 409,

413 f-

Titus, epistle to, 321, 395 f.

Tobit, book of, 32, 34.

Tradition, 4 f.

Translations, 44, 71, 435.

Transposition, 39 f., 89 f., 125 f.,

128, 132, 135 f., 311, 370, 401 f.,

463, 496, 552 f.

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, 211, 249 f., 259, 266 f.,

586.

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..

Zacchseus, 564 f.

{B) AUTHORS AND AUTHORITIES.

Abbot, Ezra, 579.

Abbott, E. A., 45, 178, 180 f., 193,

220, 257, 491, 494, 524, 534, 540,

590, 600.

Abrahams, 24, 547.

AdeHiy, 26.

Albani, 407, 423.
Albrecht, 103.

Alford, 439, 584.

Allen, W. C, 199 f., 214, 542.

Amling, 163.

Andresen, 596.

Anwyl, 97.

Arnauld, 345.

Arnold, F. C, 324 f.

Arnold, Matthew, 547, 563, 589.

Augustine, 217, 465, 519.

Bacon, B. W., 67, 175, 221, 224 f.,

235 f., 241, 249, 291, 296, 357,

382, 404, 467, 480, 490 f-. 536,

552 f., 566 f., 600 f.

Badham, 183, 286, 602 f.

Bahusen, 400.

Baldensperger, 530.

Baljon, 107, 134, 392, etc.

Barnes, A. S., 198.

Barns, T., 345, 357.

Baronius, 66.

Barth, 199, 326, 462, 491, etc.

Bartlet, V., 62, 103, 279.

Batiffol, 290.

Bauer, B., 142, etc.

Baur, 6f., 72-73, 75, 81, 145, 171,

395, 427, etc.

Beck, 263.

Becker, 554.

Belser, 99, 212 f., 240, 353, 599, etc.

Bengel, 581, 584.

Bentley, 41, 89, 307.

Bernard, J. H.
, 605.

Bernays, 39.

Bertholdt, 369, 559, etc.

Bertling, 554.
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Bertrand, 2S5, 407.

Bcyscblag, 147, 251 f.

Wgg. 321. 353. 362, 372.
Birks, 213.

Bischoff, 326, 463.

Blair, J. F., 266, 273, 276.

Blakiston, 275.

Blass, 30, 57, 88 f., 99, 216, 218,

310 f., 425. 571.

Bleek, 398.
Bois, 402 f.

, 463.

Bonkamp, 182.

Bornemann, 63, 73.

Bottger, 73, 404.

Bourquin, 396 f.

Bousset, 203, 561 f.

Bovon, 425.

Box, 249 f., 545.

Bretschneider, 530, 531, 540, 548.

Briggs, 181, 206, 267, 277, 490, 545,

Bruce, 280, 435, 528.

BrUckner, M., 221.

BrUckner, W., 471, 489.

Bruston, 252, 489 f., 503.

BUchel, 445.
Buisson, du, 229.

Burkitt, 192, 194, 196, 250 f., 258,

271, 347.

Burton, 277, 554.

Calvin, 102, 366, 402, 594.

Chajes, 230, 254.
•

Chapman, 14, 16, 21 1, 440.

Charles, 25, 35 f., 78.

Chase. 93, 271, 336, 342, 352, 36a
Chastand, 554, 571, 572, 577.

Chwolson, 545 f.

Clemen, 63, 1 14, 208, 404, etc

Cludius, 342, 585.
Cone, 562 f.

Conrady, 209 f.

Conybeare, 241, 253 f., 499.

Comely, 62.

Corssen, 141, 189, 458, 556.

Cramer, 107, 311, 343.

Creighton, 568.

Cross, J. A., 31 if.

Curtius, 43, 144.

Dalman, 267.

Davidson, A. B., 427, 444, 446, 452.

Davidson, S., 7, etc.

Davies, J. LI., 123 f., 375, 393.

Deissmann, 22, 50, 169, 459.
Delff, 518, 553f.,559f.,566f., 617.

Denney, 11, 155, 156 f., 224, 275,

331,412,587.

Derenbourg, 336.
Deutsch, 444.

Dibelius, V., 424, 438.
Dibelius, M., 155, 229.
Dietze, 578.

DobschUtz, von, 61, 291, 380, 585,

614, etc.

Dods, M., 576.
Draseke, 582.

Drummond, J., 125, 135, 546, 601,

613, etc.

Eck, 569.

Eichhom, 332.

Erasmus, 333, 472, 512.
Erbes, C, 138, 169, 328, $72.
Ewald, 27, 155 f., 173, 175 f., 286,

395. 403.
Ewald, P., 229, 392, 402.

Falconer, R. A., 352, 368.

Farquhar, 557.
Farrar, 28, 63, 584.

Faye,
E. de, 489.

Feme, 88, 145, 276, 462, etc.

Fiebig, 215.
Field, 423, 455.

Findlay, G. G., 63, 80, 113, 477,

557. 584.

Forbes, 307, 511, etc.

Fries, 531, 556.

FUrrcr, 547 f-

Gardner, P., 183, 303, 455.
Garvie, 573.
Gercke, 36, etc.

Gerhard, G. A., 48.

Gifford, E. H., 138.

Gilbert, G. H., 63, etc.

Glover, T. R., 87.

Godet, 532, 603.

Goguel, 293, 412, 592.

Goltz, von der, 578.

Goodspeed, E. J. , 239.
Gould, E. P., 354, 470.

Grafe, 26, 146.

Gregory, C. R., 552, 586, etc.

Grill, 33, 253, 590
Grotius, 357, 370, 514.

Gudemann, 41.

Gunkel, 492 f.

i Gutjahr, 604 f.

j Gwynn, 576, etc

j

Hacker, 268.

Hadley, 474.
i Hagge, ii3f.
i Hahn, 236.

40
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Halcombe, 581 f.

Halevy, 34-35. 245, 250, 259, 270,

307, 555-

Halmel, 106, I26f.

Handmann, 260 f.

Harman, 426.

Harnack, 93, 115, 194 f., 200, 205,

216, 268 f., 275, 280 f., 287 f.,

300, 302 f., 307 f., 318, 324 f.,

335 f., 342 f., 357 f., 398, 441, 478,
etc.

Harris, J. Rendel, 24 f., 67, 482.

Hart, J. H. A., 343.

Haupt, E., 351-352.
Hausrath, 12 1, 132 f., 164, 403,

512.

Haussleiter, 571, 601.

Hawkins, Sir J. C, 201 f., 245.
Heinrici, 125, 126, 398, etc.

Heitmuller, 556 f.

Henderson, B. W., 339.

Hesse, 402 f.
, 406.

Hilgenfeld, 266 f., 287 f., 310 f., 404,
etc.

Hillmann, 21 1.

Hirzel, 48 f.

Hitzig, 82, 156, 403 f., 512.

Hjelt, 601.

Hobart, 263 f.
, 297 f.

Hoben, 211.

Hobson, 183 f.

Hoffmann, R. A., 228.

Hofmann, 224, 367.

Holsten, 171, 235, etc.

Holtzmann, H. J., 7, 30, 157 f.,

172, 235, etc.

Holtzmann, O., 62, 200, 220, 225,

259 f., 563-

Hort, 94, 146, 327, 329, 386, 388,

390, 406, 508.

Hoss, 118.

Hug, 429.

Hupfeld, 7, 12.

Hutton, R. H., 528.

Inge, 528, 578.

Jacobsen, 209.

Jacobus, M. W., 8, 393.

Jacoby, 44, 238.

Jacquier, 255, 390, 407, etc

James, M. R., 34 f., 314.

Jannaris, 23.

Jatho, 166.

Jowett, B., 80, 89.

Julicher, 63, 80, 205, 281, 335, 357,

413, 429 f., etc.

Jungst, 288 f.

Karl, 594 f.

Kasteren, 240 f.

Kattenbusch, 147.

Kawerau, 456.

Keim, 252, 572, 606, etc.

Kennedy, J. H., 121 f.

Kenyon, 88, 571.

Kern, 76-77.
Klein, 215.

Klette, 324, 339.

Klopper, 471.

Knoke, 402, 406 f.

Knopf, 354.

Koennecke, 401, 458, etc.

Krenkel, 121 f., 169, 404.

Kreyenbuhl, 29, 169, 535, 596.
Kuhl, 366, 369 f.

Kunstle, 585 f.

Kuppers, 581 f.

Ladeuze, 370, 392.

Lake, K., 203, 253.

Laughlin, 403 f.

Laurent, 62, 75, 159, 311, etc.

Leipoldt, 314.

Lemme, 403 f.

Lewis, A. S., 39, 251, etc.

Lewis, F. G., 608.

Lewis, F. W., 339, 552 f.

Lewis, W. M., 435.

Lietzmann, 114, 123.

Lightfoot, 63, 86, 95, 97, 141, 161,

407, 547.

Lindsay, T. M., 402, 411.

Lisco, 127 f., 139, 293.

Lock, 385, 397.

Loisy, 189, 226, 270, 281, 565, 573 f.,

609.

Loofs, 573.

Lucke, 549.

Luther, 17, 438, 457 f., 462, 465, 472.

Mackintosh, R,, 78, 122.

Maier, 346 f.

Manen, van, 9, 107, 142, 251, etc.

Mansel, 409.

Martin, G. C, 473.
Massebieau, 473 f.

Mayerhoff, 296, 305, 321, etc.

Mayor, J. B., 351, 353 f., 364 f.

McGiffert, 62, 103, 286, 342 f.,

402 f., 409, 473, etc.

Menegoz, 72, 451.

Menzies, 227, 238.

Meyer, A., 343.

Milligan, 510.

Moellendorf, von Wilamowitz, 482.

Mommsen, 96, 220, 324-325, etc.
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Monnier, 326, 333.
MouHon. J. H., 278, 435, 474, 502.

Mailer, G. II., 276.

Muirhead, L., 208.

Nageli, 79. I5S. 164, 167, 350, 387,

406.

Naylor, 303.

Nestle, 174, 196, 230, etc

Neteler, 62.

Nicolardot, 246, 248, 280.

Norden, 54, 58, 157, 189, 253, etc.

Norris, J. P., 5S4.

Oefele, 252.

Otto, 408.

Overbeck, 11, la, 100, 283, a88,

305, etc.

Parry, 469, 472.

Paul, F. J., 552 f.

Paulus, 175.

Peake, 7, 158, 471-

Perdelwitr, 430 f., 44a
Peter, H., 48f.

Pfleiderer, 82, 171, 175, l8a, a6l,

490, 593.

Planck, 262.

Plummer, 584.

Porter, F. C, $11.

Pott, A., 310.

Purchas, 61 1 f.

Putnam, 294.

Ramsay, Sir W. M., 91 f., 95 f., 133,

170, 339. 509-

Rauch, 225, 234, 489.

Reitrenstein, 45, 270, 531.

Renan, 69, 141, 164, 301, 308, 388,

470, 600.

Rendall, F., 440.

Rendall, G. H., 121 f.

Resch, 153, 188, 209 f., 233, 240,

251. 254 f., 336, 400, 439, etc.

Resch, G., 307 f.

Reuss, 470, 522.

Reville, A., 191, 197 f., 602.

Rhees, 529.

Riggenbach, 42a
Rix, 549 f.

Robinson, J. A., 503.
Rodenbusch, 273 1
Roehrich, 201.

Rohrbach, 238 f.

Ropes, 279, 462.

Ruegg, 281.

Rutherford, W. G., 36.

Ryder, 138.

Sabatier, 63, 87, no, 164, 469,
490, etc.

Saintsbury, 63, 428.

Salmon, 54, 180, 182, 232, 358, etc

Sanday, 38, 388.

Scharfe, 286.

Schiele, 448.

Schlatter, 186, 588, 601.

Schleiermacher, 71, 388, 40$ f.

Schmidt, H., 574.

Schmidt, N., 209, 267.

Schmidt, P., 72, 81, 489.

Schmiedel, O., 224.

Schmiedel, P. W., 91 f., 121, 126,

142, 341, 393-

Scholten, 255, 566.
Schon, 490.

Schrader, 173.

Schubart, 51.

Schulthess, 463.
Schllrer, 449.

Schwanbeck, 288 f.

Schwartz, 187 f., 190, 480, 574, 581 f.,

594 f., 602 f., 613 f., 616.

Schwegler, 261, etc.

SchweUter, 224, 533.
Scott. E. F., 389, 427, 592.
Scott, R., 80, 113, 142, 392.

Selwyn, 481, $02, etc.

Semler, 4, 138, 367.

Seydel, 291.

Simcox, G. A., 403, 430.
Simcox, W. H., 279, 322, 387, 415,

436-437.
Simon, R., 5-6, la.

Simons, 207.

Skeel, A. J., 120.

Smith, G. A., 550.

Smith, W. R., 445.
Soden, von, 71, 147 f., 167, 198 f.,

294. 387, 403 f-. 490.

Solger, 228, 328.

Soltau, 157 f., 255, 343, 559 f., 574,
594.

Sorof, 288 f.

Spitta, 81, 208, 221, 230 f., 271,

287 f., 431, 473 f., 489, 559 f.,

602.

Stanton, 199, 240, 369, 578, 614.
Steck, 73, 142, etc.

Steinmann, A., 63, 91 f., 153.

Steinmetz, 141.

Storr, 281.

Strauss, 542 f., 565,
Swete, 510, 604.

Thoma, 502, 577.

Thumb, 263 f.
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Tobler, 517.

Turner, C. H., 60, 62, 499.

Tyrrell, 51.

Ullmann, 369.

Usener, 211, 271 f., 523.

Vigelius, 571.

Vischer, 490.

Vogel, 514, 613.

Volkmar, 104, 340, 595.

VoUgraff, 134, 251, etc

Volter, D., 127 f., 142, 173, 267,

343 f., 452, 490, 566, 574.

Wagenmann, 552.

Waitz, 293, 554.

Walker, D., 98.

Warfield, 28, 105, etc.

Weber, V., 91 f.

Weiffenbach, 209, 230, 369.

Weiss, B., 63, 202, 205, 276 f., 382,

434, etc.

Weiss, J., 80, 89, 127, 156, 192,

202, 229 f., 233, 276, 288, 304,

489, 541, etc.

Weisse, C. H., 141, 156, 167.

Weizsacker, 80, loi, 125, 473, 490,

543-

Wellhausen, 19, 200 f., 203 f., 223 f.,

230 f., 256, 274 f., 294, 491, 544,

553 f-, 561, 581, 603.

Wendland, 46.

Wendling, 191, 227 f.

Wendt, 201, 231, 541, 552 f., 559 f.,

561 f., 591, etc.

Wernle, 198, 223, 540.

Wessely, 237.

Westberg, 536, 561.

Westcott, 266, 337, 595.

Wette, de, 7.

Wetzel, 567.

Weyland, G. J., 489.

Wieseler, 163.

Wilkinson, J. H., 213,

Wilkinson, J. R., 268.

Wittichen, 589.

Woodhouse, 98.

Workman, 491.

Wrede, 9, 77 f., 234, 340, 424 f.,

434, 453, 530.

Wright, 180, 277, 582.

Wundt, 203 f.

Zahn, 62, 92, 141, 230, 341 f., 476,

.503, 561, 576, 601, etc.

Zimmermann, 230, 266 f., 269 f.,

274, 308.

Zurhellen, 560 f., 594.

(C) PASSAGES FROM NT.

Matthew, i^ 210, 270; 1^-2"-,

249 f. ; 223, 33 f,
.

3i3f.^ 259 ; 5"-i2,

195 f.; 1081, 196; Ii28^, 26; i6"f-,

252-253 ; 20-3, 602 ; 2326, 196 ;

2^^, 204, 261
; 2337-39, 256 ; 24.^^,

34; 289-^ 254; 281«-2", 253 f.,

571.

Mark, i^-s, 24, 229 f. ; g\ 212, 575 ;

io3», 602 f.
; 12^7^ 555 ; i68'-, 238 f.,

573. 579-

Luke, i«-, 266 f.; i^-^, 268 f.;

31-2, 29 f.; 3'^ 269; 4^ 545 f.;

5^"^^ 573 f-
; 9""', 273 f-, 541 ; 9^",

612; 10', 402; ii2, 280; ii''9^-,

33; I2« 34; 136-8, 34; I334f.^

542 ; 178, 193 ; 22i°-i«, 545 ; 24^^

275 ; 243"'-, 536.

John, i^', 522 ; 2^0, 530, 581, 609 ;

3°, 553.; 4"-, 29; 4*",
3j;

4'

553; 5"', 554; 5S549; 5"^, 581 ;

6^, 546 ; 73f-, 259, 560, 567 ; 7^»-24

554 ; 7^, 33, 568 f.; 7^=^S 555 ; «»',

581, 609; 9^,549; io22f-, 556
122', 549 f.. 142^ 577. i^lf., 556
1525, 525; i8'3-28, 557 f.; 1935

567 f. ; 20^-^ 563 ; 2o26, 220

2O30-31, 571; 2l"-, 570 f., 573 f.

2l2«S 574 f.; 2124-2^, 567 f., 571,

576 f., 618 f.

Acts, i'^'', 35; 1^8, 35, 290; 29, 53,

94 ; 22^, 314 ; 536^-, 30; ii'^-''^, 30,

311; ii27-30, 100 f., 308 f., 603;
15"-, 100, 307 ; 1523^-, 306 ; 16^,

92, 99; 17^ 66 f.;

232s'-, 306 ; 2623, 24.

35;

Romans, 141, 390-391; 2'

142-143; 3^ 22; 5', 143; 7'

143; S« 143;
12^ 134; 1423,

f32f., 145;
140; 151'-, 134;

i6iS i34f.; 1625-27,135, 139 f.

* 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". "2; k\
hi; 5", 112; 12'='-=", 35; 13^*-,

58; i4»Sii3f. : i5"-*»S7;iS»',
114; i6"-, 117 f.

a Corinthians, i^"-, 117 (. i 2"'".

128; 6"-7', 125; lo"-, Ii9f. ;

ii*«-, 126, 128; 12*, 129; 13',

iiyf. ; 13'", 122.

Galatians, I^ 87; 1", 13; 2"-, 89,

307 f. ; 2», 90, 96; 2", 18, 203;
2^«-. 87, 562; 2» 566; 4"^, 89;
6", 51; 6^"-, 88; 6'*. 107.

Ephesians, i', 141, 389^, 579; 5",

Philippians, i'***, 400; 2"-, 166 f.,

171-172; 3"', 172; 3". 167.

Colossians, 1", 157; 2*, 160; a^
151; 2", 156; 3«, 33; 4'»-'«, 53,

159 f.

I Thessalonians, a>*-", 73; 5', 80;
5", 160.

a Thessalonians, a"**, 77 f., 81 f.; 3",
82.

I Timotheus, 1", 410; 3', 411;

3". 58; 5". 401-402; 6'', 33,

406 f.

2 Timotheus, 2""", 58; 3*, 399;
4«-. 169; 4". 394; V, 138.

Titus. i'-», 402; 1", 3c, 401.
Hebrews, 2», 45^; S, 443. 447;

8'», 452; lo^'^. 453-454; n^".

455; 13'"'. 454 f.; 13'", 446 f.

James, i\ 48: i", 32; i", 35 ;

!=», 464; 2'«-, 465; 2"'- 462;
3'. 447 ; 4*. 32, 463 ; 4"-". 463 ;

S'-** 33; 5"'-. 463.
I Peter, i\ 94; i'^, 2$; 3", 25,
320; 4»^, 329; 5**" 191; 5 .

343 ; 5"t 336.
a Peter, a"-, 369 f. ; 2» 35, 360 f. ;

3*» 350.

Judas, V.', 411.
I John, i^-*, 588, 591, 595; 2»',

58s; 3\ 587; 5'. 568; S^-*» 585;
5*'. 587 f-

Revelation, 2'", 33 ; a", 354 ; a**,

33. 409. 586; 4'. 14 f- ; 6«, 507;
aa' 497.

(D) PASSAGES FROM EARLY CHRISTIAN
LITERATURE.

Ascensio Isaise : lo***, 17a ; 11**, 31.

Barnabas, 5*, 410, 418.

Basil, Contra Eunom. 2", 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*-', 417; 72*-, 336;

34», 115; 49'. 336; 6i2, 418.

Didache, 2^ 352; 9^ 389; li^'^

476 ; i6«, 70.

Epiphanius, 42, 31 ; 5i» 616; 57",

^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.j vii. 25, 499 f.

Ignatius, ad Eph. 52-', 336 ;
ad

Magn. 8^-2, 1578 ; 15, 447 ; ad Phil.

6S 497 ; ad Phil. S^, 23 ; ad Kom.
3, ^Z\ ad Smym. i^, 579; ad
Trail. 5, 443 ; 7I, 578.

Irenaeus, i. 3. 6, 362 ; i. 6. a, 588 ;

i. 6. 4, 587; i. 26. I, 531; ii. 2,

532 ; iii. I. I, 211
;

iii. 23. 8, 460 ;

V. I, 595; V. 19. 2, 363; V. 33.

a, 23, 610.

Jerome, c. Pelag. 2^*, 242 ; afe uirts

inlust. I, 364 ; 2, 472 ; 5, 438 ; 7,

312.

Justin, Dial. 33, 431; 47^'. 419;
48, 210; 81, 497 f- ; 82, 372;
108, 562. Apol. i28, 497; i",

580.

Martyr. Polyk. 14, 602 ; 16, 617.

Origen, c. Cels. 7**, 595.

Philastrius, Ixxxviii., 13.

Polykarp, i», 394 ; 3, I73f. ; 7, 189,

595;. 12^, 394; 123, ^,9,

Tertullian, adv. Marc. iv. 2, 15; v.

II, 390; V. 21, 419 f. ; V. 60-61,

390; flfe bapt. 17, 415; praescr.
haer. 25, 599 ; praescr. haer. 36,

52, 607 ; de cult. fern. i. 3, 352 ;

de anima, ll, 587 ;
de monog. 3,

Il5f. ; adv. Prax. 25, 571,

Theophilus, ad Autol. 2^*, 494.
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(E) GREEK AND LATIN WORDS.

(156X0-)}, 164.

aK(t)\vT(i}Sy 33, 294.

dWorpioeirLaKOTOS, 325 f.

dvofiia, 256.

dirofiyr]iJLOV€6fMiTa, 44 f., 2 1 7.

o-PXVy 229.

'A<yia, 93.

^ouX^, 384.

ypdfjLfiara, 88.

ypa(f>ai, 363, 608.

SiadriK-n, 435.

Siarpifii^, 46 f.

5i7^770-15, 241.

dissecuit, 140.

'E^^atos, 432, 448.
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VOLUMES NOW READY

An Introduction to the Literature of the Old Testa-

ment. By Professor S. R. Driver, D.D., D.Litt.

"As a whole there is probably no book in the English Language equal
to this

'

Introduction to the Literature of the Ola Testament, for the

student who desires to understand what the modem criticism thinks

about the Bible."—Dr. Lyman Abbott, in Tfie Outlook.

Crown 8vo. $2.50 net.

A History of Christianity in the Apostolic Age.
By Arthur C. McGitfert, Ph.D., D.D.

" The clearness, self-consistency, and force of the whole impression of

Apostolic Christianity with which we leave this book goes tar to guar-
antee its permanent value and success."—The Expositor.

Crown 8vo. $2.50 net.

Christian Ethics. By newman smyth, d.d.

"As this book is the latest, so it is the fullest and most attractive treat-

ment of the subject that we are familiar with. Patient and exhaustive
in its method of inquiry, and stimulating and suggestive in the topic it

handles, we are confident that it will be a help to the task of the moral

understanding and interpretation of human life."—The LivingChurch.
Crown 8vo. $2.50 net.

Apologetics; or, Christianity Defensively Stated.

By Alexander Balmain Bruce, D.D.
" We have not for a long time taken a book in hand that is more
stimulating to faith. . . . Without commenting further, we repeat that

this volume is the ablest, most scholarly, most advanced, and sharpest
defence of Christianity that has ever been written. No theological

library should be without it."—Zion's Herald.
Crown 8vo. $2.50 net.

Old Testament History, by henry preserved smith, d.d.
"
Prof. Smith has, by his comprehensive and vitalized history, laid all who

care for the Old Testament imder great obligations."
—The Independent.

Crown 8vo. $2.50 net.
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VOLUMES NOW READY

The Theology of the New Testament. By george b.

Stevens, D.D., IX.D.
"

It is a fine example of painstaking, discriminat/ng, impartial research
and statement."—r/te Congregationalist. Crown 8vo. $2.50 net.

History of Christian Doctrine. By george p. fisher,

D.D., LL.D.
"

It is only just to say that Dr. Fisher has produced the best History
of Doctrine that we have in English."

—The New York Evangelist.

Crown 8vo. $2.50 net.

The Christian Pastor and the Working Church.

By Washington Gladden, D.D., LL.D.

"A comprehensive, inspiring and helpful guide to a busy pastor. One
finds in it a multitude of practical suggestions for the development of

the spiritual and working life of the Church, and the answer to many
problems that are a constant perplexity to the faithful minister."—The Christian Intelligencer.

Crown 8vo. $2.50 fiet.

Christian Institutions. By Alexander v. B. Allen, D.D.

"
Professor Allen's Christian Institutions may be regarded as the most

important p)ermanent contribution which the Protestant Episcopal
Church of the United States has yet made to general theological

thought."
—The American Journal of TJieology.

Crown 8vo. $2.50 net.

The Theology of the Old Testament. By a. b. Davidson,

D.D., LL.D., D.Litt.

" We hope every clergyman will not rest content until he has procured
and studied this most admirable and useful book. Every really useful

question relating to man— his nature, his fall, and his redemption,
his present life or grace, his life after death, his future life, is

treated of."—The Canadian Churchman. Crown 8vo. $2. so net.

The Christian Doctrine of Salvation. By george b.

Stevens, D.D., LL.D.
"
Professor Stevens has performed a task of great importance, certain to

exert wide and helpful influence in settling the minds of men. He has
treated the subject historically and has given to Christ the first place in

interpreting his own mission."—Congregationalist and Christian World.

Ciown 8vo. $2.50 net.
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VOLUMES NOW READY

The Ancient Catholic Church. b> Robert rainey, d.d., ll.d.

"As a comprehensive work on the formative stage of the Church's ex-

perience
the volume will easily find its place in the front rank among

books on the subject composed in the English language."
—The Interior.

Crown 8vo. $2.50 net.

The Reformation in Germany. By thom.\s m. Lindsay,

M.A., D.U.

"The arrangement of the book is most excellent, and while it is a

worthy and scholarly account it is so arranged that for the student of

the Reformation it is almost encyclopaedic in its convenience and con-

ciseness. It is a book no library, public or private, can really be

without."—Record of Christian Work.

Crown 8vo. $3.50 net.

The Reformation in Lands Beyond Germany. ByTnoMAs
M. Lindsay, D.D.

"
Together these two volumes will at once take their place as the clas-

sical English History of the Reformation."—Tht Expository Times.

"The good balance of material which he has attained by a self-denying
exclusion, as well as by much research and inclusion of fresh material,
makes the work a real addition to our materials for study."—The Congregationalist.

Crown 8vo. $2.50 net.

Canon and Text of the New Testament. By casper ren6

Gregory, D.D., LL.D.
" The book is a treasury of learning, and its fairness in dealing with the

matter in hand is admirable. From first to last, the purpose of the

author is not to show upon how slight basis our confidence in the can-

onicity of the New Testament is based, but rather upon how solid a
foundation our confidence rests."—Journal and Messenger.

Crown Svo. $2.50 net.

The Greek and Eastern Churches. By Walter f. adeney.

M.A., D.D.
"
It seems to me an excellent and .nost useful piece of work. I do

not know anything in English which covers the same ground and
am sure Dr. Adeney has put us all in his debt by his scholarly, well-

balanced and judicious treatment."—Prof. William Adams Brown.

Crown Svo. $2.50 net.
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VOLUMES NOW READY

The Christian Doctrine of God. By William n. clarke, d.d.

" The book is a treasury of learning, and its fairness in dealing with
the matter in hand is admirable. From first to last, the purpose of the

author is not to show upon how slight basis our confidence in the

canonicity of the New Testament is based, but rather upon how solid

a foundation our confidence rests."—Journal and Messenger.

Crown 8vo. $2.50 net.

An Introduction to the Literature of the New Testa-

ment. By James Moffatt, B.D., D.D. Crown 8vo. $2.50 net.



The International

Critical Commentary
On the Holy Scriptures of the Old and

New Testaments

EDITORS' PREFACE

THERE
are now before the public many Commentaries,

written by British and American divines, of a popular

or homiletical character. The Cambridge Bible for

Schoolsy the Handbooksfor Bible Classes and Private Students^

The Speaker's Commentary ^ The Popular Commentary (Schaff),

The Expositor's Bible^ and other similar series, have their

special place and importance. But they do not enter into the

field of Critical Biblical scholarship occupied by such series of

Commentaries as the Kurzgefasstes exegetisches Handbuch zum

A. T ; De Wette's Kurzgefasstes exegetisches Handbuch zum

N. T. ; Meyer's Kritisch-exegetischer Kommentar ; Keil and

Delitzsch's Biblischer Commentar uber das A. T. ; Lange's

Theologisch-homiletisches Bibelwerk ; Nowack's Handkommentar

tum A, T. ; Holtzmann's Handkommentar zum JV. T. Several

of these have been translated, edited, and in some cases enlarged

and adapted, for the English-speaking public ; others are in

process of translation. But no corresponding series by British

or American divines has hitherto been produced. The way has

been prepared by special Commentaries by Cheyne, EUicott,

Kalisch, Lightfoot, Perowne, Westcott, and others; and the

time has come, in the judgment of the projectors of this enter-

prise, when it is practicable to combine British and American

scholars in the production of a critical, comprehensive

Commentary that will be abreast of modern biblical scholarship,

and in a measure lead its van.
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Messrs. Charles Scribner's Sons of New York, and Messrs.

T. & T. Clark of Edinburgh, propose to publish such a series

of Commentaries on the Old and New Testaments, under th

editorship of Prof. C. A. Briggs, D.D., D.Litt., in America, and

of Prof. S. R. Driver, D.D., D.Litt., for the Old Testament, and
the Rev. Alfred Plummer, D.D., for the New Testament, in

Great Britain.

The Commentaries will be international and inter-confessional,

and will be free from polemical and ecclesiastical bias. They
will be based upon a thorough critical study of the original texts

of the Bible, and upon critical methods of interpretation. They
are designed chiefly for students and clergymen, and will be

written in a compact style. Each book will be preceded by an

Introduction, stating the results of criticism upon it, and discuss-

ing impartially the questions still remaining open. The details

of criticism will appear in their proper place in the body of the

Commentary, Each section of the Text will be introduced

with a paraphrase, or summary of contents. Technical details

of textual and philological criticism will, as a rule, be kept

distinct from matter of a more general character
;
and in the

Old Testament the exegetical notes will be arranged, as far as

possible, so as to be serviceable to students not acquainted with

Hebrew. The History of Interpretation of the Books will be

dealt with, when necessary, in the Introductions, with critical

notices of the most important literature of the subject. Historical

and Archaeological questions, as well as questions of Biblical

Theology, are included in the plan of the Commentaries, but

not Practical or Homiletical Exegesis. The Volumes will con-

stitute a uniform series.
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ARRANGEMENT OF VOLUMES AND AUTHORS

THE OLD TESTAMENT

GENESIS. The Rev. JOHN SKINNER, D.D., Principal and Professor of

Old Testament language and Literature, College of Presbyterian Church

of England, Cambridge, England. [Now Ready.

CXODUS. The Rev. A. R. S. KENNEDY, D.D., Professor of Hebrew,

University of Edinburgh.

LEVITICUS. J. F. Stenning, M.A., Fellow of Wadham College, Oxford.

NUMBERS. The Rev. G. Buchanan Gray, D.D., Professor of Hebrew,
Mansfield College, Oxford. [Now Ready.

DEUTERONOMY. The Rev. S. R. Driver, D.D., D.Litt., Regius Pro-

fessor of Hebrew, Oxford. \Naw Ready.

JOSHUA. The Rev. George Adam Sioth, D.D., LL.D., Principal of the

University of Aberdeen.

JUDGES. The Rev. George Moore, D.D., LL.D., Professor of Theol-

ogy, Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass. \Now Ready.

SAMUEL. The Rev. H. P. Smith, D.D., Professor of Old Testament
Literature and History of Religion, MeadvUle, Pa. \J>Iaw Ready,

KINGS. The Rev. FRANas Brown, D.D., D.Litt, LL.D., President
and Professor of Hebrew and Cognate Languages, Union Theological
Seminary, New York City.

CHRONICLES. The Rev. Edward L. Curtis, D.D., Professor of

Hebrew, Yale University, New Haven, Conn. [Now Ready.

EZRA AND NEHEMIAH. The Rev. L. W. Batten, Ph.D., D.D., Pro-
fessor of Old Testament Literature, General Theological Seminary, New
York City.

PSALMS. The Rev. Chas. A. Briggs, D.D., D.Litt., Graduate Fro-
fessor of Theological Encyclopaedia and Symbolics, Union Theological

Seminary, New York. [2 vols. Now Read'"

PROVERBS. The Rev. C. H. Toy, D.D., LL.D., Professor of Hebrew.
Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass. [Now Ready.

JOB. The Rev. S. R. Driver, D.D., D.Litt., Regius Professor of He-
brew, Oxford.
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ISAIAH. Chaps. I-XXXIX. The Rev. G. Buchanan Gray, D.D., Pro-

fessor of Hebrew, Mansfield College, Oxford. [In Press.

ISAIAH. Chaps. XL-LXVI. The Rev. A. S. Peake, M.A., D.D., Dean
of the Theological Faculty of the Victoria University and Professor of Bib-
lical Exegesis in the University of Manchester, England.

JEREMIAH. The Rev. A. F. Kirkpatrick, D D., Dean of Ely, sometime

Regius Professor of Hebrew, Cambridge, England.

EZEKIEL. The Rev. G. A. Cooke, M.A., Oriel Professor of the Interpre-
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
of Hebrew, P. E. Divinity School, Philadelphia, now Rector of St. Michael's

Church, New York City.

AMOS AND HOSEA. W. R. Harper, Ph.D., LL.D., sometime President
of the University of Chicago, Illinois. [Now Ready,

MICAH TO HAGGAI. Prof. JOHN P. Smith, University of Chicago;
W. Hayes Ward, D.D., LL.D., Editor of The Independent, New York;
Prof. Julius A. Bewer, Union Theological Seminary, New York, and
Prof. H. G. Mitchell, D.D., Boston University. [In Press.

ZECHARIAH TO JONAH. Prof. H. G. MiTCHELL, D.D., Prof. John P.

Smith and Prof. J. A. Bewer. [In Press.

ESTHER. The Rev. L. B. Paton, Ph.D., Professor of Hebrew, Hart-

ford Theological Seminary. [Now Ready.

ECCLESIASTE8. Prof. George A. Barton, Ph.D., Professor of Bibli-

cal Literature, Bryn Mawr College, Pa. [JVow Ready.

RUTH, SONG OF SONGS AND LAMENTATIONS. Rev. CHARLES A.

Briggs, D.D., D.Litt., Graduate Professor of Theological Encyclopaedia
and Symbolics, Union Theological Seminary, New York.

THE NEW TESTAMENT

ST. MATTHEW. The Rev. Willoughby C. Allen, M.A., Fellow and

Lecturer in Theology and Hebrew, Exeter College, Oxford. [New Ready.

ST. MARK. Rev. E. P. Gould, D.D., sometime Professor of New Testa-

ment Literature, P. E. Divinity School, Philadelphia. [Now Ready.

ST. LUKE. The Rev. Alfred Plummer, D.D,, sometime Master of

University College, Durham. {Njw Ready.
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8T. JOHN. The Very Rev. John Henry Bernard, D.D., Dean of St.

Patrick's and Lecturer in Divinity, University of Dublin.

HARMONY OF THE GOSPELS. The Rev. WlLMAM Sanday, D.D.,
LL.D., Lady Margaret I'rofessor of Divinity, Oxford, ana the Rev. WlL-
LOUGHBY C. Allen, M.A., Fellow and Lecturer in Divinity and Hebrew,
Exeter College, Oxford.

ACTS. The Rev. C. H. Turner, D.D., Fellow of Magdalen College,

Oxford, and the Rev. H. N. Bate, M.A., Examining Chaplain to the

Bishop of London.

ROMANS. The Rev. William Sanday, D.D., LL.D., Lady Margaret
Professor of Divinity and Canon of Christ Church, Oxford, and the Rev.

A. C. Headlam, M.A., D.D., Principal of King's College, London.

\_N<nu Ready.

CORINTHIANS. The Right Rev. Arch Robestson, D.D., LL.D., Lord

Bishop of Exeter, and Dawson Walker, D.D., Theological Tutor in the

University of Durham. {In Press.

GALATIANS. The Rev. Ernest D. Burton, D.D., Professor of New
Testament Literature, University of Chicago.

EPHESIANS AND COLOSSIANS. The Rev. T. K. AbbOTT, B.D.,
D.Litt., sometime Professor of Biblical Greek, Trinity College, Dublin,
now Librarian of the same. {Now Ready.

PHILIPPIANS AND PHILEMON. The Rev. Marvin R Vincent,
D.D., Professor of Biblical Literature, Union Theological Seminary, New
York City. {Now Ready.

THESSALONIANS. The Rev. James E. Frame, M.A., Professor of

Biblical Theology, Union Theological Seminary, New York City.

THE PASTORAL EPISTLES. The Rev. Walter Lock, D.D., Warden
of Keble College and Professor of Exegesis, Oxford.

HEBREWS. The Rev. James Moffatt, D.D., Minister United Free

Church, Broughty Ferry, Scotland.

ST. JAMES. The Rev. James H. Ropes, D.D., Bussey Professor of New
Testament Criticism in Harvard University.

PETER AND JUDE. The Rev. CHARLES BiGG, D.D., sometime Regius
Professor of Ecclesiastical History and Canon of Christ Church, Oxford.

\_Now Heady.

THE EPISTLES OF ST. JOHN. The Rev. E. A. Brooke, B.D., Fellow
and Divinity Lecturer in King's College, Cambridge.

REVELATION. The Rev. Robert H. Charles, M.A., D.D., sometime
Professor of Biblical Greek in the University of Dublin.
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VOLUMES NOW READY

Numbers. By the Rev. G. Buchanan Gray, D.D., Professor of Hebrew,

Mansfield College, Oxford.

"Most Bible readers have the impression that 'Numbers' is a dull

book only relieved by the brilliancy of the Balaam chapters and some
snatches of old Hebrew songs, but, as Prof. Gray shows with admirable
skill and insight, its historical and religious value is not that which lies

on the surface. Prof. Gray's Commentary is distinguished by fine

scholarship and sanity of judgment; it is impossible to commend it too

warmly."
—

Saturday Review (London).
Crown 8vo. $3.00 net.

Deuteronomy. By the Rev. S. R. driver, D.D., D.Litt., Regius

Professor of Hebrew, and Canon of Christ Church, Oxford.

"
It is a pleasure to see at last a really critical Old Testament com-

mentary in English upon a portion of the Pentateuch, and especially
one of such merit. This I find superior to any other Commentary in

any language upon Deuteronomy."
Professor E. L. Curtis, of Yale University.

Crown 8vo. $3.00 net.

Judges. By Rev. George Foot Moore, D.D., LL.D., Professor of

Theology in Harvard University.

"The work is done in an atmosphere of scholarly interest and in-

difiference to dogmatism and controversy, which is at least refreshing.
... It is a noble introduction to the moral forces, ideas and influences

that controlled the period of the Judges, and a model of what a
historical commentary, with a practical end in view, should be."—The Independent.

Crown 8vo. $3.00 net.

The Books of Samuel. By Rev. henry preserved smith, D.D.,

Professor of Old Testament Literature and History of Religion, Meadville, Pa.

"
Professor Smith's Commentary will for some time be the standard

work on Samuel, and we heartily congratulate him on scholarly work
so faithfully accomplished."

—The Athenceum.
Crown Svo. $3.00 net.
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VOLUMES NOW READY

The Book of Psalms. By Charles Augustus Briggs, D.D.,

D.Litt., Graduate Professor of Theological Encyclopaedia and Symbolics,

Union Theological Seminary, New York, and Emilie Grace Briggs, B.D.

"
Christian scholarship seems here to have reached the highest level yet

attained in study of the book which in religious importance stands next

to the Gospels. His work upon it is not likely to be excelled in learning,
both massive and minute, by anv volume of the International Series, to

which it belongs."—rA« Outlook.

2 Volumes. Crown 8vo. Price, $3.00 each net.

Proverbs. By the Rev. Crawtord H. Toy, D.D., LL.D., Professor of

Hebrew in Harvard University.

" This volume has the same characteristics of thoroughness and pains-

taking scholarship as the preceding issues of the series. In the critical

treatment of the text, in noting the various readings and the force of

the words in the original Hebrew, it leaves nothing to be desired.

Crown 8vo. $3.00 net.

Amos and HoSea. By William Rainey harper, Ph.D., LL.D.,

late Professor of Semitic Languages and Literature and President of the

University of Chicago.

" He has gone, with characteristic minuteness, not only into the analysis
and discussion of each point, endeavoring in every case to be thoroughly
exhaustive, but also into the history of exegesis and discussion. Nothing
at all worthy of consideration has been passed by. The consequence is

that when one carefully studies what has been brought together in this

volume, either upon some passage of the two prophets treated, or upon
some question of critical or antiquarijm importance in the introductory

portion of the volume, one feels that he has obtained an adequately
exhaustive view of the subject."

—The Interior.

Crown 8vo. $3.00 net.

Esther. By L. B. Paton, Ph.D., Professor of Hebrew, Hartford

Theological Seminary.

This scholarly and critical commentary on the Book of Esther presents
in full the remarkable additions to the Massoretic text and the varia-

tions in the various versions beginning with the Greek translation and

continuing through the Vulgate and Peshitto down to the Talmud and

Targums. These are not given in full in any other commentary, yet

they are very important both for the history of the text and the history
of die exegesis.

Crown 8vo. $2.25 net.
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VOLUMES NOW READVT

EcclesiaSteS. By George a. barton, Ph.D., Professor of Biblical

Literature, Bryn Mawr College, Pa.

"
It is a relief to find a commentator on Ecclesiastes who is not en-

deavoring to defend some new theory. This volume, in the International

Commentary series, treats the book in a scholarly and sensible fashion,

presenting the conclusions of earlier scholars together with the author's

own, and providing thus all the information that any student needs."—The Congregationalist.

Crown 8vo. $2.25 net.

St. Matthew. By the Rev. Willoughby C. Allen, M.A., Fellow

of Exeter College, Oxford.

"As a microscopic and practically exhaustive study and itemized state-

ment of the probable or possible sources of the Synoptic Gospels and
of their relations, one to another, this work has not been surpassed.
I doubt if it has been equaled. And the author is not by any means

lacking in spiritual insight."
—The Methodist Review (Nashville).

Crown 8vo. $3.00 net.

St. Mark. By the Rev. E. P. Gould, D.D., sometime Professor of New
Testament Exegesis, P. E. Divinity School, Philadelphia.

" The whole make-up is that of a thoroughly helpful, instructive critical

study of the Word, surpassing anything of the kind ever attempted in

the English language, and to students and clergymen knowing the

proper use of a commentary it will prove an invaluable aid."—The Lutheran Qtmrterly.

Crown 8vo. $2.50 net.

St. Luke. By the Rev. Alfred Plummer, D.D., sometime Master of

University College, Durham.
" We are pleased with the thoroughness and scientific accuracy of the

interpretations. ... It seems to us that the prevailing characteristic of

the book is common sense, fortified by learning and piety."—The Herald and Presbyter.

Crown Svo. $3.00 net.

Romans. By the Rev. William Sanday, D.D., LL.D., Lady Margaret

Professor of Divinity, and Canon of Christ Church, Oxford, and the Rev.

A. C. Headlam, M.A., D.D., Principal of Kings College, London.

'* We do not hesitate to commend this as the best commentary on Romans
yet written in English. It will do much to popularize this admirable

and much needed series, by showing that it is possible to be critical and

scholarly and at the same time devout and spiritual, and intelligible to

plain Bible readers."—The Church Standard.

Crown Svo. $3.00 net.
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VOLUMES NOW READY

Ephesians and Colossians. By the Rev. x. k. abbott, d.d.,

D.Litt., formerly Professor of Biblical Greek, now of Hebrew, Trinity Col-

lege, Dublin.

"An able and independent piece of exegesis, and one that none of us can
afford to be without. It is the work of a man who has made himself

master of this theme. His exegetical perceptions are keen, and we are

especially grateful for his strong defense of the integrity and apostolicity
of these two great monuments of Pauline teaching."

—Th^ Expositor.

Crown 8vo. $2.50 nei.

Philippians and Philemon. By Rev. marvin r. vincent, d.d.,

Professor of Biblical Literature in Union Theological Seminary, New York.

" Professor Vincent's Commentary appears to me not less admirable for

its literary merit than for its scholarship and its clear and discriminating
discussions of the contents of these Epistles."

—Dr. George P. Fisher.

Crown 8vo. $2.00 net.

St. Peter and St. Jude. By the Rev. Charles Bigg, D.D.,

sometime Regius Professor of Ecclesiastical History in the University,

New York.

" The careful and thorough student will find here a vast amount of in-

formation most helpful to him in his studies and researches. The inter-

national Critical Commentary, to which it belongs, will prove a great
boen to students and ministers."—The Canadian Congregationalist.

Crown 8vo. $4.50 ne^

Genesis. By the Rev. John Skinner, D.D., Principal and Professor of

Old Testament Language and Literature, College of Presbyterian Church
of England, Cambridge, England.

" Exact scholarship, a scientific temper of mind, and the reverence of
a believer in Divine revelation combine to render Principal Skinner
an ideal commentator on the Book of Genesis. The work before us
will unquestionably take its place in the very front rank of modern Old
Testament commentaries. We can award it no higher praise than to

say that it need not shrink from comparison with what has hitherto
been facile princeps in the series to which it belongs

—Driver's Deu-
teronomy."—Rev. J. A. Selbie, D.D., in The Expository Times.

Crown 8vo, $3,00 net
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The Books of Chronicles. By the Rev. edward l. curtis,

Ph.D., D.D., Professor of Hebrew, Yale University, and Rev. Albert A.

Madsen, Ph.D.

"The Commentary deserves unstinted praise, and will be found of

extreme value by all who are interested in this late constituent of the

Canon, which possesses so much interest alike from the literary and
the religious stand-point. Dr. Curtis has supplied the English-speaking
student of the Old Testament with precisely the work he required."—Rev. J. A. Selbie, D.D., in Th^ Expository Times.

Crown 8vo. $3.00 net (Postage additional)
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