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‘‘ Without doubt, some of the richest and most powerful 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, Zhe Old Testament in the 

Jewish Church (Lect. I.). 

‘*From the first the living stream of christian experience, though holding 
that onward course of which the successive flood-marks are the epistle to 
the Romans and the gospel ascribed to St. John, had been stagnating by 
the way into pools formed on the one side by Judaism, on the other by 

philosophic systems. The popular habit of regarding the writings of 
the NT as a body of doctrine pitched into the world all at once, has 

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

writings themselves might satisfy us that they came into being as 
successive assertions of the fulness of christian life against a cotempor- 
ancous stiffening of it either into Jewish ordinance or gentile philosophy.” 

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



mee eaAce TO THIRD EDITION 

FOR a variety of reasons, both public and private, it 
has not been possible to issue this edition until now, 
and, even as it is, I have not been able to do as much 

with the book as, in normal times, I would have liked 

to do. In order to avoid disturbing the printing-plates, 
the new material which is incorporated has had to be 
severely compressed, but the Index has been recast and 
enlarged, and the publishers have kindly allowed me to 
add an Appendix containing some notes for which no 
room could conveniently be found.in the body of the 
book. For the most part, the fresh matter is biblio- 
graphical; I have made a special effort to bring the 
volume up to date as a work of reference for students 
of the subject. Besides this, however, I have gone over 
every paragraph, correcting slips and altering sentences 
here and there, in order to bring out the meaning more 
clearly. In carrying through the revision I have been 
helped by using the criticisms, both published and 
private, which I received on the publication of the first 
edition. These have been weighed, especially when they 
happened to challenge the methods followed or the 
conclusions reached, but substantially I adhere to the 
critical positions originally occupied. After surveying 
the work done in the department of New Testament 
criticism during the past seven years, I do not find 
reason to change my views on any essential point; I 
have sometimes rewritten a passage, but never aban- 
doned an opinion already adopted on the major issues 
of the problem. 

It is a genuine pleasure to learn that the volume 
has been found serviceable as a text-book, and I trust 

that this new, enlarged edition will add to its usefulness. 

JAMES MOFFATT. 
GLASGOW, /Juze Ist, 1918. 



PREFACE TO FIRST EDIRGh 
= 

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 view 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 Preparatio Euangelica: nat trords 

Sé dAXos papTipwory tuiy byos Tadal@y TE Kal vewY cuY- 
ypadéwv errippet, THY Opolay Tois TeOciot Whpov éemiadpayt- 

Comevwv, av Tas Pwvas, NOYOU Tpovoovpevor ouppeTpias, 

tots pidopabéor Enteiy Te Kal Suepevvay amrodeipartes, emt 

THY AElTroUTaY avTol peTaBnooucOa érrayyediav, I could 
have wished to make 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 12th, 1910. 
Vili 
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ACL. . 

“ 

ABBREVIATIONS 
——} 

Weizsicker’s das apostolische Zettalter® (1902, Eng. 
tr. of second edition, 1894). 

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

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

J. H. Ropes, Zhe Apostolic Age in the Light of 

Modern Criticism (1906). 

E. De Faye, Etude sur les origines des Eglises de l’ Age 

A postoligue (Paris, 1909). 

C. F. Kent, Zhe Work and Teachings of the Apostles 
(New York, 1916). 

Harnack and Preuschen, Ges¢hichte der altchristlichen 

Litteratur bis Eusebtus. i. Die Ueberlieferung und 

der Bestand (1893); ii. Dée Chronologie (1 =1897, 

2=1904). 

C. T.. Cruttwell’s Literary History of Early Christi- 
anity (1893). 

Ehrhard’s dze altchristliche Litteratur u. thre Erfor- 

schung seit 188o (part i. 1894). 

H. Jordan’s Geschichte der altch. Literatur (1911). 

The American Journal of Theology (Chicago). 
Archiv fiir Religionswissenschaft (Berlin). 
Bettrige zur Forderung christl. Theologie (ed. Schlatter). 

Schenkel’s Bzbel-Lexicon. 
Bulletin de Litt. eccléstastique (Paris). 

Harnack’s Beztrdge zur Einl. in das NT (i. Eng. tr. 
Luke the Physician, 1907; ii. Eng. tr. Sayings of 
Jesus, 1908 ; iii. Eng. tr. Acts of the Apostles, 1909 ; 

iv. Eng. tr. Date of Acts, etc., 1911; v. Eng. tr. 
Bible Reading in Early Church, 1912). 

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

The Cambridge Greek Testament for Schools and Colleges. 
W. Briickner, de chronolog. Rethenfolge in welcher die 

Briefe des NT verfasst sind (1890). 
The Church Quarterly Review. 
W. M. Ramsay, Church in the Roman Empire® (1904). 

Hastings’ Dictzonary of the Apostolic Church (1915 f.). 

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

Smith’s Dictionary of the Bible. 
Vigouroux’s Dzctionnaire de la Bible (Paris). 

Smith’s Dictéonary of Christian Biography (1877-1887). 

Xxxiil 



XXXIV ABBREVIATIONS 

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

1908). 

Diat. . - a oF yee ae Diatessarica (London, A. and C. Black) : 

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

Scripture ($$ 1-272); (ii.) The Corrections of Mark 

adopted by Matthew and Luke (§§ 273-552); (iii) 

From Letter to Spirit (88 553-1149) ; (iv.) Paradosts 

(§§ 1150-1435) 3 (v.) Johannine Vocabulary (§§ 1436- 

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

(vii.) Motes on NT’ Criticism ($$ 2800-2999) ; (viii. ) 

The Son of Man (§§ 3000-3635). 

LB. . . The Encyclopaedia Britannica. 

EBs. . . . The Encyclopaedia Biblica (London, 1899-1903 ; ed. J. 

S. Black and T. K. Cheyne). 

SEP. . K. Lake, 7he Earlier Epistles of St. Paul (1911). 

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

1897-1910). 

Einf. . : . Nestie’s Einfiihrung in das Griechische NT* (1899, 

Eng. tr. under title, ‘An Introduction to the 
Textual Criticism of the Greek New Testament’), 

Einl. or INT. . R. Simon’s Histoire critique du texte du NT (Rotter- 
dam, 1689 f.)*, Histoire critigue des versions du NT 

(1690), and Nouvelles observations sur le texte et 

les versions du NT (Paris, 1695); J. W. Rum- 

peeus, Commentatio critica in libros NT (1757); 

J. D. Michaelis, Zinlettung in die gottl Schriften 
des neuen Bundes* (1788; Eng. tr. by Marsh, 1793, 

Fr, tr. by Cheneviére, 1822); A. Hinlein, Handbuch 

d. Einl. in die Schriften des NT? (Erlangen, 1801- 
1809); J. G. Eichhorn, Zin. in das NT (1804- 

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

NT? (Giessen, 1818); L. Bertholdt, Aéstortsch-krit. 

Einleit. in simmtliche kanon. u. apokry. Schriften 

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

Bettrige zur Einl. in das NT (Halle, 1828 f., against 

de Wette) ;* A. B. Feilmoser, Zin/. in die Biicher des 

neuen Bundes fiir die doffentlichen Vorlesungen 

1The Protestant reply to Simon was J. H. Mai’s Axamen Historie 

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

Pritius’ Ztroductio in lectionem NT (1704, etc.); the Roman Catholic, 

Kleuker’s Untersuchungen der Griinde fiir die Echthett u. Glaubwiirdigkett 
der schriftlichen Urkunden des Christenthums (1788). I have not seen the 

English version of Simon’s first two works (London, 1689f.). For an 
estimate of Simon’s contribution to NT criticism, see Margival in RAZ., 
1899, 139-216. 

*The fifth ed. (1848) of de Wette’s Lehrbuch der hist.-kritischen 

Einleittung (Berlin, 1826} was translated into English by Frothingham 
(U.S.A., 1858). 



ABBREVIATIONS XXXV 

(Tiibingen, 18302); H. A. Schott, /sagoge historico- 

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

Schneckenburger, Aeztrage zur Einl. in’s NT 

(1832) ; K. A. Credner’s Ezn/. in das NT (Halle, 

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

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

historisch-kritischen Einl. in das NT mit Belegen 

aus den Quellenschriften u. Citaten aus der alteren 

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

(1845 f.) ; Schleiermacher’s’ posthumous Einl, in das 

N7* (Berlin, 1845, in vol. i. of his collected works, 

ed. G. Wolde); J. L. Hug’s Eznd, in die Schriften 

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

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

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

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

X. Reithmayr’s Zinl. in die hanon. Biicher des NT 

(Regensburg, 1852); J. H. Scholten, Kritische 

Inleiding tot de Schriften des NT? (1856); de 

Wette’s Zin/.® (ed. Messner and Liinemann, 1860) * ; 

H. de Valroger (Jntrod. hist, et critique, 1861); G. 

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

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

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

(Introductio, 1863) ; J. B. Glaire, Zntrod. Historique 

et Critique aux Livres de Vancien et du Nouveau 

Testament * (1865, Italian tr. 1846) ; Bleek? (1866, 

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

scripturas, 1866-1867, against Scholten) ; Guericke’s 

Isagogik® (1868); Joseph Langen, Grundriss der 

Einl. in das NT (Freiburg im B. 1868; second ed. 

1873) ; Grau’s Entwickelungsgeschichte d. NTlichen 

Schriftthums (1871-1872) ; Immer’s Hermeneutik 

(1873); Reuss, die Geschichte d. hetlig. Schriften 

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

Historisch-Kritische Einl. in das NT (Leipzig, 

1875)* ; M. Aberle (1877) ; Horne’s /ntrod. (ed. 

Tregelles, 1875); von Hofmann (die heilige Schrift 

N7, ix., ed. Volck, 1881) ; Mangold (ed. of Bleek’s 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

eS 

i Critical estimate in J. Conradi’s Schleiermacher’s Arbeit auf dem Gebtete 

der NT Ejnleitungswissenschaft (Leipzig, 1907). 
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Hausrath 

HBNT. 

HC, 

ABBREVIATIONS 

Holtzmann, Lehrbuch d. historisch-kritischen Einl. 

in das NT® (1892)* ; S. Davidson® (1894) ; Godet, 
Introd. au NT (1893-1899, unfinished; Eng. tr. 1894, 

1899); R. Cornely, /ntrod. spectalis in singulos NT 
libros? (Paris, 1897); G. Salmon® (1897); F. S. 
Trenkle (1897); Th. Zahn, Zin/. in das NT (1897, 
Eng. tr. of third ed. 1909)* ; Aloys Schiifer (1898 ; 

sec ed. 1913, ed. Meinertz); B. W. Bacon (1900) ; 
J. M.S. Baljon, Geschiedenis van de boeken des 
Nieuwen Verbonds (1901)* ; J. E. Belser, Zinlettung 

in das NT®* (1902); A. Jiilicher’s Lind. in das NT® 
(1906, Eng. tr. 1904)"; E. Jacquier, Histoire des 

Livres du NT (1903-1908); von Soden’s Urchrist- 
liche Literaturgeschichte (die Schriften des NT) 
(1905, Eng. tr. 1906); Wrede, die Entstehung d. 
Schriften des NT (1907, Eng. tr. 1909); Barth, 

Einl. in das NT (1908, third ed. 1914); C. R. 
Gregory, Zinlettung in das NT(1909); A.S. Peake, 

Critical Introduction to the NT (1909); L. Babura, 

Introductio (Hungary, 1910); Gutjahr, Zinlettung 

. Leitfaden sunichst fiir Studierende der Theo- 
logie® (Graz, 1912); Allen and Grenstedt (1913) ; 
F. Hilber® (Brixen, 1913); P. Feine’s 2indeitung 
in das NT (Leipzig, 1913); and Maurice Jones, 7/e 

New Testament in the Twentieth Century (1913, pp. 

189 f.). Hug, Feilmoser, Giinther, Haneberg, Scholz, 
Maier, Reithmayr, Langen, Aberle, Lamy, Cornely, 

Ubaldi, and Schifer represent the older, Trenkle, 

Belser, Babura, and Jacquier the modern school of 
Roman Catholic criticism. 

Hastings’ Encyclopaedia of Religion and Ethics (1900 f.). 
Lichtenberger’s Zncyclopédie des Sciences Religzeuses. 

The Expository Times (ed. J. Hastings, Edinburgh). 
The Expositor (ed. Sir W. R. Nicoll, London). 

FE. A. Abbott, Zhe Fourfold Gospel (1913 f.). 

Gotting. Gelehrte Anzeigen. 
The Gospels as Historical Documents, by V. H. Stanton 

(Oxford) ; i. (1903) ; ii. (1909). 

(i.) Zahn’s Geschichte des NT Kanons (1888 f.); (ii.) 

Leipoldt’s Gesch. des NT Kanons (1907-1908) ; iii.) 

Jacquier’s Le Nouveau Testament dans L Eglise 

Chrétienne (Paris, 1911-1913); (iv.) A. Souter’s 

- Text and Canon of the. New Testament (London, 

1913). 

A History of the NT Times (The Times of the Apostles) 
(Eng. tr. 1895). 

Handbuch zum NT (Tibingen, 1906f., ed. Lietz- 

mann). ; 

Hand-Coimmentar zum NT (Freiburg i. B.), 
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Harnack’s Dogmengeschichte (Eng. tr. in seven volumes). 
Eusebius, Eccles. Historza (ed. Schwartz and Mommsen). 

The Hibbert Journal (London). 

Schiirer’s Geschichte des jtid. Volkes (Eng. tr. of second 
ed. under the title, ‘A History of the Jewish People 

in the Time of Jesus Christ.’ The Fourth German 
edition is occasionally quoted as G/V.). 

Hennecke’s (i.) Weutestamentliche Apokryphen, and (ii.) 

Handbuch zu den neutest. Apokryphen (Tibingen, 

1904). 
Moffatt, Zhe Historical New Testament* (Edinburgh, 

1901). 

Sir John C. Hawkins’ Hore Synoptice (1899; second 
ed. 1909). 

The International Critical Commentary (Edinburgh). 
The Journal of Biblical Literature. 
Hort’s Judazstic Christianity (1896); G. Hoennicke’s 

Das Judenchristentum (1908). 

Jahriiicher fiir protestantische Theologie. 
The Jewish Quarterly Review (London). 

The Journal of Theological Studies. 
Eng. tr. of Keim’s Geschichte Jesu von Nazara. 

Deissmann’s Light from the Ancient East (1910). 

The Septuagint, Swete’s manual edition (Cambridge). 

Harnack’s die Mission und Ausbrettung des Christen- 

thums* (1906 ; Eng. tr. 1908). 

Meyer’s Kommentar sum NT (latest editions). 

Neue kirchliche Zeitschrift. 

Agnostos Theos: Untersuchungen zur Formengeschichte 
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G. B. Stevens (Internat. Theol. Library, 1899). 

E. P. Gould (1900). 
P. Feine? (1911). 

. H.. Weinel’s 8262. Theologie des NT? (1913). 

1 Occasionally one or two sentences are reproduced from this earlier 
volume, on the principle defended by Isokrates in his fifth oration (93): 

Kai undelis trodkdBy we BovhecOar Aadeiv bri. To’Twy Era Twéppaxa Tov av’roy 

Tpomov dvmep mpérepov. eriaTas yap émi Tas abTds Siavolas eiNduny pH Tovery 

yrixbpevos Ta dednMwpuEva Kas Erépws elzrety, 



XXXVlil 

NZ. 

OGL... 

OSS. 

Tes) pay 

PRE 

RB. 

Renan. 

ABBREVIATIONS 

Schwegler, das wmachapostolische Zettalter in den 
Hauptmomenten seiner Entwickelung (Tiibingen, 

1846); R. Knopf, das nachapost. Zettalter (1905). 

W. C. van Manen, Handletding voor de Oudchristeliyke 

Letlerkunde (1900). 

Oxford Studies in the Synoptic Problem (1911). 

Protestantische Monatshefte (ed. Websky). 

Real-Encyclopaidie fiir protest. Theologie u. Kirche* 
(ed. Hauck, 1896-1909). 

Revue Biblique internationale (Paris). 
Renan’s Histoire des Origines du Christianisme (1863 f.): 

(i.) Vie de Jésus ; (ii.) Les Ap6tres ; (iii.) S. Paul ; 

(iv.) L’antéchrist ; (v.) Les évangiles ; (vi.) L’église 
chrétienne. 

Revue de histoire et de littérature religieuses (Paris). 
Revue de [histoire des religtons (Paris, ed. J. Réville). 
Revue Sémitique (Paris). 
Review of Theology and Philosophy (Edinburgh). 
Revue de Théologtie et des Quest. Religteuses. 

Studia Biblica (Oxford). 

Sitzungsberichte der kais, Akademte der Wissenschaften 
su Wien. 

Sttzungsberichte der kiniglich Preuss. Akad. d, Wissen- 
schaften zu Berlin. 

Studien und Kritiken (Gotha). 

Die Schriften des NT (1905 f., ed. J. Weiss). 

Ramsay’s St. Paul the Traveller and the Roman Citizen". 
Strauss’ Leben Jesu (George Eliot’s version, ed. of 1892). 
Theologische Abhandlungen C. von Weizsacker gewidmet 

(Freiburg, 1892). 
Theologische Studien Herrn Prof. B. Weiss dargebracht 

(1897). 
Theologtsche Literaturzeitune, 

Theologische Quartalschrift (Tiibingen). 
Theologische Rundschau (ed. Bousset). 

Texts and Studies (Cambridge). 

Theolog. Tijdschrift (Haarlem). 

Texte und Untersuchungen zur Geschichte der altchrist- 
lichen Literatur (ed. von Gebhardt, Harnack, and 
C. Schmidt). 

Hilgenfeld’s das Urchristenthum in den Hauptwen- 
depunkten seines Entwickelungsganges (1855). 

Spitta’s Zur Geschichte u. Litter. des Urchristenthums 
(i. 1893; ii. 1896 ; iii. 1903). 

Heinrici’s das Urchristenthum (Gottingen, 1902). 
Wernle’s die Anfiinge des Christentum (Eng. tr. under 

title, ‘ The Beginnings of Christianity,’ 1903 f.). 
Pfleiderer’s dacs Urchristenthum? (1903, Eng. tr. 

1906 f.). 



ABBREVIATIONS XxxIX 

von Dobschiitz’s die urchristlichen Gemeinden (1902 ; 
Eng. tr. ‘Christian Life in the Primitive Churches,’ 

1904). 
Raffaele Mariano’s 7 Cristianesimo net primi secoli 

(Firenze, 1902). 

J. Felten’s MNeutestamentliche Zeitgeschichte (Regens- 
burg, I9I1). 

C. Clemen’s Primztive Christianity and its non-Jewish 
Sources (1912; Eng. tr. of LReligionsgeschichtliche 

Erklarung des Neuen Testaments, 1908). 

H. Achelis’ Das Christenthum in den ersten dret Jahr- 

hunderten (1912), vol. i. 

G. Edmundson’s 7he Church in Rome in the First 
Century (1913). 

J. Weiss, das Urchristenthum (Gottingen, 1914). 
WC: . . The Westminster Commentaries (London: Eng. text 

and notes). 

1S Bae A . Westcott and Hort, 7he New Testament in Greek. 

Zi s . . Kommentar zum NT (Erlangen, ed. Zahn). 

ZKG. . . . Brieger’s Zeitschrift fiir Kirchengeschichte. 
ZNW. ° . Preuschen’s Zeztschrift fiir die neutest. Waossenschaft 

und die Kunde des Urchristenthums. 
ZSchz. ° . Theologische Zeitschrift aus der Schwetz (ed. Meili). 
Ol Maire ° . Zeitschrift fiir Theologie und Kirche. 

ZWT. “ . Hilgenfeld’s Zettschrift fiir Wissenschaftliche Theologie. 

N.8.—In the bibliographies an asterisk is appended to works which 
possess special importance, historical or intrinsic, in the criticism of the 
subject. 



~~ Lae | oe 

® 

ae > 4 Tim, 

: F a a ; : : 

a ee) Bweds 
fen coms 
a peers aeenil Mal aioe « 
- 

a * . b é Pe! 

Be fe i ee ae eC ae 

ee ; ientets AC 
frac weteh ER cos Sb 

: 
i 

\ 
: Wear path | Regt nee coat 3s 9 kt pa 

P : fi eessly rer roy ere . . 

* “s + # alas 

fie See AN cad 

; i . ‘ 7 am 
‘ Rye 2 . v3 tie Vee 

2 
* ’ 

ae Tr ecg OY uhaee ; : : 

. aif: AS 

. a * = * * 

ey" ve | us % « 

> oii ane 
7. Ty 

ro per Ty .5 eee et Ss . 

e ta ir? ob 
aca SS i See 

: ata a “er ke Yo ee ae Mane ¥¢ 

% Caton cbs 8 af 9°" pees “Te ee 

AsAbennay Usk “Uta WAR ey ee wyt 
a , % AS 

aes thens Cy Ca eee 
4 as 4 "ut, a 

‘ 1333 Risse pe *) ate Clo items ‘ sate t ayes 
i bpake ape? 

: Pe | ai ke 24 Peels 

" * * « i. ‘* ' 

“ Se eres) & ate Bs Pera ead 
AS Coe eh NOLAN 4 aus <n tery gk! 

, 

bs 0 Feds whe pt to Bens 7 tet ore 

a Pati es ase vig oy) eco bie at x Ie ed Fi oor 

‘ ' : * ys othe 

Sarvits sees Seer HL tO ee ee ve 

} 

* 

H 
‘ 

. 

i 
pst 

ie 4 maa 7 = é 
t 

2 a 1 s 

4 

i ? “ 

Ro : 

Feat tah , 

; . 

; 

finest 

* i i | i yea ; 

e : \ ; bid 

i 
ay q ny ; 

Tee a 

: yi 1G ns } ue 

x * ry va 4 re : reo a 

7! . ; : ? 

ae i he | 2 



PROLEGOMENA. 

|\3 

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.p. 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, medizval, or 

* The Libri Introductorii referred to by the sixth-century aristocratic and 
scholarly monk, M. Aurelius Cassiodorus, in his Jmstztutio diutnarum 

lectionum (Migne, patr. Jat. xx. 1105 f.), appear to have been mainly occupied 
with biblical exegesis and hermeneutic, and the Hicaywyy els ras Oelas ypadds 
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 
métier; the origin and the objects of these documents in their 
own age form its special business. Yet, as literature rises from 
life, and as any writing not only is shaped by, but itself helps 

to shape, events in history, literary criticism is repeatedly 
obliged to wade into the waters of historical investigation ; 
the imperial policy of Rome, e.g., is as germane to the criticism 

of the Apocalypse of John as is the policy of Philip to the 
discussion of Demosthenes’ Olynthiac orations. Literary criticism 
and historical criticism are therefore auxiliary sciences. The 
historian, whether of life or thought, requires to be able to 

presuppose the results of investigation into the date, authenticity, 
and form of the relevant documents ; while the literary critic, in 
order to place his documents, leans on the results of the 
historian’s survey. But neither science can be isolated. Literary 

judgments frequently depend upon some presupposition as to 

the course of history, and the very data for this presupposition 
are often in their turn drawn largely from the documents in 

question. This is not arguing or working in a circle. The 

moment theory is deserted for practice, the difficulties tend to 

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

the literary critic and the historian keep their respective flags 
flying, they need not scruple to cross their allotted borders 
when occasion demands. 

Much of the historical significance which attaches to certain writings 
would remain hidden from us if we did not happen to know that certain 

events were fresh in the minds of writers and readers alike. Paradise Lost 
is not a political pamphlet, much less a religious treatise; but it is im- 
possible to miss in its dialogues and descriptions either the theology 
of current Puritanism, with its controversies and abstractions, or the 

republican tendencies by which the author’s conceptions of government were 
shaped, or, finally, his instinctive distrust for the intellectual passion awakened 
by the Renaissance. Similarly—to take one instance out of hundreds 
from ancient literature—the Prometheus Vinctus and the Septem contra 
Thebas are unintelligible apart from the aspirations of the Athenian 
tUpavvo. 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 «Xe?s), probably 
belonged to the same class. 
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which tie a writing to some period. It is essential here as elsewhere to 
ascertain the mental and moral latitudes in which an author worked, to use 

his work in conjunction with other aids for the discovery and illustration of 
these latitudes, and again to use these for the further elucidation of the book 
itself. The latter is moved more or less, according to its character, by 
recent and contemporary events, just as the period in its turn is set off and 

rendered more vivid by the contemporary literature— 

“*Like as the wind doth beautify a sail, 
And as a sail becomes the unseen wind.” 

As the early Christian literature was not national, however, such 
synchronisms* yield less for the NT than for almost any other group of 
ancient writings. We should expect, ¢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 /evse. 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 (cf. Windisch in 7°7., 1914, pp. 519-551). 

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 weaving unreliable reports around an honoured 
literary product, or the outcome of 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 Horne 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 encyclopedia 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 archzological. 

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, archeology, and textual 

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

Christians of Galatia without some reference to the narrative of 
Acts and the geographical data of the provinces in Asia Minor, 
or to pronounce on the authenticity of the second epistle to the 
Thessalonians without checking the results of recent inquiry into 
the eschatological currents flowing through Judaism and primitive 
Christianity. Textual criticism also bears directly upon several 
problems in the literary criticism of the documents, as, ¢.g., in 

the case of the Bezan text of Acts, or of the pericopé 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 Mew 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) and Neuer Versuch . . . (1786). 
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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 treated 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 /ys¢ztutzo 

regularia diuine legés (ed. Kihn, Freiburg, 1880) incorporated the substance 
of lectures given by Paul of Nisibis upon the authorship, authority, and 
contents of the Scriptures, nothing worthy of the name of a NT Intro- 
duction was written till the sixteenth century, unless we stretch the term far 
enough to include the Muratorian Canon, which gives a few words upon 
several of the NT writings, the Church History of Eusebius, which gathers up 
many current traditions, the books mentioned on p. 1, and subsequent 
treatises such as the twelfth century de eruditione didascalia and de scriptura 
et scriptoribus prenotatiuncule by Hugo of St. Victor, and the fourteenth 
century Postille perpetue in uniuersa biblia of Nicolas the Franciscan of 
Lyra. Even in the sixteenth century, historical criticism of the Scriptures was 
hardly born within the church, as is plain from the so-called Introductions 
by the Dominican friars Santes Pagninus (/sagog@ ad sacras litteras liber unus, 
Lyons, 1536) and Sixtus of Siena; the latter’s important Azb/otheca sancta 

(Venice, 1566), in eight books, was dominated by the recent decision of the 
Council of Trent upon the Canon. The influence of Sixtus is visible in the 
Jesuit Salmeron’s Prolegomena in uniuersam scripturam (Madrid, 1597). 

No real advance was made by the various Roman Catholic writers of the 
seventeenth century in Spain or Germany. Dogmatic interests were equally 
strong within the Reformed churches, meanwhile, as almost every page of 
the /sagoge of Andreas Rivetus and the Auchiridion 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 

humerous good services which modern research owes to this great scholar 

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

mented on the Apocalypse ; cf. Kihn’s 7heodor von Mopsuestia und Junil, 
Africanus (1879), pp. 213 f. 
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are the separation for the first time* of the OT from the NT, the applica- 

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

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

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

Michaelis’ /utroduction (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 Tiibingen 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 

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

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

Tiibingen 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 
Tiibingen 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 Dez, p. 83). While Baur’s particular positions in 
NT criticism were frequently supported in detail, the publication of Ritschl’s 

Entstehung der althatholischen Kirche (2nd ed. 1857) and of Hilgenfeld’s 
Ejinleitung 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 Jiilicher (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 Zinlettung 
in die simmtlichen Biicher d. heil, Schrift* (1840), Gilly’s Préczs (1867-1868), 

A. Schlatter’s Eizlectung 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 “in/ectung in die heilige 

Schrift Alten u. Neuen Testaments” (1905). 
+ On Baur’s great services to NT Introduction, see Holtzmann (Vew 

World, 1894, 207-218) and B. W. Bacon (//. xi. 611-622). 

+See Dr. G. A. van den Bergh van Eysinga’s Radical Views about the 
New Testament (London, 1912). 
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conservative wing includes, besides all the Roman Catholic writers, B. Weiss, 

Godet, and Zahn ; Zahn’s volumes are conspicuous for their massive learning. 
Apart from S. Davidson, whose point of view approximated generally to that 

of Hilgenfeld, the few writers in English on this subject are predominantly 
conservative, with the recent and brilliant exceptions of Peake, Pacon, and 

M. Jones. 
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, £7z#/. p. 13). 

This modern conception, which is due to the rise of the historical method, 
was first stated definitely by Hupfeld in his essay, Uber Begriff u. Methode 
der sogen. biblischen Einleitung (Marburg, 1844). Many critics still clung 

to the idea that an Introduction to the NT literature corresponded more or 
less to a critical account of the Canon,* and that the business of the science 

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

whole, the conception of NT Introduction as a history of the NT 
literature had now fairly won its footing. Literary problems, in the light of 
historical research, were recognised to be paramount. One result has been 
that, instead of dwelling on the ecclesiastical function of the writings or on their 

reception into the Canon, critics have turned to devote more attention to the 
rise and shape of the individual writings, studying each either by itself or in 
the group to which its inner affinities, not necessarily its canonical position, 
would assign it. 

At the same time a NT Introduction is not equivalent to a collection of 
such brief introductions as might be prefixed to separate editions of the books 

* So even Baur (Z%eo/. Jahré., 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 SA. (1861, 
pp. 1f.), and Baur’s further exposition in Zheo/. Jahrb., 1851, pp. 70f., 

222)f., 201) 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 indigating the later processes of ecclesiastical 
rearrangement by which often it was shifted from its original position toa 
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 must (p. 5) 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 their 
selection and editing in the second and third century literature they would 

often be misinterpreted, if not unintelligible in more ways than one. 

In a note to the first chapter of Zhe 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, before descending to examine it in detail. 
Such a vantage-ground lies usually at some distance from the 

particular literature. That is one reason why the decisive, 
preliminary point of elevation from which to scan the primi- 
tive Christian literature is to be found in the traditions which 
begin to rise early in the second century, when writings 
of the primitive age were being 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, 4 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. 

11).| The pith and justice of the argument lie in its protest 

against introducing @ friort conceptions of unity and uniqueness 
into the historical criticism of the religious ideas and the literary 
form of the New Testament writings. It has less bearing, in any 
case, upon the literary criticism than upon the theological study 

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

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

ii. 576-577. 
+ The opening pages of Wrede’s essay (pp. 8-17, cp. GGA., 1896, 525 f.), 

G. Kriiger’s pamphlet on Das Dogma vom Neuen Testament (1896), and his 
pages in ARW., 1902, 258f., 267f., represent this position most effectively. 

The credit of starting it originally belongs to the two Dutch scholars, van 
Manen (cf. 2&2. 3471f.) and Baljon. On the general principle, see 
Preuschen’s paragraphs in ZW. (1900), pp. tof. 

$ 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. Kriger’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 resolves 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 genave 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. 

(az) Unless the literary criticism of early Christian writings is to becone 

merely a subordinate branch of dogmatic theology 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 
kow7, the NT is with us, and it will be with us to the end. Partly owing to 
intrinsic, partly owing to extrinsic qualities, its contents have acquired a vogue 
shared by no other early Christian writings,{ and there are practical considera- 
tions in favour of continuing to treat this selection of choice documents as a 
separate whole, in the light of its wider literary environment. Most writers 
on NT Introduction add to their discussion of the separate NT writings not 
only a section on the Canon, but also some account of the uncanonical literature. 
But this is to swell the size of a NT Introduction without adequately avoiding 
its unscientific bias. Even when a NT Introduction is confined to a discussion 

* See F. Overbeck’s essay, ‘ Uber die Anfinge der patristischen Literatur’ 
in Historische Zeitschrift (1882), pp. 417-472, especially pp. 428 f. 

+ Or of apologetic, as, ¢.g., A. G. Rudelbach (Zeztschrift fiir lutherische 
Theologie u. Kirche, 1848, pp. 1f.) and Aberle (Zzz/. pp. 3f.) held quite 
frankly. 

£‘*The books did not come together by chance. They are not held 
together simply by the art of the bookbinder. It would be truer to say that 

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

church’s life, and imposed their unity on the Christian mind, than that the 
church imposed on them by statute . . . a unity to which they were inwardly 

strange” (Denney, Zhe Death of Christ, 1902, p. 3)- 
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of the NT books, the scientific demands of literary criticism may be met by 
following a method which actually, though not formally, treats the canonical 

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

factitious or fortuitous grouping due to a later period, and steadily keeping in 
view their relations to the so-called uncanonical document of the first and 
second centuries. This, it must be confessed, isa makeshift. But it manages 

to conserve the rights of historical criticism. 
(4) The name is older than the subject. Exposition and inspiration (2.¢. 

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 uzrzs in/ustribus, which had so powerful an influence 
on medizval thought *) down to the Dominican Sixtus and M. Walther 
(Oficina Biblica, 1636). There have been three distinct stages in the 
development of NT Introduction. The first is marked by R. Simon’s works, 
which emphasised the duty of investigating the pre-canonical origin of the 
literature. The second synchronises with the discussions upon the relation 
of the science to the NT Canon, which are associated with the names of 

Hupfeld and Baur, especially the former. By this time NT Introduction 
had realised to some degree its vocation in literary and historical criticism 
alike. The third stage, inaugurated by Overbeck and worked out by the 
scholars above noted (p. 9), is still in progress. At first sight it appears to 
spell the death of the science, resolving it into the larger discipline of an 
Introduction to the early Christian literature ; but there is less practical justifica- 
tion for this + than for the allied proposal 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 7VT7. 

i. pp. 7-38, and Weiss (747. §§ 1-4), as wellas in H. S. Nash’s Héstory of the 

Higher Criticism of the New Testament, and G. H. Gilbert’s Znterpretation of 
the Bible (1908); although the latter, like R. Simon’s exhaustive Histoire 

critique des principaux commentateurs du NT depuis le commencement du 
Christianisme jusques a nétre temps (1693), deals with exegesis rather than 

Introduction proper. 

* On Jerome’s influence upon the Canon of the Western Church, see Sir 
la Howorth my /2/S. x 450 t., xd. 14, 325 f 

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

pp- 32, 48f 
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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. 301f., 
331 f.; Moffatt, HVT. pp. 107-117; Nestle’s Hinf. 127-128 ; 
Jacquier, GX. 11. pp. 59 f.). 

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 GX. pp. 390f. ; Barth’s Zzn/. 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 HT. pp. 108 f.), the 
gospels almost invariably come first, though in the synopsis of Chrysostom, 

as in D, they follow Paul, owing to liturgical reasons. The Apoc, again, 
is as invariably last, though in the 6th cent. Decretum Gelas. (otherwise like 

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., ¢. 1220 A.D.), which otherwise tallies with B, Paul 

follows the Apoc (cf. Milligan’s WZ Documents, pp. 292 f.). 
The usual position of Acts, before or after the catholic epistles, and the 

explicit title of the former, Actus Afpostolorum (Iren. adv. Her. iii. 13. 3, 
etc.) or Acta omnium Apostolorum (Murat.), though erroneous, denote the 

catholicizing tendency of the early church. Philastrius (4th cent., Her. 
Ixxxvill.) observes that the catholic epistles ‘‘actibus apostolorum conjunctz 
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 1!" (ro’s pd éuot dmocrddous). 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. 
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(6) More interest attaches to the order of the writings included in these 
sections. With regard to the gospels (cp. Nestle’s Zinf. pp. 127 f. ; Zahn’s 

GK. ii. 364f., 1014), the main data may be tabulated as follows :— 
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Mt Mt Mt Mt Mt Jn Jw 
Mk Lk Mk Jn Jn Mt Mt 
Lk Mk Jn Lk Mk Lk Mk 
Jn Jn Lk Mk Lk Mk Lk 

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

Scripturarum NT quem sancta catholica Romana suscipit et ueneratur 
ecclesia,” Decret. Gelas.) was adopted finally by the Council of Trent. 

tSo Apost. Canons, omitting Apoc, and Catalogus Claromontanus 
(4th cent.), placing Apoc before Acts. The original order of Codex Bezz 

(cp. Dom Chapman in £xf.° xii. 46-53) seems to have been Evv, Apoc, 

Cath (1-3 Jn), Acts. 
+ Minuscule 19 has Jn, Mt, Lk, Mk; minuscule go has Jn, Lk, Mt, Mk. 

Here, as in D and F, Mk is put last on the score of its size. Corroboration 

of this order was probably found (as by Irenzeus and Victorinus) in Apoc 
4’, where John was identified with the lion, Luke with the calf, Matthew 
with the man, and Mark with the eagle. The more common arrangement 
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of A, which was adopted by the Council of Laodicea (A.D. 363), reflects an 
early tradition preserved by Origen (Eus. #. Z. vi. 25. 3), who learnt é 

mapadéce: 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°), éml maéow 71 

xara "Iwdvyny (so In Jesum Nave hom. vii. 1). It is reproduced by the 
large majority of manuscripts and versions. B is another early arrangement, 
reported by Clement (Eus. #. £. vi. 14, 5-7) as a mapddoars repi rijs rdews 

Tov evaryyedlwy which he had received from ray dvéxabev mpecBurépwv, The 
tradition thus goes back to the middle of the second century at least, if it 
is not earlier ; there are even traces of it in Irenzus. 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. 
Irenzeus, indeed, gives a chronological basis for A (cp. Eus. . Z. v. 8. 2), 
but the traditions which he preserves fall to be discussed in connexion with 
the gospels of Matthew and Mark (see pp. 190, 211). The gradual (C-G) 

elevation of Jn from the fourth place to the first or second was due to 
the theory that the directly apostolic gospels (Mt, Jn) were in a position of 
priority as compared with those which were merely composed by apostolic 

subordinates (Mk, Lk),* perhaps also to the idea t that Jn was written when 
the circle of the apostles was still unbroken (cp. Schwartz, Der Tod d. 
Sthne Zebedaei, pp. 26f.), and possibly to a desire for emphasis on 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 7'U. 
xv. I), place Mt first, as written before the others in Judza; then Jn 
(‘qui etsi post omnes euangelium scripsisse dicitur, tamen dispositione 
canonis ordinati post Matthzeum ponitur”); then Lk and Mk, though the 
latter (written in Italy) chronologically preceded the former.{ 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 
Matthzeus insinuant, ex apostolicis Lucas et Marcus instaurant, iisdem 
regulis exorsi”). 

+ This notion, which underlies the Muratorian Canon’s account of the 

Fourth gospel’s origin, probably explains the subsequent allusion in the 
same Canon to the priority of the Apocalypse over Paul (‘‘ cum ipse beatus 

apostolus Paulus sequens prodecessoris sui Johannis ordinem non _ nisi 
nominatim septem ecclesiis scribat).” 

{The remark that Mk ‘‘non laborauit natiuitatem carnis, quam in 

prioribus uiderat, dicere,” seems ‘to contradict this, whether zx priortbus 

(sc. ewangelizs) 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 
€év Tos Tpd TOUTWY or év Tots EwarpodOer, 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 Bezz had the gospels in this order, its present order 
(D) being due to a later scribe (cp. Dom Chapman in ZV/., 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 :— 
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Gal Corr Rom Rom Rom Rom 
Corr Eph Corr Corr Corr Corr 
Rom Phil Gal Gal Eph Gal 
Thess | Col Eph Eph Thess Eph 
Laod Gal Phil ~ Gal Thess 
Col Thess Col ise Phil Phil 
Phil Rom Thess Tim Col Col 
Phim | Phim Tim Tit Tim | {“‘ postea singul- 

Tit Tit Col Tit aribus personis 
Tim Phim Phim | Phim scripsit, ne ex- 

cederet num- 
erum septem 
ecclesiarum ”} 

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

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

+ Athanasius and Council of Laodicea, like NA, insert Heb between Thess 
and Tim; in the Bohairic version it also follows 2 Th, though the Fayyumic 

and Sahidic place it after 2 Co. Augustine, like Pelagius and Isidore of 

Spain, puts Col between Thess and Tim; Cassiodorus puts Eph after Col, 
and Ambrosiaster (Souter, GA. 217 f.) puts Col between Thess and Titus. 
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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 

(asin C, E). Thusit is uncertain whether Marcion’s order put Philem after 

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

of Rom was due partly to its size, partly to the prestige of the Roman church ; 

in the African order (Tert.) it is last, as in B and Origen, 

The position of Hebrews within the Pauline corpus is usually ¢ 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.” 

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

less light on their origin, or even upon the traditions which grew 
up round them in the early church, They were tabulated in order as 

follows :— 
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Jas rR yt ike I Pt Peet I Jn 
Tet 2 Pt Zit 2: Pt 2 Et 2 Jn 
Zeb I Jn Jas re | pet Jas 3 Jn 
1 Jn 2Jn I Jn 2 Jn Judas Tt 
2Jn 3 Jn 2 Jn 3 Jn I Jn 2)Rt 
3 Jn Jas 3 Jn Judas 2 Jn Judas 
Judas Judas Judas Jas 2h pel Jas 

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

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

+ Occasionally, however, after 2 Co and before Gal (so, ¢.g., Sahidic 

version) or Eph (Theodore Mops. ). 
+ Decret. Gelas. and a Roman order ( /7°S. ii. 236 f.) distinguish 2 and 3 Jn 

as ‘‘alterius Johannis presbyteri epistole,” adding ‘‘ Zelotis” to ‘ Jude.” 
§ Catalogus Mommsenianus, which follows F, omits Judas and Jas. The 

‘‘una sola,” which is appended in one of its MSS to Jn and Pt, represents 
an early gloss which protests against the canonicity of 2-3 Jn and 2 P, not a 

comment upon Jas and Judas, which have been accidentally omitted (Belser, 
Einl. 727). See Gregory’s Canon and Text of NT, 271-272; Souter’s GA. 

pp. 212f.; and /7S. xiii. 511 f. 

2 
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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, acc. to Cassiod. 

Inst. Div. Litt. 11, 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 (cf. Aevue 

Bénéd., 1906, 82). For the priority of Jas, cp. Eus. #. Z. ii. 23, 24 (od 7 

mpwrn TaY dvomayomevwr KaboiKav émioroGy eivar Né-yera) 5 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 ¢he 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. £. v. 18. 5) describes how Oeulowy.. . 
érodunoev, mimovmevos Toy admdaroNov, KaDodKHy Tia cuvTagdmevos émioToAHy, 

Karnxew pev rods duewov alto? memoreuxdras, cuvaywriferOar dé Tots Tis 

Kevopwvias Abyos, BracPnujoa dé els Tov Kiptov Kal rods dmoorddous kal Thy 

aylay éxxAnolay. Themison was a Montanist leader at Cumane, but we 

have no further information about his ecclesiastical or literary career. It is 
plain, however, that xa@ocx7 in this connection means neither canonical nor 

orthodox, but cecumenical or general. 
The extant fragment of the Latin version of Clement’s AHyfotyposes (see 

Zahn’s Forschungen, iii. pp. 134f.) proves that, while he reckoned Clemens 

Romanus and Barnabas * as apostolic, he only commented on four of the 
catholic epistles, viz. 1 P, Judas, 1 Jn and 2 Jn. These four represent 

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

included in the Muratorian Canon, while Irenzeus knew 1 P, 1 Jn, and 
2 Jn, and Tertullian 1 P, 1 Jn, and Judas. Tertullian’s silence on 
2 Jn may be as accidental as that of Irenzus 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 Jas into the second class of dvTiNeyoueva 

or dugpiBarddpueva, while Cassiodorus ignores 2-3 Jn, Judas, and 2 P. 
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 xafodxh émorody (c. Cels. i. 63), and so 

did the Catalogus Claromontanus. 
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ending of Mark, Harnack’s on the titles of the catholic epistles, and the 

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

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

been slightly ‘‘ catholicised ” for the purpose of the canon. These problems, 
however, fall to be noticed below, in connection with the respective writings. 
All that can be premised is that the canonical editing, which added titles to 

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

As the plan of this volume departs from the canonical 
arrangement, it will be useful at this point to outline the course 

followed in grouping the various documents. 

The literature dating from the early decades of the Christian 
movement may be called ‘“Epichristian”—to borrow a con- 

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

fragments of this literature consist almost entirely of letters 
written by the apostle Paul. The period includes, however, 
the rise of the primitive evangelic material, which afterwards 

was worked up into the synoptic gospels. Collections of logia 
may in some cases be traced even within Paul’s epistles; one 
of them, the Q-source of Matthew and Luke, certainly is 

contemporaneous with him. Though none has_ survived 
in its original form, it would be an unbalanced estimate of 
the epi-christian period and its literature which would 
identify the latter with the correspondence of the great 
apostle. 

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

The use of the epistle for religious purposes did not originate 
with Paul, though he was the first to popularise it within 

Christianity. The special traits of a gospel, however, as we 
find them in the synoptic writers, are not amticipated in the 
earlier biographical memoirs or monographs or dperadoyiar of 
ancient literature. On this account alone the four books of the 
historical literature demand a chapter to themselves. From 

* In his essay on the Essenes he invents the adjective in order to describe 
primary elements and movements in Christianity which first matured in the 
generation immediately succeeding the lifetime of Jesus Christ. ‘‘That 

particular age or generation (of twenty or thirty years, suppose) which 
witnesses the first origin of any great idea, system, discovery, or revelation, 
rarely indeed witnesses the main struggle and opening rush of its evolution. 
Exactly as any birth promises vast results for man, it may be expected to 
slumber silently, Then suddenly kindling, and spreading by ratios continually 
accelerated, it rushes into the fulness of life with the hurry of a vernal resurrec- 
tion in Sweden,” 
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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, ze. the half 

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

positions which the later church, in framing its Canon, grouped 
either as Pauline or as “catholic” epistles. It is customary 
in most manuals of Introduction to treat the former under the 
Pauline correspondence, even when they are recognised to be 

sub-Pauline, and to discuss the latter separately. This method 
may be defended on the score of practical convenience; but 

even when adopted in order to facilitate reference and to 

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

regard all these sub-Pauline writings, from the standpoint 

of literary criticism, under the general title of pastorals 
and homilies. The introduction of a classification such as 
that of the “catholic epistles” is a much later and artificial 

arrangement. 

Any disposition of these homilies and pastorals is more or 
less provisional. ‘Their chronological succession, their literary 
relationships, and even the schools of thought or localities to 
which they might be referred, are too insecure to afford any 
basis for an arrangement which would correspond to the little 
that is known about their situation. I have put Judas and 
2 Peter immediately after 1 Peter, since, although Judas differs 

from 1 Peter, 2 Peter depends on both, and Judas lies chrono- 
logically between the two. A second subdivision is headed by 
Ephesians, which is also allied to 1 Peter; in its wake we may 
range the three epistles to Timotheus and Titus, since they, 
too, bear Paul’s name. Hebrews again, like Ephesians, breathes 
an atmosphere in which the Pauline ideas are being transmuted 

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

apostles and the middle of the second century as an unproductive period, 
whose practical tasks resembled those of the post-Reformation era, when it 

was men’s chief business, as Martin Chemnitz put it, arta tueré. 
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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 canonical class. 

The chief complete commentaries on the NT are :—Beza’s Annotationes 
(1565); Aretius, Commentarzz (Paris, 1607) ; Grotius, Axmotationes (1641 f.) ; 

Alberti’s Observationes philologice in sacros Nout Federts libros (1725); 

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

critiques, et philologiques sur le NT (1742); Bengel’s Gnomon (1742); 

Rosenmiiller’s Scholia (1777); H. E. G. Paulus (1880-1804) ; J]. O. Thiess 

(1804-1806) ; Kuinoel (1807-1818) ; Blomfield’s Greek Testament (London, 

1829) ; J. Gossner (Berlin, 1827-1830) ; E. Burton’s Greek Testament (Oxford, 

1831); Alford; C. Wordsworth; Bisping’s Handbuch (1867-1876); and F. 

Tillmann’s Hezlige Schrift des NT (1911 f.), a Roman Catholic counterpart 

to SVT. 

III. 

LITERARY BACKGROUND 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 ypady of the Jews, by means of which 

Paul justified the principles of the Gentile mission, and the 
evangelic tradition enriched as well as verified its outline of Jesus 
the messiah. It was the analogy of the OT which contributed, 

together with the growing prestige of early Christian apostolic 

* Tertullian, using zzstrumentum in its juristic sense of a written authority 
or proof, distinguishes the OT, as zistrumentum Judaice litere, from the 
NT as the zvstrumentum predicationzs or Christiane litere (Ronsch, Das 

NT Tertullians, 1871, 47-49 ; cf. Harnack’s Extstehung d. NT, pp. 137 f.). 
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writings as apostolic * (cp. Koppel in SK., 1891, 123f.), 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 

(ra rap avrois Adyia, 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 
Harnack, SBBA., 1902, 508f., MAC. i. 279f., 284f.; Deissmann, enue 

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

des semit. Monotheismus’) ; and Swete’s /rztrod. to OT in Greek (ch. v.). ; 

* 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, (4) to interpret 

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

their own (cp. Eus. #. &. iii. 25. 6-7, and below, n. on pp. 187-188). 
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Ignatius (ad Phzl. 8*) declares he once heard some people saying (87: ’Edp 
py xTd.), ‘If I do not find it év rots dpxelous, I do not believe (it) év rT¢ 

evayyedly.” When he replied, ‘‘ It zs written,” they retorted, ‘‘ That is 
just the question (mpéxerrac).” Ta dpxeta (dpxaia) here means the OT, 
which Ignatius claims to be in line with the gospel. It is unnecessary and 
awkward to put éy 7g evayyeNw in apposition to Tots dpyxelos, taking 
miorevw in an absolute sense (so Zahn, Funk), or to follow the ingenious 

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

read 6,7. éav for 671 Hav, and mpécxerrar (=mpooréderrar) for mpoxerrat, so 

that the passage would run: ‘‘ For I heard certain persons saying, Whatever 
I find not in the records, in the gospel, I believe not. And when I said to 
them, It is written, they answered, It is added.” The latter interpretation 

would refer to the corruption of the gospel text. But the comparison of the 
OT and the Christian propaganda is inherently more probable. 

Three considerations have to be borne in mind in this 
connection : 

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

church used the OT at many points in the light of the luxuriant 

midrashic interpretation which gathered round it during the later 

Judaism (see Philo’s Vit. Mosis, i. 1). 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 interpretation 

of Genesis ; but even this gives no adequate idea of the extent 7 
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 Zestimonia especially, render it highly probable that 

fiorilegia and catenae of OT passages were in circulation. A 
pre-Christian origin for such excerpts is not impossible; the 
size of the OT would make it convenient for short manuals of 
this kind to be drawn up for the purpose of teaching and 

propaganda. But this need would be intensified when the 

* On the midrashic elements, ¢.g., in Stephen’s speech (Ac 7), see EZ Zz. 
4791; the traces in Josephus are collected by Bloch (Dze Quellen des 

Flavius Josephus, 1879, pp. 20-51), the Philonic by L. Treitel in Monatsschrift 
fiir Geschichte und Wess. des Judentums (1909), 28 f., 159 f. 

+ Thus the tradition of the Asiatic elders (Iren. v. 33. 3-4) about the 
fertility of the earth in the latter days transferred to Jesus a midrashic prophecy 
(cp. p. 610), perhaps from Apoc. Bar. (28*) 295, or from a source common to 

that apocalypse and Papias (a Hebrew midrash on the Blessing of Isaac, 

J. R. Harris, 477., 1900, 499 ; cp. Hennecke’s HVA. 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 (eg. Is 8™ 
and 2816 in Ro 93233 and 1 P 2%), their special textual forms 

(e.g. 1 Co 2°), their editorial comments, and their occasional 
errors in the attribution of authorship (e.g. Mk 17%, Mt 271), 
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 estimonia of this kind, 

but their Aramaic originals. Thus if, as is most likely, the 
combination of citations in Mk 12% 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 777 725 (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 (on fugi/lares) which were arranged in 
order, e¢.g., to illustrate topics like “the forerunner,” “the suffer- 

ings of messiah,” “the call of the Gentiles,” etc. (cp. Harnack, 

HAD. i. 175; Moffatt, AMT. 351, 617; and the author of Zhe 

Logia of Papias, 1894, pp. V—-Vii). 

The existence of such ¢es¢2monza explains, e.g., the OT citations in Matthew 
(Allen, Stanton: GAD. ii. 344f.) as well as in Paul. The hypothesis, 
stated by Credner (Beztrdge zur Erni. ii. 318f.) and Hatch (Assays in 
Biblical Greek, 1889, 203-214), has been raised to the level of strong 

probability by the repeated proofs fed by Rendel Harris* (cp. his recent 

* Dr. Harris even finds in Ac 26% the headlines of such /estimonia, 

awkwardly incorporated in the text. On the whole subject, cp. Elter’s essay, 

‘de gnomologiorum historia,’ in Byzant. Zeitschrift, vii. 445 f. The later use 

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

Die Geschichte der Florilegia vom V-VII1 Jahrhundert (1904). 
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Testimonta, 1917: very early and Matthzean in origin), and is widely though 

tentatively accepted, e.g. by Westcott (Hebrews, 476f.), Vollmer (Dze Alttest. 

Citate bez Paulus, pp. 38 f.), Clemen (Paulus, i. 96), Swete (Zutrod. tao OT in 

Gk. 252), Jacquier (77. iii. 253-254), Sanday and Headlam (Romans, pp. 

264, 282), and Drummond (Character and Authorship of the Fourth Gospel, 

p. 365, ‘‘it is conceivable that there may have grown up, whether in writing 
or not, an anthology of passages useful in controversy, which differed more or 
less from the correct Greek translation” of the OT). 

(iii.) The religious life of a community is always enriched by 

the use of sources wider than the mere letter of their sacred 
codex. It is difficult to ascertain the precise limits of the Jewish 
OT Canon at this period, or to be sure how far they as well as 
the early Christians * employed extra-canonical writings; but, 

apart from this, the primitive Christian literature, including the 
NT, shows ample traces of dependence on written sources which 

lay outside the OT. In some cases direct quotation can be 
proved, though in the majority of instances the evidence does 
not warrant so direct a filiation. 

(a) ‘* The influence of Enoch on the New Testament has been greater than 

that of all the other apocryphal and pseudepigraphical books taken together” 
(Charles, Zhe Book of Enoch,? pp. xcv ff., where the evidence is summarised). 
It is only quoted directly in Judas 4! (=En 1° 54 277), as by name in 
Barn 4° (cp. 164 ) ypapy7=En 89° 6; cp. Veil in HVA. ii. 212, 228), but 

there are verbal echoes, ¢.g., in Hebrews (4=En 9°, cp. 115), Mt 19°2(=En 

62°) and 26% (=En 38), Lk 16°(=En 63”), Jn 5% (=En 69”), Paul (1 Th 5% 

=En 624 etc.), 1 P 3!*?0 (=En ro*5 12-13) + and the Apocalypse (fasszm). 
The powerful influence of Enoch upon the eschatological traditions of pre- 

Christian Judaism naturally affected the early Christian literature along 
this line to an extent which no collection of parallels can fully bring out. 
For the use and prestige of the book in the early church during the first 
two centuries, see Harnack, ACZ. i. 852, ii. 1. 563 f., and Burkitt’s Zar/éest 

Sources, pp. 64f. The slighter Book of the Secrets of Enoch, a later but pre- 
Christian apocalypse (cp. A. L. Davies in DAC. i. 338f., Charles and 

Morfill’s edition, pp. xxxif.), is not quoted by name in the early Christian 
literature. (4) 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. 39f., 
and Budde’s Der Kanon des AT, pp. 73f. 

+ Dr. Rendel Harris (Zx.° iv. 194-199) adds 1 P 1 (=En I? ovk els 

Thy viv yevedy drevoovunv adX emt mbppw oicay éy® hadG), conjecturing 

dtevoobvto for dinxdvovy in the former passage, as well as (Z.x.° iv. 
346-349) ’Evay after év @ kal (EN@KAI [EN@X] TOIC) in 1 P 3%; 
cp. Clemen in Z£xf.° vi. 316 f., on ‘‘ The first epistle of Peter and the Book of 

Enoch,” and Hiihn’s dze alttest. Citate u. Reminiscenzen im NT, ii. pp. 125 f., 
291. For a caveat on Paul and the Gospels, see Abbott’s Dzat. 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 Hlermas to Origen and Clement of Alexandria 

(cp. Bleek, SX., 1853, 344f.; Werner, 7Q., 1872, 265f.). Not only does 

Clemens Romanus quote it (60!=Sir 21"), like the Didaché (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 

Jogia of Jesus earlier than those gospels ; that Sirach especially was used by 

the author of the A/agnificat [e.g. 17 =Sir 48, 1°°=Sir 1014], and that our 
Lord seems to have made use of both books, Sitach more probably than 
Wisdom” (Adeney in DCG. i. 101a; see, further, J. H. A. Hart’s Zcclest- 

asticus, The Gk. Text of Codex 248, 1909). One of the most interesting and 
significant cases is that of Mt 117%%°, which contains more than one 

reminiscence not only of the OT, but of Sirach (e.g. 513+ 101% 17. 23, 2419-22, 

674-25, 5126-27, 629); see Brandt’s Evang. Geschichte und der Ursprung des 
Christenthums, 576f., with Loisy’s note in Les Evangiles Synoptiques, i. p. 
913, and Harnack’s BN7. ii. 304f. Further cases occur in 44=Mt 5%, 
qv=Lk 6", 74=Mt 6, 119 =Lk 12%, 13° MSL, 2s — Mita, eee 
(6% =Sir 247), 14%=Sir 215), and in Paul (¢.g. 74=Ro 12", 6° — Gal Gia 
=2 Co 64, 142=Ro 14%, 16%=Ro 11", 3% *=Roe 1291, ooh = 1 Tee 

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, /QR., 1891, 682-706),* 

but by Christian writers in the primitive and early church, alike in the 
East and in the West (cp. T. André’s Les apocryphes de Pancten 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. Schiirer, G/V.* iii. pp. 381f.). It is ranked with the 
catholic epistles in the Muratorian Canon,t which also bears witness to 
the early (Jerome: ‘‘nonnulli scriptorum ueterum hunc esse Judeei Philonis 
affirmant”’) belief that it was composed by Philo; the words (‘‘ ad amzcés 

Salomonis in honorem ipsius scripta”) are probably a mistranslation of bd 
Pidwvos. Proofs of its use and authority drift right across the early Christian 
literature (for the Lucan traces, cp. H. M‘Lachlan, St. Luke, 64-75). 

The earliest are in Paul (cp. Bleek, SX., 1833, pp. 340-344, and E. 

Grafe’s essay in 7A. pp. 251-286), whose ideas upon predestination, the 
nature of idolatry, and heathenism, in Ro 17° and 9!** especially, suggest 
a study of this book (cp. Resch, Paz/inzsmus, pp. 608-609 ; Sanday and 
Headlam’s ‘‘ Romans,” 7CC. pp. 51f., 266f.). Echoes of it are audible 

in Hebrews (1°=Sap 77", 3°*—Sap 13°, 44=Sap 7™eiete. em Pete gees 

Sap 3 4? 8”, 17=Sap 3° etc.), and James, while Clemens Romanus twice 
alludes to passages from it (34=Sap 274, 275=Sap 112 121°), Beyond a 

* For Akiba, see Graetz’s Gnosticismus und Judenthum, pp. 119 f. 
| The conjecture z¢ for e¢ is improbable. 

t+ For other literary derivations of Ro 1°%%!, see Rendel Harris, Zhe 

Teaching of the Apostles (1887), pp. 82-87, and Clemen’s Ure. 63 f. 
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phrase or two—e.g. 158 (rd rijs Wuxfs drairnbels ypéos)=Lk 12°—there is 
no clear trace of Sap in the synoptic gospels. But 9! (6 roujoas ra wavra év 
Aéyy gov)=Jn 1° may be a reminiscence, as also 8!**!=Jn 1383. We may 

compare also the functions of the Spirit in 168 (é\éyéer rdv Kécmov rept 

apaprlas kat mept dtxacoovvys Kal wept Kpicews) with Sap 13-8 (Soximafouevyn Te 

7 Ovvapus EdéyxXEL TOUS Appovas . . . Ayrov yap mvedua éMeyxXO7joerac ééNOovens 

ddixias), the reiteration of é\eyxos as the doom of the wicked (Sap 18 4” 

18°=Jn 3%), the reproof of an uneasy conscience by goodness (Sap 214 
éyévero uty els Eheyxov evvacdy judy. Bapts éorw july kal Brewouevos .. . 

kal ddagoveverar marépa Oedyv=Jn 3°° and 77 also 5)8 éfjrouv of ’Iovdato 
amoxretvat avrév, Ort. . . maTépa idioy édeyev Tov Gedy), the collocation of 

death and the devil (Sap 2**=Jn 8), the inscrutability of heavenly things 
(Jn 3° =Sap 9!6 ra dé ev ovpavois ris éétxviacev ;), the claim of the righteous 
to know God (Sap 2 émrayyé\Nerar yrdow exew Oeod=Jn 8 77%), 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 (69*=Jn 19!1)), 
love and obedience (Sap 6'8 of wisdom, dydmrn dé thpyots vouwy aditijs= 

Jn 15 34, 14 =1 Jn 5° arn dorw 7 aya TOD Geos, iva Tas évTodds abrod 
Tnpauev), knowledge of God equivalent to eternal life (153=Jo 17%), and 

knowledge of divine things as an endowment of the Spirit (g*!7=Jn 16!°-14), 
Ewald, an excellent judge in matters of style, felt in the nervous energy of 
the author of Wisdom, as well as in the depth of some of his conceptions, a 
certain premonition of the Fourth gospel, ‘‘like a warm rustle of the 
spring, ere its time is fully come.” (d) The use of Philo in Barnabas (cp. 
Heinisch, Der Einfluss Philos auf die 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 Phzlo von Alex. als 

Ausleger des AT, 321f.; Pfleiderer, Urc. iii. 282 f.; von Soden, HC. iii. 5-6 ; 

Ménégoz, La Théologie de [épitre aux Hébreux (1895), 197f.: Rendall, 

Theology of Hebrew Christians, pp. 58-62, and Biichel in SX., 1906, 572 f.) 

are obvious; ¢.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 + (though the conception is naturally different). Bya characteristically 

Philonic method (cp. Siegfried’s Phz/o, pp. 179 f.) the writer finds a religious 
significance in the very silence of the OT; thus the absence of any allusion 

to the parents of Melchizedek (73) is as pregnant to him as the similar lack 

of any reference to Sarah’s mother is to the Alexandrian thinker (gus 
rerum div. her. 12; de ebrietate, 14), and the titles of Melchizedek suggest 
religious truths to him no less than to Philo (/eg. alleg. iil. 25) and to 

Josephus (Be//. Jud. 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! (=de Somnitis, i. 38, 6 wev 6) wéyas apxteped’s), 37 (=de plant. 16 ad 

finem), 3° (=leg. alleg. ili. 81, Mwojs paprupovmevos dre éoti miords év 
dw TO olkw), 5° (=de Somnizs, ii. 15, 5 wabayv axpiBds éuabev), 5° (=ae agric. 

* Cp. Harnack, ACZ. i. 1. 859f. ; Windisch, Dée Hrimmigkett Philos und 
thre Bedeutung fur das Christentum (1909), pp. 96-135. 

+ On the transference of the Philonic Logos-predicates to Christ, see Aal’s 

Der Logos, ii. pp. 38 f., and J. Martin’s Phz/ox (1907), pp. 279f, 
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22, érépos alrios owrnplas yevduevos), 712* (=leg. alleg. iii. 25), and 10° 
dvduynors auapriay (=de plant. 15, de vit. Mos. iii. t0). The allegorical 

method of interpretation (cp. Holtzmann in ARW., 1900, 341f., and 
Leipoldt, GX. i. pp. 20f.) 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. ¢g. the 

haggadic and genuinely Philonic touches in the haggada of 1 Co rot, 
2 Co 37-18, Gal 4", the pressing of the singular in Gal 3'* 1 (cp. Ro 41% 18 
98) in the Philonic spirit of attaching significance to numbers, and a passage 
like 1 Co 9% (cp. Philo, de vict. offer. 1, ob yap trép Tay addywv 6 vdpos, 

GAN wep Tay vody Kal Adyov éxévrwv). 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 Antzguities 
(§ 4) he observes that Moses considered it of primary importance O¢eod dicuw 

Karavonoa (2 P 14) in order to promote the virtue of his readers (els dperjjs 

Aéyov, cp. 2 P 1%). While other legislators followed myths (rots pvOots 
éEaxoNovdjoavres=2 P 118 o} tors éEaxoNovOjcavres), Moses held that God 

possessed perfect virtue (riv dperiv exovra riv Gedy = 2 P 1%), so that the 

Pentateuch contains nothing mpds riv peyaderdrnTa Tov Beot dvdpuocrov 
(=2 P 138), Similarly in the last address of Moses (iv. 8. 2), besides 

isolated expressions and phrases like roudde (=2 P 1” rodode), wviunv 

(=2 P 1%), vouluwy rav rapbytwy (= 2 P 13), edcéBera (= 2 P 18 34), 
xarappoveivy (= 2 P 2!), and xowwvol (= 2 P 14), Moses declares det pe rot 

Cav amedOetv (= 2 P 14)... ob wé\X\w (= 2 P 17”) Bondds byiv EoecOar . . . 

dixkaov aynoduny (=2 P 1* dikacov dé iyyoduar), warns them against the 

abuse of é\evdepia (2 P 219), and uses @fod0s and dvduvnows and feBala 
close together (cp. 2 P 12%1!%15), Compare further edddwro: with ddwouw 
(2 P 2!"), Bell. Jud. vii. 8. 7 with 2 P 17°, ii. 9. 1 with Anny AaB (2 P 1%), 
iii. 9. 3 (roAunral Kal Oavdrov Karappovodyres = 2 P 2)°), Antig. iv. 6. 7-8 
with 2 P 23 2”, and xi. 6. 12 (ols kad@s moujoere wh mpocéxovres) with 2 P 114 

(@ Kah@s movetre mpooéxovtes) ; while 2 P 3° explicitly alludes to the Jewish 
legend (cp. Antzg. i. 2. 3; Bousset in ZVW., 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. 348f.) and 
Dr. E. A. Abbott (Zxf.? iii. 49-63, Déat. 1116 f.), and rejected by 

Warfield (Southern Presbyterian Review, 1882, pp. 45f., 1883, pp. 390f.), 

Salmon (JW7. 497 f.), Chase (DBZ. iii. 814), Zahn (JWT. ii. 291), and 
editors of 2 Peter like M. R. James and Mayor. Farrar (Zxf.? ili. 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 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 Peacapeévors, cp. 
Jn Bra): 
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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, of. czt. 347f.). Josephus 
(Ant. ii. 11. 1, developing Ex 2”) describes Moses as arriving at a city, 

kadeoOels emi twos ppéaros €x Tod Komov Kai THs TaharTwplas Hpéuer, weonuBptas 

ovens, ov réppw THs Toews, uses in the immediate context the term Opéupata 

(Jn 4!*), and (Azz. ii. 15. 3) employs the phrase bd ris ddouroplas Kexorwpeé- 
vev (cp. Jn 4° kexomiakws é€x THs ddouroplas). Cf., further, Jos. Azz. xii. I-10 

and xiii. 3. 4 with Jn 4”. The curt tone of the discussion in 11" also answers 
to the tradition preserved by Josephus (2. /. 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 Amzézg. 
ix. 14. 3 (cf. Jn 4"), Josephus not only explains that each of the five nations 
of 2 K 17° who settled in Samaria brought a god of its own (karo. kar’ 
ZOvos Wrov Gedy els THy Dapdpecav kouloavtes, wévre SD joay KrX.), but that they 

denied the right of a Jew to expect any favour at their hands(=Jn 4%). The 

words of 4” also recall Amt, xii. 1. 1 (the Jerusalemites 7d aap’ adrois lepdv 
dyov elvat AeydvTwy . . . Tav dé Dapaperray els 7d Tapifely dpos KeXevovrwv) 

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

év Taptfely dper mpocekvvour iepoy olkodounbév xtd.). The coincidence between 

1073 and Jos. B. J. i. 21. 10, where the street of Antioch in Syria is 
described as equipped zpos ras Trav ver&v arodpvyds icourjKer ood, is of no 
importance, though Kreyenbiihl (ii. 498 f.) makes use of it as a local touch to 

prove his theory that the gospel was composed by Menander of Antioch ; 

the same may be said, e.g., of 19%= Ant. iii. 7. 4 (the high priest’s robe 

ovk éx Svoiy mepitunudtwv ... pdpoos 8 &v émiuyes tpacuevoy xrd.). 

(iii.) It is in relation to the Lucan writings, however, that the problem 

has been most keenly agitated (first by J. B. Ott, Spicclegium seu 

excerpta ex Flavio Josepho ad NT. tllustrationem, 1741, and J. T. Krebbs, 
Observationes in NT. e Flavio Josepho, 1755). Apart from resemblances in 
vocabulary and style, which are not of primary significance, one or two 

of the statements common to both are worth noticing. Luke, ¢.g. dates 
the opening of John’s mission (3!*) in A.D. 28 or 29 by Avoavlou ris 
"ABnvijs TeTpaapxobdvTos ; but as Lysanias had been executed in 36 B.c., the 

alternatives are to postulate the existence of some younger Lysanias (so, ¢.¢., 
Schiirer, H/P. i. 2. 335f., after Wieseler’s Beztrage zur Wurdigung ad. 

Evangelien, 1869, 194f., and S. Davidson, 7V7. i. 214f.), 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, Avoavtou 8’ atrn éyeyéver rerpapxia. 

As in A.D, 37 it had been given to Agrippa I, (Amz. xviii. 6. 10), the theory 
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is that Luke (whose language resembles Az. xviii. 4. 6) inferred from 

Josephus that it was the tetrarchy of Lysanias when John the Baptist came 
forward. Otherwise (but cp. Cronin, 77'S. xviii. 147 f.), it is difficult to account 

for the mention of Lysanias and Abilene in this connexion. The passage in 
Josephus, on the other hand, explains its collocation with Trachonitis and 
the anachronism about Lysanias. So Keim, ii. 384f., Krenkel (Josephus u. 

Lucas, 1894, 95-98), Schmiedel (Zz. 2840-2844), Burkitt (Gospel Hestory 

and its Transmission, pp. 109f.), 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 weitliufigen Schriften 

desselben ein klares Bild von der politischen Lage Palistinas 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 ae 

again, Luke makes Gamaliel (by 34 A.D.) declare: zz days gone by (mpd 

rouTwy Tav huepav) avéorn Oevdds yéywv elvat twa éavrdv. . . ds dvnpeOn 

Kal mdvres door érelOovto atrw SuehUOnoay . . . eTH TOUTOV avéstn lovdas 0 

T'adiAaios év tais hucpars TAS dwoypapys Kal dmwéornoev adv oTicw avrov. 

The parallel passages in Josephus (Az. xx. 5. 1: When Fadus was procurator 

[43-47 A.D. ], a charlatan named Oevdds welder rdv wheiorov bxov . . . MpopyTys 

yap édeyer elvat. Fadus, however, dispatched a squadron of cavalry #ris 
. .. woddods . . « Gvetiev; and Ant, xx. 5. 2, mpos Tovros dé kai oi maides 

'Tovda rod TadiAalov aviyOnoav Tod Tov adv ard ‘Pwualwy dmroorhoayTos 

Kupilov rijs "Iovdalas tiywnrevovros) 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 Theudze Judzeque 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%! = 4u?. xx. 5. 2. 

JosEPHUS. LUKE. 

émi TovTrots Oé Kal Tov péyay Auwoy Ka- "AyaBos éonuavev. . . Aioy pmeydXnv 

ra Tiv lovdalay cuvéByn yevéoOar, kad’ | wédrewv EoecAar ep SAnv Thy oikov- 

dv kal % Baciticooa ‘Edévn moddGy | wévgv, iris éyévero emi Kiavolov ray 

Xpnudrwv wvycapévyn strov ard Tob’ Ac- | dé wabynTay Kaas evmopetro Tis KTX. 

ylmrou déveme Tots amopoupevots, 

* So Krenkel (of. cét. pp. 162-174), Pfleiderer (Ure. ii. 98, 211, etc.), 

Schmiedel (ZBz. 5049-5056), and Lake, besides Wendt, Holtzmann, and 

Hollmann on Acts (cp. Sonntag, SA., 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 there is a 
likelihood that Luke also preserves in this story another reminiscence of his 
younger contemporary. Other parallels occur, ¢.g., in the account of the 

disappearance of Moses in a cloud (Amz. iv. 8. 38)=Ac 1°, the prologue 
Ce — Ayr 1. 10; Lk 2° = Vita 2 Lk 19%. f. vu. 5 (Titus 
bemoaning the fate of Jerusalem), Ac 16°1°= Azz. xi. 8 (Alexander’s vision), 
Ac 20”! = B, J. ii. 16 (Agrippa’s speech to the Jews), Ac 21%= 8. /. ii. 13. 
5, Aut, xx. 8.6. The question is argued, in favour of Luke’s dependence, by 
Keim (Aus dem Orchristentum, 1878, i. 1-21), Holtzmann (ZIV7., 1873, 

85 f., 1877, 535f., 1880, 12rf.), Jiingst (Quellen d. Apgeschichte, 201 f.), 

Clemen (SZ., 1895, 335f.), Cassell in Fortnightly Review (1877), 485-509, 

and SR. 605f., Buckley (Syx. Problem, 279f.), R. Smith (4/7:, 1914, 

617 f.), J. Weiss (Ure. 4, 101, 285). The opposite position is held by Schiirer 

(ZWT., 1876, 574f.), Gloel (Die jiingste Kritik d. Galaterbriefes, 64f.), 
Belser (7Q., 1895, 634 f., 1896, 1-78), Blass (SX., 1896, 459 f.), Ramsay ( Was 

Christ born at Bethlehem? 1898, pp. 252f.), J. A. Cross (27. xi. 538- 
540), Zahn (ZV7. § 61), Jacquier (V7. iii. 101-108), and Stanton (GAD. ii. 

263f.). The last-named inclines to admit the case for a knowledge of the 
Jewish War (273-274). (f) That a pre-Christian Apocalypse of Elijah 

(cp. Schiirer’s G/V.8 iii. 267 f. ; Harnack, ACL. i. 853 f. ; Ropes, Spriiche Jesu 

pp. 19f.) was quoted in 1 Co 2% and Eph 514, has been known since Origen’s 
(tn Matth. 27°, ‘In nullo regulari libro hoc positum inuenitur, nisi in Secretis 

Eliz prophete ”) allusion to the former passage (cp. Jerome on Is 644 and 
Epp. 57°) and the remark of Epiphanius (Aaer. 42, p. 478), ré0ev Tp atoordhy 
TO* O10 Kai Eyer" GANG GO THs Tadalas O7jAov diaOyjKys ; ToUTO 5é éudéeperac 

mapa T@’ Hig) on the latter, for in 1 Co 2% Paul is not loosely citing Is 644 

(6516) (cf. Vollmer’s Alitest. Citate bec Paulus, 44-48, and NTA. 42-44), and it 

is impossible (cf. 4CZ. ii. 1. 571-572) to suppose with Zahn (GK. ii. 8o1 f.) 
that the patristic references are to a second century writing which was 
fabricated in order to clear up the ambiguous Pauline quotations. It is this 

apocalypse, and not 1 Co 29, which is further quoted in Asc. Zsa. 114, Clem. 
Rom. 34° and Clem. Alex. Protveft. x. 94. A fresh fragment has been 

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

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 que uocatur gehenna, 
ardensque sulphore et bitumine ; et in illo loco sunt multz anime peccatorum 
et taliter ibi cruciantur diuersis tormentis” (whereupon follows a Dantesque 
description of the future punishments assigned to various classes of sinners, 
on the general lines of the Apocalypse of Peter). It is impossible to 
determine whether Paul (in 1 Co 2%) regarded this apocalypse as ypad¢7, 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. /sa. 1154 explains Jerome’s 

statement that the ‘‘ testimonium” of 1 Co 2° was contained in the Ascensio 
Zsai@ as well as in the Afocalypsis Eliz. (g) Eph 5% has been variously 
referred to an apocryphon of Jeremiah (Euthalius), to an apocryphal book 

cited inadvertently as ypady (Meyer), to a paraphrase of Is 607: }°°, or toa 
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Christianhymn. The last hypothesis (suggested by Theodoret, and advocated, 

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

ture of the lines. But 6 Xpucrds (=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 eds of the original (Harnack). 
(2) Hermas (V72s. ii. 3. 4) quotes the book of Eldad and Modad (éyyvs Kupros 

Tots émioTpepomevors, ws yéypamT7a év T@ HOAd kal Mwddr, rots mpopyrev- 

cacw év TH Epiuw T@ Naw), and the mpoPnrixds Adbyos cited in 2 Clem. 117% 
(Clem. Rom. 23°) is probably from the same source (so, ¢.g., Lightfoot, Spitta, 

Holtzmann), perhaps also the ypapy reproduced in Jas 45%. To these have 
been added, though on precarious grounds, the citations in Clem. Rom. 46? 

(yéypamrat yap' Ko\Gobe rots aylous, 6Te of KoANWMEVOL abTols ayacOjcovTat) 

and 17° («kai radu [Moses] Aéyer, "Eym dé elue aruls dd KbOpas, cp. Jas 414), 
the latter of which Hilgenfeld prefers to assign to the lost conclusion of the 
Assumptio Mosis. It was a book of 400 orlxo, which Nicephorus ranked 
with Enoch, etc., among the dméxpud¢a of the OT. According to rabbinic 

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

(Nu 1174-9) 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 (Ure. ii. 121-123 ; see, further, Weinel, HVA. 1. 

208 f., 229, and M. R. James, 7S. ii. 3. 174 f.). (2) The earliest quotation 

from Tobit is in 2 Clem. 164 where 12° is reproduced, though even closer 
citations occur in Polykarp, ad Phil, 107 (=To 4” 12°) and Did 17 =To 
4). Origen and Clement of Alexandria quote it as ypad7. 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, though the Palestinian Jews appear to 
have excluded it frem their Canon in the second century (Origen, ad Afric. 

: ‘HBpato. ro TwBig od xpavrar ovd5é TH Lovdn0* otdé yap exovow abra év 

amoxpipos éBpaicrt) Jd 8M4=1 Co 2” (R. Harris, HZ. xxvii. 13-15)? 
(7) 2 Maccabees was evidently in the library of the author of Hebrews, 
as is plain from a passage like He 114; cp. ag. *=2 Mac 8%, 
85 (dio. OE ErummavicOnoay KTr.)=61%*8 (ert 7d TUumavov) and 676 7% 14, 
Eee, 88 — 527 61 10° valsaiyio'l—2 eMacmG:\,.mm2 2m acmG “ mua 

2 Mac 10” etc. It was also known to Hermas (V2s. i. 3. 4, Wand. xii. 4. 2). 

(2) The Assumptzo Moszs 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 persone, 7’ quzerulosi, 79 et manus eorum 

et mentes immunda tractantes et os eorum loquetur ingentia); for other 

coincidences, cp. ¢.g. 17=2 Co 114 (A. L. Davies, DAC. i. 106-107), 
(Z) Uncertainty attaches to the date and origin of the Aca@jx«yn "lwp. 

The probabilities, however, favour a pre-Christian period for its com- 

position (so, é.g., Kohler in Semztéc Studies in honour of Kohut, 1897, 

264-338, and Spitta, Urc. iii. 2. 141-206), with echoes in the epistle of 

James, ¢.g, 1%=Test. Job 4, 1°2=Test. Job 32-33, 41, 17=Test. Job 33; 
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9 dba abrod év te alavt éorw Tod dmapadddxTov), 5°=Test. Job 43, 54= 

Test. Job 12 (épydrns ef dvOpwmros mpocdoxéy kal dvayévwv cov Toy moOdv* 

avdyKny éxers NaBeiv" Kal ovK ev picOdv picOwrod dmopueivat), 5'14=Test. Job 

1 and 26 (also 4), and 5'%=Test. Job 16, 14 (kal éadXor adrais xrX.). The 
evidence for the use of this midrash elsewhere in the NT is slight. The most 

striking coincidences perhaps are Lk 27=Test. Job 40, Apoc 2! (yivov msrds 

dxpt Oavarov, kal dwow oc Tov orépavoy ris Cwijs)=Test. Job 4-5 (where, to 

the angel’s promise of a oréavos for his endurance, Job replies : &xpu @avdrouv 
Uromelvw Kal od wh dvamodicw), Apoc 773=Test. Job 5 (Job sealed by the angel 
before the devil attacks him), the occurrence of dxwAvrws as final (Ac 283! = 

Test. Job 45), of ra Bd0n rob kuplov in Test. Job 37, and of ra éroupdyia in Test. 

Job 36, 38 (= Eph r®etc.), Test. Job 27 (Satan says, éyw dé eiul rvedua)= 
Eph 6", Test. Job 48 (kal dvé\aBev &dAnv kapdiav, unkére Ta THs yijs ppoveiv) = 

Col 37, Test. Job 37 (where Job confesses his hope is not in riches but 
émit@ Og T@ (vr) =1 Ti 6!; the analogy between the synoptic temptation- 
narratives (and the visit of the magi) and the older midrash is naturally close 
at several points, and there are occasional verbal identities which are more 
than fortuitous (e.g. Jn 3!2=Test. Job 38, Jn 13°7=Test. Job 7, 6 motets 
molngov, cp. context). (7) The post-exilic book from which the quotation in 

Lk 114°! (kat 7% Lopla rod Peod elev rd.) is taken (cp. 7°°, Sap 7”7 etc.) 

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

(so recently Grill, Ustersuchungen wiber d. Entstehung d. vierten Evangeliums, 

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

plain from v.°! where val, Néyw buiv, éxfnrnOjoerar Tr. take up the foregoing 

éx§n77n0y. Luke, in putting the words into the mouth of Jesus, has altered the 

original copods cal ypayparets (Mt 23°4) into doaréXous, 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, ¢.2. Ewald, Bleek, Paulus, Weizsiicker, Pfleiderer, Scholten, 

J. Weiss). (7) The ypady quoted in Jn 7°8(6 micredwy els eu, xabws elev 7 

ypaph, moraoi éx THs KorAlas avTod pevsovow Vdaros ¢Hvros) 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, ¢.g., Whiston, 
Semler, Weizsicker, Ewald). A. J. Edmunds (Buddhist Texts quoted as 

Scripture by the Gospel of John, 1906, pp. 9 f.) finds the original in the 
Buddhist Patisambhida, i. 53 (‘‘ What is the Tathagato’s knowledge of the 

twin miracle? In this case, the Tathagato works a twin miracle unrivalled 
by disciples ; from his upper body proceeds a flame of fire, and from his 
lower body proceeds a torrent of water”), but the citation is drawn in all 
likelihood from the same Wisdom-literature as that employed in Lk 114% 
(cp. Bacon, DCG. ii. 829). (0) The origin of the allusion in Mt 2” (ézrws 

TAnpwOn TO pnbev dia Tov rpopynr&yv br. Nafwpates kAnOjoerar) has not yet 

been identified in any pre-Christian writing, canonical or uncanonical 

(Resch). The use of the plural (rpo¢ynrév) might suggest * a loose summary 
of OT prophecies (so, recently, Clemen, Ure. 306f., and Box, Vérgin 
Birth, p. 23), though the use of érc in 26°4 is hardly a parallel. In this 

* So Jerome (ostendit se non uerba de scripturis sumpsisse sed sensum) as 
at 26°. But see below, p. 258. 

3 
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case Nafwpaios is substituted for Nagapyvés by a kind of pious paronomasia 

in order to suggest the messianic term (7y3 83) of Is 117, and the parono- 

masia was probably mediated by the Aramaic (x7s3) ‘‘ branch ” or ‘‘ shoot ” (cp. 

FFG, ii. 309 f., Box, DCG. ii. 235-236, and Jeremias, Babylonisches im NT, 

1905, pp. 46-47). The alternative is to refer the citation to the prophecy of 

Samson’s birth in Jg 13° (Naglp [nyacuévov Nafipatoy, A] deot éorar 7d 

mavddpiov KTA., cp. Mt 17). (f) Halévy, 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. (g) 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°8), which contains echoes of the passage in Ahikar: 
‘* My son, said Ahikar, be not like the tree which grew near the water and bore 
no fruits, and when its owner would have cut it down, said, Plant me in another 

spot, and then, if I bear no fruit, cut medown. 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 244°) 
is modelled in part on the legend of the wicked Nadan, who, after gathering 
his disreputable associates, begins to eat and drink with them, and to maltreat 
the men and maidservants, till suddenly his uncle Ahikar reappears—where- 
upon Nadan, detected and rebuked, ‘‘ swelled up immediately and became 
like a blown-out bladder. And his limbs swelled, and his legs and his feet 

and his side, and he was torn, and his belly burst asunder, and his entrails 

were scattered, and he perished and died. And his latter end was destruction, 

and he went to hell.” The very punishment of flogging (Lk 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 dcyorouety 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. 1583 J. 

Rendel Harris in 7%e Story of Ahikar?, pp. \xiif.). Such data tend to show 
that some of the sayings and stories in the evangelic tradition were not 
simply zetiological 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 Bethefte zur Zettschrift fiir die alt. Wess. xiii. 1908). 

+ Cp. Halévy in 2S. (1900) pp. 61f., (1901) pp. 255f. His arguments in 
favour of parallel reasoning in the case of Jesus and his adversaries and 

Ahikar and his enemies are not cogent, but the Ahikar-tale may certainly be 

allowed to form ‘‘one of those interesting Jewish products of the Greek 
period which facilitated the transformation of the Hebrew Haggada in both 

of its main growths, rabbinic and Christian.” 
+ Or, as To 14! (B) has it, ‘‘went down to darkness” (cp. Mt 

2218 2530), 
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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 1338), the Ahikar-tradition 
may be also conjectured to stand, especially when the manner of Nadan’s 
death (see p. 34) is compared with Ac 1'8 and with the tale of Papias about 
Judas’s body swelling up. ‘‘We need not be surprised if Ahikar should 

furnish the key to the genesis of the Judas legends ” (Harris, of. czt. p. xvii), t 

particularly if, as in the Armenian, zpyoGeis be substituted for the awkward 

mpnvis yevouevos in Ac 138, 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, 

ew ayxévnv jzev, iv’ 6 puapos Kal SvoxdOapros pnde Kabap~ Oavdrw TedevTHoH) 

by hanging, a death appropriate to a polluted person. (7) One or two minor 
and casual citations from ancient literature may be noted in conclusion.{ The 
Aéyos quoted in Jn 4°” (dAXos éoriv 6 oreipwy Kal dddos 6 Oepifwy) is a loose 

allusion to the common proverb, which occurs also in Pseudo-Diogenes, ii. 62 

(cp. Wendland in Weue Jahrb. f. d. kiass. Alt., 1902, p.6n.). The rapoiuia 

(p. 360) cited in 2 P 2” is from the Ahikar-cycle (cp. Halévy in RS., 1900, 

p- 66) or from Herakleitus (cp. Wendland, SPABA., 1898, 788-796) ; the 

sow-proverb is quoted also by Clem. Alex. Protrept. x. 92. 4, etc., who is 

closer to the original form (tes #dovrae BopBdpw waddov 7) kabap~ dart). The 

sarcastic description (p. 401) of the Cretans in Tit 1 (Kpjjres det petora, 

kaka Onpia, yaorépes apyat) is a hexameter apparently drawn from the zepi 

xpynouav of the local philosopher, Epimenides (cp. Diels in SABA., 1891, 
387-403, and J. R. Harrisin Zxf.7 ii. 305-317, Zxf.° iv. 348 f.), who attacked 
the Cretan claim that Zeus lay buried in Crete. The famous apologue of 
Men. Agrippa was probably in Paul’s mind when he wrote 1 Co 2)*-*’, and 
the iambic trimeter in 1 Co 15% (@0eipovow On xpjoO duidlar Kakal) originally 

lay either in Euripides or Menander ; but the hexameter in Ja 117 (raca décts 
ayaby Kai wav Swbpnua Tédevov), where aya) and 7é\evov are unconvincingly 

taken by Fischer (Phz/ologus, 1891, 377-379) as predicates (sc. éorty), is of 

unknown origin. On the other hand, the line of poetry put into Paul’s mouth 
at Athens, in Ac 1778 (as kai twes TOY Kad ids moinrGy elpjxaciw* Tod yap Kal 

yévos écpév), is from his fellow-countryman Aratus (cp. Hoole, Zhe Classical 

Element in the NT, pp. 82-84), if not from the hymn of Cleanthes or from 

Epimenides (Lawlor, in /r7sk Church Quarterly, 1916, 180f.), 

* The connection of the Judas stories with the Ahikar-tradition is decidedly 

closer than the filiation which Halévy prefers (RS., 1902, 46f.) to find 

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

Isaiah in the midrash. His explanation of "Ioxapidrys as a corruption of 
Zixapidrns (a native of the Samaritan Sichor) is highly precarious. I 

+ Cp., further, 4/7., 1900, 490-513, for proof that Mt 27* and Ac 116 
rest on the Ahikar-legend (#4z. 2627). The historicity of both stories is 

upheld by Schlatter in his Zar Topographze und Geschichte Palastinas (1893), 

217f. Cp. J. H. Bernard (Studza Sacra, 1917, pp. 248-259). 

~ 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 Zhe Apocalypse of Baruch (1896), The Assumption of Moses 

(1897), Zhe Ascension of Isaiah (1900), The Book of Jubilees (1902), and the 
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IV. 

STROCTURE 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 } 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 (4) 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, 

é.g+, if tradition be reliable, in the Perse of AXschylus, in Herodotus, and in 
the Georg7cs—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 adapted 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 H/., 1905, 558-573, Zxf.” vii. 111 f., and 
JTS. xv. 597f. (for Ac 16%"=Test. Jos. viii, and Lk 23“f=Secrets of 

Enoch Ixvii.—Ixviii. ). 

* Cp. HT. 608 f. 
+ Hermann, the famous Homeric critic, used the term to denote not 

only the insertion of verses, but, in accordance with strict etymology, the 

refurbishing of an older writing (cp. the pref. to his edition of the Homeric 
hymns, p. viii). 

t+ In his chapter on ‘‘ Interpolation in Thucydides” (Zhe 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 Neue Jahro. fiir das klass, Altertum 

(1901), pp. 3 & 
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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 
is not unlikely that Luke may have re-edited (dvackevacdév, diacxevacbév) his 

work, (4) Editorial additions are much more numerous, as, ¢.g., in the well- 
known instances of Jer 1719-7 (a later insertion), 31°°*° 33!76 (om. LXX), 

Is 6671-4 etc., and in the Catalogue of the ships (Hom. //zad, 2*°48”), 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 dtacxevacrai are supposed to have worked thus on the //zad 
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 Av/zgone 
(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 (é.g. in 

Lucretius, iii. 806-818 and i. 44-49), to attribute certainly to (0) or (c), 

though internal evidence suggests that passages like //zad 2180-188, 2075-858 
and Herod. 6!2!-!°4 were added by a later hand, The corresponding source 
of interpolation in early Christian literature was the liturgical use of the 
documents in the worship of the churches (cp. Apocalypse); the Fourth 

gospel, among the NT writings, offers the clearest case of a document 
which has been edited by some later reviser, but Romans and 2 Corinthians 
present substantially the same phenomenon, though their canonical form was 

due in all probability to the interests of the Pauline Canon itself. Mark’s 
gospel is supposed by some critics to have been written before A.D. 70, but to 
have received (from the author ?) one or two touches after that date. A modern 

instance of this procedure is furnished by Morthanger Abbey, which was first 

composed by Jane Austen in 1798. In the fifth chapter, however, we have 
an allusion to Miss Edgeworth’s Be/énda—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 (c) cannot be strictly differentiated 

from (4), 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 
217.145 432, would creep in from the margin, or be incorporated (e.g. Jer 
25}8b- 26, Ts 501-11) in order to straighten out a passage or bring it up to 
date. The possibility of such treatment is familiar to all students of the 
ancient texts; and such phenomena as the LXX rearrangement of Proverbs, 
or the Noachian interpolations in the Book of Enoch, indicate the frequency 
of the practice in the circles among which primitive Christianity arose. 
The evidence for (a) and (6) 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), 1. pp- 43> 
50 f, The extant letters of Epicurus have been swollen by the intrusion of 
marginal glosses, which are part of the text as given by Diogenes Laertius, 
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where the extant text does not suggest any break, the possibility of inter- 

polations cannot be denied outright ; the distance between the oldest MSS, 
or even the oldest versions, and the date of composition, leaves ample room 
for changes to have taken place in the interval between the autograph and 
the earliest known text.* Thus sheer internal evidence comes into play as a 
valid factor in the critical analysis. 

The extent of interpolations varied from a word or two to a paragraph, 
and the motives for it varied equally from sinister to naive. During the second 
century the less reputable reasons for interpolation sprang from the growing 
prestige of the Christian scriptures, which were being appealed to in con- 
troversies. Heretical remodelling was rife, and the practice of alteration 

and omission was not entirely confined to one side. Origen charged the 
Valentinians with it; Eusebius blamed Tatian; Celsus retorted upon the 

Christians the charge of having interpolated in their own interests the 
Sibylline oracles ; while Dionysius of Corinth, c. 170 A.D., was disgusted to 
find that his own epistles were being tampered with. The early Christians 

themselves seem to have had no hesitation in treating the LXX text witha 

certain ffeedom, 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 powers, it must be remembered, amounted occasionally to almost 
editorial functions—to allow useful material, floated within reach by the oral 

tradition, to pass away. Expansion was more natural than abbreviation, 

though omissions were not uncommon, in cases where utterances seemed 
either contradictory or unedifying in some special degree.{ The liberties 
occasionally taken with the text of the gospels are shown, ¢.9., by the 

revision of Luke contained in Codex Bez, 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, /spiration*, 1894, 294, 297). 

* The pseudo-Adamantian Dialogue was interpolated within twenty or 

thirty years after it was composed. For Galen, see Rutherford’s 4 Chapter 
in the History of Annotation (1905), p. 57. 

+ This was not confined to the gospels. One of the classical instances is 
the conformation of Verg. Zc/. 5°7 in the majority of MSS to Georg. 114, 

t e.g. the omission of 2 K 18'16 (Hezekiah’s submission) in Is 36-39, the 
omission by the LXX of the headings prefixed to various collections in 
Proverbs in order to bring the whole under the zgis 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-Hebriischen 
Buchwesen, 1902, pp. 23f.), 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 Politics; Aristotle’s original order 
was undoubtedly bks. itil, vii.—vill., vi-v. In the OT 

Jer 3°18 97326 and ro 6 are, even if genuine, misplaced; 
Zec 4°10 comes too late; Isa 41%? is conjectured,-by an 

attractive argument of Marti, to have lain originally between 
40!9 and 409, and Hab 15!! may be supposed to have followed 
12 or 2* in the autograph. Similarly, in the pseudo-Philonic 

treatise de tncorruptibilitate 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, ¢.g. Hor. Zp. i. 15 (cp. H. A. J. Munro’s Lucretius, 
i. 28f.). 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. Ifa 
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, 27. 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, Azst. Beztrige zur 
Philos. iii. 413 f. ; Ueberweg, Hzst. Phil. i. 147; 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 Folztzcs (1894, pp. 
78 f.), where the possibility is admitted that the texual phenomena may be 
due to two parallel versions. Dislocation in an archetypal MS is traced by 
Prof. Richmond in the text of Propertius (Classical Quarterly, April, 1918). 

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. HV7. 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 zure 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 
Urouvyjpwara any collection of earlier sources or work in which previous 

materials had not been artistically recast.t 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. HWZ. 619f.; 
G. H. Putnam, Authors and their Public in Ancient Times?, 

1894, pp. 67f., 202f.). 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 apocaly pses, 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 egis of some pagan authority, historical or 
mythological, was naturally foreign to the early Christian literature. The 
Sibyl, Hekataeus, and Aristeas play a réle in pre-Christian Judaism to which 
there is nothing exactly corresponding in the primitive church. But when 

* Cp. Nipperdey’s Ofzsca/a (1877), pp. 418 f. 
+ Cp. Lucian, de hist. conscrib. 16; Cic. ad Att. ii. 1. If. ; Dio Cassius 

spent twelve years in rewriting materials which it had taken him ten years 
to collect. 

tSusemihl, Geschichte d. Griech. Literatur in d. Alexandrinerzett, ii. 

597 f., 6o1 f. 
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pseudonymity expanded to include epistles, as it did in Greek literature long 
before it did in Judaism, the way was prepared along which some early 
Christians * essayed to serve their age (Susemihl, ii. pp. 589f.). 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,” + 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 Déssert. on Phalaris, pp. 
Sof.) ; 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. 
Avrés fa. 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. 
311f.). 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 mepl ovvrdéews, 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 (Zheol, Jahrb., 1851, 149-221, ‘der pseud. Literatur 

der altesten Kirche, Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der Bildung des Kanons”) ; 
Jordan, ACL. 139f. ; and Wendland, HBT. i. 2. pp. 375 f. 

+ Gudeman, in Classical Studies in honour of H. Drisler (New York, 

1894), pp. 52-74. One rare instance of a malicious motive is pointed out in 

the case of Anaximenes of Lampsacus (Paus. vi. 18. 2f.), who imitated the 

style of Theopompus to the latter’s discredit. For the later Augustan epistolo- 

graphy, see Peter, of. cit. (below), pp. 171 f., and, later still, the ‘* pseudony- 

mous” principle of Salvian (ef. ix. 5 f.). 
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and used these as the basis or nucleus of these orations (cp. Blass, de 
Attische Beredsamkett, iii.’ pp. 382 f.). 

(4) 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 

Catzline, 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 Zfistol. Script. Graecis, 

i. pp. 4f.). Of the two examples in Luke’s second volume (Ac 157% 2376-30), 
the former suggests some historical nucleus, the latter is more independent. 
To this feature may be added that of composing the dedication or preface in 
the form of an epistle, as is often the case in modern books, although the 
extension of the practice to historical works is confined to writers like Aulus 
Hirtius and Velleius for the most part, among Roman authors of the classical 
period, and to Josephus among Jewish. 

(c) It is further obvious that from the historian composing not only a 

letter but a speech in the name of some historical figure, it was only a short 

step to the composition of a pseudonymous epistle, in all good faith, which 
was designed to edify and instruct. The practice of composing speeches, 
which was perfectly consonant with the ancient historian’s canons of veracity, 
varied from a free invention of such addresses to the conservation of salient 
points in an oral or written piece of tradition. The latter is not infrequent 
in Tacitus; he feels at perfect liberty to construct speeches like that of 
Germanicus on his death-bed, but he appears to exercise less freedom in his 
condensation, rearrangement, and rewriting of the emperor’s addresses and 
letters to the senate (cp. Furneaux’s Annals of Tacztus, i. pp. 23f.). Con- 
sequently, the fact that ancient historians assumed and were allowed this 
licence does not zfso 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 ovatzo obligua, as is generally the case with Czesar, whose 
historical credibility in this matter is to be ranked high, in spite of obvious 
temptations to literary effect and political tendency. 

The rhetorical element in ancient historiography naturally adopted the 
method of (700ypapicar) 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 A7vecne Schriften, 

i. pp. 429f.). See further on this point, Hermann Peter’s de Scriptores 
Historie Auguste (sechs litteratur-geschichtliche Untersuchungen, 1892), 

pp- 153f., and Jordan, ACL. 186f. 

| Cp. Fabia’s essay, de oratéonibus que sunt in Comm. Cas. de Bello 
Gallico (1889), pp. 91 f., and Holmes, Casar’s Conquest of Gaul”, p. 213. 
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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 dramatzs persone as the most in- 
telligible and popular method of giving plastic expression to historical truth.” 
The speech served as an analysis of character. It revealed the speaker, and 
rayed light on the situation more effectively than paragraphs of comment 
or analysis. Thucydides is the master of this school of historians ;f 

Theopompus and Sallust are his leading successors. The speeches in the 
NT literature consist of (2) compositions made up from previous materials, 
usually genuine in the main ; and (4) more or less free compositions, which, 

without being purely rhetorical exercises, 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 Cesar, Polybius or Josephus. Occasionally, 

as, ¢.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. 
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 Opzsczla (1877), pp. 415 f. 
+ ‘*I have put into the mouth of each speaker the sentiments proper to 

the occasion, expressed as I thought he would be likely to express them, 
while at the same time I endeavoured, as nearly as I could, to give the 
general purport of what was actually said” (i. 22, tr. Jowett). Cp. Ivo Bruns, 
das. lit. Idealportriét (1896), pp. 24f., and Jebb’s Essays and Addresses, 

359f. 
+ Or compositions written with a deliberate purpose, like most if not all 

of the speeches in Caesar, which, while apposite and vivid, are intended to 
colour the whole situation. 

§ E. Curtius (cp. 2xZ." iv. 436-455) pleads 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.” 
According to Norden (pp. 312f.) it is a second-century insertion, based on 

the story of Apollonius of Tyana’s appearance at Athens—a theory demolished 
by Burkitt (77S. xv. 455f.), Birt (Rhezn. Mus., 1913, 342f.), Jacquier 

(RB., 1915, 164f.), and Harnack (7U. xxxix. 1-46). 
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word brings out an edifying monologue or dialogue, accounts for some 

passages in the synoptists as well as in the Fourth gospel more naturally than 
the hypothesis of deliberate literary inventiveness. 

(v.) The question of translation (HVT. 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 Matthzean 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 zéswmé of Jewish history from 
the time of Antiochus Epiphanes to the death of Herod (bk. i.) 
was first prefixed in the Greek; the greater part of the seventh 
book was doubtless added at the same time” (G. F. Moore, 
Ei. 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. 

V. 

SOME LITERARY FORMS IN NT. 

The gospel was the new? form of literature developed by 

Christianity. The embryonic stages of this literary product 
were not wholly novel, however; the Adyia, 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 dzopuvypovedpara,t not 
evayyéAva, was a primitive term in use for their gospels. 

* Jacoby (WT Ethzk, 1899, pp. 410 f.) puts down 5!%1!9 23% and 24” to 

this exposition which blended with the text. 
+ The ancient conceptions of depicting a character are discussed by Ivo 

Bruns in die Personlichkett tn der Geschichtschretbung der Alten (1898), and 

P. Gardner (Zfphestan Gospel, 92 f.). 

+ The dropuyqpovedara of Moiragenes, which were subsequentiy combined 
with the bzouvijuara of Damis (z.e. extracts from diaries) to form the bio- 
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Aristotle draws a distinction between his éefwrepixol or 
exdedopéevor Adyot (published works) and his dxpodces. The 

latter were private summaries or abstracts, resembling a précis 
for his audience of students. We thus get a distinction between 

Ta aveyvwopeva. and ta davéxdora which throws light on writings 

like the Ur-Marcus * and Q, both of which would resemble the 

former. But even in these, and still more clearly in the 

canonical gospels, the material assumes forms which have 
partial analogies in ancient literature. 

(a) The chief of these is the dialogue. At first sight the 

philosophical development of literature among the disciples of 
Socrates is unlike the primitive Christian literature in one im- 
portant respect: the faith and reverence of the disciples of Jesus 

prevented them from composing literary dialogues in which their 
Master was made to answer problems of thought and conduct. 

But it is not accurate to suggest (so R. Hirzel, Der Dialog, 
ein literar-historischer Versuch, Leipzig, 1895, ii. 367) that the 
first efforts in this line made by the early Christians are 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 composition of 

several sections in the gospels (see below, p. 530) 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 mpdgées. Reitzenstein (e//en- 
astische Wundererzdhlungen, 1906, 40f.) 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 (Dzat. 996) speaks of Mk’s ‘‘note-book gospel.” The phrase 
suits the Ur-Marcus even better than the canonical Mark (see below, p. 218). 
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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 

debate in a thoroughly controversial fashion (see below, p. 546). 

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, HVT. 34f.); 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 propa- 
ganda 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. ; cp. Jordan, ACL. 242f.). 

(4) A cognate form of the dialogue, the datridé, has also 
passed into the early Christian literature, although the NT writ- 
ings contain merely a few rudimentary traces of its vogue (cp. 
Ropes, ZCC. pp. tof., on James). The dcatpi87 was a dialogue 
transformed into a monologue, in which the imaginary opponent 

appears by way of dyciv (xguit). 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 man- 

aged, as, e.g. in Arrian’s descriptions of Epictetus, the effect is 

vivacious and telling. The interest of the datvidé was primarily 

ethical; hence its popularity among the later Stoics and evenamong 
Jewish Christian (Philo) and early Christian (Clem. Alex.) writers 
on religion.* One trace of the dvarpify-style is to be detected in 

* Cp. Wendland, Philo und die Kyntsch-Stotsche Diatribé (1895), p. 7 ; 

Jordan, ACL. 306f.; and Wendland (HANT. i. 2. 356f.). It was ‘un 
compromis littéraire entre le traité et le dialogue, parce qu’elle est un com- 
promis entre Vesprit dogmatique des cyniques et des stoiciens et l’esprit si 
profondement enraciné chez les Grecs”’ (Lagrange, RB., 1915, 230), perhaps 

in the 4th epistle of Heracleitus and certainly in James. A number of the 
diatribe-forms spring from the moral tension and spiritual conflict set up by 

the new faith. Cp. Heinrici’s Die “itter. Charakter der NT Schriften (1908), 

I1f., 47, 66. 
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Paul’s habit of quoting some phrase of his opponents in order to 

refute their arguments. Introduced by fyi, just as in Epictetus, 

these citations lend vivacity to the style; they also suggest the 
genetic relations between the dialogue and the epistle, between 
the spoken language of discussion and the epistolary idiom. 

(c) The address, based usually on the older scriptures, and 

therefore to a large extent exegetical as well as hortatory, was 

described in philosophic language (Lucian, Zim. 10; Atlian, 2. 
hist. 31°) as émAla (cp. Ac 204 2416; Ignat. ad. Polyk. 5), and 
afterwards as SudAckis or disputatio. It differs from the dvarpyhy 

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 the later epistles, like Hebrews especially. 

(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 Adyos or an émicroAy. 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 éruvroAy Anpoobévous, 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 7 

even of historians (cp. Rohde, Griech. Roman, pp. 304f.) to 

write for hearers—the form in this case being all the more 

natural as the readers would read the volume aloud. { 

* Cp. Aristides, xii. p. 148 D, dep ye Kal év dpxy Tis émioroNijs elror 7) 

drt Bo’Neobe kadety 7d BuBAlov. 
+ Thus, in view of Jos. Ant. xx. 256 (kal rt de? rrelw Néyelv 3), Heb 11° 

would not necessarily indicate a sermon. 
¥ Lucian, adv. indoct. 2 (dvaywaones tvia wdvu éemirpéxov pOdvovros Tod 

bPPahpod Td orduc). 
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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 ;+ 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 ; t 

it conveyed instruction directly and didactically. But the 
epistle rose alongside of it to reach circles or groups of people 
in a less formal fashion; and when philosophic scholars multi- 
plied and the world of culture grew less restricted than before, 

the epistle acquired a special vogue as a channel for conveying 

instruction to people whose common interests united them in 

some pursuit or science. The correspondence of Epicurus 
marks a distinct stage in this literary evolution. His letters to 
philosophers and private individuals had in some cases only a 
semi-private object (cp. Hirzel, der Dialog, i. pp. 355 f.); they 
discussed such topics as natural philosophy and astronomy, 
besides ethical themes, and his scholars continued the practice. 

Epistles became not merely the ties knitting like-minded scholars 

* Demetrius (De Elocut. 228). The various materials are collected in 

Hercher’s Zfistolographi grect. See, further, Peter, of. czt. (below) pp. 

213f., on ‘‘der Brief als Einkleidung fiir Flugschriften, wissenschaftliche und 

litterarische Erérterungen, Mahnungen, Widmungen,” Rudolf Hirzel’s der 
Dialog, i. pp. 353f., ii. pp. 8f., and Milligan’s WZ’ Documents, 86. 

+ The changes made by Paul and other early Christians in the formule, 
e.g. of the introductory address, are noticeable. It is only in Ac 157% (2378) 

and Ja 11 that the ethnic 6 detva 7 detve xalpew 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 xaipe formula was connected with the 

news (evayyéAuov) of victory, according to tradition (Lucian, de lapsu in 

salutando, 3; cp. G. A. Gerhard’s ‘‘ Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des 

griechischen Briefes,” i., in Phzlologus, 1905, 27-65). 
+ For what follows, see especially Hermann Peter’s der Brief in der 

rimischen Litteratur (1901), pp. 16f., Wehofer (SBAW., 1901, pp. 102f.), 

and Wendland (WBN7. i. 2. 344f.). 
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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 efist. grec. 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. Aortationes ad philosophiam 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.t 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, (4) 

playful and familiar notes to one’s friends, and (c) letters of 
consolation. The nearest approach to the personal letter, un- 

studied and spontaneous, is Paul’s note to Philemon or 3 John. 
Personal or semi-personal letters, however (like Galatians and 

1 Thessalonians), might contain matter of some permanent 

interest. They might be contributions to some controversy, 

* Luke’s two books, dedicated to Theophilus, are a NT analogy. 
+ Cp. Martha, Zes moralistes sous Pempire Rom. pp. 3f., 23f. The 

Seneca-letters to Lucilius, as Lord Bacon saw, were simply ‘‘ dispersed 
meditations, though conveyed in the form of epistles.” 

} e.g. in his letter of September, 46 B.c., to Trebianus in exile (ad am, 

vi. 10. 4), or more explicitly in ad Fam. iv. 13. 1 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 (Az. 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; + the former was transmuted into 

the shape of a letter addressed to some church for which the 
writer (Paul) felt a strong personal affection ;{ the latter passed, 

in the sub-Pauline period, into writings which were for the most 
part epistolary in form only (1 John, James, 2 Peter). 

VI. 

THE CIRCULATION OF THE NT WRITINGSS 

Paul and some other early Christian writers || dictated, not 

because, like Charles the Great, they could not write, but for 

purposes of speed and convenience. A letter might be either 
written with one’s own hand or dictated to a scribe or secretary 
(raxvypapo., librarit, notarii). In one case, the amanuensis of 
Paul inserts a greeting from himself in the midst of the apostle’s 

* Cp. Ritschl’s Opuscuda, iii. pp. 476f. 
+ Deissmann’s valuable but too narrow antithesis (Bzb/e Studies, pp. 

I-60) is reproduced by W. Soltau (xeue Jahrbiicher fiir d. klass. Alterthum, 

1906, 17-29). Jewish parallels already existed. 
{Similarly 3 John and the letters of Ignatius prove that a real letter 

could be written toa church. This fact of Christian intercourse prevents the 
category of ‘‘letter or epistle” from applying, without qualification, to early 
Christian correspondence. 

§ Cp. HVT. 123 f. ; Gregory, Canon and Text of NT, 299f. ; Sir W. M. 
Ramsay, Letters to the Seven Churches (1904), pp. 23f.; and Milligan’s V7 
Documents, pp. 21f., 171 f., 241 f. 

|| Ignatius (see Lightfoot on Ro 10!), Origen (Eus. H. 2. vi. 23. 2), and 

others ; cp. Pliny’s eff. ix. 36. 2, and Jerome’s eff. 21. 42. On the later 
use of dzctare=to compose, see Norden, ii. 957 f., and below, p. 336. 

{| Tertius wasa scrzba “iterarzus 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 Rémer, i.* pp. 151 f.), and made copies of it if necessary. See 

E. I. Robson’s ‘‘ Composition and Dictation in NT Books” (/7Z'S, xviii. 288 f.). 
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salutations (Ro 167%) ; 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 317, 1 Co 1674, Col 438). 
Such letters and epistles were written either on wax-covered 
tablets with a stilus, or with a reed-pen and ink on papyrus 
fepe2) Co 3* 2) jn™ 3 Jn). If) Paul/s remark in) Gal 6" 
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 s¢t/us 
on wax. Moreover, the use of pen and paper would be so 
obviously more suitable for long letters.” t 

The shape and the size of some of the recently discovered papyri at 
Oxyrhynchus indicate that even for religious, as well as for literary purposes, 
the papyrus codex was in use throughout Egypt before the third century a.p. 

Instead of the papyrus in roll form, 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. 1). 
The carelessness and dishonesty of letter-carriers were thus 

checkmated to some extent (ad Fam. iv. 4. 1). This con- 
sideration has some bearing on the literary characteristics of 
2 Thessalonians and Ephesians. Furthermore, the same letter 

might be sent to different persons, as was the practice of 
Epicurus.|| ‘‘I have wanted,” writes Cicero to Cornificius, “a 

* Sometimes, if the man wished to be confidential (Cic. ad. Adt. xi. 24: 

‘sed ad meam manum redeo, erunt enim occultius agenda ”’). 

t+ Tyrrell’s Correspondence of Cicero, vol. i. p. lv. Cp. DAC. ii. 7oof. 
Quintilian’s advice, in favour of wax tablets (Zzs¢zt. Orat. x. 31 f.) for jottings 
or notes (Lk 1%), is due to the fact that erasures were more easily made on 

wax than on parchment. [Illustrations of wax tablets are given by W. 
Schubart (Das Buch bet den Griechen u. Rimern, 1907, 16f.). 

t Cp. Grenfell and Hunt, Zhe Oxyrhynchus Papyri, ii. (1899) pp. 1-3, 
and W. Schubart, Das Buch bet den Griechen und Rimern, 1907, pp. 107 f. 

§ Not by the author, however. ‘‘ Quis solet eodem exemplo pluris dare, 
qui sua manu scribit ?” (ad Ham. xviii. 2). 

| So, too, Seneca (ad Lucel. xvi. 99. 1: ‘‘epistulam, quam scripsi 

Marullo, cum filium paruulum amisisset et diceretur molliter ferre, misi 
tibi ”), 
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letter from you addressed to my very own self” (ad Fam. xii. 

30. 3). Even without the alteration of the address, a letter 
could be copied and scattered broadcast for a wider audience (so 

Cic. ad Ait. viii. 9. 1), in which case the epistle became almost 
a tract or pamphlet. Such must have been the method with 
epistolary homilies like Galatians, 1 Corinthians, and 1 Peter, 
as well as with the Apocalypse. 

In the case of the NT, the autographs themselves perished at 

an early date. That they were no longer in existence in the 
second quarter of the second century is evident from the fact 

that Marcion could be charged with falsifying their text. Had 
the autographs been available, the accusations of Tertullian and 
others would have been superfluous; the editors and correctors 

of the text would have been refuted simply by the production of 
the autograph itself. Within less than a century the autograph 

of the Apocalypse, e.g., had disappeared; a number of copies 
existed which were no longer uniform.* This is hardly to be 
wondered at ; for, once a document was copied, there would not 

be the same interest in preserving the tdypadov. ‘Tertullian 
seems in one passage to appeal to the originals: “ percurre 

ecclesias apostolicas, apud quas ipse adhuc_ cathedre 
apostolorum suis locis president, apud quas ipse authentice 

litere eorum recitantur, sonantes uocem f et repreesentantes 

faciem uniuscuiusque” (fvescr. heret. 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. t 

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 Veta Themdstoclis 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 13/8 (Iren. v. 30. £, €v maou Tots orovdalos Kal dpxatos 
dvrvypdpos KTA.), etc., as well as the primitive corruptions which must have 

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

copies of the gospels. 

+ On this reading aloud see below (pp. 54, 56) and #.xg.8 xv. 324f. 

Cp. Cobet and Kuenen’s W7' ad fidem Codicis Vaticant, pp. 26f. 
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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 Iovéaiay, between Meso- 

mworapiay and Te kai Kammadoxlay, is certainly wrong. The alternatives are to 

omit it altogether (so, ¢.g., Harnack, BW7. iii. 65 f.), or to read ‘ Palestine’ 

(27. xxii. 231), Zvplay (Jerome on Is 111, Blass), Avdiav (Bentley), 
"AdiaBalay (Nestle, ZVW., 1908, 253-254), “Apmeviay (Tert. adv. Jud. 7; 

Aug. Contra Fund. 9), Apapalay (W. H. P. Hatch, ZVW., 1908, 255-256), 

“Ioviay (as in 1 Mac 8°; Cheyne, #Az. 2169), “Ivdiay (Erasmus, Schmid, 

Zahn), Idupatay (Bentley, Barth, Spitta), or Biéurvlay (cp. below, p. 327). 

When an epistle of Paul was received by a local church, it 
would be laid up in the archives of the community (scrinia, 
xiBwt.ov, kioTn), just as private letters were collected in a family,* 
or public epistles in the pre-Christian Jewish synagogues. 

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), cp. p. 161), an epistle would 

be copied, even though it was not a circular letter; but from 

Col 41° we may infer that the exchange of letters between churches 
was not yet a matter of course. A church would retain its 
ows: letter, normally. Was it taken out from time to time for 
purposes { of discussion or reference? or did the church read the 
epistle regularly at worship? ‘The incidental reference of Pliny 
(ep. x. 98) is silent on any dvayvwors, 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 become responsible 
for what was thus read, as we see from the well-known (Eus. 

Hi. E. vi. 12. 1) case of Serapion.§ The distinguishing character- 
istic of canonical writings was that they were read aloud 

in the worship of the churches. Subsequently a distinction 
was drawn between writings read on Sundays and writings 

* Cp. Peter, Der Brief, pp. 33 f. 
t+ Cp. Dzjatzko in Pauly-Wissowa’s Real-Encyclopadie der class. Altertums- 

wissenschaft, ii. 966 f. 

+ 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 (cp. 
BNT, vy. 32{.); but this was by no means uniform, as the evidence of the 

Canon in various churches is enough to prove, 
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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!4, Apoc 1%, 1 Ti 418) 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, eg., by Paul Glaue in his 
monograph on Die Vorlesung heiliger Schriften im 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 
majority of early Christians knew their scriptures mainly by the 
hearing of the ear. 

The practice of reading aloud one’s own compositions was a corollary to 

the earlier habit of reciting the works of dead authors. In the former case 

the object was sometimes to benefit the audience; reading thus resembled 
the modern lecture (cp. Epict. D7zss. iii. 23. 7f.). But more often an 
author recited his work to a chosen audience in order to get their critical 
opinion. ‘*The audience at recitations may be compared with the modern 
literary reviews, discharging the functions of a preventive and emendatory, 

not merely of a correctional tribunal. Before publication a work might thus 
become known to more hearers than it would now find readers: in the same 
way specimens of a forthcoming work are now made known through popular 
magazines. After publication + 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 literary feature 
among Jewish and Greek, as well as Roman,} circles, before the early 

* The recitation of gospel-stories in the Antioch church was a source of 
information for Luke (cp. Salmon’s Human Element in Gospels, pp. 26f.) ; 

the NT was written, like Latin poetry, to be recited. 
+ On the meaning of ‘publication,’ see G. H. Putnam’s Authors and 

their Public in Ancient Times? (1894), pp. 78 f. 

+ Cicero’s letter to Lentulus Spinther (ad Fam. i. 9), ¢.g., approximates 

to a philosophical discourse or a speech, and the famous Commentariolum 
petitions is as much an essay on political methods as anything else. For 
further examples of the epistolary elsaywy7 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 forms 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 faiwdo/, 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 tn Cicero's Reden (1904) is discussed by 
A. C. Clark (Class. Rev., 1905, 164 f.), and Bornecque’s La Prose Metrique 

dans la Correspondance de Cicéron, by Prof. Tyrrell (Hermath., 1905, 289f.). 
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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 guodammodo carmen solutum (Lustit. Orat. xi. 31), 
and Luke’s writings show how effective cadences and easy rhythms 
could be present to the mind of an ancient writer whose aim 
was 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,{ and in the construction of sentences and 

even larger sections, as, ¢.g., in an epistle like Hebrews. The 
former is illustrated by plays on words like Apoé-Aoupot, 

* 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. ; 

+ In ch. viii. of his etoric (bk. 3) he handles the need and structure of 

rhythm in literary prose. Cp. G. L. Hendrickson in Amer. Journ. of 

Philology (1904), 126 f., and the discussion in Norden (of. c7#.), i. 92 f., 134 f. 
+ Cp. the collection of Pauline instances in J. F. Bottcher’s essay, de paro- 

nomasia finitimisque ec figuris Paulo apostolo frequentatis (Leipzig, 1824), and 

R. Bultmann’s S¢z/ der Paul, Predigt u. die kynisch-stotsche Diatribe (1910), 
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euabev-erabev, pOdvov-povov (Ro 179),* dovvérovs-dovvOérovs (151), 

roAXots ToAAdKis (2 Co 8%), etc. The parallelism of the Greek 
prose (zapicwors) and of later Latin writers like Apuleius, how- 
ever, is one of form rather than of thought + (so Norden, of. cét. 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 { and 

a clearly marked evolution of strophic formations, with themes, 
refrains, etc. Special attention was paid to the sequence of 

accents in asentence. As the writing was often written to be 
read aloud, it was composed by one whose ear was sensitive 

to the harmony of the style, the fall of the antithesis, and the 

music of the period. More than once in Paul it becomes an 
open question whether he is quoting from an early Christian 
hymn, or developing half-unconsciously the antitheses of his 
glowing thought. A good case in point is furnished by 1 Co 
1542-48 ; 

ometpera €v POopa, 
éyelperar ev apbapalg® 

omelperar év arimiq, 

éyelperar év Od&n" 

omelperar év aabeveig, 

évyelperar ev Ouvdmet. 

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

* Further exx. in Ro 2! 516 12% 14% (cp. Lagrange’s Romans, pp. xlv f.). 

+ Cp. E. du Meéril’s Zssaz philosophique sur le principe et les formes de la 

versification (1841), pp. 47f., COA. (1912) 81f., and Norden, pp. 355 f. 

tCp. J. Schmidt on ‘das rhythmische Element in Cicero’s Reden’ 
(Wiener Studien, 1893, pp. 209f.), with Blass on rhythm in the Attic orators 

(Neue Jahrb. fiir. das klass. Altertum, 1900, 416-431), and H. Peter (zdzd., 

1898, pp. 637-654; Der Brief, pp. 25f., on rhythmic element in epistolo- 

graphy). For rhythm in Mk I-10 see /7°S. xvii. 270f. 
§ Cp. J. Weiss’s pages and proofs in Urc. 303f., as well as in dze 

Aufgaben d. neutest. Wissenschaft (1908), pp. 11f., Heinrici (— Meyer, 
2 Cor.8 436f.), and U. von Wilamowitz in Der Kultur der Gegenwart, i. 8, 

pp. 156f. Blass (Dze Rhythmen der asian. und rim. Kuntsprosa, 1905, 
SK., 1906, 304f.) 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, 7'ZZ., 1905, 231f.; W. G. 

Jordan, Theol. Litteratur-Blatt, 1905, 481f.; 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 like the hymn to love 

(1 Co 13), or the great apostrophe and exulting pzan of Ro 
83if, “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 Phedrus” (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” (zdd. ii. 459). 

Elsewhere in the NT fragments of hymns can be definitely 

found, e.g. in 1 Ti 31°: 

bs épavepwOn év capkl, 

edikawOn év mvevpart, 

HpOn ayyéXots, 

exnpvxOn év €Ovecw, 

émisTevOn ev Kdopw, 

avennupbn év doen. 

This is a piece of early Christian hymnody (cp. Col 3!°, Eph 514; 
Pliny’s Z/. x. 98), written in short cola with dpovoreAevta (cp. 

Norden, pp. 254 f.,and Antike Kunstprosa,ii.852 f.), which probably 

served as a semi-liturgical confession of faith (Klopper, ZW7T., 
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. ZU. xxxv. 4, p. 51). 2 Ti 21-2 
is another fragment of an early hymn: 

el yap cuvaTebdvouev, kal curgjoopev* 

ei brouévomev, Kal cuvyBacrevoomev* 

ei dpvyncbueda, KaKEtvos apyioeTat NLaS* 

el dmioTovpev, exetvos mioTds pMével. 

The hymns in the Apocalypse and possibly the songs in Lk 1-2 
are further instances of early Christian song (Achelis, Ure. 165 f.). 
It was not until later that verse included polemic (Iren. i. 15. 6). 

593 f.), and Wendland (WANT. i. 2. 354f.). For other literary forms, e.g. 

the rapaBody, the rapouuta, the dropia, and the allegory, see pp. 77f., 313 f. 
of Konig’s Styléstik, Rhetorik, Poetik in Bezug auf die biblische Litteratur 

(1900), PRE. vi, 688 f. and xvii. 733f., and AAA. i. 328f., vil. 5. 



CHAPTER EL 

THE CORRESPONDENCE OF PAUL. 

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

530, and /7S. iv. 134f.) 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 exfosztio 
of Thomas Aquinas, Nicolas of Lyra’s perpetua postilla (fourteenth century), 
and the fifteenth century Azmnotationes of Laurentius Valla. The sixteenth 

century witnessed a slight increase of attention to the historical environment 
of the epistles, although dogmatic prepossessions still controlled the large 
majority of commentators, Roman catholic (e.g. Erasmus, Annotationes, 1510, 
Paraphrases in omnes epistolas Paulz, 1521 ; Catharinus, 1551 ; Gregorius, 
1564; Maldonatus ; Estius; Cornelius a Lapide, 1635 [best ed. by Padovani, 
Rome, 1908 f.], and Leander, Commentaria in epist. omnes S. Pauli, Paris, 

1663) and Protestant (e.g. Bugenhagen’s Amnotatzones, 1524 ; N. Hemminge, 

1571; Zwingli’s Adnotationes [Ziirich, 1539, pp. 518-39]; Calvin; H. 
Bullinger’s Commentari [Ziirich, 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 
(Analysis logica efp. Paul. 1638), Conrad Vorstius, Grotius (1641), Balduin 

(1655), Cappellus (1658), Chemnitz (1667), Locke (1684), M. Pole, Synopszs 

(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 Cure philologice et critice in x 

postertores S. Pauli epistolas of J. C. Wolf (1734), Kypke’s Observationes 

sacra in Novi Testamenti libros (1755), J. D. Michaelis, Paraphrasis und 
Anmerkungen.tiber die Briefe Pauli® (1769), Rosenmiiller’s Scho/ia (1777), 

and J. B. Koppe’s edition of the NT (second ed. 1791). 
The nineteenth century has produced several more or less complete 

editions of the Pauline epistles, notably those of J. F. Weingart (Comment- 
arius perpetuus in decem apostoli Pauli guas uolgo dicunt epistolas minores, 
Gotha, 1816), T. Belsham (London, 1823), Alford, H. A. W. Meyer (1832 f.). 

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

(1834), de Wette (1835 f.), Olshausen (1840 f.), Turnbull (1854), Blomfield’s 

Greek Testament (1855), Ewald (Sendschrecben des Paulus, 1857), Bisping’s 

Exegetische Handbuch zu den Briefen Pauli (1855f.), Reuss (Les épitres 
59 
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Paulin., 1878, in the third volume of his NT Section of Za Azb/e), Heydt 
(Exeget. Commentar zu 9 Briefen, Elberfeld, 1882), Manoury (Paris, 1878- 

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

Steenkiste (Commentarius in omnes S. Pauli epistolas, Bruges, 1899), B. 
Weiss (vol. ii. of his Das WT Handausgabe, 1902), A. Lemonnyer (ZZitres de 

S. Paul*, Paris, 1905), and C. Toussaint’s Epitres de S. Paul (Paris, 1910f.). 

Separate introductions to the Pauline epistles have been issued by H. 
Bottger (Bettrige zur Einlectung in die paulin. Briefe, Gottingen, 1837 f.), 
P. J. Gloag (Edinburgh, 1874), Dr. R. D. Shaw (Edinburgh, 1909), R. Scott 

(The Pauline Epistles, Edinburgh, 1909), F. Maier (Dze Briefe Pauli*, 1912), 

and P. Lanier (Les épitres &udzées'dans Vordre chronologique, Paris, 1912). The 

epistles are also commented on in several of the special monographs on Paul. 

When the Scillitan martyrs were asked what they had in 
their satchel or chest, their leader Speratus replied: ‘libri 
[ai kal? yas BiBdou, z.e. the gospels] et epistulze Pauli uiri iusti.’ 
This was in a.p. 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 due to self-de- 
fence, but the probability is (cp. Batiffol in #8., 1903, p. 26, C. H. 

Turner in /Z'S. x. 357.) that as Marcion’s edition of Luke was 

constructed out of the church’s third gospel, so his Pauline 

canon was ‘a similar réchauffé 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 sucha 

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. 13), 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 | 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 497"), when Jacob 
was pronouncing typical and prophetic blessings upon his sons, he 

* He had not the literary self-consciousness of Cicero (Aé¢, xvi. 5. 5). 

+ Cp. Harnack, A7AC. i, 369 f. 
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turned to Benjamin and said, ‘ Benjamin its a ravening wolf, tn 

the morning he shall devour his prey, but towards evening he shall 

provide food” He foresaw that Paul would spring from 

Benjamin, ‘a ravening wolf, devouring his prey in the morning’ : 
that ts, in early life he would lay waste the flocks of God asa 

persecutor of the churches ; then towards evening he would provide 
food: that ts, 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 kAiuata THs Supias kal THs KiAckias, 

with Tarsus and Antioch as his headquarters (Gal 12/*, Ac 930 
115f.), and Barnabas as his main coadjutor. The second (4) 
dates from the crisis at Jerusalem, which impelled him to go 
further afield (Ac 15° 16°); 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 197/, 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,j but in the Western Mediterranean he hoped to 

break fresh ground, and ex 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 

Ceesarea, 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. 58f{.). 

t+ See Harnack, AZAC. i. 73f.; Moffatt, Paul and Paulinism (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 (4); the rest of the epistles, so far 

as they are genuine, are the correspondence of a prisoner, and 

were composed either at Czesarea 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. Appendix A, and AT. tarf.), reflecting 

the schematism of the three journeys, will give some idea of 
the variety of opinion upon the chronology of the apostle’s life : 
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1 DB. i. 415-4253 JTS. iii. 120-128. 

2 Kritische Analyse d. Apgeschichte (1914). 

3 RB. (1913) 36 f., 207 f. 

14 AA. pp. xiii-xiv, etc. 
5 Similarly Laurent (V7 Studien, 67-91, placing the second visit in 47, however, the 

first tour in 47-50, and the second in 52-55) and Dubowy (BZ., 1912, 413 f.). 
6 ACL. ii. 1. 233-239, and SBBA. (1912) 673-682. 7 AA. 164, 172, etc. 
8 PRE. xv. 61-88, and JIVT. iii. 450f. 

9 SPT. 363f., as revised in Pauline and other Studies (1906), 345 f. 

A word may be added on the problem of the authenticity * 
of the Pauline letters. Their criticism has passed through a 

* © Authentic,’ in this connection as elsewhere in the criticism of the NT, 

‘fhas reference to the origin only, not to the contents; to say that a 
document is authentic is merely to say that its origin is certain, not that its 

contents are free from error” (C. V. Langlois and C. Seignobos, Jztvo- 
duction aux études historigues, Eng. tr. 1898, p. 159). 
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phase corresponding, for example, to that which has occurred 

in the artistic estimate of Giorgione’s pictures: after successive 
verdicts which unreasonably reduced the number of the genuine 
to a minimum, the application of a less rigid and more accurate 
standard has at last revealed the existence of a larger number of 
authentic canvases in the one case and of epistles in the other. 

This shift of critical opinion has been brought about, for the 
most part, by a gradual recognition of the fact that writers and 

painters do not always work at the same pitch of excellence. 
The progress of historical criticism on Acts and, to a less degree, 
on the sources of the gospels, together with the recent researches 

into the xowy, gnosticism, and contemporary Judaism, has also 

helped to determine the authenticity of several Pauline letters 
which were suspected half a century ago. “It has been the 
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10 Biblical Essays (pp. 215-233). Similarly Aberle, BZ. (1903) 256f., 372f., (1905) 

371-400. 1l Paulus der A postel (1913). 
12 Acts (Meyer). Similarly von Dobschiitz. 

13 Paulus, i. 411. 14 Student's Life of Paul, pp. 242-259. 
15 JNT. i. pp. 154f. 16 Paul, pp. 13 f. 
17 Find. 31 f. 18 DB. iii. 696-731. 

19 RHR. (Ixv.) 285 f. 20 TQ. (1896) 353f., ZizZ. 130. 
21 Abfassungszeit des Galaterbriefes (1906), p. 189. 
22 Die Chronologie des Paulus (1903), cp. WKZ. (1902) 569-620. 

mission of the nineteenth century to prove that everybody’s 

work was written by somebody else, and it will not be the most 
useless task of the twentieth to betake itself to more profitable 
inquiries” (Saintsbury, Aistory of Criticism, p. 152). The 
epistles to Timotheus and Titus, together with Ephesians, are 
probably Pauline rather than Paul’s ; they belong to the class of 
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literary éSéo7orou in early Christianity. Otherwise} it may be 

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

they may have passed through before their incorporation into 

the sacred collection of the church. 

(A) CORRESPONDENCE WITH THESSALONIKA. 

(a) Editions—Georgius Major (Zxarratio duarum epp. ad Thess. 

prelecta, 1561); Musculus (Comment. tn Phil. Col. Thess. Tim., 1565.) 

R. Rollock (Edinburgh, 1598); J. A. Gleiche’s Erkidrung (1729); J. A. 
Turretin’s posthumous Comment. theoretico-practicus (1739); P. J. Miiller 

(1784); F. A. W. Krause (1790); J. F. Weingart (1816) ; Schleiermacher 

(1823); T. C. Tychsen * (1823); J. F. Flatt, Vorlesungen tiber die briefen 

an die Phil. Col. Thess. (Tiibingen, 1829); Ludwig Pelt (Zpzstolae P. 
apostoli ad Thess. perpetuo illust. commentario, Greifswald, 1830)* ; H. A. 

Schott, Zfzstolae P. ad Thess. et Galatas (Leipzig, 1834); Baumgarten- 

Crusius (Commentar tiber Phil. und Thessal. 1848); Olshausen (1840, Eng. 

tr. 1851); J. Lillie (New York, 1856); Ewald, Sendschreiben des Paulus 

(1857); de Wette® (1864); Meyer® (1867); Hofmann? (1869); Eadie 
(1877); A. J. Mason (in Ellicott’s NT, 1879); Reuss (1878-9); Ellicott 4 

(1880) *; H. Reinecke (Leipzig, 1881); Alexander (Speaker's Com. 1881) ; 

Marcus Dods (in Schaff’s Comment. 1882); Hutchison (Edin. 1883); 

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

und Z.’s Comm. 1888-95); A. Schafer (1890); Schmiedel? (HC. 1892) * ; 
Zimmer ( Zheol. Comment. z. d. Thess. 1894)* ; Padovani (1894); Jowett, Sz. 

Paul's Epp. to Thess. Gal. and Romans* (1894); Bornemann (— Meyer, 

1894) ; Lightfoot (oles on Epp. of St. Paul, 1895, pp. 1-92); J. Drummond, 
(Internat. Hdbks. to NT, 1899); G. G. Findlay (CG7Z. 1904)* ; W. Lueken 

(SMVTZ.? 1907); J. M.S. Baljon (1907) ; G. Milligan (1908) * ; Wohlenberg ? 

(ZK., 1908) ; von Dobschiitz (— Meyer, 1909)* ; Moffatt (2G7., 1910) ; M. 

Dibelius (WBNT., 1911); Gutjahr’s Brzefe d. Paulus, Thess. Gal.? (1912); 
J. E. Frame (/CC., 1912)*; J. Kmnabenbauer (Paris, 1913); Vosté 
(Commentartus, Paris, 1917). 

(4) Studies—(i.) general: P. Schmidt, der erste Th. brief neu erklart, 

nebst einen Exkurs tiber d. 2 gleichn. Brief (1885); LL. Monnet, Les &pitres aux 
Thess. étude bébligue (1889); Sabatier (ASR. xii. 123 f.); Hausrath, iii. 209 f.; 

Lightfoot (Smith’s DA. ili. 1477-84) * ; E. de Faye, de vera indole Pauli ap. 

ad Thessal. dissertatio critica (Paris, 1892); Denney (Zafosztor’s Bible, 1892) ; 

McGiffert, 44. 250f.; Bartlet, 4.4. 110f.; Pfleiderer, Ure. i. 125-143; 

1 Most doubt attaches to 2 Thessalonians, less to Colossians. A similar 

dubiety prevails, e.g., with regard to the two fragments of the epistles which 
are supposed to have been written by Cornelia, the mother of the 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 Dobschiitz, Ure. 81f.; F. Trautzsch, Dze mindliche Verkiindigung 

des Ap. Paulus (1903); E. Ullern, S. Paul, évangeliste et pasteur des Thess- 

aloniciens. Etude (Nimes, 1903); C. Bruston (RTQR., 1905, 160 f., 
369 f.) ; Senstius, de Abfassungszect der Thess. Briefe (1908); R. Scott, Zhe 
Pauline Epistles (1909), 215-233; Liitgert, B&Z. xiii. 6 (1909), pp. 55- 

102; Harnack, Das Problem des Zweiten Thessalonicherbriefs (1910, SBBA. 

560-578); Frame (£2." xxvi. 841 f.); F. S. Marsh (DAC. ii. 569-574). 
(il.) on the text :—John Phillips, Ze Greek of the First Ep. to the Thess. 

(London, 1751); Zimmer, Der Text der Thessal. Briefe (1893); Baljon, 

(Theol. Studién, 1888, 347-352); Blass, Rhythmen der asian. u. rom. 

Kunstprosa (1905), pp. 196f. - 

{iii.) against Pauline authorship:—Baur in Theol. Jahrb. (1855), pp. 
141-168, and in Paz (ii. 341f., Eng. tr. ii. 314-340) ; van der Vies, de deide 

brieven aan de Th. (1865); Steck (/P7Z., 1883, 509-524); Pierson and 

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

(iv.) for Pauline authorship :—Grimm (SA., 1850, 780f.); Hilgenfeld 
(ZWT., 1862, 225f., 1866, 295f.); Lightfoot (Bzblécal Essays, 251-269, 

and in Smith’s DB.) ; Sabatier, Paul, pp. 106f. ; Askwith, Zztvod. to Thess. 

epp. (1902) * ; Lock (DB. iv. 743-749) ; A. C. McGiffert (2Bz. 5036-5046) ; 
Zahn, Zzn/. §§ 14-16 ; Clemen, Paulus, i. 111 f. 

1 THESSALONIANS. 

{n addition to the general literature already cited, the (a) editions by 

Calixtus (1654); W. Sclater (Zxfosztion with notes, London, 1619); A. S. 

Paterson (Edin. 1857); A. Koch? (1855) *; Rohm (Passau, 1885) ; Johannes, 

Kommentar zum ersten Th. Brief (Dillingen, 1898)*: (4) studies by J. 

Martinus (Azalyszs epistolae prioris ad Thess., Groningen, 1663); Lipsius 

(SK., 1854, 905f., ‘‘iiber Zweck u. Veranlassung des 1 Th.,” a reply to 
Baur); J. J. Prins, ‘‘de eerste brief van Paulus aan de Thessalonikers ” 

(TT., 1885, 231 f.) ; von Soden (SX., 1885, 263-310) *; Briickner’s Chron. 

193-199. 

2 THESSALONIANS. 

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

authorship—Kern ( 77ziding. Zezts. fiir Theol., 1839, 145 f.) ; J. E. C. Schmidt, 
(Zzn/. 256 f.); Hilgenfeld (ZW 7., 1862, 242-264) ; van Manen, onderzock naar 

de echtheid van Paulus’ tweeden brief aan de Thess. (Utrecht, 1865) ; Michelsen 
(7T., 1876, 70-82); Bahnsen (/P7., 1880, 681-705) ; Spitta, Ure. i. 109- 

154; Weizsicker (AA. i. 295f.); C. Rauch (ZW7., 1895, 457-465); H. 
J. Holtzmann (ZVW., 1901, 97-108); Pfleiderer (Urc. i. 136f.); Wrede 

(7U., Neue Folge, ix. 2, 1903)*; Hollmann (ZVW., 1904, 28-38) ; von 
Soden (V7. 324-333); Wendland (HBW7. i. 2. 358 f.). 

(6) for the Pauline authorship—Reiche, authent. posterioris ad Thess. 
epistole (1829 ; against Schmidt); Schneckenburger (Jahrb. fiir deutsche 

Theol., 1859, 405-467) ; Renan (iii. 248-255); Westrik, de echthetd van I/. 
Thess. (1879); Klopper in part 8 (pp. 73-140) of Theol. Stud. u. Shkizzen 

aus Ostpreussen (1889)* ; Titius, der Paulinismus (1900), 49f.; G. G. ° 

5 
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Finlay (Zx/.° ii. 251-261); G. W. Garrod (London, 1900); Kolmodin, 

Pauli andra tess.-bref (Stockholm, 1901); Moffatt, MVZ. 142-149; 

Briining, der Echthett d. 2 Thess. Briefes (1903); E. Vischer, Paulus-briefe 

(1904), 7of.; Wernle (GGA., 1905, 347f., review of Wrede); Jiilicher 

(Zind. § 5); R. J. Knowling, Zhe Testimony of St. Paul to Christ (1905), 

24f.; Jacquier (7V7. i. 94f.); Barth (Zzn/. § 6); A. S. Peake (JNVT., 

1909, 12f.) ; Griiner, ‘ Besteht zwischen d. 2 und 1 Briefe an die Gemeinde 

von Thess. eine literar. Abhingigkeit?’ (Weddenauer Studien, ii. 419f., 

against Wrede). 

§ 1. Contents and character of 1 Thess—The Christians of 
Thessalonika were mainly Greeks by birth and training (1° 214), 

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 (178 41°),* 

The narrative of Acts 17)°°, though admitting that the large majority of 
the converts were proselytes (174),+ 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, epistolarés historia est optima 
historia. The membership and influence of the church, its reputation 
throughout Macedonia and even Achaia, to say nothing of Paul’s allusions 
to a period of training (1 Th 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 (1 Th 2°44 
17-20 35-10) 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* 9), 

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

had been treason and sedition (Ac 17%8 Baowéa érepov) ; in his enforced 
absence through the success of this manceuvre, charges against his personal 

character were circulated. Naturally he refers to the former subject quite 
incidentally (1 Th 2! God’s own kingdom) ; the latter dominates his mind. 

* These passages cover not only Philippi and Berea (Lightfoot, Bzd/écal 
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 Illyricum 
(Ro 15}9). ; 

+ This, together with the religious training of the synagogue, helps to 
explain—what is otherwise rather remarkable—the unusually rapid growth of 
the local church (Wynne, Z.xf." iv. 364-377, and Lake’s EA. 37f., 66). 
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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 
(178) with a pardonable touch of hyperbole * (cp. Ro 18, Ph 
18), 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, + 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 (17°), where 
Timotheus brought him the glad tidings (a real gospel—note 
the rare use of cvayyediwopévov 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 1 Thess. answers a letter brought 
by Timotheus from the Thessalonians themselves, see Rendel Harris in 
Exp.® viii. 161 f., 401 f., and Bacon’s /V7. 73 f. (Story of St. Paul, 235 f.). 
The hypothesis is tenable, but the evidence is elusive : cai in 21° and 3° cannot 
be pressed into a proof of this, nor can oiéare (=‘ you have admitted in your 
letter’); and dmayyé\\ere, though attractive, is not a necessary reading 

in 1% 

* The chetorical phrase év mavri rémq is not to be pressed (as by Zahn, 
Fini. 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. 

+ 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, SPZ. 228 f.; Woodhouse, 

EBt. 5047; and Findlay), 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!8, though the idea occurred at an early stage of the 
Christian tradition, as is plain from the insertion of the DBezan 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 (23 38 

etc.). This does not mean that he had reproached himself with 
having appeared to leave his friends in the lurch; such cannot 
be the entire explanation (so Spitta, pp. 115-116) of the phrases. 
A self-defence of this kind would be sadly post factum. The 

language undoubtedly implies that insinuations to his dis- 
credit were current in Thessalonika; they struck at the church 

through the apostle; and because the peace and faith of the 

Thessalonian Christians were so intimately bound up with con- 
fidence in his integrity, he vindicates their trust by showing how, 
in an age in which impostors, religious, medical, and _philo- 

sophical, flourished by crooked methods, he had not worked for 
mercenary ends, nor set up high pretensions, nor made exacting 

demands on his followers, nor left them meanly in the lurch. He 

appeals to his record in Thessalonika, and shows that his absence 
was neither voluntary nor equivalent to a slackening of his 
interest or affection. Such malicious calumnies, circulated 

mainly or at least primarily by the Jews,* Paul further meets 

by unbaring his very heart. He reveals his throbbing interest 
in the church (2° 3% 1°), tells them of the joy and pride their 
loyalty afforded him (see the praise of other Macedonians in 
Ph 41), and expands previous oral admonitions (21? 41-% 6. 10-12) 

in a series of written counsels. 
(ii.) The second and supplementary part of the letter, pass- 

ing from this personal and apologetic aspect, warns them against 

such perils as (epi dyvacpod, 4°) sensuality, (rept piradeAdias, 

Ac 175 (rappddev 6€ tiv Ococartav' éxddrvOn yap els advrods knpvéar Tov 
Néyov), which, like the equally inferior reading in 174 (ceB. kal ‘EXX.), is due 

to the harmonising tendencies of the second century. 

* So Hilgenfeld (Zzz/. 241), Lipsius, Sabatier (pp. 107, 110), Schmidt 
(25 f., 96), Renan, G. G. Findlay, 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 213-16 

and back to 217! rather points to Semitic agitation. Others (ée.¢. Hofmann, 
von Soden, SX., 1885, pp. 302, 306 f., Schmiedel, and Zahn) think of 

pagans (cp. Clemen, VAZ., 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* 18 4-2 (cp, 2 Th 2% 3°) 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 (418 rept trav Koinwpévwv), who are declared not 
to have forfeited their place in the messianic realm of the age to 
come; and (4) to the living (51! wept trav ypover Kal Tdv Katpdv), 

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!2*), and with some general counsels the letter 
ends. While it would be actually put into the hands of the 

local leaders (51), it was addressed, and was to be read, to all 

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

(527).¢ 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 
(13 36- 12 58- 13. 15) 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 1 Thess.—As the letter is included not 

only in the Muratorian Canon but in Marcion’s strictly Pauline 
collection (Tert. adv. Marc. v.15 ; Epiph. Zaer. xlil. 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 modéle qwil concevait était un 
artisan rangé, paisible, appliqué a son travail” (Renan, iii. 246). 

+ As some previous letter had been? cp. 3 Jn °. To delete 577 as a 
marginal gloss, added by some second-century reader when the apostolic 
letters were coming into prominent use (Hitzig, Schmiedel, J. Weiss: SX., 
1892, 261 f.), is gratuitous, in view of this natural explanation. 
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the eschatological passages, emerge for the first time in Irenzeus 

(adv. her. v. 6. 1=573, v. 30. 2=5%) and Tertullian (de vesurr. 
carnis, xxiv.=5! and 11°), while both Clement of Alexandria 
and Origen employ the epistle (for Dionysius of Corinth, see 
Eus. 4. £. 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 51% in Hermas (Vs. ili. 9. 10, 
eipynvevere ev avrois), and—if the reading were certain—of 517 in 

Ignat. Zph. x. 1 (ddvadrcirtws tpocedxerOe), of 18 in Lph. x. 3 
(wipyrai de rod Kupiov orovddlwper eva, different context), and 

24 in Rom. il. 1 (od Oédw tas avOpwraperkjoat, GAG Oe) ; cp., 

too, 49= Barn. 218 yiveoOe 5é Geodidaxror (different context). The 

general similarity of outline between 4!*16 and Did. xvi. 6 (revela- 
tion of the Lord, trumpet, resurrection) is too vague to denote 
any literary filiation. 

These traces are not early enough to preclude the possibility 

that the epistle is pseudonymous, and a post-Pauline origin has 
occasionally been claimed for it on various grounds. (i.) The 
resemblances between it and the Corinthian epistles (Baur) are 
no argument against its originality ; whatever 1 Thess. may be, 
it is a decided error of literary criticism to pronounce it a mere 
copy and echo of 1 and 2 Corinthians. _(ii.) The discrepancies 
between its account of the Thessalonian mission and that of 
Acts are not serious enough to invalidate the epistle (Schrader, 
Baur, etc. ; see p. 66). A few months were enough to raise the 

problem of Christians dying before the zapovoia. The favour- 
able soil for the gospel at Thessalonika, partly among proselytes, 

must have led to a rapid development of the church, and Paul 
was too careful a missioner to leave his converts without a rudi- 
mentary but effective local organisation. Unless, therefore, Acts 

is taken as a rigid standard, 1 Thess. can be naturally set in 
the situation presupposed by the former, although a comparison 

of Ac 1715 and 1 Th 1-2 shows that the former narrative 
requires to be supplemented and corrected by the details of 

Paul. Luke was not a member of the party at Thessalonika, 

and in any case it was not his purpose to describe the inner 
development of the Pauline churches. As a rule, he is content 
to narrate how Paul and his companions got a foothold in any 
city, and how they had to leave it. From Luke we fail to under- 
stand that the local church was recruited mainly from the pagan 
population, that the mission lasted for some time, and that the 
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evangelists kept in touch with the local church after 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 1 Thess. die unmittelbar vorherge- 
gangenen Begebenheiten in Philippi und die Rickkehr des 
Timotheus (vgl. 1 Th 3'® und Ac 1714 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 des Briefes beweist, so dass wir nach innern Merkmalen 

weiter nicht zu fragen haben ” (Schleiermacher, Z7zz/. 150).  (iii-) 
The vocabulary of 1 Thess. presents no features which can fairly 

be described as necessarily unPauline, except when an arbitrary 
standard of Pauline thought and style is constructed from Gal., 
Cor., and Romans. A few words occur, as in any letter of Paul, 

which do not happen to be used elsewhere by him (e.g. Oeds 
adnOivds 19, dvapevery 11°, 6 repdlwv 3°, caiverOar 3°, a&yev in 

sense of 4!, dvordva 41416 of the resurrection of Jesus and 
men, Adyos Kupiov 415, dpralew 41", vedeAar and amavrynors 41”, 
Adyor of apostolic injunctions 418, dkpuBds 52, irepexrepiacod (cp. 

Eph 37) 5 and 3), iyeioba év 51%; but the general language 
of the letter is thoroughly Pauline, and the style bears no trace 
of a later hand. When set side by side with the rest of the 
Pauline letters, 1 Thess. invites the judgment passed by von 

Soden on t Th 5%! as compared with Ro 13": “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 £7zz/. 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 (1 Co 1% 2? 

15%), certainly included a much fuller account of the death of 
Jesus in relation to forgiveness than happens to be mentioned 
in 1 Thessalonians. Behind him lay the struggle with Jewish 
Christian traditionalism at Antioch and Jerusalem,* which had 
already compelled him to define his principles and think out 
the deeper aspects of his gospel. It is therefore historically and 

psychologically impossible to read the Thessalonian epistles as 

if they represented a primitive stage in the apostle’s thought, 
when he had not yet developed dogmatic Paulinism. If his 

gospel centres here round the Coming + rather than the Cross of 
Jesus Christ, and if he seems to argue that men were to be 
sanctified by hope rather than justified by faith, the explanation 

must be sought in the special circumstances which determined 
the composition of the letter. There was apparently nothing to 

call out any discussion of the Law or any theorising on forgive- 
ness (cp. Feine’s Gesetzesfreie Evglm d. Paulus, 169-181). The 

clue to the comparative absence of technical terms and theories 
is probably to be found in Paul’s desire to educate the Thessa- 
lonian Christians in the rudiments of their faith. He fed them, 

as he was feeding the Corinthians, with elementary principles 
(1 Co 32 yaAa tpas érétua). Paruulos nutrix fouet: profictentes 
uero pater instituit (Pelagius). And Paul was both nurse and 
father to them, as he himself affectionately reminded them 

(27 1). In any case, a later Paulinist writing in his master’s 

name would probably have introduced some reference to the 
distinctive dogmas of Paulinism. ‘Their absence from 1 Thess. 
is a difficulty, but it is not a proof of unPauline origin. “Das 

dogmatische System des Apostels wird in diesem Briefe selbstver- 
stindlicherweise nicht entfaltet, sondern nur gestreift, dies aber 

in durchaus original-paulinischer Art und Weise” (P. Schmidt, 

op. cit. p. 78). (v.) Another real difficulty may be removed by 

recourse to the hypothesis of an interpolation. ‘‘ When it is 

* Unless, of course, Acts is held to have ante-dated (so Spitta and 
Weizsicker) the Jerusalem Council, which ought to be subsequent to Paul’s 
dispute with Peter at Antioch. In this way (cp. Ménégoz, & Péché, 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. 
+ Every paragraph runs out into the future (19 21 16 19-20 315 46. 510. 28), 
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said that after the Jews have continually filled up the measure 

of their sins, épOace d¢ ex atrovs 7 épyy «is TéAos, what does this 

suggest to us more naturally than the punishment that came 

upon them in the destruction of Jerusalem?” (Baur, Paul. ii. 
88). The words (21%) are a reminiscence of Test. Levi vi. 11. 
It is unnecessary to suspect 2/46 as a later interpolation (cp. 
HINT. 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, ¢.g., Spitta, Pfleiderer, Schmiedel, Teichmann: de 

paul. Vorstellungen von Auferstehung u. Gericht, 83; Drummond, 

etc.). The recent massacres, revolutions, and famines in Pales- 
tine, to say nothing of the edict of Claudius, de pellendis Judais 

(P. Schmidt, 36 f.), might be considered to afford a suitable back- 
ground for the verse, but the definite sense assigned to épyn, 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.p. 

70. Instead of relegating the entire epistle to this period, it is 

better to regard the words as a Christian reader’s gloss upon 21, 
(vi.) The attempt of Steck (/PT7., 1883, 509-524) to prove 
that 44 is a quotation from 4 Es 5%! is hopelessly forced 

(cp. Schmidt, 107-110; Bornemann, 310f.). Paul’s reference is, 

probably, not to some dypadov, but to a prophetic revelation 

vouchsafed to himself or possibly to Silvanus (cp. Ac 155?) in a 

vision (see GT. 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 jpets xrd. of 4° (cp. 1 Co 15°) must not be evaporated into a 
general and hypothetical sense, as, ¢.g., by those who hesitate to attribute 
a miscalculation to Paul, or by those who at the opposite extreme (like 

Steck, PM., 1905, 449-453) deny that such expressions form any barrier 

to the theory that the epistles of Paul were composed as late as the 
second century. 

§ 3. Place and period of composition.—The letter was written 

from Corinth (Ac 181), as the reference to Achaia (178) is enough 
to prove.* The words & “A6@jvas (3!) do not necessarily mean 

that Paul was not there when he wrote (cp. 1 Co 15%? 168), but 
they are insufficient to prove that Athens was the place of the 

letter’s composition,—a theory advocated from Theodoret and 
* Bottger (Beztrage, 1837, 28) thinks of some town in Achaia. 
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Pelagius (cp. the subscription of ABK L, zpos QecoaXovueis 

mparn éypady ad A@nvav) to Schrader (Afostel Paulus, pp. 90 f.), 
the latter placing it during the period of Ac 207, mainly on the 
ground that zpeoBvrepa (cp. 1 Ti 3°) could not exist in a church 
of neophytes which had only been founded for a few months, 

and that deaths (4-18) could not have already occurred. J. F. 
Kohler (Adfassungszeit der epistolischen Schriften tm NT, 1830, 

p. 112) dated it even later (after a.p. 66), on the ground that 
21416 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 
(1 Th 2!7-3%), 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 (4) 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 1 Th 3! is not the A/uradlis auctor’s. In any case the natural sense of 
1 Th 3)? is that Paul sent Timotheus from Athens, not (so, é.g., von Soden) 

that he merely sent directions from Athens that his colleague should leave 
Berea and betake himself to Thessalonika (Zz. 5076-5077 ; HEP. 73f.). 

§ 4. Contents and setting of 2 Thess.—After congratulating 

the Thessalonian Christians on their brotherly love and faith and 
patience (1!-*), Paul addresses himself to the situation which had 
specially called into exercise the last-named virtue. (a) The trials 
and troubles under which they are now suffering (1*1*) are simply 
a prelude to the relief and vindication which will be theirs at 
the coming of Jesus. (4) 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 zapovoia, while near, could not happen till after the 
appearance and overthrow of a hostile power, Paul proceeds 
(2112) to reiterate his oral teaching on this point. He then 
concludes (21%!) 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°18). 
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If both letters came from Paul,* 1 Thess. is prior to 2 Thess., in opposi- 
tion to the reverse hypothesis of Grotius, Bunsen, Renan (iii. 235 f.), Ewald 

(Sendschreiben, pp. 15f.), Laurent (SX., 1864, pp. 497f.; MZ Studzen, 

pp: 49f.), Daeschel (above, p. 63), Goguel (RAR. Ixxi. 256f.), J. C. West 

(/TS., 1913, 66f.), and J. Weiss (U7c. 217, doubtfully). 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 27 its appearance, after the composition 
of 1 Thess. and even other letters, is psychologically accurate. It is un- 

natural to find a reference to 2 Th 3° "in 1 Th 4'°"; besides, as Bornemann 

points out (p. 495), if 2 Thess. is held to betray all the tone of a first letter 

(Ewald), what about 2 Th 2!°? The comparative absence of allusions in 

2 Thess. to 1 Thess. (cp., however, 2 Th 2!'=1 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 I Thess. Finally, while 1 Th 2!’-3° does not exclude the possibility 

of a previous letter, it cannot presuppose one of the character of 2 Thess., 
least of all when written from Berea (Ac 17°, Laurent and Ewald). 

Paul is still with Silvanus and Timotheus (1!) at Corinth 
(32 = Ac 18, 1 Th 2%); he is writing presumably not long + 
after the dispatch of the former epistle (21°), having heard (3!) t 
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. cet. 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 (Ozderzock, 11-25), and the evidence in favour of the 

canonical order is best arrayed by Hofmann (pp. 365 f.), Liinemann (160 f.), 

Bornemann (pp. 492f.), and Johannes (124f.), 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. 

+ The éerminus ad quem 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. 

+ 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 
‘spirituai’ developments at Thessalonika (3). The situation demanded 
explicit written counsels; evidently no visit of Silvanus or Timotheus would 
have sufficed, even had they been able to leave Corinth. 
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in the situation has taken place, it has been to shift the centre of 

gravity from fears about the dead to extravagant hopes cherished 
by the living, and to aggravate the restlessness of some pietistic 
members. Hence, for one thing, the general similarity of 
structure and atmosphere in both epistles, and, on the other 

hand, the sharper emphasis in the second upon Paul’s authority. 

Both of these features, together with the singular eschatology 

and the style, have roused suspicion as marks of a sub-Pauline 

period. 

§ 5. Authorship and aim of 2 Thess.—Is the literary relation 
between 1 Thess. and 2 Thess. more intelligible if they are 

taken as written successively by Paul, or if the second is com- 

posed by a later Paulinist working on the basis of the first? 
The latter theory draws its strength from the remarkably close 

and continuous similarities between the two epistles in style and 

content and arrangement (apart from 211%, the fresh material of 

2‘Thess; occurs mainly in 151 21 32181417)" “These” simir 

larities can hardly be explained by the mere fact that Paul 

was once more (in 2 Thess.) writing to the same people ; for 

while any writer’s correspondence shows an almost unconscious 

reproduction of the same ideas and terms in letters written, even 
to different people, during a given period when his mind was full 

of similar conceptions, the literary phenomena in the present case 

are rather too numerous and detailed to permit of any explana- 
tion save one which presupposes either (cp. Zahn’s Z/V7. § 16, 

note 6) that Paul read over a copy (see above, p. 51) of 1 Thess. 
before writing 2 Thess., or that the author of the latter had the 
former before him (see Appendix B). 

The latter theory, which regards the Epistle as a pseudonym- 
ous writing composed by some Paulinist, on the basis chiefly of 

“ Thess. and the Corinthian* Epistles, in order to win Pauline 
sanction for its eschatological conceptions, has been worked out 
along two lines ¢ in the main, one (i.) dating it in the latter part of 

* A little salt of common sense would evaporate some of the arguments 
used by van Manen and Volter, who find even 1 Th 3) suspicious because it 
resembles 2 Co 77, 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, 1 Th 1° and 2 Th 1** are, of course, mere 

imitations of 1 Co 13°! 
+ An intermediate date, in various forms, was advocated by Kern (wha 
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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, Zzn/. 642 f. ; 
Hase, Kirchengeschichte, p. 69; Bahnsen, Pfleiderer, Rauch, 

Holtzmann, Hollmann, Briickner: Chron. 253-256; N. Schmidt, 

Prophet of Nazareth, p. 196=c. 110 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 &1°, 2 P 210-12; Justin’s Afo/. 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 231? need not, and indeed cannot, be taken in a 
symbolic sense as the delineation of doctrinal errors. The 

references to internal apostasy in Mt 241 (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 ¢. 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 later 
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 1%* = 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 (Origznes, iv. 
373), who regarded Vespasian as 6 katéxwy (27), and Domitian as the dvopos. 

* These do not justify any theory of literary dependence on the part of 

2 Thess. (R. Scott ; cp. H. A. A. Kennedy, St. Pauls Conceptions of the Last 
Things, 55f., 96f.). 



78 THE CORRESPONDENCE OF PAUL 

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. EG7. iv. 

14f., and M. Dibelius, de Getsterwelt tm Glauben des Paulus, 1900, 
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 &k 
pepovs. 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,j the ablest representative of this view, 

2 Thess. was written by one who desired to counteract the 

eschatological views encouraged throughout the church by Paul’s 
epistles, and who took 1 Thess. for his starting-point, since that 

* So R. H. Charles (Ascension of Isaiah, pp. \xiif.: ‘in no case could 2 Th 
21-12 have been written after A.D. 70. This section, whether of Pauline 

authorship or not, is in its main features a Christian transformation of a 
current Judaistic myth’). 

+ 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. ; (4) 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 2x." 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 1 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 317, are put together. The argument, however, is at best 
cumulative, and, for all the difficulties of the epistle, it is fair to 

say that almost every one of the features which seem to portray 

another physiognomy from that of Paul can be explained, 
without straining the evidence, upon the hypothesis that he 

wrote the epistle himself (so most recent editors). It is upon 
the resemblances to, and the discrepancies with, 1 Thess. that 
most recent critics of the Pauline authorship (Weizsacker, Holltz- 
mann, Hollmann, Wrede) are content to rest their case, arguing 

that 2 Thess. is connected with 1 Thess. as Ephesians with 
Colossians. The following are the main points in debate :— 

(a) Of the ten drat etpnuéva, one or two, e@.g. (1°) diky7=punishment 

(Sap 18" etc., cp. Judas’), éyxavydouar (14, Pss), rlyw (19, cp. Pr 277), 

dtocracia (2%), céBacua (24, Sap 14°), may be fairly ascribed to the pre- 
dominant influence of the LXX upon the writer’s mind ; others, like xpiocs 
(15) and @poodwar (27), 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 émi@dvera, which only recurs in the Pauline pastorals (see on this 

term E. Abbot in /BZ., 1881, 16-18, Milligan’s ed. 148 f.), is surprising, and 

the absence of dv, together with the use of aiwvios as an adj. of three termina- 
tions, is almost suspicious. Still, as Nageli (Wortschatz des Apostels Paulus, 

1905, 80) concludes, ‘‘ im ganzen ergeben die lexikographischen Verhiltnisse 
dieses Briefes weder fiir die Bejahung noch fiir die Verneinung der 
Echtheitsfrage etwas Wesentliches.” (4) 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 ofa subject like 
this, it was inevitable that one or two phrases and terms should recur 
fairly often, e.g. the OAtjus-group (1*°), the wlores-group (1% 10-1 21-18 32-3) | 
épydfec@a and allied terms (11! 2!7 3810-1"), mapayyéAAw (3% & 1% 12), and 
elpnvn (1° 336). Still, it may be confessed that elsewhere, e.g. in the de- 
scription of God and Christ (11? 2!° 1°), the giving of thanks (1° 2%), 
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and the repetition of wapdkdyots, etc. (21817 31°), 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 1°), 
where, it must be allowed, ‘‘ the language is broad and inflated, and also 

digressive to an extent foreign to Paul’s manner” (Weizsicker). 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. 1 P 5}%), this feature assumes proportions which are not incompatible with 
the hypothesis that Paul dictated the letter as a whole. f 

J. Weiss (SA., 1892, 253 f.) attributes both letters to the Silvanus who 

wrote 1 P. R. Scott similarly dates them between A.D. 70 and 80, the 

apocalyptic parts by Silvanus (z.e. 1 Th 4-5, 2 Th 1-2), the rest composed 
and the whole edited by Timotheus. 

As for the discrepancies { which have been alleged—the larger emphasis 
on the apostle’s teaching (2*°) and example (3’, cp. 1 Th 1°) 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 (1 Co 471 5°-5) ; 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 1 Th 57 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, 7'ZZ., 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 1%?° in- 
dicate the introduction by the original writer of some non-Pauline, and 
probably liturgical, sentences” (Findlay, p. lvii; cp. McGiffert, Zz. 5054). 
The rhythmical swing of 27>"? suggests a reminiscence or quotation of some 
early Christian hymn, perhaps one of the Yayoi which he heard at Corinth 
(3'Co14)>), 

+ ‘‘ Dass II Th in keinem Sinn ein grosses Buch ist, wird man zugestehen 
. . aber Paulus kann auch einmal aus einer gewissen Verlegenheit heraus 

einen Brief geschrieben haben, welcher den Eindruck macht, den seine Gegner 

sonst seinem persOnlichen Auftreten nachsagten (2 Co 10!). . . Wenn wir 

I Th nicht besassen, wiirden wir II Th nicht beanstanden” (Jiilicher, 56). 

+The alleged inconsistency of 1° with 1 Th 3°, as Jowett shows, is not 

‘*so great as the difference in tone of 1 Co 1°°° 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 rapovola 
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 (2) 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 212 with the eschatology of 1 Thess., P. Schmidt 
postulated a genuine Pauline epistle in 12-4 21-2 218318 which 
was edited and expanded by a Paulinist in a.p. 69. Apart, how- 

ever, from the absence of any adequate literary criterion for this 
distinction, the passages assigned to Paul are not free from the 

very feature which Schmidt considers fatal to the others, viz. 
similarity to 1 Thess. Besides, little is really gained by postulat- 
ing such a restricted activity on the part of the editor. For his 
purpose it would have been as simple and more effective to 
compose an entire epistle, and the section 21!!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. (4) The strongly retributive cast, and the 
emphatic OT colouring, of 1%! might suggest the possibility of 
this passage having been interpolated (McGiffert, Bz. 5044), 
thie, es 6, Of v2! connecting with v.°.’ This 1s, at any rate, 

more plausible than the older idea that 2112 represented a 
Montanist interpolation (J. E. C. Schmidt, Bibliothek fiir Kritik 
u. Exegese des NT., 1801, 385 f.), or 219 a Jewish Christian 
piece of apocalyptic (Michelsen, 7Z., 1876, 213f.). (c) Finally, 
in 2712 Spitta (of. ct. pp. 139 f.) detects a Caligula-apocalypse,* 

though it is not quite clear how far Timotheus, the supposed 

author of the epistle, has simply reproduced its leading features 
or transcribed part of it. More elaborately but less convincingly 

“ The figure of Caligula, with his impious self-deification, is seen by other 
critics behind this passage ; cp. e.g. Grotius, Renan, ii. 193 f., iii. 254f., and 
Hausrath. 

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

(op. cit. pp. 21 f.) in 1510 21-12 31-6. 14-15, which was worked over by 
the unknown second-century Paul whom the Holland critics find 

so prolific and indispensable. The literary criteria, however, are 
as unreliable here as in the cognate attempts to apportion various 

sections of John’s apocalypse to Jewish and to Christian belief; 

such theories ignore the large amount of common ground 

between primitive Christians and their Jewish compatriots, espe- 
cially in the sphere of eschatology. In 2! the Jewish basis is 
no more plain than the Christian superstructure. 

The enigmatic prjre di’ émicrodfs ws Sv judy, which has frequently been 

used to prove the sub-Pauline date, may refer to something Paul had written 

(either in 1 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 + 

due to the premeditated endeavour of a Paulinist to win authority for his 
work by an appeal to Paul’s signature, may just as reasonably indicate a 

natural precaution of the apostle in view of suspected pseudonymous epistles. $ 
Furthermore, in view of passages like 1 Co 117 15°, it is needless to read a 
second-century emphasis on oral apostolic tradition (Hilgenfeld) into the 
language of 215 3°, 

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

epistle (14 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, dza/. xxxii., 
cx., 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- 

tullian (Scorp. xill., vesurr. carnis, xxiv.), Irenzeus (adv. her. iil. 7. 2, v. 

25. x), and Clem. Alex. (S¢vom. v. 3), whilst Origen appears to have com- 

mented on it as well as on 1 Thess. (cp. D&B. v. 496"). The echoes in 

Barnabas (26= xviii. 2, 22=iv. 9, 2° =xv. 5, drav éhOdv 6 vids airot 

Katapyjoe. Tov Katpdv Tov dvduov Kal Kpivet rods doeBeis) seem to indicate 

rather more than a common basis of popular tradition (so Rauch in ZW7,, 
1895, 458f.), and, like the Apocalypse of John, 2 Thess. appears to have been 
circulated in Gaul (cp. the epistle of Lyons and Vienne, Eus. #. Z. v. 1). 

* According to Pfleiderer and Wrede, it indicates the desire of the writer 
to discredit 1 Thess. in favour of his own composition. 

+ Hitzig (Wonatsschrift d. wissenschafil. Vereins in Ziirich, 1856, 57-68) 

considered that 3!” in this epistle, and 5! *7 in the first, were all the un- 
authentic elements to be found. Wrede saw behind it, as behind Polykarp, 
a corpus Paulinum. 

+t Some (e.g. Weisse, Bectrage zur Krittk d. Paul. Briefe, p. 9; Spitta, 

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

LITERATURE.—(a) Editions—(for the numerous patristic and medizval 

commentaries, see Lightfoot’s ed. pp. 227f.). Luther’s epoch-making Jz 
Lpistolam Pauli ad Galatas commentarius (Latin, 1519, etc. ; German, 

1525f.; English, 1575f.); J. Bugenhagen, Adnott. 72 Galatas, etc. (1527); 

Cajetan, Zzteralis exposttio (Rome, 1529); J. Gagneus, Brevisstma Scholia 

(Paris, 1543); W. Musculus, Comm. zn epistolas P. ad Galat. et Ephes. 

(1561) ; John Prine (Oxford, 1567); Pierre Barahona’s Zxfosztzo (Salamanca, 

1590); Salmeron (Cologne, 1602); R. Rollock, Analysis Logica (London, 

1602); B. Battus, Commentarzi (Greifswald, 1613) ; D. Pareus (Heidelberg, 

1621); Crellius (1628); Ferguson (1659); Cocceius (1665); S. Schmid 

(1690); T. Akersloof, De sendbrief van Paullus an de Galaten (Leiden, 

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

Auslegung der Briefe P. an die Galat. Eph. Phil. Coloss. Phim. 

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

Carpzov (1794); S. F. N. Morus, Acroases zm epistolas P. ad Galat. et 

Ephestos (1795); Hensler (1805); Borger’s /nterpretatio (Leyden, 1807) ; 

von Flatt, Vorlesungen tiber d. Brief an die Galat. (1828); H. E. G. Paulus, 

Des Apostel Paulus Lehrbriefe an die Galater u. Rimerchristen, etc. (1831) ; 
Matthies (Greifswald, 1833); Riickert (Leipzig, 1833); L. Usteri (Ziirich, 

1833); H. A. Schott (1834)*; Sardinoux (Commentaire, Valence, 1837) ; 

Olshausen (1840); F. Windischmann (Mayence, 1843); de Wette? (1845) ; 

Hilgenfeld (der G.-brief tibersetzt, in seinem gesch. Bezichungen untersucht u. 

erklart, 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. Winer4 (1859); C. Holsten, Zzhalt x, 

Gedankengang d. Briefes an die G. (1859); Messmer’s Erklarung (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); Ellicott? (1867)*; Eadie (1869); Drach 

(Paris, 1871); F. Brandes (1871) ; Hofmann? (1872); Reuss (1878); G. 
W. Fliigge (1878); Sanday (in Ellicott’s Comm. 1879); Schaff (1881); 

Howson (Speaker's Comm. 1881); Philippi (1884); Beet® (1885); D. 

Palmieri (1886); G. G. Findlay (Zxp. Bzb/e, 1888); A. Schifer (1890) ; 

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

1892) ; Cornely (1892) ; Seidenpfenning (Munich, 1892) ; Lightfoot! (1892)*; 

J. Drummond, Zhe £p. of St. Paul to the Gal., explained and 
tllustrated (London, 1893); Kahler? (1893); Jowett® (1894); Zéckler? 

(1894); J. Dalmer (1897, Giitersloh); Sieffert (Meyer, 1899)*; J. 

Drummond (/ztern. Hadbk. NT, 1899); Gutjahr (1900); Ceulemans, 
Pauli ad Rom., 1 et 2 Co., ad Galatas (1901); O. Schmdller (in Lange’s 

Bibel-Werk, 1901); F. Rendall(#G7., 1903) ; Adeney (CZ. n. d.) ; Bousset? 

(SWTZ., 1907); Niglutsch? (Brevis Commentarius, 1907); Zahn? (ZK., 

1907)* ; R. Wulff (1908) ; Bacon (New York, 1909) ; Lietzmann (WBNT,, 
1910); A. L. Williams (CG7., 1910); C. W. Emmet (London, 1912). 

(6) Studies—(i.) historical :—G. Hermann’s De P. efzst. ad Gal. tribus 
primzs capitibus dissertatio (1834); Baur’s Paulus (Eng. tr. i. 109 f., 260f.)*; 

Hilgenfeld, ‘Zur Vorgeschichte des Gal,’ (ZW7., 1860, 206 f., 1866, pp. 



84 THE CORRESPONDENCE OF PAUL 

301 f., 1884, pp. 303 f.); Volkmar, Pazdlus von Damaskus bis zum Galater- 

brief (1887); Holtzmann, BZ. ii. 316-318; Sabatier (ZSR. v. 359-364) ; 

Kappeler (Prot. Kirchenzeitung, 1892, pp. 714f., 746f., 763f.); Pfleiderer 
(Ure. i. 191 f.); Schmiedel (242. 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 Romeinen, de Corinthiérs, en 

de Galatiérs (1884), and Lxegetisch-kritische verhandeling (1889) ; Cramer, 

de brief van Paulus aan de Galatiérs in zijn oorspronkelijken vorm herstela 

en verklaard, 1890; and Volter (die Composition der paulin. Hauptbriefe I. 
Der Rimer- und Galaterbrief, 1890); Sulze (Protest.-Kirchenzettung, 1888, 

g8r f.), with Zimmer, Zur Texthritékd. Galaterbriefes(ZWT., 1881, pp. 481f., 
1882, pp. 129f.). (iii.) on Gal 2 and Ac 15, C. Bertheau, Hinzge Bemer- 
kungen uber die Stelle Gal, 2 und thr Verhaltniss zur Apgeschichte (Hamburg, 

1854); Zimmer's Galat. und Apostelgeschichte (1887); M. Thomas, A/élanges 

a’histotre et de litterature religieuse (Paris, 1899), pp. 1-195; R. Mariano, 

Ure. (1902) i. pp. 111 f. ; Volter, Paulus und Seine Briefe, 1905, pp. 253- 
273; Bacon, Story of St. Paul, pp. 116f., and in A/T. (1907) 454f. 5 J. 

Kreyenbiihl (ZVW/., 1907, 89f.).  (iv.) general : Chemnitz, Collegium theo- 

logicum super Ep. P. ad Gal. (Jena, 1656); Semler, Paraphrasis (1779) . 

F, J. A. Schiitze, Scholia in Epist. ad Galatas (1784); Mynster, Zzn/. zn 
d. Brief an die Gal. (1825); W.S. Wood, Studies in St. Pauls Ep. to the 

G. (1887); A. B. Bruce, St. Pauls Conception of Christianity (1894),* 37 f. ; 

W. M. Ramsay, /7/istorical Commentary (1899) ; M. Dods in DB. ii. 93-98 ; 

von Dobschiitz (Uc. 99f.); Moffatt, #8." xi. 394-396; Halévy (2S., 

1912-1913); C. H. Watkins, St. Paul's Fight for Galatia (1914)*; W. M. 
Macgregor, Christian Freedom (1915); F. S. Marsh, DAC. i. 431 f. ; Loisy, 

Lépitre aux Galates (Paris, 1916); G. L. Robinson (Princeton Theol. 

Review, 1917, 604-622: ‘G. and Luther’). 

§ 1. 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 (41° 70 zporepov), though broken down by 
illness (? 2 Co 127°), he had been enthusiastically and hospitably 

welcomed (41%!) ; many had been won over from polytheism and 
idolatry (4°) to the knowledge of God, ze. (as at Thessalonika) 
to faith in Christ the crucified (3!), whose death ¢ meant their 

* This must be maintained resolutely against all attempts, especially in 

the interests of a theory, to make 76 rpérepov = ada or iampridem. 

+ 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 

(14 318). The immediate result of the mission was an outburst 
of religious fervour (3! 44*). The local Christians, who were 
predominantly Gentile by birth, made a promising start (5’). On 
his second visit (4 17 571), Paul found in many of them a 
disheartening slackness, due to discord and incipient legalism. 

His plain speaking gave offence (41°) in some quarters, though it 
was not wholly ineffective. Otherwise, the second visit (1° 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 7 of the 

apostle, headed by one prominent, and evidently powerful 
individual (51°), 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, { including ritual observances (41°) and even circum- 

cision.§ As a corollary of this, Paul’s apostolic position was 

exigencies of the local controversy ; the Judaising propaganda had naturally 
forced this point into prominence. Yet it must have been so from the opening 

of the mission; Paul had begun there as at Corinth by ‘ depicting ’ the cruci- 
fied (3!). 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 (1! 1), not of an earthly Jesus known in the flesh. 

* Tt is not quite clear whether the traces of the Judaistic agitation were 

found by Paul on this visit (so especially Hemsen, Schott, Reuss, Credner, 
Sieffert, Lipsius, Holsten, Weiss, Pfleiderer, Weizsaicker, 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. 
+ The contemptuous anonymity of twes (17) 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 (cp. RAB., 1917, 138 f.). 

+ 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 (51! 6”), AZy 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 (3° 16) 
of God required the observance of the Mosaic law, which formed 

the sole valid charter of divine privilege and messianic in- 
heritance. This, and the consequent disparagement of the 

apostle * as an unauthorised agent, formed probably an easy 

relapse for people who, like other Christians, may have felt the 
depth and inwardness of Paul’s spiritual gospel too much for 
their average powers, particularly when the dominating influence 

of his personality was removed. 

The mischief done by this propaganda alarmed Paul. 
Matters evidently had not yet gone too far to be remedied ; 

only a few had been circumcised. Consequently as he was 

unable (or unwilling) for some reason to revisit them, he wrote 
this trenchant letter in order to shame them out of their levity 
and retrograde superstitions, by reiterating and expanding the 

spiritual principles of his gospel as divinely authoritative ¢ 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 1° (raxéws and perarifeoGe—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 (11>), Paul, instead 

* Implied in their catchword, those of repute (oi Soxobvres, 2°). Other 
echoes of their terminology can be overheard in such phrases as we are 
Abraham’s seed (318), and Jerusalem which zs our mother (cp. 4*°), as well 

as in their charges against Paul of seeking to please men (1), and preaching 
ctrcumctsion (5"). For the phrase szaners of Gentiles (2), cp. Jub 23°74. 

+ Ovde éyd (1°), any more than the original apostles. Paul, too, 

believed by revelation, not by relation. 

+ Lightfoot’s suggestion that a messenger brought news of the disaffection 
and also of the lack of heartiness in responding to the financial appeal (1 Co 
161 = Gal 67), is as plausible as any. It need not imply, however, that 

Galatians was not composed till after 1 (and 2) Corinthians (see below). 
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of opening with his usual word of commendation, dashes into 
a personal and historical vindication of his independence as a 
Christian apostle; this, developed negatively and positively, forms 
the first of three great sections in the epistle (1-274). 

These opening pages, especially, justify the comparison of Galatians to 
a torrent (‘fone continuous rush, a veritable torrent—of genuine and 

inimitable Paulinism, like a mountain stream in full flow, such as may 
often have been seen by his Galatians,” J. Macgregor. ‘‘ Unfinished phrases, 
daring omissions, parentheses which leave us out of sight and out of breath, 
rabbinical subtleties, audacious paradoxes, vehement apostrophes pour on like 
surging billows,” Sabatier); cp. P. Farel, ‘Exegése du Gal 17’ (R7QR., 

1910, 332-338). 
The address (12 tats éxxXyoias rHs Tadarlas) is singularly curt, and 

Paul associates no one by name with himself. The unique oi ody éuoi waytes 
ddeApol (17), 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 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, much less that he had co-authors. 

In 215-21 he passes from a hasty * account of his interview 
with Peter into a sort of monologue fj 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 sous 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 (375) as the religion of filial confidence and 
freedom (379-44). A passionate appeal to the Galatians 
follows (4128); then, harping still on Abraham, the apostle 

* «Fe 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, Con/izct of Religions 

in Early Roman Empire, 1909, p. 168). This applies to the Antioch story 

as well as to the preceding narrative (cp. Watkins, pp. 291 f.). 

+ 2-7 is an indirect summary of what he actually said; in 2!*?! 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, 576f.). On the thought of the whole passage, see T. H. 
Green’s Works, iii. 186 f. 

t On 3-4" cp. Max Conrat in ZVW. (1904) 204-227 (‘ Das Erbrecht 
im Galaterbrief’). 
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essays, with fresh rabbinic dialectic (on 4°! see Linder’s essay 

in ZWT., 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 (511). The mention of 

freedom * leads him to define the moral responsibilities of the 

faith (513-61), in order to prevent misconceptions and to re- 

inforce the claims of the gospel upon the individual and social 

life of the Galatians. The epilogue (6!!!) reiterates, in a series 

of abrupt, emphatic sentences, the main points of the epistle. 

Another scheme of the epistle (so, ¢.g., Holsten, Sabatier, Sieffert, and 

Lipsius) is to find in 16-27! 31-4"! 4-6" three successive arguments upon (a) 

the divine origin of Paul’s gospel, (4) the complete right of Gentile Christians 

to the messianic inheritance, and (c) the vital connection between the 

Christian Spirit and the moral life ; which is neat rather than natural. 
6-18 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, see Cic. ad Adtic. viii. 
I. 1, and Aug. Zfzs¢. 146, with the remark of Julius Africanus (et. Latin. 

min., ed. Halmel, 448%) : ‘‘ obseruabant veteres, carissimis sua manu scribere 

vel plurimum subscribere.” This leaves it an open question whether éypaya 
(cp. Abbott, Dzat. 2691) does not refer to the entire epistle (so, e.g., Mill, 

Ewald, Hofmann, Eadie, Zéckler, 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 1), and 6-18 is to be classified 
with 2 Th 3!, 1 Co 167/-*4, and Col 4'%. In any case, ypdupara means not 

‘epistle’ but the characters of the handwriting. On placards (cp. 3' mpoeypagn) 
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. 11, Gymn. 22). Plutarch (cp. Field’s Otzum Norvicense, ili. 191) 

narrates that Cato wrote histories for his son (dla xerpl Kal weyddors ypdupacuw. 

§ 3.. Zhe text.—Galatians, for all its unpremeditated vigour, is 

composed § not only with some care for language, but even with 

* In spite of coincidences like 1S=Mt 161-17, 414-=Mt 10%, 51% 15— 
Mk 12 (Lk 2047), 54=Mk 123!, 6=Mt 234 (Lk 11%), and the apparent 
similarity of 5% 2+"? to Lk 13% (cp. 6!=Lk 138), it is hazardous to admit 
more than the bare possibility that Paul had in mind some sayings of Jesus 
against legalism (Feine, Jesus Christus und Paulus, 70f.). 

+ ‘‘ 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 end” (Kenyon, Habe. to Textual 

Criticism of NT*, p. 30). See above, p. 51, and LA. 153. 
+ For éypaya in this sense, cp. Xen. Azad. i. 9. 25; Thuc. 1. 129. 3; 

Ezra 4!4 (LXX); and Lucian, Dzal. Meretr. 10. 

§ Cp. the minute analysis of the whole epistle in Blass’s de Rhythmen der 



GALATIANS 89 

a rhythmical flow which recalls in several places the methods 
of contemporary rhetorical prose. In this respect it agrees with 

1 Thessalonians (Blass, of. cé#. pp. 61 f., 196-204), 1 Corinthians 

Gf.cieape: 53 6, 71), Ro 3! 117° ete. (of. az. pp. 68 f.), and 
Philippians (of. cé¢. 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, ¢.g., for the conjecture 
recodpwy for dexarecodpwr (21, e.g. Grotius, Semler, Keil, Bottger, Reiche, 

Michelsen, Baljon: pp. 168-9),§ the omission of 21° (Michelsen, Weisse, van 
Manen, Baljon: pp. 172-174) or of 3'9*° (Weiss, Cramer: 3), Baljon: 
pp. 175-178),|| and the hypothesis of a marginal gloss in 6' (Laurent). On 

the other hand, if 47°" (7d yap Dua dpos éorly év rH ’ApaBia) 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 phelologica, 1781, 
533f.). The transposition of 2° to a place after 2' (so J. Weiss, SX., 1893, 
pp. 504f.) 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. rimischen Kunstprosa (1905), pp. 43-53, 204-216, where the 

text is perversely handled in the interests of the theory. 
* In 3! (éuoi uev ov dxvnpdv, tuiv 5 dopadés) the trimeter (see p. 167) 

may be, like that in 1 Co 15**, a reminiscence of Menander. 
+ D. H. Miiller’s strophic theory of prophetic prose has been applied by 

Wehofer to the epistolography of the early Christian fathers (SSA VV. cxliii., 

1901), but unsuccessfully upon the whole. 
+ See the essay by Prins (77., 1887, 7of.). 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 given to this supposed change of 6’ into 1d’ 
(from Capellus to Bertholdt, Guericke, Schott, and Wurn, in last century) 

is due to chronological prepossessions (cp. Lake, Axf.° iv. 472 f.). 
|| Michaelis (#272. p. 745) and Liicke (SX., 1828, pp. 101 f.) are among 

those who take 3” as a marginal gloss (so recently Emmet). 
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Jerusalem, though mapeloaxroc would fit Syrian Antioch in some respects 

better than the capital. The reading and rendering of 2° (ois oddé apos wpav 

elauev TH bworayi) was debated as early as the second century (cp. Zahn’s 

excursus in his edition, pp. 287-296, and K. Lake in Zxf.", i. 236-245) 5 

the omission not only of ofs (so Marcion, SyrP*s, and some Gk. MSS) but 

also of o¥dé (Gk. MSS, D, old Latin, archetype of G, etc.) has early and 

strong support (so, e.g., Semler, Michaelis, Klostermann: of. cz. 55-58, 

Volter, J. Weiss: SX., 1893, 504f., Urc. 203f.). The dubiety about a 

negative is not unexampled in ancient literature; a similar problem arises 
over the insertion of 70 by most modern editors in Cicero’s criticism of 

Lucretius (Q. 7%. ii. 9. 4, cp. also ad 4¢t. 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, J. Weiss, and Lake), who replies 

that he was not compelled to be circumcised? Is 2°, therefore, the confession 

of a momentary lapse of judgment, which the latter church sought to smooth 

over by the insertion of the negative? The internal probabilities seem to 

point the other way (cp. Watkins, of, ct, 120f., 181), but the problem can 

scarcely be said to be settled satisfactorily one way or another. 

§ 4. Zhe 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 TaAaria in 1? 
(cp. 1 Co 161). 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 (4) 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, 24f.), Howson 

(Speaker's Comm. 1881), Riickert, Jowett, J. Dalmer, Lipsius, Sieffert, Zockler 

(also SA., 1895, pp. 51-102)*, G. G. Findlay, Lietzmann, Bousset, and 

Williams ; and by general critics like Godet, Trenkle (Z7#/. 21), Salmon, 

S. Davidson, Schafer (Zzz/. 88 f.), Jiilicher, Haupt (SX., 1906, 144~146), 
Hoennicke (Chronologie des Paulus, 32{.), von Dobschiitz, Vischer (D2e 

Paulusbriefe, 1904, 30f.), Mommsen (ZV /V., 1901, 86), Schiirer (7P7., 1892, 

460f.), Gheorghiu, G. H. Gilbert (Student's Life of St. Paul, 1902, pp. 260- 
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272), Chase (#xf.‘ viii. gor f., ix. 331 f.)*, Barth (Z2z/. § 7), Deissmann 

(St. Paul, 1912, 221f.), Loisy, and Menzies (ZERZ£. ix. 685 f.). Schmiedel’s 

article (ZAz. 1596-1616) and A. Steinmann’s thoroughgoing essays on 
Die Abfassungszeit des Galaterbriefes (1906) and Der Leserkreis des 

Galaterbriefes (1908) 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 ; 
but the two statements supplement each other admirably, and together they 

constitute by far the most adequate plea for the North Galatian hypothesis 

(cp. 7Q., 1912, 511-527). 
The South Galatian hypothesis was first popularised by Perrot (De 

Galatia provincia Romana, 1867, pp. 43f.), and then restated, with a 

wealth of geographical learning, by Sir W. M. Ramsay in a masterly 

series of articles and volumes (e.g. Historical Geography of Asta Minor, 

1890; Exp.‘ ii. 1-22, ix. 43f., 137f., 288f., etc. ; SB. iv. 15-573 CRE. 
8f., 74f., 97f.; DB. ii. 81f.; Zhe Cities of St. Paul, 1907; ET. xxiv. 

19 ff. ; as well as in his commentary). The theory is accepted, with many 
modifications and for varying reasons, by editors of Acts like Bartlet (cp. 

also his 4.4. 71f., 84f.), Jacobsen, Rackham, and Forbes; by editors of 

Galatians like Steck, Zahn, Adeney, Gutjahr, Bacon (cp. also Zx.° vii. 

123 f.," x. 351f.), and Rendall (cp. also F#xf.4 ix. 254-264); also by 

Niemeyer (de tempore quo epistola ad Gal. conscripta sit accuratius 

definiendo, Gottingen, 1827), Renan (iii. 311f.), Hausrath (iii. 146-199), 

Weizsiicker (Jahrb. f. deutsche Theol., 1876, 606f., and AA. i. 252f.); 

Pfleiderer, E. H. Gifford (Zxf.4 x. 1-20), McGiffert (44. 178f., 221f.), 

O. Holtzmann (ZAG., 1894, 336-346; ZNW., 1905, 102-104), von Soden 

(JWT. 56f.), Woodhouse (Z&z. 1592f.), J. Weiss (PRE. x. 554f., Ure. 

223f.), D. Walker (ZZ. xiii. 511-514), Belser, Clemen, Askwith (Date 

and Destination of Galatians, 1899), J. Strahan (DAC. i. 427f.), Lake 

(ZEP. 254f., 309f.); it is worked out in exegesis by Zahn (see also his 

Introduction, § 11), and from a special standpoint by Valentin Weber 

in a long series of articles (cp. especially atholik, 1898, pp. 193f., 
301 f., 412f., 1899, pp. 45f., 1900, pp. 339f., 481 f.) and monographs.* 

* Especially Der hetlige Paulus vom Afosteliibereinkommen bis zum 

Apostelkonzil (1901), and Die Abfassung des Galaterbriefs vor dem 

Apostelkonzil (1900); finally in ZQ. (1910, 327f.; 1912, 191 f., 417f.), 

and BZ, (1912, 155f.). His main contentions are supported by Belser 

7Q., 1901, 285f.), Rohr (Adlgem. Lit. Blatt., 1901, 226f.), Gutjahr (in 

his ed. of Thess. and Gal.), and De Faye (4A. 190), and rejected not only 

by Jiilicher (7ZZ., 1901, 469-472) and Holtzmann (GG4., 1902, 1f.) 

but by Steinmann. Weber is right in demurring to the undue sharpening 
of the differences between Acts and Galatians, but he goes to the other 

extreme in minimising them. His general scheme is as follows :—Paul’s first 
visit to Jerusalem (Gal. 1'8-*°= Ac g*°*5) followed by missionary activity from 
Tarsus (Ac 92°) and Antioch (Ac 11-5, Gal 17!-*4) ; his second visit (Ac 11° 
12° —Gal. 21°), 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°f-); then the first tour (Ac 147/-"3=Gal. 4°°), with a double visit to S. 
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According to Weber, the visit of Gal 2'! is not that of Ac 15 but that of 
Ac 11°, after which, but before the Council of Jerusalem, Paul composed 

Galatians (Antioch, A.D. 49; cp. Ac 1478). 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 sucha hypothesis is quite improbable. Gal 1°° 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 Adéfassungzezt, 170f.), 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 57. - 
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 (Zz. iii. 
415f.), Jacquier (7V7Z. i. 171f.), 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, of. cz¢. 266f., and Steinmann’s 

Abfassungzeit, 160 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 pev ovv exxAnota éorepeodtvto TH TiaTEL Kal érepiocevov TO 
dpa kad jpépav. But they (t.e. Paul, Silas, and Timotheus) 
traversed (dunAOov Sé, in contrast to the South Galatian mission 

just concluded:* not recapitulating 1-4, but marking a fresh 
departure) tiv Ppvyiav kat Tadarixiy xadpav, since they had been 

forbidden + by the holy Spirit to preach the word in Asta (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° (det us viset the brothers in every city where we 

proclaimed the word of God) had been accomplished (16% *°=147!); cp. 
N. J. D. White in Hermathena, 1903, 128 f. 

+ The S. Galatian hypothesis, as advocated by Ramsay, implies that 

kwAvdévres is a ptc. of subsequent action ; the natural and grammatical sense, 
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why, instead of turning west,* they pushed north). Azd when 

they came opposite Mysia (xatd, up as far as: striking it well to 
the north of Phrygia, in the neighbourhood of Doryleum or 

Cotyzeum) ¢hey tried to enter Bithynia (north of Phrygia), but the 

Spirit of Jesus would not permit them. So, ignoring Mysia (as 

part of the prohibited Asia), they went down to Troas (i.e. due 
west). Then Luke comes upon the scene himself, and Paul 
plunges into the European mission. 

Every phrase of this summary paragraph has had pages of 
discussion poured over it. ‘To the present writer it seems that the 

disputed words tiv Ppvyiav cai Tadarixiy xaépay can only mean, 

in the light of passages like 197! (dveAOdv tiv Maxedoviay Kat 
“Axaiov) and 27° (xara tHv Kidixiay cai Tlappvdiav), Phrygia and 

the region of Galatia. pvyiav, here at any rate (as in 2! 1823), 

is not an adjective, and «at does not mean ov. 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 Pamphylia 

(13)°), Pisidia (13!4), and Lykaonia (14°) in their geographical 
sense, it is fair to infer that he does so in 16® unless there is 
good reason to the contrary. 

The South Galatian theorists ask why he did not write I'a\arlay outright. 
Probably because it would have been misleading; the great province of 
4 Vararia or 7 Tadarixn émapxia included the Lykaonian and Phrygian 

townships already mentioned. In order to emphasise the new departure, 
Luke uses the region of Galatia, i.e. the district inhabited by the Galatians 
proper, lying beyond Phrygia. The terminology therefore really supports 
the North Galatian interpretation. It is a periphrasis, like xw&pa rijs 

"Tovdaias (Ac 10° 26, cp. £&z. 1602). Per contra, if Luke had viewed 
Derbe, Lystra, and the rest of Paul’s earlier mission-field as belonging to 
Tadaria 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. Harnack (BVT, ili. 58) suggests that Luke spoke of 4 

Tadarixy xwpa ‘‘ 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, #Az. 1599 ; Moulton’s Grammar of 
NT Greek, i. 132f.). It was apropos of this forced construction of 6:4\Oov 

. kwdvbévres that Chase wrote, ‘‘the South Galatian theory is shipwrecked 
on the rock of Greek grammar.” 

** Aoia here=the coast-land round Ephesus, as in 29 (where Phrygia is 
also distinguished from it, by a popular use of the geographical term) and 272, 
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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 T'adaria 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 T'adaria in Gal 1? means the province, not the country, of 

the Galata. No fixed rule of this kind can be attributed to him ; not even 

Asiatics like Strabo and Dio Cassius adhered to sucha practice. In Gal 17! 
Paul himself does not speak in this way about Syria and Cilicia, and even 

in Gal 1” (cp. 1 Th 214) it is not necessary to suppose that he alluded to 
Judzea in anything except the popular or geographical sense (cp. Steinmann’s 

Leserkreis, 76 £., 103, and Schmiedel, of. czt. 1604 f.). Furthermore, in Ac 29, 

Asia and Pontus denote districts, not provinces, and the same is probably true 
of Cappadocia, as of Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, and Asiaint Pr. ‘*Of 
the vast province of Galatia the part to be visited [by the bearer of 1 P] 
between Pontus and Cappadocia could be only Galatia proper, the Galatia 

of St. Paul’s epistles” (Hort, z 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” (£7. 1606-1607). 
The possibility of this is admitted not only by Zahn (V7. 1. 

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 Missionire 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, Zéckler’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 zu predigen, und als sie 

die Verhaltnisse dort ungiinstig oder den Erfolg gering fanden, 

sich nach Doryl#um wandten,” of. ct. pp. 558f.). The evidence 

of Galatians shows, however, that this mission was more than a 

possibility and by no means an unsuccessful venture. There is 

little doubt that d:épxer@ax in 16°, taken along with 18%, implies 

preaching-activity, not simply travelling (cp. Ramsay’s article in 
xp? 1. 255 f.).* 

Two or three years later, Paul paid a second visit to Galatia 
(Ac 18%).7 After spending some time there (i.e. at Antioch), 
he went off on a tour through the region of Galatia and Phrygia 

(Stepxdpevos KabeEjs tiv Tadarixiy xopav kat Ppvyiav), establishing 

all the disciples. ‘This time he moved from east to west, reversing 
the route of 16°, and reaching Ephesus via Asian Phrygia. 
In contrast to the settled churches of S. Galatia (165), the North 

Galatian Christians were as yet scattered and unorganised ; they 
were naturally more liable, on this account, to be unsettled by 
Judaistic agitators from the far south than communities like 
those of Ikonium, Lystra, and Antioch, which were closer to the 

centre, and also in possession of the decrees (164). Furthermore, 

Paul tells the Galatians about the controversy as if it were a 

novelty. There is no oidare d€ (Holtzmann). This suits the 
N. Galatians rather better than the S. Galatians (Ac 164), who 
must have learned of the matter for themselves at an early date. 

Such is, on the North Galatian hypothesis, the Lucan 

narrative of the Galatian mission. It remains to notice one or 
two objections on exegetical or geographical grounds. 

(a) The title Galatians (Gal 3}) 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. 137f.) 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 183) makes it 

extremely unlikely that, on the S. Galatian hypothesis, the epistle was 

written after this, since T'adaria would then include N. Galatia, and the 

close unity of the readers’ situation forbids this (see above). 
+ 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 
(19°) 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, Ga/atzans, p. 21; so Schmiedel, £47. 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, of. czt. 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 (ZWV/V., 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 I'a\drat, instead of being specially appropriate to 

the Lykaonians and Phrygians, would have ignored their national character- 
istics (cp. Gheorghiu, of. czt. pp. 49f.). 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 Leserkrezs, 
53-60) to show that the S. Galatians were reckoned in the kowdv rav 

Takara. 

(6) While S. Galatia is represented by Gaius and Timotheus,* North 

Galatia, it is contended, is not represented by any delegates in the company 

who met at Troas (Ac 204) to accompany Paul and hand over the collection 

at Jerusalem. But it is more than doubtful if this was the sole object of the 
gathering. Even if it were, there is no representative from Corinth, or Philippi, 
or Achaia. Besides, the Galatian contribution may have been sent inde- 

pendently (so Weber, Addressaten, p. 52). 
(c) Paul’s references to Barnabas do not necessarily imply that he was 

personally known to the readers (who were therefore, it is alleged, in South 
Galatia; cp. Ac 13-14); the apostle speaks of B. also to the Corinthians, 

though he had never visited Corinth ; and the allusions to B. in Galatians 
imply no more than the references to Peter (who had not been in 
N. Galatia). 

(d) The phrase, tva 4 dd7jOea Tod ebaryyeNiov diapelvy mpds buds (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 11°*) of such a journey” (#2. 1612). 



GALATIANS 97 

the North Galatian theory, does mention these churches twice (16° 18%) ; so 

do Peter (1 P 1") and Paul himself (1 Co 16'). 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 (mission ?) visit 
to Arabia and to his work in Syria and Cilicia ;* he ignores Dalmatia and 
Illyria; and there is not a word of the church at Colossx, 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, Hest. Geography of Asia Minor, 237 ff.). Ancyra, 

q unTpomods THS Tadarias (south as well as north), was connected by roads 

with the surrounding districts ;f while Tavium, as a military station and road- 
centre, was probably (cp. J. Weiss, PREZ. 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 134; cp. Ramsay, CRE. 24f., DB. v. 391%). (iii.) It is time 

that some critics stopped depreciating the condition of N. Galatia. On this 
point it is sufficient to refer to Sir W. M. Ramsay’s own brilliant pages 
(Gai. 128-164) upon the civilisation of the province of Northern Galatia. 
As he himself allows, Ancyra was ‘‘one of the greatest and most splendid 

cities of Asia Minor” (cp. Steinmann’s Leserkrezs, 50f.), and the Roman 

sway had long since permeated the country with civilising influences.§ 

* Sir W. M. Ramsay (C7tzes 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 [z.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. 

+ ‘There were regular roads from either Ikonium or Antioch to Pessinus. 

Moreover, the apostle, who was accustomed to ‘ perils of robbers, perils of 
rivers, perils in the wilderness’ (2 Co 11°°), and who preferred walking from 
Troas to Assos (Ac 201%) while his companions sailed, would not be deterred 

by any rough or unfrequented paths” (Lightfoot, Colosscans, 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 

then: 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”). Lake’s ‘‘ desolate tracts” do not describe N. Galatia. 

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, Gad. 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 (é.g. in 4”) does not appear to preclude the possibility of the 
Northern Galatians having been familiar with such elementary Grzeco-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 4/7., 1901, 152-153). At any 

rate, Greek was not only the official but the trading language. Unless we 
exaggerate the so-called Hellenism of Paul and the barbarism of Galatia, 

there is no cogent reason why any argument employed in Galatians 
would have been inappropriate to inhabitants of Northern Galatia. It did 
not require any special contact with the Greco-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” (of. czt. 174 f.). 

(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 134 48), ‘is the subsequent unimportance of 
the South Galatian churches ” (#Az. 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. AZ. xxi. 64f.). 
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by the fact that Derbe and Lystra were quite second-rate cities, with very 
little in common between them and the Roman world. The former ‘‘ was 
one of the rudest of the Pauline cities, education had made no progress in it.” 

Sir W. M. Ramsay even wonders how so rustic and sequestered a spot as 
Lystra came to be visited by Paul. ‘‘ How did the cosmopolitan Paul drift 
like a piece of timber borne by the current into this quiet backwater?” 
(Zhe Czties 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 10416 eis ra trepéxewa budav 

evayyeNloacbat ; cp. Ro 15!%); North Galatia lay on the line of his circle 
from Jerusalem, and his procedure elsewhere makes the enterprise in that 
country not simply credible but probable. 

Many internal arguments used on both sides to prove the character of 
the people addressed in the epistle are of little independent value. No stres¢ 
can be laid, ¢.g.,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, Hist. Comm. Gal. 
454 f.), as if the pitiless temper were specially Phrygian! If any local colour 

1s 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. 82f.). The alleged coincidences between 
Galatians (cp. 4*) and Paul’s address in the South Galatian Pisidian Antioch 
(Ac 13'*-*4) are interesting (cp. of. cz?. 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. Z£.9., (i.) if the opening of the South 
Galatian mission is so fully described in Ac 13-14, why is there no mention 

of the illness which Paul specially mentions in Gal 41%? Again, (ii.) the 

Galatians received Paul ws dyyedov Geod, ws Xpicrov ’Inoody (Gal 4}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 suffering endured by him in his evangelisation of Galatia, whereas his 
South Galatian mission was stormy in the extreme (Ac 13-14, 2 Ti 32). 
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 1%. 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 

(Bzblical Essays, 237 f.), prefer the inferior v.]. dueA@dvres in Ac 16°; Blass 

in 16° substitutes the equally inferior dveN@dvres for mapeNOdvTes, and reads, 
on the sole authority of a thirteenth cent. Latin MS, ras Tadarixas xépas in 

16°; even Belser is driven (Z7z7/. 423), like Weber and J. Weiss, to regard 

the reference to I. 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 (2) relates to the Council of Jerusalem. Here the identity 

of Gal 21! 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 117789 and Gal 211° is different, and since 
1177-30 can 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) in 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 Patl’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 t 

* 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 Zectschrift fiir kath. Theol. (1883) pp. 456- 
490, with Vigouroux, Les Livres Saints et la critique rationaliste, vol. v. 
pp. 456-476. Another curiosity of ancient interpretation was the view 
popularised by Chrysostom, Jerome, and alleged to go back to Origen, that 

the dispute was a got-up scene. The patristic attitude towards the dispute 

is sketched by Overbeck in his Azffassung des Streits des Paulus mit dem 

Apostel Petrus bei den Kirchenvatern (Basel, 1877), and Lightfoot (Gad. pp. 

128-132). 
} 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""!° is that 
Peter’s visit to Antioch followed the events narrated in 2!!°, and there is 

no reason, historical or grammatical, to reverse this opinion.* That Peter’s 
inconsistency was only possible before the Council (Weber, Belser, van 

Bebber, M. Jones) is an 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 24% 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 Adfassungszect, pp. 132f.; Clemen’s Paulus, i. 4rf. ; 

and Watkins, pp. 227f.). The principle upheld at Jerusalem had to be 
vindicated practically at Antioch soon afterwards. ‘‘ When we follow Paul’s 
account, the growing excitement with which he unmistakably records the 
event at Antioch is sufficient to prove that, in his view, it was there that the 

crisis was reached” (Weizsiicker, 4A. i. 176). Ina word, Gal 2!!-16 forms 
the climax, from Paul’s point of view, in his triumphant assertion of the 
free Christian rights belonging to Gentile converts. 

That the Antioch collision took place before Paul left (Ac 15%), and 
not during the visit of Ac 187° (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. Zhe 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 1873; but it may have been composed either (i.) on the way 
from Galatia to Ephesus (Hug, Ruckert) ; or (ii.) during Paul’s 
stay at Ephesus (Ac 19!*!°), perhaps during one of his journeys 
in the vicinity; or (iil.) 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 (£7. 

xi. 487-490), Williams, and Zahn (VXZ., 1894, 435 f.; Gal. 110 f.), after 

Calvin, Schneckenburger (Zweck der Apgeschichte, 109 f.), etc., all of whom 
place the Antioch-episode prior to Ac 151, either between Ac 12” and 13}! 

or between 14°° and 154. Ramsay, who formerly held the latter view (SP7. 
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 ” (C2¢ées of St. Paul, 302-303). 
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(cp. Moffatt, ZWZ. 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 18%) for the second time; so, 
e.g., Wieseler, Credner, Hofmann, Godet, Alford, Reuss, Meyer, 

H. J. Holtzmann, Lipsius, Sieffert, Schmiedel, Steinmann, 

etc. This was the traditional view as early as Victorinus (‘ epistula 
ad G. missa dicitur ab apostolo ab Epheso’) and earlier; the 
only real alternative is Paul’s stay in Macedonia or Corinth, during 
the period covered by Ac 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 (p. 68). No such calumny is mentioned in Galatians. 

The tone of 42° 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 Galate than about Paul’s 
contemporary troubles with the recalcitrant Corinthians. 

The South Galatian critics mostly put Galatians first of all 

the extant epistles (cp. Miss E. G. Briggs, ew World, 1900, 
115 f.; C. W. Emmet, 2x." ix. 242f.). Some (Emmet, Lake: 

EEP. 253f, Bruston: AQ. xxi) 123)f, ete) “even placemr 
prior to the Council of Jerusalem, after Calvin (on 2! “ac ne 
satis quidem constat, quo tempore scripta fuerit epistola: nisi 

quod Greci missam Roma diuinant, Latini Epheso. Ego 
autem non tantum scriptam ante fuisse arbitror, quam Paulus 
Romam uidisset, uerum antequam habita fuisset illa consultatio 

et de ceremoniarum usu pronuntiassent apostoli”) and Beza, 

followed by Ulrich and Bottger. This involves the identifica- 
tion of the journey in Ac 11° with that of Gal 2!*—a view 
which has found favour with several 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. 
Mare. y. 2). Galatians was put in the forefront as Paul’s battle-cry against 

the Judaism which Marcion detested (see above, p. 16). 

It might be held that Galatians was written by Paul on his 

way to Jerusalem (Ac 15%; Gal 2!-!9 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 (£7. 
xli. 568) and Douglass Round (Date of St. Paul's Ep. to the 
Galatians, 1906), who identify Gal 2110 with Ac 11°, 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 similar attempts (cp. Watkins, 252 f.) 
to place the epistle prior to the Council. These difficulties are 

most ingeniously met by McGiffert, who, identifying Gal 211° 
with Ac 11=15 (all referring to the same incident), places 

the composition of Gal. in Antioch prior to the second tour 
of Ac 16°, This involves the interpretation of Ac 16° as 

unhistorical (against this cp. the present writer’s article in 
E Bi. 5076 and Bacon’s Story of St. Paul, 148f.). But it is the 

very circumcision of Timotheus which lends point to the 

charges underlying Gal 11° and 54. 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 return journey from Derbe is hardly adequate to 

the impression made by the epistle, which suggests that this 
visit 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 (cp. M. Jones, £x#.8 

vi. 193f., EZ. xxiv. 382f., 475 f., 566.) 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 (Fau/us, 
1903, pp. 114 f.) and Clemen (fazlus, 1. 396f.) choose Athens, 
identifying the of ctv euol ravres adeAgoi of 1? 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, Rendall, J. Weiss). 

But the hyperbole of 1 Th 1° 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 (o. cit. 37 f.) dates 
Gal. from Antioch at the close of the second tour (Ac 18”), 
while Renan prefers to date the epistle from Syrian Antioch 

during the period of Ac 18?%, 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 satis- 

factory 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. Furthermore, 

the obvious meaning of Gal 42° (j6edov d€ wapetvar mpos ipas 
dptv) 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, of. cit. 

48f.) 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 (Paw, 1. 260f.), Havet, /es 

Origines du Christ. iv. to1 f.; Hilgenfeld (Zin. 249 f.; ZWT., 

1883, 303-343), Sabatier (Paul, 137-155), B. Weiss, Godet, 

Renan, H. J. Holtzmann, Julicher, Sieffert, Holsten, Sir R. D. 

Hanson (Afostle Paul, pp. 243f.), Lipsius, Ramsay (SPTZ. 
189f.), Bovon (VW7Th. ii. 73f.), Sanday and Headlam 
(“ Romans,” JCC. pp. xxxvi-xxxvii), Warfield (JBZ., 1884, 

50-64), Schafer (Zzm/. 87f.), etc. The case for this relative 

order rests rather on a detailed examination of each writing by 

* The adherents of the early date now include Ramsay (TZeachzng of St. 
Paul, 1913, 372f., and £xp.® v. 127 f.) and Bartlet (#B.™ xx. 945: ‘written 

in the winter of Paul’s first journey to Europe, c. 51-52, say in Corinth’). 
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itself than upon any attempt to trace a dogmatic or controversial 

evolution in Paul’s mind. The addos of 1 Co 9? may be an 

allusion to Galatians (cp. 1 Co 9 with Gal 5°%8), and Gal 245 

may give us the clue to Am J not free? in 1 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 (ZWT., 1899, 187-194), arguing from 

2 Co 12? and Gal 2}, but especially Bleek, Howson, Credner, 

Salmon (Smith’s DB. i. 1108 f.), and Lightfoot (pp. 36-56), 
followed by Farrar, S. Davidson (WT. i. 73-83), W. Briickner 

(Chron. 174f.), Hort, Findlay, M. W. Jacobus (4 Problem 
in Criticism, 1900, pp. 113f.), Resch (Paulinismus, 475 f., very 

emphatically), Askwith (chs. vii.—vili.), 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, /BZ., 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 (Zxp.* ix. 260), C. H. Turner (DB. 
1. 423), Zahn (Z/VT. i. pp. 200-201), Peake (WZ. pp. 27f.), 
and especially Sieffert’s essay in 7%S¢. (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 Aviord views of their dates, 
but also (4) 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 (éypa¢y dé ‘Pdyns), and prevalent 

in some circles of the Eastern church, which has occasionally been revived by 

critics (e.g. Schrader, der Apostel Paulus, 1830, i. 216 f. ; Kohler, Versuch ciber 

die Abfassungszett der epistolischen Schriften im NT, 1830, pp. 125f.; Halmel, 
Rim. Recht tm Galaterbrief, 1895, pp. 30f., and R. Scott), who actually 

place Galatians in the Roman imprisonment. The reasons alleged for this 
curious date are quite unconvincing. The argument led from its affinities 
with Romans has been already met (cp. pp. 104 f.). The notion (Halmel) that 
it implies a knowledge of Roman law which involves a residence in Italy 

is out of the question: Paul was a Roman citizen himself, and any such 
acquaintance with Roman legal procedure as the epistle may be held to 

presuppose was quite possible throughout a province like Galatia (see above, 

pp- 97-98). Finally, the fancied allusions to imprisonment evaporate under 

examination. Had Paul been in prison, he would have referred plainly to it, 

28. ata (cp. Ph) x! 4 etes): 

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, WZ Prolegomena, 4), 

on the ground that 2! refers to the collection (Ro 15), or (so Kiihn, VXZ., 

1895, 156f., 981f.) in the Czesarean imprisonment, when Paul could not get 

away (4”!) to revisit his friends, and when he had been maltreated by the 

Jews (6'7= Ac 21°), 

§ 6. Authenticity—lIt is this relationship to Romans which 
also (4) 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 Echthett 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 

* A, J. Dickinson (Bzb/cal World, xli. 172f.) finds three notes: 
(a) 11-271, before the Council, (2) 18, 3'-4?° (early in the summer of 50), and 

(c) 192°, 471-619 (summer of 51). 
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die Unaechtheit des Galaterbriefs (Halle, 1891) is less original. 
The hypothesis is no longer anything but a curiosity of criticism, 
like Pere Jean Hardouin’s relegation of most of the classics to 

the fourteenth century, and Edwin Johnson’s discovery that the 

primitive Christian literature was forged in the Renaissance and 
Reformation periods (Aztigua Mater, London, 1887). All that 
requires to be said against such vagaries has been put by 
Schmiedel (ZC., 1888, 1697f.; #&z. 1617-1623), Kappeler 
(Z. Schw., 1889, 11-19), Sieffert (of. cit. pp. 26f.), Lindemann 
(die Aechtheit der paulinischen Hauptbriefe, 1889), Gloél (die 
jungste Kritik des Galaterbriefs auf thre Berechtigung gepriift, 

1890), C. H. van Rhijn (Theol. Studién, 1890, 363f.). 
Wohlenberg (VKZ., 1893, 741f.), Zahn (Z7zx/. § 9), R. J. 

Knowling (Witness of the Epistles, 133f., and Testimony of St. 
Paul to Christ, 1905, 34 f.), and Clemen (Paz/us, i. 18 f.). 

(az) No weight or worth attaches to the attempts made to disentangle a 
Pauline nucleus from later editorial accretions, as, e.g., by Cramer, who 

detects unauthentic interpolations all through (e.g. 1% 27-4 etc.), but notably 
in 316-20. 26-29 424-27 55-6 61-6. 9-10 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 wu. setne Briefe, pp. 229-285). Van Manen’s attempt (77., 

1887, 40of., 456f.) to prove that Marcion’s text was more original than the 

canonical, is answered at length by Baljon (of. cet, pp. I-101) and Clemen 
(Zinhectlichkett d. Paul. Briefe, 1894, 100f.). 

(6) The earliest reference to Galatians by name, is the notice of its 

inclusion in Marcion’s Afostolicon ; but almost verbal echoes of 3!°?8 occur in 
Justin’s Dzal. xciv.—xcv. (as of 4° in Athenag. Zeg. 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”) edéres ofv bre Oeds o} puKTn- 
ptferac and 3° (from Gal 4°) rictw, iris éoTly unrnp wavTwv judy, and the 

allusions in 3° (Gal 514), 5° (Gal 51”), 9? (Gal 2?) prove. Apart from P27. 
(ovx ag’ Eavrod ov6e dv’ dvOpaHrwv =Gal 1), the traces of the epistle in Ignatius 

(27 = 7rall. 10!, 54 = Epa. 18}, 5°71 = Eph. 161, 644= Ro 7?) are faint, as is also 
the case with Clem. Rom. (2'=Gal 31, 5’=2%). As the second century 

advances, the evidence of the epistle’s popularity multiplies on all sides, from 
Ptolemzeus and the Ophites to Irenzeus and the Muratorian Canon (cp. 
Gregory, 7ext and Canon of NT, 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 (z.e. on the North Galatian hypothesis), 

or to its polemical tone. Celsus observed that Christians, despite their 
shameful quarrels and divisions, could all be heard saying, ‘The world is 
crucified to me, and I to the world.’ Origen (c. Ce/s. v. 64) declares this 
is the only sentence which Celsus ever quoted from Paul (Gal 614), 
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(C) PAUL'S CORRESPONDENCE WITH CORINTH. 

LITERATURE.!—(a) Editions :—Cajetan (Venice, 1531); Morton (1596) ; 

Cornelius 4 Lapide (1614); Crellius (1635); Lightfoot (1664); Grotius 

(1644); Semler’s Paraphraszs (1770-6) ; Morus (1794); J. G. F. Billroth 

(1833, Eng. tr. by W. L. Alexander, 1837-8); Riickert (Leipzig, 1836-7) ; 

de Wette (1841) ; Peile (London, 1848); Olshausen? (1840, Eng. tr. 1851) ; 

J. H. Thom (1851); Hodge (1857-60); A. Maier (1857); Neander 

; (Ausleg. d. betden Briefe, ed. Beyschlag, 1859); Burger (1859-60); Kling 

(1861, Eng. tr. 1866); C. Wordsworth? (1866); Hofmann? (1874-7); 

Braune® (1876); Meyer® (1870, Eng. tr. 1877); Stanley® (1882); Bisping 

(1883); J. A. Beet? (1885); Schnedermann (in Strack und Zickler, 
1887); W. Kay (1887); Gobel (1887); Schmiedel? (4#C. 1892)*; Cornely 

(Paris, 1892); J. Drummond (Jxtern. Hadbks. NT, 1899); Ceulemans 

(1901); Couard? (1901); B. Weiss? (1902); A. Schiifer (1903); Massie 

(CB. n. d.); Bousset? (SMZ. 1907); Gutjahr (1907); A. Schlatter (1907) ; 
J. Niglutsch 2 (1907); Lietzmann (WBMNT. 1907); M‘Fadyen (1911). 

Of 1 Cor. alone:—D. Pareus (Heidelberg, 1621); Krause (1792); 

Heydenreich (Marburg, 1825-7) ; Osiander (1849); A. Maier (1857); Evans 

(Speaker's Comm. 1881) *; Heinrici * (1880); T. C. Edwards (London, 

1885) * ; Ellicott (1887) ; Godet * (1887, Eng. tr.); Farrar* (Pulpet Comm. 

1888) ; Siedenpfennig (1893) ; Lightfoot (Voces on Epp. of St. Paul, 1895 ; 

on 1-7”); Heinrici (— Meyer®, 1896); G. G. Findlay (EGZ. 1901)* ; 

Goudge (WC. 1903) ; Bachmann (ZA. 1905)*; J. Weiss (— Meyer’, 1910) *; 

Plummer and Robertson (CC. 1911); Parry (CG7Z. 1916). 

Of 2 Cor. alone :—Mosheim (Zrklarung des zweiten Briefe des hetligen 
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 (CG7. 1903); J. H. Bernard 

(ZG7. 1903)*; Langheinrich ? (1905) ; Cornely (Comm. in S. Pauli epp. ad 
Cor. alteram et Gal., Paris, 1907); Bachmann (ZA. 1909)*; Belser (1910) ; 

A. Menzies * (1912); G. Godet (Paris, 1914) ; Plummer (/CC. 1915). 

(4) Studies :—(i.) of 1 Cor. alone—Petrus Martyr. (Commentarz, ed. 

1551); Gibaud’s Jntrod. a la premdére épitre aux Cor, (Thése de Strasb. 
1835); Straatman’s A7velesche studien over den xr Kor. (1863); Holsten, 

Evangelium des Paulus, i. (1880); C. H. van Rhijn, “‘ het opschrift van 

der eersten Brief aan de K.” (Theol. Stud., 1900, 357f.); E. Kil, 
Erliut. Umschretbung, etc., 1905). ii.) of 2 Cor. alone.—T. Heshusius 

(ZLxplicatzo, 1572); H. Royaards, Drsputatzo tnauguralis de altera P. ad C. 
epistola (1818); K. F. A. Fritzsche, de nonnullis postertoris Pauli ad 

Corinthios Epistole locts dissertationes due (1824); M. Wirth, Altes und 

neues tiber a. zweiten Brief an die Korinth, (1825); Roux, Azalyse de la 

deux, épitre aux Cor. (1836); Klopper, Exegetische-kritische Unters. tiber 
den zwetten Brief des Paulus an die Gemeinde zu Korinth (1869)*; 

Denney (Zfos. Bzble, 1894)*; G. Barde, Paul Papétre, études sur la 2 

1 For the ancient and medizval literature, from Chrysostom to Calvin, 
see T. C. Edwards’ edition, pp. xxvi-xxxii, 
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épitre aux C. (1906). (il.) of 2 Cor., favourable to intermediate Letter 

hypothesis (see further below, p. 121): Hausrath, der Vier-Capitel Brief des 

Paulus an die Corinthter (1870); Hagge (/PZ., 1876, pp. 481-531); 

Volter (77., 1889, pp. 294-325); Briickner (Chron. 177-180); Konig 

(ZWT., 1897, pp. 482-554); J. H. Kennedy (Zx#.°, 1897, pp. 231 f., 285f., 

1899, pp. 182f.; Zhe Second and Third Letters of St. Paul to the 
Corinthians”, 1900; Hermathena, 1903, 340-367; Lrisk Ch. Quarterly, 

1917, 123f.); R. Mackintosh (#xf." vi. 77f., 226f., 336f.); G. H. 

Rendall, Zhe Zpzstles of St. Paul to the Corinthians (1909). Unfavourable : 

Gabler, De capp. ult. tx.-xiit. posterioris epist. P. ad Cor. ab eadem haud 
separanadis (Gottingen, 1782; reply to Semler); Hilgenfeld (ZW7., 1890, 

pp. 1-19); N. J. D. White (Zxf.° vii. 113 f. ; Hermathena, 1903, pp. 79- 
$9); A. Menzies (Zxf.8 vi. 366f.). (iv.) of both epp.—G. T. Zachariae’s 
Erklarung (1769); Schenkel, dzssertatio de eccles. Corintht primeva factioni= 

bus turbata (Basel, 1838); J. G. Miiller, de trébus P. ttineribus Corinthum 

susceplis de eprstolisque ad eosdem non deperditis (Basel, 1831); Eylau, zur 

Chronologie der Kor.-Briefe (1873); Rabiger, Kritische Untersuchungen 

wiberd. Inhalt d. beiden Briefe d. Apostels P. an die Kor. Gemeinde? (1886) * ; 
A. Sabatier’s Paul (Eng. tr.), 156-184; Krenkel’s Beztrage zur Aufhellung 

der Geschichte u. der Briefe des Paulus (1890); van Manen, De brdeven aan 

de Korinthiers (1896); Sanday (Zz. 899-907); Pfleiderer (Ure. i. 144 f.) ; 

A. Robertson (DA. i. 483-498); W. Schmidt (PRE. xi. 369f.); Jacquier 

(Vigouroux’ DB. ii. 983-1005); Rohr, Paulus u. die Gemeinde von Korinth 
auf Grund a. beiden Korintherbriefe (Freiburg, 1899); Ermoni (282., 1899, 
283-289); Holsten (ZWT7., 1901, pp. 324-369); W. M. Ramsay (£xf.® 

i.-iiil.)*; G. Hollmann, Uvrchristenthum im Corinth (1903); Clemen’s 

Paulus (1904), i. pp. 49-85; von Dobschiitz, Ure. pp. 11f. ; Munzinger, 
Paulus in Korinth (1907)*; W. Liitgert, Prechettspredigt und Schwarm- 
geister in Korinth (BFT,. xii. 3, 1908); R. Scott, Zhe Pauline Epistles 

(1909), 61-95; J. H. Ropes (Z4." vii. 150-154) ; G. H. Clayton (DAC. 
i, 250f.); J. Weiss (Urc. 245 f.). 

§ 1. 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° éypaya 

tp év TH émiotoAH py ovvavaptyvvcGat wopvots xTXA.) has not 

been preserved, unless, as is very probable, 2 Co 614-71 is one 
fragment of it. This letter must have been written after Ac 1818 
and prior to (4) 1 Cor., which was sent (possibly by Titus among 

others; cp. Lightfoot’s Azdlical Essays, 281 f.) from Ephesus 

(16° 19), during the period of Ac 19!~20!, in reply to a com- 
munication, conveyed perhaps! by Stephanas, Fortunatus, and 

Achaicus {1 Co 16118), from the Corinthian Christians them- 
selves (1 Co 7! wept d€ dy eypdware). The subsequent visit 
referred to in 4197! (€hevoopar dé taxéws tpds buds . . . ev paBdw 

1 Not necessarily, however. These men may have come independently 
(cp. Lemme in Weue Jahrb. fur deutsche Theologie, 1895, 113 f.). 
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€\Ow; cp. 11°4 167) was probably paid; at least this is a fair 

inference from the language of 2 Co 2! 12!4 (idov tpitov rovro 
éroipws éxw éAGetv, 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 10! 12?!) to effect personally, 
he tried to carry out by means of (c) a letter (2* 78) written & 

Todds Odivews Kal ovvoxns Kapdias dia ToAAGY Saxpvwv, and 

preserved in part in 2 Co ro'13!. It was evidently carried by 

Titus (2 Co 218 7% 18-14), Finally, in a fourth letter (¢), 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 81628) carry this irenicon to Corinth, and Paul promises 

to follow before long (2 Co 94, ep. Ac 207). 

The scantiness of the data upon the visits, not only of Paul but of Titus and 

Timotheus (1 Co 4!” 16'°, Ac 197") to Corinth, renders it impossible to recon- 

struct any scheme of events which is not more or less hypothetical. For the 
movements of Titus and Timotheus, see Lightfoot’s Azb/zcal Essays, 273f. ; 
Schmiedel, 82 f., 267-269 ; A. Robertson (DA. i. 492-497), Rendall (41-42), 

the articles on both men in Hastings’ D&. (Lock) and £4z. (the present 

writer), Lake (HEP. 144f., 164 f.), and Kennedy (a. cz¢. pp. 69-77, 115 f.). 

That Titus had at least two missions to Corinth is more than probable. 

Much depends on whether he is made the bearer of 1 Co and 2 Co 10-13, 
and whether the mission of 2 Co 12!8 is identified with the former visit. 

The precise dates of the various letters vary with the chronological schemes 

(see above, pp. 62-63) ; all 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 1 Co 5°=end of 55; 1 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 1 Co 5%=end of 56 (or begin. of 57) ; 
1 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 

1 Co, T. C. Edwards chooses the spring of 57 ; Bachmann (cp. his discussion 
of the date, pp. 480f.), like Findlay, among recent editors, the spring of 56 (so 
Jiilicher, Belser, Ramsay) ; Goudge=the spring of 55 (so C. H. Turner, DZ. 
i. 424); Ramsay=autumn (October) of 55. The allusions to Apollos (1 Co 

16) show that 1 Co was not written till after the period of Ac 19'*, and the 

remark of 1 Co 168 serves as a further ¢ermznus ad quem for the composition of 

the letter within whatever year is selected. 

§ 2, The unrecorded lettey—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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letter in which, among other things* (pp. 114, 125), 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. 1) knows nothing of it. 

In 5° éypawa, as the context shows, cannot be the epistolary aorist (as in 
9). To delete év rq émicrodp, as Blass proposes (BT. x. 1. 60f.), 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 év ravry 

TH €mtoTo\y. 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 of 

the latter passage indicates that the unrecorded letter would fairly be reckoned 
among the Bapetar kat loxupai émiorodal. 

§ 3. The first (canonical) epistle.—The construction of 1 Co is 

simple and its course is straightforward. The Corinthian or 
rather the Achaian Christians were confronted with a series of 
problems, arising mainly from their social and civic relationships, 
which were forced upon them as they realised that Christianity 
meant not a mere ethical reform, but an absolutely new principle 
and standard of morality. These problems Paul discusses 
seriatim. The question of the cliques is first taken up (11° 
471), because it formed the most recent news received by the 
writer. After handling this ecclesiastical abuse, he passes to a 
question of incest (511), and thence 7 to the problem of litiga- 
tion between Christians in pagan courts (61%), finally { turning 

back to the topic of fornication (6!°°°), He then (7! qepi de dv 
éypaware) takes up the various points on which the Corinthians 
had consulted him in their letter, one after another: marriage 
and its problems (zept 6¢ tév wapOévwr, 7%), including celibacy 
(724°), the wisdom or legitimacy of using foods offered to idols 
(rept d€ tav cidwAofTwv, 81-111), and public worship and its 
problems—including rules for women (117°), the administration 

* An announcement of his next visit? A word on the collection (16!) ? 

+ The transition is mediated by the double sense of jzdge in 5%: "8 and by 
the fact that the remarks about the outside world (5!) suggest another and a 

cognate aspect of the subject. See, further, J. H. Bernard’s Stwdza Sacra, 232 f. 
{ The plea of the Corinthians quoted in 6” (a// things are lawful for me) 

ities forward Paul’s warning against ethical sophistry in 6° (Le sot decezved), 
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of the Lord’s Supper (111**4), and the spiritual gifts (epi de tov 
mvevpatikov, 12-14%), Finally, in reply to some Christians 

whose Hellenic prejudices cast doubt upon the possibility of a 

bodily resurrection for the dead saints, Paul argues* that such 
a rejection of the resurrection of the dead implied the rejection 
of that historical resurrection of Christ (15!!%), which not only 
is the source and staple of the apostolic preaching, but also 

(15208) the pivot of the Christian eschatological hope, and the 
only explanation of contemporary Christian conduct (157°), 
He then gives a positive account of the resurrection body 
(15*°-57). A brief paragraph follows on the collection for the 

poor saints of Jerusalem (epi d@ rHs Aoytas, 161+), after which 
the letter closes (16°*4), as it had opened (1!*), with personal 

details (wept dé “AwoAAW, 161”) 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*°-*5), the narrative of the Lord’s Supper, the glossolalia, 

and the argument upon the resurrection.t But comparatively few problems 
of literary criticism are started. Occasionally the reader can detect echoes 
of what the Corinthians had written in their letter. Thus Paul takes up now 
and then phrases of theirs as a text or pivot for what he has to say; e.g. 
mdvra moe eectw (6°), Ta Bpduara rH Kola Kal } KowNla Tots Bpdpacw (61%), 
mavres yvaow Exouev (81), obdév eldwrov ev xbcuw, ovdels Beds Erepos el pun Eis 

(84), wdvra eecrw (107), dvdoracts vexpOv ovK éorw (15'*, cp. 15). Further 
attempts to reconstruct this letter are made by Lewin (S¢. Pau/, i. 386), Lock 

(Exp.° vi. 127 f.), Findlay (Zxf.° i. gor f.), and P. Ewald (Weue Jahro. f. 

deutsche Theologte, 1894, 194-205). 

(6) The language of 41° (ws mepixadpyata Tod Kéopou éyernOnuev, mavTwv 

meptnuc) is drawn from the rites of the Thargelia (cp. Usener in SBAW,. 
cxxxvii. 139 f.), in which only the off-scourings of humanity played the réle of 

victims, and 5!! (r@ ro:ovTw unde cuvecOiew) recalls the well-known saying of 

the Ahikar-cycle, JZy 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 117% (e.2. by Resch, Agrapha, 105 f., 178 f. ; TU. x. 3. 627-638), 
and in 15°? (e.g. by Brandt, Hvang. Geschichte, 414 f.); and one or two 
(ZZZ., 1900, 661) Philonic echoes are heard, eg., in 37 (cp. Philo, 

* Cp. van Veen, Exegetesch-kritisch onderzoek naar 1 Co 15/° (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 161 with 14** is logically close, but letters are not written by 
logic, and there is no reason to suspect that 15 was subsequently inserted. 

+ 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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de agricult. 9, etc.), 31° (cp. also Epict. ii. 15. 8-9),* 8* 1 5 1412 (=de 

decalogo, 105), and the exegetical principle in 9% (cp. Philo, de spec. deg. 

mept Oudvrwv 1, ov yap brép adbywv 6 vopos GANA TGv BvdyTwr). 

§ 4. Its structure—The evenness of style and the genuine 

epistolary stamp of the letter are so well marked that, in spite of 

Kabisch’s hesitation (die Eschatologie des Paulus, pp. 31f.), 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 118 112-84 71-818 gl9_y71 12-14 1619 416-20 1610-21. 2; B, in 

Eb. al o°Co ro!-11* 1 Co 15, 2 Co 11°” 1 Co 98,2 Co 
fire"! + Co 5-6, 2.Co 13°" 1 Co 166 ; and C, in 2 Co 1-7. 
g. 1311-18, while 2 Co 8 is taken as a separate note written by 
some non-Macedonian church along with Paul. 

Volter’s analysis distinguishes an original epistle in 1-25 31% 16-23 41-16. 
8-21 g1-2. 6-13 71-6. 8-24 Ql-ba. Ga. 7-18 gl-12 19-2a yo%-38 ppl. 17-22 29-84 y2I-12, 1451 

142-884 87-40 yg1-6. 8-22 29-81, 92-44, 46-50. 58-59. 57-58 16, to which a later editor + has 

added sections containing more developed ideas of the person of Christ, the 
sacraments, justification, and so forth. In his brilliant edition, J. Weiss 

assigns to A (the epistle of 5°, from Ephesus) 2 Co 6'4~7! and 1 Co ion 

612-20 g 24-27 72-34 76 8f 15-20; to B (subsequently sent from Macedonia) 

1 Co 11-6" 7-8 13 107-111 91-3 12 14 15!-16™ 16101* 216, 

Such wholesale theories hardly merit even a bare chronicle, 

but it is a legitimate { hypothesis that small passages here and 

there may have been interpolated, creeping in from their position 

as marginal glosses, or being inserted by editors to smooth out 

or supplement the text. Such, e.g., are: 

éya 6¢ Xpicrob (122, so Bruins, J. Weiss, and Heinrici; Markland and Rhijn, 

Kpiorov !), 9%2? (Schmiedel, pp. 145-146), 14°%>-*? @§ (Straatman, pp. 134- 
138; Holsten, Evang. Paul. i. 495f.; Schmiedel, Hilgenfeld, Michelsen, 

* Among other striking parallels with Epictetus, cp. 6'?=iv. 1. (one of the 
frequent Stoical touches in Paul), 7!" =iii. 24, iv. 1, 7°°=iii. 22, 14%=iil. 

23 (otrw mpd dpOaduay érider ra éxdorou Kaka), 15°°=iii. 24. 93. Paul’s 
Stoic affinities and education are argued by F. Picavet in Essazs sur Phistoire 

. . « medtevales (1913), pp. 116f. 
+ Or editors ; since 10! and 11-8 represent for Vélter divergent views 

of the Lord’s Supper, as do 3! and 153-8 etc. of eschatology (pp. 131 f.). 
t Findlay (ZGT. ii. p. 754) admits this as an ‘abstract possibilty,’ 

though he finds none of the instances proven. For the latter, see Bruins 
(7T., 1892, pp. 381f., 471 f.). R. Scott detects in 11¢+ 16!*18 31° and 

15*°-44 interpolations probably by Silas, the general editor of the whole corre- 
spondence. 

8 
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Pfleiderer: Ure. i. 169n., Baljon, Moffatt: HN7. pp. 170, 627-628; Heinrici 

and Bousset: pp. 123-124=vv.*+%),* and the exegetical gloss in 15% 
(Straatman, Volter, Schmiedel, von Soden: 7'ZZ., 1895, 129; Heinrici, 

Drummond, Moffatt, J. Weiss, Beztrage sur paul. Rhetortk, 170 ; M. Dibelius, 

die Getsterwelt tm Glauben des Paulus, 1909, 116-117). 

Much less probable is the excision of 1** (see above, p. 19) as an editorial 
addition, of 17 as a gloss (Michelsen: refuted by Baljon, of. cz¢. pp. 40 f.), 
or 16 (Holsten, das Evang. Paul. i. 461; Voélter, 2), or 3°! (Bruins, 

TT., 1892, 407 f. ; Volter), or 3'° (Michelsen ; but see Baljon, pp. 48-49), or 

717-22 (Straatman, Baljon), or 11!° (Straatman, Holsten, Baljon), or 117*?8 

(Straatman, pp. 38 f. ; Bruins, p. 399; Volter, pp. 41 f.), or 12°14 (Straatman, 

pp. 87 f. ; Volter, p. 55), or 15°°*8 (Michelsen, 7'7., 1877, pp. 215 f. ; Bruins, 

pp- 391 f.; Volter, pp. 64 f. ; but cp. Baljon, pp. 109 f., and Schmiedel, pp. 
195 f.), or 15° (Volter), or 15% (Straatm., VGlter), or 1672 (a Jewish Christian 

gloss: Bruins; Rovers, /V7. 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 Zzzhezt. 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 iibrig, hier aéhnlich wie 2? eim Apokryphon angefiihrt zu sehen, 
wodurch sich vielleicht auch die Unebenheit in der Konstruction erklart.”} 

The transposition of 1434*> to a place after 14 (so DEF G, 93, defg, 

etc.) is plausible, that of 7174 to between 7% and 8! (Beza) is unconvincing. 

In the latter case,{ while 7! and 7° connect well, the ef x7 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 132). 

§ 5. J¢s attestation.—First Corinthians has strong and early 

attestation (cp. Knowling’s Zestimony of St. Paul to Christ, 51 f.) 

in Clement of Rome, Ignatius, and Polykarp, to all of whom it 

appears to have been familiar. The figure of the body and its 
members (121: 14 21) emerges in Clem. Rom. xxxvii. 5, while the 

language and ideas of 134? reappear in xlvi. 5 (dydrn mdvta 
avéxeral, TavTa paxpoOupet xTAr.);§ but as the epistle is actually 

referred to (11!) in xlvii. 1 (dvaAdBere thy eriotoAnv Tod paKkapiov 

TlavAov Tod droordXov. TirpOtov tbyty ev 4pyy TOV evayyeAiov eypaiper; 

er dAnGetas rvevpatikds éréoteev piv Tepi EavTod Te Kal Kndba te 

* Zscharnack, der Dienst der Frau in ad. ersten Jahrh. der Christl. 

Kirche, 1902, 70 f. 
+ Lietzmann’s reason for rejecting any hypothesis of interpolation here 

(<* Voll verstehen k6nnen wir die Stelle nicht, eben weil wir einen Privatbrief 
intimster Art vor uns haben ”’) is untrue to the character of 1 Co. 

+ While this passage cannot (as, ¢.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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kat “AzroAXd, 51a TO Kai TOTE TpooKXices buds werornoOar), it is 

needless to do more than note the repeated echoes in xxiv. 1 

(1520-23), xxiv. 4—5 (1596-87), xxxvil. 3 (1573), xxxviil. 2 (161"), xlvi. 7 
(615), and xlvili. 5 (125).* The use of the epistle by Ignatius 
is even more distinct and copious ; e.g. 219= Pfi/. vii. 1 (76 wvedpa 

. Ta KpuTTa eéyyxet), 6919 (uy TAGVGCOHe* OvTE TOpvoL . . . OvTE 

porxot. . . Bacirciavy @eod KAnpovopyjcover) with 3! = Eph. 

XVi. I (ui TAaVaTOe, GdeAol pov ot oixoPOdpor Bacirelav cod od 

KAnpovoynoovor) and Phil. iii. 3, 9! =Rom. vi. 1 (Kaddv por 

amroGavety dua Inootv Xpiorov 7H KTA.), Toll? = PHil. iv. 1 (ula yap 

caps Tod Kupiov jpav “Incot Xpiorod, kat €v worypiov eis evwow Tod 

aipatos avtov). Numerous other reminiscences occur: 3!017= 
£ph. ix. 1 (AiGou vaov), 57 = Magn. x. 3 (the old and evil leaven), 
722 — Rom. iv. 3 (arehevGepos I. Xpicrov), 927 = Trall. xii. 3 (iva pi 

addkipos evpe0@), 1212= Trail, xi. 2, 15°S= Eph. x. 2, xx. 1, 1618 = 
Eph. ii. 2, etc. (cp. WTA. pp. 64-67: “Ignatius must have 
known this epistle almost by heart”). Polykarp, like Clement, 
actually quotes the epistle (xi. 2, aut nescimus quia sancti 

mundum iudicabunt? Sicut Paulus docet=6?); alone, among 
the apostolic fathers, he uses oixodopetv, a favourite term of 1 Cor., 
and more than once his language reflects the earlier writing 

—e.g. iii. 2-3 = 131%, iv. 3 (ovrTe Te TOV KpuTTOY THs Kapdias) = 147, 

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 1 Cor. and Hermas (.Szm. v. vii. 
= 316-17), Mand. (Iv. iv. 1-2 = 7°94), 2 Clem. (vii. 1 = 974, ix. 3 
= 316 619), Barnabas (iv. 11, vi. 11 = 3116-18"), or the Didaché 
(x. 6, papay 464=16”). 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 (dza/. 

xxxy. = 11186, cohort. xxxli.=127! etc.) and Diéognet. v. (= 412) 

and xii. (=81), and cited by Irenzus7 (adv. haer. iv. 27. 3= 
toll2, y, 36=1575-%6), Athenagoras (de resurr. mortis, 61 =15°4), 
Tertullian (fraescr. haer. xxxill.), and Clement of Alexandria 
(Paed. i. 33, etc.). Tertullian once (de monog. 3) asserts that it 
was written about one hundred and sixty years ago; although his 

language is loose, it proves, as Harnack points out, that by the 

* Cp. WZA. 40-44, where the occurrence of the same quotation in 1 Co 

2°and Clem. Rom. xxxiv. 8 (art. Polyé. ii.), is explained by the independent 
use of a pre-Christian source (see above, p. 31). 

+ Quoting the earlier testimony of an elder, 
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beginning of the third century an interest was taken by some 

Carthaginian Christians in the chronology of Paul’s letters. 
§ 6. The unrecorded visit.—Previous to the composition of 

1 Cor., Paul does not seem to have visited Corinth after his 

first mission, when the local churches were founded (Ac 18*?), 
The silence, not only of Acts but of 1 Cor. itself,* tells against 

the hypothesis (e.g. of Billroth, Reuss, B. Weiss, Schmiedel: 51 f., 
Holsten, Denney, G. G. Findlay, and Zahn) that this diffident 

and successful visit (1 Co 2?) was followed by another, prior to 
the letter of 1 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 1 Cor. was composed, 
rested on information given him by of XAdys (14, cp. 51 1135), 
and on the letter forwarded to him by the church itself (71); the 
communications between himself and the Christians of Corinth, 

since he left, had been entirely epistolary (5°). The sole visit im- 

plied in 1 Co (cp. 2! 3? 11?) is that which led to the establishment 
of the church ; and, although Paul may have mentioned it in the 

letter of 1 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 1 Cor., about his personal relations with the local Christians. 

While 1 Cor. does not presuppose a second visit, however, it 

foreshadows one. The tone of 2 Co 2! (expwa dé éuavté TotTo, 
70 pn waAwv év Avy pds twas éXOeiv), where aAvv most naturally 
goes closely with év Avy, implies that, since writing 1 Cor. he 

had paid a visit which left painful memories.t The Avy was 
not the depression of 1 Co 23; it was a later sorrow, probably 
occasioned by unworthy members of the church itself, but we 

can only conjecture (from references like 2 Co 127+) its origin. 
Why did Paul hurry over to Corinth? To vindicate in person 
his authority against the machinations of Judaistic agitators 

who had been discrediting his gospel and his character? To 

enforce the discipline of the incestuous person (1 Co 5°), which 

the local Christians were perhaps unwilling to carry through? 
Or to maintain discipline more generally (cp. 2 Co 1274)? The 

choice probably lies among the two latter; the occasion of 

* t Co 16’ cannot be pressed into the support of this view, for dp7« points 

forward, not backward. 

+ So formerly Belser (7@Q., 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 1 Co 5°, 

but it fits in with the theory which inserts that visit between 
1 Cor. and the intermediate letter, although our lack of informa- 
tion about the origin of the cliques at Corinth prevents any 
reconstruction from being more than hypothetical. 

Grammatically, the language of 2 Co 12! 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: Student’s Life of Paul, 

pp. 160f., 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 tapov 70 devrepov kai amrav viv answers to eis 76 

maw) gain immensely in aptness when they are taken to imply 

that Paul was on the point of paying a third visit in person. 

In any case the key to 2 Cor. is not so much its affinity of 

style and language to 1 Cor. as the change which has come over 

the situation. New elements of strain have entered into the 
relations between Paul and the church, and one of these, which 

lies on the face of 2 Cor., is a suspicion of his character. This 

was occasioned, among other things, by an alteration which he 

had felt himself obliged to make in his plans for revisiting the 

church. The details of this new situation, so far as they can be 
made out, are one of the main proofs for the thesis that 2 Cor. 
cannot be explained simply out of 1 Cor. 

In 1 Co 16° Paul promises to pay them what he hopes will be a long 
visit, on his way south from Macedonia. At present (dprc), he would only 

have time for a flying visit (€v wapédw): besides, the pressure of work at 
Ephesus will keep him there till Pentecost. The critical situation at 
Corinth forced him, however, to pay a rapid visit, travelling overseas. In 
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 (13*). But in the lost part of this letter,* or more probably orally (on 

* The ypdpouev of 17% is often used to support this view; but it may quite 
well refer simply to the present fetter. 
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the occasion of his rapid visit ; Konig, Z”7., 1897, pp. 523f.), 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 
Judzea (2 Co 116 ; his destination is now more definite than when he wrote 

I Co 168 of édy mopevwuac). It was his desire thus to give them the benefit 
of a double visit (devrépav xapw).* Circumstances, 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 11-2! 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 1°, an allusion to 137), 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 éAagpia. 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 1%" was his original 
idea, and that 1 Co 16°* represents the change which the suspicious Corinthians 
misinterpreted to his discredit, reads into the latter passage a motive which is 
not there, and fails to account for the fear of Avy 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 1 Cor. 
K. Hoss (ZV W., 1903, 268-270) argues it was by his second visit that 

Paul practically altered the programme of 1 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 17%) made him 

abandon any thought of return in the meantime, and forced him back to 
Ephesus. In 2 Co 1}! he justifies this course of action, The theory is 
plausible, and would be strengthened by Krenkel’s view that épxec@ae 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 

lacunz of his outline in Ac 18-19 are not seriously felt until we 

pass from 1 Cor. to 2 Cor. The latter writing presupposes a 

* On this view devrépay refers to the return visit on this tour, not to the 

second of his three visits (1214 131), the caf clauses being epexegetic of xdpuv. 
The variant xapdy corresponds excellently to 174 (cuvepyol éopev ris xapas 
vay), but may have been introduced from that very passage. 

+ Halmel (Der Zwette Kor. Brief, 48 f.), Dr. Kennedy (of. czt. pp. 34 f.), 
and Plummer deny this; but 2 Co 1-6 loses force if it is reduced to a 
defence against the charge of é\a@pia, 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. J. Weiss (see above, 

p.113) makes the intermediate letter =2 Co 2!4-6'° 72-4 10-13. 



SECOND CORINTHIANS 119 

stormy interlude, upon which Acts throws no light and 1 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. Lhe intermediate letter (= 2 Co 10!~13!).—From this 
visit Paul returned to Ephesus, saddened and baffled (2 Co 128). 
His mission had been fruitless and unpleasant. JZ decided, he 
tells the Corinthians, that Z would not visit you again in sorrow ; 

instead of a visit, which would have only led to pain, 7 wrote to 

you out of much distress and misery of heart with many tears 
(24 78). This distress and passion made Paul’s letter so militant 

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 identified either (2) with 1 Corinthians or (4) with 2 Co 10-13. 

The former (a) hypothesis} surely breaks down when 1 Cor. is compared with 
the object of the intermediate letter as defined in 2 Co 175 2°& 78%, Even 
such passages in 1 Cor. as vibrate with irony and passion (e.g. 45% Mf) 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. 1 Cor. 
is permeated by a spirit of calm, practical discussion, whose occasional 
outbursts of emotional tension (e.g. in 5-6) could not have caused Paul even 
a momentary twinge of compunction. His language in 2 Co 24 and 78 is too 
definite to be explained as the mere recollection of one or two isolated 
sentences in an epistle of the size and general character of 1 Cor., and a solitary 
postscript like 1 Co 1674 cannot be adduced as proof of the dydz7n recalled in 
2Co2*. The alternative is to suppose (4) that this letter of disturbed feeling 

has been preserved, in whole or part, in the closing section (101-13!) 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 (SX., 1830, 625-632), Credner (Zn. i. 371), 
Olshausen, Ewald (Sesdschretben d. Paulus, 227 f.), Godet, Neander (293 f.), 
Sabatier, Klépper (Uztersuchungen, 24f.), Robertson, Drummond, Findlay 

in DB. iii. 711 f. ; Jacquier, Lietzmann, Menzies, and Barth (77. 49-50). 

+ Advocated by Beza, Estius, Meyer, Ellicott, B. Weiss, Sanday, Zahn, 

and Bernard, amongst others. 
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situation. They vibrate with anger and anxiety. Paul’s authority and actions 
had been called in question by a (Jewish Christian ?) party of intruders whose 
teaching 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 rovofros, rus, 2° 71"), 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: kavxdo@ac det.  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 
katxnots, kavxnua, and kavyadcoa (a group of words especially characteristic 

of 2 Cor.) is, except once (11%), entirely complimentary to the Corinthians, 

and indeed confined to them, whereas the nineteen instances in I0-13 

are permeated by a hot sense of personal resentment against disloyal 
suggestions and criticisms at Corinth. Psychologically this tone is entirely 
suitable to the occasion. ‘‘In great religious movements the leaders are 

often compelled to assert themselves pretty peremptorily, in order that their 
work may not be wrecked by conceited and incapable upstarts ” (Drummond, 
pp. 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 (101-6, cp. 
an excellent paper by V. Weber in BZ., 1903, 64-78), but authority he has 

(10718) as well as his rivals, these superlative apostles of the Judaising party. 
If he must parade his apostolic claims (111°) to the Corinthians, let him 

remind them that he had merely foregone his claim to maintenance out of 

disinterested consideration (1171), not—as his opponents malignantly in- 
sinuated—because he felt he dared not ask the support which every legitimate 

apostle was entitled todemand. After a fresh, half-ironical apology (111**1), he 

goes on proudly to match his merits against those of his rivals (117"-*8), and 
to claim superiority in actual services and sufferings for the cause of Christ 
(11%4-3),* Finally, he gives an autobiographical outline of his claim to have 
visions and revelations (12!"!). After a summary of these arguments (121-18), 
he reiterates his honesty and authority in view of a third visit (12)4-13}°), 

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 Christ, with special reference to Asia 

Minor (1901), pp. 70 f. 
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Jerome’s famous description of Paul’s style applies: ‘quam artifex, quam 

prudens, quam dissimulator sit eius quod agit, uidentur quidem uerba 
sin.plicia, et quasi innocentis hominis ac rusticani . . . sed quocunque 
respexeris, fulmina sunt. heeret in causa, capit omne quod tetigerit, tergum 
uertit ut superet, fugam simulat ut occidat.’ This tallies not merely with his 
employment of OT citations, but with his argument and invectives. The 
abruptness of the opening words (avrds 6¢ éya Iatos) shows that 10-13” 
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 
ieaders at Ephesus. 13? does echo ro’, but this does not prove that the 
latter passage represents the original opening of the epistle. From 10'* 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 10%, 
The incongruity of 10-13 as a sequel to I-9 was seen as far back as the 

eighteenth century by Semler, who tentatively suggested that 10-13 repre- 
sented a later and separate epistle, or that portions of them (e.g. 12141, 

13!) were misplaced from 1 Co 2° 5° ; and by M. Weber (de numero epist. 

ad Corinth. rectius constituendo, 1798), who separated 1-9, 13/9" from 10-13, 

a construction still advocated on varying grounds by critics like Krenkel 
(Bettrige, pp. 308f.) and Drescher (SX., 1897, pp. 43-111). The latter 

portion, on this theory, was written after Titus and his party had come back 
from Corinth. The further step of relegating 10-13 to an earlier period than 
that of I-9 was first taken by Hausrath, whose general conclusions have been 

ratified and restated by an increasing cohort of scholars, including (besides 

those named above on p. 109) Paulus, Weisse (Phzlos. Dogmatik, i. 145), 

Wagenmann (Jahrb. deut. Theol., 1870, p. 541), Michelsen (7'7., 1873, 

424), Lipsius (/PZ., 1876, pp. 530f.), Steck, Seufert (Z7., 1885, p. 369), 

Schmiedel, Cramer, Cone (Paul, The Man, The Teacher, and the Misstonary, 

pp- 47, 125), McGiffert (4A. 313-315), Moffatt (ZVZ. pp. 174f.), Bacon 

(INT. 93£., Story of St. Paul, pp. 284f.), Clemen (Paulus, i. 79f.), 

Plummer, Pfleiderer (Ure. i. 175 f.), von Soden (V7. 46-56), Volter, R. 

Scott, G. H. Rendall, Peake (V7. 35f.), A. Steinmann (Zheo/. Revue, 

1913, 566f.), Lake (AAP. 154f.), and Clayton. Schmiedel 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 17, 13) in 2%, 
10° in 29, the self-assertion of 11> 13 in 3!=5}%), how incidental phrases 
like eis 7a Urepéxewwa tudv (10!°=Rome and Spain, cp. Ro 157% °8) and oi 
ddedpol éNOdvres dd Maxedovias (11°) suit Ephesus better than Macedonia as 

the place of composition, and finally how the two letters came to be united 
in an order which was the reverse of the chronological one. 

When the Pauline letters came to be edited for the purposes of the Canon, 
the earlier of the two extant letters to Corinth was stripped of its opening 
and added to the later and larger one. Both made up a single writing 
similar in size to 1 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 finalé, 

13"-18, 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 xdpis and xaipere, 9° 311, and the aptness of 131!-!? as a finalé 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.+ 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. 
(6) 10° need not refer to the painful intermediate letter; the allusion fits 
the letter of 1 Co 5° and 1 Co itself quite admirably. (c) 1° 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, 1-9, is to account for the 
abrupt alteration of tone in 10! by conjecturing, ¢.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 

oftone. The supposition (4) that in the last four chapters he suddenly ‘urns 

to a special and recalcitrant faction in the church is equally forced. They 
are addressed to the church as a whole (cp. 137), not to any turbulent 

* The sequence of 13! and 13? is plainly editorial (cp. especially Krenkel, 
pp- 358f.). ‘*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 oz seguztur” (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 ddtxnOeis). The indulgent consideration of 2 Co 7% refers to a situation 

which did not exist when 1 Cor. was written (cp. Weizsicker, 44. pp. 341- 

353), and Timotheus could not be 6 ddicnOels, except as Paul’s representa- 

tive. The person who insulted Paul might conceivably be the offender of 
1 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 Faul’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 traxoy of 
29= 715-16 is much more intelligible after than before 10°. The sharp warning 
of 1271 upsets the (c) view that in 1-9 Paul is praising the church for its 
repentance, while in 10-13 he is blaming it for still siding with his 
opponents. Finally (d@), the view of Drescher and Klopper, that Paul wrote 

1-9 under a sanguine misapprehension of the real state of affairs at Corinth, 
as reported by Titus incorrectly, and that 10-13 represents his rebound to the 
opposite extreme of denunciation, lies open to the same objection as(a). In 

short, all theories which place 10-13 after 1-9, either as part of the same 

epistle or as a later letter, involve the hypothesis that the Corinthian trouble, 
after all that had happened, broke out again in the same acute form as before. 

This difficulty besets even the case for the canonical structure (recently urged, 
with ability, by Weiss, 4/77. i. 355-363; Klopper, Rohr, A. Robertson, 

Zahn, /NT. §§ 19-20, Bousset, Bachmann, 414f., Bernard, and Menzies, 

Exp.8 vi. 366f.), which defends its integrity mainly on the general ground 

that the closing four chapters represent not a fresh situation, but an 

emotional and argumentative climax, the last charge, as it were, of Paul’s 

dialectic, which was carefully kept in reserve until it could clinch the 

victory already gained in part (1'4), 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 I-9 and 10-13 are too decisive to be 

explained upon the 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,} 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 -9.—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! 7}°), 

This happy intelligence found Paul (at Philippi?) tossing on 

a seat of troubles (1-2), partly raised by recent experiences in 

* This invalidates the parallel (brought forward by Cornely, after Hug 
and Riickert) with the De Corona, the first part of which is calm and moderate, 
while in the later sections Demosthenes breaks out deliberately into a violent 
polemic against his opponent. 

+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.’ 

} Cp. the description of 2 Cor. by L. Davies (Zxg.4 iv. 299-300): ‘* The 
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Asia Minor, partly by anticipations of the future. Driven from 

his old anchorage at Ephesus, he was still uncertain whether 
Corinth, his former harbour, would admit him. The informa- 

tion brought by Titus banished this anxiety, and out of the 
glad sense of relief * he wrote a fresh epistle (1-9), breathing 
delight and affectionate gratitude, irenical in tone, designed to 

re-establish mutual confidence and to obliterate all memories of 
the past bitter controversy. To forgive and to forget is its 
keynote. The sky is once more clear, so far as the apostle 

is concerned. Indeed, after pouring out his heart to the 

Corinthians, he even ventures at the close to renew his appeal 
on behalf of the collection (8-9). These two chapters are not 
an anticlimax (see below), and ‘‘there is no good reason for 

treating them as a separate epistle. As such the semi-apolo- 

getic tone would make it poor and unconvincing; while, as an 

appendage to 1-7, the tone adopted is appropriate, natural, and 

in perfect good taste. It is a happy parallel to the epistle to 

Philemon, and the same note of Christian chivalry, courtesy, and 

delicacy pervades both” (Rendall, p. 73). 

The epistle opens with an invocation of God as the comforter, which 
leads Paul to speak about his own recent experiences of deliverance (1!) 
in Asia Minor. He then passes on (1'*':) to explain his change of plans,t 
his reasons for writing instead of travelling to them (1%-21), and his journey 
to Macedonia (2"!"),_ This suggests a general vindication of his ministry and 
preaching (3'-4°), with all its sufferings (47-5!°) and methods of appeal (51!- 
6°), Then, after a quick outburst of appeal to the Corinthians themselves 
for frank confidence in him (61-18 7-4), 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 (71°), and using the example of the 
Macedonian churches’ liberality to incite them to proceed with the business of 

the Palestinian relief fund or collection for the poor saints of Jerusalem (8-9) 
—a task which Titus himself would superintend in person. With a hearty 
farewell (131!-!°) 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 mapdx\nots (eleven times). 

f'On 1® 8-10- 15-17.°23 21, ep, Warfield in /BL. (1886) 27 f. 
+ The old identification of the anonymous brother (rév ade pov) of $8 and 

12!8 with Luke is carried a step further by Souter (#7. xviii. 285, 335-336) 

and others (cp. #.f.° xiii. 218 f.), who take 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 zpooipuoy (3!°), rpoeors and drddeéis (3718), 

Avors (4115), egressus in causa (41-57!) éridoyos (61-74), and 
dvatpo7) pcO trepBodns (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 6'4-7! probably is a fragment interpolated from some 

other epistle, in all likelihood from the lost letter written first of all to the 
Corinthian church (see above, p. 109).* In its present situation it looks like 

an erratic boulder, and although no MSS evidence can be adduced for the 
hypothesis, the internal evidence is fairly conclusive (so Emmerling, Schrader: 
der Apostel Paulus, 1835, 300f. ; Straatman, pp. 138f.; Ewald; Hilgenfeld ; 

A. H. Franke, SK., 1884, pp- 544-583; S. Davidson, 7V7. i. 63 ; Holsten, 

cum Ev, des Paulus uw. Petrus, p. 386; Sabatier’s Paul, pp. 177-178 ; Hausrath, 
iv. 55 f.; Renan, iii. lxii-lxiii; Rovers, Baljon, Cremer, Clemen, Pfleiderer : 

Ure. i. 189; McGiffert, p. 332; Moffatt, AVZ. pp. 628-629; von Soden, 
Bacon, Halmel, etc.). The connection of 6!-¥ and 7? is good : + we keep nothing 

back from you, O Corinthians ; our heart is wide open. Your constraint lies 
not in us, tt lies in your own hearts. Now one good turn deserves another 

(to speak as to my children), be you wide open too. Take us into your hearts. 

On the other hand 6" fits on as roughly to 64 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 
is conscious lies surely in the personal feelings left by the recent strain 
between them and himself. ‘‘ Much of the coldness towards Paul” was, no 

doubt, ‘‘the result of an unworthy deference to heathen sentiment and 

practice” (Drummond); but of this particular cause there is no hint in the 

context or even in the letter (for 13” belongs to an earlier epistle). 

* So Hilgenfeld, Franke, Sabatier, Lisco, von Dobschiitz (U7c. 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 1 Co 10” (Hausrath, Blass: B#7. x. 1, 51-60), 

if not 1 Co 6 (Pfleiderer). The letter mentioned in 1 Co 5° contained the 

very advice given in 2 Co 6'4-7! (cp. é&eNGeiv, 1 Co 5°=€f€AOare, 2 Co 61"), 
+ Lisco’s intercalation of 12-18 between 6"° and 7? is hopelessly wrong. 
+ Weizsicker’s theory (4A. i. 363) is that the outburst of 6/4-7! 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 Liitgert’s ingenious 
but equally unconvincing view, see #7. xx. 428-429. Recent explanations 
of its present position as part of the original epistle are offered by Bachmann 

(289f.), Bousset, and Windisch (Zaufe «. Stinde im Urchristenthum, 149f.). 
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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’ (61”), 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, 77., 1873, 

423; Rovers, V7. pp. 37-38; Halmel, 115f.; Krenkel, Beztrdge, 332; 

and R. Scott, Zhe Pauline Epistles, 236-237). The sole feature which is 
at first sight out of keeping with Paul’s normal thought is, as Schmiedel 
admits (pp. 253 f.) after an exhaustive discussion, the allusion to the defi/ement 

of flesh and spirit (71); but + odpé here is used in a popular sense (cp. 1 Co 7*4 
holy in body and spirit) almost as an equivalent to body, while sfzrz¢ is to 
be read untechnically in the light of a passage like 1 Th 5”°. 

(4) A second instance of extraneous matter in the canonical letter is 

furnished by the brief paragraph 11°**, describing Paul’s escape from 
Damascus ; this interrupts the sequence of thought in 11°! 121 (exulting 
and weakness) so violently as to rouse suspicions of its right to stand here 
(so Holsten, ZW7., 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 12!; Michelsen, 77., 1873, pp. 424f., 
adding 121: 7; and Rovers, V7. 38, adding 12! 4-!?), “The historicity 

of the paragraph need not be doubted’ (Schmiedel), the two real difficulties 

being the precise date of the incident and the manner in which the paragraph 
drifted into its present position. On the latter point, the alternatives are to 
suppose (with Rovers, ZW7., 1881, 404, and others) that it was inserted by 

a scribe who failed to find any illustration t of do@éveva (11%°) in the context, 

or that it is a marginal addition by Paul himself, properly belonging to the 
parenthesis 1174* (so Wendt, Acs, 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, 17-4 (cp. 
2 Co 127). 

§ 9. Zhe structure of 2 Cor.—Beyond the relegation of 614-71 
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 ZZZ., 1897, 560 f:,; Rohr, pp. 102 f.); but 
it is the supposed difference of situation between 8 and g which 
started not only Semler’s theory (9=a separate letter to the 

Christians of Achaia), but more recently A. Halmel’s§ drastic 

* Cp. Clemen’s discussion, Ezvheztlichkect, pp. 58f., and Paulus, i. 77-78. 
+ So Sokolowski emphatically (Die Begréfje Geest u. Leben bec Paulus, 

1903, pp. 126f., 144f.), and M. Dibelius (Dze Gedsterwelt tm Glauben des 
Paulus, 1909, 62 f.). 

+ 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) 667f., of his Der zwezte 

Korintherbrief des Apostels Paulus. Geschichtliche und Literaturkritische 
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reconstruction of three letters: A=1'? 18-218 7582 1313 
B10 63 and, C=15" 214-74 9 732 A and 'C being put 

together about a.D. 100, when 6147! 31718 and 4346 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 145" 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 115f, 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 émicroAy ovoratixy, cp. 31%!) are 
avoided by Volter (Paulus und seine Briefe, pp. 74f.), who 

advocates the identification of to—13!° with the Intermediate 
Letter, but acutius guam verius eliminates 171-22 216b_46 416+ 511 516 

614-71, and 8° from 1-9, 13/18 as matter due to a later editor 

or editors (see above, p. 113). The criticism of Halmel would 
apply even more stringently to Lisco’s keen attempt on similar 
lines (Die Enstehung des zweiten Korintherbriefes, Berlin, 1896) 
to find three separate epistles in A= 10-13! with 6147! between 

1210 and 1220, B= 1!-6}8 with 1211-19 and 723 9, 134-18 and C= 

74-8%4, an attempt which, in his /wdatsmus Triumphatus: Ein 
Beitrag sur Auslegung der wier letzten Kapitel des zwetten 

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 Erklarung der Gefangenschaftsbriefe des Abpost. 

Paulus (1900), for reasons as precarious in exegesis as they are 

Untersuchungen (1904), which presents a revised form of his earlier 

monograph on Der Vierhkapitelbrief im xzweiten Korintherbrief (1894), 

reviewed by J. Weiss in 7ZZ., 1894, 513f. Halmel appeals (pp. 8f.) toa 
Dutch critic, E. J. Greve, who in the third volume (1804) of his De drzeven 

van den Afpostel 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, 214-74 1o!-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 
1 Co 15 written after his release. Some basis for such a 

reconstruction may be found in history, but none exists for 

Pierson and Naber’s (Verisimilia, pp. 108 f.) deletion of 111 
15-18. 238, 91. 4 47-12 512 72-4 y;1_7 3210-18, ‘The significance of Halmel 

and VoOlter 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. é.g. van 

Manen, OCZ. 38-41). 

Several more or less plausible cases of transposition or interpolation may 
be seen in the traditional text. 2! 38 probably has been displaced from 
its original setting after 1°? (Van de Sande Bakhuyzen) or better after 17°, 
where chronologically its contents belong; so Laurent (V7 Studzen, pp. 24- 

28), Michelsen, and Baljon (pp. 142-143). This leaves an admirable and 

characteristic juxtaposition between 21! (Satan’s machinations) and 2!4 (God’s 
overruling providence).* Upon the other hand, the attempts to isolate 8 as a 

separate note (Hagge, p. 482f.), written later than 9 (Baljon, pp. 150-152), 

or as part of the Intermediate Letter (Michelsen, 77., 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 9g 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. Vélter, pp. 92-94; Schmiedel, 

pp. 267-269, as against Halmel’s arguments in der zwett. Kor. pp. 11-22), 

In 9! Paul is really explaining why he needs to say no more than he has said 
in 874, 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. On the other hand, 11°*-12! has all the appearance of 

a marginal addition (cp. Wendt on Ac 9°”), which has been misplaced from 
11“, or of a gloss interrupting the sequence (so Holsten, Hilg. ZW7., 1888, 
200 ; Schmiedel, Baljon, cp. HV7. 629-630), although the order 11° 9% 83. 31 
would partially ease the somewhat jolting transition (see above, p. 126). 

* This helps to meet Halmel’s vehement objection (pp. 58f.) to the 
position of 24-74 in the canonical epistle. 

+ With 87° 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. (wepi iepod, § 3), Kat xpdvors wpiopuevors leporoumol Tav 

xXpnudrwv apiorivdny émixpibévres, e& Exdorns of SoKtmmraror, XEetporovovyTat, 

awous Tas édmlbas ExdoTwy TapaméwporTes. 
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§ 10. Attestation of 2 Cor.—z2 Cor. is quoted by the same 
authors as is 1 Cor. (see above, p. 114), after Marcion (cp. Diognet. 
v. 12f.=6%1°), but its earlier attestation is not equally strong. 
In two passages of Polykarp (iv. 1, vi. 2) the language recalls 
Romans rather than 2 Cer. (see below, p. 148), and vi. 1, like 82! 

and Ro 12!’, probably goes back to Pr 34 (LXX) rather than 
to either of these Pauline passages ; on the other hand, ii. 2 (6 de 
€yelpas avrov ék vexpOv Kai Huds éyepet) may echo 4" (6 éye/pas Tov 

Kipuov “Incoty Kai pas civ “Inood éyepet). In Ignatius there are 

apparent, though far from distinct, reminiscences of 61° (= Z/h. 
XV. 3, adrov éy yuly KaToLKOdvTOS, va Gpev vaol Kal aitos év Hpiv 

Oeds) and 414 (= Trail. ix. 2), possibly, too, of 112 11910 7216 
(=Philad. vi. 3). The contents of Clem. Rom. v. 5-6 are 

inadequate to prove the use of 11°°27, and xxxvi. 2 can be 

explained apart from 318, as can Barn. iv. 11-13 (5!0)* and vi. 
11f. (51). The indifference of Clem. Rom. to 2 Cor., taken 
together with his appeal to 1 Cor., is all the more striking as the 
former epistle would have served his own purposes of exhortation 

with telling effect. It is perhaps a fair inference that, in its 

canonical form, 2 Cor. was not as yet circulated throughout the 
churches (cp. Kennedy, pp. 142f.; Rendall, 88f.); possibly it 
had not as yet been thrown into its present form. 

§ 11. Zhe 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 Lzfe of Byron, vi. 269-275) was once defended as 
authentic by Whiston and W. F. Rinck (Das Sendschretben d. Kor. an der 

Apostel Paulus u. dritte Sendsch. P. an die Korinther, 1823), but the 

correspondence is obviously composed ¢ on the basis of 1 Co 5° and 7! by 

* Cp. W7A. 11-12, where Bartlet suggests a common source. 
+ Vetter (7Q., 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 (Wewe Hetdelb. Jahrb., 1897, 117f., 

Acta Pauli aus der Heidelberger koptischen Papyrushandschrift Nr. 2 
herausgegeben, 1904, 125 f.). 

{Just as 2 Co 124 was made the text and occasion of an dvaPariKoy 

IlavXov, according to Epiphanius (//aer. xviii. 12). 

9 
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an author who stood no nearer to Paul than did the composer of the Thekla- 
legends, and who wrote with reference to the doctrine of Bardesanes (cp. 

Berendts’ essay on the Christology of the correspondence, in Abhandlungen 

A, von Oettingen zum 70 Geburtstag gewidmet, 1898). 

For text and literature, see P. Vetter’s Tiibingen programme, Der 
Apokryphe dritte Korintherbrief (1894); Lietzmann’s Klezne Texte (12, 

1905); Zahn’s GK. ii. 592-611 ; Harnack in SB&A., 1905, 3-35, and ACL. 
i. 37-39, ii. I. 506-508; and Rolffs in HVA. i, 362f., 378 f., ii. 360, 388 f. 
The Latin version, discovered in 1890, was published by S. Berger and 
Carriére (Za correspondance apocryphe de S. Paul et des Corinthiens. 

Ancienne version latine et traduction du texte Arménien, 1891); cp. Harnack 

and Bratke in 7ZZ., 1892, 7-9, 585-588, Deeleman in Zheol. Studzén (1909), 

37-56, and Lake in EAP. 236-240. 

(D) ROMANS. 
LITERATURE.—(a) Editions '—Locke, Paraphrase and Notes (1733); G. T. 

Zacharia’s Erklarung (1788); Semler’s Paraphrasts (1769); C. F. Boehme’s 

Comment. perpetuus (1806); Belsham (London, 1822); R. Cox (Horae 

Romanae, London, 1824); Flatt’s Vorlesumgen (1825); Klee (1830); 

H. E. G. Paulus (1831); Benecke (1831) ; Reiche (Versuch einer ausfihri. 

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 Rimer, auf dem 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, 1860) ; Colenso 

(St. Pauls 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 erliutert (1870)*; Bisping (1870) ; 

H. A. W. Meyer® (1872); Volkmar (1875); Moses Stuart? (1876); Reuss 
(1878) ; Moule (Cambridge Bible, 1879); Klofutar (1880); Godet (1879-80, 

Eng. tr. 1888) *3 Oltramare (1881f.); E. H. Gifford (in Speaker's Comm. 

1881)*; H. Reinecke (1884); F. Zimmer (1887); Kleinschmidt (1888) ; 

C. J. Vaughan? (1890) ; Barmby (Pz/pzt Comm. 1890) ; C. W. Otto? (1891) ; 
A. Schifer (1891); Lipsius? (WC. 1892) ; Jowett® (1894); Lightfoot (Motes 

on Epp. St. Paul, 1895, on 11-7); Philippi? (Frankfurt, 1896) ; Cornely 
(Commentarius, Paris, 1896) * ; J. M. Stifler (New York, 1897) ; Th. Heusser 

(1898) ; J. Drummond (1899) ; Weiss ® (— Meyer, 1899)* ; W. G. Rutherford 

1 On the patristic and medieval commentaries, see Sanday and Headlam, 
pp: xcvili-cii; on the pre-Lutheran, Denifle’s Lather wu. Luthertum, 1. 1. 

(1905), besides the survey in Meyer’s ed. (Eng. tr., Edin, 1873-1874) and in 

Grafe’s monograph ; on Luther’s, Lagrange (RB., 1915, 456f., 1916, 9of.). 
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(Paulus Briev tél Romerne, 1902); J. van Andel (Kampen, 1904) ; Sanday 

and Headlam°* (7CC. 1905)* ; Lietzmann (HBMNT. 1906) ; Jiilicher (SV 7." 

1907); G. Richter (1907); J. Niglutzsch” (1907); Zahn (ZX. 1910); Parry 

(CGT. 1912); E. Kiihl (1913) * ; Lagrange (Paris, 1916).* 

(4) Studies. —H. E. G. Paulus, de originibus Pauli epistole ad Rom. 
(Jena, 1801); Baur (Zzibing. Zettschr. f. Theol., 1836, 59f.)* ; R. Rothe, 

Brief P. an die R. erklart (1852); Th. Schott, der Rémerbrief, seinem 

Endzweck und Gedankengang nach ausgelegt (1858); W. Mangold, der 

Rimerbrief u. die Anfinge der rom. Gemeinde (1866) ; Beyschlag (SX., 1867, 

pp- 627 f.); Schenkel (BZ. v. 106-116); Baur’s Paulus (Eng. tr. i. 321 f.); 

Weizsicker in Jahrb. deutsche Theol. (1876) 248 f. ; M. Arnold, St. Paul and 

Protestantism (1876, ch. i.) ; Holsten (/PT7., 1879, 95f., 314f., 680f.)*; 

Grafe, ziber Veranlassung u. Zweck d. Romerbriefs (1881)*; A. Kloster- 

mann’s Korreckturen 2. bisher. Erkiarung d. Rémerbriefes (Gotha, 1881) ; 

W. Mangold, der Rémerbrief u. seine gesch. Voraussetzungen (1884) ; Lorenz, 

das Lehrsystem im Rémerbrief (1884); Schiirer (ZB.%); van Manen, de 

brief aan de Romeinen (1890) ; Hilgenfeld (ZW7., 1892, 296-347) ; Liddon, 

Explanatory Analysis (1893) ; Hort, Romans and Ephesians (1895)*; A. 

C. Headlam (#7. 1894-5); M. W. Jacobus, A Problem in NT Criticism 

(1900), 237f.; Denney (Zx#.° iii.-v.)* ; A. Robertson (DB. iv. 295-306) ; 
Feine, der Roémerbrief (1903); G. Semeria, z/ penszero die S. Paolo nella 

littera at Romani (Roma, 1903); D. Volter, Pazwlus u. seine Briefe (1905), 

pp. 135-228; Hupfeld, der Rimerbrief* (1905); Knowling, Testimony of 
St. Paul to Christ (1905, pp. 60f., 311f., 465f.); Zahn (ZzzZ. §§ 21-24); 

G. Richter’s Artzsche-polem. Untersuchungen (BFT., 1908, xii. 6) ; Moffatt 

(ZB." xxiii. 581-583) ; A. Merk (Cath. Encyc/. xiii. 156f.); Liitgert (BAT. 
xvii. 2); Pachali (SX., 1914, 481f.); C. W. Emmet (DAC, ii. 408-417) * ; 

Edmundson (Urc. 14 f.) ; J. Weiss (Uvc. 275 f.). 

§ 1. Contents and outline.—Special literature: C. F. Schmid 
(De epist. ad R. consilio, Tibingen, 1830) ; Kiene, Das Rimerbrief 

u. das Joh. Evglm (1868), pp. 1-42; Pfleiderer ( Ure. i. 2-11 f.); 
J. Drummond (7., 1913, 787 f.); Lagrange (2 B., 1915, 216 f.). 

After a brief introduction (11), 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 dixatocivy ex mioctews eis ziotw (1°17) for all 

men. This forms the theme of what follows.1 In 118-329 the 

need of such a d:xatoovvy is proved by the fact that Gentiles 
(118-82) 2 and Jews (2!-3?°) alike had missed it. But, just as the 
apostle’s religious philosophy of history has dipped into almost 

1 On 3, cp. J. Morison’s monograph (1866) ; on 1-3, E. Weber’s essay 
(BFT., 1905, ix. 4). 

* For the Alexandrian traits of 18%" cp. Schjott in ZVW., 1903, 75-78, 

and Norden, pp. 128 f. 
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unrelieved gloom, it is brightened by the positive fact * that in 
Jesus Christ (32!8!) God had revealed his d:xatootvy to the faith 
of -man, whether Gentile or Jew. Faith, however, had been in 

the world before Christ, and so had revelation, particularly 

within the sphere of the Jewish Law; Paul therefore turns for 

a moment to show how the Christian gospel of dixavoovvy by 
faith, instead of being at variance with the spiritual order of the 

OT, was identical in principle with the very faith of Abraham 
upon which the Jew prided himself (41>). Returning to the 
positive and blissful consequences of the universal dicavootvy 
revealed in Jesus Christ (5!1), he throws these into relief against 

the sombre results of the fall of Adam ; life had now superseded 
death, grace had triumphed over sin. But the supersession of 
the Law, so far from relaxing the moral bonds of life, only laid 

higher obligations on the soul of the believing man (6%). This 
leads the apostle to describe the struggle of the soul between the 

Law’s demands and the thwartingpower of sin, a conflict between 

the spirit and the flesh (7) which can only be resolved by the 

interposition of Jesus Christ.; The faith which identifies man 

with him invests life with the divine Spirit (8!), 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 217 41, The gracious fellowship enjoyed by Christians 

with their God through Jesus Christ (8°!) sadly reminds him, as 

a warm-hearted Jew, of the fact that the very people who should 

have been in the direct line of this ducasvocvvy were standing as 
a nation outside it (9!°). How was this unbelief of Israel, the 

ancient people of God, to be reconciled with the justice and 

promises of God? Paul addresses himself { to this problem in 

* For an argument that 37-6 originally lay, instead of 11’, after 116, and 
was followed by 5-6, see D. Volter in ZV, (1909) 180-183. 

+ Cp. Engel’s exhaustive monograph, Der Kampf am Rom vii (1902). 

+ The antinomy of this patriotic outburst (partly due to the feeling that 

the motives of a renegade might be suspected), or divergence into a 

. nationalistic outlook, is one of the most characteristic features in Paul. His 

religious philosophy of history is suddenly shot across by a strong personal 

emotion. Hausrath has somewhere remarked that if Paul had not spent 
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g-11. He begins by pointing out, as he had already done in 

Gal 47: (cp. Ro 278-9), that even in the OT there were traces 
of God discriminating between the bodily children of the 

patriarchs (9°), and that mere physical descent had never 

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 freedom sovereign? “Here, to speak 
plainly, Paul’s argument has got into an zmpasse. He is not i, 

able to carry it through, and to maintain the sovereign freedom 
of God as the whole and sole explanation of human destiny, 
whether in men or nations” (Denney, ZGTZ. 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 basis of faith, so that the doom of the Jews was their own 

fault, consisting in a stubborn refusal to enter into God’s greater 

plan (9279). They are to blame, not God (939-107!). 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 (111!) and (111!) 
temporary; it may have a providential purpose (so that the 

Gentiles need not boast over their less favoured neighbours, 
1119-24; cp. Ramsay’s Pauline and other Studies, 1907, 219 f.) 

in stirring them up ultimately (117°) to claim their heritage in 
the messianic kingdom. for God has shut up all under dis- 
obedience, that upon all He may have mercy. ‘The vision of this 

glorious consummation stirs the apostle to an outburst of solemn 
adoration (11°58), with which the whole section fitly closes.* 

himself in the service of Jesus, he would have shed his blood with some 
other-natives of Tarsus ‘on the walls of Jerusalem in A.D. 70 ; and this passage 
shows how his religious patriotism flickered up inside his Christian outlook, 
even in spite of the treatment he réceived from Jews and Judaists alike. Cp. 
the present writer’s Paul and Pauiinism (1910), pp. 66 f. 

* 11°86 rounds off I-11, as well as 9-11 (cp. J. Weiss, and Biihl in SA, 
1887, 295-320). What Paul has in mind is not a Judaising tendency among 
the Jewish Christians at Rome in particular, but the general and perplexing 
question of Judaism in relation to the new faith of the gospel. On the 
dialectic of the whole passage, see Gore’s paper in SZ. iii. (‘The argument 
of Rom ix.-xi.’), and E. Weber’s Das Problem d. Heilsgeschichte nach Rim 

9-17 (191T), 
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Applying (ovv) the thought of God’s mercy and its obligations 
(121), Paul now sketches the ethic of Christians as members 

of the church (12°?!) * and of society, and as members of the 

State (1317); love is to be the supreme law (13%°), and the 
nearness of the end the supreme motive to morality (131!4). 

These thoughts of mutual charity and of the impending 

judgment are still before the apostle (14°!) as he leaves the 
plane of general ethical counsels for that of a special practical 

problem which was vexing the Roman church, viz., the question 

of abstinence or non-abstinence from food offered to idols. 

Sheer anxiety about personal purity (13!%14) was leading some f 
to be over-scrupulous at Rome, while the stronger Christians were 

prone to judge such sensitive brothers hastily and harshly, and 

to live without due consideration for weaker members of the 
church who might be offended by their serene indifference to 

such scruples. After laying down the general principle of in- 

| dividual responsibility (1411*), in order to rebuke censoriousness, 
| he appeals nobly to the majority, who were strong-minded, for 
‘ consideration and charity towards the weaker minority (1418-155). 

Towards the close, the plea broadens into a general { appeal for 

Christian forbearance and patience (151°), which finally streams 
out into an exhortation (155%) to all, Gentile and Jewish Chris- 
tians alike, to unite in praise of God’s mercy to them in Christ. 

In a brief epilogue (1514), Paul justifies himself for 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 

closesi(1 57°23). 
§ 2. The sixteenth chapter. — Special literature: — Kegger- 

mann (de duplici epistolae ad Rom. appendice, 1767); Semler’s 

Paraphrasis, pp. 277-311 3; D. Schulz (SK., 1829, 609 f.) ; Spitta’s 

Ure. ii. 1, pp. 6f.; Moffatt, ANT: 209f.; Lake (LEP. 325 f.): 

* For mavtl r@ dvre év buiv (12°) read 1. re dvre Te ev bpiv (cp. Ac 5% 

éywv elval twa éavrdv), with Baljon and Vollgraff (AZzemosyne, 1901, 150). 

+ They were vegetarians and total abstainers. The former practice (cp. 

von Dobschiitz, Urvc. 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. 

+ There is no hint that in 15'%- Paul is turning (so Paulus and Bertholdt) 

to address the leaders of the church. Paul does not address the éxxAnola 

of Rome, and 15'4 implies the general body of the local Christians. 
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Since the questions of the nature and needs of the church 
to which the epistle was written depend upon, rather than 

determine, the problem of its literary structure, it will be con- 

venient to discuss the latter first. In order to clear the way, it 
is necessary to recognise the evidence for the hypothesis that 

ch. 16 did not belong to the original epistle; (a) 1675-27 re- 
presents a later conclusion, added by some Paulinist editor 
(so Reiche, Kreyhl, Mangold: pp. 44f., Schtrer, Hilgenfeld, 

de Wette, Volkmar, Lucht, Lipsius, von Soden, Pfleiderer, 

Holtzmann, W. Brickner: Chron. pp. 184-185, Weizsicker: 

AA. i. 382, Baljon: pp. 37-40, Volter, Julicher, R. Scott, 
Corssen, etc.); and (4) 1613 is a special note addressed to the 
church of Ephesus. 

(a) 1675-7 is not simply an irrelevant (Bacon, JBL. 1899, 167-176) but 
an un-Pauline finale, evidently (cp. Jud 4) modelled on some stereotyped 

Jewish form of benediction (cp. Mangold, pp. 44-81), and breathing the 
atmosphere of the later epistles to Timotheus and Titus (and of Ephesians). 
The addition of such a doxology is as unexampled in Paul’s correspondence 

as the definition of God as ¢he only wise or eternal and of the scripture as 

prophetic; while the silence upon the wvorjprov during ¢imes eternal outdoes 
expressions like Col 1°° and is hardly consonant with Ro 17 3”. Corssen 
(ZNIW., 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. 

(4) That Ro 16'** contains a note which did not originally belong. to 
Paul’s Roman epistle is a widely, though not universally,* accepted hypothesis 
which has been under discussion for nearly a century and a half. Most 

probably the note begins, not with v.3 (Schulz, Ritschl, Ewald, pp. 428-430; 
Schiirer, Reuss, Laurent, van Rhijn, Pfleiderer, Mangold: der Romerbrief, 

pp. 136f.), but with v.1 (Eichhorn, Weiss, Renan, Lucht, Lipsius, Volter, 

von Soden, etc.); it ends, not with v.” (Eichhorn, Ewald, Schulz, Reuss, 
Renan, Mangold, Lucht, Weiss, Lipsius, Volter, von Soden, Richter, Kiihl) 

nor even earlier (some, e.g. Laurent and Hitzig, breaking off at v.! or 
at v.'®, as Hausrath, Pfleiderer, Krenkel, Schmiedel), but with v.* (so 

Weizsicker, McGiffert, Jiilicher, and Lake, Holsten and R. Scott omitting 

vv.17-0).+ While vv.2!-° 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 

(SK., 1886, pp. 587f.), the discussions of Jacquier (i. pp. 277f.), and Zahn 

(Zznl. i. 272f.), the remarks of Sanday and Headlam (of. ct. pp. xciiif., 

416f.), Mair in #x.4 vii. 75 f., and Edmundson (U7c. 20f.). 

t ‘It is generally assumed that the men referred to [in vv.!7-*°] 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 
16, though it may have originally lain (Koennecke, Jiilicher) between v.'® 
and v.17, It is needless to regard v.!8 as a marginal note of Paul to y.'¢ 
(Laurent), or to put 1 (omitting 7 ydép) after 1° (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, ina 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 
I-15 the apostle has been writing as a stranger to strangers, without betraying 
—even at points where such a reference would have been telling and suitable— 
any trace of personal friendship with the members of the church or first-hand 

knowledge of their local environment and situation. Occasionally, it is 
true, he does evince some knowledge of the general course of events (e.g. 
in 14-15) within the Roman community, but never more than what would 

percolate to him through the ordinary channels of hearsay and report. 
Such incidental familiarity with the Roman situation by no means implies 
the presence of friends upon the spot who had supplied him with information. 
Upon the other hand, the wealth of individual colour and detail in 161 
presupposes a sphere in which Paul had resided and worked for a consider- 
able time. He knows the people. He can appeal to them, and even speak 

authoritatively to them. Now, as he wrote probably from Corinth, the only 
other city which answers aptly to this description is Ephesus, where Paul 

had had a prolonged and varied experience ; indeed, several of the names 
in this note are connected more or less directly with that city or with Asia 
Minor: ¢.g. Epaenetus (v.> drapx} 7s ’Aolas), and Aquila and Prisca (v.°), 

who were at Ephesus immediately before Romans was written (Ac 181% %6, 
cp. 1 Co 16"), and apparently were there (2 Ti 4) not long afterwards. 
These are the first mentioned in the note, and the reference in i Cor. and 

here to the house-church of Aquila and Prisca tells against the likelihood of 
a sudden migration on the part of this devoted pair. 

Furthermore, the sharp warning against heretics and schismatics (vv.!""°) 

suits Rome at this period less well than Ephesus, where, then as after- 
wards (1 Co 168°, Ac 20”, Apoc 27), trouble of this kind was in the air. 

There is no evidence, even from Romans itself, to indicate the existence of 

dxocraciae and cxdvdada 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 19 5%, Ph 31"; 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 20!% 2%) were so rife that the apostle was determined to follow his usual 
method, in such cases, of avoiding any personal intercourse with the local 
church. Hence he writes this note of warning, incorporating his counsel in 

Pheebe’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 on page 135, Farrar, S¢. Paz/, ch. xxxvii. ; Laurent, WZ Studzen, 

pp- 32-38; Holtzmann, Zzz/. 242-246; O. Holtzmann, WZ Zeztgeschichte, 

p- 132; Cone, S¢. Paul, pp. 12f. ; Purchas, Johannine Problems and Modern 
Needs, 47{. ; and Haupt, SX., 1900, pp. 147-148), that the note is a note 

of recommendation for Phoebe (€ricroAy cvoratixy) ; for Paul would natur- 

ally introduce a person to a circle or circles in which he exercised some in- 

fluence. 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 in this period such a footing of intimacy obtained at Ephesus 
rather than at Rome. 

It may be urged, on the opposite side, that these Christians might have 
migrated to Rome, as there was constant communication between that city 

and the provinces of the empire. In the abstract, this is quite possible. But 
the point is that when Paul wrote Romans, no such migration had occurred. 
All evidence for it is awanting, and the probabilities tell against such a 

wholesale influx of Paul’s friends to the capital. At a later date, in the 
course of time, it is conceivable that they gradually migrated to Rome in his 
footsteps, as Aquila and Prisca did perhaps. Asiatics constantly betook 
themselves thither, and it is therefore far from remarkable—and by no 
means a final argument against the above theory of Ro 16!-*°—that almost 
all of the names mentioned in this note have been found by archzologists 
(cp. Lightfoot, Phzppzans, pp. 171f.) within the Roman Corfus Lnscrip- 
tionum. Most of the names are fairly common throughout the Roman 
world (cp. Lietzmann, p. 73), whilst half are found in the Greek * Coys 

L[nscriptionum for Asia Minor (so, é.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 

* So Rouffiac, Recherches sur les caractéres du Grec dans le NT a apres les 
Inscript. de Priéne (Paris, 1911), pp. 97 f. 
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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 (cp. ZA. 226 f., 278). 

Gifford (pp. 27-30) regards 16**° 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 Z4G., 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 + 

is really no improvement on that of Semler, who regarded 16*}6 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 (£77. iii. 243 f.) took 

16!-29 as addressed to Corinth, while Schenkel less probably regarded it as 
intended for all the churches which Phcebe was to visit. Still more drastic 
but equally unsatisfying is Ryder’s conjecture (/BLZ., 1898, 184-198) that, 
since @ypaya vyiv (15°) and 6 ypdWas thy éricrodjy (16%) have the same 

subject, and since the latter phrase indicates a weightier function than that 
of an amanuensis, chs. 15!-16*4 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, p. 141). 

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.7!-?3 are included in it, 
the mention of Gaius (cp. I Co 14) probably points to Corinth as the church 

from which Paul wrote (cp. Cenchrez, 161). If, as is otherwise likely, the 

immediate destination of the note was Ephesus, with its local circuit of 
churches, the fact of Paul sending greetings and warnings is entirely conson- 

ant with the situation presupposed in Ac 20 (see above). The description 
of Andronicus and Junias as fe//ow-frzsoners (16) does not imply that Paul 

* Yet, in the letters subsequently written by Paul from Rome, not one of 
these Christians is ever mentioned. F 

+ In a further study (ZV W., 1909, 128-147, 195-218, ‘ Zeit und Ziel d. 

Griisse R6m 16* und der Mittheilungen 2 Ti 4°*!’), Erbes developes this 

theory by arguing that 2 Ti 4" (év rq mpwry pov drrodoylg ovdels wor mapeyévero, 

GAG wavres we €yKaTéurov), which contradicts the hypothesis that Paul had 

such loyal supporters in the Roman church as Ro 161”? (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 11%; 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 (ZA. 228). 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 (¢.g. Ampliatus). 

§ 3. Structure and integrity.—Special literature :—Riggen- 

bach (neue Jahrb. f. deutsche Theol., 1892, 498-525); Lightfoot 
and Hort’s essays in the former’s Biblical Essays (287-374) ; 
Wabnitz (RTQR., 1900, 461-469); Moffatt (HVT. 630 f.); 
Harnack, (ZV W., 1902, 83 f., on 1”); Godet, ZIVT. 1. 395-407 ; 

Zahn’s inl. § 22; R. Steinmetz (ZV W., 1908, 177-189, ‘ Text- 

kritische Untersuchung zu Rom 1°’); P. Corssen (ZV W., 1999, 
I-45, 97-102); R. Scott, Zhe Pauline Epistles (1909), 96f.; K. 

Lake (ZEP. 335f.); Bruins (7Z., 1911, 258-269, on 118-82), 
The textual phenomena of 167-27 (apart from any question 

of their authorship) are sufficient by themselves to start the 

further problem, whether the canonical form of Romans does 
not represent a process of more or less extensive editing. The 
insertion of Ro 161 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 (1675-27) is found (see Lucht, of. cz¢. 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 164 (so AP, 

arm.), whilst (iv.) F8™ (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 ( Vemcu/a 

Sanctorum, 1900). 

+ <*Caput hoc (z.¢. 16-7) Marcion, a quo scripturse euangelicee atque apos- 
tolicze interpolate sunt, de hac epistula penitus abstulit: et non solum (hic ?) 
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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 
MSS of the Vulgate, reflect a similar edition (see de Bruyne in Revue 
Bénédictine, 1908, 423f., 1911, 133f.). But it does not carry us very far 

back ; for while an ecclesiastical (Antiochene ?) edition might contain 1-147" + 

16-7, it is extremely unlikely (in spite of all arguments to the contrary) that 
Pauli would stop at 14"°, even if 16°” were genuine. The latter is not a 

doxology like 11°", and it does not lead to 15!* as Eph 3°°-*! does by closing 
asection. It is one thing that 15-16% should be omitted for church-purposes, 

and quite another for the author himself, with the natural sequel 151-8 before 
him, to break off at 147° and append the doxology, unless we are to assume 
that there was room for no more on the sheet of papyrus. There is a strong 

inherent improbability, therefore, against all theories which attribute to Paul, at 
any rate, any issue of Romans ceasing with 14%. Even were 167?” admitted 
to have been written by the apostle, its position after 14” 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 1 Co 167!* having been put after 
15°78, and no textual evidence for such a transference is forthcoming. But, 
in the case of Ro 1679-*7, 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 + 16-27? 
The former theory depends on the probability that the contents of Ro 15-16 
would prove obnoxious to Marcion; but this hardly appears likely, for the 

OT quotations would not discredit the passage to Marcion, any more than 
they did the gospel of Luke. The latter view assumes that an ecclesiastical 

recension of the epistle existed by the beginning of the second century, 
which omitted 15-16 as less suitable for public reading (so, ¢.g., Hort, Godet, 

and Lake) and appended 16”°*" 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 of those of 1 Co 16, may have 
prevented any widespread allusions to it even in a writer like Cyprian. 

hoc, sed et ab (? in) eo loco ubi scriptum est ove autem, quod non est ex fide, 
peccatum est [2.e. 14] usque ad finem cuncta dissecuit. In aliis uero exem- 

plaribus, id est in his quze non sunt a Marcione temerata, hoc ipsum caput 
diuerse positum inuenimus: in nonnullis etenim codicibus post eum locum 

quem supra diximus, hoc est, ome autem, quod non est ex fide, peccatum est, 

statim cohzerens habetur e7 azdem guz potens est uos confirmare ; alii uero codices 

in fine id, ut nunc est positum, continent.” It is disputed (cp. Zahn’s GA. 
ii. 519 f.) whether ‘dissecuit,’ in this version of Rufinus, means ‘removed’ 
(=‘abstulit’) or ‘cut up.” Against Zahn, see Corssen in ZVIV., 1909, 13 f., 
and Lake, who argue for the former (= dcéreuev), 
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The omission of év ‘Pdéuy in 1 © by G (Gk. and Lat. text), and in 17 

further by g Ambrosiaster (taicw rots ofow év dydry Ocod, KAnTois ayiots), 

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 év’E¢éow in Eph 1’, ze. 

an ecclesiastical or liturgical desire (cp. Tert. adv. Mare. v. 17 ; Ambrosiaster 

on Col 46; Apollonius in Eus. 4. Z. v. 18. 5) to mark the epistle’s catho- 
licity of reference ; or (6) to Marcion’s revision (cp. Corssen, de Bruyne, Sanday 
and Headlam, von Soden), the latter motive covering the excision of 15-16 
as well. (a) seems on the whole preferable (so, ¢.g., Steinmetz and 

Schmiedel), Zahn’s contention, that the original text of 17 did not contain 
év ‘Pa&uy (so W. B. Smith, /BZ., 1901, pp. 1-21; cp. Harnack, ZVW., 1902, 

83f.), but that 115 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 

(which Emmet, in £x/.® xi. 275 f., would make more plausible by con- 
jecturing that a mutilated copy once ended at 14%). 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 Riickert to Lightfoot). This edition-hypothesis (Renan, 
ili, pp. Ixiiif., 461f.; Sabatier, Denney, Lake, etc.) assumes usually that 

I-14+16!*° were the edition sent to (Asia) Ephesus, whilst 1-14+ 1672-74 

and I-II+15 were copies of the circular forwarded to Thessalonika and 

Rome respectively. Spitta carries forward this conjecture in Uye. iii. 1 
(1901), holding acutius guam uerius (cp. Bahnsen in PAZ, 1902, 331-336) 

that 121-15’+ 161 represent a short letter written after Ac 28°" (A.D. 63-64) 
during a tour among the Gentile Christian churches, while 118-11! + 1514+ 
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, ¢g., of 118° and 15%, 
Lightfoot’s simpler view posited a double recension, the original draft 
(1-16*) being addressed to the Roman church, the second (omitting év ‘Pwun 

in 17) and 15-16, but adding 16%") being designed for a wider circle ; 
subsequently the doxology was transferred to its present position in the 
original and earlier recension, represented by the canonical epistle. Attempts 

have been made on broader lines to disentangle in whole or part a larger 
letter to Ephesus, e.g. in 12-144 16 (Straatman, 7°7:, 1868, 25 f.), 12-15°+ 

167-9 (Schultz, Jahrb. fiir deutsche Theol., 1876, 104f.), and 9-11+16 

(Weisse’s Beztrage, 46f.); cp. J. Weiss in 7ZZ., 1893, 395, and Z%S¢. 

182-184, and Lake’s theory of 1-14 (contemporary with Gal.) and 1-14+15 

(as covering letter) for Rome. 
Apart from the doxology (16”-*’), when a note to Ephesus is found in 

1618 it becomes superfluous to discuss the theory, once held by Baur, 
Schwegler (VZ. ii. pp. 123f.), and some others (recently, W. B. Smith, 
JBL., 1901, 129-157) that 15-16 are totally, or even partially (Lucht), 

? 
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spurious, as well as composite.* There is little or nothing in 15 to justify 
the supposition that it was not composed by Paul (see on this especially 
Mangold, pp. 81 f.); the bold expressions of 15°18 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. HV7. 
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 11-15% 
represents substantially the original epistle; that 16°? 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 év‘P&un in 17 and the relegation of 167°” to a place after 14 were due 

to subsequent liturgical procedure. 
Evanson’s arguments against the Pauline authorship (Dézssonance 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 (Avetck der paulin. Briefe, 1852, iil. 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 
‘Questiones Pauline’ (7'7., 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. #42. 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. H/. i. 
309-334) led to a patient and careful refutation by P. W. Schmiedel 
(77. i. 532-552), after or against which there is little to be said. For other 

criticisms in detail, see R. J. Knowling’s 7he Wetness of the Epistles, pp. 133f., 

and Clemen’s Paz/us, 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 
(1): 5b-7- 8-17 g1-12 15-19. 21 1-13. 16-23 po_73, pal_yo6 yol4-16. Wh-33 1621-2) written 

to the Gentile Christian church of Rome, from interpolations by an editor 
who sought to Hellenise Paul’s teaching with the help of Stoic and Platonic 
ideas derived in part from the Wisdom of Solomon, Philo, and Seneca, and 

to controvert not Jewish Christians, but Jews of his own day. In addition 

to this editor’s contributions, further glosses are visible in 214-15 372-26 7%» 
yH-56 y57-13. 17-28a 767-202. 25-27 from the pen of one who also omitted év ‘Pau 
in 1” } in order to generalise the epistle for the use, primarily, of the church 
at Ephesus. 

While the criteria for such hypotheses are too subjective to deserve 
attention, the canonical text of the epistle here and there has been more 
justly suspected of incorporating glosses. Thus (a) the awkward construction 

of 213-16 where v.!® seems to follow vy." rather than ! or the whole 

*R. Scott (of. cét. 237-246) makes 12-15 practically all non-Pauline, 

while the original epistle (I-11 +15”°*S) is regarded as the slow elaboration 
of two or three distinct essays (¢.g. I-5, 6-8, 9-11). 
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paragraph, has suggested (cp. Lietzmann’s note, pp. 14-15) either that 4“ 
represent a marginal gloss (so Wilke, dze Mewtest. Rhetortk, pp. 216-228 ; 
Laurent, WZ Studien, 17-19, 32 f.; Blass; Volter, 141-142; J. Weiss,* 

Beitrage zur paul. Rhetortk, 56-57), or less probably that v.!® should be 
taken as an interpolation (Weisse, Baljon, pp. 4-6), if not put after v.” 
(Michaelis, Wilke, Wassenbergh) or v.*® (Hitzig). Otherwise v.!% might be 
a marginal insertion of Paul (Eichhorn), though not the later addition of 

an editor (from Ja 172; so Weisse, Michaelis adding ™, and van Manen 

adding 11°), (4) 57 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, Koennecke, and Jiilicher=7), or as two (Naber, Mnemosyne, 1881, 

287 f.). Nor (c) is 5° cal dia ris duaprias 6 Odvaros to be suspected as a 
scribal gloss (van Manen, Straatman, Baljon), though 5!*"4 (Weisse, Bectrdage, 
p- 35; Volter, of. czt. pp. 147f., for exegetical reasons) has an illogical 
appearance.t (d) 7° (dpa ofv av’rds éyw TE perv vot SovrEdw vduw Deod, 

TH 5€ capkt vdum dpuaprdas) may readily have been misplaced by a scribe 
from its true place before v.“4 (Venema, Wassenbergh, Keil, van Hengel, 

Lachmann, Koennecke, BT. xii. I. 24-25; Blass, Lietzmann, etc.) ; 

to delete it entirely (Michelsen, Reiche, Weisse, Baljon, pp. 17-18; 

Volter, pp. 157-8) is to leave no room for an explanation of how it ever 
came to be inserted.t (e) As the dia wavrdés of 11°71 is, strictly speaking, 

inconsistent with the thought of what follows, it has been conjectured 
(e.g. by Holsten, ZWT7., 1872, 455; Michelsen, Rovers, van Manen, 

and Lipsius) that this passage is a marginal gloss written, like 1 Th 216, 

after the fall of Jerusalem, to emphasise the final exclusion of the Jews from 

the messianic kingdom. Against this it is rightly urged that the metaphor 
of v.14 would follow awkwardly after that of v.*. But surely not more so 

than that of v.® in its present site. (f) Apart from those who reject the 
entire chapter as un-Pauline, various critics have felt obliged to regard 
one or two passages in 15) as later glosses; Straatman, e.g., deletes 
Sree ae van Maren, wv. es ye 22) 27.) 20-825 NV olter, vw.1?- =. (altering 
éxwy to éxw in >) and Lipsius, vv.-2% > %3?4. 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 Illyria is quite within the 

bounds of probability, during one of Paul’s residences in Macedonia ; and 

* Adding 276°? as another gloss from the same hand, since the ydp of *8 
reaches back to ”°, while the oy of *® does not connect well with the context. 

+ The same critics, with Michelsen, find 6'4 an interpolated gloss, with 
as little reason as leads them (with Volkmar and Baljon, pp. 14-15) to 
delete 719-20, 

~To suppose (with Volter, p. 226) that some scribe, failing to grasp 
the connection between 774* and 8!, added this recapitulatory comment as 
a bridge, is surely a Zour de force. See Jiilicher’s note (SV7. ii. p. 48), and 

Clemen’s Einheitlichkezt, pp. 84 f. (cp. his Pazdus, i. 99-100). On the 

other hand, rots srovxotow (4™) is plainly an instance of textual primitive 

corruption, while ot're duvduecs (88) must precede logically (as in K L, etc.) 

oUre éveorara KTX., unless it isto be deleted (as by van Hengel, Baljon, 
Tholuck, Koennecke, 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, v.1*) is rhetorical ; 
Paul, as often, is using a natural hyperbole (Curtius, S&BA., 1893, 929, 

quotes an apt verbal parallel from Aristoph. A7vzghts, 642 f.), and *° is not 

inconsistent with **, for the apostle’s visit to Rome (cp. 11-}*) is as much 
for his own sake as for theirs; in any case Rome is to him but the point 

of departure for a further tour, not the object of independent mission-work. 
Finally, as even Volter (p. 178) admits, there is nothing suspicious about 

the reference to this Spanish mission ; after his death it would have hardly 
been attributed to him. 

Such detailed difficulties in the contexture of the epistle do not amount to 
any proof that it is a patchwork of different writings. Its composition must 

have taken some time. ‘*‘We must try to comprehend the position of such 

a man when, perhaps in the midst of his handicraft, he dictated on difficult 

matters in which his thoughts pressed one upon another, in order to judge 

truly to what degree he would be likely to fail in good connexion and orderly 

progress of thought” (P. W. Schmiedel, H/., 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 151** is accepted as genuine, the 

date of the epistle is fixed towards the close of Paul’s mission in 

Achaia (Ac 207); 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. 57 ; 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 Illyria. 
The facilities of communication point to Corinth, however (cp. Bales 
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. But 

its aim is not simply to secure in the church of Rome a vantage- 

ground for further propaganda in the West (so, e.g., Schott, 

Beyschlag, and Riggenbach, exaggerating the weight of passages 

like 11° and 15%), much less to justify Paul against a supposed 
charge of neglecting so important a church (Hofmann); it is 

rather to state, for the primary benefit of the Roman Christians, 

the xdpirpa mvevpatixov which Paul was conscious of possessing 
in his knowledge of the gospel, and which he imparts in writing, 

d7rd pepous, Os éravapipvycKov ipas dua THY xapw THY Bobciady por 

amo tov Oeod (151°, cp. rf). The feature of the gospel which 
is chiefly before his mind is its universal range, as the divine 
dvvapis eis TwTyplay wavTi To mioTevovTt. It is a gospel for ra 

€6vy (cp. 15 151° etc.), and as such it involves a supersession of 
Jewish praxis and principle. This outlook explains the course of 
118-7136; o-r11 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 g-11 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” (/aw/, i. 329), but the 
problem had been raised by his past experience in the long 
mission throughout Asia and Greece. It is not even enough to 
argue that the object of Romans was to counteract the Jewish 

Christian propaganda in the Roman church (so Weizsicker) ; 
one would expect in this event to find the christological problem 
more prominent. It is more plausible to detect the conciliatory 

motive (Pfleiderer) of reconciling the Gentile Christian majority 
with the Jewish Christian minority, by expounding more fully 

Paul’s gospel as a deeper and broader exposition of the faith 
than either party had yet reached. This aspect is enforced by 

those who (like Bleek, Hodge, Hilgenfeld, Volkmar, and Holsten) 

variously lay stress upon the irenical tone of Paul’s dialectic. 

A more polemical view is taken by scholars like Aberle (Zin. 

205f.) and Feine, who find that Paul is opposing unbelieving 

Jews, though it is not easy to see why he should do so in an 
Io 
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epistle to Rome especially, and in an epistle primarily addressed 
to Gentile Christians. Judaism as the enemy is the view also 
underlying both Ewald’s and Grafe’s theories ; the former regards 
the epistle (culminating in 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 (of. ct. pp. 54f.), 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 15% 18 1118 and 
1515f, 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 9g? 
which seems to rank Paul with a Jewish Christian audience, 
means no more than the similar allusion in 1 Co 1o!; and the 

connection of his readers with the Law in 7!“ etc. is on all-fours 

with the tone of the argument in Gal 41 (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, Weizsicker, 

Pfleiderer, Schtrer, von Soden, Feine, Jilicher, Denney, Belser, 

* Drummond (see p. 131) rejects the anti-Judaising hypothesis, and 
argues that the epistle is simply a defence of what Paul regarded as vital 
Christianity. Lake (see p. 141) suggests that I-14 were originally a general 

epistle to the churches in Antioch and Asia Minor, written about the same 

time as Galatians. Liitgert, again (see p. 131), argues that Romans repre- 

sents a change of front. In Galatians Paul is dealing with Jewish legalists, 
but here he faces antinomian tendencies of Gentile origin as at Corinth 
(see p. 125), and it is this fresh danger which constitutes the historical signifi- 

cance of Romans as a deliverance of the apostle at a crisis. See, further, 

Hort’s Romans and Ephesians (p. 16) and Lagrange’s study in Constructeve 
Quarterly (1915), pp- 495 f. 
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Peake, Kuhl, Lagrange, and Hoennicke, /C. 161 f.) is, so far as 
the evidence of the epistle goes, preferable to the hypothesis 

that it was predominantly Jewish Christian (so, e.g., Baur, 

Lipsius, Reuss, and Zahn). No topic in the letter can be said 

to be foreign to the interests-of the former, and no method 

of argument 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 (= /¢he weak 
of 141-15!%) of Jewish Christians (cp. E. Riggenbach’s essay 
in SK., 1893, 649-678), probably including a number of 

proselytes,* but the primary aim of the writer is not to adjust 

the relations of these parties (so especially Holsten and 
Hilgenfeld). This would be to make 14!-15!§ the climax of 

the foregoing pages, instead of a supplement to them. The 

purpose of the apostle is rather to re-state, in the light of his 
experience during the long mission now closing, and in view 
of the fresh propaganda which he contemplated in the West, the 
principles of his gospel for the Gentiles in its relation to 
Judaism. All he knew of the internal condition of the Roman 
church was from hearsay. He did not write on account of any 
special trouble there, and it is artificial to suppose, with 
Pfleiderer and others, that he keeps one eye on the Jewish 

Christian and another upon the Gentile Christian portion of his 

audience. Romans is more of a treatise than any other of Paul’s 

epistles. Its structure is not determined by any local questions 

suggested to him, and, unlike all the preceding letters which are 
extant, this is not addressed to a church which he had founded. 

It is not written in the air. Paul is not composing in order to 
clear up or to express his own mind. But neither is he writing 
with a direct reference to the Roman Christians at every turn. 
“The letter does not attack Jewish Christianity, but Judaism 
—the Israelitish religion—standing over against Christianity as 

a distinct, independent entity which casts its shadow over the 

path of the new religion. Though he formulates objections in 

order to refute them, we must not imagine that persons pressing 

such objections really existed in the Roman church; St. Paul 

* Beyschlag’s arguments in favour of a proselyte-element have been 
independently worked out by Volter in his Dée 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 Reflections on the Revolution in France, 

— which were begun as a private letter to a gentleman in Paris. As 

Burke went on, however, the matter so grew and gained “upon 

him that its importance and bulk demanded wider consideration 

than could be given in a mere letter. He therefore widened his 

scope, but adhered to the semi-private form of address. “I 
wish,” he says at one point to his correspondent, “to com- 

municate more largely what was at first intended only for your 

private satisfaction. I shall still keep your affairs in my eye, 

and continue to address myself to you. Indulging in the 

freedom of epistolary intercourse, I beg leave to throw out my 

thoughts, and express my feelings, just as they arise in my mind, 
with very little attention to formal method.” 

§ 5. Traces in early Christian literature. —Echoes of Romans occur in 

1 Peter, and probably in Hebrews and James as well. Like 1 Cor., it was 

undoubtedly used by Clement of Rome, as is plain from the following 
passages, amongst others :—17=xxxvi. 2, ) dovveros kal éoxorwuévy didvoa 

(cp. li. 5, Tas douvérous kapdlas), 1°°-32=xxxv, 5-6, 24%=xlvii. 7, 479=1. 6-7 

(perhaps), 61=xxxiii. I (cp. context), 9°=xxxii. 2, and 13!=Ixi. 1. 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. Kauvdérys {wis (64) 

recurs in Zph. xix. 3, 1°4 underlies Smyrn. i. 1 (€k yevotds Aaveld Kara 

odpka, vidy Ocod kara Oé\nua kal divamv, cp. Aph. xviii. 2), and striking 
coincidences occur in Magn. vi. 2 (=61"), ix. 1 (=75), Trad/. ix. 2 (=8), 

Eph. ix. (=9"8) etc. Polykarp’s knowledge of the epistle is fairly certain 
(cp. iii, 3=13°8, x.=12!), though twice the allusion might be to 2 Cor. 
instead! (vi. 2—114224\(cp, 2 Co) 5'°, andiav.) T=" 410 ep.12 Coro.) maine 
familiarity of Justin with Romans is patent ; cp. e.g. Dzal. xxiii. = 4°", xxvii. 
= 37, xliv.=9',. xlvii.=2* etc. (with \AZol. i.) 40—105), as isiithatvos 

Athenagoras (Leg. pro Christ. xiii. =121, xxxiv.=1°”). On the other hand, 

KoANwpevot arya0@ (v. 2) is too slender a basis to establish a use of the epistle 

12°) in the Didaché, and the solitary glimpse in Hermas (Mand. x. il. 5= 
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§°6-27) proves next to nothing. The epistle appears, however, in the Canon 
of Marcion and in the Muratorian Canon; while it is expressly cited by 
Irenzeus (quoting an elder, adv. her. iii. 16. 3=11 9° etc.), Clem. Alex. 

(Paedag. 7O=11™ etc.), and Tertullian (e.g. adv. Praxeam, xiii.=1" 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. Iren. adv. haer. i. 8. 3, i. 3. 4). 

(E) COLOSSIANS. 

LITERATURE. — (a) Editions — Bugenhagen (1527); Melanchthon’s 
Enarratio epist. Pault ad Coloss. (1559); W. Musculus (Comm. in epp. ad 

Phil. Col. etc., 1865) ; J. Grynzeus (Zxplicatio, 1585) ; R. Rollock (Edinburgh, 
1600) ; Thomas Cartwright (London, 1612); Bishop Davenant (Cambridge, 

1627); P. Bayne (London, 1634); N. Byfield (London, 1649); G. Calixtus 

(Exposttio lett. in Eph. Col. etc. 1664-6); J. H. Suicer (27 epzst. S. Paule. 
ad Col. comment. crit. exeget. theol. 1669)* ; J. Alting, Avalyszs exegetica in 

Ep. ad Coloss. (Amsterdam, 1687); P. J. Spener’s EZyrklarung (1706) ; 

Hazevoet’s Verklaering (Leyden, “FE ¢ S. van Til (Amsterdam, 1726) ; 

Roell, Zpzstole Pauli ad Coloss. exegesis (1731); Baumgarten’s Auslegung 
(Halle, 1767); J. D. Michaelis? (1769); G. C. Storr’s Dissertatio exegetica 

(Tiibingen, 1783-7, Eng. tr. Edin. 1842)*; F. Junker, Héstorisch-krit. und 

philolog. Comm. (Miinchen, 1828)*; J. F. von Flatt’s Vorlesungen (1829) ; 

C. F. Bahr, Comment. tiber d. Brief P. an die Kol. mit Berticksichtigung 
d. altern u, neuern Ausleger (Basel, 1833); Mannheim (1833); Steiger, 
Brief Pauli an die Colosser (Erlangen, 1835); Bohmer (Zheol. Auslegung, 

Breslau, 1835); Huther (1841); Dan. Wilson (1845); Baumgarten-Crusius 

(1847) ; de Wette? (1847) ; Wiesinger (in Olshausen’s Comm. 1850); Bisping’s 

Erklirung (1855); Ewald (1857); Ellicott (1857, etc.); Dalmer (Gotha, 

1858) ; Messner’s Erklirung (1863); Meyer® (1865); Bleek’s Vorlesungen 

tiber die Briefe an de Col., den Philemon, u. die Epheser (ed. Nitzsch, 1865) ; 

Braune (zézd. Eng. tr. 1870); Hofmann (1870f.); Alexander (Speaker's 

Commentary, 1881); A. Klopper (1882)* ; J. Eadie? (Edin. 1884) *; J. LI. 

Davies? (Eph, Col. and Philemon, 1884); J. A. Beet (1890); Lightfoot® 

(1890 and later)* ; Oltramare, Caen sur les ép, de S. Paul aux 

Col. Eph. et a Philémon (1891f.)*; H. C. G. Moule (Cambridge Bible, 
1893); von Soden? (HC. 1893) ; Webleebere (in Strack-Zockler’s Comm. 

1895); Findlay (Pulpzt Commentary, 1895)* ; T. K. Abbott (7CC. 1897) ; 

G. W. Garrod (1898) ; Maurer? (1900) ; Heart (— Meyer, 1902)* ; G. C. 

Martin (C&., n. d.) ; Peake * (ZG7. 1903); Lueken?(SVZ. 1907) ; J. M.S. 

Baljon (1907); A. L. Williams (CG7Z. 1907); P. Bijsterveld, de b7zev van P. 

aan de Col, (1908); P. Ewald? (ZX. 1910); G. Alexander (New York, 1910); 

J. Knabenbauer (Paris, 1912); M. Dibelius (@BN7. 1912); F. B. Westcott 

(A Letter to Asta, 1914). 

(4) Studies—against the standard treatise of H. J. Holtzmann, A7zzh der 

Epheser- und Kolosserbriefe (1872*), see J. Koster, de echthetd van de 

brieven aan de Kolossers en aan de Ephestérs (1877), and von Soden (/P7., 

1885, pp. 320f., 407 f., 672f.). Partly on Holtzmann’s lines, J. Weiss (7ZZ., 

1900, 553-556); Soltau (SA., 1905, 521-562, ‘die urspriingliche Gestalt 
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des Kolosserbriefs ), and Michelsen (7'7., 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 (Zheol. Jahrb., 1847, 461 f.); Mayerhoff, der Brief 

an dze Kolosser mit vornehenlicher Beriicksichtigung der Fastoralbriefe 

(1838) ; Hoekstra (7'7., 1868, 559 f.) ; Hilgenfeld (ZW7, 1870, pp. 245 f.); 

Weizsiicker (4A. ii. 240 f.); Briickner (Chron. 41 f., 257 f.); Cone, Zhe 

Gospel and its Interpretations (pp. 249-255); Pfleiderer, Urc. i. 258f. (ii-) 
for :—Schenkel (Chréstusbild d. Apostel, pp. 83-86); Renan (iii., ix.—xii.) ; 
Hort, /C. (pp. 116f.); Sanday in Smith’s DB. i. 624-631 (1893); Weiss 

(A/T. i. 371-377); Sabatier’s Paul (pp. 229f.) and in ZSA. iii. 272-275 ; 

McGiffert (4A. 366-374); E. H. Hall (Pafias, 1899, 283f.); Jiilicher 

(ZBz. i. 860f.); Clemen, Paulus, i. pp. 122f.; Moffatt, ANZ. 214f. ; 

Bacon, Story of St. Paul (1905), 303 f., 330f. ; Jacquier in Vigouroux’ DB. ii, 

866-876. (iii.) general :—C. G. Hofmann (Jntroductio in lect. epistolae P. ad 

Coloss. 1739); Storr (dissertatio in epist. P. ad Coloss. 1786); Boehmer’s 

fsagoge (Berlin, 1829); L. Montet, Zxtroductio in epistolam ad Coloss. 

(Montauban, 1841); J. Wiggers, ‘das Verhaltniss des Ap. Paulus zu der 
christlichen Gemeinde in Kol.’ (S&., 1838, pp. 165f.); Schenkel (BZ. iii. 

566-571); J. O. F. Murray (DB. i. 454-456) ; M. Rohr, Les épitres de Papitre 

Paul aux Col, et aux Eph. (1905) ; L. W. Grenstedt (DAC. i. pp. 227-231) ; 

Moffatt (Z.x.° xiv. 128 f.). (iv.) on the errorists :—Schneckenburger’s Ueber 
das Alter d, jiid. Proselyten-Taufe, nebst einer Beilage iiber die Irrlehrer 

zu Colossae (Berlin, 1828); Rheinwald (de pseudo-doctoribus Colossensibus, 

1834); Osiander in 772d. Zettschrift (1834), pp. 96f.; J. Barry (les faux 

docteurs de Colosses, Montauban, 1846); Hilgenfeld (ZWT7. xiii. 233f.); 

Neander’s Planting of Christian Church, i. 319f.; M. Dibelius, Dze Gezster- 

welt tm Glauben des Paulus (1909), 151-155. 

§ 1. Analysis.—Like Romans, this epistle was written to a 
church which the author only knew by hearsay. Paul had neither 

founded nor even visited (1* 7-® 28 21) the Christian community at 

Colossz, a Phrygian township on the left bank of the Lycus; 

but, as their founder, Epaphras (17 41%"), was probably a disciple 
of his, and certainly a Gentile Christian like themselves (17) 27 
213 4llf.), 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 (4718), 

After a brief greeting, in which he associates Timotheus with 

himself (11), he assures them of his constant thankfulness for 

their fine Christian character (18), and of his equally constant 
prayers for their steady growth in the knowledge and service 

(1%) of God who had redeemed them by Jesus Christ, the head 

alike of the creation (1!5-!’) and of the church (11°), according 
to Paul’s gospel, at any rate (17-9). ‘To prevent them and others 
like them in Asia Minor from being misled on this cardinal ~ 
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matter (21), he reiterates the need of adherence to the simple 
and sufficient faith of Christ (2°),* as opposed to any extraneous 
theosophy and ritual system (21°) 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 + and 
positively; also specifically for wives and husbands (3!%!%), 
children and parents (32%!), slaves and masters (37-41). With 
some brief words of general counsel (47) and personal details 
(4717), the letter then closes. } 

Colossians is a significant deliverance addressed to a rather insignificant 
audience. Colossze was a second-rate township, inferior to its (4!°) powerful 
neighbours Laodicea and Hierapolis ; and the local church was of little import- 
ance in early Christianity. The occasion of the epistle was the arrival of 
Epaphras (18) with news of the church, which was in some perplexity over 
a specious theosophy recently promulgated, and which perhaps—if we are 
to read between the lines—had expected or did expect a visit from Paul (2). 

At the moment he is imprisoned § and cannot come to them, nor does he ap- 
pear to anticipate any opportunity for a visit ;|| the reasons of this they are 

to learn orally from Tychicus and Onesimus (4’~*), who bring the epistle. 
All he can do personally is to write. The letter reciprocates their prayers 
(19 kal jets), 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 (Kev dadrn) 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 repicoevovres év evxapioria 

(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. 47). 

+ With Col 3" contrast the tone of the thanksgivings in Plutarch’s Marcus, 
46, § 1; Diog. Laert. i. 33, and the Talmudic-Berachoth (‘‘ Rabbi Judah 

taught that a man should say every day, Blessed be God for not creating me 
a pagan, nor foolish, nor a woman”). 

+ Does the phrase, epi ob éAdBere évrodds (41°), refer to a letter previously 

sent to the Colossians by Paul, or to oral instruction after Ac 15°7% ? 

§ This would not necessarily follow from 4" (6 cuvarxuddwrds pov), which 

might mean no more than Ro 167, but 4° (édeuar) puts it beyond doubt. 

|| Epaphras, too, is unable to return, but the Colossians and the other local 

Christians are not to fear he has lost his interest in them (4!2"*). 
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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. Odject.—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 ¢iAocodia, arbi- 
trary évrdApara, and an erroneous didackadia. 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. 122f.). 
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™ 16), but it was a subtler form 

of legalism than had crept into the Galatian churches. The Law was no 
longer opposed to grace; no attempt was made to enforce the ceremonial 

practices of Judaism upon the Gentile Christians, and the errorists do not 

seem to have attacked Paul personally. Their claim was to lead men from a 
mere faith in Christ to an esoteric yy@ou.s 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 A@ichae/, 4f., 62-91) by 
all who would attain to the power and insight of the perfected life (178), 
Such personal spirits play a cosmic réle also, as Ta orotxeia TOO Kdopmou (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 (274) and exclusiveness (311). 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 ¢Aocodia, 

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 orovxeta. Man was 



COLOSSIANS 153 

part of them (cp. Philo, de wect. offerentibus, 2), and therefore owed them 

the same sort of reverence as the Mithraic initiate owed to the spirits or angels 
(cp. Dieterich’s A/thras-Liturgze*, pp. 52 f.),—a reverence which partly con- 
sisted in keeping one’s higher self pure from all earthly corruptions. In this 
way, as Dibelius points out, angel-worship* and asceticism form the foci of 
the ellipse. On 117°"? see Norden, pp. 250-254. 

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 ¢idocodia has been assigned to a definite source 
such as Mithraism (A. Steinmann in Strassburg. Didzesanblatt, 

1906, to5—118) or Cerinthus (Mayerhoff, R. Scott, after 
Nitzsch). The affinities with Essenism, emphasised by 
Thiersch, Ewald, Lightfoot, Williams, and Godet amongst others, 

do not.amount to 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 /C. 116f., and Junker’s ed. pp. 24f.). 

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 Tiibingen 
school to regard Colossians as sub-Pauline (see above, especially 
Weizsadcker, AA. ii. 240-245; and Brickner, 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 (0) 

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 iibrigen ist die Engellehre dasjenige Gebiet des Paulinismus, 
welches von der Logia Jesu am wenigsten beeinflusst ist” (Resch, Dev 

Paulinismus, 161; cp. W. Morgan’s Religion and Theology of Paul, p. 15). 
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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. 

(az) The traces of Colossians in the earlier half of the second century 

literature are both dim and dubious. In Bam. xii. 7 (év at’r@, sc. Jesus, 

mdavra Kal eis adrdv) 1! (ra wadvra Oe adbrod Kal els atrov exrisTae . . . Kal Ta 

mavra év ary cuvéornke) may be echoed (cp. kar’ elkdva, 3° =vi. 12f.), and 

the occurrence of dyayv brép (2') in Clem. Rom. ii. 4 is noticeable ; but neither 

here nor in Polykarp (i. 2=1°°6, x. 1, firmi in fide et immutabiles= 17, cp. 

1 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 ovvdovdos to deacons (Zfh. ii., Magn. ii., Phil. iv., Smyrn. xii.), 

may, however, as Lightfoot suggests, be a reflection of Col 17 47 (where alone 

Paul employs the term, and both times with did«ovos) and the other parallels 
(24=Smyrn. i. 2, xaOnwpuévous ev T@ oravpe, 1%°=Trall. v. 2, opara Kal 

dépara) serve to corroborate upon the whole the likelihood that the epistle 

was known to Ignatius. In Hermas, the description of Christ as 7 ¢w7 

(Vis, 11. ii. 8), if it be accurate, might reflect Jn 14° as much as Col 34, the 

more so as the reference to ‘denying the law’ in the context points to 
passages like Mt 10" ; and Sz. IX. xii., with its definition of God’s Son as 
dons THS KTioEws avTOU mpoyevéorepos (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 Irenzeus (adv. haer. iii. 14. 1= 
414), Tertullian (e.g. de praescr. haer. vii. =2°), and Clem. Alex. (Strom. i. 

I, etc. =1°8), besides being included in the Muratorian Canon and employed 
by Origen (c. Ce/s. v. 8=2181%), The allusions in Justin to Christ as the 
mpwrétokos mdaons Kricews (Deal. Ixxxv., cp. Ixxxiv., and Cohort. ad 
Graecos, xv.), and to the wepirouy (Deal. xli., xliii.), probably flow from 

Col 116 and 2", while gnostic sects like the Peratici used it, as well as 
Basilides and Ptolemzeus (according to Hippolytus). 

(6) 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 heuremena 
is not unnatural. Several characteristic Pauline terms are lacking, e.g. 
dmoxdduys, OtivacOa, ef pur, el Tis, ef Kat, elmep, Kowwvia, Novmds, waddor, 

over, melGew ; but, onthe other hand, duxatoc’vy is also absent from 1 Thess., 
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a large number (including dckalwors, Séxcmos, kowvbs, cwrypla, vraxoy) are also 

absent from Gal., dixacody never occurs even in I Thess., 2 Cor., and Phil., 

véuos is absent from 2 Cor., cwrnpia from 1 Cor., and cravpés from Romans. 

Genitival constructions and composite forms are unusually frequent, but they 
do not constitute any primary argument against the Pauline authorship. 

The style is perhaps slower and loftier than that of the earlier epistles ; 
clauses are linked to one another by participles and relatives, often in a loose 
connection (e.g. 1°°°), which contrasts with Paul’s ordinary use of particles like 
dipa, 6.6, and dié74. There are anacoloutha, but the dialectic is less rapid and 
pointed, especially in the opening sections of the epistle. ‘‘ Die Aiisdriicke 
sind weicher, voller, feierlicher, die Gedanken sind breiter ausgesponnen, vgl. 

2°f Man konnte den Stil einen liturgischen nennen, wie wir ihn etwa auf 

Ehrendekreten fiir Augustus finden” (Nigeli, Wortschatz des Paulus, 84). 

This, however, may be due to the absence of any personal opponent. The 
circumstances were not such as to provoke the agitation and the sharp argu- 
mentative method which characterise, ¢.¢., Galatians and Corinthians. 

(c) The speculative advance constitutes a more serious difficulty. Christ 
is (1}5f-) the principle of creation, but this is implied in 1 Co 86 and due to 
the elaboration of his pre-existence as a heavenly Man. His cosmical 
significance (11”7 7a mdvra év a’t@ ovvéoryKev) is a corollary of this, and the 

doctrine of his person as the object of creation (11° ra wdvra els abrov éxriorat) 
is no more opposed to 1 Co 15%, Ro 118 than is 1 Co 8®to Ro 11°86, 
The triumph of the redeemer over hostile spirits (2°*, cp. 12°) is also pre- 
supposed in 1 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 oo¢ia which he was in the habit of imparting to 
the réXevo. 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 Philippians, does not—even in its cosmic extension of the redemptive 
death and in its organic relation of Christ to the church—represent a position 
which would have been necessarily impossible for Paul to occupy. 

Recent proofs of the Pauline character of this christology may be found 
in Denney’s Jesus and the Gospel (1909), pp. 34f., in M. Dibelius, de 

Getsterwelt tm Glauben des Paulus (1909), pp. 125-151, and in #7. xxv. 

150f., 205 f. (Iverach). Dibelius, after an exhaustive discussion of Pfleiderer’s 

arguments, concludes that ‘‘ neither the language nor the contents of Col 1-2 
render the Pauline authorship impossible.” 

§ 4. Zntegrity.—Mediating hypotheses have more than once 

been suggested in order to explain here, as in the case of the 
pastorals, the apparent mixture of Pauline and _ sub-Pauline 

elements. Thus Ewald (Sendschreiben, pp. 466f.) attributed the 

form of the epistle to Timotheus (11), as Spitta did afterwards 
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with 2 Thessalonians, whilst Hitzig (Zur Kritik paulin. Briefe, 
1870, pp. 22f.) regarded the epistle as a genuine Pauline note 

worked up for later and dogmatic purposes, and R. Scott (Zhe 

Pauline Epistles, 300f.) attributes its composition entirely to 
Timotheus. When the stylistic data are fairly weighed, however, 

the necessity for such hypotheses largely disappears. More 

might be said, perhaps, for the supposition that the epistle 
contains some interpolations in its canonical text (cp. Weisse, 
Beitrage sur 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. ZZZ.,, 1877, 1ogf., 1892, 37f.; 
Hausrath, iv. 122f. 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) 11? (the christo- 
logical section) in whole or part (om. 18 Marcion, 16-7 yon Soden, 184>+20 
Weisse, 18-2 Holtzmann and Clemen) * owing to its faulty connection and the 
difficulty of harmonising the reconciling of ra . . . otpavots with the view of 
21f., or even with the Pauline doctrine elsewhere (cp. Baljon, 7heo/. Studién, 

1885, 316-329); in (4) 13 (08 jKovcare . . . ovpavdv, J. Weiss); in (c) 21 (Kal doo 

. . gapkl), which might be a catholicising gloss (so Weisse, J. Weiss). The 

corrupt state of the text in 2!73 has also led to attempts at emendation + 
and hypotheses of interpolation (}°17 dé\wv . . . éuBaredwy, 18 3, Weisse ; 

17. 18ab.19 dyra and Kata KTA. ™, dra... Tul 3, Hitzig ; 17-18b. 19. 22b 

Twa... Tit *%, 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 1) under the speculative christology there vibrates a doctrine similar 
to that of the Alexandrian Judaism which reappears in Philo,t according to 

* Binhettlichkett, pp. 127 f. ; Paulus, i. pp. 127 f. 

+ O€\wv (218) seems to be either a gloss (Bakhuysen, Baljon) or a 

corruption of some primitive reading like é\@év (Junius, Toup, Linwood), 

Gé\ywv (Clericus). In v.46 qv brevaytioy itv is probably a marginal gloss 

on Ka?” uay. 

+** 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 (cx.dé) was employed as the organ of God 
at creation (eg. al/eg. ill. 31), the Logos also being prior to all creation (Jeg. 

alleg. ili. 61). But there is not the slightest reason for conjecturing (as 

Norden does, Antike Kunstprosa, li. 475) a lost source, treating of the Logos 

from the OT standpoint, behind Philo, the author of Colossians, and 

Theophilus of Antioch, simply because a similar term, rpwréroxos, is applied 
in Col 1” to the Son of God as is used by Philo (gzzs rer. 24 with tpwroyevés) 

and Theophilus (ad Azfo/. ii, 22) for the Logos, —Theophilus never elsewhere 

using the Pauline epistles (cp. J. R. Harris, Hxg.8 xiv. 321 f.). 

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 filigree- 
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 115. 7-8. 10-13 and 
410-18, with its main contents in a threefold division : (a) a section 
independent of Eph., viz. 21-34 (with interpolations in 22 7. 9 11b. 
18. 15.19. 22a), (4) a christological section 171-9, and (c) the table 
of household duties, 3°-4*7°%. This was worked over by a 

later editor using the epistle to the Laodiceans, whose original 
form may be reconstructed perhaps from Col 121-29 35_44. 7-10 

(with an address modelled on Col 1!%, Eph 11%), 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 (417) 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” (Denney, Jesus and the Gospel, 36f.; cp. ERE. viii. 136). 
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and to separate the two forms of the epistle, are often arbitrary. 
That glosses may have crept in from the margin into this, as 

into other epistles of Paul, is perfectly possible ; but the reasons 

adduced in the present instance for such interpolations are not 

convincing. Soltau seems to assume that wherever parallel 

passages occur, one or other must be secondary ; which rests on 

an entirely a friovt 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 7 xedady, or why the repeti- 
tion of almost synonymous terms, like (27) éppigwpévor and 
teGeweAtwpnevor, Should be held un-Pauline. Furthermore, the 

supposed aim of the original Colossian epistle, viz., to oppose 
the ¢irocopia of Philo, involves too restricted a meaning of 

prrocodpia. 

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 some genuine letter; but this is little improvement on the 

Holtzmann-Soltau view. 

§ 5. Place and Feriod.—To the period of imprisonment 
under Felix at Czesarea, some, if not all, of the captivity-epistles 

have been assigned: Col., Eph., and Philemon by D. Schultz 

(SA, 1829, pp. 616-617), after Beza and Thiersch, with Schott 

(§ 66), Bottger (Beztrage, ii. 47 f.), Wiggers (SK., 1841, pp. 436- 

450), Meyer, Laurent, Schenkel, Hausrath (iv. 118-119, Col. and 

Philemon), Sabatier (pp. 225-249), Reuss, Weiss, and Haupt ; 
and even Philippians by O. Holtzmann (ZZZ., 1890, p. 1773 

NT Zeitgeschichte, pp. 133-134), Spitta (Apgeschichte, 281 ; Ure. 

i. 34), and Macpherson (£phestans, 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 

Ceesarea. During the latter part of his imprisonment at Czsarea 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 Colossz first” (Peake, EG7Z7. iii. 491-492). The arguments 

against the Cesarean period are succinctly put by Bleek (Z7/. §§ 161, 

165) and Hort (Romans and Ephesians, 101-110). For the other side, 

see E. L. Hicks (Zhe Interpreter, April 1910: ‘‘Did St. Paul write from 

Czesarea ?”’). 
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enough to prove the contrary for Colossians. Had it been 

written from Czsarea (so von Dobschitz, Urc. 102), some 
greeting from Philip (Ac 21°14) would have been included, or, 

at any rate, some mention of him among the apostle’s friends and 
companions (4!!). The two years in Ceesarea 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 latter is ascribed to Paul (so especially Honig, ZW7T7., 1872, 

bait followed! by. Weiss, (4/7. 1. 397; Sabatier, -2S 7. iv: 

439 f.; and Godet, ZVZ. 475-490), though Coleridge (Zadie- 
Talk, May 25, 1830) thought otherwise. ‘‘The Epistle to the 
Ephesians is evidently a catholic epistle addressed to the 

whole of what might be called St. Paul’s diocese. It is one 

of the divinest compositions of man. . .. The epistle to the 

Colossians is the overflowing, as it were, of St. Paul’s mind upon 

the same subject.” This priority of Ephesians is upheld by 

Eichhorn, Bohmer, Hug, Credner, Anger, Schneckenburger, 

Matthies, Reuss, Guericke, T. K. Abbott, and P. Ewald amongst 

others, who advocate its Pauline authorship, mainly on the ground 

that it is the epistle referred to in Col 41° (and therefore written 

previously). Mayerhoff, among critics of the opposite school, 
is almost alone in putting it prior to Colossians. 

§ 6. Zhe Laodicean epistle—The enigmatic reference to an 

epistle éx Aaod:xéas (41°) 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),; or 
r 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. Rudrauff (de efzstola Laodicensium, Giessen, 
1680), C. J. Huth (Zfzst. ad Laod. in encyclic. ad Eph. adservata, Exlangen, 
1751), R. Anger (Ueder den Laod.-Brief, Leipzig, 1843)*, A. Sartori (Ueber 

den L.-Brief, 1853); see, further, Zahn (GX. i. 277f., ii. 83 f., 566f., 583 f.). 

{ Especially by Laurent (Jahrb. fiir deutsche Theol., 1866, 129f.), 

Klostermann (zézd., 1870, 160f.), and Knabenbauer, 
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etc.).* The Ephesian hypothesis has won some favour in the 

form of a conjecture that év Aaodukia 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 zpos Aaod:xeas, it is 

argued, Marcion placed Ephesians in his Canon (see below, on 
page 360). The hypothesis of Theodore of Mopsuestia, Calvin, 

Beza, Erasmus, Cornelius 4 Lapide, Estius, and others, that the 

epistle was one from the Laodicean church to Paul (or Epaphras, 
or Colossze), not from Paul to them, is needless grammatically, as 

éx 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 (kat tpets) 
that the Colossians and the Laodiceans stood in the same 
relation to the two letters in question. 

No trace of this epistle is to be found, and it must be 

regarded as having perished at an early date after its composition. 

It was in order to avoid this conclusion that an epistle of Paul 

could have been lost, attempts were made to identify it with 
1 Tim., at the close of which the words eypady azro AaodiKetas (Ze. 

L. = place of composition) are added in several MSS (Zahn, GK. 

iil. 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 ék 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. 
1 Th 52’) was to get an epistle read to all the members of the 

church addressed, instead of to any coterie or circle; the next 

* Philastrius (//aer. lxxxix.) mentions this opinion as held by some wha 
attributed its composition to Luke. 
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was to promote in certain cases the circulation of a given epistle 
among neighbouring churches. The Colossian Christians were 
not only to salute the Christians at Laodicea (Col 41°), 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 riv é« Aaodixias (=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 Colossz, or inserted in that 
letter an injunction corresponding to Col 416 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 Efistola 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. 272f.).1 Forty-seven 

MSS of it are now known to exist ; see Jacquier, GX. i. pp. 345-351; /BZ. 

xxill. pp. 73f. ; and Prof. E. J. Goodspeed in A/TZ. (1904) pp. 530-538. 
The epistle was not only read in some circles of the early church (‘‘legunt 

quidam et ad Laodicenses, sed ab omnibus exploditur,” Jerome, de wr. 

tnlustr. 5), but widely circulated in the medizval 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, Zrkiarung d. Phil. Briefes (1844); H. A. Petermann, ad 

jidem versionum ... cum earum textu orig. grece (Berlin, 1844); Rothe, 

Pauli ad Phil. epistolae interpretatio historico-exegetica (Bremen, 1844)* ; Koch 

(Ziirich, 1846); Wiesinger (in Olshausen’s Comm. 1850); F. R. Kiihne 

(1856) ; Bleek (Berlin, 1865); van Oosterzee (Eng. tr., New York, 1868) ; 

-1 The Latin text of the epistle is printed by Lightfoot (with a Gk. 

rendering), Westcott (Canon of the NT, appendix E), and Souter (GA. 193- 

194). 
* 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. Zacharid, M. F. Sadler, and Knabenbauer) 

along with the Pastoral epistles. 

bg i 
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M. R. Vincent (JCC. 1897, ‘ Philippians and Philemon’); Lueken (SV7.* 

1906); A. H. Drysdale (1906); A. Schumann (1908); Oesterley (ZG7. 

1910) ; P. Ewald? (ZA. 1910). 
(4) Studies—J. G. C. Klotzsch, de occastone et indole epistolae ad Philem. 

(1792); D. H. Wildschut, de wz dictionts et sermonts elegantia in epistola ad 

Philem. (1809) ; Schenkel (BZ. iv. 531-532); Holtzmann (Z2W7T., 1873, pp. 
428 f.); J. P. Esser, de Brief aan Philemon (1875)* ; S. Davidson, ZVZ. i 

153-160; Steck (/P7Z., 1891, 570-584); Z. Weber’s Der Brief an d. 

Philemon, Ein Vorbild fiir die christl. Behandlung socialer Fragen (1896) ; 

C. Roth (ZSchw., 1897, 1-13) ; von Dobschiitz, Uvc. 115 f. ; J. H. Bernard 

(DB. iv. 832-834) ; van Manen (OCZ. 59 f. ; Bz. 3693-3697) ; C. A. Scott, 
Exp. ii. 328 f. ; H. Cowan (DAC. ii. 212-214). 

The occasion of this note is as follows: Onesimus, a slave, 

had run away from his master, a prosperous and influential 

citizen of Colossz (cp. Col 4°), either owing to some harshness 
on the latter’s part (Col 4), or because he took advantage of his 

master’s Christian forbearance (Col 37%), Paul never hints at 
the former reason in his note. On the other hand, vv.11: 1819 

suggest that Onesimus had robbed as well as _ deserted 

Philemon, and for either offence he was liable to be crucified. 

We have no information as to how or why he came across Paul, 

voluntarily (Bengel, Haupt, cp. Lightfoot, 310-311) or acci- 

dentally. This little note simply shows the erstwhile dpazérns 
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 benevolentia of praise for Philemon’s kindly 

Christian character (#7), which encourages him to make a 
winning appeal on behalf of the unworthy Onesimus (84), now 
returning (Col 4°) along with Tychicus to Colossé, 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 (72-25) the note then closes. Possibly (cp. v.19 
eyw IlatAos éypaa TH uy xeypt) it was an autograph; if it was 

dictated, v.!9 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 (1: 2-8), and as Aristarchus and Luke (4, ep. 
Col 4! 1") were with him, Czesarea might conceivably be the 
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place from which this note was sent (so, eg., Hilgenfeld and 
Hausrath); but Paul’s eyes were towards Rome during his 
captivity under Felix, and at Czsarea the conditions were less 
favourable than at Rome (Ac 28%8! dedéyero ravtas Tois eic- 

Topevopevous zpos avrdév) for an outsider like Onesimus getting 

access to the apostle. Rome, too, was the natural refuge of 

runaway slaves (fugitiv7), 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 274). 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. cvvepyds and cvotpariirys (1%, Phil 25), 

extyvacet (, Phil 19, Col 191°), dvijxov (8, Col 318), cvvatypddwros 

(8, Col 42°), daréxw (2°, Phil 418), and ddeAgds ayaryrds (16, Col any: 

besides the fact that all three are written by Paul as a prisoner 
and as associated with Timotheus, whilst Col. and Philem. in 

addition contain greetings to Archippus and associate Luke, 

Mark, Aristarchus, and Demas in the closing salutations.* 
e 

(a) The inclusion of kai Tiudfeos 6 ddehpds in v.1 seems at first sight a 

semi-official tinge, but Timotheus may have been a friend of Philemon and 

his family ; there is no obvious reason for suspecting that the words are an 
editorial addition during the period of the letter’s reception into the Canon, 
although the v.l. éoxouwev (or éxouev) in v.7 represents an early effort to 

bring out the fact of Timotheus as Paul’s associate. It is extremely unlikely 
that Paul added his name in order to adduce a second witness (cp. 2 Co 13?) 
to the slave’s reformed character (Zahn, Belser). 

(4) Philemon’s residence has been variously assigned to Laodicea (so, ¢.g., 

Wieseler't), Ephesus (Holtzmann), and Colosse (Hilgenfeld, Bleek, etc.). 

Even if Archippus belonged to Laodicea (so Lightfoot on Col 4)%-1%), 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 Colossz; they may have met at Ephesus, but even if the 

Ephesian Onesimus of Ignatius (ad Eff. 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 Afost. Constzt. vii. 46, which turns 

all three into bishops, Archippus of Laodicea, Philemon of Colosse, and 
Onesimus of Berea. 

* To complete the parallelism of names in Col 4!-4= Philemon 2-%, 
Amling (ZV WV., 1909, 261-262) proposes to read Incois (=loieros) for 
"Incod in the latter passage, or ’Ingod, ‘Ijcois. 

t On the ground that this note is that referred to in Col 41° (Chron. 450f.). 
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(c) The note is not strictly private. It is addressed not only to Philemon 
(primarily), but to Apphia his wife (d4de\¢7, 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. 137f.) had one written on her behalf. For letters of ancient 

philosophers to women (e.g. Epicurus and Seneca to their mothers, 

Ptolemzeus to Flora, and Porphyry to Marcella), see J. Geficken in Prezss. 

Jahrbticher (1905), 427-447. 

The seven Pauline drat etpnuéva in this note (dvamdéumew, drorlvew, 

dxpnoros, émirdcoew, tevla, dvivacba, and mpocodeiew) are all current in 

the xkow7 (as the papyri prove), and most occur elsewhere in the LXX or 

in the NT itself. ‘* Wenn uns eine Schrift des NT von der zwanglosen 
hellenistischen Unterhaltungsprache eine Vorstellung zu geben mag, so ist es 
der anmutige Philemonbrief” (Nageli, der Wortschatz des Apostel Paulus, 
82). The play on the name of Onesimus (7° éyé cou dvalunv év xuply) 

happens to recur in Ignat. ad Ephes. ii. ; but it is too common and obvious 
(even when supported in Ignat. zézd¢., by dvaratw 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 -huic epistolee 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 GA. i. 268f., ii. 997f., 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 BZ. iv. 531-532, and 

Clemen’s /Pazlus, i. 128f.), interpolations have been suspected (é.g. by 
Holtzmann, Hausrath, iv. 122-123, and Briickner, Chron. 200f.) in vwv.? 

(kai Tiuddeos 6 ddeXdds pov, with judy), *® (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 
sincérité aussi prononcé. Paul seul a pu écrire ce petit chef-d’ceuvre.” ‘Ce 
ne sont que quelque lignes familieres,” Sabatier (?apdtre Paul, 234, Eng. tr. p. 

226) adds, ‘‘ mais si pleines de grace, de sel, d’affection sérieuse et confiante 

que cette courte épitre brille comme une perle de la plus exquise finesse, 

* As Hausrath observes (iv. 122 f.), ‘*the thought that Christianity unites 

in a higher sphere things severed in this world, and teaches them mutual love, 
cannot be maintained against the plain realism of the document. This is a 
reunion in which Onesimus obviously fears a too speedy acquaintance with 
the lash, and the object of the epistle is simply to save him from this fate.” 
‘¢ Simply ” is not quite accurate, but otherwise Hausrath’s judgment is correct. 
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dans le riche trésor du Nouveau Testament. Jamais n’a mieux été réalisé 
le précepte que Paul lui-méme donnait 4 la fin de sa lettre aux Colossiens 

6\ 99 (4°). 

(G) PHILIPPIANS. 

LITERATURE.—(a) Editions—besides the older commentaries of Calvin 

(1539), Estius (1614), and Henry Airay (1618), Michaelis, Paraphraszs*, ete. 

(1769); G. C. Storr (1783); Rheinwald (1827, 1834); Flatt’s Vordesungen 

(1829) ; M. Eastburn (New York, 1833) ; T. Passavant (1834); H. S. Baynes 

(London, 1834); Matthies (1835); van Hengel (Comment. perpet., Leyden, 

1838) ; Holemann (Leipzig, 1839); A. Rilliet (Geneva, 1841) *; de Wette? 
(1847) ; Baumgarten-Crusius (1848); Wiesinger in Olshausen’s Commentar 

(1850, Eng. tr. 1851) ; Neander (Eng. tr. 1851, Edinburgh) ; Beelen (Louvain, 
1852); G. F. Jatho (1857); B. Weiss (1859)* ; Meyer * (1865); Bisping? 

(1866) ; Schenkel (1867); Hofmann (1871); Braune? (Lange’s Bzbel-werk, 

1875); Reuss (1878); H. Maurer (1880); Reinecke (1881); J. Gwynn 

(Speaker's Comm. 1881); Eadie? Lesa) C. J. Vaughan (1885); Franke 
(— Meyer”, 1886); Ellicott® (1888)* ; M. F. Sadler (1889); J. Agar Beet 

(1890); Lightfoot ® (1891, etc.)* ; Padpyand (1803) 2 Lipsius? (AC. 1892)* ; 

A. Klopper (1893)* ; Wohlenberg (Awrzgefasst. Oe 1895) ; Weiss (1896); 

Moule (CG7. 1897); M. R. Vincent (CC. 1897); K. J. Miiller (Freiburg, 

1899); J. Drummond (/zterz. Hadbks. to NT, Ce Haupt (— Meyer§, 

1902)*; H. A. A. Kennedy* (ZGZ. 1903); Baljon (1904); von Soden? 
(1906) ; W. Lueken (SWV7.? 1907); P. Ewald (ZA. 1908); M. Dibelius 

(HBNT. 1911) ; Knabenbauer (Paris, 1912) ; Maurice Jones (WC. 1918). 

(6) Studies—(i.) against Pauline authorship—Baur’s Paz/us (Eng. tr.), ii. 

pp- 45f., and in Theol. Jahrb., 1849, 501 f., 1852, 133 f.; Hinsch (ZW7,, 

1873, pp. 59f.); Hoekstra (77., 1875, pp. 416 f.); Holsten* (/P7., 1875, 
pp- 425f., 1876, pp. 58f., 282f.); Schwegler (VZ. ii. 133 f.); Straatman, 

de Gemeente te Rome (1878), pp. 201f., after Hitzig (Zur Kritik d. paulin. 

Briefe, 1870) and B. Bauer (Christus wu. die Caesaren, 373 f.) ; van Manen 
(OCL. 49-51, 82-84, Z Bz. 3703-3713). 

(ii.) For Pauline authorship—Liinemann (Pauli ad Philipp. ep. contra 
Baurium defensa, 1847); Ernesti (SX., 1848, 858-924, 1851, pp. 591-632) ; 

B. Briickner (Z~. ad Philipp. Paulo auctort vindicata contra Baurium, 

1848); Resch, de l’authent. de P’épitre aux. Ph. (1850); Grimm (ZW7., 

1873, pp- 33f.); Sabatier (ASR. x. 569-573); Weizsiicker (4A. i. 218 f., 

279 f.); P. W. Schmidt, W7viche Hyperkritik (1870, 54 f., against Holsten) ; 

Hilgenfeld (2WT., 1884, pp. 498 f.) ; Mangold (der Rimter bre apps 250)ts)\s 

Pfleiderer (Uvc. i. 248-257); W. Briickner (Chvonw. 218-222); Clemen 

(Paulus, i. 130-138); D. Mackenzie (DAC. ii. 216-227); J. E. Symes 
(Lnterpreter, 1913, pp. 167-170). 

(iii.) General—A. F. Busching’s /ntroductio in epistolam ad Philipp. 
(Halle, 1746); Hoog, de coetus christ. Phil. conditione primaeva (1825) ; 

Schinz, aze christl. Gemeinde Ph. (1833); C. Miiller, Comsentatio de locés 

guibusdam Ep. ad Philipp. (1844); Hasselmann, Analyse pragmatique de 

Vép. aux Phil. (1862); Schenkel, BL. iv. 534-538 ; Hatch (ZB.°); R.R. 

Smith, Zhe Epistle of St. Paul’s First Trial (1899); J. Gibb, DB. iii. 

840-844; F. Koltzsch (Der Phil. Brief wie er zum ersten Male verlesen und 



166 THE CORRESPONDENCE OF PAUL 

gchirt ward, 1906); Liitgert (BZ. xiii. 6); Moffatt (ABU; Exp. xii. 

339 f.). 
(iv.) On 25°"—Tholuck’s Dzsputatio Christologica (1847); H. J. Holtz- 

mann (ZW7., 1881, 101-107); Weiffenbach, Zur Auslegung (Karlsruhe, 

1884) *; A. B. Bruce, Humzliation of Christ® (1889), 15 f., 357£3 J. Kogel 

(BFT. xii. 2); Moe, Paulus u. die Hv. Geschichte (1912), 89 f.; H. Schumacher, 

Christus in s. Priiexistenz u. Kenose nach Phil, 2°°° (1914). 

§ 1. Contents.—Paul’s last epistle is written to the first church 
which he founded in Europe. After a brief address (11), Paul 
assures the Philippians of his thankfulness for their xowwvia in 

the gospel aro ris mpaétyns juepas axpe Tod viv (1°), and of his 

prayers for the maturing (1°!) of their dydzn. 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 (11218); furthermore, he had even the 

prospect of being set free and of revisiting! Philippi (11%), 
Meantime, however, they are to show a united front? to their 

adversaries (127°), pa Woxy ovvabAowwrTes TH TioTEL TOD evayyeXiov. 
Suffering must not daunt them, nor disintegrate them. Against 
the latter danger Paul urges (21!) the duties of harmony and 
fellow-feeling (tiv abriy ayarnv exovtes, ocvvyvxor) which flow 

from a humility like that of Jesus Christ, and he reiterates 
(212 — 127) his appeal for brotherly love (2718). As his own 
movements are uncertain, he promises to send Timotheus before 
long (21%4, cp. 11), and also bespeaks a hearty welcome for their 
delegate, Epaphroditus, after his illness (275°), 

The letter swerves at this point into a philippic against Jews 

or Jewish Christian agitators + (32%). 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), and he proceeds to warn gently some 

1 Jatho (pp. 7-8) finds this already in'v.%, where he takes rofro as referring 

to an é\@ety implied in émir006. This backward aspect of rodro is possible 
(e.g. Demosth. de Corona, § 26, and Xen. Mem. ii. 2. 4, cp. Thue. vi. 39), 
but hardly so natural here as the prospective sense. 

2 The occurrence of zoXirevua in 3” suggests that wodcTevecGe here retains 
some of its communal associations. 

3In 2! (zAnpwoaré wou Thy xapdy, positive motive), in 216 (d7c ovx els Kevdv 

édpauov, negative motive) ; the former is resumed in 2!7-18, 

4They have nothing to do with the evangelists mentioned in 1)"; 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 (417) in a passage 
which is partly recapitulatory (cp. xaipere in 41: 4 as already in 218 
31; ovvybAnoav, 42=17" ; and oryxere 41, as in 127), but which 

flows over into the closing appeal of 4°° (4°= 3!) for harmony. 
In a parenthesis, he then thanks them (41°?°) for a fresh present 

of money which Epaphroditus had brought, and with some brief 
salutations (471-?*) the letter ends. 

Timotheus is associated with Paul in the address (11), owing 
to his local associations (222= Ac 16* 1) ; but the apostle writes 
in the first person throughout (even in 41), and indeed speaks 
of his companion as distinguished from himself (2!%24), The 

only exception is in 3!" (ids). 

The text presents few difficulties,* apart from the interpolations which 
have been conjectured (see below) in 11 and 27. The transposition in 116-17 
(for the chiasmus, see Ro 2%-!2) is one of the few which have left traces in the 

textual material. Other conjectures of glosses (cp. Weisse’s Bettrige zur 
Kritik d. Paul. Briefe, 56 £.), e.g. in 11°17 18 (el dé . . . Kapmds épyou), 239 

3/819 (marginal gloss, Laurent), 37! (Briickner), 43> and 4'%! are due to 
inadequate exegesis for the most part. The style and vocabulary, viewed in 

the light of research into the xowv7, present mo real obstacles to the accept- 

ance of the epistle as Pauline. The most noticeable feature, according to 
Nageli ( Wortschitz des Apostels Paulus, 80 f.), is a tendency to employ several 

expressions, ¢.2. éyelpew, éfoodoyeioOa, Ta Eumpoobey, in a sense closer 

to that of literary Greek than to that of the LXX as heretofore. ‘‘ Paulus 
scheint sich also im Verkehr mit den Griechen nach und nach zu gunsten des 
in der hohern xow7 bevorzugten Gebrauches von der einen und andern bei 

den LXX beliebten Wortbedeutung emanzipiert zu haben.” The use of 
dper7 is a case in point ; t so is the absence of any OT citation. 

The iambic trimeter in 3! (€uol ev odk dxynpédr, byiv & dopadés) 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, Beztrige zur paul. Rhetorik, 28 f.) :— 

I. (a) ds év poppy Ge0d irdpxwy odx dpraypuor iyjcaro 7d elvat toa ew 
(6) adda éaurov éxévwoev soppy dovhov haBwy 

(c) €v opovmbpare dvOpadmrwy yevouevos Kai cxjuare ebpebels ws dvOpwros 

(d@) érarelvwoev eavrov, yevduevos brjKoos wéxp, Oavdrov, Oavdrov &é 

oTaupou. 

2. (a) 616 kal 6 Beds adrov breptWucev 

(6) kal éxapicaro air@ dvoua Td brép Tay dvoua 

(c) wa év TH dvduare Inood may yoru Khu KTr. 

(d) Kai maca yAGoou éLomoroyjaonrac bre Kipios Incots Xpiorés. 

*In 314 ris dvw xAjoews apparently was read by Tertullian as ris 
aveykNjoews and by Origen as THs dveyk\noias. 

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. 114). 
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The balancing of the clauses against one another, and the reiteration of 
the same word in the same or in successive clauses, are noticeable. 

§ 2. Occasion and date-—Communications had already passed 
between the Christians of Philippi and Paul, not only during 

his residence at Thessalonika (41 !°), but at some subsequent 
period (418), 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 (1}%), assured him 
of their prayers (11°), wondered whether he, their kxavynpa, 

would return to them (1%), expressed their anxiety about the 

health of Epaphroditus (22°), and possibly apologised for not 

sending money to him sooner (41), The latter point emerges 
in passages like 217 25. 80. as well as in 41, 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, Z/VT. § 30). 

The epistle was written toward the close of the d:erfa An of 
Ac 28°9, not in the earlier part of the imprisonment. Paul is on 
the eve and edge of the final decision, with (111%) a period 
behind him during which considerable progress has been made 
in the local preaching and extension of the gospel, and his 

language does not imply that this new departure in the pro- 

paganda was stimulated by the mere novelty of his arrival. 
This argument is not affected by the fact that when Paul reached 
Rome, he already found a considerable body of Christians. He 
traces the flourishing character of the local church in no small 

measure to the stimulating effect produced by his own imprison- 

ment. Furthermore, the relations between Philippi and Paul 

presuppose an interval of time which cannot be fairly com- 
pressed within a few months. News of his arrival must have 
had time to reach the church; money was collected (2% 418) 
and then sent by Epaphroditus, who fell sick after he reached 

the capital; news of this again floated back to Philippi, and 
Paul subsequently heard of the Philippians’ concern (27°). Not 

till then did he compose the present letter. Luke and Aris- 

tarchus were apparently (22°) no longer with him. 

This setting of the epistle (so, e.g., Godet, V7. 427 f. ; Sabatier’s Pazd, 

250 f.; Reuss, Lipsius, Klépper, Gwynn, Ramsay, S?7. 357 f. ; McGiffert, ’ 
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AA. 364-393 ; Bovon, W7' 7héol. ii. 73-120; Bartlet, 44. 178 f.; Schafer, 
Einl, 133-146; H. A. A. Kennedy, #7. x. 22f.; Gibb, Clemen, Bacon, 

Jacquier, Barth, Peake, J. Weiss’ Uc. 294 f.), which ranks it later than the 

other prison-epistles, has been challenged by three * rival hypotheses. 
(a) The attempt of several scholars (from Paulus, D. Schulz, Bottger’s 

Bettriige, ii. 46 f., Rilliet, and Thiersch, to Spitta, Macpherson: Epheszans, 

86f., and Menzies, ERE. ix. 691, 693) to place its composition at Caesarea 
(Ac 2375-262) is to be set aside,t on account of the positive evidence ¢ 

pointing to Rome (11° 4*”), and because the uncertain critical outlook of the 

apostle does not correspond to the situation at Czesarea 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 (117) accords better with the capital 
than with the provincial town of Czesarea ; the latter cannot be said to have 
been a centre of vigorous Christian propaganda. Delays in a trial were 
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 ex- 

perience of Jewish agitators as that of Ac 21°* to make Paul flash out into the 
language of Ph 374. Timotheus isnot known to have visited Rome, but thisis 

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°6) 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 Czsarean hypothesis, one (4) is that the terms of 11%" 
(compared with Col 4") imply that the comparatively free dveria 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 cestodza /ibera for one of closer restraint.]| 
(c) Others again place the epistle earlier, in the opening period of the dveria 

* Four, if the epistle (cp. M. Albertz, SX., 1910, 551-594, ‘ueber die 
Abfassung des Philipperbriefes des Paulus zu Ephesus’) could be placed in an 
Ephesian imprisonment, to which a few (e.g. Deissmann, 1A. 229 f., pp. 171 f.) 

would give the other prison-epistles ; see Appendix C. 
+ Even Schenkel, Meyer, and Reuss, who put Col. Eph. and Philemon 

into the Czesarean period (see above, pp. 158 f.), relegate Philippians to Rome. 

£ Iparrdépeov might mean the 7. Tod ‘Hpwdou of Ac 23°°, but the proba- 

bilities lie between the pretorian guard and the fraefecti praetorto or 

judicial authorities of the imperial court. 
§ Summer of 63; early in 63 (W. T. Bullock, Smith’s DB.? ii. 839-843). 
| 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. 
Bele Colesle 2) ie 4o— Phe eand 12742" — Ph) 22)! only, by the time 
Timotheus reached him (on this theory), Luke had gone. Both Krenkel 

(Bettrage, 424 f., 442f.) and Kreyenbiihl (Zvang. d. Wahrheit, i. 213 f.), 

like Erbes, refer 2 Ti 41° to Paul’s defence before Felix (see below, p. 400). 

These hypotheses fall, however, with the case for the Czesarean site of the epistle. 
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(so Bleek, Ewald, Lightfoot, pp. 30-46; Farrar, St. Paul, ch. xlvi. ; Moule; 

Beyschlag ; Sanday ; Smith’s DA.* i. 627 ; Hort, JC. 115-129; Trenkle, Zim. 

49-50; Lock, DA. 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 inference 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 Co/. and Zpfes. 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, SP7. 
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, 
é.g., by Lightfoot, is to confuse the parade-ground with the battle-field, where 

quick phases and unexpected transitions often drive thé 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, (4) ecclesiastical anachronisms, (c) gnostic 
controversies, and (@) 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 118 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 47° as a series of references to parties in the 
early church is now abandoned upon almost all hands, though the yvjore 

avvguye of 4° baffles explanation. If Zuvfvye is a proper name, as is most 
lixely, it is needless to interpret odvfuye of Lydia or Paul’s wife (which would 

require yvyola), or even of Epaphroditus, Timotheus, etc. 

(4) The words ov émwcKdros Kai dvaxdvors in 1} are 
admittedly strange. No other epistle of Paul mentions any 
officials in its address, while ézéoxorot and diakovor are not only 

collectively but sirfely absent from his writings. The former may 
here be used in the sense of Ac 208, the latter in that of Ro 127, 

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, #.4z. 3147-3148, after Briickner and 

Volter). This is, at any rate, better than to keep them and throw 

suspicion on the entire epistle, or to emend them into émuckdérw 
Kat dvaxovots (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 7 

* 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.” 

+ Cp. Clemen’s Ure. pp. 158 f. ; M. Dibelius, de Getsterwelt im Glauben 

des Paulus (1909), 10f. ; Bousset’s Hauptprobleme der Gnosis, 160f. ; and 

J. Weiss (Urc. 366 f.). 
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upon a pre-existent original Being or Urmensch in heaven which 
are preserved, e¢.g., in Poimandres (cp. 12f., where the divine 
poopy, is also attributed to this Man, who d@dvartos dv kat révTwv 

Ty eovotav eéxuv ta OvyTod wdoye troxeipevos TH ctwappevy” 

imepdvw yap dv tis dppovias évappovios yéyove Soddos) and the 
Ascensio Isaie (10), 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 ody dpraypdv xrA.). 
Some analogous phrases in Zest. XJ Patr., e.g. Zab 7° (dWeoOe 
Oedv év oxypate avOpdirov) and Benj. 107 (év poppy avOpwrrov ev 

tarewwoe) are probably Christian interpolations. 

(d) The weakness of the attempt to find gnosticism in 25 

and typical or second-century allusions in 47° (yvjote otivevye= 

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 47° g 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 Haupioriefe. 

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, of. c7t. 54 f. ; Weiffenbach, 

op. cet. 64f. ; and Holtzmann, V7’ Theologie, ii. 88 f., “‘ somit haben wir kein 

Grund, die christologische Darstellung Ph 2°" als incompatibel mit derjenigen _ 
der Hauptbriefe aus dem paulin. Lehrbegriff auszuscheiden”).* Briickner 
(év poppy Oeod . . . ws cvOpwros), Weisse (7d elvar toa. 0e@ and popphy 

dovAov . . . éramelvwoev Eavrdv), Schmiedel (om. adXd in 2%, all of 2° except 

3s, and émoupavlwy . . . KataxGoviwv 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 especially the latter, start from the abrupt turn 

in 3! (ra. adra ypadew dyty xrr.). It is a fair inference from these 
words that Paul had written * already to the Christians of Philippi 

(so, ¢.g., Haenlein, Bertholdt, Lunemann, Flatt, Bleek, Wiesinger, 

Ewald, Jatho, Schenkel, Meyer, Mangold, Bisping, Hilgenfeld, 
Hofmann, Meyer, etc.) ; the various attempts to explain ta aira 
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 (1* 278), that his hearers would feel it irksome to have 
xaipere év Kuptw repeated to them. Some more serious and 
vital topic is required. Ackotocdvy 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,7 out 
of his mournful experiences in Asia and Achaia (3!=3}8 ois 
moAXaKis €Aeyov tyiv). 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 
31 to justify the hypothesis { 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 

(iil.), where he speaks of Paul having written éricroAds eis as 
eay eyKimryte, OuvnOyoecbe oixodopeicbat eis THY Sobcioay ipuiv rictLY, 

is indecisive ; émucroAat like /tterae, might be used of a single 

* Without pressing ypdg@ew 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}°. 

} Volter (Paulus u. Seine Briefe, 319 f.) thinks that the editor must have 
had in his mind the warning of 2 Co 11}, 

+ Schrader (der Afostel Paulus, v. 233 f.) took 3!-4°9 as an unauthentic 

interpolation; Volter (Z77Z., 1892, 10-44, 117-146) separated a genuine 

Pauline note (1)? exc. o. émiok. K. Stax, 18-7 12-14. 18b-26 917-20. 22-30 410-20. 
21. 23) from material (1811+ 27-30 21-16 31b. 21 41-9. 22) dating from the reign of 
Trajan or Hadrian, the redactor being responsible for 1): 4-154 271 314; but 
he now (Paulus und Seine Briefe, 286 f.) detects the Pauline original in 1? 

(except ody ém. x. diaxdvors), 1°°* 1-9 (except Kal émexop. Tod mveup. I. X. 
eine! aime Oh (6 Gag Oy GS) y need pe a 
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dispatch. Yet elsewhere in Polykarp (cp. ch. xiii.), as in the 
NT itself (1 Co 16% etc.), the distinction between singular and 
plural in the use of the term is carefully observed ; nor would the 

use of efisto/ae 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 ef7s/o/ae 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 sucha 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. 1‘), 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 ézucroda’ of Polykarp are most readily to be 
understood in this sense, z.e., as a collection of Pauline epistles, 
including not only Philippians but those addressed to the 

neighbouring church of ‘Thessalonika (cp. Harnack in Z7U., 1900, 
v. 3. 86 f., and Wrede in Z7U., 1903, 94 f.). 

Unlike 1 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 Studéa Stinaztica, i. 11 f., and W. Bauer, Der 
Apostolos der Syrer, 1903, pp. 34 f., 37 f.), which mentions two Philippian 

* Nestle’s conjecture, aroorohjs for émicro\js in the original (cp. Zahn, 
INT. i. 536), is ingenious but unnecessary. 
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epistles ; but, as it omits 1 Tim., its evidence is not trustworthy, and no clear 
trace of any such apocryphon has been preserved. The language of Polykarp 

does not yield any proof, while the casual remark of Georgius Syncellus 
(Chron., ed. Dindorf, i. 651 : rovrou [z.e. Clement of Rome] kai 0 amdcroXos 

év TH Tpos Pirmycious péuvyTat mpsry émicTo\G) 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 (Zhe Story of St. Paul, 
pp: 367 f.), both of whom put 3-4 earlier than 1-2, as a separate 

Pauline letter ; but 27! is not necessarily incompatible with 114 

and 4?!; in 22! 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 37%, as has been already noted, are not mentioned 

in 118, 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. tiber Philipp., 1810) and Paulus (de tempore scriptae 

prioris ad Tim. atque ad Philipp. epist. Pault, 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 41°!), the rest of the canonical epistle 
(z.e. 11-3! 421-28) being intended for the local church in general 
(so Paulus, Hetdelberg. Jahrbiicher, 1812, 702 f., confining the 
special letter to 3!-4°). Psychologically, the change of tone 

from 21% 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.t ‘The least violent 

explanation would be to conjecture (with Ewald) that 3!4! and 

* Cp. Belser’s Ezn/. 555 f., M. Jones (Zxp.8 viii. 457 f.), and Clemen’s 
Paulus, i. 130f. 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 (275) must 
have already been made.” This holds even against Lake’s partition (Zxp.* 
Vii. 487 f.). 

+ Thus the phrase 76 douréy approximates to ofv (cp. Mt 26%, Ac 27”, 
1 Th q!, 2 Ti 48 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. 41%, however, is hardly an after-thought ; 

it rather rounds off the topics interrupted by the disgression of 
zit, 410 (eyapny dé ev Kupiw peyddws) and 3!" (xaipere ev Kupiw) 

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). 

Ss. Aistory in early church (cp. NTA. 5Si., 71 Loa 

R. J. Knowling’s Zestimony of St. Paul to Christ, 111f., and 

Gregory’s Canon and Text of NT. 205 f.). 

The first indubitable echoes of the epistle occur in Polykarp; cp. i. I 
cuvexdpnv tpiv peyddws ev Kupiy=2" yatpw kal cvyxalpw macw dbyiv, 4” 

éxdpnv dé ev Kupiw weyddws ; ii. 1 @ [2.e. Christ] trerdyn ra wavra éroupdvia 

kal émlyera=2" 37) 5 ix. 2, obror raves ovK els Kevov €dpayov = 2) (rather than 
Gal 2”, where the context is different) ; xii. 3, et pro inimicis crucis = 318 
rovs €xOpovs Tod oTaupod rod Xpiorod, and the allusion in ili. 2 to Paul, ds kal 

dmiv tuiv éypayev émioro\ds. The earlier allusions in Ignatius are less 

distinct, yet probably reliable: Smyrn. iv. 2, mdvta bropévw airod me 

évduvamoovTos = 4"*, the occurrence of kar épiQeay and Kara xevodotlay (2° >) 

in Philad. i. 1, vill. 2, and Smyrn. xi. 3, TEAevoe dvTEs TéAELA Kal Ppovetre= 3” 

boot obv TéXeLoL, TOUTO PpovGuev. In Clem. Rom, xxi. I (€av ph dfiws adrod 

moN\trevouevor KTN., Cp. iii. 4), till we have better evidence for the phrase 

being common, it is fair to admit a trace of 1°? (udvov délws rod evaryyeXlou Tob 
Xpisrod modtreverGe), and the same may be said of xlvii. 2, where Clement 

speaks of the Corinthians receiving Paul’s epistle év dpxq Tod evaryyeNiov, his 
own phrase in Phil 41% In the Martyrdom of Polykarp (i. 2), 2*is quoted, 

and in Diognet. v. 9 (éml yijs SarpiBodow, adn év ovpayy modrevovrar) 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. #. Z. v. 2. 2=2°). Earlier it appeared in Marcion’s déaTonos, 
as at a later period in the Muratorian Canon, whilst Irenzeus (iv. 18. 4=4"), 

Clem. Alex. (repeatedly), and Tertullian cite its contents. 
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I2 
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to Syn. Gospels em 1895); A. J. Jolley, Zhe Synoptic Problem for English 
Readers (1893).; Roehrich, La Composition des évangiles (1897) ; Harnack, 

FN ETE, eyaie 6st 700 ; Resch, Dze Lota Jesu (Leipzig, 1898) ; McGiffert (AA. 

479 f.); Wernle, de Synoptische Frage (1899)*; P. Calmes, Comment se 

sont formés les évangiles (Paris, 1899); W. Soltau, Zine Liicke d. 
synoptischen Forschung (1899), Unsere Euglien (1901); V. H. Stanton 

(Hastings D&. ii. 234-249); Abbott! and Schmiedel (247. 1761-1839, 

1840-96) * ; U. Fracassini, ‘La critica del vangeli nel secolo xix’ (Studi 

Religiosz, I9OT, 30-52, 309- 331) ; Moffatt (HN7.,? 1901, 11f., 258 f., 635 f.) ; 
A. Loisy, Etudes are? (Paris, 1902) ; J. A. Robinson, Zhe Study 

of the Gospels* (1903); J. Halévy, Etudes evangéliques (Paris, 1903) ; 

Bonaccorssi, Z ¢ve prime Vangelt el la critica letteraria (1904); H. von 

Soden, Dze wichtigsten Fragen im Leben Jesu (1904); E. D. Burton, 

(Lntroduction to Given Chicago, 1904, and in /#Z., 1912, 95f.); E. D. 

Burton, Some Principles of Literary Criticism and their Application to the 

Synoptic Problem (Chicago, 1904)*; E. Mangenot (Vigouroux’ D&A, ii. 

2058-2097) ; J. Wellhausen, zl. in die dre ersten Evglien* (1905, 

sec. ed. rott); N. J. D, White (DCG. i. 663-671) ; Bosanquet and Wenham 

(Outlines of the Synoptic Record, 1905); Jacquier (JM7. ii. 1905); Loisy, 

Morceaux Wexdégese (1906) ; Jiilicher, Mewe Linden in die Krittk a. Evang. 

Uberlicferung (1906); J. E. Carpenter, Zhe Ferst Three Gospels4 (London, 
1906); C. E. Scott-Moncrieff, Si Mark and the” Triple "Tradition (1907) ; 
P. Feine (PAZ. xix. 277-381) ; Blass, #7. xviii. (‘ Origin and Character - 

of our Gospels’); G. H. Miiller, Ze Synopse (Untersuchung tiber die 

1See the discussions in Contemp. Review (vol. xiii.) between Jannaris 

(pp. 37-40, 532-539) and Abbott (249-254). 
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Arbeitsweise des Lk. u. Mt. und thre Quellen), 1908; F. Nicolardot, Les procédés 

de Rédaction des trois premiers Evangélistes (Paris, 1908)*; J. R. Cohu, 

Gospels in Light of Modern Research (1909); E. Wendling, ‘ Syn. Studien’ 

(ZNW-; 1907, 256f., 1908, 96f., 1909, 46f., 219 f.); W. F. Petrie, Growzh 
of Gospels as shown by Structural Criticism (1910) ; Mangenot, Les Evangiles 

Synoptiques, Paris, 1911); W. W. Holdsworth’s Gosfel Origins (1912); E 
R. Buckley, Zutrod. to Synoptic Problem (1912) ; F. Spitta, Dée Synoptische 

Grundschrift (1912); C. S. Patton, Sources of the Synoptic Gospels (1915); 

F. C. Burkitt (ERE. vi. 335f.); E. Levesque, Quatres Evangiles, leur 

Composition et leur position respective (Paris, 1917). 
(c) Surveys! of recent criticism :—A. Menzies (Revzew of Theology and 

Philosophy, iv.757{., v. 1-17, vii. 129 f., 197f.); J. Weiss (7R., 1908, 92 f., 

122f.); Wendling (ZWT7., 1908, 135f.); B. W. Bacon (Harvard Theol. 

Review, 1908, 48-69); H. L. Jackson (Cambridge Biblical Essays, 423 f.). 

(¢d) The best synopsis “6f*the texual data is Rushbrooke’s  Syxopticon 

(1880), but smaller and convenient manuals are published in English by 

E. D. Burton and Goodspeed (New York, 1917); A. Wright (Synopsis of the 

Gospels®, 1903) ; Colin Campbell (First Three Gospels in Greek®, 1899), and 

J. M™’Thompson (Zhe Synoptic Gospels, 1910); in French by Chastard et 

Morel (Concordance des évangiles, Neufchatel, 1901); in German by Veit 

(Die Synoptesche Parallelen, 1897); Weineke (Syzopse der drez ersten Luglien, 

1898); W. Larfeld (Syzopse der vier NTlichen Evglien, 1911); J. Weiss 

(Synoptesche Tafeln, 1913); and Huck (Synopse der dred ersten Evglien®, 

1916). 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]*;. Augustine (de consensu evangelistarum, cp. 

H. J. Vogels in Bardenhewer’s Azblische Studien, xiii. 5); A. Bruich 

(Monotessaron breve ex quat. evang., Cologne, 1539) ; Salmeron (Comment. 

in evang. historiam, Madrid, 1 598) ; M‘Knight, Harmony of the Gospels 

(1763); J. S. Thompson, A Aonotessaron (Baltimore, 1828-9) ; Gresswell, 

flarmonia evangelica (Oxford, 1830); R. Chapman, Gk. Harmony of Gospels 

(1836); Lant Carpenter? (4 harmony or syn. arrangement of the gospels, 

1838); Wieseler, Chron. Synopsis die vier Evuglien (1843, Eng. tr., 

Cambridge, 1864) ; Robinson (Boston, 1845, ed. Riddle, 1892); R. Anger, 

Synopsis Evang. Mt. Mk. Lucae (1852); W. Stroud, A new Gk. Harmony 

of the four Gospels (London, 1853); Gardiner (Andover, 1871); Fillion, 

Synopsis Evangelica (Paris, 1882); Tischendorf, Synopsis Evangelica® 

(1891); J. A. Broadus, A Harmony of the Gospels tit the Revised Version® 

(New York, 1898); and J. C. Rambaud, Harmonia et synopszs* (Paris, 
1898). 

§ 1. Zhe documentary hypothests.— Felix qui potutt rerum 

cognoscere causas. ‘This felicity has not yet ‘been the portion of 

investigators into the literary origin of the synoptic gospels, 
but the subtle and exhaustive processes of criticism, which 

1 Historical sketches of research in Gloag, of. czt. pp. 44f.; Meignan, 
Les évangiles et la critique au XIXe szécle (Paris, 1864); Feine (of. ct.) ; 

Jacquier (V7, ii. 284-355), and Zahn (77. § 50). 
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have been applied to the synoptic problem since Schleiermacher, 

have at last resulted in (@) 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 wera causa, it is only a subordinate factor 

in the evolution of our canonical Greek gospels. (4) 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. 27f.). It further 

requires a definite order of teachers or catechists who made it their business 
to teach this oral gospel. The necessity of a recourse to such assumptions is 

even less favourable than the impossibility, upon this theory, of giving any 
rational account of how the large sections in Mt. and Lk., which Mk. omits, 
ever came into existence and into the special places which they occupy.* No 
appeals to the Oriental memory, with its extraordinary power of retentiveness 
(cp. Margoliouth in Christian Apologetics, 1903, 48 f.) + will suffice to explain 
the intricate variations and coincidences in the synoptic gospels, without 
involving artificial reconstructions of the early church’s attitude to the sayings 
of Jesus. The detailed proof of this, with a thoroughgoing refutation of the 
oral hypothesis, is led by Zahn (JWT. ii. 408 f.), Chavannes (Revue de 
Théologie et Philosophie, 1904, 138-160), Wellhausen (Z7n/.? § 3), and Stanton 

(GAD. ii. 17 f.), briefly by Schmiedel (Az. 1845-6) and Peake (77. 104 f.). 

* Even a resolute adherent of the theory like Dr, Wright (#7. 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. 
+ See also G. H. Putnam’s Authors and their Public tn Ancient Times? 

(1894), pp. 106 f., and G, G, A. Murray’s Rise of the Greek Epic, pp. 92 f. 
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One objection to the oral hypothesis— viz. the gospel’s preservation in 
Greek instead of Aramaic—is removed by the cognate hypothesis of a primi- 
tive Semitic gospel upon which the synoptists have all drawn (Resch, Abbott, 
Briggs) ; but, although the theory helps to account for one or two Greek 

variants by pointing out the possibility that they may go back to the omission, 
confusion, or transposition of consonants in the Hebrew original, as a complete 
explanation of the textual phenomena it fails. There is perhaps no ante- 
cedent improbability in Hebrew being still written between A.D. 40 and 50 
in Palestine ; the newly discovered fragments of Ecclesiasticus show that a 
Jew could write in fair Biblical Hebrew long after it had ceased to be spoken 
generally. But why should an evangelist of Jesus? If any Semitic gospel is 
to be postulated, Aramaic (so, ¢.g., Lessing, Eichhorn) is much more likely 
than Hebrew to have been its language, and 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 (cp. W. C. Allen in OSS. 288 f.). Miscon- 

ception by Greek translators of a Semitic phrase is indeed a wera causa in the 
interpretation, ¢.g., of some passages from Q, the common source of Mt. and 

Lk., which existed in different recensions. To quote a modern example, 
when we find in some translations of Don Quixote (part ii, ch. xxxiv.) che 
Greek Commentator, and in others the Greek Commander, obviously these 

represent the wrong and the correct renderings of 7 Comendador Griego. 

The synoptic variant renderings of a common Semitic original, it must be 
allowed, usually give a good sense; it may not be the exact sense of the 
original, but it is intelligible, and generally it is consonant with the character- 

istic aims and traits of the gospel in which it occurs. The latter phenomenon, 
indeed, prevents us from supposing that the particular rendering was invariably 
accidental. On the other hand, this theory, when pushed to its full limits, 

reduces the inventive and independent element in the synoptic writers, by lay- 
ing stress on the possibilities of error and alteration which were involved in 
the transition from a Hebrew original to various Greek translations. The 

synoptic variations are referred to different conceptions of Hebrew words and 
phrases rather than to the editorial freedom of writers, who omitted, added, 

and altered details in a source before them, for the sake of producing a 
special impression of Jesus as the Son of God or the fulfiller of ancient 
prophecy. ‘‘ We do not often find very early apocryphal evangelists, and 
never the canonical ones, deliberately inventing new traditions. It is 

generally possible to detect, even now, some basis of fact or ancient tradition 
for what appears at first sight to be a mere fiction; and it is a reasonable 
inference that if we had before us all the ‘ narratives’ of the ‘ many’ authors 

mentioned by Luke, and all the written interpretations of Matthew’s Logia 

handed down by those who, as Papias says, ‘interpreted them each to the 

best of his ability,” we should find the paucity of invention almost equal to 
the magnitude of accretion” (Dzat. 552). This is much too strongly put. 

It is to press matters too far if we undervalue the inventiveness of the 
primitive period, 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, Zhe Human Element in the Gospels, 
p. 15). 

(4) The latter theory is not incompatible with the recognition of Mark as 
prior to the other two synoptists; as a,matter of fact, one of the most 
searching and minute statements of the evidence for Mark’s priority is in Dr. 

Abbott’s Diat. 314-330 (with table, 542-544, of corrections made by Mt. and 
Lk. on Greek text of Mk.—the latter being regarded as a Greek version, 
‘with a good many errors, conflations, and additions,’ of the Hebrew 

Ur-Evangelium). Even Pfleiderer (Ure. ii. 284 f. 392f.), who adheres to a 
primitive Aramaic gospel-source, admits that it was first used by Mark among 
many others (Lk 1"), 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,{ by Scott-Moncrieff, similarly postulates 

a Foundation-document used by all three evangelists, but assumes it must have 

been written by Mark; Mt. and Lk. used not Mk. but this earlier draft 
(practically = an Ur-Marcus); Mk. ‘in the more literary atmosphere’ of 

Rome revised his original MS (based on Petrine reminiscences) and published 
it for the benefit of the Roman church. 

It is the extravagant claims occasionally made on behalf of Mk. as a 
Petrine gospel and as free from secondary elements, which have led to a 
double reaction not only against the Petrine tradition (see below under 
‘Mark’) but against Mark’s priority to Matthew (so especially Hilgenfeld, 

Badham, Belser, and Merx, after Hug, Keim, and many others). The latter 

theory is inadequate, even with the ingenious modifications proposed by Zahn 

(JWT. §§ 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, Zhe 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”); Fiebig in Weztest. Studien (1914), 79 f. 

+ Hence the origin of the apocryphal gospels, especially the gospel xaé’ 

“EBpatous, which was a collateral branch from the parent stem of the original 

Aramaic gospel. 
+ B. Bonkamp (Zar 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-Matthzeus) subsequent to Mark ; Mark, in short, 
used the Hebrew Matthew and was in turn used by the Greek Matthew. 

The documentary hypothesis (cp. HWZ. 615 f.) goes back 

not only to the habits of Oriental historiography, which 

permitted a writer to incorporate a source “teratim or to alter 

it for his special purpose, instead of rewriting it, but to ancient 
praxis in general. ‘‘ Critical investigation into the sources of the 

ancient historians has shown beyond a question that, when they 

were dealing with times not within their own memory, they 
handled their authorities according to methods very different 
from those pursued in modern times. Not only materials, but 

the form in which these materials were worked up, were taken 

from predecessors usually without acknowledgment, and clearly 

without fear of any charge of plagiarism” (Hardy, Plutarch’s 

Galba and Otho, 18909, 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, ze. the 

authors of the canonical gospels, afterwards worked up into 
shape. Tt 

The documentary hypothesis is further corroborated by the 

methods of Tatian in compiling his Diatessaron during the last 

quarter of the second century. An examination{ of the 

structure of this harmony, which was based on the four 

* The fusion of Mk. with Q and other sources is shown by the presence 
of the doublets (cp. 4S.2 80-107). These do not invariably denote different 

sources (cp. Badham’s Formation of Gospels, 12 f.); still in the main they 

point, not to different occasions on which Jesus uttered the same kind of 
word, but to variant traditions of the same saying or deed. 

+ 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. EHvangelica, 174f.) and R. B. 

Drummond (Lafers of Society of Historical Theology, Oxford, 1907, 37 f.) in 
the Franciscan literature. See, further, OSS. pp. 215 f., 225 f. 

=~ See A. A. Hobson’s scholarly essay, Zhe Dzatessaron 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 in /@Z. ix. 201-215, Lofthouse 

(Z7. xiii. 565 f.), and W. E. Addis (in OSS. 367 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, ¢.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 (4) 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 (4) inference supports what has 

been already said upon the need of eschewing an ultra-docu- 

mentary bias in the study of the synoptic problem. One of the 
obstacles raised by the documentary hypothesis has been the 
inadequate place assigned by many of its upholders to the place 

and function of oral tradition as an element in the process ; and 

it will help to render that hypothesis more tenable and attractive, 

if it is shown to include such a reason for variation as literary 
habit or individual idiosyncrasy. In a semi-literary work like 
one of the early Christian gospels, it is artificial to imagine that 
the author had some conscious ulterior purpose in every change 

he made. Although tendencies may be visible over the broad 

surface of his work, and although the general purpose of his 

composition may be plain, this does not exclude a certain 

freedom of literary choice, an artlessness, and the play of 
individual fancy and taste. No theory which fails to allow for 

such an element is true to the facts of the case. On the 
principles alike of literary criticism and of common sense, this 
consideration vindicates itself as a reasonable criterjon 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 (see Appendix D). 

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. Zhe 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 Ady,” in five 
ovyypappata (Kus. 7. £. ili. 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 dpyatos avyp to Irenzus, and as, 

on the other hand, he looked back to his connection with the 

oral tradition of the presbyters as an old episode when he 

composed his book, the date of that volume cannot be put 
much earlier than c. A.D. 120. If the De Boor fragment (7Z'U. 
Vv. 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 ¢erminus ad guem for this writing’s composition is not 
later than ¢. A.D. 160. It may be dated in 140(5)-160 

* Philip Sidetes, who preserves the quotation, was excerpting from Euse- 
bius at this point, and the likelihood is that he made a mistake in attributing 

to Papias a similar remark of Quadratus which the historian happens to 
narrate (4. £. iv. 3. 2). 
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(Harnack), 140-150 (Westcott), 130-140 (Lightfoot), or ¢. 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 Joannzs, pp. cliv-clxxii, 

GK. i. 2. 849f., ii. 2. 780f.); Weiffenbach, Die Papiasfragmente (1878) ; 
Lipsius (JP7., 1885, 174f.) ; Holtzmann (ZW7T., 1880, 64-77) ; Hilgenfeld 
(ZWT., 1875, 231-270, 1886, 257-291); with SX. (pp. 277 f.) and Light- 

foot’s invaluable articles (Cont. Review, 1867, 1875); Salmon (DCB. iv. 

185-190) ; Westcott (Canon of NT.® pp. 69f.); Link (SK, 1896, 435f.) 5 

Harnack (ACZ. ii. 1. pp. 3354, 3566); Abbott (2&2. n/ a80qum 

Goetz on ‘‘ Papias u. seine Quellen,” in Sztsungsberichte d. philos.-histor. 

Klasse d. Konigl. bayr. Akademie d. Wiss. (1903) 267-320; Schwartz 
(Ueber den Tod der Sihne Zebedaez, Berlin, 1904, pp. 18f.), Ehrhard (ACZ. 

112f.),and Bindley (CQ. Ixxxiv. 31-43: ‘ P.’s Logiaan expanded St. Matthew’). 

‘ 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. 

kat Tov? 6 ampeaBvrepos This also the presbyter 
eAcyev : 

Mdpkos wev Epunveurns ILérpov yev- 

6mevos, euvnivevcev, akpiBas 

éypaev, ov pévTa Tdée, Ta UO TOD 

Xpistov 7) AexGévTa 7) wpaxévra. 

ovre yap iKovcev Tov Kuplov, ore 

tapynko\ovOncev alt@, Uorepov dé, ws 

épnv, Ilérpw’ 5s mpds tas xpelas 

émouetro Tas didacKadlas, adN ovx 

womep ovvTagivy TOY KUpLaK@y ToLov- 

fuevos Noylwy, woTe ovdev tuaprev 

Mapkos, otrws évia ypdas ws areuyn- 

povevoev. EvOS yap Erotnoaro Tpdévoaar, 

boa 

said : 

‘Mark, who was* Peter’s inter- 

preter,t wrote down accurately, 

though not in order,t 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. 
+ =Methurgeman (cp. Schlatter in BY 7., 1898, iii. pp. 51 f.)? 

On this phrase, see below (pp. 188-189). 
§ The quotation from the presbyter may end here, the rest (as 7 have sazd) 

being Papias’ reproduction of the primitive tradition. 
|| Not, after having followed Paul, but after the lifetime of Jesus. 
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Tou pndev Gv Hkoveey Tapadure 7) 
Yevoaobal te év avrois. 

Tatra pev ody ioropnrac T@ Ilaria 
mept Tov Mapxov. mepl dé ToU Mardaiouv 

tatr’ elpnrac’ MarOatos mev ody ‘EBpa- 
tde duadéxtw TA Ayia oUveypawaro,”* 

npenvevcey 8 atta ws jv Suvards 

ékaoTos. 
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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 Zxposztion, but apparently 
to the time when Papias was merely collecting oral testimony, 

the problem of the date of the book from which they are now 
cited becomes comparatively insignificant. These explanations 

of Mark and Matthew must have been in circulation by the 

end of the first century. The beginning of the second century 

is the latest period at which we can assume they came to Papias. 

Furthermore, they are not inventions of his own. ‘Their 

authority is the presbyter John, who was in close contact with 

the cycles of primitive apostolic tradition, and there is no reason 
to suppose that these two particular traditions suffered accretion 
or corruption in passing through the channel of Papias’ memory. 

Doubtless they were exposed to the atmosphere of sub-apostolic 

desire to connect all canonical writings, directly or indirectly, 
with some apostolic authority, but the atmosphere did not create 

them. Their motive is unambiguous. By the time that Papias 

wrote, if not much earlier, difficulties were evidently felt about 

the differences in the four gospels, which implies that they had 

begun to be read together or, at any rate, laid side by side. 

The divergence, ¢.g., between Mark’s tagéis 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.t Both the Petrine oral 

* owverdéaro, the variant reading (preferred by Schwartz), does not alter 
the sense materially, though ovveypdaro brings out more clearly the fact that 

it was a writing. 

+ There is also an implicit side-reference to the gnostic circle of Basilides, 



188 THE HISTORICAL LITERATURE 

teaching and the Matthzean 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 Matthzan 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 
‘methurgeman,’ or interpreter. Even though the rabbi knew both languages, 
he confined himself to one, z.e. to the older and more sacred speech. But 
the use of the Matthzan 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 épunvevryjs as applied to Mark and npyjvevoev as applied to the early 

Christian teachers or missionaries who used the Matthzean 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. 54f.); it cannot mean simply the worship and work of the 
early Christian mission, where at first any one who used the Matthzean 

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 od wévro rage. In the light of the passage from Lucian (de hzst. conscréb. 
6, 45, 48f.), raéts seems here to imply not order or consecutiveness in the 

modern sense of the term, so much as the artistic symmetry and effective 

presentation of the materials. The latter, in their unadorned artless sequence, 

are dmrouvnmovetuara., Set év rafer they are orderly, harmonious. The 

criticism passed by Papias on Mark refers to the arrangement rather 

who claimed that the d:ddcxaNos of the latter was Glaukias, the interpreter of 

Peter (Clem. Stvom. 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, 11, 20f. ; and above, p. 22). 
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than to the chronological sequence.* What Mark wrote down was the 
dmouvnuoveiuata or recollections of Peter, which were simply delivered mpés 

Tas xpelas, and the literary result was not a ioropla. It had not rdés enough 

for that. A simple record, as exact and complete as possible, was what came 
from Mark’s pen, just such notes as might be described under Justin’s title of 

apostolic drouvnuoveduara. When rds is translated ‘ order,’ therefore, the 

reference is to ‘ orderliness’ rather than to historical sequence. ‘‘ Ce que lon 
entend par ‘ ordre’ n’est pas la chronologie . . . c’est la bonne distribution des 
matiéres ” (Loisy, i. 26, cp. /#G. i. 82f.). (4) Does 7a Adyca mean the works 

and words of Jesus, a practical equivalent for 7d evayyé\ov? Or does 
it mean primarily utterances? The former view has been strongly sup- 

ported,} particularly by those who 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 ef/afa, 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 dypados uvjmn in the primitive 

tradition, they would come up with some historical details of time and place 
clinging to them, like earth to the roots of a plant. The frequent exchange 
of question and answer in the extant conversations of Jesus necessitates some 

context of circumstances,{ and Matthew’s gospel more than once appears to 

record an incident for the purpose of a saying which it sustained. Further- 

more, in his own book, the Héjynous Aoylwy kupiaxkGv, 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 7a Néyia Tod Kuptov 
and 76 wapripoy Tod oravupod in Polyk. Phz/. 7, tells against the identification 
of Matthew’s 7a Adyia 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 ra bd Tod 

Xpirot 7} Nex Oévta i} mpaxOévra and as Kuptaxol Adyou or Kvpiaxd Adyia. 

But the analogy of the OT prophets, where ¢he words of Jeremiah, Hosea, 

etc., include narrative as well as sayings and speeches, bears out the view that 

while the Matthzean 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 Norden, Corssen (GGA., 1899, pp. 317 f.), Colson (/7'S. xiv. 62 f.). 

+ From Liicke, Baur, and Keim, to Hilgenfeld, Zahn, and Belser. 

~ Thus Eusebius (7. £. iii. 245) observes that Matthew and John alone 

have left us r@v Tod xuptov diatpiBdy brourhpara. 



190 THE HISTORICAL LITERATURE 

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 ovvtagts 

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 7a Adya, 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 (cp. Bacon, /xf.° xv. 56 f.). 
' 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 épunvevrys, whether owing to some change 

of circumstances or to Peter’s death. The latter view is that 

of Irenzeus (af. Euseb. H. £. 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 
(77. £. ii. 15. 2, and vi. 14. 6), asserts that Mark wrote when 
Peter was still alive.* The unanimous tradition of the second 
and third centuries upon the connection of Mark, as the author 

of the gospel, with Peter (cp. Swete, pp. xviii f.), probably is 
little more than a prolonged echo of the Papias-tradition, com- 

bined with inferences, more or less fictitious, from 1 P 5). 
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 + the 

Papias-tradition or of identifying the two writings of this frag- 

ment with the canonical Mark and Matthew (so recently 

Wellhausen, £77/.? 158), and the solution is to suppose that the 
former represents a later edition ¢ of the original Mark (which 

resembled a xypvyya Iérpov), the latter being the work of a 

Jewish Christian writer, with catholic interests, who employed in 

his work not only Mk. but the Mattheean 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, guzbus tamen interfuit et ita posutt. If guibus 

is taken to have been originally adiguzbus (¢.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 on one or two occasions in it (e.g. Mk 14°! ?). But guzbus 

probably referred to a preceding colloguits 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 (see above, p. 183). Here, too, 

the hypothesis of absolute independence is precluded by the close agreements, 

and the alternatives are to suppose that Plutarch used Tacitus, or to con- 

jecture that both had access to some common authority such as the elder 

Pliny’s Westories or Cluvius Rufus. 
+ As no more-than aninference from 1 P 5” !%, an ill-informed guess which 

Papias or his informant made (cp. é.g. Pfleiderer’s Uc. ii. 89 f., Wellhausen’s 

- Binl.? 155, and Loofs, Dze Azferstehunegsberichte, pp. 22 f.). 

+ ‘Eine vermehrte Ausgabe, in welcher der iiberlieferte Text moglichst 

respektiert werden sollte” (Wendling, Zvtstehung des Marcus-Evgliums, 

p- 2). ‘‘Ilyaeuun Préto-Marc dont en résumé notre second évangile est 
comme une réédition quelque peu retouchée” (Réville, /ésws de Nazareth, 

i. 477). Cp. Piepenbring’s /ésus Héstorigae (1909), 45 f. 
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of the incomplete conclusion to the sentence is that Mark set 

down what he had heard from Peter. This tallies with the 

earlier evidence of John the presbyter, as reported by Papias, 

whether it is a mere echo or an independent corroboration. 
Now the canonical Mark, after an analysis of its literary 
structure, shows distinct traces of editorial work upon a source 

(see below under ‘ Mark’); it is not the naive transcript or 
precipitate of oral tradition, but arranged upon a definite, 
chronological plan, with a definite aim. Upon the other hand, 
the materials which form its basis show a distinctly Palestinian 

and even Petrine colour. ‘Dass der alteste Evangelist nicht 

der erste Aufzeichner ist, sondern bereits Sammler und Redaktor ; 

dass er nicht mehr bloss aus der freifliessenden mundlichen 
Ueberlieferung schopft, sondern bereits festgeformte Massen 

gruppiert und mit seinem Missionarsgeist durchdringt, das ist 
ein 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., 

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 (e.g. Ewald, Weisse, Schenkel, Réville) 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 
(see pp. 206-207), Lk. used Mt. or vice versa, or unless the co- 
incidencies be due to harmonising copyists, these common 

additions of Mt. and Lk., so far as they are not trivial, seem to 

show that both had access to a form of Mk. fuller than the canoni- 

cal. But other explanations of this phenomenon are not only 

possible but more probable, and the theory involves the great diffi- 
culty of supposing that Mk. deliberately omitted a good deal of 

available material. It is more likely than the Ur-Marcus was (4) 

smaller than the present Mk. (so, e.g., P. Ewald, Reuss, J. Weiss, 

von Soden, Wendling), especially when the Papias-tradition of 

* The Ur-Marcus theory, with or without a reference to the Papias- 

tradition, has been held by Credner, Reuss, Késtlin, A. Réville, Schmiedel, 

J. Weiss, and Loisy. It is ably controverted in Burkitt’s Gospel History and 

Its Transmission®, 4of., and Larliest Sources for Life of Jesus (1910), 77 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 ZT. vil. 457-459). 

This fact, that both Matthew and Luke t omit a certain amount of 
material in Mk. which, ex hyfothest, lay before them, opens up the two 

alternatives, viz. (a) that the omissions were deliberate, or (6) that such 

sections, though extant in our canonical Mk., were not added to Mk. until 
after its use by the later synoptists. On the latter hypothesis, the amount 
of matter in Mk. which is absent from Mt. and Lk. must have been added 
to Mk. after Mt. and Lk. had used it; or, at any rate, they must have em- 

ployed a copy of the Marcan source different from that which formed the 
nucleus of the canonical Mk. In other words, where Mt. and Lk. agree in 
omitting a Marcan passage or, more generally, as against Mk., the latter is 

presumed not to have lain before them, unless adequate reason can be given 
for such omissions. But is a literary criterion of this kind absolutely valid ? 
Surely, some obvious caveats at once occur to the mind. For one thing, it is 
an extremely delicate and hazardous task for a modern, Western mind to 

determine the precise motives which may have induced a later synoptic 
writer to omit or abbreviate a source which lay before him. Even although 
the omission of passages like Mk 476-29 782-87 22-26 yyll. 25 7932-34 7 233-37 
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 logion preserved 
in Mt 17°. Luke has nothing corresponding to Mk 1112-15 19-272; but, 
as this reminiscence proves, he knew the incident of the cursing of the 
fig-tree (cp. “FG. i. 28 f.). 

+ Furthermore, John occasionally sides in such circumstances with Mk., 

as he sides again (Dza/. 1806f.) with Mk. and Mt. against Luke’s deviations 

or omissions (Dat. 1282 f., 1309 f., 1344, 1373, 1730f.). 

i3 
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in the case of Luke, we have a historian whose aim was to supersede many 
inferior and defective records in circulation throughout the churches, But 
completeness of this kind is always relative to the writer’s special aim, and 
even apart from the range of that aim his individual taste would be sure to 
operate—to say nothing of considerations of space and symmetry. Such im- 

plications tell against the view that Mt. and Lk. must have used a shorter 
form of Mark. They may also be held to disprove the view that Mark did 

not use Q, but this conclusion rests upon independent grounds (cp. § 5). 

§ 4. Matthew's gospel and Q (=Matthaean Logia).—The 

style and contents of Matthew show that it is neither the 

translation of an Aramaic source nor composed by an apostle. 
For these and other reasons it is impossible to identify it 
with a translation of the Logia-source mentioned by Papias. 

But the large amount of discourse-material which Mt. has 
incorporated with Mk. permits the identification of this special 
source with the Matthzan 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 (edayyéAvov 
kata Mar@aiov) was so called, not because it was the first to 
make use of the Matthzan source, but because it embodied 

this ovvtaéis Tév Aoyiwy 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 Hebrew florilegium of messianic proof-texts by Matthew 

the tax-gatherer (Hart, xf.” ii. 78f. ; Burkitt, Transmission, 126f.; E. 

C. Selwyn, Oracles of NT, 396f.; K. Lake, Review of Theol. and Phil. 

iii. 483 f.). A collection of such éestémonza would not be important enough 

to justify the tradition or to lend Matthew’s name to a gospel which employed 

them, apart 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 ra Adyta could not denote OT extracts fer se(cp. Stanton, GD. 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 

* Hammack (BVT. 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 Matthzan 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 helps to determine Q as repro- 

duced in Mt. and in Lk. (a) The general opinion that the 
latter’s setting of the Logia is in many, perhaps in most, cases 
superior to Mt.’s (cp. G. H. Miiller, Zar Synopse, 28 f., Streeter 

in OSS. 143 f., Schmiedel in H/. ix. 918), need not imply that 

Lk.’s arrangement of them (e.g. of the Lord’s Prayer) is 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°*°°), 

it is due to the fact that he found the basis for his re-setting in 

some other source,* or possibly now and then in oral tradition. 
Elsewhere, the Lucan mise en scene is due to the writer’s 

imagination. (4) The Q source must also have been more 

Jewish Christian in character than Lk.’s gospel would suggest. 
Mt. retained, ¢.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 from his own materials. 

The verbal coincidences of Mt. and Lk. do not necessarily imply that they 

used the same Greek version of the Matthzan 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, £zv/.* 26 f.) + corroborate 

the view that they used different versions of the original Aramaic 3 ¢.g. 

Mt 5"-2—Lk 62-23 (where, in the latter verse, the Mattheean rovs mpd tumor 

* 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.). 
+ It does not meet the full data of these passages to argue (Harnack, Loisy : 

RHR., 1907, 441 f.) that the changes are due to the free development of the 

writer’s thought as exhibited in the context. 
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and the Lucan oi rardpes a’r&v go back to the Aramaic variants dag’ damatkon 
and dag’ damathén), Mt 5*°= Lk 6° (wheie réAevou and olxrippoves are variants 
of obv), Mt 23%=Lk 11” (cp. Nestle, ZZ. xv. 528; ZNW., 1906, 260-261), 
and Mt 23%°=Lk 114! (where Matthew’s xa@dpicov and Luke’s dér€ éXenuoov- 

vnv go back to the Aramaic dakkaw and zakkau). Sometimes both versions 

reproduce the same error (e.g. woANGy for wodAg in Mt 10°!=Lk 12',.cp: 

Wellhausen’s note) ; but this is the exception (cp. above, p. 181). 

At the same time, this recognition of a specifically Matthzean 

character in Q does not involve the abandonment (Bartlet, 

Burton, Allen, Stanton) of Q 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, eg., could 
only have access to the Q-sayings in their Q-form, that both 

writers reproduced Q almost entirely, and that practically 7 

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 in /ZS., 1907, 454f.). 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. 12444, “In comparison with the real Mk. it would bea 
headless, armless torso.” These considerations do not invalidate 

the attempt to fix approximately the outlines and general 

characteristics of Q,—especially when we accept the additional 

clue to its origin furnished by the Papias-tradition,—but they 

are a check upon detailed analyses which profess to regain the 

exact stylistic and religious characteristics of a source which 
neither writer may have preserved in its entirety, which both 

used in different editions, and which both have worked over. 

If the formula (kal éyévero dre éréXeoev 6 “Inoods xrX.), which 

recurs five times in Mt. (728 111 135% 19! 261), was taken over 

* As distinct from a translation (p. 44). 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, PAZ, 1907, 117-139, and 

Schott’s analysis of Mt 10, in ZV/V’., 1906, 140-150). 

+ Thus Harnack (BN7. ii. 26f., 185) only admits the parable of the 

mustard-seed, which occurs in Mk. (4°°-**). 
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from Q, as is inherently likely (cp. #S.? 165), this is a fresh 
proof that the latter souree—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. 1. £. 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: 
372 (baptism of John, etc.; strictly speaking, introductory 

sayings about Jesus),* 43 (temptation), 53-1 73-17 20-24. 25-30. 
eto Guan grote) Pee eaa-27) (Sermon), oss) (Centurion, of 
Kapharnaum), 819-22 gi8a Tos! 17-38 (42) YY2-19. 20-30 75-8. 11-13. 

25-45 y 314-15. 16-17. 24-29. 33-85. 36-43. 4452 (group of parables), 151214 
23-24 7617-19 (°) y 719-20. (24-27%) 183-5. 10, x21. 15-20, 23-35 y 96-12. 28 po1-16 
gy 14-17. 3rb.-32. 28-3la 551-10, 11-14 231-39 (seven woes), 24) 10-12 26-27. 

37-41. 42-44. 45-51 rita (31-46 2) 5652-54, 

The passages in black type represent for the most part the 
material which is also used by Luke more or less closely (22 

and 25 containing scattered parallels); passages like 41°16 and 
1216-21 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 Matthzean 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} which aim at 

reproducing the outline as well as the contents of the source. 
(a) Albert Réville (Jésus 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. 

+ In the following analyses, the verbal minutiz 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%-727=Lk 67% 
1153, S16 1434 1617, 1258-59 1618, 629-86 p 724, p28B-B4 y 734-36 7722-31 G13 “GBT. 41. 7 79-13, 

691 7374-27, 6% ; (i1.) apostolic instructions, /Mtou—™= 10°" 3-2 — Tica aeee, 

649 817 725-9, 251-53 7 426-27, y733 Jo's ; (iii.) in defence of the kingdom, Mt 117>- 
19. 21-24. 25-80 7924-25. 28-30. 87. 39. 41-45 Jo 72-28 G16 781-35 yolB-15. 21-22 10 

63-45) 5779-52 24-26. (iv.) parables of the kingdom, Mt 13%°@—Lk 13% 2t.a(ga) 
membersiof the kingdom, Mt 187° 2obi8*joy to 5oL6 8-14 — Dic rages 
173-4 7416-24» (yi.) woes, Mt 232% = Lk 1146+ 9% 42 89. 44. 49-51, 7 334-35 5 (vii.) the 
coming of the kingdom, Mt 241-12 25-28. 87-51, 95 — [x 17% 87. 26-80 86-40, 12-27, 

(4) 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 Matthzean Logia-source 
(not used by Lk.) in Mt 314-9 54+ 7-10. 18a, 14. 16-17, 19-24, 27-28. 81. ¥8-89a, 41-43 61-7 
10b. 18b. 15-18. 84 76. 12b. 15-22 Ql8a O5- 6. 8b. 23. Wb. 38. 41 7728-30 yo5-7 1-12, By 314, 
15. 24-80. 95-58 yc12-14. 23-24 617-19 72-27 Bd. 10, 14. 16-20. 23-34 Ql0-12. 28 o1-15 
2114-16. 28-32. 43 pol-l4 232% 3. 5. Tb-10. 15-22, 24, 28, 32 p 410-12, Ya op 1-Ila, 13. 14-46 9652-53, 

(dz) Wernle (Syzopt. Frage, pp. 224f.) submits a detailed outline: (a) 

historical introduction Mt 3712=Lk 37-9 16, Mt 4310=Lk 4312; (4) rules for 
Christians‘and missionaries, Mt 5998)77 ne? t= ke 6%?) pr Soo irae 
Mt 8°3=Lk 7220 13°30, Mt $1922 g87-38 75-16. 23-25. 40-42 7 720-27 7 316-17 

Lk 9°?-62 yo1-J6. 21-24; (¢) sayings of a more polemical nature, Mt 11729= 
Lk 718-35 1615, Mt 12237—=Lk 1114-23 1210) Mt 1238-45—[Lk 1129-82 24-26, 

Mt 23199=Lk 11°95? 1334-3; and (d) instructions for the Christian life, 
especially in view of the second advent, Mt 6%! 774=Lk 11? 913, Mt 619-34 
=Lk 12284 y734-96 7618, Mt 1391-33 44-46 Tk 1318-1, Mt 10%%=Lk 127) 
51-53 7426-27 Mt yS712-2—Tk ysl yyl4 Mt 22-4=Lk rq Mt 2426-28 

STL — Tk 7778-87 7299-46, Mt 2514 = Lk ro27_ (2) Von Soden, considerme 

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 6-71, cp. Mt 5-7), 

(ii.) the Gentile centurion (777°=Mt 8*?%), and (iii.) the Jewish baptist 

(718-85 = Mt i171) ; (4) sayings on (i.) offers of discipleship (9° = Mt 81%), 
(ii.) the vocation of d. (10'*4=Mt rol! 710-27), (iii.) and the prayers of d. 

(11-8 = Mt 6918 77-1) ; (c) sayings on adversaries, including (i.) the calumnies 

of the Pharisees (1114 =Mt 1222-30. 43-45. 38-48 622f-) (ii,) the condemnation of 

the Pharisees (11°7°4= Mt 23), and (iii.) behaviour towards such opponents 

(12? 2=Mt 1076-83 7232 yol%-); (d) sayings on the world, including (i.) the 

* He adds a few logia scattered throughout the Marcan framework, e.g. 
gU-12 7 312. 16 yel3b-14 and 162, 

+ His document is printed in full and discussed in detail (pp. 23 f., 361 f.) 
by H. B. Sharman in Zhe Teaching of Jesus about the Future (Chicago, 1909). 

{ So, e.g., Wright, and Robinson (Study of Gospels, 77 1.). 
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attitude of disciples towards worldly possessions (127-*4 introduced by 12!3-*1 
= Mt 670-8), (ii.) the experiences of disciples in the world (12%°°°= Mt 244251 
25'18 oss 767% 5°), and (iii.) signs of the coming storm and finalé 
(131°. 6-9. 18-21 — Mt 2119 1331-3) ; with (e) omens of the end in (i.) denunciation 

(rg Mig 7s sotlhiey at Sue 199) 2381-88)! (is) warnings, for disciples 
(1425-27-38) (85) po4-7 p74 — Mt 2071 ost 1 8l2-14. 6 It) and (iii.) words on 

the end of the world (177°°7=Mt 24). (/) Stanton (GAD. ii. 70f.) outlines 

the contents of the source thus: ushering in of ministry of Christ = preaching 
Ol Baptist (Ek 3% 72st — Mit 35 7-12)" baptism of Jesus (Lk 3754—Me 
3}8- 16-17), temptation of Jesus (Lk 4*?=Mt 4!) ; first stage in preaching 
of gospel=discourse on heirs of the kingdom (Lk 6!7*°), centurion (Lk 7}-10= 
Mie ors) ohm and jesusi(Wk 71? 25 *) = Mtr) 28). extension of; 
gospel=tour of Jesus (Lk 81=Mt 9”), warnings to aspirants (Lk 9°-= 

Mt 819-22), saying on harvest (Lk 10?=Mt 9%*%8), directions for preachers 

(Lk 10*2= Mt 10% 716. 4°) ; rejection and reception of divine truth= Woe of 
Lk ro!) (Mt 117-3), thanksgiving of Lk 107-2 (Mt 11°’), beatitude of 

Lk 107-4 (Mt 13%%17); instruction on prayer=Lord’s prayer (Lk 117*= 
Mt 6°15), on earnestness (Lk 11°%=Mt 77"); Jesus and his opponents = 

lawyer (lic sto> = — Nitv22**0))) accusation’ of Liki vie 41 23) (Nit 1222-40), 
saying of Lk 117-6 (Mt 1247), demand for sign (Lk 117% 2-32= Mt 1239-42), 

on lamp of body (Lk 115436= Mt 6°°8), denunciation of Lk 11°38? ; exhorta- 

tions to disciples=confessing Christ (Lk 127!/=Mt 103 12%), trust in 

Providence (Lk 124 4—Mt 642)” watching (Lk) 12° °=Mt 24%), 
prudence (Lk 12**%=Mt 24*°!), thoroughness (Lk 12°53 1426-27— 
Mt 20-5); two parables of Lk 131%! (Mt 13°), offences (Lk 17)4= 

Mt 185-7 45. 21-22), nower of faith (Lk 47°®=Mt 171%); doom of Jerusalem, 

ete. =Lk 13% (Mt 2397-89) and Lk 172-87 (Mt 2425-8 87-41), “() Barth 
(Zzn/. 225 f.) divides his sayings-source into five sections : z7troduction = John 

the Baptist and his preaching (Mt 3! etc.), baptism and temptation of Jesus 
(Mt 41! etc.), appearance of Jesus in Galilee (Mt 41°!" etc.) ; Jesus’ preaching 
on the kingdom=tighteousness (Mt 51-22: 17-22 27-48 61-6. 16-18 71-6, 12. 15-20, 24-27 — 

Wii”); reconciliation (Mt 57>%=1Lk 12%), prayer (Mt 675 77U—Lk 

11248), riches (Mt 619*4= Lk 1272-34 161°), childlikeness (Mt 181 10 14 etc,); 

against the world=message of Baptist (Mt 1174=Lk 718%), Beelzebub 

saymes (Mt 1277524545), on siens (Mt 12°°#=Lk 11-82), against the 

Pharisees (Mt 237%% etc.), parable of lost sheep (Mt 18483=Lk 1547), 
revelation (Mt 11%°77=Lk 107-4), parable of sower (Mt 13° 18-23 etc.), 

woe (Mt 1177*=Lk 10!*45), wail over Jerusalem (Mt 23°799=Lk 13943), 
parable of feast (Mt 22°>4=Lk 14164) ; calling of disciples = Kapharnaum- 
centurion (Mt 8°10=Lk 711%), felicitation of disciples (Mt 13!°?7= Lk 1078-74), 

three aspirants (Mt 8!°*2=Lk 97°), counsels to disciples (Mt 10°7*°=Lk 
14”-*7), disciples as light (Mt 51°16 672-°3 etc.), disciples on salt (Mt 5} etc.), 

mission of disciples (Mt 10°! etc.), promise of divine help (Mt 1ro!-8=Lk 
1271"), discord (Mt 10%%6=Lk 127-3), offences (Mt 18%: 4-2 etc.), faith 

(Mt 177° etc.), seed and leaven (Mt 13°! etc.); the future=rejection of 

unworthy disciples (Mt 7134-21-23 etc.), on loyalty (Mt 24%?! etc.), 
sudden coming of Son of man (Mt 24°741=Lk 17787), use of talents 

(Mt 254°0—TLk 109!227), speech on Parousia (Mt 24** etc.). Finally (2), 

Allen’s (AZatthew, pp. lviif.) analysis of the Matthazean Logia (‘‘a collection 



200 THE HISTORICAL LITERATURE 

of Christ’s sayings containing isolated sayings, sayings grouped into discourses 
and parables”), based on Mt like that of Barnes, includes :—53-1% 18-16. 17-48 
61-33 peal S8ll-12 gee 37-38 yQPb-8. 23 yQ24-41 (not in this connection) y 72-30 (not necessarily 

in this order) y5-12 7925-45 (not necessarily in this order), in gpelleh 24-29. 33 (2). 31-52 yee 24 

1617-19 1720 183-4. 10. 12-35 OLN 28 201-16 2116. 25-32. 43 221-14. 35-40 23 (not necessarily 

in this order) 9410-12, 28-27. 30a. 37-41. 43-51 9 p1-13. 14-80, 31-46 (2) 9652-54 (2) 

With these eight outlines eight others, which enter into rather closer 
parallel details, may be compared. 

(2) O. HOLTZMANN (Leden Jesu, Eng. tr. pp. 25 f.). 

Mt oft suet 53-777 85-138) 7 72-19 819-22 10?-42 I y 20-24 jl2-27 69-138 

Lk Bia 16f. Aes 620-49 Gf 7 @picoy 102716 1o7h-24 iyi-4 

Mt Gf I 243-45. 38-42 6224 Bag 107268 629-83. 19-21 24%t- 1024-86 167: Ree 

Ie tr p2-1s. 24-32. 34-36 [82-92 yQ2-¥- 22-31. BE 12°9-46. 51-56 yp 2°5t. 

Mt. 1 Ques 7st. 22f. BIE) q2u pa 221-14 1 oP. T8!2- 14 

Ik nate 24-30 mabe mw 14° 14 t8i4 ieee iss moos 

Mt 644 1 12, iets {87 I 85. 21f. I py 2425-28 PIG EY nO 

Lk 16}8 66 617 yp iG pss 17° jaan TOs 227%. 

(4) HARNACK (LNT, 127 f., 253 f., Gk. text and discussion). * 

Mt 3722 © gi-ll 51-4. 6. 11-12 39-40, 42, 44-48 121-5 1514 

Lk 379 1617 gii3 617. 20-28 629 30. 27-25. 35D. 32-33. 86 G31 687-08. dIf. 639 

Mt 1074-29 AGI ES re 12°23 ale 24-27 728 85-10. 13 yy2-11 yy16-19 Io’ 

Lk 6% 648-44 616-49 7p (pS Gfore 9” Io” 1 

Mt 819-22 Oya) Tol6a = yol2-13 yoldb Io!) = yy21-23) 7940 [12-27 rae 

Lk g°7-60 102 108 105 Io Jol2 zol15 yo’ foz-22 yz q2sb-24 

Mt 69-33 77-11 1222-28. 25. 27-28. 30. 43-45 7 38-89. 41-42 515 622-23 23% 13, 23 

Lk rr24 yy’ yh 17. 19. 20. 23-26 116. 29-32 [122 pyp2s-85 7 7 46. 52. 42. 

Mt 23° 27, 29, 30-32. 34-36. 7926-33 y.932 25-33 619-21 95 443-51 1024-36 

Lk 11°29 44. 47-52 12" 1210 7222-31 7938-34 7939-40. 42-46 551. 5B 

Mt 525-26 1331-38 713-14 gu-12 2337-39 232 1087 1033 513 1812-13 

Lk 1258-59 1318-21 I 324 1328-29 I 334-85 I ql I 4% I qt I 434-35 I 5t7 

Mt 623. yy12-13 518 532 787 781s. 21-22 1'720b 2425-28. 37-41 10°39 

Lk 16! 1616 167 76/5 17) 1724 17° 1723-2 37. 26-27. 34-35 1733 

Lk 19% 2273-00 
(c) WELLHAUSEN (cp. 2772.7 §§ 5, 19). 

Mt gre qui 5il2. 38-48 619-84 71-6. 7-11. 15-27 85-18 yod-15 zy z1-19 

Lk 3h 4s 620-23. 27-36 y22-d4 637-42 yyo-18 6348-49 71-10 19hl2 718-35 

* Special criticism of this reconstruction by Burkitt (77S., 1907, 454-459) ; 

Windisch (ZW7., 1908, 135f.); Emmet (#7. xix. 297f., 358f.), and W. 

C. Allen (#7. xx. 445-449, OSS. 242 f.). 
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Mtr 120-30 7222-42 (e2t4 oo pail Zaki) 

Lk io!3-24 yyit32 ( I AiG I y87-82 I gies I pe0=Bo I 230-46 197) 

(z@) ROEHRICH. 

Mt zie (14-15 9) qu 5-7 Q5-13. 18-22 82-54. 37-38 10°"15. 26-41 

Lk 3r20 4h 620-49 73-10 g°7-60 [425 yoX16 yp 22-9. 49-53 7 4re27 

Mt pyl-15 1 116-30 1222-23. 27-28. 30. 33-45 

Lk 178 1ol6 718-28. ie 731-35 J O1S-15. 21-22 Tl. 23 G43-45 7 p24. 29-32 

Mt rig Hoeie 24-30, 33. 44-50 161-4 17-20 Wy eel {87 10-11. 13-15 201-16 2y14-16. 28-32 

Lk 10-23-24 m2 124 17° ’ 171 nett (17%) 

Mt 221-14 AoE. 13-39 2426-26. 37-41. 43-51 ona Bye eet 31-40 

Lk ( y4ist) 20” I Fo 37. 26-27. 39 1299-40. 42-46 (1924) 

(e) WENDT. 

Mt 37-2 5-7 (pt.) Q5-13 72-19 9128-35 19-22 937-89 
Lk 37% 16-17 620-19 pOlTIS 7210 718-35 THIS 736-50 BIS O62 TO l-16 

Mt To!-16. 40-42 y 20-24 yy29-30 HOR 67-15 ye op [222-45 164 622i. Baie 

EE 1o!7-42 Tr-18 114-32 64 [23-54 

Mt ro%83 7282 619-34 2443-51 951-12 yo34-39 513 162% 52. 
Lk 12h? 6 28-38 yp 25-45 7325 249-03 425-85 738 31-9 O54 7 310-17 

Mt 1322-33 713f. 22f git, o91-14 2337-39 12108. 2514-80 
Lk 138-80 414 133° 14r6 qe 5% 832 16'8 

Mt 6% 1 86-35 1720 2426-28. 87-41 
Lk rol-27 1247-48 1614-381 89-14 ype I Rt I GRRE 7-21 I Ge 37 I §1-8 

Mt 2y lt. 21% 198 ele 76 

Lk Tous 21 34-36 ESD Gee I Gea tO; 20}8 2214-17. 26-32. 35-38 

Mt oa 2°77 rie 47-50 BERR 52 1617-18 Ngee 1819-20 Tos 201-16 

Lk 

Mt oe eee 

Lk 

(f) HAwkKins (45.* 107 f., OSS. 95-138). 

Mt Bio ge 41 (eee 6. 1i-12. 18, 25-26, 39-40, 42. 44-48 69-13. 20-24 

Lk Bias aul As 620-28 7617 12°8-59 627-30. 32-36 [p24 y2esb-s4 ry°t-35 1613 

Mt 675-83 Wpee 3-5. 7-14. 21-27 8?-10 

Lk 122231 637. 88. 41-427 HIS G31 7 322A) GAG 7 325-27 (2) GA7-49 71-3. 6-9 

Mt 821-12. 19-22 37-83 797+ 8a 10. 11-13. 15-16a, 24-25a. 26-38. 40 

Lk 1 328-29 g??-60 102 [O%- 94. 4. 7b. 8. 5-6. 12.3 G40 752-9. 51-53 7 46-27) yo} 

Mt 11273. 4-18. 16-19. 21-27 1222-23. 27-28 J.20. 33-35. 38-39 

Lk ABAD: 22-28 66 Pas to!2-15 Toz!-22 y 14. 19-20 [ [2% 16. 29-32. 24-26 

Mt J 241-42. 43-45 T3165 A7- 33 is 1720 187: 12-14, 15, 21-22 198 

Lk 6%3-4 107-24 niger 6°9 I 76 (2) I FR ext 7 ep 2278. 30 () 
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Mt PRE 12-14, 23. 25-27. 29-31. 34-39 2427-28. 37-41. 43-5la 

Lk 11% 140) I p52 42. 39. 41. 44 (2). 47-51 gp 7S 37 ne R ee 34-35 7 239-40. 42-46 

(g) J. Wetss (SV7Z.? 1906). 

Mt 37-10 312 git] Ib-6. 10. 13. 15, 18. 20-48 (61-92) 10-18 
Lk 379 307% hs 113 143-35 jolt [61st 1124 

Mt (614-52) 619-33 71-5. 7-13. 17-222, 24-28 Q5-13. 19-22 
Lk 168 123% 73435 7222-31 [ISH pzBRs Gi7-49 71-3. 7-10 g57-60 

Mt 937-38 yo7-Sa. 10%. Ia, 12-13. 142, 15-16a, 17-222, 24-252, 26a-40 
Lk 132" 10% ~ yQilz 7426-27 yol y2*St ot 

Mt 113-9: 11+ 16-19. 21-27 y 911. 23-24, 27-28. 33, 35, 38-39. 41-45b 1 316-17. 31-33 2 
Lk 738-26. 28-35 pols wee yok 120 ppeo-8l yy 226 [OB 7318-21 

Mt 187 12f- 15. 22 21324. b 22rl0 934. 6-72. 19-15, 2a, b, 25. 27. 29-31, 34-39 
Lk 17@ 1537 176 Gis. 15 416-25 19-52 y4u 1oe27 

Mt 2426-28. 37-41. 42-442 24-51 261-132 
Lk igs ye 26-27. 31. 33b. f. 1229-40 1241-46 m2 2222-28 ? 248. 2 

(2) B. Weiss (Quellen d. Syn. Ueberlieferung, pp. 1-96, Greek text and 
discussion). 

Mt 33°30 3N-12 318-17 gl ll 2-4 gis 125-8 73f. 13-20 5-18 

Lk 319 (35 alt. gris 512-16 517-26 ( 625 639-45 71-10 (2) 

Mt 115-19 21. 31f 31-9 1216-50 yol. 9-14 (2) yg1S-21 (2) 7618-192) 19 32F- () 

Lk 7225-8 QS (16E 2) = B19 FOF 11 (2) gi0b-17 (2) gt () 

Mt 172200) 818-22 g37f ro} rOT! ONS 712-24 125-80 x 316% 9995-40 

Lk 93-42 () 997-60 To? 1o8 yo%  ole16. 17-20 yozl-24 102-8 

Mt 67 7611 ge 125-87. 238F- TO%-83 po3If. G2f 9443-51 525E 

Lk 1-8 [p4f —y 1 16-26. 29-36 (37-52 2) 122-9. 10-32 (33-342). 39-48. 54-59 

Mt 132lf 713f 22f ao16. S7f. 533 182. 1}2f 518.32 7 Q6F. 

Lk ete eas I Baie T6l-18 = G 16-18 7 20-end 

Mt 2426 87% 933-44 () 2448() 24 0) 2482-35 1 928F- 

Lk 18)8 28% %) 20918 (@)- 45-47%) 78-11) 2 720-28(2) 2729-38 9924-30. 35-88 

If Q was a gospel, z.c. an attempt to present notable sayings 

of Jesus in a biographical outline of his life, the inclusion of John 

the Baptist’s preaching is as intelligible at the beginning as the 

omission of the passion-story at the end is unintelligible. 
Furthermore, when it is identified with the Matthzan 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 (1!) 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 soon afterwards (Feine, Harnack in BVT! iv. 125, 

Lake, 2x." vil. 494-507).* Itis difficult to suppose that between 

30 and 50 a.p. 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 Matthzean 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 (cp. Sanday, /7/,, 
1913, p. 90). 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, mission, and sufferings 

of the primitive Jewish Christian church of Palestine, long before 

the crisis of 70 a.p. began to loom on the horizon. + 

Wellhausen’s (£272/.? §§ 5, 6, 19, 20) attempt to prove that Q is not only 

later than, but for the most part inferior to, Mark, rests on an undue deprecia- 

tion of the former (see the careful proofs of Bousset in 7?., 1906, 5-14, 43 f. 5 

Harnack, BNWT, ii. 193f.; with Jiilicher’s less certain protests in Mewe 
Linien, 43f., and Denney’s Jesus and the Gospel, 194 f.), an assumption that 
the projection of early Christian christology was larger in the case of the 
sayings than of the narratives, and an idea that Mark harvested the best of 

the available sayings which were authentic (‘‘if, unintentionally, this or that 
saying escaped his notice, nevertheless the gleaning of old and genuine 
material which he left for others cannot have been incomparably richer than 
his own harvest,” 27/.277). 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 Paulintsmus 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, 7'7., 1906, 46 (‘‘ Jedenfalls lehnt die Gemeinde, die diese 

Worte iiberlieferte [z.e. 78 10° 10%], es ab, ihrerseits Heidenmission zu 
treiben, wie die Urapostel nach Gal 2°”’). 

~ Contrast Wundt’s recent remark (cited by Montefiore) in his Vé/hers- 

psychologie, ii. 3, 1909, p. 528: ‘No unprejudiced person, even tolerably 

familiar with the formation of myths, and fairly well acquainted with the 
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the former are not inferior in historicity to the latter. It is doubtful if the 

words viod Bapayiovu 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.D. (Wellhausen, A//. 119-121, Ein/.2 118 f.). The refer- 

ence 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 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 24"? go 

back to an early date (cp. Nestle, HZ. xiii. 562, ZNW., 1905, 198-200; G. 

- F. Moore, Journal of American Oriental Society, xxvi. 317 f. ; Dom Chapman, 

JTS. xiii. 398 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 (z.e. 2 Chronicles, where Z. is the 

last martyr mentioned) ; and this collocation of the two martyrs is more natural 
for an early Christian than the other. The logion (cp. Lk 114°!) may bea 
quotation from a Wisdom source (cp. Bacon, £x.° x. 493 f.), or it may reflect, 

like many other passages of the NT, the midrashic atmosphere which sur- 

rounded the OT for early Christians, but it does not bear 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 

xa’ ‘EBpaiovs). It suffered a sea-change, when it was employed 
by Matthew; but this incorporation did not destroy its in- 

dependent circulation. John the presbyter seems still to have 

known it at the beginning of the second century, and, if Luke 

wrote then, he is another witness to its existence as a separate 
document during the last decades of the first century. 

§5. Q and Mark.—Any reconstruction of Q exhibits a 
certain amount of parallelisms (cp. list in Burkitt’s Zvansmission, 

147-166) between it and Mk., which may be held to imply a 
literary dependence of Mk. on Q. So, eg., B. Weiss,* van 

Rhijn (Zheol. Studién, 1897, 432f.), Tittus (Z%Sz. 284-331), 

Resch (Paulinismus, pp. 544f.), Badham, Jolley (of. cit. pp. 

113f.), Bousset, Barth, J. Weiss, O. Holtzmann, Loisy, von 

crowing 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, Quel/en des Lukas-Euglms, 134 f., 190, 

Streeter in OSS. pp. 166 f., Wendling, and W. Haupt). 
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Soden, Bacon, Nicolardot, and Montefiore (i. pp. xxxvif.).* 
This hypothesis, however, even with the qualifications which 
Loisy and others have introduced into Weiss’ statement, is upon 
the whole to be rejected. (a) The theory assumes that Q had 

a monopoly of such sayings. But the tradition of the churches 
was far too widespread to permit any such restriction of logia. 

Sayings of Jesus, such as come into question here, must have 

been circulating in many directions ; it is contrary to all probabili- 

ties that they were drawn into the single channel or canal of Q, 

so that any other writer had to derive them from this source. In 

the nature of the case there must have been a considerable 
amount of material common to the Petrine tradition and the 

Matthzean Logia ; it is to adopt an ultra-literary method if we ex- 

plain any parallels (e.g. 421-22 67-18 987. 42f yo42f 7122-25) between 

the reproduction of the former in Mark and the latter by the 
hypothesis of borrowing, especially as Q itself must have gone 
back partially to the Petrine tradition of the sayings (cp. Loisy, i. 
114). (2) 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 112%, 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 178-10-11-12-18 may quite as well be summary 

echoes of oral tradition as of Q (cp. Wernle, Syx. /rage, 208-212 ; 

Scott-Moncrieff, Wark, 78-83; Stanton, GHD. 11. togf.). It is 

very doubtful if stories like 14945 2112 gl4f and sayings like 71 

really go back to Q at all; certainly the small apocalypse of 

13° does not. In some passages (e.g. 322 811-12. 15) it is possible 
that the canonical Mk. has been affected by Mt. or LKk., 

* Jiilicher (ZzzZ. 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. BV7. 11 225f.), has 

recently made slight concessions to B. Weiss (cp. 7ZZ., 1908, 463f., ‘‘ 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 ”). 

Patton’s (4/7:, 1912, 634f.) verdict of ‘not proven’ is safer. 
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while in others (e.g. the parables 4!20- 26% with 521f g48f 1010-12) 
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 

he intended, by re-editing the Ur-Marcus, to supplement Q (cp. 

Streeter, OSS. 21of.), just as 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 (see G. D. Castor in /BZ., 1912, pp. 82 f.). 

When the Matthzean Logia are regarded as composed solely of sayings 

couched in the form of the Semitic Wisdom lore, to the exclusion not only of 

historical narrative but also of the parables and larger discourses or Halacha 

of Jesus (Briggs, 7/BL., 1904, 191-210), it is naturally easier to find traces of 

their use in Mark, z.e. in passages, ¢..g., 277% 23-29 421-25 gl g1!-°0, which may 

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 priort why 

Mt. should not have been one of Lk.’s sources as well as Mk. 

Chronologically,7 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 possibility, and even the probability, that the 

writer knew Q, and to explain how it could be merely a subsidiary source. 
+ On the theory that Mt. is later, Lk. has even been held to form one of its 

sources (Hitzig, Volkmar). 
+ Assimilation took place between the texts of Mt. and Lk., during the 

period preceding the evayyédov TeTpdmoppov, more readily than in the case of 

Mk., which did not circulate with equal popularity (cp. Lake in 7'S. vii. 3, 

p. lvii, and—for a discussion of later harmonistic corruptions—Burgon and 

Miller’s Cazses of Corruption of Tradit. Text of Gospels, 1896, pp. 89 f.). 
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of the text (eg. 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 Matthzean 

narrative. The data in the intervening sections are upon the 
whole fairly covered by the common use of Q and by the 

presence of Luke’s special source (sources). The hypothesis is 
not to be dismissed hastily, but a scrutiny of the evidence leads 

to a verdict of “non proven.” At most, the claim is* that Mt. 
was merely a subsidiary and secondary source ; but even this is 

less probable than the similar relationship urged between Mk. 
and Q. 

Fullest recent statement of the case for Lk.’s use of Mt., by E. Simons, 
Hat der dritte Evangelist den kanonischen Matthdus benutzt ? (Bonn, 1880). 

Similarly Stockmeyer (ZSchw., 1884, 144f.), E. Y. Hincks (JBZ., 1891, 

92-156), Holtzmann, Wendt, R. Smith (4/7. x. 615f., A/7., 1913, 613f.), 

E. W. Lummis (How Luke was Written, 1915), etc. The opposite case is 

put best by Wernle (Syz. Frage, 40-61), Roehrich (of. czt. 179-184), B. Weiss 

(Die Quellen des Lukas-Evglms, pp. 30f., 39, 56, 61 f., 73, 222, etc.), Burton 

(pp. 30f.), Stanton (GHD. 11. 140 f.), and Zahn (/V7. iii. 107 f.), followed by 

Schmiedel (#42. 1860-1862), Harnack, Jiilicher, Streeter (77'S. xvii. 124), ete. 

§ 7. Other sources of the Synoptic Gospels.—(a) A written (6 
avaywaokwv voeitw, Mk 13!4 = 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!” 1114): 

apx7 adivwov: Mk 1378 = Mt 24°8 = Lk 21°11, 
ONavis:) Mik 131220 = Mit 249522 (Lk 2720-24), 
mopovoia; Mik 137427 — Mt 24778! = (Lk 2125-27. 28) 

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 13°6(= Mt 245) is added (with Weiffenbach, 
Keim, and others), probably Mk 13723 (= Mt 24285) should 
also be incorporated (as, ¢.g., by Keim, Weizsicker, and Spitta), 

* ¢« Seine Beriicksichtigung des Mt. ist also keine systematische, planvolle, 

durch bestimmte Gesichtspunkte geregelte ; vielmehr missen wir unsere 

Auffassung dahin formuliren, dass der kanonische Mt. fiir Le. ein Neben- 
quelle ” (Simons, of. cz¢. p. 108). 

+ Wendt (Mk 137-%- 14-20. 24-27. 30%) Weiffenbach and Pfleiderer (Mk 
na tuae 14-20. “eet. Loisy (Mk Tate: 14, 17-20. aaa). Schmiedel (Mk night 14-20. 

aereM), Wellhausen (Mk 137% 1% 14-2 24-27), Holtzmann (Mk 135-9 14-20- 24-27), 
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since Mk 137! 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!) 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.” { 
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 waticinium ex euentu, for the Christians of 

the capital did not fly to the mountains, but across the Jordan to 

Pella (kara twa xpyopov, Eusebius declares, 7. £. ili. 5. 3); no 
appearance of false messiahs or prophets is known to have taken 
place then, and the Danielic prediction of the Bdedvypa rs 
épnpwaews 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 Matthzean (24%) definition of 7d onmetoy (Tijs ofs mapovolas Kal 

guvredeias Tov aidvos) is quite in keeping with the eschatological programme 

of this gospel. 
+ Spitta (S., 1909, 348-401), with his usual predilection for Luke, recon- 

structs the eschatological speech of Jesus from the Lucan version, where, he 

holds (like Goguel, Z’évangile de Marc, 228 f.), it is most accurately preserved 
iin Ol aa Sie ae ee a ee ae 29-31), Those who, like B. Weiss and Bacon, 

reject the ‘‘small apocalypse” theory, make the speech an agglutination of 

sayings from Q (4g. 6. 8-21. 24-31) and editorial insertions,—a theory which 

does not work out naturally, even in its less analytic forms (Stevens, V7'7%. 

152f.; Briggs, Messiah of Gospels, 132-165; Fiebig, PAZ, 1904, 24 fais 

Zimmermann [see below, p. 218], pp. 138 f ; Monnier, La AZzsszon Hestorique 

de Jésus”, pp. 229f. ; Worsley, Apocalypse of Jesus, pp. 131 f.). The alterna- 

tive view, that the speech is a later composition, is re-stated by Clemen in his 

review (7LZ., 1902, 523-525) of Weiffenbach’s Die Frage der Weederkunft 

Jesu nochmals kurz erortert (1901). The retrospective element in Luke’s 

treatment of the tradition, after A.D. 70, is discussed in Sharman’s 7eaching 

of Jesus about the Future (1909), pp. 150f. 

+ Muirhead, Zhe Zerms Life and Death in the Old and New Testament 

(1908), 123f. Dr. Muirhead’s adhesion to this theory is notable, as in his 

earlier work on Zhe Eschatology of Jesus (1g04) he had refused to accept it. 
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Hausrath, Holtzmann, Keim, Wernle, Wendt, Stanton) ; its 

incorporation was due to the existence of genuine eschatological 

sayings which received a fresh accent and emphasis at the period, 

and to the zest for apocalyptic ideas in the Palestinian church of 

that age (cp. Lagrange, RB., 1906, 405 f.). 

Started by Colani (Jésus Christ et les Croyances messianiques de son 

Temps*, 1864, pp. 201f.) and Weiffenbach (in Der Weederkunfisgedanke 

Jesu, 1873, pp. 69f., 135 f.), this hypothesis of the small apocalypse has been 
adopted by writers on the messianic consciousness of Jesus, like Baldensperger 
and Schwartzkopff, as well as by numerous editors and critics of the synoptic 
gospels, including Vischer ( 7U. ii. 3, p. 9n.), Jacobsen, * Pfleiderer ( Jahrbuch 

fiir deutsche Theol., 1868, 134-149, Ure. ii. 62 f.), Simons (p. 74), Mangold, 

Weizsiicker (Untersuch. 121 f., AA. ii. 22f.), Renan (iv. chs. iii. and xii., 

Vv. pp. 123-125), Carpenter (First Three Gospels, pp. 222, 322), Cone (Gospel 
Criticism, pp. 282 f.), O. Schmiedel, and N. Schmidt (Prophet of Nazareth, 

pp. 132f.). It is now a sententia recepta of synoptic criticism, as may be 
seen from the expositions by Wendt (Lehre Jesu, i. 10f.), Spitta (Ure. ii, 

178 f.), Hausrath (iv. 246f.), Keim (v. 235f.), Holtzmann (ZC. i. 96f., 

167 f., W7Th. i. 327-328), Menzies (Earliest Gospel, 232 f.), O. Holtzmann 

(Leben Jesu, Eng. tr. 456f.), Charles (Crzt. History of Eschatology, 324 f.), 

Wernle (Sy. /rage, pp. 212-214), Klostermann, Loisy (ii. 393 f.), and 

Montefiore. Among recent adherents are to be named von Dobschiitz 

(Eschatology of Gospels, 85f.), Cheyne (£82. i. 21-23), Schweitzer (Das 

Abendmahl, ii. 95), Wellhausen, Muirhead (Zzfe and Death in the Old and 

New Test. 124 f.), Schmiedel (#&z. ii. 1857), and Stanton (GAD. ii. 116f.). 

Further details in G. L. Cary (0f. cé¢. pp. 274f.), Jiilicher (Zin/. 282f.), 

Burkitt's Zransméssion, 62f., Moffatt (WNT. 637-640), Streeter (OSS, 

179f.), and J. A. MacCulloch (ZRE. v. 382f.). 

(4) The hypothesis of a special source for the birth-narratives 
in Mt. and Lk. has no basis in the internal evidence. Three 
hypotheses of literary criticism are open: the two narratives are 
either (i.) derived from a common pre-canonical source ; or (ii.) 
dependent on each other, the one correcting and amplifying the 
other ; or (iii.) of independent origin. The superiority of (iii.) to 
(ii.) is discussed below. As for (i.), the serious objections to any 

form of it which has been hitherto adduced, whether by Resch 
(Kindheitsevglm nach Lucas u. Matthaeus in TU. x. 5, Leipzig, 
1897; Gk. version of a Hebrew original) or by L. Conrady (de 
Quelle der kanonischen Kindhettsgeschichte Jesu, 1900: source = Gk. 

* Jacobsen (Protest. Kirchenzettung, 1886, 536f.) and N. Schmidt 
contend that this apocalypse was the medium through which the term Soz of 

Man, as a messianic title, passed into Mark. The latter critic (of. cz. 85f., 

132 f., 231 f.) ascribes the small apocalypse and the ground-work of Mt 23°4-%8 

25° toa Wisdom of God (Lk 11%") or Aramaic apocalypse. 

14 
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version * of Heb. Protevangelium Jacobi), 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 Pvotevangelium 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 doo0k 
of the generations of Jesus the messiah (cp. Mt 11 BiBXos yevérews 
I. X.), furnished with a genealogy like the book of Ruth, which, 
when translated into Greek, formed the source of both Matthew 

and Luke (the latter omitting, owing to haste and lack of space, 
what Mt. had already included), the differences between the two 

canonical narratives are enough to upset any such arguments, 

and the whole hypothesis is beset by fanciful and arbitrary 
presuppositions, such as the use of the source in the Prologue to 

the Fourth gospel (0. ci¢. 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 (ia/. 78), the latter trait occurring in the 

Gospel of James. Justin’s access ¢ to extra-canonical sources of 

information is evident from Aol. 1°° (as of d&ropyvnpmovetoartes 
TavTa TH TEPL TOD GwTHpos Hpav “Inood Xpiorod edidagav), but it 

is more probable that the bizarre conception of the cave was 

a trait added from contemporary mythology to the canonical 

tradition, than that the latter was modified from an ampler and 

more circumstantial account. ‘The simple precedes the elaborate 
in the evolution of tradition, and the Gospel of James has the 

* Based on the Egyptian myth of Isis, cast in a Hebraised form 

(cp. SK., 1889, 728-784). He (SA., 1904, 176-226) also regards Mt 

213f- as an excerpt from some independent account (moulded on pagan 

lines) of the flight to Egypt, which the apocryphal gospels have preserved 
more fully. 

+ Justin admits that those who rejected the virgin-birth were still 

Christians (dd Tov jperépov yévous, Dial. 48); but this does not necessarily 

imply that the idea was as yet a comparative novelty (Hillmann in /P7., 

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 handling 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 (Zp. 187 191, AZagn. ™ etc.) 
which plainly presuppose a gospel-source corresponding to our present 

Matthew (cp. Smyrn. 1! with Mt 3!”),+ the latter also in a sentence which 

implies the use of the canonical birth-stories (Afo/. 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” 

[z.e. Christians]). Both Ignatius and Aristides, like Melito afterwards, seem 

to fuse the Johannine idea of the incarnation with the synoptic birth-stories.£ 

The employment of a Wisdom-source has been already 
noticed (p. 33); but, apart from this and the small apocalypse, 

the other sources of Mt. and Lk. are simply the special documents 

which, in the latter particularly, may be detected by the processes 

of literary analysis. 
§ 8. Date of Gospels (E Bi. 1826-1840; A. Wright, Compost- 

tion of Gospels, 128 f.).—The earliest tradition is that of Irenzeus 

(iii. 1.1; Eus. #. £. v. 8. 2-3), who means to give chrono- 
logical information on the point.§ In this passage (cp. pp. 

15f., 190, and Appendix E) éodov, unless due to a misinter- 

pretation of 2 P 1! (Blass, Acta Afost. p. 5), refers to the death 

of Peter and Paul, not (Grabe, Harvey, Cornely) 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 Irenzeus give a ¢erminus a quo for the composition of 

* Cp. Hilgenfeld’s exhaustive refutation (ZW7., 1901, 186f.), with the 

criticisms of Holtzmann (7'ZZ., 1901, 135f.) and T. A. Hoben (7he Virgin 

Birth, Chicago, 1905, pp. 12f., also his articles on the ante-Nicene con- 
ception, etc., in 4/7., 1902, 473 f., 709 f.). 

+ The attempts of Hillmann to explain away the language of Ignatius as 

inconsistent with Lk 1°4* 375, or to regard yeyev. éx mapOévov (Smyrn. 1) as 

interpolated, are unavailing. The virgin-birth undoubtedly belonged to the 

Kerugma reproduced by Ignatius, though it is impossible to infer the details 

of the historical tradition which he presupposed. 

t Hence the difficulty of agreeing with Usener (Relig. Untersuchungen, i. 

92 f.) that Carpokrates and the Ebionites denied the virgin-birth because it 
was absent from the gospels in their possession. 

§ This is denied by Dom Chapman (/7°S., 1905, 563-569) and Harnack 
(BNT. iv. 130f.), but the clause, rod Iérpov «ai rod IatAou év ‘Péuy 

evayyehSouévwy kTX., 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 (see 

Appendix E). Apart from this, the evidence is purely internal. 

(a) As the logion of Mk 9! is substantially reproduced in 

Mt 1628 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. Zhe 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 /o 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. 

(6) Since Mt. used not the Ur-Marcus but Mk. in substantially 
its present form, the ¢exminus a quo of its composition is A.D. 70. 
The phrase in 278 and 28! (€ws ths ojpepov, pméexpe THS OnpEpov) 

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. 282°) during 

which the Gentile mission was to proceed apace. Mt. falls then 
between A.D. 70 and 110, since it was certainly known to Ignatius 

(passages and proofs in GHD. i. 27 f.; WZA. 76f.), 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.; WZA. 117f.), but in any case 
the ¢erminus ad quem, as fixed by the traces of the gospel in the 

second century, iS ¢. A.D. ITO. 

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. Vv. 25. 2). Belser, again, uses the anti-Pharisaic element to prove that 



DATE OF GOSPELS 213 

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 

A.D. BEFORE 70. | BETWEEN 70 AND 100. AFTER I00. 

Belser (c. 44), Birks (c. ie jo: Carpenter, Menzies,| Hoekstra (100), 
48), Allen (44-49), Feine, W. Haupt. Késtlin (100-110). 
Hitzig (55-57), Gloag | 70-80: Volkmar (73), Renan | Keim (115-120). 
( -55), Mill (63). (76), Beyschlag, Wright, | S. Davidson (120). 

64-67: Bartlet, Schafer, Wernle, Bacon, Well- | Usener (120-130). 
Kippers, Schanz, hausen, von Soden, | Baur (130f.). 
Robinson (65), Zim- Loisy (75), O. Schmiedel 

Wask* mermann (66), Zahn,} (80), Goguel (75-85), 
a J. Weiss. Montefiore. 

65-70: Abbott, Alford, | 80-90: Holsten, Hilgenfeld, 
W. Briickner, Stanton, Rovers (c. go), Bleek. 
Swete, Salmond, 
Wendt, Weiss, Har- 
nack, Maclean, Barth, 
Peake, Hoffmann, 
Burkitt. 

40-50: Grotius, Cornely. | 70-80: Holsten, Hilg., Reuss | Loisy (c. 100). 
55-60: Roberts, Gloag. (after 75), Weiss, Wright, | S. Davidson (e. 10s), 
c. 60: Belser (Gk.), Mill, Sanday, Bruce, Baljon, Carpenter. 

Michaelis. Allen (65-75), Weiss | Holtzmann( ~110). 
c. 63: Zimmermann,| (70-100), Barth, Feine. Volkmar, Soltau 

Solger, Schafer. 80-90: Rovers (c. 80), Kést- (110), W. Haupt. 
Matthew t | 65: Hug, Maier, lin, Renan, W. Briickner, | Schmiedel(_ —130). 

W Schanz. Réville, Jiilicher ( -96), | Baur, Pfleiderer 
66: Barnes. Zahn (in Gk.), McGiffert, (| -140). 
68 +: Bleek, Meyer, Bacon, Stanton, M‘Neile. 
Adeney, Bartlet,|go-1oo: Carpenter (?), 
Godet, Jacquier, Keim. Wernle, Burkitt, O. 

60-70: Batiffol, Hug, Schmiedel (go-1202), | 
Rose, Schanz. Montefiore. | 

iat 
Blass (54-56), Kiippers |7o-80: Bleek, Beyschlag,|c¢. 100: Holsten, | 

53-57) Weiss, Adeney, Bartlet, Scholten, Pfleid., | 
58-62: Alford, Schaff, Bovon, Plummer, Sanday,| J. Weiss, O. 

Gloag, Belser (61-62), Wright, Zahn, Feine. Schmiedel, W. 
Cornely (59-63). 80-90: Késtlin, Mangold, Haupt. 

63-64: Horne, Michaelis, Abbott, Carpenter, J. | 100-110: Volkmar, 
Luket Guericke, Fillion, Weiss, Bacon, McGiffert, Rovers,  Holtz- 

Resch. Jiilicher ( -120), Briggs, mann, S. David- 
65-70: Godet, Hahn, Barth (75-90). son, Hilgenfeld, 
Schanz, Schafer,|go-10oo: Keim, Renan, Weiss, Hausrath, 
Batiffol. Soltau, Wernle, Knopf, Schmiedel. 

60-70: Jacquier,Harnack.}| Burkitt, Loisy, Peake, | c. 130: Baur. 
Montefiore, Buckley. 

* The patristic hypotheses of (a) a.p. 43 (Jerome), and (4) A.D. 64-67 

(Iren. Clem. Alex.), are still maintained by some Roman Catholic writers, 

e.g. (a) by Patrizi, Bisping, Schegg, and Reithmayr; (4) by Hug, Maier, 

Schanz, and Jacquier. The former is adopted by Edmundson (Urc. 67 f.). 

+ 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). 

~In Hore Evangelice (ed. 1892, pp. 49-179, 252f.), T. R. Birks dates 

Luke in a.D. 51 and Matthew (pp. 292f.) 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 11/* 151) still 
formed the primary object of the gospel. Allen (27. xxi. 439-444, xxii. 

349 f.) similarly argues 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. invalidates 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. ©, or the common source of Mt. and 

Lk., was certainly composed by the seventh decade of the century, 

probably even earlier; Mk., in its original shape and source, 

dates from the former period. ‘Thus the roots of the historical 

literature lie in the same period as the correspondence of Paul, 
though the flowers bloom side by side with the later pastorals 

and homilies. It is of still more importance that the two 
main roots of the subsequent evangelic tradition are deep in the 
primitive Palestinian circle, and that neither shows any distinct 
influence of Pauline tendencies. 

The primitive epistolary literature of the early church was, 

like the primitive ceramic art of Hellas, comparatively private. 
Upon vases intended for the household’s use, painting first 
lavished its grace and skill; and in letters for the quieter 
purposes of intercourse, the literary spirit was employed by 
Christians before the aim and scope of it became enlarged. 
In the nature of things, the use of epistles, taken over from 

Judaism, especially Alexandrian Judaism (e.g. Jer 29! 2° 31, epp. 

of Jerem. and Baruch, also 2 Mac 1! !°),* preceded evangelic 

* The famous epistle of Aristeas to Philokrates has been called ‘‘a 
predecessor, in form, of the larger NT epistles.” 
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narratives.* The former were occasional and immediate in 
character, the latter—Adyia, dupyjoes, éropynwovedpatra—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.; 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 Azzales, 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, ZVW., 1904, 144f., ‘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. 

,10f.). See generally Wellhausen’s #27/.? § 19. 

+ Cp. Heinrici, Der “itterarische Charakter der neutest. Schriften (1908), 

pp. 23f., and Sanday in ARE. ii. 573f. 
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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 quedam talium 

librorum exstaret. Erat enim etas illa 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 (cp. Achelis, U7c. 20 f.). 
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 Zeatetus (143) describes 
the way in which he recorded the conversations between Socrates 

and Theatetus. On returning from Athens, he jotted down at 

once some notes of what Socrates had told him (éypawdépnv 

tropvnpara), 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 é« miorews eis miatw, in order to convey and apply 

certain Christian beliefs about the person of the Lord Jesus, the 

* Cp. Sanday (OSS. 12f.) and Votaw (4/7. xix. 45f., 217 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. 
Ilapdédocts and paptiprov are the two words that characterise 

their contents, for all the free handling of their materials and 

the creative pressure, naive and deliberate, of their tendencies. 

(B) MARK. 

LITERATURE.—(q) Editions (for the patristic and medizeval, cp. Swete, pp. 
cxiv f.)—P. Poussin’s Catena (Rome, 1673); Elsner (Commentarius, 1773); 

Matthzei’s Catena (Moscow, 1775); K. Fritzsche (Leipzig, 1830); Kuinoel4 

(1843) ; 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 (E7/icott’s 

Com. 1879); P. Schanz (1881)*; Fillion (Paris, 1883); T. M. Lindsay 
(Edin. n. d.) ; J. Morison, 4 Practical Commentary (Edin. 1839) ; Knaben- 

bauer (Paris, 1894) ; Tiefenthal (Miinster, 1894); E. P. Gould (CC. 18096) ; 

1 Justin’s phrase (drouvyjuovetuara) for the gospels is the term used by 

Moiragenes for his work on Apollonius (Origen, c. Ce/s. vi. 41); on its 
applicability to the Christian gospels, ¢.g., see Usener’s Relig. Untersuchungen, 

i. 95 f.; Hirzel’s Der Dialog, i. 141 f., and above (p. 44f.). 
? For some early difficulties (quod nec ab ipso scriptum constat nec ab 

eius apostolis, sed longo post tempore 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); Menzies, The Earliest Gospel (1901)*; V. 

Rose (Paris, 1904); A. Merx, Die Evughen Markus u. Lukas (1905); 

Baljon (1906) *; E. Klostermann (HBN7. 1907); H. B. Swete? (1908) * ; 

Wellhausen? (1909)*; B. W. Bacon, Zhe Beginnings of Gospel Story 

(1909) * ; Wohlenberg (7X. 1910) ; Lagrange * (Paris, 1911); Loisy (Paris, 

1912) ; Plummer (CG7. 1914); W. C. Allen (London, 1915). 

(6) 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, Zhe Origin and 

Peculiar Characteristics of the Gospel of St. Mark (1896); Hadorn, ‘die 

Entstehung des Mk.-Evglms auf Grund der syn. Vergleichung aufs neue 
untersucht’ (BFZ. ii, 1898); S. D. F. Salmond (DB, ii, 248-262) ; 

Pfleiderer (Ure. ii. 1-97); J. Weiss, das alteste Evglm, ein Bettrag zum 

Verstandniss des Markus-Evglms und der dltesten evang. Ueberlieferung* 

(1903); Jiilicher (PREZ. xii. 295 f.); K. F. A. Lincke, ‘Jesus in Kapernaum’ 
(Bin Versuch zur Erklirung des Markus-Evglms, 1904; Loisy (RZAZ., 

1904, 513-527); E. D. Burton, Stadzes tm Gospel of Mark (i904); A. S. 

Barnes (Monthly Review, Sept. Oct. 1904, /ZS., 1905, 187f., 356f.); 

R. A. Hoffmann, Das Marcus-Euglm und seine Quellen (Konigsberg, 1904) ; 

B. Weiss, ae Geschichtlichkett des Markus-Evglms (1905); E. Wendling, 

Ur-Markus (1905); A. Miller, Geschichtskerne in den Euglien nach moderner 

Forschungen (1905); H. Zimmermann, Der Hestorischer Wert d. dlteste 

Ueberlieferung von der Geschichte Jesu tm Marcus-Evglim (1905); A. J. 

Maclean (DCG. ii. 120-138)*; E. Wendling, Dze Entstehung des Marcus- 
Evglms: Philologische Untersuchungen (1908); J. M. Thompson, /eszs 

according to St. Mark (1909); M. Goguel, L’évangile de Marc et ses rapports 

avec aux de Mathieu et de Luc (Paris, 1909); Veldhuizen, Het Evangelie 

van Markus (1914); W. J. Moulton (Harvard Review, iil. pp. 403-436) ; 
(ii.) on special points :—C. L. Reboul (Paudula, oder Einiges Wenige zur 

genaueren Erforschung d. Marcus-Euglm, Gotha, 1876); Bakhuyzen, van 

Manen, and Callenfels, Beoordeling van de conjecturen Mk. en Lk. (1885) ; 

Blass, ‘ Textkritische Bemerkungen’ (BF7Z., 1899, 3); W. Wrede, Des 

Messiasgeheimnis tn der Evglien, Zugleich ein Beitrag zum Verstandnis des 

Marcus-Evglms (1901)*; Spitta, Ure. ili. 2. 109-138; Burkitt’s Z7ans- 

misston (1906), pp. 33-104; H. J. Holtzmann, ARW. x. 18=40;"Y61—200 ; 

B. W. Bacon (/7BZ., 1910, 41-60); and J. Frey’s Das Schluss d. Markus- 

Evglms u. die Erscheinungen des Auferstandenen (1911: appearances at 

Jerusalem, 1478 unauthentic). 

§ 1. Outline.—The gospel! opens with a brief summary (11!) 

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 (1!—95°) and the Judean 
(10-13) ministry. The former is divided into an account of the 

1 On the score of the opening words, Blass (BFT. iii. 3, p. 52) denies 
that Mk. is a literary work at all. ‘‘The book is not a o’yypaupa, but a 

brouynua, a Commentareus, like Coesar’s Commentaré” (see above, p. 44). 
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work in Eastern Galilee (1!—7?*), of which Kapharnaum usually 

forms the headquarters, and a briefer description of work in 
Northern Galilee (724-9°°). Returning from the latter district to 
Kapharnaum (9%), Jesus then passes southward into Judea 
(10-13); and this section closes with his triumphal entry into 

Jerusalem (11127), his controversies with the local authorities 
(112712), and his final message of doom and judgment on 
the city and nation (1317). 

Mark’s gospel plunges at once zz medias ves. 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 (111%) of John’s 
ministry év tH épyyw 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. 

(z) No new section of the gospel is to be found at 8°"f-, which is merely 
the prelude to 8°! 9% 9%, z.¢. to the close of the Galilean ministry ; and 
the confession of Peter at Czesarea 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, ZV/V., 1902, 
303-308; Wellhausen, £272/.? 40, 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 (67° #"), = But 
Mt.’s treatment of Mk. at this point (14!*) is too artificial to be claimed asa 

witness to some more primitive tradition, and the general reconstruction is 

too hypothetical to be trustworthy. 

The second part of the gospel (10!~13%7) describes the 
Judean ministry, undertaken with the shadow of his death at 

Jerusalem resting upon his soul (9*!). The route taken lies on 
the eastern side of the Jordan, and Jesus passes through Jericho 

to Bethany (111). 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 (11). 
Further controversy with the authorities follows (1127-12! 
1218-17 218-27 7228-37) ; then a prophetic prediction of the future 
(13!87) marks the close and climax of his public teaching. ‘The 

remaining part of the book narrates mainly the circumstances 
of his arrest, trial, crucifixion, and burial (14!-15*"), breaking 

off abruptly with an account of how three 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: ¢here 

shall you see him, as he told you (16}%), 

(a) The closing words are explained by Abbott (Déat. 527 f.) from the 

misrendering of the Hebrew original, as though Mk.’s sazd nothing and Mt. 
and Lk.’s carrzed word to rest on a confusion between x9 and 4} such as is 
found in LXX of Jer 181°, while ¢hey feared (= Mt. and Lk.’s dehe/d) implies a 
similar and equally natural (cp. LX X Job 37%, Is 16! etc.) confusion between 
xv and aN7. This is a plausible, but not the only possible explanation, and 

the other evidence for a Hebrew original is not cogent (see below, 228, 230). 

(6) 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 (1f),* but it closed (114) before the mission of 

Jesus began. Even in what follows, apart from the reiterated ev@us and kai 

(sometimes both together), Mk.’s arrangement is neither consecutive nor 

coherent (cp. 6!) ; occasionally he dates a saying or incident on the Sabbath 
(12! 23 6), and twenty-four hourst+ cover 17*, but the healing of the 
leper (14) is undated, the return to Kapharnaum takes place 6v quepav (21), 

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. év éxelvass Tats juépars wadduy xTX., 81). 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 (111*), The various days of the latter are 

noted (14! 2 16!?). Here the tradition evidently was fairly exact and 
precise (even to hours, 15%), and the same primitive quality attaches to the 
pera nucpas € of 9? (reproduced by Mt. but altered by Lk. into the vague 
doel nuépar 6x7w),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, Leben Jesu, Eng. tr. p. 344). 

§ 2. Analysis ——The abbreviated and cursory character of the 

prologue (118; cp. Bacon, /BZ., 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 (4) 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 (11218) is symbolic, as in Ac 1° (cp. 

DCG. ii. 250). 
+ Other little groups of a day’s doings, in (2717?) 4! Sf 52f 63lf. g2f. 

ppPeHd py 1219 py20f pyle pol [6h 

t The similar phrase in Jn 20° (we qyuépas 6x7) is more definite ; but 
in neither case is it necessary to think of the eight-day week of the Roman 

calendar (Mommsen, A’ém. Chronologie*, p. 228). 
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(so especially Hilgenfeld and Badham). The first-named is 
decidedly superior to the other two theories, and is borne out by 
the subsequent traces of editorial revision throughout the gospel. 

No attempt (e.g. von Soden, J. Weiss) to disentangle the precise 

Petrine traditions or source is convincing,* but the work of the 
editor in combining Mark’s record with logia (e.g. in 93 1125 

and 13), in inserting summary links, and in re-arranging the 
materials, can be seen from 145) 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). 

(z) The unrealities into which an ultra-literary criticism of the gospels slips 
are illustrated by the conflicting views taken of a passage like Mk 17. It is 
as arbitrary to make Mt. and Lk. expansions of Mk. as to see in Mk. little 

more than an abbreviation of the large narrative in Q upon which Mt. and Lk. 
subsequently drew. ’s use of Mk. and Mk.’s use of Q (even in a primitive 
form) are equally superfluous here. Throughout the whole section one has 

the impression of a writer who is outlining rapidly a familiar story, in order to 

reach the point at which either his characteristic contribution or more probably 
the source before him first begins. There is no reason why the facts of 

11-13 (15) should have been only accessible in Q or in any other document. In 
that primitive Christian world even Q had no monopoly of such traditions ; 

and although Q were prior to Mk., there would not be the slightest necessity 
to postulate any documentary source from which the latter must have drawn 
the contents or even the form t of the summary in 17°, Spitta, who regards 
apxn Tov evayyeNlov Inoov Xpiorov (viov Oeov) as a title, further conjectures 
that about a page of the original autograph has been lost before 12, since 

Ka0ws yéypamtat kTX. 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 1 and 17, in 
1 and at 37! (ZVW., 1904, 305 f. ; Ure. iii. 2, pp. 122-138 ; and below, p. 231). 

(4) In the following section, which belonged to the Ur-Marcus, 1° is 

plainly proleptic. Markt dwells on the widespread impression made 

throughout Galilee by the expulsion of the unclean spirit; but even an 
immediate impression (e@us) of this kind is not made in a few minutes, 

whereas he goes on in v.” to describe what Jesus did after leaving the 

* It is (cp. Burkitt, 4/7., 1911, 169 f.) hypercritical to reject not only the 

Petrine tradition of Papias, but the possibility of finding any definite Petrine 
basis for the stories in Mk., as M. Briickner does (ZVW., 1907, 48f.). 

fT In 1¥ it goes back to Test. Napht. 8: 6 diudBoros pevéierar ag iuar, kal 

Ta Onpia PoBnOjcovrat vuas, Kal of &yyero dvOéeovrae buds. 

fz.e. for convenience the composer of the gospel, as distinguished from 
the Mark of the Ur-Marcus. 
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synagogue on that very day. 17!*8 certainly hangs together; the picture of 
a single day’s activity is a historical and literary unity. But 14°”, though 
evidently meant to follow 1*® (as a specimen of the exorcisms there 
mentioned) in order to explain Christ’s avoidance of the cities (1*°), scarcely 
introduces 2’, which probably existed in the Ur-Marcus in a detached 

form.* 2! seems to echo 1!*-, but the call of Levi is remembered 

principally for the sake of the famous reply of Jesus to the scribes of the 

Pharisees (2!*17), 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 (27-*8 31-6) which are set in 
very vague connections of time, while 2** seems hardly to have lain originally 
next 22”, The encounter with the Pharisaic authorities, which naturally arose 
from the free observance of the Sabbath and the synagogue-ministry of Jesus 
(3!8), closes with an allusion to the Pharisees and Herodians (3°) which again 

is proleptic (cp. 121%). But the fact that Jesus had already raised the 
suspicions of the authorities explains the inquisitorial visits of the Jerusalem- 

scribes in 322 and 71. Meantime Mark adds a short general paragraph to sum 
up the increasing popularity of Jesus not merely in Galilee, but far beyond its 

confines (3712; cf. “FG. iii. 372 f.). 
(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!2!%) 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. 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. 3°’) and loosely connected. The first of these is 
the defence of Jesus against a charge of insanity brought against him by the 
scribes from Jerusalem, whose interference is topically set in an account of 
a similar interference by his own family (37). The lake-side teaching is 
then resumed (4!, cp. 2!° 37); but instead of describing as usual the effect, 

Mark now gives a specimen of its contents (not necessarily borrowed from Q). 
What Jesus taught in the synagogues is not explicitly reported (but cp. 

Lk 4?!7), On the other hand, a selection from the parables spoken to the 

open-air audiences is presented, containing three parables (4% 26-29. 30-32), 

with a discussion of the parabolic method in general (4'°') and 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 (42°). As his hearers, after v.1, are the disciples, it almost 

follows that vv.2882 (cp. the ad’rois 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. 37" 7'f 81), 
+ As a matter of fact, however, they do heal, when the time comes (6), 
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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*°"*1), unclean spirits (5!*°), sickness (57°-*4), 

and death (5?!-*4- #48), These incidents are closely and chronologically set. 
3ut 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 (6-18; cp. Wellhausen, /z7/.” 140). 

(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 ved¢vivus (6); but Mark has nothing to say of any 
precautions taken by Herod, or even of what Jesus said or did during the 
absence of the disciples. He simply proceeds to narrate a couple of miracles 
(6°0-44- 45-52) 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!°3). No motive is 

assigned for the next move north into the Tyrian country (774°), and only 
one incident is recorded—the cure of a Syrophcenician woman’s daughter. + 
On the way back,+ or possibly after his return, a deaf and dumb man is cured 
(71-87) ; but the incident is not fixed to any time or place. The next section 

(81-6) not only opens vaguely (81), 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 ($", cp. 71©), 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. 

(e) The following fragment of teaching delivered on the way north to 
Ceesarea 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 7dv éxAov in 8*4 shows, 8*f does not belong to 

this particular cycle of teaching ; it is one of the intercalations of the editor 
who elsewhere (714) 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 877- seems to be resumed § in 

g"8 after the break of 97!” ; but source and editor are not easily disentangled. 

* Its position next to 67%: 89 is meant to bring out the contrast between 
Christ’s rejection by his own people and the success of his disciples abroad. 

+ Here only, by a foreigner, is Jesus called «épios in Mk., and here only 
does the writer represent him as healing at a distance from the patient. 

+ Unless we are to suppose (cp. Burkitt, 77S. xvii. 13 f.) that Jesus took 
a long and apparently purposeless circular tour north and east and south, it 
is better, with Wellhausen, to regard Szdow as an erroneous rendering of ]1s 

(Saidan = Bethsaida) ; cp. 8°? and Mt 1177. 
§ The suggestion that 9!-¥ should read 9" !2- 1 18 certainly clears up the 

passage, and is preferable to deleting 9!" * (Wernle) as a gloss. 
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Bacon (4/7., 1898, pp. 541f., 1902, pp. 236f.) regards 971° as practically 
a duplicate of 8?7-9!, 9!!-!8, which it interrupts with its vision-incident much 

as Ac 9*-1118 precedes 13-15 ; Loisy (RAHR., 1904, pp. 386f., 1907, p. 446) 

assigns 877-0 g!- 11-13 to a primitive separate source ; and Schweitzer (Das 

Abendmahi, ii. 58 f.) puts 8°49” back into the Bethsaida-period (6%'-**), On 
Wellhausen’s arbitrary characterisation of 87/10” (Zz/.2 7of., 80f.) as a 

reflection of the later Christian consciousness, cp. Denney, /esus and the 

Gospel, 181 f., and E. F. Scott, Zhe Kingdom and the Messiah, 167 f. 

The twofold apologetic motive of the transfiguration-story is fairly obvious : 
viz. to meet the objection raised by the Elijah-tradition (cp. Justin, Dza/. 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, Zvang. Syn. ii. 
39-40) to the disciples in Galilee (Mt 281°); but though Peter is prominent 

here (9° cp. 8%), this is hardly enough by itself to prove that the vision tallies 
with that of 1 Co 155. On the other hand, in 2 P 1148 the prophetic 
announcement by Jesus of Peter’s death (cp. Jn 2138) 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 Zhe Afocalypse of Peter (§§ 2f.), where the twelve on 

a mountain with the risen Lord see two departed saints in radiant form 

éumpoobev Tov Kuplov. 

(f) The account of the transfiguration (97%) 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 (17). 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. 9°**? 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 4 and 
36-37 (Wellhausen). 9***° certainly belonged originally to another site; its 

present position is due to the topical mention of the Name (9%* *%), and 9% 

is the most natural sequel, at any rate, to 9°. In 9% 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 (10!) marks the beginning 
of the Judzean 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 (107!) apparently occurs 
in the open-air (cp. v.?°), but the setting of the incident is ambiguous. 
Two incidents of travel follow (10!°-1® 17-81); then the narrative becomes still 

more vivid (10°*-), though the request of James and John (10%) is abrupt 

* 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 67! etc. ). 
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after what precedes.* The cure of the blind beggar outside Jericho (10*-**) 
was evidently a fixed point in the primitive tradition; it is the only cure 
wrought by Jesus outside Galilee, and it marks, by the beggar’s acclamation 

of Jesus as the Son of David, the opening stage of his messianic entry into the 
capital (1114), The site of the subsequent dialogues and discourses is 
the temple (cp. 117), where he spends the day but not the night; his 

headquarters are at Bethany (111). The cleansing of the temple 
(11/*-18) is inserted in the symbolic story of the blighted fig-tree (1112-4- 2°), 
to which Mark has, as usual, attached several disparate sayings (117%). 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 ¢ that Jesus is a 
true teacher (12°"), whereupon Jesus takes the initiative (12°°') by attacking 

the teaching and conduct (12*8*-) of the scribes, to the delight of the people. 
Since 10% Jesus has been teaching not his disciples but the public ; in 13!*7, 
however, which forms the close of the Judzan 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. 

(Z) The story of the Passion now begins (141*), the account of the 
treachery of Judas being interrupted by that of the anointing at Bethany 
(143°), and followed by that of the celebration of the passover (14!?-), 
While 1426 jis rejected as unhistorical by critics like Brandt and 
Wellhausen, it is deleted by Spitta (Uc. i. 266f.) on grounds that are 

hardly more solid than those on which Rauch (ZVW., 1902, 308-314) bases 

his theory that 14)!” forms a later gloss, intended to make the meal a 
passover-supper. Only when vv./*!6 are omitted, does the absence of 
eis ‘IepoodAuya in v.17 seem suspicious (cp. v.!°), as though the supper had 
been perhaps eaten at Bethany (so, ¢g., Wendling). 14!*16 is not an 

unhistorical duplicate of 111-4, and there is nothing in the style of the passage 
to warrant any suspicion of later editorial handling. O. Holtzmann (Ledex 

Jesu, 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'!* would involve the loss of any tradition 

relating to the earlier part of that day,—a loss which would be incredible, 
since the disciples were far from likely to forget the last day they spent in the 
company of their Master. This is subtle, but not untrue to the history or 
psychology of the situation. For the theory that the time-references in 
Mark’s story of the passion-week were not in the Ur-Marcus, cp. J. Weiss 
(DCG. ii. 323-324); for detailed criticism of the trial-stories, see Moffatt, 
DCG. ii. 749-759, ET. xxviii. 57 f., and B. S. Easton in A/7. (1915) 430f. 

§ 3. Structure.—This survey (i.) shows that, while the general 

scheme is clear, Mark’s arrangement of materials is often topical 

* Here 10 is secondary, as compared with the Lucan version (22”-?’), 
T Neither 12*°*+ nor even 12!8-77 is closely related to this period, and 

probably Lk. (107-8) is right in placing the former at an earlier phase of the 
ministry ; cp. W. Haupt’s Worte Jesu (1914), pp. 61 f. 

oS 
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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. The criticism of Papias would be 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. (0) 
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 ceuvre aussi peu littéraire, le défaut de cohesion n’est pas 
une preuve de rédaction multiple. Mais incoherence qu’on pourrait appeler 

positive, le désaccord entre les morceaux juxtaposés qui procedent de 
courants @idées tres différents, accumulation de données disparates qui se 
laissent reconstituer en groupes homogénes, caractérisés chacun par une 

inspiration distincte, les doubles emplois peuvent attester, ici comme ailleurs, 

la combinaison des traditions ou des sources écrites et la complexiteé du travail 

redactionnel” (Loisy, i. 85-86; cp. Wendland. HEMT, i. 2. 260 f.). 
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reasons, therefnre, 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 either upon considerations drawn from the internal 
structure of the gospel itself (so, e.g., P. Ewald, Wendling, Wellhausen), or from 

a comparison of its contents with those of Mt. and Luke (so, e.g., J. Weiss, 

Réville, von Soden). It has undergone various vicissitudes. Advocated 

formerly by Holtzmann, it was worked out by Schenkel, Weiffenbach, 
Wittichen and others, especially by Sevin, Jacobsen, and Mangold. 
Weizsicker 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 (SA., 1881, pp. 565 f.), Feine (/P7., 1886-1888), J. Weiss (SX, 
1890, pp. 555f., 1891, pp. 289 f.), and W. Haupt. 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 £2. 1844 f.). Thus 
Wendling traces two different sources, in addition to an editor, throughout 

the gospel. M1}, 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. 11% 3°% ** etc.) 
and edited others (e.g. 8?! 111% 1%- and 12°84), But this implies too rigid 
and @ priori a conception of the developments of primitive Christology. 
Even an incidental allusion like that of 174 shows that Jesus was more than a 

teacher in the earliest source, and many of Wendling’s special results are too 

subjective (C. S. Patton, Harvard Review, 1913, 229f., J. Weiss, 7'R., 

1913, pp. 183 f., and Menzies, Review of Theology and Philosopby, ii. pp. 3-6). 
The over-elaboration of the theory will be seen from the following outline :— 

M1 y16-34a 35-39 40-44 gi-lba 16b-17. 
M2 pila 

Ey 1) 14b-15 34b 39b 45 glob. 16a. 18a 

M! 218b. 19a a1_35 20-21 31_49 26-29 83 

M? 
Ev 219b-20 39 22-30 "410-25 30-32 34 

M! 622-384 827-30a 

M2 4°54? 43b 64 17-29 30-44 

Ev pee 61-13 15-16 30-31 45_ 826 

M! §8sb 36-37 

M2 o78 14-27 

Ev S80b-33a 33c-35 58 gi 9-13 28-50 1o*-12 24 
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M2 To?!-32a 39-37 41-44 15-17 

M2 1076_1 I 10 

Ev 1076-30 32b-34 38-40 45 I yi-l4 18-25. 27a 

M! yy-7b_y gilda 1de-31 34b-37 Ta 28-29 33-36 14}7 

Ev t2idb 32-34a 3-27 30-32 37 145-9 

M2 PAlaeae 26-354 36-37 39-4dla 42 47 51-56 60-62a 

Ev 1471 35b 38 41b 57-59 

M! 14% Tinea 21-22 24a, 26-27 31-32 sda 

M2 1493-64 66-72 I Gaeee 23 24b-25 29-30 33 34b-36 

Ev ret 

M2 I ie Ww-43 I 56 I 672 8 

Ev I igs 44-45 16% 

Rk. A. Hoffmann’s scheme postulates two Aramaic editions of Mk., one 
written by Mark for Jewish Christians and used by Mt., the other (a larger 
and longer work) employed by the canonical Mk. and Lk. In this way the 

occasional superiority of Mt. to the others is explained, but the agreements o1 
all three are left in the dark (cp. Schmiedel, ZC., 1904, 154f.), and the 

theory of an Aramaic original is not convincing (cp, Lagrange, xliii f., xcv f.). 
Wendling’s analysis is rivalled, in point of elaboration, by Bacon’s recent 

theory that R, the final editor, who was an anti-Jewish Paulinist, used not only 
Q (chiefly in the Lucan recension) and P (the primitive Petrine tradition, as 

outlined in Ac 10%7-88) but X (an unknown source). ’s hand appears in 11+ 3-6 
24-28, Hb 919b-20, 27-28 26, 20-21 483-34, BL. pl-2. 37 G1 5-6. 16-29 45. 52d. 55 73-4. 8 18 B10. 

1B. 16-21 gf. 12b. 30-32. 41. 50 pol. 12-32-34, 41f. y 716. 17 (18 pol® y 23h. OE Qf. 48-9, 12h, 26. 28, 
4. 55% 752-5, but he also edited Q in 1% 7 12-18 14-15 g5b-10. 15-16, 18-194 31-5, 8-19, 22-25, 
428+ M-12. 21-25 630-31. 53-55 71. 5. 14-17, 20-23, 31-87 QU-12, 14-15 (2). 22f. 30-34 G87. 40, 42, 43. (t 
BO yQlO-L. 28f- y p9-10. 12-14, 20-21 pail. 38-40 7 39. 14f, fy 417) 7540-41 and P in 42 
614-15 gli-12a, 15-17, 19f. 24f. 33-35 yoMOE. (2) p_T. 11. 19. Bt. 7427. 2 53 pol. GL 3 as well 
as X in y40-45 gil 836-37 (2) ope 38-39 Io!8-16. 24f. 7 990-37 nies 22f. 34f. 42f. There are 

more or less complete fragments of P) mm 120: ) 20e@- 85:80 pt-bou ei) 
522-86. 88-43 7 24h. () GI-9 (2). 27-29 gl yyI5F. pol® y4lf. 10-11, 29%, 29. 491. 65 573, Of X in 
18+ 9-11 gI7. 21-26 49-10. 13-20 64 (2). 82-45 (). 46-520 76-7 Q49 yo29(%). 17-23. Bf. yo13E. Alf. 
1312 148-7 152+ 33 38, and of Q in 426-32 () 64 (2+ 7-13 79-18 G35-38 2-5 7-10. 18, 23 7922-25, 

It is obvious that this analysis reduces P to a minimum and raises R to a 
maximum; the criteria for distinguishing Q and X are rarely cogent, and 
a large amount of matter assigned to either, as well as to R, might well be 

grouped under P. See N. P. Williams in OSS. pp. 387-421. 
solger's) (U7e. 164 Tf.) “° Ur-Marcus”” consisisy of 15. 27) 3 eae 

gi lO. 18-27. 36-41 51-7. 9-43 G1-13. 30 71-2, 5-14. 16-36 QI-17. 21-30, 32-35, 38 gl7-30. 33-37 yol-Bl. 
46-52 y p12. 27-88 pgl-9 I-44 y 21-9, 11-22, 24-20, 2-37 y 412-13, 16-22, 26. 32. 34-35. 40. 50-53. 55, 
60-64 y c1-15, 22. 25-28. 30-82. B37. 8. 42-46 Composed c. A.D. 38 by John Mark (cp. 

Ac12!"). Both Scholten and Jacobsen had already advocated this view of the 
authorship of the source, which is also held by A. Miiller (the source being 
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Aramaic), and which is much nearer to the data of the gospel and of the 
primitive tradition than any of the analyses just noticed,* or than that of a 
critic like J. Weiss, who holds rigidly that the Ur-Marcus contained little or 
nothing which cannot be found in Mt. and Lk., and in whose hands this 

primitive source loses its graphic colouring and circumstantial detail, since most 
of the salient features of the canonical Mark are ascribed to the redactor. 

The difficulty of determining what is primary and what is 
secondary is illustrated, e.g., by such a minor linguistic point as 

the use of the semi-proverbial formula, Ze who has ears (to hear) 
let him hear (cp. HS.2 106-107). 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%: 28) in some of the connections 

preserved in the gospels. The Joh. apocalypse’s use of it (27 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., 1910, 461-471). 

(a) The opening paragraph (1!) starts two special problems : 
one upon the meaning of 1! (épx7) Tod ebayyediov “Inood Xpicrot, 

viod Jeod), and one upon the relation of the OT citation in 123 

to the rest of the context. The former passage is the title of 

thie prologue. Inv." the writer begins his narrative proper of 
the life of Jesus with the remark that Jesus came into Galilee 

preaching 70 evayyéAvov tod Oecd. The different sense of 
edayyéAvov in v.t—where the words "Ijood Xpicrod are not 
subjective (so Zahn), as if it were the gospel which Jesus 
preached, but objective—indicates a conscious play upon the 

term. The dpxy of the Christian dispensation lay in the 

prophetic mission of John, who summed up the previous order 
of things (cp. Mt 11'%) and prepared the way for the new. 

Hence the twofold citation in 17%, The editor in v.? explains 
how the dpxy was not Jesus himself but some one else, the 

divinely predicted forerunner (= éyévero “Iwawys x7A.), while in 

v.° he explains how the very sphere of the forerunner’s mission 

had also been prophesied (= év 77 épyjpo, v.43 cp. HG. ii. 42 f.). 

Although apy7 here is not equivalent to szmma rez (so Herklotz in BZ., 

1904, pp. 77 f., 1905, pp. 408 f.), it might be a misrendering of the zzczpit 

* P. Ewald (Das Hauptproblem der Evglienfragse und der Weg zu seiner 
Lésung, 1890, pp. 1781.) gives the redactor little more than 113 174826 

16%; du Buisson assigns him a few linguistic changes (e.g. in 13), one or 

two details, and some context supplements (e.g. in 2) 16 18 635 719 gl 934 
TO" pgld 2. 28 1 416), 
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prefixed to Mark when the gospels were written in one manuscript (so 
Nestle in Zx.4 x. 458-460; Zznuf. pp. 130f., Eng. tr. 163; Phzlol. Sacra, 

pp- 45-46) ; the heading of the book would thus become the opening of the 

text. But if apy is an unparalleled opening for an early Christian writing, 
kaQws (especially introducing a quotation) is equally abnormal. None of 

the cases quoted in ACL. i. 996 is really analogous at all points to Mk 
1}, and, as it seems clumsy and contrary to Mark’s style to connect v.! with 

v.4 grammatically, the alternative is to regard the OT citation as due to 

an editorial hand, whereas, in the original, v.1 was the heading or descrip- 
tion either of the opening section or of the whole book. In the latter case, 
the object of the gospel would be to portray the start and origin (cp. Ac 1), 
He 2°, Jn 15°”) of the gospel of Jesus during his lifetime on earth (so Zahn), 

z.e. in the revival movement of John. 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, 
apxy kTd. might be taken with éyévero in v.4, the intervening verses being 
a lengthy parenthesis (so, eg., Hilgenfeld, ZW7Z., 1906, 196-199, and 
Goguel, of. czt. 36)—a hypothesis which Chajes utilises in favour of his 

Semitic * original for the gospel by conjecturing that dpy7 is really a 
misinterpretation of D727=07p (mpl), though Halévy prefers to think of n>na 

(cp. Hos 1? LXX). But such Semitic hypotheses f are generally precarious, 

and, in this instance, they are superfluous. 
The awkwardness of the whole passage, whether 7% is taken as a 

parenthesis or 1 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 *® (/600 éyw . . . 
cov), Weiffenbach opens what he considers to be a ‘‘ beautiful and grand 

portal to the gospel” (/P7Z., 1882, 668-680 ; similarly Soltau, “ze 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 (77/7. § 3) even pushes his 

revised edition of Ur-Marcus earlier than its translation into Greek. 
+ That Mark is the translation of an Aramaic original is held, e.g., by 

H. P. Chajes (Markus Studien, 1889), Halévy (RS., 1900, 115-149), 
W. C. Allen (Z7., 1902, 328-332; Exp.§ i. 436-443), Blass (Phzlology of 

Gospels, 190-218), R. A. Hoffmann, Zimmermann (SX., 1903, 287 f.), and 

Wellhausen (Z#zz/. 14 f., 43f.). Zimmermann’s (SX., 1901, 415-458) 

analysis makes all three synoptists (Mark before A.D. 66) translate AQ, 
the primitive Aramaic gospel ; while neither Mt. nor Lk. used Mk., Lk. had 
access to a special source (LQ); but his birth-story is drawn from AQ in 

order to counteract Mt.’s legendary narrative (see below), and his resurrec- 
tion cycle of stories is based on another special source (Semitic) extending 

into Acts. 
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1-7, and Holtzmann in HC.) ; but it is better, with Lachmann (5X, 1830, 
p- 844), P. Ewald, Weizsicker, Scholten, Wellhausen, and others, to take 2? 

as an editorial gloss. Spitta (ZMVW., 1904, 305-308), who rightly takes v.! 

as the title (cp. J. Weiss, das diteste Evglm, pp. 24f.), 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 a florilegium of 

messianic proof-texts which was circulated among the churches, 

for the benefit of those who were exposed to controversy with 
the Jews. The Malachi-citation, grouped under Isaiah in Mk 
17, occurred in a subsequent passage of Q (Mt 1129=Lk 727) 

which is absent from Mark’s narrative. If Mt. and Lk. had Mk. 
123 before them, they probably preferred the more correct 

situation of Mk 12.- 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, 27. xii. 187-1809). 

(4) The position of the conflict-section in Mk 21~3% suggests 
doubts of its chronological setting. The uniform colour of the 
mpemimetqents; (2114, 1917 1e22 se. 216), the notice, ofa, plot. of 

the Herodians and Pharisees against his life at this early stage 
(3°), the proleptic occurrence of the messianic* Son of Man 
(cp. 89-28), 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, 214), 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 

pointt (so Wendt, Lehre Jesu, i. 23 f.; Baldensperger, Dalman, 

* It cannot well be equivalent to the generic dar masha in 2), any more 
than in 27%, Lk 22%, Mt 10% 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 7zaz (the Maz), the first person singular, 
or some one (cp. Mt 11°). Even the alternative, that Jesus used it as an 

incognito, to provoke thought, is unsatisfactory (cp. Abbott’s Déat. 3152 f.). 

+ The source is resumed at 12! (Wendt, pp. 25 f.; Haupt’s Worte Jesu, 51). 
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etc.). Similarily 37%° is misplaced* from after 72° (the Jeru- 
ssalemite scribes do not appear on the scene till after 7'), and the 
editorial hand appears in 3°19 (Wellhausen, Wendling). 

(c) In passages like 414 (cp. LBz. 1866-1867) 9*** 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 213°, 
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 + (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 (1!) is Simon ; 
his call (1!) is followed ere long (12%) by the cure of his 
mother-in-law. Simon kai of per avrod (1°°) form the inner circle 

(cp. 92 3 149%) of the first disciples (21°); he is named first in 

the list of the twelve (3/6); he first hails Jesus openly as the 
Christ (87°), and is evidently the leader and spokesman of the 
twelve (8°° 10% 1121 Kat dvapvyodeis 6 Ilérpos Ayer adrd,t 14° 

167), though now and then speaking (1479) and acting (1447) 
impetuously for himself (cp. 1454). 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 11629, are mentioned between Simon and his 

less famous brother Andrew (cp. 3! 133 with 92% 10#5f 1433), 
The connection of the Ur-Marcus with Peter accounts for the 

* Cp. Bacon and Loisy, e.g. 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 re- 

ligious customs (cp. Biichler in # 7. xxi. 34-40, and Horst in SX., 1914, 429 f.). 
+ Cp. above, pp. 190f. Salmon’s verdict (aman 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.” 
+ Mt. (217°) generalises this into of paGyral. 
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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 pds ras xpelas. 

Scattered throughout the book are editorial touches due partly to 

catechetical influences, such as the addition of "Inco Xpicrov (+ viov Beov ?) 
to evayyeAlou (11), of * Kal muorevere ev TH evaryyedlw to meravoetre (11), of 
kal Tou evayyedtou in 8” (as in 107), of dtu Xpucrov éoré (941) and pera diwyuay 

in 10°, the incidental description of the twelve as afostles (6*°), the observa- 
tions in 6°* (cp. rdépworv in Eph 4}8) and 13%, reflections of the apostolic age, 
as, é.g., in the description of John’s baptism (14, cp. Ac 2°8), editorial glosses 
like xaOapifwy mdvta Ta Bpdpara (7'%, showing how the author viewed the 
Antioch controversy in the apostolic church), and other additions which are 
either marginal glosses, or insertions of an early copyist, cal dpov Tov kpdBarrdv 

gov (2°), 7d Kady Tod wadatod (27), rov eoxnKdra Tov eywwva (5!), 6 yap 

Katpos ovK jv avxwy (11}%, so Bakhuyzen, Baljon, Wernle, and cthers), uh 

Karahurev omépua (1271), rob "Inood (14%), kal adéxrwp epdvyncer (14%), etc. 

Even the repeated ev@vs does not necessarily belong to the Ur-Marcus ; textual 

criticism indicates that it was sometimes (Lewis, O/d Syriac Gospels, p. xx) 

inserted subsequent to the use of the Ur-Marcus by Mt. and Luke. t 

§ 4. Religious Characteristic.—The primary aim of Jesus, 

according to Mk., was to proclaim the good news of the 

kingdom (1! xypicowr), at first by teaching in the synagogues 

(121f), 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 (125), 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°8 cis rodro yap é&fAOov, referring to his divine commission, not 
to the house of v.*, which he had left not to preach but to 

pray), was handicapped ¢ by his very popularity as an exorciser 

* On the secondary character of Mk. here, as compared with Mt. and Lk., 

cp. J. Weiss, Die Predigt Jesu*, p. 69. The gospel of God was an expression 

first popularised, if not coined, by Paul, so far as we know (cp. Resch, 
Paulinismus, p. 380). 

t Cp. Weiss’ exhaustive study in ZVW. (1910, 124-133); he finds evdds 
certainly original in 13® 4? 2! 417 5% 10 14” probably original in 4° 6° 5%. 

~ Hence the more difficult reading épyiGels (14!) of D a ff? as a com- 

plement to the é€uSpiuyodpevos of 1%, not an echo of it, is preferable to the 

smoother omdayxvicels, which was probabiy introduced for motives of 
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and healer (cp. 14°). To Mark, Jesus is above all things the 
preacher and teacher, in Galilee (2% 18 41-2. 83f 62.6 with rol), 
where his true work is interrupted by appeals for cures which 

his compassion could not refuse (cp. Wellhausen’s £77/.2 156-157). 

The emphasis laid by Mark (cp. Déat. 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 (11°83), The 
results of this encounter are at once visible, Jesus exorcises the evil spirits 
(173-27. 34), 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 (37 °°), 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 faras Mk. is concerned, this term is never connected with 

the expulsion of evil spirits (cp. 21° 8), It is as God’s Son (cp. 11), the holy 
one of God (1%, cp. 3%), the Son of the most high God (57), that Jesus 

of Nazara casts demons out of men. Consequently, while the Marcan 

(and indeed the synoptic) accounts of demon-expulsion must be read in the 

light of contemporary superstitions (cp. W. O. E. Oesterley in DCG. i. 
440-443), they cannot be regarded as imaginative illustrations of an element 
in messianic prophecy. Whatever be their historical nucleus, these naive 

popular traditions derive from a definite set of apostolic reminiscences. f 
Thus, even though the words viov @eov in I! are a gloss, they are a correct 

gloss. The unclean spirits hail their exorciser as the Sox of God (3", cp. 5”) 
Jesus is God’s Son (11!, cp. 13°°) from first 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 ¢he sfzrtt of Jesus more 

reverence (cp. Nestle’s Phzlolog. Sacra, 26, and Zinf. 219-220, Eng. tr. p. 

262). Rauch (ZMVIWV., 1902, 300-303) is one-sided in regarding 14 # and 
144 (dpa . . . elarys) as editorial glosses introduced to glorify Jesus. 

* As Volz does (/tidische Eschatologte, p. 215). 
} To this position Wrede was driven back (cp. ZVW., 1904, 169-177) 

by critics of his brilliant but one-sided JZesszasgehetmnzs; he admitted that the 
Marcan interpretation was rooted ultimately in actual occurrences of exorcism 
(e.g. in 1 51%) as the soil of the later schematism. 
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than once (18 11° where Lk.’s 76 rvedpa 1d dyov is probably 
more correct, 28 812), but there is no tendency to represent 

this in any dogmatic form as a sheer supernatural force, any 

more than to ignore or depreciate the limitations of his super- 
natural power and knowledge (cp. 13°). 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. 

eg. 184 with Mt 8!6 and Lk 4%, 3?! with Mt 1247 and Lk 8”), 
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. Euglien, 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 

dnemiraits) (cp. ¢e: 14 Gall 44 4lel— 7 Co 147) Ro o!* 
1016-21, 338—Ro 116 928—2 Co 3’—-45) 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 (Z/A. 

raat sot), Litius (7297 325 f.), W. Brtiekner (P22. 1900, 
426 f.), Menzies (Zhe Earliest Gospel, 1901, 38 f.), J. Weiss (Das 

alteste 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; in language (e.g. 8°%) 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!°! 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, dR W. x. 40; 

cp. Moffatt, Theology of the Gospels, pp. 22 f.). 

i 

—— 
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such as Paul urged in 1 Co 147and Ro o!8 1o'¢7Y ere 
in spite of all that may be urged to the contrary (cp. eg. P. 

Fiebig’s A/ijiidische Gleichnisse und die Gleichnisse Jesu, 1904, 146 F. 5 

Knoke, VAXZ., 1905, 137-164; P. Lagrange in #B., 1910, pp. 

5-25; Denney in Zx/.8 ii. 221 f.; and Feine, Jesws Christus 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 10” 

is sometimes reckoned as another instance. But the challenging 

logia of 227-28 415f and 123234, the avoidance of voyos, and the 

universalism of 11/7 and 13! (cp. 14°) are primitive Christian, 
not specifically Pauline, and it is to make a tether out of a hair 

when the story of 9*%* 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 allegorical or symbolical touches, e.g., in the story of 

the fig-tree and in 15%, are significantly Pauline (see generally 

H. G. Woods, in Zhe Parting of the Roads, 1912, 145 f.). 

§ 5. 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. 73 7 15%), phrases (51 7%), and names (e.g. 31" 10*°) whieh 

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 Quedlen sur 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 xow# of Egypt, 
where the civilisation and culture of Rome spread so widely 

* On the NT ‘ Latinisms,’ see Hahn’s Rome und Romanismus tm griech. 

vim. Osten (1906), 257 f., and Thumb in DAC, i. 555. 
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during the first century * b.c., many Latin terms may still be 
traced, including military terms 7 like Aeyuv and Kevtupiwv (cp. 

P. Meyer’s Heerwesen, pp. 131 f.). But the Latinisms belong to 

Mk.’s colloquial style, and, beyond the vague inferences which 

may be drawn from his connection with Peter and the latter’s 
connection with Rome, there is no evidence, internal or ex- 

ternal, to suggest the church for which, or the place at which, 

the gospel was composed. Even if the Rufus of 15?! were the 
Rufus of Ro 161%, this would not necessarily point to a Roman 

circle (see above, p. 137), and the bearing of 7} (things clean 
and unclean) is too general to be confined to the Roman church 
(Ro 14; He. 13°). 

§ 6. 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, /BZ., 1897, 1-16) in terse, vivid Greek, 
of a popular and even a colloquial order (cp. the use of terms 
like xpafBaros and odupls) ; the occasional looseness of construc- 
tion and roughness of phrasing is due to a vigorous emphasis 
(e.g. in 222 72-8? 11382 7 333-34), “This accounts in part for some of 
his idiosyncrasies, such as his fondness for double negatives (e.g. 
144 22 327 53 x11 etc.), and diminutives like @vyarpiorv, ixOvdua, 

Kopdotov, Kuvapiov, TaLdiov (7raLdla), maLdioKy, tAOLapLov, Wxia, and 

@taptov ; his predilection for ed@vs, radu, and zodAa (adverbial) ; 
his addiction to the historic present—a mark of the anecdotist— 
and kat in narrative connections. The so-called Aramaisms are 
sometimes not real Aramaisms (e.g. the double dvo); 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 “eéxtra-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 Grizitat der agypt. Papyrusur- 

kunden,’ Weener Studien, 1902, pp. 99-151). 

+ Mk.’s explanation of Greek terms by Latin (12% 151°) is perhaps the 
one exception which turns the scale in favour of a church whose members 

knew Latin (cp, Lagrange’s edition, pp. xcvii-xcix). 
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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°? (dyias d€ yevouevys 
ore eOvaev 6 HALOS), Where Mt. omits dre xrA. (8!°) and Lk. dias dé 
yevonevys (44°) ; in 14°° (ojpepov tadtn TH vuKTi), where Mt. omits 

(2684) and Lk. retains alone (22*4) ojpepov; in passages like 2% 
(= Mt 123, Lk 6°) and 14 (= Mt 2647, Lk 2247), where Mt. and 

Lk. agree in omitting the same clause or phrase in a Marcan 

duplicate expression, and elsewhere (cp. the collection of material 

in //.S.* 139-142). 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 szse en scene, or the feelings of Jesus and his circle. 

More than once, indeed, his account of some incident is actually 

longer than the corresponding narrative or narratives in Mt. and 
Lk. (cp. Menzies, Zhe Earliest Gospel, pp. 34f.); after 111% the 

tendency generally is to be less compressed. 
§ 7. Lhe Conclusion (16°?°).—The gospel breaks off abruptly 

at 168, in the middle of a sentence, like the first edition of Sidney’s 

Arcadia. The words édoBotvro yap might indeed be taken, like 

nv yap méyas ofpddpa (164), as merely a stylistic negligence ; but 
even so it is not possible, in spite of all that can be urged to 
the contrary (eg. 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, G&A. 
il. 928 f.) accounts for the circulation of copies lacking 16°? 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 Aeligio Medict, 

were at first published surreptitiously, or at least without the 
connivance of the author. Otherwise, accident or death may 

(FFG. i. 96) have prevented the author from finishing his treatise. 

(ii.) The original conclusion may also have perished, how- 

* Jacoby (V7 E¢hzk, 1899, 413) argues that though the close is accidental, 

it ‘‘admirably reflects the feeling which fills the evangelist as he stands 
before Jesus.” A. Bauer (Weener Studien, 1912, 301-317) suggests that 

16°-7 is an interpolation. 
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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 @ fgviori 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, Zwo Lectures on the Gospels, pp. 32f.), 
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 mznws 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 248 
with Mk 16%) and John, or else (Réville) 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 16°° 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? (6) And what 
of the later second-century supplement or appendix (16°) ? 

(a) Obviously the Marcan epilogue included an appearance of Jesus to 
Peter (so Paul and Luke), probably in Galilee (cp. Melzer, PAZ., 1902, 147- 
156)—which suggests a connection between it and the Gospel of Peter. More 

detailed reconstructions (cp. T. S. Rordam, H/., 1905, 769-790) are pre- 

carious, though we may fall back provisionally,* with Blair (4fostolic Gospel, 
372-385), on Lk 24% 1", and, with E. J. Goodspeed (4/7., 1905, 484-490 ; 
cp. W. C. Allen, 7CC. 302f.),t on Mt 28%? (or rather on Mt 287-10 16-20), 
than which, as Mt. usually enlarges his sources, the Marcan appendix can 

hardly have been longer. Goodspeed’s version of the supposed original is as 
follows: And behold Jesus met them, saying, Hatl. 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 appotnted them. And Jesus 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 carth. Go ye there- 

fore and make disciples of all the nations, teaching them to observe all things 
whatsoever I have commanded you. And lo, 1am with you alway, even unte 

* The objections are noticed by Jiilicher (Zzv/. 288), K. Lake, Zhe Resur- 

rection of Jesus Christ (1907), 81 f., and Rérdam (pp. 770 f.). 

t Wright, WZ Problems, 122 f., and Brun (SK., 1911, 157 f., 1914, 346 f.). 
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the end of the world. In this case, the loss of the ending would more 
probably be accidental than deliberate. 

(4) It is no longer necessary * to spend time in leading the cumulative and 
overwhelming proof from textual criticism (Tischendorf’s W/7.8 i. 403-407 ; 

WH. ii. 28-51 ; Zahn, GA. 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 
lliad, 2***8, 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, GX. i. 922 n. ; von Dobschiitz, 
TU. xi. 1. 75-79). Probably the clue to its origin is to be sought in the 
opening decades of the second century, when, according to Rohrbach’s 

theory, the gospel was furnished with its unauthentic conclusion by those who 

edited the first canon of the gospels, and when the appendix was added to 
the Fourth gospel. There is no adequate evidence for Rohrbach’s idea (so 
H. Schmidt, S&., 1907, 489-513) that Mk 169° 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. t 
Now, the volume of expositions or illustrations of Christ’s words which 

Papias compiled (Eus. 4. Z. iii. 39. 8f.) during the first part of the second 
century, contained many traditions and diyyijoes of the Lord’s sayings 
handed down by Aristion, among them apparently a story of Justus surnamed 

Barsabas (Ac 1*°*4) having drunk some deadly poison with impunity. This 
would tally with Mk 161%» excellently. Furthermore, an Aristo(n) of Pella is 
known (Eus. 4. Z. iv. 6. 3) to have lived and written after A.D. 135, whom 
Resch (7'U. x. 2. 449-456; ZhSt. 109-110; Paulinismus, 395-398) takes 

to have edited (¢. A.D. 140) the first canon of the gospels,—the archetype of 
Codex Beze,—and whom Hilgenfeld (ZW7., 1853, 13, 1894, 627) openly 

identifies with the Aristion of Papias. “Aplorwy is certainly the more 
common form of ’Apioriwy, 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 (Zhe 
Last Twelve Verses of the Gospel according to St. Mark, 1871) and in Zhe 

Traditional Text of the Holy Gospels (1896), pp. 298f. Belser still (kare, 
roof.) 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 (7L., 

1902, 240f.) makes Mark add it after the appearance of Lk.’s gospel, and 
Hilgenfeld singularly maintains the authenticity of the passage. See DB. 

iil. 252-3, WNT. 550-555, and Milligan’s WZ Documents, 274 f. 

+ Even if Mk 16” were held to be reflected in Hermas (S27. 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 (’ApiorGvos mpeoBurépov) 

*‘from the presbyter Aristo” opposite Mk 16°*° between vv.® (22.4 viii. 
241 f.; Hxp.° il. 401 f.), seemed at first to clear up matters, by revealing a 
tradition (trustworthy though late) which viewed the passage as a dinyijows 

(Lk 1) of Aristion the Lord’s disciple. Aristion’s contributions to Papias 
were oral, it is true ; no written memoranda are mentioned by Eusebius. But 

he may have been an author as well as John the presbyter, and he may have 
written a brief narrative of Jesus and the apostles (167° seems to open out 

into a record like that of Ac 1), for dujyyors in Lk 11 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 Vzncula Sanc- 
torum), Eck (Preuss. Jahrb., 1898, pp. 42-43, as by Theologus in the same 
journal for 1897, p. 227), Mader (&Z., 1905, 269f.), Rohrbach, Belser, 

Sanday (DB. ii. 638-639), and Chapman (Revue Bénéd., 1905, 50f.). But 
it is not certain whether Aristo of Pella, who wrote an account of Judzea’s 
revolt against Hadrian, is the same as the Christian elder Aristion who formed 

one of Papias’ sources of information (7. £. iii. 39), or even whether the former 

wrote Zhe Dialogue of Jason and Papiscus. Wis 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 
Bacon’s ingenious arguments (Z./.® xii. gorf.; 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 Cony- 

beare’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.+ If 

Aristion was not its author, he may have been its source or one of its sources 

(for 16'*18 perhaps). At any rate, the passage appears to have existed 

* Cp. Ehrhard, ACZ. i. pp. 115 f., Schiifers (BZ., 1915, 24f.). For criti- 

cisms by Resch and Zahn, which substantially favour Conybeare’s contention, 
see Exp. x. 219-232, and J. R. Harris (Sedelights on NT Research, 86f.). 

+ The secondary as well as legendary character of the passage is obvious 

(vv. reflecting Lk 8? + John 20!!°, vy,!2"3 being an echo of Lk 245%, 
vv.) of Aci2'' 28°%, and vv.” of Lk 24°, Ac 1°11). Besides the 
reference (v.1") to the glossolalia, cp. vv.!7!9 = 1 Ti 36 v.15 = Col 173, y,16> = 
2 Th 2”, v.17 = Ac 1618, and v.” = Heb 24—evidence which is, of course, far 
from justifying the thesis of H. H. Evans’ monograph, St. Paul the Author of 
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. 153 

cp. Harnack, 7'U. xii. 1, and Zahn’s Forschungen, vi. 219) quotation of a 
passage which lay between v.‘4 and v.!*. This quotation has been recently 
corroborated by the discovery of a new parchment. Jerome’s words are: /7 

guibusdam exemplaribus et maxime in Grects codicibus tuxta Marcum tn fine 

eius euangelit scribitur: ‘postea quum accuburssent undecitm, apparutt ets 

fesus et exprobauit incredulitatem et duritiam cordis eorum, quia his, gut 

utderant eum resurgentem, non crediderunt, et tll satisfactebant dicentes : 

seculum tstud tniguitatis et encredulitatis sub satana est, gut non sinit per 
zmmundos spiritus ueram det apprehendt utrtutem ; tdcirco 7am nunc reuela 

zustitiam tuam.’ WRohrbach (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, 4267. World, 1908, 138-142; E. J. Goodspeed, zézd. 
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 1614 and 
16!, runs thus :—xdxetvou dmeoyouvTo NéyovTes* STL 6 aiwy otros THs dvoulas 

Kal THs amiotias vrd Tov Latavav éorw 6 py éOv Ta bd THY TWrEevpdaTwY 

axdapra Thy adjPeay Tod Beod KaradaBécbar diva’ did TodTo amoxddupor 

cov Tiv Oikacoctynv Hn. éxetvor éleyov 7TH Xpior@. Kal 6 Xprords éxeivors 

mpocédeyer* Oré memAHpwrat 6 Spos Tov érwy ris éLovolas Too Larava, adda 

eyyifer GdNa dewa* kat brép Tov auaptnodvrwy eyo TapeddOnv eis Odvaror, 

wa broorpépwow eis Ty adjOeav Kal pwnKére auapriowow, iva Thy ev TO 

ovpave mrvevpatikhy Kai dpOaprov THs Sikatoovyns dogay KAnpovounowow. adda 

mopevdevtes KTA. See, further, E. S. Buchanan in /7'S. (1912) 369f., and 

van Kasteren (Stadzé2, 1916, 283 f.: Mark drew upon Aristion !). 

In the light of this, the source from which Mk 16920 was 
taken was probably some early apocryphal gospel; the passage 

was not written (cp. Warfield, Zextual Crit. of NT, 199 f.) for 

its present position, and when it was borrowed, it was not 

borrowed in complete form. At an early date, however, some 

sentences which had originally lain between 1614 and 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 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 preserved 
by Papias (so Harnack, 7ZZ., 1908, 168-170). The zerminus 

ad quem 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 Zx/.4 
viii. 71-80), much less in Hebrews (van Kasteren), it was known 
to Tatian and the Acta Pilati, if not to Justin Martyr (AZol. 
i. 45), and a Syriac version may be postulated by ¢ A.D. 150 

(Chase, Syriac Element in Codex Bez@, 150-157). 
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(C) MATTHEW. 

LITERATURE.—(a@) Editions—Luther (1538); W. Musculus (72 Evangel- 

tstam Matthaeum Commentariz .. . digesti, etc. (1548); Ferus (Azzota- 

tiones, 1577); Danzeus (1583); Jamsenius (Leyden, 1589); Alphonse 

Avendafio (Commentaria in Ev. D. Matt., Madrid, 1592-3); Maldonatus 

(1596); Kirstenius (Vote zx M. Evangelium, 1610); Parzeus (1641); J. B. 
Lightfoot (Hore Hebraice, 1658) ; J. Gerhard (Aznotatzones, 1663); Elsner 

(Commentarius, ed. Stosch, 1767) ; De Beausobre et Lenfant (A new version 

of the gospel acc. to St. Matt., with Comm., Eng. tr. 1779, Cambridge, U.S.A.) ; 

Wakefield (1781); Aloys Gratz, Krétisch-histor. Commentar (1821-1823) ; 

Fritzsche (1826); J. E. K. Kauffer (1827); Glockler (Frankfort, 1835); 

de Wette? (1838); Baumgarten-Crusius (ed. Otto, 1844); Peter Schegg 

(1856-8) ; M. Arnoldi (Trier, 1856) ; T. J. Conant (New York, 1860) ; 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) ; J. L. Sommer (1877) ; Keil (Leipzig, 1877) ; Fillion (1878) ; Mansel 

(Speaker's Comm. 1878); Schanz (1879); J. A. Broadus (New York, 1887) ; 

Kiibel (1889) ; J. Morison® (London, 1890); Knabenbauer’s Commentarius 

(Paris, 1892); Carr (CG7. 1894); Nosgen? (1897); Zhe gospel of Jesus 

according to S. Matthew-as-interpreted to R. L. Harrison by the light of the 

godly experience of Sri Parénanda (London, 1898) ; Baljon (1900) * ; Blass, 

Evglium sec. Mattheum cum varie lectionis delectu (1901) ; Zockler (Lange’s 

Bibel-Werk®, 1902); A. Merx, Die vier kan. Euglien nach thr. alt. bekannte 

Texte Matthius (1902, Syriac version, tr. and annotated) * ; V. Rose (Paris, 

1904) ; C. A. Witz-Oberlin (ed. 1905, Stuttgart); J. Weiss? (SM 7Z. 1906) ; 

W. C. Allen (7CC. 1907) * ; E. E. Anderson (Edinburgh, 1909); E. Kloster- 

mann and Gressmann (4 BNT. 1909); Plummer? (1910) ; Zahn? (ZX. 1910) *; 

B. Weiss (— Meyer”, 1910); J. Niglutsch (Brevzs commentarius*, 1912) ; 
J. Lichtenstein ? (Berlin, 1913 : Hebrew ed.); Wellhausen?(1914)*; A. H. 
M‘Neile (London, 1915). 

(6) Studies—Besides such patristic studies as the commentaries of Origen, 
Hilary, and Jerome, Augustine’s Quwestiones, Chrysostom’s Homilies (ed. 

Field, Cambridge, 1839), Theophylact’s Commentary (ed. W. G. Humphrey, 

Cambridge), Peter of Laodicea’s (cp. Heinrici’s Beztrage, v., 1908), Poussin’s 

Catena (Toulouse, 1646), and the Venerable Bede’s edition (ed. 1647), 

reference may be made to F. G. Mayer (Beztrage zur Erklirung des Ev. Mt., 

1818); Klener, Recentiores quastiones de authentia evang. M. (1832); 

Schneckenburger, Ursprung des ersten kanon. Evglms (1834); G. C. A. 
Harless, de compositione evang. quod M. tribuitur (Erlangen, 1842) ; Delitzsch, 

Untersuchungen tiber die Entstehung u. Anlage des Mt. Evglms (1853) ; 

J. S. Knowles, Zhe gospel attributed to S. Matthew the record of the whole 
original apostlehood (1855); C. Luthardt, de compositione Ev. M. (1861) ; 
A. Réville, études critiques sur ? Ev. selon S. Matthieu (Leyden, 1862) ; 

Ibbeken, Das Leben Jesu nach der Darstellung des Mattheus (1866) ; 

Lutteroth, Zssaz dznterprétation de quelques parties de ’évang. selon S. Mt. 

(1876); Barhebrzeus (Scho/éa, ed. Spanuth, 1879) ; B. Weiss, das Matthéus- 

Evglm und seine Lucas-parallelen erkidrt (Halle, 1876)* ; Renan, v. chs. 

x, xi. ; Massebieau, Examen des citations de ancien Testament dans T évangile 
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selon Matthieu (Paris, 1885); Gla, Die Original Sprache des Mt. Evglms (1887, 
Aramaic) ; F. Gardiner (/BZ., 1890, 1-16, Mt. wrote discourses in Aramaic, 

had them tr. into Gk., and added Gk. narrative); Kiibel (8267. World, 

1893, 194 f., 263 f., ‘Fundamental Thought and Purpose of Matthew’) ; 
T. Naville, Zssaz sur Tévangile selon S. Matthieu (Lausanne, 1893) ; 

Harmon (/BZ., 1895, 114-124; ‘The Judaism of the First Gospel’) ; 

A. B. Bruce, With Open Face (1896), pp. 1-24; Jiilicher (PREZ. xii. 428- 
439); Haussleiter, ‘Probleme des Matthius-Evglms’ (B/7., 1900, vi.) 5 

V. Bartlet (DZ. ii. 296-305; Blass, ‘Text-kritische Bemerkungen zu 

Matthius’ (B77. iv. 4); Pfleiderer, Urc. ii. 301-395); A. S. Barnes (/ZS., 

1905, 187-203) ; A. Carr (Zxf." iv. 339-349); Burkitt, Gospel Hestory and tts 

Transmission, pp. 184f.; W. C. Allen (CG. ii. 143-150) ; Hawkins (/7S.? 

154-178); D. H. Miiller, die Berepredigt im Lichte d. Strophentheorie (1908) ; 

A. L. Williams, Zhe Hebrew-Christian Messiah (1916); E. F. Morison 

(Exp.8 i. 408-416); Veldhuizen (Constructive Quarterly, 1917, 755-763). 

§ 1. 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) Zhou shalt call his 

name Jesus: for he shall save his People from their sins. That 

People is no longer Israel (cp. 214), but a wider community. 

(4) A greater than the temple ts here, one who is also (c) the 
promulgator of a new Law which transcends the old (cp. 5!" 
2829), The three sacred possessions of Judaism have thus passed 
into higher uses, as a result of the life of Jesus the Christian 
messiah. It is Mt.’s aim to justify this transition by showing 

from the life of Jesus how it was not the claim of a heretical 

sect who misread the Bible by the light of their own presumptu- 

ousness, but the realisation of a divine purpose and the verification 
of divine prophecies in the sphere of history. 

The opening section (1~4") describes the preparation of Jesus for his work, 
his birth-roll (11-17), birth (11*-2%), baptism at the hands of John (3!"!”), 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 Galilean mission (4!*—18*). 

A summary or introduction (4% qepujyev . . . diddoxwy . . . Kal knpioowr 

. . . kal Oeparetwv) 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 (81-9*4, mainly miracles).f The summary or introduction is then re- 

peated (9), 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 (111-8"), + 

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 (12!-% 10-21. 22-37. 
38-45), while a series of excerpts from his parables (13!) is set within a brief 

account of his strained relations with his family (127%-°°) and townsfolk (13°°-*8), 

These conflicts develop into a crisis. The murder of John the Baptist (141%) 
drives Jesus to safer quarters (14'**), where his mission is interrupted twice 

by encounters with the Pharisees and scribes (15!*) and the Pharisees and 

‘Sadducees (16!*). This foreshadows only too clearly the end, and Peter’s 
confession at Czesarea Philippi (16'**°) is therefore followed by a revelation 
of the coming tragedy at Jerusalem, in word and deed (167% 171%), Before 
closing his narrative of the Galilean mission, however, the evangelist adds a 
number of sayings (1774-18). 

The Judzean ministry really falls into two parts, one a brief record of some 

incidents and sayings on the way to Jerusalem (19!-20%), the other an 

account of the triumphal entry (211!) and the subsequent teaching given by 
Jesus partly to his disciples in private, partly to the crowd in public (in the 

temple), amd partly in controversy with the religious authorities (2115*).§ 
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'S), the trial 

(26°"-27°*1), the crucifixion (27%*°), and the burial (27°7%*). 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 (28110. 1-15. 16-20), 

* Cp. 4! with 473 and 5}. 
+ Cp. Sir J. C. Hawkins on 8-9, in 27. xii. 471 f., xiii. 20 f. 

~ Note how 11° summarises the preceding section, ¢he blind regain thetr 

sight (9*"*1), the lame walk (8°13 91), the lepers are cleansed (8'-*), the deaf 
hear (9°**4), the dead are raised up (9'8™- 8-6), and the poor have the gospel 
preached to them (9® 107 11"), On 11'!9, see Wellhausen, Z777.2 134 f. 

§ Halévy (7#S., 1902, 305 f.) is right in preferring Mt.’s version of the 

parable in 22‘ to Luke’s as being more pointed (cp. Hilgenfeld, ZW7T,, 
1893, 126-143); he is less happy in arguing that 22!-7 and 22) 8-13 are 
different redactions of the same story, and that the latter is modelled ona 

parable of R. ben Zakkai, a Sadducean teacher at Jamnia in the first 
century A.D. (quoted in Shabbath, 1530 and based on Ecclus 78, Isa 651-14), 
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From the point of view of effect, the work is clearly and coherently 

arranged; the successive paragraphs have a comprehensive sweep which 
anfolds 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. ‘Sil ignorait l’art de peindre, 
comme Luc, ou de buriner, comme Marc, il avait pourtant, lui aussi, son 

talent de bon ouvrier. II possédait imagination ordonnatrice de l’architecte” 
(Nicolardot, p. 113; cp. #/G. i. 97 f.). 

§ 2. Matthew’s treatment of Mk.—(Cp. F. H. Woods, S.B. 11. 

63f.; Wernle, Syx. Frage, 124-178; Schmiedel, £42. 1847- 

1849; Wellhausen, Zzz/. § 4; Allen, pp. xili-xxxv; Nicolardot, 

pp. 1-114; and B. H. Alford, 77., 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 6é instead 

of kal, omitting 67 often after verbs of saying, diminishing the 
number of imperfects and historic presents, and reducing the 

use of nparo (npéavro) with the infinitive and of compound verbs 

(cp. 413 9! 129). In the matter of chronological arrangement 

(2) Mt.’s procedure exhibits more variations. Up to 4?? (from 3}), 
for all its additional material, the narrative of Mt. follows the 

exact order of Mk 11°, 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 (423 9%); 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 1”) is made by Mt. (7289) to follow the long Sermon on the 
Mount f (5!—-72”). After transferring Mk 149-4 (cp. Mt 814), he 
then, for the healing of the demoniac in the same synagogue 

(Mk 178), substitutes the healing of a centurion’s servant in the 
town (8°18).{ For a line or two he now reverts to the Marcan 

order (81416 = Mk 179-34), rounding off this triplet§ of cures 

(leprosy, paralysis, and fever) with a prophetic citation (817), In 

Mk 1°89 the embarrassing popularity of Jesus as a healer leads 

* 423-2 is substituted for Mk 12! and based loosely on Mk 159 + 68, 
+ Cp. Moffatt (2.42. 4375-4391), Votaw (D&B. v. 1-45), Adeney (DCG. 

ii. 607-612), and Salmon (Human Element in Gospels, 109 f.).: 
+ Probably because it was so placed in Q. The setting of the Sermon is 

artificially taken from Mk 3}%, which Lk. (6!) 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 1°), 
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him to leave Kapharnaum to prosecute his proper work of 
preaching throughout the synagogues of Galilee; but Mt. merely 

makes it an occasion for crossing the lake (8'*"), and inserts the 

stories of Mk 495-520 (= Mt 81834), Mk 2172 (= Mt gl"), 
Mk 521-43 (= Mt 9!826),* The short account of the choice and 
commission of the twelve (Mk 3!*19 6918) is then expanded 
characteristically into a long discourse (Mt 10);7 but rol? is 
irrelevant (cp. Mk 13°18), and Mt. omits Mk 61, 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 629), Hence the connection of 14" 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 2-312 (= Mt 12116), closing with a 

characteristic OT citation (121771). Mk 370?! he omits, adds a 
fresh miracle (12223), and then (12745) expands Mk 37%, 

following it up with Mk 3%! (= 1246-50), and an enlarged 

version of Mk 4 (= Mt 13). The adherence to Mark’s order 
from this point becomes closer than ever ; having already used up 

Mk 435-543, Mt. passes at once to Mk 61-6 (= 1353-58), and hence- 
forth never drops the Marcan thread, though he embroiders it 
often with OT reminiscences, especially in the passion (e.g. 27°* 48). 
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!"). 
+ On reaching 10! he inserts a passage (107°* = Mk 3'*1%) which he had 

previously missed, and then expands (10%! 4-14) Mk 68", The whole 
section throws valuable light upon the Palestinian missions of the early church ; 

for its literary structure, see B. Weiss (Qzue//len d. Lukas-Evglms, 128 f.), and 

Schott in ZVI. (1906) 140f.; for its reflection of the apostolic efforts 

between A.D. 30 and 60, Weizsicker, 4 A. i. 29-32, ii. 48 f., with the criticisms 

of De Faye (4A. 128f.). On 10%! (with Mk 68%, Lk 1o* 22°88) see 

Méchineau in Etudes Relig. (1896) 303-315, and A. Wright (ZZ. iv. 153-157). 
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to special, first-hand sources of information. Their origin is 
almost entirely topical. 

The chronological data and the synchronisms are characteristically vague. 

The mission of John the Baptist is dated roughly ‘in the days of Archelaus’ 
(2% 3°); the writer’s favourite and loose rére (3!3 127? 38 151-29 1918 20%) 
links several paragraphs together, and even the more exact references are as a 
rule due to the context (35? 4) 3 9! 9 110 14% 15! 187! 19% 27 etc.). . The 
first saying of the Sabbath is introduced év éxelvw T@ Karp (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. 1174) 
is evidently Kapharnaum. The remark of Herod (14') is similarly vague, 
and the év éxeivy 77 Wpe of 18! is at once vaguer and more precise than the 

setting of Mk 9***4, The retiral to Galilee (4)*) is simply dated after the 
arrest of John the Baptist, but neither here nor later (4 $18 9%f rz! 1216 
16!) is any duration of time indicated. Some of the time notices (e.g. 81%) 
are borrowed directly from Mk. ; other chronological notes are more character- 

istic, e.g. 9! (whzle he was speaking), 111 (after instructing the twelve for 
their mission, Jesus departs on one of his own), 12“ (as at 9!8), 13! év ry Nuépa 
éxelvy), 15° (three days apart with the crowd). 

(c) The writer’s engrossing interest in the sayings of Jesus 
leads him not only to break up the Marcan narrative with 

masses of logia, arranged in systematic blocks, but to abbreviate 

Mark’s introductory matter (cp. the omission of Mk 9?! in 
171421), Where Luke generally omits, Mt. prefers to condense 

or compress (statistics in A/S.2 158-160). 

It is a further note of Mt. to insert names * where the Marcan source had 

none (e.g. Matthew, 99; Kaiaphas, 26% °"; Jesus,t 27'%!”). This circum- 
stantial trait is counterbalanced by a tendency to allegorise Marcan sayings 

(cp. Nicolardot, Les procédés de Rédaction des Trois Premiers Evangélistes, pp. 
37-46). Matthew concludes with a saying of Jesus, and this tallies with his 

greater emphasis on the Lord’s doctrine. Unlike Mk. (1%°°’) and even Luke 
(432-6), 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 124%) instead of being 

* On the names'in Mk., see Wright (Some WZ Problems, 57-73), and 

C. D. Burns (Contemporary Review, 1997, 417-424). 

+ That this reading is preferable to the ordinary text, is shown by Burkitt 

(Evang. Da-Meph. ii. 277-278) ; cp. Old Syriac Gospels, p. Xx. 
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addressed generally to the bystanders (Mk 3*4). Mt. minimises * 

the faults of the disciples (131618 with Mk 4}8, cp. 13°; 1438 

with Mk 6°; 169? with Mk 817-22 ; cp. the significant omission of 

Mk 9° 19 82, the smoothing down of Mk 9%! in 181%, the change 
of Mk 10* 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° 37! (charge of 
madness) 10! and 11°, and in changes like those of 19!6f 

(Mk rol) and 269 (cp. Mk 1458); the miraculous power of 
Jesus is heightened (contrast 816 with Mk 19238, 7717-18 with 
Mk 9”-*6 etc.), and the author shrinks as far as possible from 
allowing demons to recognise him as the messiah;{ the 
prophetic power of Jesus is also expanded and made more 

deftimite (ep: 7° 12% 21% 241° 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 491416, 
The three places at which this theory (which depends largely on 

the use of textual criticism) comes into special prominence are, 
(a) 1-2, (6) 161’, and (c) 2816-20, 

(2) The BiBros yevécews of 1-2 represents the author’s version 
of a Palestinian tradition which already contained the virgin-birth. 
None of its three sections (1117 the genealogy, 118-25 the birth, 

21-23 the childhood), not even the first, need be anything else 
than a free composition ; whatever was the basis for the Jewish- 
Christian belief upon which the writer drew (cp. W. C. Allen, 
Interpreter, 1905, pp. 51f.; Box, Virgin birth of Jesus, pp. 7f.), 

the narrative, judged from the standpoint of literary criticism, 

offers no criteria for distinguishing between a source and an 

editor, or between an original gospel and an addition. It isa 

* But not invariably (cp. 15!” and 26%). 

+ Both the desire to spare the twelve and the reluctance to dwell on the 

human affectionateness of Jesus appears in his version (19!2"!) of Mk. 1018-16; 
the former, together with a characteristic hesitation to record a reproach 
addressed to Jesus, in 8” (cp. Mk 4°). 

+ This is one of his clearest attempts (see p. 248) to improve upon Mark 
(cp. Bacon, ZVW., 1905, 155f.; 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 1226, in Bethlehem 
25, flight to Egypt 2)°, weeping in Ramah 21718, 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. The hypothesis that this 
section did not originally form part of the gospel was advocated in the eighteenth 

century by Dr. John Williams (4 Free Enquiry into the Authenticity of the 

First and Second Chapters of St. Matthew's Gospel*, London, 1789), then 

by Ammon (Déssertatio de Luca emendatore Matthei, 1805), and afterwards 

by Norton (i. 16-17) ; it is still urged on the plea that 118-2” was an after- 
thought or later interpolation (so, e.g., Keim and Merx), since the connection 

between 1! 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 (1716), which has often been taken (e.g. by de Wette, Olshausen, 
Sabatier: ASR. v. 464, Delitzsch, Meyer, Bacon: DAZ. ii. 137 f., and Loisy) 

as originally a Jewish Christian document, or even as a later insertion (¢. A.D. 

170; Charles in Academy, 1894, 447f.). 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 Zinfluss des Weissagungsbeweises 

wu. anderer Motive auf d. Letdensgeschichte, 1910; Weidel in SK., 1912, 

167 f.) 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, of. cé¢. p. 20). 

+ On 1-2 as an integral part of the gospel, cp. Box (of. cat. pp. 10 f.). 

+ Or sources; Meyer, ¢.g., finds three in 1-16 115-25 and 2. 
§ ‘*It is artificial from beginning to end, and meant to be so, as artificial 

as the lists of the twelve thousand sealed out of every tribe of Israel except 

Dan in the book of Revelation ” (Burkitt, Zvang. Da-Meph. ii. 260). Halévy 
(AS., 1902, 221f.) 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 926, 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 is wanted, the cabbalistic interpretation of 17, whose three 
letters are equivalent by gematria to the number 14, is the most probable. 

For the genealogies as interpolated, cp. Sanders in BZ. (1913) 184-193. 
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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 ; 
they reflect either a universalistic interest (Heffern, 7/BZ., 1912, 31 f.), or 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 réle in the history of the 
Davidic lineage. How much less therefore (the inference is) are Jewish 

objections to Mary (see against this, Spitta in ZV 7., 1912, 1-7) and to Jesus 

justified! These data of the genealogy show that the story of 1}** was its 
natural sequel (cp. Allen, #7. 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°4%) 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. +t 

(ii.) The textual problem of 17 is not yet settled, but the earliest variants 

(of which that in the Dialogue of Timothy and Aquila—Conybeare, //. i. 
96-102—is not one) show traces, variously phrased, of belief in the virgin- 

birth (cp. J. R. Wilkinson, 77. 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. 262f.) may be regarded as derived from SS 
(Jacob begat Joseph, Joseph, to whom was betrothed Mary the Virgin, begat 
Jesus who ts called the Messiah),$ which is connected with the Greek text of 

the Ferrar group, underlying the old Latin, and the Armenian versions (z.e. 
"TakaB dé éyévyncev Tov "Iwo, @ wynorevdeioa mapbévos Mapiam éyévynoev 
"Inoody Tov Neyouevov Xpicrév). In any case éyévyynce refers throughout to 

legal kinship, not to physical parentage (cp. A. S. Lewis, O/d Syriac Gospels, 
1910, pp. xiv-xvil, and C. H. Turner, /7S. xi. 205 f.). 

(iii.) The story § of 2!" in whole or part has been assigned to a period 

* The deletion of é« mvetuaros aylov (118) by Venema, Markland, 

Bakhuyzen, and Vollgraff is quite arbitrary, though Burkitt (4v. Da-A/eph. 
ii, 261) rightly follows SS in omitting ov« éyivwoxev éws of (17°) as a later 
Christian comment introduced to safeguard the physical miracle. 

{ This tells against the primitive origin of the exangelium 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 (Avdhettsevangelium, 264-276) 
to prove that Paul was acquainted with it is a complete failure. 

~Cp. van Manen (77., 1895, pp. 258-263), who defends this as the 
original reading in Matt. The textual phenomena are displayed in £42. 
2962, as amended in PJZ., 1902, 85-95 (cp. ZW. xiii. 171 f.). 

§ Cp. Beyschlag, W77%. 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. Ina Syriac tract, 
attributed to Eusebius, and extant in a sixth century MS (cp. transl. by 
Wright in Journal of Sacred Lit., April, October, 1866 ; Nestle, ZWT., 1893, 
435-438), an account of the magi and the star is given, whose date purports 

to be A.D. 118-119. If it could be established (so Conybeare in Guardian, 

April 29, 1903, cp. D. Vélter, 7'7., 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 
[z.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 Matthzean stories of the infancy (ep. 
Hilgenfeld, ZW7., 1895, 447 f., and Zahn, 7V7. 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), 

(2) 1617-20 is also more likely to be organic to a gospel 
which reflected the larger catholic consciousness of Christianity 
(cp. ZT. 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., 136f.). The original saying tf goes back to the Jewish 

conception of fefva (S105, cp. the rabbinic quotation in Taylor’s 

Sayings of Jewish Fathers*, 160) as applied by God to Abraham, 
‘when He saw Abraham would one day arise, He said, Lo, I have 

found the fefra 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 2072-23 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 (A/z¢tthezlungen der 

Vorderasiat. Gesellschaft, 1903) on ‘das Horoskop der Empfingnis Christi.’ 
+ Cp. Bruston in RTQR. (1902) 326-341. See, further, Appendix F. 
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of the Matthzean logion. For this, as well as for other reasons 
(cp. Zahn’s Forschungen, i. 163 f., 290 f.), it is unlikely that 1617-19 
(cp. Schmiedel, #4z., 1876, 1892, 3104—3105 ; Soltau, SK., 1916, 

228-233) is an interpolation, or 161*!% an insertion made by 
the church of Rome (Victor), ¢c. A.D. 190, in the interests of its 

catholic authority (Grill, Der Primat des Petrus, 1904, pp. 61-79). 
(c) While the epilogue (2810) naturally does not give the 

ipsissima uerba of Christ (cp. HWVZ. 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 14o in the African old Latin texts, owing to baptismal 
and liturgical considerations, and that the original text was the 
shorter Eusebian form (ropevOévres pabyrevoare rdvta Ta €Ovy ev TO 

évopati pov), was proposed by Conybeare (ZV W., 1901, 275-280 ; 

FH]. i. 102-108) and has been accepted by Usener (Aken. Museum, 

1902, 39f.), Kirsopp Lake: Lafluence of Text. Criticism on NT 

Exegesis (1904), pp. 7f., and EZ. ii. 379 f., Wellhausen, Allen, 

and Montefiore, amongst others. The opposite side is repre- 

sented by Riggenbach (G/T7., 1903, vil. 1, ‘ Der trinitarische Tauf- 
befehl Mt 28?9 nach seiner ursprunglichen Textgestalt und seiner 

Authentie untersucht’) and Chase (/Z7S., 1905, 483f.). The 
phrase év r@ évéuaTt pov may be a Western harmonising interpo- 
lation (so Riggenbach, from Lk 24*; Chase, from Mk 161"), or 

an insertion of Eusebius himself, independent of any codices in 

the Czesarean 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 Zeophania 

* Cp. Norden (Antcke Kunstprosa, ii. 456): ‘Xp rots uev “EXAnow as 
“EdAnow, Tots 6¢ BapBdpos ws BapBdpo.s, ist die Weisung, die der Griechische 

Philosoph einer Tradition zufolge seinem die Welt erobernden Schiiler 
Alexander auf den Weg mitgab; mopeudévres ofy pabnreioate mdvra Ta €Ovyn 
sagte der Stifter der christlichen Religion zu seinen Schiiler. als er sie in de 
Welt aussandte.’ 28° completes 1% (see “FG. ii. 371 f.). 
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iv. 8) shows that some old Syriac MSS must have had the 

baptism in the name of the Trinity, and Efraim’s comment 

on the Diatessaron indicates that the latter represented the 

ordinary text of Mt. at this point (cp. Burkitt’s Hvang. Da- 

Meph. i. 172 f., il. 171, 279). Didaché 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 28%. ‘The question has an obvious bearing not only 

on the date, but on the ethos of Matthew’s gospel. On the whole, 

the probabilities 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. Wilkinson, /7/. i. 571-575; Stanton, 

GHD. i. 355f.; and J. H. Bernard, Studia Sacra, 62 f.). 

Most of the other structural difficulties can be explained as 

the result either of the author’s work as a con iler and editor, 

or of later harmonising. The main exception is 51819, but even 

this does not justify the hypothesis of a later revision. 

The disruption of the context by Mt 281°, whose contents do no more 

than repeat those of vv.>’, suggests that it is an editorial interpolation or 

later gloss (so, ¢.g., Keim, vi. 308f. ; Soltau, Schmiedel). Nothing new is 

communicated by Jesus ; he simply repeats what the angel has already said. 
Whether it is a reminiscence of the tradition underlying Jn 2014-!7 (cp. the 
common use of dyrethren), or borrowed from the lost Marcan ending (see 

above, pp. 238f.), 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, 

“*Galilia auf dem Oelberg,” 1896; Zimmermann in SA., 1901, 446f., and 

Lepsius, ‘‘ Die Auferstehungsberichte,” in Reden. u. Abhandlungen, iv., 

1902), and which summons to its aid the conjecture (Resch, 7'U. x. 2. 381f., 

x. 3. 765f., xii. 332f., 362f., 586) that mepixwpos (in Mk 1% etc.; cp. 
Abbott’s Dzat. 438 f., 1232)* is the Gk. equivalent of m3 (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 ib3 is used both by Chajes (Markus-Studien, 13) 

and Abbott to explain Lk 4°7=Mk 1, 
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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 medizval 
pilgrims found a site here and there for Galilee on Olivet or Mount Sion, 
simply because they already (cp. Zahn, G&. ii. 937) felt the difficulty of 

harmonising the resurrection-narratives. Tertullian’s language in Afo/. 21 
does not bear out Resch’s contention (cp. Schiirer, 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 167, although elsewhere he (24°, Ac 11”) pre- 

served 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, ¢.g., Keim, vi. 380 ; W. C. Allen, £47. 2987 3 

Gautier, £42. 3498 ; Schmiedel, ZA7. 4044; Lake, Resurrection Narratives, 

208-209; Masterman, DCG. ii. 207; A. Meyer, Auferstehungsberichte, 95 f.; 

and Armstrong in Princeton 4z6/. and Theol. Studies, 1912, 307 f.). 

§ 4. Characteristics.—The main problem of the gospel remains, 

however, viz. the juxtaposition of Jewish or particularistic (e.g. 
ro 23 7524 yo%8 232) and catholic (eg. 127 24! and 281%) 
sayings (cp. 16!2 and 23°). Are the former due to a Judaistic 
recension of the Logia (Schmiedel, £47. 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: /VZ. 1. 199f., 241f.)? The 
answer to these questions depends upon the critical analysis of 

the gospel. Keim (i. 86 f.) ascribes, e.g., 117-22 314-15 811-12 991-14 

25112 2719. 62-66 2815. to a zealous Jewish-Christian, of liberal 
sympathies, who wrote after the fall of Jerusalem. Soltau’s better 
theory (ZVVW., 1900, 219-248) is that a series of editorial 
additions to the original Matthew may be found, e.g., in 1-2, 314-1 
giel6 518-19 BIT yol7-21 7 314-15. 35 512-5 9615.53 (66) 94(8) 9-10. 34. 43. 57 

27°2_28%0 ; 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 

(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 ypapypa- 

evs pabyrervfeis TH Bacirela TOV oipavdv 6poros aVOpdrw oikodec- 

morn ooTis exBddXAet ek TOD Onoavpod avtod Kawa Kal tara. He 
is a Jewish Christian, acquainted with rabbinic learning; the 

midrashic element is more pronounced in his work than in either 

* Resch’s recent contributions are Das Galilia bet Jerusalem (1910) and 
Der Auferstandene in G. bei J. (1912). 
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Mark or Luke, and it is most conspicuous in the passages which 

come directly from his own pen. The Jewish Christian traits of 
his gospel are, however, largely due to the Palestinian traditions 

which he employed, as well as to the thesis of his own work, 

viz. that Christianity as the new law and righteousness of God 
had superseded the old as a revelation of God to men.* He 
voices the catholic and apostolic consciousness of the early 

church, which saw in its universal mission to the world a com- 

mission of Jesus to his disciples, and in its faith a new and final 
law of God’s messiah. Mt. thus approximates to the standpoint 

of Luke and of James. He does not show any anti-Pauline 

tendency ; it is forced exegesis to detect a polemic against Paul,7 

e.g. in the description of the enemy in 13°8 or in 51° (cp. r Co 159). 
If Mt. has any affinities with the great apostle, it is with the 

Paul of Ro 9\*, not of Ro r1!f, much less of Gal 26. His 

Jewish Christian proclivities are strongly marked even in details 
(e.g. 2429, his fondness for 7 BactAcia tOv odpavey, the addition 

of kat tiv dixavocvvyy in 6°8 [cp. 3%=51", Gal 44], etc.), but he 

sees the real Judaism not in the Israel t which had deliberately 

(cp. 2725, note the emphatic w@s 6 Aads) rejected Jesus, but in 
the church. It is not accidental that ékxAyoia only occurs in 
Mt., among the evangelists. He reflects an age when the church 

* Wellhausen (£27/.2 62) 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 all or nearly all retained, partly for archaic 

reasons, from the sources ; it is not so fundamental for Mt. as the larger atmo- 
sphere of catholic feeling. Wellhausen himself (2z#/.? 78 f.) admits the 
probability of this later on. 

+ He alone of the evangelists uses dvoula, and he is specially opposed to 

hypocrisy ; but the former need not, any more than the latter, be an anti- 

Pauline touch. 
+ Cp. Wellhausen’s remark on 23°79 “Er [z.e. Jesus] hat durch seine 

Apostel immer wieder Versuche gemacht, die Juden in seiner Gemeinde 
(2’nischta) zu sammeln (f’xzasch) und vor dem drohenden Zorn zuflucht zu 

gewahren, aber vergebens.”” Cp. De Faye, 4A. 114, 125. 
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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 (1?1"), three angel- 
messages to Joseph in dreams (17° 2!-19), three temptations 
(4'1), a triple description of the mission (4° see above), a triple 
illustration in 5 (cp. 5%85-89-41) the threefold definition of 

Bi Ie Wi(ep. alsoro? 207 1%; 42-25420) three miracles of healing’ 
(8!-15), three further miracles (89°), three other miracles of 
healing (91°84), the triple rhythm of 117° (cp. 125°), the threefold 
attack of the Pharisees (127% 10f 24f) three parables of sowing 
(13! *?), three instances of Verily I say to you (18° 18 18) + three 
classes of eunuchs (19!”), the threefold rhythm of 2019 (eis 7d 
tA.) and 219, three parables (2118-2214), three questions put to 
Jesus (2215-49), three warnings (23819, cp. 2320-22 2323 mint and 
dill and cummin, justice and mercy and faithfulness, 23°* prophets 

and wise men and scribes), the three men of the parable (25/4), 
three prayers in Gethsemane (26%°*), three denials of Peter 
(26°), three questions of Pilate (2717-22), three mockeries of the 
crucified (27°94), three women specially mentioned at the cross 
(27°°), and the threefold rhythm of 281920, With this numerical 
trait we may rank the fivefold occurrence of the formula kat 

éyevero ore éréXecevy xtA. (778 111 135% 191 261), the fivefold 

antithesis of 57!48, and the fivefold rhythm of 107 (cp. 109°) ; 

the seven evil spirits of 12, the sevenfold forgiveness of 182!-22 
(cp. 22%), the seven loaves and baskets (15°47), and the 
sevenfold woe of 23. It may be only accidental that there are 

ten OT citations (1-41!) previous to the beginning of the 
Galilean mission, and there happen to be ten miracles in 8!—g*4, 
The irregular number of the beatitudes (51), where schematism 
would have been easy, shows that the writer did not work out 

* “He seems to move amid a race of backsliders” (Abbott, #&z. 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. 

+ The auhy 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! 817 13% and 27°* we have paraphrastic 
renderings of the Hebrew.t Here, as elsewhere, citations which differ alike 

from the Hebrew and the LXX may occasionally be the result of the natural 
looseness with which early Christian writers occasionally cited the OT from 

memory, or freely adapted texts for purposes of edification. In such cases 

the differences are immaterial. In others, e.g. in 27% (cp. H. R. Hatch, 
Biblical World, 1893, 345-354, and J. R. Harris, Hxp.® xii. 161-171), 

the use of a florzleg?um 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. Asa 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 madow rots ¢@veow of the LXX (Mk 117), and in 27, where the 

closer approximation of ivart to the LXX is balanced by the substitution of 
the vocative Océ mov for 6 Aeds wou (Mk 15*4 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 (173 2! 218 233 48 218 
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-Texte, ii. 334f., 369f. ; and above, pp. 33-34), three 

come from Micah (2°), Hosea (2!),§ and Jeremiah (28) 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 Composttione 

Evangelit Matthei (Leipzig, 1861), Plummer (pp. xixf.), Abbott (Dzat. 

3352 ¢), and Levesque (RB., 1916, 5f., 387 f.). 

+ Cp. E. Haupt’s Zur Wriirdigung 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. 281f., and Nestle in #7. xix. on 2% (pp. 527f.), and (ZZ. xx. 
92-93) on 121%. 

+ The midrashic development in 21° is carried a step further by Justin 
(Ajo. i. 32), who binds the foal to a vine (cp. #/G. v. 174 f.). 

§ 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 
98 (121%), illustrates the composite character of Matthew’s gospel (cp. Burkitt’s. 
Transmission, 202-203). 
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genealogy. The author possibly (cp. above, p. 251) aimed at 
contemporary Jewish insinuations. The birth of Jesus was the 

fulfilment of prophecy ; Joseph openly recognised Mary as his 

wife before the birth ; and even in the Davidic genealogy women 

like Tamar and Rahab, besides Ruth the foreigner, had played a 

part by Divine commission. ‘The earliest possible record of the 
well-known Jewish slander dates from about a.p. 130, and it does 
not become prominent till the age of Celsus, half a century later 

(Hilgenfeld in ZWT., 1900, pp. 271 f.); but it must be earlier 

than its literary records, and some such slander, or suspicion of 

Mary’s Davidic descent (Ubbink, Zheol. Studién, 1913, 284 f.), 

was inevitable in Jewish circles as soon as the dogma of the virgin- 
birth was marked, particularly in connection with the messianic 
claims of Jesus. Elsewhere a sensitiveness to contemporary 

Jewish slander is visible, as in 2!°-!5 perhaps (see Orig. ¢ Ces. i. 
28. 38), and in the story of 2811-15, while the humble, grateful 

recognition 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!f 
attempts to explain how the holy messiah submitted to baptism 
at the hands of John.+ The purpose of John’s baptism, «is 

adecw apaptiav (Mk 14), is omitted, and there is a tacit contrast 
between the people (Mt 3°) and the religious authorities (3! 
ipas . . . eis weravoiav) on the one hand, and Jesus (3!*) on the 
other. The curious story of the Gospel according to the 
Hebrews (cp. Jerome, contra Pelag. il. 2,and Cyprian, de rebaft. 

xvil.), that Jesus only went ¢ after refusing at first to accompany 

his father and mother (cp. the motive of John 7%"), is accepted 

by some scholars, eg. by O. Holtzmann (Leden Jesu, Eng. tr. 
127f.), 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 227-8; Halévy, 2S., 1903, 32f., 
123f., 210f.) substitutes a public proclamation for an inward assurance. 

+ 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. 

‘Dixit autem eis, quid peccaui, ut uadam et baptizer ab eo? nisi forte 
hoc ipsum, quod dixi, ignorantia est.” The fragment breaks off here; but, 
as the next fragment proves, Jesus did go eventually. 



260 THE HISTORICAL LITERATURE 

incident. But this opens up the larger question of the relation 

between the two works. 
§ 5. Wt. and the Euangelium tuxta Hebreos.—When the 

Matthzean document is identified with Q (see above, pp. 194 f.), 
the speculations of early tradition and recent investigation 
upon the relation of the canonical Mt. to the 76 “Iovdarkov 
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 Matthzean 

Logia), to what came to be called ‘the Gospel according to the 
Hebrews’ (edayyeAuov Kad “EBpaiovs). The latter, to judge from 
the Stichometry of Nikephorus, was larger than Mk. and smaller 
than Mt.; it was the Greek translation of an Aramaic original, 
used by the Nazarenes and the Ebionites especially, and 

eventually circulated among the Jewish Christians of Egypt. 

So much is clear. But its origin is a mystery. Was it (so from 

Bleek and Frank: SK., 1846, 369f., to Wernle, Syn. Frage, 

248 f.; Julicher, Zzv/. 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, ZU. v. 3. 127f.)? 
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, Zhe 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 was 

really the work of Matthew to which the tradition of Papias 

refers (so, ¢.g., Hilgenfeld, Die Euglien, 43 f.; ZWT., 1863, 345 f., 

1889, 280f.; and Barns, cp. A. Meyer, AVA. i. 18-19).T 

Setting aside the latter theory, we may upon the whole feel 

* Specifically a second-century Jewish-Christian adaptation of Mt. 
(Weizsicker, Untersuchungen, 223 f. ; Resch, TU. v. 4. 322f. ; Hoennicke, 

JC. 98, etc.) or of Lk. (B. Weiss, 2277. 494 f.). 

+ To the literature cited by Ehrhard (4CZ. 139f.) and A. Meyer (HVA. 
ii. 21f.), add Menzies (DB. v. 338-342), Findlay (DCG. i. 675 f.), Stanton 

(GHD. i. 250f.), Adeney (7. iii. 139-159), Wellhausen’s £272/.? 117-118, 
and Barnes (/7S., April 1905, 356f.). The extant fragments are collected in 

Preuschen’s Avxtilegomena (3-8) and Harnack (ACL. i. 1. 6f.), and translated 

by Nicholson (of. cz¢. pp. 28f.) and B. Pick (Paralipomena, Chicago, 1908). 
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justified in refusing also to regard the gospel xa “EGpaious as a 
derivative compilation. Its use by Hegesippus (cp. S/. 270f.), 
possibly also by Ignatius and Papias,* throws the date of its 
composition into the early part of the second century, and the 

internal evidence suggests an even earlier period (A.D. 70-100, 

Harnack, ACZ. ii. 1. 625 f.). The gospel, in its original form,t 

was probably one of the narratives which preceded Luke (1!) ; 
it was a Jewish-Christian dijyyo1s 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 xa’ “EBpaiovs was originally 
anonymous (Handmann, pp. 114f.); it was a gospel of the 

twelve, not a gospel of Matthew. Unlike the canonical Mt. 

it had no Luangelium infantie, 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 (see Appendix G). 

(D) LUKE. 

LITERATURE.—(a) Editions {—Origen’s Homzlie in Lucam (mainly on 

chs. 1-4) ; Ambrose, xfosztio Ev. sec. Lucam (fourth century) ; Beda (eighth 

century); Theophylact (eleventh century); Cajetan (1543); Cornelius a 

Lapide (1638, Eng. tr. of Luke, London, 1887); H. Pape (Leipzig, 1778) ; 

S. FI"N. Morus (Leipzig, 1795); Stein (Halle, 1830); F. A. Bornemann’s 
Scholia (1830); Glockler (Frankfort, 1830); Olshausen (1837, Eng. tr. 

1863); Baumgarten-Crusius (Jena, 1845); Meyer (1846, Eng. tr. of fifth 

ed., Edin. 1880); de Wette® (1846); Trollope (London, 1847); Diedrich 

* Schwegler (4VZ. i. 197 f.) also heard echoes in Jas 5!? and 2 P 1”, since 
the gospel, like the apocalypse of John, voiced the primitive Jewish 

Christianity of the early Church. Pfleiderer (Uc. iii. 229 f.), though regard- 

ing 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, ¢.g., of Mt 

17-7 2118! and 27° ; 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 7d Iovdarkév. 

~ The Greek comments of Eusebius (Czes.) and Cyril (Alex.) are extant 

only in fragments; the latter (text in Corpus Script. Christ. Orient., ed. 

Chaboty, 1912) 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 (Sfeaker’s Comm. 1878); E, H. Plumptre 
(Ellicott’s Comm. 1878) ; Hofmann (1878) ; Oosterzee (Lange’s Brbel- Werk*, 

1880); van Doren (New York, 1881); Fillion (Paris, 1882); Schanz 
(1883) * ; Farrar (CG7. 1884) ; Godet* (1888, Eng. tr. of second ed. 1881) ; 

Hahn tprecan 1892-4)*3; J. Weiss * (— Meyer’, 1892); Knabenbauer 

(Paris, 1895); Plummer (/CC. 1896 and foll. ed.); Blass, Avangelium 

secundum Lucam (1897); Nosgen ® (Strack-Zéckler, 1897) ; Riezler (Brixen, 

1900) ; A. Wright (1900) ; B. Weiss (— Meyer”, 1901) ; Adeney (C4. 1901) ; 

Girodon (Commentatre critique et moral, Paris, 1903); Wellhausen * (1904) ; 

V. Rose, L’évangile selon S. Luc (Paris, 1904); Merx, Die Euglien Marcus 

u. Lukas nach der we ischen tm Stnatkloster Biggs Palimpsesthandschrift 
erliutert. (1905)*; J. M. S. Baljon (1908) *; Manoury!° (Paris, 1912) ; 

Zahn* (ZK. 1915). 

(4) Studies—B. L. Konigsmann, De fontibus commentariorum Luce 
(1798) ; Schleiermacher, aber die Schriften des Lucas (1 Theil, 1817, Eng, 

tr. 1828, with preface by Thirlwall) ;1 Mill, 7#e Hest. Char. of St. Luke's 
Gospel (1841); J. Grimm, De Eznheit des Tes Boris (aebele G. Meyer, 

Les Sources de Pév, de L. (Toulouse, 1868); Renan, v. (ch. xiii.); Keim, i. 

98 f. ; Scholten, das Paulinische Euglm, Kritische Unters. d. Ev. nach Lucas, 

etc. (Goan. ed,, Redepenning, 1881) ; C. Campbell, Crztzcal Studies in St. 

Luke's Gospel (reso Feine, Zzme vorkanonische Ueberlieferung des a 

(1891) * ; Bebb (DB. iii. 162-173); Pfleiderer (Ure. ii. 98-190, 280 f.) ; 

C. Sense, Orzg2n of Third Gospel (1901); E. C. Selwyn, Luke the Feagie 
(1901); A. B. Bruce, Kingdom of God® (1904)*; J. Haussleiter, Dze 
Misstonsgédanke tm Evglm des Lukas (1905); B. Weis, Die Quellen des 

Lukasevglms (1908)*; A. Wright (DCG. ii. 84-91); F. Dibelius (ZVW., 
NOt, BARI) Ss) tsk M‘Lauchlan (S%. Luke, Evangelist and Historian: 

Manchester, 1912); M. Meinertz, Das Lukas-Evglm® (1912); A. Porret 

(RTOQOR., 1914, 97-122); Foakes Jackson, St. Luke and a Modern Writer 

(Cambridge, 1916). 

§1. Zhe Preface.—Blass (Philology of Gospels, 1898, 1-20) ; 

Abbott (247. 1789-90; HFG. i. 108 f.). 
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 

(xatnxnOns, cp. Ac 18% 217!) a Christian who desired or required 

fuller acquaintance with the historic basis of the Christian gospel ; 
also that, as kpatucre implies (cp. Ac 2376 24% 2675), he was a man 

of rank. Luke’s emphasis on the relation between Christianity 
and the Roman empire, and his stress upon the hindrances and 

1 Criticised by Planck in an essay, De Luce evang. analyst critica quam 
Schleiermacher proposutt (Gottingen, 1819). 
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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.7 
Luke’s method is historical, but his object, like that of John 

(2081), 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 wapddoovs 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 
edoge kapot with the cdofev rvevpare TO ayiw kal jyiv of Ac 15%) ; 

his qualifications are simply the pains he had taken to acquaint 
himself (dxp:Bas) with the contents of the tapdSocus. 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. 1. 34, equidem plura transcribo quam credo). 
Luke did not rest his narrative on unsifted traditions. 

(az) The dedication proves that the compilers of early Christian gospels, 
among whom Luke ranks himself, drew upon the wapadéces of eye-witnesses 
and primitive evangelists, but that the latter did not write down their informa- 
tion. The drawing up of narratives, it is implied, followed the oral stage. 
As Luke’s writings show, he availed himself not simply of the written 
composition of his predecessors (¢.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 epi UAns larpexjs (cp. 
Lagarde’s AM/ctthezlungen, ili. 355 f.; Hobart, Medical Language of St. Luke, 

86f.; J. Weiss, etc.), at any rate a medical flavour.t Thus, dxpiBds 

* 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 diatribé-themes of con- 

temporary Stoicism. The tone of the relevant passages (cp. O. Holtzmann’s 
War Jesus Ekstatiker, pp. 16 f.) is that of James’ epistle, curiously ascetic and 
more than suspicious of wealth. 

+ Beck (Der Prolog des Lukas Evglm, 1901) e.g. argues from év jpiv 

that Luke was one of the Emmaus-disciples, and Theophilus a rich tax- 
collector of Antioch who met Luke, Philip, and Paul at Czesarea, whither he 
had accompanied Herod and Bernice. 

+ Thumb (Die Griechische Sprache tm Zeitalter des Hellentsmus, 1901, 

225-226) contends that the linguistic parallels with Dioskorides and 

Hippokrates (pref. to Ilepi dpxains iarpixfjs, dxécor érexelpyoay mepl inrpikijs 
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mapako\ovbety is a phrase of Galen (Prognat. ii. 13, Theriac. ad Pisonem, 2), 

and in his preface to the latter work he writes, kai rovrov cou tov mepl rijs 
Onpiaxhs Aéyov, axpiBOs ékerdoas dmavra, apie Ilowy orovdalws érolynoa. 

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. I-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 (@s aKxoiy é& dkojs ypdpew) 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 (114), the gospel 
falls into four sections: (a) The first (15-41%) describes the 
birth of John and of Jesus (15-2), the boyhood of Jesus (221-52), 
the preliminary mission of John (3!°) and his baptism of Jesus 
(314), the genealogy of the latter (32°%8) and his temptation 
(4118),* The second part (414-959) is devoted to the Galilean 

mission.t The third section (9°!~19?) brings Jesus to Jerusalem 
after a series of journeys (cp. ZVW.,, 1912, 366f.), through 

Samaria and elsewhere. The closing part (1978-24) covers the 
same ground as the corresponding 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 11% and Mk 17% he inserts 
an even fuller account of John’s preaching (371*) than Mt. (371°) ;§ 

héyewv 7) ypdev) are too general, and that they only prove a knowledge of 
medical phraseology. On the coincidences with the prefaces and dedications 

of Josephus, see Krenkel’s Josephus u. Lukas, 50 f. 
* On this, cp. £47. 4960-4961, Colin Campbell’s Crtécal Studies (pp. 16 f.), 

B. Weiss, Quellen d. Lukas Evglms, 100f., and Pfleiderer (Uy. ii. 118 f.). 

+ The second and the third sections both open with a rejection of Jesus 
(436-80 51-56), 

tIn the passion-narrative the resemblances with Ac 22-24 are very 
marked: both Jesus and Paul, according to Luke, were struck on the 
mouth before the Sanhedrim ; both were given up by the Jews to the Roman 
authorities ; both were accused of treason by the Sadducean priesthood, and 
both were three times pronounced innocent. 

§ This is one case in which Mt. keeps much closer to Q than Luke (cp. 
Salmon’s Human Element in Gospels, 49f.); 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 foliows Mk. down to 445 (=Mk 1), but proceeds to 
insert a programmatic and proleptic account of the rejection 
of Jesus at Nazara (4!8°).* Returning, in 4°™*4 to the Marcan 
scheme (17!89),"hé stops at this point to insert a special version 
of Peter’s call (51), in place of the tradition (Mk 116-20) which 
he had just omitted. The Marcan thread is followed again 
till 611 (= Mk 3°), where he reverses the position of the call 
of the twelve (6 =Mk 33319 617-19_Mk 3712), After this, 

Luke goes his own way for a while. Mk 4! is reproduced in 
8£18; 819-21 picks up Mk 3%!°5 (another instance of reversed 
order), and 8256 follows Mk 4*°—5*; the parabolic teaching of 
476-29. 33-34 is entirely omitted, and 4°82 is not used till 1318-19, 

In 9° Luke returns to Mk. (6-1), and the thread is on the 
whole followed in 9/017 (=Mk 6°44), Then, omitting Mk 64- 
8°6, with the exception of 8418 and 81421, which are caught up in 
reverse order later (125458 1158-121), he follows Mk. (82798) in 
918-6 (omitting Mk 9*1%), and on the whole in 997-50 (= Mk g}#41), 
Mk 9*-#8 reappears afterwards in 171%, the salt-saying of 949-5? 

(like 1011#) never appears at all, and it is not till 185-4 that the 

Marcan scheme (101*-**) is resumed (18%5-48 = Mk 1046-52),+ The 
narrative of the last days in Jerusalem then follows Mk. pretty 
closely, though it omits{ Mk 11114. 20-26 (fi¢-tree incident), 
1371-8. 33-37 and 157°, reverses the order of Mk 141®2! (= 2221-28) 
and 147225 (-= 221520), 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! év rats nuépats éxeivars);§ he is now and then precise 

upon days (1°9 2) “4 46 etc.), months |! (17 2% 56), years (2!, cp. 3%3),{ or 
even hours (2°, cp. 107! 22°"), and he attempts at one place an elaborate 
sixfold synchronism (in 3), with which the sixfold date of the Thebans’ 

entry into Platzea, 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°!—184, cp. Sir J. C. Hawkins 
in ZT. xiv. 18f., 90f., 137 f. (OSS. 29-59); and below, Appendix H. 

{ The anointing in Bethany (Mk 14*°) had been already used in 73%, 
§ Cp. 1°9 612 (év 7. qu. Tavrais), 

|| Apart from the ritual (Gal 4"), the OT (Ja 5”), and the apocalyptic 
references (in Apoc. Joh.), «vy, in its literal sense, is used only by Lk. of all 

the NT writers. 

4] This ®oet is not uncommon in Luke’s chronological notices (cp. 84 g!4+ 8 
22 234, Ac 24! and elsewhere). 
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call of twelve disciples took place * 2 the morning (6°) after a night of 
prayer. On the other hand, his connections are often vague ; e.g. év T@ ffs 
(74), €v ro Kabeejs (81), ev ry éFHs juepa (9%). As a rule, he follows Mark, 

e.g. in 4! 43!-44 527% 6! (adding the enigmatic devreporpaérw) and 6° (=Mk 33), 
though now and then he loosely uses €v mig TOv nmepSy (517 8*°—where, like 
Mt 8, he departs from Mark 4°°—20!), or phrases like év adr@ T@ Katp@ (133) 

and év a’ry 7H pe (13°! 201%). 

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 ina 

catechetical manual, but unlikely to be historical.; Thus Lk. 

arranges the temptation in 418 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 714!” in order to prepare the 
) way for 722 (vexpot éye(povra), 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!4) in composing his gospel, so far as they 
were written, may have provided him with material for 15—2°2, 
91-1814, 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) 15-252, cp. Hillmann (/PZ., 1891, 192-261), Badham 

(ZT. viii. 116-119, defence of integrity), Zimmermann (SX, 

1901, 415-458, @did. 1903, 247-290), Hilgenfeld (ZWT., 1900, 
177-235, 1901, 313-318), Schmiedel (£4. 2954f.), Usener 

(2B 344rt.), ~spitta,, (ZV) supob, | 281-317, ane 
Chronologischen Notizen und die Hymnen in Lc 1 und 2’), 
R. J. Knowling (DCG. i. 202 f.), Clemen (Uc. pp. 287 f.), Corssen 

(GGA., 1899, 326f.), D. Volter (TZ, 1910, 289-334, ‘‘ Die 
Geburt des Tatifers Johannes und Jesu nach Lukas’), F. Dibelius 

(ZN W., 1911, pp. 337f.), Nicolardot, pp. 162 f., and FG. i.. pp. 
108 f. 

The stylistic data of 1°-2° permit of three hypotheses: (i.) 
the use of a Palestinian Jewish-Christian Greek or Aramaic 

* Other morning incidents, peculiar to Luke, are 51*" (cp. 5°) 21°” and 2256, 

tJ. F. Blair in Zhe Apostolic Gospel (pp. 7f.) rightly notes Luke’s 
arrangement of sayings and stories as an illustration of this ; e.g. Lk 7°%5° is 
an example of 74, Lk 10%! (the captious voyodiddoKados) and 10°" (Mary 

the receptive) of 107. For other cases of editorial motive, see Westcott’s 
Introd. to Study of Gospels, pp. 393 f. 



LUKE 267 

(Bruce, Zimmermann, Plummer, Wright) source, which Luke 
has revised and incorporated ; * (ii.) the free composition of the 

section, in archaic style, by Luke himself; or (iii.) its later 

insertion. The marked change of style and diction, as the gospel 
passes from 1‘ to 1° and, though less markedly, from 252 to 31, and 

the Hebraistic phenomena of 15-252, together with the Lucan 

characteristics which emerge in 215-20. 41-52 (Harnack, SBAA., 

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 arbitrary handling of the text to disentangle from 15°-2°* and 
374, under a double Christian redaction (e.g. in 17858 and 178), a Jewish 
apocalypse of Zechariah (Volter, 77., 1896, 244-269; N. Schmidt, ZAz. i. 

936), mentioned in the stichometry of Nikephorus and elsewhere, to detect a 
Jewish-Christian interpolation (Usener, Das Wethnachtsfest, 1889, 122f. ; 

Gercke, Neue Jahrb. fiir d. klass. Alterth., 1901, 187) in 38 as well as in 
Mt 11", or to find (Kohler, SA., 1913, 281 f.) a marginal gloss in dpx. ws 

évou. Iwan (Lk 37°). 

The main drawback to (ii.), z.e. to the theory that the author 

himself produced the archaic Semitic style by means of a 

conscious art (so, e.g., Pfleiderer and Harnack, BVT. 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 howt 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, ZZ. xiv. 296f. ; 

Zahn, ZVT. ii. 112 f.; and Stanton in GAD. ii. 223f.). When 

the section is viewed as Luke’s translation-Greek, and as embody- 

ing some primitive document, not as a piece of free composition, 

15-252 with 3%5%8 represent an early Palestinian source which 

Luke has worked over, perhaps inserting, e.g., the references to 

the decree (2') and the virgin-birth (134°), with the as évouiero 

of 32°. 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, AZessiah of Gospels, 41f.; Wellhausen, 277.2 

26f.; Nestle, ZV W. vii. 260f. ; Spitta, ZVW. vi. 293 f.; Wright, 

Zimmermann, Julicher, etc.). 

* So Machen, Przzceton Review (1906), 48-49, (1912) 1 f., 212f. 

+ Unless (Harnack, Wilkinson) he belonged, at an early period, to the 
circle of John the Baptist. 
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It is no objection to argue (Hilgenfeld, etc.) that references to the Davidic 

throne and reign (1°), the righteousness of works (1° 2* etc.), and the 

obligations of the law (2°°*8), 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 bea friend or companion of Paul was not equivalent to 
sharing all his particular theological opinions (see below under Acts) ; Luke’s 
historic sense was sufficient to prevent him from suppressing such features in 

the interests of doctrine; and, even upon Hilgenfeld’s peculiar thesis, the 

redactor was himself a Paulinist ! 
One object of the source was to represent John the Baptist as emphatically 

the forerunner and inferior of Jesus—the same motive which re-appears in 
Ac 18-19 as well as in the Fourth gospel. This tradition, with its juxta- 
position of the two births, met the tendency in some circles to aggrandise 

the prestige of John (cp. J. R. Wilkinson, 4A Johannine Document in the 
First Chapter of S. Luke’s Gospel, 1902, and A/T. xvi. pp. 90f.). This leads 
to the first problem 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 15485 represents an interpolation in the text (so, ¢.g., 
Hillmann, Volter, Holtzmann, Conybeare, Usener, Harnack: ZVW., 1901, 

53-57, schmiedel, Pfleiderer, Grill, N. Schmidt, J. Weiss, Loisy, Montefiore) 

rests entirely on internal evidence. When these verses are omitted, it is 
claimed, the context (z.e. to v.*%, and from v.%*) runs smoothly. Jesus is 

announced as destined to be born to Joseph, a descendant of David (so é& 
oixov Aaveid must be taken in 1% in the light of 177%? and 24) and Mary. 
The application of yyovets to Joseph and Mary, and of rarjp 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 (17”) ; z.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 74, After this, 

the sequence of 1°4 (How shall this be, since I know not a man ?) is held to 

be abrupt. Hitherto the angelic promise referred simply to her future as a 
married woman, and the difficulty of this question, unmotived by what 
precedes, is not to be explained by her maidenly consciousness or confusion 

at the announcement. Furthermore, the words are as real an expression of 
incredulity as those of Zachariah (118) ; yet the latter is punished for unbelief, 
while Mary is praised for her faith (1), This eulogium is hard to understand f¢ 

* Hicker’s (ZWT7., 1906, 18-60) inclusion (so Spitta and Montefiore) of 

*6-37 in the interpolation has this inits favour, that it gets rid of the supposed 
miraculous inference in *7. B. Weiss confines the interpolation to 4%, 

+ The substitution of *° for *4, and the omission of * after 3’, in d is too 
slender a basis, and may have been accidental, whilst the alleged omission 

of *435 from the Protevangelium Jacobé breaks down upon examination (cp. 
Headlam’s discussion with Conybeare in the Gzardian for March-April 1903). 

{ On the other hand, it is precarious to argue that Mary’s subsequent sur- 
prise (21% %- 5) would be inconsistent with the revelation given her in 147, and 

that therefore either the latter passage, or the whole of ch. 2, is an interpolation. 
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in view of 1°, for the question there is surely more than an involuntary 
cry of surprise, unless we are to resort to conjecture (so W. C. Allen, 
Interpreter, 1905, pp. 121 f.) and assume an unrecorded indication of some- 

thing unique in the conception. An alternative modification of the inter- 
polation-hypothesis would be simply to omit émel dvdpa od ywvwoKw from 1%4 

(so Kattenbusch, AZost. Symbol, 11. 623 ; Merx ; Weinel, ZVW., 1901, 37f. ; 

L. Kohler, ZSchw., 1902, 220f. ; J. M. Thompson, J/zvacles of NT, 149) 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 the 
latter is the point of 1°", whereas in the source (2.e. up to m@s éorat To0T0) the 
surprise and hesitation are motived by the humble origin of Mary and Joseph. 

The argument therefore is that 1°4%° can be removed, not only without 
impairing, but actually with the result of improving, the context.* If the 
allusion to virginity (177) and the absence of any subsequent mention of 

marriage are taken as implying 1****, it is open to the critic either to regard 
mapOévos as interpolated by the author of 1°4*° (so Harnack), or to suppose 
that the redactor omitted the mention of the marriage and subsequent con- 
ception (Usener). The double mention of 7., 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° (with Mary his wife). Were rq 

€uvynotevpévy ait@ oton éyxty is correctly interpreted by the early glossarial 

addition of yuvacki after adr@ (A C7 A A, 1, q*, Syr®, vulg., goth., th.) teven 

if one is indisposed to admit yyuvacké as the original reading (e.g. Hicker, 
53-54), on the ground that its alteration into éuy. is more likely than the 
Ebionitic change of ¢uv. into yuvarki. The sole reason for Mary’s presence 
with Joseph was the fact of her marriage to him. 

The style of *** is fairly Lucan, though 616 occurs only once in the third 

gospel and éwei never. If it be an interpolation, it is due either to Luke or 
to a redactor who wrote * on the basis of 11-2 and Mt 115, 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 
1° and a passage like 3“, where the Lucan reading undoubtedly was 
vids wou ef ot* ym onpepov yeyévynkd ce (so, é.g.,Corssen; Usener, Wechnachts- 

Jest, 40-50; Harnack, BVT. ii. 310-314 ; cp. Resch, Agrapha, 346 f., 365 f., 
and Paralleltexte, iii. 20-24). At all events, the insertion must have been 

made, for harmonistic purposes, prior to the formation of the gospel-canon. § 

* Note how the omission, ¢.g., lessens the gap between the (60d cvAAjuYy 
of *1 and the kal idov’E. 7 cvyy. o. xk. attri cvvetAndev of *, 

{ Cp. Bardenhewer, BZ (1905), p. 158. 
+ Syr5im substitutes y. for €uvyor. (so a, b, c, ff? =uxore sua). 

§ Zimmermann (SA., 1903, 273f.) attributes the interpolation to Luke 

himself, who, in translating his Aramaic Jewish-Christian source of the 

nativity (which described only a natural birth), added 1°4* (hence the Spirit 
isno longer—as in Semitic—feminine), altered 1°? 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 27% (adrdyv). 
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Against this,* it is argued that the deletion of vv.*4*° 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. Halévy in AS., 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 1* is retained, the term vids Oeod there, as in 3°”, suggests the idea of 

Jesus as the second Adam, whose birth or creation renders him Son of God. 
Justin (Dza/. 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°8>8° presents some variations from the Lucan 
text, ¢.g., the absence of 1°87 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, Zwez 
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. 

(8) 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”°>-3, Zimmermann consequently identifies Luke 
with Hilgenfeld’s ‘ Pauline interpolator’ whose hand is seen in 15>- 76-79. fe 
precariously identifies this Aramaic source with the BiBNos yevéoews of Mt 11. 

* The case against the interpolation is stated by Halévy (2S., 1902, 318- 

330, who holds, however, that Luke’s narrative was written to supplant 
Matthew’s), by Hilgenfeld, G. H. Box (Virgin Birth of Jesus, 35 f., and 

DCG. ii. 804 f.), and F. E. Figot (Zrésh Theol. Quarterly, 1913, 123 f.). 

+ The idea of 1 is Hellenic rather than Jewish. ‘‘ Quant. au fond 
méme ne Vidée, il ne s’accorde pas mieux avec la théologie juive en ce qui 
fait Voriginalité propre de celle-ci, 4 savoir la notion de la transcendance 
divine, qui ne permet guére de concevoir Dieu comme le principe générateur, 
physique et immédiat, d’une vie humaine individuelle. En grec et pour 

Pesprit hellénique, ces embarras n’existent pas ” (Loisy, i. 292). 
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quite a number of them are specifically Lucan. On linguistic grounds alone 

it is impossible to determine whether the songs were adopted by Luke from 

some earlier source (so, ¢.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 1S aL 

(Hillmann, 201 f.; P. Haupt, Zedtschrift der d. Morgenl. Gesellschaft, 1904, 

617-632), or Judith (Hilgenfeld), or the psalter of Solomon (cp. Ryle and 

James, The Psalms of Solomon, 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"4) and the couplet 

in 19° are quotations from the same hymn ; the magnificat } (cp. Holtzmann’s 

Festgabe, 1902, 63 f.) was an Israelitish war-song of triumph; the psalm of 

Zachariah was composed of two separate pieces, one (*”) on the appear- 

ance of Messiah, one (7) 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, ¢.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 146 was kal efrev (cp. Burkitt, Zvang. Da-Meph. ii. 286), the problem 

is whether Mapid or "EhucdBer was the correct addition, The latter is read 

by three old Latin MSS (a, 4, rhe), and represents an early tradition vouched 

for by Niceta of Remesiana (who assumes in his De Psalmodie Bono that 

Elizabeth spoke the magnificat), which is apparently pre-Origenic (cp. 

Lommatzsch, v. 108 f., ‘non enim ignoramus quod secundum alios codices 

et haec uerba Elisabet uaticinetur’) and even prior to Irenzus (cp. iv. 7. 1, ‘sed 

et Elisabet ait, Magnificat anima mea dominum,’ ZV/V., 1906, 191-192). 

The internal evidence, it is argued, corroborates this early tradition. It is 

Elizabeth, not Mary, who is filled with the ecstatic spirit (11), and Luke was 

‘fond of inserting elev 5é or kal elev between the speeches of his characters 

without a change of speaker’ (Burkitt), Furthermore, the oy avry of 16 

suits Elizabeth as the previous speaker better than Mary, otherwise the 

reference would be to the mention of her inv.4.. Then a phrase like é7é- 

Brewer éml thy rarelvwow Tis SovAys atrod 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. Jacobé (Loisy?) in 

RHLR. (1897) 424-432 ; Harnack (SBBA., 1900, 538-556), Volter, Conrady 

(Quelle der han. Kindheitsgeschichte, 48-51), H. A. Késtlin (2VW., 1902, 

142-145), Loisy (i. 303 f.), Schmiedel (Zz. 2956-2957), F. C. Burkitt (in 

A. E. Burn’s Wiceta of Remesiana, 1905, pp. cliii-cliv; /ZS. vii. 220 fs 

eee eee SS eee 

* Cp. eg. F. Zorell’s study of the Hebrew or Aramaic rhythmical 

structure of the magnificat, in Zettschrift fiir kath. Theologie (1905), 754-758: 

For the connection of the Lucan canticles with the prayers of the Jewish 

synagogue, see Chase, 7'S. i. 3. 147-151; also W. Steinfiihrer : Das Magnificat 

Luc. 1 identisch mit Ps. 103 (1908), J. F. Wood (/&ZL., 1902, 48-50), and 

R. A. Aytoun’s reconstruction of Hebrew originals (JTS. xviii. 274 f.). 

+ According to Hilgenfeld, the magnificat was inserted like Lk 1%°* 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 (22., 1898, 74-77), O. 

Bardenhewer (&zblische Studien, vi. 1-2, 1901), Nilles (Zezts. f. kivchl. Theol. 

1903, 375f.), Ladeuze (Revue @histotre ecclés., 1903, 623 f.), F. Jubaru, Ze 

Magnificat expression réelle de ime de Marie (Rome, 1905), F. P. Parisi, — 

ll Magnificat* (1905), Wordsworth (in Burn’s WVeceta, pp. clv—clviii), A. E. 

Burn (DCG. ii. to1-103), J. H. Bernard (Studza Sacra, 212f.), and C. W. 

Emmet (2.7 vill. 521-529), besides Spitta and Wernle(GGA., 1904, 516 f.). 

(y) The genealogy of Jesus in Lk 3”-%8, unlike the theocratic and Jewish- 

Christian list of Mt 14, ascends from Jesus to Adam, quite in the univeralist 
spirit of Ac 17°6, though, like that list, it is a genealogy of Joseph artificially 

drawn up. The editorial touch (.S07 0f God) refers back * to 3” (1°*), especially 
21-22 when 1°45 are regarded as subsequent interpolations (so for 32-®", Usener’s 

Relig. Untersuchungen”, 1911, pp. 153f.). Whether Luke translated it or 
not, a touch like the Kainan of 3°° is taken from the LXX of Gn 10%, 

(iii.) The third hypothesis (Hilgenfeld, Usener), that 15-29? 
are a subsequent addition to the gospel, is based on the argu- 

ment that the avw6ev of the prologue excludes the birth-stories. 
The primitive apostolic tradition upon Jesus certainly started 

with an account of his baptism by John (Ac 12!-22); and, if the 
prologue were interpreted in this light, it would usher in, not 
15-252 but 3!, at which point the eye-qwtnesses of 12 could first 

vouch for the facts. On the other hand, rév zerAnpodopypevwv 

ev pv mpayuatwv 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 51°); 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 inttium fecit a baptismo Joannis, cp. 

Conybeare in ZWVIV., 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 31% indeed seem more in keeping 
with the beginning (1°) 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 Sox of God. But apxduevor 

does not refer to the beginning of this divine sonship (Spitta). 

+ Similarly the repetition of Joseph, Mary, and Nazareth in 2‘ simply 
resumes 17627; it does not imply that two sources lie side by side. 
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Ac 1}, which defines it as an account of all that Jesus began both 

to do and to teach. It suggests, especially in view of 172, 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 31, they were preliminary notices 

leading up to (cp. 18° with 32) the historical traditions.* 

(6) 9®!-18%4 is not a travel-narrative ; although it contains 

some incidents of travel (9100 57-62 7 O88 7 33 4h 771"), 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 

(951-58), the good Samaritan (1030-87), and the Samaritan leper 

(171118), but no geographical connection is visible. Although it 

may be inferred from Mk 10! and Mt tg! 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°!—10% centring round the mission of the 70): how they are 

to behave towards incivil people (9°!"), how they must be whole- 

hearted (9°), how they are to carry out their mission (10!*), 

and how they are to be received (10°). Then follows a little 

group of sayings on prayer (11118), The next groups, with any 

unity, occur in 12158 (duties of fearlessness, disinterestedness 

and unworldliness, and watchfulness in the Christian mission) 

and in 1254-13%5 (addressed to oxAou, on repentance). Another 

(1187) group of dinner-sayings follows (141-24) ;¢ 147% recalls 

gf 5 15 (cp. Hilgenfeld, ZWTZ-’, 1902, 449-464) defends the 

graciousness of the gospel against Jewish cavilling (cp. 15 25) 

16-17! are a loose§ collection of sayings upon various social 

* If \éyos in 1® were not=the Christian preaching, and if woei in ge 

were not=about, instead of as zf, there might be some reason for adopting 

Corssen’s theory (GGA., 1899, pp. 310 f.) that the personal logos appeared 

at first on earth in the baptism (3%), and that adrémras and imanpéra should 

be taken together, with rod Adyov in the Johannine sense adumbrated in 

Ac 10% 13% 67), 

+ 10-87 has no connection with what precedes and very little with what 

follows. On the whole arrangement of this section, see Wernle, Syn. Frage, 

99 f.; Pfleiderer, Ure. ii. 138 f. 

+ The transference of 14'**4 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 (ZVW., 1903, 243 f., ‘Die Komposition von Lucas 16’) 

deletes 16!7 as a gloss ; Soltau (ZVW., 1909, 230-238) restores the original 

18 
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relationships ; 172-188 is on the general theme of the parousia ; * 

and 18°14 would follow better than 18%. Thus the section is 
neither (so Schaarschmidt, SA., 1909, 12-28) a fragment of 
some independent gospel, which covers (though with more 
definiteness in its setting) the same ground as Mt 12!5—245!= 
Mk 37-1337, nor an independent source (P. Ewald, Renan, 

Burton), nor (Wendt) a block of material from Q which Luke 

has inserted here (as in 620-83), but (cp. Wright, VZ’ 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 (see, further, Appendix J). 

(c) In the passion-narrative, especially at and after the last 
supper, Luke sits more loose than ever to Mark;+ but even 
when a source may be postulated, it does not follow that it 

was Q. Luke makes much less of the cleansing of the temple 
(19°) 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,t 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°! to the synoptic account of 

Peter’s attack on the servant of the high priest. No source need 

order thus : 151-82 17(1-2)- 8-4. (5-6). 7-10. 11-19. 20-87 761-8 7§1-8 1619-31. 9-15 789-14 with 

161518 and 171*: *6 as insertions from Matthew. But even 161° is composite ; 
16(°8)- 27 does not flow from the preceding story (cp. Cdlle in SX., 1902, 
652 f.) 

* Conceived here, as in 11% and 197, ‘als Tag der Rache an den 

christusfeindlichen Juden’ (Wellhausen). 

+ Cp. Burkitt’s Zvansmzsston, 134 f., and DCG. ii. pp. 750f. 
+ See also the Satanic suggestion of Judas (22° = Jn 137). These and 

other ‘Johannine’ phenomena of Luke are due to the use of the latter in the 
Fourth gospel (see below, pp. 534f.), or the result of a common use by both 

authors of an independent source (so Zimmerman, SA., 1903, 586-605). 



LUKE 275 

be postulated for these Lucan touches (from Paul? Hawkins in 
OSS. 90 f., Moulton in £x/.8 ii. 23 f.) for the additions in 2275F 
(talk at supper), 2377°! (on way to Calvary), 2379-4? (dying robber), 

2415f. (Emmaus story, etc.) ;* for these Luke only required some 
oral tradition as a basis; the Herod-scene (23° !"),7 like 13°, 
probably came from a source or sources connected with Joanna 
and Chuza (cp. 15 3! 19 83 gi9, Ac 131), 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 221®>-?° into the original text + as 
preserved in D (cp. HVT. 653 f.; Burkitt, Zvang. Da-Meph. ii. 300 f.), and 

the legendary insertion § of 22**-*4 (which in some MSS of the Ferrar-group is 
placed, by conformation, after Mt 26%) ; 23°4* (cp. Harnack, SBBA., 1901, 

255 f.; HNT. 654; Resch, 7U. 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 
(60éycov and wapakimrw) ; breaks awkwardly into the flow of the story ; and, 
like Jn 20%8, implies that Peter did not believe although he saw the empty 
tomb. Furthermore, the emphasis on Peter alone (cp. 24" 24") contradicts 

244. The insertion of the passage (condensed from Jn 20* 1°) 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 242) and 2436, 

might be taken from a special source ; as it stands, 24%4 (which Merx deletes) 

does not tally with the agitation of 24°’. The materialising of the resurrection- 
stories in 249% (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 
(Hoffmann, ZWT., 1909, 332 f.). 

+ Cp. Verrall (/ZS., 1909, 321-353) and Abbott (Dzat. 3183). 

+ Blass (SX., 1896, 773 f.) and Wellhausen further omit 22, which Zahn 

(ZVT. iii. pp. 39 f.) transfers to a place after v.°and before v.17. The case for 
the larger reading is best put by Jiilicher (7ZA. 235 f.) and Salmon (Auman 
Element in Gospels, 492 f.). According to H. E. D. Blakiston (/7S., 

1903, 548-555), 22/48 is a conflation of two distinct stories (L=22!-!® 21, 
S=22!"°0) 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 (SB2A., 1901, 251 f.). 
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tomb and see for themselves? or to a sense that v.*4 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, Dzaz. 
1798-1804, and Merx) for the likelihood that it would be omitted. Similar 
harmonistic insertions occur in 24% 4 © (kat dvepépero eis 7. ovp.) and 
58 (rposxuv. avrév). 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. Grife, SA., 1888, 524-534), perhaps 
by the author of D, who also changed the déyovras of 24 in into Aéyovres, 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 [?.e, 612-8%, 9°!-18!*] 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, Apostolic Gospel, 157). 

For this reason, attempts to reconstruct a special source, running 

through the gospel, whether Ebionitic (¢.g., Keim, 1. ror f., and 
Schmiedel, £ Bz. 1855-1856)* or not (cp. Bartlet in OSS. 313 f.), 
are less successful than the hypothesis that Luke, in addition to 
Q and Mark, drew upon more or less fragmentary sources, written 

and oral (the latter obtained, e.g., at Antioch and Cesarea). 

Typical theories of a special source are— 

(a) Feine’s (pp. 13-33): his source, Jewish Christian in character (c. A.D. 

67), emanates from the church of Jerusalem, and contains the narratives of 
15-22 (birth-stories), 3?°°5 (genealogy), 414° (rejection at Nazareth), 5)" 
71-10. 11-17. 36-50 ZI-B QF1-D6 7o38-42 7 319-17. B1-¥ yz 41-6 y71I-19 yal-l0. 39-44 9137. 9914-28. 
S1-34, 35-88. 39-46, 47-53. 54-62. 63-71 941-96 941-03, (6) G. H. Miiller (Zur Synopse, pp. 

16f.) 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. Oberliefer ung, pp- 97 f.) is as follows :— 
L=1-2 310-14 28-88 416-30 g1-11. 33. 36, 39 613. 15- 16. 20-38. 46-49 71-221. 36-50 gl-8 

* So recently A. Meyer (Dze Auferstehung Christ?, 1905, pp. 34, 341). 
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of3-45- 51-56. 61-62 yol- 29-42 7727-28. 37-54 pola. 33-38. 49-53 31-17 yyl-33 yol-3. 11-32 
[GU-15. 19-81 yy8-19 QI. B1-B. AB fy gl-28. 87-44, 47-48 9520-26. 34-38 5712-19, 20-28, 

84-88 221-6. 14-23, 31-34. 39. 231 2,49 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 zr 16(2). 17 quis 
M 38 19-20 (2) 21-22 gis 81-44 ¢1-2(?)- 3f. (1 
S 15.38 56 10-15 1ST fe hy IR 23-28 4is30 gle) 

20-28 aif. olf. 18- 57-60 6 Vi 35 o>? 
M 510-11. 12-88 61-19 84960 

2 er 5 2 59 624-26 78. 1-17 36-50 gI-8 gpl-36 61-6 

To 13-16 21-24, 258. (2) 1123 9% 15f. 19f. 2uf. 

116-18 %) 22) 

17-20 28f. (2) 88f. 7 71-2 5-8 14 27-28 % 
11 °%- I2)-12 (?) 22-31 33-34 37f. 42f, 51-53 

[127-38 53-54 q218-21 32 35-36 09041 47-50 54f. ges 

rigetrek 238. 34-35 142 15-23 26-27 34-35 I eae 

I Rees 3lf. TAs 12-14 24-25 28-33 I rea 8f. 16-2 

13 16-17 1-6 23 26-27 31 33f. 14 16 17 18 
1628 (?) 1815-48 

1614-15 19-31 I 7 25 28-30 32 {81-18 I ou 

I Ona 47-48 201-47 21 1-4 (?). 5f, 25f. 221-18 

I git 27 38f. 212%. (2) 37-38 22)48. 

2289-71 225) 10 13-26 32-33 35-38 44f. 5 quate 

22741. (2) 2a08 11-12 27-31 34-35 39-43 nZONnZO NEO NEO NEO NEO W 2 ere 

(d) Wright, recognising more truly the composite and heterogeneous 

character of Luke’s Sondergut, assigns it to (2) a Pauline collection of parables, 

etc. (cp. his Syzopszs, pp. 241 f.), (6) anonymous fragments, and (c) a private 

source, including 15-2™ 373-3 416% 7%, 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 Matthzan logia, finding the Lucan sources in (a) 

15-282, (6) a so-called Perean* document (9°!-18" 191), (c) a Galilean 

* Briggs (Mew Light on Gospels, 64f.) bases a Perean ministry of Jesus on 

reliable oral sources possessed by Luke. 
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document (37-15 17-18 42b-18. (14-19). 16-30 51-11 620-49 71_§3), (¢) Mark, and (e) 

some minor sources or traditions. There are several places in Luke which 
resemble a passage like Herod. v. 1-27, where two or three various traditions 
are blended into one narrative, which have come to the writer, ‘‘ perhaps at dif- 
ferent times, and from different sources, and he has combined them, as usual, 

with such skill as almost to defy detection” (R. W. Macan, Herodotus, ii. 57 f.). 

§ 4. Style.—Special literature: Krenkel (Josephus und Lukas, 

pp: 44 £), 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. 299f.), 

Jacquier (JIVTZ. i. 450 f.), Abbott (Diaz. iv. 850). 

The literary finish of the third gospel is evident at the outset 

in the careful rhythm of the prologue— 

éme.onmep ToAXol erexelpnoay avardtacbar dunynow 

mept Tov memAnpopopynuevav év Huly mpayudaTwv, 

Kabas rapédocay july ol am’ apxjs abrémrar Kal barnpérac yevouever Tod 

ddyou, 

€dokev Kapol mapyKoNovOnKkore dvwbev Tacw akpiBas 

Kabeens cor yptwar, Kpariore Oedpure, 

iva éervyyv@s mept Gv Karnx7nOyns Noywv Thy dopddeav. 

The succeeding words, éyévero év rais jepars Hpwdov xrX., 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.).t 

Luke, true to the Atticist-tradition, prefers dé rod viv (221° ®) to dm dpre 
(Mt 26 %) and Beddvy (18) to papis (Mk 10”, Mt 1974), avoids verbs 

like éxépdyoa (19!% 38 cp. Mt 257% 7"), dyyapetew (23° cp. Mt 27%2), and 

* The differences of treatment in Luke’s two volumes, and the greater 

treedom used in the first as compared with the less uniform handling of the 
sources in the second, do not justify Norden’s (of. cz¢. p. 482) plea for confin- 
ing a survey of Luke’s style to the third gospel. 

+ On the Lucan uses of éyévero, cp. J. H. Moulton, Grammar of NT 
Grech, i. 16 f. 

 Senarius-rhythm is noted in the gospel, 57 (ris éorw otros és Nader 
Bracpyutas), 59! (dXN . . . eAMAVOa), 5°2 (Kadéoar . . . dmapTwrovs), 5° 
(ovdels midy madatov evHéws Heder véor). 
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Sueaxdpmioas (197! cp. Mt 254 °°), phrases like dia used substantively (e.¢. 
9? = Mk 6%, Mt 14), 23°°=Mk 15%, Mt 27°7), wtros dvixds (17? cp. Mk 9%, 

Mt 18°) and kopdcvoy (8°! 4 cp, Mk 54!-#2, Mt 9%4-*°), and adopts phrases like 

the distributive ava (94 cp. Mk 9%) and the alliterative * Awol Kal Norpol 

(2114). As Jerome pointed out to Damasus (ef. 19), he omitted (19%8) the 
aoavvd of Mk 11°, Mt 217, and Jn 12, owing to his Greek sense of style 

(zxter omnes euangelistas gract sermonts eruditissimus), the term being one 

of the foreign phrases (Sap8apos yA@ooa) which it behoved a good writer to 

omit (cp. Norden, i. 60-61, ii. 482, and Burkitt in /Z7S. xvii. 139f.). The 

omission of terms like kodpdvrys (12°9 cp. Mt 5°°, 212 cp. Mk 12”), acavvd 

(see above), paBBet (224 cp. Mk 14%, Mt 26%), Todyoda (23° cp. Mk 15”, 
Mt 27°%),+ and avvdounos (12 cp. Mt 24%), the substitution + of dpos (207%) 
for kfvoos (Mk 12", Mt 221"), of Qepameia (12%) for oixereia (Mt 24%), of efye 

(19!") for ef (Mt 2571), and of émiBadely Tas xeipas (20! 22°%) for Kpareiy, the 

insertion of good stylistic phrases like drdpxwv (23°° cp. Mk 15%), kaOxwevor 

(10 cp. Mt 117"), and participial clauses in general (e.g. 19° with Mk 117, 
2213 and 53 with Mk 1416, Mt 26°°) are significant. 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 Ac ro and 11), and he shows sound literary feeling 
in variations like éxi zpécwrov wacns THs yns (Lk 21°%°) and ezi 
TavTos mpoowmov THS yns (Ac 1775), rod émukad. Mdpxov (Ac 1212), 

Tov éemukAnbevra M. (12%), and tov kad. 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, of. 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. 1-373 

* For the good Greek of this alliteration, see Lobeck’s Paralip. gramm. 

gra@c. i. 53 f. 
+ Cp. the omission of éAwt édwt hawa caBax Gavel in 23%°, and of the double 

negative (19°) in Mk 11”. 
+ So émi with dative (21° cp. Mk 137, Mt 24?), and rus (9°” 10” etc.) for eis. 

Siecain. Ac 17? 23% andi24™: 

|| It isan open question, ¢.¢., how far the two forms (’Iepoveadyyu, and ’Tepo- 
cova represent a difference of sources or literary tact upon Luke’s part (cp. 
V. Bartlet in #7. xiii. 157-158), and how far Luke used them indifferently. 



280 THE HISTORICAL LITERATURE 

Plummer, pp) xl fs. Abbott, ez 1789 f.; Nicolardot, Zes 

Proctdés de Rédaction des trois premiers Evangélistes, 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 mse en 
scene in public for others (e.g. 151%).¢ He is fond of using 
questions in order to provide good connections or to vivify the 
situation (e.g. 31915 639 2248 49), and this feature emerges in the 

more historical sections as well as in the graceful stories which 

come from his own pen. This literary device is accompanied 
by a considerable amount of idealisation,{ due to the author’s 
religious prepossessions. ‘The omissions, insertions, and altera- 
tions in the gospel are sufficiently well marked to bring out 

several of his predilections, e.g. his sense that Gentile readers 
would not be specially interested in the criticism of the Jewish law, 
his irenic tendency (as in Ac 15, etc.) to ‘spare the twelve,’ his 
emphasis on the Gentile mission as essentially part of the gospel, 
his heightening of the authority and also of the tenderness of 

Jesus, the place he assigns to women (cp. Harnack, BVT. i. 

153 f.), his love of antitheses between different types of char- 
acter, the prominence given to prayer, to the holy Spirit,§ and 

to thanksgiving.|| 

* Bryce, Studies in Contemporary Biography (1903), p. 149. 

¢ Instances are cited by Nicolardot, of. czt. pp. 130 f. (‘ Luc donne, aux 
introductions qui lui sont propres, un réalisme précis, mais factice, qui sym- 
bolise dans un cadre pseudo-historique la vérité plus large d’une situation ou 
d’un état de choses postérieurs’), 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. 

ef oe Bruce, With Open Face (1896), pp. 52f., ‘ The Idealised Picture of 

Pues 
§ On the case for é\Oérw 7d rvevpua cov ef nuas as the original reading 

in 117, see Resch, ZU. v. 4. 398 f., x. 2. 228 f.; Blass, Av. sec. Lucam, pp. 

xlii f., and Harnack, SGB4., 1904, 195 f. 
|| He might have taken as the motto for his gospel, says Nicolardot 

(p. 123), the phrase, 7yahNacev 7d mvevud mov el TH Dew TH TwTipt mov 

(cp. Harnack, BZ. i. 63 f.). But Paul’s words, wdvrore xaipere, adia- 

NelaTws mpoce’yerOe, Ev mayTi evxapioretre, are an even better summary of 
Luke’s message for his age. 
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It is a literary rather than a religious characteristic which emerges in what 

has been termed Luke’s “law of parsimony” (Storr, Uber den Zweck der 
evang. Geschichte und der Br jefe Johannis, 1786, pp. 274 f.) z.e., his method 

of abbreviating, as far as possible, material which already lay err him in 
another form, or of omitting what had been narrated by earlier writers, when 
such omissions did not seriously interfere with his own plan. This tendency 
summa uestigta seguz 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 14°, 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 logia (cp. Resch’s Pazlinismus, 
575f., and Ausserkan. Paralleltexte, iii. 838 f.) yields full proof of the law.* 

According to Hilgenfeld (ZWT., 1901, 1-11), Theophilus 

needed to be confirmed in the basis of the Pauline gospel, and 
the author of the third gospel wrote with that aim in view. 

This motive cannot be attributed to Luke. One of the most 
assured results of recent research t+ is that he was not a Paulinist 
masquerading as a historian. He substitutes yapus, e.g., in 6% 

(cp. Mt 5%), but neither here nor elsewhere in the Pauline 
sense of the term. There are numerous echoes of Pauline 

phraseology like 432=1 Co 24, 6%=2 Co 13, 8121 Co 121, 88= 

pethor.1o8=m Co 102) rolS= 71 Th) 48 117 =Gal 617, 1242 

1 Co 4%, 20%=Ro 148, and 212%=Ro 1125; 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 Jésus” 
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. ln 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 (SX., 1896, 94-101) uses the restricted size of papyrus-rolls to 
account for Luke’s narrative, ¢.g., in 24, and Sanday (OSS. 25) to explain 
Luke’s omission of Mk 6*°—8°%, 

t *‘L’auteur . . . ne s’intéresse pas a la théologie particulitre de saint 
Paul, et on disait presque qu’il Pignore . . . en certains passages trés caractér- 
istiques, il néglige les additions pauliniennes de Marc pour s’en tenir aux 
données primitives” (Loisy, i. p. 173) ; so Wellhausen (on 748-5°), Schmiedel 

(ZB. 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, 204f., 362f.; Zahn, GK. i. 585f., 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. 

Terttum euangelit librum secundum Lucam Lucas tste medicus, post 
ascensum Christi cum eum Paulus quast ttinerts (suz) soctum secum adsump- 

sisset, nomine suo ex opinione (sc. Paulz) conscripsit. The text is badly 

preserved. U¢ zurcs must be emended either as above (so, ¢.g., Bunsen, Hort, 

Schwartz) t or into adiutorem (E. S. Buchanan) or into /¢¢erzs (Buecheler, 

Lietzmann).  S¢edzoswm secundum are a corruption of the original (sz) soctum 

secum (so, e.g., Bunsen, Hort); secendum, at any rate, unless it be due to 

dittography, was originally seceém (Routh, Schmid, Westcott, Lietzmann, 
etc.). The difficult words ex ofinzone represent not é& dxofs (ROnsch, 

Westcott, Lietzmann, etc.), but either ex ord7ne (Routh, Leipoldt, etc.) or as 

above (so, Schwartz = HavAov yyy, a counterpart to zomzne suo, just as 
recognoscentibus cunctts lower down is to Johannes suo nomine) rather than 
ex (omntum) opinione (Corssen). 

ACHES. 

LITERATURE.—(a) editions (modern) t—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 tiberset2t mit Anmerkungen 

(1800) ; Kistenmaker (Gesch. d. Ap. mit Anmerkungen, 1822); Kuinoel 
(Commentartus in libros NT historicos, iv.2, 1827); Biscoe (Oxford, 1829) ; 

Hastings Robinson (London, 1830); Olshausen (1832); Meyer (1835); 
W. Trollope (Cambridge, 1847) ; W. G. Humphry (1847); de Wette * (1848); 
Bornemann (1848); F. C. Cook (1850); Beelen (1851, second ed. 1869) ; 

Du Veil (ed. F. A. Cox, London, 1851); Hackett? (1858); Ebrard 

* There are popular statements in Burkitt’s 7vansmizsséon (314f.) and 

Jacquier’s GA. (pp. 155-162). 

| Cp. Ac 9? 199 24". Jacquier (GA.+195) prefers vértutis. 

~The main sixteenth-century contributions were made by Calvin, 
Erasmus (1516, Basle), Vatable (Paris, 1545), and Gagneeus (Sc/o//a, Paris, 

1552). ; 
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(1862); J. A. Alexander? (1867); F. X. Patrizi (1867); Alford ® (1868) ; 
Meyer 4 (1870, Eng. tr. 1883); P. J. Gloag (1870) ; Overbeck (— de Wette 4, 

1870); Beelen (1870); Bisping? (1871); Ewald (1871); Abbé Crampon 
(Paris, 1872); W. Denton (1874); Reuss (1876); Cook (1880); H. Conrad 
(Potsdam, 1882); Nosgen (Leipzig, 1882); Crelier (Paris, 1883); T. E. 
Page (London, 1886); Wordsworth‘ (1887); Felten (Freiburg, 1892) ;— 
Zockler? (1894); Blass, Acta Afost. sive Luce ad Theophtlum liber alter 

(editio philologica, 1895); F. Rendall (1897) ; Couard (1897); A. Wright 
(London, 1897); Barde (1898); Schroeder? (Lausanne, 1899); Hilgenfeld 

(Berlin, 1899) * ; Knabenbauer (Paris, 1899); Knowling (2G7Z. 1901); H. 
J. Holtzmann® (HC. 1901) * ; J. F. Hiickesheim (Paderborn, 1902) ; Schlatter 

(1902); F. C. Ceulemans (Commentarius, 1903); J. M. S. Baljon (1903) ; 

V. Bartlet (CB. n. d.); V. Rose (Paris, 1905); J. E. Belser (1905); H. P. 

Forbes (New York, 1907); R. Knopf (SZ. 1907); G. H. Gilbert (New 

York, 1908); R. B. Rackham? (WC. 1909)*; Van Steenkiste® (ed. 
Camerlynck, Bruges, 1910) ; E. Dentler (1912); W. M. Furneaux (Oxford, 

1912); E. Preuschen* (HBNZ. 1912); Wendt (— Meyer, 1913)*; 
G. Hoennicke (Leipzig, 1913); W. F. Burnside (CG'7. 1916). 

(4) Studies—(i.) general :—J. Lightfoot’s Hebrew and Talmudical Exercita- 

tions on the Acts of the Apostles (1678) ; Griesbach, De Concilio guo scriptor 

in Actis concinnandis ductus fuertt (Jena, 1798); H. Robinson, Acta Afost. 

Variorum Notts (Cambridge, 1824); Gfrorer, Dze hezlige Sage (1838), i. 383 f. 
di. 244f. ; Schneckenburger, Uber den Zweck d. Apgeschichte (1841) ; B. Bauer, 
die Apgeschichte (1850); Pearson, Lectures on Acts (1851); M. Baumgarten, 
die Apgeschichte, oder d. Entwickelungsgane der Kirche von Jerus. bts Rom* 

(1859, Eng. tr. 1854 of first ed.); Zeller,! ate Apgeschichte nach threm 
Inhalt u. Ursprung kritisch untersucht (1854)*; Trip, Padwlus nach d. 
Apgeschichte (1866); Oertel, Paulus in d. Apgeschichte (Halle, 1868; 
Paley’s Hore Pauline (ed. Birks, 1870); Zimmer, Galaterbrief u. die 
Apgeschichte (1882); H. J. Holtzmann (Schenkel’s BZ. i. 208f.); Jager’s 
Gedanken u. Bemerkungen (1891 f.); J. B. Lightfoot (Smith’s DA. i. 25 f.) ; 

Reuss, W7T7xk. ii. 296-310; Cone, The Gospel and tts Earliest Interpreta- 
tions (1893), pp. 138-150; Pfleiderer, Ure. ii. 191 f.; McGiffert (44. 345f., 

433f.)*; Belser’s Bettrage zur Erklirung d. Apgeschichie (1897) ; Iss (Ge 

Headlam (DB. i. 25-35); J. Weiss, Uber die Absicht und den litter. 

Charakter d. Apgeschichte (1897); Vernon Bartlet (248.1! i. pp. 161-166) ; 
P. W. Schmiedel (ZB2. 37-57) * ; G. Seméria, Venticingue anni dt storia del 

Cristzantsmo mascente (Rome, 1900); Bumstead (Bzblécal World, 1901, 

355f.); Moffatt (AV7. 412f., 655f.); F. H. Chase (Zhe Credzbility of Acts, 

1902); Cassel, SR. 565-752; Corluy (Vigouroux’ DZ. i. 151-159); R. J. 

Knowling, Testimony of St. Paul to Christ (1905), 148f., 431f.; C. 

Clemén, “de “Apgveschichte zm Lichte der neueren textquellen und histor.- 

hrit. Forschungen (1905); W. Hadorn, die Apgeschichte und thr geschichtl. 

Wert (1906); Hilgenfeld (ZWT7., 1906, 461-483, 1907, 176-215), and 
Kirsopp Lake (DAC. i. pp. 15-29). (ii.) On special points :—Burton, 
Chron. of Acts and S. Pauls Epp. (Oxford, 1830); R. Anger, de 

1 Overbeck’s introduction to Acts and this essay of Zeller occupy pp. 

1-84 and pp. 85f. of the Eng. tr. (London, 1875), entitled, Conéents and 

Origin of the Acts of the Apostles (cited as Zeller-Overbeck). 



284 THE HISTORICAL LITERATURE 

temporum in Actis Ap. ratione (1833);  Klostermann’s Probleme im 

Aposteltexte (1883); M. W. Jacobus, 4A Problem tn Criticism (1900), 

105f.; W. Soltau (Bettrdge z. alien Geschichte, v. 117-123); E. Jacquier, 

‘la valeur historique des Actes’ (ARZ., 1915, 134f.), J. M. Wilson (Zhe 

Origin and Aim of Acts, 1912); Wendt (#/., 1913, 141-161).  (iii.) 

On religious ideas: —J. Weiss, DCG. i. 25-28; Shailer Mathews, 

Messianic Hope in NT (1906), 137f. ; Mangenot, ‘Jésus, Messie et 

Fils de Dieu, d’aprés les Actes des Apdtres’ (Revue de 7 Institut catholique 
de Parts, 1907, 385-423), V. Ermoni (R7zv7sta delle Scienze teolog., 1908, 

369-383); K. Lake (A/7Z. xix. 48of.). (iv.) On the sources:— 

Konigsmann, Prolusio de fontibus commentariorum sacrorum qui Luce 

nomen preferunt, deque eorum consilio et etate (1798); J. K. Riehm, 

dissertatio critico-theologica de fontibus Act. Ap. (1821); Schwanbeck, Ueber 
die Quellen ad. Apgeschichte (1847); Worst, Essaz sur les sources de la 

deuxiéme partie des Actes des apitres (1849); Lekebusch, ae Composition u. 
Entstehung der Apgeschichte von neuem untersucht (1854); Jacobsen, de 

Quellen d. Apgeschichte (Berlin, 1885); van Manen, Paulus I= de 

handelingen der Apfostelen (Leiden, 1890); Sorof, dze Entstehung d. 
Apgeschichte (1890) ; Feine, Zzne vorkanonische Ueberlieferung des Lukas im 

Euglm und Apgeschichte (1891)* ; Spitta, dée Apgeschichte, chre Quellen und 
deren Geschichtlicher Wert (1891)*; J. Weiss (SX., 1893, 480-540) ; 

Jiingst, die Quellen der Apgeschichte (1895); Zimmermann (SX., 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 (PAZ, 1903, 265 f., 296f.); Harnack (BVT. iii. 162 f.)* ; 
J. Wellhausen’s Noten zur Apgeschichte (in ‘ Nachrichten von der k6niglichen 

Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Géttingen. Philologisch - Historische 
Klasse, 1907, Heft i. pp. 1-21), and E. Schwartz, Zur Chronologie des 

Paulus (tbtd. pp. 263-299); Wellhausen’s Avretzsche Analyse d. Apgeschichte 

(1914); B. W. Bacon (4/7. xiii. 59-76, review of Harnack, etc.), P. 

W. Schmidt (Dze Apgeschichte bec de Wette-Overbeck und bec Adolf Harnack, 
1910). (v.) the speeches :—Kahler (Petrine Speeches, SA., 1873, 492 f.) ; 

Bethge (Dze Paulinische Reden der Apgeschichte, 1887); Cassel (SR. 

618-637) ; Schulze (.SA., 1900, 119-124 on 20!*!); Baljon (Zheol. Studién, 

1900, 179f.); W. Soltau (ZV/V., 1903, 128-154); P. Gardner (Cambridge 

Biblical Essays, 1909, 378-419)* ; M. Jones (Sz. Paul the Orator, 1910) ; 

Jacquier (XZ., 1915, pp. 161 f.). 

§ 1. Outline and contents.—This sequel to the third gospel is 
an account of some deeds of ¢he holy Spirit (1% > 8) of Jesus 
Christ, performed through some of the apostles, notably Peter 

and Paul. The scope and aim of the book is the triumphant 
extension of the Christian faith from Jerusalem to Rome, 

through Judea and Samaria (18). The first part (1166) 
describes the origin of the church at Jerusalem, the second 
(689%) its diffusion throughout Palestine, including Samaria, 
the third (92-1278) its expansion from Judea to Antioch, the 

fourth its spread throughout Asia Minor (1275-164), 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 
earth, 18, cp. Ps. Sol 81°). Each section is summarised (67 g#! 
12%4 165 197° and 28%!) by a rubric of progress. 

The increased prominence of the Spirit in the third gospel is 

evident in the devrepos Adyos, where the holy Spirit is treated 
as the inspiring force of the early church’s energies (cp. especi- 

ally characteristic passages like 24f 59-32 755 l5f. 39 y q44f. 7 712. 28 
73? 158 1657 19% 20%8 2111). 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 114 is meant to cover the sequel or 
not. Neither Acts nor the third gospel, at any rate, was 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 devrepos Adyos in order to 
follow up the impression made by the zpé@ros Adyos. The 

geographical plan adopted in the latter (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, pp. 534 f.), 
reflect the Christian consciousness of the Fourth gospel, in which 

the utterances and actions of the church are regarded as the direct 

outcome of the living Lord (cp. Zx/.° iv. 237 f.and Lxf.’xiv. 194f.). 

IIpdfers (rv) drocrd\wv, though not the author’s title, was prefixed to the 

book during the second century (see Appendix K). For purposes of conveni- 

ence it is usually quoted by early writers simply as mpdéeus (acta, actus). The 
variant mpaéts (Nestle, 2zf. 240) is generally a familiar abbreviation of the 

scriptio Plena, but Hilary of Poitiers, like the Syrians (Souter, GX. 226), seems 

to have taken it as a singular (cp. J. Denk in ZWW., 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 Pauthenticité des Epitres 
Pastorales, 1858, 50f., 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) IIpérepov would have been, 

strictly speaking, more accurate than zp@rov in 1}, if Luke had 

meant the first of two volumes; but zpdros can quite well denote 

‘one of two,’ and, as Luke never uses zporepos, the likelihood is 

that azp&z7os is its equivalent here as in 7!%, (4) 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 

ona priori theories of the historian’s aim (cp. McGiffert, 4A. 
418 f., Lake in Znterpreter, 1909, 148f.). 

§ 2. Source-criticism.—Special literature: in addition to works 

cited above (p. 284 and Appendix L), B. Weiss (Zzn/. § 50), Zeller- 

Overbeck (i. 31f., ii. 291 f.), Heitmuller (Z'?., 1899, 47 f., 83-95, 

127 f.), Zockler (Greif/swalder Studien, 1895, pp. 129 f.), Rose (RB. 
vil. 325f.), Moffatt (V7. 655f.), Bludau (B2Z., 1907, 166f., 
258f.), Jacquier (ZZ. ii. 64f.), and Clemen (Paz/us, i. pp. 162f.). 

The presumption that in his de’repos Aéyos, as in its predecessor (Lk 11-4), 

Luke employed not only oral traditions but written sources, is borne out by 
an examination of the gaps, discrepancies, roughnesses, and repetitions which 
stud the pages of Acts (cp. the list in Harnack’s BWT7. iil. 203 f., and Az. 
39f.). 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 (Mew Light on the Life of Jesus, pp. 135f.) and Blass (Acta 

Apost. iv f., Philology of Gospels, pp. 141 f.), é.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 (4) the acts of the local disciples. Luke, who had incorporated Mk. in 
his gospel, is supposed to have made a similar use of this sequel in his second 
volume. eine prefers to trace his pre-canonical source of the third gospel 
through Ac I-12, z.e. a Jewish Christian document of considerable historic 

value, written c. A.D. 67, describing the growth of the Jerusalem-church (14% 
8. 9-12, 13-17, 20-86 p1-da, 12-13, 14-42 (48-47) 31-80, 11-26 44. Tb-14. 18. (21). 22. (23). 24-31. 83, 

96-987 gI-Il. 12-16, 24-35. 37-42 G (8). 9-11, 15 722-28, 35-43, 51-6. 59-60 SIb-2, 4-9. 11-13 931-43 

TOL 295-00 Ss. 428 pte ee pol) Ba weisspaetects editarialsadar 
tions in 11M. 18-19 243-47 34-5. 8-10 42-3. 5. 7 15-17. 19-20. (25. 27). Bl. 34-35 gS. 9). 14, 
16-20, (21). 22-24, 33. 96. 42 11-12. (15) 758-59. 69 Bib. 3 pos. 40 yyl-18 po18-22 yg1-4. 

23-25 ; similarly Clemen, abandoning his former very complicated analysis, 

now finds a single source in I-11, with editorial additions. (ii.) The dual- 

* Cp. Weiss, Marcus-Evglm. p. 511. Schirfe (de petrinische Strimung 

in der NT Lit., 1893, pp. 53f., 113f.) is also an exponent of this view. 

Ewald’s theory of a Petrine and a Pauline source overlapping in 1-12 is 
restated by Badham (#7, xi. 287 f.). 
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source hypothesis is represented by Sorof, Spitta, and Jiingst. Van Manen 
and Hilgenfeld combine it with a form of what is substantially (iii.) the 
triple-source theory advocated by Schwanbeck. Harnack (27. iii. 162 f.) 
simply detects a Jerusalem-Antioch source in 61-84 11199 12-15% (based on 
the authority of Silas), which probably, but only probably, was written ; also 

a Jerusalem-Czesarean source (or group of traditions) in 3!-5!8 85-40 o#!_1118 
121-°3 ; g!-9 comes from a separate plot of tradition. (B) 2+5!7-*? and (A) 
31-516 are double recensions of the same story which follows up the incidents 
of 1; (A) is mainly derived from men like Philip and Mark, and is much 
superior to the confused and unreliable (B), which ‘‘combines things that 

(A) (B) 

Lk 2450-53, ascension of Jesus 
[1-3 

15-17*, 20-26%, election of | i. 4-14, ascension of Jesus; 18, 19, | 1-11* 
Matthias death of Judas 

1a (. . . wupmdyp.), 4, 12, 13, | li 1b-3, 5*-6, g-11 3b* 
14-40, Peter’s speech 
41-42, 45-47 Pk 43 

whole | ii1.* 
I, 3-5) 7-33" iv. 36-37 : 

r2b-14 v. 1-124 (Ananias and Sapphira), 
: 15-39* 

1-6 (the Seven), g-124 (... | vi. 7-8, 12b-15 2* 

ypoumu.) Y o 
2-54, 57, 58% (. . . eAcOof.), | vii. I, 55) 50, 580-60 

Stephen’s speech and death 
1b, 2. Viii. 14 (. . . avrod), 3, 5-40% (Philip- 

section) 
Ix. I-3*, 6-31, conversion of Paul; | 1*, 18* 

32-43 (Peter) 

x. I-35, 44-48 
19-21, church of Antioch ; 27-30* | xi. 1-18, 22*-26 23* 
25 xii. 1-24, death of James, etc. 
1-5, 13*-41, Paul’s speech; 43, | xiil. 6-12, 42, 44*-49, 52 2* 

59, 51 
1-2, 4-6, 7*, 21-26, 28 xiv. 3, 8-20 

35-41 | xv. [1-33, the Council] 5-12* 

1-19 (22-23*) (35*), 37-40% xvi. 20, 21” (22, 23*), 24-34 (36%) 
1-4 (5*), 10-34 (Berea and | xvii. (5%), 6-9 

Athens 
1-52 (. . . IatAos), 7-24* (25), | xvili. 

26-2 
12(. . . "Edecor), 8-108(. . . Svo), | xix tb-7, 1ob*-20, 24-41 (riot in 

21, 22 Ephesus) 
whole | xx. ad 

I-9, 12-14%, 15-20% (. . . @eodv), | xxi. IO, 11*, 20?-26* 
27-40 

I-29* xxii. 30* 5 
11-35 xxlil. | 1-10* 

whole | xxiv. 
whole | xxv. 18* 
whole | xxvi. 
whole | xxvii. 

1-16, 30-31 xxvili. | 17-23” 

* The redactor’s presence is marked by an asterisk (*), and he is respons- 
ible for the passages omitted in the above list of Spitta’s scheme. For the 
sake of clearness the references have been arranged in the order of the chapters, 
but more than once, especially in (B), Spitta transposes whole paragraphs, e.g. 

g** is put between 8° and 8°, and 15!-* 1-83 occurs between 1274 and 138 (as 
J. Weiss puts 15!-* 1? after 13-14). 
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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 (£xf.’ vii. 172f., 

262f., 358f., 450f.),—on the authority or traditions of men like Philip, 

Mnason, etc. This explanation is favoured by some recent critics like Lake 

and Jacquier (AB., 1915, 134f.), and it points to one element in the 

problem. The data cannot, however, be explained apart from some 
source or sources, especially in the opening chapters, although most of the 

hypotheses proposed run to the opposite extreme of over-precision, as the 
following analyses will show. The main constructive feature of Spitta’s 
analysis—and at the same time its weak point—consists in the comparatively 

limited and unimportant function which he assigns to the redactor (see p. 287). 
Spitta’s hypothesis * involves two primary sources. (A), a well-informed 

source which underlies the third gospel also, is probably from the pen of 

Luke, contains the most trustworthy passages of the book, and is superior 

in historical insight to (B). The latter, like (A), contains ‘‘ supernatural” 

elements, but these are drawn from popular traditions, and appear to be 
more highly coloured and less coherent; the stress falls on ‘‘ wonders” 
throughout, whereas in (A) the preaching of the apostles is emphasised. 

Both sources, independent in origin and individually featured, have been 

combined, arranged, and edited by a redactor (R) before the end of the first 

century, though (B) was composed by a Jewish-Christian admirer of Peter 
much earlier—after 70 A.D. 

Jiingst also confines himself, like several of the more sober critics, to a 
bisection of the book. (A), including the we-journal, extends through the 

whole book, the latter part of which has been interpolated by the final editor 

(R), who is not Luke but a companion of Paul, writing in the early part of 

the second century (under Trajan). He has used in the first half of the work 

an Ebionitic source (B) already employed in the gospel of Luke, but here 
rearranged to suit (A). The final redaction is supposed to have taken place 
A.D. II0-125 (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)=pdéers IlavAov, an 

account of Paul’s work and person by Luke, to which the final redactor, a 

Pauline unionist, subordinated his other source (B)=apdéeis rv érrd, and 

especially (A)=(Jewish Christian) wpdfers Ilérpov, adding passages of his 
own: 

(A) = 19-5! g848 y21°8 [R mainly in 11-14 289. 41b. 48. 45. 313b. 1b, 250 42 
4, 12a. 27-28, 98b-85 514-16. 36] 

(B)=6-8%. 
(C)=9! 1137-9, 

* Modified by J. Weiss (SA., 1893, p. 480f.; Orc. 3-8, 103f., Die 
Absicht, especially p. 38f.), who finds only (B) in chs. 1-5, only (A) in the 

second half of the book, and in the middle chapters a blending of material 

from (A) and (B). Cp. the notices by von Soden (7ZZ., 1892, 639 f.) and 

Wrede (GG4., 1895, p. 497 f.), of Spitta’s volume. 
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§ 3. Structure—(a) In 1-5 (cp. Clemen, SX., 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, BZ. i. 118 f.). Once or twice the brush- 
work of the final artist becomes plain. Thus 12!*22b jis an 
editorial insertion (Spitta, Weiss, J. Weiss, Jiingst, Moffatt, 

Wellhausen) to emphasise sharply the conditions of the aposto- 

late; 24-47 again, with its proleptic anticipation of the first 
miracle (24%, cp. 3!© 41°) and its interruption of the connection 

between 24? 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 4)?2= 

517-42, 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 67, on the lines of 

248-47, but otherwise it is impossible to distinguish the source 

under the revision, though 427-8 sound like an editor’s insertion 

in the prayer (Hilgenfeld, Weiss). 514 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 with Mk 1%, Lk 9! with Mk 6%, Lk 72! with Mt 113), 
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 1° and 12°, as 
if the former represented a fresh Jewish-Christian source, and thus to omit 18 
(Spitta) or 1° (J. Weiss). The mistake of the disciples (15) zs tacitly 
corrected by the words of 18 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 (118*1), but in the preparation of the disciples 

during forty days’ communion for their task (like Moses on Sinai, Ex. 2418), 

and the naive expression of the catholicity of the new gospel (2'), which goes 

* Two sources (De Faye, 44. 28 f.) for the first part (notably Theologus 
in Preuss. Jahrb., 1897, 223f.) and for the latter part (Batiffol: ZEvts«des 

@ histoire et de théologie positive®, ii, 39f.) of 2 have been conjectured. 
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back * to the midrash (cp. Philo, De Decal. 11, Seften. 22), that at Sinai 

all the nations of the world heard God’s voice in their own languages 
(cp. Spitta’s Apgeschichte, 27f.; SR. 788f.; Hausrath, ii. 116f. ; 

Bartlet ; Schmiedel, #2. 4785 f.; Pfleiderer’s Ure. ii. 203, etc. ; with the 

ouvadifopuevos of 14 cp. Ex 24"). Even the list of countries and peoples in 
21f is based on rabbinic schemes (cp. von Dobschiitz, ZWT7., 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, //V7. 216). 

The next stratum, which corresponds to this, lies in the speech of Stephen. 
(iii.) The mention of the so-called ‘communism’ (cp. Hicks, £x.7i. 

21f.), which in 2*-47 leads to nothing, opens up in 4°** into (a) a story of 
Barnabas (4°%-87), and (4) the anecdotes of Ananias and Sapphira (51-1). 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 Zz. 878-880). Luke is also 
careful to bring out the growth (247 44 514 6! 7) and the popularity (247 31° 472 
51%: 6) of the local church. The mixture of general and even vague outlines 
with specific details (which are not always circumstantial) points clearly to 
the editorial use of some early tradition or sources in this section, and the 

presence of dual sources is even suggested by the parallelism of 41 and 517-4 ;— 

517-42, ae 

(a) Annas kal mdvres of civ air@ | (a) arrest and arraignment of Peter 
arrest the apostles : and John before Annas, etc. : 

(4) their miraculous release : (4) Answer... ef Sixacdy éorw 
arraigned before Sanhedrin : éevwmiov Tod Oeod, vuay dKovew 

(c) Speech of Peter and apostles MGXXov 7) Tod Oeod, xpivare, 
(wevOapxeivy Set Beg paddov 4) | (c) release. 
dvOpwmots KT. ). 

(6) Hitherto (cp. 5% 42 év 76 iepd kai Kar’ otxov) the Christian 

propaganda has been confined to Jerusalem. Now the forward 
movement begins, but not by any of the apostles. The appoint- 

ment of the Seven (6!) 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 (68-7), 
and the subsequent persecution led to the first Samaritan mission 

(81°) under the leadership of Philip, another of the Seven. (ii.) 
The conversion of Paul is also linked to the episode of 
Stephen’s martyrdom (75° 81° g!f): 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 (91°), though 

* The Jewish legend is much closer than the Buddhistic story cited by 
Seydel (Dee Buddha-Legende und das Leben Jesu nach den Evglien, 1884, 

pp. 27 f.), which only describes hearing the word, not speaking with tongues. 
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his first efforts are devoted to his own countrymen (92%). Peter 

is now suddenly introduced again (92-1118) in a cycle of stories, 

culminating in his conversion of Cornelius a proselyte, and some 

other Gentiles at Czesarea. This carries on the propaganda a stage 
further than Philip’s incidental conversion of a proselyte (825), 
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 (111%-6), 

The source dropped at 84 is resumed in 111° (so, e.g., Wendt, 
ZTK., 1891, ‘250f.; Feine,207%.;"De Faye, 4A. ppojare 

Harnack), 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 

1122f. 30 7225 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. ZBz. 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, z.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, 
BNWT. 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, Adsicht, pp. 25 f.). 

(i.) In 6'-8* Luke has used (see Appendix M) sources describing the Acts 

of Stephen and Philip, the leading members of the Seven (6°). Whether 

6'6 comes from a special document (Feine, 184 f. ; De Faye, 61f.) or not, 67 

is inserted by the editor, to mark progress as usual, and the following account 
of Stephen (6°-8, cp. #42. 4787-4797) represents a source edited by Luke 
in 68 11-12 (18). 15, so that what originally recorded an irregular émeuze, 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 ; 

7» $1» 3 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, V7. i. 
366f.; B. Weiss, Sorof, Clemen, Kriiger, 7ZZ., 1895, 299; Wendt, 

Hilgenfeld, Schmiedel, Moffatt, Bacon). The significance of the Stephen- 
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episode is twofold ; it marked one of the crises at which Jewish fanaticism 
only served to accelerate the extension of the new faith to the Gentile world, 
and it denoted the awakening of the Christian church to the consciousness of 
what the universal gospel of Jesus involved (De Faye, 4A. 143 f.). 

(ii.) It is almost arbitrary not only to find, with H. Waitz (2VW., 1904, 

121 f., 1906, 340f.), editorial additions, ¢.g., in 81% 14-18. 19, but to regard 

the entire story of 8 as originally Petrine. In this section, z.e. the Acts 
of Philip (84), the account of his mission to the Samaritans (8°?) is 

interwoven with the episode of Simon Magus, which may have come from the 
same source, written or oral, as 3-5. The second part (854°), describing how 

he converted an Ethiopian eunuch, is much more of a unity ; probably it was 
derived from the Czesarean 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, ZW7T,, 

1882, 465 f., and on the other side M. Goguel, LZ’ Apédtre Paul et Jésus-Christ, 
1904, pp. 40-68). 

(iv.) For the isolated narrative of 121-3 describing (1?) the martyrdom of 
James, Peter’s arrest and escape (°!%), and Herod’s subsequent death (7-%8), 
it is natural to suppose that John Mark * (12!* *°) was the ultimate source. 
Legendary and historical traits blend inextricably; but there are partial 
parallels in the two Lucan tales of 5! and 164, and the presence of 
many Lucan touches (¢.¢. éméBadev Tas xeipas and kaxdoat,1; the Hebraism 
mpocéOero su\NaBeiv, >; exrevas, © (cp. 127=Lk 2°); yevduevos év éavr@ and 

mpoodoxta, 11; Aoav with ptc. 2; amd ris xapas, 4; duicxuplfero, ©; karaceloas 
and ovyay and dmaryyeidare, 1”; the litotes ov« édiyos, 8; dvaxplyw, % ; 6 dju0s, 
2 and dav@’ dy, 75) shows that in any case Luke must have rewritten his 
source, adding 121 "4 24-25 as editorial links. The inconsequent opening and 
the abrupt allusion in v.!7 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 Czesarea. 

(c) The remainder + of the story (13'*) becomes practically 

a biographical sketch of some phases in Paul’s life and work. 
The unity (especially after 168) grows more marked. But one 
or two passages even in the later sections of the book are 
generally taken to be additions; eg. in 1675-84 (so Weiss, Zeller, 
Weizsadcker, Clemen, Forbes, etc.), in 181-6 18-22. 25% (the two 

latter passages { being confused and loosely written ; cp. HVT7: 
672f.), in 19-2 (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 (cavdddud, 128= Mk 6%, and adbroudryn, 12!=Mk 48). Ramsay 
romantically makes Rhoda the fovs et orégo of the story. 

+ The recent tendency is to find the second section of Acts from 16! 
onwards. On the entire composition see Bousset’s essay in ZVW. (1914) 

141 f., and Norden’s darting but unreliable paragraphs (pp. 312 f.). 
+ On Apollos, see /7S. xvi. 241 f., and Schmiedel in #42. 262-264. 
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SPT. 273),* in 20%27- 85, in 2o%h28 and in 22%=2310(m 
The widely accepted excision of 272126 as a later interpolation 
(cp. HVT. 676f.) in the original We-source, has led Wellhausen 
(pp. 17-19) to conjecture boldly that 27911 9! 3338 are also 
secondary insertions made for the purpose of turning an 
anonymous piece of seafaring into a Pauline episode, just as he 
had already taken 19?%-4! 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 

James Smith (Voyage and Shipwreck of St. Paul‘, 1880), Breus- 

ing’s Vautik der Alten (1886, pp. 142-205), Goerne in VKZ. 

(1898) 352-375, Hans Balmer (Die Romfahrt des Apostels Paulus 

und die Seefahriskunde im rom. Katseralter, 1905, pp. 269 f.), and 

Montgomery (Zx/.8 ix. 356f.). The phenomena of 28! have 

suggested dual sources or the loss of the original conclusion (so, 
e.g., Gercke in neue Jahrb. fiir die klass. Alterth., 1901, 17), but, 

although the conciusion is hurried, it is dramatic. 2878 is the 
watchword of the writer’s age, and the ringing dkwAvtws of 

28°! echoes the exulting strain of the Lucan writings. 

§ 4. Zhe Journal.—The main structural feature of the latter 
half of the book is the presence of four extracts from a diary 
kept by one of Paul’s companions (161017 200). 5-15 271-18 271_ 
2816), “Tt 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 Avzaébasis of Xenophon is founded on a 

diary of this description, which Xenophon himself developed 
into an historical work, inserting all kinds of narratives and 
speeches” (von Soden, JIVZ. p. 243; cp. Deissmann’s Sz, Paul, 

p. 25, and Norden, 316f.). No features of style or diction in 

these passages 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 

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, 118f.; later and Latin 
instances on pp. 264 f.). 



ACTS 205 

favourites or peculiarities as av with the optative, ard rod viv, 
avacrds (-avTes), drdaToXos, cipyvy, ev Tals gpats TavTaLs, Epwrdw, 

éros, Ka’ ipepav, Kpitys, Aads, pera Taira, ds in attraction, 

TiptTAnu, Tpacow, pyua, tis with the optative, rodrov (=him), 

tiuoros, xapts, and aoei, while rq érépa (=next day), rapawéw 

(27% 22), and zepiatpéw (272% 4°) are found here alone, so far as 
Luke is concerned. These idiosyncrasies of vocabulary only 

throw into relief the linguistic, stylistic, and mental affinities 

between the We-journal and the rest of Acts. Such data, it may 

be held, do not foreclose the question of the authorship. While 

they bring the We-sections into line with the rest of Acts, they 
leave it an open question (i.) whether the author may not have 
dealt here as freely with some source from another hand as he 

did in the gospel, or (ii.) whether the journal is of his own com- 
position. On the latter hypothesis, the use of jets, not unlike 

the péxpis eve edv or ere es eue édov 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 We-sections would represent his own written notes or 

memoranda of a time when he happened to be associated closely 
with the apostle. This conclusion, formerly pressed, e.g., by A. 

Klostermann, Vindicie Lucane seu de ttinerarit in libro Actorum 

asservato auctore (1866), pp. 46f. ; V. H. Stanton (Zxp. vii. 336 f., 
GAD. ii. 254 f., 312 f.), and Vogel (Zur Charakteristik des Lukas ®, 
1899), has now been put practically beyond doubt by the exhaus- 
tive researches of Hawkins (/7S.? 182 f.) and Harnack (BWVT. i. 
20-87, iv. 1-29), 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 Transmis- 

ston, 115 f.), and that the suets-passages are either bona-fide extracts 

from his journal or (as is less likely) bona-fide reminiscences. 

(a) When the hypothesis of a delicate personal reference is set aside, the 

use of the first person in these sections is held to denote, as in the case of the 
memoirs incorporated in Ezra (77’-8*4 9-5) and Nehemiah (11-75 1277-48), 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 medizeval 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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jets ‘in order to designate himself as the companion of Paul’ (Zeller, 

ii. 258 f. ; Schmiedel, etc.), while some admit that the journal in question 

came from Luke—which would explain the Lucan tradition in the early 
church in the same way as the use of Matthew’s Logia connects his name 
with Matthew’s gospel.* When the Lucan authorship of Acts is given up, 
this is the most reasonable theory of the We-passages. Unless some dis- 
location of the text in 204° be assumed (Weizsicker), 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.t The 
introduction of Timotheus (161), not long before the beginning of the 
journal, does not tell in favour of his authorship; and although after 1618 
Silas alone is mentioned, Timotheus is soon referred to in 17/4. 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 Paulus, 
214 f.; Jacobsen, O. Holtzmann, Seufert in ZW7T, 1885, 367 f.), in which case 

the genuine notice of 2 Ti 4!° cannot refer to the imprisonment of Czesarea ; 

for, if Titus had left for Dalmatia, he could not have written Ac 27-28. 

(4) The passages marked by ze?s need not, however, represent the 

entire original diary. Luke must have omitted certain parts of it; 16!” 
has no connection with 20° beyond the fact that Philippi is the scene, nor 

has 2118 with 271; and even if the writer had left Philippi before the final 
scene between Paul and the slave-girl, it is almost impossible to suppose 
that, some years later, he resumed his memoranda without a break in the 

terms of 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 avery 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 16184 20/68 and 26, at least, belonged to the 
source, though the diarist may not have been an actual eye-witness of the 
scenes, and though Luke, perhaps on that account, has worked them over 

pretty carefully. Spitta, Jiingst, Hilgenfeld, van Manen, and Wendt make 
the We-passages part of larger, more or less complete sources, which run all 

through Acts; Soltau finds a We-record of Luke in 165?! (9540) 292-16 271-20a. 
27-80 9323-29 pgll-24. 82-35 2424 9713 9523-27 271_2816: but none of these recon- 
structions, even (cp. é.g. 11°8) with the aid of the ‘ Western’ text, is much more 

than problematical (cp. Weizsiicker, 4A. i. 242 f.; McGiffert, 4A. 238 f.). 

\ 

* The stylistic data (see below) tell against the hypothesis (Sorof, Gercke, 
Norden, and Soltau) of Acts as the later edition of a Lucan work which 

already included the We-sections. Bacon’s theory (Stovy of St. Paul, 152f., 

193 f.) that they were a report to the churches of Paul’s collecting mission, 

written by the ‘brother’ of 2 Co 818-1, is needlessly subtle. 
+ Mayerhoff (Hestorisch-critische Einl. in die petrin. Schriften, 1835, pp. 

I-30) argued that Timotheus was the real author of the ‘ Lucan’ writings, 

and that Luke’s share in them was quite subordinate. This fails to explain 
how the latter’s name ever became assoc‘«ted with the books. 

+ The second and third extracts both close with on the next day, though 

the Greek phrase is different (r@ dé éxouévy, 20% ; ry dé érvovon, 211%), 
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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 dozen words peculiar to itself and Matthew 
(excluding Bapéws, kaypiw, maxtvowat, and ém:Balyw 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 do¥An, which occurs in a 

LXX citation, be omitted). Even the words and phrases absent from one 
and present in the other of the two Lucan books are neither numerous nor 
weighty. Of about 20, used fairly often in Acts and absent from the gospel, 
8 are not used by the other synoptists (d4va\auBdvw only in Mk 161); 7 
others occur in Mt. and Mk. (yévos, émavpiov, dpaua, mpookaprepety, mpoohap- 

Bdvowat, Tépas, and xiAtapxos) where Lk. has no parallel passage, while ywplov 

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 dyaforodéw, 

ayardw, auaprwrds, Blos, duadovyiouds, Edeos, vouukds, duolws, ovxl . . . GAA, 

movo.os, and orpadels), which are absent from Acts, just as 10 or 11, like 

kedkevw and guvépxoxat, 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 (¢.g. 238 59 g> 11 10! 19? 2522 26? 28-29) of 
omitting e sazd or its equivalents, or of using elas (Ac 7°7 22% 24%? 27%), 

or of beginning a sentence with kal viv (Ac 3!” 10° 13!) 1687 2072 25 2916 9 321 
268), The Lucan éyévero . . . wat occurs but once in Acts (57); éyévero 
with a finite verb, and dv@pwre (Lk 57° etc.) never, whilst the latter book 

is comparatively sparing in its employment of terms and phrases like dé rod 
voy (18°), év 7@ with infin., é&épyouar ad, kal obros (nomin.), 6 ad’réds, dvoua 

(=by name), and w\jv, which are specially characteristic of the gospel. 
Again, while the greater frequency of rveSua dy.ov, dvaxpiyw, and dmonoyéouar 

in Acts may be due in part to the exigencies of the subject, it is noticeable 
that uév ody and ve occur far more frequently in the second volume. Yet the 
resemblances far outnumber such variations. The specially Lucan use of 
dy or ris with the optative, of &pxovres (Jewish), of éyévero dé, of ely (optat.), 

of elrev(av) dé, of év rats nuépas Tavrats, of Kad’ juépav, of kadovmevos with 

names or titles, of évéuarc (=by name), of was (das) 6 Aads, of mpds with 

verbs of speaking, of mpoortOévar,* of otv,f of rus with nouns, of rod with 

the infinitive, of as (=when), etc., runs through both volumes. They corre- 

* **FTis use of it probably arose from his medical pursuits, as it was a very 

frequent and necessary word in medical language” (Hobart, p. 104, adding 
numerous medical citations). 

f Again attributed (Hobart, 253 f.), though fancifully, to Luke’s medical 
training, on the ground that the works of Galen show how remarkably often 
this preposition was in a physician’s mouth. 
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spond so closely in size, in style, and in general spirit (cp. ¢.g. parallels 
like a? =Ac 15%, 18= Ac 15, 1%=>Ac 142" — Ac. 7®, 31 etc, Ac 2°rete: 
(ré arovjowpev), 4 = Ac 71 (1173), 441= Ac 18” (542), 95! — Ac 28, 124 =Ac7™, 

15° —Ac 20%, 187= Ac 24” 5, 20° = Ac ater —nAc 6), 23'— Ac Gunes 

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 devrepos Xéyos 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 (Vas Lukas-Euglm und die 

Apgeschichte, Werke desselben Verfassers, 1890), Jacquier (77. iii. 7 f.), 
Sir J. C. Hawkins (4S.* 174-193), and Goodspeed (/BL., 1912, 92 f.). 

(6) 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 

(Zhe 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 (BT. i. 

175-198 ; cp. Zahn’s Zzn/. § 62; Chase, Credibility of Acts, 13 f.; and 

Plummer’s Ze, pp. Ixiiif.) 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 (475), and omits 
(8) the disparaging comment of Mk. on the profession, or employs words 

like Bdros (64; the bramble ‘ was extensively used by the ancient physicians,’ 
Hobart), pavia (Ac 26%), mpyvis* (Ac 118), and Bpixew (Ac 74); but 
evidence of his early studies and professional training may be discovered in 
his methods of (a) describing the cures of Jesus and others, the choice of the 

technical terms for convulsions (jimrew) and damage to the system (8Admrew 

4°, only elsewhere in NT in Mk 16!8) as well as for a doctor’s examination 

(émiBrérew, 9%), of rdjpns Aémpas (51) after the medical use of wApys, of 

the correct medical term tapaNeduuévos (518, Ac 9%) for the popular apadv- 
tixés, as well as the use of the technical classification of fevers into great 

and small (4°°, so Galen), of évoxNetv (6'8) and dyer (Ac 518), repeatedly 
used by Hippokrates and Galen for diseased persons, of dvaxabifey (714, 

Ac 9", the medical expression for a patient sitting up in bed), of ékoraots in 
the sense of a trance (11° 22!’, Ac 10!°), of dvaxvmrev for the straightening 

of the spine (13), of a remarkable number of professional terms in 10% 

161% (Hobart, pp. 26 f.) and Ac 318 (pp. 35 f.), of dmomimrew and dermis 
(Ac g!9), émirtrrew and axdv’s (Ac 13"), and the technical dma\\dooew 
(Ac 19"); (4) in his choice of medical terms + to express ordinary ideas or 

* Chase’s theory that zpnv7js is a technical medical term for ‘ swollen’ or 

‘inflamed’ (/73S., 1912, pp. 278f., 415) is discussed by Harnack (7ZZ., 

1912, 235 f.) and Rendel Harris (4/7., 1914, 127 f.). 

t Thrice at least in the We-journal (208°=xaragpépecOat and Urvos Badis, 
28° mlurpacdae and xaramimrew, muperol plur. of an individual, 27% ~ 
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events;* ¢.g, the substitution, for other terms, of the medical rAqpmpupa, 

mposéppntev, ouvérece, and piyywa (Lk 6%”), of Avovrehety (172, so Hippo- 

krates), of maparijpyots (17°) and maparnpeiv, of ikuds (med. =juices) and 

ouppver@a (Dioskorides) in 8°’, of rriccew (med. =roll up a bandage) in 

42° (never elsewhere in this sense), of Beddvy (=surgical needle) in 18%, of 

mapddoga (med. =unexpected recovery, etc.) in 5%, of the common medical 

terms dtavéuew (Ac 41"), dudornua (Ac 57), evOeros (9° 14%, cp. Ac 271%), 

dcavuxrepevew (612), SeampayyareverOar (19!), evropta (Ac 19”, common med. 

term, so vb.), méfew (6°8), éxAelaev (med. =failure of pulse, etc.) in 16° and 

22°, of dvdanpos and febyos in 141% 9, of dpaxuy and mya in 158 and 19" 
(‘the common weights employed in dispensing medicines and in writing 

prescriptions’), of @é8yrpa (214, a rare word which Hippokrates uses of the 

terrifying objects in delirium), of rpoodoxta (217°, Ac 12", med, = expectation of 
fatal result, so mpocdoxav), of cddos (217°, med. =tossings of sick), of kparman 

(214, med. =drunken nausea), of Aewpla (23%), of Afjpos (241, med. =raving 

in delirium), doxet (Ac 241°, med. = practise), mepiuéveww (Ac 14), droxatdo- 

raots (37), dowria (in medical sense, cp. J. R. Madan, /Z7S. vi. 116), avy7 

(204, med. =light), dvampiew (5°8 754), éxdunyetoOar (15°, cp. Hobart, p. 229), 

éxmnddv (1414), éraxpodicba (16, med. =auscultation), érxoupla (26), (prnua 

(152 etc., med. =a disputed point), karacréAdew (19%), Tiyuwpety (22° 261!), 

brocwvvupe (271"),F bmocré\Aew (20% 27, in sense of ‘ withhold’), xpés (19?? ; 

‘the use of x., to mean the body, not the skin, continued in medical 

language from Hippokrates to Galen,’ Hobart), and $:AavOpdrws (27°) ; + 

(c) in his practice of avoiding Mt.’s use of words like wadaxta or Bacavlfev 

for sickness (the former=effeminacy or delicacy, the latter=examine, in med. 

mapa.wetv, med. =opinion of doctor) a medical flavour is to be detected ; even 

the collocation of douros and dvareNetvy (Ac 27°%) is found in Galen. Terms 

like épeidewv, Suapevyerv, and KoAvuB¢gr (in sense of swimming) were also 
in medical use. 

* The eleven compounds or derivatives of BdAXeuv, the five of vevew, the 
four of Wie, the three of tpéxewv, and the two of éAadvew, 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 brepgov instead of 

bmwepwn, for vmwepopay, cvyxéew and cvyxvows, ovvaprdfev, pectodcba, 
mpoomryyvupt, Stacrelpew, Sidyvwors and diaywadoKew, évédpa, évedpevery, 

karopOwua, Kara Abyor, émimedctoOat, éemiedds, evOvpety(-ws), and the three 

main medical terms for ‘‘stimulating” (émeyelpew, maporpivew, and mpo- 
Tpémewv), lies parallel. Hippokrates also, in his epistles (ula médewv ovK 

donuos), uses donumos of a city (Ac 21°9), and dvadidévar of a letter being 
delivered (Ep. 1275, cp. Acts 23%). 

+ 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 
mrevpal, Similarly 0épun (28%), for Oepudrys, is the usual medical term for 

heat. 
+ Both Hippokrates and Galen (Hobart, 296-297) were strong upon 

pi\avOpwmria as an essential note of the true physician. 
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terminology), and the confusion* between ovkouopéa and cuxdwwos (17% 194). 

‘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, BVT. 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 73, and 2 Ti 4”. 

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 
dporptdw, while diayyéliw, wTpa, oTetpos, and gwr7proy (in Paul, only in Eph 

67 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. déydos, alxwarwrifw, dvafdw, dvadtw, dvramddoua, 

dvratokplvoua, dopddera, dromos,t Siepunvedw, Sdyua, eyypapouat, evdotos 

(Lk. of things, Paul of persons), éravamatoua, éréxw, eplotrnum, novxdtw, 

kuptedw (Paul, metaph.), olxovouia (Paul, metaph.), zayis, mAnpopopéw, 

orovdalws, ovykdelw (Paul, metaph.), cvvayri\auBdvowat (Paul, relig. sense), 
cuvevdokéw, suv0xy, brwridgw, and Wadudbs (Lk. only of Psalter), of which 

some (to which dpa, karatvodmar, webiornu, mpokdmTw, cxoTwéw, and cvyxalpw 

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, of. cét. 
pp. $f.), but there is no real evidence to render this a necessary hypothesis 
(cp. Sabatier’s essay in Bzbliothégue de Pécole des hautes études, i. 1889, 
202 f.; Moffatt, AV7. 416f.; Jacquier, 77. iii. 96f., and Zahn, 7V7. 

ili. 118f.). The juxtaposition of Acts and the Pauline epistles in the 
Canon is apt to produce an optical illusion, until it is remembered that 
Acts was not written to be read alongside of the apostle’s correspondence, 
and that it really contains nothing which Luke could not have obtained 
elsewhere. 

* Noted by Dioskorides. The distinction was familiar to physicians, who 
had occasion to use both in their prescriptions. 

f Add perhaps dexrés, in Lk. of persons only, in Paul (Phil 418) of things, 
2 Co 67 and Lk 4" being LXX citations. It is uncertain whether édyldios 

(WH) should be read, instead of aigvidios, in Lk 21%4, 
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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, ¢.g., in Mt 2818-20; the Gentile mission was 

carried out by the twelve in obedience to a revelation of Jesus 
(cp. HD. i. 158f., 213f.). According to Acts, Peter, as the 

leader of the apostles, not only took the first step in this 

direction (101), 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 4 l’opinion 
officielle qui prévalait, il effaga les différences 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, é¢.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 (7'ZZ., 1906, 405- 

408), Bousset (7., 1908, 185-205), Clemen (7R., 1907, 97-113, and 

H]., 1910, 780f.), and Lake (DAC. i. 719f.) on the Lucan hypothesis as 

argued by Harnack (SVT. i. 121f., TZLZ., 1906, 466-468) and Stanton 

(GHD, ii. 241-255). The ‘theological’ attitude of Acts, when it is not 
isolated and exaggerated, does not seem incompatible with the Lucan 

authorship, for which the literary evidence is fairly conclusive, provided that 

it is not mixed up with extravagant claims for Luke as a historian, or with 
harmonising, conservative expedients. 
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on the part of conservative and radical critics alike, it does not follow that 
Acts, if written by Luke, must tally, historically and theologically, with Paul, 
or that Luke’s statements must invariably exhibit (cp. p. 268) agreement with 
the apostle’s epistles. Luke’s object was neither to correct nor to elucidate 

these epistles. He was nota Paulinist (cp. Harnack, BV7. i. 139f., iv. 30-89), 
and even had he 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 hzst. 
conscrib. 16) for having written a mpooiuioy bréppuxpov to his history of the 

Parthians, in which he vaunted : olketoy elvar larpw icroplay ovyypdpev, et ye 
6’AckAnmids wev’ Amd\Nwvos vids, Amwé\Nwv 6€ Movonyérns kal raons wadetas 

dpxwv. 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 Agricole, what Lucian meant when he spoke of the broad gulf 
between history and panegyric (de hzst. conscrib. 7, ob orev TH lcOu@ 

Sudpiorac kal Suarerelxiora 7) icropla mpds Td éyxKwuor) ; his literary taste, as 

well as his religious feeling, prevented him from painting the great apostle of 
the Gentiles with a halo. 

(4) A similar consideration bears upon Luke’s treatment of 
the supernatural. On the one hand, the presence of miraculous 
anecdotes (cp. Harnack, BVT. ili. 133-161) is no proof that 
they are unprimitive. A comparison, e.g., of the historical 
traditions gathering round figures like St. Patrick or even 
Thomas a Becket will show that it is the most natural thing in the 
world for such stories to spring up within a man’s lifetime, and 
the mushroom of legend appeared under certain conditions as 

rapidly in the East as in the West. This applies in some degree 
to the miracles in Acts as well as to those in the gospels. On 

the other hand, their presence in Acts is no disproof of Luke’s 
authorship.* He took most of them from his available sources 

* Luke’s three defects as a historian, according to Harnack (BN7. 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 demoniac 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 /7/., 1909, 28-46: “it is certain that the phenomena 

he witnessed in Christian circles made it easy for him to believe 
in demoniac 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! 51-1 y21f 1625% rollf and 20%, 
which are near the level of popular Oriental tales, does not tell 

against either the likelihood that in some cases a nucleus of 
historic fact underlies the moral apologue, or the probability that 

the writer (or editor) was an educated man who, like Luke, must 
have been familiar with, e.g., the real glossolalia of the Pauline 
churches. We know so little about Luke that it is impossible to 
determine how far he worked in the spirit of the advice given by 
Lucian (de hist. conscrib. 60) to his friend Philo: kat pay xat 
pdOos €t Tis Tapepmreco, NeKTEos pEeVv, OV pHY TITTwWTéOS TaVTWS, GAN 

év peow Oeréos Tots O7ws av CéXwow cixacovot wept aitod’ od & 

dxivSuvos Kal mpos ovdérepov éripperéatepos. 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 21% 
could not have come from an eye-witness of the phenomena, e.g., 

at Corinth. Even if Luke knew the latter, this would not have 

prevented him from repeating the embellished and circumstantial 
miracle which he found in his source. “That it involved a 
miracle attracted rather than repelled him. . . . He loves a good 
miracle” (P. Gardner in Cambridge Biblical Essays, p. 390). 

(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 1312 
18” etc., and of the Asiarchs in 1g*!); Luke skilfully omits any 

innerhalb der griechischen Historik trotz seiner offenkundigen Gebrechen 

und Leichtg]aubigkeiten fiir einen respektablen Berichterstatter, Schriftsteller 
und Zeugen” (7ZZ,, 1906, 467; cp. Wendland, HBN7. i. 2. 324 f., 330f.). 
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allusion to the three occasions when he had been flngged by 

lictors (2 Co 11%), and emphasises his Koman citizenship. 

As in the third gospel (cp. e.g. 200-26), so in its sequel, the 
historian points out that Christians were admittedly loyal (cp. 
18l4f. 1.937 2329 2518f 25 2631), though it is hardly fanciful to detect 
in his references to efovoia or the authority of civil powers 
(in his gospel 467 || Mt 4°, 1245 || Mt 10%, 2275 || Mk 10% and 

Mt 20%) a less favourable view than that of Acts (cp. E. A. 
Abbott, Déat. 1565-1571), 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 re/igio 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. 

Some (e.g. D. Plooij, #x.§ viii. 511 f., xiii. 108f.; cp. P. I. Melle in 
Theol. Studién, 1915, 111 f.) even hold that Acts was the defence entered by 

Luke at Paul’s trial before Nero on the charges of 24°; J. Weiss (Adszcht, 

54f.) more moderately brings out the author’s desire to portray the innocent 

character of Christianity in view of suspicions aroused in part by the charges 
levelled at it by Jews (cp. ¢.g. p. 31, @ propos of 16° %7 “ Die hochmiitig- 
geringschitzige Anschauung, die in der Denunciation zum Ausdruck kommt, 
wird nachtriglich glinzend zuriickgewiesen. Die apostel sind nicht herge- 

laufene Agenten einer orientalischen Nation, in deren Dienste sie eine 
staatlich nicht unbedenkliche Propaganda treiben, sie sind Romer so gut wie 
die Richter auch und wollen nach rémischen Recht beurteilt werden. Was 
aber hier von den Aposteln gesagt ist, das gilt im Sinne des Verf. vom Christen- 

thum iiberhaupt”). So 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. 

(dz) For Luke’s remarkable degree of accuracy in geographical, 

political, and social data, it is sufficient to refer to the essays of 

Lightfoot (Zssays on ‘ Supernatural Religion, 1889, 291-302) and 
Vigouroux (Le Wouveau Testament et les découvertes archéologiques 
modernes, Paris, 1896, pp. 183-332), and to the epoch-making 
researches of Sir W. M. Ramsay (CRZ., 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, ¢.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 (cp. Wendt in ///. xii. 141-161). 

The speeches in the earlier part may represent not untrust- 

worthily the primitive Jewish-Christian preaching of the period 
(Peter, 115-22 214-36 312-26 48-12 ,29-32; Gamaliel,¢ 53%). “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 in SX. (1890) 668 f., J. Warschauer in Mew World (1898), 

pp- 722-749, and Watkins in St. Pazl’s Fight for Galatia (pp. 94 f.). 

+ Chase, Credibility, pp. 122-159 (pp. 167 f., on Paul’s speeches). 
+ So especially Riehm, of. cz¢. pp. 126 f. ; Chase, of. cet. 105 f.; W. Lock 

(Zxf.4 vii. 178-190) ; and E. F. Scott’s The Beginnings of the Church (1914). 
Mayerhoff (Ein/. in die petrin, Schriften, 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 23°) 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, 
Cattl. 34, 33 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 15°38 (cp. Harnack, BW7. 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, Ze. 

participate in the messianic reign of Jesus the Christ? The 

strict Jewish Christians of the capital (rwes t@v do Tis aipécews 
tov Papicaiwy TerictevKores) 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 



ACTS 307 

that, though the claim for legal submission should be repudiated, 
the Gentile Christians should be enjoined to abstain from 

eldwddOura, atwa, myvixrd, and ropveia.* A formal decree (éd0€ev 

TO Tvevpate TO ayiw Kai yutv) 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 (151). Psychologically, 
the reaction would come better after 112)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 
(111-18), Furthermore, the decrees of 15°! are sent not to the 
Pauline churches in Lystra, Iconium, 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 (see Appendix N). 

The silence of Paul in Gal 2 upon the decree of Ac 15 tells against the 

historicity of the latter, if the fourfold prohibition was its main message, and 

ifit was promulgated at the Jerusalem council. It is conceivable that Paul 

might have agreed to a number of concessions for the sake of peace and 
harmony, but ‘‘that he consented to, or was party to, a demand that his 
converts should observe these four legal conditions is not only disproven by 
his own clear words, but by the absence of any such precept in his letters to 

Gentile churches on this matter” (Forbes, p. 54). If he had distributed the 

decrees as Luke says he did (164), it may be questioned if he could or would 

have treated them in his epistles as a guantzté négligeable (cp. LE Bz. 916f.; 
Bacon, Story of St. Paul, 138f., 151f.). 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 (ZV 7., 1899, 138 f.), G. Resch in a careful monograph 
TU. xiii. 3, 1905; cp. xp." ili. 564f.), R. Steinmetz, Das Afosteldehret 
(1911), and with vigour by Harnack (BNV7T. iii. 248f.); or (ii.) adhering 

to the ordinary text, to conjecture that Luke has antedated a decree t 
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 

* Halévy (RS., 1902, 228 f.), like Bentley, proposes to read mopxelas or 
xotpelas, on the ground that the change of this into ropyelas would be more 

intelligible than wce versa, and that this reading is in line with the other 
allusions to food. 

t+ Achelis, Uc. pp. 60f. The Western form is rejected after careful 

scrutiny by Diehl, Coppieters (2B., 1907, 34-54), and A. Seeberg (Dze bezden 

Wege und das Aposteldekret, 1906). 
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and Corinthians on the one hand and his arrival (21%) at Jerusalem on 

the other (so, especially, Weizsicker, 4A. i. 313f.; Grimm, SiKe, 1o0os 

622 f. ; McGiffert, 44. 215f. 5 Pfleiderer, Ure. ii. 241 f. ; von Dobschiitz, 

Ure. 152.3; R. Knopf, SV7. i. 2. 65 ; Bousset ; Diehl, ZV//., 1909, 277-296), 

in any case prior to the composition of the Apocalypse (214). Therdecree 

would thus be the work of James and his party, whether brought down to 

Antioch by the emissaries of the former (McGiffert, Bacon) or, more probably, 

promulgated at some later period. It is noticeable that in 21 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. 100f.). 

The shorter Western form of 15”, which omits (so Wellhausen and Lake) 

kal mvixrov and inserts, between tropvelas and &y, the words xa boa wh Oédere 

éaurots ylver Oat Erépy ui roceiv, df, with Pepbuevor ev T@ aylw mvetuare between 

mpatere and éppwode, cannot have arisen later than the middle of the second 

century, as it is guaranteed not only in D but in Irenzeus (iii. 12, 14), Tertullian 

(de pudic. 12), and Cyprian ( Zestim. ii. 119). On the other hand, it resembles 

a moral catechism rather than the decree in its historical setting, and its 

secondary character, as compared with the canonical text, is fairly obvious. 

Its protest against the exaggeration of the ceremonial law, at the expense of 

its ethical elements, was both timely (cp. 4 Mac 5° ; Schiirer, G/V. ii. 464 f.) 

and in accord with the principles of Jesus; but, instead of the ambiguous 
eidwA60uTor, elSwAoharpela would have been more apposite. The ‘ Western’ 
reading avoids the difficulty of the superfluous mvixrGv after afua (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 (afua—=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 11°°-12%, The omission of this visit in Gal 117-2" 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, e.g., Neander, 
Meyer), nor because the envoys prudently stopped in Judzea (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 affected his claim to a divine commission 
independent of the twelve. The two visits at which this was called, or 
might be supposed to have been called, in question, were his first (Gal 178) 

and his third (Gal.2!f), The second visit, recorded in Ac 11°? 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, ¢.g., Godet, Hort, Light- 

* Renan thinks that Barnabas alone conveyed the cha/wka, and Zimmer- 
mann deletes kal DavAov (SK., 1901, 454). 
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foot, Blass, G. H. Gilbert, Watkins (pp. 170f.), Steinmann’s Aédfassungszert d. 

Galaterbriefes, 127 f.). This isa legitimate hypothesis. Paul is not writing 

a protocol in Gal 1-2, which would be falsified were he to omit any visit to 

the Jewish capital ; all his argument requires is a note of the occasions when 

he was brought into contact with tlie apostles at Jerusalem, and of this there 

is no mention in Ac 11°°, 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, Hilgenfeld, Weizsacker, Sabatier, B. Weiss, Jiilicher, Clemen’s 

Paulus, i, 215 f. ; Forbes), whether the historian confused (H. J. Holtzmann) 
the visit of Gal 2! with the collection visit of 1 Co 16% (which is therefore 

passed over at Ac 197), or whether he inserted 11°” and 12” (with 112226) 

erroneously in the source which lay before him (Wendt, SX., 1892, 270f.). 
Others, e.g. Spitta (179 f.), Pfleiderer, Schwartz, Wellhausen, Wendland, 
and McGiffert (4A. 170 f.) improve upon this by supposing (6) that the visit 
of 11° 12% was the same as that of 151, and that Luke, finding these two nar- 

ratives of what was the same event, supposed them to refer to different incidents. 

This is not impossible, but the two narratives are hardly parallel enough. 
The object of the one visit is the conveyance of funds; the object of the 
other (as of Gal 21+) is a question of religious principle. This consideration 

rules out with equal certainty (c) the bolder and even less probable hypothesis 
which indentifies 11°? 127° (not 15!!) with Gal 2!-!° (so, e.g., Belser, Ezn/. 

168 f. ; Ramsay, Weber, Gutjahr, after Fritzsche’s Opuscula, 233f.). Luke 

(in 117-12”) never alludes to the circumcision-problem or to any trouble 

over 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. 100f.). (d@) It is enough to mention * 

the identification of Paul’s visit (in Gal 2%) with the fourth recorded by Luke 

(viz. in Ac 18”). The visit of Ac 15* would then be passéd over by Paul— 
an omission which may be described as incredible. 

§ 7. The text.—The remarkable phenomena of the ‘ Western’ 
text had been already noted by earlier NT critics like Simon, 

Hug, and Credner (Z77/. 1. 452-519 f.), as well as by Lagarde 

in his monograph de VT" ad versionum orientalium fidem edendo 

(1857), and the problem of their origin and value has been 
investigated by A. Resch (Agvrapha, pp. 30f.), J. R. Harris (4 
Study of Codex Bez@, 1891; Four Lectures on the Western Text, 

* So, ¢.g., Kohler, Versuch tiber die Abfassungszeit der epist. Schriften im 
NT u. der Apocalypse (1830), pp. 7f. ; Wieseler’s Chronologie (pp. 184 f.), and 
Bertheau, Zzzzge Bemerkungen diber die Stelle Gal 2 u. thr Verhdltniss sur 

Apgeschichte (1854), pp. 3f. Cp. Baur’s critique of Wieseler in Zheo/. Jahrb. 
(1849) 457-480, and M. Meinertz on Ac 15*4 and Gal 2" (BZ., 1907, 392-402). 
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1894), F. H. Chase (Zhe Old Syriac Element in the text of Codex 
Beza), and Ramsay (CRZL., ch. viii.), amongst others (cp. HVT. 
611f.). 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; VKZ., 1895, 712f. ; 

Hermathena, ix. 121f., 291f.; SK, 1896, 436f., 1898, 539f., 

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 (ZWTZ., 1896, 
625f., 1899, 138f., and in his edition of Acts), Belser (7@Q., 
1897, 303f. etc.), Haussleiter (Zheol. Lit. Blatt., 1896, pp. 
105f.), Draseke (ZWT., 1894, 192f.), Zockler (in Greifswalder 

Studien, 1895, pp. 129f.), and Nestle (Chvistliche Welt, 1895, 

pp. 304f.; SK., 1896, pp. 103f.; Zznf pp. 56f., 186f.); it is 
rejected by Ramsay (£x/.5 i. pp. 129f., 212f, vi. pp. 46of.), 
Chase (Critical Review, 1894, 303-305), Page (Class. Rev., 1897, 
217), Bebb (DB. iii. 164-165), Schmiedel (Zz. i. 50-56), Jiilicher 
(Lind. § 32), and Jacquier (VT. 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 
‘original’ text of Acts and the ‘revised’ 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 que videtur romanam) ; and that (iv.) the later 
origin of the ‘Western’ text appears in several places (e.g. 539 
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. 150f., 1900, 

pp. 2f.), Bousset (77#., 1898, 410-414), Corssen (GGA., 1896, 
pp. 425f, 1901, pp. 1f., in reviewing Hilg.’s edition of Acts), 
B. Weiss (ZU. xvil. 1. pp. 52-107), Kenyon (Zextual Criticism 
of NT, pp. 341 f.), H. Coppieters (De Historia Textus Actorum 

Apostolorum dissertatio, 1902),and Schmiedel (Z Bi. 54-56), from 
the standpoint of textual criticism. D may have occasionally 

(cp. Zahn’s Z7zn/. § 59) preserved the original reading,* but as a 

whole it cannot be ascribed to the author of Acts (see Harnack’s 

* According to A. Pott (Der abendlindische Text der Apgeschichte und 

thr Wir-guelle, 1900), because the editor had access to the We-source or 

Acta Pauli which underlies the canonical Acts. 
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final reply in ZZZ. (1907) 396-401, based on a fresh examina- 
tion of the D text in Ac 1-7). 

If the Western text of 11°78 be the original draft (jy 6é€ roAdy ayadX- 

acts. cwectpapuevay O€ judy épy eis €& abTay dvéuare “AyaBos onualywv KTX.; 

so Blass, Pfleiderer, Hilgenfeld, Zahn, F. Dibelius, J. Weiss, etc.), a strong 

light is thrown upon the personality of the writer. Here the we is not Paul’s 
companions, but the Christian community of Antioch. Consequently, if 

this isolated occurrence of jets 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, BT. i. 21 f.) 
for other reasons (cp. the tradition in Eus. 4. &. iii. 4, and Jerome, wz7. 

inlust. 7, ‘Lucas, medicus antiochensis,’ etc.). But the latter fact is not 

bound up with this reading, which may be due toa reviser who wished to 
emphasise the tradition in question (cp. #7. xxii. 479). 

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°!; 512% has been displaced (cp. Laurent, WZ Studien, 
138-139) from between 5!4 and 5); there is quite a case for 

Cramer’s (Zixegetica et Critica, v., 1896, 34-40) suggestion that 
1971-22 originally followed 1815-3; 14%, unless it is an early gloss, 

lay before 142 (Wendt, cp. HWZ. 671); and 268 has been dis- 
placed from its site between 267? and 26% (Nestle, Phzlologica 
Sacra, 54; Wendt; Moffatt, AWVZ. 676). Such phenomena, 
taken together with the fact that by the middle of the second 

century (ze. 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 devrepos 
Adyos for purposes of publication. 

§ 8. Date.—(Harnack, BVT. iv. 90-116; J. A. Cross, ET. 
Xil. 334-336, 423-425, xlll. 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 devrepos Adyos 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 guo of both his works could not be earlier than 
A.D. 94. On other grounds the older Tiibingen school relegated 



312 THE HISTORICAL LITERATURE 

Acts to the reign of Trajan or Hadrian (so Zeller-Overbeck : ii. 

267-284; Schwegler, Hausrath, followed by Krenkel, Rovers: 

INT. 205 f., Schmiedel in £42. 49-50, and Baljon); Pfleiderer, 

S. Davidson (ZV7. ii. 76-176), and Martineau (Seat of Authority, 

267) condescend on A.D. 110-120 ; but others fix on the beginning 

of the second (so, e.g., Volkmar, Weizsaicker, Holtzmann, Jacobsen, 

Renan: iv. ch. xix. ; Jiilicher, Wrede, Burkitt), or the close of the 

first century (so Wendt, J. Weiss, Peake, Lake). It is impossible 

to go earlier than c. A.D. 100, if it is allowed that Luke knew 

Josephus (/ew7shk Wars before a.D. 80; Antig., 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, 1. 63; Hilgenfeld, Reuss, McGiffert, Loning’s Gemmeznde- 

verfassung, 62; J. Réville, Zes ovigines de lépiscopat, 43-44; 

Bacon, Ramsay’s SPZ. 386 f.; Spitta, Knopf, Feine), perhaps 

as early as ¢. A.D. 80 (Ewald, Bleek, Hoennicke, Sanday’s Zzsfira- 

tion*, 1894, 318-330; Gilbert) or the eighth decade of the 

century (Bartlet, Furneaux, Headlam, Zahn). We may recon- 

struct J.uke’s literary activity roughly as follows: Between a.p. 

(50) 55 and 65 he wrote his memoranda of Paul’s travels ; later, 

between A.D. 80 and 60, 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 was written immediately after the events recorded at 
its close, z.e. prior to A.D. 70, which sprang up early (cp. Eus. H. &. ii. 22. 
6), through Jerome (wzr. z/ustr. 7: edidit uolumen egregium, quod titulo 

apostolicarum mpdgewy preenotatur. Cuius historia usque ad biennium Romze 
commorantis Pauli peruenit, id est usque ad quartum Neronis annum. Ex 
quo intelligimus in eadem urbe librum esse compositum), lingers still, e.¢., 
in Godet, Salmon, Alford (A.D. 63), Rendall, Koch, Barde (Comm. 508-583), 

Gloag (A.D. 62-64), Belser (A.D. 63), Bisping, Cornely, R. B. Rackham 

(JTS., 1899, 76-87), Dawson Walker (G2ft of Tongues, etc., A.D. 68-70), 

Corluy (A.D. 64), Blass, Edmundson (Ure. 32f.), and Jacquier; while 

Harnack (G7. iv. 90f., 114 f.) concludes that Acts must have been written 

before the fall of Jerusalem, even before Paul’s death (see above, p. 304). 
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 supposed to have planned a third 
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volume ; but, when such a hypothesis is regarded as untenable, critics 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. Asa 

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 dxwdirws, 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 (cp. J. Weiss, Urc. 

293). 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 narrative. Even if 

the evidence for the post A.D. 70 date of the third gospel and for Luke’s use 
of Josephus could be set aside, there would not be sufficient internal evidence 

to establish a seventh-decade date for Acts. 
The other argument, that if Luke had written later he would have been 

sure to know and use Paul’s epistles, and in this way would have avoided 
some of the discrepancies between these and his own work, is equally insecure. 

Even if the epistles were widely circulated by the opening of the second 
century, Luke seems to have had no interest in Paul as a letter-writer (cp. 

Menzies, Jrzterpreter, 1914, 254f.). 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 37). Nor was Luke careful even in his own works 

(cp. Lk 24 and Ac 1) to avoid apparent (cp. Bacon, Ax." vii. 254-261) dis- 
crepancies. ‘‘ There are stranger things in the Acts thanthe appearance of con- 
tradicting 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. Zvraces in early Christian literature.—(SR. 567-584; 

Zeller, i. 93-164; Leipoldt, GX. i. 197f.) 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 fatronus libri often undertook to have copies of 

the book made by /érariz at his own expense, and thus its intro- 

duction to wider circles was facilitated (cp. e.g. Mart. ili. 2. 16, 
vil. 97.13; Cic. ad Aft. xii. 40.1). No traces of Acts are visible, 

however, until at least the second decade of the second century. 

Clem. Rom. 2! (ijdvov dudévres 7} NawBdvorres) is merely an allusion * to an 
agraphon circulating through primitive Christianity, which chances to be cited 

* So Did. 12=Ac 15” °°, and the use, attributed by Hegesippus to James 
the Just, of the logion preserved in our canonical Lk 23% (Ac 7"). 
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in Ac 20%; Clem. 18!=Ac 13” reflects the use of a common source, and 
slight coincidences like Clem. 5* 7=Ac 1%, Clem. 59?=Ac 26'8 are quite 
fortuitous.* In view of the rabbinical use of the phrase Zo go ¢o his own place, 
the echo of Ac 1 in Ign. AZagz. 51 becomes more apparent than real. Upon 
the other hand, Ac 2™ does appear to have been in the mind of the writer of 
Polyk. 17 (dv #yepey 6 Ocds Nioas Tas HStvas rod ddov); it is not easy to 

suppose that the striking mistranslation of ban was made independently. If 
so, lesser references or reminiscences may be seen in Polyk. 2! (judge of 
living and dead)=Ac 10” perhaps, and in Polyk. 63=Ac 7, as well as 
(probably) in Polyk. 12?=Ac 2° 8% 2618, Similarly Ac 17%4* is echoed in 
Diogn. 3, Tatian (Orat. ad Gr. 4), and Athenagoras (Zeg. 13); while Ac 7 
seems reproduced, like Lk 1°, 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. Irenzeus and the Muratorian Canon 
attest its repute as scripture in the Western church, like Tertullian in the 
church of Africa, and Clement in Alexandria. Its history in the Alexandrian 

church, together with the fact that its text could be so freely altered as in the 
D revision, shows that in some quarters, however, Acts was not considered 

ypagy by the middle of the second century. What helped eventually to 
popularise it} 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, GA. 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, que sub 
preesentia 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. 7S. Vv. ii., 1897, 

pp. 10f.) with the Leucian Actus Petré Vercellenses, which begin with the 
profectio Pauli ab urbe in Spaniam, and close with the fasszo Petri—a coin- 

cidence which seems to imply that these Acts were known to the compiler of 
the Murat. Canon, who confused Luke with Leucius or took the Leucian 

Acts (where the first person is also used anonymously, cp. /7'S. xvi. 505) 
to be written, as Leucius may have intended his readers to suppose, by Luke. 

* As are Herm. ‘S27. 9° = Ac 5% and Vs, 47=Ac 45) lon. Swzyrmn 3? — 

Ac 104, and Barn. 77= Ac 10%, with perhaps Just. Dza/. 36, 76=Ac 26-3, 
+ The apocryphal Acta draw upon it and embellish its hints by fantastic 

embroideries of their own (cp. HVA. i. 347f.). In his opening homily, 

Chrysostom observes that (7o\Xois Totro Td BiBXlov ot bre éoTe yuwpiudy éotuy 

ovre 0 ypawas avo Kai ovveis) 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 during the fourth or fifth century. 
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HOMILIES AND PASTORALS. 

Ir 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 toa definite author. No contemporary 

tradition enables us to place them. Even the traditions of the 

next century, such as they are, yield little or no data upon the 

problems raised by literary criticism ; it is seldom certain whether 
such traditions are much more than imaginative deductions 
from the writings themselves. 

This is one of the perplexing differences between the 
Christian literature of the first and that of the second century. 
The latter reveals a series of striking personalities, while the NT 
literature, which is practically synonymous with the literature of 

315 
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the church during the first century, has only one writer whose 

personality is well marked, ze. 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 varied personalities, from Ignatius to Irenzeus, from 

Polykarp to Tertullian, from Marcion and even Papias and 
Hegesippus to Justin, Tatian, and Clement of Alexandria. One 
result of this contrast is that, while these writers and others 

reflect the existence of the earlier NT literature, it is more 

difficult to fix down the latter. When the NT canon begins 
to emerge, in the second and third centuries, we find it composed 
of writings which may, on independent grounds, in a large 

majority of cases, be assigned to A.D. 70-120; but it is a task 

beyond the resources of criticism—at least beyond such resources 
as are at present available—to locate a number of these writings 
with any sort of precision. ‘They come to us out of that misty 

half-century; they are found to be in use throughout the 
later church in certain quarters ; echoes of them in later writers 

help to prove their period within certain limits, and internal 
evidence determines their relative order now and then. But 
beyond this we can seldom go with very much security. 
The questions of their authorship, object, and structure may 
be discussed with the aid of hypotheses, but these hypotheses 

are almost wholly derived from internal evidence, and this 

evidence in its turn is vitiated by our comparative ignorance 

of the literary conditions in which these compositions originated. 

One reason for this was that such problems were irrelevant to the 
interests of the later church. MWzh7l de titulis interest, said Tertullian (see 

below, p. 390); and this abjuring of interest in 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 ; otherwise. the morphology of the documents 
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 1 Peter and of 2-3 John brings figures within reach 
which may be more or less securely connected with these homilies, but 

otherwise most of the later traditions upon their origin are derivative and 

secondary. The writings are all post-Pauline. In several, ¢.2., Hebrews, 
1 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 1 John has no definite address ; 

while neither James nor 1 John has any epistolary conclusion. 

The more important of them show how Paul had popularised 
the epistolary form in primitive Christianity, but it is as homilies 
rather than as epistles that they are to be ranked (pp. 48-50). 

The so-called ‘catholic’ or ‘canonical’? (cp. ZVW., 1913, 266f.) 
epistles are best connected with the anonymous apostles and prophets who 

* Cp. Deissmann, S2zble Studies, pp. 5of.; Heinrici, Der Litter, 

Character d. neutest. Schriften, 73 {.; Bacon, Making of NT, 107 f. 
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belonged to Christendom as a whole, not to any particular community (cp. 

Harnack, AC. i. 341 f.). But Harnack’s further hypothesis (cp. 7'U. li. 2. 
pp. 106 f., ACZ. ii. 1. 455 f.), that 1 Peter, Judas, and James were originally 

the work of such unknown teachers and prophets, and that the later tendency 
of the church to run back its doctrine and institutions to apostles led to the 
insertion of apostolic names in these homilies, does not work out well in detail. 

Editions by the French scholar Jacques Le Fevre d’Etaples (Basle, 1527), 

J. Ferus the Franciscan (Paris, 1536 f.), N. Serarius (Mayence, 1612), S. J. 

Justinianus (Lyons, 1621), Fromond (Paris, 1670), G. Schlegel (2783) isleabs 

Carpzov (1790), J. C. W. Augusti (1801), J. W. Grashof (1830), K. R. 

Jachmann (1838), de Wette (1847), Briickner (—de Wette®, 1865), H. 

Ewald (1870), A. Bisping (1871), Hofmann (1875-6), E. Reuss (1878), 

J. M. S. Baljon (1903), B. Weiss (vol. iii. of his M7. Handausgabe), T. 

Calmes (Paris, 1905), F. Weidner (Aznotatéons, New York, 1906), van 

Steenkiste (Zp. Cath. Explicate*, 1907), and Windisch (44N7. 1911). 
Special studies by G. C. Storr, de catholicarum epistolarum occasione et consilio 

(Tiibingen, 1789), C. F. Staudlin, de fontibus epistolarum catholicarum 

(Gottingen, 1790), P. J. Gloag (Zutrod. to Cath, Epp., Edin. 1877), S. D. F. 

Salmond (DAB. i. 359-362), and W. Bauer (Dze Katholischen Briefe des NT, 

Tiibingen, 1910); they are also translated and annotated by F. W. Farrar 

in his Early Days of Christianity. On their canonical place, see Leipoldt 
(GK. i. 232f.), and Lietzmann’s Wee wurden die Biicher des NT, hetlige 

Schrift? (1907) pp. 99-110. 

(A) THE (FIRST) EPISTLE OF PETER. 
LITERATURE.—(a) Editions!—Erasmus (1516); Luther (1523); H. 

Bullinger (1534); Bibliander (1536); Calvin (1551); Hemming (1555); 

F. Feuardent (Paris, 1600); N. Byfield (London, 1637); Gerhard (Jena, 

1641); John Rogers (London, 1650) ; Grotius (Aznotat. 1650); A. Nisbet 

(London, 1658); David Dickson (1659); Benson, Paraphrase and Notes 

(1756); J. S. Semler’s Pavaphraszs (Halle, 1781); Morus (Leipzig, 1794) ; 
Roos, Brief explanation 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 (Vindicie Petrine, 1836)* ; de Wette (1847); J. E. Riddle 
(1849) ; J. F. Demarest (New York, 1851); A. Wiesinger, Avzefes d. Jakobus, 
Petrus, und Judas (Konigsberg, 1854); Olshausen (1856); T. Schott 
(Erlangen, 1861) ; B. Briickner * (1865*) ; 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, Brzefe d. Petrus 

und Judas (Leipzig, 1883); S. D. F. Salmond (Schaff’s Comm. 1883)*; A. J. 
Mason (Ellicott’s Comm. 1883); J. M. Usteri* (Ziirich, 1887) ; R. Johnstone 

(Edin. 1888); B. C. Caffin (Pu/pit Comm. 1889); Fronmiiller (Lange’s 

1In addition to the patristic notes of Didymus (ed. F. Zoepfl, 1914), 
Oecumenius, and Theophylact. 



THE (FIRST) EPISTLE OF PETER 319 

Bibel-Werk 4, 1890, Eng. tr. 1872); J. R. Lumby (Zxfosztor’s Bible, 1893) 5 

Goebel (1893); J. T. Beck, Zrklarung d. Briefe Petri (1895); K. Burger? 

(1895) ; H. Couard (1895); E. Kiihl (— Meyer ®, 1897); F. J. A. Hort * 

(posthumous and incomplete [1'-2!"], 1898); H. von Soden* (HC. 1896) ; 

Monnier (1900)*; J. H. B. Masterman (1900); C. Bigg? (7CC. 1902) * ; 

Bugge, Afostlerne Peters og Judas’s Breve (1902); Gunkel (SW7Z.* 1907) ; 
Hart (EGTZ. 1910) ; Windisch (HBT. 1911), van Kasteren (Utrecht, 1911), 

R. Knopf (— Meyer’, 1912) ; G. Wohlenberg (ZA. 1915). 
(6) Studies—Cludius, Uvransichten des Christenthums (Altona, 1808), 

296-311; Augusti, Mova hypothesis, gue prime Petri epistole ai bevriav im- 

pugnat, sub examen voc. (Jena, 1808); J. D. Schulze, Der schriftstellerische 

Charakter u. Werth des Petrus, Judas, u. Jakobus (Leipzig, 1811); Seyler 

(SK., 1832, 44f.); Mayerhoff, Eznlect. in die Petrin. Schriften (Hamburg, 

1835)* ; Lecoultre’s 7héses (Geneva, 1839) ; A. L. Polmann, Theologia Petrina 

(Groningen, 1850); J. C. Zaalberg’s Désguzsztio (1851); B. Weiss, Petren. 

Lehrbegriff (1855), and in SX. (1865, pp. 619-657, 1873, pp. 539f-); Baur 

(Theol. Jahrb., 1856, 193-240, in reply to Weiss ; also Church History, Eng. 

tr. i. pp. 150f.); Schmid, 22biical Theology of the NT (ii. pp. 374f-); 

Sabatier (ESR. x. 619f.); Davaine, Etude dogmatique sur 1 P. (1867) ; 

Grimm (SK., 1872, pp. 657-694) ; Holtzmann (BZ. iv. 494-502); C. H. 

van Rhijn, de jougste bezwaren tegen de echthetd vaan d. eersten brief van 

Petrus getoest (1875); Gloag, Zutrod. to Catholic Epistles (Edin. 1887), pp. 

109-203 ; E. Scharfe, die petrinische Stromung ind. NT Literatur (1893)* 

R. H. Drijber (Geloof en Vrijheid, 1895, 28-60); Ramsay, CRE, (ch. xiii.) 

and Exf.4 viii. 282-296 ; Seeberg, der Tod Christi (1895), 288 f. ; McGiffert, 

AA. pp. 482f., 593f.; Dalmer, ‘Zu 1 P 11%19 (BFT., 1898, 6) ; Harmon, 
‘ Peter—The man and the epistle’ (7BZ., 1898, 31-39); F. H. Chase (DB. 

iii. 779-796) * ; van Manen, Handleiding voor de ondchristelijke Letterkunde 
(1900), pp. 64-67; Pfleiderer, Ure. iv. 243f.; Sieffert (PRE. xv. 186- 

212)*; Moffatt, HNZ. pp. 242-257; Kogel, ‘die Gedankeneinheit des 

ersten Briefes Petri? (B/7., 1902, 5-6); L. Goutard, ‘Essai critique et 

historique sur la prem. épitre de S. Pierre’? (Lyons, 1905); Orello Cone 

(ZBi. iii. 3677-3685) ; B. Weiss, ‘ Der erste Petrusbrief u. die neuere Kritik ’ 

(1906) ; P. Schmidt, ‘Zwei Fragen zum ersten Petrusbrief? (Z/V7., 1907, 

28-52); R. Scott, Zhe Pauline Epistles (1909), 208-211; J. C. Granbery, 

‘Christological Peculiarities in 1 Pt.’ (4/7., 1910, 62-81); K. Lake (EB 

xxi. 295 f.); S. J. Case (DAC. ii. 201 f.) ; Edmundson (Uc. 119 f.). 

§ 1. Characteristics of the pastoralAfter a brief address! 

(112), 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 (1**), as the long-promised messianic 
heritage (11°12), This hopeful? prospect is a source of joy. 
It involves, however, a reverent and godly conduct in the present 

1Cp. W, Alexander (Zx.? iv. 1-13). 
2 The temper inculcated by Peter, in view of suffering, is not a grey, 

close-lipped stoicism, but a glow of exultation such as Jesus (Mt 5'1*) and 
Paul (Ro 5) had already counselled. Christians can only be patient under 

their trials by being more than patient. 
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life (113-21), particularly brotherly love (172) 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 131, widens (2!) into a variety of social duties 

incumbent on Christians as citizens (212), subjects (2!"), slaves f 
(2186), wives (31°), 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!**), are 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 
(510-11), as|| in He 132%, is followed by some brief personal 

notices, with which the epistle closes. Its keynote is steady 

* Cp. the striking parallel, 1 P 2°*=Mk 12!°1; also the similarity of 
argument in 1 P 47=Mk 13798, 

+ The association of advice to these olkérac 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. 

+ 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 
(dren. i. 27. 3); and (6) Apamea was one of the places where the Noah- 

legend, like the Enoch-legend, had been localised (cp. Babelon in RAR., 
1891, pp. 174-183), though Parthia and Phrygia competed for the honour of 

having been the ark’s resting-place (see Schi' er, G/V. iii. 18-20). 
§ Cp. W. Alexander (Zx7.3 iv. 184-193). 
|| Both 1 P. and Heb. are brief exhortations (5!2=He 13”) to exiles of 

heaven (11 2"=He 1118, Mk 13°”), written in view of penultimate persecution 
(47 17-9= He 10”). See, further, 12=He 12%, 2?=He 5, 2°>=He 3°, 39= 
He 12!", 371 (avrirurov)=He 9%, with the use of gdavepodc@ar (17°=He 9**) 

and the emphasis on @aé (3'S= He 727 g?- 2f) and the common exaltation of 
hope. But Heb. implies a longer period of Christian experience in its audience 
than 1 P. In view of Col 4" and 2 Co 1? 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 (11° etc., cp. Seyler, 

SK., 1832, pp. 44f.; Weiss, W7TZ, 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, W772. 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 Aufeabe 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 1 P. has some traits in common (e.g. AvtpotoGa 118 = Tit 

2! ol=Tit 38, 29=Tit 214, 2=Tit 212, 28=Tit 31; regenera- 

tionin! baptism, 1° 32! — ‘Tit 3% ¢tc.): 
At the same time, a writing like this reveals a man’s 

personality in several aspects, and one of these aspects is a 

warm,* kindly spirit which is allied to a certain grace of style. 

The plastic language and love of metaphor 7 (cp. the frequent 
use of ds, 114-19 2% 5.16 410. 11.15.16 53) 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. 1% 18 210), and although a clause like 6 

ZEwbev eurdroxhs TpLxav Kal mepecews xpvoiwy 7) évdvcews ipatiwv 

xécpos has been pronounced ‘quite Thucydidean’ (Bigg). On 

* ‘Das Eigenthumliche des Briefes ist eine durchgehende Warme” 
(Mayerhoff, p. 102). 

+ Cp. Scharfe (SK., 1889, pp. 633-670), Chase (pp. 781-782), and Bigg 

(pp. 2-5). The style is ‘‘more varied, more nearly classical, but less 

eloquent and of less literary power” (Simcox) than that of James, 

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 (zor 
Se but, y 14-15. 18-19. 23a-23b 36a-6b. 21a-21b 5 2a-2b. 20-3), and of present- 

ing an idea by means of sharp contrasts (15 8 11. 15-16 4. 7. 10. 16. 
23-25 21.3.9, 11-12. 17-18 42 6. 14-15. 17-18 51.3), five times with the idio- 

matic pév . . . dé, whose use in 1 P. of all the NT writings “‘is 
freest and contributes most to the sense” (Simcox, Language 
of INT, p. 167). He likes compounds of ovv-, and verbs com- 
pounded of dva- (13: 18. 15. 17. 23 25.24 44.14) fis favourite formula 
for introducing OT quotations is dure (174), with yéypamrat (116) 

or zepiexer ev TH ypady (2°), but just as often an OT phrase is 
woven into the texture of the epistle without any comment, or 

several are twisted together. 

The beautiful spirit of the pastoral shines through any translation of the 
Greek text. ‘‘Affectionate, loving, lowly, humble,” are Izaak Walton’s 

quaternion of adjectives for the epistles of James, John, and Peter, but it is 
1 P. which deserves them pre-eminently. To this writer Christians in the 
present age seem exiles (11 2", cp. also 17),* or pilgrims (contrast Eph 21), 
whose inheritance is in heaven (14), but who possess here a sure footing in the 

true grace of God (5° a reminiscence of Col 1%?). This grace, which is the 
core and heart of the epistle, is described in historical retrospect as the 
subject + of OT prophecy (11°), and in prospect as the final boon to be fully 

bestowed at the second coming of Jesus Christ (1}°). By a remarkable turn 
(cf. Phil 1°9), the suffering of innocent Christians is described as a ydpis in 

God’s sight (21%*"). The grace of life is Peter’s equivalent for Christianity 

(3"); God is to him the god of all grace (§'°), and Christians are to be 

stewards of God’s rrocxihn xdpts (41°), or bounty bestowed on them for various 
ends of service. The epistle is a blend of rapdxNyous and éruaprupla (51°), 
the latter testifying ravrny elvar ddnO9 xdpw Tod Oeod, els tv orAre (cp. 414). 

Here Peter uses ydpis where Paul had used evayyéAuov (1 Co 151), and the 

unsettling tendencies are due to suffering, not to wrong views (as at Corinth). 

* This disposes of one of Harnack’s arguments (see p. 342). He pleads 

that the address does not lie on the same plane as the rest of the epistle, 
whereas this conception of Christians as exiled colonists of heaven is intim- 
ately bound up with the conception of their sufferings. But it is simpler to 
suppose that the address came from the same source as the bulk of the letter, 
than to conjecture that a later scribe studied the letter and wrote the address 

so as to be in line with what followed. Cp. also the use of taxon (1? 14- 2), 
{ This is in keeping with its associations in Paul and in Acts (cp. J. A. 

Robinson, Zphes. pp. 221 f.), where xdpis is generally tinged with colours 
drawn from the admission of the Gentiles into the prerogatives and privileges 
of Israel. 



THE (FIRST) EPISTLE OF PETER 323 

§ 2. The sttuation.—It is this hostile pressure, with the 
perplexities and pains which ensue, that differentiates 1 P. 
from the preceding correspondence of Paul. The relations 

between Christians and the authorities have entered on a phase 

of strain, which marks a new epoch in the story of the primitive 

church, and the date, as well as inferentially the authorship, of 

the epistle may be said to depend largely upon the view adopted 

of the disturbance under which the readers were suffering. 
They are not to be taken aback at the durning trial (412) 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 (1%) ; (ii.) it is not abnormal, but the 
natural order of experience exemplified as well as ordained by 
Jesus himself (41°); (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 1 Peter, would voice the more patriotic temper 
consonant with the Christianity of the capital. But the internal 
evidence does not appear to carry us beyond the seventh decade 

of the first century, as reflected, e.g., in a contemporary passage 
like Mk 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 yeuoves and _ royalty 

(cp. 1 P 2!), é&vexey €uod (=as Xpioriavods, 41°), and have to 

answer for themselves. Mk. does not specify the charges; he 

merely makes Jesus describe the trials as incurred (13!) da 70 
dvona pov. ‘This tallies fairly with the evidence of 1 P. and the 
Roman historians alike in pointing to a period as early as the 

seventh decade when, not only at Rome but throughout the 

provinces, the popular belief that Christianity was bound up 
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with such /lagitia as Thyestean detrva and Oidorddao pites 
(Arnold, of. cit. below, pp. 22f., HFG. iv. 398 f.), besides anti- 

imperial 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 flagitia inuisos uulgus Chrestianos appellabat,” the pestilential super- 
stition of Christianity, Tacitus (Amal. xv. 44) continues, had spread 

already in Rome, ‘‘quo cuncta undique atrocia aut pudenda confluunt 
celebranturque.” Originally the Romans may have scarcely taken the 

trouble to distinguish between Christianity and its parent-stock Judaism, but 
before the seventh decade * it must have been the interest of the Jews, 
especially at Rome, where they enjoyed the favour of Poppzea, 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 ¢7\os or spiteful malice (cp. Clem. Rom. 6), 

instigated Nero’s émeute, or at least suggested his victims and scapegoats (cp. 

Harnack in 7U., 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 (Ver. 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.t Thereupon, thanks to their information, a vast multitude 

was associated with them (reading comjuncté for the MS convict?) 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, /x/.? 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, 

Hf], 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, de 

Neronische Christenverfolgung (1888), pp. 52f., and E. Klette, die Chrésten- 

katastrophe unter Nero (1907), pp. 16f., 40f. Klette’s monograph summarises 

the wide results of recent research upon the problem, especially the novel 

views of Profumo and Pascal. 

+ 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 and for sectarian ends gave incriminating testimony falsely, 
or they were tortured into bearing false witness, or else they were fanatical 

enthusiasts, 



THE (FIRST) EPISTLE OF PETER 325 

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 vel¢gzo zl/ictta is assumed to be a 
capital offence. Trajan’s answer to his lieutenant neither disputes nor 
authorises this mode of action; the emperor simply sanctions it as an 
admitted feature of the State policy towards such dissenters. f 

In the light of these historical data, the language of 1 P. 
becomes more intelligible. Not only does it contain no definite 

or necessary allusion to the second-century persecution for the 

Name, but the very terms employed are satisfactorily explained 

by the position of Christians under the Empire during the third 
quarter of the first century, especially subsequent to A.D. 64. 

Thus, while xaxozrouds has its general meaning of ‘ wrong-doer’ 

in 2/214 its position between murderer and thief and 
dAXoTpioeticxoros in 415, shows that here it is specially (cp. 
malus in Hor. Sat. 1. 1. 77, ili. 59, etc.) equivalent to maleficus 
in the contemporary usage of Suetonius, z.e. wizard or magician, 

—magic, in the sense of possessing supernatural powers and of 

wielding undue influence over others,§ being a common charge 
against Christians, and one which, like arson, rendered the people 
liable to the penalties of the Zex Cornelia de sicarits (cp. 
Arnold, of. cit. pp. 64 f.). Hence a\Xorpioerioxoros would mean 

not so much seditious or inconsistent as either a busybody—one 

* Cp. Sanday (#-x/.* vii. 407f.); E. G. Hardy, Christianity and the 

Roman Empire (1894), pp. 70f., 80f., 125 f. ; and Klette, of. czt. 54 f. ‘‘ Die 
Moglichkeit, dass die Verhiltnisse, 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 worden sind, lasst sich nicht abweisen” (Harnack, ACZ. ii. 1. 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.” 

~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 rim. Staat u. die allgemeine Kirche, i. [1890] pp. 9f., and 

Knopf (2VZ. 96f.). 

§ For Christians who were actually mathematzcé, cp. Tert. de /dol, ix. 
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who, like the Cynics, interfered (cp. Zeller in SBBA., 1893, 
pp. 129f.) 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.t 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!? rov éridourov év capki Brdcar 

xpovov, the expression pi) aioxvvecGa, 41%, and of racxovtes TuaTO 

ktioTn TapatilcOwcay Tas Woxas aitav ev ayaoroita). 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. 
“T’ennemi, ce n’est pas encore le pouvoir, ce sont les gens 
ignorants, débauchés, c’est la foule aveugle, qui n’admet pas un 

culte et une morale par lesquels elle se sent condamnée” 

(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!2);¢ the dramatic publicity of the punishment 

must have spread the name of Christian urdi et orbi, far and 

wide over the empire; the provincials would soon hear of it, 

*Tt tells against this explanation, however, that Tertullian deliberately 

renders the word, not by de/ator, but by speculator alienz (Scorp. 12). P. 

Schmidt (ZW7., 1907, 28f.) compares the oath taken by the Christians of 
Pliny’s provinces to abstain from misappropriation of trust funds (ne fidem 

fallerent, ne depositum appellati abnegarent); but the ws before daAX. 

separates it from the preceding adjectives. 
+ A. Bischoff (ZNVW., 1906, 271-274) prefers to think of Christians 

exposing themselves to the /ex mazestatzs by imprudent, if generous, resent- 

ment against the authorities on behalf of some ill-used fellow-citizen ; but 

this interpretation, suggested long ago by Bengel, hardly seems broad enough 

by itself to explain the warning of the text. For the danger caused by 

delatores within Judaism after A.D. 70, cp. Joseph. B. /. vii. 3. 3, ete. 

+ Barth (Zzz/. p. 127) compares the effects produced throughout the 

French provinces by the massacre of St. Bartholomew. 
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and, when they desired a similar outburst at the expense of 

local Christians, all that was needed was a proconsul to gratify 
their wishes, and some outstanding disciple like Antipas or 
Polykarp to serve as a victim. 

§ 3. Destination and origin—The epistle is addressed to 
the Christian churches (cp. 5!°) in Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, 
Asia, and Bithynia. The order, from NE. to S. and W. (cp. p. 94), 

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.” + 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 BaBuAdv in 5!8 is a symbolic term for Rome—an 
interpretation which accords with the figurative language upon Israel (11 2‘), 

*7.e. (i.) Bithynia and Pontus, (ii.) Galatia, (iii.) Cappadocia, and (iv.) 

Asia. Bithynia (Ac 167) and Cappadocia, so far as we know, were never 
evangelised by Paul, but (cp. p. 53) their Christianity may be explained by 

Ac 2° (where Hemsterhuis and Valckenaer conj. Buduviay for ’lovdaiar), 

which would also throw light on the Pontus and Cappadocia of 1 P 1}. 
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 1 Peter was written (cp. #7. xxviii. 411 f.). 

Tt So Hort (p. 168), after Bengel. Cilicia is omitted because 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. Z. 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! (elre Baowdet . . . elre 

iyyeudowv). Erbes (ZXG., 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 + 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 
BaBvAwy in the immediately preceding words, no less than against the theory 

which would see in 7 év BaSvAGve cuvekNexry an allusion to Peter’s wife (so 

Bengel, Mayerhoff, Jachmann, Alford, Stanley, and Bigg), who accompanied 

her husband on his mission-tours (1 Co 9°) and was not unknown to later 

tradition. Apart from the fact that the phrase is an extremely singular 
description of an individual, it would be very awkward to follow it up with 
a reference, which was not literal (though some, e.g. Bengel and Stanley, 

would take it literally), to #zy som 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. . Z&. iii. 30. 1; Clem. Alex. 

Strom, iii. 6. 52). His mission at Rome is probably historical. 

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 (éxXexrois 
TapeTlonpos S.agropas), who were aliens in a world of suffering 

and persecution. Their pre-Christian condition was one of 
religious ignorance (1! édyvo.a, cp. Eph 418, Ac 173°), in which 

they were no people of God (2% »°), but the long destined 
purpose of God’s salvation had been achieved in them (122), 

* So after Calvin, Alford, Dean Stanley (Sermons and Essays on A fost. 
Age, p. 68), Johnstone (0/. cz¢. pp. 23-28), and Kiihl (pp. 264 f.) among modern 

critics. The arguments for Rome, as against the Mesopotamian Babylon, are 
best put by Windischmann (pp. 130-133), Seufert (ZW7., 1885, 146-156), 

Salmon (V7. pp. 440 f.), Lightfoot (Clement, ii. pp. 491 f.), Zahn (Zin. 
ii. 19 f.), and Burger (pp. 154 f.). 

+The tradition connecting Mark with Alexandria, and the possibility of 
the Preaching of Peter having an Egyptian origin, might tell in favour of 

the Egyptian Babylon, a Roman fortress in Old Cairo (cp. Cone, 2&7. 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 (21°). 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 
(Cassiodorus: ‘Petri ad gentes’) there can be no doubt (cp. 

Grimm, pp. 657 f., and Hoennicke, /C. pp. 113-117). Even a 
phrase like zatporapddoros in connection with avactpopy (1}5), 

which might 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.” + 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.—t: 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 (11%), for the 
tradition reported by Origen (apud Eus. HZ. £. iii. 1), that Peter 
evangelised the Jews in Pontus, Galatia, Bithynia, Cappadocia, 

and Asia, is little more than an inference from 1 P 11. 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, #zv/. 

§ 246), that the epistle was meant for proselytes of the gate (cp. 24) has no 

basis in facts. The other view, which limited the epistle to Jewish Christians 
(so, é.g., Augusti, Pott, de Wette, and Bertholdt), is mainly advocated to-day 
by Weiss and Kiihl, partly on their peculiar and untenable theory of the date 

of the epistle, partly on erroneous exegetical grounds. Thus, even had Paul 

not written Ro 9”, it would be daring to argue that because Hosea’s words, 

cited in 1 P. 2), originally referred to the Jews, they must bear the same 
reference in this connexion. : 

T So Hort (p. 76), who refers to Gataker’s note on M. Aurel. iv. 63 cp. 
Denney, Zhe Death of Christ, pp. 93 f. The Jewish Christian character 

of the readers of 1 P. is assumed by Shailer Mathews, JZesszanitc Hope in 
NVT (1906), pp. 150 f. ; but this hypothesis is almost entirely abandoned. 
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of what title he had to address these Asiatic believers.* He 
simply writes as an apostle of Jesus Christ. ‘This impression of 

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 1° (fpoupoupévous dua wiorews els owrnplay éroluny amoxadupOfva év Karp@ 

ésxdrw) echoes Gal 37 (€ppoupotucba els Thy rlorw dmoxadvPOjva), though 

the ideas differ ; and 2!® closely parallels Gal 5%. More clearly, however, 

12 answers to Ro 12%, and 2! (rév capkikGv émiOuucdv, alrwes otparevovrat 
Kara THS WuxAs Vudv) recalls Ro 778 (€repov vduov év rots uédecly wou avre- 

oTparevdmevoy T. v.); while 2! is an obvious reminiscence of the thought in 

Ro 13)4, just as 2° is of Ro 12, or r of Ro 127, or 3° of Ror2") The 
quotation in 28 need not necessarily + have been moulded by Paul’s language 
in Ro 9%%3; but a comparison of both epistles, in the order and expression 

of thought, reveals a relationship which is not explicable except on the 
hypothesis that the one was written by a man who knew the other (cp. ¢.g. 

2—Ro 9%, 47= Ro 12° 8), The dependence is naturally on the side of 

1 Peter.f Apart altogether from the other evidence which places 1 Peter 
not earlier than the seventh decade, Paul’s originality of thought and style 
is too well marked to admit of the hypothesis that he was the borrower. 

But while an acquaintance not only with the general con- 

ceptions, but also with one or two of the epistles of Paul (e.g. 

tr Co 3H = P olf —Coll'3%, 1 Co16%—71 P's) isindubitales 
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, 

+ The common use of a non-Septuagintal version of Is 281° might be 
due to a florzlegium (see above, p. 24); but the context suggests that the 
writer of r P. was not independent of Paul at this point, and this is corrobor- 
ated by other data of the epistle. 

+ This is now admitted on almost all hands; for the evidence in detail, 

see especially Briickner’s Chron. pp. 13-31; S. Davidson, ZT. i. 538 f. ; 

Sanday and Headlam, Romans (/CC.), pp. Ixxiv-Ixxvi; Usteri (0. cz¢. pp. 
279 f.), and Vélter (see below), pp. 28-31, with Seufert’s elaborate article 
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. 

He criticises neither the Law nor the ritual of the OT. He has 
only two distinctive ‘theological’ ideas (11 319), and each is ° 
used practically (cp. HRE. v. 655f., and Denney’s 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 21°16), and he, too, believed in justification, not by the law, 

but by faith in Jesus Christ. This would explain in part the ‘‘ marriage of 

true minds” which is involved in the relation of 1 P. to the earlier Pauline 
gospel. On the other hand, Peter’s nature was not speculative.* He was 

much more receptive and much less original than Paul. Hence his un- 

theological temperament would naturally lead him to use phrases like év 
Xpior@ (31% 5) 14), and conceptions such as that of regeneration, for his own 
purposes of practical exhortation; cp. Maurenbrecher’s Vox Jerusalem nach 

Rom (1910), 247f., and Kennedy in 27. (1916) 264 f. 

§ 5. Zhe authorshif.—The Pauline cast of the epistle need 

not, however, be wholly attributed to Peter himself. Silvanus, 

his amanuensis,t had been associated with Paul in the 

Macedonian mission (1 Th 1}, 2 Th 11) and at Corinth (2 Co 
11°), 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 céterie, he must therefore have 

* This consideration is brought out by Renan (ii. ch. v.) and Wernle (Syzop- 

tische Frage, pp. 199f.); see also Rapp’s essay in PAZ. (1898) pp. 323-337- 

+ 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. 18 with Dt 10-12, 22=Dt 119, 39=117% 12, 

5°=11% etc.). But the numerous reminiscences of the LXX, together 

with traces of an acquaintance with Philo (cp. Salmon, /V7. 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 épunveurijs even in the work 

of preaching. As a native of Galilee, he cannot have been wholly unfamiliar 
with colloquial Greek, but even the power of speaking in a language does 
not imply skill in composition, and without denying Peter’s ability to address 
audiences in Greek—which was essential to his mission-work—or his ac- 
quaintance not simply with the LXX but with the religious traditions 
circulated by books like Enoch, we are entitled to conclude that he 
required the services of a man like Silvanus to compose such an epistle 
as the present, just as he needed Mark, if his reminiscences of Jesus were to 

be committed to writing. ‘* Tradition tells us that St. Peter employed more 
than one interpreter ; it is indeed hard not to think that we have the work 
of one in the First Ep. Is it credible that a Galilean fisherman who left 
out his H’s (that, we are told, is what Mt 2678 implies) § should after middle 

life, and in the midst of absorbing occupations, have learnt to write 

* Cp. Scharfe (SX., 1889, pp. 650 f.), The writer’s fondness for Isaiah 
(e.g. 12 =Is go, 261s 8M 2816, 2% Ts 43%, of —Ts 53% % 1% 5 also 
yb = Ts 537-8, 18—]s 539, 2°>—Js gol, 3%=Is 88 29%, 44=Is 11%, 4l7= 

Is 25°) 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, ¢.g., in Sib. Or. 5% (cp. D&B. 1. 
214-215). 

qa@py 2s —Sap. 1° 3%) 37 Sap TA. sreres 
+ 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, 2 T. ili, 

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 61a Srovavod éypaia (512) being equivalent 
practically ¢ to expressions like Ac 15725, Ro 1622; Polyk. ad 
Phil. 14; Ign. Rom. ro, etc. (cp. Link, SK., 1896, pp. 405-436), 
or entrusted its composition (Zahn, ene Wohlenberg) to 
Silvanus, | revising and sanctioning his work. As the latter was in 

all likelihood the bearer, there was no need of his inserting a 
special salutation from himself (as from Tertius in Ro 16%); 512 
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.{ 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 (Zhe Pauline Epistles, 
208 f.), make him its author after Peter’s death. But, while 

Silvanus was undoubtedly an apostle (1 Th 2°) and prophet 
(Ac 15%”) himself, and while this or almost any form of the 
pseudonym-hypothesis is legitimate and indeed deserving of 

* Simcox, Zhe Writers of the NT. (p. 68). ‘*En tout cas, la langue de 

Pépitre ne peut guére étre la sienne.... On ne voit guére lardent 
Galiléen équilibrant ses phrases, s’appliquant 4 enchainer exactement ses 
propositions ” (Monnier, pp. 315 f.). 

t Dionysius of Corinth (afud Eus. H. £. iv. 23. 11), writing to the 

Roman church, refers to the epistle of Clem. Rom. as a previous communica- 
tion from Rome, riv mpotépavy juty dia KAxjuevtos ypadetoar, z.e. the author 
is regarded as the mouthpiece of the Roman church, 

~ Erasmus misread the verse as a reference to some previous epistle 
composed by Silvanus. 

§ When Josephus wrote his history of the Jewish war, ‘‘after all my 
materials were prepared for the work, I employed some co//aborateurs to be 
quite az fazt in the Greek idioms ” (Afzon, 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 Alpheus, 

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 7s the Christ, 
would have lacked meaning, had not catechumens learnt 
authoritatively to put some content into the term Jesws. 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. 1 Peter 
contains much fewer reminiscences (cp. Scharfe, 138f.) 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 (18 whom, having not seen, ye love; 222 

51). If the epistle lacked the opening word (/e¢er), says 
Jilicher (Ziz/. 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 (1! etc.) an 
illustration of how a later writer would go to work who desired 
to lend vraisemblance to an epistle purporting to come from 

Peter ; the apostle is made to speak prophetically of a future age, 
stress is laid on his qualifications as an eye-witness of Jesus, and 

an irenical allusion to Paul occurs. The absence of such traits 
in 1 P. is really a point in its favour. 

A supplementary point is the consonance between the religious ideas 
of the epistle and those of the Petrine speeches in Acts: e.g. God no 
respecter of persons (1”=Ac 10%), the cleansing of the soul through faith 
{12=Ac 15%), the rejoicing in shame (4! 16=Ac 541), 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. 

218f., 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 (4. Z. iv. 14. 9, 6 yé roc Todvxapmos év rH SnwOeion pds 

Pitirryoious avrov ypapy pepouevy eis devpo, xéxpyrai Trot waprupiacs dad THs 

Ilérpov mporépas émiorod7s), the epistle was familiar to Polykarp);+ 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. 116f., 285; Reuss, M7T%. ii. pp. 262f.; P. Ewald, das 
Hauptproblem d. Evginfrage, pp. 68-75 ; Mangold (77. pp. 659f.), Jacoby 

(VT LEthzk, pp. 220f.), Stevens (V77h. pp. 258f.), with B. Riggenbach 

(ZSchw., 1890, 185-195), and De Faye (44. 164f.). 

f While the allusions to 1 Peter in Polykarp, though introduced by no 
explicit formula of quotation, render it beyond question that the bishop knew 
the epistle, he never mentions Peter as the author, although he frequently 
cites Paul by name. This feature is employed by Harnack (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 far as we know, had not (contrast the case of Corinth in Clem. Rom.) 
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evident from echoes so distinct as, ¢.2., i. 3 (els dv ovK iddvTes micrevereE xopa 

dvex\NanijTw kal Sedotacpuévy eis iv moddol éercOupodow ecicehOeiv)=15 17, ii. 1 

(61d dvafwodpevor Tas dopias Sov\evoaTe TH Oe. . . MiorevoavTes els TOV 

éyelpavta Tov Kipiov judy “Inoody Xpiordv éx vexp&v cal dévta ait@ ddEar) 

= 18-21) ii, 2 (uh dodiddvTes Kakdv dvTl Kako #) AoLdoplay dvTl Aovdopias) = 3°, 

v. 3=2! (cp. Gal 5%), vi. 3 ({mAwral wepl 7d Kaddv) = 3}, vii. 2 (vippovres mpds 
Tas evxds)=4", viii. I-2=27, amongst others (GK. i. 957 f., WZA. 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 vazz thoughts (118), Clement bids them fix 

their eyes on ‘the blood of Christ and know as éorw riuwov TG Oew TH Tarpl 
avrod’ (=118-1%), following this up with an allusion to its redeeming power 
and to Noah’s preaching of repentance (37°) ; or in lix. 2 (éxddecev Nuads amd 

oxérous eis ps, amd ayvwolas els érlyvwow SbEns dvdmaros avtod)=2% , 

The parallel of xxxvi. 2, dva@dddex els 7d Oavuacrdy abrod Pas (=2), is 

dubious, owing to the textual uncertainty about @avyaordy (=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"? is quoted in a form which, differing from the Hebrew text and the 
LXX alike, occurs in 1 P 48. 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,} e.g. the occurrence in Clem, as 
in I P. alone of ddeXpdrys (ii. 4, 21 5°) in the sense of brotherhood, 

dya0orouta (ii. 2, 4)°), and broypauuds (27, cp. xvi. where it is also used, 

with a citation from Is 53, of Christ’s lowly patience). In fh. v. 2-3, 

Ignatius uses Toiujy and érloxomos together (1 P 5°") in a context where he 
also quotes Pr 3*4 (1 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. 11f. (weterGuev tov PbBov rod Ocod . . . 6 Kuptos 

aTpotwmodnuTTwWs Kpiwet Tov Kédcmoy' ExacTos KaOWs émolncev Kometrar) the 

Besides, Polykarp more than once adopts silently the words of Paul (e.g. 

iii. 3=Gal 4%, iv. 1=1 Ti 6”, vi. 2=Ro 14” 22) as he does those of 1 Peter ; 

and even the quotations from the former, introduced by eidéres S71, are epi- 
grammatic and axiomatic statements, ‘ while the phrases quoted from 1 Peter 

are rather of a hortatory type’ (Chase, p. 781a). 
* The quotation in Ja 5° is slightly different. As Pr 3%4 is quoted not 

only in 1 P 5° but in Ja 4°, its occurrence in Clem. xxx. 2 cannot safely be 

drawn upon in this connexion. 
+ The greeting (p. 352) goes back in part to the LXX (eipyvn tyiv 

mdnOuvbein, Dn 3°8 6”), though its Christian expansion and stamp were 
probably due to 1 P 17, A contemporary Jewish phrase is the x30" psmby 
in the address of the official letters sent by R. Gamaliel of Jerusalem to the 
Jews of the Dispersion (cp. Derenbourg’s Z’ Histoire et la Géographie de la 

Palestine, i. pp. 242f.). These letters were dictated to John, his secretary 
(ep-"5 is?) 
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ideas and language of 1 P 17” recur, just as the conception of the OT 
prophets having been inspired.to anticipate Christ’s suffering (1 P 1!) is 
reproduced in v. 5-6; but no stress can be laid on this, while the only other 
parallels (rdons xdptros, 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 Didaché (i. 4, dméxov r&v capkikGy kat 

cwpatikGy érOupioy=2" dméxecOar Toy capkik@v émiOuutGy) and Diognetus 

(ix. 2= 338) contrast with the more numerous coincidences * between Hermas 
and 1 Peter. But none of these seems quite decisive, and their cumulative 
force does not involve any literary relation between the two writings. Thesame 

holds true of 2 Clement (xiv. 2=1°9, xvi. 4=48), and even of Justin Martyr. 

On the other hand, Papias knew and used the epistle (Eus. Z. £. iii. 39. 17), 

as did of rdéAau rpeoBdrepor (ili. 3. 1), and the echoes of it in the epistle from 

Lyons and Vienne show (Eus. #. Z. 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 WT Tert. pp. 556f.), Irenzeus, Origen, and Clement 

of Alexandria (Zahn’s Forschungen, ii. 79f.), it was freely quoted as Petrine ; 

but ‘the actual traces of the early use of 1 Peter in the Latin churches are 

very scanty. There is not the least evidence to show that its authority was 
ever disputed, but, on the other hand, it does not seem to have been much 

read’ (Westcott, Canon, p. 263). Thus, while included in the Peshitta, it 

is not mentioned in the Muratorian Canon, though the Apocalypse of Peter 
is canonized. The omission may have been accidental, as in the case of 

Hebrews, and, as the document in question is mutilated, it may have been 
really mentioned, although none of the attempts to find a place for it in the 
extant text possesses any critical significance. Nevertheless by this time the 

epistle was elsewhere known, and known as Petrine. From Clem. Alex. 
(Strom. iv. 12. 81) it is possible to infer that Basilides, and, from a fragment 

of Theodotus (12), that the Valentinian school of the East, may also have 

read the epistle (for the Zyfotyposezs, see Zahn’s Forschungen, ili. 133f.), 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 (vessed be the God and 
Father of our Lord Jesus 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 1°) partially adapted the Jewish 

formula, its Petrine formis unique. The following paragraph (1°!) is carried 

* Cp. Zahn’s Hirten des Hermas (pp. 423f.), W7A. 115-117, and Spitta, 

Ure. iti. 391-399 (where the dependence is assigned to 1 Peter). For echoes 

in the Odes of Solomon, see /Z7'S. xv. 47-52. 

+So Schwegler, Ewald (Szeben Sendschreiben, pp. 156f.), Davidson, 

Honig, but especially Hilgenfeld (2WT., 1873, 465-498, Zzn/. 624f.), 

Clemen (Paulus, i. 139f.), and W. Briickner (Chvox. pp. 41f.), with B. 
Weiss (Petr. Lehrbevriff, 426f.) and Kiihl, of course, as against Koster (pp. 
207 f.), P. Ewald (op. cé¢. 28 f.), Klopper (pp. 33f.), and particularly Holtz- 

mann (A7vitzk. der Eph. wu. Col. Briefe, pp. 260f.). 

22 
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on with év @ and participles, as in Eph 1°, whilst in Eph 178? éAmls and 
kAnpovoula are correlated, on the basis of human faith supported by the divine 
divauis, as in 1 P 1%, Further parallels of thought and language occur in 
1 P 702 — Eph 3°, 1 P 18 = Eph 64) 7) P 185 = Eph 2°) 5 Pa 
Eph 47% 1 P 1®=Eph 1“ 9, 1 P 12=Eph a1 P 2*?=—Eph 44 
= Eph 238-20. 21-2, ; p 213— Eph 52, 1 P 218= Eph 6, 1 P 3%=Eph 

120-22 (a specially striking coincidence), 1 P 3\°=Eph 57”, 1 P 3*=Eph 
38 y P 3?=Eph 5”, 1 P 4?®—Ephi2) an Peg oh 32) ebouumnee 
dudBoXos, not caravas, both reproduce the ‘descensus ad inferos’ (1 P 3= 
Eph 4°); the predominance of Aoge in I P. corresponds to its prominence 
in Eph. (cp. 138 21? 44), and common to both are terms like axpoywatos and 
eUomAayxvos. 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 P. 
and Jas. use dvaczopd in a derived sense in their addresses, both emphasise 76 

Soxlucov THs mlorews (17=Ja 1%) under the fire of trial and temptation (1°= 

Ja 12), both employ a special rendering of Pr 10! (48=Ja 5”; cp. Field’s 
Notes on Tr. of NT. 239), and both follow up the citation from Pr 3%4 by an 
admonition to submit to God and to resist the devil (5°* =Ja 4°"); common 
to both, among the NT writers, are dvuméxpiros, domdos, mapaximTw, and 
ornpl{w, and there are further parallelisms in 18=Ja 18, 1%=Ja 118, 21% 
=Ja 1%, 2=Ja ql, 2%=Ja 5), 31°16 —Ja 313, 54—Jas 112, 55=Ja 4 (see 

Spitta’s Ure. ii. 184 f.). The dependence of Jas. on 1 P. is argued by Briickner 

(ZWT., 1874, pp. 533f.; Chron. pp. 60-65), Holtzmann (ZW7., 1882, 
pp- 292-310), Wrede (ZC., 1896, 450-451), Grimm, Usteri (pp. 292 f.), von 

Soden, and Bigg, as against Sabatier (HS. x. 620f.), Mayor, and Zahn. 

Both handle, from different sides, the same theme, z.e. the Christian under 

suffering. It is possible that in some cases, at any rate, the coincidences may 

be fortuitous, either because the same or a similar topic suggested similar 
language to writers familiar, e.g., with the LXX, or because a certain 
community of style and conception prevailed among early Christian writers 
of this class (so Mayerhoff, pp. 115f., and Windisch). But 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. Zhe 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 Kuhl 
(S.X., 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 letter to the period immediately 

or almost immediately preceding a.p. 64 (so, .¢.g., Hofmann, 

* B. Briickner dates it previous to Paul’s imprisonment at Jerusalem, 
while Gloag chooses A.D. 59-60. 
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Bleek + 62;* Burger 63; Bartlet c 63; Renan, Cook, Feine, 
and Belser, 63-64; Zahn and Wohlenberg, spring of 64; Lightfoot, 

Monnier, and Chase). But not until the Neronic outburst took 
place was the mere name of Christian enough to expose be- 
lievers to interference and suffering (cp. Workman’s Persecution in 
the Early, Church, 1906, pp. 52 f.); and, on the supposition that 

the epistle is connected directly with Peter, the balance of proba- 
bility is strongly in favour of a date subsequent to the massacre 

of 64. Such post-Neronic hypotheses may be conveniently 
subdivided into (i.) those which assign the epistle to a date not 
long after that crisis, ze. between 64 and 67 (so Eichhorn, 

Grimm, Hug, de Wette, Thiersch, Huther, Ewaid, Neander, 

Mayerhoff, L. Schultze’s Hdbuch der theol. Wissensch. \. 2. pp. 

106-109; Reithmayr, Beyschlag’s V7Z%. i. 377-382; Allard’s 

Histoire des persécut.i. pp. 61 f.; Farrar, Zarly Days of Christt- 
anity, pp. 67-85; Plumptre, Salmon, Bovon’s VZ7T%. ii. 440 f. ; 

Schafer, Zz. 319-329; Hatch, Hort, 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 [JZar, pp. xvii f.]= 70-75 ; 
F. J. Briggs [Critical Review, 1897, pp. 449-454]; and particu- 
larly Ramsay [Zxf.‘ viii. pp. 8 f., 110 f., 282 f.]=75-80). 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 quem 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,j 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 come to the study of this document from the side of classical 

investigation, find any serious objection to the setting of 1 P. in connection 
with the Roman situation of the seventh decade. 

+ F. W. Lewis (#x/.° x. 319-320) argues that the epistle must have 
been written after Paul’s death, since the absence of any allusion to him in 
5/213 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 (Bydragen, 1882, pp. 
79 f.), von Soden (J/PZ., 1883, 461 f.), Wrede (ZV W., 1900, 
pp. 75-85), J. Réville (Zes Ovigines de Pépiscopat, i. pp. 358 f.), 
and McGiffert (44. pp. 482 f., 593 f.), as well as by Harnack 
(in its original form, a.p. 83-93 or even earlier), Soltau (see 
below), Volter (in its original form, before a.D. 96), and Knopf 
(WZ. 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 1! than on the hypothesis that the epistle was 

written by Silvanus for Peter; and (iii.) that the pseudonymous 
theory fails (see above) to account adequately for the lack of 
emphasis on Peter’s prestige and apostolic qualifications. It is 
true that an author who wrote under an apostolic name would 
feel less inclination to emphasise his om de guerre if he wrote 
merely for hortatory purposes than if he had any polemical or 

theological aim (so Wrede). Still, this consideration hardly 

meets the data of 1 P. It is the apparent absence of definite 

motive which tells against the pseudonymous hypothesis most 
heavily. Once the ‘mediating’ tendency of the epistle is 
abandoned, it becomes more difficult than ever to find any 

satisfactory place for it after Peter’s death, and the further down 

we go, the object of the writing becomes less and less obvious. 
Any writer, producing a work under Peter’s name, towards the 

end of the first century, would almost certainly have coloured 

the personality of the apostle to suit not only the tradition 
(cp. Mt 1618; Clem. Rom. 40-41), but the contemporary status 
of his office. Volkmar’s hypothesis, that it was composed under 

Antoninus, ¢ A.D. 140 (ZWT., 1861, pp. 427 f.), drops with his 
idea that Enoch (quoted in 3!) was not written till a.p. 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 /VZ. 11. 14 f. ; Hilgen- 
feld, Zin, 624 f.; Baur, Mangold, Lipsius, Keim, Weiz- 

sicker’s AA. ii. 160; W. Briickner, Hausrath, and S. David- 

son, JWT. i. 529-563), and is still maintained by Holtzmann 

(GGA, 1894, pp. 27 f.), Schmiedel (#82. 761-762), Baljon, 
Kreyenbuhl \Zug/m der Wahrheit, i. 97 f.), Pfleiderer (Ure. iv. 
250-251), and P. Schmidt (ZW7Z., 1907, pp. 24f.). 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.), Jilicher (GG4Z., 
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 7 idea 
(e.g. Schwegler, /VZ. 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 

(Zinl. § 41) suggesting that Gentile Christians would feel in- 

* One unresolved difficulty in the path of this hypothesis lies in the relaxa- 
tion of the imperial régime 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. 

+ Even Mayerhoff (pp. 103 f.) and Reuss (V7 7x. 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 51° 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 Tiibingen school 
attributed to it” (Z4z. 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 Paulinzsmus (Eng. tr.), ii. pp. 149 f., and 

Hilgenfield (ZW 7., 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 structuve.—Four endeavours have been made, from dif- 

ferent sides, to show that the writing is of more or less composite origin. 
(a) Harnack’s view (ZU. ii. 2. 106-109, ACL. ii. 1. 451-465), partly antici- 

pated by Cludius, that 17? and 5!*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 hyfothes¢ 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. 

(1*-)—an opening which is otherwise known to us (cp. 2 Co 1%, Eph 13) only 
as the sequel to the address of an epistle; (iii.) that the difficulties in 

1-2 512-14 are at least as explicable on the hypothesis of these verses being 
original as on that of their addition by a later scribe; (iv.) that Harnack 

frankly abandons all attempts to explain why in a so-called ‘catholic’ epistle 
a definite selection of provinces, and, indeed, of such provinces as those of 1}, 

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 after you 
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 wétness of the sufferings of Christ) 
points naturally to Peter,} 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, 4A. p. 596). If the data of the writing afford no suffi- 
cient motive for pseudonymity, they are still less likely to have suggested 

Peter to any scribe or copyist. 

+ Similarly, on the analogy of the other early Christian epistles, 51°) 
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 1 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 (57°) echoes the tradition afterwards voiced 
in Jn 215-17, For these reasons, drawn from internal and external evidence 
alike, this ingenious theory cannot be held to have hit the ford exactly.* 

(4) Soltau’s essay (SA, 1905, 302 f.; 1906, 456-460),+ starting from the 
erroneous literary criterion that an original writer will eschew verbal repeti- 
tions, disentangles an early Christian tract or homily, written during Domi- 
tian’s reign, from a series of interpolations (11? 3! 4°6 51-5 12-14, with 
smaller insertions, ¢.g., in 17 25 312) which transformed it into a Petrine 
epistle. The proofs of literary dependence (57 on Tit 27, 54 on He 13”, 
5°» on Ja 4°, and 31” on Col 21-4 31), 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 11, while the 
conceptions of 1}? are not different from those of the body of the writing) ; 
and if 515 does appear slightly disconnected in its present setting, instead of 
regarding it as an interpolation (for which the contents afford no justification), 
I should prefer to regard 5!* as a misplaced section which originally lay 
between 37 and 3°. 

(c) VGlter’s independent attempt (Der Erste Petrusbrief, seine Entste- 
hung und Stellung in der Geschichte des Urchristentums, 1906) distinguishes 
a pseudonymous Petrine epistle, written at Rome previous to the Domitianic 
persecution, from a series of later interpolations ("Ijcod Xpiorod, Ilévrov . . . 

Biduvias, 11; cai p. .. . ANOvvOely, 17; roo Kupiov. . . Xpicrod, Sv dvacrdcews 

"I. X. éx vexpOv, 19; év do. "I. X., 17; dv. . . miorevovres dé, 18; 12; ép 
mvevpare aylw door. am ovpavod, 112; év dox. I. X., 13; 118-21 24>; Gua I. 

X., 25; em’ abr@, 2°; 272-5; rov Xpicrév, 34 ; ev Xpiorg@, 316; 318-45; dua’ I. X., 
41; 41219; Kal wdprus.. . Kowwvds, 51; eiddres . . . emiredetoOat, 5°; ddlyou 

mabovras, v Xpur@, 51°; év B., 513 5 rots €v Xpior@, 5!4) added f c. 115 A.D. dur- 

* McGiffert (4A. 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 512-14 to Mark and Silvanus. Barnabas had been in touch with Paul and 
Asia Minor; he was a Hellenist, also, who would know the LXX. But 2°°° 

need not have come from a Levite, and Barnabas had no special call to 
remain anonymous as an author. 

+ Cp. Clemen’s adverse discussion (S., 1905, 619-628). 
t 31%?! 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 (Wewwe bijdragen, vii. 4. 73 f., 126 f.) and A. Meyer 

(die moderne Forschung tiber die Gesch. d. Ure., 1898, p. 43) propose (cp. 

Baljon, Zheol. Stud., 1891, 429-431), followed recently by P. Schmidt 

(ZWT., 1907, 42f.), 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 (2GT. v. 2f.) suggests that 412-5" 
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 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. 
(dz) Perdelwitz (Die Mysterienreligion und das Problem des I Petrus- 

briefes, 1911) regards 1°-4" as a baptismal address, added to a homily for 

the general church of these neophytes, a church composed mainly of 

people who had once been members of a mystery-cult like that of Cybele. 

But even to this Wendland’s verdict applies: ‘‘hier, wie bei Col Jac II 
Petr Barnabas halte ich alle Zerstiickelungshypothesen fiir Spielerei” 
(HBNT. i. 2. 368). Perdelwitz’s proofs of a literary fusion in I Pt are less 

attractive than his evidence for a background of ‘ mystery-religion.’ 
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 (41°); dmoxadd\uyis and dvacrpog¢y 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 
asa 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. A. £, iii. 24. 3: Tis T&v ovpayGy Baoirelas rhy 
yaow ér raicay karyyyeddov Thy olkoupévyv, orovdijs TAs wept Td Noyoypageiv 

puxpay Tovovwevor ppovtida’ Kal Tobr’ érparrov dre yelforr Kal brep dvOpwmov 
é€umnperovpevor Oraxovig). 
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Wiesinger (Olshausen’s Comm. 1862); Th. Schott (Erlangen, 1863); M. F. 

Roos (1864) ; B. Briickner® (Leipzig, 1865) ; Ewald (1870) ; Bisping (1871) ; 
Alford 4(1871); Hofmann (1875); Huther (— Meyer?4, 1877, Eng. tr. 1881) ; 

Reuss (1878 ; Plumptre (Cambridge Bible, 1880); Lumby (Speaker's Comm. 
1881); Angus (Schaffs Comm. 1883); Keil (Leipzig, 1583); Salmond 

(Pulpit Comm. 1889); F. Spitta, Der 2 Brief des Petrus und der Brief des 
Judas (1885)*; Burger? (Xurzgefasster Comm. 1895); Kiihl (— Meyer®, 

1897)*; G. Wandel, Der Brief Judas (Leipzig, 1898) ; von Soden® (HC. 

1899); Basil Gheorghiu (Czernowitz, 1901)*; C. Bigg? (JCC. 1902)*; 

Calmes (Paris, 1905); F. Weidner (New York, 1906); J. B. Mayor, Zhe 

Epistle of St. Jude and the Second Epistle of St. Peter (1907)* ; G. Holl- 

mann (SZ, 1907); J. de Zwaan ( 7weede Petrus en Judas, 1909)* ; J. B. 

Mayor (ZG7. 1910); Windisch (GBN7. 1911); R. Knopf (— Meyer’, 

1912); M. R. James (CG7. 1912); G. Wohlenberg (ZX. 1915). 

(4) Studies—Adam Sasbouth, /z Zfzst. Jude (1500); C. Sibelius, Zi 

divinam ]. apostolé epistolam conctones sacre (Amsterdam, 1631); Antoine- 

Nicolas du Bois, Catholica Jude eprstola . . . explicata (Paris, 1644); Dahl, 

De Authent. Epp. Petri post. et Jude (Rostock, 1807); J. D. Schulze, Der 

schriftstellerische Charakter u. Werth des Petrus, Judas, und Jakobus 

(Leipzig, 1811); A. Jessieu, De authentia ep. Jude (1821); L. A. Arauld’s 

Essai Critique sur Vauthent. de Jude (1835); Mayerhoffs Petrinische 

Schriften, pp. 171-182 (1835)*; F. Brun’s Zssaz d’une introd. critique a 
Pépitre de Jude (1842); E. Arnauld, Zxamen de l’objection faite a l’épitre de 

J. au sujet de ses citat. apocryphes (1849) ; Ritschl (SA., 1861, pp. 103f., on 

the, errorists); Schenkel (BZ. iii. 433 f.); Schwegler’s WZ. i. 518-522; 

Straatman (77., 1879, pp. 100f.); Venables (Smith’s DBZ. i. 1164-1167) ; 

Sabatier (ZS2X. vii. 476-478) ; Farrar, Zarly Days of Christianity (ch. xi.) ; 

A. Vieljeux, /itrod. & l’épitre de Jude (Montauban, 1894); Moffatt (ANZ. 

589f.); Cone (£42, 2630-2632); Sieffert (PREZ. ix. 589-592); Chase 
(DB. ii. 799-806)*; V. Ermoni (Vigouroux’ DAZ. iii. 1807f.); Zahn 

(Zinl. § 43); F. Maier (Bzblische Studien, xi. 1906, 1-2) * ; T. Barns, ‘ The 

Epistle of Jude, A Study in the Marcosian Heresy’ (/7S., 1905, 391-411, 
answered by Mayor, zézd. pp. 569-577); Maier (Zeztschrift fiir kath. Theo- 

logie, 1906, 693-729); Bacon (#8." xv. 537-538); Werdermann’s D7ze 
Irrlehrer d. Judas u. 2 Petrusbriefe (1913). 

§ 1. Contents.—After the address (vv.1?) 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 (roiro 76 
kpiwa, proleptic) is violently and vividly described as that of 
their older angelic and human prototypes (vv.°!!) in vice. The 
writer especially recalls a prediction of their fate in the book of 

1 The phrase tives here (v.*), as, ¢.g., in Gal 2! (see above, p. 85), has 
* quelque chose de méprisant’ (Arnauld). 
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Enoch (vy.!2"),* and urges his readers to adhere (vy.!7-18. 20f) 
steadfastly to the primitive, apostolic tradition of the faith against 

plausible innovations (cp. v.? 79 drag rapasdobeion). With a brief 

doxology (vv.24%5) the letter closes. Religious conservatism 

is its keynote. The pretensions of the dceBets are contrasted 

with the fixed and final Christian tradition (cp. 1 Jn 22% 4} 5), 
Their very methods and fate are no new thing ; long ago (dAa) 

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 (vv.> 1”) of the 
principles and prophecies of that faith which they already know 
(cp. 1 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.* 17) $ 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 @heyov vpyiv 

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., Hofmann, Zahn); for, apart from other reasons 

(cp. F. Maier’s essay in BZ., 1904, 377-397), 7 devrepov refers not to two 

separate events, but to a stage later than the odcas (cp. 1 Co 10", He 3%), 
and it would be irregular to introduce a symbolic modern (contrast maa, 

v.4) example in the midst of historical ones. The order of *7 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, Le ivre d’ Hénoch 
(pp. 98-100), M. R. James (pp. xlif.), and Chase (DZ. ii. 801-802). 

+ ‘‘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, 

Pp. 325). 
$ While alors by itself was used objectively by Paul now and then (cp. 

Gal 1%, Phil 1°’, cp. Ac 6’), the context and the form of v.° (the fazth once for 

all delivered, not to you, but fo the saznts), taken with v.!” (your most holy 

faith), show unmistakably the sub-apostolic atmosphere (cp. e.g. Polykarp, 
who speaks of being ‘built up els riv dofeicay tyuiv miotw’ [iii. 2, iv. 2]). 

But there is no allusion to any formula of faith transmitted to the disciples, as 

A. Seeberg contends (Der Katechismus d. Urchristenhezt, 1903, pp. 195-196) ; 

alors 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 (vv.% 1°) the Assumption of 
Moses (cp. R. H. Charles, Assumption of Moses, pp. 105 f.) show ; 
but this is no clue to the epistle’s date or mz/ieu, 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 “ivre d’ Hénoch, 1906, pp. cxiif.; 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, DZ. 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 otro 
eicw rubric, cp. vv.) 10. 12.16.19 4 favourite expression with such 
writers (cp. eg. Zec 1%, Apoc 714 etc., En 463, Slav. En 73 
etc.), as well as for the Hebraistic colouring of his periods. 
“Die ganze Redeweise ist tiber aus lebhaft und gedrangt, plastisch 
und konkret, mit einem Wort: echt orientalisch” (F. Maier, 
p. 168). The fondness for triple grouping (vy. * 5-7 8: 116 28. 25¢) 

is more outstanding than the three instances where a fivefold 

arrangement (vv.!2-18- 16.25) can be observed, and there is a 
certain balance and even rhythm of structure (cp. Cladder in 

JTS., 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 dyaA\iacis (He 19 LXX), aAoyos, the 
Hellenistic xdpita for xdpw (v.A=Ac 2477 25°), evurvialdpevor 

(Ac 217 LXX), and the dative in v.!4= Lk 183!: with Hebrews,t 

* On the Michael-myth, see J. T. Marshall (HZ. xi. 390-391) and 
Lueken’s Erzengel Michael (1898), with Cheyne’s Bzble Problems (226 f.). 

‘++ That he was a Jewish Christian does not necessarily follow, much less 

that his audience were Jewish Christians (Hoennicke, /C. 92-93), though 

the former inference is plausible on broader grounds. 

+Cp. the collocation of three participles with a finite vb. (v.%2%= 
Hea); 
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avtiroyia, Cocos, peyadwovvn ; and with Paul one or two terms, 
such as didcos, kupidTys, oikntypov, and mpoypadeww, besides dyzoe 

and xAyrof. 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. 1 Co 21*), and the resemblances of the address 
(cp. 1 Th 14, 2 Th 2!) and ‘the doxology (v.““=Ro 16735 
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 ((H=2 Ti 38, the 

use of wioris and of O<6s owryp), 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. “elation to 2 Peter.—Special literature: E. A. Richter, 
De origine epist. P. posterioris ex epist. Jude repetenda (1810) ; 

E. Moutier, Za seconde épitre de Pierre et celle de Jude (Strassburg, 
1829), Mayerhoff’s Einleitung in die petrinischen Schriften (1835), 

pp. 171-182; B. Weiss (SK, 1866, 256f.); O. Michael in 
Festschrift fir Licke (Leipzig, 1897); H. Schwienhorst, Das 
Verhdaltniss des Judasbriefes zum zweiten Petrusbrief untersucht 

(Minster, 1904); A. Maier (Z7Q., 1905, 547-580); J. B. Mayor 
in LGT. 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. eg. Jud *=2 P2%!, Jud®? =2 P 37, Jud "829 Pa 
jada =o P34) Jud 4=2 Pst judi)—2 P38). bata 

chapter they mount up to an exceptional height, as may be seen 
from the following summary : 

Jupas 

(4) For certain men have slipped in 
by stealth (aapewédvoav), those who 

were long ago (7d) ac) predestined 

(eis ToUTO 76 Kptua) to this doom 

—impious men, perverting our God’s 

grace into aoéAyerav, and denying 

2a 

(7) False teachers, men who shall 
stealthily introduce (mape.odéover) 
destructive heresies . . . denying 

the Master who bought them (roy 

dyopacayra atrovs deomérnv apvov- 
eevot).* 

* The contrast of dyopdcavra is with the extortionate demands of the 

errorists for remuneration (2°, cp. Tit 1" ; Iren. i. 13. 3; Eus. WH. &. v. 18. 2}. 
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the only Master and our Lord Jesus 
Christ (kai tov pdvov deorirny Kal 
KUptov judy I. X. dpvovpevor). 

(®) And angels which kept not their 
office but abandoned their own habit- 

ation, he has kept under the nether 
blackness in fetters everlasting 
(Seauots aidlos bard Sdpov TeTHpyKEV) 

for the judgment (els xpiow) of the 
great day. 

(7) Evenas* Sodom and Gomorrha, 

with the surrounding cities . . . are 

exhibited as a warning (de?yua), 

undergoing the penalty of fire eternal. 

(8) These men f with their sensual 

dreams pollute the flesh (cdpxa puat- 
vovowv), contemn the Lordship (xupré- 

TyTa aOerodcw), and abuse Majesties 

(ddEas BXaocpyuotour). 

(2) Now when Michael the arch- 

angel was disputing with the devil in 
controversy over the body of Moses, 
he dared not (ovx érodujoev) bring 

an abusive accusation against him 
(kplow éreveyxe Bac gypias). 

(#°) But these men heap abuse on 

whatever they are ignorant of (oiro 
6é, dca peév otk oldacw Bracdnpovour), 

349 

(7) And many still follow their 
aoehyeias 

(°) ofs TO Kpluaékmadat ovK apyer. 
(4) God spared not angels when 

they sinned, but thrusting them down 
to Tartarus, to pits of nether black- 

hess (ceipots (épov), delivered them to 

be kept for judgment (zapédwxer eis 
Kplow Tnpoupevous). 

(°) Reducing the cities of Sodom 

and Gomorrha to ashes . . . making 
an example of them (imédevyua Te- 
Geikws). 

(#9) Those who walk after the flesh 
in the lust of pollution (éricw capkds 
[=Jud 7 érlcw capkds] ev émiOupla 

fiacpov), and despise the Lordship 

(kuptoérnros). Daring (rodpyrat, cp. 

Jud %), . . . they tremble not when 
they abuse Majesties (ddfas BXacdn- 

povvres). 

(1) Whereas angels . . .t 

do not bring an abusive accusation 
against them (épovow BrAdogpnpov 
Kpiow). 

(2) But these men, like irrational 

brutes (oi70. dé, ss GNoya £Ga) by 

nature born (gvovxa) 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. Ini 2uP) the 

deluge is inserted between the fall of the angels and the destruction of Sodom 

and Gomorrha (cp. 3°), whereas Cain 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!-°3, 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 1 P 3° to Noah. J.’s reference to the sin of the angels in 
connection with Sodom echoes the tradition preserved in Test. Napth. iii. 

+ Peter’s generalising version is less clear than J.’s; indeed, were it not 
for the latter, it would be fair to call it “‘the most enigmatical sentence in the 
N.T.” (Alford). 
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and whatever they do understand by 
nature (pvoxds), like the irrational 

brutes (ws ra dAoya (wa), through 

that are they corrupted (#@elpovrat). 

(1) They went the road of (77 65) 

Kain, rushed headlong for wages 
(utc 908) in the error of Balaam. 

(2) These men are the sunken 

rocks (omA\ddes) in your love-feasts 

(év rats dydmats buoy), feasting with 

you (cuvevwx ovmevot). 

(27-13) Rainless clouds (ve@éAau 

dvvdpo), swept along by winds... . 

for whom the nether blackness of 

darkness has been for ever reserved 

(ois 6 ¢dpos TOU oKédrouvs els aiava 

TETHPNTAL). 

(16) Their mouth speaks extrava- 
gantly (bépoyxa). 

(77) Remember the words (uvjoOnre 

Tay pnudtwv) spoken beforehand by 
the apostles of our Lord Jesus (ray 

Tpoeipnuevay Umrd Ta arooTé\wy),. 

(#8) how they told you: at the end 
of the time (é2’ ésxdrov rod xpdvov) 

there shall be (écovrat, v.1. éXevcovTat) 

scoffers (€umatkrat), walking after 

their own impious lusts (xard Tas 

cauray émiduulas  mopevduevor 

doeBeror). 
TOV 
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corruption (#@opdv), uttering abuse 

about things they are ignorant of (év 
ols ayvootcw BdacPnmodytes), shall 

also perish in their corruption (év 77 
POopa aitdv plaphcovrat). 

(15) They followed the road (77 
06@) of Balaam the son of Bosor,* 

who loved the wages (10 6v) of mal- 

practice. 
(3) Spots and blots (oriko kal 

wGuo)... € tais amdrast (v.l. 

dydrats) al’rov ... feasting with 

you (cuvevwxovpmevor vpiv). 

(7) These men are waterless 

fountains (3yyai dyvdpor) and mists 

driven by a squall . . . for whom the 
nether blackness of darkness has been 

reserved (ofs 6 ¢éq@os rod oxérous els 
al@va TeTypyTat). 

(78) Uttering futile extravagances 
(Umépoyxa). 

(37) Remember the words spoken 
beforehand (uvncOjvar Tey mpoepy- 

pévwv) by the holy prophets and the 

commandment of the apostles sent 
you from the Lord and Saviour ; £ 

3° knowing this first of all, that in 
the last days (ém’ écxdrwv T&v jpepav) 

scoffers (é€umatkrar) shall come (éAev- 

govrat) scoffing, walking after their 
own lusts (kara tas ldias émiOuulas 

avT@y Topevdmevot), 

These phenomena imply either (a) the common use of some earlier docu- 
ment, or (4) a literary relationship between the two epistles. The former 

theory fails to explain anything except the legendary elements, which can 
satisfactorily be accounted for, especially since the discovery of the book of 

Enoch, without conjecturing (with older critics like Herder and Hasse) 

some Persian original, or § some Aramaic document containing Noachic and 

* Bosor is a blunder for Beor (cp. & B), unless, with A. Sanda (BZ., 
1904, 188 f.), it is to be taken geographically. 

t For this use of dwdry, see Nageli’s Der Wortschdtz d. Paulus, p. 15. 
~ Spitta and Baljon omit xalrijs . . . cwripos as a gloss; Blass inserts 

dia between 77s and 7Gy (as in the title of the Didaché). 

§ Cp. Sherlock’s Dissertation concerning the Authority of the Second Epistle 
of Peter; Kaiser’s Commentarius, quo lingue aramaice usus ad judicanda et 

znterpretanda plure N.T. loca . . . defenditwr (1831), pp. 77 f., and Lumby 

in Exp. iv. 461. 
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Enochic prophecies upon the deluge, or, finally, a Jewish or Jewish Christian 

* Strafpredigt.’* The alternative hypothesis (4) is rather to be accepted in 
the form of a dependence of 2 P. upon Judas (so most critics, especially 
Credner, Alford, Ewald, Hilgenfeld, Holtzmann, Abbott, Weiss, Baljon, 

James, Chase, F. Maier, Jiilicher, Salmon, Mayor, and Belser, as against 

Luther’s opinion, which was supported by Dietlein, Lumby, Mansel, Hof- 
mann, Plummer, Spitta, Zahn, Wohlenberg, and Bigg). (i.) It is 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 zps¢ss¢ma werba, and in any case a section 
like that of 37 would have been as apt to hisaim. Furthermore (ii.) Judas 
has the notes of an original writer. The style is sententious, forcible, and 
terse, as compared with the cloudy and rhetorical language of 2 P. (cp. 

Jud 4 with 2 P 23, Jud ® with 2 P 24, 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 more 
popular orovdiv mapevopépecy of the later writer (1°) is a relapse from the correct 

orovdny moetoOar of Jud *. Again, (iii.) 2 P. has exaggerated the habit of 

iteration which crops up now and again in Jud. (cp. rypety and {d¢os in ®& 18 
plots in & * 15, and Brady. in *}, also 1° and 18) despite the latter’s 
skill in devising synonyms. In the later writer, partly owing to an imitation 
of 1 P., where this literary trait occasionally recurs (cp. owrnpla in 19°; Kaxo- 
mods, 21% 14; dyaform., 2*+) °°), the iteration of insignificant terms becomes 

almost wearisome (cp. émexopryetv, 1% 1 evexO., 117-18 ; drropevyeww, 1% 11+ 18. 20, 
mpopyrela, 1° 22; bbéyyerOat, 21° 18 ; dehedfew, 2)* 18; wicOds ddixlas, 21% 15 

oToxeta Kavoovpmeva, 31% etc. etc.) Finally, (iv.) at several points the 

language of 2 P. is only intelligible from that of Judas; ¢.g. 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 
at once softened and straightened out in the later epistle. 2 P. has not the 
urgency which dictated the composition of Judas; it is more derivative than 
the latter. ‘‘The impression which they leave on my mind is that in J. we 
have the first thought, in P. the second thought; that we can generally 

see a reason why P. ahould have altered J., but very rarely a reason why 

what we read in P, should have been altered to what we find in J. P. is more 
reflective, J. more spontaneous” (Mayor, p. xxv). ‘‘Es ist eine absurde 
Vorstellung, dass der kleine, an Vorstellungen viel reichere Jud aus einzelnen, 
da und dort herausgerissenen, iiber eine gréssere Flaiche zerstreuten, an sich 

meist ganz nebensichlichen, fast armseligen Wortern und Siatzen des grossen 
2 Petr zusammengestoppelt ist ” (Maier, Der Judasbrief, 107-108). ‘* Begrei- 

flich ist, dass ein Mann, der seinen Lesern noch mehr zu sagen hatte, den 

Inhalt des Judasbriefes in seinem grésseren Briefe verarbeitete ; dass aber 
Judas, wenn er vor den von Petrus geschilderten Irrlehrern warnen will, 

statt sich ausdriicklich auf diese grosse Autoritaét zu berufen, einfach ein Stiick 

* Cp. Heinrici, Urc. 112, and Lzt. Charakter d. NT Schriften, 78-79. 
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des Petrusbriefes neu herausgibt unter seinem Namen, ist undenkbar” (Haupt 

in SK., 1904, 149). 

§ 4. Literary connections.—While the earliest trace of the 

epistle is in 2 Pet., its brevity, limited circulation, and lack of 

significant ideas prevented it from being used by other writers in 
the second century; almost the only document which presents 
any resemblance to it is the Didaché, where 27 (od puoyoets ravTa 

dvOpwrov, GAXA ods pev ed€ykers, epi de dv mpocevEy, ovs dé 

ayarynoes trép THY Wuxnv cov) recalls the similar triple sentence 
of Jud 2225 (kai ods pev édéyxere Suaxpuvopévovs, ods dé oulere 

. ovs Oe eéXeare),* whilst J.’s assertion that the errorists’ 
Kupiotnta aberodow (v.8) is explained by the counsel of Did. 4! 

(rywyoes advrov—i.e. him who speaks the word of God—dés 
Kvupuov’ ofev yap 4 Kupidtns Aadctrar, éxet Kipios éotv). 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°8 as a possible instance of the use of 
Jud 510, 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 
Didaché are w/iimately the work of the author of the epistle” 

(Chase, 795). Be this as it may, the Didaché on the whole fails 

to furnish any ferminus ad quem for Judas, and still less do 

Barnabas (21° 49, against Jud *4), 2 Clem. (204= Jud §, cp. W7A. 
129), and Hermas (Szm. v. 7. 2=Jud 8, Sim. ix. 9. 13 against 

Jud 21), though the coincidence between Mart. Polyk. (address €Acos 
Kat eipyvy Kal ayarn . . . wANOvvOcin) = Jud 2 (eXcos tpiv Kal cipyvyn 

Kat ayaarn wAnOuvGein) 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 (zz JZatt. t. xvii. 30) indicate that 

its reception was far from being unanimous ; f and this is corroborated by its 

* A case for the omission (with C* Syr. hl.) of ods 6€ éXeGre is presented 

by R. A. Falconer (Zxf.° iv. 200-207) ; see, further, Souter (GX. 61). 

+ 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 cudéw fem. i. 3); while Clem. Alex.’s opinion is weakened by the 

fact that he attributes Hebrews to Paul. 
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absence subsequently from the writings of the Antioch school and the Syriac 
vulgate. The suspicions (Eus. H. £. ii. 23. 25) which thus hindered its 

entrance into certain circles of the church, as one of the dvriNeydueva, 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 wzr. zllustr. cx.). 
Its unpopularity in the African churches, to judge from Cyprian’s lack of 
reference to it and from other data, and its failure to win acceptance in the 
school of Antioch, rendered its ecclesiastical career as precarious and 
chequered as that of several of the other ‘catholic epistles.’ Its disrepute in 
many quarters, particularly throughout the West, was only partially counter- 

balanced by the fact that Clement of Alexandria (in his Hyfotoposezs, cp. 

Westcott’s Canon, pp. 355 f.) and Didymus of the same city (in the fourth 

century) wrote comments on it, the latter with especial regard to its 
compromising employment of apocryphal writings. 

§ 5. Odject—The writer is not interested in the dcePeis, 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 éppwpevor Adyou. 
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 wept rijs 
Kowns owrnpias: 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, z.e. they do not point to any one of the 

regular gnostic circles of which we have any knowledge. The 
note of dualism (v.* tov povov Seordrny apvotpevor, V.2> wove bed) F 

was common to most Gnostics, including, of course, the Carpo- 

kratians (so for Judas, Grotius and Mangold, Zvw/. 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 gnostic 
theosophies (cp. Jn 5“ 17°, and E. A. Abbott’s Déat., 1895, 2664). 

23 
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Schenkel, Christushild, 161 f.; Cone, Gospel and its Earliest 
Interpretations, 338-341 ; and Pfleiderer, Urc. iv. 251 f.) and the 

Cainites (v.11), who (according to Irenzus, i. 31. 1) claimed 
kinship with the Sodomites (v.7) and Korah (v.!"); though the 
allusion to Cain, in the light of 1", seems to voice the Jewish 

tradition, as old as Philo (cp. Siegfried’s Philo, pp. 150f.), that 
Cain 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.16), 
and antinomian tendencies, are common to these errorists and 

to the followers of Marcus in Asia Minor, ¢. A.D. 160 (Iren. 1. 
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 116 

or with the Nikolaitans * (Apoc 2® 5 cp. 218 ot jjpvjow rHv miotLW 
pov). There is no evidence to connect it with any theoretical 

error, such as that of Cerinthus (cp. 1 Jn 27"), 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 (¢. A.D. 140), whose heresy Clem. Alex. (S¢vom. iil. 
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. Cain 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 Ireneus (i. 25. 1) to have scoffed at the angels who were 
responsible for the creation. 

Whoever they were, they were charged by Judas with sodomy 

(v.”) and sexual abuses (v.!>),+ as well as with covetousness— 

* So Thiersch, Ewald, Schott, Huther, Wiesinger, Mansel, Sieffert, 

Bartlet, and recently Knopf (/Z. 320-322), who argues that J.’s errorists not 
only were libertines and spiritualists like the N., but shared the same attitude 
towards the devil, holding that the true Christian could scoff at his power and 
safely practise immorality. This involves the identification of the angelic 
powers in v.8 with evil spirits (so, e.g., Weiss and Schott). A cognate view 

(E. P. Gould, W7'7%. 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. 

‘Tt For which the dydai (v.!*) would give opportunity to the unscrupulous, 
as in the case, ¢.g., of the Carpokratians. This lust, combined with insub- 
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the latter (v.", v.!2 éavrots owatvovres, v.o dpedeias xdpw) 

pointing to a familiar type of the prophet or mystagogue, who 

traded on the generosity and credulity of his dupes. On being 
checked by the authorities of the churches, they became re- 
bellious and discontented (8 1-162) like Korah; while, like 
Balaam (v.!), they were pseudo-prophets (this is the force of . 

evurrviaCopevot, V.°) as well as selfish. Furthermore, they made 

loud pretensions (v.18, v.16 76 oréya airav dade imépoyxa), 

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 zvevyarixod, in contrast to the inferior 

Wuxxot of the church (this is the point of J.’s retort in v.19) ; 
the exclusiveness (vv.}9 22) and lack of brotherly love (v.12 vepéAau 
dvvopol, Oévdpa akapma), 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, 503f., after Neander) as natural to 

some ultra-Paulinists, or to errorists of a purely practical bent, 

resembling those attacked by Paul at Corinth or Colossa, or to 
Jewish Christian heretics (so, e.g., Credner and Salmon). 

§ 6. Period and authorshif.—tIn view of Eph 229 35 and 

Apoc 18 214, the allusion to the apostles in v.17 would not 
necessarily fix the Zerminus a guo for the epistle beyond the last 

quarter of the first century; but neither would the evidence 

just adduced from the incipient gnostic tendencies which it 
controverts, converge upon a date for its composition in the 

early decades of the second century. If there is an allusion in 

ver. 17 to 2 Ti 3!! and 1 Ti 4", it would be hard (cp. Jacoby, 

NT Ethtk, 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, Afo/. ii. 5 ; Jub iv. 15 f.), who in Jewish legend (cp. 
Volz, Jud. Eschatologie, pp. 273 f., and Bousset, dze Religion des Judentums, 

326 f., for the evidence from Enoch, etc.) were guilty of both these sins. 
*So Harnack (early representatives of the Archontikoi, Kainites, 

Nikolaitans, etc.) and Belser: ‘‘man wird sonach in diesen ‘ Gottlosen’ 

Anhanger des Simon Magus, eines Menander und Nikolaus (Iren. adv. haer. 
i. 23; Tert. de anima, 50; Apoc 2* ) erblicken diirfen ; Gesinnungsgenossen 
des Thebutis und Dositheus, von welchen ersterer zunichst ein Schisma 

veranlasste und dasselbe bald zur Haresie weiterbildete (Eus, @. 2. iv. 22)” 

(Zzm/. 661-662). 
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the brother of James (Mk 6°, Mt 1355), 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 (4) to the apostolic * Judas of Lk 61, Ac 118 (so, e.g., 
Bertholdt, Schneckenburger, Hofmann, Lange, Keil, Belser, 

Wordsworth); or (c) even to Judas Barsabas (Ac 157%), 
the prominent prophet of the Jerusalem-church (so Schott, 
Welcker, Dr. John Lightfoot, Words, vii. 38-39 ; Selwyn, and 

Plumptre). (4) is weakened by the dubiety clinging to “Iovédas 
*Iax®Bov (which may mean ‘son of James’ rather than 

‘brother’), and like (a) is handicapped by the difficulty of 
seeing how Judas could have lived long enough to write 
the epistle. The well-known story about the grandsons of 

Judas, the brother of James of Jerusalem, being brought before 

Domitian, suggests that the grandfather could hardly have sur- 
vived till c. A.b. 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.j Renan (iii. ch. x.) is alone 
in relegating it to ¢ 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), 63f. (Bisping, F. Maier, Gheorghiu), 64-66 (Rampf, 

Henkel, Schafer, pp. 314f.; Gutjahr, Belser, Kaulen, Trenkle), 

or predominantly 66f. (Reithmayr, Valroger, Fronmiiller, 
Eichhorn, Bleek, Schulze, Weiss, Wandel, Burger, Arnauld, 

Guericke, Stier, Langen, Salmond in Pulpit Commentary; 

Selwyn, Zhe Christian Prophets, pp. 146f. etc.). Others, like 
Kuhl (65-80), fix it somewhat later, ¢.g., in the eighth decade, so 
Zahn and Wohlenberg (70-75), Barth (after 70), Mayor, Sieffert 

* Tertullian and Origen (Lat.) both make the author an apostle; the 

similar assertion of the Decretum Gelastanum (see above, p. 17) only points 

to N. Italy or Gaul as the provenance of that document (/7S. xiv. 471). 

The writer himself does not claim to be one of the apostles, and indeed he 
dissociates himself from them. 

+ If Incots (A B etc., cp. WH. ii. 106; #Az. 2632) is read (so, 42., 

Alford and Zwaan) in v.° instead of xvpuos, the difficulty of supposing that a 

brother of Jesus could have written thus (or, for the matter of that, have 

meant Jesus by 6 xvptos), is well-nigh insuperable. Even Paul used 6 Xpiorés 
(1 Co 10%). Nor would it ease matters to take ’Inaods as equivalent to Joshua 
(E. E. Kellett, 27. xv. 381). 
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(70-80), and Bartlet, 44. 344-351; ¢c. A.D. 80, favoured by 

Credner, Reuss, Lumby, Schott (80-90), Ewald, Hofmann, Spitta, 
Keil, Knopf, Werdermann, and von Soden.* ‘The latter period 
has most in its favour, if the manifesto could be connected with 

the Judas of the early church. Otherwise, criticism is pushed 
into the first quarter of the second century (so, e.g., Harnack, 

McGiffert, Julicher, Hollmann), slightly later by Schenkel (a.p. 
130-140) and Straatman (pp. 1o2f.), and later still by Volkmar, 

Mangold, Davidson, Pfleiderer, N. Schmidt in Zhe Prophet of 
Nazareth, p. 192 (after A.D. 150), and Barns (¢ A.D. 160), as 

formerly by Semler (A.D. 150-200). 

On any form of the latter hypothesis, some explanation of the title (’Tovdas 
"I. X. dofdos, ddeA pds 6é’IaxwBov) becomes imperative. (a) The main objection 
to the pseudonym-hypothesis (Schwegler, Pfleiderer, Reuss, etc.), which makes 

the writer take the brother of Jesus as his mouthpiece, is that J. was far from 

important enough, that he would probably have been made an apostle (as 

by Tertullian afterwards), and that no attempt is made to develop his 
personality, as would have been natural under the circumstances.+ (4) More 
plausibly Harnack (4CZ. i. 1, pp. 465f.) would modify this by conjecturing 
that some unknown Judas} of the second century (A.D. 100-130) wrote the 

homily against a contemporary phase of Syro-Palestinian gnosticism, and that 
the words ddehpds dé "IaxwBov 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 McGiffert, 44. 585- 
588 ; Bacon, Barns) in one form or another at once does some justice to the 

contents of the writing, which does not appear to come from one who either 
belonged to or survived the first generation, and to the title itself; it would 
not be difficult for a second-century scribe or editor, finding the words ’Iovéas 
"I. X. dodAes at the head of an earlier (‘not far from A.D. 90, Bacon, p. 170) 

manifesto against antinomian errorists, to amplify them with dded@ds dé 
"IaxwBov, supposing or wishing it to be supposed that the writer was the 

brother of the notable James of Jerusalem, whose rigid attitude towards pagan 

* z.e. in his commentary. The hurried and superficial paragraph at the 

close of his Zx¢troduction (pp. 470-472) seems to abandon both the authorship 

of Judas and the first century date. 
 Jiilicher (Zzz/. p. 200) now thinks that the author belonged to a circle 

where James was held in honour, but that he chose Judas as his pseudonym 

because he perhaps outlived the other Palestinian apostles, and therefore was a 

suitable mouthpiece for warnings against the rising peril. 
+ Grotius thought of Judas, a Jewish Christian bishop of Jerusalem in the 

second century, as the actual author; but adeAdds 6é “IaxwBov 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, /7Z7'S. 
i. 529f., against Schlatter, 7U. xii. 25f., BAT. xii. 3, 1898, ‘die Kirche 

Jerusalems vom Jahre 70-130,’ pp. 29f.). Otherwise one might think of 

some presbyter called 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. Ifa 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 1 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 1°, 1 Ti 
3i4f as a piece of literary vrazsemblance on the part of the pseudonymous 
author, in order to justify the object and size of the writing, and its lack of 
positive religious teaching. The obscurity of the whole situation unfortunately 
prevents us from discovering, except in a general sense, what that religious 
teaching could have been,t 

2 PE Tiere 

LITERATURE.—(a) Editions—Besides most editions of 1 Peter and Judas 
(g.v.), the following special commentaries: C. Ullmann (Der zwezte 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 Pontifikalschretben des Apostelfiirsten Petrus (1878); Lumby 

* On the slender ground that the evils denounced by J. resemble those 
attacked by Paul in Corinth. 

‘+ ** 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 vzva voce addresses” (Salmon, ZV7. 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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(Speaker's Comm. 1881); Plummer (Ellicott’s Comm. 1883); Weidner’s 

* Annotations (New York, 1897) ; R. H. Strachan (ZG7; 1910). 
(6) Studies—F. A. S. Nietzsche’s Zfzstola Petri posterior uindicata 

(1785); J. F. Flatt, Genuzna sec. P. Epistole origo defenditur (Tiibingen, 
1806); P. E. Picot, Recherches sur la deux épitre de Pierre (Geneva, 1829) ; 

F. H. Kern, ae secunda Petr epistola (Tibingen, 1829); C. N. de Graaff, 

Analecta in ep. P. alteram (1833); A. Delille, L’authenticeté de la seconde 

épitre de Pierre (Strassburg, 1835); J. H. Magnus, Examen de Pauthent. de 

la sec. ép. de S. Pierre (1835); L. Heydenreich, Zz Wort zur Verthedigung, 
etc. (1837); L. Audemars, Seconde épitre de Pierre (Geneva, 1838); A. L. 

Daumas, /uztrod. critique a la deux. épitre de Pierre (Strassburg, 1845); F. 

Ollier, Zssaz @introduction critique a la sec. épitre de S. Prerre (Toulouse, 
1852); E, G. King, Dzd S. Peter write in Gk. ? Thoughts and criticisms 
intended to prove the Aramazce origin of Second Peter (Cambridge, 1871) ; 

Grosch, de Echthett des 2. Briefes Petrus (1889, sec. ed. 1911) ; F. H. Chase 

(DB. iii. 796-818)*; Schenkel (BZ. iv. 502-506) ; Sanday, Zzspzration (1893); 

346 f., 382 f.; McGiffert, 44. 600f.; O. Cone (#42. 3682 f.) ; Moffatt 

HINT.” 596 f., 707 f.) ; Pfleiderer (Uc. iv. 255 f.) ; Abbott (Dzat. 1116f.) ; K. 

Henkel, Der swezte Brief des Apostelfirsten Petrus gepriift auf seine Echthett 

(1904*); A. Camerlynck (Collectéones Brugenses, 1907, 6-13, ‘queritur 

utrum demonstrari possit, sec. epist. S. Petri a principe Apostolorum fuisse 

conscriptam’); Dillenseger (AZélanges de la Faculté Orientale, Beyrout, ii. 
173-212, 1907, ‘l’authenticité de la deux. ép. P.’) ; S. J. Case (DAC. ii. 207 f.). 

§ 1. Contents and characteristics.—The salutation (112) passes 

over into an exhortation (12!) to attain, by means of a pure and 

diligent life, that éwréyywous of the divine nature which is at once 
the privilege and goal of Christianity. Such a reminder (11%) 
comes with special aptness from one whose apostolic relation to 
Jesus guarantees his witness to the historic voice of God. 
Furthermore, Christians (11%) 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 (21) 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 (31%). They must 
remember that the appearance of those who idly scoff at the 

second advent is one mark of the latter days (3*7),! whereas the 

Ct.) Clem, Rom, xxii. 34\2)Glemiexi, 2... 3°= En 839°, 
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coming of the Lord’s day is sure (3°"). 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!), and a final exhortation to growth in the grace and 
yveors of Christ, the pastoral ends in a brief doxology (318). 

The Hellenistic colouring of the tract is noticeable. Terms like ela 

Sbvapus (13) and Gela picrs (14) 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 (mpoxom#, cp. 1°7) in the scale of ethical virtue 

(émcyopnyetv, see below), and when a type of yyGou.s was popular which was 

compatible with an inadequate conception of the xdpis in Christ’s person and 
with a defective morality. Beside these lie late Greek terms like &krahat, 
brdderyua, yeyuuvacnéevny (2!4),+ (? brogiywov=ass), dAiyws, éLepdw (=vomit), 

the use of active for middle in 3!%, splinters of Hellenistic Greek like A7nOnv 

AaBdv (Josephus) and pvwrdfwy (1°), ¢ the dramatic background of émixopyyy- 

Ojcerat (11), the technical term éwémrns (18=initiate), unique semi- 
philosophical formations like aldévios Baowdela (11) and eidcxpwijs dudvoa 
(properly=pure reason, Plato’s Ped. 66 A), grandiloquent periphrases like 
h meyarorperys ddéa (127), eves full of an adulteress (2'), and 6 fépos Tot oxdrous 

rernpyrat (217 as the doom of wells and mists !), the awkward abstract plurals 

in 31! 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. dmratoros, 3 Mac 6%; yoyyvoris, 

Theod. Pr 26”, Symm. Pr 267", Is 29%; éxaopvevew, éumaikrys, Theod. Is 34 ; 
éevurridger Oat without éviaviov, and didsos, ddoya, (wa, omtdody from the Book 
of Wisdom).§ These indications of provenance need not be pressed, however. 
Thus the occasional resemblances to iambic rhythm which have been noted 

(Bigg refers to 21: * 4) are no more than the accidental cadences that recur in 
many of the imaginative reaches of prose literature, from Livy and Tacitus to 
Dickens. Even the rapoiia 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 Zhe Story of Ahikar®, pp. \xviiif.), 

‘*My son, thou hast behaved like the swine which went to the bath (Novca- 

Hévn, 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 (77 copia Tod waxaptou Kal évdd£ou Iavdou, 
ds. . . &ypawer émioroNds). 

+ 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). 

§ For some traces of the Apocalypse of Baruch, see M. R. James’ edition, 

pp. lviii-lix. 
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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 (17, so P0eyEduevov in 21°) ; 

in classical borrowings like the second proverb of 2” and ornpvyuds (3)”), and 
especially in the exploitation of the idea, familiar to Jews (cp. Joseph. Avz. 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”) and to 

Christians of the second century, but promulgated especially by contemporary 

Stoicism (cp. Zeller’s Stozcs, Epicureans, and Sceftzcs, Eng. tr. pp. 155f.), 
that the universe was to be destroyed by fire; no less than in solecisms like 

Bdéupa, which the author uses as=seezng, instead of ocular expression (2°), 

mapappovia (21%), KkiNwua (27%, properly=a cylinder), eusravyuorvy (3%), the 

genitive after Bpadvvec (cp. Blass, Gramm. § 36. 9), the use of orevdew (3}%), 

the present for the future in 3 (r#Kerac), and kavootc ba (31% 1), 

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, Bzble Studzes, i. 24 f.), 

while some characters like Lot acquired an unwonted halo of respect (cp. 27 
after legends in Bereschith Rabba), others, like Cain, Korah, Balaam, and 

Jezebel, became blackened with the growth of evil associations. Even Philo 
turns Balaam into a juggling, disloyal impostor ; while in Zarg. Jon. on Ex 

711 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 (see below, 

p. 399). Thus the allusion to his covetousness in Jud. 4 is probably to be 
seconded by a reference in v.8, where the sezsaal dreams reflect Balaam’s 
Targumic reputation as an exponent of corrupt dreams. Similarly Noah (2°) 
became in Jewish tradition (Jos. Azz i. 3. 1; Sib. Or. i. 128; Jub. vii. 20f.) 

a preacher of righteousness to his corrupt age. 

There is a strange parallel (cp. Franke, Deutsche Litteraturzettung, 1901, 

2760f., and van den Bergh van Eysinga’s Jndische Einfliisse auf Evang. 
Erzihlungen 53.) between 3% 1 and the early Buddhist Nidanakatha (cp. 
Rhys Davids, Buddhdst 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. Odject.—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 Irenzeus and his fellow-apologists. But whether 
their gnosticism was that of Carpokrates (so Grotius, Schenkel, 
Mangold, Volter, Holtzmann, etc.) or the earlier Nikolaitans 

* Josephus (Azz. iv. 6. 5) applies it to Balaam. 
+ See above, p. 28. The final burning of the star-spirits or o7orxeta (3), 

cp. Spitta, 265f.) is another relic of later Jewish tradition (cp. En 60! 6974 

etc. ; Wendland, HENVT. i. 2. 369). 
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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, Zz. 

§ 672 f.). 
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 Irenzus bitterly complains (iil. 
2f.), 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 (zaparpémovtes 
Tas éppnveias Kal padvovpyotvres Tas eEyyynoes, Iren. i. 3. 6), and 

both features of their teaching are antagonised by the author of 

2 Peter. The false yyéous promulgated successfully (218) 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 (11. 16. 19 33%) as against the scoffers 
(éuzaixrar). To controvert these teachers the writer brings 
forward four pleas: (i.) the primitive apostolic witness of the 
second advent (11°), (ii.) the messianic prophecies of the (1!) 
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, 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 all seem to wear the same livery” (Bigg, 7CC. p. 239). 

oD? 

+ 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 go! its starting-point, 
as Apoc 20% is enough to show. 
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bound up with pure and vicious lines of conduct respectively 

(3% 1), Incidentally, he asserts towards the close the complete 

harmony of Paul’s teaching on this point with his own, with a 
view to discredit the appeal made by the errorists to certain 

sayings of the great apostle. 

The errorists who are thus denounced in 2 P. belonged probably to 
circles where spiritualistic views of the universe were promulgated,” as if it 
were immutable ; but while Philo defends this line of speculation against the 
Stoic theory of a final conflagration (de zncorrupt. 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 sophdstical myths (1°) 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, of. cz¢. 37f.), 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 (31°, where ai ypapad 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 ¢he other scriptures, t.e. the OT 

primarily ; and evidently a collection of them is presupposed 
(cp. Gutjahr, pp. 49f.), for the reference of 3% can hardly be 
confined to Romans (24 92, so Grotius, Huther, and Dietlein) ¢ 
or Ephesians (with its conception of oodia, so Hofmann, 
Belser, von Soden), or Thessalonians (Alford), or Galatians 
(Augusti), much less Hebrews (Cramer, Bengel, Horne, Forster, 

Apost. Authority of Hebrews, pp. 625 f. etc.), or some Pauline 

letter no longer extant (so, e.g., Pott, Kuhl, Spitta, Zahn, Bigg). 
This allusion (cp. Spitta, 286f.) to a collection of Pauline 

* Cp. Irenzeus, adv. haer. v. 19. 2: substantiam [mundi] a semetipsa 
floruisse et esse ex se natam ... alii aduentum Domini contemnunt, 

incarnationem eius non recipientes. 

+ 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 (4) the dependence of 
the homily upon 1 Peter. Early in the church the differences 

of style between 2 Peter and 1 Peter led many to suspect that 
the former was not written by the author of the latter. ‘ Simon 

Petrus . . . scripsit duas epistolas, que catholicze nominantur ; 

quarum secunda a plerisque eius negatur propter stili cum priore 
dissonantiam ” (Jerome, wz7. zz/ust. 1). The differences of style 
and diction are exactly those which denote an individual writer, 

who is composing his work with 1 Peter, if not with the Petrine 
speeches in Acts, before his mind (cp. Simcox, Writers of WT, 
63-69, with the older works of Olshausen and Mayerhoff, 

Einleitung in die petrinischen Schriften, 158-170). 2 Peter is 

more periodic and ambitious* than 1 Peter, but its linguistic 
and stylistic efforts only reveal by their cumbrous obscurity 
a decided inferiority of conception, which marks it off from 

1 Peter. ‘Thus—to mention only one or two characteristics in 

the vocabulary—ém.yopyyetv is used, not as xopyyety in 1 P 4 

(and Paul) in a religious application, but in its ethical sense 

current among philosophic moralists (1°); the groups of words 

compounded with dyafés and xaxés, which recur in r Peter, are 
entirely absent from the later writing; the predilection for 
compounds with ovv disappears in 2 Peter, while in the latter 

éromrns replaces paprus, yyéouor displaces AoyiCoot, the gospel 

becomes an évroAy, and the expectation of the near end (1 P 4") 
is prolonged indefinitely (2 P 3% 8). 1 Peter never uses words 

like éxetvos or da0s, evoéBera or edvoeBns, Kpiois Or pods, drapxw 

or tzouovy, whereas, on the contrary, 2 Peter uses dé kai but 
never pev . . . O¢, Or GAAHAWY, aweHéw, eAmis, eOvos, KANpovopta, 

Caw, pevw, the sing. of dA‘yos, poBos, and the ideas of joy and 
sojourning; unlike 1 Peter, the writer also is fond of using 
awrmp (and that of Christ), drodevyw, emiyvwots, 600s, and 

mapovota (for droxaAvyis), 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 (158), 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, eg., 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. 1xxx). 

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 (11%), to (1%, 
cp. above, pp. 15, 191 f.) the Petrine tradition under Mark’s 
gospel, to the transfiguration of which he was a witness (116), 
and to the First epistle (31), 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 1 Peter, is 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 1 Peter), and on the assertion that 3! is not an accurate 

description of 1 Peter. But the latter contains teaching on the prophetic 
witness to Christ and on the second coming, besides at least one (51) allusion 

to the apostolic witness. Other features corroborate the late date. Thus, the 
mount of transfiguration is referred to as the holy mount (118) quite in the 
sub-apostolic fashion of investing sacred scenes with a halo of pious associa- 
tions. Jesus is explicitly called @eds (11, cp. 318), as in the later strata of the 
early Christian literature (Jn 11 20°, cp. Ign. pref. ad Eph.). Christianity is 
viewed as the (holy, 27) commandment (3) transmitted through the apostles 

to the churches. TZhe fathers, too, have died (3%), z.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 prescr. heret. vi.): 
apostolos domini habemus auctores, qui nec 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 1718 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 

* Tt 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! }* 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 oi 
marépes in this connection as a term for the OT saints. 



366 HOMILIES AND PASTORALS 

prophecy.* Similarly, it is another method of adding wrazsemblance ta the 
writing when the author alludes to Peter’s part in the tradition preserved by 
jarer 

The author thus reveals himself as the composer of a 

pseudepigraphon under the honoured name of Peter (see above, 
pp. 40f.). What authority he had for writing thus we do not 

know. “Capit autem magistrorum uideri que _ 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. Hedzb. 
120, Quest. xi., ‘ duce epistolze quze 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 (S¢. 

Luke the Prophet, 157 f., Luke as amanuensis). But there is no allusion to 
an amanuensis in the epistle, and the theory that 1 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. 1 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 (702 tantam habent spectem quantam religionem)—with this 

reservation, that their impressiveness is due not to the weighty Christian 
truths they convey (of the incarnation, the sufferings of Jesus, the resur- 

rection, the Spirit in the Christian, and prayer, they contain not a single 
syllable) but to the moral vigour and earnest feeling of the writer’s protest 
against the lax tendencies of contemporary gnosticising innovations. 

Besides the use of Judas (pp. 348 f.), 1 Peter, and Josephus (pp. 28-29), the 
occasional and remarkable coincidences between 2 P. and the Afocalypse 

of Peter (cp. Chase, DB. iii. 814-816; M. R. James, xxvif.) have been held to 

* This is inherently more probable than Kiihl’s idea that Jud 17-38 is a 
quotation from 2 P 3°. The author of 2 Peter draws on Judas, as Eusebius 
in the ninth chapter of his Preparatzo Huangelica (bk. ix.) lifts material, 

without acknowledgment, from Joseph. Af7on, 1. 22. 



2 PETER 367 

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 (4) a use of the apocalypse in 2 P. (so, ¢.g., 
Harnack, ACL. ii. 1. 470f., and Weinel in A/V4. i. 211f. ii. 285f.3 (c)a 

use of 2 P. in the apocalypse (so, ¢.g., Bigg ; Zahn’s GA. ii. 810f. ; Belser, 
INT. 870-871 ; Mayor, cxxx—cxxxiv), or even (@) the possibility of a common 

authorship for both (so, ¢.g., hesitatingly Kiihl and Sanday’s /zsfzvation, 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 (4), 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 + drew on common sources of 
a syncretistic nature, and (iii.) the fragmentary state of the extant apocalypse. 
The alternative lies between (a) and (4); in the present state of our know- 

ledge, the probabilities upon the whole incline to (4). It is more likely, at 
any rate, that the existence of the apocalypse 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 1 P. 

was certainly the earliest and the Acts are certainly the latest of the group, 
2 P. is linked somehow to the xjpuvyya and the dmroxddvyis 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, R. Knopf, 
Holtzmann, von Soden, Chase, Jacoby in WZ £thik, 459 f., and 

Briickner), 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 ferminus ad quem 

is furnished by the fact of the epistle being known to Origen (Eus. 
Hi. £. 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 116 
(= Apoc. Pet. § 2) were taken, as by Hofmann, to denote a post-resurrection 

appearance of Jesus to the twelve; but this interpretation is improbable 
(cp. Spitta, 89f., ZVW., 1911, 237-242). 

t The parallel between the apocalypse (1) and 2 P 2 is hardly closer 
than that between Justin’s Dza/. Ixxxii. For the Jewish traits of the 
apocalypse, see M. Gaster in Journal of Royal Asiatic Society, 1893, 571 f., 
and A. Marmorstein in ZVW. (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 ¢erminus ad quem of its composition is naturally the 

latter’s death, z.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 (#x/.° v. 459 f., vi. 47 f., 

117f., 218 f.) regards it as a genuine circular epistle addressed by 

Peter to the churches of Samaria, while others conjecture that it 

was prompted by the disorder at Corinth and written, previous to 
1 P., either from Antioch to the Jewish Christians of Palestine 

before the seventh decade (Zahn and Wohlenberg), or to Asiatic 

churches troubled by stragglers from the main body of the 

Corinthian errorists (Bigg). But, apart from the insuperable 

internal difficulties and the absence of all primitive tradition, 
even the ingenious attempt of Zahn and Spitta to regard it as 
more Petrine than 1 P. is shipwrecked on the linguistic data, and 

the defence of B. Weiss and Grosch falls with their impossible 
date for 1 P. It (a) 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 () it is worse than 
paradoxical to sacrifice the priority and even the authenticity of 

t 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 (1! 31) ; 
it may be defined as a homily thrown into epistolary guise, or a 

pastoral letter of warning and appeal. Unlike 1 P. (11%), it is 
directed to no church or group of churches ; the references in 
112f 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, of. cit. pp. 193f.; 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 B7dle Studies, 360f., 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, /ZS. ii. 19). 

§ 4. Iniegrity—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 (4) trans- 
position. The most plausible statement of the former (a) is 
Kiuhl’s theory that 21-3? 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 11! 3°18, the allusion to prophecy 
in 17021 being immediately followed by the exhortation (32) 

to remember the words of the prophets. But (i.) the debt to 
Judas is not confined to 21-32, Echoes of the earlier writing 
are audible in 1121, so that the connection between Jud. and 
2 P 2!-3? is not of itself sufficient to justify the excision 
(Bertholdt, Zzm/. 3157 f.; Kuhl, and Weiffenbach in T7ZZ., 1898, 

364 f.) of the latter passage { as a later interpolation, much less of 
120h_334 (Gess, Das Apost. Zeugniss von Christi Person, ii. 2. pp. 

414f.), or even of 21-3748) (Bartlet, 44. 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 

* According to E. I. Robson (Studies tn Sec. Ep. of St. Peter, Cambridge, 
1915), four catechetical flyleaves (1°P-1! 116-18 720_219 33-13) with apostolic 

- imprimatur were reset c. 130 A.D., after being used by Jud. 
+ Ullmann’s suggestion, that ch. 1 is the fragment of a lost original epistle 

of Peter, is not more convincing than Bunsen’s theory that 112+ 338 

represents the original writing (7gvatdus a. sevne Zect, pp. 175 f.). 

24 
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internal evidence; cp. the use of dmddea (213 371°), rypeiy 
(24% 17 37), evroAy (27! 3), ayuepa kpicews (2° 37), idtos (1° 20 216 

22 38. 16-17) and the occurrence of émiyvwous (17 27°), etc. The 
mockers of 33 are not different from the libertines of 21%.  (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 of James in the bishopric of Jerusalem (ILerpos 
and 6 axécroXos in 1} being interpolated, as well as 6 dyamryrés 

neav adeAdds in 3), by those ‘ qui spectabiliorem et uendibiliorem 

uoluerunt facere hanc epistolam’). Finally, (iv.) the transition 
between 129-21 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 (4) P. 
Ladeuze’s ingenious conjecture that 3116 has been displaced, by 
a scribe’s error, from its original position after 2° (AB., 1905, 
543-552). Such a rearrangement, it is claimed, smoothes out 

the roughness of connection between the prophetic future of 
21-84 and the present of 2°», since this change of outlook is 
mediated by 3!%- 4%; it also acquits the author of the awkward 
digression of ch. 2, where he seems to forget the question of 
the advent with which he had started, for on this rearrangement 
the warnings against errors on the advent precede the negative 

section (31° 2%>-22), which warns the faithful against the seductive 
arguments of the errorists. But it seems too elaborate to 

suppose that some copyist of the archetype, who was _ inter- 

rupted at 2**, began again by mistake at 23” and only added 
the omitted passage at the close, perhaps marking the error 

by a note on the margin which has disappeared. This im- 
plies 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 3116 (72 lines). On the other hand, the object of the 

* So Weber, De numero epistolarum ad Corinthios rectius constituendo, 

pp. 153f., laying undue stress on the tense of ypddw (31). Grosch takes 

2 3)»-18 as a subsequent insertion by Peter in his own epistle. 
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transposition is unnecessary, as the interchange of futures 
and presents is explicable otherwise; the collocation of 316 

and 2° is unduly harsh; and 3!” (iets ovv) falls abruptly 
after 220 

§ 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). Meyadorpemis, 

besides being associated (in substantival form) with the divine dééa in the 

Psalter (LXX), is one of Clem.’s favourite adjectives,* so that the phrase 
TH meyarorpemet O6&y adrod (ix. 2) is as likely a proof that 2 P. (1!”) used 
Clem. as that Clem. used 2 P. No literary relation need be postulated, 

however, for the phrase may be liturgical (cp. Chase, p. 799), and any other 

coincidences (e.g. the way of truth,} xxxv. 5=2 P 2”, xxxiv. 4 and 2 Clem. 

v. 5=2 P 1%) are slight. The description of those who were sceptical of 
the second advent (xxiii. 2, mzserable are the double-minded which doubt in 

their soul and say, We heard that even in the time of our fathers, but, lo! we 

have grown old, and nothing of it has befallen us) recalls 2 P 34; but Clem. 
expressly quotes it { from some ypa¢7, perhaps Eldad and Modad (see above, 

Pp. 32); he would probably have cited the phrase more definitely had he 
had 2 P. before his mind. The scanty verbal coincidences (noted especi- 
ally by Mayerhoff and Spitta) in 2 Clem. are due ultimately to a common 
acquaintance with the LXX, while the description of the final conflagration 
(xvi. 3) draws on the same myth as that employed in 2 P 3%, just as Barn. 
xv. 4, with 2 P 38, Justin (Dza/. Ixxxi.), and Irenzeus (v, 23. 2), independently 

reflect the Jewish tradition, preserved, ¢.g., in Jub iv. 30 and Slav. En 

xxxlii. I. Either or both of these causes, z.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 Irenzeus, who quotes (iv. 9. 2, Petrus ait in epistola sua) 

1 Peter, while the apparent reminiscences in Clem. Alex., who must have 

known it if he commented on all the catholic epistles (Eus. H. Z. 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 
(cag. Ix: 2, XxxvV. F, ep. 2 P-1%): 

7 Cp. Herm. Vs. iii. 7. 1, and Clem. Alex. Protreft. § 106. 
{In 2 Clem. xi. 2 it is again loosely cited as 6 mpopyrixds Abyos, which 

throws light on’ the atmosphere in which 2 P, (cp. 11) was composed. See, 
further, 2 Clem. xi.=2 P 3°-4, 

§ Spitta’s (Ure. 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 ¢. A.D. 150. The 
use of ¢£od0s=martyrdom (cp. 11°) in the epistle of Lyons and Vienne would 
not itself be decisive (cp. DZ. iil. 770), but another phrase (6 6é diauécou 

Katpos ovK apyds avrots ode Gxapmos éylvero, Eus. H. Z. v. 145) is too unique 
to be almost anything than a reminiscence of 2 P 1° (ov dpyods obdé 
axdprovus) ; cp. also the description of the apostates* as ‘sons of perdition 
Pracdnuodvres Thy Oddy’ (2 P 2? dV ods 7 600s THs GXnOelas BNacPymetrar), and 

of Alexander the physician as ov« dmoupos dmooro\Kod xaptopmaros (2 P 1}, 

where 7juivy=the apostles). Secondly, although Wevdod:ddoxaXos could easily 

be formed on the analogy of terms like Wevdorpopjjrat and Pevdamdarodo., 

still its use in Justin’s Dza/. Ixxxii. (‘as there were also false prophets in the 
time of the holy prophets who arose among you [7.e. Jews], so, too, are there 

in the present day many false teachers, of whom our Lord forewarned us’), 
especially in view of 2 P 2! (‘false prophets also appeared among the People 

[z.e. the Jews], as among you also there shall be false teachers . . aipéces 

dmw)elas), 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 aipéces and false prophets are conjoined in Deal. li. ; 

cp., too, Apol. 1. 28 (kal yap 7) érynovh Tod pundérw rovto mpagar Tov Oedy dia 

TO avOpwmruvov yévos yeyevnrat’ mpoywooKe yap Tivas Ex weTavolas cwOHncEr Oa) T 

with 3°. Thirdly, Theophilus of Antioch some years later appears to have 
2 P 17! in mind when he writes of of 6¢ tod Oceod dvOpwror mvevpuardpopot 
mvevpuatos aylov Kal mpopynrar yevouevor (ad Autol. ii. 9), though mvevpardpopos 

does occur in the LXX (Hos 9’, Zeph 34); and he is as likely to have 

derived the idea of ad Aut. ii. 13 (6 Adyos avrov, Palywy wamep AUxXvOS ev 

oiknuare cuvexomevy, éepwricev Thy bw ovpavdy) from 2 P 1 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 

(BrachnuodyTes THY Oddy THs OikacocUy7s). 

+ His failure to cite 2 P 3 when (AZo/. i. 20) proving belief in the world- 
conflagration is significant, but it should not be pressed too far. Origen’s 
similar silence (c. Ce/s. iv. I1. 79) is probably due to his suspicion of the 
epistle, whose conception of the fire differed from his own. 
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(B) EPHESIANS. 

LITERATURE.—(a) Editions—Launcelot Ridley, Comm. on Ephesians 
(London, 1540); J. Nacchiante, EZxarrationes in Eph. (Venice, 1554); 

Musculus, Comment. in epp. ad Galatas et Ephestos (1561); M. Bucer, 

Prelectiones in Ephes. (1562); Binemann’s #xfosztéo (London, 1581); 

Robert Rollock’s Commentarius (Edinburgh, 1590); B. Battus (1619); P. 
Bayne (London, 1643); D. Dickson’s Exfosztio Analytica (Glasgow, 1645) ; 
Principal R. Boyd (London, 1652); Fergusson of Kilwinning (Edinburgh, 

1659) ; G. Calixtus (Zxposztzo lett. tn epistolas ad Eph. Col., etc., 1664-1666) ; 
Locke (London, 1707); P. J. Spener (1707); P. Dinant, de Brief aan die 

Efese (1711); M. Harmeken (1731); A. Royaards, Paulus’ brief aan de 

Ephesen schriftm. verklaart (Amsterdam, 1735-8) ; J. D. Michaelis (1750) ; 

Schulz (Leipzig, 1778); J. A. Cramer, zewe Uebersetzung des Briefs an die 
Epheser, nebst eine Auslegung (Hamburg, 1782) ; F. A. W. Krause (1789) ; 
Miiller (Heidelberg, 1793); S. F. N. Morus (Leipzig, 1795) ; G. C. Popp, 

Uebersetzung u. Erkidrung der drei ersten Kapital de. Briefs an die Eph. 
(Rostock, 1799); J. F. von Flatt’s Vorlesungen (1828); K. R. Hagenbach 

(1829); F. Holzhausen (Hanover, 1833);.L. J. Riickert (Leipzig, 1834) ; 
G. C. A. Harless (1834); F. K. Meier (Berlin, 1834); C. S. Matthies 

(1834); T. Passavant, Versuch einer prakt. Auslegung, etc. (Basel, 1836) ; 

Baumgarten-Crusius (Jena, 1847) ; De Wette? (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, 1860); Olshausen (1860); Bleek’s Vorle- 

sungen (Berlin, 1865); Schenkel? (1867, Lange’s Bzbel-Werk); Braune ? 
(zbzd. 1875, Eng. tr. of first ed. New York, 1870); Ewald (Senxdschrecben, 

1870); Hofmann (Nordlingen, 1870); Koster (1877); Hahn4 (1878); 
Reuss (1878) ; Meyrick (Speaker’s Comm. 1881) ; Eadie? (Comm. on Gk. Text 

of Epistle of Paul to Eph., Edinburgh, 1883) ; J. Ll. Davies? (London, 1884) ; 

Ellicott® (1884)* ; Schnedermann (Kurzgef. Comm. 1888); M. F. Sadler 

(London, 1889) ; J. Agar Beet (1890f.) ; J. T. Beck’s Erklirung d. Briefes 

P, an die Eph. (Giitersloh, 1891); A. Klépper (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 (7CC. 1897, ‘ primarily philo- 

logical’) ; Haupt® (— Meyer, 1902)*; J. A. Robinson * (1903); S. D. F. 

Salmond (ZG7. 1903); Krukenberg (Giitersloh, 1903) ; W. Lueken? (SV7. 

1907); Baljon (1907); Westcott? (1907); F. A. Henle? (1908); J. E. Belser 

(1908) ; Gross Alexander (New York, 1910); P. Ewald2(ZA. 1910)* ; Knaben- 

bauer (Paris, 1912); M. Dibelius(HBN7. 1912) ; J.O. F. Murray (CG 7. 1914). 

(4) Studies—(i.) general :—J. F. Burg, Amalyszs logica, etc. (1708); F. 

Coulin, Recherches critiques sur Vép. aux Ephésiens (1851); E. Coquerel, 

Etudes dogmatiques sur Vépttre aux Ephésiens (1852); Chottin, aude sur 
Pépitre aux Eph. (1858); R. Stier, Die Gemeinde in Christo Jesu. 

Auslegung des Briefes an die Epheser (Berlin, 1848-9) ; R. W. Dale (Zhe 

Epistle to the Ephestans®, 1892); G. G. Findlay (Zxfos. Bible, 1892); 

Gore (4 Practical Exposition, 1898) ; Jiilicher (# Az. i. 866 f.). (ii.) specially 

against Paul’s authorship :—Baur’s Pau/ (Eng. tr. ii. pp. 1-44); Hoekstra 
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(77., 1868, pp. 599 f.); Schwegler, WZ. ii. 330f., 375f. ; Planck (Zzheol. 

Jahrb., 1847, 461f.); Hitzig, 2 Paul. Briefe (1870), 22f.; Weizsicker 

(AA. ii. 240 f.); Renan, iii., xii. f. ; Honig (ZV7., 1872, 63f.); Briickner 

(Chron. 257 f.); S. Davidson (ZWV7. ii. 261-300) ; von Soden (/P7., 1887, 

103 f., 432 f., and ZW7. 284-305) ; von Dobschiitz (Urc. 175 f.) ; Pfleiderer’s 

Ure. iii. 300f.; Clemen, Pazdlus, i. pp. 138f.; R. Scott, Zhe Pauline 
Epistles (1909), 180-208 ; Freitag (ZVW., 1912, 91 f.); Wendland (HBNT,. 

i. 2. 361f.). (iii.) for Paul’s authorship :—Liinemann, de efzst. ad Eph. 

authentia, lectoribus, consilio (Gottingen, 1842); W. F. Rinck, dzsputatio ad 

authent. ep. P. ad Ephes. probandam (1848) ; Rabiger, de Chréstologia Pauli 
contra Baurium Commentatio (1852); Schenkel (BZ. ii. 120-127) ; Sabatier 

(ZSR. iv. 439-442, and in his Pau, pp. 225f.) ; McGiffert (4A. 378-385) ; 

Hort (Romans and Ephesians, 1895, 65-184); A. Robertson (Smith’s D&.? 
i. 947f.); Lock (DB. i. 714f.); Brunet, L’authenticité de [épitre aux 

Ephésiens (1897); Bartlet (AA. 189f.); Shaw, Pauline Epistles® (331 f.) ; 
B. W. Bacon, Story of St. Paul (1905, 299f.); R. J. Knowling, Zes¢zmony 

of St. Paul to Christ, 94f.; Grenstedt (DAC. i. 343f.). (iv.) on special 

points :—Haenlein, de lectortbus Epist. ad Ephestos (Erlangen, 1797); van 

Bemmelen, Efzstole ad Eph. et Coloss. collate (1803); W. C. Perry (de 

rebus Ephestorum, Gottingen, 1837); Méritan (RB., 1898, 343-360, 
‘L’ecclésiologie . . .’); J. Albani, ‘die Metaphern.. .’ (ZWT., 1902, 
420-446); M. Dibelius, Gezsterwelt zm Glauben des Paulus (1909), 155-169 ; 

Harnack, Adresse des Epheserbriefes des Paulus (from SBBA., 1910, 696— 

709) ; Coppieters (RB., 1912, 361-390) ; Moffatt (#x.® x. 89f.). 

§ 1. Outline and contents.—After an extremely brief address 
(11), the pastoral opens into the first of its two large sections 
(13-3!) ; this is divided by a brief doxology (37°!) from the 
second (41-6), which concludes with a few lines of personal detail 

(621-24), 114 is a glowing paragraph of praise, in rhythmical 
strophes (Innitzer, Z7-K., 1904, 612-621, and Coppieters in FB., 

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 (118). Their personal experience of such 
a salvation is due to grace alone (21°), and as Gentile Christians 

they should especially realise the gracious union effected by Christ 
between themselves and the Jewish Christians (2%). Of this 
gospel for Gentile Christians, Paul is the chosen herald (3!18), 
and the section closes with an impressive prayer for their attain- 
ments in the Christian experience (31421, resuming the ideas 
of 115-19). The second section (41=2!) expounds the ethical 
obligations of this privilege, unity (411°) being set in the fore- 
front! Then follows (4!" resuming the thought of 4!) a series of 

1On 4** cp, Dalmer in SX. (1890) pp. 579 f. 
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counsels on purity of conduct (4174, 424= 21°), and the general 

morals of the new life (47°-5? 5°-5- 621), concluding with a house- 
hold table of maxims for wives and husbands (522-4 25-83), parents 
and children (6!*), and slaves and masters (6°°). A final word 
of exhortation on the spiritual conflict (61°18) drifts into a brief 
request for prayer on Paul’s behalf (61%-?°), 

§ 2. Relation to Colosstans.—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, ¢.g., Ewald, Mangold, von Soden, Klépper, Heinrici, 
von Dobschiitz, Clemen, Lueken, Wrede, Wendland), and the basis for 

this hypothesis—at best 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 sti!l full of what he had just addressed to the church of Colossé. 

The relationship in this event would resemble that of the Thessalonian 
letters, when 2 Thess. is accepted as genuine. As against the hypothesis 
that a Paulinist wrote Eph. on the basis of Colossians, it is argued that so 
original a genius as this writer would not need to reproduce so much of 
Colossians,* and that the relationship is psychologically more credible if 
Paul wrote both. But—leaving out of account the relationship of 2 P. to 
1 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 :— 

CoOL. EPH. 

(12?) Paul, an apostle of Christ 
Jesus through the will of God, and 
Timotheus our brother, to the saints 

and faithful brothers in Christ which 
are at Colossz : 

Grace to 
you and peace from God our Father. 

* “<Tmitators do not pour out their 

(11?) Paul, an apostle of Christ 

Jesus through the will of God, 

to the saints 
which 

are [at Ephesus,] also the faithful 

brothers in Christ Jesus: Grace to 

you and peace from God our Father 
and the Lord Jesus Christ. 

(1° Blessed be the God and Father 
of our Lord Jesus Christ.) 

thoughts in the free and fervid style of 
this epistle ” (Davies, of. czt. p. 9). 
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(1°) We give thanks to God the 
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, 
praying always for you, (14) having 

heard of your faith in Christ Jesus, 
and of the love which you have toward 

all the saints* . .. (19) 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. 

(12°) to walk worthily of the Lord 

-T 

(18) The son of his love, in whom 

we have our redemption, the forgive- 
ness of our sins... 

(118) 22 him were all things created, 
in the heavens and upon the earth, 

things visible and things invisible, 
elite Opbvor ere xuptérytes elre apxal 

eire é€ovolat. 

(118-19) and he is the head § ot THE 

BODY, THE CHURCH... that in 

all things he might have the pre- 

eminence, é7u ev abt@ evddxnoey mav 
TO TWANpwLa || KaTOLKHOAL. 

(12°) kal d0 adrod droxaradddéar 
Ta mdvTa eis avlrov, elpyvorancas Sia 

aluaros TOV OTaVpov avTod, 

THINGS UPON THE 
TOU 

whether 
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(145) For THIS CAUSE I ALSO, 

having 

heard of the faith in the Lord Jesus 
which is among you and of your love 

toward all the saints, 

(118) CEASE NOT to give 
thanks for you, making mention of 
you in my prayers, (11) that the God 
of our Lord Jesus Christ . . . may 
give unto you a spirit of wisdom and 
revelation in the knowledge of him. 

(41) I beseech you to walk worthily 

of the calling wherewith you were 
called. 

(1%) in the Beloved, in whom we 
have our redemption through his 
blood, the forgiveness of our tres- 

passes. . . = 
(17!) far above all 

apxijs 
kal éfovoias kal Suvduews Kal KuptoryTos. 
(1° all things in him, things in the 
heavens and things upon the earth.) 

(122-3) 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, 

TO TANPwWUA TOD TH WavTa ev TATW 

TANPWLEV OV. 

(12°) dvaxeparadoacbar TH ravra ev 

7@ Xpicr~, THINGS IN (ert) THE 

HEAVENS AND THINGS UPON 
THE EARTH... .(2%)\ thatghe 

* Also minor parallels in Col 1°=Eph 1°85, Col 13= Eph. 47 (love and 
the Spirit). On aydrnv in Eph 1 cp. £xf.8 ii. 136f., 193 f., 321 f. 

+ Also Col 1!!=Eph 1? 31%, Col 1”=Eph 5” (edxapiorobvres 7@ Iarpl). 
+ Except 21° (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 (57) is 

simply adduced as an example of love for Christians (cp. 1 P 2” in another 

aspect of imitation). 
§ In Col. =headship over supernatural spirits and the church alike, in Eph. 

=(primarily) headship over the church. See below, p. 379. 
\| Cp. Eph, 3!9 (iva rAnpwOjjre eis rav 76 Tijpwpa TOD Oeod). Note different 

use of karouxjoat in Col 11? and Eph 3". 
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EARTH OR THINGS IN 
THE HEAVENS. 

(év) 

(174) And you moré éytas dmnAXo- 

Tpiwpévous Kal éxOpods 77 diavola, 

(172) yet now* has he reconciled 
(dmroxarn\Xazev) t in the body of his 
flesh through death, to present you 
holy and without blemish and unre- 

provable before him : 

(1%) if so be § that you continue in 

the faith rePenehwyévor 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. 
(14) Now I rejoice in my sufferings 

for your sake, and fill up on my part 

that which is lacking of ray @AtWewv 
Tod Xpicrov in my flesh brép Tod 

owuatos avrovd, which is the church ; 

(1°) whereof I was made a minister 

KaT@ Thy oikovoulay Tov Oeod THv do- 

Oetcdv por eis buds, to fulfil the word 

of God, 

* So Eph 2° (yet now). 
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might create in himself of the twain 
one new man, toy elpnynv, Kal 

admoxarad\déy both jin one body 

unto God 8a tot otavpod. 
(21) And you . . . (2°) rovodvres Ta 

OeAjpara THs capKos Kal Toy Siavoley 

. (2!) dwnAdorpiwpévor . . . (216) 

having slain ryyv éx@pay in him. . 

(418) écxorwpévor 7H Stavola bytes, 

amn\XoTpiwpévor. . . 

(215-16) having abolished in his flesh 
the enmity... might reconcile 
(azroxarad\dén) them both in one 

body . . . (14) to be holy and with- 
out blemish before him . . .+ (577) 
that he might present the church 
to himself... holy and without 
blemish... 

(317) rooted and redenedwuévor in 

love . 

(37) by the gospel, whereof I was 
made a minister. 

(31) For this cause I Paul, the 

prisoner of Christ Jesus in behalf of 
you Gentiles . . . (3!°) Task that you 
faint not at év rats O\ipeotvy pov bmrép 
tuay. (1°28, the church which is 76 

capa avrouv.) 

3° 7 olxovoula Tod wuvotnplov Tob 

aTOKEKpUm_MEeVOU 

(37) dmoTOGvaidvwv... 

3°) thy olkovoulay Tis xdpiTos TOO Oeod 

Tis Sobeians por els bus, (3°) how that 

by revelation éyvwpic8q to me 7d 

+ In Col. =reconciliation of supernatural powers and of sinners to God, 
in Eph=reconciliation of Jews and Gentiles together (24) 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 1 Co 12°%=Eph 4" (authorship of 
gifts). 

+ The addition of év dydy (a frequent phrase}, as the form in which the 

spotless character manifests itself, is an un-Pauline touch. 
§ ef ye as in Eph 4”. 
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(178) even 7d puorhprov*® rd 
amwokekpupmévoy ard TOY alwywy 

Kal dro Tay yeveov—but has now fT 

been manifested tots Gytors avTot, 

(177) ofs 70éAnoev 6 Oeds yuwptoar 
tl 7d mAODTOs THS HEns £ TOO wvoTyplov 

tovrov év Tois €Ovecw, which is Christ 

in you, 4 éAmls Tis OdEns. 

(1%) . . . that we may present§ 

every man Té\evoy é€v XproTy. 

(2?) cupBiBacbdvres ev dydmn.. .- 
els émlyvwow Tod uvoTyplov Tod Oeod, 

XpioTov. 

(24) rodro Néyu. 

(2°) mapeddBere Tov Xpiordv. .. . 
(27) rooted and built up in him, «at 

BeBuovuevoe TH micTer Kabws €dLdd- 

xOnre.|| 

(2°) For in him dwells wav 76 mh7- 

pwpa THs OedTyNTOS TWMATLKS, 

(21°) and you are év atr@ mrem)7- 

pwuévot, whois the head rdons apyijs 

kal é£ovolas, 

(2!) in whom you were also circum- 

cised with a circumcision not made 

with hands... 

(2!?) you were also raised with him 
bua THs wloTews THs évepyelas ToD Deov 

who raised him from the dead. 

(213-14) And you, being dead through 
your trespasses and the uncircumcision 
of your flesh, cvvegwotonaey avy 
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pevorjpoy . . . (3°) & érépats ~yeveats 
ovK éyvwploAn to the sons of men, 

as it has now been revéaled tots 

Gytous drocTéNors AVTOD Kal mpopHrats 

€v TVEVMATL. . . . 

(19) yywploas quty 76 wvoTiHptoy 

5 (G23) ais ci 

eldévac tyuds tls éorww  édmls THs 

KNjoews avtov, Tls 6 mNovTos THs ObEns 

of his inheritance . . . (38) ots 
éOverw evayyeNoacba the unsearch- 

able wdodros Tod Xpusrov. . . . 

(413) [the object of the ministry 

being the attainment of all] els dvdpa 
Té\evov, to the measure of the stature 

TOU TANPwWuaTos TOU XpioTov. 

(41%) cumBiBatopevoy . . . ev aydry. 

. (438) ris ervyvdocews Tod viod Tob 

Geov. 

(41") robro oby Néyu. 

(47°) éuddere Tov Xpiorov. 

(2%) in whom you also are built 
up together . . . (317) rooted and 

grounded in love... 
(471) é€v atr@ ed:ddxOnTe Kabdséorw 

aA7jGea. 

(3!°) and to know the love of Christ, 

tva twANpwWOHRTE eis Wav TO TARPwWLA 

Tov Oeod [see also 4) above]. 

cp. 17/3 above. 

Tov OeNyjuaTos avToU. . 

(2!) you, Gentiles in the flesh, who 

are termed Uncircumcision by that 

which is termed Circumcision, in the 

flesh, made with hands. 

(1%20) the exceeding greatness of 

his power els 7uas Tovs muoTevovTas 

Kata Thy évépyeray of the strength of 
his might which he wrought in Christ, 
raising him from the dead. 

(21) And you, being dead through 
your trespasses and sins... (2°) 
even when we were dead through our 

* In Col. = Xpiords év byiv, 4 édmls ris d6Eys (2? 4°), in Eph. =the participa- 
tion of Gentiles ; a difference of emphasis. 

+ Cp. Eph 3” (iva yywpioOy viv rats dpxais xr).). 
t =Eph 31. § =Eph 5”. | Also Col 28=Eph 58, 
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aire, xapiduevos quiv mdvra Ta 
Taparrwuara, having blotted out 7d 
Ka” hua xeipdypapor Tots Séyuacu 

iw bmevavrlov juiv, and took it out of 

the way, nailing it to the cross. 
(2!) the Head,* é€€ 08 may 76 cSpa 

dua TOY apav Kal ouvdécpmwv émcxopn- 

yovuevoy kal cup BiBagduevoy av&er Thy 

avénow Tov Oeod.T 

(31) 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°) mopvetay, dkabapolay, mddos, 

ériOuuiay Kaxny, Kal Thy mdeoveclav 

ies éotlv eldwXodarpela. 

(3°) 60’ & epxerae 7 dpyh Tod Oeod. 

(3) év ofs Kal duets meprerarijoaré 

mote, when you lived in them; but 
now do you also put off all these: 
opynv, Ovudyv, kaklav, Brac- 

pynutlav, aicxpodoylay éx Tod orduaros 

judy* 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 dvaka.vovpevoy els 

érlyvwow Kat elkdva Tod xtloavros 

CHAS Soo 5 

(3!713) Put on therefore, as éxXexrol 
Tod Oeod,$ holy and deloved, omddyxva 

olkripuov, xpynordTnTa, Tamewodpoo- 

Uwny wpavrynTa, WaKpoOuulay, FORBEAR- 

ING ONE ANOTHER, AND FORGIVING 
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trespasses, ouve{worolycev TG Xpiorw 
—xdpitt éote cecwopevoi—. . . (2) 
having abolished dv vépor 

évro\wy ev Odypacw. ... 

rn 
TWY 

(4°16) the Head, Xprorés, é& of way 
TOT Gua cvvappmodoyovmevov kalovyBiBa- 

Fouevov dia rdons aPhs THs émrxopyylas 

kar évépyeay év peérpw évds éxdorov 

Képous Thy avé&qow Tod cwmaros Toretrat 

els olkodouny éavrov ev aya, 

(1°°) He raised him from the dead 

and seated him at his right hand éy 
Tois émovpavlois . . . (2°) raised us 

with him, and made us to sit with 

him €v rots émovpavtos in Christ Jesus. 

(4!) els épyactay dxabapolas rdons 
év wheovetia . . . (5°) mopvela dé Kal 
axabapoia waioa i) wheoveela . . . (55) 
mwas mépvos 7) dxkdOapros 7) mAeovexrys, 

6 €or eldwhoddtpys . . . 

(5°) dia ratra yap épxerar h dpyh 
TOU Geo éml Tovs viods THs dmetOelas. 

(2?) év ais woré wepremarioare . . . 

Kal nuets mdvres dveotpddyuév more 

. . . (4) PUT OFF THE OLD MAN 

... (4%) Putting off falsehood, 
speak the truth each with his neigh- 
bour . .. be angry andsinnot... 
let no corrupt speech issue é« rod 

oTbuaros tuay .. . (4°) let all bitter- 
ness kal Ovmos Kal dpyi Kal kpavyh 

kal BXacpnula be put away from 
you odv mdon Kakla. 

(4) and put on the new man rédv 

Kara Bedy xricbévra év Sikacoovvyn Kat 

OovéTnTL THs ddnOelas. 

(47) with all razewodpoctvns kai 
mpairyros, with waxpoOuuias, FORBEAR- 

ING ONE ANOTHER in love . . . (48?) 
be xpyorol one to another, evorday- 

Xvol, FORGIVING ONE ANOTHER, 

*In Col., as opposed to supernatural media; in Eph., as opposed to 
schism. See Weinel’s V77%. p. 352. 

+ Also Col 2%= Eph 4 ” (verbal parallels). 

{ Cp. Eph 14 (xkadas é&edétaro tas . . elvat aylous xTX.). 
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ONE ANOTHER, if any man have a 
complaint against another; EVEN AS 
THE LORD FORGAVE YOU, so do you: 

(31*15) and above all these things 
put on love, & éoTw civdecmos Tijs 

redeérntos. And let the peace of 
Christ * rule in your hearts, to the 
which also you were called in one 

body. 
(31°17) Let the word of Christ dwell 

in you 7Aovelws, ev radon copia, 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. 

(338-8) Wives, be subject to your 

husbands, ws dvjKev ev kuply. 

Husbands, love your wives, and be 

not bitter t to them. 

(3°) Children, obey parents in all 
things, Toro yap evdpeordv éorw ev 

kuply. || 

(37) Fathers, irritate not your 
children, that they be not dis- 
couraged. 

(322%) Slaves, obey in all things 
those who are your masters kara 

adpka, not with eye-service, as men- 

pleasers, but in singleness of heart, 

fearing the Lord.** Whatsoever ye 
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EVEN AS GOD IN CHRIST FORGAVE 

you. (51) yivecOe ofv pupnral rod 
Ge08, as beloved children. 

(45*) giving diligence to preserve 
the unity of the Spirit év 7@ ovvdéoup 
Tis elpyvns: one body and one Spirit, 

even as also you were called in one 

hope of your calling. f 

(18 76 wdodros THs xapiTos avrod js 

éreplacevcev els Nuds é€v mdoyn copia 

kTv.) (51%?) 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. 
(578) Wives, be subject to your 

own husbands, ws 7@ Kuply... & 
mavrt, (5%) Husbands, love your 

wives, even as Christ loved the church. 

(61) Children, obey your parents in 
all things, todro ydp éoriw Sdlkatov§ 

[then follows the fifth command- 

ment 1]. 

(64) And you fathers, provoke not 

your children to anger: but nurture 

them in the chastening and admoni- 

tion of the Lord. 
(65-8) Slaves, obey those who are 

your masters kara odpxa, 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 214 (atbrés ydp éoruw 7 elpqvn Tyr). 
+ 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. Thisisa distinct development 
beyond the position of Rom., which neither Col. nor Phil. anticipates. 

+ Broadened out in Eph 4°! (aoa mixpla . . . apdjrw ap vtudr). 

§ rd dixavoy applied to masters in Col 4}. 
|| Broadened out in Eph 51° (doxcudfovres rb éorw eddpecrov r@ Kupiw). 

‘| The e@ yévnrar of 6%, unprecedented in Paul, is a LXX quotation. 

** Broadened out in Eph 57! into broraccduevor ddAHAots Ev POBW XpioTod 
(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, of. cz¢. 182). 
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do, éx Wuxijs épydfecbe as to the Lord 
and not to men; knowing that from 
the Lord you shall receive the inherit- 
ance that is your due: you serve the 
Lord Christ. For the wicked shall 
be paid back for his wickedness, azd 
there ts no respect of persons. 

(4') Masters, render to your slaves 

what is just and fair; knowing that 

you also have a Master in heaven. 

(47-4) Continue steadfastly in prayer, 
watching therein with thanksgiving ; 

praying at the same time for us also, 
that God may open us a door for the 
word, to declare 76 pvorypioy Tov 

Xpuorod (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 év 
Xa pert, dare HpTuevos know how ye 

ought to answer each person. 

(478) Ta car’ eve ravra ywploe jpyiv 

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 

Ta mepl nuav, and that he may 

encourage your hearts. 
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slaves of Christ, doing the will of God 
éx Wux7s ; 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 
zs no respect of persons with him. 

(618°) 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 7d 

pvoTnpiov Tov evaryyedlov (for which I 

am an ambassador in chains) ; that I 

may have confidence therein, as I 
should declare it. 

(51°16) Be careful then how you 
walk, not as unwise but as wise, 

making the very most of your time, 

because the days are evil. (47%) Let 

no foul speech issue from your mouth, 
but only such as is good for improving 
the occasion, that it may bring ydpur 
to the hearers. 

(67-2) Now that you also* may 
know 7a Kar’ éué, rl mpdcow, rdvra 
yvwploer tuiv Tychicus, the beloved 

brother and faithful minister in the 
Lord: whom J send to you for this 
very purpose, that you may know ra 

mept nuev, and that he may encourage 

your hearts. 

§ 3. Relation to 1 Peter (see above, p. 338).—The affinities of 
thought and structure between Eph. and 1 P. begin with 
the opening doxology, and include the connection of hope 
with the «Anpovoyia, the conception of the spiritual House 
(with Christ as the corner-stone), of the descent into 

* The insertion of this kai means that the writer, with his eye on Col q’, 

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 * (49=1 P 319 46), of the Christian zpooaywyy as the object: 
of Christ’s death, of é&yvova (418 = 1 P 114) as the pre-Christian condi- 
tion, and of redemption by the blood of Christ ; they conclude with 

the parallels in 61° = 1 P 5° (warfare against 6 dudBodos), 63 = 1 P 
514 (peace). Both homilies are addressed to Gentile Christians 
(of Asia Minor), but 2!® (no longer strangers and sojourners, cp. 
Odes of Solomon 37) differs from 1 P 21!; and the ethical admoni- 
tions (52!) are not linked so naturally to what precedes as in 1 P 

218... which the auctor 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 

auctor ad Ephesios with the simpler 1 P., if on other grounds the 

latter is attributed to Peter and Ephesians assigned to a Paulinist. 

The salient parallels are (cp. Selwyn, St. Luke the Prophet, 183 f.):— 

1 PET. 

(13) Blessed be the God and Father 
of our Lord Jesus Christ... . 

(12%) rpopira: ft... ols drexadipdn 
drt ox EauTots buty dé dinkdvovy adra, 

aviv avnyy én vpiv dua Tov evayye- 

Aoapévoy buds mvevpare ayly. . 

(114) &s réxva brrakons py cvoXHMa- 

TuCdmevol Tats ayvola 

yuav émiOvmlacs, ad\\a Kata Tov 

KanéoavTa vas dy.ov Kal avrol aytor 

év wdon dvactpopy yevijOnre. . . . 

mporepov év 

(21! dmwéxec0at TOV TapKiKoy 
émOupar. ) 

EPH. 

(1°) Blessed be the God and Father 

of our Lord Jesus Christ. . . . 

(3°&) ovK éyvwpicOn rots viots tTav 

avOpwrwy ws viv amexadtpOn Tots 

aylots aroorédas adrod Kal mpopjrats 

év WvEUMATL. . . 

(278) . . . év rots viots rs devOelas, 

év ois Kal twets mavrTes aveoTpa- 

pnuev tore éwtOuplacs 

THS TAPKOS Uo, 

é€y Tats 

* The Ephesians-passage is influenced, according to Bacon (Story of St. 

Paul, 361 f.), by the sayings ot Jesus preserved in Mt 129, 
Eph 51=Mt isos 48. 

See, further, 

+ The auctor ad Ephesios changes the OT. prophets into - Christian 

prophets, and fails to connect the reference so aptly ast P. His estimate 

of prophecy from the standpoint of fulfilment is, as Weiss notes, ‘‘ based 
entirely on the view developed in 1 P 11°, where, as in Eph 31%, the 
contemplative share of angels in the work of redemption is also mentioned ” 

(ZV. i. 355). 
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(119-20) Xporod mpoeyvwouévou mpd 
kaTaBoN7is Kéomov. .. . 

(2°) a év adr@ avéndfjre els cwrn- 

play. 

(24) mpis dv mpooepxdmevor. . . 
olxodometaOe olkos mvevmartiKds eis 

iepadteupa Gyiov. . . (2°) dl@ov 

aKkpoywviatov. 

(29) Nads els wepimolnow, dirws Tas 

dpéras é&ayyel\nre TOU é€kK oKOToUS 

tuds Kkadécayros els TO Oavpacrdy 

avrov pas. 

(238) of olkérar droracoduevor év 

mwavrt PbBw Tots decwdrats. 

(31) duolws yuvatkes varoracobmevat 

Tois ldlous dvdpaow. 

(37) of Gvdpes§ omolws. . . « 

(38) evomrdayxvor.|l 

(3%) (Jesus Christ) who is on God’s 

right hand, mopevdels eis ovpavdv, 

brorayévTwy alta ayyé\wy Kal é&ov- 

o.ay Kal duvydmewr. 
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(14) Chose us év a’rq@ mpd xata- 

Bodjjs Kéopovu (cp. 3°). 

(271) év @ wdoa olkodoph . . . atte 

els vadv aytov év Kuply, 

(218) dV atrod éxouer tiv mpoca- 
yoynv™ .. . & évi rvetipate mpds TOV 

matépa. . . (27°) émoxodounbévres .. « 

évTos aKkpoywvialov atrod Xptiorov 

"Inood. 

(114) els darod’itpwow THs mepurot- 

jHoews, } els €raiwov THs Obéns adroo.. . 
(5°!) aire yap more oxdros, viv 6¢ Pas év 

kuplw* ws Téxva pwrds mepirareire. 

(6°) of Soto, braxovere Tots Kara 

odpka Kuplos wera PdBou Kal Tpdmov. 

99 ¢ a y i" (577) at yuvatkes (broraccbmevat) Tots 

idtous $ dvdpdow ws Tm Kuply. 

(5°) of dvdpes. . . . 

(4°?) yiveoGe dé els dXNHAOUS XpyoTOoL, 

eVoThayxXvol. 

(1°°f-) (God) seated him on his right 

hand é€v rots émovpaviows bmrepdvw 

maons apxjs Kal éfovolas kal duvd- 

mews... Kal mavTa wvmératey wd 

Tovs Tddas avTw. 

§ 4. Relation to Lucan and Johannine writings.—(Cp. 

Holtzmann’s A7vitik der Epheser und Colosserbriefe, 250 f.) As 
in Luke, men are the objects of the divine eddoxia (Lk 24= 
Eph 15), the ascension is emphasised (Eph 17° 48 10=Lk 2451), 

* Cp. 1 P 338 (iva yds rpocaydyy TG Oe@). 

+ The passive sense of wepurolnots here (==heereditas acquisita) differs from 

the Pauline active sense (I Th 5°, 2 Th 2"), evidently under the influence of 
the Petrine passage. 

{This remarkable /éfos in Eph. is one of several traits which show a 
reminiscence of 1 P. in the passage. 

§ In both the duties of husbands, though differently defined, are com- 
paratively brief, whereas the duties of wives are elaborated (in contrast to 
Col 318). The description of the latter shows a Biblicising of the Christian 
ideal Cr bs — Noh, 5o=). 

|| etomdayxvos only here in NT (except 1 P 38). 
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and there are further affinities * in 28 = Lk 15%, 5!8= Lk 1538, 517 
(6°) = Lk 1247, and 64 = Lk 1235, Resch (Paulinismus, 273-274) 

gives a long list of parallels between Eph 2!!9 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 Bovdy of 

God (12=Ac 2077), the commission of Paul (3% 1” 4gU¥=Ac 
20*4), the purchasing of the church (1!= Ac 207%), the KAnpovopia 
of Christians (1!14= Ac 20*), and the shepherding of the church 

(411 = Ac 2078). The common use of the ‘ building ’-metaphor for 
the church is not peculiar to Ac 2018! or to Eph., but significance 

attaches to certain traits of phraseology (Ac 20!%=Eph 4? 67, 
Ac 2070 Eph, 1), AGi20="— mph, Ac 20° = Hpi): 

The Lucan parallels touch a smaller group in the same neighbour- 

hood, viz. the Pauline pastorals; cp. e.g. the conception of the rpecBurepa 
or éricxomot being under apostolic direction, the warnings against insidious 
errorists, the divine yxpyorérys (2% =Tit 3!) and unity (4°=1 Ti 24), the 
word of the truth (1%=2 Ti 2"), the devil’s devices (64=1 Ti 37, 2 Ti 2%), 
evangelists (44 =2 Ti 4°), the House of God (2%-=1 Ti 35, 2 Ti 2%); ep., 

further, 15=1 Di3%and2 Tr 3°) 4 —2 Ti 3%. 41 fi 2. (commeantons 

knowledge of the truth), 52 ™*=Tit 2%* and 1 Ti 2°, 5%=1 Ti 5“ and 
Aourpov (5°°=Tit 3°). But beyond suggesting a sub-Pauline mz/éeu of thought 
and language, these coincidences amount to very little. 

The interpretation of Christ’s relation to the universe already 
bears traces of the Philonic conception of the Logos which 

afterwards blossomed out in the christology of the Fourth gospel, 
and this opens up the relationship between Eph. and the instru- 

mentum Johanneum. The bridal conception of the church, 

which in the Apocalypse (except in 2217) is eschatological, is 
applied (eg..5~-. *- **) to the church onveatth) (cp 2 Couns 

an epistle with which Eph. has notable affinities); a similar 
process has taken place in the conception of the resurrection 
(256 =Jn 5%! 25), and in Eph. (where the rapovoia 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. 
dvévac (exc. He 13° LXX quotation), dehy, épyacta, dotdrns (474, as in 
Lk 17, with ducacocvyy), mavorNa, marpid, modurela, ovyKablfew, owrnprov, 

dpdvnots, and xapirody. Pov} (=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 (1 Co 4°). 
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The unity of the church, including Gentiles as well as Jews, is 

the divine object of Christ’s death (cp. Jn 1ro!® 177°); the church 
is the zAjpwya of Christ and of God (1* etc., ep. Jn 147° 15% § 
171f.) ; exceptional stress is laid on the functions of the Spirit, 

the word, and baptism, the unity of the church as the result 

of the divine unity between Christ and God and as the means 

of advancing the gospel, Christ as beloved (1), the idea of 
pétpov (Eph 41", cp. Jn 3%4), the description of God in 117 (=Jn 
2017), the collocation of Christ and God as indwelling (Eph 2” 
3i7—_ Jn 14% %), etc.; see also 4°%*=Jn 318, 5¢=1 Jn 3™ and 
Jn 3°, 58 =1 Jn 1% and Jn 12%, 518=Jn 31%, besides the avrds- 
passages (Eph 2!4=1 Jn 2”), the use of Avoas (2!#=Jn 2)%), the 
emphasis on ayiéZew and cleansing (57°=Jn 17!" 19, 1 Jn 17 9), 

on Weddos as opposed to aA7jfeva, on the danger of doketism (Eph 

471), on the spiritual advent of Jesus (2!7=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, DZ. i. 717), 
but the likelihood is that the unknown auctor ad Ephestos 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 (17= He 
g!2), his sanctifying influence (57°26= He ro! 1312), his session 

on God’s right hand (17°= He 1° 8! 10!2), and his gift of tappynoia 

to Christians (3!2= He 41°); some linguistic parallels also occur 
(e.g. aipa kat odp€, aypurveivy, Kpavyy, trepdvw 7. T. otpavay, «is 

aroditpwcw, aidav pé\A\wv, mpoopopa Kat Ovoia), but neither 

these nor stray coincidences like 2!®=He 7}!§ prove more than 
a common atmosphere of religious feeling and phraseology. 

§ 5. Vocabulary and style.—The literary relations with Col., Lk., and 

the Johannine literature, besides 1 P. and the pastorals, thus indicate a 
period subsequent to that of Paul. Thisis further corroborated by the evidence 
of the language and style, which are on the whole favourable to the 
hypothesis that another mind than that of the apostle is at work in Eph. It 
contains (a) thirty-eight words which are not elsewhere used in the NT 

25 
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literature :—dOeos, aicxpérys, alxpuadwredw, dvavedw,* dvorkis, amanyeir, 

doogos, BéXos, évirns, ckiaxvew, Eridvew, éemipatoxew, éToipacla, evtpameNta, 

Oupeds, Karapriopds,.Karwrepos, KAnpbw, KAvOwrifecAaL, KooMoKpaTwp, KpuPy, 

kuBela, péyeOos, pebodela, pmecdraxov, pwpodoyia, man, Tapopyiopuds, (Ta} 

TvevpaTeKd, | mMoNvmotxidos, mpoedmivew, mpocxaprépyots, puris, cupLweToXos, 

cupronityns, cuvapmodoyew, cuvorKodometv, cUoowo0s (cp. Preuschen in ZVW. 

i. 85-86). In addition to these, there are (4) no fewer than 44 words 

which, while employed elsewhere in the NT, are never used by Paul :— 
dyvova (Lucan), dypurvety,}: dxpoywriaios (I P), ddvots, Ta duddrepa (Ac 238), 

dvewos,§ avévat, || dravta, drardw (Ja 1%, 1 Ti 214),41 ded (Ac 9}), 

dowrla (1 P 44, Tit 1%), SidBoros, emépxouat, (rau) €roupdvia, épyacta, 
evayyenoThs, eVordayxvos (I P 38), KaraBor} (xpd x. Kdopov, 1 P 1”, Jn 

17%), Néyw eis, waxpay, dpylfw, darérns (Lk 1"), dopvs, matdela,** ravorNa, 

adpokos, tt marpla, mepufavyume, tt wrdros,§§ rorunjy,|||| modcrela, {1 campds, *** 

omidos (2 P 2!), cuyxabifw (Lk 22°), ttt cwrnpiov, riuav, tOwp, vrepavw (He 

9°), brodetcOa, tos, ppayuds, ttt ppdvnors (Lk 177),§§§ xaperody (Lk 1°), 

xelporoinros. The absence of some of these from the extant letters may be 
accidental (e.g. dyvou, dpylfw), but real significance attaches to the (47 6") 
substitution of dudéBodos (as in I Ti 3°, 2 Ti 2%) for the Pauline caravés, and 
the use of év rots émovpavios (five times). The collective and objective 

allusion to ¢he holy apostles and prophets (3°), and to the apostles and prophets 

(2°) as the foundation of the church (cp. Apoc 21\4), are partly, but only 

partly, eased by passages like 1 Co 9? 128 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° 4 (zpés 
8 Stvacbe dvaywdoxorTes vojoat Thy ctveciv jov KTX.) corroborates this im- 

pression ; the phrase sounds more characteristic of a Pauline disciple than of 
Paul himself.||j\| These indications are followed up by other un-Pauline 

* Instead of the Pauline avaxawoip. 
{ Only in Eph 6” of spiritual beings. 
t+ Only in Eph 6° with e’s. Paul invariably uses ypnyopety (1 Th 5%, 

1 Co 1618, Col 4?). 

§ Only in Eph 44 metaphorically. 
It ge ey oe > (He 13° being a quotation from the LXX),. 
SASs5 > 5° with ruvd Tit. 

aes ;, 6% in literal sense of moral and mental education. 

ANP. 2p », 2 and 1 P 2" metaphorically. 

te 5, »» 6'4 metaphorically. 

§§ 9 > oy 3° 

II! Nes », 42! ecclesiastically. 

1 55 », 2)? metaphorically. 

eS os Sea »” ; with Adyos. 

TT 33, eee 5 
eee > ”? ois ” 

§§$_., SFLCROLAIAn 
|I\l\| Hort (of. cz¢. 149 f.) ingeniously but unconvincingly takes dvaywadoxovtes 

as=reading the OT. Like 67! it is probably meant to allude to Col. rather 

than to Eph 1% 211%, or to some lost letter. 
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touches, such as lore yividoxovres (5°), the Father of Glory (11"), before the 
foundation of the world (14=Jn 17%), the novel use of wuaripiov (5°*) and 
olxovouia (in providential aspect), the application of pwrlfew (3°), mvetua Toi 

vobs (4), etc., besides the predilection for the ovatzo pendens, an un- 

paralleled number of genitival formations (95 in all, out of 155 verses) 

which occur in almost every second verse, including such strange compounds 

as adh Tis émexopnylas (41°), émrOuula ris dadrns (4%), etc., and some re- 
dundant epexegetic formations (e.g. Bovh} Tod OeAjmaros, Kpdros Tis loxvos). 

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 év (115 times) and xard, and the 
unusual length to which the sentences are occasionally spun out, one period 
passing into another through relatival and participial constructions whose 
logical bearing it is frequently almost impossible to determine. The linguistic 

data may be allowed to leave the problem of the authorship fairly open.* 
But the idiosyncrasies of the style are by no means so easily explained. 
Thus 1914 115-28 gl-7 211-18 214-16 919-22 31-7 38-12 314-19 41-6 411-16 417-19 420-24 

58-5 518-23 525-27 528-30 1-3 65-8 614-20, 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. 3778 is a long parenthesis or digression, 
after which 34* 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 copla which, according to 1 Co 2°, was to be found in Paul’s 

teaching, we may see in its style something like a trepoxh Nébyou (zbzd. v.1), 

corresponding to the vmepoxy codlas. . . . 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, Wrters of NT. p. 32). 

It is unfair to characterise the temper thus mirrored in the style of the 

epistle as phlegmatic ; ‘+ lyric would be a fitter term for the opening chapters 
in especial, with their soaring, subtle movement of thought and at the same 
time 

‘‘With many a winding bout 
Of linked sweetness long drawn out.” 

Upon the other hand, these features of serenity and profundity only serve to 
bring out more decisively the difference between Ephesians and the letters of 

* Nageli (Wortschatz des Paulus, 85) goes even further, ‘‘im ganzen 
scheint mir der Wortschatz dieses Briefes . . . eher eine Instanz fiir als gegen 
die Echtheit zu sein.” 

+ So von Soden (HC. iii. I. 90) ; cp. the criticisms of Jacquier, i. 306, and 

Hort (pp. 152f.). Von Soden himself, however, subsequently speaks of the 
‘lyrical’ passages in 4-6 (7IV7. 287-288). 
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Paul. It is often urged that the acceptance of Colossians as written by Paul 

renders the acceptance of Ephesians more easy, but in some respects it only 
adds to the difficulties felt by the literary critic. The nearer the two are 
brought together, the more distinctive is the impression made by the con- 
ceptions as well as the style of Ephesians ; particularly as regards the latter, 

it becomes increasingly hard to understand the unparalleled phenomena 

which the Greek presents. Granted that ‘the lofty calm which undeniably 
does pervade it may in part be due to the mellowing effect of years, but 
doubtless much more to the sense of dangers surmounted, aspirations 
satisfied, and a vantage-ground gained for the world-wide harmonious action 

of the Christian community under the government of God’ (Hort, of. cét. 
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. Wargaret’s Lectt. on Crit. of NT, 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 
(34) 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 (#7z7/. 165f.), 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 écrit 
ou dicté cette lettre, il est 4 peu prés impossible de l’admettre ; mais qu’on 
ait composée de son vivant, sous ses yeux, en son nom, c’est ce qu’on ne 

saurait déclarer improbable,” iii. p. xx). The Tiibingen 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, ¢.g., the problem of the exact connection between 

Aristotle and the recently discovered treatise upon the Athenian Constitu- 
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tion. A number of critics (so especially, in addition to those named on 
p- 374, B. Weiss, 4/7. i. 377f. ; Godet, ZVZ. 475-490; Salmon, V7. 

388 f.; Zahn, Zinz/. § 29; Oltramare, and Baljon) attribute it to Paul ; Jiilicher 

and others content themselves with a zon /iguet verdict; while some (see 
p- 375) attempt to do justice to the combination of specifically Pauline 
elements and absolute novelties in thought and language by postulating, as in 

the case of the Pauline pastoral epp., a Paulinist who is reproducing Paul’s 
ideas, on the basis of Colossians, in view of later interests within the neo- 

catholicism of the church. This does not involve the assumption that Paul 
was not original enough to advance even beyond the circle of ideas reflected 
in Colossians, or that he lacked constructive and broad ideas of the Christian 

brotherhood. It is quite possible to hold that he was a fresh and advancing 
thinker, and yet to conclude, from the internal evidence of Ephesians, that he 
did not cut the channel for this prose of the spiritual centre. In Paul’s 
letters there is always something of the cascade; in Eph. we have a slow, 

bright stream which brims its high banks. 
One of the indirect traits of the sub-Pauline period is the significant 

omission of the Lord’s supper in 4° (one Lord, one faith, one baptism). This 

is all the more striking as Paul’s treatment of the eucharist in 1 Co 10! (els 
dpros, év c@ua oi moddol éouer, ol yap mavres ex Tod évds dprov meTéxouer) 

naturally pointed to its use as a symbol and proof of the unity of Christians 
with one another and their Lord (cp. Didaché, 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, The Fourth 
Gospel, pp. 122f.); Hebrews (1371") also opposes the idea that the cpa 
Xpiorod could be partaken of, as in several of the contemporary pagan cults 
(cp. below, p. 455; O. Holtzmann, ZVW., 1909, 251-260); Ephesians, we 

may conjecture, shows a like indifference to this growing conception of the 
supper (whether due to Paul, or developed from his language in 1 Cor.), and 
therefore omits the supper entirely. 

§ 6. Destination and object.—The tpets of the homily, which 

first appears in 133, is defined in 2! (cp. 2! and 31) as Gentile 
Christians. The writer has these primarily in view; but the 
situation is no longer one in which they are exposed to any 
Jewish Christian propaganda of legalism. In fact, it is assumed 
that the Gentile Christians are now in the majority; it is their 
predominance which forms the starting-point for the broad 
survey of history which Ephesians outlines. The jects of 111-12 

certainly represents Jewish Christians. Paul here voices that 
section of the church in its historical relation to the gospel. 
But the language is general, and neither here nor in 2 (cp. 
Hoennicke, /C. 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 ayious 
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Tols ovo Kal TicTos ev XptaT@ ‘Inood, omitting the place-name of 

Col 1! and adding rots otow (cp. Ro 88 rots kara tpd0eow KAnTOIS 

ovowv) in order to amplify the following phrase, which further de- 
fines the ayvo. whom the writer has in mind (cp. 27! dyuov év Kupia, 
and 5%). ‘Those who defend év “Edéow 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 1° 3!4 4?! 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 & and B,f and the 

likelihood is that Marcion must have received the epistle in 
this shape. Tertullian charges him with changing the title 
(adv. Marc. v. 17: titulum aliquando interpolare gestiit, quasi et 

in isto diligentissimus explorator, nihil autem de titulis interest, 
cum ad omnes apostolus scripserit, 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. 11: pretereo 
hic et de alia epistola quam nos ad Ephesios preescriptam 

habemus, heeretici uero ad Laodicenos), and Tertullian naturally 

supposed the canonical title to be the original. He falls back 
on the weritas ecclesie 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 17 were (as in G) rots ofcw év dyday Oe00 KdyTois aylots 

* Jacquier (i. 290) dismisses (i.) as ‘Sune supposition toute gratuité et 

assez ridicule.” Harnack (Dze Adresse, 704 f.), who now identifies Eph. 

with the Laodicean epistle (see above, pp. 159-161), suggests sPeczoszus 
quam uerius that it was the degeneration of the local church (Apoc 3'4*) 
which led to the substitution of Ephesus for Laodicea in the title and 
address (by the first decade of the second century), in order to punish a com- 

munity which no longer deserved to possess a Pauline epistle (cp. Z.f.° ii. 197 f.). 
+ Also in ‘*the corrector of a later MS (67), whose corrections are 

evidently taken from another quite different MS of great excellence, now 

lost” (Hort). Basil (contr. Hunomtum, ii. 19) explicitly writes : otrw yap 

(z.e. the reading of Eph 1! without év’E¢éow) cal of mpd quay mrapadeddxace 
(z.e. Origen and others), cat nuets Ev Tots mahaLots Tov avTiypdgpwy ebpjKkamer. 
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(so Zahn, 77. i. 378f., 394f.), for which, at a subsequent period, rots 

ovow év ‘Pwun dyaryrots 8. k. & was substituted ; but the former reading is 

probably due to a revision of the text for liturgical purposes (see above, 
p- 141). It is not certain whether Tertullian’s words imply that Marcion’s 
text or his own text had a place-name after ofowy, since ‘titulus’? might 
here, as in the case of Galatians (adv. M/arc. 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 pds "E@écvous first 
appears in the Muratorian Canon; when it was appended to the epistle 
previously, and whether this addition was derived from the presence of év 
jE@écw in 11, remains uncertain. 

If év "Edéow 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 (11° 3? 4#1); there is not the slightest reference to his long 
mission among them; and while Paul could write letters without 
sending greetings, the Thessalonian epistles, e.g., contain definite 
allusions to the apostle’s relations with the church which are 
conspicuous by their absence from Ephesians. In spite of all 
arguments to the contrary (e.g. by Cornely, Henle, Schmidt, 

Rinck in SK., 1849, 948 f.; Alford, and A. Kolbe in his Zzeol. 

Comm. tiber das erste Capital des Briefes an die Epheser, Stettin, 
1869), there is no internal evidence to prove that Ephesus was 

the church (or even one of the churches) addressed, and much 
to the contrary. Some Greek commentators, beginning with 

Theodore of Mopsuestia, ingeniously got over the difficulty by 

arguing that Eph. was written before Paul had reached Ephesus 

—a desperate hypothesis which need not be seriously refuted. 
Even when the epistle is attributed to a Pauline disciple, it is not 
probable that év “Edéow (so, e.g., Kl6pper, 34 f.; and Holtzmann, 

cp. Corssen in ZVW., 1909, 35f.) 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. 11 32). To defend 
its originality by postulating the writer’s ignorance of the relation 
between Paul and Ephesus is a ¢our de force of criticism, which 
contradicts, zz¢er alia, the affinities of the writing with Luke. 

The same considerations tell against the circular-hypothesis 

which regards Ephesus as merely one of the communities for 
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which the epistle was designed. Paul would have made some 

distinction in the body of the epistle between readers well known 

to him and others to whom he was a stranger (as in Col 21); he 

would hardly have grouped the church of Ephesus, or even the 
adjoining churches (to many of which he was personally known, 
cp. Ac 19!® 20%), with communities who had no personal con- 

nection with himself. This notion, that Eph. was designed for a 

wider circle of churches than Ephesus, originated with Beza (‘sed 

suspicor non tam ad Ephesios ipsos proprie missam epistolam, 
quam Ephesum ut ad ceteras Asiaticas ecclesias transmitteretur’), 
and was worked up by Ussher into the hypothesis of a circular 

letter, which has been practically the dominant view, ever since, 

of those who hold to the Pauline authorship (so, most recently, 
J. Rutherford, St. Pauls Epp. to Colosse and Laodicea, 1908 ; S. J. 

Case, Biblical World, 1911, 315 f.; G. S. Hitchcock, Ephesians 

an Encyclical of St. Paul, 1913). The further identification of 
Eph. in this form with the letter mentioned in Col 41° (Laodicea 
being one of its recipients) is generally held along with the circular- 
hypothesis. ‘The latter, however, is not free from difficulties. 
Primitive Christian epistles designed for a wide circle of churches 

were composed otherwise (cp. 1 Co 11, Gal 11); 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 ev. If év Aaodsxia 

had been the original reading in 1}, the change to ev "Edéow 

becomes unintelligible ; and, vce versa, if év "Eféow was in the 

autograph, Marcion’s change becomes almost inexplicable. As 

none of the conjectural emendations, such as xar “Ipw for 
kat motors (Ladeuze in RB., 1902, 573-580), or eOveow for 
’"Edéow (R. Scott), is probable,* the alternatives are: (a) that the 
place-name was lost at an early period from copies of the 

autograph ; or (4) that 11 originally ran tots dylous Tots otow Kal 

mistois é€v Xpiots “Iyood. 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 morots in the 

sense of faithful rather than of de/zeving ; the latter interpretation 

* Shearer (#7. iv. 129) reads 7, a. To’s "Iwor (the Ionians), and P. Ewald, 

(VAZ., 1904, 560-568) conjectures dyamyrots for aylors Tots (2.2. ‘ to those who 
are beloved and believing’), while D omits rots (so Zahn) ; but the difficult 

ovo 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, z.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, 4 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 wvor7jprov 

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 évérys (4% 1°, here only) and the 

elpjvn 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 

Paul’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, /7'S., 1907, 460), but because this Paulinist moved in a region of 

thought where such idiosyncrasies of the apostle were transcended. 

It seems probable, therefore, so far as probability can be 
reached in a matter of this kind, that the epistle, or rather homily 

in epistolary form, originally had no notice of any church. It 

was a catholicised version of Colossians, written in Paul’s name 

to Gentile Christendom (2!! 3!); the solitary reference to con- 
crete conditions (61-2?) is adapted from Colossians, in order to lend 
vratsemblance 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 zpos Aaodixcéas. The title rpds "Edecious, 

with the insertion év "Edéow in 11, was either (a) due to the fact 
that the Pauline canon of the church was drawn up at Ephesus, 

* Cp. Schmiedel in Az. 3120-3121 (“‘ From the divine predestination 
of the church in Eph 17° 37°: *1!, there is but a single step further to that 
of its pre-existence, which is accepted in Hermas, V7s. ii. 4. 1 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, eg., Haupt and 
Zahn) ; or (6), as Baur suggested, to an editorial combination of 
621 with 2 Ti 4!2 (Tuxexdy d& aréoreiAa eis "Edeoov). 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 quem may be roughly fixed by the echoes 
of the epistle in the later Christian literature. The darkened understanding 

of Clem. Rom. 362 may have been suggested by Eph 4'%, just as che eyes of 
your heart (Clem. Rom. 59%) seems to echo Eph 178, while Eph 4*® is 
reflected in Clem. Rom. 46° (have we not one God and one Chrést and one 

Spirit of grace shed forth upon us? and one calling in Christ?). If these 

(cp. also Eph 1°4=Cl. Rom. 64) are, as it seems to the present writer, more 

than coincidences, Ephesians must have been composed some time previous 
to A.D. 96. Twenty years later the existence of the epistle becomes still 

more plain, through the glimpses of it in Ignatius* (e.g. 5% with Polyk. 51 
love your wives, even as the Lord the church ; 1* 2'6 with Smyrn. 11 zu one 

body of his church, embracing Jews and Gentiles; 47% with Polyk. 17 Take 
heed to unity—bear with all in love; 51 with Eph. 11 10° let us be zealous to 
be imétators of God in forgiveness and forbearance ; also 3° with Zf%. 19, and 

613 with Polyk. 62). As distinct, if not more so, is its use by Polykarp (cp. 

Eph 28 with Pol. 1° 4nxowing 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 Hzrt des Hermas, 

412f.) in Hermas (e.g. Mand. iii. 1, 4, Sem. ix. 13, 17); its use by the 

Valentinians (cp. Iren. i. 8. 4-5 ; Hipp. vi. 3), and the likelihood that the use 
of 414 55 in Epiph. 261° and 34” proves that Eph. as well as Judas was 

known to Marcus, the gnostic founder of the Marcosians, ¢. 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, ¢.g., 

Baur, Holtzmann, Mangold, Pfleiderer, Cone, S. Davidson, Rovers’ V7. 

pp. 65f., Briickner) is therefore ruled out ; besides, no polemic against either 
Montanism (so, ¢.g., Schwegler, arguing from the emphasis on the Spirit, the 

prophets, etc.) or any phase of gnosticism (so, ¢.g., Hilgenfeld, Zz/. 669 f.) 

* Ignatius describes the Ephesian Christians as ‘initiated together into 
the mysteries with Paul’ (12=Eph 3% ° etc.), ‘who makes mention of you 

in every epistle’—a hyperbole based on 1 Co 168, 2 Ti 1%, 1 Ti 1° ete. 
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’s 
Tenatius von Antiochien, 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 ¢ermznus a quo is fixed by Colossians, which was certainly, 

and 1 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 8o, and if the zermznus ad quem is extended to c. A.D. 85, this conjecture 
may serve as a working hypothesis for the general period of the writing. 

While the literary relationships fix approximately the date, they throw no 
light on the place of the homily’s composition, except that the traces of its 
circulation in Asia Minor suggest the latter province as its locus. 

PAUL: TO TIMOTHEUS AND TITUS. 

LITERATURE. — (a) Editions — After the fifth century homilies ot 

Chrysostom (ed. Field, 1849-1855) and the commentary of Theodore of 
Mopsuestia (ed. H. B. Swete, Cambridge, 1882), no special edition of any 
significance appeared till the Reformation, when Calvin (1549, 1556) 
published his Genevan treatises, and Luther wrote his Aznotationes (ed. 
Bruns, Liibeck, 1797) ; see, further, C. Magalianus (Ofercs hzerarchicz libri zzz. 

etc., Lyons, 1609); Louis de Sotomayor (Paris, 1610); Charles Rapine 

(Paris, 1622); Grotius (Azmotationes, Paris, 1641); J. D. Michaelis 

(Gottingen, 1750); Mosheim (1755); Bengel’s Gwomon (1759); Heyden- 
reich, de Pastoralbriefe P. erlautert (1826-1828) * ; Flatt’s Vorlesungen (ed. 
Kling, 1831); C. S. Matthies (1840); Mack? (1841); A. S. Paterson 

(1848) ; Wiesinger (in Olshausen’s Kommentar, vol. v. 1850, Eng. tr., New 

York, 1858); Oosterzee (Bielefeld, 1861); Huther® (Gottingen, 1866) ; 

Bisping’s Zrklarung (1866); Ewald (1870); Plitt, de Pastoralbriefe prak- 

tisch ausgelegt (1872); Hofmann (1874); P. Fairbairn (7ke Pastoral Epistles, 

Edin. 1874); J. T. Beck, Erklarung der 2. Briefe P. an Tim. (ed. Linden- 

meyer, 1879) ; Ellicott ® (1883) * ; Wace and Jackson (Speaker's Comm. 1881) ; 

Knoke (1887-1889) ; Reuss (1888); Kiibel (in Strack-Zockler’s Komm. 

1888) ; von Soden? (HC. 1893)*; Knoke* (Lange’s Azbel-Werk, 1894) ; 

Riggenbach (— Zéckler, 1897) ; A. E. Humphreys (Camérzdge Bible, 1897) ; 

J. H. Bernard (CG7. 1899)*; Stellhorn (1900); Horton (CB. 1901); R. 

M. Pope (London, 1gor); J. P. Lilley (Edin. 1901); Krukenberg (1901) ; 

Cone (/utern. Hadbks. to NT. 1901); Weiss’ (— Meyer, 1902)* ; Koehler 

(SMZ." 1907); J. E. Belser (Freiburg im Breisgau, 1907)*; N. J. D. White 

(ZGZ7. 1910); Wohlenberg? (ZA. 1911); E. Bosio (Florence, 1911); M. 

Meinertz (1913); J. Kmabenbauer (Paris, 1913); M. Dibelius (27. 

1913); E. F. Brown (WC. 1917). 

Also Jerome (fourth century), J. Willichius (Z2xfosztio brevis et 

familiaris, 1542); D. N. Berdotus (1703); Mosheim (Zrk/arung des Briefe 

an da. Titum, 1779); Kuinoel (2xplicatio ep. Pauli ad Titum, 1812); and J. 

S. Howson (Smith’s DA. iii. 1520-1521) on Titus ; Caspar Cruciger (1542); 

C. Espencaeus (Zz priorem ep. ad Tim. commentarius et digresstones, 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” (Paz/, Eng. tr. 

il. 22), 
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1561); Melanchthon (Zxarratio epist. P. ad Tim. et duorum capitum 

secund@, 1561); Tilemann Heshusius (comm. in priorem epist. P. ad Tim, 

1582); Gerhard (adnotationes in I P. ad Tim. epistolam, 1643); A. C. 
Fleischmann (1791); J. A. L. Wegscheider (1810); M. G. E. Leo (Pauli 

epist. I ad Tim. cum comm. perpetuo, Leipzig, 1837); Kolling (Der Z Brief 

P. an Tim. aufs neue untersucht und ausgelegt, 1882-7); Liddon (1897) ; 

and Sir W. M. Ramsay (Zx/.7 1908f.) on 1 Tim. ; C. Espencaeus (Paris, 

1564) ; J. B. Rembowski (1752); M. G. E. Leo (1850); Bahnsen, dze sag. 

Pastoralbriefe, I. der II Tim. (1876)* on 2 Tim. ; with Mosheim (Zrklarung 

der beyden Briefe des Ap. Pauli an den Timotheum, Hamburg, 1755), and 

Plumptre (Smith’s DZ. iii. 1507-1572) on I and 2 Tim. 

(4) Studies—(i.) general:—P. Anton (Zxegetische Abhandlungen der 

Pastoralbriefe, 1753);1 van den Es (Pauli ad Titum epistola cum etusdem ad 

Tim. epp. composita, Leyden, 1819); L.\ R. Rolle (De authentia epist. 
pastoralium, 1841); Scharling (Dze newesten Untersuchungen wiber die sog. 
Pastoralbriefe, 1846) ; A. Saintes, Etudes critiques sur les trois lettres past. 

attribuées 2 S. Paul (1852); Schenkel (BL. iv. 393-402); Sabatier (ZS2. 

x. 250-259); Ginella, De authentia epist. pastoralium (Breslau, 1865) ; 

Pfleiderer’s Paulinesmus (Eng. tr. ii. 196-214); J. R. Boise, Zhe epp. of 
Paul written after he became a prisoner (New York, 1887); Plummer 

(Exposctor’s Bible, 1888); Hesse, Die Entstehung d. NT Hirtenbriefe 

(1889); Bourquin, é¢ade critique sur les past. épitres (1890); Hatch (22.7, 

‘Pastorals’); Harnack (ACZ. ii. 1. 480-485, 710-711); Moffatt (Zz. 
5079-5096); W. Lock (DB. iv. 768f.); Jacquier (7V7Z. i. 353, 414); 

R. Scott, Zhe Pauline Epistles (1909), pp. 128f., 329f.; R. A. Falconer 

(DAC. ii. 583f.). (i1.) specially against the Pauline authorship of one or 
all :—Schleiermacher (2ler den sog. ersten Brief des P. an den Tim., Ein krit. 
Sendschretben an Gass, Berlin, 1807 ; cp. his Werke zu Theol. ii. 221-230) ; 

Baur, ae sogen. Pastoralbriefe (1835)*; Schenkel, Chréstusbeld d. Apostel 
(162 f.); Schwegler (4VZ. ii. 138-153); H. J. Holtzmann, ae Pastoralbriefe 

kritisch. wu. exegetisch behandelt (1880)*; Renan, iii. pp. xxiii-lili, v. 
(ch. vi.); Pfleiderer (Ure. iii. 373f.); W. Briickner, Chron. 277-286; 

Weizsiicker, AA. ii. 163f., 259f.; M. A. Rovers, Mzeww-test. Letterkunde* 

(1888), 66-78; J. Réville, Les orégines de TPepiscopat, i. 262f.; E. Y. 

Hincks, /BL. (1897) 94-117; von Soden (7V7. 305f.); Gould (V7T%2. 

142f.); McGiffert (4.4. 398, 423); E. Vischer (Dze Paulusbriefe, 1904, 

74-80); Knopf, VZ. 32, 300f.; Baljon, /VZ. pp. 150-174; A. S. Peake, 

(INT. 68-71) ; Wendland (WBNT, i. 2. 364f.); H. H. Mayer, Ueber d. 

Pastoralbriefe (1913) ; F. Koehler (Die Pastoralbriefe, 1914). iii.) Schleier- 

macher was answered by Planck (emerkungen tiber den ersten Brief an Tim. 

1808) ; Baur by M. Baumgarten (ae Echthett d. Pastoralbriefe, Berlin, 1837) 
and Matthies (1840) ; the traditional view was maintained by Good, Azthent. 

des épitres past. (Montauban, 1848); Dubois, étude critique sur Pauthent, de 

la premiétre ép. & Tim. (1856); and Doumergue (7 azthentictté 1 Tim. 1856) ; 
but especially by T. Rudow, de argum. hist. quibus epp. past. origo Paulina 

impugnata est (1852); C. W. Otto, dée geschichtlichen Verhaltnisse der 

1 Said to be the first German work where the name ‘pastorals’ can be 

found applied to these epistles. 
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Pastoralbriefe, 1860); M. J. Cramer (/Z., 1887, pp. 3f.); Bertrand, essaz 

critique sur Tauthenticité des ép.»Past, (1888) ; G. G. Findlay * (Appendix to 
Eng, tr. of Sabatier’s L’apitre Paul, pp. 341-402); Hort, Christian Ecclesia 

(1898), 189-217, and A. Ruegg (Aus Schrift u. Geschichte, 1898, pp. 59- 

108)*; followed by Roos, de Briefe des apost. Paulus u. die Reden des 

Herrn Jesu (156-202); G. H. Gilbert, Students Life of Paul (1899), 225- 

232; J. W. Falconer, “rom Afostle to Priest (1900), 109-146; W. E. Bowen 

(Dates of Past. Letters, 1900); G. G. Findlay (Hastings’ DA. iii. 714f.); 

W. M. Ramsay (CRE. pp. 248f., #xf.4 viii. 110f. etc.); R. D. Shaw 
(Pauline epp.® pp. 423 f.); T. C. Laughlin ( 7he Pastoral Epp. in the Light of 
one Roman Imprisonment, California, 1905); R. J. Knowling (Z: estimony of 

St. Paul to Christ®, 1906, pp. 121-147) ; J. D. James (Genuzneness and 

Authorship of Past. Epp., 1906); CQR. (1907) 63-86, 344-358; Barth 

(NT. § 14); Zahn (ZZ. §§ 33-37)*; A. Maier (Hauptprobleme d. P.- 

Briefe, 1911); C. Bruston (RTOR. xxii. 248 f., 441 f.); V. Bartlet (Zap. 8 

. 28ff.); Edmundson (Ure. 160f.). (iv.) on special points :—Beckhaus, 

Specimen observationum de vocabules dwak Ney. et rariortbus dicendi formulis 

in prima epistola Paulina ad Tim. (1810); Ad. Curtius, de tempore quo prior 
epist. Tim. exarata stt (1828); G. Bohl, ziber die Zeit der Abfassung und die 
Paulin. Charakter der Briefe an Tim. u. Tit. (Berlin, 1829, conservative) ; 

W. Mangold (Dze /rrlehrer der Pastoralbriefe, Marburg, 1856); Eylau, Zze 

Chronologie der Pastoralbriefe (1888) ; E. Belin, étude sur les tend. hérétiques 

combattues dans les &p. past. (1865); Hilgenfeld (ZWV7., 1880, 448-464); 

Havet, le Christianisme et ses origines, iv. 376-380 (1884) ; Henri Bois, /P7. 

(1888) 145-160; Clemen, Ezwheztlichkect d. Paulin. Briefe (1894), 142-176; 

A. Klopper, ZWT, (1902) 339-361 (‘ Zur Christologie der Pastoralbriefe’) ; 

W. Lutgert, Dze Irrlehrer d. Pastoralbriefe (BFT. xiii. 3, 1909) ; Moffatt 
(ZB." xxvi. 991 f.). 

§ 1. Order.—In addition to zpos “Edeoiovs, three epistles 
addressed to Timotheus (xpos Tysddcov A, B) and Titus (pds 
Tirov) appear in the canon under the name of Paul. As these titles 
did not form part of the original autographs, the early church, 
which took them as written within Paul’s lifetime, naturally argued 
from the internal evidence that 2 Tim., with its richer individual 

references, reflected the last phase of the apostle’s career, and 

that 1 Tim. was earlier. When the epistles are recognised to 
belong to a sub-Pauline period,! a comparative study of their 
contents indicates that 2 Tim. is the earliest of the three, and 

1 Tim. the furthest from Paul (so, eg., Mangold, de Wette, 

Reuss, La Bible, vii. 243 f., 703 f.; Baur, Holtzmann, von Soden, 

Harnack, Pfleiderer, Rovers, Bourquin, Briickner, S. Davidson, 

Beyschlag, McGiffert, Clemen, Schmiedel, Jiilicher, R. Scott, 

1Cp. Lock, D&B. iv. 784: ‘*On this latter supposition the priority of 
Titus to 1 Tim. would seem almost certain, as there would be so little reason 

for the same writer composing it if 1 Tim. were in existence, and intended as 

a general treatise.” 
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and Koehler); cp. HWZ. 559-561. The more advanced 
situation of 1 Tim. is betrayed by its sharper emphasis on 
ecclesiastical procedure; ¢.g. iors in its objective sense 
occurs four times in 1 Tim., once in Titus, never in 

2 Tim.; cwryp of God* only occurs in 1 Tim.; the tyraivovoa 

duackadia is elevated to an extraordinary position? in 1 Ti 

110 and twés dvOpwrou or tives is confined to 1 Tim. (seven 
times). 2 Ti 2179 is’ presupposed im x Ti 17°, and) theremis 
a heightening scale in 2) Ti 22 =Wit 39=1 Ti 14, 2 Tia 
1 Tine, 2. Tingl=2 Ti a vande@it)a*=1 Ti 529) Wienges 
author wrote 2 Tim., he must have had some Pauline materials 

or sources at his command ; this preponderates to a lesser degree 

in Titus; but in 1 Tim., where he is more of an author and less 

of an editor, the Pauline background of reminiscences and tra- 
ditions recedes before the tendency of the writer to emphasise 

the authority rather than the personality of the apostle, to 

become more severe towards the errorists, and to elaborate 

the details of ecclesiastical organisation and discipline. In this 

respect the superiority of 2 Tim. is fairly obvious, and the proba- 

bility is that superiority here is equivalent to priority. 

1 Tim. was the first to rouse the suspicions of critics (J. E. C. Schmidt, 
Einl. i. 257 f.; Schleiermacher), and it is assigned to a post-Pauline date 
even by some who incline to accept 2 Tim. as a composition of Paul (so, ¢.g., 
Loffler, Alecne Schriften, ii. 216f.; Neander, Bleek, and Heinrici, Der Zitz. 

Charakter d. neutest. Schriften, 1908, 64).{ Were it not for r 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, émicroAat IlavAoevdets, 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. 
+ 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, //V7. ii. 85-86). 
+ Heinrici writes: ‘‘der zweite Timotheusbrief wohl von Paulus selbst 

verfasst ist, wiahrend dem Titus und dem ersten Timotheusbrief Weisungen 
des Paulus iiber Gemeindeorganisation, Gottesdienst, Lehre und sittliche 
Pflichten der Gemeindeleiter zugrunde liegen, welche in Briefform gefasst 
sind.” Bruston also makes Paul write 2 Tim. first. 
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he had also access to some Pauline ve//guée as well as to traditions which are 

not represented in Luke’s history. The pastorals, especially 2 Tim., are 

composite, and they show further traces of subsequent accretion. It is 

unlikely that these writings were nothing more than the products of a later 

Paulinist’s inventive imagination, working on the book of Acts and the 

Pauline letters. Many of the details, e.g. the references to Paul’s cloak and 

books (2 Tim 4!2"5), are too circumstantial and concrete to be explained 

upon any such hypothesis (cp. Conybeare’s Myth, Magic, and Religion, 

p. xvi). 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. 449f.) with true historical 

insight, the very discrepancies and roughness in the various situations pre- 

supposed throughout the epistles, especially in 2 Tim., are enough to indicate 

that the writer had not a free hand. He was not sketching a purely imaginary 

set of circumstances, but working up materials which were not always quite 

tractable. 
The apocryphal reference in 2 Ti 3° (cp. ZBz. 2327 f., Charles’ Apocrypha 

and Pseud. ii. 811) threw suspicions on that epistle at an early date: ‘item 

quod ait stcut Zannes et Mambres restiterunt Most non inuenitur in publicis 

scripturis sed in libro secreto qui suprascribitur Iannes et Mambres liber. 

Unde ausi sunt quidam epistolam ad Timotheum repellere, quasi habentem in 
se textam alicuius secreti; sed non potuerunt’ (Origen, 2 JJatth, ser. 117). 

This, however, was a passing curiosity of early criticism. The reasons for 
the widespread reaction (since Eichhorn) against the traditional hypothesis 
of the pastorals are based on their diction, theological and ecclesiastical 
standpoint, and ecclesiastical tendencies. The sub-Pauline elements 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. (11-218) the 

emphasis falls on suffering with and for the gospel as a note 
of genuine Christianity. The greeting (1?) 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 

(112), together with the example of a brave Asiatic Christian, 
Onesiphorus (115-18), This Pauline gospel, of which endurance 
is a leading feature, Timotheus as Paul’s deputy is to teach (21?) 
to his subordinate agents, and to practise himself (2°), with the 
certainty of ultimate success and reward (2*1!8). The second 
section of the epistle lays stress on the wordy, bitter, and barren 

controversies which endanger this trust and tradition (2!4*), 
Their immoral consequences and methods are hotly exposed 

(3!) ; then Timotheus is warned, by Paul’s own example (3!), 
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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 1°8 217) to Timotheus at some unknown 
place (perhaps in Asia Minor, 1!*18), For an attempt to explain 416" as an 
allusion to Paul’s defence before Felix, see Krenkel’s Beztriige, pp. 424f., 

442f. ; Kreyenbiihl’s Zuglm d. Wahrheit (1900), i. 213 f., and (see above, 
p- 138) Erbes in ZVW., 1909, 128f., 195f., with Spitta’s Urc. i. 37f. But 

(see above, p. 169) the reference is obviously to the first stage of the Roman 
trial (cp. Ph 1): 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°18 develops 25, 214-°6 
develops 24, and 3'4(§) develops 2°. Otto’s classification attempts to arrange 
the contents under the three notes of the zvedua in 17. 

For a textual discussion of 2!°, cp. Resch’s Paulinismus, pp. 258-259. 
The peuBpdvac of 4 were probably pugzl/ares membrane? or sheets for 
private memoranda. The £:6dia may have included the Logia or evangelic 

scriptures from which 1 Ti 5!8 is quoted (so Resch); but this is a mere 

conjecture. See, generally, Birt’s Das Antike Buchwesen, pp. 50f., 88f. ; 
Nestle’s Zznzf. 39f., and Zahn’s GK. ii. 938-942. 

(4) The construction of the epistle to Titus is simpler and 

more lucid than that of the other two pastorals. After the 

greeting (11+), Paul discusses the rules for the conduct of 
presbyters or bishops in Crete, in view of current errors and 
local vices (1516), He then sketches ‘the sound doctrine’ 
which Titus is to inculcate on aged men (2!) and women (235), 
younger men (2°) and slaves (291°), in the light of what God’s 
grace demands (2!!!) 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, Pazline 

and other Studies, 1907, 76), and, in the absence of all information about 

* On the sub-Pauline tone of 3°, cp. Sokolowski’s Ge7st and Leben bet 
Paulus (1903), 108 f. ; on 3-1, Axp,8 xi. 137 f. 993 3 ? 37 
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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 278, There was a strong Jewish element in the population, 
which seems to explain the local allusions in 1°" 3°. On the original basis, 
in Epimenides, for the harsh attack upon the Cretan character, cp. Rendel 

Harris in Zxf.’ iii. 332 f., Zxp.® ix. 29 f., and above, p. 35. 

(c) 1 Tim. is more discursive and miscellaneous than 2 Tim., 
but the practical, ecclesiastical motive of the epistle (3% ratrdé 

go. ypadw .. . wa eidys was det &v olkw Oeod dvaorpépeoOar) is 

fairly obvious throughout its somewhat desultory contents. After 

the greeting (11%), Paul contrasts (1°17) the methods and aims 

of some contemporary antinomians at Ephesus with ‘the sound 
doctrine’ of his own gospel, of which Timotheus (1!°°) is the 
natural heir. The writing then passes forward into the first 
(2-3) of its two sections. Regulations are given for various 

sides of church-life: (a) for whom (2!) and by whom (2**) 
prayer is to be offered—the latter direction drifting* into a 
word on the subordination of women ; and (4) the qualifications 
of éioxozrot (378), deacons and deaconesses (3°). The closing 
words of the section (3!416) 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!5- 610. 11-16) + as well as towards 
individual members of the church (5!?), particularly widows 

(5216),t presbyters (51%), and slaves (6'%). A sharp word 
follows (6°!°) 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 (641°). The postscript contains a 
charge for wealthy Christians (61719), and a warning for Timotheus 
himself against contemporary yvaous (670-1), 

In 5!8, where an OT quotation lies side by side with a NT saying, the 

latter must be taken as equally from 7 ypad¢7. 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 37 and what precedes, 

probably is to be found in the thought of worship suggesting the qualifica- 
tions of those who presided over it. 

+ On 4% (rq dvayveécer), see Glaue, Die Vorlesung heiligen Schriften im 

Gottesdienste (1907), pp. 35-38- 

+ Konnecke (GFZ. xii. I. 31-32) proposes to rearrange 5%" thus: 5* 
5. 4 8. 6. 7 

26 
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gelic collection containing Lk 107 was reckoned as ypady. This would be 
partially, but only partially, explained if Luke were the author, in whole or 
part, of the pastorals (see below, p. 414). 

§ 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 

redaction. The results, however, do not of themselves point to 

any satisfactory solution of the literary problem. 

Tit 17° certainly appears to be a marginal gloss (so O. Ritschl, 7ZZ., 
1885, 609; Knoke, pp. 227 f.; Harnack, ACZ. 710 f., and McGiffert, cp. 

EB. 5091), breaking the connection between 1° (dvumréraxra) and 1 

(elaiv yap moNXol dvuréraxro) ; it may have been added subsequently by the 

author himself (cp. 1 Ti 3%") or inserted by a later editor interested in the 
monarchical episcopate.* Similarly 1 Ti 5* has probably got displaced (cp. 
EBi. 5080) from between 43 and 44 (Holtzmann), or 4 and 4}3 (Bois, 
Konnecke), the motive of the change (unless it was accidental) being the desire 

of some copyist to qualify dyvév. It is scarcely adequate to treat it merely 

as parenthetical, or (with Owen) to place it after 5%. Knatchbull and 

Bakhuyzen prefer to omit it entirely as a later gloss, while Calvin and 
Heydenreich suggested that 5*°°3 was written on the margin originally. 
More drastically P. Ewald (Probabilia betr. den Texte des 1 Tim. 1901) 

conjectures that by an accidental displacement of the A/agu/e or leaves in the 

original copy I Ti 1117 has been displaced from between 1? and 13, and 
34-4” from after 6?; which certainly smoothes out the roughness of the 
transition Tf 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, A/nemosyne, 1878, 371), or its removal to a place 

between 3° and 3!° (Knoke omitting 34, Hesse putting 3!% between 3! and 
31). 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 1 Tim.] contain many interpolations in which statements about 
errors and even directions about discipline have been somewhat altered to 
suit the requirements of the middle of the second century. This is what 
would naturally happen to a document which was used, as we know these 
epistles were used, for a manual of ecclesiastical procedure” (Lindsay, 
Church and Ministry in Early Centuries, 141). 

*Clemen (Zinheitlichkeit, pp. 157f.) and Hesse (pp. 148f., who 

begins at 16) 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.4. 

{ Better than the transposition of 115-° to a place between 1° and 19 
(Bois), which leaves too large a gap between vopodiddoxador (15) and the 

allusions to the law in 1%, although it gives a good connection between the 
charge of 1°* and 138, 
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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., 145-18 and 31012 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°22", possibly 
even of 4°?2* in the main, within which 11518 is sometimes held 

to have originally lain (after 44° McGiffert, after 41° Knoke). 
But even 4 %224 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.2!> (Zubulus salutes thee, and so do Pudens 
and Linus, and Claudia, and all the brothers); if Timotheus was 

to rejoin Paul at once (vv.* 21), it is not easy to see how he 

could devote himself to the local discharge of the duties laid 

on him in 1&4 (cp. Simcox, ZZ. x. 430-432, on the unlikeli- 
hood that the commissions and cautions of 418-5. 21-224 could have 

come froma 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. (@) von Soden: 11f 3-5a. 7. 15-18 (21. 3-12a ?) 
46-19. 21-22 — 4 genuine letter written from the close of the Roman 

Imprisonment.) (A)eNieGittert;: 1 (except 162; /12-14), (24 18?) 
42. 5-8. 16-19. 21>. 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°?!" (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.): 1158+ 4918 like 

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 Cesarean imprisonment: eg. (a) 
Hitzig (Ueber Johannes Marcus, 1843, 154 f.), who distinguishes 

* Lemme (Das echte Ermahnungsschretben des Ap. Paulus an Tim. 1882), 

Hesse, and Krenkel needlessly omit 115. 182, 
{ Ewald assigned vv.*? and 1? to Rome, vv.!8- to Macedonia, during 

Paul’s third tour from Ephesus. 

It is more natural, in the majority of cases, to explain these internal 
discrepancies as the result of accretion, when different notes (see above, p. 41) 

have been fused together, than as /apsus memori@ or calamt. 
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such a note (115 415-16. 20-228) from another written during the 
Roman captivity (4°12 19% 116-18 422b 7 ap, 63); (4) Bacon (Story 
of St. Paul, 196 f.), who regards 4% 11-18. 20-2la as probably com- 

posed during the two years at Czesarea ;* (c) Clemen (Paulus, i. 
405 f.), who places 4°18, together with Colossians and Philemon 

(A.D. 59-60), in this period (a.D. 61), 115-18 falling in the Roman 
captivity (a.D. 62) previous to Philippians, whilst 41922 was 

written after 1 Cor. from Corinth in a.p. 57 (of. ct. p. 354); and 
(2) Krenkel (Bettrage zur Aufhellung der Geschichte u. der Briefe 

des Apostel Paulus, 1890, pp. 395-468), who addresses 4°18 from 
Czesarea to Timotheus at or near Troas, subsequently to Colos- 

sians and Philemon, 4!° + 116-17. 18> + 421 being written from the 
Roman imprisonment. 

The net result of such investigations is tentative. Beyond the general 

fact that the author had some religuze Pauline 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 (Z/V7., 1897, 1-86), w7z. 

that 2 Tim. has been worked over by an anti-Marcionite redactor, who also 

edited Titus in the interests of orthodox doctrine (in 11-* 12-184 218 310-11), and 
revised (pp. 32 f.) later in the second century the post-Pauline original of 
1 Tim, (=1'2 1217 gt-Ga, 8-15 31-16 49-11 412_518a 519-22. 24-25) which had sought 

to commend the monarchical episcopate. 

Titus, on the other hand, presents less difficulty. It is 

probably sub-Pauline, and the alternatives seem to be (a) 
either a genuine note of Paul worked up by a later disciple, who 

was responsible for 1 Tim. at least, or (2) an epistle based on 

* The rest of 2 Tim., with some interpolations (e.g. 17° 279-6), is regarded 
as written subsequently to Philippians (pp. 375 f.). Bottger dated the whole 

epistle from the Czesarean period of imprisonment, with 1 Tim. from Patara 
(Ac 211) or Miletus (Ac 207”). The change of McAzjrw into MeXiry (so, e.g., 

Baronius, Beza, Grotius, Knoke, Bahnsen) would date 2 Tim. or this part of 

it from the Roman imprisonment (cp. Ac 2811); but the textual evidence is 

slight, and Trophimus is not mentioned by Luke (Ac 27?) in this con- 
nection. 

{ The preservation of such private notes, as, ¢.g. in the cases of the 
correspondence between Vergil and Augustus, Cicero and Atticus (cp. Peters, 
Der Brief in der rimischen 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: 1*® 56: 12-18. 16 31-7. 12-13. 15 4 genuinely Pauline note, 
written shortly after he left Crete, and worked up by a Paulinist 
who inserted the warnings against heresy ; by von Soden (11: 4 

31215) and by McGiffert (116? 31-7 12-13, written before Paul’s 
stay 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 3/2", 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., dating it 

(z.e. Tit 3, 2 Ti 47°, Tit 318) perhaps from Illyria during the 

apostle’s second journey to Corinth (Ac 201), 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!* 41°) 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 wvatsemblance 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 21-16 
reads like a gloss (Hesse, Knoke), 41% parts easily from its 
context, and the otvy 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 617-218, possibly also in 3118 517-20 @2a) besides the marginal 
glosses in 3! and 5%. When 617 is thus taken as a later 
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addition (Harnack, Knopf in VZ. 305-306), the allusion in 
dvribéres THS Wevdwvipov yveoews may be to Marcion’s well- 

known volume. Otherwise the use of 1 Tim. in Polykarp (see 
below), besides the inappropriateness of 17 (Tit. 11°) to the 

Marcionites, rule out the Tubingen view that the pastorals 
were directly anti-Marcionite pamphlets. Thus Hort (JC. 
113 f.) prefers, with several recent critics, to explain the 
dvriféoes as Jewish casuistical decisions, the yeveadoyiae of 14 
and Tit 39 being the legendary pedigrees of Jewish heroes, such 

as swarm in the book of Jubilees and elsewhere (cp. Wohlenberg, 

pp. grt): 

Hesse (of. czt.), assuming that the Ignatian epistles were written under 
Marcus Aurelius, finds a genuine Pauline letter in 11-19 18-20 41-16 63-16. 20f., 
Knoke (of. cé¢.) similarly disentangles an epistle to Tim. from Corinth (136 18-7 
21-10 4° ig d4c-6. 11-15. 19-23. 2a) and one from Cresarea (arse gies qr. 18-16 

212-15 g7f. 617-19 5-11 62-16. 20f-) from editorial work of a second-century redactor. 
But the comparative evenness of the style is almost enough (Zz. 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, ¢.g. Gdckos, dkafapola, dmoxadimrev, diabjxyn, Stkalwya, 

édevOepos, evepyeiv, KaTepydfecOar, KavxdcOa, pelfwr, pixpds, wwpla, mapd- 

Soots, marhp juav, melOew, mepimatety (for which, as for orowxeiv, avac- 

rpépew is substituted), repuscevew, mpdocew (for which the author substitutes 

moeiv), c@ua, viobecla, 7éXevos, and xapliecfa. Furthermore, the author 

has a favourite vocabulary of his own, full of compounds and Latinisms, 

with new groups of words (cp. those in @ privative, didack-, evceB-, olko-, 

swop-, pido-, etc.) and an unwonted predilection for others (¢.g. those in 

* So especially the philologist, Th. Nageli (Der Wortschatz des Afostels 
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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kado-).* As compared with Paul, he employs the definite article less 

frequently ; unlike the apostle, he uses ujrore and 6v #v airiav (thrice), and 

eschews dvi, dpa, dixpt, dud, d16r4, éumpoobev, érerta, ert, ido%, mapa (accus.), 

civ, and ore. The difference in the use of the particles is one of the most 

decisive proofs of the difference between Paul and this Paulinist (cp. CQX., 

1903, 428f., and Bonhoffer’s Epzktet und NT. 201 f.). 

(2) These characteristics of the writer’s diction are corrobor- 

ated by the qualities of his style. It is hardly too much to say 

that upon the whole, when the total reach and range of the 

epistles are taken into consideration, the comparative absence of 

rugged fervour, the smoother flow of words, and the heaping up 

of epithets, all point to another sign-manual than that of Paul. 

Even more than in Ephesians, the Pauline impetuousness and 

: acisiveness are missing. “Le style des pastorales . . . est lent, 

monotone, pésant, diffus, décousu: en certaines parties, terne 

et incolore” (Jacquier, ZT. 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, 575 

in an essay on ‘Die Bildersprache der Pastoralbriefe’). “On 

ne peut nier que le style de notres épitres ait quelque chose de 

lache et de diffus” (Bertrand, of. cit. 62). There are Pauline 

echoes, it is true, but anacoloutha and paronomasiz were not 

specifically Pauline, and even these features fail to outweigh 

the impression made by the style as a whole. 

(c) The force of these linguistic considerations cannot be 

turned by the assertion that Paul’s style would vary in private 

letters ; the pastorals are not private letters (see below), and in 

Philemon, the only extant example of such from Paul’s pen, such 

traits do not appear. Nor can it be argued that in writing on 

questions of church-order and discipline he wou
ld necessarily adopt 

such a style, for in the Corinthian correspondence he deals with 

similar phenomena, and here again the treatment differs materially 

* Kandés, which Paul uses only as a predicate or a neuter substantive, is 

employed repeatedly by this author as an attribute. Aeomér7s supplants the 

Pauline xépios as a human term, and émupdvera (see above, p- 79) replaces the 

Pauline rapovaia. 
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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, of. c7t. 8-g), 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 dpvetoOa, drorpérecOat, BéBnXos, 

diaBeBarotocbar, iyiaivew, 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 draé eipyéva (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. £B7. 5087). 

§ 5. Odject.—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, Zhe Apologetic of the NT., 1907, 152 f.) were due to a blend 
of incipient Gnosticism and Judaism which is indistinct, partly 
because the writer’s method (see p. 409) is to denounce vaguely and 
somewhat indiscriminately, partly because his desire of avoiding 
anachronisms led him to avoid being explicit about the details 

of error which had not risen till after Paul’s death, and partly owing 
to our ignorance of the budding forms of Christian gnosticism. 

The dualism and favouritism inherent in gnostic theosophy are explicitly 
opposed in Tit 2U& (for all men), as in 1 Ti 2'4, and the denial of the 

resurrection, combated in 2 Ti 2)8, was a gnostic inference from the dualism 

which opposed the flesh and the spirit. The ‘myths and interminable 
genealogies’ of 1 Ti 1* 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 eons 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 
Adam (1 Ti 2!8-!4) was really his emancipation from the latter’s authority, 
and that therefore the serpent symbolised the yv&ots which raised man to the 

life of the God who was above the creator. The place assigned to the 
serpent naturally varied, however. The Naassenes, one of the earliest 
branches of this movement, are said by Hippolytus to have been the first to 
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assume the name ‘gnostic’ (érexddecay éavrods yrwortkots, pdoxorTes 

pbvor Ta BAOn ywaoKev, 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 1 Tim. It is plain that the errorists 

in Crete include Jewish Christians (uddiocra of éx Tis TepiTou7s), ~ who 

are promulgating “Iovdaixol pio (z.¢. probably haggadic traditions like 

those in Jubilees and the pseudo-Philonic de dzbleces antiquitatzbus) and 

évro\al dvOpmHrwv, 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 yeveadoylat (part of the aforesaid Ao with which they 

are grouped in 1 Ti 1‘) and wrangles about the Law (cp. Zenas 6 vouuxds in 

33). There is no trace, however, of any direct attack upon the Pauline gospel 

or upon Paul himself ; the jas 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 Colossz. 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.{ The exhaustive investigations on the 

precise character of these errorists (cp. ¢.g. Bourquin, of. ct. 55f.; ZBz. 

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, Bzblical 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 Dobschiitz, Ure. 253f.; Klopper in ZW7., 1904, 57.) 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. 104f. (cp. ERE. ix. 499-501). 

+ 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. 

+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 aman 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, 44. 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. 

(6) 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 1 Ti 1% 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 wsus 

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 aéixo.. 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 (1 Ti 2°) is closer to the standpoint of Hebrews than of 
Paul. Also, the language of 1 Ti 1!8, even more than of Eph 3%, is really 
more natural in a Paulinist than in Paul himself; the motive of the whole 

section (1!*17) 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 Messias-geheimnis, 107 f.). From Paul the language of deprecia- 
tion about himself would be as exaggerated as the description of privilege in 
‘the disciple whom Jesus loved’ would have been from John himself. As a 
matter of fact, 1 Ti 128 (d\Ad HAEHOnY, Ste dyvodv érolnoa év dmtoria) is 

almost a verbal echo of Test. Jud. 19 (aAN 6 Beds Trav tarépwy wou Hrénoé me 

bre év dyvwola érolnoa), where the context is a warning against 7 ¢iAapyupla 

(epat so: )). 

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, VZ. 196f.), 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 xapiopara 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 zzdows. The xnpa, like the érioxozos 

and the d:dxovos, is forbidden, e.g., to contract a second marriage. 

This antipathy to second marriages (cp. Jacoby’s VZ' LZ thik, 378 f.) 
is quite in keeping with sub-apostolic practice; Athenagoras 
called them ‘respectable adultery’; but the ethical standpoint is 

almost as un-Pauline as the assumption that every éaicKozos 
must be married. 

On this whole subject, see Hilgenfeld (ZWT7., 1886, 456 f.) and Schmiedel 

(ZB. 3113 f.), as against the view advocated by Hort (Chréstian Ecclesia, 
1898, 189 f.) and Lindsay (#7. i. 166 f., Church and Ministry in the Early 

Centurzes*, pp. 139f.). The alternative explanation of 1 Ti 37 (de? of roy 
éricxovov .. . €lvat pas yuvatkos dvdpa), 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 éricxor7 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 71”). 

The strict emphasis on ecclesiastical order tallies with the 
fact that the church has now behind her a body of religious truth 
which it is her business to enforce. Paul, too, had his definite 

dogmas, but this writer presents the nucleus of the creed in 
technical, crystallised phrases, partly (see p. 58) rhythmical, 

partly stereotyped in prose aphorisms (cp. A. Seeberg’s Der 

Katechismus der Urchristenhett, 1903, pp. 172f.), 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 iors as fides gue creditur pre- 

dominates in the pastorals, where the objective sense has over- 

grown the subjective, as in the homily of Judas (? and 20),* 
Similarly (cp. Holtzmann, of. cit. 175 f.), dukavoovvy has no longer 
its technical Pauline content ; it has become an ethical quality 

*Cp. Gross, der Begriff der wlatis im NT (Spandow, 1875), pp. 7-9: 

“* Could the age of a writing be determined simply from the peculiar usage 
of some such significant term, Judas must be described as the latest of the 
NT writings. . . . Even a church-father could hardly have expressed him- 

self otherwise [than v.*], 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 277, 1 Ti 61). The 
conception of the Spirit has passed through a corresponding pro- 

cess. ‘‘L’inspiration de Esprit est escamotée au profit d’une 

orthodoxie ecclésiastique. Au lieu d’étre un ferment de vie et 

de renouvellement, la doctrine de l’Esprit devient un moyen 
de défendre les formules du passé” (M. Goguel, Za notion 

Johannique de L’ Esprit et ses antécédents 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, z.e. God, Jesus, and the (elect) angels. For the sub-Pauline 

tone of the references to angels, spirits, etc., cp. Everling, dze Paul. 
Angelologie und Diémonologie (1888), 112-117, and M. Dibelius, Dze 

Getsterwelt im Glauben des Paulus (1909), 175-180. The conception of God 

brings out his absoluteness, his unity, his awe, his eternal purpose of 
salvation, but not his fatherhood. 

No possible change of circumstances or rise of fresh problems 

could have made Paul thus indifferent to such cardinal truths of 
his gospel as the fatherhood of God, the believing man’s union 
with Jesus Christ, the power and witness of the Spirit, the 
spiritual resurrection from the death of sin, the freedom from the 

law, and reconciliation. Throughout his epistles we can see 

Paul already counteracting mischievous speculations and church- 

disorders, but his method is not that of the pastorals; his way of 

enforcing ethical requirements and the duties of organisation is 
characterised by a force of inspired intuition which differs from 
the shrewd attitude of this Paulinist. The latter handles the 
problems of his period with admirable sagacity, but not with the 
insight and creative vigour of an original thinker like Paul. He 

has the intuition of authority rather than the authority of 

intuition. 

‘¢The general impression one gets from the pastoral epistles is, that as a 

doctrine Christianity was now complete and could be taken for granted . . . 
there is nothing creative in the statement of it ; and it is the combination of 

fulness and of something not unlike formalism that raises doubts as to the 
authorship. St. Paul was inspired, but the writer of these epistles is some- 
times only orthodox. . . . St. Paul could no doubt have said all this [Tit 3**], 
but probably he would have said it otherwise, and not all at a time ” (Denney, 

The Death of Christ, 1902, 202 f.; so Feine, W7TTh. 503 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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eg. 1 Ti 28 év wavti térw) addressed to an age or a circle 
which was inclined to doubt the validity or to misconceive 

and misapply the principles of the Pauline gospel. It is 
incredible that the Ephesian church, much less Timotheus, 

should require solemn reminders of Paul’s apostolate such as 
2 Ti rf 2% Tit 13, 1 Ti 11%; the real audience appears in 
the greetings of 2 Ti 47? (4 xdpis wef tar), Tit 345, and x Ti 621. 

1 Tim., especially, is a practical assertion and application of the 

Pauline standard, in the literary form of an address written by 

the apostle to his lieutenant, Timotheus. The author, wishing 
to convey Paul’s protests against error and his ideals of church- 
life, naturally adopted the mse en scene of a temporary absence. 

The drawback was that, if Paul was soon to see his colleagues 
again (Tit 1°, 1 Ti 1°), there was no need of conveying such 
detailed injunctions (contrast 2 Jn ¥, 3 Jn 14). 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 éwioxoro, the point of the regulations becomes plain ;* 
they outline the qualifications of the church-officers in question, 
especially of the émicxoro., though not so finely as the epistle of 
Ignatius to Polykarp. Their primary concern is for these 
officials as responsible (cp. Schmiedel, ZBz. 3124, 3145 f.) for the 
maintenance of the Pauline tradition and teaching (2 Ti 1° 21+), 

ristianity is becoming consolidated into an organisation, with 

dox teaching embodied in a baptismal formula (2 Ti 22% 41, 

t Ti 617-16), 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 ” 
(Jiilicher, ZVZ7. 169). Thus Ephesians was probably a catholic pastoral 

originally, not addressed to Ephesus or any specific church (see above, p. 393). 
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vibrate through the pastorals as are audible in the farewell 
address to the presbyters of Ephesus (Ac 20!’°), 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, Lvtwickelungs- 
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 Jsagoge, pp. 324f.; R. Scott, and J. D. James, of. 

cit. pp. 154f.; Laughlin). 

The remarkable affinities between the pastorals and the Lucan writings 

are displayed by Holtzmann (astoral-Briefe, 92 f.), von Soden (724. 133- 
135), and R. Scott (Zhe 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, ¢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 Theologte, 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, 4o0f.), than 

Paul, and that there are traces of an acquaintance not only with 
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second but with fourth Maccabees. This is not enough, how- 

ever, to justify us in urging that he was a pagan by birth. The 

affinities with 1 Peter (cp. 1 Ti 2%4=1 P 3), Tit 15 = 

TP ests ses — 0 Pir, and ‘5. Tr 3 v P 3!) are barely 

strong enough to prove that the writer was acquainted (So, €.£, 

Bigg, Holtzmann, and Briickner’s Chron. 57 f., 277 f.) with Peter’s 

letter, although the circulation of the latter in Asia Minor renders 

this hypothesis @ g7iori probable, if the pastorals are assigned 

to an Asiatic Paulinist instead of (so, ¢g., Baur, Schenkel, 

Holtzmann, Renan) to a Roman. 

It is not necessary to spend words upon the reasons which 

justified him in composing these Pauline pseudepigrapha (cp. 

HNT. 597f., 619f.; EBi.1324f., 3126f., 5095). The pastorals 

are a Christian form of szasoria, 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 AVA. i. 

366 f.). 

Quodsi quz Pauli perperam inscripta sunt, exemplum Thekle ad 
licentiam mulierum docendi tinguendique defendunt, sciant in Asia 

presbyterum qui eam scripturam construxit quasi titulo Pauli de suo cumulans 
conuictum atque confessum id se amore Pauli fecisse loco decessisse (Tertullian, 

de bapt. 17). Jerome repeats the story (de wir. ¢nlust. 7): Tertullianus refert 
presbyterum quendam in Asia omovdacr}y 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. 719f.) of the statement. In 

either case it illustrates a process of literary morphology within the second 
century, which might be abused but which was open to devout disciples of a 
master (cp. p. 40), a recognised method of literary impersonation which chose 
epistolary as well as historical expression in order to gain religious ends. 
“To a writer of this period, it would seem as legitimate an artifice to com- 
pose a letter as to compose a speech in the name of a great man whose 
sentiments it was desired to reproduce and record; the question which 
seems so important to us, whether the words and even the sentiments 
are the great man’s own, or only his historian’s, seems then hardly to 
have occurred either to writers or to readers” (Simcox, Wreters of the New 

Testament, 38). 



416 HOMILIES AND PASTORALS 

§ 7. Period.—The terminus ad quem 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 go and 115 (120) is 

usually fixed by modern critics, though some do not go down 

later than A.D. roo (Kattenbusch, Das Afost. Symbol, ii. 3443 so 

von Soden for 2 Tim.), while a few (e.g. Cone, Zhe Gospel and its 

earliest Interpretations, 327.) 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 BaotAéwy (without 
any tov!) a water-mark of the age of the Antonines. The 

terminus a guo is the death of Paul, and probably the date of 

1 Peters 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, t900), Bruston, 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 (of. cit, 15-27), 
Bourquin (pp. 10-25), Bertrand (23-47), and Renan (iii. pp. 
XXVilI—XIViil). 

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, é.g., by Harnack. For attempts to rehabilitate the hypothesis of the 

release, see especially Steinmetz (Der szwezte rim. Gefangenschaft des 

Apostels Paulus, 1897), Belser (7Q., 1894, 40f.), Hesse (of. cét. 244f.), 

Frey (de zwetmalige rim. Gefangenschaft u. das Todesjahr des Ap. Paulus, 

1900), and Resch, Der Paulintsmus (TU. xii. 493f., journey to Spain 

adumbrated in Ac 18=Ro 15!%).- Macpherson (4/7., 1900, 23-48), like 

Otto and Knoke, giving up the hypothesis (cp. Pfister in ZVW., 1913, 

pp. 216-221, for a disproof of this hypothesis) of a second imprisonment, 

holds to the authenticity of the pastorals. 

The outline of Paul’s career as given in Acts, even when 

ample allowance is made for the /acun@e 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 1574+ *8%. 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 207°: 8, 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 of a visit to Spain prior 
to the return to the East, or of a proposed tour to Spain (see, how- 

ever, Dubowy’s essay in Bardenhewer’s Bzb/. Studien, xix. 3) 

The rhetorical passage in Clem. Rom. 5%? describes how Paul, xfpvé 
yevipevos év Te TH avaTo\y Kal év TH OUceL, TO yevvatoy THs TicTews adTod 

khéos €aBev. dikaroctvnv diddtas Sov Tov kécpoy Kal emi 7d Tépua Tis Sicews 

eAOdy Kal paptupicas éxl THY Hyoupévwr, otrws dayndddyn Tod Kbopov. The 

writer is portraying the sweep of Paul’s career from Jerusalem to Rome 

(Ro 157%), where his sun had ended its course. To a Roman 7é répua rijs 

dvcews would probably denote the Western Mediterranean, but Clement was 

writing for Eastern readers and adopting their standpoint. Thus dvarodfs 

and dvow are used of Syria and Rome respectively in Ignat. Rom. 2. This 
interpretation is corroborated by the close collocation of é\@éy and 
Haprupyoas KTX, in Clement (implying that Paul bore his testimony at 7é 
Tépua THs dUocews), 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, ZBz. 5088 ; 

Schmiedel, 42. 4599-4600 ; Workman, Persecution in the Early Church, 
1906, 36 f.). 

§ 8. Zraces 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 péAXwv kpivew Covras Kal vexpods (vii=2 Ti 41), pavepodoba 

év capi (vi, xii, cp. 1 Ti 3!) and édmls fops (i=Tit 1? 37) 
probably belonged to ‘the common atmosphere of the church’ 
(Holtzmann, von Soden, Bernard), liturgical or catechetical, and 
the same consideration would fairly cover v.°=2 Ti 1! xix= 

1 Ti 5)’, although the manifestation of Christ’s grace in choos- 
* For the Acta Paul?, see Rolfis in HVA. ii. 368f.,and Lake in DAC. i. 32 f. 

27 



418 HOMILIES AND PASTORALS 

ing apostles dvras imtp racav dpaptiavy dvouwrépous (v.°) is a 

striking parallel to 1 Ti 14% Not much stress could be put 
upon the occurrence in Ignatius of some terms characteristic of 
the pastorals (¢g. aixyuadwrifew of errorists, dvalwxrupycartes, 

ErepodibackaAeiv, KadodiWacKkadia, Kardornwa, and mpaimrdfe.a), 

did such phenomena stand alone, but further traces of the 
epistles being familiar to Ignatius (cp. Inge in WZ‘A. 71-73) 
occur in Magn. xi. etc. (Jesus Christ our hope)=1 Ti 11, Poly. 
iv. 3=1 Ti 6%, Polyk. vi. 2 (dpéoxere © otpateverbe)=2 Ti 24, 

Magn. viii. 1=1 Ti 4’, Tit 114 39, possibly also in the use of 

avayvéa (Eph. ii. 1, cp. Smyrn, x. 2=2 Ti 118), réXos d& dydan 

(Zph. xiv. 1=1 Ti 15), and oixovouia (Zph. xx. 1=1 Ti 14, ep. 

Polyk. vi.=Tit 17), The case of Clem. Rom. is not quite so 
clear. A phrase like “ifting holy hands (xxix. 1, cp. 1 Ti 28) is 
too current, as Lightfoot shows, to count as evidence of literary 

filiation, while BaotAed trav aidvwv (xi. 2, cp. Apoc 15° 8 C, 

t Ti 17) goes back to Jewish liturgical terminology; but these 
would gain significance if other parallels like ii. 7 (€rowpor eis wav 

épyov ayabdv, cp. xxiv. 4)=Tit 3! (xpos wav epyov dyabov Eroipous 

elvat, cp. 2 Ti 27! 317), vil. 3 (kat idwuev ti Kaddv Kal Te TEpmrvov 
kal Ti mpoodektov évwiov Tod woijoavTos yuas)=1 Ti 2° (rodro 

Kahov Kal amddeKTov evwimiov TOD Gwrnpos Hudv Oeod), Xxvil. I-2 

(ratty odv TH eAmidc tpocdedécbwow ai Wuxai yudv TO mtd ev 

Tats érayyeNlas . . . oddey yap advvarov rapa TO bed ei pay TO 

Wedocaobar)=Tit 1? (er eArid. Cwns aiwviov, jv ernyyeiAato 6 

dupevdys cds), xlv. 7 (€v kabapa cvvedjoe Aatpevdvrwy)=2 Ti 1° 

(Aatpevw ev kadapa ovvedjcer), and liv. 3=1 Ti 31° (wepuroveto bau 

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 i. 1 (rots épodious Tod Oeod 
Gpkovpevor)=1 Ti 68, and xxxili, 3=2 Ti 1°, Tit 357, 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 7A. pp. 50-51) might explain the corre- 

spondence between i. 3 and Tit 2*° (where o/kovpyovs has a v.1. olxoupods). 

Iliorts aya) Occurs in xxvi. I= Tit 2!°, but in different senses, and acommon 

atmosphere might account for the frequent use of evoéSea in both, and allied 
ecclesiastical conceptions, as, ¢.g., i. 3, xliv. g=1 Ti 5”, xlii. g=1 Ti 37. 
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of a NT writing and an extra-canonical document, that the 
literary filiation must 7fso 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 2 Tim./Gvs 2—6'-7°, ivi = 55, v~2= 3%, vill. r= 11) x1 2'= 
30 xi. 3 and 2 lim. (ve 2—24, ix, 2=4'9) x. 4=2”, 
xii. 1=15) are evidently familiar to him, as indeed is generally 
acknowledged. There are only two or three allusions in Justin 

Martyr’s Dialogue (vii. 7 and xxxv. 3=1 Ti 4}, better still xlvii. 

15= Tit 34); 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 Oetos Adyos 
Tit 31-5, 1 Ti 2?) and Hegesippus (if Eus. & Z. iii. 32 may be 
taken as conveying his exact words) in the East, to Athenagoras 
of Athens, the churches of Lyons and Vienne (Eus. 7. £. v. 1-3), 
and 2 Clement in the West. 2 Tim. seems to be presupposed 

in the Acts of Paul, as is 1 Tim. in the Afost. Constitutions (cp. 
Harnack in ZU. iii. 5, 49f.); and all three are authoritative 

to Irenzeus, 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 GX. i. 634f.; Steinmetz, Dvze 

zweite rom. Gefangenschaft des Apostels Paulus, (1897) 104 f. 

According to Tertullian (adv. Marc. v. 21), Marcion excluded them from 

his canon on the ground that they were private letters, and therefore unsuit- 
able for purposes of general edification (contrast the protest of the Muratorian 
Canon). But, as his admission of Philemon proves, this was probably no 

more than a pretext; his real reason was either that he suspected their 
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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, ¢.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. 
‘Yard ravrns éedeyxbuevor Tis pwv7s (1 Ti 6%) of dad r&v aipécewy Tas mpds 

Tiud0cov dberotow émucrodds (Clem. Alex. Strom. ii. 11. 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) Editions1—Erasmus (7araphrasts, 1521); J. B. 

Pomeranus (Azzotationes, Nuremberg, 1525f.) ; Cajetan, Zz¢teralis expositzo 

(Rome, 1529); Bullinger (1532); Oecolampadius (1534); Calvin (1549)*; 
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Briefes an die Hebrder, 1905) *. 

§ 1. 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 (11-218) ;1 

1 The so-called logion (Resch, Pazlinzsmus, 454 f.), quoted four times by 

Epiphanius (6 addy &y Trois tpopyjrats, dod mdpeyn), is simply taken from 

Is 52° (LXX). It is equally precarious to connect (so Resch, Pazdlinismus, 

456-457) 4! with the logion preserved by Origen (Zz AZatt. tom. xiii. 2): Kai 
‘Inoods yotv pnow: Sia rods doBevodvras habévouy Kal did Tods Tewavras érelvwv 

kai ua Tods Supavras edlpwr. 
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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 
(4f), as the high priest of the good things to come (914), after 
the order of Melchizedek. ere the writer grapples with the 

matter which is really at issue between himself and his friends 

(cp. A. Schmidt, Hed. tv. 1g-v. 10: Eine exegetische Studie, 1900). 
Reproaching them for their immaturity and backwardness in the 
theology of their faith (51!-67°),* 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 d6yxn, 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 argumenty is now reached (81). Whereas the 
divine revelation in Judaism had been given through angels (2?), 

established by Moses (3%) and perpetuated by the Aaronic 
priesthood (514), 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 fulfilmentt{ 

of Jeremiah’s famous oracle (8%) which promised such a valid 
and absolute covenant as Christ has inaugurated at his ascension ; 
and (911) it is a superiority § (a duapopwrépa Aetrovpyia) which is 

exemplified in the sanctuary, the offering, and the consequent 

* Cp. J. Albani’s essay (ZWT., 1904, 86-93) on ‘Heb 511-68, ein Wort 
zur Verfasserschaft des Apollos.’ 

} For this use of xedddaoy, see F. Field’s Motes on Tr. of NT. (1899), 
pp- 227 f., and Musonius’ cepddatov yduou (Musonius, ed. Hense, pp. 67 f.). 

+ This makes it all the more remarkable that, unlike Paul (1 Co 11°"), 

he never alludes to Christ’s words upon the dca@4xn at the Last Supper. 

§ For the depreciatory nuance in 9", cp. Field (of. cé¢. p. 229). 
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fellowship of the Son’s ministry for men. His sacrifice of himself 
for them, being spiritual, is final (9!-1018); 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 (101%), With a brief warning against the danger of 

carelessness and apostasy (1075-81), he rallies his suffering readers 
by inciting them to be worthy of their past faith (10°), 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 (rr), closing with the 
example of Christ as the leader and perfecter of faith in this 
world (1213), 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 (124), 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 

(1218-29), 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!7), the mention of the former teachers, from whom his 
readers had received their faith, prompts him (in a digression) to 
emphasise the need of loyalty to such principles (13°16) and to 
their present faithful leaders (1317). A request for prayer (131%) 
and a word of prayer (131%), followed by some personal 

greetings, end the epistle (137°). 
§ 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 zpootyov zpos 

eivoray (11-41*) and a zpdbears, followed by a dujfynows mpos mOa- 

voryta (414-6), an dzdderéus zpos weve (71-1018), and an eriAoyos 

(1019-1321), 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. 6f.). ‘The superiority 

(cp. Diaz. § 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!4, contrast 17 and 2%). Then the mention of cwrnpia 
(2°) opens out into a paragraph upon the objects of that salvation 
(men, not angels, 216), 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 

(217 31 wherefore . . . consider Jesus the apostle and high priest of 

our confession). Before pursuing this theme, however, the author 

resumes the idea of Christ as the dréarodos or herald and agent 
of God’s final salvation (11 2°), superior as God’s Son to Moses, 
who was only God’s servant (3!°); this passes into a reiterated 
warning against unbelief (37% 12 4lf, cp, 216), after which the 
author reverts to encouragement (41), in view of Jesus (God’s 
Son) as the great high priest of Christians, considerate and 
sympathetic (as in 2418), Once this theme is under way (71*), 
its progress is hardly interrupted. The gathered momentum of 

the argument finally breaks out (101%) 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 (10° 123% 131%, cp, 3}- 1218 512f) though not to 
the exclusion of the first (101% 89 1140-122 529-10, ep, 125), Still, 
the redeeming sacrifice of Christ continues to reappear (101% 29 
1224 1310f. 20f.), even 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 (1414 21-3? 39-438 414-510 5U_ 
68 6920 71_G2 8813 gl-12 918-22 9%3_qo7 10% 10%), see H. J. Cladder in 

Zeitschrift fiir kath. Theologie (1905), pp. 1-27, 500-524; the rhythmical 
prose of the epistle is discussed by Thackeray (/7%S. vi. 232f.) in relation 

to the Wisdom of Solomon, and by Blass in SX., 1902, 420-461, and in 

Die Rhythmen der astanischen und rim, Kumnstprosa (1905), pp. 41-42, 

78f., 87f., where 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 dialecticien incom- 

parable, le rédacteur de l’épitre aux Hébreux a plutét les qualités 

d’un orateur, riche et profond assurément, mais qui ne néglige 
pas non plus les affets du style et la recherche du beau language” 

(Bovon, W7Th. ii. 391). Thus—to note only one or two salient 
points—the predilection for the perfect tense may sometimes be 
explained from the author’s desire to emphasise the permanent 
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and contemporary value of some remote action (as, e¢.g., in 
7°14 318, see Westcott’s note on 7°); sometimes it is natural 

enough, as may be gathered from the context (e.g. rol), but 
occasionally the perfect seems used, neither for the present nor 

as the perfect of recorded action (cp. Abbott’s Déat. 2758), but 
either for the sake of literary variety, to break a line of aorists 
(1117 28), or (118, cp. 15) 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. pte. in 2! and 
the sparing use of the definite article, other traces of Greek 
culture * are visible in the use of pev . . . d€ (seven times, ¢.g., in 

ch. 7; cp. Norden’s Das antike Kunstprosa, i. 25-26), in the 
oratorical imperatives of 74 (cp. Gewpetre, 4 Mac 141%), in the 

assonances and composite phrases which dignify his style, and 

in the application of airés to God the speaker (13°), as in the 
Pythagorean school’s phrase airos éha (thus spake the Master, 

cp. Ac 20%). 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. 
aiaOyrypiov, Syurovpyds (of God), OeAnots, petproTwabety, TYyswpta, 

and wrodeyya (cp. A. R. Eagar, Hermathena, xi. 263-287, 
G. H. Gilbert, A/7., 1910, 52rf., and H: TV Andrews, 224 

xiv. 348f.). Such idiosyncrasies of his style and diction are 
thrown into relief against those of Paul’s (cp. Rendall’s Hebrews, 

Appendix, pp. 26f.). Unlike Paul, he uses éavzep, xa@’ dcov, d0ev, ds 
exos eiretv, and studiously avoids dpa ovr, ei tis, elye, ere, wy yévouro, 

PHTS, PNKETL, TavTOTE, TL Ody, etc. (see, further, below). His gram- 
matical use of kowwvety and xpareiy also differs from that of Paul, 

and other terms, like teAedw, 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”! (karapricac) ‘‘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” (Harmon, /BZ., 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 auctor ad Hebreos. He employs and adopts the 

Aristotelian idea of the zéAos or final end, with its reAeéwous or 

sequence of growth, in order to exhibit the historical evolution of 
Christianity from Judaism, the development of Christian doctrine 
from its dpxy to its teAedrys, the perfecting of Christ himself 
through suffering (21° 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 avtirvra (9**) to the dAnfwd. 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% 1° 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, Zhe Apologetic of the NT, 1907, p. 206). Hebrews 
thus represents a less developed stage in the application of 
Alexandrian Judaism to Christianity than the Fourth gospel, while 
at the same time it works out the ,Logos-predicates with regard 
to the person of Christ independently of Paul or even of the 
auctor ad Ephestos. 

The world in which this author lived is revealed further by his knowledge 
of Philo (see above, p. 27), and also by his use of the Wisdom of Solomon 

* < Actual Judaism is merely the copy, the shadow, the reflection, of 

an archetypal religion standing above it, from which such primary types as 
the high priest Melchizedek project into it. What Christianity is in its 
true essence, what distinguishes it from Judaism, is ideally and essentially 

present in those archetypes ” (Baur, Church Hzstory,i.117). ‘The author of 
Hebrews . . . says that Christianity is eternal, just as it shall be everlasting, 
and that the true heavenly things of which it consists thrust themselves 

forward on to this bank and shoal of time and took cosmical embodiment, in 

order to suggest their coming, everlasting manifestation. The whole apostolic 

exegesis of the OT is but an application of the principle of finding the end in 
the beginning” (A. B. Davidson, Szblical and Literary Essays, 317). 
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(cp. Rendall, Theology of Hebrew Christians, 53-58), whose terminology is 
often applied to the definitely Christian conception of the epistle, as is evident 
from several passages, ¢.g. (besides those noted on p. 26), 5° (= Wisd 4 of 

Enoch), 6° (= Wisd 6°), 8° (= Wisd 98, Apoc. Bar 4°), 11° (=Wisd 9! 137), 
115 (=Wisd 4) 13t-), 116 (=Wisd 11-2), 11% (=Wisd 18°), 11% (=Wisd 
1018 ro*8), 1214 (= Wisd 61%), 1217 (=Wisd 12! 2), and 137 (=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 25=Sir 17” (4 Es. 
821t- etc. ), 2!4=Sir 1418 (17%), 2=Sir 4™ (émiauB. of copia), 44=Sir 17% 

(23), r15=Sir 441° (49), 1127=Sir 44” (1 Mac 2°), 12%=Sir 25%, and 

15S 325 

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 (Afostolical 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. It would be ungenerous even to 

mention the hypothesis nowadays, except in order to throw the idiosyncrasies 

of the auctor ad Hebreos 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 (2) the writing never possessed any. 

(a) An accident was always possible (cp, p. 52) to the opening of a docu- 

ment, whether treatise or letter, and this hypothesis explains the phenomenon 

of He 1! (so, e.g., Barth, V. Monod) at any rate less unsatisfactorily than the 

conjectures * that the original address was omitted because it contained severe 

* ¢* Unter allem Vorbehalt wage ich die Vermutung, dass—wenn nicht gar 

eine Deckadresse gebraucht worden war—die Adresse vorsichtshalber 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 p. 441). 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, ¢.g., Overbeck, of. czt. 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 GA’ i. 300 f.). 
(4) 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. 
1 Jn 1!“ is hardly a parallel, for there the epistolary aim is definitely expressed 
at the close of the opening sentence (kai Taira ypddomev quets wa  Xapa 

quay 7 wewAnpwuevyn), whereas the word wrzte 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 11 might have 

followed a greeting like Ja 11, Barn 1, or Eph 1). 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 (cp. M‘Neile, /x¢terpreter, 1913, 156-160). 

Down to 1279 and indeed to 131’, 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)-612 1022! ro‘ 131-9 show that he was 
intimately acquainted with their local situation and religious 

lassen worden ist, vielleicht weil man die Uebermittlung Heiden anvertrauen 
musste und denen nicht sagen wollte, welche Art von ‘Rede’ sie beférderten, 

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, Zzz/. 132). Diogenes Laertius’ history 
of the philosophers also begins without any address, and yet (cp. 347 and 10”) 
it must have had some address or £fzstola dedicatorta originally prefixed 
to it. 

* <* Beginning with a rhetorical introduction, it resembles in general a 
letter as little as the oration p70 lege Manila. As far as the doxology in 13” 
it is entirely a rhetorical production ” (Hug, Z7z7/. 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 dvarpi3y in the form of an 
epistle, as 4 Maccabees is in the form of an address. While 

it probably represents a homily or sermon written out (like 
2 Clement) by its author, its epistolary form is neither (Deiss- 

mann, Bible Studies, 49-50) a piece of literary fiction nor added 
by a later hand (Overbeck, Lipsius in GGA., 1881, 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, 4g., 
Reuss) which would treat the epistolary conclusion (1318@2-2) 
as irrelevant to the main purpose of the writing (see Appendix O). 

Perdelwitz, who regards. even 13'% as spoken by the preacher to his 
audience, takes 137°*5 as a postscript added dreuz manu by some bearer of 

the Adyos mapaxAjoews 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. Ifa bearer or scribe could append such a note, why not the 
author himself? G. A. Simcox (#7. x. 430-432), taking 13 as an émicroAy 

gvoratiky (to which alone, not to I-12, the words of 13” apply) appended 

to the homily, argues from the double reference to the jyyo’mevoe in 137 7 

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” (kal 
yap dia Bpaxéwy éréorerXa vuiv) refers back to passages like 5% (zepi 
od mods tiv 6 Néyos xr.) and 11 (kal ri ere Adyw; EmirdelWer pe yap | 

Supyovmevoy 6 xpbvos xrd.). To judge from i P 5!2 and Barn 1° (éorovdaca 
Kata puxpdy buiy wéumewy, cp. 1° vrodel&w ddiya), it seems to have been 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 1° in xxxiv. 2-5, citing also 

Ps 1044 as in He 17. Similarly 218 31 are echoed in xxxiv. I, and 12! in xix. 2, 
whilst xxi. 9 (épeuvnths yap €or évvorey kal évOuujoewv* ob | von avTod év 

juiv early, cal Srav Oddy dvedet avr) recalls 4! (cp. xxvii. I= 10% 1114, and 

xxvii. 2=6'8). Other coincidences may go back either to an independent 
use of the LXX (e.g. xvii. 5=37, xliii. I=3°) or to some common apocryphal 

* Cp. Clemen (Z2¢.° iii. 392 f.) for 3-4, one of the sections which might 
have been originally a \dyos mapakdijoews (Ac 4°° 13}5) or part of a synagogal 
address (Perdelwitz ; M. Jones, #x/.° xii. 426f.). 
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source (¢.g. xvii. 1=11°" 39), just as the common order of LXX citations 
occasionally may indicate an independent use of some messianic /lovzlegium ; 
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 M7'A. 6-11). 

Possibly, if one may judge from Magn. 3? and Phzlad. 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 sempzternus 
pontifex det filius (He 6° 7°) in 12? and of edhéBea 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=121, xi. 6=10%, xvi. 4=13)8, xx. 2= 10°87) appears to presuppose it, 
and, as might be expected in a Roman writing, Hermas evidently was 
acquainted with it; cp. ¢.g. Vs. 11. ili. 2 (7d wy droorhva or dd Oeod Favros 

= 34) also (lave 2 oe. Io i.—i. (= 1159 59%) ix) 1. 2 (—10""), ete. 
(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’ (AZo/. i. 12, 63, cp. 31).— Like 1 Peter and James, it was 

omitted in Marcion’s Canon and the Muratorian, but it was read by Clem. 
Alex.,—who indeed quotes ‘the blessed presbyter’ (Pantzenus ?) as believ- 
ing in its Pauline authorship,—Irenzeus possibly, and Tertullian, besides 
Pinytus, the Cretan bishop of Gnossus (Eus. #. £. iv. 23. 8=He 5!*4), 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, #7. iii. 154-156; Salmon, /V7. 
605-607 ; W. Bauer, Der Afostolos der Syrer, 24{.), 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 Iconium, the 
Cappadocian scholar (end of fourth century), rivés 6€ pact Tv mpods ‘EBpatous 
vdboy | ovK eb NéyorTes* yvnola yap | xapts. 

It was in the course of its canonisation that the epistle 
probably received its present title, to correspond with those of 

the Pauline epistles alongside of which it was now ranked. We 

can only conjecture whether or not the addition of such a title 

* For the materials, cp. van Veldhuizen, de Brief van Barnabas (1901, 

Groningen), pp. 74f., 104 f. J. Weiss’s scepticism (der Barnabasbrief 

hritisch untersucht, 1888, pp. 117 f.) is unjustified. 
+ **One might almost say that He 13" is the text of this discourse in 

Sim. 1.” So Spitta (Ure. ii. 413), whose peculiar theory of the latter book 

obliges him, however, to explain away these coincidences. 

£ Cp. also Dza/. 33 (Christ defined as ‘he who, according to the order of 

Melchizedek, is king of Salem and eternal priest of the Most High’)= 
He 5°1% 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 
Agada d. Tannazten, i. 259). 
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implied a theory of its Pauline authorship (or origin). In any 
case pds “EBpatous (see p. 448) could not have been the original 
title of an epistle which presupposes a definite community 
(e.g. 1378). 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 

encyclical. 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, Késtlin, 

and Hofmann) that it was the epistle ad Alexandrinos included 
in the Muratorian Canon (‘fertur etiam ad Laodicenses, alia ad 

Alexandrinos, Pauli nomine finctee ad hzeresem Marcionis’) is 
untenable, whatever view be taken of the words ad heresem 

(=pos tHv aipecw). 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. 

‘Efpato does not necessarily involve Palestinian origin (cp. 2 Co 11%, 
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. £. iv. 5, 

vi. 14). Ilo dé ofow érécre\\ev ; Chrysostom asks in the preface to his 

commentary, and his answer is, €uol doxe? év ‘IepycoNimors kat Iadaorlyp. 
This interpretation, however, is derived from the title itself, not from any 

independent tradition, and the title itself was, like mpds "Egeocious, 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, z.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 (£z/. § 45) contends, that Irenzeus 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. Pantzenus (cp. 
Eus. H. £. 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 
(Sta werptérnra) refrained from naming himself in an epistle addressed to 

Jewish Christians. Clement himself met the more serious difficulty of the 
style by supposing that Luke translated Paul into Greek ; the omission of 

Paul’s name he prefers to ascribe to tact on the part of the latter, in view 
of the suspicions felt by Jewish Christians (Eus. H. Z. 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. 

oe vic 2he 0h): 

§ 5. Zhe Pauline hypothesis.—The earliest hint of a Pauline 

authorship occurs towards the close of the second century, when 

Clement of Alexandria, who quotes it often as Pauline, reports a 
saying of “the blessed presbyter,” probably Pantznus, 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. . Z. 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 167) amanu- 
ensis. Tis d€ 6 ypaas tiv érictoAyv, TO pev GAnbes Geds oider. 

The Pauline authorship was denied also by many in the Roman 
church (Eus. #. £. 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 11), 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.1. rots decuots wou in 104 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 auctor ad Hebreos 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 Biichel, SX., 1906, 506-591), the formula che holy Spirit sazth or 

God saith to the Pauline methods of introducing such quotations (yéyparra, 

Aéyet  ypagy, 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 -ltew (dvaxaw., évuBp., Karapr., mep., MporoxO., mplfew, Tymmay- 

tgew) and -ous (e.g. a0érn., 4OAn., alve., drbdav., weTdbe., TeAELW., Yboracts), 

and by the absence of Pauline phrases like Xpiords "Inoots. The author’s 
interest, ¢.g., in Leviticalism as a poor and temporary proviso for the religious 
rerelwots of Christianity, leads him to view the result of Christ’s redeeming 
death as sanctifying (dydfew), not as justifying (dccacodv) ; 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 (7d év Néyq ldwrikdy); . . . that it is more Hellenic 

in its composition (cvvOécer THs NéEews), 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 («xoduo- 
‘ypadyjcavros) his master’s utterances” (Eus. H. £. 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, (4) a translation, 

or (c) a joint-production. None of these theories is satisfactory. 
(a) The older view (cp. Schwegler, WZ. ii. 304f.), that Hebrews was 

written by a Paulinist who wished to pass off his work as Paul’s, has been 
revived in a modified form by Wrede (so Wendland). 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 137° which are a cento of Pauline phrases (especially 
from Philippians). But, apart from other reasons (cp. Knopf in 7ZZ., 1906, 
168f.; Burggaller, pp. 111 f.), it is difficult to see why he did not insert 

more allusions in the body of the writing ; the bare references at the close are 

too ambiguous and incidental to serve the purpose of putting the epistle under 
Paul’s egis. Had a Paulinist desired to create a situation for the epistle in 
Paul’s lifetime (like that, e.g., of 1 Co 16%, Philem 7, Ph 2) *3f), he would 
have written more simply, as, ¢.g., the author of 1 Tim. (1°). ‘ Freilich bleibt 

uns manches undurchsichtig; aber das ist doch nur der klarste Beweis, 
dass dasselbe nicht, wie man annehmen wollte, erst spadter angefugt ist, da 
sonst der Interpolator doch wohl nur allgemein verstandliche Dinge in ihm 

angebracht hitte ’ (Weiss, 7’U. xxxv. 3. 109). 



HEBREWS 435 

(4) The hypothesis (J. Hallet in Wolf’s Cure Phtlologice, iv. 806-837 ; J. 
D. Michaelis, Biesenthal) that the epistle represents the translation by Luke 
or some other disciple of Paul’s original Hebrew, arose from the discrepancies 
of style which were early felt between it and the Pauline epistles (so from 
Clement of Alex. to Thomas Aquinas), but it never had any basis in the 
internal evidence of the epistle, and may be dismissed as a curiosity of criticism. 

No Hebrew (Aramaic) original has ever been heard of in connection with the 

epistle. The whole argument swings from the language of the LXX_ (see 
especially 16 10°) as opposed to the Hebrew text; the special Gk. sense of 
d.a07nKkn=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 

paronomasiz and verbal assonances like those of 11 5: 4 87 10%. 99 13" etc. 
(c) The joint-authorship theory, in its later forms, tends more and more to 

refer the ideas as well as the diction to the Paulinist who co-operated with Paul, 
and may therefore be discussed conveniently under the question of the authorship. 

§ 6. Authorshif.—(a) The combination of Paul and Luke, 
suggested by Clem. Alex. (cp. Eus. 4. Z. vi. 14. 2-3, kal tHv mpos 
‘EBpatous & érictoAjv IlatAov pev civai pyot, yeypadOar de 

“EBpaios éBpaixG wv, Aovedv 8& diArorivws adriv peleppy- 

vevoavta exoovvat Tos EAAnow, Oey Tov aitov xpata cbpioxerOat 

Kata Tiv <ppynveiay TavTys Te THS éemioTOARS Kal TOY mpasewv, also 

vi. 25), has attracted many scholars from Eusebius (7%. £. iii. 38) 
to Calvin, Hug, Ebrard, Delitzsch, Field, Zill, and Huyghe. 

Some (e.g. Grotius, and recently W. M. Lewis, Szdlical World, 
August 1898, April 1899, with A. R. Eagar, #xj.® x. 74-80, 
110-123, ‘The authorship of the Epistle to the Hebrews’) 

attribute practically the entire authorship to him, mainly {+ 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. d&yxupa 6%= Ac 27°80, dyadéxouat 11!7=Ac 287, dvafewpéw 137 
=Ac 17%, dvwrepov 108=Lk 14, dmadd\doow 25=Lk 12°8, droypdder bat 
12%=Lk 2), BojOea 41°©=Ac 2717, ihdoxecOac 2"=Lk 18", xarapetvyw 618 = 

* This interpretation of 6.a87j«y (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 ¢estament 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 6ca47«n used” (Moulton 

in Cambridge Biblical Essays, 1909, Pp. 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 148, xepaddarov 8!=Ac 2278, and mapotvouds 10°%=Ac 15%) are used ina 

different sense. In Ac 7”° and He 11” doreios is a reminiscence of Ex 2?, 

which may have been independent in each case, while évrpomos (Ac 7°? 16°= 
He 12”) is probably,* in Heb., an emendation of éxtpouos. Similarly éxXelrw 
does not count, for in He 1™ it occurs in an OT citation; and the same fact 

rules out dorpov (11'*), évoyNéw (12!), eowsrepov (6"), Fos (12"°), werdxous T 

(1°), 6p06s (12!°), mapadvouat (121), maplnus (121°), modlrns (84), cuvavTdw 

(71), and ¢&w (12!) ; while raXatofe@a, which in 1 is also part of a citation, 

is differently applied in 8 and Lk 12*, cardmavots in Ac 7* occurs in an OT 
quotation, karamatw in Ac 14!8 has a different sense and construction from 
those of Heb., and maporxéw (119=Lk 2418) is also employed ina different 

construction. No stress can be laid on the further coincidence that both 
writers mention the Red Sea (11°=Ac 7°), or use rarpidpyns (Ac 2” etc. 
=He 7*). Thus an examination of the language reveals only ¢ about (a) 6 

words peculiar in the NT to Hebrews and the Gospel of Luke, with (4) 6 

peculiar to Acts and Hebrews, and two (diaBalyw and d:arl@euar) which occur 

in all three. Of (a), three (leparela, NUTpwows, and redelwors) are plainly due, 

as is the specially frequent use of ads, to a common use of the LXX by 
writers who treat of the same or similar subjects, while els 7d avredés 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 réppwOev 
and et@eros in this class, while dpynyés§ and elcecm in (4), with xalroe and 

oxedév and wUapgis, cannot be said to denote any special or striking 
affinities between Acts and Heb. (dcddevros being employed in quite a 
different sense) in point of vocabulary.|| This verdict is corroborated by the 

absence from Heb. of several characteristically Lucan words and phrases, ¢.g., 
dy or rls with the optative, dd rod viv, ye, dé kal, éyévero in its various con- 

structions, el), éyw with infin., dvéuari, tapaxphua, mpdoow, 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 cou/d not 

have written a hortatory work in the style of Hebrews. But when we 
compare Ac 13°84! 2817-28 with He 312-413, not to say with 6412, we see that 

* The variant in Ac 21” also lowers the force of the use of émuréAXew 

here and in He 13”, while the construction in Ac 15” is different. 
f The solitary Lucan use (57) is, moreover, quite different in sense. 

{ 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 53! and He 2”. 
|| The same holds true of such phrases as cal ards, kuxAotc Oat (of cities), 

pdorcé (literally, He 11°°= Ac 22%), év 7@ with infin., wepixeto ax with accus., 

and the use in Heb. of rdoxew by itself for the sufferings of Jesus. On the 

other hand, Heb. avoids ov, except in compounds, and omits several distinctly 
Lucan phrases and expressions like rpoce’xouar, while a passage like He 2” 
shows affinities rather with Mt. (28, cp. Jn 20!7). Heb. once (6°) uses 

yevouat with the accus. (cp. Jn 2!°); Luke never does. 
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St. Luke @zd 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 (2) Barnabas, which have been advocated, eg., 

by Schmidt (Zid. 289 f.), Hefele (Apostolic Fathers, pp. xi-xiv), 

Ullmann (SK., 1828, 377 f.), Wieseler (Chronologie, 478 f.; SK., 

1867, pp. 665f.), Maier, Twesten, Grau, Volkmar, Thiersch 

(joint-authorship of Paul), Ritschl (SK., 1866, 89 f.), Renan (iv. 
pp. 210f.), Kiibel, Salmon (VZ. 424f.), B. Weiss, Gardiner, 
Ayles, Blass, Walker (ZZ. xv. 142-144), Edmundson, Riggenbach, 

Prat (Zhéologie de S. Paul*, 502), Barth, Gregory (Canon and Text 
of NT; 1908, 223-224), Heinrici (Der litt. Charakter d. neutest. 
Schrifien, 1908, 71-73), Dibelius and Endelmann, have the 

support of an early tradition (cp. Tertullian’s de pudicitia, 20: 
exstat enim et Barnabe titulus ad Hebrzos), unless Tertullian 
confused Barnabas with Hebrews—which is unlikely, as he 

explicitly quotes He 618. The quotation is only given as a 
proof ‘ex redundantia’; still, the tradition probably reflected not 

only the North African church’s view or a Montanist’s opinion, 

but some Roman tradition. In the Zractatus Origenis de libris 

ss. Scripturarum (ed. Batiffol, Paris, 900, p. 108), ‘as by Philas- 

trius, 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 (vids wapaxAyoews, 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 inexplicable if Barnabas (or indeed any other name) had 

been attached to the epistle from the first. His reputed con- 
nection with the temple (Ac 4°), the existence of the epistle 
of Barnabas with its similar Judaistic themes, and perhaps 
the coincidence of Ac 4°67 and He 137%, may quite well have 

* Cp. a paper by the same writer in Zxf.* viii. 180-192 on ‘The Pauline 
Antilegomena.’ The differences of the Lucan style and that of Heb. are 
discussed excellently by Dr. F. Gardiner (/4Z., 1887, pp. 1-27). 

+ A similar instance is pointed out in the attribution of Ps 127 to Solomon 
on the score of 1277 = 2 S 124-, 
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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 Sfeczal. 
Legibus, iii. 23, otrws kal rod ovpmavros €Ovous cvyyevs Kal dyxuoreds Kowwos 

6 dpxepevds corr. . . edxds dé Kal Ovolas Tehav Kad’ Exdorny juépay KTH. ; 

rabbinic evidence collected by Delitzsch in Zeztschrift fiir die Luther. Theol. 

una Kirche, 1860, 593f., cp. also Schiirer, G/V.‘ ii. 347f.), 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 67: 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 eruditionts gratia, 
23: év orduvw xpvo~). The two passages bring out (a) the dependence of 

the author on the LXX and on rabbinic traditions mediated by Josephus * 
and Philo, with (4) his total indifference to the second temple of Judaism. 

(c) Clement of Rome (Erasmus, Reithmayr, Bisping, 
Cornely) has also early traditional support; 7 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,t by 

Semler (doubtfully), Osiander, Ziegler, Bleek, Reuss, de Wette, 

* Thus 9”! echoes the tradition preserved in Josephus, Avz/. iii. 8. 6. 
Dibelius argues that Mark (cp. 15%; Zahn, VAZ., 1902, 729-756) could 
only have derived the symbolical trait of the rent veil from Hebrews (cp. 
619-20 g8 rol), 7.e., from his relative and teacher, Barnabas (Col 41°), the 

author. But it is not certain that this conception was peculiar to Hebrews. 

{ Cp. Jerome, de wer. tnlustr. 5, epistola autem que fertur ad Hebrzeos 
non eius [z.e. Pauli] creditur propter stili sermonisque dissonantiam, sed 
uel Barnabze iuxta Tertullianum uel Lucz euangelistze iuxta quosdam uel 
Clementis Romanz postea ecclesize episcopi, quem aiunt sententias Pauli 
proprio ordinasse et ornasse sermone. Cp. Eus. 4. &. 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.’ 

t 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 GA, ii. 77). 
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Kurtz, Schott, Liitterbeck (WZ Lehrdegriffé, ii. 101 f.), Liinemann, 
Tholuck, Credner, Riehm (doubtfully), Feilmoser (Z7x/. 359 f.), 

Alford,* Moulton, G. Meyer, Hilgenfeld (U7c. 76f.), Plumptre 

(inp i seo eA0gt.);7 Bartlet) (24:4). 191), Pileiderer 
(Ure. ili. 282), Albani, Buchel, 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 (Zzn/. 600 f.), though obliged by the Council 
of Trent to defend Paul’s authorship in some shape or form, 

believes, like Litterbeck, that Apollos wrote the epistle, but that 

Paul added the closing paragraphs. Klostermann (of. cit. 55 f.), 
conjecturing pos Bepovaiovs as the original form of the title, 
supposes that the epistle was written by Apollos to the Jewish- 
Christian community of Berea (Ac 171°), while Schtitze (AZagazin 

jiir Evang. Theol. u. Kirche, 1904, 112f., 275f.) holds that 

Apollos wrote it to some Jewish-Christian house-church in Rome 
(cp. Ro 16*). The biblical learning of Apollos, his Alexandrian 
training, and his relation to Paul and the Pauline circle (He 1319 
=1 Co 16112), 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 con- 

nected somehow with the composition of 1 Peter (a writing allied 

to Hebrews) ; but these data are too slight to support the weight 

of any hypothesis (Mynster, Boehme, Riehm, Godet doubtfully, 

Wohlenberg in VXZ., 1913, 752f.) which would attribute Hebrews 

to a man of whom 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.” 

+ Plumpire credited Apollos not only with Hebrews but with the Wisdom 
of Solomon, the latter being written, of course, before his conversion. 
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(Rendall, Theology of Heb. Christians, 42-45), between Hebrews 

and 1 Peter, which cover the thoughts no less than the style of 
both epistles, are not insignificant. Both describe Christ as ¢he 
Shepherd (He 139 = 1 P 2% 5%), and use the phrase the dlood 
of sprinkling (1274 = 1 P 17);* both conceive faith as steadfast 
reliance on the unseen God under stress of trial, hold up Christ’s 
example under sufferings, and attach the same disciplinary value 

to human suffering ; both use aia dpwpov, avtiruros, févou Kat 

mapertonuo., etc., and there are further parallels in 1 P 2% = 
He is?) 1 PB 3°. = Hen a2 gt) Me 124) tee 

He 4271. P 44 = Heya, ee = Me 137)" ete 

such correspondences cannot be mixed up with a supposed 
allusion in 2° to the incidents of Jn 1°42, in order to support 
the hypothesis that Peter actually wrote Hebrews (A. Welch, 

The Authorship of the Epistle to the Hebrews, 1899, pp. 1-33). 

At most they suggest a dependence of the one writing upon the 

other, possibly no more than a common milieu of Christian 
feeling. ‘‘The natural inference from them is that the author 
was either a personal disciple of St. Peter or a diligent student 
of his epistle” (Rendall). The claims of (iv.) Aristion, the 
supposed author of Mk 16°, have been recently proposed 
by J. Chapman (Revue Bénédictine, 1905, 50-62) and argued 

by R. Perdelwitz (ZVVW., 1910, 105-110) on the ground that 
the sharp tone of He 6*® and 10767 agrees with the trend 
of the teaching quoted by Irenzeus from the presbyter-circles 

(adv. haer. iv. 28. 1, iv. 40), and also with that of the newly 

discovered fragment of Mk 16°29 (see pp. 240f.), where aAAa 

dea 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, xf.? 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 Ceesarea (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 (Zhe Jnterpreter, 1909, pp. 245 f.), 

denying the Pauline postscript, argues for the same origin, 

*"Apxnyos is common to Hebrews (2! 127) and Peter’s speech in 

Ac 3)° 53! (see above, p. 436) 
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mainly on the ground of linguistic analogy between Hebrews and 
Col-Eph. 

Those who (e.g. Lewis, Ramsay, and Hicks) make Czsarea 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 Avcadia? 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 ovvepyot, composed the epistle to the 

Hebrews. ‘Their claims are urged tentatively by Harnack (see 

above, p. 422, and his essay in SGBA. 1900, “tiber die beiden 

Recensionen d. Gesch. der Prisca u. des Aquila in Ac. Ap. 

18127”), Schiele, Peake, and Rendel Harris (Szdelights on NT 
Research, pp. 148-176). Aquila’s name had been more than 
once suggested (e.g. by Bleek and Alford), but Prisca is sup- 

posed, on this theory, to have been mainly responsible for the 

epistle, and traces of the wife rather than of the husband are 
sought for. The hypothesis certainly might account for the 

loss of the name, as canonical authority could hardly be claimed 

for a woman’s writing. But the positive arguments are not 
substantial. Paul had forbidden a woman even to teach in 
church (1 Co 14“), and the action described in Ac 1876 does 

not prove that any exception would be made in favour of a gifted 
lady like Prisca, for the instruction of Apollos was private, not 
public. The supposed signs of femininity in Hebrews are 

extremely dubious; as a matter of fact, one would have expected 
a reference to Deborah instead of Barak in 11°2, 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 137°) means not our colleague, but the brother 

known to you and to me (the writer, cp. Z w// see you); phrases 

like those in 11° and 13! imply a single author, and the we 

which elsewhere occurs is either editorial or due to the figure of 
ouyxatdBaots. 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. 135f.). Finally, the masculine dujyyovpevov in 112 
(cp. Deissmann, Z’?. 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 (cp. Heigl, 149 f.) 

reluctantly to forego the romance which this hypothesis would 
introduce into the primitive Christian literature. 

All such attempts (cp. the summary in Heigl, of. cé#. pp. 

125-156) to identify the author start from the assumption that 
he (or she) must be found among the figures which the Acts of 

the Apostles reveals in a relation to Timotheus corresponding to 
that of 13%4, 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 d.dao0xadou 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 didadoxados 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 auctor ad 

Hebreos had never lived or written, the course of early 

Christianity would have been materially altered. He was not 

a personality of Paul’s commanding genius. He did not make 
history or mark any epoch. He did not even, like the anonymous 
authors of Matthew’s gospel and the Fourth gospel, succeed in 

stamping his writing on the mind of the early church at large. 

But the later church was right in claiming a canonical position 

for this unique specimen of Alexandrine thought playing upon 

the primitive gospel, although the reasons upon which the claim 

was based were generally erroneous. 

The Jewish origin of the writer cannot, however, be deduced simply from 
his frequent citations of the OT—a feature which is as marked in Gentile 

Christians like Justin and Clement of Alexandria. Nor does the divergence 

of some of these quotations necessarily imply his employment of the Hebrew 

text as distinguished from the LXX. He may have had access to a different 

Greek version of the OT. Nor again does his acquaintance with Jewish 

customs and beliefs point inevitably to Jewish birth. Opportunities of 

familiarising oneself with Judaism abounded in the first century. The influx 

of Jews into the Christian church, the widespread diffusion of the synagogues, 
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and the knowledge of the LXX, opened ample channels of information to an 

interested inquirer. 

§ 7. Object and destination—This anonymous epistle, like 
the Melchizedek whom it describes and allegorises, is dyevea- 
Aéyyros, 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 
(10), 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 (51!-!2), and it is to this situation that 
the writer addresses himself. ‘The author of Barnabas writes, 

iva pera THS WicTews Duav TerEiay exynTe THY yvoow. Hebrews is 

also a Adyos yvwoews, though more on the lines of Paul’s yv@ous 
(x Co 128), 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 (Z7va//. 5) which reminds us of He 5", excuses 
himself from imparting his deeper conception (7a érovpdvia ypdwar), on the 
ground that his readers, being babes, would be unable to digest the stronger 
food. On the other hand (om. 3), he praises the Roman church for its 
propaganda (ovdémore €Backdvare ovdevi* Gddous edddEare) A generation 
might, of course, have made a difference in the Roman church ; the counsel of 

the auctor ad Hebreos may have been laid to heart. Still, the probability is 
either that Hebrews was sent to some other church than that of Reme, 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 51!-!2 
is one of the passages which suggests it. At the same time, the words— 
édetdovTes elvar duddoKado.—are to be taken, as Wrede observes (p. 32), czem 
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, /VZ. il. 304), or specifically in Asia Minor 
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(C. F. Schmid),* Galatia (Storr, Mynster in Aveine Schriften, 
289 f.), Thessalonika (Semler), Corinth (M. Weber), Ravenna 

(Ewald), Cyprus (Riggenbach), or Rome (so from Wettstein to 
Kurtz, Renan, Mangold, Schenkel, Alford, etc.). The Alex- 

andrian or Egyptian destination is upheld by J. E. C. Schmidt, 
Hilgenfeld, Baur (Zzn/. 385 f.), Wieseler (Chron. 481f.), Kostlin 
(Theol. Jahrb., 1853, 410 f., 1854, 366f., 465 f.), Plumptre (ZxJ.1 

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 (eg. Langen, Zheol. Quartalschrift, 

1863, 379f.; Kay, Ayles), or as Czsarea (Moses Stuart, 

Bartlet), or Jamnia (Grimm, ZW7Z., 1870, pp. 19f.). Others 

(e.g. Ktibel and Rendall) fix on Syria, Hofmann on Antioch 

(written perhaps after Paul’s release from the Roman imprison- 

ment at Brundisium). 
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,7 and 

* Roth thinks of Gentile, Farrar and Bartlet of Jewish Christians at 

Ephesus ; Perdelwitz of Gentile Christians in one of the Asiatic centres. 
+ “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, Lzverary Remains, p. 139). See above, p. 3. It was 
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there is no reason to imagine why it should have shaken Jewish 

Christians, particularly as this epistle has no thought of detaching 

its readers from the sacrificial system in vogue at Jerusalem. 

Its real object is very different. The author, who was well 

versed in the LXX, “but who only knew the temple-cultus from 
the OT, addresses himself to Gentile Christians who had become 

lax during a period of persecution; he essays to bring them 

back to the right path by proving from the OT the glory of the 
Christian faith” (Buchel, 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” (CQR., 1903, 428). The LXX is his codex, and it is 

on the basis of the LXX, not on current politics, that he deploys 
his arguments. Apparently he is quite unconscious of any 

division between Jewish and Gentile Christians. The homily 
is not addressed to the former exclusively ; the seed of Abraham 

(216) means not the Jewish race but human beings who 
believe (cp. Gal 37" ywooxere dpa dre ot ék wiorews, ovToL viod 

eiow “ABpadu, Ro 4! 95); the People (21) are, as in 1 Peter, the 
elect of God (cp. 2° 727 131?) from among men; such arguments 
and descriptions, as Paul’s letters and Clem. Rom. show, were 

more than applicable to Gentile Christians (compare, e¢.g., that of 
3-4 with 1 Co 10), and the tenor of the epistle on the whole indi- 

cates Gentile Christians who were perhaps affected by a speculative 
or theoretical Judaism as well as by the temptation of some cults 
in the surrounding paganism. The writer (so, eg., Roth, 
Weizsacker, Schiirer, Wendt, von Soden, McGiffert, Pfleiderer, 

Jiilicher, Harnack, Barth, Buchel, 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, ZA.° xi. 606). 

* Ably restated by G. Hoennicke (/C. 93-95), whose arguments, 
especially that based on the crucial passage in 6’, are controverted by 

Perdelwitz in ZVIW., 1910, 113f. 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 remoyes 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 
church who had heard the gospel from Jesus himself (contrast 28). (4) The 

language and argument of the epistle are not likely to have been appropriate 
to the church of Jerusalem. ‘‘It is difficult to suggest any period in the 
history of the Jerusalem-church during which a liberal-minded Hellenist like 

the author, who was probably ignorant of Hebrew, and who could in an off- 

hand way dispose of the whole OT ritual as ‘standing on meats and drinks 

and divers washings’ (9!) and ‘useless’ (718), 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, evenafter 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 (61° 104 13 > 16), Finally, (e) the rigid use of the 

LXX does not favour an audience of Jewish Christians in Jerusalem or Palestine. 

The employment of the LXX and of the Wisdom writings 

on the other hand, is no decisive argument in favour of Alex- 
andria; neither is the hypothesis (once favoured by Wieseler) 

that the writer had in mind the Jewish temple (cp. the 4th of 
the Odes of Solomon, ed. J. R. Harris, 1909, p. 91) at Leonto- 

polis; neither again is the Alexandrian tone of the argument, 

which would be perfectly intelligible in many quarters owing 
to the widespread diffusion of Hellenistic Judaism. When 
Jewish Christians of a Hellenistic type are supposed to be the 
recipients of the epistle, Alexandria is a natural place to think of. 

Otherwise it has little more in its favour than any other, and the 
erroneous Pauline tradition which first sprang up there tells 
against the view that the local church was the original com- 
munity addressed. JBesides, the Alexandrian tradition was that 

Hebrews was addressed to Palestinian Christians. 
The Roman destination has perhaps most in its favour, eg. 

the reference in 1374, the use of 7yovpevor as in Clem. Rom. and 
Hermas (cp. Harnack’s Constitution and Law of the Church, 
1910, pp. 63f., 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 epistle at Rome might be otherwise 

explained, though not so naturally; ¢.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 161, since the latter refers to Ephesus. But 
the language of the epistle suggests (so, ¢.g., Harnack, Zahn, 

von Dobschiitz, Bacon, G. Milligan, £xf.° iv. 437-448; Peake, 

Hollmann, M. Jones, Feine, Seeberg, Dickie in £xf.° v. 

371f.) 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 differences of opinion), it was designed 

for a small community or gathering (10° 1374) 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 cuvaywyn “EGpaiwy in Rome 
(cp. Nestle, ZZ. 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!? 10°%f 137, 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! (ddetNovres elvar d:ddcKadot) is 

taken to mean that Hebrews was written primarily fora group of d:ddoKaNor 
or evangelists (Heinrici, 7ZZ., 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 oi dé rs Iranlas (134, cp. Deissmann, ZR. v. 164) might 

grammatically mean ‘those resident in Italy,’ but it is rather more natural 

to take it as denoting some Italian Christians abroad who happened to 
be with the writer (cp. Ignat. Magn. 15), and who sent greetings to their 
compatriots. This is the sole clue to the origin of Hebrews, for the allusion 

have been copied before it was sent off (cp. Gardiner, Zxf.* xiii. 60f.), 

unless the phrase in 1374 denotes Italians out of their country. 
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to the imprisonment of Timotheus (13%) 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 Ipds “Efpatous the title, which, like the ad Famitliares of 
Cicero’s correspondence, is one of the erroneous titles of 
antiquity, and (see p. 432) 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 mpds ‘ESpatous as a corruption either, ¢g., of mpds 
Bepvatous = Beporalous (Klostermann, see above) or of mpds rods éralpous (cp. 

ZNW. i. 21) has any plausibility. A more attractive hypothesis, which 
would explain the title as chosen by the author, is to take "E8patou in the 

symbolic or allegorical sense of the term. On this view, the readers were 
conceived as Hedrvews in the light and lineage of Abraham (2° 1178) the 
Hebrew crosser from the sensible to the spiritual world. To Philo, 6° Efpatos 
is the type of such a believer who migrates (11°* 131%) 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, ‘‘Cana 
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 ¢he Hebrew, in whom, on the one hand, all believers saw their 
father, and whose act [of bringing tithes to Melchizedek, 74] acknowledges, 
on the other hand, the superiority of the non-legalistic cult of the Beds toros 
to the Levitical cult ?” (Schiele, 303 f., V. Monod). This smacks of subtlety, 

however ; besides, we should have expected allusions to the crossing of Abra- 

ham (in 11°), whereas the very term “Efpaios 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 1 3)° 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, C/G. 5929). “This precedent,” as Schirer 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 ceBopevor 
tov Oedv” (ofp. cit. p. 2253; cp. LEP. 37f.). As the title tyros 
only occurs once, however, in an incidental quotation, in 

Hebrews (71, cp. Clemen’s Ure. pp. 80f., and MacNeill, p. 114), 
no stress can be laid on it as evidence for the mi/zeu of the 
epistle. It would be unsafe to identify such a group or association 
of converted Jews with the Roman émovvaywyy to which this 
epistle was probably addressed, or to argue from the prevalence of 

such a form of religious association in Pontus (Ac 181) 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 ceBdpuevor Oedy tortor 

did not form one large association in Tanais, but rather a number of small 

groups, each containing about forty members. See also Achelis, Orc. 33 f. 

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., 1891, pp. 589-598, and Bacon, JVTZ. 149, after Schiurer, 
ibid., 1876, pp. 776 f.), when rabbinical tendencies revived, and 

provincial Christianity was often exposed to such apostasy 
(Wellhausen, Sizzzen u. Vorarbetten, i. pp. 196 f. ; Harnack, TU. 

i. 3, pp. 73 f.3; 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° 
13916 etc. ; cp. Hort’s JC. pp. 156 f., and Haupt in SX., 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 xat iovdatlew, for 

Christianity did not believe in Judaism, but Judaism in Chris- 
tianity’ (JZagn. 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 (10”), as if it were a philosophic 
school or a cult whose capacities they had exhausted (cp. 4D. 
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i. 151). Whether this temptation was accentuated by any 
Jewish propaganda (so especially Ménégoz) 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, ¢.g. for the purification of women, which are analogous 

to those of Leviticus (cp. W. R. Paton, Class. Rev., 1902, 290-292; also 

P. Kretschmer in Jahreshefte des dsterreich. archiol. Instit. v. pp. 143 f.). 

§ 8. Daze.—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, ze, in a.p. 68-70, 

by Grimm, Kubel (a.p. 67-68), Rendall, Riggenbach, Barth, 

and others. Some, sharing the same general view of its religious 

purpose, put it earlier, between 64 and 67 or 65 and 70; e.g. 

Bleek, Beyschlag (VZ Theol. 11. 286-288), Renan, Scholten, 

Godet, Clemen (Chron. 277-279), Ewald, Farrar, Westcott, 

Roberts (Greek the Language of Christ and His Apostles, ch. 
vili.), S. Davidson, Bovon (V7T%. ii. 387-389), Ménégoz, G. 

G. Findlay (¢. a.D. 67), G. B. Stevens (W77Z%. 485 f.), Huyghe, 
Trenkle (Z7n/. 88 f.), G. Milligan, G. Meyer (A.D. 67-69), Farrar 
(A.D. 67-68), Edmundson (U7c. 153 f.: 66 a.D.), Kay and Heigl 
(A.D. 65), Ayles (c. A.D. 64). It is placed slightly earlier by 

Hilgenfeld (before a.p. 66), Mill, Bullock, Salmon, and Holtzheuer 

(A.D. 63), Schafer (Z7zn/. 149-157), and Belser (a.p. 63-64), 
Bartlet * (A.D. 62), W. M. Lewis,+ Nairne, and Ramsay (a.p. 
58-60). A second-century date, such as A.D. 95-115 (Pfleiderer) 

or A.D. 116-118 (Volkmar, Religion Jesu, 388 f.; Keim, Briickner, 

Hausrath), is ruled out of court by the use of Hebrews in Clem. 

Romanus, and the contrary assertion (Hitzig, Zur Kritik der 
Paulinischen Briefe, 34-36) that Hebrews depends on the 

Antiquities of Josephus is of no importance. It is needless to 

be too precise, in condescending, ¢.g., upon ¢. A.D. 95 (Késtlin), 
but c. a.D. 80, or more generally the Domitianic period, would 

* From Brundusium by Paul (Hofmann). 

+ Joint-production of Paul and Luke from the Czsarean imprisonment 
(Ac 23*), 
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represent the converging opinions of many critics, including 

Schenkel (das Christusbild der Apostel, 1879, 130f.), Mangold 

(Romerbrief, 1884, pp. 258 f.), Holtzmann (ZZ. ii. 615 f., ZWT., 

1884, pp. I-10), Weizsiicker (AA. ii. 155-160), von Soden, Cone, 
Jilicher, McGiffert (4A. 463f.), Zahn (RZ. vii. 492-506), 

Rovers (JWVZ. 80f.), Bousset (7'2., 1897, 9-10), J. Réville (Zes 

origines de Vépiscopat, i. 363-366), Pfleiderer (Ure. iii. 280f.), 
Kriiger’s Altchristl. Litteratur® (1898), p. 11; Bacon, Haring 

(SK., 1891, 589-598), Ropes (AA. 269 f.), Goodspeed, Hollmann, 
Wrede’s Lntstehung der Schriften des NT (1907), 82 f.; Willis, 

MacNeill, Windisch, and Perdelwitz. Volter’s theory (7Z., 1908, 

537, nucleus written ¢ A.D. 75 to Rome, but reissued twenty 

years later with additions in 124-8: 5b-13 211-14a 33-4 414_ 7918 7919-25. 28f 
11%. 13-16. 18, 26a. 89f. 7 218-28 7 28-16. 20) had been partially anticipated 
by J. S. F. Chamberlain (Zhe Epistle to the Hebrews, 1904), 
who took Hebrews as addressed to the Jews by a prominent 

Christian (Paul?), and afterwards edited with additions by 

another Christian for Gentile Christians. 

(2) The allusions in the present tense (7° 7° 83> 9-9 13 731°) to the cultus 
by no means imply a date prior to A.D. 70. Nothing is more common 

(Schiirer, H/7P. 1. ii. pp. 268 f.), in writings subsequent to that date, Jewish 
(Josephus, Anzzg. ili. 6. 7-12, Apion. i. 7, ii. 8. 23) and Christian (Clem. 
Rom. 40-41 ; Justin, Dza/. 107, Diognetus 3, and Barnabas), than such refer- 

ences. They denote a literary method, not any contemporary existence of 
the practices or places mentioned. Besides, 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 (4) it is no argument for a pre-7o 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 éyyis dp@avicuod) means simply that the old régime, 

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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while (d) 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 does not find any typical 
significance in the number,—which in this case would be merely a round 
term (cp. Mk 13%, Ac 1°) for a generation. It is only on one form of the 
Palestinian (Jerusalem) hypothesis that any allusion can be found in 137 to 

the death of James ; and even on the post-7o 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 quem 
is fixed by Clemens Romanus (see above, pp. 430f.), the 
terminus a guo by the familiarity of the writer with some of 

Paul’s epistles, and probably with 1 Peter (see above, pp. 439 f.). 

Like the latter, Hebrews, with its indifference to the burning 

questions of the Law and circumcision, reflects a period 
when Paul’s efforts had settled the problem of Jew and Gentile 
in the early church. 

Of the Pauline epistles (cp. Briickner’s Chron. 236-241; Holtzmann, 
ZWT., 1867, pp. 18f.), Romans is pretty clearly used, as is only natural 

in an epistle written by a dddcxados 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 florzlegium ; but Ro 41"?! seems to underlie He 111 19, and 

further instances of the same dependence may be traced, ¢.g., in Ro 117= 

eos nia ene ROA] siento" sour — leaks o 25—Te 
Rt Cong — Hey aio te — He 2) r Cory — He 2) 11 ‘Co. 157" 
Slhe 2) a Co Meta itis 1 @ (Op Chelsie Gm Cap ee Sieh 
and Galatians (3!'=He 6°, 3%=He 22, 47f—He 12” 13), and Phil 2% 

=e i, Ph a Hews Phil 44 — He 127%)! "Der Gedankengang 
bewegt sich in voller Selbsténdigkeit, die Anlehnung an Paulus ist daher 

immer frei und ungefahr, meistens vermutlich rein gedichtnismissig’ (Wrede, 

p- 54). Of the seven words peculiar, in the NT, to Heb. and the Pastorals, 
dmé\avots is used in entirely different senses (He 11%=1 Ti 6"), as is 

épéyecOar (111°=1 Ti 3} 61°), while the remainder (ddiAdpyvpos, BEBnXos, 
éxtpémecOat, dverducuds, and mpddndos) 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%?34 as an allusion to the theatrical 
displays (@catpifopevor) which accompanied Nero’s outburst 

against the Roman Christians is not necessary, in view of the 
use of Oéarpov in 1 Co 4°; the language is too general and even 

mild ; and the reference in 10%4 is not to legal confiscation of 

property (cp. on this Klette’s Christenkatastrophe unter Nero, 
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1907, 43f.), 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 Aeligio 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 
(ovaw péxpis aiparos, 124) they have been spared. This is the 

point, ¢.g., of the enigmatic and allegorical passage in 13%, where 
he summons thém, after the example of Jesus (cp. 127), not to 

break with Judaism,—such a realistic use of rapeufody 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. 424). The reproach of Christ which 
they are to bear is that cheerfully borne by Moses long ago 

(1125-6), 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 (Natpevovres of Christians, as in 9” 

1278) do not partake (in 13!° oxyvj 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 Adyos Tod Aeob (13) or xdpts 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, Ure. i. 325f.). When @vocacripoy is 

* The association of @wribéyres (10°), especially in connection with a 

metaphorical allusion to eating, suggests the phraseology of the Greek 
mysteries (cp. ERE. viil. 54 f.; Wobbermin’s Relzgzonsgeschichtliche Studen, 

pp. 154f.), as in Eph 178 3°, 2 Ti 1!°. Similarly, the reference in 12)*”, 
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identified with the Lord’s table, it becomes possible to hear (cp. above, p. 389) 

an early protest against the realistic sacramental view of the Lord’s supper 
which sought to base its efficacy on conceptions of communion popular 
among the pagan mysteries. The writer controverts these by means of 
arguments drawn from the Levitical system of Judaism, not because he has 
the latter directly in view, but because his method of working from the OT 
enables him to prove that Jesus, as the perfect sin-offering, superseded all such 
religious devices; the spurious and superstitious tendencies of pagan com- 

munion to which these readers were exposed were part and parcel of a system 
which the sacrifice of Christ had entirely antiquated, by realising the religious 
instincts latent in pre-Christian and non-Christian sacrifices (cp. P. Gardner, 
Historic View of the NT*, 1904, 234f.). There is to be no eating of the copa 

Xpicrod. The author of the Fourth gospel’s attitude is less uncompromising 
and unambiguous than that of the author of Hebrews, though, like the 
significant omission of the Lord’s supper in Eph. (see above, p. 389), 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. Zext.—The text has suffered early injuries, though seldom in 

important passages. The difficult and early variant xwpls, for xdprre in 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 bwép mavrés (Origen) or yevonrar (Zimmer, Weiss). But 

xwpis is as likely to have been smoothed out into xdpr7t, and in this case one 

must either conjecture that the phrase xwpls Qeod originally lay after (or as a 

marginal gloss to) dvuméraxroy in v.8, or assume that some primitive corrup- 

tion underlies the text of v.9 (Baljon, Theol. Studién, 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 tots axotcuacw (= ‘ things 

heard’), The parenthesis 6 Aads yap ém’ abris vevouobérnrat (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, of. czt. 216f. The conjecture HACIONA for 

TTAEIONA in 11% (so Cobet and Vollgraff; cp. Maynard in 2xf.7 vii. 

163f.) is not more than plausible, and the emendation (Blass ; cp. C. K6n- 
necke’s Beztrige zur Erklirung des NT, 1896, p. 15) of 11°” into kal odx 

jupicxer avtod Odvaros (Orig., Clem. Rom. 9?) is not even plausible. The 

same may be said of the proposal to omit rof7 or. THs capkds atrod as a 
later gloss (The Ep. to the Hebrews, by two Clerks, 1912, p. 40) in 107%, 

and of Field’s hypothesis (Motes on Translation of NT, 233) that kal airy 
Zdppa in 11" is an interpolated marginal comment. In 11° érewpdcOnoay 
is either (cp. WEI’s note) a corruption of some less general term like émp7- 

cOynoav or enupdcbycay or éverrpyobyoay, or a dittography of the previous 

émpis@noav (Naber, Bakhuyzen), or a marginal gloss which originally (€zepa- 

@noav) explained wetpay €XaBov (F. Field). 
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§ 1. Contents and outline.—The brief address (11) closes with 
the (p. 48) Greek salutation xa/pew, and this is caught up in the 
first of the following five paragraphs with which the homily opens 

(wacav xapav yynoacbe xrd.). The thread on which these are 
loosely strung together is the thought of zepacyds. The first 
paragraph is a statement of z. as part of the divine discipline 
for perfecting (7éXeor) the Christian character (174). This 
suggests (ev pydevt Aetropevor, Ei 8€ tis tydv deirerat codias), 

though not very relevantly,* a word on the need of sincere faith + 

* The writer has in mind Sap 9°: ¢hough a man be perfect (rédevos) among 
the sons of men, yet tf the wisdom (copia) that zs 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 (cp. H. A. A. Kennedy, £x.8 ii. 39-52). 

7 Luther’s marginal note on 1° (as on 5/*) is: ‘‘der einzige und beste Ort 
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in praying for practical guidance in life (15%). Then, as the 
insincere person or avyp divyxos, a familiar type and figure in the 

older Jewish literature, was unstable (adxatdoraros év raoats tats 
ddots avrod, 18, cp. 3° 16, Sir 125, En g1*) owing to his half-hearted 
attachment to the divine codia, the writer adds a paragraph (1°44 
kavydoOw dé xrA.) on the fate of the rich man who fades év rats 
mopetaus® avrov—the timely loss of wealth thus being in reality a 

blessing, a zretpaopds for which he should be thankful.fj A word 

on the reward for enduring trial (1!) follows. Logically and 
strictly it resumes the thought of 14, but the writer is reproducing 

the sequence of thought in Sir (34) 315! d/essed ts the rich man 

who goeth (éropev6n) not after gold. Whois he? Verily we will 

call him blessed (paxaptotpev). . . . Who hath been tried thereby 
(edoxyacOn) and found perfect (érehewn)? Then let him glory 

(€oTw «is kavynow). Here, however (paxdpios avip os tropeve 

Teipag pov, OTL SdKijos yevopevos KTX.), the conception of the sphere 
of zetpacpos is broadened to cover poor and rich alike, just as its 
reward is made eschatological (cp. Sap 5! the just live for ever 

. . they shall recetve—dynyovrai—the diadem of beauty from the 
hand of the Lord, Zec 6* LXX). The writer then meets a current 

objection (1; cp. Judas 16) by proving that the origin of 
metpagpos lies not in God, whose gifts are only good,t but in the 

lusts of human nature; and the ideas of Gn 3, suggested by the 
latter thought (114), lead him to contrast the birth of sin from 
lust with the new creative word of the gospel (118), which is 
God’s supreme gift to mankind. The condition of receiving this 

gift is threefold. First, meekness (11°), the spirit that refuses to 
resent God’s dealings or to flame up (xax‘a = malice) in irritation 

against other people. Secondly, while the perfect (7éAetos) 
Christian must be guick to hear (11), it is the hearing which is 

in, der ganzen Epistel.” For Luther’s opinions, see Walther in SA. (1893) 
pp- 595f., and Meinertz, of. cz¢. pp. 216f. The liberal criticism of Cardinal 

Cajetan and some others in that age is outlined by Simon, Hestozre Critique 
du Texte du NT, pp. 189 f. 

* Corssen (GGA., 1893, pp. 594 f.) prefers to read, with minuscule 30, evzro- 
pelats (so Mangey and Bakhuyzen; cp. Baljon, Zheo/. Studién, 1891, pp. 377 f.). 

+ The similar Jewish teaching of Akiba is discussed by Bacher in his 

Agada d. Tannaiten*, i. (1903) pp. 320f. Job’s sufferings (cp. 5%) were one 
of Akiba’s favourite illustrations of zecpacués (see above, p. 33). 

+ In 1” it is tempting to place 4 after tpom‘js instead of before it, especially 
in view of Sap 7'7-'8 (rporv ddd\ayas Kat weraBodas Karpov); so Koennecke, 

Eimendationen zu Stellen des NT (1908, BFT. xii.), pp. 12f. 
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followed by practical obedience (12225). Thirdly, not talk * but 
charity and chastity form the true worship of God (1! slow to 

speak, 16-27) the Father (cp. Ps 68°). 
The implicit antithesis between pagan and Christian Opyoxeia 

then leads the writer t to denounce an abuse within (cuvaywy7v) 
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 

(215). Before our Lord of glory (or, the Lord, our Glory), social 
and human glories are of no account. Besides, the poor are the 
chosen of God (25), and the overbearing un-Christian conduct } 
of the rich entitles them to no such respect (27); 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 38), for the law is a unity (21°). Furthermore, 
the writer adds, gathering up the thoughts of 11%? as well as of 
21-11, this law which regulates words and deeds alike is a daw of 

freedom, t.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 2812, En 98126, Test. Zeb 81), mercilessness is the un- 
pardonable sin, whereas the merciful soul need have no fear of 

the final judgment (21°). 
Having thus put the antithesis between the true Christian 

faith (21) and the favouritism which breeds injustice, the writer 
develops§ the idea of hardheartedness (2°1%) in a pungent 

* With 179 and 17° compare the famous saying of R. Simeon (P2rke Aboth 
i. 18; Derenbourg’s LZ’ H2stozre et la géogr. de la Palestine, i. pp. 271 f.), 119” 
(slow to anger)= Pirke Aboth ii. 10 (R. Eliezer b. Hyrcanus). With 1°67 cp. 
the eighth reason given by R. Eleazar b. Jehuda (Sadéath, 326 f.) for trouble 
in life, viz., filthy speech, which causes widows and orphans to wail (cp. Is 
91°) ; also Wedarim, 40a, for the supreme duty of visiting the sick. 

+ Reversing the sequence of Ps (81) 821°, where God’s presence ¢v 
cuwaywyn 9eGv is made a reason for refusing to respect sinners and for being 
just to orphans and poor folk, just as in Sir (32) 35!*! men are warned 
against offering sacrifice to God at the expense of practical charity and justice, 
since otk éotw map aire ddéa mpocwrov.. . od AHnuWerat mpbcwmrov emi 

TTwWXOD . . . ov ph Urepldy ixerlay dppavod, kal xjpav édy éexxéy Nadia. 

+ With 2° (rxovow duds els Kpernjpia) compare Deissmann’s restoration 

of the second of the (second series) Oxyrhynchite Logia, of €\xovres quads [eis 

Ta KpiTnpia] KTA (LA. 437 f.). 

§ Unless (see below, p. 463) 4!* originally lay here, 
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section (21426), 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), not as a substitute for 
true faith (214), but as a danger to it. Since Christian teachers * 
by their profession were specially liable to this sin, they are first 

of all mentioned (31), but the counsel at once broadens out (37% 
amavtes, cp. 119 was avOpwros, 176 ef tis xrd.) into a general 

philippic against the mischievous power (3°) and inconsistency 
(3%) + of evil words. The connection between this and the fol- 

lowing definition of the criteria of true copia (3}*!7) becomes 
visible in the light of the author’s intimate acquaintance with the 
Wisdom-literature, where (e.g. in Sir 24°) the wisdom of the 

teacher is compared to a stream. So here the allusion to fresh 

fountains (3/12) helps to introduce a contrast between the false 
codia, whose notes are bitterness and factiousness (3!*!6), and 

the true celestial copia (317) with its good fruits (contrast 31). 
Carrying on the metaphor as well as the thought of peace (31), 

the writer then contrasts the future reward of the peaceable (318) 
with the wrangling and dissatisfaction evident on all sides 

among those who practised the false codia as their rule of life 
(41°). 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 
(47-1), 

The next brief paragraph against defamation and censorious- 
ness (411-12), 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 

* Trenzeus (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 d.ddcxador, who 

survived mpo¢7rac in the early church, cp. Harnack, AZAC. i. 354f. 

+ The conception of man as made in Goa’s likeness (3°) was a fundamental 

principle of Akiba’s ethic (see, ¢.g., Pérke Aboth iii. 14). R. Simon ben Azzai 

ranked this even higher than neighbourly love (cp. Bacher’s Agada d. 
Tannatten*, i. 417 f.). For the connection of 3°° with Herakleitus, see E. 

Pfleiderer (/P7Z. xiii. 177-218) ; for Philonic sources, Siegfried’s hz/o, pp. 
311f. In 3° James has used, for his own purpose, an Orphic phrase ; for 6 77s 
polpas Tpoxds Kal THs yevéoews and 6 KiKXos Tijs yevéoews, see Rohde’s Psyche’, 

ii. 123, Stiglmayr in BZ. (1913) 49-52, and Lobeck’s Fragm. 797 f. 

+ On the duty of generosity among teachers, see A/eg¢//a, 28a. 
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(43-17 dye viv xrd.) for ignoring God in their plans for future 
acquisition, and wealthy landowners (5! aye vov xrA.) for their 
personal selfishness and for defrauding their employés. The 
closing words of the latter denunciation (55, cp. Sir 34” 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 (57!) in view of 
the near approach of the Lord. Above all, Christians must 
refuse to take an oath (5!*1%) 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 (51%18),+ and the homily 
abruptly ends with an encouragement to the reclaiming of 
backsliders (519°). t 

§ 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., miotis, sofia, and wetpacpos ; but after 

41! 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 

*‘O dixaros in 5° is generic (from Sir 50%! 27°), but it is a curious coin- 

cidence that James of Jerusalem had this titie from Jews and Christians alike, 

according to Hegesippus (cp. Eus. #. £. ii. 23). Justin (Dza/. 16) uses 

almost the same language about the responsibility of the Jews for the murder 

of Jesus. 
¢ The effect of a pious man’s prayer for rain is a commonplace in con- 

temporary Jewish (cp. é.g. Taanith, 25b) and Christian (Tert. ad Scag. 4, Vita 
Polykarfi, 29, etc.) tradition. Against the Romanists, who twisted Ja 514 into 
a warrant for their sacrament of extreme unction, Luther thundered (De Bady/. 
Capt. ecclesie preludium): ‘‘si uspiam deliratum est, hoc loco preecipue 

deliratum est. Omitto enim, quod hanc epistolam apostoli Jacobi non esse, nec 
apostolico spiritu dignam multi ualde probabiliter asserant, licet consuetudine 
autoritatem, cuiuscungue 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 Hauft- 
probleme der Gnosis (1907), pp. 297 f., and FG. iv. 175 f. 

+ The teaching about forgiveness is not exactly un-Christian, but it falls 
far short not only of the Pauline gospel, but of the primitive Christian colloca- 
tion of forgiveness with faith in Jesus Christ. 
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poems of 1831, though the various paragraphs of this homily are 
semi-detached, they too 

““Have moved in order, to each other bound 

By a continuous and acknowledged tie, 
Though unapparent ”— 

unapparent, that is, to those who do not approach them from 

the Wisdom-literature on which they are so closely modelled in 
form as well as in spirit. Thus the analogous abruptness with 

which Sap 19”2 and Sir 512° end, 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 (cp. J. E. Symes, 
Interpreter, 1913, 406 f.); so, e.g., 3-18 (the essay of an Alexandrian 

scribe, von Soden), 4119 (Jacoby, VZ £¢hik, pp. 170f.), 516 

(Jacoby and Oesterley), or 415 (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 isa 
homily or tract in epistolary form (cp. Deissmann, Lzdle Studies, 

pp. 52-53), though, like Hebrews, it may have 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 év 77 
diaczropa (11) were organised so closely as to render the circula- 
tion 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 218 (cp. P. Mehlhorn in PAZ, 1900, 192-194, and G. Karo, zdzd. 

pp. 159-160), where Pfleiderer (Uc. iv. 304) and Baljon read od épya éxets, 

Kayo mlorw éxw (after codex Corbeiensis) |—which is unconvincing, since 
218» is the reply of the genuine Christian to 2'®* (so, recently, J. H. Ropes, 

*In his Zzschreden (quoted by Kawerau, p. 368): ‘‘Ich halt, dass sie 

irgendein Jude gemacht hab, welcher wol hat horen von Christo laéuten aber 
nicht zusammenschlagen.” 

+ On the general problem of the Vulgate text of Jas., cp. Belser’s essay in 
7Q., 1908, 329-339 ; and, for other emendations of this particular passage, 

E. Y. Hincks in /2L., 1899, pp. 199-202, with Ropes’ note (pp. 208 f.). 
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Exp.” v. 547-556). (4) In the equally difficult (cp. Bruston in R7QR., 
1896, 433-436, and Pott, of. czt. pp. 329-355) passage, 4°, where E. Paret 
(SK., 1907, 234f.) takes mpds (=zepl) d0dvov with what precedes, érurode? 

(sc. pOévos) beginning the quotation and Gn 4’ being the scripture before the 
writer’s mind (referring to Kain, as int Jn 3!1*), Kirn (SA., 1904, 127 f. 

and 593-604) and Koennecke (pp. 15f.) read (rdv) @edv for Odvov, while 

Baljon would omit mpds POdvoy . . . dd Aéyer as a gloss (Hottinger and 

Schulthess omit pelfova . . . xdpuv, the latter conjecturing that melfova was 

originally a marginal comment at the end of the verse, as if pw. 7% Tots 

vmepnpavo.s), which isat least better than regarding the words as a parenthesis. 

One or two minor suggestions of transposition have been made; e.g. 

that 276 originally * came after 27%, or 4!” after 117 (278*), or éOnoaupicare év 

éoxdrais nucpars (5°) after 51 (Koennecke), as, e.g., Pérke Aboth i. 15 should 
probably follow i. 12, The passage 4"! (see above, p. 459) 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 
214; cp. 2/215 with 44-12, and 4” followed by 2)‘, 

The ordinary interpretation of 7d réXos xuplov 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 is referred to ‘exitus Domini,’ 

in spite of the adjoining OT examples, by Bois (SX., 1886, 365-366) 
who puts tiv... eldere in brackets and takes é7e with paxaplfouer, as 

well as by Bischoff (ZWW., 1906, 274-279), who proposes to put léof.. . 

Umouelvavtas after eldere: while Koennecke (pp. 17-18) again regards xuplov 

not as a genztzvus auctoris, but as a primitive corruption of av’rov (z.e. Job). 

The suspicions cast on 5! by Kiihl (Dee Stellung des Jakobusbriefs, pp. 73 f.) 
are due to his a grzorz views of the law in Jas. See the note of Schulthess 
(p. 180: ‘‘ Bahrdtius censet, que vv. 14-16 legantur, ab illis uerbis 
dNelWavres ab’rov usque ad hic érws are manus haud nimium religiosz 
additamentum esse ; atque sine ullo sententiarum detrimento abesse posse 
iudicat Hottingerus, cum que ante et post leguntur, obliteratis his uerbis 
apte cohzereant. . . . Haud sufficit ad crimen interpolationis si quid salua 
cuwadeia orationis praetermitti possit”). Jacoby (WZ Z7¢hzk, 153f., 193f.) 

ascribes 5!? (p. 174) to a redactor who added ~yyGpaz like those of 11°-*° and 
438-15 (16-17), 

§ 3. Sitwation.—The author is a Christian didaoxados (com- 
pare and contrast 3/7 with He 51), 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 suam regemque probatur, mali 
exempli est populo Christi. Hine facile colligi posset, infidelibus fidem 
nullam habendam esse. Ceterum apostolis ignoscendum, si quando 
dormitabant” (pp. 129-130). 
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rhetoric of the darpy87, 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, ZU. xi. 1. pp. 110 f.). 

The address /o the twelve tribes of the dispersion (17) denotes, not Christians 
of Jewish birth, but Christendom in general conceived under the cecumenical 
symbol of ancient Israel (cp. Gal 6", Rev 7" 211); it is probably an 

abbreviated form of 1 P 11. The term for their ecclesiastical organisation is 
éxkAnola (54); the phrase els cuvarywyhv bdr (2”) means znfo your gathering or 

meeting (cp. He 10% ; Ignat. ad Polyk. 4? wuxvérepov cvvaryuryal yuwwécOwoay 5 

Theoph. ad Autolyk. 2! dé5wxev 6 Beds TO Kooum.. . Tas cwaywyds, 
heyouévas dé éxkAyolas daylas, etc.), not a literal synagogue in which a 

majority of Jewish Christians had obtained administrative authority.* 
Abraham is the father of these Christians (27!, cp. Hebrews, Paul, and Clem. 

Rom.), and Christianity is described as the ferfect law of freedom (1*), which 

means not the Zorah but the Adyos or revelation of God in Jesus Christ 
as the nascent catholicism of the later church viewed it (cp. Barn 2° 6 xasvds 
véuos Tod Kuplov Huay Inood Xpiorod dvev fuvyod SovNlas; Justin’s Dzal. 124; 

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. Zuvaywyy 
was a term taken over from Greek worship (=annual gatherings of religious 
cults) as an equivalent of éxkAyola (cp. Heinrici in Z/V7., 1876, pp. 523f., 
and Harnack on the parallel passage in Hermas, Aland. xi. 9), though 

the Ebionites were almost alone in preferring it to the latter term (Epiph. 
xxx. 18). The absence of éricxoro in 514 is no proof of a very 
primitive period. Here and there churches existed, long after the first 
century, which had no officials save mpeoBirepor and d:ddcxado. Dionysius 
of Alexandria, e.g. (Eus. H. £. 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 
cecumenical homily was due to its original #z/zew in a comparatively obscure 
(Nazarene ?) circle. 
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proclaims a law of freedom—the correcting motive being much the same as 
that of a passage like 1 Ti 1®*. There is no reference in the epistle which 
necessarily involves the Jewish Christian character of the readers—not even 
219, which is more apt as the definition of a monotheism which would 
distinguish a Gentile Christian’s faith from his pagan polytheism. Pagan 
outsiders did occasionally attend the worship of the early Christians (cp. 27% 
with 1 Co 147%), but, in face of the Christian admonitions in 1" (cp. 
1 Co 61), it is not necessary to suppose that the rich persons of 27% 418% 51-6 
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 azctor ad 
Hebyeos ; his horizon is cecumenical 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 zéoris of 
Ja 2 1*6 is an acceptance of the divine voues as an impulse and 
standard of moral conduct; the caricature of it, which he 

denounces, is a belief which is divorced from good behaviour. 
Paul could never have used the term dead faith (2”°),¢ although 
he had often in mind the same ethical fruitlessness which roused 

the indignation of James. Furthermore, what James calls épya, 

Paul described as /rutts of the Spirit (Gal 5"); to Paul épya are 
€pya. vouov, and over against them he sets wio7is. The idea that 
a man was justified by works and faith combined (Ja 24) is 
contrary to the genius of Paul’s religion, and thus, although both 
James and he agree in their demand for an ethical faith, the 
demand is based upon different conceptions of what faith means. 

* Modern harmonising discussions have seldom advanced far beyond 
Augustine’s explanation, (Migne, xl. pp. 87f., 211): ‘non sunt sibi contrarize 

duorum apostolorum sententiz 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, que fidem pracedunt, iste de iis, que 
fidem sequuntur ; sicut etiam ipse Paulus multis locis ostendit.” For the 
history of opinion, see Bartmann, pp. 2f.; Reuss, V7. § 143, and 

Holtzmann, V7 7%. ii. 329f. 

f Luther’s indignant comment on this verse is ; ‘‘ Ei Maria, Gottes Mutter, 

wie eine arme similitudo ist das! Confert fidem corpori, cum potius anime 
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 duxacodrat ex 
TITTEWS. 

§ 4. Literary connections—While no literary connection 

between Jas. and either Hebrews or the Apocalypse is demon- 
strable, the dependence of the epistle upon not only 1 P. (see 

above, p. 338) but some of Paul’s epistles (especially Romans, 
eg. 124=Ro 5%, 18=Ro 42, 12=Ro 215, 21 = Ro 2222, 2M 

Ro 4!, 224=Ro 328, 41=Ro 723, 44 7=Ro 87, 44=Ro 2!; also 

15 = 1 Co 318 Gal 68, 285=1 Co 217, 34=1 Co 2/4, 2° = Gabe 

Ro 13%, 210=Gal 58, 445=Gal 517), is plain. It would be 
gratuitous scepticism, in view of the polemic in 2™*, 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. 146=Eph 4”, 
513f = Eph 519 618) are indecisive. 

The reminiscences of the synoptic tradition indicate a predilection for 
their Matthzean form (e.g, 1°°=Mt 7%, 3=Mt 5°, 512= Mt 5°), 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), ¢.g. in U=Lk 11°, 17= Lk 118, 

q=-—Lk 6%, 25—6™, 215f and 37 with Lk 34 12% and 16%, 3'=Lk 125, 
A= Lk 1638, qis-b = Tk 1216-21. 4v= Lk 24"; aaa and 5v=Lk a 

There is the same fusion of Wisdom-ideas with the tradition and formation 
of the evangelic logia, and the same attitude | towards wealth which has led 
many writers to ascribe a sort of Ebionistic sympathy to Luke (cp. 2&2. ii. , 
1841). This neighbourhood to the Lucan writings will further explain the 
apparent coincidences t between Jas. and the speech and pastoral letter of 
Ac 15133, Xalpew is the common epistolary salutation (used by Lk. in 
Ac 2376) ; neither it nor the equally natural dxotcare ddekpol wou 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, WZ. i. 430-438; Reuss, 

Weiffenbach, and von Soden. 
+ 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 epzst. Jacobé 

cum epist, et ovat. eiusdem Actis inserta utiliter comparanda (1795). 
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The data provided by Clem. Rom. hardly seem to warrant 
the conclusion (held, e.g., by Hilgenfeld, Spitta, Hort, Parry: 
pp. 73-74; Mayor, and Zahn) that Jas. was before the mind of 

that writer. The citations in 23? (=Ja 1%) and 307 (=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 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 (44*=Clem. Rom. 215; 4!= 

Clem. Rom. 465, cp. Plato’s Phed. 66 C; 3%=Clem. Rom. 382, 
ep: Sir 3) 12h — Clem. Rom. 131) due to ‘community’ ef 

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 Z/dad and Modad (see above, 
p. 32), or the OT, but others are fairly unambiguous; e.g. the 
repeated collocations of the divine zvedya with katoxicey (45= 

Mand. iii. 1, Sim. v. 6. 5-7, cp. Mand. v. 2. 5-7), of dupvxia with 
prayers (1*8= Mand. ix. passim), of bridling (xaAwaywyeiv) and 
taming (37 *®= Mand. xii. 1. 1-2) ; 47 = Mand. xii. 2. 4, 4. 7, 5. 

2; 48= Vs. il. 2. 2, and a number of minor resemblances like 

those of 18= Mand. v. 2. 7; 25+ 516 = Sim. ii. 5 3 27+ 52= Sim. viii. 
6.4.5.3° = Sim. 120.19, Mand. a. 2.13), se (el) = Mand, ix, os ; 
5l4= Vis. il. 9. 4-6, etc. These data (deployed by Spitta, of. cit. 

382f.; Zahn, Hirt d. Hermas, 396-409 ; Dr. C. Taylor in Journ. 

of Philology, xviii. 297 f., and Dr. J. Drummond in WVZA. 108- 

113) indicate not simply a common atmosphere (Ropes), 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 ferminus ad 

guem 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 (/BL., 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 9 depopevy “laxwBov erictodn (Ln Joann. tom. xix. 6), and 

(on Mt 135°) 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 (#7. £. 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 ” (77. Z. ii. 23). Some deemed 
it pseudonymous (see below, p. 472). 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 com- 

paratively 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 advocated, e.g. by Neander, Theile, Bunsen, Ritschl, 

Hofmann, Schegg, Mangold, Lechler, Erdmann, Alford (¢ a.D. 
45), Bassett, Huther, Weiss, Beyschlag, Blanc-Milsand (Ztude 

sur Torigine et le développement de la Théol. Apostolique, 1884, 

pp. 36-57), Salmon (JZ. 448-468), Carr, Gibson, F. H. 

Kriiger (Revue Chrét., 1887, 605f., 686f.), Meyrick (Smith’s 

DB? 1520-1522), Bartlet (4A. 217-250), Stevens (VZTh. 249- 

252), A. van Heeren (Codlationes Brugenses, xvii. 316 f.), Patrick, 

Mayor, Zahn, Belser, and Meinertz. The salient objections to 
this hypothesis are: (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 difficult to understand its com- 

parative oblivion for two centuries. (¢) While it would be 
naively uncritical to assume that the vices denounced by the 
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homily must have taken nearly a century to develop in early 

Christianity, on the other hand they are not specifically Jewish. 

Their soil is human nature, not Jewish. (c) While the range of 
education open to Galileans is not to be underrated—Jesus him- 
self may have known some of the Wisdom writings (see above, 

p. 26),—it is hardly conceivable that a man like James should 
possess the wide culture, the acquaintance with classical as well 
as Jewish writings (LXX., not Hebrew), the rhetorical and 
idiomatic Greek style,* and the power of literary expression 
and allusion which characterise this writing. (d@) The entire 

absence of allusions to the proofs of the resurrection (after 1 Co 
15”) and the messianic claims of Jesus, even where (e.g. at 21M4f 
4"f. 514) they would have been to the point. To suppose that 
these could be taken for granted at this period of Christianity, 
especially among Jews or Jewish Christians of the diaspora, is 

to violate historical probabilities even more seriously than to 
posit such an attitude to the moral and ceremonial Law on the 

part of the rigid James { prior to Paul’s propaganda. 

A final difficulty (e), that the epistle presupposes a knowledge 
of the Pauline gospel and epistles, is obviated by the hypothesis 
which would relegate the composition of the epistle to the 

seventh decade, though still adhering to the authorship of James. 
This view, which was formerly held by Mill (Prolegomena, p. 7) 
and Hug, is championed by Schafer (Zix/. 304f.), Trenkle 
(Zinl. 210f.), Scholten, Cornely, Weiffenbach, Bleek, Farrar 

(Zarly Days of Christianity, 309-311), Sabatier, Hort (/C. 148), 

Felten, Jacoby (V7 LEthik, 200f.), T. A. Gurney (ZZ. xiv. 
320f.), Parry (a.D. 62, or a few years later), Bartmann, and 
Barth, mainly on the ground that the matter-of-fact and even 

cursory tone in which the Christian principles are mentioned 

shows that “these have been thoroughly assimilated by the 
minds and consciences both of the writer and of his readers. 
We are at a late stage rather than an early stage in the develop- 
ment of the Christian conscience, social and individual” (Parry, 

* Some, ¢.g. Sabatier (pp. 132f.), 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. 

tIt is usually assumed that James of Jerusalem was the author, not James 

the brother of John (Ac 127). The tradition of the church has never been 
quite unanimous on the relationship between James the brother of Jesus and 
James the son of Alphzeus. 
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op. cit. p. 31). On this view the epistle might be written by 
James (partly before his conversion, Symes?) to Paul’s Jewish 
Christian converts in Syria and Cilicia (Gal 11: so, e.g., Kuhl 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 invective 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! Paul himself 

distinctly conveys the impression that the intruders from 

Jerusalem were emissaries of James (rues ard “IaxwBov) who 

claimed his authority for acting on behalf of rigorous Jewish 
Christians. Unless, however, we assume a modificatidn 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, 3, 

c, and in part d@), still operate against this hypothesis, and the additional 
drawback emerges, that no reference occurs to questions like circumcision and 
the general problem of the Law, which were organic to the controversy 
between Paul and James over the relations of Jewish and Gentile Christians. 

It is such considerations which have suggested a later period for the composi- 
tion of this pastoral. ‘‘ Nous ne serons donc pas étonnés de voir la critique 
contemporaine pencher de plus en plus vers l’opinion que cette épitre de 
Jacques date du second 4ge et a été en partie écrite pour réagir contre une 
tendance, peut-étre mal appréciée, laquelle elle-méme n’appartenait pas aux 
débuts de ’enseignement apostolique ” (Reuss, Les épitres catholiques, p. 117). 

A later date, prior to the end of the first century, is advo- 

cated generally by Hilgenfeld (Ziz/. 537-542), Klopper, S. 
Davidson (doubtfully), MeGiffert (4A. 579-585), J. Réville (Zes 
origines de Vépiscopat, pp. 230 f.), A. H. Blom (‘de achtergrond 
van den Jakobusbrief,’ 77., 1881, 439-449), Bacon (ZZ. 158- 
165), von Soden (doubtfully), and Rovers (Zin/. 93). A date 
¢. A.D. 100 is favoured by Knopf (2VZ. 34-35), while others 
(e.g. Baur, Church History, Eng. tr. i. 128-130; Schwegler, /VZ. 
i. 413 f., 441 f, and Volkmar, ZWT., 1861, p. 427) fix generally 

* So, e.g., Gould (V77%. 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 Alphzeus (Meinertz) or the son of Joseph and Mary, at 
least as much as in Peter (see above, p. 334). 
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on the period of the pastoral epistles or on that of Hermas (e.g. 
Holtzmann and Pfleiderer’s U7c. iv. 293 f., regarding Jas. as a pro- 

test against the secularising tendencies of contemporary Christi- 

anity).* Briickner (CZron. 60 f., 287 f.) assigns it to a conventicle 

of Jewish Christian Essenism, during the reign of Hadrian; 
Jilicher (Z7n/Z. § 16), like Usteri (SX., 1889, 211-256) and Grafe, 
thinks of the period a.D. 125-150; Peake (Z/V7. 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- Ig) conjectures ¢ A.D. 150, Ropes, A.D. 75-125, and W. 
Wrede (Zuistehung der Schriften des NT, 91-92), A.D. 110-140. 

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 + background of a nascent 
elementary stage in Christianity, at which the appreciation of 
Jesus was still meagre, but in the light of such moralistic 
tendencies and features as emerged in certain circles of Christi- 

anity towards the opening of the second century, when for 

various reasons, as Klopper puts it, the moral deficiencies of 
Christian conduct were being covered by the withered fig-leaves 

of an intellectual belief, and a higher legalism was promulgated 
as an antidote. The atmosphere and situation resemble the 

moralism of the Didaché; 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 givenup. The range of the homily does 
not include such hints of its environment. 

The blanched Christology of the Didaché 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 (4/7. ii. 120-123), 
and Cone (£&2. 2321 f.). Those who are satisfied with the proofs of the 
epistle’s use by Clem. Rom. are naturally able to place it within the first 
century. Otherwise, Hermas furnishes the ¢ermznus ad guem, just as Romans 
or I Peter the zermznus a quo. 

+ Ac 157 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 
Thy wlotw Tod Kuplov judy "Incod Xpiorod ris ddEns as a summary of the 

preceding paragraphs, as if the Lord Jesus Christ here were an embodiment 
of 6 €uduros Néyos, 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 11. (a) The pseudony- 

mous hypothesis arose early (see the early prologue to the 
cath. epp. discussed in Revue Bénéd., 1906, 82 f.; and Jerome, 

uir. inlustr. 2: “Jacobus, qui appellatur frater Domini, unam 

tantum scripsit epistolam, que de septem catholicis est; que 
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 drooroXos in 1}, as in rt P 11, 2 P 1?) tells against this 

theory. If a second-century writer, who wished to counteract 
some ultra-Paulinists (cp. 2 P 316), had chosen the name of the 

revered head of the Jerusalem church (so, e.g., S. Davidson, Grafe, 

Julicher), why did he 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). (4) 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 
preebuerit occasionem ut hzc epistola Iacobo apostolo ascrib- 
eretur, cum fuerit alterius cuiusdam Jacobi,” Pfleiderer, 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, 11 may be taken in whole or part as an addition 

of the early church (so Harnack, ZU. ii. 2. 106f., and ACZ. il. 
1. 485-491; Bacon, JVZ. 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, Zxf.7 iii. 174-184) that the writing was originally 

a collection of logia with comments made by James the brother 

of Jesus, and issued in his name after A.D. 70 as a treatise on 

practical Christianity, helps to reconcile the late circulation of 

the book with its primitive character, and clears up the address ; 

but it does not explain 214°, and it lies open to most of the 
objections valid against any theory of apostolic authorship, 

though it is better than Weizsaicker’s (AA. ii. 27f.) similar 

hypothesis of an Ebionitic anti-Pauline tract, containing glosses 

and expansions of Matthzean 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’épitre de 
Jacques, est-elle l’ceuvre d’un Chrétien?’ RAR., 1895, pp. 249- 

283) to prove that the writing was originally the work of a 
Jewish writer (‘un juif, helléniste, lettré, atteint par la philo- 

sophie grecque, universaliste, connaissant le milieu théologique 
de la Dispersion,’ Massebieau, pp. 270 f.) which has been edited 

and adopted (in 1! 2?) for the uses of the Christian church. 
But, even apart from the lack of allusions to any ritual or legal 

* “Tt 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. 
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usages, which would be natural in a Jewish original, the Christian 
sense of passages like 118 (=the regenerating word, not the 
word of creation), 27 (ro xaAdv dvoua), and 57% (7) mapovota tod 
kupiov), 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 544; 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, 2x." 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!4* 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, #2/. 539f.)—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 Syro, 1770; Schmidt, Bertholdt, 

and Wordsworth, SA. 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 /WV7. iii. 228-230). Besides, it is 

* For adverse discussions, see especially Mayor (Zx/.° vi. 1-14, 321-33 

and in pp. cliv—clxxviii of his edition), van Manen (77., 1897, 398-427: 

‘ Jacobus geen Christen ?’), Wrede (ZC., 1896, 450-451), von Soden (7ZZ., 

1897, 581-584), Adeney (Critical Review, 1896, 277-283), Haupt (SX., 

1896, 747-777), Steck (ZSchw., 1898, pp. 169-188); Harnack (ACZ. ii. 

I. pp. 485-491), R. P. Rose (RB. v. 519-534), and Patrick (James the 

Lord’s Brother, 1906, 337-343). His companion hypothesis of a Jewish 

original for Hermas has met with equal disfavour (cp. Réville in RAR, 
1897, 117-122, and Stahl’s Patrist. Studien, 1901, pp. 299-356). 

+ The best statement of the case for the bi-lingual attainments (Aramaic 
and Greek) of most Palestinians is given by Dr. James Hadley in Zssays 
Philological and Critical (1873), pp. 403 f. 



TWO LETTERS OF JOHN THE PRESBYTER = 475 

highly improbable that any epistle, intended ex hyfothes¢ for circulation 
throughout the diaspora, would be written in Aramaic. Whatever bearing 
the fact has upon the origin of the writing, it should be acknowledged 
frankly that the author, like the azctor ad Hebreos, was thinking, as well 

as composing, in Greek. 

The wide differences of critical opinion upon James are not 

unparalleled in other departments of literary inquiry. Thus 

a very different writing, the C7ris, 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 Aef¢na of the 
Vergilian appendix, and the Mux 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 OF JOHN THE PRESBYTER 
(2 AND 3 JOHN). 

LITERATURE.—In addition to the editions and studies cited below (p. 582) 
under ‘‘The First Epistle of John” :—(a) 2 John: Ritmeier (de Zlecta 

Domina, 1706); C. A. Krigele (de Kuptqa Joannis, 1758); Carpzov 

(Theologica Exegetica, pp. 105-208); H. G. B. Miiller (Comm. in Secundam 

epistolam Ioannis, 1783); C. Klug (De authentia, etc., 1823); F. L. Gachon 

(Authenticité de la 2e et 3¢ épp. de Jean, 1851) ; Knauer (SX, 1833, 452 f.); 
Poggel (Der 2 und 3 Briefe d. Apostel Johannes, 1896)* ; Belser (7Q., 1897, 
150f., review of Poggel); J. Rendel Harris (Ezcp eee pps LOAt))s) NV. 

M. Ramsay (zszd. pp. 354f.); Gibbins (Zxf.° xii, 228-236, 2 John a 
prophetic epistle) ; J. Chapman (/7S, 1904, 357 f., 517 f., ‘The Historical 

Setting of the Second and Third Epistles of St. John’); V. Bartlet (/7S., 
1905, 204-216). (4) 3 John (generally in connection with 2 John): Heu- 

mann’s Commentatio in Joan. ep. UI. (1778); Harnack (7U. xv. 3)*; 

E. C. Selwyn (Zhe Christian Prophets and the Prophetic Apocalypse, 1900, 
133 f.); B. Bresky (Das Verhdltniss d. zweiten Johannesbriefes zum dritten, 

1906); U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (Hermes, 1898, 529 f.); G. G. 

Findlay, Fellowship in the Life Eternal (1909), pp. 1-46. 

§ 1. 2 John.—This note is written by a certain zpeoPvrepos 
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 (1%) till the 
writer arrives in person. He sends greetings to his corre- 

spondents from some community in which he is resident (3%) at 
present, and with which they had evidently a close connection. 

That éxexr}) kupla denotes a church is clear, in spite of recent arguments 
to the contrary (Poggel, of. ct. 127 f. ; Harris), from (a) a comparison of v.¥8 

with 11 and 5 of 1 Peter (an earlier writing circulated in Asia Minor) ; 

and (4) from the plurals of * ® 1°, and, The origin of this semi-poetic 
personification of the church (cp. Rev 22” and Hermas) or of a community 

(cp. 2 Co 11°) as Kupla, may lie in the conception of a Bride of the xdpios 
(Eph 52! cp. Jn 3%). 

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, quz ad uirgines scripta est, 
simplicissima est; scripta uero est ad quandam Babyloniam 

Electam nomine, significat autem electionem ecclesiz sanctz). 
It is building too much on the term Sadyloniam in this 

blundering + fragment (in connection with 1 P 51%) 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 éxAexry. 

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. 117? ‘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.’ See above, p. 460. 
+ Clement’s error in regarding ‘ Eklekta’ as a Babylonian Christian led 

him (as Zahn ingeniously argues, Forschungen, iii. 92f., 99f., ZIVT. iii. 383) 

to consider her and her children as Parthians. Hence the erroneous title 
mpos IIdpdous (v.1. mapévous) 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. 123112 ad Ageruchiam, after Clem. Alex.), by a process of 
inference similar to that of the Muratorian Canon on Paul. 
This was a particularly likely interpretation, in view of its 
position among the ‘catholic’ epistles of the Canon. But the 
note must have originally been meant for some definite com- 

munity, most probably for one of those in Asia Minor, though 

it is superfluous to chronicle the endless conjectures. 
§ 2. 3 John.—3 John is another note from the presbyter— 

this time a private note, addressed to Gaius, evidently a convert 

and disciple of the author (4), and a member of the same 

community or house-church (°) 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 (°8) to itinerant preachers who are, it is implied, 

of sound character and doctrine. ‘The duty of hospitality is 
pressed upon him, instead of, as usual (cp. He 137), upon the 
local church as a whole or its heads (cp. 1 Ti 32, Tit 18; Herm. 
Sim. ix. 27, etc.), since one of its leaders, a certain Diotrephes 

(?-10), had repudiated the authority and suppressed some previous 

church-epistles of the presbyter, besides denying hospitality to 
his representatives. He would even carry his hostility the 
length of excommunicating their hosts, including Gaius, from 
the local community (cp. Abbott, Déat. 2258). With this 
opponent the writer promises to deal sharply when he comes in 

person (9), Meanwhile he dispatches the present note (14), in 

appreciation of his correspondent’s attitude ; Gaius is to continue 
his hospitality to the evangelists in question (®), who now bring 
this note to him. He must have preserved it among his 
papers, but there is no tradition upon his residence. The name 
was so common ™® that it is precarious to argue from 1 Co 114 

or Ac 204 that his church was that of Corinth (Michaelis, 
Alexander, Coenen in ZWT., 1872, 264-271), or Pergamos (Wolf, 

Hilgenfeld, Thoma, Findlay), where John is said to have ordained 

him bishop (4/. Const. 74°), 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 1 Co 1] is as little 

surprising as it would be to find two hospitable Swz¢is in distant counties of 
England” (Findlay, p. 37). 
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an individual (cp. 2 Co 3! 8%; Polyk. P#z/. 14), the circum- 
stances were peculiar in this case (see above). If éxxAyotas 

could be read in v.!2 (cp. Gwynn, Hermathena, 1890, 304), 

Demetrius would be a presbyter. The name is too common to 
make it likely that he is to be identified with the Demas of 

2 Ti 4!° (Chapman),—as though the writer wished to prevent his 

bad reputation from discrediting him,—or with the Demetrius of 

Ac 1924 (so recently Selwyn and Bartlet); and there is no reason 

to suppose (with Harnack and others) that the note of v.° 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 (of. czz., also 
HD. i. pp. 213f., and The Constitution and Law of the Church in First 

Two Centuries, 100f. ; cp. Schmiedel in ZAz. 3146-3147), followed by von 

Dobschiitz (Uc. 220-222), Windisch, and Knopf (4VZ. pp. 206 f.), that the 

presbyter, who had already (2 Jn 1°) put the* church on its guard against 

itinerant preachers, is here opposed 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 2 John, 
e.g. the assumption that xupla practically admits the church’s independence ; 

also the assumption that Diotrephes was a bishop, and that he represented 
the monarchical episcopate, whereas he may have been on quite the opposite 
side ; and finally, the assumption that his fault was ecclesiastical rather than 
doctrinal (cp. Kriiger, ZWT7., 1898, 307-311; Hilgenfeld, zdzd. 316-320 ; 

and Belser, 7Q., 1897, 150 f.). 

§ 3. Zraces of 2 and 3 John in sub-apostolic literature.— 

No clear allusion to either note occurs in the apostolic fathers ; 

3 Jn ?? need not lie behind the phrase of Papias in Eus. . £. 

ili. 39. 3 (am airis tapaywopévas dAyGetas), and Ignatius did not 

require to have read 2 Jn 1 in order to write ad Smyrn. 4}. 

The existence of the pair is plain, however. The allusion in the 

Muratorian Canon (‘epistula sane Judz 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 9 (¢ypawa) refers in all likelihood to 2 John rather than 
to 1 John or to some lost epistle ; it was in order to avoid the last-named 

suggestion that dy was added at an early stage in the textual history of the 

letter. 
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scripti?] Ioannis duz in catholica habentur’) is certainly to 
2 and 3 John (cp. Lightfoot’s Biblical Essays, 99-100); the 
fragment has already referred to 1 John, which went with the 
Fourth gospel. Irenzeus (iii. 16. 8, cp. i. 16. 3) quotes 2 Jn 
78 as if it came from 1 John, with a laxity which is not un- 
exampled in subsequent writers. Both were known to Clement 

and Dionysius of Alexandria. For their earliest appearance, at a 
later date, in the Syrian church, see Gwynn (ermathena, 1890, 

281f.). Codex Bezz originally had 3 John (and therefore, 
probably, 2 John and 1 John) immediately before Acts, the 
‘Johannine’ epistles thus following the Fourth gospel. 2 and 3 
John could only have survived on account of their traditional 
connection with their author, and when the later development 
of the Johannine tradition obliterated John the presbyter in 
favour of his apostolic namesake, 2 and 3 John, like the 

Apocalypse, usually passed into the canon (so far as they passed 
in at all) as compositions of John the apostle. 

It was probably the fugitive character and the doctrinal insignificance 
of the notes which not only prevented their wide circulation but started 
doubts upon their canonicity. Origen (quoted in Eus. & Z. vi. 25. 10: 
[Iwdvyns] Karadédourev Kal émicrod\ny mdvu 6\lywy otixwv, ~orw Ge xal 

Oevrépav kal rplrnv’ érel od mdvres paciv yvycious elvar Ta’ras* AY ovK elow 

otixwy duporepar éxarov) and his pupil Dionysius (in #. £. vii. 25. 10) both 
reflect these suspicions, Eusebius (7. £. iii. 25. 3), in mentioning the notes 
among the NT dytiNeydueva, alludes to the possibility that they were by a 

namesake of the apostle ; this early tradition, which is definitely chronicled 

by Jerome (de wzr. inlustr.g: ‘relique autem due. . . Iohannis pres- 

byteri adseruntur, 18: . . . superiorem opinionem, qua a_ plerisque 
rettulimus traditum duas posteriores epistulas Iohannis non apostoli esse, sed 
presbyteri’), and which reappears efSewhere (cp. p. 17 and /7'S. i. 534f.), 
has been largely ratified by modern research. 

§ 4. Authorship.—The mpeoBitepos 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 that he composed 
these notes. There is no claim to apostolic authority, even in 
3 John where it would have been relevant on discipline and 
doctrine ; and although Peter is termed a presbyter in 1 P 5}, 

this is in an epistle which had already explicitly called him an 

apostle (1 P 11), 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 zpeaBurepos. The only important 
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figure of that age who is known to us as ‘the presbyter’ kar 

efoxyv is John the presbyter, to whom Papias refers in exactly 

this fashion (cp. HZ. £. ili. 39. 15, kal tovro 6 rpeoPirepos EXeye). 
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. 78f.), Forbes, Harnack, Selwyn, von Dobschitz 
(Urc. 218f.), von Soden (ZWVZ. 445f.), Heinrici (Ure. 129f.), 

J. Weiss, Peake, and R. Knopf (VZ. 32f.). The zpeoBirepos 
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 émirayyv Kvpiov (1 Co 7%) in the 
name of the Lord, or rather év Adyw kupiov (1 Th 4% cp. 1 Co 710 
ovk éy® GAAS 6 Kvptos), while in 2 and 3 John he writes xara ryv 
€unv yvopunv (in the sense of 1 Co 7%). When allowance is 
made for a certain flexibility and versatility, there is little more 

difficulty in regarding 2 and 3 John as written by the author of 
the Apocalypse than in believing that Philemon and Colossians 
were almost contemporary products of Paul’s pen. On the 

other hand, there is no reason to suppose (Schleiermacher, 
Einl. 400; Clemen) that 2 and 3 John were written by different 
hands (2 John after 3 John, according to Clemen). 

The contents and characteristics of the two notes are too occasional to 

support the rival theory that they were pseudonymous, written under the 

name of John the apostle (Baumgarten) or the presbyter (Schmiedel) in order 
to correct the description of him by Papias (Liidemann, /P7., 1879, 565- 

676). Schwartz (Der Tod d. Stihne Zebedaz, 42 f., 47 f.), who, like Harnack, 

rightly sees that they are genuine notes from the same hand of an Asiatic 
presbyter, conjectures (so Wendland) that the author’s name was left out in 
order that his title of 6 mpec8vrepos might connect the notes with the more 

famous presbyter John. This would have been a roundabout way of reach- 

ing such an end. Bacon (fourth Gospel in Research, 1910, 184f.) 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 the 
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author of 1 John with the appendix and the final revision of the gospel (see 
below). At all events, the common phraseology of 3 Jn and Jn 214 might 
as well be a reminiscence in the case of the latter (where the application is 
less natural) or the independent use of a catch-word of the ‘ Johannine’ circle. 
For similar reasons, the parallels between 2 and 3 John and the longer homily 

(1 Jn.) do not necessarily involve the literary dependence of the former on the 

latter. In the case of a school or group, like the Asiatic ‘ Johannine’ circle, 
the currency of phrases and ideas renders it not impossible that the smaller 
notes were written earlier and independently. 

When the theory that all five ‘Johannine’ writings came from John the 

apostle or John the presbyter is abandoned, and the gospel assigned to a 
different author from the apocalypse, the problem of the three epistles 

remains. Prima facte 1 Jn. goes with the Fourth gospel, either as written 

by the Fourth evangelist or by some like-minded Christian of the same 
group. 2 and 3 John, on the other hand, go more naturally with the 

apocalypse, when the latter is assigned to John the presbyter, in spite of 
traits like the doctrinal antichrist-conception of 2 Jn 7=1 Jn 2% 414, The 
alternative would be to group them with 1 John, assuming that the latter was 
not written by the author of the Fourth gospel. In a problem like this, 

where the data are almost entirely drawn from the internal evidence of the 

literature, no result can claim more than a high degree of probability, but 
the scale appears to turn, upon the whole, in favour of the hypothesis that 
2 and 3 John were written by John the presbyter, —whether before or after he 

wrote the Apocalypse it is not possible to say,—and that they diverge from 
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 1 Jn. and the Fourth gospel. Thus we find 

idiosyncrasies like e? 7s for the Johannine édy tus, épxdmevos} ev capxt for 
é\ndvOws év capkl, kowwvelv for kowwvlay éxew, els olkiav for eis Ta ida, etc. 

The collocation of xapus, eos, elpyjvn is not Johannine, and there are other 

resemblances to Pauline language, apart from the apparent acquaintance with 
1 Peter which 2 John betrays. The common denominator of language and 

style between 1 John and 2-3 John is patent. But ‘‘not even all these 
resemblances are conclusive. They are in no case very remarkable idioms or 

phrases. Current peculiarities and turns of language at Ephesus might account 
for them all, so far as they need to be accounted for” (Selwyn, p. 133). 

§ 5. Characteristics and style.—The notes reveal the pres- 

byter journeying (so Clem. Alex. gus 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 (2 Jn *, 3 Jn 4; 
ep.. t Jn 114 4°14), in whose name as well as in his 

* The difference of authorship between 1 Jn and 2-3 Jn is recognised by 
Credner (Zzn/. i. 692 f.), Ebrard (359 f.), Selwyn (135 f.), J. Réville (Ze guatr. 
Evangile, 49 {.), Schwartz, and Jiilicher (Zzn/. 216-218), especially. 

+ Cp. Apoc 18=2Jn?. Thecontrast between this and 1 Jn 4? is equalled 
by the difference between 3 Jn #! and 1 Jn 4! *?, 
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own he speaks with authority, and the truth (3 Jn **) is simply 
a life answering to the apostolic standard laid down by these 
authorities. Thus 2 John is a specimen of the excommunicating 

letters occasionally dispatched by early Christian leaders to a 

community (cp. 1 Co 5°), while 3 John is nearer to émoroAat 

ovoratixatl (cp. 2 Co 31) like Ro 161%. 

In 3 Jn, as the use of dyarnrés for pi\raros might be thought ‘‘ Schon- 
rednerei und nicht vom besten Geschmacke,” the writer added dv . . . ddnOela 
(U. von W. Moellendorff, pp. 529f.). In v.* Rendel Harris (Zx.° viii. 
167) proposes to correct repli to mpd, after the common formula in the papyri. 
The latter bring out the epistolary character of the notes. Thus, e.g., for xupla 
as a term of affectionate courtesy, cp. ¢.g. Oxyrhynchus Papyri, iv. 243f. 

(Bepodre 7H Kupla mov); for kah&s wovety and the idea of 3 Jn *,* the papyrus- 

note quoted in Witkowski’s Zfzstule Private Grece (1906), 5f. (kadds 

rovets el Eppwra kal TA Nord co KaTa yvwunv éorlv) and the second-century 

letter (Berliner Griechische Urkunden, ii. 84f., mpd wev mdvrwv ebxouat oe 

iyalvew xTd.). The phrase in the fourth-century Christian letter of Justinus 
to Papnuthius (cp. Deissmann’s ZA. 203f.), Wa ody wh moda ypdgdw kal 

dvpapjow, may be an unconscious reminiscence of 3 Jn ® (cp. 1). 

§ 6. Date.—Those who ascribe the notes to John the apostle 
date them anywhere between 80 and too, 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 110 (Harnack), 

between A.D. 125 and 130 (Pfleiderer, Ure. iv. 165-166), between 

130 and 140 (Holtzmann, Hilgenfeld, Zzn/. 682-694; Weiz- 
sicker’s AA. ii. 239, and Brickner, Chron. 302 f.), or even 

¢. A.D. 155 (Kreyenbuhl, Luglm 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. Réville, Zes origines de 
lépiscopat, 1. 204-208), when the organisation was being con- 
solidated. A period somewhat earlier than the Didaché and 

Ignatius would suit most of the requirements of these letters. 
Their similarity of tone suggests that they were written shortly 

after one another, but they stir rather than satisfy the curiosity of 

the historian. In the dark, wide bay of early Christian life, they 

glimmer like two adjacent specks of light, indicating some place 

where Asiatics dwell and work, unknown to passers-by upon the 
high seas. 

* J. R. Harris (Z#x/.° viii. 166f.), Zahn (ZT. i. 78). 
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Tike APOCALVPSE. OF JOHN. 

LITERATURE.—(a) Editions—although the earliest Greek commentaries 

(e.g. by Melito and Hippolytus) are 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 (cp. Ehrhard, ACZ. 484f.), 

Tyconius (cp. Souter in /7'S. xiv. 338f.), Primasius, Apringius (ed. Férotin, 
Paris, 1900), Beatus (cp. H. L. Ramsay, Le Commentaire de Vapoc. par 

Beatus, 1900), etc., and the Syriac work of Barsalibi (cp. Gwynn in Herma- 

thena, Vi.-vii.). _Haymo, Joachim, and Rupert of Deutz are the best repre- 

sentatives of the medizval school. The sixteenth century threw up the 
Annotationes of Erasmus (1516), with the commentaries of Bibliander (Basle, 

1569), Ribeira (Salamanca, 1591), and Winckelmann (Frankfort, 1590); the 

seventeenth added A. Salmeron’s Preludia (Cologne, 1614), De Dieu’s 

Animadversiones (1646), and the Cogztatzones of Cocceius (Amsterdam, 1673), 

with the commentaries of Brightman (London, 1616), D. Paraeus (Heidelberg, 

1618), Mariana (1619), Cornelius a Lapide (1627), H. Grotius (Axmota- 

tiones, Paris, 1644), and Hammond (London, 1653); while the eighteenth! 

produced Vitringa’s "Avdxpiots (1721)%, Abauzit’s Dzscourse, 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. Joh., Erlangen, 1811-6); Ewald (Commentarius . . . exegeticus 
et criticus, 1828); A. L. Matthaei (Gottingen, 1828); Ziillig (Stuttgart, 

1834-40); S. P. Tregelles (1844); Moses Stuart? (1845)*; de Wette 

(1848) ; Ebrard (— Olshausen, 1853); C. Stern (1854); C. Wordsworth 
(London, 1860); E. W. Hengstenberg? (Berlin, 1861-2); J. Glasgow 

(Edinburgh, 1862); G. Volkmar (Ziirich, 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 (Speakers Comm. 1881); Waller (Freiburg, 1882); Ph. 

Krementz (Freiburg, 1883); Beck (1885); Diisterdieck* (— Meyer, 
1887) ; Kiibel (— Zockler, 1888); W. Milligan (London, 1889); Randall 

(Pulpit Comm. 1890); F. S. Tiefenthal (1892); W. H. Simcox (CG7. 

1893), and Lindenbein? (1895). More recent works include the editions of 

1 For the cloud of homiletical and prophetical books, see Elliott’s Hore 
Apocalyptica, iv. 275 f. 
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E. W. Benson (London, 1900) ; B. Weiss? (1902); C. A. Scott (CB. 1902) 5 

A. Crampon (Z’ Afocalypse de S. Jean, traduite et annotée, 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? 

(SMZ. 1907); Holtzmann-Bauer (#C.* 1908)* ; J. M. S. Baljon (Utrecht, 
1908) ; Moffatt (2G7. 1910) ; E. C. S. Gibson (London, 1910); A. Ramsay 

(Westminster NT, 1910); J. T. Dean (Edinburgh, 1915). 

(4) Studies—(i.) general :—Semler’s Mewe Untersuchungen (Halle, 1776) ; 

A. Tilloch’s Dissertations Introductory to Study of the Language, Structure, 
and Contents of the Apocalypse (London, 1823); Liicke’s Versuch einer 

volistindigen Einleitung in die Offenbarung Johannts* (1852)*; E. 

Boehmer, aber Verfasser und Abfassungszeit d. johan. Apokalypse und zur 

bibl. Typik (1855); H. J. Graber, Versuch einer histor. Erklarung... 

(Heidelberg, 1857); Meijboom, De Ofenbaring (1863); Manchot, Dze 
Offenbarung Johannes (1869); Farrar, Zarly Days of Christianity (1882, 

ch. xxviii.) ; E. Havet, Le Christéanisme et ses origines (1888, iv. pp. 314f.) ; 

Chauffard, L’apocalypse et son interprétation historique (1888); Lohr, dze 
Offenbarung Johannes (1890); Milligan, Dzscusstons on the Apocalypse 
(London, 1893); S. Davidson, Outlines of a Comm. on Revelation (1894) ; 

H. Berg, Zhe Drama of the Apocalypse (London, 1894); W. Bousset (#&z. 
194-212) ; Schmiedel (ZBz. 2514-2518); F. C. Porter (Hastings’ DB. iv. 

239-266)*; E. C. Selwyn, Zhe Christian Prophets and the Prophetic 

Apocalypse (1900); Baljon (ZZ. pp. 241-265); Wernle’s Ure. i, (Eng. 

tr.) pp. 360f.; G. H. Gilbert, Zhe First Interpreters of Jesus (1901), 

pp. 332f.; F. C. Porter, Messages of Apoc. Writers* (1901), pp. 169-296 ; 

W. M. Ramsay, Letters to the Seven Churches* (1904); G. Linder, de 

Offenbarung des Johannes aufgeschlossen (1905); Calmes, L’afoc. devant la 

tradition et devant la critique® (1907); E. A. Abbott (Dzat. 2942, 2998, 
§ 11)*; J. Bonnet’s Zclazrcissement de l apocalypse (1908); A. Reymond’s 
Explication (Lausanne, 1908); C. W. Votaw (827. World, 1907, 32-40, 

290-299, 1908, 39-50, 314-328); J. J. Scott, Lectures on the Apocalypse 

(1909); A. V. Green, Zhe Ephestan Canonical Writings (1910), pp. 164- 
246; R. H. Charles (ZB." xxiii. 212-222); R. W. Pounder’s Historical 

Wotes (1912); L. A. Muirhead (DAC, i. 71-81). (ii.) on special points : 

(a) religious ideas :—Herder’s Maran Atha (Riga, 1779); A. Schneider’s 
Essat sur les tdées de Papocalypse touchant la personne de Christ (Strassburg, 
1855); Bleek’s Vorlesungen (ed. Hossbach, 1862; Eng. tr. 1874); 
Gebhardt’s Lehrbegriff der Apocalypse (1873, Eng. tr.); Briggs, Messzah of 
the Apostles (pp. 285-461) ; Cone, Zhe Gospel and tts Earlzest Interpreters 

(1893), pp. 346-361; M. S. Terry (/B&Z., 1895, 91-100); Hofmann’s 

Vorlesungen (ed. Lorenz, 1896); Trench, Comm. on Epp. to Seven 

Churches’ (1897)*; J. O. Michael, Dze Gottesherrschaft als leitender 

Grundgedanke in der Offenbarung des Johannes (Leipzig, 1903); V. Ermoni, 
‘la cristologia dell’ Apocalisse’ (Rzv. de Sctienz. Teol., 1908, 538-552) ; 
A. S. Peake, ‘The Person of Christ in the Revelation of John’ (Mansfield 

College Essays, 1909, 89-109) *. (4) text, etc. :—C. F. Matthaei’s Apocalypszs 

Joh. grace et latine ex codicibus nunqguam antea examinatis (Riga, 1785); 

A. Birch, Varie Jlectiones ad textum Apoc. (Copenhagen, 1800); F. 
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Delitzsch, Handschrifte Funde, i. (‘die erasmischen Entstellungen des 

Textes d. Apokalypse nachegewiesen aus dem verloren geglaubten codex 
Reuchlins’) 1861; Haussleiter’s ed. of Primasius in Zahn’s Forschungen 

zur Gesch. ad. NTlichen Kanons (iv. 1-224)*; B. Weiss (7U. vii. I, 

1891) * ; Goussen’s Theolog. Studia (fasciculus i., ‘Apoc. S. Joh. apostoli 
versio sahidica’); G. H. Gilbert (Bz6/. World, 1895, 29f., 114f., ‘The 

Originality of the Apocalypse’); Gwynn, Zhe Apocalypse of S. John in 

Syriac (1897) * ; F. Palmer, Zhe Drama of the Apocalypse (1903) ; Delaporte, 

Fragments Sahidiques du NT, Apokalypse (Paris, 1906); F. C. Conybeare, 
The Armenian Text of Revelation (London, 1907; Text and Translation 

Society); Hoskier (7he Bohatric Version, 1910); for the ‘Origen’ scholia 

and recent criticism of the Latin versions, cp. Moffatt in Revzew of Theology 
and Philosophy, x. 199 f. 

§ 1. Outline and contents—(Cp. F. Palmer, Zhe Drama of 
the Apocalypse, 1905, and Swete, pp. xxix—xli.) 

y1348 prologue.? 
To vision of heaven, with John’s commission to write to seven 

Asiatic churches at 

213% Ephesus, Smyrna, Pergamos, Thyatira, Sardis, Philadelphia, 
and Laodicea. 

4-514 vision of heaven, introducing 
6157 the plagues of the seven seals— 

(1) the white horse (Parthian raid), 

(2) the red horse (war and bloodshed), 

(3) the black horse (famine), 

* (4) the livid horse (pestilence), 

(5) the souls of the slain, 

(6) the earthquake and eclipse (the last Day, panic of 

kings, etc.). 

Intermezzo :-— 

ve sealing of redeemed on earth, 
79-11 bliss of redeemed in heaven. 

8} (7) the silence (ominous pause for half an hour). : 

S35 vision of heaven, an episode of angels, introducing 
85g?! the plagues of the seven trumpets— 

(1) earth (shower of bloody hail and fire), 

(2) sea (volcanic bomb), 

(3) streams and springs (poisoned by torch-like meteor), 
(4) eclipse (partial), 

(5) demonic locusts, 

(6) demonic cavalry (Parthian invasion). 

Intermezzo :— 

Fo episode of angels and a booklet, 
Tete the apocalypse of tbe two udprupes. 

1 According to J. E. Symes (#7. xii. 409-420) the Apoc. is a series of 
visions by St. John, partly c. A.D. 68 but mainly a.p. 90-96, edited with a 

preface (11-*) and postscript, c. A.D. 100. 
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rr-¥ (7) voices and visions in heaven, introducing 

y2)-17 the dragon or Satan, war in heaven, 

p3hl0. 11-18 eas Beast from the sea, the dragon’s vice-regent | 

the Beast from the land, the vice-regent’s ally. J 
Intermezzo :— 

war on earth. 

14)5 bliss of redeemed in heaven, 
TAC ee episode of angels and doom on earth. 
ee vision of heaven, an episode of angels, introducing 
to the plagues of the seven bowls—on 

(1) earth (adherents of Czesar-cult punished by noisome 

ulcers), 

(2) sea (poisoned by coagulated blood) 

(3) streams and springs (turned into blood), 

(4) sun (scorching heat), 

(5) throne of the Beast (darkness), 

(6) Euphrates (dried up to facilitate Parthian invasion), 

(7) air (storm and cosmic collapse). 

visions of doom on 

yy peak: (a) the realm of the Beast (Rome)— 

Vora a taunt-song of doom on earth * 
1 pape a triumph-song in heaven— 
ie (2) the Beast and his allies, 
eo (c) the dragon or Satan and his adherents. f 

visions of 

2ol-15 (a) the great white throne, 

2Tdes (4) the new heaven and earth, 

219—22° (c) the new Jerusalem. 

e2ean epilogue. 

The outcome of the opening vision (1+) 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 ZA. pp. 379f.), so Jesus the heavenly xvpuos 
communicates 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.48), describes the wail of kings 
(vv.9-1), merchants (vv. 4-16), and seafaring men (vv.!7"!%), 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. 

+The author welds together here the two mythological traditions of (a) 
a temporary restraint of the evil power, and (4) 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 (41). 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,+ 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 (71: 917), 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 exéracte (10!-111%) of considerable length, 

in which the personality of the seer emerges on earth instead of 
(since 41) in heaven. A colossal jin, bestriding earth and sea, 

gives him a fi/SAapidiov 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 (111%), and then in an equally futile onset of the 
dragon or Satan on messiah himself (12). The Roman empire, 
as Satan’s delegate on earth, then appears on the scene (13). 
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 intended 
(cp. Zahn, 7V7. iii. 300) to show that it was meant for circulation primarily 

in the churches of Asia Minor (cp. Steffen in Katholik, 1914, 313 f.). 

+ In the form of a papyrus-roll or émicOéypagor (cp. Blau’s Studien zur 

Alt.-Heb. Buchwesen, 36 f. ; E. Maude Thompson’s Palzography, 56-60, and 

E. J. Goodspeed, /BZ., 1903, 70-74), not of a codex in book-form (so 

recently Zahn). 

} Even here the first Beast (z.e. the Roman empire) is identified with one 

of its heads (or emperors), z.e. Nero, who is a travesty (13°*=5°) of the Lamb 

(his resurrection heralding the final conflict of God and the pagan power). 
Hence, whatever the number 666 originally meant (/7S. xiv. 443f., xvi. 

67 f.) as a naive parody of the sacred number seven, the prophet cryptically 
and cabbalistically identifies it with the human personality of Nero (cp. 

Corssen, ZVW., 1902, 236f., 1903, 264f., and E. Vischer, zdéd., 1903, 

167 f., 1904, 74f.), using the methods of gematria and isopsephia. 
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sponding tortures reserved for their impious opponents (14%). 

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 (2014-15) usher in the closing 

description of the heavenly bliss rescued for the saints (211-225), 

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%!) 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 (/P7., 1891, 

520 f.), Baldensperger (Z7‘K., 1894, 232-250), A. Hirscht (Dze Apokalypse 
und thre neueste Kritik, 1895), Barton (A/Z7., 1898, 776-801), Moffatt 
(HINT. pp. 677-689, and Exf.7 vii. 224f.), A. Meyer (7R., 1897, 47f, 

gif., 1907, 126f., 182f.), Porter (Hastings’ D&B. iv. 242f.), Bousset 

(pp. 108-129) ; Holtzmann-Bauer (HC.* iv. 390-394) ; adverse discussions 

by Bovon (Revue de théologie et Philosophie, 1887, 329-362), Beyschlag (SK., 
1888, 102-138), Diisterdieck (GGA., 1889, 554f.), E. C. Moore (/&Z., 
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1891, 20-43), Milligan (Déscusstons on the Apocalypse, 1893, 27-74), 
M.S. Terry (/BL., 1894, 91-100), M. Kohlhofer (Dze Eznhezt des Apokalypse, 

1902; BZ., 1912, 46f., 108 f.), and Jacquier (ZV7. iv. 362-376). 
The main analyses of the book may be classified as follows :— 
(az) 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, eg., G. J.. Weyland 

(7T7., 1886, 454-470; Omwerkings en compilatie-hypothesen, etc., 1888) 

saw Christian additions (¢. A.D. 100) in 12% 1. 18 20 2_3, 56-14 (61. 16) g18 1o7 
118b- 19 poll. Me p4l-S ol. 6-8 yHI-12. 15. 17a, 2 yld yoi-1U. 18d go7a. 12-13. 16-21, 

and two sources in & (A.D. 81)=1, 41-55 6-8, 9, 1114-38 14°38 155 1617-20 7414-20 
17-18, 19'6 219-27 gaI-M. 14-15 5 5 (A.D. 69) = 10-118 12-13, 1411 1524 1618-14 

ete. zgl2l 201-218; Ménégoz (Annales de Bibliogr. Théologie, 1888, pp. 
41-45), and O. Holtzmann (in Stade’s Geschichte Israels, ii. 658 f.), like K. 

Kohler (Jewzsh Encyclopedia, x. 390 f.), also postulate two Jewish sources ; 

but after Weyland this view has been best put by Eugene de Faye (/cy 

Apocalypse Juives, 1892, pp. 171 f.), wbo, working along the lines indicated 

by Spitta, distinguishes an anonymous Jewish apocalypse in 71° 82-97! 10! 
2-7 pyl4-lda. 19 yo_73, y4(l-6) 6-11 7618-20 yoM-16. 17-21 gol-8. 7-15 971-6 written 

during the stormy reign of Caligula; and another, also of Jewish origin, in 
Jolb+ 2a S-1L pyle. Ib-18 y 414-20 yo 161% Ia 21 y7_yo8 219-27 2915 written close 

to A.D. 70. He correctly sees that 4-6 are inseparable from I-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 tiber die Komposttion der Offenbarung Johannes, 1891); one in 

4'-78, another in 87-111 (10-118 being an insertion), and a third in 1116-19 

211-22°, with an anti-Pauline Christian author in 2-3 and subsequent 
(Trajanic) editorial work in 1 and 221, This complicated scheme was 
no improvement upon Spitta’s triple division (Die Offenbarung des Johannes 
untersucht, 1889); into an original apocalypse of John Mark, c. A.D. 62 
(=146 929 2-3, gil gl-ld 61-17 Bl 79-18 zo%b-10 28. 10f 20-21) in which the 

Christian redactor under Trajan, besides numerous additions (e.g, 11% 7-6 
20 a7. UL. 17. 26-29 35-6. 12-18, Af. 739-10 7 42-3. Mb-12 py7-18 go 4-7 212-4. 6-8 999. 14-15. 

18b-20a) incorporated not only an apocalypse of 63 B.c. (=bulk of 10-11, 
p4i+16. 18-20 52-6. 8 y6l12 17% 2 yyl-6 7l-28 yol-B. 5-8 279-27 991-3 15) but a 

Galigula-apocalypse of A.D: 40) (= 772) 8232 gt) role 5% pyiP- 19. yo1-b- 7-10: 
12-18 31-8 I-18 y4l-2 4-7. 91a 7613-14. 16-17. 18-20 yoM-14. 16-21 yol-8. 8-15 p71. 5-6), 

J. Weiss (Dze Offenbarung des Johannes, 1904) makes one of his two sources 

Jewish, viz., a composite prophetic work (¢. A.D. 70)=10, 111°) y2}-6 14-17 
(137) 15-19, 21**’; this was incorporated with the original apocalypse of 
John the presbyter (A.D. 65-70) = 14% (7-8) 9-19 23, 4_5, 6-7, g, 127-12 1311-16 

(14?) 1459 2010-18 oy 1 4i22%4-) St by a Domuitianic redactor or editor, 
who desired to rally the Asiatic churches during the Flavian crisis. Bruston 

* W. Briickner (Protest. Kirchenzeztung, 1896, 653 f., 680f., 703 f., 733 f.) 

went one better; the Lamb, in one of his four Jewish sources, denotes the 

people of Israel. C. Rauch (de Offenbarung des Johannes, Haarlem, 1894) 

had already discovered five behind a Jewish apocalypse of A.D. 62. On 7-9 
especially see Charles’ Studdes in the Apocalypse (1913), 103 f. 
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again (Etudes sur Daniel et [ Apocalypse, 1908, summarising his previous 
studies) holds that both of his (Hebrew) sources were Christian, the one 
(Neronic)= rol? 8M yy)-18- 19a yol_yal p4st po24 7619-16. 19 y71_193 yolM_gols, 

the other (cp. RZQX., 1908, 171-187; a posthumous work of John the 

apostle, composed by a disciple) = 1** 2-3, 41-10! 10°-7 y1 14-19 7 42°. 12-18 yoA-l0 
21-8 226-18. 16-17. 20-21; the editor dove-tailed the one into the other and 

made alterations in both as well as additions. V6lter’s latest analysis (Dze 
Offenbarung Johannis, neu untersucht, 1004; ‘sec. ed. 1911) approximates 
to this type of criticism, by postulating a Christian apocalypse of John Mark 
(c. A.D. 65), which was worked over by Cerinthus (as early as A.D. 70, = 10! 
171-18 yyt38 y21-16 y55-6.8 161-21 yoll_226), and successively edited under 
Domitian and Hadrian. 

(4) A simplified variant of the compilation-theory is the Jewish and 
Christian hypothesis which posits only one Jewish original. Thus Vischer 

(‘ Die Offenbarung Johannes eine jiidische Apk. in christlicher Bearbeitung,’ 
TU. ii. 3, 1886, second ed. 1895) traced a Christian editor’s hand (é.g. in 
1322 59-14 79-17 yz8b poll 73910 y4l-d. 213 7615 p7Id yo9-10 gosb-ba. 6 25-8. 

14b 226-21, and the Lamb-passages) working on an earlier Aramaic Jewish 

apocalypse of the seventh decade; similarly Harnack, Rovers (77., 1887, 

616-634), Martineau (Seat of Authority, 217-227), an anonymous writer in 

Zeitschrift fiir alt. Wess. (1887), 167 f. ; S. Davidson (/WV7. ii. 126 f. ; Aramaic 

Jewish apocalypse translated and edited), and von Soden (/WV7Z. 338 f. : 
Jewish apocalypse, ‘ written between May and August of the year A.D. 70.7= 

81-225, edited and altered by John the presbyter under Domitian, with a 
few later editorial notes from another hand in 1!* 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 Weizsiicker (AA. ii. 173 f.), 

who first propounded the hypothesis, they lie in 7!8 111-18 12-13, and 17. 
Sabatier (Zes origznes littératres et la composition de Apocalypse, 1888) 
found Jewish fragments in 11!-!8 12-13, 148-0 16!8-14 16 y71_y92 rol1_2010 
219-22° ; Schon (L’origine de [ Apocalypse, 1887), less extensively in 117" 

12}-® 13-17 and 38; and Pfleiderer (U7e. iii. goof.) in 11-14, 17-18, and 211° 

225, This line of criticism is followed by Bousset, Jiilicher (Zzn/. § 22), 
C. A. Scott, F. C. Porter, McGiffert (4.4. 633 f.), A. Meyer, E. A. Abbott, 

Baljon (V7. 241-265), Wrede (Zvtstehung der Schriften des NT, 103-104), 

Schmiedel, and Ca!mes, amongst others ; of all the theories it does most 

justice to the linguistic unity on the one hand, and to the disparate phenomena 
of the text upon the other. 

C. A. Briggs (Messiah of the Apostles, 285-461) detects a fourfold editing, 

with redactional matter, ¢.g., in 113 and 2218-19, of earlier (mainly Hebrew) 
apocalypses, written prior to A.D. 70, the latest being a special source written 

by the apostle John (including 11-3). According to a more recent theory 
(B. W. Bacon, Fourth Gospel in Research and Debate, 1910, 157 f.), 1-3 and 

225-1 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 4-227 are not broken so easily. 

Nor is the theory that John’s early martyrdom underlies 117” at all plausible. 
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The seven cities or their churches disappear with 4’*, and the bulk of the 

apocalypse is certainly a tale of two cities, Babylon and Jerusalem; but 
these are not played off against one another, and the special phenomena 
of 4!-227 are not sufficient to disprove identity of authorship in 1-3 +2288 
and 4'-227._ Bacon finds traces of the Ephesian editor in 4° 5° 79-17 o!! 114 8 
12? 15% 17% 14 705 ete. 

Barth (Zzz/. 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. Similarly 
Symes (see above, p. 485), Charles (S¢udzes, 109), and H. B. Workman 

(Persecution in the Early Church, p. 46, cp. pp. 355-358), the last named 

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.” 

On Wellbausen’s analysis (Analyse der Offenbarung Johannis, 1907), 
followed by Wendland (HAWVT. i. 2. 382 f.), the apocalyptist edited even the 
letters to the seven churches (e.g. in the promises of 27° etc. and 21% 2228 38b. 
10-12, 20-21), as well as the seven seals (inserting, ¢.g., 7 8°°-4, 71-8 being a separate 

fragment) and the seven trumpets (in 9 *°-?!), changed the original Christ of 
1014 into an angel, and incorporated two Jewish fragments from A.D. 70 in 
112-2 (oracle of Zealots) and 12 (Pharisaic, editorial touches in 121-12 and 

elsewhere), besides doubling the original single witness (=Flijah) of the 
Jewish source in 11°18, and the original single Beast of the Jewish source in 
13. Further editorial touches are detected in 157% and in the present text 
of the seven bowls source (¢.g. in 16°17 19-16) ; in 17, as in 12, two separate 

Jewish sources have been pieced together; the brushwork of editorial 

Christian touches is found in 187% * 1912-1; the Jewish source in 201-15 
has been coloured by the Christian editor in 20*® 1% 1. 14; 211295 is certainly 

composed by the apocalyptist himself, but 2218-19, like 11-3, must be the work 
of some further redactor, for whom the fourth evangelist was the apocalyptist. 
The latter wrote under Domitian. 

Overprecision and arbitrary canons of literary analysis have 
handicapped most of these theories. “Differences of style 

undoubtedly exist, in different portions of Revelation, but not 

a tenth part of such differences as separate Zhe Tempest from 
Richard 1. In contrast with all the other books of the NT, 

the Apocalypse of John is written in a language of its own, a 

blend of Hebraic Greek and vernacular Greek, defiant of 

grammar. Its peculiarities stamp the whole work—barring a 
few phrases—as not only conceived by one mind but also 

written by one hand” (E. A. Abbott, Diat. 2942,* xxiii. ; cp. 
Gallois, RB., 1894, 357-374). This sense of stylistic unity tells 

against most forms of the compilation-hypothesis, for example, 
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but it does not rule out the view that, while the Apocalypse is 
neither a literary conglomerate nor a mechanical blend of earlier 

shreds and patches, it contains not simply divergent traditions 

but earlier sources which have been worked over for the prophet’s 
own purpose. He has wrought as an editor no less than as a 

transcriber of personal visions. In some parts the Apocalypse is 

not a vision at all. It represents not only the literary embellish- 

ment of what the writer remembered he had seen in moments of 

ecstasy, but the re-setting of fragments which were current and 

honoured in the circle where he moved. 
One further consideration falls to be noted at this point. 

The unsatisfactory results of the source-criticism of the Apocalypse 

have not simply been due, as in the case of Acts, to a prosaic 
Western and ultra-rigid conception of what an early Oriental 

author could have written. There are other causes. (i.) The 
criterion of Jewish or Christian is hazardous in a book which 
deals with eschatology, where no primitive Christian could work 
without drawing upon Jewish traditions, in themselves neither 

stereotyped nor homogeneous. Though a given passage may 

not be couched in Christian language, it does not necessarily 

come from a Jewish pen. The Jewish nucleus of the Apocalypse, 

e.g., cannot be disentangled by the naive expedient of cutting out 

all references to the Lamb, etc. A closer examination of its 

contents reveals omissions which prove unmistakably a non- 
Jewish origin; eg. the lack of any reference to the prevalent 

category of the ¢wo aeons, the return of the ten tribes, the con- 
temporary Jewish wail over the cessation of sacrifice after A.D. 70 

(cp. Apoc. Bar 10!), the expiatory function of the martyrs’ 

death, and the law (cp. Charles’ note on Apoc. Bar 155).  (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 Schdpfung und Chaos (1895), and ever since then 

the principles of the veligionsgeschichtliche school have been 
employed in the best literary criticism of the Apocalypse to 
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check an ultra-literary bias. Gunkel himself failed to allow 

enough for the references to contemporary history (cp. Well- 

hausen’s critique in Skizzen und Vorarbeiten, vi. 215 f.); he made 

extravagant claims for the Babylonian origin of the traditions 

(especially in ch. 12); and, at first, he failed to allow enough 

for the element of genuine prophetic vision and experience 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 literary 

method in dealing with his material. 

The traditions employed in the book reach back primarily (cp. Schlatter, 
BFT., 1912, xvi. 6) to OT prophecies like those of Daniel, Ezekiel, and 

Zechariah ; several of the visions imply that the seer had been brooding over 

such scriptures. But neither their shape nor their content is explicable apart 
from a wider use of such traditions as were current in later Jewish 

literature. There are also elements akin to Zoroastrian, Babylonian, Greek, 

and Egyptian eschatology, astrology, and cosmology which were not altogether 
derived indirectly from the apocalyptic channels of the later Judaism (cp. 
Clemen’s Ure. 87f., F. Boll’s Aus d. Offenbarung Johannis, 1914; also 

Exp.’ i. 160f., 375f., etc. ; and Charles’ Studzes, pp. 50f.). For the mytho- 

logical background, e.g., of 61%, cp. H. Gressmann in Deutsche Literatur- 
zettung (1907), 2252f., and M. W. Miiller in ZVW. (1907) 290-316 ; for the 

astrological basis of the Parthian tradition in 9%, Fries in Jahrb. fir 
die klass. Alterthum. (1902) 705f.; for the mythological basis of 12, 

Calmes (R&B., 1903, 52-68) and B. Allo (RB., 1910, 509-554), Cheyne’s 

Bible Problems (195-207), and Pfleiderer’s Early Christian Conceptions of 

Christ, 56f.; for 1917-2! see Gressmann’s Ursprung d. Isr.-jtid. Eschato- 
Jogie, 136f.; and for 20"! see ERE. i. 203f., and Klausner’s Messzan. 

Vorstellungen a. juid. Volkesim Zett d. Tannazten, Or f. 

§ 3. Structure.—A source first becomes visible in 7°. Ch. 7 

is not a literary unit with editorial touches (Weyland, Erbes, 

Bruston, Rauch), but the combination of a Jewish (Jewish 

Christian: Volter, J. Weiss) fragment (71%: so, e.g., Vischer, 

Schmidt, Pfleiderer, Porter, Bousset, von Soden, Scott, Well- 

hausen) or fragments (Charles, 71%, 748) with an original delinea- 

tionin 7°17, The scenery of the former (cp. 14) is not organic to 
the prophet’s outlook. The winds are never loosed, the sealing is 

not described, and the sealed are notseen. The collocation of the 

fragment with what precedes (winds = 6}, numbering = 6", seals 
= 61f., standing = 6°) is editorial. Its connection with what follows — 
depends on whether 7! and 7°!7 represent the same group viewed 
from a different standpoint—as if John applied the Jewish oracle 

to the real Jews, God’s Israel of faithful Christians—or different 
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persons, the 144,000 being Jewish Christians as opposed to the 
numberless multitude of Gentile Christian martyrs. Upon the 

whole, the tenor of the Apocalypse tells in favour of the hypothesis 

that 79-17 represents 71° read in the light of 5% (so, e.g., de Wette, 
Bruston, Porter, Wellhausen, Hoennicke’s /C. 194f.) with a 

specific application to the candidatus martyrum exercitus. 

In 10!!! the author drops the figure of a roll of Doom being 

opened, and describes the subsequent oracles as a BiAapidiov of 

prophecy ézi Aaots Kal eOverw Kat yAwooats Kai Baotedor rodAois, 

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 PuBAapid.oy (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 11}? 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 r1/° is more probably a Jewish (or Jewish 

Christian) oracle of that period.* In 11!*18 the prophet leaves 
his source in order to herald the final crisis by noting the seventh 

trumpet and the third woe, in an overture which leads up to two 
sagas drawn from the mythological background of messianism. 
121-l7 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. 13119 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 141*°, with its abrupt allusion to ¢he city (v.29), 
belongs to the same cycle of tradition as 111’, 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 16! is obvious, but again the 
author may have twisted together the ideas of (a) a last conflict 
between God and the world-powers, and (4) 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, ZVZ. 161 f.). 
174 is an abrupt proleptic allusion to 191#!, but the writer 
first of all edits (in 187 4) 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 19!!, and especially in its 
horrible finale, one would be almost relieved to discover a Jewish 
source (so, ¢.g., Vischer, Sabatier, de Faye, Weyland, Spitta, von 
Soden) ; but neither here nor even in 20 are the results of the 
literary analysis convincing. More plausibility attaches to the 
analysis of 219-225, which is the imaginative delineation of a 
Christian ideal (111°!”) in terms of a Jewish tradition originally 
describing an earthly Jerusalem surrounded by the respectful 

nations of the world. Several traits in the sketch (eg. 2112 16 
2r427a 22%. 3% 5) are plainly inappropriate in the new settting 

to which they have been transferred, but they are retained not 
only for the sake of their archaic association, but in order to 
round off the pictorial description of the eternal city. They do 
not necessarily prove the existence of the Jewish source which 

most critics find in the whole passage, and some prefer to trace 

under the repetitions and parallelisms a dual Christian ending 
(so, e.g., 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. 37f.) of subsequent editing, during the Trajanic 

period or later. (i.) The use of the book in Christian worship * 

(cp. 13 27 etc.) probably accounts for prose glosses like a eiow 

. . +» Oeod (45), of ciow ... ynv (5%), a& ciow .. . dyliwy (58), 

7 yop... éeoriv (19%), 7 yap... mpodyrteias (19)°), Kal 

KexAnta . . . Geov (19!%), and otros . . . mupds (201), as well as 

for the references to the Lamb, ¢.g., in 139 and 14*%0 (a1) 
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°. (4) 18!* has been displaced 
from its original position between the last érc and the first é7e of 

1823 (so Beza, Vitringa, Volkmar, Baljon, Weiss, and Konnecke, 

BFT. xii. 1. 37-38) by a copyist whose eye confused ote ot 
éumopot gov with of eumopo. tovtwv. (c) Probably 1991 also 

has been disturbed from its original site at the close of 17, where 

the hierophant angel is speaking (cp. 17!7= 19°” words of God). 

The displacement in this case was not accidental, but due to 
a scribe who saw that the similar assurance in 215 22° related 
primarily to future bliss rather than to judgment, and who took 

the first A€yes 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., 1897, 34, von Soden, 
Wellhausen) or, more probably (cp. Haussleiter, 212-213), 

displaced from its original position after 201, 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 @dvaros in 20, (e) The loose contexture of 
the epilogue (22°!) is improved (cp. ZGT. v. 580-581, Charles 

in £7. xxvi. 123) if vv.%" are placed between ® and ", and 1-2 

interpolated between 1° and 17. 

If the apocalypse, like the Fourth gospel, was edited prior 
to (or, in view of) its reception into the canon, the most likely 
traces of the process would be found in 1! and 2218-19, The 

former passage, however, might conceivably have been added by 
the author, like the zpooiuiov of Thucydides, after he had 

* The liturgical element is naturally more prominent than in Ephesians ; 
cp. the antiphonal bursts of song (#42. 2138-2140, 3242) in the congregation, 
the responsive amen in 5" 7” etc. 
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finished the book as a whole. The change from the third 
person to the first (1°) 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 221819 (cp. En ro4!"), which might be taken as part of the 
apocalyptic literary tradition (cp. eg. Slav. Enoch 487°). The 
likelihood, however, is that it represents an editorial note (so 

Jn 21°**) designed to authenticate the writing as in the direct 
succession of the OT prophecies (cp. Jos. Af. 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, GA. i. 28f, Hans 
Windisch, ‘Der Apokalyptiker Johannes als Begriinder der NT Kanons,’ 

ZNW., 1909, 148-174, with Hamack’s Reden uw. Aufsdise, ii. 239 f.), and 

that this claim of a book which contained sayings of the Lord, descriptions of 
God’s kingdom on earth, and church-epistles, paved the way for the subsequent 
canonization of the gospels, Acts, and epistles. 

§ 4. Traces in early Christian literature —From an allusion 
like that of Philad. vi. 1 (orpAai eiow Kat rador vexpdv, éd’ ols 

yéypartat ovov dvouata avOporwv)= Apoc 3" (to Christians of 

Philadelphia, toujow adrov orvdov . . . Kat ypaww éx airdv 7d 

dvoxa TOD Geod jov xTA.), it is possible that Ignatius had read the 
apocalypse, but the occasional similarities of language between 
it and Barnabas (e.g. 1° %=Barn vii. 9, 215=Barn vi. 13, 
2210. 12— Barn xxi. 3, cp. Clem. Rom. xxxiv. 3) are insufficient 

to prove any literary filiation. If the testimony of Andreas is 

reliable, Papias knew the apocalypse; which is intrinsically 

likely, since its chiliasm would appeal to the bishop of Hierapolis 

as it did to Justin Martyr (4fol. i. 28, ddis xaXetrat Kat caravas 

Kat Sia Boros, ws Ex TOV TueTepwv Cvyypaymatov epevviravTes wabety 

dvvacGe, 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. #. £. v. 18) and from the scanty traces of their own 
32 
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opinions (cp. Zahn’s GX. 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. #. £. v. 1) prove that it must have reachcd Gaul by about the 
middle of the second century. Indeed, Irenzeus (v. 30. 1) could appeal not 

only to those who had seen John, but to maou rots orovdaios Kai apxators 
dvrvypdgos. If the language of Hermas (Vs. ii. 2. 7, iv. 3. 1) 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 6522 as a mystical reference to the thousand 

years of Ps go%, and then proceeds, xai éru 61) Kai wap’ juiv avip 
ris, © Ovopna Iwdvvys, eis TOV drooTOAwV TOD XpioTod, év droxadver 

yevopevn xidua ern Toure ev ‘Tepovoadip tors TO hpetépw XpioTd 

murtevoavtas tpoedytevoev. Justin evidently ranks John, as the 

author of the apocalypse, in the prophetic succession. Tlapa 

yop jpiv, he continues (82), Kat péxpe vdv mpopytiKa xXapiopard 

éorw. Justin values the apocalypse because its evidence for 

the chiliastic eschatology was conveyed through prophetic 
ecstasy. Chiliasm, however, was not at all so popular in the 
Western church, and the Montanist movement tended to draw 

suspicion upon persons or books which claimed the prophetic 
spirit of ecstasy. This reaction was one of the influences which 
told against the reception of John’s apocalypse. Thus, in the 

anti-Montanist Muratorian Canon, the reference runs: ‘apoca- 

lypses etiam Iohannis et Petri tantum recipimus, quam quidam 
ex nostris legi in ecclesia nolunt.’ Here John’s apocalypse has 
risen above Hermas, but not yet above the Petrine apocalypse. 

Among the most prominent critics who rejected its authority 
was Gaius, the Roman churchman at the opening of the third 
century. Prior to him the church-party who were afterwards 
dubbed the Alogi, had demurred to the symbolism of the book 
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as unedifying, and to some of its prophecies as fantastic and 
ridiculous ; but Gaius, who evidently attributed its composition to 
Cerinthus (cp. Schwartz’s Zod d. Sohne Zebed@i, 1904, 33-45; 

ZNW., 1914, 210f.), took objection to its inconsistencies with 

the rest of the NT; e.g. 87" contradicted 1 Th 5%, 9% was out 

of keeping with 2 Ti 3!%1, and Satan (207) was already bound 
(Mt 12°), All this distaste for the book formed part and parcel 
of a strong antipathy in certain circles of the early church. “In 
the course of the third century the reaction in the East against 
the book was in full swing. The rise of Greek Christian scholar- 

ship during the ‘long peace’ after Severus (A.D. 211-249) made 
men more conscious of the critical difficulties of common author- 
ship of Apocalypse and gospel. The slackening of persecution 
set free the natural recoil of the Hellenic spirit against the 

apparent materialism with which the rewards of the blessed and 
the glories of the heavenly Jerusalem are portrayed” (C. H. 
Turner, /ZS. 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, of. cz. 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, Ze 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 wept érayyediav (as cited by 

Eus. #. £. vii. 25) he refers to earlier Christians who had re- 
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jected the book entirely, after a careful and critical examination ; 

Twes pev ov TOV pd Huav AOEryTAV Kal dverKevacav TaVvTY TO 

BiBdlov, KaP exacrov Kepddraov duevOvovres ayvwortdv TE Kal 

acvAoyirrov aropaivovres Weidecbal Te Ti éexvypadpny. *Iwavvov 

yap obk elvar A€yovatv, GAN td droKddupw elvar Tv opddpa Kat 
TaXEl KeKaAYPPEVY TO THS Gyvoias Taparetacpatt. 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 (0d piv fadios av cvvOeiunv) 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. (1) 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 (zrotos 

dé ovTos, adyAov). 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. “AdAov 6€ twa otpo tov 
ev “Aoia yevopévor, eet kat dv0 daciv ev Edéow yevéobar pyqpara 

kal éxatepov “Iwdvvov AéyeoOa. 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 (aAAovorarn Sb Kal Eévn, pyre ebarropevyn 

pyre yatviaca tovtwv pydevi, oxedov, ws eimety, nde ovdAdrAaByv 

mpos avTa Kowny éxovoa). This general impression of an alien 
origin is borne out by a scrutiny of the language (77s fpacews). 
The gospel and epistle “are composed not only in faultless 
Greek (drraiotws xara tiv tév “EXAjvev dovyv), but with great 

skill in their expressions, their arguments, and the arrangement 
of their expositions (rodX\od ye det BapBapdv twa POdyyov 7 
gorokicpov 7) GAws idwwricpov ey avtois ebpeOjvar)”; 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 
(ovx dxpiBGs EAAnviCoveay); he makes use of barbarous con- 
structions (idupacty re BapBaprxots), and sometimes of actual 
solecisms (xaé ov Kat codorxiCovta).” 
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The solecisms (T. C. Laughlin, Zhe Solecisms of the Apoca- 
lypse, Princeton, 1902) 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 8Sdexew with dat. (2", after 5 195), the variation in 
the gender of Anvos (41% after Is 63%), the collocation of fem. 
substantives and mascul. adjectives or participles (eg. 4! 114 
17°), or of nominatives and accusatives (108 113, also 5° 1467.14 
etc.), or of nominatives in apposition to genitives (1° 312), datives 
(914), and accusatives (27° 207), and mannerisms of style such as 

the nomin. pendens placed at the opening of a sentence for 

emphasis (e.g. 3!” 68 etc.), and the redundant airds in relative 
clauses (3° 77° etc.). These are due in part to the translation 
of Hebrew or Aramaic sources, in part to the influence of the 

LXX, which is more marked than in the Fourth gospel—e.g. in 
the use of phrases like the temple of the tent of testimony (cp. 
Ex 40% etc.), évdavov (=%25), the repetition of prepositions (71-9 

1618 etc., cp. Zec 6°), and of special words (see odpxas in 1918, 
with 1613 and Zec 8). See Charles’ Studies, pp. 79-102. 

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. Zhe Apocalypse and the Fourth Gospel.—The relationship 

of the two books is best solved by attributing them to the same 
school or circle in Asia Minor but to different authors. Such 
affinities of thought and style as are evident in both writings 
(e.g., the relation of God, Christ and the believer; keeping God’s 
word or commandments; the use of parentheses and of the 

antithetical method), imply no more than the use of a common 

religious dialect which contemporary writers of the same group 
might fairly be expected to share, for ail 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. dAnfera, adynOys, adynOds, avti, adrexpiOn Kat ctrev, 

adévae tas dpaptias, PeGcOat, ide, idtos, Kabds, pévror, mévrore, 

Tappyola, twrote, bd (accus.), and yapé. Furthermore, it often 

uses the language of the gospel in a way of its own; the aidéveos 

of the latter it employs only once (14°), and it never connotes 

it with w9; aos takes the infinitive, not iva; épyov replaces 
€Oé; ps and 6 Kécpos are invariably physical, not spiritual ; 

éxeivos is never substantival, vay never transitive ; “IepovoaAru 

is substituted for “IepocdAvya, and ody is never used of historical 
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transition. These instances might be multiplied (cp. Bret- 

schneider’s Prodabilia, 150-161 ; Liicke, pp. 660f. ; J. Réville, Ze 
quatrieme évangile, 26-47, 333 f. ; Selwyn’s Christian Prophets, pp. 

8rf., 222f.).* It must suffice here to point out that the apoc. 

reserves 70 dépviov for Christ, while the gospel confines dpviov to 
Christians and uses 6 dvds tod Oeod 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 
Noyos in Jn 1}f and of 6 Adyos rod Geod in Apoc 191% 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 é& 
(after owfew, rnpetv) are unimportant.t 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; ¢.g. oxyvow in Jn 144 and Apoc 7), and Jesus receiving 

from the Father (Jn 1018 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 aya of 2* 19 is mutual 
affection between members of the church); on the contrary, 
they are ranked as dotAa, 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 (217) 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 (209 riv wéAw 
THY HyaTnpévyv) ; the fatherhood of God (for Christ’s sonship, cp. 

* Selwyn, like Thoma (Z/V7., 1877, 289-341), regards the gospel as a 
correction of the Apocalypse. 

t ‘‘So far as these tests [7.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). 

+ Christ’s love is rather more prominent (1° 3°, cp. 3!°), but this is not a 
specifically ‘ Johannine’ trait. 
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78 227 35.21 141) js ignored entirely (even in 217 eds is substituted 

for the OT «is warépa); 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 (Ztudes sur Daniel et P Apocalypse, 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-éetre 

sur la recommendation que le vieillard lui en avait faite avant sa morte et 

d’aprés le récit qu'il lui avait fait oralement de la révélation et des visions 

qu'il avait eues 4 Patmos.’ This, however, fails to meet the crucial dis- 

crepancy of religious outlook f (especially in eschatology) between the 

apocalypse and the Fourth gospel. The same objection is valid against 

Zahn’s (NT. § 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 (ée. 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 r11#, 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 (4) 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, ¢.g., B. Weiss, Diisterdieck, Bartlet: 4., 388f., C. A. 

Scott) evades (a) but not (4). Vespasian did not take his 

official divinity very seriously. There is no record of any 

persecution during his reign; such might conceivably have 

* We even get the angelus interpres of the apocalyptic tradition and the 

seven spirits of the older Babylonian or Persian mythology. 

} ‘“‘The writer of the Fourth gospel has a very definite conception of how 

the Lord spoke on earth; it is difficult to think that the same writer at any 

period should have represented Him as speaking after the manner—the quite 

distinct and sustained manner—in which He speaks in the Apocalypse. The 

earlier date does not help us out of this difficulty” (J. A. Robinson, /7S., 

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 rimischen Staat, 1905, 66f.) 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 (1%) had been 
only banished or imprisoned like some of his friends (2), cp. 

Clem. Rom. g). 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 (4 Z£. iii. 18), and the period of terror was admittedly 
short (ZZ. #. xx. g-11, cp. Tert. Aol. 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 Ze Mame 
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. Ardan. 3) for a persecution under Vespasian is not worth the trouble of 

weighing. On the title udprus, see Kattenbusch (ZV/V., 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 (4) corroborated by the internal evidence of the document 

itself. 

(2) Wherever Epiphanius derived his information that John’s 

exile and release took place during the reign of Claudius (Aaer. 

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 (after Papias ?) in Irenzeus, whose remark on the 

name of antichrist is quoted (Eus. /7.£. iii. 18) as follows: ef 6¢ dvapavddr 

év Te viv Kapg KnpiTTeOa Totvoua atrod, aC éxelvov av eppé0n Tov Kai Thy 

dmoxddupw éopaxdros. ode yap mpd moddod xpdvou éwpdOn, dAAG oxEddy Eml 

Tijs jperépas yeveds, mpds TH Tédet Tis Aojercavov dpxjs. It isnot possible to 

turn the force of this passage by pleading (so, ¢.g., Simcox, Selwyn) that 

Irenzeus confused the reign of Domitian with his (cp. Tac. FTAST WAN. Zee 0) 

temporary regency in A.D. 70 (January to October), or by referring éwpdOy to 

6’Iwdvyys instead of to 4 droxdduys (sO, ¢.g-, Wetstein, MacDonald’s Life 

and Writings of St. John, New York, 1880, 169, E. Bohmer : Uber Verfasser 

und Abfassungszeit des Apokalypse, pp. 30f., Bovon, and Chase, /7'S. viii. 

431-435).* The latter is particularly unsuccessful (cp. Abbott, Dzat. 29774) ; 

the subject of éwpd@y is plainly the apocalypse just mentioned, and, as 

Irenzeus 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 

régime. 

(2) Ch. 17 discloses a plurality, or at least a duality, of 

literary strata as well as of traditions. Those who postulate a 

Jewish source (s0, @£., Vischer, Weyland, Charles, Schmidt, 

Sabatier, Ménégoz, 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 1711 (so Harnack : 

TU. ii. 3. 134f.; ACL. il. 1. 245-246, Briggs, Gunkel, J. Weiss, 

etc.). But neither on these hypotheses, nor on those of two 

sources (e.g. Wellhausen), are the data of the passage quite clear. 

The strata of tradition can be seen overlapping more clearly than 

the editorial processes of revision or combination. Thus, in 

* Cp. Hort’s ed. pp. 41-42, and Jacquier, INT. iv. 317-318. 
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vv.8 12f 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 4" as a Domitianic gloss by the 
Christian editor, who also added ® (if not all of ®) and * toa 
Vespasianic (Jewish ?) oracle in 17“ which anticipated the down- 
fall of Rome at the hands of Nero redivivus and his Eastern 
allies. The reckoning of the seven Roman kings, which resembles 

the calculations of 4 Esdras and Barnabas (4), begins with 
Augustus* (so Tacitus) and passes over the three usurpers 
(Galba, Otho, and Vitellius ; cp. Suet. Vespas. 1), as provincials 
would naturally do, to whom the struggle of the trio was no more 

than a passing nightmare. The sixth and reigning emperor (6 els 
éotwv) 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 (76 @ypiov), who had already reigned 
(6 mv), but who meanwhile was invisible (kai oi« éorwv), is to 
reappear from the abyss, only to be crushed finally (kai eis 
ard deav trdye). Thus the downfall of the persecuting empire 
is to be heralded by the advent after Titus of one belonging to 
the seven (é«k tv éxrd éorwv) emperors who, on the traditional 
reckoning of the /eads, 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);+ 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 =c¢Baords, a word which had (especially in Asia Minor) the 

distinctly religious connotation of worshipful, was one of the évéuara 

Bdacgpyulas (131) which horrified the prophet John. 

f The calwus Nero gibe of the Romans had a sterner replica in early 
Christianity (cp. Eus. . £. iii. 17: 6 Aoweriavds . . . TeAeuTSv Tis Népwvos 

OeoexOpias Te Kai Deouaxias diddoxov éaurdyv Karecthoaro. de’repos Ora TOP 
see an an a n 

kal? quay avextver duwyudv, Kalrep Tod marpds atta Oveomaciavod pndév kad” 

Nav aToTov émwoncavTos). 
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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 Zx/.” vi. 359-369), where the im- 
munity 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, ¢.g., of 13'* is sometimes used to prove that the apocalypse breathes 
the atmosphere of the wild commotion and anarchy before A.D. 70. This 
interpretation is certainly truer to the data than that which finds an allusion 
to the murder of Julius Cesar (so, e.g., Gunkel, Porter, and Bruston), or to 

Caligula (Spitta). But the point of the oracle is that this weltering chaos 
had passed, leaving the empire stronger than ever, under the Flavians. The 
apocalyptist looks back upon the bloody interregnum which followed Nero’s 
death. The collapse of the Julian dynasty, so far from proving fatal to the 
State, had simply aggrandised its influence; the tradition of the wounded 
head (Dn 88) had been fulfilled. This retrospective attitude, together with 

the belief in Nero redivivus, points away from the Neronic period. (ii.) A 
further proof that the apocalypse could not have been written earlier than 
the eighth decade of the first century is furnished by the evidence of Polykarp 
(ad Phil. 11°, 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 
ines 

Several reasons contributed to the popularity of the seventh 
decade date. (i.) The Tiibingen school required it for their 
thesis that the Balaamites and Nicolaitans were Pauline 
Christians whom the narrower faith of John the apostle attacked 
(cp. Hausrath, iv. 256f., and Baur’s Church History of First Three 

Centuries, 1. pp. 84-87). Soon after Paul left Asia Minor, John 

settled there and wrote this vigorous pamphet in which he 

congratulated the metropolitan church of Ephesus for having 

detected false apostles like Paul, and for having resisted the 
subtle encroachment of the latter’s Gentile Christian propaganda. 

It is no longer necessary to refute this theory, except to point 

out that, when the Neronic date and the Johannine authorship 
are maintained, there is a much more plausible case for it than 

several conservative critics appear to realise. (ii.) Those who 

* John’s revisal of the seven heads is paralleled by the author of Daniel’s 
addition of the eleventh horn to the traditional ten, under similar historical 

exigencies. Bruston, Zdhn, and Clemen (ZVV. ii. 109f., xi. 204f.) 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.* (ili.) The 
allusions in 11/* 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. /C. 160 f.), Simcox, 

Selwyn (of. czt. pp. 215 f.), Erbes (ZAG., 1912, 222f.), Edmundson (Ure. 
163 f.), and Henderson (Princzpate of Nero, 439f.). The Domitianic date is 

argued, in addition to older critics like Mill, Hug, and Eichhorn, by Hof- 
mann, Lee, Havet, Milligan (Désczsszons, 75-148), Alford, Gloag (/ztrod. 

Joh. Writings), Salmon (WZ. 221-245), Schiifer (Zz7/. 347-355), Godet, 

Holtzmann, Cornely, Belser, Jiilicher, Weizsiicker, Harnack (ACZ. ii. 1. 

pp. 245 f.), McGiffert (4.4. 634 f.), Zahn, Wernle, von Soden, Bousset, von 

Dobschiitz, Wellhausen, Porter, R. Knopf (4VZ. 38 f.), Abbott, Kreyenbiihl 

(Das Evglm der Wahrheit, ii. 730 f.), Forbes, Swete, A. V. Green (Zpheszan 

Canonical Writings, 182f.), and A. S. Peake (JZ. 164 f.), as well as ft, 

from outlying fields, by J. Réville (Ordgines de TPepiscopat, i. 209f.), F. C. 
Arnold (Dze Meronische Christenverfolgunz, 1888), Neumann (ZC., 1888, 

842-843, reviewing Arnold), Ramsay (CRZ. pp. 268-302, AZ. xvi. 171-174, 
Seven Letters, 93-127), S. Gsell (Régne de Pémpereur Domitien, 1895, pp. 

307f.), Matthaei (Preussische Jahrb., 1905, 402-479), E. T. Klette (Die 

Christenkatastrophe unter Nero, 1907, 46-48), and Wendland. 

§ 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 Czesar- 

* Cp. Hort (Apocalypse, p. x1), ‘‘ 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. 

+ Several critics who assign parts to an earlier date agree also that the 
final shaping of the book took place under Domitian (so, ¢.g., Erbes, Barth, 
and J. Weiss; and above, p. 491). 
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cultus as a test of loyalty.* This popular deification of the 

emperor, with the corresponding recognition of dea Roma, were 

particularly rampant in Asia Minor, and the apocalypse ‘is a 

vigorous summons to the church to repudiate the cultus at all 

costs. Hence its emphasis upon the virtues of martyrdom and 

upon the speedy downfall of the Roman empire. 

‘*Rome shall perish! write that word 
In the blood that she has spilt.” 

The loyalist attitude of Paul, and even of the author of First 
Peter or of Clemens Romanus, is exchanged for a passionate 

belief that the empire is the incarnation of anti-divine power ; 

the prophet’s aim is to rally the faith of the church by heralding 
the imminent downfall of her oppressor. The imperial cultus is 

taken to mean the last iniquity on earth, and Rome’s downfall 

means the downfall of the world. 
§ 8. Authorship.—The internal evidence thus shows a writer 

who was (or, was represented to be) an ardent Jewish Christian 
prophet named John, steeped in apocalyptic traditions, and in 

close touch with some of the Western Asiatic churches. The 
disjunctive canon which we owe primarily to the critical insight of 
Dionysius, Origen’s thoughtful scholar, further proves that he 
was not the author of the Fourth gospel (or, inferentially, of the 

First epistle of John), 
(a) The hypothesis of John the apostle’s authorship 7{ 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 

* See Lindsay, Church and Ministry in Early Centuries*, 341, ERE. 

iii, 50-56, and iv. 525 f., and Case (Avolution of Early Christianity, 195 f.). 
+ So, recently, B. Weiss, W. H. Simcox, C, A. Scott, Zahn, Batiffol 

(Lecons sur les évangiles®, 1907, 106f.), Stanton (GHD. i. 171f.), Lepin 
(L’origine du quatr. évangile, 1907, 257f.), Jacquier (JWT. iv. 321f.), 

Chapman’s John the Presbyter and the Fourth Gospel (1911), R. P. Allo (2B., 

1917, 321-375), and Abbott. 
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Hebrew seer. Even the relegation of the apocalypse to the 

earlier date, and the inference that twenty or twenty-five years’ 

residence in a Greek city like Ephesus improved John’s style 

and broadened his outlook into a more spiritual range, do not 

suffice to meet the facts of the case. As Liicke and Alford * 
have pointed out, the Greek of the Fourth gospel and of the 
First epistle of John is not that of the apocalypse in an 

improved and maturer state. ‘The difference,” Swete nightly 

observes (pp. clxxviii—clxxix), “is due to personal character 

rather than to relative familiarity with Greek. And when style 

expresses individual character it undergoes little material change 
even in a long life of literary activity, especially after the age 

which St. John must have reached in a.D. 69 or 70.” The 

fundamental difference in the use of language is corroborated, 

as the same writer adds, by an equally decisive difference in the 

attitude of both writers to Christianity, which is not fairly 
explained by making the apocalypse the expression of a 
rudimentary faith. ‘Even conceding the priority of the 

Apocalypse, can we explain the difference of standpoint by 

development? Is the relation of the apocalyptic to the 

evangelical teaching that which exists between rudimentary 

knowledge and the maturity of thought? And is it to be 
maintained that St. John’s conceptions of Christian truths were 
still rudimentary forty years after the ascension, and reached 

maturity only in extreme old age?” The answer to these 

searching questions must be in the negative. 

Even those who give up John’s authorship of the Fourth 
gospel fail to make out a good case independently for his 
authorship of the apocalypse. Thus the vindictive, passionate 
tone of the latter is connected with the temper displayed in the 
incident of Mk g*8* (Lk 955); 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 (Déscusszons, 185-186) also dismisses this theory (held, e.g., by 

Lightfoot, Ga/atians, 337, etc.) as ‘“‘highly unsatisfactory.” To introduce 
amanuenses for the book does not help matters. 



AUTHORSHIP 611 

the son of Zebedee. These would not be insuperable if the 

apocalypse showed other evidence of apostolic (Johannine) 

authorship, but the reverse is the case. Thus, in 37! (decw air 

kabioa per nod év 7 Opdvy pov) the writer attributes to Jesus 

the very prerogative which the Lord disclaimed (Mk 10%). In 

1112 the inviolability of the Jerusalem-vads is assumed, in 

contrast to the explicit logion of Mk 13!? (cp. Ac 64). 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, eg., of Mk 1215-17, Mk 1352, 

Ac 168, and 71° (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 132427) as 9! does from Mt 247 (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 1% are not such as might have been 

expected from one who had been numbered among the inner 

circle of the Galilean disciples. Finally, though 187? 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 2114 (the twelve apostles of the Lamb) suits a non-apostolic 

writer upon the whole better than an apostle. 

‘©One may wisely hesitate to define the area of the impossible, but it is 

surely in the highest degree unlikely . . . that an unlettered Galilean 

peasant should, in the stress of the Parousia expectation of those earliest years, 

have turned to literary investigation and Oriental learning, . . . and that, 

above all, one who had sat at the feet of Jesus could put forth a work in 
which the great teachings of the divine Fatherhood, the universal brotherhood, 

the spiritual kingdom scarcely appear, but in their place we hear hoarse cries 

for the day of vengeance, and see the warrior Christ coming to deluge the 

earth with blood ” (Forbes, /utern. Hdbks to NT. iv. 96). 

* «© That the writer of Rev. need not have known Jesus, remains a strong 

indication that he did not know Him ” (Porter, DAZ. iv. 265); cp. Hoekstra, 

op. cit. 366 f. 
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(6) When the hypothesis of an apostolic authorship is set 

aside, the choice lies between the two figures suggested by 

Dionysius of Alexandria, each of whom has advocates in modern 
criticism. (i.) Some Asiatic prophet of that name (so, eg., 

J. Réville and Jiilicher). This is quite possible, as the name 
was common enough. (ii.) John Mark, however, is a more 
authoritative personality (Ac 13°18) than any unknown John, 

and his claims have been urged especially by Hitzig (Ueber 
Johannes Marcus und seine Schriften, 1843, pp. 11f., 67-116), 

Weisse (Zvangelien-Frage, 1856, pp. g1f., 140, 180), and 

Hausrath (ili. 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. 489f.). Dionysius, who does not 

connect John Mark with the second gospel, brings forward no 

stylistic argument from that quarter; he simply dismisses the 

suggestion on the ground that John Mark (Ac 131%) did not 
accompany Paul into Asia Minor. This would be no valid 
argument against the theory, for John Mark may have settled 

subsequently there quite as well as John the apostle. Acts is as 

silent on the one as on the other, in this connection. Still, 

the share of Mark in the second gospel, if it does not absolutely 
exclude his composition of the apocalypse, does not favour it ; 

and, as the John-Mark hypothesis is a pure deduction from one 
or two statements and a large amount of silence in the early 

Christian literature, it has never commanded very much support. 
(c) The possibility that this apocalypse, like most of its class, 

may be pseudonymous (“qui hoc opus negabant esse Ioannis 
euangeliste, aut alium fuisse Ioannem ab euangelista credebant, 
quemadmodum duas posteriores epistolas adscribebant Ioanni 
non euangelistee 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, ¢.g., Volkmar, S. Davidson, Weizsacker, Forbes, 

Wernle: Ure. i. 363, cp. Bacon in £xf.7 iv. 240f., and Fourth’ 

Gospel in Research and Debate, pp. 160f.), 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 @étre for pseudonymity is absent, viz. the consciousness 

that the prophetic spirit was no longer present in the church. 

Though the contents of the apocalypse are sometimes no more 

than a secondary product of the prophetic inspiration, some of 

its cardinal passages represent direct personal visions ; the 

ante-dated predictions in the apocalypse (e.g. in 13 and 17) are 

too subordinate to necessitate a recourse to pseudonymity here 

as in the older Jewish pseudepigrapha. On the other hand, if 

John the apostle was martyred early, it becomes more possible 

to conceive how the apocalypse was written under his name 

towards the close of the century, and modifications of the 

pseudonymous theory in this direction are upheld by those who 

find in it earlier fragments or traditions either of John the son of 

Zebedee (so, ¢.g., Erbes and Bruston), or of John Mark, or of 

John the presbyter (see above, p. 489). 

(d) The last-named figure, however, may well have been the 

real author of the book. He suits the requirements at least 

better than any other contemporary who is known to us, and, 

unless we are content to share the pious agnosticism of 

Dionysius upon the apocalypse, as of Origen on Hebrews, or to 

adopt some form of the pseudonymous hypothesis, the balance 

of probability inclines to John the presbyter, who must have 

shared the prophetic and even the chiliastic aptitudes of the 

Asiatic circle to which he belonged,—this is a fair inference from 

his relation to Papias and the presbyter-traditions of Irenzeus,— 

who was a pafyris 70d Kupiov in the wider sense of the term (z.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 

dypdpparos kat iSudrys (Ac 4"). 

* The seer is simply the brother of his readers (19 6 ddeXpos tpay kal . 

ovyxowwvés). Paul in 2 P 3 isno more (6 dyamrnrds HuGy adedpés), it is 

true, but there one apostle is supposed to be referring to another. 

as 
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This hypothesis, which goes back to Eusebius (basing on the hint of 
Dionysius), was suggested afresh by Vogel * and Heinrichs (in Koppe’s V7. 
1818), and worked out from different standpoints by Eichhorn, Rettig (Das 
erwetslich dlteste Zeit f. a. Apocalypse, 1831), Bleek (cp. his Beztrage zur Ev, 

Kritik, 184-200), Liicke (SX., 1536, 654 f.), de Wette, Schenkel, Ewald, 

Wittichen, Wieseler, Mangold, Credner, Neander, Keim, Havet, O. Holtz- 

mann, Mejjboom, Diisterdieck, Selwyn, Erbes, Harnack, Bousset, Kohler, 

Lindenbein, von Soden, Heinrici (Ure. 1902, 126f.), A. Meyer (7'R., 1907, 

138), and von Dobschiitz (Probleme d. apost. Zeitalters, 1904, 91f.). Grotius 

threw out a conjecture to explain it: (‘credo autem presbytero, apostoli 
discipulo, custoditum hunc librum ; inde factum ut eius esse opus a quibusdam 
per errorem crederetur’), but it is favoured more or less tentatively by 

recent critics like Loisy (Ze Quatr. Evangile, 134), Swete, McGiffert, 
Pfleiderer (Ure. iv. 116f.), Jacoby (Meutest. Ethik, 1899, 444-455), and 
Peake (WT. 152f.). 

* Vogel’s idea was that 4'-11'® and 19-3” were (Neronic) fragments, 
written by the apostle and subsequently edited by the presbyter, who (under 
Galba) was responsible for the apocalypse as a whole. Schwartz (ZVW., 
1914, 218) thinks that 11% was added by the editor of the Fourth gospel in 
order to identify the author with the apostle John. Charles (EZ. xxvi. 54 f., 
119f.) argues that John died after completing 11-20%, the rest being added 
“by a faithful but unintelligent disciple,’ who misplaced several portions of 
the material left by his master; the correct order is, 20'-8, 21-22% 14-15. 17, 

4-6. 7-10. 11-15 1-4e - 5c- -7. iz . 12. 8-10. . 20 1 21 ac. 22° 5. 2y5¢ Bt 225 7. 16. 13. 12. 8-10. 18a 20. 



CrAP TERM 

(A) THE FOURTH GOSPELA 

LITERATURE. — (a) Modern editions—G,. Hutcheson (London, 1657); 

Lampe’s Comm. Analytico-Exegeticus (1724); Semler’s Paraphraszs (1771) ; 

S. G. Lange (Weimar, 1797); H. E. G. Paulus (Ph2lologisch-kritisch und 

historische Commentar wiber den Evgln Joh. 1812); Kuinoel? (Leipzig, 

1817); L. Usteri’s Commentatio Critica (Ziirich, 1823); J. Munter’s 
Symbole ad interpret. Evang. Joh. ex marmoribus et nummis maxime grecis 
(1826) ; Klee (1829); H. A. W. Meyer (1834, Eng. tr. 1875); Lassus, 

Commentaire philosophigue (Paris, 1838); Lucke* (1840)*; A. Maier 

(1843 f.); Baumgarten-Crusius (1844-5); De Wette® (1846); Tholuck? 

(1857, Eng. tr. 1874); J. P. Lange (1860, Eng. tr. 1872f.); L. Klofutar 

(1862) ; Olshausen? (1862, Eng. tr. 1855); Ewald, Dze Johan. Schriften 

(1862); W. Baumlein (Stuttgart, 1863); D. Brown (Glasgow, 1863); J. J. 
Astié (Zxplication de Tév. selon S. Jean, 1864); A. Bisping (1865); 
Hengstenberg? (1867 f., Eng. tr. 1879-80); Burger (1868); Luthardt 2 
(1875-6, Eng. tr. 1876); Schaff (ed. of Lange; New York, 1872); H. 

W. Watkins (Ellicott’s Comm. 1879); Milligan and Moulton (Schaff’s 

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 4 

(1903, Eng. tr. of third ed., Edin. 1888-9)*; K. Schneider (1889); G. 
Reith (Edin. 1889); Wohlfart (1891); Plummer (CGZ. 1893); Bugge 

(Germ. tr. by Bestmann, 1894); M. Dods (EG7. 1897); Knabenbauer 
(1897); A. Schroeder (Lausanne, 1899); M‘Clymont (C&. 1901); 

Ceulemans (Malines-Dessain, 1901); Schlatter? (1902); J. M. S. Baljon 

(1902); Petersen (1902); Blass, Huglm sec. Joh. cum var. lect. delectu 

(1902); B. Weiss (— Meyer %, 1902)*; Loisy (1903) *; Calmes (1904) ; 

Gutjahr (1905); A. Carr (Cambridge, 1905); Belser (1905); Heitmuller 2 

1 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 le quatriéme Evangile (These de 
Strasbourg, 1850); H. J. Holtzmann in Bunsen’s Bibel-Werk, viii. (1866) 
pp- 56f. ; Pfleiderer (PAZ, 1902, 57-74) ; Conybeare (77, 1906, 39-62) ; 

A. Meyer (7R., 1906, 302f., 339f., 387f., 1912, 239f.), and A. L. 

Jackson, The Fourth Gospel and some recent German Criticism (1906). 
515 
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(SW7. 1907); H. P. Forbes (/ztern. Habks NT. iv. 1907) ; Westcott (1908) ; 
Holtzmann-Bauer* (/7C.® 1908); Wellhausen* (1908); Merx (1910) ; 

Zahn? (ZK. t911)*; W. Bauer (WBNZ7. 1912); Tillmann (Berlin, 

> 1912). 

(6) Studies. —(i.) against Johannine authorship :—Edward Evanson (7he 
Dissonance of the Four generally received Evangelists and the Evidence of their 

Authenticity examined, Ipswich, 1792);1 Vogel, Huglin Johannes und seine 

Ausleger, etc. (1801) ; Horstin Henke’s Museum fiir Religionswissen, i. 47 f. ; 

H. H. Cludius, Uransichten (1808), pp. 50f., 350f. ; Ballenstedt, Phzlo und 
Johannes (1812); Bretschneider, Probabrlia de Evang. et epistolarum Johannis 

apostoli indole et origine (1820)*; H. C. M. Rettig, De guattuor Evang. 

Canonicorum origine (1824); Liitzelberger, Die Azrchl. Tradition wiber d. 

Apostel Johannes, etc. (1840); B. Bauer, Avitzk. d. Evang. Geschichte d. 

Johannis (1840) ; A. Schweitzer, Das Euglm Johannts (1841); Zeller ( Z7heol. 

Jahrb., 1845, 577 fs on internal evidence); Schwegler (4VZ. ii. 346f.) ; 

Baur, Dze Kanonischen Evglien (1847); also in Theol. Jahrb. (1848), pp. 

264f. (on paschal controversy); Hilgenfeld, Das Huglm und die Briefe 

JSohannis nach threm Lehrbegriff (1849) *, and Die Evglien nach threr Steliung 

und geschicht. Bedeutung (1854); Volkmar, Die Religion Jesu (1857); J. 

R. Tobler, Die Eugitenfrage tm allgem. und die Johannisfrage insbesondere 

(1858); Weizsicker (Jahrb. deutsche Theologie, 1859, 685 f.); M. Nicolas, 

Etudes critiques sur la Bible, pp. 127 £. (1864); Scholten, Het evangelié 

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-evangelié (Leyden, 1867); E. V. 

Neale (Theological Review, 1867, 445-472); Schenkel, Das Charakterbild 

Jesu (1873); W. Cassels (SR. 1874); Thoma, Dze Genesis des Joh.-Euglms 

(1882)*; Jacobsen, Untersuchungen wtiber das Joh.-Evglm (1884); M. 

Schwalb, Unsere vier Euglien erklirt und kritisch gepriift (1885); O. 
Holtzmann, Das Johannes-Evglm (1887)*; Briickner, Die vier Evglien 
(1887) ; R. Mariano (Ure. iv. 45-110) * ; Cone (Gospel and its Earliest Inter- 

pret., 1893, 267-317); van Manen, OCL. §$°32-40 ; J. Reville, Ze guatrzdme 
évangile (1901) ; E. A. Abbott (£7. 1761 f.)* ; Pfleiderer (Ure. iv. 1-242) ; 
P. W. Schmiedel (ZBz-2503 f.) ; Loisy, Autour d'un petit Livre (1903, pp. 85- 
108); Wredé, Charakter und Tendenz des Joh.-Evglms (1903) * ; Kreyenbtihl, 
Das Evglm der Wahrheit (i. 1900, ii. 1905) ; and Overbeck’s bitter, posthumous 

_ Das Johannes-Evgim (1911). (ii.) in favour of Johannine authorship :—L. 
Bertholdt, Verisémztia de origine™Evangelit Johannis (Erlangen, 1805: 
gospel orig.=Aramaic notes); J. A. L. Wegschneider, Versuch einer 
volistandigen Einleitung in das Evglm Joh. (Gottingen, 1806); J. T. 
Hemsen, Die Authentie d. Schriften d. Evang. Joh. untersucht (1823, reply 
to Bretschneider) ;* K. Frommann (SK., 1840, 853-930, against Weisse) ; 
Ebrard, Das Eugim Joh. und die neueste Hypothese tiber seine Entstehung 

) ‘Cp. a reply by Thos. Falconer: Certain Principles in Evanson’s 
Dissonance, etc., examined (Oxford, 1811); also the English reply to Strauss 
by Andrews Norton (Gexzdéneness of Four Gospels, 1837 f.). 

*See Moffatt in 477. (xvii.), pp. 368-376, and, for later criticism, 
Clemen’s Entstehung des Joh.-Evglms (1912) *. 
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(1845, against Baur); Bleek’s Bedtrage zur Evuglienkritik (1846); A. 

Norton, Zuzdences of Genuineness of Gospels? (1846-8, Cambridge, U.S.A.) ; 

Ebrard’s Wissensch. Kritik® (1850, third ed. 1868, pp. 828 f.); A. Ritschl 

(Theol. Jahrb., 1851, pp. 500f.); G. K. Mayer, Dée Echtheit des Evgims 
nach Joh. (Schafihausen, 1854) ; O. Thenius, Das Euglm d. Evglien (an open 

letter to Strauss, 1865); Hase, Vom Eugim des Johannis (Leipzig, 1866) ; 

Riggenbach, Dze Zeugnisse fiir das Evglm Joh. (1866, external evidence) ; 
Jas. Orr, The Authenticity of John’s Gospel (London, 1870, reply to J. J. 
Tayler and S. Davidson) ; S. Leathes, Zhe Witness of St. John to Christ 

(1870); Sanday, Authorship and Historical Character of Fourth Gospel 
(1872)*; Witting, Das Euglm S. Joh. die Schrift eines Augenzeugen und 
zwar d. Apost. Johannis (1874); C. E. Luthardt, St. John the author of the 

Fourth Gospel (Eng. tr. by Gregory, Edin. 1875, with valuable biblio- * 
graphy) *; Beyschlag (S'K., 1874, 607 f., 1875, 413f.); Sanday, Zhe Gospels 
zn the Second Century (1876); H. H. Evans, St. John the author of the 
Fourth Gospel (1888); Watkins (Bampton Lectures, 1890); Wetzel, Dée 
Echthett u. Glaubwiirdigheit d. Evang. Joh. (1899); Camerlynck, De guarté 
euangelit auctore (1899-1900, also in BLE., 1900, 201-211, 419 f., 633 f.) ; 
T. B. Strong and H. R. Reynolds in DZ, ii, 680-728 ; Mangenot (Vigouroux’ 
DB, iui. 1167-1203); Hoonacker (RB., 1900, 226-247); J. Drummond, 
An Enquiry into the Character and Authorship of the Fourth GosPeT (1903) * ; 
Haussleiter (Theol. Litteraturblatt, 1903, 1-6, 17-21, and Die Geschichtlich- 
keit des Joh.-Evgims (Leipzig, 1903) ; C. Fouard, S. Jean et la fin de Vdge 
apostolique (Paris, 1904, Eng. tr.); R. Seeberg (VKZ., 1905, 51-64); 
Sanday, The Criticism of the Fourth Gospel (1905); R. H. Strachan (DCG. 
i. 869-885); COR. (1905) 84-107, 387-412, (1906) 106-134; Lepin,} 
Lorigine du quatriéme Evangile (1907)* ; C. E. Scott-Moncrieff, Sz. John, 
Apostle, Evangelist, and Prophet (1909) ; A. Juncker (Zzr neuesten Johannes - 
kritik, 1912); J. R. Smith (Princeton Theol. Review, x. 437 f., xi. 16f.). (iii) 
on special points :—G. C. Storr, weber din Zweck d. evang. Geschichte und der 
BriefeJonannis * (1810) ; K. F. Ranke, Plan und Bau des Joh. Evgims (Ber- 
lin, 1824) ; Weizsicker ( Jahrb. deutsche T heologie, 1857, 154f., 1859, 685f., 
‘das Selbstzeugniss d. Joh. Christus’); H. Spaeth (ZW7., 1868, 168f., 
309 f., ‘ Nathanael, ein Beitrag zum Verstandniss der Composition d. Logos- 
Evglms’); R. H. Hutton, Essays, Theol. and Literary (1871, ‘ Historical 
Problems of the Fourth Gospel’) *; G. W. Pieritz, Zhe Gospels fromthe 
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 tiber 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’ (BF'Z., 1898, v.); Rollins (Brbiotheca Sacra, 1905, 484-499, 
written by John, edited by Apollos) ;? J. H. A. Hart (22g. 9.136065) va. 
Es rns 

: * Lepin’s volume, like the essays by A. Nouvelle (L’authenticité du quatr. 
Evangile et la thése du M. Loisy, Paris, 1905) and C. Chauvin (Les zdées 
de Loisy sur le quatr. Evangile, 1906), is specially directed against Loisy. 

* Tobler (see above) had already conjectured that Apollos composed the 
Fourth gospel on the basis of Johannine traditions (see below, p. 559). 
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42f., ‘plea for recognition of historical authority of Fourth gospel’); C. 

Gleiss (WKZ., 1907, 470f., 548f., 632f., 673f, *Beitrage zu der Frage nach 
der Entstehung und d. Zweck des Joh.-Evglms’) ; van Eysinga (PZ, 1909, 

143-150, ‘zum richtigen Verstindniss d. Johann. Prolog’); O. Zurhellen, 
Die Heimat des vierten Evglms* (1909); D. H. Miiller (SBAW., 1909, 

‘Das Joh.-Evglm im Lichte d. Strophentheorie’); A. Merx, Dze vier 
Kanonischen Evglien nach threm alt. bekannten Texte... tt. 3. Johannes 

(Berlin, 1910) *; M. Goguel, Les Sources du récit Johannique de la Passion 
(Paris, 1910); Lepin, La Valeur Historique du Quatriéme Evangile (Paris, 

1910)*; E. H. Askwith, Zhe Historical Value of the Fourth Gospel (1910) ; 

Harnack (‘Zur Textkritik u. Christologié,’ “SBBA., 1915, 534f.); Belser 
(7Q., 1911, 404f., 568f.); H. A. Watson, Zhe Mysticism of St. John’s 

Gospel (1916); K. J. Proost (77., 1917, 197-227). (iv.) on the Logos- 

_ conception :—W. Baumlein’s Versuch die Bedeutung des Johannischen Logos 
aus dem Religionssystemen des Ortents zu entwickeln (1828); Anathon Aal, 
Geschichte d. Logosidee (i. 1896, ii. 1899) ; E. Bréhier, Les zdées philosophiques 

et religzeuses de Philon d’ Alexandrie (Paris, 1908)* ; J. S. Johnston, Zhe 

Philosophy of the Fourth Gospel, 1909, pp. 83 f. ; G. Vos (Princeton Theol. 

Review, 1913, 315f., 557f.). (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 Hetland. Nach Joh.-Evglm (Riga, 1797); C. C. 
Tittmann, MJeletemata Sacra (1816, Eng. tr. 1844); Kostlin, Lehrbegriffe des 

Euglm u. der Briefe Johannis (1843); C. Niese, Die Grundgedanken des 

Joh, Evgims (Naumburg, 1850); C. P. Tiele, Het evang. van Johannes 

(1855); M. Aberle (Zheol. Quartalschrift, 1861, 37.) ; B. Weiss, Der Joh. 

Lehrbegriff (1862); Nolte (Theol. Quartalschrift, 1862, 464 f.); Schwalb 

(Revue de Théol., 1863, 113f., 249f., ‘Notes sur l’évangile de Jean’); 

Weizsicker’s Untersuchungen tiber die Evang. Geschichte (1864, second ed. 
1901)*; Sabatier (ZSR. vii. 181-193); Renan, i. pp. 477-541 ; M. Wolf, 

Das Euglm Johannis in seiner Bedeutung fiir Wiss. u. Glauben (1870) ; 
H. Delff, Lntwickelungsgeschichte d. Religion (1883, pp. 264f., 284f., 
329f.); H. Delff, Geschichte d. rabbi Jesus von Nazareth (1889, 67-206) ;1 
Reuss, W7Th. ii. 331 f.; H. Kohler, Das Euvglm 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 Evgim (1898)* ; H. H. Wendt (Das Johannes Evglm, 1900: 
Eng. tr. 1902; Dée Schichten im Vierten Euglm, 1911)*; A. Titus, Dze 
Joh. Anschauung unter d. Gestchtspunkt der Seligkett (1900) * ; Purchas, 
Johannine Problems and Modern Needs (1901); Schlatter (BFT., 1902, 
iv.); J. Grill, Untersuchungen wiber die Entstehung d. Vierten Euglms, 
i. (1902); J. L. Nuelsen, Die Bedeutung des Evglm Joh. fiir d. Christ- 
liche Lehre (1903); Inge (DCG. i. 885-895, also in Cambridge Biblical 
Essays, 1909, 251-288) ; H. A. Leenmans (Zveo/. Studién, 1905, 377-412) ; 
J. d’Alma, La Controverse du Quatriéme Evangile (1908); E. F. Scott, 
The Fourth Gospel, tts Purpose and Theology” (1909)*; A. Es Broo . Brooke 

eee ed 

1 Delff’s further works included Das Verte Euglm, ein Authentischer 
Bericht tiber Jesus von Nazareth (1890); Neue Beitrége zur Kritik und 
Erklirung d. vierten Evglms (1890) ; and an essay in SK: (1892) pp. 72 f. 
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(Cambridge Biblical Essays, 1909, 289-328); B. W. Bacon, The Fourth 

Gospel tn Research and Debate* (New York, 1910); A. V. Green, The 
Ephestan Canonical Writings (London, 1910); Baron von Hiigel (ZB." XV. 

453-457) ; Garvie (Zxf.8 vii.—viii.) ; B. T. Smith in 7%e Parting of the Roads 
(1912), 239-282; R. H. Strachan, Zhe Fourth Gospel, Its Significance and 
Environment (1917) ; H. L. Jackson, The Problem of the Fourth Gospel(1918). 

§ 1. Outline and contents.—Special literature: K. Meyer, der 
Prolog des Joh.-Evglms (1902); Lattey (Exp." i. 424-434); 
Hitchcock (Zxf." iv. 266-279), Walther, Znhalt u. Gedankengang 

des Evglm nach Joh. (1907), W. Lock (H/. xv. 4of.). 
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 (21-67, 
Samaritan city = 4° followed by a oypetov of resurrection) ; the 

later (71-124%) is confined to Judea, with two retreats (1010# 

and 115457), the former (zé€pav tov Iopdavov) of which is followed 
by a onpetov of resurrection (4°°:41= 104 belief of many), the 

latter being «is "Edpaiu Aeyouevnv woAw. The third part (13'- 

20°!) describes the last supper (13!-17%°), the arrest, trial, and 
death (18!—19*), and the appearances after death (20!*1). 

Quod initium sancti euangelii cui nomen est secundum Iohannem, quidam 

Platonicus . . . aureis litteris conscribendum et per omnes ecclesias in locis 
eminentissimis proponendum esse dicebat (Aug. Czuzt. Dez, x. 29). 

The Logos is the divine principle of creation (11%), apart from 
which the universe is unintelligible; no 8yuotpyos 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 (1*°) which immediately 
absorbs his attention. Zhe “fe 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.5. Hurrying on to the final revela- 
tion, for which John the Baptist was merely a witness (1°), 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 * 

(112e = 2081) welcomed the Logos (1°18), To them the incarnate 

Logos (no phantom of docetic. gnosticism), in virtue of his 
divine sonship,+ manifests and imparts the real nature of God 
fhe Pather\(x +25): 

The introduction (1!%5!) develops the witness of John the 

baptizer to Jesus as the Christ (17), the Son of God (1%, cp. 
2081), This witness is borne in a triple fashion: (a) before 
sceptical Judaism (= oi “Iovdato, 11%*8), (4) in a soliloquy f (17 
3), and (c) before two of his own disciples (1°). The third 
testimony starts a movement towards Christian discipleship: 
(a) two of John’s disciples join Jesus (1°7-*°), (4) they bring over 

others (149-42), and (c) finally (r7 ézravpiov, as in 17% 55), Jesus 
himself calls a third set (1*").§ The genuine Israelite is he 
who (147°) comes to Jesus through sceptical prejudice and 

confesses him to be the Son of God. 
The religion of Jesus is now under way. The three follow- 

ing stories bring out its superiority to the older Judaism (2 
218f. 31-21) from various points of view. The activity of the 
disciples in baptizing throughout Judea leads up (note the loose 
pera Tatra) to John’s final witness (32%) and incidentally to 
a mission at Sychar (4!) as Jesus and his disciples make their 

way north to Galilee (44"), Here the second onpeiov rounds 
off the opening cycle which began with the first oynpetov (both 

at Kana: petition for help, eliciting of trust 25= 45°, mysterious 
aid). The faith of the pafyraé (21!) has now widened into the 
faith of those benefited (45%); for this faith in the word (33%) 
of Jesus, see already 41, as contrasted with faith in his ojpeta 
(28 448), TL ty 

“The second cycle contains two controversies with the Jews 

occasioned by three onpeta, one at Jerusalem (5) and two in 

Galilee (6). The second of the latter oynpeta (61521) is really a 
pendant, as in the synoptic tradition, to the former (618), and 
does not appear to have any independent significance. The 
narrative of the period closes with a messianic confession of 

* Note the climax of 1 (humanity), 1* (Judaism), and 1* (Christians). 

‘t A Philonic touch; to see God was the mark of primogeniture (De fost. 
Cainz, 18). The phrase xdpw dvti xdpiros is another reminiscence and 

adaptation of Philonic language (cp. de post. Caznz, 43). 

{~ At any rate, no audience is mentioned. 
§ Note in this paragraph the interweaving of (4) and (c) in 1% and 1%, 
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faith on the part of the eleven disciples (6%); the secret dis- 
loyalty of the twelfth (67-71) is noted by way of dramatic 

anticipation. 
The mystical revelations and claims of Jesus have now 

not only driven many of his paOyrat away from him (6% 66f), 
but provoked the deadly antipathy of Judaism (516. O74), bbe 
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 (7-104) and the feast of dedication (ra 
éyxaivia, 107789), A partial sympathy is elicited (74=10!%), 
but it is a resurrection-onpetoy (11144, after 10?7-?8) which first 
converts many Of the Jews (11% 12"), though it also brings the 
mortal hatred of the Jews as a whole toa head (114), The 

subsequent entry into Jerusalem (12!) is followed by an 

episode (1220-28) which is the third anticipation of Christ’s death 
and resurrection as prefigured in the onpetov of 11144, the two 

others being the prophetic word of Kaiaphas (1147-8) and the 
action of Mary (1218). 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 

(1314), 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 (2018), to the ten disciples (201923 in 
the evening), and, a week later, to the eleven, including Thomas 
(2024-29), 

The oscillation between Galilee and Judea is strongly marked. Jesus 
appears “iii the vicinity"of John the Baptist répav rod lopddvou (12%); he 
then moves into Galilee (1*, no reason given), from which the approach 

of the passover recalls him to Jerusalem (2%); he departs els riv Iovdalav 
viv (3%, no reason given), returns to Galilee v%@ Samaria (for enig- 

matic reason given in 4!), and again goes up to Jerusalem to attend a 

Jewish festival (51). The next chapter (61) places him in Galilee (no reason 

given for his return), and in 7% he goes back upon his own initiative to the 

capital for the oxyvornyla. He is still here in 10%", but retires (104-42) 

mépav Tod ’Lopddvov (=17%) to avoid being arrested far blasphemy. After a 
brief visit to Bethany (11°), 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 (11%). Finally, the approach of the passover brings him 



522 THE FOURTH GOSPEL 

back to Jerusalem (11'* 12"), where all the resurrection-appearances take 
place (see above, pp. 254-255). 

§ 2. Affinitie.—Apart from the OT, the main currents 

which flow through the gospel are those of (a) Paulinism,* 
(6) 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 (1!" cp. Ro 6!*),+ and Pauline ideas 

like God’s sending of his Son (3!7=Gal 4**) and God’s love 

(nyarnoev, 316, cp. Eph 24). On the other hand, a conception 
like that of Phil 274 is different from that of Jn 374%; the 
idea of the Spirit as a factor in the glorified nature of Christ 
(Ro 14) lies outside the special view of the Fourth evangelist, 
who tends to confine the operations of the Spirit to believers ; 

and both the Pauline conceptions of sin and faith fall into the 
background before other interests. These differences, however, 

do not affect the general impression that on such cardinal topics 

as union with Christ, freedom (8%), and life in relation to the 
glorified Christ, the writer has developed his theology from 
Pauline germs. Even the specific sense attached to “Iovdato: in 

the Fourth gospel may be but the development of Paul’s usage 

in his epistles, where the synoptic apicato: tends to be dropped 
for “Iovdato. as the opponents of Christ and Christianity (cp. 
Resch, Paulinismus, 194-196, 540, and VG. iii. 277 f.). 

(4) 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 dua Xpiorod 

(x? 2! cp. Jn 1), absence of self-glorification on Christ’s part 

(54 cp. Jn 8°‘), Christ as man’s access to God (725 cp. Jn 14°), 
Christ the shepherd (13? cp. rol), the unity of the éyZov and 
the dyvaopevor (214 = Jn 17! 21), and 3!=Jn 20%, 10% =Jn 148, 

r146=Jn 14% The conception of Jesus in Hebrews is closer 

(57°) 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, V7'Th. ii. 513 f.; A. Titius, pp. 11f., 15 f., 32f., 7of., 
115f. ; Feine, V77xh. 539-545 ; and P. Gardner, Zhe LEphesian Gospel, 86 f. 

+ The phrase incidentally shows how far the old controversy over the law 
lay behind the writer and his readers. As Reuss (of. cét. 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 Sane 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 py éx gavopevwy Oo Pderopevov 

yeyovevan, 

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 duvdmets or Ad-yor 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 17° is a thought characteristic 
of Philo, who protests earnestly against the idea that God can be seen 

(de mut. nomin, 2), and adds, @ propos of Gn 17}, that such allusions 

* Cp. Usener’s Gitternamen, pp. 339f. 
¢ Cp. the sentence of Cornutus, rvyxdver 6é 6 “Epuijs 0 doyos Gy, dv 

améaTeav mpods nuas €& ovpavod oi Geol. 

eet 
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to the vision of God imply the manifestation of one of his powers (zdzd. 3, 
ws pds TG mept abrd Suvduewr, Tis Baowuxhs, mpopawopuévys). Similarly, 

the changing of the name, in order to express a deeper significance in 

the bearer’s new relation to God (1%), 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 
aman 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 (1°), which was commonly employed as the 
prelude to some deep truth,t but, ¢.g., by Philo, who, commenting on the 

rt tnrets of Gn 37" (quod det. potiort, 8, cp. Jn 1° rt fnreire), 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 réle of Philo’s Melchizedek, the prototype of the Logos, 
who dvrt Udaros olvoy mpordepéTw Kal morivérw Kal dxpariférw wWuxds (leg. 

alleg. iii. 26). The Logos-Christ is also omniscient (cp. 14 2%, He 4%, 
Philo, Jeg. alleg. iii. 59), and a diddoxados (3? 131%: Philo, guod deus sit 
tmmutabilts, 28). Furthermore, the szx Jdplac (2°) from which the wine is 

produced, correspond to the Philonic principle that ‘“‘six is the most 

productive of numbers” (é&dde rp youyuwrdry, Decalogo, 30). There is also 

an apparent parallel to 3° in Philo’s comment on Nu 11” (gigant. 6), 
while the jive husbands of 4! are the five earlier deities of the Samaritan 

cultus (2 K 17% ; Jos. Amt. ix. 14. 3),§ and he whom thou now hast zs not 

thy husband, is either Yahweh, who really belongs to Israel, or else Simon 
Magus (Ac 8, Justin’s AZo/. i. 26), the contemporary idol of the Samaritans. 
Similarly, 4°°- reflect the Philonic idea (deduced from Ex 32?) that 
XElpoKunros ovdets éarw BWer kal mpds dd7jOecav Oeds, GAN akon Kalt@ voulfecbat, 

kal axon wévroe yuvackds, ov« dvdpds (de post. Cainz, 48), while the conception 

in 5!’ echoes the Alexandrian doctrine of God’s unresting activity (Philo, 

* Cp. Abbott, Dzat. 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 asa 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”), and von Hiigel’s Eternal Life (pp. 73 f.). 

+ On the Philonic element and influence, see especially E. F. Scott, The 

Fourth Gospel, 53 f., Feine, V77h. 638 f., and Inge in ERE. viii. 136 f. 
£ Cp. Philo, de fuga et inuentione, 14, Td 6é wodupeyes Kal modavdpov Kal 

movGeov KTA., also de mutat. nominum, 37. 

§ Josephus writes that the Cuthzeans, ‘‘ 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. i. 3, maverat yap ovdérore roidv 6 Oeds KTr., adding in 7, dre od 

rexvirns movoy aha kal marip av Tov ywouévwv).* 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 16% }5) with the Logos 

(e.g. de profug. 25). With 15!° we may also compare the Philonic original 
in the comment on Gn 18" in de sodrietate, 11 (obdxt Seamdrns 7) KUptos* pldov 

yap 7d copdv Hew paddov 7) Soddov), and the equally striking anticipation in 

migrat. Abrah. 9. These instances show that in literary methods, no less 
than in religious speculation, the Fourth evangelist had been trained in the 

Philonic spirit rather than (Clemen, Uyc. 352 f.) in the Hermetic piety. 

(c) The Stoic ring of some sentences in the prologue is 
natural, in view of the fact that Ephesus had been the headquarters 
of the Logos-idea as developed by the philosophy of Herakleitus, 
himself a 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 (see Appendix P). 
Thus the sentence, zz the beginning was the Logos, and the Logos 

was Geds, might havé been written literally by a Stoic, as 
Norden argues (ii. 472f.); 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 the > Starting- point of his work is a 

At thé same time, éven as a historical writer he is to be meen 
by the fact that his account of Jesus is introduced by a sketch 
of what he understood to be an adequate philosophy of the 
Christian religion. 

* The activity of the Logos-Christ on the sabbath answers to Philo’s 
identification of God’s rest on the seventh day (Gn 2% 4) with his higher 
activity in creating through the Logos natures of divine capacity (/eg. alleg. 
i. 6. 8). With 5! cp. Philo, de confus. ding. 14, and G. Klein’s Der Aelteste 
Christliche Katechismus (1909), pp. 53f. 

t The prologue (cp. H. T. Andrews, xf. viii. 167 f.) is organic to the 
conceptions of the book ; for an opposite view, see Harnack, Z7'X, 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 existencé 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 2211 71-11 1015-18 and 1847; from first to last he 

is master of his course. It is consonant ah this attitude that 
he alone speaks from the cross (197°8°); no one ventures to 
address him there (as in the synoptic gospels). The same 
pragmatism recurs in 11116, 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 29 or He 4#?}, 
The Jesus of this writer anticipates human insight. He is first, 
with men, even with the keenest (158 #- 47-48). He forms his 
own plans, knows where to hold aloof from human nature, and 

rarely (4! 11°) requires any information as to the temper and 

attitude of his contemporaries (contrast 27425 with Mk 8’, cp. 
alsarg* ent = 152°). NOE even his relatives can fathom or fore- 
cast his intentions (2? 75 cp. 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 (6-7 131°). 

' The Passion is no drift but an open-eyed choice, exhibiting 
marks of a royal advance (142% 12 22-765. 7- 2223), “Jesus is not 
swept into the power of death (1018); up to the very last he 
takes the lead, and after the resurrection he is too aay for 
human endearment (note the correction in 2017 of Mt 28%). 
Similarly, during his lifetime on earth he hardly requires to pray 
(11); on the contrary, he is prayed to by the church (note 
the significant omission in 6 as compared with Mk 64%, Mt 
14%; not prayer, but the need of avoiding pressure from the 

* He is adrodidaxros (1% 417-18. 3 542 615. 61. 64 $49 etc), and entitled to the 
divine name of xapdwoyveorns. ‘* Nothing to him falls early or too late.” 
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side of men is the motive for his retirement). He also carries 
his own cross (19", , as against Mk I 5”). rem ae 

from without is vart ot The Logos-motive in the eae of 

Jesus, which tended to emphasise the transcendental and inviolate 
freedom of the Logos-Christ on earth. The Jesus of the Fourth 
gospel really never acts upon the direct initiative of others, and 
it is this abstract tendency in the book which accounts for 

such features as his attitude to his mother (in 2*) and his 
brothers (in 7), as well’as for the conception of the onpeta, 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 deliberately 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 if 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 havé committed the error of depicting an 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° 10% 1154), grief (11°6), | 
joy, and indignation (187°). 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 
humamcharm with which the earlier Synoptists invest his person. 

To the writer Jesus is more than ever the head of the church, 

a community standing over against Judaism, the representative 

of divine light amid darkness, the final source of truth amid 
error. 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” (Inge in Camd. Biblical Essays, 281 f. ). an 

This emphasis upon the self-possession of Jesus, as I have elsewhere 
shown (£x/.° iv. pp. 127 f., 22¥°f-);is due to the influence of contemporary 
Stoicism, mediated in part by the conception of the divine codia in the 
Wisdom of Solomon, where autonomy is predicated of the highest life. As 
this independent volition and self-contained power was regarded, e¢.g., by the 
best Stoics as the crowning excellence of human life, it is likely that this 

element contributed more or less unconsciously to a portrait of Jesus in 
which the writer aimed at bringing out as far as possible his absolute 
authority in action and his superiority to human pressure. While the employ- 
ment of the Logos-category in itself involved a free handling of the synoptic 

tradition and at the same time encouraged any tendency to heighten the 
majestic self-possession of Jesus in the interests of reverence and faith, this 

does not suffice to explain the distinctive quality of the Fourth gospel; the 
latter is intelligible in the light of the contemporary Stoic bias and of its 
affinity to the author’s speculative bent, though he is far from the extreme 

standpoint of Clement of Alexandria, and indeed makes statements which 
may be regarded now and then as implicit criticisms of the Stoic ideal (cp. 
e.g. Abbott’s Dzat. 1705-1706, 1727 c.). 

This subordination of humane compassion to divine authority 
, comes out specially in the oneta. Neither here nor elsewhere 

ae ~—- 
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' 
' 

is Jesus viewed as an embodiment of the divine yapus. He says, 
“Tam 7 dd7$eaa,” but not “I am % xdprs,” and the omission of 
words like éAcéw, oixtippds, orhayxvilopat, and éXeos is significant. 

The onpeta retain a human element, but it is subordinate, if not 
accidental.t ‘‘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). 

* Criticised by W. K. L. Clarke, ZZ. xxii. 116 f. 
+ So Bruce, Zhe Miraculous Element in the Gospels” (1886), p. 151, ‘the 

synoptical miracles are, in the main, miracles of humanzty ; the Johannine 

miracles are, so to speak, miracles of state. They are wrought for the purpose 
of glorifying the worker.” Cp. Moffatt, Te Theology of the Gospels, pp. 92f. 
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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 onpeta, 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 onpeta 

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 Czsarea 
Philippi (Mk 827-°0) 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 112, Lk 

718f.), and exalted personal claims were elicited from ira by } 

the carping criticism and suspicion of the Jewish opposition, 

ee 

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 :— ea 

Jesus refers the Samaritan woman Jesus refers the Jews to the 
to the water of eternal life (41 1 heavenly bread of eternal life (627-* 
od un duljoet). od py Subjcer). 

She refers to the ancestral well They refer to the manna which 
from which her fathers had drunk their fathers had eaten (6*). 

(47). 
But the true water of life comes But the true bread of life is Jesus 

from Jesus (4'**). himself (6°24), 

* Dr. Rush Rhees, on the other hand, finds the striking monotony of 
the Fourth gospel already present in the conflict-stories of the synoptists 
(JBL., 1898, 87-152). 

34 
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She asks for it (41° dos wor x7X.). They ask for it (6°4 dds quiv xrX.). 

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. (6°), 
question of disciples (9? jaSfel). question of disciples (11° paBBel). 
divine object in disease (9% wa divine object in sickness (114 wa 
pavepwhy Ta epya Tod Oeod év air). dotacAp 6 vids rod Oeod dt’ abrfjs). 

need of working during the day (9*). need of walking during the day (11%). 
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 hereant” 
(Bretschneider, Probabilia, 2).* Cp. Gardner’s Ephesian Gospel, pp. 111 f. 

§ 4. Polemical Aims.t;—(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 

_ 18419") of primitive Christianity,t views which placed him in 

=e 

competition with the Lord as a religious authority. John, the 
writer significantly remarks, was not the light (1°). His function 

was merely that of a witness of ha arbinger. He is represented as 

* Bretschneider (p. 25) comments “severely upon 2”, and others since then 
have noted this weakness in the representation. Burkitt, e.g., writes: 

‘There is an argumentativeness, a tendency to mysfification, about the 

utterances of the Johannine Christ which, taken as the report of actual 
words spoken, is positively repellent. . . . It is quite inconceivable that 
the historical Jesus of the synoptic gospels could have argued and quibbled 

with opponents as He is represented to have done in the Fourth gospel” 

(Gospel History, pp. 227 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 yone of the zeons? 

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. 
+ This trait, already noted by Grotius, Russwurm (Johannes der Donnerer, 

1806), Storr, and others, has been worked out speculatively (cp. Rishell, 

J&L. xx. 38{.) by Baldensperger, followed partly by Wrede (GGA., 1900, 
I-26); the latter refers to the theory noticed in Siouff’s Etudes sur la 

religion des\Soubbas ou Sabéens, leurs dogmes, leurs meurs (Paris, 1880, pp. 
179f.), that the prologue is directed against Sabzean views of the Baptizer. 
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explicitly disavowing all messianic claims (17 329, cp. 4! 1041), 
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. (4) Another feature is the traditional antithesis 
of the gospel to Cerinthus, the Jewish gnostic of Alexandria, who 
held that the world was created not by God but by “a certain 

Power far separate from him, distant from that Principality who 
is over the universe, and ignorant of the God who is over all” 

(Iren. adv. Haer. i. 26. 1, contrast Jn 1° etc.), and who taught 
that Christ, the spiritual and unsuffering One, descended upon 

Jesus in the form of a dove at the baptism, wrought miracles and 
proclaimed the unknown Father, and then ere the crucifixion 
withdrew (contrast Jn 11 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 11% was soon 

altered into an allusion to the virgin-birth), and lays stress on 
the Spirit remaining upon him at his baptism (197%). But this 
conjecture was even more impossible than the modern idea that 
it was written by (Kreyenbuhl) 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 
Ireneus. 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 formulze. 7 

The gnostic tendencies which were operating at the time when 
this writing was composed, tended to resolve revelation into a 

process of eons, semi-mythological and semi-metaphysical, by 
means of which God and the world came into relations; they 
further developed an ethical barrenness by their intellectualism. 

Against both of these tendencies the author of the gospel seeks 

* <* Prorsus igitur adsentior Eichhornio (utrod. in NT. pt. ii. p. 191) 

profitenti, euangelistam non quidem adversus gnosticos sed in eorum usum 

scripsisse ” (Bretschneider, Probadzlia, 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 EAz. 4737-4738. 

+ Cp. Feine, W77h. 550f. On the Hermetic mysticism in the pro- 
logue, see Reitzenstein’s Zwez religionsgesch. Fragen (71 f.) and Potmandres 

(244f.), Norden, 348f., and generally E. F. Scott (4/7., 1916, pp. 345f.). 

es 
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specially to safeguard his readers. He is also (cp. e.g. 1619-14; and 
above, pp. 187-188, 362) 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 under- 

stood the Lord (cp. eg. Iren. adv. haer. ii. 2, aduersantur 

traditioni dicentes se non solum presbyteris sed etiam apostolis 
exsistentes sapientiores sinceram inuenisse ueritatem: apostolos 
enim admiscuisse ea quz sunt legalia, saluatoris uerbis; also 

lil. 1). 

(i.) The Alogi may have been Monarchians in christology, but their general 

spirit was that of the conservative commonsense people,* who suspected any 
adoption of semi-gnostic ideas and expressions such as the Fourth gospel 
furnished. The simple synoptic account of Jesus was enough for them, and 
their objections to the Fourth gospel were on the score of its theosophical 
traits rather than on account of its historical discrepancies with the earlier 
records, though the latter were not ignored. In spite of the uncertainties 
attaching to the whole question (cp. GHD. i, 239f.), the likelihood is that 
Hippolytus’ Defence of the Gospel according to John and the Apocalypse was 
the source from which the five Heads against Gazus were drawn, and that 

Gaius rejected not only the apocalypse but the Fourth gospel (cp. J. R. 

Harris, Hermas tn Arcadia and other Essays, 1896 ; Bacon, Fourth Gospel, 

231f. The Montanist + 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 (31° 8) are none the less responsible for their actions. It is 

pressing the language of 1° (a// 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. 166f., 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 divergencé8, it has been 
sensitive to the real unity between the synoptic and the Johannine Jesus. 
But, as Godet (Eng. tr. i. 159) observes, ‘‘ philosophy still seeks the synthesis 
of the two Sokrates; theology searches, and will for a long period still 
continue to search, for that of the two images of the Christ.” 

t But ch. 21 is not a Montanist appendix (Barns, xf.” iv. 533-542). 



RELATION TO SYNOPTISTS 533 

§ 5. Relation to the Synoptic Gospels.—-Special literature: * A. W. 
P. Moller (de~gentt-ertndolis Ev. Joh. et priorum evv. diversa ratione rite 
definienda, 1816); Baur, Krit. Untersuch. tiber die kanon. Evglien (1847), 

pp. 239f.; Freytag’s Symphonie der Euglien (1863); E. Delon, Le récct de 
S. Jean dans ses rapports avec la narration synoptique (1868) ; Holtzmann 

(ZHAF 1869; pp: G2ii., 1551, 1875, pp- 448f.)'; Keim; i. 164f.; J. J. 
Taylor, An attempt to ascertain the character of the Fourth Gospel, especially 
2m zts relation to the first Three (1870)*; P. Ewald, das Hauptproblem der 

Luglienfrage (1890); T. R. Birks, Hore Evangelice (1892), pp. 180f. ; 

Schlatter (‘die Parallelen in den Worten Jesu bei Joh. u. Matthaus,’ BAT, 
ii. 5); Wernle, daze Synoptische Frage (1899), pp. 234-248; R. Mariano, 

Ure. iv. pp. 81-92 (‘Relazione coi Sinottici’); Loisy, Le guatriéme 
Evangile (1903), pp. 56-76; P. Féret (‘ Le probléme synoptico-Johannique,’ 

Annal. da. Philos. Chrét., 1903, pp. 24-42); O. Holtzmann, Leben Jesu (Eng. 

tr. 1904, pp. 32-46); COR. (1905), 106-134; Barth, das Johannesevglm u. 
die Syn. Evglien® (1911); E. A. Abbott, Dzat. 1665-1874 (invaluable) ; 

Monnier, La mzsston hist. de Jésus* (1914), 354f.; Zahn, 7WVZ. § 67; W. 

Richmond, Zhe Gospel of the Rejection (a study in the relation of the Fourth 
gospel to the three), 1906; P. W. Schmiedel, das vierte Euglm gegentiber den 

drez ersten (1906, Eng. tr. 1908); F. W. Worsley, Zhe Fourth Gospel and 

the Synoptests (1909); Bacon, Hourth Gospel in Research and Debate (1910), 

332-384; Feine (227. 186-191). 

(1) That the Fourth gospel presupposes the general synoptic 

tradition may be taken for granted ; the real problem of literary 
criticism is to determine whether it can be shown to have used 
any or all of the synoptic gospels. 

The omissions of synoptic phrases and ideas by John+ 

include the casting out of devils, diseases like leprosy and 

paralysis (hence om. of terms like kxafapilw, Sarpovia, Aempds, 

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, ze. the synoptic adverbs for exceedingly (éxrepicoas, 

Niav, Tepicoas, and oddpa), adultery and adulteress, yoy (= 

wife), precede (rpo-ayw, -€pxouat, -ropevopac), ikavos and zédaos, 

* Historical sketches of opinion (foreign) on this problem, in Schweitzer’s 

Quest of the Historical Jesus, pp. 86f., 117f., 183f., 219 f., etc. ~ In speak- 

ing of J. Weiss’ Dze 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 repre- 

sented by the Tiibingen school, ‘synoptic or Johannine ?’—the period inaugur- 

ated by J. Weiss, ‘ eschatological or non-eschatological ?’ (p. 237). 

+ See a carefully annotated and classified list of synoptic terms (7.e. terms 
used by all three, as a rule) rarely, if ever, used by John, in Diaz, 1672-1696. 
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katadeirw (=leave), and dvaywooxw (of scripture). More 
important is the substitution, e.g. “y of onpeta for dvvapets, and of 

Taporputa for wapafoXy (cp. FFG. Iv. pp. Vill, 139 f.), due to the 

pragmatism ‘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 diaxdovor and tpraxdoror, 

Oeppatvopat, vépoos miatiKds, (rT%w?), pariopa, and Srdpvoy, in the 

same sense (cp. also the great multitude, Mk 12°°=Jn 12%}, 
Mt. and Lk. omitting the 6), is hardly of weight enough to float 
the thesis that these indicate a sustained and subtle intention 
to support Mk. against the omissions and deviations of Mt. and 

Lk. (Diat. 1739f., FFG. i. pp. 20f.).* Apart from Mt 28!0= 

Jn 2017 (my brothers, see above, p. 254), the coincidences 

between Mt. and Jn. are still less remarkable (Déat. 1745-1757). 

Mk. breaks off before the narrative reaches the point where 

Jesus calls the disciples my drothers, 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 Mew World, 1895, pp. 459-483, 

or in £42. 1773 f.). 

The only gospel about which there need be any hesitation is that of Lk. 
Here the répeated 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 

*T cannot see any adequate basis for the idea that (Déat. 1744 f.) John 

intends to convey, by his allusions to the beloved disciple, a tacit contrast to 

the disappointing adherent of Mk 107 ( Jeszs loved him). 
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the climax of a development which can be traced from Mk. to Lk.* The 
solution lies in a combination of both hypotheses. The Lucan affinities of 
the Fourth gospel do not imply Sebaste-Samaria (Erbes) or Syrian Antioch T 
as the locus of the latter (Zurhellen); 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 probably 
from Syrian Antioch. This may be admitted, without abandoning the use 
of Luke’s gospel by the author of the Fourth gospel. The two gospels are 

almost contemporary ; they breathe often the same atmosphere of religious 
thought andtendency. 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 in /7'S. ix. 562-568) ; ¢.g. dmdxpiows, of Jesus (Lk 247 20%, cp. 
Jn 19°) ; Barre (Lk 16%, Jn 13°) 5 $ yeirwy (Lk 14! 15° 9, Jn 98) ; duarplBew 
(intrans.=stay, Ac 12), 15°, Jn 6”); éxudooev (Lk 7344, Jn 11? 123 
13°); év@ade=hither (Ac 25!7, Jn 4)!); xfjros (Lk 13)%, Jn 18! etc.); 
xé\ros= bosom or breast (Lk 16%, Jn 138 1378); vevew (Ac 24”, Jn 13%) ; 
oud (Ac 21, Jn 4% etc.) ; mpodpapetv (Lk 19%, Jn 204) ; mémrore (Lk 19%, Jn 
138 etc.) ; orod (Ac 34 5, Jn 5? 10%), and ¢péap (Lk 14°, Jn 41-!2).§ 

In one class of passages some special trait of Lk. has been adopted and 

adapted by the Fourth evangelist ; e.g. 3=Jn 11 (is John the Christ ?), 
4°=Jn 16° (the devil ruler of this world), 4%°°=Jn 8» (Jesus eluding a 
crowd), 68=Jn 2” (the divine insight of Jesus), 77=Jn 4%’, 16°°%!=Jn 599. 47 
12-11, 9-89 — Jn 121, 2135 —Jn Slt, 223 =Jn 13% 47, 228=Jn 21117, 2950— 

Jn 18”, 23=Jn 19% ; both use 6 «pcos of Jesus in narrative ; both apply 
the phrase son of Joseph to Jesus (4~=Jn 1* 6%) ; both separate the idea of 
Mt 10” from that of Mt 10%°8 (cp. Lk 6% and 12%=Jn 13167 and 1514-16. 20 
where /rzends is applied by Jesus in Lk. and Jn. alone to the disciples). 

There is an increasing tendency in both to describe the relation of Jesus to 
God as that of the Son to the Father, to limit God’s fatherhood to Christians, 
to emphasise the Spirit, and to speak of Jesus as 6 owrijp who brings 

* See Jacobsen (of. cet. pp. 46f.) on this point, with P. Feine’s Vor- 
kanonische Ueberlicferung, pp. 133-136, H. Rickard (CQR., 1917, 265 f.), 

Moffatt’s Theol. of the Gospels (pp. 24f.), and above, pp. 268, 274. 

t Kreyenbiihl uses these and cther 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. 

} The sense in Apoc 19” is different (=‘ dyed’), as is the case with ¢péap 
also (91"”). 

§edkvew, eEnyetobat, ctpew, and cxowlov are used in totally different 

senses by both writers, and cuvri@ec@ax in different constructions; terms like 
m)evpd, ‘EXAquiari, dpiorav, and fwvvdivae (both latter in Jn 21) are too casual 

and minor to deserve notice, while the uncertainty about Lk 24” prevents 
6G0vua (Jn 19” etc.) being reckoned. 
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rhv owrnplav. Both have Samaritan-stories and stories about Martha and 

Mary ; both agree, in opposition to Mk. and Mt., in placing the prediction 
of Peter’s denial during the last supper, and the denial itself previous to the 
violence done to Jesus in the judgment-hall ; both also note a triple (Lk 23* 

14. 22 +4 rptrov =Jo 18*8 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 (201%) tallies with that 
recorded by Lk 24°*4° in three points: | (a) the sudden appearance in the 
midst, (4) 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 (167%) recognition, 
and makes them receive the Spirit at once instead of waiting for it. This 
latter point is significant.{ In the Fourth gospel the ascension takes 

place on the day of the resurrection; Jesus then comes (201%), as he 
had promised, back to his disciples, and breathes on them (not sends to 
them) the holy Spirit, which he had also promised (15% 167). This is the 
real wapovola of the Fourth gospel, and after 204° 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 of Jn 21 seeks to harmonise the 
two lines of tradition by a final Galilean vision, drawn either from the Lucan 
5‘ or from a common tradition (cp. p. 573). The revelation or recognition 
of Jesus év ry KAdoer TOO prov (Lk 24°F), and the eating of fish by Jesus in 
presence of the disciples (Lk 24°), reappear in Jn 218 in altered form; 
here Jesus is recognised before the meal (of which he does not partake), 

and the meal consists of bread and fish. This suggests ‘‘that there may 

have been various traditions combining a literal and a symbolical meaning (1) 
about the catching of fish, (2) about a Eucharistic meal (after the resurrection) 

* Bacon (Hourth Gospel, pp. 376 f.) even takes 87 as a repudiation of Lk 
3° and as representing the older Palestinian view, which has a better chance 

of being historical. Westberg (Bzblische Chronologie nach Flavius Josephus 

und das Todesjahr Jesus, 1910, pp. 86f.) 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 xal Aéyer adrois: elpivy Suir is inserted after adrav in Lk 24%. 

+ The characteristic standpoint of the Fourth gospel is not the yearning 
for a return of Jesus the messiah to finish his work: Z¢ zs finished (Jn 19*), 
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 Lord 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 ” (Dzat. 2483a).* In the Lucan story of 2436 
the general permission to handle (Wa\apyoaré we Kai idere) precedes the 

further proof (eating) of the reality of the resurrection-body ; whereas in the 

Fourth gospel, where the same order occurs (20% 211), 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, ¢.g., the significant change in 22% 

from Mk 14°?=Mt 26; the Jewish authorities, unlike Simeon, 27° °°, are to 
die without seeing the Christ), but the Fourth evangelist transcends it as part 
and parcel of the Jewish messianism which he and his age felt to be no longer 
adequate to the Christian consciousness of the day. Traces of it still occur, 
é.g., in 578-9 (which cannot be eliminated as a later interpolation), just as the 
older view of Jesus’ redemptive function incidentally recurs in 1*°, but such 
features do little more than denote the transition from the old to the new, and 

the characteristic aims of the author lie elsewhere, in a conception of Jesus 
for which he found the Logos-idea, not the messianic idea, to be the most 

effective category. This process had been already anticipated not only by Paul, 

but by the authors of Ephesians and Hebrews in their own way, without 

detriment to the supreme significance of Jesus Christ to the Christian. The 
Fourth evangelist, however, is less interested in the cosmological or 

typological significance of Jesus than his predecessors on this line, and 
generally he develops an independent view of his own, which is more 
thoroughly dominated by the set and spirit of the Logos-idea, 

(2) Not merely on the content but on the position of the 
Baptist’s ministry, the Fourth gospel is at issue with the synoptic 
tradition. The latter consistently defers the beginning of Christ’s 

public ministry till the Baptist had been arrested (Mk 11415, 
Lk 31821= Mt 4}2), as is the case with Ac 10°” 13%4f r94 The 

Fourth gospel makes the two ministries overlap (Jn 37230 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 épxerar of v.13, however ; 
it goes with the following verb, as in 6% and 12%. The insertion of 
edxapioryoas by SyrS™ and D in Jn 217%, if not a restoration of the original 
text, at least points to the early prevalence of this eucharistic conception of 

the scene (cp. C. H. Dodd in #.vf.8 ii. 530-546). 

~~ 
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disciples and by others. Here, again, the tendency already 
present, ¢.g., in Mt. (pp. 252, 259), is fully operative. 

Some further instances of this principle may be noted. (a) The first two 

onueta * 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-onueta, 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, 

(6) An equally secondary trait lies in 2%**, where an original saying is 
placed in a setting which has been transposed (so, ¢.g., among most recent 
writers, J. Réville, pp. 137 f. ; Drummond, 61; J. Weiss, Loisy, and Oesterley 
in DCG. ii. 712 f.) from its historical site f 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 to Jerusalem, 
and was an act not of messianic authority but of prophetic or reforming 
zealt (so, e.g., Wernle, Syn. Frage, 240; Blakeway in 7. xxii. "279 f. ; 
Stanton, DA. ii. 245; Clemen, and Sanday ; after Beyschlag, zx Johann. Frage, 
83f.; R. H. Hutton, 7heological Essays, 222f.; A. B. Bruce, Azugdom of 

God, 306f.). In the synoptic tradition it brings the enmity of the scribes and 
priests to a head (Mk 11778: 27); it is the natural climax of his ministry, a 
supreme effort to assert the rights of God in the headquarters of the nation, 
and his subsequent fate is the natural outcome of the deed. In the Fourth 
gospel the act is at once ante-dated and minimised. ‘The saying connected 
with it is rightly reproduced, as is the connection of the incident with the 
passover. But the daring assertion of authority produces no impression 
beyond a mild remonstrance (2)8, reproduced from the synoptic tradition, 
Mk 118= 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°18=Lk 71-10, faith is (as 

usual in this gospel) the result of the miracle, not, as in the synoptic tradition, 
the indispensable condition of help or healing, 

¢ Tatian also follows the synoptic order. ‘ 

t 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°4 refers back to 2! not to Mt 8-8=Lk 7?! as the second 
miracle ; the story (4*°°4) is a heightened form of the Matthzean narrative, 
just as 54@ and 61-18: 16-21 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, 127-144), while in 67-7, as in 

124%, there is a distinct tendency to exculpate the twelve or Peter (see the 
synoptic parallels) at the expense of Judas Iskariot. 

(2) The Lazarus-miracle (11) is exceptional in several respects. In the 
synoptic stories of people being raised by Jesus from the dead, the miracle 
takes place naturally ; the opportunity is furnished, and Jesus takes advantage 

of it. Here he consciously delays his arrival not only until the dead person is 
buried, but until the process of physical corruption has set in. The miracle is 

thus rendered more wonderful, in comparison with the synoptic stories, where 
Jesus only raises the unburied (and indeed those who have just died), and 

where he never arranges for any heightening of the effect. It is an illustration 
of the profound truth that Jesus is the source of life eternal in a dead world, 
and that the resurrection is not, as the popular faith of the church imagined 
(114), something which takes place at the last day, but the reception of Christ’s 
living Spirit: 2 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, 313f.). 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 hyfothes¢ 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, (4) 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 111% (see pp. 
225, 236) has grown up™ mainly out of a parable—in this case the parable 
of Lazarus (Lk 16), which closes (1677*!) 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 these 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 Probadi/ia, p. 79, ‘‘tota igitur narratio conscripta est ut 
consilio dogmatico. inseruiret, scl. ut doceret exemplo clarissimo, in Iesu 

habitasse Aéyov diuinum. Dogmaticum igitur potius hic 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 (cwfopevou mohddxts TOO aAnOods mvevpariKod év TH TwuaTLKy ws 
dy elon Tis Wevder); so, eg., Abbott* (#dz., 1804f., 2744-2751), Loisy, 

Burkitt (Zvansmission, pp. 221f.), Forbes, E. F. Scott (a. cét. 37f.), 

Heitmiiller, and Bacon (Zhe 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 7°, or even of the 

relation between the latter and the Marcan (Matthzean) parallel, remains 

another of the enigmas of gospel-criticism, which can hardly be solved along 
the lines of purely literary investigation. t 

(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 consciousness. 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. 226f.); 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 
a 

*Cp. also Dzat. 1528f.; FG. i. 155f., iv. 1o0of.; Wendland 
(HBNT. i. 2. 305 f.); and Gardner’s Ephesian Gospel, 283 f. (« the story is 

probably a transposition into a higher key of something which really 
happened ”’). 

t ‘Der Weg von Mk. und Lk. aus zu Joh. erscheint fast unméglich lang 
ohne Zuhilfnahme einer Sondertradition”” (Werle, p. 241). 
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to the Matthzan or to the Lucan. The synoptics, as well as 

the Fourth gospel, were Written ex wictews eis tiatw. 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 ‘ke 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 traditions 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 ‘iirit~theré “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°!*8, 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 rooni is eft 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, eis tacay méduw Kat 

romov ob Hueddrev adrds épxecPa), when taken with 101”, cannot denote the 

dispatch of the disciples as harbingers of Jesus on the route (as in ous): 

The subsequent incidents are for the most part undated or vaguely set; 

some imply Jerusalem (111 etc.), others Galilee (13°! etc.), others Samaria. 

* Cp. ¢.g. Bleek (INT. § 71), Wendt (p. 12): ‘‘there is nothing to 

justify us in refusing to acknowledge that Jesus may really have made several 

visits to Jerusalem,” and J. Weiss in his review of Spitta’s Strectfragen (TLZ., 

1909, 460 f.) and in de 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. ag 
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But in 17129 the incident presupposes a journey from Jerusalem,* as is still 
clear from 17, where Luke has overlaid the original (kai avrds dujpxero 

dud pécov Dapapeias xal V'adchalas) with the pragmatic heading, kal éyévero 

év TH TopeverOat els ‘Lepoveahrju (9°! 137). 
(iii.) The lament over Jerusalem. 

Mt ante 

“Tepovoadnu. Tepovoadiu, 7) daroKxrelv- 

ovca Tovs mpopryras Kat NGoBoovca 

Tovs dm@EegTaNpevous Tpods avTHY, ToTAKLS 

HOéAnTa emicuvayayely Ta TEKYG OU, 

dv Tpdmov émicuvdyer dpvis TA vooola 

avras vd Tas mrépvyas, Kai ovK 7)0eN- 

noare’ (dot adlerar tyiy oO oikos Uuev 

[épnuos]’ éyw yap tiv, ob mh me 
idnre dm’ dipte éws dy elanre, evdoyn- 

mévos 6 épxduevos év dvéuare Kuplov. 

Lk 1 gett 

“Tepovoadhu ‘lepovcadnu, 7 droxrely- 

ovca Tods mpopyras Kal iJoBorotca 

Tovs dreorahpévous mpds avT HY, ToTaKs 

HOnoa emiovvdéa Ta Téxva cou, dv 

Tpomov dps Thy éauTis voooiy brd 
Tas wrépvyas, Kal ovK HOENjoaTE* LOov 

adlera bwiv 6 olkos tuav: Néyw [de] 

vulv [dre] od pH me tyre Ews Hie 

bre elrnre, evoynpévos 6 Epxdmevos ev 

évéuare Kuplou. 

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 @ prioré 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,t or (4) 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 1 during his 

public ministry (134); 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.)? 

+ On the variants “Iepovead7u and ‘Tepoodduua, especially in Lk., see R. 

Schiitz in ZV/V., 1910, 169-187, and, on the passage as a citation from a lost 

Jewish work, J. H. Michael (4/7., 1918, 107 f.). 
£ So, eg., Spitta (Strectfragen, pp. 63f.) and Allen (Matthew, p. 251): 

“The words seem to be a Tear oe 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 1079,” 
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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 A Chorazin and-Bethsaida, Mt" 11 =Lk 101), + 

the general Seat is that during his ministry to the lost sheep of ite 
house of Israel, Jesus would not ignore the capital. Unless the accuracy and 
adequacy of synoptic chronology are to be made a critical dogma,—and few will 
admit this, at the present day,—there is an @ frzor7 likelihood that the Fourth 

gospel may after all represent an aspect of the activity of Jesus which was 
overlooked in thé Marcan scheme.” This does not ‘imply that the festivals- 
programme of the “Fourth gospel is superior to the outline of the synoptic 
tradition, or even that the two can be harmonised. The author of the 

Fourth gospel, with his predilection for displaying the religion of Jesus in 
contrast to Jewish theories and objections, naturally chose Jerusalem as the 
locus for his debates; the simpler Galilean preaching did not interest him. 
But, in view of the general probabilities and of the occasional indications 

preserved in the synoptic tradition itself, it is arbitrary to deny outright that 
he may have had some traditional justification on which to rear his super- 

structure. The synoptic scheme rests ultimately upon a single line of 
historical tradition, and the synoptists themselves, especially Mt. and Lk., 
not only amplify the earlier scheme by material which is assigned in part to 
extra-Galilean situations, but even contain indications of a Judean mission. 

Furthermore, as Weizsicker § points out (p. 174), had thé Fourth evangelist 
possessed simply the’syndptic 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 rocdxis xrd. would be read in the sense of the preceding 
Mt 23*f (z.e. attempts through the disciples or apostles), or (6) that réxva 
‘Iep. is equivalent to Jews in general. 

+ Bethsaida falls within the purview of the Fourth gospel. 
~ The reception of Jesus in Mk 111! and the saying in Mk 14” may both 

imply a longer connection between Jestis and Jerusalem than the synoptic 
scheme allows for. Cp. also Mk 12”, Lk 19% 20! 21°7 22°8, Wellhausen 
(on Mk “111) 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 frither Jesus in Jerusalem auftreten lasst, 

so lag dafiir tiberall keine Nothigung in seiner Tendenz. Es kann dies kaum 

aus einem anderen Grunde, als dem einer eigenen Kunde geschehen sein. 
Ebenso verhalt es sich mit den eigenthiimlichen Wandererzihlungen des 
Evglms . . . Wenn er Geschichten berichtet, die nicht aus den Synoptikern 
genommen sind, so liegt auch hier die Erklarung am nachsten, dass er dies- 
selben aus eigener Ueberlieferung hatte” ( Untersuchungen, 174 f., cp. 328 f.). 
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introduce earlier Judean visits; the mere desire to exhibit Jesus on the 

prophetic stage of messiah’s activity does not adequately account for the 

particular form of the Fourth gospel’s tradition. The conclusion * therefore 

is that the material incorporated by Matthew, and especially by Luke, pre- 

supposed at least one visit to Jerusalem prior to the final entry, but that both 

Matthew and Luke, adhering to the Marcan chronology, fused the incidents 

of this visit with the final visit. 

(iv.) Zhe date of the Cructfixion.—The primary tradition (Mk i 

Mt 26%) expressly dates the arrest and crucifixion of Jesus mh év rq éoprn, 

from which it follows (cp. Mt 27) that Jesus was crucified before the pass- 

over. This is the standpoint of the Fourth gospel (¢.g. 13' 18%) and of 

the gospel of Peter (1° crucifixion mpd mas Tav avimwv, THs €oprijs avTav), 

possibly even of Paul (1 Co 57° 15%): it was adopted independently by the 

Quartodecimans during the controversy which broke out in the second 

century (cp. Drummond, pp. 444f.; Zahn’s Horschungen, iv. 283 f.5 (GAD: 

i. 173f.3 Preuschen in PRE. xiv. 725f., and Bacon, Fourth Gospel in 

Research and Debate, 1910, 413f.). In the synoptic gospels,t however, 

this tradition has been overlaid by another (Mk 142° = Mt 26!f =Lk 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 

1447 etc.), both of which, as well as a meeting of the Sanhedrin, 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. 633f.), Wellhausen (on Mk 12! “man hat 
richtig erkannt, das die hier vorliegende Zeitrechnung der gewohnlichen 

synoptischen widerspreche, und richtig geurteilt, dass sie die alte sei und 

noch im vierten Evangelium befolgt werde”),t O. Holtzmann (ZLeden Jes, ch. 
xiii, ; ZMVW., 1904, 89-120), Spitta (ate Urchrist. Trad. tiber Ursprung und 

Sinn des Abendm., 1893, 205-237), J. Weiss, Kattenbusch (Chrestléche Welt, 

1895, 317f., 331f.), Wendt, von Dobschiitz (Probleme, 17), Preuschen 

(ZNW., 1904, pp. 14f.), Bousset (Jesus, Eng. tr. 19), Heitmiiller, Bacon, 

F. M. Hitchcock (DCG. i. 414 f.), Westberg (of. czt. 130f.), 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. 
+ 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, /BZ., 1891, pp. 6f.). 

+ 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 t er that y year “with them. 
He had earnestly hoped to do so; ériOupla emebuunoa ToOTO TO maoxa (2.e. 

this"year’s festival) gaye pel” buav mpd Tod we mabetv. But he now knew 

this hope was to be disappointed. He was to die ere then. heya yap vuiv, 
Bre ob py Paryw adTd Ews Srov TANPwOG év TH Bactela Tod Geos. 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, or (4) to explain the origin of the 
synoptic technical error ; the former by identifying, e.g., the supper of Jesus 
with the Chagigah or the Azddusch (G. H. Box, /7S., 1902, 357f.), the 

latter by assuming a primitive confusion (due originally to the editor of the 

second gospel ?) { in the Marcan chronology of 141”: 17 which underlies Mt. and 

Lk., or elsewhere (good summary in DCG. i. 414f.; cp. also Abbott’s 

Diat. 1289f.). Chwolson, the rabbinic expert, in the second edition (1908) 

of his Letzte Passamahl Christi (cp. Monatsschrift fiir Gesch. u. Wiss. d. 

Judentums, 1893, 537f., and ZWT., 1895, 335-378), holding that Jesus was 
crucified on Nisan 14, explains that, as the passover fell on a Friday, the 

lamb could be slain and eaten on Nisan 13, and that the synoptic error is due 
to a misinterpretation of xnD57 ‘pp Nov. in the Aramaic original of Mt 261”, 

which could be rendered (1) rightly, ‘‘day before paschal day,” z.e. Nisan 13, 

(2) ‘day before paschal-feast,’ z.¢. Nisan 14, or (3) ‘ first day of paschal feast,’ 

z.é. of unleavened bread. If this explanation can be transferred to Mk 14]? 
(cp. Lambert in /7S., 1903, 184f., and Allen’s Matthew, pp. 269-274), the 

preliminary error is explicable.§ Whether or not the last supper was meant 
to be a sort of (anticipated ?) paschal meal, it was probably not celebrated on 
the regular day, though the inferior tradition of the synoptists arose from the 

idea that it was the paschal supper. Another reconstruction of the original 
source would be xnoda7 0779 (=before the passover) read as xnDD7 O7p2 (=on 

the first day of the passover) in the Hebrew primitive gospel (Resch, 
Paralleliexte zu L. 615 f., cp. Briggs, New Light, pp. 56-63). 

(v.) The argument from some minor points is significant, but is not to be 
pressed, in the present state of our knowledge. Thus (2) Mk 14=Mt 4” 
implies an earlier ministry in Judea, but it could not have been of the 
character described in the Fourth gospel. (4) The strongly attested v.l. 
Tovdaias in Lk 4*, which has every appearance of being original, might be 
taken in its Lucan sense as an equivalent for Palestine, ze. including, not 

* Cp. G. H. Box (Critical Review, 1903, 32-34), Brooke and Burkitt in 

JTS., 1908, 569-571, Askwith, and Harnack in 7ZZ., 1909, 49-50. 

t So, recently, A. Wright (Wew Testament P; Doles. pp. 159f.), Zahn 

UNDE iii, 273 f.), Gwilliam (DCG. i. 5f.), and Belser (V7. 292-295). 

“tSo; é.g., Bacon (Leginnings of Gospel Story, pp. 195 f.) and Spitta. 

§ But see Goguel’s (of. cz¢. above, p. 518) criticisms (pp. 16-18). 

35 
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excluding, Galilee; it need not (cp. A/G. ii. 209) include any visit to 

Jerusalem. (c) The elimination of the words 7d mdéoxa in 6* (Hort in WH. 

77-81; van Bebber in Zur Chronologie des Lebens Jesu, 1898, pp. 33f., 
after Jacobsen and others), which rests on their neglect by the Alogi, Irenzeus, 

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. Schiitz, 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 of some 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 minutiz 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, eg., the date of the death and the previous 
connection with 5, Gta 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 dpxvepeds &v Tod émavrod éxelvov (114% 5 7813) 
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 2 is not valid. The phrase might either mean 
tn that fateful year (so, e.g., Keim, Godet, Zahn, Peake, amongst others), or 
that the writer simply aasind his description to the local customs with which 
his readers were familiar (so, e.g., Holtzmann and Loisy). The former 
eee 

*The widespread admission (cp. FFG. v. 200f.), that a historical 
nucleus underlies the Johannine traditions about the Judean ministry, is 
opposed to the predominant view which has been recently argued with excep- 
tional ability by Dr. James Drummond (pp- 41 f.), whose critical position 
generally is as favourable to the external evidence for the Johannine author- 
ship as it is unfavoutable to 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 Lord, 
as it is“élsewhere 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 ¢hat year. 

The evangelist sees, ii 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“bé 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, Axf.4 i. 88-89). 

(4) 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 
dialectie-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 soureés, with the Palestinian 
situation. ‘One of thé most remarkable facts about the writings of recent 
Jewish critics of the’ New Testament has been that they have tended upon the 
whole to confirm the gospel picture of éxternal Jewish life, and where there 
is a discrepancy these critics tend to prove that the blame lies not with the 

New Testament originals, but with their interpreters. Dr. Giidemann, Dr. 
Biicheler; Dr. Schechter, Dr. Chwolson; 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 ed by Jewish writers favourable to the 

Sec of the discourses in the Fourth gospel, especially in relation to 
the circumstances ‘under which they are reported to sie 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’ (ZIVVW., 1902, 

257-265), Drummond (pp. 366-374), Lohr’s essay on ‘ Wie 
stellt sich die neuere Paldstinaforschung zu den geographischen 
Angaben des Johannesevglms’ (Deutsch-Evang. Blatter, 1906, 

Sere pete in Cambridge Biblical Essays (1909), 181, 
es 

we 
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795f.), and Bacon, Zhe 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 wépay rod ’Iopddvov 
(cp. 10%) which was the scene of John’s mission (1**) may be identified either 
with the Betonim (Betane) of Jos 13°°(so Zahn, WVXZ., 1907, 266f., and 

Furrer), or, ifthe inferior reading Bethabara be adopted, with Bashan (Batanea, 

so Henderson’s Palestine, 154, and Conder, Zent-Work, 230; the latter 

identifying the spot with ford ‘Aédarah). But the Bethabara of Origen * 
and the Zvang. da-Meph. (cp. Mrs. Lewis, The Old Syriac Gospel, 1910, 

p. xxviii, and Burkitt’s ed. ii. 308f.) 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, denon u. Bethania, 1903, and Lohr) suggest that both 

names refer to the same spot, Bethany being a ford nearly opposite Jericho 
(=Bethabara), ‘house of the ford,’ while some (from Sir George Grove and 

Sir C. W. Wilson to Cheyne, 2&2. 548; and Rix, Zent and Testament, 175 f.) 

variously explain the names as corruptions of an original By#avaBpd, z.e. Beth- 
Nimrah (cp. BadavaBpd, Jos 137”) over thirteen miles east of the Jordan 
(cp. Abbott, Dzat. 13-14, 610-616). This is, at any rate, better than the 

identification of Bethabarah with the Bac@npa or Beth-barah of Jg 7%4 (Sanday, 
Sacred Sites, 23), or the omission of Bethany as a gloss (Schwartz, Bousset). 

The other scene of John’s mission, Alvwy éyyis rod Dadelu (3%), is either 

‘Ainfin, seven miles from Salim (Conder’s Zent- Work, i. 91 f.), or’ Ain-Fara, 
about two hours N.N.E. of Jerusalem (Furrer, Moore in DCG. i. 353 

Sanday’s Sacred Sites of Gospel, 1903, 33f.), or’ Ain Dschirm da (Mommert), 
eight miles S. of Scythopolis (for other identifications, see Lagrange in FB., 
1895, 509f.; Hastings’ D&B. iv. 354; #&z. 4242, and Nestle in DCG. ii. 
550-551). In any case the actuality of the place is not affected, even if the 

name + 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 Dzat. 615-616, and ZBz. 1796 ; 

Pfleiderer, Loisy, Kreyenbiihl : i. 589, ii. 378). This possibility of a symbolic 

allusion recurs in the case of the Samaritan town Zuxdp (45), which the 

majority of recent geographers (notably Sir Charles Wilson in Hastings’ DA. 

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, 26f.) 
continue to identify with ‘Askar. The term is hardly, as Jerome thought, 

a transcriptional error for Suxéu, but it might be a play on it, either as Sheker 
=false (of idols, Hab 2'8, so Hengstenberg and others), or Sh¢#kor=drunken 

* On the variant Bydapd in the MSS of Origen, see Brooke (JTS. i. 65). 
Origen’s explanation of it as=olkos karackevfs suggests to him a play upon 
the name as appropriate to the mission of one who prepared (Mt 11°) the 
Lord’s way. ‘‘Fortasse primum scriptum fuit By@cav, que urbs in campo 
ad Iordanem ad ripam parui fluminis erat ” (Bretschneider, 96). 

t An error (Bretschneider, 96-97), due to the writer mistaking }3py (= 
fontes, agua) for {7y, the name of a town. 
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(Is 281, of the Samaritans). The latter has been widely held, e.g., among 

recent editors by Abbott (Z4z. 1796, 1801), Loisy, and Calmes ; Kreyenbiihl 

(ii. 396-397) modifies it into an identification of Sychar with 3¥=a drinker 

—here of water, z.e. Samaria, personified in the woman, a religious knowledge 
which is inferior to the true water or knowledge of Christianity. 

The pool émi\eyouévn ‘EBpaicri BynOfadd, wévre croas éxovoa (§°) is still 

a vexed problem in the topography of Jerusalem (best summary by G. A. 
Smith, Jerwsalem, ii. 564f.; cp. Moore in DCG. i. 193-195, and Rendel 

Harris, Scdelights on New Testament Research, 1908, pp. 36-78) ; even the 
name is uncertain, though Bethzatha or Bezatha seems the original form (cp. 
Keim, iii. 215 f.; WH. ii. 76; Nestle in ZVW., 1902, 171-172) either as 

Bezetha (so Josephus for the north quarter of the city) or By@facéd =‘ 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 (=7709 m3, house of mercy or grace) probably 

was substituted for the original on this account. 
In 6! (as in 211) rs TiBepiddos is a water-mark of the second century, or, 

at any rate, of the end of the first century (cp. Josephus, Ze//, ili. 3. 5, 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, ZVW., 1902, 261).* It is needless to suppose (so, ¢.g., 

Dods, Wellhausen, Cheyne: #4. 1632, Drummond, and Furrer) that rjs T. 

is a later gloss in 6! (cp. Abbott, Dzat. 2045). 
The symbolic touch in 9? (irwdp, 6 épunveterar dmecradpévos) t is 

enigmatic. The meaning of the original Siz/oah (=sent or conducted) is 
evidently, in the light of the symbolism which shimmers through the whole 
story, applied to Jesus as the one sent by God (on this favourite Johannine 

phrase, cp. Abbott’s Dzat. 2277, etc.), who came by water (z.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, Zz. 1803) to the supersession of the Law by him who was sent from 

God. In any case, baptism is the true illumination of the soul. The other 
interpretations (the pool as a second messenger of God, the apostles, the 
blind man himself) are highly speculative (cp. Kreyenbiihl, ii. 115 f.). 

ByOcaida THs T'adtdalas (1271) is regarded by Furrer as another water-mark 

of the second century, since Claudius Ptolemzeus (¢. A.D. 140) is the first 

* Any one acquainted with the local landscape, he adds, will recognise 
that the topographical details of the following story are strikingly vivid and 

exact. 

+ Liicke takes the last three words as a gloss ; but the play (7) and moby 

=dmeotahuévos) 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, Zent and Testament, 213f., precariously 
identifying Bethesda and Siloam) ; cp. G. A. Smith’s Jevzsa/em, i. 103 f. 
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writer who reckons Julias (z.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, “72st. Geography, p. 458), and as the latter was 

definitely included in Galilee by A.D. 84, it is needless (see the proofs in Rix, 

op. ctt. 265 f.) to posit two Bethsaidas, or to date the expression of the Fourth 
gospel later than at least the last decade of the first century. 

Only two points of topography in the passion-narrative present any 
difficulty. (a) rod Kédpwv (the original reading in 18!) is the ravine or winiter- 

brook dividing Gethsemane and the Mount of Olives from the city proper. 
The original meaning of the term (=black, j1077) may have been in the 
writer’s mind, as well as a recollection of David’s retreat from the treachery 

of Absalom (2S 15”). The extremely difficult (cp. Nestle in Hastings’ D&B. 
ii. 74-75) expression (4) in 19'%, describing the tribunal in Herod’s palace as 

set upon a spot called Ac@écrpwroy, EBpatori 6¢ TaBBa0d, 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, Zvang. 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 xpzi (=ridge or height), is not a translation for \cOdcrTpwrov 

(mosaic or pavement), but another description of the place on which the Bhua 
stood, we can hardly go. The variant Kargaéa (1, cp. Burkitt’s Evang. da- 
Meph. ii. 251) and Dalman’s (Worte Jesu, i. 6, Eng. tr. 7) derivation of 

Gabbatha are both set aside by Wellhausen (p. 86). The attempt of Honig 
(ZWT. xiv. 564) and Hausrath to connect A. 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, £42. 3638-3640) is inconsistent with the symbolic 

predilections of the writer (cp. G. A. Smith’s Jerusalem, ii. 575, who 

tentatively refers to 131=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 Olives, but (114f) assigns the resurrection of 

Lazarus to this village, and, following Mk. and Mt., makes Jesus reside there 
prior to his entry into the capital (12). Even were the meaning of the 

name (=}3y m3, house of affliction or misery ?) plainer than it is, there would 

be no reason to regard it in 111* 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 (BI, 
1899, 16-41), Bacon (A/TZ., 1900, 770-795, LNT. 272 f., 

fourth Gospel in Research and Debate, chs. xviii.—xix.), Moffatt 
(ANT. 689-694), Briggs (New Light on Life of Jesus, T904, 
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140-156), Wellhausen’s Lrwetterungen und Aenderungen tm 

vierten Evglm (1907)* and Das Lug. gm Johannis (1908), R. Schiitz 
(ZNW. viii. 243 f.), Schwartz (‘ Aporien im vierten Evglm,’ Gotz. 

Gelehrite Nachrichten, 1907, 342f., 1908, 116f., 149f., 497 f.), 

Bousset (ZR. xii. 1-12, 39-64), F. J. Paul (Z7/., 1909, 662-668), 
F. W. Lewis (Disarrangements in Fourth Gospel, 1910, Lnter- 

preter, 1911, 109f.), Volter (Z7Z., 1910, 447 f., 1911, 57-107). 

(6) adverse=Holtzmann (ZVW. ii. 50-60) and C. R. 

Gregory, Wellhausen und Johannes (1910). See Appendix Q. 

The further question is whether all this local knowledge and | 

circumstantial detail of the Fourth gospel (see page 547) prove 

that the author had been a Palestinian apostle. The inference 

is not necessary. Literary “anfialsabound 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. Gz/ Blas 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.” + 

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 ix 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 : (2) the partition-theories, which disentangle a more 

or less genuine Grundschrift from the subsequent editorial 

* Adverse reviews of this pamphlet by Corssen (ZW/V. viii. 125-142) 

and Moffatt (2x." iv. 56-69). 
+ A. F. Brown, Studzes tx Venetian History (1907), ii. pp. 159 f. 

(Poms 
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additions, apostolic (so especially Wendt and Spitta)*or not 
(Wellhausen) ; and (4) 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 Kreyenbihl, 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. 

(2) The attempts to rearrange the prologue start mainly from the 
parenthetical v., which breaks the sequence of 4 and 16; if any change is to 
be made, the verse lies better after 18 (so, Markland, Bakhuyzen, and Ritschl, 
SK., 1875, 576f., who conjectures the original order to have been 
115. 10-13. 6-9. 14. 16-18. 15) than after 8 (11-5-9-14. 16-18. 6-8.15 50 Wagenmann in 
Jahrb, fiir deutsche Theologte, 1875, 441 f.). 18-8 and } are thus editorial 
additions (so, e.g., Wendt and Bacon, Fourth Gospel, 477 f.); the latter verse 
is probably a marginal glossf (based on 1°), incorporated in order to 
emphasise John’s witness to the Logos (as to the Light, 17) 
ee 

* Cp. Gregory, of. cit. 50, ‘Mir ist es durchaus nicht auffallend dass 
Alles nicht vollig klar ist. Kein Literarkritiker kann die feine Arbeit eines 
Sainte-Beuve im NT suchen.” 

‘+t Here as throughout the gospel it is a question whether such apparent 
displacements or interpolations are due to the accidental disarrangement of 
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(6) A.minor case of interpolation has been also found in 3°, where é& 
tdaros kal (omitted in the best text of v.8) is taken by several scholars, 

from Dieffenbach* (in Bertholdt’s Avzt. Journ. v. 1-16) to van Manen 
(77., 1891, pp. 189f.), Wendt, Kirsopp Lake (Zufluence of Textual 
Criticism on Exegests of NT, 1904, 15f.), K. Andresen (/deen zu etner 
Jesuzentrischen Welt-Religion, 1904, pp. 324f.), Tolstoy, Wellhausen, 

G. Kittel (SH., 1914, 29f.), etc., to be a catholicising addition or interpre- 

tative gloss. The variants of the Syriac versions (cp. Burkitt, Hvang. 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, SX., 1890, 517 f.).+t 

(c) 4% pera 6é Tas dU0 Huepas c&jOev exelDev eis THy Tadvralavy. * adréos 

yap’ Inoods éuapripycer bre mpopyrns év TH ldla marplde Tiwny ovK exer. * dre 

otv 7\Oev eis THY TadtAalay, édéEavTo atrov of T'adi\ato, mavTa ewpakdres 

& érolncev év “lepocodtpuos ev TH éopTyn* Kal avtol yap 7\Oov els Thy EoprHy. 

36 ANOev obv maddy eis THY Kava rijs Tadtdalas, dou émolnoev Td UOwp olvov. 

After the Samaritan interlude, v.* picks up the thread of v.® (dpfxev tiv 
"Tovdalay kal darj\Oev wédhw els rnv V'adedalay), but the synoptic material is 

broken up as well as re-set. The writer reserves the synagogue question, 

Is not this the son of Joseph? till 6%, giving it a sceptical turn and 
transferring it from the citizens of Nazareth to the Jews of Kapharnaum. He 
also makes the companion proverb apply not to a town but to a country—for 

martpls in v.*4 (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 zarpls as Galilee are more 
ingenious than convincing. But then the Fourth gospel assumes the Galilean 
origin of Jesus (1% 741%?) and Judea could hardly be called the zarpis of 

Jesus because it was the warpis 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.*4 stand in its proper place? It is 
not enough (with Wellhausen) to dismiss it as an insertion, without accounting 

for its present position, and if the exegetical difficulties drive us to 
the hypothesis of a gloss, it is better to conjecture some misplacement in 
the text, and to put the verse either after ® (so Blass, changing yap to dé) 

or, better, after 4 (so Cramer, and Konnecke, Zmendationen zu Stellen des 

NT, 1908, pp. 10-11). In the latter case, warpls has its synoptic sense of 
*‘native place,” and explains why (in the scheme of the Fourth gospel) Cana 
was preferred to Nazareth. Spitta puts 4“ after 21°, 

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, and Thompson in 4.8 ix. 421f., xiv. 214 f.). 

* He anticipates Kreyenbiihl in regarding 17°¢ as another gloss. 
+ Bacon (Fourth Gospel, 518 f.) thinks Tatian has preserved the original 

order by placing 3!" after 7°. Like Delff and Wellhausen, he recognises 

the abruptness of 2 after 2)", but the transposition (so, ¢..¢., Lewis) of 3222 
to its original position after 2” probably solves most of the difficulties (cp. 
€.2. 25= 3, 27 9= 3, 212— 3°) and restores the original connection between 
3221 and 321-8 (cp, e.g. 3 = 3%, 31617 = 335, 318 — 335), 
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_ (a) Anticipated by a fourteenth-century writer, Ludolphus de Saxonia,* J. P. 
Norris (Journ. Philol., 1871, 107-112), Lewis, Abbott (Dzat. x. I. p. 81), 

Foxley (/uterpreter, ix. 313f.), and Burton transpose 5 and 6, the latter being 

(like 21) a Galilean episode added after the gospel had been finished. The 

connection of 4°4 and 6! is good, while 7! echoes 5!8 and 71%? (when 715-4 is 

restored to its original position after 547). Becker (.SA., 1889, 117-140) holds 

that the episodical chapters 5, 7, and 15-16 were added to the gospel by the 

author, after he had finished his first draft of the work, while Burton puts 7°74 

after 7°", 812-29 after 107! (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 1018 after 109 (which also brings 10 nearer to 9'° and gives a better open- 
ing for 10 : so Lewis). Cp. A. Vezin (7Q., 1914, 499f.) on Jn 5-10. 

(e) Various attempts have been made to break up the speech in 6. 
Besides those of Wendt, Wellhausen, and Spitta (Ure. i. 216-221 : 6°10-58 a 
eucharistic addition), which are improbable (cp. Schmiedel, #&Bz. 2523f., 

and Kreyenbiihl, 1. 34f.), Chastand (L’apdtre Jean et le quatriéme évangile, 

pp. 241 f.) distinguishes a speech in the synagogue (678-8 36-40. 43-46) from one 
by the seaside (676-27 31-35. 41-42. 47-58), The unexpected év cuvaywyf of 6°, 

coming after 6, and 6° after 64, suggest a conflation of two traditions. This 
is, at any rate, better than to regard 616 (so Schweitzer, Das Ev. Johannes, 
1841, pp. 80 f.) or 671-6 (Bruins, Z7'7, 1911, 240-254) as an interpolation. 

(f) One of the clearest instances of misplacement is the removal of 715-4 
from its original position after 5%” (Bertling, SX., 1880, 351f., uncon- 
vincingly + puts 714 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. 58% 45 = 715, oi4- 718, 518719, 55-721, 516-18 _ 720-23 

5°=7%). This hypothesis (Wendt, J. Weiss: 7ZZ., 1893, 397, Burton, 
Blass, Spitta, Moffatt, F. J. Paul, Lewis) further leaves the original course of 
7'4 and 7” open ; Jesus enters the temple and teaches in public, which sets 
some of the Jerusalemites talking, of upon the subject of 715-24, but on his 
openness (71*) and unhindered action. Whether the displacement was acci- 
dental, or part of a redactor’s work, the case for the restoration of Gf iGo 
its original site is extremely strong. Thus—to quote only one or two items 
of proof—the question of 75 becomes pointless if Jesus had just spoken 719-21, 
and 7%! requires a much closer connection with 515 than the traditional 
arrangement provides ; the murderous attitude of the crowd (719-3) contradicts 
7” but is organic to the situation created in 5118, The question of the 
Sabbath is certainly dropped at 517 (Schmiedel, ZB?. 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 (77). The replacement 
of the passage in its proper setting clears up some of the arguments which 
Wellhausen (p. 37) raises against its unity ; others (é.g. of "Lovdator, 71>-18, 

* Bacon (Fourth Gospel, 505) plausibly suggests that Ludolphus was 
influenced by the Tatianic Déatessaron which ‘circulated in an ancient High 
German and Latin bilingual translation as early as the ninth century.” 

} Cp, Waitz in SA. (1881) 145-160. Lewis puts 8!2° after 7 
| 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 6 6xAos, 77°F) are not serious (cp. 67 4 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.*’-*9 (Bacon), or *7-44 (Wellhausen), are editorial additions. 
(g) The pericopé adulterze (7°°-8"), though occasionally defended by 

critics of opposite schools (e.g. Burgon and Miller, Causes of Corruption in 
the Trad. Text of the Holy Gospels, 1896, 232f.; A. Syski, De authentza loct 

. . . atssertatio critica [Warsaw, 1905], Bretschneider, Thoma, Jacobsen, 

and Kreyenbihl, 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 JU. xiii. 2. 50f.), the Aramaic original of Matthew (Resch, 

Agrapha, 36f., Paulinismus, 419f.), the original synoptic tradition 

(Holtzmann), or, as most critics are content to imagine, the collected 

materials of Papias (z.e. the traditions of John the presbyter). The textual 
evidence is conclusive (cp. Westcott, i. 380f.; Gregory’s Canon and Text, 
379, 513f., and Zahn’s /VT7. iii. 346f.). A number of MSS read it here, 
as early as Jerome’s day,—which in any case is an impossible position,—but 
the majority of MSS and versions ignored it. The internal evidence points 

to a source nearer the synoptic traditions, and to a site for the story (which is 

undoubtedly authentic f) during the last days of Jesus in Jerusalem. Its 
original position may have been somewhere between Mk 12!” and 13} (O. 
Holtzmann [above, p. 225], cp. €v T@ iep@ with ets 7d iepdv, Jn 8? ; Keim, 

v. 165f.; Wittichen, /P7., 1881, 366f. ; and Hitzig, between 12!” and 1218), 
or (the Ferrar group) after Lk 21 (so Blass, Bacon, Westcott, Harnack, 

SBBA., 1904, 193, H. M‘Lachlan, S¢. Luke, 94f.), if not between Lk 20% 

and 2077 (Holtzmann, 7ZZ., 1898, 536f.). Whether the textual form in D 

is original (cp. von Soden’s Schriften des NT. i. 486-524; ZNW., 1907, 
110-124) or not (Lietzmann, ZV/W., 1907, 34-37), the synoptic colour of the 

passage points to some such locus rather than any position, e.g., after 7°° or 74 
(so some later MSS), or between 5 and 6 (Rendel Harris, Vew Testament 

Autographs, pp. 10f.). If it was inserted after 7°? in order to fill up a 
vacant place originally occupied by another story (Hausrath, Spitta, Uvc. i. 

194 f.), the early uncials betray as little knowledge of either pericopé 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 Riickstindigkeit der modernen theologischen Exegese kennzeichnet.” 

* In which, according to Eusebius (Z. £. iii. 39. 18), there was a ioropia 

mepl yuuaxds émt moddals auaprias duaBAnGelons emi Tod xupiov included in 

the book of Papias. It is uncertain, however, whether this icropia refers 
to Lk 7°59 or to Jn 753-8" (cp. van Kasteren, RB., 1911, 96-102). 

+ Halévy (RS., 1901, 244-257) objects to a Jack 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. 84% and Herm. J/and. iv. 1. 4). 
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(cp. Burkitt’s Zzvo Lectures on the Gospels, 81 f.; C. Taylor in JTS. iv. 129- 

130; and Weiss in ZWT7., 1903, 141-158) drifted as a marginal note into 

some MSS of John (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 some textual evidence suggests) 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 original position (cp. Loisy, 541). 

(2) 10%, which interrupts to’?! and 10%, may have originally lain 

before 82 (cp. /7'S. ii. 137-140), or (Bacon, Fourth Gospel, 493 f.) may have 

been added, editorially, along with 2!°°5 to fill up the five festal revelations 
of Jesus (cp. Schwartz and Wellhausen, 49-50). See page 554. 

(2) The traditional position of 12***° is isolated. There is an awkwardness 

in “4 coming after > (the cry does not suit the secrecy), and indeed after *. 

When the passage is restored (cp. Wendt, Moffatt’s HN7. 692) to its 
original site between ** and *, the ideas of light and faith (which it is far- 
fetched to view as a recapitulation of 8” etc.) are carried on without any 

interruption, and Christ’s public utterances receive a sonorous climax. 
Earlier in the chapter, 1277*° (a Johannine reproduction of Lk 21-44) has 

been placed after 11%! by Fries (ZVW., 1900, 300); but this breaks the 

symmetry of the latter passage. According to J. M. Thompson (Zx#.° xi. 
34 f.), 20°31 were the original end of I-12, an earlier source of synoptic 
character which has been worked over in the Johannine spirit. 

(7) The hypothesis that chs. 15-16 represent a later edition, either 

by the author himself (Becker, S., 1889, 132f.; Lattey, Ax.’ i. 

433-434; Lewis) or aredactor (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, ZVW., 

1907, pp. 138f., and Moffatt, Zag.” iv. 63f.), 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 
éyelperOe, d-ywuev vrevdev (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, é.g. in the fact of a long discourse following 14°° (hereafter I will 

not talk much with you),* the contradiction between 16° and 13°8 or 145% 
(when the latter are put earlier), and the incongruity of 161? after declara- 
tions like 13% 148 etc. The climax and final tone of 143 (Avzse, 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 13° and 13?! (Bacon, 

*In the subsequent narrative only two brief words (182 19%) are 
addressed to disciples. 
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JBL., 1894, pp. 64-76),* or (iii.) to restore them to their original position 
between 13° and 13%!» (Spitta, Uvc. i. pp. 168-193; Moffatt, HVT. 522 f., 
692 f.). (i.) interrupts the evident sequence of 13* and 13%, and reduces 
16°83 and 13°°*8 to the level of mere episodes between 14! and 1677-°3,  (ii.) 
also has the drawback of breaking the connection between 13!" and 1321-%0, 

(iii.) is, of all the variants of this hypothesis, the most attractive and in- 
telligible. After the withdrawal of Judas, Jesus, in view of the wine at 

table (Mk 14”, Lk 2218, 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, 15?=13°°!, 15°=13%7), and urging brotherly 
love as the bond of life (15% carrying on 1346; cp. also 13!°" echoed 
in 1573, 1327-18 in 154°, 13/8 in 15! and 13!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 

(15'8) the hatred shown them by the outside world, whose persecution 
forms the next topic (15'8-16°), passing over into the compensations for 
the bodily absence of Jesus from his afflicted followers (164-16%%). This 
stream of counsel and warning closes with a word of triumph, (16°?= 13%1>-32), 
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 (162). The final discourse 

of 14 ends in the prayer of 17 (cp. 14°°=171, 14° =17%f-, 14183=174), In the 
solemn pause before the exit—a pause too short for such a discourse as that 
of 15 and 16—Jesus utters this sublime rhapsody of faith, and then (181) leads 

the disciples out to face the end. Note that on this rearrangement 13%4-* is 
not further from 15’ 17 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). 

(2) The difficulties of 18'%°8 require some hypothesis of transposition or 
dislocation. (a) The order of SyrSin (13. 24- 14-15. 19-28. 16-18. 25b-28) | unless due 
to early harmonising tendencies, yields a coherent outline (so, ¢.g., Mrs. 
A. S. Lewis, 27. xii. 518-519, and Old Syrdac Gospels, 1910, p. xxxiv; Blass, 
Philology of Gospels, 57 £.; Loisy, Etudes Bibliques, 143 f. ; Merx, 428f.; 
Calmes, 428 f.), though the separation of } and 14 is unlikely. (6) Spitta’s 
proposal (in Ure. i. 158-168) was 1% 19-24. 14-18. 25b-28, y 25a being a copyist’s 
repetition of 7* for the sake of the narrative. This, however, still involves 
the awkward separation of # and 14, and, unless we read (c) 13-14. 24. 15-23. 25-28 
(with J. N. Farquhar, Z7, vi. 284-288), the alternative is (d) 13-14. 19-24. 15-18, 
2ob-28 (G. G. Findlay, ZT. vi. 335 f., 478 f.; Moffatt, HVT. 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 #4 to 
in the exemplar and only discovered his mistake in time to insert 19-24 after 
$e 

* 13°88 being also restored to their original position after 16%. The 
revisionists prefer to omit 139-8 (Corssen) or 13°45 (Wellhausen, Heitmiiller), 
to which Schwartz adds 138-76, Wellhausen 1327-29, 

j It is doubtful whether Tatian can be cited in favour of this order ; cp. 
Hjelt’s Die syrische Evangelienuebersetzung u. Tatian’s Diatessaron, 1901, 
pp. 128 f. 
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18 catching up the last words of '* in order to ease the transition in and thus 
recover the thread of the narrative. On this rearrangement the elroy of * gets 
a satisfactory subject, the high priest is Kaiaphas (as 11*°°'), 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 14 (so from Cyril of Alexandria to Luther) or 1 (Strauss). Wellhausen 

omits it with dd 70d Katada (78), and mp@rov and dpxepeds dv Tod Eviavrov 
éxetvov ('%), believing, with Schwartz (adding *®-*7), Spitta (1910), and Bousset, 

that the references to Kaiaphas are interpolated (after Mt 26%-°”); Bacon, 
(Fourth Gospel, 485 f.) omits 4(°)-18 and *4*7 as interpolated by an editor, but 
his thesis that the Tatianic order reflects the order in the original of the 

Fourth gospel (see 4/7. iv. 770-795), implies (a) that the Diatessaron 

follows the chronological outline of the Fourth gospel—which is not the case, 
as the feasts, é.g., are rearranged (cp. the excellent statement by Hobson in 

The Diatessaron of Tatzan and the Synoptic Problem, pp. 33 f.)—and (6) 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 71, while, ¢.g., 6” is hardly 
a natural prelude to 44. 

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, ¢.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, z.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 
under midrashic interpretation (cp. G. Klein’s Der alteste Christliche Kate- 
chismus, 1909, pp. 49f.). For the Fourth gospel as an inspired Targum, 
freely rendering the sense of Christ’s teaching for a later age, cp. Abbott’s Dzaé. 
3374 A, and E. I’, Scott’s Religious and Historical Value of Fourth Gospel, 74f. 
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but it is only on the last visit to Jerusalem that the beloved 
disciple appears in the rédle of pre-eminence; this role at 
one point (18!) 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 Bertholdt (77. iii. 1302 f.), who argued that John 
took down the Aramaic sayings of Jesus on the spot and afterwards wrote 
them out from his notes, to Wendt, Briggs,* and Spitta + (Das /ohannes- 

Evglm als Quelle der Geschichte Jesu, 1910). 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, ¢.g., Eckermann originally in 
Theologische Bettrage, 1796; C. H. Weisse, aze Luglienfrage, 1856); or 

those which make John only the witness or guarantee of the tradition, the 
authorship being relegated to a later hand (so, é.g., Paulus, in the Heidelberg 

Jahrbicher der Literatur, 1821, pp. 112f.; J. R. Tobler, ZWT., 1860, pp. 

169 f., ascribing composition (so Dechent, SA., 1911, 446-461) to Apollos ; 

Karl von Hase’s Geschichte Jesu, 1876; Reuss, La Bible, vi., 1879 ; Sabatier, 

ESR. vii. 181 f.; Ewald, Renan, and Weizsicker). 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 dis- 
engaged from the later editorial expansion (so variously Schweitzer, das 
Euglm Joh. nach seinem inneren Werth u. seiner Bedeutung, 1841 ; 

Tobler’s de Euglienfrage, 1858 ; Delff, Soltau, Wendt, and Spitta). 
Delff’s¢ earlier nucleus of the gospel consists mainly of the following 

passages :-—168- 19-01 212-16. 18-20. 23-25 31 443 445 51-16. 30-47 680-86, 41-58. 60-71 71-36. 
45-52, 87-88. 40-44 QI2_yy57 pol-15. 17-24, 81-32. 34-37, 42-50 731-19, 21-388 7417840 yol-t. 

39-42 201-8. 19-311 Wendt’s apostolic source, or Johannine logia, may be traced 

* Cp. New Light on Life of Jesus (1904), pp. 140-158. 

+ Spitta’s exhaustive analysis, with its Johannine Gradschreft (A) and its 
second and secondary source (B), both edited by the redactor, is no advance 

on its predecessors ; its extra complexity is not warranted by the complexity 
of the data. 

+ Criticisms of Delff by Sanday (Z#xf.4 iv. 328f., v. 375f.), A. Meyer 
(TR., 1899, 255f., 295 f.), and Holtzmann (7ZZ., 1890, 588 f.). The most 
permanent suggestion of Delff’s 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 d:ddéoKaXos and then re-edited his gospel (adding, ¢.g., ch. 21) 
for Asia Minor. This stands better than his linguistic analysis. 
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for the most part in—11 914. 16-18 913-16 (substance). 18-20 31-2a, 3-21 44-12 (substance). 
13-15. 19-25 27. (2). 81-88 g1-8. 5-7. 16-27. 30-22, B4a. BEb-A7 715-19, 21-24 627-58 (substance). 60-51. 
63-640. 65-69 71-7 (2). 10-14 (eubstanee). 25-27 (sulistance). 28-29, 83-48 (2) Q12-20a, 21-29. $1b-69 gle 
4-5, 39-41 yol-18. 19-21a (substance). 23-38. 40 (2) yyl. 3. 5-6 (2). 7-10. 16, 17-22 (substance). 23-27, 

28-35 (substance). 38 1 220-28a. 31-32. 34-36a. 44-47a. 48-50 1g 12-17. 20. 31b-35 15-16, Ice 

14, 17, 18°89 19944, Similarly Soltau(ZVW., 1901, 140-149; SX.,1908, 177— 
202, ZWT. lii. 33 {., liii. 167 f.), putting on one side the material of the synopfic 
tradition (e.g. y19-28. 31-34 (35-42) 213-17. 19. 22 [ieee 61-25. 66-71 9! 6-23 147-55 (57). 

1208-1216 733-27 78, rol. 88-2 ola Beis. 2) finds the onginal )ouamaaee 
Logia (¢.e.. sayings with a historical introduction) in 11 (5-4). 48-61 29-11 31-12, 
22-$1a 41-9 (16-19). 29-80. 39-42 g1-16 (18) 71_g1 G21] g2B-41 7 9%-B3 (87-48) 7 42-15 (16-20). (81-86) 

19-87 2014-18. 25-28 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 onmeta) and the speeches (with épya= 

phyara) cannot be carried through, for in the latter the épya of Jesus are not 

severed entirely from the onueta (cp. 676 9°), whereas once at least in the 
narrative Jesus does not lay stress on his onmeta (207°), and in 7° (narrative) 

works are equivalent to signs and wonders.t The work of Jesus (174) was to 

manifest the glory of God (17°), and this surely included the manifestation of 

the divine life in the onmeta as well as in the words of the Son. In the light 
of 5177 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 77! is a miracle, and when ¢he works of 

himself (5°°) and God (5°’) are ranked objectively with the testimony of the 

Baptist (5°***) and the Scriptures (5°°), those épya, especially in the light of 
an allusion like that of 10%7, cannot be what Wendt’s theory demands. 

More help is to be secured by recognising that the addition 
of 21 to the gospel must have been accompanied by some further 
process of editing in the text of 1-20. The extent to which this 
was carried depends on the view taken of the ‘ beloved disciple’ 
and of the putative authorship, as well as on the theory adopted 
with regard to the First epistle. The author of the latter—it is 

a fair hypothesis—may have edited Jn 1-20 (Zurhellen adds the 
Apocalypse in 1-3, 21-22); but even this conjecture leaves us in 

* Cp. the critiques by Holtzmann (7ZZ., 1886, 197-200), Haupt (SK, 
1893, 217 f.), Lock (/Z7S., 1903, 194-205), G. W. Stewart (Zxf.7 vii. 65- 

80, 135-146), Corssen (GGA., 1901, 645-656), Bacon (4/7., 1901, 146-148), 

Hitchcock (A/7., 1901, 146-148), Howlett (Dublin Review, 1904, 314-335)s 

J. A. Cross (Z7., 1903, 331-333), Swete (2x. viii. 267-282), Hargrove (H/. 

i, 410-412), Schmiedel (Z Bz. 2554-2556), and E. F. Scott (RZP., vii. 397 f.). 
+ There is no evidence in the context that Jesus corrects this idea of his 

brothers. He simply protests against their eagerness for a manifestation of 
power in Judea. 
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the dark as to the precise extent and motives of the editorial 

revision which added. 211-4, and which has been traced in 12°38 

and 182 as well as in 19°, in 575-29 (Scholten, Wendt, Zurhellen), 

640. 44. 54 7 1258 7 43, 18b. 28b (Zurhellen), and in the editorial additions 
or marginal glosses already noted, ze. especially in the more 

eschatological and popular traits which distinguish the First epistle 

from the bulk of the gospel. A further application of this hypo- 

thesis attributes to it the beloved-disciple passages (Schwartz), 
while Schitz, Wellhausen, and F. Westberg (Die Biblische Chrono- 

logie nach Flavius Josephus und das Todesjahr Jesu, 1910, 83 f.), 

agree that the festival-journeys of Jesus have been interpolated in 

the original gospel, in order to lengthen out the ministry to three 

or four years. Wellhausen postulates a Galilean Grundschrift (A), 
with no speeches, composed by some anonymous author; but its 

resemblances to Mark do not serve to throw much light upon it, 
if the anonymous author (Zv. Joh. pp. 102f.) dealt freely with 
his prototype; and its Marcan character is not obvious, if it 

lacked teaching and stories of the healing ministry. It has also 

been worked over by a redactor (B), who draws especially on 
Matthew and Luke,* and reproduces dialogues and discourses of 

Jesus. The criteria for this are not more convincing than in the 
case of Wendt’s partition-theory. 

The outcome of our investigation is therefore negative and 

tentative on the whole. The central problems of the gospel lie 
beyond the reach of purely literary criticism, and no reconstruction 

of a supposed apostolic source does justice to the dual character- 

istics of the book. “In many sections,” as even Zahn admits 

(INT. iii. p. 337), “the narrative lacks the clearness and definite- 

ness which we should expect from an eye-witness.” ‘The whole 

nature of his employment of the synoptic literature is symptomatic 

of the secondary character of his history. An independent witness 

might, of course, have been acquainted with earlier presentations 

of the same history: his own might have coincided with them in 

its main features ; but, writing in the light of his own recollections 

and the impressions made on himself, he must have preserved 
some originality of detail. The fourth evangelist, on the other 

* Bousset regards the Grandschrzft as Lucan in tone, and ascribes to the 

redactor a predilection for Matthew (7’2. xii. 55). Wendt secures a primitive 

element for his sayings-source in another way, by carrying them back to the 

reminiscences of the apostle John; the beloved disciple is (19*°=1 Jn 5°) the 

author of the first epistle. 

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 joint @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 (11%). 

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 mzléeu 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., cx., cp. Jn 7%”), his birthplace (cviii., cp. Jn 7%), the 
question of Sabbath observance (xxiii., xxvi. f., xlvii. etc., cp. Jn 81% 71%), 
the coming of Elijah (xlix. f., cp. Jn 17), Jews and Samaritans (Ixxviii., cp. 
Jn 4, 8°), etc., are among the topics of contemporary interest (see above, 

pp. 46 and 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 215%, 
+ So, after Wendt and others, Cone (Gospel Criticism and Historical 

Christianity, 1891, pp. 251f.: ‘* 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 as 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. Zhe Beloved disciple and others.—The mixture of 

adherence to the synoptic tradition and imaginative freedom in 

its treatment comes out (a2) in the author’s references to the 
disciples, and (4) 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 (14°), he is still their spokesman upon occasion, plays a prominent réle 
at the last supper (13°! *4- 36f-) and in the closing scenes (1817), and, in 
accordance with primitive tradition (1 Co 15°, cp. Lk 244), has his own access 
to the risen Lord (Jn 217°8).f Andrew is Szmon Peter’s brother (141! 68), and 
Jesus calls him Cephas 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 

(xupiaxa Adyia) handed down from the apostle without connection, probably, 
and without a historical setting. . . . The attentive reader finds on almost 

every page of the Gospel words which are probably genuine Johannine logia 
of Jesus’), O. Holtzmann (Zedben 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 narra- 
tive was still able to carry along with it much material that had not been 

utilised by the synoptists”), and P. Gardner (Zpheszan Gospel, 79 f.). 
* <«Tt 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). 

+ In 20%, however, it is suggested that while ¢he other disciple entered 

the tomb and believed, Peter had entered without believing (on the early 
attempts in SyrS!" to correct 20% into the plural, cp. Dzat. 1556f.). 
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spokesman (6%). The author thus not only throws back Mt 1618 so as to 

cover Peter’s career from the beginning, but omits the subsequent rebuke 

(thou Satan!) of Mt 16”, and associates the devil not with Peter, but with 

Judas Iskariot (67 13” 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, 14° 68% 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 céty 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 Jesus fizds (1**). Andrew’s confession of faith is the first in the gospel, 
We have found the messiah, but Philip’s is more explicit: We have found 

him of whom Moses wrote in the law and of whom the prophets wrote, Jesus 

the son of Joseph, from Nazareth. Ue 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 
(148) he is alone, but it is possible that he and Andrew are the anonymous 
pair of disciples in 21°. 

Thomas, who has no independent réle in the synoptic tradition, comes 
| into prominence in the final Judean cycle of stories in the Fourth gospel, at 

111 14° and 20%*9 ; 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 (137°) the saying recorded in Mt 10 =Lk 1018, and 
apparently ranks Nathanael almost on a Jevel with the twelve, some of whom 

he entirely ignores (cp. Déat. 1671, 1695). The absence of N. from the 

synoptic lists of the twelve, together with the fact that Philipin'the latter is 
followed by Bartholomew, has suggested that B. and N. represent the same 
person, B. being the patronymic name (so, e.g., Keim, Renan, Calmes, and 
Zahn) ; the similarity of the name has led others (e.g., Resch, TU. x. 3. 
829 f.; Rohrbach, Berichte auf d. Auferstehung, 51 f.; Weizsicker) to identify 

him with Matthew Levi, which has the merit of reproducing the Papias-list ; 
the details f in 1% 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, SBAA., 1896, pp. 839 f.) he playsa 
similar réle of incredulity. See on this /#G. iv. 282, 280. 

+ Abbott (Dzat. 3375-3377) regards the story as a version of the story of 
Zacchzeus in the sycamore tree. 
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Paul or Paulinism (Honig, ZWT., 1884, 110f.; Holtzmann, BZ. iv. 294f. ; 

O. Schmiedel, Hauptprobleme d. Leben-Jesu*, 22{., 117f.; Kreyenbiihl, ii. 
353f.; E. F. Scott, pp. 47f. etc.), the Paul who, a genuine Israelite, 
worshipping under the unsatisfactory fig-tree of Judaism, was called by Christ 
(Ac 228=Jn 18), 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 11+15', a later writer would hardly have described Paul’s approach to 
Jesus as mediated by any human agency (Jn 1*- 4%), 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 1%. Besides, visions were 

not a special feature of Paul’s apostolate (2 Co 11°! 121), and the call of Paul 

was not motived as in Jn 148 (note eZdov, not éxddeoa or épsvnoa). It would 

be more plausible to identify him with the beloved disciple John (so, e.¢., 
Spaeth, ZWT., 1868, 168f., 309f., and Rovers, 77., 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 1#* and 2}f, 

It is often argued that by the mp&rov or wpé&ros of 1%! the writer subtly 

suggests that after Andrew found his brother Peter, the other disciple of 
1-49 found zs 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, ¢.g., Westcott, Godet, Zahn, 
Calmes ; cp. Abbott, Dzat. 1720, 1901, FFG. v. 149f.). The Fourth gospel 

is full of subtle touches, but this is hyper-subtle.* John plays no indepen- 

dent or special rdle in the synoptic tradition ; he and his brother James are 

called (Mk 11*-*") after Peter and Andrew ; in the lists of the twelve he comes 

fourth (except in Mk 3!®!8 where Andrew falls from the second to the fourth 
place, as in Mk 13%); the only occasion on which he acts as spokesman for the 

twelve (Mk 9%*4!1=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 10%, softened by Mt 207) 
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 14° = 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°°=Mk 9? and Mt 17?) next to Peter in the 
only two scenes (raising of daughter of Jairus, and the transfiguration) where 

Peter and the sons of Zebedee appear as a trio of intimates, before the vigil in 
Gethsemane. Furthermore, Lk. omits the claim of Mk 10, though he was 

aware of it (cp. 124 22°4#—Mt 20%f-), identifies the two confidential 
disciples of Mk 14° (Mt 26!" simply of wa@yral) with Peter and John (227-¥4), 
omits the fact (Mk 1455 = Mt 26°-) that Peter and the two sons of Zebedee 

* Besides, the true reading is mpwi, as some of the old Latin MSS 

and SyrS" (cp. Mrs. Lewis, Old Syriac Gospels, xxviii.-xxix. ; Souter, GX. 

p. 138) show ; it has been corrupted (cp. Odyssey, 24”) into the later variants, 
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slept in Gethsemane and were rebuked by Jesus (22%**), and that all the 
disciples fled after their Master was arrested (Mk 14°°=Mt 26"), and adds to 

the women at the cross (Mk 15%4!1=Mt 27°°°5°) adyres ol yrworol av’ry 

standing at a distance (22%). This is carried forward in Acts, where John is 
closely associated with Peter (11° 3!* 41! 814-15) 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 the beloved (or, other) disc¢ple. 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 (1375) 
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 ?) + and witnesses the hemor effusus; at the grave (20*-) he is the 
first to see the empty tomb and then believe, z.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 18%) ot these 
passages does not exclude—in fact it would rather point to—a literal basis. 

If by the disciple whom Jesus loved (év 7ydma 6 Incods) the author means to 

suggest the typical or ideal Christian, a permanent witness to Christ’s love 
(tell J come, 21), the ideal is in part a Pauline ideal (= Gal 2”); so, e.g., 
Bacon (£xp.’ iv. 324f., 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). Possibly he was a Jerusalemite disciple who did not 
belong to the twelve (Swete, 77S. xvii. pp. 371 f.). The choice lies between 

identifying the beloved disciple with John the apostle § or John a Jerusalemite 

(Delff, Bousset, etc.), and regarding him as ideal (from the Leucian Acts 
of John? Pfleiderer, Urc. iv. 143f.). The chief objections to the latter 

* He is never contrasted with sceptical Jews or imperfect Christians. 
f Volter (Water Dolorosa und der Lieblingsjiinger des Johannes Evglms, 

Mit einem Anhang tiber die Komposition dieses Evglm, 1907) and Erbes 
make the beloved disciple in 1-20 the John Mark of Ac 12; the gospel is 
to prove (19*") that he was not a mere interpreter of Peter, but superior to 
him. In 21, however, the beloved disciple is the Ephesian presbyter. This 
is great honour done to John Mark (see above, p- 512). 

+ “The artist who paints an ideal figure has a model, but what he aims 
to delineate is not ¢ke model.” While the beloved disciple originally was 
an ideal figure (according to Bacon), partially drawn from Paul, the editor 
of es appendix identified him with the apostle (cp. Soltau, SA., 1915, 
BY fit sie) 

§ 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, Delfi’s hypothesis has considerable plausibility. 

(4) The sisters ot Jesus are ignored, but his brothers are introduced as 
different from his disciples (2!%) and sceptical of his claims (71°), a practical 
illustration of 11%, 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 (24 19-7), 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 psychclogically difficult to associate with Jesus. 
The presence of Mary at the cross may be a deduction from Ac 114, 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. Zhe authorship.—The fourth gospei makes no statement 
about its autthtor-—It ends with the remark, ratra 8& yéyparra. 
iva miotevnte, but it is silent upon 6 ypaas. The appendix, 
however, after describing the destiny of the pafyris ov Hydra 6 

Inoovs, adds in an editorial note (2174): otros éorw 6 pabyrijs 
6 paptupay rept TovTwv Kal 6 ypaiyas tadra. Unless the last four 

words are to be regarded as an interpolation (so, e.g., von Soden), 

the beloved disciple, who only appears definitely in the closing 
days of Christ’s life, is claimed not simply as the authority for the 
whole gospel (to which ratra here refers), but as its author. 
But guts custodiet custodes? This claim is not made by him- 

self ;* it comes from the anonymous circle who endorse the 

gospel (kat oidapev dre édXyOys aitod 4 paptupia éoriv), and who 

have added the two closing notes (21745), both of which 
indicate that the gospel had been, or might be expected to be, 

criticised for its unique contents (so different, eg., from the 

synoptic tradition) and for its incompleteness. The latter 

criticism has been already met by anticipation in 20°01; 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: azd he who saw it has borne witness (Kat 6 éwpaxos 

* For attempts to preserve part of these verses for John, cp. Wetzel (of. 

cite Ppa 15,1). 
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pepapripyKev), and his witness ts true,—yea, he knows that he ts 

telling the truth (kat éxeivos oidev te aAnO7 A€yer),—that you also 

may believe. Is éxeivos, in this enigmatic protest, a human 
authority or, by a strong asseveration (cp. 2 Co 1111-31), the exalted 
Christ (so Dechent, SX., 1899, 448f.; Abbott, Diaz. 2383-4, Z Az. 

1809; Zahn, Komm. 658f.; Spitta; Schwartz; Peake, London 

Quart. Review,1905,275; Forbes, Haussleiter’s Zwe Apost. Zeugen, 

26-28; Bauer)? When the mystic or symbolic sense of atya «at 

_ vdwp is connected in any way with 1 Jn 5°, the divine reference 

of éxetvos becomes rather more probable, since in 1 Jn. the pro- 
noun always means the exalted Christ. Still, the connection is 

different here, and upon the whole éxetvos may be reasonably 

regarded as equivalent to 6 €wpaxas, the beloved disciple of 197°. 
This would imply (a) that the writer was or wished to be taken 

for (so, e.g., Renan, Julicher, Loisy) the said eye-witness, or 

(2) that he appeals to this earlier authority in order to corroborate 

a statement which he anticipates may rouse suspicion (so, @.g., 
Hilgenfeld, Weisse, Harnack, Weizsicker, von Soden, Wendt, 

Pfleiderer, J. Réville, Calmes, Schmiedel, Wellhausen, Erbes). 

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, 

£ Bi. 960-961), or, as Origen called it, 7d wapddotor (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 1 Jn 5°),—the effusion 

of blood would have sufficed for that purpose,—but symbolical. The object 
of 19*1* 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 1, 

and explains the symbolism of the blocd 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 mistedwy eis éué in 738 were taken with xal 
mwérw of 7°” (cp. Nestle, ZVW., 1909, 323), and avrod 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. 170 
(Eus. #. #. v. 1. 22) and possibly Cyprian amongst others.* The author makes 

* All three points, Christ as the source of living water, believers not only 
as the recipients but transmitters of it, and the identification of it with the 
Spirit, are represented in the third ode of Solomon in the Péstzs Sophia, an 
ode which (cp. Ryle and James, Zhe Psalms of Solomon, pp. 157f.; R. 
Harris, Zhe 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 atrod, because the passage (see p. 33, and #7. xxiii. 
235-237) 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 micredwy els €ué as equivalent to 

the following a’rod, the conception of the believer as a source of spiritual 
92-93 

blessing for others tallies with 20%, especially if the wa@nrat of the latter 

scene are not restricted to the apostles. 

19° is therefore, as Blass warned critics (SX., 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 (¢, 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 214, 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, 171f.)* as a paraphrase of 3 Jn and 1 Jn 5% 

The latter alternative is preferable. If 19°%4* 37 are omitted 

(with the opening and un-Johannine éyévero yap tatra of v.*®), 

the sense is clear: od xatéagav avrod Ta oKédyn, iva H ypady 

mTAnpwOy* dorolv ov ouvtpiByoetar avdtov (so, e¢.g., Schwartz, 

Wellhausen, Heitmiuller). The interpolation in vwv.*4* tallies 
substantially with 2174, the main difference being the substitution 

of ékeivos ofdev for oidapev. V.57, with its un-Johannine érépa 

ypapy, points to the circle from which Apoc 17 (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 kat e&Adev cvbis 
aipa Kal vowp in *, and éyévero yap tadra 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., 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. 

ep 
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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. Zhe appendix.;—The epilogue or appendix (ch. 21) 

*J. H. Shorthouse, Literary Remains (1905), p. 229. 

T Special literature : Hoekstra (7’7., 1867, 407-424, ‘het laatste Hoofdstuk 
van het vierde Evangelié’); Eberhardt, Avang. Joh. c. 21 (1897); Klépper 

(Z2WT., 1899, 337-381); Zahn, 77. (§ 66); Wendt (pp. 248-253); 
J. Réville (305-320) ; Moffatt, HVZ. 694 f.; Horn, Adfassungszeit, Gesch- 

achlichkeit, und Zweck von Ev. Joh. Kap. 21 (1904); Bacon, Fourth Gospel 

tn Research and Debate (1910), 190 f., 211 f. (due to revision at Rome). 
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describes a Galilean appearance of the risen Jesus to seven of 

his disciples, which falls into two parts. In the former (21114), 

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 (2115-9), which describes 
the conversation after the meal (cp. Merx, PJZ, 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.?45) vouches for the beloved disciple as the 
authority and author of the gospel, and also apologises for its lack 

of completeness (cp. Déat. 2414-2416, HFG. i. 163f., and 

Lucretius, 1. 410 f.). The naive hyperbole of the latter verse 

is quite consonant with contemporary rabbinism (see Bacher’s 

Agada d. Tannaiten?, i. 24 f., for a striking parallel from Jochanan 

b. Zakkai). The former opens up at a stroke the problem of 
the gospel’s origin and authorship. 

The true climax to the gospel is 20°31, which Tertullian 
(adv. Prax. 25) called its “clausula.” Had the author originally 
meant to add the contents of 21, he would have transferred the 

“clausula” to a place after 2114 or 2123 4) (Zahn), as indeed 
Dr. Rendel Harris (Vew Testament Autographs, pp. 14 f.) once 
proposed to do, on the ground that v.*° implies an insufficient , 
amount of writing material (cp. 2 Jn !2, 3 Jn 28). After 2030-31 | 
anything further is almost an anti-climax. The seven oypeta are 
complete. Jesus has appeared thrice “after death. The disciples 
have all received their commission (not to baptize, cp. Mt 281; 
above, p. 253, and ZREZ. ii. 380). 

(2) Was the gospel edited posthumously, like Vergil’s Aene7d, 

by some friend or friends of the author (summatim emendata)? 
On this hypothesis (Weiss, Reuss, Eberhardt, Bovon, etc.), the 
epilogue might be the work of Philip and Andrew (21? cp. 14% 651 
12°0f so Haussleiter *), or of Andrew alone (Chastand). (4) Or, 
was the appendix added by John himself} 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 (4). Kenyon (Ha@bk to Text. Crit. of NT, p. 31) 

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 heads of the Church of Ephesus.” 

+ As a curiosity of criticism, one may record the hypothesis of P. F. 
Vigelius (77st. krit. Onderzoek naar den Schrijver von Joh. xxt., Leiden, 

1871), that the epilogue, but not the gospel, came from the hand of John. 
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finale to his gospel (so, e.g,. Luthardt, Godet, Westcott, Lightfoot, 
Plummer, Schanz, Becker, Drummond, Lepin, Sanday)? Or 
(c) was it added by the unknown and anonymous author of the 
gospel to a work which he had already finished (so, e.g., Renan, 

Hilgenfeld, Thoma, Baljon, Jacobsen, Jilicher)? 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. deéids, éxreivw xetpas, ex TptTov, 
emiatpepu, eceralw, icytvw, ToAwaw, Tpirov (adv.), of ddeAdoi, tradyw 

with infinitive, wadéa for texvia, mpwia for mpwi, éyepbets for 

avactas, and depew for aye (v.18); éxi in v.) is different from the 

emi of 619-21 (cp. Diat. 2340-2342) ; pavepow (vv.! 14) is unusually 
employed to describe a resurrection appearance (cp. Mk 161-14) ; 
the é€ay after dams in v.% also corresponds to the use in 1 Jn 

37° rather than to Jn 2° 1418 1516, and the disciples are described 
in synoptic rather than Johannine style (Peter a fisherman, the 
sons of Zebedee). The date of the passage—if appreciably 
different from that of the gospel—must have been early enough 
to allow of its incorporation into the archetype of all existing 

texts (not before a.p. 180, Krenkel; not before a.pD. 155, Erbes 
in ZKG., 1901, 10-11, 1912, 188f., as unknown to Irenzus). 

Some who insist that it formed an integral part + of the gospel, 
however, use this conclusion in order to bring the whole work 
down pretty far into the second century (particularly Thoma 
and Jacobsen), and Keim dates its composition ¢. a.D. 160, 
previous to 2 P 1’, 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, ¢.g., Baur, Schwegler (VZ. ii. 355 f.), Scholten, Keim, Klépper, 
Pfleiderer, Chastand (Z’ Apédtre Jean, 98-104), J. Réville, Loisy, Weiss, 
J. Weiss, Bacon, Loofs, Schwartz, Schmiedel, Bruston (Revue de Théol. et de 
Philos., 1906, 501 f.), Heitmiiller, etc. 

+ Especially when its contents are interpreted allegorically as representa- 
tions of the latter church and its experiences, as, ¢.g., by Keim (vi. pp. 313- 
318) and Pfleiderer. Chastand (Z’ Apétre 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 Papotre.” 
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The appendix falls into three parts (211! 214528 212425), 
which are more or less closely linked together. 

(i.) The failure of the disciples to recognise Jesus, which 
comes in awkwardly after 20%4f, shows that originally the story of 
211-14 was the first * of a Galilean series of appearances. The 

abrupt and unmotived change of place, from Jerusalem to 

Galilee, suggests that the writer or editor desired to harmonise 
the two lines of tradition upon the resurrection-appearances of 

Jesus, but it is more easy to feel this motive than to trace its 

mode of operation. 

Loofs (ade Auferstehungsberichte und thr Wert, pp. 31f.) regards 21-4 
as based originally on a pre-resurrection story, which has been misplaced 

and combined with a (non-Galilean) post-resurrection appearance to Peter 
(2115-19; cp. Resch, 7U. x. 4, pp. 47 f., 195 f.). The main theories of 21)-", 

however, associate it either (2) with the lost conclusion of Mark’s gospel, or 
(2) 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. 52f. ; Harnack, 4CZ. ii. 1. 696f., and BVT. i. 
227 f.; Eberhardt, 81-83 ; Loisy ;f von Dobschiitz, Probleme d. ap. Zettalter, 

14 f.; H. Schmidt, SX., 1907, 487), or, more probably, a variant of the 

same tradition (Wendt, Kirsopp Lake, pp. 143 f.; Heitmiiller). If Mk.’s 
gospel was ever finished, it must have included a Galilean vision (167) in 
which Peter played a prominent (perhaps an exclusive) rdle; but even if this 
were equivalent (cp. Meltzer, Pd/., 1902, 147-156) to 1 Co 155=Lk 24%, it 
would not correspond with the narrative of Jn 211! (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, #4z. 4054-4055). () But possibly the story is based on the 
tradition of Lk 5!" (so many, from Strauss and Weisse to Brandt, Evang. 
Geschichte, 4o1f.; Klépper, Pfleiderer, Spitta, A. Meyer, Wellhausen, 

Forbes, F/G. iii. 68f., etc.). The ordinary view of the Lucan story 

(cp. p. 536) is 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 (244). 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, #.x/.7 iv. p. 18). 

+ Loisy (Syx. 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 ro!) 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.2=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 ‘sans doute une allusion a linsuccés 
de la prédication apostolique auprés les Juifs”—a strange allusion in face of 
Ac 241! The mission to the Gentiles, which shines through both Lk 5" 
and Jn 2114 is, however, as unmistakable as the fact of some connection 

between the two stories or. traditions, particularly when that of Jn 21114 is 

recognised (as, ¢.g., 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 116?0=Mt 4!® 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 211, 
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 21}® 1! and 21% 2-14. H. Schmidt (SX., 

1907, 487-512), who traces the dual background in Lk 5*!! and Lk 24", 
and Volter (Dze Extstehung des Glaubens an die Auferstehung Jesu, 1910, pp. 
52) who detects the redactor’s hand in 218*- 1-11 and the source in 21) * 
12a. 13. 12b 

(ii.) The rehabilitation of Peter, with the prediction of his 
death and of that of the beloved disciple (21/5), is a symbolic 
fragment which has no synoptic analogue,* but 212% may be 
interpreted in the light of a synoptic logion. 

The fact that the words in 21% Jf J choose that he should survive till 

7 come, are immediately followed by an allusion to authorship (v.*4) has 

suggested the hypothesis that they refer to the latter form of activity and 
influence. (a) Thus Irenzeus 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. (4) Strauss even less probably suggests that 
every meant the permanence of John’s teaching, which was to outlive the 
Petrine tradition.t This is the idea of 21*4, where the witness (uaprupav) 

is the permanent function fulfilled by the gospel once written (ypdwas) ; the 
disciple, though dead, yet speaketh. It is just conceivable that the terms 

* Schwartz’s(ZV IV, 1910, 96f., 1914, 214 f.) theory that 211-17 is a doublet 
to Mt 16" sounds far-fetched. Cp. R. H. Strachan (£xf.8 iv. and vii.). 

+ Schwartz (48 f.) fantastically refers wévew 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.%3 the later addition of a scribe 
who mistook it for a reference to the Parousia. The dxoovfei 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 o¢ will that he 
should survive till the second coming. 

The ordinary interpretation is that one object of the story was to remove 

an erroneous impression created by John’s longevity. It is obvious that 
this would exclude the identification of the beloved disciple with John the 
son of Zebedee, if the early martyr-death of the latter is accepted as historical. 

If it is not, the figure of the beloved disciple may be (a) identified either 

with that John or with John the presbyter, or else (4) 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 217% 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 (rues) 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. 1 Co 4°; Resch, Parallel-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, z.é. 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 cal @\eyer avrois), it follows in the 
synoptic tradition Christ’s claim that the true disciple must take up his 
cross and follow the Lord (dpdarw rdv oravpiv airod Kal dKxodovbeitw por, 

Mk 8#=Mt 164%=Lk 9%). This connexion underlies the association of 
Peter’s death on the cross and his following of Jesus in Jn 211822, and also 
the suggestion in 217° **3 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 217° therefore lies in the contrast between 
akohovGovvra and weve. The beloved disciple also fo//ows Jesus ; he too goes 
forward to a martyr-death. Peter’s question in v.*1 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, e.g., O. 

Holtzmann) with Mk 10%=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 76, along with the following transfigura- 
tion-story (Abbott, Dza¢. 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; oc wor dxodovder. Of the other disciple, who is 

already following Jesus, it is said, dav atrév Oé\w pévew Ews Epxomat, Ti mpos 

oé; here pévey ws €pxowac means survival till the second coming of Jesus, 

but the fact that the words are spoken to one who was already following 
(z.c. in the pregnant and fateful sense of the term, on the way to martyrdom) 
shows that péveiv in this context denotes a Christian life which did not fol/ow, 

a life which stayed where it was (cp. 11°) 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 or out of accord 
with the will and word of Jesus. I suggest this interpretation with some 
diffidence ; but it seems to me the only way of fitting in the logion (as applied 
to John) to the early martyrdom-hypothesis. 

(iii.) It is obvious, as Zahn admits, that v.24 was not written 

| by the author of the gospel. “The we includes the Z [of v.% 

oipar| and excludes the 4e [7.e. the payrys of v.24].” Whether 
the we represents the Ephesian presbyters, or a local church, or 

the apostles (as in the legend of the Muratorian Canon), or a small 
group of apostles (Haussleiter), the whole of ch. 21, and not 

merely the imprimatur of vv.425, was probably composed by 

the editor who wrote in their name. 2174-5 is a postscript, 
but it is closely connected with what precedes. The narrative 

could never have left off at 21%, though it might have been 

rounded off with 2174, v.2° 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 21745 is local patriotism and reverence felt 
by the Asia Minor communities for the memory of their dis- 
tinguished head.* (V.25 “seems an inflated version of 2030,” 

* If this was John the apostle, he must have been martyred in Asia Minor, 
or after work there. This theory in any case renders the confusion between 
him and his namesake in Asia more probable. If the beloved disciple was John 
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Dods, EGT. i. p. 867. The same idea is more moderately 

put in rt Mac 9%.) An instance of this habit of adding notes 

to a volume is afforded by Ec 13% 14, although the spirit of 
that epilogue is corrective rather than confirmatory. Thoma, 

who attributes 21173 to the author of the gospel (ze. the 
presbyter of 2 and 3 John), gives 217% % to the author of 1 John 
as being a later insertion; while Chastand attributes ch. 21, 
like 758-811 11-5. 13-18 to a pupil of John who wrote after his 

death. But when the whole chapter is taken as a unity, it falls 

into the age and spirit (Klopper) of vv.2+ 25, and as the gospel 
could not have ended with 2128, there is no reason to take 

vv.24 25 as notes added before publication (O. Holtzmann). 
§ 11. Zraces in second-century literature.—The earliest traces * 

of the Fourth gospel occur in (a) Papias, (6) Ignatius, (c) the 
Marcan appendix (16°°), 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 tage, he is tacitly contrasting the synoptic manner (see 
above, pp. 187 f.) with that of the Fourth gospel (so, ¢.g., Zahn, 
Schwartz, Corssen in ZVW., 1901, 212f.). This is borne out 

by the fact that Irenzeus 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 Erbes and Kreyenbiuhl, 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. 

(2) The conceptions of Ignatius have been held to imply 
rather an acquaintance with the general ideas which reappear in 
special guise in the Fourth gospel and the First epistle of John, 
than any literary relationship. 

the presbyter, the same motive operates, viz. the desire of the Asiatic Chris- 
tians to uphold their chief against the Roman claims of Peter; but, again, this 

tendency is more explicable if the confusion between the two Johns was already 
accomplished, unless the present chapter is a deliberate attempt to promote it. 

* On the general external evidence for the circulation and reception of the 
Fourth gospel in the churches of the second century, see Ezra Abbot’s 

essay in the volume (1891) by A. Peabody, Lightfoot, and himself; E. A. 

Abbott (242. 1813 f.); Lepin, L’Origene, pp. 19f.; Sanday, Criticism of 

Fourth Gospel, 236f.; Zahn (JWT. § 64); H. L. Jackson (Fourth Gospel, 
38-61); Stanton (GHD. i. part 1); Bacon’s Fourth Gospel in Research and 

Debate (1910), 17f. ; and Wendt’s Johannes. Eugim (164f. ; Eng. tr. 175 f.). 

37 
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This conclusion, argued especially by von der Goltz (TU. xii. 3. 
pp. 118-144, 197-206), is shared by Abbott (#42. 1829-1830), J. Reville, 
Harnack (ACL. ii. 1. pp. 396f., 674), Schmiedel (#47. 2547), Pfleiderer 

(Ore. iv. 111f.), and Bacon (ourth Gospel, 64). The dependence of 

Ignatius is argued by Dietze (SA., 1905, 563-603),* Lightfoot (Azb/ical 

Essays, pp. 81f.), Zahn (GA. ii. 903 f.), Resch (pp. 11-12), Drummond, 

Loisy, Bardsley (/7'S., 1913, 207f., 489f.), and Sanday. The evidence 

for the latter view is ‘‘somewhat indeterminate” to Stanton (GAD. 

i. 19f.), and highly probable, though short of certainty, to Inge (VZ4. 
81-83). In the Johannine circle of thought, and in the Ignatian epistles 
alike, the great contrasts of /zfe and death, God and ¢he ruler of thts world, 
appear, together with a predilection for the same conceptions of yv@ots and 
misris, ddnGeva and aydry. But it is the christocentric tendency, so strongly 
marked in Ephesians, which reappears characteristically in the Fourth 
gaspel 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 again (Smyrn. 31 etc., Zrall.9). The complete manhood of Jesus, from 
birth (1 6 777 8%) 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 cdpt of Christ (77rad/. 71), 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. M/agn. 61 8?), goes 
so far as to call him @eés, and to speak of aiua Oeoh (Eph. 13). 

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 xara Xpucrdv, and consequently they 
had still a significance and authority for Christians (Smyrn. 7, cp. Jn 5°9 1241). 
Even the Mosaic law, properly regarded, was a step towards faith in Christ 
(Jn 5% 7” etc., cp. Smyrn. 51). But the latter, as final, supersedes all 
previous revelations. 

In Ignatius, however (cp. Ro 8?, A/agn. 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 oréua and yvdépy, 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. 

+ Jn 4” and Ign. Magn. 10% both regard Judaism as the prelude to the 
universal and spiritual religion of the Christ. Cp. also Phil. 78=Jn 38. 
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the birth and death of Christ (4%. 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 rapovoia (Zph. 
7", Smyrn. 5°, Phil. 8? 97). In collocating the virgin-birth with this, he 

assimilates Paul’s thought to the later synoptic tradition of Mt 1-2 and Lk 
1-2. 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 {w7 as equivalent to adéapoia, the latter state of 
immortality being conditioned by that triumph over sin* and death which 
Jesus achieved by his sinless birth and redemptive death. 

The thought and even the language of Smyrn. 17 are almost as Pauline as 

Johannine (1270-4), The passage follows a sentence where Ignatius echoes 
Ro 14 and the synoptic tradition of the virgin-birth and baptism (Mt 3”). 
He then proceeds to describe Christ as truly nazled up (ka0ndwpévor) for our 

sakes in the flesh émt Wovriov Iddrov (1 Ti 61%) cal‘Hpwdou rerpdpxov. . . 
that he might set up an ensign (Is 5% 497") to all ages through the resurrec- 
tion, for his saints and fazthful ones (cp. Eph 11), whether among Jews or 
among Gentiles, in one body of his church. The underlying thought is no 
more than a popular adaptation of that in Eph 1%% 214, where the death 
év oapxi and resurrection of Jesus are the divine means of uniting Jew and 

Gentile 2 one body. The influence of Paulinism, however, does not explain 

satisfactorily the resemblance between Ignatius and the Fourth gospel. As 

Ignatius uses, but inexactly cites, the epistles of Paul without any formal 
citation or reproduction of their contents in any given passage (cp. e.g. 1 Co 

12” with Zra//. 11, Smyrn. 1), why may not he have dealt with the text of the 

Fourth gospel similarly? May not the sovereign freedom of a writer who 
uses earlier writings to help out his characteristic ideas, neglecting the form 

but conserving so much of the spirit as he found congenial, be held to 
explain the one problem as well as the other? 

(c) As Mk 16°? (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, I-20 (Bacon), prior to the middle of the second 

century. 

(d) Justin Martyr: cp. Schwegler (VZ. i. 216f., 359f.), 

Hilgenfeld (ZWT., 1879, 492f., J.’s relation to Paul and 

Fourth gospel), Bousset, Die Lugliencitate Justins des Martyrers 
(1890), and Zahn, GX. 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 pvint at which the affinities of Ignatius with 1 John are noticeable. 



580 THE FOURTH GOSPEL 

in places like Aol. i. 61 (=Jn 3°°) and Dial. 88 (=Jn 1% % 
though Ac 13”? is as probable a source), possibly in Afol. 1% 

(=Jn 19), éxafioev taken 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 
dropynpovevuara Tay arocré\wy,—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. Réville, Kreyenbiihl, Loisy, 

and Bousset, does not go so far as that of scholars like Ezra Abbot (Authorship 

of Fourth Gospel, 20f.), Resch (Paralleltexte zu Joh. 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. 

§ 12. Zhe Daie.—The various dates to which the gospel has 

been assigned cover about a century. It has been placed between 

7o and 85 (Wittichen, Alford, Reithmayr, Bleek), between 80 

and go (Ewald, Godet, Bisping, Westcott, Calmes, Zahn), 
between go and roo (Mangenot, Batiffol, B. Weiss, Camerlynck = 

85-95), between go and 120 (Jackson), ¢c. a.D. 100 (Lightfoot, 
Weizsacker, Reynolds, Harnack=after 95, Cornely, Lepin= 
before 100), between too and r1o (Renan, Schenkel), in too— 
125 (O. Holtzmann, J. Réville, Jilicher, Loisy, Bauer), 130-140 
(Hilgenfeld, Keim, Thoma, Liitzelberger, A. Réville), 140-155 

* Both the Gospel of Peter and Justin may go back to the Acta Pilaté at 
this point. The former is by some (recently by C. H. Turner, /7'S., 1913, 
168 f.) regarded as dependent on the Fourth gospel. 
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(Bretschneider=c. 150, Schwegler, Zeller, Volkmar, Taylor, 

Pfleiderer = before 135-140, van Manen, Kreyenbihl, Schmiedel, 

Erbes, Schwartz =c. 150), and in 160-170 (Baur, Scholten, Bruno 

Bauer). Recent criticism, however, has lopped off several branches 
on both sides. It is now recognised that the use of the gospel 
in the circles of Valentinian gnosis* rules out any date after 
¢. 130; again, if Justin, Ignatius, and Papias in all likelihood 

were acquainted with it, this excludes any ¢erminus ad quem 

for its composition much later than a.p. 110. The ¢erminus 

a guo, 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 (see Appendix R). 

(a) One question has indeed been raised which would leave a later date 

open. Does 5% (dav dAdos 2\On ev 7H dvipare TH idly, exeivov Anuperde) 

allude to the movement headed by Bar Kochba, the pseudo-messiah, under 
Hadrian? This interpretation, which has been urged especially by Hilgenfeld 
(Zinl. 738f.), Erbes, Pfleiderer, and Schmiedel (#42. 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 Po/ztzcs (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, ¢.g., Bousset and Loisy). 

(6) 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° (srw xri., on 
which Bengel comments, sevépsz¢ Johannes ante uastationem 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 Wiittig, Das Joh. Evglm und seine Abfassungszett, 1897 (reviewed by H. 

A. A. Kennedy, Crzt. Rev., 1897, 254-356; Blass, Phzlol. Gospels, 241 f., and 

Holtzmann, 7ZZ., 1897, 379f.); W. Kiippers, ewe Untersuchungen tiber den 

Quellenwert der vier Evglien, 1902; Wilms, der Ursprung des Joh. Evglms, 
1904, and H. Gebhardt, de Abfassungszett des Johannes Evglms, 1906, with 

Halcombe’s independent theory in Zhe Historic Relation of the Gospels, An 

* If the Axegetica of Basilides based on the Fourth gospel, this would 
more than corroborate a date earlier than Hadrian; but possibly (cp. 
Windisch in ZVW., 1906, 236-246) Basilides commented on an edition of 

Luke (see above, p. 187, and ERE. ii. 427). The anti-gnostic aim is carried 
to unreal extremes by Schwartz, who regards some of the editorial additions as 
anti-Valentinian ; e.g. 8°7 (2°, see above, p. 536) in order to controvert their 
thirty (cp. Lk 37%) zeons, 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 towara re-establishing Tertullian’s account (1891), and in ZT. iv. pp. 

y7if., 215 f., 268 f., 313 f., 404f., v.224f. 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° 11% 18") is no 
evidence for the contemporary existence of a building or institution, as 

Hebrews (see above, p. 452) 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 #7. 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 27. iv. 497-501, v. 126f., 168f.). 

(B) 4 JOHANNINE TRACT (1 JOHN) 
LITERATURE.—(a) Editions—(i.) (of three ‘ Johannine’ epistles) :—Grotius 

(1550); Calvin (1565); Aeg. Hunnius (1566) ; Calovius (1650) ; W. Whiston 

(1719); Zachariae (1776); S. F. N. Morus (1786); S. G. Lange (1797); 

H. E. G. Paulus (1829); de Wette (1837 f.) ; Jachmann (1838); Liicke ? 

(1840; third ed., Bertheau, 1856)*; J. E. F. Sanders (Elberfeld, 1851) ; 

G. K. Mayer (1851); Diisterdieck (Gottingen, 1856); C. Wordsworth 

(London, 1860); Ewald, Dre Joh. Briefe tibersetzt und erklirt (Gottingen, 
1861-2); Morgan (Edin. 1865); B. Briickner (— de Wette®, 1867); 
F. D. Maurice (1867); Bisping (1874) ; Reuss (1878); Huther (— Meyer4, 

1880 ; Eng. tr. 1882) ; Alexander (Speaker’s Comm. 1881)* ; Pope (Schaff’s 

Comm. 1883); Braune (— Lange’, 1885; Eng. tr. 1887); C. A. Wolf? 
(1885); Plummer (CG7Z7. 1886); B. F. Westcott? (1892)*; Luthardt ? 

(— Zockler, 1895); B. Weiss (— Meyer®, 1900)*; W. H. Bennett (CB. 

n. d.); J. E. Belser (1906); Baumgarten (.SV7.? 1907); H. P. Forbes 

(Zutern. Hdbks to NT, iv. 1907); Holtzmann-Bauer* (HC.3 1908); 

D. Smith (EG7. 1910); Windisch {WBNTZ. 1911); A. E. Brooke (CC. 
Ig12).* (ii.) (of £1 John’ alone) :—John Cotton (4 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). 

(4) Studies—(i.) of 1 Jn.:—Oporinus, Parenesis Joannis ad primos 
Chrestianos, etc. (Gottingen, 1741); J. C. F. Loffler (Zpistola prima Joh. 

} Written in Ephesus (Gebhardt) or in Jerusalem (Wiittig, Wilms, 
Kiippers, Halcombe). Driseke (WAZ., 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! 53, agreed 
with Wiittig in dating the original prior to A.D. 70. 

* The so-called ‘epistles of John,’ especially the first, are discussed in 
most monographs on the Fourth gospel (see above, pp. 516f.) and often 
edited in the special commentaries on the ‘ Catholic epistles’ (see p- 318). 
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gnosticos tmpugnare negatur, 1784); C. F. Wunder (Utrum prima epistola 
Soh. cetuz e Ludeds et judeo-Chrestiants mixto scripta est, 1799); C. C. Flatt 

(De Antichristts et pseudo-prophetis tn epist. Joh., Tiibingen, 1809); M. 
Weber (Authentia epist. prime Loannis vindicata, Halle, 1823) ; F, H. 

Kern (De epistole Joh. conszlio, Tiibingen, 1830); Schlagenhaufen’s tude 

sur le Ie Jean (1854); D. Erdmann (Prime Johannis epistole argumentum, 

nexus et constlium, Berlin, 1855); C. E. Luthardt (De prime Loannis 
eptstole contpositione, 1860) ; Stricker’s Zztrod. analytigue (Strassburg, 1862) ; 
Joh. Riemms (De Beteekenzs van den ersten Brief van Joh. .. ., Utrecht, 

1869: epistle and gospel by apostle); J. Stockmeyer (Die Structur des 

ersten Joh. Briefes, Basle, 1873); Holtzmann* in /P7. (1881) 690f., 
(1882) 128 f., 136f., 460f.; E. Mangenot (Vigouroux’ DZ. ii. 1191-1291) ; 

Karl, Johann. Studien I (1898)* ; Wohlenberg (VXZ., 1902, 233f., 632 f.) ; 

M. Goguel, La notzon Johannique del Esprit, 1902 (pp. 147-153); Wurm, 

Die Irrlehrer im ersten Johannisbrief (1904, in ‘ Biblische Studien,’ viii.) ; 

G. G. Findlay (Fellowship in the Life Eternal, 1909, 59f.)*; R. Law, 

The Tests of Life® (1909) ; Kennedy (27. xxviii. 23f.).  (ii.) of all three :— 

Holtzmann (82. iii. 342-352); Sabatier (HS. vii. 177f.); Henle, Der 

Euglist Joh. und die Antichristen seiner zeit (1884); Farrar, Larly Days of 

Christianity (ch. xxxi. f.); Cox, Prévate Letters of St. Paul and St. John 

(1887) ; Gloag, Zutrod. to Cath. Epp. (1887), 264-350; Cone, The Gospel 

and tts earltest Interpret. (1893) 320-327; S. D. F. Salmond (DB. ii. 

728-742); McGiffert (44. 617f.); Bartlet (44. 418f.); Pfleiderer (Uc. 

iv. 81f., 154f.); Moffatt (ANZ. 534f.); G. H. Gilbert, /vrst [nterpreters 

of Jesus (1901, 301-332); Clemen (ZWV/V., 1905, 271-281); von Soden 

(JT. 374£.); Schmiedel (Z4z. 2556f., and Zvang. Briefe u. Offenbarung 

des Johannes, 1906, Eng. tr. 1908); A. V. Green, Ephestan Canonical 

Writings (1910, 128-163); Moffatt (22." xv. 450-452); Liitgert’s Ame 

und Geist im Kampf (1911); Biichsel (B/'7. xv. 3, ‘ Der Begriff d. Wahrheit 

in d. Evglm und d. Briefen der Johannes’). 

§ 1. Structure and outline.—Special literature: Erdmann (of. 

cit. pp. 6-45), Haupt (of. ct. 348f.), Wiesinger (SK., 1899, 
575f.), Haring (7ZA. 171-200), Westcott and Hort (£xf.7 iii. 

481-493). 
This encyclical 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 (14) 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 tract or manifesto, 
which is thrown into a vague epistolary form (14 21- 7-8. 12-14. 26 
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518), 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 zs Light, 
God is Love: Plummer ; 15-227 28-55; Findlay), triple (1-24 

212_46 47-521: Ewald; God is Light, God is Righteous, God ts 

Love: Farrar),t fourfold (15-21! 212-28 229322 323_517: Ffuther), 
or fivefold (15-211 212-27 228_324a 224b_ 421 1-21: T{ofmann) arrange: 

ment.§ After defining the Christian xowwvia which forms his 
subject (11), the author proceeds to outline its conditions (15— 
21’) under the category of an antithesis between light and dark- 

ness. The first of these is a due sense of sin (cp. Karl, of. cit. 
97f.), 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 xowwvia (2189), 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 xowwvia with God or man. He then develops 

the characteristics of the kowwvia (3!!2) as sinlessness and 
brotherly love, under the category of an antithesis between 

God’s children (cp. 229 dorn of him) and the devil’s children. 
This mutual love bulks so largely in his mind that he enlarges 
on three of its elements, viz., confidence towards God (3!*4), 

moral discernment (41°), and assurance of union with the God 

of love (474), 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 Diisterdieck and Alford (God zs Light, 15-2; God zs Righteous, 27-55). 

£ De Wette (15-278 279-46 47-51), Hort (11-217 218324 41521), Erdmann 

(15-214 215318 319512), Haupt (15-217 21855 56-12) F. H. Kriiger in Revue 
Chrétienne, 1895, 27 f., 100f. (15-217 218_46 47-512), Pfleiderer (15-29 31-24 41_ 

5/3), etc. Bengel and Sander divide it artificially on a trinitarian plan. 
§ ‘‘ Like the doublings of the Mzeander near which he lived, the progress 

of the apostle at times looks more like retrogression than advance; but the 
progress is unmistakable, when the whole field is surveyed ” (Plummer). 
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Christ (5117). A brief epilogue, which is for the most part (cp. 
Klopper, ZWT., 1900, 585f.) a résumé of the ideas already 
discussed, closes the homily (518-1), with a reiteration of eternal 

life as experienced by the Christian within ‘the wide world and 
all her fading sweets.’ The postscript (after 51%3=Jn 203!) 
specially, however, notes the danger of lapsing and the treat- 
ment of the /apsi (cp. He 64). 

A closer examination of the context often reveals a subtle connection 

between paragraphs or even cycles of thought which at first sight appear 

unlinked. Thus the thought of the world passing 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 (27°-3). Inside this paragraph,* 
even the apparently abrupt mention of the xploua has its place (2). The 
heretical dv7ixpicro, it is implied, have no xpicua from God ; Christians 

have (note the emphasis on vets), owing to their union with the true 

Xpicrés (cp. HFG. iv. 187f.). Again, the genetic relation of 34% 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 z.e. the abolition of sin and its effects (38). 371° 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 (1°) forgiveness superfluous. Similarly, the 

mention of the Spirit in 34 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*f) ; and, as this test of the genuine Spirit is the confession of Jesus 
Christ as really human and incarnate, the writer, on returning (in 47) 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 (51), while the mention of eternal life (51-1?) leads to a recapitulation 
(5121) of the main ideas of the epistle under this special category. 

578 reads like a later gloss (so Scholten, Baljon, pp. 249f.); but there is 

not the textual evidence for its deletion that is available for the adjacent 
Comma Johanneum of the three witnesses. An attempt has been made by 
K. Kiinstle (Das Comma Johanneum, 1905) to locate the origin of this 

* For an attempt to prove, on the basis of 2-3, that paraphrastic 
marginal glosses have entered the writing and so produced the repeated 
phenomena of abrupt transition, cp. von Dobschiitz (ZWVW., 1907, 1-8). 

Cludius (Uransichten des Christentums, Altona, 1808) had already con- 

jectured that a gnostic editor must have worked over the Jewish Christian 
nucleus of the document—a creeping estimate of the tract. 
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notorious interpolation in Spain during the first half of the fourth century, 

and to find the earliest trace of it in Priscillian’s Lzber Apologeticus (A.D. 380), 
where it occurs in an expanded, heretical form (with zz Christo Jesu). 

Kiinstle’s theory, however, has not won unanimous assent ;* cp. Jiilicher’s 
review in GGA., 1905, 930-935; Mangenot (Ze Comma Johanneum, 1907) ; 

Babut (Présczllien et le Priscilliantsme, 1909, pp. 267 f.); and A. Bludau in 

BZ. (1915) 26f., 130f., 222f. The probability is that the Comma was prior 
to Priscillian, wherever it 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 (27? 4? 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 zon 

(=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 z//wmtnati, whose watchword was J know him (24, cp. 

Tit 116, Apoc 274). The superior theosophic insight to which they 
laid claim led naturally to a sense of pride in themselves as the 
élite of Christendom, which fostered an unbrotherly contempt 

for the unenlightened members of the church. The writer retorts 

that this is not a true enlightenment (29). 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 18-19). 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 4/7. 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, (4) an antinomian attitude towards sin, and (c) an 
inability to love one another (2711 310-18. 23 47_53) 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 (x15 218-14. 24 35-8 414 56. 11. 20), 4 view which, so far from 
being an innovation (like gnostic ideas), is a recall to the basis of 
the Christian gospel already familiar (27 18) 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, 7ze Death of Christ, 1902, 269- 
281, Jesus and the Gospel, 1908, 83f.). (4) 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 yvdors (27° 2” 4”), an assurance of the truth 
which is mediated by a strict ethical obedience to Christianity as 
the law of God (37228 5? 23-4), z.e. above all by the exercise of 

a brotherly love, which is more than theoretical, to the members 

of the Christian community. 

The evident care and caution displayed by the writer in rejecting these 
semi-gnostic views is thrown into relief by the fact that he and his fellow- 
Christians were themselves breathing and enjoying an atmosphere of such 
mystical conceptions. Christianity involves the historical Jesus, but none the 
less is it a yr@ors (27: 7 36% 47 etc.). The gnostics held that a spiritual seed 
was implanted in man, as the germ of his higher development into the divine 

life (Iren. adv. haer. i. 6. 4, on the Valentinian idea that od mpdéts eis 
TrAnpwpa elodyet, GANG TO oTEépua TO ExetVey vyTiov éexmeumouevov, évOdde dé 

Tenecovmevov, and Tert. de anzma, 11, [hzeretici] nescio quod spiritale semen 

infulciunt animze). The writer takes over this idea for his own purposes. But 

also, ¢.g., in 3! (note the emphatic 7uiv) 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, o°32 snpiwv Oxpw> pan 
mypod ov wip ond nyna aim aan opnd), There is further an implicit con- 

trast here to the Philonic idea that ‘‘ even if as yet we are not fit to be reckoned 

Oeod maides, still we may be matdes of his image (dedods efxévos), the most 

sacred Logos; Geot yap elkav Néoyos 0 mpesBitaros” (de confus. ling. 28). 

Another phrase in the homily (51° kal 6 Kécpos Sdos ev TH Tovynpw Keira) is 
illustrated by the tradition in Baba bathra, 16a, where Eliezer ben Hyrkanus, 
who took exception to Job 9” (the earth zs given into the hand of the wicked) 

as blasphemy, is 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 dvoula springs from his conception of Christianity as the 
divine yduos, and the traces of a docetic movement (which is never connected 

with Judaism) are too plain to be explained away (cp. Hoennicke, JC. 137 f.) ; 
they require the incipient phases of a movement like that headed by Cerinthus, 
not simply a Jewish Christian retrogression. Behind the language we hear 
vibrations of the gnostic tendencies which set up a dual personality in the 
historical human Jesus and the divine Christ, the latter descending upon Jesus 
only at the baptism and withdrawing from him ere the crucifixion. It is 
plain that some elements of this docetism, such as Cerinthus represented, * were 
present in the situation presupposed by this homily, whereas the errorists con- 
troverted, ¢.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 cxorla as well as gs (1°), that participation in cults and mysteries is 
essential to moral purification (17), that only the initiated and z//umznaté can 
be redeemed (2), and that the rank and file of believers possessed wioris but 

not yvGous (21), Traces of specifically antinomian gnosticism are obvious 

in the errorists who lay claim to the ‘knowledge of God’ (24) apart from a 
good moral life (cp. Clem. Recogn. ii. 22, qui deum se nosse profitentur ; 
Clem. Alex. S¢vom. ili. 4. 31, Tots ddlkows Kal dxkparéoe Kal mdeovéxrats Kal 

Moixots TA avTa TpdocovTes Hedy EyywKévar pdvor Aéyouogw). The later Valen- 

tinians, according to Irenzeus (adv. Haer. i. 6. 2), held that while dya0y mpaéts 

was an essential of salvation for the catholic Wuxuxol, they themselves wy Od 

mpatews, GAG did TO hice TvEevmariKods Elva TAT TE Kal TdvTWSs TwOhTETOaL. 

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 (p\a¢Gvros, cp. I Jn 13), 

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 (41°) in support of their teaching. Although some had 
withdrawn (2'?) or been excommunicated (44), the church must 
remain on its guard (41). 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 (18). Their 
Christianity apparently was of long standing (27), but it was 
not due to the writer. He addresses them as rexvia, zavdéa, 

ayarnrot, and adeXpoi, but the authority which breathes through 

his counsels is that of their spiritual director, as one in touch 

with the historical tradition and experience of the faith, not that 
of their founder or of an apostle. 

§ 3. Relation to the Fourth Gospel.—The close affinities of 
this writing and the Fourth gospel start the problem not only 

of their chronological order but of their authorship. These 
common features are too striking to require any systematic or 

detailed treatment. Less obvious, but not less vital, are the 

differences between the two writings, and the problem is to 

determine whether such variations denote duality of authorship or 
whether they are compatible with a theory which would account 

for them by pointing to differences of aim and period within 
the career of a single writer, whose theme in the one case is that 
‘Jesus is the Christ,’ and in the other that ‘ the Christ is Jesus.’ 
Identity of authorship by no means follows necessarily from 

a proof that two writings closely resemble one another in style, 

vocabulary, and ideas. In the Fourth gospel and in 1 John we 

have, ¢.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 (Kreyenbuhl) 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 (Zheol. Jahrb. 1848, 293f., 1857, 315-331), 
Weisse, Planck, Volkmar, Zeller, Strauss, Holtzmann (/PZ, 
1881, 690f., 1882, 128f, 316f., 460f.), S. Davidson, Hoekstra, 

Keim, Scholten, O. Holtzmann (169f.), W. Briickner (Chron. 
305 f.), Ludemann, Matthew Arnold (God and Bible, ed. 1891, 

* The Essenic Ebionitic traits discovered by Wittichen (of. ci¢. pp. 68 f.) 
are, for the most part, either traits of human nature or inadequately verified ; 
e.g. the separatism, claims to perfection, etc. 
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175, 228f.), Pfleiderer (7WT., 1869, 394-421, and Ure iv. 

161 f.), Cone, Grill (Uxtersuchungen, pp. 305-308), N. Schmidt 
(Prophet of Nazareth, p. 192), Schmiedel, Martineau (Seat of 
Authority, 509-512), Kreyenbuhl (Zuglm des Wahrheit, i. 138- 

144), E. F. Scott (Zhe Fourth Gospel, 88 f., 94), Wellhausen, 

Wendt, and Soltau (see below). The arguments in favour of a 
single author are stated by Grimm (SX., 1847, 171 f.), B. Weiss 

(— Meyer, pp. 4-9), Jiilicher (Zin/. 212-215), Lepin (L’ovigine 
du quatri’me évangile, 1907, 250f.), Jacquier (ZZ. iv. 1-10), 

and R. Law (Zes¢s of Life®, 1909, pp. 339f.), and accepted not 
only by advocates of the apostolic authorship, but, eg., by 

Harnack, E. A. Abbott (#47. 1818), Clemen (ZV W, 1905, 278), 

Wernle, Forbes, Windisch, Wendland, and Baumgarten. 

(a) The salient linguistic data are as follow. Peculiar to the ep. are: 
aydrn TeTeewpevyn, ayyeNia, avoula, avrixptotos, apvetobar Tov vidv, Sidvo.a, 

&k Tivos ywookew, édris, érayyeNia, éxew Tov warépa (vidv), ihacuds, Kowwvla 

(=& elvac of gospel?), duodoyetvy Tov Oedv,* madatéds, mapovota, moveiy Thy 

dixaroctvny, orépua Tod Geot, xploua, and Wevdorpopyrat, While the ep. 

omits défa T and dofdfew, civac ék Tay dvw (kdrw), oipavds and émoupduos, 

wéumw, TO TvevuaToO &y.ov, 7 Spy Tov Peod, and ‘the Father in the Son, The 

Son in the Father ’—all of which are characteristic expressions of the Gospel 
—it also uses amd instead of mapa with verbs like airety, dxovew, and 

AapBdvey, omits entirely the favourite of of the gospel, never uses 
bev . . . dé, employs particles like yap and 6é with singular rarity, preferring 

the monotonous kai where any particle of connection is used at all, and, 4.g., 

refrains from using ofda with a personal object (cp. Jn 6” 727 15?! etc.). 
Such traits of style are far from unimportant in literary criticism. Note, 
further, that the phrase 7 dydmy rod @e0d, which is fairly frequent in the 

epistle (2° 317 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.t 
Also, the perfect 7ydmnxa, absent from the gospel, occurs once in the epistle 

(4°, s.v.1.), as does édv with the indicative (51°), It is of minor significance 

that while the gospel uses the adv. imper. eivare ‘in the Lord’s mouth, the 
present is used by the writer of the epistle’ (278, cp. Dzat. 2437). As for con- 

ceptions, (4) 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. 

* ‘Opodoyeiv is never used in the gospel of confessing sin (as Ep. 1°), but 
always of confessing Christ (9” 12%). 

+ Perhaps in keeping with its subordination of the metaphysical element 
to the ethical, throughout. So Grill, who points out also (312-313) how 

light in the epistle invariably and primarily denotes an ethical conception, in 
contrast to the gospel’s use of it to denote knowledge of the divine truth. 

{ Dr. Abbott’s arguments to the contrary (Dzat. 2032-2040) do not seem 

quite convincing, but he proves incidentally that even in 1 Jn 57 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 
final in itself),* it is noticeable that the gospel adopts an entirely different 
outlook upon the sacred books of the Jews. The general ideas (c) of 

the two writings also present diverging lines of interest. Thus (i.) while in 

the gospel Christians are related to God the Father through the medium of 
Christ (e.g. 107 9 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* 514), 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 (¢.g., the hearing 
of prayer, 3% 514+, cp. Jn 14), while ght (15!) 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 “fe or lefe eternal, the development of the latter idea (e.g. in 1 Jn 1? 5?) 
tends to correlate it in the epistle, less with the soteriological cycle of beliefs 

(as in the gospel) than with the person of Christ, in a theological sense (Grill, 
pp- 301f.). In 1 Jn 114 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. Aadoduev, 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,¥ viz., the fear of suggesting that certain divine ons, 
like the Logos, intervened between God and man. It is not, as in the 

gospel, the Logos, but the Life Eternal which is identified with the person 
of Christ. The latter idea subordinates the metaphysical to the ethical, 
whereas in the gospel the reverse is the case. (iii.) A modification of the 

idea of faith is also noticeable. While in the gospel faith is equivalent to 
the coming of man to the truth and light of God in Christ, or to a reception 

of the words of Jesus in the heart, the writer of the epistle, though far from 
being an intellectualist (cp. 17 24 etc.), tends to resolve faith into a confession 

* So Wendt, who shows that, in spite of the absence of any reference to 
the sayings of Jesus, no other early Christian writing voices so frequently and 
so impressively the avrés épa of the Lord (e.g, 275- 27 375 421 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”! etc.), 

is probably to be referred (with, Pfleiderer) to the larger prominence assigned 
throughout the epistle to the ethical elements of the Johannine mysticism. 

$ So Holtzmann, Pfleiderer, and Haring. 
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of Jesus as the Son of God (2* 42% 51); ‘*C’est professer une christologie 

orthodoxe” (Goguel, p. 148). The epistle, again, (iv.) although ignoring 

the xdpis of Jn 116 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 (179 1159 17!) is secondary (cp. E. F. Scott, of. cét. 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 (114 
52°18), 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. 172f.). Less weight 
attaches to (vi.) the eschatological view of the two writings; for, though ¢he 
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 of judgment, a synoptic phrase carefully avoided by the 
gospel, and describes the second advent as a mapovoia (2%). There is, 
however, a real difference (vii.) in the conception of the IlapdxAyros, who is 

identified in the epistle (21) with Jesus Christ as the Righteous One, whereas, 

in the gospel, Jesus either sends the Paraclete or is at most @ Paraclete 

himself. In the gospel the Spirit as the Ilapd«Ayros is the alter ego of 
Jesus, but in the epistle this function is wholly ignored. Here the 
conception of the Spirit as a whole undergoes a striking change. ‘La 

maitrisse de l’Esprit est asservie au joug d’une confession de foi’ (Goguel, p. 
152).* No longer the supreme principle which judges all and is judged by 
none, the Spirit in the epistle requires to be tested by certain criterions (41%, 
cp. I Co 12%). Indeed, with the transference of Ilapd«Ayros to Christ, the 
allusions to the Spirit are entirely impersonal and neuter (27° 41%), Instead of 
the Son (Jn 14°), the Spirit = d\#Oeca (5°); and while Christians ave a 

IlapdkdyrTos, it is wth the Father, as an intercessor (cp. Ro 8*4 and Ro 3” 
with 1 Jn 21°, He 7* 974), 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. 1 Jn 2?! 27 
4it- 56), The Spirit, as he conceives it, is a principle of inner development 
by which the traditional form of belief may from time to time be broken up, 
in order to reveal more perfectly their essential content” (E. F. Scott, 340). 
This brief outline will serve to show the delicacy of the problem. es ubrica, 
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 14, la doctrine de l’Esprit cesse 
d’étre féconde, elle est énervée et perd toute sa originalité propre et sa 
valeur décisive, nous dirions volontiers, toute sa raison d’étre.’ 
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purpose ; it would be uncritical to insist that a writer must adhere to 
identical forms of expression under varying circumstances, or that he 
expressed his full mind in one writing. Such canons of literary criticism are 
mere ropes of sand. But the characteristic traits of the Fourth gospel and 
the First epistle betray a difference beneath their unity which is best accounted 

_ for by the supposition that while the writer of the epistle lived and moved 

within the circle in which the Fourth gospel originated, he had an individu- 
ality and purpose of his own. 

§ 4. Period.—The relative position of the tract depends upon 
the answer given to the debated question whether it was com- 
posed before or after the gospel. And if so, was it a preface or 

a postscript? The usual tendency, especially among those who 

attribute the two writings to different authors, is to regard 1 John 
as a more popular re-statement of the main Johannine concep- 
tions, as though the writer was conscious of carrying on, from 
his own point of view, the propaganda of the larger work, de- 
veloping some ideas hinted at in the gospel (e.g. expiation) and 
adding others, but all with the more or less deliberate aim of 
reproducing his master’s position.* These threads of filiation 
are gossamer-webs. It is difficult, e.g., to see how the epistle 
could produce any alteration of attitude towards the gospel. 
The parallels adduced between the two (e.g. 122=Jn 11 2 4 14 
2077, 4=Jn 151, 21=Jn 141, 22=Jn 115152, 28—Jn 13% 1510-12 
210-11 — Jr 11910 7295, 23 — Jn 1523-24, 227 Jn 1426 1618, 38 1b —Jp 
844, 31. 16 Jn rsl213, 46— Jn 847, 55 = Jn 198495, 59 — Jn 532 34. 36 
BIB, 512 — Jn 326, 518—Jn 208, 5l4=Jn 141214 1628, 520 Jn 173) 

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- 

* The very acme of improbability is reached by those who, like Soltau 
(SK., 1916, 228-233), find in 1 Jn. a polemic against the editor (R) of the 

Fourth gospel. Erbes (ZAG., 1912, 181 f.) dates it earlier than the gospel, 
though from the same circle, and Wendt (Schzchten, 53f.) identifies its 

author with the author of his sayings-source for the gospel, while Pfleiderer 

thinks 1 Jn. was written by a conservative pupil of the Fourth evangelist. 

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 éypawa, following the triple 
ypadw in the /ergemzna allocutio of 2!*4, is a rhetorical variation, or a specific 

allusion to the Fourth gospel. The latter view is less probable than the 

reference to what precedes (11-214), or to a lost epistle (so, ¢.g., Michaelis, 

Baljon, Karl) ; but even these hypotheses are as unnecessary as the conjecture 
that’ 13-4 is an implicit allusion to the prologue of the Fourth gospel. It 
does not mend matters, from this point of view, to find an interpolation in 2¥ 
(Calvin and others, cp. Koennecke in BAT. xii. 1. 19-20). 

§ 5. Authorshit.—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 Luglm nach Johannes, 

68; Thoma, of. cit. pp. 807 f.; Soltau,* ZVW.,, 1901, 140f.; 

Pfleiderer, Urc. iv. 163 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 1 John and also (Unsere Evglien, 
1910, pp. I10f.) 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. 
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interpretation of 14. The spiritual and semi-mystical sense * (cp. Abbott, 
Diat. 1615-1620 ; Clemen, ZVW., 1905, 277 f.), is borne out by a comparison 

of 414; but it is probably to be combined with the view that the paragraph, 
with its anti-docetic reference, voices the testimony of the apostolic church, as 
represented by the circle of “a@ynrai rod xuptov in Asia Minor to which the 
writer belonged. The church stands on the definite incarnation of Jesus Christ 
the Logos, and the apostolic experience of the latter is the experience of the 
church, on which her testimony is based. The writer is the spokesman of 
this testimony. He uses realistic language which is capable easily of a 
spiritual and ideal interpretation. Even the phrase our hands handled 
(éynAdgyoav, cp. Ac 17%”) is not unparalleled.f ‘‘No one,” says Origen 

(c. Cels. 7°4),§ ‘‘is so foolish as not to see that the word hazds is taken 

figuratively, as when John says, our hands have handled.” Ireneus (adv. 
haer. v. 1) observes that the only way we can learn of God and have 
communion with his Son is by ‘magistrum nostrum uidentes et per auditum 

nostrum uocem eius percipientes’ (cp. Pawander 5", ed. Parthey). 

§ 6. Traces in the subsequent literature (cp. Zahn’s GK. i. 
209 f., 374 f., 905 f., iil. 48 f., 88 f.). 

It is unsafe to attach much weight to the apparent remini- 

scence of 473 (or of 2 Jn 7) in Polyk. ad Phil. 7 (reading 
éAnAvoora. instead of éXyAvGéva.).|| Even in Ignatius the alleged 

traces (cp. Dietze, SX., 1905, 595 f.) are seldom cogent; e.g. 344 = 
Smyrn. vil. (cvvépepe 8¢ aibtois ayarav, tva Kal dvactaow), 317 = 

Smyrn. Vi. 2, 5° (cp. 3") = Eph. xviii. (ds éyevv6y kai €Barric6n, 

va TO wae 76 Vowp Kabapion), 47 = Eph. vii. (ev capki yevopevos). 

Still, if Ignatius knew the Fourth gospel, it is a prior? likely that 
he also knew 1 Jn. Papias, at any rate, is said by Eusebius (iii. 
39) to have used 7 ‘Iwavvod rporépa (= "I. rpary, v. 8?), ze. 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 kAnOdpev kai éopevy of 3! is echoed in kat Geod 
téxva GAnOwa. kadovpeba kai éopév, if we keep his commandments 

= 2%) presupposes the homily, so that, although the reminiscences 

* So, e.g., Karl, Harnack, J. Réville, 55-56; von Soden, Holtzmann- 
Bauer, Green (137 f.), and Bacon (fourth Gospel in Research, etc., 189 f.). 

+ ‘The vision and witness of the immediate disciples . . . remains as 
an abiding endowment of the living body ” (Westcott, p. 153). 

$ Tacit. Agrzcola, 45, and August. 2%. 88° (cp. Norden, 16f.). 
§ Cp. also Clem. Recogn. i. 17, ‘‘ He set forth so openly who that prophet 

was, that I seemed to have before my eyes, and to handle with my hand, 
the proofs which he adduced.” 

|| Some, e.g. Volkmar (Ursprung d. Euglien, 47 f.), even hold that it is 
Polykarp who is quoted. 
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in Clem. Rom. (49° 50%= 418) and even Hermas (Mand. 3!= 
227) and the Didaché (10°=418)* 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 guo 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. 5, 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 (Z@r. 57%, 

taxa S€ Kal Tas émiotoAds* cvvadover yap Kal atrat TO edayyedio 

kal TH aroxadvwe) Is a pure guess, unsupported by any early 
tradition. 

On the curious title ad Parthos (Aug. Quest. Evang. ii. 39), see above, 

p- 476. An actual Parthian or Persian destination for 1 John was once 

defended by Paulus and Michaelis (vi. 399-400), on the ground that the 

writer’s allusions to the dualism of light and darkness were designed to correct 
the Zoroastrian philosophy of religion ! 

(C) THE JOHANNINE TRADITION. 

The rearrangement of the so-called ‘Johannine’ literature, 
outlined above, is a tentative hypothesis which involves some 

resetting of the traditional data upon John the son of Zebedee 
and John the presbyter. It has been assumed provisionally 

that the tradition is correct which witnesses to an early martyr- 
dom of John the son of Zebedee as well as of his brother ; that 

* As in Diognet. 10° pds ods daéote:\e Tov vidv adrod Tov povoyeri=4)?, 

or 10°=4". If the prayers of the Didaché represent the sacramental prayers 

of the Palestinian and Syrian churches (cp. Andresen, ZVW,. iii. 135 f. ; 

Kreyenbiihl, i. 706f.), they may have been known to the author of the 
Fourth gospel, e.g. in chs. 6 and 17; but the former passage, at any rate, 

resembles a midrashic discourse on Ps 78 (cp. Klein’s Der dlteste christliche 
Katechismus, pp. 220f.). 
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while the former may conceivably be identified with the beloved 

disciple of the Fourth gospel and the original authority for some 
of its special traditions upon sayings and (to a lesser degree) the 
deeds of Jesus, he was not its author; that the apocalypse 

probably, and 2 and 3 John certainly, were written by John the 

presbyter in Asia Minor towards the end of the first century ; 

and that the anonymous author of the Fourth gospel may have 
also composed (though probably he did not) the homily or tract 

which has come down to us under the canonical title of 1 John. 
The internal evidence of the literature upon the three latter 

points has been already discussed. It now remains to give an 
outline * of the more salient features in the later tradition of 
the second and third centuries which bear out these conclusions. 

The modern investigator of the Johannine problem resembles 

the woodman in Theokritus ; he is bewildered by the rich variety 
of topics presented to him, and hardly able to decide where he 
would do best to begin his operations. 

"Tdav és mohvdevdpov avip vrarduos édOcdy 
mamratver, mapedvtos donv, woev apterar Epyou" 

tl mparov xarahééw ; érel mapa pupia eimeiv. 

The five writings in the NT canon which were eventually 
grouped together as zustrumentum Johanneum are surrounded 

by a thick undergrowth of traditions during the second and 
third centuries, which is neither homogeneous nor lucid. In 

order to clear a path, it is necessary to begin, as we have done, 

with the internal evidence of the writings themselves. The 

further problem now remains, how to account satisfactorily for 
the rise and variations of the later tradition, which associated 

these writings with the personality of a Christian disciple, John, 
who lived in Asia Minor towards the close of the first century. 

§ 1. Zhe 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 JOSE 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, Réville, Schwartz, Mommsen, and Corssen), 

the source for the presbyter-traditions of Irenzeus in the second and fifth 
books of the adv. Haer., by the possibility that the appeal of Irenzeus 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 (2. £. ili. 39) is as 
follows :— 

odk éxvjow O€ cor Kal boa ToTe Tapa 
Tay mpecBurépwv Kad@s euabov kai 

KaAGs éuvnudvevoa, cuyKaTaTaéar Tats 

Epunvelais, diaBeBarodmevos brép abroy 

adjGerav. ov yap Tots Ta TOAAG A€you- 

cw éxatpov tomep of moddol, a&dAd 

Tots TaANOH OvddoKovaty, ovde Tots Tas 

adorplas évrohas pvnwovetovow, dda 

Tois Tas Tapa Tod Kuplov ry lores 

dedopévas kal dm’ adris mapaywomevas 

THs adnOelas. el O¢ mov Kal mapynkodov- 

Onkds Tis Tots mpecBurépos EAOo1, TOdS 

zayv mpecBurépwv avéxpwvoy + Néyous't 
tt ’Avdpéas 7) ri Ilérpos etrev 4 rt 

Pikurmos 7) TL Owuds 7 “IdkcwBos 7 rt 

"Iwdvvys 7) Mar@atos 7) Tis Erepos Tey 

700 Kuplov uadnrav, & re’ Apiotlwy Kal 

6 mpecBirepos Iwdvyvys, of Tod Kuplov 

pabyrat, Néyouow. ob yap Ta éx Toy 

BiBrlwv trocotrév pe wpedety dreddp- 

Bavov, dcov Ta Tapa (dons pwvjs Kar 

pevovons. 

Nor shall I hesitate, along with my 
own interpretations, to set down for 
thee whatsoever I learnt with care 
and remembered (or recounted) with 

care from the elders, guaranteeing its 
truth. For, unlike the many, I did 

not take pleasure in those who have 
much to say, but in those who teach 

what is true; not in those who recall 

foreign commandments, but in those 
who recall the commandments given 
by the Lord to faith and reaching us 
from the truth itself. Furthermore, 

if any one chanced to arrive who 
had been really (kat) a follower of 

the elders, I would inquire as to the 
sayings of the elders—as to what 
Andrew or Peter said, or Philip, or 

Thomas or James, or John or Matthew 

or any other of the Lord’s disciples, 
also as to what Aristion and the 
presbyter John, the Lord’s disciples, 
say. For I supposed that things out 
of books would not be of such use to 
me as the utterances of a living voice 
which was still with us. 

* Critical discussions by H. J. Holtzmann (BZ. iii. 352-360), Schwartz 
(Der Tod d. Schne Zebed. of.), Bacon (Fourth Gospel, pp. 101f.), Dom 

Chapman (John the Presbyter and the Fourth Gospel, 1911, pp. 9f.), Belser 
(7Q., 1916, 161f.), and Sigwalt (BZ., 1913, 280f.). 

+ The Syriac version presupposes ovvéxpivoy (so Gutjahr). It is an open 
question whether @ re . . . Aéyovow depends, like ri’ Avépéas . . . pabnrar, 
on Aéyous or directly (so, e.g., Harnack, Corssen, Schmiedel) on dvéxpwov 
Aéyous. In the latter case, Aristion and the presbyter John would be 
singled out from the rest of the mpeoBvrepo.. 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. 

+ Grammatically, this might mean (Zahn, Gutjahr, etc.) that Andrew, 
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As the opening words indicate, the excerpt is taken from the preface to 
the (five books of) é&yyzjoets Noylwy xuptaxGv, which consisted of interpreta- 

tions or expositions of Aéyia xupiaxd, together with diyyjoers (explanations) 

of the sayings of Jesus, such as Aristion furnished, and zapadécets such as 
those of John the presbyter (H. £. ili. 39. 14). These éEnyjoets 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 prescr. haer. 25), which was supposed to have been secret and esoteric: 
Papias therefore claims that his apostolic traditions are sifted and direct. For 
the ‘foreign commandments,’ see I Jn 27 4, 

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 (ze. 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 zpeoPurepor were 

not apostles; their Adyo. related what the apostles or primitive 
disciples had said.* As Eusebius assumed, the zpeoBurepou of 
Papias were simply pupils or successors (yvépipor= pabytal tov 

arootéAwv) Of the primitive disciples. We get three stages, 
therefore: (i.) the apostles or disciples of the Lord, then 
(ii.) the mpeoBurepor who preserved their traditions, and finally 
(iii.) followers of the zpeoBirepor. Papias had never known any 
of the original apostles. For information about their teaching he 

depended on men whom Irenzeus (adv. Haer. v. 5. 1) described 
as ot mpeoBvrepor TOV arooTOhwy padyrai. Even with these officials 

of the church he had not continuous intercourse ; he had to fall 

back upon casual visitors to his parish or diocese who were in a 
position to report their oral teaching. ‘The alternative is to put 

(i.) and (i1.) together and regard ot zpeoBvrepor as including, if not 

equivalent to, the personal disciples of Jesus mentioned by name. 

This exegesis has the advantage of giving an apparently lucid sense 
to the third sentence ; what the elders told their followers was 

etc., were the elders in question, or (so, é.g., Schwartz, Corssen, Kreyenbiihl : 

ii. 735 f., Abbott) that the Adyo 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 (7V7. 33f.), who agrees that the inter- 
pretation of Eusebius is correct on this point. 
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what they (7.e. Andrew, etc.) knew of Jesus. Buti P 5! is a 
slender peg on which to hang the assertion that the (twelve) 

apostles could be called tpeoBirepo. by a man in the period of 

Papias, even if rpeoBvtepor were rendered “ancient worthies ” 

Besides, ot rpeoBvtepo. cannot be identified with Andrew, etc., for 

Peter and James at least had died before Papias was born; and 
if ot z. merely included Andrew, etc., he would naturally have 

written zapa twwv Tov tpecButépwv instead of referring twice to 

oi 7. aS a homogeneous group. Finally, there is an implicit 
distinction between oi 7. and oi tod Kupiov pabyrat. 

This opens up the second (4) problem. Why are Aristion 
and John the presbyter called oi r. x. wabyrat? Not as Christians 

(Ac 91), hardly as members of the Twelve. The words are 

probably a primitive corruption or interpolation (Abbott, #&z. 
1815; Mommsen in ZWVIV., 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 pafjrar after 

kupiov (Renan, iv. pp. xxiiif., vi. 48, and Abbott, 2xf.4 iii. 

245), read ‘Iwavvov (Larfeld in Die Beiden Johannes von Ephesus, 
1914), or, better still, read (Bacon, /BZ., 1808, 176-183) Tovrwy 

(by a natural corruption, TOYT@ passed into TOYKY). 
The (¢) third problem relates to the change of tense in efev 

and Xéyovow. The natural sense of the distinction, unless 
it is a rhetorical variation (so, eg., 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 zpecfvrepor from 
whom Papias had once (roré) learnt. Eusebius says that Papias 
claimed to be one of their hearers (Iarfas . . . "Aptotiwvos Kat 
Tod mpeoButépov “lwdvvov adtijKoov éavtdv pyar yevéoOar) ; ‘in fact,’ 
he adds, ‘Papias often mentions them and inserts traditions of 
theirs in his own pages.’ 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 déyovow refers 
to their writings (Drummond, 199f.), 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 (Zheol. Lit.-Blatt, 1896, 465- 

468) and Hjelt, expanding a suggestion of Renan (iv. 568), propose 

to omit 7 7. “Iwdvyys, on the ground that the omission leaves 

the text more symmetrical (cp. Camerlynck, 125 f.). Zahn, who 
(ZWVT.§ 51) rules out this conjecture as daring, reaches the same end 
by making Papias refer clumsily to the apostle John in both con- 

nections (so Jacquier, iv. pp. 99 f., Chapman, 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 

*Cp. ZNW., 1911, pp. 176-187. Aristion and Ariston 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. 453f.). There is more, though not enough, to be said for the identifica- 
tion of John the presbyter (supposing he was not a personal disciple of Jesus) 
with John the seventh head of the church at Jerusalem (Schlatter), 
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piece of evidence from the synoptic tradition. The evidence for 

the early martyrdom of John the son of Zebedee is, in fact, three- 
fold: (a) a prophecy of Jesus preserved in Mk 1039=Mt 2023, 

(2) the witness of Papias, and (¢) the calendars of the church. 

The tradition is accepted and defended, on various grounds, by Schwartz 
(op. cét.), Erbes (see below), Bousset (7’R., 1905, 225 f., 277f.), Pfleiderer 

(Ure. ii. 411), Kreyenbithl (i. 366f.), Badham (4/7. iii. 729-740, viii. 

539-554), Menzies and Wellhausen and J. Weiss (on Mk 10%), Bacon 

(Zxp." iv. 233f., and on Mk 10%), Jiilicher (V7. 377f.), Loisy (RHR., 

1904, 568f.), Schmiedel (482. 2509-2510), Burkitt (Gospel History and tts 
Transmission, pp. 250f.), Holtzmann-Bauer (pp. 19 f.), Forbes (pp. 165 f.), 
Overbeck, Erbes (ZAG., 1912, 196f.), and Heitmiiller (Z2VW., 1914, 189f.). 

MARK. MATTHEW. 

TO mornptoy 6 éyw mivw miecbe, Td ev mornpiév jou lea be 

kal 7O Bamricpa 6 éyw Bamrifouae 

Barricbjoecbe, 

To 6€ Kkabioa éx defy pov i) €& | 7d dé Kablom éx detvdv pov kal ef 

EVWVULWY EVWVULWY, 

ovK éoTwv éudv Sovvat, ovK oT éudv TovTO dovvat, 

aX ols nroluacrat. aN’ ois Hroluacrat rd Tod maTpés ov. 

Mt. as usual omits the parallel clause (cp. 2217=Mk 1214 
etc.) and adds the last four words (cp. 25%4 and 41, where, in the 
latter passage, 6 jroiuacey 6 ratyp pov, as read by Iren. Orig. 
Hil. D and some old Latin MSS, has been altered into 76 yrot- 

pacpévov). 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 
characier 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 Jésus . 

ou prédiction mise dans sa bouche fost eventum, Jean et Jacques 

ont bu la méme ‘coupe’ et subi le méme ‘ baptéme’ que lui” 

(A. Réville, Jésus de Nazareth, i. 354). What drinking the cup 

of Jesus meant, is evident from passages like Mk 14°6 and 

Mart. Polyk. 14 (év dpiOua trav paptripwv év td wornpiw Tov 

Xpiorov). 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, ¢g., by O. Holtzmann) that this anticipation of 

* Spitta’s attempt to prove that his favourite Luke was correct (ZVW., 
1910, 39-58), and that the passage, a later synoptic addition, did not originally 

refer to death, is rightly set aside by Schwartz (zdzd@. 89-104). 
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Jesus was not fulfilled, we must admit that he foretold a martyr- 
death for the two men, and also that this had come to pass by 
the time Mark’s gospel was published. James was beheaded in 

the beginning of the fifth decade by Herod Agrippa 1. (Ac 122), 
although Luke fails todescribe his death any more than to chronicle 
that of Peter. It is possible that other names* originally lay in 
the isolated tradition or source which is incorporated in Ac 121", 
but it is not necessary to assume that the two brothers died 

simultaneously at this early date (so, e.g., Schwartz and Badham), 

and it is improbable that John’s name was subsequently omitted 

under stress of the dominant Ephesian legend (Schwartz, 
Preuschen on Ac 12”, Goguel in RR. Ixv. 299), after A.D. 150. 

This involves a tissue of historical difficulties,t including the 

identification of John Mark with the John of Gal 1-2. Could 
the former 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 another 
of the many gaps visible in Luke’s narrative. 

The fact of the martyrdom of John is, however, corroborated 

very soon by (4) a statement of Papias, in the second book of 
his expositions of Aéyia xvpioxd, 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” (é76 ‘lovdaiwy ayvynpéOn, tAyNpdcas 
dnAady) peTa TOD AeAHod tiv Tod Xpiorod wept aitav zpoppyow Kal 

THv éavTav oporoyiay epi tovTov Kal ovyKardbeow).t The 

evidence for this important quotation (of which the first three 
words alone belong to Papias) goes back to the best MS (codex 
Coislinianus, 305) of Georgios Hamartolos (ninth century), who, 

* << Etliche andere, die ebenfalls den Zeugentod erlitten, werden nicht 

einmal mit Namen genannt, als waren sie eine nicht der Rede werte Beilage 
. Man kann sich kaum des Verdachtes erwehren, dass Lukas hier 

gewisse Namen unterdriickt hat. Vielleicht auch nur einen einzigen” 
(Wellhausen, WVoten zur Apgeschichte, 9). 

|} Schwartz (see p. 284, and ZV/V., 1910, 1o0f.) tries.a chronological 

hypothesis, by placing Paul’s journey (Ac 13-14) after, not before, the events 
of Ac 15, and taking 117’? and 15!~16# as versions of the same event, in order 
to allow Paul’s conflict with the pillar-apostles at Jerusalem (Gal 118 21) to 
precede A.D. 43-44, the date of the martyrdom of the son of Zebedee; but 

the chronology is highly speculative (see above, p. 309), involving the con- 
version of Paul in A.D. 28-29 and the crucifixion a year or two earlier. 

t Then follows Mk 10%. It is impossible, with Godet, Gutjahr, and 
others, to minimise dvypé0n, here or in Georgios, into injury or exile. 
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a propos of the synoptic logion (Mk 10%), declares in his 
Chronicle that John the apostle after writing his gospel did 
suffer martyrdom (Czron. ili. 134. 1), buttressing the statement 

upon Papias and Origen. The former is miscalled airérrns 
Tovtov yevopevos, and the reference to the latter* seems 
erroneous. But the recent publication (7UV., 1888, v. 2, 170) of 

the de Boor fragment of what is evidently an epitome (7th to 
8th cent.), based on the Xpiorvavixy toropia 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 @coddyos) and James his brother were killed by the 
Jews’ (i706 ‘Iovdaiwy avypéOycav). While this quotation cannot be 
verbally exact, as @eoAdyos 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 (ep. 
Funk’s Patres Afost. i. 368 f.), and Philip’s reputation as an inde- 
pendent historian is not particularly high (cp. Socrates, H. £. 
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 paprvs (not in the tragic but in the ordinary sense 

of the term), or described the martyrdom of John (ze. the 

* Origen, zz M/Z. 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. 

t On the extreme improbability of the conjectures (cp. Gutjahr, pp. 
107 f.) by which Lightfoot (Assays on Supernat. Religion, pp. 211f.), Zahn, 

Schlatter (B77. ii. 3. pp. 50f.), and Harnack would eliminate the son of 

Zebedee from the text of Georgios, see Schmiedel (#&z. 2509 f.) and Clemen 

(A/T., 1905, 643f., and Entstehung d. Johannes Evglms, 426f.). 

~ Still less, that Papias himself, an dpxatos dvjp, was in error if he made 
such a statement. ‘‘If Papias made it, the question remains whether he 
made it under some misapprehension, or merely by way of expressing his 
conviction that the prophecy of Mk. x. 39 had found a literal fulfilment. 
Neither explanation is very probable in view of the early date of Papias” ; 
Swete, Apocalypse of St. John, p. clxxv. 
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Baptist) and James the Lord’s brother (so Bernard, conjectur- 
ing that OAAEAPOCAYTOYKAIIAK@BOC is a corruption of 
OAAEAPOCTOYKYIAKG)BOC). 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 27° rotrov . . . 
dveiAare), 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 (ACZ. ii. 1. 662f.; ZZZ., 1909, 10-12, in a review 

of Bernard), Drummond (pp. 227 f.), Stanton (GHD. i. 166f.), 
Zahn (Forschungen, vi. 147 f.), H. B. Workman (Persecution in 
the Early Church, 1906, 358-361), Lepin (L’origine du quatr. 
évangile, pp. 108f.), Abbott (Diaz. 2935-2941), J. H. Bernard 

(Studia Sacra, pp. 260-284), J. Armitage Robinson (Aistorical 

Character of St. John’s Gospel, 1908, pp. 64-80), Kennedy (ZT. 
xxix. 312f.), and Weber (Katholth, 1913, 434-445), if it can 

be connected with the subsequent and divergent traditions of 
the church. Before proceeding to demonstrate this, however, 
we must weigh the fact that (c) the evidence of some ancient 
calendars (Egli, ZWT:, 1891, pp. 279f.; Erbes, ZAG., 1go1, 

pp. 200f., 1904, 329f., 1905, 447f., 1912, 207f.), favours 

indirectly such a tradition. In the fourth-century Syriac,* 

“John and James, the apostles in Jerusalem,” are com- 

memorated 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 t (corrobor- 

* Edited by W. Wright, Journ. Sacred Lit. (1865) 36f., 423 f.; cp. 

H. Achelis, dée 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. 
+ 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 Aphraates (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. Aphraates 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 121-12, those 

who had escaped martyrdom, “ Matthew, Philip, Thomas, Levi, 
and many others.” John’s name is significantly omitted from 
the list, for in view of his contemporary importance it is hardly 
possible that he could have been included among the “ many 
others.” As time went on, the dominant Ephesian legend of 

(who is commemorated on June 24th) instead of John the apostle, possibly 
owing to the mention of Herod (confusing the Herod of Ac 12? with him of 
Mk 6"); cp. Achelis, of. ct. pp. 18-29. Zahn (Forsch. vi. 147 f.j and 
some others even propose to read John the Baptist for John the apostle in 
the Papias-fragment (see above, pp. 604-605). 

¥ Cp. Keim, v. 53f., 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 ZW7., 1874, 12rf. 
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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 (Stvom. vii. 17, 7) 5€ 
arooTéAwy avrod, 7.e. Christ, wéxpe ye THs IlavAov Aevroupyias éxi 

Népwvos teAciodrar) 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 (lxv.) 
he expounds Mt 2078 upon the lines of the earlier tradition as 
a prophecy of martyr-death for the sons of Zebedee. Even 
Gregory of Nyssa may be cited as one of the later, perhaps 
unconscious, witnesses to the accuracy of the Papias-tradition, 

since in his Laudatio Stephani, as well as in his de Basilio magno, 
he groups Peter, James, and John as martyred apostles, and places 

them between Stephen and Paul. The Muratorian canon, which 

already vindicates the canonicity of the Johannine writings by 
means of the apostolic authorship, had also reflected indirectly 

the Papias-tradition by assuming that the Fourth gospel was 
composed while the apostles were still together (¢.e. before a.p. 
70), and by asserting that in writing to seven churches Paul was 

simply ‘‘sequens prodecessoris sui Iohannis ordinem.” The un- 
chronological nature of the latter remark was due not simply to 
the canonical prestige of the Johannine writings, but to the 

vague influence of the tradition which in one form associated 
John’s literary exploits and experiences of persecution with 

Claudius and Nero. A similar fluctuation between the tradi- 
tion of the martyrdom and that of the banishment occurs in 

the enigmatic passage, Tert. de prescr. heret. 36 (the apostrophe 
to the church of Rome, “ubi Petrus passioni dominic ade- 
quatur ; ubi Paulus Iohannis exitu coronatur [cp. the Muratorian 
canon’s order of John and Paul]; ubi apostolus Iohannes, post- 

eaquam in oleum igneum demersus nihil passus est, in insulam 
relegatur”). The story of his scatheless immersion in a cauldron 

of boiling oil, which apparently goes back to the Acta Johannis 

* It is late and pretty and doubtful, like the tale of Sir Walter Ralegh 

and his cloak. 
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(cp. Zahn’s ed. pp. exvif.), 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 pdprus 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 Barsabas 

(so Papias quoted in Eus. 4. £. 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,” ze. sexual desire. Another legend, that of 

John and Cerinthus in the bathhouse (Eus. 4. £. iii. 28. 6), is 
also told of Ebion (Epiph. xxx. 24) and of a Jewish rabbi during 

Hadrian’s reign. 
§ 2. The Ireneus-tradition.—Vf these deductions from the 

Papias-traditions are correct, the later testimony of Irenzeus * 

must be erroneous. Irenzeus, in his letter to Florinus (Eus. 
HT, E. vy. 20), warns him against certain déypara. Tatra ra 

Sdypata of apo tpav mpecBitepor, ot Kal ois dmroordAots 

ouppoirycavres, ov wapédwxadv gor. Then he reminds Florinus 

of one of these zpeoPvtepor, viz. 6 paxdpios Kat amoaToALKds 

apeoBurepos, Polykarp, in whose company he (Irenzus) zrais ér 
dv (ze. as a youth) év 77 Kkdtw ’Acia had seen Florinus. Irenzeus 

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 (ravta ovppwva tais ypadais). Polykarp was thus one 

* Defended by Stanton (GHD. i. 213 f.), V. Rose (RB., 1897, 516-524), 

Gwatkin (Contemp. Review, 1897, 222-226), H. A. A. Kennedy (£7. xxix. 

103f.), Clemen, and Bardsley (/7S., 1913, 207f., 489f.). According to 

F, G. Lewis (Zhe Lreneus Testimony to the Fourth Gospel, Its Extent, Mean- 
ing, and Value, Chicago, 1908), the ypagai of Eus. A. Z. 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 him- 
self, into the Fourth gospel. It is probable that the gospel originated in 
homilies and addresses which had originally a separate existence, but the 
ordinary sense of ypadat here (=Scriptures) is more relevant to the context. 
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of the zpecfvrepo. upon whom Irenzus 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 Irenzus is 
correct, his testimony to John the apostle is of first-rate 
importance. 

But, while any wholesale depreciation of Irenzeus is uncritical 

(see Preuschen on Schwartz in Berliner Philol. Wochenschrifet, 
1906, ro1—105), and while his letter to Florinus is not to be 
brushed aside as a piece of unauthentic partisanship (Scholten, 
Der Apostel Johannes in Klein-Asien, 1872, pp. 63f.), 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. ZU. xxxi. 1, 
p- 40), as well as James the son of Zebedee and the James of 
Ac 15=Gal 2 (adv. Haer. ili. 12. 15). He also infers (adv. 
Haer. ii. 22, TU. xxxi. 1. 42, 62 f.), either from the Fourth gospel 
270 8°7) or from the Asiatic presbyters (known to him only from 

Papias ?) who claimed to represent John’s tradition, that Jesus 

did not die till the reign of Claudius (ze. 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 (z.e. A.D. 
27-28), or alludes to Ezra’s temple (Dzat¢. 2023-2024),—neither it nor the 

allusion in 8°” (where Blass, Schwartz, Wellhausen follow N* SyrS@ sah. in 

reading the more logical but less pungent éwpaxé oe, EOPAKECE for 
EOPAKEC) is responsible for the extraordinary exegetical blunder of 

Irenzeus or of his authorities, the Johannine presbyters, that from twelve 

to twenty years elapsed between the baptism and the death of Jesus. If 
this tradition was picked up by Irenzeus from the book of Papias, it richly 
confirms the impression of uncritical credulity which the other traditions of 
this school or circle make upon the modern reader. Neither Papias nor his 

* Polykarp himself never calls the apostle John his teacher; indeed, he 
never alludes to him at all. 

{ Later tradition took it literally (cp. the pseudo-Cyprianic De montibus 
Sina et Sion, 4), and Loisy (293) has recently revived the allegorical-literal 
interpretation. For the anti-Valentinian, anti-Lucan motive of the passage, 
see above, pp. 530, 581, and Bacon’s Fourth Gospel (pp. 394 f.). 

39 
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informants can have had any accurate acquaintance with the John whom they 
claim as their apostolic authority. Their traditions are simply fantastic 

inferences drawn from the Johannine literature itself; whether Papias was 
primarily responsible for their circulation or not, they could never have come 
from a disciple who had been a member of the twelve (cp. Schwartz, pp. 7 f. ; 
Clemen in 4/7. ix. 661-663, and Corssen in ZVW., 1901, 202-227). 

Similarly, anything else Irenzeus 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 ezas 

senior, i.e. over forty or fifty, but the exegesis of Rev 13)8 (v. 30. 1), and the 
grotesque saying (p. 23) about the fruitful vines of the messianic era (v. 33. 
3), if they do not militate decisively against an apostolic source, certainly do 

not presuppose it. There is nothing in Irenzeus’ tradition of the elders 
which points to any ultimate Johannine apostolic source, and a good deal 

which invalidates any such reference. 

Irenzeus was also mistaken, as Eusebius points out (7. Z. 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 gui audierat ab his qui apostolos uiderant (iv. 

27. 1) into a discipulus apostolorum (iv. 32. 1); and this significant 
instance, all the more significant that it is'incidental, corroborates 
the conclusion that, in his reminiscences of his boyhood beside 

Polykarp, he mistook similarly the presbyter John for the apostle. 
The date of Polykarp’s death is uncertain, though ¢ 155 is approxi- 
mately accurate (cp. Corssen in ZVW., 1902, 61f.). Onany fair 
rendering of the chronological data, Irenzeus could not have 
been more than a boy when he heard cr met him (Haev. iii. 
3. 4, ov Kal Hers Ewpdkapey ev TH rpwOTN Hpov Arka), and his 

letter to Florinus (7. £. v. 20. 5f.) 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 ; Irenzeus 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, 
Irenzus could not have written down an error which they would have instantly 
detected (cp. Drummond, pp. 347f. ; Sanday, Crzticism of Fourth Gospel, 
6o0f.; Lepin, pp. 161f.; Gregory, Canon and Text, pp. 159f.). That 
Trenzeus 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 Irenzeus 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. Asa 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 Irenzeus 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 
(85-40), but nevertheless is an evangelist who does active work in 
Samaria and elsewhere. His Greek name, his connection with 

the Hellenists (Ac 61) in Jerusalem, and his efforts outside Judea, 
tally with the reference in Jn 1220-22, where, as elsewhere in the 

Fourth gospel, Philip the apostle (z.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, /P7., 1891, 150f.; Loisy, 30, 683f.; 
Holtzmann-Bauer on Jn 12”), or that the Philip of the Fourth 
gospel is an imaginary figure constructed out of the traditions 

about the evangelist (so, recently, Thoma, 764 f. ; Kreyenbiihl, ii. 

347£.; Weizsdcker, and Schmiedel, Z.Bz. 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 850 which assumes that Philip 
the evangelist had not the apostolic power (814) of laying hands 

on converts and imparting the Spirit. The significant fact that 

the evangelist, whom Luke met at Czsarea (Ac 21%), had @vya- 
Tépes Tecoapes TapGévor rpopytevovca, 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. HVT: 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, ds 6& kara Tovs adrovds 6 Tazias yevomevos, where 
Harnack and Corssen * rightly understand ypdvovs after airois). 
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, 
INT. 313-315 ; Wendt on Ac 219, and McGiffert’s excellent note 

in his edition of Eusebius, on iii. 31). Polykrates, bishop of 
Ephesus (before the end of the second century), testifies that — 
Philip the apostle, one of the great lights who had died in Asia, 
was buried in Hierapolis along with ‘his two aged virgin 

daughters,’ while ‘% érépa airod Ovydryp ev dyiw mvedpate roduTev- 

cauevn now rests at Ephesus’ (Eus. A. Z. ili. 31=v. 24). 
Clement of Alexandria (Strom. iii. 6. 52; Eus. #. £. iii. 30. 1) 
not only reckons Philip § with Peter among the married apostles, 

but adds, tas Ovyarépas dvdpaow éfédwxev. In the dialogue of 

Gaius and Proklus (quoted in Eus. H. £. 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 drdaroAovs in 

* ZNW., 1902, 289-299 (‘die Téchter des Philippus’). 

+ The atmosphere of the marvellous in Ac 8 (cp. vv.” 1% %9) is certainly 
‘*in entire harmony with the stories which Papias gleaned at a later date from 
the daughters of Philip” (Purchas, 60-61). 

{It is just possible that Philip the apostle had also daughters, and that 
Clement of Alexandria preserves an independent tradition with regard to 
them ; but this leaves the confusion unaffected. The uncertainty of the text 
in Eusebius, as Schwartz points out (16f.), prevents us from laying too much 
stress on the variation in numbers between Polykrates and the other 
witnessses, 

§ He also declares (.S/rom. iii. 25) that the words in Lk 9® were spoken 
to Philip. 
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iil. 39. 10=Ac 17°) his description of Philip as tov dadoroAov 
(ili. 39. 9) refers to the narrower, not to the wider (Zahn, 
Forschungen, vi. 162f.; 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. 

§ 3. Zhe 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 Irenzeus, who 

is the first and chief witness for this tradition, confronted by a 
significant silence on the part of previous writers. Not merely 
is the entire early Christian literature down to Irenaeus silent upon 
any sojourn of the apostle John in Asia Minor,{ but in one or 
two cases it is hardly possible that this 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 ; perhaps there was no occasion for him to mention the 

apostle, and his evidence alone is indecisive.§ Much more 

significant is the silence of Ignatius, especially when it is admitted 

* Lightfoot (Colosstans, 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 Chréstzan Prophets, 247 f. 
+ Schwartz (p. 17), who declines to follow Schmiedel in regarding the 

Philip of the Fourth gospel as imaginary, takes his own way: “‘ Der antike 
Heroencult treibt auf christlichen Boden neue Bliithen; die Kleinasiaten 

haben den Apostel Philippus mit seinen Tochtern lange nach ihrem Tode, ja 

nach Papias, schwerlich vor 150, von Czesarea nach Hierapolis und Ephesus 
geschafft, wie in friiheren Zeiten sich die Stadte ihre Heroen in spiateren ihre 
Heiligen holten.” 

t The tradition was first examined and rejected by Vogel (1801), 
Reuterdahl (de fontzbus hist. eccl. Eusebtane, 1826), Liitzelberger (dze kirch. 

Trad. tiber den apost. Joh., 1840), and Keim (i. 211 f.). See Appendix S. 
§ 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. 577f.). 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, HavAov ovpptora). The 
description of the Ephesian Christians (xi. 2) as of Kat tots 
drooréAos mavtote auvyverav ev Suvdper “Inoot Xpiocrov, 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 tév 
Tap nuiv apxyaiwv Aoyos (H. £. iii. 20. 9), which he would hardly 

have done if Hegesippus, who lay before him, had continued the 
tale in question. In short, the triple silence of Clemens 
Romanus, Ignatius, and Hegesippus cannot 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. 513f.), and two notes of his (see pp. 475 f.) have survived, 
all written before the year 96 a.p. Later on, the church looked 

back to see in him, however, and in his earlier apostolic name- 
sake, 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 ; so Swete, /7'S. xvii. 377). 
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§ 4. Growth of the Johannine tradition.—The first clue to 
the mazes of this later Johannine tradition lies in the strong 
tendency, felt as soon as the canon began to be formed, to 

connect any gospel or epistle with the apostles, directly or 

indirectly. The apocalypse was probably the first of the 

“Johannine” writings to be associated with the name of the 
apostle. It claimed to be written by a certain John, and the 
casual remark of Justin, only half a century after its composition, 

shows how soon and how naturally the primitive tradition, even 

in Ephesus, had begun to substitute John the apostle for his 

namesake the presbyter. Since the apocalypse and the Fourth 

gospel came from the same school, and since their language had 
certain resemblances, it was natural that the uncritical piety of 
the second century should extend the apostolic authorship to the 

gospel as well, especially if its final edition had paved the way 
for this view of its origin; the first epistle naturally followed in 
the wake of the gospel, while the second and third epistles were 
drawn after the apocalypse or the larger epistle. Once the 

Domitianic date of the apocalypse was granted,—and this is 

practically unchallenged during the second century,—the identi- 
fication of John the seer with John the apostle went on apace, to 

cover the rest of the anonymous Johannine writings. His earlier 

sufferings did not amount to a red martyrdom ; he was banished 
by Domitian to Patmos, where he composed the apocalypse ‘de 

statu ecclesie’ (Ps.-Aug. Servm. clxix. 2, Ps.-Isidore, Jerome, 
Primas. = metallo damnatus) ; after Domitian’s death he returned 

to Asia Minor under Nerva, where he wrote the Fourth gospel 
against Cerinthus ; finally (68 years after the death of Jesus ac- 

cording to Jerome, quoting “historia ecclesiastica” ; 70 years, Ps.- 

Isid.), he survived till Trajan’s reign. The last item in the tradition 
is commonly admitted to be more or less an inference. “We 

may observe that the tradition that John survived till the time of 

Trajan can hardly claim the same degree of certainty as that of 

his residence in Asia” (Drummond, p. 216). 
These deductions or inductions, under the influence of the 

apostolising tendency, would not have developed so rapidly, 
however, had there not been a tendency to confuse John the 

apostle and John the presbyter. This error, due to or fostered 

by the mistake of Irenzeus, 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 



616 THE JOHANNINE TRADITION 

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 Irenzeus 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 zapadoéa or 
pvOtxeétepa 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 “Iwavyys, 6 émt 7d or7HGos Tod 

Kuptov dvarecwv, Os eyevnOn icpeds 7d wéeradov mepopeKas Kal dpTus 
kat diddoKados (Eus. H. £. iii. 31. 3, v. 24. 2). The zeradov 

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 (/aer. 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: Tod dylov Iwdvvov mpd Kkoiuwjoews adrod mpo- 

pyretcavros év xpdvos KXavdiov Kaloapos cal dvwrépw [avwrdtw, MSS], ore els 

Thy Idruov vicov brhpxev) is a piece of evidence which is all the more striking 

since the Domitianic tradition was well known by that period. Schwartz (af. 
cit. 29f., 39f.) suggests that this Claudius-tradition may explain the well- 
known objection of Gaius, that when the apocalypse was written (z.¢. in the 

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 * d:dadoxKados, which could hardly have been used of 
an apostle. Polykrates, indeed, calls Philip an apostle, but not 
John, and as he uses pdprus immediately afterwards of Polykarp, 

Thraseas, and Sagaris, it is probably employed here in the 
light of Apoc 1% 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,j Harnack, and Bousset. If it 
is wrong, it is a fresh witness to the fusion of John the presbyter 
with John the apostle (¢.e. as the bosom-disciple, and perhaps 
as padptus 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, 2124%) 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 Irenzeus 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 67), partly 
because thereby the Judean tradition of the Fourth gospel is accounted for 

*It is a different thing when Polykarp is called diddoxados daogrodxds 

xal mpogyrixds (Mart. Polyk. 16). 
+ John (the priest of Ac 4°?), a man of priestly rank, composed the Fourth 

gospel before the fall of Jerusalem (S., 1892, 83 f.). See above, p. 566. 
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(so recently A. Meyer, Erbes, 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 “a@nrat 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 /ocus, and the Ephesian ocus 
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 tbe controversy with the Baptist’s followers. 
(4) 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 Irenzeus and Clement, 
had become the dominant belief of the church. If so, this would also account 

for the puzzling failure of Irenzeus to employ such witness from Papias. 

The acquaintance of the latter with the Fourth gospel reappears in a curious 

argumentum of Codex Vatic. Alex. (quoted and discussed by Lightfoot, 

Essays on Supern, Relig. p. 210, and Burkitt, Zwo 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 [¢#.¢. externis or 
extraneis] quinque libris retulit. This argumentum is obviously translated 
from the Greek, and its origin is pre-Hieronymian. It seems to cite Papias 
as the authority for a theory of the Fourth gospel’s origin which is allied to 
that of the Muratorian canon ; both probably go back to the Leucian Acta, or 
to an independent tradition playing on Jn 21%*. The paragraph in the 
Muratorian canon, though mutilated or abbreviated, gives a clear sense: 
Cohortantibus condiscipulis et episcopis suis dixit: conieiunate mihi hodie 
triduo, et quid cuique fuerit reuelatum alterutrum nobis enarremus. Eadem 
nocte reuelatum Andrez 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 zecun. 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 [dvaywwoxdvrwv rdévrwv]”). If 

the words e¢ efzscopzs 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 



CONFUSION OF TWO JOIINS 619 

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. 

In the argumentum, ‘exotericis” might be, of course, an error for 

‘ exegeticis, —which would tally with the title of Papias’ work (see above, 
p- 599),—and Bousset (7'ZZ., 1914, 104) is inclined to regard the allusion to 

Papias as authentic, since Papias would be protesting against a tradition that 
the gospel was only published after John’s death. If it really refers to some- 
thing that was in Papias, it must have alluded to the presbyter John, and as 
the tradition or opinion which it controverts goes back to a misunderstanding 
of Jn 217, Papias must have regarded the presbyter as the author of the 
Fourth gospel—so Heitmiiller (ZV/V., 1914, 200f.), who further suggests 
that the presbyters quoted by Clement of Alexandria (see above, p. 15) 
were the presbyters known to Papias. Clemen’s instinct is to accept the 
argumentum as genuine. Only, it was originally an epilogue to the apocalypse 
(manifestatum=revelatum=d7exahigOn), and transcribed by mistake as a 

prologue to the gospel, Bacon suggests (JBZ., 1913, 194f., ‘The Latin 

Prologues of John’) ; he explains the protest against posthumous editing as 
applicable to the apocalypse no less than to the gospel, since the need for 

apostolic authority in the case of the apocalypse required either an early date 
for that book (prior to John the apostle’s martyrdom) or else posthumous 
publication. This ingenious theory certainly relieves us of the difficulty 
created by the prologue, when taken as referring to the gospel. The point 
is only of subsidiary interest. But its very obscurity serves to bring out the 
difficulty of securing anything like a fixed and firm tradition about Papias 
and the Fourth gospel in the second century, 
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APPENDIX 

— 

A. On pp. 62-63. The Delphi inscription (cp. ZWTZ., 1912, 
345 f.; W. P. Armstrong, Princeton Theological Review, ix. 290- 

298; Deissmann’s S¢. Paul, pp. 235f.; Bruston in RTQR., 

1913, 122-140; Ramsay in Zxf." vii. 468 f., etc.) now seems to 
fix approximately Paul’s trial before Gallio at Corinth to 51-52 

A.D. I have inserted Brassac’s chronological scheme, in order 

to show how this new point of calculation affects the arrangement 
of the apostle’s life ; a comparison of it with Goguel’s is enough 

to show that there is still room for variations of opinion, but 

there certainly seem to be increasing difficulties in the way of 

dating, e¢.g., the Jerusalem Council earlier than 49 A.D. 

B. pp. 76f. The ingenious theory propounded by Harnack 
(SBBA., 1910, pp. 560f., and BIT. iv. 59), and tentatively 
adopted by Lake (ZZ. 83 f.), saves the genuineness of 2 Thess., 
but at too heavy acost. On this view, 2 Thess. was addressed to 

a minority (drapxyv, 21°) of the local church, z.e. to Jewish Chris- 
tians with whom his relations were less cordial and confidential 
than with the Gentile Christians. Hence the difference of tone 
and treatment in the two epistles. But, while this gives quite a 

good sense to 1 Th 5’, the existence ofa Jewish Christian minority 
is not recognised in 1 Thess. ; indeed, that epistle is written for the 

whole church (1 Th 1!), not specially for the Gentile Christian 

majority, and it is a desperate resource to question the authen- 

ticity of the address. Though dzapyyv is probably the correct 

reading (cp. GT. iv. 50), it denotes the Christiansat Thessalonica 
as compared with others to follow (cp. 3! and 1), and 2 Thess. 
never (e.g. in 15-4, 3°) suggests that the readers formed a section 
in the local church. It is possible, in the light of Ac 17‘, that 

the earliest converts were Jeske Christians and that they were 
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afterwards outnumbered by Gentile Christians; but it is not 

necessary to assume that Gentile Christians, some of whom must 

have been proselytes, could not take such an interest in Jewish 

apocalyptic traditions as is presupposed in 2 Thess. Besides, as 

Professor Frame insists, the hypothesis does not really remove 

the psychological difficulty which occasions it, “for although the 
presence of reminiscences is adequately accounted for, the sur- 

prising similarity of the epistolary outline is not.” Even the 
terms of 1 Th 52” do not imply more than the existence of 

ordinary divisions, not even more than in 1 Co 1-2. 
Maurice Goguel’s (A772. Ixxi. 248 f.) theory that 2 Thess. was 

really addressed to Berea, and that a copy of it at Thessalonica 
lost its original address, seems quite improbable. 

C. p. 169. This theory, that one or more of Paul’s letters 
may have been written from an imprisonment in Ephesus, has 
attracted some attention recently. It is not quite new (cp. p. 139), 
but never won serious notice till it had been re-stated by Albertz 
(cp. p. 169), B. W. Robinson (/BZL., 1910, 181-189), Deissmann, 
Goguel (R/ZR. lxvi. 330 f.), and Westberg (Zur Meutestamentliche 

Chronologie, 1911). These scholars discuss the salient data, and 

there is an argument between Professor Lake (Z£x#.8 viii. pp. 481 f.) 

and Professor Bacon (zé¢d. ix. pp. 235 f.) which brings out the 

issues clearly. Neither the mention of the zpa:twpiov nor the 
allusion to ‘Czesar’s household’ in Philippians is incompatible 
with Ephesus, and, if Ph 3! is a reply to Judaisers, the Ephe- 
sian situation would suit the context. But, to put Philippians 
so early, is to face the difficulty of its silence on the great collec- 
tion for the Jerusalem ‘saints,’ which occupied Paul at that time ; 
the supposed need of dating Philippians near the earlier epistles 
is not a convincing (see on p. 105) argument; and there is no 
reason which absolutely rules out the ordinary Roman hypothesis. 

The early tradition, e.g. of the Marcionite prologues, is in favour 

of a Roman imprisonment as the occasion for the prison-epistles 

(‘a Roma de carcere”). Even the apparent exception in the 
case of Colossians (‘‘apostolus iam ligatus scribit eis ab 
Epheso ”) may be no more than apparent, since the words seem 
to imply that Paul, on his way to Rome as prisoner, passed 
through Ephesus. 

The bearing of the hypothesis on the epistles is mainly felt 
with regard to Philippians, which is dated from Ephesus in the 
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sixth decade by Albertz, Lake, Feine, and Goguel, especially ; 
Feine, putting Philippians between 1 and 2 Corinthians, relegates 
Ephesians and Philemon to the Cesarean captivity, while Robin- 
son assigns the latter epistles to the Ephesian imprisonment. ‘The 

archzeological and literary details do not seem strong enough to 

bear the weight of any such hypothesis, in our present state of 

knowledge (cp. M. Jones, Zx.® x. 289 f., and E. W. Winstanley, 

ibid. ix. 481 f.). 

D. pp. 185f. The two-source theory had the honour of 
being condemned on June 26, rg12, by the Papal Biblical 

Commission, but even the serious criticism to which it has been 

subjected during recent years has not invalidated its right to be 
considered the best available working hypothesis, provided that 

it is stated in such a way as to allow for oral tradition operating 

alongside of the documents, and also in such a way as to avoid 
an ultra-literary narrowness of outlook. 

The most searching and elaborate attempt to investigate the 

rise and range of Q has been W. Haupt’s, in his Worte Jesu und 

Gemeindeuebertieferung (Leipzig, 1913). On this view, Q is a 

composite document successively issued in four editions, from 
¢. 50 A.D. onwards. (QJ! contains the address to the disciples 
(from Mt 1058, 78, ro7f, 513, 2426, 2438-15-22. 29-31. 34 and parallels) 

and the section on the reproof of the disciples (Mt 181", 1927f- 
and parallels). In Q?, a less particularistic edition, ¢c 55 a.D., 
additions had been made, eg. Mt 518-21f- 28f. @l4f. 528. 32. 30. 29, 
1819, 1729, besides material bearing on the disputes between 
Jesus and the Jewish authorities (preserved in Mk 21-28, 31-6. 22-30, 
Gale Ql1-13. a To2-12. 17-31, I y 15-17. 27f. 121-27. 35-40 and parallels). ©? 

was known to Paul. Q* consists of ethical church teaching, ze. 
the bulk of the non-Marcan Q material in Matthew and Luke. 

It was post-Pauline, ¢. 70 A.D., and compiled from Q! and Q? 
(in expanded form) and also from an earlier (¢. 50 A.D.) docu- 

ment G (ze. Grundschrift) employed by Mark, and later by 

Matthew and Luke. Mark’s gospel, ¢ 70 a.D., was composed 

from this G, a Jewish Christian source, and S, a special source of 

Hellenistic character and mainly narrative (not earlier than 

44 A.D.—on account of 10**—and not later than 60 a.p.). Mark, 

however, did not know Q*. And even when Matthew used it 

(after r00 A.D.), he did so in a further redaction of G+ Q!+ Q?+ 
Q°, which emanated from a somewhat reactionary Jewish Chris- 
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tian circle after 70 A.D. Luke’s gospel (¢ too A.p.) used G and 

Q3 and also a special narrative source L (c. 80 A.D.) = 15-252, 
48-6-10-16a. 19-20, 416-0, I-11, 711-17, gl-8, 961-56, yo}. 17-20, 8-42, y 127-28, 

I 249-50, roi. 31-88. I + fila 191-10. 28, 37-38. 41-44. 2 y 37-88. 223-6. 14-18, 21, 23, 

81-83, 35-40. 43-44, 48-52a, 63b 9 a 1-2. 4-7. 11-12. 16-19. 23b-25. 20-83a, 84a, 85a, 86-87. 

39-43, 46b-49. 55-56, 24)? 11-33. 35-43 Ag an example of how the 

source-division works out, we may take the twelfth chapter of 

Mark: vv.J-8! are assigned to Q?, vv.5?*4 to Mark himself, vv.940 

to Q? again, and vv.*!4 to S._ In the first chapter G is assigned 

vy.24.3-4.7-13.35-45, {aupt’s scattered remarks are more instructive 

than his general theory, which is intricate to the verge of unreality. 

He tends to throw the best things in the gospels late. Mark 

used Q, but the reason why he passed over so much that Matthew 

and Luke preserved from it was that Q did not then contain such 

pearls as the Sermon on the Mount. Hence Q® is overloaded, 

and, by an equally perverse process of argument, the “small Apoca- 

lypse” forms part of Q!. What Haupt has succeeded in doing is 
to clear up some points in Mark, and to bring out the fact (see 

above, p. 196) that Q was not identically the same at all periods. 

But the latter thesis is exaggerated. There is really no case 

made out for Q! at all. For critical estimates of the monograph, 

see Bousset (7ZZ., 1915, 220 f.) and J. H. Wilkinson (Review of 
Theology and Philosophy, ix. 542-551). 

According to Buckley (see p. 179), Q was the ultimate source 

for two non-Marcan documents—MQ, used by Matthew for his 

discourses, and T, a gospel employed as a framework by Luke, 

who used Q, if at all, sparingly. This view tends to the decom- 
position of Q, and the process is carried fully out by Spitta (see 
p- 179), who finds G (the Grundschrift of the gospels) best 
represented in Luke. .G was the Greek version of an originally 

(apostolic?) Aramaic document (40-44 A.D.), based on the 

evidence of eye-witnesses. To it Luke added 1-2, 9°’-18", and 
a number of passages like 422-80, 51-11, 71-15. 36-50, 912-17, yol-85. 45-46, 
g2i-18. 24-27. 41-46 9 26-12. 39-43 5413-25 Another version of the 

Aramaic source passed into Mark through an Ur-Marcus, and it 
is this Ur-Marcus, not our canonical Mark, on which Matthew 

and Luke draw (cp. Case in A/Z., 1913, 431 f., and Iverach in 

ET., 1913, 161f.). Such a position is not far from that of 
Burton (see pp. 178, 198, and /BZ., 1912, 95f.), who holds that 

the two-source theory should be replaced by a multiple-document 

hypothesis, and that the main sources, apart from Mark, used by 
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Matthew and Luke were G (a Galilean document) and P (a Perean 

source). 
On the ordinary view of Q, see G. H. Gilbert (HZ, 1912, 

‘The Jesus of Q’), Granger’s papers on their contents (Zx/. 
1915-1917), and F. W. Worsley (Zhe Apocalypse of Jesus, 1912, 

pp. 112 f., on ‘The Apocalyptic Element in Q’). 

E. pp. 212f. None of the recent attempts made to date 
the three synoptic gospels before 70 A.D. moves me one inch 
from the position outlined on pp. 212f., 311 f. Harnack’s essay 
(BNT. iv. pp. go-135) to place Matthew prior to 70 A.D. cannot 

be carried through, as he admits, without recourse to interpola- 

tions. His interpretation of Lk 194", 202%! hardly amounts to 
more than a piece of special pleading; and the relationship 

between Luke and Josephus is not weighed impartially—in 

fact, it is not weighed at all. The pre-70 date assigned to Luke 

by Koch (Die Abfassungszeit d. Lukantschen Geschichtswerk, 

1911), who places the Gospel in 61-62 and Acts in 63, Torrey 

(see below), Plooij (see p. 304), and others (e.g. Allen in DAC. 
1. 474f.: Luke=47-60, Mark = 30-50, Matthew=c. 50), is not 

a stable position (cp. M. Jones, Zx/.° vii. 193 f., on Harnack’s 
statement), much less the assigning of Mark (cp. A. T. 

Robertson, £xf.8 xv. 197 f.) to ¢c. 50 A.D., or of Matthew (Ayles, 
Interpreter, 1916, 170f.) to 63-66 A.D. It is another matter, of 
course, when Spitta dates his Grundschrift not later than the 

opening years of the fifth decade (see above, p. 203). 

I ought to have quoted the Irenzus passage in full: 

“Matthew published his gospel-writing (ypadijy ectayyedcov) 

among the Hebrews in their own language, while Peter and Paul 

were in Rome preaching the gospel and founding the church 

(ebayyeAclopévov cat Oewehvovvtwv tHv éxkAnoiav). After their 

decease (efodov), Mark, the disciple and interpreter of Peter, also 
wrote and transmitted to us what Peter had preached, while 

Luke, the attendant of Paul (6 d«édovfos IavAov) recorded in 
a book the gospel preached by Paul. Afterwards John the 

disciple of the Lord, who also reclined on his bosom, published 
the gospel while he was residing at Ephesus in Asia.” The 
meaning is that neither Peter nor Paul wrote gospels; this was 

done for them by Mark and Luke. It is specially noted that 

they did not write until after the death of their apostolic 
authorities, unlike Matthew, who wrote during their mission at 

40 
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Rome. Thus Irenzeus shows that all the three synoptic gospels 
had apostolic authority ; though Matthew’s alone was composed 
during the lifetime of Peter and Paul, yet Mark and Luke 
carried on the Petrine and Pauline witness. There is a secondary 

distinction between Peter and Paul’s oral ministry and the 
writing of gospels, but this does not invalidate the natural sense 
of the passage as given above. 

F. pp. 252-253. A considerable amount of attention has 
been paid recently to the supposed interpolation in 16170, 

The shakiness of the argument from silence is recognised by A. 
Dell (ZVW.,, 1914, 1-49), who admits that Justin does pre- 

suppose v.18 at least; the freedom used by Irenzus gave 
him no occasion to quote the passage verbally, and the first 

explicit discussion is in Tertullian’s de pudicitia (21). Grill’s 
view was that the interpolation is dual; first v.!” was added 

before 150 A.D. (cp. Justin’s Dzal. 100), and then vy.119 

(unknown to Irenzeus, m1. 18. 4). This is partially followed by 
Soltau, and by Schnitzer (Hat Jesus das Papstum gestiftet?® 1910, 
pp. 72f.). The less radical view that the passage is a 
Matthzean (Petrine?) supplement to the primitive Marcan text, 

but not an interpolation from the second century, is favoured 
by B. W. Bacon (£xp.° xiii. 1-23) and Lake (ZEP. 377). 

Guignebert (Za Primauté de Pierre et la Venue de Pierre a 
Rome, Paris, 1909) regards vv.1*-!9 as an interpolation made by 
some early second-century editor, who availed himself of an 

apocryphal logion in order to buttress the ecclesiastical idea 
of Peter’s primacy, and D. Volter (Das Bekenntniss d. Petrus, 

Strassburg, 1911) looks on the passage as a Petrine equivalent 

for Paul’s claim in Gal 11>-!6—a relationship which is exactly 

reversed by Dom Chapman (Revue Bénédictine, 1912, 133-147), 

who finds that Gal 1-2 presupposes an acquaintance with the 

saying in question. F. Dibelius (Das abendmahi, 1911, pp. 63 f.) 
connects the rock-saying with the prediction of 2 Es 13° (based 
on Dan 2*°) that the messiah would “cut out for himself a great 
mountain ”—which is as far-fetched as the anti-papal or pro- 
Petrine ecclesiastical hypothesis. The latter led even scholars 

like Baur (Paw/, Eng. tr. i. 369f.) and Pfleiderer (U7. i. 246; 
Ro 1594-28 “have been either bodily interpolated or very 
much modified by a Roman bishop of the second century, who 

wished by this correction to limit Paul’s relations with Rome and 
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thereby to give scope to the Roman Peter-legend which was 
growing up in his time”) into hallucinations and suspicions 
about the text of Ro 15. 

G. pp. 260-261. I leave this section as it was written. 
But the whole problem of the Gospel according to the Hebrews 

has been re-set in a phase of recent criticism which I have 
discussed in DAC. i. pp. 489-494. 

With regard to the supposed relation between this Gospel and 
the canonical Matthew, in the early stages of the transmission 
from the vernacular into Greek, Professor Margoliouth (Zx#.8 vii. 

61 f.) conjectures that the original Hebrew gospel of Matthew 
passed through a Syriac version, largely preserved in the 

Lewisian Syriac text, before it was employed in the Greek 

Matthew. 

H. p. 265. The omission of Mk 6-826 is of extreme 
importance for the general relation between Luke and Mark. It 

starts a problem which has suggested a variety of solutions (cp. 

GHD. ii. 156f.). The unity of the style tells against the obvious 

suggestion (Wright, Williams in OSS. 417f., Holdsworth in 
Gospel Origins, 154f., Spitta, pp. 218f., Wendling, etc.) that it 
may not have formed part of the Mark which Luke had before 

him. Another theory is that the omission was accidental, Luke’s 

eye being caught by the second story of the feeding (8!%2!) or 
by the second (87%) allusion to Bethsaida (so, recently, J. M. 

Thompson, Zhe Miracles of the New Testament, pp. 81-83). 

The probability is that it was intentional, however; indeed, 

if we cannot accept the ingenious view that Luke left out the 

passage because he felt he had no room for it (e.g. Sanday, 

OSS. 24 f.: “TI have little doubt that St. Luke was conscious of 

being pressed for space, and that he felt obliged to economise 
his materials”), we are reduced to the hypothesis that the 

omission was deliberate. Various reasons have been assigned. 
Luke, according to Wernle (Syzopttsche Frage, 5), ¢.g., left out 

81-10 as a doublet ; 81-8 he already possessed in another source ; 

71-23 was of no interest to his readers, and he tends elsewhere 
to omit such Jewish discussions; 774% was not in accord with 

his universalism, and the two cures were “zu derb und vulgiren 
fur den spateren Glauben.” This is practically the line taken 

by von Soden (ZZ. 168 f.), Buckley (pp. 61 f.), Goguel, Loisy, 
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Wellhausen (Zin/.2 54), and Sir John Hawkins (OSS. 60-74), 

among others. The last-named scholar gives particularly 

adequate reasons for holding that the contents of the section 
might have been considered by Luke either “unsuitable for his 
Gospel, or at least not so suitable for it as other materials which 
he had ready for use.” He admits that the omission may have 
been accidental, to begin with; ‘“ Luke may first have missed 

this division of Mark by opening his MS at the wrong place,” 

and then, after discovering his mistake, may have felt, on examin- 

ing the section, that it was needless to go back and fill up the gap. 
But the stress of the explanation falls on the intentional motive. 
W. Richmond (£x/.8 ii. 547 f.) adds that Luke did not care to 
reproduce the stories of Jesus journeying to avoid a crisis, and 
that he made the omission in order to “ bring into relief what was to 
him the turning-point of the history of the Ministry, viz. the time 
at which our Lord began to face and to foretell the Passion, and 
so, not only to make space for, but to lead up to his one great 

addition to the record of this time in ‘the Great Interpolation.’” 
At any rate, since Mk 8!"-? and 8!42! are caught up by Luke later, 
in reverse order (12°+°°, 115%_12!), it seems difficult to believe 

that he did not possess them in their Marcan form or in a source 

like Q. This seems clear on various grounds. The weight of 
evidence tells in favour of the hypotheses which assume that 
Luke, for some reason or other, passed over matter which lay 

before him. 

J. pp. 273-274. Lk 9*!-1814, according to Bartlet (OSS. 
351 f.) and Maurenbrecher (Von Jerusalem nach Rom, 1911, pp. 

262 f.), is a special source which originated with Philip ; accord- 
ing to Streeter (OSS. 189f.), it is mainly excerpted from Q; 
according to E. W. Parsons (A Historical Examination of Some 

NVon-Markan Elements in Luke, Chicago, 1914, pp. 16-62), it is 

a special document emanating from the Jerusalem church before 
50 or 55 A.D. Dean Rockwell Wickes (Zhe Sources of Luke's 

Perean Section, Chicago, 1912) had carried the analysis so far as 
to distinguish the materials which Matthew had used, from a 
second ‘Judean’ document only known to Luke (1020-37, 7218-20, 
1319, rql624, y51-82, 7615-19-31, y712-19, 7g9-14a yol10 etc); but 
the criteria do not seem quite conclusive. Colonel Mackinlay 
(St. Lukes Threefold Narrative of Christs Last Journey to 
Jerusalem, 191%) conjectures that 4°!-10!?, ryl-1424, 1425-2018 
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are parallel accounts of the same journey; but the triple 

accounts of Paul’s conversion in Acts are not on the same plane, 

and the relation of Luke to his sources becomes confused and 
unintelligible on this ingenious hypothesis, as on that of Spitta 

(Die Synoptische Grundschrift, 1912, 465 f.). 

K. p. 285. The title, UWpaées, had come over from 
biographies of heroes like Hannibal and Alexander; a book 
like Acts, in its formal literary aspect, is not so novel a 

departure as Luke’s first book, the Gospel. There are partial 
analogies in earlier literature, even for the gospel-form. Biography 

began ‘‘ when the disciples of Aristotle and Epicurus exerted them- 
selves to find out and record the lives of their masters. But bio- 
graphy in our sense—the complete writing of a life year by year 

with dates and documents—was never practised at all in antiquity. 

Think of the Gospels, of Acts, even of Tacitus’s Life of Agricola. 

They are different one from another, but they are all unlike any 

modern biography in their resolute indifference to anything like 

completeness. Ancient ‘ Lives’ as a rule select a few great deeds, 

a few great sayings or discourses ; they concentrate upon the last 

years of their subject and often especially upon his death” 

(G. G. A. Murray, Zuripides, pp. 20-21). This illustrates what 
has been said above (pp. 45f.) on the literary forms which 

preceded the Gospels and Acts. If Plutarch is reckoned in, some 

modification would be necessary. But, even apart from Plutarch, 

there are anticipations of the kind of writing which we meet in 
the Lucan writings in particular. Dionysius of Halicarnassus, in 

the first century B.c., praises the historian Theopompus of Chios 

for providing his readers not only with the facts of history but 
with information about ious avdpav Kat rpageis kal TéAQ Kal TVYaS 

(Zp. ad. Pompeium, vi.), and Theopompus was not alone in this. 

Professor Rhys Roberts cites a remark of Kaibel about Memnon 

of Chios, in the first century a.D. ‘He wrote the history of his 

native town of Heraclea with the special purpose of depicting 

the pages, 76y, Bio. and réAy of the local tyrants. This 
moralising aim distinguishes him from his source Nymphis; it 

makes him resemble Plutarch rather than an historian at all.” 
The combination of personal allusions (‘we’-sections) and 
narrative is fully iliustrated from Greek and Roman literature 

by Norden (pp. 316f.). He assumes that a Lucan trdpvynpa of 

this kind formed the groundwork of Acts, but that the editor of 
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these memoirs employed some other sources. To illustrate the 

close of Acts before describing the death of Paul, he (pp. 37 f., 
332) points to the fact that apparently the account of Apollonius 

by Damis ended also before the death of Apollonius, and that 
Philostratus carried it forward just as Eusebius (77. Z. 11. 22) did 
with Luke’s history. The two instances are not parallel, but 

the suggestion is worth weighing in the light of what is argued 
above on pp. 312f. 

L. pp. 286f. By way of reaction against the vogue of 
source-criticism, Professor C. C. Torrey (Zhe Composition and 
Date of Acts, 1916) has suggested that 17-15%* represents the 

translation of an Aramaic source, emanating from the Jerusalem 

church, which designed to show “how Antioch became the 

first great Gentile centre of Christianity.” Luke then- supple- 
mented this “translation of a single document—a lucky find— 
by a very brief outline of Paul’s missionary labours, enlivened by 

miscellaneous personal reminiscences.” The former document 

is to be dated in 49-50 A.D., since its author (15°) did not 
know Silas had accompanied Paul on a new tour. Luke is 

supposed to have come across it in Rome about 62 a.D., and 
to have treated it cautiously and reverently ; it was the discovery 

of this document indeed which prompted him to write the sequel 

to his gospel (already composed in 60-61 A.D.). 
The linguistic evidence led by Professor Torrey certainly 

seems to clear up some difficulties in the text of 17-15°%, and 
he has made a distinct contribution to our knowledge of the 
Aramaic substratum of these chapters. The value of his work 

lies in the proof that the text is often unintelligible apart from 
some Aramaic source, and that a consideration of this factor is 

at least as fruitful as mere dissection of the Greek text. At the 
same time, he has not succeeded in ruling out the possibility 
that 11-15% did not contain more than one Aramaic source; 
the homogeneity of the section is not self-evident, and probably 
the most hopeful line of advance is to combine his own results 

with a more reserved reliance on different sources (cp. W. J. 

Wilson in Harvard Review, 1918, 74f.). The conjectures about 

Luke’s acquaintance and use of the document are also speculative. 
Why should-Luke have treated this so differently from his sources 
in the Gospel? And how did it first reach him in Rome, of 
all places? Finally, the attempt (pp. 68f.) to date both the 
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third Gospel and Acts prior to 70 A.D. is not more successful than 
usual (see above, p. 625). Professor Bacon lays stress upon 

the assumption of homogeneity in the two parts of the book 
(A/T., 1918, pp. 1-23), which he is disposed to regard as 

unproven and damaging. The familiar difficulties about re- 

translating into an Aramaic dialect have also (cp. Vosté, RB., 
1917, 300-303) to be faced. 

M. pp. 292f. The existence of a source for the Stephen- 
section is admitted by R. Schumacher in his recent study on 

Der Diakon Stephanus (1910), § 2; see further on this point 

Pahncke’s essay in SX. (1912) pp. 1-38, M. Jones (Zxf.8 xiii. 

161f.), J. Weiss (Ure. 121f.), and E. F. Scott’s Beginnings of 
the Church (1914), pp. 224f. The radical treatment of ch. 8 
is countered by K. Pieper in his monograph on Die Simon- 

Magus Pericope (1911), and the position of Simon discussed in 
Ramsay’s Bearing of “Recent Discovery on the Trustworthiness 

of NT (1915), pp. 117f. 

N. pp. 307-309. The character of the decree is still (cp. 

Exp." iti. 564 f.) debated hotly. So far as its form is concerned, 

the point is that it is conveyed in a letter, not in the wake of an 
introductory letter. Verses 22 f. are ‘‘a letter introducing to the 
notice of the readers a formal decree, though the decree is not 
appended to the letter as was usually the case, but is worked 
into the latter portion of the epistle itself” (Hicks, Classical 

Review, i. 45). With regard to the contents, it is a fair 

hypothesis, which answers most of the requirements of the 
context, to suppose that it was a food law, with some conces- 

sions or accommodations for the sake of preserving or restoring 
unity. Thus the force of the ydp in y.?! is not, “this regula- 
tion is meant for the Gentile Christians, because the Jewish 
Christians do not need it,” but “this is to be observed by the 
Gentile Christians because the existence of scruples among 

Jewish Christians or Jews renders it necessary if they are to live 

in harmony.” This appears to be more relevant to the general 

situation than a moral statement, that is, if Gal 2 and Ac 15 are 

equated. Also it obviates the necessity of deleting kat avuKxréav 
as a later insertion. As for eidwAofvTwy and the incorporation of 
the Gentiles in the kingdom of God, there is an informing note 

by Wellhausen in his K/eznen Propheten (p. 183) on Zec 9’; a 
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modern illustration of the difficulty raised by such food may be 

seen in the pages of Francis Parkman’s Jesuits in North America 

(ch. xvi.), where he describes how a French priest Joques, who 
was captured by the Red Indians and forced to share their life, 
preferred to starve rather than to partake of the game they caught. 
“The game was devoted to Areskoui, their god, and eaten in his 
honour. Joques would not taste the meat offered to a demon.” 

The strongest objector in English to the hypothesis of a food 

law is Lake (LEP. 30f., 48f.), and its thoroughgoing defender 
is K. Six (Des Apostel-Dekret, 1912), who seems to me to have 
practically proved his case. The subject is discussed from 
various angles by F. Dibelius (SA., 1914, pp. 618 f.), Preuschen 

(ZN W., 1913, pp. 1-22: wopveta = prostitutio sacra), Sanday (Zxf.8 
vi. 289 f.), Bacon (Zxf.8 vii. 40 f.), and Maurice Jones (Zxf.8 v. 

242 f., vi. 66f.). Harnack’s statement of the problem is subjected 

to damaging criticism by Sanday (in Zheol. Studien Theodor Zahn 

dargebracht, 1909, pp. 317f.) and Clemen (///. viil. 793f.). 

The survey of the data by Watkins (St. Pauls Fight for Galatia, 

pp. 203f. 230f., 243f.) is both thorough and well-balanced. 

The recent discussion by Achelis (Ure. pp. 45 ff.) agrees with 
the hypothesis above. Achelis draws attention to the fact that 

the omissions are even more significant than the inclusions ; 

fortunately for Christianity, for example, neither the observance 

of the Sabbath nor the prohibition of pork was inserted in this 
list of demands made by Jewish Christianity upon paganism at 

the threshold of the church. He inclines to believe that a 
better setting for the decree, however, lies in the later period of 
Ac 21% (see above, pp. 307-308). J. Weiss (U7c. pp. 192f., 
235.) also places the decree later, when Silas was in Jerusalem 
after the second mission-tour, but his reconstruction of the 

situation rests upon an unsatisfactory treatment of the sources ; 

thus in Ac 15 he finds two documents used by the author—one 

an Antiochene source (15'*- 1°), the other, a fragment also, from 
a source which included 12, 9*!#, rol-1118 This second 
(15°11: 18f) source originally had nothing to do with Paul, and 
has been edited unchronologically by the final author of Acts. 

It is disappointing to find criticism of such a character still being 

devoted to the structure of the book. 

O. p. 430. In /&Z. (1911) 129 f., C. R. Williams shows that 

there is no linguistic evidence to justify the separation of 13 



APPENDIX 633 

from 1-12. But 137? is a problem by itself. Both Slot and 
Seeberg hesitate to regard it as part of the original homily. 
Torrey (/&Z., 1911, 137f.), after refuting the ‘feminine’ hypo- 

thesis of Harnack and Rendel Harris (see above, pp. 441 f.), 

proceeds to argue that 1-12 is the transcript of a sermon, to 

which 1317-16-19 were added, before the middle of the second 
century, by some editor who wished to imply that the entire 

work was Paul’s. The absence of any tradition associating 
Barnabas and Rome is one count against the view of Dibelius 
that 1-12 was originally a sermon of Barnabas to Jewish 

Christians at Rome, which was afterwards written out (with 
the addition of 13) for the benefit of Gentile Christians at 
Antioch. 

The plea for Prisca’s authorship (pp. 441f.) is urged but 
not strengthened by M. A. R. Tuker (Vineteenth Century, 

Ixxvill. pp. 81f.: ‘The Gospel according to Prisca’), who de- 

clines to admit any collaboration by Aquila. Prisca wrote in 

her own name and in that of Aquila to the household-church in 

Rome, and this explains the anonymity of the epistle. ‘One of 
these early busybodies who occupied themselves in destroying 

the traces of women’s part in evangelisation struck out its 

superscription and subscription, but no false name was inter- 
polated. Had it been possible to count upon any tradition 

that Aquila wrote the letter or had any real part in it, it would 
have come down to us as ‘of Aquila and Priscilla.” 

The connection with Clemens Romanus (see above, pp. 
430-431) is sharpened by E. J. Goodspeed’s theory (/&Z., 1911, 

157-160) that, as Hebrews was addressed to Roman Christians, 
“‘y Clement is written under the spur of its challenge,” as “the 

response of the Roman church to the stirring call of Hebrews to 
Christian teachership and leadership.” 

P. p. 525. All attempts to establish affinities between 
Stoicism and the New Testament, however, require to be taken 

with a strong caveat like that of Lagrange, in AB. (1912) 5f., 
192f., or of W. Capelle (7ZZ., 1913, 166: “im Grunde das 

Neutestamentliche Christenthum und die Stoa—trotz aller 

Aehnlichkeiten und Anklange—vollig inkommensurable Grossen 

sind”). Recent research, in the case of the Johannine prologue, 
has tended to lay more emphasis upon the affinities between it 

and the older Wisdom-thought of Judaism (cp., ¢.g., J. Rendel 
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Harris, Zhe Origin of the Prologue of St. John’s Gospel, 1917 ; also 
F. Granger’s paper on ‘The Semitic Element in the Fourth 

Gospel,’ Zx/.° xi. 349 f.). 

Q. pp. 551f. It is by no means sufficient to censure the 
arbitrariness of some critical reconstructions (cp. A. E. Brooks, 
Cambridge Biblical Essays, 322f.), or to bring out features of 

unity which are often ignored by analysts (cp. E. Stange, Dze 
Ejigenwart d. Joh. Produktion, 1915), or to enumerate mutually 

destructive theories and content oneself with a negative attitude 
(cp. Belser, Z7Q., 1911, 404f., 568f.). ‘This gospel is itself the 

seamless robe of which it tells, and though men may cast lots 

for it they cannot rend it”—so Strauss wrote over forty years 

ago (Gesammelte Schriften, vii. 556), and his word is applauded 
by many who are at variance with his views of the gospel. But 
criticism has moved since he wrote. The most recent and 
serious opposition to the entire source-theory is B. Weiss’ 
Das Johannes Evangelium als Einhettliches Werk geschichtlich 

erklart (1912). But the trend of investigation has been mainly 
in the opposite direction. Even so conservative a scholar as 

Belser, ¢.g., conjectures (7Q., 1912, 32-58) that Aristion, the 
author of Mk 16°, was responsible for the glosses in 53-4, 753f., 

195, 2174-25, and this may be taken as the very minimum. Next 

to this are the theories (cp. R. H. Strachan, HZ. xxvii. 22 ff.) 
which posit editorial revision as the clue to most of the irregu- 
larities; a fair specimen of this class is J. M. Thompson’s 
hypothesis (developed in Zx/.§ xi. 34, xiv. 214f., etc.), though it 

differs from most of its companions in making the editor not the 
original author of the appendix alone but of the entire gospel. 

The method followed by critics like Spitta and Wendt is at 

any rate more sympathetic and intelligent than that of Soltau 
(p. 560), who has reproduced once more (ZVW., 1915, 24-53) 

his analysis of the gospel into a series of editorial additions 

made to an earlier collection of the sayings and speeches of 
Jesus. I can only repeat of this what I have said elsewhere 
(H7. xiv. 190-191), that Soltau’s literary judgment does not 
inspire confidence. Lord Jeffrey once said in a notorious article, 

that you might look long enough among the nervous and manly 
lines of Burns before you found any stuff about dancing daffodils. 

What Wordsworth’s deep mind was to Jeffrey, devotion to Christ 

is to Soltau ; he cannot forgive its presence in the Fourth gospel, 
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and his highest praise is for the few ‘synoptic’ passages in 
which that ‘stuff’? is not obvious. The result is an intricate 

and unsatisfactory analysis, as one might expect from the 
criteria employed. 

R. pp. 581f. The date of the Fourth gospel no longer 
rouses much discussion, but two passing divergences from the 

ordinary view, one archeological and one literary, may be 
chronicled. In a crypt of the Catacomb of St. Priscilla, there 
is a fresco representing the Raising of Lazarus ; it is argued (cp. 

C. D. Lamberton, Themes from St. John’s Gospel in Early Catacomb 
Painting, Princeton, 1911) that this Capella Greeca dates from 
+100 A.D., and that therefore the Fourth gospel, from which 

alone (it is supposed) such a theme could be derived, must have 
been in circulation at Rome before the close of the first century 
A.D. From the literary side, Windisch (in an article on the 

duration of Christ ministry, ZVW., 1911, 141-175) concludes 
that the Fourth gospel does not exhibit any signs of acquaintance 
with the synoptists, and that therefore it must be dated between 
80 and I00 A.D. 

S. pp. 613f. No recent investigation of the Johannine 
problem has been carried through, but I gladly cite a corrobora- 
tion of the argument offered above, from the pen of so cautious 
and conservative a scholar as the late Professor Swete, who, 

shortly before his death, summed up as follows: “We do not 
appear to have any convincing proof of the identity of the Apostle 
John with John of Ephesus, or even of the residence of the 

former at Ephesus towards the end of the first century. 
Whether John of Ephesus is to be identified with the zpeoPvrepos 
‘Iwavvns of Papias is uncertain; that he was an apostle in the 

narrower sense, is at least ‘not proven.’ The gradual applica- 
tion to him of the title ‘apostle’ with or instead of 6 paOyrijs 
Tov kuptov seems to have arisen from a loose use of the higher 

designation, coupled with a desire to do honour to the memory 
of the greatest teacher the Asian Church had known after the 
passing of St. Paul” (/ZS. xvii. 375-378). 
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of, 420-455 ; and Fourth gospel, 
Aon. 

Hebrews, gospel of, and Matt., 182; 
on baptism of Jesus, 259; 
account of, 260-261, Appendix 

place in 

Hegesippus, 
O14. 

Heinrici, on 2 
Hebrews, 447. 

Heitmiiller, 619. 
Hellenistic influences in NT, in 

Galatians, 99 ; in Luke, 270, 
273, 278 f.; in 2 Peter, 36050; 
in Hebrews, 426 f.; in James, 

AG Stine alin: Fourth gospel, 

and apostle John, 

Tim., 398; on 

570. 
Herakleitus, 460, 525. 
Herakleon, 606. 
Hermas and James, 462, 467 ; 

Muratorian Canon, 498. 
Hicks, 440, Appendix N 
Hierapolis, 612. 
Hippolytus, 149, 408, 532, 598. 
Historiography, 40, 42 f., 183. 
Hobart, W. K., on Luke’s medical 

language, 295 f. 
Holtzmann, H. J., on introduction, 

9; on Luke and Josephus, 30; 
on Colossians and Ephesians, 
157; on Mark, 235. 

Holtzmann, O., on Q, 200; on 
Fourth gospel, 225, 563. 

Homeric criticism, 36 f. 
Homeric hymns, 594. 
Homerisms, 360. 
Homilies, literary form and func- 

PONV OL AS hay abate am ING, 
315 1., 608, 428 f. (Hebrews), 
462 f. (James), 583 f. (1 John). 

Hope, in 1 Peter, 321, 338. 
Hotty Oni lectern ws 20); | On! 

Ephesians, 388 ; on Apocalypse, 
508. 

Hospitality, 477. 
Hug on Hebrews, 428. 
Hutton, R. H., on Fourth gospel, 

528. 
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376, sedi early mas 38 32, 58, 
270f., 496. 

Idealisation, in gospels, 183, 280 ; 
in Acts, 301, 302. 

Ignatius, on apostolic tradition, 
9; on “OT, 23; and” 2 Gore 
125; and Romans, 148; and 
Colossians, 154; on _ virgin- 
birth, 211; and _ Ephesians, 
394; and Pastoral epp., 418 ; 
and Hebrews, 443, 450; and 
Apocalypse, 497 ; and Fourth 
gospel, 577f.; and 1 John, 
595 ; silence on ‘John, 613i 

Imperial cultus, 508 f. 
Inge on Fourth gospel, 528. 
Interpolations (see under Glosses), 

164, 267. 
Introduction, definition of, 3 f. ; 

history of NT, 5 f.; for litera- 
ture of, see pp. Xxxvi-xxxviil. 

Ireneus, on order of gospels, 
14; on date of gospels, 211, 
Appendix E; on Tatian, 460 ; 
on 2 John, 479 ; on Apocalypse, 
498, 505 ; and Johannine tradi- 
tion, 608f.; on claims of 
Gnostics, 362, 532; on inter- 
course with God, 595; see 363. 

Jacquier, on Ephesians, 390; on 
style of Pastoral epp., 407. 

James of Jerusalem, 85, 308, 356, 
461, 462, 468 f., 566. 

James, epistle of, 
canon, 17-18; and Testament 
of Job, 32f.; and Luke, 263 ; 
and I Peter, 338; criticism of, 

456-475. : 
Jannaris on Ignatius, 23. 
Jannes and Jambres, 399. 
Jerome, influence on canon, 12; 

on Paul’s style, 121 ; on epistle 
to Philemon, 164; on the end 
of Mark, 242; on 2 Peter, 364, 
366; on Hebrews, 438; on 
James, 472 ; on 2-3 John, 479 ; 
Cp. 33, 161, 242, 353, 420. 

Jerusalem ; Paul’s visits to, 91 f., 
308 f. ; fall of, 3, 73, 208; 212; 
346, 444; visits of Jesus to, 
541 f.; and Hebrews, 440f., 
444 f.; the new, 498 f. ; church 
of, 292, 446; lament of Jesus 
over, 542. 

Jesus Barabbas, 248. 

position in 

a 
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Jesus, brothers of, 356, 560, 567: 
Jewish Christianity, at Thessa- 

Jonica,, Appendix B; in 
Romans, 145 f.; in Matthew, 
2c ineNGtSs 301 f., 300, 
Appendix); and 1. Peter, 
340 f+ and’ 2 Peter, 368; in 
Ephesians, 380, 389; and 
Pastoral epp., 409; and 
Hebrews, 443f.; and James, 
462, 464 f. 

Job, 33, 458, 587-588. 
Job, Testament of, 32 f. 
John, the apostle, and the Apoca- 

lypse, 509 f.; and the Fourth 
gospel, 558 f., 565 ; in synoptic 
tradition, 566; martyrdom of, 
574 {., 602 f. ; in second century 
tradition, 613 f. 

‘John the Baptist, in Luke, 268 ; 
in Fourth gospel, 519f., 530, 
537, 548; death of, 604-606. 

John the presbyter, an authority 
for Papias, 186f., Gor; and 
2-3 John, 475f., 479f.; and 
the Apocalypse, 513-514; and 
Fourth gospel, 569, 577; and 
I John, 594; in second century 
tradition, 614, 616 f. 

John, First epistle of, place in 
canon, 17; relation to 2-3 John, 
481; criticism of, 582-596; 
and Fourth gospel, 481, 500. 

John, Second and Third epistles 
of, 49, 50; place in canon, 17; 
criticism of, 475-482. 

John Mark, and gospel of Mark, 
oG tan) LOO 220 4 ands Acts! 
2935; and toketeh 320 145302): 
and Apocalypse, 489f., 500, 
512; and Fourth gospel, 566, 
603. 

Joseph, 251, 268 f. 
Josephus, and the New Testa- 

ment, 28f.; and Luke, 311- 
312; and Fourth gospel, 524; 

cp. 44, 333- 
Jowett, B., on Paul, 80. 
Judea, ministry of Jesus in, 521 f., 

Balin tie 
Judaisers, in the Pauline mission, 

at Thessalonika, 68 ; in Galatia, 
G5 ty) LOS); vat Corinth), 12015) ait 
Rome, 145, 166 f. 

Judaism, subtle attractions of, 
448-451; and antichrist, 581 
(Ep: 78). 

Judas Barsabas, 356. 
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Judas, epistle of, place in canon, 
17; and Assumpito Mosts, 32; 
criticism of, 344-358; and 
2 Peter 303" 365 f., 360: 

Judas Iscariot, death of, 34-35 ; 

cp. 539, 569. 
Judith, book of, 32, 271. 
Jiilicher, on 2 Thess., 80; on 
Mark and Q, 205; on 1 Peter, 
33513 100m. |udas, 3575 fon 
Pastoral epp., 413 ; on Hebrews, 
428-429. 

Julius Africanus, 88. 
Junilius, 5. 
Justin Martyr, on birth of Jesus, 

210; on Eve and Mary, 270; 
and 2 Peter, 372; and Hebrews, 
431; and Apocalypse, 497- 
498 ; and Fourth gospel, 579- 
580; and 1 John, 595f.; cp. 
562. 

Justus Barsabas, 240, 688. 

Kaiaphas, 248, 546-547. 
Kedron, 550. 

Keim, on date of Johannine 
appendix, 572; on authorities 
of Papias, 601 ; on martyrdom 
of John, 606. 

Kennedyami\anta-,) .On) 23 Corto —ias 
wap. 

Kenyon, on epistolary endings, 
88 ; on Fourth gospel, 571. 

Kiddusch, 545. 
Klein, 215. 

Klette on Neronic persecution, 
324-325. 

Korah, 349, 354. 
Krenkel, on Josephus, 28, 264; 

on 2 Cor., 121 f.; on Pastoral 
epp., 169, 404. 

Kuhl on 2 Peter, 369 f. 

Ladeuze, on 2 Peter, on 
Ephesians, 392. 

Lagrange on the diatribé, 46. 
Lake, Kirsopp, on Romans, 141, 

146 ; on date of Q, 203. 
Laodicea, 163. 
Laodicea, epistle 

390-392. 
Latin version of James, 462, 474. 
Latinisms in Mark, 236-237. 
Law, conception of Jewish, in Gala- 

tians, 86f.; in Matthew, 256; 
in Pastoral epp., 410 ; in James, 
464-465; in Fourth gospel, 
522, 549. 

379 ; 

to, 159-161, 



644 INDICES 

Lazarus, raising of, 539-540. 214f.; preface of, 215-216, 
Le Sage. 551. 272, 278 ; criticism of, 261-282 ; 
Legal allusions in Galatians, 87, and Fourth gospel, 534 f.; and 

98, 106. Ephesians, 383 f.; and James, 
Letters, in ancient literature, 42 ; 

and epistles, 47-50; of con- 
solation, 49, 55; circulation 
of, 51-52, 160-161; Paul’s, 
Cok > “inh Acts; 306)% Band 
homilies, 317; preservation of, 
Sr, 53, 404; imperial, 486; 
in Apocalypse, 486 f. 

Levi, 564. 
Lietzmann, on I Cor., 

Cor, 123% 
Life, eternal, in 1 John, 591 f. 
Light and darkness, 532, 

590 f., 596. 
Lightfoot, on chronology of Paul, 

63> "onl, NewGalatiaios, "97 > 
on Romans, 141 ; on apocryphal 

114; on 2 

588, 

epistle to Laodicea, 161; on 
style of Pastoral epp., 407 ; 
on Hebrews, 431.; on pre- 
diction of Caiaphas, 547. 

Lindsay, T. M., on Pastoral epp., 
402. 

Lock, W., on Ephesians, 
on Pastoral epp., 397, 408. 

Logia, the, in Papias, 187 f., 206 ; 
and © TOA eesee  mmder 
‘Paul,’ and 466. 

Logos, the, 156-157, 384, 427; 
in Luke’s gospel, 253; in 
Hebrews, 427; in James, 473; 
in Fourth gospel, 502, 519 f., 
527 1., 578, 591. 

Loisy, on Papias, 189; on Mark, 
226; on Lk 1*5, 270; on Luke, 
28% 3 on jn 21, 574. 

Loofs on Jn 21, 573 f. 
Lord’s Supper, the, omitted in 

Ephesians, 389; in Hebrews, 
454-455; in Fourth gospel, 

536-537, 545- 
Lucian, 47, 188, 302 f. 
Lucretius, 37, 571. 
Ludolphus de Saxonia, 554. 
Luke, author and _ physician, 

AQ; 156, O45 uss Lea 26RiT.) 
207,00 208, 270; 200} 293 me 
208 fz, 301f.;, 301 /3n64..; and 
Paul, 268, 301-302; and the 
Pastoral epp., 401-402, 414; 
and Hebrews, 435 f. 

Luke, the gospel of; and 
Josephus, 29 f.; and Q, 194 f. ; 

385 ; 

and Matthew, 206-207; date of, ! 

406. 
Luther, on the canon, 17; on 

authorship of Hebrews, 438 ; 
on ep. of James, 457-458, 461, 
62, 465, 472. 

LXX, use and vogue of, 22, 322; 
text of, 38 ; in 2 Thess.; 7ouin 
Mark, 231; in Matthew, 258; 
in Luke, 267; in 1 Peter, 340) 
332, 336; in Hebrews, 435; 
438, 445 ; in Apocalypse, 501. 

Lyons and Vienne, epistle of 
churches at, and 2 Peter, 372; 
and Apocalypse, 498; and 
fourth gospel, 568. 

Lysanias, 29-30. 
Lystra, 90, 93, 95 f. 

Macabees, Second book of, and 
Hebrews, 32; cp. 415. 

Macedonia, Paul’s mission to; 6625 
Paul’s visits to, 117 f., 124, 403. 

Mackintosh, R., on 2 Cor., 122. 
Magi, the, 251-252, 259. 
Magnificat, the, 261, 271-272. 
Maier, F., on Judas, 351. 
Manna, 525. 
Manuscripts, fate of, 52 f. 
Marcion, his canon, 16 f., 60, 102— 

103; his editing of Galatians, 
107 ; of Romans, 139-140 ; and 
Luke’s gospel, 281-282; and 
Ephesians, 390 f.; and the Pas- 
toral epp., 406, 419-420; and 
Hebrews, 432; cp. 320. 

Marcosians, 354, 394. 
Mark, gospel of, canonical position, 

14 f.; character, 45; order in, 
188 f.;. 225 f. 5 and!) 1@) 204g; 
date of, 212 f. ; criticism of, 217- 
242; used by Matthew, 246 f. ; 
used by Luke, 264 f., 273 f., 300; 
and Fourth gospel, 534, 540 f. 

Marriage, 411. 
Martin, G. C., on James, 473. 
Martyrs, 486, 494, 504, 575, 617. 
Mary, the mother of Jesus, 250 f., 

268 f.; in Fourth gospel, 567. 
Massebieau on James, 473 f. 
Matthew, gospel of, canonical 

position, 14f.; structure, 44; 
sources of, 181f.; and Luke, 
206-207 ; criticism of, 243-261 ; 
and Fourth gospel, 534. 
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Mayor, J. B., on 2 Peter, 351, 364; | 
on Judas, 353. 

McGiffert, on 1 Peter, 342-343; 
on Pastoral epp., 403 f., 409 ; on 
James, 473. 

Medical language, in Luke, 263 f., 
297 f. 

Melchizedek, 427, 431, 524. 
Melito, 2. 
Menander of Antioch, 535. 
Methurgeman, 186, 188. 
Metrical features in NT ; see under 

‘Rhythm.’ 
Midrashic elements, 23, 34, 194, 

204, 215, 250, 255, 258, 291, 354, 

361, 558, 596. 
Miletus, 404. 
Milligan, W., on Apocalypse, 510. 
Miracles, Luke’s treatment of, 302— 

303 ; in Fourth gospel, 528, 560. 
Moiragenes, 44, 217. 
Mommsen, on Galatians, 96; on 

early persecutions, 324-325. 
Monarchian prologues, 15 f., 574. 
Money, temptations of, 263. 
Monnier on 1 Peter, 326, 333. 
Monotones of Fourth gospel, 529. 
Montanism, and 2 John, 476 ; and 

Apocalypse, 497-498; and 
Fourth gospel, 532 ; see 394. 

Morning, Luke’s allusion to the, 
2606. 

Moulton, J. H., 435, 474, 502. 
Muratorian canon, on order of NT 

books, 15 ; on Wisdom of Solo- 
mon, 26;.0n Mark, 191 f.; on 
Luke, 282 ; on Acts, 314 ; omits 
r Peter, 337; on 2-3 John, 
478 f.; on Apocalypse, 498 ; on 
Fourth gospel, 607, 618 f. 

Mystery-religions, 344, 454, 464— 
465. 

Mythological traditions in Apoca- 
lypse, 486, 493. 

Naassenes, 408 f. 
Name, persecutions for the, 320 f., 

323, 504. 
Names in Mark, 248. 
Nathanael, 564-565. 
Naylor, J.,on Luke’s miracles, 303. 
Nazareth, in Fourth gospel, 553. 
Nero, persecution by, 323 f., 453 f.; 

in Apocalypse, 487, 503 f. 
‘New Testament,’ meaning of, 9 ; 

unity of, IT. 
Niceta of Remesiana on the magni- 

ficat, 271. 
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Nicodemus, 562, 563. 
Nicolardot, on Matthew, 246; on 

Luke, 280. 
Nikolaitans, 354 f. 
Noah, 320, 349, 301, 371. 
Norden, on Paul’s style, 58; on 

Mt 2819) 253. 
Numerical arrangements in Matt., 

196 f., 250, 257-258. 

Old Testament, in _ primitive 
church, 21 f. ; in r John, s90f. ; 
see, further, under ‘ LXX.’ 

Omissions of Matthew and Luke, 
193 f., 238, 265 f., Appendix H ; 
of Fourth gospel, 534. 

Onesimus, 157, 162 f. 
Ophites, 354, 409. 
Oral tradition, 180 f., 216, 598 f. 
Order, chronological, of 1 and 2 

Thess., 75; of Pastoral epp., 

397 f. 
Origen, quoted, 18, 32, 52, 107, 

271, 508; on order of gospels, 
15; on Marcion’s Romans, 
139 f.; on Peter’s missions, 
320;;) ‘andi’2 (Peter, 372) ‘on 
1 Timotheus, 399 ; on Hebrews, 
433 1.; on James, 467-468 ; on 
Johannine epp., 479 ; on Beth- 
ara, 548; on I John, 595; on 
Mk 10%, 604. 

Overbeck on Petrine speeches in 
Acts, 305. 

Pantznus, 432-433. 
Papias, traditions preserved by, 

Tos lol jeanGdenm Weter H227, ; 
and Apocalypse, 497; and 1 
John, 595 ; on Johannine prob- 
lem, 598 f.; on martyrdom of 
sons of Zebedee, 603f.; on 
Fourth gospel, 618 f. 

Papytus, use of, 51; size of rolls, 
281 ; form of rolls, 487. 

Parables, 34, 245. 
Parkman, Francis, Appendix N. 
Parousia, the, in Thess. epp., 72, 74, 

80-81 ; in Mark 212; 2 Peter, 
362 f.; in Apocalypse, 511; in 
Fourth gospel, 536, 574f.; in 
1 John, 585, 592. 

Parry on James, 469, 472. 
“ Parsimony,’ Luke’s law of, 281. 
Particles, 407. 

Passion-narratives, the, in Mark, 
25 f.; in Matthew, 247; in Luke, 
264. 
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Passover, 545. 
‘ Pastoral’ epp., the, 41 f., 396; 

and Ephesians, 384; and He- 
brews, 453. 

Paul, epistles of, place in canon, 
16f.; significance, 19 f.; and 
Wisdom of Solomon, 26f. ; 
characteristics, 48 f., 53, 56f. ; 
literature on, 58f.; dates of, 
62 f.; and Mark, 241 ; and Luke, 
275; and 2 Peter, 60, 363 f.; 
and Hebrews, 428, 433 f.; and 
gospels (logia), 73, 88, 112, 203, 
251; cp. 382. 

Paulinism, 72, 465f.; in Mark, 
235 f.; in Matthew, 256; in 
Luke, 281 ; in Acts, 301 f. ; and 
1 Peter, 330 f., 341 ; and James, 
465 f.; and Fourth gospel, 522, 

566, 579- : 
Peake, on Colossians and the 

Cesarean imprisonment, 158 ; 
on James, 471. 

Pentecost, 291. 
Perdelwitz, on 1 Peter, 344; on 

Hebrews, 430. 
‘Perean’ section in Luke, 

277, Appendix J. 
Pericopé Adultere, the, 555-556. 
Persecution, in 1 Peter, 323 f. ; 

instigated by Jews, 324; in 
Hebrews, 453 f. ; in Apocalypse, 
504 f. ; cp. 606. 

Peter, at Antioch, 1oof.; and 
Mark, 186 f., 190, 221, 232, 238, 
239; in Luke, 275; in Acts, 
292 f., 305f.; and Galatians, 
327; missions of, 328; and 
Paul, 331 ; and Hebrews, 440; 
in Fourth gospel, 563 f., 
5734. : ‘ 

Peter, First epistle of, place in 
canon, 17-18; criticism of, 
318-344; and 2 Peter, 364 f. ; 
and Ephesians, 381-383; and 
Pastoral epp., 415; and He- 
brews, 439-440. 

Peter, Second epistle of, and 
Josephus, 28-29; and Judas, 
348 f.; criticism of, 358-372. 

Peter, the gospel of, 239, 367, 555. 

273; 

580. 
Pfleiderer, on Philippians, 171- 

172 ; on synoptic gospels, 182. 
Philastrius, 13, 160, 437. 
Philemon, the epistle to, 49, 124; 

canonical position, 17; criti- 
cism of, 161-165. 
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persons ?, 611 f. ; the daughters 
of, 611-612; the deacon, and 
Hebrews, 440. 

Philip Sidetes, 185, 604. 
Philippians, the epistle to the, 

criticism of, 165-176; date of, 
Appendix C. 

Philo, and Wisdom of Solomon, 
26; and Hebrews, 27 f., 427 f. ; 
and Paul, 28, 112f.; on uni- 
verse, 363; on the temple, 438 ; 
in James, 459, 460f.; and 
Fourth gospel, 520 f., 523 f.; and 
1 John, 587. 

Phoebe, 137, 404. 
Pindar, 519. 
Plato, 216. 
Plays on words, 56 f. 
Pleonastic tendency in Mark, 237- 

238. 
Pliny, 53, 325- 
Plural, of authorship, 74. 
Poimandres, 172. 
Poison, 240, 608. 
Polybius, 264. 
Polykarp, and 1 Corinthians, 115 ; 

and Philippians, 173f., 176; 
on logia, 189 ; and 1 Peter, 335- 
336; and Pastoral epp., 419; 
and Fourth gospel, 608; and 
John, 608f; death of, 610. 

Polykrates, 612 f., 616 f. 
Presbyters, 464, 475 f. ; in second 

century, 598 f. 
Primasius, 5. 
Priscilla and Hebrews, 441-442, 

449, Appendix O. 
Pniscillian, 586. 
Prison epistles, 62, 106, 158 f., 

162 f., 168 f., 403 £., Appendix C. 
Proklus, the Montanist, 532, 612, 

613. 
Prophets, early Christian, 317- 

318, 372, 386, 503, 513. 
Proselytes, 66,70, 146-147, 292, 329. 
ein cars Jacobi, 209-211, 

268. 
Pseudonymity, 40f., 342, 

365 f., 369, 414 f£., 472, 512. 
‘ Publication,’ literary, 54. 
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Putnam, G. H., on destruction of 

ancient books, 294. 

357. 

‘Q,’ 181, 183; and the Matth- 

ean Logia, 191, 194f.; re- 
construction of, 197f., Ap- 
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and Mark, 204 f., 221. 
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Quincey, de, 19. 
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366 (on Ennius). 
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ture, 35, 401; from OT, 23, 
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under LXX. 
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calypse, 490 f. 
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