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SOME INFLUENCES OF APOLLOS IN THE
NEW TESTAMENT, I

GEORGE A. BARTON
UNIVERSITY OF PENNBYLVANIA

N the pages of the New Testament Apollos is not made

prominent. In Acts 18 24-28 and 19 1 his coming to Ephesns
and residence at Corinth are described. He is there said to be
an Alexandrian, eloquent, fervent of spirit, and mighty in the
Scriptures. At the time of his arrival at Ephesus he was still
a member of the John the Baptist sect, but was won to Christian-
ity by Priscilla and Aquila, after which he crossed to Corinth
and greatly strengthened the infant Church at that place, “power-
fully confuting the Jews, . . . showing by the Scriptures that
Jesus was the Christ.” His residence at Corinth was one of the
causes of the growth of party spirit there, which St. Paul found
it necessary to correct in 1 Corinthians 1—4. Apart from these
passages he is mentioned but twice in the New Testament
(1 Cor. 16 12 and Titus 3 13).

That Apollos had considerable influence at Corinth is un-
questionable. That he had some influence in the Apostolic Age
has been recognized by such scholars as Pfleiderer,' Me¢ Giffert,®
Harnack,® Bacon,' Kirsopp Lake and Foakes Jackson,® but a
study of the Alexandrian antecedents of Apollos, especially of
Philo, and a study of certain ideas in the New Testament,
makes it probable that the influence of Apollos was much more

' Urchristentum, 1857, 148 fI.

t The Apostolic Age, 202 fI.

3 Expansion of Christianily, 1, 79.

¢ The Fourth Gospel in Rosearch and Debatle, 1020, pp. 454 and 464
% The Beginnings of Christianity, II, 968,
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widespread and fundamental than has been suspected. That
Apollos was a man of much force of character is proved by
his influence at Corinth, where he took his place in the estimation
of the Christians beside St. Peter and St. Paul. He had arrived
at Ephesus in the summer of the year 53; his stay at Corinth
could not have been many years, for by the Passover season of
56 or 57 he had been again in Ephesus sufficiently long so that
the Corinthians were asking that he might return to them once
more (see 1 Cor. 16 12). If Apollos mediated Alexandrian
modes of thought to the Pauline churches, he did it after the
year 53.

As Apollos was an Alexandrian, if he exerted any influence
on primitive Christian thought, it should be sought in phases of
thought which were characteristic of Philo, the one Jewish writer
of Alexandria of this period who has left a considerable body
of writings. Philo probably died soon after the year 40 A, b.
‘We know that he made a journey to Rome in the year 39—40,
when he was an old man. He was at the height of his fame
and power, therefore, while Apollos was growing up at Alexan-
dria. Apollos, if influenced by him, need not follow him slav-
ishly ; no man of originality would do this. To trace the probable
influence of Apollos we do nut need to find the thought of Philo
reproduced exactly; it will be enough to find traces of ideas
and ways of treating subjects which, though not identical, have
a general kinship to the thought of Philo, and which, in the
circle of the Pauline churches, the presence of Apollos will
account for better than any other kmown influence. Apollos,
like Philo, was mighty in the Scriptores. It is clear from
1 Cor. 1—4, especially from what St. Paul says about wisdom,
that the Corinthians regarded Apollos’ teaching a8 much more
intellectual than St. Paul's. He seems never, so far as we know,
to have founded churches. He was not a missionary; his function
seems to have been that of a teacher and an expounder of
Scripture. It is hardly possible that such a man, arriving from
Alexandria, should not have brought many new ideas and inter-
pretations into the Cbristian circles of Greece and Asia, and,
if he did, that they should not be embedded in the New Testa-
ment; for at the time of his coming only two, or at the most
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three, of the Pauline Epistles had been written, while most of
the other books were still to be composed.

If, then, we are to trace the influence of Apollos, we should
seek it in phases of thought which appear in Philo or are related
to Philonic ideas. We should seek to find traces of Philo’s Logos
doctrine, of his way of accounticg for the birth of remarkable
personages, of his eschatological conceptions, and of his allegor-
ical method of interpreting the (Qld Testament. Let us take
up these points briefly one by one, beginning with the one that
has been least studied, the ideas concerning the birth of extra-
ordinary personages.’

Philo makes it very clear in several passages of his writings
that children granted by God as the result of prayer, or children
born according to divine promise, or even children of divinely
commissioned and divinely guided men were begotten of “divine
geed” even though they had human fathers. In Philo’s under-
standing of such births, there was a sense in which such children
could be said to be born to God and not begotten by a mortal,
even though they had human fathers. This is proved by the
following passages:

In his tract Quod Deus sit Immutabilis, ch. 2, Philo says:’
Tobrov yiveras ualbnrpis xai Sicdoxos Awa, Tis Tov Oeoi Sdpaua
goias épunvederar yap xapis avTis. éweidy yap Eyxiuwv eyévero
wapadeLaudvn Oeias yovas xai Teheodopois explioaTo wdias, Tov
TeTayuévoy év T Toi Oeoll Tafes Tpowor avoxviTaga, Ov éxidr-
e Zauonih, i, e. “His disciple and successor was Hannah,
the gift of the wisdom of God, for ‘her grace’ it [her name] is
translated. When she was pregnant, having become a recipient
of divine seed, and experienced due labors, she brought forth
in the manner appointed in the ordering of God one whom she
called Samuel.”

This is Philo’s interpretatiou of 1 Bamuel 1 10: * And Elkanah
knew Hannab, his wife; and Yahweh remembered her.” Hannah
had been barren; she had prayed for a son; hence Philo, because
her barrenness was cured by Yahweh, regarded Samuel as

¢ The subject is eo large that only this one topic is trested in the
present paper. In future papers the writer hopes to deal with the others.
1 Edition of Paul Wendland, Berlin, 1887.
T}
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begotten of “divine seed,” even though he had a human father.
It was far from Philo’s thought to say that Samuel had no
human father; Philo was an orthodox Jew and did not question
the text of Scripture. He was only interpreting the facts as best
ho could.

Again in his treatise De congressu Eruditionis Gratia, ch. 1
and 3 we find the following:

Zdpa de 5 ')mw; Aﬂpaa,u ovx ETucTey cnmp ...... dua Toirro
ol ¢not uy TicTew THV Zapav, a\\’ alrp Tou uy TicTew; i. e,
“Sarah, the wife of Abraham, did not bear him children.....
On this account he does not say that Sarah did not bear children,
but that she did not bear to a certain one.”

Again in De Mutatione Nominum, 23:

etxero & eva 17 yéveass 'loade- xa\éoas yap Tiv prrepa
amu zappav arri Eapae Pnoi Te Aﬂpaap Sdoew oot (eE avris)
Técvor. €& uépes J éxaaTov axptﬁmeov o Tobww xuplws didods
oTiooy Widv Tt wdvTes éavroi didwaw- e &t ToiT aevdés dom,
yévoer' & "loaax ovy 6 dvlpawos, GAN’ 6 gurdwwpes T dpicTas
riav evwabeidy, xapas, yékws, 6 évdialeros vios Oeov Too Siddvros
atrov peiypa xai edBuuiav eippyieTdTais Juyais.

I. e. “There followed straightway the birth of Isaac; for
having called his mother Sarah instead of Sara he [God] said
to Abraham ‘T will give to thee a child (from her)." Each thing
must be examined thoroughly in turn. He, then, who is right-
fully giving anything whatever, should really give something
that is his own; and, if this is true, Isanc would not be a man,
but being synonymous with the best of pleasures, joy, laughter,
the regular son of God, who gives him as a gladdener and
cheerer to peace-loving souls.”

Onoe more in De Congresm Eruditionis Graua, 2 he says:
ZGpa oy, apxovcm pov ™ an uprrq Erucre pdv, duoi &
ovk éTcTe. ..., . diwbe yap Oeip pove Ticrew. L. o. “Sarah, the
virtue which rules my soul, brings forth indeed, but she does
not bring forth to me . ... She is accustomed to bring forth to
God alone.”

It is clear from these passages that Philo interpreted the
account of the birth of Isaac in Genesis to mean that Isaac,
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although he had a human father, was the product of a super-
natural birth. In the third of the passages quoted above he
refers to Genesis 17 16, and in the context from which the
second of them is taken he quotes Genesis 17 17. He goes to
the verge of denying that Abraham was the father of Issac as
the text of Genesis states, and he does assert that, under the
circumstances, both Abraham and Sarah being past the age
when they could expect to be parents, Isaac was really super-
paturally born-—was really the son of God, though born to
Abraham. The next extract will make this clearer.

Both Samuel and Isaac were children into whose coming into
the world the Old Testament had stated that an unusual, or
supernatural element entered, but Philo extends the principle
to at least two other instances. These were cases in which he
regarded the fathers as persons who stood especially near to
God, viz: Moses and the Patriarch Judah. These points are
made clear in the following passages:

Apassage in De Cherulnm, 13 reads: rcpcfn&m)\qo—
;um c-rymrrqv afwxp«w TV upcn'mv Moy oy m Zappmv
ewa‘yu TdTe :voutm:, m 6 Ocos almypy noroﬂmmv exoxoTe.
TirTovoay & ovxéTt TH Tip éxioxew wewouuéivg, GG T oo~
¢mr 'rvxuv 77\lxopnp oﬁ'roc d¢ 'ABpaau ovopn{rr(u . e\
leaax Toi * TOV Oeov uﬂeﬂcan'or, e Tou ueﬂuOtrmr
&yxvos § éxyovy ‘Pefixxa yiverai. xupls 3¢ kerelas xai Sojoews
T Ty xai perdpaiov aperiy Zexpapor Mevane AaSer a-
pioxa ciovaar ¢E ovdevis Ovyroi TO wapdxar. L e. “I will bring
forward as a surety of the remarkable things that have been
said the most holy Moses: for he introduces Sarah as becoming
pregnant at the time when God looked upon her in solituds,
but as bearing the child, not at all to him who did the looking,
but to him who was striving to attain wisdom, who is called
Abraham . ... Again, when Isaac, the all-wise, entreated God,
Rebecca, who is perseverance, became pregnant from him who
was entreated. But without supplication and prayer Moses,
taking Zipporah, winged and exalted virtue, finds her pregnant
absolutely from no mortal.”

Again, in his treatise De Mulatione Nominum, 23, in speak-
ing of the amour of Judah with Tamar in Genesis 38 by which

14*
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Perez and Zerah were begotten he says: 4 &¢ Oauap éyxiuwr
e yevouévn Oeleov owepudTwy xai Tov pev areiparra obx idovoa
..... Ta 3¢ avuPola kai Ta uapripa diabotraca kai wap’ airy
dudaaca, 811 Oyqros TaiT’ ov didwowy, dvéxpayer: odrwos Tair
éoriv, ¢f éxeivov év yaorpi &e. L e. “And Tamar, when she
had become pregnant with divine seed and did not know the
begetter, . . ... when she saw the tokens and evidences deciding
within herself that no mortal gave these things, cried ‘to whom-
soever these things belong, by him I am with child’.”

It is clear from these quotations that, to Philo's thinking,
human paternity was not inconsistent with divine paternity. One
could be begotten of divine seed and yet have a human father.
Of the four instances cited by Philo, that of Isaac clearly
appealed to him most strongly. He comes back to it in various
writings in different ways, and at times clearly says that Isaac
was really the son of God and only nominally the son of
Abraham. It is difficult to tell how literally Philo meant this
to be taken, because he so mingles allegory with fact, or trans-
mutes fact into allegory. Isaac is joy, or laughter; Sarah is
wisdom; Rebecca is perseverance; Abraham is “one who is
striving to attain wisdom.” It is, perhaps, because he is think-
ing of the allegory, that he says that Sarah did not bring forth
to Abraham, but to God, and yet, the circumstances described
in Genesis make it possible that he meant this literally. The
age of both Abraham and Sarah made parenthood in the natural
way impossible, and Philo may well have thought that the com-
ing of the angel, the utterance of the promise of God, and the
consequent birth of Isaac, made Isaac really God’s son, and
only nominally Abraham’s. Whatever view one may take of
these possibilities, it is clear that we have here some interesting
points of comparison for the narratives of the birth of Jesus
and of John the Baptist in the Gospels.

It is well known that the Gospel of Mark, which I would
date about the year 50, contains no account of the birth of
Christ. In it “the beginning of the Gospel of Jesus Christ” was
the revelation of his Messiabship at his baptism. St. Paul, too,
as late as the year 58, when he wrote his Epistle to the Romans,
accepted the view that Jesus was born in a normal way—he



BARTOK: SOME INFLUENCES OF APOLLOS IN THE NEW TESTAMENT,] 213

was Ythe seed of David according to the flesh” (Romans 1 ).
Harnack has, I think, shown that the Acts of the Apostles were
written in the year 63 o.p. If this be so, the Gospel of Luke—
the earliest Gospel to contain an account of Christ’'s birth—
was probably written at Caesarea between 58 and 60 4. ., while
St. Paul was imprisoned there, and St. Luke was his companion.
This was between five and seven years after the coming of
Apollos into the circle of the Paaline company. Had St. Luke
met him, or come into contact with his writings? Let us see.

In Luke, chs. 1 and 8, we have an account of the births of
John the Baptist and of Jesus; the Gospel of Matthew relates
the circumstances connected with the birth of Jesus only. Why
should Luke be so much more interested in the Baptist? Apollos
had himself been a member of the John the Baptist sect
(Acts 18 25) before he became a Christian, and, as the Baptist
was regarded by Christians as Christ's forerunner, he would
naturally continue to reverence the Baptist after he became a
Christian, since it was the Baptist who prepared him for the
greater Master’s discipleship. No one is mentioned in the whole
New Testament who would be so likely as Apollos to glorify
the Baptist by giving a glowing account of his birth.

A closer examination of the narrative of the circamstances
of John's birth confirms this first impression. Zacharias and
Elisabeth, we are told, were both well advanced in years
(Lu. 17), and were childless, because Elisabeth was barren.
They had prayed for a son (v. 13), but their prayers had not
been granted. One day as Zacharias was ministering at the altar
an angel appeared and told him that his prayers had been heard,
and that Elisabeth should conceive and bear him a son. Zacharias,
like Sarah, was incredulous, and became dumb until the pre-
diction had been fulfilled. In due time it was, however, fulfilled,
and the child was born, The parallelism with the birth of Isaac,
which, as we have seen, was so popular with Philo, and of which
doubtless Apollos had often been led to think during his years
of study at Alexandria, is complete. In both cases we have a
son born to parents by supernatural means after the natural
period of child-bearing was passed. Thus Apollos, one may
suppose, intended to suggest that a divine element entered into
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the nature of John the Baptist and prepared him for his ex-
alted mission.

‘We may note one striking difference between the Apollos-
Lucan account of this birth and Philo’s treatment of similar
topics. Philo allegorizes at times all personality away from the
characters of whom he speaks; Sarah becomes virtue, Isaac,
laughter, etc. In this narrative, however, there is no allegory;
Zacharias, Elisabeth, and John are all vividly personal. Sucha
difference we might expect. A disciple does not usually follow his
teacher in all things; if he has any originalit; at all, he deviates
from his teacher in some important faatures. The absence of
allegory from the account of the birth of John is not, therefore,
a serious objection to the theory that Apollos was its author.

In Luke chs.1 and 2 the birth of Christ is also narrated,
and the account differs in some important respects from the
story of the birth of John. As might be expected, it is more
supernatural. It nevertheless presents such likenesses to the
Philonic conceptions already traced as to make it very probable
that this also comes from the hand of Apollos. It relates
(Lu. 120 #) how the angel Gabriel appeared to a virgin (wap-
Oévos) and made to her the Annunciation that she should con-
ceive and bear a son and should call his name Jesus. ITapBéros,
like the Hebrew ﬂb”’. originally designated a young woman,
whether married or unmarried, and in the Iliad, IT, 5614, is used
of a young married woman. This meaning survived in Jewish
Greek, as the use of xap@évos in Isa. 7 14 as the translation of
ﬂb‘m shows. Apollos, and after him Luke, used it in the same
sense, as their elastic use of wnoreew, treated more fully below,
proves. They make it clear, however, by the attendant circum-
stances which they describe that in the case of Mary the xap-
Gévor had not yet cohabited with her husband. Had they not
done g0, the birth of Christ would, from their point of view,
have been loss miraculous than that of John the Baptist.

The wapfévos is said to have been betrothed (émorevudray)
to a man named Joseph. When the angel predicted that she
should become a mother, she asked “How shall this be, seeing
I know not a man?” A strange question for a betrothed maiden,
who might naturally suppose that the prediction referred to the
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fruit of her approaching marriage, The reply to this question
was “The Holy Ghost shall come upon thee, and the power of
the Most High shall overshadow thee: wherefore also that which
is born shall be called holy, the Son of God.”

St. Luke gives no account of the marriage of Joseph and
Mary, but in ch. 2 4 he tells us that they travelled together from
Nazareth to Bethlehem. Both St. Luke and Apollos knew very
well that girls in that age did not travel alone before marriage
with men to whom they were betrothed. The fact of this journey
together implies marriage. Indeed, in verse 5 Mary is described
as (Mepiau 4 éuvporevudvy) 8 word which is usually employed
to denote betrothal, and is often supposed to signify only wooing
or betrothal, but which is sometimes applied to a married woman.
The verb wmoTebewr is employed in Greek from Homer down in
the meaning of “woo”, “betroth.” In the Septuagint it is employed
a8 one of the words by which &) is translated.® E* M, or some
form of it occurs in the following passages: Ex. 22 15; Dt. 20 7;
22 23, 25, 26, 28; 2 Sam. 3 14; Hos. 2 21, 22 and 1 Macc. 3 2¢. In
Hosea "W and woredew are both applied to a faithless wife who
hasa left her husband and whom he wishes to woo back again. If
we translated “I will marry thee to me forever, and I will marry
thee to me by righteousness and by justice and by mercy and
by love; I will marry thee to me in faithfulness and by know-
ledge of Yahweh”, we should do fuller justice to the passage in
its context than the ordinary translation does. One does not
betroth a wife to him forever; at some time the hetrothal leads
to a marriage or it is dissolved. In 2 Sam. 3 14 "W is applied
to the transaction described in 1 Sam. 18 2529, whereby Michal,
Saul's daughter, became the wife of David. Here there was no
betrothal ; David, when he had fulfilled the conditions laid down
by Saul, simply took Michal for his wife. The ordinary Hebrew
word for taking a wife is l'lp:), and the Septuagint translators show
that they think a marriage was indicated hy the Hebrew £ 8,
for they translate it by #AaBor, the Greek equivalent of Npb.*

8 The root W, Assyrian erifw, meant “to wish for", “desire.”

9 The Authorized Version rendered uryoreder by the word “‘espoused,”
which may mean either betrothed or married. This is & happier render-
iug than that of the Revised Version.
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It is clear, therefore, from the evidence of the contexts, that
both & and wmorealew wore employed for betrothal and also
for marriage, especially a recent marriage. In Luke 2 5, then,
it is not strange to find it applied to a married woman. Doubtless
Apollos, if he was the author of the passage, intended to in-
dicate that the girl who was wapBévos, when the annunciation
was made to her, was still wapOévos, when she reached Jern-
salem; that she was married to Joseph, but that they had not
cohabited. Thus the birth of Jesus was as supernatural as that
of John, but in a different way; John was supernaturally begotten
because his parents were past the age of begetting and child-
bearing; Jesus, because he was conceived before his parents
had ever come together.

When we consider this narrative of the birth of Jesus and
of John against the background of Philonic thought and the
scientific ideas of the first century, it is not clear whether
Apollos regarded the birth of Jesus as more miraculous than
that of John. Apollos was, however, a Christian; he no longer
regarded John as the equal of Jesus. Jesus was the Son of
God in a sense in which John was not, and so, in order to make
thie perfectly clear, he tells of the appearance to the shepherds
of the angelic host at the time of Jesus’ birth, and of their song
of praise to God, because he was now to bring peace to the
earth by expressing through this child his good will toward men
(Lu. 213, 14). Just as Philo represents Isaac as God-begotten,
8o Jesus and John were God-begotten. This did not mean that
Mary did not bear Jesus to Joseph, for Joseph and Mary are
later spoken of as his “parents” (Lu. 2 41) and Joseph is called
his “father” (Lu. 2 4s). His genealogy is also traced through
Joseph (Lu. 3 23-38), whose son, it is said, Jesus “was supposed”
to be. Some scholars have thought the words as évouilero a
later gloss, added by some one who misunderstood the main
purpase of the context.”® If the main contention of this paper
is right, however, no auch supposition is called for. The text as
it is is quite in the Philonic manner and is quite what we might

10 Of course the cbronological data in Lu. 21,9 and 31 do not come
from Apollos, but were added by St. Luke.
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gxpect Apollos to write. Philo regarded Isaac as really God-
begotten, though born to Abraham. While ke does not specif-
ically say that Isaac was only supposed to be the son of Abraham,
his statements contain all the elements of such an assertion. Tt
was doubtless the intention of Apollos to follow in the footsteps
of his teacher, and we need not be surprised that he made the
statement specific.

So far as our extant sources inform us, this view of the birth
of Jesus and of John was comparatively new to the Christian
public when the Gospel of Luke was composed between the
years 58 and 60 o. . The Gospel of Mark, written some ten
years earlier, had represented the “beginning of the Gospel of
Jesus Christ, the Son of God” as his baptism, when there broke
in upon his consciousness with such power the realization that
he was the “Son of God.” Mark clearly had never heard of the
“ Annunciation,” for he tells us (Mk. 3 21-33), how Mary as well
as Jesus’ brothers thought him out of his mind and tried to
stop his work. Schmiedel,"* Lobstein,”” and Berguer’® have all
pointed out how difficult, if not impossible, it is to snppose that,
if Mary had really had the experience before Jesus' birth des-
cribed in Lu. 1 26#., she could ever have thought him out of
his mind, and this difficulty does not seem to be fully met by
the considerations urged by Box.'* As Schmiedel has noted, the
saying of Jesus “A prophet is not without honor save in his
own country, among his own kin, and in his own house” (Mk. 6 4),
has in it a personsal note, and seems to imply that no one in
the family circle at Nazareth understood or sympathized with
him. Another important point no one, so far as I kmow, has
noted. In Mark 15 40 it is said that two Marys were at the Crudi-
fixion, Mary Magdalene and Mary the mother of James the less
(i- e. the younger) and Joses. As James and Joses were brothers
of Jesus (Mk. 6 5), their mother must have been his mother, bat
ghe seems to have been so out of sympathy with her great Son
that in this older Petrine tradition Mary Magdalene, who was

1t Encyslopaedia Biblica, Col. 9965.
12 The Virgin Birth of Christ, New York, 1803, p. 50.

13 Some Aspects of the Life of Jesus, New York, 1628, p. 102
14 The Virgin Birth of Jesws, pp. MO 8. and 298,
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devoted to him is mentioned before her, and she is not even
called the mother of Jesus. This seems to imply that her idea
that he was beside himself was not the expression of momentary
peychological doubt and bewilderment, but was the result of a
deep-seated misunderstanding of him which ran throughout his
ministry. An echo of the early tradition that there was such
misunderstanding appears even in the Fonrth Gospel (John 2 4),
and accounts for the otherwise inexplicable harshness with which
Jesus is there said to address his mother. The appearance of
harshness in this passage is the more striking from the fact that
the Fourth Evangelist represents Mary as anxious to exhibit
the miraculous power of her supernatural son.

It may plausibly be urged that Mary’s failure to understand
Jesus is not psychologically inconsistent with the historicity of
the Annunciation; that her misunderstanding may have been
due to the fact that she expected Jesus, as Messiah, to be an
earthly king, and that, when he persisted in wearing himself
out in lowly works she naturally thought the divine plan, so
supernaturally. disclosed, was being thwarted and that the very
fact of the Annunciation intensified her feeling of disappoint-
ment and disgust. If, however, all this be granted, it still remains
true that this earliest tradition knew nothing of the Annun-
ciation, and probable that, had it known of it, the knowledge
would have led those who transmitted the narratives to soften
the harshness of Mary's opposition to Jesus.

The fact is (and that is all that is here being insisted upon)
that in this earliest tradition, which goes back to Peter, a dis-
ciple who belonged to the innermost circle of Christ’s intimate
companions, there is evidence that the Virgin Birth was un-
konown, and that the profound misunderstanding of Jesus on
the part of his mother was one of the tragedies of his life.

St. Paul's view was similar to this. He declares that Jesus
was “of the seed of David according to the flesh” and that it was
the Resurrection which determined that he was the Son of God
(Rom. 1 4). Farther, St. Paul states very clearly that he believed
that the divine nature of Jesus was given him [or given back to
him] because of the way he met temptation. In Phil. 2 5-11 he
contrasts Christ with Adam. Adam was made in the image of
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God; he was tempted to become like God, he grasped at the
prize and lost his Eden. Jesus was in the “form” (mopgs) of
God [8t. Paul accepted his pre-existence], Jesus did not think
equality with God a prize to be grasped at, but emptied himself
[of his divine attributes] becoming obedient to death, the igno-
minious death of the cross. Therefore (i. e. in consequence of
this), God highly exalted him and gave to him “the name that
is above every name,” i. e. the name Yahweh, represented in
the Greek by Kipws, a name which carried with it, according
to Jewish modes of thinking, the attributes of deity (cf. Lev. 24 11).
St. Paul could not assert more emphatically than he does in
this passage his belief in the deity of Christ, nor could he state
more clearly his belief that that deity was given back to him
because of the choices he made as a man. As in Romans 1 4,
he makes it quite clear that it was at Christ's Resurrection,
after he had humbled himself and become obedient to death—
the death of the cross—that God exalted him. As he had
emptied himself of divinity that he might “be found in fashion
as a man” before the Incarnation, and did not receive “the
name that is above every name” until the Resurrection, it follows
that St. Paul thought of Jesus as having been during his earthly
life a man; that he came into the world like other men, and
received back his divinity at the Resurrection.

It is hardly possible that Apollos should have elaborated
this account of the birth of Jesus between the years 53 and 58,
while working at Corinth and Ephesns, during the period of
St. Paul’s residence at Ephesus and his second and third visits
to Corinth, without St. Paul knowing about it. The fact that in
writing Romans he deliberately rejected it, and in Philippians
shows that he believed the pre-existent Christ came into the
world otherwise, indicates that he did not regard it as resting
on authority as good as the older Petrine view.

We have, then, this sitnation. The early tradition which goes
back to St. Peter, held that the divine nature of Jesus came
upon him at the time of his baptism and temptation. The first
departure from this view in the literature is found in the Gospel
of Luke, in which both John the Baptist and Jesus are rep-
resented as miraculously begotten. St. Luke's account was
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written five or seven years after Apollos came into the circle
of the Pauline churches. We know that it was St. Luke’s literary
method to embody his sources with comparative entirety. Pre-
sumably, therefore, he found the material on this subject ready
to his hand practically in the form in which it lies before us in
his Gospel. That material, as we have seen, is controlled by
conceptions of supernatural birth of which we have parallels only
in Philo. The one disciple of the Philonic school of whose presence
we know in that region during the years which immediately
preceded the writing of the Gospel of Luke was Apollos. Apollos
had been & member of the John the Baptist sect; here only in
the New Testament is the birth of John narrated and made
divine — almost as divine as that of Jesus himeelfl. In view of
all these facts it is difficnlt to escape the conviction that Apollos
was the real author of Luke’s source for this material. The
conviction is confirmed by the abundant knowledge of the Old
Testament which the material betrays, for Apollos was “mighty
in the Seriptures” (Acts 18 24),” and Luke, a Gentile, converted
in the year 50, could hardly have been.

18 It has often been conjectured that 8t. Luke obtained his information
about the Annunciation from the Virgin Mary. While it is not imposaible
that she lived until after 52 A. D,, it is doubtful whether she left Palestine
and migrated to the Aegean region where Apollos could meet her. It
is possible, however, that between 62 and 58 A.D. he may have made
e pilgrimage to Jerusalem st one of the festal seasons when bhe msy
have met her. We kmow that her son James continued to live at Jeru-
salem until his martyrdom in 62 A.D. (Jos, Ant. xx, 91). If she were
alive when Apollos first made his appearance in the circle of the Pauline
churches, she would have been at least 76 years old—a great age for a
perton of that period, though not an impossible one. Had she lived,
however, she would probably have lived with one of her children. The
only one of these of whose whereahouts the sources of the period give
us any informstion is James, who was Jooked upon as the head of the
Charch in Jerusalem. Mary is not mentioned in the New Testament as
living with him; nevertheless, she may have done ao. Hed she lived with
him, and had the information come from her, it would seem more likely
that it would have formed s part of the Petrine tradition than of that
whioh came through Apollos or Luke. However, if one were to sccept
the view that either from Mary herself, or from some one who had talked
with her, Apollos obtained the facts which he reports here, the Philonio
features of the marrstive would still be due to the manner of reporting
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If this view is correct, the work of Apollos fell into the hands
of Luke and appealed to him. He gave it currency in his Gospel
If that Gospel was written at the date and place we have sup-
posed, we may suppose that St. Paul became familiar with the
material, for presumably during the years of imprisonment at
Caesarea, St. Luke and St. Paul would talk of such a matier.
In spite of this, S8t. Paul never accepted the story. As we have
seen, when two or three years later he wrote his Epistle to the
Philippians, he still held to the older Petrine tradition, which
he doubtless regarded as more historical. How did the etory
of Apollos fare with others? Let us see what we can discover.

It has often been assumed that the author of the Goepel
according to Matthew had a source for the Infancy narratives
other than that which Luke had. Apart from oral sources for
some parts of his narrative, this seems an unnecessary sup-
position. It is clear from the main features of the Gospel of
Matthew that its author was a Palestinian Jewish Christian,
deeply interested in the fulfilment of Messianic prophecy. There
is no evidence that he had ever been » member of the John
the Buptist sect. When he compiled his Gospel, probably Apollos’
account of the Infancy was kmown to him either in an oral or a
written form. His knowledge of the Greek version of Isaiah 7
led him at once to see in Apollos’ use of the word wapfévos a
fulfilment of Isa. 7 14. He rejected, however, Apollos’ account
of the birth of John the Baptist, as that made John appear to
be too nearly on an equality with the Messiah. He also rejected
Apollog’ line of ancestry for Joseph and substituted another
which traced that ancestry through the line of Judaean kings,
since the Messiah should come of the line that had actually
occupied the throne. For gimilar reasons he substituted Beth-
lehem for Nazareth as the home of Joseph and Mary before
the birth of Jesus, because the royal parents should live at the
royal city. Other features concerning Herod and the Magi were
added from oral tradition. One feature of Apollos’ Philonic

the faots, at least in part, and the probability would remain that Apollos
waa the narrator. Had Apollos or Luke been aware, however, that the
substance of the parrative came from Mary herself, it seems probable
that they would have convinoed St. Paul of the fact.
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representation he retained. He still counted Joseph as the
father of Jesus, going so far as to say, in a reading that the
Sinai Syriac and the “Ferrar Group” have preserved (Matth.1 1e),
“Joseph, who was espoused to Mary the Virgin, begat Jesus.”
He thus preserved, in spite of his transformation of the main
parts of this story, the Philonic view that Jesus, though begotten
by God, was nevertheless the son of Joseph.

By the time the Gospel of John was written the Logos ides,
which it is proposed to treat in another paper, had, throogh
St. Paul's mediation in his Epistle to the Colossians of an idea
which Apollos had doubtless mediated to him, entered into the
conception of the person of Christ entertained in Asia Minor,
and the author of the Fourth Gospel employs it, rather than
the theory of supernatural birth, to express his conception of
the deity of Christ. In spite of the fact that he considers Jesus
as the incarnate Logos, he speaks of him as the “son of Joseph”
(ch. 145 and 6 ¢2), thus perpetuating the Philonic method of
mingling divine and human parentage, which Apollos had in-
troduced from Alexandria. He further intimates (ch. 112, 13),
that through the agency of Jesus Christians experience a birth
that is similarly supernatural,

Early in the second century the Apollos view of the birth of
Christ had supplanted the Petrine-Pauline view of it. The causes
of this were complex. In the first place the views of Apollos
lay before every Christian reader in the Gospels of Matthew
and Luke, while the opposite view was not clearly expressed in
Mark, and its expression by St. Paul in his Epistle to the
Philippians was so oratorical and involved that it probably was
not generally realized that he really expressed a view divergent
from that of the Gospels. This is also true of most modern
readers of the New Testament. Another reason for the general
acceptance of the view of Apollos was the appeal that it made
to the love of the supernatural. A third and final reason was
the conflict with the Docetic heretics, who reduced the earthly
life of Christ to unreality. Jesus was not really divine; he only
seemed to be. His divine nature came down upon him for atime
at his Baptism, but it left him, when on the cross he cried “My
power, my power, thou hast left me” (Gospel of Peter, oh. b),
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The Petrine-Pauline view of the birth of Jesus and of the
time his divine nature came to him readily lent itself to this
heresy. It is probably no accident that The Gospel of Peter
became the Gospel of the Docetists. In combatting this heresy
Igoatius naturally fell back upon the Intx.ncy narratives of
Matthew and Luke. Thus we find him saying in Ad Ephes. 188
“For our God, Jesuns Christ, was conceived by Mary, according
to a dispensation, from the seed of David and the Holy Ghost,
who was born and baptised in order that he might purify the
water by his suffering.”' Docetism made the triumph of the
conceptions of Jesus’ birth set forth by Apollos necessary, il
in the second century the life of Christ were to continue to
seem real.

These forces so fixed the views of Apollos in Christian belief
that, though in the struggle with Marcion, which soon followed,
it would have been an advantage to have vindicated the reality
of the humanity of Jesus by asserting that he was born like
other men, the confession of faith, which was adopted at Rome
for this purpose, continued to say that Jesus was born of a
Virgin. In course of time this was elaborated into the Apostles’
Creed and has come with authority to our own time, thus trans-
mitting even to us, if we are not mistaken, the thonghts and
influence of Apollos.

1 “The entire list of passages in which Ignatius refers to the Birth
of Chriet is as follows: Ad Ephes. 7; 18; 19; Ad Magnes. 8; Ad Tvrall. 9;
Ad Smyr. 1. Of these Ad Trall. 9 sounds so much like an anticipation
of the Apostles’ Creed that it is worth quoting: “Be ye deaf, therefore,
whenever any one speaks to you apart from Jesas Christ, who was of
the race of David, who was the son of Mary, who was truly born and
ate and drank, was truly persecuted in the time of Poutins Pilate, was
traly crucified and died in the sight of those in heaven and those on
esrth and thoss under the ecarth; who was alio truly raised from the
dead, his Father raising him, who in like fashion will so raise us who
believe on him—his Father will raise us up in Christ, apart from whom
we have no genuins life.”





