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PREFACE

HE following sketch of the history and contents of the

New Testament is necessarily a sketch only. His-
torical, literary, and textual criticism, and the question of
the Canon, require increasing specialization, which makes
a whole library necessary for a full treatment of the New
Testament. But as the study advances there is need at
intervals for a brief conspectus of the material in one
volume, such as will put the reader who is not an expert
or a professed student in possession of the salient points.
He wants to know in outline how the New Testament
as a whole, and each book in it, reached its present form,
when and where each acquired canonical authority, the
chief problems which the study of them raises, historical,
literary, and textual, and broadly what each is about and
what it contains. It is the aim of the present volume
to supply such a need.

I greatly regret that I was unable to make use of
Provost (formerly Archbishop) Bernard’s work on the
Fourth Gospel in the International Critical Commentary,
but I am glad to find that the views that I have expressed
agree to a large extent with his.

It is venturesome to write an Introduction to the New
Testament in Dublin, where Dr. Salmon’s learning, en-
riched with brilliance and humour, has caused his name
to be revered as that of a master and a giant. But a large
Proportion of this book is concerned with results reached
since his day, which are so numerous that the attempt to
record them may be forgiven.

A. H. Mc°N.

Trimiry CoLrrce, DusLin,
Easter 1g27.
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I. THE NEW TESTAMENT

HIS title, as applied to the collection of sacred Christian

writings, is often used with no clear understanding of
its meaning. A ‘testament’ is strictly a ‘will’, a last will
and testament made by some one before his death and
binding upon his survivors after it. But that does not
explain the title. The Latin festamentum also has this
meaning, apart from the Bible and writings connected with
it. In non-biblical Greek the word é&ialixy (diathéke), of
which festamentum is the equivalent, means similarly a ‘will .
But a will is only a particular instance of a binding
arrangement or disposition ; and in the Bible diathzke bears
that wider meaning in various applications. In the Greek
Old Testament it is the rendering of the Hebrew N™3 (5°i£%),
which never means a ‘will’. It is with the Hebrew mean-
ings, therefore, that a study of the word must begin.

(@) Either God or man can lay a binding obligation upon
himself. It is then an ‘undertaking’ or ‘promise’. () It
can be imposed upon another, in the form of an ‘ordinance ’
or ‘command’. (/) When an undertaking is mutually
entered into by two parties, it is a ‘ covenant’ or ‘agree-
ment’ or ‘pact’. The Israelite nation were deeply in-
fluenced by the thought that when they became Yahweh’s
people at Sinai He and they entered into such a covenant ;
they received from Him a body of commands, and He
promised His blessing and protection in the event of their
obedience. (Siaffxn occurs in this sense of mutual agree-
ment in Aristoph. Birds, 439, but normally in non-biblical
Greek the word used for that is surffxn.) Since S:abfcy
was the LXX equivalent of #%ith in all these various
senses, it was taken over by New Testament writers with

the same elastic force. But they added to it two other
25946 B



2 THE NEW TESTAMENT

meanings: (d) Both St. Paul (Gal. iii. 15) and the author of
Hebrews (ix. 17) illustrate the dealings of God with His
people by reference to the ordinary non-biblical meaning,
a human ‘will’ or ‘testament’. (¢) Finally, we reach the
sense from which was derived the use in our title, i. e. a ‘dis-
pensation’, ‘régime’. There were two eras in the world’s
history, in which there were two d7afkekaz, the one involving
slavery, the other freedom (Gal. iv. 24-6). The conditions
of the ‘old drathaks’ were written on tablets of stone; and
if the giving of them, says St. Paul, was accompanied by
divine glory, how much more glorious must be the ‘new
diatheke’ (2 Cor. iil. 4-11), What we call the Old and the
New Testaments are two collections of writings containing
the divine message which belong respectively to the two
dispensations. Melito, Bishop of Sardis (¢. A. p. 170}, speaks
of ‘the books of the old diatheke’ (ap. Eus. H. E. iv. 26);
and at about the end of that century Clement of Alexandria
and Tertullian employ the expressions walawe Siafixy,
velus festamentum, and véa Siab., novum fest., as the actual
titles of the two collections of books.

BOOKS

J. Hastings’ Dict. of the Bible, articles ¢ Covenant’ and ¢ Testament ’.
J. B. Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 141.

A. H. McNeile, Exodus, pp. 150-2.

J. H. Moulton and G. Milligan, Focabulary of the Greek Testament, s.v.
I TUR

B. F. Westcott, Hebrews, pp. 298-302.

St
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II. THE SYNOPTIC GOSPELS

§ 1. Early Stages

LITTLE group of Jews in the capital of Judaism
A. began one day to proclaim to all and sundry that
a young Man, who had just been executed as a revolu-
tionary, had risen from the dead, and was the Messiah.
This obviously invited derision, and worse, unless con-
vincing proof were forthcoming. The repeated and con-
fident witness of those who had seen Him alive after His
death, and the ecstatic and moving inspiration with which
they pressed their message, were enough at the outset to
convince quite a number of persons. But in the conserva-
tive air of Judaism no message could gain wide acceptance
without the only sort of proof that was felt to be worth any-
thing—the proof from Scripture. If Jesus was the Messiah,
Scripture must have foretold His death and resurrection.
And the early Christians found no difficulty in showing
that it did. And not only the death and resurrection,
and the outpouring of the Spirit that followed, but many
of the detailed circumstances of His life. After the first
flaming proclamation Christian preaching inevitably took
the form of apologia, ‘proving that this is the Messiah’
(Acts ix. 22). When St. Paul had given the same message
at Beroea, and supported it in the same way, his hearers
each day looked up in the Scriptures the passages adduced
in order to verify and understand them (xvii. 11).

It was from this.invariable need of apologia that Christian
literature must have taken its rise, in the writing down of
Old Testament passages, together with events in which
they found fulfilment. This practice began at an early
date; and the writings would be in the native Aramaic of

B2



4 THE SYNOPTIC GOSPELS

Palestinian Jews. But while proofs were needed to con-
vince opponents, those who were convinced, and believed
in the Messiahship of Jesus, would ask for more. Not,
indeed, at the very beginning, when His Advent was
expected any day in the immediate future. But as time
went on, interest in the details of His life increased. What
manner of man was this? How did He spend His time?
Above all, what did He teach? Thus round the reminis-
cences of the events for which Old Testament predictions
could be adduced other reminiscences would grow, all
glowing with the character and spirit of Him who was
believed to be the foreordained Son of God.

Behind our Gospels, then, lay these two s#rafa—written
testimonia, or Old Testament proofs, and oral reminis-
cences ; the latter, however, in many cases, would before
long be written down, also in Aramaic, and treasured as
fresh material by mission preachers. Many think that these
festimonia are referred to in the statement of Papias, Bishop
of Hierapolis, in the first half of the second century, for
which he claims the authority of an ‘Elder’, i. e. probably
a Christian of an earlier date, who lived very near to the
events which he relates: Mar8aios pév o0v ‘EBpaide SralékTe
& ANoyia ovveypdyraro' fpuivevee 8 adtd ds v Suvards
éxacros. ‘ Matthew compiled the logia! in the Hebrew

! Papias himself wrote a work in five books entitled (according to
Eus. loc. ot} ‘¢ Expositions of Oracles of the Lord’, hoylor kupiakey
éEnynoews (sic; probably -yfgas or -ypais). Dr. Lawlor, Dean of St.
Patrick’s, Professor of Ecclesiastical Historyin the University of Dublin
(Fusebius on Papias, in Hermathena, vol. xx), argues that logia does not
mean simply ¢ Sayings*'. He suggests that the expression Aéyta kuprakd
is borrowed from Papias by Irenaeus, who seems to use it in the sense
of ‘matters relating to the Lord’, from which heretics draw false
inferences. He also has the expression r& Aéyia 7o xvpiov, which
appears to mean specifically ‘the Gospels’. If so, the work of Papias
was, in fact, an exposition of some of the contents of the Gospel. But
when Papias quotes the Elder as saying simply that Matthew compiled
the Adyia, he cannot mean ‘ the Gospels’; and the article forbids either



EARLY STAGES 5

[i. e. Aramaic] language, and each person interpreted them
as he was able’ (ap. Eus. A. E.iii. 39). The First Gospel
is not a translation from the Aramaic ; so that if the evidence
of Papias is to have any weight, the work of the Apostle,
whatever it was, must have been earlier. But since much
of it was incorporated in the First Gospel, his name became
attached to it in tradition. The occurrence in the First
Gospel of expressions such as ‘that it might be fulfilled’
{ii. 15, 17, 23 ; iv. 14; Viii. 17; Xii. 17; Xiii. 35; Xx1. 4)is thought
to favour the idea that the Apostle made the earliest, or
the most popular, collection of proof texts from the Old
Testament, and that each reader ‘ interpreted’, i. e. thought
out for himself, to the best of his ability the fulfilments of
them; or that to his collection of texts he himself added
short accounts of the events in which they were fulfilled,
and each reader ‘translated’ them from Aramaic into his
own tongue. But the passages in Mat#f. which speak of
the fulfilment of the Old Testament are not, after all,
numerous or important enough to have caused the com-
piler’s name to be attached to it.

A better explanation is that the Apostle compiled in

Aramaic! a collection of Gospel material of which the dis-
courses and sayings of Jesus formed the larger part, with
short narratives describing the occasions on which they
were uttered ; and various persons translated it according
to their ability.
“a Gospel ” or * some of the contents of the Gospel’. Westcott (some-
time Bishop of Durham) thought that the word must be given ‘its
necessary notion of scriptural authority’; but its notion of sacred
authority is all that is necessary. And the word is best explained,
with Streeter, as ¢ the (original) discourses’. They were sacred and
authoritative, they were divine oracles, because they were Christ's.

! Dalman (Professor of Theology in the University of Leipzig), The
Wt_Jra’s of Jesus (transl. Kay, 1902, pp. 57-71), is sceptical about any
Wwritten Semitic original. On this see Stanton (sometime Regius

Professor of Divinity, Cambridge), The Gospels as Historical Docu-
ments, vol. ii, p. 63 f.



6 THE SYNOPTIC GOSPELS

But the other Apostles in their preaching would con-
stantly relate reminiscences of the Lord’s sayings and
doings. And what the Elder says about St. Peter (Eus.
ibid.) must have been true of them all, that they related
them wpds Tas xpefas, as the needs, moral or apologetic, of
their audiences on each occasion required, and not as
making a evrrafs, a formal or logical arrangement. Early
tradition, starting with this passage of Papias, has it that
Mark followed Peter as his interpreter. And he collected,
as fully and accurately as he could, and wrote down in
Greek, as much as he could remember of these scattered
and occasional teachings of the Apostle. The passage is
full of ambiguities, and each reader must ‘interpret it as
he is able’: «al 1008’ & wpeaBiTepos EAeye. Mdpkos pev
épunvevriys Iérpov yevdpevos 8oa éuvnubvevaer axpBds éypa-
Yev, 00 pévroi Tdfer, T& Uwd Xpiorod §} Aexbévra §} wpaxfévra.
olre yap fjxovee rod Kuplov ofTe mapnkohoddnoer adrd Jorepov
8¢, s épmy, Ilérpy, Os wpds Tas X pelas émoteiro Tas Sibackalias,
dAN oby &omep oivralw 7év Kvptakdy mowodpevos Aoywr: dore
o0étv fuapre Mdpros, olrws é&via ypdras ds dmwepvnubvevaer.
évds yap émrotfoaro mpbvoiay, Tob pnbév Gy fikovoe mapalimwely
7 Jredoasbal T év avrols.

*This also the Elder said: Mark, having become (i. e, con-
stituting himself) Peter’s interpreter, wrote down accurately—
not, however, in order—all that he remembered of the things
either said or done by Christ. For he was neither a hearer
nor a follower of the Lord, but a follower, as 1 have said, ot
Peter at a later time; and Peter delivered his instructions to
meet the needs of the moment, but with no attempt to give
the Lord’s words in any systematic arrangement. So that
Mark was not wrong in thus writing down some things as
he recollected them, for the one thing that he was careful
of was to omit nothing of what he had heard or to make
any lalse statement.’

Thus behind our Gospels two lines of tradition are
traceable—St. Matthew’s Aramaic collection of the Lord’s
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discourses, and St. Peter’'s Aramaic instructions. Other
lines which cannot be traced are the Aramaic instructions
given by all the Apostles, which doubtless left a precipitate
in the sources used by the Evangelists. The first stages
of the written sources, the development in Greek of
St. Matthew’s collection, known as Q, St. Mark’s Greek
reproduction of St. Peter’s teaching, and others, will be
studied later; and the way in which the authors of the
First and Third Gospels seem to have used them to build
up their writings. These two, together with St. Mark’s,
are called ‘synoptic’ because the three give in general the
same view of our Lord’s life, and follow broadly the same
narrative framework, with a similarity in language, voca-
bulary, and the selection of material, which marks a kinship
in which they stand apart from the Fourth Gospel.

But allfour Evangelists aimed at setting forththe‘Gospel’,
the good tidings of Jesus Christ. So that some time after
the separate Gospels had become known and reverenced
everywhere, there were prefixed to them in the earliest
manuscripts that we possess (dating from the fourth century)
the titles xar& Mab808aiov, kard. Mdpxor and so on—the one
Gospel ‘according to Matthew’, &c.!

§ 2. Characteristics and Motives

But historians are not mere chroniclers of bare events.
To the true historian the past is not the ‘ dead past’ which
‘can be left to bury its dead ; it is alive, with a meaning for
the present. And an ancient historian generally allowed
his conceptions of its meaning to set their mark upon his
narrative more strongly than is permitted by the modern
feeling of the importance of accuracy. He always wrote
with presuppositions and a purpose, political, moral, re-

! For a new theory to explain the use of the word ‘Gospel’ as

the title of a book see Streeter (Fellow of Queen’s College, Oxford,
Canon of Hereford), The Four Gospels, p. 497f.
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ligious, and so on. And the writers of the Gospels show
that they were not exceptions; each of them emphasizes
particular aspects of the message which he felt to be
important.

(z) Matthew. Although the First Gospel was composed
. from existing material, the evangelist used it in such a way
as to serve a definite purpose. By selection, arrangement,
and comment, and by numerous alterations of wording,
he made clear the meaning that he found in the events and
in the utterances of Jesus. His aim was to show that
Christianity was the true consummation of Judaism. It
was an apologia pro vita sua of the Christian Church,
offered to the Jews. ‘Jesus the true messiah, born and
trained under the Jewish law, and yet Lord of a Church
whose inward faith, organization, procedure, and world-
wide scope transcended the legal limitations of Judaism—
this is the dominant conception of Matthew’s Gospel from
beginning to end.” ‘He wishes to show that, in spite of
the contemporary rupture between Judaism and Chris-
tianity, there has been a divine continuity realized in the
origin and issues of faith in Jesus as the Christ.” *The three
sacred possessions of Judaism’—the chosen People, the
Temple, and the Law—*have thus passed into higher uses,
as a result of the life of Jesus the Christian messiah. It is
Matthew’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 pre-
sumptuousness, but the realization of a divine purpose and
the verification of divine prophecies in the sphere of
history.”! The same thought, that Christians are the true
Israel, is expressed in other ways elsewhere in the New
Testament, in the Lucan writings, Hebrews, 1 Peter, and
the Apocalypse. It is not a leading thought of St. Paul ; he

' J. Moffatt (Professor at the United Free Church College, Glasgow),
Introd. to the Literature of the N, T, p. 2a4.
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was too much occupied with the ‘contemporary rupture’.
But when his victory for Gentiles was won, the continuity
was recognized to be an essential factor in the Church’s
life, which it was important to claim and prove. But the
First Evangelist does it by a method peculiar to himself.
He was both a thorough Jew, acquainted with Rabbinic
thought, and not averse to the use of midrash, and at the
same time a Christian Churchman; and he fuses sources
written from different points of view in such a way that
the two aspects sometimes appear side by side, so that they
can be studied separately.

(1) Asa Jew he is interested in everything which can be
interpreted with a particularistic force, showing the impor-
tance and permanence of Jewish ideas and customs: e.g.
v. 18, 19; viL.6; viil. 7,' 11; x. 5b, 6; xiil. 52 ; xv. 24 ; Xix. 28;
xxiil. 2, together with the many eschatological utterances
attributed to Jesus. And he reveals his Rabbinic habit of
mind by the devices which he adopts in the arrangement
of his material. For convenience to the memory in Church
instruction he groups incidents and sayings in twos, threes,
fives, and sevens (see Allen,® St. Maithew, p. Ixv), and the
Genealogy in fourteens, thus offering what appears to be
a sort of acrostic on the name David, of which the numerical
value of the Hebrew letters is fourteen (Box,* Inferpreter,
Jan. 19o6). That which made it possible for him to be
a scribe, bringing forth from his treasure things new and
‘old, was the fact that Jesus whowields universal sovereignty
was at the same time the Messiah of Hebrew ancestry.
This is taught in the Genealogy traced through the royal
line, and in the worship offered by the Magians to Him that
was born King of the Jews. The royal authority of the
King is seen in the repeated ‘But I say unto you’ in the

! If, as is probable, the words are to be understood as a question.

? Formerly Archdeacon of Manchester.
* Professor of Hebrew, King’s College, London.
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Sermon on the Mount, expressing His independence in
interpreting the Jewish law in its true inwardness. The
same independence is shown in His repudiation of some
of the enactments in the ‘tradition of the elders’. And if
He was superior to the law and the tradition, He was
superior to the law and the prophets, a truth conveyed. in
the vision of the Transfiguration. Again, He was superior
to the claims of Caesar the earthly monarch, as He asserted
in the statement that ‘ the children are free’ of the duty of
paying the stater or didrachm, which He paid only to avoid
giving offence. Eight times His royal descent is recognized
when He is addressed as ‘Son of David’, and the same
title is given to Joseph (i. 20). The entry into Jerusalem
was a manifestation of loyalty to One who was popularly
supposed to be about to restore the Jewish monarchy ; and
He accepted it as symbolic of something greater and more
spiritual. When Pilate asked Him, ‘ Art thou the king of
the Jews?’ He again accepted the title, but as expressing
something which the procurator was quite unable to under-
stand. And there was a deep irony in the mockery by the
soldiers, and in the ###ulus on the Cross.

The evangelist saw in Him also the more spiritual hopes
of the Jewish apocalyptic. St. Peter’s confession of His
Messiahship forms an important turning-point in His
history. Jesusthen began to speak of Himself as ‘the Son
of Man’, and openly to predict His future Messianic glory,
His Advent and Judgment. Finally, He claimed to have
been given all authority in heaven and on earth. Add to
these the references to the fulfilment in Him of Old Testa-
ment predictions, and it will be seen that the author’s
heart, like the Psalmist’s, overflowed with a goodly matter:
he spoke of the things that he had made touching the
King.

(2) But with the King is bound up the Kingdom. If
Christ was the fulfilment of Israelite hopes, the Christian
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Church was the fulfilment of Israel. The national privileges
of the Jews had passed into the possession of the few who
were the true Israelites; see iii. 12; viil, 11 f; xiil. 11-17;
36-43, 47-50; XiX.27-30; xxi. 28-31, 33-43; xxii. 8-10, 14,
and all the teaching on those who were fitted to enter or
possess the Kingdom. They were the sacred ecclesia as it
ought to be. The evangelist writes as a ¢ Churchman’, and
shows a strong ecclesiastical interest. Christ’s followers
were His ecclesia which He would build upon the rock, the
sure foundation of His Messiahship which St. Peter had
confessed (xvi. 18). To St. Peter (v. 18) and to the members
of the Church as a body (xviii. 18) was given the authority
to bind and loose, i. e. to declare things forbidden and per-
mitted; and the latter passage immediately follows an
injunction (z. 17) to report an offending and contumacious
brother to the ecclesia; and, if he disregarded the ecclesia,
to treat him as outside the pale of society. They were to
possess, therefore, the powers, such as were exercised in
the Jewish Church, of legislature and excommunication.
To St. Peter would be given administrative power, “ the
keys of the Kingdom of Heaven’ (xvi. 1g), and all the
Twelve should sit on thrones judging the twelve tribes of
Israel (xix. 28). Membership in this community was to be
acquired by Baptism (xxviil. 19). Wherever two or three
members met for prayer, Christ would be in their midst
{xviii. 20). And, as in the Jewish Church, there would be
prophets (x. 41 ; xxiii. 34), wise men (xxiii. 34), and scribes
(x1ii, 52; xxiil. 34).

The working out of this conception that Christ and His
ecclesia are the fulfilment of the Jewish Messianic hopes
and of the Jewish sacred people explains the presence in
the Gospel of a strong anti-Pharisaic polemic (see Allen,
pp. Ixxviff)), since it was the Pharisees who prevented the
Jewish ecclesia from being what it might be. At the same
time the evangelist was glad to include passages which
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pointed to the drawing in of the Gentiles into the embrace
of this Church which has reached that for which the Jewish
Church was destined. This is not the universalism of
St. Paul or St. Luke, but of the highest minds in Israel
of old. Magians from the East (ii. 1-12), ‘Galilee of the
Gentiles’ (iv. 14-16), a centurion’s servant (viii. 5-13; see
especially ». 11f), a Canaanite woman (xv. 22-8), ‘all the
world” {xxvi. 13), could share in the blessings available
through the coming of the King. ‘In His name shall the
Gentiles trust’ (xil. 21). ‘ This Gospel shall be preached in
all the world for a witness unto all the Gentiles’ (xxiv. 14)..
‘Go, therefore, and make disciples of all the Gentiles’
(xxviil. 19).

Lastly, for life in the new ecclesia the Jewish law and
tradition are transcended by the law as interpreted by the
Messiah (v. 2148 ; vi. 1-18; ix. 10-13; xil. 1-8, 9-14; xV.
I—20; xvi. I1 f.; xvil. 1-5; xxil. 23-33, 34-40 ; xxili. 1—28;
XXV. 31-46).

The keynote of the Gospel is I am not come to destroy
but to fulfil’. That principle conserved all that was good
in Judaism by finding it in Christianity. Particularism and
universalism thus stand side by side. And itis unnecessary
to think of either as introduced by interpolation or editing ;
the author, as has been said, used sources written from the
two points of view, and his own bent of mind was such that
he would not neglect either of them, but amalgamated them.

(b)) Mark, The Second Gospel is less complex in its
character and purpose. ‘ Messiah’ did not connote for the
writer the royalty of the Son of David but the power of
the Son of God. All that was contained in his remi-
niscences of St. Peter’s teaching impressed him deeply
with this great fact. His Gospel is not an apologia to
Jews but an apologia to the world of the truth of
Christianity. He therefore makes no use of proof-texts,
and no suggestions that Christianity is the real and ‘ful-
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filled’ Judaism. His sole ‘proofs’ are the actual words
and deeds of the Master and the effects which they pro-
duced. He offers his portrait of the Christ to speak for
itself. The power is seen first and foremost in His
preaching. ‘After John was delivered up Jesus came into
Galilee preaching the good tidings of the Kingdom of God’
(i. 14). The first effect was the immediate attachment to
Him of the two pairs of brothers, Simon and Andrew,
James and John (vv. 16-20). On the Sabbath He entered
into the synagogue and taught, ‘and they were astonished
at His teaching, for He used to teach as one having
authority and not as the scribes’ (v. 22). At Capharnaum
‘ they were all amazed, so that they questioned among them-
selves saying, What is this? A new teaching!’ (v. 27).
After praying in a deserted place He said, ‘Let us go
elsewhere into the adjoining villages that I may preach
there also, for therefore came I forth. And He was
preaching in their synagogues throughout the whole of
Galilee’ (v. 38f). In Capharnaum, again, a crowd came
to the house, ‘and He spake to them the word’ (i. 2).
And by the sea ‘the whole multitude came to Him and
He taught them (2. 13). The number of his followers in-
creased (vv. 13-15). ‘And again He began to teach by the
sea, and a very great multitude was gathered unto Him’
“{iv. 1). Later He returned to His own country and
preached in the synagogue, and ‘the majority were
astonished’, though they stumbled at the possession of
such power by a local carpenter (vi. 1~5). ‘And He went
round the villages in circuit preaching’ (». 7), and was
besieged by crowds (v2. 31-3). At the Transfiguration
the Voice said, ‘ This is My Son, the Beloved; hear Him’
(ix. 7). When He moved into Peraea ‘multitudes came
together again unto Him, and as He was wont He taught
them again ’ (x. 7). And in Jerusalem the authorities hesi-
tated to arrest Him ‘ for all the multitudes were astonished
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at His teaching’ (xi. 18). Though the evangelist records
very few of His words, he emphasizes by this reiteration
the effect which they produced.

But His preaching called forth the recognition of evil
spirits, and His power showed itself in their exorcism, to
the amazement of those who witnessed it (i. 23-7, 39; iii. 11,
22;Vv. 2-16; vil. 25-30° ix. 14-27). He gave His disciples the
same power (iil. 15); and one man, though he was not of
their number, was found exorcizing spirits in His name
(ix. 38). But this at once led people with all kinds ot
diseases to come to Him for healing, and He showed His
power, and astonished those who saw it, by performing the
cures (i. 29-34, 40-5; ii. 3-12; iil. 1-5, 8-10; V. 21-42; vii. 32~
5; Viil. 22-6 ; x. 46-52). This growing popularity as a healer
troubled Him. He was ‘angry’?! when the leper came for
healing (i. 41), and sternly charged him to tell no one about
it. When unclean spirits recognized Him, ‘ He rebuked
them much that they should not make Him manifest’ (iii.
12). And when He healed the daughter of Jairus, ‘ He en-
joined them much that no one should know this’ (v. 43):
see also vii. 36; viil. 26. Finally, His power is shown in
miracles other than healing—the stilling of the sea (vi. 47~
51), the feeding of the five thousand (vi. 35-44) and the four
thousand (viii. 1-9), and the withering of the fig-tree (xi.
13 f., 20).

All this is the power of the Messiah, the Son of God.
That Sonship is repeatedly emphasized (i. 11; iii. 11, v. 7;
xiii. 32 ; xv. 39); Heis called ‘the Holy One of God’ (i. 24) ;
and in the power of the ‘ Holy Spirit’ He cast out demons
(iit. 29).

() Luke. If the leading note of the First Gospel is
royalty, and of the Second power, that of the Third is love.

! dpypobeis,so D a 2. The v.l. exhayywobeis has the mass of sup-
port ; but it would be so natural for that to be substituted that the
harder word is very possibly right.
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The writers of the two former appear to have had apolo-
getic needs in mind; and the same must be said of
St. Luke. In writing to offer to the Gentile Theophilus
a true presentation of Christian facts, he depicts the Messiah
as the Saviour of all men and the Satisfier of all human
needs, the anointed Prophet who brings good tidings to
the poor, the blind, and the bruised (iv. 18f). But there is
no argument or display of any apologetic intention. While
he writes with a purpose, he is himself absorbed in the
beauty of the fairest human life. This is the first and
abiding impression felt by the reader; and some of the
narratives, notably those of the Nativity, are among the
gems of literature. The other evangelists sometimes tell
the same stories, but the aesthetic effect is not quite the
same. St. Matthew impresses us by, what Moffatt calls,
the “ massive unity ’ of his Gospel ; St. Mark by the steady
force and directness of plain language ; St. Luke by the
artistry of grace.

St. Luke emphasizes the universality of salvation,and of
the satisfaction of human needs. The very word *salva-
tion’, which does not occur in the first two Gospels, is
found thirteen times in Luke and Acts. In the account of
the Baptist in Ma#t. and Mk. Is. xl. 3ff. is quoted as far as
the words ‘ make His paths straight’; but in Lk. iii. 4 ff. it
is continued to the words ‘and all flesh shall see the salva-

- tion of God’. The full meaning, moreover, is given to ‘all
flesh’; it includes not only Jews, but Samaritans whom
the Jews despised as being more than half Gentiles (ix. 51-
6; x.30-7; xvil. 11-1g), and Gentiles (ii. 32; iv. 25 ff. ; vii. 2
10; Xiil. 2g; xxiv. 47); and the mission of the Seventy is
generally understood as a mission to Gentiles (x. 1 ff.:
compare v. 7 with 1 Cor. xi. 25-7). But within the
Jewish nation there were those whom the upper classes
treated as beyond the pale of respectable society. The re-
ligious leaders, learned in the Law, thought of the populace,
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the ‘am ha ares, with pious scorn {see Jackson?® and Lake,?
The Beginnings of Christianity, 1.1, Append. E). But to the
Lord, who was one of them, the poor were very dear (iv. 18;
vi. 20f.; vii. 22 ; xiv. 13,21; xvi. 19 ff.}; and not only the poor,
but the disreputable—customs officers and sinners (v.27-32;
vii. 37-50; xv. 1 ff., 11-32; xviii. g~14 ; XixX. 2-10; XXiil. 43).
At the same time He did not avoid therich and respectable .
(vii. 36; xi. 37; xiv. 1 ; and see xxiil. 50-3). Again, women
were little accounted of in Jewish life ; ‘but all through
this Gospel they are allowed a prominent place, and many
types of womanhood are placed before us: Elizabeth, the
Virgin Mary, the prophetess Anna, the widow at Nain, the
nameless sinner in the house of Simon, Mary Magdalene,
Joanna, Susanna, the woman with the issue, Martha and
Mary, the widow with the two mites, the “daughters of
Jerusalem”, and the women at the tomb’ (Plummer,?
St. Luke, xliif.; he quotes Dante who speaks of the
evangelist as seriba mansuetudinis Christi *).

Not all, but a large number, of these incidents and
passages are peculiar to the Third Gospel. The same
purpose is seen in the Genealogy (iii. 23-38), in which the
human descent of Jesus is traced to ‘ Adam the son of God’,
whereas in Matthew the royal descent is traced to Abraham
the father of the Jewish race. Notice also the favourable
description of a Gentile given only in Luke (vii. 5); the
omission of the incident of the Canaanite woman who ob-
tained a blessing with great difficulty, and as a dog ate of
the children’s crumbs (Matt. xv. 21-8; Mk. vii. 24-30); the
indication that the family of Jesus was poor (ii. 24) ; and
the special references to the poor (i. 53 ; i. 8), and to customs
officers (ili. 12).

! Professor of Christian Institutions at the Union Theological
Seminary of New York.

? Professor of Ecclesiastical History at Harvard University.

® Formerly Master of University College, Durham.
¢ De Monarchia, 1. 18.
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The aspects of Christianity revealed in the Gospel are
those of a personal and spiritual religion resulting from the
experience of God’s love and forgiveness. As compared
with the first two Gospels there is a frequent use in Luke
and Acfs of such words as ‘repentance ’, ‘ grace’, ‘ mercy’,
¢« merciful’, ‘ forgiveness of sins’. The expression ‘ Holy
Spirit’, which occurs nine times in Mat#t., Mk, is found
twelve times in Luke and forty-one times in Acfs. And the
attitude of God to man which is thus indicated is met on
man’s side by prayer and praise. The prominence of these
is shown in detail by Plummer, p. xlvf. These instances
are far from exhausting the characteristic features of the
Third Gospel; but they serve to show their general colour,
and to place in a bright light the warm and human character
of the evangelist, to whom these aspects of the Lord’s
Person and work made a special appeal.

A recognition of these characteristics of the Synoptic
Gospels is essential to their study. They were understood
and made use of at an early date. Matthew, the Jewish
Gospel, was preferred by Jewish Christians, orthodox and
unorthodox, if the modern expression is allowable, and was
the basis of apocryphal Gospels such as the Gospel of the
~ Nazarenes!) Conversely, Luke, the non-Jewish Gospel, was
congenial to Marcion, who issued it in a mutilated recen-
sion. And even Markis said to have been a favourite with
a certain class. Irenaeus (Haer. 11 xi. 7) speaks of ‘those
who separate Jesus from Christ, and say that Christ
remained always impassible, but that Jesus suffered, pre-
ferring that Gospel which is according to Mark ’. Whether
the statement is trustworthy or not, it shows that the pic-

ture of divine power which St. Mark draws could be inter-
! There was considerable confusion in Patristic writers between
this, and the Gospel of [or according to] the Hebrews (written in Greek),
the closely allied Gospel of the Ebionites, and the Gospel of the Twelve
{Apostles]. See Moffatt in Hastings’ D.4.C. i. 489-94, and Schmidtke,
Texte u. Untersuch, (Harnack and Gebhardt), xxxvii.
2B4.q C
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preted in a docetic sense, the Son of God being thought of
as separable from the human Jesus.

§ 3. Arrangement

1. Matthew. As was usual in ancient times the evangelist
incorporated existing documents and traditions. To deter-
mine what these were is part of the Synoptic problem
(ch. iii). Here we must note his arrangement of the
material. As the following table shows, he closely followed
the general outline and framework of St. Mark, with only
the few departures from his order which are italicized :

Mark. Maithew.
i. 1-8 John the Baptist and his message  iii. 1-6, 11, 12
g-11 The baptism of Jesus 13-17
12, 13 The temptations iv. 1-11
14, 15 Jesus moves to Galilee; His message 12, 17
1620 Call of the first disciples 18-22
30 Preaching in Galilee 23-5
22 He taught with authority vii. 28, 2¢
40~-5 Healing of a leper vill, I—4
29-34 Healing of Simon’s mother-in-law, and 14-17
others
v, 35—41 Proposal to cross the lake: the storm 18, 237
v. r-20 The Gerasene demoniac 28-34
ii. 1-12 Healing of a paralytic at Capharnaum ix. 1-8
13-17 Call of Levi (Matthew), and reply to 9-13
the complaint that He ate with
publicans
18-22 Question about fasting T4-17
2. 21-43 Daughter of Jairus, and woman with 18-26
issue
#i. 13-r9 Mission of the Twelve, and their names X. T—4
vi. 7-11 Charge to the Twelve 911, 14
ii. 23-28 Plucking ears on Sabbath xii. 1-8
iii. 1-6 £ Man with withered hand o-14

7-12 Crowds and healings xii. 15, 16



Mark.
iii. 22-30
315

iv. 1I-9
10-12
13-20
30-2
33 34

vi. 1-6
14-16
17-29
30-44
45-52
53-6
vii, 123
24-30
viii. I-10
1I-13
1421
27-33

34-ix. 1
ix, 2-13
14-29
30-2
33-7
42-8

X, I-I2
 13-16
I17-31
324
3545
46-52
xi, 1-1I
I5-19
12-14
20-5'
27-33

ARRANGEMENT
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Matthew.
Beelzebub 22-32
Mother and brethren 46-50
Parable of Sower xiil. 1-9
Reason for parables 10-15
Interpretation of the Sower 1823
Parable of the Mustard Seed 31, 32
Speaking in parables 34
Rejection at Nazareth 53-8
Herod’s idea of Jesus xiv. 1, 2
Death of the Baptist 3-12
Return of disciples,and feeding of 5,000 13-21
Walking on the lake 22-33
Return to Gennesaret 34-6
On the washing of hands Xv. I-20
The woman of Canaan 21-8
Feeding of 4,000 329
Pharisees’ request for a sign xvi. I—4
The leaven of the Pharisees 5-12
Peter’s confession, and first prediction 13-23
of the Passion

The way of suffering 24-8
Transfiguration, and discourseon Elijah  xvii. 1-13
The epileptic boy 1421
Second prediction of the Passion 22, 23
Who is the greatest ? xviil, I-5
Offences 6~9
Divorce xix. I-12
Blessing of children 13-15
The danger of riches 16-30
Third prediction of the Passion XX, 17~-19
The sons of Zebedee 20-8
Bartimaeus 20-34
Entry into Jerusalem Xxi, I-TI
Cleansing of the Temple 12, 13
Cursing of the fig-tree 18, 19
Discourse on the fig-tree 20-2
‘ By what authority ?’ z3-7

! The best MSS. omit v. 26.
c2
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Mark. Matthew.
xii. 1-12 Parable of Wicked Husbandmen xxi. 3346
13-37 Controversies xxii., 1546
38-40 Discourse against the Pharisees xxiii. 1-36
xiii. 1-32 Eschatological discourse xxiv. 1-36
xiv, 1- Passion and Resurrection xxvi. 1~
xvi. 8 xxviil. 10

The following passages of Mark are absent from
Matthew: 1. 1 Heading. i. 21, 23-8' Unclean spirit at
Capharnaum ; 32-4 Many sick brought at eventide ; 35-81
The disciples seek Jesus ; ‘ therefore came I forth’. ii. 27
‘The Sabbath was made for man’. iii.20, 21 ‘ He is beside
himself’. iv. 21-4 ! Miscellaneous sayings; 26-g Parable
of Seed growing secretly. vi. 12, 13 The Apostles’ work;
30 Their return from their tour. vii. 3, 4 The Jews’ tradi-
tion of washings; 32~7 Ephphatha. viil. 22-6 Blind man
healed gradually. ix. 38-41! The exorcizer; 49, 50 Mis-
cellaneous sayings. xii. 40! Who desire widows’ houses’ ;
41-41 The widow with two mites. xiil. 33-7? Sayings
and a parable on watching. But to some of these—parts
of iv. 21—4 and xiii. 33~-7—Malf. has equivalents elsewhere;
and when M4. tells of the dumb man to whom our Lord
said Ephphatha, Ma#. in the same Marcan context, has a
general account of healings and mentions similarly the
wonder of the multitude (xv. 2g-31). The omissions are
extraordinarily few, and more or less probable reasons can
be given for them in nearly every case. The return of the
Apostles Matt. has altered into a statement about John’s
disciples (xiv. 12}. The incidents in Mk. iii. 20, 21 and ix.
38-40 he probably avoided because he did not like them,
and perhaps thought that the use of material means in vii.
32-7 detracted from the dignity of the cure. The story of
the Two Mites he omitted probably to bring the statement

! Given in L.

? Similar material in Matt. xxiv, 42; xxv. 13-15; f. also Lk. xii.
38-40; xix. 12,
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¢ Jesus having gone out of the temple went His way’
(Matt. xxiv. 1) into conjunction with the saying ‘ Behold
your house is left unto you, &c.’ {xxiii. 38 f). In the story
of the Passion two incidents, the young man’s flight from
the garden (Mk. xiv. 51), and Pilate’s inquiry as to the death
of Jesus (xv. 44f), were omitted for no traceable reason ;
posstbly they were later additions in ME&.

The departures from the Marcan order at the beginning
of the Ministry are noteworthy. The Marcan order is:

1. 1. 2138,  First Capharnaum visit and proposal to
preach throughout Galilee.

2. 1. 39-45. Preaching in Galilee and the healing of the
leper.

3. ii. 1-iv. 34. Second Capharnaum visit.

4. iv. 35-v. 20, Crossing of the lake and healing of the
demoniac.

5. v. 21-43. Third Capharnaum visit; daughter of
Jairus ; woman with issue.

In Matthew our Lord’s preaching in Galilee is made the
first and all-important event in the Ministry, though the
settling at Capharnaum and the calling of the first disciples
are related in anticipatory notes (iv. 12-22). The words of
Mk. i. 22 were taken from their context to form a useful
comment at the end of the Sermon on the Mount (chs.
v-vil), and consequently their context was omitted, i.e.
the arrival at Capharnaum and the events in the synagogue
(Mk. i. 21, 23-8), and the subsequent proposal to preach
throughout Galilee (vv. 35-8). Thus Mk’s No. 1 melts
away, except the healing of Simon’s mother-in-law and
others, which Ma#. inserts later. No. 2 is expanded into
the Sermon on the Mount, followed by the healing of the
leper. Then comes in Ma#. the first Capharnaum visit,
Where are placed the healing of the centurion’s servant
{absent from Mk.) and others. All the events of No.3 are
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held over till No. 4 has been related, and are finally com-
bined with the stories of Jairus’ daughter and the woman
with the issue in Ma#’s second Capharnaum visit. The
mission of the Twelve, with the parenthetical mention of
their names, is placed at a point which the compiler found
convenient for the discourse collected from various quarters
into ch. x. The only other departure from the Marcan
order is the placing of the cleansing of the Temple immedi-
ately on the arrival at Jerusalem, so that the cursing and
the withering of the fig-tree are brought together.

But while adhering thus closely to the Marcan frame-
work, the First Evangelist has enriched his Gospel with
numerous parables and sayings of our Lord, the latter of
which he has for the most part collected into five extended
discourses (chs. v-vii, x, xiii, xviii, xxili-xxv) each con-
cluded with the formula, ‘ And it came to pass when Jesus
had finished these words’, or the like. In so far as these
parables and sayings are found closely similar in Luke, they
may, with some confidence, be explained as derived from
Q, but it must remain doubtful which of the others were
derived from Q and which from other sources. Matt. con-
tains also a few narratives which are found in L#ke but not
in Marf: the three Temptations (iv. 2-10), the centurion
(viii. 5-13), the two [Lk. three] aspirants (viii. 19-22), the
Baptist’s question and the reply (xi. 2-6) ; and several which
are peculiar to the Gospel : two blind men (ix. 27-31), a deaf
demoniac (ix. 32-4), healing on the mountain (xv. 29~-31),
the didrachm (xvii. 24—7), the remorse of Judas, and the
potter’s field (xxvii. 3-10), Pilate’s handwashing (xxvii. 24,
25), earthquake at the Crucifixion (xxvii. 51b~53), sealing of
the tomb (xxvii. 62-6), earthquake, and rolling away the
stone by an angel (xxviii. 2—4), payment of the soldiers
(xxviil, 1I-15).

2, Mark. Papias, in giving the statement of ‘the pres-
byter’ that St. Mark wrote down accurately what he remem-
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bered of St. Peter’s preaching of the words and deeds of
Christ, adds ‘ not however in order ’, which may be a paren-
thesis of his own, not the words of the presbyter. The
expression refers principally to the fact that the evangelist
did not arrange his material artificially, with a view to
drawing out clearly the truths which he wanted to teach.
Very likely it implies a contrast with the Fourth Gospel.
For St. Mark the impression conveyed by the deeds and
works of the Lord related in any order would have been
the same; they were severally evidences of the power of
the Son of God. His work was an ‘artless transcript’ of
what he remembered.

But from St. Peter’s teaching three main chronological
divisions of the Ministry stood out in his memory, and he
prefixes to them a brief survey of incidents preparatory to
it; viz. the Ministry of the Baptist (i. 1-8), his Baptism of
Jesus (vv. g-11), and the Temptation (v2. 12, 13).

i. The Galilean Ministry (1. 14-ix. 50) carried on in two
districts : (@) Eastern Galilee, with Capharnaum as its
centre (i. 14-vii. 23}, including one crossing to Gerasa (v. 1),
and one to Bethsaida (vi. 45). {§) North and east of Galilee,
the Tyrian district, Decapolis, Dalmanutha, Bethsaida,
Caesarea Philippi {(vii. 24-ix. 29), after which Jesus passed
through Galilee and returned to Capharnaum before
moving southwards (ix. 30-50). ii. The Judaecan Ministry
(x. 1-xiii. 37). (@} He travelled on the eastern side of the
Jordan (x. 1-45), i e. through Peraea ; then (§) across the
river to Jericho (x. 46-52), whence to Bethphage, Bethany,
and the Mount of Olives (xi. 1}, from which He made the
triumphal entry into Jerusalem (xi. 1~10). () Arrived at
Jerusalem He went out to Bethany each night, and on
successive days He cleansed the Temple, engaged in con-
troversies with the authorities, and delivered the eschato-
logical discourse (xi. I1-xiil. 37). iii. The Passion and
Resurrection (xiv-xvi, 8).
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The compiler of Mat, as we have seen, follows this
outline substantially. But in the traditions incorporated in
Luke there appear to be indications of work in Judaea
before the closing visit to Jerusalem (see p. 26). If this is
accurate, we must suppose that St. Peter, being interested
mainly in Galilee, was silent about earlier visits to the -
south, or mentioned them only incidentally, so that St. Mark
did not recall them as important. It is noticeable that in
the last of his three divisions St. Mark gives careful notes
of time, assigning events to each day in the week (xi. 11;
xi. 12; Xi. 19,20; XIv. I2; XV. I; XVi. I; xvi. 2). But inthe
first two divisions there is only one definite note of time :
the Transfiguration took place ‘after six days’ (ix. 2), for
which Lk. ix. 28 has more vaguely ‘about eight days’.
Elsewhere St. Mark contents himself with such expres- -
sions as ‘in those days’ (i. 9 ; viii. 1); ‘and after John was
delivered up’ (i. 14) ; “ on the Sabbath ’ {i. 21; ii. 23) ; ‘ after
an interval of some days’ (ii. 1), ‘again ’ [sc. on the Sabbath]
(iii. ). There is therefore plenty of room for visits to
Judaea; and such are clearly related in the Fourth Gospel.
It isthus impossible to think that St. Mark had any accurate
knowledge of the sequence of individual events. But the
broad divisions are historically important. In eastern
Galilee the Lord’s ministry began with a large measure of
success ; disciples joined Him, the fame of His miracles of
healing spread rapidly, and crowds followed Him, though
St. Mark places some collisions with the authorities at an
early date. The collisions culminated in a deliberate
gathering of Pharisees and scribes against Him, and His
repudiation of Jewish traditions of ceremonial pollution
(vii. 1~23). This sufficiently explains His retirement to the
north. At the only meeting with the Pharisees recorded
during His movements in the north they are described as
‘tempting Him’ (viii. 11); He warned His disciples against
their ‘leaven’ (z. 15), and then began to predict to them
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His Passion (v. 31), and to speak of their ‘losing their life
for His sake’ (v. 35). It was a'deepening presentiment of
evil. And as He moved on the east of the Jordan ‘tempt-
ing’ by the Pharisees began again (x. 2), and the shadow
of the Passion darkened upon Him (x.32-4, 38f,, 45). This
course of events has the ring of truth, and the stages of the
ministry are represented as an apostle might relate it in
his teaching of Christians.

3. Luke. There is no sign that the Third Evangelist
was able to follow any more exact sequence than St. Mark.
The words in the prologue, ‘to write 7% order unto thee,
most excellent Theophilus’, cannot be adduced to support
the accuracy of his chronological order. Ka#fefss can mean
‘one by one’, ‘successively’ (so syr*™® sah); cf. Acts xi. 4;
xviil. 23. Burkitt ! (The Beginnings of Christianity, ii. 48s)
writes, ‘it certainly does imply, in a general way, chrono-
logical order. But it does not necessarily imply a claim of
superior chronological order to other * Gospels” or even
to Mark. Ratheritis a claim to present a chronological
order, as contrasted with a systematic or doctrinal one.’
Cadbury, however (op. cit., p. 505) will not admit as much
as that. Hethinks itis a merely formal and literary word.
St. Luke purposes to relate the events in a consecutive nar-
rative. It might even mean ‘ as follows’, ‘hereinafter ’; cf.
Lk. viii. 1 (‘soon afterwards’); Acts iii.24 (‘followed after’).

After the Infancy narratives he starts off, in iit. 1-1v. 30,
with a block of non-Marcan material. The order of the
opening events, the Baptist’s work, the Baptism, Tempta-
tion, and return to Galilee, would necessarily be the same
asin Mk. But except for a sentence or two he seems to
prefer his other sources. With the removalto Capharnaum
(iv. 31) he turns to Jk., and until vi. 19 follows Mk. i. 21~
iii. 19 fairly closely. vi. 20-viii. 3 is his second non-Marcan
block, the so-called ¢ Lesser Insertion’, which completes

! Dr. F. C. Burkitt, Norrisian Professor of Divinity, Cambridge.
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the non-Marcan account of the Galilean ministry. Butthe
next group of incidents in viii. 4-ix. 50, which are taken
from Mk. iv. 1-ix. 40, are still in Galilee. (Spitta,! indeed,
on the basis of the reading "Iovdafas in iv. 44, suggests that
the whole of Lk, v. 12-vi. 49 (v. 1~11 is out of its true con-
text) relates a ministry in Judaea. (See the present writer’s
St. Matthew, p. 48f) St. Luke does not, however, use the
whole of this piece of 4. Whether intentionally or not,
he omits vi. 45-viii. 26, which is sometimes called the
‘Great Omission’. For Streeter’s suggestion that his
copy of Mk. may have been mutilated see below, p. 57.
The. next non-Marcan block, ix. 51-xviii. 14, containing
more than 30 per cent. of the Third Gospel, is often called
the ‘ Great Insertion’. Ithas also been named the ‘ Peraean
section’, because in Mk. x. 1-45 our Lord travels towards
Jericho, on the way to Jerusalem, through Peraea, i. e-on
the other side of the Jordan ; but there is not a hint of this
in Lk. His collection of narratives pictures Him simply as
moving from village to village towards Jerusalem (see ix.
51f,56f ; x.38; xiv. 25; xvil. 11), till He reached Jericho.
From the first and the last of these references we should
gather that the route was not across the Jordan but through
Samaria. Another name, ‘the travel document’, is—as
Streeter says—* from the critical standpoint, an even more
dangerously misleading title, as it implies that this section
once existed as a separate document’. And he adds ‘ The
only safe name by which one can call it is the “ Central
Section ”—a title which states a fact but begs no questions’.
It is uncertain whether St. Luke has here made any use at
all of Mk. The passage about Beelzebub and the parable
of the Mustard Seed are from Q. In a few isolated sayings
he may have been influenced by M. ; but in every case it
is possible to suppose that his other sources overlapped
Mk, at these points, and that he preferred the former.
! Professor of Theology at Halle.
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After using, in xviil. 35-43, the Marcan story of the blind
man at Jericho, he has a short non-Marcan block, xix. 1-28.
And then from the Entry into Jerusalem and onwards he
amalgamates Marcan material with much from his other
sources. He bases the eschatological discourse in ch. xxi
on Mk’s ‘little Apocalypse’, but adds three verses at the
end. From xxii. 14 to the end it is scarcely possible to
distinguish what is Marcan from the rest ; but Mk. seems
to have supplied the greater part of the accounts of Peter’s
denial, Simon of Cyrene, the Crucifixion, and the Entomb-
ment. But the appearances after the Resurrection, which
are confined to Jerusalem and its neighbourhood, are
entirely independent of #/4.

$ 4. Date

For the dates of the first three Gospels we are depen-
dent almost entirely upon evidence within the New Testa-
ment itself. The patristic traditions, which afford very
little help, are as follows :

"~ PatrisTic TRADITION

Mark. Divergent theories were held as to the date of the
Second Gospel, some placing it in Nero’s reign, and some
in that of Claudius. (1) According to Irenaeus, 11 i 1
(Eus. H. E. v. 8), ‘ And after their exodus [i. e. the death of
Peter and Paul] Mark, the disciple and interpreter of Peter,
having committed to writing the things that Peter used to
preach delivered them to us’. The interpretation, indeed,
1s disputed. Some explain ¢ having committed to writing’
(¢yypdws) as referring to a time before St. Peter’s death,
while only ¢ delivered them to us’ belong to the time after
“their exodus’. But this is strained and unnatural. Others,
very improbably, understand ‘ exodus’ to mean ‘ departure’
not ‘death’. If the words are taken in their plainest mean-
ing, Irenaeus dates the Second Gospel ¢. 64-7. (2) In
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Alexandria the wish was felt for an apostolic guarantee for
St. Mark’s work. Clement of Alexandria places it at a date
after St. Peter had worked and taught at Rome, but before
his death. Eusebius cites his testimony in two somewhat
different forms. In H. E. ii. 15 he relates, on the authority
of Clement in the sixth book of his Hypotyposes, that the
hearers of Peter at Rome earnestly intreated - Mark, whose
Gospel is extant, who was a follower of Peter’,to preserve
in writing the oral teaching which they had received ;!
and that Peter ‘ was pleased with the zeal of the men, and
authorized the writings to be read by the Churches’. In
H. E. vi. 14 Clement is reported to have*said in the same
work that ‘when Peter knew it he used no persuasion
either to hinder him from it or to urge him to do it’. And
Origen said (ap. Eus. H. E. vi. 25) that Mark made his
Gospel ‘as Peter instructed (5¢nyfoaro) him’; which seems
to imply his personal supervision. Jerome (De vir. dl. 8)
says much the same as Clement in the former of the two
passages of Eus., appealing to Papias as well as to Clement ;
yet he states (ad Hedsb. 11) that the Second Gospel was
produced ‘ Petro narrante et illo scribente’. (3) Eusebius
himself, on the other hand (H. E. ii. 14, 17), brings the
Apostle to Rome to oppose Simon Magus in the reign of
Claudius (a. . 41-54). Hence it is stated by Theophylact,
and in the subscriptions of some late MSS., that the Gospel
was written ten or twelve years after the Ascension.
Matthew. The persistent belief that St. Matthew the
Apostle wrote his Gospel for  Hebrews’, i. e. residents in
Palestine, carried with it an early date. Iren. . i. 1 (Eus.
H.E.vi. 14): ‘ Matthew also put forth a Gospel writing
among the Hebrews in their own language [i. e. Aramaic],

' H. B. Swete (formerly Regius Professor of Divinity, Cambridge)
remarks that * this feature in the story bears a suspicious resemblance
to the account which the Muratorian fragment gives, and Clement
repeats, in reference to the Gospel of St. John’ (St Mark, p. xx).
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while Peter and Paul in Rome were preaching the Gospel
and founding the Church. Clement Alex. (Eus. H. E.
iv. 14) : * The Gospels which contain the genealogies were
written first.” Origen, in Evang. Joh. tom. vi. 32: ‘ Matthew
who, according to tradition, before the others published the
Gospel for the Hebrews.” Eus. H. E. iii. 24: - Matthew,
having first preached to the Hebrews, when he was about
to go to others, compensated for the loss of his presence
those whom he was obliged to leave by delivering to them
in writing his Gospel in their native language.” And
Jerome follows the same tradition stating repeatedly that
Matthew wrote first, and in Judaea.

Luke. The facts as to the origin of the Third Gospel
appear to have been no better known. Irenaeus (foc. cit)
writes: ‘ And [sc. also after the death of Peter and Paul]
Luke, the follower of Paul, recorded in a book the Gospel
preached by Paul’ Eusebius even implies (. E. iii. 4) that
his Gospel was written within St. Paul’s lifetime, recording
a tradition (¢aay) that St. Paul referred to St. Luke’s writing
whenever he said ‘ according to my Gospel’ (cf. Rom. ii. 16).
The tradition is, of course, worthless; but it shows how
unintelligently conclusions could be formed, after two or
three centuries, as to the dates of New Testament writings.

The study of the question, therefore, must be undertaken
practically without the help of early tradition.

InTERNAL EvIDENCE

Mark. Irenaeus was doubtless right in saying that
St. Mark wrote his Gospel after St. Peter’s death. It was
then that a record of the Apostle’s preaching would be
needed. Apart from that fact, which presupposes a date
after 64, and the sure conclusion which has been reached
by synoptic study that Matthew and Luke were later than
Mark, the only indication of date is supplied by the apoca-
lyptic discourse in Mk. xiit. There is a fairly general,
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though not quite universal, consensus of opinion that the
discourse, in its original form, was at one time in circula-
tion as an independent pamphlet. It contains, no doubt,
some sayings of our Lord; but in the form known to
St. Mark it appears to have been the work of a Jewish
Christian who understood the Apocalypse of Daniel (as
many have done ever since) ‘as applying to the events
immediately beyond his own horizon. ‘The Abomination
of Desolation standing where 4¢ ought not’ refers to the
personal figure of Anti-Christ, which was a well-known
feature of Jewish apocalyptic expectation. The writer, as
always in eschatological thought, is sure that the dire catas-
trophe will occur soon. Not, indeed, actually at once,
because deceivers, wars, earthquakes, famines were to be
only the ‘beginning of travail pains’. This, in itself, had
nothing to do with the fall of Jerusalem. But Mark incor-
porated the document because he, in turn, could apply the
predictions to his own day and see their fulfilment imme-
diately beyond his horizon. There is no real connexion
between vz. 1, 2 and the discourse which follows; but the
fact that he could connect them shows that, for him, the
destruction of the Temple was one of the imminent horrors
of ‘that tribulation’. If, however, he had been writing after
it occurred, . 2 would probably have contained a more ex-
plicit description of the fall of the city, such as we actually
have, e.g., in Lk. xxi. 20-4. At whatever earlier date,
then, the Little Apocalypse may have been current, the use
which St. Mark makes of it points to a date shortly before
A.D. 70 for the writing of the Gospel. With this agrees the
view of A. E. J. Rawlinson! (St Mark, p. xvi f)) that one
object of the Gospel was to encourage Christians at Rome
in the Neronian persecution.

This is against the view of Allen? who contends for an

! Student of Christ Church, Oxford.
 Dicl, of the Aposiolic Church, i. 474.
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early date for all three Synoptic Gospels, and thinks that
St. Mark wrote early in the time that St. Peter was absent
from Jerusalem (a.D. 44—9) before returning for the
Council, to compensate for the loss of his personal presence.
And that being in Jerusalem it was naturally in Aramaic ;
but when St. Mark, soon afterwards, went with Barnabas
to Antioch (44—7) the need was felt for its translation into
Greek. The Aramaic background of the Second Gospel is
clear; but there is not enough evidence to prove that it
was a translation (see p. 41 f.). He thinks, rightly, that there
is nothing in the eschatological discourse which our Lord,
with prophetic insight, could not have said. But, as we
have seen, it is St. Mark’s use of it which points to a later
date for the Gospel.

It is scarcely necessary, in the face of all the work that
has been done upon the Gospels, to discuss the arguments
which used to be offered for bringing this Gospel down to
the second century.

Matthew. If the arguments for dating Mark shortly be-
fore a.p. 70 are sound, all attempts to date either Matthew
or Luke earlier than that must fail, since the writer of each
of them used Mark virtually in its present form. Such
attempts have been made, but none of the arguments
adduced can outweigh that fact. The dates given by various
scholars can be seen in Moffatt, /nérod. Lit, N. T., p. 213.
The evidence for an exact date is scanty. But such ex-
pressions such as “till now’ éws dpr: (xi. 12), “till to-day ’ éws
THs ofpepov (xxVil. 8), uéxpt Tiis afpepor Huépas (XxViil. 15),
suggest generally that some time had elapsed since the
days of Jesus. The destruction of Jerusalem seems to be
referred to in xxii. 7: ‘he sent forth his armies and de-
stroyed those murderers and burnt up their city. And
a comparatively late date is required by the following con-
siderations: Mark, written at a place distant from Palestine,
probably Rome, had had time to reach Palestine or Syria
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with an established value which the writer of Matthew
could appreciate. There are allusions to Church govern-
ment (xvi. 1g, xviii. 18) and to excommunication (xviii. 17).
The Apostles are so highly reverenced that the writer often
softens or omits statements derogatory to them (see the
writer’s note on viii. 26). False Christian prophets had
appeared (vii. 15, 22) ; cf. Didache, xi-xiii. There had been
time for apocryphal or legendary details to become current,
which the evangelist adopts (e. g. xxvii. 52 f., xxviii. 2 ff.).
And though, with other writers of his day, he had not given
up the expectation of the imminence of the Advent, and
freely recorded utterances of our Lord to that effect, he
could yet look forward to a period during which the evan-
gelization of ‘all nations’ would be carried on (xxviii. 19 f.).
On the other hand, there are considerations which forbid
a late date. The Gospel was the first favourite in the early
Church although it lacked the prestige of the two chief
centres of Christendom, Rome and Ephesus; and the
prestige also of the two chief apostolic names, Peter and
Paul. And the strongly Judaic elements in it would have
discredited it if it had appeared in the second century. All
of which imply its early, widely known, and apostolic credit
(see C. H. Turner,! Journ. Theol. Studies, x. 172).
External evidence is of no help earlier than Ignatius
(a.p. 110-15). Echoes in James and Clement of Rome may
be accounted for by the probability that collections of the
Lord’s sayings had been made before the evangelist’s date,
and were still in use. But Ignatius certainly seems to
refer to our Gospel when he speaks of Christ (Smyrna, i)
as baptized by John that all righteousness might be ful-
filled by Him’ (cf. Matt. iii. 15). The present writer sees
no reason to depart from his conclusion (St. Matthew,
p. xxviii) that ‘ these facts, which are in keeping with the
impression produced by the Gospel as a whole, forbid

1 Dean Ireland’s Professor of Exegesis, Oxford,
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a date earlier than ¢. a.p. 8o, but do not require one later
than 100’.

Luke. Such evidence as we have is best satisfied by
placing the Third Gospel in the same period, ¢. 80-5. An
argument for an earlier date has been drawn from the con-
clusion of the Acfs. Since the narrative leaves St. Paul in
imprisonment at Rome, without going on to record his
death, some have thought that St. Luke wrote at that point
of time, i. e. before 64 ; and the Gospel must be earlier still.
But an argument built on an improbable theory as to the
conclusion of the Ac¢fs is not of much value.

The study of the synoptic problem will show that it is
very doubtful if there is any dependence of Matthew on
Luke, or vice versa ; and their independence can most easily
be explained if they wrote at about the same time.

A comparison of St. Luke’s treatment of the eschato-
logical discourse with St. Mark’s (see Lk. xxi. 20-4)
makes it probable that while St. Mark expected the destruc-
tion of the Temple in the future, St. Luke looked back to
the siege and sack of the city in the past.

It is possible that the Fourth Evangelist knew Luke.!
Streeter ? concludes as follows: ‘The interest shown by
John in identifying and connecting persons and places, or in
elaborating incidents, mentioned in Luke is more likely if
they occurred in some document regarded by his readers
as a standard account of the life of Christ rather than in
a mere floating tradition.” And after a further examination
of the question whether the source known to him was our
Luke or the earlier Proto-Luke which was incorporated in
it, he says ‘ Neither singly nor together do these points
amount to demonstrative proof that what John knew was,
not Proto-Luke, but our Gospel of Luke ; yet,to my mind,

! See Windisch (Prof. of Theology in Leiden), Johanues und die
Synoptiker, pp. 48-30.
! The Four Gospels, pp. 401-8,

3594.6 D
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they make the balance of probability incline still very
decidedly in that direction’.

The question whether St. Luke had read Josephus’
Antiguities, which was written ¢. A.D. 93, has been disputed
by competent scholars. Coincidences of language prove
nothing. Two historians, writing Hellenistic Greek in the
same quarter, or third, of the first century, would naturally
show similarities of vocabulary. But the two chief con-
siderations offered as proof that St. Luke had read it—and
not only read, but in each case misread—are as follows :

(@) Josephus! gives an account of the abortive insurrec-
tion of Theudas in the procuratorship of Fadus, i.e. a.p.
44-6. He attracted a large following, but a Roman squadron
of cavalry cut them in pieces, and Theudas was captured
and beheaded. He then relates that Alexander, the next
procurator of Judaea (46-8), executed some of the sons of
Judas the Galilean. This person had incited the Jews not
to pay taxes, forty years before in the time of Quirinus.
Here we have Theudas followed by the soms of Judas.
But in the speech of Gamaliel {Acts v. 34 ff.) we hear of an
insurrectionary Theudas followed by an insurrectionary
Judas. And, as Burkitt says:? * Here, if anywhere in the
Acts, the details of the speech must be due to the author,
for all the Christians had been put outside”’ If St. Luke
had read the Antiguities his remembrance of the passage is
faulty, since he writes ‘Judas’ instead of ‘the sons of
Judas’. But further, if his Theudas is the same as the
Theudas of Josephus he has committed a startling ana-
chronism, because Gamaliel was speaking not less than
twelve years before that insurrection took place. [i
he had not read it, we must suppose that he possessed
some source of information from which he derived the
names Theudas (an abbreviation of Theodorus and of

t Awtig, XX. 5.
t The Gospel History and tts Transmission, p. 107.
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other names) and Judas as rebels, and their stories in this
chronological order.

(6) Lysanias was tetrarch of Abila, and, according to
Strabo (xvr. ii. 10) had been executed by Mark Antony in
36 B.c., but the district continued to be called by his name.
Josephus ! speaks of *ABixav Tiv Aveaviov ¢ Abila of Lysa-
nias’, and (B./. 1. xi. 5) of Bacirelav Ty Avoaviov xadov-
pévny, ‘ the so-called kingdom of Lysanias’. And he says
of Abila 2 dveaviov & aliry éyeybve: rerpapyia, ‘ now this had
been the tetrarchy of Lysanias’. But in Lk. iii. 1, 2 the
beginning of the Baptist’s ministry is dated ‘ in the fifteenth
year of Tiberius Caesar’, and, together with four other
synchronisms, * Lysanias being tetrarch of Abilene’. Un-
less there was a second Lysanias, tetrarch of Abila, of
which there is possibly evidence? St. Luke makes him
tetrarch sixty-five years after his death. If, then, he did
not get his information about an unknown man from an
unknown source, he had learnt that the Abilene district
was known as the tetrarchy of Lysanias, and erroneously
concluded that Lysanias was alive at the time; and it is
claimed that he learnt it from the Awfiguities. Torrey*
thinks that both St. Luke and Josephus are dependent
upon earlier sources. Streeter® suggests that St. Luke
had—not read the Awntiguities but—heard Josephus lecture
previously in Rome, and had made some slips when he
took down hurried notes. The theory of indebtedness
cannot be considered proved. But if it is accepted, he
wrote later than g3. Such a date is not impossible for
a companion of St. Paul; but since he was, presumably,
a physician before he joined the Apostle on his travels, he
can hardly have been born much later than a.p. 20, and was

! Antig. xix. v. 1. * Ib. xx. vil. 1. ® Cronin, J.74.S., xviil. 147-51.

*# Instructor in Semitic languages at Andover Theological Semi-
nary. The Composition and Date of Acts, pp. 69 ff.

5 The Four Gospels, p. 557f.
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therefore some seventy-five years of age when he wrote
both the Gospel and the Acfs, which is a somewhat ad-
vanced age for the execution of such a work. If the Acss
was written about go, and the Gospel 8o-5, all the evidence
(apart from Josephus} is satisfied.

§ 5. Place of Writing

Mark. (1) In 2 Tim.iv. 11 (a passage from St. Paul’s own
hand) directions are given for St. Mark to be brought to
Rome. (2) Verysoon afterwards 1 Pet. v. 13 implies that he
is there. Even if the Epistle was not the work of St. Peter,
it must have been written early enough for Polycarp to
know it ; i. e, the presence of St. Mark with the Apostle at
Rome must have been accepted as a fact by, say, 1r10.
Merrill* contends, as many writers in the past have con-
tended, that ‘ Babylon’ (in 1 Pet. loc. ¢i£) means the Meso-
potamian city, and that St. Peter never visited the capital.
But this criticism has commended itself to few. See
Streeter’s note, op. cit., p. 489. If he was not in Rome,
something is required—supposing the Epistle not to be
authentic—to account for the belief that he was. That
belief is perhaps implied by Ignatius in his letter to Rome
(iv.3): ‘I do not enjoin you like Peter and Paul’; and even
more clearly by Clement of Rome, who, in his letter to
Corinth (v. vi) speaks of the deaths of Peter and Paul in
close connexion with the Neronian persecution. But, as
Streeter argues, if a mistaken inference was drawn from
Clement’s words, the acceptance of that inference would be
rendered easier if there was a prior belief that a Gospel,
representing ‘St. Peter’s reminiscences, had emanated from
Rome. ‘Thus the hypothesis that Mark was written in
Rome is a legitimate inference from the tradition that Peter
and Mark were together in Rome, if that is historical ; or, if

! Professor of Latin at the University of Chicago. Essays on Early
Church History, p. 311f.
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that tradition is not historical, then it helps to explain its
origin.” (3) Irenaeus (quoted on p. 27) adds to the state-
ment of Papias the significant fact that St. Mark wrote
after the death of St. Peter and St. Paul, who had been
{as he says in the previous context) ‘ preaching and found-
ing the Church in Rome’. This would have little point
unless he thought that he wrote at Rome, carrying on their
work. (4) Clement Alex. evidently understood it so, for
he explicitly places St. Mark’s work at Rome in the life-
time of St. Peter (see p. 28). (5) The Second Gospel was
the least popular of the four; and without the backing of
some strong authority such as that of the Roman Church,
might not have been included in the Canon at all.

Two points of internal evidence are sometimes adduced
which cannot be allowed much weight : (2) The writer uses
Latinisms {see Thumb,! Dict. of the Apost. Church, i. 555).
But this might be done anywhere in the Roman Empire.
In Egypt, for example, the papyri show how easily Latin
could penetrate the popular Greek. Even the First Evan-
gelist could adopt guadrans (v. 26) from a Jewish-Christian
source, and praeforium (xxvii. 27) from Mark. (b)) He men-
tions Rufus as a son of Simon the Cyrenaean (xv. 21) ; and
St. Paul sends greeting to a Rufus in Rom. xvi. 13. They
were not necessarily the same person ; the name was com-
mon. But even if they were, it is very probable that Rom.
xvi was written not to Rome but to Ephesus (see p. 141 f.).

Tradition afterwards placed St. Mark at Alexandria. But
the Gospel cannot have been written there (as stated inthe
subscriptions of the MSS. Y and 473), because, as Turner ?
says, ‘ Alexandrine Christianity, during more than a century
and a half after Christ, stood almost completely aloof from
the main current of Church life’. ,

! Professor of Comparative Philology in the University of Strass-
burg.
* Journ. Theol. Studies, X. 169
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Matthew. One of the chief merits of Dr. Streeter’s work
on the Four Gospels is its insistence on the fact that each
of them must have had its original home in one of the great
apostolic Churches, to which appeal was made against the
Gnostic claim to a secret tradition. The First Gospel is
anonymous; and therefore its author must have been
known, and it must have been read and honoured, in one of
the great Churches, or it would not have become the
favourite Gospel; it would not, indeed, have enjoyed any
circulation at all.

The tradition, traceable to Irenaeus, who in turn wasde-
pendent upon the words of Papias, that the First Gospel
was written for ¢ Hebrews’, though its Aramaic origin can-
not be maintained, points at least to the East as the place of
its origin. And there is evidence that it was largely used
by Jewish Christians. This makes Rome, Ephesus, or
Alexandria impossible. There are left Caesarea or some
Church in Palestine, and Antioch. With regard to the first,
Streeter’s reasoning (op. cit., p. 502 f) that ‘the official
Gospel of a Church which was the port of entry of Samaria
was not very likely to have contained the command, “Enter
not into any city of the Samaritans™’, is not very convincing.
And against any Church in Palestine he argues that the
‘ haggadic’ use of Mark in Matt. shows that Mark must
have been known in the Church where the latter was
written ‘long enough to have become an established
authority—a document which teachers and preachers
expounded by methods familiar in the exposition of
Scripture’. But he does not make it clear why this
would be impossible anywhere in Palestine. The writer,
however, seems to have lived at some place where the
Christians were not in close touch with Jerusalem. He
apparently had no knowledge, or at least made no indepen-
dent use, of the Hebrew Old Testament, and employs no
distinctively Jerusalemite traditions. Antioch, therefore, is
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the place which seems to satisfy the conditions best.
Streeter refers to Burkitt who points out that the use of
the verb émpdokew, Matt. xxviil. 1, implies the Gentile
mode of reckoning time and suggests Antioch. Andif that
was the place of writing, the use of the Gospel by Ignatius,
Bishop of Antioch, is explained (see p. 32).

Luke. There was a tradition that St. Luke was a native of
Antioch,! which is in keeping with the large part which
Antioch plays in the narrative of the Ac#s.? But it does not
follow that he wrote his Gospel there. Streeter (0p. i,
p. 533) points out that ‘no Church writer and no MS.
“subscription ” says that Luke wrote at Antioch’. And he
adds, ‘the fact that the connexion of Peter with Antioch—
the proudest boast of that Church—is completely ignored
is fatal to the theory of some modern scholars that the book
was written in and for that Church’. It may also be said
that if Matthew was written at Antioch Luke was not. The
tone and language and general atmosphere are too different.
A large part of his sources was no doubt collected in
Palestine; he had access, in particular, to Jerusalemite
traditions. But he wrote for the Gentile Theophilus and
other readers who were unacquainted with Palestine, since
topographical explanations are given of Nazareth (i. 26),
Bethlehem (ii. 4), Capharnaum (iv. 31), the country of the
Gerasenés (viii. 26), Arimathaea (xxiii. 51), Emmaus(xxiv.13).

Moreover, the same Prologue places the writing of the
Gospel in Achaea; and that is assumed by Gregory Naz.
(Orat¢. xxxiii. 11), and the tradition is reflected by Jerome

! Found in the * Monarchian Prologue’ to the Gospel, and in Eus.
. E. iii. 4, the tradition being carried on by Jerome (Praef. in Mail.,
De vir. #ll. 7). If Eus. was independent of the Prologue, as Harnack
thinks, they go back to a very early common source. Possibly, but
not necessarily, the tradition is an inference from the reading of D at
Acts xi. 27: * and when we were gathered together, one of them named
Agabus,’ &c, Ifso,the evidence for the reading is greatly strengthened.

* See Harnack, Luke the Physician, pp. 20-4.
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(Praef. in Matt). But the latter also places the writing of
the Acfs in Rome, a conclusion which can be safely drawn
from the contents of the book. The Gospel and the Ac#s
were not necessarily written in the same place ; there was
probably some interval between the two, during which St.
Luke could have moved from Achaea to Rome. There
was, further, a tradition that he was buried at Thebes in
Boeotia ; this had been well accepted by the time of Con-
stantine, who removed what he believed to be his bones to
Constantinople. None of the evidence is decisive, but if
we are to indulge in conjecture, that of Streeter is as likely
as any: ‘The name Theophilus in the Lucan Prefaces
looks like a prudential pseudonym for some Roman of
position—xpdriore might be translated “ your Excellence ”;
and if Luke had a special connexion with some personage
who, after a provincial governorship {perhaps of Achaea,
resident at Corinth), subsequently returned to Rome, all
the conditions would be satisfied. But in that case a copy
of the Gospel would have been brought to Rome by Luke
himself so soon after it was written, that from the point of
view of its circulation in the Church at large, it may prac-
tically be reckoned as a second Roman Gospel’ (0p. cit.,

P 534 ).
§ 6. Original Language

The opinion, long universally held, that all the three
synoptic Gospels were originally written in Greek has been
controverted in modern times, partly in consequence of an
ancient tradition about Matthew, and partly from internal
evidence. The question of the language of the Gospels as
they stand must be carefully distinguished from that of
their sources. It is probable (see p. 69 f.) that Lk. i, ii are
a translation, or at least based upon a translation, from a
Hebrew document; and perhaps the same must be said of
Matt. i, ii. Also that St. Matthew the Apostle made an
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Aramaic collection of /ogia, which was expanded into dif-
ferent Greek recensions, from two of which a portion of
Matt. and Luke was derived. And any oral tradition of our
Lord’s words and deeds handed down by His Palestinian
contemporaries ultimately goes back to Aramaic, which
was the vernacular of Palestine.

Mark. There is no early tradition that the Second
Gospel is a translation, but that is maintained by some
modern scholars. The treatment of the subject by Blass?
(Philology of the Gospels, ch. xi) is not, indeed, convincing.
He thinks that the first part of the 4c#s was based on an
Aramaic writing by St. Mark which formed a continuation
of his Gospel, and therefore that the Aramaisms to be
found there were St. Mark’s Aramaisms. Hence ‘if
Mark’s second part was written in Aramaic, then his first
part, that is the Gospel, must have been originally written
in the same language’. As evidence that the Gospel was
written in Aramaic he notes textual variations which sug-
gest ‘the idea that there existed a plurality of versions
[or rather redactions] of a common Aramaic original, and
that St. Luke *“used another Mark ”’. *Before writing his
own Gospel he made a Greek redaction of that of Mark.’
¢ Another translation of Mark, or other translations, were
made by other persons, and one version among these was
that which eventually predominated, but the othershave at
least left their traces” But in no single case of variant
readings does Blass try to show that one of the readings
reveals an Aramaic original. Variants can be accounted
for in many other ways, and his conjectures cannot be said
to have created the least probability of an original Aramaic
Mark.

But a stronger case is made by linguistic arguments.
Wellhausen 2 points to the general Semitic colouring of

* Professor of Classical Philology in the University of Halle.
* Einleftung in die drei ersten Evangelien, pp. 14-42.
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style and syntax, a few only of his numerous instances
being specifically Aramaic. (He shows also that when
Matt, and Luke differ, especially in words of our Lord, the
difference can occasionally be explained by reference to the
Aramaic which He spoke.)) " Allen? cites the frequent use
of certain particles: xaf=), ed@ds="10, wdAw =N, 8r¢ recit.
=7. In syntax he refers to instances of asyndeton, to the
frequent historic present corresponding to the Aramaic
participle, and to the use of the participle with the verb ‘to
be” as a periphrasis for a verb in a past sense. And he
adduces some expressions which seem to reflect Aramaic
idioms. The phenomena certainly point to Aramaic, but the
question is whether they imply actual translation or only
the work of a bilingual writer whose Greek was influenced
by the fact that he habitually thought in Aramaic. Allen
and Wellhausen decide in favour of the former. And the
theory is supported by Torrey (Harvard Theological Re-
view, Oct. 1923), who believes in the Aramaic origin of all
the four Gospels (as well as of Acts i-xv). On the other
hand, Allen’s results are tested by Burney ? {7The Aramaic
Origin of the Fourth Gospel), who shows that the Aramaic
colouring of Mark is not nearly as striking as that of Jokn,
and says rightly (p. 1g), * What is needed to substantiate
the theory of an Aramaic original for Mark is some cogent
evidence of mistranslation; and this has not yet been
advanced’.

Matthew. That St. Matthew wrote for Hebrews in
‘Hebrew’ (i. e. Aramaic) was a tradition which can be traced
to Irenaeus. See the passage quoted on p. 28f., where the
testimonies of Origen, Eusebius, and Jerome to the same
effect are given. To these may be added those of Cyril
Jerus.,, Cafech. xiv, ‘ Matthew who wrote the Gospel in
the Hebrew tongue’, and Epiphanius, Haer.11.1. 51, ¢ And

! Exposifor, June 1g9co, and St Mark, pp. 48-50.
? Sometime Oriel Professor, Oxford, and Canon of Rochester.
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this Matthew writes the Gospel in Hebrew (¢éBpaikofs
ypdupaci), and preaches, and begins not from the beginning
but gives the genealogy from Abraham’.

Two causes seem to have created this tradition—firstly
the words of Papias, ‘ Matthew composed the /logia in the
Hebrew language’ (see p. 4), and secondly the existence of
apocryphal Gospels, current in Jewish-Christian circles,
which were closely related to Matt. (see p. 17). In par-
ticular the Gospe! of the Nazarenes was written in Aramaic,
and used by a Jewish-Christian sect in Beroea in Coele
Syria. It was clearly based on our Gospel, but by Jerome
and others it was identified with it. Zahn,! though he
recognizes this, accepts the tradition, and believes that the
First Gospel was originally written in Aramaic. But he
makes no attempt to support his theory linguistically, and
in fact it cannot be done. An ancient translation from
a document in another language always betrays itself in
vocabulary and syntax. Some of our Lord’s words in
Matt and Luke, as has been said above, show traces ot
their Aramaic origin, but both Gospels as wholes are
entirely free from Aramaisms. The tradition reflected in
Irenaeus and the others cannot compete with the fact that,
apart from Old Testament quotations, Maithew is quite
innocent of ‘translation Greek’. Nor can it compete with
the fact that the writer transparently uses the Greek Mar&.

Luke. St. Luke, a Hellenist, some even think a Gentile,
cannot, probably, himself have written ina Semiticlanguage,
even if he could read it. The probability of a Hebrew
source for chs. i, ii is discussed on p. 6g9f,, and of Aramaic
sources for some, or the whole, of Acts i-xv on pp. 83-5. It
is improbable that he translated them, but he incorporated
translations, which he touched up, as usual, with his own
distinctive style and vocabulary. The remainder of the

1 Professor of Theology in the University of Erlangen. [Inirod. to
the N.T. (trans. Trout), vol. ii, § 54.
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Gospel shows no sign of a Semitic origin, with two excep-
tions. In some of our Lord’s utterances from Q His
original Aramaic can be detected behind the Greek ; and
the LXX, itself a translation, was employed for Old
Testament quotations, and deeply colours the whole work,
giving it an archaic, Semitic tinge, which St. Luke no doubt
thought more suitable than the artificial, rhetorical Greek
of the period (which is found only in i. 1-4) for the narra-
tion of the Lord’s words and deeds, which were as sacred
as the Old Testament, and required a biblical style.
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III. THE SYNOPTIC PROBLEM
§ 1. The Problem

HE first three Gospels, as has been said, are called
‘synoptic’ because they give in general the same view
of our Lord’s life, and follow broadly the same narrative
framework with a similarity in the selection of material and
in language and vocabulary. In these respects they differ
widely from the Fourth Gospel. And the problem, the
study of which may be said to have begun with Gieseler
and Schleiermacher early in the eighteenth century, is to
determine their literary origin and the way in which each
of them has come to be what it is.

When Westcott wrote his /utroduction to the Study of the
Gospels in 1860 he added his weight to the theory of ‘an
original oral Gospel, definite in general outline and even in
language, which was committed to writing in the lapse of
time in various special shapes, according to the typical
forms which it assumed in the preaching of different
Apostles’ (p. 174 f). The definiteness of outline and
language, he thought, was due to the fact that the Apostles
‘remained together at Jerusalem in close communion long
enough to shape a common narrative, and to fix it with the
requisite consistency’. He was followed, among others,
by Salmon (sometime Provost of Trinity College, Dublin) :
‘an oral Gospel which gave a continuous history of His
[Christ’s] life from His baptism by John to His crucifixion’
(The Human Element in the Gospels, p. 27 {., published in
1go7).! Other writers, e. g. A. Wright? (Synoepsis of the
Gospels in Greek, 1896, 1903), and Plummer (S¢. Luke, 1896)

! But in his Jutroduction to the N.T., 1885, sth ed. 1891, he had
declined to admit that the common source of the Gospels was purely

oral (p. 123f.).
! Formerly Fellow of Queens’ College, Cambridge.
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continued to hold the oral hypothesis, but in modified
forms under the pressure of the growing study of the
problem. To-day, though some effect of oral tradition on
the formation of the Gospels is, and must be, recognized
by every one, the idea of a primary stereotyped corpus of
preaching has been abandoned, chiefly for the following
reasons : (@) The preservation of the common outline both
in order and language, in widely different places, before
any sacredness of inspiration attached to it, must have been
so difficult as to amount to an impossibility. (4) If the
common outline included the teaching of Jesus as we have
it in Matthew and Luke why is it almost wholly omitted
from Mark? And why did the writers of the two former
feel free to incorporate it so differently—St. Luke in three
main portions of his Gospel, St. Matthew in extended
discourses, each with its own aim and character? (c) It is
very improbable that these two writers, in reproducing
large quantities of non-Marcan material, would be able so
consistently to revert to the original order of sections if
their source was only the common oral outline. And
generally speaking it is difficult to imagine how, with all
their purposive adaptations and additions, they adhered so
steadily to the wording, often in minute and unimportant
details, of the oral Gospel.

The theory on which there has been, for some time, an
almost universal agreement, though with a multitude of
differences in its detailed application, is known as the ‘two-
document theory’: (1) The writers of Matt. and Luke each
used in a written form the Second Gospel virtually iden-
tical with ours. (2) To their reproductions of the Marcan
material each makes large additions, consisting chiefly of
sayings and discourses of our Lord, drawn from a common
source Q, which has been noticed above (p. 7). (3) To
this they further added material peculiar to each, drawn
probably from a variety of written sources and from local
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oral tradition. The two documents which give the name
to the theory are thus Mark and Q. But the name is
inadequate, since it does not take account of the use of the
large amount of special material found in both Ma#. and
Luke. And the ‘ four-document theory ’ urged by Streeter,
whether or not his scheme is accepted in all its details,
comes much nearer to representing the facts.

He gave foretastes of his theory in the Hibbert Journal,
October, 1921 ; and has recently elaborated it in his impor-
tant work 7he Four Gospels, 1924, to which references have
already been made.! It is briefly as follows: The four
documents are Mark, Q, M, and L. (1) Mark was the
earliest of our written Gospels, and was used by the
authors of Matt. and Luke; the former based his work on
Mark, following it closely, and inserting Q and M into it
by fusion ; the latter had written the groundwork of his
Gospel, ¢ Proto-Luke’, consisting of a combination of L and
Q, years before he came across Mark; and he inserted
the Marcan material into LQ at intervals in blocks. (2)
Q was a Greek document containing the collection which,
according to Papias, St. Matthew had made in Aramaic of
our Lord’s sayings. This seems to have contained also
narrative settings; and it was an important element in the
formation of both Matt. and Luke. (3) M stands for a large
residue of matter peculiar to Ma#., most of it having a
more or less distinct Judaistic colouring. (4} L stands for
a considerable quantity of material peculiar to St. Luke’s
work. He collected as much as he could in Palestine and
in Caesarea; and when he became acquainted with Q,
probably in Antioch, he wedged it into L, for the most part
in blocks. The contents of L, according to Streeter, are
given below, (p. 68f). It will be seen that they form, in
some sort, a Gospel in themselves.

Streeter claims, with justice, that his theory, while

! Further elaborated by Vincent Taylor, Behind the Third Gospel, 1926.
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detracting in no way from the value of Mark and Q, raises
M and L to a higher importance, enhancing their authority,
generally speaking, for a knowledge of our Lord’s life and
teaching.

§ 2. The Marcan Source

The earliest tradition that we possess with regard to
Mark is in the passage given above {p. 6), which is quoted
as a statement of the ‘Presbyter’ by Papias, Bishop of
Hierapolis ¢. A.p. 140, and preserved by Eusebius (H. £.
ili. 39). If Papias reproduces the statement, or the sub-
stance of it, correctly, and if his words are given accurately
by Eus., it is a passage of great historical value. The
word épunvevrds, accepted by Irenaeus mr 1. 1 (=Eus.
H.E. v.8),xi. 6, who is followed by Tertullian (c. Mare.
iv. 5), does not, as most writers agree, bear the meaning
usually attached to the word ‘interpreter’ in modern
times. It does not imply that while St. Peter was preach-
ing in Aramaic St. Mark gave to his audience a Greek
translation of his words sentence by sentence. Still less
can it mean that St. Mark at Rome translated into Latin
St. Peter's Greek preaching.! Papias means that St. Peter
preached in Aramaic, and that St. Mark at a later time—
after the Apostle’s death in fact—set down in Greek for
other circles of Christians all that he remembered. This
is perhaps the meaning of the opening words of the muti-
lated Muratorian fragment (see p. 346f): ‘quibus tamen
interfuit et ita posuit’; ‘[Peter’s instructions] at which,?

! See J. B. Lightfoot (sometime Bishop of Durham), Clement of
Rome, vol. ii, p. 494, and West, Interpreter, July 1924, pp. 295-9.
Christianity had been brought to Rome by Greek-speaking people,
and the Church there was, for some time, largely composed of slaves
and others of the humblest classes, who were not Roman but Greek
in origin or speech. So that for more than a century after St. Peter's
preaching at Rome no Latin translation of his Greek was needed,

* Or perhaps [@/]quibus, ‘at some of them ’.
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nevertheless, he was present, and thus [i.e. in the Gospel
which we possess]committed to writing’. It may be taken
as very probable that in the Second Gospel, practically as
we have it, St. Mark wrote down in Greek what he remem-
bered of St. Peter’s Aramaic discourses about Christ.

The reason for the theory that this writing was used by
the authors of Maftthew and Luke is that it accounts better
than any other for the following phenomena:! (¢) While
Matit. and Luke are quite independent in their Infancy
narratives, they begin to agree with one another and with
Mark at the point where the latter begins—the ministry of
the Baptist. (4 Both Ma#t. and Luke contain nearly the
whole of Mark’s subject-matter, and with a few exceptions
Matt. follows Mark’s arrangement of the material (see pp.
18 ff)), though both Mat?. and Luke insert large quantities of
other matter, some of it peculiar to each, and some of it
common to both but differently placed and handled. (¢
Each of them sometimes omits Marcan material, but they
very seldom agree in what they omit. (d) Each of them
sometimes departs from the Marcan sequence of narrative,
but they very seldom agree in doing so; when one departs
from, the other retains, the Marcan sequence. {¢) To a very
great extent, as the study of a Greek synopsis will show,
they are both in striking agreement with Mark in details
of narrative and phraseology. Sometimes one or other—
more often Matt. than Luke—agrees with Mark while the
other diverges. And the cases in which the two agree in
details of this kind while differing from Mark are extra-
ordinarily few. The same facts are given more statistically
by Streeter (pp. 159-68).

Other less successful theories have been advanced.
Some writers have postulated a document which held the
same relation to our Gospels as was held by the fixed
catechetical tradition of the oral hypothesis. It was an

! See Stanton, The Gospels as Historical Documents, ii. 34.
2594-6 E
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Ur-Evangelium, a primitive written Gospel, some say in
Hebrew, some in Aramaic, on which our Gospels were
based. Itis thought that Mar# is practically a translation
of parts of it, or that the second evangelist used it as did
the first and the third. But in either case it is difficult to
imagine why he should have omitted the large amount of
narratives and discourses preserved in Ma#t. and Luke.
Zahn held that the primitive Gospel was an Aramaic
Matthew ; that this was used by the writer of Mark; and
that our present Matthew was formed by translation from
the Aramaic plus the use of Mark. Other theories con-
tinue to be suggested : e. g. by W. Lockton (Church Quart.
Rev., July 1922), that Mark was formed out of Liuke, the
earliest Gospel, and Matt. out of both Luke and Mark;
and conversely by H. G. Jameson (Z%e Origin of the Syn.
Gospels, Oxford, 1922) that Mark was formed out of Matt.,
the earliest Gospel, and Luke out of Matt.and Mark.! But
the theory that 4. and () were two of the chief sources of
Matt. and Lk. is accepted by the mass of N. T. scholars
as covering the facts more nearly than any other.

Ur-Marcus. Whether Mar# as it stands was the original
form of the work is another matter, on which scholars of the
first rank have disagreed. Some think that St. Mark’s work,
in which he committed to writing his reminiscences of St.
Peter’s teaching, was edited by a compiler, who brought it
to its present form by rearrangements and additions. The
evidence adduced is mainly of three kinds: (@) Want of
cohesion in the structure and order of the material. ()
Agreements of Ma#. and Luke against Mark when
they are employing Marcan material. () The presence in
Mark of ‘ Paulinisms’? or other features thought to be
secondary on subjective grounds.

! See a review by Burkitt, Joumm. Theol. Siud. xxiv. 441 ff.
* Strenuously denied in the interesting study by M. Werner, Der
Einfluss paulinischer Theologie im Markusevangelium, 1923.
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(@) It is true that some dislocations and rearrangements
may be due to the evangelist having incorporated frag-
ments from earlier writings ; but that is very different from
the Ur-Marcus theory. And some may be the work of an
editorial hand later than Ma#t. and Luke. Both these possi-
bilities will be considered below. But the want of cohesion
which is occasionally noticeable has been greatly exag-
gerated by some writers. When it occurs it may be
largely explained by the fact that St. Mark, as Papias says,
did not write téfet; he was not careful to observe a literary
or artistic order and smoothness in order to present his
ideas systematically. He recorded some things parentheti-
cally, as they occurred to him. This will account, for
example, for the rapid sketch of the events in his prologue
(i. T-14} up to the time when Simon comes on the scene.
No other literary explanation is needed, as, e. g., that the
editor is rapidly outlining familiar events to the point where
his source, Ur-Marcus, begins; or that St. Mark is abridg-
ing Q; or that he is using Matt. or Luke or both. It will
account also for the position of the visit to Nazareth (vi.
1-6a), which Moffatt describes as an ‘erratic boulder’, for
the following commission to the Twelve (vi. 6b-18), and
some other loosely attached sections and chronological dis-
placements.

(#) The agreements of Ma#t. and Luke against Mark do
not amount to very much. See Burkitt! who examines
twenty instances collected by Sir J. Hawkins.? ‘Some of
them’, as he says, ‘are concerned with very small points
indeed, while in others the agreement between Ma#. and
Luke is best explained as due to special and fairly obvious
causes.” In most cases they have independently polished
Mark's more primitive style, so that, as Streeter says, ¢ If
the coincident agreements of Matthew and Luke can only

1 Gospel History and its Tvansmission, pp. 42-58.

¥ Horae Synopticae, p. 174 f.
E2
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be explained on the theory that they used a different
edition of Mark to the one we have, then it is the earlier of
the two editions, the Ur-Marcus in fact, that has survived ’.

The most striking instance is in Matt. xxvi. 67 f. =Lk.
xxii. 63 ff.,, which have the words ‘saying’ and ‘ who is he
that struck thee ?’ which are absent from Mark. They are
more suitable, as Burkitt suggests,in L. than in Ma#., and
their insertion in the latter may be merely an early harmo-
nization. And this is probably the explanation of agree-
ments in some other cases. Turner suggests further that
the author of Matf. may have used a more corrupt text of
MeE. than our present one, and that some of its corruptions
were in the text used by St. Luke.

Streeter bids us ‘ renounce once for all the chase of the
phantom Ur-Marcus, and the study of the minor agree-
ments becomes the highway to the recovery of the purest
text of the Gospels’.

() Some writers have gone to great lengths in this
direction, maintaining not only that an original Mark has
been edited, but that there has been a combining and edit-
ing of more than one source, each source and each process
of editing or redacting removing the Gospel further from
the simple, primitive picture of Jesus as a Rabbi desider-
ated by some modern liberal theologians. Moffatt,! who
himself holds the Ur-Marcus theory, gives some examples
of this ultra-analysis, which he rightly condemns. Andsee
N. P. Williams’s 2 study of Wendling’s theory ®in which he
illustrates the subjective character of this kind of criticism.

Burkitt 4 closes his examination of the Ur-Marcus theory
by pointing out that the Gospel ‘ deals mainly with a cycle
of events foreign to the life and interests of the growing

U Introd. Lit. N.T., p. z271.

? Fellow of Exeter College, Oxford.

8 Oxford Studies in the Synoptic Problem, ch. xiii.
+ Op. cit,, p. 61.
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Christian communities’. The evangelist desires, indeed,
to produce the impression that Jesus Christ was the Son of
God, but he does so by recording biographical details of
the Ministry. What interested the early Church was, on
the one hand, the series of main events, foretold, as was
believed, in the Old Testament—the Nativity, Death, and
Resurrection, on which Christianity depended, and which
therefore became the basis of the Creeds ; and on the other,
the Ethics of Christianity, the foundation of which was the
teaching of Jesus. And it is not easy to see what should
have led a succession of revisers and redactors to take the
trouble to revise or redact a narrative which did not supply
as much material for the former as either Ma#t. or Luke,
and hardly any for the latter.

Use of earlier sources. There are not many instances of
this, but in a few cases it reaches some degree of proba-
bility. (a) The events of viii. 1-26 are a duplicate of those
related in vi. 31-vii. 37, as the following table shows :

Mark Mati, Marh, Matt.,

(i) vi, 31~44. xiv. 13-21. Miraculous feeding of wviii, z1-9. xv. 32-8,
a multitude some-
where on the east of

the iake.

(ii) 45-52. 22-33, Crossing the lake. 104a. 309a.

(iii) 53-6. g34-6. Arrival at the west of rob. 39b.
the lake.

(iv) vii, 1-23. xv. 1-20. Conflict with the au- I1, 12, Xxvi, I-4a.
thorities.

{v) 24~31. 21-8. Avoidance of the do- 13-2I. 4b-12.
minion of Antipas.

(vi) 32-17. vacaf, Healing on the east of 22-6. vacal,
the lake.

It will be seen that Mat#t. has parallels to all except to the
two miracles of healing with the use of saliva, But in xv.
29-31 there is a general mention of healings which stands
over against Mk. vii. 32-7. Lwuke omits the whole of both
series, except the sayings in viii. 12 (= Lk. xi. 29) and viii.
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15 (= Lk. xii. 1). The correspondence in the order of the
narratives points to a certain fixation of order in the oral
tradition, such as used to be claimed for the whole Gospel
narrative to an undue extent by the upholders of the oral
hypothesis. (&) It is possible that the stories of the Trans-
figuration (ix. 2-13) and of the plotting of the chief priest
and scribes (xiv. 1, 2) are taken from an earlier source.
St. Mark’s time references, ‘ And after six days’, ‘And it
was the Passover and the &¢vpa[Feast of Unleavened Cakes]
after two days’, are different in kind and style from the
vague expressions in i. 9; ii. 1; viii. 1. {¢) The *little Apo-
calypse’ incorporated in ch. xiii, as has been said (p. 30),
probably circulated at one time as an independent pam-
phlet.

If St. Mark has incorporated these passages from written
sources they are probably not the only ones. But there is
no reason to suppose that they are either numerous or
extensive. The question whether Q was another of his
sources is discussed below.

Editorial additions. It is probable, further, that his work
was ‘ touched up’ at a later time than Ma#. and Luke, so
that passages and expressions in our present Mark are
wanting in both. Among writers who adopt this view are
Sanday ! and Stanton.? This kind of agreement against
Mark is not, indeed, in every case a criterion. In some
points the writers of Ma#. and Luke may have corrected
Mark independently. And it would be rash to claim that
we possess the true text of either Ma#. or Luke; if we
could arrive at it, some of their agreements would probably
disappear.® It would be rash also to state with confidence
what material either of them must have wished to omit or

! Sometime Lady Margaret Professor of Divinity, Oxford. Oxford
Studies in the Synoptic Problem, pp. 21—4.

* The Gospels as Historical Documents, ii, pp. 142-5.

8 See Turner, Journ. Theol. Stud., Jan. 1gog, 175 ff.
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include. But, in fact, their agreements are probably the
only criterion we have. They will be found collected in
Abbott, Corrections of Mark, 1901.

A considerable fraction—about a quarter—of Mark is
found in Ma#t. but absent from Luke. And some have held
that this was added to Mark later than Luke. This is
strongly maintained by Stanton,! though he admits that ‘it
is not, perhaps, absolutely necessary’. Some passages, he
thinks, St. Luke found in Mark, but had reasons for omit-
ting. But those for which he sees no reasons, which he
enumerates on p. 167 n., he assigns to a later writer who
might be called Deutero-Mark. They amount to between
one-fifth and one-sixth of the Gospel. But the view has
not found general acceptance. Hawkins? finds reasons
for all the omissions, most of which are fairly adequate.
But we cannot expect to know all St. Luke’s reasons,
while many of his omissions were probably due to the fact
that it was necessary to keep his work within certain limits,
and he needed the room for much other material, more
suitable to his purpose, which he had collected. Further,
the question of style cannot be quite disregarded. If the
portions of Mark due to an amplificator amounted to one-
sixth of the Gospel, it is probable that differences would be
discernible to an extent sufficient to betray his hand.
Stanton suggests a few (pp. 204 ff.), but they are neither
striking nor numerous enough to prove the theory. A
natural inference from his view is that Luke was prior to
Matt.; and on p. 152 he says that there are good grounds
for thinking that this may have been so; but on p. 368 he
writes, ‘ there do not appear to me to be sufficient reasons
for giving precedence to either of them. Luke used the
original unamplified work of Mark, and the author of
St. Matthew the amplified one, but this may have been due
to special circumstances.’

v Op. cil., pp. 152-70. t Oxford Studies, pp. 60-74.
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Mutilations. It has been held by Spitta and others that
Mark has been mutilated at the beginning, as at the end.
The opening verses present, indeed, curious difficulties.
After the heading (whether it is the first clause of the
evangelist or a mere title by him or an editor) the Gospel
opens with the words ‘As it is written in Esaias the
prophet’, but this introduces a quotation not from Isaiak
but from Mal.iii. 1. In v. 3 follow words from Is. xli. 3,
and in v. 4 the narrative begins, the order being reversed
in Luke. The theory of mutilation fails to account for these
difficulties ; they must be the result of editorial manipula-
tion. It is just possible to make the words éyévero "Iwdvys
the apodosis of xdOws yéypamrar, kA, ‘according to the
words in Esaias . .. John came’. But it is so artificial that
only an editor who prefixed a quotation, and not the
evangelist, can be credited with such a construction. The
quotation from Malachi was probably interpolated from
a list of festimonia; it is an independent version of the
Hebrew, while that from /saza/ is from the LXX. Omit-
ting the interpolation Rawlinson (S Mark, p. 5 1), follow-
ing Turner,! makes . 4 the apodosisto v. 1: ‘ The starting-
point of the Good News about Jesus Christ (in accordance
with the scriptural words of the Prophet Isaiah ... was
John, who baptized, &c.” An awkward parenthesis of this
kind finds parallels in St. Mark’s work, but a difficulty in
this explanation is that the word ‘ Gospel”’ has a different
meaning in v. 14, 1. e. the ‘good tidings of God’ which
Jesus proclaimed, that ‘the time is fulfilled and the King-
dom of God is at hand’. In w. 15, ‘believe in the Gospel’,
the meaning is the same as in . 1, as also the use of the
word in viil. 35, x. 29.

A mutilation in the middle of Mar£ has been suggested
as an explanation of St. Luke’s ‘ great omission’ of Mk. vi.

! Journ. Theol. Stud. xxvi. 146.  See the whole series of interesting
articles on Marcan usage, beginning July 1924.
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45-viil. 26. Streeter! thinks that, by an accident to the
roll, the copy of Mar#k used by St. Luke—not by the author
of Ma#.—may have included merely the beginning of the
‘great omission’, as far as the words adrds péros, ‘ He
alone’, in vi. 47, and then went straight on to émnpdra rods
pabyrds, ‘ He asked His disciples’, viii. 27. St. Luke did
his best with the wording at each end of the gap, and in ix.
18 writes, immediately after the Feeding of the five thou-
sand, ‘ And it came to pass, as He was praying alone, the
disciples met Him : and He asked them saying, Who do
the multitudes say that I am?’ And he inserts the place-
name Bethsaida into the opening sentence of the story of
the Feeding, though in other respects he closely follows
the Marcan version of the story. Streeter offers this only
as a tentative suggestion ; and it must be admitted thatitis
not very attractive. But something, at present undeter-
mined, is needed to explain St. Luke’s omission of the
section,

That Mark is mutilated at the end is one of the most
certain results of textual criticism. Most of the best MSS.
and versions, whether they contain additional material or
not, indicate that the text stops short at époBodvro ydp, ‘ for
they feared’ (xvi. 8), which is an impossible ending to
a Gospel. Whether it has lost only the last sheet, as is
commonly supposed, is uncertain. Burkitt ? thinks it ‘a
more reasonable conjecture that Mark may have lost about
a third of its original contents, and that the work once dealt
with the period covered by Acts i-xii, including, for
instance, the story of Rhoda, Mark’s mother’s maid’. Per-
secution might perhaps account for it, but that so much
should have been lost by a mere accident to a roll is not
likely. The conjecture is connected with the question of
St. Luke’s sources for those chapters. But why did

1 Op. at., pp. 176 1. * Christian Beginnings, p. 83.



58 THE SYNOPTIC PROBLEM

St. Mark continue his Gospel so far? And if he did, why
did he stop there ?

As early as Tatian (170) and Irenaeus (185) there was
current at Rome a passage known as the Longer Conclu-
sion, which is found in several MSS. (including D) either
as an appendix or as a part of the text. It was printed in
the Textus Receptus, and hence stands in our A.V. and
R.V. as #2. g—20. A few MSS. and versions (but no
patristic writers) give also a Shorter Conclusion, all, except
the African &, before the longer one. And the Freer MS.
W adds a further passage to the longer one after v. 14. The
evidence for the view that neither conclusion was in the
original text of Mark is discussed by Hort,! Jntrod. N.T. in
Greek, Append. pp. 28-51; and additional evidence dis-
covered since that date (1882), especially the absence of any
conclusion in the Sin. Syr., and the fact that in ® and
its allied group the Gospel ended at époBoivre ydp, only
strengthens his results.

This is not the place to discuss what the lost end of Mark
may have contained. Streeter argues that it was lost before
Mati. and Luke were written, and conjectures that it con-
tained ‘an Appearance to Mary Magdalene, followed by
one to Peter and others when fishing on the Lake of
Galilee, and that John derived his version of these inci-
dents from the lost conclusion of Mark *.2

§ 3. The Source known as Q

The First Gospel is anonymous, but St. Matthew’s name
became attached to it in the Church where he worked.
This was probably because it incorporated St. Matthew’s
writing, a collection of the Jogra, as Papias calls them—the

1 Sometime Lady Margaret Professor in the University of Cam-
bridge.
= 0p. il pp. 343 ., 351-60.
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sayings and discourses (or the substance of discourses) of
our Lord (see p. 4f, note). His work cannot have amounted
to a ypady edayyellov such as Irenaeus describes it. And
that it was the only form in which sayings of our Lord
found circulation is, of course, impossible ; many of them
must have been recorded by St. Peter and the other
Apostles in their preaching and instruction. When it was
issued ‘each one’ says Papias ‘interpreted it as he was
able’. The word #pufrevoe (like the word épunvevris which
Papias uses of St. Mark) must be given its strict meaning
‘translated’. Salmon,! Stanton,? and others have under-
stood it to mean ‘ gave extempore interpretations in his own
language’ to congregations in Church, similar to those of
the Targumists who interpreted the Hebrew Scriptures in
the synagogues in their vernacular Aramaic. But there is
nothing to show that Papias was referring to Church
services; he seems rather to have been dealing with the
development of Christian writings. We are led to think of
written documents in which St. Matthew’s Aramaic collec-
tion was done into Greek. These would soon be enlarged
and altered, becoming what we might call different recen-
sions. Whether or not the authors of Ma#. and Luke
used two of these, they certainly used two different transla-
tions, which is occasionally discernible where their varia-
tions can be explained by slight differences in Aramaic
words, or by Aramaic words which bear two distinct mean-
ings.

Streeter, though he believes in the existence of (Q, does
not believe in the recensions. He suggests (rather specu-
latively) that the words of the Elder quoted by Papias may
have been a protest by the Church of Ephesus against the
newly introduced Gospel of St. Matthew ; and ‘ his language
is a slightly contemptuous exaggeration intended to assert

Y The Human Element in the Gospels, p. 271.
t The Gospels as Historical Documents, i, pp. 55-7.
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that the particular Greek version (i.e. our Gospel of
Matthew), to the authority of which the critics of the Fourth
Gospel were appealing, was an anonymous version having
no claim to direct apostolic authority’. If the Elder were
himself the author of the Fourth Gospel, as Streeter
thinks, ‘it would only be the more necessary to point out
that Gospels like Matthew and Mark, which were at times
in conflict with it, were no more directly apostolic than
itself” (op. cst, p. 21). Onthe other hand, it has been thought
that the material used in Ma#t. and Luke respectively was
so largely dissimilar that while their common matter goes
back ultimately to St. Matthew’s collection, they cannot be
said to have used, even in different recensions, a source
which had sufficient unity to be designated by one symbol
Q. Stanton? supposes that fragmentary translations of
St. Matthew’s collection were extant, and that the First
Evangelist has occasionally used one or more of these
which were fuller than the version used by St. Luke.
A few writers, Burton 2 and Allen,? for example, hold that
St. Luke did not use Q at all, but obtained the material
which he has in common with Ma#. from a variety of
sources, one of which, Allen thinks, was possibly Mat#.
itself (see below).

The question naturally arises whether the author of
Matt. or Luke shows the greater fidelity to their common
source in respect of wording and order. As to wording,
many think that the former adheres to it more closely than
the latter, and that St. Luke must have treated it, as he
treated Mark, with the freedom of an artist. The latest
suggestion is that of Burney (7The Poetry of our Lord,
p. 87f) who claims that the Semitic parallelism of our
Lord’s sayings is preserved more faithfully in Ma#?, than

1 0p. cit., ii. 78-102.
¢ Professor in the University of Chicago. J[utroduction fo the Gos-
pels, Chicago, 1904, 8 St. Matthew.
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in Luke. On the other hand, the custom of the former was
to conflate the language of his sources when they over-
lapped (see Streeter, pp. 244-54), and hence he would pro-
bably reproduce the language of any of them less exactly
than St. Luke. This is the case in some of the not very
frequent passages where Q and Mark overlapped, and
therefore it is no doubt the case where Q overlapped his
other source. But both causes must have operated, so
that we cannot be sure, except when they are identical, that
either of them preserves a verbatim report of Q.

As regards order also opposite opinions are held. In
Matt. the sayings are mostly grouped into five discourses
(v-vil. 27; X, xill. 1-52 ; Xviii; xxiii-xxv), each followed by
the formula ‘And it came to pass that when Jesus had
finished these words’, or the like. Lk. vii. 1 (parallel to
Matt. vii. 28) has somewhat similarly : * When He had com-
pleted all these sayings in the ears of the people” This
suggests that a formula of this kind stood in Q at the end
of a discourse, which is supported by the fact that the
common LXX expression kai éyévero, which is used in
Matt. in each case, is not found elsewhere in that Gospel.
And since Papias arranged his ‘ Exposition of logza of the
Lord’ in five books, it is possible that the original Aramaic
collection was similarly arranged (Nestle?),a not uncommon
Jewish device ; e.g. there are five books of the Law, and
of the Psalms, and five divisions of the Rabbinic Megilloth
and the Pirge Abothin their original form. If so,the group-
ing in Mait. might appear to follow the grouping in Q
more closely than that in Luke, where the sayings are
placed in very different positions, sometimes for artistic
and literary purposes, and rearranged to admit passages
from other sources. But it was not necessarily in Q that
the sayings were grouped into five discourses. The author

! Sometime of Maulbronn. Zestschrifi N.T. Wissenschaft, 1900,
PD. 252ff.
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of Mait. probably did it himself and inserted the formula
(derived from Q) at the end of each.

The opposite view is maintained by Stanton, who argues
that in combining the Marcan with other material, in parti-
cular that drawn from Q, ‘Luke decided on the easiest,
though not the most artistic, plan of inserting the greater
part of this material in two masses at two different points
of the Marcan outline (vi. 20-viil. 3 and ix. 5I-xviii. 14), so
as to keep it as free as possible from his Marcan material.
In the First Gospel, on the other hand, the Marcan and the
non-Marcan are used par? passu, sayings from both being
brought together when they referred to, or might naturally
be taken to refer to, the same occasion,” The same view
was held by Streeter!; and in his recent work, The Four
Gospels, he says, ‘If we consider (1) Matthew’s proved
habit of piling up discourses from Mark, Q and M ; {2) the
fact that sayings like ‘‘ Blessed are your eyes”, Mt. xiii.
16-17, concerning offences, Mt. xviii. 7—being imbedded
in extracts from Mark—cannot possibly be in their original
context as they occur in Matthew, the presumption is
plainly in favour of the view that Luke's order is the more
original’ (p. 275).

It would be of little use to attempt here a reconstruction
of the contents of Q, or the original collection of logia. No
less than sixteen are given by Moffatt,® beside a suggested
outline of his own. And Streeter, on the basis of his four-
document theory, gives another. His whole argument
should be read (pp. 283—92).

Relation of Matthew and Luke. There are differences of
opinion as to whether either writer made use of the other’s
work. That the author of Ma#t. used Luke has had little
serious support since Schulze® But the converse, that

! Oxford Studies in the Synoptic Problem, p. 147.
 Introd. Lit. N.T., pp. 197-202.
3 Evangelientafel, ed. 2, 1886.
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St. Luke used Ma#. has been frequently maintained.! No
conclusive evidence, however, has been adduced ; and the
chief reason for thinking that the theory is improbable is
that it is wholly unnecessary. When the two evangelists
agree against Mark,a variety of causes may have operated :
(1) they could not help agreeing in some improvements of
St. Mark’s Aramaic style and somewhat primitive Greek.
(2) Streeter (pp. 298-305) discusses several which he calls
‘deceptive agreements’. (3) Others, not very numerous,
are the result of the overlapping of Q and Mar#. (4) There
is little doubt that textual corruption will account for some
of the instances: e. g. a word or line which once stood in
Mark, and was accidentally omitted in the copy from which
all our MSS. are derived, was preserved in Ma#t and Luke;
or assimilation of parallel passages has taken place, a very
commen form of corruption, commoner, perhaps, than has
often been supposed. (5) To these may be added the
possibility, mentioned above and maintained by Stanton
and others, of editorial additions in Mark later than Matt.
and Luke.

Relation of Mark and Q. The remaining problem, whether
St. Mark knew and made use of Q, is closely connected
with the foregoing. Opinions, once more, are divided. If
St. Mark wrote shortly before 70, and Greek documents
were growing up based on St. Matthew’s Aramaic collec-
tion of logza, he might quite possibly have met with some
form of Q at Rome. But if he made any use of it, why did
he use it so little? It is easier to suppose that, Q3 being
current among his readers, he refrained from repeating its
contents as unnecessary. That he lays emphasis on the
authoritative power of our Lord’s teaching (see p. 13f)), and
yet records so little of it, is best explained if he knew that

! For careful statements of this view see Simons, Hal der driife
Evangelist den kanonischen Matthdus bennist? 1880. Hincks, Journal
of Bibl. Lit., 1891, pp. 92-156. Lummis, How Luke was written, 1915.
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his readers were already in possession of a collection of
sayings, and needed only a narrative to supplement them.
Burkitt ! gives a list of thirty or thirty-one isolated sayings
in Mark which occur in more or less similar forms in fwo
passages, either in Ma#t—Luke or in one or other of them,
one of which passages in each case appears to be derived
from Mark and the other from QQ. These are often called
‘doublets’, and are thought by some to imply literary
dependence of St. Mark on Q. But, as in the case of the
dependence of St. Luke on Mait., the chief objection to the
theory is that it is unnecessary. St. Mark may have re-
called from St. Peter’s preaching, or learnt by oral tradi-
tion, some sayings contained in Q. This would meet the
cases in which Burney (loc. ¢#t) thinks that St. Mark has
glossed Q, while the Semitic parallelism is better preserved
in Ma#t—Luke. As Moffatt says,® ‘The theory assumes
that QO 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 direc-
tions ; and it is contrary to all probabilities that they were
drawn into the single channel or canal of (), so that any
other writer had to derive them from this source.” Finally,
an editor of Mark may have inserted a few sayings under
the influence of Ma#t—Luke. The theory of St. Mark’s
dependence on Q) is due to a too hard and fast conception
of the literary growth of the Gospels, and is improbable or
at least not proved. For a detailed study of passages see

Streeter, pp. 186-9I.

¥ Gospel History, &c., PD- 148-66.
* 0p. cil., p. 205.
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§ 4. Other Sources of Matthew and Luke

Matthew. That the evangelist drew from sources other
than Mark and Qis obvious. The following comprise most
of the material :

(@} The narratives of the Nativity and Infancy, including
the Genealogy, embody traditions wholly distinct from
those in Luke and absent from Mark! It is noticeable
that Joseph plays a prominent part in them. And Stanton
suggests that the narratives were current among his kindred
and descendants, some of whom were highly honoured in
the Palestinian Church. But if so, the Jewish Christians
did not shrink from shaping these and other narratives for
apologetic purposes into midrashim on the stories of Moses
and Israel (see the writer’s St. Matthew, p.23). These may
have been current orally, but the evangelist probably knew
them in a written form, perhaps a Greek translation of a
Hebrew document. The play in i. 21 on Jesus (") and
‘shall save’ (v} is Hebrew, and impossible in Aramaic.

If the Genealogy is not his own composition it may have
come from a written source, or it may possibly have been
added later as a prelude to the Gospel. The heading (i. 1),
at least, cannot be the work of the same writer as v. 18,
since yéveaus is used with different meanings.

() References to the Old Testament are frequent, as is
natural in a Jewish-Christian apologetic work. Normally
the quotations and verbal allusions are clearly dependent
on the LXX. But one class of quotations differs from the
rest, 1. e. the passages in which attention is drawn to the
fulfilment of the Old Testament by a formula ‘that it might
be fulfilled which was spoken through—’ or similar words.
These are i. 23 (Is. vii. 14) ; il. 6 (Mic. v. 2) ; ii. 15 (Hos. xi. 1);

' Spitta, Urchristentum, iii. 2, pp. 122-38, conjectures that the evange-
list found them in Mar# before that Gospel was mutilated, as he thinks,
at the beginning. But see above, p. 56.

2504.8 F
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ii. 18 (Jer. xxxi. 15); ii. 23 ( through the prophets’) ; iii. 3 (Is.
xl. 3);iv. 15 f. (Is.ix. 1 [Heb. viii. 23£]); viil. 17 (Is. liii. 4); xii.
18-21 (Is. xlii. 1-4); xiii. 35 (‘through the prophet’; Ps.
Ixxviii. 2) ; xxi. 5 (Zech. ix. g, with reminiscence of Is. Ixil. 11);
xxvil. g (‘through Jeremias the prophet’; Zech. xi. 12 f).
And with the exception of iil. 3, which occurs in Mk. 1. 3; Lk.
iii. 4 (see p. 56), all are peculiar to Ma#t. These quotations
differ from the others in the First Gospel in adhering less
closely to the LXX. They appear to be independent
translations, though in some cases perhaps influenced by
the LXX. Not only so, but some of them (1. 23 ; ii. 6, 15;
v. 15 f. ; xii. 1811 ; xiii. 35) differ from our Hebrew text as
well as from the LXX, and in i 23 the impersonal
xaXégovaw, ‘people shall call His name’, i.e. His name
shall be called, is an Aramaic feature. It is possible, there-
fore, that the source for these quotations was a translation
of an Aramaic collection of festimonia.

() In his record of our Lord’s discourses and sayings,
Matt. has passages of three different kinds: (i} some which
are so similar to those in Luke that they may safely be
assigned to Q; (i) some which are disconcertingly similar,
but at the same time dissimilar to those in Luke ; (iii) some
which are peculiar to his Gospel. If the third are assigned
to his source M, the second can be explained as due to
collation of (3 and M, while St. Luke remained truer to Q.

For the Sermon on the Mount the First Evangelist
seems to have had two distinct sermons, one practically
identical with the Sermon on the Plain in Luke (followed
by the story of the centurion’s servant), and the other—
more than two-thirds of the whole—a more or less con-
nected discourse, anti-Pharisaic in character, and dealing
with Jewish controversy. Where they overlapped he con-
flated them. And to this conflate sermon he added certain

4 This source must have been one of the causes which led to the
complex narrative in xxvii. 3-To.
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passages parallel to Lufe, i. e. taken from Q, which in Luke
stand in other contexts. And the strongly anti-Pharisaic
discourse in ch. xiii appears to be similarly a conflation.

In many of his parables also the use of M is probably to
be seen. Two are derived from Mark (the Sower and the
Wicked Husbandmen); two from Q (the Mustard Seed
and the Leaven); and there are eleven others—or rather
twelve, since xxii. 11-14 is really a parable distinct from
the foregoing. Three of these overlap three of the nine-
teen in Lwuke, the Lost Sheep, the Marriage Feast (= the
Great Supper), and the Talents (=the Pounds). But
while these are parallel they are so dissimilar that they are
probably to be assigned, with Streeter, to M and L respec-
tively. And the remainder of the parables in Maft. can be
assigned to M. All of them bear upon the Kingdom of
Heaven, or the duty of being fit and ready for it: the Tares,
Hidden Treasure, Pearl, Net, the Debtor who owed a thou-
sand talents, the Vineyard Labourers, the Two Sons, and
the Sheep and the Goats (which is not strictly a parable,
but an apocalyptic prediction containing the simile of the
sheep and the goats). Most of the parables in Luke are
rather vehicles of moral teaching drawn from the daily life
of men. But St. Luke applies the word ‘parable ” also to
illustrations and similes which are not in the form of
narratives. Sometimes an extended illustration or simile
verged upon narrative, e.g. Lk. xii. 35-40; xv. 3-Io.
Neither Q nor the Marcan tradition appears to have been
very rich in fully formed parables, though they were not
without them; they preserved rather the authoritative
dicta of the Master, with many of His illustrative com-
ments, similes, and figurative expressions. But these were
probably current in large numbers, in many degrees of
elaboration in the direction of narrative ; and the compiler
of M collected those, for the most part, of a Jewish-Christian
character, and the compiler of L (very likely St. Luke him-

F 2
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self) those of a different kind. St. Mark evidently knew
more than he recorded; see iv. 10-13 following a single
parable. With regard to the sayings of Jesus and His
parabolic teaching, Stanton refers to Weizsicker’s sug-
gestive comparison between the Jewish Zalacha and hag-
gada, the former of which was handed down with greater
care and fidelity than the latter.

Jewish Christians delighted to emphasize the importance
of St. Peter. And this appears in several narratives in
which he plays a prominent part, which may be assigned
to M: e g. xiv. 28-32; xvi. 17f, 10.

It is practically agreed that QQ did not extend to the
Passion. When St. Matthew made his collection of logia
Christians did not need a reminder of the great events
which they knew, but a record of the sayings during the
Ministry which they did not know. And there are no
passages in which Maét. and Luke agree against Mark
which would suggest it. Mar#k is here followed very fully
in Matt., but there is some material peculiar to the First
Gospel which must have been derived from the source or
sources collected in M, which, as elsewhere, the evangelist
inserted by fusion into the Marcan framework: xxvi. 50,
52-4; xxvii. 3-10, 19, 24,36, 43, 51b-53, 62-6; xxviii.
2-4, I1-20.

Luke. It is generally easier to distinguish the material
which St. Luke introduced from L, because, as has been
said, his practice was to insert his QQ and Marcan material
in blocks with very little fusion. Streeter gives tentatively
the contents of Q) (p. 291) and of Proto-Luke (p. 222) ; hence
those which he would assign to L are as follows: iii. 1, 15,
18-20, 23-8; v. 1-11; Vvi. 14-16; vii. 1117, 36-50; viil. 1-3;
X. I, 25-42 ; Xl 1-8, 53f.; xii. 13-21; xiii. 1-17; xiv. 1-T0,
12-25, 28-33; Xv. 1-32; xvi. 14 f,, 19-31; xVil. 7-1Ig; xviil.
I-14; XiX. I-10, 3744 ; XXi. 18, 34-6; xxil. 14 to the end, apart
from a few passages from Mark (xxii. 18, 22, 42, 46 f,, 52-
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62, 71 ; xxiil. 3, 22, 25f,, 33,34 b, 38, 44-6, 52 t. ; xxiv. 6), and
some verses which ‘ may be derived from Mark, or repre-
sent Proto-Luke partially assimilated to the Marcan parallel’
(xxil. 69; xxiil. 35, 49, 51; xxiv. 1-3, 9 ).

The Infancy narratives (chs. i, ii) have every appearance
of being derived from a special source. They are wholly
independent of the Infancy narratives in Maft. Style and
language are our only guides as to sources. In the Pro-
logue (i. 1—4) he lays himself out to write the studied,
literary Greek of the period, polished and rhetorical. But
at ». 5 there is a sudden, steep drop into Hebraic Greek.
Harnack and others have supposed that he shows his
literary genius by the conscious art with which he adapted
the style and language of the section to its subject-matter,
making his own the archaic religious style and language
of the LXX. But apart from the fact that the Greek of the
LXX, even of those books of which the original language
was Hebrew, is far from uniform, the archaic religious
style and language are those of translation-Greek. And it
is impossible to see any reason why he should wish to
imitate translation-Greek more closely in his first two
chapters than in the rest of his Gospel which is redolent
of the LXX—s0 closely, in fact, that they have the appear-
ance of being a literal translation of a Semitic original.
The theory, widely accepted at the present time, is much
more probable, that they are a translation from a Hebrew
document. Whether St. Luke translated them himself, or
used a Greek translation which he touched up, according
to his usual custom, with his own style and vocabulary,
cannot be definitely decided, since we have no means of
knowing whether he was acquainted with Hebrew. But
since he shows no clear signs of it elsewhere, and his Old
Testament quotations are invariably from the LXX, the
latter is the more likely. That the original document was
Hebrew, not Aramaic, may be regarded as certain, since
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distinctive Aramaisms, such as are seen in Mark and Jokn,
and to a slight degree in Q, are absent, while Hebraisms
abound as may be seen in any good commentary. If the
original was Aramaic we should have to suppose that the
translator was skilful enough to avoid Aramaisms while
rendering Aramaic into Greek of the style of the LXX,
which is very improbable.! Some portions of the chapters
are poetical—the canticles, Magnifical, Benedictus, and Nunc
Dimittis, and the words of angels in i. 14-17, 321, 35; il. 14.
And the ease with which they can be rendered into rhyth-
mical Hebrew is shown by Aytoun ? (Journ. Theol. Stud.
xviil. 274 ). It is their Hebraic language, however, not the
rhythm which points to Hebrew, since Aramaic could be
no less rhythmical.® It is possible that these poetical
passages were current separately, and incorporated by the
Hebrew narrator, as may have been the case with the
angel’s words in Matt. i. 21. But it is more probable that
the Infancy narratives in both the Gospels were written in
Hebrew, and that the rhythmical passages were composed
by the narrators themselves.

A further possibility is that the chapters were added to
the Gospel at a later date. The word dvwfer ‘from the
first’ (i. 3) seems to mean from the beginning of the common
apostolic tradition; and this was certainly the ministry of
the Baptist (see Acts i. 21 f), which was the earliest point
at which eyewitnesses (Lk. i. 2) could communicate the

! The vernacular of Palestine was Aramaic, and the mass of the
people could not understand Hebrew; hence the need of Aramaic
targums, or interpretations, given in the synagogues side by side with
the reading of the Hebrew scriptures. But certain religious circles,
such as those which produced some of the apocalypses, and those to
which such men as Zacharias the priest, and Simon, who was
‘righteous and devout’, belonged, seem to have continued to cultivate
the sacred language. Our Lord Himself could read [saia% in the
original (Lk iv. 18 f.).

? Lecturer at the Friends’ Settlement, Woodbrooke, Birmingham,

8 See Burney, The Poetry of Our Lovd (Oxford, 1g26).
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facts. And the sixfold synchronism in iii. 1 looks like an
elaborate opening to the Gospel. But neither of these is
conclusive. St. Luke’s main purpose, no doubt, was to
give to Theophilus and to the Church of his day an account
of the apostolic tradition, beginning with iii. 1. But there
was nothing to prevent him from prefixing a prelude
to his masterpiece, describing the birth and childhood
of Him of whose public Ministry the common tradition
treated.

The Genealogy, which seems clearly intended to be a list
of actual descent, and is thus distinct from that in Ma#.
which traces the royal succession, is perhaps not in its
original form. From Terah (®apd) to Adam is 20 genera-
tions; from David to Abraham is only 14; and from Heli
the father of Joseph to Nathan is 40, of which 20 are before
the Exile and 2o after it. Moreover, St. Luke appears to
have manipulated the list in two ways: (1) The value which
it would have for the family of Jesus lay in the descent
from David, and through him from Abraham the father of
the race. The twenty names to Adam, with the addition
ToD Oeol, were probably from St. Luke’s own pen as an
expression of his universalism. This is supported by the
fact that these names appear to have been drawn from the
LXX, while corruptions in several of the others point to
the Hebrew Bible.! (2) He seems to have inverted the order
of the whole list, the original form having been simply
a catalogue of names beginning with Abraham. Zerubbabel
is called the ‘son of Rhesa’, a name which is not found in
Matt. or 1 Chron. It is a probable suggestion, therefore,
that the list was originally the work of an Aramaic writer
(as would be natural) who wrote Salathiel, Zerubbabel the
prince (#ésha), Johanan, &c.; and in the Greek form
employed by St. Luke #és4#4 had become a proper name.

! See an elaborate study of the names by Kuhn in Zeitschrifi f.d. N.T.
Wissenschaft, xxii (1923), pp. 206 ff.
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This rightly makes the forty names reach to Joseph, not to
his father Heli.!

The distinguishing of the several fragments of tradition,
oral or written, collected in L. must be largely tentative ;
but the search for the ‘sources of sources’ is still going
on. Bacon,? for example, finds a special source used for
our Lord’s teaching on Wisdom, and for the sections con-
nected with it.® Details connected with the Herod family
(xili. g1f.; xxiil. 8-12; and cf. i. 5; iil. 1, 19; ix. 7-g) may
have been derived through Joanna the wife of Herod’s
steward (viii. 3), or Manaen the ctdrrpogos of Herod the
tetrarch, who was among the prophets and teachers in the
Church at Antioch (Acts xiil. ). Some have seen an element
of Ebionism in sayings and parables which teach the re-
ligious value of poverty and the duty of almsgiving, and in
warnings against covetousness. But on this see Stanton.*

! See Hastings' Dict. of the Bible, ii. 140.

% Professor of N. T. Criticism and Exegesis, Yale University.
3 Dict. of Christ and the Gospels, ii. 8z,

t Op. ., pp. 233-7.
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IV. THE ACTS

THE historical and literary problems of the book of the
Acts are as great as any in the New Testament. There
is practically universal agreement that it was written by the
author of the Third Gospel, but the agreement is not at all
universal as to who the author was. And the question of
authorship is bound up with nearly every other problem
that meets us in the two books. The traditional view,
unquestioned till the close of the eighteenth century, but
seriously questioned in the nineteenth, was that St. Luke,
the companion of St. Paul mentioned in Col. iv. 14;
Philem. 24; 2 Tim. iv. 11, was the author, and that he
wrote it in Rome at the point of time at which the narra-
tive ceases, when St. Paul had been a prisoner for two
years and was still preaching unhindered to all who came
to him.

§ 1. The Purpose of the Acts

This was the first question to which historical criticism
of the book turned its attention. It was noticed that the
contents did not really answer to the title ‘ The Acts of the
Apostles’.  Chapters i-xii contain a few early scenes in
the Church’s life, in which, apart from St. Paul’s conver-
sion, attention is directed chiefly to St. Peter; and chapters
xili-xxviil contain accounts, some in full detail, others slight
and rapid sketches, of some of St. Paul’s movements. The
variety of suggestions made as to the purpose and nature
of the book may be seen in McGiffert’s?! useful survey ot
‘ Historical criticism of Acts in Germany ’in The Beginnings

! Professor of Church History at the Union Theological Seminary
New York.
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of Christiantty, ii. 363ff. The theory of the Tiibingen
school of F. C. Baur and his followers that the early
Church was rent asunder by Pauline and Judaizing factions,
and that both the Third Gospel and the Acfs were attempts
to reconcile them, has now been generally abandoned, at
least in its earlier and more uncompromising form. Under
the influence of it Bruno Bauer held that Acfs was a quite
unhistorical description, in the form of narrative, of the
condition of peace and harmony between the two factions
which developed Judaism had evolved. And Overbeck’s
view was a variation of this—that the Church never
accepted pure Paulinism ; it was influenced from the first
by Judaism; and Acis represents not Paulinism but a
rationale of the conceptions about the Apostle which were
formed by Christian Judaism. It was not an eirenicon, but
the work of one who knew of no condition of things except
the developed Christian Judaism of his day. Speaking
generally, the view which was widely held a quarter of a
century ago was that the author reproduced the idealized
picture formed by the Christians of his time of the origin
and early years of the Catholic Church. But the work
done since Lightfoot, especially by English-speaking
scholars, has made it increasingly clear that the author
intended to write history, and that an injustice is done
to him if his own words about himself are not taken in
their préima facie meaning., There is little doubt that the
preface prefixed to his Gospel was intended to cover both
Gospel and Acfs, and that Acts 1 opens with a secondary
preface introducing his second volume. ‘It is necessary
once more to remind the reader that it was the custom in
antiquity, on account of the purely physical conditions of
writing, to divide works into volumes, to prefix to the first
a preface for the whole, and to add secondary prefaces to
the beginning of each later one. The impression made on
the English reader by Acts i. 1, that the author is making
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a new start or at least preparing a kind of sequel to his
gospel, would not occur to an early reader. The book of
Acts is no afterthought. The word “ treatise ” implies a
more complete work than does Aéyos. The reference to
the preceding book, and the renewed address to the patron,
are typical of these secondary prefaces in Greek and Latin
literature, and are intended to recall the original preface
to the reader. Luke i. 1-4 therefore is not merely of in-
direct value to the student of Acts as an introduction to
another work written by the same author and addressed to
the same patron. It is the real preface to Acts as well as
to the Gospel, written by the author when he contemplated
not merely one but both volumes.’! In z. 4 he states that
he is writing that Theophilus may know the certainty con-
cerning the things of which he has been informed. Claim-
ing accurate acquaintance with the facts by careful research
and inquiry, he can give him information that he can safely
accept as trustworthy. What is not so certain is the pur-
pose that he had in view in giving him this information.
Cadbury’s notes on the passage show that there are hardly
any words in it whose exact significance is beyond dis-
pute. There is no good reason for thinking that @eépiros
is an adjective, symbolical of ‘the Christian reader’, ‘the
God-lover’ in general. But we cannot be sure whether
the person addressed was a high official, in which case
kpdriore is a recognized title of respect and Theophilus
perhaps a prudential pseudonym, or simply a friend or
acquaintance of St. Luke to whom he wished to be polite.
Perhaps the formality of the address is merely a literary

! Cadbury, in Beginnings of Christianity, ii. 401 f. In the opening of
the Acfs a résumé is given of the contents of the mpdros Adyos, which
might naturally have been followed, as commonly in such cases, by
a statement of how much the 8eirepos Adyos was intended to em-
brace. And it is a likely conjecture that such a statement (in which

the pév of v. 1 found its answering 8¢) has been lost after dvehjudfy.
See Norden, Agrostos Theos., pp. 311 ff,
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convention. The word xarnxifns does not necessarily
imply that he was a Christian who had received catechetical
instruction ; it can have the same force as in Acts xviil. 25,
where it is used of receiving information which was accurate
but incomplete, and in xxi. 21, 24 where the information is
inaccurate. If Theophilus was a Roman official, St. Luke
appears as the first Christian apologist, and his work in
two parts had an object similar to that of the Epistle fo
Diognetus. It was to show him, and all others whom it
might concern, what Christianity really was, its origin and
character, and the nature of and reasons for its expansion
from its Jewish nucleus till it embraced Gentiles as far as
the capital of the empire. Its origin and character are
shown in the first volume by an account of Him trom
whom it sprang ; its development in the second, together
with indications of the friendly, or at least neutral, attitude
towards it which had been taken by one Roman official
after another. But if Theophilus was an official he cannot
have been a pagan. At least he must have been very
favourably disposed towards Christianity to have been
influenced by the detailed accounts of our Lord’s words
and deeds in the Gospel, or, indeed, to have read them at all.
The characteristics of the Gospel noted on pp. 15ff. go far
beyond anything required for merely apologetic purposes.
And only one who had breathed, to some extent, the
Christian atmosphere could have appreciated the thought
which runs through the whole of the Ac#s, that what Christ
had said and done on earth He was continuing to say and
do through His Spirit in the Church (see ii. 4, 33; v. 9, 32;
vil. 55 ; viil. 151, 39; X. 44 1. ; xi. 12, 28 ; xiil. 2; xv. 28 ; xvi.
6f.; xix.2-6; xx. 28; xxi. 11). It is easier to suppose that
Theophilus was a Christian or inclined to the Christian
faith ; perhaps an official, but at any rate some one in a
good social position at Rome. And we know that in the
reign of Domitian Christianity was beginning to penetrate
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to the Roman aristocracy.! In addressing him St. Luke
no doubt wrote for a wider public, as was commonly the
case with Greek writers who addressed their work to
individuals. And the apologra in the Acts would be useful
in the circumstances of the time. Theophilus and many
others had heard Jewish-Christian doctrine and also speci-
fically Pauline doctrine. Did this mean that the Jewish
apostles and St. Paul had been at variance? The tension
that existed between pro-Jews and pro-Gentiles in the
Church could still be felt, although the leaders on both
sides had done their best to allay it. They knew that the
Church of that day embraced Gentiles throughout the
empire, and that it had not always done so. Was this
universalism a new Pauline departure, or could its roots
be traced back into the régime of the first Apostles? And
if so, further still into the action and teaching of Jesus?
Rome had begun to persecute Christians, but every one
knew that she had not always done so; before the latter
part of Nero’s reign the Romans had not distinguished
them from Jews, whose religion was officially recognized.
On all these and many other points St. Luke felt himself
able to provide reliable information, which would show how
the Church of his day stood in relation to the Church at
the beginning, and he therefore wrote an account of ‘the
ortgines of the Christian “way”’ (Burkitt). He had no
wish to write biographical notices of the first Apostles or of
St. Paul; and to relate the death of the latter or of St.
Peter was foreign to his purpose. That purpose led him
to bring the narrative down to the point when Christianity
had grown from its embryonic Jewish form till it embraced
Rome itself in its catholic embrace ; so he concluded with
the triumphant account of the greatest of missionaries
preaching in the heart of the empire ‘unhindered’. ‘I

! See Lightfoot, Clesment, vol. i, pp. 29ff.; Streeter, op. cit, pp.
535-9.
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believe that the Gospel and the Acts form the two halves
of a simple and connected scheme, and that in order to
understand it we have only to attach to the two books
some such labels as these: Aéyos o', ‘How Jesus the
Christ preached the Good News to the Jews, and how
after His Death and Resurrection He commissioned His
apostles to preach it to the Gentiles’: 4éyos £, How they
brought the Good News from Jerusalem to Rome’. * With
the two years’ unhindered proclamation of the Kingdom
in the capital of the world, the evolution of the Jewish-
Christian sect into the Universal Church was symbolically
accomplished’ (Turner’). ‘In a word, the title of the Acts
might well have been “ The Road to Rome”’ (Streeter?).
A third volume ? of up-to-date history, such as some writers
think that he contemplated, could add little to the practical,
instructive value of what he had written ; and in itself is
very unlikely if, as is highly probable, no release of St.
Paul and travelling and preaching and second imprison-
ment intervened before his death (see p. 185f). To suppose
that St. Luke wrote with one chief purpose or #endency is
to misunderstand his work. It is an attempt to describe,
in its essentials, his conceptions of Christianity as it was, in
order that Theophilus, and others, may rightly understand
it as it is, i.e. Judaism in its true form, the Judaism of the
true Messiah such as God intended it to be; to show that
Christianity as it is resuits from the continuation in the
Church by means of the Holy Spirit of what Jesus ‘began
both to do and to teach ’'when He was on earth. How much
of the history is accurate according to modern standards
must be decided point by point. The trustworthiness of

! The Study of the New Testament 1883 and 1920, p. 30. An inaugural
lecture, Oxford.

® p. 532.

8 mporov (i. 1) should more strictly have been mpérepov, but that
is a word which St. Luke never uses. Cf. vii. 12, where mpéror (adv.)
means ‘ the first time * followed by «ai év r¢ Sevrépe.
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many of its details has been abundantly vindicated in recent
years. But the writer’s object was not to draw up a
chronicle of events; he wrote aetiological history, in the
sense of a selection of narratives such as seemed to him to
account for and substantiate the Christianity of his own
date.

§ 2. The Arrangement

If the Acts sketches the expansion of Christianity from
Jew to Gentile and from Jerusalem to Rome, it is natural
to expect a writer as careful and artistic as St. Luke to
give some indication of a methodical treatment of his
material. And he does not disappoint us. He cuts the
history into ‘panels’,;! each concluding with a remark
which looks back over the events just related and sums up
the success attained. Turner finds six such panels, with
the following result: (i) First Period, i. 1. The Church in
Jerusalem and the preaching of St. Peter : summary in vi. 7
‘And the word of God was increasing, and the number of dis-
ciples in Jerusalem was being greatly multiplied, and a large
number of the priests were becoming obedient to the faith .
(ii) Second Period, vi. 8. Extension of the Church through
Palestine ; the preaching of St. Stephen ; troubles with the
Jews : summaryinix. 31 ‘ The Church, then, throughoutall
Galilee and Judaea and Samaria was having peace, being
built up, and walking in the fear of the Lord and in the
consolation of the Holy Spirit was being multiplied’. (iii)
Third Period, ix. 32. Extension of the Church to
Antioch ; St. Peter’s conversion of Cornelius; further
troubles with the Jews : summary in xii. 24 ‘ And the word
of the Lord was increasing and being multiplied’. (iv)
Fourth Period, xii. 25. Extension of the Church to Asia

! This descriptive word is used by Professor C. H. Turner in his

valuable article ‘ Chronology of the New Testament’ in Hastings’
D. B. i, p. 41
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Minor ; preaching of St. Paul in ‘Galatia’: troubles with
the Jewish Christians : summary in xvi. 5 ‘ The Churches,
then, were being confirmed in the faith, and were abound-
ing more in number daily’. (v) Fifth Period, xvi. 6.
Extension of the Church to Europe; St Paul’s missionary
work in the great centres, such as Corinth and Ephesus:
summary in xix. 20 ‘ So forcibly was the word of the Lord
increasing and prevailing’. (vi) Séxth Period, xix. 2I.
Extension of the Church to Rome; St. Paul's captivities ;
summarized in xxviii. 31 ‘ proclaiming the Kingdom of God
and teaching the things concerning the Lord Jesus Christ
with all boldness unhindered”’. Of these six sections the
protagonist In the first three is St. Peter, in the last three
St. Paul; and the two halves into which the book thus
naturally falls make almost equal divisions at the middle of
the whole period covered.

That the ‘panels’ comprise chronological periods is
accepted and elaborated by C. J. Cadoux? and Bacon.?
The former notes an earlier summary statement in ii. 47b
(‘and the Lord was adding those that were being saved daily
together’?), from which the chronological series starts.t
And by identifying the visit of St. Paul to Jerusalem
of Gal. ii with that of Acts xi (see pp. 102 ff.), and making
use of the Gallio inscription found at Delphi (see p. 110},
which was published seven years later than Turner’s
article, he dates the summaries as follows: (1) ii. 47b,
immediately after Pentecost A. D. 29; (2} vi. 7, in the middle

v Journ. Theol. Stud. xix (1918), pp. 333 ff.

* Harvard Theological Review, April 1621, pp. 137-66.

3 'Emi 1o abrd. This difficult expression led to the reading of EP,
rj éxxhnoia followed by émi 6 adrd 8¢ IXérpos -xrh., adopted in the
Tyndale, Cranmer, Geneva, and Authorized Versions. See Burkitt,
Journ, Theol. Stud. xx, pp. 321-4.

* Jackson and Lake (Beginnsngs of Christianity, ii. 177) further
suggest xi. 21, but that is not so clearly a summary of a period
intended to articulate the history.
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or early part of 34; (3) ix. 31, between 36 and the early
months of 41 ; (4) xil. 24, after Nisan 1st, 44, and before the
beginning of 47; (5) xvi. 5, a few weeks before the Passover
of 49; (6} xix. 20, between Jan. 53 and March or April 55;
(7) xxviil, 31, in the early part of 59. He further makes
the ingenious (perhaps over-ingenious) suggestion that St.
Luke splits the history into six periods of five years each,
beginning with the Pentecosts of 29, 34, 39, 44, 49, 54, thus
covering a total period of thirty years, which was about
the length of time covered by his Gospel.

Bacon agrees with the quinquennial arrangement, and
strives to substantiate it with some drastic criticism of St.
Luke’s accuracy, both in facts and in the order of events.

These periods correspond to some extent with stages in
the geographical progress of Christianity, as Turner points
out! The geographical steps, however, are not strictly
distinct. The extension through Palestine (znd period) is
partly parallel to the extension to Antioch (3rd period) ; and
xvl. 5 occurs in the middle of a journey in which St. Paul
revisits places already evangelized. Moreover, there were
Christians in Damascus (ix. 1off.}, Ephesus (xviii. 19 f,
xix. 1f), Troas (xx. 7-12), Puteoli (xxviii. 13f), Rome
(? xviil. 2f, xxviil. 14 f) before St. Paul is recorded to have
preached in those towns.

This 1s not the place to discuss the chronology of the
Acts ; but it seems clear that St. Luke arranges and divides
his narrative according to a deliberate plan, which heightens
the impression of a steady and regular forward movement.

§ 3. The Sources

That St. Luke gained from others information about
events in the first years of the Church is evident; and if
the Preface (Lk. 1. 1—4) was intended to cover the Acts, as

1 So Moffatt, futrod. Lit. N.T., p. 284 f.

2504-8 G
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has been said, as well as the Gospel, he states that he did.
And if he used written sources for the Gospel, it is natural
that he should do so for its sequel, though it cannot be
demonstrated in the latter case in the same way as in the
former because we possess no documents analogous to
Mark, with Matthew for comparison.

All narratives, of course, are ultimately traceable to the
places where the actors lived and moved. In the infancy
of the Church these were principally Jerusalem, Caesarea,
and Antioch. It does not necessarily follow that written
accounts emanated from each of these centres, though it is
not in itself improbable. Harnack!® finds a Jerusalem
source, A, in iil. 1-v. 16, and parallel to it a series of (less
trustworthy) Jerusalem narratives, B, in ch. i (possibly), ii.
1~47; v. 17-24. He ascribes viii. 5-10; ix. 31-xi. 18; xii.
1-23 to a Jerusalem-Caesarean source or group of traditions,
which is perhaps to be identified with A ; vi. 1-viil. 4; xi.
19-30; Xil.25-XV.35 to a Jerusalem-Antiochene source based
on the authority of Silas ; and ix. 1-30 to a Pauline source.
The remainder of chs. i~xv, and the whole of xvi—xxviii are
the work of St. Luke.

Schiitz,® proceeding upon Harnack’s lines, finds two
sources emanating from Jerusalem and from some Hellen-
istic quarter, perhaps Antioch. The former upholds the
Jerusalem (Iepovsaliy) tradition of the fwelve apostles,
with their claim to supreme ecclesiastical authority and to
the sole prerogative of dispensing the gift of the Spirit.
The latter represents the position of the followers of the
Lord outside Jerusalem (‘Ieposérvua), in Galilee, the Gentile
Decapolis, and Syria; and the Apostles are not twelve, but
a larger undefined body of missionaries, as St. Paul under-
stood them, for whom ‘disciples’ is the description chiefly

* Professor at the University of Berlin. The Acfs of the Apostles
(transl. Wilkinson), pp. 175-202.
* Apostel und Jiinger, 1921,
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used ; Christianity does not ‘ emerge peacefully from the
bosom of Judaism’, but with conflict between the equally
original Judaic and Gentile elements. In accordance with
this theory the sources are distinguished as follows: A and
M (for Apostoloi and Mathztai) are the * Apostle’ source and
the ‘ Disciple ’ source. A: chs. i-v; vii. 2=47; viil. 1 (the
words ‘ except the apostles’); viil. 14—25 (Peter and John in
supreme authority in Samaria); ix. 27f. (St. Paul with the
Jerusalem apostles) ; ix. 31-xi. 18, 19 b. (St. Peter and the
Gentiles) ; xv. 1-33 (34) (the decision of the apostles con-
cerning Gentile converts) ; xvi. 3 b., 4 (St. Paul circumcises
Timothy. The apostolic decrees); xix. 2-7 (the baptism
of John’s disciples); xxi. 2027 a (St. Paul’s Nazirite vow).
M comprises all the rest of the book.

Briggs! and Blass? are content with a single Jerusalem
source due to John Mark; and they suggest that he wrote
it as a continuation to his Gospel, which they think ended
at xvi. 8, and that St. Luke made the same use of it as he
had made of the Second Gospel.

New ground was broken by Torrey,® who maintained
that i. 2-xv. 35is St. Luke’s translation of a single Aramaic
document emanating from Jerusalem, whose ‘ chief interest
was in the universal mission of Christianity’, and which was
intended to show ‘how Antioch became the first great
Gentile centre of Christianity’. It was written in A.D. 49
or early in 50, for its author did not know (see xv. 32 {) that
Silas had started on a new missionary journey in company
with St. Paul. It came into St. Luke’s hands after his
arrival in Rome in 62. Two years later he added to it the
second half of the work, thus forming our present book, as
a sequel to his Gospel which was already written before 61

' New Light on the Life of Jesus, p. 135 1.

* Acta Apostolorum, p. iv f.; Philology of the Gospels, p. 141 £,

* The Composition and Date of Acts (Harvard Theological Studies,
1916).
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and probably in 60. The linguistic argument has been
criticized by Burkitt! and others, but Torrey has at any
rate made clear the strong Aramaic colouring of the narra-
tives, It is quite possible that they rest on Aramaic docu-
ments ; but what he has not satisfactorily proved is that
they rest on a single document. All written sources that
had their home in Jerusalem would naturally be in Aramaic;
and if written sources were used, translators might some-
times misunderstand their idiom.

Jackson and Lake? hold a theory of sources on lines
similar to Harnack’s, together with the recognition that
some of them were in Aramaic ; but they are inclined, with
Ramsay and others, to connect the local traditions more
closely with individual persons—Peter, Philip, John Mark.
And they make the suggestions: (1) that the John who
accompanies St. Peter in the early scenes was, in the
original form of the tradition, not the son of Zebedee but
John Mark, who afterwards associated with St. Peter;
(2) that Harnack’s source B is a continuation of the Jeru-
salem source used by St. Luke in his Passion and Resur-
rection narratives ; (3) that the story of Stephen contains
a duplicate account of the accusation brought against him :
(@) vi. g-11, and (§) 12-14, and of his death: (a) vii. 54-8 2,
and (b} 58 b-60. They admit, however, that the doublets
may have been accidental.

The theory of a written Aramaic source as propounded
by Torrey is strongly opposed by Goodspeed.® He thinks
that in the earliest days the expectation of the immediate
coming of the End would prevent Jewish Christians from
writing histories. And the writing of history by using de-
tached stories from different sources required an ‘insight

t Journ. Theol. Sind. xx, 3209,

2 The Beginnings of Christianity, vol. ii, pp. 145 1.

¥ Professor in the University of Chicago. ¢ The Origin of Acts’ in
Journ. Bibl, Lit. xxxix (1920).
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and restraint and historical scent > which were distinctively
Greek. There was a ‘general Aramaic indisposition to
literary composition at the time in question’. Moreover,
the purpose of the A4c¢fs was to trace the emergence of
Greek out of Jewish Christianity ; and ‘that there should
have been a Palestinian Christian Aramaic reading public
about A.D. 50,interested to read how the Gospel was already
feeling its way past them into the Greek world, seems very
near the height of improbability ’. ¢ What Palestinian circle
of Aramaic readers reacted to this up-to-date pro-Gentile
historical sketch, and scattered copies of it as far as Rome ?’
But while this has some weight against Torrey’s single
document which came into St, Luke’s hands at Rome, it
has little against the theory of shorter Aramaic narratives.
They contained aecounts of events startling enough for
even Jewish Christians to record; and it was St. Luke who
arranged them and worked up the pro-Gentile historical
sketch.

It is unnecessary to enlarge upon more complicated
theories of sources traceable through the whole book with
additions by one or more redactors. Some of them may be
seen in Moffatt’s /ntr. Lit. N.T., pp. 286-g.

Without attempting to assign passages to specific sources,
we may say generally that the solution of the problem is
‘probably to be sought along the lines indicated by Harnack
and Jackson-Lake. St. Luke made use of Palestinian
narratives, which would naturally be written in Aramaic,
emanating from different centres, and relating events
specially connected with or known to certain individual
persons.

§ 4. The Authorship and Historical Value

These two questions are so closely bound together that
they cannot easily be treated apart. Hitherto the author
has, for convenience, been called St. Luke. But if he was
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St. Luke it cannot be assumed, without testing of the
evidence, either that he was a companion of St. Paul during
any of the apostle’s movements that he relates,* or that his
narratives, even in the latter half of the book, must be in
all respects accurate. It might be expected from a com-
panion of St. Paul, who wrote his history after the apostle
reached Rome, that he would show an intimate knowledge
of his epistles, and therefore both of his doctrine and of
those events of his life which the apostle himself records.
But none of these is the case. Some of the most difficult
problems in the New Testament are occasioned by the
divergences between his narratives and St. Paul’s accounts
of events, Anditis doubtful if he gives any sign of having
read one of his epistles. Here and there he uses Pauline
language : ‘In this Man every one that believeth is justified
from all the things from which ye could not be justified in
[the system of] the law of Moses’ (xiii. 39); ‘faith in Me’
(xxvi. 18); ‘the Gospel of the grace of God’ (xx. 24); ‘the
word of His grace’ (». 32} ; the reference to redemption by
Christ’s death (v. 28), and to the day when He would .
judge the world (xvii. 31). If he received accurate reports
of St. Paul’s speeches, in which these occurred, he needed
no knowledge of his epistles. But any one who had heard
St. Paul’s doctrine preached or discussed by others could
rightly attribute such phases to him. The Acfs contains
very little trace of distinctively Pauline thought. And on
the other hand there are marked differences which show
that the writer’s thoughts moved on a plane nearer to that
of the primitive Church than St. Paul’s.

The speeches which he records stand in two different
categories. The Pefrine speeches (1. 16-22, 1i. 14-40, iii. 1226,

! We know that he was with St. Paul when Col. iv. 14, Philem. 24,
and probably 2 Tim. iv. 11 were written; but that is the only direct
evidence that we possess. His name occurs nowhere else in the
New Testament.
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iv. g-12, X. 34-43, xi. 5-17) were derived from sources
(see § 3); and we have no means of knowing what oppor-
tunities were open to the writers of the sources of obtain-
ing trustworthy accounts of what St. Petersaid. Itis clear
that we possess only their substance, since six speeches
comprise only seventy-six verses ; but it is very likely that
their substance is adequately represented. It is noticeable
that they reflect an early stage of Christian thought, such
as might be expected in St. Peter’s earliest preaching. On
the other hand the Pauline speeches (xili. 16-41 ; xiv. 15-17 ;
XVil. 22-31 ; XX. 18-35 ; XXil. I-21 ; XXiV. I0-2I ; XXVi. 2-23),
which cannot with anything like the same probability be
traced to written sources, can hardly be said to contain
what might be expected from the apostle. ‘We cannot
imagine St. Paul preaching a mission sermon to Jews or
pagans without the fire of appeal to the Cross or of warn-
ing of the Judgment to come. The latter appears once
(xvii. 31; cf. xxiv. 25), but the former never.” And though
there are echoes of Pauline phrases, there are 1deas about
Christ’s Resurrection (xvii. 31, xxvi. 23) and that of other
men (xxiv. 15; xiil. 32; xxvi. 6-8), and a few expressions,
which are not found in his epistles.! The speech at Miletus
(xx. 18-35), the only one addressed to Christians, is probably
the nearest in substance to St. Paul’s words. The writer
of the ‘ we ’-sections (see below) seems to have been present ;
and in any case the elders to whom it was spoken could
hand down much of what was said. But for the most part
we must probably be content with the conclusion that
St. Luke, who wrote several years after the apostle’s death,
and who probably was not present at any of the speeches
that he records except that at Miletus and the speech,
begun in Aramaic, to the crowd in Jerusalem (xxii. 1-21),
followed a common custom of ancient historians in writing

! See the writer’'s New Testament Teaching in the Light of St Paul's,
pp. 118-35.
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the Pauline speeches himself. He gives them in the form
of brief summaries, seven speeches occupying III verses.
In those of them that he heard his own distant reminis-
cences would play a part, and in some, probably, reports
from other. A confused report may have been the cause
of the obscurities in the self-defence before the Sanhedrin
(xxiil. 1-8), and of the duplication which is noticeable in
that before Felix (xxiv. 1o-21).!

The ¢ We -sections. This title is usually given to the
following passages: xvi. g-18 (from Troas to Philippi on
the second tour), xx. 4-16 (from Philippi to Miletus on the
third tour), xxi. 1-18 (from Miletus to Jerusalem), xxvii. 1—-
xxvill. 16 (from Caesarea to Rome). These are generally
held to be the most trustworthy portions of the book from
an historical point of view. The author, whether St. Luke
or not, is thought to have incorporated material from a
travel narrative or diary written by an eyewitness who
used the first person plural.?

The remaining narratives in chaps. xvi-xxviii, with which
the ¢ we ’-sections are combined, are composed of a variety
of material as to the historical value of which very different
opinions are held. And opinions differ even more widely
in respect of chaps. i-xv. Jackson and Lake?® speak of

! See below, p. 102, The Pauline speeches are discussed by
P. Gardner, Professor of Classical Archaeology, Oxford, in Cambridge
Biblical Essays (1909), pp. 381-419. E. Norden (4 gnostos Theos, 1913)
tried to prove that the speech at Athens (xvii. 22-31) was conscicusly
modelled on a speech mepi Gvaedv of Apollonius of Tyana at Athens,
preserved in his Life (vi. 3) by Philostratus. This was severely
handled by Burkitt, fourn. Theol, Stud., 1914, pp. 415-64. And see
Harnack, Texte u. Untersuchungen, xXxxix, pp. 1-46.

? In xi. 27 also, after the word * Antioch’, D has ¢ And there was
great exultation. And when we were gathered together one of them
named Agabus signified saying, &c.’ This is not part of a travel-
narrative. The passage may not be genuine, but it is interesting as
reflecting the tradition that St. Luke was a native of Antioch (see

P- 39)-
3 Beginnings of Christianity, ii, p. 158 1.
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four possibilities which have received considerable assent :
¢(1) The traditional view is that the diarist is identical with
the compiler of Acts and uses the first person to show that
he was present during these parts of the events narrated.
(2) The diarist is not the compiler of Acts, but added to his
own diary the intervening sections of narrative, thus pro-
ducing a connected whole, which was later taken over by
the compiler of Acts and formed the main source of Acts
xvi-xxviil. (3) The diarist wrote nothing except the ‘ we ’-
sections : another writer added the intervening parts in
Acts xvi-xxviii, and the final editor added this composite
work to Acts i-xv. (4) The diarist wrote nothing except
the ‘ we ’-sections, and the compiler added the intervening
sections as well as Acts i—xv from other information. They
are sceptical as to the diarist being St. Luke. And the
Third Gospel and Acts being anonymous, Cadbury! dis-
counts the whole of the early and undisputed attribution of
both volumes to St. Luke on the ground that it arose solely
by inference from their contents. Many will feel this to be
unduly cautious. *The wide area over which our evidence
extends seems to imply that the ascription to St. Luke is
a genuine tradition, and not a mere critical deduction.’®
But as regards the diary, if the writer of it was a companion
of St. Paul, the name Luke is as good as any other? A
companion who wrote a diary or travel-notes probably gives
the nearest approach to historical accuracy to be found in
the New Testament. The important thing is to decide the
relation of the ‘we ’-sections to the rest of the book.

It has been clearly shown, by Hawkins* and Harnack,®
among others, that the style and vocabulary of these

! In the same work, pp. 250 ff.

? Bp. Headlam in Hastings’ D.B. i, p. 27a.

3 Epaphroditus, for example (Blaisdell, Harvard Theol. Review,
April 1920),

* Horae Synopticae, ed. 2, p. 1821,

5 Luke the Physician (transl. Williamson), ch. ii,
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sections and of the rest of the book are closely similar.
But this is not in itself a proof that the whole book was
a homogeneous work rather than a compilation. The
author, whoever he was, was quite capable of revising his
sources, so that his style and vocabulary predominate
throughout. This is seen by the way in which he incor-
porated in his Gospel the material drawn from Mark, Q,
and elsewhere. But, as Harnack points out, his revision or
rewriting of his Marcan material was not carried out to the
extent of obliterating all signs of its Marcan origin. His
parailels to Mark are not, in fact, so distinctively ‘ Lucan’
in style and vocabulary as the ‘we’-sections. If this is
accepted it tells against the view that the compiler of Luke-
Acts incorporated and revised sections from another
person’s diary. See Stanton (Journ. Theol. Stud., July,
1923, pp. 374-81) in opposition to Cadbury (Beginnings of
Christianity, ii, pp. 161-6) and others who tend to discard
the evidence of style and vocabulary as of no weight at all.

The second of the alternatives mentioned above has little
to commend it. It sharply divides the Acfs into two
portions, denying chs. i-xv to St. Luke, but assigning to
him the bulk of the remainder. But if he wrote the latter,
there is no sufficient reason for denying to him the former.
Chapters i-xv contain narratives of events at which it is
practically certain he was not present, and he was there-
fore dependent—as in his Gospel—upon sources. Any
difficulties which may be found in those chapters were
difficulties in his sources, which even a companion of
St. Paul was not in a position to avoid; he could only
make use of them as he made use of Mark and Q.

The third alternative is in no way preferable to the
second. There is nothing which clearly suggests the hand
of a third person. The decision must lie between the first
and the last—the Lucan authorship of Luke-Actsas a whole
or the Lucan authorship of the diary alone (or possibly the
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diary plus some of the narratives which immediately border
on it). The former is the conclusion reached in the course
of this chapter. And if it is accepted, the only remaining
question with regard to the ‘we’-sections is whether they
were, after all, parts of a diary or not.

(r) If they were, two things require to be noted : (@) We
obviously do not possess the whole diary, and therefore
the writer of it may have been in St. Paul’s company over
a longer period than the extracts cover. If, for example,
the introduction of the first person in xvi. 10 is felt to be
abrupt, it is because the diary must originally have related
how St. Luke came to be with St. Paul at Troas. In xx.5
it is generally assumed that the first person reappears at
Philippi because it ceased at Philippi, and that St. Luke
had stayed on there in the intervening time.! But this is
quite uncertain, and, if he belonged to Antioch, improbable.
In any case the diary must have contained some statement
to the effect that he and St. Paul met again, wherever it
was {7 Corinth), before the remark ‘ And these went before
and awaited us at Troas’.? He must also have been with
the apostle in Jerusalem, taking part in many of the events
which follow xxi. 17, and in Caesarea in the period preced-
ing xxvil. 1. () The exact extent of the extracts is un-
certain. Did they include the story of Eutychus, for example
(xx. g-12), or anything of the events at Miletus (xx. 17-38)
or Jerusalem or Caesarea (xxi. 18-xxvi. 32)? The writer
of the ‘we’-passages would appear to have been present on
these occasions ; and where he had no reason to mention
St. Paul’s companions, and himself among them, it does
not follow that the narratives did not form part of the diary.
Still, a diary would not be likely to contain extended narra-

! Ramsay even argues (S4 Paul the Traveller, pp. 202 ff.) that he was
a native of Philippi.

® D (not d) reads airdv for juds—apparently an attempt to smooth
the abruptness.
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tives; it would rather be a journal, daily notes of the
writer’s movements with St. Paul.

(2) If they were not, we must conclude that the intro-
duction of the first person did not feel as abrupt to
St. Luke as it does to us. He uses the words ‘I ’and ‘ me
in Lk. 1. 3, Acts 1. 1; both parts of the work are addressed
to Theophilus, and purport to contain information given
to him personally. And thus ‘we’ might come in quite
naturally, indicating somewhat loosely that he was present
at several of the scenes that he describes.?

That he made extracts from his own diary seems to the
present writer on the whole rather more probable. Several
details, for example, especially the itinerary ot xx. 13-15,
are more likely to have been written on the spot than
recorded from memory twenty years or more afterwards.
But to those who accept the Lucan authorship of the whole
book the question is not very important.

The Physician. One argument for the Lucan authorship
of the Gospel and Acfs must probably be allowed less
weight than has usually been given to it—that of the
medical language found in the two writings. St. Paul
speaks of ¢ Luke the beloved physician’ (Col. iv. 14). Eras-
mus thought that this description was for the purpose ot
distinguishing him from the evangelist, but he is generally
identified with him. An elaborate attempt was made by
Hobart (The Medical Language of St. Luke, 1882) to show
that the vocabulary of the Gospel and Aefs is so rich in
medical terms, and words found in medical writings, that
only a physician is likely to have written it. Most English
writers have accepted his main results without close
examination. Some scholars,? however, recognize that

! So Stanton (op. cit.) following Harnack.

* e.g. Plummer, St Luke, p. Ixiv f.; Moffatt, Intred. Lit. N.T,
pp. 208 ff.; Zahn, Introd. N.T., vol. iii, pp. 146 ff.,, 160 ff.; Harnack,
Luke the Physician (transl. Williamson), pp. 13-17 and Append. 1.
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Hobart, with his array of more than 400 words, tried to
prove too much, and offer more modest lists; but they
think that they are conclusive.

But the evidence is drastically sifted by Cadbury,! who
points out the following facts: (1) Many of Hobart’s words
are so common that their appearance in Luke-Acts and in
medical writings was inevitable. (2) More than 8o per cent.
of his words (as Plummer says) are found in the LXX;
300 of them also in Josephus; 27 in the LXX but not in
Josephus; and 67 in Josephus but not in the LXX. That
is go per cent. are covered by these writings. (3) More
than go per cent. are covered by Plutarch and Lucian.
{4) Several of the medical words cited, not only by Hobart,
but by Zahn, Harnack, and Moffatt, are used by St. Luke
in non-medical senses. (5) Sixteen medical words can be
cited from Matt. and Mark which are not found in Luke-
Acts.  {6) St. Luke shows a higher degree of culture and
education than the first two evangelists, and naturally has
command of a larger vocabulary, and so uses words found
in the writings of medical men who were also cultured and
educated. Greek medical terms did not make up a technical
vocabulary such as the medical profession employs to-day ;
they were genuinely Greek, and spoken Greek. Galen,
who wrote later than St. Luke, claims for the sake of clear-
ness to ‘ employ those terms which people in general (of
moAdoi) are accustomed to use’.? And in Harvard Theol.
Review, Jan. 1921, Cadbury notes that Galen makes a
similar claim for his predecessor Hippocrates (who wrote
six centuries earlier): ‘he appears to me to use the most
usual and therefore plainly intelligible terms, such as rhe-
toricians are accustomed to call wohirikd.®  Cadbury con-

\ The Style and Literary Method of Luke. Harvard Theol. Stud. vi,
part i,

? Quoted in op. cit, p. 64, n. 9I.
® i.e. used by the ordinary citizen, the plain man.
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cludes his inquiry by an examination of Lucian on Hobart’s
lines, and produces results very similar to those which the
latter claims for St. Luke. He tends, as said above, to
reduce the significance of Lucan style and vocabulary to
a minimum, believing that Luke-Acts was not written by
“the beloved physician’. But he has certainly reduced the
strength of the case for the medical language.!

Miracles. Many think that the narratives in the Acfs,
especially in chs. i-xv, contain matter that is legendary
and unhistorical, e. g. the story of Pentecost, the deliver-
ance of the apostles from prison, and of St. Peter, and the
raising of Dorcas from death. This is not the place to dis-
cuss the perennial problem of miracles. Nor can all the
accounts of miraculous happenings be treated as standing
on the same level. Here it is necessary to point out that
there is no justification whatever for thinking that if these
accounts are legendary and unhistorical St. Luke could
not have incorporated them, while another compiler could.
Miracles were not an obstacle to faith, but the reverse.
Records of miracles were the expression of a profound
conviction of the truth that Christianity is itself miraculous ;

-and when such records reached St. Luke, he did not
criticize them, he delighted in them, and published them
for his contemporaries as an important element in his
apologia for the Christian Church, illustrations of its true
inwardness and character and power.

1 Stanton (Gosp. Hist. Doc. 1i. 2621} expresses the utmost that can
be said for it: ¢ It seems to me probable that one who in former years
had had some medical knowledge, but whose main interest in the
miracles could no longer be in any sense a scientific one, and who
was writing a narrative intended simply to set forth to_general
readers the facts as to that New Faith and its spread among men, to
the progress of which he had come to be wholly devoted, might not
improbably show signs of early training agreeing with what we notice
in the “ Lucan” writings.” Itis worthy of remark that Jeromel(De vir.

illustr. 7) could speak of ‘ Luke a physician of Antioch as Ais writings
indicale’.



THE AUTHORSHIP AND HISTORICAL VALUE g5

Parallelisms. More or less striking parallelisms are
pointed out between events in the two halves of the Acss.
St. Peter and St. Paul ‘ both began their ministry with the
healing of a lame man ; both work miracles, the one with
his shadow, the other with napkins. Demons flee in the
name of St. Peter and in the name of St. Paul. St. Peter
meets Simon Magus: St. Paul Elymas and the Ephesian
magicians. Both raise the dead. Both receive divine
honours. Beth are supported by Pharisees in the council.
St. Paul is stoned at Lystra, Stephen at Jerusalem. St. Paul
is made to adopt the language of St. Peter, St. Peter of
St. Paul, and so on’ (Bp. Headlam). Ifthis is detrimental
to the historical value of the narratives, as some have held,
it is the second half of the book that suffers rather than the
first, because the first half came to the author in the form
of written sources. We are therefore under the necessity
of supposing that he, or the makers of his traditions, con-
structed stories about St. Paul in order to create parallels.
As Dr. Headlam says, ¢ Because the writer finds parallels
between the lives of two men, it does not prove that his
narrative is fictitious’. The idea that it does arose from the
Tubingen conception of the book as a tract for the times
mediating between the Judaic and the Pauline factions;
many of St. Peter’s deeds and words were similar to many
of St. Paul’s, and each was as good as the other.

Comparison of Acts and Epistles. When due weight has
been given to considerations of style and vocabulary, and
of the author’s plan and method, there still remains the
larger and more pressing part of the problem. We have
seen that a companion of St. Paul need not necessarily have
known his epistles or reflected his distinctive theological
ideas. But did he in his narrative relate or omit things
about St. Paul which it is impossible to suppose that a com-
panion of the apostle could have related or omitted? A

! Hastings’ D.B. i, p. 31 a.
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comparison must be drawn between narratives in the Acfs
and statements in St. Paul’s epistles, of which, for this
purpose, Galatians is the most important.

(1) Is St. Luke likely to have omitted St. Paul’s visit to
Arabia (Gal. i. 17)? He certainly seems to leave no room
for it in Acts ix. 19, 20. But it would have contributed
nothing to his purpose. The spread of Christianity from
Jews to Gentiles, which he wanted to trace, and of which
St. Paul’s conversion was one of the chief turning-points,
was not notably advanced by his retirement for a few days
to the regions outlying Damascus.’

(2) The accounts of the apostle’s first visit to Jerusalem
after his conversion are more difficult. St. Paul is empha-
sizing the fact that he received his Gospel without any
authorization or instruction from men. On that account he
did not go at once to Jerusalem to the original apostles, but
to Arabia and back to Damascus. Not till three years later
did he go to the capital (Gal. i. 18-24) ; and then it was for
a purely private visit to make St. Peter’s acquaintance. He
spent fifteen days with him, and saw also St. James, the
chief presbyter of the Church in Jerusalem ; but did not
come Into contact with the Christians in the towns and
villages in Judaea outside the city. ‘I was unknown by
face to the Churches of Judaea which are in Christ” In
the Acts (ix. 26—9) the author, writing long afterwards, with
no desire whatever to press the fact of St. Paul’s indepen-
dence in his knowledge of the Christian Gospel, but only
wishing to carry his account of the spread of Christianity
a stage further, describes Saul’s reception by ‘the apostles’
in Jerusalem, owing to the good offices of Barnabas, and
then his vigorous preaching, which included disputings
with Hellenists. The two accounts differ widely ; and their

1 This is probably the meaning of Arabia. See Ramsay, St. Pau!
the Traveller, p. 380. But the same, of course, is true if Arabia means
the district in which Mt. Sinai stands {Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 881).
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difference makes it obvious that the author had not read
Galatians. But though the epistle must be preferred to the
Acts, it is possible that both writers may have heightened
unconsciously the colour of their respective accounts under
the pressure of their respective purposes. St. Paul no
doubt met only St. Peter and St. James, as he says, and
asseverates; hence ‘the apostles’ must be taken as a
generalization by one who did not know the exact facts.
But the newly converted Saul was not one to keep silence
for a fortnight, and very probably preached in the city.
The words ‘coming in and going out at Jerusalem’ do not
mean that he visited places outside the city, but that he
moved about freely and fearlessly in and out of houses in
the city.

(3) Having embarked upon his ministry, fired with the
conviction that he was called to be an apostle to the Gentiles,
it might be thought that St. Paul would confine his atten-
tion to them, or at least make them his first object. But
according to the Acss his practice, of which the epistles
give no hint, was to speak first to Jews when he arrived at
a town for the first time. He turned to Gentiles when
Jews proved hostile. It would be easy to exaggerate this
into a fundamental disagreement between the apostle’s
picture of himself and the historian’s conception of the
whole purpose and method of his ministry. But in a
strange town it would, in fact, be very difficult for him at
once to secure a Gentile audience. A Jewish audience he
could always get where there was a synagogue ; and that
gave him the opportunity of reaching any Gentiles who

“were attached, or attracted, to Judaism closely enough to
be present. Having become known in the place (cf. Acts
xiil. 44), he would frequently be rejected after a short time
by the synagogue, but he would have gained a nucleus of
Gentiles to whom he could go on preaching elsewhere.
His deliberate turning from the one to the other may be

25846 H
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pictured a little too sharply in xiii. 46, xviii. 6; cf. xxviii.
25-8; but the divergence between the Paul of the 4cfsand
the Paul of the epistles is not wide enough, in this respect,
to preclude the Lucan authorship. His freedom and
charity, and desire to be all things to all men in order to
win as many as possible, led him sometimes to speak and
act in such a way that he was charged with inconsistency,
as we know from his own pen. And St. Luke’s accounts
of his preaching first to Jews only serve to illustrate that
side of his behaviour which is expressed in the words, ‘I
became to the Jews as a Jew, that I might win Jews (1 Cor.
ix. 20).

(4) According to Acts xvii. 15; xviii. 5, St. Paul on arriv-
ing at Athens sent back by the Beroeans, who had brought
him thither, a message to Silas and Timotheus, who had
been left at Beroea, bidding them to ‘come to him as soon
as possible’. And aiter he had gone on to Corinth, they
came. If the Acts stood alone, it would be natural to con-
clude that their arrival at Corinth was in obedience to the
message received. But in 1 Thess. iii. 1-6 St. Paul states
that in order to encourage the Thessalonians in their
afflictions he sent Timotheus back to them from Athens:
‘Since we could no longer forbear, we thought it good to
be left in Athens alone, and sent Timotheus . . . to
strengthen you.’ There were, therefore, journeys of
Timotheus (1) from Beroea to Athens, and (2) from Athens
back to Thessalonica, which are omitted in Acts. His
return to the apostle at Corinth coincides with the words
{v. 6): ‘ But when Timotheus just now came to us from you
... we were comforted ;’ and on that account r T4ess. may
be assumed to have been written at Corinth. Possibly
a double journey of Silas has also been omitted. If the
plural pronoun in ‘we could no longer forbear’ includes
him, he had come without Timotheus to the apostle at
Athens, and had stayed with him there, in which case he
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must afterwards have been sent back to Thessalonica for
some purpose and then with Timotheus rejoined St. Paul
at Corinth. But since in #. 5 St. Paul uses the first person
singular—‘ when / could no longer forbear’, the pronoun in
v. I is probably an epistolary plural referring to the apostle
alone. Conjectures have been made which exonerate
St. Luke from ignorance of the movements of Timo-
theus.! But his ignorance would be no serious objection
to the Lucan authorship of the A4cfs, since there is no
evidence that the writer was with St. Paul at Athens or at
Corinth. And if he was not ignorant, the omission can be
accounted for by his wish to trace the rapid spread of
Christianity, for which he confines himself mainly to the
movements of St. Paul, and omits many details which do
not serve his purpose.

{5) St. Paul was at Ephesus for a considerable time in the
course of his third missionary tour, and the writer was
apparently not with him. This is enough to account for the
fact that he gives a very rapid and sketchy record of the
apostle’s work there (xviii. 19-xix. 22}, and says nothing of
the violent opposition and danger which he encountered,
and which he describes in 1 Cor. iv.9-13;xv.32;2 Cor. 1. 8;
iv.8-12. (For the story of the riot (Acts xix. 23—41) he must
have been dependent upon a source other than St. Paul,
since, according to his narrative, the apostle was not in-
volved in it. His reason for relating it was no doubt the
tolerant and pacific attitude taken by the civil official, such
as he takes every opportunity to emphasize.) The writer’s
absence will also explain his omission of a visit which
St. Paul paid to Corinth from Ephesus in the same period.
In 1 Cor. iv. 18 f,, 21; xi. 34, St. Paul states his intention
of paying the visit, and in 2 Cor. xil. 14; xiii. 1f, he
refers to it as having been paid (see p. 120f). And evenif
St. Paul, at some time during their companionship, had

! See Lake, The Earlier Epistles of St. Paul, p. 75, n. 2.
H 2
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informed him of all these facts, it was not to his purpose to
recount the apostle’s personal sufferings of body and mind,
or his anxious dealings with the Corinthians.

(6) On the other hand the writer was with St. Paul when
he went up to Jerusalem (Acts xxi. 15-17), and when he
sailed from Caesarea to Rome (xxvi. 1-xxviii. 16), and there-
fore was presumably present at the events in Jerusalem
which he describes (xxi. 17-xxiil. 30). We have no epistles
at this point with which to check his narrative, but some
difficulties have been raised. For St. Paul it was a matter
of pressing importance that he should bring the contribu-
tions made by several Gentile Churches for the poor in
Jerusalem. In Rom. xv. 25-8 he speaks of it as though it
were his only object in going thither. This purpose is
just mentioned in the Acfs in a speech of St. Paul (xxiv. 17),
but there is not a word to relate that it was handed over.
This would be surprising if St. Luke’s purpose had been
simply biographical, and much more surprising if it had
been to write an eirenicon to reconcile Pauline and Jewish
factions. Nothing that he could relate about St. Paul
could have been more germane to his purpose. But the
importance for him of the events in Jerusalem lay simply
in the fact that they were the stage in the apostle’s career
which immediately led up to his journey to Rome.

(7) Difficulty has been felt in St. Paul’s action in taking
upon him a vow,! at the request of St. James, and paying
the expenses of four men who were completing their vows
(xxi. 23b-26). The details are somewhat obscure,? but to
behave as a Jew to Jews, especially when the need was
represented to him as pressing, was entirely in accordance
with his principles of freedom and charity: and this was
a good opportunity of illustrating them by an object lesson.

1 Apparently a Nazarite vow, and for the period of a week (v. 27).
% See the writer's St. Paul: his Life, Letiers, and Christian Doctrine,

pp. 96 ff.
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There is, indeed, some difficulty in the parenthetical
remark of St. James (z. 25), ‘ But concerning the Gentiles
which have become believers we sent! deciding that they
should keep themselves from that which is sacrificed to
idols and blood and [anything] strangled and fornication .
If St. Paul needed this information he cannot have been
present at the Council of Jerusalem, nor have been sent
to Antioch with the bearers of the letter from the Council,
as is stated in ch. xv, nor have published the decrees in
Asia Minor with Barnabas and Timotheus, as related in
xvi. 4. It is not impossible, however, to understand ‘ we
sent’ as meaning ‘we sent, as you know’; in that case
St. James saysin effect, ‘ [t is not as though I were asking
you to show Jewish sympathies in connexion with Gen-
tiles; they, of course, know the decrees that we sent to
them; it is only Jews that are at present in question’.
Still the passage is certainly awkward, and ». 25 may be
gloss.

(8) Difficulties increase when we come to St. Paul’s
speeches at Jerusalem and Caesarea. In chs. xxii and
xxvi he relates to two different audiences (to the former in
Aramaic) his vision on the Damascus road, accounts which
agree broadly with the narrative in ch. ix, but differ
markedly in some details, showing that the three narratives
must have been dependent upon different sources. If
St. Luke had written the Acfs in St. Paul’s company he
could, of course, have gained more accurate information
on many points. But since he probably wrote it several
years after his death, he was dependent upon such reports
as he had heard, and on their basis wrote up the speeches
without making them agree with the account given in his
source for ch. ix. There is no reason for thinking that

! dmeoreihapev (Westc.-Hort), The reading éreareidaper (Tisch.) ‘ we
enjoined’ has some strong support; but it may have been due to
harmonization with xv. zo.
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such a procedure, while possible for a compiler other than
St. Luke, was impossible for St. Luke himself.

The speech of St. Paul before the Sanhedrin (xxiii. 1-6)
is confused and obscure. In v. 6he says, ‘ Concerning the
hope [i.e. probably the Messianic hope] and the resur-
rection of the dead I am being tried’; but neither of these
was the cause of hisarrest.! Though St. Luke cannot have
been present at the trial, he might have learned from
St. Paul an accurate account of what he said when he was
with him afterwards at Caesarea. But he probably did
not think of writing his book, or of collecting material for
it, till long afterwards, when a correct version of the speech
was no longer available.

The speech before Felix (xxiv. 10-21), at which St. Luke
can hardly have been present, falls into two parts, vv. 10-16
and vv. 17-21, which seem to be duplicate accounts of the
same speech. Four chief points appearin both: (a} St. Paul’s
reason for going to Jerusalem was a religious one, in har-
mony with, and not opposed to, the Jewish religion. (4}
Denial of making a disturbance. (/) Challenge to the
prosecutors. (4) Admission regarding a resurrection. As
before, it was open to St. Luke, as to any other compiler,
to compose the speech on the basis of reports.

{9) Difficulties reach their climax in the narrative of the
Council of Jerusalem (Acts xv). We have three accounts
in chs. i~xv and Galatians of visits of St. Paul to Jerusalem
later than the private visit (ix. 26~30; Gal. i. 18 f.) mentioned
above: (i) The Christians of Antioch sent alms during

“a famine by the hands of Barnabas and Saul (xi. 30) ; and,
after an intervening narrative about St. Peter, xii. 25
appears to conclude the statement that the visit was made:
‘So Barnabas and Saul returned to Jerusalem fuifilling 2

! See op. cif., p. 101

* The aorist participle is so difficult that Westc.-Hort mark the
clause as a primitive corruption, and suggest ‘from (¢£) Jerusalem’.
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(mAnpdoavres) their ministry.” (i) A visit with Barnabas and
Titus, in which St. Paul consulted with the leaders of the
Church, James, Cephas, and John, and it was agreed that
they should evangelize Jews, and he and Barnabas Gentiles
(Gal. ii. 1-10}. (i1}) A visit with Barnabas for the Council
(Acts xv).

St. Paul is describing his movements for the purpose of
showing that he did not receive his Gospel from men
because he had held no communication with the apostles
before they had formally admitted his right to evangelize
uncircumcised Gentiles. And yet he seems to have omitted
the famine visit. If so, it must have been because it in-
volved no communication with the apostles, and did not
affect his argument. The alms were sent to the ‘elders’
and the apostles are not mentioned. This is the view of
those who, with Lightfoot,! identify the visit of Gal. ii with
the Council visit. There is much similarity between the
two accounts, both being visits concerned with the question
of the circumcision of the Gentiles. Lightfoot thinks that
St. Paul describes a private consultation with the leaders,
which probably preceded the public meeting.

Others feel the difficulty of St. Paul’'s omission of the
famine visit so much that they identify it, and not the
Council visit, with the visit of Gal. ii. So, e.g., Sir W.
Ramsay,? C. W. Emmet,’ and (formerly) K. Lake.* Accord-
ing to this view St. Luke’s object in his narrative was quite
different from St. Paul’'s. The former was interested in
the wide-mindedness and kindly spirit shown by Gentile

C. D. Chambers (Journ. Theol. Stud., Jan. 1923) thinks that the aorist
participle following a verb of metion can express the purpose of the
motion : ‘ returned to J. fo fulfil their ministry’, and cites as parallels
xxv. 13;2 Mac. xi. 36; 4 Mac. iii. 13; Heb. ix. 12 (the last should
certainly be excluded).

Y Galatians, p. 530. * St. Paul the Traveller, &c., pp. 55 ff.

3 Sometime Vicar of West Hundred. Galafians, pp. xvi ff. Begin-
nings of Christianity, vol. ii, pp. 277 ff.

* The Earlier Epistles of St. Paul, pp. 279 ft.
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Christians in the young Church at Antioch, in sending
contributions to Jewish Christians, while the sole object
of the latter was to record the official recognition of his
work among Gentiles given by the Jewish Christian leaders.
And when they asked him only to remember the poor, he
could add with special point ‘which was the very thing
that I was keen to do’ (Gal. ii. 10), as his conveyance of
the Gentile alms clearly showed. It is true that the narra-
tives in Gal. ii and Acts xi are entirely different ; but there
is no reason why St. Paul should not be supposed to have
done two entirely different things at Jerusalem.

The difficulty attaches even more strongly to a third
suggestion that all three narratives (Gal. ii; Acts xi, xv) are
accounts of the same visit ; and that the two latter, reaching
St. Luke from two different sources, were not unnaturally
understood by him to refer to two different occasions.
This is the view to which Jackson and Lake! incline, and
Windisch 2 (in the same volume, p. 322) thinks it possible.

Streeter (p. 557#.), following Renan, cuts the knot with
the suggestion that ‘ the delegates who brought the famine
contribution from Antioch (Acts xi. 30} were Barnabas and
another ; Luke erroneously imagined that other to be
Barnabas'’s (future) colleague, Paul’.

But a further difficulty is felt with regard to St. Paul’s
account and the decree of the Council. The decree, beside
giving Gentile Christians freedom from circumecision, was
four-fold, according to the ordinary reading (xv. 2o, 29).
In D and some Latin writers mvikrof (-rév), ‘things
strangled’, is omitted, producing the appearance of moral
injunctions against idolatry, murder, and fornication. But
this as ‘a sort of moral catechism’, as Windisch says,
‘would be noticeably incomplete. What mention is made
of theft, avarice, litigiousness, lying—prominent vices

v Beginnings of Chrisfianity, vol. ii, p. 322.
* Professor in Leiden.
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among the Gentiles—which are combated everywhere
else?’ And it may be added that ‘abstain (¢méxesfat) from
blood’ is a strange equivalent for ‘do no murder’. He
rightly adheres to the ordinary text, i. e. four rules bearing
on Jewish ritual observance. But he thinks it impossible
that the story of the Council which laid down these rules
was written by St. Luke, or is historical, because St. Paul
makes no mention of the decrees in writing to the Gala-
tian Gentiles about the Law, and shows in 1 Cor. viii—x
that neither he nor the Corinthians knew anything about
a decree on idol-foods. Of those who hold this view some
think that the story is pure fiction, but this is improbable
from the fact that the writer of Rev. ii. 24 (‘I lay upon you
no other burden ’), who could hardly have quoted from the
Acts, seems to have known the decrees. Others suggest
that a Council was held after Galatians and 1 Corinthians
were written, but antedated in the Acfs. Or that it is
related in its right place, but that St. Paul and Barnabas
were not present at it. But do any of these conclusions
necessarily follow ? The letter containing the decree was
sent only to the Gentiles in Antioch, and generally in the
province of Syria and Cilicia (xv. 23), i.e. to those who
were in immediate contact with the Jewish nation in its
own country, and therefore with Jewish Christians with
whom a modus vivendi was necessary.! No one can suppose
that St. Paul liked the decrees, but—in respect of Gentiles
in close contact with a large number of Jewish Christians—
he submitted to them in the spirit of charity which he
enjoins in 1 Cor. x. 19-33. Enlightened Christians knew

1 This throws doubt on the statement in xvi. 4 that * as they passed
through the cities'—whether of South or of North Galatia—~St. Paul
with Barnabas ‘ delivered to them the decreesto keep’. The decrees
were not laid down as binding on every Gentile who should thereafter
become a Christian, It was a provision for a special need arising out

of the Antioch mission. The verse is probably an erroneous addition
and was not the work of St. Luke,
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that an idol was nothing at all (viii. 4, x. 20) ; but ‘ weak’
Christians felt, as pagans did, that things offered to idols
were offered to demons; and in that case they were pollu-
tion. Therefore, while all things were lawful for the
enlightened Christian, all things were not expedient.
But he was not under the least necessity, in writing to
Corinth, of citing the decrees, of which the Corinthians
had probably never heard, and which did not concern
them. In Galatians there was even less reason for citing
them, because he was writing from a wholly different
point of view. Even if the decrees were published in
Galatia on his second tour, the refraining in a spirit of
charity from four things which were displeasing to Jewish
Christians, in order to preserve the modus vivendi, was
quite alien to his argument against the acquiring of
‘righteousness’ by obedience to Jewish ordinances.

These difficulties, which many have felt with regard to
the decrees, would, indeed, disappear if Galatians was
written before the Council (see p. 133f.), and reflects the
beginning of the controversy with the Judaizers at Antioch
after the first tour and before the apostle went to Jerusalem.
This has the further advantage of placing St. Peter’s action
which occasioned St. Paul’s rebuke (Gal. ii. 11-14) before
and not after the Council, thus exonerating him from what
St. Paul felt to be flagrant disloyalty to the agreement
which he had taken a leading part in bringing about. And
‘certain persons from James’ (v. 12) are thus the same as
‘ certain persons who came down from Judaea’ (Acts xv. 1).
Turner! and Zahn ? feel the difficulty of this disloyalty so
much that, though they identify the visit of Gal. ii with the
Council visit, they think that St. Paul, in giving his account
of the rebuke, is referring to an incident of an earlier
date.

But ‘ disloyalty”’ is hardly a fair word to use. St. Peter

' Hastings’ D.B. i. 4231 * Galatians, p. 110f.
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had been broad-minded enough to visit the Gentile Corne-
lius and baptize him when the Spirit was poured upon him;
and he had been able to defend himself in Jerusalem when
his action was disputed. Then he took the further strong
step of going to Antioch and eating with Gentile Christians,
until, in Streeter’s words (p. 547):

¢ Under pressure from * certain who came from James ”, Peter
at Antioch went back on his pro-Gentile liberalism. It was
doubtless represented to him that if he continued thus openly
to break the law he would ruin all possibility of converting
“‘the circumcision ” to Christ. Peter has been much abused for
giving way ; but in all probability those who urged this judged
the situation correctly. Peter was really face to face with the
alternative of, either ceasing to eat and drink with Gentiles, or
wrecking that mission to the circumcised which he felt to be his
primary call (Gal. ii, ). Is he to be blamed because he declined
to take that risk ? . . . The fact is that the relations of Jew and
Gentile since the persecution of Antiochus Epiphanes and the
Maccabean revolt had brought things to such a pass that to
surrender the obligation of the Law meant the failure of the
Jewish mission, while to retain it was to sacrifice the Gentile.
It was one of those tragic situations that do sometimes occur
when the best men for the best motives feel compelled to differ
upon a vital issue.’

Such are some of the problems which arise round the
question of the historical value and the authorship of the
Acts. They are many and complex. But a final considera-
tion in favour of the Lucan authorship must not be lost
sight of, namely, that if there are things which it is difficult
to believe that a companion of ‘St. Paul could have written,
or omitted, it is even more difficult to think, in many cases,
that they could have been written or omitted by a later
compiler who would presumably be in possession of the
epistles; and could keep all his statements in harmony with
them. That the Acfs is a compilation is clear, at least in
the earlier half; and it is unsafe to assume that a com-
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panion of St. Paul must always have avoided what was
inaccurate in the sources from which he drew. But if
St. Luke himself was the compiler at a late date in his life,
several years after St. Paul’s death, the great majority of
the phenomena are sufficiently explained, room being left
open for small additions and alterations. The correctness
of a large number of his details in matters of archaeology,
geography, and local politics has become increasingly
evident in recent years, largely owing to the researches of
Sir W. Ramsay. But correct details are only the outward
framework of the record. The historical value of the book
as a whole lies, not in the verbal authenticity of its speeches,
or the accuracy of the words or actions of the persons in
the drama, or the exhaustiveness of its contents, but in the
general picture which the author gives of the Christianity
of the time, with its endowment of spiritual enthusiasm,
the conditions under which it struggled, and its rapid
advance from Jerusalem through a large part of the empire
to Rome.
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V. THE EPISTLES OF ST. PAUL

VEN including Philenon, which deals with the private
matters of an individual, all St. Paul’s writings that
have come down to us are addressed to Christian com-
munities, and intended to beread aloud (1 Thess. v. 27 ; Col.
iv. 16). Most of them are real ‘letters’, dealing with the
particular circumstances and needs of particular Churches,
but the Apostle made them the vehicle of a large amount of
doctrinal and homiletic instruction. The evolution of di-
dactic epistles, or epistolary homilies, and the adoption of
them by Christians, is described by Moffatt,! and the
ordinary form and method of ancient Greek letter-writing
by Milligan ? (Thessalonians, pp. 121-30).

The exact dates of St. Paul’s life are not yet determined.
For those which are here given for the epistles an alterna-
tive of a year earlier throughout is possible. The chrono-
logical position of Galatians and Philippians is disputed, and
also of certain portions, i.e. the two parts of 2 Corinthians
(chs. i-ix and x-xiii), and within the former part vi. 14-vii. 1;
also Rom. xvi, and Phil. iii. 2-iv. 1. But the following is
the order in which they are usually studied:

A. D.
1 and 2 Thessalenians 51
1 Corinthians 55 or 56
2 Corinthians . 56
Galatians 56 (? 49)
Romans 57
Colossians, Philemon, Ephesians ¢ 61
Philippians c. 62 (? 54-56)

These dates are determined by working backwards and

1 Introd. Lit. N.T., pp. 44-50.
? Regius Professor of Divinity at Glasgow University.
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forwards, according to indications in the Acfs and Epistles,
from the midsummer of 52 or 51, at which time we learn
from an inscription found at Delphi that Gallio (see Acts
xviil. 12) entered upon office as proconsul of Achaia.l

A. First Group or EpIsTLES
§ 1. [ Thessalonians

Throughout his life St. Paul cherished the warmest
affection for his converts in Macedonia, which he first
visited in the course of his second missionary tour. The
spiritual guidance which had led him to Troas (Acts xvi.
6-8), and the vision which he had there of the man of
Macedonia (v. g), caused him to take the important step of
enlarging his labours beyond the areas of Syria and Asia
Minor. In the towns of Macedonia he found audiences
more simple-minded, less sophisticated, than those in Asia
Minor, who were beginning to fall under the influence of
the rising tide of theosophical syncretism from the East
and Egypt. His converts at Philippi and Thessalonica
became attached to him in the closest friendship; and
those in the latter town, as he says himself (1 Thess. 1. 7 f),
became very widely known for their Christian devotion.
He must have stayed with them for some time, because
he settled down to his hand labour (cf. Acts xviii. 3, xx. 34)
in order to maintain himself and not be burdensome to them
asaguest (1 Thess.il.g; 2 Thess.1il. 8), and because during
his stay his devoted converts at Philippi sent him supplies
at least twice (Phil. iv. 16). But at last the Jews of the place,
enraged at his success, incited the populace against him and
Silas, who accompanied him. They fortunately were not
able to lay hands on them, but Jason, in whose house they
seem to have lodged, and some other Christians, were

! See Deissmann, S/, Paul, Appendix I, and the present writer's
St. Paul, pp. xv-xviii.
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brought up before the politarchs, the local magistrates, on
a charge of sedition against Caesar. Jason was bound
over to keep the peace, and St. Paul and Silas (with their
young companion Timothy, whom St. Luke does not
mention) were hurried away by their friends (Acts xvii. 5-
ro). But his converts continued to suffer at the hands of
the Jews (1 Thess. ii. 14f). After he had arrived, via
Beroea and Athens, at Corinth, Silas and Timothy rejoined
him (Acts xviil. 5; see p. 98), and Timothy, whom he had
sent back to them from Athens, brought him a report of
their spiritual and temporal position which relieved his
mind of great anxiety and drew from him this letter.

Writing, as he always did, out of the fullness of his
heart, he made no attempt at literary or artistic arrange-
ment. But the letter falls naturally into two parts: 4. Per
sonal matter; B. Instruction.

In 4 he utters a thanksgiving for their zeal and en-
durance (i. 2-10), which was itself a proof of what his
work for them had been, and gave him the opportunity of
defending himself against false charges which had been
made against his preaching and manner of life among them
(ii. 1-12). He thanks God again for their endurance under
Jewish persecution (ii. 13~-16), and recalls his relations with
them since his banishment, the mission of Timothy, and his
report (it. 17-1il. 10), concluding with a prayer (iii. 11-13).

In B he warns them against immorality, which was all
too easy for newly converted Christians, especially Gentiles,
surrounded by pagan life (iv. 1-8), and exhorts them to in-
crease in mutual love, to keep quietly to themselves instead
of mixing themselves up with the pagan society of the city,
and to work with their hands, which would create a good
impression among non-Christians and make them inde-
pendent of charity (iv.9-12). He had learnt from Timothy’s
report that because Christ’s Advent, which they were
momentarily expecting, had not yet occurred, and some of
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their number had died, they were in doubt and distress as
to whether the dead would share in it. He assures them
that they will, foretelling the Lord’s descent from heaven,
the rising of the Christian dead, and then the rapture of
the risen and the living together ‘in clouds to meet the
Lord in the air; and so shall we ever be with the Lord’
{(iv. 13-18). He adds that sober watchfulness is needed
because the Advent will be sudden (v. 1-11). And after
some miscellaneous injunctions as to their manner of life as
Christians (v. 12-22), a short conclusion brings the letter to
an end.

Apart from some difficulties of language, which are
discussed in commentaries, there is little that calls for
special attention except the apostle’s teaching on the
Advent, for which reference should be made to the volume
in this series on New Testament Theology. Its delay had
begun to cause heartburnings, and St. Paul found himself
constrained, as the years went on, to lay continually less
stress on its immediate imminence. And at the end of his
life the thought of the Parousia, in the Jewish sense of
a catastrophic event at a future moment of time, had
practically faded from his mind.

§ 2. 1] Thessalonians

This epistle, apart from the autographic conclusion (iii.
17f.), falls into three parts, each concluding with a prayer
(i. 11 f.; 1. 161, ; iil. 16) : 4. A thanksgiving for the zeal and
endurance of the readers (i. 3-5) leads to the thought of
their recompense at the Advent of the Lord Jesus with
His angels, when sinners will be destroyed (i. 6-10).
B. The final End has not yet begun ; the Advent must be
preceded by the Lawless One, who is at present checked
by a hindering power, but whom Jesus will destroy when
He comes (ii. 1-12). This leads to a thanksgiving for the
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gpiritual privileges of the readers, and an exhortation to
hold fast the Christian tradition (ii. 13-15). C. A request
for their prayers, and expressions of confidence (iii. 1-5).
Injunctions to work quietly for their own living, and to
avoid and admonish those Christians who do not (iii.
6-15)-

Place of writing. The opening salutation includes the
names of Silvanus (= Silas) and Timothy. Since they had
both rejoined St. Paul at Corinth (see above), and both
are referred to as preaching with him there (2 Cor. i. 19),
it is a natural conclusion that Corinth was the place where
this epistle, as well as the preceding, was written. But
the conclusion is uncertain. Silvanus at this point dis-
appears from history altogether, and Timothy disappears
for some time. St. Paul, after staying more than eighteen
months at Corinth, returned to Syria via Ephesus, visited
Jerusalem, spent some time at Antioch, passed through
cities he had evangelized in Asia Minor (‘ the Galatic region
and Phrygia’), and returned to Ephesus, where, after more
than two years of the apostle’s work, Timothy reappears
in St. Luke’s narrative (Acts xix. 22). Timothy, therefore,
may have been left at Ephesus when St. Paul sailed
thither from Corinth. But it is equally possible that he
and Silvanus remained with the apostle throughout, in
which case, so far as the inclusion of their names in the
salutation is concerned, the epistle might have been written
at any time in the four years or so between Timothy’s
arrival at Corinth and the mention of him at Ephesus.
Moffatt cites iii. 2 as indicating Corinth: ‘Pray, brethren,
for us, . . . that we may be delivered from wicked and evil
men’; but ‘ wicked and evil men’ might point equally well
to Ephesus.

Relation to 1 Thessalonians. The epistle is somewhat of
an enigma. The difficulties which it raises are mainly

three: 1. Ina large part of it there is a marked similarity
25946 1
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of language and subject-matter to those of the first epistle.!
This would be natural if St. Paul were writing soon after-
wards to another Church. The phenomena would then be
analogous to those in Colossians and Ephesians. But why
should he write two letters to the same Church in terms so
similar, and at an interval of time so short, that one was an
echo of the other ? If, on the other hand, the interval was
long—say three years or more—the similarity requires us
to suppose that he re-read his copy of the first letter and
imitated its language, which is very improbable. 2. But
with the similarity there is a difference in tone which can
be felt rather than described. The epistle is less frankly
warm and affectionate than the first, more formal, more
‘official and severe’ (Milligan); and greater emphasis is
laid on the apostle’s teaching and example (ii. 15; iii. 6-14).
If there was a considerable interval between the two
writings, the news which the apostle received (cf. iii. 11) of
the Thessalonians could well account for the change. But
if they were written almost at the same time, the difficulty
is greater. 3. While eschatology is a feature in both,
St. Paul not only devotes a larger space toit in the second
epistle (i.7-10;ii. 1-12), but treats the subject very differently.
In the First epistle the Thessalonians, as said above, were
troubled as to whether Christians who had died would
share in Christ’s Parousia. In the Second, the difficulty
that has to be met is described in the words (ii. 1, 2), ‘ But
I ask you, brethren, concerning the Parousia of our Lord
Jesus Christ and our gathering together unto Him, that ye
be not hastily shaken from your mind nor frightened either
by spirit [i.e. a communication delivered by one in a spiritual
ecstasy] or by word or by letter as purporting to be by us,?
as that the day of the Lord is [already] present’. The last

1 See Milligan, Thessalonians, p. 1xxxif.
* It is very likely that the words ‘as purporting to be by us’ refer
to all three—ecstatic utterance, preaching, and a letter.
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word évéarpxer must not be rendered ‘ is imminent’; of the
jmminence of the Parousia St. Paul was himself deeply
convinced at this period of his life. But the readers had,
from some cause, begun to think that the eschatological
world-crisis had actually begun. And the apostle was
obliged to repeat, perhaps in different and clearer language,
what he had taught them orally when he was with them
{ii. 5), and to beg them (v. 15) to adhere to that teaching
given by word of mouth (8i& Aéyov), and also to what he
had told them in his previous letter (8! émiaroriis Hudrw).
It would not take long for some in Thessalonica, who had
misunderstood his teaching, to rouse an unhealthy nervous
excitement in the community by fostering the idea that the
events of the final Drama had begun. And it is perhaps
natural that a touch of sharpness and frigidness should
enter into St. Paul’s repetition of his teaching, of which
a mistaken—possibly with some a malicious—use had been
made.

Other explanations have been suggested. 1. J.C. West,!
following Ewald and others, argues that the Second epistle
preceded the First, and places the writing of it at Beroea.
He says, ‘No misunderstanding on the part of the
Thessalonians of anything in r Zhess. can be discovered
which will fit the case’. But according to the above
explanation, following St. Paul’s own words, what they
had misunderstood was not his first letter but his oral
teaching given when he was with them. West holds that
the eschatological teaching in 7 7/ess. represents ‘a wider
and more Gentile outlook’, while in 2 7ess. it is ‘ crude
and Judaistic ’, and that the latter must have preceded the
former. But is it possible to suppose that St. Paul’s ideas
developed so quickly in the brief interval between leaving
Beroea and arriving at Corinth? In any case his oral
teaching preceded any epistle, and it is that which he

t Jourm. Theol. Stud., Oct. 1913.
12
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expressly claims to be repeating. It is true that the
Jewish scenic descriptions of terror ‘and retribution, and
the Jewish tradition, in a Christianized form, of the Man
of Lawlessness, the devilish counterpart to the Messiah,
are to be seen in the Second epistle. But the need, as
said above, was different. In r T%ess. his converts required
comforting concerning the dead; in 2 ZThess. his teaching
on the Parousia in general, which they had begun to mis-
represent, had to be reinforced. Two further considera-
tions favour the priority of r Zhess.: firstly, the fact that
St. Paul’s references in 1 Thess. ii. 17-1ii. 6 to events
which had occurred since he left are more natural in
the first letter that he wrote after his departure than in
a second; secondly, the mention of ‘the token in every
epistle” (2 Thess. iii. 17), to warn the readers against
a letter, or letters, purporting to be by him, is rather more
suitable in a second letter than in a first.

2. Burkitt! thinks that both letters were drafted by
Silvanus (Silas), and that St. Paul approved them and
added 1 Thess. ii. 18 and 2 Thess. iii. 17 with his own
hand.

3. Harnack suggests that the Gentile and the Jewish
Christians at Thessalonica formed distinct groups, to
which the two epistles were written respectively. This is
attractive, and would explain some of the difficulties, and
the Judaic language of the Second epistle. But it is
a conjecture without evidence. The salutation in each
case is ‘To the Church of the Thessalonians’, with no
hint of distinct groups; and the injunction in 1 Thess. v. 27
is to read the epistle to a// the Christians.

4. Many writers have denied the genuineness of 2 Thess.
It is thought to be a later work by a Paulinist (possibly
Silvanus), partly on account of the difficulties mentioned
above—the similarities and differences—and partly on the

1 Christian Beginnings, pp. 128-32,
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ground of style and language. But this raises difﬁcul.ties
as great as those which it solves. The Thessalonians

ossessed, and no doubt knew almost by heart, the First
epistle. And we have to suppose that after St. Paul’s
death some one wrote an epistle addressed to the same
Church, consisting partly of a cento of phrases from the
First epistle, and partly of some new and startling escha-
tology which he represented St. Paul as having taught by
word of mouth in Thessalonica. And the boldness, or
worse, of adding iil. 17 is greater than we can admit to be
possible, even in an age when pseudonymity was a recog-
nized literary artifice.

Some have gone so far as to reject the First epistie on
such grounds as the suspicious similarity of its language to
that of 1, 2 Corinthians!, the discrepancies between its
historical notices and those in the Acfs, the presence of
words not used elsewhere by St. Paul, and the absence of
distinctively Pauline ideas about the Law and the Cross.
The reader is referred to the discussion on these points by
Moffatt.! The similarity to 1, 2 Corinthians in language, in
the apostle’s attitude of self-defence, and in some of the
difficulties felt by the readers is undoubted, and constitutes
an argument for the genuineness of r Thessalonans. It
leads W. Hadorn? (Professor at Bern) to date it in the
long stay at Ephesus in close conjunction with 1, z Corin-
thians. He thinks, however, that 2z Thessalonians pre-
ceded it, and can belong to the first stay at Corinth. But
the general situation of the two epistles is too similar to
make this interval and difference of place probable. This
late date for the First epistle, or both, is *forbidden by the
fact that in 1 Thessalonians the impressions of the first
contact are still so fresh, much fresher than in r Corin-
thians or Philippians . . . and it is wholly improbable that

Y Intr. Lit. N.T., p. 70 1%,
* Zeatschr., N.T. Wiss., 1919, 20, pp, 67-71.
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Paul should have sent no letter to the Thessalonians during
his eighteen months in Corinth’ (Windisch ).

5. It is suggested that the Second epistle is composite.
A pre-Christian or Jewish-Christian apocalypse has been
incorporated by a Paulinist, or, conversely, an epistle has
been built up round the Pauline fragment ii. 1-12, or
a letter by St. Paul has been edited and partly rewritten.
Moffatt (0p. cs#., p. 81) rightly says that ‘little is really gained
by postulating 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
il. 1-12 is so cardinal a feature of the canonical writing that
the latter may be said to stand or fall with it.’

B. Srkcoxp Grour orF EpisTLES
§ 3. [ Coninthians

Circumstances. The First epistle was written from
Ephesus. This is shown in xvi. 8, 9. After saying that he
would visit his readers when he had passed through Mace-
donia, and hoped to stay some time with them, the Apostle
adds, ‘ But I am staying on at Ephesus till Pentecost, for
a great and effectual door is open to me’. In keeping with
this he sends salutations (v. 1g) from ‘the Churches of
Asia’, and from Aquila and Priscilla, who, according to
Acts xviii. 181, had travelled with him to Ephesus. He
had left them there, and had travelled to Jerusalem and
then to Antioch. After some time he re-traversed the route
which he had taken in his second tour, through Derbe,
Lystra, Iconium, and Pisidian Antioch, and arrived at
Ephesus.

The time of writing is doubtful, but his own words show

Y Harvard Theol. Rev., April 1922, p, 1731 The whole numberis a

very useful summary of German work on the New Testament, rg14-
1920.
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that he wrote shortly before a Pentecost, say early in May;
and he implies, in xvi. 1, 2, that the Corinthian collections
for the poor of Jerusalem had not yet been begun. Butin
2 Cor. viii. 10 ; ix. 2, he speaks of the Corinthians as having
begun the collection *last year’ (dnd wépvai). The relation
between the dates of the two epistles depends upon this
phrase. 2 Corinthians was written from Macedonia after
he had left Ephesus (see below), and after that he was
three months at Corinth (Acts xx. 3) before leaving Philippi
for Jerusalem ‘ after the days of Unleavened Bread’ {v. 6).
This would be at about the end of March, so that 2 Corin-
thians must have been written in the previous November
or perhaps earlier. Now when St. Paul says ‘last year’
he may have reckoned the year either as a Roman from
January or as a Jew from September-October. In the
former case ‘last year’ for one writing in November would
mean the previous December at latest. But in the latter it
might mean any time up to the autumn New Year, just
over a month before he wrote, though the context renders
this improbable. If, however, he arrived in Macedonia and
wrote 2 Corinthians in September, just before the autumn
New Year, then ‘a year ago’ would mean that the collec-
tion was begun in the previous September at the latest.
Thus if 2 Corinthians was written in Sept.—Nov., 7 Corin-
thians was written in the spring either of the same, or of
the previous, Roman year, 1. €. five or six months before, or
a year and five or six months before.

After dealing with the first matter that required atten-
tion, party factions at Corinth, he states that he has already
dispatched Timothy to Corinth, and announces his inten-
tion of visiting them himself (iv. 18 f,, 21 ; xi. 34). Meanwhile
he wanted to stay on at Ephesus till Pentecost, and was
sending them this letter, which would evidently reach them
before Timothy. He asks them to receive him well and not
despise him, and to forward him in peace on his journey
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back to him with the brethren, who were probably the
bearers of the letter (xvi. 10, 11). This seems to be the same
mission of Timothy as that mentioned in Acts xix. 22,
where it is said that Timothy and Erastus were sent to
Macedonia. This would explain why the letter—sent
straight across the sea—would reach Corinth first. But
St. Paul does not mention Erastus, and Acfs does not
relate Timothy’s arrival at Corinth. It is not certain, there-
fore, that he arrived there ; something may have occurred
to prevent him from doing what he was sent to do. St. Luke
was not in possession of all the facts of this troubled period.
We know only that Timothy was in Macedonia when
2 Corinthians was written, for he joins in the opening
salutation. But whether from Timothy or from other
sources St. Paul heard news that made him pay the visit
to Corinth which he had intended, of which Acss says
nothing. But the report was evidently so bad that he felt it
imperative to go to them as soon as possible. So he made
up his mind to visit them #wice, once immediately, crossing
direct by sea from Ephesus, and then again after going
from them to Macedonia (2 Cor. i. 15, 16). The former of
these was paid ; but the visit was so painful that he could
not bring himself to go a second time. There was thus
a double change of plan: he did not stay in Ephesus till
Pentecost, and he did not visit Corinth twice. For this he
was accused of vacillation, against which he defends him-
self in 2 Cor. 1. 17-1i. 1. His reason for refraining from the
second visit is given in 1. 23: ‘But I call God as a witness
upon my soul that to spare you I came no more! (odxér:
#Adov) to Corinth,’ and ii 1: ‘I determined this for myself
that I would not come again to you with sorrow.” The

! ¢I forebare to come’ (R.V.), and ¢ I came not as yet’ (A.V.) are
incorrect renderings, which seem to have been occasioned by the
desire to avoid the admission that St. Paul paid a visit to Corinth
unrecorded by St. Luke.
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painful visit, not recorded in the Acfs, was the second that
he had actually paid them; he went to them for the first
time on his second tour (Acts xviii. 1-17), when he wrote to
the Thessalonians. Hence he says, ‘ This is the third time
I am ready to come to you’ (2 Cor. xii. 14); ‘ This is the
third time I am coming to you. .. I say beforehand as I
said] when I was present the second time’ (xiii. 1, 2). The
visit was the more painful because it proved a sad failure.
St. Paul returned, as we have seen, to Ephesus instead of
going to Macedonia, and in the depths of depression wrote
a sorrowful letter (2 Cor. ii. 4), which he even feared might
have been too stern (vii. 8). It was taken by Titus. Then
St. Paul went up via Troas to Macedonia, and at last, to
his infinite relief, Titus came with the good news that the
letter had done its work and produced in them a repentant
sorrow {vii. 6-16). This made him write what we know as
2 Corinthians. The reason for the painful visit and this
sorrowful letter is not clear. It is perhaps something quite
unknown to us ; but if it is one of the subjects with which
1 Corinthians deals, it may be either the factions or the
crime of incest, or the litigation in heathen courts. Pos-
sibly the last two were connected ; some have thought that
it was the injured father who brought the son before a
heathen court! Many have thought that part of the sorrow-
ful letter is preserved in 2 Cor. x—xiii. 10; others that it is
lost, and that 2 Corinthians is a unity (see below).

An earlier letter. One exception, however, to its unity
is widely recognized. z Corinthians is not the first letter
that the apostle wrote to the Church of Corinth. In 1 Cor.
v. g he says, ‘I wrote to you in my letter not to be mixed
up with fornicators’; and there is nothing in the opening
chapters of the epistle to which the words could refer. He
seems to have heard that some of them were behaving in
an unworthy manner with regard to the immorality with

! See Archbishop [now Provost] Bernard, Siudia Sacra, ch. ix.
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which Corinth was saturated. But when he wrote to
protest, they had misunderstood him, and he was obliged
to explain that he did not mean that they must separate
themselves entirely from all fornicators, otherwise they
would have to leave the world altogether, but that they
must keep clear of any brother, i.e. Christian, who was
guilty of the sin. It is very probable that a fragment of
this letter has been preserved in 2 Cor. vi. 14-vii. 1, a pas-
sage which might have been so misunderstood, and which
breaks the close connexion of thought between vi. 13, ‘ be
ye also enlarged’ (i.e. enlarge your hearts towards me),
and vii. 2, ‘make room for us’ (sc. in your hearts).
Contents. 7z Corinthians is the most intensely practical
of all St. Paul’s letters. The whole of it was written to
meet immediate needs of his converts, of which he heard
from, apparently, three sources. 1. He was informed by
‘them of Chloe’ (i. e. probably Christian slaves of a Corin-
thian lady who had come with her, or had been sent by
her, to Ephesus) that the Corinthian Church was rent by
party factions. He deals with this in i. 10-iv. 21. He
learnt, probably from the same source, that a Christian in
Corinth had committed incest with his stepmother (ch. v},
that Christians were bringing lawsuits against Christians
before heathen, Roman, courts (vi. 1-11), and that with an
abuse of Christian ‘liberty’ some were yielding to the
prevalent pagan vice of fornication (vi. 12-20). 2. But after
dealing, with passionate eagerness, with these four matters
which had reached him by report, he had to discuss some
points apparently raised by the Corinthians themselves in
a letter brought by Stephanas, Fortunatus, and Achaicus.
He refers to each point in turn with the same formula :

‘ Now concerning what you wrote ’ [with regard to marriage]
vii, 1-24
» ’ virgins’ vii, 25~40
” ” idol-foods”’ viii, 1-xi, 1
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*Now concerning Spirit-filled persons’  xii, 1-xiv. 40

the collection’ xvi, I-11  {com-
bined with some
personal matters)

Apollos’ xvi, 12,

” »

3. In addition to these the apostle treats of three other
matters on which he learnt, probably from the bearers of
their letter to him, that rebuke and counsel were needed :
Irregularity, of which some women were guilty, with re-
gard to dress at public worship (xi. 2-16); Unworthy be-
haviour on the part of some of the richer Christians in the
eating of the food at the Eucharistic feasts (xi. 17-34);
Denial by some Christians, probably Gentiles only, that
there would be a Resurrection of the dead, which St. Paul
meets first by arguing from the Resurrection of Christ, as
he had received it in tradition, and which he takes for
granted (xv. 1-28), and on other grounds (vv. 29-34), and
then by discussing the nature of the Resurrection body,
granting, of course, the contention of his opponents that
the material body could not inherit the divine kingdom
(vv. 35-58). He concludes with some personal matters
and salutations (xvi. 1g-24). No other writing in the New
Testament can be analysed so clearly as this; and none
reveals more vividly the meaning of the words,  that which
cometh upen me daily, the care of all the Churches’.

§ 4. Il Corinthians

The above sketch of the Circumstances shows that this
epistle was written at a moment of intense revulsion of
feeling. St. Paul’s temperament was such that he felt
things more acutely than most people. His converts from
paganism, who included ‘not many wise, not many power-
ful, not many of noble family’, but probably many slaves,
and others who belonged, for the most part, to the humblest
and uneducated classes, were in greater need than those of
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any other Church of being supported and controlled by the
strong hand of authority. He had been racked with fear
that they might defy his authority by refusing to listen to
the pleadings and to follow the directions in his sorrowful
letter. His relief was unbounded when he heard from
Titus that they had accepted his letter in the right spirit,
and had shown their penitence by dealing strongly—almost
too strongly—with the offender. And he at once wrote
this letter. It was not a moment for dealing with Christian
doctrine or Church practice ; the letter is simply a pouring
out of the man himself. We learn from it more of his
personal character and temperament than from all his other
writings put together.

After the opening salutation (i. 1, 2) and thanksgiving
(vv. 3-14), the latter of which, owing to the circumstances,
is much more than an epistolary convention, the epistle
falls into three main parts:

A. He dwelis on () his relations with the Corinthians
(1. 15-ii. 13), and () his apostolic authority (ii. 14-vii. 4).
In the latter section he describes (i) his office: the nature
of his work—a sacrificial odour rising to God (zv. 14-16);
the sincerity of his teaching (2. 17); his independence of
human commendation, since his converts themselves
are his living and visible commendation (iii. 1~3); the
divine dignity of his ministry, as that of the New Cove-
nant (vv. 4-18), and its high character in keeping with
this (iv. 1-6). (it} His sufferings (iv. 7-v. 10). (iii} His /e
(v. 1I-vi. 10); its motive (v. 1I-15), its nature (v. 16-vi. 2),
and the earthly marks which show its nature, 1. e. sufferings
(vi. 3-5), character (zv. 6, 7), and a spiritual independence
of circumstances (vv. 8-10). (iv) His personal feelings
for the Corinthians (vi. 11~13 and vii. 2~4). [The interven-
ing passage, vi. 14-vii. 1, as said above, is probably a frag-
ment of an earlier letter.]

B. The Collection {viii, ix). He presses upon them the
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duty of almsgiving, and tries to spur them to liberality by
pointing to the example of the Macedonians.

C. But the submission of the majority of the Corinthians
did not mean that he had no opponents left. And to these
he turns in the remainder of the letter (x-xiii). He re-
asserts his authority, and utters stern rebukes and warn-
ings, sharpening the edge of them with touches of mordant
irony.

The Sorrowful Letter. Many have thought that this is
not wholly lost, but is partly preserved in Section C {x. 1-
xiii. 10), so that 2 Corinthians consisted originally of only
Sections A and B, with the conclusion {xiii. 11-13). But
the present writer is inclined to the opposite view, that the
sorrowful letter is lost to us, and that the epistle as we
have it!is a unity.

The principal arguments for the former view? are as
follows, the corresponding arguments for the latter view
being given in each case.

1. In chs. i-ix the apostle’s language expresses relief
that the trouble is over, and he writes in a friendly tone of
satisfaction ; but chs. x—xiil are written in remonstrance,
anger, satire, and self-defence. The difference, however,
cannot be so sharply defined. In the former part he shows
that there was a minority in serious opposition to his
authority and teaching. They charged him with fickleness
(1. 17-22). They are evidently included in ‘ the many who
insincerely made profit out of the word of God’ (ii. 17);
some still handled the word of God deceitfully, their own
hearts being in obscurity ; and they preached themselves,
not Christ Jesus as Lord (iv. 2-5). They gloried in appear-
ance not in heart (v. 12), and scoffed at St. Paul as being

* Apart from the fragment vi. 14-vii. 1.
* This view is best stated by J. H. Kennedy (sometime Rector of

Stillorgan, co. Dublin), The Second and Thivd Episties of St. Paul fo the
Corinthians.
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‘beside himself’ (v. 13). These and other passages show
that while he was pleased with the majority, the minority
still gave great trouble; and the rebuke and satire of
chs. x-xlii are not absent from chs. i-ix.

2. If chs. x—xiii were the sorrowful letter, written before
the happier letter, chs. i-ix, an explanation is needed of the
references to a coming visit in xii. 14-xiii. 3: ‘this is the
third time I am ready to come to you’; ‘I fear lest when
I come to you I shall not find you such as I wish’; ‘lest
when I come again God may humble me before you’;
‘this is the third time I am coming to you’; ‘as I said
before when I was present with you the second time’; ‘if
I come again I will not spare’. The words are explained
to mean, ‘I may be obliged to come to you if this sorrow-
ful letter and the exhortations of Titus prove unsuccessful’.
But if the epistle is a unity the words can be understood in
their natural sense. St. Paul was about to come to Corinth
from Macedonia.

3. It has been ingeniously suggested that three passages
in chs. x—xiii point forward to the possibility of this visit,
while three passages written later, in chs. i-ix, point
backward to the fact that he had not been obliged to

pay it.
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‘Being in readiness to
avenge all disobedience when
your obedience shall be ful-
filled.’—= Cor. x. 6.

“If I come again I will not
spare.’—z Cor. xiii. 2,

‘For this cause I write these
things from a distance, that
I may not when I come deal
sharply.”—2 Cor. xiii. 10,

‘For to this end also did
I write that I might know the
proof of you, whether ye are
obedient in all things.’—= Cor.
it. 9.

‘“To spare you I came no

more to Corinth.’—2 Cor. i. 23.

‘And I wrote this same thing
that when I came I might not
have sorrow.’—z2 Cor. ii. 3.
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But the two sets of passages do not necessarily refer to
the same visit. Those in the second column look back to
the fact that the apostle substituted the sorrowful letter for
a visit from which he shrank. Those in the first look for-
ward to the visit which he did in fact pay, according to
Acts xx. 2; 3, when he went from Macedonia into Greece.
His disciplinary measures upon the minority would be
much easier to enforce, now that he had the support of the
majority.

4. The following passage (xil. 17, 18) occurs, ex hypothes,
in the sorrowful letter that was taken by Titus: ‘Did I
take advantage of you by any one of them whom I have
sent unto you [sc. in the past]? I asked Titus {to go], and
I sent the brother with him. Did Titus take any advantage
of you? Walked we not by the same spirit, in the same
steps ?’ Since these words cannot refer to the conduct of
Titus on the occasion on which he took the letter, the
sentence ‘I asked Titus, &c.’ causes great difficulty. ‘I
asked’ and ‘I sent’ are explained as epistolary aorists, i.e.
“1 am asking Titus to go with this letter, and I am sending
the brother with him’ But it is impossible to see any
reason for St. Paul’s insertion of this parenthetical remark
about the sending of Titus. Lake’s paraphrase,! ‘ Titus,
who is now coming to you, has never made any profit’,
only serves to show how difficult the parenthesis is which
needs to be so blurred. Whether wapexdiesa is to be ren-
dered ‘exhorted’ (R.V.) or simply ‘asked’, ‘desired’
(A. V), it must refer to the same time as the following
clause ; and the only natural explanation is that the apostle
i1s referring to the conduct of Titus when he went, at his
desire, with the sorrowful letter.

5. ‘Are we beginning again to commend ourselves?’
(. 1). ‘We do not again commend ourselves to you’

Y The Larlier Epistles of St. Paul, p. 166.
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(v. 12). These are thought to be references to his energetic
self-commendation in the sorrowful letter, i.e. chs. x-xiii.
But the reference is really to some of his opponents who
armed themselves with commendatory letters, whom he
attacks in bo#h parts of the epistle (iii. 1; x. 12, 18). Iii. 2
explains his meaning : He ought to require no commenda-
tion other than the work that he had done among them;
they were themselves his letter of recommendation.

For the theory that chs. x-xiii are the sorrowful letter it
is unfortunate that the occasion which called it forth, the
wrongdoing of an individual offender, and the attitude
that St. Paul desired the Corinthians to take towards him
(see ii. 5-10), are not so much as mentioned in the chapters.
And the supporters of the theory are obliged to suppose
that chs. x-xiii are only a fragment, the portion dealing
with the offender having been lost or suppressed. But
this, of course, is not impossible. The portion which was
not lost or suppressed may have been added to the Pauline
corpus when all the available fragments from his pen were
collected.

Finally a consideration may be added on which different
readers will feel differently. To the present writer it seems
that the indignation, satire, and vehement self-defence of
chs. x~xiii hardly correspond with the apostle’s description
of his sorrowful letter : * Out of much affliction and anguish
of heart I wrote unto you with many tears ; not that ye
should be made sorry, but that ye might know the love
which T have more abundantly unto you’ (ii. 4). The
words suggest something more of yearning appeal than
anything which we possess.

It is probable that both theories will continue to find
supporters ; and it may be that final agreement will never
be reached.
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§ 5. Galatians

Destination. This has been the subject of much dispute.
In the course of his first missionary tour St. Paul with
Barnabas visited Pisidian Antioch, Iconium, Lystra, and
Derbe (Acts xiil. 14, 51; xiv. 6, 20), which lay in the Roman
province of Galatia. In this narrative, however, the name
of the province is not mentioned. In the second tour he
traversed, with Silas, the same route in the converse direc-
tion, revisiting Derbe and Lystra (xvi. 1). It isthenadded
that as they passed through the cities they delivered to
them the decrees of the Council, and that ‘panel’ of the
history (see p. 8o) is closed with the usual summary (v. 5).
The next panel contains their arrival in Europe via Troas,
the beginning of the journey thither being described in
2. 6: ¢ And they passed through m3v ®pvylav kai FaXarikiy
x®pav having been forbidden by the Holy Spirit to speak
the word in Asia’ The one article r4», according to the
most.probable interpretation, makes $pvyiar to be an adjec-
tive as well as adaricdy, both qualifying yépar.! There
is thus produced the compound term ‘the Phrygian-and-
Galatic regions, i.e. Galatic Phrygia.? This distinguishes
it from the larger portion of Phrygia which lay in the
province of Asia—Asian Phrygia—and also from Galatic
Lycaonia through which St. Paul had just passed.®* The
question arises whether the Galatia to which St. Paul
wrote was this southern portion of the Roman province,
Galatic Phrygia and Galatic Lycaonia, as an increasing

! Moffatt (Jutr. Lit. N.T., p. 93) adduces to the contrary dweAbiv tiv
Maxedoviar rai *Ayaiav (xix. 21}, and kard rijv Kehekiav kal Hap$uriar (xxvil,
5). But the absence of ydpav prevents them from being true parallels.
'A nearer one is 17s 'lrovpalas xal Tpayervittdos yopas (Lk, iil. 1). How is
it that TaA., yopar without the article can be used as equivalent to
a proper name in Acts xvi. 6 and yet needs the article in xviii. 23 ?

* Ramsay, St Paul the Traveller, pp. 104, 210, and Hastings’ D.B.

art. ‘ Galatia’, 3 See the present writer's Si Pawl, p. 37.
2594.6 K
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number of scholars now think, or whether it was the
northern portion of it stretching up beyond Phrygia to
Bithynia and Pontus, with Pessinus, Ancyra, and Tavium
among its principal towns, once the kingdom of the
Galatae from which the Roman province took its name.
Whether the name is more naturally used by St. Luke,
and by St. Paul a Roman citizen, of the Roman province or
in the popular sense of the northern district is hotly dis-
puted by the supporters of the South and the North Gala-
tian theories respectively. Ramsay and others, who hold
the southern theory, have caused unnecessary difficulty
by interpreting v. 6 as a »ésumé of the movements con-
cluded by z. 5. But St. Luke’s ‘panel’ system makes this
very improbable; and the grammar of keAv@évres is ex-
tremely awkward, unless it can be taken to mean that they
made the journey with the prohibition already laid upon
them from the start. But this is obviously not what St.
Luke means. Nor is there the least warrant for accepting
the late reading dieAdérres to the neglect of all the best
manuscripts. St. Luke’s quite intelligible narrative is in
no way opposed to the southern theory. After visiting
Derbe and Lystra in Galatic Lycaonia St. Paul and his
party might have moved westward, straight into Asia.
But receiving a divine intimation that they were not to do
so, they moved north-west into Galatic Phrygia, where they
no doubt revisited Iconium and Pisidian Antioch. Travel-
ling on northwards they could not preach in Mysia, since
that was in Asia, so they went kard v Mvoiav, i.e.
‘along the [eastern] length of Mysia’, ‘up as far as the
northern border of Mysia’, till, forbidden to enter -
Bithynia, they turned westward, avoiding Mysia all the
time, and reached Troas. As we do not know the exact
point where they turned westward, we do not know
whether any part of this route lay through the western
edge of North Galatia or not. It is, of course, possible.
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And thus Moffatt, tollowing P. W. Schmiedel  and others,
feeling the great difficulty of Lightfoot’s view that St. Paul
carried his mission throughout all parts of North Galatia,
places the converts to which St. Paul wrote in a few towns
in the west of the district, such as Pessinus and Germa.

In xviii. 23 St. Luke again refers to Galatia, St. Paul,
starting from Syrian Antioch is spoken of as passing
successively through the Galatian region and Phrygia,
strengthening all the disciples’; and ‘having passed
through the upper parts came to Ephesus’ (xix. 1). That
is to say he revisited his converts along a route from
Antioch to Ephesus. This does not suggest a journey
deliberately undertaken across country to the North Gala-
tian towns and then south-west through Asian Phrygia to
Ephesus. Moffatt’s paraphrase, ‘he went off on a tour
through’, suggests a more extended area than égfAader
Siepxbpevos kabefns. St. Luke’s geographical expression
is less explicit than in xvi. 6. He was obliged to alter it,
because St. Paul passed through not only districts in the
province of Galatia but also parts of Asian Phrygia to reach
Ephesus.

Apart from these geographical terms, there are other
considerations which point to South Galatia. () Even if
the Acss implies a journey along the western border of
North Galatia, it contains no trace of any mission work
there. St. Luke, of course, omits many of St. Paul’s
activities, but he does take the trouble to relate in some
detail his work in the south of the province. And it would
be surprising if the apostle wrote to converts in the north
of whom the Acfs relates nothing, and made not the
slightest reference in his epistles ? to his work and suffer-

! [Sometime Professor of Theology at Zirich.] Encyclopaedia
Biblica, 1606, 7.

* With the exception of 2 Tim.iii. 11, the Pauline authorship of
which is doubtful.

K2
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ings nearer home in the region of Antioch, Iconium,
Lystra, and Derbe, which figure prominently in St. Luke’s
narrative. () In Gal. ii. 1, 9, 13 Barnabas is named as
though known to the Galatians; and the Ac#s contains no
suggestion as to how his name could have meant anything
to Galatians in the north. He is named, indeed, in 1 Cor.
ix. 6 also, and we have no evidence that he ever visited
Corinth. But in Gal. it. 13 the words ‘ even Barnabas was
carried away with them in their dissimulation’ imply that
the readers knew him personally well enough to under-
stand that it was surprising that he should be carried
away. (¢} In 1 Cor. xvi. 1-4 St. Paul speaks of directions
which he gave to ‘the Churches of Galatia’ regarding the
collection for the poor in Jerusalem. FEach Church was to
appoint its own representatives to take it; and if St. Paul
went himself, they could accompany him. He did go him-
self ; and in Acts xx. 4 the names are given of representa-
tives who accompanied him. Two are South Galatians,
Gaius and Timothy from Derbe and Lystra, and no North
Galatians are mentioned. That they intended to go with
him to Jerusalem seems obvious. For what other purpose
would a Beroean, two Thessalonians, two South Galatians,
and two Asians gather to his side when he was just about
to sail for Syria ? Indeed it is not impossible that the know-
ledge that the party were carrying money was one of the
reasons for the plot hatched by the Jews which caused the
change of route. Schmiedel® objects that ‘it would have
been quite irrational to convey monies from South Galatia
to Jerusalem by way of Macedonia, and run all the risks
(2 Cor. xt. 26) of such a journey’. But they had had no
such intention. If they crossed from Ephesus to Corinth
to get a boat which would take them all the way to Syria
by sea, that was at least as safe as any other route they
could have taken. But when St. Paul was forced to go via

v Encycl. Biblica, 1612,
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Macedonia, they would not leave him in the lurch. St.
Paul stated at this very time to the Romans (xv. 25) that
his object in going to Jerusalem was to take the money,
and in his speech before Felix he is reported to have said
the same (Acts xxiv. 17).

The North Galatian theory in one form was upheld by
Lightfoot (Galatians, p. 18 ff), and in another less improb-
able form is vigorously defended by Moffatt (op. c#t. go-101),
who gives many names on either side and exercises much
ingenuity in controverting South Galatian arguments.
The final settlement of the problem is still in the future;
but the trend of opinion in recent years has been setting
towards South Galatia.

Date and Place of Writing. Numerous dates have been
assigned, some of them possible only on the South Gala-
tian theory. Several writers date it after St. Paul’s first
tour, before he went with Barnabas to Jerusalem for the
Council as related in Acts xv. 2, 3. This makes it the
earliest of his epistles that we possess. It hasthe advantage
of explaining some of the knotty difficulties (see p. 106)
raised by a comparison of St. Paul’s account of a visit to
Jerusalem {Gal. ii. 1-10) with the accounts in the Acfs of
two visits, one to take help in the famine (xi. 30), the other
for the Council (xv. 1-29.) That St. Paul does not men-
tion the Council or its decrees would be explained if the
epistle was written before it took place. Some think that
he wrote it from Antioch before he started, others en route
for Jerusalem ; in the latter case ‘all the brethren who are
with me’ (Gal. i. 2) are his travelling companions. This
date 1s not necessarily forbidden by the words ¢ Ye know
that on account of infirmity of the flesh I evangelized you
70 wpbrepor’ (iv. 13). In classical Greek this would mean
‘ the former of two times’, and would imply that St. Paul
had preached to the Galatians twice before he wrote to
them. ‘This’, says Moffatt, ‘must be maintained resolutely
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against all attempts, especially in the interests of a theory,
to make & mpbrepoy = mwdAat or jampridem. But in the
interests of accuracy it must be noted that in Hellenistic
Greek it could have that meaning, ‘formerly’, ‘ originally’,
‘in the past’, and clearly hasin Jo. vi.62; ix. 8; 1 Tim.1. 13;
it is like mpérepor without the article in 2 Cor. i. 15; Heb.
iv. 6; and nowhere else in the New Testament does it
bear the classical meaning here claimed for it. If it does
not refer to two visits, it does not forbid the view that St.
Paul is referring to his work in South Galatia during his
first tour, and has, in fact, no bearing on the date.

If we date the epistle before the second tour we have to
face the fact that in the course of that tour St. Paul circum-
cized Timothy. On the theory of a date after the tour it
may have been that action which led to the charges lying
behind Gal.i. 10; v.11. But to do it after writing Gal. v. 2
was a defiance of logical consistency for practical purposes
which cannot be pronounced impossible for St. Paul.

The strict force of ¢ mpérepor is maintained by some
upholders both of the South and the North Galatian
theory. For the former, the two visits to Galatia are those
of the first tour (Acts xiii, xiv) and the beginning of the
second (xvi. 1-6). But the places and dates assigned to it
between the latter and the next visit (xviii. 23) are various.
Macedonia, Athens, and Corinth have all been suggested,
the last having the strong support of Zahn, Bacon, and
J. Weiss. Volkmar and Renan bring it later still, to
Antioch before the third tour.

But many supporters of both theories agree, indepen-
dently of 76 mpérepor, in choosing dates in the course of the
third tour, mainly on the ground that the style and thoughts
of the epistle stand in close affinity with those of 7, 2 Corin-
thians and Romans. Two alternatives have some proba-
bility : (a) during the stay at Ephesus (xix. 1, 8-10), or {$)
during the journey thence via Macedonia to Corinth, or at
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Corinth itself (xx. 1-3). (a) Lightfoot’ rightly argues that
the period of the stay at Ephesus cannot be deduced from
the expressionin Gal. i. 6, ‘] marvel that ye are olirws Tayéos
changing from Him that called you, unto another Gospel’,
as though it could mean ‘so soon after I left you’. They
had received the true Gospel on his first visit some time
before, and had now ‘rashly’, ‘ precipitately’, abandoned
it owing to Judaistic pressure. If Ephesus was the place,?
it was probably written just before he left. In iv. 20 he
says, ‘1 wish I could be present with you now’. Both
North and South Galatia were accessible from Ephesus.
We do not know enough of the events there to know
whether he could have paid them a flying visit as he did
to Corinth (p. 120), but he was either leaving the city
immediately, or had already left it, for some urgent cause.
(6) The epistle is placed at some moment between his
resolve to go to Macedonia to get news of the Corinthians
from Titus and the writing of Komans at Corinth. On the
ground of language and thought, Lightfoot places it
between 2 Corinthians and Romans, but the criterion must
not be applied too rigidly ; z, 2 Corinthians are both written
to meet particular pressing needs, and might both have
stood between two epistles chiefly dealing with the Jewish
controversy. If Romans was originally written in its pre-
sent form, our epistle is perhaps most easily understood
if it is placed at some moment between the writing of the
sorrowful letter to Corinth and the meeting with Titus in
Macedonia, i. e. immediately before (or, of course, it may
have been immediately after) z Corinthians. But if the
original Romans was a shorter, general epistle {see p. 144 f),

Y Galatians, p. 41 .

* As stated in the Latin prologue to the Epistle, See Harnack
(Zettschr. n.T. Wiss., 1925, pp. 204-18), who is the latest defender of the
widely accepted view that the prologues to the Pauline Epistles which
are preserved in some Vulgate MSS. are Marcionite in origin.
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then the argument from style is equally valid if that shorter
form and Galatians were both written before the Council.

Causes of Writing. The Galatians, whether northern or
southern, were mostly Gentiles. At the Council he had
won his victory over the Judaizers who had tried to
persuade the Gentile Christians in Antioch that their
salvation was impossible unless they became members of
the Jewish Church by circumcision. But opponents went
further afield. At some time shortly before he wrote the
epistle he must have heard that they had visited Galatia
and tried to pervert his converts. He wanted to go to
them himself, but being unable to do that (iv. 20) he wrote
in sorrow and indignation with an intense longing to keep
them true to the principles of his universal Gospel. The
Judaizers appear to have used two arguments: Firstly,
they tried to undermine his influence and authority by
telling the Galatians that St. Paul was an unauthorized
upstart, whose position in the Church was greatly inferior
to that of the original apostles who had lived with our
Lord; and that his teaching of freedom from Jewish
ordinances was his way of making his religion of salvation
easier and more acceptable; he tried to ‘ please men’
(i. 10). -Secondly, they told them, as they had told the
Christians at Antioch, that to become Christians they must
first be joined to Judaism by circumcision. They had used
the arts of flattery and fair speech (iv. 17), and had so ‘ be-
witched ’ them (iii. 1) that some of them had actually begun
to observe Jewish festivals (iv. 9f.), and some wanted to be
‘ under the Law’ altogether (iv. 21).

Contents. St. Paul shapes his epistle to meet these two
lines of attack. (a) The attempt to undermine his authority
he deals with in i.-ii. 14, explaining that the original apostles
were in no way superior to him in authority or spiritual
knowledge, for he had received his Gospel direct from
Christ Himself. The apostles did not teach it to him, and
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when they heard his account of what he preached they
added nothing to it. To prove this he enumerates the
occasions on which he was in contact with them up to
the time when they formally recognized his apostleship
to the Gentiles. And at the end of the epistle (vi. 11-17)
he attacks the Judaistic opposition again. (b} He tries with
all his might to draw back the readers from the peril into
which they had allowed themselves to be led. This he
does in three ways: (1) By controversial argument. He
explains the nature of the Law as shown in the Law itself,
and its purpose in the divine economy in relation to the
promise made to Abraham (ii. 15-iv. 7). Again he explains
its inferiority to the Christian dispensation as shown in
a figure by a narrative in the Law itself—the story of
Hagar the slave and Sarah the free woman and their sons
(iv. 21-31). (2) By teaching as to the real meaning of life
in the Spirit and of the freedom which it involves (v. 13-vi.
10). (3) These are interspersed by impassioned personal
appeals (iv. 8-20; v. 1-12).

§ 6. Romans

Contents. This epistle and Galatians are the chief sources
of a peculiar and distinctive contribution made by St. Paul
to Christian thought, in that they represent his fight with
Judaism. Romans, no more than Galatians, is a general
doctrinal treatise. Its first object was to frame ‘a compre-
hensive apologia for the principle of a universal religion as
set over against Jewish nationalism’.  Since he is writing
to.a Church of which the members are not intimately
known to him, the epistle does not vibrate with the passion
of personal appeal which marks Galafians; but it is not the
less alive. The argument is framed on the lines of a dis-
putation with opponents, questions being rhetorically asked
in order to be answered. It was impossible for St. Paul to
put pen to paper on any subject without revealing Aémself.
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A Jew, and an ardent lover of his nation, he set himself the
task of explaining why the Jewish religion was no longer
the religion, but was superseded by one that was not
national but universal. Two main problems presented
themselves: 1. Seeing that Israel were the chosen race,
and their religion was #e religion, wherein did their failure
consist ? This forms the basis of i. 16-viii. 39. They failed
because their system was essentially inadequate to the
achievement of the end desired, i.e. the acquiring of
‘righteousness’. Therefore God has now provided a new
system which is completely successful in the case of all—
Jew and Gentile alike—who adopt it and throw themselves
intoit. 2. The second problem is wrestled with in chs. ix-
xi. Seeing that God chose Israel and made promises to
them, how could He reject them without unfaithfulness
and injustice? The following headings of this doctrinal
portion of the epistle are taken from the writer’s manual
St. Paul, pp. 191 1. :

A. i. 16-v. 21. Justification.

i, 16, 17. 'Thesis.
i. 18~iii, zo. Universal failure of Gentile and Jew to attain to
Righteousness.

{@) 1. 18-ii. 29. Statement of their failure,
(&) iii. 1-8. Three objections answered.
{¢) iii. 9~20. The failure proved from Scripture.

iii. 21-31. The New System of attaining to Righteousness is
explained.

iv. 1-25. The New System corroborated by the case of
Abraham.

v. 1-21, The glorious effects of the New System.

(@) vv. 1—4. The effects enumerated.

(0} vv. 5-11. The consideration of God’s love gives con-
fidence of final salvation.

(c) vv. 12—21. Adam and Christ. o2. 12-17. Their simi-
larities and difference. 7. 18-21. Summary.
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B. vii-viii. Sanctification.
vi, vii, Four objections answered.
(@) vi. 1~14. If more sin on man’s part means more
grace on God’s, why not go on sinning ?
(6) vi. 15-vii. 6. If we are released from Law, are we not
free to sin if we like ?
{¢) vii. 7-12. If release from Law means release from sin,

are not Law and sin identical ?
(@) vii. 13-25. Did the good Law, then, cause death ?

viil. The working out ofthe Christian’s salvation by the indwell-
ing of the Spirit.

C. ix.—xi. The Rejection of Israel.
ix. 1-5. Introduction.
ix. 6~29. The Justice of the Rejection.
(@) vo.6-13. It is not inconsistent with God’s promises.
(6) v0. 14—29. It is not inconsistent with God's justice.
ix. 30-x. 13. Causes of the Rejection.
X. 14-21. The Jews had no excuse from want of warning.
xi. Facts which lessen the difficulty.

(@) vv. 1-10. The Rejection is not that of al/ Israel.
(6) vo. 11—24. The Rejection is not final.
(¢) vv. 25-36. God's ultimate purpose is mercy to all.

After working out his thesis the apostle adds practical ex-
hortations based upon it, i.e. the right attitude of Christians
towards God (xii. 1, 2), towards the Body of which they are
members (xii. 3-21), towards the civil rulers (xiii. 1-7), and
towards men in general by love (xiii. 8-10), all this being
enforced by a reminder of the nearness of the Last Day (xiii.
11-14). The exhortation ends with a warning against the
misuse of the Christian ‘liberty * which his universal Gospel
involves (xiv. 1-xv. 7). Finally the duty of Jews and
Gentiles to ‘receive another’, &c., both in the matter of
foods and in other respects, is enforced by reminding the
Gentiles on the one hand that their salvation was wrought
to fulfil promises made to Israel, and the Jews on the other
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that the promises made to Israel did in fact include the
saving of the Gentiles (xv. 8, ga), four Old Testament
passages being adduced as instances (xv. gb-12). A closing
prayer (xv. 13) forms a suitable ending to the main body of
the letter. An epistolary conclusion follows in which
St. Paul refers to his work in the past (xv. 14-21), and his
proposed movements in the future (xv. 22-32), ending with
a final prayer (xv. 33).

After this a new beginning in ch. xvi is unexpected (see
below) : Commendation of Phoebe (v2. 1, 2). Salutations
to individuals and to groups of Christians (vo. 3-16}).
A doctrinal warning (ve. 17-20). Names of Corinthian
Christians who send greetings (vz. 21-23). Doxology
(vv. 25-27).

Destination and Place of writing. The epistle as it stands
indicates these clearly enough. The apostle greets ‘ail
those who are in Rome beloved of God, called as saints’
(i. 7); and he speaks of his eagerness ‘to preach the
Gospel to you also who are at Rome’ (2. 15), which he had
frequently purposed to visit, but had hitherto been pre-
vented (v. 13). He had been prevented many times from
coming to them, though he had longed for years to do so
(xv. 221f). He wanted to stay with them for a passing
visit on his way to Spain (z. 24). At the present moment
he was about to start for Jerusalem, carrying the alms
contributed by the churches in Macedonia and Achaia
(ve. 251.), but as soon as he had accomplished that he would
come to them en route for Spain (v. 29).

This fixes the place of writing of chs. i-xv as either
Corinth during the visit of Acts xx, just before he started
for Jerusalem, or some point on the journey to Jerusalem,
In ch. xvi, of those who send greetings Gaius (. 23) was the
name of one whom St. Paul had baptized at Corinth (1 Cor.
i. 14), Erastus (v. 23) was that of one who ‘stayed on at
Corinth” (2 Tim. iv. 20), and Timothy and Sosipater
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(Sopater) (v. 21) were among the apostle’s companions
when he departed from Corinth (Acts xx. 4). Ch. xvi,
therefore, was probably written from Corinth.

Integrity. But the destination of the epistle involves the
question of its integrity. There are indications which
strongly suggest that ch. xvi was not originally part of the
epistle, but was a separate letter, or portion of a letter. If
so, it was probably a short personal communication, a brief
émicToA) ovorariky, to commend Phoebe, but written to
Ephesus notto Rome. The reasons for this, the cumulative
effect of which is strong,! are as follows:

(1) The numerous salutations suggest that St. Paul
knew personally a large number of Christians in the place
to which he wrote. This is surprising at Rome which he
had never visited before he wrote, but natural at Ephesus
where he had worked for more than two years. And in
the letters which he afterwards wrote from Rome not one
of those who are saluted in ch. xvi are mentioned.

(2) A salutation is sent to Prisca and Aquila (z.3). They
had gone with the apostle from Corinth to Ephesus (Acts
xviii. 18), where they had stayed (. 1g) not only till Apollos
went thither (v. 26) but till St. Paul returned for his two-
year visit, during which he wrote 1 Corinthians, in which
he sent greeting from them ‘with the Church that is in
their house’ (xvi. 1g). But in Rom. xvi. 5 he greets them
‘and the Church that is in their house’. This points
strongly to the same church and house at Ephesus, for it
is very improbable that in the short interval between the
writing of 1 Corinthians and Romans—within two years,
possibly within one—they had returned to Rome and made
their house a Christian centre.

(3) A salutation is sent to Epaenetus, ‘the firstfruits of
Asia unto Christ’ (. 5), i.e. the first convert in the

! Though Harnack, Die Briefsammiung d. Apostels Paulus, p. 131,
thinks it a ¢badly supported hypothesis’.
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province of Asia. This description of him would be suit-
able if he were then in Ephesus, but would have little
point if he were in Rome.

(4) The commendation of Phoebe to a church whose
members the apostle knew, and with whom his words
would have their full weight, would be more natural than
to a church which he had never visited.

(5) The antinomianism denounced in vv. 17, 18! seems to
have been more hostile and pronounced than anything that
is implied in the rest of the epistle, and would find con-
genial soil in the Asian capital.

(6) The words of xv. 33, * Now the God of peace be with
you all. Amen’, have the appearance of being the con-
clusion of a letter.

It is quite likely that this commendatory letter has lost
nothing but an epistolary formula at the opening and at
the conclusion. But in its present form it ends with
a rhetorical Doxology, which would be quite out of place
in such a letter, and the style and language of which differ
from those of the rest of Romans, approximating rather to
those of Ephesians and the Pastoral Epistles. And the
expression, ‘the mystery which hath been kept in stlence
through times eternal, but now is manifested, &c’, is
not in keeping with St. Paul’s usual thought that the
mystery was proclaimed in the Old Testament but not
understood (cf. Col. i, 26) till it found its explanation in
Christianity.

If the Doxology was not from St. Paul’s pen the question
arises why it was added. Some have thought that it may
have been the work of Marcion, or of a Marcionite after
him. Lake holds that since Romans stands last of the

! These verses bear a striking similarity to Phil. iii. 17-19, a passage
occurring in a section which seems, like the present one, to be a frag-
ment of another letter (see p. 167 £.), perhaps addressed to a Church
in Asia.
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epistles to churches (distinguished in the Muratotian
Canon from epistles to persons) in the Bible of Tertullian
as well as in the Muratorian Canon and in Origen’s Bible,
and since doxologies generally come at the end of books,
and this doxology belongs to the shorter recension of the
epistle (see below), it is probable that it was added in some
collection in which the epistle, in its short form, came last.
The manuscript evidence with regard to the last two
chapters is complicated. Some of the best manuscripts
have the doxology at the end of the epistle. In a few it
stands there, and also at the end of ch. xiv; some have it
only at the end of ch. xiv ; others,! again, omit it altogether.
Further, some Vulgate manuscripts seem to show clear
traces of an Old Latin system of fifty-one breves, or chapter-
divisions for the epistle, of which the fiftieth begins at xiv.
15,and the fifty-first corresponds with the Doxology. And
Origen (according to the Latin translation by Rufinus) states
that the heretic Marcion removed (abstulzf) the Dozology,
and dissecust chs. xv, xvi; the latter may mean either the
same as abstulif, or ‘separated off’, i.e. treated as not
belonging to the epistle. It is not clear, therefore, whether
Origen charges him with shortening the epistle or implies
that he had received it in its already shortened form, and
hence treated the last two chapters as unauthentic. It is
noticeable also that Tertullian (adv. Marc. v. 14) makes
no comment on Marcion’s treatment of anything in the
epistle after xiv. 10, and refers to that verse as occurring
‘in clausula’, i.e. at the close of the epistle. It is even
more significant that Tertullian and also Irenaeus and

! G3g leaves a space large enough for it at xiv. 23, showing that the
scribe had reason to think that that was the place where it should
occur, but it was lacking in his manuscript. Corssen (Zeifschr. n.T.
Wiss. x, p. 5f.) thinks that the manuscript from which D was copied
also lacked it, since the colometric arrangement in D suddenly ceases
at xvi. 23, and the Doxology is written stichometrically, which points
to the use of a different manuscript.
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Cyprian make no citations from chs. xv, xvi. Lastly,
Origen,! ‘ Ambrosiaster’, and G3 g omitted the words ‘in
Rome’ in i. 7, and ‘ who are in Rome” in i. 15.

There have been different explanations for this condition
of things. The existence of a shortened form of the epistle
at some stage of its history is-certain. Lightfoot % thought
that St. Paul shortened it himself, delocalizing it for general
use; Moffatt,? that the Church shortened it for the same
purpose ; Sanday-Headlam * and Corssen,® that Marcion
shortened it for doctrinal reasons. These views are sum-
marized in the writer's St Pawul: his Life, Letters, and
Christian Doctrine, pp. 185-8. A different solution was
suggested by K. Lake,® and accepted by Burkitt,” that the
short form of the letter was the original, ‘Written by
St. Paul at the same time as Galatians, in connexion with
the question of Jewish and Gentile Christians, for the
general instruction of mixed churches which he had not
visited’. ‘Later on he sent a copy to Rome, with the
addition of the other chapters to serve as we should say,
as a covering letter” He explains xv. 1-13 as an addition
‘continuing the thoughts of his original writing, probably
because Aquila had told him that this would be desirable’.
But no reason can be discerned why the general remarks
of xv. 1-13 (especially of v. 1—7) shoujd have been desirable
after the particular injunctions on the same subject in
ch. xiv. Burkitt, with more likelihood, thinks that the
verses are a mere suture, leading on to the additional
chapters that St. Paul was writing. But even so, the
personal details in i. 8-15 need to be explained if they
occurred in an epistle for general use. It is impossible

! A codex at the Laura on Mt. Athos contains a text of the Epistle
made from Origen’s commentary.

* Biblical Essays, pp. 287 ff. $ Introd. Lit. of N.T.,p. 142.

4 Romans, p. Xcvii f. 5 Op. cil., PP- 1, 97.

¢ The Earlier Epistles of St. Paul, p. 362.
1 Christian Beginnings, p. 126,
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that to each of the mixed churches that he had not visited,
St. Paul wrote that he was always praying that he might
do so, but had been prevented. The contents of those
verses point to a particular church, and yet there is not the
least evidence that they were absent when chs. xv, xvi
were absent. If, on the other hand, St. Paul shortened
the original epistle he would have omitted the personal
matter that they contained together with those chapters.
Any solution must take account of this personal matter,
and no solution which does so satisfactorily has yet been
found, because they were omitted in no MS. or Father as
the name ‘ Rome’ in vv. 1, 15 was omitted. But it remains
a very striking fact that the short form of the epistle seems
to have been that known to Marcion and to Origen,

C. Twuirp Grour ofF EPISTLES

§ 7. Colossians

Place of Writing. The epistle was clearly written from
Rome, as is shown by its close connexion with Philemon
(see p. 152). In both epistles Timotheus joins in the
opening salutation; Epaphras, Marcus, Aristarchus, Demas,
and Luke are mentioned (iv. 7-14, Philem. 23, 24), and
Archippus is greeted (iv. 17, Philem. 2); and Onesimus
accompanies both (iv. g, Philem. 10-12). Further, the
words ‘the mystery of the Gospel on account of which
I have also been put in bonds’ (iv. 3) and ‘ Remember my
bonds’ (iv. 18) show that St. Paul was writing in imprison-
ment, or in the custody that is related in Acts xxviii.
There is no adequate reason for the conjecture accepted
by several writers that he wrote it at Caesarea. Still less
for the curious @b Epheso in the Latin prologue to the
epistle (see p. 135, 0. 2).

Cause of Writing. It is probable that St. Paul had never
been to Colossae (see ii. 1 with Lightfoot’s note). He had

2594.6 L
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reached Ephesus from the east on his third tour by ‘the
higher parts’ (Acts xix. 1), and not by the main road through
the valley of the Lycus, in which stood Colossae and
Laodicea. He had sent others to preach to them, one of
whom was a Gentile named Epaphras or Epaphroditus
(not the Christian of that name who is mentioned in
Phil. ii. 25, iv. 18). This seems to be indicated by the
description of him in 1. 7, ‘a faithful minister of Christ on
our behalf’.! But he thought of them as his own children
in the faith, who needed a letter to guard them from
a spiritual peril which threatened them. Epaphras had
brought him a report of their condition. He had told him
on the one hand, as St. Paul says, of ‘their faith in Christ
Jesus, and the love which they had towards all the saints’
(i. 4), and of ‘their love in the Spirit’ (v. 8. They were
still true to the Christianity to which they were converted.
But, on the other, he told him that they, and the Laodiceans
for whom also the letter was intended, were in danger of
being led into false ideas, which made it necessary to put
before them, probably with much greater intellectual power
than Epaphras or any other teacher had possessed, the cen-
tral and fundamental fact of Christ. In writing to Churches
in Asia Minor he uses language and methods of argument
such as we find in no other epistles.

The Colossian Danger. The Colossian Christians were
Gentiles, whom Jewish Christians were trying to seduce
from pure Christianity. What they inculcated was not the
plain Judaism which had been the chief trouble in Galatia
a few years earlier. The danger now arose from a different
quarter. Greek philosophical speculations were combining
with a variety of oriental ideas to form a strange amalgam of
mystical theosophy. Foreign religions, cults, and mysteries
were being eagerly sought after by Western minds which
had given up the .ancient mythologies and longed for

1 See Lightfoot, ad loc.



COLOSSIANS 147

¢salvation ’ in some form or other. Christianity in its own
way offered salvation ; but false teachers had tried to
persuade the Colossian Christians ‘not that Judaism with
its circumcision and other ordinances was a necessary step
towards Christianity, but that Christianity, as Epaphras
had taught it when he evangelized Colossae, was only
a preliminary step towards a deeper, vaster, and therefore
humbler “ philosophy ””’ (ii. 8).

Two chief aspects of their teaching are combated by
St. Paul, arising from (1) astrology, and (2) philosophical
dualism.

1. Oriental thought on the whole was tied and bound by
a belief in the powers exercised by the cosmic forces of
nature, and especially the stars, over the destinies of men.
These forces were personified as supernatural or angelic,
i.e. demonic, beings. The Colossians were in danger of
being persuaded that merely to believe in Christ was an
immature form of religion: they ought to go farther and
be perfected (cf. 1. 28, ‘ perfect in Christ’) by initiation into
something greater. Since man was brought into relation-
ship with the Pleroma of the Godhead by angelic emana-
tions or powers, the worship of Christ was not so ‘ perfect’
as the worship of the angels with humility (ii. 18), which
St. Paul characterizes as ‘self-imposed worship (é8exo8p7-
okeia) and humility’ (v. 23).

2. But these theosophical ideas were bound up with the
errors of dualism. God, it was thought, can have no con-
tact with, norcan He be held responsible for, matter. To
reach the Pleroma of the Godhead through the medium-
ship of the angels, man must free himself from the evil
influences of matter. In particular he must purge himself
from the malign effects of his material body. This involved
a strict asceficism : ‘handle not, taste not, touch not’ (ii. 21);
man must neglect his body (v. 23); to which St. Paul
retorts that such neglect is of no value to remedy indul-

L2
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gence of the flesh.! While asceticism was one result of
a dualistic philosophy, libertinism was another. If matter
has no relation to God, the material body has no relation
to religion; therefore man can indulge his body without
restraint. But this deadly mistake is not referred to in the
epistle (see p. 177, and note). What St. Paul had to meet
was the danger that his readers would submit themselves
to Jewish rules of ascetism, man-made ordinances, injunc-
tions, and teachings (ii. 21, 22), which included circumcision
(vv. 11-13), restrictions as regards foods and drinks (v. 16),
and-—probably combined with astrological ideas—the obser-
vance of festivals, new moons, and Sabbaths (s6.). This was
a recrudescence of the old Judaistic mistake in a far more
perilous form. It was a return to ‘the tradition of men
according to the elements (ocrotxeia) of the world and not
according to Christ’ (. 8). It was from these ‘ elements’
that Christ died, and Christians with Him (2. 20).? Ata
later date these oriental ideas became greatly developed
in contact with Christianity, and full-grown Gnosticism,
claiming to be a higher, esoteric form of Christianity,
became one of the most pressing dangers through which
the Church ever passed. But there is little doubt that our
epistle depicts it at an early stage in the form in which it
was beginning to fascinate the Jewish mind in Asia.

To meet the danger St. Paul was not content with con-
tradicting the false ideas. He held up before the Colossians

! See Lightfoot, ad Joc.

? The ‘elements of the world ' are probably not merely ‘ elementary
ideas’—though that thought is not absent—but the elemental forces of
nature which would be included in the angelic or demonic personifica-
tions which the Colossians were enticed to worship. Since angels,
according to Jewish tradition, were instrumental in giving the Law at
Sinai (ef. Gal. iii. 19}, St. Paul thought of the Jews, in their obedience
to Law, as ‘ enslaved under the elements of the world’ (Gal. iv. 3).
Christ by being ‘born under the Law’, and dying and rising again,

burst free from them and so conquered them. Cf. Col. ii. 15, referred
to below, and 1 Cor. ii. 6, 8.
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in all its fullness the fact of Christ—i. e. of Him who was
not one Emanation among many, but ‘the Son of God’s
love’ (i. 13); ‘the Image of the invisible God, the First-
begotten of every creature’ (v. 15); in whom (so far from
created matter being alien from God) all things were
created, including ‘the invisible things, whether thrones or
lordships or principalities or authorities’ (v. 16); the
Agent and End of creation, prior to all things, and the
centre of cohesion of all things (v. 17); the Head of
the Body, the Church (cf. ii. 1g), the Beginning,® First-
begotten from the dead, in whom all the Pleroma dwells
(cf. ii. g) (v. 18), through whom all things are reconciled
to God. He reconciled them in the body of His flesh
through the Cross (vv. 20, 22). He is ‘ Christin you, the
hope of glory’ (v. 27) ; the Mystery of God, even Christ, in
whom are all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge hid’
(ii. 3}, and not in any pagan mysteries or esoteric theo-
sophies; the Head of every [angelic] principality and
authority (v. 10); who on the Cross ‘stripped off’ the
domination of these principalities and authorities, and
made a show of them openly, triumphing over them in
it’—i. e. by virtue of His death on it (v. 15). Thus the fact
of Christ is that He is the centre and the whole of the circle
of all things that are.

Contents. The epistle does not lend itself to exact
analysis; but it falls roughly into four parts. After the
opening salutation, and a thanksgiving and prayer for the
readers (i. 1-14), the apostle plunges in mediam rem.

A. i 15-20. Christ isthe true Mystery. He is presented
to the readers in His relation to God (v. 15a), to the Uni-
verse {vv. 15b~17), to the Church (v. 18), a three-fold
relationship which was necessary for the fulfilment of
God’s ultimate purpose of cosmic reconciliation to Him.

! On the fullness of the meaning which St. Paul gives to dpx4 see
Burney, Journ. Theol. Stud., xxviii. 173~7.
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B. 1. 21-ii. 3. The Colossians, as Gentile converts, had
a share in this reconciliation, having been taught —owing
to St. Paul’s ministry and stewardship—the mystery of the
indwelling Christ (i. 21-g). And he longs that they may
be led to a full understanding of it (ii. 1-3).

C. ii. 4-il. 4. Warnings against being led astray by the
flattery and specious philosophy of false teachers.

D. iii. 5-iv. 6. Exhortations to live the moral life that is
involved in the participation in the mystery. Some personal
matter and salutations conclude the epistle.

Genuineness. There are critics who credit St. Paul
with no ability to think on a plane other than that of
1, 2z Corinthians, Galatians, and Romans. This excludes
his authorship of 7, 2 Thessalonians on the one hand, and
Colosstans and Ephesians on the other. But no genius can
safely be judged in so rigid a manner. In style and
vocabulary a difference is indeed noticeable. But since
the readers and the subjects of which he treats are of
very different types, this is not unnatural. The style is
smoother, less rapid, and more diffuse, grander and more
rhetorical, as befits his theme. On the other hand he uses
throughout characteristic words and expressions which
are found in his earlier epistles, while those which do not
occur elsewhere can be mostly accounted for by the needs
of his subject. The stress which he lays on such words as
‘wisdom’, ‘perfect’, ‘knowledge’ (cf. 1 Cor.1.24~7; xiii. 2, 8),
‘ Pleroma’, ‘mystery’, is due to the language of the errorists
themselves. The Christology, which is the main theme, is
not essentially different from that in 1 Cor. i.viii. 6: ‘one
Lord Jesus Christ through whom are all things and we
through Him.” And the doctrine that the death of Christ
was a conquest over evil powers is found in 1 Cor. ii. 6, 8,
where, however, it is only incidental, not, as here, central
to his theme. There is nothing in the epistle which
warrants any serious doubts as to the authorship. Theories
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of editorial interpolations or glosses, made in order to
explain the combination of Pauline elements with those
which are thought to be sub-Pauline, may be seen in
Moffatt, Intr. Lit. N.T., pp. 155-8.

The Pauline authorship would, indeed, be impossible if
the dangers against which the readers are warned were
the fully developed Gnosticism of the second century.
But evidence has been accumulating that the germs of
that development, which came into being owing to the
meeting of oriental and Jewish thought, were present in
the area of the Dispersion some years before the time of
St. Paul. It is idle to try to identify the errors attacked
with any particular system—LEbionism, Mithraism, Gnostic
Ebionism, and so on. Features of ail of them were
spreading gradually Westward, and St. Paul wished to

supply a universal antidote.

§ 8. Philemon

Purpose and Content. Philemon, to whom the letter was
addressed, was a Christian living, probably, at Colossae.
This is shown by the fact that in writing to the Colossians
St. Pau! describes Onesimus, as he does Epaphras, as
‘one of you’ {Col. iv. 9, 12), and states that he is sending
him thither with Tychicus (vv. 7, 8). Onesimus, Philemon’s
slave, had run away from him, found his way to Rome,
and been converted by St. Paul, who now sends him back
with an affectionate recommendation to his master, who
had also been converted by the apostle (Philem. 1g), to
receive him no longer as a mere slave but as a Christian
slave, a beloved brother (v. 16). A runaway slave was
usually treated with such harshness that it was a somewhat
delicate thing to ask a master to receive him ; and that is
shown by the extremely tactful and tender way in which
St. Paul pleads for him.
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It is remarkable that in the collection of St. Paul’s
epistles made by the early Church there should be included
a short note to an individual® on a purely personal matter.
But this brief note was rightly felt to be of lasting value,
not only for the picture that it affords of the apostle him-
self—his warm-hearted love for his slave convert, and his
delicacy of touch in advancing his cause—but for the
principle which he lays down, which in the long run was
to undermine the massive fabric of slavery. To have given
any specific injunctions against the practice would have
been futile. It was accepted by all ancient races as part
of the natural order of things; and to incite a few slaves
to break loose would do nothing but harm. In 1 Cor. vii.
20-4 his advice to Christian slaves is exactly the reverse.
His principle was that Christianity places men in a status
above the social distinctions of master and slave (v. 16; cf.
1 Cor. xii. 13; Gal. iii. 28; Eph. vi. 8, 9; Col. iil. 11). All
alike were ‘bought’ by Christ for His service (1 Cor. vii.
22f). And therefore, while he sends the slave back to his
master, he does not suggest that Philemon should release
him, but asks him to /ove him. The conversations which
he had with Onesimus very likely suggested the passages
on masters and slaves in Eph. vi. 5-g; Col. iii. 22-iv. 1.

Time and Place. The letter was written in captivity
{vv. 9, 13), at the same time as Colossians (see p. 145), and
clearly from Rome. It cannot have been the imprison-
ment at Caesarea {Acts xxiil. 33}, because he tells Philemon
to prepare him alodging, since he hoped soon to be allowed
to visit him (v. 22). At Caesarea, where he appealed to
Caesar and was waiting to be sent to Rome, he could have
had no such hopes. And a runaway slave would be much
more likely to escape to Rome than to Caesarea.

! It was addressed, however, also, not only to two who were
doubtless members of his family, but to ¢ the Church in thy house’,
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§ 9. Ephesians

Contents. Asin Colossians the rhetorical flow of language
which is called forth by the sublimity of the theme makes
exact analysis impossible. But the doctrinal portion i. 3-
jiii. 13, concluding with a prayer and doxology (iii. 14-21), is
distinct from the hortatory portion (iv. 1-vi. 20), conclud-
ing with personal references to himself and Tychicus,
greetings and the Grace (vi. 21-4).

A. Doctrine. 1. 3-14 : The purpose of God is the holiness,
the sonship, the redemption of Christians; and Christ is
the Medium in whom this is being accomplished, the ulti-
mate aim being the summing up of all things in Him. An
assurance to the readers of the apostle’s prayers for them
that they may have wisdom to understand and know the
great things of God (i. 15-19) introduces i. 20-3: The
method of God. God (1) raised Christ from the dead, and
(2) set Him at His right hand, gave Him victory over His
enemies, and made Him Head over all things to the
Church. 1ii. 1-10: The purpose of this was that in Christ
God might also (1) raise Christians from the death of sin,
and (2) set them with Him in the heavenlies. ii. 11-22:
The result of this plan was the unity of Jews and Gentiles
in Christ. iil. 1-13: And this great mystery was entrusted
to St. Paul, the apostle of the Gentiles, to proclaim.

B. Exhortation. The moral exhortations are mainly con-
cerned with the nature and the preservation of the unity
which God intended. iv. 1-6: The readers are exhorted
to live in unity. iv, 7-16: It is the unity of a living and
growing Body, the members of which possess a wide
diversity of gifts and functions, and which receives its vital
force from Christ the Head. iv. 17-v. 21: As converted
Gentiles they must put off all that constitutes the old Self,
the ‘old man’, and put on all that constitutes the ‘new
man’, v.z22-vi, g: Particular injunctions towards the pre-
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servation of unity are added for wives and husbands (v. 22—
33), children and parents (vi. 1—4), slaves and masters
(vi. 59). vi. 10~20: For such a life the whole armour of
God is required (vi. 10-17), with prayer and intercession
(vi. 18~20).

Genuineness. A glance at the epistle is enough to show
the veryclose connexion between it and Colossians. Moffatt!
prints the parallels in full, which amount to large portions
of both the epistles. And he says {(p. 375) ‘ Those who hold
that both were written by the same author either place
them together in the second century or attribute them both
to Paul. On the latter hypothesis he read over Colossians
(or a copy of it) before writing Ephesians, or else composed
the letter when his mind was still full of what he had just
addressed to the Church of Colossé. The relationship in
this event would resemble that of the Thessalonian letters,
when 2 Thess. is accepted as genuine.” That the epistle
was written (or is represented as having been written) at
the same time as Colossitans is indicated in vi. 21,  Now
that you also may know my affairs’, &c., an allusion to
Col. iv. 7. But many who accept Colossians as the work of
St. Paul doubt or deny the genuineness of Ephesians on
account of its language and style, its affinities with other
writings, and its doctrine.

(a) Language. This undoubtedly shows marked differ-
ences from that of the earlier epistles. But since the
readers and subject-matter are different, this alone would
be no more evidence of spuriousness than it is in the case
of Colosstans. Where the subject-matter is closely allied
to that of Colossians the similarity of its language is very
close, though some differences are noticeable. Differences
are sufficiently accounted for by saying that St. Paul
possessed enough literary power to express similar
thoughts with a variety of expression. Moffatt? notes that

v Imlvod. Lit. N.T., pp. 375-81. 2 p. 385f.
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it contains thirty-eight words which are not used elsewhere
in the New Testament literature, and forty-four which,
while employed elsewhere in the New Testament, are
never used by St. Paul. But figures like these can be
balanced by others. The length of Colossians is to that of
Ephesians about as eleven to sixteen. It contains thirty-
eight words of the former type (a much larger proportion)
and eighteen of the latter, To these must be added eleven
which occur only in Col. and Eph. and would be Aapax
legomena in Col. if they were not imitated in £ph. : dvfpamd-
peaxos, dmallotpiofocbal, dmokaraAidooew, adfnois, api,
dpbarpodovdeia, wrjpope (of God), gifodoba:, avveyeipew,
ovv{worotelv, Upvos, and seven which are found elsewhere in
the New Testament but not in St. Paul’s epistles outside Co/.
and Eph.: 8dypa, Oeperiodaodar, katoikelv, kpdros, kvpibrys,
atvdeopos, $84. It is clear that kapax legomena and ‘non-
Pauline’ words alone cannot settle the question. It is re-
markable, further, how large a number of words in Ep#. or
[and] Col. have New Testament parallels only in r or
2 Corinthians. And there are at least twenty-five thoroughly
Pauline words and expressions in Eph. (found in Rom.,
1, 2 Cor., Gal., Phil) which do not occur in Col. Thus
‘the linguistic data may be allowed to leave the problem of
the authorship fairly open’ (Moffatt, p. 387).

{b) S#le. This must be used with caution as a criterion,
since much depends on the reader’s individual feelings as
to what is probable and improbable in a writer’s change of
style. The epistle is nearer to being a poem in prose than
any other of St. Paul’s writings. What was said above on
the style of Col. is true of that of Epk. in an advanced degree.
It is lyrical, diffuse, and elaborate. But while in Col. he
had definite enemies in view, here he has none. And the
question, which does not admit of a confident answer, is
whether one who could pass from the style of the four
Hauptbrigfe to that of Col. could not pass further to that of
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Eph., the change being accounted for by his freedom from
the pressure of controversy, and by the sublimity and cos-
mic vastness of his subject.

The theory that a Paulinist wrote the epistle in his
master’s name cannot, of course, be ruled out as impossible.
The bulk of the material in the Pastoral Epistles is prob-
ably to be explained in that way (see p. 180f); and z Pefer
is certainly pseudonymous. But in the case of Eph. the
problem has a psychological aspect. It is not easy to
decide whether a follower of St. Paul, writing in his name,
with his mind steeped in the language and thoughts of
Colossians, and greatly influenced also by the other Pauline
epistles, could or could not have risen to the height, and
reached the wide expanse, attained in this epistle. It is
this which places the problem on a different plane from
that of any other imitation, or use of sources, in the New
Testament.

(¢) Literary affinities. Affinities with other writers, in so
far as they are not merely reflections of the common lan-
guage of early Christianity, might arise from more than
one cause. Either they are due to the direct influence ot
the epistle on the writers, or to the influence of the epistle
on the #ofum of Christian thought which they inherited, or
the author of the epistle, together with the other writers,
shared in a development of Christian thought and language
which grew up spontaneously in the Church after St. Paul’s
death. In other words, did the author of our epistle
breathe with others an existing atmosphere, or did he help
to create it 7 As far as language goes, the affinities which
are pointed out do not, for the most part, amount to very
much.

Luke and Acts. Moffatt,! who notes some dozen words
peculiar to £phesians and St. Luke’s vocabulary, also gives
the following parallels: men are the objects of the divine

v Intr. Lit. N.T., p. 384.
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ebdoxia (LK. ii. 14; Eph. i. 5), and the Ascension is empha-
sized (Lk. xxiv. 51; Eph. 1. 20; iv. 8, 10); he compares
Lk. xii. 47, ‘that slave which knew his lord’s will and pre-
pared not nor did according to his will’, with Eph. v. 17;
vi. 6; Lk. xil. 35, ‘ Let your loins be girded’, with Eph. vi.
14 ;' and gives two parallels (ii. 5 ; v. 18) with the parable of
the Prodigal Son, from which he notes that Resch 2 draws
a long series of parallels with Eph. ii. 1-19, a passage which
may well be compared with the parable for purposes of
devotional study, but which can hardly be imagined to have
any literary connexion with it.

All the similarities to our epistle that he suggests in the
Acts are in St. Paul’s address at Miletus: the BovAs of God
(i. 11), the commission of the apostle (iii. 2, 7; iv. 11), the
purchasing of the Church (i. 14), the ‘inheritance’ of
Christians (i. 14), and the ‘shepherding’ of the Church
(iv. 11). But St. Paul’s commission or Siakorie was a fact
on which he laid frequent and vehement stress in earlier
epistles; the inheritance of Christians is the subject of
Rom. iv. 14; viii. 17; Gal. iii. 18, 29; iv. 7; and the purchas-
ing of the Church in Eph. and Acts respectively is probably
derived from two different passages of the Old Testament.*
Other passages to which he attaches significance . are
Acts xx. 21 ‘faith in (e/s) or Lord Jesus’ and Eph. 1 15,
‘ your faith in (¢é») the Lord Jesus’; xx. 19 and Eph. iv. 2,
vi. 7, ‘humility ’ and ‘ serving God’ ; xx. 32, ‘ to give you the

! But the thought is different. The former is a simile of household
slaves, the latter of soldiers.

* Paulinismus, p. 373 1.

® The former (repumoinos) from Exod. xix. 5 (quoted in 1 Pet.ii. g
with the same word, instead of the LXX mepiofouos) ; the latter (mepee-
wajoaro) from either Is. xliii, 21 (LXX, Aads pov é» mepiemomaduny) or
Ps. Ixxiv {Ixxiii]. 2 in some current translation of Old Testament logia
(LXX 7iis ovvaywyis oov §s ékrfjoe).  With * He purchased through His

blood’' he also compares Eph. i. 7, ‘the redemption through His
blood .
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inheritance among them that are sanctified ’, and Eph. i. 18,
‘the wealth of the story of His inheritance . the saints’.
The differences are at least as noticeable as the similarities.
But parallels would be sufficiently accounted for if St. Paul
wrote Ephestans, and if St. Luke obtained a more or less
trustworthy summary of the contents of his address at
Miletus.

Pastorat Epistles. There are several parallels of thought
and language which place the Pastoral epistles somewhat
nearer to Ephesians than to the earlier epistles of St. Paul.
Moffatt, however, dismisses them with the remark, ¢ But
beyond suggesting a sub-Pauline malzen of thought and
language, these coincidences amount to very little’. The
question, as said above, is whether the sub-Pauline author
of Ephesians lived in the same miliens, or whether St. Paul
himself by his epistle helped to create it.

1 Peter. In this case a difference of opinion exists as to
whether there are any significant parallels at all. There
are not many verbal coincidences ; the most striking are
‘ Blessed be the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ’
{Eph.i. 3; 1 Pet.1. 3), wpd xaraBolfs kéouov (Eph.i. 4; 1 Pet.
1. 20), dkpoywriatov (Eph. ii. 20; 1 Pet. ii. 6), mepimroinois
(Eph. i. 14; 1 Pet. ii. g), 7ois {8iots dvlpdaw (Eph. v. 22;
I Pet. iil. 1), efomiayyror (Eph. iv. 32; 1 Pet. iii. 8). But
there are distinct echoes of thought which cannot safely be
explained as expressing, independently, current Christian
ideas. Few, probably, would agree with H. A. A. Ken-
nedy’s? verdict : ‘while there are a few vague parallels, it is
hard to trace any close inter-relation of ideas” Hort,?on
the other hand, holds that ‘the connexion, though very
close, does not lie on the surface. It is shown more by
identities of thought and similarity in the structure of the

! [Professor of N.T. Exegesis at New College, Edinburgh]. Exposi.
tory Times, xxvii, p. 264.
2 The Fivst Epistle of St. Peler, i. 1-ii. 17, p. 5.
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two epistles as wholes than by identities of phrase.” If
Ephesians is not the work of St. Paul, the writer may have
borrowed from r Pefer ; but if it is, the probability is much
greater that St. Peter, who made large use of Romans,
used also the last masterpiece of St. Paul.

Johannine Writings. There is an approach towards the
doctrinal position of the Fourth Gospel and 1 Jokn (see
below). Moffatt and Lock?! collect several similarities of
thought, some of which, however, find parallels in St. Paul’s
earlier writings. But there is very little linguistic parallel-
ism. Moffatt holds that  the likelihood is that the unknown
auctor ad Ephesios was a Paulinist who breathed the atmo-
sphere in which the Johannine literature afterwards took
shape’. Similarly of the parallels with Hebrews he says
that they do not ‘ prove more than a common atmosphere
of religious feeling and phraseology’. Butif St. Paul wrote
Ephesians it 1s more likely that he began to create the
atmosphere which was afterwards charged more deeply
with the particular significances represented by the Johan-
nine writings and Hebrews respectively.

Doctrine. This is the only criterion to which serious
importance can be attached, and upon it those who deny
the genuineness of the epistle lay the chief weight. It must
be remembered, however, that if Colossians 1s genuine, itis
not enough to point to the undoubted fact that St. Paul’s
thoughts show an advance in several respects upon those
in the epistles of the earlier groups. They must show an
advance upon the doctrine of Colossians marked enough to
render the unity of authorship improbable. This is not the
case with several of the minor Johannine parallels which
can be found. The doctrinal differences between the two
epistles can be explained, to a considerable extent, by the
fact that Colossians is polemical and Ephestans is not. In
the former, Christ is declared to be supreme and central in

1 Hastings' D.B,, i, p. 7161.
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cosmos ; in the latter, the immanent Principle in the unity
and spiritual growth of the Church. Thus the subject-
matter of the two epistles is in some degree different, and
it is impossible to maintain that while the former could be
emphasized by St. Paul the latter could not, and must be
sub-Pauline. This will account for some of the affinities
with the Johannine writings noted by Moffatt (p. 385):
‘ The unity of the church, including Gentiles as well as
Jews, is the divine object of Christ’s death’; ‘the church
is the mAfpoua of Christ and of God’; ‘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’; ‘the emphasis on é¢yiderr and cleansing ’ and
‘on the duty of Christian love’. One of the notable
similarities between the two epistles is the absence of
Jewish eschatological ideas. A faint trace of the old
language is seen in Col.iil. 4, ¢ When Christ shall be mani-
fested—our Life—then shall ye also with Him be manifested
in glory’. But the idea is not that of a Parousia, but of an
inward and spiritual triumph. Similarly in Ephesians the
writer looks forward to a great End, but it is spiritualized;
it is a consummation to be reached in the far future by the
spiritual growth of the Church ; it is the (final) redemption
of the purchased possession, of which the seal of the Spirit
1s the present pledge (1. 14{.); similarly iv. 30; hence ‘this
age’ can be contrasted with ¢ uéXdovr: (i. 21); the Body of
Christ must be built up ‘till we all attain to the unity of
faith in, and knowledge of, the Son of God, to a perfect
Man’ (iv. 13); the inheritance in the Kingdom of Christ
and of God is a present one (v. 5; cf. Col. i. 13); so also is
the coming of the wrath of God upon the sons of disobedi-
ence (v. 6) ; and this leaves room for ‘ ages to come” (ii. 7).
This spiritualizing of the great End was part of St. Paul’s
advance in thought, which many have unaccountably
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refused to admit, and was due to the lapse of time, in which
his early expectations of the imminence of the Parousia
were unfulfilled.

The differences between Colossians and Lphesians are
mainly concerned with the meaning of Christ’s Person and
Death. With this is connected the thought of the union
of Jew and Gentile, which in Ep#k. plays an important part,
while in Col. it appears only in iii. 11, ‘ where there cannot
be Greek and Jew, &c.’, a sentence directed against the
exclusive pride of Gnostic claims. In Col. the Mystery is
¢Christ in you, the hope of glory’ which is preached to the
Gentiles (i. 27); ‘the Mystery of God, (even) Christ”’ (ii. 2) ;
‘the Mystery of Christ’, i.e. the Mystery which is Christ
(iv. 3). These passages emphasize the indwelling of Christ
in Christians, which Gentile Christians were privileged to
experience. But in Epk. ‘the Mystery of Christ’is the
fact that the Gentiles were allowed to be fellow-heirs (iii.
5f). It is their éuclusion that is the mystery. Correspond-
ingly, the reconciliation effected through Christ’s death is
~in Col. (i. 20) that of * all things’, ‘whether things on earth
or things in heaven’, the latter being the angelic powers ;
and with all these the Gentiles also are reconciled to God.
In Eph., on the other hand, the cosmic significance of His
death is not mentioned ; His cosmic function of ‘ summing
up all things’ (i. 10) is not connected with his death ; the
reconciliation is that of Jew and Gentile in one Body (ii.
14-16). Further, in Eph. Christ’s death is the means of
redemption (i. 7). In Col it is His Person (i. 14). But the
former is the more usual Pauline thought.

In Col. it is maintained that in Christ ‘ dwelleth all the
Pleroma bodily’, i.e. in concrete reality (ii. g). This is in
opposition to the Gnostic idea that Christ is only one among
many emanations proceeding from the Pleroma. And He
is the Head of every (angelic) principality and authority

(il 10). In Eph. He is the Pleroma of God as immanent in
2594-8 M
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Christians, the full spiritual wholeness towards which they
must strive (iii. 19, iv. 13). And He is the Head as the
centre of coherence and unity of the Body, the true safe-
guard against false teaching and schism (iv. 15 f).

There might seem to be an advance of thought in respect
of the Agent of reconciliation. In Col. i. 20-2 (as in 2 Cor.
v. 18) it is God who reconciles to Himself all things in
heaven and earth, supernatural powers and sinners,
“ through Christ’, ‘through the blood of His Cross’, ¢ in the
body of His flesh’. In Eph.ii 16 it is Christ Himself?
who reconciles Jew and Gentile in one Body to God
through the Cross. But that can be balanced by a converse
difference: in Eph. iv. 32 ‘God in Christ forgave you’,
while in Col. iii. 13 ‘ the Lord (i.e. Christ, as another read-
ing has it} forgave you’.

Apart from these fundamentals there are expressions
which might suggest a date later than St. Paul. Perhaps
the most striking are the use of ‘the devil’ (iv. 27, vi. 11), as
in the Pastoral epistles, instead of ‘ Satan’ as in 1, 2 Thess.,
1, 2 Cor., Rom., the unique ‘in the heavenlies’ (i. 3, 20, ii.
6, 1il. 10, vi. 12), the mention of ‘ His holy apostles and
prophets’ as having received the revelation of the mystery
(ii. 5), and of ‘the apostles and prophets’ as a recog-
nized body constituting the foundation of the Church
(il 20).

These facts will appeal differently to different minds. To
some they will seem to be real differences in points of view,
which could have been reached only by a ‘sub-Pauline’
writer approximating to the Johannine position, a Paulinist
with a style of his own and the beginnings of a later voca-
bulary. But while any conclusion must be reached with
hesitation, they hardly appear to the present writer strong
enough to constitute a proof that the author was other than

! Similarly, as Moffatt points out, in 1 Cor. xii. 28 God is the giver
of spiritual gifts; but in Eph. iv. 11 it is Christ.
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the author of Colossians, expressing, without controversy,
his maturest thoughts on the greatest of all themes.

Time and Place of Writing. The indications suggest that
the epistle was written at Rome, at the same time as
Colosstans. The writer was in captivity ; see ii. 1, ‘ I, Paul,
the prisoner of Christ Jesus on behalf of you Gentiles’;
iv. 1, ‘I the prisoner’; vi. 20, ‘the mystery of the Gospel,
on behalf of which I am an ambassador in a chain’. And
his conception of the Church as an organic unity, kept and
controlled by Christ its Head, may well have owed some-
thing to the fact that he was in Rome, the capital of an
empire which was highly organized and closely knit into
a unity under Caesar its head. The similarities with
Colossians place the epistles, if St, Paul was the author of
both, in immediate juxtaposition. And Tychicus is spoken
of {vi. 21 {.) as bringing news of the writer, in words almost
identical with Col. iv. 7£!

Destination. Thisis an enigma. According to the Textus
 Receptus, followed in our A. V. and R.V,, the opening words
are ‘Paul...to the saints which are at Ephesus (év’E¢éoe)
and the faithful in Christ Jesus’. But the most important
authorities > omit év ’E¢éae, and Marcion (and, according
to Tertullian,® other heretics) styled the epistle ‘to the
Laodiceans’. A place-name is required by the sense, rois
aylois and morols, ‘ the saints’ and *faithful °, being a double
description of the same persons. Without it the words
would mean ‘to the saints who are also faithful ’, which is
next to impossible. And yet, if the epistle was written to
the Christians at Ephesus, it is surprising that it contains
no greetings to individuals, and even more so if the theory
is correct that Rom. xvi. 1-23, with its numerous salutations,
was a letter to Ephesus (see p. 141 f.). This has led many to

! See p. 154.

? Practically all existing MSS,, all versions, Orig. Bas.
~ * ddv. Mare., v. 11.

M2
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think that it was a circular letter intended for more than
one Church, so that no salutations were possible, and that
St. Paul’s amanuensis left a blank to be filled in with the
name of each Church to which Tychicus was to carry
a copy. The further suggestion has been made, assuming
that the theory of the circular letter is correct, that that
letter is referred to in Col. iv. 16 in the injunction that the
Colossians are to ‘read the letter that is [i.e. that will be
forwarded to them] from Laodicea’. It is thought that
since the Colossians were receiving a letter of their own,
St. Paul might think it unnecessary to send them also
a copy of the circular letter. But this is unlikely, because if
he wished them to read it as well as their own, it would be
more natural that he should send them a copy. But the
circular letter theory is not without its difficulties. If the
amanuensis wrote out several copies, it was as easy for him
to insert the place-name as for any one else. And even if
he left a blank, why should he omit the preposition é& ?
Moreover, our earliest manuscripts, all of which omit év and
the place-name, must have been copied from earlier manu-
scripts, which finally go back to an archetype, which
omitted them, for it is impossible to think that any scribes
would omit them if they found them in the archetype.
We are thus reduced to the improbable supposition that
the archetype of our manuscripts was a spare copy which
omitted them, and which was never delivered. If Ephesians
was a circular letter, a solution which is just possible would
be that the Laodiceans, being bidden to send it on to
Colossae, and not wishing to part with their own letter,
sent a copy which they made themselves, omitting é»
Aaodikig ; that this was the copy used when the collection
of Pauline epistles was made, and, if, as is possible, that took
place at Ephesus, the words év 'E¢éro were inserted later.
Yet another solution has been proposed—that the letter
was written to a single Church, and originally ended with
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some salutations, but that when a desire was felt to use it
for general purposes in the Church, editors omitted év and
the place-name together with the salutations. A similar
explanation has been shown to be probable in the case of
Romans (see pp. 143-5). Inthis case, if Ephesus was not its
original destination, Marcion and others may have been
right after all in styling it ‘to the Laodiceans’. After the
collection of letters was made, the presence of a place-
name in the other letters made its absence in this one
noticeable, and é» "E¢éro was inserted. Harnack suggests,
rather fancifully, that the name Laodicea was omitted when
it had become a name of ignominy in the Church (see Rev.
iii. 14-16). But there are two objections to the theory.
The writing is much more suitable as a general epistle
than addressed to a particular Church. And the general
salutations in the last two verses—‘peace be to the
brethren’, ‘grace be with all those who love, &c.’—make
it difficult to think that they were originally preceded by
. particular salutations. Perhaps the true solution has yet
to be found.

§ 10. Philippians

Contents. Apart from iii. 2-iv. 1 (see below) this affec-
tionate letter to St. Paul’s best-loved converts is mainly
concerned with personal matters. After the opening
salutation, thanksgiving, and prayer (i. 1-11) he gives an
account of himself—the spiritual result of his imprison-
ment (i. 12-18), and his hopes of ‘salvation’, i.e. probably
his acquittal and release from bonds ; for himself he would
prefer death, but for their sakes he wants to live, and is
confident of regaining his freedom and of seeing them
again (i. 19-26). He will send Timothy, of whom he
speaks in the highest praise, as soon as his own affairs are
settled (ii. 19-24). Meantime he is sending Epaphroditus,
who had brought a contribution from them. Epaphroditus



166 THE EPISTLES OF ST, PAUL

had almost worked himself to death in supplying the
apostle’s needs, and was greatly troubled that the Philip-
pians had heard of his consequent illness (ii. 25-30). He
concludes the letter by expressing his thanks for their
contribution, adding that he quite understood that their
lack of opportunity had prevented them from helping him
earlier. . He had learnt, indeed, to be content in any
circumstances, but their kindness was good, and they
knew that he had accepted help, when he left Macedonia,
from no other Church (iv. 10~18). And he ends with
a closing prayer for them, salutations, and the Grace
(iv. 19-23).

But with all these friendly messages he was obliged to
speak of things which were not right with them. There
were dissensions among them, so that he must appeal to
them to show a united front (i. 27-30), and to live in unity
and humility (ii. 1-4). This he enforces, in a sublime
passage, by pointing to the Self-emptying of Christ and of
His glory which followed (ii. 5-11). They must therefore
avoid murmurings and disputings, and set a shining ex-
ample to the non-Christians round them (it. 12-18). He
begins to draw the letter to a close (iii. 1), but is constrained
to renew his appeal—first, to two women, Euodia and
Syntyche, who were probably the chief source of the
dissensions (iv. 2, 3), and then to all, to let every one see
their selfless yielding of their own rights and wishes,
because Christ is coming soon who will put everything
right, to pray and give thanks and be guarded in the peace
of God (iv. 4-7). If their minds are set on the highest
things, the God of peace will be with them (iv. 8, g).

The contents, as here sketched, form a complete and sim-
ple whole. The remaining passage,iii.2-iv.1, is quite foreign
to it, and raises the question of the unity of the epistle.

Unity. In the midst of grateful messages, and gentle
and loving admonitions, this unexpected passage reveals
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the apostle in a wholly different mood. His pen suddenly
becomes the rapier of the combatant, with which he attacks
a two-fold enemy. 1. He is on fire against Judaizers, as
in Galatians. He hurls at them the epithet ‘dogs’, which
they used of Gentiles, and scornfully speaks of circum-
cision as ‘concision’, mere mutilation (iii. 2). And, as in
2 Corinthians, he asserts with vehemence his own authority,
high status, and aims as a Christian {v2. 4-14), calling upon
the readers not to take a retrograde step (ve. 15f), but to
imitate him (v. 17). 2. He laments that many do not,
They are not only Judaizers, but, like the false teachers
attacked in Rom. xvi. 17f. (see p. 142), libertines, ‘the
enemies of the Cross of Christ, whose end is perdition,
whose God is their belly and whose glory is in their
shame, whose mind is centred upon earthly things’. The
body of the true Christian, on the contrary, belongs already
to the heavenly polity, whence Christ will appear, and is
being prepared for the final transformation into the body
of His glory (vv. 17-21).

It is scarcely possible to resist the conclusion that this is
a fragment of another letter written by St. Paul to other
readers. There is no evidence that the simple-minded
Philippians were troubled either by Judaism or by liber-
tinism. And Lightfoot’s artificial explanation is uncon-
vincing—that St. Paul was interrupted in his writing, and
in the interval heard that these enemies were making
trouble at Philippi, so that when he sat down to write
again he plunged into violent controversy before resuming
his affectionate appeal to the readers to be at unity. That
fragments were incorporated in other letters has been
shown to be probable in the case of 2 Cor. vi. 14-vil. &
(p- 121 f), and Rom. xvi. 1-23 (p. 141 f). Some would add
2 Cor. x—xiii (pp. 125-8). Opinions differ as to whether the
words of iii. 1 b, ‘ To write the same things unto you is not
irksome to me but safe for you’, belong to the fragment or
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not. ‘To write the same things’ may mean ‘ to bring up the
subject of your dissensions again’ (so Lightfoot; and the
setting of the verse in Westcott and Hort’s text implies
the same). If this is right it is almost certain that iv. 2 ff,,
in which the subject is brought up again, must have followed
immediately. Another explanation is that the half-verse
belongs to the fragment, and ‘to write the same things’
means to bring up again the subject of the heresies, which
we must suppose the apostle had already attacked in the
earlier lost portion of the letter to which the fragment be-
longs. But the former seems the more probable.

Time and Place. The theory has been so widely accepted
that our epistle, together with the other three in this group,
was written in captivity at Rome that it was thought best
to study it at this point. The apostle was clearly a prisoner,
for he speaks three times of his < bonds’ (i. 7, 13, 17). And
this could not have been at Caesarea, just before starting
for Rome, since he hoped soon to visit the Philippians (ii.
24), and speaks of his renewed presence with them (i. 26).
But it is possible that he wrote the letter at Ephesus during
his long stay there after leaving Antioch for the third time
for missionary work. The arguments for Rome and
Ephesus respectively are as follows:

1. Rome. (a) He says that ‘his bonds have become
manifest in Christ in the whole pracforium, and to all the
rest’ (i. 13). The last words make it probable that the
praeforium is not the Emperor’s ‘palace’ (A.V.), nor its
barracks, nor the military ‘camp outside the walls, but
a body of persons. And these have been held to be
either the ‘praetorian guard’ (R. V., following Lightfoot 1)
or the imperial court, ‘ the whole body of persons connected
with the sitting in judgment’ (Ramsay ?). Lightfoot (p. 19)
thinks of ‘the praetorian soldiers, drafted off successively

Y Philippians, pp. 99-1o4.
* St Paul, the Traveller and the Rowman Citigen, p. 357.
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to guard him and constrained while on duty to bear him
company’. But since they numbered some 9,000 men,
and he was guarded by one soldier at a time, the words
must be hyperbolical, not literal. If, however, the words
were written at Rome, this remains the best explanation.
The objection to Ramsay’s meaning is that there is no
evidence for it. () Among the Christians who send
greetings are ‘especially they of Caesar’s household’
(iv. 22). There were, no doubt, Christians to be found
in the enormous numbers of the Emperor’s slaves and
courtiers. See Lightfoot, Philemon, p. 319, and Sanday
and Headlam on the households of Aristobulus and Nar-
cissus, Rom. xvi. 10, 11. (¢) Timothy joins in the opening
salutation as in Colossians and Philemon.

But among those who accept this evidence there is
a difference of opinion as to whether the epistle was the
earliest or the latest of the Roman group.

(i) For the earlier date Lightfoot points to the very close
affinity in language and thought with Romans (see his
parallels, Philippians, p. 431), and the great difference
from them of the language and thought of Colossians and
Ephesians. He says, ‘The heresies, which the apostle
here combats (sc. in Col. and Eph.), are no longer the
crude, materialistic errors of the early childhood ot
Christianity, but the more subtle speculations of its
maturer age’. But these differences are, in fact, too great
to render the argument safe, since on the theory of Rome
as the place of writing all the development and growth to
maturity take place within the two years or so of his im-
prisonment there. It would be easier to recognize that
the minds of the Philippians were simpler and more
elementary than those of the Asiatic Christians, and there-
fore needed different teaching.

(i) For the later date it is argued: (a) That some time
was needed for the communications between St. Paul and
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the Philippians—for them to send a contribution by Epa-
phroditus, for him to fall ill by overwork on St. Paul’s
behalf, for the news of it to reach them, and for St. Paul
to hear that they had received the news. Lightfoot con-
trives to explain it all by two journeys ; but in any case, if
the journey between Rome and Philippi occupied about
a month, as he reckons, not more than, say, five months
are required. () St. Paul’s ‘defence (apologia) of the
Gospel’ (i. 16) is explained by Ramsay as the defence of
his own case in the Emperor’s court; and his ‘ salvation’
(v. 19) as the acquittal which he expected with some con-
fidence, though he was prepared for the possibility of
martyrdom (ii. 17). (¢) If Ramsay’s explanation of the
word practorium is correct, it is another indication that
the trial was actually in process. The epistle would thus
be placed close to the end of the captivity of Acts xxviii.
2. Ephesus. The three arguments for Rome can be
used with equal force for Ephesus. (@) An inscription!
found there shows that praetorian soldiers were stationed
in the city. And they would be much fewer in number
than in Rome, so that St. Paul’s words could be under-
stood literally. (5} Another inscription ? speaks of ‘the
slaves of our Lord Augustus’, which shows that they and
his freedmen were numerous enough to form burial clubs.
(c) Timothy was with the apostle at Ephesus as well as at
Rome (Acts xix. 22). (d) Further, the similarities with
Romans can be accounted for if the epistle was written at
Ephesus just before St. Paul started to go via Macedonia
to Corinth, where he wrote Romans. (¢) And his expecta-
tion to visit the Philippians soon was natural, since he

¥ J. T. Wood, Discoveries al Ephesus, Append. 7, p. 4: ‘T. Valerio
T. F. Secundo Militis Cohortis VII Praetoriae Centuriae Severi.'

* [bid., Append. 7, p. 18: ‘ Quorum [a monument and sarcophagus]
Curam Agunt Collegia Libertorum Et Servorum Domini Nostri
Augusti.’
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would certainly stop at Philippi on his way through Mace-
donia. (f) The Philippians had waited a long time to send
him a contribution, because, as he says, they ‘had lacked
opportunity’ (iv. 10). If he wrote from Ephesus this was
really the case, because he had been far away in Palestine
and Galatia since leaving Corinth (Acts xviii. 18-23,
xix. I). But if he wrote from Rome, it was after staying
three months in Corinth {Acts xx. 3), when they could
easily have sent him supplies as they had done during his
previous Corinthian visit. Indeed they could actually have
given them to him in person when he was passing through
Macedonia to Corinth. Written from Rome the words
convey a rebuke, which, however gentle and tactful, is
unexpected after their previous liberality on more than
one occasion, which he gratefully records in iv. 15, 16.
(£) The Parousia of Christ is still thought of as imminent ;
‘the Lord is at hand’ (iv. 5) is similar to ‘¢ Maran-atha’
(x Cor. xvi. 22). It is difficult to place this in close con-
junction with Colossians and Ephesians, in which, as has
been said, the eschatology is entirely spiritualized. The
same must be said of the fragment iii. 2-iv. 1, in which
‘heaven’ is that ‘from which we wait for a Saviour, the
Lord Jesus Christ’ (iii. 20) ; and the transformation of our
bodies at the Parousia (. 21) carries on the thought of
1 Cor. xv. 51-3.

No one would hesitate to regard this evidence as con-
clusive were it not that there is no mention in the Acts of
an imprisonment at Ephesus. But neither is there any
mention of the acute sufferings and perils of which the
apostle himself speaks. His fighting ‘with beasts at
Ephesus’ (1 Cor. xv. 32}, whether this refers to men? or

! With the metaphorical use cf. Ignatius, Rome. 5. But if ¢ beasts’
is literal, the words must be rendered ¢ If after the manner of men
1 %ad fought with beasts at Ephesus, what advantage would it have
been to me, &c. ?’, since a Roman citizen could not suffer the disgrace
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to actual wild animals, implies physical hardships which
point to imprisonment. And the same is true of his
affliction in Asia, an overpowering burden that made him
despair of life (2 Cor. i. 8), and the anguish of mind and
body depicted in 1 Cor. iv. g-13 (written at Ephesus), and
in 2 Cor. iv. 8-12 (written shortly afterwards).! Moreover,
the sufferings recounted in 2 Cor. vi. 4 f,, xi. 237, including
‘prisons’ in the plural, the only imprisonment previously
related in the Acfs being that at Philippi (xvi. 24), show
how little weight can be attached to St. Luke’s silence as
to one at Ephesus.

That silence makes it impossible to place the writing of
the epistle with complete certainty at Ephesus, but the
theory has great probability. If it is accepted, Philippians
must be placed in the second group, in close conjunction
with 1 Corinthians and probably Galatians, and before
2 Corinthians and Romans. And the fragment iil. 2-iv. 1
was probably written at the same time, perhaps to some
neighbouring Church in Asia.

of the arena. If he was condemned ad leones, and escaped only because
his Roman citizenship was discovered (ef. Acts xvi, 38 f,, xxii, 26-g),
he was almost certainly in prison for a short time.

1 And see Acts xx. 181f.
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VI
I, IT TIMOTHY, TITUS

HE title * Pastoral Epistles’, which is commonly used
to designate this group of writings, does not describe
their contents very accurately. It has some suitability in
the case of 1 Timothy, less in that of Titus,and for 2 Temothy
it is hardly suitable atall. Zahn! traces it to some lectures
by Paul Anton in 1726-7, afterwards edited by Maier as
Exegetische Abhandlung der Pastoral-Briefe Pauli an Tim.
w. T,

Contents. [n none of these is a definite plan or course
of thought to be traced. The object of the writer was to
offer some sound advice to those who were in positions of
responsibility in the Church. The chief trouble through
which the Church was passing was the prevalence of false
teaching of a Gnostic type allied with Jewish speculations.
To this he constantly recurs, dwelling on the necessity of
sound teaching in opposition to it. He also gives advice,
chiefly in r T7m. but also in T7fus, on Church organization,
and the attitude that its leaders should adopt towards
various individuals and classes in the Christian community.
All this, however, is in view of the heretical teaching which
is the burden that chiefly weighs on his mind; any advice
that is given, which is not concerned directly with heresy,
arises out of the danger or leads up to it. Apart from this
there are personal details in 2 Tim. iv. 6-21 and Tit. iii.
I2-14, which are of great importance in their bearing on
the authorship of the epistles. They will be discussed
below. The following analysis will show how the writer’s

' Einleitung in d. N.T., i, p. 447, note ; Engl, Introd. to the N.T., ii,
p. 67, note,



176

I, II TIMOTHY, TITUS

thoughts oscillate between the condemnation of heresies
and practical advice which the Church needed in view of

th

1. 3-11.
ii. 1-8.
iii. 14-16.
v. I,2
vi. 3-10.
vi. 11-16.
vi. 20,2T a.

i

em.

1 Timothy. i. 1, 2: Salutation.

Timothy was left at Ephesus to oppose heresies into
which some had fallen. wv2. 12-17: The heresies
are contrasted with the apostle’s manner of life in
the ministry which God’s grace had entrusted to
him after his conversion. wv..18-20: Timothy is
exhorted to live the same life, in contrast with that
of the errorists, of whom two are named.

Prayer is to be offered for all men. wv. g-15: The
subordination of women in Church life. iii. 1-7: The
qualifications of a bishop, and, vv. 8-13, of deacons,
including (. 11) their wives.

The Church must be so ordered because it is the
pillar and basis of Christian truth, of which a
rhythmical formulais quoted. iv. 1-16: The teach-
ing and manner of life, exemplified in those of
Timothy, which are to be an antidote to the errors
of those who oppose the truth.

Timothy’s manner of life in relation to individual
Christians ; vo. 3-16 to widows; 92. 17-25 to pres-
byters; vi. I, 2 to slaves.

Condemnation of false teachers.

The right manner of life in contrast with theirs.
o0, 17-19: Charge to rich Christians.

Warning to preserve the deposit of faith in opposi-
tion to false ‘knowledge’. vi. 21 b: ‘Grace be with

you.’

2 Timothy. 1. 1, 2: Salutation. wvv. 3—5: Thanksgiving for

6-14.

Timothy’s spiritual state.

Admonitions to follow the apostle’s manner of life
and to be true to his Gospel. ww. 15-18: Onesi-
phorus is given as an example. ii 1, 2: Timothy is
to entrust this Gospel to men who can teach others.
. 3-13: And he must show endurance himself;



il, 14-23.

iii. 11, 12.

iil, 13-17

iv. 6-8.
g-2I.
22.

Titus. i

i 5,6

1. 10-16.
i, 1,2

i, g-r11.

VU, 12-14.
15.
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for though adherence to Christian truth is a stern
fight, yet the reward is sure.

Empty and pernicious controversies must be
avoided. 7. 14-26: The Lord’s servant must not
be contentious, but tactful, in order to win over
opponents. iii. 1-g9: A stern rebuke of the oppo-
nents.

Timothy must imitate the apostle’s endurance in
sufferings ; all Christians must endure them.

In the face of deceivers he must be true to the
teaching of the Bible which he had known from
childhood ; and, iv. 1-5, be devoted in his work
of teaching the truth.

The writer is in momentary expectation of death.
Personal details.

‘The Lord be with thy spirit ; grace be with you.’

i-4: Salutations.

Titus was left at Crete to order the Church and
appoint fitting presbyters. zw. 7-9: Qualifications
of a bishop.

This is in view of antinomian heretics.

Sound teaching must be given to oclder men;
7w, 3-5 to women; zv.6-8to younger men ; 27.g-10
to slaves. wv. 11-15: This is because of God’s
purposes for which men were redeemed by Christ.
iii. 1-8: And the same purposes require Christians
to preserve a blameless life in their dealings with all
men.

The foolish teachings of heretics are to be shunned,
and a heretic after admonition is to be personally
avoided.

Personal details.

Salutations. ‘Grace be with you all”’

The False Teaching. It will be seen how central a place
the false teaching occupies in the writer’s thoughts; he is
unable to take his mind away from it for long, and comes
back to it again and again. The harm that it was doing to

26940
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the Church gives a ground and force to all his other exhor-
tations. It is possible that it was beginning to affect some
who held office in the Church, which would give additional
point to his injunctions as to their character and behaviour,
and the discrimination needed in ordaining them.

1. He speaks of some who are ‘insubordinate, vain
talkers, and deceived in mind, especially they of the cir-
cumcision’ {Tit.i. ro), showing that some, but not all, were
Jewish Christians. They claimed to be ‘law teachers’,
though they were incapable of understanding the true
meaning and purpose of the law (1 Tim. i. 7-10). But their
error was quite different from that of the ‘slavery’ to law
of the earlier Judaism, against which St. Paul fought in his
second group of epistles. They seem to have taught that
Christians could be above law, that a state of superior
gnosts made them indifferent to God’s moral commands.!
This leads the writer to declare that ‘ the law is good if one
treats it as law’, i.e. as a prohibition of grievous sins, and
that every passage in the Old Testament (sc. including the
law), given by inspiration of God, is intended to be morally
and spiritually profitable (2 Tim. iii. 16, 17). An element of
antinomianism was already to be felt when St. Paul wrote
to the Galatians (v. 13) and Romans (vi. 15). But that was
due, not to Gnostic esoteric teaching, but to an unintelli-

“gent misuse of the ‘freedom’ from Judaic rules which
St. Paul claimed for Christians. A peculiarly bad feature
is attacked in 1 Tim. vi. 5, the corruption and perversion of
mind of men who could use their religiousness as a means
of making money.

2. The alliance of Gnosticism with Judaism (such as was
seen, for example, in the Naassenes, an early form of the
Ophites) probably explains the references to ‘myths and
endless genealogies’ (1 Tim. i 4), ‘old women’s myths’

! The writers of the Apocalypse, Jude, 2 Peler, and 1 John were all
faced with the same dangerous tendency.
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(iv. 7), ‘Jewish myths’ (Tit. i. 14). Gnostics indulged in
speculations about aeons and emanations intervening be-
tween God and created matter. But it is not necessary to
bring the date of our epistles down to the time when these
speculations became fully developed. The writer probably
refers to myths and legends in apocryphal Jewish works
in which Gnostic and other Oriental elements were
mingled.

3. The effect of Oriental thought upon some minds was
to lead them to the idea that matter was evil. The possessor
of true grnoszs must suppress, and be superior to, the claims
of the body. They taught a rigid asceticism (1 Tim. iv. 8,
E.V. ‘bodily exercise’) involving renunciation of marriage
and of the use of certain foods (v. 3). The writer contro-
verts this mistaken dualism by the plain statement that all
foods were created by God, and that every creature of God
is good and to be received with thanksgiving offered to
Him as a religious act (ve. 3-5). It was possible to bid
Timothy to keep himself pure, and yet to drink a little wine
for the sake of his health (v. 22, 23). The teaching that
‘the resurrection is past already’ (2 Tim. ii. 18) is perhaps
another aspect of the same depreciation of matter ; the true
Gnostic was thought to be already in the spiritual sphere
and independent of the body. If so, it was a travesty of
the language of true Christian mysticism: e.g. Rom. vi.
1-11; 2 Cor. v. 14 f.; Gal. ii. 20; Col. ii. 12f,, 20; 1ii. 1; Eph.
iil. 51.; see also John v. 21, 24; 1 John iii. 14; writings in
which true gnosis is taught in opposition to the spurious.

We are justified in using the word Gnosticism of these
various types of error, since the false teachers themselves
claimed a guosts which the writer calls ‘ pseudonymous’,
“falsely named’ (1 Tim. vi. 20). Their pride (‘puffed up’,
. 4} in their esoteric teaching is probably to be seen in
what he describes as antitheses, ‘ oppositions’, which they
drew between it and ordinary Christian doctrine, but which

N2
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he couples with ¢ profane babblings’ (v.20). And he speaks
of their discussions and disputes about words as nothing
short of a disease (v. 4). Hort! tried to explain the anti-
theses as purely Rabbinic, ‘ the endless contrasts of decisions
founded on endless distinctions which played so large a part
in the casuistry of the scribes as interpreters of the law’.
But this cannot be considered probable in face of the double
product of dualism condemned in the epistles—asceticism
and antinomianism. He admits the possibility, in St. Paul’s
lifetime, of influences at Ephesus and in Crete ‘ connected
with a speculative form of Judaism out of which some
forms of “ Gnosticism” may later have been developed’,
but strangely holds ‘ that there is a total want of evidence
for anything pointing to even rudimentary Gnosticism’.
That the heresy attached here and in Colossians is only
Judaism with ‘a quasi-Hellenic varnish’ is a conclusion
with which most modern writers do not agree.
Authorship. The words ‘ Paul an apostle of Jesus Christ’
form the opening of z, 2 Témothy, and ‘ Paul a servant of
God and an apostle of Jesus Christ’ of 77fus. Irenaeus,
Tertullian, and Clement Alex. are known to have accepted
them as the work of St. Paul. On the other hand, Ter-
tullian (adv. Mare. v. 21) and Jerome (Praef in Tit) state
that Marcion rejected them all; so also, according to
Jerome, ¢ Basilides and all the heretics’. He says further
that Tatian accepted 77#us as St. Paul’s, implying that he
rejected 1, 2 Timothy. From Irenaeus until modern times
the Pauline authorship is assumed ; and many writers to-
day defend it. In 2 T¥mothy and Titus occur passages
containing personal allusions which seem almost certainly
to be the work of the apostle. The question is whether he
wrote the whole of the three epistles, or whether a devoted
disciple, being in possession of some genuine Pauline frag-
ments, built up the epistles out of them in order to give to

Y Judaistic Christianity, 1894, pp. 130-46.
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the Church a message which he felt sure that the apostle
would have given had he been alive, and quite naturally
wrote them in the apostle’s name. That would not be the
modern method of treating precious fragments, but ancient
methods were very often not modern ones. The evidence
in favour of the latter theory is cumulative ; although each
point, taken by itself, might with ingenuity be deprived of
decisive weight, taken together they appear to the present
writer irresistible.

1. The great stress laid, as shown above, on the danger
of Judaic Gnosticism or Gnostic Judaism suggests that it
had become acuter and more developed than in St. Paul’s
day. And it is met, not, as in Colossians, by argument, but
simply by authoritative contradiction and denunciation. A
lesser mind can contradict and denounce, while it is not
equal to the task of refuting.

In the same spirit the writer exhibits a somewhat stereo-
typed conception of orthodoxy. St. Paul fought for what he
believed to be true with the skill of a fencer, and with
a creative genius which helped him, as a master builder, to
erect a firm edifice of Christian doctrine. But here a later
date is suggested by the fact that the whole body of
Christian doctrine is assumed to be standing in its entirety.
Itis “the Faith’ (1 Tim. 1. 19; iil. 9; iv.1,6; v. 8; vi. 10, 21;
2 Tim. iii. 8; iv. 7; Tit. i. 13); ‘the truth’ (1 Tim. iii. 15;
iv. 3; vi. 5; 2 Tim.ii. 15,18;ii.8; iv. 4; Tit.i. 14) ; ‘ knowledge
of truth’ (1 Tim. ii. 4; 2 Tim. ii. 25; iii. 7; Tit. i. 1); ‘the
teaching ’i(z Tim. iv. 13,16; vi. 1; cf. iv. 6; vi. 3; 2 Tim. iii.
10; Tit. ii. 10); ‘the commandment’ {1 Tim. vi. 14}; ‘the
charge’ (1 Tim. 1. 5); ‘the [my] deposit’ (1 Tim. vi. 20;
2 Timfi. 12, 14) ; ‘the healthy teaching * or ‘ words’ (1 Tim.
L 10;vi. 3; 2 Tim. 1. 13; iv.3; Tit. i. 9; ii. 1; cf.i. 13; i 2,
‘healthy in faith’), ‘safe-’ or ‘sane-mindedness’ and the
corresponding verb, adjective, and adverb {1 Tim. ii. g, 15;
iii. 2; 2 Tim. i. 7; Tit. 1. 8; ii. 2, 4, 5, 6, 12). That is not the
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language of a pioneer, interpreting the fact of Christ, and
putting in their true light the errors that endangerit. ‘His
was altogether a different kind of spirit from that which
burns and throbs in every page of the genuine Paulines’
(Harrison).!

2. Connected with this is the quality of the sty/e which is
‘correct and diffuse, somewhat lacking in warmth and
colour’. ‘The syntax is stiffer and more regular’ (Light-
foot2). ‘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’ (Moffatt %).
Even if St. Paul wrote the epistles in a period of release
and a second Roman imprisonment, which is improbable
(see below), it is difficult to believe that his mind could have
lost so much of its fire and force in two or three years.

3. Not only in style but in vocabulary, e.g. Latinisms,
new compounds, particles, favourite expressions, &c., the
difference from the Pauline epistles is very great, in spite
of several Pauline words and expressions which the writer
adopts. And what is un-Pauline is scarcely more remark-
able than the absence of words, particles, and constructions
which are distinctive of St. Paul. The vocabulary stands
on the whole nearer to that of the Christian writings of the
second century than to the Pauline epistles. This is shown
in the exhaustive study by Harrison, to which the reader
is referred.

4. The ecclesiastical organization includes directions re-
garding the bishop, presbyters, deacons and their wives,
widows. None of these, indeed, imply a state of develop-
ment impossible in St. Paul’s lifetime. But when he deals
with them it is mostly in answer to questions, and often on
the basis of the highest moral principles and profound

! P. N. Harrison, The Problem of ihe Pastoral Epistles.
* Biblical Essays, p. 402.
8 Introd. Lit. N.T., p. 407.
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Christian doctrines. The writer of these epistles, on the
other hand, is occupied with questions of ecclesiastical
arrangement and personnel as such, in the hope that a well-
ordered Church may stand as a bulwark against the flowing
tide of heresy. And for this purpose he simply lays down
a series of authoritative directions.

5. In doctrine the writer is a devoted Paulinist. He
teaches ‘life eternal, won by Christ’s death, which has
brought salvation to all mankind ; and this life must show
itself by a high Christian morality, and be ready to face the
appearing of Jesus Christ’ (Lock?). But the last sentence
should be noted. In earlier days St. Paul, as a Jew, had
placed eschatology in the forefront of his teaching. But
a comparison of 1, 2 Thessalonians with Colossians and
Ephesians shows how his mind was changing its point of
view ; in the last two epistles it is entirely spiritualized, as
we have seen, and his teaching is incompatible with the
thought of the Parousia of Christ at a point of time in the
near future.

The emphasis which the writer lays on the nature of
God by means of epithets,? uévos {‘ only’), cwrfp (Saviour),
paxdpios (‘blest’), dgbapros (‘imperishable’, ‘immortal’),
déparos (‘invisible’; cf. 1 Tim. vi. 16), 700 {woyovodrros 7&
wdvra (‘ who quickeneth, or endueth with life, all things’),
péyas (‘great’), (Gv (‘living’), dyrevdijs (‘ without deceit’,
‘that lieth not’), was occasioned by the heresies which he
was combatting. But St. Paul, in Colossians and Ephesians,
though he is dealing with similar heresies at an earlier
stage, gives little direct teaching on the nature of God.
He mostly takes that for granted, as understood by his
readers ; and throughout his epistles his point of view is
Christocentric.

! [Lady Margaret Professor of Divinity, Oxford]. Hastings' D.B.
iv. 773.
? See the writer's New Testament Teacking, pp. 207-13.
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An expression unique in the New Testament occurs in
1 Tim. ii. 5: ‘There is one Mediator (ueairys) between
God and men, [being Himself] Man, Christ Jesus’. This
is connected with the preceding words ‘our Saviour God
who willeth all men to be saved, &c.’, and with the follow-
ing, ‘who gave Himself a Ransom on behalf of all as being
their Equivalent’ (dvriAvrpor dwép mdvrwv). Being both
God and Man, the Equivalent of our Saviour God and the
Equivalent of man who is to be saved, He is able to ran-
som all. The meaning of the word ‘mediator’ should be
compared with that in Gal. iii. 20, where St. Paul says that
in the New Dispensation no mediator corresponding with
Moses is needed, and in Heb. viii. 6; ix. 15; xii. 24, where
Jesus is the ¢ Mediator of a new covenant’ transcending
Moses. Both St. Paul and the writer of Hebrews are con-
cerned mainly with the death of Christ. For the former
His birth into human life,  born of a woman, born under
the law’, was only the necessary step for placing Himself
under law and curse, and being ‘ made sin on our behalf”,
in order that by death He might burst free from them, and
so conquer them. St.Paul never speaks of the Incarnation
as having the significance in the plan of salvation that is
accorded to it by the writer of r Temothy. -

The conclusion, as has been said, is irresistible. The
epistles, as they stand, cannot be from St. Paul’s pen.
The theory that the differences from his other epistles are
due to the work of an amanuensis ! is quite inadequate to
account for the facts. Some have thought that 2 Timothy
was written by the apostle, and not the other two. Butall
the three as wholes are too closely similar in style, language,

and thought to be thus differentiated. They must stand
or fall together.

! So, for example, Rackham [sometime of the Community of the

Resurrection], The Acts of the Apostles (1911), p. 19, who suggests
St. Luke.
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A more probable theory, as said above, is that they cop-
tain some original Pauline fragments incorporated by
a disciple: these seem to form alarger portion of 2 Timothy
than of the others, and to consist for the most part of
personal allusions.!

Personal Allusions. If St. Paul wrote the whole of the
three epistles as they stand, these allusions are impossible
to explain except on the assumption that he was released
from the imprisonment with which the book of the Acis
closes, and wrote them afterwards, 1 Timothy and Titus
during the period of his freedom, and 2 T¥mothy in a second
imprisonment. If the latter epistle was written in the
imprisonment of Acts xxviii, great difficulties are raised,
four of them by the single passage 2 Tim. iv. g-21:

(1) He writes to Timothy, ‘ Do thy diligence to come to
me quickly’ (v. g); ‘Do thy diligence to come before
winter’ (v. 21). This does not sound as if Timothy had
been with him in the same imprisonment when he wrote
Colossians (i. 1), Philemon (v. 1) and ? Philippians (i. 1).

(2) He says that Titus has gone to Dalmatia (v. 10).
But this would mean that he had deserted his charge of the
Church in Crete (Tit. i. 5), where he still was when St. Paul
wrote his epistle to him, came to the apostle at Rome, and
then left him, not to return to his work, but to go else-
where.

(3) Because Titus, Demas, and Crescens had gone, only
Luke was with him (v. 10). But he does not explain the
absence of four other Christians who were with him just
before in the same imprisonment, and sent greetings to the
Colossians (Col. iv. 10-14) and (three of them % to Philemon.

! Lock, Pastoral Epistles (Intern, Crit. Comm.), thinks it possible
that these fragments and the epistles are alike genuine, but originally
unconnected. The fragments were bound up with the rest, as, for
example, was Rom, xvi.

* Perhaps all four. Jesus Justus can be included if 'Ipoois is read
for ’Iycod, or added after it.
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(4) He tells Timothy, ‘take Mark and bring him with
thee, for he is useful to me for service’ (v. 11). The words
suggest that St. Paul was sending for him to come to be his
personal attendant in Rome for the first time. And yet he
was already with him when he wrote to the Colossians
(iv. 10) and to Philemon (v. 24), and was about to pay
Colossae a visit, which he would probably not do if
St. Paul needed him for service.

No one disputes that the Pauline authorship of all these
epistles requires a period of release and a second imprison-
ment. This is rendered still more certain if the apostle
made a journey to Spain, as he hoped to (Rom. xv. 24, 28).
But the evidence for this journey is very slender. Apart
from the sentence in the Muratorian Canon, ‘sed et profec-
tionem Pauli ab urbe ad Spaniam proficiscentis’, which
need not be more than a deduction from Rom. /c., there is
only an obscure remark of Clement Rom. (ad. Cor. v), that
St. Paul ¢ having come to the limit of the West (émi 76 réppa
tijs 8doews), and having borne witness before the rulers, so
was released from the world and went to the holy place’.
When we find that Ignatius (ad Rom. ii) uses the same
word 8vois, ‘ West’, of Rome, it is unsafe to conclude that
Clement means Spain.! Apart from this, the internal allu-
sions in our three epistles are our only guides. But even
the assumption of a second imprisonment is not free from
difficulties. St. Paul might have wanted his cloak? in
prison, and conceivably his books and parchments (2 Tim.
iv. 13) ; but his request for the latter, and the injunction,
‘Do thy diligence to come before winter’ (v. 21), hardly
sound as if he were on the point of martyrdom, as he de-

1 See the writer’s St Paul, p. 256 f.

% If pehdvns means a cloak (= pawdhys = paenula). But Chrysostom
says that some understood it to mean 76 yhooadkopor {the bag, cf. John
xiil, 2g) in which the books lay, So the Syriac. Orit may have been
a travelling bag or case, not necessarily for the books.
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clares in . 6. If only Luke was with him (v. 11), how is
it that he can send greetings from Eubulus, Pudens, Linus,
Claudia, and all the brethren (v. 21) ? And after the careful
injunctions to Timothy as to his behaviour in the execution
of his office at Ephesus (i. 6-iv. 5), it is strange that St. Paul
should urge him to leave his post and rejoin him as speedily
as possible (iv. g, 21). If, on the grounds stated above, it
is impossible to assign the three epistles as wholes to
St. Paul, the genuine fragments which his disciple incor-
porated probably refer to events not later than, but within,
the period of the A¢ts.

In this case the personal allusions afford no indication of
the order in which the epistles were written. But since
1 Timothy is the richest in doctrinal and ecclesiastical matter,
and 2 Tumothy contains least of these but apparently most
of St. Paul’s own work, it is probable that the order of
writing was 2 Timothy, Titus, 1 Timothy. The present
order will, in that case, have been due to the editors of the
Pauline corpus, who collected the epistles, probably at
Ephesus. They placed first the two to Timothy, who was
left at Ephesus, and the longer was prefixed to the shorter.

Several suggestions, some of them more plausible than
others, for the identification of the fragments may be seen
in Moffatt.! A more recent attempt is made by Harrison
(0p. cit.). He finds five genuine notes: (1) Tit. iii. 12-15,
written from western Macedonia several months after
2 Cor. x-xiii, and before 2 Cor. i-ix (see, however pp. 125-8,
above), bidding Titus, who was at Corinth, join him in
Epirus—which he did, bringing the good news of the sub-
mission of the Corinthians. (2) 2 Tim. iv. 13-15, 20, 213,
written from Macedonia after the visit to Troas mentioned
in 2 Cor. ii. 12 f,, bidding Timothy, who had returned to
Ephesus, join him before winter. On leaving Ephesus
St. Paul had gone first to Miletus, taking Trophimus the

v Introd. Lit. N.T., p. 4031,
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Ephesian with him, and had left him there sick. Mean-
while Timothy, since he was with St. Paul when 2 Cor.
i~ix was written, must have returned to Ephesus, and there
received a note, i. e. the present fragment, telling him to
come. (3) 2 Tim. iv. 16-18a (? 18 b}, written from Caesarea
soon after the soldiers had escorted him from Jerusalem
(Acts xxiii. 31 ff)). His ‘first defence’ was the apologia of
Acts xxil. 1, when none of the brethren supported him. (4)
2 Tim. iv. g-12, 22 b, written from Rome to recall Timothy,
probably from Philippi (Phil. ii. 19, 23). All the friends who
had been with the apostle at Rome were scattered, with the
exception of Luke. Mark was at some place known to
Timothy, probably Colossae (Col. iv. 10}, who would pick
him up en route. (5) Various fragments, 2 Tim. i. 16-18;
ii. 10, 11;iv. 1, 2a, 5b, 6-8, 18b, 19, 21b, 22 a, which
Harrison thinks were the principal Grundschrifi of the
epistle, written from Rome as a farewell to Timothy when
the apostle was hourly expecting martyrdom. It would
reach him at Ephesus as he was hurrying Romewards in
response to the preceding note (4).

Moffatt says that ‘ the net result of such investigations is
negative’. But though certainty may never be reached as
to the exact extent of Pauline material which the author
incorporates, the present writer has little doubt that parts
of the epistles—or at least of 2 T¢mothy and Titus—are the
work of St. Paul, and larger parts are not.
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VII. GENERAL EPISTLES AND HOMILIES

HE remaining writings of the New Testament are not,

and do not profess to be, the work of St. Paul. The
epistles are of various dates, 1 Pefer being probably the
earliest, and 2 Pefer the latest. But they can best be
studied according to the prevailing colour of their con-
tents: James and 1 Pefer may be described as ethical,
Hebrews as Christological, Jude, z Pefer, and the Apocalypse

(which is clearly intended to be an epistle) as eschato-
logical.

§ 1. James

Contents. The epistle consists, for the most part, of
a series of little groups of maxims, and the only analysis
that is possible is to distinguish the groups. Their order
does not appear to be determined by any particular plan;
a thought, or even a word, sometimes leads the writer on
from one to another. But the main thread on which many
of them are strung is the obvious but important truth that
a man’s faith, his attitude towards God, is unreal and
worthless if it is not effective, if it does not work practically
in life.

i.1. Address. vv.2-4. Trial isuseful to test the worth
of your faith, and endurance tends to perfectness and whole-
ness, so that you may be lacking in nothing.

vv.5-8. Any one who lacks divine wisdom can obfain it
only by single-hearted effort in prayer.

2. g-12. The poor brother can rejoice in the exaltation
which divine wisdom gives, and the rich brother ought
also to rejoice at the salutary trial of losing his wealth,

because endurance of trial leads to moral and spiritual
reward.
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2o, 13-18. An examination of the true meaning and
nature of trial : a man is tried not by God but from within.
Evil desire which succeeds in seducing the soul gives birth
to death. What comes from God is not trial but every
good and perfect gift; of His own will He gave birth
to us.

vv. 19~21. Anger, filthiness, malice, cannot work the
righteousness of God, the salvation of the soul. That is
gained by God’s €ugvros Aéyos.

vv. 22-5. Moral results are not produced by hearing
God’s word without doing it.

vv. 26, 27. Pure religion is not shown by an unbridled
tongue, but by charity and chastity.

ii. 1-13. Religious faith is not sincere if it does not in-
volve a right relationship to the poor, in accordance with
the royal law ‘ Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself’.
To transgress that command in any respect is to transgress
the whole law.

vw,14-26. More generally, religious faith is worthless if
it is not effective in ‘ works’, the practical conduct of daily
life.

iti. 1-12. No one can be ré\ewos, much less a teacher of
others, if he cannot control his tongue.

vv. 13-18; tv. 1-6. To claim heavenly wisdom is boast-
fulness and lying if you give way tc bitter jealousy and
factiousness; that is the very reverse of heavenly. The
friendship of the world, which issues in these quarrels and
jealousies, is the very reverse of the friendship of God.

iv. 7-10. An appeal to submit to God in humble re-
pentance,

vv. 11, 12. To speak evil of others is opposed to the
law of the divine Judge.

v, 13-17; V. 1-6. T'wo stern warnings against the proud
self-sufficiency of wealthy traders, and against the wanton-
ness of the rich and their exploiting of the poor.



JAMES 191

v. 7-11. An exhortation to sufferers to exercise un-
murmuring patience, both because the Lord is soon
coming, and because all trial has a divine purpose (réos
Kupiov).

v. 12, Swear not.

vv. 13-18. The value of prayer, and in particular the
healing value of the prayer of Church leaders with
unction.

ov. 19,20. The spiritual reward of reclaiming a wanderer
from his errors.

In ch. i there are some verbal links, and as far as iv. 6
the ‘thread’ spoken of above is more or less discernible ;
but after the appeal in iv. 7-10 the advice given is varied
and quite miscellaneous. The epistle thus answers well to
Ropes’ description! of it as an imitation of the diatribe,
a homiletic exhortation which passed into popular use from
the Cynics.

Authorship. The writer names himself James, but we
have no means whatever of identifying him. Tradition
ascribes the epistle to the Lord’s brother, who was leader
of the Church in Jerusalem, whose martyrdom at the hands
of the Jews is variously assigned to the reigns of Nero?
and of Vespasian.> During the growth of the canon a book
that was not thought to be ‘apostolic ’ had little chance of
universal reception. And the fact that James was the
brother of Jude, to whom an epistle was ascribed, might
contribute to the growth of the tradition. But it was, in fact,
very slow in attaining to canonical authority. No writer is
known to have attributed it to the Lord’s brother before
Origen,* and even he frequently quotes him quite loosely
as ‘the apostle James’. And Eusebius (foc. ci2) in the

1 St. James (Internat. Crit. Comm.), p. 8.

? Joseph. Ant. xx. g, followed by Jerome, De vir. illustr. 2.
* Heges. ap. Eus. A.E. ii. 23.

* In Rom. Lommatsch, vi. 286,
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fourth century could still say only ‘it is said to be by
James the Lord’s brother’. The tradition, therefore, rests
on a somewhat slender foundation. And considerations
can be urged against it :

(1) The lack of early evidence and the slowness with
which the epistle was received as canonical are unfavour-
able to the idea that it was written by the head of the
mother-Church of Christendom.

(2) It is difficult to think that a brother of the Lord, who
had become a believer in Him, writing certainly before
A.D. 6g—some think at a much earlier date—could have

- written without speaking of His death or resurrection (un-
less a veiled reference to His death is to be seen in v. 6),
and have contented himself with naming Him only twice
@i. 1; ii. 1)—or only once, if, as is probable, the name in the
latter passage is an interpolation. Although he refers to
words of our Lord (see below}, he shows little sign, such
as we see in 1 Peler, of His ‘personal spell’. And the
moralizings and aphorisms which are the principal feature
of the book, while they are natural from the pen of a Juda-
istic Christian, hardly seem to belong to the age of the
Church’s first life and inspiration, marked by enthusiasm
and charismala. In particular the gift of healing, which
St. Paul says that the Spirit distributed to Christians as
He willed (1 Cor. xii. g, 11, 28), has become, in this epistle,
an official endowment of Church elders (v. 14f)

(3} The language and style belong to a stage of literary
ability and culture that could hardly be expected from
a countryman of Galilee. The grandsons of Jude the
brother of James, in the reign of Domitian, remained
simple and hard-handed sons of the soil,! and it is difficult
to think that the religious ascetic described by Hegesippus 2
had so far outstripped the rest of the family, long before, in
learning and thought. The author writes, not as a Pales-

1 Heges. ap. Eus. H.E. iii. 20. * 0p. cit. 1. 23.
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tinian,butas a Jew of the Dispersion. He not only knows
the LXX, and echoes the Wisdom literature of the Old
Testament, but some of his thoughts and language are
reminiscent of Alexandria,! and his 7poxds 7ijs yevérews
(iil. 6) is possibly an echo of an Orphic phrase. His lan-
guage is idiomatic, and his style shows signs of literary,
Hellenistic art. He even uses an hexameter line, wdoa
86aes dyadd kal wiv Sdpnua réeov (1. 17), which is probably a
quotation from a Hellenistic author known to his readers.
The question is whether the thoughts may have come from
James the ascetic of Jerusalem, while the Greek in which
they are expressed is the work of another. Wordsworth
held that the epistle was a translation from the Aramaic;
and Burkitt 2 revives the theory. The original, he thinks,
was an exhortation to a particular congregation, and the
translator has turned it into a general epistle to the twelve
tribes of the Dispersion. He points out that Hegesippus,
in relating the martyrdom of St. James, speaks of “all the
tribes’ coming to the Feast of the Passover; and he holds
that, if the translator was not Hegesippus himself, he was
of the same community in Gentile Aelia Capitolina, and of
the same tendencies. But it is easier to suppose that such
a person was the author, not the translator, and that the
epistle stood to St. James’ teaching in somewhat the
same relation that St. Mark’s gospel stood to the Aramaic
instructions of St. Peter. If he was the ‘interpreter’ of
St. James it is easy to understand how the latter’s name
was adopted by the writer. The theory that it was
pseudonymous was already known to Jerome.? Moffatt
doubts whether it was the name of James the Lord’s
brother that the writer intended to assume, since ‘many
indeed are called James’, as Jerome says in the same

! See N. T. Teaching in the Light of St. Paul’s, p. 108,
*® Christian Beginnings, p. 69f.
8 De vir, ill. 2.

FLITRY O
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passage ; he asks why a pseudonymous Judaistic writer
did not ‘make more of Paul’s opponent’. But if he was
not arguing with St. James’ name as 2 handle, but simply
expressing what he felt to be his mind, it was enough for
his purpose to state his case in the plain, direct language
of an authoritative teacher. Any one who knew the early
conditions knew that St. James could not have written the
epistle in its Greek shape, and yet it gradually acquired
‘apostolic’ repute.

Character of the Readers. ‘There were rich members
as well as poor (i. g-11; ii. 15). There was religiousness
together with social snobbery (ii. 1-3); a desire to be
thought religious, and to be teachers, together with an
inability to control the tongue (i. 26; iii. 1-12; cf. iv. 11);
and the ambition to be esteemed wise and understanding
led to jealousy and a factious spirit (iii. 13-16; cf.v.g); and
there was not only jealousy but bitter fightings and even
murder?! (iv. 1, 2), together with worldliness and pride
(vv. 4-6), filthiness and overflowing of wickedness (i. 21).” 2
If the Christian congregations in any part of the empire
answered to the description, an early date for the epistle is
scarcely possible. Some have thought that it was a Jewish
writing with Christian interpolations. But apartfrom1i. 1;
il. 1,® the reminiscences of sayings of our Lord (see below)
cannot be interpolations, and the Christianity of the writer
gleams behind his words with a subdued light that no re-
daction could produce. A Christian interpolator would
almost certainly have added more, and his additions
would have been more easily separable from the original.
J. H. Moulton * suggested that James of Jerusalem wrote

! Perhaps the word is used metaphorically.

® N.T, Teaching in the Light of St. Paul's, p. 89.

¢ In the latter passage the words fjudw *Incod Xpiorot are very likely a

scribal addition which has made havoc of the syntax.

¢ Sometime Professor of Hellenistic Greek at Manchester Univer-
sity. Expositor, 7th series, iv. 44~55.
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it for Jews, but in that case it must have been written in
Aramaic. It is difficult, indeed, to think that Christians
- are directly addressed in the two stern warnings, beginning
dye viv, to wealthy traders, and to the wanton rich who
oppress the poor (iv. 13-17; v. 1-6). But the facts are
probably best accounted for by supposing that a Hellenistic
Christian wrote for both Jews and Christians. He wanted
to describe for all alike the true principles of Christian
morality, his writing being called forth partly by sins to
which Jews were especially prone, and partly by the anti-
nomian spirit in Christian circles which grew out of a mis-
understanding or perversion of St. Paul's teaching on
freedom. That is very different from the view that he
was a Judaizer who deliberately attacked that teaching.
But there was nothing in the epistle from which a good-
minded Jew could not derive pleasure and profit. And
several of his words and phrases—whether deliberately
chosen for the purpose or not—are in fact capable of etther
a Jewish or a Christian interpretation ; e.g. ‘ The twelve
tribes that are in the Dispersion’ (i. 1) would be under-
stood literally by Jews, metaphorically by Christians.
‘The Lord’ could refer either to Yahweh or to Christ
(i.7; iv.10,15; v. 7, 8, 10, 11, 14, I5; in iii. 9; V. 4, it refers
to Yahweh only). Our ‘begetting’ by God with the word
of truth, that we might be, so to speak, a firstfruit of His
creatures (i. 18) might be either the first creation (cf. the
allusion in iii. g to Gen. i. 27) or the second, spiritual,
Christian creation. ‘The perfect law, the law of liberty’
(1. 25; cf. Ps. cxix. 45), ‘the royal law according to the
scriptural passage, Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thy-
self’ (ii. 8), is the moral law thought of either as contained in
the Pentateuch or as fulfilled by Christ. ‘The honourable
Name which was called upon you’ (ii. 7) is in keeping
with the Hebrew thought that Yahweh’s Name was ‘ called
upon’ the nation, and on those who spiritually attached
02
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themselves to it (Amos ix. 12;? Is. Ixiii. 19, &c.), while
Christians would think of the Name called upon them at
their Baptism when they were incorporated in the New
Israel. “The elders of the ecclesia’ (v. 14) may, perhaps, be
intended to refer only to Christian elders; but that cannot
be gathered from the expression itself. The word ecclesra,
used in the LXX of the nation of Israel as a sacred
assemblage, occurs in the same sense in Acts vii. 38, and
it was not felt to be incongruous as placed in the mouth of
our Lord (Matt. xviii. 17), a Jew speaking to Jews. ocuva-
yoyf (il. 2) could naturally be read by Jews as meaning
‘synagogue’, if the word denotes a building; and it is
found in early days used of a Christian church? But
it probably means simply ‘assembly’, ‘congregation’.
‘ Brother’ (i. 9; ii. 15; iv. 11) is frequent in Deuleronomy
(xv. 3, 7,9, &c.), and ‘[my] brethren’ (i. 2+ 11 times) occurs
in Gen. xxix. 4 and elsewhere.® ‘The Parousia of the
Lord’ (v. 7f.) and ‘the Judge standeth before the doors’
(v. ) are expressions of Jewish no less than Christian
eschatology. ‘Ye murdered the righteous man’ (v. 6)
refers to the persecution of the poor and pious by the rich
and worldly—a thought to which Jews had been accustomed
for centuries. Christians would naturally think of the
supreme instance of it, the death of Jesus. Beside am-
biguous language, the author uses the Old Testament, but
never in Christian polemic, or as predicting anything ful-
filled in the Messiah or in Christianity ; the characters to
whom he refers—Abraham and Rahab (. 21-5), the
prophets and Job (v. 10, 11), Eljjah (v. 17, 18)—and all the
passages which he quotes or echoes, are only supports and
illustrations of his moral teaching and appeal. ‘He desires
to prove nothing doctrinal, and to “ proselytize ” no one, but

! Quoted in the speech of St. James as given in Acts xv. 17,

2 Encyel. Bibl. 4833.

8 ¢My beloved brethren’ (i..16, 19; ii: 5) has a more Christian
sound.
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to show that the highest standard of ethics for Jew and for
Christian could be one and the same.’

Literary Connexions.

(a) Synoptic Gospels. Parallels are found in utterances
of our Lord; but the number of these has been greatly
exaggerated. Plummer (Expositor’s Bible, St. James,
pp- 310 ff.) gives a list of no less than nineteen in parallel
columns, and six other references in Matt. i-iv. In most
of them, while the moral teaching is akin, the language is
quite different; in a few the thought is wholly different
though the passages happen to contain some verbal
similarities. The clearest parallel is in v. 12: ‘ But before
all things, my brethren, swear not, neither by heaven (rév
ovUpardy) nor by earth nor by any other oath, but let your
Yea be Yea, and your Nay Nay, that ye fall not under
judgment.” Matt. v. 34-7: ‘But I say unto you not to
swear at all, neither by heaven (év 74 odpard), because it is
God’s throne, nor by earth, because it is the city of the
great King. . .. But let your speech (Adyos} be Yea, Yea,
Nay, Nay; and what is superfluous beyond these is of the
evil one.” The differences forbid a direct literary con-
nexion with Matf, but the author of our epistle evidently
knew the logion in a form in which it was orally current.
And if he knew one he probably knew others: e.g. the
contrast of hearing and doing the word, illustrated by
a simile (i. 22 f. = Matt. vii. 24, 26); the poor as heirs of the
kingdom (ii. 5 = Lk. vi. 20); peacemakers (mowofoww elpfvyy
iil. 18 = elpnromowef Matt. v. g). And his general attitude
towards wealth is similar to that of several sayings recorded
in Luke. But the only conclusion to be drawn from these,
or any other, parallels is that he was in contact with circles
in which sayings of the Lord were becoming common
property, and were moulding Christian language.

(b) Acts xv. 14-21,23~9. Stress has sometimes been laid
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on the parallels with the speech and letter ascribed to
St. James as a sign of identity of authorship. They are as
follows: ‘Men, brethren, hear me’ (v. 14) = ‘ Hear, my
beloved brethren’ (Jas. ii. 5). ‘ Greeting’ (xaipew) v. 23 =
Jas. i. 1. And the words «pivew, émioxérreofar, and éxAé-
yeaBa: occur in both, but the force is different in each case.
On the other hand, in v. 19 émorpédew (act.) is intransitive
while in James (v. 19, 20) it is transitive. xaipew is the
ordinary Greek salutation at the opening of a letter (cf.
Acts xxiil. 26), and the other parallels amount to nothing
at all.

(c) 1 Cor., Gal., Rom. In the first two of these epistles
Moffatt notes the following parallels: Jas. i. 26, ¢ If anyone
think himself to be religious = 1 Cor. iii. 18, ‘ If anyone
think himself to be wise’, Gal. vi. 3 ‘ — to be anything’.
Jas. ii. 5, “ Hath not God chosen the poor in the world’
= 1 Cor. i. 27, ‘ God chose the foolish things of the world’.
Jas. iii. 15, * Wisdom that is not from above, but is Yyvy kg =
1 Cor. ii. 14, * The Yrvywds dvbpomos’. Jas. iv. 41, ‘ Friend-
ship of the world is enmity against God’, ‘ The spirit . . .
yearneth unto envy’ = Gal. v. 17, ¢ The flesh lusteth against
the spirit, and the spirit against the flesh’. Jas. ii. 8-12,
the thought of love to one’s neighbour as the fulfilment
of the law is found in Gal. v. 14; Rom. xiii. 8f. (But see
also Matt. xxii. 37-40.)

In Romans Moffatt’s parallels are : Jas. 1. 24, Rejoice in
trials because ‘ the dokip:ov of your faith worketh endurance
{dmoporiy)’ = Rom. v. 3-5, Let us boast in afflictions, be-
cause ‘affliction worketh endurance, and endurance doxiusfy,
and dok:pf hope’. Jas. i. 6, ‘ Let him ask in faith, nothing
doubting (Siaxpwépevos)’ = Rom. iv. 20, ‘He doubted not
(00 Sexpifn) at the promise through unbelief’. Jas. i. 22,
‘ Be ye doers of the word, and not hearers only, deluding
your own selves’ = Rom. ii. 13, ‘ For not the hearers of
law are righteous with God, but the doers of law shall be
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justified’. Jas. it 11, the thought that one commandment
is as important to keep as another appears quite differently
expressed in Rom. ii. 22-5. Jas. il 21, ‘ Was not Abraham
our father justified by works?’ = Rom. iv. 1. Jas.iv. 4, 7,
*The friendship of the world is enmity against God’.
‘ Be subject therefore unto God’ = Rom. viii. 7, ¢ The mind
of the flesh is enmity against God, for it is not subject to
the law of God’. Jas. iv. 11, to judge one’s neighbour is
to judge law = Rom. ii. 1, to judge one’s neighbour is to
judge oneself.

Sanday and Headlam ! omit two of these, Jas. ii. 11 and
iv. 4, 7, but add Jas. 1. 21, ‘ Putting off all filthiness, &c.’ =
Rom. xiii. 12, ¢ Let us therefore put off the works of dark-
ness’. Jas. iv. i, ‘your pleasures which war in your
numbers’ = Rom. vii. 23, ‘I see another law in my mem-
bers warring against the law of my mind’. And further
resemblances are collected by Mayor.? But direct literary
indebtedness is hard to prove. Both writers probably refer
to current Jewish discussions, and the author of James very
likely found it necessary to utter a warning against an
antinomian tendency fostered by a misunderstanding or
misrepresentation of St. Paul’s teaching on salvation ‘apart
from works of the law’. At most, therefore, it is possible
to acquiesce in Moffatt’s vague phrase that our author
‘draws upon the conceptions which Paul had already
minted for the primitive Church’.

(d) 7 Peter. In this case the literary connexion is much
clearer. Jas. i. 1, the address to those in the Diaspora =
1 Pet. 1. 1; Jas. i. 2f 70 Soxipov dudv tis wioTews ® in con-
nexion with reipaopol = 1 Pet. 1.61. ; Jas.iii. 17, dvumbkpiros
= I Pet. 1. 22; Jas. i. 27, domhos = 1 Pet. i. 19; Jas. 1. 25,

* Romans, p. Ixxviil. ¥ St James, p. xciii.

® i.e. ‘what is genuine in your faith’> (Hort, 1 Pefer, p. 42). For
parallels from the papyri see Moulton and Milligan, Pocabulary of the
Gh. Test,, s. v. Soxipos.
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mapaxvrray = 1 Pet. 1. 12; Jas. v. 20, the quotation from
Prov. x. 12 in a peculiar form =1 Pet. iv. 8. And the
following parallels in thought may be noted: Jas.i. 18, ‘He
brought us to birth by the word of truth’ = 1 Pet. i. 23,
‘begotten again (cf. 2. 3) . . . of the word of the living and
abiding God’; Jas. i. 21, ‘ putting off all filthiness . .. re-
ceive the inborn word’ =1 Pet. ii. 1f, putting off all
wickedness . . . long for the Aoyikdy dodov ydAa ; Jas.iv. 1,
‘ your pleasures which war in your members’ = 1 Pet. ii.
11, ‘ your fleshly lusts which war against the soul’; Jas.ii.
13, ‘a good dvacrpogs’, ‘ meekness of wisdom’ = 1 Pet. iii.
2, 4, ‘your pure draocrpopr’, ‘a quiet and meek spirit’;
Jas. i. 12, ‘he shall receive the crown of life’ = 1 Pet. v. 4,
‘ye shall be rewarded with the unfading crown of glory’;
Jas. iv. 6f,, the quotation from Prov. iii. 34, followed by
submission to God and resistance to the devil = 1 Pet. v.
5f,8; Jas. iv. 10,  Humble yourselves before the Lord and
He will exalt you’ = 1 Pet. v. 6,  Humble yourselves there-
fore under the mighty hand of God that He may exalt you
in due season’.

There is very little to indicate on which side the indebted-
ness lies; but perhaps the scale is turned by the first
passage. It is probable that the general expression ‘the
twelve tribes that are in the Diaspora’ (Jas. i. 1) is
borrowed from the more specific geographical description
in 1 Pet. 1. 1.

Date. On the assumption that the author was James
the Lord’s brother! an early and a later date have been
assigned to the epistle. Mayor (0p. ciz.) and others would
place it before the Council of Jerusalem (Acts xv), ‘as
otherwise it must have contained some reference to the
question, which was then agitating the Diaspora, as to the

! On the different traditions as to his date, A.Dp. 62 or ¢ 6g, see
Schiirer, The Jewish People in the Time of Jesus Christ (transl. of fifth
edition, Macpherson, 1902}, Div. 1. vol. ii, p. 186 f.
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admission of Gentiles into the Church’, and because
St. Paul’s epistles are directed against mistakes to which
our epistle gave a handle. The latter is more than doubt-
ful (see above); and the former can be explained as well
by a late date as by an early one. The same reasoning
would place before the Council most of the books of the
New Testament! Hort,! Parry,? and others date it c. 625,
allowing time for the author to have known some of
St. Paul’s epistles, and accounting for ‘the development of
the Christian conscience, social and individual’ (Parry)
which it shows.

If, on the other hand, the author is unknown and sub-
apostolic, the fermitnus ad quem must be supplied by external
evidence. Some have found echoes in Clement Rom., ad
Corinth., ‘ Because of faith and hospitality a son was given to
him [Abraham] in his old age’ (x. 7). ‘ Because of faith and
hospitality Rahab the harlot was saved’ (xii. 1). But these
are not written in order to balance the teaching of St. Paul
and St. James. Clement only gives a list of examples on
which we should ‘fix our eyes’. Enoch was ‘found
righteous in obedience’. ¢ Noah, being found faithful, by
his ministration preached regeneration unto the world’
Abraham was ‘found faithful in that he rendered obedience
to the word of God’. *Because of hospitality and godli-
ness Lot was saved from Sodom.’

Similarly in ch. xxxi: ‘Wherefore was our father
Abraham blessed? Was it not because he wrought
righteousness and truth through faith?’ This is only
noted as one among the records of the blessings received

! Judaistic Christianity, p. 1481, He accepts the genuineness of the
reference in Jos. Anl xx. ix. 1 to the death of James ‘the brother of
him who is called Christ’, and the date, A.p. 62, which it implies;
and he thinks that the epistle was written not long before, because
of the references to persecution in i. 2; v. 10.

? Vice-Master, Trinity College, Cambridge. A4 Discussion of the
General Epistle of James (1903).
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by the patriarchs, without the least indication of the influence
of our epistle. The reference in xxiii. 3 and Jas. i. 8 is
to a common source, ?Eldad and Modad ; that in xxx. 2
and Jas. iv. 6 (1 Pet. v. 5) to Prow. iii. 34; and that in
xlix. 5 and Jas. v. 20 (1 Pet. iv. 8) to Prov. x. 12. Apart
from these, the few verbal parallels which can be found
are no evidence of literary connexion: they belong to
the common language of hortatory moralizings. The
editors of The New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers
(19o5) do not so much as mention a point of comparison
between the two writings. The earliest author in whose
work they find marked traces of our epistle is Hermas,
¢. 130 a.p. They cannot, indeed, place it higher than
class C, indicating a low, but not the lowest, degree of
probability of the use of the epistle, but they conclude,
“Although the passages which point to dependence on
James fail to reach, when taken one by one, a high degree
of probability, yet collectively they present a fairly strong
case’ (p. 113).

If, then, our epistle was influenced by 1 Pefer, and itself
influenced the Shepherd of Hermas, the limits of date are
¢. 67 and 130, and there is no external evidence to reduce
the period. But since the tone of the writer and the
character of the readers give the impression of a late rather
than an early date, it is hardly safe to place it before the
end of the first century.

§ 2. I Peter

Contents. Two threads of thought are intertwined
throughout the epistle. (1) Hopeful endurance under
trial, because trial leads to glory and joy. ‘The temper
inculcated by Peter, in view of suffering, is not a grey,
close-lipped stoicism, but a glow of exultation such as
Jesus (Matt. v. 11f) and Paul (Rom. v. 3f) had already
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counselled. Christians can only be patient under their
trials by being more than patient’ (Moffatt?). (2) This
‘more than patience’ includes holiness and innocence of
life. These two thoughts are combined with a free
simplicity which forbids any formal analysis of the epistle.
Further, the first portion i-ii. 10 is coloured throughout by
the thought—not, as in St. Paul, that Christians have
taken the place of a rejected Israel, but—that Christians
are Israel in the true form for which it was divinely
destined. The following summary will show the alter-
nation of the two thoughts of Christian endurance and
Christian conduct.

i. 1, 2. Opening salutation to Christians in Asia Minor as
the true Diaspora.

3-12. The glory which follows trial is the salvation ot
Christians as the New Israel, to which they have been.
begotten anew, and to which the Old Testament pointed.

13-21. Live, then, as the New Israel should, who have
been redeemed by the blood of Christ the Lamb without
blemish.

22-5. In particular, having been begotten anew, love
one another.

il. 1-10. And being new born desire the pure spiritual
milk, and grow as a building into union with Christ the
Foundation, who was foretold in the Old Testament, as
also was your call to be His sacred people.

li. 11~iii. 7. An appeal to show a good manner of life
before pagans (vv. 11, 12) is particularized in the duties of
subjects (vv. 13-17), slaves enduring suffering with Christian
patience (vo. 18-25), wives (iii. 1-6), husbands (2. 7).

iii. 8-22. Christian social virtues (. 8) are to be combined
with endurance under suffering (vv. 9-17), because Christ
gave us the example (v. 18), and in view of the crisis fore-
shadowed by the deluge (vv. 19-22).

v Introd. Lit, N, T, p. 319, note 2,
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iv. 1-11. For these reasons pagan sins must be avoided
(vv. 1-6), and Christians must show love and mutual
helpfulness (vv. 7-11).

12-19. Suffer in fellowship with Christ with true
Christian endurance, and not as a consequence of evil
doing,

v. 1-5. Appeal to elders in the performance of their
office ; appeal to younger men and to all Christians to show
humility.

6-11. Closing moral exhortations in the face of suf-
fering.

12-14. Personal details, and conclusion.

Destination and Readers. The epistle is addressed to
‘elect sojourners of the Dispersion in Pontus, Galatia,
Cappadocia, Asia, and Bithynia’ (i. 1), which means
Christians who are the true Israel dispersed in the
provinces mentioned. If it is to be understood from v. 13
that the writer was actually in Babylon, the geographical
order of the names is more than surprising. See Hort,
1 .5¢. Peter, pp. 6, 1671 The whole of the valuable chapter
(pp. 157-84) on the provinces of Asia Minor should be read.
Following Ewald, he explains that if ‘ Babylon’ means
Rome (which became a common precaution when perse-
cution began), the writer could think of the bearer of the
epistle as landing at a port in Pontus, travelling through
[northern] Galatia, probably via Ancyra its capital, or
perhaps Tavium, into Cappadocia, no doubt to its capital
Caesarea; then westward along the great Ephesus road
into Asia; and finally northward through Bithynia, to take
ship either at some Bithynian port or where he had landed
in Pontus. ‘In thus following by natural and simple
routes the order of provinces which stands in the first
sentence of the epistle, Silvanus would be brought into

! See also Salmon, Iutred. N. T., p. 440 f, and Lightfoot, Clement, i,
p. 491 £
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contact with every considerable district north of the Taurus
in which there is reason to suppose that Christian commu-
nities would be found’

An alternative theory must not be ruled out as impos-
sible—that St. Peter avoided writing to districts in which
St. Paul had laboured. If the ‘South-Galatian’ theory of
St. Paul’s activities (see pp. 129-33) is accepted, and if we
may suppose Silvanus to have travelled not by the high road
but by some less frequented route from Cappadocia into
the northern portion of the province of Asia, then the
destination of the epistle was a circuit of districts in the
northern half of Asia Minor, all St. Paul’s fields of mission-
ary work being omitted. St. Peter himself had probably
not preached in the districts to which he writes ; see 1. 12.
But in any case there had been plenty of time since
St. Paul’s work in the south of the peninsula for Chris-
tianity to have spread to the north by the work of other
missionaries, as that passage shows. And this in turn might
account for the absence of all reference to St. Paul—a saluta-
tion from him if he was alive, or a mention of his martyrdom
if he was dead—which some have found surprising.

That the bulk of the readers were Gentiles is evident.
Before conversion they had lived in their ‘former lusts in
their ignorance’ (i. 14). They had been called out of
darkness into God’s light ; they had once been ‘ not God’s
people’ but were now ‘God’s people’, once ‘not pitied’
but now pitied ’ (ii. 9, 10, adapted from Hos. i. 10; ii. 23;
cf. Rom. ix. 25f). Their former manner of life handed
down from their ancestors (i. 18) was the pagan manner of
life. And this meant ‘doing the will of the Gentiles,
walking in lasciviousness, lusts, wine bibbings, revellings,
carousings, and abominable idolatries’ (iv. 3, 4).

Literary Connexions. There is clear evidence for the
author’s dependence on Romans; it is drawn out with the
use of parallel columns by Sanday and Headlam, Romans,
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pp- Ixxiv ff,, to which the reader is referred. The connexion
with Ephesians, which has been discussed on p. 158f,, is less
striking, but it is difficult to deny it. That with James is
clearer; see p. 199f. But the relation which has been
claimed to exist with 1, 2 Timothy, Titus is very hard to
discover. The passage on the dress and behaviour of
women in I Pet. iii. 1-6 may be compared with that in
I Tim. ii. g-11; and the appeal to presbyters in 1 Pet. v. 1-4
with the description of a good éwiokomes to guide Titus in
his choice of presbyters, Tit. i. 5-9. But these are not
enough to prove literary dependence. On Hebrews see

Moffatt, op. cit., p. 440.

"~ Of uncanonical writers Polycarp certainly, and Clement
Rom. possibly, knew our epistle. See The N.T. in the
Apost. Fathers, pp. 86-g and 55-7. The use of it by
Polycarp is stated by Eusebius, /. E. iv. 14.

Authorship and Date. The epistle was therefore written
after Romans and before Ep. Polycarp, i.e. between
A.D. 56-7 and 115. If it was written after Ephesians and
before Clement ad Corinth., the period is narrowed to
A.D. 61-3 to g6. But within these thirty-five years or so
opinions differ among those who accept the Petrine author-
ship. There is a general agreement that the early tradition
was correct that St. Peter and St. Paul were martyred at
Rome. But it is not certain that they met their death
at the same time. Harnack? believes it on the strength of
Clem. Cor. 6: ‘To these men [St. Peter and St. Paul] . ..
was gathered a vast multitude of the elect, who through
many indignities and tortures . . . became a splendid
example among us.” But the words prove no more than
that the two apostles and the vast multitude suffered death
in the same persecution. Lightfoot? thinks that St. Peter
died in the year 64 at the outbreak of the Neronian
persecution, St. Paul in 67. To the present writer it

Y Chronologie, pp. 708 fl. 2 Clement, ii, pp. 497 L.
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seems more probable that the dates should be exactly
reversed. Swete?! places St. Paul's death as the earlier,
and St. Peter’s in 7o or even later. He holds that St. Peter
must have written after St. Paul’s death because some of
the communities to whom he wrote ‘were distinctly
Pauline churches and had received letters from St. Paul
during his imprisonment’, that Silvanus, who carried the
epistle, was a well-known colleague of St. Paul, and that
it contained reminiscences of Romans and Ephesians. But
these considerations do not of themselves require a date
later than 67. To place it, as he does, in the eighth decade,
or (Ramsay #) in 8o, is to abandon the theory that St. Peter
suffered under Nero, and could be justified only if it were
certain that the descriptions of the readers’ sufferings
implied a systematic persecution such as is not known
to have begun in Asia before 7o.

The theory that St. Peter was not the author presents
difficulties. (1) An examination of 2 Pefer, which was
certainly pseudonymous (see p. 235f.), shows the methods
which could be adopted to give colour to the use of his
name; ‘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’ (Moffatt3). In r Pefer there is a marked absence
of any such stress on the apostle’s claims or qualifications.
Moreover, pseudonymity is a device mostly adopted when
a writer has a specific purpose for which he borrows the
authority of a greater name; he denounces a heresy, or
teaches a particular doctrine or belief, or lays down rules
for Church life or organization. But there is no sign of
that in this epistle of grace and hope. The Tubingen
theory, that it represents an attempt to mediate irenically

v St Mark, p. xvii f.
3 The Church in the Roman Empire, pp. 279 fl.
8 Imty. Lit. N. T, p. 335.
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between the hostile Petrine and Pauline factions in the
Church, has been almost universally abandoned. (2) The
name Silvanus was known in Christian tradition only as
that of a close companion of St. Paul. He is not, of
course, necessarily the Silas of the Acfs; but since it
would be natural for the readers of the epistle to identify
them, it is one of the last names that a pseudonymous
writer would have selected to play the part of amanuensis
to St. Peter (v. 12). (3) The order of the geographical
names in i. 1, which is admirably explained, as shown
above, if the bearer of the epistle was to carry it to definite
districts on a circular route beginning and ending with
Pontus, is inexplicable if the writing is an open letter to
the Church at large.

It may be added that there are slight but important
indications that the author was a disciple of the Lord. If
there is a marked absence of any stress on the apostle’s
claims and qualifications, yet hints are not wanting.! In
the same sentence in which he joins himself modestly
with the elders as their ‘fellow-elder’, he claims to be
a ‘ witness (udprus) of the sufferings of Christ, and a partaker
in the glory that is about to be revealed’. Christ’s suffer-
ings and resurrection and exaltation (cf. i. 11) formed the
main substance of the early Christian message published
on the authority of the apostolic witnesses. On the other
hand, His earthly life and teaching did not at first occupy
a large place in it, as the speeches in the Acfs show ; and
the absence of detailed references to them is rather a sign
of early date than the reverse. Some who place the
epistle late, strangely understand the pseudonymous writer
as referring to St. Peter as a ‘martyr’, who had already

! Not much weight can be attached to the words ‘ whom not having
seen ye love’ (i. 8), as though they distinguish the readers from the
writer who %ad seen Jesus Christ. With the exception of i. 3 (judr,
Huds) and iv. 17 (d¢’ #udr) the second person plural is used throughout
the epistle.
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partaken in the consequent glory. But to write under the
apostle’s name, and yet to refer to his martyrdom, would
be a self-contradiction and a blunder too great for any
writer to commit.

The words * gird yourselves (¢yxouBdoasfe) with humility’
(v. 5) may be an allusion—not, indeed, to the wording, but—
to the event recorded in John xiii. 4 f. And the injunction
to ‘shepherd the flock of God’ recalls the incident in
John xxi. 15-17. The numerous echoes of our Lord’s
teaching, which Bp. Chase! finds in the epistle, are not
so striking as those in James. There are a few which
may be reminiscences. But a later writer who knew the
synoptic Gospels would probablyhave represented St. Peter
as using them to a greater extent than he has.

The objections to the Petrine authorship are mainly as
follows : Harnack ? rejects it partly on the ground that no
writer before Irenaeus (c. 180) names St. Peter as the
author. But feeling the difficulties of the pseudonymous
theory he suggests that the body of the epistle (i. 3-v. 11)
was written by some Christian teacher at Rome (McGiffert,?
who agrees with him, suggests Barnabas) between 83 and
93, or possibly earlier; and the opening and closing
sentences (i. I, 2 and v. 12—-14) were added later, between
150 and 175; so that we have no means of knowing
whether the main portion was originally an epistle or not.
Finding resemblances between these sentences and 2 Pefer
he thinks that the writer of the latter may have been the
interpolator. The improbabilities of the theory are pointed
out by Bp. Chase (0p. cit,, p. 786). Other theories of exten-
sive interpolations in an originally non-Petrine homily to

' Hastings’ D. B. iii, p. 787 f.

* Chronologie, pp. 4571

 History of Christianity in the Apostolic Age, p. 509. Bornemann
gZeitsckr. J- d. neutest, Wiss., xix. 143-65) goes farther, and finds in
L. 3-v. 11 a baptismal sermon delivered by Silvanus in Asia Minor,

about go, with close affinities with Psalm xxxiv.
28948 P
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produce a Petrine epistle are less probable without the
merit of ingenuity.

A more serious objection arises in connexion with the
style and language of the writing. Bp. Chase (p. 781 1)
notes that the author has an intimate knowledge of the
Septuagint, that he uses a considerable number of words
and expressions which do not occur elsewhere in the New
Testament, and which may briefly be described as classical,
and a remarkable series of words for which there seems to
be no earlier or contemporary authority; also that within
certain limits he had a very considerable appreciation of,
and power over, the characteristic usages of Greek, which
is confirmed ‘ when we note the delicacy and accuracy of
his perception in regard to the rhythmical arrangement
of words, the use of synonyms, and the arrangement of
tenses, prepositions’, &c. The question arises whether
a fisherman, brought up in bilingual Galilee, could or
could not have gained, in the course of years, this command
of the Greek language and knowledge of the Septuagint,
although Aramaic was his native language (cf. Matt. xxvi.
73). The question does not admit of a confident answer.
If, however, other indications told strongly against the
Petrine authorship, the style and language would add to
their weight. But if, as it seems to the present writer, the
Petrine authorship is on other accounts more probable than
not, we must either credit St. Peter with this literary
ability, or put it down to the account of Silvanus. The
latter seems to be the more likely. Silvanus may only
have improved St. Peter’s Greek, or he may have played
the more important part of virtually writing the epistle
himself when St. Peter had expressed his thoughts to him
in outline.

A third objection of a different kind is drawn from the
words of iv. 16: ‘but if (any one suffer) as a Christian let
him not be ashamed, but let him glorify God in this name.’
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This is thought to mean that the readers in Asia Minor
were suffering official persecution for #e name ¢ Christian’,
of which we do not possess actual evidence before the
time of Trajan. His reply to Pliny’s letter (a.p. 112) is
the first imperial pronouncement known to us of Rome’s
attitude to Christianity ; but it was clearly a pronounce-
ment for the needs of the moment, and not an initiation ot
policy. Pliny, as his letter shows, had already tried repres-
sive measures. And Christianity, as soon as it was seen
to be distinct from Judaism, lost the advantage of being
coupled with a religio licifa, and was necessarily illegal.
This had come about, not by edict, but by the force of
circumstances, the fall of Jerusalem and the hostility of
Jews to Christians. The latter had been active from the
first. The nickname ‘ Christian’ was flung at them from
an early date (Acts xi. 26). And whatever reason Nero
might give for his persecution, it would be to the Christians
themselves a suffering for Christ, or for the name of Christ.!
Moreover, the epistle contains no indication that the readers
were in a persecution which involved martyrdom. The
state of things reflected in ii. 1825 ; iii. 13-17 is comparable
with the condition of the readers of Hebrews, who had not
yet ‘resisted unto blood’. They were suffering—and
Christian slaves in particular—from hostility which might
frequently be shown them by Jewish or pagan opponents
(cf. Acts v.41; ix. 16; xv. 26; xxi. 13; Phil.i. 2g). If Pliny
could describe the Christians of Bithynia as odzum human:
Generis, private malice and persecution must have been
their lot long before. See Mk. xiii. g-13, probably
written in Palestine at about the same time as 1 Pefer,
It is not easy to decide to what extent, if at all, official
punitive measures had begun to be taken in Asia Minor
when the epistle was written. They had almost certainly

! See the discussion of the whole question by Merrill, Essays in
Early Christian History, 1924, chs. 3, 4.

P2
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begun at Rome, since the cryptic ‘ Babylon’ had come into
use (v. 13)! On the other hand, they do not appear to have
been extended systematically over the empire, or the injunc-
tion in ii. 13-17, to honour governours as sent by the
emperor for the punishment of evildoers and the praise of
welldoers, could hardly have been written.

A date about 67, just before St. Peter’s death and after
St. Paul’s, seems, on the whole, to satisfy the requirements
best, and is adopted by the majority of English scholars,
Christians at the capital were still feeling the after-effects
of Nero’s mad outburst, but at the outskirts of the empire
they were at peace so far as official persecution was
concerned.

§ 3. Hebrews

Purpose. The occasion of this writing, as of 1 Pefer,
was the readers’ need of encouragement in the face of
trouble. They were suffering tribulation for their faith,
though it had not actually reached the point of martyrdom
{xil. 4), and the author tries to rouse them to hold firmly to
their Christian stedfastness. Their danger, however, was
not merely despondency but religious apostasy ; and he
therefore supports his appeal by means of a carefully
composed doctrinal argument, the various stages of which
lead up successively to exhortations and warnings. In the
sufferings which had come upon them, their dullness and
denseness of faith and understanding were letting them
drift towards the point of spiritual shipwreck, and he aimed
at putting before them a presentation of Christ and Chris-
tianity such as would brace them to spiritual effort.

The doctrinal argument 2 is shaped under the influence of
Alexandrian, and ultimately of Platonic, thought. There
is an antithesis between that which is Real, the heavenly

! Unless v. 12-14 is a later addition.
? See the writer's New Testament Teaching, pp. 222-6.
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Idea permanent and perfect, and the earthly ‘copy’ (ix. 23),
¢shadow ’ (x. 1), ‘ copy and shadow’ (viii. 5), ‘figure’ (ix. g),
‘type’ (ix. 24) which is imperfect, inadequate, transitory.
The latter is seen in the sacrificial religion and priesthood
of the Old Testament, and in the whole economy of God’s
people Israel: the former in Christianity. This does not
mean, however, that the Real is merely substituted for the
copy, but that the copy became obsolete when the heavenly
Ideal was realized, actualized, in Christ and Christianity.
The author says, in effect, That which is perfect is come,
and if you fall away from it you lose everything, If it was
perilous to disobey and disbelieve the divine message as
imperfectly revealed in the Mosaic system, how much more
perilous now that it is perfectly revealed in the ideal
Christian system. On the other hand, if you hold firmly
to your confidence and faith you enjoy all that is contained
in the Ideal.

Contents. Many different analyses of the epistle have
been offered by commentators, but they often fail to
present it as a literary whole, and an organic unity. Some
writers speak of ‘ digressions’ and  parentheses’ as though
the main outline would have been complete without them.
This results from regarding the writing as primarily a
doctrinal treatise, in the course of which the author takes
the opportunity, at frequent intervals, of improving the
occasion by homiletic exhortation. But even when it is
recognized that the exhortations are as essential to the
plan as the doctrinal portions, and that the former are
throughout the ground and purpose of the latter,! another
feature of the epistle is seldom explained, i. e. the »epetition
both of doctrinal statements and of exhortations. The best
analysis known to the present writer is that of von Haering *

! This is well shown by B. Weiss, Texte u. Untersuchungen, vol,
XXXV, IgIo,
* Professor of Theology at Tiibingen.



214 GENERAL EPISTLES AND HOMILIES

in the Zeitschrift f. d. neutest. Wissenschaft, xviii, pp. 145—
63. He refers to von Soden’s fourfold division of the
epistle,! corresponding broadly to the fourfold division of
a discourse which was conventional among ancient rhetori-
cians:? 1. wpooluov wpds edvorav, leading up to the mpéleais.
2. Sufynois wpds mibavérnra. 3. dmbébefis wpds merfd.
4. émidoyos. And while the contents of the epistle are very
different from those of a conventional discourse, he divides
it as follows :

A. The proomion (i. 1-iv. 13) leads up to the main thesis
(iv. 14-16) which is expressed in a simple and undeveloped
form.

B. The diggasis (v. 1-vi. 20) is a preliminary treatment of
the doctrinal theme, followed by a preliminary exhortation.

C. The apodeixss (vii. 1-x. 18) is a fuller treatment of the
doctrinal theme.

D. The epilogos (x. 1g-xiii. 21) is a fuller exhortation.

A. The greatness of the final revelation which Christ
brought, and of the salvation which He wrought, are due
to His greatness as ‘ Apostle” and ‘ High Priest’. Corre-
spondingly great is the responsibility of despising, dis-
believing, falling away from, Him and His salvation
(L 1-iv. 13).

(@) The Son, Heir of all things, is the Bringer of the final
revelation, and performs the High Priestly function of
cleansing away sin (i. 1~3). The uniqueness of His office
and Person measured by comparison with the angels, the
bringers of the Old Testament revelation (cf. ii. 2), and the
proof from Scripture (i. 4-14).

(6) Exhortation to take heed to this unique revelation
(i 1—4).

! In the Handkommentar sum n.T. (Freiburg, 18g0).

* The rhetorical care with which it was written is evident. Blass

even prints it in orixer as rhythmical, a striking example of Kunst-
prosa.
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{¢) The temporary subordination to the angels, which
seems to conflict with the superiority, was the very means
of His exaltation, that by the subordination He might
become the archégos of our salvation, being identified
with man. This is proved from Scripture (ii. 5-g}
The reason why this was the means, befitting God (. 10),
to such an end—because to bring many sons to glory
the Son must take blood and flesh to rescue them, and
to have sympathy with men as a merciful and faithful
High Priest (v2. 10-18). [Thus the consideration of the
greatness of the Son as the Bringer of revelation leads
dialectically to His worth as High Priest, and so the thesis
of iv. 14-16 is prepared for.]

{d) Exhortation combining the thoughts of ¢ Apostle ’ and
‘ High Priest’, all that has been said being completed by
reference to Moses, the Old Testament Apostle and High
Priest. Like him in faithfulness Christ is superior to him
as the Preparer of the house is greaterthan the house, and
the son than the servant. Therefore on our faithful holding
to the hope depends our belonging to the house (iit. 1-6).
[And so His faithfulness is the motive and force of
ours.]

Exhortation which takes content and colour from the
leading thought of the proosmion of the Son as Bringer of
revelation. Refuse notthe word which Christianity receives
from Psalm xcv. 71. (iii. 7-iv. 13).

Thesis, The heavenly High Priesthood of the Son,
whose greatness does not alienate us from Him, because
He was tempted as we are, and can sympathize with us, is
the ground of our free, bold access to the Throne of grace
to obtain help (iv. 14-16).

B. Preliminary treatment of the thesis (v. 1-vi. 20).

(a) Preliminary treatment of the Son’s High Priesthood,
to which the Old Testament pointed (v. 1~10):

His priestly function {v. 1). [In section C the functions
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are placed second (viii. 1—x. 18), and the qualifications
first (vii). See v. I repeated in viii. 3.]
His priestly gualifications, which are twofold :

Sympathy with men because He shares human
nature (v. 2 f.,, 7-9).

Distinction from men because (like Aaron) He is
called by God, His call being ‘according to the
order of Melchisedek’ (vv. 4f., 10).

(6) Preliminary exhortation (v. 11-vi. 20).

Rebuke of the undeveloped state of the readers towards
the truth of Christ’s High Priesthood (v. 11-14). Exhorta-
tion to develop (vi. 1—3). Warning that no second repen-
tance is possible (vv. 4-8). [Parallel to x. 26~31.] Ground
for hope: God will consider their behaviour in the past
(vi. 9-12). [Parallel to x. 32—9.] The spurring thought ot
the certainty of God’s sworn promise (vi. 13-20). [vi. 20
takes up the Melchisedek priesthood again.]

C. Fuller treatment of the thesis, showing the meaning
of Christ’s High Priesthood as the mediation of the New
Diatheke (vil. 1-x. 18).

(a) His priestly qualifications (vii. 1-28).

What the Melchisedek priesthood means: a priesthood
for ever (vv. 1-3)

It is greater than the Levitical priesthood because (i)
Abraham gave tithes to Melchisedek, (ii} was blessed by
Melchisedek, (iii) Levitical priests are many in number
because of death (zv. 4-10).

The superiority of the Melchisedek priesthood involves
the changing of the old for the new, which means the
change of the whole law and all that that includes (vz. 11, 12).

That takes place in Jesus, for He was Judaean not
Levite ; and His priesthood is of a wholly different kind,
due not to an external command but to internal power of
life, and that a life indissoluble because the oath was *for
ever’ (vv. 13-17).
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That means the annulling of the old, which could not
accomplish what the bringing in of the better hope accom-
plished (ve. 18, 19). ‘

The measure of the change is the superiority of the new
priesthood (ve. 20-8):

in that it is (i) by oath {vz. 20-2), (ii) eternal (vo. 23-5),
(iii) that of one who is ethically perfect (v. 26), (iv)
eternally permanent in its operation, not constantly
repeated (vv. 27, 28).

(6) His priestly function in the heavenly sanctuary is
greater than the Levitical ; hence the New Diathekz medi-
ated by it is greater than the old, as the old itself testifies
(viii. 1-x. 18).

This chief thought (kepdAaror) stated summarily (viii. 1-13}.

The function is executed in the True Tabernacle
(vo. 1-5).
The correspondingly better Diatheke foretold by Jere-
miah (vv. 6-13).
The same thought worked out more fully (ix. 1-x. 18) :
The Old Testament type: the place (ix. 1-5), the func-
tion (vv. 6, 7), the result (vv. 8-10).
The New Testament fulfilment (ix. 11-x. 18):
(1) Summary statement (ix. 11-15).
(i) Why an offering, and that a better one ? (ix. 16-
28): Because every diatheke is mediated with blood
(vo. 16, 17); the old one (vv. 18-22); the new one
{vv. 23-8).
(iii) Why is Christ’s offering a better one ? (x. 1-14) :
Because the old could make nothing perfect
(v2. 1-3), being only that of animals (v. 4), while
Christ’s is one of obedience to God’s will (ve. 5-9),
and can sanctify for ever (v. 10). And because the
priests had to sacrifice often, and without result
(v. 11), while Christ, after one offering, sits throned
with eternal suecess (vv. 12-14).
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(iv) Proof from Scripture that the New Diatheke will
be successful in doing away sins, and therefore
need never be repeated (x. 15-18).
D. Fuller warning and encouragement to hold fast
(X. 19—xiii. 21).
(@) Arising immediately out of the doctrinal teaching
(x. 19-39):

Exhortation to hold fast to what Christ’s High Priest-
hood has done for us (vv. 19-25).

Warning that no second offering is possible for
deliberate sin (ve. 26-31).

Ground for hope : they can themselves consider their
past behaviour (vv. 32—9).

(9) The expectant faith demanded by the doctrinal teach-
ing (xL. 1-Xil. 29):

Its essence (xi. 1), and past heroes of faith (vv. 2-40).

Motives for patient faith: The cloud of witnesses
(xii. 1), Jesus the great Example (ve. 2, 3).

Suffering is a Father’s discipline (vv. 4-13):

A warning from Esau (v, 14-17).

The greatness of the new Economy, the new Diatheke,
Christ’s saving work, and of the divine revelation,
makes disobedience more terrible than disobedience
to the Mosaic law (vv. 18-29). [A summing up of
the main thoughts of the epistle.]

(¢} Closing exhortation (xiii. 1-17).
Epistolary ending appended to the homily (vv. 18-25).
Nature of the Writing. The unusual fact has to be
accounted for that it has an epistolary ending but not an
epistolary opening. It has been suggested that the latter
has been accidentally lost; but the conjecture is without
evidence and is unnecessary. James has an opening
address but no epistolary ending; and the theory of acci-
dental mutilation is no more likely in the one writing than
in the other. The problem is to determine the relation of
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the closing verses to the main body of the writing. If it
was originally a homily or treatise which some one wished
to transform into a (? Pauline) epistle by means of an epis-
tolary ending, he would certainly have provided it also
with an opening address.  Conversely, if it was originally
an epistle which was altered into a treatise for general use
by the omission of the opening address, the ending also
would have been omitted.

[t is not easy to determine how far the ‘epistolary end-
ing’ extends. G. A. Simcox! thinks that the whole of
ch. xiii consists of one, or perhaps two, commendatory
letters, or parts of them, written by St. Paul or some other
apostle, and attached to the writing,> so that the whole
acquired apostolic authority; and that ‘I have written
unto you briefly’ (xiii. 22) refers not to chs. i-xii, but to
ch. xiii only. Such expressions, however, were not
uncommon in early Christian letter writing. Moffatt refers
to 1 Pet. v. 12 8 dAfywr, and Ep. Barn. i. 5 éomovdaca kard
pikpov ptv mépmew (cf. 1. 8 dmodelfw SAiya), and to the
© writer's own words in v. 11; xi. 32. To these may be
added Ignat. Magn. 14 avvrépes rapexdieca duds, and Polye.
7 8 d\lywy dpds ypappdrov wapekdiesa. But ch. xiii, in
fact, shows no trace of the commendation of any one to
any community. Perdelwitz ® confines the epistolary ending
to ve. 22-5. He thinks that the writing was a sermon
actually preached, perhaps by a wandering prophet, to
a congregation (probably) in Asia Minor, and that some one
sent it in writing to Italy, probably Rome, with a brief
covering letter, consisting of the last four verses. This
would account for several of the phenomena, but the
simplest solution is that it was a written, not a spoken,
homily, which the author sent to a community whose

Y Expository Times, x. 430 ff.
! As Rom. xvi probably became attached to Romans. See p. 1417,
¥ Zeitschr., f. d. neutest. Wiss., 1910, 59 ff., 105 ff.
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members, and needs, he knew well. The advice to them
becomes more personal at xiii. 1, but homiletic again in
vo. 8-16, and he passes into an epistolary conclusion at
v. 18, reverting, however, to solemn rhetoric in the prayer,
0. 20, 21. E. F. Scott! suggests that the author is a
Roman writing to Rome; he sends a homily, with an
epistolary ending, to an inner group of advanced converts
an example of Christian gnosés for the rékeor, the maturely
developed, or those who ought to be réXetot.

Readers. Since the argument rests upon a comparison
between the Hebrew and Christian economies, it has often
been thought that the readers were Jewish Christians, and
that their danger was a relapse into Judaism, or that they
were tempted to apostasize in despair because of the
terrible catastrophe of the fall of Jerusalem, either recent
or imminent. But the author says nothing about Judaism ;
he does not refer to Jewish ordinances as a rule of life,
but, dialectically, to the Levitical system in the Pentateuch.
He never mentions the Temple, either as standing or as
destroyed, but uses the tabernacle as a ‘ shadow ’ of the per-
fected system of worship in the Christian dispensation.
The Old Testament was read by all Christians, and any
argument based upon it was as valid for Gentiles as for
Jews. And he shows no sign of drawing the least dis-
tinction between them; St. Paul’s battle was over and
won. The writing has a universal appeal, leading the
readers to rejoice in their possession of the Real which
has rendered the Copy obsolete. If something in pagan
life could have been taken as the Copy the argument
would have been equally sound, but the Old Testament
was the only basis from which he could appeal to all his
readers alike.

No weight can be attached to the title prefixed to the
epistle. In the A.V. this stands as ‘ The Epistle of Paul

* Harvard Theol. Review, July 1920,
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the Apostle to the Hebrews’, and is unfortunately retained
in the R. V. This was due to a gradual growth in some
late manuscripts, and has no authority. In the earliest
authorities that we possess? it is simply wpds “EBpaiovs, ‘ to
Hebrews’. But this does not go back earlier than the
third century, and cannot be original. The writing was
sent to a definite group of persons, who would be interested,
for example, in the release of Timothy (xiii. 23),and to whom
the author hoped soon to be restored (2. 19); they could
not be vaguely described as  Hebrews’. And, as has been
shown, they were probably not Jewish Christians. The
title *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’ (Moffatt 2. If so,
our only guidance is the interpretation of the epistle as
a whole, which points to a community of Gentile Christians,
or, if Jewish, one whose ‘training must have been that ot
Hellenistic Judaism such as Stephen was trained under—
liberal, biblical, and to a certain extent syncretistic’.?
Some facts about them which we learn from the epistle
(X. 32-4 ; xXii. 4) are important in their bearing on its destina-
tion and date. They had undergone persecution in
‘former days’, when they had first become Christians
(‘illuminated ’). This points to a definite period, after which
persecution had ceased for a time and had now begun
again. At that time they had associated themselves in
sympathy with others who were similarly persecuted.
These were fellow-Christians in the same Church, or
members of another Church or other Churches, according

! NAB, in the subscription of C (the opening is mutilated as far as
dyiov in i, 4), and in the Egyptian versions, bohairic and sahidic.

* Inirod. Lit. N.T., p. 448.

° 1bid., p. 449.
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as the epistle was written to a single group or circle, or to
a whole community. The sufferings which they endured
had not yet reached the point of martyrdom. Itis not, how-
ever, quite clear whether this was the case with the Chris-
tians, ‘ the prisoners’, with whom they had sympathized in
former days. There is possibly a hint of the martyrdom of
their Church leaders who had spoken to them the word of
God in the past (xiii. 7). ¢ The reference here seemsto be
to some scene of martyrdom in which the triumph of faith
was plainly shown’ (Westcott, ad Joc.). This does not
necessarily contradict xii. 4, which may refer only to the
present persecution, not to the former one; or the epistle
may have been written to a small circle, none of whose
members had been martyred in either persecution. Itis
generally supposed from ii. 3 that disciples of Jesus had
personally evangelized them ; but possibly ¢ us * means more
generally the Christians of that generation.

Destination. If the readers were Gentile Christians, or
if they were Jewish Christians of a markedly Hellenistic
type, the epistle can hardly have been written to any town
in Palestine, least of all Jerusalem. The Alexandrian
colour of the argument need not point to Alexandria, since

_that type of thought was widely diffused. And there is not
a semblance of evidence for deciding on any other of the
numerous localities which have been proposed in Syria,
Asia Minor, or Greece. But there are two indications in
favour of Rome or some other town in Italy: 1. of dmo
riis ItaAias (xiii. 24), according to the most natural meaning,
are Italians (a small, definite group} who are in company
with the writer away from their own country, and send
greetings to those at home. It can grammatically mean
‘those in Italy’; but it is hardly possible that the author
could have sent greetings from Italians generally. 2. The
epistle was certainly known to Clement of Rome, who (in ch.
xxxvi) closely follows the language and thought of Heb. i.
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pate. Clement’s epistle to Corinth is usually dated ¢. g6.
Merrill,! indeed, maintains that it was not written by
Clement, Bishop of Rome, and that no such person
existed; he places it ¢. 140, shortly before the Shep-
herd of Hermas. But in either case it is the only safe
terminus ad quem supplied by external evidence, since the
connexions which some have found with the epistles of
Ignatius and Polycarp are doubtful. The ferminus a quo
is difficult to determine. The writer seems to have known
some of St. Paul's epistles, especially Romans ; perhaps
also I Peter,” which would put the writing later than 67.
The connexion with the Lucan writings is very doubtful,?
although Clement Alex.* conjectured that the epistle was
written by St. Paul in ‘the Hebrew tongue’, and that
St. Luke ‘translated it for Greeks’, so that it and the
Acts are coloured by the same style.

As regards internal evidence, there is no indication of
the existence of émiokomoe: and S:dkovor, only the general
word AyoUpevor being used (xiii. 7, 17). But mpeaBirepor,
who existed from the first, are not mentioned either. The
writer had no occasion te speak of them. The only indi-
cation is supplied by the references to persecution men-
tioned above. If the epistle was written to Rome, it was
at a date when Christianity had flourished long enough in
the capital for persecution to have been suffered some
time previously, in ‘former days’. This places it some
years later than Nero’s wild outburst against the Christians
in the city (as scapegoats for the fire of which he was
himself suspected of being guilty), since, according to
Acts xxviii. 22, the Jews at Rome, some two years before,
evidently knew nothing about the Christian sect, which was
impossible if it had already been persecuted there. If the

' Essaysin Early Christian History (Macmillan, 1g24), chap. ix.
* See Moffatt, Iutrod. Lit. N. T., p. 440. 8 Ibid., p. 435 L.
* Eus. H. E. vi. 14.
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persecution in ‘former days’ was not Nero’s, and there
were no martyrdoms in it, it must have been trouble
suffered at a later time from the general malice of Jews
and pagans. It is the #Zwo persecutions at a considerable
interval which require a date some time after Nero, if the
epistle was written to Rome. The question remains
whether the later one, from which the readers were suffering
when the epistle was written, could have taken place in
Rome, without martyrdoms, during the reign of Domitian
(81-96). Merrill! reduces the persecution under Domitian
to a minimum, arguing that the tradition of it, which grew
in explicitness in the Christian writers of the succeeding
centuries, had no foundation in fact. Domitian began to
take more severe official cognizance of those who refused
the civic-religious duty of burning incense to the Emperor.
They were not charged with being Christians ; but if any
Christians were of the number, as is most probable, some
of them no doubt suffered death, as seems, from the
Apocalypse, to have been the case in other parts of the
empire. Merrill makes light of the burning language of
the Apocalypse, but its references to martyrs, and the
horror and hatred of Rome shown by the writer, cannot
be summarily dismissed. If, then, Christians, with Jews
and other persons, were executed under Domitian because
they refused to worship the Emperor, the author of our
epistle would certainly have thought of it as martyrdom.
Therefore the epistle must be placed, if written to Rome,
as long as possible after Nero, and before Christians
came under Domitian’s notice as guilty of treason, say
¢. 81i-5.

Those who think that it is an encouragement to Jewish
Christians in view of the imminent destruction of Jeru-
salem, place it shortly before that event, at dates varying
from 58-70. But it is recognized by most modern writers

1 Op. cit,, ch. vi.
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on the epistle, that the references in the present tense to
Old Testament worship (e. g. AapBdvovow Vii. 8, kebicrara,
Syrov, NaTpetovaw Viil. 3-5, eloiaow, mpocpépel, mpoopéporrar
ayidfer ix. 61, 9, 13, Exovowr xiil. 10) afford no evidence
that the Temple was still standing. See Johnv.2: ‘There
is in Jerusalem at the sheepgate a pool.’ Clem. ad Cor. 41:
¢Not in every place, brethren, are the continual sacrifices
offered . . . but in Jerusalem alone.” Ep. Diogn. 3: * The
Jews, considering that they are presenting them [animal
sacrifices] to God, as if He were in need of them, ought in
all reason to count it folly. ... Those who think to per-
form sacrifices to Him with blood and fat and whole
burnt-offerings . . . seem to me in no way different from
those who show the same respect towards deaf images.’
It was a common literary method employed by writers
long after the fall of Jerusalem, and affords no indication
of date.

Author. The title which stands in the A.V.and R.V,,
as has been said, is entirely without authority or value.
The mind of St Paul worked on a plane very different
from that of the author of this epistle. They are at one
in their exalted conception of the eternal existence and
the Divinity of Christ. There are some parallelisms of
language, which naturally occur in the work of one who
knew some of the Pauline epistles. But on the score of
language alone it would be equally possible to suppose
St. Peter to have been the author. Origen (ap. Eus.
H. E. vi. 25) suggested that while the thoughts were those
of St. Paul, the style and composition were ‘more Greek’
than his, so that it might have been written by some one
who preserved reminiscences of what the apostle said, and
wrote them up at leisure. Clement Alex. (sb. vi. 14) even
thought, as said above, that it was written by St. Paul ‘in
the Hebrew tongue’ (i.e. Aramaic), and that St Luke
translated and edited it for Greeks, whence the similarity

35946 Q
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of ‘colour’ between it and the Acfs. And he refers to
‘the blessed presbyter’! as having previously (fdn) held
St. Paul to have been the author, but to have suppressed
his name through modesty, both for the sake of the honour
of the Lord, ‘ who being the Apostle of the Almighty was
sent to Hebrews’, ‘and because it was a work of superero-
gation for him to write to Hebrews, since he was herald
and apostle of Gentiles’. But the similarity, such as it is,
is accounted for by the fact that both writers lived in much
the same religious atmosphere, wrote at about the same
time, and were in command of somewhat more literary
Greek than other New Testament writers, and both were
influenced by the LXX. FEusebius (ii. 37) accepted the
tradition that it was written in ‘ Hebrew’, but thought it
more likely that Clement of Rome translated it, because
of its similarity in style and thoughts to Clement’s epistle.
Tertullian (De Pudic. 20), who may be taken as repre-
senting the opinion both of Africa and Rome at his time,
attributed it to Barunabas. This has had several modern
supporters, As a Levite, and therefore officially connected
with Jewish worship, and one able to give exhortation
(vids mapaxdioews Acts iv. 36), he might have written this
‘word of exhortation’ (Heb. xiii. 22). The ‘Epistle of
Barnabas ’ attributed to him is similarly based throughout
on Old Testament material, and is deeply influenced by
Alexandrian thought, though no one who reads the two
epistles side by side could entertain for a moment the idea
of a common authorship. [t is less impossible to suppose
him to have written Hebrews than the epistle which bears
his name. But these facts are enough to account for the
tradition. Barnabas, however, was one of the earliest
‘apostles’, and could hardly have written ii. 3: ‘so great
a salvation, which, having its beginning in being spoken
through the Lord was confirmed unto us by them that
' Westcott (Hebrews, p. 1xvii) suggests Pantaenus.
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heard Him." The supposed Pauline authorship ot Hebrews
was probably the chief reason for its receptance as canon-
ical, whereas, though Barnabas was an apostle, the Epistle
of Barnabas was rejected. And if Barnabas was really the
author of Hebrews, it is difficult to see how the Pauline
tradition arose.

Without any early tradition modern guesses have been
made, perhaps the most plausible of which, made by Luther,
is Apollos, learned in the Old Testament, a thinker of
an Alexandrian type, and connected with St. Paul and
his friends. But if the epistle was written to Rome, the
probability of his authorship is small in the absence of all
evidence that he was in a position to write such an exhorta-
tion to the Christians at the capital. St Pefer has been
suggested, on account of the similarities of language to be
found in 1 Pefer. But that the same mind could have
produced the two epistles is practically impossible. The
same must be said with regard to Silvanus (Silas), who
may be supposed to have taken part in the composition of
I Pefer, and was connected with St. Paul and Timothy.
Philip the Deacon, who no doubt conversed with St. Paul
at Caesarea, is conjectured to have written the epistle to
commend Paulinism to Jewish Christians at Jerusalem.
Finally, Harnack proposes the name of Prisca (Priscilla);
she collaborated with her husband Aquila, but wrote the
epistle herself; hence the loss of the personal address at
the opening of the epistle and the use of the masculine
participle 8inyodperor in xi. 32, since no writing by
a woman would have been admitted into the Canon.
Aguila had already been suggested by Alford and others,
and there is nothing in the epistle to suggest either the
hand of a woman or the hands of two persons.

None of these guesses have the least intrinsic merit, and
we must be content, as Origen was, to leave the writing
anonymous as we find it. 1f the epistle was written to

Q2
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Rome, the author was probably some Roman presbyter,
highly esteemed in his own Church, who wrote it while he
was away from home.

§$ 4. SJude

Nature and Contents. This short writing is a tract or
pamphlet rather than an epistle. It is addressed to no
particular Church or locality, but quite generally to ‘ those
who are beloved in God the Father and Jesus Christ,
kept, called’;! though perhaps it was primarily intended
for the circle of Christians of which the writer was the
pastor or a leading prophet. It presents a combination,
which has not been without its modern imitators, of stern
Jewish eschatology and zealous Christian orthodoxy, thus
standing in line with the two writings next to be studied,
2 Peter and the Apocalypse. The writer begins with the
tantalizing statement that he was about to write with
diligent zeal ‘concerning our common salvation’ (an
expression which suggests that he was a Jew writing
for Gentiles), but thought it necessary instead to utter
a warning to his readers ‘ to strive for the faith once for all
delivered to the saints’ in opposition to certain heresies
that were creeping into the Church. We are thus left
without the information, which would have been valuable
to us, as to what ‘the faith’, ‘your most holy faith’ (. 20),
and the truth about ‘our common salvation’ meant to him.
In what he does give us, his Christian standpoint is seen
in the fact that he speaks of ‘God the Father’ (v. 1), of
Jesus Christ (whom he names six times) as ‘our Master
and Lord’, and of himself as His ‘slave’ (». 1); and it is
seen especially in the closing doxology (vv. 24 f), which
has the sonorous effect of a liturgical form, an ascription to
God of glory, majesty, power, and authority from ever-

1 The punctuation is doubtful and the text probably corrupt.
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lasting and now and to everlasting through Jesus Christ,
thereby implying the eternity ot Jesus Christ.

No particular order can be seen in the contents. The
denunciations of the heretics are enforced by examples of
punishment drawn from the Old Testament and from
Jewish tradition, and by eschatological warnings inspired
by the Jewish apocalyptic of his age. The punishment
awaiting the heretics is compared with that of the Israelites,
who after being saved from Egypt believed not and were
destroyed ? {v. 5), and of the fallen angels who were ‘kept
with everlasting chains under darkness unto the judgment
of the great day’? (v. 6; cf. v. 134), and of Sodom and
Gomorrah and the neighbouring cities steeped in im-
morality, whose burning was an example, i.e. a figure or
symbol, of the eternal fire which awaits all sinners (v. 7).
The behaviour of the heretics is contrasted with that of
Michael the archangel : they speak evil of the ‘glories’
{i.e. probably the angelic powers) and of all the super-
natural things which they cannot understand (vv. 8, 10),
but Michael did not dare to speak evil against the devil
himself when disputing with him concerning the body of
Moses® (v. g). And their behaviour is likened to ‘the
way of Cain’, ‘the error of Balaam for a reward’, and
‘the gainsaying of Korah’ (. 11), and characterized by
a series of rhetorical similes (vv. 12, 13). That the wicked

! The text is doubtful, since the #. . 'Incods for Kipeos, though intrin-
sically improbable, has some strong support. See Westcott and Hort,
The N.T. in Greek, Append., p. 106.

* Cf, Enoch x, 5f,, 1af.

# This strange legend occurred, according to Clem. Al,, Orig., and
others, in a Jewish apocalypse of the first century a.p., probably
entitled the Testament of Moses, itself perhaps the epilogue of the book
of Jubilees. The extant Latin fragments, which bear the name
Assumption of Moses, do not contain it, but some similarities of lan-
guage with iv. 8; vil. 4, 9, 3; i. 10 are to be found in Jude vv. 3, 12, 16,
18, 24. See edition by Charles [Archdeacon of Westminster}, pp.
105 ff,, and Bp. Chase in Hastings® D.B. ii. 8oz.



230 GENERAL EPISTLES AND HOMILIES

shall receive punishment is stated not on the authority of
the Old Testament, but of a work which the writer seems
- to have regarded as no less inspired, the book of Enock,
from which (En. i. g} is quoted the prophecy of Enoch the
seventh from Adam, ¢ Behold the Lord [i. e. God, Yahweh]
came with His holy myriads’! (vv. 14, 15), and of the
language of which Jude contains a few reminiscences.
After denouncing the character of the heretics (v. 16) he
adds Christian tradition to Jewish—the prediction of ‘the
apostles of our Lord Jesus Christ; for they said unto you,
At the last time there shall be mockers, &c.’ (vv. 17, 18).
Over against their unchristian condition (». 19) he enjoins
faith, prayer, love of God, and the hope of eternal life
{vv. 20, 21), the saving ot doubters, and the pitying of those
who dispute? (v. 22).

Thus his eschatology is concerned wholly with punish-
ment at the hands of God when He comes. The Parousia
of Christ is not mentioned, but it is implied that He takes
part in the judgment: those who are true to their
Christianity ‘ look for the mercy of our Lord Jesus Christ
unto eternal life’.

Date and Authorship. The writer describes himself as
‘brother of James’, i. e. probably the Bishop of Jerusalem ;
he and St. Jude were of the number of the Lord’s brethren.
It is not easy to determine whether the writing is pseu-
donymous or genuinely the work of St. Jude. The deeply
Jewish colouring and the use of apocalyptic literature
point to the author’s having been, before his conversion,
a member of the pious Jewish class to whom the apoca-
lypses were dear. And to such the Lord’s family belonged.
But it is open to question whether St. Jude is likely to

! Westcott and Hort, who refer only to the Old Testament (Deut.
xxxiil, 2, Zech. xiv. 5), print i8¢ as though it were not part of the
quotation, but it occurs in Ewnoch,

2 The verse is corrupt.
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have lived, and to have been able to write with the nervous
force of this fervid appeal, at a date as late as is implied
by the development of heresy and of Christian thought
which the writing presents.

Bp. Chase! gives some not very striking parallels of
language and thought with St. Paul’s epistles, and says
further: ‘A Christian dialect has arisen. Certain words,
e. g. kATol, cernpia, wicris* have attained, largely through
the teaching and writings of St. Paul, a fixed and recognized
meaning among Greek-speaking Christians.” This use of
an accepted Pauline vocabulary would forbid a date before
¢. 65. But more significant is the affinity with z, 2 Témothy
and 7vtus. ‘The errorists whom both writers opposed
were of a similar type, and both speak of them in the same
severe tone of authoritative denunciation without argument,
and with the contemptuous ofroc (v2. 8, 10, 12, 16, 19; cf.
% Tim. iii. 8, where the reference to the apocryphal story
of Jannes and Jambres is in the same vein as our author’s
references to apocalyptic literature). Both use the epithets
ubvos, “only”, and cordp, “ Saviour”, of God (2. 25) to oppose
the prevailing dualism, and the claim of the mysteries to
lead to salvation. Both speak of “the faith” asa recognized
body of Christian belief (vv. 3, 20; cf. 1 Tim. i. 19; iil. 9;
iv.1,6; v. 8; vi. 10, 21; 2 Tim. 1i. 8; iv. 7. And both
understand the appearance of the heretics to be a sign of
the near approach of the End. The writer of the Pastorals,
speaking in St. Paul's name, expresses this as his own
prediction (1 Tim. iv. 1; 2 Tim. iil. 1; iv. 3); our author, who
makes no claim to apostleship, gives it as a prediction of the
apostles who had previously taught his readers (vz. 171)."?
Reasons have been given on pp. 184—7 for thinking

L 0Op. cit., p. Boz.

* But mioris is not used with the distinctive meaning which St. Paul
usually gives to it (see below).

3 N.T. Teaching, p. 202.
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that 1, 2 T¥mothy, Titus were built from a Pauline nucleus
by a later writer. They may have influenced our author,
or vice versa; but it is quite possible that the writers were
‘independent of each other, and that their similarities are
due to their having written at about the same time, in
similar surroundings, to meet similar dangers.

The only suggestion of date in the epistle itself is that
in wv. 3, 17 where the writer looks back at the apostolic age
as past.

In the light of these considerations the epistle can hardly
be dated earlier than a.D. 70-80, and-if the author was not
St. Jude, it may be placed at any time within the generation
of those who had heard the apostles (v. 17).

The date of St. Jude’s death is not known, but an
indication is perhaps afforded by the story of his
grandsons related by Hegesippus,! though some have
doubted its trustworthiness. Having been tried before
Domitian and released, ‘they were leaders of the Churches
and lived till the reign of Trajan’. Their trial, therefore,
appears to have taken place some time before the reign of
Trajan, probably not very late in that of Domitian (81-g6).
At that time they were making their living by working
a plot of land, and were therefore grown men. And they
were ‘those who survived of the Lord’s family’; that is,
their father and their relatives of his generation were
already dead, and their grandfather presumably at a con-
siderably earlier date. Nothing can be concluded with
certainty, but under ordinary circumstances the story
suggests that St. Jude had died long before the year 0.
With this would agree the ‘ Epiphanian’ view, accepted by
Lightfoot,? that the brethren and sisters of our Lord were
children of Joseph by a former wife.

! ap. Eus. H. E. iii. 20, * Galatians, p. 272.
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§ 5. 11 Peter

Nature and Contents, This is the latest writing in the
New Testament, but it is studied here both because its
main concern is eschatology, and because it is very closely
connected with Jude. The same two characteristics are
prominent—stern Jewish eschatology, and zealous Chris-
tian orthodoxy in opposition to heresy; and the denuncia-
tions of the heretics are enforced in an exactly similar
manner by examples of punishment in the past and apoca-
lyptic warnings of the future. Like Jude also the writing
is a tract or pamphlet, addressed to no particular Church or
locality, but to those whom the author, writing under the
name of Simon Peter, describes as ‘those who have
obtained a like precious faith with us’, as though he were
a Jew writing for Gentiles.

In fulminating against heretics, or *false teachers’ (ii. 1),
he writes a passage (ii. 1-17) which is closely parallel with
Jude vv. 4-12. Apart from similarities of language he
speaks, with the writer of Jude, of the fallen angels im-
prisoned in darkness and kept for judgment (v.4), of Sodom
and Gomorrah (2. 6), of defiance and evil-speaking of the
‘glories’, in contrast with ‘angels greater in strength and
power’ who ‘bring not against them a judgment of evil
accusation before the Lord’ (v. 10f), and of ‘the way of
Balaam’ (z. 15). Compare also v. 13 with Jude 12: oniXo:
—omiAdles, dmdrais [? dydmais]—dydmais, and ». 17 with
Jude 13 ols 6 ¢é¢pos Tob okbrovs Terhpyrar. The relation of
the two passages will be studied below.

On the other hand the rest of the epistle, except for
certain words and expressions, stands apart from Jude.
The writer’s main object was not warning against heretics,
but insistence on the coming of the End as a reason for
living a good Christian life. In Jude the heretics are
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libertines first and last, whose future punishment is sure ;
in 2 Pefer they are at the same time scoffers who deride
the idea of the coming ot the End; but that End, with its
cosmic convulsions, is also sure, and therefore Christians
must be zealous to be found spotless and blameless in peace.

The epistle falls into four parts:

A. 1. 1-11. Be zealous in the Christian life, ‘ for so shall
the entrance be richly supplied to you into the eternal
kingdom of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ’.

B. i. 12-21. For this teaching the readers have two
sources of authority. Firstly, the apostles: ‘we made
known unto you’ (v. 16), i.e. including St. Peter (with
whom the writer identifies himself) who was privileged
to receive the personal prediction of his death from our
Lord (2. 14), and to behold His glory in the Transfiguration
(v. 17f}. Secondly, ‘something even surer, the prophetic
word’ of inspired men of old (vv. 19-21).

C. ii. 1-22. With these inspired prophets must be con-
trasted the false prophets and teachers, who are denounced
in the manner of Jude.

D. iil. 1-18. The Christian prophets and apostles fore-
told that scoffers would come, denying the Parousia of
Christ (zv. 1~4). But the world will be destroyed by
fire, as they wilfully forget that it was once destroyed by
water (v9. 5-7); and though to men the End appears to
tarry, it will come, and the heavens and the elements and
the earth will be burnt up, giving place to new heavens and
a new earth in which righteousness dwelleth (vo. 8-13).
Wherefore they must strive earnestly to be found spotless,
remembering that St. Paul himself taught in his epistles
that the delay was due to the Lord’s long-suffering, that
men might have a chance of salvation (vv. 14, 15). Some
wrest his words to their own destruction, but the readers
must guard themselves from error, and grow in grace and
in the knowledge of Christ (vv. 17, 18).
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Authorship, It is as certain as any conclusion drawn
from internal evidence can be that the author was not
St. Peter. Bp. Chase?® concludes a careful study of the
style and language (to which the reader is referred for
details) with the following cautious words: ‘We have no
right to assume that an epistle of St. Peter would be written
in good Greek, or even that it would be free from offences
against literary propriety and good taste. But style is an
index of character. The epistle does produce the impres-
sion of being a somewhat artificial piece of rhetoric. It
shows throughout signs of self-conscious effort. The
author appears to be ambitious of writing in a style which
is beyond his literary power. We may hesitate to affirm
that the literary style of the epistle in itself absolutely dis-
proves the Petrine authorship. But it must be allowed that
it is hard to reconcile the literary character of the epistle
with the supposition that St. Peter wrote it.” The irresis-
tible impression produced by the style and language is felt
in its full force, as the Bishop points out, only when the
epistle is read in Greek, not in the English of the A. V., the
beauty of which tones down much of its ungainliness.

Whether St. Peter could have written in this style or
not, it is inconceivable that he wrote both our epistle and
1 Pefer. ‘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 concep-
tion, which marks it off from 1 Peter’ (Moffatt?. What-
ever part Silvanus may have played in the production of
that epistle, he could not have improved it cut of anything
of the style of 2 Peter. Further, the epistle contains no
allusion to the facts of the Gospel history, except two
incidents relating to St. Peter (i. 14 and 16-18) introduced
to support the adoption of his name, as is also the allusion

! Hastings’ D.B. iii. 80g. ? Introd. Lit. N.T., p. 364.
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to a First epistle in iii. 1. It is wholly improbable that the
apostle having in the First epistle laid stress on our Lord’s
Passion, Resurrection, and Ascension, on the Christian
Church as the true Israel, on Faith in the sense of hopeful
trust, on Prayer, and on Baptism, wrote another which
hinted at none of these things. Or that Knowledge should
play no part in the First, but be represented as one of the
principal aims of the Christian life in the Second (i. 2,3, 6;
il. 20; iil. 18). And many other differences might be noted.
It is impossible to avoid the conclusion that the two
writings are expressions of two different minds.

Date. To these arguments must be added the decisive
indications that the epistle was written at a date in the
second century, eighty years or more after St. Peter’s death.
It is uncertain whether Clement Alex., in his Hypofyposes,
commented on it.! In no extant work does Clement cite
it or name the author, though there are some possible
echoes of its language and thought. If he knew it and
commented on it, it must have been written by c¢. 175-8o.
There are a few doubtful echoes also in the Epistle of the
Churches of Vienne and Lyons (177), and in Justin Martyr’s
Dialogue (c. 155).2 1f the last shows a knowledge of it, its
date cannot be later than 150. But there is no evidence at
all that it was known earlier than that. The same ferminus
ad quem is probably provided by its close connexion with
the Apocalypse of Peter, the parallels with which may be
seen in Bp. Chase’s article. It has even been suggested
by Sanday ® and others that both writings were the work of
the same author. At any rate it is probable that, if there
is dependence of one writer upon the other, the apocalyptic
work was dependent on the epistle, and not vice versa.*

! The conflicting evidence is given in Bp. Chase's article, 0p. o,
p- 8oz f.

* See Moffatt, op. cit., p. 372.
- % Inuspiration, p. 347.

4 See Spitta, Zeitschr. neutest, Wiss., 1911, p. 237.
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But they may have been composed by two different writers
of the same school of thought, at about the same time.

The latest certain ferminus a quo is the date of Jude.
Some have thought that the author was dependent upon
the Antiquities of Josephus (a.p. 93); but this can hardly
be considered proved, although ‘a number of the coinci-
dences of language and style occur not only in the compass
of two short paragraphs of Josephus, butin a sequence and
connexion which is not dissimilar’ (Moffatt). But the con-
nexion with Jude, as we have seen, is unmistakable.
Attempts have been made, in the interest of the Petrine
authorship, to prove that 2 Pefer is the earlier; but the
evidence to the contrary is too strong: (1) Passages in
Jude which are simple and straightforward are elaborated
in 2 Pefer. (2) If the writer of Jude was the borrower, why
did he make such full use of a single passage of 2 Peter,
ignoring the Christian appeal in the rest of the epistle?
That a single passage in 2 Pefer bearing on the heretics
should have been based on practically the whole of Jude is
quite natural. (3) The sentence in Jude about Michael
disputing with the devil (v. g) appears in 2 Pet. ii. 11 in
a vague form which requires the other passage to explain
it. In Jude v. 13 the blackness of darkness is reserved for
the wandering stars, a natural and suitable conception; in
2 Pet. ii. 17 the picture is much less suitable, the blackness
of darkness being reserved for the heretics who are likened
to wells and mists. And if Jude v. 10 is compared with
2 Pet. ii. 12 it will be seen that Bp. Chase? is justified
in saying: ‘All the expressions in Jude (except doa . . .
émioravrar) have something corresponding to them in
2 Peter, and it is almost impossible to conceive that the ill-
compacted and artificial sentence of the latter should have
been the original of the terse, orderly, and natural sentence
of the former.

! 0p. cit. ii, p. 803.
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Some have tried to explain z Pefer as an original work
by the apostle with later interpolations ;' but none are in
the least convineing.

There are other signs of a later date: (@) The reference
in iii. 16 to ‘all the epistles of St. Paul’, in such a way as
to place them on a par with ‘the other Scriptures’ (ras
Aouras ypagds), implies that the Pauline epistles were
known in a collection, and that they were canonical.
(6) * Your holy prophets and apostles’ (iii. 2) describes the
sacred two-fold collection of the Old and the New Testa-
ments. (¢) The Christians of the first generation are
called ‘the fathers’ (iii. 4), implying, with the whole con-
text, that they have long passed away.

Y 6. The Apocalypse

Purpose. St. Peter exhorts Christians in northern Asia
Minor to be joyful through hope and patient in tribulation
because trial leads to glory. The writer of the Apocalypse
exhorts Christians in western Asia Minor with the same
message, but spends a wealth of imagination on descrip-
tions of what the glory will be, and of the divine means to
bring it about. All Jewish apocalyptic had the same
object, to offer encouragement under trials which were so
great that this life, the present order of things, could pro-
vide no adequate compensation. This bent of mind, which
belonged exclusively to the Jewish race, is found with
some frequency in the New Testament; but the writing
now to be studied is the only Christian work admitted into
the Canon which professes explicitly to be an apocalypse :
‘ The apocalypse of Jesus Christ which God gave Him to
show to His servants the things which must come to pass
shortly, and signified it by sending through His angel to
His servant John’ (i. 1).

! See Moffatt, Introd. Lit, N.T., p. 369f.
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In form the writing is an epistle to ‘the seven Churches
which are in Asia’. After an opening proemium it begins
with an epistolary salutation (i. 4, 5). [t addresses each of
the Churches by name, with suitable commendations and
The encouragement that the writer offers is on a plane
different from that of any Jewish apocalypse. It is not
only that the Messiah will come, but that the Messiah Aas
come ; that He has conquered death and redeemed men by
His own death : that He is now reigning, however loudly
the blatant power of scarlet Rome may appear to contra-
dict it; and that therefore His servants are potentially
kings. With a series of supernatural and destructive
judgments Rome will be annihilated, Christ will come
back to reign with the martyrs in a new and heavenly
Jerusalem on earth for a thousand years, after which there
will be a final conquest by Christ of all enemies, a final
judgment by God, a final destruction of all evil men and
evil powers, and the establishment of the kingdom of God
and Christ in which the saints shall reign for ever.

Methods of Interpretation. The book has at ail times
proved an enigma, and many writers finding themselves
unable to arrive at any satisfactory interpretation, have con-
tented themselves with studying its language philologically.
This must, of course, form part of its study, but by itself it
is barren of results. Those who have tried to interpret it
have followed in the main three methods:

1. Allegorical. This was the method adopted first by
Alexandrian scholars. The spirit of Philo still lived in
Clement and Origen, who went far to obscure the true
meaning of the whole of Scripture by allegorizing every.
thing that they could not understand, and a great deal that
they could. The mature Christian was thought to have
advanced beyond the literal interpretation to the spiritual,
and the results differed ad nfindtum with the imaginative
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vagaries of each writer. As regards everything chiliastic
in particular the method was adopted even by such Latin
scholars as Tyconius, Jerome, and Augustine; and this
threw back the true understanding of the book until the
saner methods of earlier fathers were revived at the Refor-
matton,

2. Liferary. Along this path the modern study of the
Bible has made some of its greatest strides. But the
method, especially if pursued by itself, is always open to
the danger of hypercriticism, and to mistaken conclusions
drawn from a priori assumptions of what a writer must
have written, or could not have written. In the case of
the Apocalypse it has taken three directions: (@) It is
supposed that the original work was altered—and spoilt—
by interpolations, rearrangements, and ‘corrections’, at
the hands of a succession of editors or redactors. Prob-
ably no book in the Bible has entirely escaped such mani-
pulation, certainly not the Apocalypse; but the method has
been carried to extremes in the unsuccessful attempt to use
it to explain all the difficulties of the book. (4) Attempts
are made to find a variety of independent sources, Jewish
and Jewish-Christian, strung together. Some of these
are given by Swete,! others by Moffatt.? And the use of
sources cannot be altogether denied. The book was
written in the last years of the reign of Domitian, but it
contains material which presupposes events under Nero
and Vespasian. (¢) The sympathetic student, however, is
not satisfied with literary dissection. He realizes that it is
not a case of the mere stringing of passages together, The
writer has employed his sources with skill and deliberation
to produce a unity which shall serve his purpose; so that
the meaning of events and symbols in the sources is some-
times quite different from the meaning with which he uses

1 The Apocalypse of St. John, p. xlvi.
8 Introd. Lit. N.T., p. 489 1.
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them. Swete rightly says, ‘ The book has clearly passed
through the hands of an individual who has left his mark
on every part of it ; if he has used old materials freely they
have been worked up into a form which is permeated by
his own personality’. But the recognition that he did use
old materials is essential to the understanding of the book.
And Gunkel! is probably right in maintaining that his in-
corporation of sources was not merely a literary use of
them ; he was attempting reverently to determine the true
and ultimate meaning of the expectations in traditional
apocalyptic. Sometimes, indeed, it is possible that there
are ‘details which have no meaning at all for him, but
which he retains as parts of the picture’ (F. C. Porter?.
He was trying to do for the material before him what
numberless students have since tried to do for his writing.
Gunkel goes very far in tracing the apocalyptic tradition to
Babylonian mythology ; but though many of his results—
due to a ‘ pan-Babylonian ’ tendency in vogue at the time
that he wrote—have not been accepted, his ‘tradition-
historical’ theory accounts for many of the phenomena of
the book. )

3. Literal. But though these theories of literary com-
pilation contain elements of truth, they fall far short of
explaining the book. It is of the utmost importance to
realize that, while the writer made use of imagery and
metaphor, and worked upon earlier apocalyptic material,
he was endeavouring himself to express something quite
concrete and literal. Modern psychological studies are
rendering it increasingly probable that some of his material
was shaped by visions or trances which he experienced in
ecstasy ; and the basis of those experiences were the actual
happenings of his day. On the one hand he makes use of
facts as they were during the period c. 64-94 . D., the con-

Y Schopfung und Chaos. ;
? [Professor at Yale University}. Hastings' D.B.iv. 244.
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dition of Christians, as it appeared to him, under persecut-
ing Rome with its power, luxury, and sins. On the other
he had before his mind a more or less definite outline of
the course of events immediately to come—the punishment
of Rome, and the salvation of God’s people ; he expected
literal plagues and destructions, and a literal millenium,
That his ideas were largely alien to those of the modern
mind constitutes our chief difficulty in understanding him.
But historically and eschatologically he meant what he
said. The strange notion is still, unfortunately, alive, and
dies very hard, that he was predicting, not single events,
but events which would take place successively in the
world’s history century after century in the future, so that
each prediction would have countless different fulfilments.
‘ No one who realizes that the prophecy is an answer to the
crying needs of the seven Churches will dream of treating
it as a detailed forecast of the course of medieval and
modern history in Western Europe ’ (Swete). The super-
natural events that would arise out of the contemporary
conditions would occur ‘shortly’ (i. r; xxii. 6; cf. ii. 16;
iil. 11 ; xxii. 7, 10, 12, 20), and he meant ‘ shortly’.

That does not mean that the book is not of permanent
spiritual value. It emphasizes the great truths that sin in-
evitably brings its awful results, that Christ the King of
glory is reigning now, that He has wrought salvation for
His people, and that the kingdoms of the world will one
day become the kingdoms of God and of His Anointed.

Plan. After centuries of study there is still no approach
to a general consent as to the plan of the book. The most
useful analyses for English readers are those of Swete,!
Moffatt,? and Charles.® Swefe divides the book into two
parts, chs. i.-xi, and xii-xxil. 5. These form distinct pro-

b Apocalypse, pp. xxxiii-xxxix.
® Introd. Lit. N.T., pp. 485-8.
* Revelation, vol3i,fpp. xxv ff.
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hecies. ¢ The theme of the second prophecy is the same
on the whole as that of the first, but the subject is pursued
into new regions of thought, and the leading characters and
symbolical figures are almost wholly new. The Churches
of Asia vanish, and their place is taken by the Church con-
sidered as a unity, which is represented by the Woman
who is the Mother of the Saints.” He sums up the scheme
of the book in its briefest form as follows : Prologue (i. 1-8).
Parti. Vision of Christ in the midst of the Churches (i. g-
iii. 22). Vision of Christ in Heaven (iv. 1-v. 14). Prepara-
tions for the End (vi. 1—xi. 1g). Part ii. Vision of the
Mother of Christ and her enemies (xii. 1-xiii. 18). Prepara-
tions for the End (xiv. 1-xx. 15). Vision of the Bride of
Christ, arrayed for her husband (xxi. 1-xxii. 5). Epilogue
(xxil. 621). Moffatt brings into prominence the arrange-
ments of seven: seven churches (ii. 1-iii. 22), plagues of
seven seals (vi. 1-17; viil. 1), of seven trumpets (viii. 6-ix.
21 ; X1 15-19), of seven bowls (xvi). These are followed by
two sets of visions: (@) of doom on Rome the realm of the
beast (xvii. 1-18), on the beast and his allies (xix. 11-21), 0n
the dragon or Satan and his adherents (xx. 1-10); (8) of the
great white throne (xx. 11-15), the new heaven and earth
(xxi. 1-8), the new Jerusalem (xxt. g-xxii. 5). The seals,
trumpets, and bowls are introduced by visions of heaven
(iv. 1-v. 14 ; vill. 2-5, and xv. 1-8). The seventh trumpet
introduces three-fold war: in heaven with the dragon or
Satan (xii. 1-17), on earth with the beast from the sea, the
dragon’s vice-regent (xiil. 1-10), and with the beast from the
land, the ally of the former beast (xiii. 11-18). And there
are three ‘intermezzos’: (a) after the sixth seal: the seal-
ing of the redeemed on earth (vii. 1-8), and the bliss of the
redeemed in heaven (vil. 9-17); () after the sixth trumpet :
episode of angels and a booklet (x. 1-11), and the apocalypse
of the two witnesses (xi. 1-13); (¢) bliss of the redeemed in
heaven (xiv. 1-5), episode of angels and doom on earth

R 2
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(xiv. 6-20). Moffatt does not discuss the movement of the
drama, but he holds that its action is not continuous; e.g.
the white horse (vi. 2), the demonic cavalry (ix. 13-21), and
the drying up of the Euphrates (xvi. 12-14} all refer to the
Parthian invasion. The plagues and woes are described
in recurring cycles each more terrible and ornate than the
last. But while he sees a ‘general unity of conceptions
and aims’, he recognizes that many of the strange features
of the book require the theory that it is composite, and
‘ show that source-criticism of some kind is necessary in
order to account for the literary and psychological data’,
while at the same time the general unity arises from the
fact that the writer has incorporated sources and written
them up himself; they were not strung together by an
editor. Charles recognizes the general unity, together
with the incorporation of sources. But he differs from the
above writers and from most English commentators in
rejecting any theory of ‘recapitulation’, maintaining that
the action of the book is continuous. Not, however, of the
book as it stands, since it has been seriously interfered
with by disarrangement, alterations, and interpolations at
the hand of a redactor, whom he charges with incom-
petence and dishonesty. When the necessary corrections
are made his result is as follows : Prologue (i. 1-3). I. John
writes to the Seven Churches to tell them that he has seen
Christ and been bidden by Him to send them the visions
written in this book (i. 4~20). 1I. Problem of the book set
forth in the Letters to the Seven Churches, which reflect
the seeming failure of the cause of both God and Christ on
earth (ii, iii). III. Vision of God, to whom the world owes
its origin, and of Christ, to whom it owes its redemption
(iv, v). IV. Judgments. First Series—the first six seals
(vi). Second Series (vii-xiii). Sealing of God’s servants
as a security against the Three Woes (vii. 1-8). [Proleptic
vision of a vast multitude of the faithful in heaven, i. e. of
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those who had just been sealed and had died as martyrs—
a vision subsequent in point of time to the visions in xiii]
The Seventh Seal, and silence in heaven during which the
prayers of God’s servants on earth for security against the
Three Woes are presented in heaven (viil. 1, 3-5, 2, 6, 13).
First and Second Woe (ix. 1-21; xi. 144a). [Proleptic
digression on the Antichrist in Jerusalem—a vision con-
temporaneous in point of time with xiii (x-xi. 13).] Herald-
ing of the Third Woe, and two songs of triumph (xi. 14 b~
19). Third Woe: the climax of Satan’s power; all the
faithful are martyred (xii, xiii}. [Proleptic vision (a) of the
Church triumphant ox eart#h in the Millenial Kingdom and
the conversion of the heathen—a vision contemporaneous
with xx. 4-6 (xiv. 1-7); (&) of the judgment of Rome and of
the heathen nations—a vision contemporaneous with and
summarizing xviii ; Xix. 1I-2I; XX. 7-10 (Xiv. 8-11, 14, 18-20}.]
Vision of the martyred host (xv. 2-4). Third Series (xv.
5-XX. 3). (@) Seven Bowls (xv. 5-xvi. 21). (b) Successive
judgments affecting the several powers of evil: (a)
Destruction of Rome (xvii, xviil); Thanksgivings of the
angels and martyrs (xix. 1-4; xvi. 5b-7; xix. 5-8). (B8) De-
struction of the Parthian hosts (lost). (y) Destruction of the
hostile nations, the beast and false prophet (xix. 11-21), and
Satan chained (xx. 1-3). V. Millenial Kingdom: Jeru-
salem come down from heaven to be its capital ; reign of
the martyred saints for a thousand years (xxi. g-xxii. 2,
14-15, 17; xx. 4-6). Final attack of the evil powers;
destruction of them and Satan (xx. 7-10). VI. Heaven
and earth having vanished, the dead are judged before
the great white throne (xx. 11-15). VII. The Ever-
lasting Kingdom (xxi. 52, 4d, 5b, 14 c; xxil. 3-5).
Epilogue (xxi. 5¢, 6b-8; xxii. 6-7, 183, 16, 13, 12, 10, 8, g,
20-1).

There is much that is illuminating in this. But it is
doubtful if the recapitulation theory has really been dis-
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posed of. Proleptic visions contemporaneous with later
material are not unlike recapitulation in an inverted form.
And it is difficult to avoid the conclusion that the Last Day
is described in vi. 12-17. The earthquake, the turning of
the moon into blood, the falling of the stars, the removal of
the sky ‘as a rolled-up book’, and of every mountain and
island from their places, the panic of the mighty and of
slaves ‘ because the great day of their wrath is come’, are
all signs of the End, and a long series of subsequent woes
is impossible, and Charles’ explanations hardly remove the
difficulty. The theory also requires that all the first four
Trumpets (ch. viii.) be assigned to the troublesome redactor.
The most successful part of it is the rearrangement of the
material in xx. 4-xxil. Some rearrangement is clearly
needed, and Charles makes it probable that the New Jeru-
salem which comes down from heaven is not that in which
the saints live for ever, but the scene of the Messiah’s
temporary, millenial reign on earth with the martyrs only,
during which Satan is bound, and spiritual work is carried
on for the conversion of the heathen.

A theory of a different kind was proposed by Oman,!
1.e. that the present arrangement of the book was due to
the accidental transposition of sheets. He supposes
‘a codex of seven quires of double sheets, with the last
page left blank as a cover and protection of the writing,
so that the last quire consists of three and the others of
four sections. In such a codex one sheet was laid above
another, then both were folded, then all the quires were
sewn together through the fold.” But an editor found the
sheets in confusion, and in transcribing them made many
additions, enough to fill between three and four sheets,
his work being frequently vitiated by his misunder-
standing of the writer’s meaning. The editorial additions

! [Principal of Westminster College, Cambridge.] The Book of
Revelation, 1923.
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being omitted, the rearrangement of the book is as
follows:

Previous Order, New Order.
Sections 14 14 i g-il. 22.
11-15 5-9 X. I-Xiv. 5, transposing xxii.
6-8a to follow x. 10, and
omitting xi. 14-19.
18 I0 Xv. 5-Xvi. 16, omitting xvi. 15.
23 I  xix. II-2I, transposing xiv.
19 b, 20 to follow xix. 16.
7 12 vi. 2-17.
19-22 13-16 xvi. 17-xix. 9a.
26, 27 17,18 xxi. g-xxii. 17, omitting xxii.
6-9.
24 19 xvi. 15; xix. 9 b, 10; XX, 1-10,
5, 6 20, 21 iv. 1-vi. I.
8-10 22-24 vii. I-ix. 21.
16 25 xi. I4-19; xiv. 6-11,
17 26 xiv. 12-%Vv. 4, omitting xiv.
19 b, 20,
25 27 XX. 1r-xxi. 8,

This order Dr. Oman arrived at by putting the sections
of the Greek text on separate sheets, and arranging them
simply in what appeared to be their natural sequence. But
the remarkable result was reached that, when the editorial
glosses were omitted, nearly every section ! occupied,
within a word or two, one sheet or more of thirty-three
lines in Gebhardt’s text.

The reader’s first feeling is that the result is too good
to be true. That, however, would be an unjust criticism
if the result were substantiated. But there appear to
the present writer to be three objections to the theory:
(1) Dr. Oman’s sketch of the course of thought of his

* 19 is one line, and 25 more than a line and a half, too long, 20 and
26 being short by the same amounts.
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rearranged text is a more consistent and coherent whole
than it actually yields. (2) Too much manipulation seems
to be required. In some cases the editorial glosses appear
to be due to the theory, and are not always self-evident.
(3) It is psychologically improbable that a seer, writing in
the heat of his spirit, fitted his sections so exactly (with two
exceptions) to his sheets. And if he had really done so,
would he have allowed himself the two exceptions ??

Date. (a) External evidence. The incorporation in the
book of sources belonging to different dates is probably
one reason for the variations in the patristic tradition.
(i) Trajan. This date is given by two late writers. See
Swete, Apocalypse, p. xcvi., who suggests that this may have
been due to the statement of Irenaeus (1. xxii. 5) that
John ‘remained with them till the time of Trajan’. Other
traditions favour a date before Domitian. (ii} Nero. Jerome
(adv. Jouvin. 1. 26) understands some words of Tertullian to
mean that the exile in Patmos was in Nero’s reign. The
same is stated in the title prefixed to both the Syriac
versions of the Apocalypse. And Theophylact (Praef. in
Joan.) rather confusedly says that John wrote the Gospel
in the island of Patmos thirty-two years after Christ’s
Ascension, i.e. c. 64. (i) Claudius. This is the date twice
given by Epiphanius (Haer. li. 12, 33). (iv) But the best
evidence points to the reign of Domitian. Iren. (v.xxx. 3,
Eus. A. E.1ii. 18; iv. 8): ‘almost in our own generation,
towards the end of Domitian’s reign.” Victorinus (in
Apoc. x, 11; xvil, 10). Eus. (iit. 18) relates it as a tradition
{kaTéxer Aéyos) that John escaped from Patmos after the
death of Domitian. Similarly Jer.{De vir. ill.g). See also
Clem. Al. Quis dives, 42. Domitian died in Sept. g6.

(6) Internal evidence. Some of the writer’s sources seem
to belong to the reign of Nero, or at least to a date before

! And see a criticism by A. E. Brooke [Provost of King’s College,
Cambridge), Journ. of Theol. Studies, April, 1924, pp. 303-9.
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the fall of Jerusalem. In xi. 1, 8 it is assumed that the
temple and city are still standing, though the writer
probably gave his own spiritual interpretation to the
words. xil. 14-16 seems to refer to the escape of Christians
from the city, and their safety during the ‘time, times, and
half a time’ of Antichrist’s rule. (This, however, might
belong to Vespasian’s reign.) In the reign of Domitian,
which our author regards as the time of Antichrist, all
escape would be impossible. The thought of the approach-
ing fall of Jerusalem as being the imminent coming of the
End, pictured by the author, led Lightfoot, Westcott, and
Hort to date the book before 70.

Vespasian is probably referred to in xvii. 10: the sixth
emperor who ‘is’ seems to be Vespasian, reckoning from
Augustus, and excluding Galba, Otho, and Vitellius who
were little more than insurrectionary leaders. And some
have thought that xviii. 4 “Go forth, My people out of
her. .. that ye receive not of her plagues’ is an isolated
fragment from the time of Nero or Vespasian, because
it is held that after ch. xiii the plagues are poured upon
a wholly pagan world, all Christians having been martyred.

But the book in its complete form must be dated in the
reign of Domitian. The spiritual deterioration of Ephesus
(ii. 4-6), Sardis (iii. 1-3), and Laodicea (iii. 15-19), and the
development of the Nicolaitan party (ii. 6), suggest a date
some time after St. Paul’s death. The Church of Smyrna,
which did not exist in St. Paul’s day (Polyc. Phs/. xi), had
apparently been developing for some years. The emperor-
worship described in the terrible picture of the two beasts
(ch. xiii), with the persecution inflicted on those who
refused, were features of Domitian’s reign, of which there
is no evidence at an earlier date. Above all there are clear
references to the expectation that Nero would reappear.
This took two forms: at first the belief was current that
he was not dead, but had fled to Parthia whence he would
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appear with the Parthian forces; and between 69 and 88
three pretenders appeared in the East. This beliefappears
in the Sibyll. Or. v. 143-8 (71—4 A.p.), and the Parthian
invasion is probably spoken of in Rev. vi. 2; ix. 13-21; xVi.
12-14, also, according to Charles, in the Jewish source
lying behind xvil. 12-17. Then the myth of Nero redivivas
became fused with the myth of Antichrist. He was
expected to appear not as a man but as the beast from the
abyss. This idea was impossible till after the last pretender
appeared in 88, and therefore the passages which reflect it
in chs. xiii, xvii must belong to the latter half of Domitian’s
reign. Charles is probably right in holding that Domitian
is not identified with him; the part was to be played by
a supernatural monster.

Authorship. The tradition of the apostolic authorship is
met with from the middle of the second century. Justin
speaks of the author as ‘one of the apostles of Christ’
{(Dial. 81; cf. Eus. H. E. iv. 18). Tert. (¢. Marc. iil. 14)
‘The apostle John in the Apocalypse describes a sword
proceeding from the mouth of God’. Hippol. (Lagarde,
p- 17) ‘ Tell me, O blessed John, apostle and disciple of the -
Lord, what didst thou see and hear concerning Babylon ?’
Orig. (i Joan. tom. i. 14) ‘John the son of Zebedee
says in the Apocalypse’. Victorinus (De fabric. mundi')
‘The angels . .. who are called elders in the Apocalypse
of John the apostle and evangelist’. To these must be
added Irenaeus, who three times assigns the book to
‘ John the disciple of the Lord’ (1v. xx. 11, XXX. 4; V. XXVL. I).
This does not call him an apostle, but throughout his pages
he appears to know (apart from John the Baptist) of no other
John than the son of Zebedee. He uses the same expres-
sion of the author of the Fourth Gospel (e. g. v. xviil. 2).

Further, i. g implies that the author belonged to Asia, to
the Churches of which he was writing ; and tradition tells

! Routh, Religuiae Sacrae®, iii, p. 461.
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of a John of Asia who was banished to Patmos and
returned to Ephesus. Eus. (. E. iii. 20) gives it as
a traditional statement of ‘the ancient men amongst us’
that in Nerva’s reign (i. e. ¢. g6) ‘the apostle John after his
flight to the island took up hisresidence at Ephesus’, which
is probably based, as Lawlor® shows, on the Memoirs of
Hegesippus (c. 150-80). It is supported by Clem. Al
(Quis dives 42), and Acta loh. Orig. (¢n Matt. xvi. 6) says
that the Roman emperor, ‘as tradition teaches’, condemned
him to the island of Patmos; Tert. (Praescr. 36) that he
was banished to the island after being plunged, at Rome,
into boiling oil.  And Victorinus (in Apoc. x. 11) says that
‘when John saw the visions he was in the island of Patmos,
having been condemned #n metallum by Domitian Caesar’.

But there were many Johns in the early Church; and
against the uncritical assumption (for it is probably no
more) that an inspired writer named John must have been
the apostle there are serious objections. As early as
Dionysius Alex. (¢. 240) criticisms were heard. He could
not assign the book to the apostle john who wrote the
Fourth Gospel and ‘ the Catholic Epistle’ (i. e. 7 Joh#n) for
three reasons: (1) The writer’s use of his own name,
which the evangelist avoids; (2) the difference of ideas
and thoughts, and the absence of some which are markedly
characteristic of the Gospel ; (3) the linguistic eccentricities,
barbarisms, solecisms, provincialisms, which are completely
lacking in the smooth and flowing Greek of the Gospel
and Epistle (Eus. H. E. vii. 25). The last point is
abundantly illustrated in Charles’ study of the grammar.?
Even if the book was written at the earliest date claimed
for it, it is psychologically impossible for the same author
afterwards to have written the Gospel. And this difficulty
is greatly increased if it was written in the reign of

v Eusebiana, pp. 511,
? Revelation, vol. i, pp. exvii-cxliv,
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Domitian, very shortly before the Gospel. Burney!®
suggests that while the Fourth Gospel was written in
Aramaic, and translated by some one well acquainted with
Greek, the Apocalypse, which also reflects an Aramaic
mind, was written by the same author in such Greek as
he could compass, after he had gone to live in Asia. To
identify the author of the Apocalypse with that of the
Gospel is not, indeed, the same as to assign it to the son
of Zebedee. Apart from any other considerations, the
latter is rendered practically impossible by the words of
Rev. xxi. 14. Could the apostle John have written of the
twelve foundations of the walls of the city, upon which
were written ‘the names of the twelve apostles of the
Lamb’? But the book cannot, in fact, have been written
by any immediate associate of Jesus. There is not a sign
that the author had been His companion, or that he had
a first-hand knowledge of His words. He does not repro-
duce a trace of His teaching on the Fatherhood of God, or
His spiritual Kingdom. The whole idea of his ordered
eschatological scheme is alien to the thought of Mk. xiii.
32: ‘Of that day and hour knoweth no man’ (cf. Acts i. 7).
In xi. 1 the temple, as distinct from the court (2. 2), is
measured for protection against destruction, in contrast
with Mk. xiit. 1, 2. In iii. 21 Christ says, ‘I will grant him
to sit with Me on My throne’, a prerogative which Jesus
Himself disclaimed (Mk. x. 40). The improbability that the
author was the son of Zebedee is extreme, apart from the
tradition ‘that the latter suffered martyrdom at a date long
before the reign of Domitian (see pp. 272-5). Dionysius,
dissenting from the idea that the author was John Mark,
makes a vague suggestion that it was ‘another of those
who were at Ephesus, since people say that there are two
tombs at Ephesus, and each is called John’s’. And we
must content ourselves with being similarly vague. The
Y The Arvamaic Origin of the Fourth Gospel, p. 149.
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writer was a prophet, as he claims himself (i. 3; xxii. g},
and evidently a Palestinian who had lived in Asia, to which
he could write with the spiritual authority which prophets
could always exercise in the first century.
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VIII. THE JOHANNINE GOSPEL AND
EPISTLES

S 1. The Fourth Gospel

HIS Gospel has long been one of the chief battle-

grounds of New Testament criticism. To estimate
the true inwardness of the Johannine problem it is essential
to obtain a grasp of the contents of the Gospel as a whole.
Many analyses have been made, but none of them has
succeeded in exhausting ‘ the brooding fulness of thought
and the inner unity of religious purpose which fill the
book’ (Moffatt). It is clear that the writer’s purpose was
religious rather than biographical ; and it is from that point
that we can go on to study the relation of the Gospel to
the Synoptic three, its authorship, and the historical trust-
worthiness of its narrative.

Apart from ch. xxi, which has been added as an appendix
(see p. 264 f.), the book divides into two sections of unequal
length, i-xii, and xiii-xx, which teach respectively that
Christ brought Life into the world, and that the Life
became fully available only through His self-sacrifice and
death.

A. i—xii. Christ brought Life into the world.

(z) i. 1-14. The fact is involved in the eternal Nature of the

Logos, and in His Incarnation.
15-51. Witnesses to Him.

(2) ii. 1-iv. 42. The religion of the new Life is spiritual,

superseding all others.
{@) ii. 1-22. Christ illustrated this by ‘signs’: ovo. 1-11,

Water turned to Wine : i, e. the New is better than the
Old ; vv. 12-22, Cleansing of the temple : i. e. the New
purges out the Old; wvv. 23-5, the signs produced
apparent belief.
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(6) iii. 1-iv. 42. The same is taught in three discourses :
iti, 1-21, Christ teaches Nicodemus that Christianity is
the religion of sprritual regeneration ; vo. 22-36, the
Baptist declares that Christ is superior to himself, for
He is from above, and giveth the Speri¢ without measure ;
iv. 1—42, Christ teaches the Samaritan woman that
Christianity is a spiritual and therefore universal
religion.

(3) iv. 43-vi. 59. The new Life is health and peace.

(a) iv. 43-v. 18. Christ illustrated this by ‘signs’: iv. 46~
54, The healing of the nobleman’s son; v. 1-18, The
healing of the man at the pool of Bethesda. (In the
latter case the peace which he wins is not only health
but freedom from the law of the Sabbath.)

{6) v. 19-47. The same is taught in a discourse: v. 19-30,
The Son can give the new Life because of His oneness
with the Father in power and function ; v. 3147, Wit-
ness was borne to Him by John (in whom they de-
lighted), Scripture (in which they thought to have
eternal life), Moses (in whom they hoped), and, greater
still, by the works which His Father had given Him to
do, and by the Father Himself.

{¢) vi. 1-21. Two more signs : vi. 1-15, The feeding of the
five thousand: 1. e. the preservation of life; vi, 16-21,
The immediate arrival of the boat when He came
to them on the water : i. e. the preservation of peace.

(d} vi. 22-59. Discourse on the Bread of Life,

(4) vi. 6o-viii. 59. The offer of the new Life sifts believers
from unbelievers.

(@) vi. 60~vii. 13. The Spirit that giveth Life, i.e. Christ’s
teaching (63), sifted those disciples who deserted Him
from the others (66), and Judas Iscariot from the rest of
the twelve (67-71); the Jews sought to kill him (vii. 1) ;
His brethren did not believe in Him (2-10); and the
multitude were divided (11-13).

(b) vii. 14-52 ;1 viii. r2-59. Two discourses on His Nature,
in conflict with His opponents.

! viii, 1-11. The story of the woman taken in adultery is a later
addition to the Gospel.
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(5) ix, x. The new Life gives the Light of truth in contrast
with the darkness of error.
(@) ix. 1~7. Christ illustrated this by a ‘sign’: the healing
of the man born blind.
(6) ix. 8-34. The discourse takes the form of the man’s
dialogue with the Jews, followed by
ix. 35-41. The Lord’s comment to the effect that He
does not give light to those who think that they see.
(¢} %.1-18. Discourse on the Good Shepherd, leading to
x. 19-42. Renewed division and opposition.
(6) xi, xii. The new Life is reached through Death.
{a) xi. 1-44. Christ illustrated this by a *sign’: the rais-
ing of Lazarus.
by xi. 45-57. The Sanhedrin plot to kill Him, i. e. they un-
wittingly acted so as to bring abeut life through death;
and (50) Caiaphas unwittingly pronounced the truth.
() xii, 1-11. The anointing at Bethany was an unwitting
consecration to death,
(d) xii. 12-19. The triumphal Entry was the crowd’s un-
witting pronouncement of the truth.
() xii. 20-36a. The same is taught in a discourse.
(xii, 36 b-43. Epilogue.
xii. 44-50. Summary of Christ’s teaching.)
B. xili-xx. The Self-sacrifice and Death which issued in Life.
(1) xiii. 1-30. In figure and prediction.
(2) xiii. 31—xvii, 26. In discourse.
(3) xviii-xx. In act.

No account is here taken of the transpositions which have
been suggested (see pp. 262 ff). If they are accepted the
analysis will be slightly modified, but the writer’s meaning
and method as a whole are not affected. Action, ‘sign’,
and discourse are carefully planned in such a way as to
make the whole story of Christ’s life and death a working
out of a grand thesis.!

Relation to the Synoptists. The Fourth Evangelist is
so largely independent that some have doubted whether

! See H. Windisch, Der Johanneische Erzihlungsstil, Eucharisterion
if, 175-213.

2594.6 ' S
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he even knew the other Gospels ; e.g. Windisch,! because
(1) the evangelist says so little in actual words to show that
he was consciously correcting them; (2) the agreements
are too few ; (3) to make divergences so wide from writings
recognized by the Church would betoobold. But it would
be surprising that none of the Synoptic Gospels should
have been known to a writer in Ephesus, at a date at least
twenty years after the publication of the earliest of them ;
and of course the earlier they are dated the more surpris-
ing it becomes. In language, and in some ideas and nar-
ratives, there is more affinity with Mark and Luke than
with Mait?

A few of the more important divergences from them
may benoted. In Mk.i. 1of. the vision of the Dove, with the
Voice at the Baptism, is experienced only by Jesus (efdev);
in Matt, and Luke it is not clear whether others saw it;
but in Jn. i. 32f. it was specially vouchsafed to the Baptist,
and a prediction is recorded that he should see it. In Lk.
ili. 23 Jesus was ‘about thirty years’ of age; but in Jn.
viii. 57 ‘Thou art not yet fifty years old’ seems to imply
that He was a good deal more than thirty. The Synoptists
place the cleansing of the Temple at the end, JoAn at the
beginning. In Matt. and Mark Jesus is not recorded to
have visited Judaea between His departure to Galilee after
the temptations and the triumphal entry into Jerusalem;
Luke, however, has indications, and (according to the best
reading in iv. 44) one explicit statement, that He was
in Judaea during part of His ministry (see the writer’s
note on Matt. v. 1); ih Jokn He went four times to Jeru-

' Zeifschr. N.T. Wiss., 1911, p. 174f. But he now holds ( Jokannes
u. d. Synopliker, 1926) that he intended, by his ‘absolute Gospel’, to
displace the others.

* See Moffatt, Introd. Lit. N.T.,p.535f. ; Streeter, The Four Gospels,
393-426. To Moffatt’s instances may be added i. 34, if the reading of
N* Syrr ‘the Elect of God’ be accepted with Blass, Nestle, and
Zahn; cf, Lk, ix. 35; xxiii. 35.
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salem (ii. 13; v. 1; vii. 10; x. 23), and once to Bethany in
Judaea (xi. 7), before the later visit to Bethany and the
entry, and the greater part of the Gospel is concerned
with His work at the capital. According to Jn. iii. 224
Jesus began His ministry and was baptizing in Judaea
while ‘John was not yet cast into prison’; but it is as
clearly stated in Matt. iv. 12; Mk. i. 14, and implied in Lk.
iii. 18-20, that His ministry began affer John’s imprison-
ment. As against the Synoptic records of teaching in
Galilee the only piece of Galilean teaching in Jokn is in
vi. 26-59, part of which (? zv. 41-59) is placed in the syna-
gogue at Capharnaum, where, however, a controversy with
‘ Jews’ (vv. 41, 52) is unexpected. In Ma#t., Mk, if not in
Luke, the Last Supper is the Passover; in Jokn it is held
on the day before. In Matt., Mk there are Resurrection
appearances in Galilee; in Jokn, as in Luke, they are
confined to Jerusalem and the neighbourhood. These
instances will illustrate the way in which the writer dealt
with the Synoptic traditions. On some points he probably
had the more trustworthy information; in other cases
alterations and rearrangements were the result of his use
of the events as falling into line with the spiritual scheme
of thought which the Gospel presents.

More important than discrepancies in historical details
are the differences in the portraiture of our Lord. In his
attractive work According to St. John (1926), ch. ix, Lord
Charnwood is compelled to show ‘the ways in which this
falls short, or seems to do so, of presenting to us our Lord
as we can believe Him to have been’. He thinks, indeed,
that chs. xii-xvii set before us, for the most part, a figure
of our Lord which is very vivid, and, so far, true to the
impressions which we get from the other Gospels, adding
to its consistency, its compactness, and its force. On the
other hand there are elements in the portraiture, chiefly in
chs. i-xi, which are felt to be discordant with that in the

s2
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Synoptists. There is an absence of practical counsel on
the details of daily moral life; and an absence of the
human compassion of the Man who went about doing
good; both of which impress us deeply in the other
Gospels. By the time of the evangelist it had become
necessary to guard the Christian community from being
merged in surrounding masses, and its belief from fading
out amid a chaos of loose, fantastic ideas; and, therefore,
with the sharp line which he felt obliged to draw between
the brotherhood and the world, between the believer and
the unbeliever, ‘it is not surprising that we miss certain
notes which sound loudly elsewhere in the New Testa-
ment ; only in missing them we miss what we believe to
have been the accents of our Lord’. Another note that
we miss is the ‘ elasticity * with which our Lord discouraged
the idea of a saved and exclusive community ; the writer,
as a divine rather than a missionary, shows no positive
sign of such vitality of human sympathy. Again, ‘The
Jesus of the other Gospels is meek, and above all forgiving.
Is He so here, and, if at all, has the Evangelist himself
acquired His temper? . .. Strange that no echo of this
wonderful note which sounds throughout the story is
heard when we read the Fourth Gospel. The very design
of the book is fraught with the writer’s anger.” Above all,
in this Gospel our Lord from the very first publishes His
own personal claim, and confronts the Jewish people with
challenging statements of it. But ‘no sort of gainsaying
of Christ's personal attributes could, according to the
other Gospels, be His ground of quarrel with any man. . . .
The business in hand is the kingdom, not Himself. There
is here the whole difference which again and again in
history has distinguished the man who leads and governs
from the man interested in obtaining due acknowledgement
of his right to govern.’ The evangelist enters into the
cloud, and sees a transfigured Christ, so that in attempting
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to convey his impression of the ‘glory’ of the Incarnate
Logos he departs from the threefold portrait of the Jesus
that we know.

Composition. A broad distinction between the Synoptic
Gospels and the Fourth is that while the former are com-
pilations the latter is a composition. Nothing satisfactory
has yet been written, though many have taken in hand to
draw up schemes, to show that an originally apostolic
writing has been incorporated by an editor or editors with
expansions and additions. Ch. xxi, indeed, is an addition
to the Gospel as originally written, and the writer who
was responsible for that may perhaps have touched up
chs. i-xx in respect of some details. But the general unity
of plan and spirit forbids the idea either of partition into
sources or of extensive revision. Instances of attempts of
this kind may be seen in Moffatt (0p. c#, pp. 558-61). And
see Cheetham,! Church Quart. Review, April 1924, pp. 14—
35. The author had, indeed (as Moffatt says), ‘access to
some reliable historical traditions for his work’, and among
them ‘a certain oral tradition (Johannine or not) upon the
life of Jesus, which had hitherto flowed apart from the
ordinary channels of evangelic composition’. But that is
something quite different from the editorial working up of
written sources.

While, however, the general unity of the book is recog-
nized, it cannot be denied that it contains difficulties which
suggest the possibility of dislocations, some, perhaps,
scribal and accidental, others, apparently, editorial and
deliberate. Bacon? points out the anticipation by Tatian
of some of the modern proposals of transposition. The
instances given here are not all equally striking, but
they will show the sort of difficulties that present them-
selves.

1 Principal of Egerton Hall, Manchester.
? The Fourth Gospel in Research and Debale, ch. xix.
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John’s witness of himself in 1. 15is an awkward paren-
thesis referring by anticipation to his words in 2. 30; it
may originally have stood elsewhere, or was possibly
a marginal note, perhaps on v. 8. In iil. 22 the statement
that Jesus came into the land of Judaea is a little strange,
because, according to the present order of the text, He
went thither from Jerusalem; and some would transpose
iil. 22-30 to follow ii. 12, so that He would go from
Capharnaum into the land of Judaea, where He stayed
and baptized, and then to Jerusalem. In iv. 43t. we are
told that, after spending two days in the Samaritan district,
the Lord departed thence into Galilee, ‘ for Jesus Himself
witnessed that a prophet in his own country (marpfs) hath
no honour’. Since Samaria was not His own country, the
words, as they stand, seem to refer to Judaea which He
had just left (iv. 3); but the evangelist knew that though
Bethlehem was the village in which He was actually born,
Galilee and not Judaea was His marpis (vii. 41f). If the
words are in their right place we must adopt some such
explanation as that of Brooke:! ‘Jesus in spite of His
success stays only two days. His true work is in Galilee,
His own country, where He is not likely to receive honours
which at present would be dangerous.” But this is difficult,
and the words may belong to another context. Some
writers wish to transpose chs. v, vi, because the words
‘ Jesus went away across the sea of Galilee’ imply that He
had been in Galilee and not in Jerusalem (as in ch. v). He
will then have crossed after being in Cana (iv. 46), and fed
the 5,000 before going to Jerusalem at the unnamed feast
(v. 1), which in that case would be Pentecost. During that
visit the Jews persecuted Him (». 16), and sought to kill
Him (2. 18); and vii. 1, in which this is given as His reason
for going to Galilee, naturally follows at once the account
of the danger. Further, beside the transposition of chs. v,

Y Peake's Commentary, ad loc.
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vi, there is somethirfg to be said for transposing vil. 15-24
to follow ch. v. The question Is not this He whom they
wish to kill ?’ (vii. 25) is strange immediately after Jesus
had spoken with the Jews about it (z2. 19, 20), but not un-
natural if He had been away in Galilee, and had just come
~up secretly to the feast, and taught in the temple (v. 14).
In the latter case ‘Behold He speaketh openly’ (v. 26)
follows well upon v. 14; also ‘How knoweth this man
writings, &c.” (. 15) suitably echoes ‘If ye believe not his
writings, &c.” (v. 47). In x. 1 the metaphor of the sheepfold
is introduced so abruptly that some would place vv. 1-18
after v. 29, following sayings about sheep. And this brings
into closer conjunction the second exioua (x. 19} with the
first (ix. 16). In xii. 44 ‘Jesus cried and said, &c.” is un-
expected after 2. 36 b * Jesus departed and was hidden from
them’. The whole statement of His rejection by the Jews
(vv. 36 b—43) is a natural conclusion of the narrative before
the final events, and it seems probable that vv. 44-50 should
be transposed to follow v. 36a. In xiv. 31 the words ‘ Arise,
let us go hence’ scarcely seem to leave enough time for
the further long discourse in chs. xv, xvi. The sequence
of thought is as good, if not better, if these chapters are
placed before ch. xiv, bringing ‘1 am the Vine’ into con-
junction with the Last Supper, and the words about un-
fruitful branches into conjunction with the departure of
Judas. Writers disagree as to the exact point to which
they belong ; either before ‘ Now is the Son of Man glorified’
(xiil. 31 b) or after xiii. 38 would be suitable. xviii. 1324
has very likely suffered dislocation. In 2. 13 Caiaphas is
stated to be high priest ; and in 2. 19 ‘the high priest’ ques-
tions Jesus; but not till v. 24 is it related that Annas sent
Him to Caiaphas. Again, it is hardly probable that the
story of Peter’s denial was originally broken into two
pieces, vv. 15-18 and 25-7, the last words of v. 18 being
repeated almost verbally at the beginning of v. 25. For
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a rearrangement in this case we are able to point to some
textual support: Syrs places v. 24 between vv. 13 and 14,
and vv. 16-18 between vv. 23 and =25, which is not the
arrangement of the Diatessaron in any form known to us.
The latter transposition may also have stood in the Old
Latin codex ¢, in which case the evidence is greatly
strengthened.?

Two passages, the story of the Woman taken in adultery
(vil. 53-viii. 11) and the last chapter (xxi), were not originally
parts of the Gospel. In the former case the MS. evidence
as well as the style and vocabulary are decisive, though
there can be little doubt that it is a genuine incident. The
latter is obviously an Appendix added after the con-
clusion of the Gospel (xx. 30f.). Moffatt? thinks that it
was not the work of the evangelist, and notes some
linguistic features and peculiarities in which it differs from
the Gospel. But they are hardly striking enough to make
the difference of authorship certain.

Authorship. The results here arrived at on this disputed
subject are as follows: (1) The Fourth Gospel was not
written by John the son of Zebedee, but by a person
known as John the Elder, who exercised authority in the
Church at Ephesus towards the end of the first century.
(2) He was accustomed to think in the Aramaic language,
and had been in Jerusalem, where he obtained some of his
material from local tradition. (3) He had been an eye-
witness of the Crucifixion, which must have been in his
boyhood ; and had known something of John the son of
Zebedee, whom he deeply revered, and thought of as the
ideal disciple of Jesus, him whom He loved ; and from him
~ he gained some more material.

The internal evidence, apart from a single verse, is all
! See Turner, Journ. Theol. Studies, Oct. 1900, p. 141 f.; Burkitt,

Evang. da Mepharreste, 1i, p. 316.
2 Introd. Lit. N.T., p. 572.
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against the apostolic authorship: (@) The author nowhere
claims to be an Apostle ; the writing is anonymous. (5) It
is in the last degree improbable that he should have
spoken of himself as ‘the disciple whom Jesus loved’.
(¢) 1t is very unlikely that the son of Zebedee, one of the
innermost and most intimate circle of the twelve, should
have made use of the work of St. Mark and St. Luke who
were not apostles. (4) It is very unlikely that the son of
Zebedee would have reached the type of thought that is
sketched in the following words of Streeter (p. 424 f):

“ The Gospels of Mark, Luke and John form, it would seem,
a series—Luke being dependent on Mark, and John on both
the others. This conclusion of documentary analysis is con-
firmed by its correspondence with a parallel evolution in the
doctrinal emphasis in the several Gospels. Here also Mark,
Luke and John form a progressive series the characteristic
direction of which is a tendency to make more and more of the
idea of Christianity as the universal religion, free from the
limitations of its Jewish origin, and, along with this, to lay less
and less stress on the original Apocalyptic expectation of an
immediate visible return of the Master. The Fourth Gospel is
thus the climax reached in the development of theology in the
New Testament towards the naturalisation of Christianity
in the Hellenic world.”

One verse in the Appendix (xxi. 24), written in the first
person plural, declares that the writer of the Gospel was
the beloved disciple with whom the foregoing incident is
concerned: ‘This is the disciple who witnesses concerning
these things and who wrote these things, and we know
that his witness is true” The words would not have been
written if the fact had not been disputed ; and the leaders
at some Church centre found it necessary to write them.
But could the authorship of such a book, if it was really
written by one of the Twelve, have been for one moment
disputed anywhere? In the fight against Gnosticism it
became necessary to urge the continuity of tradition from
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the apostles ; and the result was that in some cases writings
which formed a very early factor in that tradition were
believed to be not only ‘apostolic’, but actually written by
the pen of apostles. Matthew and Hebrews are instances
in point. :

John xxi. 24 is probably the earliest evidence of that
belief in the case of the Fourth Gospel. But the same
necessity for defending the apostolic authorship was felt
in the West till the end of the second century. Irenaeus
(c. 190) is at pains to emphasize the fact that there can be,
from the nature of things, neither more nor less than four
Gospels, in opposition to some who accepted more and
some less. Hippolytus, at the close of the century, in
Rome, wrote a work, not now extant, ‘In defence of the
Gospel and Apocalypse of John’; and as Streeter says,
‘no one defends what nobody attacks’. The attacks do
not appear to have come from heretics ; most of the Gnostics
accepted the Fourth Gospel, and the Montanists valued it
highly for its teaching on the Spirit, the Paraclete. But
some persons whom Epiphanius nicknames Alogi, i.e.
d\oyot, which ‘may be translated equally well by ““Anti-
Logosites” or *“Irrationalists”’ (Streeter), ascribed both
the Gospel and the Apocalypse to the heretic Cerinthus,
and, among other criticisms, laid stress on the differences
of order between it and the Synoptic Gospels. And Gaius
of Rome, whether he was one of their number or not,
ascribed the Apocalypse to the same heretic, he himself
being quite an orthodox person in his opposition to the
Montanists. Once more, the writer of the Muratorian frag-
ment, expressing, perhaps, the official view of the Roman
Church (see p. 347), reveals the same need for the defence
of the apostolic authorship, stating that the Gospel was
written by the apostle John, with the endorsement of all
the apostles; and therefore that the divergences in the
Gospels do not affect the faith of believers. And in speaking
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of 7 John he says of the writer, ‘ For so he declares himself
not an eye-witness and a hearer only, but a witness of all
the marvels of the Lord in order’, which looks like an
answer to the criticisms of the Alogi.

The Logos doctrine was at first alien to Western
Christian thought, and might be considered to have
a Gnostic tendency. So that for something like a century
after the Gospel was written, Rome does not seem to have
felt itself bound by any ancient and authoritative tradition
of the apostolic authorship.

Further, we should expect that many in earlier days
who did believe the Fourth Gospel to be the work of an
apostle would say so, or indicate in some way their belief
in its apostolic authorship. And yet the study of its
canonical recognition (see pp. 294-397) shows that there
15 ‘a steady decrease in the employment and recognition
ofthe Fourth Gospel by those who might reasonably be
supposed to know it, as we approach the date and region
where its currency and authority should be at a maximum’
(Bacon?). A striking instance is seen in Ignatius. If the
apostle John died in Ephesus within twenty years before
the letters of Ignatius, it is strange that the latter should
write to the Ephesians, ¢ Ye are associates in the mysteries
of Paul’, and say not a word about the authority of john,
which would to them be supreme, and that although it is
pretty clear that he knew the Fourth Gospel. The ‘silence
of Ignatius’, in spite of all attempts to explain it, remains
difficult. And not less so is the silence of Polycarp, if (as
Irenaeus said) he was a companion of John.

The uncertainty in the patristic traditions has been
caused by a complex of facts: (1) A John was known at
a late date at Ephesus. (2) The name John is claimed by
the author of the Apocalypse, who wrote to the Churches
of Asia. (3) Papias speaks of a John whom he calls the

Y The Fourth Gospel in Research and Debate, p. 334.
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Elder. (4) The author of 2, 3 Jokn styles himself the
Elder. (5) Dionysius of Alexandria had heard of two Johns
buried at Ephesus. P. Gardner! is even led to say that
‘the question of the Johns of Ephesus is so obscure that
it will never be solved’.

Irenaeus writes: ‘All the elders, who consorted in Asia
with John the disciple of the Lord, witness that John
delivered [the Apocalypse]; for he abode with them till the
times of Trajan’ (11 xxii. 5; Eus. A. £.iii. 23). ‘And there
are those who heard him [sc. Polycarp], and that John the
disciple of the Lord went, &c.” (111. iii. 4 ; Eus. A, E.iv. 14).
“ The Church that is in Ephesus was founded by Paul, but
John, who abode with them till the time of Trajan, is a true
witness of the tradition of the apostles’ (ibid.; Eus. H. E.
1i. 23). He speaks of Polycarp, whom he had seen in
lower Asia when he was himself a boy, and ‘his com-
panionship with John, as he declared, and with the rest of
those whe had seen the Lord’ (Epist. to Florinus; Eus.
H. E.v.20). Polycrates, bishop of Ephesus, wrote to Victor
of Rome on the Paschal question, a.p. 195. In his letter
he says: ‘And further, John also, who lay on the Lord’s
bosom, who became a priest wearing the priestly plate (ré
méradov), and a martyr and teacher, he sleeps at Ephesus’
(Eus. A. E.iii. 31; v. 24). And Eusebius states (/7. £. v. 18)
that Apollonius (c. 186) ‘used passages from John’s Apo-
calypse, and relates that a dead man, through the power of
God, was raised to life by John at Ephesus’.

For ali the Aramaic colouring of its language the Gospel
was suited to readers surrounded with Hellenistic perils,
which supports the tradition of its Asiatic origin. And
the knowledge of its characteristic teaching and vocabulary
shown in the Odes of Solomon, and by Ignatius and
Polycarp, tends to confirm this.

Irenaeus nowhere speaks of ¢ John the Apostle’, but, as

! The Ephesian Gospel, p. 74



THE FOURTH GCSPEL 269

has been said, it is improbable that (apart from the Baptist)
he ever meant any other John. In 1. ix. 2 the name John
and the title Apostle are applied to him in successive
clauses; and the collocation of John with ‘the rest of
those who had seen the Lord’ (Ep. fo Florinus) should be
compared with words in mw iii. 4 (Eus. A.E. iv. 14):
‘Polycarp was not only taught by apostles, and com-
panioned with many who had seen the Lord, but was
appointed bishop by apostles, &c.” If, then, his recollec-
tions of Polycarp’s words are correct, and if Polycarp
meant the apostle, it follows that the latter did, in fact,
visit Asia. But we must not underrate the facility with
which writers in an uncritical age could confuse the early
Christian traditions. Thus James the son of Zebedee was
not infrequently confused with James the head of the
Church in Jerusalem. Irenaeus himself appears to do this
in 1. xil. 14. And he actually refers to the account of
St. Peter in Acts v. 15 as if the words applied to Jesus.!
He argues on the basis of doctrine and Scripture, but also
states on the authority of ‘the Gospel and all the elders in
Asia who associated with John’, that John had taught that
our Lord’s life was extended to fifty years, so that His
ministry was some twenty years in length (11. xxv. 5). And
he states that Papias, a companion of Polycarp, was
a hearer of John, a mistake pointed out by Eusebius
(H. E.iii.39). Another signal instance is that of Polycrates
who confuses Philip the deacon with Philip the apostle
(Eus. H. E. iii. 39), and Eusebius apparently accepts the
confusion without demur. See Salmon (Jufrod. N.T.,
p. 313f), who concludes: ‘We can believe, then, that in
process of time the veneration given Philip as a member
of the Apostolic company caused him to be known as the
Apostle . . . and eventually to be popularly identified with

! In his work Els émideifwy vov dmoorddor xnpbyparos, ch. 71, Texte u.
Untersuch. xxxi. 1, p. 40.
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his namesake of the Twelve.” If a mistake of that magni-
tude could be made about Philip and James it could be
made about John. It cannot, then, be pronounced impos-
sible that Irenaeus was mistaken in the recollections from
boyhood which he claimed to have of Polycarp’s teaching.
He stood, according to his own statement {1v. xxvii. 1), in
the third generation after the apostles, and it is quite
possible that the John with whom Polycarp had been
associated was another than the apostle. It is true that
other contemporaries of Polycarp were alive; but if he
could make other obvious slips without correction he
could make this one; and the more easily because those
who could have corrected him were in Asia, and he was in
Gaul where there was probably no one who could.

That the person with whom he confused the apostle
was John the Elder is suggested by a passage of Papias,
to which Eusebius refers to show that Irenaeus was mis-
taken (H.E. iii. 39): ‘And I shall not hesitate to put
down, together with my. own interpretations, all that
I carefully learnt at any time from the elders and carefully
remembered, guaranteeing their truth. For I did not take
pleasure, as the many do, in those that say a great deal,
but in those who teach what is true, nor in those who
remember foreign commandments, but in those who
remember the commandments given from the Lord to
faith, and coming to us from the Truth itself. If, further,
anyone came who had actually been a follower of the
Elders, I used to enquire as to the words of the Elders,
{about) 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 Elder John, the
Lord’s disciples, say. For I supposed that things out of
books were less useful to me than what could be learnt
from a living and abiding voice’ (i.e. of one who is still
alive). It is possible that ‘as to what Aristion, &c.’ should
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be ‘about what Aristion, &c.” The former makes & re 4p:or.
depend upon ‘enquire’ (dvékpwovr), the latter upon the
Abyous of the Elders. But the former is the more probable,
because Papias’ dependence on the Elders was for informa-
tion as to the apostles, not as to Aristion and John who
were alive in his day. The contrast between ‘said’ and
‘say’ must be allowed its full force. The word ‘about’
has been inserted in the translation to make clear the
probable meaning, i.e. that the Elders were not Andrew
and the other members of the Twelve, but that the words
of the Elders were the source of information about what
Andrew, &c. said.

It may be noted in passing that it is difficult to reconcile
the late date of the apostle’s death with the evidence of
Papias. Many who had been in personal contact with
St. John would still be alive in or near Hierapolis, and yet
Papias was obliged to depend upon #srd-hand information
about him. Moreover, he would have had an importance
for him so great that it is scarcely possible that he could
mention him only sixth in a list of seven apostles, even
though, as Lightfoot pointed out, the order and selection
of names is that of the Fourth Gospel itself.

In the view of the present writer nothing has been
written which proves that Eusebius, in insisting on the
two Johns, misunderstood Papias, though he does wrongly
represent him as claiming to have been an actual hearer
of Aristion and the Elder John. This Elder John need
not be considered more shadowy than Aristion. Probably
he was the ‘Elder’ of 2, 3 John, and if so, of the Fourth
Gospel and the First Epistle. In that case he cannot have
been the author of the Apocalypse (see p. 251 1), as Euse-
bius suggests, when referring to the tradition of Dionysius
that there were two tombs of Johns at Ephesus.

Added to all that has been said there is some evidence,
which is valued differently by different minds, that St. John
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the apostle did not live to an advanced age and die
a peaceful death, but suffered martyrdom.

In Mk. x. 39 Jesus said to the two sons of Zebedee ‘ the
cup which I drink of ye shall drink, and with the baptism
wherewith I am baptized ye shall be baptized’. The
obvious conclusion, which only the strongest evidence
could prove mistaken, is that the evangelist who preserved
that saying must have known that John, as well as his
brother James, suffered martyrdom. And the confused
traditions of an aged John at Ephesus, in which the apostle
and the writer of the Apocalypse came to be identified, can
hardly be called strong enough to empty our Lord’s plain
and explicit statement of half its meaning. Those who
accepted the Apocalypse as the apostle’s work were able to
persuade themselves that the words were fulfilled by his
banishment to Patmos.! And yet, later, Eusebius gives
a tradition, not of banishment but of fight to the island
(see p. 251); whoever John was, he fled from persecution
in Asia, which is far from being a fulfilment of our Lord’s
words to the sons of Zebedee.? Attempts to get nearer to
a fulfilment are probably to be seen in the stories that he
was compelled by Domitian to drink poison, which did not
hurt him,® or that he was plunged inte boiling oil, and
suffered nothing,* and in each case banished afterwards.
Perhaps also in the modified form in which the words
appear in Syrsit: ‘Ye are able that ye should drink . . . ye
are able that ye should be baptized’; similarly Syr®™ (in
Matt): ¢ Ye are able that ye should drink.” But those who

! Orig. in Mait. tom. xvi. 6; Eus. H, E. iii. 18; and especially Jer.
on Matt, xx. 23.

? In Rev. i. g the writer does not speak of banishment. He had
been a sharer with his readers in their affliction, and his words are
quite consistent with flight, at the same time very likely expressing
his purpose of Christian teaching in the island (8t rov Adyov k7d.).

8 James, The Apocryphal N.T., p. 228 ; cf. Mk. xvi. 18.

¢ Tert. De Praescr. 36, Jer. in Matt.
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cannot accept any of these expedients feel irresistibly the
force of Christ’s words as evidence of St. John’s martyr-
dom, or at least of the evangelist’s belief in it. To sit on
Christ’s right and left hand would be thought of as an
equal reward for equal suffering, while mere endurance of
persecution, and faithfulness during a long life, would not
be thought of as suffering equal to martyrdom. The force
of the words is enough to carry conviction, even if the
subsequent references to St. John’s martyrdom could be
proved to be only deductions from them.

The first of these is a quotation from Papias, who has
shown us that John the presbyter was distinct from John
the apostle. Inthe Coislin MS. (ninth century) of Georgius
Hamartolus we read: ¢ Papias in the second /logos of the
Domnican Logia states that he [John] was killed (dvypéfn 1}
by Jews.” Georgius adds, ¢ thus plainly fulfilling together
with his brother the prediction of Jesus about them, and
their own confession and agreement concerning them’,
and then quotes Mk. x. 39.

This is supported in an extract printed by Dr. C. De Boor?®
from an Oxford MS. of the seventh or eighth century,
an epitome probably based on the Chronicle of Philip of
Side (fifth century): ¢ Papias in his second Jogos says that
John the feoAdyos ® and James his brother were killed by
Jews’* As Swete says, ¢ With this testimony before us it

1 The word which is used in Acts xii. 2 of the death of James
his brother.

3 Texte w, Unitersuch., v. 2, 1888, p. 170.

¢ This word ‘theologian’ or ‘divine’, as Sanday suggests, was
probably added by the writer of the fragment.

* Archbishop (now Provost) Bernard (Studia Sacra, pp. 270ff)
argues that the statement is untrustworthy because St. James was not
‘killed by Jews’ but by Herod. Butin Acts ii. 23 the same word is
used in St. Peter’s speech to Jews about the death of Jesus ‘ whom ye
killed’, though it was not they who killed Him but Pilate. Cf, Justin,
Apol. 1. 35, oravpwlels brs Tév "lovdalwv. He suggests that the reference
was originally to the death of James the Lord’s brother, who was

2594:6 T
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is not easy to doubt that Papias made some such state-
ment. . . . But 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 Mec. x. 39 had found a literal fulfilment.
Neither explanation is very probable in view of the early
date of Papias.”?

A Syriac calendar early in the fifth century commemo-
rates on December 27 John and James together as martyrs,
with which the Armenian and the Gothico-Gallic agree.
And a calendar of Carthage (early in the sixth century) on
the same dayplaces together John the Baptist and James the
Apostle ; but since the former is commemorated on June 24,
John the Apostle is evidently meant. All the existing
Western calendars are based on the Hieronymian martyro-
logy, which commemorates on December 27 the ¢ Assump-
tion’ of St. John the Evangelist and the consecration to the
episcopate of St. James the Lord’s brother. This, perhaps,
detracts from their value, but it does not affect the Syriac
martyrology. Nor does Gregory of Nyssa (quoted by Dr.
Bernard, p. 281), who shows that he accepted the Ephesian
tradition, and the attempt to harmonize it with our Lord’s
words by the story of the boiling oil, and by John’s con-
tinual willingness to die for the name of Christ.

Aphrahat (Aphraates) in his De Persecutione (A.D. 344)

killed by Jews, and that ¢ his brother and James® was due to a scribe’s
reading of OAAEAPOCTOVKAIAKQBOC in which the second
A was a corruption of V, the original words being ‘the brother of
the Lord, James’. He refers to the Greek Chronicle of Eusebius
which, as restored in Migne’s text, runs ‘ The brother of the Lord,
James, called by all “ Just”, is killed by Jews’. If the curious
order ‘the brother of the Lord, James’ was really in the Greek, it
may have been because his name had to be brought into connexion
with 6 dvopasfels «r)., as in Hegesippus, ap. Eus. H. E. ii. 23. But

in the Lat., Arm., and Syncellus alike the order is ¢ James the Lord’s
brother’.

Y Apocalypse, p. clxxv.



THE FOURTH GOSPEL 275

writes, ‘After Him [sc. Christ] 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 their Master Christ.” He does not speak of
James and John as martyrs, but he knew that the former
certainly was, and clearly implies that what was true of one
was true of the other. And a century earlier in the North
African treatise De Rebaptismate occur the words, ‘ He
said to the sons of Zebedee, Are ye able? For He knew
that the men had to be baptized not only in water but in
their own blood.” Some have found other possible, but
uncertain, traces of the tradition,

The evidence has been criticized as scanty, but it is
significant that any traces at all should have survived in
view of the widespread belief of the long residence of the
aged apostle in Ephesus.

Date. That the writer does not refer to the fall of
Jerusalem is no evidence that he wrote before 70. Nor is
the present tense in v. 2 (‘ There és in Jerusalem at the
sheep gate a pool’) an indication that the city had not yet
been destroyed. The past tense is used in iv. 6; xi. 18;
xviil. 1. As said above {p. 225), it was a common literary
usage. The past tense is actually substituted in the Syriac,
Egyptian, and Armenian versions.

The limits within which the book must lie are fixed by
the use of Luke by the author, and the use of John by
Ignatius, i. e. between 85 and 115. On the one hand there
had been time for the Third Gospel to come from Rome
to Ephesus, and for the Elder to have meditated upon it
and absorbed its material into his thoughts. On the other
there had been time for those thoughts to have influenced
the outlook and theology of Ignatius at Antioch. This
probably reduces the limits to go and 100. But the Elder
could speak (if 7 John is his) of what he had heard and
seen (i. 1), and could claim to have been an eyewitness of

T2
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the Crucifixion (John xix. 35). And this must bring the
date nearer to the earlier than to the later limit. It is
sometimes said that Johannine language, found in patristic
writers who make no distinct quotations, may have been
due, not to the Gospel but to the teaching of the Ephesian
school, ‘a compact body of teaching like that which we
find in the Fourth Gospel’ (Sanday). But at least the
evangelist must have created and inspired the school, if
there was one, and not vice versa.

Original language. It is remarkable that while the con-
tents of the book are obviously suited to minds which
needed an antidote to docetic Gnosticism, the language
and literary style are markedly Aramaic. The simplest
explanation is that it was written by a Jew whose native
tongue was Aramaic, and who thought in that language,
but who went to live in Asia, and found that the Christians
there were sorely in need of such a book as he could write.
If he wrote it in Greek which he had acquired, and with
which he was not perfectly familiar, it would naturally be
coloured more or less strongly with Aramaisms, and in this
respect be comparable with Mark (see p. 41f). But
a theory, suggested as early as 1645 by Salmasius, that it
is a Greek translation of an Aramaic original, has been
revived by C. F. Burney, The Aramaic Origin of the Fourth
Gospel (Oxford, 1922), who adduces not only a large
number of Aramaisms in the grammar and syntax, but
several passages in the Greek which he thinks point
clearly to mistranslation. They can only be enumerated
here, and must be studied in his book. 7 with a relative
sense mistranslated by {ve = ‘who’, ‘which’ (i. 8; v. 7;
Vi. 30,50; ix.36; xiv. 16); by ért = ‘who’ (viil. 45 ; ix. 17;
less certainly i. 16); by iva = ‘ when’, properly ‘ which ...
in it’ (xil. 23 ; Xili. I; XVvi. 2, 32). 7= ‘because’ mistrans-
lated as a relative (i. 3, 13). 7 a relative, lacking gender
and number, has led to misunderstanding: In x. 29 the
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true reading ¢ is a mistranslation, the variant &s, found in
most MSS., being a correction which gives the right
sense. Similarly xvii. 11, 12 §, and xvii. 24 §, are rightly
corrected in some MSS. to offs. vi. 37; xvii. 2 w@v § (with
no variant) meant ‘all who’ (masc.) in the original Aramaic.
i. 5; xii. 35 karahapBdvew = »30 ‘take ’, ‘receive’ is a mis-
understanding of >2p% ‘darken’. i g v = N, is a mis-
reading of ¥ ‘he’. i, 15 yéyove = 1 is a misreading of the
participle %7 ‘is going to be’; and mpdrés pov ="V of
"2 ‘ because He was First (of all)’. i. 29 duvés ‘lamb’ =
NP0 which means also mais ‘boy’, ‘servant’. There is
a play on the word, the reference being to the suffering
Servant of Isa. lii, who was meek as a lamb when brought
to the slaughter. ii. 22 éxeyev ‘ He was saying’ = ¥ ¥ is
a misreading of N1 "% ‘He had said’. vi. 63 (perhaps
68) piuara should mean ‘things’, asense which the Aram.
R can bear. vil. 37, 38 xoiNas ‘belly’ = MY is a mis-
reading of WP ‘fountains’; changing the punctuation
Burney renders, ‘ He that thirsteth let him come unto Me;
and let him drink that believeth in Me. As the Scripture
hath said, Rivers shall flow [forth from the fountain of
living waters.” viil. 56 fyeAhdoaro ‘exulted’; Western
Aramaic probably had a word like the Syriac wes which
in Peal and Pael means both ‘exulted’ and ‘longed’, the
latter being the required meaning. ix. 25 é = ¥ is
a misreading of R} ‘this’, which is the reading of the
‘ Palestinian’ Syriac. xx. 2 otk oidaper ‘ we know not’ =
xyT 85 s a misreading of ¥¥7! %> ‘T am not knowing ’.
XX. 18 édpaka ‘I have seen’ = N"2N is a misreading of NBn
‘ she had seen’.

Burney studies also the twenty quotations in the Gospel
from the Old Testament. Six of these (i. 23, 51; vi. 45;
xil. 39f; xiii. 18; xix. 37) presuppose direct use of the
Hebrew, containing points for the explanation of which the
Hebrew is vital. But some of the remainder conform to
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the LXX The writer,says Burney, cannot have quoted
some from the one and some from the other. The assimi-
lations to the LXX might be due to an editor or redactor,
but are probably the work of the translator.

Torrey ? accepts Burney’s theory, but rejects some of his
instances of retranslation, while advancing some further
ones of his own. This raises suspicion against the theory,
which ultimately rests on the mistranslations ; and it has
not found universal acceptance.

G. R. Driver® shows that many of Burney’s Aramaisms
can be otherwise explained. Some are constructions
which are actually found in Attic Greek of the classical
period. Several are such as were rapidly making their
way into the Koine Greek, and which, when they happened
to coincide with those of his native Aramaic, the writer
tended to ‘overdo’. And some of the ‘mistranslations’
depend upon uncertain interpretations of the passages.
Mr. Driver points out that the great majority of the
Aramaisms occur in the sayings of our Lord or of other
actors in the scenes. This might possibly be accounted
for by supposing that the writer possessed an Aramaic
collection of sayings. But it is quite as natural to think
that as they were handed down in Aramaic oral tradition
some words or phrases were misunderstood, or that our
Lord’s own words were misunderstood by His hearers.
A few possible instances of this, combined with the Aramaic
colouring which appeared when the author wrote in
a foreign language, are probably enough to account for all
the phenomena.

* Faure, Zeitschr. f. die N.T. Wissenschaft, 192z, pp. g9-121, attempts
to show that this use of the O.T. points to a variety of sources.

* Harvard Theol. Review, Oct. 1923,

$ Jewish Guardian, 5 and 12 Jan. 1923.
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§ 2. The First Epistle

Plan and Purpose. The word ‘Epistle’ does not accu-
rately describe the writing. It has neither address nor
salutations, and there is not a word to indicate the circum-
stances of the author. The readers are appealed to in the
second person, as in a homily ; and it must be regarded as
a tract in homily form, issued for the help and warning
of Christians in some district in which they were assailed
by doctrinal and moral perils. The nature of these perils
suggests that it was Asia Minor.

It is even less possible than in the Fourth Gospel to
trace any definite plan or arrangement. The writer wishes
to enforce two main ideas, and in doing so passes, with no
set plan or order, from the one to the other.

1. His doctrine starts with the assumption, found alsoin
the Fourth Gospel, that all men belong to one or other of
two categories: life and death, Jove and hate, light and
darkness, truth and untruth, in other words God and the
world. And on the intellectual and the moral plane alike
there is an acid test, an infallible criterion, as to which of
the two categories each man belongs. On the intellectual
plane this test consists of a great spiritual fact which is
either recognized or repudiated. The presentation of
Christianity as a gnosts, the knowledge of a fact, is the
weapon with which the writer attacks the false gnosis of
those who were led astray by the rising Gnosticism of the
time. The theosophical speculations that were gradually
permeating Asia Minor and Europe from the East are met
by insistence on the supreme fact of the Incarnation:
‘ Jesus is the Christ’ {ii. 22 ; v. 1), * Jesus Christ is come in
the flesh’ (iv. 2), * Jesus (Christ) is the Son of God’ (iv. 15;
v.5); and every man is in the higher or the lower category
according as he recognizes or repudiates that. As John of
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Asia had personally to stand up against Cerinthus (Polycr.
ap. Eus. H.E. iii. 28; iv. 14), so this writing stands up
against the tendencies of which Cerinthus was a repre-
sentative. It opposes the docetism which had its roots in
oriental dualism. The emphasis with which it is stated
that ‘ God is light, and in Him is no darkness at all’ (i. 5)
suggests that there were some against whom it was neces-
sary to maintain God’s moral purity.

Cleansing from sin {i. 7; ii. 2) is due to Christ’s blood
and propitiation alone, not to a knowledge of, and partici-
pation in, the mysteries. The divine anointing gives to all
Christians alike the knowledge of the truth (ii. 27); ‘ye all
know’ (ii. 20); so that they must not be deceived by those
who claimed that the knowledge was confined to those who
were initiates in esoteric theosophy. The latter despised
and ‘hated’ the rank and file of believers, and the writer
protests that that kind of illumination is not light but dark-
ness (ii. g).

2. But Gnosticism tended to produce antinomianism.
The superior persons, the initiates, felt themselves to be
above good and evil. ‘We have no sin”’ (i. 8); ‘we have
not sinned’ (v. 10). Bodily vices could be indulged in
because their higher state of gnosis rendered these things
of no importance, and made Christ’s death for human sin
of no meaning to them. Little wonder that when they
speak ‘ of the world the world heareth them’ (iv. 5); the
attraction of a gnosis which was compatible with fleshly
vices was naturally great.

Hence to the former test on the intellectual plane there
is a paralle]l test on the moral plane. The category to
which a man belongs is determined by his obedience or
disobedience to the divine commandments, which are
centred in love to God and man. Sin, therefore, is droula
(iiL. 4).

The two tests thus form the foc: of the epistle, which is
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excellently shown in von Haering’s arrangement,! on which

Brooke’s analysis # is based. Haering has more recently *

suggested an alteration in his plan, adopting which we may

divide the epistle as follows:

i. 1-4. Christological. i. 5~ii. 17. Mainly ethical.

ii. 18-27. Christological. ii, 28-iii. 24. Mainly ethical, but
iniii. 22—4 emphasis is laid on
their connexion.

iv. 1-6. Christological. Instead

of the corresponding ethical

passage, in iv. 7-v. 12 the

Christological and ethical are

inextricably combined.

v. 13—21. Conclusion,

Relationship to the Fourth Gospel. The similarity of style
and language between the two writings is undoubted.
Moffatt * mentions ‘ the same combination of negative and
positive statements, the use of contrast, the aphoristic tone,
the playing on ideas, &c.’ See the parallels drawn out by
Brooke.® Moffatt notes, on the other hand, differences in
vocabulary and grammar, and Charles ¢ thinks that linguis-
tically 2, 3 John stand nearer to the Gospel than 1 fohn.
The similarities, side by side with the differences, make it
improbable that the writer of the epistle imitated the
Gospel. If there was a movement of thought at Ephesus
conditioned by the intellectual environment, and quickened
by the need of opposing certain errors, Christian writings
within the movement would tend to be similar in style and
language as well as in thought. The Deuteronomic move-
ment affords a parallel ; products of it are seen in Deufero-
nomy, in Jevemiak, in the Deuteronomic elements in other

v Theolog. Abhandlungen dedicated to C. v. Weizsicker, 1892
{Mohr).

® Epistles of St. John, pp. xxxiv ff. 3 Z. Nt Wiss., 1918, p. 1631,

* Introd. Lit. N.T., p. 580. 5 Op. ot

¢ Revelation i, p. xlii, though he assigns all the four to the same
author,
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parts of the Hexateuch and in 1, 2 Kings, and no one
thinks of them all as the work of one pen.

More noteworthy, however, are differences in ideas and
points of view, which may possibly be due to different
authors. These are indicated in the present writer’s
New Testament teaching tn the light of St. Paul’s, pp. 303-9,
and may here be summarized. In the epistle there are no
quotations from the Old Testament or even clear allusions
to it except the mention of Cain (iii. 12). No hostility is
shown to Jews as such, and there is no reference to popular
Messianic ideas. Eschatology plays a larger part, and
allusions are made to the current Jewish expectations of
Antichrist (ii. 18; iv. 3). The conception of God is shaped
by ethical rather than metaphysical considerations; He is
‘Light’ (i. 5) and ‘Love’ (iv. 8, 16) rather than ‘Spirit’
(John iv. 24). Correspondingly, it is on what Christ means
for men rather than on His eternal relation with the Father
that stress is laid; the word ‘Glory’, frequent in the
Gospel to describe the attributes or characteristics of Deity,
does not occur. ‘The Gospel teaches what Christ is, and
consequently what He does to unite men with God. The
epistle dwells rather on what God is, and consequently
what He does to unite men with Himself through Christ.’
Salvation, as in the Gospel, consists of passing from the
lower to the higher category, but the epistle is more
definitely concerned with the way in which it is done ; the
saving work of Christ occupies a larger place ; His destroy-
ing of the works of the devil (iii. 8), His ‘propitiation for our
sins’ (ii. 2; iv. 10}, our cleansing by His blood (i. 7), His
advocacy with the Father (ii. 1), are momentous ideas, all
of them absent from the Gospel, the first reminiscent
of St. Paul, and the others of Hebrews. In the last there
is a marked difference from the Gospel as regards both the
meaning and the Person of the Paraclete (cf. John xiv. 26;
xv. 26 ; xvi. 7).
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The writer does not speak of these in such a way as to
suggest that he wished to supplement or correct the Gospel.
It is improbable that he makes any reference to it. The
threefold éypayra (ii. 13b, 14) has been so explained.! But
the words ‘because ye have known . .. because ye have
known . . . because ye are strong, &c.’ read very unnatur-
ally as a reason why the Gospel was written. If they are
not a reference to 2 John or to a lost epistle, they may be
only a rhetorical repetition of the preceding ypd¢o clauses,?
all referring to the present epistle. The reason for writing
is that the readers have been privileged to share in the
blessings of Christianity. The author recalls to them their
privileges, while he warns them not to allow errorists to
rob them of what they have gained. And the same purpose
underlies i. 1-3. If the opening words had run ‘ He who
was from the beginning, whom we have seen ... i.e. the
Word of Life’, it would have been natural to see in them
a reference to the subject of the Prologue of the Gospel,
the eternal Logos who has life in Himself and who became
Flesh. But the remarkable use of the neutet, * That which
was, &c.’, and the expression ‘concerning the Word of
Life’, probably yield a different thought, i.e. that the
divine ‘ Message the acceptance of which gives Life’ was
that of the indwelling, Incarnate Christ in humanity, which
the Church had mystically experienced. ‘ From the begin-
ning’ no doubt means ‘from all eternity’, as in i 13, since
the indwelling, which formed the subject of the message,

! Wendt, who thinks (Das Jokannesevangelium, 1900, pp. 158 fi,, and
Zeitschr. f. d. neulest, Wiss., 1911, pp. 53 fl.) that the Discourses and the
Prologue belong to a different sivatum of the Gospel from the narra-
tives, finds a connexion of 1 Josn with the former but not with the
latter. But he holds (dp. cit., 1922, pp. 140-6) that &ypayjra refers, not to
either of these but to 2 Jokn, which he dates before the First Epistle.

? If the passage meant that he was as confident of his readers now
as when he wrote before, the &ypaja clauses would more naturally
have come first, with aorists and imperfects instead of éyvdxare, vepiei-
kare, and éore, péves,
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was in the eternal counsel of God. There is no reason to
suppose that it means, as some have thought, ‘from the
beginning of Christianity’. In any case the thought of the
writer seems to be, ‘ We, the Christians of an older genera-
tion, have had immediate personal experience! of the
indwelling Christ, which is the burden of the life-giving
message of Christianity; and we [i.e. I, as representing
this older generation] write to you that ye also may have
your full share in our privileges .

If the éypayra clauses do not refer to the Gospel, the
passage has no bearing on the priority of either writing.
And with our present knowledge a decisive judgment for
or against identity of authorship is perhaps impossible.
But on the whole the differences noted above are such that
the epistle seems to mark a slightly earlier stage in the
development of Christian theology—more ethical, eschato-
logical, soteriological. Apart from the New Testament
there is really no evidence of an Ephesian school of
thought, but only of the influence of Johannine thought,
which, in turn, owed much to St. Paul, especially to his
ripest thought in Colossians and Ephesians (see p. 160).
It is possible, therefore, to suppose that the First Epistle
was written before the Gospel, by the same author. The
Elder’s convictions, after being expressed in a homily,
became still further matured, and he felt moved by the
Spirit to produce his magnum opus. If a rather longer
interval elapsed between the First Epistle and the Gospel
than between the Gospel and the Second and Third
Epistles, the two latter would stand closer in vocabulary
and grammar to the Gospel, as Charles notes. Lord
Charnwood ? thinks that the Epistle was the work of the
son of Zebedee himself, but the Gospel, later, of a follower
and pupil.

1 Compare the use of Yphadjoear in Acts xvii. 27.
* According to St. Jokn, p. 66.
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§3. 11, IIT John

The Elder. Papias, the fons ef origo of many problems,
appears to use the word mpesBdrepos, not in the ecclesiastical
sense of one who held an official position in the leadership
of a local church, but in the sense of one who belonged to
an older generation of Christians, a ‘senior’, an ‘ancient
worthy’. See the passage (@p. Eus. H. E. iii. 39) quoted
on p. 270, where the conclusion is reached that when he
speaks of the Elder John he appeals to the authority of
one who was still alive, but was old enough to relate things
that had been said by apostles. In the same chapter
Eusebius quotes him as saying, with reference to the work
of St. Mark, < This also the Elder used to say’. And this
usage was taken over by Irenaeus. Since, then, the writer
of 2, 3 Jokn calls himself ‘the Elder’, the tradition, voiced
by Jerome,! may very well have been correct that he was
the Elder John of whom Papias wrote. In the former
passage Jerome shows that tradition expressly distinguished
between the writer of 7 John and that of 2, 3 John, the
former being the work of the evangelist, the latter of the
Elder, ‘to the memory of whom another sepulchre is shown
to this day’. Dionysius of Alexandria also, though he
rejects the view that the Apocalypse was written by the
apostle, mentions the tradition of two tombs of Johns at
Ephesus. Eusebius (loc. ¢it.), on the other hand, thought
it probable that the Apocalypse was written by John the
Elder, ‘unless any one should prefer’ to ascribe it to the
apostle. Many modern writers, with Jerome, assign 2, 3
John to the Elder, and r Jokn toanother writer. Some go
further and assign to the Elder the Apocalypse also. But
it is not easier to account for the differences in style and
grammar between the epistles and the Apocalypse than be-
tween the Gospel and the Apocalypse (see Charles, Revela-

v De vir. illustr. 9. 18.
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tion i, pp. xxxivff). There is no insuperable difficulty, in
spite of some differences of language, in supposing that
the author of the First Epistle wrote also the other two,
especially if there was some interval of time between them,
according to the suggestion made above. And if that is
correct, he can have been the writer of the Gospel also.

2 John. For the understanding of the two epistles it is
important to notice that in z JoAn the 2nd person plural
is employed from 9. 6 onwards, and in 3 Jokn the 2nd
person singular throughout. This suggests that the former
was written to a Church, while the latter was clearly
addressed to an individual named Gaius. Moreover, he
appears to have been a member of the same Church, ‘I
have written somewhat to the Church’ (3 John g) being
best explained as referring to the other letter. The
expression ‘to the elect lady (éxhexrfi xvpia) and her chil-
dren’ has in it a touch of official formality as well as of
pastoral affection, a community being addressed to which
the presbyter feels that he has the right to speak with
authority. Some who think that the ¢ lady ’ is an individual
suggest that she is either ‘the lady Eclecta’ or ‘the elect
Kyria’; the latter, but not the former, is known to have
been a proper name. The former is rendered very improb-
able by the greeting (v. 13} from ‘the children of thine elect
sister ’, evidently another Church in which the writer holds
a position of authority. And the use of the feminine singu-
lar for a Church is supported by 1 Pet. v. 13: ‘the fellow-
elect {lady] in Babylon greeteth you,” which our writer has
perhaps imitated. In any case the contents are not suitable
to an individual lady and her children. She is loved by
‘all who know the truth, because of the truth which abideth
in us’ [sc. in the community and in the presbyter who repre-
sents it] (». 1f). ‘[The command] which we had from the
beginning’ (v. 5), ‘as ye heard from the beginning’ (2. 6)
looks back to the Christian tradition of the Church from
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the earliest days.! ‘I found some of thy children walking
in the truth’ (v. 4) points to a community, not to a family ;
some of its members were in danger, and needed the
warning in 2. 8. And vv. 10, 11 would have very little
point if it were merely advice to a certain lady not to receive
heretics into her house. It is an injunction to the whole
community to use the disciplinary measure of excommuni-
cation. The heretics are of the same Gnostic type (ve.
7, 9) as those attacked in 1 Jokn.

g John. This letter teaches us more about the writer.
While writing authoritatively to one Church, of which
Gaius was a leading representative, he is also, as we have
seen, in authority in the Church from which he writes.
He had recently sent certain Christians who were unknown
to Gaius (v. 5) with a recommendation to receive them and
to forward them on their journey. The system of letters of
commendation (cf. Rom. xvi.1,2; 2 Cor. iii. 1) was common,
and under ordinary circumstances he would probably not
have written a special word of praise to Gaius and to
another member of the Church, Demetrius (v. 12}, for
acting according to instructions. But a certain Diotrephes
had risen in rebellion against his authority; he had tried
to usurp the leadership of the Church, and, not content
with reviling the presbyter, had refused to receive the
visitors whom he had recommended, and had excommuni-
cated any who did so (vv. g, 10). Gaius and Demetrius
are therefore warmly thanked for defying him, as the
visitors, on their return, had reported (2. 6), and an exhor-
tation is given to continue to do so (v. 11), which suggests
that the bearers of the letter were visitors of the same kind.
The presbyter says that he will deal with the offender
when he comes (v. 10). The visitors ‘had gone forth on
behalf of the Name, receiving nothing from the Gentiles’,
1. e. they were probably itinerating prophets who went

! Contrast 1 John i. 1 ; ii. 13 (see above, p. 283f.).



288 THE JOHANNINE GOSPEL AND EPISTLES

from church to church preaching, and depending for their
maintenance on the charity and goodwill of the Christians.
If a conjecture is allowable, Diotrephes may have had
Gnostic tendencies which easily fostered spiritual pride.
If so, this letter, and the warning in 2 John 10, 11, reflect
the two sides of the conflict.
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I1X. THE GROWTH OF THE NEW TESTAMENT
CANON

§ 1. The Word Canon

HE word kavdér denotes a straight rod or bar, espe-

cially as used to keep something straight, such as a
rule or line employed by masons. Cp. Eurip. 770. 6
wlpyovs . . . dpboiow Efepev kavéow.! Hence metaphori-
cally it means a ‘rule’, ‘norm’, ‘standard’. Aristotle,
Eth. Nic. iii. 41, calls the good man the xavdvr and pérpov
of the truth. The statue of a spearman by Polykleitos was
considered a kavdy or standard of physical beauty (Miiller,
Archiol. d. Kunst, § 120. 4). To the Alexandrian gram-
marians the old Greek classics were ‘canons’, models of
excellence. In the early Church only the metaphorical
force is found. See 2 Cor. x. 13, 15, 16; Gal. vi. 16, the
only passages in which the word occursin the New Testa-
ment. Clement Rom. ad Cor. i. 3: women are under‘ the
canon of obedience’; xli. 1: ‘The canon of his service.’
Hegesippus (@p. Eus. AH. E. iii. 32) speaks of ‘ the sound
canon of the saving preaching’; Clement Alex. (Strom. vi.
15) of the harmony between the Old and the New Testa-
ment as the ‘ ecclesiastical canon’, and (vii. 16) of heretics
as those who ‘steal the canon of the Church’. Gradually
the meaning became more concrete. The canon of the
Church, or the ecclesiastical canon, was the rule of
doctrine or practice. Cornelius told Fabian (ap. Eus.
H. E. vi. 43) that Novatus, who was baptized when he was
ill, after recovery did not receive what was necessary

! It is connected with xdrva ‘cane’, ‘reed’; but that word was
generally used for something made of reeds.
25046 14)
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‘according to the canon of the Church’ including the
sealing by the bishop. A synod at Antioch in A.p. 266
declared a doctrine of Paul of Samosata to be ‘foreign to
the ecclesiastical canon’ (see A. Hahn?! Bibliothek der
Symbole, p. 98). And the council of Nicaea in 325 fre-
quently refers to the general orthodox doctrine simply as
‘the canon’. A further step was taken towards the middle
of the fourth century when the decisions or rules of
councils, called dogmata in earlier times, came to be called
also ‘canons’ in the plural.

But if ‘the canon’ was the general rule of doctrine or
practice, the Scriptures that were generally recognized
by the Church could be described as ‘canonical’ or
‘canonized’. The 5gth canon of Laodicea (see p. 358)
laid down that ‘ Psalms privately composed are not to be
read in the churches, nor uncanonized (dxavéviera) books,
but onlythe canonical [books] of the New and the Old Testa-
ment’? Origen later speaks of ‘canonized Scriptures’
(Comm. tn Matt, § 28), and Athanasius of ‘books which
have been canonized’? In these cases the word appears
to be used as though well understood, and the origin of
this usage most probably dated in the middle of the fourth
century.

Finally, the recognized custom of the Church with
regard to a group of books would naturally cause the
books which conformed to it to be written in a list. And
thus the Canon of Scripture became equivalent to the con-
tents of Scripture contained in an authoritative list.

1 Sometime Professor at the University of Breslau.
* See Westcott, The Canon of the New Test., p. 540.
¢ Epist. Fest. xxxix; see Westcott, 6p. cit, p. 554 .
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§$ 2. The Formation of a Canon of the New
Testament

The Bible of the first Christians was the Old Testament,
whether confined as in Palestine to that which we usually
call the Old Testament, or extended to include several
apocryphal writings which were held in high honour among
Hellenistic Jews, many of which are included in the
Septuagint. The Old Testament was not discarded, as
it might have been, when Christianity emancipated itselt
from Judaism ; it was recognized as containing the Chris-
tian economy in symbol and prediction and type. And
part of the duty and delight of the early preachers was to
show how these found their fulfilment in the narratives of
the Lord’s life, especially those of the Passion. But first .
came the oral tradition of the Lord’s words, which were
as authoritative as the Old Testament ; and side by side
with them the apostolic interpretation of them, and the
teaching of what He was and meant to men. This
- apostolic doctrine consisted partly, as has been said, of
the Messianic application of Old Testament passages, and
partly of dogma such as was afterwards enshrined in
Creeds. Thus the Lord’s words and the teaching of the
apostles formed a parallel to the Law and the Prophets.

Soon came the time when they began to be written
down. The Lord’s words were put together in collec-
tions (such as Q), the contents of which would be some-
what different in the different local centres, and the words
would be accompanied by brief narratives of the circum-
stances under which they were spoken. These, together
with accounts of events in which was seen the fulfilment
of the Old Testament, began to form the nucleus of the
Gospels. Such collections as each Church possessed
would be read at the services on the First day of the week,
and the copying of them would go on apace, so that each

Uz
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Church would obtain a larger and larger store of evangelic
material. But as long as it was available the living voice
of the apostles and those who consorted with them would
be preferred to the writings. See the words of Papias
quoted on p. 270. St. Paul does not refer to any Gospel
written material, but to oral tradition—*that which I also
received ’ (1 Cor. xv. 3). And he speaks of the Romans
as having been ‘delivered into’ a form of tradition, as
though put into a mould (Rom. vi. 17).

With St. Paul also we reach the stage when the apostolic
doctrinal interpretation of facts began to find expression in
writing. In his widening activities he began to send
letters to his converts in various Churches, containing
dogmatic teaching and pastoral advice and injunctions.
Such letters were read, as St. Paul expressly intended
them to be read, in church on Sunday, because in that
way, though absent in body, he could be present in spirit,
and teach the whole community. Other teachers after-
wards imitated this practice of pastoral letter-writing, but
for some time the letters of St. Paul stood far the highest
in the Church’s estimation. The sayings and doings of
the Lord in the Gospels, and the apostolic teaching in St.
Paul’s epistles formed the indispensable groundwork of the
New Testament. ’

Somewhere between 65 and 70 St. Mark wrote his
Gospel, in all probability in Rome. It would help to
inspire with faith and courage the stricken Christians who
had survived the persecution under Nero.! Copies of it
found their way in a very short time to different parts of
the empire. It was far the best account of the Lord’s life
that had yet appeared, supplementing on the narrative side
the existing collections of His words. It was known to
be the work of one who had been in close connexion with

! See A. E. J. Rawlinson, St. Mark, p. xvif,
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St. Peter; and its production at Rome gave it additional
prestige. It was therefore treated as of high value by the
authors of Ma#t. and Lk., the former probably in Antioch
and the latter in Greece. A few years later, at the end of
the century, came the Fourth Gospel, from Ephesus. But
in the early centuries the favourite and most highly valued
"Gospel was Matthew, and this in spite of three considera-
tions: Ma#. was the most Judaic of all the Gospels ; and to
anything which savoured of Judaism the spirit of second-
century Christianity was in strong opposition. St. Mark
and St. Luke were the immediate followers of the two
greatest apostles, St. Peter and St. Paul. And they pro-
duced their Gospels at the two most influential Churches,
Rome and Ephesus. The reason was that the First
Gospel was universally believed to be the actual work of
an apostle. But though highly valued, as being from the
pen of one who had stood in the closest intimacy with the
Lord, there was no inclination at first to treat the book
as divinely inspired, on a level with the Old Testament,
though the inspiration and authority of the Lord’s words,
contained in each of the Gospels, was supreme. Oral
tradition, for something like half a century, was felt to be
better than any writing. There is not a passage in the
New Testament which is certainly quoted from them. In
Acts xx. 35 occurs the only sentence which is avowedly
a quotation of words of our Lord, and that is one which is
not contained in any of the Gospels. Butitis possible that
the author of the Apoc. knew Matt. (see Charles, Revelation,
i, pp. Ixxxivff., where, however,the extent of his dependence
on books of the New Testament is greatly exaggerated).
The evidence that some of St. Paul's epistles (all of
which were earlier than any of our written Gospels) were
known to other New Testament writers is unmistakable,
though the extent of their indebtedness is probably less
than has often been supposed. It is not clear that any of
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them—except, no doubt, the writer of 2 Fefer—knew all
his epistles ; some seem to have known only one or two.

We take our stand, then, at the beginning of the second
century, and during, roughly, the first three-quarters of it
we find the conception of a Canon being formed, i. . the
separation of a group of apostolic writings from all other
Christian writings to be reverenced on a level with the Old
Testament. The Christian writings were of four main
kinds: Gospels, Acts, Epistles, and Apocalypses; in the
case of all four classes some being rejected, most of them
decisively from the first, but some after hesitation and
sporadic use as Scripture. Conversely, of our canonical
epistles some were accepted slowly and late, while our
canonical Apec. had a unique history, being accepted with
practical unanimity in early times, but rejected in the third
and fourth centuries with equal unanimity in the East.

In order, therefore, to gain a clear idea of the develop-
ment, we must keep these four classes distinct. But we
must also keep distinct the four chief geographical areas
in the Church, the ganglions of its system—Rome and the
West, Carthage, Alexandria, and what may be broadly
called the East, i. e. Asia Minor, Syria, and Palestine.

§ 3. The Sub-Apostolic Aee

(@) THE GosPELs

Rome gives us the first Christian writer outside the New
Testament. Clement of Rome wrote in the name of his
Church to the Corinthians a letter usually cited as
1 Clement (because a writing commonly known as z Clement,
and, indeed, a large literature, afterwards appeared to
which his name was attached). He frequently quotes the
Old Testament with such expressions as ‘it is written’,
‘that which is written’, ‘the (holy) writing’, ‘the Holy
Spirit saith’; and he uses the LXX with considerable



THE SUB-APOSTOLIC AGE 205

accuracy. But his allusions to passages in the New
Testament are loose and inexact, which seems to imply
that some of them were known and valued at Rome when
he wrote (c. g6 A.D.), but that none of them were yet sacred,
as Scripture was sacred. He must have known Luke, and
also the Acfs, and it is possible that he knew Ma#. But
he seems to have possessed a collection of sayings of the
Lord which had reached him in forms partly like, and
partly unlike, sayings in those Gospels. He writes, e. g.,
¢ Especially remembering the words of the Lord Jesus
which He spake, teaching forbearance and long-suffering ;
for He said: Shew mercy that ye may receive mercy ;
forgive that it may be forgiven unto you. As ye judge so
shall ye be judged; as ye are kind so shall kindness be
done to you. With what measure ye mete, in it shall
it be measured to you’ (xiii. 1f). ‘Remember the words
of Jesus our Lord, for He said: Woe to that man, for it
were good for him that he had not been born; it were
better for him for a millstone to be hung round him
(mepirebfvar), and that he should be drowned in the sea,
than that he should pervert one of my elect (xlvi. 8).

For forty years or more no Roman writing is forth-
coming. But by the time that Jerusalem had finally
passed away, and been replaced by Aelia Capitolina, and
we reach the period 135-50, we find that a great advance
has been made. The so-called 2 Clement is not an epistle,
but a homily by an unknown writer which was wrongly
ascribed to Clement.! The writer sometimes uses formulas
of quotation which imply that the Lord’s words now stand
permanently in writing. We read, for instance, side by
side with ‘the Lord said’ (as in Clement), ‘ the Lord sa#%’
(Aéyeror ¢nai). His quotations, indeed, are often loose, but
not looser in the New Testament than in the Old. In
xi. 2-4 a passage is quoted from a lost apocryphal work

! Eusebius (H. E. iil. 16) knew of only one epistle of Clement.
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(? Eldad and Modad) with the formula ‘ For the prophetic
discourse (Aéyos) also saith’; so that it is not surprising to
find passages apparently from an apocryphal Gospel or
Gospels: ‘ The Lord said, If ye are with Me united in My
bosom and do not My commandments, I will cast you
away, and say unto you, Depart from Me, I know not
whence ye are, workers of iniquity’ (iv. 5). ‘For the Lord
saith, Ye shall be as lambs in the midst of wolves. And
Peter answering saith unto Him, What then if the wolves
tear the lambs? Jesus saith unto Peter, Let not the lambs
after they are dead fear the wolves. And you, fear ye not
them which kill you and can do nothing to you, but fear Him
who, after ye are dead, hath authority over soul and body
to cast into the Gehenna of fire’ (v. 2-4). ¢ For the Lord
Himself, when asked by some one when His kingdom
should come, saith, When the two shall be cne, and the
outside as the inside, and the male with the female, neither
male nor female’ (xii. 2). ‘For the Lord said, I come to
gather all nations, tribes, and tongues’ (xvil. 4). (It has
been conjectured that all these are from the Gospe! accord-
ing to the Egyptians)) In viii. 5 words identical with part
of Lk. xvi. 10 are combined with extraneous matter under
one formula: ‘For the Lord saith in the Gospel, If ye
have not kept that which is little, who will give you that
which is great? For I say unto you that he which is
faithful in that which is least is faithful also in much.’
And after quoting and commenting on Is, liv. 1, the author
writes, ‘ And another Scripture saith, I came not to call
the righteous but sinners’ (ii. 4). And there are other
passages which appear to be quotations from, or allusions
to, the Gospels, but with great differences in wording.
Some have thought that he may have used an early
harmony of various evangelic material, which contained
much that stands in our Gospels but also much beside.
However that may be, his attitude seems to be that the
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words of the Lord are authoritative, and the writings in
which he found them are * Scripture ’, but the wording, as
such, of our Gospels is still short of being regarded as
sacred. It was that kind of attitude which admitted most
of the important corruptions of the original text, which lie
behind all our manuscripts. Finally, there is the inter-
esting expression, ‘ The Books and the Apostles say that
the Church existeth not now [for the first time] but from
the beginning’ (xiv. 2). ‘The Apostles’ seem to mean all
that the apostles have bequeathed, both in the epistles
that he knew (especially those from which he derived the
idea in question) and the Gospels. His New Testament
formed a parallel with the Old, though it had not yet
become clearly enough defined as a corpus to be described
as ‘the Books’.

The Didache is of uncertain date. The Dean of Wells?
contends that the author borrows from both ‘ Barnabas’
and Hermas. He holds that ‘ Barnabas’ was probably the
author of the piece of writing known as ‘ The Two Ways’,
which, therefore, had no Jewish original such as was con-
jectured by C. Taylor,” and accepted by Harnack; and
that it was echoed by Hermas and by the writer of the
Didache. The language of Did. i. 5 seems clearly borrowed
from Hermas, Mand. ii. 4 6-7.2

This strange writing may be tentatively dated 145-50.
It is of little help towards the history of the Gospels. The
writer shows no knowledge of Mark or Jokn; but the
nature of his work would give no occasion for quoting
the latter. In the first part, The Two Ways (chs. i-vi), an
apocryphal sentence, ‘Let thine alms sweat into thine

! Dr. J. Armitage Robinson (formerly Dean of Westminster),
Barnabas, Hermas, and the Didache, 1920

? Sometime Master of St. John’s College, Cambridge.

8 Many have thought that i. 36-ii. 1 is a later interpolation ; but the

evidence for this has been weakened. See Dom Coennolly, 0.5.B.,
Journ. Theol. Stud.,, Jan. 1923, pp. 147-57, and Jan. 1924, pp. 151-3.
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hands until thou knowest to whom thou givest’, is intro-
duced with ‘it has been said’. In the ecclesiastical portion
(chs. vii-xv) we read, ‘ The Lord said, Give not that which
is holy to the dogs’ (ix. 5), which occurs in Matt. vii. 6.
(Similarly, in reference to the Old Testament in xiv. 3,
¢ This was what was spoken by the Lord’ introduces a free
reproduction of Mal. i. 14 and 11.) And in viii. 2 ‘ As the
Lord commanded in His Gospel, Thus pray ye’ is followed
by the Lord’s Prayer, very nearly, but not quite, identical
with that in Mat?, together with a doxology in the form,
‘Thine is the power and the glory for ever’. This Is
apparently not quoted from Ma#. but from current litur-
gical usage. Also, ‘ But concerning Baptism thus baptize
ye : having recited all things, baptize into the name of the
Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, in running
water’ (vil. 1}. In the closing apocalyptic chapter (xvi)
Zech. xiv. 5 is loosely quoted with ‘as it was said’.
Beside these ‘the Gospel’ is mentioned three times:
‘But concerning the apostles and prophets [i. e. their
reception when they visited a Church] according to the
ordinance (86ypuaj of the Gospel so do ye’ (xi. 3). * Reprove
one another not in wrath but in peace, as ye have in the
Gospel’ (xv. 3). ‘Your prayers and alms and all your
deeds so do as ye have in the Gospel of our Lord’ (xv. 4).
The first and third may be allusions to Matt. x. 40f. and
vi. 1-18 ; the second is apocryphal. There are numerous
other echoes, mostly loose and inexact, to the language of
Mait. and Luke, especially the former, without formula
of quotation; but also, no less loose and inexact, to the
Old Testament. It and the First and Third Gospels and
apocryphal sayings are all treated as if they were on
a par.

But when the second half of the century begins we have
clear evidence from Rome as to the position of the four
Gospels in Justin, often called Justin Martyr. He was
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a Greek Samaritan, who was converted to Christianity
at Ephesus, and came to Rome, where he taught as
a Christian philosopher and died for his faith ¢. 165
Between 15T and 163 he wrote two Apologies for Christians
to the Roman government {or rather one, since the second
is little more than a postscript or appendix to the first),
and then a Dialogue with Trypho, a Jew who knew the -
Gospel tradition. At Ephesus he would have read Matthew
and John, and at Rome Mark and Luke. He quoted
a great deal from the first and last, and a little from the
other two; but he quoted very loosely, sometimes com-
bining separate passages; sometimes even quoting them
more than once with differences. There was, naturally,
not much peculiar to Mark which he could use; but it is
noteworthy that he did not quote much from Jok#, though
his apologetic system was profoundly influenced by its
Logos doctrine. This is probably to be explained by the
fact that the Roman Christians had not yet been persuaded
that it was written by an apostle, and a Gospel coming
from Ephesus without apostolic authority was not valued
very highly.

He mentions the Gospels under the name of the Memoirs
(@mopvnuovedpara) of the Aposiles, or simply the Memoirs,
probably in imitation of Xenophon’s Memoirs of Socrates.
In the A4pology there are only three references to them,
but in the Dialogue there are thirteen. A few of them are
important :

1. The account of the Last Supper is given with the
words, ‘ For the apostles, in the Memoirs made by them,
which are called “ Gospels”, handed down, &c.” (Apol. 1xvi).
This is probably the earliest known writing in which the
plural appears. In Dial. x he still uses the singular—‘the
commands in that which is called the Gospel’—as was
done by many writers after him; and in Apol. xcviii he
uses the plural in referring to a passage in a single Gospel.
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That is to say he used the word with exactly the same
varieties as it might be used to-day.

2. The fact is stated that the memoirs of the apostles
were still read, together with the writings of the prophets,
in the weekly services (Apol. lxvii).

3. ‘It is written in his {Peter’s] Memoirs as having
taken place’ (Dial. cvi). This can refer only to Maré.
It was thought to have St. Peter’s apostolic sanction, as
Luke was to have St. Paul’s. The apocryphal Gospel of
Peter, even if it was written by that time,! had a Docetic
colour, and could not have been in general use.

4. “‘Memoirs . . . which I say were composed by His
apostles and those who followed them’ (Dial. ciii). This
is usually taken to mean that the First and Fourth Gospels
were attributed to apostles, and the others to those who
were not apostles but their followers. It is quite as likely
that the First and Second were thought of as the work
of apostles (the Second being derived immediately from
St. Peter), and the Third and Fourth by their followers
{the writer of the Fourth being not yet raised to the rank
of ‘apostie ’ at Rome).

With all his use, however, of the written Gospels, Justin
did not, in fact, speak of them quite in the same way as of
the Old Testament. He frequently refers to the former
with ‘it is written’ (yéypawras), but never, as in the case of
the latter, as ‘ Scripture ’ (ypa¢?).

He has a few uncanonical details, but he does not refer
any of them to the Memoirs. He may have derived them
from written sources, but they can probably be accounted
for as reminiscences of floating tradition.

It will be seen that Justin is a landmark. It was

! M. R. James, Provost of Eton (The Apocryphal N.T., p. 90), thinks
that it is not safe to date it much earlier than 150 . 0. Its Doceticism
was recognized by Serapion, bishop of Antioch, ¢. 190 (Eus. H. E. vi.
12). But see Gardner Smith, Journ. Theol. Stud. xxvii. 25571, 401-7,
who dates it 8o-100.
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probably owing to his teaching, and perhaps still more
to his martyr death, that the Fourth Gospel was accepted
at Rome before the last quarter of the second century.
In all likelihood it was accepted still earlier in the East,
but now the weight of Rome was added to the general
consensus.

The date at which Carthage was first evangelized is
unknown to us, and it supplies no writing in our period.
Alexandria must have received Christianity at an early
date, but for some time it lay outside the main current of
Church life. The so-called Epistle of Barnabas may not
have been written there, but it is marked by a characteristic
Alexandrian colouring, and an allegorical use of the Old
Testament. Some would date it 70—g, others 100-30. The
" answer to this debatable problem depends on the answer
to three others: Did Hermas quote from it ? (see p. 297).
Did Hermas write as early as 100? Did the author of
Barnabas know Hebrews? (see p. 317). Whatever his
date his evidence with regard to our written Gospels is
undecisive. ‘ His handling of the Passion in terms of
Old Testament types, especially from the Psalms, seems
parallel to, rather than dependent on, Matthew’s narrative’
(Bartlet);* e.g. ‘Having been crucified He was given to
drink vinegar and gall’ (vii. g); cf. Ps. Ixix. [lxviii] 22 ; but
in Matt. the gall is given before the Crucifixion, the vinegar
after. ‘When they shall smite their Shepherd, then the
sheep of the flock shall perish’ (v. 12) is an allusion to
Zech. xiil. 7, with no hint of the context in which the
similar allusion stands in Ma#., Mk. ‘For my garment
they cast a lot’ (vi. 6), from Ps. xxil. [xxi] 19, is combined
with other passages from the same Psalm and from cxviii.
[cxvii] 12, to which no reference is made in the Gospels.
Traditions of the trial and mocking by the Sanhedrin and

! Dr. ]J. V. Bartlet [Senior Tutor of Mansfield College] in The N.T.
in the Apostolic Fathers (Oxford, 190s), p. 18.
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by the soldiers (cf. Ma#., Mk.) are combined in vii. g with
verbal touches reminiscent of Luke. If the earlier date is
assigned to the writing, any use of Matt. or Luke is impos-
sible ; the writer must have been dependent on earlier
written material, or oral tradition, or both. With the later
date he may have combined other material with a free use
of Ma#. and Luke: One passage requires special notice :
‘Let us take heed lest, as it is written, we may be found
many called but few chosen’! This has the appearance
of being an explicit quotation from a written Gospel to
which authoritative value is attached. This might be
possible at the later date,® and would stand as the earliest
known instance of the quotation of a Gospel with such
a formula, which would be of importance for the history of
the Canon. But the writer may be quoting from a Jewish
apocryphal work containing a contrast between ¢ many’
and ‘few’ such as is found in 4 Esdr. viil. 3; x. 573 Or
he is referring to our Lord’s words, but ‘he had forgotten
the reference, and consequently has employed the formula
“as it is written ” by inadvertence for the more appropriate
‘““as the Lord said to His disciples ”, or something of that
kind’ (Burkitt, 7he Gospel History and its Transmission,
p. 320).

If Africa and Egypt do not yet help us much we get
plenty of light from the East. The probability that Ma#.
was written at Antioch is supported by the fact that it is
Ignatius, bishop of Antioch, who gives us the first clear

! This saying is added to Matt. xx. 16 in some MSS. and versions,
of which syr #a.vesh aoree with Barnabas in omitting ydp.

* H. Windisch (Der Barnabasbrief in Handbuck 2. N.T., 1920) holds
the writing to be a compilation ; behind it lie a collection of testintonia
and a work on ‘The Two Ways*, and the book underwent a revision.
He places it between 100 and 135, though he thinks that the first
edition could have been earlier.

3 The formula of citation does not forbid this, since he uses it is
written * and ‘ the Scripture saith ' when citing Enock (iv. 3, xvi. 5).
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evidence of it. He wrote the seven letters that we possess
on his way to martyrdom at Rome, ¢. 115. He speaks
(Trall. xi. 1; Philad. iii. 1) of errorists who are ‘not the
Father’s plant’ (cf. Matt. xv. 13); and says that Jesus
Christ was ‘truly born of a virgin, and baptized by John
that all righteousness might be fulfilled by Him’ (Smyrn.
i. 1), the latter clause of which, as Sanday said, it is
unreasonable to refer to any other than Maifthew. ‘He
that receiveth let him receive it’ (Smyrn. vi. 1), and ‘ Be
thou wise as the serpent in all things and harmless always
as the dove’, are echoes of Matt. xix. 12 and x. 16. The
only possible reference to Luke is the statement that Jesus
Christ was crucified ‘ under Pontius Pilate and Herod the
tetrarch’ (Smyrn.i. 1). Oral tradition might have supplied
the last words. But the tone of his letter to Rome is per-
haps the result of his having read Clement’s letter to
Corinth ; and if that could reach him from Rome or
Corinth, Luke could reach him. He would not, however,
treat it with anything like the same deference as his own
local Gospel written by an apostle. The often-quoted
passage, ‘ Take, touch Me, and see that [ am not a bodiless
demon’ (Smyrn. iii. 2), is like Lk. xxiv. 39, and yet so un-
like that a use of the written words is improbable., Euse-
bius (H.E. iii. 36) confesses ignorance of its source;
Jerome (De wvir. sllust. 2) and Origen (De Princ. ; praef. 8)
refer it respectively to the Gospel acc. to the Heb. and the
Doctrine of Peter.

A knowledge of Jokn by Ignatius, if it cannot be
proved with certainty, is highly probable. Their theology
is akin, and there are echoes of wording, the clearest
being the sentence about the Spirit (Philad. 7): ‘for It
knoweth whence It cometh and whither It goeth’ (cf. John
iii. 8).

Two interesting passages show how the Old Testament
was valued chiefly as pointing to Christ and Christianity.
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‘That I may attain unto the inheritance wherein I have
obtained mercy, fleeing for refuge to the Gospel as the
Flesh of Jesus, and to the Apostles as the Preshytery of
the Church. Yea and we love the prophets also, because
they too pointed to the Gospel in their message, and hoped
in Him, and awaited Him’ (Philad. v. 1). The ‘ Gospel’
here means not the written Gospels but the whole
Christian tradition, oral and written, in many forms and
fragments, about the life and teaching of Christ. The
‘ Apostles’ means the whole apostolic teaching, as it had
been preached and written in letters. And the prophets
are the Old Testament prophets. Ignatius, therefore,
probably does not refer, as Westcott suggested, to a
definite collection of books as on a par with the written
prophecies, but to Christian truth as that to which Old
Testament hopes pointed. Similarly in Philad. viii f.:
‘I heard certain persons saying, If I find it not in the
charters (rois dpyefocs) I believe it not in the Gospel. And
when I said to them, It is written, they answered me,
That is the question. But as for me, my charter is Jesus
Christ, the inviolable charter His Cross and Death and
Resurrection, and faith which is through Him. . .. But
a singular value hath the Gospel, [namely] the Advent of
the Saviour, our Lord Jesus Christ, His Passion, His
Resurrection. For the beloved prophets pointed to Him
in their message, but the Gospel is the perfect provision
of immortality.” That is to say, the charter of Christians
consisted, not in writings corresponding to those of the
prophets, but in the facts which the evangelic message
proclaimed. And some people had questioned whether
certain passages in the Old Testament contained pre-
dictio