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BACON: PHARISEE> AND HERODIANS IN MARK 105

it could be said that there is no other evidence for its existence.
Thus Josephus in speaking of the various delegations to Rome
to protest against the carrying out of the will of Herod I, sur-
named the Great, ‘refers to certuin supporters of the claims of
Antipas among the relatives of Archelaus us preferring to have
Auntipas rather than Archelaus, ift they could not obtain their
first choice of being put under a Roman governor.> Such a group
among Antipas’ own relatives wight have been called by .Josephus
of 7ou 'Hpwdov, though I um unable to discover any pussage
either in the Antignitics or the War where it actually occurs.”
Does the evangelist really reter to @ group of this sort?

For two reasons we must refuse to admit a parallel even were
the phrase of 700 "Hpddov to be found. (1) Josephus has pre-
pared the reader tor mention of a group of supporters of
Herod's claims by previous description of the coutlict ot interests.
In Mark no previous description of any kind has been given.
*The Herodians™ appear as a group or party with whose aums
and ideals the reader is assumed to he tumiliar. (2) The term
"Hpwdiavol employed by Mark is by no means identical in meaning
with of 7o "Hpddov. It cannot mean ‘courtier of Herod'. as
the editors propose. u sense expressed inIn. 445 by the word
Buaihiwos, but requires the sense of ‘partisan’, or *adherent’.

The editors we quote betray o sense of the difticulty of tind-
ing any suclh group, or party. in Jesus’ time by their effort in
the succeeding paragraphs to show that members of Antipas’
court might have been in Jerusalent on the oceasion of Mk, 1215,
and that Herod 1, and even Autipas, sought to coneiliate their
Jewish subjects, and wmight therefore (7) be assumed to have
their partisans, or adherents, among the people. If such there
were would the evangelist be upt to introduce on the tirst oc-
casion (3 s) without comment so unnatural an alliance as this
would Dbe between the Pharisees () and disloval sycophants of
a hated and alien court?

Cheyne, on the other land, in his article *Herodians™ in the

2 The passage (Ant. XVII, ix. 3) was called to the writer's attention
by the kindnes of Professor W. J. Moulton, of Bangor, Me.

3 0o B J. I, xvil 6 Josephus speaks of Jews who took sides with Herod
I against Antigonuv as “Hpwdein.
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BACON: PHARISEES AND HERODIANS IN MARK 105

Letween religious sects and political parties is o vanishing one,
and that the connection made in two (if not three) instances
between *Herodians' and Pharisees implics that to Mark's mind
the two groups had something in common. What, then, did
Mark mean by -the Herodians’? and on what ground did he
represent them as fellow-conspirators with the Pharisecs against
Jesus?

In their effort to prove that in some sense of the word a
-party’ of ‘Herodians’ might have existed at this time, the editors
of Beyinnings of Christinnity remind us that *Herod the Great
certainly did all in his power to conciliate his Jewish subjects,
especially the Pharisaic party’, and suggest the possibility that
‘some Jews may have fixed their hopes on the Herodian fumily
as saviours of the nation’. They even think it -possible that
Antipas’ marriage (to Herodias) was prompted by a politie
desire to secure Jewish support by an alliance with o Hasmo-
nean princess’. This belief, however, we cannot share with
them, much less the belief that the cause of the Buptist’s exe-
cution 'may well have been” his disapproval of this policy, and
that *Herod's attitude to Jesus may be accounted for i the
same mauner. The least reliable historically of ull sections of
Mark is the digression in 617-29 (omitted by Luke and parti-
ally corrected by Matthew) which depicts the prophet in colors
derived from the story of Elijuh denouncing Ahab and plotted
against by Jezebel. In this dramatic tale the authentic scene
of the preacher of repentance to the mulitudes who toek to him
‘in the wilderness of Judea” from Jerusalem and Judew to be
baptized in Jordun is suddenly transferred to Tiberias. Jolin
15 now in the midst of those ‘who are in kings” houses’. He
addresses not the publicans and sinners who *went out into the
wilderness' to seek the prophet-unchorite, but utters his message
to ‘the king' like one of the old-time prophets who deelare the
state policy of Jehovah ugainst that of worldiy-minded monarchs.
For Muark ignores the unlikelihood ot any opportunity before
his imprisonment for.John to speak his message directly to Herod
and declares that he was imprisoned for a rebuke uttered *to
Herod'in person. Mureover he makes the place of incarceration not
(as Josephus tells us) the remote tortress of Machaerus near the
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Acts 12, But Mark must have known that Herod Auntipas and
Herod Agrippa were not one and the same.  We need assume
no more than that his ideas of the complicated relations of the
Herodian family were vague, and that he conceived of Antipas
as exercising some of the rovalty of his tather, surnamed the
Great, or of his despicable nephew and brother-in-law. Perhaps
in his mental picture of Antipas he introduced unconsciously
traits from that of Agrippa I. or that of Agrippa I1. who in
Acts 2625 is ralmost persuaded’ by the eloquence of his prisoner
‘to be a Christian™. Anyway. giving Mark the benetit of every
doubt, 1t 1s impossible to deny—uand this is the only point we have
uow to consider—that his ideas of the Tetrarch and his relations
with the Baptist and Jesus are strongly tinctured by his kuowledge
of other more conspicuous members of the family to whom the
designation *Herod the King' could properly be applied. Was
thiere a corresponding influence upon his idea of *the Herodians ™7

‘Herod” in Acts (that is Agrippa I is quite correctly depic-
ted as secking to cuwrry favor with *the Jews' by his execution
of James son ot Zebedee and persecution of the Clinreh. He
may have overdone the matter, as Nero did after the burning
of Rome, and as the lhigh priest Ananus did in putting to death
the other James, ‘the Lord’s Lrother’ in 62 a. p., shortly before
his own deposition by Agrippa 1. Dut he eertainly procecded
much further than his grandfather in the poliey of *conciliating
his Jewish subjects. especially the Pharisaic party,” and as
we happen to kuow with very marked success. The reason both
for the policy and for its success is self-evident. Herod T in
spite of the detestation of his subjects. could sometinies be con-
ciliatory. though for the most part in vain. Of Antipas we caunot
even assert the attempt. For to imagine the lustful Tetrach as
impelled by reasons of state policy in his intrigue with Herodias
because of her descent from the Jewish royul stock is a notion
which the editors must forgive us for regarding as sontewhat
fantastic. Autipus did entertain wnbitions, suggested according
to Josephus by his paramonr. of obtaining from Claudius the
title ot “king’. and tost what he had in the vain attempt to secure
it at Rome. But Iterodias” only part in the business (aside from
kindling the wmbition) was to share the exile it entailed as o
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If Pharisaism be taken to mean hypocrisy Agrippa was *
Pharisee of Pharisees,” But in presence of the fulsome eulogies
of Josephus and the Talmud we have no need to prove the
success of his policy. And if any New Testument writer had
ocecasion to appreciate the sinister significance of this ‘revival ot
the age of Alexandra’ with its unexpected rapprochement be-
tween the Pharisees and the ruling circles it was Mark. The
example of Josephus mn itself is enough to prove how many must
at this time have bLecome *Herodians,” and the effects of the
alliance upon the disciples of .Jesus are not likely to have faded
from the mind of the young man in whose mother’s house the
persecuted C'hureh was assembled to pray for Peter’s escape,
when *Herod' had put forth his hand and sluin James the brother
of John with the sword, and next, seeing that ‘it pleased the
Jews’, had proceeded to arrest Peter also.

‘Pharisees and Herodians’ together saw the fruition of their
dearest hopes when Claudius at the beginning of his reigu (41
A. D) restored to the protége of his predecessor Caius the full
dominion and sovereignty which Augustus had denied to the
heirs of Herod I. Their expectations were fully met when the
new king gave proof of his policy by this ‘aftliction’ of the Church.
If, then, Mark in the Gospel had been speaking of the times
when the Book of Acts tirst brings Agrippa [ to our notice
nothing could have been more natural than to think of ‘Pharisees
and Herodians’ as conspiring against the life of the leaders of
the Clinrch. Unfortunately for the aceuraey of the reeord the
facts are as stated by our editors: “There is no other evidence
(that is, outside the Gospel of Mark) as to the existeuce of a
party, much less a religious sect, of Herodians™ in the time of
Jesus.

Our second evangelist, whom tradition asserts to be no other
than the John Mark of Mary’s house in Jerusalem, but whom
it credibly reports as composing his Gospel only later at Rome,
after the death of Peter, with whom he had once eompanied as
‘interpreter’, must therefore be understood to mean by those

than justice in 1merely adopting the statement of Schiirer that ‘the de-
claration of the people could also be justified’ on the basis of the latter
pussage, ay if this were the only one.
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sound the keyv-note of Agrippa’s philo-Judean policy. It we
think of it as applied to him no one would tor « moment question
its appropriateness, nor the likelihond that there were in his
time partisans, if not a quasi-religions sect, who hecause thev
hailed Agrippa as a restorer of the sceptre to Judal might well
be called ‘Herodians.” especially by a writer whose Latinisms
are noticeably common.

But is it supposable. tinally. that our second evungelist has
lapsed into such an anachronism? Hus he introduced as con-
spirators with the Pharisees against Jesus a sect or party as to
whose existence at the time there i< no other evidence, and who
could hardly orginate before the time when some prince of native
stock had prospects of attaining the throne which since Pompey’s
day had passed into the hands of aliens? —Tossibly not. 1t the
tradition of Markan authorship i1s to be taken strietly aa pied
de la lettre. Certainly not if we are to abandon the date esta-
blished by sccond century tradition for the composition in favor
of a date within Agrippa’s own reign. ws we have recently heen
invited to do. But what of this writer's story of the Baptist's
fate? Surely in view of the inaccuracies of Mk, 6 14-20 we must
he prepared for somewhat unhistorieal conceptions on this evan-
celist’'s purt of the Herods, their doings and their relations. It
the assmmption scem incompatible with the idea that the Gospel
was written throughout in just its present form by the quondam
companion of Peter, then it would be well to ask whether we
are under any necessity of taking the superseription “Aecording
to Mark' in so strict n sense.

On the other haud there is no need to think of the evangelist
as arbitrarily introducing new clements into the storv. The
Lukan tradition. which often seems to represent the authentie
forin more closely than Mark, brings the Pharisees into relation
with ‘Herod" as against Jesns when they report the Tetrareh’s
threatening attitude.  According to the special source of Luke
(Lk. 13 51) the Pharisees tried to rid themselves of Jesus hy
reporting, ‘Get thee out and go heneer for Herod would fuin
kill thee.” Tndeed the part played by /orod in the special Lukan
source (perhaps the same which in Aets tells the story of Peter’s
miraculous deliverance) takes on larger proportions as the stream
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