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" Without doubt, some of the richest and most powerfii and populous
communities of the antique world, and some of the grandest personalities
and events, have, to after and present times, left themselves entirely
unbequeath'd. Others have arrived safely, as from voyages over wide,
century-stretching seas. The little ships, the miracles that have buoy'd
them, and by incredible chances safely convey'd them (or the best of
them, their meaning and essence) over long wastes, darkness, lethargy,
ignorance, etc., have been a few inscriptions—a few immortal compositions, small in size, yet compassing what measureless values of reminiscence, contemporary portraitures, manners, idioms and beliefs, with
deepest inference, hint and thought, to tie and touch for ever the old,
new body, and the old, new soul ! These ! and still these ! bearing the
freight so dear—dearer than pride—dearer than love. All the best
experience of humanity, folded, saved, freighted to us here. Some of
these tiny ships we call Old and New Testament.
"
W A L T WHITMAN, Democratit Vistas.

" A book that is really old and really valuable has nothing to fear from
the critic, whose labours can only put its worth in a clearer light, and
establish its authority on a surer basis. In a word, it is the business
of the critic to trace back the steps by which any ancient book has been
transmitted to us, to find where it came from and who wrote it, to
examine the occasion of its composition, and search out every link that
connects it with the history of the ancient world and with the personal
life of its author."
W. ROBERTSON S M I T H , The Old Testament in the

Jewish Church (Lect. I.).
•* From the first the living stream of christian experience, though holding
that onward course of which the successive flood-marks are the epistle to
the Romans and the gospel ascribed to St. John, had been stagnating by
the way into pools formed on the one side by Judaism, on the other by
philosophic systems. The popular habit of regarding the writings of
the N T as a body of doctrine pitched into the world all at once, has
caused this fact to be generally overlooked. Yet an examination of these
writings themselves might satisfy us that they came into being as
successive assertions of the fulness of christian life against a cotempor•aeoiis stiffening of it either into Jewish ordinance or gentile philosophy."
T. H . GREEN, Works (vol. iii. p. 170).

PREFACE TO T H I R D EDITION
FOR a variety of reasons, both public and private, it
has not been possible to issue this edition until now,
and, even as it is, I have not been able to do as much
with the book as, in normal times, I would have liked
to do. In order to avoid disturbing the printing-plates,
the new material which is incorporated has had to be
severely compressed, but the Index has been recast and
enlarged, and the publishers have kindly allowed me to
add an Appendix containing some notes for which no
room could conveniently be found in the body of the
book. For the most part, the fresh matter is bibliographical; I have made a special effort to bring the
volume up to date as a work of reference for students
of the subject. Besides this, however, I have gone over
every paragraph, correcting slips and altering sentences
here and there, in order to bring out he meaning more
clearly. In carrying through the revision I have been
helped by using the criticisms, both published and
private, which I received on the publication of the first
edition. These have been weighed, especially when they
happened to challenge the methods followed or the
conclusions reached, but substantially I adhere to the
critical positions originally occupied. After surveying
the work done in the department of New Testament
criticism during the past seven years, I do not find
reason to change my views on any essential point; I
have sometimes rewritten a passage, but never abandoned an opinion already adopted on the major issues
of the problem.
It is a genuine pleasure to learn that the volume
has been found serviceable as a text-book, and I trust
that this new, enlarged edition will add to its usefulness.
JAMES MOFFATT.
GLASGOW.

June ist, 1918.

PREFACE TO FIRST EDITION
this manual is designed primarily for the use of
students, most of whom'need to be reminded that if the
first commandment of research is,' Thou shalt work at the
sources,' the second is, ' Thou shalt acquaint thyself with
work done before thee and beside thee,' I have agreed to
notice, as far as the limits of my space and knowledge
permit, the view of scholars who for various reasons are
led to occupy positions which differ from those adopted
in the following pages. T h e literary criticism of the New
Testament still contains a large number of unsettled
problems, and it is only fair, in a handbook of this
kind, that facilities should be given for comparing the
ramifications of argument and argument. Among other
things, I have tried to draw up sifted lists of references to
the relevant literature for the convenience of those who
desire to find their way about in the world of more or less
recent opinion upon the subject. T h e bibliographies have
to be read in the light of what Eusebius wrote at the close
of the ninth book of his Prceparatio Euangelica: KaX TTOXV^
Be a\Xo9 fiap7vpo)v rjfuv o^Xo<; iraXaiSiv re Kal vecov avyypa^etov iirippei, rrjv ofiolav TO?? reOelat •y^rj^ov i'!ria(f)payi,^ofiivcav, S)V ra<i <^(ova<;, Xoyov irpovoovfievot. cvfijxeTpia<;,
Tot9 (j)iXofia6iac ^TjTelv re KOI Biepevvdv airoXei-y^avTe^, eirX
rr)V XeLirovaav avToX /ieTafSrjao/Meda irrayyeXiav.
I could
have wished to make the lists as well as the arguments
ampler at several points. Still, they will perhaps serve,
for all their defects, to give some clue to the main
divergences of critical research from the track which has
been outlined in the present volume.
SINCE

JAMES MOFFATT.
B R O U G H T Y - F E R R V , August

\ith,
vUi

1910.
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ROME A N D THE EAST.
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Pcrseciiliiin in Gaul, marts rduni of Pothinus
(Lynns).
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Florinus?

LITERATURE.

Clement of Alexandria.
Muratorian Canon.
Polykrates of Kphesus (epist. 195).

Acts of Apollonius.
Paschal Controversy.

CHRISTIAN

First writer in theological Latin, Theophilus.
Theodotion (version of OT) ?

Apollinaris of Hierapolis (anti-Montanist).
Alogi ?
Modestus.
M i n u c i u s Felix (?).
Ac/s of Carpus, Papylus, and Agathonike.
Synimachus (version Rhodon.
of OT)?
Epistle of Lyons and Vienne churches.
Irena;us, adv. Haer.
(180-190).
Pantcenus in Alexandria.
Tertullian
(160- Apelles,(ruXXo7(<r/«oi,
220 c.).
(j>avep(h(Xfi.s.

JEWISH AND CHRISTIAN LITERATURE.
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THE ROMAN EMPIRE.

CO

A.D.

Pollux (archseol.).
Sextus Empiricus {e. igb).

Hermogenes.

GREEK A N D LATIN LITERATURE.

Maximus of Tyre.

Boethus.
N u n i e n i u s of Apameia.

Phrynichus.
Galen (130-200).

Alciphron.

I'ausanias.

Celsus, AX-qdris A6yos (177-180).
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ABBREVIATIONS
AA.

ACL.

AJT.
AKIV.
BFT.
BL.
BLE.
BNT

.
.
.
.
.

BZ.
.
CB. .
CGT. .
Chron.
CQK.
CRE.
DAC.
DB.
DOB..

Weizsacker's das apostolische Zeilalter^ (1902, Eng.
tr. of second edition, 1894).
A. C. McGiffert (Internat. Theol. Library, 1897).
J. V. Bartlet (in ' Eras of Christian Church,' 1900).
J. H. >Ropes, 7'he Apostolic Age in the Light oJ
Modern Criticism (1906).
E. De Faye, Etude stir les origines des Eglises de V Age
Apostoliqtie (Paris, 1909).
C. F . Kent, The Work and Teachings of the Apostles
(New York, 1916).
Harnack and Preuschen, Geschichte der aluhristlichen
Litteratur bis Eusebius. i. Die Ueberlieferung und
der Beslaud (iSg^); ii. Die Chronologie (1 = 1897,
2=1904).
C. T. Cruttwell's Literary History of Early ChrisUanity (1S93).
Ehrhard s die altchristliche Litleratiir u. ihre Erforschung seit iSSo {psLtt i. 1894).
H . Jordan's Geschichte der altch. Lileratur (1911).
The American Journal of Theology (Chicago).
Archiv fiir Religiotisivisscnschafl (Berlin).
Beitrdge zur Forderiing christl. Theologie (ed. Schlatter).
Schenkel's Bibel-Lexicon.
Bulletin de Lilt. ecclesiasti(]tte (Paris).
Harnack's Beitrdge zur Einl. in das NT (i. Eng. Ir.
Luke the Physician, 1907 ; ii. Eng. tr. Sayings of
Jesus, 1908 ; iii. Eng. tr. Ads of the Apostles, 1909;
iv. Eng. tr. Date of Acts, etc., 1911 ; v. Eng. tr.
Bible Reading in Early Church, 1912).
Biblische Zeitschrift.
The Century Bible (London, Eng. text and notes).
The Cambridge Greek Testament for Schools and Colleges.
W. Bruckner, die chronolog. Reihenfolge- in welcher die
Briefe des NT verfasst sind (1890).
The Church Quarterly Rcvicxv.
W. M. Ramsay, Church in the Roman Empire^ (1^04).
Hastings' Dictionary of the Apostolic Church (igiSf-).
Hastings' Dictionary of the Bible (1898-1904).
Smilh's Dictionary of lite Bible.
Vigouroux's Dictioiinaire de la Bible (Paris).
Smith's Dictionary of Christian Biography (1877-1887).
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ABBREVIATIONS
.

•

Udsi'ings' Diclionaiy of Chri.it and the Gospels {igo6'
1908).
Diat. .
.
. E. A. Abbott's Z>/rt/«Mrn'a (i^ondon, A. and C. Black):
(i.) C/ue, A Guide through Creek to Hebrew
Scripture (%^ I-272); (ii.) 7he Corrections of Mark
adopted by Matthew and Luke (§§ 273-552); (iii.)
From Letter to Spirit (§§ 553-1149); (iv.) Paradosis
(§§ 1150-1435) ; (w.)Johatinine Vocabulary {%% 14361885); {y\.) Johannine Grammar (§§ 1886-2799);
(vii.) Notes on NT Criticism (§§ 2S00-2999); (viii.)
The Son of Man (§§ 3000-3635).
EB. .
.
.
The Encyclopticdia Britannica.
EBi. .
.
. 77i£ ^//0"/''M"''"'^/Wfrt (London, 1899-1903; ed. J.
S. Black and T. K. Chcyne).
REP..
.
. K. 'Laka, The Earlier Epistles of St. Paul (l<)\l).
EGT..
.
.The
Expositor's Greek Testament (ed. Sir W. R. NicoU,
1897-1910).
Einf. .
.
. Nestle's EinfUhrung in das Griechische NT^ (1899,
Eng. tr. under title, ' A n Introduction to the
Textual Criticism of the Greek New Testament').
Einl. or INT. . R. Simon's Histoire critique du texte du NT (Rcjtterdam, i689f.)*, Histoire critique des versions du NT
(1690), and Nouvelles observations sur le texte et
les versions du NT (Paris, 1695);' J. W. Rumpaeus, Commentatio critica in libros NT (i7S7) i
J. D. Michaelis, Einleitung in die gottl. Schriften
des neuen Bundes* (1788; Eng. tr. by Marsh, 1793,
Fr. tr. by Cheneviere, 1822); A. Y{d.n\tmyHandbuck
d. Einl. in die Schriften des NT^ (Erlangen, 18011809) ; J. G. Eichhorn, Einl. in das NT (18041827) * ; J. E. C. Schmidt, Hisiorisch-krit. Einl. in^s
NT'' (Giessen, 1818); L. Bertholdt, Historisch-krit.
Einleit. in s'dmmtliche kanon. u. apokry, Schriften
des A. tl. N. T. (1813-1819); H . E, F . Guericke's
Beitrdge zur Einl. in das A''7'(Halle, 1828f., against
de Wette); ^ A. B. Feilmoser, Einl. in die BUcherdes
neuen Bundes fiir die offentlichen Vorlesungen
» The Protestant reply to Simon was J. H. Mai's Examen Histories
Critica: N. T. a R. Simone Vulgatcz (1694) rather than the Lutheran
Pritius' Introductio in lectionem NT (1704, etc.); the Roman Catholic,
Kleuker's Untersiichungen der Griinde fiir die Echtheit u. Glaubwiirdigkeit
der schriftlichen Urkunden des Christenthutns {\^Z'S). I have not seen the
English version of Simon's first two works (London, 1689 f.). For an
estimate of Simon's contribution to NT criticism, sec Margival 'va..RIiL,t
1899. 139-216.
s The fifth ed. (1848) of de Wette's Lehrbuch der hist.-kritischen
Einleitung (Berlin. 1826) was translated into English by Frothinghara
( U . S . 4 . . JSSS).
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(Tiibingen, 1830*); H. A. Schott, tsagoge historicocritica in libros N. Foederis sacros (Jena, 1830) ;
Schneckenburger, Beitrdge zur Einl. in^s N7
(1832) ; K. A. Credner's Einl. in das NT (Halle,
1836, with his Das NT nach Zweck, Ursprung, u.
Inhalt, 1843) * ; C. G. Neudecker, Lehrbuch der
hislorisch-kritischen Einl. in das NT mil Belegen
aus den Qtiellenschriften u. Citaten aus der dlteren
u. neuen Litteratur (Leipzig, 1840); J. M. A. Scholz
(184S f.); Schleiermaclier's * posthumous Einl. in das
NT* (Berlin, 1845, in vol. i. of his collected works,
ed. 0 . Wolde); J. L. Hug's Einl. in die Schriften
des NT* (1847, Fr. tr. by Cellerier, 1823, Eng. tr. of
third ed. Andover, 1836)* ;^ Daniel Haneberg (1850,
fourth ed. 1876); Ad. Maier(i852); Joseph Dixon,
A General Introd. to Sacred Scriptures (1852); F .
X. Reithmayr's Einl, in die kanon. Biicher des NT
(Regensburg, 1852); J. H . Scholten, Kritische
Inleiding tot de Schriften des NT^ (1856); de
Wette'sEinl.^ (ed. Messner and Liinematin, i860)*;
H. de Valroger {^Introd. hist, et critique, 1861) J G.
A. Freytag, die heilig. Schriften des NT (Berlin,
1861).; Neander, Pflanzung u, Leitung d. christl.
Kirche-' (1862, Eng. tr. 1842, 1865)*; Gunther
{^Introductio, 1863); J. B. Glaire, Introd. Historique
et Critique aux Livres de tatuien et du Nouveau
Testament* (1865, Italian tr. 1846); Bleek* (1866,
Eng. tr., Edin. 1883); Lamy {^Introd. in sacras
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PROLEGOMENA.

I.
COLLECTION OF NT WRITINGS INTO A CANON:
METHOD AND MATERIALS
OF NT INTRODUCTION.
THE early Christian writings wtiich form the New Testament
fall within a period which covers, roughly speaking, a single
century. Jesus died about A.D. 30. He wrote none of the
works treasured by the church. He wrote once, but it was on
the dust; like Socrates, he remained an authority, not an
author, for his adherents. The subsequent literature which
gathered round his name and cause embraced accounts of his
own life or of the movement which he inaugurated, as well as
compositions occasioned by exigencies and emergencies in the
life of the Christian societies throughout the Roman empire.
The last of these writings (2 Peter) dates not much later than
about one hundred years after the crucifixion. By the end of
the second century all our present canonical NT writings are
known to have been in existence, while the majority existed as a
sacred collection which was being used for ecclesiastical purposes.
The problem set to the literaiy critic is to examine the rise and
growth of these writings one by one, to estimate their historical
object, to discuss their inter-relations, and to analyse their
structure.
An introduction * to any literature, ancient, mediaeval, or
* The Libri Introductorii referred to by the sixth-century aristocratic and
scholarly monk, M. Aurelius Cassiodorus, in his Institutio
diuinarum
lectionum[M.\gnt, patr. lat. Ixx. Il05f.), appear to have been mainly occupied
with biblical exegesis and hermeneutic, and the '^laa.yiir^^ els rdsffe/asypa<f>dt
of Hadrianus (fifth century, ed. Gossling, Berlin, 1887) does not differ
essentially from the sources used by the Abruzzi scholar. The lost Key to
I
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modern, is concerned primarily with literary problems, and with
other questions only as these impinge upon the central issue,
namely, the literary genesis and growth of the writings under
review. The study of the documents as documents is its
mitier. The origin and the objects of these documents in their
own age form its special business. Yet, as literature rises from
life, and as any writing not only is shaped by, but itself helps
to shapei, events in history, literary criticism is repeatedly
obliged to wade into the waters of historical investigation;
the imperial policy of Rome, e.g., is as germane to the criticism
of the Apocalypse of John as is the policy of Philip to the
discussion of Demosthenes' Olynthiac orations. Literary criticism
and historical criticism are therefore auxiliary sciences. The
historian, whether of life or thought, requires to be able to
presuppose the results of investigation into the date, authenticity,
and form of the relevant documents; while the literary critic, in
order to place his documents, leans on the results of the
historian's survey. But neither science can be isolated. Literary
judgments frequently depend upon some presupposition as to
the course of history, and the very data for this presupposition
are often in their turn drawn largely from the documents in
question. This is not arguing or working in a cirde. The
moment theory is deserted for practice, the difiSculties tend to
solve themselves; they are really difficulties of method, and if
the literary critic and the historian keep their respective flags
flying, they need not scruple to cross their allotted borders
when occasion demands.
Much of the historical significance which attaches to certain writings
would remain hidden from us if we did not happen to know that certain
events were fresh in the minds of writers and readers alike. Paradise Lost
is not a political pamphlet, much less a religious treatise; but it is impossible to miss in its dialogues and descriptions either the theology
of current Puritanism, with its controversies and abstractions, or the
republican tendencies by which the author's conceptions of government were
shaped, or, finally, his instinctive distrust for the intellectual passion awakened
by the RenaissarKe. Similarly—to take one instance out of hundreds
from ancient literature—the Prometheus Vinctus and the Septem contra
Thebas are unintelligible apart from the aspirations of the Athenian
ripavyoi and Themistokles. The literary and historical criticism of the N T
has a corresponding duty of unravelling the various threads of influence
the Interpretation of the Scriptures, by Melito of Sardis ('H irXeit), probabl)
belonged to the same clasa.
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which tie a writing to some period. It is essential here as elsewhere to
ascertain the mental and moral latitudes in which an author worked, to use
his work in conjunction with other aids for the discovery and illustration of
these latitudes, and again to use these for the further elucidation of the book
itself. The latter is moved moie or less, according to its character, by
recent and contemporary events, just as the period in its turn is set off and
rendered more vivid by the contemporary literature—
" Like as the wind doth beautify a sail,
And as a sail becomes the unseen wind."
As the early Christian literature was not national, however, such
synchronisms * yield less for the NT than for almost any other group of
ancient writings. We should expect, e.g., that an event like the fall of
Jerusalem would have dinted some of the literature of the primitive church,
almost as the victory at Salamis has marked the Persa. It might be
supposed that such an epoch-making crisis would even furnish criteria for
determining the dates of some of the NT writings. As a matter of fact,
the catastrophe is practically ignored in the extant Christian literature of the
first century. Beyond slight traces in the synoptic, especially the Lucan,
version of the eschatological predictions made by Jesus, and a possible echo
in one of the sources underlying the Apocalypse, no vibrations of the crisis
can be felt (cf. Windisch in TT., 1914, pp. 519-551)-

Literary criticism and textual criticism are also bound to
overlap at many points ; but each has a sphere of its own. The
boundary question here is theoretically simpler than between the
historian and the literary critic. The place of investigation into
early Christian tradition is more difficult to determine. An
ancient writing often lies in a matrix of later information upon
its origin or its author, and it is necessary to examine such
materials in order to ascertain whether or how far they are the
result of later fancy weaving unreliable reports around an honoured
literary product, or the outcome of genuine tradition which
goes back in subterranean fashion to the very period at which
and for which the author wrote.
From such difficulties, arising out of the content and the
form of documents, it is not to be expected that a critical
Introduction to the literature of the NT can be exempt.
Volumes on this subject have often been planned and executed
along lines which overlapped into the sphere of works upon
early church history, New Testament theology, and textual
criticism. In the hands of some older writers, like Home and
* A Contemporary History of the New Testament is to form a special
volume of the International Theological Library.
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Glaire, NT Introduction was equivalent to an encyclopaedia ot
biblical dictionary, in which all topics relative to the contents
as well as to the form of the NT writings were elaborately
discussed, whether historical, literary, textual, or archaeological.
The escape from this ideal of a Juvenalian farrago was only
a matter of time. With the development of historical criticism
and the increasing specialisation which it demanded, such a conception of Introduction became more and more impracticable.
It is now recognised that while a NT Introduction handles
the materials of volumes on the language and text of the NT
writings as well as on the apostolic age, it is differentiated
from these by a controlling reference to the literary problem
as such, which determines roughly the amount of space assigned
to questions of chronology, theology, archaeology, and textual
criticism.
Naturally it is impossible, e.g., to discuss Paul's epistle to the
Christians of Galatia without some reference to the narrative of
Acts and the geographical data of the provinces in Asia Minor,
or to pronounce on the authenticity of the second epistle to the
Thessalonians without checking the results of recent inquiry into
the eschatological currents flowing through Judaism and primitive
Christianity. Textual criticism also bears directly upon several
problems in the literary criticism of the documents, as, e.g., in
the case of the Bezan text of Acts, or of the pericope in the
Fourth gospel, or of the appendix to Mark's gospel. The
new attention paid to the Old Latin and Syriac versions, which
promise to throw light on the Greek text prior to the rise of
the great uncials, is destined to affect NT Introduction as well
as exegesis in the near future. But it is the problem of tradition
which is most crucial. It assumes a much more serious character
in NT Introduction than is usual elsewhere in the literary
criticism of classical or Oriental literature. The problem of
tradition is, in one aspect, a phase of investigation in early
church history; but, in another, it is bound up with the special
question of the Canon*—a question which, by its unique
significance, imposes specific difficulties upon the literary criticism of the NT. As the very term JVew Testament suggests,
these writings are extant in a special collection. The idea and
• The right of historical criticism to examine the origin and authority of
the NT Canon was first stated by Semler in his Abhandlung von frtitr
Untersuchung des Kanons (1771-1775).

M E T H O D OF N T I N T R O D U C T I O N

5

the history of this collection belong to the province of church
history and to the special department of the Canon; but it
would be unscientific to treat NT Introduction as if it were
entirely insulated from contact with all such problems. The (i.)
very process of collecting and arranging the various documents
has not been without its effect upon the shape, the order, and
even the contents of the documents themselves; and (ii.) the
various strata of ecclesiastical tradition during the second and
the first half of the third century—after which time little or
no valuable information need be looked for—preserve several
items of interest and importance about the primitive documents,
which, like lumps of quartz, need to be carefully washed if they
are to yield any specks of golden, authentic tradition.
This view of the method and functions of N T Introduction may appear
comparatively obvious, but it has only been held within fairly recent years.
Indeed, with the possible and partial exception of Junilius,* a royal official
of Constantinople during the first half of the sixth century, whose Institutio
regularia diuince legis (ed. Kihn, Freiburg, 1880) incorporated the substance
of lectures given by Paul of Nisibis upon the authorship, authority, and
contents of the Scriptures, nothing worthy of the name of a NT Introduction was written till the sixteenth century, unless we stretch the term far
enough to include the Muratorian Canon, which gives a few words upon
several of the NT writings, the Church History of Eusebius, which gathers up
many current traditions, the books mentioned on ~^. I, and subsequent
treatises such as the twelfth century de eruditione didascalia and de scriptura
et scriptoribus prcenotatiunculce by Hugo of St. Victor, and the fourteenth
century Postillte perpetuce in uniuersa biblia of Nicolas the Franciscan of
Lyra. Even in the sixteenth century, historical criticism of the Scriptures was
hardly bom within the church, as is plain from the so-called Introductions
by the Dominican friars Santes Pagninus (Isagogce ad sacras litteras liber
unus, Lyons, 1536) and Sixtus of Siena, whose important Bibliotheca sancta
(Venice, 1566), in eight books, was dominated by the recent decision of the
Council of Trent upon the Canon. The influence of Sixtus is visible in the
Jesuit Salmeron's Prolegomena in uniuersam scripturam (Madrid, 1597)No real advance was made by the various Roman Catholic writers of the
seventeenth century in Spain or Germany. Dogmatic interests were equally
strong within the Reformed churches, meanwhile, as almost every page o(
the Isagoge of Andreas Rivetus and the Enchiridion biblicum (1681) of J. H.
Heidegger makes clear.
With the writings of Richard Simon, the French Oratorian priest, a
new day dawned for the science of "NT Introduction.
Among the
numerous good services which modem research owes to this great scholar
* He was a friend of Primasius, the bishop of Hadrumetum, who commented on the Apocalypse ; cf. Kihn's Theodor von Mopsuestia und JuniL
Africanus (1879), pp. 213 f.
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are the separation for the first time * of the O T from the N T , the application of literary criticism to the writings, and the employment of textual
criticism as a factor in the process of appreciating the various documents.
T h e translation of Simon's essays into German, and the publication of
Micliaelis' Introduction
(Gottingen, 1750 f.), started a prolonged series of
really critical works in Germany, of which the most notable were de Wette's,
Credner's, and Schleiermacher's ; the most popular, from the Roman Catholic
side, was Hug's. T h e rise of the Tubingen school marked the next epoch in
the history of the science. Although Baur himself wrote no actual Introduction, his interpretation of the apostolic age and its writings exercised a
powerful influence, attractive as well as antagonistic, upon all who were
seriously engaged in N T research, t
T h e outstanding contribution of the
Tiibingen movem«'.it to N T Introduction was its emphasis on the close
relation betwee.i history and literature ; it failed to make due allowance for
the pre-dor,inantly religious interest of the apostolic age as distinguished from
polemi', but it assigned each document to some phase or another of a
hist< rical evolution within the early church. T h e value of this principle was
in Jependent of the particular application made of it by Baur and his followers.
A debt of gratitude is further due to " t h e sincerity and courage of the
Tiibingen school
Not only were the facts emphasised by them, however
exceptional, important, and unduly neglected ; not only did they do justice to
the ideal which underlies the concrete ; but truth, and therefore piety, can
permanently only be the gainer by the results of free investigation, with
ample consideration of the strength and weakness of every rational hypothesis "
(Dr. A. Robertson, Regnum Dei, p. 83). While Baur's particular positions in
N T criticism were frequently supported in detail, the publication of Ritschl's
Entstehung
der altkatholischen Kirche (2nd ed. 1857) and of Hilgenfeld's
Einleitung showed that the general thesis could not be worked out over the
field of the N T literature.
This has been confirmed not so much by
opponents of Ba»r like Guericke, Salmon, and von Hofmann, as by the
independent treatises of Reuss, Mangold, and above all H . J. Holtzmann,
whose standard work represents quite a modified form of Baur's hypothesis.
At present, workers in the science of N T Introduction may be divided into
three groups. T h e radical wing % is represented by Havet in France, and
especially by van Manen and Rovers in H o l l a n d .
T h e liberal wing
numbers not only Holtzmann, but Jiilicher (his crisp, first rate manual is rather
less radical than even Holtzmann's), von Soden, Bacon, and Baljon. T h e

• Not for the last time, unfortunately.
T h e collocation of the two
survives in popular or semi-critical volumes like J. K. Huber's
Einleitung
in die sdmmllichen Biicher d. heil. Schrift^ {1840), Gilly's / " r / m (1867-1868),
A. Schlatter's Einleitung
in die Bibel (1889), Cornely's
Compendium
(1889), F . W. Weber's Kurzgefasste Einleitung in die heil. Schriften AT und
NT ^ (ed. Deinzer, 1891), and Franz Kaulen's Einleitung
in die heilige
Schrift Alien u. Neuen Testaments^ (1905).
t On Baur's great services to N T Introduction, see Holtzmann (New
World, 1894, 207-218) and B. W . Bacon (HJ. xi. 611-622).
X See Dr. G. A. van den Bergh van Eysinga's Radical Views about the
New Teslatuent (London, 1912).
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conservative wing includes, besides all the Roman Catholic writers, B. Weiss,
Godet, and Zahn ; Zahn's volumes are conspicuous for their massive learning.
Apart from S. Davidson, whose point of view approximated generally to that
of Hilgenfeld, the few writers in English on this subject are predominantly
conservative, with the recent and brilliant exceptions of Peake, Bacon, and
M. Jones.
Amid the varieties of critical opinion during last centviry, however, there
was a prevailing adherence to the method first laid down in full by
de Wette, who showed in practice how N T Introduction could be cleared
from extraneous and heterogeneous elements. He and Reuss brought out
the literary function of Introduction. It was now seen pretty generally that
the science must devote itself more than ever to the problems clustering
round the origin and growth of the NT writings, taken individually and in
groups, whilst the final phase of their historical setting lay in their gradual
incorporation into the Canon. Thus, while the canonical environment of
the writings lent a certain unity to the studies bearing upon their contents
and career, the extension of interest to the domain of their literary and
historical environment invested the science with an unwonted elasticity. Its
task was " to take that section of early Christian literature which has been
allotted the rank of a classical literature for Christendom, thanks to the
conception of the Canon, and apply thereto the laws of literary and historical
criticism which cover the writings in question, when treated as literary
products at any rate—and this apart altogether from the further qiiestion
whether the outcome of such a subsumption of the N T under the general
category of literary growth must end in the confirmation, or supersession,
or modification of the dogma of the Canon " (Holtzmann, Einl. p. 13).
This modern conception, which is due to the rise of the historical method,
was first stated definitely by Hupfeld in his essay, Uber Begriff u. Methode
der sogen. biblischen Einleitung (Marburg, 1844). Many critics still clung
to the idea that an Introduction to the N T literature corresponded more or
less to a critical account of the Canon,* and that the business of the science
was to investigate a book's title to the predicate of canonical; but, on the
whole, the conception of NT Introduction as a history of the N.T
literature had now fairly won its footing. Literary problems, in the light of
historical research, were recognised to be paramount. One result has been
that, instead of dwelling on the ecclesiastical function of the writings or on their
reception into the Canon, critics have turned to devote more attention to the
rise and shape of the individual writings, studying each either by itself or in
the group to which its inner affinities, not necessarily its canonical position,
would assign it.
At the same time a N T Introduction is not equivalent to a collection of
such brief introductions as might be prefixed to separate editions of the books
* So even Baur (Theol. Jahrb., 1850, pp. 474 f.), though his historical
sense led him to define "Introduction" finally as " the theological science
which has to investigate the origin, primitive situation, and characteristics
of the canonical writings." Compare Ilupfeld's criticism in SK. (1S61,
pp. I f.), and Baur's further exposition in Theol. Jahrb., 1851, pp. 70 f.,
222 f., 291 f.
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in question. The science of NT Introduction deals with each writing not
merely as it stands by itself, but as it is correlated to the other volumes of its
special group or of the cainonical collection in general, endeavouring to set
each book in its relative literary position, marking its place in the development of the whole, and indicating the later processes of ecclesiastical
rearrangement by which often it was shifted from its original position to a
more or less alien place in the collection. It is only by the pursuit of this
historical and'genetic line that NT Introduction escapes from the reproach of
being largely concerned with " isolated points which have - no connection
among themselves," * or of leaving upon the mind the impression of a
literature which lies unrelated and accidental, resembling either
" A lonely mountain tarn,
Unvisited by any stream,"
or a series of deep scattered pools, one book or group of books coming
after another in a more or less haphazard fashion. It is indispensable to
detect the running stream of life that winds steadily, for all its eddies and
backwaters, between and throjigh these varied writings; and this is
impossible till the critic stands beside the life which they presuppose and out
of which they rise. He must (p. 5) at the same time keep in view the fact,
of which the Canon serves as a reminder, that the N T writings not only
sprang out of history but had a history of their own, and that apart from their
selection and editing in the second and third century literature they would
often be misinterpreted, if not unintelligible in more ways than one.

In a note to the first chapter of The Fair Afaid of Perth,
discussing the magnificent view of the Tay valley which may be
gained from the Wicks of Baiglie, Scott quotes what a local
guide said, on reaching a bold projecting rock on Craig Vinean
—"Ah, sirs, this is the decisive point." One of the first objects
of the literary historian, in attempting the survey of any period,
is to secure the decisive point from which he may command the
lie of the country, before descending to examine it in detail.
Such a vantage-ground lies usually at some distance from the
particular literature. That is one reason why the decisive,
preliminary point of elevation from which to scan the primitive Christian literature is to be found in the traditions which
begin to rise early in the second century, when writings
of the primitive age were being gathered into a sacred
collection. This starts a further question, however. The
primitive canon does not correspond exactly to the contents of
the modern NT, but the idea is the same, viz., that of a selection
made for ecclesiastical purposes. This idea, as well as the very
name of " New Testament," is later than the writings which have
* Dr. M. W. Jacobus, A Problem in NT Criticism (1900), p . 49.
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gravitated into the Canon. The large majority of these writings
originated in a period when there was no "New Testament,"
and no thought of any such collection. None of them was
•vrltten for a canonical position, and it is therefore an anachronism for literary and historical criticism to attach the predicate of
" canon'ca^" to them, or to treat them as if they had possessed
from the first a privileged and unique character. The NT
Canon represents a dogmatic selection from the literature of
primitive Christianity. In accepting this selection for the
purpose of literary criticism, is there not a danger, it may be
asked, of isolating the writings unhistorically under the influence
of what was the postulate of a later generation ? This contention
does not necessarily cast any reflection upon the instinct which
led the early church to draw up such a collection; it does not
mean that the unity of the New Testament is a purely factitious
characteristic which has been imposed upon its contents by the
ecclesiastical interests of a subsequent age.* " No one is called
upon to deny that the ancient church in her New Testament
brought together upon the whole what was of most value from
the religious standpoint, and also upon the whole all that was
oldest and therefore, from a documentary standpoint, most
important, not only in the literature known to us, but in the
current literature of the period" (Wrede, Ueber Aufgale und
Methode der sogenannten Neutestamentlichen Theologie, 1897, p.
i i ) . t The pith and justice of the argument lie in its protest
against introducing a priori conceptions of unity and uniqueness
into the historical criticism of the religious ideas and the literary
form of the New Testament writings. It has less bearing, in any
case, upon the literary criticism than upon the theological study
of the NT.J Strictly speaking, the method of the former should
• Cf. on this Denne/s Death of Christ (1^2), pp. I-4, and Sanday in ERE.
ii. 576-577t The opening pages of Wrede's essay (pp. 8-17, cp. GGA., 1896, 525 f.),
G. Kriiger's pamphlet on Das Dogma vom Neuen Testament (1896), and his
pages in ARW., 1902, 258 f., 267 f., represent this position most efifectively.
The credit of starting it originally belongs to the two Dutch scholars, van
Manen (cf. EBi. 3471 f.) and Baljon. On the general principle, see
Preuschen's paragraphs in ZNW. (1900), pp. 10 f.
+ As early as Clement of Rome and Ignatius there is a retrospective recognition of an authority in religious tradition which belonged to the apostles ; but
this was not confined to exlra-canoiiicai writers, and it did not necessarily imply
a literary record or expression of that authority.
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include the non-canonical compositions which are contemporary
with the canonical, as is done, e.g., by Schwegler and Pfleiderer, by
Reuss and van Manen, and in G. Kriiger's Geschichte d, altchrist,
Litteratur, Practical considerations, however, determine otherwise. Since the present series is a " theological" library,—implying that the inclusion of the New Testament writings denotes
their canonical character,—and since Dr. C. R. Gregory's volume
has outlined the process by which they attained this position
in the church, the present volume is perforce confined to the
earlier history of the Christian writings which have thus become
canonical; only, it is written from the standpoint which views
them not as canonical but as products of the primitive Christian
movement, and it attempts primarily to read them in the light
not of what they afterwards became or did, but of what they
were to the age and circle of their origin. The question
practically renders itself into one of method. So long as
inquiries into the literature of the NT are prosecuted apart
from any dogmatic assumptions upon the priority or superiority
of that literature to the other writings of the period, no breach
of scientific principle is committed. The dependence of the
Fourth gospel, e.g., upon Justin or even the Leucian Acts,
may be denied, but not for the a priori reason that the one
is canonical and the others are not. Criticism, again, may
place certain NT writings in the same period as others
which are
" Contemporaneous,
No question, but how extraneous
In the grace of soul, the power
Of hand."
This description, however, must be deduced from the internal
evidence of the books in question, not from any consideration
of the canonical prestige which attaches to one or other of them.
Thus, even when the immediate scope of the inquiry is confined to a selection from the early Christian literature, the
principles on which the investigation proceeds need not and
must not be narrowed in such a way as to exclude from the
purview of the critic any relevant data furnished by the form
and contents of any contemporary literature which is extant.
So far as literary morphology is concerned, e.g., no valid distinc
tion can be drawn between the so-called " N T " literature
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and the early Christian writings of the first or the second
century.* The same forms appear; epistles continue to be
written; apocalypses start u p ; acts are compiled; and even
gospels continue to rise above the surface. Each genre has an
earlier example within the NT collection, but the later productions are by no means merely imitative in form or contents; the
derivative element is frequently lost amid the vigorous and
independent creations of apologist or romancer. Besides, some
{e.g, Clemens Romanus, perhaps Barnabas) are prior to, and
others at least (Ignatius) contemporaries of, one or two writings
which are now included in the Canon. No line of demarcation
can be drawn even in time any more than in form.
(a) Unless the literary criticism of early Christian writings is to become
merely a subordinate branch of dogmatic theology t or of church history, it
must apparently forego its rights to use the title of " N T Introduction
except upon the grounds of practical convenience. From the logical and
historical point of view there is no such thing as a science of NT Introduction,
unless " N T " is regarded as equivalent to the NT Canon, and the origin of
the various N T writings treated merely as a prelude to their subsequent
history in the church. But while the scientific ideal would undoubtedly be
an Introduction to the early Christian literature, which abstains on principle
from crowning any members of the primitive company with a posthumous
halo, just as conscientiously as a modern philologist would refuse to treat the
language of the N T writers as an isolated island in the sea of the profaner
Koiv-ti, the N T is with tis, and it will be with us to the end. Partly owing to
intrinsic, partly owing to extrinsic qualities, its contents have acquired a vogue
shared by no other early Christian writings,^ and there are practical considerations in favour of continuing to treat this selection of choice documents as a
separate whole, in the light of its wider literary environment. Most writers
on NT Introduction add to their discussion of the separate NT writings not
only a section on the Canon, but also some account of the uncanonical literature.
But this is to swell the size of a NT Introduction without adequately avoiding
its unscientific bias. Even when a NT Introduction is confined to a discussion
• See F . Overbeck's essay, ' Ober die Anfdnge der patristischen Literatur'
in Historische Zeitschrift (1882), pp. 417-472, especially pp. 428 f.
t Or of apologetic, as, e.g., A. G. Rudelbach (Zeitschrift fiir lutherische
Theologie u, Kirche, 1848, pp. if.) and Aberle (Einl, pp. 3f.) held quite
frankly.
X " The books did not come together by chance. They are not held
together simply by the art of the bookbinder. It would be truer to say that
they gravitated towards each other in the course of the first century of the
church's life, and imposed their unity on the Christian mind, than that the
church imposed on them by statute
a unity to which they were inwardly
strange " (Denney, The Death of Christ, 1902, p. 3).
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of the N T books, the scientific demands of literary criticism may be met by
following a method which actually, though not formally, treats the canonical
WMtnlgs not as canonical but as early Christian documents, eschewing any
factitious or fortuitous grouping due to a later period, and steadily keeping in
view their relations to the so-called uncanonical document of the first and
second centuries. This, it must be confessed, is a makeshift. But- it manages
to conserve the rights of historical criticism.
(b) The name is older than the subject. Exposition and inspiration (i.e.
the problems of canonical authority) rather than literary criticism occupied the
earlier works which may be grouped under the title of Introduction, from
Adrianus to Santes Pagninus and Rivetus. Such treatises grouped the OT
and the N T together. Latterly, their interest in the canonical authority of
the scriptures led to an increasing emphasis upon the question of the text,
which the investigations of Simon and Mill soon forced into prominence.
The former of these scholars, though none of his works is called an Introduction, is the real founder of the modem science. In point of fact, even prior
to Simon, the most relevant materials of Introduction were furnished by works
which bore other names, firom the Muratorian Canon and the Writings of
Jerome (especially the de uiris inlustribus, which had so powerful an influence
on mediaeval thought *) down to the Dominican Sixtus and M. Walther
(Officina Biblica, 1636). There have been three distinct stages in the
development of NT Introduction. The first is marked by R. Simon's works,
whkh emphasised the duty of investigating the pre-canonical origin of the
literature. The second S)mchronises with the discussions upon the relation
of the science to the N T Canon, which are associated with the names of
Hupfeld and Baur, especially the former. By this time N T Introduction
had realised to some degree its vocation in literary and historical criticism
alike. The third stage, inaugurated by Overbeck and worked out by the
scholars above noted (p. 9), is still in progress. At first sight it appears to
spell the death of the science, resolving it into the larger discipline of an
Introduction to the early Christian literature ; but there is less practical justification for this t than for the allied proposal to replace " N T theology " by " The
history of religious ideas in primitive Christianity."
The fullest study of the history of N T Introduction is Zahn's article in
PRE. V. 261-274,; the English student will find materials in Bleek's INT,
i. pp. 7-38, and Weiss (INT. §§ 1-4), as well as in H. S. Nash's History of the
Higher Criticism of the New Testament, and G. H . Gilbert's Interpretation of
the Bible (1908); although the latter, like R. Simon's exhaustive Histoire
critique des principaux commentateurs du NT depuis le commencement du
Christianisme fusques d nbtre temps (1693), deals with exegesis rather than
Introduction proper.
• On Jerome's influence upon the Canon of the Western Church, see Sir
H. Howorth in JTS. x. 481 f., xi. I f., 321 f.
t Cf. J. Weiss, Die Aufgaben der Neutestamentlichen
Wissenschaft(igd8),
pp. 32, 48 f.
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n.
ARRANGEMENT

OF NT

WRITINGS.

Do the traditions underlying the various early canonical arrangements of the NT throw any reliable light upon the origin
and relative position of the latter ? This question must be asked
and answered before the canonical order is set aside by literary
criticism. It involves an inquiry into the sequence and contents
of the various sections in the NT Canon (cp. Zahn's GK, ii.
343-383; S. Berger, Histoire de la Vulgate (1893), pp. 301 f.,
331 f.; Moff'att, HNT. pp. 107-117; Nestle's Einf, 127-128;
Jacquier, GK, ii. pp. 59 f.).
In the following lists, early Christian writings like the
Apocalypse of Peter and Hermas, which are frequently ranged
with the canonical, have been omitted for the sake of clearness.
Heb. is ranked with the Pauline epp., except where otherwise
noted. It is obvious that the relative order of the sections
cannot be earlier than the third or fourth century, when the
whole of the NT came to be written as a single codex, and
that even the order of books in the separate sections seldom
goes further back than the period when the collection of gospels
or epistles was first made.
(a) The order (cp. Credner's GK. pp. 390 f. ; Barth's Einl. pp. 387 f.;
Gregory's Canon and Text of NT, pp. 467-469) of the component
sections of the Canon occupies the first place in this preliminary inquiry;
but, although the results are fairly clear, their value for the historical
appreciation of the writings is of subordinate importance. As the reader
will notice from the appended tables (expanded from HNT. pp. io8f.), the
gospels almost invariably come first, though in the synopsis of Chrysostom,
as in D, they follow Paul, owing to liturgical reasons. The Apoc, again,
is as invariably last, though in the 6th cent. Decretum Gelas. (otherwise like
B), as in the Fleury palimpsest and in the Catalogus Mommsenianus (which
otherwise tallies with A), it precedes the catholic epistles, while in the oldest
Armenian MS (Venet., c. 1220 A.D.), which otherwise tallies with B, Paul
follows the Apoc (cf. Milligan's NT Documents, pp. 292 f.).
The usual position of Acts, before or after the catholic epistles, and the
explicit title of the former. Actus Apostolorum (Iren. adv. Hcer. iii. 13. 3,
etc.) or Acta omnium Apostolorum (Murat.), though erroneous, denote the
catholicizing tendency of the early church. Philastrius (4th cent., Hcer.
Ixxxviii.) observes that the catholic epistles "actibus apostolorum conjunctae
sunt" ; this is the order in A, E, F, and G, their priority (in E and F) over
Paul being due to the influence of Gal i " (TOI>S icph ^/xov diroaTdXovs). Acts
was of special value not only as an introduction upon the one hand to Paul's
epistles, but as a witness, on the other hand, to the twelve apostles (as repre-
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sented by the catholic epistles); in this way it seemed to prove the unity
of the early church. Its position imniediil'Jy after the gospels was due to
the feeling that the historical books should go together.
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(b) More interest attaches to the order of the writings included in these
sections. With regard to the gospels (cp. Nestle's Einf. pp. 127 f. ; Zahn's
GK. ii. 364!., 1014), the main data may be tabulated as follows :—
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* So Greg. N a z . , omitting Apoc.
T h e order of B ( " i t e m ordo
Scripturarum N T quem sancta catholica Romana suscipit et ueneratur
ecclesia," Decret. Gelas.) was adopted finally by the Council of Trent.
t So Apost. Canons, omitting Apoc, and Catalogus Claromontanus
(4th cent.), placing Apoc before Acts. T h e original order of Codex Bezre
(cp. Dom Chapman in Exp.^ xii. 46-53) seems to have been E v v , Apoc,
Cath (1-3 J n ) , Acts.
t Minuscule 19 has J n , Mt, L k , M k ; minuscule 90 has J n , L k , Mt, Mk.
H e r e , as in D and F , Mk is put last on the score of its size. Corroboration
of this order was probably found (as by I r e n s u s and Victorinus) in Apoc
4', where John was identified with the lion, Luke with the calf, Matthew
with the man, and Mark with the eagle. T h e more common arrangement
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of A, which was adopted by the Council of Laodicea (A. D. 363), reflects an
early tradition preserved by Origen (Eus. H. E. vi. 25. 3), who learnt ip
irapadba^ei that Mt was written first of all, then Mk (on the basis of Peter's
preaching), thirdly Lk (referred to in Ro 2'*, 2 Ti 2*), itrl waa-iy T6
Kard 'luidvvitv (so In Jesum Nave hom. vii. l). It is reproduced by the
large majority of manuscripts and versions. B is another early arrangement,
reported by Clement (Eus. H. E. vi. 14, 5-7) as a xapdSoais irepl Ti)s rd^eiiis
TCIV eiayyeXluv which he had received from rSiv dv^KaBev Trpeapvripdiv, The
tradition thus goes back to the middle of the second century at least, if it
is not earlier; there are even traces of it in Irenseus. But the principle of
arrangement is that priority belongs to the gospels which contain genealogies;
Mark's gospel reflects the subsequent preaching of Peter at Rome, while John's
is the spiritual gospel which crowns and supplements all three. Otherwise
(except in D and F) Mk as the Petrine gospel precedes the Pauline Lk.
Irenseus, indeed, gives a chronological basis for A (cp. Eus. H. E, v. 8. 2),
but the traditions which he preserves fall to be discussed in connexion with
the gospels of Matthew and Mark (see pp. 190, 211). The gradual (C-G)
elevation of Jn from the fourth place to the first or second was due to
the theory that the directly apostolic gospels (Mt, Jn) were in a position of
priority as compared with those which were merely composed by apostolic
subordinates (Mk, Lk),* perhaps also to the ideat that Jn was written when
the circle of the apostles was still unbroken (cp. Schwartz, Der Tod d.
Sohne Zebedaei, pp. 26 f.), and possibly to a desire for emphasis on gospels
which connected Jesus directly with the OT. G certainly reflects a
pre-Origen order current in the Egyptian church.
The monarchian
prologues to the four gospels, which represent on the other hand a Roman
tradition slightly later than the Muratorian Canon (cp. Corssen in TU,
XV. l), place Mt first, as written before the others in Judaea; then Jn
("qui etsi post omnes euangelium scripsisse dicitur, tamen dispositione
canonis ordinati post Matth^um ponitur"); then Lk and Mk, though the
latter (written in Italy) chronologically preceded the former.J The prologues
of the symbols (cp. Swete's Mark, pp. xxxvif.), which allied the figures
respectively to Mark, Luke, Matthew, and John, does not seem to have
influenced the chronological order, but in the old Latin codex Bobiensis
Mk precedes Mt.
* See Tert. adv. Marc. iv. 2 ("nobis fidem ex apostolis Johannes et
Matthseus insinuant, ex apostolicis Lucas et Marcus instaurant, iisdem
regulis exorsi").
t This notion, which underlies the Muratorian Canon's account of the
Fourth gospel's origin, probably explains the subsequent allusion in the
same Canon to the priority of the Apocalypse over Paul ("cum ipse beatus
apostolus Paulus sequens prodecessoris sui Johannis ordinem non nisi
nominatim septem ecclesiis scribat)."
t The remark that Mk "non laborauit natiuitatem carnis, quam in
prioribus uiderat, dicere," seems to contradict this, whether in prioribus
(sc. euangeiiis) refers to Mt and Lk (Corssen), or to Mt and Jn (see
the words immediately above, " initium carnis in domino et dei aduenientis
habitaculum"). Zahn s attempt to explain the phrase as a translation of
iv ToU irpb TovTiav or (v rois ffiirpoaBcv, is quite improbable.
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:rome: Athanasius :
Council of Laodicea:
A m p h i l o c h i u s of
I k o n i i i n i : Nicephorus
(Stichonietry) : John
of Damascus : Freissingen fiagm. of old
Latin (with Heb after
I Tl), etc.

s

Gal
Corr
Rom
Thess
Laod
Col
Phil
Phlm

Corr
Eph
Phil
Col
Gal
Thess
Rom
Phlm
Tit
Tim

Rom
Corr
Gal
Eph
Phil
Col
Thess
Tim
Tit

Phlm

E

F
ictorinus (on Rev !*•).

uratorian Canon.

s

D

ecretum Gelasianum.

Cf

A»

italogus Claromontanus.

B

arcion (cf. Tert. adv.
Marc. iv. 5).

thus witness to the order of A as that of the composition of the four, but for
ecclesiastical reasons they reproduce D. The Western order of D also occurs
in the newly discovered (Egyptian) Freer MS. Here as elsewhere Mk's size
was probably one reason for Lk's priority. A is probably the oldest tradition
extant upon the order; it is drawn from several early ecclesiastical traditions
connected with the apostolic authorship or origin of the gospels. Mt, as
composed by Matthew the taxgatherer for the Jewish Christians of Palestine,
is supposed to precede Mk, which was associated with Peter's subsequent
preaching at Rome, just as Lk was connected with Paul's preaching. C represents an order of the Western church, and there is internal evidence to suggest
that the archetype of Codex Bezae had the gospels in this order, its present order
(D) being due to a later scribe (cp. Dom Chapman in ZNIV., 1905, 339-346).
The division and arrangement of the gospels thus appear to have been
determined partly on chronological grounds, partly from considerations of
internal value or even of size, partly from ecclesiastical ideas of the author's
rank, and partly from arbitrary fancies—or, at any rate, from what seem
arbitrary and unintelligible to a modern. All these features are further
illustrated in the disposition of the Pauline and catholic epistles.
(c) The Pauline epistles are arranged as follows:—

U

Q

>

Rom
Corr
Gal
Eph
Tim
Tit
Col
Phlm

Rom
Corr
Eph
Thess
Gal
Phil
Col
Tim
Tit
Phlm

Rom
Corr
Gal
Eph
Thess
Phil
Col
["postea singularibus personis
scripsit, ne excederet numerum septem
ecclesiarum "]

* The order Gal, Co, Ro seems to have also prevailed, possibly after
Marcion, in the early Syriac canon (as in Efraira).
t Athanasius and Council of Laodicea, like XA, insert Heb between Thess
and Tim ; in the Bohairic version it also follows 2 Th, though the Fayyumic
and Sahidic place it after 2 Co. Augustine, like Pelagius and Isidore of
Spain, puts Col between Thess and Tim ; Cassiodorus puts Eph after Col,
and Ambrosiaster (Souter, GK. 217 f.) puts Col between Thess and Titus.
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T h e position of Philem after Col in A and D is natural, but the distinction *
of ecclesiastical and private epistles, which dominates B, C, E , and F , tended
to throw Philem not only near but after Tim and Tit on account of its brevity
(as in C, E). T h u s it is uncertain whether Marcion's order put I'hilem after
Phil (so Tert. cuiv. Marc, v.) or before it (Epiph. hcer. xlii.). T h e priority
of Rom was due partly to its size, partly to the prestige of the Roman church ;
in the African order (Tert.) it is last, as in B and Origen.
T h e position of Plebrews within the Pauline corpus is usually f between
the ecclesiastical and the private epistles (Eastern Church) or after the latter
(Western Church).
Luther threw H e b , Jas, Judas, and Apoc to the end
of his bible with the curt remark : " bisher haben wir die rechten gewissen
hauptbucher des N T gehabt, diese vier nachfolgende aber haben vor zeytten
ein ander ansehen gehabt."
(d) T h e canonical arrangement of the catholic epistles throws even
less light on their origin, or even upon the traditions which grew
up round them in the early church. T h e y were tabulated in order as
follows:—
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* It is explicitly stated in Murat. Canon and by Victorinus that Paul
wrote to seven churches, as John did, the seven representing the one
catholic church.
•f Occasionally, however, after 2 Co and before Gal (so, e.g., Sahidic
version) or E p h (Theodore Mops.).
+ Decret. Gelas. and a Roman order (JTS. ii. 236 (.) distinguish 2 and 3 Jn
as " a l t e r i u s Johannis presbyteri epistola;," adding " Z e l u l i s " to " J u d : e . "
§ Catalogus Mommsenianus, which follows F, omits Judas and Jas. T h e
" u n a sola," which is appended in one of its MSS to Ju and Pt, represents
an early gloss which protests against the canonicity of 2-3 Jn and 2 P, not a
comment upon Jas and Judas, which have been accidentally omitted (Belser,
Einl. 727). See Gregory's Canon and Text of NT, 271-272 ; Souter's GK.
pp. 212 f. ; a n d y / X xiii. 511 f.
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Owing to the length of time which elapsed before the seven catholic
epistles succeeded in winning ecclesiastical recognition, and owing to the
variety of their authors as well as to the obscurity which besets the origin of
almost all in the traditions of the church, no tradition of their respective
order or chronological arrangement is either early or reliable. T h u s , the
priority of Peter in B is due to hierarchical reasons (Jerome, ace. to Cassiod.
Inst. Div. Litt. 11, put the Petrine epp. before the Pauline, next to the
gospels). B passed into the Roman church through the Council of Trent.
A represents a common and even earlier Eastern arrangement (cf. Revue
BinM., 1906, 82). For the priority of Jas, cp. Eus. H. E. ii. 23, 24 (oi5 i]
irpuisTri Tuv (Jco/xafOytteewy KadoXiKtov iwidTdkuv eXvai XiyeTaC); but the order
(Jas, Pt, Jn) probably is no more than an ecclesiastical reflection of Gal 2 ' ,
and it possesses as little independent historical value as B.
By the time of Eusebius, who first mentions the seven so-called catholic
epistles (H. E. ii. 23, cp. vi. 14), the Eastern church in particular had
reserved the term catholic, as a literary designation, for a group of seven
early Christian writings which, with more or less unanimity, had been accepted
as apostolic and canonical. T h e sense of the term, in this connection, is
equivalent to encyclical or general. As distinguished from Paul's epistles,
these were supposed to be addressed either to Christendom in general or to a
wide circle of Christian churches.
T h e second century anti-Montanist
Apollonius (as cited in Eus. H. E. v. 18. 5) describes how Qe/xltruv
iT6\lJ.T]<jev, fnp-ovixevos Tbv dirSjToXov, KaOoKiKi^v nva <ri;vTafa/iei'OS irrKSToK-^v,
KaTTjX^^" f-^v Tovs &fj.eivov avroO ireiritTTevKdras, avvaywvl^eadai. Si rots TTJS
Kevotpuvias \6yois, p\a<T<p-r]iJi.ri<raL de els rhv Kbpiov Kal Toiis diro(rr6Xous Kal riju
dylav iKKkrjalav. Themison was a Montanist leader at Cumane, but we
have no further information about his ecclesiastical or literary career. It is
plain, however, that KadoKiK-q in this connection means neither canonical nor
orthodox, but oecumenical or general.
T h e extant fragment of the Latin version of Clement's Hypotyposes (see
Zahn's Forschungen, iii. p p . I34f.) proves that, while he reckoned Clemens
Romanus and Barnabas * as apostolic, he only commented on four of the
catholic epistles, viz. I P , Judas, I J n and 2 J n . These four represent
the nucleus of the corpus catholicum.
T h e latter three alone are
included in the Muratorian Canon, while Irenseus knew I P , I J n , and
2 Jn, and Tertullian I P , I J n , and Judas.
Tertullian's silence on
2 Jn may be as accidental as that of Irenseus upon Judas ; but even Origen,
the first of the church fathers to vouch for all the seven catholic epistles,
puts 2 and 3 J n , Judas, 2 P , and Jas into the second class of dvTCkeybixeva.
or diJ.cpipa.XK6fj.eva,, while Cassiodorus ignores 2 - 3 J n , J u d a s , and 2 P .
More than once the further question rises, did the formation of the Canon
exert any influence upon the original form and text of the early Christian
writings which were thus gathered into a collection of sacred books for the
purposes of the church?
Did the canonical process involve any editing?
and if so, where, and to what extent ? Higher criticism and textual criticism
interlace, in problems of this nature. Rohrbach's hypothesis about the lost
* Origen also reckoned this a KadoXiKr) iinffToX-lj (c, Cels, i. 63), and so
did the Catalogus Claromontanus.
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ending of Mark, Harnack's on the titles of the catholic epistles, and the
widespread theories on Romans and 2 Corinthians, are instances in point.
It is also a fair question, whether the text of Paul's epistles may not have
been slightly "catholicised" for the purpose of the canon. These problems,
however, fall to be noticed below, in connection with the respective writings.
All that can be premised is that the canonical editing, which added titles to
several of the writings, may quite well have gone further in the interests of
liturgical edification.

As the plan of this volume departs from the canonical
arrangement, it will be useful at this point to outline the course
followed in grouping the various documents.
The literature dating from the early decades of the Christian
movement may be called " Epichristian"—to borrow a convenient term from de Quincey.* As it happens, the extant
fragments of this literature consist almost entirely of letters
written by the apostle Paul. The period includes, however,
the rise of the primitive evangelic material, which afterwards
was worked up into the synoptic gospels. Collections of logia
may in some cases be traced even within Paul's epistles; one
of them, the Q-source of Matthew and Luke, certainly is
contemporaneous with him.
Though none has survived
in its original form, it would be an unbalanced estimate of
the epi-christian period and its literature which would
identify the latter with the correspondence of the great
apostle.
In form, at any rate, the historical literature stands by itself.
The use of the epistle for religious purposes did not originate
with Paul, though he was the first to popularise it within
Christianity. The special traits of a gospel, however, as we
find them in the synoptic writers, are not anticipated in the
earlier biographical memoirs or monographs or d/oeraXoyai of
ancient literature. On this account alone the four books of the
historical literature demand a chapter to themselves. From
* In his essay on the Essenes he invents the adjective in order to describe
primary elements and movements in Christianity which first matured in the
generation immediately succeeding the lifetime of Jesus Christ.
"That
particular age or generation (of twenty or thirty years, suppose) which
witnesses the first origin of any great idea, system, discovery, or revelation,
rarely indeed witnesses the main struggle and opening rush of its evolution.
Exactly as any birth promises vast results for man, it may be expected to
slumber silently. Then suddenly kindling, and spreading by ratios continually
accelerated, it rushes into the fulness of life with the hurry of a vernal resurrection in Sweden.''
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the standpoint of literary criticism, they represent a new
departure. As they followed Paul's correspondence chronologically, they may be studied next to the apostle's letters and
epistles, the more so that the origin and the significance of the
so-called Pauline elements which they contain constitute one of
the problems which beset the task of estimating the extent to
which the gospels reflect the common Christianity of the
primitive church in reproducing the sayings and deeds of
Jesus.
So far as the NT is concerned, this period, i.e. the half
century after A.D. 70,* has also thrown up a number of compositions which the later church, in framing its Canon, grouped
either as Pauline or as "catholic" epistles. It is customary
in most manuals of Introduction to treat the former under the
Pauline correspondence, even when they are recognised to be
sub-Pauhne, and to discuss the latter separately. This method
may be defended on the score of practical convenience; but
even when adopted in order to facilitate reference and to
avoid confusion, it has grave drawbacks. It is better to
regard all these sub-Pauline writings, from the standpoint
of literary criticism, under the general title of pastorals
and homilies. The introduction of a classification such as
that of the "catholic epistles" is a much later and artificial
arrangement.
Any disposition of these homilies and pastorals is more or
less provisional. Their chronological succession, their literary
relationships, and even the schools of thought or localities to
which they might be referred, are too insecure to afford any
basis for an arrangement which would correspond to the little
that is known about their situation. I have put Judas and
2 Peter immediately after i Peter, since, although Judas differs
from I Peter, 2 Peter depends on both, and Judas lies chronologically between the two. A second subdivision is headed by
Ephesians, which is also allied to i Peter; in its wake we may
range the three epistles to Timotheus and Titus, since they,
too, bear Paul's name. Hebrews again, like Ephesians, breathes
an atmosphere in which the Pauline ideas are being transmuted
• It is totally unhistorical to describe the age between the death of the
apostles and the middle of the second century as an unproductive peried,
whose practical tasks resembled those of the post-Reformation era, when il
was men's chief business, as Martin Chemnitz put it, parta tutri.
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into a form approximating to the later transformation in the
Fourth gospel. With it the homily or tract of James may be
placed, for lack of any more appropriate position. Finally, the
two little pastorals written by John the presbyter lead up
naturally to the Apocalypse. In literary form, the Apocalypse
is partly allied to the pastorals and homilies, but the uniqueness
of its contents justifies the special position assigned to it as
the only one of the early Christian apocalypses which eventually managed to retain a foothold inside the Canon. The
Fourth gospel has formal affinities both to the pastorals and
to the historical hterature; here again, however, the distinctive
characteristics of the document merit isolated treatment. The
anonymous homily or pastoral which bears the canonical title
of " First John " will be discussed, for the sake of convenience,
in the wake of the Fourth gospel, with which its affinities are
closest, instead of in its canonical class.
The chief complete commentaries on the NT are :—Beza's Annotationes
(1565); Aretius, Commentarii (Paris, 1607); Grotius, Annotationes (1641 f.);
Alberti's Observationes philologicce in sacros Noui Foederis libros (1725);
Hardouin's Commentarius (1741); de Beausobre's Remarques historiques,
critiques, et philologiques sur le NT (1742); Bengel's Gnomon (1742);
RosenmUller's Scholia (1777); H. E. G. Paulus (1880-1804) ; J. O. Thiess
(1804-1806) ; Kuinoel (1807-1818); Blomfield's Greek Testament (London,
1829); J. Gossner (Berlin, 1827-1830); E. Burton's Greek Testament (OxioiA,
1831); Alford ; C. Wordsworth; Bisping's Handbuck (1867-1876); and F.
Tillmann's Heilige Schrift des NT ( I 9 i i f . ) , a Roman Catholic counterpart
to SNT.

III.
LITERARY

BACKGROUND

OF NT

A New Testament * implies an Old. The New Testament
writings, even separately, presuppose the authority no less than
the existence of the older ypa^rj of the Jews, by means of which
Paul justified the principles of the Gentile mission, and the
evangelic tradition enriched as well as verified its outline of Jesus
the messiah. It was the analogy of the OT which contributed,
together with the growing prestige of early Christian apostolic
* Tertullian, using instrumentum in its juristic sense of a written authority
or proof, distinguishes the OT, as instrumentum Judaicce litem, from the
NT as the instrumentum pradicationis or Christian(E litercB (Ronsch, Das
NT Tertullians, 1871, 47-49 ; cf. Harnack's Entstehung d. NT, pp. 137 f.).
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writings as apostolic* (cp. Koppel in SK, 1891, i 2 3 f ) , to the
formation of a NT.
Eusebius recognises a providential circumstance in the
composition of the 1"XX. Had it not been for this version, he
observes, " we should not have got from the Jews those oiacles
(ra Trap' avrois Aoyia, cp. Ro 3^), which they would have hidden
away from us in jealousy" (Eus. Praep. Evang. 349 c). The
argument is that since the O T prophecies were to prove
essential to the preaching of Christ throughout the world, God
had thus arranged for the accurate translation and wide diffusion
of oracles which would witness incontrovertibly to his Son.
This standpoint was that of the early church as a whole. To
the O T they appealed for proofs of their doctrine of Jesus
Christ. Their earliest theoretic interest was the demonstration
from O T prophecies that Jesus was the true messiah. In the
case of Paul, the author of Matthew, and the writer of Hebrews,
the extent to which the original Hebrew text was employed in
quotations becomes a problem for exegesis, but in the main the
LXX was more convenient. More than once, e.g. in Hebrews
and Paul, the argument turns upon some pivot in the LXX
text. Several times, e.g. in Matthew, Barnabas, and Justin, the
so-called proofs are simply illustrations, and not always very
happy illustrations, of the doctrine in question, while the O T
text could also furnish upon occasion material for the stories
as well as for the sayings in the gospels. The main point is,
however, that the early church steadily clung to the OT,
despite the hostility of the Jews, the contempt of the Marcionites
and certain gnostic sects who repudiated the OT, and the
difficulties in which its interpretation often plunged the Christian
teacher and apologist.
On the strong influence of the L X X upon the Greek world outside
Judaism, and its value as an instrument of the Christian prnpagard.-i, see
Harnack, SBBA.,
1902, 5o8f., MAC. i. 2 7 9 f , 2 8 4 ^ ; Deissmann, Neue
Jahrbiicher fiir das klass. Alterthum
(1903), 161 f (on ' d i e Helleniesierung
des semit. M o n o t h e i s m u s ' ) ; and Swete's Introd. to OT in Greek (ch. v.).
* T h e impulse to keep up communication of some sort with the apostolic
base was not confined to Catholic Christians. T h e Gnostics shared this
instinct. It found expression in their repealed efforts (a) to attach themselves to the traditions of some apostle or apostolic disciple, (b) to interpret
allegorically (and edit) some apostolic writing, and to compose (c) gospels of
their own (cp. Eus. H. E. iii. 25. 6 - 7 , and below, n. on pp. 1S7-1SS).
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Ignatius (ad Phil. 8^) declares he once heard some people saying (8TI 'Eip
;uT) KT\.), " I f I do not find it iv roh dpx^iot^, I do not believe (it) iv T<^
eiayyeXlifi."
When he replied, " I t is writtt;n," they retorted, " T h a t is
just the question (TrpiiKeirai)." Ta apxeta (apxala) here means the O T ,
which Ignatius claims to be in line with the gospel. It is unnecessary and
awkward to put iv T(^ evayye\i(fj in apposition to rois dpxeloLS, taking
iritTTebit) in an absolute sense (so Zahn, F u n k ) , or to follow the ingenious
rmendation of A. N . Jannaris (Class. Rev., 1903, 24-25), who prefers to
read S,TI idv for firt 'Eci;', and irpbaKeiTai. ( = irpoiTTi0eiTat) for irpbKeiTai, so
that the passage would run : " For I heard certain persons saying. Whatever
I find not in the records, in the gospel, I believe not. A n d when I said to
them, It is written, they answered. It is a d d e d . " T h e latter interpretation
would refer to the corruption of the gospel text. But the comparison of the
O T and the Christian propaganda is inherently more probable.

Three considerations have to be borne in mind in this
connection:
(i.) Even the LXX was not employed literally. The early
church used the OT at many points in the light of the luxuriant
midrashic interpretation which gathered round it during the later
Judaism (see Philo's Fit. Mosis, i. i). Allowance has to be
made repeatedly for this factor, in estimating the form and
contents of early Christian traditions.* There is a partial
analogy in the influence of Milton upon the later interpretation
of Genesis ; but even this gives no adequate idea of the extent t
to which, not simply in the field of eschatology and apocalyptic,
the letter of the OT was embellished and modified by midrashic
speculations.
(ii.) The composite OT quotations in the NT as well as in
the early Christian literature from Barnabas and Melito to
Cyprian's Testimonia especially, render it highly probable that
florilegia and catenae of OT passages were in circulation. A
pre-Christian origin for such excerpts is not impossible; the
size of the OT would make it convenient for short manuals of
this kind to be drawn up for the purpose of teaching and
propaganda. But this need would be intensified when the
* O n the midrashic elements, e.g., in Stephen's speech (Ac 7), see EBi.
4791 ; the traces in Josephus are collected by Bloch (Die Quellen des
Flavius Josephus, 1879, pp. 20-51), the Philonic by L. Treitel in Monatsschrift
fiir Geschichte und Wiss. des Judentums (igog), 28 f., 159 f.
t Thus the tradition of the Asiatic elders (Iren. v. 33. 3-4) about the
fertility of the earth in the latter days transferred to Jesus a midnashic prophecy
(cp. p. 610), perhaps from Apoc. Bar. (28'') 29^, or from a source common to
that apocalypse and Papias (a H e b r e w midrash on the Blessing of Isaac,
J. R. Harris, AJT., 1900, 499 ; cp. Hennecke's HNA. ii. 21).
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controversy between Jews and Christians turned largely on the
O T proof that Jesus was the true messiah. Following the
contemporary habit, the early Christian propa;^anda would
produce, or adapt for its own purpose, short collections of extracts,
messianic and otherwise, for the use of those who had to argue
from the OT. The internal evidence of the early Christian
composite quotations, with their sequence of texts {e.g. Is 8^^
and 2 81*' in Ro 932-33 ^^^^ j p 2^-^), their special textual forms
{e.g. I Co 2®), their editorial comments, and their occasional
errors in the attribution of authorship {e.g. Mk i^-''', Mt 2']'^-'^'^),
converge on the conclusion that such manuals were in use even
during the first century. The evidence of Barnabas, Justin
Martyr, and Clement of Alexandria throws light back upon their
predecessors in this respect. It is possible that early Christian
writers occasionally used not only Greek testimonia of this kind,
but their Aramaic originals. Thus if, as is most likely, the
combination of citations in Mk i^-^ is derived from a book of
testimonia, that book was compiled upon rabbinic principles, and
probably written in Hebrew or Aramaic. Rabbinic combinations
of texts were made from a sense of similarity in words as well as
in ideas, and it is only in the original of the Malachi and Isaiah
passages that the clue to their association here is seen, viz.
the unique phrase "JIT 1132 (cp. Abrahams in Cambridge Biblical
Essays, 1909, 179). In any case the deliberate and composite
character of a number of early Christian quotations suggests
that they are secondary, taken not from the originals, but from
collections of proof-texts (on pugillares) which were arranged in
order, e.g., to illustrate topics like " t h e forerunner," " t h e sufferings of messiah," " the call of the Gentiles," etc. (cp. Harnack,
HD. i. 175; Moffatt, HNT. 351, 6 1 7 ; and the author of The
Logia of Fapias, 1894, pp. v-vii).
The existence of such testimonia explains, e.g., the OT citations in Matthew
(Allen, Stanton: GHD. ii, 344f) as well as in Paul. The hypothesis,
stated by Credner (Beitrdge zur Einl. ii. 318 f.) and Hatch (Essays in
Biblical Greek, 1889, 203-214), has been raised to the level of strong
probability by the repeated proofs led by Rendel Harris * (cp. his recent
* Dr. Harris even finds in Ac 26^^ the headlines of such testimonia,
awkwardly incorporated in the text. On the whole subject, cp. Elter's essay,
' de gnomologiorum historia,' in Byzant. Zeitschrift, vii. 445 f. The later use
of such excerpts in theological discussion is traced by Theodor Schermann in
Die Geschichte der Florilegia vom V- VIII Jahrhunderl (1904).
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Tcslinuvtia, 1917 : very early and Matthsean in origin), and is widely though
tentatively accepted, e.g. by Westcott (Hebrews, 476 f.), Vollmer (Die Alltcst.
Citate bei Paulus, pp. 38 f.), Clemen (Paulus, i. 96), Swete (Introd. to OT in
Gk. 252), Jacquier (INT. iii. 253-254), Sanday and Headlam (Romans, pp.
264, 282), and Drummond (Character and Authorship of the Fmirth Gospel,
p. 365, " i t is conceivable that there may have grown up, whether in writing
or not, an anthology of passages useful in controversy, which differed more or
less from the correct Greek translation " of the OT).

(iii.) The religious life of a community is always enriched by
the use of sources wider than the mere letter of their sacred
codex. It is difficult to ascertain the precise limits of the Jewish
OT Canon at this period, or to be sure how far they as well as
the early Christians * employed extra-canonical writings; but.
apart from this, the primitive Christian literature, including the
NT, shows ample traces of dependence on written sources which
lay outside the OT. In some cases direct quotation can be
proved, though in the majority of instances the evidence does
not warrant so direct a filiation.
(d) " The influence of Enoch on the New Testament has been greater than
that of all the other apocryphal and pseudepigraphical books taken together "
(Charles, The Book of Enoch^ pp. xcvff., where the evidence is summarised).
It is only quoted directly in Judas "'^^ ( = En i ' 5^ 27^), as by name in
Barn 4' (cp. 16'' ^ 7pa(^7j = En 89'^-^''; cp. Veil in HNA. ii, 212, 228), but
there are verbal echoes, e.g., in Hebrews (4^^ = En 9', cp. 11'), Mt i 9 ^ ( = En
62^) and 26=^ (=tEn 38^), Lk 16^ ( = En 63^"), Jn 5^2 ( = En 69^'), Paul (i Th 5*
=En62^ etc.), I P 3"-2» ( = En lo''-'i2-i3)^f and the Apocaji^pse (passim).
The powerful influence of Enoch upon the eschatological traditions of preChristian Judaism naturally affected the early Christian literature along
this line to an extent which no collection of parallels can fully bring out.
For the use and prestige of the book in the early church during the first
two centuries, see Harnack, ACL. i. 852, ii. i. 563 f., and Burkitt's Earliest
Sources, pp. 64 f. The slighter Book of the Secrets of Enoch, a later but preChristian apocalypse (cp. A. L. Davies in DAC. i. 338 f., Charles and
Morfill's edition, pp. xxxi f.), is not quoted by name in the early Christian
literature, (b) Flakes of Ecclesiasticus, read as an edifying religious treatise,
* On the early Christian use and editing of uncanonical Jewish literature,
cp. E. Grafe's Das Urchristenthum u. das Alte Testament (1906), pp. 39 f.,
and Budde's Der Kanon des AT, pp. 73 f.
t D r . Rendel Harris (Exp,^ iv. 194-199) adds I P i^^a ( = E n i^ OIJK eh
Trjc v\iv 7ej'edv di.evoobiJ.Tiv d\X eirl irbppta odffav iyii \a\Q), conjecturing
SievooOvTo for dfqKbvovv in the former passage, as well as (Exp.^ iv.
346-349) 'Ei-iix after iv v Kal (ENCOKAI [ENCOX] T O I C ) in i P 3 ' ' ;
cp. Clemen in Exp.^ vi. 316 f., on " The first epistle of Peter and the Book of
Enoch," and HUhn's die alltest. Citate u. Reminiscenzen im NT, ii. pp. 125 f.,
291. For a caveat on Paul and the Gospels, see Abbott's Diat. 3353-3354,
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lie far and wide over the surface of the church's literature during the first
two centuries, from James and llermas to Origen and Clement of Alexandria
(cp. Bleek, SA'., 1853, 344 f. ; Werner, TQ., 1872, 265 f.). Not only does
Clemens Romanus quote it (6o' = Sir 2"), like the Didache (4°=:Sir 4") and
Barnabas (19'), but there are data in the gospels which prove " t h a t both
Wisdom and Sirach were known to Matthew, Luke, John, or to collectors of
logia of Jesus earlier than those gospels ; that Sirach especially was used by
the author of the Magnificat [e.g. l " = Sir48"', l''= = Sir 10"], and that our
Lord seems to have made use of both books, Sirach more probably than
Wisdom " (Adeney in ZiC6^. i. l o i a ; see, further, J. H. A. Hzn's Ecclesiasticus, The Gk. Text of Codex 248, 1909). One of the most interesting and
significant cases is that of Mt ii""-^", which contains more than one
reminiscence not only of the OT, but of Sirach (e.g. 511-10-12-"• », 24"-'2,
624-25^ jii6-27^ 629). jgg Brandt's Evang. Geschichte und der Ursprung des
Christenthums, 576 f., with Loisy's note in Les Pivangiles Synoptiques, i. p.
913, and Harnack's BNT. ii. 304f. Further cases occur in 4*=Mt 5**,
4i<'=Lk 6'», 7i«=Mt 6', i i i ^ = L k I2'9, i39-i<»=Lk u''-", 28==Mt 6", in John
(6'*=Sir 242', 1423=Sir 2"), and in Paul(«.^. f*='S^o i2i5,8==Gal 6=, 13"'= 2 Co 6", i42 = Ro 1422, le^OrrRo \\^, 32»-2*=Ro 123-1"-, 252^=1 Ti 2").'
Ecclesiasticus was used not only by Jewish writers like Philo, the authors
of The Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs and The Psalms of Solomon,
as well as in the rabbinic literature (see Schechter, ^^.ff., 1891, •682-706),*,
but by Christian writers in the primitive and early church, alike in the
East and in the West (cp. T. Andre's Les apocryphes de Pancien Testament,
1903, pp. 290-297); Clement of Alexandria commented on it as an OT
scripture, (c) Next to Enoch and Sirach, no writing of the later J u d a i c
had such a vogue within the early church as the Wisdom' of Solomon,
which, even by those who, like Origen and Augustine, doubted its Solomonic
authorship, was almost invariably regarded as a divine and prophetic
scripture (cp. Schurer, GJV,^ iii. pp. 381 f.). It is ranked with the
catholic epistles = in the Muratorian Canon,t which also bears witness to
the early (Jerome: " nonnuUi scriptorum ueterum hunc esse Judasi Philonis
affirmant") belief that it was composed by Philo; the words ("ab amicis
Salomonis in honorem ipsins scripta") are probably a mistranslation of iirh
MXiavQi. Proofs of its use and authority drift right across the early Christian
literature (for the Lucan traces, cp. H. M'Lachlan, St, Luke; 64-75).
The earliest are in Paul (cp. Bleek, 6'A'., 1833, pp. 340-344, and E.
Grafe's essay in ThA. pp. 251-286), whose ideas upon predestination, the
nature of idolatry, and heathenism, in Ro i^***- and 9"'* especially, suggest
a study of this book % (cp. Resch, Paulinismus, pp. 608-609 J Sanday and
Headlam's " Romans," /CC. pp. 51 £, 266 f.). Echoes of it are audible
in Hebrews (i^rrSap f^^, 33«-=Sap \f^-, 412=Sap ^^^• etc.), 1 Peter ( i ^ = :
Sap 3'^ 4^ 8^", i ' = S a p 3^ etc.), and James, while Clemens Romanus twice
alludes to passages from it (3^=Sap 2^^, 27^=Sap ii^^ 12I-). Beyond a
• For Akiba, see Graetz's Gnosticismus und Judentkum, pp. 119 f.
t The conjecture ui for et is improbable.
X For other literary derivations of Ro i^s-^', see Rendel Harris,
leaching of the Apostles (1887), pp. 82-87, and Clemen's Urc. 6 3 ^
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phrase or two—e.g. 15' (rd T^S ^ U X ^ ' dTrairi^flels x/'^''j) = L k 12*'—there is
no clear trace of Sap in the synoptic gospels. But 9I (6 Troi^iras r a tcdvTa iv
Xiyytf (roi/)=Jn l^ may be a reminiscence, as also 8i^"^i=Jn l " . W e may
compare also the functions of the Spirit in 16' ( A ^ f e t rhv Kbcrfiov irepl
dfiaprlas Kal irepl SiKaiOffbvqi Kal irepl Kplaews) with Sap l''* (SoKifj.a!^o/j.ivi] re
r) 5vva/J.is iXiyx^i robs &<ppovas . . . Eyiov yap irveOfta iXeyxdrjaerai. iiriXdova-ris
dSiKias), the reiteration of ^eyxos as the doom of the wicked (Sap l ' 4*"
i 8 ' ' = J n 3^"), the reproof of an uneasy conscience by goodness (Sap 2i'*
iyivero r]fj,Tv els IXeyxov ivvoidv i]/j,wv, ^apbs iariv rj/Miv Kal ^Xeirbfievos
Kal dXal^ovebeTai, iraripa de6v=]n 3^* and 7^ also 51* i^-f)Tovv ol 'lovbaioi
dTTOKTeivat airbv, 8TI
, icaripa ISiov (Xeyev rbv debv), the collocation of
death and the devil (Sap 22^=Jn 8^^), the inscrutability of heavenly things
(Jn 312'- = Sap 9I' r d 5^ iv obpavois TIS i^ixvi-acrev ;), the claim of the righteous
to know God (Sap 2 I ' iirayyiKKeTai. yvCxsiv ^x^"* Beov=]n 8"' 7^'), the
safety of the righteous in God's hand (Sap 3 ^ = J n l o ^ - " ) , the knowledge of
the truth (Sap S ^ ^ J n 8'i), the authority of evil magistrates ( 6 " ' = J n I9"''''^),
love and obedience (Sap 6I' of wisdom, dydiri) Si r^prjcns vbp.wv aur^s =
J n I 5 " ' - " , 1 4 ! ' = I J n 5^ OCTT; iaTiv ri dydirij roO Beov, 'iva TAS ivroXds airov
TrjpwiJ,ev), knowledge of God equivalent to eternal life ( i 5 ' = J o 17'), and
knowledge of divine things as an endowment of the Spirit ( 9 i ' " i ' = J n i6i''"i*).
Ewald, an excellent judge in matters of style, felt in the nervous energy of
the author of Wisdom, as well as in the depth of some of his conceptions, a
certain premonition of the Fourth gospel, " like a warm rustle of the
spring, ere its time is fully come." (d) T h e use of Philo in Barnabas (cp.
Heinisch, Der Einjluss Philos auf die alteste christliche Exegese, 1908, p p .
3 6 f ) i s not quite so clear as in Clemens Romanus and Josephus,* but the
reminiscences in Hebrews (cp. especially Siegfried's Philo von Alex, als
Ausleger des AT, 321 f. ; Pfleiderer, Urc. iii. 282f.; von Soden, HC. iii. 5-6 ;
Menegoz, La Theologie de Pipttre aux Hibreux
(1895), 197 f. : Rendall,
Theology of Hebrew Christians, p p . 58-62, and Biichel in SK., 1906, 572 f.)
are obvious; e.g. the same use of the allegorical method, the same behef in
the verbal inspiration of the L X X , and the same phraseology about the
Logos t (though the conception is naturally different). By a characteristically
Philonic method (cp. Siegfried's Philo, p p . 179 f.) the writer finds a religious
significance in the very silence of the O T ; thus the absence of any allusion
to the parents of Melchizedek (7') is as pregnant to him as the similar lack
of any reference to Sarah's mother is to the Alexandrian thinker (quis
rerum div. hcer. 12 ; de ebrietate, 14), and the titles of Melchizedek suggest
religious truths to him no less than to Philo (leg. alleg. iii. 25) and to
Josephus (Bell. Jud. vi. 10, Ant. i. 10. 2). T h e quotation in 1 3 ' occurs
only, in this form, in de Conf. Ling. 32 ; and there are verbal echoes, e.g., in
3I (=^de Somniis, i. 38, 6 p.lv Srj p-iyas apx^epeis), 3* (=de plant. 16 ad
fnem),
3° ( = leg. alleg. iii. 81, Muxr^j /j,apTvpQbfievos 8TI icrrl TricrrAj i»
6\<jj T(p oiKip), 5* (=:de Somniis, ii. 15, 8 waBCuv dKpipQs 1/ji.affev), 5* (=de agric,

* Cp. Harnack, ACL. i. l. 859 f. ; Windisch, Die Frbtnmigkeit Philos und
ihre Bedeutung fiir das Christentum (1909), pp. 96-135.
t On the transference of the Philonic Logos-[)redicates to Christ, see Aal's
Der Logos, ii. p p . 38 f., and J. Martin's Philon (1907), p p . 279f.
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22, iripois afrtoi iruTriplas yevb/ievos), 7 ' - ' * ( = leg. alleg. Ki. 25), and 10*
dvd;xv7]tTi% dfiapTi.u)v ( = de plant. 15, de vit. Mos. iii. 10). T h e allegorical
method of interpretation (cp. Holtzmann in ARW.,
1900, 341 f, and
Leipoldt, GK. i. pp. 20 f.) which received a powerful impetus from the
Alexandrian Judaism, presupposed a keen appreciation of the letter of the
ancient Scriptures, which was not confined to H e b r e w s ; cp. e.g. the
haggadic and genuinely Philonic touches in the haggada of i Co l o ' - " ,
2 Co 3''-»8, Gal 422-25, iije pressing of the singular in Gal 3'«' i» (cp. R o 4'»-"'9*) in the Philonic spirit of attaching significance to numbers, and a passage
like I Co 9'-i'* (cp. Philo, de vict. offer, i , 01) ydp mip TCIV dXbycov 6 V6/J.OS,
dXV vTT^p TS)V VOVV Kal \6yov ix6vT(j}v). Room must be left, however, for
the possibility that in Hebrews, as even in Paul, this allegorical method of
treating the O T may have been due as much to the well-known predilections
of contemporary Stoicism as to Philonism or rabbinism. (e) T h e possibility
that Josephus has been used by some N T writers is raised in connection with
2 Peter, the Fourth gospel, and L u k e , (i.) In the preface to the
Antiquities
(§ 4) he observes that Moses considered it of primary importance GeoO ^baiv
KaTavoTJa^ai (2 P I*) in order to promote the virtue of his readers (els dperijs
\6yov, cp. 2 P l ' ) . While other legislators followed myths (TOIS ixidois
i^aKoXovBrjaavres = 2 P l i ' ov /xbBots i^aKoXovBrjaavTes), Moses held that God
possessed perfect virtue (T7)V dperriv ?x<"''"" ^bv Bebv = 2 P l ' ) , so that the
Pentateuch contains nothing irpbs TTJV /leyaXeibT-qTa TOV Beov dvdpixoarov
( = 2 P i i ' ) . Similarly in the last address of Moses (iv. 8. 2), besides
isolated expressions and phrases like roidSe (=2 P l i ' roiScrSe), /j,vT^fir]v
( = 2 P l i ' ) , vofiifiitjv TQV irapbvToiv ( = 2 P l'^), ebae^ela ( = 2 P I* 3 " ) ,
Karacppoveiv ( = 2 P 2'"), and Kotvuvol ( = 2 P l^), Moses declares Set fjte TOV
f^i/ direXBelv ( = 2 P l " )
oi /xiXXo} ( = 2 P li") poriBbs vp-lv Icrecrdai
SiKaiov •fiyrjo-d/j.riv ( = 2 P l'^ S'lKaiov Si ijyovixai), warns them against the
abuse of iXenBepla (2 P 2'^), and uses ^^oSos and dvdfj.vri<Tis and fie^ala
close together (cp. 2 P ii<>-i2.i6j_ Compare further evaXoiroi with ctXtocric
(2 P 2i2), Bell. Jud. vii. 8. 7 with 2 P l^'^, ii. 9. I with X-fiB-rjv Xa^iiv (2 P l"),
iii. 9. 3 (ToX/j.riTal Kal Bavdrov Karacppovovvres = 2 P 21"), Antiq. iv. 6. 7-8
with 2 P 2^ 22°, and xi. 6. 12 (ols KaXQs woi^ffeTe p,^ irpodx'"''''^^) with 2 P 1^*
((J KaXQs iroieiTe irpoaix'"''''") J while 2 P 3^'- explicitly alludes to the Jewish
legend (cp. Antiq. i. 2. 2 ; Bousset in ZNW.,
1902, 45) that Adam predicted
the twofold destruction of the world by the deluge and by fire. Further
linguistic proofs are led by Krenkel (Josephus
u. Lucas, p p . 348 f.) and
Dr. E . A. Abbott (Exp.^ iii. 4 9 - 6 3 , Diat.
1116 f.), and rejected by
Warfield (Southern Presbyterian Review, 1882, pp. 45 f., 1883, p p . 390 f.),
Salmon (INT.
497 f.), Chase (DB. iii. 814), Zahn (INT.
ii. 291), and
Mayor (Jude and 2 Peter, p p . cxxvii-cxxx). Farrar (Exp.^ iii. 401-423,
Exp.^ •viii. 58-69), who recognises a literary connexion, inclines to place the
dependence on the side of Josephus. T h e occurrence in Josephus of several
unusual words and phrases which are characteristic of 2 Peter would not of
itself be decisive, as some also occur in Philo and elsewhere. Even the
common use of midrashic traditions does not involve literary filiation. But
• Of the brazen serpent's effect on the beholders (rols Beaaap-ivois, cp,
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a number of the coincidences of language and style occur not only in the
compass oi two short paragraphs of Josephus, but in a sequence and
connection which is not dissimilar; and, even after allowance is made for
the widespread use of rhetorical commonplaces, these coincidences can
hardly be dismissed as fortuitous.
Their weight tells in favour of the
hypothesis that the author of 2 Peter was familiar with Josephus,—an
inference which is the more plausible as in any case the epistle belongs to
the second century, (ii.) One indication of the connection between Josephus
and the Fourth gospel occurs in J n 4 (cf. Krenkel, op. cit. 347 f.). Josephus
(.4nt. ii. I I . I, developing E x 21°) describes Moses as arriving at a city,
KaQeaBels iirl TIVOS (ppiaros iK TOV KSXOV Kal rijs TaXaiirojplas "qpi/Mei, p,e<njp.ppias
oiia-ris, oi irbppui TTJS irbXet^s, uses in the immediate context the term Bpdfifmra
(Jn 4^2)^ and (Ant. ii. 15. 3) employs the phrase iirb TTJS oSoixoplas KeKorrtapAvwv (cp. Jn 4 ' KeKOTTiaKus iK TTjs bSoLTTopias). Cf., further, Jos. Ant. xii. l - i o
and xiii. 3. 4 with J n 42". T h e curt tone of the discussion in 11^'- also answers
to the tradition preserved by Josephus (B. J. ii. 8. 14), that " the behaviour of
the Sadducees to one another is rather rude, and their intercourse with their
own party is as brusque as if they were talking to strangers " ; and in Antiq.
ix. 14. 3 (cf J n 4 " ) , Josephus not only explains that each of the five nations
of 2 K 173°'- who settled in Samaria brought a god of its own (JKOCTTOI KOT'
(Bvos iSiov Bebv elsrrjv Xapdpeiav KO/xlaavTcs, irivTe S' ^crav KTX.), but that they
denied the right of a Jew to expect any favour at their hands ( = J n 4'). T h e
words of 42* also recall Ant. xii. I. I (the Jerusalemites TS irap airols lephv
dyiov etvai XeybvTwv
TQV Sk "Zap-apeiTCov els TS Vapi^elv 8pos KeXeiovTWv)
and xiii. 3. 4 (the quarrel of the Alexandrian Jews with the Samaritans ot TS
iv Tapi^elv 6pei irpoffeKivovv lephv olKo8o/j.yi6iv KTX.).
T h e coincidence between
IQ22-23 and Jos. B. J. i. 2 1 . 10, where the street of Antioch in Syria is
described as equipped irpbs rds TWV ieTuv diro<pvyds tVo/tiJ/cei CToq., is of no
importance, tjiough Kreyenbiihl (ii. 498 f.) makes use of it as a local touch to
prove his theory that the gospel was composed by Menander of Antioch ;
the same may be said, e.g., of ig^ = Ant. iii. 7. 4 (the high priest's robe
oi5»c ix Svotv irepLTpy]p,dT(jiv
. ipdpaos S' iv iirip,TjKes v<pa<rp.ivov KTX,).
(iii.) It is in relation to the Lucan writings, however, that the problem
has been most keenly agitated (first by J . B. O t t , Spicilegium
seu
excerpta ex Flavio Josepho ad NT. illustrationem,
1741, and J . T . Krebbs,
Observationes in NT. e Flavio Josepho, 1755). Apart from resemblances in
vocabulary and style, which are not of primary significance, one or two
of the statements common to both are worth noticing. L u k e , e.g. dates
the opening of John's mission (3'-2) in A.D. 28 or 29 by Kvaavlov TTJS
'ApiXrjvrjs TeTpaapxovvros; but as Lysanias had been executed in 36 B.C., the
alternatives are to postulate the existence of some younger Lysanias (so, e.g.,
Schurer, HJP. i. 2. 335 f., after Wieseler's Beitrdge zur Wurdigung
d.
Evangelien, 1869, 194 f., and S. Davidson, INT.
i. 214f.), or to assume a
chronological inaccuracy on the part of L u k e . I n the latter case, the eiror
may be explained from the fact that the territory of Lysanias retained his
name even after his death (so, e.g., Wellhausen) ; or from Josephus, who in
Ant. XX. 7. 138, relates that in A.D. 53, Agrippa II. acquired among other
territories (including Trachonitis) Abila, Kvaavlov S' aiirrj iyeybvei rerpapxla.
As in A. D. 37 it had been given to Agrippa I. (Ant. xviii. 6. 10), t h e theery
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is that L u k e (whose language resembles Ant. xviii. 4. 6) inferred from
Josephus that it was the tetrarchy of I^ysanias when John the T.aptist came
forward. Otherwise (but cp. Cronin, JTS. xviii. 147 f.), it is dillicult to account
for the mention of Lysanias and Abilene in this connexion. T h e passage in
Josephus, on the other hand, explains its collocation with Trachonitis and
the anachronism about Lysanias. So Keim, ii. 384 f., K r e n k t l (Josephus u.
Lucas, 1894, 95-98), Schmiedel (EBi. 2S40-2S44), Burkitt (Gospel History
and its Transmission,
pp. 109f.), and Holtzmann (HC. i. p . 3 2 5 - " d e r
3. Evglst sich einigermaassen im Josephus umgesehen habe, ohne aber im
Stande gewesen zu sein, aus den zahllosen Notizen der weitlaufigen Schriften
desselben ein klares Bild von der politischen Lage Palastinas zur Zeit Jesu
zu gewinnen " ) . There may have been another Lysanias, but his existence is
at best conjectural, and Josephus certainly knew nothing of him. In Ac 5
again, L u k e makes Gamaliel (by 34 A . D . ) d e c l a r e : in days gone by (wpb
Toiruiv TCIV rip-epdv) dvicTTrj QevSas yiyivv etvai Tiva iavrbv
Ss dvrjpiBii
Kal rdvTes S<roi iireWovTo airifi SieXiBrjuav
fieTa TOCTOV dvia-Tri'lovSas 6
PaXiXaTos iv Tats ijpipats Trjs diroypatprjs Kal diricrTrjcrev Xabv birltxa airov.
T h e parallel passages in Josephus (.4nt. xx. 5. I : When Fadus was procurator
[43-47 A.D.], a charlatan named QevSds irelBei TSV wXettiTov 6x)^ov
irpo(pi)T7]S
ydp fkeyev elvai. Fadus, however, dispatched a squadron of cavalry TJTIS
iroXXois
dveTKev ; and Ant. xx. 5. 2, irpbs Toirois Sk Kai ol iraiSes
'lovSd TOV TaXiXalov dvrix6r](rav TOV TSV Xa^v dirb 'Pwfj-aloiv diroa-T'fia-avTos
Kvpivlov TTJs 'lovSalas ripriTevovTOs) leave little reasonable doubt that both
stories relate to the same Theudas, and, unless recourse is had to the desperate expedient of conjecturing that the name in Josephus (Blass) or in
Acts (B. Weiss) is a later interpolation, it is highly probable that L u k e ' s
acquaintance with the passage in Josephus led him to mention Theudas and
J u d a s loosely in an order which is not only inverted but out of keeping with
the situation, since the revolt of Theudas did not take place till about at least
ten years after Gamaliel is supposed to have spoken. T h e order in Josephus
is n a t u r a l ; L u k e ' s is an inaccurate reflection of it,* as even the phraseology
suggests, for the coincidences are too remarkable to be accidental in this case.
" N o n facile adducimur ut casui tribuamus Theudse Judseque apud utrumque
scriptorem junctam commemorationem " (Blass). W h y L u k e remembered the
order and some of the phrases and yet attributed to Judas the fate of his sons,
we can no longer explain ; but this difficulty does not invalidate the hypothesis.
A third Lucan instance has been found in Ac ii^'- = Ant. xx. 5. 2 .
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iirl Toirots Si Kai TSV piyav \iphv Ka"AYajSos i(7-fiixavev .
Xip.bv peydXriv
rd TTjV ' lovSalav avvi^ri yevitjBai, KaB' /j.iXXeiv ^txeaOai i<p' SXrjv TT]V OLKOVSv Kal Tj paalXiaaa 'EXivrj iroXXwv pivriv, iJTis iyiveTO iirl KXavStov TQV
XPVI^dTOiv uvriaafjivT) airov dirb TOV Ai- Se p,aBr]Tu>v KaBws evirope'iTO TIS KTX.
yvwTOV Siivei/j-e TOIS diropov/j.ivois.
• S o Krenkel (op. cit. pp. 162-174), Pfleiderer (Urc. ii. 98, 211, etc.),
Schmiedel (EBi. 5049-5056), and Lake, besides W e n d t , Holtzmann, and
llollmann on Acts (cp. Sonntag, SK., 1837, 622-652).

L I T E R A R Y SOURCES

3I

The verbal resemblances here, however, are not significant. Descriptions of
famine relief, as of revolt, must employ similar language. But if the former
case of dependence be granted, there is a likelihood that Luke also preserves in
this story another reminiscence of his younger contemporary. Other parallels
occur, e.g., in the account of the disappearance of Moses in a cloud (Ant. iv.
8. 38) = Ac i"-, the prologue Lk i^-*=Apion. i. 10, Lk2^-*^= Vita 2, Lk ig*"= B. J. vii. 5 (Titus bemoaning the fate of Jerusalem), Ac 16^'^''= Ant. xi. 8
(Alexander's vision), Ac 2d^'^^ = B. J. ii. 16 (Agrippa's speech to the Jews).
The whole question is argued, in favour of Luke's dependence, by Keim
(Aus dem Urchristentum, 1878, i. 1-21), Krenkel, Holtzmann ( Z ^ Z ; , 1873,
85f., 1877, 535f., 1880, 121 f.), Jungst (Quellen d, Apgeschichte, 201 f ) ,
Schmiedel (as above), Clemen (SK, 1895, 335 f) ^^^o Die Apostelgeschichte,
1905, pp. 15-21), and Burkitt; see, further, Cassel in Fortnightly Review
(1877), 485-509, and SR, 605 f. The opposite position is held by Schurer
(ZWT., 1876, 574f.), Gloel (Die fiingste Kritik d. Galaterbriefes, 64f.),
Belser(re., 1895, 634f., 1896, 1-78), Blass (.SJ^., 1896, 459f.), Ramsay ( AKaj
Christ born at Bethlehem? 1898, pp. 252f), J. A. Cross (ET, xi. 538540), Zahn (INT. § 61), Jacquier (INT. iii. 101-108), and Stanton (GHD. ii.
263 f.). The last-named inclines to admit the case for a knowledge of the
fewish War (273-274). ( / ) That a pre-Christian Apocalypse of Elijah
(cp. Schiirer's GJV.* iii. 267 f. ; Harnack, ACL. i. 853f. ; Ropes, SpriicheJesu
pp. igf.) was quoted in i Co 2' and Eph 5", has been known since Origen's
(in Matth. 27', " In nullo regulari libro hoc positum inuenitur, nisi in Secretis
Eliae prophetse ") allusion to the former passage (cp. Jerome on Is 64* and
Epp. 57°) and the remark of Epiphanius (haer. 42, p. 478), irbBev rif diroaTbXif
TS' Si6 Kal X^7ei' dXXd dirb rijs ndXaias

SrjXov SiaOijKris; TOVTO Si

ip.^ipeTai

Top4 T(p 'HXf^i) on the latter, for in I Co 2* Paul is not loosely citing Is 64*
(65") (cf. Vollmer's Alltest. Citate bei Paulus, 44-48, and NTA. 42-44), and it
is impossible (cf. ACL, ii. I. 571-572) to suppose with Zahn (GK. ii. 801 f.)
that the patristic references are to a second century writing which was
fabricated in order to clear up the ambiguous Pauline quotations. It is this
apocalypse, and not i Co 2*, which is further quoted in Asc, Isa. 11^, Clem.
Rom. 34' and Clem. Alex. Protrept. x. 94. A fresh fragment has been
discovered recently by de Bruyne (Revue Binidictine, 1908, pp. 149 f.)
embedded in an apocryphal epistle of Titus (eighth cent. MS). The
firagment begins as follows: " Denique testatur propheta Helias uidisse.
Ostendit, inquit, mihi angelus domini conuallem altam quae uocatur gehenna,
ardensque sulphore et bitumine ; et in illo loco sunt multse animse peccatorum
et taliter ibi cruciantur diuersis tormentis" (whereupon follows a Dantesque
description of the future punishments assigned to various classes of sinners,
on the general lines of the Apocalypse of Peter). It is impossible to
determine whether Paul (in I Co 2') regarded this apocalypse as ypa<j>-li, or
simply quoted its language as that of a current religious writing, or cited it as
canonical by an error of memory. The occurrence of a cognate citation in
the Latin (and Slavonic) versions of Asc. Isa, II** explains Jerome's
statement that the " testimonium" of i Co 2* was contained in the Ascensio
IsaitB as well as in the Apocalypsis Elia. (g) Eph 5'* has been variously
referred to an apocryphon of Jeremiah (Euthalius), to an apocryphal book
cited inadvertently as ypaip-^ (Meyer), to a pi^raphrase of Is 6o*' i'-'", or to a
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Christian hymn. T h e last hypothesis (suggested by Theodoret, and advocated,
e.g., by Bleek and Storr) is plausible, on the score of the rhythmical structure of the lines. But 6 Xpicrrds ( = the messiah) would not be improbable
in a Jewish writing, and, even if it were, it might be conjectured that the
writer of Ephesians substituted it for the 6 Bebs of the original (Harnack).
(h) Hermas (I'ls. ii. 3. 4) quotes the book of Eldad and Modad (iyyis Kvpios
ToXs iiri.a'Tpetpo/j.ivots, us yiypaiTTai iv Ttp 'EX5d5 Kal MwSdr, TOCS xpo(j>TjTeiffacnv iv Tg (pripUfi TI} Xaf), and the irpocprjTiKbs Xbyos cited in 2 Clem. Il2-'
(Clem. Rom. 23^) is probably from the same source (so, e.g., Lightfoot, Spitta,
Holtzmann), perhaps also the ypacp-q reproduced in Jas 4"'^ T o these have
been added, though on precarious grounds, the citations in Clem. Rom. 4 6 '
(yiypaiTTaL ydp' KoXXdirBe TOU dylois, UTI ol /coXXci/xevot avTols dyiair6r)txovTaL)
and 17^ (ical irdXiv [Moses] X^yei, 'Eyii Si elpi dTpds dirb KiBpas, cp. Jas 4 " ) ,
the latter of which Hilgenfeld prefers to assign to the lost conclusion of the
Assumptio Mosis.
It was a book of 400 (TT-^XOI, which Nicephorus ranked
with Enoch, etc., among the diroKpvtpa of the O T . According to rabbinic
tradition (reproduced in the Palestinian iTargums), Eldad and Modad
(Ku 11'-^""") were humble men who received a greater measure of grace
directly from God than the seventy elders ; their prophetic gift was more
lasting and far-reaching (it foresaw the attack of Gog and Magog), and,
unlike the seventy, they reached the promised land. If this tradition represents the spirit of the midrashic prophecy in question, the contents of the
latter may be taken to tally with the above citations in the early Christian
literature, as Spitta argues (Urc. ii. 121-123 ; see, further, Weinel, HNA. i.
208 (., 229, and M. R. James, TS. ii. 3. 174 f.). (i) T h e earliest quotation
from Tobit is in 2 Clem. 16^ where 12*'' is reproduced, though even closer
citations occur in Polykarp, ad Phil. \Q^ ( = T o 4!" 12^) and Did l2 = T o
4'^). Origen and Clement of Alexandria quote it as ypa(pi]. Its presence in
the Greek Bible helped to popularise it, together with other writings of this
class, such as Judith (first referred to in early Christian literature by Clem.
Rom. 55), among the early Christians, though the Palestinian Jews appear to
have excluded it from their Canon in the second century (Origen, ad Afric.
: E/Spaiot TCJJ Iw^ig, oi x/'wyrai oiSi T-Q 'lovSrjB' oiSi ydp ^x°^<^'-'' aird iv
dwoKpvtpois e^pa'CaTi). J d 8'^= I Co 2'" (R. Harris, ET
xxvii. 13-15)?
( / ) 2 Maccabees was evidently in the library of the author of Hebrews,
as is plain from a passage like H e ii^^^-; cp. e.g. ^ = 2 Mac 82^,
^ (dXXot 5^ iTvfj.iraivia6T}aav /crX.) = 6'^-28 (iirl TS Tv/j.wavov) and 6^^ 7^-",
36 = 71-w, 38^^27 511 106^ also 10^1 = 2 M a c 62S, i 2 ' = 2 Mac 612, 135='
2 Mac 102° etc. It was also known to Hermas ( Vis. i. 3. 4, A/and. xii. 4. 2).
(k) T h e Assumptio Mosis has not only preserved the legend mentioned in
Jude ^, but supplied some of the phrases in v.i^ of that epistle (cp. 5°
erunt illis temporibus mirantes persona;, 7 ' qua5rulosi, 7 ' et manus eorum
et mentes immunda tractantes et os eorum loquetur ingentia) ; for other
coincidences, cp. e.g. IT = 2 Co iii-* (A. L. Davies, DAC.
i. 106-107).
(/) Uncertainty attaches to the date and origin of the AiaBrjKrj 'Iw/3.
T h e probabilities, however, favour a pre-Christian period for its composition (so, e.;;., Kohler in Semitic Studies in honour of Kohnt, 1S97,
264-33S, and Spitta, Urc. iii. 2. 141-206), with echoes in the epistle of
James, e.g. li2 = Test. Job 4, i''-'- = Test. Job 32-33, 4 1 , i''' = Test. J o b I2,y
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r; Sb^a airov iv Tip alZvi iuTiv TOV dirapaXXaKTov), 52 = Test. J o b 43, 5* =
Test. Job 12 (ipydTTjs et dvdpojiros irpoaSoKuv Kal dvapivoiv <rov TSV p.iffBbv
dvdyKTjV ^X"5 Xa^elv' Kal oiK iujv p,i(yBbv p.ia9orrov dirop.e'ivai.), 5ii = Test. J o b
I and 26 (also 4), and 5i3 = Test. J o b 16, 14 (Kal IfaXXov airais KTX.).
The
evidence for the use of this midrash elsewhere in the N T is slight. T h e most
striking coincidences perhaps are L k 2'' = Test. J o b 40, Apoc 2!" (ylvov Triarbs
dxpi BavdTov, Kal Sdiixo) ero TSV crTi^avov TTJS fw^s) = Test. J o b 4 - 5 (where, to
the angel's promise of a trriipavos for his endurance. J o b replies : &xpt Bavdrov
vwopelvbi Kal oi p.T) dvairoSiiTO}), Apoc 72-' = Test. J o b 5 (Job sealed by the angel
before the devil attacks him), the occurrence of dKoiXirus as final (Ac 28*1 =
Test. Job 45), of Ta ^dBr) TOV Kvplov in Test. J o b 37, and of ra iirovpdvia in Test.
Job 36, 38 ( = E p h l^ etc.), Test. J o b 27 (Satan says, ^701 Si elpX irvevij,a) =
Eph 6'2, Test. J o b 48 (Kal dviXafiev &XXr)v KapSlav, fnjKiri. Td TTJS yijs tppove2v) =
Col 3', Test. J o b 37 (where J o b confesses his hope is not in riches but
^TTI Tiff Beip Tip fwiTt) = I T i 6 " ; the analogy between the synoptic temptationnarratives (and the visit of the magi) and the older midrash is naturally close
at several points, and there are occasional verbal identities which are more
than fortuitous (e.g. J n 312=Test. J o b 38, J n 1327 = Test. J o b 7, S TOUK
Trolri<Tov, cp. context), (m) T h e post-exilic book from which the quotation in
L k I l^s-»i (KOI 7] Xo<j>la TOV Beov elirev KTX. ) is taken (cp. 7^^ Sap 7"'" etc.)
has not survived. T h a t the words are originally a citation, and not meant
(so recently Grill, Untersuchungen Uber d. Entstehung d. vierten
Evangeliums,
179 f ) to represent Jesus speaking of himself as the Wisdom of God, is fairly
plain from v.^i*" where val, Xiyiii vp2v, iK^rjTTjB-fjcreTai KTX. take up the foregoing
iK^rjTTidrj. L u k e , in putting the words into the mouth of Jesus, has altered the
original (socpois Kal ypap.p.aTels (Mt 23^^) into dirouTbXovs, but the background
of a Wisdom-cycle (Bacon, DCG. ii. 827 f.) is still visible, and the quotation
probably came from some Jewish writing of the Wisdom-group which is n o
longer extant (so, e.g. Ewald, Bleek, Paulus, Weizsacker, Pfleiderer, Scholten,
J. Weiss), (n) T h e ypacprj quoted in Jn 7^8(6 irusTeiuiv els ip.i, KaBiis elirev i)
ypa<p^, iroTap,ol iK TTJS KotXlas aiToO peiirovinv ilSaros ^UVTOS) cannot be explained
satisfactorily from any of the O T parallels or rabbinic traditions, and probably
was derived from an apocryphal source no longer extant (so, e.g., Whiston,
Semler, Weizsacker, Ewald). A. J. E d m u n d s (Buddhist
Texts quoted as
Scripture by the Gospel of John, 1906, p p . 9 i.) finds the original in the
Buddhist Patisambhida, i. 53 ( " W h a t is the Tathagato's knowledge of the
twin miracle ? I n this case, the Tathagato works a twin miracle unrivalled
by disciples ; from his upper body proceeds a flame of fire, and from his
lower body proceeds a torrent of w a t e r " ) , but the citation is dravim in all
likelihood from the same Wisdom-literature as that employed in L k II*"(cp. Bacon, DCG. ii. 829). (0) T h e origin of the allusion in Mt 22' (Siras
irXripuiBrj rb prjBiv Sid TWV TrpoipriTwv STI Naftopatoy KXr)6^ijeTai) has not yet
been identified in any pre-Christian writing, canonical or uncanonical
(Resch). T h e use of the plural (irpocpriTuiv) might suggest* a loose summary
of O T prophecies (so, recently, Clemen, Urc. 306 f., and Box,
Virgin
Birth, p . 23), though the use of STI in 26'* is hardly a parallel. In this
* So Jerome (ostendit se non uerba de scripturis sumpsisse sed sensum) as
at 2 6 " . But see below, p. 25S.
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case Nafoipatos is substituted for Nafapi^v^s by a kind of pious paronomasia
in order to MiL;gest the messianic ILMIII (lyJ 'riii'j) of Is l l ' , and the paronomasia was pr(il)ably mediated by the Aramaic (N-i-ij) " branch " or " s h o o t " (cp^
FFG. ii. 309!., Box, DCG. ii. 235-236, and Jeremias, Babylonisches im N'l,
19051 PP- 46-47)- T h e alternative is to refer the citation to the prophecy of
Samson's birth in J g 13° C&aCip [nytaafiivov Nai-ipaioy, A] Beov liXTai rb
iratSdpiov KTX., cp. Mt l"'). (p) Ilalevy, arguing (in PS., 1902, pp. 13-60)
that the correct place of the Temptation is after Mk 8 ' ' ( = Mt 162^*), finds that
many of the traits in the synoptic narrative are modelled upon the midrash of
the Martyrdom of Isaiah ; but the proofs are not convincing. Even though
Tyre and Sidon in that midrash are the refuge of prophets (pp. 44 i.), this would
not prove that Mk 72^'- was filiated to it. (q) T h e Ahikar-cycle of stories and
traditions,* however, has left traces in the N T , t e.g. in the parable of the
fruitless fig-tree (Lk 13'"^), which contains echoes of the passage in Ahikar :
" My son, said Ahikar, be not like the tree which grew near the water and bore
no fruits, and when its owner would have cut it down, said. Plant me in another
spot, and then, if I bear no fruit, cut me down. But the owner said. T h o u art
close to the water and yet bearest no fruit ; how then wilt thou bear if thou
art set e l s e w h e r e ? " Similarly the parable of the wicked servant (Mt 2 4 " " " )
is modelled in part on the legend of the wicked N a d a n , who, after gathering
his disreputable associates, begins to eat and drink with them, and to maltreat
the men and maidservants, till suddenly his uncle Ahikar reappears—whereupon Nadan, detected and rebuked, " s w e l l e d up immediately and became
like a blown-out bladder. And his limbs swelled, and his legs and his feet
and his side, and he was torn, and his belly burst asunder, and his entrails
were scattered, and he perished and died. And his latter end was destruction,
and he went to hell." J T h e very punishment of flogging (Lk 12*') is the
same, for Nadan is bound and then given a thousand lashes on the shoulder
and a thousand more on the loins ; but the parable (like some later versions of
the tradition) modifies the legend by substituting SixoTo/xeiv for the conventional, ghastly ending. " A s the story was clearly popular, and is also
pre-Christian, it would be no very strange thing if the Parable had borrowed a
trait or two from i t " (M. R. James, Apocrypha Anecdota, ii., 1897, p. 158 ; J.
Rendel Harris in The Story of Ahikar^, pp. Ixii f.). Such data tend to show
that some of the sayings and stories in the evangelic tradition were not
simply cEtiological in origin or based on O T prophecy, but derived part of
their matter as well as of their form occasionally from earlier folk-lore no
less than from midrashic models, outside the letter of the O T . Behind the

* On their early origin, prior to Tobit, cp. R. Smend's Alter u.
Herkunft
des Achikar-Romans
(in Beihefte zur Zeitschrift fiir die alt. Wiss. xiii. 1908).
t Cp. Ha'.evy in RS. (1900) pp. 61 f., (1901) pp. 255 f. His arguments in
favour of parallel reasoning in the case of Jesus and his adversaries and
Ahikar and his enemies are not cogent, but the Ahikar-tale may certainly be
allowed to form " o n e of those interesting Jewish products of the Greek
period which facilitated the transformation of the Hebrew Haggada in both
of its main growths, rabbinic and Christian."
t Or, as T o 141" (1!) has it, " w e n t down to d a r k n e s s " (cp. Mt
2213 as"").
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early Christian accounts of the death of Judas,* who was, like N a d a n , characterised by black ingratitude and treachery (cp. J n 13^'), the Ahikar-tradition
may be also conjectured to stand, especially when the manner of Nadan's
death (see p. 34) is compared with Ac i i ' and with the tale of Papias about
Judas's body swelling up. " We need not be surprised if Ahikar should
furnish the key to the genesis of the Judas legends " (Harris, op. cit. p. lxvii),t
particularly if, as in the Armenian, irprjcrBels be substituted for the awk^vard
irpTjv^s yevb/xevos in Ac li*. Folk-lore of this kind, however, is not the only
clue to the Judas stories. Thus, after describing a scoffer at the Hebrew
scriptures, Philo adds that he presently committed suicide {de mut. nomin. 8,
iic' dyxivT]v y^ev, iv' b piapbs Kal SvtXKdBapros pijSi KaBapip BavdTtp TeXevT-rjaTi)
by hanging, a death appropriate to a polluted person, (r) One or two minor
and casual citations from ancient literature may be noted in conclusion.* T h e
Xbyos quoted in J n 4 ^ (dXXos icsTlv 0 airelpoiv Kai dXXos b Bepl^ojv) is a loose
allusion to the common proverb, which occurs also in Pseudo-Diogenes, ii. 62
(cp. Wendland in Neue Jahrb. f. d. klass. Alt., 1902, p. 6 n.). T h e irapotp,la
(p. 360) cited in 2 P 222 is from the Ahikar-cycle (cp. Halevy in RS., 1900,
p. 66) or from Herakleitus (cp. Wendland, SBBA.,
1898, 788-796) ; the
sow-proverb is quoted also by Clem. Alex. Protrept. x. 92. 4, etc., who is
closer to the original form (Ces ijSovTai fiop^bpip /laXXov 1j KaBapip vSaTi).
The
sarcastic description (p. 401) of the Cretans in Tit l'^ (Kp^res del \(/ev(TTai,
KaKd Bripia, yaaripes dpyal) is a hexameter apparently drawn from the irepl
Xpritrfjuv of the local philosopher, Epimenides (cp. Diels in SBBA.,
1891,
387-403, and J. R. Harris in Exp.'' ii. 305-317, Exp.^iv. 348 f.), who attacked
the Cretan claim that Zeus lay buried in Crete. T h e famous apologue of
Men. Agrippa was probably in Paul's mind when he wrote I Co 2^'^''^, and
the iambic trimeter in I Co 15*' {<pBeLpovuiv ijBT) xpM^' bpj.Xiai KaKal) originally
lay either in Euripides or Menander ; but the hexameter in J a l " (iraa-a Sbiris
dyaBTj Kal irav SdipTjp.a TiXeiov), where dyad-fi and riXeiov are unconvincingly
taken by Fischer (Philologus, 1891, 377-379) as predicates (sc. iixTiv), is of
unknown origin. On the other hand, the line of poetry put into Paul's mouth
at Athens, in Ac 172' ( i s Kal rices TUV KaB' u/tSs iroi-qTQiv elp^KacsiV TOV ydp Kal
yivos icrp-iv), is from his fellow-countryman Aratus (cp. Hoole, The Classical
Element in the NT, p p . 82-84), if not from the hymn of Cleanthes or from
Epimenides (Lawlor, in Irish Church Quarterly, 1916, 180 f.).
* T h e connection of the Judas stories with the Ahikar-tradition is decidedly
closer than the filiation which Halevy prefers (RS.,
1902, 4 6 f . ) to find
between them and the machinations of Bechira, the Samaritan accuser of
Isaiah in the midrash. His explanation of 'IcrKapturrjs as a corruption of
^ftxapiJiTiis (a native of the Samaritan Sichor) is highly precarious.
+ C p . , further, AJT., 1900, 490-513, for proof that Mt 27''- and Ac li*'rest on the Ahikar-legend (EBi. 2627). T h e historicity of both stories is
upheld by Schlatter in his Zur Topographic und Geschichte Palastinas (1893),
217 f. Cp. J. H . Bernard (Studia Sacra, 1917, pp. 248-259).
+ Further materials for the influence of Jewish apocalypses on the N T and
on early Christian literature in general are collected by Prof R. H . Charles
in his editions of Tlie Apocalypse of Barucli (1896), The Assumption of Moses
(1897), The Ascension of Isaiah (1900), The Book of Jubilees (1902), and the
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"Time's glory," according to the Shakespearean line, " i s to
blot old books and alter their contents." This is not a glory
in which the literary critic can be expected to rejoice. It has
imposed on him the task of reconstructing the original form of
several ancient documents, and of allowing for processes of
interpolation, displacement, and compilation.*
(i.) Interpolation t means the addition of passages to an
original composition, or the incorporation of later verses,
sections, and even words, in a writing which has come down
from some earlier period, either {a) at the hands of the author
himself, or {b) by subsequent editors of the volume, after the
writer's death, or {c) by scribes (or editors) of the text. Like
other fragments of ancient literature, J the early Christian records
were liable to such handling, though the dimensions of this form
of textual corruption were restricted by the ecclesiastical scrutiny
which before long came to be exercised over documents of
the apostohc faith within the archives of the church.
(a) Instances of editorial addition, by the author himself, are to be found,
e.g., if tradition be reliable, in the PerscB of iEschylus, in Herodotus, and in
the Georgics—Vergil having cut out the original ending of the fourth Georgic
and inserted another, after the death of Gallus. Juvenal revised and rewrote
some of his Satires, while Martial appears to have reissued the tenth book
of his epigrams, altered and adapted to the requirements of the reign of
Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs (1908) ; on the NT quotations from the
last-named book, see his articles in HJ., 1905, 558-573, Exp.'' vii. i l l f., and
JTS. XV. 597 f (for Ac 1623'-= Test. Jos. viii. and Lk 23^'-= Secrets of
Enoch Ixvii.-lxviii.).
• C p . HNT 608f.
•f Hermann, the famous Homeric critic, used the term to denote not
only the insertion of verses, but, in accordance with strict etymology, the
refurbishing of an older writing (cp. the pref. to his edition of the Homeric
hymns, p. viii).
X In his chapter on "Interpolation in Thucydides" (The Fourth Book
of Thucydides, 1889, pp. xxxi f.), Dr. W. G. Rutherford, after discussing
the question of these glosses and scholia, or interpolated adscripts, declares
that "nothing could have prevented the importation into the text of any
author of a great deal of what was properly comment." The general theory
and practice is well put by A. Gercke in Neue Jahrb. fiir das klass. Alterlum
(1901), pp. 3f.
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Trajan. Several passagr;s in the De Rerum Natura (e.g. i?. 165-183; are
also to be explained most naturally as additions made by Lucretius himself
to the original draft, and in the case of the Third gospel or its sequel it
is not unlikely that Luke may have re-edited (dvaaKevaaBtv, SiatTKevaaBiv) his
work, (b) Editorial additions are much more numerous, as, e.g., in the wellknown instances of Jer 1719-27 (a later insertion), 31W-40 3317-28 f^^^ LXX),
Is 6621-2'' gj.(,_^ and in the Catalogue of the ships (Hom. Iliad, 2*"""^). The
last-named fragment must be pronounced not simply an originally independent document from the Hesiodic school in Boeotia, but itself interpolated.
The Homeric SiacrKevaaTai are supposed to have worked thus on the Iliad
and Odyssey with the view of smoothing out and harmonising it (cp. the
list of passages in Jebb's Homer, p. 163); the famous passage in the Antigone
(904-920) is almost certainly to be regarded as an interpolation, perhaps by
the son of Sophocles, in the original; and stage interpolations, as might be
expected, were especially frequent in the text of the Athenian dramatists.
Later works even in literature and philosophy were not exempt from the
intrusion of such alien matter, which, it is hard, in some cases (e.g, in
Lucretius, iii. 806-818 and i. 44-49), to attribute certainly to (b) or (c),
though internal evidence suggests that passages like Iliad 2i*'-i'', ao'"'^'
and Herod. 6121-12^ were added by a later hand. The corresponding source
of interpolation in early Christian literature was the liturgical use of the
documents in the worship of the churches (cp. Apocalypse); the Fourth
gospel, among the NT writings, offers the clearest case of a document
which has been edited by some later reviser, but Romans and 2 Corinthians
present substantially the same phenomenon, though their canonical form was
due in all-probability to the interests of the Pauline Canon itself. Mark's
gospel is supposed by some critics to have been written before A.D. 70, but to
have received (from the author ?) one or two touches after that date. A modem
instance of this procedure is furnished by Northanger Abbey, which was first
composed by Jane Austen in 1798. In the fifth chapter, however, we have
an illusion to Miss Edgeworth's Belinda—a novel which did not appear until
1801. This proves that Miss Austen's work lies before us in a revised form ;
the first draft was gone over by the authoress before its final publication some
years later. The third class of interpolations (c) cannot be strictly differentiated
from (b), but it also is amply verified in ancient literature by the evident freedom
exercised by copyists and editors of a text.* Glosses, such as Herod, i "
2I17.145 ^32^ would creep in from the margin, or be incorporated (e.g. Jer
2513b. 26b^ Jg SQI^-H) in order to straighten out a passage or bring it up to
date. The possibility of such treatment is familiar to all students of the
ancient texts; and such phenomena as the LXX rearrangement of Proverbs,
or the Noachian interpolations in the Book of Enoch, indicate the frequency
of the practice in the circles among which primitive Christianity arose.
The evidence for (a) and (b) is either drawn from tradition or from internal
evidence, but (c) offers a class of instances which naturally are more obvious,
where the discrepancies of MSS at once reveal sutures of the text. Even
* Cp. S. Reinach's Manuel de Philologie Classiqve^ (1904), i. pp. 43,
50 f. The extant letters of Epicurus have been swollen by the intrusion ol
marginal glosses, which are part of the text as given by Diogenes Laertius.
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where the extant text does not suggest any break, the pos.sibility of inter
eolations cannot be denied outright ; the distance between the oldest MSS,
or even the oldest versions, and the date of composition, leaves ample room
for changes to have taken place in the interval between the autograph and
the earliest known text.* Thus sheer internal evidence comes into play as a
valid factor in the critical analysis.
The extent of interpolations varied from a word or two to a paragraph,
and the motives for it varied equally from sinister to naive. During the second
century the less reputable reasons for interpolation sprang from the growing
prestige of the Christian scriptures, which were being appealed to in controversies. Heretical remodelling was rife, and the practice of alteration
and omission was not entirely confined to one side. Origen charged the
Valentinians with it; Eusebius blamed Tatian; Celsus retorted upon the
Christians the charge of having interpolated in their own interests the
Sibylline oracles ; while Dionysius of Corinth, f. 170 A.D., was disgusted to
find that his own epistles were being tampered with. The early Christians
themselves seem to have had no hesitation in treating the LXX text with a
certain freedom, inserting here and there phrases to fill out the messianic
predictions of Jesus.
So far as the gospels were concerned, the most natural motives for
interpolation were the harmonising bias + and the disinclination of copyists—
whose powers, it must be remembered, amounted occasionally to almost
editorial functions—to allow useful material, floated within reach by the oral
tradition, to pass away. Expansion was more natural than abbreviation,
though omissions were not uncommon, in cases where utterances seemed
either contradictory or unedifying in some special degree. J The liberties
occasionally taken with the text of the gospels are shown, e.g., by the
revision of Luke contained in Codex Bezaa, the work of Marcion, the use
made of Mk by Mt and Lk, and numerous scribal or editorial touches in the
MSS (contrast D and the other uncials) and versions.
" There are
abundant traces in the MSS and other authorities for the text of the gospels,
that they were copied at first with great freedom. Possessors of copies did
not hesitate to add little items of tradition, often oral, in some cases perhaps
written, which reached them.
Much of this may be due to the fact that
these early copies were probably to a large extent the works, not of professional copyists but of private individuals, whose interest was strong in the
subject-matter of what they wrote, and who were glad to record any stray
sayings or act of Christ which came in their way, even though it was not
found in the copy before them" (Sanday, Inspiration^ 1894, 294, 297).
* The pseudo-Adamantian Dialogue was interpolated within twenty or
thirty years after it was composed. For Galen, see Rutherford's A Chapter
in the History of Annotation (1905), p. 57.
t This was not confined to the gospels. One of the classical instances is
the conformation of Verg. Eel. 5 " in the majority of MSS to Georg. i i " .
% e.g. the omission of 2 K i8i''"i* (Hezekiah's submission) in Is 36-39, the
amission by the LXX of the headings prefixed to various collections in
Proverbs in order to bring the whole under the aegis of Solomon, and the
Homeric omissions of Aristarchus (Athen. v. 180-181 D).
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(ii.) It is also a fair question whether a document may not
contain genuine but misplaced passages. Any application of
the hypothesis of a displacement in the text requires to be
checked by a hesitation about attributing too exact and
systematic a character to a volume, especially when no MS
evidence is available. But in itself the hypothesis is legitimate.
Whether due to carelessness in copying, or to the misplacement
of leaves of papyri (cp. Blau's Studien zur alt-Hebrdischen
Buchwesen, 1902, pp. 23 f.), or to some material mishandling
of a codex,* inverted order is by no means an uncommon
feature of ancient documents. One classical instance is furnished
by the canonical order of the Politics; Aristotle's original order
was undoubtedly bks. i.-iii., vii.-viii., vi.-v. In the OT
Jer 3*"^^ g23-26 and lo^'^^ are, even if genuine, misplaced;
Zee 4^"^'* comes too late; Isa 4i®-'' is conjectured, by an
attractive argument of Marti, to have lain originally between
40^^ and 40^'*, and Hab i^'^^ may be supposed to have followed
i^ or 2* in the autograph. Similarly, in the pseudo-Philonic
treatise de incorruptibilitate mundi, according to Bernays, the
present confusion of the traditional text is best accounted for by
the conjecture that some leaves have been misplaced.
Carelessness on the part of copyists (cp. Gercke, pp. 81 f.) was a common
source of disorder, e.g. Hor. Epp. i. 15^*'- (cp. H. A. J. ybxa.xo^% Lucretius,
i. 28 f.). Verses were often misplaced, or even whole paragraphs. In
several of the biblical instances (James, Fourth Gospel, Acts, Apocalypse,
etc.), such displacements are due to the common practice of scribes or
cop3dsts who wrote in " narrow columns, after the fashion of what was on the
papyrus strips; two, three, or even four columns being on each page. If a
scribe, through inadvertence or interruption, happened to omit a phrase, he
would write it either on the margin or in the space between two of the
columns, with a suitable mark in the text to indicate where it ought to be "
(A. S. Lewis, ET. xii. 519). The next copyist, who incorporated his predecessor's marginal note in the text, might easily misunderstand the reference
marks, and thus insert the passage in the wrong column.
* As in the case of Aristotle; cp. Tredelenburg, Hist. Beitrdge zur
Philos. iii. 413 f ; Ueberweg, Hist. Phil. i. 147; Dr. H. Jackson's edition
of the Nikomachean Ethics, bk. v., where (pp. xiv f.) the dislocated canonical
text is rearranged; and Susemihl and Hicks' ed. of the Politics (1894, pp.
78f.), where the possibility is admitted that the texual phenomena maybe
due to two parallel versions. Dislocation in an archetypal MS is traced by
Prof Richmond in the text of Propertius (Classical Quarterly, April, 1918).
The minor phenomenon of words displaced by a copyist (cp. W. Headlam,
Clciss. Rev., 1902, 243-256) falls under textual criticisin,
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(iii.) Compilation, or the incorporation of earlier sources without acknoirledgment, is too obvious, especially in the historical literature, to require any
detailed notice (cp. HNT, 615-619). The literary historian usually worked
over his sources. Hebrew chronographers were often content to transcribe,
leaving the strata of their sources fairly obvious. Greek or Roman authors,
however, felt too strongly the claims of form and literary finish to allow any
mere transliteration of some earlier document to stand.* So far from being
inconsistent with historical accuracy, this practice obtained among the most
scrupulous writers. It was a canon and convention of the time, and the
credit of Tacitus has not been impaired even for moderns by the discovery
that the original speech of Claudius, de iure honorum Gallis dando, differs
materially from the words put by the historian into the emperor's lips.
Thucydides, so far as we can check his methods, rewrote his sources in his
own style. His authorities were moulded by his own diction and conceptions,
and writers of his school and spirit would have curtly dismissed as mere
vTropAj-fipjara any collection of earlier sources or work in which previous
materials had not been artistically recast, t
The apocalypse of John, like
most other apocalypses, is also an example of how older fragments were
brought up to date and reset by a later writer; the small apocalypse of the
synoptic gospels is one of such fragments.

(iv.) It is in the criticism of apocalyptic literature that the
question of pseudonymity is also started (cp. HNT 619 f.;
G. H. Putnam, Authors and their Public in Ancient Times'^,
1894, pp. 67 f., 202 f.). The apocalypses of the later Judaism
were pseudepigrapha almost invariably. Such writings, by a
recognised literary custom, were issued under the name of some
older prophet or hero, whose name lent sanction and authority
to the contents of the prophecy.
Throughout the Judaism of Alexandria,^ subsequent to the Ptolemies, the
practice developed in several directions. The older Jewish literature reveals
the tendency to group literature round great names of the past, from Moses
to David and Solomon ; and, long before Daniel had started the line of
pseudonymous apocalypses, the book of Deuteronomy showed that this literary
device was quite compatible with religious and moral motives of the highest
order. One development of the practice in Alexandrian Judaism, that of
circulating works under the aegis of some pagan authority, historical or
mythological, was naturally foreign to the early Christian literature. The
Sibyl, Hekatajus, and Aristeas play a r&le in pre-Christian Judaism to which
there is nothing exactly corresponding in the primitive church. But when
• Cp. Nipperdey's Opuscula (1877), pp. 418 f.
t Cp. Lucian, de hist, conscrib. 16 ; Cic. ad Alt. ii. I. I f. ; Dio Cassius
sfient twelve years in rewriting materials which it had taken him ten years
to collect.
X Susemihl, Geschichte d. Griech. Literatur in d, Alexandrinerteit, ii.
597 f-. 6 0 1 1
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pseudonymity expanded to include epistles, as it did in Greek literature long
before it did in Judaism, the way was prepared along which some early
Christians* essayed to serve their age (Susemihl, ii. pp. 589f.).
Like
boulders on a mountain-slope, most of the great personalities came to be
covered with the moss of a more or less extensive correspondence, and the
rise of a literature which included the Solomonic correspondence, written by
Eupolemus, or the so-called " epistle of Jeremiah " (preserved at the close
of the book of Baruch), indicates how congenial and innocent the practice
was in pre-Christian Judaism.
(a) The range of pseudonymous literature was wider, however, in Greece
and Rome, and although " t h e entire classical period of Greek literature
furnishes us with no authentic instance of a literary fraud," t the centuries
preceding and following the rise of Christianity were marked by a fairly
extensive use of the pseudepigraphic method in philosophy, religion, and
literature. The inducements to employ the names and characters of
illustrious men varied in quality. One was the desire for pecuniary
gain, which undoubtedly operated during the period in which Ptolemy
Philadelphus was forming his library (cf. Bentley's Dissert, on Phalaris, pp.
80 f.); this cannot be traced within the early Christian literature. The
higher motives for such compositions sprang from the innocent admiration
and naive sympathy which prompted a disciple to reproduce in his own
language the ideas, or what he conceived to be the ideas, of his master, and
yet forbade him, out of modesty, to present these under his own name.
Conscious of the master's influence, disciples viewed their own writings as au
extension of his spirit. In them, through their pages, he spoke, not they.
Abrbs i<pa. What they wrote was not so much a private venture or independent outburst of their own, as the propagation of his mind and spirit.
Hence it became a point of unselfish piety to give up all claims to personal
glory, and attribute their writings to the master himself. Such was the
practice of the later Pythagoreans (Zeller, Pre-Socratic Philosophy, i. pp.
311 f). This throws light upon the ethos of NT writings like Ephesians and
the Pastorals. While 2 Peter represents in the N T Canon a pseudonymous
epistle, pure and simple, the pastoral epistles, on the other hand, were
composed by a Paulinist who must have had access to certain notes or papers
of the great apostle, which he incorporated in his own writings. A similar
instance, in Greek literature, is furnished by the Fourth Philippic and the
speech icepl ffwrd^euis, which, though appearing under the name of
Demosthenes, were in all likelihood composed, not long after the orator's
death, by a writer who possessed some genuine notes of his predecessor
* Cp. K. R. Kostlin (Theol. Jahrb., 1851, 149-221, " d e r pseud. Literatur
der altesten Kirche, Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte der Bildung des Kanons");
Jordan, ACL. 139f. ; and Wendland, HBNT. i. 2. pp. 375f.
'
t Gudeman, in Classical Studies in honour of H. Drisler (New Yofk,
1894), pp. 52-74. One rare instance of a malicious motive is pointed out in
the case of Anaximenes of Lampsacus (Paus. vi. 18. 2f.), who imitated the
style of Theopompus to the latter's discredit. For the later Augustan epistolography, see Peter, op. cit. (below), pp. 171 f., and, later still, the "pseudonymous " principle of Salvian (ep, ix. 5 f.),
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and used these as the basis or nucleus of these orations (cp Blass, die
Attische Beredsamkeit, iii.i pp. 382 f.).
(b) Another tendency which fostered pseudonymous epistles was the
recognised device, employed by ancient historians, of composing epistles in
order to lend vividness and point to their narratives. Though some of these
epistles may be genuine,* as in the case of one or two of Sallust's in the
Catiline, the large majority, however true to the general spirit of the
situation and the supposed writer, were undoubtedly due to the creative
imagination of the author himself (cp. Westermann, de Epistol. Script. Graecis,
i. pp. 4f.). Of the two examples in Luke's second volume (Ac 152"- 232^-^),
the former suggests some historical nucleus, the latter is more independent.
To this feature may be added that of composing the dedication or preface in
the form of an epistle, as is often the case in modern books, although the
extension of the practice to historical works is confined to writers like Aulus
Hirtius and Velleius for the most part, among Roman authors of the classical
period, and to Josephus among Jewish.
(c) It is further obvious that from the historian composing not only a
letter but a speech in the name of some historical figure, it was only a short
step to the composition of a pseudonymous epistle, in all good faith, which
was designed to edify and instruct. The practice of composing speeches,
which was perfectly consonant with the ancient historian's canons of veracity,
varied from a free invention of such addresses to the conservation of salient
points in an oral or written piece of tradition. The latter is not infrequent
in Tacitus; he feels at perfect liberty to construct speeches like that of
Germanicus on his death-bed, but he appears to exercise less freedom in his
condensation, rearrangement, and rewriting of the emperor's addresses and
letters to the senate (cp. Furneaux's Annals of Tcuitus, i. pp. 23 f.). Consequently, the fact that ancient historians assumed and were allowed this
licence does not ipso facto bar out the hypothesis that in certain cases the
writer may have wrought upon the outline or substance of an authentic
speech transmitted by tradition. This would be more credible when speeches
were composed in oratio obliqua, as is generally the case with Caesar, whose
historical credibility in this matter is to be ranked high, in spite of obvious
temptations to literary effect and political tendency, f
The rhetorical element in ancient historiography naturally adopted the
method of (iiBoypaipvtsai) bringing out the character of a person or the salient
features of a situation by means of speeches. The author composed such a
speech as appeared to him suitable for the occasion, drawing perhaps upon
any materials of oral or written tradition that lay to his hand, but casting
the speech into such forms as were apt to the setting chosen. The rival
methods of indirect speech or of psychological analysis were open, but they
were at once less dramatic and less easy. Tacitus commonly preferred the
• Or elaboration of a genuine nucleus (cp. W. Vischer's Kleine Schriften,
i. pp. 429 f). See further on this ppint, Hermann Peter's die Scriptores
Historice Augustce (sechs litteratur-geschichtliche Untersuchungen, 1892),
pp. 153 f, and Jordan, ACL. 186f.
t Cp. Fabia's essay, de orationibus quce sunt in Comm. Cas. de Bella
Gallico (1889), pp. 91 f., and Holmes, Ccesars Conqtust of GauP, p. 213.
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Fatter process, and there are cases of conscientious preference for the former ;
but the pubhc life of the ancients, where so much of importance was
transacted in and by speeches, led the majority of historians to adopt the
method of composing speeches for their dramatis personce as the most intelligible and popular method of giving plastic expression to historical truth.*
The speech served as an analysis of character. It revealed the speaker, and
rayed light on the situation more effectively than paragraphs of comment
or analysis. Thucydides is the master of this school of historians; t
Theopompus and Sallust are his leading successors. The speeches in the
NT literature consist of (a) compositions made up from previous materials,
usually genuine in the main ; and (b) more or less free compositions, which,
without being purely rhetorical exercises,! represent what the writer's historical sense judged appropriate to the situation. This judgment may have been
guided by tradition in some cases. But the general type of the second class
of speeches, which includes the majority of those in Acts,§ corresponds to
the speeches of Thucydides or CKsar, Polybius or Josephus. Occasionally,
as, e.g., in Livy, vii. 30, x. 6f., and xxxiv. 54, or in Aulus Gellius even, a
speech may possess historic value as the reflection or reproduction of some
older source, instead of being, like the work of Dionysius Halicarnassus in
this department, purely imaginative. Historians of the Gracchi period, like
Fannius, proved invaluable to subsequent writers in this respect. Their
annals incorporated genuine speeches of contemporary statesmen, now and
then almost verbally, upon which both Cicero and Plutarch drew. Consequently later speeches which rest on such authentic fragments acquire
a historical weight out of all proportion to their extant shape and setting.
The longer speeches in the gospels are partly based upon such earlier
sources (e.g. Matthew), but they are partly (as in the Fourth gospel) due to
prophetic and homiletical expansions of authentic logia. The inspired
prophet, speaking in the Lord's name, is not far from the preacher who
develops a homily (e.g. Mt 25'i'-); preaching, in its higher phases, is almost
lyric, and this creative process, in which a mind brooding on some gospel
*See C. Nipperdey's Opuscula (1877), pp. 415 f.
t " I have put into the mouth of each speaker the sentiments proper to
the occasion, expressed as I thought he would be likely to express them,
while at the same time I endeavoured, as nearly as I could, to give the
general purport of what was actually said " (i. 22, tr. Jowett). Cp. Ivo Bruns,
das. lit. Idealportrdt (1896), pp. 24f., and Jebb's Essays and Addresses,
359 f.
X Or compositions written with a deliberate purpose, like most if not all
of the speeches in Caesar, which, while apposite and vivid, are intended to
colour the whole situation.
§ E. Curtius (cp. Exp.'' iv. 436-455) pleads for the speech at Athens.
" Whoever disputes the historical value of the account of St. Paul in Athens,
tears one of the most important pages from the history of the human race."
According to Norden (pp. 312f.) it is a second-century insertion, based on
the story of Apollonius of Tyana's appearance at Athens—a theory demolished
by Burkitt (JTS. xv. 455 f.), Birt (Rhein. Mus., 1913, 342 f.), Jacquier
(RB., 1915, 164f.), and Harnack (TU. xxxix. 1-46).
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word brings out an edifying monologue or dialogue, accounts for some
passages in the synoptists as well as in the F'ourth gospel more naturally than
the hypothesis of deliberate literary inventiveness.

(v.) The question of translation {HNT 605 f.), with regard
to any early Christian writing, covers a wider tract of interest
than the problem of its date. Undoubtedly, translation implies,
as in the case of Ecclesiasticus, a gap of years between the
composition of the original and the issue of the version; but it
also implies problems relating to the authorship and contents.
Thus, in the case of the Matthsean logia, it is too common to
assume that the various Greek translations were practically
verbatim. They partook of the nature of recensions. The
particular recension which was fused with Mk in order to form
the canonical Matthew may have been almost as far as the
Greek recension of Josephus' Wars from the Aramaic original.
" For Greek and Roman readers it would need to be materially
recast.
Very probably the resume of Jewish history from
the time of Antiochus Epiphanes to the death of Herod (bk. i.)
was first prefixed in the Greek; the greater part of the seventh
book was doubtless added at the same t i m e " (G. F. Moore,
EBi. 2091). Matthew is not a translation, but it is a fair
conjecture—so far as literary canons go—that in Mt 1-2 glosses
might have been added by an editor,* whether from a special
source or sources or from personal access to Palestinian
traditions, when the Aramaic draft (beginning with 3^ ?) was
translated.

V.
SOME

LITERARY

FORMS

IN

NT.

The gospel was the new f form of literature developed by
Christianity. The embryonic stages of this literary product
were not wholly novel, however; the Aoyia, or collections of
sayings of the Master, resembled the collections of apophthegms
current among the disciples of philosophic teachers; and
even among the Christians themselves diro/iVT^/Aoveij/^aTa,^ not
tiayyeXia, was a primitive term in use for their gospels.
* Jacoby (NT Ethik, 1899, p p . 410 f.) puts down 51^-1' 2 3 ' and 242" to
this exposition which blended with the text.
t T h e ancient conceptions of depicting a character are discussed by Ivo
Bruns in die Personlichkeit in der Geschichtschreibung der Allen (1898), and
P. Gardner (Ephesian Gospel, 92 f.).
X T h e dTroixvT)p.ovebp.aTa of Moiragenes, which were subsequcntiy combined
w-itn the vT!op,vT]p.aTa of Damis (i.e. extracts from diaries) to form the bio-
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Aristotle draws a distinction between his i^wTepiKol or
t/cScSoyoteVoi Xoyoi (published works) and his d/cpodceis. The
latter were private summaries or abstracts, resembling a precis
for his audience of students. We thus get a distinction between
Ttt dveyviorr/xeVa and TO, dveVSoTa which throws light on writings
like the Ur-Marcus * and Q, both of which would resemble the
former.
But even in these, and still more clearly in the
canonical gospels, the material assumes forms which have
partial analogies in ancient literature.
{a) The chief of these is the dialogue. At first sight the
philosophical development of literature among the disciples of
Socrates is unlike the primitive Christian literature in one important respect: the faith and reverence of the disciples of Jesus
prevented them from composing literary dialogues in which their
Master was made to answer problems of thought and conduct.
But it is not accurate to suggest (so R. Hirzel, Der Dialog,
ein literar-historischer Versuch, Leipzig, 1895, ii- 3^7) ^^^^ the
first efforts in this line made by the early Christians are writings
like the Pistis Sophia and the fabricated correspondence of
Jesus.
Examples of the dialogue-method lie earlier in the
literature of the church. For one thing, the composition of
several sections in the gospels (see below, p. 530) was prompted
by the rise of questions about conduct. How were Christians to bear themselves in preaching the gospel? or when
attacked ? or towards the Jewish authorities ? How did Jesus
behave towards the priests ? What was his attitude to the law ?
These and similar questions were the nuclei round which several
reminiscences of the evangelic tradition gathered.
The outcome, as it lies in the gospels, was in many cases made up of
genuine recollections and authentic logia; but there was also an
element of composition. Even oral tradition could not hand
down logia invariably as they were spoken. A plus of preaching
inevitably attached to them.
Furthermore, the setting was
ultimately the work of an author, who, as is plain, e.g., from
Matthew's gospel, worked often on principles of schematism
graphy of Apollonius of Tyana, resembled irpd^eis. Reitzenstein (Hellenistische Wundererzdhlungen, 1906, 40 f.) thinks the former must have been
a sort of prototype of the gospels (especially the Fourth), the latter a parallel
to the we-sections in Acts.
* Abbott (Diat. 996) speaks of Mk's "note-book gospel." The phrase
suits the Ur-Marcus even better than the canonical Mark (see below, p. 218).
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and with certain ideas and tendencies in his mind which were
not without influence upon his materials. Each evangelist had
his conception of Jesus; he had also his own idiosyncrasies, and
he was face to face with the special needs of his audience or
age. The conjoint influence of these led to such literary dialogues as the synoptic tradition includes in its narrative of Jesus.
But the earliest and closest approach furnished by Christianity
to the classical dialogue-form of literature is to be found in the
middle sections of the Fourth gospel, where Jesus and the Jews
debate in a thoroughly controversial fashion (see below, p. 546).
This marks the passage of early Christianity into its dogmatic
stage, when it was confronted with rival systems, Jewish, Gnostic,
and pagan (cp. P Gardner, Exploratio Evangelica, pp. 164-165;
Moffatt, HNT. 34 f.); it is the first phase of the dialogue in
Christian hands as an instrument of anti-Jewish propaganda.
Later instances of this dialogue-form in anti-Jewish and anti-pagan propaganda multiply from the Dialogue of Jason and Papiscus and Justin onwards;
it naturally became, as in the old philosophic style, a literary weapon in the
controversies between one school of Christian and another (e.g. Bardesanes,
Jerome, pseudo-Adamantius, etc. ; cp. Jordan, A CL. 242 f).

{b) A cognate form of the dialogue, the diatribe, has also
passed into the early Christian literature, although the N T writings contain merely a few rudimentary traces of its vogue (cp.
Ropes, ICC. pp. 10 f., on James). The Starpi^r; was a dialogue
transformed into a monologue, in which the imaginary opponent
appears by way of t^i^o-ti/ {inquit). H e is cited, only to be refuted;
his words are quoted in order to form the text of a fresh outburst
on the part of the speaker. When the method is skilfully managed, as, e.g., in Arrian's descriptions of Epictetus, the effect is
vivacious and telling. The interest of the diatribi was primarily
ethical; hence its popularity among the later Stoics and even among
Jewish Christian (Philo) and early Christian (Clem. Alex.) writers
on religion.* One trace of the SiarpiySij-style is to be detected in
* Cp. Wendland, Philo und die Kynisch-Stoische Diatribi (1895), p. 7 ;
Jordan, ACL. 306 f. ; and Wendland (HBNT. i. 2. 356 f.). It was " u n
compromis litteraire entre le traite et le dialogue, parce qu'elle est un compromis entre I'esprit dogmatique des cyniques et des stoiciens et I'esprit si
profondement enracine chez les Grecs " (Lagrange, RB., 1915, 230), perhaps
in the 4th epistle of Heracleitus and certainly in James. A number of the
diatribe-forms spring from the moral tension and spiritual conflict set up by
the new faith. Cp. Heinrici's Die litter. Charakter der NT Schriften (1908),
I if., 47, 66.
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Paul's habit of quoting some phrase of his opponents in order to
refute their arguments. Introduced by <^7jo-iV, just as in Epictetus,
these citations lend vivacity to the style; they also suggest the
genetic relations between the dialogue and the epistle, between
the spoken language of discussion and the epistolary idiom.
{c) The address, based usually on the older scriptures, and
therefore to a large extent exegetical as well as hortatory, was
described in philosophic language (Lucian, Tim. l o ; .^lian, v.
hist. 3I3) as 0/AiA.ta (cp. Ac 2 0 " 24^^; Ignat. ad. Polyk. 5), and
afterwards as StdAe^is or disputatio. It differs from the hunpiPri
in being less conscious of an opponent; what it presupposes is
an audience to be convinced, rather than a single adversary to
be refuted. This literary form underlies the homilies of the
gospels and the later epistles, like Hebrews especially.
{(P) The epistle and the oral address were of kindred origin.
Long before the rise of Christianity the rhetorical schools had
been in the habit of throwing their ideas into the form of
epistles, and the obvious similarity between the audience who
heard an address and the readers of an epistle, the frequent use
of the second person in exhortation, and the presence of a
flowing, flexible element in the argument, helped to develop the
use of the epistolary form for ends which were wider than those
of private correspondence.*
It is often a real problem to
determine whether a given writing is a Xoyos or an eViorToXr;. In
many cases the epistolary form is little more than a literary
device.
One speech of Demosthenes actually came to be
published under the title of ITTUTTOXT] Arjfxoa-Odvovs, and it was
natural that later writers, addressing a wide public, should
adopt, for the sake of dramatic effect and point, the epistolary
form of composition as the nearest to that of the oration.
Furthermore, a speech did not require to have been spoken in
order to be published; and, as a matter of fact, it was the custom 'f
even of historians (cp. Rohde, Griech. Roman, pp. 304 f) to
write for hearers—the form in this case being all the more
natural as the readers would read the volume aloud. J
* Cp. Aristides, xii. p. 148 D , fiirep ye Kal iv dpxv TV^ iirurToXTJs etirov i)
8TI PoiXeuBe KaXeTv rb jSi^Xtov.
t Thus, in view of Jos. Ant. xx. 256 (Kal rl Set irXeloo Xiyelv;), H e b l l ' ^
would not necessarily indicate a sermon.
+ Lucian, adv. indocl. 2 (dvayivJiuKeis ^cia irdvv iwiTpix'^" <p6dvovTOS TOV
iipBaXpov TS (XTbpa).
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The epistle had been bound up in its earlier stages in Greek
literature with the dialogue.*
The philosophical discussions
which were native to the genius of the latter had acquired fresh
literary form in epistolography; t the epistle, said Artemon (the
editor of Alexander the Great's correspondence in the second
century), is a sort of semi-dialogue. Consequently a personal
note pervaded it. A treatise might be, and often had to be,
abstract and impersonal, but the affinity of the epistle to the
oral address on the one hand and the dialogue upon the other,
naturally tended to present in it the question and answer, the
play of sentiment, and the dialectic movement inevitable to any
reproduction of personal intercourse. T h e treatise dealt in a
more or less systematic way with some philosophic subject; |
it conveyed instruction directly and didactically.
But the
epistle rose alongside of it to reach circles or groups of people
in a less formal fashion; and when philosophic scholars multiplied and the world of culture grew less restricted than before,
the epistle acquired a special vogue as a channel for conveying
instruction to people whose common interests united them in
some pursuit or science.
The correspondence of Epicurus
marks a distinct stage in this literary evolution. His letters to
philosophers and private individuals had in some cases only a
semi-private object (cp. Hirzel, der Dialog, i. pp. 355 f.); they
discussed such topics as natural philosophy and astronomy,
besides ethical themes, and his scholars continued the practice.
Epistles became not merely the ties knitting hke-minded scholars
* Demetrius (De Elocut. 228). The various materials are collected in
Hercher's Epistolographi grceci. See, further, Peter, op. cit. (below) pp.
213 f., on " der Brief als Einkleidung fiir Flugschriften, wissenschaftliche und
htterarische Erorterungen, Mahnungen, Widmungen," Rudolf Hirzel's der
Dialog, i. pp. 353f., ii. pp. 8f., and Milligan's NT Documents, 86 f.
t The changes made by Paul and other early Christians in the formulae,
e.g., of the introductory address, are noticeable. It is only in Ac 152^ (232^)
and Ja li that the ethnic 6 Seiva Tip Setvi xal-peiv is employed; the former
is not a Christian letter, while in the latter, by a literary device like that
in the third and eighth of the Platonic epistles, the opening is linked to
what follows. The origin of the x^-^P^i-" formula was connected with the
news (eiayyiXiov) of victory, according to tradition (Lucian, de lapsu in
salutando, 3 ; cp. G. A. Gerhard's "Untersuchungen zur Geschichte des
griechischen Briefes," i., in Philologus, 1905, 27-65).
X For what follows, see especially Hermann Peter's der Brief in der
romischen Litteratur (1901), pp. 16 f., Wehofer (SBAW., 1901, pp. 102 f.),
and Wendland (HBNT. i. 2. 344 f.)-
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together, but means of instruction, defence, and debate. In the
treatment of scientific questions the epistle thus acquired a new
role of its own. It accompanied and promoted the popularising
of knowledge. Letters, or rather epistles, for example, were
written on the Copais sea by Crates of Chalkis (cp. Westermann, de epist, grcec. iv. pp. 9 f.), on mathematics (cp. Susemihl,
i. pp. 419 f.), and antiquities (by Polemon of Ilion); and an
equally didactic character attached to the letters of Augustus.
The soil was thus prepared for the growth of epistles and
epistolary homilies within the sphere of early Christianity. The
philosophic epistle had long been acclimatised among the Greeks
and Romans. Hortationes ad philosophiam were composed by
Augustus as well as by less princely authors (Suet. Aug. Ixxxv.),
and epistles of consolation are frequent in the correspondence of
the age {e.g. that of Sulpicius Severus, Cic. ad Fam. iv. 5). The
letters of Seneca .to Lucilius, as has been often noted (cp. e.g.
Peters, pp. 228 f.), are in reality designed for the young world of
Rome, and merely dedicated to Lucilius ; * the personal address
and air are retained, but the object is to furnish all and sundry
with exhortations and admonitions which may take the place of
some philosophic friend at hand.f Several even of Seneca's
so-called dialogues might be described as epistles.
The
epistolary literature of the early Christians, in fact, almost
exemplifies the threefold division J made by Cicero into {a)
epistles or letters which convey instruction or information, (^)
playful and familiar notes to one's friends, and (c) letters of
consolation. The nearest approach to the personal letter, unstudied and spontaneous, is Paul's note to Philemon or 3 John.
Personal or semi-personal letters, however (Hke Galatians and
I Thessalonians), might contain matter of some permanent
interest. They might be contributions to some controversy,
• Luke's two books, dedicated to Theophilus, are a NT analogy.
t Cp. Martha, les moralistes sous Pempire Rom. pp. 3f., 23 f. The
Seneca-letters to Lucilius, as Lord Bacon saw, were simply "dispersed
meditations, though conveyed in the form of epistles."
X e.g. in his letter of September, 46 B.C., to Trebianus in exile (ad Fam,
*i. 10. 4), or more explicitly in ad Fam. iv. 13. I and ii. 4 (" letters, as you
are well aware, are of many kinds. One is undeniable, the original cause of
letter-writing indeed, viz., lo acquaint the absent with anything which it
is to their interest or to the writer's interest that they should know.
Two other kinds of letters there are, which mightily please me : the one
familiar and sporrive, the other grave and serious ").

4
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like the letters of Antony to which Tacitus {Ann. iv. 34)
and Suetonius {Aug. 63) allude; or discussions of various
questions, hke the epistles of Varro,* Capito, and M. Valerius
Messalla. The epistolary form, in short, was employed more
and more to give a vivid and semi-literary dress to dissertations
upon criticism, jurisprudence, and even science, among the
Greeks and Romans. Thus partly by the circulation of really
personal letters, and partly by the adoption of the epistolary form
for public or semi-public ends, the transition was made from the
private letter to the epistle or epistolary homily. The N T
epistles vary b.tween both; t the former was transmuted into
the shape of a letter addressed to some church for which the
writer (Paul) felt a strong personal affection; J the latter passed,
in the sub-Pauline period, into writings which were for the most
part epistolary in form only (1 John, James, 2 Peter).
VI.
THE

CIRCULATION

OF THE NT

WRITINGS,^

Paul and sorne other early Christian writers || dictated, not
because, like Charles the Great, they could not write, but for
purposes of speed and convenience. A letter might be either
written with one's own hand or dictated to a scribe or secretary
{ra-^vypa.(^oi, librarii, notarii).
In one case, the amanuensis of
Paul IT inserts a greeting from himself in the midst of the apostle's
* Cp. Ritschl's Opuscula, iii. pp. 476 f.
+ Deissmann's valuable but too narrow antithesis (Bible Studies, pp.
1-60) is reproduced by W . So\t3.Vi (neue Jahrbiicher fiir d. klass.
Alterthum,
1906, 17-29). Jewish parallels already existed.
X Similarly 3 John and the letters of Ignatius prove that a real letter
could be written to a church. This fact of Christian intercourse prevents the
category of " l e t t e r or e p i s t l e " from applying, without qualification, to early
Christian correspondence.
§ Cp. HNT
123 f. ; Gregory, Canon and Text of NT, 299 f. ; Sir W. M.
Ramsay, Letters to the Seven Churches (1904), pp. 23 f. ; and Milligan's A^T'
Documents, pp. 21 f., 171 f j 241 f.
II Ignatius (see Lightfoot on Ro 10'), Origen (Eus. H. E. vi. 23. 2), and
o t h e r s ; cp. Pliny's epp. ix. 36. 2, and Jerome's epp. 21. 42. O n the later
use o{dictare = \.<3 compose, see Norden, ii. 957 f., and below, p. 336.
II Tertius was a scriba lilerarius of Paul, for the time being, who took down,
as a private secretary, what the apostle had to say (cp. Marcjuardt's Das
Privatleben Jer Romer, i.- pp. 151 f.), and made copies of it if necessary. See
E, I. Kobson's " Composition and Dictation in N T Books " (JTS. xviii. 288 f.).
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salutations (Ro 16^2); but as a rule the author speaks throughout.
It was apparently Paul's ordinary custom to dictate his correspondence, though, to authenticate a letter, he might add a
salutation in his own handwriting (2 Th 3^'', i Co 16^1, Col 4^*).
Such letters and epistles were written either on wax-covered
tablets with a stilus, or with a reed-pen and ink on papyrus
(cp. 2 Co 38, 2 Jn^^ 3 J n " ) .
If Paul's remark in Gal 6"
means that he himself wrote part of the epistle personally,* it is
likely that the latter method was employed. His handwriting,
like that of Cicero, "on charta with a pen would have been
much more easily recognised than his initials carved with a stilus
on wax. Moreover, the use of pen and paper would be so
obviously more suitable for long letters." f
The shape and the size of some of the recently discovered papyri at
Oxyrhynchus indicate that even for religious, as well as for literary purposes,
the papyrus codex was in use throughout Egypt before the third century A.D.
Instead of the papyrus in roll form, the papyrus in book form was more
widely and more early used than has hitherto been suspected.?

For various reasons, partly owing to the uncertainties of
communication, letters of special moment were copied § before
being dispatched ; and more than one copy was sometimes sent,
lest one of them should go astray (cp. e.g. Cic. ad Fam. ix. 16. i).
The carelessness and dishonesty of letter-carriers were thus
checkmated to some extent {ad Fam. iv. 4. i). This consideration has some bearing on the literary characteristics of
2 Thessalonians and Ephesians. Furthermore, the same letter
might be sent to different persons, as was the practice of
Epicurus.|| " I have wanted," writes Cicero to Cornificius, " a
• Sometimes, if the man wished to be confidential (Cic. ad. Alt. xi. 2 4 :
"sed ad meam manum redeo, erunt enim occultius agenda ").
t Tyrrell's Correspondence of Cicero, vol. i. p. Iv. Cp. DAC. ii. 700 f.
Quintilian's advice, in favour of wax tablets (Instil. Oral. x. 31 f.) for jottings
or notes (Lk i^), is due to the fact that erasures were more easily made on
wax than on parchment. Illustrations of wax tablets are given by W.
Schubart (Das Buck bei den Griechen u. Romern, 1907, 16 f.).
t Cp. Grenfell and Hunt, The Oxyrhynchus Papyri, ii. (1899) pp. I-3,
and W. Schubart, Das Buck bei den Griechen und Romern, 1907, pp. 107 f.
§ Not by the author, however. " Quis .solet eodem exempio pluris dare,
qui sua manu scribit ?" {ad Fam. xviii. 2).
II So, too, Seneca (ad Lucil. xvi. 99. i : " epistulam, quam scripsi
MaruUo, cum filium paruulum amisisset et diceretur molliter ferre, misi
tibi").
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letter from you addressed to my very own self" {ad Fam. xii.
30. 3). Even without the alteration of the address, a letter
could be copied and scattered broadcast for a wider audience (so
Cic. ad Alt. viii. 9. i), in which case the epistle became almost
a tract or pamphlet. Such must have been the method with
epistolary homilies like Galatians, i Corinthians, and i Peter,
as well as with the Apocalypse.
In the case of the NT, the autographs themselves perished at
an early date. That they were no longer in existence in the
second quarter of the second century is evident from the fact
that Marcion could be charged with falsifying their text. H a d
the autographs been available, the accusations of Tertullian and
others would have been superfluous; the editors and correctors
of the text would have been refuted simply by the production of
the autograph itself Within less than a century the autograph
of the Apocalypse, e.g., had disappeared; a number of copies
existed which were no longer uniform.* This is hardly to be
wondered a t ; for, once a document was copied, there would not
be the same interest in preserving the iStoypa^ov. Tertullian
seems in one passage to appeal to the originals: " percurre
ecclesias apostolicas, apud quas ipsse adhuc cathedrae
apostolorum suis locis prsesident, apud quas ipsse authentic^
litercE eorum recitantur, sonantes uocem f et reprsesentantes
faciem uniuscuiusque" {prcescr. hceret. 36). But the phrase
italicised probably means no more than " originals," in the sense
of uncorrupted, genuine copies, as opposed either to translations
or to interpolated (or mutilated) editions, such as those issued
by Marcion. If he really meant autographs, the passage would
require to be set down to his rhetorical temperament. J
Naturally the wear and tear was felt primarily at the opening and at the
end of a manuscript. Well-known instances of opening sentences having
been lost are to be found in Plutarch's Vita Themistoclis and three of the
books of the elder Seneca's Controuersiae. This is what underlies the theories
about Hebrews having lost its original address, and Mark its original ending,
by accident. The errors of copyists in the body of the work explain the
variations in Apoc 13I' (Iren. v. 30. I, iv ird<n Tots (TirovSaiois Kal dpxalois
dvTiypdipots KTX.), etc., as well as the primitive corruptions which must have
* Origen (on Mt 19I') similarly attests the widespread diversities in the
copies of the gospels.
t On this reading aloud see below (pp. 54, ^6) and Exp.^ xv. 324 f.
X Cp. Cobet and Kuenen's NT ad fidem Codicis Vaticani, pp. 26 f.
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arisen very early, since there is no ripple of variation in the MSS or versions.
A clear case of the latter occurs in Ac 2", where 'lovSaiav, between MeiroiroTa/j,lav and Te Kal KainraSoKlav, is certainly wrong. The alternatives are to
omit it altogether (so, e.g., Harnack, BNT. iii. 65 f.), or to read ' Palestine'
(ET. xxii. 231), Xup'iav (Jerome on Is lli", Blass), AvSlav (Bentley),
'ASiajSalav (Nestle, ZNW., 1908, 253-254), 'Apjxevlav (Tert. adv. Jud. 7 ;
Aug. Contra Fund. 9), 'Apafjalav (W. H. P. Hatch, ZNW., 1908, 255-256),
'loviav (as in I Mac 8^ ; Cheyne, EBi. 2169), 'IvSlav (Erasmus, Schmid,
Zahn), 'lSvp.aiav (Bentley, Barth, Spitta), or BiBvviav (cp. below, p. 327).

When an epistle of Paul was received by a local church, it
would be laid up in the archives of the community {scrinia,
Ki/idiTiov, KL(TTr)), just as privatc letters were collected in a family,*
or public epistles in the pre-Christian Jewish synagogues.
Copies t would be taken and issued to the various churches
embraced in the address. In a town of any size, where there
were several house-churches (Col 4^^, cp. p. 161), an epistle would
be copied, even though it was not a circular letter; but from
Col 4^^ we may infer that the exchange of letters between churches
was not yet a matter of course. A church would retain its
own letter, normally. Was it taken out from time to time for
purposes | of discussion or reference ? or did the church read the
epistle regularly at worship ? The incidental reference of Pliny
{ep, X. 98) is silent on any dvdyi/ojo-is, and the evidence of Justin
shows that it was the gospels and books of the OT prophets
which were read weekly. But the growing prestige of the apostles
must have led during the early part of the second century to
the reading of their epistles as a part of public worship, though
the process of their elevation to the rank of scriptures remains
obscure. Eventually, the church authorities become responsible
for what was thus read, as we see from the well-known (Eus.
H. E. vi. 12. I) case of Serapion.§ The distinguishing characteristic of canonical writings was that they were read aloud
in the worship of the churches. Subsequently a distinction
was drawn between writings read on Sundays and writings
* Cp. Peter, Der Brief, pp. 33 f.
t Cp. Dzjatzko in Pauly-Wissowa's Real-Encyclopddie der class. Altertumswissenschaft, iii. 966 f.
X Perhaps also to let individual members copy out parts of it for their
own purposes.
§ The growing unity of the church, and the need of safeguarding Christians
from heretical scriptures, led to the rapid diffusion of the NT writings (cp.
BNT. V. 32 f.); but this was by no means uniform, as the evidence of the
Cai?on in yarious churches is enough to prove.
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which, though used for edification, did not attain to this rank.
But the primitive age of Christianity knew nothing of this
classification.
The allusions to reading in the early Christian literature
almost invariably (Mk 13", Apoc i ^ i Ti 4I*) denote the
public reading of the scriptures in the churches.* How far
the early Christians, and even the apostles, were able to read, is
uncertain. The accomplishment was not universal, and although
the education of the average Christian in the primitive church
need not be ranked so low as, e.g., by Paul Glaue in his
monograph on Die Vorlesung heiliger Schriften im Goltesdienste
(Teil i., 1907), pp. 13-30, still, the fact that many members
were comparatively uneducated, and that even when they were
not the spoken word was preferred in worship—this, together
with the expense of copies, corroborates the view that the large
majority of early Christians knew their scriptures mainly by the
hearing of the ear.
T h e practice of reading aloud one's own compositions was a corollary to
the earlier habit of reciting the works of dead authors. In the former case
the object was .sometimes to benefit the audience ; reading thus resembled
the modern lecture (cp. Epict. Diss. iii. 23. 7 f.). But more often an
author recited his work to a chosen audience in order to get their critical
opinion. " T h e audience at recitations may be compared with the modern
literary reviews, discharging the functions of a preventive and emendatory,
not merely of a correctional triVjunal. Before publication a work might thus
become known to more hearers than it would now find r e a d e r s : in the same
way specimens of a forthcoming work are now made known through popular
magazines. After publication t it might still be recited, not only by the
author, but by others, with or without his leave, in the country or the
provinces as well as in the city, before public or private assemblies" (Mayor
on Juv. 3'). It is the latter practice which throws light on the propagation
and circulation of the early Christian scriptures, which were not written for
any literary ends. This applies even to literary epistles like James and
Ephesians, which were pastorals, written for no definite audience. T h e
homily, cast in the form of an epistle, was a recognised literary feature
among Jewish and Greek, as well as R o m a n , ? circles, before the early
* T h e recitation of gospel-stories in the Antioch church was a source of
information for Luke (cp. Salmon's Human Element in Gospels, pp. 26 f . ) ;
the N T was written, like Latin poetry, to be recited.
't On the meaning of 'publication,' see G. H . Putnam's Authors
ana
their Public in Ancient Times'^ (1894), pp. 78f.
X Cicero's letter to Lentulus Spinther {ad Fam. i. 9), e.g., approximates
to a philosophical discourse or a speech, and the famous
Commentariolum.
petitionis is as much an essay on political methods as anything else. For
further examples of the epistolary eiaayiayi} in Roman literature, see Norden
in Hermes (igos), PP- 524 f.
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Christians began to write. Even though it was marked, for the sake of
vividness, by appeals to hearers and the like, it was designed originally and
directly for readers. The early Christian homily shared these characteristics
of form, but it was ultimately designed to reach audiences not individuals,
and the channel was public reading in gatherings for worship.

VII.
SOME LITERARY

CHARACTERISTICS
WRITINGS.

OF THE NT

This practice of reading aloud the scriptures, even before
they were scriptures in the canonical sense of the term, helped
to determine insensibly their literary form. It was a pre-natal
influence. The profound effect which Plato ascribes to Homer
in Hellenic education and politics was due to hearing rather
than to reading. It was the solemn and didactic recitation of the
poems by pai/ruSot, who sought to bring home not only the words
but the spirit of Homer, which enabled the audience to sustain
its feeling of kinship with the original. The influence of the
early Christian writings, particularly the gospels, operated under
similar conditions. The large majority of Christians only
listened to them in worship or learnt their contents in the
catechetical instruction of the church. Both letters and gospels,
as well as the tracts which we know as homilies and pastorals,
were written for the most part with this end in view; their close
connection with the address and the dialogue (see above, pp. 48 f)
determined their adherence to the forms and spirit of a rhetoric
which corresponded to the needs of actual life.
The so-called metrical prose, or prose which recognised the
use of a certain clausula, passed from the Asiatic school of
rhetoric with some of the Roman authors, such as Seneca, Pliny,
and Cicero, who managed to preserve ease and freedom under
a more or less conscious recognition of certain general but
unwritten laws of rhythm and diction. The existence of this
rhythmic element need not be supposed to impair necessarily
the spontaneity of a writing. Ancient standards of composition
admitted, even in writings of fresh and apparently unstudied
grace, such as Cicero's letters of consolation,* a scrupulous
• Zielinski's Das Clauselgesetz in Cicerds Reden (1904) is discussed by
A. C. Clarke (Class. Rev., 1905, 164 f.), and Bornecque's La Prose Metriqui
dans la Correspondance de Ciciron, by Prof. Tyrrell IHermath., 1905, 2891.\
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attention to the niceties of rhythm, cadence, and accent, and
a care for laws of sound in style which may seem strained and
hyper-ingenious to modern tastes. Modern theorists often state
it in extravagant forms. But, fanciful methods apart, if the
ancients really read with their ears as well as with their eyes,*
it is quite intelligible how even prose style, as Cicero and
Quintilian maintain, could observe certain poetical canons;
without being metrical, as Aristotle put it,t prose style must not
be wholly unrhythmical. History, said Quintilian, is next to
poetry; it is quodammodo carmen solutum {Tnstit. Oral. xi. 31),
and Luke's writings show how effective cadences and easy rhythms
could be present to the mind of an ancient writer whose aim
was not to display the finish and mastery of his own style,
nor to observe hard and fast canons of rhythm. Thus it is
with early Christian writings like Hebrews just as with some
of the most effective prose-orations of antiquity; they were
composed by men trained in this spirit of artistic symmetry. In
the minds of those who composed or read the early Christian
books there was no primary thought of intellectual entertainment.
None, with the partial exceptions of the two Lucan writings
and Hebrews, can be described as a literary product. Faith
was their germ and their design. They were composed and
employed to edify the Christian communities for which they
were originally written, and among which they came to circulate.
But some at least of them, like many earlier works in classical
literature, are instances of how style and fervour were not
incompatible, and how they were meant to catch the hearer's
heart, as the Christian message fell effectively upon his ears.
The presence of this rhetorical element in the early Christian
writers is felt in reminiscences of figures common to the Greek
prose of the day,| and in the construction of sentences and
even larger sections, as, e.g., in an epistle like Hebrews. T h e
former is illustrated by plays on words like \ip.oi-\oiix.oi,
* Some of Paul's epistles, like those of Ignatius, gain incredibly in
emphasis when read aloud. Public reading must have brought out their
point and charm, in many passages.
t In ch. viii. of his Rhetoric (bk. 3) he handles the need and structure of
rhythm in literary prose. Cp. G. L. Hendrickson in Amer. Journ.
of
Philology (1904), 126 f., and the discussion in Norden (op. cit.), i. 92 f., 134 f.
X Cp. the collection of Pauline instances in J. F Bottcher's essay, de paronomasia finitimisque
ei figuris Paulo apostolo frequentatis {Leipzig, 1824), and
R. B u l t m a n n s SHI der Paul. Predigl u. die kynisch-stoische Diatribe (1910).
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tftaOev-tTraOev, (f)96vov-(f>6vov ( R o l'^^),* a.(Xvi'erov^-a.(rvv6iTov? ( i ' ^ ) ,

TToXXoLs TToXXciKis (2 Co 8^2), ctc. Thc parallelism of the Greek
prose (Trapio-aicris) and of later Latin writers like Apuleius, however, is one of form rather than of thought f (so Norden, op. cit. ii.
816 f.); the Semitic parallelism, like that of the Finnish Kalevala,
develops an idea in two or more strophes, and this is specially
characteristic of the strophes and anti-strophes in the gospels.
It is in Paul, particularly, that the style, for all its rabbinic dialectic,
shows traces of the Hellenic element, due to the widespread
influence of rhetoric on pre-Christian prose, especially in Asia
Minor; it is denoted by the presence of balanced periods \ and
a clearly marked evolution of strophic formations, with themes,
refrains, etc. Special attention was paid to the sequence of
accents in a sentence. As the writing was often written to be
read aloud, it was composed by one whose ear was sensitive
to the harmony of the style, the fall of the antithesis, and the
music of the period. More than once in Paul it becomes an
open question whether he is quoting from an early Christian
hymn, or developing half-unconsciously the antitheses of his
glowing thought. A good case in point is furnished by i Co
(SireipeTai iv <pBop^,
iyelpeTai iv d<p6apcrl(f'
CireipeTai iv dTi/j.lq.,
iyelpeTai iv Sifj"
airelperai iv daBevelq,,
iyelpeTai iv Svvdfiei.

Elsewhere, however, the genuine rhetoric § of the speaker is
* Further exx. in Ro 2I 5I" 12" 142'' (cp. Lagrange's Romans, pp. xlvf.).
t Cp. E. du Meril's Essai philosophique sur le principe et les formes de la
versification (1841), pp. 47f., CQR. (1912) 81 f., and Norden, pp. 355f.
X Cp. J. Schmidt on ' das rhythmische Element in Cicero's Reden'
( Wiener Studien, 1893, pp. 209 f.), with Blass on rhythm in the Attic orators
(Neue Jahrb. far. das klass. Alterlum, 1900, 416-431), and H. Vtttx (ibid.,
1898, pp. 637-654; Der Brief, pp. 25 f., on rhythmic element in epistolography). For rhythm in Mk l - i o see JTS. xvii. 270 f.
§ Cp. J. Weiss's pages and proofs in Urc. 303 f, as well as in die
Aufgaben d. neutest. Wissenschaft (1908), pp. 11 f., Heinrici (—Meyer,
2 Cor.^ 436 f.), and U. von Wilamowitz in Der Kultur der Gegenwart, i. 8,
pp. 156 f. Blass (Die Rhythmen der asian. und rbtn. Kuntsprosa, 1905,
SK., 1906, 304f.) has pushed this theory to extremes, which involve an
arbitrary treatment of the Pauline text and an unreal estimate of the
apostle's literary ambitions (cp. Deissmann, TLZ., 1905, 231 f. ; W. G.
Jordan, Thtol. Litteratur-Blatl.
1905, 481 f. ; Norden, GGA., 1901,
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felt through the written words ; they show unpremeditated art
of the highest quality, as, e.g., in passages like the hymn to love
( i Co 13), or the great apostrophe and exulting paean of Ro
gsif.^ " How such language of the heart must have penetrated
the souls of people who were accustomed to listen to the silly
rigmaroles of the Sophists ! In such passages the diction of the
apostle rises to the heights of Plato in the Phcedrus " (Norden,
ii. 506). In short, with Christianity " the language of the heart
was born again. Since the hymn of Cleanthes nothing at once
so heart-felt and magnificent had been written in Greek as Paul's
hymn to love" {ibid. ii. 459).
Elsewhere in the N T fragments of hymns can be definitely
found, e.g, in i Ti 3^^:
is itpavepijiBri iv crapKl,
iSiKaidiB-q iv TrvevtxaTi,,
Sj(pOT] d77eXois,
iKTjpvxBT] iv 'iBvtaiv,
iiritjTevBT] iv Kocrfup,
dveXr)fj.(pBT] ev Sb^ij,

This is a piece of early Christian hymnody (cp. Col 3^^ Eph 5^*;
Pliny's Ep. x. 98), written in short cola with o/xoioTeXevTa (cp.
Norden,pp. 2^4i.,a.ndAntike
Kunstprosa,u.S^2{.),v/h\chpvohab\y
served as a semi-liturgical confession of faith (Klopper,
ZWT,
1902, 336 f.). The early church, for all its defects, had not yet
lost sight of the truth that any creed worthy of acceptance should
be fit for use in the praise and worship of believing men. A
similar five-lined stanza, on the birth of Jesus, is inserted in the
nineteenth ode of Solomon (cp. TU. xxxv. 4, p. 51). 2 Ti 2""^*
is another fragment of an early hymn :
el
el
el
el

ydp (TvvaireBdvopev, Kal <rvv^Ticrofj.e»'
vTropivoiJ.ev, Kal avvpaaiXevijop.eV
dpvyiubixeda, KaKetvos dpvqaeTai T]/j.as'
diriaTovp,ev, iKetvos ITHTTSS pAvei.

The hymns in the Apocalypse and possibly the songs in Lk r - 2
are further instances of early Christian song (Achelis, Urc. 165 f).
It was not until later that verse included polemic (Iren. i. r5. 6).
593 f.), and Wendland (HBNT
i. 2. 354 f ) . For other hterary forms, e.g.
the napa^oX-q, the irapotp-ia, the diropia, and the allegory, see pp. 77f., 313 f.
of Konig's Stylistik,
Rhetorik, Poetik in Bezug auf die biblische
Litteratur
(1900), PRE. vi. 688f. and xvii. 733f., and ERE. i. 328f., vii. 5.

CHAPTER L
THE CORRESPONDENCE

OF PAUL.

LITERATURE.—The patristic commentaries (cp. C. H. Turner, DB. v. 484530, 2txA JTS. iv. I34f.) on Paul's epistles are more valuable for exegesis
than for historical criticism ; their outstanding contributions are the early
homilies of Chrysostom and ' Ambrosiaster' (fourth century), the editions
of Theodore of Mopsuestia (ed. Swete, Cambridge, 1880-2), Theodoret
of Cyrus, Pelagius, and Euthalius, from the fifth century, followed by
John of Damascus (eighth century), Maurus of Mayence (ninth century),
Oecumenius (tenth century), Theophylact, Peter the Lombard, and
Euthymius Zigabenus (twelfth century), with the thirteenth century expositio
of Thomas Aquinas, Nicolas of Lyra's perpetua postilla (fourteenth century),
and the fifteenth century Annotationes of Laurentius Valla. The sixteenth
century witnessed a slight increase of attention to the historical environment
of the epistles, although dogmatic prepossessions still controlled the large
majority of commentators, Roman catholic (e.g, Erasmus, Annotationes, 1510,
Paraphrases in omnes epistolas Pauli, 1521 ; Catharinus, 1551 ; Gregorius,
1564 ; Maldonatus ; Estius; Cornelius a Lapide, 1635 [best ed. by Padovani,
Rome, 1908 f.], and Leander, Comitientaria in epist. omnes S. Pauli, Paris,
1663) and Protestant (e.g. Bugenhagen's Annotationes, 1524 ; N. Hemminge,
1571 ; Zwingli's Adnotationes [Zurich, 1539, pp. Si8~39] » Calvin; H.
Bullinger's Commentarii [Zurich, 1544, 498-551] ; Zanchi's Commentarius
1594, and Beza). The most notable contributions from the seventeenth
century, in the shape of complete editions, are the works of J. Piscator
(Analysis logica epp. Paul. 1638), Conrad Vorstius, Grotius (1641), Balduin
(1655), Cappellus (1658), Chemnitz (1667), Locke (1684), M. Pole, Synopsis
(vol. iv., 1694), and Hammond (1699). The eighteenth century produced
the R. C. expositions of Bernardinus a Piconio (1703), Alexandre Noel
(Rouen, 1710), Hardouin the Jesuit, and Ant. Remy (1739), together with
Bengel's great Gnomon (1742), besides the Cura philologicce et critica in x
posteriores S. Pauli epistolas of J. C. Wolf (1734), Kypke's Observationes
sacra in Novi Testamenti libros (1755), J. D. Michaelis, Paraphrasis und
Anmerkungen Uber die Briefe Pauli^ (1769), Rosenmiiller's Scholia (iJJJ),
and J. B. Koppe's edition of the NT (second ed. 1791).
The nineteenth century has produced several more or less complete
editions of the Pauline epistles, notably those of J. F. Weingart (Commentarius perpetuus in decem apostoli Pauli quas uolgo dicunt epistolas minores,
Gotha, 1816), T. Belsham (London, 1823), Alford (Greek Testament, ii.-iii.),
Hofmann (1862f.), and Wordsworth' (1871), with Scholz (1830), Winser
(1834), de Wette (1835 f.), Olshausen (l84of.), Tumbull (1854), Blomfield's
Greek Testament (1855), Ewald (Sendschreiben des Paulus, 1857), Bisping's
Exegetische Handbuck zu den Brief en Pauli (l855f.), Reuss (Les ipttres
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Paulin., 1878, in the third volume of his N T Section of La Bible), l l c y d t
(Exeget. Commentar zu g Briefen, Elberfeld, 1882), Manoury (Paris, 187882), P. Rambaud (Paris, 1888), L. Bonnet (Lausanne, 1892), J. van
Steenkiste (Commentarius
in omnes S. Pauli epistolas, Bruges, 1899), B.
Weiss (vol. ii. of his Das NT Handausgabe, 1902), A. Lemonnyer (Epitres de
S. Paul\Pa.Tis,
1905), and C. To\issa.ini's Apitres de S. Paul CParis, i 9 i o f . ) .
Separate introductions to the Pauline epistles have been issued by H .
Bottger (Beitrdge zur Einleitung
in die paulin. Briefe, Gottingen, 1837 f.),
P. J . Gloag (Edinburgh, 1874), Dr. R. D . Shaw» (Edinburgh, 1909), R. Scott
(Tlie Pauline Epistles, Edinburgh, 1909), F . Maier (Z)z£ Briefe Pauli^, 1912),
and P. \jixi\ftx (Lesipttresitudiies
dans Cordre chronologique, Paris, 1912). T h e
epistles are also commented on in several of the special monographs on Paul.

When the Scillitan martyrs were asked what they had in
their satchel or chest, their leader Speratus replied: ' libri
[at Kaff ^yads fii/SXab, i.e. the gospels] et epistulge Pauli uiri iusti.'
This was in A.D. 180. But the unique position assigned by the
church to Paul's epistles can be traced back to the age preceding
Marcion. Marcion drew up an edited collection of the apostle's
letters. The church's collection may have been due to self-defence, but the probability is (cp. Batiffol in R 9., 1903, p. 26, C. H.
Turner i n y j ' ^ ' . x. 357 f.) that as Marcion's edition of Luke was
constructed out of the church's third gospel, so his Pauline
canon was ' a similar rechauffe of an existing Pauline collection
in the church.' Whether this corpus Paulinum can be dated as
early as the age of Ignatius, or even earlier (as Zahn argues),
is a question which can only be asked, in the paucity of the
available evidence. It is hardly likely that the idea of such a
collection occurred to Paul or to any one during his lifetime,*
but if the church at Philippi was anxious to possess any extant
letters of Ignatius (Polyk. ad Phil. 13), it is reasonable to infer
that a similar desire must have already prompted local collections
of Paul's letters, long before there was any thought of ranking them
with the scriptures (2 P 3I6). This would be rendered possible
by the close communications f between churches, not only in
one district but abroad. What is certain is that the early
Christian literature begins for us with Paul's correspondence.
Genesis, says Tertullian in the fifth book of his treatise
against Marcion, Genesis promised me Paul long ago. For, he
adds (playing on a Latin rendering of Gn 49^''), when Jacob
was pronouncing typical and prophetic blessings upon his sons, he
* H e had not the literary self-consciousness of Cicero (Att. xvi. 5. 5).
t C p . Harnack, MAC. i. 369f.
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turned to Benjamin and said, ' Benjamin is a ravening wolf; in
the morning he shall devour his prey, but to7vards evening he shall
provide food.'
He foresaw
that Paul would spring from
Benjamin, 'a ravening wolf, devouring his prey in the morning' .•
that is, in early life he would lay waste the flocks of God as a
persecutor of the churches ; then towards evening he would provide
food: that is, in his declining years he would train the sheep of
Christ as a teacher of the nations. This fanciful exegesis of the
African Father brings out the fact that Paul did not begin to
write the letters by which he is best known until he had been a
Christian for about twenty years. So far as it can be reconstructed from the extant sources, the activity of Paul as a
Christian evangelist and apostle falls into two main periods or
passages.* T h e first of these, {a) covering about seventeen
years, includes his work in TO. KXifiara TTJS Svpt'as Kai r^s KiAiKta?,
with Tarsus and Antioch as his headquarters (Gal i^i^-, Ac 9^"
ij25f.^^ and Barnabas as his main coadjutor. T h e second {b)
dates from the crisis at Jerusalem, which impelled him to go
further afield (Ac 1536^. i6^''-); after hesitating about his route
and sphere, he started upon the great mission to Asia Minor,
Macedonia, and Achaia, which occupied him for six or seven
years (Ac rg^i, cp. R o 15^^). His coadjutors now were
principally Silas and Timotheus.
Thereafter he was evidently planning a mission to Spain. T h e Southern Mediterranean he probably passed by, as Egypt was being already
evangelised,! but in the Western Mediterranean he hoped to
break fresh ground, and en route to Spain he arranged to pay a
long-deferred visit to the church at Rome. Meantime, he had
to discharge his duty to the church at Jerusalem, by handing
over the proceeds of the collection made by the Christians of
Macedonia and Achaia on behalf of the poor saints in the
Jewish capital. T h e untoward result of his visit is well known.
He left Jerusalem a prisoner, was confined for two years at
Csesarea, and finally reached Rome in custody. So far as we
can see, he did not regain his freedom. T h e projected tour to
Spain had to be abandoned, and he never revisited Asia Minor.
* The older scheme of three mission-tours is to be abandoned in favour
of this division of his activity into two mission-spheres (cp. von Dotschiitz,
Probleme des apostolichen Zeitallers, 1904, pp. 58 f.).
t See Harnack, MAC. i. 73f. ; Moffatt, Paul and Paulinism (1910),
pp. 24-26.
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The extant letters of the apostle fall within or after the
second period, that is, in the late afternoon of his career. If he
wrote any letters previous to the crisis at Jerusalem, they have
perished. T h e letters to the churches of Thessalonika, Galatia,
Corinth, and Rome date from {/>); the rest of the epistles, so far
as they are genuine, are the correspondence of a prisoner, and
were composed either at Cassarea or more probably at Rome.
Their relative order can be determined with approximate
accuracy, but their exact dates are bound up with chronological
calculations based on Tacitus and Josephus, as well as on early
Christian tradition, which are still matters of dispute. T h e
following table (cp. Appendix A, and HNT 121 f.), reflecting
the schematism of the three journeys, will give some idea of
the variety of opinion upon the chronology of the apostle's hfe :
rt

Crucifixion of Jesus
Conversion of Paul
First visit to Jerusalem
Second visit to Jerusalem
(.\c ii27f. ,2^5)
First mission tour
Council at Jerusalem
•
Second mi'-sion tour
•
Thiid mission tour ,
«
Arrest in Jerusalem
•
Arrival in Rome.
•
Death of Paul
Death of Peter

6
A. Br

^

(J

^

s

Bar

rf

• ^

29

35/36
38
46
47
49
49

C
0
U
29

31

44

52

56
59
64/65
64/65

10

56
58

36
3'/32
38-39 34/35
44
45-48
49
49-52
53-58
58
61

64

34
37

46
47
49
49

4»
46

52

55
59

56
S9
61/62

51
51
62

67
67

te

e-

Giffert

Ui
Ui

llhaus

V

H. Tu

u

rnack.'

a

29/30
30
31-33 31/32
34/35
33

01

Si

•a

a

30

30
32

35
38

34

[44I
45
44
45
45 bef.45 50-51 46-48
47(46) 45
52
50
47(46) 46
52
50-53
54
50
49
53 57
58
54(53) 53
57
60
61
57(56) 56
64
58 66/67
67
64
64
64

1 DB i. 415-425 ; ITS. iii. 120-128.
2 Kritische Analysed. Apgeschichte (1914).
3 RB. (i9i3)36f., 207 f.
^ AA pp. xiii—xiv, etc.
5 Similarly Laurent (NT Stu lien, 67-91, placing the second visit in 47, however, the
first tour in 47-50, and the second in 52-55) and Dubowy (BZ., 1912, 413 f.).
6 ACL. ii. I. 233-239, and SBBA. (1912) 673-682.
7 A A. 164, 172, etc.
8 PRE. XV. 61-88, and INT. iii. 450 f.
» SPT. 363 f., as revised in Pauline and other Studies (1906), 345 f.

A word may be added on the problem of the authenticity *
of the Pauline letters. Their criticism has passed through a
* ' A u t h e n t i c , ' in this connection as elsewhere in the criticism of the N T ,
" has reference to the origin only, not to the c o n t e n t s ; to say that a
document is authentic is merely to say that its origin is certain, not that its
contents are free from e r r o r " (C. V. Langlois and C. Seignobos, Introdutliun aux itudes historiques, E n g . tr. 1898, p. 159).
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(44)
45-47
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49-52 49-51
5
2
-56
53-59
56
59
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59
65-68
64

44
52
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55
59
62

50/5'
52
52-55
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58/59
61/62

8
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0

tfl

n

s

8

30-33
33-35
36-38

29-30
32

33
36

36/37
39/40

44
44

46
46
50
50-53
53-57
58
61
67
67

44
45
50/51
51
54
58

49
52
57
62

Hoennicke.

0

Steinmann.

e

H. Daesch

phase corresponding, for example, to that which has occurred
in the artistic estimate of Giorgione's pictures: after successive
verdicts which unreasonably reduced the number of the genuine
to a minimum, the application of a less rigid and more accurate
standard has at last revealed the existence of a larger number of
authentic canvases in the one case and of epistles in the other.
This shift of critical opinion has been brought about, for the
most part, by a gradual recognition of the fact that writers and
painters do not always work at the same pitch of excellence.
The progress of historical criticism on Acts and, to a less degree,
on the sources of the gospels, together with the recent researches
into the KOIVJJ, gnosticism, and contemporary Judaism, has also
helped to determine the authenticity of several Pauline letters
which were suspected half a century ago. " I t has been the

45-4*
49?
50-52

60-62

'^'^ Biblical Essays (pp. 215-233). Similarly Aberle, BZ. (1903) 256 f., 372 f., (1905)
371-400.
11 Paulus der Apost el (1913).
12 Acts (Meyer). Similarly von Dobschutz.
13 Paulus, i. 411.
14 Student's Life of Paul, p p . 242-259.
15 INT. i. pp. 154 f.
18 Paul, pp. 13 f.
17 Einl. 31 f.
18 DB. iii. 696-731.
19 RHR. (Ixv.) 285 f.
20 TQ. (1896) 353 f., Einl. 13a
21 Alfassungszeit
des Galaterbriefes (1906), p . 189.
22 Die Chronologie des Paulus (1903), cp. NKZ. (1902) 569-620.

mission of the nineteenth century to prove that everybody's
work was written by somebody else, and it will not be the most
useless task of the twentieth to betake itself to more profitable
inquiries" (Saintsbury, History of Criticism, p. 152). The
epistles to Timotheus and Titus, together with Ephesians, are
probably Pauline rather than Paul's ; they belong to the class of
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literary dSeWoroi in early Christianity. Otherwise ^ it may be
assumed that the letters which are grouped under Paul's name
in the canon were written by him, whatever processes of editing
they may have passed through before their incorporation into
the sacred collection of the church.

(A) CORRESPONDENCE

WITH

THESSALONIKA.

(a) Editions—Georgius Major (Enarratio
duarum
epp. ad
Thess.
pralecla, 1561); Musculus (Cotnment. in Phil. Col. Thess. Tim.,
I565f.);
R. RoUock (Edinburgh, 1 5 9 8 ) ; J . A. Gleiche's Erkldrung
(1729); J- A.
Turretin's posthumous Comment, theoretico-practiciis ( i 7 3 9 ) ; ?• J- Miiller
{1784); F- A. W . Krause (1790) ; J. F . Weingart (1816) ; Schleiermacher
(1823); T . C. Tychsen^* (1823) ; J. F . Flatt, Vorlesungen Uber die briefen
an die Phil. Col. Thess. (Tiibingen, 1829); Ludwig Pelt (Epistolae
P.
apostoli ad Thess. perpetuo illust. commentario, Greifswald, 1830) * ; H . A.
Schott, Epistolae P. ad Thess. et Galatas (Leipzig, 1834) ; BaumgartenCrusius (Commentar uber Phil, und Thessal. 1848); Olshausen (1840, E n g .
tr. 1851); J. Lillie (New York, 1856); Ewald, Sendschreiben des Paulus
(1857); de W e t t e * (1864); M e y e r M i 8 6 7 ) ; Hofmann^ (1869); Eadie
( 1 8 7 7 ) ; A. J. Mason (in Ellicott's N T , 1879); Reuss ( 1 8 7 8 - 9 ) ; EllicoU^
( 1 8 8 0 ) * ; H . Reinecke (Leipzig, 1881); Alexander (Speaker's Cotn. 1881);
Marcus Dods (in Schaff's
Comment.
1882); Hutchison (Edin. 1883);
Lunemann'' ( — M e y e r , E n g . tr. 1884); Gloag ( 1 8 8 7 ) ; Zockler (in Strack
und Z.s Comm. 1888-95); A. Schafer (1890); Schmiedel^ (HC. 1 8 9 2 ) * ;
Lmm\ex{Theol.
Commetit. z. d. Thess. 1894)* ; Padovani (1894); Jowett, St.
Paul's Epp. to Thess. Gal. and Romans'^ {1894) ; Bornemann (— Meyer,
1894) ; Lightfoot (Notes on Epp. of St. Paul, 1895, pp. 1-92); J. Drummond,
(Internat. Hdbks. to NT, 1899); G. G. Fmdlay ( C G Z : 1 9 0 4 ) * ; W . Lueken
(SNT.^ 1907) ; J. M. S. Baljon (1907) ; G. Milligan (1908)* ; W o h l e n b e r g "
(ZK., 1908) ; von Dobschutz (— Meyer, 1909)* ; Moffatt (.EGT"., 1910) ; M .
'Dihe\i\i.%(HBNT.,
1911); Gutjahr's Briefed.
Paulus, Thess. Gal.^ (1912);
J. E . Frame (ICC,
1 9 1 2 ) * ; J . Knabenbauer (Paris, 1913) ; Voste
(Commentarius,
Paris, 1917)(I)) Studies—(i.) g e n e r a l : P . Schmidt, der erste Th. brief neu erkldrt,
nebst einen Exkurs uber d. 2 gleichn. Brief (iSS^);
L. Monnet, Les ipttres aux
Thess. itude biblique {\%%g); Sabatier (^'.S'.ff. xii. 123 f.); Hausrath, iii. 209f.;
Lightfoot (Smith's DB. iii. 1477-84)* ; E . de Faye, de vera indole Pauli ap.
ad Thessal. dissertalio critica (Paris, 1892); Denney {Expositor's Bible, 1892);
McGiffert, AA. 250 f.; Bartlet, A A. l i o f . ; Pfleiderer, Urc. i. 1 2 5 - 1 4 3 ;
* Most doubt attaches to 2 Thessalonians, less to Colossians. A similar
dubiety prevails, e.g., with regard to the two fragments of the epistles which
are supposed to have been written by Cornelia, the mother of the Gracchi ;
the problem of their authenticity divides scholars like Kipperdey, Mommsen,
Hubel, and M. Schlelein from those who, like Mercklin and E. Meyer, deny
their genuineness.
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von Dobschiitz, Urc. 81 f. ; F. Trautzsch, Die miindliche Verkiindigung
ties Ap. Paulus (1903); E. Ullern, .S". Paul, ivangeliste el pasteur des Thessatoniciens. Etude (\imes, 1903); C. Bruston (RTQR.,
1905, 160 f.,
369 f.) ; Senstius, die Abfassiingszeit der Thess. Briefe (1908); R. Scott, The
Pauline Epistles (1909), 215-233; Lutgert, BFT. xiii. 6 (1909), pp. 55102 ; Harnack, Das Problem des Zweiten Thessalonicherbriefs (1910, SBBA.
560-578); Frame (EB.^^ xxvi. 841 f.) ; F. S. Marsh (DAC. ii. 569-574)(ii.) on the text :—John Phillips, The Greek of the First Ep. to the Thess.
(London, 1751) ; Zimmer, Der Text der Thessal. Briefe (1893); Baljon,
(Theol. Studien, 1888, 347-352); Blass, Rhythmen der asian. u. rbm.
Kunstprosa (1905), pp. 196 f.
(iii.) against Pauline authorship:—Baur in Theol. Jahrb, (1855), pp.
141-168, and in Pauliy^. 341 f., Eng. tr. ii. 314-340); van der Vies, de beide
brieven aan de Th. (1865); Steck (fPT, 18S3, 509-524); Pierson and
Naber (Verisimilia, laceram condilionem NTexhibentia, 1886, 3-25).
(iv.) for Pauline authorship:—Grimm (SK., 1850, 780f.); Hilgenfeld
(ZWT., 1862, 225 f, 1866, 295 f.); Lightfoot (Biblical Essays, 251-269,
and in Smith's DB.); Sabatier, Paul, pp. 106 f. ; Askwith, Introd. to Thess.
epp. (1902) * ; Lock (DB. iv. 743-749) ; A. C. McGiffert (EBi, 5036-5046);
Zahn, Einl. §§ 14-16 ; Clemen, Paulus, i. i l l f.

1

THESSALONIANS.

In addition to the general literature already cited, the (a) editions by
Calixtus (1654); W. Sclater (Exposition with notes, London, 1619); A. S.
Paterson (Edin. 1857); A. Koch^ (1855)* ; Rohm (Passau, 1885); Johannes,
Kommentar zum ersten Th. Brief (Dillingen, 1898) * : (b) studies by J.
Martinus (Analysis epistolae prioris ad Thess., Groningen, 1663); Lipsius
(SK., 1854, 905 f., " Uber Zweck u. Veranlassung des I Th.," a reply to
Baur); J. J. Prins, " d e eerste brief van Paulus aan de Thessalonikers"
(TT, 1885, 231 f.); von Soden (^'AT., 1885, 263-310)*; Bruckner's Chron.
193-199.
2 THESSALONIANS.

In addition to the above general literature: (a) against the Pauline
authorship—Kern (Tubing. Zeits.fur Theol., 1839, '45 f ) ! J- E. C. Schmidt,
(Einl. 256 f.); Hilgenfeld {ZWT, 1862, 242-264); van Manen, onderzoek naar
de echtheid van Paulus' tweeden brief aan de Thess. (Utrecht, 1865); Michelsen
(TT, 1876, 70-82); Bahnsen (JPT., 1880, 681-705); Spitta, Urc. i. 109154; Weizsacker (AA. i. 295 f.); C. Rauch (ZWT., 1895, 457-465); H.
J. Holtzmann (ZNW., 1901, 97-108); Pfleiderer (Urc. i. I36f.); Wrede
(TU., Neue Folge, ix. 2, 1903)*; Hollmann (ZNW., 1904, 28-38); von
Soden (INT. 324-333); Wendland (HBNT. i. 2. 358 f.).
(b) for the Pauline authorship—Reiche, authent. posterioris ad Thess.
epistola (1829 ; against Schmidt) ; Schneckenburger (Jahrb. fur deutsche
Theol, 1859, 405-467) ; Renan (iii. 248-255); Westrik, de echtheid van II.
Thess. (1879); Klfipper in part 8 (pp. 73-140) of Theol. Stud. u. Skizzen
aus Ostpreussen (1889)*; Titius, der Paulinismus (1900), 4 9 ! . ; G. G.
5
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Finlay (Exp.'
ii. 2 5 1 - 2 6 1 ) ; G. \V. Garrnd (London, 1900); Kolmodin,
Pauli andra less.-href (Stockholm, 1901); Moffatt, HNT
142-149;
Brlining, der Echtheit d. 2 Thess. Briefes (1903); E. Vischer, Paulus-briefe
(1904), 7of. ; Wernle (GGA.,
1905, 347 f., review of W r e d e ) ; Jiilicher
(Einl. § 5 ) ; R. J. Knowling, The Testimony of St. Paul to Christ (1905),
24f. ; Jacquier {INT
i. 9 4 f . ) ; Barth {Einl. § 6 ) ; A. S. Peake
(INT.,
1909, 12 f.) ; Grtiner, ' Besteht zwischen d. 2 und I Briefe an die Gemeinde
von Thess. eine literar. Abhangigkeit ? ' (Weidenauer
Studien, ii. 4l9f.,'
against Wrede).

§ I. Contents and character of i Thess.—The Christians of
Thessalonika were mainly Greeks by birth and training (i^ 2^*),
who had been won over from paganism by the efforts of Paul,
Silvanus, and Timotheus. The mission had only lasted for a
month or two. After preaching for three weeks in the local
synagogue, the evangelists continued their work till they were
prematurely driven from the city by the intrigues of the local
Jews. They left a vigorous church behind them, however, and
the central position of Thessalonika upon the Via Egnatia at the
head of the Thermaic gulf presented excellent opportunities for
the diffusion of the new faith (i''-^ 4^")-*
T h e narrative of Acts 17^'®, though admitting that the large majority of
the converts were proselytes (l7''),t ignores any work outside the synagogue,
and restricts the term of the mission apparently to three weeks. This
account is inadequate. As Baronius once said, epistolaris historia est optima
historia.
T h e membership and influence of the church, its reputation
throughout Macedonia and even Achaia, to say nothing of Paul's allusions
to a period of training (i T h 2^''), imply the lapse of a considerable interval
between the apostle's arrival and departure. Besides, his stay must have
been prolonged, if he had occasion not only to support himself (l T h 2^""
17-20 js-io) by his trade, but to receive gifts of money (Ph 4^'^) from his
friends at Philippi, a hundred miles away. It was the last-named fact which,
among other things, gave rise to the imputation of mercenary motives (2'- *).
T h e primary charge against Paul and his friends before the local authorities
had been treason and sedition (Ac 17^"^ ^aaiXea iTepov) ; in his enforced
absence through the success of this manoeuvre, charges against his personal
character were circulated. Naturally he refers to the former subject quite
incidentally (l T h 2^^ God's own kingdom) ; the latter dominates his mind.
* These passages cover not only Philippi and Berea (Lightfoot, Biblical
Essays, pp. 237 f.), but a somewhat extensive work by Paul, as well as by
the Thessalonians, which may have reached as far west as Illyricum
( R o 1519).

t T h i s , together with the religious training of the synagogue, helps to
explain—what is otherwise rather remarkable—the unusually rapid growth of
the local church Wynne, Exp.'' iv. 304-377, and Lake's EiiP. 37 f., 66).
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His primary reason for writing to the Christians- of Thessalonika was anxiety on their behalf. It was the first coVnmunity
of any importance which he had been able to found in jEurope ;
and the e}^emplary character, the exceptional opportunities, and
the influence of its members had already produced a wide impression on the surrounding district. To this Paul alludes
(I'f-s) with a pardonable touch of hyperbole * (cp. Ro i^, Ph
1 IS). From no church was he torn with such evident reluctance. But the urgent claim of the church on his solicitude
was the suffering to which it had been exposed even during his
stay, and especially since he had left. Concerned for his friends'
stability, and unable to return in person, f he had dispatched
Timotheus, as the younger of his companions, from Athens in
order to rally and confirm their faith. Meanwhile events had
driven him from Athens across to Corinth (i'^"^), where
Timotheus brought him the glad tidings (a real gospel—note
the rare use of eiayyeXicrafjiivov in 3^) of the Thessalonians'
affection and constancy. He at once proceeds to send this
informal letter, written (i.) out of warm personal affection, whicb;
he rejoices to find returned, and (ii.) in order to convey instruc-j
tions upon some points of Christian belief and conduct.
For an ingenious attempt to prove that i"Thess. answers a letter brought'
by Timotheus from the Thessalonians themselves, see Rendel Harris in
Exp.^ viii. 161 f., 401 f., and Bacon's INT, 73 f. (Story of St, Paul, 235 f.).
The hypothesis is tenable, but the evidence is elusive : Kai in 2 ' ' and 3 ' cannot
be pressed into a proof of this, nor can otSare ( = ' you have admitted in your
letter'); and dira77^XXere, though attractive, is not a necessary reading
mi».
* The rhetorical phrase iv iravrl rbittp is not to be pressed (as by Zahn,i
Einl, i. 146 f.) into a proof that the news of the Thessalonian mission had'
time to reach the Asiatic Christians, whose congratulations came back to\
Paul before he wrote.
t Why ? Because, in Oriental phrase, Satan hindered us (2^*)—an enigmatic remark which probably means either sickness (2 Co 12') or pressure'
of local circumstances at Corinth. To refer it to a guarantee exacted by'
the Imperial authorities from Jason and his associates that peace would
be kept, and Paul kept away (Ramsay, SPT, 228 f.; Woodhouse,'
EBi. 5047; and Findlay), conflicts with the idea of the Empire in
2 Th 2 ^ - Besides, the Thess. would have easily known in that case why
Paul could not come back. That Paul had any intention of returning
to Thessalonika by sea, after he was driven out of Berea, is a precarious
inference from 2*^ though the idea occurred at an early stage of the
'Christian tradition, as is plain from the insertion of the Bezan editor in
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T h e former (i.) consideration emerges in a series of allusions
to malignant suspiicions of his conduct, especially of the purity
of his motives and methods, circulated by local outsiders (2^^- ^^
etc.). This does not mean that he had reproached himself with
having appeared to leave his friends in the lurch; such cannot

be the entire explanation (so Spitta, pp. I T 5 - I I 6 ) of the phrases.
A self-defence of this kind would be sadly post factum. The
language undoubtedly implies that insinuations to his discredit were current in Thessalonika; they struck at the church
through the apostle; and because the peace and faith of the
Thessalonian Christians were so intimately bound up with confidence in his integrity, he vindicates their trust by showing how,
in an age in which impostors, religious, medical, and philosophical, flourished by crooked methods, he had not worked for
mercenary ends, nor set up high pretensions, nor made exacting
demands on his followers, nor left them meanly in the lurch. He
appeals to his record in Thessalonika, and shows that his absence
was neither voluntary nor equivalent to a slackening of his
interest or affection.
Such malicious calumnies, circulated
mainly or at least primarily by the Jews,* Paul further meets
by unbaring his very heart. He reveals his throbbing interest
in the church (2^ 3^ ^*), tells them of the joy and pride their
loyalty afforded him (see the praise of other Macedonians in
Ph 4I), and expands previous oral admonitions (2^2 41-2. 6.10-12^
in a series of written counsels.
(ii.) The second and supplementary part of the letter, passing from this personal and apologetic aspect, warns them against
s u c h perils a s {-ntpi dyiaa-fiov, 4^-^) sensuality, (nepi ^tXaSeX^t'as,
Ac 17" (irapTJXBev Si r^v QeisaaXlav ^KiiXvdr] ydp els airois Krjpi^ai rbv
\byov), which, like the equally inferior reading in 17* (ae^, KOI 'EXX.), is due
to the harmonising tendencies of the second century.
* S o Hilgenfeld (Einl. 241), Lipsius, Sabatier (pp. 107, n o ) , Schmidt
(25 f., 96), Renan, G. G. Findlay, Weiss, eta In the nature of things,
as ah:eady(e.^. Ac 14'^ etc.), Paul's principal detractors would be Jews,
angry at this renegade's success; besides, the transition from 2^'^^ to 2^^'^^
and back to.2"'- rather points to Semitic agitation. Others (£.g. Hofmann,
von Soden, SK, 1885, pp. 302, 306 f., Schmiedel, and Zahn) think of
pagans (cp. Clemen, NKZ., 1896, 151 f.). In any case the references are
too keen and detailed to be merely prophylactic. Probably the charges were
started by Jews and caught up by pagans; they were not directed (as in
Galatia) against his apostolic authority, but more subtly against his personal
character. Passages like 2^ is 4"-i2 (cp. 2 Th 2 ^ 38'-) do not justify the
theory (Lipsius) that a Judaistic party was at woek within,the church.
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4*-) selfishness, and noisy indolence, due as much to a misapprehension of their faith as to pagan surroundings. The occurrence of some deaths had raised uncertainties about the Lord's
Second coming, and Paul briefly handles this with reference to
{a) the dead (4!*'^* irepi ruJv KOi/xw/xivtav), who are declared not
to have forfeited their place in the messianic realm of the age to
come; and {b) to the living {^^'^^ irepl roiv xpwwi' /cat raji' Kaipwv),
who are exhorted to moral alertness in view of this great event,
which may be expected at any moment (5^), as well as to an
ethical steadiness * unaffected by unsettling expectations of the
end. This need of mutual exhortation (5II) naturally leads to
a word on subordination and obedience to the local church
authorities (5^^^"), and with some general counsels the letter
ends. While it would be actually put into the hands of the
local leaders (5^^), it was addressed, and was to be read, to aU
the members of the church, not to any exclusive section of them
(527).! Apparently it did its work, so far as Paul's character
was concerned.
The perils indicated in this writing belong to an inexperienced and unconsolidated Christianity ; they have no connection with any Judaising propaganda on the part of Paul's opponents, as was the case in Corinth. The
saving quality of the Thessalonians' religion was its generous and widespread
|jS ^s. 12 j8. IS. 16) charity (traces of this later in 2 Co 7-9), combined with an
enthusiasm which survived depressing trials and isolation alike. Their faith
required completion rather than correction (3^"). They were on the right
path; what they chiefly needed was stimulus and direction (3'* 4'* i"). Consequently there was no occasion for Paul to introduce what are elsewhere
enunciated as cardinal principles of his theology. For the same reason the
letter is not marked by passion and agitation. There is an outpouring of
relief, but no fierce outburst of indignation or alarm or wounded dignity;
what reproof Paul has to give is delicately conveyed, as usual, in the wake of
praise.

§ 2. Authenticity of i Thess.—As the letter is included not
only in the Muratorian Canon but in Marcion's strictly Pauline
collection (Tert. adv. Marc. v. 15 ; Epiph. haer. xlii. 9 ; cp. Zahn's
GK,\\. 520 f.), it was known and circulated by the first quarter
of the second century. Definite quotations, however, chiefly of
•After his own example (2"*). " L a modele qu'il concevait 6tait un
artisan range, paisible, applique a son travail" (Renan, iii. 246).
t As some previous letter had been ? cp. 3 Jn '. To delete 5^ as •
marginal gloss, added by some second-century reader when the apostolic
letters were coming into prominent use (Hitzig, Schmiedel, J. Weiss: SK.,
1892U 261 f.), is gratuitous, in view of this natural explanation.
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the eschatological passages, emerge foi the first time in Irenaeut
{adv, hcer. v. 6. i — 5^^, v. 30. 2 - 5') and Tertullian {de resurr.
carnis, xxiv. = 5^ and i^-i"), while both Clement of Alexandria
and Origen employ the epistle (for Dionysius of Corinth, see
Eus. H. E. iv. 23). The so-called allusions in the apostolic
fathers are scanty and vague, for the most part; but it is probable
that there is a reminiscence of 5^* in Hermas {Vis. iii. 9. 10.
elpr]vfvere ev avrois), and—if the reading were certain—of 5*'' in
I g n a t . Eph, X. I (dSioAetirTO)? TrpotrevytcrBe), of l " in Eph, X. 3
{pip.r(Tcix 8e xoxi Kvplov <nrovba.^mp.€V eivai, different c o n t e x t ) , a n d
2* in Rom. ii. I (ov OiXio vpa<s avOpoyTrapea-K^a-ai, aXXa ®«u); cp.,

too, 4' = Barn. 21* yCvwOe he Beoh&aKToi (different context). The
general similarity of outline between /\}^^^^ and Did. xvi. 6 (revelation of the Lord, trumpet, resurrection) is too vague to denote
any literary filiation.
These traces are not early enough to preclude the possibility
that the epistle is pseudonymous, and a post-Pauline origin has
occasionally been claimed for it on various grounds, (i.) The
resemblances between it and the Corinthian epistles (Baur) are
no argument against its originality; whatever i Thess. may be,
it is a decided error of literary criticism to pronounce it a mere
copy and echo of 1 and 2 Corinthians, (ii.) The discrepancies
between its account of the Thessalonian mission and that of
Acts are not serious enough to invalidate the epistle (Schrader,
Baur, etc.; see p. 66). A few months were enough to raise the
problem of Christians dying before the irapovaCa. The favourable soil for the gospel at Thessalonika, partly among proselytes,
must have led to a rapid development of the church, and Paul
was too careful a missioner to leave his converts without a rudimentary but effective local organisation. Unless, therefore, Acts
is taken as a rigid standard, i Thess. can be naturally set in
the situation presupposed by the former, although a comparison
of Ac 17^-* and i Th 1-2 shows that the former narrative
requires to be supplemented and corrected by the details of
Paul. Luke was not a member of the party at Thessalonika,
and in any case it was not his purpose to describe the inner
development of the Pauline churches. As a rule, he is content
to narrate how Paul and his companions got a foothold in any
city, and how they had to leave it. From Luke we fail to understand that the local church was recruited mainly from the pagan
population, that the mission lasted for some time, and that the
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evangelists kept in touch with the local church after theii
enforced departure. But all this tells strongly in favour of the
epistle, whose incidental allusions are not only coherent but
natural. It is capricious to pronounce the epistle a colourless
imitation, if it agrees with Acts, and unauthentic if it disagrees.
" Die Art wie Paulus in i Thess. die unmittelbar vorhergegangenen Begebenheiten in PhiUppi und die Riickkehr des
Timotheus (vgl. i Th 3^-' und Ac 17" 18*) erwahnt, beweist
theils, dass dies nicht kiinsdich aus der Apgeschichte gemacht
ist, weil dort eine Aussendung des Timotheus nach Thessalonika
nicht erwahnt ist, theils dass der Brief nicht lange nachdem
Timotheus wieder zu Paulus gestossen ist, kann geschrieben sein,
weil die kleinen Umstande sonst nicht vorkommen wurden.
Diese Uebereinstimmung ist nun von der Art, dass sie die
Aechtheit der Briefes beweist, so dass wir nach innern Merkmalen
weiter nicht zu fragen haben " (Schleiermacher, Einl. 150). (iii.)
The vocabulary of i Thess. presents no features which can fairly
be described as necessarily unPauline, except when an arbitrary
standard of Pauline thought and style is constructed from Gal.,
Cor., and Romans. A few words occur, as in any letter of Paul,
which do not happen to be used elsewhere by him {e,g, 6eo%
ak-qOwos I*, avap.eveiv l^*, o ireipa^wv 3', <raive(r$ai 3', ayeiv in

sense of 4^*, dvio-ravai 4^*-^^ of the resurrection of Jesus and
men, Aoyos nvpCov 4^', apTcatficv 4^'^, vtcfieXai and avavrrjcrii 4''',
Xoyoi of apostolic injunctions 4^^, dKpi/3o)s 5*, vTrepeKirfpia-arov (cp.

Eph 3^") 5^3 and 3^*, •^yeia-Oai iv 5^*; but the general language
of the letter is thoroughly Pauline, and the style bears no trace
of a later hand. When set side by side with the rest of the
Pauline letters, i Thess. invites the judgment passed by von
Soden on i Th 5*-" as compared with Ro 13"'*: "the
similarities of the passages show their kinship; the differences
exclude any question of imitation." It is almost superfluous to
add that the letter was dictated in Greek. The idea (cp.
Bertholdt's Einl, 3488 f.) that it represents a translation by
Silvanus and Timotheus from the original Aramaic is a sheer
ieu desprit. (iv) It is more difficult to explain the lack of any
allusion, even where such might be expected, to the characteristic
Pauline ideas of the law, forgiveness in relation to the death of
Christ, and the union of the Christian with Christ and the Spirit.
One line of explanation may be set aside decisively. Paul had
been a Christian, and a Christian preacher, for nearly twenty
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years when he wrote this letter, and the ordinary catechetical
instruction, such as he was now giving at Corinth (i Co i*^ 2'
15^), certainly included a much fuller account of the death of
Jesus in relation to forgiveness than happens to be mentioned
in I Thessalonians. Behind him lay the struggle with Jewish
Christian traditionalism at Antioch and Jerusalem,* which had
already compelled him to define his principles and think out
the deeper aspects of his gospel. It is theretore historically and
psychologically impossible to read the Thessalonian epistles as
if they represented a primitive stage in the apostle's thought,
when he had not yet developed dogmatic Paulinism. If his
gospel centres here round the Coming f rather than the Cross of
Jesus Christ, and if he seems to argue that men were to be
sanctified by hope rather than justified by faith, the explanation
must be sought in the special circumstances which determined
the composition of the letter. There was apparently nothing to
call out any discussion of the Law or any theorising on forgiveness (cp. Feine's Gesetzesfreie Evglm d. Paulus, 169-181). The
clue to the comparative absence of technical terms and theories
is probably to be found in Paul's desire to educate the Thessalonian Christians in the rudiments of their faith. H e fed them,
as he was feeding the Corinthians, with elementary principles
(i Co 3^ ydAa vp.a.% eTroTura), Paruulos nutrix fouet; proficientes
uero pater instituit (Pelagius). And Paul was both nurse and
father to them, as he himself affectionately reminded them
{2"'' 11). In any case, a later Paulinist writing in his master's
name would probably have introduced some reference to the
distinctive dogmas of Paulinism. Their absence from i Thess.
is a difficulty, but it is not a proof of unPauline origin. " Das
dogmatische System des Apostels wird in diesem Briefe selbstverstandlicherweise nicht entfaltet, sondern nur gestreift, dies aber
in durchaus original-paulinischer Art und Weise" (P. Schmidt,
op. cit, p. 78). (v.) Another real difficulty may be removed by
recourse to the hypothesis of an interpolation. " When it is
• Unless, of course, Acts is held to have ante-dated (so Spitta and
Weizsacker) the Jerusalem Council, which ought to be subsequent to Paul's
dispute with Peter at Antioch. In this way (cp. Menegoz, le Pichi, 4)
room might be found for the Thess. epistles as an expression of unformulated, primitive Paulinism ; but even so, we should have to imagine that
Paul's mind did not begin to work upon his religion till the exigencies oi
controversy forced him to construct a theology.
+ Jivery paragraph runs out into the future (1° 2"- *•• "'*• 3 " 4*"" S"*").
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said that after the Jews have continually filled up the measure
of their sins, tfjiOaa-e 8e eir avTovs rj opyrj €is TtAos, what does this
suggest to us more naturally than the punishment that came
upon them in the destruction of Jerusalem ? " (Baur, Paul, ii.
88). The words (2^®^) are a reminiscence of Test. Levi vi. 11.
It is unnecessary to suspect 2^*'^^ as a later interpolation (cp.
HNT pp. 625-626), but 2^^^ must'be admitted to have all
the appearance of a marginal gloss, written after the tragedy of
A.D. 70 (so, e.g., Spitta, Pfleiderer, Schmiedel, Teichmann : die
paul, Vorstellungen von Auferstehung u. Gericht, 83; Drummond,
etc.). The recent massacres, revolutions, and famines in Palestine, to say nothing of the edict of Claudius, de pellendis Judceis
(P. Schmidt, 86 f.), might be considered to afford a suitable background for the verse, but the definite sense assigned to opy{\, which
is more than mere judicial hardening (cp. Dante's Paradiso, vi.
88-93), tells in favour of the reference to the horrors of A.D.
70. Instead of relegating the entire epistle to this period, it is
better to regard the words as a Christian reader's gloss upon 2^**.
(vi.) The attempt of Steck {JPT, 1883, 509-524) to prove
that 41^^* is a quotation from 4 Es 5*i'*^ is hopelessly forced
(cp. Schmidt, 107-110 ; Bornemann, 310 f.). Paul's reference is,
probably, not to some aypacftov, but to a prophetic revelation
vouchsafed to himself or possibly to Silvanus (cp. Ac 15^^) in a
vision (see EGT, iv. 37). Even if the passage were a quotation,
it would be from oral tradition or from some early collection of
evangelic logia. The point of the saying is opposed to that of
4 Esdras, and the parallel, such as it is, is too far-fetched to denote
the post-Pauline origin of the epistle.
The ijfiets KTX. of 4'°'- (cp. I Co is""-) must not be evaporated icco a
general and hypothetical sense, as, e.g., by those who hesitate to attribute
a miscalculation to Paul, or by those who at the opposite extreme (like
Steck, PM., 1905, 449-453) deny that such expressions form any barrier
to the theory that the epistles of Paul were composed as late as the
second century.

§ 3. Place and period of composition.—The Jetter was written
from Corinth (Ac 1811), as the reference to Achaia (i^"^) is enough
to prove.* The words Iv 'KQ-qvai% (3I) do not necessarily mean
that Paul was not there when he wrote (cp. i Co 15^2 jgs^^ ^yt
they are insufficient to prove that Athen.'- was the place of the
letter's composition,—a theory advocated from Theodoret and
• ^ottger (Beitrdge, 1837, 28) thinks of .«ome town in Achaia,,

74

THE CORRESPONDENCE OF PAUL

Pelagius (cp. the subscription of A B K L, irpo<s ®ea-a-aXoviKfis
irpurrrj lypdcfiT] ATTO 'A6r]vwv) to Schrader {Apostel Paulus, pp. 90 f.),
the latter placing it during the period of Ac 2o2^-, mainly on the
ground that irpta-p-urepoi (cp. i Ti 3^) could not exist in a church
of neophytes which had only been founded for a few months,
and that deaths (413-18) could not have already occurred. J. F.
Kohler {Abfassungszeit der epistolischen Schriften im NT, 1830,
p. 112) dated it even later (after A.D. 66), on the ground that
2U-KI implied the death of James, the Lord's brother, and the
outbreak of the Jewish rebellion.
The narrative of Acts requires further correction at this point. According to Luke (Ac 18^), Silas and Timotheus, who had remained at Berea with
orders to rejoin Paul as soon as possible, did not reach him till he had
arrived at Corinth. Since Timotheus had meanwhile visited Thessalonika
(I Th 2^'-3'), we must assume (a) either that he hurried to Athens himself,
was sent back by Paul to Thessalonika, and on his return picked up Silas at
Berea, or (1^) that both men joined Paul at Athens and were dispatched on
different missions, Silas perhaps to Philippi, and Timotheus certainly to
Thessalonika. Otherwise Paul left Silas behind at Athens (cp. Ac 18°), if the
plural in I Th 3* is not the pluralis atutoris. In any case the natural sense of
I Th 3*'* is that Paul sent Timotheus from Athens, not (so, e.g., von Soden)
that he merely sent directions from Athens that his colleague should leave
Berea and betake himself to Thessalonika (£Bz. 5076-5077; EEP 73 f.).

§ 4. Contents and setting of 2 Thess.—After congratulating
the Thessalonian Christians on their brotherly love and faith and
patience (ii"*), Paul addresses himself to the situation which had
specially called into exercise the last-named virtue, {d) T h e trials
and troubles under which they are now suffering (i*'i2) are simply
a prelude to the relief and vindication which will be theirs at
the coming of Jesus, {p) As the anticipation of this, however,
had already produced a morbid fanatical excitement in certain
quarters, owing to the fact of some people, apparently from a
misunderstanding of his instructions, having failed to recollect
that the vapovcrCa, while near, could not happen till after the
appearance and overthrow of a hostile power, Paul proceeds
(2I-12) to reiterate his oral teaching on this point. H e then
concludes (ai*-!^) with an expression of confidence in them, an
appeal for loyalty to his teaching, and a brief prayer for their
constancy and comfort. Asking their prayers, in turn, for himself,
he renews his expression 6f confidence and interest (3i-'), whereupon, after a word on the maintenance of discipline and industry,
the epistle closes (3*-i'),
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If both letters came from Paul,* i Thess. is prior to 2 Thess., in opposition to the reverse hypothesis of Grotius, Bunsen, Renan (iii. 235 f.), Ewald
(Sendschreiben, pp. 15 f ) , Laurent (SK, 1864, pp. 497 f. ; NT Studien,
pp. 49 f.), Daeschel (above, p. 63), Goguel (RHR. Ixxi. 256 f.), J. C. West
(JTS., 1913, 66f.), and J. Weiss (Urc. 217, doubtfully). There is no reason
why such a criterion of genuineness as 2 Th 3 ' ' should have appeared in the
earliest of Paul's letters; in view of 2^ its appearance, after the composition
of I Thess. and even other letters, is psychologically accurate. It is unnatural to find a reference to 2 Th 3'-'° in I Th ^^"-^^; besides, as Bornemann
points out (p. 495), if 2 Thess. is held to betray all the tone of a first letter
(Ewald), what about 2 Th 2'^? The comparative absence of allusions in
2 Thess. to I Thess. (cp., however, 2 Th 2^=1 Th 4 " etc.) is explained by
the fact that in the second epistle Paul goes back to elaborate part of his
original oral teaching in view of fresh needs which had appeared since he
wrote I Thess. Finally, while I Th 2^-3* does not exclude the possibility
of a previous letter, it cannot presuppose one of the character of 2 Thess.,
least of all when written from Berea (Ac 17^°, Laurent and Ewald).

Paul is still with Silvanus and Timotheus (ii) at Corinth
(3' = Ac 18, I Th 2i*^-); he is writing presumably not long t
after the dispatch of the former epistle (2!^), having heard (3I1) {
of the mischief caused by local misunderstandings of what he
had taught on the course of the Last Things. To repudiate
misconceptions and thereby to calm the mind of the church
amid its anabaptist perils, is the apostle's aim. What he has to
communicate by way of instruction is practically a re-statement,
firmer and more detailed, of teaching already orally imparted (25-15),
not a discussion of novel doubts and difficulties. If any change
* On the hypothesis that both are sub-Pauline, Baur and van der Vies
(op. cit. pp. 128-164) argue for the priority of 2 Thessalonians, the latter
separating the two by the fall of Jerusalem. The arguments against them are
stated by van Manen (Onderzoek, 11-25), ^"d the evidence in favour of the
canonical order is best arrayed by Hofmann (pp. 365 f.), LUnemann (i6of.),
Bornemann (pp. 492 f.), and Johannes (l24f.), in their respective editions.
The problem is not so gratuitous as it may appear. A similar difficulty vexes
critics of the Olynthiac orations; some (e.g. Whiston, Flathe, Grote, and
Thirlwall) hold, on internal evidence, that Demosthenes must have delivered
the second speech first, and the question has excited keen debate, especially
since Petrenz's defence of the edited order.
t The terminus ad quem is his next visit to Thessalonika (Ac 20*-*). Corinth
is the only place that we know of, where the three men were together at this
period.
X The channel of information is not specified, but possibly Paul had been
appealed to by the leading men to lend his authority against the spurious
' spiritual' developments at Thessalonika (3"). The situation demanded
explicit written counsels; evidently no visit of Silvanus or Timotheus would
have sufficed, even had they been able to leave Corinth.
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in the situation has taken place, it has been to shift the centre of
gravity from fears about the dead to extravagant ho[)es cherished
by the living, and to aggravate the restlessness of some pietistic
members.
Hence, for one thing, the general similarity of
structure and atmosphere in both epistles, and, on the other
hand, the sharper emphasis in the second upon Paul's authority.
Both of these features, together with the singular eschatology
and the style, have roused suspicion as marks of a sub-Pauline
period.
§ 5. Authorship and aim of 2 Thess.—Is the literary relation
between i Thess. and 2 Thess. more intelligible if they are
taken as written successively by Paul, or if the second is composed by a later Paulinist working on the basis of the first?
The latter theory draws its strength from the remarkably close
and continuous similarities between the two epistles in style and
content and arrangement (apart from 2I-12, the fresh material of
2 Thess. occurs mainly in i^-i^ zi^ ^^^ i3-i4. i7^_ These similarities can hardly be explained by the mere fact that Paul
was once more (in 2 Thess.) writing to the same people; for
while any writer's correspondence shows an almost unconscious
reproduction of the same ideas and terms in letters written, even
to different people, during a given period when his mind was full
of similar conceptions, the literary phenomena in the present case
are rather too numerous and detailed to permit of any explanation save one which presupposes either (cp. Zahn's INT. § 16,
note 6) that Paul read over a copy (see above, p. 51) of i Thess.
before writing 2 Thess., or that the author of the latter had the
former before him.
The latter theory, which regards the Epistle as a pseudonymous writing composed by some Paulinist, on the basis chiefly of
I Thess. and the Corinthian* Epistles, in order to win Pauhne
sanction for its eschatological conceptions, has been worked out
along two lines t in the main, one (i.) dating it in the latter part of
* A little salt of common sense would evaporate some of the arguments
used by van Manen and Volter, who find even I Th 3^"^ suspicious because it
resembles 2 Co 7°"'. This implies that similar circumstances must not recur
in a man's lifetime, and that, if he wishes to describe the mission of one
friend to a church, he must eschew language, however natural, which he had
employed on a previous occasion, i Th i ' and 2 Th l'"* are, of course, mere
imitations of I Co 13"*!
t An intermediate dat<, in various forms, was advocated by Kern (wbc
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the seventh decade {e,g. Baur and Schmiedel), the other (ii.) going
further down towards the end of the first (Wrede, von Soden) or
the beginning of the second century (Hilgenfeld, Einl. 642 f.;
Hase, Kirchengeschichte^'^, p. 69; Bahnsen, Pfleiderer, Rauch,
Holtzmann, Hollmann, Briickner: Chron. 253-256 ; N. Schmidt,
Prophet of Nazareth, p. 196 = ^. n o A.D.) during Trajan's reign.
The latter group of theories, in so far as it traces an anti-Gnostic
polemic in the epistle (self-deification being a Gnostic trait, cp.
Jude 8* 1°, 2 P 2i''-i2; Justin's Apol. i. 26, etc.), has been undermined by modern investigations into the cycle of eschatological
traditions upon antichrist, which put it beyond doubt that the
language of 2^"i2 need not, and indeed cannot, be taken in a
symbolic sense as the delineation of doctrinal errors. The
references to internal apostasy in Mt 24i''^' (Pfleiderer) * are by
no means so realistic or detailed as here, and no hypothesis of
this kind has yet succeeded in giving a coherent account of the
restraining force. The allusion to the temple (2*) is a particular
difficulty in the way of all theories which date the writing after
A.D. 70; upon the other hand, as Wrede candidly allows, the
case for a date c. 70 A.D. (as put, e.g., by Schmiedel) is largely
hypothetical, not only on account of the impossible Neronic
interpretation which it involves, but because it is extremely
difficult to understand how a pseudonymous letter could get
into circulation at so early a period, unless it were addressed
to the church at large. 2 Thess. is addressed to a specific
church, and though this may be held to have been merely
a piece of drapery, the hypothesis lacks any basis in reality.
The nearest analogy to the apocalyptic speculations of 2''^* lies in the later
Apocalypse of John. Both writings reflect the traditional conceptions of selfdeification and blasphemy (2 Th 2*''=: Apoc 13^'* etc.) ; both, as was natural,
view the sufferings of the saints under the category of a future retribution
(2 Th i"' = Apoc 6^°'' etc.); both distinguish the antichrist-figure from Satan,
though Paul, unlike the later prophet, says nothing of the doom of Satan,
confining himself to the fate of the devil's agents and victims (2 Th 2"-, cp.
Apoc 20^'"'); both anticipate a climax of evil ere the end, though 2 Thess. lacks
any reference to the Nero redivivus myth. But this neither involves a contook the restrainer to be Vespasian or Titus, the antichrist to be Nero redivivus,
and the author to be a Paulinist of the eighth decade) and Havet (Origines, iv.
373). who regarded Vespasian as 6 Karix'^" (2'), and Domitian as the dvofios.
* These do not justify any theory of literary dependence cm the part of
2 Thess. (R. Scott; cp. H. A. A. Kennedy, Si, Pauts Conceptions of the Last
Things, 5 5 f . 9 6 f . ) .
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temporary origin, nor the dependence of the one writing upon the other. To
Paul the empire is the restraining power, which for a while is able to hold in
check the antichrist or pseudo-messiah. His view of it is religious. To John
the empire itself, with its worship of the emperor, is the antichristian force in
politics. The latter outlook lay far beyond the horizon of Paul, and the
similarities of conception which underlie this difference run back to the
common eschatological tradition which had been flowing since Daniel.
Since the outbreak of Antiochus Epiphanes, self-deification and the seduction
of men had been notes of the final enemy ; any vivid expectation of the end,
such as that cherished by ardent Jewish Christians like Paul, instinctively
seized on these traits in order to depict the false messiah ; it required no
historical figure like Nero, or even Caligula, to suggest them (cp. EGT- iv.
14 f., and M. Dibelius, die Geislerwelt im Glauben des Paulus, 1909,
57-61).* Paul, in 2 Th 2"', is simply operating uith a familiar Beliarsaga, which is too realistic to be a second-century description of Gnosticism,
and too early to require a date in the seventh decade of the first century.

In both epistles, but especially in the second, we can see the
torch of apocalyptic enthusiasm, streaming out with smoke as
well as with red flame, which Paul and many Jewish Christians
in the early church employed in order to light up their path
through the dark providences of the age. Paul is prophesying
—none the less vividly and effectively that he does so IK
fiepovs. The chief element of novelty which he introduces in
2 Thess. from Jewish tradition (cp. Dn 11^^) into the primitive
Christian eschatology, is the conception of a supernatural
antagonist, a final pseudo-messiah or antichrist, who shall
embody all that is profane and blasphemous, and who shall
be welcomed, instead of repudiated, by Jews as well as pagans.
When the Pauline authorship is doubted, upon other grounds,
the eschatological stratum of 2 Thess. is differently viewed.
According, e.g., to Wrede, f the ablest representative of this view,
2 Thess. was written by one who desired to counteract the
eschatological views encouraged throughout the church by Paul's
epistles, and who took i Thess. for his starting-point, since that
• So R. H. Charles (Ascension of Isaiah, pp. Ixii f.: ' in no case could 2 Th
ji-M have been written after A.D. 70. This section, whether of Pauline
authorship or not, is in its main features a Christian transformation of a
current Judaistic myth').
+ Two of the weak points in Wrede's clever reconstruction are (a) the
unsatisfactory reason given why such a writer should have fixed on I Thess, and
if so, why he should have elaborated his arguments into the peculiar shape
of 2 Thess. ; (b) why he made his eschatological correction in such ambiguous
terms. The very obscurity of 2 Th 2'-'^ tells in favour of, rathei than against,
the Pauline authorship (cp. Mackintosh in Exp.'' ii. 427-433).
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letter contained the most notable outline of this eschatology.
The sole foothold for such theories is the acceptance of i Thess.
as genuine, in which case 2 Thess. would be an attempt tc
conserve the substance of the earlier epistle, bringing it up to
date with warnings against contemporary fanaticism and pietistic
enthusiasm, and restating the Pauline eschatology, for the
benefit of a later generation, in terms of a wider historical
prospect. For this general view of the document an excellent
case may be stated, when the features of style and spirit, the
special eschatological motives, the absence of special traits in
the situation of the Thessalonians, and even allusions like 2^
and 31^, are put together. The argument, however, is at best
cumulative, and, for all the difficulties of the epistle, it is fair to
say that almost every one of the features which seem to portray
another physiognomy from that of Paul can be explained,
without straining the evidence, upon the hypothesis that he
wrote the epistle himself (so most recent editors). It is upon
the resemblances to, and the discrepancies with, i Thess. that
most recent critics of the Pauline authorship (Weizsacker, Holtzmann, Hollmann, Wrede) are content to rest their case, arguing
that 2 Thess. is connected with i Thess. as Ephesians with
Colossians. The following are the main points in debate:—
(a) Of the ten 4iro| ebprjp.iva, one or two, e,g, (i*) Ski; = punishment
(Sap 18" etc., cp. Judas^), iyKavxdopai (1*, Pss), rlvw (i», cp. Pr 27"),
diroaraa-la (2'), vi^a<sfia (2*, Sap 14-"), may be fairly ascribed to the predominant influence of the LXX upon the writer's mind ; others, like icplait
(l*) and Bpoovfiai (2^), though absent from the other genuine epistles of Paul,
are too common in the primitive Christian vocabulary to admit of much
importance being attached to their solitary appearance here. The appearance of iiriipdveia, which only recurs ip the Pauline pastorals (see on this
term E. Abbot in JBL., 1881, 16-18, Milligan's ed. 148 f.), is surprising, and
the absence of Ay, together with the use of aliiivios as an adj. of three terminations, is almost suspicious. Still, as Nageli (Wortschdtz des Apostels Paulus,
1905, 80) concludes, " im ganzen ergeben die lexikographischen Verhaltnisse
dieses Briefes weder fur die Bejahung noch fiir die Vemeinung der
Echtheitsfrage etwas Wesentliches." (b) But if the vocabulary by itself
would not be sufficient to excite comment, the style of the letter is remarkable.
In addition to a certain formality or official tinge, there is a curious poverty
of expression and even a lack of point. In the treatment of a subject like
this, it was inevitable that one or two phrases and terms should recur
fairly often, «.^. the ^Xt^ts-group (l^"'), the ir/o-Tis-group (i^. 10-112I1-1S 3a-»)^
ipyd^eoBai and allied terms ( 1 ^ 2 " 3*-^o-'^), irapayyiXXu (3^-*• "• " ) , and
elp-^vri (I» 3'*). Still, it may be confessed that elsewhere, e.g. in the description of God and Christ (l''^ 2^" l'^), the giving of thanks (l* 2'»i,
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and the repetition of irapdKXTjais, etc. (2'*"" 3''), there is a stereotyped
adherence to certain forms of expression or terms which admittedly is
unusual in Paul. In parts the style resembles nothing to be met eUewhere
in the letters of Paul. This is particularly the case in passages like I*"",
where, it must be allowed, " the language is broad and inflated, and also
digressive to an extent foreign to Paul's manner " (Weizsacker). But, after
some allowance is made for the influence of the subject on the vocabulary and
spirit of the author, as well as for the possible co-operation * in parts of
Silvanus, himself a prophet and in all likelihood the amanuensis of Paul
(cp. I P 5"), this feature assumes proportions which are not incompatible with
the hypothesis that Paul dictated the letter as a whole. "J"
J. Weiss (SK, 1892, 253 f.) attributes both letters to the Silvanus who
wrote I P. R. Scott similarly dates them between A.D. 70 and 80, the
apocalyptic parts by Silvanus (i.e. 1 Th 4-5, 2 Th 1-2), the rest composed
and the whole edited by Timotheus.
As for the discrepancies + which have been alleged—the larger emphasis
on the apostle's teaching (2'°) and example (3', cp. I Th l') does not imply
that some suspicion of his authority must have sprung up at Thessalonika.
The severe tone (3^'"') is now as necessary for the Thessalonians' benefit as
it was to be soon for the welfare of the Corinthians (I Co 4^^ 5''°) ; the time
had come for plain-speaking and warning addressed to them as it was to come
for the Galatians (Gal 4 " 5''*^). The different reasons alleged for working
at his trade in order to support himself are by no means psychologically
incompatible. The motive of independence given in l Th 2"- may quite
well have been Paul's primary thought; but this does not exclude the
secondary motive of wishing to set an example, which might be adduced
when necessary. Greater difficulty attaches to the apparent change of
front towards the second advent, which in I Th 5* is sudden while in 2 Th
2"'" it is the climax of a development. But this is mainly a difference of
emphasis. Such a discrepancy (cp. Clemen, TLZ., 1902, 523 f.) is native to
almost all the primitive Christian conceptions of the end ; to be instantaneous
and also to be heralded by a historical prelude were eschatological traits of
the second advent which were constantly left side by side. On this point
the variations of the two Thessalonian letters are explicable as proceeding
firom one man's mind under the stress of different practical religious needs ;
• " T h e difficulties of structure and expression marking 2 Th i'"'° indicate the introduction by the original writer of some non-Pauline, and
probably liturgical, sentences" (Findlay, p. Ivii; cp. McGiffert, EBi. 5054).
The rhythmical swing of 2'"'"^'' suggests a reminiscence or quotation of some
early Christian hymn, perhaps one of the ^dX/401 which he heard at Corinth
(I Co i5i''-28).
f ' D a s s II Th in Iteinem Sinn ein grosses Buch ist, wird man zugestehen
. aber Paulus kann auch einmal aus einer gewissen Verlegenheit heraus
einen Brief geschrieben haben, welcher den Eindruck macht, den seine Gegner
sonst seinem personlichen Auftreten nachsagten (2 Co 10^°)
Wenn wir
I Th nicht besdssen, wiirden wir II Th nicht beanstanden " (Jiilicher, 56).
J The alleged inconsistency of l ' with I Th 3 " , as Jowett shows, is no(
" so great as the difference in tone of I Co !'•• and the rest of the epistle."
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they do not oblige us to posit any revision or correction of Paul's ideas by a
later writer who felt moved to reconcile the apparent postponement of the
advent with the eager primitive hope. Baur, who makes both letters postPauline, frankly admits that the same writer could have viewed the irapovcrla
from different points of view, and expressed himself in such different ways
as these epistles indicate. If this is so, there is less reason to hesitate
about ascribing both to Paul, particularly when the evidence of style and
vocabulary is found to present no insuperable difficulty.

§ 6. Integrity of 2 Thess.—Attempts have been made to solve
the problem by finding in the epistle {a) a Pauline nucleus which
has been worked over, or {b) a Pauline letter which has either
suffered interpolation, or {c) incorporated some earlier fragment
perhaps of Jewish origin, {a) Starting from the alleged incompatibility of 2i"2 with the eschatology of i Thess., P. Schmidt
postulated a genuine Pauline epistle in ii"* 2^'^ 21^-31^, which
was edited and expanded by a Paulinist in A.D. 69. Apart, however, from the absence of any adequate literary criterion for this
distinction, the passages assigned to Paul are not free from the
very feature which Schmidt considers fatal to the others, viz.
similarity to i Thess. Besides, little is really gained by 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 2I-12 is so cardinal
a feature of the canonical writing that the latter may be said to
stand or fall with it. As a matter of fact, Hausrath's conjecture
that the whole epistle is a later scaffolding built round the original
Pauline passage in 2I-12, is even preferable to any theory hke
that of Schmidt, {b) The strongly retributive cast, and the
emphatic OT colouring, of i^-i** might suggest the possibility of
this passage having been interpolated (McGiffert, EBi. 5044),
the eis o of v.* connecting with v.". This is, at any rate,
more plausible than the older idea that 2I-12 represented a
Montanist interpolation (J. E. C. Schmidt, Bibliothek fiir Kritik
u. Exegese des NT, 1801, 385 f.), or 2i-9 a Jewish Christian
piece of apocalyptic (Michelsen, TT, 1876, 213 f.). {c) Finally,
in 22-12 Spitta (^(,p^ ^{f^ pp_ 139 f.) detects a Caligula-apocalypse,*
though it is not quite clear how far Timotheus, the supposed
author of the epistle, has simply reproduced its leading features
or transcribed part of it. More elaborately but less convincingly
• T h e figure of Caligula, with his impious self-deification, is seen by other
critics behind this passage ; cp. e.g. Grotius, Renan, ii. 193 f., iii. 254!., and
Hausrath.

6

82

THE CORRESPONDENCE OF PAUL

a pre-Christian Jewish apocalypse is found by Pierson and Naber
{op. cit. pp. 21 f.) in i^-i" 21-12 ^1-6.14-15^ which was worked over by
the unknown second-century Paul whom the Holland critics find
so prolific and indispensable. The literary criteria, however, are
as unreliable here as in the cognate attempts to apportion various
sections of John's apocalypse to Jewish and to Christian belief;
such theories ignore the large amount of common ground
between primitive Christians and their Jewish compatriots, especially in the sphere of eschatology. In 21-12 (-j^g Jewish basis is
no more plain than the Christian superstructure.
T h e enigmatic ^17x6 Si iirio'ToXTJs us Si ripdv, which has frequently been
used to prove the sub-Pauline date, may refer to something Paul had written
(either in I Thess.* or in a lost letter), or it may denote some misrepresentation
of his ideas in a pseudonymous letter, purporting to emanate from himself
or one of his companions. In any case, the expression does not conclusively
point to a post-Pauline origin; neither does 3 " , which, while conceivablyt
due to the premeditated endeavour of a Paulinist to win authority for his
work by an appeal to Paul's signature, may just as reasonably indicate a
natural precaution of the apostle in view of suspected pseudonymous epistles. J
Furthermore, in view of passages like I Co 11^' 15', it is needless to read a
second-century emphasis on oral apostolic tradition (Hilgenfeld) into the
language of 2^° 3*.
§ 7. Earliest traces of 2 Thess.—The acquaintance of Polykarp with the
epistle (i'' in Pol. xi. 3, and 3'° in xi. 4 = et non sicut inimicos tales existimetis),
and the echoes of the eschatological section in Justin Martyr, dial, xxxii.,
ex., cxvi., together with its inclusion in Marcion's Canon, prove the existence of the writing early in the second century, and therefore tell against any
theory of its composition between A . D . 100 and 120. Later, like the first
epistle, it occurs in the Muratorian Canon ; it is explicitly quoted by Tertullian (Scorp. xiii., resurr. carnis, xxiv.), Irenaeus (adv. har. iii. 7. 2, v.
25. l), and Clem. Alex. (Strom, v. 3), whilst Origen appears to have commented on it as well as on i Thess. (cp. DB. v. 496*). T h e echoes in
Barnabas ( 2 ' = xviii. 2, 2* = iv. 9, 2*- ^ = xv. 5, 8Tav iXBCuy 6 vlbs airov
KaTapy-qaei TSV Kaipbv TOV dvbp,ov Kal Kpivet Tois da-e^e'is) seem to indicate
rather more than a common basis of popular tradition (so Rauch in ZWT.,
1895, 458 f.), and, like the Apocalypse of John, 2 Thess. appears to have been
circulated in Gaul (cp. the epistle of Lyons and Vienne, Eus. H. E. v. l ) .
* According to Pfleiderer and Wrede, it indicates the desire of the writer
to discredit i Thess. in favour of his own composition.
t Hitzig (Monatsschrift d. rvissenschaftl. I ereins in Zurich, 1856, 57-68)
considered that 3 " ' ' in this epistle, and 5"- ^7 in the first, were all the unauthentic elements to be found. Wrede saw behind it, as behind Polykarp,
a corpus
Paulinum.
X Some {e.g. Weisse, Beitrcige zur Kritik d. Paul. Briefe, p . 9 ; Spitta
and J. Weiss) hold it is a marginal note.
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LITERATURE.—(a) Editions—(for the numerous patristic and mediaeval
commentaries, see Lightfoot's ed. pp. 227 f.). Luther's epoch-making In
Epistolam Pauli ad Galatas commentarius (Latin, 1519, etc. ; German,
I525f. ; English, I575f.); J. Bugenhagen, Adnott. in Galatas, etc. (1527);
Cajetan, Literalis expositio (Rome, 1529); J. Gagnasus, Brevissima Scholia
(Paris, 1543); W. Musculus, Comm. in epistolas P. ad Galat. et Ephes.
(1561); John Prine (Oxford, 1567); Pierre Barahona's Expositio (Salamanca,
1590); Salmeron (Cologne, 1602); R. RoUock, Analysis Logica (London,
1602); B. Battus, Commentarii (Greifswald, 1613); D. Parens (Heidelberg,
1621); Crellius (1628); Ferguson (1659); Cocceius (1665); S. Schmid
(1690); T. Akersloof, De sendbrief van Paulltis an de Calalen (Leiden,
1695, Germ. tr. 1699); Struensee (Flensburg, 1764); S. J. Baumgarten,
Auslegung der Briefe P, an die Galat. Eph. Phil. Coloss. Phlm.
und Thessal, (Halle, 1767); Chandler (1777); Mayer (Vienna, 1788);
Carpzov (1794); S. F . N. Morus, Acroases in epistolas P. ad Galat. et
Ephesios (1795); Hensler (1805); Borger's Inlerpretalio (Leyden, 1807);
von Flatt, Vorlesungen uber d. Brief an die Galat. (1828); H. E. G. Paulus,
Des Apostel Paulus Lehrbriefe an die Galater u. Romerchristen, etc. (1831);
Matthies (Greifswald, 1833); RUckert (Leipzig, 1833) ; L. Usteri (Ziirich,
1833); H. A. Schott (1834)*; Sardinoux (Commeniaire, Valence, 1837);
Olshausen (1840); F . Windischmann (Mayence, 1843); de Wette.'' (1S45);
Hilgenfeld ((/er G.-brief ubersetzt, in seinem gesch. Beziehungen unlersuchl u.
erkldrt, Leipzig, 1852); John Brown (Edin. 1853) ; S. H. Turner (New
York, 1856) ; G. J. Jatho (1856); H. J. T. Bagge (London, 1857) ; K.
Wieseler (Gottingen, 1859)*; G. B. Winer* (1859); C. Holsten, Inhalt u.
Gedankengang d, Briefes an die G, (1859) ; Messmer's ErkKirung (Brixen,
1862); Meyer* (1862); Bisping* (1863); G. J. Gwynne (Dublin, 1863);
Vomel (1865); G. W. Matthias (1865); F. X. Reithmayr (1865); Sir
Stafford Carey (London, 1867); Ellicott* (1867)*; Eadie (1869); Drach
(Paris, 1871); F . Brandes (1871); Hofmann" (1872); Reuss (1878); G.
W. Flugge (1878); Sanday (in Ellicott's Comm. 1879); Schaff (1881);
Howson (Speaker's Comm. 1881) ; Philippi (1884); Beet^ (1S85); D.
Palmieri (1886); G. G. Findlay (Exp. Bible, 1888); A. Schafer (1890);
Schlatter (1890) ; E. H. Perowne (Camb. Bible, 1890) ; Lipsius^ (HC.
1892); Comely (1892); Seidenpfenning(Munich, 1892); Lightfoot" (1892)*;
J. Drummond, The Ep. of St. Paul to the Gal., explained and
illustrated (London, 1893); Kahler" (1893); Jowett^ (1894); Zockler"
(1894); J. Dalmer (1897, Gutersloh); Sieff"ert (Meyer^ 1899)*; J.
Drummond (Intern. Hdbk. NT, 1899); Gutjahr (1900); Ceulemans,
Pauli ad Rom., z et 2 Co., ad Galatas (1901) ; O. SchmoUer (in Lange's
Bibel-Werk, 1901); F. Rendall(TEG^T:, 1903) ; Adeney (C.5. n. d.) ; Bousset"
(SNT,
1907); Niglutsch" (Brevis Commentarius, 1907); Zahn" (ZK.,
1907)* ; R. Wulff (1908) ; Bacon (New York, 1909) ; Lietzmann {HBNT.,
1910); A. L. Williams (CGT, 1910); C. W. Emmet (London, 1912).
(b) Studies—(i.) historical :—G. Hermann's De P. epist. ad Gal. tribus
primis capitibus dissertatio (1834); Baur's Paulus (Eng. tr. i. 109 f., 260 f.) * ;
Hilgenfeld, 'Zur Vorgeschichte des Gal.' (ZWT., i860, 206 f., 1866, pp.
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301 f, 1SS4, pp. 303 f . ) ; Volkmar, Paulus von Damaskiis bis zum Galater
brief (l8Sy) ; Holtzmann, BL. 'ii. 316--31S ; Sabatier {ESA'. v. 359-3<)-|) ;
Kappeler (Prol. Kirchciizciltiiig,
1892, pp. 7141., 74(1 f., 763 f.); Pfleiderer
(Urc. i. 191 f . ) ; Schmiedel (EBi. 1617-1626); Jacquier (in Vigouroux, DB.
iii. 61-77). ("•) ° " ^^ ^^'^^ • Klostermann s Probleme im Apostellext (1883);
Baljon, de tekst der brieven van Paulus aan de Ronieinen, de Corinthicrs, en
de Galatiers (1884), and Exegetisch-krilische
verhandeling
(1889) ; Cramer,
de brief van Paulus aan de Galatiers in zifn oorspronkelijken vorm herstela
en verklaard, 1890 ; and Volter (die Composition der paulin. Hauptbriefe
I.
Der Rbmer- und Galalerbrief, 1890) ; Sulze (Protest.-Kirchenzeitung,
1888,
981 f.), with Z i m m e r , ^ w r Texlkritikd.
Galaterbriefes(ZWT.,
1881, pp. 481 f.,
1882, pp. 129 f.). (iii.) on Gal 2 and Ac 15, C. Bertheau, Einige Bemerkungen uber die Stelle Gal. 2 und ihr Verhdllniss zur Apgeschichte (Hamburg,
1854); Zimmer's Galat. und Apostelgeschichte ( 1 8 8 7 ) ; M. T h o m a s , Alilanges
d'ldstoire et de lillerature religieuse (Paris, 1899), p p . 1-195 ; R. Mariano,
Urc. (1902) i. pp. I l l f. ; Volter, Paulus und Seine Briefe, 1905, pp. 253273 ; Bacon, Story of St. Paul, p p . 116 f., and in AJT. (1907) 454 f ; J.
Kreyenbiihl (ZNW.,
1907, 89 f.). (iv.) general : Chemnitz, Collegium theologicum super Ep. P. ad Gal. (Jena, 1656); Semler, Paraphrasis
(1779)
F . J. A. Schiitze, Scholia in Epist. ad Galatas (1784); Mynster, Einl.
in
d. Brief an die Gal. ( 1 8 2 5 ) ; W . S. Wood, Studies in St. Paul's Ep. to the
G. (1887); A. B. Bruce, St. PauPs Conception of Christianity
(1894),* 37 f. ;
W . M. Ramsay, Historical Commentary (1899) ! M. Dods in DB. ii. 93-98 ;
von Dobschiitz (Urc. 9 9 f . ) ; Moff'att, £ / ? . " xi. 3 9 4 - 3 9 6 ; Halevy (RS.,
1912-1913); C. H . Watkins, St. Pauls Fight for Galatia ( 1 9 1 4 ) * ; W. M.
Macgregor, Christian Freedom {1915) ; F . S. Marsh, DAC. i. 431 f. ; Loisy,
Vipitre
aux Galates (Paris, 1916) ; G. L. Robinson (Princeton
Theol.
Review, 1917, 604-622 : ' G. and L u t h e r ' ) .

§ I. Occasion.—Although the Galatian epistle was written after
Paul had visited Thessalonika, the Galatian churches were founded
during a mission which he had undertaken some time before he
crossed from Asia to Europe. From the more or less direct reminiscences of which the letter happens to be full, it is possible to
reconstruct a preliminary outline of his relation to these churches,
without calling in evidence from Acts which is disputable and
which falls to be considered separately in the first instance.
Paul had visited the Galatian churches twice.* On the
former of these visits (41^ TO trpoTepov), though broken down by
illness (? 2 Co i2''''^), he had been enthusiastically and hospitably
welcomed (41^"^^); many had been won over from polytheism and
idolatry (4*"^) to the knowledge of God, i.e. (as at Thessalonika)
to faith in Christ the crucified (3I), whose death f meant their
* This must be maintained resolutely against all attempts, especially in
the interests of a theory, to make T6 irp6r€pov = irdXai or iampridem.
t T h e emphasis in Galatians upon the death of Jesus was due to the
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deliverance from slavish ignorance and the present evil world
(i* 3I8). The immediate result of the mission was an outburst
of religious fervour (31-^ 4.^^-). The local Christians, who were
predominantly Gentile by birth, made a promising start (5^). On
his second visit (4I* i'' 521), Paul found in many of them a
disheartening slackness, due to discord and incipient legalism.
His plain speaking gave offence (4I®) in some quarters, though it
was not wholly ineffective. Otherwise, the second visit (x^ 5^)
is left in the shadow.* So far as it was accompanied by warnings, these were rather general than elicited by the presence of
any definite and imminent peril to the churches.
Not long after this visit, some Judaising opponents f of the
apostle, headed by one prominent, and evidently powerful
individual (51°), made their appearance among the Galatians,
with disturbing and unsettling effects (3I). Their ' gospel'
was not freedom from, but fidelity to, the Law (i^'i"), which
Paul's 'gospel' was alleged to contradict and invalidate.
Arguing from the OT, they represented Paul's gospel as an
imperfect message which required to be supplemented by legal
exactitude,! including ritual observances (41") and even circumcision.§ As a corollary of this, Paul's apostolic position was
exigencies of the local controversy ; the Judaising pronaganda had naturally
forced this point into prominence. Yet it must have been so from the opening
of the mission ; Paul had begun there as at Corinth by ' depicting' the crucified (3'). The sole explicit allusion to the resurrection of Jesus is due to
the fact that Paul desires to indicate his commission as the direct and divine
gift of the reigning Christ (i^- ^*), not of an earthly Jesus known in the flesh.
* It is not quite clear whether the traces of the Judaistic agitation were
found by Paul on this visit (so especially Hemsen, Schott, Reuss, Credner,
Sieffert, Lipsius, Holsten, Weiss, Pfleiderer, Weizsacker, and Zockler), or
whether they sprang up only after he had left (so, e.g., Bleek, Philippi,
Renan, Hofmann, Zahn). The tone of surprise which marks the opening of
the epistle tells on the whole in favour of the latter theory.
t The contemptuous anonymity of Ttves (i') resembles that of Col 2*'-.
They were emissaries of the Jerusalem-church, like the high churchmen of
Ac 15!, Gal 2*", reactionaries of James' party.
X Apparently, however, they withheld from the deluded Galatians the
inference that the entire law had to be obeyed (5').
§ This rite, they alleged (s'*), Paul had himself employed (in the case of
Timotheus ?). As some of the Galatians (6^^) had been carried away by the
propaganda, which appealed at once to higher and to lower motives, promising
a complete possession thereby of the privileges of God's Israel (6^*) and alsr/
exemption from persecution at the hands of Jews ( 5 " 6'"), Afy brands 01
wounds, says Paul, are those of Jesus, not of legal circumcision (6").
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depreciated. His authority, the Galatians were told, was
derived from the apostles at Jerusalem, and consequently his
teaching must be checked and tested by the orthodox standard
which these emissaries claimed to embody. In short, the
admission of pagans to the true church and promises (3''''- i')
of God required the observance of the Mosaic law, which formed
the sole valid charter of divine privilege and messianic inheritance. This, and the consequent disparagement of the
apostle * as an unauthorised agent, formed probably an easy
relapse for people who, like other Christians, may have felt the
depth and inwardness of Paul's spiritual gospel too much for
their average powers, particularly when the dominating influence
of his personality was removed.
The mischief done by this propaganda alarmed Paul.
Matters evidently had not yet gone too far to be remedied;
only a few had been circumcised. Consequently as he was
unable (or unwilling) for some reason to revisit them, he wrote
this trenchant letter in order to shame them out of their levity
and retrograde superstitions, by reiterating and expanding the
spiritual principles of his gospel as divinely authoritative f and
morally adequate. How the information of the Galatian lapse
reached him, it is not possible to say. J There is no trace of any
letter sent by the Galatians (Hofmann, Ramsay). But the gravity
of the situation renders it unlikely that he delayed for any length
of time in writing to counteract his opponents, and to judge from
allusions like those in i* {raxiois and fieraTiOea-Oe—the lapse still
in process), the interval between the reception of the news and
the composition of the letter must have been comparatively
brief.
§ 2. Outline.—The epistle is one of the books militant in
ancient literature. After a brief introduction (ii"'), Paul, instead
• Implied in their catchword, those of repute (ol SoKovrrts, 2*). Other
echoes of their terminology can be overheard in such phrases as we are
Abraham's seed (3'*), and Jerusalem which is our mother (cp. 4*'), as well
as in their charges against Paul of seeking to please men (ii"), and preaching
circumcision (5"). For the phrase sinners of Gentiles (2"), cp. Jub 23"*-**.
t Oi55i iyiji (ji"), any more than the original apostles. Paul, too,
believed by revelation, not by relation.
X Lightfoot's suggestion that a messenger brought news ol the disaffection
and also of the lack of heartiness in responding to the financial appeal (i Co
16^ = Gal 6"-), is as plausible as any. It need not imply, however, thaj
Galatians was not composed till after I (and 2} Corinthians (see below).
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of opening with his usual word of commendation, dashes into
a personal and historical vindication of his independence as a
Christian apostle ; this, developed negatively and positively, forms
the first of three great sections in the epistle (1^-221).
These opening pages, especially, justify the comparison of Galatians to
a torrent ("one continuous rush, a veritable torrent—of genuine and
inimitable Paulinism, like a mountain stream in full flow, such as may
often have been seen by his Galatians," J. Macgregor. " Unfinished phrases,
daring omissions, parentheses which leave us out of sight and out of breath,
rabbinical subtleties, audacious paradoxes, vehement apostrophes pour on like
surging billows," Sabatier); cp. P. Farel, 'Exegese du Gal I^-"' (RTQR.,
1910, 332-338)The address (l" rats iKKXTi<xlais TTJS VaXarlas) is singularly curt, and
Paul associates no one by name with himself. The unique ol ariv ip.ol irdvTes
d5eX<pol (l"), to which Ph 4"' is only a partial parallel, implies no more than
a group of Christians who sympathised with his gospel. There is nothing
in the words to suggest that he was on a journey, away from any settled
church, or, on the other hand, that he backs up his admonition by the
authority of a church like Antioch, much less that he had co-authors.

In 2i'-2i he passes from a hasty* account of his interview
with Peter into a sort of monologue f upon the incompatibility
of the Mosaic law with the Christian gospel, which starts
a fresh rush of expostulation and appeal (3-512) upon the
alternatives of Law and Spirit. Faith dominates this section,
faith in its historical career and as the vantage-ground of
Christianity. The genuine sons of Abraham are not legalistic
Jewish Christians, but those who simply possess faith; the
much-vaunted Law is a mere provisional episode culminating
in Christianity (3"'28) as the religion of filial confidence and
freedom (3^^-411).! A passionate appeal to the Galatians
follows (412^-); then, harping still on Abraham, the apostle
* " He is far too quick a thinker to be a master of mere narrative; the
question of Christian freedom was too hot in his heart to leave him free for
reminiscence, and the matter is not very clear" (Glover, Conflict of Religions
in Early Roman Empire, 1909, p. i68). This applies to the Antioch story
as well as to the preceding narrative (cp. Watkins, pp. 291 f.).
t 2^^-" is an indirect summary of what he actually said ; in 2^8-"' the
passion wakened by the memory of the situation carries him straight forward
into the situation of his readers. Years had passed since the crisis, but he
lived it over again as he recollected how he had fought for people like the
G., who were exposed to a similar danger of religious compromise (cp. Gercke,
GGA., 1894, 576 f.). On the thought of the whole passage, see T. H.
Green's Works, iii. 186 f.
:t On 3'^-4' cp. Max Conrat in ZNW. (1904) 204-227 («Das Erbrecht
im Galaterbrief').
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essays, with fresh rabbinic dialectic (on 420-31 ^QQ Linder's essay
in ZIVT., 1900, 223-226), to establish spiritual Ciiristianity over
legalism as the religion that is both free and final, applying this
to the moral situation of the Galatians (5i'i2). The mention of
freedom * leads him to define the moral responsibilities of the
faith (51^-61"), in order to prevent misconceptions and to reinforce the claims of the gospel upon the individual and social
life of the Galatians. T h e epilogue (6ii-2i) reiterates, in a series
of abrupt, emphatic sentences, the main points of the epistle.
Another scheme of the epistle (so, e.g., Holsten, Sabatier, Sieffert, and
Lipsius) is to find in l'-2"' 3^-4" 4^"-6''' three successive arguments upon (a)
the divine origin of Paul's gospel, (b) the complete right of Gentile Christians
to the messianic inheritance, and (c) the vital connection between the
Christian Spirit and the moral life ; which is neat rather than natural.
6''-'' is an emphatic postscript or summary, written by Paul himself.
For similar instances of ancient letters containing autographic conclusions,
after the main body of the letter had been dictated,! see Cic. ad Attic, viii.
I. I, and Aug. Epist. 146, with the remark of Julius Africanus (Rhet. Latin,
min., ed. Halmel, 448"^) : "obseruabant veteres, carissimis sua manu scribere
vel plurimum subscribere." This leaves it an open question whether iypafa
(cp. Abbott, Diat. 2691) does not refer to the entire epistle (so, e.g., Mill,
Ewald, Hofmann, Eadie, Zockler, Clemen, and Zahn, quoting from a letter
of Ambrose [i. 3] to the Emperor Gratian : "scripsisti tua totam epistolam
manu, ut ipsi apices fidem tuam pietatemque loquerentur'); probably, however, it is the epistolary aorist (cp. Philem ^^),X and 6^^"'* is to be classified
with 2 Th 3^', I Co 16"^-"^, and Col 4'*. In any case, ypdfipiaTa means not
' epistle' but the characters of the handwriting. On placards (cp. 3' irpoeypd<pr))
and public inscriptions (cp. Sieffert, p. 349 ; Ramsay, 466), large letters were
employed at the end or at the beginning in order to catch the eye (Lucian,
Hermot. I I , Gymn. 22). Plutarch (cp. Field's Otium Norvicense, 'ui. 191)
narrates that Cato wrote histories for his son ISlq. x«'P' f "^ peydXois ypdp./i,a<riv,
§ 3. The text.—Galatians, for all its unpremeditated vigour, is
composed § not only with some care for language, but even with
• I n spite of coincidences like li^ = Mt 16"-", 4"''- = Mt 10^, 5i<>-" =
Mk l2*'(Lk 20'"), 5 " = M k 123', gis^Mt 23^ (Lk ii^^), and the apparent
similarity of 5^- '^-"" to Lk 13'-" (cp. 6^» = Lk 138), it is hazardous to admit
more than the bare possibility that Paul had in mind some sayings of Jesus
against legalism (Feine, Jesus Christus und Paulus, 70 f.).
t " Exact analogies to this may be found in many Egyptian papyri, where
the body of a document is written by a friend or clerk, and the principal
appends his ratification in a large hand at the end " (Kenyon, Hdbk. to Textual
Criticism of NT'', p. 30). See above, p. 51, and LA. 153.
X For ^ypa'pa in this sense, cp. Xen. Anab. i. 9. 25 ; Thuc. i. 129. 3 ;
Ezra 4 " (LXX) ; and Lucian, Dial. Meretr. 10.
§ Cp. the minute analysis of the whole epistle in Blass's die Rhythmen der
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a rhythmical flow which recalls in several places the methods
of contemporary rhetorical prose. In this respect it agrees with
I Thessalonians (Blass, op. cit. pp. 61 f., 196-204), i Corinthians
{op. cit. pp. 53 f., 76 f), Ro 31^'- 1128-33 etc. {op. cit. pp. 68 f.), and
Philippians {op. cit. 66 f., 73 f.),* all of which are more or less
marked by rhythmical features; whereas in 2 Corinthians, for
example, the indications of rhetorical structure are much less
prominent. How far Paul was conscious of such traits of
composition and style, it is impossible to say. Their presence is
due doubtless to his early training in the schools ; probably they
had become a second nature to him (see above, p. 57). But
they are sufficient to prove that he wrote with some care and
rhetorical finish,! even in epistles which appear, on a superficial
examination, to have been written under an overmastering freshet
of emotion.
The extant text, however, is not free from serious difficulties. Its frequent
roughnesses have suggested the hypothesis that marginal glosses and interpolations have become incorporated here and there in the original ; but in
most cases + the evidence is far from cogent, as, e.g., for the conjecture
Teaixdpiiiv for SeKaTeaadptiiv (2', e.g. Grotius, Semler, Keil, Bottger, Reiche,
.Michelsen, Baljon : pp. 168-9),§ th^ omission of 2'" (Michelsen, Weisse, van
Manen, Baljon: pp. 172-174) or of 319-20 (Weiss, C r a m e r : 3>9b-2«^ Baljon:
pp. 175-178),II and the hypothesis of a marginal gloss in 6' (Laurent). On
the other hand, if 4"^" (T6 ydp Stva 6pos iaTlv iv TTJ 'Apa/Sip) is correctly read,
it probably represents the explanatory and prosaic marginal note of a later
editor (Mill, Holsten, Schott, Cramer, Prins, Baljon, p . 185), as many
scholars have seen, since the days of Bentley (opuscula philologica,
1781,
533f.). T h e transposition of 2^-° to a place after 2 ' (so J . Weiss, SK., 1893,
pp. 504 f.) clears up the movement of the whole passage, but it must not be
defended on the ground that the incident of 2^-° could not have taken place in
asianischen u. romischen Kunstprosa (1905), pp. 4 3 - 5 3 , 204-216, where the
text is perversely handled in the interests of the theory.
* In 3 ' (ifioi piv oiK bKvTjpbv, bpuv S' datpaXis) the trimeter (see p . 167)
may be, like that in I Co 15^', a reminiscence of Menander.
t D. H . Miiller's strophic theory of prophetic prose has been applied by
Wehofer to the epistolography of the early Christian fathers (SBAW.
cxliii.,
1901), but unsuccessfully upon the whole.
t See the essay by Prins {TT,
1887, 70 f.). Jowett's apt remark that
" i n a writer at once so subtle and so abrupt as St. Paul, obscurity is not
a strong ground of objection," is often forgotien in criticism of this kind.
§ The considerable support given to this supposed change of S' into iS'
(from Capellus to Bertholdt, Guericke, Schott, and Wurm, in last century)
is due to chronological prepossessions (cp. Lake, Exp.^ iv. 472 f.).
II Michaelis (Einl. p. 745) and Lucke (^A'., 1828, pp. l o i f . ) are among
those who take 3"° as a marginal gloss (so recently Emmet).
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Jerusalem, though irapelaaKToi would fit Syrian Antiorh in S(ime respects
better than the capital. Tlic reading and rendering of .•* (ols oi/Si wpis wpav
ei^apev Trj inroTayrj) was debated as early as the second century (cp. Zahn's
excursus in bis edition, pp. 287-296, and K. Lake in Exp.'', i. 236-245) ;
the omission not only of ols (so Marcion, SyrP"=*'', and some Gk. MSS) but
also of ovSi (Gk. M S S , D, old Latin, archetype of G, etc.) has early and
strong support (so, e.g., Semler, Michaelis, Klostermann : op. cit. 55~58i
Volter, J. W e i s s : SK,
1893, S04f., Urc. 203 f.). T h e dubiety about a
negative is not unexampled in ancient literature ; a similar problem arises
over the insertion of non by most modern editors in Cicero's criticism of
Lucretius (Q. Fr. ii. 9. 4, cp. also ad Att. xiv. 1-2). In Gal. the matter is
complicated by the exegesis of 2'. Was Titus circumcised, and was this
brought up against Paul (cp. 5 " , so Spitta, J. Weiss, and Lake), who replies
that he was not compelled to be circumcised? Is 2°, theref'^re, the confession
of a momentary lapse of judgment, which the latter church sout;ht to smooth
over by the insertion of the negative? T h e internal probabilities seem to
point the other way (cp. Watkins, op. cit. 120f., 181), but the problem can
scarcely be said to be settled satisfactorily one way or another.

§ 4. The destination,—The problems of Galatians belong to
historicahand theological rather than to literary criticism. It is
impossible, however, to discuss its destination or date without
some reference to the questions raised by the Lucan narrative
in Acts (especially of Ac 11-16), which describes, from a different
point of view, most of the incidents presupposed or mentioned
in the epistle.
The geographical situation of the Galatian Christians has led
to a debate as warm and intricate as that waged over the problem
of Hannibal's route across the Alps. Two rival hypotheses hold
the field. The matter in dispute is the meaning of TaAaTta in i*
(cp. I Co 161). Is it (a) the large Roman province of that name,
including the southern townships of Derbe, Lystra, Ikonium, and
Pisidian Antioch, besides part of Phrygia; or (b) the smaller
region of Galatia proper, in the ethnographical sense of the
term, lying north-east in Asia Minor?
T h e latter view belongs to the North Galatian or traditional theory,
which is advocated by editors of Acts like H . J . Holtzmann, W e n d t , Blass,
Hilgenfeld, and Knopf; by editors of Galatians like Windischmann, Holsten,
Wieseler, Reithmayr, Holsten, Lightfoot (cp. Colossians, 24 f.), Howson
(Speaker's Comm. 1881), Riickert, Jowett, J. Dalmer, Lipsius, Sieffert, Zockler
(also SK., 1895, pp. 5 1 - 1 0 2 ) * , G. G. Findlay, Lietzmann, Bousset, and
W i l l i a m s ; and by general critics like Godet, Trenkle (Einl. 21), Salmon,
S. Davidson, Schafer (Einl. 88 f.), Jiilicher, Haupt (SK., 1906, 144-146),
Hoennicke (Chronologie des Paulus, 32 f.), von Dobschiitz, Vischer (Die
Paulusbriefe, 1904, 30f.), Mommsen (ZNW., 1901, 86), Schurer (fPT., 1892,
46of.), Gheorghiu, G. H . Gilbert (StudenPs Life of St. Paul, 1902, pp. 260-
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272), Chase (Exp.* viii. 401 f., ix. 331 f ) * , Barth (Einl. % 7), Deissmann
(St. Paul, 1912, 221 f.), Loisy, and Menzies (ERE. ix. 685 f.). Schmiedel's
article (EBi. 1596-1616) and A. Steinmann's thoroughgoing essays on
Die Abfassungszeit des Galaterbriefes (1906) and Der Leserkreis des
Galaterbriefes (1908) discuss with minute scholarship every relevant point,
exegetical or historical. Schmiedel's attitude towards Acts is much less
conservative than Steinmann's, and the latter's sweep of argument is wider;
but the two statements supplemer^ each other admirably, and together they
constitute by far the most adequate plea for the North Galatian hypothesis
(cp. TQ., 1912, 511-527).
The South Galatian hypothesis was first popularised by Perrot (De
Galatia provincia Romana, 1867, pp. 43 f.), and then restated, with a
wealth of geographical learning, by Sir W. M. Ramsay in a masterly
series of articles and volumes (e.g. Historical Geography of Asia Minor,
1890; Exp.^ ii. 1-22, ix. 43f, i37f., 288f., etc. ; SB. iv. 15-57; CRE.
8f., 74f., 97f. ; DB. ii. 81 f. ; The Cities of St. Paul, 1907 ; ET. xxiv.
19 ff. ; as well as in his commentary). The theory is accepted, with many
modifications and for varying reasons, by editors of Acts like Bartlet (cp.
also his AA. 71 f., 84f.), Jacobsen, Rackham, and Forbes; by editors of
Galatians like Steck, Zahn, Adeney, Gutjahr, Bacon (cp. also Exp.^ vii.
123 f., X. 351 f.), and Rendall (cp. also Exp.* ix. 254-264); also by
Niemeyer (de tempore quo epistola ad Gal. conscripta sit accuratius
definiendo, Gottingen, 1827), Renan (iii. 311 f.), Hausrath (iii. 146-199),
Weizsacker (Jahrb. f. deutsche Theol., 1876, 6o6f., and AA. i. 252f.);
Pfleiderer, E. H. Giffbrd (Exp.* x. 1-20), McGiff'ert (AA. 178f, 221 f.),
O. Holtzmann (ZKG., 1894, 336-346; ZNW., 1905, 102-104), von Soden
(INT. 56 f.), Woodhouse (EBi. I592f.), J. Weiss (PRE. x. 554 f., Urc.
223f.), D. Walker (ET. xiii. 511-514), Belser, Clemen, Askwith (Date
and Destination of Galatians, 1899), J. Strahan (DAC. i. 427 f.). Lake
{EEP. 254 f, 309 f.); it is worked out in exegesis by Zahn (see also his
Introduction, § 11), and from a special standpoint by Valentin Weber
in a long series of articles (cp. especially Katholik, 1898, pp. 193 f,
301 f., 412 f., 1899, pp. 45 f., 1900, pp. 339 f., 481 f.) and monographs.*
* Especially Der heilige Paulus vom ApostelUbereinkommen bis zum
Apostelkonzil (1901), and Die Abfassung des Galaterbriefs vor dem
Apostelkonzil (1900); finally in TQ. (1910, 327 f. ; 1912, 191 f., 417 f.),
and BZ. (1912, 155 f.). His main contentions are supported by Belser
TQ., 1901, 285 f.), Rohr (Allgem. Lit. Blatt., 1901, 226 f.), Gutjahr (in
his ed. of Thess. and Gal.), and De Faye (AA. 190), and rejected not only
by Jiilicher (TLZ., 1901, 469-472) and Holtzmann (GGA., 1902, if.)
but by Steinmann. Weber is right in demurring to the undue sharpening
of the differences between Acts and Galatians, but he goes to the other
extreme in minimising them. His general scheme is as follows :—Paul's first
visit to Jerusalem (Gal. 1'^-"'' = Ac 926-28J followed by missionary activity from
Tarsus (Ac 9'") and Antioch (Ac n^s-se^ Q^^J I2I-24J . j^jg second visit (Ac 11^"
12"' = Gal. 2'-'"), with the double object of conveying the money (only hinted at
in Gal. 2'") and securing the rights of his gospel (in private conference, Gal
2^'-); then the first tour (Ac i4"i-"^ = Gal. 4"^), with a double visit to S.
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According to Weber, the visit of Gal 2'-'" is not that of Ac 15 bit that ol
Ac 11'°, after which, but before the Council of Jerusalem, Paul composed
Galatians (Antioch, A.D. 49 ; cp. Ac 14"'). This implies that the opposition of
Peter and the Judaisers could not have taken place after the Council, and that
the church of Jerusalem did not interfere with Paul's method of ignoring the
law in his Syrian and Cilician churches, though his practice was well known
to them. But such a hypothesis is quite improbable. Gal i"' simply states
that they knew the bare fact of his activity in preaching, not that they tacitly
approved of his methods till their hand was forced by the Judaistic party in
the church. Furthermore, the theory is open to the same objections as
similar forms of the S. Galatian hypothesis, that it arbitrarily makes the
burning question of circumcision for Gentile Christians emerge in an acute
shape some time before the period of Ac 15—a view for which there is no
evidence in Acts (cp. Steinmann's Abfassungzeit, l7of.), and against which
the probabilities of the general situation tell heavily. Finally, it involves
the incredible idea that Paul circumcised Timotheus (Ac 16') after he had
written Gal 5".
Weber's reconstruction is rejected by Zahn, who also differs in his view
of Ac 16' and on some other details from Ramsay ; the latter scholar's interpretation of the Lucan passages, of the date, and of several passages in the
epistle, is challenged by many of the South Galatian theorists themselves, so
that, beyond the general contention that Galatians was written to the church
of Derbe, Lystra, Ikonium, etc., there is seldom much unity in their ranks.
An intermediate hypothesis, advocated by Mynster, Comely (Einl, iii.
4l5.f.), Jacquier (INT. i. 171 f), and (temporarily) Zahn, which has been
described as Pan-Galatian, views the churches of Galatia addressed by Paul
as at least including some to the N. of Southern Galatia. This modification
attempts to do justice to the plain sense of Ac 16*, but it fails to bring out
the evident homogeneity of the churches addressed in Galatians, and involves
more difficulties than it solves (cp. Gilbert, op. cit. 266 f., and Steinmann's
Abfassungzeit, 166 f.).

Twice in Acts, Luke alludes to a mission which appears to
coincide with the Galatian enterprise presupposed in this epistle.
The first of these passages is Ac 16^^*.
At p,ev ovv eKKXrjcriai ecrrepeovvTO rfj iricrrei Kai eirepicTCTfvov TO)

apiOpQ Ka6' rip.ipav. But they {i.e. Paul, Silas, and Timotheus)
traversed {BirjXOov Si, in contrast to the South Galatian mission
just concluded:* not recapitulating 1-4, but marking a fresh
departure) rrjv ^pvyiav KOI TaXariKrjv )^(tipav, since they had been
forbidden t by the holy Spirit to preach the word in Asia (explaining
Galatia, after which the Antioch-outburst (Gal 2"'-) so affected the Galatian
converts that the epistle had to be written.
* The purpose of 15''° (let us visit the brothers in every city where we
proclaimed the word of God) had been accomplished (l6'-^•'= 14"'); cp.
N. T. D. White in Hermatkena, 1903, 128 f.
t The S. Galatian hypothesis, as advocated by Ramsay, implies that
KiSXvdirres is a ptc. of subsequent action ; the natural and grammatical sense,
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why, instead of turning west,* they pushed north). And when
they came opposite Mysia (Kara, up as far as : striking it well to
the north of Phrygia, in the neighbourhood of Dorylaeum or
Cotyaeum) they tried to enter Bithynia (north of Phrygia), but the
Spirit of Jesus would not permit them. So, ignoring Mysia (as
part of the prohibited Asia), they went down to Troas {i,e, due
west). Then Luke comes upon the scene himself, and Paul
plunges into the European mission.
Every phrase of this summary paragraph has had pages of
discussion poured over it. T o the present writer it seems that the
disputed words T-f\v ^pvyCav KM TaXaTiKrjv y^oipav can only mean,
in the light of passages like 19^1 {SuXOoiv TTJV MaKeSovtav KOI
'Axatav) and 27' {KOTO, T^V KiXiKLav Kal Ilap(j>vXiav^, Phrygia and
the region of Galatia,
^pvyiav, here at any rate (as in 21" i823),
is not an adjective, and /cai does not mean or. The phrase
therefore is not an equivalent for Phrygia-Galatica, or for the
borderland between Eastern Phrygia and Western Galatia: it
denotes not one district but two. As Luke uses Pamphilia
(1313), Pisidia (13I*), and Lykaonia (14®) in their geographical
sense, it is fair to infer that he does so in i6* unless there is
good reason to the contrary.
The South Galatian theorists ask why he did not write TdXarlav outright.
Probably because it would have been misleading; the great province of
i) raXario or •^ TdXaTiKij iwapxla included the Lykaonian and Phrygian
townships already mentioned. In order to emphasise the new departure,
Luke uses the region of Galatia, i.e. the district inhabited by the Galatians
proper, lying beyond Phrygia. The terminology therefore really supports
the North Galatian interpretation. It is a periphrasis, like X'^P"^ 'r^s
'\ovSalas (Ac 10^" 26"", cp. EBi. 1602). Per contra, if Luke had viewed
Derbe, Lystra, and the rest of Paul's earlier mission-field as belonging to
PaXaria proper, it is inexplicable why the name should not occur in Ac 13-14.
Furthermore, Derbe and Lystra belonged to Lykaonia (Ac 14** ^'), not to
Phrygia, so that the South Galatian view, that Ac 16° is recapitulatory, breaks
down at the outset Hamack (BNT. iii. 58) suggests that Luke spoke of ij
raXarwci) X'^P"- " because Galatia was poor in cities, and because in official
terminology the word ' regiones' was also used of this province. It follows,
therefore, that in the much debated question where the Galatia of Paul is
on the contrary, implies that it refers either to an antecedent or at best to a
synchronous experience (cp. Schmiedel, EBi. 1599; M.o\i\\.ovi% Grammar of
NT Greek, i. 132 f.). It was apropos of this forced construction of SITJXBOV
. . KoiXvBivres that Chase wrote, " the South Galatian theory is shipwrecked
on the rock of Greek grammar."
*'Aisla here = the coast-land round Ephesus, as in 2* (where Phrygia is
also distinguished from it, by a popular use of the geographical term) and 27*.

94

T H E CORRICSPONMJENCE O F P . \ U L

to be found, we may not claim Luke as a witness in favour of thc South
Galatian theory; rather we must regard him as a witness to the contrary."
Luke's usage, it may be retorted, is not decisive for Paul. This i;i
perfectly true, but Paul's use of VdXaTla corresponds to the inferences from
Acts. It is a rather precarious conclusion that because he was a Roman
citizen, he must have confined himself to the Roman provincial titles, and
that therefore FaXarla in Gal l ' means the province, not the country, of
the Galatas. No fixed rule of this kind can be attributed to him ; not even
Asiatics like Strabo and Dio Cassius adhered to such a practice. In Gal i"^
Paul himself does not speak in this way about Syria and Cilicia, and even
in Gal i"" (cp. I Th 2") it is not necessary to suppose that he alluded to
Judaea in anything except the popular or geographical sense (cp. Steinmann's
Leserkreis, 76 f., 103, and Schmiedel, op. cit. 1604 f.). Furthermore, in Ac 2*,
Asia and Pontus denote districts, not provinces, and the same is probably true
of Cappadocia, as of Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia, and Asia in i P i^. " Of
the vast province of Galatia the part to be visited [by the bearer of I P]
between Pontus and Cappadocia could be only Galatia proper, the Galatia
of St. Paul's epistles" (Hort, / Peter, pp. iSsf.).

Paul and his companions had no definite sphere in view
when they left Lykaonia; certainly neither Troas nor Bithynia
was their objective. Luke's narrative, or rather summary, at this
point becomes singularly curt and rapid. Apparently he was not
interested in the Northern Galatian mission. His engrossing aim
is to get Paul across to Europe; and the approach of the
Macedonian mission, in which he himself first joined the apostle,
leads him to hurry over the movements of the apostles in the
interior of Asia Minor. It does not follow, however, that these
movements were a series of purposeless journeys in which the
evangelists were casting about in vain for a sphere and were
finally shut up to make for Troas. On the contrary, what the
N. Galatian view involves is that during this journey Paul took
advantage of his enforced detention, owing to sickness, in order
to evangelise in the western * part of Galatia. " It is sufficient
to suppose that during his illness, or during his convalescence,
Paul founded a few churches, none of them very far apart, and
all situated in the W- of North Galatia" {EBi, 1606-1607).
The possibility of this is admitted not only by Zahn {INT, i.
189 f.) but by J. Weiss, one of the most cautious and careful of
the South Galatian theorists (" Nattirlich kann man sich denken,
dass die Missionare etwa von Amorium (oder von Nakoleia
• The alternative form of the N. Galatian theory (so, e.g., Lightfoot) is to
regard Ancyra, Tavium, and Juliopolis, as also and chiefly evangelised by
Paul. Zockler's modification (as above) seems preferable.
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iiber Orkistos, Ramsay, Geogr. p. 230) aus den Versuch
gemacht batten, in Pessinus und Germa zu predigen, und als sie
die Verhaltnisse dort ungiinstig oder den Erfolg gering fanden,
sich nach DorylSum wandten," op. cit. pp. 558 f.). The evidence
of Galatians shows, however, that this mission was more than a
possibility and by no means an unsuccessful venture. There is
little doubt that Supx«<r^ai in 16®, taken along with x823, implies
preaching-activity, not simply travelling (cp. Ramsay's article in

Exp." \. z^S^.).*
Two or three years later, Paul paid a second visit to Galatia
(Ac i823).t After spending some time there {i,e, at Antioch),
he went off on a tour through the region of Galatia and Phrygia
{8iepxop.ivo<; KaOe^t; T'^I/ TaXaTiKrjv x<^po-v Kai $puytav),

establishing

all the disciples. This time he moved from east to west, reversing
the route of 16*, and reaching Ephesus via Asian Phrygia.
In contrast to the settled churches of S. Galatia (i6^), the North
Galatian Christians were as yet scattered and unorganised; they
were naturally more liable, on this account, to be unsettled by
Judaistic agitators from the far south than communities like
those of Ikonium, Lystra, and Antioch, which were closer to the
centre, and also in possession of the decrees (16*). Furthermore,
Paul tells the Galatians about the controversy as if it were a
novelty. There is no otSare 84 (Holtzmann). This suits the
N. Galatians rather better than the S. Galatians (Ac 16*), who
must have learned of the matter for themselves at an early date.
Such is, on the North Galatian hypothesis, the Lucan
narrative of the Galatian mission. It remains to notice one or
two objections on exegetical or geographical grounds.
(a) The title Galatians (Gal 3') is alleged to be more suitable to the inhabitants of Southern Galatia than to those of N. Galatia. Sir W. M. Ramsay
(Hist. Comm. 137 f.) finds that the N. Galatian theorists, who deny this,
show " n o sign" of having "specially studied the use and implication of
* The admission that Paul did preach in N. Galatia (in Ac 18"') makes it
extremely unlikely that, on the S. Galatian hypothesis, the epistle was
written after this, since TaXarla would then include N. Galatia, and the
close unity of the readers' situation forbids this (see above).
t Here again the historian's allusion is brief and bare. Galatia lay off'
the line of his European interests; even the great mission at Ephesus
(19^") is dismissed in a sentence, so that the treatment of the Galatian
mission is not singular. " C a n it be that the historian gladly drew a veil
over the infancy of a church which swerved so soon and so widely from the
purity of the gospel ? " (Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 2 1 ; so Schmiedel, EBi. 1607).
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political titles amid the contending forces that were then causing the dcTclopment of society in Central Asia Minor." Such a study, he reiterates (cp.,
especially, op. cit. 318 f.), would prove to these amateurs that the people of
Antioch, Ikonium, Lystra, etc., could be addressed very aptly as Galatians,
Unluckily, this confident assertion is flatly denied by one whose authority
upon the subject is based upon years of special study. " In my opinion,"
says Mommsen (ZNW., 1901, p. 86), " it is inadmissible to take the
' Galatians' of Paul in anything except the distinct and narrower sense of the
term. The provinces which were combined with Galatia under a legatus, as,
e.g., Lykaonia certainly had been under Claudius, were by no means incorporated into that province. Still less could the inhabitants of Ikonium
and Lystra be named Galatians in the common speech of the day." Thus it
remains open to argue that PaXdrai, instead of being specially appropriate to
the Lykaonians and Phrygians, would have ignored their national characteristics (cp. Gheorghiu, op. cit. pp. 49 f.). There is no reason, in the term
itself, to suppose that it denoted any save the inhabitants of Galatia proper,
and there is not enough historical evidence (cp. Steinmann's Leserkreis,
53-60) to show that the S. Galatians were reckoned in the Koti'd;' rSiv
VaKaTijiv.

(b) While S. Galatia is represented by Gaius and Timotheus,* North
Galatia, it is contended, is not represented by any delegates in the company
who met at Troas (Ac 20^) to accompany Paul and hand over the collection
at Jerusalem. But it is more than doubtful if this was the sole object of the
gathering. Even if it were, there is no representative from Corinth, or Philippi,
or Achaia. Besides, the Galatian contribution may have been sent independently (so Weber, Addressaten, p. 52).
(c) Paul's references to Barnabas do not necessarily imply that he was
personally known to the readers (who were therefore, it is alleged, in South
Galatia; cp. Ac 13-14); the apostle speaks of B. also to the Corinthians,
though he had never visited Corinth ; and the allusions to B. in Galatians
imply no more than the references to Peter (who had not been in
N. Galatia).
(d) The phrase, Xva •}] dX-iiBeia TOV eiayyeXlov Siap.elvQ irpbs i/j,ds (2'), does
not necessarily imply that the Galatian churches were in existence when the
controversy at Jerusalem broke out. Paul merely says he was fighting the
battle on behalf of all Gentile Christians who should believe. He tells the
Galatians that they belonged to the converts in whose interests he had been
contending (cp. John 17"").
(e) It is further argued that Luke devotes far more attention to the South
Galatian churches, and that Galatians is more likely to have been addressed
to them than to Christians in an out-of-the-way, unimportant district like
North Galatia. This is one of the most plausible pleas which are advanced
by the South Galatian theorists, but it is inconclusive, (i.) Luke, according to
• This assertion is precarious, however. Timotheus was Paul's companion
primarily, and Gaius may be mentioned for the same reason. Besides, as
Schmiedel acutely points out, " it would have been quite irrational to convey
monies from S. Galatia tc Jerusalem by way of Macedonia, and run all th«
risks (2 Co II"") of such a journey" (EBi. i6l2).
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'.he North Galatian theory, does mention these churches twice ( i 6 ' iS"') ; so
do Peter (l P i ' ) and Paul himself (l Co l6'). They are more prominent
than even the Roman church, to which Paul wrote a letter, but of whose
founding Luke says nothing. Luke is indifferent to Paul's (mission ?) visit
to Arabia and to his work in Syria and Cilicia ; * he ignores Dalmatia and
Illyria ; and there is not a word of the church at Colossse, to which the
apostle afterwards wrote a letter.! These, together with the silence upon the
stormy relations between Paul and the Corinthian church, are sufficient to
disprove any argument against the North Galatian theory which is drawn
from the silence of Acts. Luke's predilections, which led him to ignore
several Pauline spheres, explain themselves, (ii.) North Galatia was by no
means inaccessible by road; on the contrary, it was touched by several open
routes (cp. Ramsay, Hist. Geography of Asia Minor, 237 ff'.). Ancyra,
i\ pifrpbiroXis TTJS TaXaHas (south as well as north), was connected by roads
with the surrounding districts ;+ while Tavium, as a military station and roadcentre, was probably (cp. J. Weiss, PRE. x. 559 f.) linked even with Pisidian
Antioch. There is no real difficulty, from a geographical standpoint, in
understanding how Paul could reach N. Galatia ; it would not take him over
any more difficult country than his route from Perga to Antioch over the
Taurus (Ac 13^^; cp. Ramsay, CRE. 24f., DB. v. 391'). (iii.) It is time
that some critics stopped depreciating the condition of N. Galatia. On this
point it is sufficient to refer to Sir W. M. Ramsay's own brilliant pages
(Gal. 128-164) upon the civilisation of the province of Northern Galatia.
As he himself allows, Ancyra was "one of the greatest and most splendid
cities of Asia Minor" (cp. Steinmann's Leserkreis, 50f.), and the Roman
sway had long since permeated the country with civilising influences.§
* Sir W. M. Ramsay (CzVziSJ of St. Paul, 81) concludes from the slight
and vague allusions to Syria and Cilicia that Luke had no personal knowledge of these regions. Exactly the same inference follows from his scanty
reference to N. Galatia. On the same page he confesses that " even about the
Galatian cities he {i.e. Luke] has not very much to relate that is detailed or
picturesque."
! If it is argued that surely Paul would have written an epistle to such
important churches as those of Derbe, Lystra, Ikonium, etc., the obvious reply
is that (i.) extant letters do not represent all that the apostle wrote ; (ii.) that
no letter was written by him', as far as we know, even to so central a church
as that of Ephesus.
X "There were regular roads from either Ikonium or Antioch to Pessinus.
Moreover, the apostle, who was accustomed to ' perils of robbers, perils of
rivers, perils in the wilderness' (2 Co 11"*), and who preferred walking from
Troas to Assos (Ac 20'^) while his companions sailed, would not be deterred
by any rough or unfrequented paths" (Lightfoot, Colossians, 26-27).
§ Cp. Professor Anwyl in Mansfield College Essays (1909), pp. 158
("Galatia was rapidly penetrated by the civilisation of the Mediterranean
area") and 160 ("whether the epistle to the Galatians was addressed to
them or not, there is no evidence that in the apostolic age they were
conspicuously more backward than the inhabitants of other parts of Asia
Minor "). Lake's " desolate tracts" do not describe N. Galatia.
7
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In any case the Galatians were capable of being converted," and Paul
was an evangelist, not a lecturer. The proportion and influence of the
local Jews exactly correspond to the insignificant position they seem
to have occupied in the churches, judged by the epistle. Finally, it may
be pointed out that " the Galatian cities were in far closer relations with
the cities of Bithynia-Pontus than of Asia" (Ramsay, Gal. p. 143) ; which
supports the contention that Paul, after his work in N. Galatia, naturally
thought of Bithynia. Any historical evidence which is available does not
imply that the civilisation of N. Galatia, during the first century A.D., was
Romano-Gallic rather than Hellenic ; as the inscriptions and coins indicate, the
Anatolian culture which predominated throughout the province did not exclude
either the impression of Greek religious ideas or of the Greek language.
It is therefore beside the mark to dismiss the North Galatian theory on the
ground that it implies a degree of Greek culture which was foreign to the
Galatians. Besides, when the evidence of the epistle itself is examined,
the amount of acquaintance which it presupposes with Greek usages and
conceptions (e.g. in 4") does not appear to preclude the possibility of the
Northern Galatians having been familiar with such elementary Gr«co-Asiatic
culture. The Hellenic ideas used in Galatians might have been perfectly
intelligible to the Galatians of the northern province, so far as any reliable
evidence is at our command (cp. Burton in AJT., 1901, 152-153). At any
rate, Greek was not only the oflScial but the trading language. Unless we
exaggerate the so-called Hellenism of Paul and the barbarism of Galatia,
there is no cogent reason why any argument employed in Galatians
would have been inappropriate to inhabitants of Northern Galatia. It did
not require any special contact with the Grseco-Roman culture of the age,
such as is claimed for S. Galatia, in order to understand what Paul wrote
about slavery, adoption, or wills. This is frankly admitted by Dr. Dawson
Walker in his essay on " T h e Legal Terminology in the Epistle to the
Galatians" (Gift of Tongues, etc., pp. 127 f.). "Whether the Chrisdan
communities to which the epistle was sent were situated in North or in South
Galatia, there would be a sufficiently strong Roman environment to make
such general allusions as St. Paul makes to Roman civil law quite intelligible.
We therefore conclude that the legal allusions in the epistle are indecisive.
There is nothing in them that bears so directly on the question of the locality
of the Galatian Churches as to enable us to say decisively whether the
epistle was sent to North or to South Galatia" (op, cit. 174 f.).
( / ) Once more, the South Galatian argument that Paul always sought
out important centres in which to carry on his propaganda is sadly shattered
• Another phase of this argument is that the N. Galatian churches remain unimportant in early church history, and that not till the end of the second century
is there much light upon their existence. But even so, what of the South
Galatian churches ? " All the more strange," on account of the marked success
of the preaching at Antioch (Ac I3'^"'-)) " is the subsequent unimportance of
the South Galatian churches" (EBi. 184). This is candidly written by Mr.
Woodhouse, who adheres to the South Galatian hypothesis. The Syriac
martyrology even points to martyrdoms at Ancyra before the reign of Trajan
(cp. ET.xA.
641.).
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by the fact that Derbe and Lystra were quite second-rate cities, with very
little in common between them and the Roman world. The former " was
one of the rudest of the Pauline cities, education had made no progress in it."
Sir W. M. Ramsay even wonders how so rustic and sequestered a spot as
Lystra came to be visited by Paul. " How did the cosmopolitan Paul drift
like a piece of timber borne by the current into this quiet backwater?"
(The Cities of St, Paul, 408). Since he did evangelise^uch places, we may
perhaps be spared the argument that North Galatia would have been beneath
his notice. Even apart from the case of Derbe and Lystra, the common
assertion that Paul invariably sought out important imperial centres is not
justified by the evidence. Paul, like Wesley, was an evangelist who
had a passion for the regions beyond (2 Co lo'*'!' e/$ T4 iwepiKeiva ip,S>v
eiayyeXiaaa-Bai; cp. Ro 15"'") 5 North Galatia lay on the line of his circle
from Jerusalem, and his procedure elsewhere makes the enterprise in that
country not simply credible but probable.
Many internal arguments used on both sides to prove the character of
the people addressed in the epistle are of little independent value. No stress
can be laid, e.g., on the so-called Celtic fickleness, in the interests of the
N. Galatian hypothesis. On the other hand, it is as irrelevant to discover
anything characteristically S. Galatian in 6'-'> (so Ramsay, Hist, Comm, Gal.
454 f.), as if the pitiless temper were specially Phrygian ! If any local colour
is to be sought, the allusion in 6 " suggests the custom of marking slaves by
scars and cuts, which was notoriously a practice of the North Galatians
(cp. Ramsay, Hist. Comm. Gal. 82 f.). The alleged coincidences between
Galatians (cp. 4*) and Paul's address in the South Galatian Pisidian Antioch
(Ac 13'°'"^) are interesting (cp. op, cit. 399 f.), but they are not confined to
this address, and represent the primitive Christian outlook rather than Paul's
specific views.
The South Galatian theory has several attractive features, but it lies open
to objections of more or less cogency. E.g., (i.) if the opening of the South
Galatian mission is so fully described in Ac 13-14, why is there no mention
of the illness which Paul specially mentions in Gal 4'*? Again, (ii.) the
Galatians received Paul its dyyekov Beov, uis Xpicrrbv 'Iijaodn (Gal 4"), in spite
of his illness—a very different thing from hailing him in full health as the pagan
Hermes (Ac 14'")! There is not (iii.) a hint in the epistle of any persecution
or suffering endured by him in his evangelisation of Galatia, whereas his
South Galatian mission was stormy in the extreme (Ac 13-14, 2 Ti 3I*).
Once more (iv.), if Paul had evangelised S. Galatia prior to the Council, it
is not easy to understand why he did not say so in Gal i"'. None of these
objections is satisfactorily met by the S. Galatian theory, in any of its forms.
On both sides, but especially on the S. Galatian, there is too great a
tendency to tamper with the text of Acts in order to bring it into line with
the requirements of a theory. Thus Weber and Ramsay, as well as Lightfoot
(Biblical Essays, 237 f.), prefer the inferior v.l. SieXBbvres in Ac 16*; Blass
in 16' substitutes the equally inferior SieXBbvres for rapeXBbvres, and reads,
on the sole authority of a thirteenth cent. Latin MS, rds PaXartKcls X'^P"-^ >n
16'; even Belser is driven (Einl. 423), like Weber and J. Weiss, to regard
the reference to T. %• ^^ the latter verse as corrupt, possibly a harmonising
gloss from 18"*.
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This opens up the complex problem of the relationship between Galatians
and the narrative of Acts, (a) As to the various journeys of Paul to Jerusalem,
neither theory entirely escapes the familiar difficulties ; the S. Galatian
hypothesis, in one or two forms, succeeds in evading them, but only by
conjectural alterations of the order of the narratives (see below). A more
important question (d) relates to the Council of Jerusalem. Here the identity
of Gal 2'-'° with Ac 15 must be maintained. In the former passage Paul is
certainly giving his own version of what Luke subsequently described from
a later and a different standpoint. The narrative of Acts, whatever be the
historical value or site of the decree, is the counterpart of Gal 2'-'". Since
the object of the two visits in Ac n"'-3o and Gal 2'-'° is different, and since
jj27-so p^jj hardly be regarded as a variant account of 15, the only alternative
is to regard Ac 15 and Gal 2^'^" as referring to the same incident. This
hypothesis is not wrecked by the patent difference of motive noticed in the
two narratives, as there is nothing inconsistent in Paul emphasising the
inward impulse, under the circumstances, and Luke recalling the joint-action
of the church. The omission of any reference to Titus or the private
conference is strange but not unparalleled in Acts, and, on the other hand,
both narratives agree (and this is fundamental) in making the object of the
journey a desire to settle the relation of Gentile Christians to the law ; both
imply two conferences, resulting in the recognition of Gentile Christians,
and the refusal, on the part of the apostles, to sanction the orthodox demand
tor universal circumcision. Ac 15 certainly presents a modified, and even
in some respects an unhistorical, account of what had been a very serious
crisis in the early church. With characteristic tact, Luke passes over the
firiction between Paul and the three pillar-apostles, as well as the difference
of opinion which yielded but slowly to Paul's remonstrances; he also
represents both James and Peter * as in essential harmony with the apostle
of the Gentiles from the first. This irenical purpose helps to explain Luke's
subsequent silence upon the bitter anti-Pauline movement of the Judaisers I
• For the odd attempt of some Roman Catholic scholars to prove that
Cephas and Peter are different persons (as Clement of Alexandria was the
first to suggest), cp. Pesch in the ZeitschriftfUr kath. Theol. (1883) pp. 456490, with Vigorous, Les Livres Saints et la critique rationaliste, vol. v.
pp. 456-476. Another curiosity of ancient interpretation was the view
popularised by Chrysostom, Jerome, and alleged to go back to Origen, that
the dispute was a got-up scene. The patristic attitude towards the dispute
is sketched by Overbeck in his Auffassung des Streits des Paulus mil dem
Apostel Petrus bei den Kirchenvatem (Basel, 1877), and Lightfoot (Gal, pp.
128-132).

! Upon the North Galatian theory, the Judaistic agitation in Galatia
was a recrudescence of the movement against Gentile Christianity which the
Council had temporarily checked. The counter-mission was cleverly carried
into far-off districts where people were less well acquainted with the proceed
ings at Jerusalem and Antioch, and as adroitly the reactionary party took
advantage of Paul's absence to undermine his authority. The burning question
was circumcision as it had been at Jerusalem. On the S. Galatian hypothesis,
this question had arisen prior to the Council, and Paul simply took advantage
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and the Corinthian dissensions, as well as upon (c) the dispute between
Paul aiid Peter at Antioch. The natural impression made by 2"->'' is that
Peter's visit I.0 Antioch followed the events narrated in 2'-", and there is
no reason, historical or grammatical, to reverse this opinion.* That Peter's
inconsistency was only possible before the Council (Weber, Belser, van
Bebber, M. Jones) is an hypothesis, which depends on the erroneous idea
that the Council's decree regulated the social intercourse of Jewish and
Gentile Christians. The reconstruction certainly tends to modify the unfavourable impression made by Peter's vacillating conduct; but in 2i"- Paul
is not harking back, in defence of his apostolic authority, to an episode which
preceded that of 2'-*". The point of 2i"- lies in its historical sequence
(cp. Steinmann's Abfassungszeit, pp. 132 f.; Clemen's'Paulus,
i, 41 f. ;
and Watkins, pp. 227 f.). The principle upheld at Jerusalem had to be
vindicated practically at Antioch soon afterwards. " When we follow Paul's
account, the growing excitement with which he unmistakably records the
event at Antioch is sufficient to prove that, in his view, it was there that the
crisis was reached" (Weizsacker, A A, i. 176). In a word. Gal 2'i-'^ forms
the climax, from Paul's point of view, in his triumphant assertion of the
free Christian rights belonging to Gentile converts.
That the Antioch collision took place before Paul left (Ac 15^), and
not during the visit of Ac 18"' (Renan, Neander, Sabatier, Godet), is also
the natural inference from the narrative ; it is corroborated by the fact that
after ijSSf. Barnabas was never alongside of Paul, as is implied in Gal 2^K

§ 5. The date.—The division of opinion upon the destination has led to an even greater variety of conjectures as to the
date of the epistle's composition. On the North Galatian hypothesis the letter cannot have been written before the period of
Ac i823; but it may have been composed either (i.) on the way
from Galatia to Ephesus (Hug, Rtickert); or (ii.) during Paul's
stay at Ephesus (Ac 19^" ^'*), perhaps during one of his journeys
m the vicinity; or (iii.) on his way from Ephesus to Corinth
of the collection for the Jewish poor to enlist the sympathies and win the
confidence of the Jewish Christians in the capital. But both implications are
improbable, especially the 'second; neither Luke nor Paul says anything
about this motive, and the use supposed to have been made of the collection
is the outcome of imagination rather than the reflection of history'.
* A s is done by C. H. Turner (DB. i. 423 f.), R. A. Falconer (ET.
xi. 487-490), Williams, and Zahn (NKZ., 1894, 435 f. ; Gal. i i o f . ) , after
Calvin, Schneckenburger (Zweck der Apgeschichte, 109 f.), etc., all of whom
place the Antioch-episode prior to Ac 15', either between Ac 12"* and 13*
or between 14"^ and 15*. Ramsay, who formerly held the latter view (SPT.
158 f.), now inclines to think that Peter's visit to Antioch (Gal 2"'-)
"preceded the first missionary journey of Paul and Barnabas, and that he
was sent from Jerusalem as far as Syrian Antioch to inspect and report on
this new extension of the church, just as he had been sent previously to
Samaria along with John on a similar errand" (Cities of St. Paul, 302-303).
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(cp. Moffatt, HNT. 127 f.). There is not much to choose
between (ii.) and (iii-), but upon the whole thc more probable
hypothesis is that the epistle was written from Ephesus (Ac 19^),
soon after Paul had left Galatia (Ac i823) for the second time; so,
e.g., Wieseler, Credner, Hofmann, Godet, Alford, Reuss, Meyer,
H . J. Holtzmann, Lipsius, Sieffert, Schmiedel, Steinmann,
etc. This was the traditional view as early as Victorinus (* epistula
ad G. missa dicitur ab apostolo ab Epheso') and earlier; the
only real alternative is Paul's stay in Macedonia or Corinth, during
the period covered bj^ Ac 2oi^- (so especially Lightfoot, after
Conybeare and Howson, with Bleek, Salmon, von Dobschutz, etc.).
One of the charges riiade against Paul at The^ssalonika was
that he had left his converts in the lurch. He had to meet this
insinuation by showing that tie had been unable, not unwilUng,
to return (p. 68). No such calumny is mentioned iii Galatian^
The tone of 420 implies that the Galatians recognised he could
not visit them in person. Why, we do not know. Galatia was
accessible from Ephesus, but there may have been reasons why
he could not leave the latter place at the rnoment. Otherwise,
we may suppose he was either on the point of starting for Corinth
or on his way there, when the news of the Galatian relapse
reached him. Luke unfortunately has no more to tell us about
Paul's relations with the backward Galatae than about Paul's
contemporary troubles with.the recalcitrant Corinthians.
The South Galatian critics mostly put Galatians first of all
the extant epistles (cp. Miss E. G. Briggs, New World, 1900,
115f.; C. W. Emmet, Exp? ix. 242 f.). Some (Emmet, Lake:
EEP. 253f., Bruston: RTQ. xxii. 123 f., etc.) even place it
prior to the Council of Jerusalem, after Calvin (on 2^ " a c ne
satis quidem constat, quo tempore scripta fuerit epistola: nisi
quod Grseci missam Roma diuinant, Latini Epheso. Ego
autem non tantum scriptam ante fuisse arbitror, quam Paulus
Romam uidisset, uerum antequdm habita fuisset ilia consultatio
et de ceremoniarum usu pronuntiassent apostoli") and Beza,
followed by Ulrich and Bottger. This involves the identification of the journey in Ac 11 so with that of Gal 2^^-—a view
which has found favour with several South Galatian advocates in
their manipulation of the Lucan narratives.
Galatians occupied the first place in Marcion's list of the Pauline letters •
but, as Thessalonians is put after Romans, it is obvious that Marcion either
arranged the epistles unchronologically, or had no sure tradition upon their
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relative position. The former is probably the true solution (cp. Tert. adv.
Marc. V. 2). Galatians was put in the forefront as Paul's battle-cry against
the Judaism which Marcion detested (see above, p. 16).

It might be held that Galatians was written by Paul on his
way to Jerusalem (Ac 15^; Gal 2^-1" being identified with a visit
unknown to Luke, and a second visit being denied in Gal 4^^).
A less complex view is represented by W. A. Shedd {ET,
xii. 568) and Douglass Round {Date of St. Paul's Ep. to the
Galatians, 1906), who identify Gal 2^-i<* with Ac ii^", and date
the epistle from Antioch before Paul went to Jerusalem for the
Council of Ac 15. This theory, however, does not avoid the
difficulties encountered by similar attempts (cp. Watkins, 252 f.)
to place the epistle prior to the Council These difficulties are
most ingeniously met by McGiffert, who, identifying Gal 2^'io
with Ac 11 = 15 (^11 referring to the same incident), places
the composition of Gal. in Antioch prior to the second tour
of Ac 16^. This involves the interpretation of Ac 16^ as
unhistorical (against this cp. the present writer's article in
EBi. 5076 and Bacon's Story of St. Paul, 148 f.). But it is the
very circumcision of Timotheus which lends point to the
charges underlying Gal i^o and 5I1. Again, the failure to
mention Barnabas as the co-founder of the churches is not
intelligible except after the rupture, and to identify the second
visit with the return journey from Derbe is hardly adequate to
the impression made by the epistle, which suggests that this
visit was paid to the province as a whole, instead of to one or
two particular cities and their churches.
Even when the epistle is admitted (cp. M. Jones, Exp,*
vi. 193 f., ET xxiv. 382 f., 475 f., 566 f.) to be subsequent to the
Council of Ac 15, there is no agreement on its period. Thus
Hausrath dates the epistle from Macedonia during the second
tour, in the autumn of A.D. 53, mainly upon the erroneous ground
that 48-11 alludes to the sabbatical year. Albrecht {Paulus,
19031 PP- i i 4 f - ) and Clemen {Paulus, i. 396 f.) choose Athens,
identifying the oX cyvv ipol TraWes d8eA<^ot of i^ with Christians
who had accompanied Paul from Berea 1 This is supposed to
explain the absence of Timotheus and Silas from the greeting.
For similar reasons, many adherents of the S. Galatian hypothesis come down to the opening period of Paul's residence
at Corinth (so, e.g., Mynster, Zahn, Bacon, Rendall, J. Weiss).
But the hyperbole of i Th i*"^ does not imply that the news of the
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Thessalonians' conversion had reached Galatia; and there is
not enough time to allow for the exchange of news between
Paul and that country. Besides, it is rather fanciful to regard
Galatians as having temporarily checked the Judaising movement which, after a lull (reflected in Thessalonians), burst out
again in Corinthians and Romans.* Volkmar {op. cit. 37 f.) dates
Gal. from Antioch at the close of the second tour (Ac iS^s),
while Renan prefers to date the epistle from Syrian Antioch
during the period of Ac 182^, prior to the third tour,—a
theory which has naturally proved a stumbling-block to most
of those who share the S. Galatian view. It offers no satisfactory explanation, e.g., of why Paul omitted any reference to
his third visit to Jerusalem (Ac 15), still less of Luke's failure to
note any interruption (on the second visit to Galatia) of the
harmony between Paul and the local churches. Furthermore,
the obvious meaning of Gal 42" {y^QeXov Se rrapelvai rrpo'i vpM.%

apTi) is that Paul cannot visit them. There is not the slightest
indication in the epistle that he was planning a visit very soon,
and that the messenger who carried -the letter took news of
this to the churches. The same arguments (cp. Round, op. cit.
48 f.) tell as heavily against the hypothesis {e.g. Askwith and
Pfleiderer and D. Walker) that the epistle was written (so
Jacquier hesitatingly) by Paul from Macedonia or Achaia during
the third tour.
These latter variations of the S. Galatian theory really tally,
so far as the date is concerned, with the N. Galatian hypothesis ;•
and occasionally the same arguments are employed to defend
them, viz. from the affinities of thought and style between
Galatians and the other Hauptbriefe. Galatians may be (i.) prior
to Corinthians; so, especially, Baur {Paul, i. 260 f.), Havet, les
Origines du Christ, iv. loi f.; Hilgenfeld {Einl. 249 f.; ZWT,,
1883, 303-343)» Sabatier {Paul, 137-155), B. Weiss, Godet,
Renan, H. J. Holtzmann, Jiilicher, Sieffert, Holsten, Sir R. Dr
Hanson {Apostle Paul, pp. 243 f.), Lipsius, Ramsay {SPT,
189 f.), Bovon {NTTh.
ii. 73 f.), Sanday and Headlam
("Romans," ICC. pp. xxxvi-xxxvii), Warfield {JBL., 1884,
50-64), Schafer {Einl. 87 f.), etc. The case for this relative
order rests rather on a detailed examination of each writing by
* The adherents of the early date now include Ramsay (Teaching of St.
Paul, 1913, 372 f., a'nd Exp.'^s. 127 f.) and Bartlet (EB.'^^ xx. 945: 'written
in the winter of Paul's first journey to Europe, c. 51-52, say in Corinth').
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itself than upon any attempt to trace a dogmatic or controversial
evolution in Paul's mind. The aXXois of i Co 9' may be an
allusion to Galatians (cp. i Co 9^'- with Gal 5^-8), and Gal 2*-^
may give us the clue to Am I not free? in i Co 9^; but such
threads are too slight to bear any weight of conclusions about
the relative order. As a matter of fact, this process of reasoning
has led some to exactly the opposite result, viz., that (ii.)
Galatians is subsequent to 2 Corinthians and next to Romans in
order. So Hartmann {ZWT., 1899, 187-194), arguing from
2 Co 12^ and Gal 2\ but especially Bleek, Howson, Credner,
Salmon (Smith's DB.^ i. iio8f.), and Lightfoot (pp. 36-56),
followed by Farrar, S. Davidson {INT. i. 73-83), W. Bruckner
{Chron. 174f.), Hort, Findlay, M. W. Jacobus {A Problem
in Criticism, 1900, pp. 113 f.), Resch {Paulinismus, 4T5 f., very
emphatically), Askwith (chs. vii.-viii.), Adeney, and Williams.
The argument is that the net resemblances of thought
and language imply a grouping of Galatians and Romans
close together; that the Judaism combated in 2 Cor. is less
matured than in Galatians; and so forth. But there is no reason
to suppose that the Judaistic agitation developed uniformly.
Such reasoning assumes erroneously " that the Judaising heresy
had reached at the same point of time the same stage of development everywhere. So soon as we remember that some of
these epistles were written to enlightened Corinth and others to
barbarous Galatia, all these nice arrangements are seen to be
the growth of misunderstanding" (Warfield, JBL,, 1884, p. 52).
The similarity of attitude in Gal. and Rom. yields no safe
inference as to their period of composition. The latter epistle
carries forward the conceptions outlined in the former, after a
brief lapse of time, during which other and more pressing
questions {e.g. 1 and 2 Cor.) had engrossed the writer's mind.
The comparative absence of doctrinal controversy (in 2 Cor.)
with the Judaistic emissaries proves, not that the conflict with
them was still in some inchoate stage which is reflected in
Gal, but simply that the particular conditions at Corinth
demanded special treatment. The exposure of these agitators
in 2 Cor. is not inconsistent with a previous refutation of
their principles such as is flung out in Galatians. See further
on this point, Rendall {Exp.* ix. 260), C. H. Turner {DB
i. 423), Zahn {INT i. pp. 200-201), Peake {INT. pp. 27 f.),
and especially Sieffert's essay in ThSt. (332-357). W. S. Wood
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{Studies in Gal. pp. 2 f.) specially controverts Lightfoot, in the
interests of a date at least synchronous with Thessalonians.'*
It is important to avoid this ultra-logical and literary
method of treating Paul's correspondence,—as if he could not
return to any given topic from a later standpoint,—since it is
often used not only {a) to support a priori views of their dates,
but also {b) lo discredit their authenticity.
(a) One instance of the former error is presented by the patristic tradition
(Eusebius of Emesa, Jerome, Theodofet, Oecumenius, etc.), reflected in the
subscription of one or two later uncials (iypd<pi] dirb 'Fup.rjs), and prevalent
in some circles of the Eastern church, v/hich has occasionally been revived by
critics (tf.,^. Schrader, der Apostel Paulus, 1830, i. 2l6f. ; Kohler, Versuch uber
die Abfassungszeit der epistolischen Schriftcjtim NT, 1830, pp. 125 f.; Halmel,
Rijjn, Recht im Galaterbrief, 1895, pp. 30 f., and R. Scott), who actually
place Galatians in the Roman imprisonment. The reasons alleged for this
curious date are quite unconvincing. The argument led from its affinities
with Romans has been already met (cp. pp. 104 f.). The notion (Halmel) that
it implies a knowledge of Roman law which involves a residence in Italy
is out of the question: Paul was a Roman citizen himself, and any such
acquaintance with Roman legal procedure as the epistle may be held to
presuppose was quite possible throughout a province like Galatia (see above,
PP- 97-9S). Finally, the fancied allusions to imprisonment evaporate under
examination. Had Paul been in prison, he would have referred plainly to it,
e,g,, at 420 (cp. Ph i^ 4""- etc.).
It is no improvement on this theory to place the epistle during Paul's last
voyage to Palestine (perhaps at Troas, Ac 20^ ; so Mill, NT Prolegomena, 4),
on the ground that 2^" refers to the collection (Ro 15), or (so KUhn, NKZ,,
1895, 156f., 981 f.) in the Cesarean imprisonment, when Paul could not get
away (4^') to revisit his firiends, and when he had been maltreated by the
Jews ( 6 " = A c 2i32).

§ 6, Authenticity,—It is this relationship to Romans which
also {b) started the theories of Galatians as a second-century product (see below, under "Romans"), composed upon the basis of
Romans and Corinthians, in order either to oppose the milder
conception of Paul in Acts, or to promulgate a broader form of
Christianity, or to emphasise the rupture between -Judaism and
Christianity. The ablest statement of the theory was R. Steck's
der Galaterbrief nach seiner Echtheit untersucht, nebst kritischen
Bemerkungen zu den paulinischen Hauptbriefen (Berlin, 1888),
written in a phase of reaction against the Tiibingen identification
oi the four Hauptbriefe with the genuine Paul. J. Friedrich's
* A. J. Dickinson (Biblical World, xii. I72f.) finds three notes:
(a) i>-2'-', before the Council, (b) i^, •^-i^-'^ (eatly in tha summer of 50), and
(c) i9-»», 4-J-6'o (summer of 51).
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die Unaechtheit des Galaterbriefs (Halle, 1891) is less original.
The hypothesis is no longer anything but a curiosity of criticism,
hke Pfere Jean Hardouin's relegation of most of the classics to
the fourteenth century, and Edwin Johnson's discovery that the
primitive Christian literature was forged in the Renaissance and
Reformation periods {Antiqua Mater, London, 1887). All that
requires to be said against such vagaries has been put by
Schmiedel {LC, 1888, 1697 f.; EBi, 1617-1623), Kappeler
(Z. Schw., 1889, I I-I 9), Sieffert {op. cit, pp. 26 f.), Lindemann
{die Aechtheit der paulinischen Hauptbriefe, 1889), Gloel {die
fiingste Kritik des Galaterbriefs auf ihre Berechtigung gepriift,
1890), C. H. van Rhijn {Theol. Studien, 1890, 363 f.).
Wohlenberg {NKZ., 1893, 741 f.), Zahn {Einl. % 9), R. J.
Knowling ( fFj:V«eij of the Epistles, 133 f., and Testimony of St,
Paul to Christ, 1905, 34 f.), and Clemen {Paulus, \. 18 f.).
(a) No weight or worth attaches to the attempts made to disentangle a
Pauline nucleus from later editorial accretions, as, e.g., by Cramer, who
detects unauthentic interpolations all through (e.g. l'* 2^'* etc.), but notably
in 3I6-30. 26-29 424-27 ^6-6 51-6. 9-io_ gvcn Volter, who applies this method to
the other Pauline epistles, recognises that Galatians is practically a literary
unity, although that does not prevent him from relegating it to a post-Pauline
date (Paulus u. seine Briefe, pp. 229-285). 'Van Manen's attempt (TT,
1887, 400 f., 456 f.) to prove that Marcion's text was more original than the
canonical, is answered at length by Baljon (op, cit, pp. i - i o i ) and Clemen
(Einheitlichkeit d. Paul. Briefe, 1894, 100 f.).
(b) The earliest reference to Galatians by name, is the notice of its
inclusion in Marcion's Apostolicon ; but almost verbal echoes of 310-1' occur in
Justin's Dial, xciv.-xcv. (as of 4* in Athenag. Leg. 16, and of 4I* in Diogn.
10) and Oral. 5 (of Gal 4I'), and the epistle was almost certainly known to
Polykarp, as the quotations in 5I (from Gal 6'') elSbres oSv 8ri Qebs ov PLVKTI;pl^erai and 3' (from Gal 4^') TIITTIV, •qris iarlv p.'fiTTjp rrdvTiav ijpiSiv, and the
allusions in 3' (Gal 5"), 5' (Gal 5"), 9* (Gal 2") prove. Apart from Phil, i'
(oiK d<() iavTov oiSi Si dvBpwirijiv=:G3\ i^), the traces of the epistle in Ignatius
(221= Trail. IQI, s,^'^ = Eph. 181, l^^-Eph. 16', 6 " = y?(71) are faint, as is also
the case with Clem. Rom. (2i = Gal 3I, 5^=2*). As the second century
advances, the evidence of the epistle's popularity multiplies on all sides, from
Ptolemseus and the Ophites to Irenaeus and the Muratorian Canon (cp.
Gregory, Text and Canon of NT, 201-203).
The inferiority of its early attestation, as compared, e.g., with that of
I Cor. or of Rom., may be due to the remote situation of the churches in
which it was originally circulated (i.e. on the North Galatian hypothesis),
or to its polemical tone. Celsus observed that Christians, despite their
shameful quarrels and divisions, could all be heard saying, ' The world is
crucified to me, and I to the world.' Origen (c. Cels. v. 64) declares this
is the only sentence which Celsus ever quoted from Paul (Gal 6**).
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LITERATURE.'—(a) Editions:—Cajetan CVenice, 1531); Morton (1596) ;
Cornelius h. Lapide (1614); Crellius (1635); Lightfoot (1664); Grotius
(1644); Semler's Ptxraphrasis (1770-6); Morus (1794); J. G. F. Billroth
(1833, Eng. tr. by'W. L. Alexander, 1837-S); Rtickert (Leipzig, 1836-7);
de'Wette (1841); Peile (London, 1848); Olshausen ^ (1840, Eng. tr. 1851);
J. H. Thorn (1851); Hodge (1857-60); A. Maier (1857); Neander
(Ausleg. d. beiden Briefe, ed. Beyschlag, 1859); Burger (1859-60); Kling
(1861, Eng. tr. 1866); C. Wordsworth^ (1866); Hofmann^ (1874-7);
Braune^ (1876); Meyer" (1870, Eng. tr. 1877J; Stanley<* (1882); Bisping
(1883); J. A. B e e t ' (1885); Schnedermann (in Strack und Zockler,
1887); W. Kay (1887); Gobel (1887); Schmieden (HC, 1892)*; Comely
(Paris, 1892); J. Drummond (Intern. Hdbks. NT, J899); Ceulemans
(1901); Couard^ (1901); B. Weiss^ (1902); A. Schafer (1903); Massie
(CB. n. d.)^ Bousset^ (SNT 1907); Gutjahr (1907); A. Schlatter (1907);
J. Niglutsch2(i907); lAeizmann (HBNT. 1907); M'Fadyen (1911).
Of I Cor. alone:—D. Parens (Heidelberg, 1621); Krause (1792);
Heydenreich (Marburg, 1825-7); Osiander (1849); A. Maier (1857); Evans
(Speaker's Comm. 1881) * ; Heinrici* (1880); T. C. Edwards (London,
1885)*; EUicott (1887); Godet * (1887, Eng. t r . ) ; Farrar^ (Pulpit Comm,
1888); Siedenpfennig(i893); Lightfoot (Notes on Epp. of Si. Paul, 1895 ;
on ii-7«"); Heinrici (—Meyer^, 1896); G. G. Findlay (^'G^r. 1901)*;
Goudge(f^C. 1903); Bachmann ( Z A : 1905)*; J. Weiss (—Meyer ^ 1910)*;
Plummer and Robertson (/CC. 1911); Parry (CG^7: 1916).
Of 2 Cor. alone :—Mosheim (Erkldrung des zweiten Briefe des heiligen
apostels Paulus an die Gemeinde zu Cor. 1762); J. G. F. Leun (1804);
Emmerling (1823); Scharling (1840); Osiander (1858); Klopper* (1874);
Waite (Speaker's Comm. 1881); Farrar (Pulpit Comm. 1883); Heinrici*
(1887); Heinrici (— Meyer^ 1900); Plummer (CGT. 1903); J. H. Bernard
(EGT. 1903)* ; Langheinrich ^ (1905); Comely (Comm. in S. Pauli epp. ad
Cor. alteram et Gal., Paris, 1907); Bachmann (ZK. 1909)*; Belser (1910);
A. Menzies* (1912); G. Godet (Paris, 1914); Plummer (ICC. 1915).
(b) Studies:—(i.) of I Cor. alone—Petrus Martyr. (Commentarii, ed.
1551); Gibaud's Introd. d la premiere ipitre aux Cor. (These de Strasb.
1835); Straatman's Kritische siudien over den i Kor, (1863); Holsten,
Evangelium des Paulus, i. (1880); C. H. van Rhijn, " het opschrift van
der eersten Brief aan de K." (Theol. Stud., 1900, 3S7f.); E. Kiihl,
Erldut. Umschreibung, etc., 1905). (ii.) of 2 Cor. alone.—T. Heshusius
(Explicalin^lS72);
H . Royaards, Disputatio inauguralis de altera P. ad C,
epistola (1818); K. F. A. Fritzsche, de nonnullis posterioris Pauli ad
Corinthios Epistola locis dissertationes dua (1824) ; M. Wirth, Altes und
neues uber d. zweiten Brief an die Korinth. (1825); Roux, Analyse de la
deux, epitre aux Cor. (1836); Klopper, Exegeiische-krilische Unters. uber
den zweiten Brief des Paulus an die Gemeinde zu Korinth (1869)*;
Denney (Expos. Bible, 1894) * ; G. Barde, Paul Papbtre, etudes sur la 2
1 For the ancient and mediaeval literature, from Chrysostom to Calvin,
see T. C. Edwards' edition, pp. xxvi-xxxii.
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epttre aux C. (1906). (iii.) of 2 Cor., favourable to intermediate Letter
hypothesis (see further below, p. 121) : Hausrath, der Vier-Capitel Brief des
Paulus an die Corinthier (1870) ; Hagge (JPT,
1876, pp. 481-531);
"Volter (TT., 1889, pp. 294-325); Briickner (Chron. 177-180); Konig
{ZWT, 1897, pp. 482-554); J. H. Kennedy (Exp.'^, 1897, pp. 231 f., 285f.,
1899, pp. 182 f. ; The Second and Third Letters of St. Paul to the
Corinthians*, 1900; Hermalhena, 1903, 340-367; Irish Ch. Quarterly,
1917, 123 f.); R. Mackintosh (Exp.'' vi. 77 f., 226f., 336f.); G. H.
Rendall, The Epistles of St. Paul to the Corinthians (igog).
Unfavourable:
Gabler, De capp. ult. ix.-xiii. posterioris epist. P. ad Cor. ab eadem haud
separandis (Gottingen, 1782; reply to Semler); Hilgenfeld (ZWT,
1899,
pp. 1-19); N. J. D. "White {Exp.^ ^'u.. ii3f. ; Hermalhena, 1903, pp. 7989); A. Menzies (Exp.^ vi. 366f.). (iv.) of both epp.—G. T. Zachariae's
Erkldrung (1769); Schenkel, dissertatio de eccles. Corinthiprimava faclionibus turbata (Basel, 1838); J. G. Miiller, de tribus P. itineribus Corinthum
susceptis de epistolisque ad eosdem non deperditis (Basel, 1831); Eylau, zur
Chronologie der Kor.-Briefe (1873); Rabiger, Kritische Untersuchungen
tiberd. Inhalt d. beiden Briefe d. Apostels P. an die Kor. Gemeinde ^ (1886) * ;
A. Sabatier's Paul (Eng. tr.), 156-184; Krenkel's Beitrdge zur Aufhellung
der Geschichte u. der Briefe des Paulus (1890) ; van Manen, De brieven aan
de Korinthiers (1896); Sanday (.£^2. 899-907); Pfleiderer (6Vc. i. 144 f.);
A. Robertson (DB. i. 483-498); 'W. Schmidt (PRE. xi. 369 f.); Jacquier
(Vigouroux' DB. ii. 983-1005); Rohr, Paulus u. die Gemeinde von Korinth
auf Grund d. beiden Korinlherbriefe (Freiburg, 1899); Ermoni (RB., 1899,
283-289); Holsten (ZWT., 1901, pp. 324-369); "W. M. Ramsay (Exp,^
i.-iii.)'*; G. Hollmann, Urchristenthum im Corinth (1903); Clemen's
Paulus (1904), i. pp. 49-85; von Dobschutz, Urc. pp. I if.; Munzinger,
Paulus in Korinth (1907)*; W. Liitgert, Freiheitspredigt und Schwarmgeister in Korinth {BFT. xii. 3, 1908); R. Scott, The Pauline Epistles
(1909), 61-95 ; J. H. Ropes (EB.'^^ vii. 150-154) ; G. H. Clayton (DAC,
i. 250f.); J. Weiss (Urc. 245 f.).

§ I. Outline of the correspondence.—Paul's correspondence
with the Christians of Corinth, so far as traces of it are extant,
included four letters from him. (a) The earliest (i Co 5^ e.ypa\\ia
vplv iv Trj eTTia-ToXr) p.-q crvvavapiyvvcrdai

rropvovs KTX.)

has not

been preserved, unless, as is very probable, 2 Co 6^^-71 is one
fragment of it. This letter must have been written after Ac 18'^
and prior to {b) i Cor., which was sent (possibly by Titus among
others; cp. Lightfoot's Biblical Essays, 281 f.) from Ephesus
(i65-9.19^^ during the period of Ac 19I-20I, in reply to a communication, conveyed perhaps ^ by Stephanas, Fortunatus, and
Achaicus (i Co i6^''^^), from the Corinthian Christians themselves (i Co 7^ trepX Se mv iypdipare). The subsequent visit
referred to in 4^^'^^ {iXeva-opai Be Ta;!(e(os Trpos ipds

. iv pdfiSio

* Not necessarily, however. These men may have come independently
(cp. Lemme 'in Neue Jahrb. fur deutsche Theologie, 1895, il3f.).

no
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eXOo); cp. 11^* 16^) was probably paid; at least this is a fair
inference from the language of 2 Co 2^ 12^* (tSov rpirov TOJ/TO
iroCpuis tx'^ iXOtIv, cp. 13^). After this brief, disciplinary visit
he returned to Ephesus, saddened and baffled (2 Co 2^^-). But
what he had been unable (2 Co IQI" 12^1) to effect personally,
he tried to carry out by means of {c) a letter (2* 7^) written eV
7roXA.-^S 6Xiij/em<; KOL <Tvvo)(rj^ KapStas Sto. TroXXStv SaKpvwv,

and

preserved in part in 2 Co 10^-13^". It was evidently carried by
Titus (2 Co 2^3 ^'^• ^^""). Finally, in a fourth letter {d), written
from Macedonia shortly after he had left Ephesus to meet Titus
on his return journey from Corinth, Paul (2 Co 1-9) rejoices
over the good news which his envoy had brought, and seeks to
bury the whole t controversy. Titus and two other brothers
(2 Co 8^^"^^) carry this irenicon to Corinth, and Paul promises
to follow before long (2 Co 9*, cp. Ac 20^).
The scantiness of the data upon the visits, not only of Paul but of Titus and
Timotheus (i Co 4 ' ' 16^", Ac 19"") to Corinth, renders it impossible to reconstruct any scheme of events which is not more or less hypothetical. For the
movements of Titus and Timotheus, see Lightfoot's Biblical Essays, 273 f. ;
Schmiedel, 82f., 267-269 ; A. Robertson (DB. i. 492-497), Rendall (41-42),
the articles on both men in Hastings' DB. (Lock) and EBi. (the present
writer). Lake (EEP. I44f, 164 f.), and Kennedy (op. cit. pp. 69-77, nsf-)That Titus had at least two missions to Corinth is more than probable.
Much depends on whether he is made the bearer of I Co and 2 Co 10-13,
and whether the mission of 2 Co 12^^ is identified with the former visit.
The precise dates of the various letters vary with the chronological schemes
(see above, pp. 62-63) > ^H ^'•^^ can be fixed, with any approximate accuracy, is
their relative order. Sabatier's scheme (which is substantially that of Clemen)
is—the letter of I Co 5'=:end of 55 ; I Co = spring of 56 ; intermediate visit
= autumn of 5 6 ; intermediate letter=spring of 57 ; 2 Co = autumn of 57.
Zahn's arrangement is—the letter of i Co 5^ = end of 56 (or begin, of 57);
I Co = springof 57 ; 2 Co = (Nov. Dec.) 57. Most (e.g. Baur, Renan, Weiss,
Lightfoot, Plummer, Barth, Farrar) still put both forward into A.D. 57-58
(Alford:= 57). Others, however, throw them back into 54-55 (Rendall) or
even 54 (Bacon), Harnack into 53 (52), and McGiffert into 51-52. As for
I Co, T. C. Edwards chooses the spring of 57 ; Bachmann (cp. his discussion
of the date, pp. 480 f.), hke Findlay, among recent editors, the spring of 56 (so
Jiilicher, Belser, Ramsay); Goudge = the spring of 55 (so C. H. Turner, DB.
i. 424); Ramsay=autumn (October) of 55. The allusions to ApoUos (i Co
16) show that I Co was not written till after the period of Ac 19"-, and the
remark of l Co 16' serves as a further terminus ad quetn for the composition of
the letter within whatever year is selected.
§ 2. The unrecorded letter.—Our
canonical First Corinthians
was n o t t h e first written c o m m u n i c a t i o n which passed b e t w e e n

Paul and the church of Corinth.

In it he alludes (5^) to a
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letter in which, among other things'* (pp. 114, 125), he had
charged them to withdraw from social intercourse with openly
immoral members of the church—a counsel which they had
misinterpreted. When and why this letter was written, remains
a matter for conjecture. Evidently it soon perished, for
Clement of Rome (xlvii. i) knows nothing of it.
In 5' iypaipa, as the context shows, cannot be the epistolary aorist (as in
9'°). To delete iv ry iincsToX^, as Blass proposes (BFT. x. I. 60f.), in order
to avoid the necessity of assuming that a Pauline letter was lost, is justified
neither by considerations of rhythm nor by the apparent absence of the words
from the text of Chrysostom. Had an editor wished to emphasise the fact
that Paul was alluding to the present letter, he would have written iv rair-g
TQ iiriardX^, The use of tlie plural in 2 Co lo^'-'^ at least corroborates the
inference from I Co 5^ that the canonical First Corinthians was not the only
letter which had been sent from Paul to the local church, and the context of
the latter passage indicates that the unrecorded letter would fairly be reckoned,
among the fiapeiai /col lo'xvpal iirtaToXal,

§ 3. The first {canonical) epistle,—The construction of i Co is
simple and its course is straightforward. The Corinthian or
rather the Achaian Christians were confronted with a series of
problems, arising mainly from their social and civic relationships,
which were forced upon them as they realised that Christianity
meant not a mere ethical reform, but an absolutely new principle
and standard of morality. These problems Paul discusses
seriatim. The question of the cliques'is first taken up (i^"4^1), because it formed the most recent news received by the
writer. After handling this ecclesiastical abuse, he passes to a
question of incest (5^'^^), and thence f to the problem of litigation between Christians in pagan courts (6^-^^-), finally % turning
back to the topic of fornication {G-^-'^^), He then (7^ Trepi Se Ziv
iypdij/aTe) takes up the various points on which the Corinthians
had consulted him in their letter, one after another: marriage
and its problems {rrepi Se TWV irapOevwv, 'j^^), including celibacy
(7^'*°)) the wisdom or legitimacy of using foods offered to idols
{irepl Se Tuiv elBuiXoOvrinv, 8^-11^), and public worship and its
problems—including rules for women (ii^-is)^ the administration
* An announcement of his next visit? A word on the collection (16') ?
t The transition is mediated by the double sense offudge in ^•'- ^'''^^ and by
the fact that the remarks about the outside world (5'°'-) suggest another and a
cognate aspect of the subject. See, further, J. H. Bernard's Studia Sacra, 232 f...
X The plea of the Corinthians quoted in 6'- (all things are lawful for me)
carries forward Paul's warning against ethical sophistry in 6'-' (Be not deceived^.
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of the Lord's Supper (ii^^"^*), and the spiritual gifts (Trepl Si rwf
TTvevpaTLKwv, 12^-14*°).
Finally, in reply to some Christians
whose Hellenic prejudices cast doubt upon the possibility of a
bodily resurrection for the dead saints, Paul argues •* that such
a rejection of the resurrection of the dead implied the rejection
of that historical resurrection of Christ (15^"^®), which not only
is the source and staple of the apostolic preaching, but also
^jg20-28^ the pivot of the Christian eschatological hope, and the
only explanation of contemporary Christian conduct (is^^"***).
H e then gives a positive account of the resurrection body
(i5**-''7). A brief paragraph follows on the collection for the
poor saints of Jerusalem {irepl Se T^S Aoyia?, 16^"*), after which
the letter closes (16^-2*), as it had opened (i^"®), with personal
details (irepl Se 'AiroXXw, 16^^) and injunctions.
(a) The contents of the epistle present several problems of historical and
theological importance, viz., the parties in the local church, the man and his
ward or daughter (7^-**), the narrative of the Lord's Supper, the glossolalia,
and the argument upon the resurrection.! But comparatively few problems
of literary criticism are started. Occasionally the reader can detect echoes
of what the Corinthians had written in their letter. Thus Paul takes up now
and then phrases of theirs as a text or pivot for what he has to say; e.g.
wdvra p,oi i^eariv (6°), rd Ppiifiara ry KOIXIIJ. Kal i] KoiXla rots ppiip,a(nv (6^),
irdvres yvCxriv ix°l^^'' (8*), oiSiv e'lSuiXov iv xbafuff, oiSels Bebs Srepos el p.^ eXs
(8*), irdvTa l^ecrriv (lo^'), dvdaraais veKpQv oix iariv (1$^^, cp. 15^). Further
attempts to reconstruct this letter are made by Lewin (St. Paul, i. 386), Lock
(Exp.^vi. 127 f.), Findlay (.fi'.jr/.'i. 401 f.), and P. Ewald (Neue fahrb, f.
deutsche Theologie, 1894, 194-205).
(b) The language of 4^^ (wj irepiKaBdppura rod xbirpiov iyev^Bripiev, trdvrwv
Trepl^-qpa) is drawn from the rites of the Thargelia (cp. Usener in SBA W.
cxxxvii. 139 f.), in which only the off-scourings of humanity played the rSle of
victims, and 5 " (ry roioirip p^Si avveaBleiv) recalls the well-known saying of
the Ahikar-cycle, My son, do not even eat bread with a shameless man (cp. Ep.
Aristeas, 142). If g^"*" is a citation, it may be from the same source as 2°
(see above, p. 31). The use of written evangelic sources has been conjectured in 11^'- (e.g. by Resch, Agrapha, 105 f., 178 f. ; TU. x. 3. 627-638),
and in 15*"^ (e.g. by Brandt, Evang. Geschichte, 414 f.); and one or two
(TLZ., 1900, 661) Philonic echoes are heard, e.g., in 3* (cp. Philo,
• Cp. van 'Veen, Exegetisch-kritisch onderzoek naar i Co iS''" (1870).
It is possible, though there is no trace of it in the context, that ch. 15 was
occasioned by news of some local difficulties and doubts at Corinth. The
connection of l6"* with 14**'- is logically close, but letters are not written by
logic, and there is no reason to suspect that 15 was subsequently inserted.
t The Christians at Corinth and in Achaia, unlike those at Thessalonika,
were free from persecution at this period ; their troubles were internal.
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de agricult. 9 , etc.), 3'° (cp. also Epict. ii. 15. 8-9),* 8< 15™ 1 4 " ( = de
decalogo, 105), and the exegetical principle in 9"- (cp. Philo, de spec. leg.
repl BvbvTwv I, oi ydp vwip dXbyuv b vbpos dWd rdv Bvbvruiv).

§ 4. Its structure.—The evenness of style and the genuine
epistolary stamp of the letter are so well marked that, in spite of
Kabisch's hesitation {die Eschatologie des Paulus, pp. 31 f.), its
unity hardly requires detailed proof. The most drastic hypotheses to the contrary have been furnished by Hagge and
Volter {Paulus u. seine Briefe, pp. 1-73, 100-134, superseding
his earlier essays). The former distinguishes three epistles: A,
in 1I-8 „2-34 7i_8i3 9i9_iii 12-14 16I-9 4W-20 i6i»-2i- 2*; B, in
i9_4i5. 21^ 2 Co l o i - i i * I Co 15, 2 Co ii^b I Co 9I-18, 2 Co
1x7-1221 I Co 5-6, 2 Co I31-10 I Co i622f-; and C, in 2 Co 1-7.
9. 13""^', while 2 Co 8 is taken as a separate note written by
some non-Macedonian church along with Paul.
V61ter*s analysis distinguishes an original epistle in 1-2* 3 ' - ' ' ^®"^ 4i-i«18-21 rl-2. 6-U nl-6. 8-24 gl-6a. 6a. 7-13 gl-12. 19-20a iQa-'tA j j l . 17-22. 29-34 j j l - l S . 14-81
I42-38a. 87-40 15I-6. 8-22. 29-31. S2b-44. 46-50. 63-55. 67-68 ig^ tO w h i c h a later e d i t o r f haS

added sections containing more developed ideas of the person of Christ, the
sacraments, justification, and so forth.
I n his brilliant edition, J. Weiss
assigns to A (the epistle of 5", from Ephesus) 2 Co 6"-7^ and I Co lo'-^'
612-20 g,24-27 II2-34 jgsf. 16-20. JQ g (subsequently sent from Macedonia)
I Co i ' - 6 " 7-8 13 io2^-ii> 9I-23 12 14 151-16^* le^"-"- "'••

Such wholesale theories hardly merit even a bare chronicle,
but it is a legitimate | hypothesis that small passages here and
there may have been interpolated, creeping in from their position
as marginal glosses, or being inserted by editors to smooth out
or supplement the text. Such, e.g., are:
ir^ii Si XpiiTTov (i^^, so Bruins, J.Weiss, and Heinrici; Markland and Rhijn,
Kplisirov I), 924-27 (Schmiedel, p p . 145-146), i4S3t>-35 (36) (Straatman, pp. 134138; Holsten, Evang. Paul. '1. 495 f.; Schmiedel, Hilgenfeld, Michelsen,
* Among other striking parallels with Epictetus, cp. 6'2z=iv. l . (one of the
frequent Stoical touches in Paul), 7"«- = iii. 24, iv. l , 7^' = iii. 22, 142^ = 111.
23 (ovTui irpb b(p8aXpCiv irlBei rd eKda-rov KaKd), 15^8 = iii. 24. 93. Paul's
Stoic affinities and education are argued by F . Picavet in Essais sur Phisloire
medicevales (1913), pp. I l 6 f .
t Or editors ; since lo'-^^ and 1123-28 represent for Volter divergent views
of the Lord's Supper, as do 3'""^' and 1523-28 g|-g_ of eschatology (pp. 131 f.).
+ Findlay (EGT.
ii. p. 754) admits this as an 'abstract possibilty,'
though he finds none of the instances proven.
F o r the latter, see Bruins
(TT,
1892, pp. 381 f., 471 f.).
R. Scott detects in li«-(-161^-'" 3"=-^' and
I j2o-34 interpolations probably by Silas, the general editor of the whole correspondence.
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Pfleiderer: Urc. i. 119 n., Baljon, Moff'att: HNT. pp. 170, 627-628; Heinrici
and Bousset: pp. 123-124 = vv."•'"),* and the exegetical gloss in 15"
(Straatman, Volter, Schmiedel, von Soden: ILZ., 1895, 129; Heinrici,
Drummond, Moffatt, J. Weiss, Beitrdge zur -paul. Rhetorik, 170; M. Dibelius,
die Geisterwelt im Glauben des Paulus, 1909, 116-117).
Much less probable is the excision of 12* (see above, p. 19) as an editorial
addition, of l ' as a gloss (Michelsen : refuted by Baljon, op. cit. pp. 40 f.),
or i " (Holsten, das Evang. Paul. i. 461 ; Volter, 2), or 3*°'" (Bruins,
7"7"., 1892, 407 f. ; X'olter), or 3'" (Michelsen ; but see Baljon, pp. 48-49), or
7"-22 (Straatman, llaijon), or i i ' " (Straatman, Holsten, Baljon), or ii^'-s*
(Straatman, pp. 38 f. ; Bruins, p. 399 ; Volter, pp. 41 f.), or 12''-'* (Straatman.
pp. 87 f. ; Volter, p. 55), or 15-''"'-* (Michelsen, TT, 1877, pp. 215 f. ; Bruins,
pp. 391 f. ; Volter, pp. 64 f. ; but cp. Baljon, pp. 109 f., and Schmiedel, pp.
195 f.), or I5'2'' (Volter), or 1$*^ (Straatm., Volter), or 16" (a Jewish Christian
gloss: Bruins; Rovers, INI'- p. 3 7 ; Baljon, pp. 134 f. ; Holsten)—to name
only some of the suspected texts. For the various conjectures of a marginal
gloss in 4*, see Clemen's Einheit. p. 30 ; Baljon, pp. 49-51 ; van Manen's
Paul. iii. 188-189, and Heinrici's note ; the fairest verdict is Clemen's " e s
bleibt also nur iibrig, hier ahnlich wie 2° ein Apokryphon angefiihrt zu sehen,
wodurch sich vielleicht auch die Unebenheit in der Konstruction erklart."t
The transposition of 14'^-^* to a place after 14*" (so D E F G, 93, d e f g,
etc.) is plausible, that of •p-''-'^ to between 7*" and 8^ (Beza) is unconvincing.
In the latter case,J while 7^' and 7^* connect well, the el /ii) of 7 " does not
follow 7''° with anything like smoothness ; its present position is on the
whole as likely to have been original as any other,—a verdict which applies
also to l622 (transferred by Hagge to a position after 2 Co 13^°).
§ 5. Its attestation.—First
Corinthians has strong and early
attestation (cp. Knowling's Testimony of St, Paul to Christ, 51 f.)
in Clement of Rome, Ignatius, and Polykarp, to all of whom it
appears to have been familiar. T h e figure of the body and its
members (12^2. u. 21^ emerges in Clem. Rom. xxxvii. 5, while the
language and ideas of 13^-'^ reappear in xlvi. 5 {aydirrj iravra
dvexerai, iravra paKpoOvp.el KTX.);% but as the epistle is actually
referred to (i^i-^^) in xlvii. i {avaXd/Sere rtjv ivia-roXrjv rov jxaKapiov
IlavAov TOV dirocrroXov. TL Trpwrov vpiv iv dp^y rov evayyeXiov eypa\pev;
eir dXr]6elati irvevpariKW'; iirea-reiXev vp.lv irepl eavrov re KOL K.r](j>d re
* Zscharnack, der Dienst der Frau in d. ersten Jahrh.
Kirclie,

der Christl.

1902, 70 f.

+ Lietzmann's reason for rejecting any hypothesis of interpolation here
(" Voll verstehen konnen wir die Stelle nicht, eben weil wir einen Privatbrief
intimster Art vor uns haben ") is untrue to the character of I Co.
X While this passage cannot (as, e.g., by Straatman and Baljon) be asrigned
to the second century, it may, like H " " - , belong to the pre-canonical epistle to
the Corinthians.
§ On the Ueedom with which Clement really paraphrases Paul, cp. West
coil's Canon of the NT. pp. 49-50.
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needless to do more than note the repeated echoes in xxiv. i
(1520-23), xxiv. 4-5 (15'^'"), xxxvii. 3 (1522), xxxviii. 2 (i6i^), xlvi. 7
(6"), and xlviii. 5 {12^-^).* T h e use of the epistle by Ignatius
is even more distinct and copious; e.g. 2^^ = Phil. vii. 1 (TO trvivp-a
. . . TCI KpwTTa iXiyxei), 6^'^^ {p.^ irXavacrOe' ovre iropvoi . . . ovre
fioixoC , . . ^acnXeiav ®€ov Kkr]povop.T^<Tov(rt) with 3*' = Eph.
xvi. I {pit} irXavaa-dt, dSeXc^ot /xou* 01 oiKotjiOopoi ^aaiXeiav ®eov oi
KX-qpovop.rj(Tov(TL) and Phil. iii. 3, ^^ = Rom. vi. i (KOXOV /HOI
dTTo^aveiv Sia Iijcrow Xpto-Tw y] KTXS), 16^^'^^ = Phil, iv. i {p-ia yap
(Tap^ TOV Kvptov r/piiov I-qcrov Xpio-rov, Kai ev irorripiov eis ivuxriv TOV
ai/xaros airov). Numerous other reminiscences occur: 3^"'^'^ =
Eph. ix. I (Xi^ot vaoC), ^ = Magn, x. 3 (the old and evil leaven),
']^ = Rom, iv. 3 (d7reAev6e/)os'I. Xpi<rTov), 92^= Trail, xii. 3 (iva p.y]
dSoKip-os evpeOu)), 1 2 " = Trail, xi. 2, i$^^ = Eph. x. 2, xx. I, 1 6 " =
Eph, ii. 2, etc. (cp. NTA, pp. 64-67 : " Ignatius must have
known this epistle almost by heart ")• Polykarp, like Clement,
actually quotes the epistle (xi. 2, aut nescimus quia sancti
mundum iudicabunt ? Sicut Paulus docet = 62); alone, among
the apostolic fathers, he uses oiKoSo/ieiv, a favourite term of i Cor.,
and more than once his language reflects the earlier writing
—e.g. iii. 2—3 = 13^', iv. 3 {ovre TI TGV KprnrrStv r^s Kap8ias)= 14**,
V- 3 = 6®, and xi. 4 = 1226—though his employment of it is less
explicit than that of Ignatius. No stress can be laid on the
occasional coincidences between i Cor. and Hermas {Sim, v. vii.
= 3"-"), fifand (xv. iv. i-2 = f'>-«>), 2 Clem. (vii. 1 = 92^-25^ ix. 3
= 3W 6^*), Barnabas (iv. 11, vi. 11 = 3^* ^** ^8'-), or the Didache
(x. 6, /Aapav d6a== i622). With 2 Cor., it appears in Marcion's
Canon and in the Muratorian, besides being used by the
Ophites and Basilides, quoted almost verbally in Justin {dial.
xxxv. = 11^8^*, cohort, xxxii. = 12''-^*> etc.) and Diognet, v. ( = 4^^^)
and xii. ( = 8^), and cited by Irenseus t {adv, haer, iv. 27. 3 =
roi-12, V. 36 = 1525-26), Athenagoras {de resurr, mortis, 61 = 15**),
Tertullian {praescr, haer, xxxiii.), and Clement of Alexandria
{Paed, i. 33, etc.). Tertullian once {de monog, 3) asserts that it
was written about one hundred and sixty years ago; although his
language is loose, it proves, as Harnack points out,, that by the
• Cp. NTA, 40-44, where the occurrence of the same quotation in I Co
2* and Clem. Rom. xKxiv. 8 (Mart. Polyk. ii.), is explained by the independent
ate of a pre-Christian source (see above, p. 31).
i Quoting the earlier testimony of an elder.
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beginning of the third century an interest was taken by some
Carthaginian Christians in thc chronology of Paul's letters.
§ 6. The unrecorded visit.—Previous
to the composition of
I Cor., Paul does not seem to have visited Corinth after his
first mission, when the local churches were founded (Ac iS^-^^).
The silence, not only of Acts but of i Cor. itself,* tells against
the hypothesis {e.g. of Billroth, Reuss, B. Weiss, Schmiedel: 51 f.,
Holsten, Denney, G. G. Findlay, and Zahn) that this diffident
and successful visit (i Co 2^) was followed by another, prior to
the letter of i Co 5^, which has remained unrecorded (Alford,
Lightfoot, Sanday, Waite, and Bernard, after ^ Klopper and
Rabiger; cp. Hilgenfeld in ZWT., 1888, 171 f.). His recent
knowledge of the church, at the time when i Cor. was composed,
rested on inforination given him by 01 XA.o^s ( i " , cp. 5^ n^^),
and on the letter forwarded to him by'the church itself (7^); the
communications between himself and the Christians of Corinth,
since he left, had been entirely epistolary (5^). T h e sole visit implied in I Co (cp. 2^ 3^ 11^) is that which led to the establishment
of the church ; and, although Paul may have mentioned it in the
letter of i Co 5^ while the new developments drove it into theback^
ground afterwards, it is not easy to suppose that if he had revisited'
the church dijring the interval he would have spoken, as he does
in I Cor., about his personal relations with the local Christians.
While I Cor. does not presuppose a second visit, however, it
foreshadows one. T h e tone of 2 Co 2^ (exptva Se ip-avriS TOVTO,
TO p.7] irdXiv iv XvTrg Trpos v/tSs iXdelv), where •n-dXiv most naturally
goes closely with ev AVTTIJ, implies that,. since .writing i Cor. he
had paid a visit which left painful memories.! T h e Xvirrj was
not the depression of i Co 2^; it was a later sorrow, probably
occasioned by unworthy members of the church itself, but we
can only conjecture (from references like 2 Co 1221) its origin.
Why did Paul.hurry over to Corinth? T o vindicate in person
his authority against the machinations of Judaistic agitators:
who had been discrediting his gospel and his character? T o
enforce the discipline of the incestuous person ( i C o 5^), which
the local Christians were perhaps unwilling to carry through?
Or to maintain discipline more generally (cp. 2 Co 1221)? T h e
choice probably lies among the two latter; the occasion of
* I Co 16'' cannot be pressed into the support of this view, for dpri points
forward, not backward.
t So formerly Belser (TQ., 1894, 17-47).
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the visit was moral laxity rather than the emergence of chques
in the local church. This view is almost necessary when
the intermediate visit is placed prior to the letter of i Co 5^,
but it fits in with the theory which inserts that visit between
I Cor. and the intermediate letter, although our lack of information about the origin of the cliques at Corinth prevents any
reconstruction from being more than hypothetical.
Grammatically, the language of 2 Co 12^* and 13^ might be
taken to denote not his actual visit, but simply his intentions (so e.g. Paley, Baur, de Wette, Davidson, Hilgenfeld,
Renan, Farrar, Ramsay, G. H. Gilbert: Student's Life of Paul,
pp. 160 f., Robertson). The context and aim of the epistle
must decide, and the evidence seems strongly in favour of the
former view. Against people who suspected his consistency and
goodwill, it would" have been of little use to plead that he had
honestly intended to come, that he had been quite ready to visit
them.
His actions, not his wishes, were the final proof
desiderated by the Corinthians, and the passages in question
(cp. 132 where irapiov TO Sevrepov Kal dTTOJv vvv answers to eis TO
trdXiv) gain immensely in aptness when they are taken to imply
that Paul was on the point of paying a third visit in person.
In any case the key to 2 Cor. is not so much its affinity of
style and language to i Cor. as the change which has come over
the situation. New elements of strain have entered into the
relations between Paul and the church, and one of these, which
Ues on the face of 2 Cor., is a suspicion of his character. This
was occasioned, among other things, by an alteration which he
had felt himself obliged to make in his plans for revisiting the
church. The details of this new situation, so far as they can be
made out, are one of the main proofs for the thesis that 2 Cor.
cannot be explained simply out of i Cor.
In I Co 16'' Paul promises to pay them what he hopes will be a long
visit, on his way south from Macedonia. At present (dpri), he would only
have time for a flying visit (iv irapbSip): besides, the pressure of work at
Ephesus will keep him there till Pentecost. The critical situation at
Corinth forced him, however, to pay a rapid visit, travelling overseas. In
the intermediate letter he anticipates a third visit, but says nothing about its
details, except to protest that he would take no money for his support (12"'-),
and that he would be as strict, if necessary, as on his second disciplinary
visit (132'-). But in the lost part of this letter,* or moie probably orally (on
* The ypdipopev of i^' is often used to support this view ; but it may quite
U'fill refef simply to the present letter.
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the occasion of his rapid visit ; Kiinig, ZIVT., 1897, pp. 523 f.), he must have
led the Corinthians to believe that on this occasion he would pass through
Corinth on his way to Macedonia, and then return to Corinth on his way 10
Judrea (2 Co l ' " - ; his destination is now more definite than when he wrote
I Co 16' oi idv iropeioipai).
It was his desire thus to give them the benefit
of a double visit (Sevripav xdpiv).*
Circumstances, however, led him to alter
his plans. Instead of crossing to Corinth, in the wake of Titus, he hurried
anxiously to meet the latter on his return journey (2 Co 2^-'-) via Macedonia,
and 2 Co i ' ° - 2 ' ' is his explanation of the reasons which led to this change of
plan. H e defends himself against any suspicion of insincerity, explaining that
he could not trust himself to come at once to them under the circumstances ;
he cpuld not have spared them (2 Co 12^, an allusion to 13'), and it was
kinder to keep away. This implies that the Corinthians had heard not only
of the promised double visit but of its a b a n d o n m e n t , t and that therefore they
suspected him of iXatppla. If he was not coming at all, they argued, he had
grown indifferent to them ; and even if he was taking the round-about route
via Macedonia, he had broken his promise to take them first.
T h e competing view that the plan authorised in 2 Co l'"" was his original
idea, and that I Co l6"- represents the change which the suspicious Corinthians
misinterpreted to his discredit, reads into the latter passage a motive which is
not there, and fails to account for the fear of Xi^ir?; which (according to
2 Co 12^-2') was his real motive for altering the programme (cp. Schmiedel,
p. 69). T h e change of plan therefore falls later than the dispatch of I Cor.
K. Hoss (ZNW.,
1903, 268-270) argues it was by his second visit that
Paul practically altered the programme of I Co 16°''
H e meant then to go
on to Macedonia and return to Corinth, but the local troubles in the latter
church drove him either straight back to Ephesus, or, more probably, on first
of all to Macedonia, where the receipt of bad news (2 Co 12^) made him
abandon any thought of return in the meantime, and forced him back to
Ephesus. In 2 Co i'^'- he justifies this course of action. T h e theory is
plausible, and would be strengthened by Krewkel's view that IpxecrBai is
generally used in the sense of ' r e t u r n ' by Paul, as by other Greek writers
(pp. 202 f.).

Luke was as indifferent to the subsequent relations of Paul
with the Corinthian as with the Thessalonian Christians, but the
lacunae of his outline in Ac 18-19 ^^^ "Ot seriously felt until we
pass from i Cor. to 2 Cor. The latter writing presupposes a
* On this view Sevripav refers to the return visit on this tour, not to the
second of his three visits (12''' 13'), the Kal clauses being epexegetic of x^P<'*T h e variant x"-?'^" corresponds excellently to l2* (crvvepyol iapev r ^ t xapds
vpuv), but may have been introduced from that very passage.
t Halmel (Der Zweite Kor. Brief, 48 f.), Dr. Kennedy (op. cit. pp. 34 f.),
and Plummer deny t h i s ; but 2 Co i""-'' loses force if it is reduced to a
defence against the charge of iXa<ppla, on the ground that he really wanted to
visit them " i f only he could do so without liaving to exercise severity," or
that he had simply delayed to pay his pronustd visit. J. Weiss (see abo\-e,
p. 113) makes the intermediate letter = 2 Co 2''*-6'^ 72-^ 10-13.
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stormy interlude, upon which Acts throws no hght and i Cor.
very little; the painful situation has to be reconstructed from
allusions in 2 COT. itself. Either Luke was ignorant of the
details or, as is more likely, he chose to pass over so unedifying
and discreditable a local episode. In any case it did not come
within the scope of his work to sketch the development of the
Gentile Christian churches founded by the apostle Paul, or to
chronicle every later visit paid by the missioners to a church.
§7. The intermediate letter ( = 2 Co 101-13^").—From this
visit Paul returned to Ephesus, saddened and baffled (2 Co i23f-).
His mission had been fruitless and unpleasant. / decided, he
tells the Corinthians, that I would not visit you again in sorrow;
instead of a visit, which would have only led to pain, I wrote to
you out of much distress and misery of heart with many tears
(2* 7*}. This distress and passion made Paul's letter so militant
and severe that the recollection of the language he had used
afterwards caused him some qualms of conscience (2*^-), although
its threats and appeals were intended to lance a tumour.
Unless this letter has been lost,* like the first one sent by Paul to Corinth,
it must be identified either (a) with I Corinthians or (b) with 2 Co 10-13.
The former (a) hypothesist surely breaks down when i Cor. is compared with
the object of the intermediate letter as defined in 2 Co i^^'- 2'^'- 78'-. Even
such passages in I Cor. as vibrate with irony and passion (e.g. 48'-"'•) are
not only inadequate to account for Paul's anxiety about the pain he had
caused his friends, but also too few and too little characteristic of the
epistle as a whole to be regarded as likely to stamp themselves specially
either on the mind of the Corinthians or on the memory of the apostle, i Cor.
is permeated by a spirit of calm, practical discussion, whose occasional
outbursts of emotional tension {e.g. in 5-6) could not have caused Paul even
a momentary twinge of compunction. His language in 2 Ca 2* and 7* is too
definite to be explained as the mere recollection, of one or two isolated
sentences in an epistle of the size and general character of I Cor., and a solitary
postscript like I Co 162* cannot be adduced as proof of the dydirr) recalled in
2 Co 2*. The alternative is to suppose (b) that this letter of disturbed feeling
has been preserved, in whole or part, in the closing section (10^-13^°) of
our canonical 2 Corinthians, an hypothesis which is favoured by the spirit,
contents, and style of these chapters. They are written out of the tension felt
by one who was not yet sure of his ultimate success in dealing with a difficult
* So especially Bleek (SK., 1830, 625-632), Credner (Einl, i. 371),
Olshausen, Ewald (Sendschreiben d. Paulus, 227 f.), Godet, Neander (293 f.),
Sabatier, Klopper (fw/^rjKfAMw^^w, 24 f.), Robertson, Drummond, Findlay
in DB. iii. 711 f. ; Jacquier, Lietzmann, Menzies, and Barth (INT- 49-50).
t Advocated by Beza, Estius, Meyer, EUicott, B. Weiss, Sanday, Zahn,
and Bernard, amongst others.
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situation. They vibrate with anger and anxiety. Paul's authority and actioni
had been called in question by a Jewish Christian party of intruders whose
teaching also constituted a real peril for his converts. To meet these dangers,
due to the same overbearing party who had gained a footing in the church
(ll2*), possibly headed by some ringleader (b roiovros, TIS, 2' 7'2), Paul retorts
upon his detractors. It is possible, and even evident, that they had been
able to inflict some severe and public humiliation upon him by means of
charges of unscrupulous dealing, overbearing conduct, unfounded pretensions
to the apostolic ministry, and so forth. At any rate their success roused his
anger. Not on personal grounds merely, but because, as at Thessalonika
(see above), an attack on his character and authority involved his very gospel,
Paul eagerly rushes to defend himself against slander and censure on the part
of his opponents and suspicion on the part of his converts. He proceeds to
exhibit his own titles to credit and honour as an apostle of Christ. Selfexaltation is the keynote: Kavxda-Bai Set. Paul's aim is to defend his
character, with which his gospel was bound up, against slander and depreciation. He exhibits, with a mixture of pride and reluctance, his indefeasible
titles to credit as an apostle of Jesus Christ. In chs. 1-9 the sense of
Koi5x'?<ris, KaixVM-^, ^nd KavxdffBai (a group of words especially characteristic
of 2 Cor.) is, except once (l^''), entirely complimentary to the Corinthians,
and indeed confined to them, whereas the nineteen instances in 10-13
are permeated by a hot sense of personal resentment against disloyal
suggestions and criticisms at Corinth. Psychologically this tone is entirely
suitable to the occasion. " In great religious movements the leaders are
often compelled to assert themselves pretty peremptorily, in order that their
work may not be wrecked by conceited and incapable upstarts" (Drummond,
pp. 171-172). Paul follows here much the same method as in his first letter
to the Thessalonians, although the latter had not been carried away like
the Corinthians by the insinuations of outsiders against their apostle. He
endeavours to expose the shamelessness and futility of such attacks upon him,
in order to discredit the influence of such opponents upon his converts. It is
painful, he protests, to be obliged to assert his apostolic authority (lO*"', cp.
an excellent paper by 'V. Weber in BZ., 1903, 64-78), but authority he has
(lO^''*) as well as his rivals, these superlative apostles of the Judaising party.
If he must parade his apostolic claims (11*-') to the Corinthians, let him
remind them that he had merely foregone his claim to maintenance out of
disinterested consideration (n''*"), not—as his opponents malignantly insinuated—because he felt he dared not ask the support which every legitimate
apostle was entitled to demand. After a fresh, half-ironical apology (i i''-2i), he
goes on proudly to match his merits against those of his rivals (ii2'"2S), and
to claim superiority in actual services and sufferings for the cause of Christ
(I j24-33) » Finally, he gives an autobiographical outline of his claim to have
visions and revelations (l2'-^°). After a summary of these arguments (12"-"),
he reiterates his honesty and authority in view of a third visit (I2^*-I3^").
It is to this intermediate letter, as much as to Romans or Galatians, that
• On the insecurity and danger of travelling, see Miss A. J. Skeel'i
Travel in the First Century after Christ, with special reference t« Asi»
Minor (1901), pp. 70f.
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Jerome's famous description of Paul's style a p p l i e s : ' q u a m artifex, quam
prudens, quam dissimulator sit eius quod agit, uidentur quidem uerba
sin.plicia, et quasi innocentis hominis ac rusticani
sed quocunque
respexeris, fulmina sunt, haeret in causa, capit omne quod tetigerit, tergum
uertit ut superet, fugam simulat ut occidat.' This tallies not merely with his
employment of O T citations, but with his argument and invectives. T h e
abruptness of the opening words (airbs Si iyij IlaCXos) shows that l o * - l 3 " '
represents in all likelihood only a fragment of the original. It is more
probable that the.entire letter was written by Paul (the earlier part, no longer
extant, perhaps in his own name and in that of Timotheus) than that the
extant portion was appended originally to a circular letter from other Christian
leaders at Ephesus. 13'" does echo 10'°, but this does not prove that the
latter passage represents the original opening of the epistle. From lo^'* we
might conjecture that the lost context included a reference to the apostle's
detractors at Corinth, but in any case there is no logical or psychological
antithesis between 9'° and l o " ' The incongruity of 10-13 ^s a sequel to 1-9 was seen as far back as the
eighteenth century by Semler, who tentatively suggested that 10-13 represented a later and separate epistle, or that portions of them (e.g. 12^^-21,
jji-ioj were misplaced from i Co 2 ' 5^"''; and by M. Weber (de numero epist.
ad Corinth, rectius constituendo, 1798), who separated 1-9, 13'"-'^ from 10-13'",
a construction still advocated on varying grounds by critics like Krenkel
(Beitrcige, pp. 3o8f.) and Drescher (SK., 1897, pp. 43-111). T h e latter
portion, on this theory, was written after Titus and his party had come back
from Corinth. T h e further step of relegating 10-13 to an earlier period than
that of 1-9 was first taken by Hausrath, whose general conclusions have been
ratified and restated by an increasing cohort of scholars, inchiding (beside.s
those named above on p. 109) Paulus, Weisse {Philos. Dogtnatik, i. 145),
Wagenmann (fahrb. deut. Theol., 1870, p. 541), Michelsen (TT.,
1873,
424), Lipsius {JPT., 1876, pp. 530f.), Steck, Seufert (ZWT.,
1885, p. 369),
Schmiedel, Cramer, Cone (Paul, The Man, The Teacher, and the Missionary,
pp. 47, 125), McGiffert (AA. 313-315), Moff'att (HNT.
pp. I74f.), Bacon
{IN'T. 93 f., Story of St. Paul, pp. 284 f.), Clemen (Paulus,
i. 79 f.),
Plummer, Pfleiderer (Urc. i. 175 f.), von Soden (INT. 46-56), Volter, R.
Scott, G. H . Rendall, Peake (INT.
35f.), A. Steinmann (Theol.
Revue,
1913, 566 f.), Lake (EEP.
I 5 4 f . ) , and Clayton.
Schmiedel has given
a new rank and impressiveness to the theory, but Kennedy and Rendall
are its ablest advocates in English. T h e internal evidence for i o ' - l 3 ' ' '
as prior to 1-9 has been already outlined, and it remains only to point out
how often in the latter letter the former is echoed (e.g. 132 in l2', 1 3 " in 2',
10' in 2', the self-assertion of l l ' - w. 23 j ^ , ^i — ^izj^ j j ^ ^ incidental phrases
like els rd inrepiKeiva ipQv ( l o ' ' = R o m e and Spain, cp. R o 152^- 28) and ol
dSeX<pol iXBbvres dirb MaKeSovlas (ll*) suit Ephesus better than Macedonia as
the place of composition, and finally how the two letters came to be united
in an order which was t h e reverse of the chronological one.
When the Pauline letters came to be edited for the purposes of the Canon,
the earlier of the two extant letters to Corinth was stripped of its opening
and added to the later and larger one. Both made up a single writing
similar in size to I Cor. Instances of this inverted order, in the editing oi
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letters, are known in the case, e.g., of Cicero's correspondence. The final?,
I3"'"« which does not come naturally* after 13'°, was probably shifted to
that position from its original site at the end of 9 (note the characteristic play
on words in x^P" ^nd xalpere, 9 " 3 " , and the aptness of l3"-'2 as a finale to
9, where the collection on behalf of the Palestinian relief fund is treated as a
bond of union and an opportunity of brotherly kindness). Here, as elsewhere in ancient literature, the reasons for such editorial handling elude the
modern critic. Possibly, as Kennedy suggests, the copyist or edit-sr of the
two letters welded them together in this order, since ch. 9 promised a 'isit and
ch. 10 apparently referred to it. " It is indeed a visit of a very differtnt kind.
There is an apparent resemblance concealing a deep-seated difference, but this is
precisely the complexion of things which would be likely to mislead a copyist."
Objections have been tabled to the identification of I0'-I3"' with the
intermediate and painful letter, (a) such as the lack of any reference to the
case of the local offender (2 Co 2° 7'2), which was not yet settled, t But
i o ' - i 3 " is not necessarily the whole of the original letter, and in any case
the apostle probably leaves the offender alone because his mind was concentrated on the broader issue of which this man's case formed only part.
The case had now fallen to the Corinthians to deal with. Possibly, too,
the matter was left out of the final recension, as it had ended satisfactorily.
(b) 10^* need not refer to the painful intermediate letter ; the allusion fits
the letter of I Co 5" and i Co itself quite admirably, (c) i^ does not imply
that the painful letter was in lieu of a visit. As 2^ shows, the painful visit
had been made.
The alternative to this rearrangement of 10-13, i~9i is to account for the
abrupt alteration of tone in lo^'* by conjecturing, e.g., (a) that since writing
1-9, Paul had unexpectedly received unfavourable news from Corinth, which
led him to break out upon his disloyal church with fresh reproaches. This
is possible, but it is pure guesswork. There is no word of it in 10-13,
as there surely would have been in order to account for the rapid change
of tone. The supposition (b) that in the last four chapters he suddenly turns
to a special and recalcitrant faction in the church is equally forced. They
are addressed to the church as a whole (cp. 132), not to any turbulent
• The sequence of I3'"* and 13" is plainly editorial (cp. especially Krenkel,
PP- SS^f-)- " S o does no man write. The tragedy of King Lear, passing
into an idyllic dance of peasants—such is the impression of the paragraph as
It stands. It is an absolute non sequitur" (Mackintosh, p. 338).
t It should no longer require to be proved that this offender is not the
incestuous person of l Co 5', but some one who had wronged Paul himself
(b dSiKi]6els). The indulgent consideration of 2 Co 7'- *^ refers to a situation
which did not exist when I Cor. was written (cp. Weizsacker, AA. pp. 341353)1 and Timotheus could not be 6 dSiKijBels, except as Paul's representative. The person who insulted Paul might conceivably be the offender of
I Co 5', but the likelihood is that he was another Corinthian who took
umbrage, or rather voiced the feelings of those who took umbrage, at Paul'*
domineering methods of discipline. Had the misconduct been due to a
private quarrel between two members of the local church (Krenkel, 3 0 4 0 ,
it could hardly have become so significant as to involve the apostle.
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minority. It is in the opening of the latej epistle that Paul distinguishes the
majority (2^'-) from a section of disaffected members, and the viiaKo-q of
29—j,i5-i6 is much more intelligible after than before 10^. The sharp warning
of 1221 upsets the Ac) view that in 1-9 Paul is praising th^ church for its
repentance, while in 10-13 he is blaming it for Still siding with his
opponents. Finally (d), the view of Drescher and Klopper, that Paul wrote
1-9 under a sanguine misapprehension of the real state of affairs at Corinth,
as reported by Titus incorrectly, and that 10-13 represents his rebound to the
opposite extreme of denunciation, lies open to the same objection as (a). In
short, all theories which place 10-13 after 1-9, either as part of the same
epistle or as a later letter, involve the hypothesis that the Corinthian trouble,
after all that had happened, broke out again in the same acute form as before.
This difficulty besets even the case for the canonical structure (recently urged,
with abiUty, by Weiss, AJT. i. 355-363; Klopper, Rohr, A. Robertson,
Zahn, INT. §§ 19-20, Bousset, Bachtnann, 414 f., Bernard, and Menzies,
Exp.^yi. 366 f.), which defends its integrity mainly on the general ground
that the closing four chapters represent not a fresh situation, but an
emotional and argumentative climax, the last charge, as it were, of Paul's
dialectic, which was carefully kept in reserve until it could clinch the
victory already gained in part ( l " ) . Some critics further argue that 2 Cor. is
emphatically a letter of moods,* which was not composed at a single sitting,
and t-\ia.t strong cross-currents of feeling are to be expected under the
circumstances. But the variations in 1-9 and 10-13 are too decisive to be
explained upon the supposition that Paul was a busy man who stopped
now and then, as he dictated, or hurried from one subject to another. On any
hypothesis there is a residuum of obscurity owing to the extremely intricate
and subtle character of the relations between Paul and the Corinthian church ;
but this residuum is decidedly less upon the theory just advocated than
upoH'the view that after writing 2 Co 1-9 the apostle relapsed, for no obvious
reason,t into the temper of scathing animosity and indignation from which
he had just emerged, resuscitating an old quarrel after it had been almost
buried. There is a psychological inconsequence on the latter theory which
it is difficult to credit, even in a man of Paul% passionate temperament.

§ 8. 2 Co i-p. —The effect of this sharp letter was favourable,
Titus returned from Corinth to greet Paul in Macedonia with
the glad news that the church had regained her loyalty and
vindicated him at the expense of his opponents (2^^ 7^^).
This happy intelligence found Paul (at Philippi ?) tossing on
a sea J of troubles (1-2), partly raised by recent experiences in
*This invalidates the parallel (brought forward by Comely, after Hug
and Riickert) with the De Corona, the first part of which is calm and moderate,
while in the later sections Demosthenes breaks out deliberately into a violent
polemic against his opponent.
t The reduclio ad absurdwn of this hypothesis is surely reached in Lietzmann's naive remark (p. 204) : ' mir genugt z. B. die Annahme eincr
schlaflos durchwachten Nacht zwischen c. 9 und c. 10 zur Erklarung.'
X Cp. the description of 2 Cor."by L. Davies (Exp.* iv. 299-300): " T h e
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Asia Minor, partly by anticipations of the fitture. Driven fram
his old anchorage at Ephesus, he was still uncertain whether
Corinth, his former harbour, would admit him. T h e informa
tion brought by Titus banished this anxiety, and out of the
glad sense of relief* he wrote a fresh epistle (1-9), breathing
delight and affectionate gratitude, irenical in tone, designed to
fL'-establish mutual confidence and to obliterate all memories of
the past bitter controversy. T o forgive and to forget is its
keynote. T h e sky is once more clear, so far as the apostle
is concerned.
Indeed, after pouring out his heart to the
Corinthians, he even ventures at the close to renew his appeal
on behalf of the collection (8-9). These two chapters are not
an anticlimax (see below), and " t h e r e is no good reason for
treating them as a separate epistle. As such the semi-apologetic tone would make it poor and unconvincing; while, as an
appendage to 1-7, the tone adopted is appropriate, natural, and
in perfect good taste. It is a happy parallel to the epistle to
Philemon, and the same note of Christian chivalry, courtesy, and
delicacy pervades b o t h " (Rendall, p. 73).
The epistle opens with an invocation of God as the comforter, which
leads Paul to speak about his own recent experiences of deliverance (l'"^')
in Asia Minor. He then passes on (i'2'-) to explain his change of plans, t
his reasons for writing instead of travelling to them (12^-2"), and his journey
to Macedonia (2^2-i7)_ xhis suggests a general vindication of his ministry and
preaching (3'-4°)» with all its sufferings (4''-S"') and methods of appeal ( 5 " 6'"). Then, after a quick outburst of appeal to the Corinthians themselves
for frank confidence in him (S^^'^^ 7^'*), the apostle harks back to the contrast
between their past trouble and this present happiness (7"-), thanking them for
their kind reception of Titus his envoy (7"'-), and using the example of the
Macedonian churches' liberality to incite them to proceed with the business of
the Palestinian relief fund or collection for the poor saints of Jerusalem (8-9)
—a task which Titus himself J would superintend in person. With a hearty
farewell (13^^'") the letter then closes.
letter exhibits a tumult of contending emotions. Wounded affection, joy, selfrespect, hatred of self-assertion, consciousness of the authority and importance
of his ministry, scorn of his opponents, toss themselves like waves, sometimes
against each other, on the troubled sea of his mind. Strong language, not
seldom stronger than the occasion seems to warrant, figurative expressions,
abrupt turns, phrases seized and flung at his assailants, words made up, iterated,
played upon, mark this epistle far more than any other of the apostle's letters."
* Note the repetition of irapdKXijins (eleven times).
t On i«- 8->»- "-"• 23 2\ cp. Warfield '\nJBL. (1886) 27 f.
X The old identification of the anonymous brother (rbv dSeXipSv) of 8^' and
12^' with Luke is carried a step further by Souter (ET- xviii. 285, 325-''^6).
who takes the words in their literal sense.
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The course of the letter is determined by the unpremeditated
movements of the writer's mind, working on the practical
situ.ation of the Corinthians. It is too artificial to find, with
Heinrici, any rhetorical scheme in the disposition of its contents,
as if it presented a Trpooipnov' (3^'''), TrpoOeaiq and uTroSa^is (3''"-'*),
Averts (4^'^^), egressus in causa (4^®-5-^) tVt'Aoyos (6^-7*), and
dvaTpoTTT] peed' vTrep^oXrj<i (10-13). For One thing this covers at
once too much (10-13) ^"^ too little (1-2) of the epistle, and,
while such artistic schematism may be applicable to Hebrews
(see below), it seems irrelevant in the case of this genuine letter.
(a) The paragraph 6^*-y^ probably is a fragment interpolated from some
other epistle, in all likelihood from the lost letter written first of all to the
Corinthian church (see above, p. 109).'* In its present situation it looks like
an erratic boulder, and although no MSS evidence can be adduced for the
hypothesis, the internal evidence is fairly conclusive (so Emmerling, Schrader:
der Apostel Paulus, 1835, 300 f. ; Straatman, pp. 138 f.; Ewald; Hilgenfeld;
A. H. Franke, SK, 1884, pp. 544-583 ; S. Davidson, INT. i. 63 ; Holsten,
zum Ev. des Paulus u. Petrus, p. 286; Sabatier's/"a?//, pp. 177-178; Hausrath,
iv. 55 f. ; Renan, iii. Ixii-lxiii; Rovers, Baljon, Cremer, Clemen, Pfleiderer :
Urc. i. 189; McGiffert, p. 332 ; Moffatt, HNT. pp. 628-629; von Soden,
Bacon, Halmel, etc.). The connection of 6'^-^' and 72 is good : f we keep nothing
back from you, O Corinthians ; our heart is wide open. Your constraint lies
not in us, it lies in your own hearts. Now one good turn deserves another
(to speak as to my children), be you wide opeji too. Take us into yofir hearts.
On the other hand 6'° fits on as roughly to 6^'' as 7' to 72, and the ordinary
explanations of the canonical order are* singula,rly strained. Thus Godet
(INT, i. 321-323) makes Paul's demand for strict abstinence the reason why
the Corinthians were holding back from him ; but the constraint of which he
is conscious lies surely in the personal feelings left by the recent strain
between them and himself. " Much of the coldness towards Paul" was, no
doubt, " t h e result of an unworthy deference to heathen sentiment and
practice" (Drummond); but of this particular cause there is no hint in the
context or even in the letter (for 132 belongs to an earlier epistle).f
*So Hilgenfeld, Franke, Sabatier, Lisco, von Dobschiitz (Urc. pp. 29,
45), and von Soden ; cp. Whitelaw, Class. Review (1890), pp. 12, 248, 317.
Other conjectures suppo.se it has drifted from a later apostolic epistle (Ewald),
or that it originally lay after-1 Co lo'-^2 (Hausrath, Blass : BFT. x. I, 51-60),
if not I Co 6 (Pfleiderer). The letter mentioned in I Co 5^ contained the
very advice given in 2 Co 6"-7* (cp. i^eXBetv, i Co S^" = i^iXBare, 2 Co 6").
•f Lisco's intercalation of i2^^-''^ between 6^* and 72 is hopelessly wrong.
X Weizsacker's theory (AA. i. 363) is that the outburst of 6 " - ? ' is
semi - apologetic, but the language does not suggest a desire on the part
of the apostle to assert his opposition to pagan vices by way of meeting
Judaistic reflections on his character and gospel. For Liitgert's ingenious
but equally unconvincing view, see ET. xx. 428-429. Recent explanations
of its present position as part of the -original epistle are offered by Bachmann
(289f.), Bousset, and Windisch (Taufe u. Siinde im Urchristenthum, I49f.).
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Neither the language nor thc idias justify a siii jiicion of tlic genuineness
of the passage,* as though it cmati.itcJ lium Jewish Christi.ms, with a
narrow repulsion to 'unclean things' (6"), or from a Puritan Christian of
the second century (Straatman, i. pp. 13S-146 ; Baljon, pp. 147-150, and
others, including Schrader; Bakhuyzen; Holsten; Michelsen, TT., 1873,
4 2 3 ; Rovers, INT. pp. 37-38; Halmel, Il5f. ; Krenkel, Beitrdge, 332;
and R. Scott, The Pauline Epistles, 236-237). Thc sole feature which is
at first sight out of keeping with Paul's normal thought is, as Schmiedel
admits (pp. 253 f.) after an exhaustive discussion, the allusion to the defilement
of flesh and spirit (7^) ; but t cdp^ here is used in a popular sense (cp. I Co 7"*
holy in body afid spirit) almost as an equivalent to body, while spirit is to
be read untechnically in the light of a passage like I Th 52'*.
(b) A second instance of extraneous matter in the canonical letter is
furnished by the brief paragraph ii3--33j describing Paul's escape from
Damascus; this interrupts the sequence of thought in nso-si 12^-" (exulting
and weakness) so violently as to rouse suspicions of its right to stand here
(so Holsten, ZWT., 1874, 388 f, and van Leeuwen, de foodsche achtergrond
van der Brief aan de Romeinen, 1894, p. iii., adding 12'"- ; Hilgenfeld,
Schmiedel, and Baljon, adding 12'; Michelsen, TT., 1873, pp. 424f.,
adding 12'- '"'•; and Rovers, INT. 38, adding \2^- "i'-i2). < The historicity
of the paragraph need not be doubted' (Schmiedel), the two real difficulties
being the precise date of the incident and the manner in which the paragraph
drifted into its present position. On the latter point, the alternatives are to
suppose (with Rovers, ZWT., 1881, 404, and others) that it was inserted by
a scribe who failed to find any illustration J of daBiveia (l\^) in the context,
or that it is a marginal addition by Paul himself, properly belonging to the
parenthesis ii2^- (so Wendt, Ads, p. 35), or that it originally belonged to
some other letter (Bacon, Story of St. Paul, pp. 87-88). The last-named
scholar dates the occurrence after A.D. 38, in the period of Gal. 122-24 ^gp_
2 Co 122).

§ 9. The structure of 2 Cor.—Beyond the relegation of (i^^-']'^
tjo an earlier epistle, and of 10-13^° to the intermediate letter, it
is hardly possible to push the analysis. 2 Co 1-8 and even
1-9 hang together too closely to be resolved into more than one
letter (cp. Clemen in TLZ., 1897, 560 f.; Rohr, pp. 102 f.), but
it is the supposed difference of situation between 8 ,and 9 which
started not only Semler's theory (9 = a separate letter to the
Christians of Achaia), but more recently A. Halmers§ drastic
•• Cp. Clemen's discussion, Einheitlichkeit, pp. 58 f., and Paulus, i. 77-78.
t So Sokolowski emphatically (Die Begriffe Geist u. Leben bei Paulus,
1903, pp. 126f., 144f.), and M. Dibelius (Die Geisterwelt im Glauben des
Paulus, 1909, 62 f.).
X Those who defend the passage in its present position take this line
of interpretation, as if Paul were frankly confessing an experience which
savoured to some of cowardice (so especially Heinrici).
§ Cp. Holtzmann's review in GGA. (1905) 667 f., of his Der zzveite
Korintherbrief des Apostels Paulus. Geschichtliche und Literalurkritische
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reconstruction of three letters: A=i^-2 i ' - 2 " 7»-8>« 13",
8 = 101-131°, and C = i8-7 2i*-7* 9. i3"-i2, A and C being put
together about A.D. 100, when 6^*-y^ 312-18 and 4^*- • were
editorially added, whilst B was not incorporated until afterwards.
The deletion of the two latter passages as non-Pauline (allied
to the ep. of Barnabas) is fatal to this theory. The discovery of
a flaw in the juxtaposition of 2^^ and 2^^- is due to prosaic
exegesis, and the failure to see that i^^^- implies a second visit
obliges the author to posit this visit between the composition of
A and B, in fulfilment of the promise made in 1^^^: C was
written immediately prior to the apostle's last visit. Some of
the obvious difficulties in this complicated scheme (B=*the
appendix'* to a letter from the Macedonian churches which
the Corinthians took as an eirio-roA,^ o-va-raTiKt^, cp. 3^!) are
avoided by Volter {Paulus und seine Briefe, pp. 74 f.), who
advocates the identification of 10-131° with the Intermediate
Letter, but acutius quam verius eliminates 121-22 2^^'*>-^ 4'"-5^^ 5^*
6i*-7i, and 8® from 1-9, 13II-18 as matter due to a later editor
or editors (see above, p. 113). The criticism of Halmel would
apply even more stringently to Lisco's keen attempt on similar
lines {Die Enstehung des zweiten Korintherbriefes, Berlin, 1896)
to find three separate epistles in A = 10-131° with 6i*-7i between
12IO and 1220, B = 1I-6I8 with i2ii-i9 and 72-3 9, 13I1-18, and C =
7*-82*, an attempt which, in his Judaismus Triumphatus: Ein
Beitrag zur Auslegung der vier letzten Kapitel des zweiten
Corintherbriefes (1896), rightly identifies A with the sharp letter
presupposed in B, but makes C the letter entrusted to Titus,
while, more elaborately still, in his Vinculo Sanctorum, Ein
Beitrag zur Erkldrung der Gefangenschaftsbriefe des Apost.
Paulus (1900), for reasons as precarious in exegesis as they are
Untersuchungen (1904), which presents a revised form of his earlier
monograph on Der Vierkapitelbrief im zweiten Korintherbrief (1894),
reviewed by J. Weiss in TLZ., 1894, 513 f. Halmel appeals (pp. 8f.) to a
Dutch critic, E. J. Greve, who in the third volume (1804) of his De brieven
van den Apostel Paulus, uit het Grieksch vertaald, met Aanmerkingen,
argued that Titus left for Corinth without Paul's letter, which was written as
far as 2 Co 8'*, and that the rest was added by the apostle on receipt of fresh
news from Corinth. J. Weiss' attempt to detect the intermediate letter in
I. 2"-7'' io'-i3i" fails to prove the connection between the two latter sections,
or to justify the separation of 2'*'- from its context.
* Hausrath had made it the appendix to a letter from the Ephesian
church (Abulia 7).
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ill-supported in tradition, he places the prison epistles in some
Ephesian captivity of the apostle; after A (as abovi) come
Titus, Colossians, and Ephesians, previous to the trial, fcllowed
by 2 Timothy and Philippians, and then B C (as above) with
I Co 15 written after his release. Some basis for such a
reconstruction may be found in history, but none exists for
Pierson and Naber's {Verisimilia, pp. 108 f) deletion of ii-io»15-18.23f. 2i- 4 47-12 -12 ^2-4 j 11-132.10-18. The significance of Halmel
and Volter in the criticism of the Corinthian correspondence
mainly consists in their recoil from the results of the aberration
which some years ago led a Dutch school of writers to regard
even 2 Cor. as a romance of the second century (cp. e.g. van
Manen, OCL, 38-41).
Several more or less plausible cases of transposition or interpolation may
be seen in the traditional text. 2'2-i> probaaly has been displaced from
its original setting after i2* (Van de Sande Bakhuyzen) or better after i",
where chronologically its contents belong ; so Laurent (NT Studien, pp. 2428), Michelsen, and Baljon (pp. 142-143). This leaves an admirable and
characteristic juxtaposition between 2*' (Satan's machinations) and 2^* (God's
overruling providence).* Upon the other hand, the attempts to isolate 8 as a
separate note (Hagge, p. 482 f.), written later than 9 (Baljon, pp. 150-152),
or as part of the Intermediate Letter (Michelsen, TT., 1873, 424 ; Hagge),
break down for much the same reasons as the cognate hypothesis that 9 itself
was a subsequent letter sent to the Achaian churches (92, so Semler). The
unity of the situation presupposed in 8 and 9 is too well-marked to justify any
separation of the chapters either from one another or from the letter 1-9,
whose natural conclusion they furnish (cp. 'Volter, pp. 92-94; Schmiedel,
pp. 267-269, as against Halmel's arguments in der zweit. Kor. pp. 11-22).
In 9I Paul is really explaining why he needs to say no more than he has said
in 8**. Instead of being inconsistent with what precedes, 9' clinches it, and
9°"' simply shows that he felt a difldculty, not unnatural under the circumstances, about saying either too much or too little on the delicate topic of
collecting money.f On the other hand, Il'2_i2i has all the appearance of
a marginal addition (cp. Wendt on Ac g^'^), which has been misplaced from
Il2*'-, or of a gloss interrupting the sequence (so Holsten, Hilg. ZWT,, 1888,
200 ; Schmiedel, Baljon, cp. HNT. 629-630), although the order ll»»- »2- ss. si
would partially ease the somewhat jolting transition (see above, p. 126).
• T h i s helps to meet Halmel's vehement objection (pp. 58f.) to the
position of 2^-7* in the canonical epistle.
t With 82" compare Byron's remark to Moore (in 1822): " I doubt the
accuracy of all almoners, or remitters of benevolent cash." The precautions
taken with regard to the conveyance of the temple-tribute are noted by Philo
in De Spec. Legibus, i. (irepi lepoO, § 3), Kai xpbvois upitrpivois lepoiropirol run
Xpripdriav dpi<TrlvST]v iwiKpiBivres, i^ iKdarris ol SoKipuraroi, ji(ei^)OTovoC;'TaA,
viiovs rds iXTlSas iKdariav irapairip-^ovres.
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§ lo. Attestation of 2 Cor.—2 Cor. is quoted by the same
authors as is i Cor. (see above, p. 114), after Marcion (cp. Diognet.
V. 12 f. = 6^"^"), but its earlier attestation is not equally strong.
In two passages of Polykarp (iv. i, vi. 2) the language recalls
Romans rather than 2 Cor. (see below, p. 148), and vi. i, like 821
and Ro 12I'', probably goes back to Pr 3* (LXX) rather than
to either of these Pauline passages; on the other hand, ii. 2 (o Z\
iyeipas airov e/c veKpwv KOI rjpS.'; iyepeV) m a y e c h o 4I* (6 eyetpas Tov

TLvpiov ^l-qcrovv Kal ripa<; avv 'Irjcrov iyepei). In Ignatius there are
apparent, though far from distinct, reminiscences of 6i^ { = Eph.
XV. 3, airov

iv fjpiv KaroiKovvro^,

iva wpev vaol KOI a i r o s iv r^piv

deos) and 4I* { = Trail, ix. 2), possibly, too, of i " ii9-i« i2i«
{ = Philad, vi. 3). The contents of Clem. Rom. v. 5-6 are
inadequate to prove the use of 1123-27^ and xxxvi. 2 can be
explained apart from 31^, as can Barn. iv. 11-13(51°)* and vi.
11 f. (51'^). The indifference of Clem. Rom. to 2 Cor., taken
together with his appeal to i Cor., is all the more striking as the
former epistle would have served his own purposes of exhortation
with telling effect. It is perhaps a fair inference that, in its
canonical form, 2 Cor. was not as yet circulated throughout the
churches (cp. Kennedy, pp. 142 f.; Rendall, 88 f.); possibly it
had not as yet been thrown into its present form.
I I I . The apocryphal correspondence,—The Syrian, Armenian, and even
some of the Latin churches, admitted for some time to their N T Canon (in
Efraim's commentary between 2 Cor. and Gal., elsewhere after Hebrews)
an apocryphal letter of Paul to the Corinthians which originally belonged to
the Acta Pauli,\ and was translated into Latin and Syriac during the third
century. Stephanas and others ask Paul's advice upon the teaching of two
Gnostics, Simon and Cleobius, who have arrived at Corinth. Paul, who is
imprisoned at Philippi, replies from the standpoint of the genuine apostolic
tradition. This so-called third epistle to the Corinthians (translated by
Byron, cp. Moore's Life of Byron, vi. 269-275) was once defended as
authentic by 'Whiston and W. F. Rinck (Das Sendschreiben d. Kor. an der
Apostel Paulus u. drlfie Sendsch. P. an die Korinther, 1823), but the
correspondence is obviously composed % on the basis of I Co 5' and 7' by
* Cp. NTA, II-12, where Bartlet suggests a common source.
t Vetter (TQ., 1895, 622 f.) conjectures in addition a rabbinic midrash on
the resurrection. The original site of the correspondence in the Acta Pauli
was first proved definitely by C. Schmidt (Neue Heidelb. Jahrb., 1897, I17 f.,
Acta Pauli aus der Heidelberger koptischen Papyrushandschrift Nr, I
herausgegeben, 1904, 125 f.).
J Just as 2 Co 12* was made the text and occasion of an dva/Sanciii
DaijXoi;, according to Epiphanius (Haer, xviii. 12I.
9
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an author who stood no nearer to Paul than did the composer of the Theklalegends, and who wrote with reference to thc doctrine of Bardesanes (cp.
Berendts' essay on thc Christology of the correspondence, in Abhandlungen
A. von Oettingen zum 70 Geburtstaggewidmet, 1898).
For text and literature, see P. Vetter's Tiibingen programme, Der
Afokryphe dritte Korintherbrief (1894); Lietzmann's Kleine Texte (12,
1905); Zahn's GK. ii. 592-611 ; Harnack in SBBA., 1905, 3-35, and ACL.
i. 37-39, ii. I. 506-508; and Rolffs in HNA. i. 362f., 378f., ii. 360, 388f.
T h e Latin version, discovered in 1890, was published by S. Berger and
Carrihe (La correspondance apocryphe de S. Paul et des Corinthiens.
Ancienne version latine et traduction du texte Arminicn, 1891); cp. Harnack
and Bratke in TLZ., 1892, 7-9, 585-588, Deelcman in Theol. Studien (1909),
37-56, and Lake in EEP, 236-240.

(D)
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LITERATURE.—(a) Editions ^—Locke, Paraphrase and Notes (17 ^•i); G. T .
•Zachariii's.£'r^/a>«K,g"(i788); Semler's Paraphrasis (176g); C. F. Boehme's
Comment, perpetuus (1806); Belsham (London, 1822); R. Cox (Horae
Romanae, London, 1824); Flatt's Vorlesungen (1825); Klee (1830);
H . E. G. Paulus (1831); Benecke (1831) ; Reiche (Versuch einer ausfUhrl.
Erkl. etc. 1833-4)*; Hodge (1835); Olshausen (1835); Fritzsche (1836-43) * ;
Ruckert2 (1839); R. Haldane (1842); Maier (1843); Rasmus Nielsen
(Leipzig, 1843); Baumgarten-Crusius (1844); Reithmayr (1845); Kreyhl
(1845); de Wette* (1847); R. Knight (1854); A. A. Livermore (Boston,'
1854); van Hengel (1854-9); Beelen (1854); Purdue (Dublin, 1855);
Tholuck^ (1856, Eng. tr. 1842); Nielsen (Denmark, 1856); F. W. K. Umbreit
{der Brief an die Romer, auf dem Grunde des AT ausgelegt, 1856); Ewald(1857); Dr. John Brown (Edinburgh, 1857); G. F. Jatho (1858-9); S. H .
Turner (New 'Vork, 1859); Dr. David Brown (Glasgow, i860); Colenso
{St. PauPs ep. to Rom. Ed. from a mission, point of view, 1863); S. L. A.
.Ortloph (Erlangen, 1865-6); Hofmann (1868); J. Forbes (Edinburgh, 1868);
F. Delitzsch, Brief a. d. R'mner aus dem griech. Urtext in das Hebraische
'uebersetzt u. aus Talmud u. Midrasch erldutert (1870)*; Bisping (1870);
H . A. W. Meyer^ (1872); Volkmar (1875); Moses Stuart^ (1876); Reuss
(1878); VLonie (Cambridge Bible, 1879); Klofutar (1880); Godet (1879-80,
.Eng. tr. 1888)*; 01tramare(i88if.); E. H . Gifford (in Speaker's Comm,
'1881)*; H. Reinecke (1884); F. ZimmeV (1887); Kleinschmidt (1888);
C. J. 'Vaughan'' (1890); Barmby (Pulpit Comm. 1890); C. W. Otto2 (1891);
'A. Schafer (1891); Lipsius = (ZTC. 1892); Jowett^ (1894); Lightfoot (A^i;/«
on Epp. St. Paul, 1895, on 1^-7^^); Philippi * (Frankfurt, 1896); Comely
{Comme7itarius, Paris, 1896) * ; J. M. Stifler (New York, 18^7); Th. Heusser
(1898); J. Drummond (1899); Weiss^ (— Meyer, 1899) * ; W. G. Rutherford
(tr. and analysis, 1900); Ceulemans (1901); J. Agar Beet^ {1901); Denney
\EGT.
1901)*; Garvie (CB. 1901); Schlatter* (1901); Schat-Petersen
' On the patristic and medieval commentaries, see Sanday and Headlam,
pp. xcviii-cii; on the pre-Lutheran, Denifle's Luther u. Luthertum, i. II.
(1905'), besides the survey in Meyer's ed. (Eng. "tr., Edin. 1873-1874) and in
Grafe's monograph ; on Luther's, Lagrange (RB., 1915, 456 f, 1916, 90f.).
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(Paulus Briev til Romerne, 1902) ; J. van Andel (Kampen, 1904); Sanday
and Headlam = (/CC. 1905)*; Lietzmann (HBNT. 1906); Julicher (5A/^7'.2
1907); G. Richter (1907); J. Niglutzsch2 (1907); Zahn (ZA'. 1910); Parry
(CGT. 1912) ; E. K u h l ( l 9 l 3 ) * ; Lagrange (Paris, 1916).*
(b) Studies.—H. E. G. Paulus, de originibus Pauli epistola ad Rom.
(Jena, 1801) ; Baur (Tubing. Zeitschr. f. Theol., 1836, 5 9 f . ) * ; R. Rothe,
Brief P. an die R. erkldrt (1852) ; Th. Schott, der Rbmerbrief, seinem
Endzweck und Gedankengang nach ausgelegt (1858) ; W. Mangold, der
Rbmerbrief u. die Anfdnge der rbm. Gemeinde (1866) ; Beyschlag (SK, 1867,
pp. 627f.); Schenkel (BL. v. 106-116) ; Baur's Paulus (Eng. tr. i. 321 f.);
Weizsacker '\n Jahrb. deutsche Theol. (1876) 248 f. ; M. Arnold, St. Paul and
Protestantism (1876, ch. i.); Holsten (JPT, 1879, 95 f., 3I4f., 68of.)*;
Grafe, uber Veranlassung u. Zweck d. Rbmerbriefs (1881)'*; A. Klostermann's Korreckturen z. bisher. Erkldrung d. Romerbriefes (Gotha, 1881);
W. Mangold, der Rbmerbrief u. seine gesch. Voraussetzungen (1884) ; Lorenz,
das Lehrsystem im Rbmerbrief (\%%l^) ; Schiirer (EB.''); van Manen, de
brief aan de Romeinen (1890); Hilgenfeld (ZWT, 1892, 296-347) ; Liddon,
Explanatory Analysis (1893) ; Hort, Romans and Ephesians (1895)* J A.
C. Headlam (ET 1894-5); M. W. Jacobus, A Problem in NT Criticism
(1900), 237 f. ; Denney (Exp.'° iii.-v.)* ; A. Robertson (DB. iv. 295-306);
Feine, der Rbmerbrief (igo-^) ; G. Semeria, il pensiero die S. Paolo nella
littera ai Romani (Roma, 1903); D. Volter, Paulus u. seine Briefe (1905),
pp. 135-228; Hupfeld, der Rbmerbrief^ (1905); Knowling, Testimojiy of
St. Paul to Christ (1905, pp. 6of., 311 f., 465f.); Zahn (Einl. §§ 21-24);
G. Richter's Kritische-polem. Untersuchungen (BFT, 1908, xii. 6) ; Moffatt
(£•.5." xxiii. 581-583) ; A. Merk (Cath. Encycl. xiii. 156 f.); Liitgert (BFT.
xvii. 2); Pachali (SK., 1914, 481 f.); C. W. Emmet (DAC, ii. 408-417)* ;
Edmundson (Urc. 14f.); J. Weiss (Urc. 275f.).

§ I. Contents and outline.—Special literature: C. F. Schmid
{De epist. ad R. consilio, Tiibingen, 1830); Kiene, Das Rbmerbrief
u. das Joh. Evglm (1868), pp. 1-42 ; Pfleiderer {Urc, i. 2 - i i f . ) ;
J. Drummond {HJ., 1913, 787 f.); Lagrange {RB., 1915, 2i6f.).
After a brief introduction (ii'^), Paul explains why he had
never been able as yet to visit the Roman church, although he
had hoped and still hoped to do so, in the course of preaching
the gospel. Meanwhile, he proceeds to state that gospel as the
exhibition of God's SiKaiocrvvrj e/c TrtcrTetos ets •jrurriv (i^'i^) for all
men. This forms the theme of what foUows.i In 1I8-320 the
need of such a BiKaioavvr] is proved by the fact that Gentiles
(ii8-32)2 and Jews (21-3^*') alike had missed it. But, just as the
apostle's religious philosophy of history has dipped into almost
• On 3, cp. J. Morison's monograph (1866); on I-3, E. Weber's essay
(BFT, 1905, ix. 4).
2 For the Alexandrian traits of l'8-2o cp. Schjott in ZNW,, 1903, 75-78,
and Norden, pp. I28f.
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unrelieved gloom, it is brightened by the positive fact * that in
Jesus Christ (3^i''i) God had revealed his SiKaiocrvvrj to the faith
of man, whether Gentile or Jew. Faith, however, had been in
the world before Christ, and so had revelation, particularly
within the sphere of the Jewish Law; Paul therefore turns for
a moment to show how the Christian gospel of SiKaioirvvr) by
faith, instead of being at variance with the spiritual order of the
OT, was identical in principle with the very faith of Abraham
upon which the Jew prided himself (41*2^). Returning to the
positive and blissful consequences of the universal Si/caiocrvvi/
revealed in Jesus Christ (si'H), he throws these into relief against
the sombre results of the fall of Adam; life had now superseded
death, grace had triumphed over sin. But the supersession of
the Law, so far from relaxing the moral bonds of life, only laid
higher obligations on the soul of the believing man (61^-). This
leads the apostle to describe the struggle of the soul between the
Law's demands and the thwarting power of sin, a conflict between
the spirit and the flesh (71^-) which can only be resolved by the
interposition of Jesus Christf The faith which identifies man
with him invests hfe with the divine Spirit (8i^-), which is the
sole guarantee of a sound life in the present and of security in
the future.
At this point there is a certain break in the argument.
Hitherto he has been mainly engaged in a positive statement of
his gospel, prompted by the charges, which were liable to be
brought against it, of being ethically mischievous or ineffective.
The following section reverts to the thought underlying passages
like 2i^^* 4I. The gracious fellowship enjoyed by Christians
with their God through Jesus Christ (S^^^-) sadly reminds him, as
a warm-hearted Jew, of the fact that the very people who should
have been in the direct line of this St-Katocrvvri were standing as
a nation outside it (9I"'). How was this unbelief of Israel, the
ancient people of God, to be reconciled with the justice and
promises of God ? Paul addresses himself J to this problem in
* For an argument that 322b-26 originally lay, instead of i " , after i " , and
was followed by 5-6, see D. 'Volter in ZNW. (1909) 180-183.
t Cp. Engel's exhaustive monograph, Der Kampf am Rbm vii (1902).
X The antinomy of this patriotic outburst (partly due to the feeling that
the motives of a renegade might be suspected), or divergence into a
nationalistic outlook, is one of the most characteristic features in Paul. His
religious philosophy of history is suddenly shot across by a strong personal
emotion. Hausrath has somewhere remarked that if Paul had not spent
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9-11. H e begins by pointing out, as he had already done in
Gal 4^^- (cp. Ro 228-29)^ that even in the O T there were traces
of God discriminating between the bodily children of the
patriarchs (9*"^-), and that mere physical descent had never
entitled a Jew to the promises. Besides, he adds (9i*"2^), nettled
at the idea of Jewish pride and presumption daring to charge
God with unfaithfulness or injustice, cannot God do as H e
pleases ? Is not His freedom sovereign ? " Here, to speak
plainly, Paul's argument has got into an impasse. H e is not
able to carry it through, and to maintain the sovereign freedom
of God as the whole and sole explanation of human destiny,
whether in men or nations" (Denney, EGT.
ii. 664). H e
breaks away by quoting from the LXX in order to prove that
God's apparently harsh methods with the Jews had a larger end
in view, viz., the election of a people, Jewish and Gentile, on
the basis of faith, so that the doom of the Jews was their own
fault, consisting in a stubborn refusal to enter into God's greater
plan (922-29). They are to blame, not God (930-1021). H e had
made righteousness by faith open and accessible to all; Israel
could not plead lack of opportunity and warning. Finally, Paul
tries to sees a ray of light in the dark tragedy thus enacted.
Israel's unbelief, he contends, is only partial (iji-io) and (iiH*-)
temporary; it may have a providential purpose (so that the
Gentiles need not boast over their less favoured neighbours,
jji3-24. cp. Ramsay's Pauline and other Studies, 1907, 219 f.)
in stirring them up ultimately (ii25f-) to claim their heritage in
the messianic kingdom. For God has shut up all under disobedience, that upon all He may have mercy. The vision of this
glorious consummation stirs the apostle to an outburst of solemn
adoration (ii^^-^^), with which the whole section fitly closes.'*
himself in the service of Jesus, he would have shed his blood with some
other natives of Tarsus on the walls of Jerusalem in A. D. 70 ; and this passage
shows how his religious patriotism flickered up inside his Christian outlook,
even in spite of the treatment he received from Jews and Judaists alike. Cp.
the present writer's Paul and Paulinism (1910), pp. 66 f.
* u3a-36 rounds off I-I I, as well as 9-11 (cp. J. Weiss, and Biihl in SK,
1887, 295-320). What Paul has in mind is not a Judaising tendency among
the Jewish Christians at Rome in particular, but the general and perplexing
question of Judaism in relation to the new faith of the gospel. On the
dialectic of the whole passage, see Gore's paper in SB. iii. ('The argument
of Rom ix.-xi.'), and E. Weber's Das Problem d. Heilsgeschichte nach Rbm
9-11

(\gil).
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Applying {ovv) the thought of God's mercy and its obligations
(12^-2), Paul now sketches the ethic of Christians as members
of the church (12^-21)* and of society, and as members of the
State (131'''); love is to be the supreme law (i3*'i°), and the
nearness of the end the supreme motive to morality (i 311*1*).
These thoughts of mutual charity and of the impending
judgment are still before the apostle (14^-1") as he leaves the
plane of general ethical counsels for that of a special practical
problem which was vexing the Roman church, viz., the question
of abstinence or non-abstinence from food offered to idols.
Sheer anxiety about personal purity (i 31^*1*) was leading some t
to be over-scrupulous at Rome, while the stronger Christians were
prone to judge such sensitive brothers hastily and harshly, and
to five without due consideration for weaker members of the
church who might be offended by their serene indifference to
such scruples. After laying down the general principle of individual responsibility (14I-12), in order to rebuke censoriousness,
he appeals nobly to the majority, who were strong-minded, for
consideration and charity towards the weaker minority (141^-15*').
Towards the close, the plea broadens into a general I appeal for
Christian forbearance and patience (151"^), which finally streams
out into an exhortation (is^'i^) to all, Gentile and Jewish Cliristians alike, to unite in praise of God's mercy to them in Christ.
In a brief epilogue (i5i*^0> Paul justifies himself for having
written thus to the Roman Christians, by alleging his apostolic
vocation ; he tells them (1522^-) of his future plans, which include
a visit to Rome on his way from Jerusalem to Spain; then with
an appeal for their prayers and a brief benediction the letter
closes (15^""^^).
§ 2. The sixteenth chapter. — Special literature : — Keggermann {de duplici epistolae ad Rom. appendice, 1767); Semler's
Paraphrasis, pp. 2 7 7 - 3 1 1 ; D. Schulz {SK, 1829, 609 f.); Spitta's
Urc. iii. i, pp. 6f.; Moffatt, HNT. 209 f.; Lake {EEP. 325 f.).
* For wavrl rip 6VTI iv iptv (12') read ir. rf 8vri ri iv ip.tv (cp. Ac 5**
Xiyuiv eXval nva eavrbv), with Baljon a.ndVoMgta.ff (Mnemosyne, i g o i , 150).
+ They were vegetarians and total abstainers. T h e former practice (cp.
von Dobschutz, Urc. pp. 396 f.) was not confined to J e w s ; the neoPythagoreans and the Orphic societies favoured it. But the high estimate of
the sabbath (14^) suggests that these weaker brethren were Jewish Christians.
X There is no hint that in 15"- Paul is turning (so Paulus and Bertholdt)
to address the leaders of the church.
Paul does not address the iKKXijala
of Rome, and 15''' implies the general body of the local Christians.
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Since the questions of the nature and needs of the church
to which the epistle was written depend upon, rather than
determine, the problem of its literary structure, it will be convenient to discuss the latter first. In order to clear the way, it
is necessary to recognise the evidence for the hypothesis that
ch. 16 did not belong to the original epistle; {a) 162^-27 represents a later conclusion, added by some Paulinist editor
(so Reiche, Kreyhl, Mangold: pp. 44 f., Schiirer, Hilgenfeld,
de Wette, Volkmar, Lucht, Lipsius, von Soden, Pfleiderer,
Holtzmann, W. Briickner: Chron. pp. 184-185, Weizsacker:
A A. i. 382, Baljon: pp. 37-40, Volter, Jiilicher, R. Scott,
Corssen, etc.); and {b) i6i-23 is a special note addressed to the
church of Ephesus.
(a) 162^-27 is not simply an irrelevant (Bacon, JBL.
1899, 167-176) but
an un-Pauline finale, evidently (cp. Jud 2^'-) modelled on some stereotyped
Jewish form of benediction (cp. Mangold, p p . 44-81), and breathing the
atmosphere of the later epistles to Timotheus and Titus (and of Ephesians).
The addition of such a doxology is as unexampled in Paul's correspondence
as the definition of God as the only wise or eternal and of the scripture as
prophetic; while the silence upon the pvariipiov during times eternal outdoes
expressions like Col l2^ and is hardly consonant with R o 1* 321. Corssen
(ZNW., 1909, 32 f.) probably goes beyond the mark in assigning its origin to
Marcionitism, but at any rate it does not betray Paul's mind.
(b) That R o 16^-2^ contains a note which did not originally belong to
Paul's Roman epistle i s a widely, though not universally,* accepted hypothesis
which has been under discussion for nearly a century and a half. Most
probably the note begins, not with v . ' (.Schulz, Ritschl, Ewald, p p . 4 2 8 - 4 3 0 ;
Schiirer, Reuss, Laurent, van Rhijn, Pfleiderer, Mangold : der Rbmerbrief,
pp. 136 f.), but with V.' (Eichhorn, Weiss, Renan, Lucht, Lipsius, Volter,
von Soden, e t c . ) ; it ends, not with v.2" (Eichhorn, Ewald, Schulz, Reuss,
Renan, Mangold, Lucht, Weiss, Lipsius, Volter, von Soden, Richter, Kiihl)
nor even earlier (some, e.g. Laurent and Hitzig, breaking off at v . ' ' or
at v.i«, as Hausrath, Pfleiderer, Krenkel, Schmiedel), but with w.^ (so
Weizsacker, McGiffert, Jiilicher, and L a k e , Holsten and R. Scott omitting
w."-20).f While vv.2'-23 might well go with Ro 15^', it is not Paul's way to
* For all that can be said on the other side, consult Schlatter's article
(SK, 1886, pp. 587 f.), the discussions of Jacquier (i. pp. 277 f.), and Zahn
(Einl. i. 272 f.), the remarks of Sanday and Headlam {op. cit. pp. xciiif.,
4 l 6 f . ) , Mair in Exp.* vii. 75f., and Edmundson {Urc. 20f.).
t " It is generally assumed that the men referred to [in w."-2"'] were
Jewish Christians, simply because Paul's antagonists generally belonged to
that class ; but there is nothing in the passage itself to suggest this. T h e
plausible and eloquent talk, the love of good feeding, and the implied
assumption of wisdom, point rather to Greek adventurers, who, when they
had failed elsewhere, sought to impose on the simplicity of the Christians "
(Dr. J. Drummond, p. 352).
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add salutations after a final Amen, and the passage connects even better with
l6'-2*', though it may have originally lain (Koennecke, Jiilicher) between v.*"
and v . " . It is needless to regard v.'* as a marginal note of Paul to v . "
(Laurent), or to p u t ' " " (omitting T; ydp) after ^^ (I'.aljon, pp. 35-36), though v.22
is more likely to have crept in from the margin (Grotius, Laurent) than to have
been displaced from after v.'-'^ (Blass and Baljon, p. 37).
Whilst the letter is not expressly directed lo Ephesus, there is much in
its contents which points to that city and church as its original destination.
When all is said, it is inconceivable that Paul could have intimately known
so many individuals, and been acquainted with their local circumstances and
histories, in a church like that of Rome to which he was as yet personally
a stranger. T h e tone of Romans militates against such an idea. In Ro
I - I 5 the apostle has been writing as a stranger to strangers, without betraying
—even at points where such a reference would have been telling and suitable—
any trace of personal friendship with the members of the church or first-hand
knowledge of their local environment and situation.
Occasionally, it is
true, he does evince some knowledge of the general course of events (e.g.
in 14-15) within the Roman community, but never more than what would
percolate to him through the ordinary channels of hearsay and report.
Such incidental familiarity with the Roman situation by no means implies
the presence of friends upon the spot who had supplied him with information.
Upon the other hand, the wealth of individual colour and detail in l6'-2''
presupposes a sphere in which Paul had resided and worked for a considerable time. H e knows the people. H e can appeal to them, and even speak
authoritatively to them. Now, as he wrote probably from Corinth, the only
other city which answers aptly to this description is Ephesus, where Paul
had had a prolonged and varied experience ; indeed, several of the names
in this note are connected more or less directly with that city or with Asia
M i n o r : e.g. Epaenetus (v." dirapxv TTJS 'Aalas), and Aquila and Prisca (v.^),
who were at Ephesus immediately before Romans was written (Ac l8'^" ^,
cp. I Co 16^'), and apparently were there (2 Ti 4'^) not long afterwards.
These are the first mentioned in the note, and the reference in I Cor. and
here to the house-church of Aquila and Prisca tells against the likelihood of
a sudden migration on the part of this devoted pair.
Furthermore, the sharp warning against heretics and schismatics (w."-2*)
suits Rome at this period less well than Ephesus, where, then as afterwards (l Co 16'-'', Ac 2o2'"-, Apoc 2-'-), trouble of this kind was in the air.
There is no evidence, even from Romans itself, to indicate the existence of
Sixocsraulai and aKavSaXa among the Roman Christians of that day. Controversy against fal.se teachers is conspicuously absent from Romans, and il is
extremely difficult to reconcile this outburst of Paul with the traits of Ro I - 1 5 ,
even when we identify the errorists with Greek adventurers rather than Jewish
Christian antagonists. Least convincing of all is the suggestion (Zahn) that
Paul's language here resembles that of Gal l^ 5', Ph 3^'- ; these warnings are
not genuine prophylactic counsels, inasmuch as the trouble had already begun
in Galatia—which, as even Zahn admits, was not the case in Rome when.the
apostle wrote — while the intimate relations between Philippi and Paul
differentiate Philippians materially from an epistle like Romans. Nor, again,
i s i t likely that the apostle was vaguely warning the Roman Christians igainst

ROMANS

137

errorists who were already troubling other churches and might at some future
date make mischief in the capital. The whole point of the counsel is lost if
the readers did not know the facts and persons in question. How else could
they mark and turn away from them ? In short, the tenor of these words
marks not an occasion which might possibly arise, but a peril already present,
just such a situation as was in force in Ephesus, where intrigues and divisions
(Ac 2o''- 25'-) were so rife that the apostle was determined to follow his usual
method, in such cases, of avoiding any personal intercourse with the local
church. Hence he writes this note of vrarning, incorporating his counsel in
Phoebe's letter, whose lack of address probably indicates that she might visit
other communities in the district. Set in this light, the letter assumes a
truly historical place. For while the distant tone of even a passage like i^''"'shows that the apostle was not on such terras of close intimacy with the
Roman church as would prompt the pointed language of 16'^, these words,
when addressed to Ephesus, are entirely apposite. This is borne out by the
consideration, accepted by many critics (so, in addition to those already
mentioned on page 135, Farrar, St. Paul, ch. xxxvii.; Laurent, NT Studien,
pp. 32-38 ; Holtzmann, Einl. 242-246 ; O. Holtzmann, NT Zeitgeschichte,
p. 132; Cone, St. Paul,'p'p. I2f. ; V\ix<ih3.s, Johannine Problems and Modern
Needs, 47 f. ; and Haupt, SK., 1900, pp. 147-148), that the note is a note
of recommendation for Phoebe (iiriaroXT] (TvarariK-q) ; for Paul would naturally introduce a person to a circle or circles in which he exercised some influence. The value of such a reoommendation would mainly consist in the
writer's title to respect and obedience fnom those whom he addressed, and it
is obvious that in this period such a footing of intimacy obtained at Ephesus
rather than at Rome.
It may be urged, on the opposite side, that these Christians might have
migrated to Rome, as there was constant communication between that city
and the provinces of the empire. In the abstract, this is quite possible. But
the point is that when Paul wrote Romans, no such migration had occurred.
All evidence for it is awanting, and the probabilities tell against such a
wholesale influx of Paul's friends to the capital. At a later date, in the
course of time, it is conceivable that they gradually migrated to Rome in his
footsteps, as Aquila and Prisca did perhaps. Asiatics constantly betook
themselves thither, and it is therefore far from remarkable—and by no
means a final argument against the above theory of Ro 16^-2"—that almost
all of the names mentioned in this note have been found by archseologists
(cp. Lightfoot, Philippians, pp. 171 f.) within the Roman Corpus Inscriptiontim. Most of the names are fairly common throughout the Roman
world (cp. Lietzmann, p. 73), whilst half are found in the Greek * Corpus
Inscriptionum for Asia Minor (so, e.g., Epaenetus, Hermes, and Hermas).
So far as any weight can be attached to the significance of names like
Prisca, Ampliatus, Nereus, and Apelles, in the subsequent history of primitive
Christianity at Rome, it is practically irrelevant to the present question ;
even though the bearers of these names could be s_afely identified in every
case with those mentioned by Paul in this note, it would be a far from
* So Rouffiac, Recherchcs sur les caraclires du Grec dans le NTd'apris
tnscript. de Priaic (Paris, 1911), pp. 97 f.

les
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valid inference that because they are found to have sojourned afterwards * in
Rome they must have been there when Paul wrote Romans, or that such a
combination of names, Greek, Roman, and Jewish, was impossible outside ths
mixed lower population of the capital.
Gifford (pp. 27-30) regards i6*-*' as part of a second letter written by
Paul after his release from the first Roman imprisonment. This theory
(partially anticipating Spitta's) gets over the difiiculty which arises on the
canonical view, that Paul could hardly have had so many personal friends in
Rome before he had reached the capital, but it is not more probable than the
view which has been just outlined. Similarly Erbes (writing in ZKG., 1901,
pp. 224-231) finds in 16'-'** a note written by Paul to Rome during his last
voyage as a prisoner, and forwarded by some Ephesian Christians who were
free (yet cp. 16'), in order to let the Roman Christians know of his arrival
(Ac 28"). These envoys hurried on, undelayed by the exigencies of the
apostle's voyage, and were themselves among the persons to be greeted in the
note. Of all this, however, there is no hint in the note itself, and the theory t
is really no improvement on that of Semler, who regarded 16'-" as designed
for Paul's friends outside Rome, to introduce the bearers of the epistle. One
point of such hypotheses is to explain how the note came to be attached to
Romans, but this can be done otherwise. Eichhorn (Einl. iii. 243 f.) took
i6'-2'' as addressed to Corinth, while Schenkel less probably regarded it as
intended for all the churches which Phcebe was to visit. Still more drastic
but equally unsatisfying is Ryder's conjecture (JBL., 1898, 184-198) that,
since iypa^a vpXv (15^') and 6 ypdfas TT)V iiriaroX-l]v (1622) have the same
subject, and since the latter phrase indicates a weightier function than that
of an amanuensis, chs. 15^-162* are a fragment written by Tertius himself not
later than A.D. 64 before the Neronic persecution. If any theory of the
epistle's composition is sought along these lines, Spitta's is more ingenious
(see below).
Once this note is detached from Romans, its date is no longer dependent
upon that of the larger epistle, except when it is regarded as part of some
larger Ephesian letter which has been incorporated in the canonical Romans
(see below). Taken by itself, it offers no secure evidence of its date 01
place of writing, beyond the fact that, when vv.21-23 are included in it,
the mention of Gaius (cp. i Co i^*) probably points to Corinth as the churcn
from which Paul wrote (cp. Cenchreae, 16'). If, as is otherwise likely, the
immediate destination of the note was Ephesus, with its local circuit of
churches, the fact of Paul sending greetings and warnings is entirely consonant with the situation presupposed in Ac 20 (see above). The description
of Andronicus and Junias a.s fellow-prisoners (16'') does not imply that Paul
• Yet, in the letters subsequently written by Paul from Rome, not one of
these Christians is ever mentioned.
t In a further study (ZNW., 1909, 128-147, 195-218, ' Zeit und Ziel d.
Grilsse Rom l6'-2* und der Mittheilungen 2 Ti 4'-2''), Erbes developes this
theory by arguing that 2 Ti 4'" (iv ry irpiSirripov diroXoyl<f oiSels /itot irapeyivero,
dXXd irdvTes pe iyKariXiirov), which contradicts the hypothesis that Paul had
such loyal supporters in the Roman church as Ro 16'-2" (on the ordinary tlieoryj
•ssumes, really refers to his earlier trial in Palestine,
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was in captivity when he wrote the letter,* but merely that these Christians
like himself, perhaps with himself on some occasion (at Ephesus or elsewhere ;
cp. 2 Co Il2*; Clem. Rom. v.), had been incarcerated.
The obscurity which besets the editing of the Pauline epistles for
canonical purposes prevents us from doing more than conjecture how this
letter came to be appended to Romans (LA. 228). Perhaps, when the first
collection was drawn up at Ephesus, this local note was preserved by being
put in the wake of the larger epistle, especially if the latter was last in the list.
AUo, it contained the names of several who afterwards became prominent in
the church of Rome (e.g. Ampliatus).

§ 3. Structure and integrity,—Special literature :—Riggenbach {neue Jahrb, f. deutsche Theol., 1892, 498-525); Lightfoot
and Hort's essays in the former's Biblical Essays (287-374) ;
Wabnitz {RTQR., 1900, 461-469); Moff'att {HNT. 630 f.);
Harnack, {ZNW., 1902, 83 f., on i^); Godet, INT. i. 395-407;
Zahn's Einl. § 22; R. Steinmetz {ZNW,, 1908, 177-189, 'Textkritische Untersuchung zu Rom i^'); P. Corssen {ZNW., 1909,
1-45, 97-102) ; R. Scott, The Pauline Epistles (1909), 96 f.; K.
Lake {EEP. 335 f.); Bruins {TT, 1911, 258-269, on ii8-32).
The textual phenomena of 1625-27 (apart from any question
of their authorship) are sufficient by themselves to start the
further problem, whether the canonical form of Romans does
not represent a process of more or less extensive editing. The
insertion of Ro 161-23 proves that the epistle as it stands did not
come from Paul and his amanuensis at Corinth, but we cannot
even be sure that 1-15^* is equivalent to the original letter. It
is plain that when the Romans came to be incorporated in the
Pauline canon, editorial changes were made either then or
(perhaps also) at a subsequent period. The question is, whether
such internal phenomena as can be noted (partly from the
textual condition of the epistle) were due to Paul himself or to
a later hand.
The doxology (i62''-2') is found (see Lucht, op. cit. pp. 43 f., 49 f.) not
only (i.) in its present canonical position (so most MSS and vss), but (ii.) either
after 142^ alone (so L, many cursives, Chrysostom and Theodoret, etc., with the
Gk. lectionaries), or (iii.) there in addition to its position after l62^ (so AP,
arm.), whilst (iv.) F ^ (with vacant space after l62'') and G (with vacant space
after 142^) omit it entirely. According to Origen (vii. 453, Lommatzsch),t
* As, e.g., Lisco assumes, on his peculiar hypothesis of an imprisonment at
Ephesus, during which Paul wrote several epistles, including this one ( Vincula
Sanctorum, 1900).
+ " Caput hoc (i.e. i62'-2') Marcion, a quo scripturse euangelicse atque apostolicoe interpolatae sunt, de hac epistula penitus abstulit: et non solum (hlc ?)
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(i.) was its normal place in his day ; but even in some codices which did not
reflect Marcion's edition (ii.) was to be found—apparently in consequence of an
edition having been drawn up for reading in the churches, for which purpose
the details of 15-16 would be irrelevant. This probably explains the fact
that the capitulations of Codex Fuldcnsis and Codex Amiatinus, the major
MSS of the "Vulgate, reflect a similar edition (see de Bruyne in Revue
Binidictine, 1908, 423 f., 1911, 133 f.). But it does not carry us very far
back ; for while an ecclesiastical (Antiochene ?) edition might contain 1-142^-)J525-27^ it is extremely unlikely (in spite of all arguments to the contrary) that
Paul would stop at 142', even if i62'-27 were genuine. The latter is not a
doxology like ll'"*, and it does not lead to I5"- as Eph 320-21 jggg jjy dosing
a section. It is one thing that 15-162^ should be omitted for church-purposes,
and quite another for the author himself, with the natural sequel 15^-^' before
him, to break off at 142^ and append the doxology, unless we are to assume
that there was room for no more on the sheet of papyrus. There is a strong
inherent improbability, therefore, against all theories which attribute to Paul, at
any rate, any issue of Romans ceasing with 14^^. Even were i62'-2'' admitted
to have been written by the apostle, its position after 142^ affords no secure
basis for any theories of an edition of Romans from his ovm hand which
ended there. It may be questioned, indeed, whether the reasons usually
given for an ecclesiastical transference of the doxology to the close of ch. 14
are adequate. Modern ideas of what an early Christian church would or
would not have found edifying, are apt to be too narrow. On the same
principle we should expect to find traces of I Co i62"- having been put after
ij57-68^ and no textual evidence for such a transference is forthcoming. But,
in the case of .Ro 162^-2'', such textual evidence is clear and early. The only
question is. Does Origen's charge imply that Marcion actually mutilated the
epistle, or that he found an exemplar in iise which did«end with 14-1-162''-27?
The former theory depends on the probability that the contents of Ro 15-16
would prove obnoxious to Marcion; but this hardly appears likely, for the
OT quotations would not discredit the passage to Marcion, any more than
they did the gospel of Luke. The latter view assumes that an ecclesiastical
recension of the epistle existed by the beginning of the second century,
which omitted 15-16 as less suitable for public reading (so, e.g., Hort, Godet,
and Lake) and agpended 162^-27 to 14. Still, it may be accidental that Clement
of Alexandria and.Origen-are the only Ante-Nicene fathers who quote from
Ro 15-16. The personal contents of 16, like of those of I Co 16, may have
prevented any widespread allusions to it even in a writer like Cyprian.
hoc, sed et ab (? in) eo loco ubi scriptum est omne autem, quod non est ex fide,
peccatum est {i.e. 142^] usque ad finem cuncta dissecuit. In aliis uero exemplaribus, id est in his quae non sunt a Marcione temerata, hoc ipsum caput
diuerse positum inuenimus : in nonnullis etenim codicibus post eum locum
quem supra dlximus, hoc est, omne autem, quod non est ex fide, peccatum est,
statim cohxrens habetur ei autem quipotens est uos confirtnare; alii uero codices
in fine id, ut nunc est positum, continent." It is disputed (cp. Zahn's GK.
ii. 519f.) whether 'dissecuit,' in (his version of Rufinus, means 'removed'
( = 'abstulit') or 'cut up.' Against Zahn, see Corssen in ZNIV., 1909, 13f.,
and Lake, who argue for the former ( — SUTep.ev).
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T h e omission of iv'Tdpr/ in i'* " by G (Gk. and Lat. text), and in 1'
further by g Ambrosiaster (irdaiv rots oiffiv iv dydiTTj Qeov, KXTJTOIS 07(015),
appears to indicate that these words were absent, if not from an early
recension of the epistle, at least from a number of early copies (including the
text used by Origen). As the variation is too significant and widespread
to have been due to a transcriptional error, it must be explained as due either
(a) to the same motive as is alleged for the excision of iv'^Stcpitsip in E p h i ' , i.e.
an ecclesiastical or liturgical desire (cp. Tert. adv. Marc. v. 17 ; Ambrosiaster
on Col 4 ^ ' ; Apollonius in Eus. H. E. v. 18. 5) to mark the epistle's catholicity of reference ; or (b) to Marcion's revision (cp. Corssen, de Bruyne, Sanday
and Headlam, von Soden), the latter motive covering the excision of 15-16
as well.
(a) seems on the whole preferable (so, e.g., Steinmetz and
Schmiedel). Zahn's contention, that the original text of l'' did not contain
iv "Pdjpri (so W. B. Smith, JBL., 1901, pp. 1-21 ; cp. Harnack, ZNW.,
1902,
83 f ) , but that l'° did, is based on inadequate textual evidence, as R. Steinmetz and Corssen have shown. T h e former critic agrees with those who
regard the position of the doxology after 14 as the result of liturgical reading
(which Emmet, in Exp.^ xi. 275 f., would make more plausible by conjecturing that a mutilated copy once ended at 14''). Corssen's intricate
arguments lead him to refer all the phenomena of the shorter recension of
Romans to Marcion. A further conjecture (c) is that the words were omitted
(together with 15-16) in a special edition of the epistle issued by Paul himself
(so variously from Riickert to Lightfoot). This edition-hypothesis (Renan,
iii. pp. Ixiiif., 461 f. ; Sabatier, Denney, L a k e , etc.) assumes usually that
l-14-f 16^-2" were the edition sent to (Asia) Ephesus, whilst 1-14-)-i62i-2'»
and I - I I-I-15 were copies of the circular forwarded to Thessalonika and
Rome respectively. Spitta carries forward this conjecture in Urc. iii. I
(1901), holding acutius quam uerius (cp. Bahnsen in PM., 1902, 331-336)
that 12^-15'-(-16^-2° represent a short letter written after Ac 28^" ( A . D . 63-64)
during a tour among the Gentile Christian churches, while i''-ii^°-f-15'*"^
were written earlier (at the crisis over the Council of Jerusalem) for believing
Jews, to justify the Gentile mission, and re-adapted by the apostle for
Gentile-Christian readers with the addition, e.g., of ii"-sc and 15'-'*.
Lightfoot's simpler view posited a double recension, the original draft
(l-i62'*) being addressed to the Roman church, the second (omitting iv'ViipTi
in i ' - " and 15-16, but adding i6-'"27j being designed for a wider circle;
subsequently the doxology was transferred to its present position in the
original and earlier recension, represented by the canonical epistle. Attempts
have been made on broader lines to disentangle in whole or part a larger
letter to E p h e s u s , * . ^ . in 1 2 - 1 4 - H 6 (Straatman, TT,, 1868, 25 f.), 12-15*-!153-20 (Schultz, Jahrb. fur deutsche Theol., 1876, 104f.), and 9-11-I-16
(Weisse's Beitrdge, 4 6 f . ) ; cp. J. Weiss in TLZ.,
1893, 395, and
ThSt.
182-184, and Lake's theory of 1-14 (contemporary with Gal.) and 1-14-I-15
(as covering letter) for Rome.
Apart from the doxology (162^-2'), when a note to Ephesus is found in
l6'-2^ it becomes superfluous to discuss the theory, once held by Baur,
Schwegler (NZ. ii. p p . 123 f.), and some others (recently, W . B. Smith,
JBL.,
1901, 129-157) that 15-16 are totally, or even partially (Lucht),
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spurious, as well as composite.* There is little or nothing in 15 to justily
the supposition that it was not composed by Paul (see on this especially
Mangold, pp. 81 f.); the bold expressions of 158-18 are as likely to have
come from the apostle as from any one else, and none of the other points
alleged, e.g. by Lipsius, is decisive against the Pauline authorship (cp. HNT630). The close connection of 15 with 14 tells against the view (Schenkel)
that 15 represents a postscript to the original letter. The balance of
probability is upon the whole in favour of the hypothesis that I'-15*'
represents substantially the original epistle ; that 16^-2^ was added to it,
when the Pauline canon was drawn up at Ephesus ; that i62''-2'' represents
an editorial climax to this composite production; and that the omission
of iv"PJ)pri in l ' and the relegation of iG'^'"" to a place after 14 were due
to subsequent liturgical procedure.
Evanson's arguments against the Pauline authorship (Dissonance of the
Four Generally Received Evangelists^, 1805, 306-312) were as unable to
attract the attention of scholars as those independently advanced by Bruno
Bauer half a century later (Kritik der paulin. Briefe, 1852, iii. 47-76 ;
Christus und die Caesaren, 1877, 371-380). The denial of Paul's existence,
which is bound up with such theories, was developed by Loman in his
'Quaestiones Paulinse' (TT., 1882-1883, 1886), and the fool's cap was
placed unconsciously on them by Steck's attempt (see above, p. 73) to
show that Romans depended on Seneca, as well as upon Philo, the
Assumptio Mosis, and Fourth Esdras. Van Manen's arguments answei
themselves; if the methods he employs (cp. EBi. 4127-4145) are valid,
then not merely biblical but literary critics must allow that their occupation
is gone. The reproduction of similar views by W. B. Smith (cp. HJ. i.
309-334) led to a patient and careful refutation by P. W. Schmiedel
(HJ. i. 532-552), after or against which there is little to be said. For other
criticisms in detail, see R. J. Knowling's TheWitness of the Epistles, pp. I33f.,
and Clemen's Paulus, i. pp. 85 f. The futility of these wholesale theories
was soon felt by 'Vblter, who attempted to posit an authentic epistle underneath
extensive interpolations, separating the original genuinely Pauline letter
/ j l . Bb-7. 8-17 cl-12. 16-19. 31 gl-JS. 16-23 1 2 - 1 3 . I 4 * - I 5 ' I5"-16. 23b-33 igSl-Mj written

to the Gentile Christian church of Rome, from interpolations by an editor
who sought to Hellenise Paul's teaching with the help of Stoic and Platonic
ideas derived in part from the Wisdom of Solomon, Philo, and Seneca, and
to controvert not Jewish Christians, but Jews of his own day. In addition
to this editor's contributions, further glosses are visible in 2'*'" 32«-2a ^wa
,,u-s6 157-13. i7-23a i67-2o»- 25-27 ffo^j j^e pen of one who also omitted iv 'Fd>pr
in i'- "• in order to generalise the epistle for the use, primarily, of the church
at Ephesus.
While the criteria for such hypotheses are too subjective to deserve
attention, the canonical text of the epistle here and there has been more
justly suspected of incorporating glosses. Thus (a) the awkward construction
of 2'"-^', where v.'* seems to follow w.^2-i« rather than "•*• or the whole
• R. Scott (op. cit. 237-246) makes 12-15 practically all non-Pauline
while the original epistle (1-11-1-1525-28) ,5 regarded as the slow elaboration
of two or three distinct essays (e.g. 1-5, 6-8, 9-11).
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paragraph, has suggested (cp. Lietzmann's note, pp. 14-15) either that " " "
represent a marginal gloss (so Wilke, die Neutest. Rhetorik, pp. 216-228 ;
Laurent, NT Studien, 17-19, 32 f. ; Blass,; Vblter, 141-142 ; J. Weiss,*
Beitrdge zur paul. Rhetorik, 56-57), or less probably that v.i* should be
taken as an interpolalion (Weisse, Baljon, pp. 4-6), if not put after v.'*
(Michaelis, Wilke, Wassenbergh) or v.2^ (Hitzig). Otherwise v.** might be
a marginal insertion of Paul (Eichhorn), though not the later addition of
an editor (from Ja l""^; so Weisse, Michaelis adding " , and van Manen
adding " - " ) . {b) ^ is a natural parenthesis rather than a break in the
argument, and need not be taken as a gloss (as by Semler, Weisse, Michelsen,
Lipsius, Koennecke, and Jiilicher ='"'), or as two (Naber, Mnemosyne, 1881,
287 f.). Nor (c) is 512b Kal Sid rijs dp,aprlas 0 Bdvaros to be suspected as a
scribal gloss (van Manen, Straatman, Baljon), though 5'^"'^ (Weisse, Beitrdge,
P- 3 5 ; Volter, op. cit, pp. 147 f., for exegetical reasons) has an illogical
appearance.t (d) 7'*'' (&pa oiv airbs iyi) ri^ piiv vot SovXebia vbptp Beov,
TJ Si ffapKl vbpxp dp-aprias) may readily have been misplaced by a scribe
from its true place before v.2^ (Venema, Wassenbergh, Keil, van Hengel,
Lachmann, Koennecke, BFT. xii. i. 24-25; Blass, Lietzmann, etc.);
to delete it entirely (Michelsen, Reiche, Weisse, Baljon, pp. 17-18;
Volter, pp. 157-8) is to leave no room for an explanation of how it ever
came to be inserted. J (e) As the Sid vavrbs of ii^-io js, strictly speaking,
inconsistent with the thought of what follows, it has been conjectured
(e.g. by Holsten, ZWT.,
1872, 4 5 5 ; Michelsen, Rovers, van Manen,
and Lipsius) that this passage is a marginal gloss written, like I Th 2'*,
after the fall of Jerusalem, to emphasise the final exclusion of the Jews from
the messianic kingdom. Against this it is rightly urged that the metaphor
of v.*' would follow awkwardly after that of v.^ But surely not more so
than that of v.* in its present site, (f) Apart from those who reject the
entire chapter as un-Pauline, various critics have felt obliged to regard
one or two passages in 15"'* as later glosses; Straatman, e.g., deletes
vv,i4. 17-24. van Manen, w.^s- I^-M. 27. so-s2. Volter, vv."-23a (altering
ixuf to ixti) in ^^) and Lipsius, vv.-'•*'• 20b. 23-24^ -pjjg reasons for such
a hypothesis do not seem justified by literary or historical criticism (cp.
Feine's Rbmerbrief, 138 f.). Thus a ihission to Illyria is quite within the
bounds of probability, during one of Paul's residences in Macedonia; and
• Adding 22'-'' as another gloss from the same hand, since the ydp of 2*
reaches back to 2s, while the oSv of 2* does not connect well with the context.
t The same critics, with Michelsen, find 6"-^' an interpolated gloss, with
as little reason as leads them (with Volkmar and Baljon, pp. 14-15) to
delete 719-20.
t To suppose (with Volter, p. 226) that some scribe, failing to grasp
the connection between 1^*^ and 8^, added this recapitulatory comment as
a bridge, is surely a tour de force. See Jiilicher's note (SNT. ii. p. 48), and
Clemen's Einheitlichkeit, pp. 84 f. (cp. his Paulus, i. 99-100). On the
other hand, TOIS vronxovaiv (4") is plainly an instance of textual primitive
corruption, while offre 8wdp.eis (8*) must precede logically (as in K L, etc.)
otre 4ve(rrQra KTX., unless it is to be deleted (as by van Hengel, Baljon,
Tholuck, Koennecke, and others).
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the silence of Galatians does not necessarily preclude some preaching at
Jerusalem, even granting that Jerusalem here should not be taken in a
colloquial and geographical sense. At all events it is hardly fair to object
to the one statement because it conflicts with the silence, to the other because it seems to disagree with the statements, of Acts (cp. Clemen, TL'Z.,
1903, 230 f.). The expression (fully preached the gospel, v.'') is rhetorical;
Paul, as often, is using a natural hyperbole (Curtius, SBBA., 1893, 929,
quotes an apt verbal parallel from Aristoph. Knights, (ici,2 f.), and 2<"' is not
inconsistent with 23'-, for the apostle's visit to Rome (cp. i^^-") is as much
for his own sake as for theirs ; in any case Rome is to him but the point
of departure for a further tour, not the object of independent mission-work.
Finally, as even Vblter (p. 178) admits, there is nothing suspicious about
the reference to this Spanish mission ; after his death it would have hardly
been attributed to him.
Such detailed difficulties in the contexture of the epistle do not amount to
any proof that it is a patchwork of different writings. Its composition must
have taken some time. " W e must try to comprehend the position ot such
a man when, perhaps in the midst of his handicraft, he dictated on difficult
matters in which his thoughts pressed one upon another, in order to judge
truly to what degree he would be likely to fail in good connexion and orderly
progress of thought" (P. W. Schmiedel, HJ., 1903, 549). This consideration, taken along with the internal evidence, is enough to disprove any rigid
theory of heterogeneous composition. Paul was many-sided, and more than
one side of his nature came out in this epistle, a fact which is missed when
attempts are made to trace a rectilinear dialectic throughout the successive
chapters.

§ 4. Date and aim.—When 151*^- is accepted as genuine, the
date of the epistle is fixed towards the close of Paul's mission in
Achaia (Ac 202^-); it was written from Corinth,'* on the eve
of his departure for Jerusalem. The collection, which forms so
prominent a feature of the Corinthian correspondence, is now
finished, and Paul is on the point of conveying the money to the
Palestinian Christians on whose behalf it has been raised. The
precise year depends on the view taken of the apostohc chronology
(see above, p. 62); most editors fix on ± A.D. 57 ; but the general
period of the epistle's composition is at any rate plain, as well
as its relative position after the Corinthian correspondence.
The purpose of the letter is less plain, and any characterisation of it depends on the relative importance assigned to its
general and its specific elements. Those who emphasise the
former, view the epistle as a compendium of the Pauline gospel
(so from Luther, Melanchthon, Reiche, and de Wette to Weiss
* Paulus inferred from 15''' that it was composed in some to^wi of Illyria.
The facilities of communication point to Corinth, however (cp. Paley's
Horae Paulinae, ed. Birks, 1852, pp. 8f.).
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and Godet), but the absence of definite teaching upon such
questions as the Lord's Supper, the church, eschatology, and the
resurrection, is sufficient to disprove the theory. Others find
a much more specific and personal object in the epistle. But
its aim is not simply to secure in the church of Rome a vantageground for further propaganda in the West (so, e.g., Schott,
Beyschlag, and Riggenbach, exaggerating the weight of passages
like ii* and 15^*), much less to justify Paul against a supposed
charge of neglecting so important a church (Hofmann); it is
rather to state, for the primary benefit of the Roman Christians,
the xapt<r/xa Tn'tvpiaTiKov which Paul was conscious of possessing
in his knowledge of the gospel, and which he imparts in writing,
dtro piepov;, i s iiravapipv^crKwv

v/xas 8ia T7]V X " P " ' '''W So^eicrav p.01

diro Toi5 Oeov {i^^^, cp. iH'-). The feature of the gospel which
is chiefly before his mind is its universal range, as the divine
8uva/xis eU (TtnT-qpiav rravrl T(3 iricrTevovTi..

I t is a gospel for TO.

Wvrj (cp. i ' 15I® etc.), and as such it involves a supersession of
Jewish praxis and principle. This outlook explains the course of
ii8_ii86. g _ i i falls into its proper place, not as the centre and
pith (Baur) of the letter, but as a specific, historical application
of the principles already laid down in 1-8.
Baur argues that Paul would not have devoted so important
a part of his letter as 9-11 to the problem of Judaism in relation
to Hellenism, " h a d he not had close at hand some special
material reason for doing so, and this was aff"orded him by the
circumstances of the local church" {Paul, i. 329), but the
problem had been raised by his past experience in the long
mission throughout Asia and Greece. It is not even enough to
argue that the object of Romans was to counteract the Jewish
Christian propaganda in the Roman church (so AVeizsacker);
one would expect in this event to find the christological problem
more prominent. It is more plausible to detect the conciliatory
motive (Pfleiderer) of reconciling the Gentile Christian majority
with the Jewish Christian minority, by expounding more fully
Paul's gospel as a deeper and broader exposition of the faith
than either party had yet reached. This aspect is enforced by
those who (like Bleek, Hodge, Hilgenfeld, Volkmar, and Holsten)
variously lay stress upon the irenical tone of Paul's dialectic.
A more polemical view is taken by scholars like Aberle {Einl.
205 f.) and Feine, who find that Paul is op[)Osing unbelieving
Jews, though it is not easy to see why he should do so in an
10
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epistle to Rome especially, and in an epistle primarily addressed
to Gentile Christians. Judaism as the enemy is the view also
underlying both Ewald's and Grafe's theories; the former regards
the epistle (culminating in 131'*) as an attempt to disentangle
Christianity from any compromising association with the Judaism
whose fate he saw impending at the hands of the Roman
power; Grafe {op. cit. pp. 54f.), on the other hand, hears in the
epistle a desire to establish Paul's free gospel against the
influences of local Jews who were corrupting the Roman
Christians with legalistic sympathies.
These conflicting or complementary views open up the
intricate problem of the readers to whom the epistle was
addressed.
Here we face apparently diverging statements,
some of which imply Gentile Christians, while others point to
Jewish Christians. The former passages include i^^- 1* i i i ^ and
j^isf- which are perfectly explicit; they reckon the Roman
Christians as among the Gentiles, and none of the counterreferences is strong enough to overbear the force of such
allusions. The use of the first person plural in 3^ 4I and 91°,
wh'ch seems to rank Paul with a Jewish Christian audience,
means no more than the similar allusion in i Co l o i ; and the
connection of his readers with the Law in 7I-® etc. is on all-fours
with the tone of the argument in Gal 41-^ (to Gentile Christians).
The obscurity which wraps the origin of the Roman church, or
churches, prevents us from checking the internal evidence of the
epistle by any external traditions of historical value, but the
probabilities are that a Jewish Christian nucleus was surrounded
by a Gentile Christian majority, perhaps drawn in part from the
local proselytes.'* Thus the view that the Roman church was
predominantly Gentile Christian (so, e.g., Schott, Weizsacker,
Pfleiderer, Schiirer, von Soden, Feine, Jiilicher, Denney, Belser,
* Drummond (see p. ,131) rejects the anti-Judaising hypothesis, and
argues that the epistle is simply a defence of what Paul regarded as vital
Christianity. Lake (see p. 141) sugge.sts that 1-14 were originally a general
epistle to the churches in Antioch and Asia Minor, written about the same
time as Galatians. Liitgert, again (see p. 131), argues that Romans represents a change of front. In Galatians Paul is dealing with Jewish legalists,
but here he faces antinomian tendencies of Gentile origin as at Corinth
(see p. 125), and it is this fresh danger which constitutes the historical significance of Romans as a deliverance of the apostle at a crisis. See, further,
Hort's Roiiiiins and Epiiesiaiis (p. 16) and Lagrange's study in Constructive
Quarterly (1915), pp. 495 f.
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Peake, Kiihl, Lagrange, and Hoennicke^yC i6r f.) is, so far as
the evidence of the epistle goes, preferable to the hypothesis
that it was predominantly Jewish Christian (so, e.g., Baur,
Lipsius, Reuss, and Zahn). No topic in the letter can be said
to be foreign to the interests of the former, and no method
of argument can be pronounced off the line of legitimate
appeal to them. Paul may have had in mind a Gentile
Christian community in which there was a minority ( = the weak
of 141-15^^) of Jewish Christians (cp. E. Riggenbach's essay
in SK., 1893, 649-678), probably including a number of
proselytes,* but the primary aim of the writer is not to adjust
the relations of these parties (so especially Holsten and
Hilgenfeld). This would be to make 14I-1513 the climax of
the foregoing pages, instead of a supplement to them. The
purpose of the apostle is rather to re-state, in the light of his
experience during the long mission now closing, and in view
of the fresh propaganda which he contemplated in the West, the
principles of his gospel for the Gentiles in its relation to
Judaism. All he knew of the internal condition of the Roman
church was from hearsay. He did not write on account of any
special trouble there, and it is artificial to suppose, with
Pfleiderer and others, that he keeps one eye on the Jewish
Christian and another upon the Gentile Christian portion of his
audience. Romans is more of a treatise than any other of Paul's
epistles. Its structure is not determined by any local questions
suggested to him, and, unlike all the preceding letters which are
extant, this is not addressed to a church which he had founded.
It is not written in the air. Paul is not composing in order to
clear up or to express his own mind. But neither is he writing
with a direct reference to the Roman Christians at every turn.
"The letter does not attack Jewish Christianity, but Judaism
—the Israelitish religion—standing over against Christianity as
a distinct, independent entity which casts its shadow over the
path of the new religion. Though he formulates objections in
order to refute them, we must not imagine that persons pressing
such objections really existed in the Roman church; St. Paul
" Beyschlag's arguments in favour of a proselyte-element have been
independently worked out by Volter in his Die alteste Predigt aus Rom (1908).
Kattenbusch (das Apost. Symbol, ii. 450) rightly observes that Romans is
inexplicable apart from the fact that the majority of its readers were
originally proselytes.
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simply adopts the customary style for such discussions,—a style
which was especially in accord with the lively genius of one so
disposed to dialectic development of his thought" (von Soden,
INT, 80-81). " If Paul was going to write to the Romans at all,
no matter from what immediate impulse,—though it should only
have been to announce his approaching visit,—it would be
natural that his communication, in proportion as he realised the
place and coming importance of 'the church at Rome, should
assume a catholic and comprehensive character" (Denney,
EGT ii. 569). Psychologically, the breadth and general scope
of the epistle are thus intelligible. A partial analogy in literature
is furnished by Burke's Reflections on the Revolution in France,
which were begun as a private letter to a gentleman in Paris. As
Burke went on, however, the matter so grew and gained upon
him that its importance and bulk demanded wider consideration
than could be given in a mere letter. He therefore widened his
scope, but adhered to the semi-private form of address. " I
wish," he says at one point to his correspondent, "to communicate more largely what was at first intended only for your
private satisfaction. I shall still keep your affairs in my eye,
and continue to address myself to you. Indulging in the
freedom of epistolary intercourse, I beg leave to throw out my
thoughts, and express my feelings, just as they arise in my mind,
with very little attention to formal method."
§ 5. Traces in early Christian literature, — Echoes of Romans occur in
I Peter, and probably in Hebrews and James as well. Like I Cor., it was
undoubtedly used by Clement of Rome, as is plain from the following
passages, amongst others:—12> = xxxvi. 2, % doiveros Kal iaKoroipivrj Sidvoia
(cp. li.. 5, rds da-vvirovs KapSlas), 1^^'^^ = XXXM. 5-6, 22''=:xlvii. 7, 4''-'=l. 6-7
(perhaps), 6i=xxxiii. i (cp. context), 9*-°=xxxii. 2, and I3'=lxi. I. It is
thus a component part of the Pauline group which Clem. Rom. proves to
have been in circulation by the last quarter of the first century. The echoes
in Ignatius are indubitable, also, if less distinct. Kaivbriis foi^s (6*)
recurs in Eph. xix. 3, l^-* underlies Smyrn. i. l (iK yevovs AavelS Kard
adpKa, v'lhv Qeov Kard BiXrjpa Kal Sivapiv, cp. Eph. xviii. 2), and striking
coincidences occur in Magn. vi. 2 ( = 6"), ix. I ( = 7^), Trail, ix. 2 ( = 8 " ) ,
Eph. ix. (=9^') etc. Polykarp's knowledge of the epistle is fairly certain
(cp. iii. 3 = 13*, X. = 12^"), though twice the allusion might be to 2 Cor.
instead (vi. 2 = 14"-12 cp. 2 Co 5", and iv. 1 = 13^2 gis ^p. 2 Co 6^). The
familiarity of Justin with Romans is patent ; cp. e.g. Dial, xxiii. =4"*, xxvii.
= 3 " - " , xliv. =9'', xlvii. =2* etc. (with Apol. i. 40 = 10"), as is that of
Athenagoras (Leg. pro Christ. xiiL = i2', xxxiv. = 12^^). On the other hand,
KoXXdipevoi dyaBip (v. 2) is too slender a basis to establish a use of the epistle
12*) in the Didache, and the solitary glimpse in Hermas (Mand. x. ii. 5 =
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g36-27j proves next to nothing. T h e epistle appears, however, in the Canon
of Marcion and in the Muratorian Canon ; while it is expressly cited by
Irenxus (quoting an elder, adv. har. iii. 16. 3 = 1 ^ 9'' etc.), Clem. Alex.
(Paedag. 70=1122 etc.), and Tertullian (e.g. adv. Praxeam, xiii. = 1' 9').
According to Hippolytus, it was employed also by several Gnostic or semiGnostic sects, including the Ophites or Naasseni, and by the Valentinians
(cp. Iren. adv. haer. i. 8. 3, i. 3. 4).

(E)

COLOSSIANS.

L I T E R A T U R E . — ( a ) Editions — Bugenhagen ( 1 5 2 7 ) ; Melanchthon's
Enarratio epist. Pauli ad Coloss. (1559); W . Musculus (Comm. in epp. ad
Phil. Col. etc., 1S65); J. Gryniens (Explicatio, 1585) ; R. RoUock (Edinburgh,
1600); Thomas Cartwright (London, 1612); Bishop Davenant (Cambridge,
1627); P. Bayne (London, 1634); N . Byfield (London, 1649); G. Calixtus
(Expositio litt. in Eph. Col. etc. 1664-6) ; J . H . Suicer (in epist. S. Pauli
ad Col. comment, crit. exeget. theol. 1669)* ; J . Alting, Analysis exegetica in
Ep. ad Coloss. (Amsterdam, 1687); P . J. Spener's Erkldrung
(1706);
Hazevoet's Verklaering (Leyden, 1720); S. van Til (Amsterdam, 1 7 2 6 ) ;
Roell, Epistola Pauli ad Coloss. exegesis (1731) ; Baumgarten's
Auslegung
(Halle, 1767); J . D . Michaelis2 (1769); G. C. Storr's Dissertatio
exegetica
(Tiibingen, 1783-7, E n g . tr. Edin. 1842)* ; F . J u n k e r , Historisch-krit.
und
philolog. Comm. (Munchen, 1 8 2 8 ) * ; J . F . von Flatt's Vorlesungen
(li2g);
C. F . Bahr, Comment. Uber d. Brief P, an die Kol. mit
Beruclisichligung
d. dltern u. neuern Ausleger (Basel, 1833); Mannheim (1833); Steiger,
Brief Pauli an die Colosser (Erlangen, 1835); Bohmer (Theol.
Auslegung,
Breslau, 1835); H u t h e r (1841); Dan. Wilson (1845); Baumgarten-Crusius
(1847); de Wette2 (1847); Wiesinger (in Olshausen's Comm. 1850); Bisping's
Erklarung (i^iSS) ; Ewald (1857); EUicott (1857, e t c . ) ; Dalmer (Gotha,
1858); Messner's Erkldrung
(1863); Meyer^ (1865); Bleek's Vorlesungen
Uber die Briefe a.n die Col., den Philemon, u. die Epheser (ed. Nitzsch, 1865) >
Braune (ibid. Eng. tr. 1870); Hofmann ( l 8 7 o f . ) ; Alexander (Speaker's
Commentary, 1881); A. Klopper ( 1 8 8 2 ) * ; J. Eadie2 (Edin. 1884) * ; J. L l .
Davies 2 (Eph. Col. and Philemon, 1884) ; J. A . Beet (1890) ; Lightfoot»
(1890 and l a t e r ) * ; Oltramare, Commeniaire sur les ep. de S. Paul aux
Col. Eph. et d Philhnon ( l 8 9 i f . ) * ; H . C. G. Moule (Cambridge
Bible,
' 8 9 3 ) ; von Soden2 (HC. 1893); Wohlenberg (in Strack-Zockler's Comm.
1895); Findlay {Pulpit Commentary,
1 8 9 5 ) * ; T . K. Abbott (ICC. 1897);
G. W , Garrod (1898); Maurer2 (1900) ; H a u p t (— Meyer*, 1902)* ; G. C.
Martin ( C J 5 . , n. d . ) ; Peake * (EGT. 1903); Lueken 2 (SNT. 1907) ; J. M. S.
Baljon (1907); A. L. Williams (CGT. 1907) ; P. Bijsterveld, de briev van P.
aan de Col. (1908) ; P . Ewald 2 (ZK. 1910) ; G. Alexander (New York, 1910);
J. Knabenbauer (Paris, 1912); M. Dibelius (HBNT
1912) ; F . B. Westcott
(A Letter to Asia, 1914).
(b) Studies—against the standard treatise of H . J. Holtzmann, Kritik der
Epheser- und Kolosserbriefe (1872*), see J. Roster, de echtheid van de
brieven aan de Kolossers en aan de Ephesiers (1S77), and von Soden (JPT.,
1885, pp. 320f., 407 f., 672f.). Partly on Holtzmann's lines, J. Weiss ( TLZ.,
1900, 5 5 3 - 5 5 6 ) ; Soltau (SK., 1905, 521-562, 'die urspriingliche Gestalt
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des Kolosserbriefs ), and Michelsen (TT., 1906, 159 f., 317 f.); (i.) against the
Pauline authorship:—Baur's Paulus, 417 f. (Eng. tr. ii. 1-44); Schwegler,
NZ. ii. 325 f. ; Planck (Theol. Jahrb., 1847, 461 f.); Mayerhoff, der Brief
an die Kolosser mit vornehenlicher BerUcksichtigung dler Pastoralbriefe
{1838) ; Hoekstra (TT., 1868, 559 f.) ; Hilgenfeld (ZWT, 1870, pp. 245 f.);
Weizsacker (AA. ii. 240 f.); Briickner (Chron. 41 f., 257 f.); Cone, The
Gospel and its Interpretations (pp. 249-255); Pfleiderer, Urc. i. 258 f. (ii.)
for:—Schenkel (Christusbild d. Apostel, pp. 83-86); Renan (iii., ix.-xii.);
H o r t , / C . (pp. i i 6 f . ) ; Sanday in Smith's DB. i. 624-631 (1893); Weiss
(AJT. i. 371-377); Sabatier's Paul (pp. 229f.) and in ESR. iii. 272-275;
McGiffert (AA. 366-374); E. H. Hall (Papias, 1899, 283f.); Julicher
(EBi. i. 860 f.); Clemen, Paulus, i. pp. 122 f.; Moff'att, HNT. 214 f. ;
Bacon, Story of St. Paul (1905), 303 f., 330 f. ; Jacquier in Vigouroux' DB. ii.
866-876. (iii.) general:—C. G. Hofmann (Introductio in lect. epistolae P. ad
Coloss. 1739); Storr (dissertatio in epist. P. ad Coloss. 1786); Boehmer's
Isagoge (Berlin, 1829); L. Montet, Introductio in epistolam ad Coloss.
(Montauban, 1841) ; J. Wiggers, 'das Verhaltniss des Ap. Paulus zu der
christlichen Gemeinde in Kol.' (SK., 1838, pp. 165f.); Schenkel (BL. iii.
566-571); J. O. F . Murray (DB. i. 454-456) ; M. Rohr, Les ipttres de PapStre
Paul aux Col. et aux Eph. (1905); L. W. Grenstedt (DAC. i. pp. 227-231);
Moffatt (Exp.^ xiv. 128 f.). (iv.) on the errorists :—Schneckenburger's Ueber
das Alter d. fud. Proselyten- Taufe, nebst einer Beilage uber die Irrlehrer
zu Colossae (Berlin, 1828) ; Rheinwald (de pseudo-doctoribus Colossensibus,
1834); Osiander in Tub. Zeitschrift (1834), pp. 96 f. ; J. Barry (les faux
docteurs de Colosses, Montauban, 1846); Hilgenfeld (ZWT. xiii. 233f.);
Neander's Planting of Christian Church, i. 3l9f.; M. Dibelius, Die Geisterwelt im Glauben des Paulus (1909), 151-155.
§ I. Analysis.—Like
Romans, this epistle was written to a
church which the author only knew by hearsay. Paul had neither
founded nor even visited (i*- ^"^' ^s 2I) the Christian community at
Colossce, a Phrygian township on the left bank of the Lycus;
but, as their founder, Epaphras ( i ' ' 4!^^-), was probably a disciple
of his, and certainly a Gentile Christian like themselves (i^i- ^7
2I3 411^-)^ the apostle evidently regarded the Colossian Christians
as belonging to his mission-sphere.
His authority to address
them was plainly unquestioned, and the letter shows traces of a
warm, mutual interest (4^'i*).
•
After a brief greeting, in which he associates Timotheus with
himself (ii'^), he assures them of his constant thankfulness for
their fine Christian character (i^"^), and of his equally constant
prayers for their steady growth in the knowledge and service
(i*^-) of God who had redeemed them by Jesus Christ, the head
alike of the creation (ji^-i'') and of the church (ii^-^s), according
to Paul's gospel, at any rate (i23-29). To prevent them and others
like them in Asia Minor from being misled on this cardinal
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matter (21'-), he reiterates the need of adherence to the simple
and sufficient faith of Christ (2^^-),* as opposed to any extraneous
theosophy and ritual system {2^'^^-) with ascetic obligations.
The risen life with Christ is above either such severities (220^-) or
the lax conduct which they vainly oppose. This leads Paul to
sketch the true Christian ethic in general {s^^-), negatively t and
positively; also specifically for wives and husbands (31*"!®),
children and parents (32""^!), slaves and masters (322-4I). With
some brief words of general counsel (4^'®) and personal details
(4''-"), the letter then closes. J
Colossians is a significant deliverance addressed to a rather insignificant
audience. Colossae was a second-rate township, inferior to its (4'^) powerful
neighbours Laodicea and Hierapolis ; and the local church was of little importance in early Christianity. The occasion of the epistle was the arrival of
Epaphras (i*) with news of the church, which was in some perplexity over
a specious theosophy recently promulgated, and which perhaps—if we are
to read between the lines—had expected or did expect a visit from Paul (2^*-).
At the moment he is imprisoned § and cannot come to them, nor does he appear to anticipate any opportunity for a visit; || the reasons of this they are
to learn orally from Tychicus and Onesimus (4'''°), who bring the epistle.
All he can do personally is to write. The letter reciprocates their prayers
(i* Kai iipets), assures them of his keen interest and pride in them (2"-), and
invites their interest in his own mission-work (4'); but its dominant aim is to
restate the absolute adequacy of Jesus in relation to the world and to the
church, to show how faith in him requires no outside philosophy or esoteric
cult in order to perfect itself, and to expose the absurdity (Kevfj dwdrri) of any
mystical supplement to the Christian experience of Jesus as redeemer.
Apparently Epaphras and his fellow-teachers were unable to cope with the
ramifications of the local theosophy, and Paul interposes with this letter on their
behalf. The predominance of abstract teaching over personal reference in it
* The point of the apparently irrelevant clause irepusaebovres iv eixapiarli/.
(2') is very fine ; to be thankful to God for all he has done and is to us in
his Son, involves a thoughtful and hearty realisation of these benefits which
is the best antidote to any hesitation about his power of meeting the needs
of the soul. Gratitude to God, as Paul implies, means a firmer grasp of God
(cp. 4').
t With Col 3 " contrast the tone of the thanksgivings in Plutarch's Marius,
46, § I ; Diog. Laert. i. 33, and the Talmudic-Berachoth (" Rabbi Judah
taught that a man should say every day. Blessed be God for not creating me
a pagan, nor foolish, nor a woman").
t Does the phrase, irepl oi iXd^ere ivroXds (4'"), refer to a letter previously
sent to the Colossians by Paul, or to oral instruction after Ac I5*"' ?
§ This would not necessarily follow from 4'" (6 avvaixP-dXiirrbs pov), which
might mean no more than Ro 16'', but 4'' (SiSepai) puts it beyond doubt.
II Epaphras, too, is unable to return, but the Colossians and the other local
Christians are not to fear he has lost his interest in them (^^'^^),
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is natural when one recollects that the readers were not directly convert* j '
the apostle, and that the letter was intended to be supplemented by Tychicus'
oral information (4'') upon the writer's situation and prospects.

§ 2. Object.—The dangers felt by Paul in the situation of the
Colossian Christians were due to something at once more serious
and definite than mere shortcomings of the practical religious
life. The presence of errorists with semi-Gnostic tendencies is
revealed by the warnings against a spurious ^iXovo^la, arbitrary ivrdXpara, and an erroneous SiSao-xaXta. It is improbable
that any definite system was being propagated. The likelihood
is rather that the local Christians were being affected by a
syncretistic, eclectic movement of thought, fostered by esoteric
tendencies in the local Judaism (cp. Hoennicke's yC. i22f.)
Paul's references to the movement naturally are confined to the
special points at which it threatened to impinge upon the true
faith of Jesus Christ, and we do not possess any outside independent evidence upon the subject; but the tenets indicate a
local phase of some syncretistic theosophy (so recently Jacquier,
Haupt, and Dibelius), a blend of disparate elements rife within
the popular religion of Phrygia, together with notions and
practices current among Jewish circles which were sensitive to
semi-Alexandrian influences.
That a Jewish element entered into the theosophy is evident from the
allusions to circumcision and the sabbath (2*"* *'), but it was a subtler form
of legalism than had crept into the Galatian churches. The Law was no
longer opposed to grace; no attempt was made to enforce the ceremonial
practices of Judaism upon the Gentile Christians, and the errorists do not
seem to have attacked Paul personally. Their claim was to lead men from a
mere faith in Christ to an esoteric yvQisis which admitted the initiated into
the mysteries of an angelic hierarchy and thereby into a higher and a fuller
religious experience. These intermediate beings contain the divine fulness,
and therefore are to be worshipped (cp. Lueken's Michael, 4f., 62-91) by
all who would attain to the power and insight of the perfected life (i^).
Such personal spirits play a cosmic r61e also, as ra <rroix"<x roO Kbapov (2') ;
their functions are not only creative but also providential, in a sense,
resembling those of the saints in Roman Catholicism. Finally, this type of
theosophy tended to foster asceticism (221'-) and exclusiveness (3I'). The
latter was then, as afterwards, the inevitable accompaniment of movements
which emphasised speculative attainments, mystical or otherwise ; pretensions
and prerogatives were the badge of all their tribe. As for asceticism, or the
abstinential side of practical ethics, it was the natural result of any <piXocro<pla,
as Philo and Josephus chose to describe their Judaism, which sharply contrasted the material and the spiritual, making attainments in the knowledge oi
the divine being depend upon the eschewing, as far as possible, of contact with
gross matter. The universe was composed of angelic aroixeta. Man was
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part of them (cp. Philo, de vict. offerenlihus, 2), and therefore owed them
the snme sort of reverence as the Mithraic initiate owed to the spirits or angels
(cp. Dieterich's Mithras-Liturgie^,
pp. 52 f.),—a reverence which partly consisted in keeping one's higher self pure from all earthly corruptions. In this
way, as Dibelius points out, angel-worship* and asceticism form the foci of
the ellipse. On i'^--" see Norden, pp. 250-254.

The compass has been pretty well boxed in the endeavour
to ascertain the direction of Paul's refutation in Colossians.
The errorists have been identified as Jews with theosophic or
Alexandrian tendencies (Eichhorn, Junker, Schneckenburger), as
pagans with Pythagorean (Grotius) or Oriental (Hug) affinities,
or as Christians tinged with Essene ideas (Mangold, Klopper,
Weiss); the (^lAoo-o^ta has been assigned to a definite source
such as Mithraism (A. Steinmann in Strassburg. Dibzesanblatt,
1906, 105-118) or Cerinthus (Mayerhoff, R. Scott, after
Nitzsch).
The affinities with Essenism, emphasised by
Thiersch, Ewald, Lightfoot, Williams, and Godet amongst others,
do not amount to m u c h ; the parallel on angel-worship breaks
down, the practice of asceticism differs, and other traits of the
Colossian errorists do not correspond exactly to those of the
Essenes (cp. Hort's JC. ii6f., and Junker's ed. pp. 24 f.).
Michaelis thought of disciples of John the Baptist; the
Tiibingen critics, followed by Sabatier, S. Davidson, and
Pfleiderer, detected the physiognomy of gnostic Ebionites.
§ 3. Authenticity.—The
reasons which led the Tiibingen
school to regard Colossians as sub-Pauline (see above, especially
Weizsacker, AA. ii. 240-245; and Briickner, Chron. pp. 41-56,
138 f.) were in the main {a) too rigid a view of Paul's mind,
based on the Corinthian, Galatian, and Roman epistles; and {b)
a belief that the epistle presupposed the full-blown gnostic
systems of the second century. Subsequent researches into
the presuppositions of gnosticism in Orientalism and in the
later phases of Jewish speculation have, however, disclosed the
existence, in more or less developed forms, of widely scattered
conceptions and practices of a semi-speculative tendency, which
render it quite possible that such a religious temper as that
controverted in Colossians could have prevailed during the first
century. The contact of Orientalism with Judaism on its speculative and popular sides, in the Diaspora, is independent of and
* " Im Ubrigen ist die Engellehre dasjenige Gebiet des Paulinismus,
welches von der Logia Jesu am wenigsten beeinflusst i s t " (I'lesch, Der
Paulinismus,
161 ; cp. W. Morgan's Religion and Theology of Paul, p. 15).
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prior to the rise of Christianity, and the germs of what was
afterwards gnosticism can be detected in various quarters during
the earUer half of the first century. At any time after A.D. 40,
early Christianity was upon the edge of such speculative
tendencies; and while a discussion such as that of Colossians is
unprecedented, so far as Paul's epistles are concerned, it is a
long way from being historically a prolepsis.
(a) The traces of Colossians in the earlier half of the second century
literature are both dim and dubious. In Bam. xii. 7 (iv airip, sc. Jesus,
rdvra xal els airbv) l'**- (rd vdvra Si airov Kal els airbv (Kriarai , . . xal rd
Trdvra iv airip ffwimiKe) may be echoed (cp. Kar' eUbva, 3"*=vi. 12 f ) , and
the occurrence of &yi}v inrip (2') in Clem. Rom. ii. 4 is noticeable ; but neither
here nor in Polykarp (i. 2=1""', x. I, firmi in fide et immutabiles=i2*, cp.
I Co is"*) can stress be laid on the coincidences, though Pol. xi. 2 = 3*, were
it not for Eph 5', would be a certain reminiscence. The practice of Ignatius
in confining (riJi/JouXos to deacons (Eph, ii., Magn. ii., Phil, iv., Smyrn. xii.),
may, however, as Lightfoot suggests, be a reflection of Col i ' 4'' (where alone
Paul employs the term, and both times with SidKovos) and the other parallels
(2^*=Smym, \, 2, KaOrjXiap^vovs iv T<p (rravpip, I^*=Trall. v. 2, ipard xal
ibpara) serve to corroborate upon the whole the likelihood that the epistle
was known to Ignatius. In Hermas, the description of Christ as i) i'u^
{Vis, II. ii. 8), if it be accurate, might reflect Jn 14* as much as Col 3*, the
more so as the reference to 'denying the law' in the context points to
passages like Mt l o " ; and Sim, IX. xii., with its definition of God's Son as
rdinji TTJs KrlaeiiK airov irpoyeviffrepos (2) and its allusion to Christ's salvation
of angels (15), indicates the spread of the ideas of Colossians rather than a
definite acquaintance with its text. The inclusion of the epistie in Marcion's
Canon proves, however, that it was well known at Rome as elsewhere
during this period, and the inference to be drawn from the scanty use of it as
compared with the richer traces of Ephesians is that the latter writing, by its
superior size and value, must have tended to attract more notice firom
those who were in sympathy with the ideas voiced by both. Like the
other Pauline letters, it is definitely cited by Irenaeus (adv, haer. iii. 14. I =
4"), Tertullian (e.g. de praescr. hcur. vii. =2*), and Clem. Alex. (Strom, i.
1, etc. = i'*), besides'being included in the Muratorian Canon and employed
hf Origen (c. Cels. v. 8=2^*->*). The allusions in Justin to Christ as the
rporrbroKos rdaiit KrUreut (Dial. Ixxxv., cp. Ixxxiv., and Cohort, ad
Graecos, xv.), and to the •wtpvrop.i\ (Dial, xii., xliii.), probably flow from
Col i>"' and ai"-, while gnostic sects like the Peratid used it, as well as
Basilides and Ptolemaeus (according to Hippolytus).
(b) The vocabulary presents no features which necessarily involve a subPauline author. When account is taken of the fact that Paul is writing
upon a new subject to a strange church, in which no objection had been
taken to his apostolic authority or gospel, the proportion of hapax heuromena
is not unnatural. Several characteristic Pauline terms are lacking, e,g,
iwoKdXvfis, SivaaOai, el p.-}), et rit, el Kal, etrep, Koivuvla, \oiir6s, puWov,
vbKiri, relOtw ; but, on the other hand, dtircuotf^rv is also absent from 1 Thesa.,
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a large number (including SiKaluois, SbKipos, Koivbs, (rwriipla, iiraKo-^) are also
absent from Gal., SiKaiovv never occurs even in I Thess., 2 Cor., and Phil.,
vbpos is absent from 2 Cor., aoirripla from I Cor., and crravpbs from Romans.
Genitival constructions and composite forms are unusually frequent, but they
do not constitute any primary argument against the Pauline authorship.
The style is perhaps slower and loftier than that of the earlier epistles;
clauses are linked to one another by participles and relatives, often in a loose
connection (e.g. l^^), which contrasts with Paul's ordinary use of particles like
dpa. Sib, and Sibri. There are anacoloutha, but the dialectic is less rapid and
pointed, especially in the opening sections of the epistle. " Die AUsdriicke
sind weicher, voller, feierlicher, die Gedanken sind breiter ausgesponnen, vgl.
2"'. Man konnte den Stil einen liturgischen nennen, wie wir ihn etwa auf
Ehrendekreten fiir Augustus finden " (Nageli, Wortschatz des Paulus, 84).
This, however, may be due to the absence of any personal opponent. The
circumstances were not such as to provoke the agitation and the sharp argumentative method which characterise, e.g., Galatians and Corinthians.
(c) The speculative advance constitutes a more serious difficulty. Christ
is (!*"•) the principle of creation, but this is implied in I Co 8' and due to
the elaboration of his pre-fexistence as a heavenly Man. His cosmical
significance ( l " rd irdvra iv airip avviirrriKev) is a corollary of this, and the
doctrine of his person as the object of creation (l'* rd irdvra els airbv iKTiarai)
is no more opposed to I Co 152*, Ro 11^* than is i Co 8* to Ro ii"*.
The triumph of the redeemer over hostile spirits (2"-, cp. 12") is also presupposed in I Co 2"" and Phil 2"- ; the former passage, in fact, indicates that
there were elements in Paul's theosophy which were more central than the
exigencies of the extant letters suggest. Often, as at Thessalonika and
Corinth, they had to be ignored in his ordinary preaching; but all along
Paul had his cosmic speculations, and Colossians is an example of how he
developed them when an occasion offered for expressing them in certain applications. In meeting the Colossian heresy, he naturally drew largely upon the
vocabulary and ideas of the aocpla which he was in the habit of imparting to
the reXeioi. Furthermore, he probably used several technical terms employed by the errorists themselves. These considerations may help to show
how the advanced christology of this epistle, especially when it is taken along
with Philippians, does not—even in its cosmic extension of the redemptive
death and in its organic relation of Christ to the church—represent a position
which would have been necessarily imnossible for Paul to occupy.
Recent proofs of the Pauline character of this christology may be found
in Denney's Jesus and the Gospel (1909), pp. 34 f., in M. Dibelius, die
Geisterwelt im Glauben des Paulus (1909), pp. 125-151, and in ET xxv.
i5of., 205 f. (Iverach). Dibelius, after an exhaustive discussion of Pfleiderer's
arguments, concludes that "neither the language nor the contents of Col 1-2
render the Pauline authorship impossible."

§ 4. Integrity.—Mediating
hypotheses have more than once
been suggested in order to explain here, as in the case of the
pastorals, the apparent mixture of Pauline and sub-Pauline
elements. Thus Ewald {Sendschreiben, pp. 466 f.) attributed the
form of the epistle to Timotheus (ii), as Spitta did afterwards
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with 2 Thessalonians, whilst Hitzig {Zur Kritik paulin.
Brtefc,
1870, pp. 22 f.) regarded the epistle as a genuine Pauline note
worked up for later and dogmatic purposes, and R. Scott {The
Pauline Epistles, 300 f.) attributes its composition entirely to
Timotheus. When the stylistic data are fairly weighed, however,
the necessity for such hypotheses largely disappears.
More
might be said, perhaps, for the supposition that the epistle
contains some interpolations in its canonical text (cp. Weisse,
Beitrdge zur Kritik paul. Briefe, pp. 22 f., 59 f.). T h e possibility
of such changes being made during the second century is to be
admitted, especially as scribes had always the temptation of conforming Colossians to Ephesians. When the latter is taken as
sub-Pauline, any glosses in Col. may be referred (i.) either to the
aut'nor of Eph., or (ii.) to subsequent editors. For the former
hypothesis (Holtzmann, cp. TLZ.,
1877, 109 f., 1892, 37 f.;
Hausrath, iv. 122 f., and Soltau) see further below.
The
latter is more convincing because less rigorous, although the
working out of the hypothesis carries us often behind any textual
evidence.
Editorial handling has been suspected, e.g., in (a) i"-"" (the christological section) in whole or part (om. '* Marcion, i"'-" von Soden, l8»''-^*
Weisse, **-2'* Holtzmann and Clemen) * owing to its faulty connection and the
difficulty of harmonising the reconciling of rd
, oipavdis with the view of
2!^'-, or even with the Pauline doctrine elsewhere (cp. Baljon, Theol. Studien,
1885,316-329); '\n(b) \^ {oi T]Kov<jaTe oipavbv,']. Weiss); in (c) 2^(Kal8<roi
aapKl), which might be a catholicising gloss (so Weisse, J. Weiss). The
corrupt state of the text in 2"-2' has also led to attempts at emendation t
and hypotheses of interpolation C'-^' BiXwv
ip^areioiv, i'- 2», Weisse ;
17. iteb. 19^ ^^y^a and Kard KTX. 22, ^Teva
rivl 23, Hitzig ; "-""• "• 22»
Tiva
rivl 2Sj Holtzmann). " This epistle, and more especially
its second chapter, appears to have been ill-preserved in ancient times"
(WH. ii. 127), but such interpolations or glosses as may reasonably be
conjeetured do not point to any far-reaching process of editing, least of all
upon the part of the author (or under the influence) of Ephesians.
In I**'- under the speculative christology there vibrates a doctrine similar
to that of the Alexandrian Judaism which reappears in Philo,+ according to
* Einheitlichkeit, pp. 127 f. ; Paulus, i. pp. 127!.
t QiXivv (2'*) seems to be either a gloss (Bakhuysen, Baljon) or a
corruption of some primitive reading like iXBuiv (Junius, Toup, Linwood),
BiXyujv (Clericus). In v.^*Sfiv virevavrlov Tjptv is probably a marginal gloss
on KaB' T]pCiiv.

X " Christ was not a lay figure that Paul could drape as he chose in the
finery of Palestinian apocalyptic or of Alexandrian philosophy. He is not
exhibiting Christ as divine or quasi-divine, by investing him in the wavcing
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which the Logos as God's shadow (ir/cid) was employed as the organ of God
at creation {leg. alleg. iii. 31), the Logos also being prior to all creation (leg.
alleg. iii. 61). But there is not the slightest reason for conjecturing (as
Norden does, Aniike Kunstprosa, ii. 475) a lost source, treating of the Logos
from the O T standpoint, behind Philo, the author of Colossians, and
Theophilus of Antioch, simply because a similar term, irpurrbroKos, is applied
in Col l'^ to the Son of God as is used by Philo (quis rer. 24 with irpuroyevis)
and Theophilus (ad Autoi. ii. 22) for the Logos,—Theophilus never elsewhere
using the Pauline epistles (cp. J . R. Harris, Exp.^xiv.
321 f.).

Holtzmann's ingenious and complicated theory postulates
an original Pauline epistle, directed against the legal and ascetic
tendencies of the Colossians; this was worked up by the autor
ad Ephesios, first of all, into the canonical Ephesians, as a protest
against a Jewish-Christian theosophy, and afterwards remodelled
separately into the canonical Colossians.
Such filigreecriticism has failed to win acceptance; the literary criteria are
too subjective, and the evidence for bisecting the error attacked
in Colossians is not convincing. Soltau postulates an original
Colossian epistle, its framework visible in Col ji-*- '^•*' i^-i^ and
^10-18^ with its main contents in a threefold division : {a) a section
independent of Eph., viz. 2I-3* (with interpolations in 2^- ^' '• n**13.15.19.2211)^ (^) a christological section 121-29, and {c) the table
of household duties, 3*-4*- '^"®. This was worked over by a
later editor using the epistle to the Laodiceans, whose original
form may be reconstructed perhaps from Col i2i-29 •55_44. 7-10
(with an address modelled on Col ii-^, Eph 1I-2). Then
came the composition of Eph., based in part also on the epistle
to Laodicea, after which Col. suffered further accretions, largely
due to an interpolator who used Eph. But this hypothesis is not
preferable to Holtzmann's.
It assumes that the original
Colossians was not circulated at all widely ; that it suffered a
twofold process of homiletical and dogmatic expansion to a degree
unparalleled in the history of early Christian literature; and,
finally, that the ministry which Archippus is to fulfil (4I'') is to
look after the interests of Onesimus! On general grounds this
explanation of the relationship between Col. and Eph. has
nothing more in its favour than most of its rivals; and, above all,
the criteria employed to detect later glosses in the original text,
and uncertain glories of the Alexandrian L o g o s ; he is casting upon all
creation and redemption the steadfast and unwavering light of that divine
presence of which he was assured in Christ, and for which the Alexandrians
had groped in vain " (Denney,yi?.r«j- and the Gospel, 36 f.; cp. ERE. viii 136).
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and to separate the two forms of the epistle, are often arbitrary.
That glosses may have crept in from the margin into this, .as
into other epistles of Paul, is perfectly possible ; but the reasons
adduced in the present instance for such interpolations are not
convincing. Soltau seems to assume that wherever parallel
passages occur, one or other must be secondary ; which rests on
an entirely a priori conception of style, especially in an epistle,
and on an erroneous estimate of Paul's style in particular.
Thus no adequate grounds can be alleged why one writer should
not refer three times to Christ as ^ Kec^aXrj, or why the repetition of almost synonymous terms, like (2'^) ippiiji»p.€voi. and
reOepLeXtosp-evoi,, should be held un-Pauline. Furthermore, the
supposed aim of the original Colossian epistle, viz., to oppose
the <f>iXo(To<t>ia of Philo, involves too restricted a meaning of
<fiiXocro<f)Ca.

Michelsen's theory is even more elaborate. Pfleiderer, who also
postulates a Pauline original, more prudently declines to reconstruct it out
of the canonical epistle, which he regards as a subsequent adaptation or
resetting of the genuine letter; but this is Uttle improvement on the Holtzmann-Soltau view.

§ 5. Place anti Period,—To the period of imprisonment
under Felix at Csesarea, some, if not all, of the captivity-epistles
have been assigned: Col., Eph., and Philemon by D. Schultz
{SK, 1829, pp. 616-617), after Beza and Thiersch, with Schott
(§ 66), Bottger {Beitrdge, ii. 47 f.), Wiggers {SK, 1841, pp. 436450), Meyer, Laurent, Schenkel, Hausrath (iv. 118-119, Col. and
Philemon), Sabatier (pp. 225-249), Reuss, Weiss, and Haupt;
and even Philippians by O. Holtzmann {TLZ., 1890, p. 177;
NT Zeitgeschichte, pp. 133-134), Spitta {Apgeschichte, 281; Urc.
L 34), and Macpherson {Ephesians, pp. 86-94). Philemon'*
and Philippians (see below) must certainly be dated in the
Roman imprisonment, however, and there is not evidence
• "Paul's expectations of release were more natural at Rome than at
Caesarea. During the latter part of his imprisonment at Csesarea he knew
that he was going to Rome. • It would be necessary then to place the letter
in the earlier part. But it does not well suit this, for Paul had been for a
long time anxious to see Rome, and it is most unlikely that he should think
of going to Colossae first" (Peake, EGT iii. 491-492). The arguments
Bgainst the Caesarean period are succinctly put by Bleek (Einl. §§ 161,
165) and Hort (Romans and Ephesians, l o i - i i o ) .
For the other side,
see E. L. Hicki (The Interpreter, April 1910: " D i d S t Paul write from
Caesarea?").
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enough to prove the contrary for Colossians. Had it been
written from Csesarea (so von Dobschiitz, Urc. 102), some
greeting from Philip (Ac 218-1*) would have been included, or,
at any rate, some mention of him among the apostle's friends and
companions (4II). The two years in Csesarea are certainly a
blank, and as certainly Paul must have been active during this
interval, but we are not entitled, without adequate evidence, to fill
up this blank by placing Colossians or any other epistle within
its hmits. There is no reason to break away from the ordinary
view that Colossians was composed during Paul's imprisonment
at Rome. As Philippians was certainly the last letter he wrote,
Colossians falls earlier; it is earlier than Ephesians, even when
the latter is ascribed to Paul (so especially Honig, ZWT., 1872,
63 f., followed by Weiss, AJT, i. 377 f.; Sabatier, ESR. iv.
439 f.; and Godet, INT, 475-490), though Coleridge {TableTalk, May 25, 1830) thought otherwise. "The Epistle to the
Ephesians is evidently a catholic epistle addressed to the
whole of what might be called St. Paul's diocese. It is one
of the divinest compositions of man.
The epistle to the
Colossians is the overflowing, as it were, of St. Paul's mind upon
the same subject." This priority of Ephesians is upheld by
Eichhorn, Bohmer, Hug, Credner, Anger, Schneckenburger,
Matthies, Reuss, Guericke, T. K. Abbott, and P. Ewald amongst
others, who advocate its Pauline authorship, mainly on the ground
that it is the epistle referred to in Col 41^ (and therefore written
previously). Mayerhoffi among critics of the opposite school,
is almost alone in putting it prior to Colossians.
§ 6. The Laodicean epistle.—The enigmatic reference to an
epistle e/c AaoSt/cias (41^) has given rise to a swarm of hypotheses,*
identifying the writing in question either with one or another of
the extant Pauline letters, e.g. Ephesians (so, further, Grotius,
Huth, Mill, Wetstein, Paley, Hofmann, Mangold, Holzhausen),t or
1 Tim. (John of Damascus, Theophylact), or Philemon (Wieseler,
Comment, de epistola Laodicena quam vulgo perditam putant,
1844), or else with Hebrews (Schulthess, Schneckenburger,
* Special monographs by K. Rudrauff (de epistola Laodicensium, Giessen,
1680), C. J. Huth (Epist. ad Laod. in encyclic, ad Eph. adservata, Erlangen,
1751). R- Anger (Ueber den Laod.-Brief, Leipzig, 1843)*, A. Sartori (Ueber
denL.-Brief, 1853); see, further, Zahn (GK. i. 277 f., ii. 83 f., 566f., 583f.).
t Especially by Laurent (Jahrb. fUr deutsche Theol., l866, 129 f.),
Klostermann (ibid,, 1870, i6of.), and Knabenbauer.
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etc.).'* The Ephesian hypothesis has won some favour in the
form of a conjecture that iv AaoStKia was in one of the copies
of the circular letter now known as Ephesians (so, e.g.. Usher,
Matthies, Conybeare and Howson, Credner, Michaelis, Eichhorn,
Schrader, Olshausen, Wiggers, Neander, Anger, Harless, Bleek,
Lightfoot, Salmon, Abbott); under the title Trpos AaoSiKeas, it is
argued, Marcion placed Ephesians in his Canon (see below, on
page 360). The hypothesis of Theodore of Mopsuestia, Calvin,
Heza, Erasmus, Cornelius k Lapide, Estius, and others, that the
epistle was one from the Laodicean church to Paul (or Epaphras,
or ColossEe), not from Paul to them, is needless grammatically, as
£K has the pregnant force of from and out of, and intrinsically
improbable, as Paul was much more likely to give directions
about a letter which he had written to the neighbouring church
of Laodicea than about one which that church had written or
was to write to him. The context plainly implies {Kal ipel-;)
that the Colossians and the Laodiceans stood in the same
relation to the two letters in question.
No trace of this epistle is to be found, and it must be
regarded as having perished at an early date after its composition.
It was in order to avoid this conclusion that an epistle of Paul
could have been lost, attempts were made to identify it with
I Tim., at the close of which the words eypaiprj airo AaoSiKcias {i.e.
L. = place of composition) are added in several MSS (Zahn, GK.
ii. 567 f.), just as occasionally at the close of one or other of the
Thessalonian epistles. But Paul had never been at Laodicea.
Probably it was the same motive which prompted the cognate
explanation of CK A. as "sent from Laodicea to P a u l " (see
above). But the letter could have been neither written by Paul
at Laodicea (a place he had never evangelised) nor composed
by the Laodiceans themselves.
It is plain from Col 2I that Paul's letter to the church of
Laodicea was, hke Colossians, addressed to Christians who
were strangers to him. The apostle orders the two churches,
being on the same footing towards himself, to exchange copies of
their respective epistles. The latter point bears incidentally on
the circulation of apostolic epistles. The first injunction (cp.
I Th 52'') was to get an epistle read to all the members of the
church addressed, instead of to any coterie or circle; the next
* Philastrius (Haer. Ixxxix.'i mentions this opinion as held by some who
aitribulcd its composition to Lukf.
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was to promote in certain cases the circulation of a given epistle
among neighbouring churches. T h e Colossian Christians were
not only to salute the Christians at Laodicea (Col 41^), but to
communicate Colossians to them and secure " Laodiceans " from
them, or rather to read it when they received it in due course.
The most natural meaning of T^V CK AaoSiKias ( = the letter you
are to receive from Laodicea) implies that Paul had either given
oral instructions (to Tychicus ?) to have a copy of Laodiceans
sent to the neighbouring church of Colossae, or inserted in that
letter an injunction corresponding to Col 41^-1^ H e gives no
reason for this procedure, and it does not follow that Laodiceans,
any more than Colossians, was a circular pastoral intended for
several churches. T h e probability is that, like Colossians, it had
individual traits, whereas the canonical Ephesians contains none
of these.
The pseudo-Pauline Epistola ad Laodicenses is a much later forgery, dating
from the second (Zahn) or more probably the fourth century; cp. Harnack,
ACL. i. pp. 36-37, and Lightfoot's Colossians (pp. 272f.).' Forty-seven
MSS of it are now known to exist; see Jacquier, GK. i. pp. 345-351 ; JBL.
xxiii. pp. 73 f. ; and Prof. E. J. Goodspeed in AJT. (1904) pp. 536-538.
The epistle was not only read in some circles of the early church ("legunt
quidam et ad Laodicenses, sed ab omnibus exploditur," Jerome, de uir,
inlustr. 5), but widely circulated in the mediaeval period. For over nine
centuries "this forged epistle hovered about the door of the sacred Canon,
without either finding admission or being peremptorily excluded. At length
the revival of learning dealt its death-blow to this as to so many other
spurious pretensions" (Lightfoot, p. 297).
(F)
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LITERATURE.—(a) Editions—Besides most edd.* of Colossians, see the
special edd. by R. Rollock (Geneva, 1602); W. Jones (London, 1635); L.
C. G. Schmidt (1766); G. C. Storr (1781) ; Hagenbach (Basel, 1829); J.
K. I. Demme, Erkldrung d. Phil. Briefes (1844); H. A. Petermann, ad
fidem versionutn
cum earum textu orig. grace (Berlin, 1844); Rothe,
Pauli ad Phil, epistolae inlerpretalio historico-exegetica CBremen, 1844)* ; Koch
(Ztirich, 1846); Wiesinger (in Olshausen's Comm. 1850); F. R. Kiihne
(1856) ; Bleek (Berlin, 1865); van Oosterzee (Eng. tr., New York, 1868);
' The Latin text of the epistle is printed by Lightfoot (with a Gk.
rendering), Westcott (Canon of the NT, appendix E), and Souter (GK, 193194)* Especially those by Meyer, EUicott, Lightfoot, Oltramare, and Haupt.
It is edited by some others (e.g. Wiesinger and M. R. Vincent) along with
Philippians, by a few {e.g. G. T. Zacharia, M. F. Sadler, and Knabenbauer)
along with the Pastoral epistles.
I I
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M. R. 'Vincent (ICC. 1897, ' Philippians and Philemon ') ; Lueken
(SNI,^
1906); A. H . Drysdale (1906) ; A. Schumann (1908); Oesterley
(EGT,
1910) ; P. Ewald ' (ZK. 1910).
(b) Studies—J. G. C. Klotzsch, de occasione et indole epistolae cut Philem.
(1792); D. H . Wildschut, de vi dictionis et sermonis elegantia in epistola ad
Philem. (1809) ; Schenkel {BL. iv. 531-532) ; Holtzmann (ZWT., 1873, pp.
4 2 8 1 . ) ; J. P. Esser, de Brief aan Philemon (1S75)* ; S. Davidson, INT i
1 5 3 - 1 6 0 ; Steck {JPT,
1891, 570-584); Z. Weber's Der Brief an d.
Philemon, Ein Vorbild fUr die christl. Behandlung socialer Fragen (1896) ;
C. Roth (ZSchw., 1897, 1-13) ; von Dobschutz, Urc. 115 f. ; J. H . Bernard
(DB. iv. 832-834) ; van Manen {OCL. 59 f. ; EBi. 3693-3697); C. A. Scott,
Exp.^ ii. 328 f. ; H . Cowan (DAC. ii. 212-214).

The occasion of this note is as follows: Onesimus, a slave,
had run away from his master, a prosperous and influential
citizen of Colossae (cp. Col 4®), either owing to some harshness
on the latter's part (Col 4I), or because he took advantage of his
master's Christian forbearance (Col T,'^'^^-). Paul never hints at
the former reason in his note. On the other hand, vv."- i*-i*
suggest that Onesimus had robbed as well as deserted
Philemon, and for either offence he was liable to be crucified.
We have no information as to how or why he came across Paul,
voluntarily (Bengel, Haupt, cp. Lightfoot, 310-311) or accidentally. This little note simply shows the erstwhile SpaTrcTr/s
in the apostle's company as a Christian, and on the point of
being sent back to his master, for whose forbearance the apostle
pleads in a few charming, tactful fines. After greeting Philemon,
Apphia his wife, and Archippus (possibly his son), with the
Christians who met for worship at Philemon's house (v.^), Paul
begins with a captatio benevolentice of praise for Philemon's kindly
Christian character (*-'^), which encourages him to make a
winning appeal on behalf of the unworthy Onesimus (*'^i), now
returning (Col 4^) along with Tychicus to Colosse, as a penitent
and sincere Christian, in order to resume his place in the
household of Philemon and Apphia. 'With a line or two of
personal detail (22-25^ j ^ e note then closes. Possibly (cp. v.i«
iytjt IlavXo? eypaijta ry ipy xeipi) it was an autograph ; if it was
dictated, v.i* was probably written by Paul himself on the
margin of the note when finished, and the parenthesis of v.* may
have a similar origin.
As Paul evidently had some hope of a speedy release from
his imprisonment (i- 22-23)^ ^nd as Aristarchus and Luke (2*, cp.
Col 4I"' !•*) were with him, Ca;sarea might conceivably be the
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place from which this note was sent (so, e.g., Hilgenfeld and
Hausrath); but Paul's eyes were towards Rome during his
captivity under Felix, and at Csesarea the conditions were less
favourable than at Rome (Ac 2?>^'^-^'^ aireSexcro vavra's TOUS (1(TiropevopLevovs irpos airov) for an outsider like Onesimus getting
access to the apostle. Rome, too, was the natural refuge of
runaway slaves (fugitivi), who could the more easily escape
detection by plunging into its seething population. Both
Aristarchus and Luke were also with Paul at Rome (Ac 28I6).
In all likelihood, therefore, the note was written during Paul's
confinement in the capital (cp. Phil 2^*). This is corroborated
by the similarity of style and contents between it on the one
hand and Colossians and Philippians on the other, both written
at this p e r i o d T c p . e.g, <Tvvepy6^ a n d a-va-TpariuiTrji (i-2, P h i l 2^5),
finyvw<j-ei (^, P h i l I*, C o l l^'l"), av^Kov {^, C o l 3'^), a-vvaixfJidXuyros
(23, Col 4^0), aTCXo) (15, P h i l 4I8), a n d dS£A<^s dyamjTos Q^ C o l 4^),

besides the fact that all three are written by Paul as a prisoner
and as associated with Timotheus, whilst Col. and Philem. in
addition contain greetings to Archippus and associate Luke,
Mark, Aristarchus, and Demas in the closing salutations.'*
(a) The inclusion of Kai TipbBeos 6 dSeX<pos in v.i seems at first sight a
semi-official tinge, but Timotheus may have been a friend of Philemon and
his family; there is no obvious reason for suspecting that the words are an
editorial addition during the period of the letter's reception into the Canon,
although the v.l. ^axopev (or ^xo/*^'') >n v.' represents an early effort to
bring out the fact of Timotheus as Paul's associate. It is extremely unlikely
that Paul added his name in order to adduce a second witness (cp. 2 Co 13')
to the slave's reformed character (Zahn, Belser).
(b) Philemon's residence has been variously assigned to Laodicea (so, e.g.,
Wieseler J-), Ephesus (Holtzmann), and Colossse (Hilgenfeld, Bleek, etc.).
Even if Archippus belonged to Laodicea (so Lightfoot on Col 4''-"), it
would not follow that Philemon's residence must also have been there j the
two towns lay not far from one another. Paul cannot (Col 2') have converted Philemon at Colossae; they may have met at Ephesus, but even if the
Ephesian Onesimus of Ignatius (ad Eph. ii.) were supposed to be the
Onesimus of this note, it would not prove that Philemon stayed there. The
probabilities, such as they are, point on the whole to Colossse. No credence,
however, can be given to the statement of Apost. Constit. vii. 46, which turns
all three into bishops, Archippus of Laodicea, Philemon of Colossae, and
Onesimus of Berea.
* To complete the parallelism of names in Col 4**'-"=Philemon ^•'^'^^
Amling (ZNW., 1909, 261-262) proposes to read 'IT/ITOOS (='Ioi5(rTos) for
Ii^roD in the latter passage, or '\-naov, 'IijtroCs.
t On the ground that this note is that referred to in Col 4*" {Chron. 450f.).
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(c) The note is not strictly private. It is addressed not only to Philemon
(primarily), but to Apphia his wife (doeX^?;, as often in this sense). Unless
2 Jn is addressed to an individual, this note is the only extant letter in the
NT literature which is even partially addressed to a woman, although Phoebe
(see above, pp. 137 f.) had one written on her behalf. For letters of ancient
philosophers to women (e.g. Epicurus and Seneca to their mothers,
PtolemKus to Flora, and Porphyry to Marcella), see J. Geffcken in Preuss.
JahrbUcher (1905), 427-447.
The seven Pauline dira^ evprjpiva in this note (di'aTr^^TreiJ', dTcorlveiv,
6.Xpt\iSTOS, iirirduceiv, ^evla, bvlvacsBai, and irpoao<puXeiv) are all current in
the Koiv^ (as the papyri prove), and most occur elsewhere in the LXX or
in the N T itself. " W e n n uns eine Schrift des NT von der zwanglosen
hellenistischen Unterhaltungsprache eine 'Vorstellung zu geben mag, so ist es
der anmutige 'Philernpnbrief" (Nageli, der Wortschatz des Apostel Paulus,
82). The play on the name of Onesimus i^" iytl> aov d/alpT]v iv Kvplio)
happens to recur in Ignat. ad Eplies. ii. ; but it is too common and obvious
(even when supported in Ignat. ibid., by dvairaiia in sense of Philemon ''• '")
to indicate that Ignatius had this note in mind. Philemon, however, which
is twice quoted as Pauline by Origen (its first commentator), was included in
Marcion's Canon (cp. Tert. adv. Marc. v. 21= soli .huic epistolae breuitas sua
profuit, ut falsarias manus Marcionis euaderet) as well as in the Muratorian;
but its private character, its brevity, and its lack of dogmatic teaching threw
it into positive disfavour with many Christians, especially throughout the
Syrian church, where the first tardy recognition of it occurs in the Catalogus
Sinaiticus. Jerome, in his preface (A.D. 388), had to defend it against
widespread depreciation ( ' a plerisque ueteribus repudiatam'). A good
account of this is given in Zahn's GK. i. 268 f., ii. 997 f., and in Leipoldt's
GK. i. 208-213. In modern times the note has had to run the gauntlet of a
doctrinaire criticism which regarded it as a pseudonymous little pamphlet, composed as a pendant to the un-Pauline Colossians and modelled on Pliny's
well-known letter to Sabinianus (so from Baur to Steck and van Manen). *
More moderately, but unconvincingly (cp. Schenkel's BL, iv. 531-532, and
Clemen's Paulus, i. 128 f.), interpolations have been suspected (e.g, by
Holtzmann, Hausrath, iv. 122-123, and Bruckner, Chron. 200 f.) in w.^
(Kal TipbBeos 0 dSe'X<p6s p,ov, with vf-tov), ^-^ (the chiasmus), and ^\ A
Frenchman is usually worth attention upon questions of literary style, and
two French critics have summed up on the letter to Philemon with admirable insight. " P e u de pages," says Renan, (iv.^ 96) " o n t un accent de
sinc^rite aussi prononc^. Paul seul a pu ecrire ce petit chef-d'ceuvre." " Ce
ne sont que quelque lignes familieres," Sabatier (Papdtre Paul, 234, Eng. tr. p.
226) adds, "mais si pleines de grace, de sel, d'affection serieuse et confiante
que cette courte ipitre brille comme une perle de la plus exquise finesse,
• As Hausrath observes (iv. 122 f.), " the thought that Christianity unites
in a higher sphere things severed in this world, and teaches them mutual love,
cannot be maintained against the plain realism of the document. This is a
reunion in which Onesimus obviously fears a too speedy acquaintance with
the liish, and the object of the epistle is simply to save him from this fate."
"Simply " is not quite accurate, but otherwise Hausrath's judgment is correct.
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dans le riche tr^sor du Nouveau Testament. Jamais n'a mieux ^te realise
le pr6cepte que Paul lui-meme donnait k la fin de sa lettre aux Colossiens
(4«).»
(G)
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B. Briickner (Ep. ad Philipp. Paulo auctori vindicala contra Baurium,
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Pfleiderer (Urc. i. 248-257); W. Briickner (Chron. 218-222); Clemen
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(iii.) General—A. F. Busching's Introductio in epistolam ad Philipp.
(Halle, 1746); Hoog, de coetus christ. Phil, conditione primaeva (1825);
Schinz, die christl. Gemeinde Ph. (1833); C. Miiller, Commentatio de locis
quibusdam Ep. ad Philipp. (1844) ; Hasselmann, Analyse pragmatique de
Pip. aux Phil. (1862); Schenkel, BL. iv. 534-538 ; Hatch (EB.'>) ; R. R
Smith, The Epistle of St. PauVs First Trial (1899); J. Gibb, DB. iii.
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(iv.) On 2'-"—Tholuck's Disputatio Christologica (1847); H . J. Holtzmann (ZWT.,
1881, 101-107); Wciffenbach, Zur .4«J/,/^H«>,' (Karlsiuhc,
1884) * ; A. B. Bruce, Huiniliation of Clirisl'^ (1889), 15 1., 357 f; J. Kiigel
{BFT xii. 2); Aloe, Paulusu. die Ev. Geschichte {\g\2), 89 f.; U . Schuuiacher,
Christus in s. Praexistcnz u. Kenose nach Phil. 2^'*^ (1914).

§ I. Contents.—Paul's last epistle is written to the first church
which he founded in Europe. After a brief address (ii"^), Paul
assures the Philippians of his thankfulness for their KOLviavia in
t h e g o s p e l diro TTJS irpwrrj'i

ry/Aepas a ^ p t rov vvv (1^"^), a n d of h i s

prayers for the maturing (i^'H) of their dydirrj. H e then relieves
their anxiety about himself; the recent turn in his affairs had
really helped, instead of hindering (as they had feared), the
prospects of the gospel (i 12-18^; furthermore, he had even the
prospect of being set free and of revisiting 1 Philippi (11^-2").
Meantime, however, they are to show a united front 2 to their
a d v e r s a r i e s {l^^'^'^),

pia

\frvxfj (rvvaOXovvres

ry rricrreL rov

evayyeXiov.

Suffering must not daunt them, nor disintegrate them. Against
the latter danger Paul urges (21-11) j^g duties of harmony and
fellow-feeling

{TTJV airrjv

dydirrjv

exovres,

crvvil/vxoi)

which

flow

from a humility like that of Jesus Christ, and he reiterates*
^2i2b= j27b^ hjs appeal for brotherly love {2^'^-'^^). As his own
movements are uncertain, he promises to send Timotheus before
long (2i8'24^ cp. ii), and also bespeaks a hearty welcome for their
delegate, Epaphroditus, after his illness {2^^-^^).
The letter swerves at this point into a philippic against Jews
or Jewish Christian agitators^ (s^'^O- Paul tries to safeguard
the Philippian church in advance against their intrigues by recalling his own character and gospel as the true norm of
Christianity, but the danger of internal friction is still present
to his mind (3^^^')> ^ " ^ he proceeds to warn gently some
' Jatho (pp. 7-8) finds this already in v.', where he takes roOro as referring
to an iXBeiv implied in iimroBCo. This backward aspect of rovro is possible
(e.g. Demosth. de Corona, § 26, and Xen. Mem. ii. 2. 4, cp. T h u c . vi. 39),
but hardly so natural here as the prospective sense.
^ T h e occurrence of iroXlrevpa in 3™ suggests that woXireveisBe here retains
some of its communal associations.
^ In 2' {irXTjpwa-ari pov TTIV X''-pdv, positive motive), in 2'* (8ri OUK els Kevbv
ISpapov, negative motive) ; the former is resumed in 2''"'^.
*They have nothing to do with the evangelists mentioned in i ' " ' ; the
latter preach Christ truly ; it is their motives, not the content of their gospel,
to which Paul takes exception.
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prominent individuals in the church against it (4i"'0 in a passage
which is partly recapitulatory (cp. xalpere in 41- * as already in 2^^
3I; (TuvriOX-qcTav, 4 ^ = 1 ^ ^ ; and crrriKere 4I, as in 127), but which
flows over into the closing appeal of 4^-^ (4^ = 31^ fo"" harmony.
In a parenthesis, he then thanks them (4i''-2<') for a fresh present
of money which Epaphroditus had brought, and with some brief
salutations (421-23) j^g letter ends.
Timotheus is associated with Paul in the address (ii), owing
to his local associations (2^2 = ^ 0 i6^-1^^-) ; but the apostle writes
in the first person throughout (even in 4^1), and indeed speaks
of his companion as distinguished from himself (2I8-2*). T h e
only exception is in 31'^ {vpoii).
The text presents few difficulties,* apart from the interpolations which
have been conjectured (see below) in i* and 2"-''. T h e transposition in iW-"
(for the chiasmus, see Ro 2*-'*) is one of the few which have left traces in the
textual material. Other conjectures of glosses (cp. Weisse's Beitrdge
zur
Kritik d. Paul. Briefe, 56 f.), e.g. in l'^"" l^' (el Si
Kapirbs ipyov), 2^
ji8-i9 (marginal gloss, Laurent), 3^' (Briickner), 4 ' - ' and 4^^'^* are due to
inadequate exegesis for the most part. T h e style and vocabulary, viewed in
the light of research into the KOIV-^, present no real obstacles to the acceptance of the epistle as Pauline. T h e most noticeable feature, according to
Nageli (Wortschatz des Apostels Paulus, 80 f.), is a tendency to employ several
expressions, e.g. iyelpeiv, i^opoXoyeiaBai, rd ?pirpocrdev, in a sense closer
to that of literary Greek than to that of the L X X as heretofore.
"Paulus
scheint sich also im Verkehr mit den Griechen nach und nach zu gunsten des
in der hijhern KOIV/I bevorzugten Gebrauches von der einen und andern bei
den L X X beliebten Wort bedeutung emanzipiert zu h a b e n . " T h e use of
aperii is a case in p o i n t ; t so is the absence of any O T citation.
The iambic trimeter in 3^ (ipol piv oiK oKvripbv, iptv 5' d(T<paXis) is not the
only instance of rhythmical structure in the epistle. 2°-*° is specially important in this connection, as the balance of clauses bears on the exegesis of this
carefully modulated section (J. Weiss, Beitrdge zur paul. Rhetorik, 28 f . ) : —
1. (a) Ss iv pop<py Beov virdpx'^" oix dpwaypbv rjyf)(raTO rb etvai tffa Beip
(b)
dXXd iavrbv iKiviixsev popcprpi SoiXov Xapdiv
(c) iv bpoiibpari dvBpiInriav yevbpevos Kai (TxiltJ-arieipeBels ihs &vBpu)iros
(ti)
iraireivojoev iavrbv, yevbpevos viri)KOOs pixS"- Bavdrov, Bavdrov Si
aravpov.
2. (a) Sib Kal b Bebs airbv iirepixf/ojirev
(b)
Kal ixaplcraro airip Svopa rb vwip irav Svopia
(c) tva iv rip bvbpari '\ri<sov irav ybvv Kdp^ri KTX.
(d)
Kal irdcra yXwcnra i^opoXoy-fitsTjTai 8ri Kipios 'ITIOOVS ^purrSs.
* In 3^'' TTJs dvii) KXi)(xeo}s apparently was read by Tertullian as TTJS
dveyKX-t^ireiiis and by Origen as Trjs dveynXTjuias.
t In this passage, 4*'-, " i t is as if one heard the ripple of the waves at the
meeting of the two streams which have their source in Zion and the Parthenon "
(vou Soden, p. 11^).
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The balancing of the clauses against one another, and the reiteration ol
the same word in the same or in successive clauses, are noticeable.

§ 2. Occasion and date.—Communications had already passed
between the Christians of Philippi and Paul, not only during
his residence at Thessalonika (4i*'i^), but at some subsequent
period (4I*), when Epaphroditus had brought him a present
of money. It is possible that the gift was accompanied by a
letter. At any rate, the extant epistle is the reply to one received
subsequently from the Philippians, who had evidently desired
information about his prospects and health (ii^), assured him
of their prayers (ii®), wondered whether he, their Kavxf]pa,
would return to them (i^^*^'), expressed their anxiety about the
health of Epaphroditus (22^), and possibly apologised for not
sending money to him sooner (41"^"). The latter point emerges
in passages like 2i''' 25- so, as well as in 4i''^', where Paul is apparently trying to remove some fear which had been expressed
by the Philippian Christians lest he should have been dissatisfied
with " the smallness and the tardiness of their last remittance "
(cp. Zahn, INT § 30).
The epistle was written toward the close of the Sima oXrf of
Ac 28^", not in the earlier part of the imprisonment. Paul is on
the eve and edge of the final decision, with (ii2-i3) a period
behind him during which considerable progress has been made
in the local preaching and extension of the gospel, and his
language does not imply that this new departure in the propaganda was stimulated by the mere novelty of his arrival.
This argument is not affected by the fact that when Paul reached
Rome, he already found a considerable body of Christians. He
traces the flourishing character of the local church in no small
measure to the stimulating effect produced by his own imprisonment
Furthermore, the relations between Philippi and Paul
presuppose an interval of time which cannot be fairly compressed within a few months. News of his arrival must have
had time to reach the church; money was collected {2"^ 4I*)
and then sent by Epaphroditus, who fell sick after he reached
the capital; news of this again floated back to Philippi, and
Paul subsequently heard of the Philippians' concern (22^). Not
till then did he compose the present letter. Luke and Aristarchus were apparently (220) no longer with him.
This setting of the epistle (so, e.g., Godet, INT 427 f. ; Sabatier's Paul,
250 f. ; Reuss, Lipsius, Klopper, Gwynn, Ramsay, SPT. 357 f. ; McGiflTert,
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AA. 364-393 ; Bovon, NT Thiol, ii. 73-120; Bartlet, AA. 178 f ; Schafer,
Einl. 133-146; H. A. A. Kennedy, ET. x. 22 f. ; Gibb, Clemen, Bacon,
Jacquier, Barth, Peake, J. Weiss' Urc. 294 f.), which ranks it later than the
other prison-epistles, has been challenged by three * rival hypotheses.
(a) The attempt of several scholars (from Paulus, D. Schulz, Bottger's
Beitrdge, ii. 46 f., Rilliet, and Thiersch, to Spitta, Macpherson: Ephesians,
86 f., and Menzies, ERE. ix. 691, 693) to place its composition at Caesarea
(Ac 23"'-26'^) is to be set aside,t on account of the positive evidence J
pointing to Rome (l^^ 4^^), and because the uncertain critical outlook of the
apostle does not correspond to the situation at Caesarea when he was in no
immediate danger of death. Not until he reached Rome did his life come
into real peril at the hands of the Roman authorities. Besides, the large
number of local preachers of the gospel (l-") accords better with the capital
than with the provincial town of Caesarea ; the latter cannot be said to have
been a centre of vigorous Christian propaganda. Delays in a trial were
natural in Rome, for the wheels of procedure did not always run the swifter
as they neared the headquarters of the law. It required no such recent experience of Jewish agitators as that of Ac 21^'- to make Paul flash out into the
language of Ph 3^'. Timotheus is not known to have visited Rome, but this is
an argument from silence which, in the scantiness of our available data for the
period, is of little or no weight. Finally, the plea (Spitta, Apgeschichte, 281)
that the cupidity of Felix (Ac 24^^) was aroused by the arrival of the money
from Philippi (Ph 4'"), belongs to imaginative fiction rather than to historical
reconstruction. Of the two other views which have been taken of the epistle's
date, apart from the Csesarean hypothesis, one (b) is that the terms of l'^'(compared with Col 4") imply that the comparatively free Sierla was over,
and had been replaced by a stricter durance (so, e.g., Alford,§ Hofmann,
Wohlenberg, Zahn, and Belser). This throws Phil, still later, but the lack of
other evidence upon the course of the trial renders it impossible to be certain
whether the apostle had exchanged hiscustodia libera for one of closer restraint.1|
(c) Others again place the epistle earlier, in the opening period of the Sieria
* Four, if the epistle (cp. M. Albertz, SK., 1910, 551-594, 'ueber die
Abfassung des Philipperbriefes des Paulus zu Ephesus') could be placed in an
Ephesian imprisonment, to which a few («.,j-. Deissmann, LA. 229 f., pp. 171 f.)
would give the other prison-epistles ; see Appendix C.
t Even Schenkel, Meyer, and Reuss, who put Col. Eph. and Philemon
into the Caesarean period (see above, pp. 158 f.), relegate Philippians to Rome.
X UpaiTiipiov might mean the x. rov ' HpiIiSov of Ac 23'', but the probabilities lie between the praetorian guard and the praefecti praetorio or
judicial authorities of the imperial court.
§ Summer of 63 ; early in 63 (W. T. Bullock, Smith's DB.^ ii. 839-843).
II If a genuine fragment or tradition lies below 2 Ti 4^'-, it might
corroborate the setting of Phil, towards the end of Paul's confinement: cp.
2 Ti 46 = Col 4", 2 Ti 46 = Ph 2 " and i^s, 4i«=Ph 2^'>t- ; only, by the time
Timotheus reached him (on this theory), Luke had gone. Both Krenkel
{Beitrdge, 424 f., 442 f.) and Kreyenbiihl (Evang. d. Wahrheit, i. 213 f.),
like Erbes, refer 2 Ti 4^^ to Paul's defence before Felix (see below, p. 400).
These hypotheses fall, however, with the case for the Csesarean site of the epistle
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(so Blsek, Ewald, Lightfoot, pp. 30-46 ; Farrar, St. Paul, ch. xlvi. ; Moule ;
Beyschlag; Sanday; Smith's DB.^ i. 627 ; Hort, JC. 115-129 ; Trenkle, Einl.
49-50 ; Lock, DB. i. 718-719), partly for reasons already met by anticipation
(see above, p. 168), partly because Philippians represents a less advanced
stage in the development of the church than Colossians (and Ephesians).
The latter fact may be granted, but the influence must be disputed. Neither
to place Philippians among the later, nor Galatians among the earlier,
epistles, is it sufiicient to lay stress upon resemblances of style and a systematic
evolution of thought. " The tone of Col. and Ephes. is determined by the
circumstances of the churches addressed. The great cities of Asia were on
the highway of the world, which traversed the Lycos valley, and in them
development took place with great rapidity. But the Macedonians were a
simple-minded people in comparison with Ephesus and Laodicea and
Colossal, living further away from the great movements of thought. It was
not in Paul's way to send to Philippi an elaborate treatise against a subtle
speculative heresy, which had never affected that church" (Ramsay, SPT.
359). The predominance of dogmatic teaching in Col. (and Eph.) and the
resemblances between Rom. and Phil, do not necessarily imply that Phil, lay
between Rom. and Col. (Eph.) in a clironological and logical sequence.
Such characteristics are due to the variety of objects and interests which
confronted the apostle as he turned to the Asiatic and the Macedonian
churches. To arrange the epistles in the order and for the reasons suggested,
e.g., by Lightfoot, is to confuse the parade-ground with the battle-field, where
quick phases and unexpected transitions often drive the general to fight twice
on the same ground and to develop sudden movements in order to checkmate
crises which were unforeseen. It is much more true to life to take each of the
prison-epistles upon its own merits, as an outcome of Paul's mood and duty at
the time being, than to classify them, for reasons of style and matter, in
plausible but unnatural groups. The priority of Col. to Phil, is therefore
unaffected by the fuller theology of the former. When Eph. is reckoned postPauline, this becomes all the more clear, but even when it is attributed to
Paul himself, the place of Phil, as the climax of the Pauline correspondence
remains upon the whole more true than any other re-arrangement of the
epistles to the data of the period. The time is too short for such a development as Lightfoot's theory would postulate.

§ 3. Authenticity.—Doubts upon the Pauline authorship were
voiced during last century, on four accounts : {a) alleged traces of
imitation in the epistle, {b) ecclesiastical anachronisms, {c) gnostic
controversies, and {d) doctrinal discrepancies between the epistle
and the other Pauhne letters, especially Gal, Cor., and Romans.
{a) The Uterary argument is barely worth refuting. The style and
vocabulary (see above) offer no real difficulty, and the epistle
is marked by the genuinely Pauline traits of courtesy and
affection, by the blending of humility and authority, the digressions, the warm, swift touches of feeling, and the devout passion
for Christ, which are the water-marks of Paul's mind. It is true
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that a passage like ii^ breathes " a certain resignation to which
we are not accustomed in the author of Galatians and 2 Corinthians. But resignation is the general characteristic of these last
writings, wherein his moods are strangely mingled" (Hausrath,
iv. 167). Neither in this respect nor in any other is the epistle
unnatural under the circumstances, much less unworthy of the
Paul we know. Baur, indeed/found the epistle "characterised
by a monotonous repetition of what has been already said, by a
want of any profound and masterly connection of ideas, and by a
certain poverty of thought," whilst van Manen dubbed it nebulous,
unintelligible, and high-flown. So did Johnson judge of Gray.
The perverse interpretation of 42-^ as a series of references to parties in the
early church is now abandoned upon almost all hands, though the yvfiffie
oiv^vye of 4 ' baffles explanation. If liiv^vye is a proper name, as is most
lilcely, it is needless to interpret aiv^vye of Lydia or Paul's wife (which would
require yvriola), or even of Epaphroditus, Timotheus, etc.

{b) T h e

words

<TVV

eTna-KOTroi's

KOI

BMKOVOI^

in

i^

are

admittedly strange. No other epistle of Paul mentions any
officials in its address, while ima-Koiroi and BidKovot are not only
collectively but singly absent from his writings. The former may
here be used in the sense of Ac 20^8, the latter in that of Ro 12^,.
and their specific mention may be due to the gifts received by
Paul, which would come through the hands of the ofificials in
charge of the local finance; but there is at least a case for regarding the words as a gloss inserted by some second-century editor,
when the epistle came into use as part of the Canon in the services
of the church (so Schmiedel, EBi. 3147-3148, after Briickner and
Volter). This is, at any rate, better than to keep them and throw
suspicion on the entire epistle, or to emend them into iirta-Koiria
KOI StttKovois (Linwood). If such catholicising glosses are to be
admitted anywhere in the NT, this is as' obvious a place as any.
{c) Recent research has found the background of the
categories in 2^^; not in the Valentinian gnosis, as Baur and
Hoekstra '* imagined, but in the earlier religious speculations t
* Pfleiderer (see below) still adheres to this notion of " a reference to the
myth in the Ophite and 'Valentinian gnosis of the Sophia which desired to
unite itself on equal terms with the primal Deity of the Father, or of the subordinate demiurge Jaldabaoth, who attempted to misuse his god-like power of
lordship in order to put himself in the place of the highest God."
t Cp. Clemen's Urc. pp. 158 f. ; M. Dibelius, die Geisterwelt im Glauben
des Paulus (1909), 10 f. ; Bousset's Hauptprobleme der Gnosis, 160 f. ; and
J. Weiss (£/m 366 f.).
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upon a pre-existent original Being or Urmensch in h e a v e n which
are preserved, e.g., in P o i m a n d r e s (cp. 12 f., where t h e divine
pop<f>T] is also a t t r i b u t e d t o this M a n , w h o dddvaro^ wv Kal TrdvriDv
TYjv i^ovariav l;(ojv r a 6vrp-ov irao-^et inroKeipevo'; rrj elpappe\ry
virepdvo) yap iiiv rrj^ dpp.ovia<; ivappovio^ yeyove SovAos) a n d t h e
Ascensio Isaice {lo^'^^-), where the Lord " d e s c e n d e d into the
firmament where dwelleth the ruler of this world," but where,
although his form was like that of the spirits, the latter refused
to do homage to him, since " they were envying one another and
fighting" (cp. Charles' ed. p. 7 4 : contrast oix o.pirayp.6v KTX.).
Some analogous phrases in Test. XII Pair., e.g. Zab 7* {oil/eaOe
6eov iv (Tx^po-Ti. dvOpunrov) and Ben/. 10'^ (ev pop(f)y dvOpujirov iv
raireivioa-ei) are probably Christian interpolations.
{d) T h e weakness of the attempt to find gnosticism in 2'*'and typical or second-century allusions in 4^"^ (yj^o-ie (rvv^vye =
Peter, etc.), was promptly acknowledged by Holsten, whose
difficulties centred on the supposed inconsistencies of the epistle
with Paul in regard to the conceptions of Christ and salvation.
H e still shared the tendency to see in 4^'^ a subtle effort to
reconcile by way of allegory the Jewish and the Gentile
Christians, but he felt most some apparent discrepancies
between Phil, and the Hauptbriefe.
Holsten's general theory of the epistle's origin, however, is even more
improbable than Baur's, since it is extremely difficult to imagine how such an
epistle could have been accepted by the church shortly after Paul's death,
had it been composed by a Paulinist who desired to write and encourage the
local Christians after their great founder had passed away. His particulai
objections to the christology of 2"'* as un-Pauline (cp. 2 Co 8^ where the socalled christological reference is also adduced for practical purposes), on the
score of its inconsistency with the pre-existent heavenly Man of Ro 8^ etc.,
depend on too narrow an exegesis (cp. Schmidt, op. cit. 54 f. ; Weiffenbach,
op. cit. 64 f. ; and Holtzmann, NT Theologie, ii. 88 f., "somit haben wir kein
Grund, die christologische Darstellung Ph 2*-'' als incompatibel mit derjenigen
der Hauptbriefe aus dem paulin. LehrbegrifiF auszuscheiden").* Briickner
(iv pop<py Beov
. ills dvBpoiiros), Weisse (rb etvai laa Beip and pop<pT]v
SoiXov
irairelvuxsev iavrbv), Schmiedel (om. dXXd in 2', all of 2^ except
8s, and iirovpavlojv , . KaraxBovltov in 2'*), and Pfleiderer (i. 321-323) all
omit more or less of 2'"' as interpolated, but for no cogent reasons. Their
procedure, however, suggests a fresh set of hypotheses with regard to the
unity of the epistle.
§ 4. Integrity.—These
hypotheses either distinguish between
1 Pauline nucleus and editorial matter, or between two Pauline
* This is all the more obvious when Colossians is accepted as Pauline.
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notes. Both, but especially the .latter, start from the abrupt turn
in 3I {TO. avra ypd<^eLv vpiv KTX.). It is a fair inference from these
words that Paul had written * already to the Christians of Philippi
(so, e.g., Haenlein, Bertholdt, Liinemann, Flatt, Bleek, Wiesinger,
Ewald, Jatho, Schenkel, Meyer, Mangold, Bisping, Hilgenfeld,
Hofmann, Meyer, etc.); the various attempts to explain ra aird.
from the context and contents of the canonical epistle are more
or less strained. Paul had not spoken so often or so amply of
rejoicing (i* 2^8), that his hearers would feel it irksome to have
xaipere iv Kvpim repeated to them. Some more serious and
vital topic is required. AtKaioori5vij is not sufficiently emphatic
in the following paragraph to make it probable that Paul was
half apologising for speaking of it (Holsten), and the least
unlikely solution is that either the danger of dissensions
(Lightfoot) or the errorists are in his mind. Against the
latter he may have had occasion previously to warn them,t out
of his mournful experiences in Asia and Achaia (31 = 318 ov?
iroXXaKVi eXeyov vp.l,v). The readiest explanation of 31^- is to
suppose (with Ewald, Schenkel, Reuss, etc.) that Paul started
to complete or supplement what he had already written, possibly
because some fresh tidings from Philippi had reached him in
the interval. There is nothing specifically un-Pauline even in
31^' to justify 'the hypothesis f that the extant epistle consists of
a genuine and a later letter, which some editor of the second
century has patched together.
The use of the plural in Polykarp's letter to the Philippians
(iii.), where he speaks of Paul having written eTnaroXas ets as
iav iyKVTTT-qTe, BvvT^Oi^crecrde olKoBop.eicrOai, eis T^V SoQelcrav vp.tv itt(TTW^

is indecisive; irtuTToXai like litterae, might be used of a single,
•* Without pressing ypdipeiv unduly, one may say that the scope of the
expression would cover more than merely oral communications from Paul
himself or through his delegates. Ewald found traces of such written communications somewhat precariously in 2^^ and 3 ' ^
t 'Volter (Paulus u, Seine Briefe, 319 f.) thinks that the editor must have
had in his mind the warning of 2 Co 11 ^''•.
X Schrader (der Apostel Paulus, v. 233 f.) took 3'-4* as an unauthentic
inter^olatiqp; 'Volter (TT., 1892, 10-44, 117-146) separated a genuine
Pauline note (i^-^ exc. a. eir .OK. K. SMK. i^'''- "-w. isb-se 2"-20. 22-30 ^lo-sii,
«'• 23) from material (i^-"- 27-30 2I-16 31". 21 4I-9. 22) bating from the reign of
Trajan or Hadrian, the redactor being responsible for i'- i'-^^* 2^1 3^*; but
he now (Paulus und Seine Briefe, 286 f.) detects the Pauline original in i*-*
(except (sbv iir. K. SiaKbvois), i^'"'- ^^'^ (except Kal iirixop, rod irvevp. ' I . X.
and eiVe 5. f. e'ire S. B.), i^'^'^ 2"-«- 20-3» 410-21
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dispatch. Yet elsewhere in Polykarp (cp. ch. xiii.), as in the
N T itself (i Co 16^ etc.), the distinction between singular and
[ilural in the use of the term is carefully observed ; nor would the
use of epislolae in the Lat. version of ch. xi. of Polykarp's epistle
(in quibus laborauit beatus Paulus, qui estis in principle epistolae
eius) invalidate this argument, since epistolae there is not genit.
sing.* but nom. plur. (cp. 2 Co 3^). The probabilities therefore are
that Polykarp knew of more than one Pauline letter to Philippi,
and the alternatives are to suppose (i.) that some other previous
letter (or letters) to that church did not survive, or (ii.) that
Polykarp was referring loosely to 2 Thessalonians, which was
also written to a neighbouring Macedonian church. In favour
of (i.) it may be pointed out that if its contents were similar, as
ex hypothesi they must have been, to those of the canonical
epistle, there would be less chance of it surviving. If it be
argued that such a fate would be unlikely, when it had survived to
the age of Polykarp, the answer is that Polykarp's language does
not necessarily imply more than that the church had in the
earlier period of its history (41®) received more than one letter
from the apostle, (ii.) More probably, however, the reference
covers the Thessalonian epistles (or 2 Thessalonians), of which
the Philippian church would possess a copy ; for in addressing
the Philippians themselves (xi. 3) he actually uses language (de
uobis etenim gloriatur in omnibus ecclesiis) which is palpably a
reminiscence of 2 Thessalonians (cp. i*), as if the latter epistle
were somehow associated in his mind with Philippi. TertulUan
{ad Scorp. 13) similarly quotes Phil, as if it were addressed to
Thessalonika, and the three Macedonian epistles seem to have
been often grouped together in the archives of the early church
(Zahn). T h e irrurroXai of Polykarp are most readily to be
understood in this sense, i.e., as a collection of Pauline epistles,
including not only Philippians but those addressed to the
neighbouring church of Thessalonika (cp. Harnack in TU., 1900,
V. 3. 86 f., and Wrede in TU, 1903, 94 f.).
Unlike l Co 5* and Col 4^°, the allusion in Ph 3I did not prompt any
writer in the early church to produce an apocryphal letter to the Philippians.
The existence of such a letter may be inferred from the Syriac Catalogus
Sinaiticus (cp. Mrs. Lewis in Studia Sinaitica, i. 11 f., and W. Bauer, Der
Apostolos der Syrer, 1903, pp. 34 f., 37 f.), which mentions two Philippian
* Nestle's conjecture, diroaToXT]s for iiriaToXris in the original (cp. .<?ahn,
INT. i. 536), is ingenious but unnecessary.
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epistles ; but, as it omits I Tim., its evidence is not trustworthy, and no clear
trace of any such apocryphon has been preserved. The language of Polykarp
does not yield any proof, while the casual remark of Georgius Syncellus
(Chron., ed. Dindorf, i. 651 : robrov [i.e. Clement of Rome] Kai 6 dirbaroXos
iv ry irpbs HXnnn]fflovs pApvTjrai irpdirrj imcrroXy) may be an oversight.

The internal evidence fails upon the whole to add any valid
proof for a partition-theory, even as advocated by Hausrath
(iv. 162 f.) and especially by Bacon {The Story of St. Paul,
pp. 367 f.), both of whom put 3-4 earlier than 1-2, as, a separate
Pauline letter; but 2^1 is not necessarily incompatible with ii*
and 4^1; in 2^1 Paul vents, with some exaggeration, his annoyance at finding it impossible to persuade any of his local
coadjutors to undertake the mission to Philippi, and accuses
them of selfishness and worldliness (so in 2 Ti 410). The
errorists, oLj?!*, as has been already noted, are not mentioned
in ii^ And, although this hypothesis relieves the epistle of the
unwieldly postscript (31^-)) i*^ ^'^^^ not work out with anything
like the same plausibihty* as the similar view of 2 Co 10-13.
Still more unconvincing is the earlier theory of Heinrichs
{Comment, iiber Philipp., 1810) and Paulus {de tempore scriptae
prioris ad Tim, atque ad Philipp. epist, Pauli, 1799), elaborated
from a hint of S. Le Mayne's Varia Sacra, il. 332 f. (1685),
which discovered in 31-4^" a special letter addressed either to an
esoteric circle of the apostle''s friends or the authorities of the
local church (in spite of 4I'' I), the rest of the canonical epistle
{i.e. 1I-3I 421-23) being intended for the local church in general
(so Paulus, Heidelberg. Jahrbiicher, 1812, 702 f., confining the
special letter to 3I-4®). Psychologically, the change of .tone
from 21^*^- with its farewell note, to 32^- with its sudden outburst,
is quite credible in a writer like Paul, who is composing not a
treatise but an informal letter, probably amid many interruptions. Tlie hiatus is striking, but it need not denote the place
at which two notes have been joined.! The least violent
explanation would be to conjecture (with Ewald) that 3I-4I and
* Cp. Reiser's Einl. 555 f., M. Jones (Exp.^ viii. 457 f.), and Clemen's
Paulus, i. 130 f. Each of the letters postulated by the partition-theories
must have been mutilated; furthermore, as Pfleiderer points out, " t h e first
lacks any expression of thanks for the gift of the Philippians, which (2^^) must
have already been made," This holds even against Lake's partition (Exp.^
vii. 487 f.).
t Thus the phrase rb Xoiirbv approximates to oSv (cp. Mt 26^", Ac 27^",
1 Th 4', 2 Ti 4* etc.); it need not have a final sense.
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42'- represent a couple of postscripts which were appended to
the original letter. 4i<''-, however, is hardly an after-thought;
it rather rounds off" the topics interrupted by the disgression of
^ir.. 4IO {i^dprjv Se iv Kvpia> /icyaXois) a n d 3I* {xaipere ev Kupto))
is a good sequence, but in a letter it is not affected by the
intervening passage. It is doubtful, therefore, if the attempts
to analyse the epistle have proved much more satisfactory than
the similar movements of literary inquiry into the first Philippic
of Demosthenes, where criticism has swung back in the main to a
conservative position (see A. Baran's article in Wiener Studien,
1884, 173-205).
§ 5 . History in early church (cp. NTA,
53 f., 71 f., 94 f.;
R. J. Knowling's Testimony of St, Paul to Christ, i n f . , and
Gregory's Canon and Text of NT, 205 f.).
The first indubitable echoes of the epistle occur in Polykarp; cp. i. i
ffvvexdprjv iptv peydXios iv Kvplcp = 2^'' x"-^?'^ '^"•^ avyxalpoi ird<nv iptv, 4^"
ixdpv Se iv Kvploj peydXws; ii. I (f [i.e. Christ] birerdyij rd irdvra iirovpdvia
Kal iirlyeia=2^'' 3 ^ ' ; ix. 2, oCroi irdvres oiK els Kevbv iSpapov = 2*' (rather than
Gal 2^, where the context is different); xii. 3, et pro inimicis crucis = 3 "
Tois ixBpobs rov aravpov rov Xpiarov, and the allusion in iii. 2 to Paul, 8s Kai
dirijv iptv iypaipev iirKxrdXds. The earlier allusions in Ignatius are less
distinct, yet probably reliable : Smyrn. iv. 2, irdvra viropivoi airov pe
ivSvvapovvros = 4^^, the occurrence of Kar' iplBeiav and /card KevoSo^lav (2^ °)
in Philad. i. l, viii. 2, and Smyrn. xi. 3, riXeioi Svres riXeia Kal tppovetre='^^
8<Toi oiv riXeioi, rovro ippovupev. In Clem. Rom. xxi. I (idv p^ d^lois airov
woXirevbpevoi KTX., cp. iii. 4), till we have better evidence for the phrase
being common, it is fair to admit a trace of I ^ (pbvov d^ids rov eiayyeXlov rov
Xpiarov iroXireviaBe), and the same may be said of xlvii. 2, where Clement
speaks of the Corinthians receiving Paul's epistle iv dpxv TOV eiayyeXlov, his
own phrase in Phil 4^'. In the Martyrdom of Polykarp (i. 2), 2* is quoted,
and in Diognet. v. 9 (iirl yijs Siarpi^omiv, dXX' iv oipavip iroXireiovrai) there
may be an allusion to 3^". The epistle was used also by Theodotus the
Valentinian and the Sethites; it is quoted in the epistle from Lyons and
Vienne (Eus. H. E. v. 2. 2 = 2'). Earlier it appeared in Marcion's dirbcrroXos,
as at a later period in the Muratorian Canon, whilst Irenseus (iv. 18. 4=4^*),
Clem. Alex, (repeatedly), and Tertullian cite its contenti.
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in evang. historiam, Madrid, 1598); M ' K n i g h t , Harmony of the Gospels
(1763); J. S. Thompson, A Monotessaron (Baltimore, 1 8 2 8 - 9 ) ; Gresswell,
Harmonia evangelica (Oxford, 1830) ; R. Chapman, Gk. Harmony of Gospels
(1836); Lant Carpenter^ (A harmony or syn. arrangement of the gospels,
1838); Wieseler, Chron. Synopsis
die vier Evglien
(1843, Eng. tr.,
Cambridge, 1864); Robinson (Boston, 1845, ed. Riddle, 1 8 9 2 ) ; R. Anger,
Synopsis Evang. Mt. Mk. Lucae (iH^i) ; W . Stroud, A new Gk.
Harmony
of the four Gospels (London, 1853); Gardiner (Andover, 1871) ; Fillion,
Synopsis Evangelica
(Paris, 1882); Tischendorf, Synopsis
Evangelica^
(1891); J. A. Broadus, A Harmony of the Gospels in the Revised
Version^
(New York, 1898); and J . C. R a m b a u d , Harmonia
et synopsis''' (Paris,
1898).

§ I. The documentary hypothesis.—Felix
qui potuit rerum
cognoscere causas. This felicity has not yet been the portion of
investigators into the literary origin of the synoptic gospels,
but the subtle and exhaustive processes of criticism, which
" Historical sketches of research in Gloag, op. cit. pp. 44 f. ; Meignan,
Les ivangiles et la critique au XIXe sihle (Paris, 1864); Feine (op. cit.);
Jacquier (INT. ii. 284-355), and Zahn (INT. § 50).
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have been applied to the synoptic problem sinrt; Schleierinarher,
have at last resulted in (</) the conclusion that the problem
is primarily one of literary criticism. The gospels are books
made out of books ; none of them is a document which simply
transcribes the oral teaching of an apostle or of apostles. Their
agreements and differences cannot be explained except on the
hypothesis of a more or less close literary relationship, and while
oral tradition is a uera causa, it is only a subordinate factor
in the evolution of our canonical Greek gospels, {b) Secondly,
the priority of Mark to Matthew and Luke no longer requires
to be proved.
Whatever modifications and qualifications
it may be necessary to introduce into this general thesis, the
starting-point of research is the working hypothesis that the
order and outline of the second canonical gospel lay before
the writers of Matthew and Luke, who employed it more or less
freely as a framework into which they introduced materials from
other sources.
(a) T h e oral hypothesis (Westcott, Godet, Wetzel, Veit, Wright) assumes
that the gospel was officially drawn up by the primitive apostles or by one of
them (Peter, Matthew), and that, by dint of repetition, the various cycles of
narrative and discourse became stereotyped before passing into written form.
" T h e common element of our three synoptic gospels was not a mere cento
of sayings of Jesus, or of anecdotes of His actions, but an oral Gospel which
gave a continuous history of His life, from His baptism by John to His
crucifixion" (Salmon, Human Element in the Gospels, pp. 27f.). It further
requires a definite order of teachers or catechists who made it their business
to teach this oral gospel. T h e necessity of a recourse to such assumptions is
even less favourable than the impossibility, upon this theory, of giving any
rational account of how the large sections in Mt. and L k . , which Mk. omits,
ever came into existence and into the special places which they occupy. * N o
appeals to the Oriental memory, with its extraordinary power of retentiveness
(cp. Margoliouth in Christian Apologetics, 1903, 4 8 f . ) t will suffice to explain
the intricate variations and coincidences in the synoptic gospels, without
involving artificial reconstructions of the early church's attitude to the sayings
of Jesus. T h e detailed proof of this, with a thoroughgoing refutation of the
oral hypothesis, is led by Zahn (INTii. 408 f . ) , Chavannes (Revue de
Thiologie et Philosophie, 1904, 138-160), Wellhausen {Einl.'^%T^), and Stanton
(GHD. ii. I 7 f . ) , briefly by Schmiedel ( £ ' 5 / . i 8 4 5 - 6 ) a n d Peake ( / A ^ r 104 f.).
* Even a resolute adherent of the theory like Dr. Wright (ET.
xxi.
211 f . ) , now admits that documents were in use from the first, for catechetical
purposes. T o call the documents ' t e m p o r a r y ' does not conceal the collapse
of the oral hypothesis.
t See also G. H . Putnam's Authors and their Public in Ancient
Times''(1894), pp. 106 f., and G. G. A. Murray's Rise of the Greek Epic, pp. 92 f.
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One objection to the oral hypothesis — viz. the gospel's preservation in
Greek instead of Aramaic—is removed by the cognate hypothesis of a primitive Semitic gospel upon which the synoptists have all drawn (Resch, Abbott,
Briggs); but, although the theory helps to account for one or two Greek
variants by pointing out the possibility that they may go back to the omission,
confusion, or transposition of consonants in the Hebrew original, as a complete
explanation of the textual phenomena it fails. There is perhaps no antecedent improbability in Hebrew being still written between A.D. 40 and 50
in Palestine ; the newly discovered fragments of Ecclesiasticus show that a
Jew could write in fair Biblical Hebrew long after it had ceased to be spoken
generally. But why should an evangelist of Jesus ? If any Semitic gospel is
to be postulated, Aramaic (so, e.g., Lessing, Eichhorn) is much more likely
than Hebrew to have been its language, and the relevant facts of the case can
be met by allowing for Aramaic sources behind the gospels and for the Aramaic
background of their oral tradition (cp. W. C. Allen in 05.S'. 288 f.). Misconception by Greek translators of a Semitic phrase is indeed a uera causa in the
interpretation, e.g., of some passages from Q, the common source of Mt. and
Lk., which existed in different recensions. To quote a modern example,
when we find in some translations of Don Quixote (part ii. ch. xxxiv.) the
Greek Commentator, and in others the Greek Commander, obviously these
represent the wrong and the correct renderings of El Comendador Griego.
The synoptic variant renderings of a common Semitic original, it must be
allowed, usually give a good sense ; it may not be the exact sense of the
original, but it is intelligible, and generally it is consonant with the characteristic aims and traits of the gospel in which it occurs. The latter phenomenon,
indeed, prevents us from supposing that the particular rendering was invariably
accidental. On the other hand, this theory, when pushed to its full limits,
reduces the inventive and independent element in the synoptic writers, by laying stress on the possibilities of error and alteration which were involved in
the transition from a Hebrew original to various Greek translations. The
synoptic variations are referred to different conceptions of Hebrew words and
phrases rather than to the editorial freedom of writers, who omitted, added,
and altered details in a source before them, for the sake of producing a
special impression of Jesus as the Son of God or the fulfiller of ancient
prophecy. " We do not often find very early apocryphal evangelists, and
never the canonical ones, deliberately inventing new traditions. It is
generally possible to detect, even now, some basis of fact or ancient tradition
for what appears at first sight to be a mere fiction ; and it is a reasonable
inference that if we had before us all the ' narratives' of the ' many' authors
mentioned by Luke, and all the written interpretations of Matthew's Logia
handed down by those who, as Papias says, ' interpreted them each to the
best of his ability,' we should find the paucity of invention almost equal to
the magnitude of accretion " (Diat. 552). This is much too strongly put.
It is to press matters too far if we undervalue the inventiveness of the
primitive period, and miss the varied motives which led to the production
of edifying apologues within the evangelic tradition. We have no business
to assume that a writer, who had (say) Mark or some other primitive written
source before him, would not feel comparatively free to diverge from its exact
terminology, to tell a story in his own way, or to reproduce a saying in the
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light of his own religious prepossessions.
Furthermore, the ' telegram' *
theory—that the primitive gospel was written in an elliptic, condensed
style, whose ambiguities and brevity explain the later gospels—fails often
to render the primitive source intelligible.
" T h e result of eliminating
all words which are not common to all the evangelists is often to make
the narrative unintelligible without the help of one of the existing Gospels
to throw light on i t " (Salmon, The Human
Element
in the Gospels,
P- 15)(b) T h e latter theory is not incompatible with the recognition of Mark as
prior to the other two synoptists ; as a matter of fact, one of the most
searching and minute statements of the evidence for Mark's priority is in Dr.
Abbott's Diat. 314-330 (with table, 542-544, of corrections made by Mt. and
Lk. on Greek text of M k . — t h e latter being regarded as a Greek version,
' w i t h a good many errors, conflations, and additions,' of the Hebrew
Ur-Evangelium). Even Pfleiderer (Urc. ii. 284 f. 392 f.), who adheres to a
primitive Aramaic gospel-source, admits that it was first used by Mark among
many others (Lk l ' ) , then by Luke who also used Mk. ; as Mk. and Lk.
represented the Gentile Christian church, while the original gospel continued
to be used independently (with legendary expansions) by the Palestinian and
Syrian churches,t Mt. was written to fuse together both the Gentile and
Jewish Christian traditions. One of the weakest points in this theory is the
necessity of supposing that all the discourse and narrative material common
to Lk. and Mt. lay originally in Mark's basis, the Aramaic gospel, from which
it was derived by these writers through the medium of a Greek translation.
A recent modification of this v i e w , t by Scott-Moncrieff, similarly postulates
a Foundation-document used by all three evangelists, but assumes it must have
been written by Mark ; Mt. and L k . used not Mk. but this earlier draft
(practically = an U r - M a r c u s ) ; Mk. ' i n the more literary atmosphere' of
Rome revised his original M S (based on Petrine reminiscences) and published
it for the benefit of the Roman church.
It is the extravagant claims occasionally made on behalf of Mk. as a
Petrine gospel and as free from secondary elements, which have led to a
double reaction not only against the Petrine tradition (see below under
' Mark ') but against Mark's priority to Matthew (so especially Hilgenfeld,
Badham, Belser, and Merx, after H u g , Keim, and many others). T h e latter
theory is inadequate, even with the ingenious modifications proposed by Zahn
(INT. §§ 54-56), who, following the lead of Grotius and Michaelis, places the
original (Hebrew) Matthew prior to Mark, and the canonical Greek Matthew
* Cp. Abbott and Rushbrooke, The Common Tradition of the Synoptic
Gospels (1884, p. xi. : " I t is possible that for some time the Evangelistic
records were handed down not in writing, but by means of oral tradition,
like the Mishna of the J e w s " ) ; Fiebig in Neutest. Studien (1914), 79 f.
t Hence the origin of the apocryphal gospels, especially the gospel Kaff
"E^pa/ous, which was a collateral branch from the parent stem of the original
Aramaic gospel.
J B. 'QonV-i.xap (Zur Evangelien-Frage,
1909, 53 f.), on the other hand,
agrees with those who make Mk. a compilation, and Mt. and Lk. dependent
on the Aramaic Ur-evangelium.
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(as a translation of the Ur-Matthseus) subsequent to Mark ; Mark, in short,
used the Hebrew Matthew and was in turn used by the Greek Matthew.

The documentary hypothesis (cp. HNT, 615 f) goes back
not only to the habits of Oriental historiography, which
permitted a writer to incorporate a source literatim or to alter
it for his special purpose, instead of rewriting it, but to ancient
praxis in general. " Critical investigation into the sources of the
ancient historians has shown beyond a question that, when they
were dealing with times not within their own memory, they
handled their authorities according to methods very different
from those pursued in modern times. Not only materials, but
the form in which these materials were worked up, were taken
from predecessors usually without acknowledgment, and clearly
without fear of any charge of plagiarism" (Hardy, Plutarch's
Galba and Otho, 1890, p. xliv). This was all the more feasible
in the case of a book like Mark, which was not written with any
literary object. It was the common property of Christians, and
neither Matthew nor Luke had any scruple in adapting it at a
later period.* In the abstruse problem of the synoptic embryology, the Ur-Marcus and Q represent the work of artisans, who
compiled and wrote the raw materials, which the artists, i.e. the
authors of the canonical gospels, afterwards worked up into
shape, t
The documentary hypothesis is further corroborated by the
methods of Tatian in compiling his Diatessaron during the last
quarter of the second century. An examination % of the
structure of this harmony, which was based on the four
* The fusion of Mk. with Q and other sources is shown by the presence
of the doublets (cp. .ffiS'.*8o-I07). These do not invariably denote different
sources (cp. Badham's Formation of Gospels'^, I2f.) ; still in the main they
point, not to different occasions on which Jesus uttered the same kind of
word, but to variant traditions of the same saying or deed.
t A very suggestive analogy to the processes of idealisation, treatment of
the miraculous, and influence of later church tendencies upon the tradition,
has been outlined by Gardner (Explor. Evangelica, 174 f.) and R. B.
Drummond (Papers of Society of Historical Theology, Oxford, 1907, 37 f.) in
the Franciscan literature. See, further, OSS. pp. 215 f., 225 f.
+ See A. A. Hobson's scholarly essay, The Diatessaron of Tatian and the
Synoptic Problem (Chicago, 1904), which carefully investigates the evidence
afforded by Tatian's methods for the documentary theory of the synoptic gospels
and their origin. The relation of such methods to the documentary analysis of
the Pentateuch is discussed by G. F. Moore '\nJBL. ix. 201-215, Loflhouse
(ET. xiii. 565 f.), and W. E. Addis (in OSS. 367 f.).

184

THE HISTORICAL LITERATURE

canonical gospels, reveals the practice not only of freely
altering, for purposes of edification and greater clearness as
well as for the sake of literary effect, the order of words,
sentences, and entire paragraphs, but also of arranging and
fusing materials drawn from different sections in order to
present a continuous and full account. All this is consonant
with a certain scrupulous fidelity on the part of Tatian. His
work shows, e.g., a comparative absence of rewritten or omitted
paragraphs. The bearing of his methods of composition on
those of the synoptic evangelists lies in the twofold direction of
showing {a) how earlier Christian sources could be dealt with in
a fairly free fashion by later writers, without any lack of reverence;
and {b) how alterations by a later author do not require in all
cases a special tendency, but merely literary habits, in order to
account for their origin and extent. The former consideration
is important. If Tatian, writing after the idea of the canon had
taken shape, could compose a Diatessaron with some freedom
from the four gospels, it is highly probable that the writers of
these gospels, prior to the formation of the canon, would exercise
not less liberty in their treatment of available sources, "which
they nevertheless regarded as historically trustworthy, and whose
historical testimony they endeavoured substantially to preserve "
(Hobson, p. 80). The second {b) inference supports what has
been already said upon the need of eschewing an ultra-documentary bias in the study of the synoptic problem. One of the
obstacles raised by the documentary hypothesis has been the
inadequate place assigned by many of its upholders to the place
and function of oral tradition as an element in the process ; and
it will help to render that hypothesis more tenable and attractive,
if it is shown to include such a reason for variation as literary
habit or individual idiosyncrasy. In a semi-literary work like
one of the early Christian gospels, it is artificial to imagine that
the author had some conscious ulterior purpose in every change
he made. Although tendencies may be visible over the broad
surface of his work, and although the general purpose of his
composition may be plain, this does not exclude a certain
freedom of literary choice, an artlessness, and the play of
individual fancy and taste. No theory which fails to allow for
such an element is true to the facts of the case. On the
principles alike of literary criticism and of common sense, this
consideration vindicates itself as a reasonable criterion in th«
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examination and explanation of the synoptic variations, and it
is amply borne out by a consideration of the phenomena
presented by the Diatessaron. The latter shows a series of
changes which are not due to any rigid or specific purpose.
It reflects, as the synoptic variations in Matthew and Luke
must in all fairness be held to reflect, a much wider variety of
motives underneath such alterations than is yielded by any
theory which would determine a writer's movements simply by
some earlier sources and some controlling tendency of his own
mind or circle. Consequently, we may argue, the failure to
account for every single variation in the synoptic gospels does
not discredit the documentary hypothesis, except when the latter
is stated in some ultra-academic form (see Appendix D).
The earliest traditions extant upon the origin of the gospels,
i.e. the fragmentary remarks of John the presbyter quoted from
Papias by Eusebius, show that no stereotyped official gospel was
known to the memory of the sub-apostolic age. The first shapes
which loom out in the mist are two documents roughly corresponding to the gospels of Mark and Matthew. What is their
nature, and what is their relation to the documentary hypothesis?
§ 2. The Papias-traditions.—The
earliest clue furnished by
tradition is the evidence of Papias, bishop of Hiera[iolis in
Phrygia during the first half of the second century. The two
quotations from his "Expositions of the Lord's Aoyta," in five
a-vyypdppara (Eus. H. E. iii. 39. 15-17), are very brief, and we
have no clue to their context. Even the date of this Exposition
is uncertain. As Papias was an apxaio<; dvrip to Irenaeus, and as,
on the other hand, he looked back to his connection with the
oral tradition of the presbyters as an old episode when he
composed his book, the date of that volume cannot be put
much earlier than A A.D. 120. If the De Boor fragment {TU.
V. 2. p. 170), which makes him mention people who, after being
raised from the dead by Jesus, lived till the age of Hadrian,
is really a quotation, the date would have to be carried
down at least another decade; but it is not a quotation,*
and the terminus ad quem for this writing's composition is not
later than c, A.D. 160.
It may be dated in 140(5)-! 60
* Philip Sidetes, who preserves the quotation, was excerpting from Eusebius at this point, and the likelihood is that he made a mistake in attributing
to Papias a similar remark of Quadratus which the historian happens to
narrate (H. E. iv. 3. 2).
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(Harnack), 140-150 (Westcott), 130-140 (Lightfoot), or c. 125
(Zahn).
As he got his information from John the presbyter,
when he was gathering materials for the book, the date of the
latter authority is carried back to the opening of the second
century.
For discussions of Papias, his date, authorities, and writings, cp. especially
Zahn {SK., 1866, 649-696, 1867, 539-542, Acta Joannis,
pp. cliv-clxxii,
GK. i. 2. 849 f., ii. 2. 7 8 o f ) ; W e i f f e n b a c h , / ? « Papiasfragmente
(1878);
Lipsius (JPT., 1885, 1 7 4 f ) ; Holtzmann (ZWT,
1880, 64-77) ; Hilgenfeld
{ZIVT.,
1875, 231-270, 1886, 257-291); with SR. (pp. 277 f.) and Lightfoot's invaluable articles (Cont. Review,
1867, 1875) ; Salmon (DCB. iv.
1 8 5 - 1 9 0 ) ; Westcott (Ca«o« of NT.^ p p . 69f.) ; Link {SK,
1896, 4 3 5 f ) ;
Harnack (^C/L. ii. I. pp. 335 f., 356 f . ) ; Abbott (EBi.
ii. 1809 f . ) ;
Goetz on " P a p i a s u. seine Quellen," in Sitzungsberichte
d.
philos.-histor.
Klasse d. Kbnigl. bayr. Akademie
d. Wiss. (1903) 2 6 7 - 3 2 0 ; Schwartz
(Ueber den Ibd der Sbhne Zebedaei, Berlin, 1904, pp. 18 f.), Ehrhard (ACL.
112 f. ),and Bindley ( C g / i ' . l x x x i v . 3 l - 4 3 : ' P.'s Logia an expanded St. Matthew').

To the bearing of Papias upon the problem of the apostle
John's residence in Asia Minor and the origin of the Fourth
gospel, it will be necessary to return later on. Meantime, we
must look at his evidence upon the synoptic gospels of Mark
and Matthew, or, at any rate, upon what Papias believed to be
the origin of these canonical scriptures.
Kox
eXeyev :

TOvQ

6

irpecr^vTepos

This
said:

also

the

presbyter

^IdpKOS piv eppTjvevTTjs Hirpov yev' M a r k , who w a s * Peter's interbfjevos, 8<ra ipvTjpbvevirev, dKpipCos prefer,t wrote down
accurately,
lypaij/€v, ov pivToi rd^ei, rd virb TOV though not in o r d e r , ! all that he
}Lpi(jroO T) XexBivra ij
irpaxBivra. recollected of what Christ had said or
obre ydp •fJKOVO'ev TOV Kvplov, ovredone.§ For he was not a hearer of
irapTiKoXovdrjo-ev airtp, varepov Si, tlis the Lord, nor a follower of his ; he
ItpTjv, U-eTpcp' 8s irpbs rds xP^^<^s followed Peter, as I have said, at a
iiroieiTO rds SiSaijKaXlas, dXX oix later date,|| and Peter adapted his
ibinrep avvra^LV ruv KvpiaK&v iroiou- instructions to practical needs, without
pevos Xoyttijv, ware ovSiv TJpaprev any attempt to give the Lord's words
MdpKos, ovTois Ivia ypd\pas ws direpvi)- systematically.
So that Mark was
pbvevcev. ivbs ydp iironfjaaro irpbvoiav, not wrong in writing down some
* " h a d been " would give the sense more accurately,
t = M e t h u r g e m a n (cp. Schlatter in BFT,
1898, iii. pp. 51 f.)?
+ On this phrase, see below (pp. 188-189).
§ T h e quotation from the presbyter may end here, the rest (as I have said)
being Papias' reproduction of the primitive tradition.
II Not, after having followed Paul, but after the lifetime of Jesus.
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rwv pi,ii8iv &r iJKOwty rapa\iret» ^ things in this way from memory, foi
his one concern was neither to omit
i/'tiaaoBal n iv airois.
TaDra piv oZv Iffrbpi/rai Tip Uairlg. nor to falsify anything he had heard.'
vepl TOV MdpKov, irepl Si rov MarBalov Such is Papias' account of Mark;
ravr' elpT/rai' MarBatos piiv oiv "B/3pa- this is what he says about Matthew:
' So then Matthew composed the Logia
fji SiaXiKTif rd Xtryia <rvveypd<paro,*
iipp-fivevaev S' aiJrd C)S ff Swarbs in the Hebrew language, and every
one interpreted them as he was able.'
tKOOTOS,

As these traditions are preserved by Papias from the
presbyter John, and as they go back not only to a period
previous to the final composition of the Exposition, but apparently
to the time when Papias was merely collecting oral testimony,
the problem of the date of the book from which they are now
cited becomes comparatively insignificant. These explanations
of Mark and Matthew must have been in circulation by the
end of the first century. The beginning of the second century
is the latest period at which we can assume they came to Papias.
Furthermore, they are not inventions of his own. Their
authority is the presbyter John, who was in close contact with
the cycles of primitive apostolic tradition, and there is no reason
to suppose that these two particular traditions suffered accretion
or corruption in passing through the channel of Papias' memory.
Doubtless they were exposed to the atmosphere of sub-apostolic
desire to connect all canonical writings, directly or indirectly,
with some apostolic authority, but the atmosphere did not create
them. Their motive is unambiguous. By the time that Papias
wrote, if not much earlier, diflSculties were evidently felt about
the differences in the four gospels, which implies that they had
begun to be read together or, at any rate, laid side by side.
The divergence, e.g., between Mark's rafts and that of the Fourth
gospel seems to have occasioned surprise. Papias writes in an
explanatory tone. He quotes the presbyter in order to defend
Mark against a certain depreciation, and his defence presupposes that the authority of the Fourth gospel was so strong
in certain local circles that it served as a standard for estimating
the style and shape of earlier.
A further point urged by Papias in these quotations from the
presbyter is the difference of language.! Both the Petrine oral
• avverd^aro, the variant reading (preferred by Schwartz), does not alter
the sense materially, though <rvveypd\fiaro brings out more clearly the fact that
it was a writing.
t There is also an implicit side-reference to the gnostic circle of Basilides,
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teaching and the Matth.-ean book of the Logia were in Aramaic ;
but while Mark's gospel fixed the former in Greek shape, the latter
was for some time circulated without any such definitive editing.
It is implied that this phase of things was past by the time not
only of Papias but of his informant, and that the need of such
independent off-hand translations no longer existed. Why, we
can only conjecture, for no further information from Papias is
extant. But the obvious answer is that some definitive recension
of the Matthsean Logia had superseded the numerous earlier
translations.
T h e translating or interpreting to which Papias alludes cannot be explained (so Schlatter and Salmon, Human Element in the Gospels, 27 f.) as
part of the worship of the churches. In the Jewish synagogues the lesson from
the Hebrew scriptures, read by the rabbi, was followed by the interpretation
or rendering of it into the popular tongue ; but the latter task fell to a
• methurgeman,' or interpreter. Even though the rabbi knew both languages,
he confined himself to one, i.e. to the older and more sacred speech. But
the use of the Matthsean Logia to which Papias alludes was not restricted
to Christian worship (cp. GHD. i. 55 f.). H e is thinking, as the context
shows, about writings, and the presbyter's words denote also independent,
proljably paraphrastic versions of the Logia made for catechetical and
missionary purposes. It is improbable, therefore, although plausible, to hold
that ippr\vtvTT]s as applied to Mark and Tjppijvevaev as applied to the early
Christian teachers or missionaries who used the M a t t h s a n writing, denote
the same sort of work, except that in the one case the translating or interpreting followed the oral Aramaic teaching of Peter, with its reminiscences
of the Lord's words and deeds, while in the other the basis of the interpretation lay in Matthew's written Aramaic record. When the informant of
Papias reports that " every one translated (or interpreted) the Logia as best
he could," the reference must include various Greek versions (Resch,
.Agrapha, pp. 5 4 f . ) ; it cannot mean simply the worship and work of the
early Christian mission, where at first any one who used the Matthsean
collection had to give a Greek equivalent upon his own responsibility and
from his own resources.
T w o minor points of some importance remain, (a) One is the meaning
of 01; pivToi rdf Cl. In the light of the passage from Lucian {de hist, conscrib.
6, 45, 48f.), rdfts seems here to imply not order or consecutiveness in the
modern sense of the term, so much as the artistic symmetry and effective
presentation of the materials. T h e latter, in their unadorned artless sequence,
are diropvTipovevfj.aTa. Set iv rd^ei they are orderly, harmonious. T h e
criticism passed by Papias on Mark refers to the arrangement rather
who claimed that the SiSdaKaXos of the latter was Glaukias, the interpreter of
Peter (Clem. .Strom. 7. 106). Papias points out that the true Petrine tradition
was conveyed by Mark, and that, instead of being a secret kabbala, it was
published in a gospel (cp. Schwartz, I I , 20 f. ; and above, p. 22).
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than to the chronological sequence.* What Mark wrote down was the
diropvTipovevpaTa or recollections of Peter, which were simply delivered irpbs
rds xpe^QJ, and the literary result was not a 'laropla. It had not rd^is enough
for that. A simple record, as exact and complete as possible, was what came
from Mark's pen, just such notes as might be described under Justin's title of
apostolic dTTopvTipovevpara. W h e n rd^is is translated ' order,' therefore, the
reference is to ' orderliness' rather than to historical sequence. " Ce que I'on
entend par ' o r d r e ' n'est pas la chronologie
c'est la bonne distribution des
matieres " (Loisy, i. 26, cp. FFG. i. 82 f.). (b) Does rd Xbyia mean the works
and words of Jesus, a practical equivalent for rb eiayyiXiov?
Or does
it mean primarily utterances? T h e former view has been strongly supported,t particularly by those who identify these Aramaic logia as closely
as possible with the contents of the canonical Greek Matthew, but the
centext, together with the historical probabilities, indicates that the phrase
here means effata, utterances or discourses or commands of the Lord. These
sayings, of course, must have included often a piece of narrative. Many of
the Lord's most striking words were associated with some event or incident.
When they were plucked from the soil of the dypacpos pv-^prj in the primitive
tradition, they would come up with some historical details of time and place
clinging to them, like earth to the roots of a plant. T h e frequent exchange
of question and answer in the extant conversations of Jesus necessitates some
context of circumstances, J and Matthew's gospel more than once appears to
record an incident for the purpose of a saying which it sustained. Furthermore, in his own book, the 'EJ'^7rj(ris Xoyluv KvpiaKuv, we know that Papias
included some stories and narratives of the life of Jesus, for the purposes of
his exposition. On the other hand, the differentiation of rd Xbyia rov Kvplov
and TO paprvpiov rov aravpov in Polyk. Phil. 7, tells against the identification
of Matthew's rd, Xbyia in Papias with any work similar to Mark or even
Matthew. Papias js certainly lax in his use of the term, for, in the Marcan
notice, he seems to describe indifferently the substance of Mark as rd iirb rov
Xpiarov fj XexBivra i) irpaxBivra and as KvpiaKol Xbyoi or KvpiaKd Xbyia.
But the analogy of the O T prophets, where the words of Jeremiah,
Hosea,
etc., include narrative as well as sayings and speeches, bears out the view that
while the Matthsean Logia of Papias were not a gospel-narrative, they were
not a mere collection of sayings.

A fair exegesis of the Papias-traditions forbids us then to
infer that any sharp distinction was drawn between the contents
of the Marcan gospel and the writing of Matthew. The latter
could not have been confined to sayings, any more than could
the former, or any similar narrative of Jesus, to incidents and
deeds. The distinction intended by Papias (if not by his
informant) was drawn elsewhere. Mark's gospel was evidently
* So Norden, Corssen (GGA., 1899, PP- 3 i 7 f - ) . Colson (JTS. xiv. 62f.).
t From Lticke, Baur, and Keim, to Hilgenfeld, Zahn, and Belser.
X T h u s Eusebius (H. E. iii. 245) oliserves that Matthew and J o h n alone
have left us TOJV TOO Kvplov Siarpi^Qiv {nropvijpaTa.
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felt by many to be incomplete, as compared with Matthew,
besides being disorderly, as compared with John. The presbyter
explains the reason of the former defect. The exigencies of
its composition prevented Mark's gospel from giving a o-urru^is
of the Lord's utterances; Mark was not able to [)rovide this.
But it was furnished by Matthew, a hearer and follower of the
Lord. He composed or compiled ra Xoyia, and his account, it is
implied, was adequate, so far as contents went. This distinction, together with that of the language, may be regarded as
uppermost in the Papias-traditions (cp. Bacon, F.vp.^ xv. 56 f.).
While the harvest from Papias is thus scanty, it is not unimportant. We learn that there had been an Aramaic gospelwriting by Matthew, which Papias at any rate connected somehow with the canonical Matthew.
How far he believed the
latter to represent a version of it, we have no information.
On Mark, again, the testimony is ampler. It is uncertain what
was, or what Papias believed to be, the relation between the
canonical gospel of Mark and this Petrine record of Mark,
but the latter was not composed, apparently, until Mark had
ceased to be Peter's epprjvevT->']<s, whether owing to some change
of circumstances or to Peter's death. The latter view is that
of Irenseus {ap. Euseb. H. E. v. 8. 3), who puts the composition of Mark's gospel subsequent to the decease of Peter, but
the mist which shrouds the later history of the apostle prevents
us from checking the truth of this remark, and another tradition,
vouched for in two different ways by Clement of Alexandria
{H. E. ii. 15. 2, and vi. 14. 6), asserts that Mark wrote when
Peter was still alive.* The unanimous tradition of the second
and third centuries upon the connection of Mark, as the author
of the gospel, with Peter (cp. Swete, pp. xviii f.), probably is
little more than a prolonged echo of the Papias-tradition, combined with inferences, more or less fictitious, from i P 5^*.
These later tesdmonies add httle or nothing of independent
historical value to the tradition which has just been discussed,
and the latter must now be set side by side with the canonical
gospel. It is only after an examination of Mark as we have it,
that it is possible to ascertain how far the notice preserved by
Papias is an adequate and trustworthy piece of criticism. And
* This is evidently the product of later reflection in the church, stimulated by a desire to claim spiritual authority and a Petrine guarantee for
Mark's narrative (cp. Schwartz, pp. 18 f.).
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the same holds true of Matthew. The results upon which the
following sections converge may be outlined at this point, for the
sake of convenience. The two writings mentioned by John the
presbyter lie at the back of Mk. and Mt. respectively; they
correspond to the Ur-Marcus and the Q source,* which the
internal criticism of these gospels has succeeded in feeling if not in
laying bare underneath the strata of the canonical texts. There
are insuperable difficulties in the way either of rejecting f the
Papias-tradition or of identifying the two writings of this fragment with the canonical Mark and Matthew (so recently
Wellhausen, Einl."^ 158)) and the solution is to suppose that the
former represents a later edition % of the original Mark (which
resembled a Krjpvypa Herpov), the latter being the work of a
Jewish Christian writer, with catholic interests, who employed in
his work not only Mk. but the Matthsean Logia. Luke's gospel,
like Matthew's, draws upon (possibly a different text of) the UrMarcus and upon Q or the logia-source (probably in a different
translation); but, unlike Matthew's, it embodies subsidiary
sources, one of which at least ranked of such importance that
the author more than once preferred it even to Mk. and Q.
§ 3. Mark and the Ur-Marcus.—The relation of Mark to
Peter is described in the opening words of the Muratorian fragment on the Canon, quibus tamen interfuit et itaposuit. If quibus
is taken to have been originally aliquibus {i.e. certain incidents or
episodes in the life of Jesus), the author would mean that although
Mark was not an eye-witness of the life of Jesus, still he was
present on one or two occasions in it {e.g. Mk 14^^ ?). But quibus
probably referred to a preceding colloquiis Petri, and the sense
* The common discourse-material is best explained as due to the use of
some such source. A similar literary problem arises in connection with
Plutarch's and Tacitus' accounts of Galba (see above, p. 183). Here, too,
the hypothesis of absolute independence is precluded by the close agreements,
and the alternatives are to suppose that Plutarch used Tacitus, or to conjecture that both had access to some common authority such as the elder
Pliny's Histories or Cluvius Rufus.
t As no more than an inference from I P 5'- ", an ill-informed guess which
Papias or his informant made (cp. e.g. Pfleiderer's Urc. ii. 89f., Wellhausen's
Einl.^ 155, and Loofs, Die Auferslehungsberichte, pp. 22 f.).
X " Eine vermehrte Ausgabe, in welcher der iiberlieferte Text moglichst
respektiert werden soUte" (Wendling, Entstehung des Marcus-Evgliums,
p. 2). " I l y a e u un Pr6to-Marc dont en resum6 notre second evangile est
comme une reedition quelque peu retouchde" (R^ville, Jisus de Nazareth,
i. 477). Cp. Piepenbring's/^^Mi Historique (1909), 45 f.
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of the incom]jlete conclusion to the sentence is that Mark set
down what he had heard from Peter. This tallies with the
earlier evidence of John the presbyter, as reported by Pa[)ias,
whether it is a mere echo or an independent corroboration.
Now the canonical Mark, after an analysis of its literary
structure, shows distinct traces of editorial work upon a source
(see below under ' M a r k ' ) ; it is not the naive transcript or
precipitate of oral tradition, but arranged upon a definite,
chronological plan, with a definite aim. Upon the other hand,
the materials which form its basis show a distinctly Palestinian
and even Petrine colour.
" Dass der alteste Evangelist nicht
der erste Aufzeichner ist, sondern bereits Sammler und Redaktor;
dass er nicht mehr bloss aus der freifliessenden miindlichen
Ueberlieferung schopft, sondern bereits festgeformte Massen
gruppiert und mit seinem Missionarsgeist durchdringt, das ist
ein Ergebnis, das nicht mehr verloren gehen kann " (J. Weiss,
TR., 1908, 133). It is a fair hypothesis, therefore, to identify
not the canonical Mk. but the rougher notes of the Ur-Marcus
with the source to which the Papias-tradition refers (so, e.g.,
Schleiermacher, Renan, Scholten, S. Davidson, Wendt, von
Soden).* The fact that the canonical gospel was based on this
Marcan work was responsible for Mark's name being attached
to it.
Several critics {e.g. Ewald, Weisse, Schenkel, R^ville) have
argued that the Ur-Marcus must have been {a) larger than the
present Mk., since Mt. and Lk. repeatedly agree in matter which
Mk., telling the same story, omits. Unless, as is improbable
(see pp. 206-207), Lk. used Mt. or vice versa, or unless the coincidencies be due to harmonising copyists, these common
additions of Mt. and Lk., so far as they are not trivial, seem to
show that both had access to a form of Mk. fuller than the canonical. But other explanations of this phenomenon are not only
possible but more probable, and the theory involves the great difficulty of supposing that Mk. deliberately omitted a good deal of
available material. It is more likely than the Ur-Marcus was (b)
smaller than the present Mk. (so, e.g., P Ewald, Reuss, J. Weiss,
von Soden, Wendling), especially when the Papias-tradition of
* T h e Ur-Marcus theory, with or without a reference to the Papiastradition, has been held by Credner, Reuss, Kostlin, A. Reville, Schmiedel,
J. Weiss, and Loisy. It is ab]\' controverted in Burkitt's Gospel History and
Its Transtiiission^, 4 o f , and Earliest Sources for Life of Jesus (1910), 77 f.
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the former is accepted. As for the further question, whether
Mt. and Lk. used the shorter Ur-Marcus or the canonical Mk.
(in substantially its present form), the evidence tells strongly in
favour of the latter view (so, e.g. Wernle, Wellhausen, Jiilicher,
Burkitt, Loisy). Their omissions can be partly accounted for
by tendency, and in part they do not need to be accounted for
at all. In several instances * it can be shown that they knew
parts of Mk. which they omitted (cp. Badham's proof for Luke
in ET. vii. 457-459)This fact, that both Matthew and Luke t omit a certain amount of
material in Mk. which, ex hypothesi, lay before them, opens up the two
alternatives, viz. (a) that the omissions were deliberate, or (b) that such
sections, though extant in our canonical Mk., were not added to Mk. until
after its use by the later synoptists. On the latter hypothe'sis, the amount
of matter in Mk. which is absent from Mt. and Lk. must have been added
to Mk. after Mt. and Lk. had used i t ; or, at any rate, they must have employed a copy of the Marcan source different from that which formed the
nucleus of the canonical Mk. In other words, where Mt. and Lk. agree in
omitting a Marcan passage or, more generally, as against Mk., the latter is
presumed not to have lain before them, unless adequate reason can be given
for such omissions. But is a literary criterion of this kind absolutely valid ?
Surely, some obvious caveats at once occur to the mind. For one thing, it is
an extremely delicate and hazardous task for a modern, Western mind to
determine the precise motives which may have induced a later synoptic
writer to omit or abbreviate a source which lay before him. Even although
the omission of passages like Mk 42«-29 782-37 522-26 u i i . 25 1282-34 1333-37
and I4'^'" may be difficult to explain, it would be hasty to conclude that
such passages did not lie before Mt. and Luke. The desire to be as full as
possible may be granted ; it is natural to suppose that neither would wish to
leave out anything of vital importance. But, after all, a writer must be
allowed some freedom. It is not to be taken for granted that a later writer
of the gospel story would incorporate whatever lay before him in an earlier
source, even if these materials were consonant with his special purpose;
such a canon of criticism, which is tacitly assumed in many quarters, requires
to be seriously revised and qualified. Completeness would as a rule be an
end and object with the writer of any gospel. His work was to circulate by
itself; he could rarely if ever presuppose, in his audience, acquaintance with
other evangelic writings which might supplement gaps in his own; indeed,
* One of the clearest is in Luke's change (17'') of the logion preserved
in Mt 172"''. Luke has nothing corresponding to Mk iii2-i5a. i9-27a j jjy^^
as this reminiscence proves, he knew the incident of the cursing of the
fig-tree (cp. FFG. i. 28 f.).
t Furthermore, John occasionally sides in such circumstances with Mk.,
as he sides again (Dial. 1806 f.) with Mk. and Mt. against Luke's deviations
or omissions (i?/a/. 1282f., 1309f., 1344, 1373, l73of.).
13
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in the case of Luke, we have a historian whose aim was to supersede many
inferior and defective records in circulation throughout the churches. But
completeness of this kind is always relative to the writer's special aim, and
even apart from the range of that aim his individual taste would be sure to
operate—to say nothing of considerations of space and symmetry. Such implications tell against the view that Mt. and Lk. must have used a shorter
form of Mark. They may also be held to disprove the view that Mark did
not use Q, but this conclusion rests upon independent grounds (cp. § 5).

§ 4. Matthew's gospel and Q { = Matthaean
Logia).—The
style and contents of Matthew show that it is neither the
translation of an Aramaic source nor composed by an apostle.
For these and other reasons it is impossible to identify it
with a translation of the Logia-source mentioned by Papias.
But the large amount of discourse-material which Mt. has
incorporated with Mk. permits the identification of this special
source with the Matthaean Logia of Papias (so from Schleiermacher to McGiffert, Burton, Allen, Peake, and Stanton).*
This explains, more satisfactorily than any other theory, the
traditional authorship of the gospel. Matthew's gospel {eiayyiXiov
Kara MarOalov) was so called, not because it was the first to
make use of the Matthaean source, but because it embodied
this (rvvTa^i<s TOIV AoytW with special thoroughness. The most
notable feature in its composition was the use made of this
source. Matthew was too obscure an apostle to be associated
by later tradition with a gospel, unless there was good ground
for i t ; and, as he cannot have written the canonical gospel, the
natural inference is that he was responsible for the primary
logia-source which characterised it.
This is more satisfactory than to identify the Logia of Matthew, to which
Papias alludes, with a Hebrew florilegium of messianic proof-texts by Matthew
the tax-gatherer (Hart, Exp.'' ii. 78 f ; Burkitt, Transmission, 126 f.; E.
C. Selwyn, Oracles of NT, 396 f. ; K. Lake, Review of Theol. and Phil,
iii. 483 f.). A collection of such testimonia would not be important enough
to justify the tradition or to lend Matthew's name to a gospel which employed
them, apart from the fact that a midrashic anecdote like Mt 2''"" could
hardly have formed part of a source emanating from an apostolic eye-witness,
and that rd Xbyia could not denote OT extracts per se(cp. Stanton, GHD. ii. 48).

On the other side, a comparison of Mt. and Lk. shows the
common use of a discourse-source, Q. The problem is to
* Harnack (BNT. ii. 248f) only admits " a strong balance of probabihty
that Q is the work of Matthew." " F r o m the so-called charge to the
apostles we can only conclude that behind the written record there stands the
memory of an apostolic hstener."
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connect Q with the Matthaean Logia, and this may be solved
by identifying the latter with the substantial nucleus of the
former. For all practical purposes, they may be considered one
and the same source. If so, this helps to determine Q as reproduced in Mt. and in Lk. {a) The general opinion that the
latter's setting of the Logia is in many, perhaps in most, cases
superior to Mt.'s (cp. G. H. Miiller, Zur Synopse, 28 f., Streeter
in OSS. 143 f., Schmiedel in Hf. ix. 918), need not imply that
Lk.'s arrangement of them {e,g. of the Lord's Prayer) is a close
reproduction of them as they lay in Q. It is argued that Mt. is
more likely to have massed the sayings together than Lk. to have
broken them up, but, in view of Lk.'s dramatic (as distinguished
from historic) framework, this argument is not convincing. It
is a good working hypothesis that the grouping of the Logia in Q,
as distinguished from their spirit (which Lk., for all his greater
stylistic changes, has kept upon the whole more closely), is
preserved substantially in Mt.
Where Lk. differs from the
latter in his arrangement of the Logia, and where that arrangement is historically valid (which is not the case, e.g., with 13**"^*),
it is due to the fact that he found the basis for his re-setting in
some other source,* or possibly now and then in oral tradition.
Elsewhere, the Lucan mise en schne is due to the writer's
imagination.
{b) The Q source must also have been more
Jewish Christian in character than Lk.'s gospel would suggest.
Mt. retained, e.g., the ' particularistic' logia for archaic reasons;
he was more conservative in the use of his source than Luke.
Where the latter either omitted or modified, Mt. was content to
preserve, adding broader logia from his own materials.
The verbal coincidences of Mt. and Lk. do not necessarily imply that they
used the same Greek version of the Matthsean Logia. Translations of such
sayings would inevitably have a great deal in common ; the scope for variations
is necessarily restricted ; and the literary identities of Mt. and Lk. in their
common parts are explicable without either the hypothesis that the latter used
the former, or even that both had the same Greek recension of Q before them.
Occasional variations of rendering (cp. Wellhausen, Einl.'' 26 f) f corroborate
the view that they used different versions of the original Aramaic ; e.g.
Mt 5''-^2_L]j g22-23 (where, in the latter verse, the Matthsean robs irpb ip&v
* This implies that some of Q's logia were in circulation in other forms—
a view which is decidedly to be upheld (cp. pp. 205 f.).
t It does not meet the full data of these passages to argue (Harnack, Loisy :
RHR., 1907, 441 f.) that the changes are due to the free development of the
writer's thought as exhibited in the context.
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and the Lucan ol waripes avrCiv go back to the Aramaic variants daq' damaiklm
and daq' damaihbn), Mt 5 ^ = L k 6 ^ (wheie riXeioi and oUrlppoves are variants
of D^P), M t 2 3 2 ' = L k II-*- (cp. Nestle, ET. xv. 528 ; ZNIV., 1906, 260-261),
and Mt 23-* = L k ll*" (where Matthew's KaBdpiaov and Luke's Sbre iXeiipoaivT)v go back to the Aramaic dakkau and zakkau).
Sometimes both versions
reproduce the same error (e.g. iroXXQv for iroXXip in Mt io'^ = L k 12', cp.
Wellhausen's n o t e ) ; but this is the exception (cp. above, p. 181).

At the same time, this recognition of a specifically Matthaean
character in Q does not involve the abandonment (Bartlet,
Burton, Allen, Stanton) of Q as a common source for Mt. and
Lk. Lk. possibly knew it in a special recension ; * but even this
hypothesis is not necessary in order to explain the differences of
setting and spirit in the corresponding Lucan Logia. The first
clue for the reconstruction of Q lies in the common materials
of Mt. and Lk. But this implies that the latter, e.g., could
only have access to the Q-sayings in their Q-form, that both
writers reproduced Q almost entirely, and that practically t
nothing which is only preserved in one or the other originally
belonged to Q. None of these assumptions can be granted.
Furthermore, the analogy of Mk. is a warning against o\erprecise reconstructions of this common source (cp. Robinson's
Study of Gospels, 91 f., and Burkitt in JTS., 1907, 454 f.). If Mk.
had to be picked out of Mt. and Lk., on the same principles as
Q, many of its most striking characteristics would be awanting,
e.g. 12*1"**. " I n comparison with the real Mk. it would be a
headless, armless torso." These considerations do not invalidate
the attempt to fix approximately the outlines and general
characteristics of Q,—especially when we accept the additional
clue to its origin furnished by the Papias-tradition,—but they
are a check upon detailed analyses which profess to regain the
exact stylistic and religious characteristics of a source which
neither writer may have preserved in its entirety, which both
used in different editions, and which both have worked over.
I f t h e f o r m u l a ( x a t iyivero

ore ireXeaev

o 'Iijcrovs KTX.),

which

recurs five times in Mt. (7^8 n i 1353 jgi 26^), was taken over
* As distinct from a translation (p. 44). It is not probable that Mt.'s
Jewish Christian idiosyncrasies were due to a similar recension of Q, which
lay before him, though there is every likelihood that a work like Q would
pass through stages of accretion (cp. Pfleiderer, PM, 1907, 117-139, and
Schott's analysis of Mt 10, in ZNW.,
1906, 140-150).
t T h u s Harnack (BNT.
ii. 26 f., 185) only admits the parable of the
mustard-seed, which occurs in Mk. (4'*''"82).
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from Q, as is inherently likely (cp. HS.'^ 165), this is a fresh
proof that the latter source—so far as form goes—approximated
to the successive masses of logia preserved in Mt., and also that
they were connected by fragments of narrative. The fivefold
division was not uncommon in Jewish and early Christian
literature, and Q may have been compiled, like the exposition
of Papias (Eus. H. E. iii. 39), in five parts. The following fist of
passages may be taken to represent approximately the Q-source..
as it can be felt vibrating in Matthew:
37-" (baptism of John, etc.; strictly speaking, introductory
sayings about Jesus),* 43-" (temptation), 53-"- '3-'7- 20-2*- 25-80.
31-48 gif. yi-i3. 15-23. 34-27 (sermon), 8s-'3 (centurion of
Kapharnaum), 8'9-" 9^** IQSf- «7-38(42) n^-'g. 30-30 jjS-s. ii-is.
•S-4S 13U-I5. 16-17. 24-29. 33-36. 36-43. 44-52 ( g r o u p o f p a i a b l c s ) , 15I2-I4.
23-24 1617-19 (T) 1-19-20. (24-27») ig3-5. 10. 13-14. 15-20. 23-36 ig6-12. 28 26^-^^
2 114-17. 31b.-33. 28-31a 2 2>-'0- " - " 23^-39 (sCVCH WOCS), 24W- ^^'^^ »S-*7.
37-41. 43-44, 4S-SI 25^"^''' (SI-^B*) 2652-5*.

The passages in black type represent for the most part the
material which is also used by Luke more or less closely (22
and 25 containing scattered parallels); passages like 4^^-^^ and
J2I6-21 came from a messianic florilegium. We have hardly any
criteria for determining how far any pieces of Luke's Sondergut
should be added to this list, owing to the greater variety of
sources upon which he drew. But, even as it stands, this
outline of the Matthaean Logia is both coherent and distinctive.
It is not a heterogeneous mass of logia, but a collection moulded
by catechetical and homiletical processes, with sayings on the
Kingdom grouped together for the purposes of edification and
apologetic, strongly marked by eschatological traits, and shaped,
more than once, by polemical interests. The outstanding features
are the grouping of the sayings (which is not simply the work of
Mt.'s editor) and the emphatically Jewish Christian cast of some
sections.
The variety and the consensus of opinion upon the contents of Q will be
evident from a glance, first of all, at eight reconstructions t which aim at
reproducing the outline as well as the contents of the source.
(a) Albert R6ville (Jisus de Nazareth, i. pp. 299, 469-470) groups the
• Their presence in Q is due either to the connection of the baptism with
the temptation, or to the need of explaining subsequent references to John.
t In the following analyses, the verbal minutiae have been genertJly
omitted, for the sake of space and clearness.
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material in a sevenfold arrangement :* (i.) the new law Mt 5'-7*' = Lk 6**
11=», 8 " 14'* 16", I2»«-" 16'', 6™-'« I !»-*, 12'"-'^ 11'*-^, I2»2-" 16", 6»7- ">'• 11»-",
6»' i3^«-",6*7-«; (ii.) apostolic instructions, Mtg""'* lo'""- *>-"= Lk lo*-•-'»• »,
640 gi7 i25-i>, iz"-™ I4»6-", 17^ loi» ; (iii.) in defence of the kingdom, Mt II^*"
1». 21-M. 20b-«0

j 2 » 18. 38-SO. n . »9. 4 1 - 4 » _ L ] ^

-24-38

jgW

-31-85

J Q 1 > - 1 S . 91-12

,2'*

54»-4ii^ , 129-82.24-3(1. (iv.) parables of the kingdom, Mt l3"-'» = Lk I3'»-" ; (v.)
members of the kingdom, Mt l82''-» 2o'-i«, 2I'"-" 22'-«- ''-i*=Lk I7>-' I5*•^
I7»-' 1 4 " - " ; (vi.) woes, Mt 232-=>»=Lk i i « - "• *^ s»-•"• «-", i384-8». (vii.)the
coming of the kingdom, Mt 24"-"- =«-28- "-»», 25 = Lk 1 7 * "• ^-»>, I2««-«, IQI""".
(b) Barnes (see below under ' Matthew') further proposes to find in this
source the actual document mentioned by Papias, " a complete treatise on the
teaching of Christ concerning the new kingdom
a manual of the new
If.w for the use of the church at large," but confines his investigations to
.he non-Marcan materials of Mt., and discovers the substance of the Lord's
teaching in five books : viz. (i.) the new law (Mt 5-7), (ii.) the rulers of the
new kingdom (Mt 10), (iii.) parables of the new kingdom (Mt 13. 22), (iv.)
relations between members of the kingdom (Mt 18), and (v.) the coming of
the king (Mt 24-25). (c) Similarly Burton t finds the Matthsean Logia-source
(not used by Lk.) in Mt 3'*-''> 5^- ^-w- ^ "• »«-"• !»-»«• ^-^s. «i. M-SS- 41-43 gi-t
lOb. 13b. lS-18. 34 - 6 . 12b. 19-23 glSa IQJU. S. 8b. 23. 2Ilb. 3C 11 j | 3 8 - M
16. 14-8S. 30-83

j ;13-14. 33-24

iglT-lB

J-34-2T

i2l>-7. ll-13lk *4 | . , 1 4 .

j g 4 . 10. 14. 16-30. 33-84

jglO-U. »

2 j I 4 - i e . 28-32. 43 22^'^^ 2 3 ^ *- '' 7^-'"' * ^ ^ 34. 28. 33 2 4 1 0 - ! ^ *«* 2 5 ' ' ^ ' * ' ^

20^'"

^^"^ 26"'-**.

(d) Wernle (Synopt. Frage, pp. 224 f.) submits a detailed outline: (a)
historical introduction Mt 37-i2=Lk 37-»- »««•, Mt 4»-i«=Lk 4»-" ; (*) rules for
Christians and missionaries, Mt 5'-« f-' i2i«-« = Lk 6«>-« i i » 12M-W 16",
j^|.

g'-^'^Lk

7^^* 12^-^

Mt

8"-^

qS7-s8

J Q 5 - I « . 23-35.40-43

jj30-2r

jji6-i7_

Lk g""-" IQI-IS-»i-2<; (c) sayings of a more polemical nature, Mt ii^**=
Lk 7i8-«» 16", Mt i2»=-'7 = Lk i i " - « ' 12", Mt i 2 » - « = L k u a s - i 24-j«^
Mt 231-''=Lk 11^"^ 13*^'"; and (d) instructions for the Christian life,
especially in view of the second advent, Mt 6»-" 77-» = Lk ii»-^ »-", Mt 6^*-^
= Lk 122!"-" ii»«-w 16", Mt i3»i-»»-"-« = Lk i3"-»i, Mt io'»-«'=Lk i2«->*
n-58 1^28-27^ Mt i87-"-2»=Lk i5»-'» ij^-*, Mt 22>-"=Lk i4i«-=", Mt 24»-*»7-»i = Lk 17'*-'^ i2»»-*«, Mt 25"-»<'=Lk i9"-«. (e) Von Soden, considering
the Lucan tradition the more original X of the two, postulates a systematic
collection of sayings grouped as follows :—(a) the appearance and reception ol
Jesus, including (i.) words on right mutual conduct (Lk 6^-7', cp. Mt 5-7),
(ii.) the Gentile centurion (72-"=Mt S'-^^), and (iii.) the Jewish baptist
(7i8-s5=Mt II*-"); (b) sayings on (i.) offers of discipleship (g'"-^^=Ut 8>»-=='),
(ii.) the vocation of d. (ioi-^ = Mt l o ' ' " i i ^ ' " ) , (iii.) and the prayers of d.
^jji-u_^j( 59-13 77-u). (f) sayings on adversaries, including (i.) the calumnies
of the Pharisees (ii"-»«=Mt i2='»-»»- "-«• « - " &^), (ii.) the condemnation of
the Pharisees ( i i ^ - M s M t 23), and (iii.) behaviour towards such opponents
(jji-ia-jMt lo^** 12** lo""*-); (d) sayings on the world, including (i.) the
* He adds a few logia scattered tb-roughout the Marcan framework, t.f.
g l l - 1 3 J3I2. 18 i^l3b-14 a n d

i6»-».

t His document is printed in fu'J and discussed in detail (pp. 23 f., 361 f.)
by H. B. Sharman in The Teachirig ofJesus about the Future (Chicago, 1909)
t So, e.g., Wright and Robiuson (Study of Gospels, 77 f.).
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tittitude of disciples towards worldly possessions (12^*-** introduced by 12"-"
= Mt 6*'-'*), (ii.) the experiences of disciples in the world (l2"-'*=Mt 24^-'"
25'-" lo**-'" i6^'- 5''"'")> and (iii.) signs of the coming stori.i and finalS
1,31-8. 6-9. 18-21 _ M t 21'" 13S1-3S). vvith (e) omens of the end in (i.) denunciation
(,332-85-Mt ywt. 2511'- fit gnt igso 23»'-'9), (ii.) warnings for disciples
(,^i5-27(-s3)(.s5) ,54-7 i7i-4=Mt 22«->''io»"- ig"""-«'• 2"-), and (iii.) words on
the end of the world (i7^-»7=Mt 24). ( / ) Stanton (GHD. ii. 70f.) outlines
the contents of the source thus : ushering in of ministry of Christ = preaching
of Baptist (Lk 3*- '-»»• ""• " = M t s"- '""), baptism of Jesus (Lk 3"-2='=Mt
3I8.16-17)^ temptation of Jesus (Lk 4'-^*=Mt 4^-"»); first stage in preaching
of gospel = discourse on heirs of the kingdom (Lk 6"-*'), centurion (Lk 7^-'°=
Mt 8''-i»-i'), John and Jesus (Lk 7I8-28. 3i-85:=Mt n^-Ji-w-W); extension of
gospel = tour of Jesus (Lk 8* = Mt 9"), warnings to aspirants (Lk gW-ao —
Mt 8*'-^^), saying on harvest (Lk 10*=Mt 9*'''*), directions for preachers
(Lk io'-'-=Mt lo**- 7-1'- *"); rejection and reception of divine truth = Woe of
Lk 10"-" (Mt ii"-23), thanksgiving of Lk lo^'-^a (Mt u ^ ^ " ) , beatitude of
Lk 10^^"" (Mt 13^°-"); instruction on prayer = Lord's prayer (Lk ii*-^ =
Mt 6'-"), on earnestness (Lk ii*-" = Mt 7^""); Jesus and his opponents =
lawyer (Lk lO^^-^^-Mt 22"-«>), accusation of Lk ii"-w-"-=» (Mt l2''»-'»),
saying of Lk ii^^"'" (Mt i2«-«), demand for sign (Lk i i " - » - » = M t i2»»-«),
on lamp of body (Lk ii**-'*=Mt 6^^'^), denunciation of Lk iiS8-»2. exhortations to disciples = confessing Christ (Lk l2*-^''=:Mt 10''*-'* 12**), trust in
Providence (Lk 1222-34=Mt 62»-3^ »»-"), watching (Lk i2»»-*»=Mt 24*'-^),
prudence (Lk i2''2-<' = Mt 24^-"), thoroughness (Lk 12"-" i42«-"=
Mt 20^-88), two parables of Lk i3>8-2i (Mt 13"-'*), offences (Lk i7»-<=
Mt i8»-'- "• "-22), power of faith (Lk i7'>-« = Mt i7"-2»); doom of Jerusalem,
etc. = Lk I3"^» (Mt 23"-38) and Lk 1722-" (Mt 2428-28."-*!). (g) Barth
(Einl. 225 f.) divides his sayings-source into five sections : introduction = John
the Baptist and his preaching (Mt 3'-'2 etc.), baptism and temptation of Jesus
(Mt 4!-" etc.), appearance of Jesus in Galilee (Mt 4^2-17 etc.) ; Jesus' preaching
on the kingdom = righteousness (Mt 5>-i2- "-22- in-w gi-e. le-is 7I-8. 13. 15-20. 24-27Lk 62»-^), reconciliation (Mt 523-2« = Lk 12W-W), prayer (Mt 6^->» 7'-" = Lk
li»-"), riches (Mt6>«-»« = Lk 1222-" 16"), childlikeness (Mt i8i-»-!••'* etc.);
against the world = message of Baptist (Mt ii2-i»=Lk 7"-^), Beelzebub
sayings (Mt 1222-32.43-45)^ £,„ signs (Mt i2»-'2 = Lk ii2»-'2), against the
Pharisees (Mt 232-»« etc.), parable of lost sheep (Mt i 8 " - " = L k I5''-'),
revelation (Mt ii*»-»' = Lk 1021-22), parable of sower (Mt i3'-i»-w-as etc.),
woe (Mt ii2i-24 = Lk 10"-"), wail over Jerusalem (Mt 23"-39=Lk 13'^-'"),
parable of feast (Mt 22'-" = Lk 14^^'^); calling of disciples =:Kap\ia.mauxncenturion (Mt 8'>-i"=Lk 7!-"'), felicitation of disciples (Mt 13"-"= Lk 1023-2^),
three aspirants (Mt 8'"-22 = Lk g"-^^), counsels to disciples (Mt 10"-"= Lk
i4'*-2'), disciples as light (Mt 5 " - " 622-2* gte.), disciples on salt (Mt 5 " etc.),
mission of disciples (Mt 10'-*° etc.), promise of divine help (Mt lo'*-'' = Lk
122-"), discord (Mt io"-3« = Lk l2«-'»), offences (Mt i8»-»-"-22 etc.), faith
(Mt 172* etc.), seed and leaven (Mt 1331-33 etc.); the future = re']ection ol
unworthy disciples (Mt y"-"-21-23 gtc), on loyalty (Mt 24''2-" etc.),
sudden coming of Son of man (Mt 2437-" = Lk I72'''37), use of talents
(Mt 25"-"* = Lk 19I2-27), speech on Pariu.sia (Mt 24-3« etc.). Finally (h),
AWfn's (Matthew, pp. Iviif.) analysis of the Matthaean Logia ( " a collectioB
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of Christ's sayings containing isolated sayings, sayings grouped into discourses
and parables"), based on Mt like that of Barnes, includes:—s''"'-- '3"'- "-^
gl-33 1^1-27 g l l - 1 2 Qi:ia. 37-38
In this order) , 2 ' - 1 2

jQ5b-8. 23 [Q'24-41 (not lu this cuniiectlon) , , 2 - 3 0 (Dot ueuess^rily

,228-45 (not necesBiirlly In tliln order|

, ,10-17. 24-80. SS (r). 81-62 ,,-12-14. 24

, g l 7 - l B , ^ 2 0 , g 3 - 4 . 10. 12-35 , q l 0 - 1 2 . 23 2 o ' - l ^ 2 1 ' ^ ' 28-32. 43 .,21-14. 35-40 2^
In thla order) 2410-12. 23-27. 30a. 37-41. 43-51 2c;I-13. 14-3U. 31-48 (H 2(,^--^

(not neciwBiirll;

ID

With these eight outlines eight others, which enter into rather closer
parallel details, may be compared
(a) O. HOLTZMAN'N (Leben Jesu, Eng. tr. pp. 25 f.).
Mt 3^-"

4!-"

5^-72'

8°-13

Il2-19

81S-22

jo.'i-42

L ] j o7-9. 16f.

.1-13

520-4K

y2-10

yl6-m

g-57-(iU

,Q2-16

23I-38

Io28'.

52.5-3;!. 19-21

,,39-53

, 2 2 - 9 . 22-31. 33f.

Mt
Lk

7 ^ - 1 ' , 2^3-45. 38-42 g22[.
I ,9-13. 24-32. 34-38

M t . 1331-33 yl3(. 22f.

2337-39

,2ll

Lk

fp4t^

,315

Mt

,318-21.24-30
624

,,12f.

5I8

,87

, 8 1 6 . 21t.

,411

,720

Lk"T6""^6i«~r6"~T7"-~Tp*^
(6) HARNACK (BNT

24*"-

,,25-37

59-I8

,Q21-24

jY^^

Io2''-38 i gSt.

, 8 "

2425-28

T^Wj.

22'"*''

lo3"-

l8'2"'''

I^'^24

[^JUf.

,^^4-7

25l^-3l>

I928

,75f.—,-722-37-7^12:26-^2^95;

127f., 253 f., Gk. text and discussion).*

Mt38-''-'2

4I-II

c l - 4 . 6. 11-12

[-39-40.42.44-48

»12

^1-5

Lk

4I-I3

5T7. 20-23

giii). 30. 27-2S. 35b. 32-33. 36

gsi

g37-38. 41f.

•l''*' ' ' - ' '

M t Io2''-28

ylS-lSf. ^

L^

543^44

540

M t 8''"22

Q37-38

L'k~9^'-«»~To2
Mt

6'-'3

7'-ll

L ] ^ J ,2-4

J , 9-13

,233

y21. 24-27

728 ^ . g6-10. 13

g48-49

7I-IO
IQI'"'

10"

JQ40

,,25-27

jol8-n

Io'2-Yol3-15~iol6

J^2r:23

fQ23b-24

,222-23.25.27-28.30.43-45

,238-39.41-42

, , 14. 177T9.^0723^6

^ 6 ^ . 29-32

,382

Mt

62*

,,12-13

L k i6'3

i6i«

M t 2529

1928

,,21-23

, Q 9 . Tl

10""

12-"'

,^31-33

q2

Iol2-13

,Q2«-33

,3^8^

JQ7

y31-33

IO-'-«

I2''^"

c25-28

,,18-19

y 18-28

^39

,ol6a

L l j , , 3 9 . 44. 47-52
Mt

,,2-11

, ,-14

I03

M t 2^'-^^ 2 ' ' 2 9 . 30-32. 34-36

L k 1258-89

r2Sf.

,239-46.61-58

23^2
,48

,,20-24

7I3-I4

Yf*

8""'2

g25-33
12^-'^^

2^37-39

c]5
,^, 33

619-21
,2^3-34

2-!l2

,o37

g22-23
^4^35

2 •!4. 13.23
^ J8. 52. 42.

24''3-'l

,o34-3«

,239-40.42-46

,251.63

lo38

cl3

l8'2-13

,^328-29", 334-35^^11—J

rl8

rS2

,g7

,§15.21-22

, y20b

16"

l6'8

,71

,73-4

,78

172-3-24.37.28-27.34-35

173

,26 .,.,28.30
L k 192"
22

(c) WELLHAUSEN (cp. Einl.^ §g 5, 19).
M t 3>"'2

4I-"

5I-12. 38-48

Lk 3^'

4*^^

^520-23. 27-36

519-34 7 I - 8 . 7-11. 15-27

g5-13

, 2-'-'--4 (,37-42 , jll-ir"543"-4U ' " ^ f - ^ O ^

io5-15
,01^12

,,1-19
^iS-^S"

* Special criticism of this reconstruction by Burkitt {JI S., 1907, 454-459) ;
Windisch (Z/f'Z:, 190S, I 3 5 f ) ; Emmet {ET xix. 297f., 358f.), and VV,
C. Allen (ET. xx. 445-449, USS. 242 I.)
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Mt
Lk

,,30-80

Mt
Lk

3 I - I 3 (14-lBf)

41-n

r_7

8'^"'3- '""22

3I-3O

4I-I3

520-49

yl-IO g57-60

,£,13-24

,223-43

( 2 2,1-14

2^13-39

ll"-3a

( 1 4 18-24

,,;j7-52

20I

24I-W
,-,34-35 ,720-35

25I4.8O)
, 2 3 6 - 4s

,911-27)

(d) ROEHRICH.

Mt
Lk
Mt
Lk

«18-28.

,316-17. 24-30. 83. 44-50

,320

1023-24

Mt 2 2 ' - "
Lk (Hi**-)

,06-16. 26-41

,o9-16

, , 18-30

I ,1-16
T <^33 To^^

g32-S4. S7-S8
J[,14-16

, 2 2 - 9 . 49-33 , .26-21

, 2 2 2 . •23. 27-28. 30. 33-45

^31-35

21-22

,Q13-15.

, ,19. 23 543-45 , , 24. 29-32

, 5 1 - 4 . 17-20 ,724-27

, 8 ^'. 10-11. 13-15

1 2 " 17*

17'' I 5 I - ' (17^)

2^1-12. 18-89

2426-28. 37-41. 43-51

20«

,723-24. 37. 28-27. 35 ,239-40.43-46

2Q1-18

25 1-13

2114-16. 28-32

2i:'''"30-31-*>
(19'2-2')

(e) W E N D T .
Mt
Lk

37-lS

5-7

37-9. .6- 17

520-49,517-18

Mt
Lk

, 0 l - 1 6 . 40-42 , , 2 0 - 2 4

Mt
Lk

,024-»3 , 2 8 2

Mt
Lk
Mt
Lk
Mt
Lk

(pt.;1

I l 2 - > 9 2 r23-35

8'>->3
72-10

,,26-30 ,,16-17

788-50

57-16 7? -11

I0I7-42

,21-12 540

819-22

718-3.5,516

,,1-13

g32-84 , 2 :22-«

2443-51

25I-I2

,o34-39

, 235-46

, ,-25

,249-58 , ^05-36 , 7 3 3

5'»

J ,31-33 7l3f. 22f. g l H . 2 2 I - I 4

2-'3'-39

,2101.

, ,18-30 ,415-24

,381-.5

14'"

,614-31 , 8 9 - 1 4

, g l l - 3 7 2,84-36

.16-30 r39

g27-S0

Mt
Lk

2 3 I - I 3 2531-4*

2426-28. 37-41
,722-35.37

,,44-46.52

,g28
2 2 ' ' * - " . 26-82. 35-38

, 5 1 7-18

J 724-27

el-"- *• l ' - I 2 . 18. 25-26. 39-40. 42. 44-48

Lk

3"

43-'3

520-23,517,258-59527-30.32-36

J^l,

52.5-33
1222-31

, 819-20 ,910-12 2 o l - l «

107 f, OSS. 95-138).

4'-Il

;;](

5»-IS. 20-34
, , 2 - 4 ,233b-34

,,34-35 ,518

7I-2. 8-5. 7-14. 21-27

g5-10

537738.41-42 , , 9 - 1 3 53I

8 1 ' - ' 2 . 19-23

L l ^ , , 2 8 - 2 9 g57"-60

g37-33
,Q2

,81-8

514b 76

2,44
20^"

3I2

I k

16'-"

,75-0.7-21

M t I'-IO
V"9

, r 3 . 8-32

,720

|ql7-44

(/) HAWKINS (HS.^

2514-30

14'-"

, 7 1 - 4 , 3 4 .•7

[gl-lO

I 324-30.47-50

12'-'

, , 1 - 9 ,254-59 , , 1 0 - 1 7

,88-36

2,16t.

.Mt
Lk

J,83-54

,52f. 325(.

519-34

624

,ol-16

16'' 622'- 23!-*

, , 1 4 . 3 2 5 4 5>

J2I3-34

,911-37 ,247-48

gS7-89

g l - S g57-62

, 323-24 (?) 546 , ,25-27 (?) 547-49

'

71-3. 6-9

, Q 7 . 8a. 10. 11-13. 15-16a. 24-25». 26-38. 40
, Q 9 b . 9a. 4. 7b. 8. 5-6. 12. 3 540 ,22-9.61-63 ,.(26-27)

JQ18

[\ft I l2-3. 4-18. 16-19. 21-27

,222-23.27-28

,2.10.38-35.38-89

Ll^

^ , 1 4 . 19-20

,^,23.^ 16. 29-82. 24-26

Mt

718-19.-22^^ , 5 1 6 781^35 , o l 2 - 1 6 , Q 2 1 - 2 2
1 2 ' " "'''-• **•'"'

i-U'e"-""

,-.18-17.33

lo-^--' 13""'-'

,514

,720

639

,7r(!)

187.12-14.15.21-22

iji

15-'-'*-' 173-4

,g28

^2^^"(»»
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M t 23''' '2-1^ »• 25-27. 29-31. 34-39
L k 1 1 ^ 1 4 " I l ' 2 . 42r3». 41. 44(t). 47^51—^^S4^

242''28. 37-41. 4S-SU
,734.87 ,736-37.114-*

^^»-M.'W^

(g) J. WEISS (5A^r-2 1906).
M t 1^-1*
L k 3»-»

-ll*
f ^

41-11
^

Mt (6'^'")
LJ^ jgM I2*><Mt

6"-*^
^84-3B-J^»5i

gt7-38

L k I328-"

rlb-«. 10. 18. 19. 18. 20-48
1,83 ,484-35 ,616L ,5181

(6*'**)

71-a. 7-11. 17-22a. 34-38
,,9-11 ,,23^34t. 6^'-**

gVlt. 1»-B
nl-*. 7-10-^-M

,Q7-8». 10!. IU. 13-1>. 141. IB-10a. 17-22 7. 24-26^. 2«*-40

I02'-

,211-12 ,^26-27 , o l « ,22-81. 811.

M t 11*"** "• '*-''- 21-27 , 2ll- 23-24. 37-38. >3. 86. 38-39. 41-46b
LJ^ 718-38. 38-35 JQ13(. 21-22 j , l 5 ( .
,2lO ,,29-81 ,,34-26
M t igT. Ut. ll' 33

2132^ >•

L k 17"- IS»-^ i;"*-*

l F 3 - "«•

Mt
L k I^*'-'*

6"*-"
fjj^^

242<'-2S. 17-41. 42-441
,723-24. 36-37. 81. S3b. t

22''"*

2 3 ^ ^''' '• '*''°- 23'^ *>• 2°- 27. 39-11. 84-39

I4'«-23

,289-40

, ,18-17. 11-31 ?
,Q33-24 , ,18-21

,,39-62 14II

24'*"-°^
,241-46

2 5''*'"
^^28

lo'»-2'

^^St^BtTMEl

(k) B. WEISS (Quellen d, Syn, Ueberlieferung, pp. 1-96, Greek text and
discussion).
Mt !»-••

3"-"

3"'"

4*''*

82-*

9*-*

LJc~il-»

list

,211.

.1-11

1-13-16

el7-36 (?)

12'-'
53^6

?"• "•*'

8*-"

539-45

71-10;,)

Mt I i»-i»-«»• ««• i3i-»
i2'«-'» ioi-9-"(« i4i»-2iC) i6i*-i»(" io'2»-m
Lk 72="-»
S'l-s ('«*•') '^^
lo^-iMJ)
9iob-i7 (?)
^sri?)
M t I7l-«'(»
L k 928-*" O
M t 6 " ' T*""
L k 11**"

8''-22
9'>»-««

9"'Io2

9'2'n'**^

IpTtlo9<-

, o l 5 ,,30-34
,ol2-16. 17-20

ii2»-*' I2'*''
J11»-26.^2»-»6 (W-83^

M t I3*U- ^IM^ 33t. 2o'*-*"Lk I3"-*
Mt24'"-"'L t lgl-8(38t!)

IO»'io»-8

C''
14341.

223»-^
J^^

io2'-3' i 2 ' i ' ' 62"- 24'"'-" 52*',22-9. 10-32 (33^1)789^. 64-»"

18'^
154-10 ,51-13

2I»»-**W
24*-» W
20»-»*l»>-*»-*'ro 218-11 m

,,28-30 , 3 l 6 t
J^2i:24

24"'- 0
2120-28 («

ll'2t- cl8. 82
fgiSnS
24»2-«
2l2»-S3

|g<(.
,,1-3.30-end

1928*.
222<-»-*»"*

If Q was a gospel, /.<f. an attempt to present notable sayings
of Jesus in a biographical outline of his life, the inclusion of John
the Baptist's preaching is as intelligible at the beginning as the
omission of the passion-story at the end is unintelligible.
Furthermore, when it is identified with the Matthaean Logia
(or with some form of these), it is not easy to understand
how it could have been a narrative of the life of Jesus, since
Luke (i^'-) implies that no such narrative was drawn up by an
eye-witness. Finally, if Q is assumed to have ended without
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any account of the death or resurrection, it can hardly have been
composed soon afterwards (Feine, Harnack in BNT iv. 125,
Lake, Exp,'' vii. 494-507).* It is difficult to suppose that between
30 and 50 A.D. the death and resurrection of Jesus were so unimportant to Christians, in view of the speedy return of Messiah,
that a gospel could be written which ignored them. These
difficulties do not compel the introduction of a passion-narrative
into (^ much less its relegation to the lifetime of Jesus, but
they reinforce the hypothesis that it was not a gospel at all.
When the Matthsean Logia are identified with C^, the date
of the latter (at any rate in its original form) is not later than the
seventh decade of the first century; so far as the internal
evidence goes, it may even fall within the sixth (cp. Sanday, HJ,,
1913, p. 90). It is thus an apostolic Aramaic treatise which has
every likelihood of having been composed prior not only to Mark,
but to the Ur-Marcus ; it reflects the faith, mission, and sufferings
of the primitive Jewish Christian church of Palestine, long before
the crisis of 70 A.D. began to loom on the horizon.t
Wellhausen's (Einl.'' §§ 5, 6, 19, 20) attempt to prove that Q is not only
later than, but for the most part inferior to, Mark, rests on an undue depreciation of the former (see the careful proofs of Bousset in TR., 1906, 5-14, 43 f. ;
Harnack, BNT. ii. 193 f. ; with Jiilicher's less certain protests in Neue
Linien, 43 f., and 'Qenney's Jesus and the Gospel, 194 f.), an assumption that
the projection of early Christian christology was larger in the case of the
sayings than of the narratives, and an idea that Mark harvested the best of
the available sayings which were authentic ("if, unintentionally, this or that
saying escaped his notice, nevertheless the gleaning of old and genuine
material which he left for others cannot have been incomparably richer than
his own harvest," Einl.'' 77). But Q is not a humble Ruth in the field of the
logia ; Mark did not aim, as Luke did, at completeness ; and it is to reverse
the probabilities of the case, to discredit the tradition of the sayings of Jesus
in favour of the narratives, t Both grew under the spirit of the church, but
* " No date after the Passion seems impossibly early" (p. 503). "Every
year after 50 A.D. is increasingly improbable for the production of Q "
(p. 507). Resch (Der Paulinismus u. die Logia Jesu \ TU. xiii. 1904), who
thinks, like J. Weiss, that Paul knew Jesus on earth, explains the Pauline
references by conjecturing that the apostle got a copy of the Logia from
Ananias; but the proofs are much too speculative.
t Cp. Bousset, PR., 1906, 46 (" Jedenfalls lehnt die Gemeinde, die diese
Worte iiberlieferte [i.e. 7* lo"- lo23}, es ab, ihrerseits Heidenmission lu
treiben, wie die Urapostel nach Gal 2° ").
X Contrast Wundt's recent remark (cited by Montefiore) in his Vblkerspsychologie, ii. 3, 1909, p. 528: "No unprejudiced person, even tolerably
familiar with the formition of myths, and fairly well acquainted with the
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the former are not inferior in historicity to the latter. It is doubtful if the
words v'lou Bapaxiou stood originally in Q (Mt 23-'^) ; but, even if they did, they
are not a historical anachronism which proves that <^i (or this part of it) was
written after 68 (70) A . D . (Wellhausen, J/l. 119-121, Einl.'' 118 f.). T h e reference is to the Zechariah of 2 Ch 24^", not to the wealthy and pious Zechariah
who (Josephus, BJ. iv. 5. 4) was assassinated by the Zealots in the temple.
Wellhausen has made a slip in describing the former as ' ' quite an obscure m a n . "
H e was, on the contrary, a hero of Jewish tradition (cp. B. Sanhedr. 96b ;
Gittin, 57b ; J. Taanith, 69a), whose midrashic elaborations of 2 Ch 24''-2' go
back to an early date (cp. Nestle, ET. xiii. 562, ZNW.,
1905, 1 9 8 - 2 0 0 ; G.
F . 'ilfooxe, Journal of American Oriental Society, xxvi. 317 f. ; Dom Chapman,
JTS. xiii. 398 f. ; Allen, DCG. i. p p . 171-172). It is the legendary fame of
Zechariah ben Jehoiada, and of the bloody expiation exacted by God for his
death, which underlies the logion ; from Abel to Zechariah means from the
first to the last book of the canonical O T {i.e. 2 Chronicles, where Z. is the
last martyr m e n t i o n e d ) ; and this collocation of the two martyrs is more natural
for an early Christian than the other. T h e logion (cp. L k 11""*-") may be a
quotation from a Wisdom source (cp. Bacon, Exp.^x. 493 f.), or it may reflect,
like many other passages of the N T , the midrashic atmosphere which surrounded the O T for early Christians, but it does not bear on the date of Q.

The subsequent fortunes of Q are unknown, unless traces of
it can be found in some of the apocryphal gospels {e.g. the gospel
Ka& 'Elipaiovi).
It suffered a sea-change, when it was employed
by Matthew; but this incorporation did not destroy its independent circulation. John the presbyter seems still to have
known it at the beginning of the second century, and, if Luke
wrote then, he is another witness to its existence as a separate
document during the last decades of the first century.
§ 5. Q and Mark.—Any
reconstruction of Q exhibits a
certain amount of parallelisms (cp. list in Burkitt's Transmission,
147-166) between it and Mk., which may be held to imply a
literary dependence of Mk. on Q. So, e.g., B. Weiss,* van
Rhijn {Theol. Studien, 1897, 432 f.), Titius {ThSt. 284-331),
Resch {Paulinismus, pp. 544 f.), Badham, Jolley {op. cit. pp.
i i 3 f ) , Bousset, Barth, J. Weiss, O. Holtzmann, Loisy, von
growing light thrown on the sources of ancient Oriental myths, can doubt any
longer that, except for a few incidents in the narratives of the Passion which
probably possess adequate historical attestation, the outward life of Jesus is
a tissue of legends. But what these legends leave untouched, and what is
never found in their mythological counterparts and predecessors, is the
series of sayings and speeches of Jesus handed down to us in the synoptic
gospels."
* T h e rejection of the Ur-Marcus theories usually leads to the conclusion
that Mark employed Q (cp. B. Weiss, Quellen des Lukas-Evglms,
134 f., 190,
Streeter in OSS. pp. 166 f., Wendling, and W. H a u p t ) .

THE Q SOURCE

205

Soden, Bacon, Nicolardot, and Montefiore (i. pp. xxxvi f ).*
This hypothesis, however, even with the qualifications which
Loisy and others have introduced into Weiss' statement, is upon
the whole to be rejected, (a) The theory assumes that Q had
a monopoly of such sayings. But the tradition of the churches
was far too widespread to permit any such restriction of logia.
Sayings of Jesus, such as come into question here, must have
oeen circulating in many directions ; it is contrary to all probabilities that they were drawn into the single channel or canal of Q,
so that any other writer had to derive them from this source. In
the nature of the case there must have been a considerable
amount of material common to the Petrine tradition and the
Matthsean Logia; it is to adopt an ultra-literary method if we explain any parallels {e.g. 421-22 57-13 ^37.42f. io^2f. 1,22-25^ betwccn
the reproduction of the former in Mark and the latter by the
hypothesis of- borrowing, especially as Q itself must have gone
back partially to the Petrine tradition of the sayings (cp. Loisy, i.
114). {b) No satisfactory explanation is offered why Mark made
such scanty use of Q. Several of its sayings would have been
perfectly relevant to his purpose; we can hardly imagine a
Christian evangelist ignoring words like those of Mt 11^^, or
assuming that because his readers already possessed Q, it was
superfluous to repeat its contents, and even the hypothesis that he
only knew a shorter form of Q fails to meet this objection, {c)
In no instance is it absolutely necessary, either on the score of
substance or of style, to assume that Mk. borrowed from Q.
Thus passages like i^"^* ^'^'^^- ^^"^^ may quite as well be summary
echoes of oral tradition as of Q (cp. Wernle, Syn. Frage, 208-212 ;
Scott-Moncrieff, Mark, 7 8 - 8 3 ; Stanton, GHD. ii. 109 f.). It is
very doubtful if stories like i^o-is 31-12 ^iif. ^nd sayings like 7^^"
really go back to Q at all; certainly the small apocalypse of
ijSf. does not. In some passages {e.g. 322^- s^^-^^- ^^) it is possible
that the canonical Mk. has been affected by Mt. or Lk.,
* Jtilicher (Einl. 229-323) admits that the common element of Mk. and
Q is extremely scanty, and hesitates to dogmatise, on the ground that the
compositeness and accretion of Q—at once older and younger than M k . —
render any judgment on the latter's indebtedness extremely precarious.
Harnack, who used to be sound on this matter (cp. BNT
ii 225 f.), has
recently made slit;ht conces^ions to B. Weiss (cp. TLZ., igoS, 463 f., " a t
least Mark knew the circle in which Q, or large portions of it, existed orally,
before it was committed to writing, and existed substantially in the same form " ) .
Patton's (AJT,
1912, 634f.) verdict of ' n o t p r o v e n ' is safer.
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while in others {e.g. the parables 4I-20.26f. ^j^j, j2if. g48f. ,oio-i2y
Mt. and Lk. may have borrowed directly from Mk. instead
of from Q. When allowance is made for these factors or
possibilities, as well as for accidental coincidences, the data
for any literary relation between Mk. and Q practically disappear. The abstract possibility must indeed be left open, that
the author of Mk. (though not the Ur-Marcus) was acquainted
with some form of Q ; he could hardly fail to be.* Perhaps
he intended, by re-editing the Ur-Marcus, to supplement Q (cp.
Streeter, OSS. 210 f), just as Mt. afterwards fused Mk. and
Q into a more rounded unity. Otherwise, it would not be easy
to understand why he casually quoted it, perhaps from memory
—which is the very utmost that can be inferred from the relevant
data (see G. D. Castor 'm JBL., 1912, pp. 82 f).
When the Matthaean Logia are regarded as composed solely of sayings
couched in the form of the Semitic Wisdom lore, to the exclusion not only of
historical narrative but also of the parables and larger discourses or Halacha
of Jesus (Briggs, y 5 Z . , 1904, 191-210), it is naturally easier to find traces of
their use in Mark, i.e. in passages, e.g., 22'-22- 23-29 421-25 gi ^41-50^ which may
have been added to the original Mk. by the later editor. But this limitation
of Q's scope is untenable,

§ 6. Matthew and Luke.—There is no reason a priori why
Mt. should not have been one of Lk.'s sources as well as Mk.
Chronologically,t this is possible. Still, the coincident variations
of Lk. and Mt., as against Mk., and especially their agreements,
are not to be explained by their use of the Ur-Marcus (see above,
pp. 192 f.), nor by Lk.'s use of M t , but for the most part by the
operation of the same desire to smooth out the Marcan text.
In some cases they are accidental coincidences; in others, they
are due to oral tradition ; a large number came from Q (especially
the parts more or less parallel to Mk.) or from common sources;
and finally, allowance has to be made for later conformations J
* The later Mark is dated, especially as the edition of an ur-Marcus, the
more difficult it is to deny the possibility, and even the probability, that the
writer knew Q, and to explain how it could be merely a subsidiary source.
t On the theory that Mt. is later, Lk. has even been held to form one of its
sources (Hitzig, Volkmar).
X Assimilation took place between the texts of Mt. and Lk., during the
period preceding the eiayyiXiov rerpdpopipov, more readily than in the case of
Mk., which did not circulate with equal popularity (cp. Lake in TS. vii. 3,
p. Ivii, and—for a discussion of later harmonistic corruptions—Burgon and
Miller's Causes of Corruption of Tradit. Text of Gospels, 1896, pp. 89 f.).
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of the text {e.g. Lk 22*^). The infancy-narratives are inde
pendent (see below), and the passion-story in Luke does not
exhibit any traces of adherence to the specifically Matthsean
narrative. The data in the intervening sections are upon the
whole fairly covered by the common use of Q and by the
presence of Luke's special source (sources). The hypothesis is
not to be dismissed hastily, but a scrutiny of the evidence leads
to a verdict of "non proven." At most, the claim is* that Mt.
was merely a subsidiary and secondary source; but even this is
less probable than the similar relationship urged between Mk.
andQ.
Fullest recent statement of the case for Lk.'s use of Mt., by E. Simons,
Hat der dritte Evangelist den kanonischen Matthdus benutzt ? (Bonn, 1880).
Similarly Stockmeyer (ZSchw., 1884, 144f.), E. Y. Hincks (JBL., 1891,
92-156), Holtzmann, Wendt, R. Smith (HJ. x. 6i5f., AJT, 1913, 613 f.),
E. W. Lummis (How Luke was Written, 1915), etc. The opposite case is
put best by Wernle (^y/i. Frage, 40-61), Roehrich (0/. cit. 179-184), B. Wei-s
(Die Quellen des Lukas-Evglms, pp. 30f., 39, 56, 61 f., 73, 222, etc.). Burton
(pp. 30 f.), Stanton (G^Z^A ii. 140 f.), and Zahn (/AT. iii. 107 f.), followed by
Schmiedel (.£.52. 1860-1862), Harnack, Jiilicher, Streeter (yZ'^. xvii. 124), etc.

§ 7. Other sources of the Synoptic Gospels,—{a) A written (6
avayii/tio-Kajv voelno, Mk 13^* = Mt 24^') fly-leaf of early Christian
apocalyptic prophecy, or ' small apocalypse,' consisting of material
set in the ordinary triple division common to apocalyptic
literature (cp. Apoc 9^2 n U ) ;
dpx^ (iStVw: Mk 137-8 = Mt 246-8 = Lk 2i9-»
exists: Mk i3i*-20 = Mt 241^-22 = (Lk 2120-2*).
irapovaia: Mk 132^-27 = Mt 2429-si = (Lk 2125-27. 28).
The details of the re-constructed apocalypse are not quite
certain,! but its general contour is unmistakable: it parts, as a
whole, readily from the context and forms an intelligible unity,
whatever were its original size and aim. If the introductory
passage Mk 13*-* ( = Mt 24*-'') is added (with Weiffenbach,
Keim, and others), probably Mk 1321-23 ( = Mt 2423-25) should
also be incorporated (as, e.g., by Keim, Weizsacker, and Spitta),
• " Seine BerUcksichtigung des Mt. ist also keine systematische, planvoUe,
durch bestimmte Gesichtspunkte geregelte ; vielmehr mUssen wir unsere
Auffassung dahin formuliren, dass der kanonische Mt. fiir Lc. ein Nebenquelle " (Simons, op. cit. p. 108).
t Wendt (Mk ,37-9*. 14-20.24-27.301)^ Weiffenbach and Pfleiderer (Mk
,37-te. 14-20. 24.27)_ Loisy (Mk 136-8-1*-"-20. 24-si)_ Schmiedel (Mk i37-9». "-2"24-27.80)_ Wellhausen (Mk 137-8.12. 14-22.24-27)^ Holtzmann (Mk i36-9-14-20 24-27)_
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since Mk 1321 takes up Mk 13*. In Mk. it stands apart from
even the parabolic collection in 4 as the only long speech put
into the mouth of Jesus; Mt seems to preserve it in a more
primitive or archaic form,* though he uses part of it {lo^'''^^) in
an earlier connection ; while Luke has coloured it by the light of
the Roman siege of Jerusalem, and the delay in the Parousia.f
Luke, however, seems only to have known it as a component
part of Mk. Whatever may be the historic value of the sayings
in the apocalypse, it is a literary product, not the record of what
Jesus said on this or any other occasion, but a tract of the
apocalyptic propaganda. " In a private conversation with two
or three disciples, Jesus would not speak in a sustained style of
eschatological commonplace." |
The period of the apocalypse is the seventh decade, when
the approaching fall of Jerusalem seemed to herald the end.
The fly-leaf is not a uaticinium ex euentu, for the Christians of
the capital did not fly to the mountains, but across the Jordan to
Pella {Kara nva ;(pr7o-/Aov, Eusebius declares, H. E. iii. 5. 3 ) ; no
appearance of false messiahs or prophets is known to have taken
place then, and the Danielle prediction of the /SSe'Xvy/xa i-^s
epTjpoxTeiDs is coloured not by contemporary incidents, but by
eschatological tradition. The apocalypse was probably written
by a Palestinian Jewish Christian (so, e.g., Colani, Renan,
* T h e Matthrean (24') definition of rb aripetov (TTJS aijs irapovalas Kal
avvreXelas TOV alwvos) is quite in keeping with the eschatological programme
of this gospel.
t Spitta (SK, 1909, 348-401), with his usual predilection for Luke, reconstructs the eschatological speech of Jesus from the Lucan version, where, he
holds (like Goguel, L'ivangile de Marc, 228 f.), it is most accurately preserved
(in L k 2i=-9- 12-15. 18-24. 10-11. 25b-27. 29-3i)_ j h o s e who, like B. Weiss and Bacon,
reject the " s m a l l apocalypse" theory, make the speech an agglutination of
sayings from Q (e.g. '• ^'''^- 24-31) a ^ j editorial insertions,—a theory which
does not work out naturally, even in its less analytic forms (Stevens,
NTTh.
152f.; Briggs, Messiah of Gospels, 132-165 ; Fiebig, PM,
1904, 24f. ;
Zimmermann [see below, p. 218], pp. 138 f. ; Monnier, La Mission
Historique
de Jisus'', p p . 229 f. ; Worsley, Apocalypse of Jesus, pp. 131 f.). T h e alternative view, that the speech is a later composition, is re-stated by Clemen in his
review (TLZ., 1902, 523-525) of Weiffenbach's Die Frage der
IViederkunft
Jesu ncchmals kurz erbrtert (1901). T h e retrospective element in Luke's
treatment of the tradition, after A . D . 70, is discussed in Sharman's Teaching
of Jesus about the Future (1909), pp. l5of.
J Muirhead, The Terms Life and Death in the Old and New
Testament
(1908), 123 f. Dr. Muirhead's adhesion to this theory is notable, as in his
earlier work on The Eschatology of Jesus (1904) he had refused to accept it.
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Hausrath, Holtzmann, Keim, Wernle, Wendt, Stanton); its
incorporation was due to the existence of genuine eschatological
sayings which received a fresh accent and emphasis at the period,
and to the zest for apocalyptic ideas in the Palestinian church of
that age (cp. Lagrange, RB., 1906, 405 f).
Started by Colani (Jisus
Christ et les Croyances messianiques de son
Temps'', 1864, pp. 201 f.) and Weiffenbach (in Der
Wiederkunflsgedanke
Jesu, 1873, pp. 69 f., I35f.), this hypothesis of the small apocalypse has been
adopted by writers on the messianic consciousness of Jesus, like Baldensperger
and Schwartzkopff, as well as by numerous editors and critics of the synoptic
gospels, including Vischer ( / " K ii. 3, p. 9 n . ) , Jacobsen,* Pfleiderer (Jahrbuch
fur deutsche Theol., 1868, 134-149, Urc. ii. 62 f.), Simons (p. 74), Mangold,
Weizsacker (Untersuch.
121 f., AA. ii. 22 f.), Renan (iv. chs. iii. and xii.,
V. pp. 123-125), Carpenter (First Three Gospels, pp. 222, 322), Cone {Gospel
Criticism, pp. 282 f.), O. Schmiedel, and N. Schmidt (Prophet of
Nazareth,
pp. 132 f.). It is now a sententia recepta of synoptic criticism, as may be
seen from the expositions by W e n d t (Lehre Jesu, i. 10 f.), Spitta (Urc. ii.
178 f.), Hausrath (iv. 246f.), Keim (v. 235f.), Holtzmann (HC. i. 96f.,
167 f., NTTh.
i. 327-328), Menzies {Earliest Gospel, 232 f.), O. Holtzmann
(Leben Jesu, Eng. tr. 456f.), Charles (Crit. History of Eschatology, 324 f.),
Wernle {Syn. hrage, pp. 212-214), Klostermann, Loisy (ii. 393f.), and
Montefiore. Among recent adherents are to be named von Dobschiitz
(Eschatology of Gospels, 85 f.), Cheyne (EBi. i. 21-23), Schweitzer (Das
Abendmahl, ii, 95), Wellhausen, Muirhead (Life and Death in the Old and
New I'esl. I 2 4 f . ) , Schmiedel {EBi. ii. 1857), and Stanton (GHD. ii. I i 6 f . ) .
Further details in G. L. Cary (op cit. pp. 274f.), Jiilicher (Einl.
282f),
Burkitt's Transmission,
62 f., Moffatt {HNT.
637-640), Streeter
(OSS,
179f.), and J. A. MacCulloch (ERE. v. 382f.).

{b) The hypothesis of a special source for the birth-narratives
in Mt. and Lk. has no basis in the internal evidence. Three
hypotheses of literary criticism are open : the two narratives are
either (i.) derived from a common pre-canonical source; or (ii.)
dependent on each other, the one correcting and amplifying the
other ; or (iii.) of independent origin. The superiority of (iii.) to
(ii.) is discussed below. As for (i.), the serious objections to any
forn: of it which has been hitherto adduced, whether by Resch
{Kindheitsevglm nach Lucas :t. Matthaeus in TU. x. 5, Leipzi^^,
1897 ; Gk. version of a Hebrew original) or by L. Conrady (die
Quelle der kanonischen Kindheitsgeschichte Jesu, 1900: source = Gk.
• J a c o b s e n (Protest.
Kirchenzeitung,
1886, 536 f.) and N . Schmidt
contend that this apocalypse was the medium through which the term Son of
Man, as a messianic title, passed into Mark. T h e latter critic (op. cit. 85 f.,
132 {., 231 f.) ascribes the small apocaljpse and the ground-work of Mt 23^*'^^
25"'- to a Wisdom^of Cod (Lk i I''") ur Aramaic apocalypse.

'4

2ID

T H E HISTORICAL L I T E R A T U R E

version * of Heb. Protevangelium Jacobi), are the sharp divergence
of the genealogical tables, and the fact that, apart from the
tradition of the virgin-birth, the agreement of the narratives {e.g.
the birthplace, names of parents, Nazareth residence, and
Davidic descent) require only the data of the synoptic tradition
to account for their origin. Where Mt. and Lk. agree elsewhere,
the contour of the agreements is much closer than can be made
out in their birth-narratives.
Furthermore, the prolix and
fanciful Protevangelium Jacobi betrays, to any trained literary
sense, the later elaborations of the Christian imagination, with its
somewhat crude and even coarse expansion of details in the
canonical descriptions. As for Resch's theory of a Hebrew book
of the generations of Jesus the messiah (cp. Mt i^ /3i^Xos yevea-ewt
T. X.), furnished with a genealogy like the book of Ruth, which,
when translated into Greek, formed the source of both Matthew
and Luke (the latter omitting, owing to haste and lack of space,
what Mt. had already included), the differences between the two
canonical narratives are enough to upset any such arguments,
and the whole hypothesis is beset by fanciful and arbitrary
presuppositions, such as the use of the source in the Prologue to
the Fourth gospel {op. cit. pp. 243 f.) and its employment, in a
different Gk. recension, by Justin. The earliest traces of extracanonical sources are to be found in the fancy of the star in
Ignatius, and in Justin's allusion to the birth of Jesus in a cave
near Bethlehem {Dial, 78), the latter trait occurring in the
Gospel of James. Justin's access t to extra-canonical sources of
information is evident from Apol, 1^ ( i s ol &Trop.vripovev(TavTK
irdvra TO, rrepl TOV <roiTr]po<s rjpiwv 'Irjaov Xpiarov

eStSa^av), b u t it

is more probable that the bizarre conception of the cave was
a trait added from contemporary mythology to the canonical
tradition, than that the latter was modified from an ampler and
more circumstantial account. T h e simple precedes the elaborate
in the evolution of tradition, and the Gospel of James has the
• Based on the Egyptian m)fth of Isis, cast in a Hebraised form
(cp. SK,, 1889, 728-784). He (SK, 1904, 176-226) also regards Mt
jitj. 35 an excerpt from some independent account (moulded on pagan
lines) of the flight to Egypt, which the apocryphal gospels have preserved
more fully.
t Justin admits that those who rejected the virgin-birth were still
Christians (dirb rov riperipov yivovs. Dial. 48); but this does not necessarily
imply that the idea was as yet a comparative novelty (Hillmann in /PT..
1891, pp. 255 f.).
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stamp neither of originality, nor of unity, despite Conrady's
pleadings to the contrary (pp. 207 f.).*
While most of the apostolic fathers ignore the virgin-birth, even when it
n rturally lay in their way to use it in handling the incarnation, Ignatius and
Aristides (in the Syriac version) allude to it as an accepted article of the
Christian belief, the former in a series of passages (Eph, 18^ 19', Magn. ^' etc.)
which plainly presuppose a gospel-source corresponding to our present
Matthew (cp. Smyrn. l ' with Mt 3"),t the latter also in a sentence which
implies the use of the canonical birth-stories (Apol. 2 : " God came down
from heaven, and from a Hebrew virgin assumed and clothed himself with
flesh ; and the Son of God lived in a daughter of man. This is taught in the
gospel, as it is called, which a short time ago was preached among them "
[i.e. Christians]). Both Ignatius and Aristides, like Melito afterwards, seem
to fuse the Johannine idea of the incarnation with the synoptic birth-stories. J

The employment of a Wisdom-source has been already
noticed (p. 33); but, apart from this and the small apocalypse,
the other sources of Mt. and Lk. are simply the special documents
which, in the latter particularly, may be detected by the processes
of literary analysis.
§8. Date of Gospels {EBi. 1826-1840; A. Wright, Composition of Gospels, 128 f.).—The earliest tradition is that of Irenseus
(iii. I. I ; Eus. H. E. v. 8. 2-3), who means to give chronological information on the point.§ In this passage (cp. pp.
15 f, 190, and Appendix E) l^oSov, unless due to a misinterpretation of 2 P 1^5 (Blass, Acta Apost. p. 5), refers to the death
of Peter and Paul, not (Grabe, Harvey, Comely) to their departure
from Rome. The allusion is significant; for, as tradition tended
to throw back the origin of apostolic writings as far as possible,
the words of Irenseus give a terminus a quo for the composition of
* Cp. Hilgenfeld's exhaustive refutation (Z/^FT"., 1901, 186 f.), with the
criticisms of Holtzmann (TLZ., 1901, 135f.) and T. A. Hoben (Ihe Virgin
Birth, Chicago, 1905, pp. 12 f., also his articles on the ante-Nicene conception, etc., in AJT, 1902, 473 f., 709 f.).
t The attempts of Hillmann to explain away the language of Ignatius as
inconsistent with Lk \^-^ •^, or to regard 7676^. iK wapffivov (Smyrn. I^) as
interpolated, are unavailing. The virgin-birth undoubtedly belonged to the
Kerugma reproduced by Ignatius, though it is impossible to infer the details
of the historical tradition which he presupposed.
X Hence the difficulty of agreeing with Usener (Relig. Untersuchungen, i.
92 f.) that Carpokrates and the Ebionites denied the virgin-birth because it
was absent from the gospels in their possession.
§ This is denied by Dom Chapman (JTS., 1905, 563-569) and Harnack
(BNT. iv. I30f.), but the clause, rov Hirpov Kal rov IlabXov iv 'Vuprj
eiayyeXij^opivojv KT\,, is a simultaneous reference.
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Mk. and ML It is corroborated by the fact that both writers
incorporate ' the small apocalypse,' which cannot well be dated
earlier than the seventh decade of the first century (see
Appendix E). Apart from this, the evidence is purely internal.
(a) As the logion of Mk 9^ is substantially reproduced in
Mt 1628 and Lk 92^, it does not necessarily imply that Mk. was
written during the first generation of disciples. On the other
hand, the editing jsft the small apocalypse shows that the crisis
of the siege was rece[nt, and that the writer wishes to distinguish
between this seeming end and the real end. The gospel must
first be preached to all nations (13-^"); then, and then only, would
the Parousia arrive. Meantime, the original husbandmen of the
vineyard had been destroyed, and the vineyard given to others.
T h e internal evidence of Mk. thus\ corroborates upon the whole
the view that it represents a final version of the Ur-Marcus composed shortly after the events of A.D. 60-70.
(b) Since Mt. used not the Ur-Marcus but Mk. in substantially
its present form, the terminus a quo of its composition is A.D. 70.
T h e phrase in 278 and 28^5 {^^^ .xy\% arjpepov, p^xP'- ''^^ a-rjpepov)
tallies with the general impression that a considerable interval
has elapsed since the days of Jesus, during which the church has
become organised and belief developed. The archaic character
of the main source and the strongly marked eschatology of the
gospel are of less moment for the question of its date than the
final editor's anticipation of a prolonged period (cp. 282") during
which the Gentile mission was to proceed apace. Mt. falls then
between A.D. 70 and n o , since it was certainly known to Ignatius
(passages and proofs in GHD. i. 27 f.; NTA. 76 f.), although the
fact that Ignatius employs and quotes another evangelic source
with equal belief, shows how far our canonical gospels yet were
from a position of undisputed authority within the chtuches. The
dubious nature of the supposed allusions in Hermas is generally
recognised (cp. GHD. i. 72 f.; NTA.
i i 7 f . ) , but,in any case
the terminus ad quem, as fixed by the traces of the gospel in the
second century, is c. A.D. n o .
Efforts are Still made to date Mt. earlier than A.D. 70, but without success.
It is a mistake, for example, to suppose that there would be no point in
preserving eschatological predictions like those of the small apocalypse after
A.D. 70. Many Christians in the second century and later looked forward to
a hteral fulfilment, e.g., of a prophecy like that of Mt 24^^ (cp. Iren. adv.
Haer. v. 25. 2). Belser, again, uses the anti-Pharisaic element to prove that
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the gospel was composed under the stress of the hard times which befell
Palestinian Christianity, when Herod Agrippa I. made common cause with
the Pharisees (Ac 12"-). But even if the historical influence were proved, it
would not determine the date of the gospel as contemporary; the sharp
A.D.

BEFORE

70.

B E T W E E N 70 A N D 100.

A F T E R 100.

Belser (c. 44), Birks (c. c. 7 0 : Carpenter, Menzies,
Feine, W . Haupt.
48), A l l e n (44-49),
Hitzig (55-57), Gloag 70-80 : Volkmar (73), Renan
(76), Beyschlag, Wright,
( -55), Mill (63).
Wernle,
Bacon,
Well64-67 : Bartlet, Schafer,
hausen,
von
Soden,
Kiippers, Schanz,
Loisy (75), 0 . Schmiedel
Robinson (65), Zim(80),
Goguel
(75-85).
mermann (66), Zahn,
Montefiore.
J. Weiss.
65-70: Abbott, Alford, 80-90; Holsten, Hilgenfeld,
Rovers (c, 90), Bleek.
W. Bruckner, Stanton,
S w e t e , S a l m o n d,
Wendt, Weiss, Harnack, Maclean, Barth,
Peake, Hoffmann,
Burkitt.

H o e k s t r a (100),
Kostlin (loo-iro).
Keim (115-120).
S. Davidson (120).
Usener (120-130).
Baur (i 30 f.).

40-50 : Grotius, Comely. 70-80: Holsten,Hilg., Reuss
55-60: Roberts, Gloag.
(after 75), Weiss, Wright,
c. 60} Belser (Gk.), Mill,
Sanday, Bruce, Baljon,
Allen (65-75), J- Weiss
Michaelis.
(70-100), Barth, Feine.
c. 6 3 : Z i m m e r m a n n ,
80-90 : Rovers (c. 80), KostSolger, Schafer.
lin, Renan, W. Briickner,
c. 6 5 : H u g , M a i e r ,
Matthew t
Reville, Jiilicher ( -96),
Schanz.
Zahn (in Gk.), Mc(;iffert,
66 : Barnes.
Bacon, Stanton, M'Neile.
63 ± : Bleek, Meyer,
Adeney,
B a r t l e t , 90-100: C a r p e n t e r (?),
Wtrnle,
Burkitt,
O.
Godet, Jacquier, Keim.
S c h m i e d e l (90-120?),
60-70: Batiffol,
Hug,
Montefiore.
Rose, Schanz.

Loisy (c. 100).
S. Davidson (c. 105),
Carpenter,
Holtzmann( - n o ) .
Volkmar,
Soltau
( n o ) , W. Haupt.
Schmiedel ( -130).
Baur,
Pfleiderer
( -140;.
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Blass (54-56), Kuppers 70-80: Bleek, Beyschlag, c. 100;
Holsten,
Weiss, Adeney, Bartlet,
Scholten, Pfleid.,
(53-57)Bovon, Plummer, Sanday,
58-62 : Alford, Schaflf,
J.
Weiss,
0.
Wright, Zahn, Feine.
Gloag, Belser (61-62),
Schmiedel,
W.
Comely (59-63).
8o-go: Kostlin, Mangold,
Haupt,
63-64 : H o m e , Michaelis,
Abbott,
Carpenter,
J . l o o - i i o : Volkmar,
Weiss, Bacon, McGiffert,
Guericke,
Fillion,
Rovers,
HoltzJulicher
(
-120),
Briggs,
Resch.
mann, S. DavidBarth (75-go).
65-70: Godet, H a h n ,
son, Hilgenfeld,
Schanz,
S c h a f e r , 90-100;
Keim,
Renan,
Weiss, Hausrath,
Soltau, Wernle, Knopf,
Schmiedel.
Batiffol.
Burkitt, Loisy, Peake, c. 130: Baur.
60-70: Jacquier,Harnack.
Montefiore, Buckley.

• The patristic hypotheses of (a) A.D. 43 (Jerome), and (b) A.D. 64-67
(Iren. Clem. Alex.), are still maintained by some Roman Catholic writers,
e.g. (a) by Patrizi, Bisping, Schegg, and Reithmayr ; (b) by Hug, Maier,
Schanz, and Jacquier. The former is adopted by Edmundson (Urc. 67 f.).
t J. H. Wilkinson (Four Lectures on Early History of Gospels, l8g8)
places Mt. in A.D. 70-75 (Mk. = 65-70, Lk. = 78-93), with an editing of all
three in Asia Minor (A.D. 106-115).
X In Hora Evangelica (ed. 1892, pp. 49-179, 2521.), T. R. Birks dates
Luke in A.D. 51 and Matthew (pp. 292 f.) in A.D. 42.
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memories of it might have lingered and reappeared decades later. Belser's
corroborative arguments do not amount to much, e.g. the reliance on the
tradition that Matthew left Jerusalem in A.D. 42 and published his gospel
before his departure, when the misconceptions of Christians in the church
who were more Pharisees and Jews than anything else (Ac i i " ' 15"') still
formed the primary object of the gospel. Allen (ET. xxi. 439-444, xxii.
349f.) similarly argues that the alleged 'catholic' and ecclesiastical allusions
are not incompatible with its composition at Antioch c. A.D. 50; but the
literary dependence on Mk. invalidates all such hypotheses.

{c) Luke's date depends not only on his use of Mk., which
is certain, and his use of Mt, which is extremely uncertain,
but on the relations between his work and Josephus, on
which see pp. 29-31. The above table will give some idea of
the various periods which are assigned to it and to the other two
gospels.
While the gospels of Mark and Matthew, together with the
two volumes by Luke, which make up the historical literature
within the NT Canon, were not composed till the last quarter of
the first century, and while all of them, particularly the synoptic
gospels, are composite, their sources reach back to the period
prior to A.D. 70. This covers not simply their traditions but
their written materials. Q, or the common source of Mt. and
Lk., was certainly composed by the seventh decade of the century,
probably even earlier; Mk., in its original shape and source,
dates from the former period. Thus the roots of the historical
literature lie in the same period as the correspondence of Paul,
though the flowers bloom side by side with the later pastorals
and homilies. It is of still more importance that the two
main roots of the subsequent evangelic tradition are deep in the
primitive Palestinian circle, and that neither shows any distinct
influence of Pauline tendencies.
The primitive epistolary literature of the early church was,
like the primitive ceramic art of Hellas, comparatively private.
Upon vases intended for the household's use, painting first
lavished its grace and skill; and in letters for the quieter
purposes of intercourse, the literary spirit was employed by
Christians before the aim and scope of it became enlarged.
In the nature of things, the use of epistles, taken over from
Judaism, especially Alexandrian Judaism {e.g. Jer 29^- ^5. 3i^ gpp_
of Jerem. and Baruch, also 2 Mac i^- i<*),* preceded evangelic
* The famous epistle of Aristeas to Philokrates has been called
predecessor, in form, of the larger NT epistles."
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narratives.* The former were occasional and immediate in
character, the latter—Aoyta, 8t?;y7;o-eis, diropvrjpovevpara—imply
a rather more advanced epoch, when the early advent of Jesus
was no longer a momentary expectation, and when his hfe had
assumed greater importance and prominence. Nevertheless, by
A.D. 50 at least, such notes and collections may have begun to
exist in rough form. The current was, at any rate, setting unmistakably in that direction. By the time of Paul's later literary
activity, written evangelic narratives were in existence here and
there, especially within the primitive Palestinian churches. The
primary need for these is to be found in the fact that a new
generation was rising, who were dependent for their acquaintance
with the history of Jesus upon a fast-diminishing company of
eye-witnesses, in the rapid extension and consolidation of the
Christian communities, and even in the mission activities of
the Palestinian disciples.f T o these impulses there must also
be added another which sprang from them before long, namely,
the need of translating the tradition from the original Aramaic
vernacular into Greek. That attempts must have been soon
made to meet such requirements is inherently probable, and it
is corroborated by the surviving gospels. Even the earliest of
them leaves no impression of tentativeness on the m i n d ; there
IS very little of that comparative lack of precision and definite
outline which is often felt in the pioneers of any department in
literature. They represent the midsummer, not the spring, of
their literary cycle. The subject had been already—perhaps
often—handled, even before Mark's gospel took its present
shape, although these earlier narratives, like the sources and
authorities of Tacitus in the Annates, have disappeared. Luke's
preface proves that our first three gospels are 'first' for us,
not absolutely 'first.'
They were the best, but they were
* The collections of parables, stories, and sayings in the gospels find
their nearest analogy, upon the other hand, in the Midrashic literature of
Palestinian Judaism. " Die Evangelien, die wir besitzen, sind in griechischer
Sprache bearbeitete Midrashim" (G. Klein, ZNW., 1904, 1441., 'Zur
Erlauterung der Evglien aus Talmud und Midrasch'). Parts of them
certainly are closer in form and spirit to midrashic pieces than to Epictetus
or Plutarch. This is the burden of P Fiebig's pamphlet on ' Die Aufgaben
der neutestamentlichen Forschung in der Gegenwart' (1909, especially pp.
10f.). See generally Wellhausen's Einl.'' § 19.
+ Cp. Heinrici, Der Htterarische Charakter der neutest. Schriften (1908),
pp. 23 f., and Sanday in ERE. ii. 573 f.
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neither the only nor thc earliest narnilivcs. It is probable tli.it
the literature, of which they are the survivors, and which they
seem to have speedily antiquated, began to rise as far back as
the sixth d e c a d e ; and, upon any reasonable criticism of the
synoptists, their sources must have partially existed in written
form by the opening of the seventh decade. " Mox etiam
libros de Jesu compositos esse puto, vel in eosdem usus vel
Theophilis (qui profecto multi fuerunt) destinatos, ut intra
viginti fere annos a Christi excessu jam copia quondam taiium
librorum exstaret.
Erat enim a;las ilia litterarum plena,
novaque religio minime intra illiteratam plebem manebat"
(Blass, Acta Ap. p. 5).
There is evidence sufficient, at any
rate, to prove that during the Pauline period, prior to the
homilies and pastorals, the early church contained the
embryonic phases of what eventually was shaped into the
fcanonical gospels (cp. Achelis, Urc. 20 f.).
The subsequent composition of the gospels, which were
contemporary with the later homilies, had the same ends of
edification in view, and this helps to explain their structure and
general characteristics. Euclides in the Theatetus (143) describes
the way in which he recorded the conversations between Socrates
and Theatetus. On returning from Athens, he jotted down at
once some notes of what Socrates had told him {iypa\j/dpr]v
vTrop.vripaTa), and subsequently wrote on from memory. Finally,
whenever he re-visited Athens, he would ask Socrates about
anything he had forgotten, and then make corrections in his
manuscript. None of the synoptic gospels can claim any such
direct relation to Jesus. T h e earliest of the sources upon which
they draw were not composed till about twenty years after he
died, and no one took down the words of Jesus during his lifetime. Retentiveness of memory, however, and the needs of
the Christian halacha in the churches, helped to carry many
of these words through the preliminary period of oral tradition.
But even when the earliest literary products rose, e.g. Q and
the Ur-Marcus, they were not biographical. Still less were the
subsequent gospels.* None of them is the direct transcript of
an apostle's memories, even by another hand. Their genre is
not that of biographies so much as of memoirs which were
written e/c Tritrrecos eis mortj/, in order to convey and apply
certain Christian beliefs about the person of the Lord Jesus, the
• Cp. Sanday (OSS. i2f.) and Votaw (AJT. xix. 451., 217 f.).
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main literary ^ difference being that the gospels, unlike, e.g., the
Memorabilia of Xenophon, preserve an inii)ersonal tone. The
writer does not come forward in the course of the narrative.
Even in the case of the Third gospel, where tradition has done
most, not only for the question of the authorship, but also for
the personal traits and character of the author, the standpoint
is hardly less objective than in its predecessors. This apparent
absence of personal colouring points back to one cause. It is
not due to the overmastering impression of the contents, nor
even to the literary self-suppression which Aristotle praises in
Homer. The authors' names are not concealed as were those
of the Gottes Freunde in the fourteenth century, lest pride of
authorship should form a spiritual peril. These anonymous
gospels* represent to a large extent the final shape given to
collections of evangelic matter which had been previously
composed by and for members belonging to the general body
of the Christian societies. They are communal in spirit and
shape—even Luke's i s ; they resemble the pastorals and
epistles in this, that they are a direct outcome of living intercourse and mutual service within the Christian communities.
IlapaSoo-is and paprvpiov are the two words that characterise
their contents, for all the free handling of their materials and
the creative pressure, naive and deliberate, of their tendencies.
(B)

MARK,

LITERATURE.—(a) Editions (for the patristic and mediaeval, cp. Swete, pp.
cxivf.)—P Poussin's Catena CRome, 1673); "Eisner (Commentarius, 1773);
.Matthaei's Ca/««a (Moscow, 1775); K. Fritzsche (Leipzig, 1830) ; KuinoeP
(1843); 01shau^en(!853, Eng. tr. 1863); J. A. Alexander ^ (New York, 1863);
Lange (1861, Eng. tr. 1866); Fetter (London, 1861); A. Klostermann
(1867); F C. Cook (Speaker's Comm. 187S) ; E. H. Plumptre (EllicolPs
Com. 1879); P Schanz (1881)* ; Fillion (Paris, 1883); T. M. Lindsay
(Edin. n. d.) ; J. Morison, A Practical Commentary (Edin. 1889); Knabenbauer (Paris, 1894) ; Tiefenthal (Miinster, 1894); E. P. Gould (ICC. 1896) ;
' Justin's phrase (diropvTjpoveipara) for the gospels is the term used by
Moiragenes for his work on Apollonius (Origen, c. Cels. vi. 41); on its
applicability to the Christian gospels, e.g., see Usener's Relig. Untersuchungen,
i. 95 f. ; Hirzel's Der Dialog, i. 141 f., and above (p. 44 f.).
^ For some early difficulties (quod nee ab ipso scriptum constat nee ab
eius apostolis, sed longo post tempore a quibus;dam incerti nominis uiris)
raised by this feature of the gospels, see the interesting correspondence of
Augustine and Faustus (especially epp. xxxii., xxxiii.).
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B. Weiss (— Meyer*, 1901); Menzies, The Earliest Gospel ( 1 9 0 1 ) * ; V.
Rose (Paris, 1904); A. Merx, Die Evglien
Markus u. Lukas (1905);
Baljon ( 1 9 0 6 ) * ; E . KXostexm-AXvn (HBNT
1907); I I . B. Swete= ( 1 9 0 8 ) * ;
Wellhausen 2 ( 1 9 0 9 ) * ; B. W. Bacon, The Beginnings
of Gospel Story
( 1 9 0 9 ) * ; Wohlenberg (ZA'. 1910) ; L a g r a n g e * (Paris, 1911); Loisy (Paris,
1912) ; Plummer (C6^2"- 1914); W. C. Allen (London, 1915).
(b) Studies—(i.) general :—Saunier, Ueber die Quellen d. Evgliums
des
Marcus ( 1 8 2 5 ) ; Michelsen, Het Evangelic van Markus (1867); P . Rohrbach, Der Schluss der Markusevglms,
der Vier-Evglien
Kanon und die
kleinasiatischen
Presbyter (Berlin, 1 8 9 4 ) * ; Du Buisson, The Origin and
Peculiar Characteristics of the Gospel of St. Mark (1896); H a d o r n , ' d i e
Entstehung des Mk.-Evglms auf Grund der syn. Vergleichung aufs neue
untersucht' (BFT.
ii., 1898); S. D . F . Salmond (DB. iii. 2 4 8 - 2 6 2 ) ;
Pfleiderer (Urc. ii. 1-97); J. Weiss, das alteste Evglm, ein Beitrag
zum
Verstdndniss des Markus-Evglms
und der altesten evang.
Ueberlieferung*
(1903); Jtilicher (PRE. xii. 2 9 5 f . ) ; K. F A. Lincke, ' J e s u s in K a p e r n a u m '
(Ein Versuch zur Erkldrung
des Markns-Evglms,
1 9 0 4 ; Loisy
(RHL.,
1904, 5 1 3 - 5 2 7 ) ; E . D . Burton, Studies in Gospel of Mark (1904); A. S.
Barnes (Monthly Review,
Sept. Oct. 1904, JTS.,
1905, 187 f., 356 f . ) ;
R. A. Hoffmann, Das Marcus-Evglm
und seine Quellen (Kdnigsberg, 1904);
B. Weiss, die Geschichtlichkeit des Markus-Evglms
(1905); E . Wendhng,
Ur-Markus (1905); A. Miiller, Geschichtskerne in den Evglien nach moderner
Forschungen (1905); H . Zimmermann, Der Hislorischer
Wert d. dlteste
Ueberlieferung
von der Geschichte Jesu im Marcus-Evglim
(1905); A. J.
Maclean (DCG. ii. II20-138)'* ; E . Wendling, Die Entstehung
des MarcusEvglms:
Philologische Untersuchungen
( 1 9 0 8 ) ; J. M. Thompson, Jesus
according to St. Mark (1909); M. Goguel, L'ivangile de Marc et ses rapports
avec aux de Mathieu et de Luc (Paris, 1909); Veldhuizen, Het EvangeHe
van Markus ( 1 9 1 4 ) ; W . J. Moulton (Harvard Review, iii. p p . 4 0 3 - 4 3 6 ) ;
(ii.) on special p o i n t s : — C . L. Reboul (Paulula, oder Einiges Wenige zur
genaueren Erforschung
d. Marcus-Evglm,
Gotha, 1876); Bakhuyzen, van
Manen, and Callenfels, Beoordeling van de confecturen Mk. en Lk. (1885) ;
Blass, ' Textkritische B e m e r k u n g e n ' (BFT,
1899, 3 ) ; W . Wrede, Des
Messiasgeheimnis
in der Evglien, Zugleich ein Beitrag zum Verstdndnis des
Marcus-Evglms
(igoi)*;
Spitta, Urc. iii. 2. 1 0 9 - 1 3 8 ; Burkitt's Transmission (igo6), pp. 3 3 - 1 0 4 ; H . J . Holtzmann, ARW. x. 18-40, 161-200;
B. W . Bacon (JBL.,
1910, 4 1 - 6 0 ) ; and J. Frey's Das Schluss d. MarkusEvglms u. die Erscheinungen
des Auferstandenen
(1911 : appearances at
Jerusalem, 14^ unauthentic).

§ I. Outline.—The gospel ^ opens with a brief summary (i^'^^)
of John the Baptist's mission, introducing the baptism and temptation of Jesus. Then begins the first of the two large sections of
narrative, describing the Galilean {\^*-<y'^) and the Judaean
(10-13) ministry. The former is divided into an account of the
' On the score of the opening words, Blass (BFT- iii. 3, p. 52) denies
that Mk. is a literary work at all. ' ' T h e book is not a avyypappa, but a
vTcbpvr\pa, a Commentarius, like Caesar's Commentarii"
(see above, p. 44).
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work in Eastern Galilee (i"-7^'), of which Kapharnaum usually
forms the headquarters, and a briefer description of work in
Northern Galilee (7^*-9"*). Returning from the latter district to
Kapharnaum (9^^^'), Jesus then passes southward into Judaea
(10-13); and this section closes with his triumphal entry into
Jerusalem (ii^-^'^, his controversies with the local authorities
(ii2'^-i2**), and his final message of doom and judgment on
the city and nation (13^-3'^).
Mark's gospel plunges at once in medias res. No account of
the birth either of John or of Jesus is furnished at the outset;
all we get is a brief and even meagre notice (i^-^^) of John's
ministry Iv TW ipi^p.<a and his baptism of Jesus, followed by a
mention of the subsequent temptation of our Lord. The
writer hurries on to depict the Galilean ministry.
(a) No new section of the gospel is to be found at 8"'", which is merely
the prelude to S''*- 9**" Q****, i.e. to the close of the Galilean ministry; and
the confession of Peter at Csesarea Philippi does not occupy in Mark the
large and pivotal place which Mt. and Lk. both assign to it. (6) It is unnecessary to suppose that the writer has blurred (in 6'**-) a vital crisis in the
fortunes of Jesus, as though Herod's hostility to Jesus, as to John (in
Josephus), really drove him into a safe retirement (so Rauch, ZNW., 1902,
303-308; Wellhausen, Einl. 48 and on Mark 6**, and Loisy, i. 90). In this
event, the evangelist would have obliterated the flight of Jesus before Herod.
Rauch corroborates his view by adducing the Syriac text of Mk 6*" which
connects the ' messengers' with the disciples of John, the course of things
being that Jesus and John's adherents retired together (6^"''*' *"•).
But
Mt.'s treatment of Mk. at this point (14**) is too artificial to be claimed as a
witness to some more primitive tradition, and the general reconstruction u
too hypothetical to be trustworthy.

The second part of the gospel (10^-13*^ describes the
Judaean ministry, undertaken with the shadow of his death at
Jerusalem resting upon his soul (9*^). The route taken lies on
the eastern side of the Jordan, and Jesus passes through Jericho
to Bethany (11^^). Hitherto he has only met the Jewish authorities defensively in controversy, but now he takes the initiative, following up his triumphal tntry into the capital by driving
the money-changers and traders out of the temple (ii^**'-).
Further controversy with the authorities follows (ii*''-i2^*
12I3-17 12I8-27 I aM-sTj. then a prophetic prediction of the future
{i^-^T) marks the close and climax of his public teaching. The
remaining part of the book narrates mainly the circumstances
of his arrest, trial, crucifixion, and burial (14^-15*'^), breaking
ofif abruptly with an account of how two women, coming to
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anoint his corpse, found the tomb empty and saw an angel who
bade them and the rest of the disciples return to Galilee: there
shall you see him, as he told you (i6i"^).
(a) The closing words are explained by Abbott (Diat. 527 f.) from the
misrendering of the Hebrew original, as though Mk.'s said nothing and Mt.
and Lk.'s carried word to rest on a confusion between nS and \S such as is
found in LXX of Jer 18", while they feared ( = M.t. and hk.'s beheld) implies a
similar and equally natural (cp. LXX Job 37", Is 16** etc.) confusion between
«T and riK-). This is a plausible, but not the only possible explanation, and
the other evidence for a Hebrew original is not cogent (see below, 228, 230).
(b) The chronological sequence of the gospel is better marked in its large
sections than in details. The mission of John the Baptist is described
without any note of its period (l'"'),* but it closed ( i " ) before the mission of
Jesus began. Even in what follows, apart from the reiterated eiBvs and Kal
(sometimes both together), Mk.'s arrangement is neither consecutive nor
coherent (cp. 6"'-); occasionally he dates a saying or incident on the Sabbath
(1*1 2^ C), and twenty-four hours t cover i^i-M^ but the healing of the
leper (!•""•) is undated, the return to Kapharnaum takes place 5i Tipepiov (2^),
and the succeeding incidents are narrated one after another without any
attempt at chronological order, the rare notes of sequence being quite vague
(e.g. iv iKelvais rats Tjpipais irdXiv KTX., 8'). How long the Galilean mission
lasted, or the sudden visit to the territory of Tyre (7^^''), we are not told.
The two exceptions are the transfiguration (six days after the previous conversation, 9^) and the passion-week (ll"")- The various days of the latter are
noted (14'' '^ l6''^). Here the tradition evidently was fairly exact and
precise (even to hours, 15^^), and the same primitive quality attaches to the
perd T]pipas ?| of 9^ (reproduced by Mt. but altered by Lk. into the vague
Ciael T)pipai bKrtJi),X which is probably equivalent to 'one week,' reckoned
from Sabbath to Sabbath (cp. Keim, iv. 308). The tradition is too early and
naive to render it likely that this chronology is artificial, due to the exigencies
of public worship (O. Holtzmann, Leben Jesu, Eng. tr. p. 344).
§ 2. Analysis.—The abbreviated and cursory character of the
prologue (i^-i^; cp. Bacon, JBL.,
1908, 84-106) as compared
with the detailed fulness of the following passages in the gospel,
has suggested three solutions. It has been held to point, {a) in
common with other structural phenomena of the book, to the
editing of an Ur-Marcus; or {b) to Mark's use of Q, the common
source of Matthew and Luke, which he generally abridges; or
{c) to Mark's dependence upon either or both of these gospels
* The 'forty' days of the temptation (l'^''') is symbolic, as in Ac l ' (cp.
DCG. ii. 250).
t Other little groups of a day's doings, in (2^-"?) 4'-8«'- ^"t- 6'"- gi"I , l - n iil2-i9 ii20(. j^V2S. i^H. ,6H._

X The similar phrase in Jn 20'"^^ {ped' i]pipas dKTu) is more definite ; but
in neither case is it necessary to think of the eight-day week of the Roman
calendar (Mommsen, Adm. Chronologic^, p. 228).
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(so especially Hilgenfeld and Badham). The first-named is
decidedly superior to the other two theories, and is borne out by
the subsequent traces of editorial revision throughout the gospel.
No attempt {e.g. von Soden, J. Weiss) to disentangle the precise
Petrine traditions or source is convincing,* but the work of the
editor in combining Mark's record with logia (f.^. in 9^"^- ii^s
and 13), in inserting summary links, and in re-arranging the
materials, can be seen from i^"^^ (^^^ Onwards. " It is as though
the type of Petrine narrative gospel had been already too firmly
fixed to admit of radical re-casting, and the new material had
been added in adaptation only, and for the most part in the form
of memoriter interpolations and supplements " (Bacon, p. xxi).
(a) T h e unrealities into which an ultra-literary criticism of the gospels slips
are illustrated by the conflicting views taken of a passage like Mk I*'". It is
as arbitrary to make Mt. and L k . expansions of Mk. as to see in Mk. little
more than an abbreviation of the large narrative in Q upon which Mt. and Lk.
subsequently drew. Q's use of M k . and M k . ' s use of Q (even in a primitive
form) are equally superfluous here. Throughout the whole section one has
the impression of a writer who is outlining rapidly a familiar story, in order to
reach the point at which either his characteristic contribution or more probably
the source before him first begins. T h e r e is no reason why the facts of
11-13 (15) should have been only accessible in Q or in any other document. In
that primitive Christian world even Q had no monopoly of such traditions ;
and although Q were prior to M k . , there would not be the slightest necessity
to postulate any documentary source from which the latter must have drawn
the contents or even the form + of the summary in I*'*'. Spitta, who regards
dpxv TOV evayyeXiov 'Iijaov Xpiarov (vlov Beov) as a title, further conjectures
that about a page of the original autograph has been lost before i^, since
KaBilis yiypairrai KTX. cannot be supposed to introduce a sentence, much less
a paragraph. This introductory page must have described the advent of the
Baptist, together with the genealogy and birth of Jesus ; but the reasons for
this ' m u s t ' are as slender as those for similar omissions between i* and l^, in
i ' ^ a n d a t 3 ^ ^ ( Z A ' ^ . , 1904,305 f. ; Urc. iii. 2, pp. 122-138 ; and below, p. 231).
(b) In the following section, which belonged to the Ur-Marcus, 1 ^ is
plainly proleptic. Mark X dwells on the widespread impression made
throughout Galilee by the expulsion of the unclean spirit; but even an
immediate impression (eiBvs) of this kind is not made in a few minutes,
whereas he goes on in v.^^ to describe what Jesus did after leaving the
* It is (cp. Burkitt, AJT., 1911, 169 f.) hypercritical to reject not only the
Petrine tradition of Papias, but the possibility of finding any definite Petrine
basis for the stories in Mk., as M. Briickner does (2A^f^., 1907, 48 f.).
t In l ' ' it goes back to Test. Napht. 8 : 6 Sidj3oXos cpev^eTai d<t> vpdv, Kal
rd Biipia (po^TiBTjaovTai vpds, Kal ol dyyeXoi dvdi^ovrai ipds.
X i.e. for convenience the composer of the gospel, as distinguished from
the Mark of the Ur-Marcus.
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synagogue on that very day. i"""* certainly hangs together ; the picture ol
a single day's activity is a historical and literary unity. Rut i"-", though
evidently meant to follow l " (as a specimen of the exorcisms there
mentioned) in order to explain Christ's avoidance of the cities (i^'), scarcely
introduces 2^'-, which probably existed in the Ur-Marcus in a detached
form.* 2*"- seems to echo l'°'-, but the call of Levi is remembered
principally for the sake of the famous reply of Jesus to the scribes of the
Pharisees (2^'""). The following set of sayings upon fasting (2"-^) are merely
topically connected with the preceding context; it is impossible to be sure
that the order is consecutive, or even that both debates (or either) occurred at so
early a period, for though both Mt. and Lk. emphasise the chronological order,
this only proves that they had no other outline to fall back upon. The
cycle of conflict-stories is then rounded off by two (2^'"^ 3'"*) which are set in
very vague connections of time, while 2^ seems hardly to have lain originally
next 2^. The encounter with the Pharisaic authorities, which naturally arose
from the free observance of the Sabbath and the synagogue-ministry of Jesus
(3'"')) closes with an allusion to the Pharisees and Herodians (3*) which again
is proleptic (cp. 12*'). But the fact that Jesus had already raised the
suspicions of the authorities explains the inquisitorial visits of the Jerusalemscribes in 3^*^ and 7'' Meantime Mark adds a short general paragraph to sum
up the increasing popularity of Jesus not merely in Galilee, but far beyond its
confines (3'"'*).
(c) This paragraph forms a transition between the opening section of the
gospel (where it throws the popular enthusiasm into relief against the
malevolent criticism of the authorities) and the following section (3^*-6")
which begins by describing how Jesus began to provide for the future, in view
of the demands and the dangers of the work, by organising his disciples.
Twelve are chosen (3"''*) to preach and to cast out demons, not to heal
sicknesses—a function which Mark, unlike Matthew (10*) and Luke (9-),
reserves for Jesus himself, t But no mission is assigned them till the close of
the section (6^'''^), and Mark again fills up his record with materials which are
both vaguely located (cp. 3^°) and loosely connected. The first of these is
the defence of Jesus against a charge of insanity brought against him by the
scribes firom Jerusalem, whose interference is topically set in an account of
a similar interference by his own family (3°^'^). The lake-side teaching is
then resumed (4^, cp. 2 ^ 3'""); but instead of describing as usual the effect,
Mark now gives a specimen of its contents (not necessarily borrowed from Q).
What Jesus taught in the synagogues is not explicitly reported (but cp.
Lk 4^'"*'). On the other hand, a selection from the parables spoken to the
open-air audiences is presented, containing three parables (4''°' ^^^' *''"'2),
with a discussion of the parabolic method in general (4'*"'^) and an explanation of the first parable (4'*"*). Interpolated between this and the second
parable is a saying upon the Lamp, apropos of the duty of opeimess for
a disciple (4'"''"). As his hearers, after v.^*, are the disciples, it almost
follows that w.**'*" (cp. the airots of v.**), which presuppose the crowd.
• The scribes and Pharisees do not pursue Jesus over the country ; thej
wait till he finishes a tour or journey (cp. 3^^'* 7"- 8""-).
t As a matter of feet, however, they do heal, when the time comes (6"''*)k
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originally followed w . ' ^ ' . This cycle of sayings is now closely linked
chronologically to a cycle of miraculous deeds (4^^-5'"; cp. 4^ = 4 ^ , the
second busy day's proceedings narrated by Mark), depicting the power of
Jesus over the forces of nature (4^°"*'), unclean spirits (5^"^°), sickness (5^"'''),
and death (5^^'^* ^•*^).
These incidents are closely and chronologically set.
But his sceptical reception at Nazareth (6''*°') is an erratic boulder,* like the
subsequent account of the commission of the twelve, which took place during
some preaching tour (6^''"^* ; cp. Wellhausen, Einl." 140).
(d) T h e fame of Jesus on this tour reaches the ears of Herod Antipas,
whose conscience is troubled by the appearance of one whom he takes to be
John the Baptist redivivus (6''''^'); but Mark has nothing to say of any
precautions taken by Herod, or even of what Jesus said or did during the
absence of the disciples. H e simply proceeds to narrate a couple of miracles
^g30-«. 45-s2^ which happened immediately after their return, and to note the
unabated popularity of Jesus as a healer of diseases (6^'^^).
Then follows
a cluster of sayings on true purity as opposed to ceremonial, occasioned by
a visit of the Pharisees and scribes from Jerusalem (7^'^'). N o motive is
assigned for the next move north into the Tyrian country (7^^"'"), and only
one incident is recorded—the cure of a Syrophoenician woman's daughter.t
On the way b a c k , t or possibly after his return, a deaf and dumb man is cured
( 7 " ' ^ ' ) ; but the incident is not fixed to any time or place. T h e next section
(8'"^') not only opens vaguely (8'), but contains material which is parallel to,
or a duplicate of, 6^^'-, viz. a miracle of feeding (8'""' = 6'^'') in an out-of-theway spot, followed by an encounter with the Pharisees (8^"-, cp. 7"'), and
a cure (8'''^'', cp. 7^"")' T h e characteristic traits of the separate stories are
probably due to oral tradition ; their agreements, which outweigh their differences, seem to denote a common, single type ; their juxtaposition is literary
rather than the result of oral tradition.
(e) T h e following fragment of teaching delivered on the way north to
Caesarea Philippi marks a more private and tragic phase in the gospel
(8^*-); the fate of Jesus as the Christ implies a resolute renunciation and
confession on the part of his disciples, to whom he now imparts special
instruction. But as the term rbv SxXov in 8 ^ shows, 8^'"- does not belong to
this particular cycle of t e a c h i n g ; it is one of the intercalations of the editor
who elsewhere (7'^) introduces a crowd (though not necessarily from L k 14^).
A certain roughness of arrangement or dislocation of the natural order is
evident indeed in the whole of 8 " ' - 9 ' ' , where 8^"- seems to be resumed § in
gii-i* after the break of 9""^"; but source and editor are not easily disentangled,
* Its position next to 6^"''*- '" is meant to bring out the contrast between
Christ's rejection by his own people and the success of his disciples abroad.
t Here only, by a foreigner, is Jesus called Kvptos in Mk., and here only
does the writer represent him as healing at a distance from the patient.
X Unless we are to suppose (cp. Bavkitt, JTS. xvii. 13 f.) that Jesus took
a long and apparently purposeless circular tour north and east and south, it
is better, with Wellhausen, to retjard Sidon as an erroneous rendering of p"x
(Saidan = Bethsaida) ; cp. 8-^ and Mt ii''^^
§ T h e suggestion that 9""'^ should read 9"- ^''^- i-»- '" certainly clears up the
oassage, and is preferable to deleting 9'-''- '*" (Wernle) as a gloss.
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Bacon (AJT,
1898, pp. 541 f., 1902, pp. 236f.) regards 9'"'" as practically
a duplicate of 8"'-9', 9''"'", which it interrupts with its vision-incident much
as Ac 9'<'-ii'^ precedes 13-15 ; Loisy {RHR., 1904, pp. 386f., 1907, p. 446)
assigns 8^'"'" 9 ' ' ^'"'^ to a primitive separate source ; and Schweitzer (Das
Abendmahl, ii. 58f.) puts 85^-9=^ back into the Bethsaida-period (6="-'>«). On
Wellhausen's arbitrary characterisation of 8'"-l0^° (Einl.'' 70 f., 8of.) as a
reflection of the later Christian consciousness, cp. Denney, Jesus and the
Gospel, 181 f., and E. F . Scott, The Kingdom and the Messiah. 167 f.
T h e twofold apologetic motive of the transfiguration-story is fairly obvious :
viz. to meet the objection raised by the Elijah-tradition (cp. Justin, Dial. 49),
and to explain how the crucified Jesus could be the Christ of God. T h e
former is emphasised by Mark ; the latter is specially brought out by Mt.
and Luke.
It has been conjectured that the transfiguration * originally
represented an appearance of Jesus six days after death (Wellhausen on
Mk 9'^ 'vielleicht der alteste in den Evangelien,' cp. Loisy, £vang. Syn. ii.
39-40) to the disciples in Galilee (Mt 28"") ; but though Peter is prominent
here (9^ cp. 8^"), this is hardly enough by itself to prove that the vision tallies
with that of I Co 15^ On the other hand, in 2 P i " - i ' the prophetic
announcement by Jesus of Peter's death (cp. Jn 2l'^'*) is followed by an
allusion to the vision and voice on the holy mountain which (Hofmann, cp.
Spitta's monograph, pp. 89 f.) might refer to a post-resurrection vision like this,
as is plainly the case in Ihe Apocalypse of Peter (§§ 2 f.), where the twelve on
a mountain with the risen Lord see two departed saints in radiant form
(pirpoaBev TOV Kvplov.
(f) T h e account of the transfiguration (9^"*') is followed by the expulsion
of an evil spirit from a boy (9""^^), the last miracle in Galilee thus belonging
to the same class as the first (i^^'-). T h e closing paragraph on the Galilean
mission consists of some fragments from the private conversation of Jesus
and his disciples (9'°"°"), which the editor has inserted without any close links.
Jesus is no longer preaching or healing ; his whole attention is concentrated
on the inner circle of his adherents. gSf-s' seems rather isolated, especially if
the curious v.^^ (calling the twelve, when he was already with them !), which
is partly omitted by D, is taken as an editorial link between ^'^* and
36-37 (Wellhausen). 988-40 certainly belonged originally to another site ; its
present position is due to the topical mention of the N a m e ( 9 " ' ' ' ) , and g*^
is the most natural sequel, at any rate, to 9^'. In g*^-^ the discourse apparently becomes still more disconnected and obscure, but the closing note
(9^") is on the same key as the opening (9'''').
(g) T h e final departure of Jesus from Galilee (10'"^) marks the beginning
of the Judaean ministry (10-13). T h e details of this are scanty and vague
until he reaches Jerusalem, when the record becomes suddenly richer.
Thus the discussion with the Pharisees on divorce (10^"'^) apparently occurs
in the open-air (cp. v.^"), but the setting of the incident is ambiguous.
Two incidents of travel follow (lo^'^""'' I'-^i); then the narrative becomes still
more vivid (lO^^'-)) though the request of James and John (lo^"-) is abrupt
* O. ^chm\eAe\{Hauptprobleme
d. Leben-Jesu-Forschung'',
81 f.) postulates
a similar origin for the synoptic stories of the feeding of the 5000 and
the walking on the sea (.Mk 6'"'- etc.),
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after what precedes.* The cure of the blind beggar outside Jericho (lo**''^)
was evidently a fixed point in the primitive tradition ; it is the only cure
wrought by Jesus outside Galilee, and it marks, by the beggar's acclamation
of Jesus as the Son of David, the opening stage of his messianic entry into the
capital (11'""). The site of the subsequent dialogues and discourses is
the temple (cp. 11"), where he spends the day but not the night; his
headquarters are at Bethany ( i i " - ' " ) .
The cleansing of the temple
(jji5-i8) is inserted in the symbolic story of the blighted fig-tree (ll'^""- ^'"•),
to which Mark has, as usual, attached several disparate sayings (ll^'*). In
a series of encounters, Jesus silences and outwits the official parties one after
another. The climax of these is the admission of a scribe f that Jesus is a
true teacher (12''^''), whereupon Jesus takes the initiative (I2''''-) by attacking
the teaching and conduct (i28*'*) of the scribes, to the delight of the people.
Since 10^'Jesus has been teaching not his disciples but the public ; in 13*'",
however, which forms the close of the Judaean ministry and the climax of
his relations with the temple, the editor, by using the small apocalypse,
represents him as instructing the inner circle of his disciples privately upon
the future destruction of the temple and the prospects of his own cause.
(h) The story of the Passion now begins (14""), the account of the
treachery of Judas being interrupted by that of the anointing at Bethany
(14'"'), and followed by that of the celebration of the passover (14"''*').
While i4^-i* is rejected as unhistorical by critics like Brandt and
Wellhausen, it is deleted by Spitta (Urc. i. 266f.) on grounds that are
hardly more solid than those on which Rauch (ZNW., 1902, 308-314) bases
his theory that 14I2-" forms a later gloss, intended to make the meal a
passover-supper. Only when vv.'^'^* are omitted, does the absence of
els'IepoabXvpa in v . " seem suspicious (cp. v.i*), as though the supper had
been perhaps eaten at Bethany (so, e.g., Wendling).
14^'- ^* is not an
unhistorical duplicate of 11^"*, and there is nothing in the style of the passage
to warrant any suspicion of later editorial handling. O. Holtzmann (Leben
Jesu, ch. xiii.), who places Jn 7''^-8" before Mk 12", regards Christ's
verdict on this woman as an incident at the beginning of the Monday when
he ate the passover evening meal with his disciples, and argues that as
neither Jesus nor his disciples can have been busy with preparations for that
meal, the elimination of Mk 1412-" would involve the loss of any tradition
relating to the earlier part of that day,—a loss which would be incredible,
since the disciples were far from likely to forget the last day they spent in the
company of their Master. This is subtle, but not untrue to the history or
psychology of the situation. For the theory that the time-references in
Mark's story of the passion-week were not in the Ur-Marcus, cp. J. Weiss
(DCG. ii. 323-324); for detailed criticism of the trial-stories, see Moffatt,
DCG. ii. 749-759, ET. xxviii. 57 f., and B. S. Easton in AJT. (1915) 430f.

§ 3. Structure.—This survey (i.) shows that, while the general
scheme is clear, Mark's arrangement of materials is often topical
• Here lo'*^'*' is secondary, as compared with the Lucan version (22^°'^).
t Neither 12^"''' nor even 12^*"^ is closely related to this period, and
probably Lk. (lo''^'*') is right in placing the former at an earlier phase of the
ministry ; cp. W. Ilaupt's Worte fesu (1914), pp. 61 f.
IS
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rather than historical. Sayings and incidents are grouped in a way
which suggests not so much chronological sequence as similarity
of subject-matter. The criticism of Papias would be justified, if it
referred to order. Compared with the Fourth gospel, whose
carefully marked sequences were familiar and popular in Asia
Minor in the opening of the second century, the narrative of
Mark would appear irregular. In the second place (ii.), Mark's
gospel is plainly a composition, not in the sense in which Mt. and
Lk. are, but still in a noticeable degree of its own. It is not an
artless transcript of oral reminiscences. The author has had
before him various materials, not only oral but also written
sources, which he has occasionally re-arranged.* The narratives
betray unevenness at certain points; gaps and breaks occur, and
more than one current of opinion or tradition may be detected.
The problem of literary criticism which results from these data
is, whether there is adequate evidence to prove that more than
one hand need be traced in the composition of the gospel, or
whether such editorial manipulation as can be unbared may not
have been the work of John Mark himself, to whom the first
draft of the Petrine reminiscences was due. There are two
a priori reasons for hesitation in attempting an analysis of Mark
into an original edition which has been revised or amplified by
a later writer, (a) We cannot assume that what appear to be
secondary elements were not already present to some extent in
the Petrine tradition which formed the basis of the original
gospel; by the time that Mark took down the reminiscences of
Peter there was ample time for the oral tradition of the primitive
churches to have filled out some of the sayings of our Lord, and
for elements of reflection and distortion to have crept in. {b)
The uniformity of language, both in style and vocabulary constitutes a second reason ; but, although Wendling has driven the
linguistic and stylistic argument to the verge of unreality, there
are nevertheless traces of strata, and such uniformity as may
be found is as likely to be the work of the final editor. These
* " Dans une oeuvre aussi peu litteraire, le defaut de cohesion n'est pas
une preuve de redaction multiple. Mais I'incoherence qu'on pourrait appeler
positive, le desaccord entre les morceaux juxtaposes qui procedent de
courants d'idees tres differents, I'accumulation de donnees disparates qui se
laissent reconstituer en groupes homogenes, caracterises chacun par une
inspiration distincte, les doubles emplois peuvent attestor, ici comme ailleurs,
l:i comhinaison des traditions ou des sources ecrites et la complexite du travail
redaclionnel" (Loisy, i. 85-S6 ; cp. Wendland. HBNT. i. 2. 260 f.).
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hesitation not in the acceptance but
hypothesis that the canonical Mark,
70, is based for the most part on
reminiscences.

The hypothesis that our canonical Mark represents the later edition of
an earlier document, or that it can be analysed into two or more different
sources, may be based either upon considerations drawn from the internal
structure of the gospel itself (so, e.g., P. Ewald, Wendling, Wellhausen), or from
a comparison of its contents with those of Mt. and Luke (so, e.g., J. Weiss,
R6ville, von Soden). It has undergone various vicissitudes. Advocated
formerly by Holtzmann, it was worked out by Schenkel, Weiffenbach,
Wittichen and others, especially by Sevin, Jacobsen, and Mangold.
Weizsacker then pushed the analysis of Mk. still further, and more recent
attempts at a pre-canonical source or sources are to be seen in the essays of
Beyschlag (SK., 1881, pp. 565 f.), Feine (JPT, 1886-1888), J. Weiss (SK.,
1890, pp. 555f., 1891, pp. 289f.), and W. Haupt. One motive which
actuated some of these critics was the desire to reconstruct the original Mark
of Papias ; but, independently of this, others have worked out a series of
secondary features, Pauline or apostolic, which have overlaid the primitive
materials of the Petrine story (cp. recently Schmiedel in EBi. 1844 f.). Thus
Wendling traces two different sources, in addition to an editor, throughout
the gospel. M', an Aramaic source, represents the primitive, realistic impression of Jesus the teacher, conveyed by Peter. This was translated into
Greek by M^ with poetical and artistic additions of his own to bring out the
supernatural powers of Jesus the divine messiah, the Son of Man who makes
a mystery of his person. Finally, a redactor ( = Ev), whose dogmatic interests
overrode his historical sense, inserted some passages (e.g. l^'' 3*'' ^ ' etc.)
and edited others (e.g. S^"- ll'^f. i9f. ^nd 12'^-"). But this implies too rigid
and a priori a conception of the developments of primitive Christology.
Even an incidental allusion like that of l ^ shows that Jesus was more than a
teacher in the earliest source, and many of Wendling's special results are too
subjective (C. S. Patton, Hai-vard Review, 1913, 229 f., J. Weiss, TR.,
I9I3> PP- 183 f., and Menzies, Review of Theology andPhilosopby, ii. pp. 3-6).
The over-elaboration of the theory will be seen from the following outline :—
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R. A. Hoffmann's scheme postulates two Aramaic editions of Mk., one
written by Mark for Jewish Christians and used by Mt., the other (a larger
and longer work) employed by the canonical Mk. and Lk. In this way the
occasional superiority of Mt. to the others is explained, but the agreements oi
all three are left in the dark (cp. Schmiedel, LC, 1904, 154 f), and the
theory of an Aramaic original is not convincing (cp. Lagrange, xliii f., xcvf.).
Wendling's analysis is rivalled, in point of elaboration, by Bacon's recent
theory that R, the final editor, who was an anti-Jewish Paulinist, used not only
Q (chiefly in the Lucan recension) and P (the primitive Petrine tradition, as
outlined in Ac lo^'"^*) but X (an unknown source). R's hand appears in li- '"'•
24-28. S4b 2l9b-20. 27-28 , 6 . 20-21 .83-34. 391. rl-Sl. 37 g l - S . 6-6. 16-29. 45. 62b. 66 y8-4. 8. 18 glO.
13. 16-21 g6. 12b. 30-32. 41. 60b J Q I . 12.32-34. 41f. j j 16. 17 (I). 18 j 2 l 2 j ^3f. lOf. 24f. j^S-S. 12f. 28. 28.
41. 661. J r2-B I j y j Ijg ^IgQ e d i t e d O i n l2- ''• 12-13. 14-15 gSb-lO. I5-I6. 18-19a , 1 - 6 . 8-l». 22-28.
.^2-8. 11-12. 31-26 630-31. 53-66 y l . 6. 14-17. 20-23. 81-37 §11-12. 14-16 (1). 221. §30-34 q37. 40. 42. 43f. (!)
60 I Q I O - I I - 28(. I ,9-10. 12-14. 20-21 i 2 l - l l - 88-40 j , 9 . 14f. 28t. I 4 l 7 ( . (!) j r40-41 j^j,(J p Jjj .35!.
614-16 Qll-12a. 18-17. 19f. 241. 33-35 jQiBt. (!) i j l f . 11. 19. 27t. j .27. 82!. 63 j , 1 . 6!. 39 g^g ^ g J J

as X in i^-*" 3 ' 8 ' ' ' * " " g^- ^'^^ JQIS-W. 241. , 235-^7 jrie!. 221. S4f. 42!. _ T h e r e a r e
more or less complete fragments of P in l""^'- 29-34a. 35-39 2i-5- n - " (4I?)
c22-S6. 88-48 » 2 4 t (!) g l - * (!). 27-29 g l j j i e f . j g H j d l ! . 10-11. 22f. 29f. 43L 651. j ^73 Q{ ^
j 8 . B-11 2 l 7 ' 21-26 .9-10. 18-20 ^i (I). 32-45 (I). 46-62a n6-7 g49 i o 2 - » ( ! ) . 17-23. 35!. I 2 l 8 ' .

in
«!.

131-2143-7 1521-w. 88^ and of Q in 4^-32ffl6^ ("•"» 7*-!^ 835-38 92-6 7-io. is. 28 io22-28_
It is obvious that this analysis reduces P to a minimum and raises R to a
maximum ; the criteria for distinguishing Q and X are rarely cogent, and
a large amount of matter assigned to either, as well as to R, might well be
grouped under P. See N. P. Williams in OSS. pp. 387-421.
Solger's (Urc. 64 f.) "Ur-Marcus" consists of 1^-45 2I-20. 28-28 ^i-a*. 8i-a»
.1-10. 18-27. 36-41 rl-7. 9-48 51-18. 30 ^1-2. 6-14. 16-36 gl-17. 21-30. 32-35. 38 Q17-80. 33-37 J Q I - S I '
48-62 11I-24. 37-88 12I-8. 12-44 jjl-S- H-22. 24-80. 32-37 jdl2-13. 16-22. 26. 32. 34-35. 40. 50-63. 65.

60-64 15I.16. 22. 25-28. 80-82. 34. 37. 39. 42.46_ composed c. A.D. 38 by J o h n M a r k (cp.
Ac I2'2). Both Scholten a n d Jacobsen h a d already advocated this view of the
authorship of the source, which is also held by A . Miiller (the source being
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Aramaic), and which is much nearer to the data of the gospel and of the
primitive tradition than any of the analyses just noticed,* or than that of a
critic Hke J. Weiss, who holds rigidly that the Ur-Marcus contained little or
nothing which cannot be found in Mt. and Lk., and in whose hands this
primitive source loses its graphic colouring and circumstantial detail, since most
of the salient features of the canonical Mark are ascribed to the redactor.

The difficulty of determining what is primary and what is
secondary is illustrated, e.g., by such a minor Hnguistic point as
the use of the semi-proverbial formula, he who has ears {to hear)
let him hear (cp. HS.^ 106-107). This denotes a pregnant
reminder to the reader or hearer; but it may quite well have
been used by Jesus {e.g, in Mk 4^- ^^) in some of the connections
preserved in the gospels. The Joh. apocalypse's use of it (2'' etc.
13^) is hardly normative, and the call to note a deeper sense in
the adjoining context is not to be referred exclusively to the age of
the Epigoni, when the sayings of Jesus were becoming the subject
of devout allegorising (so M. Dibelius in SK, 1910, 461-471).
{a) The opening paragraph (i^"*) starts two special problems :
one upon the meaning of i^ {"-PXV ''"•'i' evayyeXiov 'Irjcrov Xpia-rov,
vlov 6eov), and one upon the relation of the O T citation in i^-s
to the rest of the context. T h e former passage is the title of
the prologue. In v.^* the writer begins his narrative proper of
the life of Jesus with the remark that Jesus came into Galilee
preaching TO eiayyiXiov TOV 6eov. T h e different sense of
evayyeXiov in v.^ — where the words 'Irja-ov Xpiarov are not
subjective (so Zahn), as if it were the gospel which Jesus
preached, but objective—indicates a conscious play upon the
term.
The apxij of the Christian dispensation lay in the
prophetic mission of John, who summed up the p'-'^vious order
of things (cp. Mt ii^^) and prepared the way .or the new.
Hence the twofold citation in i^-s. T h e editor in v.^ explains
how the dpxj^ was not Jesus himself but some one else, the
divinely predicted forerunner ( = iyevero 'Iiodwrjs KTX.), while in
V.3 he explains how the very sphere of the forerunner's mission
had also been prophesied { = iv ry ipi^p<a, v.*; cp. FFG. ii. 42 f.).
Although dpx'il here is not equivalent to summa rei (so Herklotz in BZ.,
1904, pp. 77 f., 1905, pp. 408 f.), it might be a misrendering of the incipit
* P. Ewald (Das Hauptproblem der Evglienfrage und der Weg zu seiner
Lbsung, 1890, pp. 1781.) gives the redactor little more than l'"' I'^-S^'
l6'-2''; du Buisson assigns him a few linguistic changes (e.g. in 13), one or
two details, and some context supplements (e.g. in 2i''- i'- i* 6** 7'" 8' 9^*
, 0 2 7 12I6 21. 23 1^16),
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prefixed to Mark when the gospels were written in one manuscript (so
Nestle in Exp.* x. 4 5 8 - 4 6 0 ; Einf. pp. l3of., Eng. tr. 1 6 3 : Philol. Sacra,
pp. 45-46) ; the heading of the book would thus become tlic opening of the
text. But '\f dpxh is an unparalleled opening for an early Christian writing,
KaBiiis (especially introducing a quotation) is equally abnormal. iS'one of
the cases quoted in ACL. i. 996 is really analogous at all points to Mk
11-2, and, as it seems clumsy and contrary to Mark's style to connect v.i with
V.'' grammatically, the alternative is to regard the O T citation as due to
an editorial hand, whereas, in the original, v.i was the heading or description either of the opening section or of the whole book. In the latter case,
the object of the gospel would be to portray the start and origin (cp. Ac i'.
H e 2 ' , Jn 15^') of the gospel of Jesus during his lifetime on earth (so Zahn),
i.e. in the revival movement of John.
This would gain in likelihood
if one accepted the hypothesis (see below) that Mark wrote another
treatise (which underlies the opening chapter of Acts) to describe the progress
and advance of the gospel whose opening his first book had depicted.
But in view of the precariousness of this theory, it is safer to confine
the scope of v.i to the opening section of the gospel itself. Otherwise,
dpx'b KTX. might be taken with iyivero in v.^, the intervening verses being
a lengthy parenthesis (so, e.g., Hilgenfeld, ZIVT,
1906, 196-199, and
Goguel, op. cit. 36)—a hypothesis which Chajes utilises in favour of his
Semitic * original for the gospel by conjecturing that dpxT\ is really a
misinterpretation of Dni? = D'np {irpiv), though Ilalevy prefers to think of n^nn
(cp. H o s l2 L X X ) . But such Semitic hypotheses f are generally precarious,
and, in this instance, they are superfluous.
T h e awkwardness of the whole passage, whether 2"' is taken as a
parenthesis or 1-' as an anacolouthon, suggests irresistibly that the O T
references at least are inserted by an editorial hand from some book of
florilegia (p. 24). Some primitive disturbance or corruption of the original
text is almost certain, and, as no evidence is to be found in M S S , it occurred
probably in the process of editing the Ur-Marcus. Deleting 2'' (('Sou iyiji
aov), Weiffenbach opens what he considers to be a " beautiful and grand
portal to the g o s p e l " (fPT,
1882, 668-680 ; similarly Soltau, Eine LUcke, pp.
• Hebrew. W. C. Allen similarly falls back on an Aramaic original,
regarding the prophetic references, together with the mistranslation, as the
work of the Greek translator. Wellhausen {Einl. § 3) even pushes his
ievised edition of Ur-Marcus earlier than its translation into Greek.
\ That Mark is the translation of an Aramaic original is held, e.g., by
H . P . Chajes (Markus
Studien,
1889), Halevy (RS.,
1900, 115-149),
W. C. Allen (ET,
1902, 3 2 8 - 3 3 2 ; Exp.'^ i. 436-443), Blass (Philology of
Gospels, 190-218), R. A. Hoffmann, Zimmermann (SK., 1903, 287 f.), and
Wellhausen (Einl.
14 f., 43 f.).
Z i m m e r m a n n s {SK.,
1901, 415-458)
analysis makes all three synoptists (Mark before A . D . 66) translate AQ,
the primitive Aramaic gospel ; while neither Mt. nor Lk. used Mk., L k . had
access to a special source (LQ) ; but his birth-story is drawn from A Q in
order to counteract Mt.'s legendary narrative (see below), and his resurrection cycle of stories is based on another special source (Semitic) extending
into Acts,
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1-7, and Holtzmann in HC); but it is better, with Lachmann (SK., 1830,
p. 844), P. Ewald, Weizsacker, Scholten, Wellhausen, and others, to take ^-'
as an editorial gloss. Spitta (ZNW., 1904, 305-308), who rightly takes v.*
as the title (cp. J. Weiss, das alteste Evglm, pp. 24 f.), regards 2a-l-3 ^s
the original of the opening passage ; but he complicates this by declaring
that some previous introductiory narrative must have lain in the original text
(see above, p. 221).

If the fusion of the citations is not due to Mark himself,
it is probable that he was indebted for it to z. florilegium of
messianic proof-texts which was circulated among the churches,
for the benefit of those who were exposed to controversy with
the Jews. The Malachi-citation, grouped under Isaiah in Mk
i2, occurred in a subsequent passage of Q (Mt iiio = Lk 'f^)
which is absent from Mark's narrative. If Mt. and Lk. had Mk.
i^-s before them, they probably preferred the more correct
situation of Mk \\ But even if they had not, it would be unnecessary to fall back on either of the three hypotheses just
mentioned, as though Mk. or the editor of the Ur-Marcus
deliberately fused together the separate citations which he found
in Q or in Mt. and Lk.
The other OT reminiscences are scanty and unimportant; for the most
part they are conformed to the LXX (cp. W. C. Allen, ET. :di. 187-189).

(p) The position of the conflict-section in Mk 2^-3^ suggests
doubts of its chronological setting. The uniform colour of the
five incidents (2I-12, i3-i7,18-22^ 23-23^ 31-6)^ the notice of a plot of
the Herodians and Pharisees against his life at this early stage
(3^), the proleptic occurrence of the messianic* Son of Man
(cp. 823- 38f-), and the general unlikelihood of such an immediate
and rapid succession of encounters—these considerations point to
the antedating of the incidents in question, or at least to the
fact that some of them (excluding the call of Levi, 2^*), like 3^^^,
have been drawn into this early group through the influence of
associations. The probability is that they belonged to a special
source incorporated either by Mark or by the final editor at this
point t (^o^Qxt^X, Lehre Jesu, i. 23 f.; Baldensperger, Dalman,
* It cannot well be equivalent to the generic bar nasha in 2i', any more
than in 2^'-, Lk 22^', Mt 10^' 26^. That Jesus used it as a non-messianic
self-designation is over-subtle; neither here nor elsewhere is it possible to
explain the title as an equivalent for man (the Man), the first person singular,
or some one (cp. Mt 11'). Even the alternative, that Jesus used it as an
incognito, to provoke thought, is unsatisfactory (cp. Abbott's Diat. 3152 f.).
t The source is resumed at 12^' (Wendt, pp. 25 f.; Plaupt's WorteJesu, 51).
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etc.). Similarily 322-30 jg misplaced* from after 7^2 (^he Jerusalemite scribes do not appear on the scene till after 7^), and the
editorial hand appears in 3^-1^ (Wellhausen, Wendling).
{c) In passages like 4I"** (cp. EBi. 1866-1867) 9^^^' and 13,
the impression of editorial work upon a source, not simply on
oral tradition, deepens; e.g. 4^"^- is secondary to its context
(cp. J. Weiss and Wendling), which lies more level to 2^-3®.
Without carrying the analysis further, we may therefore outline
the process by which Mk.'s gospel reached its present form, thus :
notes of Peter's reminiscences written down by Mark t (hence
the Aramaic colouring and vivid detail of certain sections) were
afterwards edited by a (Roman ?) Christian who used not only
the small apocalypse but some other logia of Jesus (not
necessarily Q). T h e gospel is not a gospel of Peter, but it
contains a cycle of traditions for which Peter is the authority
and in which he plays a prominent role. T h e first person
mentioned in the narrative of Christ's mission (i^*^-) is Simon;
his call (ii'5^-) is followed ere long (i^^f-) by the cure of his
mother-in-law. Simon Kal oi per airov (i^^) form the inner circle
(cp. 92^' 3* 14'*) of the first disciples (2^^); he is named first in
the list of the twelve (3^®^-); he first hails Jesus openly as the
Christ (8^^^-), and is evidently the leader and spokesman of the
twelve (8^3 10^* 11^^ Kai dva/Aviyo-^ets 6 Ilerpo? Aeyei avro), | 14'^

16^), though now and then speaking (14^*) and acting (14*'^)
impetuously for himself (cp. 14**-^s^-). One slight feature, which
emphasises not only the prominence of Peter but the leading
position next him of the sons of Zebedee, is the way in which
the latter, after i^** ^9, are mentioned between Simon and his
less famous brother Andrew (cp. 3^^^- 13^ with 9^^- lo^^f. i^ssf.^.
The connection of the Ur-Marcus with Peter accounts for the
* Cp. Bacon and Loisy, e.g. The inaccuracies of Mk 71'- upon Jewish
purifications also show that the source here has been edited by some Gentile
Christian, who, unlike Peter and Jbhn Mark, was unfamiliar with local religious customs (cp. Blichler in^T'. xxi. 34-40, and Horst in JA'., 1914, 429 f.).
t Cp. above, pp. 190 f. Salmon's verdict (Human Element in Gospels, 21)
sums up the case moderately, " I do not believe that St. Peter had any
share in the composition of St. Mark's gospel, or that he was in any way
responsible for its contents. But I consider that critical study would lead
us to believe that some of the evangelist's statements were derived directly or
indirectly from that apostle, and therefore I would not hastily reject the
tradition that there had been personal intercourse between the two."
X Mt. (212") generalises this into ol padriral.
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historical nucleus at the bottom of the Marcan stories. Several
of the latter are more than circumstantial; they reveal the
man who was there. The secondary features of the gospel are
adequately accounted for by the process of editing, which has
left the gospel something very different from the naive transcript of an eye-witness's reminiscences, even when the latter had
passed into the form of preaching material irpos ras xpe'*?Scattered throughout the book are editorial touches due partly to
catechetical influences, such as the addition of'ITJCTOIJ Xpiarov (-h vlov Beov?)
to eiayyeXlov ( l ' ) , of* /cai iriareiere iv r<p eiayyeXlip to peravoetre (l*'), of
Kal rov eiayyeXlov in S ' ' (as in 10^), of 8ri Xpiarov iari (9") and perd Snoypdv
in 10^, the incidental description of the twelve as apostles (6*"), the observations in 6^2 (cp_ TTiipuaiv in E p h 4I*) and 1 3 ' ' , reflections of the apostolic age,
as, e.g., in the description of John's baptism (i*, cp. Ac 2^*), editorial glosses
like KaBapl^ojv irdvra rd ^piipara ( 7 " , showing how the author viewed the
Antioch controversy in the apostolic church), and other additions which are
either marginal glosses, or insertions of an early copyist, Kai &pov rbv Kpd^arrbv
aov (2'), T6 Kaivbv rov iraXaiov {2^^), rbv iaxvbra
rbv Xeyiwva (5''), 6 ydp
Kaipbs oiK fjv avKCtiv (11'^, so Bakhuyzen, Baljon, Wernle, and others), p^
KaTaXiirtjiv airippa (122'), rov 'Irjaov (14"), Kal dXiKruip itpiiivriaev (14**), etc.
Even the repeated evBis does not necessarily belong to the Ur-Marcus ; textual
criticism indicates that it was sometimes (Lewis, Old Syriac Gospels, p . xx)
inserted subsequent to the use of the Ur-Marcus by Mt. and L u k e . f

§ 4. Religious Characteristics.—The primary aim of Jesus,
according to Mk., was to proclaim the good news of the
kingdom (i^* K-qpvcjcriiiv), at first by teaching in the synagogues
(i^if-). What aroused wonder and admiration was the powerful
and authoritative character of his words. This at once involved
him in encounters with unclean spirits; the new teacher became
inevitably the exorcist (i^^^-), while another side of his mission
was that of healing the sick. Mark brings out, in his first chapter,
how what Jesus conceived to be his proper mission, viz. preaching
(i^^ eis TOVTO yap i^rjX6ov, referring to his divine commission, not
to the house of v.*^ which he had left not to preach but to
pray), was handicapped X by his very popularity as an exorciser
* On the secondary character of Mk. here, as compared with Mt. and L k . ,
cp. J . Weiss, Die Predigt Jesu 2, p . 69. T h e gospel of God was an expression
first popularised, if not coined, by Paul, so far as we know (cp. Resch,
Paulinismus,
p. 380).
t Cp. Weiss' exhaustive study in ZNW. (1910, 124-133) ; he finds eiBbs
certainly original in l''- ^2 2^2 4I7 ^42 JQ52 J^72 probably original in 4" 6°" 52*.
X Hence the more difficult reading dpyiaOels (!•") of D a ff"-^ as a complement to the iplSpipTiadpevos of I*'*, not an echo of it, is preferable to the
smoother airXayxf-adeis,
which was probably introduced for motives QI
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and healer (cp. i**). T o Mark, Jesus is above all things the
preacher and teacher, in Galilee {2^-^^ ^1-2. s.if. 52.6 ^j^j^ JQI^^
where his true work is interrupted by appeals for cures which
his compassion could not refuse (cp. Wellhausen's Einl."^ 156-157).
The emphasis laid by Mark (cp. Diat. 3624-3625) on the power exerted by
Jesus over evil spirits, denotes an early Christian tendency or tradition which
found evidence for his messianic claims in this sphere of authority. What
the eschatological messiah had been expected by some circles to accomplish,
that Jesus had done—and more. The first experience of Jesus, after his
endowment with the messianic spirit, is a prolonged conflict with Satan,
in which he is supported or surrounded by an angelic retinue (1^°-''). The
results of this encounter are at once visible, Jesus exorcises the evil spirits
^j23-27.84j_ They repeatedly own his authority (cp. 3"), but he refuses to
accept their wild witness. His popularity (3"') and unpopularity (3™'')
alike are attributed to this power ; the most heinous sin is that of attributing
it to a trafficking with the evil spirits themselves (322- "•). Satan or
Beelzebub with his realm of demons is set over against the divine realm inaugurated by Jesus. It is not, however, correct to argue * that the exorcising
of demons by Jesus forms an important feature in the synoptic use of the term
" Son of Man." So far as Mk. is concerned, this term is never connected with
the expulsion of evil spirits (cp. 2i°- 2^). It is as God's Son (cp. l'^), the holy
one of God (l^^, cp. 32'), the Son of the most high God (5'), that Jesus
of Nazara casts demons out of men. Consequently, while the Marcan
(and indeed the synoptic) accounts of demon-expulsion must be read in the
light of contemporary superstitions (cp. W. O. E. Oesterley in DCG. i.
440-443), they cannot be regarded as imaginative illustrations of an element
in messianic prophecy. Whatever be their historical nucleus, these naive
popular traditions derive from a definite set of apostolic reminiscences, "f
Thus, even though the words v'lov Beov in i ' are a gloss, they are a correct
gloss. The unclean spirits hail their exorciser as the Son of God (3II, cp. 5');
Jesus is God's Son ( i " , cp. 13^2) fiom first to last, and the last testimony
paid him is this unconscious homage from a pagan's lips (15^^).
But, while the valuation of Jesus as the Christ is the determining factor of any gospel, critics like Kostlin, Keim, M.
Schulze {ZWT,
1894, pp. 332 f.) and Wrede (pp. 71 f.) go to
uncritical extremes in exaggerating the superhuman, mysterious,
and even metaphysical traits of the Marcan Jesus at the expense
of the human element
Mark does note the spirit of Jesus more
reverence (cp. Nestle's Philolog. Sacra, 26, and Einf. 219-220, Eng. tr. p.
262). Rauch (ZNW., 1902, 300-303) is one-sided in regarding 1^1* *" and
i " (8pa
eliTTjs) as editorial glosses introduced to glorify Jesus.
* As Volz does {Judische Eschatologie, p. 215).
t To this position Wrede was driven back (cp. ZNW., 1904, 169-177)
by critics of his brilliant but one-sided Messiasi^eheimnis; he admitted that the
Marcan interpretation was rooted ultimately in actual occurrences of exorcism
(e.g. in l'^'- 5"-) as the soil of the later schematisin.
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than once (i^ i^" where Lk.'s TO irvevp-a TO ayiov is probably
more correct, 2^ &^^), but there is no tendency to represent
this in any dogmatic form as a sheer supernatural force, any
more than to ignore or depreciate the limitations of his supernatural power and knowledge (cp. 13^2). Upon the contrary, it
was the frank recognition of these human limitations which led
both Mt. and Lk. to modify several of the Marcan sayings (cp.
e.g i3* with Mt 816 and Lk .4*0, 3^1 with Mt i 2 « and Lk 820).
If the Jesus of Mk. is not a humanitarian rabbi or sympathetic
prophet, he is still less the pictorial representation of a divine
energy in history.
Although it is no longer possible to argue, with the Tiibingen
theorists {e.g, Holsten, Die Synopt, Evglien, 1885, PP- i79f-)>
that Mk.'s gospel was composed by a Paulinist in order to
justify the preaching of the Pauline gospel in opposition to the
Petrine manifesto of Mt., much less that it was designed to be
a counterblast to the Apocalypse of John (Volkmar), there
are traits (cp. e.g. ii4-i5 = Gal 4% 410-12=1 Co 1421^- Ro g^^ioi®'2i, 8^^ = Ro 116, 92-8 = 2 Co 3^-4^) which serve, as watermarks of an age when elements of the Pauline gospel had had
time to affect the writer's er^ironment. The specifically Pauline
elements in Mk. are discussed especially by von Soden {ThA,
143 f., 150 f.), Titius {ThSt. 325 f.), W. Bruckner {PM., 1900,
426 f.), Menzies {The Earliest Gospel, 1901, 38 f.), J. Weiss {Das
alteste Evglm, 42 f.), and Bacon {Beginnings of Gospel Story,
pp. xxvii f., xxxiv f.). The last-named scholar attributes the
radical Paulinism of the book to its redactor, but there is no
conscious or radical ' Paulinism ' in Mk. The gospel has traces
of the apostolic age; in language-(^.^. 8^^) and spirit it reflects
naturally its environment, and the Pauline gospel had entered
into that environment. But Mark was not a Paulinist.* His
emphasis on the proof from miracles and his theory of the
resurrection-appearances diverge from Paul; Paul never uses
the favourite Marcan title of the Son of Man; and Mark's
christology has interests to which Paul was indifferent. The
theory of the parables in 410-12 betrays the influence of views
* " Auf alle Fulle gehort es in den paulinischen Kreis hinein, womit doch
keineswegs gesagt ist, dass sein Verfasser als ein paulinischer Christ, sei es
auch nur in dem sehr bedingten Sinne, wie solches ja von vielen neutestamentlichen Schriftstellern gilt, zu betrachten sei" (Holtzmann, ARW. x. 4 0 ;
cp. Moffatt, Theology of the Gospels, pp. 22 f.).
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such as Paul urged in i Co 14-1 "^^ and Ro 918-29 IQI"-''' i i " ! ' ;
in spite of all that may be urged to the contrary (cp. e.g. P.
Fiebig's Altiiiiiischc Gleichnisse und die Gleichnissejesu, 1904, 146 f.;
Knoke, NKZ, 1905, 137-164; P. Lagrange in RB., 1910, pp.
5-25 ; Denney in Exp.^ ii. 221 f ; and Feine,y^wj Christus und
Paulus, 135-149), it is not easy to deny that these words, in their
present form, bear the impress of the Pauline theory of Israel's
rejection (cp. Jiilicher's Gleichnisreden Jesu, i. 120-148), and 10''*
is sometimes reckoned as another instance. But the challenging
logia of 22'-28 yi5f. and 12^2-34^ t^e avoidance of v6po%, and the
universalism of i i i ^ and 13^0 (cp. 14^) are primitive Christian,
not specifically Pauline, and it is to make a tether out of a hair
when the story of 938-39 ^nd the refusal of the request of the
sons of Zebedee are supposed to be inserted in Paul's interests,
or when references to the cross and suffering are attributed to
Paulinism (as if the latter monopolised these in the primitive
church), or when a saying like that of 14^* is run back to
the Pauline category of the flesh and the spirit. On the other
hand, some allegorical or symbolical touches, e.g., in the story of
the fig-tree and in 15^*, are significantly Pauline (see generally
H . G. Woods, in The Parting of the Roads, 1912, 145 f).
§ 5. Origin.—That the gospel, in its present form, was intended
for an audience outside Palestine is plain not only from Mk.'s
omission of much Jewish detail that is preserved in the ordinary
synoptic tradition, but from his careful explanations of customs
{e.g. 7^"** 11 15*2)^ phrases (5*1 ^^*), and names {e.g. 31^ lo'*^) which
would be unfamiliar to Christians of Gentile birth throughout
the empire. The fact that the gospel was written in Greek does
not, of course, invalidate the hypothesis that it was written in or
for the Roman church, since Greek was widely known at this
period (cp. Caspari's Quellen zur Gesch. d. Taufsymbols, iii. 267 f),
but the occasional Latinisms merely prove at most that the
writer was in touch with the Latin language.* The wide range
of the Empire made this possible in many countries of the East,
and no linguistic feature of this kind can be assumed to have
any local significance. The presence of such Romanised forms
might even be held to corroborate the ancient tradition that
Mark was connected with Alexandria; in the Koivf) of Egypt,
where the civilisation and culture of Rome spread so widely
* On the N T ' L a t i n i s m s , ' see H a h n ' s Rom und Romanismus
rdm. Osten (1906), 257 f., and T h u m b in DAC. i. 555.
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during the first century * B.C., many Latin terms may still be
traced, including military terms t like Xeytcov and Kevrvpiiov (cp,
P. Meyer's Heerwesen, pp. 131 f.). But the Latinisms belong to
Mk.'s colloquial style, and, beyond the vague inferences which
may be drawn from his connection with Peter and the latter's
connection with Rome, there is no evidence, internal or external, to suggest the church for which, or the place at which,
the gospel was composed. Even if the Rufus of 1:521 were the
Rufus of Ro 161^, this would not necessarily point to a Roman
circle (see above, p. 137), and the bearing of f--'^^ (things clean
and unclean) is too general to be confined to the Roman church
(Ro 14, He 139).
§ 6. Style.—Mark has no special style; his book has not the
Biblical tinge of Mt. nor the literary art of Luke; it is written
usually (cp. J. B. Pease, y".5Z., 1897, 1-16) in terse, vivid Greek,
of a popular and even a colloquial order (cp. the use of terms
like Kpd/^^aros and crXjivpC?); the occasional looseness of construction and roughness of phrasing is due to a vigorous emphasis
{e.g. in 222 72 32 I i3i-32 1333-34)^ xhis accounts in part for some of
his idiosyncrasies, such as his fondness for double negatives {e.g.
j44 22 327 j3 ijU etc.), and diminutives like Ovydrpiov, IxdvSia,
KOpdcriov, Kvvapiov, traihiov (iratSia), iraiSiaKrf, irXoidpiov, *l/ix^a, a n d

oirdpiov; his predilection for ei6v<i, irdXiv, and TroAAa (adverbial);
his addiction to the historic present—a mark of the anecdotist—•.
and Kai in narrative connections. The so-called Aramaisms are
sometimes not real Aramaisms {e.g. the double hvo); when
sifted, they prove an Aramaic background for the tradition, not
an Aramaic document which has been translated, nor even a
cast of style which can be described as particularly Hebraistic.
But, while Mark as a whole is shorter than Mt. or Luke, in
his descriptions he is frequently elaborate and ample. Many
of what may be termed his " extra-touches " are, no doubt, due
to his vivid and circumstantial imagination, possibly working
upon the oral reminiscences of Peter and others ; but more than
once his narrative has a redundant and even heavy form which
* The papyri show the later spread of the Latin element (cp. Wessely's
paper on 'die latein. Elemente in der Graaitat der agypt. Papyrusurkunden,' Wiener Studien, 1902, pp. 99-151).
t Mk.'s explanation of Greek terms by Latin (12*^ 15'*) is perhaps the
one exception which turns the scale in favour of a church whose members
knew Latin (cp. Lagrange's edition, pp. xcvii-xcix).
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Mt. and Luke, with larger books to write,, have carefully avoided.
Salient instances of this may be seen, e.g., in 1^2 (oi/ft'as Se yevopivijs
ore l?>v(Tev 6 ^Aios), where Mt. omits ore KTX. (S^*') and Lk. o^j/ias 8e
yevopev-qt; (4^"); in 143" {crrjpepov ravry ry VVKTI), where Mt. omits
(263.'') and Lk. retains alone (223*) (Tr)p.epov; in passages like 22''
( = Mt i2», Lk 63) and 14*3 ( = Mt 26^, Lk 22^^), where Mt. and
Lk. agree in omitting the same clause or phrase in a Marcan
duplicate expression, and elsewhere (cp. the collection of material
in HS.'^ 139-142). This pleonastic method of composition is
frequent enough in Mk. to be regarded as a predominant feature.
He loves to linger over details, and to bring out clearly and
profusely the mise en seine, or the feelings of Jesus and his circle.
More than once, indeed, his account of some incident is actually
longer than the corresponding narrative or narratives in Mt. and
Lk. (cp. Menzies,. The Earliest Gospel, pp. 34 f.); after ni^- the
tendency generally is to be less compressed.
§ 7. The Conclusion (i60-20).—The gospel breaks off abruptly
at 16^, in the middle of a sentence, like the first edition of Sidney's
Arcadia. The words i^o/Sovvro ydp might indeed be taken, like
^ yap /xryas crijioSpa (r6*), as merely a styhstic negligence; but
even so it is not possible, in spite of all that can be urged to
the contrary (^.^. by P. W. Schmidt, Gesch. Jesu, 1904, p. 49;
Wellhausen, and B. Weiss),* to imagine that the author intended
his book to end thus, (i.) That he was prevented by some
emergency from finishing it, is possible, (ii.) That he did finish
it, although the conclusion was lost or suppressed, is not less
probable, (i.) The former hypothesis in one form (Zahn, GK,
ii. 928 f.) accounts for the circulation of copies lacking 16O-20 by
assuming that Peter's death prevented Mark from completing the
volume at once, and that, before he could do so, copies of it were
riiade by some of his friends. There is a partial parallel in the
literary fortunes of the notes written by Arrian of the lectures
of Epictetus, which, like the first edition of the Religio Medici,
were at first pubHshed surreptitiously, or at least without the
connivance of the author. Otherwise, accident or death may
{FFG, i. 96) have prevented the author from finishing his treatise.
(ii.) The original conclusion may also have perished, how* Jacoby (NT Elhik, 1899, 413) argues that though the close is accidental,
it "admirably reflects the feeling which fills the evangelist as he stand;
before Jesus." A. Bauer (Wiener Studien, 1912, 301-317) suggests that
16*"' is an interpolation.
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ever, not by the accidental mutilation of the autograph, but
because it was suppressed soon after the gospel was written.
The possibility of this is not to be denied on a priori grounds.
The gospel was short; it lacked the special features of Mt. and
Lk., in which the bulk of it had been incorporated, and its slow
circulation in the sub-apostolic age, reflecting its initial literary
fortunes (cp. Burkitt, Two Lectures on the Gospels, pp. 32 f^),
serves to explain how all trace of the original conclusion perished.
At one time there must have been practically only a single copy
in existence, and that minus the closing leaf. A plausible reason
for its removal (Rohrbach) was that it gave, like the lost
(suppressed ?) part of the Gospel of Peter, a Galilean account of
the Resurrection-appearances which did not tally with the
Asiatic traditions of the Elders, who favoured Luke (cp. Lk 24*
with Mk 16^) and John, or else (Reville) that it was too brief
and unconventional to suit the needs of the later church. The
compilation of the canon (especially and primarily of the four
gospels) then led to the addition of 16O-20 with its generalised and
conventional statement of the resurrection-appearances.
In a region where nearly every step is a surmise, this is as plausible as
any hypothesis yet offered, but it leaves two questions open: (a) What of
the original conclusion ? Can any trace of it be discovered ? (b) And what
of the later second-century supplement or appendix (16^-^")?
{a) Obviously the Marcan epilogue included an appearance of Jesus to
Peter (so Paul and Luke), probably in Galilee (cp. Melzer, PM., 1902, 147156)—which suggests a connection between it and the Gospel of Peter. More
detailed reconstructions (cp. T. S. Rordam, HJ., 1905, 769-790) are precarious, though we may fall back provisionally,* with Blair {Apostolic Gospel,
372-385), on Lk 248- "-^2, and, with E. J. Goodspeed (AJT., 1905, 484-490 ;
cp. W. C. Allen, ICC. 302f.),t on Mt 288-20 (or rather on Mt 2S'-"'-'s-^o),
than which, as Mt. usually enlarges his sources, the Marcan appendix can
hardly have been longer. Goodspeed's version of the supposed original is as
follows : And behold Jesus met them, saying. Hail. And they came and took
hold of his feet and worshipped him. Then saith Jesus to them. Be not
afraid, go, tell my brethren to depart into Galilee, and there shall they see me.
And the eleven disciples went into Galilee up.to the mountain where Jesus
had appointed them. And Jesus came to them, and when they saw him they
worshipped him, but some doubted. And he spake unto them, saying. All
authority hath been given unto me in heaven and upon earth. Go ye therefore and make disciples of all the nations, teaching them to observe all things
whatsoever I have commanded you. And lo, I am with you alway, even unto
* The objections are notiped by Jiilicher (Eitil. 288), K. Lake, The Resurrection ofJesus Christ (1907), 81 f., and Rordam (pp. 770 f.).
t Wright, NI^Problems, 122 f., and Brun (^'A'., 1911, 157 f., 1914. 346 f.).
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the end of the world.
In this case, the loss of the ending would more
probably be accidental than deliberate.
(b) It is no longer necessary * to spend time in leading the cumulative and
overwhelming proof from textual criticism (Tischendorf s NT.^ i. 403-407 ;
W H . ii. 28-51 ; Zahn, GK. ii. 9IQ-93S), stylistic considerations (cp. Swete,
xcvif.), and internal contents, that this condensed and secondary fragment
was not the Marcan conclusion of the gospel. But this negative certainty
does not lead to many positive results upon its character, date, or authorship.
It is just possible that it originally existed in independent form before it was
incorporated in its present place, like the Homeric catalogue of the troops in
Iliad, 2*^'^", or that it represents the close of some narrative of the resurrection, based upon inferior tradition, the opening of which has been irretrievably
lost. Attempts have also been made, but unsuccessfully, to connect it with
the Teaching or Preaching of Peter (Zahn, GK. i. 922 n. ; von Dobschutz,
TU. xi. I. 75-79). Probably the clue to its origin is to be sought in the
opening decades of the second century, when, according to Rohrbach's
theory, the gospel was furnished with its unauthentic conclusion by those who
edited the first canon of the gospels, and when the appendix was added to
the Fourth gospel. There is no adequate evidence for Rohrbach's idea (so
H . Schmidt, SK,
1907, 489-513) that Mk 16'"^ is used in Jn 21, but
otherwise his reconstruction fits in with the main data of the problem.
This process is assumed by Rohrbach to have taken place in Asia Minor, f
Now, the volume of expositions or illustrations of Christ's words which
Papias compiled (Eus. H. E. iii. 39. 8 f . ) during the first part of the second
century, contained many traditions and Siriyijaeis of the Lord's sayings
handed down by Aristion, among them apparently a story of Justus surnamed
Barsabas (Ac i23-24^ having drunk some deadly poison with impunity. This
would tally with Mk 16'"" excellently. Furthermore, an Aristo(n) of Pella is
known (Eus. H. E. iv. 6. 3) to have lived and written after A.D. 135, whom
Resch (TU. X. 2. 4 4 9 - 4 5 6 ; ThSt. 1 0 9 - 1 1 0 ; Paulinismus,
395-398) takes
to have edited (c. A . D . 140) the first canon of the gospels,—the archetype of
Codex BezK,—and whom Hilgenfeld (ZWT,
1883, 13, 1894, 627) openly
identifies with the Aristion of Papias.
'Aplaruiv is certainly the more
common form of 'Apiar'iiiiv, and both are apt to be confused ; but Eusebius
* All that can, together with a good deal that cannot, be said on its behalf
may be seen by the curious in Burgon's well-known and incisive treatise (The
Last Twelve Verses of the Gospel according to St. Mark, 1871) and in The
Traditional
Text of the Holy Gospels (1896), pp. 298 f. Belser si\W-(Einl.
I oof.) holds that it was added by Mark (c. A . D . 63-64) to the original gospel
which he wrote about twenty years earlier, while J. P. van Kasteren (RB.,
1902, 240f.) makes Mark add it after the appearance of L k . ' s gospel, and
Hilgenfeld singularly maintains the authenticity of the passage. See DB.
iii. 252-3, HNT. 550-555, and Milligans NT Documents, 274 f.
t Even if Mk 16'^ were held to be reflected in Hermas {Sim. ix. 25. 1-2),
this would not imply necessarily that Mk 16^"^" emanated also from the
Roman church (so Stanton, GHD. i. 45-46), for it could easily have
reached Rome from Asia Minor, and would naturally do so, under the
circumstances.

MARK

241

plainly regarded the disciple and the Jewish Christian historian as different
persons, so that we are thrown back upon conjectures. Conybeare's discovery of a tenth century Armenian codex with ('Apiardvos irpeafivripov)
"from the presbyter Aristo" opposite Mk 16'-^ between vv.*''(.£.*/.* viii.
241 f. ; Exp.^ ii. 401 f.), seemed at first to clear up matters, by revealing a
tradition (trustworthy though late) which viewed the passage as a SiT\yi]ais
(Lk l') of Aristion the Lord's disciple. Aristion's contributions to Papias
were oral, it is true ; no written memoranda are mentioned by Eusebius. But
he may have been an author as well as John the presbyter, and he may have
written a brief narrative of Jesus and the apostles (16^° seems to open out
into a record like that of Ac i), for Sii^yijais in Lk i ' covers a written source
as well as an oral. " It may be further remarked that if Aristion was a
disciple of the Lord, or even a fellow and companion of the apostles, he was
probably an inhabitant of Palestine ; and this agrees well with the patristic
statement already noticed [Victor of Antioch] that the ancient Palestinian copy
of Mark included these twelve verses." Conybeare's conjecture * has been
widely accepted, e.g. by Harnack, Nestle, Swete, Lisco (in Vincula Sanctorum), Eck (Preuss. Jahrb., 1898, pp. 42-43, as by Theologus in the same
journal for 1897, p. 227), Mader (BZ., 1905, 269f.), Rohrbach, Belser,
Sanday (Z)5. ii. 638-639), and Chapman (Revue Binid., 1905, 50 f.). But
it is not certain whether Aristo of Pella, who wrote an account of Judaea's
revolt against Hadrian, is the same as the Christian elder Aristion who formed
one of Papias' sources of information (H. E. iii. 39), or even whether the former
wrote The Dialogue of Jason and Papiscus. His period is almost too late to
permit of him being called a disciple of the Lord. Furthermore, Aristion is
not definitely called ' the presbyter' by Papias or Eusebius, though this
objection is perhaps not serious. The possibility of the Armenian gloss
being an error must, of course, be admitted ; but some valid account of how
the error arose is necessary, and to suppose it was due to the Armenian scribe
confusing Aristion or Ariston with Moses of Chorene's Ariston, the secretary
of Bishop Mark (?) in Jerusalem after A.D. 135, seems hazardous, despite
Bacon's ingenious arguments (Exp.^ xii. 401 f. ; DCG. i. 114-118. The
Armenian historian's evidence is not enough to prove that he knew about
Ariston independently of Eusebius. Upon the whole, then, while Conybeare's theory cannot be said to have furnished the final solution of the problem,
it offers a not unimportant hint upon the composition of this passage.! If
Aristion was not its author, he may have been its source or one of its sources
(for i6"-i* perhaps). At any rate, the passage appears to have existed
* Cp. Ehrhard, ACL. i. pp. ii5f., Schafers (BZ., 1915, 24f.). For criticisms by Resch and Zahn, which substantially favour Conybeare's contention,
see Exp.* x. 219-232, and J. R. Harris {Sidelights on NT Research, 86 f.).
+ The secondary as well as legendary character of the passage is obvious
(vv.»-" reflecting Lk 8= -H John 201-10, vv.'^-" being an echo of Lk 24'"-,
vv."-" of Ac 21-13 283-6, and vv.is-^* of Lk 245»-n, Ac l"-"). Besides the
reference (v.") to the glossolalia, cp. vv.i"-" = i Ti 3!", v.i" = Col l'^', v.'"'' =
2 Th 212, V." = Ac 161", and v.'-'" = Heb 2''—evidence which is, of course, far
from justifying the thesis of H. H. Evans' monograph, St. Paul the Author of
the Last Twelve Verses of the Second Gospel (1886).
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originally in a longer and larger form, to judge from Jerome's (c. Pelag. ii. IS".
cp. Harnack, TU. xii. I, and Zahn's Forschungen, vi. 219) quotation of a
|.Aiss;iL;e uhicli lay between v . ' ' ' a n d v . " . This quotation has been recently
corroborated by the discovery of a new parchment. Jerome's words are : In
quibusdam exemplaribus et maxime in Gracis codicibus iuxta Marcum in fine
eius euangelii scribitur:
^postea quum accubuissent undecim, apparuit eis
lesus et exprobauit incredulitatem
et duritiam cordis eorum, quia his, qui
uiderant eum resurgentem, non crediderunt, et illi satisfaciebant
dicentes:
saculuni istuii iiiit'iiilalis et incredulilalis
sub satana est, qui non sinit per
immundos spiritus iieram dei apprehendi uirtutem ; idcirco iam nunc reuela
iustitiam tuam.'
Rohrbach (pp. 20 f.) attempted to reconstruct the Greek
original of this passage, but it has now been discovered in the so-called Freerlogion (cp. Sanders, Bibl. World, 1908, 138-142 ; E . J . Goodspeed, ibid.
218-226, with the critique of C. R. Gregory, das Freer-Logion,
1908) of an
uncial (fifth century) manuscript of the gospels which, between Mk l6i^ and
161', runs thus :—KaKe'ivoi dweXoyovvro Xiyovres' 8ri 6 aliiv obros rijs dvoplas
Kal TTJs diriarlas iirb rbv Haravdv iariv 6 pi] iuv rd iirb rdv irvevpdriav
dKdBapra TT]V dX-qBeiav rov Beov KaraXa^iaBai Svvapiv Sid rovro diroKdXvipov
aov rrjv SiKaioavvTjv l^Si?. iKe'ivoi fXeyov rip Xpiarip.
Kal b Xpiarbs iKelvois
irpoaiXeycV ore ireirXripwrai b 8pos rCiv iruiv ryfi i^ovalas rov 'Saravd, dXXd
iyyl^ei dXXa Seivd' Kal virip rCiv dpapTTjadvriav iyuj irapeSbBrjV els Bdvarov,
tva vTroaTpitpuiaiv els TTJV dXrjdeiav Kal pTjKiri dpaprrjauaiv, tva TTJV iv rip
oipavip TcvevpaTiKT)v Kal dipBaprov rijs SiKaioavvijS Sb^av KXijpovopriawa:ti>. dXXA
wopevBivres KTX. See, further, E. S. Buchanan in JTS.
(1912) 369 f., and
van Kasteren (Siudien, 1916, 283 f. : Mark drew upon Aristion !).

In the light of this, the source from which Mk i6^"20 was
taken was probably some early apocryphal gospel; the passage
was not written (cp. Warfield, Textual Crit. of NT, 199 f.) for
its present position, and when it was borrowed, it was not
borrowed in complete form. At an early date, however, some
sentences which had originally lain between i6i* and i6i^ were
transcribed on the margin of at least one Greek codex of the
gospel, and eventually found their way into the text. Jerome
quotes part of them ; the Freer-logion preserves the whole of
the excerpt. It is still an open question whether the passage is
or is not allied to the Palestinian presbyter-traditions preserved
by Papias (so Harnack, TLZ., 1908, 168-170). The terminus
ad quem for its date is about the second quarter of the second
century ; for, while echoes of the passage can hardly be heard in
Clem. Rom. and Barnabas (so Dr. C. Taylor, however, in Exp.*
viii. 71-80), much less in Hebrews (van Kasteren), it was known
to Tatian and the Acta Pilati, if not to Justin Martyr {Apol.
i. 45), and a Syriac version may be postulated by c. A.D. 150
(Chase, Syriac Element in Codex Beza, 150-157).
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LITERATURE.—(d) Editions—Luther (1538); W. Musculus (In Evangelistam Matthaeum Commentarii
digesti, etc. (1548); Ferus (Annotationes, 1577); Danseus (1583); Jansenius (Leyden, 1589); Alphonse
Avendafio {Commentaria in Ev. D. Matt., Madrid, 1592-3); Maldonatus
(1596); Kirstenius (Nota in M. Evangelium, 1610); Paraeus (1641); J. B.
Lightfoot (Hora Hebraica, 1658) ; J. Gerhard (Annotationes, 1663) ; Eisner
(Commentarius, ed. Stosch, 1767) ; De Beausobre et Lenfant (A new version
of the gospel ace. to St. Matt., with Comm., Eng. tr. 1779, Cambridge, U.S.A.)
Wakefield (1781); Aloys Gratz, Kritisch-liistor. Commentar (1821-1823)
Fritzsche (1826); J. E. K. Kauff'er (1827); Glbckler (Frankfort, 1835)
de Wette^ (1838); Baumgarten-Crusius (ed. Otto, 1844); Peter Schegg
(1856-8); M. Arnoldi (Trier, 1856); T. J. Conant (New York, i860); J. A.
Alexander (New York, 1861); Lange^ (1868, Eng. tr., Schaff, 1864); R. F.
Grau (1876); Wickelhaus (ed. Zahn, 1876); Meyer6(i876, Eng. tr., Edin.
1877) ; J. L. Sommer (1877) ; Keil (Leipzig, 1877) ; Fillion (1878); Mansel
{Speaker's Comm. 1878); Schanz (1879); J. A. Broadus (New York, 1887) ;
Kubel (1889); J. Morison^ (London, 1890); Knabenbauer's Commentarius
(Paris, 1892); Carr (CGT. 1894); Nosgen^ (1897); The gospel of Jesus
according to S. Matthew as interpreted to R. L. Harrison by the light of the
godly experience of Sri Pardnanda (London, 1898); Baljon (1900) * ; Blass,
Evglium sec. Matthaum cum varice lectionis deleclu (1901); Zockler (Lange's
Bibel- Werk^, 1902); A. Merx, Die vier kan. Evglien nach ihr. alt. bekannle
Texte Matthdus (1902, Syriac version, tr. and annotated)* ; V. Rose (Paris,
1904); C. A. Witz-Oberbn (ed. 1905, Stuttgart); J. Weiss^ (SNT. 1906);
W. C. Allen {ICC. 1907)* ; E. E. Anderson (Edinburgh, 1909); E. Klostermann and Gressmann(//y5A^7'. 1909); Plummer^ (1910); Zahn' (ZK. 1910)*;
B. Weiss (—Meyeri", 1910); J. Niglutsch (Brevis commentarius^, 1912);
J. Lichtenstein'^ (Berhn, 1913 : Hebrew ed.); Wellhausen'''(1914) * ; A. H.
M'Neile (London, 1915).
(b) Studies—Besides such patristic studies as the commentaries of Origen,
Hilary, and Jerome, Augustine's Quastiones, Chrysostom's Homilies (ed.
Field, Cambridge, 1839), Theophylact's Commentary (ed. W. G. Humphrey,
Cambridge), Peter of Laodicea's (cp. Heinrici's Beitrdge, v., 1908), Poussin's
Catena (Toulouse, 1646), and the Venerable Bede's edition (ed. 1647),
reference maybe made to F. G. Mayer (Beitrdge zur Erkldrung des Ev. Mt.,
1818); Klener, Recentiores quastiones de authentia evang. M. (1832);
Schneckenburger, Ursprung des ersten kanon. Evglms (1834); G. C. A.
Harless, decompositione evang. quodM. tribuitur (Erlangen, 1842); Delitzsch,
Untersuchungen Uber die Entstehung u. Anlage des Mt. Evglms (1853) ;
J. S. Knowles, The gospel attributed to S. Matthew the record of the whole
original apostlehood (1855) ; C. Luthardt, de compositione Ev. M. (1861);
A. Reville, itudes critiques sur PEv. selon S. Matthieu (Leyden, 1862) ;
Ibbeken, Das Leben Jesu nach der Darstellung des Matthaus (1866) ;
Lutteroth, Essai cPtnterpritation de quelques parties de Pivang. selon S. Mt.
(1876); Barhebraeus (Scholia, ed. Spanulh, 1879) ; B. Weiss, das MatthdusEvglm und seine Lucas-parallelen erkldrt (Halle, 1876)* ; Renan, v. chs.
X. xi. ; Massebieau, Examen des citations de Pancien Testament dans PivangiU
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selon Matthieu (Vzr'xs, 1885); Gla, Die Original .Sprache des Mt. Evglms (1S&7,
Aramaic) ; F Gardiner {JBL., 1890, 1-16, Mt. wrote discourses in Aramaic,
had them tr. into Gk., and added Gk. narrative); Kiibcl (Bibl.
World,
1893, 194 f., 263 f., ' F u n d a m e n t a l Thought and Purpose of M a t t h e w ' ) ;
T . Naville, Essai sur Pivangile selon S. Matthieu
(Lausanne, 1893);
Harmon {/BL.,
1895, 1 1 4 - 1 2 4 ; ' T h e Judaism of the First G o s p e l ' ) ;
A. B. Bruce, With Open Face (l&g6), pp. 1 - 2 4 ; Jiilicher (PRE.
xii. 4 2 8 4 3 9 ) ; Haussleiter, ' P r o b l e m e des M a t t h a u s - E v g l m s ' (BFT,
1900, vi.) ;
V. Bartlet (DB. ii. 2 9 6 - 3 0 5 ; Blass, ' Text - kritische Bemerkungen zu
M a t t h a u s ' (BFT. iv. 4) ; Pfleiderer, Urc. ii. 3 0 1 - 3 9 5 ) ; A. S. Barnes
(JTS.,
1905, 187-203); A. Carr (Exp.'' iv. 3 3 9 - 3 4 9 ) ; Burkitt, Gospel History and its
Transmission,
pp. l84f. ; W. C. Allen (PCG. ii. 143-150) ; Hawkins(A'5.^
154-178) ; D . H . Muller, die Bergpredigt im Lichte d. Strophenlheorie (1908);
A. L. Williams, The Hebrew-Christian
Messiah (1916) ; E . F. Morison
(Exp.^'x. 4 0 8 - 4 1 6 ) ; Veldhuizen (Constructive Quarterly, 1917, 755-763).

§ I. Plan and outline,—It is essential, at the outset, to feel
the massive unity of this book, if any justice is to be done to it
either from the literary or from the religious standpoint. Jesus
the true messiah, born and trained under the Jewish law, and
yet Lord of a church whose inward faith, organisation, procedure,
and world-wide scope transcended the legal limitations of
Judaism—this is the dominant conception of Matthew's gospel
from beginning to end. The book is compiled from at least
two sources, and their different nuances are more than once
unmistakable; but these discrepancies and variations do not
blur the final impression made by the writer's clear-cut purpose
(cp. Renan, v. pp. 209 f.). He wishes to show that, in spite of
the contemporary rtipture between Judaism and Christianity,
there has been a divine continuity realised in the origin and
issues of faith in Jesus as the Christ, {a) Thou shalt call his
name Jesus: for he shall save his People from their sins. That
People is no longer Israel (cp. 2i*3), but a wider community.
(b) A greater than the temple is here, one who is also {c) the
promulgator of a new Law which transcends the old (cp. 5i'^'*
282°). The three sacred possessions of Judaism have thus passed
into higher uses, as a result of the life of Jesus the Christian
messiah. It is Mt.'s aim to justify this transition by showing
from the life of Jesus how it was not the claim of a heretical
sect who misread the Bible by the light of their own presumptuousness, but the realisation of a divine purpose and the verification
of divine prophecies in the sphere of history.
T h e opening section (1I-4II) describes the preparation of Jesus for his work,
his birth-roll ( i i " " ) , birth (l"-223), baptism at the hands of John (31-"), and
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temptation (4^'^^). T h e arrest of John marks his retiral and return to Galilee,
where Kapharnaum became the headquarters of his Galilean mission (41^-18'').
A summary or introduction (4^^ irepiTJyev
SiSdaKojv
Kal KTipiaaoiv
Kal Bepaireiojv) lays stress * upon his preaching or teaching, then upon
his healing powers. H e n c e we get first of all a cycle of teaching (5-7, the socalled Sermon on the Mount), followed by a cycle of incidents in his healing
work (81-9'^, mainly miracles).f T h e summary or introduction is then repeated (g*"'")) in order to pave the way for the wider mission of the twelve
(loi-*^) and a general survey of the relation of his own work to that of J o h n ,
as well as of its Galilean results (111-'").$
Hitherto the deeds and disciples of Jesus have occupied the foreground of
the gospel. Now the evangelist describes in more detail (cp. 9"'') the nature
of the opposition which he had to encounter from the Pharisees (i2i-'- I'-^i* ^^'^''
" - " ) , while a series of excerpts from his parables (131'°^) is set within a brief
account of his strained relations with his family (12^^-°") and townsfolk ( 1 3 ^ - " ) .
These conflicts develop into a crisis. T h e murder of J o h n the Baptist ( 1 4 ' ' " )
drives Jesus to safer quarters (l4i''')> where his mission is interrupted twice
by encounters with the Pharisees and scribes (151'') and the Pharisees and
Sadducees (161-'^). This foreshadows only too clearly the end, and Peter's
confessional Csesarea Philippi (161'-^") is therefore followed by a revelation
of the coming tragedy at Jerusalem, in word and deed (i6^i'" i7^''). Before
closing his narrative of the Galilean mission, however, the evangelist adds a
number of sayings (17^^-18*°).
T h e Judaean ministry really falls into two parts, one a brief record of some
incidents and sayings on the way to Jerusalem (19I-20**), the other an
account of the triumphal entry (21I-") and the subsequent teaching given by
Jesus partly to his disciples in private, partly to the crowd in public (in the
temple), and partly in controversy with the religious authorities (21 !"•).§
T h e period is summed up characteristically with a long, passionate invective
against the scribes and Pharisees (23) and an apocalyptic forecast of the
future (24), followed by a cycle of parables (25).
T h e final story of the
Passion (26I-27'') describes the circumstances of the arrest (261-°*), the trial
(26'"-27^i), the crucifixion (27^^-'^), and the burial (27"-'*). T w o appearances of Jesus after death are then chronicled, one in Jerusalem to the
women, one in Galilee to the eleven disciples, and the ministry of Jesus ends
as it began with a commission spoken from a Galilean hill (28i-^''- ^^'^^- i6-2oj_
• C p . 4 " with 42s and 5I.
t C p . Sir J. C. H a w k i n s on 8-9, in ET. xii. 471 f., xiii. 20 f.
J Note how 11^ summarises the preceding section, the blind regain their
sight (92'-3i), the lame walk (8'-i' 9I-*), the lepers are cleansed (9--*), the deaf
hear {<f'^), the dead are raised up (gis-is- 23-26^^ ^ „ ^ ^^^ p^g^ ^^^^ ^^^ gospel
preached to them (g^^ 10' l l i ) . On lli-i", see Wellhausen, Einl.'' 134 f.
§ Halevy (RS., 1902, 305 f.) is right in preferring M t . ' s version of the
parable in 22i'' to Luke's as being more pointed (cp. Hilgenfeld,
ZWT.,
1893, 126-143); he is less happy in arguing that 221-' and 22i- *-i^ are
different redactions of the same story, an(l that the latter is modelled on a
parable of R. ben Zakkai, a Sadducean teacher at Jamnia in the first
jentury A,p, (quoted in Shaljbath, i^-xb and based on Ecclus 7'*, Isa 65i''-i'').
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From the point of view of effect, the work is clearly and coherently
arranged ; the successive paragraphs have a comprehensive sweep which
•anfolds the leading ideas in the author's mind, even when it iLjnures the historical perspective of the subject. It is this constructive literary power which
characterises Mt. among the synoptics. " S'il ignorait I'art de peindre,
comme Luc, ou de buriner, comme Marc, il avait pourtant, lui aussi, son
talent de bon ouvrier. II possedait I'imagination ordonnatrice de I'archilecte "
(Nicolardot, p. 113 ; cp. FFG. i. 97 f.).

§ 2. Matthew's treatment of Mk.—{C^. F. H. Woods, S.B. ii.
63 f.; Wernle, Syn. Frage, 124-17S; Schiniedel, EBi. 18471849; Wellhausen, Einl. § 4; Allen, pp. xiii-xxxv; Nicolardot,
pp. I - I 14; and B. H. Alford, HJ., 1909, 649-661.)
Besides Q (see above, pp. 194 f.), Mk. is the main source of
the editor. H e has treated it with a mixture of deference and
freedom. Thus {a) in style, Mt. as a rule improves the rougher
or Aramaic language of Mk. ; he is fond of inserting Se instead
of Kai, omitting on often after verbs of saying, diminishing the
number of imperfects and historic presents, and reducing the
use of rjp^aro {rjpiavro) with the infinitive and of compound verbs
(cp. 41^ 9I 12^). In the matter of chronological arrangement
{b) Mt.'s procedure exhibits more variations. U p to 422 (from 3I),
for all its additional material, the narrative of Mt. follows the
exact order of Mk 11-2", but after this it diverges sharply. Mk.
brings out the synagogue-ministry of Jesus in Galilee, but Mt.
only mentions it vaguely * in his summaries (42^ 9^^); it is
not until 12^^- (cp. 13^*) that he gives any incident that occurred
in a synagogue. The impression created by Jesus on the first
occasion of his teaching in the synagogue of Kapharnaum
(Mk i22) is made by Mt. (728-29) to follow the long Sermon on the
Mount t (5^-7^0- After transferring Mk i^o-" ^cp. Mt 81"*), he
then, for the healing of the demoniac in the same synagogue
(Mk i23-28j^ substitutes the healing of a centurion's servant in the
town (8^-12).I For a line or two he now reverts to the Marcan
order (8i*-i6 = Mk 129-3*), rounding off this triplet § of cures
(leprosy, paralysis, and fever) with a prophetic citation (81''). In
Mk i35-39 t[jg embarrassing popularity of Jesus as a healer leads
• 42»-2» is substituted tor Mk i^i and based loosely on Mk l'^ -t- 6«».
+ Cp. Moffatt (EBi. 4375-4391), Votaw (DB. v. 1-45), Adeney (DCG.
ii. 607-612), and Salmon (Human Element in Gospels, 109 f.).
X Probably because it was so placed in Q. T h e setting of the Sermon is
artificially taken from Mk 3'^, which Lk. ( 6 ' - ' ) retains in its original position.
§ One sufferer asks help ; another has it asked for him ; the third receives
aid without asking (note Mt.'s omission of Mk 1^"'').
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him to leave Kapharnaum to prosecute his proper work of
preaching throughout the synagogues of Galilee; but Mt. merely
makes it an occasion for crossing the lake (S^^^-), and inserts the
stories of Mk 435-520 ( = Mt 8^^-^*), Mk 21-22 ( = Mt 9I-17),
Mk 521-4S ( = Mt 918-26^.* The short account of the choice and
commission of the twelve (Mk 3I3-19 6^-i^) is then expanded
characteristically into a long discourse (Mt i o ) ; t but ioi^-25 is
irrelevant (cp. Mk i3^"i^), and Mt. omits Mk 6*2-i3. His commission is not followed by a mission ; the disciples do not go
forth, and consequently do not return with any report of their
work (as in Mk 6^*). Hence the connection of i4i2^- differs
entirely from that of Mk 629-31. The eleventh chapter has no
Marcan material, but for the conflicts of ch. 12 Mt. harks back
to the substance of Mk 228-312 ( = Mt i2i-i^), closing with a
characteristic O T citation (121^-21). Mk 320-21 ^g omits, adds a
fresh miracle (1222-23)^ and then (i22''-*5) expands Mk 32--^",
following it up with Mk 331-35 ( _ 12*^-5"), and an enlarged
version of Mk 4 ( = Mt 13). The adherence to Mark's order
from this point becomes closer than ever; having already used up
Mk 4^*-5*^ Mt. passes at once to Mk 61-^ ( = 15^^'^^), and henceforth never drops the Marcan thread, though he embroiders it
often with O T reminiscences, especially in the passion (e.g. 27^*- *^).
A comparison of Mk. and Mt. thus proves that the latter is
upon the whole secondary, and that he had no independent
chronological tradition or information to guide him in placing
either sayings or incidents.
His choice and disposition of
materials becomes less and less reliable, from a historical standpoint, when he leaves the Marcan record; the Palestinian
anecdotes which belong to his Sondergut rarely rise above the
level of edifying stories to that of historicity. M t ' s corrections
of Mk. are not those of an eye-witness, or of one who had access
* Note how the president of the synagogue (Mk.) becomes simply the
president in Mt. For the latter the synagogues had won an evil reputation
(10").

t On reaching IQI he inserts a passage (lo'-"* = Mk 3i'-i') which he had
previously missed, and then expands (lo'-i"*-"-") Mk 6'-". The whole
section throws valuable light upon the Palestinian missions of the early church ;
for its literary structure, see B. Weiss (Quellen d. Lukas-Evglms, 128 f.), and
Schott in ZNW. (1906) 140 f.; for its reflection of the apostolic efforts
between A.D. 30 and 60, Weizsacker, A A. i. 29-32, ii. 48 f., with the criticisms
of De Faye (AA. 128 f.). On lo^-i" (with Mk 6«-^ Lk 10" 22^5-38) see
Mechineau in Etudes Relig. (1896) 303-315, and A. Wright (ET. iv. 153-157).
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to special, first-hand sources of information.
almost entirely topical.

Their origin is

The chronological data and the synchronisms are characteristically vague.
The mission of John the Baptist is dated roughly ' in the days of Archelaus'
(2^ 32); the writer's favourite and loose rbre ( 3 " I22«-S8 15I.M 19H 20'"')
links several paragraphs together, and even the niore exact references are as a
rule due to the context (3» ? 41' ^ 9"- w 11=0 1422 j^w igsi igM. 27 etc). The
first saying of the Sabbath is introduced iv iKelvcp rip Kaipf (121), without any
clue to the period. No hint is given of the return of the disciples from their
mission, yet this is assumed to have occurred, and the place (121", cp. 11^)
is evidently Kapharnaum. The remark of Herod (14*) is similarly vague,
and the iv iKelvg ry &p<f of 18* is at once vaguer and more precise than the
settingjaf Mk 9'^-^. The retiral to Galilee (4I*) is simply dated after the
arrest of John the Baptist, but neither here nor later (4''"* 8^ 9^'- l i ' 12I'
16') is any duration of time indicated. Some of the time notices {e.g. 81*)
are borrowed directly from Mk.; other chronological notes are more characteristic, e.g. 9I* (while he was speaking), i i i (after instructing tlie twelve for
their mission, Jesus departs on one of his own), 12** (as at 9I'), 13^ iv TJ ijpipii,
4KelvT[i), 15** (three days apart with the crowd).

(<r) The writer's engrossing interest in the sayings of Jesus
leads him not only to break up the Marcan narrative with
masses of logia, arranged in systematic blocks, but to abbreviate
Mark's introductory matter (cp. the omission ot Mk 921-2* jn
i7i*-2i). Where Luke generally omits, Mt. prefers to condense
or compress (statistics in HS,^ 158-160).
It is a further note of Mt. to insert names * where the Marcan source had
none (e.g, Matthew, 9^; Kaiaphas, 26^- ^'; Jesus,t 271^-"). This circumstantial trait is counterbalanced by a tendency to allegorise Marcan sayings
(cp. Nicolardot, Les proddis de Ridaction des Trois Premiers Evangilistes, pp.
37-46). Matthew concludes with a saying of Jesus, and this tallies with his
greater emphasis on the Lord's doctrine. Unlike Mk. (i^a-W) and even Luke
(4^2-36)^ he confines the authority of Jesus to teaching, instead of embracing
under it the power of exorcising demons, etc. It is the sayings rather than
the narratives of his book which reflect historical traditiops j the contents of
the latter are sometimes as ambiguous as their connections.

{d) The later" and more ecclesiastical standpoint of Mt.
comes out definitely in his recasting of the Marcan traditions
relating to, the disciples and Jesus. The former play a more
importarif, role than in Mk.; thus tlie saying about the spiritual
family of Jesus is confined to them (Mt 12*^) instead of being
* On the names in Mk., see Wright {Some NT Problems,^J-Ti),
and
C. D. Bums {Contemporary Review, 1907, 417-424).
t J h a t this reading is preferable to the ordinary text, is shown by Burkitt
Jg^fegg-; 'Da-Mepb. ii. 277-278); cp. Old Syriac Gofpels, g. xx.'
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addressed generally to the bystanders (Mk 3'*). Mt. minimises *
the faults of the disciples (13I6-18 ^ith Mk 4 " , cp. 135I; 1433
with Mk 652; i69-i2 ^ith Mk 8^-22 • cp. the significant omission of
Mk 96.10.32^ the smoothing down of Mk g^^^- in 181^-, the change
of Mk 10^2 in 2oi^ etc.), and endeavours to eliminate or to
soften any trait derogatory to the credit of the twelve. A
similar f reverence for the character of Jesus appears in his
omission of words or passages like Mk i*^ 3^ 321 (charge of
madness) IQI* and ii^, and in changes like those of 191*^'
(Mk IQI'''-) and 2659 ^^p. Mk 14^8) j the miraculous power of
Jesus is heightened (contrast 8i^ with Mk 132-33^ j^IT-IS ^J^J,
Mk 920-26 etc.), and the author shrinks as far as possible from
allowing demons to recognise him as the messiah; | the
prophetic power of Jesus is also expanded and made more
definite (cp. 7 " i2*5 2i*» 24I0 262 etc.).
§ 3. Structure.—The composite nature of Matthew may be
explained not only on the hypothesis of the use of earlier sources,
but also on the theory that the canonical text represents later
glosses, interpolations, and expansions, like that in Sir 491*-!*.
The three places at which this theory (which depends largely on
the use of textual criticism) comes into special prominence are,
{a) 1-2, {b) 1617, and {c) 28I6-20.
(a) The /St^Aos yeveVcais of 1-2 represents the author's version
of a Palestinian tradition which already contained the virgin birth.
None of its three sections (ii-i^ the genealogy, 1I8-25 the birth,
2I-23 the childhood), not even the first, need be anything else
than a free composition ; whatever was the basis for the JewishChristian belief upon which the writer drew (cp. W C. Allen,
Interpreter, 1905, pp. 51 f.; Box, Virgin Birth of Jesus, pp. y f ) ,
the narrative, judged from the standpoint of literary criticism,
offers no criteria for distinguishing between a source and an
editor, or between an original gospel and an addition. It is a
* But not invariably (cp. 15" and 26').
t Both the desire to spare the twelve and the reluctance to dwell on the
human affectionateness of Jesus appears in his version (191^"") of Mk. l o i ' - " ;
the former, together with a characteristic hesitation to record a reproach
addressed to Jesus, in 8^' (cp. Mk 4'*).
+ This is one of his clearest attempts (see p. 248) to improve upon Mark
(cp. Bacon, ZNW., 1905, 155f. ; it " i s to be viewed in the light of the
known accusations of collusion with Beelzebub brought against Jesus and
his followers, with the marked silence of the Fourth gospel on this type of
mighty works."
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piece of early Christian midrashic narrative, drawn up in order
to show how the various incidents and features of the nativity
were a fulfilment of O T prophecy (virgin-birth i22f-, in Bethlehem
25f-, flight to Egypt 2I5, weeping in Ramah 2i''-i8, and the name
Nazarene 223).*
Neither the style nor the contents of 1-2 afford valid evidence for suspecting that they are a later insertion in the gospel.t The hypothesis that this
section did not originally form part of the gospel was advocated in the eighteenth
century by Dr. John Williams (A Free Enquiry into the Authenticity
of the
First and Second Chapters of St. Matthew's
GospeP, London, 1789), then
by Ammon (Dissertatio de Luca emendatore Malthai,
1805), and afterwards
by Norton (i. 16-17) > it is still urged on the plea that 1I8-2-' was an afterthought or later interpolation (so, e.g., Keim and Merx), since the connection
between l i ' and 3I is quite natural. T h e hypothesis that the editor or final
author of the gospel has incorporated an earlier source X in 1-2, working it over
for his own purposes, becomes especially plausible (i.) with reference to the
genealogy (l^-i*), which has often been taken (e.g. by de Wette, Olshausen,
Sabatier : ESR. v. 464, Delitzsch, Meyer, Bacon : DB. ii. 137 f., and Loisy)
as originally a Jewish Christian document, or even as a later insertion (c. A . D .
1 7 0 ; Charles in Academy, 1894, 447 f.). T h e latter theory is improbable;
the interest in the Davidic sonship was not paramount at that period. As for
the former conjecture, the genealogy is probably the composition of the author
himself arranged for mnemonic purposes in three sets of fourteen generations
(the double 7 reflecting the author's penchant for that sacred number). In
structure and contents it is quite artificial,§ inferior to Luke's, and intended
* T h e further problem (cp Feigel, Der Einfluss des
Weissagungsbeweises
u. anderer Motive auf d. Leidensgeschichle,
1910; Weidel in SK., 1912,
167 f.) is to determine to what extent the prophetic citations created or
moulded the narratives, here as elsewhere in Mt. " T h e narratives have a
basis in fact, or in what is assumed to be or regarded as fact. But in form
they have often been assimilated to earlier models, and display unmistakable
midrashic features" (Box, op. cit. p. 20).
t On 1-2 as an integral part of the gospel, cp. Box (op. cit. p p . 10 f.).
X Or sources; Meyer, e.g., finds three in ii-i« ii^-^s and 2.
§ " I t is artificial from beginning to end, and meant to be so, as artificial
as the lists of the twelve thousand sealed out of every tribe of Israel except
Dan in the book of Revelation " (Burkitt, Evang. Da-Meph. ii. 260). Halevy
(RS.,
1902, 221 f.) ingeniously suggests that the forty-two generations of
Mt., with the twenty from Adam to Abraham, are designed to make up the
62 ' w e e k s ' of years in Dn 925-26^ which were to follow the 7 weeks of
Zerubbabel, and to be followed by messiah's tragic death (cp. 241^). But,
apart from the exegetical obstacles, there is no adequate proof that the Danieltradition was a norm to which any messianic aspirant had to conform, or that
Mt. dated the death of Jesus from such a messianic prophecy. If any source
of the schematism is wanted, the cabbalis[ic interpretation of i n , whose three
letters are equivalent by gematria to the number 14, is the most probable.
For the genealotjies as interpolated, cp. Sanders '\nJBL. (1913) 1S4-193.
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to show that Jesus, as the Christ, was legally descended from David—the
primary essential, from a Jewish standpoint, for any messianic claimant. A
further apologetic motive is evident in the introduction of the women's names ;
they reflect either a universalistic interest (Heffern, JBL.,
1912, 31 f.), or the
Jewish slanders which the author desired to rebut, not only by stating what he
believed to be the truth about Mary, but by arguing that, even on the Jewish
level, women of irregular life played an honoured role in the history of the
Davidic lineage. H o w much less therefore (the inference is) are Jewish
objections to Mary (see against this, Spitta in ZWT.,
1912, 1-7) and to Jesus
justified ! These data of the genealogy show that the story of li*'- was its
natural sequel (cp. Allen, ET. xi. 135 f.), and consequently that the case for a
source is much weaker here than in Luke. T h e r e is no obvious reason why a
Jewish Christian who, like the author, was interested in the lore of Judaism,
should not have compiled the genealogy for his own special purposes.
T h e birth-narratives in Matthew and Luke stand thus on a different footing.
In the latter, the omission of a word or two (in \^-^^) leaves the narrative
fairly consecutive and intelligible. In the former, no hypothesis of literary
criticism or textual emendation * can disentangle the conception of a virginbirth from a story which is wrought together and woven on one loom.f
(ii.) The textual problem of l^' is not yet settled, but the earliest variants
(of which that in the Dialogue of Timothy and Aquila—Conybeare, HJ. i.
96-102—is not one) show traces, variously phrased, of belief in the virginbirth (cp. J. R. Wilkinson, HJ. i. 354-359). Such modifications as may be
due to doctrinal prepossessions are designed to re-set or to sharpen the
reference of the original text to the virgin-birth, not to insert the dogma in
a passage which was originally free from it. T h e Syriac variants (cp. Burkitt,
Evangelien da-Mepharreshe,
ii. 262 f.) may be regarded as derived from SS
(Jacob begat Joseph, Joseph, to whom was betrothed Mary the Virgin, begat
Jesus who is called the Messiah),X which is connected with the Greek text of
the Ferrar group, underlying the old Latin, and the Armenian versions (i.e.
'laKio^ Si iyivvTjaev rbv 'l(t}ari<p, ip pvijarevBetaa irapdivos Mapidp
iyivvqaey
'lijaovv rbv Xeybpevov Xpiarbv).
I n any case iyivvijae refers throughout to
legal kinship, not to physical parentage (cp. A. S. Lewis, Old Syriac Gospels,
1910, pp. xiv-xvii, and C. H . Turner, JTS. xi. 205 f.).
(iii.) T h e story § of 2I-11 in whole or part has been assigned to a period
• T h e deletion of ix irvevparos dylov (l^^) by Venema, Markland,
Bakhuyzen, and Vollgraff is quite arbitrary, though Burkitt (Ev.
Da-Meph.
ii. 261) rightly follows SS in omitting oiK iylvaaKev ?ais oi (l^) as a later
Christian comment introduced to safeguard the physical miracle.
t This tells against the primitive origin of the euangelium infantiae, and
against all theories of its place in Q or in any pre-canonical source which can
be detected in the gospels. Resch's attempt (Kindheitsevangelium,
264-276)
to prove that Paul was acquainted with it is a complete failure.
J Cp. van Manen (TT,
1895, p p . 258-263), who defends this as the
original reading in Matt. T h e textual phenomena are displayed in EBi.
J962, as amended in P.]/., 1902, 85-95 (cp. ZNW. xiii. 171 f.).
§ Cp. Beyschlag, NTTh.
ii. 4 7 8 : " I n the story of the travelling star
which pointed the way to the magi, in that of Peter walking on the waves.
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later than that of the gospel ; but on insufficient grounds. In a Syriac tract,
attributed to Eusebius, and extant in a sixth century M S (cp. transl. by
V^nght'it) Journal of Sacred Lit., April, October, 1866 ; Nestle, ZWT.,
1893,
435-438), an account of the magi and the star is given, whose date purports
to be A.D. 118-119. If it could be established (so Conybeare in
Guardian,
April 29, 1903, cp. D . Volter, TT., 1910, 170-213), that the author " h a d in
his hands a pre-canonical Greek source of 119 or 120," this might denote the
terminus a quo for the incorporation of 21-1° into the canonical text of
Mt. ; but the inference is hazardous.
T h e text runs thus : " T h i s question
[i.e. about the Balaam-prophecy of the star and the coming of the magi
to Bethlehem in the reign of Pir Shabour] arose in the minds of men who
were acquainted with the holy books, and through the efforts of great men
in various places this history was sought for, and found, and written in the
tongue of those who attended to the matter." T h e ' h o l y b o o k s ' probably
include the N T , the ' h i s t o r y ' is not the story of Mt 2I-11 but the Balaamlegend, and the question related to the verification of the date in Mt. or to
the harmonising of the Lucan and Matthsean stories of the infancy (cp.
Hilgenfeld, ZWT.,
1895, 447 f., and Zahn, INT
ii. 527). It is curious that
according to astronomical observations an important and rare conjunction of
the planets (Jupiter and Saturn) did take place between April 15th and
December 27th of 6 B.C., which may have led to acute speculation amongst
Babylonian astrologers, who were accustomed to forecast the effects of such
phenomena upon Syria. * This may suggest a historical nucleus for the early
Christian haggada of Mt 2I-".

(p) i6i'^-20 is also more Hkely to be organic to a gospel
which reflected the larger catholic consciousness of Christianity
(cp. HNT. 646 f.), and particularly Matthew's high estimate of the
apostles, than a later interpolation in a very early gospel, much
less an integral part of such a gospel (Keim, iv. 266 f.; Stevens,
NTTh. 136 f.). The original saying f goes back to the Jewish
conception oi petra (NnDD, cp. the rabbinic quotation in Taylor's
Sayings of Jewish Fathers'^, 160) as applied by God to Abraham,
' when H e saw Abraham would one day arise, H e said, Lo, I have
found the petra to build and to found the world upon.' Even
in the Greek expansion of the evangelist the saying does not
presuppose a period of christological development later than
that assigned to the gospel as a whole, and the similar passage in
Jn 2o2-'-23 seems a correction of the specifically Petrine privilege
or of the O T saints rising in the hour of Jesus' death, Mt. has manifestly
translated poetic traditions into history. Even L k . has taken for genuine
history the legendary traditions of his introductory chapters."
* T h e suggestions of Kepler have been recently elaborated, on the basis
of a Babylonian demotic papyrus, by Oefele in his essay {.Mittheilungen der
Vorderasiat. Gesellschafl, 1903) on ' d a s Horoslcop der Empfangnis Christi.'
t Cp. Bruston in RTQR. (1902) 326-341. See, further. Appendix F .
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of the Matthasan logion. For this, as well as for other reasons
(cp. Zahn's Forschungen, i. 163 f., 290 f.), it is unlikely that i6i''^-i9
(cp. Schmiedel, EBi., 1876, 1892, 3104-3105 ; Soltau, SK., 1916,
228-233) is an interpolation, or 16I8-19 an insertion made by
the church of Rome (Victor), c. A.D. 190, in the interests of its
catholic authority (Grill, Der Primal des Petrus, 1904, pp. 61-79).
{c) While the epilogue (281^-20) naturally does not give the
ipsissima uerba of Christ (cp. HNT. 647-649), it is an organic
part of the gospel, which rounds off the narrative;* there is
nothing in its phraseology which is inconsistent with the catholic
consciousness of the early church during the last quarter of the
first century. The only point of dubiety lies in 2819. The
theory that the textus receptus of this verse arose between A.D.
130 and 140 in the African old Latin texts, owing to baptismal
and liturgical considerations, and that the original text was the
shorter Eusebian form (Tropeu^evrcs pxs.Q-f]T ever are irdvra rd Wvq iv TU
ovopari p.ov), was proposed by Conybeare {ZNW., 1901, 275-280;
Iff. i. 102-108) and has been accepted by Usener {Rhein. Museum,
1902, 39f.), Kirsopp L a k e : Influence of Text. Criticism on NT
Exegesis (1904), pp. 7 f., and ERE. ii. 379 f., Wellhausen, Allen,
and Montefiore, amongst others. T h e opposite side is represented by Riggenbach {BFT., 1903, vii. i, ' Der trinitarische Taufbefehl Mt 2819 nach seiner urspriinglichen Textgestalt und seiner
Authentie untersucht') and Chase {JTS., 1905, 483 f.). The
phrase ev TO) ovopar'i p.ov may be a Western harmonising interpolation (so Riggenbach, from Lk 24*''; Chase, from Mk 161^), or
an insertion of Eusebius himself, independent of any codices in
the Cassarean library. Also, the fact that Eusebius in a number
of his works refrains from quoting the verse in its canonical
form, and omits all reference to baptism, does not necessarily
involve that the canonical form was not in existence, if it can be
proved that it was natural for him to omit the baptismal clause
as irrelevant to his immediate purpose, quoting only the words
which follow and precede it in the canonical text. The
occurrence of the latter in the Syriac version of the Theophania
* Cp. Norden (Antike Kunstprosa, ii. 456): ' XpQ rots piv "EXXijaiv lis
"EXXijaiv, rots Si §apfidpois iis ^ap^dpois, ist die Weisung, die der Griechische
Philosoph einer Tradition zufolge seinem die Welt erobernden Schiiler
Alexander auf den Weg mitgab ; iropevBivres oiv paBTjTebaare irdvra rd i6vT[
sagte der Stifter der christlichen Religion zu seinen Schiiler als er sie in die
Welt aussandte.' 2S^ completes i^^ (see FFG. ii. 371 f.).
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iv. 8) shows that some old Syriac MSS tnust have had the
baptism in the name of the Trinity, and Efraim's comment
on the Diatessaron indicates that the latter represented the
ordinary text of Mt. at this point (cp. Burkitt's Evang. DaMeph. i. 172 f, ii. 171, 279). Didache 7, again, shows that the
trinitarian formula was possible by the first quarter of the
second century, but this does not prove that it was derived
from Mt 28^9. The question has an obvious bearing not only
on the date, but on the ethos of Matthew's gospel. On the whole,
the probabilities converge on the likelihood that the trinitarian
form was introduced by the author of the gospel himself, as
a liturgical expansion of the primitive formula of baptism into
the name of Jesus (cp. Wilkinson, HJ i. 5 7 t - 5 7 5 ; Stanton,
GHD. i. 355 f.; and J. H. Bernard, Studia Sacra, 62 f.).
Most of the other structural difficulties can be explained as
the result either of the author's work as a con liler and editor,
or of later harmonising. The main exception is 5*8-19, ^yt even
this does not justify the hypothesis of a later revision.
T h e disruption of the context by Mt 28'-i°, whose contents do no more
than repeat those of vv.^-', suggests that it is an editorial interpolation or
later gloss (so, e.g., Keim, vi. 308f. ; Soltau, Schmiedel). Nothing new is
communicated by J e s u s ; he simply repeats what the angel has already said.
Whether it is a reminiscence of the tradition underlying J n 201*-" (cp. the
common use of brethren), or borrowed from the lost Marcan ending (see
above, pp. 238f.), it is a plausible conjecture (Rohrbach, Harnack) that its
insertion may have taken place early in the second century, when the
formation of the gospel-canon led to a certain amount of alteration especially
in the resurrection-narrative, in order to level up the synoptic traditions (with
their Galilean appearances) to the Johannine (Jerusalem).
This dual character of the resurrection-stories (Galilee, Jerusalem), which
becomes a special problem in the historical criticism of Mt. and L k . , has started
an ingenious attempt to locate the Galilee-appearances at Jerusalem by means
of a harmonising hypothesis which assumes that Galilee here is not the
province but a place in the vicinity of Jerusalem (so especially R. Hofmann,
" G a l i l a a auf dem Oelberg," 1896; Zimmermann in SK., 1901, 446 f., and
Lepsius, " D i e Auferslehungsberichte," in Reden. u. Abhandlungen,
iv.,
1902), and which summons to its aid the conjecture (Resch, TU. x. 2. 381 f.,
x. 3. 765 f., xii. 332 f., 362 f., 586) that irepix<^po'; (in Mk l ^ e t c . ; cp.
Abbott's Z>2a/. 438 f., 1232)* is the Gk. equivalent of .1^''?? (cp. Ezek 47"),
a district east of the temple, surroundini; the mount of Olives and including
Bethany.
There would thus be two Galilees in the N T : one that of
northern Palestine, the sphere of the eariy ministry of Jesus, the other that
* T h e double sense of Si^j is used both by Chajes (Markus-Studien,
and Abbott to explain Lk 4^^ - M k i ^ .
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of Jerusalem, the location of Christ's appearances after death. But the
evidence for this theory breaks down upon examination. The mediaeval
pilgrims found a site here and there for Galilee on Olivet or Mount Sion,
simply because they already (cp. Zahn, GK. ii. 937) felt the difficulty of
harmonising the resurrection-narratives. Tertullian's language in Apol. 21
does not bear out Resch's contention (cp. Schiirer, TLZ., 1897, 187 f.), while
the theory is further handicapped by the need of assuming not only that Luke
at one place (24*) misread Mk 16'', although elsewhere he (24™, Ac i'^) preserved the real meaning of Galilee, but that, without any warning, the term
changes its geographical meaning in the synoptic tradition. The hypothesis *
therefore falls to the ground (so, e.g., Keim, vi. 380 ; W. C. Allen, EBi. 2987 ;
Gautier, EBi. 3498 ; Schmiedel, EBi. 4044 ; Lake, Resurrection Narratives,
208-209; Masterman, DCG. ii. 207 ; A. Meyer, Auferslehungsberichte, 95!.;
and Armstrong in Princeton Bibl. and Theol. Studies, 1912, 307 f.).

§ 4. Characteristics.—The main problem of the gospel remains,
however, viz. the juxtaposition of Jewish or particularistic {e.g.
io6f.23 1^24 ig28 332) and catholic {e.g. i27f- 24I* and 28i9^-)
sayings (cp. 1612 and 23'). Are the former due to a Judaistic
recension of the Logia (Schmiedel, EBi. 1842-3, 1870), and
were the latter, together with some of the less historical traits, the
work of a later editor or editors more friendly to the Gentiles
(Hilgenfeld, Ewald, Schwegler: NZ, i. 199f., 241 f.)? The
answer to these questions depends upon the critical analysis of
the gospel. Keim (i. 86 f.) ascribes, e.g., 11^-2 23 3I4-15 gu-iz 22I-1*
25I-12 2719-62-66 2815^' to a zealous Jewish-Christian, of liberal
sympathies, who wrote after the fall of Jerusalem. Soltau's better
theory {ZNW., 1900, 219-248) is that a series of editorial
additions to the original Matthew may be found, e.g., in 1-2, 31*'!^
4U-I6 el8-19 glT i2l'^"21 I'jl^-lS. 35 2x2-5 261^-^^ (^^^ 27(^)9-10.34.43.57

2 7*2-2820; the original Matthew was compiled from Mk. and the
Logia by an opponent of Judaism, but the editor was a strict
Jewish Christian of catholic sympathies and dogmatic prepossessions. This is decidedly simpler than the older theory of Scholten
{Het Oudste Evangelie, 93 f.), which postulated three different
editions of Matthew. But the solution lies in the idiosyncrasies
of the author rather than in the strata of the gospel. The author
of Matthew is unconsciously self-portrayed in 13^2 . he is ypappuaT«iis pxt6-qTev6el% rrj ^acriXeia Ttav oipavuiv S/xo(os dvOpwiria o'lKoSecrvoTTj oaris eic/3aAAet iK TOV Orjcravpov airov Kaivd Kal iraXaid.
He

is a Jewish Christian, acquainted with rabbinic learning; the
midrashic element is more pronounced in his work than in either
* Resch's recent contribiitions are Das Galilaa bei Jerusalem (1910) and
Der Auferstandene in G. bei J. (1912).
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Mark or Luke, and it is most conspicuous in the passages which
come directly from his own pen. The Jewish Christian traits of
his gospel are, however, largely due to the Palestinian traditions
which he employed, as well as to the thesis of his own work,
viz. that Christianity as the new law and righteousness of God
had superseded the old as a revelation of God to men.* H e
voices the catholic and apostolic consciousness of the early
church, which saw in its universal mission to the world a commission of Jesus to his disciples, and in its faith a new and final
law of God's messiah. Mt. thus approximates to the standpoint
of Luke and of James. H e does not show any anti-Pauline
tendency; it is forced exegesis to detect a polemic against Paul,t
e.g. in the description of the enemy in 132^ or in 51^ (cp. i Co 15').
If Mt. has any affinities with the great apostle, it is with the
Paul of Ro 9!^-, not of Ro i i i ^ much less of Gal 2^^: His
Jewish Christian proclivities are strongly marked even in details
{e.g. 2420, his fondness for f) ^aa-iXeia TCJV oipavuiv, the addition
of Kai Tr]v BiKaiocrvvrjv in 6^^ [cp. 31^=51^ Gal 4*], etc.), but he
sees the real Judaism not in the Israel J which had deliberately
(cp. 2725^ note the emphatic TTSS 6 Aaos) rejected Jesus, but in
the church. It is not accidental that iKKXrjo-ia only occurs in
Mt., among the evangelists. H e reflects an age when the church
* Wellhausen (Einl." 62) minimises unduly the catholic and universal
traits of the final editor. " Mt. has in view the primitive church of Jerusalem,
which sought to hold fast by Judaism in spite of everything. Hostility to the
official representatives of the Law is never expressed more bitterly than by
him.
But this enmity is a rival race for the same goal, viz. for the
fulfilment of the Law and for righteousness. This goal is naturally higher
for Christians than for Jews ; nevertheless, on that very account the former
claim to be the true representatives of Judaism and refuse to yield place to
the false. They still take part in the cultus at Jerusalem (5=^-^^), pay the
temple-tax,
confine their propaganda outside Jerusalem to Jews,
exclude pagans and Samaritans, and will not cast their holy pearls before
swine (lo-^ 7")." But this is all or nearly all retained, partly for archaic
reasons, from the sources ; it is not so fundamental for Mt. as the larger atmosphere of catholic feeling. Wellhausen himself (Einl." 78 f.) admits the
probability of this later on.
t H e alone of the evangelists uses dvopla, and he is specially opposed to
hypocrisy; but the former need not, any more than the latter, be an anti
Pauline touch.
: Cp. Wellhausen's remark on 2f-^^ " Er [i.e. Jesus] hat durch seine
.\p(j.stel immer wieder Vcrsuche gemacht, die Judcn In seiner (iemeinde
(i-'nisihta) zu sammeln (k'nasdi) und vor deui drolicnjen Zorn zufluchl zu
ijewahren, aber vergebens." Cp. De Faye, A A. 114, 125.
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and the kingdom were becoming more closely identified, when
the Gentile mission was in full swing, when the initial flush and
rush of the faith in Palestine had been succeeded by experiences
of false prophets, unworthy members,* and the obstacles which
a new organisation creates as well as removes.
Writing for the practical needs of the church, he betrays the
vocation of a teacher incidentally in the mnemonic and mathematical arrangements of his material, among other things. Thus
there are three divisions in the genealogy (I^'I^J three angelmessages to Joseph in dreams (12" 2^^- ^^), three temptations
(4i"ii), a triple description of the mission (42^ see above), a triple
illustration in 522 (cp. 534-35.39-41)^ ^^g threefold definition of
61-4.5-16.16-18 (cp. also 69-10 ^7-8.22. 25.27)^ three miracles of healing
(81-1*), three further miracles (82^-99)^ three other miracles of
healing (9i^-^), the triple rhythm of ii''"® (cp. 12*0)^ j^e threefold
attack of the Pharisees (122^-lof. 24f.)^ three parables of sowing
(i3i-*2), three instances of Verily I say to you (i8^-1^-1^),! three
classes of eunuchs (19^2), the threefold rhythm of 2oi9 (eis TO
KTA.) and 2i9, three parables (21I8-22I*), three questions put to
Jesus (221*-*"), three warnings (23^-10, cp. 2320-22 232^ mint and
dill and cummin, justice and mercy and faithfulness, 2 •^ prophets
and wise men and scribes), the three men of the parable (25!*^-),
three prayers in Gethsemane (26'^-**), three denials of Peter
(26*®^-), three questions of Pilate {21'^'^-^), three mockeries of the
crucified (27^*"**), three women specially mentioned at the cross
(27''), and the threefold rhythm of 2819-20. With this numerical
trait we may rank the fivefold occurrence of the formula KOX
iyeveTO ore ireXea-ev KTX. (728 i j l

1363 19I 26I), t h e

fivefold

antithesis of $^^-*\ and the fivefold rhythm of 10'^-* (cp. io9-io);
the seven evil spirits of 12**, the sevenfold forgiveness of 1821-22
(cp. 22^*), the seven loaves and baskets (15^*^'^), and the
sevenfold woe of 23. It may be only accidental that there are
ten OT citations (1-4^^) previous to the beginning of the
Galilean mission, and there happen to be ten miracles in 81-9^.
The irregular number of the beatitudes (5^'')' where schematism
would have been easy, shows that the writer did not work out
* " He seems to move amid a race of backsliders " (Abbott, EBi. 1788);
but the references are too general to be connected with the retrogression of
Jewish converts when the breach between Gentile and Jewish Chrittiani
widened c. A.D. 70.
t The dpijv in 18'" is to be omitted.
17
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numerical schemes * quite regardless of the materials at his
disposal, though homiletic influences undoubtedly were responsible for the form as occasionally for the content of the latter.
The character of the OT citations throws a particular ray of light on the
heterogeneous strata of the gospel as well as on the specific interests of the
compiler or editor. In 2* 4^'"- 8 " 13"* and 27''- we have paraphrastic
renderings of the Hebrew, t Here, as elsewhere, citations which differ alike
from the Hebrew and the LXX may occasionally be the result of the natural
looseness with which early Christian writers occasionally cited the OT from
memory, or freely adapted texts for purposes of edification. In such cases
the differences are immaterial. In others, e.g. in 27"* (cp. H. R. Hatch,
Biblical World, 1893, 345-354, and J. R. Harris, Exp.^ xii. 161-171),
the use of a florilegium is the clue to the textual phenomena. The dual
nature of the citations remains, however, upon any hypothesis, and it is a
watermark of compilation. As a rule Matthew assimilates quotations already
found in Mk. more closely to the LXX, or else leaves them as he finds them
in that state. The main exceptions to this—in 21^', where, like Lk. (19*°), he
omits the irdaiv rots iBveaiv of the LXX (Mk 11"), and in 27^, where the
closer approximation of Ivarl to the LXX is balanced by the substitution of
the vocative Bei pov for 6 Bebs pov (Mk 15''* LXX)—are not of any special
moment. The same holds true of the non-Marcan allusions to, or citations of,
the OT, with the striking exception of twelve passages ( l ^ 2 ' ' 2*' 2^ 4* 12^'
21' besides the five noted above),t which indicate a recourse to the original
with a more or less subordinate use of the LXX. These passages are all
connected with the fulfilment of prophecy. Two of them (2^ and 27*-'") may
have been taken originally from the apocryphal book of Jeremiah (Jerome,
cp. Resch's Parallel-Texte, ii. 334 f., 369 f. ; and above, pp. 33-34), three
come from Micah (2''), Hosea (2^^),§ and Jeremiah (2'^) respectively, while a
couple (4* 13^^) are from the Psalter. The rest are drawn from Isaiah (21*
being a composite citation of Isaiah and Zechariah).

With regard to the motives underlying Mt.'s account, an
apologetic element emerges at the outset in the ascription of the
birth to prophecy, as well as in the inclusion of the women in the
• On this cp. Luthardt's paragraphs in his essay, De Compositione
Evangelii Malthai (Leipzig, 1861), Plummer (pp. xixf.), Abbott (Diat.
3352 «), and Levesque (RB., 1916, 5f., 387 f.).
t Cp. E. Haupt's Zur Wurdigung der alt. Citationen im. Ev. Mt.
(Treptow, 1870) on 8" (pp. 1-7) 13^5 (pp. 7-10) and 27" (pp. 10-16); Allen
in ET xii. 281 f., and Nestle in ET. xix. on 2^8 (pp. 527 f.), and (ET. xx.
92-93) on 12".
X The midrashic development in 21° is carried a step further by Justin
{.4pol. i. 32), who binds the foal to a vine (cp. FFG. v. 174 f.).
§ The diffi;rence between this forced application (due to the identification
of Jesus here, as in the temptation story, with Israel) and the apt citation in
9'^ (12"), illustrates the composite character of Matthew's gospel (cp. Burkitt's
Transmission, 202-203).
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genealogy. The author possibly (cp. above, p. 251) aimed at
contemporary Jewish insinuations. The birth of Jesus was the
fulfilment of prophecy ; Joseph openly recognised Mary as his
wife before the birth; and even in the Davidic genealogy women
like Tamar and Rahab, besides Ruth the foreigner, had played a
part by Divine commission. The earliest possible record of the
well-known Jewish slander dates from about A.D. 130, and it does
not become prominent till the age of Celsus, half a century later
(Hilgenfeld in ZWT, 1900, pp. 271 f.); but it must be earlier
than its literary records, and some such slander, or suspicion of
Mary's Davidic descent (Ubbink, Theol. Studien, 1913, 284 f.),
was inevitable in Jewish circles as soon as the dogma of the virginbirth was marked, particularly in connection with the messianic
claims of Jesus. Elsewhere a sensitiveness to contemporary
Jewish slander is visible, as in 2^^'^^ perhaps (see Orig. c, Cels. i.
28. 38), and in the story of 2811-1^, while the humble, grateful
recognition of Jesus the messiah* at his birth by the foreign magi is
thrown into relief against his subsequent reception by the Jews.
Mt. has also his eye upon difficulties felt inside the church,
e.g, about the relation of Jesus to the Law and the Gentile
mission. A certain perplexity had further been felt, by the time
he wrote, about the baptism of Jesus, and his account in 31*^attempts to explain how the holy messiah submitted to baptism
at the hands of John.f The purpose of John's baptism, ci's
d(j>e(Tiv dpapriS)v (Mk I*), is omitted, and there is a tacit contrast
between the people (Mt 3O) and the religious authorities (3I1
vpas . . «is pLerdvoiav) on the one hand, and Jesus (31**^-) on the
other. The curious story of the Gospel according to the
Hebrews (cp. Jerome, contra Pelag, iii. 2, and Cyprian, de rebapt,
xvii.), that Jesus only went | after refusing at first to accompany
his father and mother (cp. the motive of John 7^^-), is accepted
by some scholars, e,g, by O. Holtzmann {Leben Jesu, Eng. tr.
127 f.), as authentic. Both this and the account in Mt. are
probably more or less independent attempts to explain the same
* The significant change in 3 " (cp. Jub 22^*-^ ; Halevy, RS., 1903, 32f.,
123f., 2lof.) substitutes a public proclamation for an inward assurance.
+ The passage thus tallies with the ratification of Christian baptism in
28" ; the validity of the institution is proved apologetically by the fact that
Jesus himself not only enjoined it but submitted to it.
X " Dixit autem eis, quid peccaui, ut uadam et baptizer ab eo? nisi forte
hoc ipsum, quod dixi, ignorantia est." The fragment breaks off here; but,
as the next fragment proves, Jesus did go eventually.
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incident. But this opens up the larger question of the relation
between the two works.
§ 5. Mt. and the Euangelium iuxta Hebrceos.—When the
Matthaean document is identified with Q (see above, pp. 194 f.),
the speculations of early tradition and recent investigation
upon the relation of the canonical Mt. to the TO TOVSOIKOV
lose their basis and interest, although the latter document
remains one of the problems and enigmas of early Christian
literature. Even yet there is no sort of agreement upon the
relation of the canonical Matthew, or of Q ( = the Matthsean
Logia), to what came to be called ' the Gospel according to the
Hebrews ' {eiayyiXiov Ka& 'E/Spaiov;). The latter, to judge from
the Stichometry of Nikephorus, was larger than Mk. and smaller
than M t . ; it was the Greek translation of an Aramaic original,
used by the Nazarenes and the Ebionites especially, and
eventually circulated among the Jewish Christians of Egypt.
So much is clear. But its origin is a mystery. Was it (so from
Bleek and F r a n k : SK, 1846, 369 f, to Wernle, Syn. Frage,
248 f.; Jiilicher, Einl. 261 ; A. F. Findlay, etc.) a second-hand
and second-century compilation mainly based on the canonical
gospels (especially Mt. and Lk.),* or a source co-ordinate with
the canonical Gospels (O. Holtzmann's Leben Jesu, Eng. tr. 4 6 52) and even used by Mt. and Lk. (Handmann, TU. v. 3. 127 f.)?
These are the two extremes of critical opinion. The latter is
modified by those who hold that both Mt. and H e b . gospel were
written by the same hand (Nicholson, The Gospel according to
the Hebrews, 1879), or that both were versions of the UrMatthaus (so, e.g., Schneckenburger, Zahn), while there is still
support for the traditional view that the Heb. gospel was
really the work of Matthew to which the tradition of Papias
refers (so, e.g., Hilgenfeld, Die Evglien, 43 f.; ZWT, 1863, 345 f.,
1889, 280 f.; and Barns, cp. A. Meyer, HNA.
i. 18-19).!
Setting aside the latter theory, we may upon the whole feel
' Specifically a second-century Jewish-Christian adaptation of Mt.
(Weizsacker, Untersuchungen, 223f. ; Resch, TU. v. 4. 322f. ; Hoennicke,
fC. 98, etc.) or of Lk. (B. Weiss, Einl. 494 f.).
t To the literature cited by Ehrhard (ACL. 139 f.) and A. Meyer (HNA.
ii. 21 f.), add Menzies (DB. v. 338-342), Findlay (DCG. i. 675 f.), Stanton
{GHD. i. 250f.), AAeney (HJ. iii. 139-159), Wellhausen's Einl." 117-118,
and Barnes (JTS., April 1905, 356 f.). The extant fragments are collected in
Preuschen's Antilegomena (3-8) and Harnack {.4CL. i. I. 6f.), and translated
by Nicholson {op. cit. pp. 28 f.) and B. Pick (Paralipomena, Chicago, 1908).
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justified in refusing also to regard the gospel Kaff 'E^pai'ovs as a
derivative compilation. Its use by Hegesippus (cp. SR. 270 f),
possibly also by Ignatius and Papias,* throws the date of its
composition into the early part of the second century, and the
internal evidence suggests an even earlier period (A.D. 70-100,
Harnack, ACL. ii. i. 625 f.). The gospel, in its original form,f
was probably one of the narratives which preceded Luke (ii);
it was a Jewish-Christian Sn;y?;o-ts which assigned special prominence to James as Mt. did to Peter, and which derived part of
its material from primitive and fairly authentic sources. The
tradition which connected it with Matthew is pure guesswork,
started by misinterpretations of the earlier tradition about
Matthew's Logia. The gospel Kaff 'E(3paLovs was originally
anonymous (Handmann, pp. 114 f.); it was a gospel of the
twelve, not a gospel of Matthew. Unlike the canonical Mt.
it had no Euangelium infantice, though it may have had a
genealogy, since its purpose was to prove the messianic
legitimacy of Jesus. It is related, in point of religious aim and
literary quality, to the canonical Mt. pretty much as the epistle
of Barnabas is to Hebrews (see Appendix G).
(D) LUKE.
L I T E R A T U R E . —(a) Editions X—Origen's Homilia in Lucam (mainly on
chs. 1-4) ; Ambrose, Expositio Ev. sec. Lucam (fourth c e n t u r y ) ; Beda (eighth
century); Theophylact (eleventh c e n t u r y ) ; Cajetan (1543); Cornelius a
Lapide (1638, E n g . tr. of L u k e , London, 1887); H . Pape (Leipzig, 1778);
S. F . N . Morus (Leipzig, 1795); Stein (Halle, 1830); F . A. Bornemann's
Scholia (1830); Glockler (Frankfort, 1 8 3 0 ) ; Olshausen (1837, Eng. tr.
1863); Baumgarten-Crusius (Jena, 1845); Meyer (1846, E n g . tr. of fifth
ed., Edin. 1880); de WeUe^ (1846); Trollope (London, 1847); Diedrich
* Schwegler (NZ. i. 197 f.) also heard echoes in Jas 5'^ and 2 P l " , since
the gospel, like the apocalypse of John, voiced the primitive Jewish
Christianity of the early Church. Pfleiderer (Urc. iii. 229 f.), though regarding it as an independent form of the original Aramaic gospel, admits the
presence of later legends.
t T h e legendary features are cruder than the naive stories, e.g., of Mt
1724-27 2ii8t. and 27^'-^^ ; on the other hand, it has preserved a more accurate
form of 23^^. T h e latter is more likely to be primitive than the correction of
the canonical text of Mt. by a well-informed editor, and it is not the only
instance of good primitive tradition in the rb 'lovSaiKbv.
J T h e Greek comments of Eusebius ( C K S . ) and Cyril (Alex.) are extant
only in fragments ; the latter (text in Corpus Script. Christ. Orient., ed.
Chalx)ty, 1912) is translated into English (ed. R. P. Smith, Oxford, 1859).
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(1864); J. J. Owen (New York, 1867); Bisping (1868) : Burger (1868); A.
Carr (1875); Jones and Cook (Spctikers Comm. 1S78) ; E. H . Plumptre
(Ellicott's CoOTOT. 1878); Hofmann (IS78) ; Oosterzee (Lange's .5/^^/-'J'^'''**.
1880); van Doren (New York, 18S1); Fillion (Paris, 1882); Schan*
(1883) * ; Farrar (CGT. 18S4) ; Godet^ (1888, Eng. tr. of second ed. 1881) ;
H a h n (Breslau, 1 8 9 2 - 4 ) * ; J. W e i s s * (— M e y e r ' , 1892); Knabenbauer
(Paris, 1895); Plummer (ICC. 1896 and foil, e d . ) ; Blass,
Evangelium
secundum Luciim (lUgj); Nosgen ^ (StrackZockler, 1 8 9 7 ) ; Riezler (Brixen,
1900); A. Wright (1900) ; B. Weiss ( — M e y e r ' , 1901); Adeney ( C ^ . 1901);
QiUoAon (Commeniaire critique et moral, Paris, 1903); Wellhausen * (1904) ;
V. Rose, L'evangile selon S. Luc (Paris, 1904) ; Merx, Die Evglien
Marcus
u. Lukas nach der Syrischen im Sinaikloster gefund.
Palimpsesthandschrift
erldutert. ( 1 9 0 5 ) * ; J. M. S. Baljon ( 1 9 0 8 ) * ; Manoury'» (Paris, 1912) ;
Zahn* (ZK. 1915).
(b) Studies—B. L. Konigsmann, De fontibus
commentariorum
Luca
(1798) ; Schleiermacher, iiber die Schriften des Lucas (l Theil, 1817, Eng.
tr. 1828, with preface by Thirlwall) ; ' Mill, The Hist. Char, of St.
Luke's
Gospel {i?>^l) ; J. Grimm, Die Einheit des Lucas-Evglms
(I?>6T,); G . Meyer,
Les Sources de Piv. de L. (Toulouse, 1868); Renan, v. (ch. x i i i . ) ; Keim, i.
98 f. ; Scholten, das Paulinische Evglm, Kritische Unters. d. Ev. nach Lucas,
etc. (Germ. ed., Redepenning, 1881); C. Campbell, Critical Studies in St.
Luke's Gospel (iSgo) ; P'eine, Eine vorkanonische
Ueberlieferung des Lukas
( 1 8 9 1 ) * ; Be'ah(DB.
iii. 162-173); Pfleiderer (Urc. ii. 98-190, 2 8 0 f . ) ; P .
C. Sense, Origin of Third Gospel (igoi) ; E. C. Selwyn, Luke the Prophet
(1901); A. B. Bruce, Kingdom of God^ ( 1 9 0 4 ) * ; J. Haussleiter, Die
Missionsgedanke
im Evglm des Lukas (igo^);
B. Weiss, Die Quellen des
Lukasevglms
( 1 9 0 8 ) * ; A. Wright (Z)CC. ii. 8 4 - 9 1 ) ; F . Dibelius (ZA^Af.,
1911, 3 2 5 f . ) ; H . M'Lauchlan (St. Luke,
Evangelist
and
Historian:
Manchester, 1912) ; M. Meinertz, Das Lukas-Eiglm^
(1912) ; A. Porret
(RTQR.,
1914, 9 7 - 1 2 2 ) ; Foakes Jackson, St. Luke and a Modern
Writer
(Cambridge, 1916).

§ I. The Preface.—Blass {Philology of Gospels, 1898, 1-20) ;
Abbott {EBt. 1789-90; FFG. i. 108 f).
Luke's gospel and its sequel are addressed to a certain
Theophilus. This is a genuine proper name, not an imaginary
nom de guerre for the typical catechumen, nor a conventional
title for the average Christian reader. Nothing is known of
Theophilus, except what may be inferred from Luke's language,
viz. that he was not simply an outsider interested in the faith, but
{KarrixT]Q-r]'i, cp. Ac i825 2121) a Christian who desired or required
fuller acquaintance with the historic basis of the Christian gospel;
also that, as Kpdria-re implies (cp. Ac 232^ 24^ 262^), he was a man
of rank. Luke's emphasis on the relation between Christianity
and the Roman empire, and his stress upon the hindrances and
1 Criticised by Planck in an essay, De Luca evang.
Schleiermacher proposuit (Gottingen, 1819).

analyst

critica

quam
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temptations of money,* would tally with the hypothesis that his
friend belonged to the upper and official classes; but beyond
these inferences lies the land of fancy.f
Luke's method is historical, but his object, like that of John
(20*1), is religious. He makes no claim, however, to be an eyewitness. All he professes is to write a correct, complete, and
chronological (in the sense of well-arranged, or logical) account
of the primitive irapaSoo-ts as received from the first generation
of disciples. This attempt was neither new nor superfluous.
Luke had numerous predecessors in the enterprise, but their
work did not satisfy his purpose, and he resolved to make a
fresh essay. He makes no claim to be inspired (contrast the
eSo^e Kap-oi with t h e e8o$ev rrvevpiari TW dyt'o) Kal fffiiv of A c 152*) ;

his qualifications are simply the pains he had taken to acquaint
himself {dKpi/SS>s) with the contents of the TrapaSoo-is. Whatever
his success was, his historical aim and method contrast favourably with the easy-going practice of his pagan contemporary, Q.
Curtius Rufus (vii. 8. 11, utcunque sunt tradita incorrupta
perferemus; ix. i. 34, equidem plura transcribo quam credo).
Luke did not rest his narrative on unsifted traditions.
(a) The dedication proves that the compilers of early Christian gospels,
among whom Luke ranks himself, drew upon the irapaSbaeis of eye-witnesses
and primitive evangelists, but that the latter did not write down their information. The drawing up of narratives, it is implied, followed the oral stage.
As Luke's writings show, he availed himself not simply of the written
composition of his predecessors (e.g. Mk. and Q), but of oral tradition.
(b) The preface or dedication not only is modelled on the conventional
lines of ancient literature, but shows if not an acquaintance with similar
passages in medical treatises, e.g. that of Dioskorides irepl iX^s larpiKTjs (cp.
Lagarde's Mittheilungen, iii. 355 f. ; Hobart, Medical Language of St. Luke,
86f. ; J. Weiss, etc.), at any rate a medical flavour.J Thus, dxpipHs
* The so-called ' Ebionitism' of Luke arises partly from his sources,
several of which apparently reflected the suffering, poor churches of
Palestine (A.D. 40-70), and partly from the familiar diatribe-themes of contemporary Stoicism. The tone of the relevant passages (cp. O. Holtzmann's
War Jesus Ekstaliker, pp. 16 f.) is that of James' epistle, curiously ascetic and
more than suspicious of wealth.
t Beck (Der Prolog des Lukas Evglm, 1901) e.g: argues from iv ijptv
that Luke was one of the Emmaus-disciples, and Theophilus a rich taxcollector of Antioch who met Luke, Philip, and Paul at Csesarea, whither he
had accompanied Herod and Bernice.
+ Thumb (Die Griechische Sprache im Zeitaller des Hellenismus, 1901,
225-226) contends that the linguistic parallels with Dioskorides and
Hippokrates (pref. to IIe/>i dpxaiijs larpiKijs, oKbaoi iirex^lpW''' *'^/>' IrtrpiKijt
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irapaKoXovBetv is a phrase of Galen (Prognat. ii. 13, Theriac. ad Pisonem, 2),
and in his preface to the latter work he writes, Kal TOGTOV aoi rbv irepl TIJS
BrjpiaKTJs Xbyov, dKpipds i^erdaas diravra, dpiare lllaoiv airovSaiuis iTroiT]aa.
Luke's preface therefore hints that the writer is not only composing a
literary work, but familiar with medical phraseology. It is the first piece of
evidence for the correctness of the tradition (see below) that he was Luke,
the Greek physician who was in touch with Paul during his later life.
(c) Polybius similarly (iv. 1-2) explains that he begins his main history
at 220-216 B.C., since he was thus able " to speak as an eye-witness of
several of the e v e n t s " of the periods, " a s well as from the information of
those who were eye-witnesses of other events. T o go further back and write
the report of a report (eis d/coTjc i^ dxoijs ypdipeiv) seemed to me an insecure
basis for conclusions or for assertions." L u k e would have also agreed with
the further reason of Polybius, " A b o v e all, I started at this point, inasmuch
as the whole world's history entered upon a new phase at this period."

§ 2. Outline and contents.—After the preface (ii"*), the gospel
falls into four sections: {a) The first (1^-4!^) describes the
birth of John and of Jesus (1^-220), the boyhood of Jesus (221-52)^
the preliminary mission of John (3i"2°) and his baptism of Jesus
(321^-), the genealogy of the latter (322-^8) and his temptation
(41-1^).* The second part {i^^-if^) is devoted to the Galilean
mission.! The third section (9^1-192^) brings Jesus to Jerusalem
after a series of journeys (cp. ZNW.,
1912, 366 f.), through
Samaria and elsewhere. The closing part (19^^-24) covers the
same ground as the corresponding sections in Mk. and M t ,
though with characteristic omissions and additions.!
Luke's relation to the Marcan order is of primary significance
in an estimate of his work. Between Mk ii-^ and Mk i''"* he inserts
an even fuller account of John's preaching (3^'!*) than Mt. (3^"!"); §
Xiyeiv ij ypdipeiv) are too general, and that they only prove a knowledge of
medical phraseology. On the coincidences with the prefaces and dedications
of Josephus, see Krenkel's Josephus u. Lukas, 50 f.
* On this, cp. EBi. 4960-4961, Colin Campbell's Critical Studies (pp. 16 f.),
B. Weiss, Quellen d. Lukas Evglms, 100f., and Pfleiderer (Urc. ii. I l 8 f . ) .
t T h e second and the third sections both open with a rejection of Jesus
(.16-30 g61-66\

X In the passion-narrative the resemblances with Ac 22-24 are very
m a r k e d : both Jesus and Paul, according to L u k e , were struck on the
mouth before the Sanhedrim ; both were given up by the Jews to the Roman
authorities; both were accused of treason by the Sadducean priesthood, and
lioth were three times pronounced innocent.
§ This is one case in which Mt. keeps much closer to Q than Luke (cp.
Salmon's Human Element in Gospels, 49 f.) ; the latter, by changing the
Pharisees and Sadducees into a vague crowd (cp. 7^), fails to explain the point
and sharpness of lohn s rebuke.
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he then follows Mk. down to 4I* ( = Mk ii*), but proceeds to
insert a programmatic and proleptic account of the rejection
of Jesus at Nazara {4^^-^").* Returning, in 4^'^-**^, to the Marcan
scheme (i2i-39), he stops at this point to insert a special version
of Peter's call (5^""), in place of the tradition (Mk 1I6-20) which
he had just omitted. The Marcan thread is followed again
till 611 ( = M k 3®), where he reverses the position of the call
of the twelve (6i2-i6 = Mk 313-19, 6i7-i9 = Mk 3"2). After this,
Luke goes his own way for a while. Mk 41^25 is reproduced in
84-18. 319-21 picks up Mk 381-35 (another instance of reversed
order), and 822-56 follows Mk 4^^-5*^; the parabolic teaching of
420-29-33-34 is entirely omitted, and 430-32 jg not used till 13I8-19,
In 9I"' Luke returns to Mk. (6^^-10), and the thread is on the
whole followed in gio-i^ ( = Mk 630-"). Then, omitting Mk 6«826, Yyith the exception of 8ii-i8 and 8i*-2i, which are caught up in
reverse order later {12^^-^^ ii^*-i2i), he follows Mk. (82^-9*) in
9I8-36 (omitting Mk g^-'^% and on the whole in 937-50 ( = Mk 9I4-").
Mk 9*2-48 reappears afterwards in i7i"2, the salt-saying of 9*9-50
(like ioi"i2) never appears at all, and it is not till i8i^'3* that the
Marcan scheme (IQI^-S*) is resumed (18''5-*3 = Mk io«-52).f The
narrative of the last days in Jerusalem then follows Mk. pretty
closely, though it omits J Mk 1112-14.20-26 (fig-tree incident),
1321-23. 33-37 and 151^-20, reverses the order of Mk 14I8-21 ( = 2221-23)
and 1422-25 ^_ 221^-20), and makes a number of significant
additions.
Luke's detailed chronology varies between vague notices of time and
definite synchronisms which are generally more graphic than historical.
Thus the birth of John the Baptist and of Jesus alike fell ' in the days of
H e r o d ' ( l ' , cp. 2' iv rats r]pipais iKelvais); § he is now and then precise
upon days (i^' a^i-«• « etc.), months|! (i^"-26-«>), years (2*", cp. s^*),!! or
even hours (2^'*, cp. lo^^ 22'^^), and he attempts at one place an elaborate
sixfold synchronism (in 3I-2, with which the sixfold date of the Thebans'
entry into Plataea, in Thuc. ii. 2, has been compared). H e knows that the
"• Which Mk. reserves till 6^"^^. Hence the anachronism of Lk 4^'.
t On the neglect of the Marcan source in 9''-18'^, cp. Sir J . C. Hawkins
in ET. xiv. i8f., 9of., 137f. (OSS. 2 9 - 5 9 ) ; and below, Appendix H .
X T h e anointing in Bethany (Mk 14'"') had been already used in 7'6-6o_
§ Cp. I^" 6^" (iv T. Tjp. rairais).
II Apart from the ritual (Gal 4'"), the O T (Ja 5"), and the apocalyptic
references (in Apoc. Job.), pijv, in its literal sense, is used only by Lk. of all
the N T writers.
H This Coael is not uncommon in Luke's chronological notices (CD. 8 ^ 9'** *
2 2 * 2 3 " , Ac 2*^ and elsewhere).
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call of twelve disciples took place * in the mornin:; (6'^-") after a night of
prayer. On the other hand, his connections are often vague ; e.g. iv rip e^rjs
( 7 " ) , iv rip KaBe^TJs (8'), iv r-g e^ijs vpipf (9"). As a rule, he follows M i r k ,
e.g. in 4* 4 " " " 5"'- 6' (adding the enigmatic SevrepoirpiiiTip) and 6° ( = Mk 3').
though now and then he loosely uses iv pif TCIV ripepCiv ( 5 " S^-'—where, like
Mt 8^, he departs from Mark 4'"—20*), or phrases like iv airip rip Kaipip (13')
and iv airy r j Hpf ( 1 3 " 2 0 " ) .

All through, whenever he leaves Mk., and even sometimes
when he follows him, we have therefore to distinguish between a
sequence which is apt enough in an edifying homily or in a
catechetical manual, but unlikely to be historical.! Thus Lk.
arranges the temptation in 4^'^^ so as to avoid the abrupt change
from the desert to the temple, and at the same time in order to
produce a cHmax; he also inserts 7I1-17 in order to prepare the
way for 722 {vtKpol iyetpovrai).
His work is full of these
deliberate transitions and re-arrangements which were already a
feature of the primitive synoptic tradition even in Mk.
§ 3. Sources and structure.—Besides Mk. and Q, the sources
used by Luke (ii"*) in composing his gospel, so far as they
were written, may have provided him with material for 1^-2^2^
9*1-181*, and some passages elsewhere, especially in the passionnarrative ; but he has worked over them so thoroughly that it is
rarely possible to distinguish their number or even their nature.
{a) i5-262, cp. Hillmann {JPT,
1891, 192-261), Badham
{ET. viii. 116-119, defence of integrity), Zimmermann {SK.,
1901, 415-458, ibid. 1903, 247-290), Hilgenfeld {ZWT,
1900,
177-235, 1901, 313-318), Schmiedel {EBi. 2954 f.), Usener
{EBi.
3441 f-). Spitta
{ZNW.,
1906, 281-317,
'Die
Chronologischen Notizen und die Hymnen in Lc i und 2'),
R. J. Knowhng {DCG. i. 202 f), Clemen {Urc. pp. 287 f.), Corssen
{GGA.,
1899, 326 f.), D. Volter {TT,
1910, 289-334, ' D i e
Geburt des Taiifers Johannes und Jesu nach Lukas '), F. Dibelius
{ZNW., 1911, pp. 337 f), Nicolardot, pp. 162 f., and FFG. i. pp.
108 f.
The stylistic data of 1^-252 permit of three hypotheses: (i.)
the use of a Palestinian Jewish-Christian Greek or Aramaic
* Other morning incidents, peculiar to Luke, are 5^-" (cp. 5') 21"' and 22''*^
+ J. F . Blair in The Apostolic Gospel (pp. 7f.) rightly notes Luke's
arrangement of sayings and stories as an illustration of this ; e.g. Lk 7^'^-*" is
an example of 7^, L k lo^^'- (the captious vopoSiSdaKaXos) and lo'*'- (Mary
the receptive) of 10^'
For other cases of editorial motive, see Westcott's
/jftiod. to Study of Gospels, p p . 393 f.
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(Bruce, Zimmermann, Plummer, Wright) source, which Luke
has revised and incorporated; * (ii.) the free composition of the
section, in archaic style, by Luke himself; or (iii.) its later
insertion. The marked change of style and diction, as the gospel
passes from i* to i* and, though less markedly, from 2*2 to 3I, and
the Hebraistic phenomena of 1^-2*2^ together with the Lucan
characteristics which emerge in 2i5-20- *i-52 (Harnack,
SBBA.,
1900, pp. 538-566) and elsewhere (Zimmermann, pp. 250 f.), are
best met by the first of the three hypotheses, in its translation-form.
It requires arbitrary handling of the text to disentangle from i ' - 2 " and
3^"-, under a double Christian redaction (e.g. in i"^-^ and i'^'"), a Jewish
apocalypse of Zechariah (Volter, TT., 1896, 244-269; N. Schmidt, EBi. i.
936), mentioned in the stichometry of Nikepliorus and elsewhere, to detect a
Jewi.sh-Christian interpolation (Usener, Das Weihnachtsfest, 1889, 122 f. ;
Gercke, Neue Jahrb. fur d. klass. Alterth., 1901, 187) in 323-38 j^j y^gu ^^ [^
Mt l'-", or to find (Kohler, SA'., 1913, 281 f.) a marginal gloss in dpx- ws
ivop. 'liiiaii<p (Lk 3^^).

The main drawback to (ii.), i.e. to the theory that the author
himself produced the archaic Semitic style by means of a
conscious art (so, e.g., Pfleiderer and Harnack, BNT. i. 199 f.),
apart from the fact that the so-called Lucan characteristics
are almost wholly derived from the LXX, is the difficulty of
imagining howf a Gentile Christian like Luke could throw
himself back, by a supreme effort of the historical imagination,
to the standpoint of these chapters (cp. Sanday, ET. xiv. 296 f.;
Zahn, INT. iii. 112 f.; and Stanton in GHD. ii. 223 f.). When
the section is viewed as Luke's translation-Greek, and as embodying some primitive document, not as a piece of free composition,
i5_252 yii\_\^ ^23-38 represent an early Palestinian source which
Luke has worked over, perhaps inserting, e.g., the references to
the decree (2I) and the virgin-birth (i^*-35), with the i s ivopit,(.To
of 323. H e probably translated the source himself from Aramaic.
In spite of Dalman's scepticism ( Worte Jesu, Eng. tr. pp. 38f.)
there is no reason why Luke should not have known Aramaic;
and here as elsewhere there are fairly evident traces of a Semitic
original (Briggs, Messiah of Gospels, 41 f.; Wellhausen, Einl.^
26 f ; Nestle, ZNW, vii. 260 f.; Spitta, ZNW. vi. 293 f.; Wright,
Zimmermann, Jtilicher, etc.).
* So Machen, Princeton Review (1906), 48-49, (1912) I f., 212f.
t Unless (Harnack, Wilkinson) he belonged, at an early period, to the
circle of John the Baptist.
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It is no objection to argue (Hilgenfeld, etc.) that references to the Davidic
throne and reign ( i ' ^ ' ^ ) , the righteousness of works (i^ 2'-' etc.), and the
obligations of the law (2''"'"^), could not have come from the pen of Luke the
Paulinist, but must have been added by a redactor who was responsible for
the songs, etc. T o be a friend or companion of Paul was not equivalent to
sharing all his particular theological opinions (see below under Acts) ; Luke's
historic sense was sufficient to prevent him from suppressing such features in
the interests of doctrine ; and, even upon Hilgenfeld's peculiar thesis, the
redactor was himself a Paulinist !
One object of the source was to represent J o h n the Baptist as emphatically
the forerunner and inferior of Jesus—the same motive which re-appears in
Ac 18-19 as well as in the Fourth gospel. This tradition, with its juxtaposition of the two births, met the tendency in some circles to aggrandise
the prestige of John (cp. J . R. Wilkinson, A Johannine
Document in the
First Chapter of S. Luke's Gospel, 1902, and AJT. xvi. pp. 90 f.). This leads
to the first problem of textual and literary criticism in the section, (a) Was
the virgin-birth originally part of the source, or even of Luke's version ? T h e
hypothesis* that l*^-" represents an interpolation in the text (so, e.g.,
Hillmann, Vblter, Holtzmann, Conybeare, Usener, H a r n a c k : ZNW.,
1901,
53-57, Scnmiedel, Pfleiderer, Grill, N . Schmidt, J . Weiss, Loisy, Montefiore)
rests entirelyt on internal evidence. W h e n these verses are omitted, it is
claimed, the context (i.e. to v . ^ , and from v.'*) runs smoothly. Jesus is
announced as destined to be born to Joseph, a descendant of David (so i^
OIKOV AaneB mu.st be taken in i " in the light of i^- '^ and 2*) and Mary.
T h e application of yovels to Joseph and Mary, and of irar-qp to Joseph, does
not give the slightest hint of any merely adoptive relationship between Joseph
and Jesus, and such a connection is not suggested by the episode of the
Baptist's birth. Mary is a virgin when the angel announces the birth of a
son and (a messianic scion) to her (l^') ; i.e. as a betrothed maiden, presently
to be married (in less than a year), she is promised this gift of God in her
married life. T h e marriage is taken for granted, as in Is 7^*. After this,
the sequence of i''' {How shall this be, since I know not a man ?) is held to
be abrupt. Hitherto the angehc promise referred simply to her future as a
married woman, and the difficulty of this question, unmotived by what
precedes, is not to be explained by her maidenly consciousness or confusion
at the announcement. Furthermore, the words are as real an expression of
increduHty as those of Zachariah ( l ' ^ ) ; yet the latter is punished for unbelief,
while Mary is praised for her faith (1*^). This eulogium is hard to understand J

* Hacker's (ZWT.,
1906, 18-60) inclusion (so Spitta and Montefiore) of
s*"" in the interpolation has this in its favour, that it gets rid of the supposed
miraculous inference in ' ' . B. Weiss confines the interpolation to 34-35*.
f T h e substitution of ^ for ^, and the omission of ^ after *', in b is too
slender a basis, and may have been accidental, whilst the alleged omission
of ^'^^ from the Protevangelium Jacobi breaks down upon examination (cp.
Headlam's discussion with Conybeare in the Guardian for iNIarch-April 1903).
X On the other hand, it is precarious to argue that Mary's subsequent surprise (2''- "• '") would be inconsistent with the revelation given her in i^"^, and
that therefore either the latter passage, or the whole of ch. 2, is an interpolation.
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in view of i**, for thc question there is surely more than an involuntary
cry of surprise, unless we are to resort to conjecture (so W . C. Allen,
Interpreter, 1905, pp. 121 f.) and assume an unrecorded indication of something unique in the conception. An alternative modification of the interpolation-hypothesis would be simply to omit ^Trei dvSpa oi yiviliaKui from l"*
(so Kattenbusch, Apost. Symbol, ii. 623 ; Merx ; Weinel, ZNW.,
1901, 37f. ;
L. KJahiex, ZSchw., 1902, 220 f. ; J. M. Thompson, Miracles of NT, 149) on
the ground that the conception by the Holy Spirit does not necessarily
exclude human paternity (Joseph's agency being taken as a matter of course,
like that of Zachariah), and also because Mary's cry of surprise then relates
to the career of her son, and not to the method of his conception. But the
latter is the point of i^^'-, whereas in the source (i.e. up to irCjs iarai rovro) the
surprise and hesitation are motived by the humble origin of Mary and Joseph.
T h e argument therefore is that i34-35 ^^jj ijg removed, not only without
impairing, but actually with the result of improving, the context. * If the
allusion to virginity (l^') and the absence of any subsequent mention of
marriage are taken as implying i^-^^, it is open to the critic either to regard
irapBivos as interpolated by the author of jS^-ss (gg Harnack), or to suppose
that the redactor omitted the mention of the marriage and subsequent conception (Usener). T h e double mention of ir., however, and its vital connection with the sentence, render the former hypothesis less probable, t while
the latter seems unnecessary in view of 2 ' (with Mary his wife).
H e r e rg
ipvTjaTevpivri avrip ovaT} iyKiip is correctly interpreted by the early glossarial
add,tionof7wa«iafterai)T45 ( A C ^ P A A, 1, q*, Syr?, vulg., goth., a e t h . ) t e v e n
if one is indisposed to admit yvvaiKl as the original reading (e.g. Hacker,
53-54); on the ground that its alteration into ipv. is more likely than the
Eb.onitic change of ipv. into yvvaiKl. T h e sole reason for Mary's presence
with Joseph was the fact of her marriage to him.
T h e style of ^'^^ is fairly Lucan, though Sib occurs only once in the third
gospel and eirel never. If it be an interpolation, it is due either to L u k e or
to a redactor who wrote '^ on the basis of i3i-32 and Mt jis-as^ ^Jtjj 34 ^g j^g
prelude. T h e main difficulty in the way of the Lucan authorship is not so
much the silence of Acts on the virgin-birth as the discrepancy between
l34-a5 ^„(j ^ passage like 3^'^, where the Lucan reading undoubtedly was
vlbs pov et ai' iyih a-qpepov yeyivvTjKd ae (so, e.g., Corssen ; Usener, Weihnachtsfest, 40-50 ; Harnack, BNT. ii. 310-314 ; cp. Resch, Agrapha, 346 f., 365 f.,
and Paralleltexte, iii. 20-24). At all events, the insertion must have been
made, for harmonistic purposes, prior to the formation of the gospel-canon. §

* Note how the omission, e.g., lessens the gap between the ISob av\Xi)p\pTi
of'^ and the Kal ISob ' E . ^ avyy. a. K. air'tj avvelXijcpev o f * .
t Cp. Bardenhewer, BZ (1905), p. 158.
X Syr^'" substitutes y. for ipvrjar. (so a, b, c, ff"—uxore sucP),
§ Zimmermann (SK., 1903, 273f.) attributes the interpolation to Luke
himself, who, in translating his Aramaic Jewish-Christian source of the
nativity (which described only a natural birth), added i^^-ss (hence the Spirit
is no longer—as in Semitic—feminine), altered I^' and 2^ in order to make
Mary merely the betrothed of Joseph, not his wife, inserted the erroneous
chronology of 3''•', the parenthesis of 2^5", the mistranslation in 2^^" (airSiv).
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Against this,* it is argued that the deletion of vv.**-"" does not leave the
answer of v.** with the same wealth and depth of meaning ; such a resigned
acceptance of God's will would be much less likely than a glad rejoinder in
the case of any Jewish maiden who, after her betrothal, was told that her
eldest child would be the messiah. T h e tremor, in the other case, is natural.
It is scarcely fair to find an absolute discrepancy between Elizabeth's praise
of Mary's faith (v.") and the very natural and momentary hesitation of v . " .
It is the almost immediate repression of her doubt and the resigned
words of *' which justify her cousin's eulogy (cp. Hal6vy in RS., 1902,
328 f.). On the other hand, the further argument that the omission of the
virgin-birth throws the narrative out of balance, by leaving no contrast
between Zachariah and Joseph, is partly met by the relegation of the magnificat to Elizabeth, and by the consideration that the story, unlike that of
Matthew, is written from Mary's point of view.
If l ^ is retained, the term vlbs Beov there, as in 3 " , suggests the idea of
Jesus as the second Adam, whose birth or creation renders him Son of God.
Justin (Dial. 100), who employs the Lucan tradition, expands this analogy
by contrasting Eve and Mary, pointing out that by Jesus " God destroys the
Serpent, and those angels and men who resemble him, whereas he works
deliverance from death for those who repent of their evils and believe on
h i m . " But, in view of Paul's conception of the second A d a m , the independence of human parentage is not necessary.
An Egyptian ostrakon preserves a hymn to Mary, the second part of which,
reproducing the matter of Lk i^Sb-ss presents some variations from the Lucan
text, e.g., the absence of i3«-87 and the conception of Mary at the moment
of the theophany. T h e text is too corrupt, however, to be relied on, and in
any case it has no claim to be regarded as superior (so Reitzenstein, Zwei
religionsgeschichtlichen
Fragen, 1901, 112-131) to the Lucan account. Even
in the latter this idea of Mary's conception as due to a divine utterance t
has occasionally been found by some critics ; this is not Luke's view, but,
apart from this altogether, chronologically and intrinsically the Lucan story
takes precedence of the Egyptian fragment.
(/S) A second equally complex problem is started by the criticism of the
songs. Here, also, a number of the characteristic terms of these songs in
L k 1-2 may be shown to come from the L X X , while, on the other hand,
and, in fact, the whole of •z"''^-''^. Zimmermann consequently identifies L u k e
with Hilgenfeld's ' Pauline interpolator' whose hand is seen in l^''- ' • - " . H e
precariously identifies this Aramaic source with the /Si/3\os yeviaews of Mt l ' .
* T h e case against the interpolation is stated by Halevy (RS., 1902, 318330, who holds, however, that Luke's narrative was written to supplant
Matthew's), by Hilgenfeld, G. H . Box ( Virgin Birth of Jesus, 35 f., and
DCG. ii. 804 f.), and F E . Figot (Irish Theol. Quarterly, 1913, I 2 3 f . ) .
t T h e idea of l ^ is Hellenic rather than Jewish.
" Q u a n t au fond
meme ne I'idee, il ne s'accorde pas mieux avec la theologie juive en ce qui
fait l'originalit6 propre de celle-ci, a savoir la notion de la transcendance
divine, qui ne permet guere de concevoir Dieu comme le principe generateur,
physique et immediat, d'une vie humaine individuelle. En grec et pour
I'esprit hellenique, ccs embarras n'existent p a s " (Loisy, i. 292).
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quite a number of them are specifically Lucan. On linguistic grounds alone
it is impossible to determine whether the songs were adopted by Luke from
some earlier source (so, e.g., Spitta) or whether he composed them himself
in the archaic manner (Harnack), but it is best to regard them as part of the
Aramaic source.* They are variously taken to echo the psalter and i S 2*-"'
(Hillmann, 201 f. ; P. Haupt, Zeitschrift der d. Morgenl. Gesellschaft, 1904,
617-632), or Judith (Hilgenfeld), or the psalter of Solomon (cp. Ryle and
James, The Psalms of Solomon, pp. xci f.). Any one of these derivations is preferaljle to the intricate hypotheses of Spitta, who holds that the four hymns were
originally independent of their present setting ; the gloria (2") and the couplet
in 19^* are quotations from the same hymn ; the magnificat f (cp. Holtzmann's
Festgabe, 1902, 63f.) was an Israelitish war-song of triumph; the psalm of
Zachariah was composed of two separate pieces, one (**-'*) on the appearance of Messiah, one ('*'•) a prophetic outburst of Zachariah over his child ;
while Luke took the songs of Mary, Zachariah, and Simeon from an early
Christian collection. But this theory fails to account for the gloria, and the
structure, e.g., of Zachariah's song is, as Spitta himself (p. 309) admits,
unexampled.
It is the magnificat which presents the greatest difficulty. As the original
text of l " was Kal etirev (cp. Burkitt, Evang. Da-Meph. ii. 286), the problem
is whether 'itlapidp or ''EXiad^er was the correct addition. The latter is read
by three old Latin MSS (a, b, rhe), and represents an early tradition vouched
for by Niceta of Remesiana (who assumes in his De Psalmodia Bono that
Elizabeth spoke the magnificat), which is apparently pre-Origenic (cp.
Lommatzsch, v. 108 f., 'non enim ignoramus quod secundum alios codices
et hsec uerba Elisabet uaticinetur') and even prior to Irenseus (cp. iv. 7. I, ' sed
et Elisabet ait, Magnificat anima mea dominum,' ZNW., 1906, 191-192).
The internal evidence, it is argued, corroborates this early tradition. It is
Elizabeth, not Mary, who is filled with the ecstatic spirit (l*'), and Luke was
' fond of inserting elirev Si or Kal etirev between the speeches of his characters
without a change of speaker' (Burkitt). Furthermore, the <riv air-g of l'*
suits Elizabeth as the previous speaker better than Mary, otherwise the
reference would be to the mention of her in v.*. Then a phrase like iirifiXexf/ev iirl r^v rairelvwaiv TTJS SoiXijs airov is more congruous with Elizabeth's
release from long barrenness than with Mary's situation. The whole question
has been fully discussed, in favour of Elizabeth, by F. Jacob6 (Loisy?) in
RHLR. (1897) 424-432 ; Harnack (SBBA., 1900, 538-556), Vblter, Conrady
(Quelle der kan. Kindheitsgeschichte, 48-51), H. A. Kostlin (ZNW., 1902,
142-145), Loisy (i. 303 f.), Schmiedel (EBi. 2956-2957), F. C. Burkitt (in
A. E. Burn's Niceta of Remesiana, 1905, pp. cliii-cliv ; yj'.S. vii. 220 f.),
* Cp. e.g, F. Zorell's study of the Hebrew or Aramaic rhythmical
structure of the magnificat, in Zeitschrift fUr kath. Theologie (igo^), 754-758.
For the connection of the Lucan canticles with the prayers of the Jewish
synagogue, see Chase, TS. i. 3. 147-151; also W. Steinfiihrer : Das Magniflcat
Luc. I identisch mit Ps. 103 (1908), J. F. Wood (JBL., 1902, 48-50), and
R. A. Aytoun's reconstruction of Hebrew originals (JTS. xviii. 274 f.).
+ According to Hilgenfeld, the magnificat was inserted hke Lk l"*"™ by
the second Paulinist, who prefixed the birth-stories to the gospel.
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and Montefiore ; in favour of Mary, by A. Durand {RB., 1898, 74-77), O.
BarAenhevier (Biblische Siudien, vi. 1-2, 1901), Nilles (Zir/Ac/. kirchl. Theol.
I903> 375f-)i Ladeuze (Revue d'histoire eccUs., 1903, 623 f.), F. Jubaru, /-<!
Magnificat expression rielle de Pdme de Marie (Kome, 1905), F P. Parisi,
/ / Magnificat''
(1905), Wordsworth (in Burn's Niceta, pp. clv-clviii), A. E.
Burn (Z?CG^. ii. IOI-103), J. H . Bernard (Studia Sacra, 2 l 2 f . ) , and C. W.
Emmet ( £ j r / . ' v i i i . 521-529), besides Spitta and Wernle ( C C ^ . , 1904, 516 f.).
(7) T h e genealogy of Jesus in Lk 3 ^ - ^ , unlike the theocratic and JewishChristian list of Mt l"-, ascends from Jesus to Adam, quite in the univeralist
spirit of Ac 17^", though, like that list, it is a genealogy of Joseph artificially
drawn up. T h e editorial touch (Son of God) refers back * to 3^^ (i^"), especially
when i3-'-35 are regarded as subsequent interpolations (so for 3^'---, Usener's
Relig. Untersuchungen'',
1911, pp. 153 f.). Whether Luke translated it or
not, a touch like the Kainan of 3'* is taken from the L X X of Gn 10^.

(iii.) The third hypothesis (Hilgenfeld, Usener), that 18-2^2
are a subsequent addition to the gospel, is based on the argument that the avoi^ev of the prologue excludes the birth-stories.
The primitive apostolic tradition upon Jesus certainly started
with an account of his baptism by John (Ac 121-22^. ^nd, if the
prologue were interpreted in this light, it would usher in, not
i5_252 but ^if-, at which point the eye-witnesses of i2 could first
vouch for the facts. On the other hand, TUJV TreirXyjpocjioprjpevwv
iv rjpiv irpaypdrwv need not be restricted to facts; matters oJ
conviction among us would be as fair a rendering. No great
stress can be put on the introduction of John as the son
of Zachariah in 32 as if for the first time (see 5^"); this may
be naturally explained as a sententious impressive allusion.t
Nothing hangs on the addition to the two twelfth-century MSS
of the Armenian version of Efraim's commentary on the
Diatessaron {Lucas autem initium fecit a baptismo Joannis, cp.
Conybeare in ZNW., 1902, 192-197); for, apart from the
lateness and obscurity of the fragment in question, Efraim
must have read Lk 1-2 in his copy of the Diatessaron. The
elaborate chronological data of 3^-2 indeed seem more in keeping
with the beginning (i^) of a story than as the introduction even
to an important epoch, and the presumption in favour of the
baptism as the starting-point of the gospel is corroborated by
* This explains why Luke has placed the genealogy so late ; he reserved
this part of his source till he could prepare for it by the baptism at which
Jesus, according to the primitive view, became Son of God. But dpxbpevot
does not refer to the beginning of this divine sonship (Spitta).
t Similarly the repetition of Joseph, Mary, and Nazareth in 2^- simply
resumes l"^''^ ; it does not imply that two sources lie side by side.
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Ac i', which defines it as an account of all that Jesus began both
to do and to teach. It suggests, especially in view of \'^, that
the original tradition opened (as in Mk.) with the baptism,
but it does not necessarily exclude such introductory matter as
the poetical birth-narratives of 1-2 ; ihe latter were cognate tc
the subject and scope of 3^'-, they were preliminary notices
leading up to (cp. i^<* with 32) the historical traditions.*
{b) 9^1-183* is not a travel-narrative; although it contains
some incidents of travel {ij'^-^- "-62 jossf. i322f. 1^25^ jyiif.)^ these
do not dominate the general situation. It is not a Perean source ;
there is a certain thread in the stories of the Samaritan village
(g6i-56^^ the good Samaritan (lo^"-^'^), and the Samaritan leper
^iyii-i9j^ but no geographical connection is visible. Although it
may be inferred from Mk 10^ and Mt 19^ that Luke meant to
locate some of this material in Perea, the setting and the juxtaposition of the contents are topical and literary, not chronological. He begins with a mirror for Christian missionaries
(96'-!0*2 centring round the mission of the 70): how they are
to behave towards incivil people (9"''), how they must be wholehearted (9"^")> ^ o ^ they are to carry out their mission (lo^^-),
and how they are to be received (io^*^-).t Then follows a little
group of sayings on prayer (ii^"^^). The next groups, with any
unity, occur in \2^-'^^ (duties of fearlessness, disinterestedness
and unworldliness, and watchfulness in the Christian mission)
and in i2^*-i3^ (addressed to oxXoi, on repentance). Another
^ii87f.) group of dinner-sayings follows {\A^-'^*);% \i^^^ recalls
g67f.J 12 (cp. Hilgenfeld, ZWT, 1902, 449-464) defends the
graciousness of the gospel against Jewish cavilling (cp. I5*' ^);
i6i_iyio area loose § collection of sayings upon various social
• If Xbyos in I* were not=the Christian preaching, and if i)atl in "^
were not=about, instead of as if, there might be some reason for adopting
Corssen's theory (GGA., 1899, pp. 310 f.) that the personal logos appeared
at first on earth in the baptism (3^), and that abrbirrai and inriipirai should
be taken together, with rod Xbyov in the Johannine sense adumbrated in
Ac io»« I3'»'- W.
•\ lo""-"^ hi^ no connection with what precedes and very little with what
follows. On the whole arrangement of this section, see Wernle, Syn. Frage,
99 f. ; Pfleiderer, Urc. ii. 138 f.
X The transference of 14^*-^* to a place between 13** and 13^ (cp. Blair's
Apostolic Gospel, pp. 212 f.) has several points in its favour. The table-talk,
which is a feature of Luke, reflects the Greek symposium-dialogues.
§ E. Rodenbusch (ZNW., 1903, 243f., 'Die Komposition von Lucas 16')
deletes 16" as a gloss ; Soltau (ZNW., 1909, 230-238) restores the origiiwl
18
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relationships ; 1720-18* is on the getiLial theme of the parousia ; *
and iS^-i* would follow 1^ better than i 8 ^ Thus the section is
neither (so Schaarschmidt, SK, 1909, 12-28) a fragment of
some independent gospel, which covers (though with more
definiteness in its setting) the same ground as Mt 121^-24*^ =
Mk 3^-13^^ nor an independent source (P. Ewald, Renan,
Burton), nor (Wendt) a block of material from Q which Luke
has inserted here (as in 6^'^-8^), but (cp. Wright, NT Problems,
23-29) a collection of sayings and stories, partly drawn from
special traditions of the Judean ministry of Jesus, partly from
Q, and partly even from Mark. Luke, who elsewhere shows
a knowledge of the Judean traditions, was too dependent on
the Marcan outline to be able to find any chronological place
for t h e m ; since he had no independent knowledge, e.g., of
the Judean ministry, beyond what came from his Palestinian
(Jerusalcmite or Bethlehemite) sources here as in 1-2, he inserted
them and the rest of his material in the only available gap
offered by the Marcan outline (see, further, Appendix J).
{c) In the passion-narrative, especially at and after the last
supper, Luke sits more loose than ever to Mark; f but even
when a source may be postulated, it does not follow that it
was Q. Luke makes much less of the cleansing of the temple
(jg45-46^ than Mark or even Matthew; it does not excite the
authorities to immediate action, and their interference (20^^-) is
not only separated from it by a vague interval, but motived by
his teaching rather than his actions. This is another of the
approximations to the standpoint of the Fourth gospel, J where
the cleansing is removed entirely from the last days at Jerusalem.
The same softening of the revolutionary traits in Jesus re-appears
in the remarkable addition of 22*1 to the synoptic account of
Peter's attack on the servant of the high priest. No source need
order thus : 15'-'^ lyl}-")- 3-4-(5-6). 7-io. 11-19. 20-37 151-8 jgi-s igiQ-si. 9-15 jge-M ^ j t h
J516-18 and 17'-^- °-' as insertions from Matthew. But even l6*^'' is composite ;
J 5(26). 271. ^Qes not flow from the preceding story (cp. CoUe in ^A'., 1902,
652 f.)
• C o n c e i v e d here, as in ll'*'*- and 19^, ' a l s Tag der Rache an den
christusfeindlichen J u d e n ' (Wellhausen).
t Cp. Burkitt's Transmission,
134 f., and DCG. ii. pp. 750 f.
t See also the Satanic suggestion of Judas (22^ = J n 13^'). These and
other ' J o h a n n i n e ' phenomena of Luke are due to the use of the latter in the
Fourth gospel (see below, pp. 534 f.), or the result of a common use by both
authors of an independent source (so Zimmerman, ^A'., 1903, 586-605).

LUKE

275

be postulated for these Lucan touches (from Paul ? Hawkins in
OSS. 90 f., Moulton in Exp.^ ii. 23 f.) for the additions in 2228^(talk at supper), 2$^'^-^^ (on way to Calvary), 23^9-''^ (dying robber),
24i^'^- (Emmaus story, etc.) ;* for these Luke only required some
oral tradition as a basis; the Herod-scene (23^"i'^),t like 13^"-,
probably came from a source or sources connected with Joanna
and Chuza (cp. i'' 3^*^^ 8^ 9^"®, Ac 13^), but it is hazardous to
connect this with the tradition of the virgin-birth.
Accretions are specially numerous in the closing chapters. The most
notable are the ' Pauline' interpolations of 22^"'-^'* into the original text X as
preserved in D (cp. HNT. 653 f. ; Burkitt, Evang. Da-Meph. ii. 300 f.), and
the legendary insertion § of 22^"" (which in some MSS of the Ferrar-group is
placed, by conformation, after Mt 26'^); 23*^* (cp. Harnack, SBBA., 1901,
255 f.; HNT. 654; Resch, TU. x. 3. 721 f.) is, like Jn 7^3-8", probably
a non-Lucan fragment of genuine tradition which has floated in to this section
of the gospel, although there are almost as strong arguments for its omission
from the original, apart from the difficulty of seeing why neither Mt. nor Mk.
received the honour of its addition. 24^^, besides being textually suspect,
contains two words peculiar to Lk. and Jn. (20") among the gospel-writers
(SBbviov and rrapaKiTrrui); breaks awkwardly into the flow of the story ; and,
like Jn 2o'-*, implies that Peter did not believe although he saw the empty
torrab. Furthermore, the emphasis on Peter alone (cp. 24" 24^^) contradicts
24^. The insertion of the passage (condensed from Jn 20'"'") is probably
to be attributed to some harmonistic editor, or to the Asiatic presbyters, as
a reply to the natural objection—why did not some of the apostles go to the
* The Emmaus-tale, which does not fit in well with 24^-'^ and 24'*'-,
might be taken from a special source ; as it stands, 24'^ (which Merx deletes)
does not tally with the agitation of 24*^. The materialising of the resurrectionstories in 24**'' (cp. Denney, Jesus and the Gospel, 143 f.) is quite Lucan,
however (cp. the realism of 3^^), though the realism is no mark of veracity
(Hoffmann, ZWT., 1909, 332 f.).
t Cp. Verrall (JTS., 1909, 321-353) and Abbott (Diat. 3183).
X Blass (SK., 1896, 773 f.) and Wellhausen further omit 22"', which Zahn
(INT. iii. pp. 39 f.) transfers to a place after v. '* and before v.". The case for
the larger reading is best put by Julicher (ThA. 235 f.) and Salmon (Human
Element in Gospels, 492 f.). According to H. E. D. Blakiston
(JTS.,
1903) 548-555), 22"-^ is a conflation of two distinct stories (L = 22"-i8-%
S = 22"-2»), the latter existing in two forms (Paul, Luke : Mk. Mt.). " Paul's
account is the oldest in its present form and also the simplest. It appears
to be a slightly condensed form of S, as quoted from memory; and S may
have been in Paul's time not a document at all but an oral narrative incorporated in an inchoate liturgy." Luke conflates L and S, using Mk.
who had already absorbed a part of L. This theory simplifies the problem
in one direction, but only complicates it in others ; it fails, e.g., to explain
why Luke omitted the second mention of the bread.
§ Defended as original by Hamack (SBBA., 1901, 251 f.).
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tomb and see for themselves? or to a sense that v . " required some such
episode. T h e reasons for its subsequent inseilion arc upon tin' whole strongci
than those urged {e.g. by lilair, Apostolic Gospel, 5X5 f. ; E. A. Abbott, Dial.
1798-1S04, and Mer.\) for the likelihood that it would be omitted. Similar
harmonistic insertions occur in 24'*"''- *"• °^ (Kal dvtrpipero els r. oip.) and
^ (irpoaKvv. airbv).
T h e two latter, at any rate, may have belonged to the
original text, however, being omitted by a later scribe or editor who wished
to bring the gospels more into line (cp. Grafe, SK, 1888, 524-534), perhaps
by the author of D , who also changed the X^7o>'7os of 24** into X^7o>'Tes, in
order to harmonise it with Mk 16''*.

Luke is thus a compiler and redactor of previous sources or
traditions, though his functions are larger than those of the editors
who finally put together the Hexateuch. Allowance must be
made for his freedom of composition, as in Acts, but the primary
feature of his work is its power of selection and collocation. " If
the evangelist can be appropriately described as a painter,
according to ancient tradition, on account of the pictorial art
displayed in some of his narratives, he may be compared with
equal propriety to a gardener on account of his arrangement of
the logia. His two digressions [i.e. 6^^-&^, 9^1-18"] are beds of
transplanted flowers, arranged with some degree of skill, and
fragrant in their beauty ; but as no observer can argue from the
appearance of a flower to the soil in which at first it grew, so also
the desire of the critic to find for the logia their original context
appears to be utterly hopeless" (Blair, Apostolic Gospel, 157).
For this reason, attempts to reconstruct a special source, running
through the gospel, whether Ebionitic {e.g., Keim, i. 101 f., and
Schmiedel, EBi. i 8 5 5 - r 8 5 6 ) * or not (cp. Bartlet in OSS. 313 f.),
are less successful than the hypothesis that Luke, in addition to
Q and Mark, drew upon more or less fragmentary sources, written
and oral (the latter obtained, e.g., at Antioch and Csesarea).
Typical theories of a special source a r e —
(a) Feine's (pp. 1 3 - 3 3 ) : his source, Jewish Christian in character (c. A . D .
67), emanates from the church of Jerusalem, and contains the narratives of
j5_252 (birth-stories), -^^'^-'^ (genealogy), 4^^-*" (rejection at Nazareth), 5 ' - "
yl-10. 11-17. 36-50 gl-3 q51-56 io38-l^ j 7IO-I7. 31-33 j^l-B jyll-lS igl-lD. 39-44 2l37'. 22'"'--''81-31. 35-38. 39-46. 47-63. 54-62. 63-71 23I-56 24l-IS3_

(3) Q_ J J . M i i l l e r (Zur

SynopsC,

pp.

16f.) and B. Weiss find a third large source behind Luke's g o s p e l ; the
former's S, like the latter's L , begins with the birth-stories (1-2) and concludes
with the passion, death, and resurrection. B. Weiss' reconstruction (printed
in Greek in his Quellen der Synopt. Uberlieferung, p p . 97 f.) is as follows :—
L=I_2

-510-14. 23-38

.16-30 cl-H- 33. 3«. 39 gl3. 15-16. 20-38. 46-49 »l-2:a. 36-50 gl-3

• So recently A. Meyer (Die Auferstehung

Christi,

1905, pp. 34, 341).
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n4»-4ll. in-B«. «l-e2
jgl4-16. 19-31

J Q I . 29-43

178-19

j j 37-28. 87-54

jg9-14. 81-84. 43bf.
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j j l a . 88-88. 49-88

j-51-17

j g l - 2 8 . 87-44. 47-48

j^l-SS

20""-"^-^*-^

I cl-S. 11-82

3112-19. 20-28.

84-88 22i-«- "-23- 8i-»4. 39'- 231-24^9. In this casc, as in that of the cognate
analyses, Luke must have assigned high importance to his source, for which
he repeatedly leaves even Mark. But the precision with which L is picked
out, and materials assigned to it or to Q, carries very little conviction. ' They
see not clearliest who see all things clear.' The linguistic and inward criteria
tor determining what belongs specially to L are too subjective in the large
majority of cases. A similar criticism applies as forcibly to (c) J. Weiss' analysis
of the gospel into three sources : Q, M (Mark), and S (Luke's special source).
Q
M
S
Q
M
S
Q
M
S
Q
M
S

,7-9

j6_.,S

3*

19-20 (1)
S-«

10-U

s'.-ii(n
g57-6«

8^-9'«'
_S. 11-17

21-24. 26f.(?)

86-60 g l - 3

I , 2-3

91:.

q,51-66

151.

JQIL

a8f.(?) 88f. J J1-3

17-20

1 3 ! -12(0

Il89i.

32-81 88-34

»-8

14

871.

42t.

61-«2

19«.
1116-18 C)

3»(.

' 21(1)
27-28

51-53

1188
J J 37-38

jglS

Q

igl3

J2I8-2I

eS-M
281.

J .,22-28

84-35

J . 1-10

811.

85-36

1IS-2S

12-14

jyl-6

41

28-33

23 26-27

].53-7

84-35

26-27

34-25

541. J 3I-I7

47-50

j rl-2

31 33f.

81. 161-12

jgl4

181"-48

16^8 Ct
19-81

jgl4-lB

82

j.ll

16-17

J y 7-22 25

38-30 82

igl-12

igI-13

15-a»

I^J

g

4I6-30

18-85

271. y l l .

624-26

I Q S . 18-16

Q
M
S

Q

2S1-28

2U

81-. 4 4 5 1 -2(7). 3t(l)

.14-15

21b-22

gl-19
589

J.18-21

M

18

520-23
rlO-U. 12-38

Q
M
S

g

4I-IS

16(1). 17

1928-37
jnl4

27

47-48

20l-«

2I>-* 0 - "•

381.

^'2l2'"-('l

221-^8
^'''^

22'^

22=1-=* 0
22''-'^
22^'-ro

23^''

'*
23*-*

''-'^
""^*

^"'^
^-'^

^-^
**-^

***• 2 4 ^ - ' ^
'*-^

24^'-™

(d) Wright, recognising more truly the composite and heterogeneous
character of Luke's Sondergut, assigns it to (a) a Pauline collection of parables,
etc. (cp. his Synopsis, pp. 241 f.), (b) anonymous fragments, and (c) a private
source, including i°-2*^ ^88-88 ^i6t. j,iif._ -pi^g travel-section (9"'') he regards
as an editorial collection of undated material, partly derived from Q and partly
from (a). This answers better to the facts of the case than with Burton to
deny any use of Q or the Matthaean logia, finding the Lucan sources in (a)
j5_262^ ((5) a so-called Perean * document ( 9 " - i 8 " 19'"^'), (c) a Galilean
• Briggs {New Light on Gospels, 64 f.) bases a Perean ministry of Jesus on
reliable oral sources possessed by Luke.
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document (f-^^- "• " 4'"'-i»- <""")• ""'» 5'"" 6''^-*^ 71-8'), (d) Mark, and (e)
some minor sources or traditions. There are several places in Luke which
resemble a passage like Herod, v. 1-27, where two or three various traditions
are blended into one narrative, which have come to the writer, " perhaps at different times, and from different sources, and he has combined them, as usual,
with such skill as almost to defy detection" (R. W. Macan, Herodotus, ii. 57 f.).

§ 4. Style.—Special literature: Krenkel {Josephus und Lukas,
pp. 44 f.), W H. Simcox {Writers of NT, 1890, 16-24),
Norden {Antike Kunstprosa, ii. 485-492),* Vogel {Zur Charakteristik des Lukas nach Sprache und Stil^, 1899), J. H. Ropes
{Harvard Studies in Classical Philology, 1901, xii. 299 f.),
Jacquier {INT, ii. 450 f.), Abbott {Diat. iv. 850).
The literary finish of the third gospel is evident at the outset
in the careful rhythm of the prologue—
iTceiSifirep iroXXol iirexelpvsav dvard^aaBai Siir^r/aiv
irepl rCiv ireirXripoipopripiviiiv iv Tjptv Tpaypdrwv,
KaBuis irapiSoaav r/ptv ol dir' dpxv' airbncrai Kal ivtipirai ytvbpevoi rov
Xbyov,
(So^ev xdpol irapT]KoXov6i]Kbri AvuBev irdatv dxpifidt
KaBe^^s aoi ypd^pai, Kpdriare Qeb<piKe,
tva iiriyvips irepl Civ KarrjX'ilBTis Xbyiav r^v da<pdXeiav.
T h e succeeding words, iyevero iv TOIS ^/tepais 'HpuSov KTX., s h o w , t

like the passage which they introduce, the writer's versatility,
whether he is composing in archaic semi-Biblical style or leaving the rough translation of an Aramaic source practically unchanged for the sake of effect. Luke's Hellenistic style and
the popular Hebraistic phraseology which characterises many
dialogues of the gospel resemble Arrian's preservation of the
colloquialisms in the sayings of Epictetus side by side with his
own more polished style (cp. Heinrici, Litterarische Charakter
d. neutest. Schriften, 46 f.).J
Luke, true to the Atticist-tradition, prefers d-rb rov vvv (22?-^- '') to drr ipri
(Mt 2629- «<) and ^eXbvrj (iS^S) to pa4>ls (Mk lo^^, Mt 19^*), avoids verbs
like iKipSijaa (191°- " cp. Mt 25^- ^2), iyyapeieiv (23^ cp. Mt 27^''), and
* The differences of treatment in Luke's two volumes, and the greater
freedom used in the first as compared with the less uniform handling of the
sources in the second, do not justify Norden's (op. cit. p. 482) plea for confining a survey of Luke's style to the third gospel.
t On the Lucan uses of iyivero, cp. J. H. Moulton, Grammar of NT
Greek, i. 16 f.
X Senarius-rhythra is noted in the gospel, 5^1 (rlt iariv oiros 8s XaXet
0Xaa<pTiplas), 5'' (dXV
iXijXvBa), ^^" (KaXiaai
dpapruXois), 5™
{ovSeis iriuv iraXaibv evBiias BiXei viov).
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SieaKbpiriaas (19''' ^ cp. Mt 25'*- ^^), phrases like b<J/la used substantively (e.g.
9'= = Mk 6 " , Mt I 4 ' ^ 23'<' = Mk

15^^ Mt 2 7 " ) , pvXos OVLKOS (if

cp. Mk g*",

Mt l8«) and Kopdaiov (8"- ^ cp. Mk 5^'-", Mt g"-*-^-^), and adopts phrases like
the distributive di-d (9''' cp. Mk 9'") and the alliterative* Xipol Kai Xoipol
(21''). As Jerome pointed out to Damasus (ep, 19), he omitted (19'') the
i^avvd of Mk 11", Mt 21^, and J n 12*^, owing to his Greek sense of style
{inter omnes euaneelistas graci sermonis eruditissimus),
the term being one
of the foreign phrases {^dp^apos yXwaaa) which it behoved a good writer to
omit (cp. Norden, i. 6 0 - 6 1 , ii. 482, and Burkitt in JTS. xvii. 139 f.). T h e
omission of terms like KoSpdvTTjs ( 1 2 ' ' cp. Mt 5**, 21^ cp. Mk 12''^), iliaavvd
(see above), pa^/3e£ ( 2 2 " cp. Mk I 4 « , Mt 26"''), ToXyoBa (23*' cp. Mk 1522,
Mt 27=^),t and avvSovXos ( 1 2 " cp. Mt 24*^), the substitution X of <pbpos (20*^)
for Krjvaos (Mk 12^'', Mt 2 2 " ) , of Bepaireia (12*^) for oUere'ia (Mt 24'"), of eiye
(19") for ei (Mt 25^'), and of iiri^aXelv rds x^'pis (20*' 22^'') for Kpareiv, the
insertion of good stylistic phrases like iirdpxi^v {2^" cp. Mk 15^'), KaB-qpevoi
(10'^ cp. Mt 11^^), and participial clauses in general (e.g. 1 9 ' ' w i t h Mk 11'',
2213 and S3 ^jjij ^ii\^ j^i6^ j^jj 26^') are significant. On the other hand, the
Hellenistic features are not always in due proportion. " H e sometimes gets
out of his depth when the effort is long continued, and in trying to be elegant
ceases to be correct " (Simcox, p. 22).§

The unity of style is varied, however, by a characteristic
freedom of expression and range of vocabulary which prevents
any stereotyped uniformity. Luke does not hesitate to vary his
language in describing the same incident twice (cp. e.g. the two
accounts in Ac 10 and 11), and he shows sound literary feeling
in variations like iirl Trpoa-ioirov irdcrrj'; T'^S yrji (Lk 21^^) and iirl
iravTos Trpocroiirov T ^ S y ^ s ( A c 17^*), TOV iiriKaX. M-dpKov ( A c I2''^),

TOV iiriKXrjOevra M. (12^^), and TOV KaX. M. (15^^^). It is obvious
that in the analysis of the text into source and editorial revision,
due weight must be allowed to this element of freedom in Luke's
method of composition, to " his fondness for repetition, and his
tendency to vary even facts of some importance when rehearsing
a story for the second time " (Ropes, op. cit. 304). But this consideration only serves as a caution against the abuse, not as a veto
against the exercise, of source-criticism in the gospel or in Acts.]]
§ 5 . Characteristics. — (Bruce, Kingdom of God, pp. 1-37;
* For the good Greek of this alliteration, see Lobeck's Paralip.
gramm.
grac. i. 53 f.
t Cp. the omission of iXuIC SXuk XapJd aa^axBavel in 23^', and of the double
negative (19'") in Mk i i ^ .
X So iirl with dative (21* op. M k 13^, M t 24^), and ris (^f 10'"' etc.) for els.
% e.g. in Ac 17'' 23^3-2^ and 2 4 " .
II II is an open question, e.g., how far the two forms \^\epovaaX-l)p and '\epoabXvpa represent a difference of sources or literary tact upon Luke's part (cp.
V Bartlet in ET. xiii. 157-158), and how far L u k e used them indifferently.
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Plummer, pp. xii f.; Abbott, EBi. 1789 f. ; Nicolardot, Les
Procides de Redaction des trois premiers F-,vangeIistes, pp. 123 f).
I^uke btlongs to the class of historians who are "drawn
towards the dramatic and personal elements in history, primarily
as they appear in the lives of famous individual men."* The
biographical note, so prominent in Acts, is more marked in his
gospel than in any of the others; he dramatises situations,
likes to put a soliloquy into a parable, throws a number of the
logia into table-talk, and tries often to create a suitable mise en
seine in public for others {e.g. is^^-).t
H e is fond of using
questions in order to provide good connections or to vivify the
situation {e.g.•^'^•'^^6^9 22*^-*'^), and this feature emerges in the
more historical sections as well as in the graceful stories which
come from his own pen. This literary device is accompanied
by a considerable amount of idealisation, J due to the author's
religious prepossessions. The omissions, insertions, and alterations in the gospel are sufficiently well marked to bring out
several of his predilections, e.g. his sense that Gentile readers
would not be specially interested in the criticism of the Jewish law,
his irenic tendency (as in Ac 15, etc.) to 'spare the twelve,' his
emphasis on the Gentile mission as essentially part of the gospel,
his heightening of the authority and also of the tenderness of
Jesus, the place he assigns to women (cp. Harnack, BNT
i.
153 {.), his love of antitheses between different types of character, the prominence given to prayer, to the holy Spirit,§ and
to thanksgiving.||
* Bryce, Studies in Contemporary Biography (1903), p. 149.
t Instances are cited by Nicolardot, op. cit. pp. 130 f. (' Luc donne, aux
introductions qui lui sont propres, un realisme precis, mais factice, qui symbolise dans un cadre pseudo-historique la vdrite plus large d'une situation ou
d'un elat de choses posterieurs').
T h e tendency is carried on in the Fourth
gospel, where the circumstantial details are generally a proof of tradition in
its later stages rather than of any eye-witness's testimony.
X Cp. Bruce, With Open Face (1896), pp. 52f., ' T h e Idealised Picture of
Luke.'
§ On the case for iXdiria rb irvevpa aov i<p' ij/ias as the original reading
in I I - , see Resch, TU. v. 4. 398 f., x. 2. 228 f. ; Blass, Ev. sec. Lucam, p p .
xlii f., and Harnack, SBBA.,
1904, 195 f.
II H e might have taken as the motto for his gospel, says Nicolardot
(p. 123), the phrase, ^7aXX(acrei' rb wvev/jd pov eiri TI2 Beip rip auTrjpl fxov
(cp. Harnack, BNT.
i. 63 f.). But Paul's words, irdvroTe xo-'pfT'fi dSiaXeliTTus irpoaevxeaBe, ev iravrl eixapiaretre, are an even better summary of
Luke's message for his age.
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It is a literary rather than a religious characteristic which emerges in what
has been termed Luke's " law of parsimony" (Storr, Uber den Zweck der
evang. Geschichte und der Briefe Johannis, 1786, pp. 274 f.) i.e., his method
of abbreviating, as far as possible, material which already lay before him in
another form, or of omitting what had been narrated by earlier writers, when
such omissions did not seriously interfere with his own plan. This tendency
summa uestigia sequi is more marked in the gospel than in Acts, however.
A conspicuous instance is the shortening of the Gethsemane-scene by the
omission of Mk 14^'"', even although this abbreviation lessens (cp. 4**) his
favourite emphasis on prayer ; but an examination of his comparative avoidance of duplicates and his selections from the logia (cp. Resch's Paulinismus,
575 f., and Ausserkan. Paralleltexte, iii. 838 f.) yields full proof of the law.*

According to Hilgenfeld {ZWT., 1901, i - i i ) , Theophilus
needed to be confirmed in the basis of the Pauline gospel, and
the author of the third gospel wrote with that aim in view.
This motive cannot be attributed to Luke. One of the most
assured results of recent research f is that he was not a Paulinist
masquerading as a historian. He substitutes x"P'5, e.g., in 6^^
(cp. Mt 5*^), but neither here nor elsewhere in the Pauline
sense of the term. There are numerous echoes of Pauline
phraseology like 4^2= i Co 2*, 63« = 2 Co i^, 812= i Co i^i, 8^3 =
I Th 16, 108=1 Co io27, ioi6=r Th 48, ii7 = Gal 6", i2« =
I Co 42, 20^8 = Ro 148, and 2i24 = Ro ii25; but in some of
these and other cases Paul has genuine logia in mind, and there
is no distinct ' Paulinism' audible in the gospel any more than
in its sequel. ' Luke made no attempt to introduce a propaganda of Paulinism into the sacred history' (Jiilicher). The
graciousness and universalism of the gospel are due to Jesus
ultimately, not to the apostle. Luke reflects, partly through his
sources, several tendencies of the apostolic age, but these do
not include Paulinism in the technical sense of the term.
§ 6. In Tradition. — The patristic tradition that Marcion
abbreviated and altered our canonical third gospel, may be accepted as correct. A critical investigation of the data shows that
Luke's gospel, as we have it, must have represented substantially
* Ruegg (SK., 1896, 94-101) uses the restricted size of papyrus-rolls to
account for Luke's narrative, e.g., in 24, and Sanday (OSS. 25) to explain
Luke's omission of Mk 6^'-8^.
t " L'auteur
ne s'interesse pas & la theologie particuliere de saint
Paul, et Ton disait presque qu'il I'ignore .
en certains passages tres caracteristiques, il neglige les additions pauliniennes de Marc pour s'en tenir aux
donnees primitives" (Loisy, i. p. 173) ; so Wellhausen (on 7^8-50^^ Schmiedel
(EBi. 1840-1841), and B. Weiss (Quellen d. synopt. Ueberlieferung, 251).
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the document which was in his hands (cp. Sanday, Gospels in
Second Century, 204 f, 362 f ; Zahti, GK. i. 585 f, ii. 409 f).*
Within less or little more than half a century after the book
was written, it was used by Marcion not only as Lucan, but as
a collection of evangehc materials which could be re-shaped for
his own purposes. The references in Justin Martyr probably
imply not only the existence of Matthew and Luke, but of some
fusion of them in a gospel harmony upon which, rather than
upon these gospels directly, Justin seems to have drawn. The
third chief witness to the existence and estimate of the third
gospel in the second century is the Muratorian Canon, whose
text, though corrupt to the verge of obscurity, echoes the
tradition of the Lucan authorship.
Tertium euangelii librum secundum Lucam Lucas iste medicus, post
ascensum Christi cum eum Paulus quasi iiineris (sui) socium secum adsumpsisset, nomine suo ex opinione (sc. Pauli) conscripsit.
T h e text is badly
preserved. Ut iuris must be emended either as above (so, e.g., Bunsen, Hort,
Schwartz) t or into adiutorem ( E . S. Buchanan) or into litleris (Buecheler,
Lietzmann). Studiosum secundum are a corruption of the original {sui) socium
secum (so, e.g., Bunsen, H o r t ) ; secundum, at any rate, unless it be due to
dittography, was originally secum (Routh, Schmid, Westcott, Lietzmann,
etc.). T h e difficult words ex opinione represent not i'^ dKoy^s (Ronsch,
Westcott, Lietzmann, etc.), but either ex ordine (Routh, Leipoldt, etc.) or as
above (so, Schwartz = IlauXou yvilip-Q, a counterpart to nomine suo, just as
recognoscentibus cunctis lower down is to Johannes suo nomine) rather than
ex (omnium) opinione (Corssen).
ACTS,
L I T E R A T U R E . — ( a ) editions (modern) J — S . J . Lorinus ( 1 6 0 5 ) ; Gaspard
Sanchez (1616); Grotius ( 1 6 4 4 ) ; L- Fromond (Louvain, 1 6 5 4 ) ; G. Benson
( 1 7 5 6 ) ; Pearce (London, 1777); J. M. Lobstein (unfinished, Strassburg,
1792); S. F . N . Morus (Versio et explicatio A. A., ed. G. J. Dindorf,
1794) ; Thiess, Lukas'
Apgeschichte
neue ubersetzt mit
Anmerkungen
(1800) ; Kistenmaker (Gesch. d. Ap. mit Anmerkungen,
1822); Kuinoel
(Commentarius
in libros NT historicos, 'w.", 1827) ; Biscoe (Oxford, 1829) ;
Hastings Robinson (London, 1830); Olshausen ( 1 8 3 2 ) ; Meyer (1835);
W. Trollope (Cambridge, 1847) ; W . G. H u m p h r y (1847); de Wette 3( 1848);
Bornemann (1848); F . C. Cook (1850); Beelen (1851, second ed. 1869);
Du Veil (ed. F . A. Cox, London, 1S51) ; H a c k e t t ^ (1858); E b i a r d
* There are popular statements in Burkitt's Transmission
(314 f.) and
Jacquier's GK. (pp. 155-162).
t Cp. Ac 9^* 199 2422. Jacquier (GK. 195) prefers virtutis.
X T h e main sixteenth-century contributions were made by Calvin,
Erasmus (1516, Basle), Vatable (Paris, 1545), and Gagnaeus (Scholia, Paris,
'5S2)'
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(1862); J. A. Alexander" (1867); F. X. Patrizi (1867); Alford« (1868);
Meyer^ (1870, Eng. tr. 1883); P J. Gloag (1870); Overbeck (—de Wette*,
1870); Beelen (1870); Bisping" (1871); Ewald (1871); Abbe Crampon
(Paris, 1872); W. Denton (1874); Reuss (1876); Cook (1880); H. Conrad
(Potsdam, 1882); Nosgen (Leipzig, 1882); Crelier (Paris, 1883); T. E.
Page (London, 1886); Wordsworth^ (1887); Felten (Freiburg, 1892);
Zockler^ (1894); Blass, Acta Apost. sive Luca ad Theophiium liber alter
(editio philologica, 1895); F. Rendall (1897); Couard (1897); A. Wright
(London, 1897); Barde (1898); Schroeder^ (Lausanne, 1899); Hilgenfeld
(Berlin, 1899)*; Knabenbauer (Paris, 1899); Knowling (EGT. 1901); H.
J. Holtzmann'(.^C. 1901)*; J. F. Hiickesheim(Paderborn, 1902); Schlatter
(1902); F. C. Ceulemans (Commentarius, 1903); J. M. S. Baljon (1903);
V. Bartlet (C5. n. d.); V. Rose (Paris, 1905); J. E. Belser (1905); H. P.
Forbes (New York, 1907); R. Knopf (SNT". 1907); G. H. Gilbert (New
York, 1908); R. B. Rackham' (WC. 1909) * ; Van Steenkiste' (ed.
Camerlynck, Bruges, 1910); E. Dentler (1912); W. M. Furneaux (Oxford,
1912); E. Preuschen* (HBNT
1912); Wendt (—Meyer', 1913)*;
G. Hoennicke (Leipzig, 1913); W. F. Burnside (CGT. 1916).
(^) Studies—(i.) general:—^J. Lightfoot's Hebre^uand TalmudicalExercitations on the Acts of the Apostles (1678) ; Griesbach, De Concilio quo scriptor
in Actis concinnandis ductus fuerit (Jena, 1798) ; H. Robinson, Acta Apost.
Variorum Notis(Camhx'idge, 1824); Gfrorer, Die heilige Sage(iS^8), i. 383 f.
ii. 244 f. ; Schneckenburger, Uber den Zweck d. Apgeschichte (iS^t) ; B. Bauer,
die Apgeschichte (1850) ; Pearson, Lectures on Acts (1851) ; M. Baumgarten,
die Apgeschichte, oder d. Entwickelungsgang der Kirche von Jerus. bis Rom '
(1859, Eng. tr. 1854 of first ed.); Zeller,^ die Apgeschichte nach ihrem
Inhalt u. Ursprung kritisch untersucht (1854)*; Trip, Paulus nach d,
Apgeschichte (1866) ; Oertel, Paulus in d. Apgeschichte (Halle, 1868;
Paley's Hora Paulina (ed. Birks, 1870) ; Zimmer, Galaterbrief u. die
Apgeschichte (1882); H. J. Holtzmann (Schenkel's BL. i. 208 f.); Jager's
Gedanken u. Bemerkungen (1891 f.) ; J. B. Lightfoot (Smith's DB. i. 25 f.);
Reuss, NTTh. ii. 296-310; Cone, The Gospel and its Earliest Interpretations (iZgi), pp. 138-150; Pfleiderer, Urc. ii. 191 f. ; McGiffert ( ^ ^ . 34Sf-»
433f')*; Belser's Beitrdge zur Erkldrung d. Apgeschichte (1897); A. C.
Headlam (DB. i. 25-35) ; J. Weiss, Uber die Absicht und den litter.
Charakter d. Apgeschichte (1897); Vernon Bartlet (EB.^^ i. pp. 161-166);
P. W. Schmiedel (^.5i. 37-57) * ; G. Semeria, Venticinque anni di storia del
Cristianismo nascente (Rome, 1900); Bumstead (Biblical World, 1901,
355 f.) ; Moffatt (HNT. 412 f., 655 f.); F. H. Chase (The Credibility of Acts,
1902); Cassel, SR. 565-752; Corluy (Vigouroux' DB. i. 151-159); R. J.
Knowling, Testimony of St. Paul to Christ (1905), 148f., 431 f. ; C.
Clemen, die Apgeschichte im Lichte der neueren textquellen und histor.krit. Forschungen (1905); W. Hadorn, die Apgeschichte und ihr geschichtl.
Wert (1906); Hilgenfeld (ZWT., 1906, 461-483, 1907, 176-215), and
Kirsopp Lake (DAC. i. pp. 15-29). (ii.) On special points:—Burton,
Chron. of Acts and S. PauPs Epp. (Oxford, 1830); R. Anger, de
' Overbeck's introduction to Acts and this essay of Zeller occupy pp.
1-84 and pp. 85 f. of the Eng. tr. (London, 1875), entitled. Contents and
Origin of the Acts of the Apostles (cited as Zeller-Overbeck).
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temporum in Actis Ap. ratione (1833); Klostermann's Probleme im
Aposteltexte (1883) ; M. W. Jacobus, A Problem in Criticism (1900),
105 f.; W. Soltau {Beitrdge 2. alien Geschichte, v. 117-123); E. Jacquier,
'la valeur historique des Actes' (RB., 1915, 134f.), J. M. Wilson (The
Origin and Aim of Acts, 1912); Wendt (HJ., 1913, 141-161). (iii.)
On rehgious ideas: — J. Weiss, DCG. i. 25-28; Shailer Mathews,
Messianic Hope in NT (1906), 137 f. ; Mangenot, 'J^sus, Messie et
Fils de Dieu, d'apr^s les Actes des Ap6tres' (Revue de PInstitut catholique
de Paris, 1907, 385-423), V. Ermoni (Rivista delle Scienze teolog., 1908,
369-383); K. Lake (AJT.
xix. 489f.).
(iv.) On the sources:—
Konigsmann, Prolusio de fontibus commentariorum sacrorum qui Luca
nomen praferunt, deque eorum consilio et atate (1798); J. K. Riehm,
dissertatio critico-theologica de fontibus Act. Ap, (1821); Schwanbeck, Ueber
die Quellen d. Apgeschichte (1847); Horst, Essai sur les sources de la
deuxiime partie des Actes des apStres (1849); Lekebusch, die Composition u,
Entstehung der Apgeschichte von neuem untersucht (1854); Jacobsen, die
Quellen d, Apgeschichte (Berlin, 1885); van Manen, Paulus I = de
handelingen der Apostelen (Leiden, 1890); Sorof, die Entstehung d.
Apgeschichte (1890) ; Feine, Eine vorkanonische Ueberlieferung des Lukas im
Evglm und Apgeschichte (1891) * ; Spitta, die Apgeschichte, ihre Quellen und
deren Geschichtlicher Wert (1891)*; J. Weiss {SK., 1893, 480-540);
JUngst, die Quellen der Apgeschichte (1895); Zimmermann (SK., 1901,
438f.); Mallinckrodt, ' H e t wij-bericht in de Handelingen, in verband met
die Handelingen, en het evangelie van Lucas beschouwd' (Geloof en Vrifheid,
xxxv. 5) ; Soltau (PM., 1903, 265 f., 296 f.) ; Harnack (BNT. iii. 162f.)* ;
J. Wellhausen's Noten zur Apgeschichte (in ' Nachrichten von der koniglichen
Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften zu Gottingen. Philologisch - Historische
Klasse, 1907, Heft i. pp. 1-21), and E. Schwartz, Zur Chronologie des
Paulus (ibid. pp. 263-299); Wellhausen's Kritische Analyse d. Apgeschichte
(1914); B. W. Bacon {AJT. xiii. 59-76, review of Harnack, etc.), P.
W. Schmidt {Die Apgeschichte bei de Welle-Overbeck und bei Adolf Harncuk,
1910). (v.) the speeches:—Ivahler (Petrine Speeches, SK., 1873, 492f.) ;
Bethge (Die Paulinische Reden der Apgeschichte, 1887) ; Cassel (SR.
618-637) ; Schulze {SK., 1900, lig-124 on 2o'8-3i). Baljon (Theol. Studien,
1900, I79f.); W. Soltau (ZNW., 1903, 128-154); P. GarAnet (Cambridge
Biblical Essays, 1909, 378-419) * ; M. Jones (St. Paul the Orator, 1910) ;
Jacquier (RB., 1915, pp. 161 f.).

§ I. Outline and contents.—This sequel to the third gospel is
an account of some deeds of the holy Spirit (i2- 6. 8) of Jesus
Christ, performed through some of the apostles, notably Peter
and Paul. The scope and aim of the book is the triumphant
extension of the Christian faith from Jerusalem to Rome,
through Judaea and Samaria (i^). The first part (ii-6^)
describes the origin of the church at Jerusalem, the second
(68-930) its diffusion throughout Palestine, including Samaria,
the third (9^^-1223) its expansion from Judsea to Antioch, the
fourth its spread throughout Asia Minor (i225-i6*), the fifth its
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extension to Europe or Macedonia and Achaia {16^-ig^^),
culminating in the arrival of Paul as the representative of the
Gentile Christian gospel at Rome ( = the uttermost parts of the
earth, i^, cp. Ps. Sol 8^*). Each section is summarised (6'' 9^^
122* 16* 192" and 288I) by a rubric of progress.
The increased prominence of the Spirit in the third gospel is
evident in the SevVepos Aoyos, where the holy Spirit is treated
as the inspiring force of the early church's energies (cp. especially characteristic passages like 2*f- 59-82 ^55 gl5f. 39 io44f. J1I2. 28
13^ 1^28 J56-7 jQ2f. 2o28 2i"). This servcs to explain how Luke
could follow up a gospel, narrating the sayings and doings of
Jesus, with an account of apostolic activity in the early church,
whether the preface of Luke i^"* is meant to cover the sequel or
not. Neither Acts nor the third gospel, at any rate, was written
for non-Christian readers (as, e.g., Overbeck, J. Weiss, Nestle,
Zahn, and von Soden argue). Theophilus was some distinguished
convert, [lerhaps a Roman official like Sergius Paulus, who
needed fuller instruction in the historic basis of the faith (cp.
DCG. ii. 726-727). Behind him Luke probably saw many likeminded inquirers, and he wrote this Sevrepos Aoyos in order to
follow up the impression made by the irpm-os Adyos. The
geographical plan adopted in the latter (Galilee, Samaria, etc.,
Jerusalem) is retained in the former (Jerusalem, Samaria, etc.,
Rome); but more important is the conception that the work of
the church is a continuation of Christ's energy. The Lucan
writings in this, as in several other respects (see below, pp. 534 f.),
reflect the Christian consciousness of the Fourth gospel, in which
the utterances and actions of the church are regarded as the direct
outcome of the living Lord (cp..£.;c/.^iv. 237f. and.£.x/.8xiv. i94f.).
Ilpd^eis (rdv) diroarbXiav, though not the author's title, was prefixed to the
book during the second century (see Appendix K). For purposes of convenience it is usually quoted by early writers simply as irpd^eis (acta, actus). The
variant irpd^is (Nestle, Einf. 240) is generally a familiar abbreviation of the
scriptioplena, but Hilary of Poitiers, like the Syrians (Souter, GK. 226), seems
to have taken it as a singular (cp. J. Denk in ZNW., 1906, 92-95).

It has been thought that Luke wrote, or intended to write, a
third volume, describing Paul's release, subsequent travels, and
death, or the fortunes of Peter and the rest of the apostles. So,
e.g., Bleek, Spitta, E. Bertrand {sur Pauthenticity des Epitres
Pastorales, 1858, 50f., who feels that "les Actes se terminent
avec une brusquerie presque brutale"), Ramsay, Zahn, Balmer,
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and Burkitt. The arguments for this theory, however, are not
sufficient to bear its weight, {a) Uporepov would have b.een,
strictly speaking, more accurate than irpwrov in i^, if Luke had
meant the first of two volumes ; but TrpuJTos can quite well denote
' o n e of two,' and, as Luke never uses irporepos, the likelihood is
that TrpoJTos is its equivalent here as in 7^2^ (^^ q^^g argument
from internal evidence, viz., that the contents and climax point
to Luke's purpose of carrying forward the lines of Christian
progress which he had dropped in his second volume, depends
on a priori theories of the historian's aim (cp. McGiffert, AA.
418 f, Lake in Interpreter, 1909, 148 f).
§ 2. Source-criticism.—Special literature : in addition to works
cited above (p. 284 and Appendix L), B. Weiss {Einl. % 50), ZellerOverbeck (i. 31 f., ii. 291 f.), Heitmiiller {TR., 1899, 47 f, 83-95,
127 f.),Z'6cV[&r{GreifswalderStudien,
1895,pp. i29f.), 'R.o%e{RB.
vii. 325 f.), Moffatt {HNT
655 f), Bludau {BZ., 1907, 166 f.,
258f.), Jacquier (ZA^T' iii. 64f.), and Clemen {Paulus, i. pp. i 6 2 f ) .
T h e presumption that in his Seirepos Xbyos, as in its predecessor (Lk l'"*),
L u k e employed not only oral traditions but written sources, is borne out by
an examination of the gaps, discrepancies, roughnesses, and repetitions which
stud the pages of Acts (cp. the list in Harnack's BNT. iii. 203 f., and EBi.
39 f.). These render it as likely as in the case of John's apocalypse that the
earlier sections of the book at least contain strata of different periods and
aims. T h e hypothesis of (i.) a single written source is presented in various
forms. Briggs (New Light on the Life of Jesus, pp. 135 f.) and Blass (Acta
Apost. ivf.. Philology of Gospels, pp. 141 f.),e.g., finds a Jerusalem-source due
to J o h n Mark,* who wrote in continuation of his gospel (which originally
ended at 16^), a sequel describing (a) the appearances of Jesus after his death,
and (b) the acts of the local disciples. L u k e , who had incorporated Mk. in
his gospel, is supposed to have made a similar use of this sequel in his second
volume. Feine prefers to trace his pre-canonical source of the third gospel
through Ac 1-12, i.e. a Jewish Christian document of considerable historic
value, written c. A . D . 67, describing the growth of the Jerusalem-church (1^-°e. 8-11 lS-17. 20-36 2 ^ - ^ 12-13. 14-42 (43-47) ,l-8a. 11-26 .4. 7b-14. 18. (21). 22. (23). 24-31. 33.
«6-87 rl-ll. 12-16. 24-35. 37-42 g{8). 9-11. 15 -22-28. 35-43. 61-56. 59-60 81b-2. 4-9. 11-13 Q31-43
joi.27. 29b-33. 36-42». 44-48 ii2-i7. 19-33 i2i-24)_ g 'Weiss detects editorial additions in I'-l'- 1®-^° 2^-*'' 2i*'^- *-l" A"-*- '• '• l^-l'- 19-2l>- (25. 27). 31. 34-35 r(3. 0). 14.
16-20. (21). 22-24. SS. 86. 42 611-12. (15) ~58-.59. 60 gib. 3 JQ37. 40 jjl-W J2I8-22 j [-1-4.
"»-"^; similarly Clemen, abandoning his former very complicated analysis,
now finds a single source in i - i l , with editorial additions, (ii.) T h e dual• Cp. Weiss, Marcus-Evglm.
p. 511. Scharfe {die petrinische
Strdmung
in der NT Lit., 1893, pp. 53 f., l l 3 f . ) is also an exponent of this view.
Ewald's theory of a Petrine and a Pauline source overlapping in 1-12 is
restated by Badham (ET. xi. 287 f.).
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source .hypothesis is represented by Sorof, Spitta, and Jungst. Van Manen
and Hilgenfeld combine it with a form of what is substantially (iii.) the
triple-source theory advocated by Schwanbeck. Harnack {BNT. iii. i 6 2 f . )
simply detects a Jerusalem-Antioch source in 6'-8^ jji9-3o i225_i^35 (based on
the authority of Silas), which probably, but only probably, was written ; also
a Jerusalem-Coesarean source (or group of traditions) in 3 ' - 5 " ' 8 ' - ' " ' 9 ' ' - 1 1 ' *
J2I-23 . gi-so comes from a separate plot of tradition. (B) 2-I-5"-''^ and (A)
j i _ 5 i ' are double recensions of the same story which follows up the incidents
of I ; (A) is mainly derived from men like Philip and Mark, and is much
superior to the confused and unreliable (B), which " c o m b i n e s things that
(B)

(A)
Lk 24'*0-53^ ascension of Jesus
15-17", 20-26*, election of
Matthias
l» (.

O-V^TTATIP.),

14-40, PcLcr's speech
41-42, 45-47

4I

12,

13,

L
ii.

fi-3)
4-14, ascension of J e s u s ; i8, ig,
deatti of J u d a s
'••-S. 5*-6. 9 - "

jb»

43

whole

iii.*

»» 3-5. 7-33'
120-14

iv.
V.

1-6

vi.

3*"37 ,
.
1-12" (Ananias and
15-39*
7-8, 120-1S

vii.

It 55. 56, SS*"-^

viii.

i» (. . aiToO), 3, 5-40* (Philipsection)
1-3*, 6-31, conversion of P a u l ;
32-43 (Peter)
i-35> 44-48
1-18, 22*-26
1-24, death of James, etc.
6-12, 42, 44*-49, 52

(the

i-ii*

Seven), g - i a * (.

2 - 5 4 , 57. 58» (.
. €At^o/5.),
Stephen's speech and death
lb, a.

ix.

i ^ a i , church of Antioch ; 27-30*
25

1-5) '3'-4i> Paul's speech; 43,
50, 51
1-2, 4-6, 7*» 21-26, 28
35-41
1-T9 (29-23") (35*), 37-40*
«-4 (5' )j 10-34 (Berea and
Atl.^i..)
i-S** (.
naC\o?), 7-24* (25),
26-20
i»(.
'E.^eo-or), 8-ioa(.
5vo),
21, 22
whole
1-9, 12-14*, i5-ao» (.
©€o^'),
«7-40
1-39*
11-35
whole
wholi:
whole
whole
i - i 6 , 30-31

X.
xi.

xii.
xiii.
xiv.
XV.

xvi.
xvii.

Sapphira),
2»

3. 8-20
ti-33, the Council]
2n, I* (22, 23*), 24-34 (36*)
(iM. 6-9

i», i8»
23*

»•
S-I3*

xviii.
xix

i*>-7, iob^-20,
Ephesus)

XX,

24-41

(riot

in
I*

xxi.

10, n * , 20*^-26*

xxii.
xxiii.
x.xiv.
xxv.
vxvi.
xxvii.
xxviii.

30*

I-IO*

5*
i8*

i7-a3*

* T h e redactor's presence is marked by an asterisk (*), and he is responsible for the passages omitted in the above list of Spitta's scheme. F"or the
sake of clearness the references have been arranged in the order of the chapters,
but more than once, especially in (B), Spitta transposes whole paragraphs, e.g.
Q3-31 ig pm between 8' and 8", and I5'"'*- '^"-^^ occurs between 12^* and 13^ (as
J. WeiLi puis l^^-*- ^" after 13-14)-
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have no real connection with one another, omits what is importarvt, and
is devoid of all sense of historical development" (p. 194). Harnack lays
great stress, however,—though not so much as Ramsay (Flxp.'' vii. 172f.>
262 f., 358f., 45of.),—on the authority or traditions of men like Philip,
Mnason, etc. This explanation is favoured by some recent critics like Lake
and Jacquier (RB., 1915, I34f.)i and it points to one element in the
problem. The data cannot, however, be explained apart from some
source or sources, especially in the opening chapters, although most of the
hypotheses proposed run to the opposite extreme of over-precision, as the
following analyses will show. The main constructive feature of Spitta's
analysis—and at the same time its weak point—consists in the comparatively
limited and unimportant function which he assigns to the redactor (seep. 287).
Spitta's hypothesis * involves two primary sources. (A), a well-informed
source which underlies the third gospel also, is probably from the pen of
Luke, contains the most trustworthy passages of the book, and is superior
in historical insight to (B). The latter, hke (A), contains " supernatural"
elements, but these are drawn from popular traditions, and appear to be
more highly coloured and less coherent; the stress falls, on "wonders"
throughout, whereas in (A) the preaching of the apostles is emphasised.
Both sources, independent in origin and individually featured, have been
combined, arranged, and edited by a redactor (R) before the end of the first
century, though (B) was composed by a Jewish-Christian admirer of Peter
much earlier—after 70 A.D.
Jlingst also confines himself, like several of the more sober critics, to a
bisection of the book. (A), including the we-journal, extends through the
whole book, the latter part of which has been interpolated by the final editor
(R), who is not Luke but a companion of Paul, writing in the early part of
the second century (under Trajan). He has used in the first half of the work
an Ebionitic source (B) already employed in the gospel of Luke, but here
rearranged to suit (A). The final redaction is supposed to have taken place
A.D. 110-125 (cp. 13^* 19^°, which are taken to imply a wide diffusion of
Christianity). (R) is differentiated chiefly by his style and his conception of
Paul's work and teaching, (B) is anti-Jewish, and (A) possibly Lucan. Upon
the other hand, Hilgenfeld finds three sources used by the final editor (R) :
like van Manen, he assigns the chief importance to (C) = Trpafeis "HaiXov, an
account of Paul's work and person by Luke, to which the final redactor, a
Pauline unionist, subordinated his other source (B) = 7r/3djeis rQiv iirrd, and
especially (A) = (Jewish Christian) irpd^eis Hirpov, adding passages of his
own :
(A)=i"-S^' 9'^"** 12I-23 [R mainly in i^'" a'"'- *^^- ^ « ^'^- 2»>>- »>> 42b
4. 12a. 27-28. 33b-85 ,.14-16. 36-\

(B) = 6-S*''.
(C) = 9>-=''ii"-».
* Modified by J. Weiss (SK, 1893, p. 480 f. ; Urc. 3-8, 103 f.. Die
.-ibsicht, especially p. 38 f.), who finds only (B) in chs. I-5, only (A) in the
second half of the book, and in the middle chapters a blending of material
frura (A) and (B). Cp. the notices by von Soden (TLZ., 1892, 639f.) and
Wrede (GGA., 1895, p. 497 f.), of Spitta's volume.
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§ 3. Structure.—{a) In 1-5 (cp. Clemen, SK., 1895, 297357) it is sometimes difficult to be sure that any written source
underlies the narrative; oral tradition of a heterogeneous and
even of a legendary character may be held to explain most, if
not all, of the data. There is fair ground for conjecturing,
however, that Luke used and translated an Aramaic source (or
sources ; cp. Harnack, BNT. i. 118 f.). Once or twice the brushwork of the final artist becomes plain. Thus i2ia-22b jg ^n
editorial insertion (Spitta, Weiss, J. Weiss, Jungst, Moffatt,
Wellhausen) to emphasise sharply the conditions of the apostol a t e ; 2**^'' again, with its proleptic anticipation of the first
miracle ( 2 " , cp. 3^^' 4^®) and its interruption of the connection
between 2** and 3^, is probably one of the general summaries
which Luke was fond of inserting in order to mark progress.
T h e first real* suggestion of double sources occurs in 41-22 =
jiT-4s^ unless the latter is a free composition based on the former
or on some parallel tradition, like the doublets in the synoptic
gospels. 4* is an editorial insertion, like 6^, on the lines of
248-47^ but otherwise it is impossible to distinguish the source
under the revision, though 427-28 sound like an editor's insertion
in the prayer (Hilgenfeld, Weiss).
5^* is another editorial
parenthesis or insertion, to mark what Luke believed to have
been the rapid growth of the church. Here as elsewhere the
miraculous powers of Peter are enhanced like those of Jesus (cp.
Lk 4*0 with Mk i^*, Lk 9 " with Mk 6S*, Lk 721 with Mt iiS'-)Peter, all through, is the prominent figure, and if the source goes
back to any authority, it is to h i m ; the allusions to John may
even be editorial (cp. Harnack).
(i.) There is no reason to deny any connection between i"- and !*"•, as
if the former represented a fresh Jewish-Christian source, and thus to omit i '
(Spitta) or i» (J. Weiss). The mistake of the disciples (i') is tacitly
corrected by the words of l* which point to the true extra-national vocation
of the Christian apostles; besides, the idea of receiving the Holy Spirit
would not unnaturally suggest to minds trained in Jewish expectations the
near advent of the Israelitish messianic reign.
(ii.) Source-phenomena of a special nature lie not only in the midrashic
story of the death of Judas (i^*-^), but in the preparation of the disciples
during forty days' communion for their task (like Moses on Sinai, Ex. 24'^),
and the naive expression of the catholicity of the new gospel (2"-), which goes
• Two sources (De Faye, A A. 28 f.) for the first part (notably Theologus
in Preuss. Jahrb., 1897, 223f.) and for the latter part (Batiffol: Eludes
d'histoire et de thiologie positive^, ii. 39 f.) of 2 have been conjectured.
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b a c k ' t o the midrash (cp. Philo, De Deeal. r i , Septen. 22), that at Sinai
all the nations of the world heard God's voice in their own languages
(cp. Spitta's Apgeschichte, 27 f. ; SR. 788 f. ; Hausrath, ii. 116 f. ;
Bartlet; Schmiedel, EBi. 4785 f. ; Pfleiderer's Urc. ii. 203, etc. ; with the
avvaXi^bpevos of i^ cp. Ex 24'^). Even the list of countries and peoples in
jiot jg based on rabbinic schemes (cp. von Dobschiitz, ZWT., 1902, 407410). Luke, in short, "views the Pentecostal gift from the standpoint of
the Hellenistic litterateur, as a parallel to the giving of the Law, which
tradition reported to have taken place at Pentecost" (Bacon, INT. 216).
The next stratum, which corresponds to this, lies in the speech of Stephen.
(iii.) The mention of the so-called 'communism' (cp. Hicks, Exp,''\.
21 f.), which in 2^"^'' leads to nothing, opens up in 4*2-38 jp^Q ^^j g. story of
Barnabas (4'*-"), and (b) the anecdotes of Ananias and Sapphira (5''"). The
latter are introduced as a foil to the conduct of Barnabas, and as an illustration
of the apostolic power and the popular dread noted in the context (for the
composite nature of 4*^-5", cp. Schmiedel in EBi. 878-880). Luke is also
careful to bring out the growth (2*'' 4* 5 " 6^ ') and the popularity (2*'' 3*" 4'*
jis. Mj of tjjg local church. The mixture of general and even vague outlines
with specific details (which are not always circumstantial) points clearly to
the editorial use of some early tradition or sources in this section, and the
presence of dual sources is even suggested by the parallelism of 4^*- and 5"-**:—
4IL

{a) Annas KOI irdvres ol cin> airip {a) arrest and arraignment of Peter
arrest the apostles:
and John before Annas, etc. :
{6) their miraculous release :
{b) Answer
ei SUaibv eariv
arraigned before Sanhedrin;
iviiwiov rov Beov, i/juHv dKobeif
{c) Speech of Peter and apostles
PMKKOV ij rod Beov, Kplvar*.
(veiBapxetw Set Oeif paXXov f) {c) release.
ivBpiiirois KTX.).

{6) Hitherto (cp. $^ ** ev T5 Upio KOI Kar OTKOV) the Christian
propaganda has been confined to Jerusalem. Now the forward
movement begins, but not by any of the apostles. The appointment of the Seven {6^-^) led to three unexpected results : (i.)
One of their number became the first Christian martyr, after
making a vigorous attack upon the unbelief of Judaism {6^-7^),
and the subsequent persecution led to the first Samaritan mission
^gi-io) under the leadership of Philip, another of the Seven, (ii.)
The conversion of Paul is also linked to the episode of
Stephen's martyrdom (7^8 gi-a ^if.^. j^jg jg arrested by Jesus on
his way to counteract the results of Philip's mission, and from
the outset he is set apart for the Gentile mission (9^*), though
* The Jewish legend is much closer than the Buddhistic story cited by
Sevdel (Die Buddha-Legende und das Leben Jesu nach den Evglien, 1S84,
DO. 27 f.), which only describes hearing the word, not speaking with tongues.
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his first efforts are devoted to his own countrymen {tg^"^-). Peter
is now suddenly introduced again (932_j jis) jji a cycle of stories,
culminating in his conversion of Cornelius a proselyte, and some
other Gentiles at Csesarea. This carries on the propaganda a stage
further than Philip's incidental conversion of a proselyte {S^^^-),
but Peter is able to persuade the suspicious Jewish Christians of
Palestine that this unexpected conversion of the Gentiles is the
work of God. The third (iii.) effect of the Jewish outburst after
Stephen's death is the evangelisation of Gentile Antioch, in
which Paul is eventually summoned to take part (iii9-26).
The source dropped at 8* is resumed in ii^^ (so, e.g., Wendt,
ZTK, 1891, 250 f.; Feine, 207 f.; De Faye, AA. pp. 72 f.;
Harnack), in order to explain the existence and character of the
Gentile Christian community at Antioch from which the mission
of 13^'* started. Barnabas and Paul are introduced in 13^, as
if no previous allusion had just been made to either. Hence
ii22f. 80 1225 are plainly editorial insertions, either from oral
tradition or from some other source, in order to emphasise
Luke's dominant conception of the Jerusalem-church as the
patron and promoter of missionary effort (cp. EBi. 908-913).
The fifteenth chapter is the watershed of the history, in his view.
"Practically all that lies between the sixth and the fifteenth
chapters, i,e, more than a third part of the book, is devoted to
the demonstration of the historical problem, how it came to pass
that there was a mission to the Gentiles at all" (Harnack,
BNT. iii p. xxvi). After the council, Paul comes to the front
as the apostle to the Gentiles, and the rest of the book is
occupied with his fortunes (cp. J. Weiss, Absicht, pp. 25 f.).
(i.) In 6*-8* Luke has used (see Appendix M) sources describing the Acts
of Stephen and Philip, the leading members of the Seven (6'). Whether
61-' comes from a special document (Feine, 184 f ; De Faye, 61 f.) or not, 6'
is inserted by the editor, to mark progress as usual, and the following account
of Stephen (68-8^ cp. EBi. 4787-4797) represents a source edited by Luke
in 6^ " - " W- " , so that what originally recorded an irregular imeufe, during
which Stephen defended himself at some length before an exasperated
audience containing some members of the Sanhedrin, has become the story
of a trial (as in 4-5). This bisection of the narrative reappears at the close ;
7118b. gib.* are all editorial touches which not merely attribute Stephen's
death to the testimony of judicial witnesses, instead of to the outburst of the
mob, but link on the source to the subsequent story of Paul by proleptic
touches which no doubt reflect a genuine tradition (so, e.g., Bleek, INT. i.
366f.; B. Weiss, Sorof, Clemen, Kruger, TLZ., 1895, 299; Wendt,
Hilgenfeld, Schmiedel, Moffatt, Bacon). The significance of the Stephen-
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episode is twofold ; it marked one of the crises at which Jewish fanaticism
only served to accelerate the extension of the new faith to the Gentile world,
and it denoted the awakening of the Christian church to the consciousness ol
what the universal gospel of Jesus involved (De Faye, A A. 143" f.).
(ii.) It is almost arbitrary not only to find, with H. Waitz (ZNW,, 1904,
121 f., 1906, 340 f), editorial additions, e.g., in g^"-""i^-"'', but to regard
the entire story of 8 as originally Petrine. In this section, i.e. the Acts
of Philip (8^-^"), the account of his mission to the Samaritans (S""^") is
interwoven with the episode of Simon Magus, which may have come from the
same source, written or oral, as 3-5. The second part (8^°-^), describing how
he converted an Ethiopian eunuch, is much more of a unity ; probably it was
derived from the Csesarean cycle of traditions upon the primitive church.
(iii.) The first of the narratives of Paul's conversion (9'-*'') is written on
the basis of the second (22) or the third (26) or both (cp. Zimmer, ZWT.,
1882, 465 f., and on the other side M. Goguel, L'Apbtre Paul et Jisus-Christ,
1904, pp. 40-68).
(iv.) For the isolated narrative of I2*-^ describing i}'^) the martyrdom of
James, Peter's arrest and escape ('•1*), and Herod's subsequent death
^'^),
it is natural to suppose that John Mark"* (I2i'''^)was the ultimate source.
Legendary and historical traits blend inextricably; but there are partial
parallels in the two Lucan tales of 5I8-23 a,jjj i6^-'^, and the presence of
many Lucan touches (e.g. eirifiaXev rds xeipas and KaK&aai, * ; the Hebraism
rpoaiBero avXXa^etv, *; eKrevQs, " (cp. I2'' = Lk 2 ' ) ; yevbpevos iv iavr^ and
TfpoaSoKla, 11; ^aav with ptc. ^ ; dirb rijs xapas, ^*; SiCaxvpl^ero, ' " ; xaraaelaat
and aiydv and dirayyelXare, *^; the litotes oiK bXlyos, ^; dvaxplvo), ^; b Sijp.os,
^, and dvB' Siv, ^) shows that in any case Luke must have rewritten his
source, adding 12* ""* "*'"^ as editorial links. The inconsequent opening and
the abrupt allusion in v . " indicate that it was not originally composed for
its present position. Like the previous stories of Philip (8^-*'') and Peter
(9?2_JQ48)^ it begins at Jerusalem and closes in Csesarea.

{c) The remainder f of the story (13^*^') becomes practically
a biographical sketch of some phases in Paul's life and work.
The unity (especially after 16^) grows more marked. But one
or two passages even in the later sections of the book are
generally taken to be additions; e.g. in iC^^'^ (so Weiss, Zeller,
Weizsacker, Clemen, Forbes, etc.), in i S^-^-18-22.25f. ^t^g J^Q
latter passages J being confused and loosely written ; cp. HNT.
672 f.), in 1911-20 ("the writer is here rather a picker-up of
current gossip, like Herodotus, than a real historian," Ramsay,
• As it happens, two of the words peculiar to Acts and Mark occur in
this passage (o-av5d\id, l2*=Mk 6*, and airopdrri, l2i'' = Mk 4^). Ramsay
romantically makes Rhoda the fons et origo of the story.
t The recent tendency is to find the second section of Acts from 16*
onwards. On the entire composition see Bousset's essay in ZNW. (1914)
141 f., and Norden's darting but unreliable paragraphs (pp. 312 f.).
t On Apollos, see JTS. xvi. 241 f., and Schmiedel in EBi, 262-264.
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SPT, 273),* in 2028-27. 88-35^ in 2o2<»'-26, and in 22SO-23" fi^).
The widely accepted excision of 2721-26 as a later interpolation
(cp. HNT, 676 f.) in the original We-source, has led Wellhausen
(pp. 17-19) to conjecture boldly that 278-ii' ^i- ^^-^^ are also
secondary insertions made for the purpose of turning an
anonymous piece of seafaring into a Pauline episode, just as he
had already taken 192*-*! to be an independent account of some
riot which Luke assimilated for his biographical sketch of Paul at
Ephesus. On the vividness and accuracy of the details in 27, see
James Smith {Voyage and Shiptvreck of St, Paul\ 1880), Breusing's Nautik der Alien (1886, pp. 142-205), Goerne in NKZ,
(1898) 352-375, Hans Balmer {Die Romfahrt des Apostels Paulus
und die Seefahrtskunde im rdm, Kaiseralter, 1905, pp. 269 f.), and
Montgomery {Exp.^ ix. 356 f.). The phenomena of 281'^'- have
suggested dual sources or the loss of the original conclusion (so,
e.g., Gercke in neue Jahrb. fiir die klass. Alterth., 1901, 17), but,
although the conclusion is hurried, it is dramatic. 28^^ is the
watchword of the writer's age, and the ringing axoDXt^cos of
28^1 echoes the exulting strain of the Lucan writings.
§ 4. The Journal.—^The main structural feature of the latter
half of the book is the presence of four extracts from a diary
kept by one of Paul's companions (i6i*-i'^ 2o(*)-^-is 2ii-i8 27I281"). « I t ^as customary for distinguished travellers, princes,
and generals of the ancient Hellenic world to have short diaries
kept by some companion as an aid to memory, in which the
stations of the route and perhaps, here and there, notable
experiences were cursorily set down. For instance, according to
Hermann Diels, the Anabasis of Xenophon is founded on a
diary of this description, which Xenophon himself developed
into an historical work, inserting all kinds of narratives and
speeches" (von Soden, INT. p. 243 j cp. Deissmann's St. Paul,
p. 25, and Norden, 316 f.). No features of style or diction in
these passages differentiate them from the rest of the Lucan
compositions. They contain over fifty words peculiar to, and
over seventy specially characteristic of, Luke, and it may be due
to accident or to subject-matter that they omit such Lucan
• " The history of Greek literature presents few other instances of the
destruction of books, whether for the sake of conscience or for the good of
the community, or under the authority of the State " (G. H. Putnam, Authors
and their Public in Ancient Times*, 1894, pp. i i 8 £ ; later and Latin
instances on pp. 264 f.).
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favourites or peculiarities as av with the optative, diro rov vvv,
dvacrrd^ (-avres), (XTrocrToAos, elpi^vrj, iv r a i s tjpepai'; raurais, epiaraio,
eros, Ka6' rjpepav, Kpiryt;, A.ads, perd ravra, os in attraction,

TTipirXrjpi, irpda-cro), prjp.a, Tt's with the optative,

TOVTOV

{= him),

vi/'tCTTOs, X^P'-^> ^ 1 ^ ojcret, while T ^ erepa {= next d a y ) , Trapaivioi

(27'-^2), and irepiaipeio {2']^^-*^) are found here alone, so far as
Luke is concerned. These idiosyncrasies of vocabulary only
throw into relief the linguistic, stylistic, and mental affinities
between the We-journal and the rest of Acts. Such data, it may
be held, do not foreclose the question of the authorship. While
they bring the We-sections into line with the rest of Acts, they
leave it an open question (i.) whether the author may not have
dealt here as freely with some source from another hand as he
did in the gospel, or (ii.) whether the journal is of his own composition. On the latter hypothesis, the use of 7ipe2<;, not unlike
the yaexP's «V« e^'' or en h ipe iov of Herodotus, is designed to
mark indirectly but unmistakably the periods at which the author
was a companion of Paul and an eye-witness of what he records,
so that the We-sections would represent his own written notes or
memoranda of a time when he happened to be associated closely
with the apostle. This conclusion, formerly pressed, e.g., by A.
Klostermann, Vindicice Lucance seu de itinerarii in libro Actorum
asservato auctore {1Z66), pp. 46 f.; V. H . Stanton {Exp.* vii. 336 f,
GHD. ii. 254 f, 312 f.), and Vogel {Zur Charakteristik des Lukas ^,
1899), has now been put practically beyond doubt by the exhaustive researches of Hawkins {HS.^ 182 f.) and Harnack {BNT i.
20-87, iv. 1-29), which support the hypothesis that the diarist was
the author of the third Gospel and Acts (cp. Ramsay, Pauline and
other Studies, 301 f., and Burkitt, Gospel History audits Transmission, 115 f.), and that the T^/xeis-passages are either bona-fide extracts
from his journal or (as is less likely) bona-fide reminiscences.
(a) When the hypothesis of a delicate personal reference is set aside, the
use of the first person in these sections is held to denote, as in the case of the
memi)ir.s incorporated in Ezra {1'"-%^ 9'"!^) and Nehemiah (1^-7' 12"-^), the
existence of an earlier document written by some companion of Paul. While
the editor must have worked over his source to some extant, as usual, he
evidently chose to leave the first person plural intact for the sake, not only
of vividness, but of assuring his readers that it denoted a diary, or intercalated passages from the diary, of some early Christian who had been in
Paul's company at the time. Instances of thi.s lilerary practice occur among
the medieval chroniclers (cp. Schwanbeck, 188 f.). Most of those who are
sceptical on the Lucan authorship htild, however, that the author left the
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ijpfts ' in order to designate himself as the companion of Paul' (Zeller,
ii. 258 f. ; Schmiedel, etc.), while some admit that the journal in question
came from Luke—which would explain the Lucan tradition in the early
church in the same way as the use of Matthew's Logia connects his name
with Matthew's gospel.* When the Lucan authorship of Acts is given up,
this is the most reasonable theory of the We-passages. Unless some dislocation of the text in 20*"" be assumed (Weizsacker), Timotheus (Schleiermacher, Bleek, Sorof, etc.) is ruled out, along with the other six companions
who accompanied Paul by the inland route from Greece to Troas. t The
introduction of Timotheus (16'"'), not long before the beginning of the
journal, does not tell in favour of his authorship; and although after 16**
Silas alone is mentioned, Timotheus is soon referred to in 17"''. The entire
silence of Acts upon Titus does not preclude the hypothesis that Luke might
have employed a diary by that companion of Paul (Horst, Krenkel's Paulus,
214 f.; Jacobsen, O. Holtzmann, Seufert in ZWT, 1885, 367 f.), in which case
the genuine notice of 2 Ti 4'° cannot refer to the imprisonment of Csesarea;
for, if Titus had left for Dalmatia, he could not have written Ac 27-28.
(6) The passages marked by '^pets need not, however, represent the
entire original diary. Luke must have omitted certain parts of i t ; J 16"
has no connection with 20' beyond the fact that Philippi is the scene, nor
has 21^' with 27I; and even if the writer had left Philippi before the final
scene between Paul and the slave-girl, it is almost impossible to suppose
that, some years later, he resumed his memoranda without a break in the
terms of 20'"'. That the We-sections originally belonged to a larger work
is fairly certain. Why Luke selected these and only these passages, is
another and a very delicate question, which is only partly solved by the
hypothesis that traces of this source may be found elsewhere in Acts, in
places where Luke has re-written parts of it freely in the third person.
Probably the substance of 16^^"^ 20^*"^ and 26, at least, belonged to the
source, though the diarist may not have been an actual eye-witness of the
scenes, and though Luke, perhaps on that account, has worked them over
pretty carefiilly. Spitta, Jiingst, Hilgenfeld, van Manen, and Wendt make
the We-passages part of larger, more or less complete sources, which run all
through Acts; Soltau finds a We-record of Luke in i6«-" ('"») 2o2-i8 2ii-2»»'
n-io 22»-» 23"-«*- *"-'^ 24^-25" 2523-27 27i-28i«; but none of these reconsiructions, even (cp. e.g. 11^^) with the aid of the ' Western' text, is much more
than problematical (cp. Weizsacker, A A. i. 242 f.; McGiffert, A A, 238 f.).
• The stylistic data (see below) tell against the hypothesis (Sorof, Gercke,
Norden, and Soltau) of Acts as the later edition of a Lucan work which
already included the We-sections. Bacon's theory (Story of St. Paul, 152 f.,
I93f.) that they were a report to the churches of Paul's collecting mission,
written by the ' brother' of 2 Co S^'"^, is needlessly subtle.
t Mayerhoff (Historisch-critische Einl. in die petrin. Schriften, 1835, pp.
1-30) argued that Timotheus was the real author of the ' Lucan' writings,
and that Luke's share in them was quite subordinate. This fails to explain
how the latter's name ever became associated with the books.
X The second and third extracts both close with on the next day, though
thc Greek phrase is different (TJ Si tgopivj), 20I*; r j Si iiriovajj, 21I*),
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§ 5. Authorship.—The strong case for identifying the diarist
with the historian simplifies the problem of the authorship considerably.
T o begin with, (a) the third gospel and Acts are by the same author.
Each has a special vocabulary of its own (Gospel over 250, Acts over
400 words), due partly to the difference of subject-matter, partly to the
versatility and compass of Luke's literary power.
On the other hand,
while Acts has only about a dozen words peculiar to itself and Matthew
(excluding ^apiias, Kappiia, iraxivopai, and iirifialvo) as occurring in L X X
citations), and 14 peculiar to itself and Mk., no fewer than 57 occur in the
N T only in the third gospel and in Acts (56, if SoiXij, which occurs in a
L X X citation, be omitted). Even the words and phrases absent from one
and present in the other of the two Lucan books are neither numerous nor
weighty. Of about 20, used fairly often in Acts and absent from the gospel,
8 are not used by the other synoptists (dvdXap^dvia only in Mk 16^^); 7
others occur in Mt. and M k . (yivos, iiraipiov, Spapa, irpoaKaprepeiv, irpoaXap.pdvopai, ripas, and x'^^"px<") where L k . has no parallel passage, while x^P^ov
only occurs in Mt 2 6 ' ' (Mk 14^2) apropos of Gethsemane, which L k . does not
mention. L k . , again, often uses about 30 words and phrases (like dyaBoiroiiot,
dyairdo}, dpaprijjXbs, ^los, SiaXoyiapbs, IXeos, vopiKbs, bpolus, oixl
dXXd,
vXoiaios, and arpaipels), which are absent from Acts, just as 10 or I I , like
KeXeio) and avvipxopai, are much more common in Acts than in its predecessor. But such variations in diction are of as little cumulative weight as
the corresponding differences in style, such as the gofpel's entire avoidance
of the habit, so common in Acts (e.g. 2^8 5 ' g^- " lo^^ 192 2522 262''- 28-29)^ ^f
omitting he said or its equivalents, or of using eiiras (Ac 7^' 222^ 2422 27''),
or of beginning a sentence with KOI VVV ( A C 3^' 10^ 13'* 1 6 " 2022- 25 22'* 2321
26').
T h e Lucan iyivero
Kal occurs but once in Acts ( 5 ' ) ;
iyivero
with a finite verb, and dvBpoiire (Lk 52" etc.) never, whilst the latter book
is comparatively sparing in its employment of terms and phrases like dirb rov
vvv (iS"), iv rip with infin., i^ipxopai dirb, Kal oiros (nomin.), 6 airbs, Svopa
( = by name), and irXi^v, which are specially characteristic of the gospel.
Again, while the greater frequency of irvevpa dyiov, dvaKplvia, and diroXoyiopai
in Acts may be due in part to the exigencies of the subject, it is noticeable
that piv oiv and re occur far more frequently in the second volume. Yet the
resemblances far outnumber such variations. T h e specially Lucan use of
dv or rls with the optative, of dpxovres (Jewish), of iyivero Si, of eti) (optat.),
of eXiTev{av) Si, of iv rats ijpipais rairais, of KaB' T)pipav, of KoXoipevos with
names or titles, of bvbpari ( = by name), of irds (diras) b Xabs, of irpbs with
verbs of speaking, of irpoariBevai,* of aiv,'\ of ris with nouns, of rov with
the infinitive, of us ( = when), etc., runs through both volumes. They corre* " H i s use of it probably arose from his medical pursuits, as it was a very
frequent and necessary word in medical l a n g u a g e " (Hobart, p. 104, adding
numerous medical citations).
t Again attributed (Hobart, 253 f.), though fancifully, to Luke's medical
training, on the ground that the works of Galen show how remarkably often
this preposition was in a physician s mouth.
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spond so closely in size, in style, and in general spirit (cp. e.g. parallels
like i» = Ac i5"-2», i » = A c i " , i«»=Ac Ii2i, 2i» = Ac 7", 3"»etc. = Ac 2 " etc.
(rl iroi-fia>Jpev), 4^ = Ac 7 " (ll28), 4« = Ac 1820(5"), 9":= Ac 2", l 2 " = Ac72»,
i S ^ ^ A c 20", i82=Ac 242- », 2oi=Ac 4>, 2 i " = A c 6i», 23»=Ac 5", 2 4 " =
Ac 26") that, although the hypothesis that both works did not come from
the same pen stUl crops up occasionally, e.g, in the pages of Sorof, Hilgenfeld, Soltau, Gercke (' Der Seirepos Xbyos des Lukas und die Apgeschichte,'
Hermes, 1894, 373 f.), and even Norden (Das antike Kunstprosa, ii. 483 f.), it
should nowadays be decently interred under the epitaph, ' non fui, fui, non
sum.' Adequate statements of the case for a single author are given by
Zeller (in Zeller-Overbeck, ii. 213 f.), Friedrich (Das Lukas-Evglm und die
Apgeschichte, Werke desselben Verfassers,^ 1890), Jacquier (INT, iiL 7 f.).
Sir J. C. Hawkins (HS," 174-193), and Goodspeed (JBL., 1912, 92 f.).
(b) The author was a physician.
The ' medical' element in the language of the third gospel and Acts,
though several times noted (cp. e.g, J. D. Winckler, De Luca Evangelista
medico, Leipzig, 1736), was first fully worked out by Dr. W. K. Hobart
(The Medical Language of St, Luke, 1882), whose materials have recently
been sifted with results which converge on the thesis that the author of both
works was a Greek physician, and therefore, inferentially, the Luke of the
NT. Since the following abstract was written, Harnack's study (BNT. i.
175-198; cp. Zahn's Einl, § 6 2 ; Chase, Credibility of Acts, 13 f.; and
Plummer's Luke, pp. Ixiiif.) has proved this pretty conclusively.
Too much stress need not be laid on the fact that in his gospel Luke
alone quotes the medical proverb, Physician, heal thyself (4^), and omits
(8^) the disparaging comment of Mk. on the profession, or employs words
like pdros (6**; the bramble * was extensively used by the ancient physicians,'
Hobart), pavla (Ac 262*), irpT]v^s* (Ac ii^}, and ppix'^'-v (Ac 7*^); but
evidence of his early studies and professional training may be discovered in
his methods of (a) describing the cures of Jesus and others, the choice of the
technical terms for convulsions (pl'rreiv) and damage to the system (jSXdirreo'
4", only elsewhere in NT in Mk 16^^) as well as for a doctor's examination
(ivi^Xiweiy, 9**), of irXiJpijs Xiirpas (5") after the medical use of irX-fipT)s, of
the correct medical term irapaXeXvpivos (5^*, Ac g^) for the popular irapaXvriKbs, as well as the use of the technical classification of fevers into great
and small (tf^, so Galen), of ivoxXetv (6'^) and bxXety (Ac 5I*), repeatedly
used by Hippokrates and Galen for diseased persons, of dvaKaBl^eiv (7",
Ac g*", the medical expression for a patient sitting up in bed), of iKoraais in
the sense of a trance (11* 22", Ac 10^*), of dvaKbirreiv for the straightening
of the spine (13"), of a remarkable number of professional terms in lo*"*16^^ (Hobart, pp. 26 f.) and Ac 3!"^ (pp. 35 f.), of diroirlirreiv and Xeirls
(Ac 9*'""), iiriirlirreiv and dxXiJs (Ac 13"), and the technical diraXXdaaeiv
(Ac 19"); (b) in his choice of medical terms t to express ordinary ideas or
* Chase's theory that Tcprivfis is a technical medical term for ' swollen ' or
'inflamed' (JTS., 1912, pp. 278f., 415) is discussed by Hamack (TLZ.,
1912, 235f.) and Rendel Harris (AJT., 1914, 127f.).
+ Thrice at least in the We-journal (20?'^ — KaraipipeaBai and Cxvos paBvs,
28*^ rlpwpaaBai and KarairlvTeiv, wvperol plur. of an individual, 27*' 22
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events;* e.g, the substitution, for other terms, of the medical •it\i\ppvpa,
irpoai^pi]^ev, avviireae, and l>riypa (Lk 6^*"^'), of XvaireXetv (17*, so Hippokrates), of irapar-qpTjais (ly"") and irapariipetv, of Upds (med. = juices) and
avp<pieaBai (Dioskorides) in S*'', of irriaaeiv (med. =roll up a bandage) in
4 * (never elsewhere in this sense), of fieXSvij (=surgical needle) in 182^, of
rapdSo^a (med. = unexpected recovery, etc.) in 52*, of the common medical
terms Siavipeiv (Ac 4"), Sidariipa (Ac 5'), eOBeros (g"" 14'", cp. Ac 2f"),
SiavvKrepeieiv (6^"), SiairpaypareieaBai (19'°), eiiropla (Ac 192^, common med.
term, so vb.), irii^eiv (6^), iKXelireiv (med. = failure of pulse, etc.) in 16° and
22*2, of dvdiTTipos and feC7os in 141'- " , of Spaxy.'fi and pvd in 15* and 19''
('the common weights employed in dispensing medicines and in writing
prescriptions'), of ^b^Tp-pa (21^^, a rare word which Hippokrates uses of the
terrifying objects in delirium), of irpoaSoKla (21^, Ac 12^1, med. =expectation of
fatal result, so irpoaSoK&v), of adXos (2x2^, med. =tossings of sick), of KpaiirdXi)
(21**, med. =drunken nausea), of Beoipla (23**), of Xijpos (24^1, med. =raving
in delirium), daKetv (Ac 24I*, med. = practise), irepipiveiv (Ac I*), diroKarijTraais (z"^), dairla (in medical sense, cp. J. R. MaAan, JTS. vi. I16), ai5yj)
(20", med. =light), Siawpleiv (5^ 7=^), iKSir^yetaBai (15*, cp. Hobart, p. 229),
iKirijSav (14'^), iiraKpodaBai (l62*, med. = auscultation), iiriKovpla (2622), ^'^ijpa
(152 etc., med. = a disputed point), KaraarO'.Xeiv (19^'), ripojpetv (22' 26"),
iiro^iSivvvpi (27"),f iiroariXXeiv (2o2"' ^, in sense of 'withhold'), x/><3s (19^^;
'the use of x-, to mean the body, not the skin, continued in medical
language from Hippokrates to Galen,' Hobart), and <piXavdpil)ircas (27*); X
(c) in his practice of avoiding Mt.'s use of words like paXada or paaavl^eiv
for sickness (the former=effeminacy or delicacy, the latter = examine, in med.
rapaivetv, med. = opinion of doctor) a medical flavour is to be detected ; even
the collocation of dairos and SiareXetv (Ac 27*^) is found in Galen. Terms
like ipelSeiv, Siaipebyeiv, and KoXvpfi^r (in sense of swimming) were also
in medical use.
* The eleven compounds or derivatives of ^dXXeiv, the five of veieiv, the
four of ^ixeiy, the three of rpixeiv, and the two of iXaiveiv, peculiar to
Luke, are all characteristic medical expressions (Hobart, pp. 137-146, 166 f.,
191 f., 206 f.); while Luke's preference for terms like iirepipov instead of
iirepipTj, for birepopfv, avyxieiv and aiyxvais, avvapird^eiv, pearovaBai,
Tpoair-fiyvvpi, Siaairelpeiv, Sidyvwais and SiayiviSiaKeiv, iviSpa, iveSpeieiv,
KarbpBoipa, Kard Xbyov, iiripeXetadai, iiripeX&s, eiBvpetv(-us), and the three
main medical terms for "stimulating" (iireyelpeiv, vaporpiveiv, and irporpiireiv), lies parallel. Hippokrates also, in his epistles (pla irbXeoiv oiK
daijpos), uses daripos of a city (Ac 21*'), and dvaSiSbvai of a letter being
delivered (Ep. 1275, cp. Acts 2^^).
t This rare term for undergirding a ship was common in medical parlance,
being applied to the membrane or pleura which undergirt and supported
the thorax; so that, as Hobart suggests (273), its application in this case
may have been natural to Luke, particularly as a ship's sides v;ere called
nXevpai, Similarly Bippv (*S'), for Beppbrijs, is the usual medical term for
heat.
J Both Hippokrates and Galen (Hobart, 296-297) were strong upon
ipiXavBpwirla as an essential note of the true physician.
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terminology), and the confusion' between avKopopia and avKdpivos (17' I9')" N e a r l y all the alterations and additions which the third evangelist has
made in the Marcan text are most simply and surely explained from the
professional interest of a p h y s i c i a n " (Harnack, BNT.
iii. 187). As this
' medical' element is spread over both the third gospel and Acts, instead of
being confined to the ' We-sections,' it corroborates the argument, which is
also the tradition of the second century (as early as Marcion, for the third
gospel) that the author of the third gospel and Acts was the L u k e of Col 4'*,
Philem 23, and 2 Ti 41".
T h e linguistic data, however, do not support the common inference that
Luke was strongly affected by Paul's style and language, and that therefore
he was either a Paulinist or acquainted with the Pauline epistles. Out of
about 98 words peculiar to Lk. and Paul in the N T , 17 occur only in the
Pastoral epistles, and 8 in Ephesians, which reduces the number at once
to 73. Of these, Mt. and M k . had no occasion to use one or two like
dpoTpidu, while SiayyiXXuj, p'^rpa, aretpos, and awriipiov (in Paul, only in E p h
6 " and Tit 2^^) occur in one or the other writer merely as L X X quotations.
This leaves about 68 at most, of which we must exclude in all fairness
the following 27, viz. dSTfXos, alxpaXcorl^ot), dva^dio, dvaXio),
dvrairbSopa,
dvrairoKplvopai, da<pdXeia, dro7ros,f Sieppijveiia, Sbypa, iyypd<popai, ivSo^os
(Lk. of things, Paul of persons), iiravairaiopai,
iirixoi, i^larijpi, lycruxdfti),
Kvpieiio (Paul, metaph.), oUovopla (Paul, metaph.), irayls, irXiipoipopiia,
airovSalojs, ovyKXeloj (Paul, metaph.), avvavriXap^dvopai (Paul, relig. sense),
avvevSoKios, avvox'f], iironrid^w, and \pdKpbs ( L k . only of Psalter), of which
some (to which dpa, Kara^iovpai, peBlarTjpi, irpoKbirria, aKoiriia, and avyxalpo)
must be added) are used in different constructions, and all in senses which
are very different in the two writers. Even of the remaining 35, quite half
are neither favourite nor characteristic terms in either writer, while the
numerical preponderance, as compared with Mt. and Paul (about 22) or M k .
and Paul (about 20), is not specially significant. So far as the internal
evidence suggests, Luke did not use any of Paul's epistles ; his acquaintance
with Paul's movements and ideas is drawn from oral tradition or personal
reminiscence, not from the reading of his correspondence. Some critics still
(e.g. Soltau) consider that the Pauline speeches as well as the narratives are
drawn from materials provided by the Epistles (so formerly Jacobsen, op. cit.
pp. 8 f . ) , but there is no real evidence to render this a necessary hypothesis
(cp. Sabatier's essay in Bibliothique
de Picole des hautes itudes, i. 1889,
202 f. ; Moffatt, HNT.
416 f. ; Jacquier, INT.
iii. 96 f., and Zahn,
INT,
iii. 118 f.).
T h e juxtaposition of Acts and the Pauline epistles in the
Canon is apt to produce an optical illusion, until it is remembered that
Acts was not written to be read alongside of the apostle's correspondence,
and that it really contains nothing which L u k e could not have obtained
elsewhere.

• Noted by Dioskorides. T h e distinction was familiar to physicians, who
had occasion to use both in their prescriptions.
t Add perhaps SeKrbs, in Lk. of persons only, in Paul (Phil 4 " ) of things,
2 Co 62 and L k 4 " being L X X citations. It is uncertain whether iipvlSios
( W H ) should be read, instead of alipvlSios, in L k 21**.
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§ 6. Characteristics and aim.—(a) It is no longer necessary
to controvert the theory that, when Luke wrote, Jewish and
Gentile Christianity required to be reconciled, or that the
parallelism between Peter and Paul is wholly due to the
historian's pragmatism. Luke's position is that of the later
church, as reflected, e.g., in Mt 28I8-20 j the Gentile mission was
carried out by the twelve in obedience to a revelation of Jesus
(cp. HD. i. 158 f., 2i3f). According to Acts, Peter, as the
leader of the apostles, not only took the first step in this
direction (ioi^-)> but claimed that this was his commission
(Ac 15^5 also, between the twelve aqd Paul there was no vital
difference on the burning question of Gentile Christianity.
Luke smoothes over the crucial antagonism which Gal 1-2
reveals. He prefers to emphasise the common loyalty of both
sides to the gospel of Jesus; " trop loyal pour condamner son
maitre Paul, trop orthodoxe pour ne pas se ranger k I'opinion
ofiScielle qui pr^valait, il effaga les differences de doctrines pour
laisser voir seulement le but commun que tous ces grands
fondateurs poursuivirent" (Renan, ii. p. xxiii). His whole treatment of the question breathes the air of an age when the rights
of Gentile Christianity had long ago been won, and when even
an admirer of Paul, especially in writing for the particular object
defined in Lk \^-*, was more concerned to emphasise the providential development upon which the church looked back than
to revive the bitter memories of a bygone phase of controversy.
This irenical attitude, with its idealising spirit, is not inconsistent with
the Lucan authorship, even though we assumed that Luke was familiar with
the exact course of events as, e.g., Paul describes them in Gal 2i'*. A man
may surely be the friend and physician of a great church-leader, without
necessarily sharing or even understanding all his religious opinions and
without assenting to his ecclesiastical policy in every respect. Luke had
more in his mind than to be a protagonist of Paul, and we have no right to
demand that consciously or unconsciously he must come into line with the
apostle. In spite of the arguments or rather the assumptions to the contrary,*
* This idea underlies the criticisms passed by Schiirer (TLZ., 1906, 405408), Bousset (77?., 1908, 185-205), Clemen (TR., 1907, 97-113, and
HJ., 1910, 78of.), and Lake (DAC. i. 7i9f.) on the Lucan hypothesis as
argued by Harnack (BNT. i. 121 f., TLZ., 1906, 466-468) and Stanton
(GHD. ii. 241-255). The 'theological' attitude of Acts, when it is not
isolated and exaggerated, does not seem incompatible with the Lucan
authorship, for which the literary evidence is fairly conclusive, provided that
it is not mixed up with extravagant claims for Luke as a historian, or with
harmonising, conservative expedients.
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on the part of conservative and radical critics alike, it does not follow that
Acts, if written by Luke, must tally, historically and theologically, with Paul,
or that Luke's statements must invariably exhibit (cp. p. 268) agreement with
the apostle's epistles. Luke's object was neither to correct nor to elucidate
these epistles. He was not a Paulinist (cp. Harnack, BNT. i. I39f.,iv. 30-89),
and even had he been an eye-witness of certain events, that would not
necessarily prevent him from describing them years afterwards in semihistoric fashion. To a modem reader it does appear difficult to understand
how any one who had shared in the Pauline mission could describe the
relation of baptism and the Spirit, the glossolalia, and above all the relation
between Paul and the pillar-apostles, as Luke has done ; but once allowance
is made for the time at which and the purpose for which Luke wrote, once
the idea that he was a Paulinist is abandoned, and once we recognise the
freedom with which he treated the sources and traditions at his disposal for
Acts as for his gospel, the admitted difficulties can no longer break through
the strong thicket of linguistic evidence in favour of the Lucan authorship.
Luke's idealisation of the primitive council at Jerusalem does not prevent
him from mentioning the fate of Ananias and Sapphira. Nor, although he
ignores the scene at Antioch, does he hesitate to tell how Paul lost his temper
twice. There were physicians and physicians among the historians of the
ancient world. One of them, Kallimorphos, is pilloried by Lucian (cle hist,
conscrib. 16) for having written a irpoolpiov iirip\pvxpov to his history of the
Parthians, in which he vaunted : oUetov etvai larpip laroplav avyypd<peiv, et ye
b 'AaKXyjiribs piv ' AirbXXwvos vlbs,' AirbXXuv Si Movariyirifs Kal irdaTjs iraiSelas
dpxiiiv. In Acts there is no empty rhetoric. There are no eulogies of the
early Christians, not even of Paul. Luke knew, better even than the author
of the Vita Agricola, what Lucian meant when he spoke of the broad gulf
between history and panegyric (de hist, conscrib. 7, oi arevip rip laBpip
Siiipiarai Kal Siarerelxiarai ij laropla irpbs rb iyKwpiov) ; his literary taste, as
well as his religious feeling, prevented him from painting the great apostle of
the Gentiles with a halo.

{b) A similar consideration bears upon Luke's treatment of
the supernatural. On the one hand, the presence of miraculous
anecdotes (cp. Harnack, BNT. iii. 133-161) is no proof that
they are unprimitive. A comparison, e.g., of the historical
traditions gathering round figures like St. Patrick or even
Thomas k Becket will show that it is the most natural thing in the
world for such stories to spring up within a man's lifetime, and
the mushroom of legend appeared under certain conditions as
rapidly in the East as in the West. This applies in some degree
to the miracles in Acts as well as to those in the gospels. On
the other hand, their presence in Acts is no disproof of Luke's
authorship.* He took most of them from his available sources
* Luke's three defects as a historian, according to Harnack (BNT. iii.
p. xxxix), are credulity, a tendency to be careless and inaccurate, and a
tendency to work up important situations. Still, he adds, " ich halte ihn
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and inserted them for the sake of bringing out a point vividly.
It is psychologically accurate to hold that even the special class
of tales about demoniac possession, which as an educated
physician he might be supposed to have disbelieved, were
accepted by him on the score of his Christian beliefs (cp. J.
Naylor in HJ., 1909, 28-46 : "it is certain that the phenomena
he witnessed in Christian circles made it easy for him to believe
in demoniac causes of diseases "; " he was led to believe in the
power of faith in the sick, and of personality in Paul and Christ,
to work marvellous cures and do mighty works "). The supernaturalism of stories like 2i*^- 51-11 j2i^- xC''^^- igU*- and 20*'-,
which are near the level of popular Oriental tales, does not tell
against either the likelihood that in some cases a nucleus of
historic fact underlies the moral apologue, or the probability that
the writer (or editor) was an educated man who, like Luke, must
have been familiar with, e.g,, the real glossolalia of the Pauline
churches. We know so little about Luke that it is impossible to
determine how far he worked in the spirit of the advice given by
Lucian {de hist, conscrib, 60) to his friend Philo: KOX pii/v KOI
pvdos et Tis irapepirecroi, XeKrios p.ev, oi pirjv TriCTwreos trdvTios, ctAA.'
er p.€cr<a 6eTeos TOIS OJTWS av ideXoycnv elKacrova-i irepl airov' crii S*
aKivSwos Kal wpos ovSerepov iirtppeirecrrepos.
P r o b a b l y , his

attitude to the miraculous stories of Acts was more naive.
There is no hint of any Blougram-like reserve in his method
of narrating these episodes; on the contrary, we can feel the
same realistic and materialising tendency which appears in his
recasting of the resurrection stories. There is little force, therefore, in the argument that his version of the glossolalia in 21*'
could not have come from an eye-witness of the phenomena, e,g,,
at Corinth. Even if Luke knew the latter, this would not have
prevented him from repeating the embellished and circumstantial
miracle which he found in his source. "That it involved a
miracle attracted rather than repelled him. . . . He loves a good
miracle " (P. Gardner in Cambridge Biblical Essays, p. 390).
{c) A subordinate aim is to exhibit the political inoffensiveness of Christianity. Paul is never formally condemned by the
Roman authorities (cp. the conduct of the proconsuls in 13I2
1312 etc., and of the Asiarchs in 19^1); Luke skilfully omits any
Innerhalb der griechischen Historik trotz seiner offenkundigen Gebrechen
und Leichtgiaubigkeiten fiir einen respektablen Berichterstatter, Schriftsteller
und Zeugen " (TLZ., 1906, 467 ; cp. Wendland, HBNT, i. 2. 324 f., 330f.).
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allusion to the three occasions when he had been flogged by
lictors (2 Co 11^*), and emphasises his Roman citizenship.
As in the third gospel (cp. e.g. 2020-26), go in its sequel, the
historian points out that Christians were admittedly loyal (cp.
i8i«- 1987 2329 2518'- 26 268I), though it is hardly fanciful to detect
in his references to e^ova-Ca or the authority of civil powers
(in his gospel 4«-7 || Mt 4», i2*-« || Mt io28, 2225 || Mk 10*2 and
Mt 2o26) a less favourable view than that of Acts (cp. E. A.
Abbott, Diat. 1565-1571), where the allusions to Roman officials
are upon the whole respectful and intended to be irenical. H e
is careful to expose the hoUowness of the charge of sedition
brought against Christians especially by malevolent Jews, and
such passages further contain an implicit plea for the toleration
by Rome of Christianity as a religio licita no less than of the
Judaism from which it sprang and of which, as Luke is careful
to point out, it forms the true consummation.
Some (e.g. D. Plooij, Exp.* viii. 511 f., xiii. 108 f. ; cp. P. I. Melle in
Theol. Studien, 1915, I I I f.) even hold that Acts was the defence entered by
Luke at Paul's trial before Nero on the charges of 24°; J. Weiss (Absicht,
54 f.) more moderately brings out the author's desire to portray the innocent
character of Christianity in view of suspicions aroused in part by the charges
levelled at it by Jews (cp. e.g. p. 31, d propos of i62<"-3' " D i e hochmiitiggeringschatzige Anschauung, die in der Denunciation zum Ausdruck kommt,
wird nachtraglich glanzend zuriickgewiesen. Die apostel sind nicht hergelaufene Agenten einer orientalischen Nation, in deren Dienste sie eine
staatlich nicht unbedenkliche Propaganda treiben, sie sind Romer so gut wie
die Richter auch und wollen nach romischen Recht beurteilt werden. Was
aber hier von den Aposteln gesagt ist, das gilt im Sinne des Verf. vom Christenthum uberhaupt"). So far as this bears on the problem of the date, it
leaves any period open after Nero. The motive would be as relevant shortly
after Domitian's persecution as before it, since the vehement anti-Roman tone
of the Apocalypse was by no means normal.

{d) For Luke's remarkable degree of accuracy in geographical,
political, and social data, it is sufficient to refer to the essays of
Lightfoot {Essays on * Supernatural Religion,' 1889, 291-302) and
Vigouroux {Le Nouveau Testament et les decouvertes arcMologiques
modernes, Paris, 1896, pp. 183-332), and to the epoch-making
researches of Sir W. M. Ramsay {CRE., chs. ii.-viii. etc.).
Still, he must be judged by the canons of his age, and in the
light of his opportunities. Not only as regards the origins of the
Palestinian church and mission, but even on the earlier part of
Paul's career, he is plainly writing at second-hand. As the
book proceeds, the level of historicity rises on the whole. The
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nearer Luke comes to his own period, the less liable he is to discrepancies and errors, although even here the ordinary conditions
of the period must be taken into account in an evaluation of his
testimony as an eye-witness. For the first part of the story,
however, he had to rely upon such information of primitive
Christians as may have been available, or upon certain written
sources, e.g., for Stephen and Philip. Thus in the circles to which
he had access it is altogether likely that the crisis at Antioch
and Jerusalem would sometimes be viewed very differently from
what Paul considered to be its real inwardness,* and the lapse
of nearly half a century was certain to alter not only the standpoint of his own judgment, but also the memories upon which
he drew. Owing to distance from the time and place, he was
imperfectly acquainted with much that transpired in Palestine
during the early decades of the Christian movement. But here
as elsewhere he knew more than he chose to put down. His
omissions are not invariably due to lack of available knowledge;
they are sometimes intentional. The choice of episodes, the
relative scope assigned to them, the passing over of years either
silently or in a sentence, the ignoring of a figure like Titus, the
indifference towards such movements of Christianity in the East
as Peter's evangelisation of Asia Minor and Paul's mission in
North Galatia,—all these phenomena show that Luke had no
intention of writing the history of early Christianity, and that
even his reconstruction of that history requires to be reset at
more points than one (cp. Wendt in HJ. xii. 141-161).
The speeches in the earlier part may represent not untrustworthily the primitive Jewish-Christian preaching of the period
(Peter, 1I5-22 2"-36 3I2-26 48-12 ^29-32. Gamaliel,! s^s-ss). " T o
the doctrinal discourses of Peter we may in a certain sense
grant that they faithfully represent the primitive preaching of
the messiah by the apostles, and that so far they possess a
certain originality " (Overbeck). J This is due, not to any verbatim reports or Hellenistic versions being available, but to the
• Cp. Franke in SK, (1890) 668 f., J. Warschauer in New World (i8gS),
pp. 722-749, and Watkins in St. PauPs Fight for Galatia (pp. 94 f.).
t Chase, Credibility, pp. 122-159 (pp. 167 f., on Paul's speeches).
X So especially Riehm, op. cit. pp. 126 f. ; Chase, op. cit. 105 f.; W. Lock
(Exp.* xii. 178-190); and E. F. Scott's The Beginnings of the Church (1914).
Mayerhoff (Einl. in die petrin. Schriften, 218-233) makes them, as well as
Stephen's and Paul's, free compositions of the author.
2Q
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excellent historical sense of the author, who, while following the
ordinary methods of ancient historiography in the composition of
such speeches, was careful to avoid moulding and shaping his
materials with a freedom which should obliterate the special
cast of their aim and temper. These materials were probably
furnished in the main by oral tradition. Preaching so continuous as we know that of Peter to have been, would leave
definite reminiscences of its general type and tenor. A skilful writer, having access to circles where such Jewish Christian
ideas had been cherished and still lingered {e.g. John Mark),
would find httle difficulty in composing discourses such as these,
which would harmonise satisfactorily with the period he was
engaged in depicting. Of the later speeches, that at Miletus is
probably nearest to a summary of the original words of P a u l ;
the others, for the most part, reflect in the main Luke's historic
sense of what was appropriate to the speaker and situation.
Stephen's speech is the most notable exception; it obviously
was derived from a special source.
The letter of Claudius Lysias to Felix (Ac 232*-*') might have been
verbally copied from the original, if Luke had had access to the archives or
private papers of Felix. Instances of this are not unknown (e.g. Sallust,
Catil. 34, 3 ; 44, 5), but they are extremely rare, and the more probable
hypothesis is that the letter, like the speeches of the history, must be ascribed
to Luke himself, in common with the universal practice of his age. The same
holds true of the letter in 1528-20 ((-p. Harnack, BNT, i. 219-223), though this
document probably embodies a source as its nucleus (see above, pp. 42-43).

The last-named passage opens up a cluster of textual, literary,
and historical problems which have a profound bearing upon the
authorship and authority of Acts. T h e problem was, what are
the conditions upon which Gentile Christians can be saved, i.e.
participate in the messianic reign of Jesus the Christ? The
strict Jewish Christians of the capital (rtves TSV aTro T^S alpeVetos
roiv ^apuraioiv ireiricrTevKOTes) insisted On circumcision and the
complete observance of the Mosaic law. A keen controversy
took place among the apostles and elders. Finally, Peter
repudiated this claim on the score of practice. Facts had
already proved that Gentiles could believe in Jesus Christ and
receive the Spirit which guaranteed membership in his kingdom,
without submitting to the law. Barnabas and Paul corroborate
this from their own experience in the mission-field, while James
cUnches it by an appeal to messianic prophecy, and proposes
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that, though the claim for legal submission should be repudiated,
the Gentile Christians should be enjoined to abstain from
elSoiXoOvTo, atpa, irviKTd, and rropveia.* A formal decree {eho^ev
T(3 wvevpuiTi TO) dyio) Kai •^piv) to this effect, in the shape of a
pastoral epistle, is dispatched to the Gentile Christians of
Antioch, Syria, and Cilicia. The course of events is not so clear,
however, as at first sight appears. No proper motive is given
for the sudden interference of the narrower Palestinian
Christians with the church at Antioch (15^). Psychologically,
the reaction would come better after 1121-22. [^ jg difficult to
see how such a recrudescence of legalism could take place after
Peter had settled, as he is said to have done, the question of the
rights of uncircumcised Gentiles to membership in the church
(iii-i8). Furthermore, the decrees of 1523^. are sent not to the
Pauline churches in Lystra, Iconium, etc., but to the Gentile
Christians of Antioch, Syria, and Cilicia; and if they were merely
meant to meet a local emergency, this is hardly Luke's conception of their place and purpose (see Appendix N).
The silence of Paul in Gal 2 upon the decree of Ac 15 tells against the
historicity of the latter, if the fourfold prohibition was its main message, and
if it was promulgated at the Jerusalem council. It is conceivable that Paul
might have agreed to a number of concessions for the sake of peace and
harmony, but " t h a t he consented to, or was party to, a demand that his
converts should observe these four legal conditions is not only disproven by
his own clear words, but by the absence of any such precept in his letters to
Gentile churches on this matter " (Forbes, p. 54). If he had distributed the
decrees as Luke says he did (16*), it may be questioned if he could or would
have treated them in his epistles as a quantiti nigligeable (cp. EBi. 916 f.;
Bacon, Story of St. Paul, 138 f., 151 f.). Unless, therefore, the authenticity
of the decree or the Lucan authorship is to be abandoned, the alternatives
apparently are (i.) to adopt the Western reading of Ac 15, as has been done
recently by Hilgenfeld (ZWT., 1899, 138f.), G. Resch in acareful monograph
TU. xiii. 3, 1905; cp. Exp? iii. 564 f), R. Steinmetz, Das Aposteldekret
(1911), and with vigour by Harnack (BNT. iii. 248f.); or (ii.) adhering
to the ordinary text, to conjecture that Luke has antedated a decreet
which only came into existence at a later period in the history of the
Jerusalem church, viz. some time between Paul's composition of Galatians
* Halevy (/?5"., 1902, 228 f.), like Bentley, proposes to read ropxelas or
Xoipeias, on the ground that the change of this into iropvelas would be more
intelligible than vice versa, and that this reading is in line with the other
allusions to food.
t Achelis, Ure. pp. 60 f. The Western form is rejected after careful
scrutiny by Diehl, Coppieters {RB., 1907, 34-54), and A. Seeberg {Die beiden
Wege und das Aposteldekret, 1906).
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and Corinthians on the one hand and his .irrival (21^) at Jerusalem on
the other (so, especially, Weizsacker, A A. i. 313 f. ; Grimm, SA'., 1880,
622 f. ; McGiffert, AA. 215 f. ; Pfleiderer, Urc. ii. 241 f. ; von Dobschiitz,
Urc. 152f.; R. Knopf, SNT i. 2. 65 ; Bousset; Diehl, ZNW., 1909, 277-296),
in any case prior to the composition of the Apocalypse ( 2 " ) . T h e decree
would thus be the work of J a m e s and his party, whether brought down to
Antioch by the emissaries of the former (McGiffert, Bacon) or, more probably,
promulgated at some later period. It is noticeable that in 2 1 ^ James tells
Paul about it, as if the latter had not heard of it before. This tells in favour
of the second hypothesis, as against either the former or the bolder conjecture
that Gal 2^-^° did not refer to the scene of Ac 15 at all (see above, pp. 100 f.).
T h e shorter Western form of 15^, which omits (so Wellhausen and Lake)
Kal TCVLKTCIV and inserts, between iropvelas and Zv, the words Kal 8aa pij BiXere
iavTois y'lveaBai iripip pi) iroietv, difi, with (pepbpevoi iv rip dyltp irveipari between
irpa^ere and ^ppoiaBe, cannot have arisen later than the middle of the second
century, as it is guaranteed not only in D but in Irenseus (iii. 12, 14), Tertullian
(de pudic. 12), and Cyprian (Testim. iii. 119). On the other hand, it resembles
a moral catechism rather than the decree in its historical setting, and its
secondary character, as compared with the canonical text, is fairly obvious.
Its protest against the exaggeration of the ceremonial law, at the expense of
its ethical elements, was both timely (cp. 4 Mac 5""^° ; Schiirer, GJV. ii. 464 f.)
and in accord with the principles of Jesus ; but, instead of the ambiguous
elSoiXbBuTov, elSuiXoXarpeia would have been more apposite. T h e ' W e s t e r n '
reading avoids the difficulty of the superfluous WIKTGJV after alpa (in sense
of ' tasting b l o o d ' ) , and also of understanding how Paul could be silent
on the decree in Gal 2. Such injunctions would only be the obvious ethical
maxims of the Christian catechism (ar/ia = murder). But, on the other hand,
this neutral interpretation blunts the point of the council, and makes it hard
to see how the controversy could have attained the proportions of Gal 2^.
This difficulty is bound up with another, relating to the visit of Paul to
Jerusalem in I i " ' - I 2 ^ . T h e omission of this visit in Gal i " - 2 ^ * has caused
keen perplexity to editors of Acts and of that epistle. W h y did Paul pass it
over? Not because it was too hurried and short (Usteri), nor because h e *
was prevented from going, perhaps at the last moment (so, e.g., Neander,
Meyer), nor because the envoys prudently stopped in Judsea (so, e.g., Credner,
Bleek, in contradiction to 12^).
Such harmonistic expedients are not
satisfactory. It would be fairer to argue that Paul, in writing Galatians,
aimed not at giving any complete chronicle of his visits to Jerusalem, but
only at mentioning those which affected his claim to a divine commission
independent of the twelve. T h e two visits at which this was called, or
might be supposed to have been called, in question, were his first (Gal i^')
and his third (Gal 2^^-). T h e second visit, recorded in Ac n * " 12''*, afforded
no chance of misconception; his character and doctrine were not in dispute
then, and the Galatians needed no explicit description of that journey.
Hence he could pass it over, in his rapid survey, as having no bearing on
the authority and independence of his gospel (so, e.g., Godet, H o r t , Light• Renan thinks that Barnabas alone conveyed the chaluka, and Zimmermann deletes Kal "ZaiXov (SK, 1901, 454).
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foot, Blass, G. H. Gilbert, Watkins (pp. I70f.), Steinmann's Abfassungszeit d.
Galaterbriefes, 127 f.). This is a legitimate hypothesis. Paul is not writing
a protocol in Gal 1-2, which would be falsified were he to omit any visit to
the Jewish capital; all his argument requires is a note of the occasions when
he was brought into contact with the apostles at Jerusalem, and of this there
is no mention in Ac 11'°, which seems even to exclude (by the reference to
the elders) any communication between them and the Cilician evangelist.
Those who are dissatisfied with this have the choice of three alternatives.
(a) They may delete the visit of Ac ii"" 12'"' as unhistorical (so, e.g., Zeller,
Overbeck, Hilgenfeld, Weizsacker, Sabatier, B. Weiss, Jiilicher, Clemen's
Paulus, i. 215 f. ; Forbes), whether the historian confused (H. J. Holtzmann)
the visit of Gal 2* with the collection visit of I Co 16* (which is therefore
passed over at Ac 19^'), or whether he inserted 11'° and 12^ (with uM-as*)
erroneously in the source which lay before him (Wendt, SA., 1892, 27of).
Others, e.g. Spitta (179 f.), Pfleiderer, Schwartz, Wellhausen, Wendland,
and McGiffert (AA. 170 f.) improve upon this by supposing (b) that the visit
of 11^ 12^ was the same as that of 15"', and that Luke, finding these two narratives of what was the same event, supposed them to refer to different incidents.
This is not impossible, but the two narratives are hardly parallel enough.
The object of the one visit is the conveyance of funds ; the object of the
other (as of Gal 2"-) is a question of religious principle. This consideration
rules out with equal certainty (c) the bolder and even less probable hypothesis
which indentifies 11'" 12^6 (not 15"-) with Gal 2^-^'' (so, e.g., Belser, Einl.
168 f. ; Ramsay, Weber, Gutjahr, after Fritzsche's Opuscula, 233 f.). Luke
(in 11^-12^') never alludes to the circumcision-problem or to any trouble
over Gentile Christians; there is not a syllable about the presence of
John, Peter, and James (as in Gal 2"-) ; the relative prominence of Paul in
the two passages is too different to admit of both referring to the same event,
even when due allowance is made for the natural emphasis on his own
personality in the epistle; and it is unlikely that the circumcision-question
could again emerge and be decided (as in Ac 15), after it had been once
settled (as in Gal 2^'^" ; see above, pp. 100f.). (d) It is enough to mention*
the identification of Paul's visit (in Gal 2''-) with the fourth recorded by Luke
(viz. in Ac 18""). The visit of Ac 15"* would then be passed over by Paul—
an omission which may be described as incredible.

§ 7. The text.—The remarkable phenomena of the ' Western'
text had been already noted by earlier NT critics like Simon,
Hug, and Credner {Einl. i. 452-519 f.), as well as by Lagarde
in his monograph de NT ad versionum orientalium fidem edendo
(1857), and the problem of their origin and value has been
investigated by A. Resch {Agrapha, pp. 30 f.), J. R. Harris {A
Study of Codex Beza, 1891 ; Four Lectures on the Western Text,
* So, e.g., Kohler, Versuch Uber die Abfassungszeit der epist, Schriften im
NTu. der Apocalypse {\%T,o), pp. 7f. ; Wieseler's Chronologie (pp. 184 f.), and
Bertheau, Einige Bemerkungen Uber die Stelle Gal 2 u. ihr Verhaltniss zur
Apgeschichte (1854), pp. 3 f. Cp. Baur's critique of Wieseler in Theol. Jahrb.
(1849) 457-480, and M. Meinertz on Ac 15" and Gal 2 " (BZ,, 1907, 392-402).
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1894), F. H . Chase {The Old Syriac Element in the text of Codex
Bezce), and Ramsay {CRE,, ch. viii.), amongst others (cp. HNT
611 f). The bearing of the question upon the third gospel and
Acts was brought to the front specially by F- Blass, who in a
series of monographs ( 5 . ^ . , 1894, 8 6 - 1 1 9 ; NKZ., 1895, 712 f.;
Hermalhena, ix. 121 f., 291 f.; SK, 1896, 436 f., 1898, 539 f.,
1900, 5 f.) argued that Luke, like several ancient authors, reedited his works, and that the Western text represents the churchedition of the gospel and the first draft of Acts. The theory
won the support, more or less, of Hilgenfeld {ZWT,
1896,
625 f., 1899, 138 f., and in his edition of Acts), Belser {TQ.,
1897, 303 f. etc.), Haussleiter {Theol, Lit. Blatt., 1896, pp.
105 f.), Draseke (ZfFT!, 1894, 192 f.), Zockler (in Greifswalder
Studien, 1895, pp. 129f.), and Nestle {Christliche Welt, 1895,
pp. 304 f.; SK., 1896, pp. 103 f.; Einf. pp. 56 f., 186 f.); it is
rejected by Ramsay (.E.^c/.s i. pp. 129 f., 212 f., vi. pp. 460 f.).
Chase {Critical Review, 1894, 303-305),'22t.%&{Class.Rev., 1897,
217), Bebb {DB. iii. 164-165), Schmiedel {EBi. i. 50-56), Jiilicher
{Einl. § 32), and Jacquier {INT. iii. 178-184), amongst others,
mainly on the ground that (i.) the phenomena of the ' W e s t e r n '
text are not confined to the Lucan writings; that (ii.) they are
not homogeneous, but represent different strata; that (iii.) the
' original' text of Acts and the ' revised ' text of the third gospel
cannot be reconstructed with certainty (compare the differences
between Hilgenfeld's text and that of Blass' Acta Apostolorum
secundum fortnam quce videtur romanam); and that (iv.) the later
origin of the ' W e s t e r n ' text appears in several places {e.g. 5^^
addition of kings and tyrants).
These and other reasons for
maintaining the secondary character of the Western text are
put especially by Harnack {SBBA.,
1899, pp. 150 f., 1900,
pp. 2f.), Bousset {TR,, 1898, 410-414), Corssen {GGA., 1896,
pp. 425 f., 1901, pp. if., in reviewing Hilg.'s edition of Acts),
B. Weiss {TU, xvii. i. pp. 52-107), Kenyon {Textual Criticism
of NT^, pp. 341 f.), H . Coppieters {De Historia Textus Actorum
Apostolorum dissertatio, 1902), and Schmiedel {EBi. 54-56), from
the standpoint of textual criticism. D may have occasionally
(cp. Zahn's Einl, § 59) preserved the original reading,* but as a
whole it cannot be ascribed to the author of Acts (see Harnack's
* According to A. Pott (Der abendldrulische Text der Apgeschichte und
ihr Wir-quelle, 1900), because the editor had access to the We-souuce or
Acta Pauli which underlies the canonical Acts.
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final reply in TLZ. (1907) 396-401, based on a fresh examination of the D text in Ac 1-7).
If the Western text of I I^'-M |jg jjjg original draft (%v Si iroXXii d7aX\iatrjj. avvearpappiviav Si ijpCov icpif eXs i^ airtov bvbixari 'AYO^OJ aijpalviov KTX. ;
so Blass, Pfleiderer, Hilgenfeld, Zahn, F. Dibelius, J. Weiss, etc.), a strong
light is thrown upon the personality of the writer. Here the we is not Paul's
companions, but the Christian community of Antioch. Consequently, if
this isolated occurrence of i)pets is to be taken along with the others, as is
most natural, the writer plainly conveys the impression that he himself was a
Christian of Antioch, which is not improbable (cp. Harnack, BNT. i. 21 f.)
for other reasons (cp. the tradition in Eus. H. E. iii. 4, and Jerome, uir.
inlust. 7, 'Lucas, medicus antiochensis,' etc.). But the latter fact is not
bound up with this reading, which may be due to a reviser who wished to
emphasise the tradition in question (cp. ET. xxii. 479).

One or two cases of displacement, due to copyists, may be
noted. Thus 4*^, which is an erratic block as it lies, originally
came after 4^1; 512* has been displaced (cp. Laurent, NT Studien,
138-139) from between 5 " and 5I*; there is quite a case for
Cramer's {Exegetica et Critica, v., 1896, 34-40) suggestion that
1921-22 originally followed i8i*-23; 148, unless it is an early gloss,
lay before 142 (Wendt, cp. HNT. 671); and 26* has been displaced from its site between 2622 and 262^ (Nestle, Philologica
Sacra, 54; Wendt; Moffatt, HNT. 676). Such phenomena,
taken together with the fact that by the middle of the second
century {i.e. within fifty years of its composition) divergent
recensions of the text were current, might suggest that Luke did
not publish the book himself, while the roughnesses of the extant
text, which have set correctors early at work, prompt the conjecture that the author did not manage to revise his Sew-epos
Aoyos for purposes of publication.
§ 8. Z)a^tf.—(Harnack, BNT. iv. 90-116; J. A. Cross, ET.
xii. 334-336, 423-425, xiii. 43-46). As Acts is a sequel to the
third gospel, and as the latter was written after A.D. 70, the
terminus a quo for the composition of the Zevrepo% Xoyos is
determined without further ado. The time which elapsed
between the two has been variously calculated (nine or ten years,
Renan), but it is impossible to draw any safe inferences on this
point from the more developed phase, e.g., of the resurrectionstories. If Luke used Josephus (see above, pp. 29-31), the
terminus a quo of both his works could not be earlier than
A.D. 94. On other grounds the older Tubingen school relegated
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Acts to the reign of Trajan or Hadrian (so Zeller-Overbeck: ii.
267-284; Schwegler, Hausrath, followed by Krenkel, Rovers:
INT. 205 f, Schmiedel in EBi. 49-50, and Baljon); Pfleiderer,
S. Davidson {INT. ii. 76-176), and Martineau {Seat of Authority,
267) condescend on A.D. I I O - I 20 ; but others fix on the beginning
of the second (so, e.g., Volkmar, Weizsacker, Holtzmann, Jacobsen,
Renan : iv. ch. xix.; Jiilicher, Wrede, Burkitt), or the close of the
first century (so Wendt, J. Weiss, Peake, Lake). It is impossible
to go earlier than c. A.D. 100, if it is allowed that Luke knew
Josephus {Jewish Wars before A.D. 80 ; Antiq., A.D. 93-94)- I "
this event he must have been about seventy when he wrote Acts,
which is by no means impossible or even improbable. When
the dependence on Josephus is given up, Acts falls to be dated
within the Domitianic period (so, e.g., Schleiermacher, Mangold,
Keim, i. 6 3 ; Hilgenfeld, Reuss, McGiffert, Loning's Gemeindeverfassung, 6 2 ; J. Reville, Les origines de l'episcopal, 4 3 - 4 4 ;
Bacon, Ramsay's SPT. 386 f.; Spitta, Knopf, Feine), perhaps
as early as c, A.D. 80 (Ewald, Bleek, Hoennicke, Sanday's Inspiration"^, 1894, 318-330; Gilbert) or the eighth decade of the
century (Bartlet, Furneaux, Headlam, Zahn). We may reconstruct Luke's literary activity roughly as follows: Between A.D.
(50) 55 and 65 he wrote his memoranda of Paul's travels; later,
between A.D. 80 and 60, the third gospel; finally, c. A.D. 100, he
worked up his memoranda into the book of Acts. Unless the
Josephusreferences, however, in the gospel are subsequent
additions, the first of his works may also need to be placed
towards the end of the first century.
The notion that Acts was written immediately after the events recorded at
its close, i.e. prior to A.D. 70, which sprang up early (cp. Eus. H. E. ii. 22.
6), through Jerome (uir. inlustr. 7 : edidit uolumen egregium, quod titulo
apostolicarum irpd^ewv praenotatur. Cuius historia usque ad biennium Romae
commorantis Pauli peruenit, id est usque ad quartum Neronis annum. Ex
quo intelligimus in eadem urbe librum esse compositum), lingers still, e.g.,
in Godet, Salmon, Alford (A.D. 63), Rendall, Koch, Barde (Comm. 508-583),
Gloag (A.D. 62-64), Belser (A.D. 63), Bisping, Comely, R. B. Rackham
(JTS., 1899, 76-87), Dawson Walker (Gift of Tongues, etc., A.D. 68-70),
Corluy (A.D. 64), Blass, Edmundson (Urc. 32 f.), and Jacquier; while
Harnack (BNT. iv. 90 f., 114 f.) concludes that Acts must have been written
before the fall of Jerusalem, even before Paul's death (see above, p. 304).
The most plausible argument in its favour is drawn from the last verse of the
book Luke, it is held, wrote no more because he knew no more; when
he wrote, Paul was still in his two years' detention, or at least still ahve.
This becomes more arguable, if he is supposed to have planned a third
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volume; but, when such a hypothesis is regarded as untenable, critics fall
back on the position that he brought Acts up to date and issued it as it was.
This plea, that if he had known of Paul's martyrdom or release, he must have
mentioned it, does not flow from the structure of the book, however. As a
matter of fact, Paul was not released. Both Luke and his readers probably
knew that the apostle had perished at the end of the two years' residence in
Rome ; the historian had as little interest in mentioning it as in suppressing
it; he closes on the ringing chord of dKiSXiriiis, because he had now depicted
the establishment of Gentile Christianity in Rome under the auspices of his
hero. Paul's martyrdom was as irrelevant to him as Peter's. Acts is not a
biography of Paul, but a sketch of the early church written from a special
standpoint and for a special object; the omission of any reference to Paul's
subsequent fortunes only becomes perplexing to those who persist in reading
into Acts an aim which the author never contemplated (cp. J. Weiss, Urc.
293). From the standpoint of modern realism it would no doubt be more
satisfactory to have the book rounded off by an account of Paul's death ; but
to expect such a finale is to misread the currents of the narrative. Even if
the evidence for the post A. D. 70 date of the third gospel and for Luke's use
of Josephus could be set aside, there would not be sufficient internal evidence
to establish a seventh-decade date for Acts.
The other argument, that if Luke had written later he would have been
sure to know and use Paul's epistles, and in this way would have avoided
some of the discrepancies between these and his own work, is equally insecure.
Even if the epistles were widely circulated by the opening of the second
century, Luke seems to have had no interest in Paul as a letter-writer (cp.
Menzies, Interpreter, 1914, 254 f.). So far as Acts is concerned, the apostle
might never have written an epistle at all: it was the churches who were to
Luke Paul's epistles (2 Co 3"). Nor was Luke careful even in his own works
(cp. Lk 24 and Ac i) to avoid apparent (cp. Bacon, Exp.'' vii. 254-261) discrepancies. " There are stranger things in the Acts than the appearance of contradicting St. Paul's epistles. There are the contradictions (apparent or real)
of the OT, of the writer's own gospel, and of the book of Acts itself" (Cross).

§ 9. Traces in early Christian literature.—{SR. 567-584;
Zeller, i. 93-164; Leipoldt, GK. i. 197 f.) As Luke's two
volumes were dedicated to Theophilus, evidently a man of position and means, it is more than probable that the latter would
arrange for their circulation. This was the recognised practice
of the time. The patronus libri often undertook to have copies of
the book made by librarii at his own expense, and thus its introduction to wider circles was facilitated (cp. e.g. Mart. iii. 2. 16,
vii. 97. 13 ; Cic. ad Att. xii. 40. i). No traces of Acts are visible,
however, until at least the second decade of the second century.
Clem. Rom. 2' (fiSiov SiSbvres ij Xap^dvovres) is merely an allusion * to an
agraphon circulating through primitive Christianity, which chances to be cited
* So Did. l* = Ac 15^- "*, and the use, attributed by Hegesippus to James
the Just, of the logion preserved in our canonical Lk 23*' (Ac 7").
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in Ac 2 0 " ; Clem. l 8 ' = Ac 1 3 ^ reflects the use of a ciminion source, and
slight coincidences like Clem. 5*- ' = Ac i ^ , Clem. 59" = Ac 2 6 " are quite
fortuitous.* In view of the rabbinical use of the phrase to go to his own place,
the echo of Ac l ^ in Ign. Magn. 5' becomes more apparent than real. Upon
tlie other hand, Ac 2 ^ does appear to have been in the mind of the writer of
Polyk. l ' (8v ijyeipev b Qfbs Xiaas rds liSivas roD giSov) ; it is not easy to
suppose that the striking mistranslation of ^hzn was made independently. If
so, lesser references or reminiscences may be seen in Polyk. 2' (pudge of
living and dead) = Ac lO** perhaps, and in Polyk. 6 ' = Ac 7 ' ^ as well as
(probably) in Polyk. 12^ = Ac 2° 8^' 2 6 " . Similarly Ac 17^^ is echoed in
Diogn. 3, Tatian (Oral, ad Gr. 4), and Athenagoras {Leg. 13); while Ac 7"*
seems reproduced, like L k I*, in the epistle of the Vienne and Lyons churches
—which throws back the composition of the book into the first half or even
the first quarter of the second century. Irenaeus and the Muratorian Canon
attest its repute as scripture in the Western church, like Tertullian in the
church of Africa, and Clement in Alexandria. Its history in the Alexandrian
church, together with the fact that its text could be so freely altered as in the
D revision, shows that in some quarters, however, Acts was not considered
ypaipT^ by the middle of the second century. W h a t helped eventually to
popularise it t and to win canonical prestige was its ecclesiastical emphasis
on the apostles and Paul as leaders of the catholic church—a trait which
became particularly grateful in the controversy with Marcion. " T h e book
was canonised first of all as a supplement to the catholic epistles,—to make
up for the fact that many of the apostles had left no writings behind them,—
and, in the second place, as a link between the Pauline and the catholic
epistles, by way of documentary proof that Paul and the twelve were at one "
(Leipoldt, GK. i. 205). H e n c e probably the third and fourth words in the
description of the Muratorian C a n o n : " A c t a autem omnium apostolorum
sub uno libro scripta sunt. Lucas optimo Theophilo comprehendit, quae sub
praesentia eius singula gerebantur, sicut et semota passione Petri euidenter
declarat, sed et profectione Pauli ab urbe ad Spaniam proficiscentis." This
ambiguous reference is connected by Dr. M. R. James (cp. TS. v . ii., 1897,
pp. 10 f.) with the Leucian Actus Petri Vercellenses, which begin with the
profectio Pauli ab urbe in Spaniam, and close with the passio Petri—a coincidence which seems to imply that these Acts were known to the compiler of
the Murat. Canon, who confused Luke with Leucius or took the Leucian
Acts (where the first person is also used anonymously, cp. JTS.
xvi. 505)
to be written, as Leucius may have intended his readers to suppose, by Luke.

* As are H e r m . Sim. 9^' = Ac 5^' and Vis. 4* = Ac 4 " ; Ign. Smyrn. 3 ' =
Ac 10*', and Barn. 72 = Ac lo*^, with perhaps Just. Dial. 36, 76 = Ac 2 6 ^ " " .
t T h e apocryphal Acta draw upon it and embellish its hints by fantastic
embroideries of their own (cp. HNA. i. 347 f.). In his opening homily,
Chrysostom observes that (TTOXXOIS rovro rb ^i^Xlov oSr Sn iari yviipipbv iariv
oCre b ypdfas airb Kal avvBels) many Christians were ignorant alike of its
existence and of its authorship: some said Clement of Rome, others Barnabas,
others again Luke. T h e authenticity of the homily has been questioned, but,
even so, it throws light on the indifference towards Acts which was felt in
some quarters of the early church during the fourth or fifth century.

C H A P T E R III.
HOMILIES

AND

PASTORALS.

IT is with a sense of baffled curiosity, which almost deepens
into despair at some points, that one leaves the literary
criticism of the following fragments of the primitive Christian
literature which have been gathered into the NT. In Greek
and Roman literature there are also several writings which
present unsolved, if not insoluble, problems of authorship and
date, but, between the death of Paul and the journey of
Ignatius to Rome, a mist lies over the early church, which is
hardly dissipated by the recognition of Luke as the author of
the third gospel and Acts, or of a John in Asia Minor towards
the close of the first century, with whom some of the ' Johannine'
writings may be connected. The former approximates more
closely than any other early Christian writer to the literary
figures of the contemporary ancient world ; the latter remains
a more or less shadowy figure, round whom later traditions
throw conflicting rays of light. The result is that in these
pastorals and homilies we are left face to face with a number
of writings which are obviously sub-Pauline, which must have
been composed during the last thirty years of the first century
and the opening decades of the second, which can be approximately grouped and in some cases dated, but which elude any
attempt to fix them down to a definite author. No contemporary
tradition enables us to place them. Even the traditions of the
next century, such as they are, yield little or no data upon the
problems raised by literary criticism ; it is seldom certain whether
such traditions are much more than imaginative deduction?
from the writings themselves.
This is one of the perplexing differences between the
Christian literature of the first and that of the second century.
The latter reveals a series of striking personalities, while the NT
literature, which is practically synonymous with the hterature of
3'S
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the church during the first century, has only one writer whose
personality is well marked, i.e. the apostle Paul. Luke, the
historian, is known to us mainly from his writings, and these,
from their very nature, are objective rather than subjective.
The John of Asia Minor whom we can detect behind the
Johannine literature, must have been a commanding figure,
but we cannot feel him breathe and move, as we can feel Paul.
On the other hand, the second century and its literature reveal
strong and varied personalities, from Ignatius to Irenaeus, from
Polykarp to Tertullian, from Marcion and even Papias and
Hegesippus to Justin, Tatian, and Clement of Alexandria. One
result of this contrast is that, while these writers and others
reflect the existence of the earlier NT literature, it is more
difficult to fix down the latter. When the NT canon begins
to emerge, in the second and third centuries, we find it composed
of writings which may, on independent grounds, in a large
majority of cases, be assigned to A.D. 70-120; but it is a task
beyond the resources of criticism—at least beyond such resources
as are at present available—to locate a number of these writings
with any sort of precision. They come to us out of that misty
half-century; they are found to be in use throughout the
later church in certain quarters ; echoes of them in later writers
help to prove their period within certain limits, and internal
evidence determines their relative order now and then. But
beyond this we can seldom go with very much security.
The questions of their authorship, object, and structure may
be discussed with the aid of hypotheses, but these hypotheses
are almost wholly derived from internal evidence, and this
evidence in its turn is vitiated by our comparative ignorance
of the literary conditions in which these compositions originated.
One reason for this was that such problems were irrelevant to the
interests of the later church. Nihil de titulis interest, said Tertullian (see
below, p. 390) ; and this abjuring of interest in questions which pertain to
literary criticism fairly represents the general temper of the age immediately
following the origin of the NT documents. Their religious validity was
the only thing that mattered. Since that seemed to involve a claim for
apostolic authorship or authority, evidence was led, in the shape of tradition
usually, on behalf of the claim ; otherwise the morphology of the documents
usually excited no interest in the devout or the ecclesiastical mind.
This feeling went back further. These documents were not composed
as pieces of literature. Luke is the only writer who reminds us, in style
and treatment, of an ancient Greek or Roman author : the dedication 0/
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his works to an individual, their prefaces, and their general ethos, offer a
certain parallel to contemporary pagan literature. Otherwise, the NT
literature, and especially that of the pastorals and homilies, may be described
as communal in origin; it approximates to the Hebrew rather than to the
Greek or Roman literature. The pastorals and homilies, like the gospels,
were not written with any literary object; their authors voice various sides
of a movement, even when their idiosyncrasies are most evident; and, on
the whole, in passing from Paul's correspondence through the contemporary
gospels to this group of pastorals and homilies, we touch more and more
the catholic spirit of the early church, rather than any great personality.
Tradition in the case of I Peter and of 2-3 John brings figures within reach
which may be more or less securely connected with these homilies, but
otherwise most of the later traditions upon their origin are derivative and
secondary. The writings are all post-Pauline. In several, e.g., Hebrews,
I Peter, and James, vibrations of the Pauline theology are audible ; Ephesians,
Timotheus, and Titus are associated explicitly with the apostle's name,
and this drew them, together with Hebrews (usually), into the Pauline
canon. But it is not possible to classify them chronologically, or even
according to types of thought, and while they are grouped in the following
pages it is principally for the sake of convenience (cp. above, p. 20).

None of these epistolary writings contains any narrative.
The epistolary form of literature was devoted mainly to the
interests of edification. Several writings have been preserved
which, while epistolary in form, are practically narratives, and
narratives of martyrdom, of which the most significant are the socalled ' Martyrdom of the holy Polykarp,' an epistle written by the
church of Smyrna to that of Philomelium, and the epistle of the
church at Vienne and Lyons, about twenty years later, describing
the persecution which had broken out in Gaul under Antoninus
Verus. These, however, are both later. 2 Peter may not be
earlier than the Smyrniote epistle, but with this partial exception
the homilies and pastorals which have been grouped in the NT
canon are not only prior to this epistolary narrative, but closer
to exposition and exhortation. Even in form* they vary.
Hebrews has no address, and i John has no definite address;
while neither James nor i John has any epistolary conclusion.
The more important of them show how Paul had popularised
the epistolary form in primitive Christianity, but it is as homilies
rather than as epistles that they are to be ranked (pp. 48-50).
The so-called 'catholic' or 'canonical' (cp. ZNW., 1913, 266f.)
epistles are best connected with the anonymous apostles and prophets who
* Cp. Deissmann, Bible Studies, pp. 50 f. ; Heinrici, Der
Character d. neutest. Schriften, 73 f. ; Bacon, Making of NT, 107 f.
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belonged to Christendom as a whole, not to any particular community (cp.
Harnack, MAC. i. 341 f.). But Harnack's further hypothesis (cp. TU. ii. 2.
pp. 106 f., ACL. ii. I. 455 f.), that i Peter, Judas, and James were originally
the work of such unknown teachers and prophets, and that the later tendency
of the church to run back its doctrine and institutions to apostles led to the
insertion of apostolic names in these homilies, does not work out well in detail.
Editions by the French scholar Jacques Le F^vre d'Etaples (Basle, 1527),
J. Ferus the Franciscan (Paris, 1536 f.), N. Serarius (Mayence, 1612), S. J.
Justinianus (Lyons, 1621), Fromond (Paris, 1670), G. Schlegel (1783), J. B.
Carpzov (1790), J. C. W. Augusti (1801), J. W. Grashof (1830), K. R.
Jachmann (1838), de Wette (1847), Bruckner (—de Wette', 1865), H.
Ewald (1870), A. Bisping (1871), Hofmann (1875-6), E. Reuss (1878),
J. M. S. Baljon (1903), B. Weiss (vol. iii. of his NT. Handausgabe), T.
Calmes (Paris, 1905), F. Weidner (Annotations, New York, 1906), van
Steenkiste {Epp. Cath. Explicata*, 1907), and Windisch (HBNT. 1911).
Special studies by G. C. Storr, de catholicarum epistolarum occasione et consilio
(Tiibingen, 1789), C. F. Staudlin, de fontibus epistolarum catholicarum
(Gottingen, 1790), P. J. Gloag (Introd. to Cath. Epp., Edin. 1877), S. D. F.
Salmond (DB. i. 359-362), and W. Bauer (Die Katholischen Briefe des NT,
Tubingen, 1910); they are also translated and annotated by F. W. Farrar
in his Early Days of Christianity.
On their canonical place, see Leipoldt
(GK. i. 232 f.), and Lietzmann's Wie wurden die BUcher lies NT. heilige
Schrift? (1907) pp. 99-110.

(A) THE {FIRST) EPISTLE

OF

PETER.

LITERATURE.—(a) Editions'—Erasmus (1516); Luther (1523); H.
Bullinger (1534); Bibliander (1536); Calvin (1551); Hemming (1555);
F. Feuardent (Paris, 1600) ; N. Byfield (London, 1637); Gerhard (Jena,
1641); John Rogers (London, 1650); Grotius (Annotat. 1650); A. Nisbet
(London, 1658) ; David Dickson (1659); Benson, Paraphrase and Notes
(1756); J. S. Semler's Paraphrasis (Halle, 1781); Morus (Leipzig, 1794);
Roos, Brief explanation of the Two Epp. of P. (1798) ; Pott (1810);
C. G. Hensler (Sulzbach, 1813) ; Hottinger (Leipzig, 1815); Eisenschmidt
(1824) ; W. Steiger (Berlin, 1832, Eng. tr. 1836); J. D. Schlichthorst (1836);
Windischmann (Vindicia Petrine, 1836)*; de Wette (1847); J. E. Riddle
(1849); J. F. Demarest (New York, 1851); A. Wiesinger, Briefes d. Jakobus,
Petrus, und Judas (Kbnigsberg, 1854); Olshausen (1856); T. Schott
(Erlangen, 1861) ; B. Bruckner * (1865«) ; J. Brown' (Edin. 1868); Alford*
(1871) ; Wordsworth (1872); Hundhausen (Mainz, 1873, 1878); Hofmann,
der Erste Brief Petri (Nordhngen, 1875); Reuss (1878); E. H. Plumptre
(Camb. Bible, 1879); F. C. Cook (Speaker's Comm. 1881); Huther ( —
Meyer, Eng. tr. 1881); C. A. Witz (Vienna, 1881); Keil, Briefe d. Petrus
und Judas (l.eip7.\g, 1883); S. D. F. Salmond (Schaff's C(77i^OT. 1883)*; A.J.
Mason (Ellicott's Comm. 1883); J. M. Usteri* (Zurich, 1887) ; R. Johnstone
(Edin. 1888); B. C. Caffin (Pulpit Comm. 1889); Fronmuller (Lange's
1 In addition to the patristic notes of Didymus (ed. F . Zoepfl, 1914),
Oecumenius, and Theophylact.
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Bibel-Wcrk*, 1890, Eng. tr. 1872); J. R. Lumby (Expositor s Bible, 1893) ;
Goebel (1893); J. T. Beck, Erkldrung d. Briefe Petri (1895); K. Burger ^
(1895); H. Couard (1895); E. Kuhl (—Meyer«, 1897); F J. A. Hort*
(posthumous and incomplete [ l ' - 2 " ] , 1898); H. von Soden'(/TC 1896);
Monnier (1900)*; J. H. B. Masterman (1900); C. Bigg^ (ICC. 1902)*;
Bugge, Apostlerne Peters og Judas's Breve (1902); Gunkel (SNT." 1907);
Watt (EGT- 1910); Windisch (i¥.5AT. 1911), van Kasteren (Utrecht, 1911),
R. Knopf (— Meyer', 1912) ; G. Wohlenberg (ZK. 1915).
(b) Studies—Cludius, Uransichten des Christenthums (Altona, 1808),
296-311 ; Augusti, Nova hypothesis, qua prima Petri epistola aiBevrlav impugnat, sub examen voc. (Jena, 1808); J. D. Schulze, Der schriftstellerische
Charakter u. Werth des Petrus, Judas, u. Jakobus (Leipzig, 1811); Seyler
(SK., 1832, 44f.); Mayerhoff, Einleit, in die Petrin. Schriften (Hamburg,
1835)* ; Lecoultre's ZX/j-w (Geneva, 1839); A. L. Polmann, Theologia Petrina
(Groningen, 1850); J. C. Zaalberg's Disquisitio (1851) ; B. Weiss, Petrin.
Lehrbegriff(ISSS), and in SK. (1865, pp. 619-657, 1873, pp. 539f.); Baur
(Theol. Jahrb., 1856, 193-240, in reply to Weiss; also Church History, Eng.
tr. i. pp. i5of.); Schmid, Biblical Theology of the NT (ii. pp. 374 f.);
Sabatier (ESR. x. 619 f.); Davaine, Iitude dogmatique sur i P. (1867);
Grimm (SK., 1872, pp. 657-694); Holtzmann (BL. iv. 494-502); C. H.
van Rhijn, de fougste bezwaren tegen de echtheid vaan d. eersten brief van
Petrus getoest (1875); Gloag, Introd. to Catholic Epistles (Edin. 1887), pp.
109-203 ; E. Scharfe, diepetrinische Strdmung in d. NT Literatur (1893)* ;
R. H. Drijber {Geloof en Vrifheid, 1895, 28-60); Ramsay, CRE. (ch. xiii.)
and Exp.* viii. 282-296 ; Seeberg, der Tod Christi (i8g$), 288f. ; McGiffert.
AA. pp. 482f., 593f. ; Dalmer, ' Zu I P jis-iS' (BFT, 1898, 6 ) ; Harmon,
' Peter—The man and the epistle' (JBL., 1898, 31-39); F H. Chase (DB.
iii. 779-796) * ; van Manen, Handleiding voor de ondchristelifke Letterkunde
(1900), pp. 64-67; Pfleiderer, Urc. iv. 243 f.; Sieffert (PRE. xv. 186212) * ; Moffatt, HNT. pp. 242-257 ; Kogel, ' die Gedankeneinheit des
ersten Briefes Petri' {BFT., 1902, 5-6); L. Goutard, 'Essai critique et
historique sur la prem. epitre de S. Pierre' (Lyons, 1905); Orello Cone
(EBi. iii. 3677-3685); B. Weiss, ' Der erste Petrusbrief u. die neuere Kritik '
(1906); P. Schmidt, 'Zwei Fragen zum ersten Petrusbrief (ZWT., 1907,
28-52); R. Scott, The Pauline Epistles (1909), 208-211 ; J. C. Granbery,
'Christological Peculiarities in I Pt.' (AJT, 1910, 62-81); K. Lake (i^j?."
xxi. 295 f.); S. J. Case (DAC. ii. 201 f.); Edmundson (Urc. 119 f.).

§ 1. Characteristics of the pastoral.—After a brief address ^
(i^'^), Peter thanks God for the living hope of salvation possessed
by his readers—a salvation which their present trials only serve
to guarantee to them (i^'®), as the long-promised messianic
heritage {\^^-^^). This hopeful2 prospect is a source of joy.
It involves, however, a reverent and godly conduct in the present
* Cp. W. Alexander (Exp.* iv. 1-13).
" The temper inculcated by Peter, in view of suffering, is not a grey,
close-lipped stoicism, but a glow of exultation such as Jesus (Mt 5"''^) and
Paul (Ro 5"-) had already counselled. Christians can only be patient under
their trials by being more than patient.
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life (i'^'^'), particularly brotherly love (i^zf-) as the vital expression towards one another of the mercy which all, as the true and
new Israel, had received in Christ from God.* The appeal then,
as in H e 13^, widens (2^^^-) into a variety of social duties
incumbent on Christians as citizens (2^2)^ subjects {2'^^^-), slaves t
(2^*^-), wives (3^"®), and husbands (37), and the closing general
exhortation (3^^-) to mutual duties passes back into the cardinal
question of a Christian's right behaviour under trial and unjust
punishment. Christ's example of patience and innocence, and
the imminence of the final deluge (3^*^-)» ^""^ adduced as the
main motives for Christians keeping themselves free from pagan
vice and (4*^') from lovelessness within the church. | A final
paragraph (4^^"^^), warning them against repining, gathers up
these admonitions, after which Peter (5^'*) appeals § to the
elders for considerate and faithful supervision of the churches,
and to the younger members (5^^*) for a humility towards men
and God which is the normal Christian safeguard. T h e blessing
(S^"'^^)) as II in H e i^^''^-, is followed by some brief personal
notices, with which the epistle closes. Its keynote is steady
* Cp. the striking parallel, I P 2"-=Mk I2*'"*> 5 also the similarity of
argument in I P 4 ' = Mk I3M-S».

t The association of advice to these ohirai with an exposition of Christ'?
death is partly due to the fact that crucifixion was a punishment for slaves in
the Roman world. The large place given to the duties of slaves and wives,
as contrasted with the lack of any regulations for masters and the slight counsel
for husbands, is remarkable. 3* is one of the rare sumptuary directions in
primitive Christian literature.
X Two points may be noted to show how the strange legendary reference
of 3*''- would possess a certain aptness as a local allusion, (a) Marcion, the
Pontic Christian, is known at a later stage to have caught up a similar idea
(Iren. i. 27. 3); and (b) Apamea was one of the places where the Noahlegend, like the Enoch-legend, had been localised (cp. Babelon in RHR.,
1891, pp. 174-183), though Parthia and Phrygia competed for the honour of
having been the ark's resting-place (see Schl'rer, GJV. iii. 18-20).
§ Cp. W. Alexander (Exp.' iv. 184-193).
II Both I P. and Heb. are brief exhortations ( 5 " = H e 13^") to exiles of
heaven (l^ 2 " = He l l i ' , Mk l^^), written in view of penultimate persecution
(4'- "-i»=He 10"). See, further, i'' = He 12^^, 22 = He 5»«-, 2»=He 3'. 3 ' =
He 12", 321 (dvTlTvirov) = He g"*, with the use of (pavepovaBai (i=«' = He 9^)
and the emphasis on dira^ ( 3 " = He 7 " 9'- ^t.) ^nd the common exaltation of
hope. But Heb. implies a longer period of Christian experience in its audience
than I P. In view of Col 4 " - " and 2 Co l^ it cannot be argued that (von
Soden) the circulation of an encyclical like this implied that the churches had
been organised for some time.
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encouragement ( 5 " = Lk 22^^) to endurance in conduct and
innocence in character.
The dominant note of the epistle is hope (i^^ etc., cp. Seyler,
SK., 1832, pp. 44 f.; Weiss, NTTh. ii. 243 f), but "it would be
unsafe to argue freely from the tone of a practical letter, written
under special circumstances, to the character of the writer, any
more than to his theological temper, as if the letter represented a
divergence from orthodox Paulinism (Holtzmann, NTTh.
ii.
308-311), or as if the virtue of hope was specially prominent in
his personality. Probably the author wrote about hope, because
hope was what his readers needed. The line of argument and
application pursued must have been congenial to him, for it is
worked out with sagacity and insight; but its employment at
this particular crisis does not permit us to infer that it was
normal to the writer, except in the general sense in which the
messianic outlook of the early Christians tended to develop it.
The emphasis put upon it here is due to the emergency of the
moment rather than to any idiosyncrasy or dogmatic prepossession on the part of the author (so, rightly, Reuss, pp. 156-157,
and Wrede, Ueber Aufgabe d. sogen. NT Theologie, 18-19). Many
other Christians might have written similarly, and as a matter of
fact hope is also prominent in Titus (cp. 37 etc.), an epistle with
which I P. has some traits in common {e.g. Xvrpova-dai i^8 = Tit
2", 2i = Tit 3», 29 = Tit 2 " , 2 " = Tit 2^2, 2^3 = Tit 3 I ; regeneration in baptism, i^ 321 = Tit 3* etc.).
At the same time, a writing like this reveals a man's
personality in several aspects, and one of these aspects is a
warm,* kindly spirit which is allied to a certain grace of style.
The plastic language and love of metaphor t (cp. the frequent
use of i s , i " - " 22-6. i« 410.11.15.16 ^3) shows an easy and natural
temperament, with a vivid outlook upon the concrete surroundings of human life. The sequence of ideas is not marked by
any rhetorical devices, though there is a deftness in the linking
of clause to clause {e.g. i^- ^^ 2'^^), and although a clause like 6
eiiadev ip,TrXoKTJ<: Tpixu)v Kal irepiOecrew; ;(pvo-ia)v 17 evSwecos iparitiiv

Koa-pioi has been pronounced 'quite Thucydidean' (Bigg).

On

• " D a s Eigenthumliche des Briefes ist eine durchgehende Warme"
(Mayerhoff, p. 102).
t Cp. Scharfe (SK., 1889, pp. 633-670), Chase (pp. 781-782), and Bigg
(pp. 2-5). The style is "more varied, more nearly classical, but less
eloquent and of less literary power " (Simcox) than that of James.
21
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the Other hand, the writer never uses dv, and he rarely employs
connecting particles. T h e correlation of the paragraphs denotes
the preacher, with his eye on an audience, rather than the
composer of a literary epistle. H e is fond, it should be noted,
of developing a thought first negatively, then positively {not
but, 114-15.18-19. 2Sa-23b ^fia-eb. 2ia-2ib ^28-2^20-3)^ and of presenting an idea by means of sharp contrasts (iC a. u. 15-16 j ^ - ^ . 10. le.
23-26 ^i- 8- 9-11-12. IMS 42.6.14-16.17-18 j i . 3)^ fiyc timcs with the idio"
matic pev
Se, whose use in i P. of all the N T writings " is
freest and contributes most to the sense " (Simcox, Language
of NT, p. 167). H e likes compounds of vw-, and verbs compounded of dva- (rS-1^-15-17.23 ^h. 24 44. U), His favourite formula
for introducing O T quotations is Sion (i^*), with yiypamai (i^®)
or wepicx" ev T% ypa<f>y (2'), but just as often an O T phrase is
woven into the texture of the epistle without any comment, or
several are twisted together.
The beautiful spirit of the pastoral shines through any translation of the
Greek text. "Affectionate, loving, lowly, humble," are Izaak Walton's
quaternion of adjectives for the epistles of James, John, and Peter, but it is
I P. which deserves them pre-eminently. To this writer Christians in the
present age seem exiles (l^ 2 " , cp. also l''),* or pilgrims (contrast Eph 2"),
whose inheritance is in heaven (i^), but who possess here a sure footing in the
true g»ace of God ( 5 " a reminiscence of Col I* ?). This grace, which is the
core and heart of the epistle, is described in historical retrospect as the
subject t of OT prophecy (1^°), and in prospect as the final boon to be fully
bestowed at the second coming of Jesus Christ (x^'). By a remarkable turn
(cf. Phil l^), the suffering of innocent Christians is described as a X"^/"* '"^
God's sight (2'''*'). The grace of life is Peter's equivalent for Christianity
(3'); God is to him the god of all grace (5'°), and Christians are to be
stewards of God's WOIKIXT) X<^/"5 (4'°)> or bounty bestowed on them for various
ends of service. The epistle is a blend of irapaKXijais and iiripaprvpla (5''),
the latter testifying rairrpi eXvai dXijff^ X^P'-" TOV Beov, els ijv arijre (cp. 4**).
Here Peter uses X"^?" where Paul had used eiayyiXiov (i Co 15^), and the
unsettling tendencies are due to suffering, not to wrong views (as at Corinth).
• This disposes of one of Harnack's arguments (see p. 342). He pleads
that the address does not lie on the same plane as the rest of the epistle,
whereas this conception of Christians as exiled colonists of heaven is intimately bound up with the conception of their sufferings. But it is simpler to
suppose that the address came from the same source as the bulk of the letter,
than to conjecture that a later scribe studied the letter and wrote the address
so as to be in line with what followed. Cp. also the use of viraKo-^ (i"- "• ""),
t This is in keeping with its associations in Paul and in Acts (cp. J. A.
Robinson, Ephes. pp. 221 f.), where x'^P'-^ is generally tinged with colours
drawn from the admission of the Gentiles into the prerogatives and privileges
of Israel-
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§ 2. The situation.—It is this hostile pressure, with the
perplexities and pains which ensue, that differentiates 1 P.
from the preceding correspondence of Paul. The relations
between Christians and the authorities have entered on a phase
of strain, which marks a new epoch in the story of the primitive
church, and the date, as well as inferentially the authorship, of
the epistle may be said to depend largely upon the view adopted
of the disturbance under which the readers were suffering.
They are not to be taken aback at the burning trial (4^2^ which
has befallen them; for (i.) it is not purposeless, but a furnace
where the genuine elements of their Christian character are being
tested and tempered (i®^-); (ii.) it is not abnormal, but the
natural order of experience exemplified as well as ordained by
Jesus himself (4^^^*) j (iii-) i* is not permanent, but merely the
short, sharp prelude to eternal glory; and (iv.) it is not uncommon (5^), but the contemporary lot of their fellow-Christians
throughout the world. The detailed allusions to this untoward
environment are often held to indicate an organised persecution,
when Christians were hunted out and hunted down as Christians;
and it is argued strongly that this extension of persecution from
the capital to the provinces, together with the fact of suffering
for the Name, must point to the reign of Trajan, or at least to
that of Domitian. It would be no valid objection to the latter
date, that a contemporary Asiatic writing, the apocalypse of John,
reflects quite a different attitude towards the State; for John
represents a special phase of Asiatic Christianity in hot protest
against the local Imperial cultus (see below, ch. iv.), whereas
Clem. Rom., like i Peter, would voice the more patriotic temper
consonant with the Christianity of the capital. But the internal
evidence does not appear to carry us beyond the seventh decade
of the first century, as reflected, e.g., in a contemporary passage
like Mk 13^^^^. Here, as there, Christians are liable to official
interference as well as to social annoyance on the score of their
religion; they are dragged before r]yep.6ve<i and royalty
(cp. I P 2^2), eve/cev ip.ov ( = d)S Xpio-riavos, 4^^), and have to

answer for themselves. Mk. does not specify the charges; he
merely makes Jesus describe the trials as incurred (13^^) Sta TO
ovopa pov. This tallies fairly with the evidence of i P. and the
Roman historians alike in pointing to a period as early as the
seventh decade when, not only at Rome but throughout the
provinces, the popular belief that Christianity was bound up
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with such flagitia as Thyestean henrva and OtSoTrdSctoi pi^tn
(Arnold, of. cit. below, pp. 22 f., FFG. iv. 398 f), besides antiimperial tendencies, exposed any adherent of that religion, against
whom information was laid, to arrest and even execution.
When Nero cleverly shifted the suspicion of arson from himself to "quos
per flagitia inuisos uulgus Chrestianos appellabat," the pestilential superstition of Christianity, Tacitus (Annal. xv. 44) continues, had spread
already in Rome, " q u o cuncta undique atrocia aut pudenda confluunt
celebranturque." Originally the Romans may have scarcely taken the
trouble to distinguish between Christianity and its parent-stock Judaism, but
before the seventh decade * it must have been the interest of the Jews,
especially at Rome, where they enjoyed the favour of Poppsea, to differentiate
themselves from the Nazarenes; and it was inevitable that the occurrence of
legal proceedings such as happened in Paul's career (e.g. Ac 18'') should
make the distinction fairly plain to most of the authorities. It was in all
likelihood the Jews who, out of ^ijXos or spiteful malice (cp. Clem. Rom. 6),
instigated Nero's imeute, or at least suggested his victims and scapegoats (cp.
Harnack in TU, 1905, 2, pp. I-9). In any case this outburst presupposes
that the general public had become accustomed, by the seventh decade of the
first century, to single out Christians from Jews, even when levelling against the
former some of the charges (e.g. hatred of the human race) which were current
against the latter. The accounts of Tacitus and Suetonius (Ner. 16) further
show that while Nero's attack was short if sharp, it must have rendered the
general situation more perilous for Christians throughout the empire. The
former writes : ' in the first place some were denounced (or put on trial) and
made to confess.f Thereupon, thanks to their information, a vast multitude
was associated with them (reading confuncti for the MS convicti) on
the charge not so much of arson as of enmity to the human race.' In line
with this, " Suetonius' sober statement shows that Nero's government did not
confine itself in its measures of repression against the Christians to those
accused of arson. We may safely assume that they began under Nero partly
in defence of the public gods, partly against the excesses said (and probably
not in all cases unjustly) to reign among them" (Mommsen, Exp.* viii. 6).
This second stage of imperial procedure against Christians as hostile to the
• It is therefore arbitrary, as I have elsewhere shown (DCG. i. 316-318,
HJ. vi. 704-707), to find a hysteron proteron either in Luke's or in the
classical historians' use of the name 'Christian.' So F . C. Arnold, die
Neronische Christenverfolgung (1888), pp. 52 f., and E. Klette, die Christenkatastrophe unter Nero (igoy), pp. i6f., 40 f. Klette's monograph summarises
the wide results of recent research upon the problem, especially the novel
views of Profumo and Pascal.
t To confess what ? probably not the fact that they were Christians, but
their guilt as incendiaries (so Schiller, F. C. Arnold, Duruy, Henderson,
Klette), in spite of the innocence of Christians on this count. Either they
turned traitors and for sectarian ends gave incriminating testimony falsely,
or they were tortured into bearing false witness, or else they were fanatical
enthusiasts.
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human race, inaugurated under Nero,* prevailed during the Flavian dynasty,
and invested the mere name of Christian with perilous and compromising
associations. No adequate evidence of any change under Vespasian has been
adduced. Christians, as Mommsen put it, were persecuted just as robbers
were exterminated ; it was a standing order, one of the permanent police
measures, so Suetonius implies, t When the correspondence of Trajan and
Pliny unveils the proceedings of the latter as governor of Bithynia, he is
found to be acting instinctively on the principle that he has a perfect right to
execute those who persist in calling themselves Christians. No question of
crime is raised. The profession of this religio illicita is assumed to be a
capital offence.
Trajan's answer to his lieutenant neither disputes nor
authorises this mode of action; the emperor simply sanctions it as an
admitted feature of the State policy towards such dissenters.?

In the light of these historical data, the language of i P.
becomes more intelligible. Not only does it contain no definite
or necessary allusion to the second-century persecution for the
Name, but the very terms employed are satisfactorily explained
by the position of Christians under the Empire during the third
quarter of the first century, especially subsequent to A.D. 64.
Thus, while /ca/coTrotds has its general meaning of ' wrong-doer'
in 2^2.14^ its position between murderer and thief and
oXAoTptoeTria-KOTTos in 4^*, shows that here it is specially (cp.
malus in Hor. Sat. i. i. 77, iii. 59, etc.) equivalent to maleficus
in the contemporary usage of Suetonius, i.e. wizard or magician,
—magic, in the sense of possessing supernatural powers and of
wielding undue influence over others,§ being a common charge
against Christians, and one which, like arson, rendered the people
liable to the penalties of the Lex Cornelia de sicariis (cp.
Arnold, op. cit. pp. 64 f.). Hence dWoTpioeTrt'o-KOTros would mean
not so much seditious or inconsistent as either a busybody—one
* Cp. Sanday (Exp.* vii. 407 f.); E. G. Hardy, Christianity and the
Roman Empire (i8g^), pp. 70f., 8of., 125f. ; and Klette, op. cit. 54f. " D i e
Moglichkeit, dass die Verhaltnisse, welche der Brief voraussetzt, schon unter
Vespasian, ja selbst unter Nero, begonnen haben und je nach Einsicht und
Temperament christlicherseits mit mehr oder weniger Sorge und BefUrchtung
beurtheilt worden sind, lasst sich nicht abweisen" (Harnack, ACL. ii. I. 454)'
t " Only," as Mommsen adds (Provinces, ii. p. 199 n.), " such regulations were put into practice at times more gently pr even negligently, at
other times more strictly, and were doubtless on occasion specially enforced
from high quarters."
X The further questions arising out of this important correspondence,
including that of Trajan's rescript, do not bear on the NT literature. Cp.
Neumann's der rbm. Staat u. die allgemeine Kirche, i. [1890] pp. gf., and
Knopf (A^Z. 96 f.).
§ For Christians who were actually mathematici, cp. Tert de Idol, ix.
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who, like the Cynics, interfered (cp. Zeller in SBBA.,
1893,
pp. i 2 9 f ) rudely and indiscreetly with ordinary practices and
the social order, by a propaganda of divisive principles—or
actually a ' delator,' * like some of the Christians who informed
against their fellows under Nero.f
This kind of persecution would be spasmodic and sporadic (5®). Evidently it
had but recently broken upon these Asiatic Christians; and
while there was always a danger of the capital punishment
being inflicted, it is clear that suffering of a less arduous
character (calumny, annoyance, social ostracism, etc.) is contemplated in the main (cp. 4^'^ rov iiriXonrov iv aapKi /Jtoicrai
Xpovov, the expression prj alcrxwea-Ou), 4^', and 01 7racr;(ovTes niarw
KTifTTy irapariOecrOoicrav TOLS i/'u;(as avruyv iv dyaOoTToda). Furthermore, while the epistle has judicial proceedings in view now and
again, it does not exclude the hardships due to exasperated
popular feeling; indeed, the two cannot be kept apart, as the
action of governors was usually stimulated by private information laid by angry citizens, and the language of the epistle
cannot fairly be held to imply that the authorities were taking
the initiative regularly against Christians simply and solely
because the latter confessed the name and faith of Christ.
" L'ennemi, ce n'est pas encore le pouvoir, ce sont les gens
ignorants, debauches, c'est la foule aveugle, qui n'admet pas un
culte et une morale par lesquels elle se sent condamn^e"
(Monnier, p. 325). After the Neronic wave had passed over
the capital, the wash of it was felt on the far shores of the
provinces (cp. 4^2) j + the dramatic publicity of the punishment
must have spread the name of Christian urbi et orbi, far and
wide over the empire; the provincials would soon hear of it,
* It tells against this explanation, however, that Tertullian deliberately
renders the word, not by delator, but by speculator alieni (Scorp. 12). P.
Schmidt (ZWT"., 1907, 28 f.) compares the oath taken by the Christians of
Pliny's provinces to abstain from misappropriation of trust funds (ne fidem
fallerent, ne dejxjsitum appellati abnegarent); but the (is before dXX.
separates it from the preceding adjectives.
+ A. Bischoff (ZNW., 1906, 271-274) prefers to think of Christians
exposing themselves to the lex maiestatis by imprudent, if generous, resentment against the authorities on behalf of some ill-used fellow-citizen ; but
tills interpretation, suggested long ago by Bengel, hardly seems broad enough
by itself to explain the warning of the text. For the danger caused by
lelatores within Judaism after A.D. 70, cp. Joseph. B. J. vii. 3. 3, etc.
:;: Barth (Einl. p. 127) compares the effects produced throughout the
French provinces by the massacre of St. Barlholoinew.
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and, when they desired a similar outburst at the expense of
local Christians, all that was needed was a proconsul to gratify
their wishes, and some outstanding disciple like Antipas or
Polykarp to serve as a victim.
§ 3. Destination and origin.—The epistle is addressed to
the Christian churches (cp. 5^^) in Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia,
Asia, and Bithynia. The order, from NE. to S. and W. (cp. p. 94),
reflects the road followed by the bearer of the letter, who was to
take the trade-route by sea to Amisus or Heraclea or Sinope,
and thence make a circuit through the four * provinces in
question, returning finally to Bithynia (so Ewald and Hort, cp.
EBi. iii. 3806-3807). Why these particular districts are
mentioned, to the exclusion of Cilicia, Pamphylia, and Lycia, it
is as difficult to explain as to account satisfactorily for the
selection of the seven Asiatic cities in Apoc 2 - 3 ; in any case
their order is natural, upon the presupposition that the bearer
sailed from Rome to Pontus. As a glance at the map is enough
to show, "the order Pontus, Galatia, Cappadocia is an exact
inversion of the order which would present itself to a writer
looking mentally towards Asia Minor from Babylon." t The
facilities of travel throughout the empire, and the habit of
exchanging copies of such letters between the churches, would
render the dissemination of the epistle quite possible, even if we
supposed that the bearer had only a single copy to begin with.
The explicit mention of neighbouring provinces in the title puts
the pastoral on a different footing from, e.g., James, Judas, and
2 Peter.
This assumes that Baj3uX(i»' in 5 " is a symbolic term for Rome—an
interpretation which accords with the figurative language upon Israel ( i ' 2*"i'),
• i.e. (i.) Bithynia and Pontus, (ii.) Galatia, (iii.) Cappadocia, and (iv.)
Asia. Bithynia (Ac 16') and Cappadocia, so far as we know, were never
evangelised by Paul, but (cp. p. 53) their Christianity may be explained by
Ac 2' (where Hemsterhuis and Valckenaer conj. BiBvvlav for '\ovSalav),
which would also throw light on the Pontus and Cappadocia of i P I*.
Galatia was a Pauline sphere (2 Ti 41°), as was Asia in part, but the tone of
Galatians suggests that there must have been some local interest in Peter.
Whether Peter ever travelled in these districts, it is impossible to say. At
all events the Gentile Christians must have largely outnumbered the Jewish
Christians by the time that I Peter was written (cp. ET. xxviii. 411 f.).
t So Hort (p. 168), after Bengel. Cilicia is omitted because it belonged
to Syria till about A.D. 74, whilst Pamphylia and Lycia might roughly be
regarded as " outside the Taurus,"
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the early patristic tradition (Eus. H. E. ii. 15, quoting Papias and Clem.
Alex, as his authorities, so Jerome), which knew of no Christian church at
Babylon nor of any visit of Peter to that region, the association of Mark
(see above) with the apostle, and the allusion in 2^* (elre paaiXet
etre
Tiyepbaiv). Erbes (ZKG., 1901, pp. 16 f.), in his attempt to disprove Peter's
death at Rome (so van Manen), denies the mystical sense of Babylon,* and,
like Solger (following Grimm and Hase), supposes that Peter went to the
Assyrian t Babylon itself (in 58, Solger). The presence of Jews in the
latter district may be granted, but persecution and plague had reduced
them sadly in the fifth and sixth decades of the century; the Syriac tradition
is strangely silent upon any such mission ; and Thomas, not Peter, is associated
with the evangelisation of Parthia. Besides, the figurative description of
Mark in 5'"' as my son, tells in favour of the spiritual interpretation of
BafivXJiv in the immediately preceding words, no less than against the theory
which would see in i) iv Ba^vXQvi avveKXeKri) an allusion to Peter's wife (so
Bengel, Mayerhoff, Jachmann, Alford, Stanley, and Bigg), who accompanied
her husband on his mission-tours (i Co 9") and was not unknown to later
tradition. Apart from the fact that the phrase is an extremely singular
description of an individual, it would be very awkward to follow it up with
a reference, which was not literal (though some, e.g. Bengel and Stanley,
would take it literally), to my son Marcus. The combination of ' the church
in Babylon' (especially in greeting a series of churches) • and my spiritual
son' is much more likely than ' my wife and my spiritual son,' particularly
as Peter is said to have been a father (Eus. H. E. iii. 30. I ; Clem. Alex.
Strom, iii. 6. 52). His mission at Rome is probably historical.

There is no hint in the epistle of any trouble between Jewish
and Gentile Christians, and no allusion to the vexed question
of the Law. The audience present to the writer's mind is
composed of Christians regarded as the true Israel (e»cA,eKTois
irapeiriSrjpoii Stao-iropas), who were aliens in a world of suffering
and persecution. Their pre-Christian condition was one of
religious ignorance ( 1 " dyvoia, cp. Eph 4^8, Ac 17'"), in which
they were no people of God (2^- 20)^ but the long destined
purpose of God's salvation had been achieved in them (i^""),
* So after Calvin, Alford, Dean Stanley (Sermons and Essays on Apost.
Age, p. 68), Johnstone (op. cit. pp. 23-28), and Kiihl (pp. 264 f.) among modem
critics. The arguments for Rome, as against the Mesopotamian Babylon, are
best put by Windischmann (pp. 130-133), Seufert (ZWT., 1885, 146-156),
Salmon (INT. pp. 440 f.), Lightfoot (Clement, ii. pp. 491 f.), Zahn (Einl.
ii. 19 f.), and Burger (pp. 154 f.).
t The tradition connecting Mark with Alexandria, and the possibility of
the Preaching of Peter having an Egyptian origin, might tell in favour of
the Egyptian Babylon, a Roman fortress in Old Cairo (cp. Cone, EBi. 3681),
whose claims were advocated by Le Clerc, Mill, Pearson, Pott, and Greswell.
Michaelis thought of Seleucia, Semler (following Pearson, Harduin, and
some others) of Jerusalem.
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and they were now the true and the new People (2^"). All
this points to Gentile Christians as the preponderating and
characteristic element in the churches addressed. Since there
were Jewish settlements throughout these provinces, the local
churches in all likelihood included members of Jewish birth,
probably also some who had been proselytes.* This would
account in part for the familiarity with the LXX which the
writer presupposes; besides, it adds point to several of his
appeals. But of the Gentile Christian character of the main body
(Cassiodorus: ' Petri ad gentes') there can be no doubt (cp.
Grimm, pp. 657 f, and Hoennicke, JC. pp. 113-117). Even a
phrase like waTpon-apaSoros in connection with dvaa-Tpotjuj (i^*),
which might imply Jewish converts, would well apply to the
strong yoke of hereditary pagan custom " built up and sanctioned
by the accumulated instincts and habits of past centuries of
ancestors." t Finally, the tone of 4^^* puts it beyond doubt that
the readers had been pagans prior to their conversion; such a
description would not apply to Jewish Christians.
§ 4. Relation to Paul and Paulinism.—1 P. is therefore a
pastoral addressed to the Gentile Christians north of the Taurus
in Asia Minor. The writer evidently did not belong to the
evangelists who had founded the local churches (i^^), for the
tradition reported by Origen {apud Eus. H. E. iii. i), that Peter
evangelised the Jews in Pontus, Galatia, Bithynia, Cappadocia,
and Asia, is little more than an inference from i P i^. The
writer neither refers to any previous visit, nor promises a
visit. His knowledge of the conditions of his readers does not
imply any close personal relationship such as that presupposed
in Paul's letter to the churches of Galatia, and there is no hint
* The idea, at one time advocated by some critics (e.g. Michaelis, Einl.
§ 246), that the epistle was meant for proselytes of the gate (cp. 2*) has no
basis in facts. The other view, which limited the epistle to Jewish Christians
(so, e.g., Augusti, Pott, de Wette, and Bertholdt), is mainly advocated to-day
by Weiss and Kiihl, partly on their peculiar and untenable theory of the date
of the epistle, partly on erroneous exegetical grounds. Thus, even had Paul
not written Ro 9^", it would be daring to argue that because Hosea's words,
cited in I P. 2^°, originally referred to the Jews, they must bear the same
reference in this connexion.
t So Hort (p. 76), who refers to Gataker's note on M. Aurel. iv. 6 ; cp.
Denney, The Death of Christ, pp. 93 f. The Jewish Christian character
of the readers of i P. is assumed by Shailer Mathews, Messianic Hope in
NT(igo6), pp. 150 f.; but this hypothesis is almost entirely abandoned.
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of what title he had to address these Asiatic believers.* H e
simply writes as an apostle of Jesus Christ. This impression of
indefiniteness, however, is due to the scanty records of the evangelisation of Asia Minor during the first century, even within
Paul's lifetime. The difficulty is really not removed by the
pseudonymous hypothesis, for even it assumes that readers of
the epistle were meant to understand that Peter had had some
connection with these provinces.
T h e internal evidence of the epistle reveals an interesting affinity (which
Semler was one of the first to bring out) which is almost equally difficult,
viz., with the writings as well as with the religious ideas of Paul. T h e
echoes of Romans, if not of Galatians, are unmistakable. T h e language
of l ' {<ppovpovpivovs Sid irlareois els awrriplav erolpTjv diroKaXv<pBTJvai iv Kaipip
iaxdrip) echoes Gal 3 ^ {i<ppovpoipeBa els ri]v irlariv diroKaXvipBijvai), though
the ideas differ ; and 2 ' ' closely parallels Gal 5^'. More clearly, however,
I ^ answers to R o I 2 " ' , and 2 ' ' {rdv aapKiK&v iiriBvpiuv, atrives
arpareiovrat
Kara TTJS i^vxijs vpQv) recalls R o 7^' (Irepov vbpov iv rots piXealv pov dvriaToarevbpevov r. v.); while 2 ' ' ' " is an obvious reminiscence of the thought in
R o 13^"*, just as 2" is of R o I 2 ^ or i " of R o 12^, or 3* of R o 12". T h e
quotation in 2'"' need not necessarily t have been moulded by Paul's language
in R o 9'2-3S . \,yy^ a comparison of both epistles, in the order and expression
of thought, reveals a relationship which is not explicable except on the
hypothesis that the one was written by a man who knew the other (cp. e.g.
2 i ' ' = R o g"', 4 ^ ' " = R o 12'- °). T h e dependence is naturally on the side of
I Peter. J Apart altogether from the other evidence which places i Peter
not earlier than the seventh decade, Paul's originality of thought and style
is too well marked to admit of the hypothesis that he was the borrower.

But while an acquaintance not only with the general conceptions, but also with one or two of the epistles of Paul {e.g.
I Co 3"- lo^- = I P 2if- = Col 38, I Co i62o = I P 514) is indubitable,
the writer is by no means a Paulinist. His attitude is rather
that of the common practical consciousness pervading the
* If Paul wrote to the R o m a n and the Colossian churches, which he had
not founded, and which contained a proportion at least of Jewish Christians,
there is no great reason to hesitate about the probability of Peter having sent
a pastoral to the Gentile Christians of Northern Asia Minor.
+ T h e common use of a non-Septuagintal version of Is 2 8 " might be
due to a florilegium (see above, p. 2 4 ) ; but the context suggests that the
writer of I P . was not independent of Paul at this point, and this is corroborated by other data of the epistle.
J This is now admitted on almost all h a n d s ; for the evidence in detail,
see especially Brilckner's Chron. pp. 13-31 ; S. Davidson, INT. i. 538 f. ;
Sanday and Headlam, Romans (ICC), pp. Ixxiv-lxxvi ; Usteri (op. cit. pp.
279 f.), and Volter (see below), p p . 2 8 - 3 1 , with Seufert's elaborate article
in ZWT. (1874) pp- 360-388.
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churches,—a consciousness which was prior to Paul, and in which
Paulinism, for the most part, operated merely as a ferment.
The proper appreciation of this central popular Christianity in
the apostolic age is vital to the proper focus for viewing the
early Christian literature. Instead of 1 Peter representing a
diluted and faded Paulinism, it denotes an attitude influenced,
but essentially uncontrolled, by the special ideas of Paul's
theology. The latter's faith-mysticism, his conception of justification, and his eschatology, are absent from this writer's
pages, which reflect the outlook of a primitive Christian who
had breathed the messianic atmosphere of the better Judaism.
He criticises neither the Law nor the ritual of the OT. He has
only two distinctive 'theological' ideas {i^^^- 3^'^*), and each is
used practically (cp. ERE, v. 655 f., and Denney's Death of
Christ, p. 86).
On the hypothesis that Peter wrote the epistle, this ' Pauline' feature
might be accounted for by the fact that when Peter reached Rome, he must
have found Romans a treasured possession in the archives of the local
church. Already he must have been fairly familiar with the central ideas
of Paul's preaching; the difference between them, which emerged at Antioch,
was practical in the main, and their general conception of the gospel
and its obligations was fairly alike, so far as we have any evidence on
the point. Like Paul, he was not averse to consorting with Gentile
Christians (Gal 2^^'^*), and he, too, believed in justification, not by the law,
but by faith in Jesus Christ. This would explain in part the " marriage of
true minds" which is involved in the relation of I P. to the earlier Pauline
gospel. On the other hand, Peter's nature was not speculative.* He was
much more receptive and much less original than Paul. Hence his untheological temperament would naturally lead him to use phrases like iy
Xpiarip (3^' S^"- " ) , and conceptions such as that of regeneration, for his own
purposes of practical exhortation ; cp. Maurenbrecher's Von Jerusalem ncuh
Rom (1910), 247 f., and Kennedy in ET. (1916) 264f.

§ 5. The authorship.—The Pauhne cast of the epistle need
not, however, be wholly attributed to Peter himself. Silvanus,
his amanuensis,! had been associated with Paul in the
Macedonian mission (i Th i^, 2 Th i^) and at Corinth (2 Co
i^*), after which (Ac 18^) he disappears from view. It cannot
be too often and too emphatically denied that because an early
Christian formed one of Paul's coterie, he must therefore have
* This consideration is brought out by Renan (ii. ch. v.) and Wernle (Synoptische Frage, pp. 199f.); see also Rapp's essay in PM. (1898) pp. 323-337.
t Mark (5'') and Glaukias (Clem. Alex. Strom, vii. 17) were the othei
interpreters or secretaries whose names have been preserved.

332

HOMILIES AND PASTORALS

assimilated the apostle's entire theological system.
At the same
time, the probability is that Silvanus, during this early association
with Paul, naturally acquired a syinpathy or familiarity with his
characteristic modes of thought and expression, and that as
naturally these emerged when he wrote out what Peter had in
substance dictated.
It docs not follow that because Peter apparently did not write down his
reminiscences of Jesus, he could not have written an epistle in Greek. And
the Greek of this epistie, which is fairly correct and even idiomatic in style,
is mainly drawn from the vocabulary of the LXX ; in fact,* from certain
sections of the LXX (e.g. i"- with Dt i o - i 2 , 2" = 'Dt ii», 39=1128'- i2»'-,
5" = 11* etc.). But the numerous reminiscences of the LXX, together
with traces of an acquaintance with Philo (cp. Salmon, INT 506), the
book of Wisdom,+ and 2 Maccabees, a large proportion of classical words,
and a general style which ' shows that the writer within certain limits had a
very considerable appreciation of, and power over, the characteristic usages
of Greek' (Chase, p. 782), suggest the likelihood that the conceptions of the
apostle owe something of their characteristic setting to his amanuensis.
According to Papias, Peter needed Mark as his ippTtvevr-fis even in the work
of preaching. As a native of Galilee, he cannot have been wholly unfamiliar
with colloquial Greek, but even the power of speaking in a language does
not imply skill in composition, and without denying Peter's ability to address
audiences in Greek—which was essential to his mission-work—or his acquaintance not simply with the LXX but with the religious traditions
circulated by books like Enoch, we are entitled to conclude that he
required the services of a man like Silvanus? to compose such an epistle
as the present, just as he needed Mark, if his reminiscences of Jesus were to
be committed to writing. "Tradition tells us that St. Peter employed more
than one interpreter ; it is indeed hard not to think that we have the work
of one in the First Ep. Is it credible that a Galilean fisherman who left
out his H's (that, we are told, is what Mt 26^' implies) § should after middle
life, and in the midst of absorbing occupations, have learnt to write
• Cp. Scharfe (SK, 1889, pp. 650 f.). The writer's fondness for Isaiah
(e.g. i""- = ls 40«'-, 2«- = Is 8 " 28", 2^=ls 432'»-, 222'- = Is 53'- »• ^"- ; also
i"'' = Is 53^-«, i^ = ls 53»^ 22»''=is 40", 3 " = Is 8i» 29^8, 4 " = I s ii^, 4 " =
Is 25''') may have been one reason why he followed the symbolic method of
alluding to Rome as Babylon (cp. Is 47' etc.). But that reference is earlier
than the first literary evidence for it, e.g., in Sib. Or. 5^°^'- (cp. DB. i.
214-215).
+ Cp. 2«'=Sap. i« 31*, 3'»=Sap 14"- etc.
X Eichhorn thought of John Mark as the writer who worked up Peter's
ideas, or (according to Baronius) translated them from Hebrew into Greek.
But the translation-hypothesis (so Jerome: from Aramaic) is untenable in
view of the style.
§ Not necessarily a mark of illiteracy, however (cp. C. F. Hogg, ET. iii.
426-427).
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scholarly Greek like this ?" * The query cannot but be answered in the
negative.

The recognition of the share of Silvanus in writing the
epistle (Ewald, Grimm) has spread in recent years; it is
advocated in different forms by Zahn, Usteri, Bacon, Bigg,
Monnier, and Hart. In this event Peter either dictated the
letter, the phrase 8ia ^iXovavov eypaxf/a (5^^) being equivalent
practically! to expressions like Ac 1522-23^ RQ 16^; Polyk. ad
Phil. 14; Ign. Rom. 10, etc. (cp. Link, SK, 1896, pp. 405-436),
or entrusted its composition (Zahn, Feine, Wohlenberg) to
Silvanus, revising and sanctioning his work. As the latter was in
all likelihood the bearer, there was no need of his inserting a
special salutation from himself (as from Tertius in Ro 16^); 512
not only accredits him as an apostolic delegate, but possibly
implies that he will supplement by means of oral teaching and
information what the apostle has briefly incorporated in the
epistle, t This may stamp the epistle, if one choose to say so,
as semi-pseudonymous. At any rate it serves to account fairly
for the data of the letter, the primitive and even Petrine cast
of the ideas on the one hand, and the power of handling
Greek upon the other. § That the general tone and standpoint
are Peter's, need not be doubted, in view of the coincidences
between the epistle and the speeches of Peter in Acts.
The responsibility of Silvanus for the epistle's form and
contents is pushed a step further by those who, like Seufert,
Baljon, von Soden, Spitta, and R. Scott {The Pauline Epistles,
208 f.), make him its author after Peter's death. But, while
Silvanus was undoubtedly an apostle (r Th 2*) and prophet
(Ac 15'^) himself, and while this or almost any form of the
pseudonym-hypothesis is legitimate and indeed deserving of
* Simcox, The Writers of the NT. (p. 68). " E n tout cas, la langue de
I'ipitre ne pent guere 8tre la sienne.
On ne voit guere I'ardent
Galilden ^quilibrant ses phrases, s'appliquant k enchalner exactement ses
propositions" (Monnier, pp. 315 f.).
t Dionysius of Corinth (apud Eus. H. E. iv. 23. 11), writing to the
Roman church, refers to the epistle of Clem. Rom. as a previous communication from Rome, ripi irporipav ijptv Sid KX^/iecros ypaipetaav, i.e. the author
is regarded as the mouthpiece of the Roman church.
X Erasmus misread the verse as a reference to some previous epistle
composed by Silvanus.
§ When Josephus wrote his history of the Jewish war, "after all my
materials were prepared for the work, I employed some collaborateurs to be
quite aufait in the Greek idioms " (Apion, i. 9, tr. Shilleto).
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serious consideration in view of the enigmatic data uf the
writing, the self-praise of 5^2 becomes offensive on such a view.
Besides, the age and authority of Silvanus would not have
required any extraneous aid, in order to address the Asiatic
Christians then, and the theory fails to explain why he chose
Peter instead of Paul as his mouthpiece.
The lack of detailed personal reference to the life and words
of Jesus has also been felt to tell heavily against the conception
that the epistle could have been written by an apostle, and
especially by so intimate an apostle and disciple as Simon Peter.
This objection, however, is less serious than it seems. For one
thing, the criterion presupposed is unhistorical; the supreme
interests of the first generation of disciples were not biographical.
For another thing, we have no evidence to establish a standard
of what or how a disciple of Jesus would have written of him
in a letter of exhortation addressed to a Christian church or
group of churches. The so-called first epistle of John, on the
supposition that it was composed by the son of Zebedee, has less
biographical detail than First P e t e r ; and even those who hold
that the epistle of James * was written by the son of Alphasus,
will admit that, for all its wealth of apparent allusions to the
sayings of Jesus, it is practically devoid of any explicit allusion
to his earthly career.
Peter was accustomed to give reminiscences of the Lord's acts and words in his preaching.
A transcript of these forms the basis of Mark's gospel; and
although the latter was not yet published, any early Christian
churches would be in possession of a certain catechetical
summary of the Lord's chief sayings and of the main events
of his career. The existence and circulation of such evangelic
manuals in the primitive churches is highly probable, from the
historical standpoint; the Christian confession, Jesus is the Christ,
would have lacked meaning, had not catechumens learnt
authoritatively to put some content into the t&cva Jesus.
Consequently any apostle like Peter might presuppose an elementary
acquaintance with the historical outline of the Lord's life, so
far as that was essential to the purposes of vital Christianity.
First Peter not only does presuppose it, especially in connection
• James has more of the letter but less of the spirit of the gospels. I Peter
contains much fewer reminiscences (cp. Scharfe, 138f.) of the sayings of
Jesus, in their synoptic form, but it is superior to Jas. in its intuitions o(
the genuinely Christian spirit.
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with the messianic hopes of the OT, but also conveys unobtrusively certain allusions to Christ's life which harmonise with
Peter's discipleship (i* whom, having not seen, ye love; 2^^'
5I). If the epistle lacked the opening word {Peter), says
Jiilicher {Einl, p. 178), no one would have conjectured that
Peter wrote it. But this is as valid an argument—so far as it
is valid—in favour of its Petrine origin. A writer who desired
to write under Peter's name would probably have emphasised
his figure. As a matter of fact, we have in 2 P (i^ etc.) an
illustration of how a later writer would go to work who desired
to lend vraisemblance to an epistle purporting to come from
Peter; the apostle is made to speak prophetically of a future age,
stress is laid on his qualifications as an eye-witness of Jesus, and
an irenical allusion to Paul occurs. The absence of such traits
in I P. is really a point in its favour.
A supplementary point is the consonance between the religious ideas
of the epistle and those of the Petrine speeches in Acts: e.g. God no
respecter of persons (i*'=Ac lo*^), the cleansing of the soul through faith
(i22=Ac 15'), the rejoicing in shame (4*'' i ' = A c 5^'), etc. These data are
not decisive. They might (i.) point to the use of the earlier traditions by a
later writer, who had access to them either in Acts or in their original shape.
Oi, (ii.)they might in some cases be no more than illustrations of the common
fund of ideas and expressions within the primitive church. But when one
makes allowance for the difference of circumstances (as, e.g., Mayerhoff, pp.
218 f., fails to do), there is enough to indicate that the tradition underlying the
speeches reflects the same mind as the epistle.""
§ 6. Traces in early Christian literature.—The evidence for the existence and authority of the epistle in the church is both ample and early. As
Eusebius pointed out (H. E. iv. 14. 9, S 7^ roi IloXiKapiros iy TJ ST)XiaBeiaxi rpbs
iiXiirirrjalovs airov ypaipy ipepopiv-Q els Sevpo, KixpVTal riai paprvplats diri r^s
Hirpov irporipas iiriardXijs), the epistle was familiar to Polykarp); t this b
* For this primitive type of early Christian thought, especially in connection
with the Petrine tradition preserved by Luke in Acts 1-5, cp. Ritschl's
Entstehung^, pp. Ii6f., 285 ; Reuss, NTTh. ii. pp. 262 f. ; P. Ewald, das
Hauptproblem d, Evglnfrage, pp. 68-75 5 Mangold (INT. pp. 659 f.), Jacoby
(NT Ethik, pp. 220 f.), Stevens (NTTh, pp. 258 f.), with B. Riggenbach
(ZSchw., 1890, 185-195), and De Faye (AA. 164f.).
t While the allusions to I Peter in Polykarp, though introduced by no
explicit formula of quotation, render it beyond question that the bishop knew
the epistle, he never mentions Peter as the author, although he frequently
cites Paul by name. This feature is employed by Harnack (TLZ,, 1887, p.
218) to show that the epistle or homily was as yet destitute of its Petrine
address and conclusion (see below, § 8). But the inference is not conclusive. Paul had been at Philippi, to which Polykarp was writing ; Peter,
60 &r as we know, had not (contrast the case of Corinth in Clem. Rom.).
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evident from echoes so distinct as, e.g., i. 3 (els 8v oiK ISbvres iriareiere X"/*?
dvcKXaX-ip-ip Kal SeSo^aapivg els fjv TroXXol iiriBvpovaiv elaeX6etv)=l^'^",
ii. I
(Sib dvaj^'uadpevoi rds baipias SovXevaare rip Qeip
, TriareiaavTes els rbv
iyelpavra rbv Kipiov ijpCjv 'Iriaovv Xpiarbv iK veKpQv Kal Sbvra airip Sb^av)
_jU.M^ ii. 2 (pii drroSiSbvres KaKbv dvrl KaKov ij XoiSoplav dvrl XoiSopIas) = 3 ' ,
v. 3 = 2 " (cp. Gal 5 " ) , vi. 3 {^i]Xu}Tai irepl rb KaXbv) = ^^*, vii. 2 (vTjipovTes irpbs
rds eixds) = 4'', viii. 1-2 = 2^^, amongst others (GK. i. 957 f., NTA.
pp.
86-89). T h e use of the epistle in Clem. Rom. is less copious and clear, but
on the whole visible in passages like vii. 2f., where, after exhorting the
Corinthians to abandon idle and vain thoughts (l**), Clement bids them fix
their eyes on ' the blood of Christ and know ws iariy rlpiov rip Qeip rip irarpl
airov' ( = 1^''"), following this up with an allusion to its redeeming power
and to Noah's preaching of repentance ( 3 ^ ) ; or in lix. 2 (^fcaXeo-ei' rjpds dwb
OKbrovs els (pQis, dirb dyvwalas els iirlyviiiaiv Sb^T/s bvbparos airov) = 2*- *'.
T h e parallel of xxxvi. 2, dvaBdXXei els rb Bavpaarbv airov <pCos ( = 2*), is
dubious, owing to the textual uncertainty about Bavpaarbv ( = om. Syr.
Clem. Alex.). But the hypothesis of an agraphon (Resch, Agrapha, p. 248)
must not be allowed to affect the force of the argument * from xlix. 5, where
Pr 10*' is quoted in a form which, differing from the Hebrew text and the
L X X alike, occurs in I P 4*. H e r e , as elsewhere, it is possible (p. 24)
that both passages independently derive from some common source, either a
manual of citations or a Greek version of Proverbs ; but this supposition is
needless in view of the other e v i d e n c e , ! e.g. the occurrence in Clem, as
in I P . alone of dSeXipbrijs (ii. 4, 2 " 5') in the sense of brotherhood,
iyaBoiroita (ii. 2, 4^'), and iiroypappbs (2"^, cp. xvi. where it is also used,
with a citation from Is 53, of Christ's lowly patience). In Eph. v. 2 - 3 ,
Ignatius uses iroip-^v and iirloKoiros together (l P 5^'-) in a context where he
also quotes P r 3** (i P 5°) to enforce the duty of submission on the part
of members towards their superiors in the church ; but neither this nor
any other resemblances (e.g. Magn. xiii. 2 = 5'', ad Polyk. iv. 3 = 2') can be
said to prove that the epistle was known to Ignatius, or at least used
by him. In Barn. iv. 11 f. (peXerHpev rbv <pb^ov rov Qeov
6 Kipios
dirpoawiroX'^pirroJS Kpivet rbv Kbapov

iKaaros KaBiis iirolrjaev Kopietrai) the

Besides, Polykarp more than once adopts silently the words of Paul (e.g.
iii. 3 = Gal 4"^, iv. 1 = 1 T i 6^°, vi. 2 = R o 14"- " ) as he does those of i P e t e r ;
and even the quotations from the former, introduced by elSbres 8ri, are epigrammatic and axiomatic statements, ' while the phrases quoted from I Peter
are rather of a hortatory t y p e ' (Chase, p. 781a).
* T h e quotation in J a 5^° is slightly different. As Pr 3^^ is quoted not
only in i P 5° but in J a 4 ' , its occurrence in Clem. xxx. 2 cannot safely be
drawn upon in this connexion.
t T h e greeting (p. 352) goes back in part to the L X X (elp-iivij iptv
irXijOvvBelTj, Dn 3^^ 6^), though its Christian expansion and stamp were
probably due to I P l". A contemporary Jewish phrase is the K3D' [ISDI^B'
in the address of the official letters sent by R. Gamaliel of Jerusalem to the
Jews of the Dispersion (cp. Derenbourg's L'Histoire
et la Giographie de la
Palestine, i. pp. 242 f.). These letters were dictated to J o h n , his secretary

(cp. 1 P 5").

T H E (FIRST) E P I S T L E OF P E T E R

337

ideas and language of I P l " recur, just as the conception of the OT
prophets having been inspired to anticipate Christ's suffering (i F i^"'-) is
reproduced in v. 5-6 ; but no stress can be laid on this, while the only other
parallels (irdaiis xdpiTos, of God : xxi. 9 = 5 " ; a spiritual temple built up unto
the .Lord, xvi. 10 cp. 2°) of moment are indecisive.
The lonely echoes in the Didache (i. 4, dirixov ruv aapKiKdv Kal
aupariKdv iiriBvpiCiv = 2" dirixeaBai rQv aapKiK&v iiriBvpidv) and Diognetus
(ix. 2 = 3'*) contrast with the more numerous coincidences* between Hermas
and I Peter. But none of these seems quite decisive, and their cumulative
force does not involve any literary relation between the two writings. The same
holds true of 2 Clement (xiv. 2=1^°, xvi. 4 = 4*), and even of Justin Martyr.
On the other hand, Papias knew and used the epistle (Eus. H. E. iii. 39. 17),
as did 0! irdXai irpea^vrepoi (iii. 3. i), and the echoes of it in the epistle from
Lyons and Vienne show (Eus. H. E. v. 1-2) that it was one of the scriptures
current in Gaul by the middle of the second century. By the time of
Tertullian (Ronsch, das NT Tert. pp. 556 f.), Irenasus, Origen, and Clement
of Alexandria (Zahn's Forschungen, iii. 79 f.), it was freely quoted as Petrine ;
but ' the actual traces of the early use of I Peter in the Latin churches are
very scanty. There is not the least evidence to show that its authority was
ever disputed, but, on the other hand, it does not seem to have been much
read' (Westcott, Canon, p. 263). Thus, while included in the Peshitta, it
is not mentioned in the Muratorian Canon, though the Apocalypse of Peter
is canonized. The omission may have been accidental, as in the case of
Hebrews, and, as the document in question is mutilated, it may have been
really mentioned, although none of the attempts to find a place for it in the
extant text possesses any critical significance. Nevertheless by this time the
epistle was elsewhere known, and known as Petrine. From Clem. Alex.
(Strom, iv. 12. 81) it is possible to infer that Basilides, and, from a fragment
of Theodotus (12), that the Valentinian school of the East, may also have
read the epistle (for the Hypotyposeis, see Zahn's Forschungen, iii. 133 f.), but
its character was not likely to commend it to the Gnostics in general.
On the other hand, the simpler and more direct character of the epistle
appears to indicate its priority to Ephesians. f The fact that both encyclicals
to the Asiatic churches open with the same formula (Blessed be the God and
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, who, etc.) is not robbed of its significance
by the occurrence of Blessed be God, who created heaven and earth, at the
opening of the king of Tyre's letter quoted by Eusebius (Prep. Euang. ix. 34)
from Eupolemus; for, although Paul (2 Co I*) partially adapted the Jewish
formula, its Petrine form is unique. The following paragraph (l"'*') is carried
• Cp. Zahn's Hirten des Hermas (pp. 423 f), NTA. 115-117, and Spitta,
Urc. ii. 391-399 (where the dependence is assigned to I Peter). For echoes
in the Odes of Solomon, see JTS. xv. 47-52.
t S o Schwegler, Ewald (Sieben Sendschreiben, pp. I56f.), Davidson,
Honig, but especially Hilgenfeld (ZWT,
1873, 465-498, Einl. 624f),
Clemen (Paulus, i. 139 f.), and W. Briickner (Chron. pp. 41 f), with B.
Weiss (Petr. Lehrbegriff, 426 f.) and KUhl, of course, as against Koster (pp.
207 f.), P. Ewald (op. cit. 28 f.), Klopper (pp. 33 f.), and particularly Holtzmann (Kritik. der Eph. u. Col. Briefe, pp. 260 f.).
22
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on with iy f and participles, as in E p h i""", whilst in E p h i " - " iXirls and
KXripovopla are correlated, on the basis of human faith supported by the divine
Sivapis, as in I P i*"". Further parallels of thought and language occur in
I p ii»-u = E p h 3 " - " , I P i " = E p h 6 " , I P i i 8 - " = E p h 2», i P i " =
E p h 4 " , I P i2» = E p h i*-\ I P i 2 » = E p h i " , i P 2 i - 2 = E p h 4""-"', 1 P 2**
= E p h 2"-«'-"-2«, I P 2 " = E p h 521, I P 2 " = E p h 6', 1 P 3==*=Eph
120-23 (a specially striking coincidence), I P 3 * - ' ' = E p h s"^-'''', I P 3* = E p h
3i«, I P 3 ' ' = E p h s'^, I P 4^-' = E p h 2"-, I P 4 1 * = E p h 3". Both use
Sid^oXos, not aaravas, both reproduce the 'descensus ad inferos' (l P 3^' =
E p h 4^"'); the predominance of hope in I P . corresponds to its prominence
in E p h . (cp. l'* 2^" 4*), and common to both are terms like dKpoyioviatos and
eiairXayxvos.
T h e affinities between the two, not only in phraseology but in
structure and conception, involve a literary relationship which implies that
the one drew upon the other, unless we admit, with Seufert and R. Scott,
that both were written by Silvanus. Either Peter knew Ephesians, or, if the
latter is post-Pauline, the author of Ephesians more probably was acquainted
with the Petrine pastoral.
T h e connection with J a m e s is practically of the same nature. Both I P .
and Jas. use Siaairopd in a derived sense in their addresses, both emphasise TA
SoKlpiov rijs irlareciis ( l ^ = J a l ' ) under the fire of trial and temptation ( l ' =
J a I*), both employ a special rendering of P r 10*' ( 4 * = J a 5™ ; cp. Field's
Notes on Tr. of NT. 239), and both follow up the citation from P r 3** by an
admonition to submit to God and to resist the devil (5*'-=Ja 4 " - ) ; common
to both, among the N T writers, are dvvirbKpiros, dairiXos, wapaKiirrw, and
arrfpl^ia, and there are further parallelisms in l ' = J a I^*, l ' * = J a I^', 2"= J a I™'-, 2 " = J a 4\ 2 » = J a 5 " , 3 " ' ^ * = J a 3 " , 5 * = J a s i " , 5 « = J a 4"'(see
Spitta's Urc. ii. 184 f.). T h e dependence of Jas. on i P. is argued by Bruckner
(ZWT,
1874, pp. 533 f.; Chron. p p . 60-65), H o l t z m a n n (ZWT.,
1882,
pp. 292-310), Wrede (LC, 1896, 450-451), Grimm, Usteri (pp. 292 f.), von
Soden, and Bigg, as against Sabatier (ESR. x. 620 f.). Mayor, and Zahn.
Both handle, from different sides, the same theme, i.e. the Christian under
suffering. It is possible that in some cases, at any rate, the coincidences may
be fortuitous, either because the same or a similar topic suggested similar
language to writers familiar, e.g., with the L X X , or because a certain
community of style and conception prevailed a m o n g early Christian writers
of this class (so Mayerhoff, p p . I i 5 f . , and Windisch).
But probabilities
converge on the conclusion that the one writing echoes the other, and, if
I P . is on other grounds put early, the dependence of Jas. naturally follows.

§ 7. The date,—Within these limits, the theories of the date
fall into two main classes, pre-Neronic or post-Neronic. The
former includes the impossible hypothesis of Weiss and Kiihl
{S.K., 1865, 619-657), that the epistle was written {c, A.D. 54)
prior to Romans; but* its leading statement is that which
assigns the composition of the letter to the period immediately
or almost immediately preceding A.D. 64 (so, e,g,, Hofmann,
* B. Briickner dates it previous to Paul's imprisonment at Jerusalem,
while Gloag chooses A . D . 59-60.
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Bleek ± 6 2 ; * Burger 6 3 ; Bartlet c. 63; Renan, Cook, Feine,
and Belser, 63-64; Zahnand Wohlenberg, spring of 64; Lightfoot,
Monnier, and Chase). But not until the Neronic outburst took
place was the mere name of Christian enough to expose believers to interference and suffering (cp. Workman's Persecution in
the Early Church, 1906, pp. 52 f.); and, on the supposition that
the epistle is connected directly with Peter, the balance of probability is strongly in favour of a date subsequent to the massacre
of 64. Such post-Neronic hypotheses may be conveniently
subdivided into (i.) those which assign the epistle to a date not
long after that crisis, i,e, between 64 and 67 (so Eichhorn,
Grimm, Hug, de Wette, Thiersch, Huther, Ewald, Neander,
Mayerhoff, L. Schultze's Hdbuch der theol. Wissensch. i. 2. pp.
106-109; Reithmayr, Beyschlag's NTTh. i. 377-382; Allard's
Histoire despers'ecut. i. pp. 61 f.; Farrar, Early Days of Christianity, pp. 67-85; Plumptre, Salmon, Bovon's NTTh. ii. 440 f.;
Schafer, Einl. 319-329; Hatch, Hort, Bacon, Sieffert, and
Barth), and (ii.) those which, abandoning the traditional date
of Peter's martyrdom, feel that the references to persecution
demand the eighth decade (Swete \Mark, pp. xvii f.] = 70-75;
F. J. Briggs [Critical Review, 1897, pp. 449-454]; and particularly Ramsay [Exp,* viii. pp. 8 f., n o f., 282 f.] = 75-8o). The
former position seems to fit most if not all of the internal
evidence of the epistle. The latter involves the abandonment
of A.D. 67 as the traditional terminus ad quem of Peter's life;
were the countervailing arguments decisive, this might conceivably be yielded, but, as has been already urged, their weight
is not heavy enough to tell in favour of so drastic a measure.
The lack of any reference to Paul,t alive or dead, is at first
sight surprising, upon the post-Neronic hypothesis. But the
* This date, during Paul's imprisonment in the capital, is advocated
generally by Keil, Steiger, Guericke, Wieseler (Chronologie, pp. 564 f.), and
Jacquier. Alford thinks of some date 'between 63 and 6 7 ' ; Bigg fixes
on 58-64; and B. W. Henderson (Life and Principate of Nero, 438-439)
decides for 64. Neither Mr. Henderson nor Dr. Klette (see above), both
of whom come to the study of this document from the side of classical
investigation, find any serious objection to the setting of I P. in connection
with the Roman situation of the seventh decade.
t F. W. Lewis (Exp.'' x. 319-320) argues that the epistle must have
been written after Paul's death, since the absence of any allusion to him in
jU-is indicates that Mark and Silvanus had been deprived by death of their
former leader.
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critic of ancient as well as of modern literature is well accustomed to instances in which a person or event is ignored by
a contemporary, although some allusion might more or less
reasonably be expected.
The epistle is assigned to Domitian's reign by A. H . Blom
{de Brief van Jac. pp. 241 f.), Scholten {Bijdragen, 1882, pp.
79 f), von Soden {JPT,
1883, 461 f.), Wrede {ZNW., 1900,
pp. 75-85), J. Reville {Les Origines de I'episcopat, i. pp. 358 f.),
and McGiffert {AA. pp. 482 f., 593 f.), as well as by Harnack
(in its original form, A.D. 83-93 or even earlier), Soltau (see
below), Volter (in its original form, before A.D. 96), and Knopf
{NZ. 90 f.). T h e objections to this date are (i.) that the
allusions to any so-called persecution do not necessarily (see
above) point to the Domitianic period; (ii.) that on such a
hypothesis it is not any easier to understand the geographical
address of i^ than on the hypothesis that the epistle was
written by Silvanus for Peter; and (iii.) that the pseudonymous
theory fails (s6e above) to account adequately for the lack of
emphasis on Peter's prestige and apostolic qualifications. It is
true that an author who wrote under an apostolic name would
feel less inclination to emphasise his nom de guerre if he wrote
merely for hortatory purposes than if he had any polemical or
theological aim (so Wrede).
Still, this consideration hardly
meets the data of i P. It is the apparent absence of definite
motive which tells against the pseudonymous hypothesis most
heavily.
Once the ' mediating' tendency of the epistle is
abandoned, it becomes more difficult than ever to find any
satisfactory place for it after Peter's death, and the further down
we go, the object of the writing becomes less and less obvious.
Any writer, producing a work under Peter's name, towards the
end of the first century, would almost certainly have coloured
the personality of the apostle to suit not only the tradition
(cp. Mt i6i8'-; Clem. Rom. 40-41), but the contemporary status
of his office. Volkmar's hypothesis, that it was composed under
Antoninus, c. A.D. 140 {ZWT., 1861, pp. 427 f.), drops with his
idea that Enoch (quoted in 3^®) was not written till A.D. 132, and
in any case the use of the epistle by Polykarp rules such a view
out of court, as well as that of Zeller {ZWT,
1876, pp. 35 f),
Steck {JPT,
1891, pp. 561 f.), and van Manen, who adhere
to Hadrian's reign. The choice really lies between the age of
Trajan and that of Domitian. The former view was at one
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time almost dominant (Cludius, Schwegler's NZ. ii. 14 f.; Hilgenfeld, Einl. 624 f,; Baur, Mangold, Lipsius, Keim, Weizsacker's A A. ii. 160; W Briickner, Hausrath, and S. Davidson, INT. i. 529-563), and is still maintained by Holtzmann
{GGA, 1894, pp. 27 f.), Schmiedel {EBi. 761-762), Baljon,
Kreyenbiihl (Evglm der Wahrheit, i. 97 f.), Pfleiderer {Urc, iv.
250-251), and P. Schmidt {ZWT, 1907, pp. 24f.). Recently
there has been a disposition, however, to retreat towards the
beginning of the second century,* in the direction of a date c,
A.D. 100 rather than A.D. I 12-117, as in the case of Cone
{Gospel and its Interpretations, pp. .260 f.), Jiilicher {GGA,,
1884, pp. 549 f.), and Gunkel, partly to allow time for the
epistle's use by Papias and Polykarp, partly because the alleged
traces of the Trajanic persecution under Pliny no longer seem
decisive (indeed, when the imperial cultus was in force, an
unqualified phrase like that of 2" becomes almost incredible),
and partly owing to a general retreat from the Tubingen t idea
{e,g. Schwegler, NZ. ii. 22) that the epistle represents a secondcentury attempt, from the Jewish Christian side, to come to
some understanding with the Pauline opposition. The lastnamed conception is no longer defensible or defended, though
two romantic attempts have been made recently to combine
part of it with a defence of the Petrine authorship, Zahn
{Einl. § 41) suggesting that Gentile Christians would feel in• One unresolved difficulty in the path of this hypothesis lies in the relaxation of the imperial regime after Domitian's assassination in 96. There is
nothing to account for the sense of pressure about A.D. 100, when there was
rather a lull in the storm.
t Even Mayerhoff (pp. 103 f.) and Reuss (NTTh. ii. pp. 262 f.) at one
time detected a mediating tendency in the epistle, while some (e.g. Alford)
detect in 5** a ratification of the Pauline type of doctrine originally taught
in these churches. Schmiedel still takes 5'^'* as an expression of ecclesiastical
tendency, although in the same breath he avers that " the remaining contents
of the epistle show little of that tendency to bring about a reconciliation
between Paulinism and Jewish Christianity which the Tubingen school
attributed to i t " (EBi. 4521). For "little," " n o t h i n g " ought to be
substituted. But, even apart from that, the interpretation is inconsistent and
inadequate. The coherence and point of the writing are lost, if a special
and subtle motive is introduced at the very close. Whichever way the
epistle moves, it must move all together, like Wordsworth's cloud, if it
moves at all. Cp. Pfleiderer's Paulinismus (Eng. tr.), ii. pp. 149 f., and
Hilgenfield (ZWT, 1873, pp. 465 f.). The arguments against the Trajanic
date are best put by Usteri (pp. 239 f.).

342

HOMILIES AND PASTORALS

spirited and consoled by receiving such counsels of faith from
one who had been the leader of the circumcision (Gal 2^, whilst
Chase conjectures (p. 790) that Paul actually summoned Peter
to Rome in order that their co-operation might be an objectlesson of unity, and that Silvanus, though the bearer of Peter's
letter, was primarily Paul's messenger to the Asiatic Christians.
§ 8. Literary structure.—Four endeavours have been made, from different sides, to show that the writing is of more or less composite origin.
(a) Harnack's view (TU. ii. 2. 106-109, ACL, ii. I. 451-465), partly anticipated by Cludius, that i'"^ and 5i»-i* represent second-century additions*
(A.D. 150-175) to an earlier, anonymous homily, in order to guarantee its
apostolic rights to a place in the rising canon of Christian scriptures, is due
to his perception of the insuperable difficulties that beset any form of the
pseudonymous hypothesis; but it is liable to the crucial objections that (i.)
it fails to explain why a homily which is ex hypothesi so devoid of Petrine
and so full of Pauline Christianity should be attributed to Peter; (ii.) that
it implies the tract or homily began with Blessed be the God and Father, etc.
(l"-)—an opening which is otherwise known to us (cp. 2 Co i', Eph i') only
as the sequel to the address of an epistle ; t (iii.) that the difficulties in
|i-s ^12-M ajg at least as explicable on the hypothesis of these verses being
original as on that of their addition by a later scribe; (iv.) that Hamack
frankly abandons all attempts to explain why in a so-called ' catholic' epistle
a definite selection of provinces, and, indeed, of such provinces as those of i*,
should be introduced; (v.) that the true grace of God (5**) bears directly,
though not exclusively, on the main thought of the epistle (cp. 5 " after you
have suffered a little the God of all grace shall, etc.), namely, that the reality
of God's grace and the genuineness of his calling are not to be doubted on
account of the suffering to which they expose the Christian; (vi.) that this
view involves the unlikelihood of one corrected copy having supplanted the
numerous uninterpolated copies which must have been in circulation
throughout the churches before the particular scribe began his work; and
(vii.) that the self-designation in 5* (a witness of the sufferings of Christ)
points naturally to Peter,t whether the epistle is pseudonymous or not,
rather than to some unknown Roman confessor, just as the following allusion
• Possibly made by the author of 2 Peter (3I). This is as precarious as
the alternative idea that the writing had originally another address, but it i<
more plausible than the hypothesis that Peter's name was added by some
irresponsible scribe, " w h o had no idea of giving the epistle canonical
authority, but thought he saw good reason for regarding it as the work of
Peter" (McGiffert, A A, p. 596). If the data of the writing afford no sufficient motive for pseudonymity, they are still less likely to have suggested
Peter to any scribe or copyist.
t Similarly, on the analogy of the other early Christian epistles, S^*"'*
suggests the close of a letter or epistle, not of a homily, and an allusion like
that of 5* confirms this idea.
J T h e similar phrase in i Co 15" Is not quite parallel, and does not fix
the sense of the term here.
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to shepherding the flock of God (5^"') echoes the tradition afterwards voiced
injn2i"'"'''
For these reasons, diawn from internal and external evidence
alike, this ingenious theory cannot be held to have hit the ford exactly.*
(b) Soltau's essay (SA', 1905, 302 f. ; 1906, 4 5 6 - 4 6 0 ) , ! starting from the
erroneous literary criterion that an original writer will eschew verbal repetitions, disentangles an early Christian tract or homily, written during Domitian's reiijn, from a series of interpolations (l'"^ 3"'^^ 4'"° 5^''*- ^"'^*, with
smaller insertions, e.g., in l^^"" 2^3'^'') which transformed it into a Petrine
epistle. T h e proofs of literary dependence ( 5 ' on Tit 2'', 5* on H e I3'-''',
5°'' on J a 4*, and ^^'-i-"" on Col 2^^'^^ 3^), however, are most h a z a r d o u s ; the
evidence for a difference of tone and style between the original and the later
additions is not convincing (e.g. 2" explains 5'* quite as well as l ' , while the
conceptions of l'"'' are not different from those of the body of the writing) ;
and if 5*'' does appear slightly disconnected in its present setting, instead of
regarding it as an interpolation (for which the contents afford no justification),
I should prefer to regard 5''* as a misplaced section which originally lay
between 3 ' and 3*.
(c) Volter's independent attempt (Der Erste Petrusbrief, seine Entstehung und Stellung in der Geschichte des Urchristentums,
1906) distinguishes
a pseudonymous Petrine epistle, written at R o m e previous to the Domitianic
persecution, from a series of later interpolations ('ITJCTOO Xpiarov, Ilocroi;
BiBvvlas, I^ ; Kal p.
irXiiBwdelTi, l" ; rov Kvp'iov
Xpiarov, Si dvaardaeios
'I. X. iK veKpHv, i ' ; iv diroK. ' I . X., l^ ; Sv . , . iriareiovres Si, I* ; l " ; iv
irveipari aylip diroar. dTr' ovpavov, i^" ; iv diroK. ' I . X . , I ^ ; i^^-^i 2*^ ; Sid ' I .
X., 2» ; ^ir' airip, 2" ; 2"^-"^; rbv Xpiarbv, 3 " ; iv XpuTrip, 3 ! ' ; 3i8-4«; Sid 'I.X.,
4 I I ; 4'*-^* ; Kai pdprvs
KOivuvbs, 5' ; elSbres
iirireXetaBat, 5* ; bXlyov
iraBbvras, iv Xpiarip, 51" ;iv p., 5 " ; TOIS iy Xpiarip, 5") added J <•. 115 A.D. dur* McGiffert (AA. 598 f.) ingeniously suggests Barnabas as the author of
the anonymous original. Certainly, so far as we can judge, Paul, Barnabas,
and Peter were the only three men who stood in the relationship indicated
by 511-W to Mark and Silvanus. Barnabas had been in touch with Paul and
Asia M i n o r ; he was a Hellenist, also, who would know the L X X . But 2*"'
need not have come from a Levite, and Barnabas h a d n o special call to
remain anonymous as an author,
t Cp. Clemen's adverse discussion (SK,, 1905, 619-628).
X 3^^'°* and 4 ' , the passages on the descent and mission to the underworld,
are no doubt parenthetical; but this does not involve their interpolation at a
later date, as Cramer (Nieuwe bijdragen, vii. 4. 73 f., 126 f.) and A. Meyer
(die moderne Forschung Uber die Gesch. d. Urc., 1898, p. 43) propose (cp.
Baljon, Theol. Stud., 1891, 429-431), followed recently by P . Schmidt
(ZWT.,
1907, 42 f.), who assigns 31*'- and 4* to various hands, the latter
interpolation being made by one who either did not know of 3 ' " " or wished to
emphasise a simpler and more orthodox idea of the descensus. I n any case,
the interpolation must have been inserted during the earlier part of the second
century, as Origen found it in his text. Yiaxt(EGT.
v. 2 f.) suggests that 4 ' ^ - 5 "
is a postscript intended for some of the community who were exposed to special
t r i a l ; but the allusions to persecution in 2 - 3 are sufficient to show that the
lituation of the churches addressed was probably homogeneous in this respect.
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ing the Asiatic persecution under Trajan. This hypothesis is beset, however,
with insuperable difficulties, literary and historical. It is improbable that
any writing towards the close of the first century would be circulated as
Petrine which explicitly avoided all mention of Jesus Christ (p. 27 ; by
way of protest against Paul's Christology !) and contented itself with
religious conceptions which added nothing specifically Christian to the
OT. piety.
(d) Perdelwitz (Die Mysterienreligion und das Problem des I Petrusbriefes, 1911) regards l'-4^' as a baptismal address, added to a homily for
the general church of these neophytes, a church composed mainly of
people who had once been members of a mystery-cult like that of Cybele.
But even to this Wendland's verdict applies: "hier, wie bei Col Jac II
Petr Barnabas halte ich alle Zerstiickelungshypothesen fiir Spielerei"
(HBNT i. 2. 368). Perdelwitz's proofs of a literary fusion in I Pt are less
attractive than his evidence for a background of ' mystery-religion.'
Any theory of the writing thus turns out to involve a fairly speculative reconstruction of the historical data requisite for its setting. If, as
Harnack insists, the alternative lies between some form of his own theory
and a Petrine origin, the latter probably will carry the day. An early date
is favoured by the absence of any heretical tendencies among the readers,
the naive outlook on the imminent end (4^"')) and the exercise of charismatic
gifts (4'°) ; aTroKdXvtliis and dvaarpo<p^ are favourite words of the epistle,
and by common consent it has the stamp of primitive Christianity more
clearly than any other, not only of the writings in the Petrine New Testament
(Gospel, Acts, Epp., Apoc), but of the post-Pauline writings. The hypothesis
of Silvanus' share in its composition is not illegitimate, and since it meets
the difficulty of the style as well as—in part—that of the religious outlook,
while the problem of the " persecution "-allusions is not insuperable, there
is some reason to accept the pastoral as the earliest literary memento of the
primitive apostolic mission, a writing which voices not so much a personality
as a great cause. The fact that it is practically the sole witness of its class,
is intelligible in the light of the mission itself. If tradition is to be credited,
attention to literary composition was precluded, as a rule, not simply by
natural inaptitude, but by the more pressing concerns of practical organisation
and propaganda (cp. Eus. H, E, iii. 24. 3 : r9]S rav oipavQv fiaaiXelas rijv
yvuaiv iirl irdaav Kar'qyyeXXov ri)V olKOvpivTjv, airovSijs rijs irepl rb Xoyoypaipeiv
piKpdv iroioipevoi (ppovrlSa' Kal TOVT lirparrov &T€ p.elj;ovt Kal virip dyBpuirov
i^vwriperoipevoi SiaKovli/.),

THE EPISTLE

OF JUDAS.

LITERATURE.—(a) Editions — Luther (1523); Calvin (1551); R.
Tumbull (London, 1606); Grotius, Annotationes (1650); Manton (1658);
J. C. Wolf (1735); Witsius (Basel, 1739); C. F. Schmid (Leipzig, 1768);
Semler (Halle, 1784); Hasse (Jena, 1786); Hartmann (1793); L. Morus
(1794) ; H. C. A. Haenlein (Erlangen, 1799) ! M. T. Laurman (Groningen,
1818); Schneckenburger (Stuttgart, 1832) ; K. R. Jachmann (1838) ; C. A.
ScharUng (1841); de Wette (1847); R. Stier (Berlin, 1850); E. Amauld
(Recherches critiques sur P ipitre de Jude, avec commeniaire, 1851 ; Eng. tr,

T H E E P I S T L E O F JUDAS

345

in 'British and Foreign Evang. Review,' July 1859)*; M. F . Rampf
(Salzburg, 1854) * ; John Lillie (New York, 1854); F. Gardiner (Boston,
1856); Fronmiiller (Lange's Bibel-Werk*, Eng. tr.. New York, 1867);
Wiesinger (Olshausen's Comjn. 1862); Th. Schott (Eriangen, 1863); M. F.
Roos (1864); B. Bruckner* (Leipzig, 1865); Ewald (1870); Bisping(1871);
Alford*( 1871); Hofmann (1875); Huther (— Meyer*, 1877, Eng. tr. 1881);
Reuss (1878 ; Plumptre (Cambridge Bible, 1880); 'Lnxaby (Speaket's Comm.
1881); Angus (SchafPs Comm. 1883); Keil (Leipzig, 1883); Salmond
(Pulpit Comm. 1889); F. Spitta, Der 2 Brief des Petrus und der Brief des
fudas (1885)*; Burger^ (Kurzgefasster Comm, 1895); Kiihl (—Meyer',
1897)* ; G. Wandel, Der Brief Judas (Leipzig, 1898); von Soden' (HC,
1899); Basil Gheorghiu (Czernowitz, 1901)*; C. Bigg' {ICC. r902)*;
Calmes (Paris, 1905); F. Weidner (New York, 1906); J. B. Mayor, The
Epistle of St, Jude and the Second Epistle of St. Peter (1907)* ; G. Hollmann (SNT", 1907); J. de Zwaan (Tweede Petrus en Judas, 1909)* ; J. B.
UayoT (EGT, 1910); Windisch (HBNT. 1911); R. Knopf (—Meyer',
1912); M. R. James (CG^r. 1912); G. Wohlenberg (ZJT. 1915).
(b) Studies—Adam Sasbouth, In Epist, Jrtdce (1500); C. Sibelius, In
divinam J. apostoli epistolam condones sacra (Amsterdam, 1631); AntoineNicolas du Bois, Catholica Juda epistola . . . explicata (Paris, 1644); Dahl,
De Authent. Epp. Petri post, etjudce (Rostock, 1807); J. D. Schulze, Der
schriftstellerische Charakter n, Werth des Petrus, Judas, und Jakobus
(Leipzig, 1811); A. Jessieu, De authentia ep. Judce (1821); L. A. Amauld's
Essai Critique sur Vauthent, de Jude (1835); Mayerhoff's Petrinische
Schriften, pp. 171-182 (1835)*; F . Brun's Essai d'une introd. critique ^
Pipttre de Jude (1842); E. Arnauld, Examen de Tobjection faite h Pipttre de
J. au sujet de ses citat. apocryphes (1849); Ritschl (SK,, 1861, pp. 103 f., on
the errorists); Schenkel {BL. iii. 433f.); Schwegler's ./VZ. i. 518-522;
Straatman (TT,, 1879, pp. l o o f . ) ; Venables (Smith's DB, i. 1164-I167);
Sabatier (ESR. vii. 476-478); Farrar, Early Days of Christianity (ch. x i . ) ;
A. Vieljeux, Introd, h Pipttre de Jude (Montauban, 1894); Moffatt (HNT.
589 f.); Cone (EBi, 2630-2632); Sieffert {PRE. ix. 589-592); Chase
(DB. ii. 799-806)*; V. Ermoni (Vigouroux' DB. iii. 1807 f.); Zahn
(Einl, § 43); F. Maier {Biblische Studien, xi. 1906, I-2) * ; T. Barns, ' The
Epistle of Jude, A Study in the Marcosian Heresy' (JTS., 1905, 391-411,
answered by Mayor, ibid, pp. 569-577); Maier (Zeitschrift fiir kath. Theologie, 1906, 693-729); Bacon (EB.^^ xv. 537-538); Werdermann's Die
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§ I. Contents.—After the address (vv.^"^) the writer explains
that his reason for communicating with his friends (vv.^-) is to
warn them against a body of errorists within the church, a set of
loud, arrogant, and poisonous characters,^ whose doom {TOVTO TO
Kpip.a, proleptic) is violently and vividly described as that of
their older angelic and human prototypes (vv.^"^'^) in vice. The
writer especially recalls a prediction of their fate in the book of
* The phrase rives here (v.*), as, e.g., in Gal a " (see above, p. 85), hai
'quelque chose de m^prisant' (Amauld).
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Enoch (vv.i^'-),'* and urges his readers to adhere (vv.'''"'*• ^^•)
steadfastly to the primitive, apostolic tradition of the faith against
plausible innovations (cp. v.^ ry Hira^ irapaSo6tiarj). With a brief
doxology (vv.2*"^*) the letter closes. Religious conservatism f
is its keynote. T h e pretensions of the da-e/Sel': are contrasted
with the fixed and final Christian tradition (cp. i Jn 2^"^- 4^'- 5"'-).
Their very methods and fate are no new thing; long ago {irdXai)
this had been foreseen by prophets and apostles alike. T h e
writer disclaims originality even for his own warnings; all he
requires to do is to remind orthodox Christians (vv.^- ^^) of the
principles and prophecies of that faith which they already know
(cp. I Jn 220-21)^—a plea for orthodoxy which is curiously bound
up with belief in several superstitions drawn from what the author
of Titus ( i " ) would have sharply denounced as 'Jewish myths.'
Conservatism involves retrospect, and the epistle looks back upon the
apostolic age as (vv.*- '') J distant and authoritative. These allusions are
not to be explained away as if they meant no more than that the apostles were
scattered (and therefore out of reach), or that the primitive Palestinian
apostles alone are conceived of as dead. Neither does the fXeyov ipiv
necessarily imply that the readers had at one time been hearers of the
apostles. On the other hand, it is a forced interpretation of v." which finds
in it an allusion to the Lord's punishment of unbelieving Israel at the fall
of Jerusalem (so, e.g., Hofmann, Zahn); for, apart from other reasons
(cp. F. Maier's essay in BZ., 1904, 377-397), rb Seirepov refers not to two
separate events, but to a stage later than the aiiaas (cp. I Co lO^*-, He 3^^'')>
and it would be irregular to introduce a symbolic modern (contrast TrdXai,
V.*) example in the midst of historical ones. The order of*''is no doubt
unchronological, but the anticlimax is not bettered by shifting v.' into the
NT period. The reverse attempt (e.g. Credner, Rampf, Bleek, Gutjahr) to
argue from J.'s silence that he must have written prior to the disaster of
A.D. 70, is as unconvincing here as in the case of Hebrews. It is doubtful if
the destruction of Jerusalem would have seemed to him an instance of divine
* On the Enochic background of the epistle, cp. Lods, Le livre d'Hinoch
(pp. 98-100), M. R. James (pp. xlif.), and Chase (DB. ii. 801-802).
t " Jude's language about the Faith is highly dogmatic, highly orthodox,
highly zealous. His tone is that of a bishop of the fourth century" (Bigg,
P- 325)X While irlaris by itself was used objectively by Paul now and then (cp.
Gal i"', Phil i " , cp. Ac 6'), the context and the form of v.'' {the faith once for
all delivered, not to you, but to the saints), taken with v.^' {your most holy
faith), show unmistakably the sub-apostolic atmosphere (cp. e.g. Polykarp,
who speaks of being ' built up els rijv SoBetaav iptv irlariv' [iii. 2, iv. 2]).
But there is no allusion to any formula of faith transmitted to the disciples, as
A. Seeherg contends (Der Katechismus d. Urchristenheit, 1903, pp. 195-196);
vlaris is simply the body of Christian belief.
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judgment on sceptical antinomianism, and in any case his choice of instances
is dictated by special motives, e.g. the desire to adduce the prototypes of error
in ancient prophecy, particularly firom apocalyptic sources.

§ 2. Characteristics.—The writer and his circle are at home
within the (pp. 32 f.) Hterature and legends * of Judaism, as the
allusions to the book of Enoch and (vv.^- ^*) the Assumption of
Moses (cp. R. H. Charles, Assumption of Moses, pp. 105 f.) show;
but this is no clue to the epistle's date or milieu, since both were
written by the time of Jesus, and since the former was widely
read and honoured in early Christianity, if we may judge from the
allusions and citations of the first and second centuries (cp. F.
Martin, Le livre d'Henoch, 1906, pp. cxiif. j Lawlor m. Journal of
Philology, 1897, 164-225). The latter " represents that tendency
in Jewish thought which was most nearly allied to primitive
Christianity" (Burkitt, DB. iii. 449), and its opposition to the
antinomian tendencies of the Sadducees may have recommended
it to J. in view of his contemporary errorists. His familiarity
with apocalyptic literature is probably responsible for the OVTOI
ela-iv rubric, cp. vv.^^) ^<'- ^^- ^^- ^^, a favourite expression with such
writers (cp. e.g. Zee 1^; Apoc 7^* etc.. En 46^, Slav. En 7*
etc.), as well as for the Hebraistic colouring of his periods.f
" Die ganze Redeweise ist iiber aus lebhaft und gedrangt, plastisch
und konkret, mit einem Wort: echt orientalisch" (F. Maier,
p. 168). The fondness for triple grouping (vv.2- *• 6-7. 8. lU. 2s. 25c)
is more outstanding than the three instances where a fivefold
arrangement (w.^^'^'- ^^- ^s) can be observed, and there is a
certain balance and even rhythm of structure (cp. Gladder in
/TS., 1904, 598-603) visible in the antithetical poise of various
sentences and paragraphs, which smacks of the older Jewish
writings. These features,, however, do not stamp the work as
late or early. The epistle shares with Luke's writings in the NT
collection, words like dyoAXiao-is (He i^ LXX), oXoyos, the
Hellenistic x'^P'Ta for x°^P"' (v.* = Ac 24^^ 25®), ivv7rvia^6p.evoi
(Ac 2" LXX), and the dative in v." = Lk iS^i: with Hebrews,!
* On the Michael-myth, see J. T. Marshall (ET. xi. 390-391) and
Lueken's Erzengel Michael (iSgS), with Cheyne's Bible Problems (226f.).
t That he was a Jewish Christian does not necessarily follow, much less
that his audience were Jewish Christians (Hoennicke, JC. 92-93), though
the former inference is plausible on broader grounds.
X Cp. the collocation of three participles with a finite vb. (v."** =
He i2i-»).
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dvTiXoyia, Z6<f}0^, peyaXoxrvvt); and with Paul one or two terms,
s u c h a s dtStos, Kvpiorrjs, olKrjrripiov,

a n d vpoypdc^eiv,

b e s i d e s ayio«

and KX-QTOL But these are either too casual or too diverse in
meaning to prove any literary relationship. Apart from the
allusion in v.^^ to language which the later Gnostics had adopted
from Paul (cp. i Co 2"), and the resemblances of the address
(cp. I Th I*, 2 T h 213) and the doxology (v.2*f- = Ro \6^^-^,
see above, p. 135), there is httle or nothing to indicate any use
or even reminiscences of the genuine Pauline correspondence.
The impression of a similarity of atmosphere between the epistle
and the Pauline pastorals is heightened, however, by a series
of coincidences in thought and expression (5-" = 2 Ti 3^, the
use of TTio-Tis and of Oeos vuiryp), particularly in v.^^ which
implies the circulation of a prophecy such as has been preserved in these pastorals. It is therefore highly probable that
the latter were known to this writer, though there is no clear
evidence that he used them.
§ 3. Relation to 2 Peter.—Special literature: E. A. Richter,
De origine epist. P, posterioris ex epist. Judce repetenda (1810);
E. Moutier, La seconde epttre de Pierre et celle de Jude (Strassburg,
1829), Mayerhoff's Einleitung in die petrinischen Schriften (1835),
pp. 171-182; B. Weiss {SK, 1866, 256 f.); O. Michael in
Festschrift fiir Ficke (Leipzig, 1897); H . Schwienhorst, Das
Verhaltniss des Judasbriefes zum zweiten Petrusbrief untersucht
(Miinster, 1904); A. Maier {TQ., 1905, 547-580); J. B. Mayor
'mEGT. V. 303-317.
The similarities between Judas and 2 P. are not altogether
confined to '^ of the former and the second chapter of the
latter (cp. e.g Jud s - 2 P 221, Jud 6-7 = 2 P 3^, Jud i7-i8=, 2 P 31'-,
Jud 21- 23 = 2 P 3I*, Jud 24 = 2 P 3!^ Jud 25 = 2 P 3I8), but in that
chapter they mount up to an exceptional height, as may be seen
from the following summary:
JDDAS

2 P 2

(*) For certain men have slipped in
by stealth (irapeiaiSvaav), those who
were long ago {irdXai) predestined
(els rovro rb Kplpa) to this doom
—impious men, perverting our God's
grace into do-e\7£iav, and denying

(') False teachers, men who shall
stealthily introduce
(irapeiad^ovai)
destructive heresies
denying
the Master who bought them (rbv
dyopdaavra
airois
Seairanjv
dpvoipievoi).*

* T h e contrast of dyopdaavra is with the extortionate demands of the
jrrorists for remuneration (2*, cp. Tit i'^ ; Iren. i. 13. 3 ; Eus. H. E. v. 18. 2).
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(") And many still follow their
the only Master and our Lord Jesus
Christ (Kal rbv pbvov Seairbriiy Kal acTEXyEias
Kipiov Tipdv 'I. X. dpvoipevoi).
(*) oXsrb Kplpa^KiraXai oix dpyet,
(') And angels which kept not their
{*) God spared not angels when
office but abandoned their own habit- they sinned, but thrusting them down
ation, he has kept under the nether to Tartarus, to pits of nether blackblackness in fetters everlasting ness (aeipots ^b<pov), delivered them to
(Seapots d'l'Slois iirb j^bipov rerijpr)Kev)
be kept for judgment (vapiSuKey els
for the judgment (els Kplaiv) of the Kplaiy Ti]povpivovs),
great day.
(') Even as* Sodom andGomorrha,
(•) Reducing the cities of Sodom
with the surrounding cities . . are and Gomorrha to ashes .
making
exhibited as a warning (Setypui,), an example of them (iirbSeiypa reundergoing the penalty of fire eternal. OeiK^s),
(*) These men f with their sensual
(^•) Those who walk after the flesh
dreams pollute the flesh (adpKa p.ial- in the lust of pollution (birlaw aapKbs
vovaiv), contemn the Lordship (Kvpib- [=Jud 7 birlaoi crapxAs] iv iiriBvplg.
Tiyra dBerovaiv), and abuse Majesties pxaapov), and despise the Lordship
(Sb^as pXaa^ijpiovaiy).
(KvpibrijTOs). Daring (roXpiiral, cp.
Jud * ) , . . . they tremble not when
they abuse Majesties (Sb^as §iXaa4>ripovvres),
(•) Now when Michael the arch(") Whereas angels . . .f
angel was disputing with the devil in
controversy over the body of Moses,
he dared not (oix iroXp-fjaev) bring
an abusive accusation against him do not bring an abusive accusation
(Kplaiv iireveyKcty fiXaaipijplas).
against them (<pipovaiy ^XdatpripMy
Kplaiv),
(") But these men, like irrational
(^"j But these men heap abuse on
whatever they are ignorant of (oCrot brutes (oCrot di, dis &Xoya i'cDa) by
Si, 8aa piv oiK olSaaiv fiXaaipripovaiy), nature bom ((pvaiKd) for capture and
* The region of the Dead Sea, with its volcanic features, is associated in
En 17' with the subterranean burning of the fallen angels. In 2 P. the
deluge is inserted between the fall of the angels and the destruction of Sodom
and Gomorrha (cp. 3^), whereas Cain and Korah fall out. By the omission
of the apostasy of the Israelites, 2 P. straightens out the chronology of Jud.
On the other hand, 2 P.'s insertion of God's rescuing mercy (2^ '• *), when
contrasted with Jud *i"^, shows that the situation has become more serious.
2 P.'s start with the fallen angels is motived by the fact that they were the
instructors of mankind in malpractices, according to Jewish tradition (cp. En.
ix. 5-6, X. 7, etc.), and consequently the natural prototype of false teachers
(2''-); his insertion anticipates the milder thought of 3^, and is suggested by
the allusion of I P 3^" to Noah. J.'s reference to the sin of the angels in
connection with Sodom echoes the tradition preserved in Test. Napth. iii.
t Peter's generalising version is less clear than J . ' s ; indeed, were it not
for the latter, it would be fair to call it " the most enigmatical sentence in the
N.T." (Alford).
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and whatever they do understand by
nature {(pvaiKibs), like the irrational
brutes (ws rd dXoya fcpa), through
that are they corrupted ((pBelpovrai).
(U) They went the road of (T^ bSip)
Kain, rushed headlong for wages
(piaBov) in the error of Balaam.
(") T h e s e men are the sunken
rocks (airiXdSes) in your love-feasts
(iv rats dydirais bpdv), feasting with
you (avveviiixoipevoi).
^ia-i8j Rainless
clouds (ve<piXai
ivvSpoi), swept along by winds
for whom the nether blackness of
darkness has been for ever reserved
(oXs b ib(pos TOV (TKirrovs els aldva
rer-^pijrai).
(^') Their mouth speaks extravagantly (iiripoyKa).
(") Remember the words (pvfia6T)re
Twy {)i]pdrtjiv) spoken beforehand by
the apostles of our L o r d Jesus (ruv
wpoeipiipiviav iirb rS>y diroarbXwv),
(!') how they told you : at the end
of the time (iir' iaxdrov rov xp<5''ou)
there shall be (iaovrai, v.l. iXeiaovrai)
scoffers (ipiratKrai),
walking after
their own impious lusts (Kard rds
iavrZy
iiriBvplas
iropevbpevoi
rdv
Ao'e/Secu)!').

PASTORALS
corruption ((pBopdv), uttering abuse
about things they are ignorant of (iv
oXs dyvoovaiv pXaa<pTipovvTes), shall
also perish in their corruption (iv ry
ipBopq. airCbv ipBap^aovrai).
('») They followed the road ( r j
bSip) of Balaam the son of Bosor,*
who loved the wages (piaBby) of malpractice.
(•*) Spots and blots (airiXoi Kal
pQpoi)
iy rats dirdraisf
(v.l.
d,7d7rais) airuv ,
feasting with
you (avveviaxoipevoi vptv).
(") These men are
waterless
fountains (injyal ivvSpoi) and mists
driven by a squall
for whom the
nether blackness of darkness has been
reserved (oTs b ^b<pos rov OKbrovs els
alCiva Ter-^pTjrai),
C ) Uttering futile extravagances
(viripoyKa).
(3^) Remember the words spoken
beforehand (pviiaBTJvai ruv irpoeipT)piiviav) by the holy prophets and the
commandment of the apostles sent
you from the Lord and S a v i o u r ; J
3 ' knowing this first of all, that in
the last days (iir' iaxdrwv rdv ijpepuv)
scoffers (ipiratKrai) shall come (iXeiaovrai) scoffing, walking after their
own lusts (Kard rds ISlas iviBvplas
airdv iropevbpevoi).

These phenomena imply either (a) the common use of some earlier document, or (b) a literary relationship between the two epistles. T h e former
theory fails to explain anything except the legendary elements, which can
satisfactorily be accounted for, especially since the discovery of the book of
Enoch, without conjecturing (with older critics like H e r d e r and Hasse)
some Persian original, or § some Aramaic document containing Noachic and
* Bosor b a blunder for Beor (cp. S B), unless, with A. Sanda (BZ.,
1904, i 8 8 f . ) , it is to be taken geographically.
t For this use of dirdrii, see Nageli's Der Wortschdtz d. Paulus, p. 15.
X Spitta and Baljon omit Kal rijs
aiiirijpos as a g l o s s ; Blass inserts
Sid between rijs and rwv (as in the title of the Didach6).
§ Cp. Sherlock's Dissertation concerning the Authority of the Second Epistle
of Peter; Kaiser's Commentarius, quo lingua aramaica usus ad judicanda et
interpretanda plure N.T. loca
. . defenditur (18^1), pp. 77f., and Lumby
in Exp.^ iv. 461.
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Enochic prophecies upon the deluge, or, finally, a Jewish or Jewish Christian
'Strafpredigt.'* The alternative hypothesis (b) is rather to be accepted in
the form of a dependence of 2 P. upon Judas (so most critics, especially
Credner, Alford, Ewald, Hilgenfeld, Holtzmann, Abbott, Weiss, Baljon,
James, Chase, F. Maier, Jiilicher, Salmon, Mayor, and Belser, as against
Luther's opinion, which was supported by Dietlein, Lumby, Mansel, Hofmann, Plummer, Spitta, Zahn, Wohlenberg, and Bigg), (i.) It is more likely
that a later writer should incorporate practically the bulk of a brief note like
that of Judas, than that the author of the latter should select only the
middle portion of 2 Pet. To this it is not enough to reply that he chose only
the section which suited his purpose, for if his purpose (as Spitta urges) was
to emphasise the apostolic warnings against libertines, be would have made it
more clear that he was using Peter's ipsissima uerba, and in any case a section
like that of 3 ^ would have been as apt to his aim. Furthermore (ii.) Judas
has the notes of an original writer. The style is sententious, forcible, and
terse, as compared with the cloudy and rhetorical language of 2 P. (cp.
Jud * with 2 P 2', Jud « with 2 P 2*, Jud 7 with 2 P 2«, Jud » with 2 P 2i'>, Jud »
with 2 P 2", Jud 1" with 2 P 2*'); thus—to quote one instance—the more
popular airovSi)v irapeiaipipeiv of the later writer (1°) is a relapse from the correct
nrovSijv woietaBai of Jud *. Again, (iii.) 2 P. has exaggerated the habit of
iteration which crops up now and again in Jud. (cp. rripety and fi^oj in •• "•
xplais in *• *• *', and pXaatpiipi, in *"i', also *• and •*) despite the latter's
skill in devising synonyms. In the later writer, partly owing to an imitation
of I P., where this literary trait occasionally recurs (cp. aiarripla in i ' " i ' ; xaKo.
voibs, 2^*- ^*; dyaBoir,, z^*'^''-^), the iteration of insignificant terms becomes
almost wearisome (cp. iirixopriyety, l*-" ; ivexB., jW-w . i,jco<peiyeiy, !*• *•• !»• **;
irpoipTfTela, I*- **; (pBiyyeaBai, 2^'- " ; SeXed^eiv, 2^*- >*; puaBbs dSiKlas, 2''- " ;

(TToixeta Kavaoipxya, 3^'' ^ etc. etc.). Finally, (iv.) at several points the
language of 2 P. is only intelligible from that of Judas; e.g. the generalised allusion to angels in 2 P z'"-" becomes clear from Jud • with its specific
reference to Michael. The haste and vehemence of Judas the zealot lead
him now and then into a certain confused tone of denunciation, which is
at once softened and straightened out in the later epistie. 2 P. has not the
urgency which dictated the composition of Judas ; it is more derivative than
the latter. " The impression which they leave on my mind is that in J. we
have the first thought, in P. the second thought; that we can generally
see a reason why P. ahould have altered J., but very rarely a reason why
what we read in P. should have been altered to what we find in J. P. is more
reflective, J. more spontaneous" (Mayor, p. xxv). " E s ist eine absurde
Vorstellung, dass der kleine, an Vorstellungen viel reichere Jud aus einzelnen,
da und dort herausgerissenen, Uber eine grossere Flache zerstreuten, an sich
meist ganz nebensachlichen, fast armseligen Wortem und Satzen des grossen
2 Petr zusammengestoppelt ist" (Maier, Der Judasbrief, 107-108). " Begreiflich ist, dass ein Mann, der seinen Lesern noch mehr zu sagen hatte, den
Inhalt des Judasbriefes in seinem grosseren Briefe verarbeitete; dass aber
Judas, wenn er lox den von Petrus geschilderten Irrlehrem warnen will,
itatt sich ausdriicklich auf diese grosse Autoritat zu berufen, einfach ein Stiick
• C p . Heinrici, Urc. 112, and Lit, Charakter d, NT Schriften, 78-79.
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des Petrusbriefes neu herausgibt unter seinem Namen, ist undenkbar" (Haupt
in SK, 1904, 149).

§ 4. Literary connections.—While the earliest trace of the
epistle is in 2 Pet., its brevity, limited circulation, and lack of
significant ideas prevented it from being used by other writers in
the second century; almost the only document which presents
any resemblance to it is the DidachS, where 2^ (ou /tio-^o-eis vdvra
dvOpo)irov, dXXd

ous p.ev iXey^eis,

Trepl Se ILv Trpoaev^n,

ovi Se

dyaTr-i](reis iirep rrjv ij/vxyjv <rov) recalls the similar triple sentence
of J u d 22-23 ^xaJ Q^5 i^fy iXeyx^T€ SiaKpivopiivov^,

oSs Se a-w^ert

ofis Se iXedre),"^ whilst J.'s assertion that the errorists'
Kvpiorrjra dOerova-iv (v.®) is explained by the counsel of Did. 4^
{rip-ija-eis airbv—i.e. him who speaks the word of God—As
Kvpiov' oOev yap ^ KvptoTTjs XaXeirat, CKCI Kupios CO-TIV).

The

connection between murmuring and blasphemy is not striking
enough to justify stress being laid (as, e.g., by Spitta, 534-535,
and F- Maier, p. 65) on 3^-8 as a possible instance of the use of
Jud 8-1", and even were the text of Jud 22-23 (cp. WH. ii. 106 f.)
and of Did 2^ more certain than it is, it would be imprudent to
base any conclusions of literary filiation upon so lonely and
precarious a piece of evidence. " On other grounds it seems
likely that the two documents had their origin within the same
circle of Christian thought, and it is conceivable that parts of the
Didache are ultimately the work of the author of the epistle"
(Chase, 795). Be this as it may, the Didache on the whole fails
to furnish any terminus ad quem for Judas, and still less do
Barnabas (2"> n^, against Jud s-*), 2 Clem. (20* = Jud «, cp. NTA,
129), and Hermas {Sim, v. 7. 2 = Jud ^ Sim, ix. 9. 13 against
Jud 21), though the coincidence between Mart. Polyk. (address lAeos
Ktti eiplprt] KoX dydm] . . . TrXrjOvvOeirj) = J u d ^ (eXeos vpiiv Kal eipijvij

Kal dydirti vXrjOvvOeiT]) is remarkable enough (see above, p. 336).
By the end of the second century the homily was accepted as canonical
and apostolic in Alexandria (Clement, Origen), Africa (Tertullian), and Rome
(Murat. Canon); but the very terms and context in which it is mentioned
in the Mur. Canon and even in Origen (in Matt. t. xvii. 30) indicate that
its reception was far from being unanimous ; f and this is corroborated by its
* A case for the omission (with C* Syr. hi.) of ots Si iXedre is presented
by R. A. Falconer (Exp.^ iv. 200-207); see, further, Souter (GK, 61).
+ Besides, Tertullian not only mistakes J. for an apostie, but is chiefly
interested in his epistle because it guarantees the authority of the book of
Enoch (de cultu fem. i. 3); while Clem. Alex.'s opinion is weakened by the
fact that he attributes Hebrews to Paul.
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absence subsequently from the writings of the Antioch school and the Syriac
vulgate. The suspicions (Eus. H. E. ii. 23. 25) which thus hindered its
entrance into certain circles of the church, as one of the dvriXeybpeva, were
due not to critical scruples so much as to the hesitation aroused by the source
and character of its apocryphal citations (so Jerome, de uir. illustr. ex.).
Its unpopularity in the African churches, to judge from Cyprian's lack of
reference to it and from other data, and its failure to win acceptance in the
school of Antioch, rendered its ecclesiastical career as precarious and
chequered as that of several of the other 'catholic epistles.' Its disrepute in
many quarters, particularly throughout the West, was only partially counterbalanced by the fact that Clement of Alexandria (in his Hypotoposeis, cp.
Westcott's Canon, pp. 355 f.) and Didymus of the same city (in the fourth
century) wrote comments on it, the latter with especial regard to its
compromising employment of apocryphal writings.

§ 5- Object.—The writer is not interested in the ao-e/Seis, as
the apologists of the second century are in the principles of the
errorists whom they controvert. He attempts no refutation of
their theories, nor does he go into any detail in exposing their
aberrations. He is a plain, honest leader of the church, who
knows when round indignation is more telling than argument.
His interest is purely practical. Alarmed at the possibility of his
friends being contaminated by these intruders, he writes this
brief, forcible warning, full of what Origen called ippwp.ivoi Xoyot.
It denounces* rather than describes the objects of its attack,
and there is a note of exaggerated severity in it, ' a certain hastiness and tendency to take things at the worst' (Bigg). When
the news of the movement's spread reached him (v.^), he was in
the act of composing an epistle or treatise for his friends irepl T^S
Koiv^s (Toirrjpia^: this he laid aside at once in order to lose no
time in putting them on their guard. His practical object,
together with the fact that the readers were well acquainted with
the errorists, naturally gave no occasion for a minute transcript
of the latter's aims; one or two hints emerge which indicate
their general physiognomy, but these gUmpses are neither unambiguous nor coherent, i.e. they do not point to any one of the
regular gnostic circles of which we have any knowledge. The
note of dualism (v.* TOV px>vov Secnroryv dpvo-bp.tvoi, V.25 povi^ deS) f

was common to most Gnostics, including, of course, the Carpokratians (so for Judas, Grotius and Mangold, Einl. 723 f., with
* " T o a modern reader it is curious rather than edifying, with the
exception of the beginning and end " (Mayor, p. clii).
t The phrase is not so much liturgical as a polemical reference to gnostic
theosophies (cp. Jn 5"'' 17', and E. A. Abbott's L^ial., 1895, 266/)).
2^
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Schenkel, Christusbild, i 6 i f . ; Cone, Gospel and its Earliest
Interpretations, 3 3 8 - 3 4 1 ; and Pfleiderer, Urc. iv. 251 f.) and the
Cainites (v.^i), who (according to Irenseus, i. 31. i) claimed
kinship with the Sodomites (v.'') and Korah ( v . " ) ; though the
allusion to Cain, in the light of i^-, seems to voice the Jewish
tradition, as old as Philo (cp. Siegfried's Philo, pp. i 5 o f ) , that
Cain was the first sceptic, who denied any future rewards for
the good or punishment for the wicked (Targ. Jerus. on Gn 4^).
Again, the abuse of love-feasts (v.^*), flattery of the rich (v."),
and antinomian tendencies, are common to these errorists and
to the followers of Marcus in Asia Minor, c, A.D. 160 (Iren. i.
13-21); but Judas never alludes to the women over whom
Marcus exercised extraordinary power, and the above traits are
not peculiar to the Marcosians. T h e combination of denying
Christ (v.*) with immorality would harmonise either with Tit i^*
or with the Nikolaitans"' (Apoc 2"- ^^ cp. 2^' OVK Tjpvqao) TTJV TTIITTIV
fiov). There is no evidence to connect it with any theoretical
error, such as that of Cerinthus (cp. i Jn 222^-), on the person of
Christ, but the libertine conduct of J.'s errorists was plainly
justified in their own opinion by their views (cp. v.*); just as the
Carpokratians {c. A.D. 140), whose heresy Clem. Alex. {Strom, iii.
2. 6-10) found prophetically described in this epistle, advocated
promiscuous sexual indulgence on the ground that the sexual
impulse was a God-given instinct
Cain and Korah (v.^i) were
honoured by the Ophites, of whom the Cainites were an offshoot,
and the adherents of Simon Magus and of Carpokrates are said
by Irenaeus (i. 25. i ) to have scoffed at the angels who were
responsible for the creation.
Whoever they were, they were charged by Judas with sodomy
(v.^ and sexual abuses (v.i''^),t as well as with covetousness—
* So Thiersch, Ewald, Schott, Huther, Wiesinger, Mansel, Sieffert,
Bartiet, and recently Knopf (NZ, 320-322), who argues that J.'s errorists not
only were libertines and spiritualists like the N., but shared the same attitude
towards the devil, holding that the true Christian could scoff at his power and
safely practise immorality. This involves the identification of the angelic
powers in v.* with evil spirits (so, e,g,, Weiss and Schott). A cognate view
(E. P. Gould, NTTh. pp. 157-158) makes J. point to the summary fate of
the wicked angels as a proof that angels in general need not be reviled, and
that the errorists had better not justify their sensual indulgence by appealing
' more or less cynically t o ' the ' roving propensities' of these aerial beings.
t For which the d7(i5rat (v.^) would give opportunity to the unscrupulous,
as in the case, e,g., of the Carpokratians. This lust, combined with insub>

THE EPISTLE OF JUDAS

355

the latter (v.**, v.^^ eavrois iroipLaivovre^, v.*' uf^eXeias X'^P'*')
pointing to a familiar type of the prophet or mystagogue, who
traded on the generosity and credulity of his dupes. On being
checked by the authorities of the churches, they became rebellious and discontented (Sb.ucisa) like Korah; while, like
Balaam (v.^^), they were pseudo-prophets (this is the force of
iw7rvia^6p,evoi, v.^) as well as selfish. Furthermore, they made
loud pretensions (v.^^, v.^* TO OTO/UI avrwv AaXei wepoyica),
evidently on the score of superiority to the rank and file of
ordinary Christians. Like most of the Gnostics, they appear to
have called themselves irvevp.aTiKol, in contrast to the inferior
iJnixiKol of the church (this is the point of J.'s retort in v.^^^;
the exclusiveness (vv.^** ^) and lack of brotherly love (v.^* ve<^^Aa(
awSpot, SevBpa oKafyfra), which this ostentation developed, are a
constant source of reproach in the writings of this period (cp.
I John, Ignatius). Such traits belong to the incipient phases of
some local, possibly syncretistic, development of libertinism upon
gnostic lines,'* rather than to any definite school; they cannot
be fairly explained (Spitta, 503 f., after Neander) as natural to
some ultra-Paulinists, or to errorists of a purely practical bent,
resembling those attacked by Paul at Corinth or Colossae, or to
Jewish Christian heretics (so, e,g,, Credner and Salmon).
§ 6. Period and authorship,—In view of Eph 2^ 3* and
Apoc 1820 21", the allusion to the apostles in v.^'^ would not
necessarily fix the terminus a quo for the epistle beyond the last
quarter of the first century; but neither would the evidence
just adduced from the incipient gnostic tendencies which it
controverts, converge upon a date for its composition in the
early decades of the second century. If there is an allusion in
ver. 17 to 2 Ti 31'- and i Ti 4^'-, it would be hard (cp. Jacoby,
NT Ethik, 455 f.) to attribute the authorship either (a) to Judas,
ordination, is the point made by J. (v.*) in comparing the errorists to the
fallen angels (cp. Justin, Apol, ii. 5 ; Jub iv. 15 f.), who in Jewish legend (cp.
Volz, Jud. Eschatologie, pp. 273f., and Bousset, die Religion des Judentums,
326 f., for the evidence from Enoch, etc.) were guilty of both these sins.
• So Hamack (early representatives of the Archontikoj, Kainites,
Nikolaitans, etc.) and Belser: " m a n wird sonach in diesen 'Gottlosen'
Anhanger des Simon Magus, eines Menander und Nikolaus (Iren. culv. haer,
i. 23 ; Tert. de anima, 50; Apoc 2"- ") erblicken dUrfen ; Gesinnungsgenossea
des Thebutis und Dositheus, von welchen ersterer zunachst ein Schisma
veranlasste und dasselbe bald zur Hilresie weiteibildete (Eus. H. E. IT. 22)"
{Einl. 661-662).
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the brother of James (Mk 6^, Mt 13^^), who is supposed (Clem.
Alex.) to have described himself as the servant, not the brother,
of the Lord, owing to reverent humility (so the large majority of
edd.); or {b) to the apostolic* Judas of Lk 6^*, Ac i " (so, e.g.,
Bertholdt, Schneckenburger, Hofmann, Lange, Keil, Belser,
Wordsworth); or {c) even to Judas Barsabas (Ac 1522-23),
the prominent prophet of the Jerusalem-church (so Schott,
Welcker, Dr. John Lightfoot, Works, viii. 38-39 ; Selwyn, and
Plumptre). {b) is weakened by the dubiety clinging to TovSas
'laKiL^ov (which may mean ' son of James' rather than
'brother'), and like (a) is handicapped by the difficulty of
seeing how Judas could have lived long enough to write
the epistle. The well-known story about the grandsons of
Judas, the brother of James of Jerusalem, being brought before
Domitian, suggests that the grandfather could hardly have survived till c. A.D. 85. Apart from this, it must be admitted, a fair
case can be made out for his authorship, and many scholars find
themselves able to read the allusions to the errorists in such a
way as to place them in the third quarter of the first century,
thus interpreting the title literally, f Renan (iii. ch. x.) is alone
in relegating it to c. A.D. 54 as a covert and rancorous pamphlet
against Paul, but a date within the seventh decade of the first
century (Arnauld, Weiss) is upheld by many scholars, e.g. 60-64
(Bigg), 63 f. (Bisping, F. Maier, Gheorghiu), 64-66 (Rampf,
Henkel, Schafer, pp. 314 f.; Gutjahr, Belser, Kaulen, Trenkle),
or predominantly 66 f. (Reithmayr, Valroger, Fronmiiller,
Eichhorn, Bleek, Schulze, Weiss, Wandel, Burger, Arnauld,
Guericke, Stier, Langen, Salmond in Pulpit Commentary;
Selwyn, The Christian Prophets, pp. i46f. etc.). Others, like
Kiihl (65-80), fix it somewhat later, e.g., in the eighth decade, so
Zahn and Wohlenberg (70-75), Barth (after 70), Mayor, Sieffert
• Tertullian and Origen (Lat.) both make the author an apostle; the
similar assertion of the Decretum Gelasianum (see above, p. 17) only points
to N. Italy or Gaul as the provenance of that document (JTS. xiv. 471).
The writer himself does not claim to be one of the apostles, and indeed he
dissociates himself from them.
t If'ITJO-ODJ (A B etc., cp. WH. ii. 106; EBi. 2632) is read (so, e.g.,
Alford and Zwaan) in v.' instead of Kvpios, the difficulty of supposing that a
brother of Jesus could have written thus (or, for the matter of that, have
meant Jesus by 6 Kvpios), is well-nigh insuperable. Even Paul used 6 Xpiarbs
(I Co lo*). Nor would it ease matters to take '\T\aovs as equivalent to Joshua
(E. E. Kellett, ET. xv. 381).
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(70-80), and Bartlet, A A. 344-351; c. A.D. 80, favoured by
Credner, Reuss, Lumby, Schott (80-90), Ewald, Hofmann, Spitta,
Keil, Knopf, Werdermann, and von Soden.* The latter period
has most in its favour, if the manifesto could be connected with
the Judas of the early church. Otherwise, criticism is pushed
into the first quarter of the second century (so, e.g., Harnack,
McGiffert, Jiihcher, Hollmann), slightly later by Schenkel (A.D.
130-140) and Straatman (pp. 102 f), and later still by Volkmar,
Mangold, Davidson, Pfleiderer, N. Schmidt in The Prophet of
Nazareth, p. 192 (after A.D. 150), and Barns {c. A.D. 160), as
formerly by Semler (A.D. 150-200).
On any form of the latter hjrpothesis, some explanation of the title ('loiSat
'I. X. SovXos, dSeXcphs Si 'laKtbpov) becomes imperative, (a) The main objection
to the pseudonym-hypothesis (Schwegler, Pfleiderer, Reuss, etc.), which makes
the writer take the brother of Jesus as his mouthpiece, is that J. was far from
important enough, that he would probably have been made an apostle (as
by Tertullian afterwards), and that no attempt is made to develop his
personality, as would have been natural under the circumstances, t (b) More
plausibly Harnack (ACL, i. I, pp. 465f.) would modify this by conjecturing
that some unknown Judas J of the second century (A.D. 100-130) wrote the
homily against a contemporary phase of Syro-Palestinian gnosticism, and that
the words dSeXipbs Si 'laKiipov were added later (A.D. 150-180) when it
became desirable, in the light of the rampant gnosticism of the age, to
guarantee the writing's authority. Such a theory (so McGiffert, AA. 585588; Bacon, Bams) in one form or another at once does some justice to the
contents of the writing, which does not appear to come from one who either
belonged to or survived the first generation, and to the title itself; it would
not be diflScult for a second-century scribe or editor, finding the words 'loiSas
'I. X. SovXos at the head of an earlier ('not far from A.D. 90,' Bacon, p. 170)
manifesto against antinomian errorists, to amplify them with dSeX^bs Si
'laKii^ov, supposing or wishing it to be supposed that the writer was the
brother of the notable James of Jerusalem, whose rigid attitude towards pagan
* i.e. in his commentary. The hurried and superficial paragraph at the
close of his Introduction (pp. 470-472) seems to abandon both the authorship
of Judas and the first century date.
t Julicher (Einl. p. 200) now thinks that the author belonged to a circle
where James was held in honour, but that he chose Judas as his pseudonym
because he perhaps outlived the other Palestinian apostles, and therefore was a
suitable mouthpiece for warnings against the rising peril.
X Grotius thought of Judas, a Jewish Christian bishop of Jerusalem in the
second century, as the actual author; but dSeXipbs Si 'laKiii§ov could hardly
be taken as an episcopal Jerusalcmite title, and the very personality of this
Judas is in dispute (cp. Zahn's Forschungen, vi. 293 f., and Turner, yZlS".
i. 529 f., against Schlatter, TU, xii. 25 f., BFT. xii. 3, 1898, 'die Kirche
Jerusalems vom Jahre 70-130,' pp. 29 f.). Otherwise one might think of
some presbyter called Judas (Dahl).
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• ntinomian tendencies was so notorious. This, at any rate, seems jpon the
whole a more feasible line of conjecture than to suppose that the writing was
originally an anonymous epistle or a manifesto.
The destination of the pastoral, whether Syro-Palestine (de Wette, Bartlet),
Antioch and its neighbourhood (Chase), Corinth • or, as some have more
plausibly argued, Egypt (Mayerhoff, Schenkel, Mangold, etc.), cannot be
precisely ascertained from the contents, and tradition is silent. If a Judas of
the first century wrote it, Palestine or Antioch is a natural suggestion. The
leiemblances between the gnostic phenomena of J.'s opponents and those
of John's apocalypse, the Pauline pastorals, and Ignatius, might suggest Asia
Minor (so von Soden and Bacon, the latter conjecturing that the local
destination of the epistle has disappeared from the title), but more or less
analogous phenomena can be shown to have emerged in several quarters.
As a matter of fact, we are absolutely in the dark as to the relation
between the writer and his audience. The pastoral resembles i John in its
general outlook and adaptation to some definite situation or circle of churches
whose oversight belonged to the writer. How Judas learnt of the peril,
whether by observation or by information, why he wrote instead of visiting
the churches in person, and what was the outcome of his manifesto—on these
topics the epistle itself and the subsequent tradition of the church yield
no information whatsoever. Possibly he meant his tract to be a sort of fiery
cross, to rouse the churches. Instead of showing its readers how to contend
for the apostolic faith (v.'), it is so engrossed with the invaders that not
until the very close is any instruction given as to the behaviour of true
Christians in the crisis. To be forewarned was evidently, in J.'s view, to
be forearmed. Were any tradition extant, connecting Judas with some lost
treatise or epistle, it would be tempting to read v.* in the light of Tit I*, I Ti
2^*'- as a piece of literary vraisemblance on the part of the pseudonymous
author, in order to justify the object and size of the writing, and its lack of
positive religious teaching. The obscurity of the whole situation-unfortunately
prevents us from discovering, except in a general sense, what that religious
teaching could have been.t
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LITERATURE.—(a) Editions—Besides most editions of i Peter and Judas
(q.v.), the following special commentaries: C. Ullmann (Der zweite Brief P.
kritisch untersucht, 1821) ; W. O. Dietlein (1851); F. Steinfass (1863);
Harms (1873); J. F. Demarest (New York, 1865); L. J. Hundhausen,
Das zweite Pontiflkalschreiben des Apostelfursten Petrus (1878); Lumby
• On the slender ground that the evils denounced by J. resemble those
attacked by Paul in Corinth.
t " Many of the phrases packed together in Jude's epistle might each be
the head of a discourse ; so that I could easily believe that we had in this
epistle heads of topics enlarged on, either in a larger document, or by the
apostle himself in viva voce addresses" (Salmon, INT p. 477).
X On the latest book in the NT canon, English scholarship is easily .irst;
Chase's article and Mayor's edition throw all previous work into the shade.
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(Speaker's Comm. 1881); Plummer (Ellicott's Comm. 1883); Weidner's
Annotations (New York, 1897) ; R. H. Strachan (EGT, 1910).
(b) Studies—F. A. S. Nietzsche's Epistola Petri posterior uindicata
(1785); J. F. Flatt, Genuina sec. P. Epistola origo defenditur (Tiibingen,
1806); P. E. Picot, Recherches sur la deux ipttre de Pierre (Geneva, 1829);
F H. Kern, de secunda Petri epistola (Tiibingen, 1829); C. N. de Graaff,
Analecta in ep. P. alteram (1833); A. Delille, L'authenticiti de la seconde
ipttre de Pierre (Strassburg, 1835); J. H. Magnus, Examen tie Pauthent. de
la sec. ep. de S. Pierre (1835); L. Heydenreich, Ein Wort sur Vertheidigung,
etc. (1837); L. Audemars, Seconde ipttre de Pierre (Geneva, 1838); A. L,
Daumas, Introd. critique d la deux, ipitre de Pierre (Strassburg, 1845); F .
Oilier, Essai d'introduction critique d la sec. ipttre de S. Pierre (Toulouse,
1852); E. G. King, Did S. Peter write in Gk. ? Thoughts and criticisms
intended to prove the Aramaic origin of Second Peter (Cambridge, 1871);
Grosch, die Echtheit des 2. Briefes Petrus (1889, sec. ed. 1911); F. H. Chase
(DB. iii. 796-818)*; Schenkel (BL. iv. 502-506); Sanday, Inspiration (1893);
346 f., 382 f. ; McGiffert, A A. 600 f. ; O. Cone (EBi. 3682 f.) ; Moffatt
HNT.» 596 f., 707 f.); Pfleiderer (Urc. iv. 255 f.); Abbott (Diat. II16 f.); K.
Henkel, Der zweite Brief des Apostelfursten Petrus gepruft auf seine Echtheit
(1904*); A. Camerlynck (Collectiones Brugenses, 1907, 6-13, 'quseritui
utrum demonstrari possit, sec. epist. S. Petri a principe Apostolorum fuisse
conscriptam'); Dillenseger (Milanges de la Faculti Orientate, Beyrout, ii.
173-212, 1907,' I'authenticite de la deux. ep. P . ' ) ; S. J. Case (DAC. ii. 207 f.).

§ I. Contents and characteristics,—The salutation (i^**) passes
over into an exhortation (i2-") to attain, by means of a pure and
diligent life, that irrtyvuia-is of the divine nature which is at once
the privilege and goal of Christianity. Such a reminder (i^^f.)
comes with special aptness from one whose apostolic relation to
Tesus guarantees his witness to the historic voice of God.
Furthermore, Christians (i^^^-) have OT prophecy to be their
light in this darkling world until the second advent cf Jesus.
The mention of the OT prophets, however, reminds the writer
that there were false prophets as well, and this leads hiro (3^'-) to
denounce in round terms the false teachers of his own day as
vicious, greedy, and insubordinate characters who will share the
doom of their prototypes, viz. the fallen angels, the conteroporaries of Noah, and the men of Sodom and Gomorrb^ The
prediction of the doom awaiting these apostates is followed {2^^-)
by a pungent description of their malpractices. In wr;^V»g tins,
the author is only reminding his readers once more of tfce OT
prophecies and the apostolic injunctions (3^*2). They must
remember that the appearance of those who idly scoff" at the
second advent is one mark of the latter days (3^''^),^ whereas the
* Cf- Clem. Rom. xxiii. 3, 2 Clem. xi. 2.

3' = En 83'"';
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coming of the Lord's day is sure (3^'-)- This great hope of a new
world implies that Christians must keep themselves pure and
steadfast, to be worthy of it (3"^-)- ^^ith an appeal to Paul's
authority "* for the view of a gracious purpose in the delay of the
end (3^^^0» ^ " ^ ^ ^^^^ exhortation to growth in the grace and
yvS>(ri<s of Christ, the pastoral ends in a brief doxology (3^^).
The Hellenistic colouring of the tract is noticeable. Terms like Bela
Sivapis (l*) and Bela ipiais (1*) were, indeed, current during the first century,
but their application to Jesus Christ is strange, and their point is missed unless
the writing is placed in the second century, when a diffused Stoicism was
predominant throughout the empire, whose keynotes were participation in the
divine nature and advance (irpoKoiri), cp. 1°'') in the scale of ethical virtue
(ivixopiiyetv, see below), and when a type of yvZais was popular which was
compatible with an inadequate conception of the x<^P's ' i Christ's person and
vkdth a defective morality. Beside these lie late Greek terms like iKiraXai,
iirbSeiypa, yeyvpvaapivTjv (2'*),'j' (? viro^iyiov = ass), iXlyois, i^epdia ( = vomit),
the use of active for middle in 3'^, splinters of Hellenistic Greek like X-qffT]v
Xafiiliv (Josephus) and pvuirdt^cav (l^),X the dramatic background of iirixopiiyi)BiiaeroA. ( l " ) , the technical term iirbirriis ( l i ' = initiate), unique semiphilosophical formations like aldivios ^aaiXela (i^^) and elXiKpiviis Sidvoia
(properly=pure reason, Plato's Phad. 66 A), grandiloquent periphrases like
i) peyaXoirpewijs 56fa(l"), eyesfull ofan adulteress (2"), and 6 ^b<posTov aKbrovs
TcriJpijToi ( 2 " as the doom of wells and mists !), the awkward abstract plurals
in 3'* etc. etc. Similarly, an examination of the linguistic data shows that
the writer's characteristic vocabulary is often allied to the Greek versions of
the OT or of extra-canonical volumes (e.g. Airraiaros, 3 Mac 6'' ; yoyyvarifis,
Theod. Pr 26^, Symm. Pr 26^^, Is 29^ ; iKiropveieiv, ipiraiKriis, Theod. Is 3* ;
ivvrvid^eaBai without iviirviov, and dtSios, dXoya, ^ipa, airiXovv from the Book
of Wisdom).§ These indications of provenance need not be pressed, however.
Thus the occasional resemblances to iambic rhythm which have been noted
(Bigg refers to 2'* *• *) are no more than the accidental cadences that recur in
many of the imaginative reaches of prose literature, from Livy and Tacitus to
Dickens. Even the irapoipla of 2"" need not be referred to the influence of such
writers as Ezekiel of Alexandria; the second part, at any rate, echoes (p. 35)
the traditional reproach upon Nadan preserved in the Syriac and Armenian
texts of Ahikar (cp. J. Rendel Harris in The Story of Ahikar", pp. Ixviiif.),
" My son, thou hast behaved like the swine which went to the bath (XowopivTi, 2 P.) with people of quality, and when he came out saw a stinking
drain and went and rolled himself in it." At the same time, there is signifi* Echoing perhaps Polyk. iii. 8 (r% ao4>lg. rov paKap'iov Kal ivSb^ov UaiXov,
(ypatpev iiriaroXds).
t The genitive with this, like the description of the mists in 2", is one
trace of the Homerisms frequent in second-century rhetoric.
t " There can be little doubt that the writer of 2 P. is here guilty of a
rhetorical bathos " (Chase, 808).
§ For some traces of the Apocalypse of Baruch, see M. R. James' edition,
pp. Iviii-lix,

is .
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cance in the pagan and Philonic * conception of inspiration as a state in which
men were simply mouthpieces of the divine spirit (l^', so (pBey^dpevov in 2^');
in classical borrowings like the second proverb of 2"" and arijpiypbs (3^'), and
especially in the exploitation of the idea, familiar to Jews (cp. Joseph. Ant, i.
.2. 3 : "Adam's prediction that the world would be destroyed one day by
the force of fire, and at another time by the force of water " ) t and to
Christians of the second century, but promulgated especially by contemporary
Stoicism (cp. Zeller's Stoics, Epicureans, and Sceptics, Eng. tr. pp. 155 f.),
that the universe was to be destroyed by fire ; no less than in solecisms like
pxippa, which the author uses as=seeing, instead of ocular expression (2*),
•Kapacppovla (2""), KiXiapa (2"^, properly=a cylinder), ipiraiypov^ (3*), the
genitive after ^paSivei (cp. Blass, Gramm. § 36. 9), the use of aireiSeiv (3*'),
the present for the future in 3^' (Tf\Kerai), and KavaovaBai (•^''- "^"j.
This Hellenistic colouring is mediated by Alexandrian influences, however,
and is associated with a strong predilection for the midrashic tendencies of the
later Judaism (see above, p. 23). There (cp. Kalisch, Bible Studies, i. 24 f.),
while some characters like Lot acquired an unwonted halo of respect (cp. 2*
after legends in Bereschith Rabba), others, like Cain, Korah, Balaam, and
Jezebel, became blackened with the growth of evil associations. Even Philo
turns Balaam into a juggling, disloyal impostor; while in Targ. Jon. on Ex
7" he is the teacher of Jannes and Jambres (2 Ti 3'), those masters of witchcraft and divination who rivalled Moses in his feats of magic (see below,
P- 399)' Thus the allusion to his covetousness in Jud. ^* is probably to be
seconded by a reference in v.', where the sensual dreams reflect Balaam's
Targumic reputation as an exponent of corrupt dreams. Similarly Noah (2';
became in Jewish tradition (Jos. Ant i. 3. I ; Sib. Or. i. 128 ; Jub. vii. 20 f.)
a preacher of righteousness to his corrupt age.
There is a strange parallel (cp. Franke, Deutsche Litteraturzeitung, 1901,
2760 f., and van den Bergh van Eysinga's Indische EinflUsse auf Evang,
Erzdhlungen 53 f.) between 3*- ^'"- and the early Buddhist Nidanakathi (cp.
Rhys Davids, Buddhist Birth-Stories, i. 58): " Friends, one hundred thousand
years from now there will be a new dispensation ; this system of worlds will
&e destroyed; even the mighty ocean will dry u p ; this great earth will be
burned up and destroyed; and the whole world, up to the realms of the
immaterial angels, vdll pass away. Therefore, O friends, do mercy, live in
kindness, and sympathy, and peace."

§ 2. Object,—It is as difficult as in the case of Judas, to make
out the physiognomy of the errorists from any comparison of
the homily with the traits of the second-century errorists preserved for us in Irenseus and his fellow-apologists. But whether
Aieir gnosticism was that of Carpokrates (so Grotius, Schenkel,
Mangold, Volter, Holtzmann, etc.) or the earlier Nikolaitans
* Josephus (Ant. iv. 6. 5) applies it to Balaam.
t See above, p. 28. The final burning of the star-spirits or aroixeta (3'",
cp. Spitta, 265 f.) is another relic of later Jewish tradition (cp. En 60^^ 69'''
otc.; Wendland, HBNT, i. 2. 369).
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(Mansel),* its traits are too distinctive to be explained simply
from the practical libertinism or the incipient scepticism which
Paul or even the prophet John had encountered within the first
century, much less from Sadducean Christians (Bertholdt, Einl.
§ 672 f.).
The Gnostics objected to any proof from the Scriptures, on
the ground that truth was delivered viva voce, not by means of
written documents. This at first sight appears to harmonise with
the catholic position, that tradition is the supreme standard;
but the Gnostics rejected the catholic apostolic tradition, preferring their own construction, as Irenseus bitterly complains (iii.
2 f), and claiming to be wiser "not only than the presbyters, but
even than the apostles." This claim in turn led them to twist
the scriptures into consonance with their own views (irapaTpeVovrfs
r a s epp.yp'eia'i KOX paSiovpyovvre'S ras e^yrjo-eis, I r e n . i. 3. 6), a n d

both features of their teaching are antagonised by the author of
2 Peter. The false yvwcris promulgated successfully (2^*'-) in several
circles of contemporary Christianity by these teachers (2^) appears
to have developed much the same results in conduct as those
denounced by Judas—so much so that all the author thinks he
requires to do is to reproduce the incisive exposure of their greed,
sensuality, and arrogance, given in the earlier letter. The colours
are heightened, the terms become more extravagant and excited,
but the errorists here represent a full-blown development of the
tendencies opposed by Judas in his pamphlet. The special
burden of this homily is, however, the rehabilitation of belief
in the second advent (i^^- ^®' ^^ ^^^-^ as against the scoff'ers
{ipTraiKTai). To controvert these teachers the writer brings
forward four pleas: (i.) the primitive apostolic witness of the
second advent (i^^^-), (ii.) the messianic prophecies of the (i^^-)
OT which that witness corroborates, (iii.) an explanation of the
delay (based on a current Jewish piece of exegesis), as really due
(3^-) to the long-suffering and consideration of God,t and (iv.) an
assertion that belief and disbelief in the second advent were
* "There may have been shades of difference between them; some,
perhaps, had a philosophy, and some had not; but in the eyes of the
Christian preacher, judging the party as a whole by its practical results,
they would all seem to wear the same livery " (Bigg, ICC. p. 239).
t To infer from the absence of any allusion to chiliasm that the epistle
must be very old, is doubly erroneous ; for (i.) chiliasm was not universal in
the second century, (ii.) nor was the quotation from Ps 90* its starting-point,
as Apoc 20*'' is enough to show.
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bound up with pure and vicious lines of conduct respectively
(38- 11'-). Incidentally, he asserts towards the close the complete
harmony of Paul's teaching on this point with his own, with a
view to discredit the appeal made by the errorists to certain
sayings of the great apostle.
The errorists who are thus denounced in 2 P. belonged probably to
circles where spiritualistic views of the universe were promulgated, * as if it
were immutable ; but while Philo defends this line of speculation against the
Stoic theory of a final conflagration (de incorrupt, mundi, 18 f.), our author
uses the latter, which was popular among ordinary Christians of the time
(cp. Origen, adv. Cels. iv. 11. 79), to rebut the former. If one could be sure
that their sophistical myths (l*^) represented an allegorising interpretation of
the life of Jesus, it might be possible to see in them an exaggerated expression
of the spiritualising movement which, as the Fourth gospel indicates, had
already begun in Asia Minor to resolve difficulties in the literal statement
of such ideas as that of the second advent. In denouncing them, the writer,
like the author of the Pauline pastorals (2 Ti 3^'*), passes from the future to
the present; in the heat of his denunciation he forgets that he has begun by
putting his counsels into the form of a prediction, couched against apprehensions of a danger in the days to come (cp. Henkel, op. cit. 37 f.), and
speaks of the errorists naturally as they lived and moved before his eyes.

§ 3. Period and origin.—Even apart from the use of a pastoral (Judas) which was not composed till long after Peter had
died, the late origin of the epistle, involving its pseudonymous
character, would be revealed by the character of {a) its allusion
to Paul's epistles (3^®, where at ypa^ai cannot be non-technical).
These are apparently viewed as the subject of varied interpretations and even of serious misunderstandings. Furthermore, they
are ranked on a level with the other scriptures, i.e, the OT
primarily; and evidently a collection of them is presupposed
(cp. Gutjahr, pp. 49 f.), for the reference of 3^* can hardly be
confined to Romans (2* 9^2, so Grotius, Huther, and Dietlein) t
or Ephesians (with its conception of cro^ia, so Hofmann,
Belser, von Soden), or Thessalonians (Alford), or Galatians
(Augusti), much less Hebrews (Cramer, Bengel, Home, Forster,
Apost, Authority of Hebrews, pp. 625 f. etc.), or some Pauline
letter no longer extant (so, e.g.. Pott, Kiihl, Spitta, Zahn, Bigg).
This allusion (cp. Spitta, 286 f.) to a collection of Pauline
* Cp. Irenaeus, adv, haer. v. 19. 2 : substantiam [mundi] a semetipsa
floruisse et esse ex se natam
. . alii aduentum Domini contemnunt,
incarnationem eius non recipientes.
t This is used by those who, like Mayor recently, argue for the Roman
destination of the writing.
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epistles is therefore an anachronism which forms an indubitable water-mark of the second century, and which is corroborated by the allusion to your apostles in 32, where the
context, with its collocation of prophets and apostles, reflects
the second-century division of scripture into these two classes.
The general period is further indicated by {]>) the dependence of
the homily upon i Peter. Early in the church the differences
of style between 2 Peter and i Peter led many to suspect that
the former was not written by the author of the latter. " Simon
Petrus
scripsit duas epistolas, quae catholicae nominantur;
quarum secunda a plerisque eius negatur propter stili cum priore
dissonantiam " {Jerome, uir. inlust. i). The differences of style
and diction are exactly those which denote an individual writer,
who is composing his work with i Peter, if not with the Petrine
speeches in Acts, before his mind (cp. Simcox, Writers of NT,
63-69, with the older works of Olshausen and Mayerhoff,
Einleitung in die petrinischen Schriften, 158-170). 2 Peter is
more periodic and ambitious"" than i Peter, but its hnguistic
and stylistic efforts only reveal by their cumbrous obscurity
a decided inferiority of conception, which marks it off' from
I Peter. Thus—to mention only one or two characteristics in
the vocabulary—iirixoprjye'iv is used, not as x'^PTp^^^ in i P 4^^
(and Paul) in a religious application, but in its ethical sense
current among philosophic moralists (1*); the groups of words
compounded with dyaOog and KOKOS, which recur in i Peter, are
entirely absent from the later writing; the predilection for
compounds with a-vv disappears in 2 Peter, while in the latter
tTTOTTTrys replaces pdprvs, fjyeopai displaces Xoyi^opai, the gospel
becomes an ivToXrj, and the expectation of the near end ( i P 4'')
is prolonged indefinitely (2 P 3*- 8). i Peter never uses words
like e/cetvos or oo-os, eiarijSeia or eicre^-qt;, Kpicris Or pitrOos, vrrdpxft

or vTTopovri, whereas, on the contrary, 2 Peter uses 8c Kai but
never pev . . . Se, or oAX^Xwv, aTreiOeoi, iXirU, eOvos, KXrjpovopia,

^ao), pevo), the sing, of oXiyos, ^o/?os, and the ideas of joy and
sojourning; unlike i Peter, the writer also is fond of using
o-ionjp (and that of Christ), dTro(f>evy<i), iiriyvtacris, 680s, and
irapovaria (for aTroKoAvi/'ts), though the end is not the appearance
* " Neither style nor matter can be called simple. It is not altogether
without eloquence, but the eloquence is elaborate and often artificial, as in
the octave of virtues (1°"*). In many passages the thought is too subtle to be
easily followed " (Mayor, cxiii).
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of Christ but the day of terrible judgment. Even after all
allowance is made for difference of subject, e.g., such considerations fail to account for the discrepancies of thought and
expression, except upon the hypothesis of a dual authorship.
" No change of circumstances can account for the change of
tone of which we are conscious on passing from the one epistle
to the other " (Mayor, p. Ixxx).
This difference of tone and style involves the pseudonymous
character of 2 Peter. The writer is at pains to invest his
writing with verisimilitude. Symeon Peter is made to refer to
his own mission and death, foretold by Jesus (i^^^")» to (''^^
cp. above, pp. 15, 191 f.) the Petrine tradition under Mark's
gospel, to the transfiguration of which he was a witness (i^®^0>
and to the First epistle (3^), evidently widely circulated by this
time.
The recent attempt of Spitta and Zahn to explain 3* as referring to some
lost epistle and not to i Peter, is based on the erroneous idea that 2 Peter is
addressed to Jewish Christians (and therefore that the audience of 2 P 3*
could not be that of i Peter), and on the assertion that 3* is not an accurate
description of i Peter. But the latter contains teaching on the prophetic
witness to Christ and on the second coming, besides at least one (5^) allusion
to the apostolic witness. Other features corroborate the late date. Thus, the
mount of transfiguration is referred to as the holy mount (i^*) quite in the
sub-apostolic fashion of investing sacred scenes with a halo of pious associations. Jesus is explicitly called Bebs (1^, cp. 3^'), as in the later strata of the
early Christian literature (Jn i ' 20^*, cp. Ign. pref. ad Eph.). Christianity is
viewed as the (holy, 2^^) commandment (3^) transmitted through the apostles
to the churches. The fathers, too, have died (3*), i.e. the founders of the
church, the first generation, have passed away.* In short, even more
definitely than in Judas, we are in the atmosphere which reappears not
long afterwards in Tertullian's familiar sentence (de prcescr, haret. vi.):
apostolos domini habemus auctores, qui nee ipsi quicquam ex suo arbitrio
quod inducerent elegerunt, sed acceptam a Christo disciplinam fideliter
nationibus assignauerunt. One outcome of this feeling is shown in the fact
that the author, finding an allusion in Jud ""^* to what he conceived a
written apostolic prophecy of licentious mockers in the last days, puts into
the lips of Peter (2 P 3*) words which might serve as a basis for that
* It is sometimes argued that the pseudonymous writer would not have
given himself away by thus introducing an anachronism. But, as his use of
the present tense (2'"- ^''-""'") already shows, he had to introduce some
contemporary allusions in order to lend point to his words ; whether he was
conscious of the slip or not, cannot be determined. At all events, the
.eference is a water-mark of the date, since it is not possible to read ol
varipes in this connection as a term for the OT saints.
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prophecy." Similarly, it is another method of adding vraisemblance to the
writing when the author alludes to Peter's part in the tradition preserved by
Jn 2i''"-.

The author thus reveals himself as the composer of a
pseudepigraphon under the honoured name of Peter (see above,
pp. 40 f.). What authority he had for writing thus we do not
know.
" Capit autem magistrorum uideri quse discipuli
promulgarint," says Tertullian {adv. Marc. iv. 5); and if the
writer felt himself a true disciple of the apostles he probably
chose this literary artifice, with its self-effacing spirit, for the
purpose of conveying a message which he believed to be timely
and inspired. The prestige of Peter, owing to the circulation of
the first epistle and the tradition of the churches, would naturally
suggest the use of his name for this encyclical.
The hypothesis that the phenomena of style and expression may be
accounted for by a difference of amanuensis, is as old as Jerome (ep. Hedib.
120, Quasi, xi., ' duse epistolse quse feruntur Petri stilo inter se et charactere
discrepant structuraque uerborum. Ex quo intelligimus pro necessitate rerum
diuersis eum usum interpretibus'); after being revived by Calvin, who
thought a follower of Peter might have written at his command, it has been
more recently defended by Farrar, Cook, W. H. Simcox, and Selwyn (St.
Luke the Prophet, 157 f., Luke as amanuensis). But there is no allusion to
an amanuensis in the epistle, and the theory that I Peter and 2 Peter were
dictated to different secretaries is a mere makeshift. The linguistic data of
the epistle do not bear out the view that Aramaic oral teaching has been
translated into Greek, and the ideas of the two Petrine letters are too different
to permit a common authorship for both epistles. The idiosyncrasies of the
writer of 2 Peter are not less striking than his dependence upon earlier
authors ; it is hardly too much to say that not another sentence in the extant
early Christian literature can be shown to have come from his pen. r Peter
has its own charm and beauty, but of the pages of 2 Peter we might almost
say, as Quintilian said of the verses of Ennius, that they are more impressive
than beautiful {non tantam habent speciem quantam religionem)—with this
reservation, that their impressiveness is due not to the weighty Christian
truths they convey (of the incarnation, the sufferings of Jesus, the resurrection, the Spirit in the Christian, and prayer, they contain not a single
syllable) but to the moral vigour and earnest feeling of the writer's protest
against the lax tendencies of contemporary gnosticising innovations.
Besides the use of Judas (pp. 348 f.), I Peter, and Josephus (pp. 28-29), the
occasional and remarkable coincidences between 2 P. and the Apocalypse
of Peter (cp. Chase, DB. iii. 814-816 ; M. R. James, xxvi f.) have been held to
* This is inherently more probable than Kiihl's idea that Jud "''* is a
quotation from 2 P 3*. The author of 2 Peter draws on Judas, as Eusebius
in the ninth chapter of his Praparatio Euangelica (bk. ix.) lifts material,
without acknowledgment, from Joseph. Apion, i. 22.
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involve a literary relationship. Those who feel that (a) the origin of the two
within the same school of religious thought is inadequate to explain the data
satisfactorily, argue for (b) a use of the apocalypse in 2 P. (so, e.g.,
Harnack, ACL. ii. I. 47of., and Weinel in HNA. i. 211 f. ii. 285f. ; (c) a
use of 2 P. in the apocalypse (so, e.g.. Bigg; Zahn's GK, ii. 8iof. ; Belser,
INT. 870-871; Mayor, cxxx-cxxxiv), or even (d) the possibility of a common
authorship for both (so, e.g., hesitatingly Kiihl and Sanday's Inspiration, 347).
The popularity of the Petrine apocalypse in many churches during the
second century, together with the fact that it is attested earlier than 2 P.,
may be held to favour (6), especially as the occurrence and sequence of the
phrases in question * are more natural in the apocalypse than in the epistle;
but a decision on the relationship of the two is handicapped by (i.) our
ignorance of the conditions in which the Petrine literature of the second
century originated, (ii.) the possibility that bothf drew on common sources of
a ssmcretistic nature, and (iii.) the fragmentary state of the extant apocalypse.
The alternative lies between (ar) and (b); in the present state of our knowledge, the probabilities upon the whole incline to (b). It is more likely, at
any rate, that the existence of the apocalypse was one of the motives which
inspired the composition of 2 P. (in its apocalyptic outlook) than that
2 P 2-3 led to the fabrication of the apocalypse. The origin of the Petrine
canon (gospel, acts, and epistles) during the first two centuries is one of the
most enigmatic problems in the early Christian literature ; but, while I P.
was certainly the earliest and the Acts are certainly the latest of the group,
2 P. is linked somehow to the Kripvypa and the diroKdXv^is not later than
the middle of the second century.

The determination of the epistle's relation to the Petrine
apocalypse is practically the only clue to the period of its composition in the second century. Most critics suggest c, A.D. 150
{e,g, Hilgenfeld, Bleek, Mangold, Renan, S. Davidson, R. Knopf,
Holtzmann, von Soden, Chase, Jacoby in NT Ethik, 459 f., and
Briickner), though some go earlier (before A.D. 130, Ramsay,
Simcox, Strachan) and others later {e.g. Semler [in Paraphrasis:
' alteram uero epistolam seculo demum secundo tribuere audeo
et quidem fere labenti'], Keim, Sabatier, Pfleiderer, Schenkel,
Schwegler, van Manen, and Harnack). The terminus ad quem
is furnished by the fact of the epistle being known to Origen (Eus.
H. E. vi. 25), and possibly to Clement of Alexandria. This
renders it impossible to descend later than f. A.D. 170. How
• The two writings would be brought closer together, if 2 P i^*'*
( = Apoc. Pet. § 2) were taken, as by Hofmann, to denote a post-resurrection
appearance of Jesus to the twelve ; but this interpretation is improbable
(cp. Spitta, 89 f., ZNW., 1911, 237-242).
t The parallel between the apocalypse (l) and 2 P 2"* is hardly closer
than that between Justin's Dial. Ixxxii. For the Jewish traits of the
apocalypse, see M. Gaster in Journal of Royal Asiatic Society, 1893, 571 f.,
ind A. Marmorstein in ZNW. (1909) 297-300.
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much earlier one can mount, depends upon the view taken of its
relations to the apocalypse of Peter and Justin Martyr (see
below). When the epistle is considered to have been written by
Peter, the terminus ad quem of its composition is naturally the
latter's death, i.e. within the seventh decade of the first century.
But the historical reconstructions involved in such theories are
more or less hypothetical. T h e Petrine authorship still finds
one or two defenders {e.g. Henkel, Camerlynck, and Dillenseger,
in the Roman church); R. A. Falconer {Exp.^ v. 459f, vi. 47 f,
117 f., 218 f) regards it as a genuine circular epistle addressed by
Peter to the churches of Samaria, while others conjecture that it
was prompted by the disorder at Corinth and written, previous to
I P., either from Antioch to the Jewish Christians of Palestine
before the seventh decade (Zahn and Wohlenberg), or to Asiatic
churches troubled by stragglers from the main body of the
Corinthian errorists (Bigg). But, apart from the insuperable
internal difficulties and the absence of all primitive tradition,
even the ingenious attempt of Zahn and Spitta to regard it as
more Petrine than i P. is shipwrecked on the linguistic data, and
the defence of B. Weiss and Grosch falls with their impossible
date for i P. It (a) is incredible that a manifesto issued by
Peter during the seventh decade of the first century should
only appear in tradition at a very late period, and even then be
received with considerable suspicion; and {b) it is worse than
paradoxical to sacrifice the priority and even the authenticity of
I P. in order to avoid the conclusion that a pseudepigraphon
like 2 P. could be admitted into the canon.
T o sum u p : in the strictest sense of the term, 2 Peter is a
catholic epistle, addressed to Christendom in general ( 1 ^ 3 " ) ;
it may be defined as a homily thrown into epistolary guise, or a
pastoral letter of warning and appeal. Unlike i P. (i^-2), it is
directed to no church or group of churches ; the references in
ii2f- and 3"- belong to the literary drapery of the writing, and
there is an entire absence of any personal relation between the
writer and the church or churches. No evidence points to
Gentile much less to Jewish Christians as the audience specially
in the writer's mind. The problem of the Jewish Law does not
exist for him and his readers.
The origin of the pastoral has been usually given as Egyptian
(Mayerhoff', op, cit, pp. 193 f.; Harnack, Chase); but the
Apocalypse of Peter was circulated far beyond Egypt, even if it
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was written there; Philonic traits do not prove any local origin
for an early Christian writing; and the evidence is too insecure
to point decisively to Egypt rather than to Syro-Palestine or even
Asia Minor (cp. Deissmann's Bible Studies, 360 f, for parallels
from an early decree of Stratonicea). Indications of its date
and soil are not to be expected in the case of this or of any
pseudepigraphon. " The real author of any such work had to
keep himself altogether out of sight, and its entry upon circulation had to be surrounded with a certain mystery, in order that
the strangeness of its appearance at a more or less considerable
interval after the putative author's death might be concealed"
(Stanton, JTS. ii. 19).
§ 4. Integrity.—Some critics * who feel the sub-apostolic
atmosphere, but who are reluctant to admit that the epistle is
pseudonymous, have attempted to clear up the literary problems
by recourse to the hypotheses of {a) interpolation, and {b) transposition. The most plausible statement of the former {a) is
Kiihl's theory that 2^-32 is an interpolation from the epistle of
Judas, dovetailed into 2 Peter. On this view, the original form
of the letter is to be found in i^'2i •^'^^, the allusion to prophecy
in i2<'-2i being immediately followed by the exhortation (32^-)
to remember the words of the prophets. But (i.) the debt to
Judas is not confined to 2^-32. ' Echoes of the earlier writing
are audible in i^"2i, so that the connection between Jud. and
X P 2^-32 is not of itself sufficient to justify the excision
(Bertholdt, Einl. 3157 f.; Kiihl, and Weiff"enbach in TLZ., 1898,
364 f.) of the latter passage f as a later interpolation, much less of
i20b_23» (Gess, Das Apost. Zeugniss von Christi Person, ii. 2. pp.
4i4f), or even of 2^-3'^(^3) (Bartlet, AA. pp. 518-521); such
attempts are usually dictated by a desire to conserve the rest of
the epistle as an original Petrine writing, the canonical epistle
being a later edition of the original brought up to date by the
incorporation of the bulk of the epistle of Judas, (ii.) There
are no diff'erences of style in 2^-3^ and in the rest of the epistle
sufficiently decisive to warrant their separation on the score of
• According to E. I. Robson (Studies in Sec. Ep. of St. Peter, Cambridge,
1915), four catechetical flyleaves (iBt-" iW-w iW.jis 38-18J ^jfi, apostolic
imprimatur were reset c. 130 A.D., after being used by Jud.
t Ullmann's suggestion, that ch. i is the fragment of a lost original epistle
of Peter, is not more convincing than Bunsen's theory that ii-"-(-3i8
represents the original writing (Ignatius u. seine Zeit, pp. 175 f.).
24
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internal evidence; cp. the use of diro>Xeia (2^-' 3^- '^), rrjpeiy
(24.9.17 37)^ iy.,oX-Q (221 32), -fjpiipa Kpt<Teu>S (28 37), KlOS (18-29 2l6-

22 3S. 18-17)^ and the occurrence of tTriyvojo-is (i2 220), etc. The
mockers of 3*^- are not different from the libertines of 2^^: (iii.)
This argument is corroborated by the fact that in chs. 1-2
alike there are uniform traces of Apoc. P e t , which militates
against the theory of two separate authors, though not against
the cognate view of Grotius,'* who held that 1-2 and 3 were
diff"erent epistles (3^ alluding to 1-2) by Symeon, the Jewish
Christian successor of James in the bishopric of Jerusalem (II^Tpos
and 6 dTroo-roXos in 1^ being interpolated, as well as 6 dyaTrj^ros
rjp,(ov dSeXipot; in 3^*, by those ' qui spectabiliorem et uendibiliorem
uoluerunt facere banc epistolam'). Finally, (iv.) the transition
between i2f-2i and 2^ is not artificial. T h e allusion to true
prophecy leads the writer to digress into a warning against the
false prophets of his own age, and to find parallels between the
propaganda of the future and the past.
The last-named argument tells equally against {b) P.
Ladeuze's ingenious conjecture that 3^-1* has been displaced, by
a scribe's error, from its original position after 2** {RB., 1905,
543-552). Such a rearrangement, it is claimed, smoothes out
the roughness of connection between the prophetic future of
2^-^ and the present of 2^^, since this change of outlook is
mediated by ^^-^- *^-; it also acquits the author of the awkward
digression of ch. 2, where he seems to forget the question of
the advent with which he had started, for on this rearrangement
the warnings against errors on the advent precede the negative
section (3^^ 2*^-22), which warns the faithful against the seductive
arguments of the errorists. But it seems too elaborate to
suppose that some copyist of the archetype, who was interrupted at 2^, began again by mistake at 2^^ and only added
the omitted passage at the close, perhaps marking the error
by a note on the margin which has disappeared. This implies that the archetype was in roll form; but even were it
otherwise, the transposition of a leaf would be a possible
accident; and in a palimpsest of the eighth or ninth century
it is pointed out that 2^^-^ (75 lines) is almost equal in
length to 31-1" (72 lines). On the other hand, the object of the
* So Weber, De numero epistolarum ad Corinthios rectius constituendo,
pp. 1531., laying undue stress on the tense of ypdipia (3'). Grosch takes
2 jiot-is as a subsequent insertion by Peter in his own epistie.
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transposition is unnecessary, as the interchange ot futures
and presents is explicable otherwise; the collocation of 3^*
and 2^'' is unduly harsh; and 3^'^ (v/icis oiv) falls abruptly
after a*"-**.
§ 5. Setting and history in early church.—No clear trace of the epistle's
existence can be found till comparatively late in the second century. The
allusions to Noah's preaching of repentance in Clem. Rom. (vii. 6, ix. 4, xi. i,
cp. 2 P 2°) imply no more than an acquaintance with the Jewish haggada
already current in earlier Jewish literature (see above, p. 25). 'M.eyaXoirpeirTis,
besides being associated (in substantival form) with the divine Sb^a in the
Psalter (LXX), is one of Clem.'s favourite adjectives,* so that the phrase
r j peyaXoTTpeiret 86I5 airov (ix. 2) is as likely a proof that 2 P. ( l " ) used
Clem, as that Clem, used 2 P. No literary relation need be postulated,
however, for the phrase may be liturgical (cp. Chase, p. 799), and any other
coincidences (e.g. the way of truth,^ xxxv. 5 = 2 P 2*, xxxiv. 4 and 2 Clem.
V. 5 = 2 P I*) are slight. The description of those who were sceptical of
the second advent (xxiii. 2, miserable are the double-minded which doubt in
their soul and say. We heard that even in the time of our fathers, but, lo 1 we
have grown old, and nothing of it has befallen us) recalls 2 P 3* ; but Clem,
expressly quotes it X from some ypacp-q, perhaps Eldad and Modad (see above,
p. 32); he would probably have cited the phrase more definitely had he
had 2 P. before his mind. The scanty verbal coincidences (noted especially by Mayerhoff and Spitta) in 2 Clem, are due ultimately to a common
acquaintance with the LXX, while the description of the final conflagration
(xvi. 3) draws on the same myth as that employed in 2 P 3"', just as Barn.
XV. 4, with 2 P 3*, Justin (Dial. Ixxxi.), and Irenaeus (v. 23. 2), independently
reflect the Jewish tradition, preserved, e.g., in Jub iv. 30 and Slav. En
xxxiii. I. Either or both of these causes, i.e. use of older Jewish Greek
scriptures and indebtedness to Jewish traditions, may reasonably be held to
explain any parallels between the epistle and Test. XII. Patr., or Hermas,§
or Melito (cp. Westcott's Canon, pp. 222-223). There is nothing to show
that it was known to Irenseus, who quotes (iv. 9. 2, Petrus ait in epistola sua)
I Peter, while the apparent reminiscences in Clem. Alex., who must have
known it if he commented on all the catholic epistles (Eus. H. E. vi. 14),
are neither clear nor definite. The apparent echoes in the Latin version of
Actus Petri cum Simone may be interpolated.
* Similarly he loves to speak of God's glorious and marvellous gifts
(e.g. xix. 2, xxxv. I, cp. 2 P i').
t Cp. Herm. Vis. iii. 7. I, and Clem. Alex. Protrept. § 106.
J In 2 Clem. xi. 2 it is again loosely cited as b irpoipTjriKbs Xbyos, which
throws light on the atmosphere in which 2 P. (cp. l'^) was composed. See,
ftirther, 2 Clem. xi. = 2 P 3'-*.
§ Spitta's (Urc. ii. 399-409) discussion is convincing as against the
use (Warfield, Zahn) of 2 P. by Hermas; but his argument that 2 P.
depends on the Jewish original of Hermas, partakes too much of special
pleading.
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On the other hand, there are some threads of evidence which suggest that,
like the apocalypse of Peter, with which it was associated in some circles of
the early church, the epistle must have been composed by c. A.D. 150. T h e
use of ?{o5oj = martyrdom (cp. l^") in the epistle of Lyons and Vienne would
not itself be decisive (cp. DB. iii. 770), but another phrase (b Si Siapiaot
Kaipbs OVK dpybs airots oiSi dKapiros iyivero, Eus. H. E. v. 145) is too unique
to be almost anything than a reminiscence of 2 P i ' (oiK dpyois oiSi
dKdpirovs); cp. also the description of the apostates * as ' sons of perdition
pXaacpT}povvres rijv bSbv' (2 P 2^ Si' oOs ij bSbs rijs dXriBelas pXaaipTjpetrai), and
of Alexander the physician as OVK dpoipos diroaroXiKov X''-P^I^''-TOS (2 P I*,
where i]piv = the apostles). Secondly, although xj/evSoSiSdaKaXos could easily
be formed on the analogy of terms like ^evSoirpocpijrai and \f'evSaTrbaToXoi,
still its use in Justin's Dial. Ixxxii. ( ' a s there were also false prophets in the
time of the holy prophets who arose among you [i.e. Jews], so, too, are there
in the present day many false teachers, of whom our Lord forewarned u s ' ) ,
especially in view of 2 P 2^ ('false prophets also appeared among the People
[i.e. the Jews], as among you also there shall he false teachers
alpiaeis
dTrwXe^as), seems more than an accidental coincidence. As the context shows,
Justin is referring loosely to Mt 24*'- when he speaks of the Lord's
warning ; but this does not exclude the Petrine reference in the preceding
words, particularly as alpiaeis and false prophets are conjoined in Dial. li. ;
cp., too, Apol. i. 28 {Kal ydp ii iiripovi] rov prjSiiru rovro irpd^ai rbv Qebv Sid
rb dvOpiiirivov yivos yeyivijrai' irpoyiviiiaKei ydp rivas ix peravolas awBijaeaBai) t
with 3^. Thirdly, Theophilus of Antioch some years later appears to have
2 P l^* in mind when he writes of ol Si rod Qeov dvBpiairoi irvevparbcpopoi
irvevparos dylov Kal irpo(pTJrai yevbpevoi (ad Autol. ii. 9), though irvevparbcpopos
does occur in the L X X (Hos 9'', Zeph 3*); and he is as likely to have
derived the idea of ad Aut. ii. 13 (6 Xbyos airov, ipalvoiv Siairep Xixvos iv
olKifpari avvexopivip, iipibriaev ri)v iir' oipavbv) from 2 P i^' as from 4 E s 12*',
whence the author of 2 P . drew it (cp. Schott, p p . 278 f.). H e r e as elsewhere such verbal echoes do not necessarily imply literary filiation. All they
denote may be the existence of the book which first gave currency to the
particular phrase or p h r a s e s ; the latter would often pass into the Christian
parlance and be used by those who knew little or nothing of their origin.
Thus with regard to 2 Peter, " t h e church of Vienne, for example, may have
quoted one of its phrases, and yet never have read the epistle itself. Indeed,
there is reason for thinking that the epistle did not enjoy a wide circulation.
Otherwise it would be difficult to account for the extremely bad state of the
text " (Bigg, p. 211 ; cp. Vansittart in Journal of Philology, iii. 537). Even
in the fourth century it was not only rejected by the Syrian canon but
regarded with suspicion, and more than suspicion, in most circles of the
Western church.

• Were it alone, this might be referred to the Apoc. Petri, 22, 28
(pXaa<pT]povvres rijV bSbv rijs SiKaioaivys).
t His failure to cite 2 P 3 when (Apol. i. 20) proving belief in the worldconflagration is significant, but it should not be pressed too far. Origen's
similar silence (c. Cels. iv. 11. 79) is probably due to his suspicion of the
spistle, whose conception of the fire differed from his own.
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§ I. Outline and contents.—After an extremely brief address
(ii-2), the pastoral opens into the first of its two large sections
(1^-3^®); this is divided by a brief doxology (32'''2i) from the
second (4^-62"), which concludes with a few lines of personal detail
(621-2*). j3-M jg a glowing paragraph of praise, in rhythmical
strophes (Innitzer, ZTK, 1904, 612-621, and Coppieters in RB.,
1908, 74-88), to God for his complete and gracious revelation
to men in Christ, followed by a prayer that the readers may
have a perfect knowledge of this open secret in Christ as the
head of the church {i^^-"^^). Their personal experience of such
a salvation is due to grace alone {2^-'^% and as Gentile Christians
they should especially reaUse the gracious union effected by Christ
between themselves and the Jewish Christians (2^1-22). Of this
gospel for Gentile Christians, Paul is the chosen herald {•^'^^),
and the section closes with an impressive prayer for their attainments in the Christian experience (3i*-2i, resuming the ideas
of ii*-i9). The second section (41 = 210) expounds the ethical
obligations of this privilege, unity (41"!®) being set in the forefront.^ Then follows (41'' resuming the thought of 4I) a series of
' On 4"- cp. Dalmer in SK. (1890) pp. 5 7 9 !
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counsels on purity of conduct (4i''-2*, 42* = 21"), and the general
morals of the new life (42^-52 58-5. 6-21^^ concluding with a household table of maxims for wives and husbands (522-24. 25-33)^ parents
and children (6i-*), and slaves and masters (6^-^). A final word
of exhortation on the spiritual conflict (ei'-i*) drifts into a brief
request for prayer on Paul's behalf (6i^"2'').
§ 2. Relation to Colossians.—The most obvious feature of Eph. consists of
its resemblances to and differences from Colossians.
The relationship
between the two writings forms an intricate problem of literary criticism,
which is almost decisive upon the larger question of the period and authorship of Ephesians. In striking a balance between the competing probabilities, the weight of the arguments (such as they are) inclines upon the
whole to favour the authenticity of Colossians and the sub-Pauline origin
of Ephesians (so, e.g., Ewald, Mangold, von Soden, Klopper, Heinrici,
von Dobschutz, Clemen, Lueken, Wrede, Wendland), and the basis for
this hypothesis—at best only a working hypothesis—lies in a comparative
analysis of the two writings. That there is a connection between them is
admitted on all hands. Those who hold that both were written by the
same author either place them together in the second century or attribute
them both to Paul. On the latter hypothesis, he read over Colossians (or
a copy of it) before writing Ephesians, or else composed the letter when his
mind was still full of what he had just addressed to the church of Colosse.
The relationship in this event would resemble that of the Thessalonian
letters, when 2 Thess. is accepted as genuine. As against the hypothesis
that a Paulinist wrote Eph. on the basis of Colossians, it is argued that so
original a genius as this writer would not need to reproduce so much of
Colossians,* and that the relationship is psychologically more credible if
Paul wrote both. But—leaving out of account the relationship of 2 P. to
I P., since Eph. is far superior in massiveness and height to the former—the
synoptic problem is enough to show that the deliberate employment of a
source was not incompatible with original work on the part of an early
Christian writer, and Eph. may be fairly regarded as a set of variations
played by a master hand upon one or two themes suggested by Colossians.
The literary phenomena, in outline, are as follows :—
CoL.
EPH.
(!!•') Paul, an apostle of Christ
(i*'') Paul, an apostle of Christ
Jesus through the will of God, and Jesus through the will of God,
Timotheus our brother, to the saints
to the saints
and faithful brothers in Christ which
which
are at Colossse:
are [at Ephesus,] also the faithful
Grace to brothers in Christ Jesus: Grace to
you and peace from God our Father, you and peace from God our Father
and the Lord Jesus Christ.
(l* Blessed be the God and Father
of our Lord Jesus Christ.)
* " Imitators do not pour out their thoughts in the free and fervid style of
this epistle " (Davies, op. cit. p. 9).
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( i ' ) We give thanks to God the
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ,
praying always for you, (l*) having
heard of your faith in Christ Jesus,
and of the love which you have toward
all the s a i n t s *
. (i°) F O R liHlS
CAUSE WE ALSO, since the day we
heard it, D O N O T C E A S E to pray
and make request for you, that you
may be filled with the knowledge of
his will in all spiritual wisdom and
understanding.
(ii*) to walk worthily of t h e Lord

. . .t
( i ' " - ) T h e son of his love, in whom
we have our redemption, the forgiveness of our sins

PASTORALS
( i " ) F O R THIS CAUSE I ALSO,

having
heard of the faith in the Lord Jesus
which is among you and of your love
toward all the saints,
( i " ) C E A S E N O T to give
thanks for you, making mention of
you in my prayers, ( i " ) that the God
of our Lord Jesus Christ
may
give unto you a spirit of wisdom and
revelation in the knowledge of him.
(4') I beseech you to walk worthily
of the calling wherewith you were
called.
(i**-) in the Beloved, in whom we
have our redemption through his
blood, the forgiveness of our trespasses
.X
(i'*) far above all

(li*) in him were all things created,
in the heavens and upon the earth,
things visible and things invisible,
tire Bpbvoi eire Kvpibrrjres etre dpxal KoX i^ovalas Kal Swdpeias Kal KVpibrr)ros.
( l i " all things in him, things in the
etre i^ovalai.
heavens and things upon the earth.)
jj22-23j ^jj(j ijg put 3,11 things in
(1I8-18) and he is the h e a d § ol T H E
BODY, THE CHURCH
that in subjection under his feet, and gave
all things he might have the pre- him to be the head over all things to
eminence, 8TI iv airip eiSoKijaev irav T H E CHURCH, W H I C H IS HIS BODY,
rb irX-lipbipa rov rd vdyra iv iraaiv
rb irX-fipupa || KaroiKijaai.
irXiipiiipivov.
(l'") dvaKeipaXaiibaaaBai rd irdvra iv
(l"*) Kal Si airov
dwoKaraXXd^ai
rd irdvra els airbv, elpT)voiroi^aas 8ta rip Xpiarip, T H I N G S I N (Iirl) T H E
rov a'lparos TOV a"Tavpov
airov, H E A V E N S A N D T H I N G S U P O N
(2i'«-) that he
whether T H I N G S U P O N
THE THE EARTH
* Also minor parallels in Col I» = E p h l " - i s , Col l » = E p h . 4"'^ (love and
the Spirit). On dydwiiv in E p h i^^ cp. Exp.* ii. 136 f., 193 f., 321 f.
t Also Col ill = E p h jw 316^ Col ii2 = E p h 529 (eixapiarovvres rip Uarpl).
X Except 2^* (cross = means of amalgamating Jewish and Gentile Christians),
this is the only allusion to Christ's death in E p h . — a n advance upon the
Pauline view in the direction of the Johannine. T h e sacrifice of Jesus (5^) is
simply adduced as an example of love for Christians (cp. I P 2""- in another
aspect of imitation).
§ In Col. = headship over supernatural spirits and the church alike, in E p h .
= (primarily) headship over the church. See below, p . 379.
II Cp. Eph. 3I' (l^ca irXTipojBiJTe els Tray rb irXripiapa rov Beov). Note different
use of KaroiKTJaai in Col i^' and E p h 3 " .
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(iv) might create in himself of the twain
one new man, iroiwv elpijvTiv, Kal
diroKaraXXd^XI
both jin one body
unto God 8 i a Tofl aTavpov.
(2^) And you
(2*) iroiovvres rd
(l*') And you wori Svras dirijXXoBeXijpara rijs aapKbs Kal rwv Siavoi&y •
rpiupUvovs Kal ixBpois r§ Siavoli},
, ,
(2^") dirriXXorpiwpivoi
(2")
having slain ri]v Ix^pai' in him . .
(4'*) iaKOToipivoi ry Siavolif Svres,
dirrjXXorpiwpAvoi
(215-16) having abolished in his flesh
( i " ) yet n o w * has he reconciled
enmity
might
reconcile
(dTOKarijXXa^ev) f in the body of his the
flesh through death, to present you (diroKaraXXd^ri) them both in one
(l^) to be holy and withholy and without blemish and unre- body
provable before h i m :
out blemish before him
. X (S**)
that he might present the church
to himself . . . holy and without
blemish
(3^') rooted and reBepieXiupivoi in
( i ^ ) if so be § that you continue in
the faith reBepeXiuipivoi and steadfast, love . . .
and not moved away from the hope
of the gospel which you heard, which
was preached in all creation under
heaven; whereof I Paul was made a (3') liy the gospel, whereof I was
minister.
made a minister.
(3*) For this cause I Paul, the
( i ^ ) Now I rejoice in my sufferings
for your sake, and fill up on my part prisoner of Christ Jesus in behalf of
(3^') I ask that you
that which is lacking of rwv BXl\j/ewv you Gentiles
rov Xpiarov in my flesh iwip rov faint not at iv rats BXl\f/ealv pov virip
aJipuiTos airov, which is the church ; ipCiy. ( l ^ " ^ , the church which is rb
awpa airov.)
3* ij olKovopla rov pvarijplov
rov
diroKeKpvppivov
(3') dirb rCiv aliivotv . . .
( i " ) whereof I was made a minister
jcard TTjv olKovoplav rov Beov riiv So- (3^) Tiiv olKovoplay rijs X'^P'-TOS TOV Beov
Setady pw, els vp,ds, to fulfil the word rijs SoBelaijs /tot els ipds, (3') how that
by revelation lyvapla-Oi]
to me T6
of God,

EARTH OR T H I N G S
THE HEAVENS.

IN

* So E p h 2 " (yet now).
+ In Col. = reconciliation of supernatural powers and of sinners to God,
in Eph = reconciliation of Jews and Gentiles together (2"'-) to G o d ; hence
the change in the conceptions of the Body, making peace, and the enmity.
The function of reconciliation, which in 2 Co 5'*'- and even in Col. is
attributed to God, is transferred in the higher Christology of E p h . to
Christ; a similar instance occurs in I Co 12^ = E p h if^ (authorship of
gifts).
X T h e addition of iv dydir-g (a frequent phrase), as the form in which the
spotless character manifests itself, is an un-Pauline touch.
I ff 7e as in E p h 4*".
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(3') 8 eripats ytveais
(l**) even rb pvari^piov*
rb pvar-lipiov
to the sons of men,
liwoKeKpvppivov
dirb rdv alihvujv OVK iyvuplaBri
Kal dirb rdv yevewv—but has now t as it has now been revealed TOIS
been manifested TOIS oyCois a i T o O , oLYiois diroarbXois aixoC Kal irpo<pi)Tais
iv irveipari.
(l*) 7V(>>p((ra« i)pty rb pvariipiov
( l " ) olj riBiXijaev 6 Bebs YVoipCo-ai
(l'*) els rb
rl rb irXovros rijs 54f j;s + TOO pvariiplov rov BeX-iiparos airov
roirov iv rots IBveaiv, which is Christ elSivai ipds rls iariv i) iXirls rijs
KX-^aews airov, rls b irXovros rijs Sb^ijs
in you, ii iXirls rijs Sb^i/t.
of his inheritance .
(3*) rots
idveaiv eiayyeXlaaaBai the unsearchable irXovros rov Xpiarov.
(4^') [the object of the ministry
( i * ) . . . that we may present §
being the attainment of all] els AvSpa
every man riXeiov iy Xpiarip.
riXeiov, to the measure of the stature
ToO irXripiiparos rov Xpiarov.
(4**) avpfii^a^bpevov
.
iv dydwQ.
(2*) avp^i^aaBivres iv dydiru . . .
(4!*) rijs iiriyviiaeus rod vlov rod
els iirlyvoiaiv rov pvarijplov rod Beov, .
Beov.
Xpiarov.
(4") rovro oiy 'Xiyuj.
(2*) rovro Xiyto.
(4"'^) ipdBere rbv Xpiarbv.
(2') irapeXd^ere rbv Xpiarbv. . . .
(2^) in whom you also are built
(2') rooted and built up in him, KOI
. . (3") rooted and
Pepaioipevoi TQ rlarei Ka6i)s iSiSd- up together
grounded in love
xSrrrt^
(4^^) iv airip iSiSdxBi}re xaBibs iariv
&\-fj6eia.
(3^') and to know the love of Christ,
(2') For in him dwells irav T6 TXI}iva irXripojBijTe els Trdv rb wX-^puipa
pupui rijs BebrrifTos aiapariKCis,
TOV Beov [see also 4 " above].
(2*') and you are iv airip ireTXijcp. i"^'"^ above.
pupiyoi,
who is the head irdar)s dpx'oi
Kol i^ovalas,
(2^*) you. Gentiles in the flesh, who
(2^^) in whom you were also circumcised with a circumcision not made are termed Uncircumcision by that
which is termed Circumcision, in the
with hands . . .
flesh, made with hands.
(19-20) the exceeding greatness of
(2'°) you were also raised with him
iriareiovras
Sid rijs trlareiiis rijs ivepyelas rod Beov his power els r/pas rois
Kard rijv ivipyeiav of the strength of
who raised him from the dead.
his might which he wrought in Christ,
raising him from the dead.
(2') And you, being dead through
(2^*"") And you, being dead through
(2')
your trespasses and the uncircumcision your trespasses and sins
of your flesh, avve{woiron/iaey aiy even when we were dead through our
* In Col. = Xpurrbs iv iptv, i] iXirls rijs Sb^i)s (2" 4*), in Eph. = the participation of Gentiles ; a difference of emphasis.
t Cp. Eph 3'" (iva yvapia-O-Q vvv rats dpxats KTX.).
t =Eph 3".
f = E p h 5".
II Also Col 28 = Eph f.
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*6rf, x^'P*"''^/**''** ^M-^v irdvra rd
irapaimiipuiTa, having blotted out rh
KaB' iipuiv x^tpbypaipov rots Sbypaaiv 8
fy iirevavrlov i]ptv, and took it out of
the way, nailing it to the cross.
(2") the Head,* i^ off irav rb tr&pn
Sid Tuy d<p(av Kal awSiapuay iwixopif
yobpevov KOI avppipaj^Sp.eyoy ai^fet r^v
ai^rjaiy rov 6eoO.'\
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trespasses, vweiuvroiriaey
rip Xpiarip
—xdpirl iare aeaoiapivoi—. . . (2")
having abolished rbv vbpov TWV
iyroXuv iy Sbrypuuriv. . . .
(4«-i«) the Head, XpitrrSs, i^ oS irav
rb a&pa awappo\oyo6p.evov xal <T wjSi/Sai'bpievov did wiio-ijs &<p^s rrjs iirixopijylas
Kar ivipyeiav iy pArpip ivbs ixdarov
pipovs Ti]y ai^rjaiy rov aiipMros iroieirai
els olKoSopijy iavrov iv dydir-Q.
(i^) H e raised him from the dead
and seated him at his right hand iv
TOIS iwovpavlois . . . (2') raised us
with him, and made us to sit with
him iv Tots iirovpavlois in Christ Jesus.

(3') If then you were raised with
Christ, seek the things that are above,
where Christ is, seated at the right
hand of God . . . (3') For you died,
and your life is hid with Christ in
God.
(3') iropvelav, dKaBapalay, ir&Bos,
(4") els ipyaalav ixaBapalas Tdaijs
iwiBvplav KaK-^v, Kal ri]y vXeove^lav iv rrXeove^lq, . . . (5*) iropvela Si xal
ijris iarlv elSuXoXarpela.
&Ka6apaia T&aa fj rXeove^la . . . (5')
irSs irbpvos Ij dxdBapros f) irXeoviKTris,
S iariv elSioXoXdrpijs . , .
(3') Si & (pxerai ^ dpyii TOO Beov.
(5*) Std, ravra ydp tpxtrat ii 6py^
TOV Beov iirl robs vlois rijs direiBelas.
(3"') iv oTs Kal ipiets Tepieirar-^aari
(2*-*) iy ols Tori irepieiran^aaTe . . .
tore, when you lived in t h e m ; but Kal iipets irdvres ivearpdipTip/iv wort
now do you also put off all these : . , . (4**) PUT OFF THE OLD MAN
bpyify,
Bvpbv,
KaKlav,
/3Xo<r- . . . (4=*'-) Putting off falsehood,
<pi)plav, alaxpoXoylav iK rov arbparos speak the truth each with his neighipHy' lie not one to another, seeing bour . . . be angry and sin not . . .
that you have P U T OFF T H E O L D MAN let no corrupt speech issue ix TOV
vrbparos ipdiv . . . (4*^) let all bitterness/cal Ov/ibs Kal dpy^ Kal Kpavyi)
Kal p\a<nf>ii/iila
be put away from
you ffiy viffxi
Kaxlq,.
with his doings, and have put on the
{4"*) and put on the new man riv
new man, who is dvaKaivoipevov els Kard Bebv KnaBivra iv diKOUOffivji Kal
iTlyvuaiv Kar eUbva TOV Krlaavros baibrriTi rijs dXr/Belas.
airbv.
(jis-U) pyt on therefore, as iKXeKrol
(4') with all Taireivo<ppo<r6vTis Kal
TOV Beov,X holy and beloved, awXdyxvairpatn-ijros, viith paKpoBvplas, FORBEAR. (4'^)
olKTippov, xpV^Tbriira, raireivocppoa- ING ONE ANOTHER in love .
be xpV^Tol one to another, eSairXay6vnv,irpairTira,paKpoBvplav,FORBEARING ONE A N O T H E R , AND FORGIVING XVOl, FORGIVING ONE ANOTHER,
* In Col., as opposed to supernatural media; in E p h . , as opposed to
schism. See Weinel's NTTh. p. 352.
t Also Col 222= Eph 4"- 22 (verbal parallels).
X Cp. Eph I* (KaBws i^eXi^aro ripds . . . tbiax iylout KTK,),
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ONE ANOTHER, if any man have a EVEN AS GOD IN C H R I S T FORGAVE
complaint against a n o t h e r ; EVEN AS YOU. (5') ylveaBe oiv piprfral rod
THE L O R D F O R G A V E Y O U , so do y o u : Beov, as beloved children.
(2I4-1S) j^ijj above all these things
(4'"*) giving diligence to preserve
put on love, 8 iariv aivSeapos rris the unity of the Spirit iv rip avvSiaptp
reXeibrqTos.
A n d let the peace of rijs elp-iivris : one body and one Spirit,
Christ * rule in your hearts, to the even as also you were called in one
which also you were called in one hope of your calling, j"
body.
(l* rb irXovros rijs X'^P'i'os airov f)S
( 3 " - " ) L e t the word of Christ dwell
in you irXovalois, iv irdaxi aoipiif, teach- iireplaaevaev els ijpas iv irday aoiplq,
ing and admonishing yourselves with KrX.) (5W-2") speaking to yourselves
psalms and hymns and spiritual songs, with psalms and hymns and spiritual
singing with grace in your hearts unto songs, singing and making melody with
God. A n d whatsoever you d o , in your heart to the Lord ; giving thanks
word or in deed, do all in the n a m e always for all things in the name of
of the Lord Jesus, giving thanks to our Lord Jesus Christ to G o d , even
the Father.
God the F a t h e r through him.
(522'-) Wives, be subject to your
(^18-19) Wives, be subject to your
iv
husbands,
is
dviJKev iv Kvplip. own husbands, iis rip Kvplip
(52°'-) H u s b a n d s , love your
Husbands, love your wives, a n d be iravrl.
wives, even as Christ loved the church.
not bitter X to them.
(6^) Children, obey your parents in
(320) Children, obey parents in all
things, rovro ydp eidpearbv iariv iv all things, rovro ydp iariv SlKaiov%
[then follows the fifth commandKVplip.W
ment H].
(6^) A n d you fathers, provoke not
(3") Fathers, irritate not your
children, that they b e not dis- your children to anger : but nurture
them in the chastening and admonicouraged.
tion of the Lord.
(6"'*) Slaves, obey those who are
(3"-2') Slaves, obey in all things
those who are your masters Kard your masters Kard adpKa, with fear
adpKa, not with eye-service, as men- and trembling, with singleness of your
pleasers, but in singleness of heart, heart, as to C h r i s t ; not by way of
but as
fearing the Lord.** Whatsoever ye eye-service as men-pleasers;
* C p . E p h 2^* (airbs ydp iariv ij elpijvij ijpCiv).
t E p h . proclaims the spiritual unity of Jewish and Gentile Christians, not
as Paul did on the score of arguments drawn from the L a w and promises, but
from the essential and eternal purpose of God. This is a distinct development
beyond the position of R o m . , which neither Col. nor Phil, anticipates.
X Broadened out in E p h 4'* (irdaa iriKpla . . . dpBijria d<p' vpGiv).
§ rb SUaiov applied to masters in Col 4*.
II Broadened out in E p h 5'" (SoKipd^ovres rl iariv eidpearov rip Kvplip).
IT T h e ei 7^>'7)Tat of 6', unprecedented in Paul, is a L X X quotation.
* ' Broadened out in E p h 52' into viroraaabpevoi dXXijXois iv tpb^ip Xpiarov
(the latter an un-Pauline phrase). In the table of domestic duties in E p h .
" we miss the brevity and clearness, the insistence on the things of great
practical significance, which distinguishes P a u l " (von Dobschiitz, op. cit. 182).

EPHESIANS
do, iK i^uxfl^ ipyd^eaBe as to the Lord
and f.ot to men ; knowing that from
the Lord you shall receive the inheritance that is your due : you serve the
Lord Christ. For the wicked shall
be paid back for his wickedness, and
there is no respect of persons.
(4') Masters, render to your slaves
what is just and fair; knowing that
you also have a Master in heaven.
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slaves of Christ, doing the will of God
iK 4"'XVf j doing service with goodwill as to the Lord, and not to men :
knowing that each shall be paid back
from the Lord for whatever good he
does, whether he be slave or free man.

(6*) And you masters, act in the
same way to them, refraining from
threats, knowing that their Master
and yours is in the heavens, and there
is no respect ofpersons with him.
(gi8-20) praying at all seasons in the
(42-*) Continue steadfastly in prayer,
watching therein with thanksgiving; Spirit, and attentive thereto with all
praying at the same time for us also, constancy and entreaty for all the
that God may open us a door for the saints, and for me, that word may be
word, to declare rb pvarijpiov rov given me whenever I open my mouth,
Xpiarov (for which also I am in bonds); to make known with confidence rb
that I may utter it as I should declare pvarijpiov rov eiayyeXlov (for which I
am an ambassador in chains); that I
it.
may have confidence therein, as I
should declare it.
^ji5-i6) gg careful then how you
(4°-') Walk wisely towards those
outside, making the very most of your walk, not as unwise but as wise,
time. Let your speech always be ^v making the very most of your time,
Xdpiri, SXari ijprvpivos know how ye because the days are evil. (42^) Let
no foul speech issue from your mouth,
ought to answer each person.
but only such as is good for improving
the occasion, that it may bring x^pi-f
to the hearers.
(4^"*) Td Kar ipi irdvra yviaplaei bpiv (621-22) Now that you also * may
Tychicus, the beloved brother and know rd Kar ipi, rl irpdaaoi, irdvra
faithful minister and fellow-servant yvwplaei iptv Tychicus, the beloved
in the Lord : whom I send to you for brother and faithful minister in the
this very purpose, that you may know Lord: whom I send to you for this
rd irepl ijpQv, and that he may very purpose, that you may know rd
Tepl ijpuv, and that he may encourage
encourage your hearts.
your hearts.

§ 3. Relation to i Peter (see above, p. 338).—The affinities of
thought and structure between Eph. and i P. begin with
the opening doxology, and include the connection of hope
with the KXrjpovopia, the conception of the spiritual House
(with Christ as the corner-stone), of the descent into
* The insertion of this Kal means that the writer, with his eye on Col 4',
intends to present the apostle as having just composed Colossians. The
situation intended for the epistle (cp. 3'*) is that of Colossians.
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Hades * (4^ = i P 31^ 4^), of the Christian Trpoo-aywyT; as the object
of Christ's death, of dyvoia (4I8 = i P i " ) as the pre-Christian condition, and of redemption by the blood of Christ; they conclude with
the parallels in 61"^- = i P 5^"^ (warfare against 6 Sid^oXos), 6^* = i P
5I* (peace). Both homilies are addressed to Gentile Christians
(of Asia Minor), but 21* (no longer strangers and sojourners, cp.
Odes of Solomon 3'') differs from i P 2II; and the ethical admonitions (5^1'-) are not linked so naturally to what precedes as in i P
jisf.^ which the auctor ad Ephesios is reproducing in his own way.
Even after allowance has been made for the coincidences due to
the common store of early Christian thought, critics either differ on
the question of literary priority or hesitate to pronounce definitely.
Unless both are to be assigned to the same author, the probabilities on the whole point to an acquaintance on the part of the
auctor ad Ephesios with the simpler i P., if on other grounds the
latter is attributed to Peter and Ephesians assigned to a Paulinist.
T h e salient parallels are (cp. Selwyn, St. Luke the Prophet, 183 f.):—
1 PET.
EPH.
(i») Blessed be the God and Father
(i') Blessed be the God and Father
of our Lord Jesus Christ. . . .
of our Lord Jesus Christ. . . .
(l'*'')7rpo^^Tait . oXs direKaXi<pBij (3'"") oiK iyvwp'iaBrj rots vlots rwv
8ri oix iavrots iptv Si SITJKSVOVV alrrd, dvBpiiiriov lis vvv direKaXiipBrj rots
6.VVV dvriyy iXij iptv Sid rQv eiayye- dylois diroarbXois airov Kal vpocpijrais
\iaap.ivo>y ipas irveipari dylip. . . .
iv wveipari. , . .
{l^*) iis riKva iiraKoijs pij avaxrjpa(2*"*). . , iv rots vlots rijs dteiBelas,
Ti^bpevoi rats irpbrepov iv dyvoltf,
ipuv iiriBvplais,
dXXh Kard rbv
iv ols Kal ijpets irdvres dvearpdKoXiaavra ipds dyiov Kal airol &yioi (prjpev irori iv rats
iriBvpilait
iv rdaii ivaarpoipy yevfjBiire. . . .
Ti\i aapKog ijpuHv.
( 2 " dirixfoBai TUV
iiriBvpuCby.)

capKiKur

* The Ephesians-passage is influenced, according to Bacon (Story of St.
Paul, 361 f.), by the sayings ot Jesus preserved in Mt I22^'29. See, further,
Eph5i = M t s " - « .
t The auctor ad Ephesios changes the OT. prophets into Christian
prophets, and fails to connect the reference so aptly as I P. His estimate
of prophecy from the standpoint of fulfilment is, as Weiss notes, " based
entirely on the view developed in i P i^""", where, as in Eph 3^", the
contemplative share of angels in the work of redemption is also mentioned "

{INT. i. 3SS).
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J J19-20) Xpiarov TTpoeyvtoapivov irpb
(1*) Chose us iv airip wpb KarapbXijs Kbapov (cp. 3*).
KarafioXijs Kbapov.
, .
(2") iva iv airip ai^ijBifre tts aiarijplay,

(22') iv ip irdaa olKoSopi) . . . tdl^ei
EIS vaiv a^iov iv Kvplip.

(2*) irpbs Sv wpoaepxbpevoi
. .
(2I*) Si airov ?x<'Mei' rijV vpooaiy ivl irveipari irpbs rbv
olKoSopetaBe
OXKOS irvevpariKbs els yuiyT)v*
lepaTcvfia a^iov. . . .
(2^) XlBov iraripa.
(2"") iiroiKoSoprjBivres
Svros dKpoyiavialov airov
Xpiarov
dKpoywviaiov.
'Iijaov.
(2') 'Xabs els irepiirolrjaiv, 8ir<as rds
(1'*) els diro\irpbjaiv
T^S trepitroidpiras i^ayyeiXrjre rov iK aK&rovs •fiaeias,'^ els firaivov rijs Sb^rjs airov
ipds KoXiaavros els rb Bavpaarbv (5''*) ijre ydp irori aKbros, vvv Si (pm iv
airov tpHs.
Kvplip' (is riKva ipuirbs irepiirareire.
(2**) ol olKirai broraaabpevoi
ravrl (pb^ip rots Seairbrais,

iv

(3I) bpolias yvvdiKes iiroraaabpevai
rots ISlois dvSpdaiv.
(3') ol dvSpes § bpolias,
(3') eC(rir\a7x>'0t.||

(322) (Jesus Christ) who is on God's
right hand, iropevBeis els oipavbv,
virorayivroiv airip dyyiXwv Kal i^ovaiwv Kal Svvdpeoiv,

(6") ol SovXoi, iiraKoiere rots Kard
adpxa Kvplois perd ipb^ov ical rpbpov.
(^"")alyvvaiKes(iTOTaaabpevai)rots
ISlois X dvSpdaiv uis rip Kvpltp.
(S2») ol dvSpes. . . .
(4'2) ylveaBe Si els dXX^Xoi/s Xfli^Tol,
tiairXayxvoi.
(i2'"') (God) seated him on his right
hand iv rots iirovpavlois
iirepdvta
irdaijs dpxvs Kal i^ovalas Kal Svvdpeoos
Kal rrdvra viriraiev
iirb
rois irbSas airip,

§ 4. Relation to Lucan and Johannine
writings.—(Cp.
Holtzmann's Kritik der Epheser und Colosserbriefe, 250 f.) As
in Lul<e, men are the objects of the divine eihoKia (Lk 2^* =
Eph i^), the ascension is emphasised (Eph i^o 48- 10 = Lk 24^1),
* Cp. I P 3-" (l^J'o ijp&s irpoaaydyj) rip Beip).
•f T h e passive sense of irepiiro'iTjais here ( = haereditas acquisita) differs from
the Pauline active sense (i T h 5', 2 T h 2 " ) , evidently under the influence of
the Petrine passage.
X This remarkable ISlois in E p h . is one of several traits which show a
reminiscence of I P. in the passage.
§ In both the duties of husbands, though differently defined, are comparatively brief, whereas the duties of wives are elaborated (in contrast to
Col 3''). T h e description of the latter shows a Biblicising of the Christian
ideal (I P 3"-">-»2 = E p h . s'"-).
II eiairXayxvos only here in N T (except I P 3').
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and there are further affinities'* in 2'> = Lk 152*, 5 i 8 = L k 15", 5 "
(6^) = Lk 12*'^, and 6 " = Lk 12^*. Resch {Paulinismus, 273-274)
gives a long list of parallels between Eph 2i-i' and Lk isH'^^
though it is an exaggeration to say that Paul saw Pharisaic Judaism
in the older son of the parable. There are also several affinities
between Eph. and Paul's address at Miletus, e.g. the ^ovXrj of
God ( i i i = Ac 20^^), the commission of Paul (3^- 1^ 4 " = Ac
20^^), the purchasing of the church (ii* = Ac 20^^), the KXrjpovopia
of Christians ( i " = Ac 20^2^, and the shepherding of the church
(4I1 = Ac 20^8). The common use of the ' building '-metaphor for
the church is not peculiar to Ac 2oi8^' or to Eph., but significance
attaches to certain traits of phraseology (Ac 2oi' = Eph 4^ 6^,
Ac 2020 = Eph ii*, Ac 2o29 = Eph i^, Ac 2oS2 = Eph iis).
The Lucan parallels touch a smaller group in the same neighbourhood, viz. the Pauline pastorals ; cp. e.g. the conception of the irpea^irepoi
or iirlaKoiroi being under apostolic direction, the warnings against insidious
errorists, the divine xpijarbrris (2"- = Tit 3'"^) and unity (4'= I Ti 2*), the
word of the truth (ii' = 2 Ti 2^'), the devil's devices (6" = I Ti 3', 2 Ti 228),
evangelists (4^ = 2 Ti 4"), the House of God (2"'- = i Ti 3^ 2 Ti 2^^) ; cp.,
further, l " = l Ti 3 " and 2 Ti 3^ 411'-=2 Ti 31', 4>'=l Ti 2* (coming to a
knowledge of the truth), 52- 25t-=Tit 2'»'- and I Ti 2«, 527=1 Ti 5", and
Xovrpbv (5'* = Tit 3°). But beyond suggesting a sub-Pauline milieu of thought
and language, these coincidences amount to very little.

The interpretation of Christ's relation to the universe already
bears traces of the Philonic conception of the Logos which
afterwards blossomed out in the christology of the Fourth gospel,
and this opens up the relationship between Eph. and the instrumentum Johanneum. The bridal conception of the church,
which in the Apocalypse (except in 22!^) is eschatological, is
applied {e.g. s^*- ^^- ^^) to the church on earth (cp. 2 Co 11*,
an epistle with which Eph. has notable affinities); a similar
process has taken place in the conception of the resurrection
(2^"* = Jn 5^1- 25), and in Eph. (where the rrapovuia falls into the
background) as in the Fourth gospel the general eschatology
is spiritualised, in a fashion which is unexampled in Paul, while
at the same time the writer contemplates a vista of the ages.
* One or two words are peculiar to Eph. and Lk.'s vocabulary, e.g.
dviivai (exc. He 13" LXX quotation), dTreiX'^, ipyaala, baibrijs (4"*, as in
Lk l'°, with SiKaioaivTj), iravoirXla, irarpid, iroXirela, avyKa6i!;'eiv, aon-fipiov,
ippdvijais, and x<i/"''"oOi'. jSoi/Xij ( = divine counsel) might almost be added to
this list, for, outside Lk. and Eph., it is only used in this sense in He 6 " ;
Paul's solitary use is in the plural, meaning human devices (l Co 4').
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The unity of the church, including Gentiles as well as Jews, is
the divine object of Christ's death (cp. Jn IQI^ 17^°); the church
is the rrXrjpuipa of Christ and of God (i^^ etc., cp. Jn 14"^" 15*- *
1711^-); exceptional stress is laid on the functions of the Spirit,
the word, and baptism, the unity of the church as the result
of the divine unity between Christ and God and as the means
of advancing the gospel, Christ as beloved (i*), the idea of
pirpov (Eph 41^, cp. Jn 3^1), the description of God in i " ( = Jn
2oi^), the collocation of Christ and God as indwelling (Eph 2^*
3 " = Jn i42»- 23), etc.; see also 4«f- = Jn 3 " , 5 « = i Jn s"!^- and
Jn 3^®, 5*^- = I Jn i^^- and Jn 12^5^ ^is — j ^ jWf., besides the airospassages (Eph 2!*= i Jn 2^), the use of AvVas (2!* = Jn 21^), the
emphasis on dyid^eiv and cleansing (526=^ Jn i7i''' i^, i Jn i''- ^),
on \j/€v8os as opposed to dX-qOeia, on the danger of doketism (Eph
4*1), on the spiritual advent of Jesus (2!'' = Jn 141^), on the duty
of Christian love (Eph 4!^ etc.), etc. These hnks of thought
and language have led one critic to remark that " it would be
a tenable view that the writer was the author of the Fourth
gospel, writing in the name of St. P a u l " (Lock, DB. i. 717),
but the likelihood is that the unknown auctor ad Ephesios was a
Paulinist who breathed the atmosphere in which the Johannine
literature afterwards took shape. None of the parallels, however, between the Apocalypse of John and Eph. is of much
weight; the idea that the latter employed the former is quite
untenable. Like Hebrews, another sub-Pauline writing which
has also its affinities with the Lucan as well as with the
Johannine circle, Eph. emphasises the blood of Christ (1'' = H e
9I2), his sanctifying influence (525-26 = H e JQK* 13I2), his session
on God's right hand (12" = H e i^ 81 10I2), and his gift of Trapprja-ia
to Christians (3I2 = H e 41^); some hnguistic parallels also occur
{e.g. aipa Kal crdp^, dypvirvetv, Kpavyq, virepdvoy ir. T. oipavosv, eis
aTToXvrpwo-iv, aiojv p.iXXi3iv, rrpocr^opd Kal Ovcria), b u t n e i t h e r

these nor stray coincidences like 21^ = H e 7!^ prove more than
a common atmosphere of religious feeling and phraseology.
§ 5. Vocabulary and style.—The literary relations with Col., Lk., and
the Johannine literature, besides l P. and the pastorals, thus indicate a
period subsequent to that of Paul. This is further corroborated by the evidence
of the language and style, which are on the whole favourable to the
hypothesis that another mind than that of the apostle is at work in Eph. It
contains (a) thirty-eight words which are not elsewhere used in the NT
25
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literature :—ABeos, alaxpbrijs,
alxpaXorrevw, dvavebu),' ivoi^is, AirdXytty,
daocpos, piXos, evbrTjs, i^iaxieiv, iiriSveiv, iiri<paiaKeiv, iroipaala,
eirpaireXla,
Bvpebs, Karapriapbs, Karibrepos, KXijpbia, KXvSoivl^eaBai, KoapoKpdriap, Kpv<pij,
Kv^eia, piyeBos, peBoSela, peabroixov, poipoXoyla, irdXrj, irapopyiapbs,
(rd\
TrvevpaTiKd,'\ iroXviroUiXos, irpoeXirl^eiv, irpoaKapripijais, ^trrls, avppiroxot,
avpiroXlrrjS, avvappoXoyeiv, avvoiKoSopeiv, aiaawpos (cp. Preuschen in ZNW.
i. 85-86). In addition to these, there are (b) no fewer than 44 words
which, while employed elsewhere in the N T , are never used by Paul:—
dyvoia (Lucan), dypvirvetv,X dKpoyoJviatos (l P), dXvais, rd dpipbrepa (Ac 23*),
ivepos, § dviivai, || ^TrayTa, dirardio (Ja l"^, I Ti 2"),IT direiXij (Ac 9^),
daurla (l P 4*, Tit l ' ) , Sid^oXos, iwipxopai,
(rd) iirovpdvia,
ipyaala,
eiayyeXiar-fjS, eSairXayxvos (l P 3'), Kara^oX-fj (irpb K. Kbapov, I P l2*, Jn
I7**)> Xiyio els, paKpdv, bpyl^oi, baibrijs (Lk 1'°), baipis, iraiSela,** iravoirXla,
irdpoiKos,'\'\ irarpla, irepi^(ivvvpi,XX''''^dros,%% irot/ii}>',|||| 7roXtTefa,irir(roirp6s,***
(TirtXos (2 P 2"), avyKaBl^iiJ (Lk 22''''),ttt aorrijpiov, rip&v, OSiap, iirepdvia (He
9*), iiroSeiaBai, i\{/os, <ppaypbs,XXX <ppbvrjais (Lk l"),§§§ x"/"''oC»' (Lk 1''^),
XfipoirolrjTos, The absence of some of these from the extant letters may be
accidental (e.g. dyvoia, bpylj^ui), but real significance attaches to the (4"^ 6'')
substitution of Sid^oXos (as in l Ti 3°, 2 Ti 22*) for the Pauline aaravas, and
the use of iv rots iirovpavlois (five times). The collective and objective
allusion to the holy apostles and prophets (3'), and to the apostles and prophets
(22") as the foundation of the church (cp. Apoc 21"), are partly, but only
partly, eased by passages like I Co 9* 122* and Ro 1 6 ' ; probably they too are
best viewed as water-marks of a later age, which looks back upon the primitive,
apostolic propaganda. The indirect and rather awkward appeal in 32-^ (irpbs
8 SivaaBe dvayiviioKovres voijaai rrjv aivealv pov KTX. ) corroborates this impression ; the phrase sounds more characteristic of a Pauline disciple than of
Paul himself, mill These indications are followed up by other un-Pauline
* Instead of the Pauline dvaKaivovv,
f Only in Eph 6^2 Qf spiritual beings.
X Only in Eph 6^* with els, Paul invariably uses ypriyopetv ( l T h 5*,
I Co 16", Col 42).
§ Only in Eph 4 " metaphorically.
II
„
„ 6"
„
( H e 13" being a quotation from the L X X ) .
^
»
>t 5* with rivd rivi,
** ,,
„ 6* in literal sense of moral and mental education.
t t i»
i» 2i» and I P 2 " metaphorically.
tt
n
» 6^* metaphorically.
§§ . .
„
3"
lill „
„ 4 " ecclesiastically.
^1i »
» 2 " metaphorically.
•** »
>i 4^*
„
, with \&you

ttt..

M 2*

+++
+ + + >t

ol4
>>

•*

I,

§§§ „
„ 18 of man.
mill Hort (op. at. 149 f.) ingeniously but unconvincingly takes ivayiviiaKoyrts
as=reading the OT. Like 621 it is probably meant to allude to CoL rather
than to Eph i*** 2""22, or to some lost letter.
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touches, such as tare yiviiaKovres (5'), the Father of Glory ( i " ) , before the
foundation of the world (l^=Jn 172^), the novel use of pvarijpiov (5'2) and
oUovopla (in providential aspect), the application of ipiarl^eiv (3'), irvedpa rov
vobs (42^), etc., besides the predilection for the oratio pendens, an unparalleled number of genitival formations (95 in all, out of 155 verses)
which occur in almost every second verse, including such strange compounds
as d<^ rijS iirixoprjylas (4**), iiriBvpla rijs dirdrijs (422), etc., and some redundant epexegetic formations (e.g. jSouXr/ rov BeXijparos, Kpdros rijs laxios).
The last-named feature runs through the general style of the writing,
with its wealth of synonyms, which often add little or nothing to the thought,
its unique employment of prepositions like iv (115 times) and Kard, and the
unusual length to which the sentences are occasionally spun out, one period
passing into another through relatival and participial constructions whose
logical bearing it is frequently almost impossible to determine. The linguistic
data may be allowed to leave the problem of the authorship fairly open.*
But the idiosyncrasies of the style are by no means so easily explained.
Thus i ' ' " I^^"2* 2^'' 2*1"^' 2"''® 2^''22 31-' 3*-12 -jH-w .1-8 4I1-16 ^n-is .20-24
^3-5 5I8-2S ^25-27 ^28-30 gl-S gs-s gM-so, are all lengthy sentences which are often
cumbrous in their internal construction and beset by ambiguities in the
juxtaposition of clauses and the collocation of separate words. They are
at once elaborate and irregular. 32-1* is a long parenthesis or digression,
after which 3"'" resumes 3I; similarly the subject is repeated in 2^*, after the
break. Such rhetorical anacoloutha are not paralleled by an impassioned
irregularity like that in Gal 2*"'. The latter is natural, as the abrupt
language of a man dictating under the strong emotion of an indignant
memory. The Ephesian instances, on the other hand, show the deliberate
indifference of the writer to the niceties of literary symmetry, and thus fall
into a class by themselves. " If we may regard this epistle as our best
example of that aoipla which, according to i Co 2', was to be found in Paul's
teaching, we may see in its style something like a virepoxi) Xbyov (ibid, v.*),
'corresponding to the iirepoxi] aocplas, ,
It would be less inappropriate
than elsewhere to call the language elaborate ; and it is at the same time
apt oftener than elsewhere to stray beyond the bounds of symmetry and
regularity " (Simcox, Writers of NT, p. 32).
It is unfair to characterise the temper thus mirrored in the style of the
epistle as phlegmatic ; t lyric would be a fitter term for the opening chapters
in especial, with their soaring, subtle movement of thought and at the same

time
"With many a winding bout
Of linked sweetness long drawn out."
Upon the other hand, these features of serenity and profundity only serve to
bring out more decisively the difference between Ephesians and the letters of
* Nageli (Wortschatz des Paulus, 85) goes even further, " i m ganzen
scheint mir der Wortschatz dieses Briefes
. eher eine Instanz fiir als gegen
die Echtheit zu sein."
t So von Soden (HC. iii. i. 90) ; cp. the criticisms of Jacquier, i. 306, and
Hort (pp. 152 f.). Von Soden himself, however, subsequently speaks of the
' lyrical' passages in 4-6 (INT. 287-288).
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Paul. It is often urged that the acceptance of Colossians as written by Paul
renders the acceptance of Ephesians more easy, but in some respects it only
adds to the difficulties felt by the literary critic. T h e nearer the two are
brought together, the more distinctive is the impression made by the conceptions as well as the style of Ephesians ; particularly as regards the latter,
it becomes increasingly hard to understand the unparalleled phenomena
which the Greek presents. Granted that ' the lofty calm which undeniably
does pervade it may in part be due to the mellowing effect of years, but
doubtless much more to the sense of dangers surmounted, aspirations
satisfied, and a vantage-ground gained for the world-wide harmonious action
of the Christian community under the government of G o d ' (Hort, op. cit.
152-153); the problem remains, however, how can such tones be psychologically harmonised with what we know of Paul's mind and style a few
months before and after he wrote thus ? Philippians, his swan-song, cannot
have been written very long after this ; Colossians was composed very little
before.
Yet Ephesians stands apart from both, in style and conceptions
alike. T h e separate items of difficulty in the thought and expression may be
explained, but the cumulative impression which they make is that of a writer
who occupies a later standpoint of his own ; and this is more than corroborated
by the style, which makes it extremely difficult to believe that Paul suddenly
dropped into this method of writing and as suddenly abandoned it. " T h e
old vivacity appears to be lost. T h e sentences and paragraphs become
larger and more involved. T h e tone of challenge dies out. Even the
affectionateness seems buried in weighty but almost laboured disquisitions"
(Sanday in St. MargarePs Lectt. on Crit. of NT, 1902, p. 22). This may be
partly due to the fact that the direct controversy of Colossians is absent from
Ephesians, but the larger explanation of the latter's general tone is that the
writer, unlike Paul, is not writing with any particular communities in view.
T o sum up. T h e cumulative force of the arguments already noted is in
favour of a Paulinist, imbued with his master's spirit, who composed this
homily in his name as Luke composed the Pauline speeches in Acts (either
from a sense of what Paul would have said under the circumstances or from
some basis in tradition). From the writing of such speeches to the composition of an epistolary homily on the basis of an epistle like Colossians it
was an easy step (cp. pp. 42, 47). T h e writer designed his work to be read
(3^) by the church as a manifesto of Paul's mind upon the situation; it was
a pamphlet or tract for the times, insisting on the irenical needs of the church
(like Acts) and on the duty of transcending the older schisms which had
embittered the two sections of Christendom.
Schleiermacher (Einl. 165 f.), who was the first to detect the internal
problems of the epistle, suggested its composition by Tychicus under Paul's
directions—a theory advocated by Usteri and Renan ( " Que Paul ait 6crit
ou dicte cette lettre, il est a peu pres impossible de I'admettre ; mais qu'on
I'ait composee de son vivant, sous ses yeux, en son nom, c'est ce qu'on ne
saurait declarer improbable," iii. p. xx). T h e Tubingen view of Colossians
carried Ephesians also into the second century, but the recent recognition of
the former as Pauline has left the problem of Ephesians more of an open
question, resembling, e.g., the problem of the exact connection between
Aristotle and the recently discovered treatise upon the Athenian Constitu-
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tion. A number of critics (so especially, in addition to those named on
p. 374, B. Weiss, AJT. i. 377 f. ; Godet, INT. 475-490; Salmon, INT388 f.; Zahn, Einl. § 29 ; Oltramare, and Baljon) attribute it to Paul ; Jiilicher
and others content themselves with a non liquet verdict; while some (see
p. 375) attempt to do justice to the combination of specifically Pauline
elements and absolute novelties in thought and language by postulating, as in
the case of the Pauline pastoral epp., a Paulinist who is reproducing Paul's
ideas, on the basis of Colossians, in view of later interests within the neocatholicism of the church. This does not involve the assumption that Paul
was not original enough to advance even beyond the circle of ideas reflected
in Colossians, or that he lacked constructive and broad ideas of the Christian
brotherhood. It is quite possible to hold that he was a fresh and advancing
thinker, and yet to conclude, from the internal evidence of Ephesians, that he
did not cut the channel for this prose of the spiritual centre. In Paul's
letters there is always something of the cascade; in Eph. we have a slow,
bright stream which brims its high banks.
One of the indirect traits of the sub-Pauline period is the significant
omission of the Lord's supper in 4" (one Lord, one faith, one baptism). This
is all the more striking as Paul's treatment of the eucharist in i Co 10^' (els
apros, iv a£>pa ol iroXXol iapev, ol ydp irdvres ix rov ivbs dprov perixopev)
naturally pointed to its use as a symbol and proof of the unity of Christians
with one another and their Lord (cp. Didache, 9*). But the Fourth
gospel voices a feeling of protest against a popular view of the Lord's supper
which was tinged by pagan sacramentalism (cp. E. F . Scott, The Fourth
Gospel, pp. 122 f.); Hebrews (13^'") also opposes the idea that the adpia
Xpiarov could be partaken of, as in several of the contemporary pagan cults
(cp. below, p. 455 ; O. Holtzmann, ZNW., 1909, 251-260); Ephesians, we
may conjecture, shows a like indifference to this growing conception of the
supper (whether due to Paul, or developed from his language in I Cor.), and
therefore omits the supper entirely.

§ 6. Destination and object.—The vp,v.% of the homily, which
first appears in i^*, is defined in 2I1 (cp. 2I and 3I) as Gentile
Christians. The writer has these primarily in view; but the
situation is no longer one in which they are exposed to any
Jewish Christian propaganda of legalism. In fact, it is assumed
that the Gentile Christians are now in the majority; it is their
predominance which forms the starting-point for the broad
survey of history which Ephesians outlines. The r]pw of 111-12
certainly represents Jewish Christians. Paul here voices that
section of the church in its historical relation to the gospel.
But the language is general, and neither here nor in 2i^* (cp.
Hoennicke, JC. 125 f.) is there any real justification for the view
that Jewish Christians were contemplated as a definite part of
the writer's audience.
The author addressed his homily in Paul's name TOIS d-yibts
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TOIS ovcriv Ka\ iricrTo'is iv Xpto-ro) 'Irjcrov, omitting the place-name of
Col ll and adding Tots ovo-iv (cp. Ro 82* TOIS Kara irpoQecriv KXTITO'I';
ovo-iv) in order to amplify the following phrase, which further defines the dyioi whom the writer has in mind (cp. 221 ayiov iv Kvpio),
and 5^). Those who defend iv 'E<^€crai as original, explain its early
omission in some copies by urging either (i.) that this was due to
Paul himself, who ordered Tychicus to leave a space blank in
some copies for other churches (so, e.g., Schott); or (ii.) that it
was the result of a transcriber's error; or (iii.) that it sprang from
a feehng that passages like ii* 31-* 421 involved readers who were
not, hke the Christians of Ephesus, personally known to the
apostle. None of these hypotheses is convincing.* A number
of early copies in the second century evidently lacked the words,
as Origen and Basil after him remark; traces of this form of the
text are still present in the first hand of N and B,t and the
likelihood is that Marcion must have received the epistle in
this shape.
Tertullian charges him with changing the title
{adv. Marc. v. 17 : titulum aliquando interpolare gestiit, quasi et
in isto diligentissimus explorator, nihil autem de titulis interest,
cum ad omnes apostolus scripserit, dum ad quosdam); but this
merely means that the title of ' Ephesians' in Tertullian's Canon
(as in the Muratorian) already contained the Ephesian designation, whereas Marcion's differed (cp. adv. Marc. v. r i : prsetereo
hie et de alia epistola quam nos ad Ephesios praescriptam
habemus, haeretici uero ad Laodicenos), and Tertullian naturally
supposed the canonical title to be the original. H e falls back
on the ueritas ecclesice or church-tradition of the title, not upon
the text, from which any place-name was apparently absent.
There would be a partial analogy to the insertion of a place-name if the
original text of Ro i^ were (as in G) Tots oiaiv iv dydirrj Beov KXijrots dylois
•Jacquier (i. 290) dismisses (i.) as " u n e supposition toute gratuitA et
assez ridicule." Hamack (Die Adresse, 704 f.), who now identifies Eph.
with the Laodicean epistle (see above, pp. 159-161), suggests speciosius
quam uerius that it was the degeneration of the local church (Apoc 3'**-)
which led to the substitution of Ephesus for Laodicea in the title and
address (by the first decade of the second century), in order to punish a communitywhichnolongerdeservedtopossessaPaulineepistle(cp. Exp.* ii. igyf.).
+ Also in " the corrector of a later MS (67), whose corrections are
evidently taken from another quite different MS of great excellence, now
lost" (Hort). Basil (contr. Eunomium, ii. 19) explicitly writes : ovri,} ydp
\i.e. the reading of Eph l ' without iv"E<piaip) Kal ol irpb ijpCbv irapaSeSwKaai
(i.e. Origen and others), cal ijpeis iv rots iraXaiois ruv dvriypdipuv evp-qKapev.
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(so Zahn, INT. i. 378f., 394 f.), for which, at a subsequent period, rots
oiaiv iv "Pitiprj dyainjrots 6. K. d was substituted ; but the former reading is
piobably due to a revision of the text for liturgical purposes (see above,
p. 141). It is not certain whether Tertullian's words imply that Marcion's
tet* or his own text had a place-name after oiaiv, since 'titulus' might
here, as in the case of Galatians (adv. Marc. v. 5) include the address. The
probabilities on the whole are in favour of an inference to the contrary.
The canonical Ephesians in this case would be originally a general pastoraJ
addressed in Paul's name to Gentile Christians, which Marcion evidently
identified with the epistle to the Laodiceans. The title irpbs 'Eipiaiovs first
appears in the Muratorian Canon ; when it was appended to the epistle
previously, and whether this addition was derived from the presence of iy
Eipiaif in i', remains uncertain.

If *i' 'E<j)icria in l l was the original reading, the epistle cannot
have leen written by Paul. Its tone presupposes that the church
(or rather, the Christian recipients) was personally unknown to
him (ii* 32 421); there is not the slightest reference to his long
mission among t h e m ; and while Paul could write letters without
sending greetings, the Thessalonian epistles, e.g., contain definite
allusions to the apostle's relations with the church which are
conspicuous by their absence from Ephesians. In spite of all
arguments to the contrary {e.g. by Cornely, Henle, Schmidt,
Rinck in SK, 1849, 948 f.; Alford, and A. Kolbe in his Theol.
Comm. iiber das erste Capital des Briefes an die Epheser, Stettin,
r869), there is no internal evidence to prove that Ephesus was
the church (or even one of the churches) addressed, and much
to the contrary. Some Greek commentators, beginning with
Theodore of Mopsuestia, ingeniously got over the difficulty by
arguing that Eph. was written before Paul had reached Ephesus
—a desperate hypothesis which need not be seriously refuted.
Even when the epistle is attributed to a Pauline disciple, it is not
probable that iv 'Ec^eVu) (so, e.g., Klopper, 34 f.; and Holtzmann,
cp. Corssen in ZNW., 1909, 35 f.) was an integral part of the
address. Paul's intimate connection with the church of Ephesus
was notorious, and any one writing in his name must have known
better than to make him address the Ephesian Christians as if he
and they had no personal acquaintance (cp. ii* 32). T o defend
its originality by postulating the writer's ignorance of the relation
between Paul and Ephesus is a tour de force of criticism, which
contradicts, inter alia, the affinities of the writing with Luke.
The same considerations tell against the circular-hypothesis
which regards Ephesus as merely one of the communities for
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which the epistle was designed. Paul would have made some
distinction in the body of the epistle between readers well known
to him and others to whom he was a stranger (as in Col 2I); he
would hardly have grouped the church of Ephesus, or even the
adjoining churches (to many of which he was personally known,
cp. Ac 191" 2o25), with communities who had no personal connection with himself This notion, that Eph. was designed for a
wider circle of churches than Ephesus, originated with Beza (' sed
suspicor non tam ad Ephesios ipsos proprie missam epistolam,
quam Ephesum ut ad ceteras Asiaticas ecclesias transmitteretur'),
and was worked up by Ussher into the hypothesis of a circular
letter, which has been practically the dominant view, ever since,
of those who hold to the Pauline authorship (so, most recently,
J. Rutherford, St. PauPs Epp, to Colossce and Laodicea, 1908 ; S. J.
Case, Biblical World, 1911, 315 f; G. S. Hitchcock, Ephesians
an Encyclical of St. Paul, 1913). T h e further identification of
Eph. in this form with the letter mentioned in Col 41^ (Laodicea
being one of its recipients) is generally held along with the circularhypothesis. The latter, however, is not free from difficulties.
Primitive Christian epistles designed for a wide circle of churches
were composed otherwise (cp. i Co ii"2. Gal i i ) ; the notion of
copies with blanks for the local address is not true to ancient
methods of epistolography; besides, we should expect traces of
several readings, and at best the retention of iv. If iv AaoBiKia
had been the original reading in ii, the change to ev 'E^eo-w
becomes unintelligible; and, vice versa, if iv 'Ec^eVo) was in the
autograph, Marcion's change becomes almost inexplicable. As
none of the conjectural emendations, such as Kar 'Ipiv for
Kal irio-Tois (Ladeuze in RB,, 1902, 573-580), or eOvea-iv for
'Ec^eo-o) (R. Scott), is probable,* the alternatives a r e : {a) that the
place-name was lost at an early period from copies of the
autograph; or {b) that ii originally ran TOTS dytois rots ovaiv KOI
TrtoTTois iv XptoTiS 'Irjo-ov. When the sub-Pauline date of the
writing is assumed, the latter theory becomes decidedly superior,
in spite of the difficulties which attach to the interpretation of
the words. It is preferable on the whole to take irio-Tots in the
sense of faithful rather than of believing ; the latter interpretation
* Shearer ( 5 ' r iv. 129) reads r . 4. rots''liaai (the lonians), and P . Ewald,
\NKZ., 1904, 560-568) conjectures d7a7r7/ToZs for 07^015 TOIS (i.e. ' t o those who
are beloved and believing'), while D omits rots (so Zahn) ; but the difficult
oiaiv was in Origen's text, and there is no reason to suspect its originality.
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would most naturally imply Jews who were also Christians, and
the tenor of the homily tells against this characterisation of its
audience.
The advance on Paul's idea of unity is that Eph. correlates the two conceptions of Christ's supremacy and the unity of Christians by running back
ihe latter, i.e. the ideal church's unity,* to the supremacy of Christ as the
cosmic and religious head of the universe. In this way the epistle represents
I he climax of the Pauline development; its theme is " n o t simply the unity
uf the church, but the unity of the church in Jesus Christ supreme. This Paul
had not preached before" (M. W. Jacobus, A Problem in NT Criticism, 275).
The former division of Jew and Gentile is for ever abolished by Jesus Christ,
whose church constitutes the final relationship of man to God ; this pvarijpiov
or open secret is hailed as the climax of revelation, and Paul is the chosen
herald of the message. The writer correctly regards Paul's work as the presupposition of the catholic church. The evdrrjs (4'' i', here only) and the
elp:^vij of the church, attained as the result of Paul's propaganda, were due,
however, not to any diplomatic adjustment of the two parties, but to the full
and deep apprehension of the meaning of the gospel which Paul proclaimed.
The author does not disparage (cp. 3°) the other apostles, any more than
Luke does; on the contrary, he expressly associates the apostles with Paul
in the promulgation of the church's universality and unity ; but he insists on
Paul's importance for the divine unfolding of that catholic unity which in the
Fourth gospel is run back to the original teaching of Jesus. Similarly the
problems of freewill and election, which were raised in Romans, are ignored
in Eph., not because Paul felt now dissatisfied with the answers he had given
(so Davies, y^Z'.S'., 1907, 460), but because this Paulinist moved in a region of
thought where such idiosyncrasies of the apostle were transcended.
It seems probable, therefore, so far as probability can be
reached in a matter of this kind, that the epistle, or rather homily
in epistolary form, originally had no notice of any church. It
was a catholicised version of Colossians, written in Paul's name
to Gentile Christendom (2I1 3I); the solitary reference to concrete conditions (621-22) jg adapted from Colossians, in order to lend
vraisemblance to the writing, and the general traits of the homily
rank it among the catholic epistles or pastorals of the early church.
Marcion evidently conjectured that the epistle must be that
referred to in Col 4I®, and therefore included it in his Pauline
ranon under the title of irpos AaoSiKcas. T h e title Trpos 'E</)£a-i'ovs,
with the insertion iv 'Effjeaia in ii, was either {a) due to the fact
that the Pauline canon of the church was drawn up at Ephesus,
* Cp. Schmiedel in EBi. 3120-3121 ("From the divine predestination
of the church in Eph l^" 32-'' ' ' ' ' , there is but a single step further to that
of its pre-existence, which is accepted in Hermas, Vis. ii. 4. I and in
:Clem. 14"'!.
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where possibly a copy of Ephesians was preserved, and from
which it was circulated (hence the title; so, e.g., Haupt and
Zahn); or {b), as Baur suggested, to an editorial combination of
621 ;;yith 2 T i 4I2 {TvxiKov 8e direa-reiXa ets "Ecjieaov).

T h e latter

hypothesis does not seem too artificial, especially in view of the
fact that Ephesus has other links to the circle of Pauline traditions
in which the epistle to Timotheus and Titus originated.
8 7. Period.—The terminus ad quem may be roughly fixed by the echoes
of the epistle in the later Christian literature. The darkened understanding
of Clem. Rom. 362 may have been suggested by Eph 4'', just as the eyes of
your heart (Clem. Rom. 59') seems to echo Eph l'*, while Eph 4*"* is
reflected in Clem. Rom. 46^ (have we not one God and one Christ and one
Spirit of grace shed forth upon us ? and one calling in Christ ?). If these
(cp. also Eph I*'* = 01. Rom. 64) are, as it seems to the present writer, more
than coincidences, Ephesians must have been composed some time previous
to A.D. 96. Twenty years later the existence of the epistle becomes still
more plain, through the glimpses of it in Ignatius * (e.g. 52* with Polyk. 5^
love your wives, even as the Lord the church ; i2* 2 ' ' with Smyrn. l* in one
body of his church, embracing Jews and Gentiles; 42"' with Polyk. i^ Take
heed to unity—bear with all in love; 5^ with Eph. I* 10* let us be zealous to
be imitators of God in forgiveness and forbearance; also 3 ' with Eph. 19, and
giBf. ^itij Polyk. 62). As di3vi..v,t, ii Aot more so, is its use by Polykarp (cp.
Eph 2* with Pol. l ' knowing that by grace you are saved, not of works, but
by the will of God through Jesus Christ; Eph 42* with Pol. 12' modo, ut his
scripturis dictum est, Irascimini et nolite peccare, et Sol non occidat super
iracundiam uestram, etc.). Beyond this it is needless to go down into the
second century, except to notice the reminiscences (cp. Zahn's Hirt des Hermas,
412 f.) in Hermas (e.g. Mand. iii. i, 4, Sim. ix. 13, 17), its use by the
Valentinians (cp. Iren. i. 8. 4-5 ; Hipp. vi. 3), and the likelihood that the use
of 4** S**" in Epiph. 26^* and 3422 proves that Eph. as well as Judas was
known to Marcus, the gnostic founder of the Marcosians, c. A.D. 160. To
judge from Hippolytus (e.g, v. 7f., vii. 25), it was a favourite among several
early gnostic sects.
A second-century date for the composition of the homily (so, formerly, e.g,,
Baur, Holtzmann, Mangold, Pfleiderer, Cone, S. Davidson, Rovers' INT,
pp. 65 f., Briickner) is therefore ruled out ; besides, no polemic against either
Montanism (so, e.g., Schwegler, arguing from the emphasis on the Spirit, the
prophets, etc.) or any phase of gnosticism (so, e.g., Hilgenfeld, Einl. 669f.)
• Ignatius describes the Ephesian Christians as 'initiated together into
the mysteries with Paul' (i2 = Eph 3*-' etc.), 'who makes mention of you
in every epistle'—a hyperbole based on I Co 16*, 2 Ti l*', I Ti l ' etc.
But it is a fair inference that he did not know ' Ephesians' with its canonical
address and title. While his letter to Ephesus has traces of ' Ephesians,' it
never suggests that the latter had special Ephesian associations (cp. Zahn's
Ignatius von Antiochien, 607 f.); he does not remind the Ephesians of Paul's
letter to them, as Clemens Rom. does the Corinthian church.
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k audible.' The terminus a quo is fixed by Colossians, which was certainly,
and I Peter which was probably, used by the anonymous autor ad Ephesios.
Ewald, who regarded Colossians as written by Timotheus under Paul's supervision, held that Ephesians was composed by a Paulinist between A.D. 75
and 80, and if the terminus ad quem is extended to c. A.D. 85, this conjecture
may serve as a working hypothesis for the general period of the writing.
While the literary relationships fix approximately the date, they throw no
light on the place of the homily's composition, except that the traces of its
circulation in Asia Minor suggest the latter province as its locus.

PAUL:

TO TIMOTHEUS

AND

TITUS,

LITERATURE. — (a) Editions — After the fifth century homilies of
Chrysostom (ed. Field, 1849-1855) and the commentary of Theodore of
Mopsuestia (ed. H. B. Swete, Cambridge, 1882), no special edition of any
significance appeared till the Reformation, when Calvin (1549, 1556)
published his Genevan treatises, and Luther wrote his Annotationes (ed.
Bruns, Liibeck, 1797); see, further, C. yfagaX\anns(Operis hierarchici libri iii.
etc., Lyons, 1609); Louis de Sotomayor (Paris, 1610); Charles Rapine
(Paris, 1622); Grotius (Annotationes, Paris, 1641); J. D. Michaelis
(Gottingen, 1750); Mosheim (1755); Bengel's Gnomon (1759); Heydenreich, die Pastoralbriefe P. erlautert (1826-1828) * ; Flatt's Vorlesungen (ed.
Kling, 1831); C. S. Matthies (1840); Mack 2 (1841); A. S. Paterson
(1848); Wiesinger (in Olshausen's Kommentar, vol. v. 1850, Eng. tr.. New
York, 1858); Oosterzee (Bielefeld, 1861); Huther' (Gottingen, 1866);
Bisping's Erkldrung (1866); Ewald (1870); Plitt, die Pastoralbriefe praktisch ausgelegt (l8'j2); Hofmann (1874); P- FaiThairn( 7'he Pastoral Epistles,
Edin. 1874) ; J. T. Beck, Erkldrung der 2. Briefe P, an Tim. (ed. Lindenmeyer, 1879); EUicott'(1883) * ; Wace and Jackson (Speaker's Comm. 1881);
Knoke (1887-1889) ; Reuss (1888); Kubel (in Strack-Zockler's Komm,
1888); von Soden2 (77(7. 1893)*; Knoke" (flange's Bibel-Werk, 1894);
Riggenbach(—Zockler, 1897); A. E. Yfnra^xeys (Cambridge Bible, 1897);
J. H. Bernard (CGT, 1899)*; Stellhorn (1900); Horton(C.ff. 1901); R.
M. Pope (London, 1901); J. P. Lilley (Edin. 1901); Krukenberg (1901);
Cone (Intern, Hdbks. to NT, 1901); Weiss'' (— Meyer, 1902)* ; Koehler
(SNT," 1907); J. E. Belser (Freiburg im Breisgau, 1907) * ; N. J. D. White
(EGT. 1910); Wohlenberg* (ZK, 1911); E. Bosio (Florence, 1911); M.
Meinertz (1913); J. Knabenbauer (Paris, 1913); M. Ti^^vis
(HBNT.
1913); E. F. Brown (WC, 1917).
Also Jerome (fourth century), J. Willichius (Expositio brevis et
familiaris, 1542); D. N. Berdotus (1703); Mosheim (Erkldrung des Briefe
and. Titum, 1779); Kuinoel (Explicatio ep. Pauli ad Titum, 1812); and J.
S. Howson (Smith's Z5.5. iii. 1520-1521) on Titus ; Caspar Cruciger (1542);
C. Espencaeus (In priorem ep, ad Tim, commentarius et digressiones, Paris,
^ Baur's contention was that Eph. voices, instead of opposing, gnosticism,
and that it dates from a time " when the gnostic ideas were just coming into
circulation, and still wore the garb of innocent speculation " (Paul, Eng. ti.
ii. 22).
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1561); Melanchthon (Enarratio
epist. P, ad Tim. et duortim
capitum
secunda-, 1561); Tilemann ^esh\xs\ws (comm. in priorem epist. P. ad Tim.
1582); Gerhard (adnotationes in I P. ad Tim. epistolam, 1643); A. C.
Fleischmann (1791); J . A. L. Wegscheider (1810) ; M. G. E . Leo (Pauli
epist. I ad Tim. cum comm. perpetuo, Leipzig, 1837); Kolling (Der I Brief
P. an Tim. aufs neue untersucht und ausgelegt, 1882-7); Liddon (1897);
and Sir W . M. Ramsay (.E.^/.' 1908 f.) on i T i m . ; C. Espencaeus (Paris,
1564) ; J. B. Rembowski (1752); M. G. E . L e o (1850); Bahnsen, die sog.
Pastoralbriefe, I. der II Tim. (1876) * on 2 T i m . ; with Mosheim
(Erkldrung
der beyden Briefe des Ap. Pauli an den Timotheum, Hamburg, 1755), and
Plumptre (Smith's DB. iii. 1507-1572) on I and 2 Tim.
(li) Studies—(i.) g e n e r a l : — P . Anton (Exegetische
Abhandlungen
der
Pastoralbriefe, 1 7 5 3 ) ; ' van den E s (Pauli ad Titum epistola cum eiusdem ad
Tim. epp. composita, Leyden, 1819) ; L. P.. Rolle (De authentia
epist.
pastoralium,
1841) ; Scharling (Die neuesten Untersuchungen
Uber die sog.
Pastoralbriefe, 1846) ; A. Saintes, Etudes critiques sur les trois lettres past,
attributes d S. Paul (1852); Schenkel (BL. iv. 3 9 3 - 4 0 2 ) ; Sabatiei (ESR.
X. 2 5 0 - 2 5 9 ) ; Ginella, De authentia
epist. pastoralium
(Breslau, 1865) ;
Pfleiderer's Paulinismus
( E n g . tr. ii. 1 9 6 - 2 1 4 ) ; J. R. Boise, The epp. of
Paul written
after he became a prisoner (New York, 1887); Plummer
(Expositor's
Bible, 1888); Hesse, Die Entstehung
d. NT
Hirtenbriefe
(1889); Bourquin, itude critique sur les past, ipttres (1890); H a t c h (EB.'',
' P a s t o r a l s ' ) ; H a r n a c k (ACL.
ii. I. 480-485, 7 1 0 - 7 1 1 ) ; Moffatt
(EBi.
5079-5096); W . Lock (DB. iv. 768 f . ) ; Jacquier (INT.
i. 353, 4 1 4 ) ;
R. Scott, The Pauline Epistles (1909), p p . 128 f., 329f. ; R. A. Falconer
(DAC. ii. 583f.). (ii.) specially against the Pauline authorship of one or
all:—Schleiermacher (uber den sog. ersten Brief des P. an den Tim., Ein krit.
Sendschreiben an Gass, Berlin, 1807 ; cp. his Werke zu Theol. ii. 2 2 1 - 2 3 0 ) ;
Baur, die sogen. Pastoralbriefe ( 1 8 3 5 ) * ; Schenkel, Christusbild d. Apostel
( i 6 2 f ) ; Schwegler (A^2. ii. 138-153); H . J . fioitzmann,
die Pastoralbriefe
kritisch. u. exegetisch behandelt ( 1 8 8 0 ) * ; Renan, iii. pp. xxiii-liii, v.
(ch. v i . ) ; Pfleiderer (Urc. iii. 3 7 3 f . ) ; W . Bruckner, Chron. 2 7 7 - 2 8 6 ;
Weizsacker, A A. ii. 163 f., 259 f. ; M. A. Rovers, Nieuw-test.
Letterkunde"
(1888), 6 6 - 7 8 ; J. Reville, Les origines de Pepiscopal, i. 262 f.; E . Y.
H i n c k s , / 5 Z . (1897) 9 4 - 1 1 7 ; von Soden (INT.
305 f . ) ; Gould
(NTTh.
I 4 2 f . ) ; McGiffert (AA. 398, 4 2 3 ) ; E . Vischer (Die Paulusbriefe,
1904,
74-80) ; Knopf, NZ. 32, 300 f. ; Baljon, INT. pp. 1 5 0 - 1 7 4 ; A . S. Peake,
(INT. 68-71) ; Wendland (HBNT.
i. 2. 364 f . ) ; H . H . Mayer, Ueber d.
Pastoralbriefe (1913) ; F . Koehler (Z)z« Pastoralbriefe, 1914). (iii.) Schleiermacher was answered by Planck (Bemerkungen Uber den ersten Brief an Tim.
1808); Baur by M. Baumgarten (die Echtheit d. Pastoralbriefe, Berhn, 1837)
and Matthies (1840); the traditional view was maintained by Good, Authent.
des ipttres past. (Montauban, 1848) ; Dubois, itude critique sur Pauthent. de
la premiere ip. h Tim. (1856); and Doumergue (Pauthenticiti
i Tim. 1856);
but especially by T . Rudow, de argum. hist, quibus epp. past, origo Paulina
impugnata
est (1852); C. W. Otto, die geschichtlichen
Verhdltnisse
der

* Said to be the first German work where the name ' pastorals' can be
found applied to these epistles.
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Pastoralbriefe, i860); M. J. Cramer (JBL., 1887, pp. 3 f . ) ; Bertrand, essai
critique sur Pauthenticiti des ip. Past. (1888); G. G. Findlay * (Appendix to
Eng, tr. of Sabatier's L'apdtre Paul, pp. 341-402); Hort, Christian Ecclesia
(1898), 189-217, and A. Ruegg (Aus Schrift u. Geschichte, 1898, pp. 59108) • ; followed by Roos, die Briefe des apost. Paulus u. die Reden des
Herm Jesu (156-202); G. H. Gilbert, Students Life of Paul (1899), 225232; J. W- Falconer, From Apostle to Priest (igoo), 109-146; W. E. Bowen
(Dates of Past. Letters, 1900); G. G. Findlay (Hastings'Z>.ff. iii. 7141.);
W. M. Ramsay (CRE. pp. 248f., Exp.* viii. iiof. etc.); R. D. Shaw
(Pauline epp.^ pp. 423 f.); T. C. Laughlin (The Pastoral Epp. in ihe Light of
one Roman Imprisonment, California, 1905); R. J. Knowling (Testimony of
St. Paul to Christ", 1906, pp. 121-147); J. D. James (Genuineness and
Authorship of Past. Epp., 1906); CQR. (1907)63-86, 344-358; Barth
(INT. § 14); Zahn (INT, §§ 33-37)*; A. Maier (Hauptprobleme d. P,Briefe, 1911); C. Bruston (RTQR. xxii. 248f., 441 f.); V. Bartlet (Exp.^
28ff.); Edmundson (Urc. 160f.). (iv.) on special points:—Beckhaus,
Specimen observationum de vocabulis &ira^ Xey. et rarioribus dicendiformulis
in prima epistola Paulina ad Tim. (1810); Ad. Curtius, de tempore quo prior
epist. Tim. exarata sit (1828); G. Bohl, iiber die Zeit der Abfassung und die
Paulin. Charakter der Briefe an Tim. u. Tit. (Berlin, 1829, conservative);
W. Mangold (Die Irrlehrer der Pastoralbriefe, Marburg, 1856); Eylau, Zur
Chronologie der Pastoralbriefe (1888) ; E. Belin, itude sur les tend, hiritiques
combattues dans les ip. past. (1865); Hilgenfeld (ZWT., 1880, 448-464);
Havet, le Christianisme et ses origines, iv. 376-380(1884); Henri Bois, JPT.
(1888) 145-160; Clemen, Einheitlichkeit d. Paulin. Briefe (l8g4), 142-176;
A. Klopper, ZWT. (1902) 339-361 {'Zur Christologie der Pastoralbriefe');
W. Lutgert, Die Irrlehrer d, Pastoralbriefe (BFT, xiii. 3, 1909); Moffatt
( £ A " x x v i . 991 f.).

§ I. Order.—In addition to wpos *E<^€o-iovs, three epistles
addressed to Timotheus (irpos lip-oQeov A, B) and Titus (irpos
TiTov) appear in the canon under the name of Paul. As these titles
did not form part of the original autographs, the early church,
which took them as written within Paul's lifetime, naturally argued
from the internal evidence that 2 Tim., with its richer individual
references, reflected the last phase of the apostle's career, and
that I Tim. was earlier. When the epistles are recognised to
belong to a sub-Pauline period, 1 a comparative study of their
contents indicates that 2 Tim. is the earliest of the three, and
I Tim. the furthest from Paul (so, e.g.. Mangold, de Wette,
Reuss, La Bible, vii. 243 f., 703 f.; Baur, Holtzmann, von Soden,
Harnack, Pfleiderer, Rovers, Bourquin, Briickner, S. Davidson,
Beyschlag, McGiffert, Clemen, Schmiedel, Jiilicher, R. Scott,
' Cp. Lock, DB. iv. 784 : " On this latter supposition the priority of
Titus to 1 Tim. would seem almost certain, as there would be so little reason
for the same writer composing it if I Tim. were in existence, and intended as
a general treatise."
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and Koehler); cp. HNT.
559-561.
T h e more advanced
situation of i Tim. is betrayed by its sharper emphasis on
ecclesiastical procedure; e.g. iri'o-Tis in its objective sense
occurs four times in i Tim., once in Titus, never in
2 T i m . ; a-iar^p of God"" only occurs in i T i m . ; the iyiaivova-a
SiSao-KaXia is elevated to an extraordinary position t in i T i
iK*, and Tivh avOpwiroi or TIVCS is confined to i Tim. (seven
times). 2 T i 2"-20 is presupposed in i T i i20, and there is
a heightening scale in 2 Ti 223 = Tit 3 ^ = 1 T i i*, 2 Ti 1 " =
I T i 2\ 2 T i 31 = 1 T i 41% and Tit 1^=1 Ti 32. When the
author wrote 2 Tim., he must have had some Pauline materials
or sources at his c o m m a n d ; this preponderates to a lesser degree
in T i t u s ; but in i Tim., where he is more of an author and less
of an editor, the Pauline background of reminiscences and traditions recedes before the tendency of the writer to emphasise
the authority rather than the personality of the apostle, to
become more severe towards the errorists, and to elaborate
the details of ecclesiastical organisation and discipline. In this
respect the superiority of 2 Tim. is fairly obvious, and the probability is that superiority here is equivalent to priority.
I Tim. was the first to rouse the suspicions of critics (J. E. C. Schmidt,
Einl. i. 257 f.; Schleiermacher), and it is assigned to a post-Pauline date
even by some who incline to accept 2 Tim. as a composition of Paul (so, e.g.,
Lbflfler, Kleine Schriften, ii. 216 f. ; Neander, Bleek, and Heinrici, Der litt.
Charakter d. neutest, Schriften, 1908, 64).! Were it not for I Tim., it
might be plausible to seek room for the other two within the lifetime of Paul,
but all three hang together, and they hang outside the historical career of the
apostle. The critical position underlying the following pages is that while
the three epistles are, in Coleridge's phrase, ^TritrToXai TLavXoeiSets, they are
pseudonymous compositions of a Paulinist who wrote during the period of
transition into the neo-catholic church of the second century, vvith the aim
of safeguarding the common Christianity of the age in terms of the great
Pauline tradition. He knew Paul's epistles and venerated his gospel, but
• In contrast to the gnostic antithesis between God the Creator and God
the Saviour.
•j- As an antithesis to parricide, matricide, and other abnormal vices.
" This is so unnatural an application of the term that we can hardly believe
that Paul himself used it in such a connection, but rather another writer who
imitated the Pauline expression " (Bleek, INT. ii. 85-86).
X Heinrici writes: " der zweite Timotheusbrief wohl von Paulus selbst
verfasst ist, wahrend dem Titus und dem ersten Timotheusbrief Weisungen
des Paulus Uber Gemeindeorganisation, Gottesdienst, Lehre und sittliche
Pflichten der Gemeindeleiter zugrunde liegen, welche in Brieffbrm gefasst
sind." Bruston also makes Paul write 2 Tim. first.
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he had also access to some Pauline reliquia as well as to traditions which are
not represented in Luke's history. The pastorals, especially 2 Tim., are
composite, and they show further traces of subsequent accretion. It is
unlikely that these writings were nothing more than the products of a later
Paulinist's inventive imagination, working on the book of Acts and the
Pauline letters. Many of the details, e.g, the references to Paul's cloak and
books (2 Tim 4""i'), are too circumstantial and concrete to be explained
upon any such hypothesis (cp. Conybeare's Myth, Magic, and Religion,
p. xvi). No theory of verisimilitude accounts for them, any more than for
the numerous allusions to apostolic figures, which place them in a different
light from that of the earlier traditions. Furthermore, as has often been
urged (cp. Lemme, pp. 7f., and Krenkel, pp. 449 f.) with true historical
insight, the very discrepancies and roughness in the various situations presupposed throughout the epistles, especially in 2 Tim., are enough to indicate
that the writer had not a free hand. He was not sketching a purely imaginary
set of circumstances, but working up materials which were not always quite
tractable.
The apocryphal reference in 2 Ti 3 ' (cp. EBi. 2327 f., Charles' Apocrypha
and Pseud, ii. 811) threw suspicions on that epistle at an early date : 'item
quod ait sicut lannes et Mambres restiterunt Mosi non inuenitur in publicis
scripturis sed in libro secreto qui suprascribitur lannes et Mambres liber.
Unde ausi sunt quidam epistolam ad Timotheum repellere, quasi habentem in
se textam alicuius secreti; sed non potuerunt' (Origen, in Matth, ser. 117).
This, however, was a passing curiosity of early criticism. The reasons for
the widespread reaction (since Eichhorn) against the traditional hypothesis
of the pastorals are based on their diction, theological and ecclesiastical
standpoint, and ecclesiastical tendencies. The sub-Pauline elements are
decisive for a date later than any in Paul's lifetime. But any arguments in
favour of the hypothesis that Paul wrote these letters will be best met
indirectly, in the course of a positive statement of the other position.

§ 2. Contents.—{a) In the first part of 2 Tim. (1^2^) the
emphasis falls on suffering with and for the gospel as a note
of genuine Christianity. The greeting (1I-2) is followed by a
thanksgiving for Timotheus' unfeigned faith, and an exhortation
against being ashamed of Paul and the Pauline gospel in their
hour of adversity. Paul urges his own example to the contrary
(ii2'-), together with the example of a brave Asiatic Christian,
Onesiphorus (ii*-"). This Pauline gospel, of which endurance
is a leading feature, Timotheus as Paul's deputy is to teach {2^'^
to his subordinate agents, and to practise himself (2^-), with the
certainty of ultimate success and reward (2*-!'). The second
section of the epistle lays stress on the wordy, bitter, and barren
controversies which endanger this trust and tradition (21*'-).
Their immoral consequences and methods are hotly exposed
(3^"*); then Timotheus is warned, by Paul's own example (3i<"-),
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that suffering not ease is the mark of the true gospel, and that
innovations (3"'^) are to be eschewed. After solemnly laying
this charge on him (4I"*), Paul speaks of his own position (4*''))
and the letter closes with a number of private and personal
data.
The author evidently means the epistle to be taken as sent by Paul firom
his Roman imprisonment (cp. 4' = Ph l'^' 2") to Timotheus at some unknown
place (perhaps in Asia Minor, I''•'*). For an attempt to explain 4^"' as an
allusion to Paul's defence before Felix, see Krenkel's Beitrdge, pp. 424 f.,
442f. ; Kreyenblihl's Evglm d. Wahrheit (1900), i. 213f., and (see above,
p. 138) Erbes in ZNW., 1909, 128f., 195 f., with Spitta's Urc. i. 371. But
(see above, p. 169) the reference is obviously to the first stage of the Roman
trial (cp. Ph l'2'-); in any case it does not imply acquittal and release
(Zahn). Dr. T. C. Laughlin (see below) is obliged to refer the first defence
to a supposed trial of Paul before the Ephesian courts (Ac 19'"), which is
even more improbable.
Bahnsen ingeniously analyses the epistle thus: 2'"i* develops 2', 2"'2*
develops 2*, and 3^"'* (*' develops 2°. Otto's classification attempts to arrange
the contents under the three notes of the irvevpa in l'.
For a textual discussion of 2^*, cp. Resch's Paulinismus, pp. 258-259.
The pepPpdvai of 4 ' ' were probably pugillares membranei or sheets for
private memoranda. The ^ipxla may have included the Logia or evangelic
scriptures from which I Ti 5^* is quoted (so Resch) ; but this is a mere
conjecture. See, generally, Birt's Dcu Antike Buchwesen, pp. Sof-i 88 f. ;
Nestle's Einf. 39 f., and Zahn's GK. ii. 938-942.

{b) The construction of the epistle to Titus is simpler and
more lucid than that of the other two pastorals. After the
greeting (ii"*), Paul discusses the rules for the conduct of
presbyters or bishops in Crete, in view of current errors and
local vices (i®"i^). He then sketches 'the sound doctrine'
which Titus is to inculcate on aged men (2i'2) and women (2'"^),
younger men (2^-8) and slaves (2^-1°), in the light of what God's
grace demands (211-1^) from all Christians. This is enlarged and
enforced (3^'"),* in view of the position of Christians towards
the outside world; instead of worldliness or wrangling, ethical
superiority is to be the aim of all believers. Then, with a brief
personal message (312-1^), the epistle ends.
The literary setting goes back to some early tradition which associated
a Pauline mission, under Titus, with Crete; the island, owing to its
position, was a favourite wintering-place for vessels (cp. Ramsay, Pauline
and other Studies, 1907, 76), and, in the absence of all information about
* On the sub-Pauline tone of 3', cp. Sokolowski's Geist und Leben bei
Paulus (1903), 108f. ; on 3 " - " , Exp.* xi. 137 f.
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the origin of Cretan Christianity, it is a reasonable conjecture that Paul may
have touched at Crete during one of his voyages even prior (cp. 3'2"i' with
Ac 20^) to Ac 27^'-, There was a strong Jewish element in the population,
which seems to explain the local allusions in l'"- 3*. On the original basis,
in Epimenides, for the harsh attack upon the Cretan character, cp. Rendel
Harris in Exp.'' iii. 332 f., Exp.* ix. 29 f., and above, p. 35.

{c) I Tim. is more discursive and miscellaneous than 2 Tim.,
but the practical, ecclesiastical motive of the epistle (31^ Tavra
troi ypd(f>ij)

tva etSijs TTWS Set ev oi/cu) 6eov dvacTTpecjiecrOai) is

fairly obvious throughout its somewhat desultory contents. After
the greeting (ii"2), Paul contrasts (i^'^^) the methods and aims
of some contemporary antinomians at Ephesus with ' the sound
doctrine' of his own gospel, of which Timotheus (1I8-20) Jg the
natural heir. The writing then passes forward into the first
(2-3) of its two sections. Regulations are given for various
sides of church-life: (a) for whom (21^*) and by whom (2*^-)
prayer is to be offered—the latter direction drifting* into a
word on the subordination of women ; and {b) the qualifications
of inia-KOTToi (32*^), deacons and deaconesses (3®'i^). The closing
words of the section (31*'!^) imply that such care for the
worship and organisation of the church as a pillar and prop of
the truth cannot wholly prevent moral aberrations and heresies;
hence the second section (4-6) deals with Timotheus' attitude
towards such ascetic errors (41'^' ^'i**- H'l®) t as well as towards
individual members of the church (5i'2), particularly widows
(S^'^^)4 presbyters (51^^"), and slaves (6i-2). A sharp word
follows (d^i") on the errorists who made their religion a profitable
trade, and with a solemn charge to the 'man of God,' the
epistle closes in a doxology (6ii-i8). The postscript contains a
charge for wealthy Christians (6i'^"i^), and a warning for Timotheus
himself against contemporary yvoio-is (620-21).
In 5'*, where an OT quotation lies side by side with a NT saying, the
latter must be taken as equally from rj ypaiprj. It is artificial to conjecture
that a logion of Jesus has been loosely appended to the former. By the
time the author of the pastorals wrote, either Luke's gospel or some evan* The inner connection, such as it is, between 32*- and what precedes,
probably is to be found in the thought of worship suggesting the qualifications of those who presided over it.
t On 4^' (T^ dvayvibaei), see Glaue, Die Vorlesung heiligen Schriften im
Goltesdienste (1907), pp. 35-38.
J Konnecke (BFT. xii. i. 31-32) proposes to rearrange 5*'* thus: 5*
&. t. 8. 6. 7_

2$
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gelic collection containing Lk 10' was reckoned as ypacpij. This would be
partially, but only partially, explained if Luke were the author, in whole or
part, of the pastorals (see below, p. 414).

§ 3. Structure.—The more or less loose connection of the
three epistles and the frequent abruptness or awkwardness of
transition between successive passages, naturally suggest a recourse in the first instance to the hypothesis of transposition or
redaction. The results, however, do not of themselves point to
any satisfactory solution of the literary problem.
Tit i'"' certainly appears to be a marginal gloss (so O. Ritschl, TLZ,,
1885, 609; Knoke, pp. 227 f.; Harnack, ACL, 710 f., and McGiffert, cp.
EBi. 5091), breaking the connection between l ' (dvvirbrraKra) and l "
(elalv ydp iroXXol dvvirbraKroi); it may have been added subsequently by the
author himself (cp. I Ti 32*-) or inserted by a later editor interested in the
monarchical episcopate.* Similarly I Ti 52* has probably got displaced (cp.
EBi. 5080) from between 4' and 4* (Holtzmann), or 4!" and 4 " (Bois,
Kbnnecke), the motive of the change (unless it was accidental) being the desire
of some copyist to qualify dyvbv. It is scarcely adequate to treat it merely
as parenthetical, or (with Owen) to place it after 52". KnatchbuU and
Bakhuyzen prefer to omit it entirely as a later gloss, while Calvin and
Heydenreich suggested that 522C-23 ^j^g written on the margin originally.
More drastically P. Ewald (Probabilia betr. den Texte des i Tim. 1901)
conjectures that by an accidental displacement of the plagulce or leaves in the
original copy I Ti i^*-" has been displaced from between i ' and I*, and
2"_4i» from after 6"; which certainly smoothes out the roughness of the
transition f at various points. The awkward transitions in 31*-!* have also
suggested a textual irregularity which has been variously cured, e.g. by the
deletion of 3^2 (Naber, Mnemosyne, 1878, 371), or its removal to a place
between 3* and 3'° (Knoke omitting 3II, Hesse putting 3I' between 3I' and
3^1). 4' is also awkward in its present site, but it need not be an interpolation (Bois, Baljon), though " it is very probable that the Pastoral Epistles
[especially I Tim.] contain many interpolations in which statements about
errors and even directions about discipline have been somewhat altered to
suit the requirements of the middle of the second century. This is what
would naturally happen to a document which was used, as we know these
epistles were used, for a manual of ecclesiastical procedure" (Lindsay,
Church and Ministry in Early Centuries \ 141).
* Clemen (Einheitlichkeit, pp. 157 f.) and Hesse (pp. 1481, who
begins at i«) extend the interpolation to the close of v.», on inadequate
grounds. The connection between w.*^ and " ig quite good, and there
is no real difficulty about Epimenides being styled a prophet loosely
after v.".
t Better than the transposition of i'*"'* to a place between l ' and I*
(Bois), which leaves too large a gap between vopoSiSdaKaXoi (i«) and the
allusions to the law in I*, although it gives a good connection between the
charge of i"- and l " .

PAUL: TO TIMOTHEUS AND TITUS

403

On a closer examination into their literary unity, the epistles,
and especially 2 Tim., at once reveal different strata. Thus in
2 Tim., ii^-i* and 3I0-12 are plainly erratic boulders as they he;
both interrupt the context, and both contain material * which
is genuinely Pauline. The same holds true of 49-22»^ possibly
even of 46-223 jjj jj^g main, within which ii^-i^ is sometimes held
to have originally lain (after 4I" McGiffert, after 41^ Knoke).
But even 4(6)- ^•^2* is not homogeneous, although it is easier to
feel differences of time and temper within its contents than to
disentangle and place the various elements of which it is
composed.! Thus v."* {Luke alone is with me) hardly seems
consonant with v.^i'' {Eubulus salutes thee, and so do Pudens
and Linus, and Claudia, and all the brothers); if Timotheus was
to rejoin Paul at once (vv.** ^i), it is not easy to see how he
could devote himself to the local discharge of the duties laid
on him in x^-/^ (cp. Simcox, ET, x. 430-432, on the unlikelihood that the commissions and cautions of 413-15- 2i-22a could have
come from a dying man). Such phenomena | have led to schemes
of reconstruction which attempt to solve the complexity of the
epistles' structure by recourse to partition-methods, especially in
the case of 2 Tim. The presumably authentic material is
analysed, e,g,, as follows, {a) von Soden: ji^- ^-s*- 7f. is-is (21. 3-12* ?)
^6-19. 21-22 _ a genuine letter written from the close of the Roman
imprisonment, {b) McGiffert: ii-is (except !«''• 12-1*) (21-8-i3»)
^1-2.6-8.16-19. 21b. 10 written towards the end of his imprisonment
and life, a complete epistle, ' his dying testament' to the favourite disciple who was to carry on his work at Ephesus. {c)
Dr. T. C. Laughlin: 49-21* (^ note written from Macedonia,
shortly after Ac 20^), the rest of 2 Tim. written after Philippians from Rome, {d) Hausrath (iv. 162 f.): jis-is-f 49-18^ \^Q
Phil 3I-4, written soon after his arrival in Rome, the former
after his first trial. Other analysists find incorporated in 2 Tim.
a fragment written from the Caesarean imprisonment: e.g, {a)
Hitzig {Ueber Johannes Marcus, 1843, ^54 f-)> ^'^o distinguishes
* Lemme (Das echte Ermahnungsschreiben des Ap. Paulus an Tim. 1882),
Hesse, and Krenkel needlessly omit i'°''- i'*.
t Ewald assigned vv.*"" and ^''22 to Rome, vv.^'"^' to Macedonia, during
Paul's third tour from Ephesus.
$ It is more natural, in the majority of cases, to explain these internal
discrepancies as the result of accretion, when different notes (see above, p. 41)
have been fused together, than as lapsus memoria or calami.
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such a note (ii* 4i3-i«- 20-22^^ from another written during the
Roman captivity (4«-i2- 19- iW-is ^221) ^ ^.n. 6 3 ) ; {b) Bacon {Story
of St. Paul, 196 f.), who regards 4^- n^i*- -<'-2">' as probably composed during the two years at Csesarea; "• {c) Clemen {Paulus, i.
405 f.), who places 4^'^*, together with Colossians and Philemon
(A.D. 59-60), in this period (A.D. 61), ji^-is faUing in the Roman
captivity (A.D. 62) previous to Philippians, whilst 4i9-22» ^as
written after i Cor. from Corinth in A.D. 57 {op. cit. p. 3 5 4 ) ; and
{d) Krenkel {Beitrdge zur Aufhellung der Geschichte u. der Briefe
des Apostel Paulus, 1890, pp. 395-468), who addresses 4^"i* from
Caesarea to Timotheus at or near Troas, subsequently to Colossians and Philemon, 41^-1- II^-IT. i8b^^2i being written from the
Roman imprisonment.
The net result of such investigations is tentative. Beyond the general
fact that the author had some reliquia Paulina f at his disposal, and that
the internal evidence here and there suggests the incorporation of such notes
by one who felt justified in working up such materials, we can hardly go
with very much confidence. One of the most elaborate and least convincing
recent reconstructions is proposed by Hilgenfeld (ZWT., 1897, 1-86), viz.
that 2 Tim. has been worked over by an anti-Marcionite redactor, who also
edited Titus in the interests of orthodox doctrine (in i^-2' 12-13* 2I8 31"'"), and
revised (pp. 32 f.) later in the second century the post-Pauline original of
I T i m . ( = ll-2- 12-17 2l-6a. 8-15 3I-I6 ^9-11 ^la.^lSa ^19-22. 24-25) ^^hich h a d SOUght

to commend the monarchical episcopate.
Titus, on the other hand, presents less difficulty.
It is
probably sub-Pauline, and the alternatives seem to be (a)
either a genuine note of Paul worked up by a later disciple, who
was responsible for i Tim. at least, or {b) an epistle based on
* The rest of 2 Tim., with some interpolations (e.g. l^' 22''-28), is regarded
as written subsequently to Philippians (pp. 375 f.). Bottger dated the whole
epistle from the Csesarean period of imprisonment, with I Tim. from Patara
(Ac 21I) or Miletus (Ac 202^). The change of 'isliXiirip into MEX^TI; (SO, e.g.,
Baronius, Beza, Grotius, Knoke, Bahnsen) would date 2 Tim. or this part of
it from the Roman imprisonment (cp. Ac 28i"i°); but the textual evidence is
slight, and Trophimus is not mentioned by Luke (Ac 272) in this connection.
•f The preservation of such private notes, as, e.g. in the cases of the
correspondence between Vergil and Augustus, Cicero and Atticus (cp. Peters,
Der Brief in der romischen Lileratur, 1901, 27 f., 78 f.), was all the more
likely, since Paul was the first ' man of letters in the primitive church, and
since the extant canonical collection represented only part of his actual
correspondence. Private notes would be more apt to remain overlooked
than others, unless, like the letter of recommendation to Phoebe, they we*c
attached by later editors to some larger epistle (p. 139).
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one or two genuine fragments of the apostle's correspondence.
The former class of theories is represented by Hesse (pp. 150 f.),
who finds I If- 6-6- i2-i8»- i« 31-7- 12-13. 16 a genuinely Pauline note,
written shortly after he left Crete, and worked up by a Paulinist
who inserted the warnings against heresy; by von Soden (ii- *•
3I2-15), and by McGiffert (ii-«' s^"''- 12-13, written before Paul's
stay of three months at Corinth, Ac 20'). The alternative,
which seems more probable (so nearly all the critical editors),
is that the writer was drawing upon some ancient and even
authentic tradition connecting Titus with Crete during Paul's
lifetime, and that 312^-, which is likely to be genuine (so Weisse,
Hase, Ewald, etc.), has been preserved from that tradition.
Most allow that the historical site for such a fragment and tradition lies in the neighbourhood of Ac 20', Krenkel, e.g., dating it
{i.e. Tit 3I2, 2 Ti 420, Tit 313) perhaps from Illyria during the
apostle's second journey to Corinth (Ac 2oi-3), Clemen {Paulus,
i. 399 f., ii. 233-234) similarly from Macedonia after 2 Co 1013, 1-9, and previous to Romans (A.D. 59).
1 Tim., again, yields even less to the partition-theories. No
fragment can be referred with any confidence to the apostle.
The incidental allusions to Paul's personality (31*'- 4I3) merely
betray the writer's consciousness that there was a certain awkwardness in such elaborate commissions and instructions upon
the commonplace regulations of a Christian community being
addressed to one who was not merely himself in mature life, but
ex hypothesi separated only for a time from his superintendent.
In such touches we can feel the author's literary conscience and his
tactful attempt to preserve the vraisemblance of the situation, but
there is nothing to indicate the presence of any definite note
from the apostle. As it stands, the ep. is a unity, though 2I1-1*
reads like a gloss (Hesse, Knoke), i^-^ parts easily from its
context, and the ow of 2I is a loose transition. More than the
other two epistles, it breathes from first to last the atmosphere
in which the editor or author of all the three lived and moved.
It is a free and fairly homogeneous composition, not constructed
(as Schleiermacher suggested) simply out of the two previous
epistles, but with a content and cachet of its own. On the
other hand, the literary structure of its paragraphs shows that
it has suffered accretion after it was originally composed, e,g,
in 6i''-2i*, possibly also in 31^1^ 5^'^"^° ^'^^, besides the marginal
glosses in 3I1 and 523. When 6i7'- is thus taken as a later
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addition (Harnack, Knopf in NZ. 305-306), the allusion in
dvriOecrei'i rrjs ij/evBu)vvp.ov yvo>(reo><: may be to Marcion's wellknown volume. Otherwise the use of i Tim. in Polykarp (see
below), besides the inappropriateness of i'' (Tit. ii") to the
Marcionites, rule out the Tiibingen view that the pastorals
were directly anti-Marcionite pamphlets.
Thus Hort {JC.
113 f) prefers, with several recent critics, to explain the
dvTiOea-eis as Jewish casuistical decisions, the yev«aA.oyiai of i*
and Tit 3^ being the legendary pedigrees of Jewish heroes, such
as swarm in the book of Jubilees and elsewhere (cp. Wohlenberg,
pp. 31 f.).
Hesse (op. cit.), assuming that the Ignatian epistles were written under
Marcus Aurelius, finds a genuine Pauline letter in li-i»- "-2» 4I-18 (?-'^*- ^•.
Knoke (op. aV.) similarly disentangles an epistle to T i m . from Corinth (l**- " • 2 '
2I-10 ^12 5I-8. 40-6. 11-16. 19-23. 24f.) ^nd onc from Csesarea ( l " - " 3"-!* 41-11- w-w
2I2-16 ^7f. 617-19 16-11 62C-16. 20t) fjgn^ editorial work of a second-century redactor.
But the comparative evenness of the style is almost enough (EBi. 5093) to
invalidate such hypotheses.

§ 4. Literary characteristics.—{a) T h e pastorals contain a
number of terms which are common to them and to the other
Pauline epistles; but some of these cannot be described as
distinctively Pauline, while others are due to the fact that the
writer was composing in Paul's name. The significant feature
of the terminology, as of the thought, is its difference from
Paul's.
The similarities are neither so numerous nor so
primary as the variations, and the latter point to a writer who
betrays the later milieu of his period in expression as well as in
conception.*
A study of the Greek vocabulary shows not only that the very greeting is
un-Pauline, but that there is a significant absence of many characteristically
Pauline terms, e.g. dSiKos, aKaBapala, diroKaXvirreiv, SUXBTJKTJ, SiKaliapa,
iXevBepos, ivepyetv, Karepyd^eaBai, KavxdaBai, pel^wv, piKpos, pwpla, irapdSoais, irarrip ijpwv, irelBeiv, irepiiraretv (for which, as for aroixetv, dvaarpiipeiv is substituted), irepiaaeieiv, irpdaaeiv (for which the author substitutes
iroieiv), aZpa, viodeaia, riXeios, and x^P^t^"'^"-'- Furthermore, the author
has a favourite vocabulary of his own, full of compounds and Latinisms,
with new groups of words (cp. those in d privative, SiSaaK-, eiae^-, OIKO-,
auipp-, (piXo-, etc.) and an unwonted predilection for others (e.g. those in
* So especially the philologist, Th* Nageli (Der Wortschatz des Apostels
Paulus, 1905, 85 f.), whose evidence is all the more important as this is the
only point where he admits that the linguistic phenomena are adverse to the
Pauline authorship of any of the canonical epistles.
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dcoXo-).* As compared with Paul, he employs the definite article less
frequently; unlike the apostle, he uses pijirore and Si ijv alrlav (thrice), and
eschews dvrl, dpa, dxpi. Sib, Sibri, ipirpoaBev, iireira, in, ISoS, irapd (accus.),
aiv, and &aTe. The difference in the use of the particles is one of the most
decisive proofs of the difference between Paul and this Paulinist (cp. CQR,,
1903, 428 f., and Bonhoffer's Epiktet und NJ, 201 f.).

{p) These characteristics of the writer's diction are corroborated by the qualities of his style. It is hardly too much to say
that upon the whole, when the total reach and range of the
epistles are taken into consideration, the comparative absence of
rugged fervour, the smoother flow of words, and the heaping up
of epithets, all point to another sign-manual than that of Paul.
Even more than in Ephesians, the Pauline impetuousness and
incisiveness are missing. " Le style des pastorales
est lent,
monotone, p^sant, diffus, decousu: en certaines parties, terne
et incolore" (Jacquier, INT, i. 366). "The syntax is stiffer
and more regular . . the clauses are marshalled together, and
there is a tendency to parallelism " (Lightfoot, Biblical Essays,
p. 402). "Die rhetorischen M.angel von Eph. sind den Briefen
fremd. Die Bilder sind correct. Doch zeigt sich in der Bilder
mancherlei Umbiegung und Abstumpfung der paulinischen Theologie nach dem Nomistischen und Intellekualistischen. Ethik
und Glaube treiben auseinander" (J. Albani, ZWT, 1902, 57,
in an essay on ' Die Bildersprache der Pastoralbriefe'). " On
ne pent nier que le style de notres Epitres ait quelque chose de
liche et de diffus" (Bertrand, op, cit. 62). There are Pauline
echoes, it is true, but anacoloutha and paronomasias were not
specifically Pauline, and even these features fail to outweigh
the impression made by the style as a whole.
{c) The force of these linguistic considerations cannot be
turned by the assertion that Paul's style would vary in private
letters; the pastorals are not private letters (see below), and in
Philemon, the only extant example of such from Paul's pen, such
traits do not appear. Nor can it be argued that in writing on
questions of church-order and discipline he would necessarily adopt
such a style, for in the Corinthian correspondence he deals with
similar phenomena, and here again the treatment differs materially
• EaXis, which Paul uses only as a predicate or a neuter substantive, is
employed repeatedly by this author as an attribute. AearrbrTis supplants the
Pauline Kipios as a human term, and iiriipdveia (see above, p. 79) replaces the
Pauline rapovalm.
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from that of the pastorals. Still less ran we ascribe the peculiar
phraseology to the fact that Paul cjuotes from the vocabulary of
his opponents (Otto, op. dt. 8-9), or that he is now, in contrast to
his former letters, dealing with the duties of a holy life instead
of with controversial topics (Lock, Paul the Master-Builder, 117121). If it is contended that some of these differences in
vocabulary may be due to difference of subject-matter, this fails
to explain the appearance of dpvCicjBai, dirorpeTrea-Oai, fSe/SrjXot;,
Siaf3e/3aiova6ai, vyiaiveiv, etc. etc. Besides, an examination of
the topics handled in these pastorals, and of their method of treatment, reveals fresh proof that they belong to a sub-Pauline period,
and that the aTra^ tvpyp-eva (amoundng to the large total of nearly
180) cannot fairly be attributed to such factors as change of
amanuensis, lapse of time, fresh topics, literary versatility, or
senile weakness (cp. EBi. 5087).
§ 5. Object.—The aim of the pastorals, which were composed
(as Tertullian observes) to expound church affairs, is to enforce
the continuity of apostolic doctrine and discipline against speculations which were threatening the deposit of the faith and the
organisation of the churches, {a) These speculations (cp. E. F.
Scott, The Apologetic of the NT., 1907, 152 f.) were due to a blend
of incipient Gnosticism and Judaism which is indistinct, partly
because the writer's method (see p. 409) is to denounce vaguely and
somewhat indiscriminately, partly because his desire of avoiding
anachronisms led him to avoid being explicit about the details
of error which had not risen till after Paul's death, and partly owing
to our ignorance of the budding forms of Christian gnosticism.
The dualism and favouritism inherent in gnostic theosophy are explicitly
opposed in Tit 2^^'- (for all men), as in I Ti 2i'*, and the denial of the
resurrection, combated in 2 Ti 2}-*, was a gnostic inference from the dualism
which opposed the flesh and the spirit. The ' myths and interminable
genealogies' of I Ti i* are not wholly explained (see above, p. 406) by the
haggadic embroidery of Jewish biographies, which would hardly be classed
among ' novelties'; they must include some reference to the gnosticism
which constructed out of ample mythological materials long series of aeons or
spiritual powers, arranged in pairs. Here and elsewhere gnostic traits are
visible, some of which recall the Ophite gnostics who, starting from an
antithesis between the supreme God and the creator, held that the fall of
Adam (l Ti •2}^-'^*) was really his emancipation from the latter's authority,
and that therefore the serpent symbolised the yvOiais which raised man to the
life of the God who was above the creator. The place assigned to the
serpent naturally varied, however. The Naassenes, one of the earliest
branches of this movement, are said by Hippolytus to have been the first to
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issume the name 'gnostic' {iireKaXeaav iavrois yvuariKovs, (pdoKOvres
ibvoi rd pdBrj yivdioKeiv, cp. Apoc 22^), and it is some of their views * which
ire controverted not only by the prophet John but by this Paulinist, viz. the
)rohibition of marriage, the assertion that the resurrection was spiritual, and
he exploitation of myths. One recommendation of this Ophite hypothesis
Schmiedel, Lightfoot, etc.) is that it does justice to the Jewish substratum of
he errorists, especial^)' in Titus and I Tim. It is plain that the errorists
n Crete include Jewish Christians (pdXiara ol ix rijs irepiropijs), j- who
ire promulgating 'lovSdiKol pvBoi (i.e. probably haggadic traditions like
hose in Jubilees and the pseudo-Philonic de biblicis antiquitatibus) and
\vrdKai dvBpuTrav, which (as the next words indicate) relate to ceremonial
md ritual distinctions between clean and unclean foods. The Jewish
:haracter of these speculations, which attempted a fusion of the gospel with
;heir own theosophy, is borne out by the contemptuous allusion (3*) to
silly discussions and yeveaXoylai (part of the aforesaid pvBoi with which they
ire grouped in i Ti I*) and wrangles about the Law (cp. Zenas b vopixbs in
3I'). There is no trace, however, of any direct attack upon the Pauline gospel
Dr upon Paul himself; the ijpas of 3I' is too incidental to be pressed into any
proof of such a local antagonism. The writer felt that Paul was essentially antignostic, and that such tenets would have been repugnant to the man who had
waged war upon the precursors of the movement at Colossse. But his own
practical bent prevents him from developing in reply Paul's special theory of
gnosis as a special endowment superior to faith and mediated by the Spirit.
His method is denunciation rather than argument or the presentation of some
tiigher truth, and this is one of the reasons which leave the physiognomy of
the errorists so largely in the shadow. J The exhaustive investigations on the
precise character of these errorists (cp. e.g. Bourquin, op, cit, 55 f.; EBi.
5083-5084) have generally led to the negative conclusion that no single
system of second-century gnosticism is before the writer's mind. He is not
mtagonising any one phase of contemporary heresy, allied to the Naassenes
(Lightfoot, Biblical Essays, 4 l i f . ) , the Essenes (Credner, Mangold), the
Valentinian Ophites (Lipsius, Pfleiderer), etc. He simply makes Paul predict,
vaguely of course, the tendencies of an incipient syncretistic gnosticism (cp.
»on Dobschutz, Urc, 253 f. ; Klopper in ZWT,, 1904, 57 f.) which was
• " The first appearance of the Ophite heresy in connection with Christian
doctrines can hardly be placed later than the latter part of the first century,"
Mansel, Gnostic Heresies, 1875, pp. 104 f. (cp. ERE, ix. 499-501).
t Possibly the connection of Titus with the controversy over circumcision
(Gal 21'-) may have been one of the reasons which led the author to compose the epistle from Paul to him.
X It also is one of the numerous and decisive proofs that Paul did not
write the pastorals. " Such indiscriminate denunciations are certainly not
what we should expect from a man like Paul, who was an uncommonly clearheaded dialectician, accustomed to draw fine distinctions, and whose penetration and ability to discover and display the vital point of difference between
himself and an antagonist have never been surpassed. Those who ascribe
to Paul the references to false teaching which occur in the pastoral epistles
do him a serious injustice " (McGiffert, A A. 402).
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evapor.iting the Pauline gospel. Traits of the phvsi'i.;n()my of these errorists
or innovators can be found here and there in the Ophites and the Encratites,
Cerinthus, Saturninus of Antioch, and even Marcion ; more than once, e.g.
in the references to the resurrection and to marriage, it is possible to detect
distortions or exaggerations of Paul's own leaching, which this Paulinist
wishes to correct. But he is writing a pastoral manifesto, and naturally he
does not trouble to draw fine distinctions between the various phases of unsettling doctrine which confront the church.

{b) These traits of the author's controversial temper open up
into further traces of his sub-Pauline environment. Thus the
polemic against the legalists in \ Ti i'''^- is no longer that of
Paul, but the outcome of the neo-catholic position which, now
that the Pauline controversy was over, sought to retain the
moral code of the law for the ethical needs of the church. The
Paulinist who writes under his master's name pleads for the usus
legis politicus. Certainly, he replies to those who uphold the
validity of the law, we are well aware that the law, as you say,
is an excellent thing—for aStKoi. The Law is a useful code of
morals, in short, exactly as the rising spirit of the sub-apostolic
period was accustomed to insist.
T o note only two other minor points out of many. T h e conception of
Christ as mediator (i Ti 2') is closer to the standpoint of H e b r e w s than of
Paul. Also, the language of I T i l ' ' , even more than of E p h 3 ' , is really
more natural in a Paulinist than in Paul himself; the motive of the whole
section (l^2-i7j jg JQ throw the glorious gospel into relief against the unworthiness and weakness of its original agents—precisely as in Barn 5 ' (cp.
Wrede, Das Messias-geheimnis,
107 f.). From Paul the language of depreciation about himself would be as exag^'erated as the description of privilege in
' the disciple whom Jesus l o v e d ' would have been from John himself. As a
matter of fact, I Ti l** (aXKd ijXeyBrjv, Sri dyvowv iirolrjaa iv diriarlg.) is
almost a verbal echo of Test. Jud. 19 (dXX' oBebs rQv irariptiiv pov rjXirjai pt
8ri iv dyviaatg. iirolrjaa), where the context is a warning against ij ipiXapyvplt
(cp. I T i 6 ' " - ) .

The sub-Pauline atmosphere is further felt unmistakably
in the details of the ecclesiastical structure which is designed to
oppose these errorists. The stage is less advanced than that olf
the Ignatian epistles, but the monarchical episcopate is beginninj{
(cp. Knopf, NZ. 196 f.), and, even apart from this, the unwonted attention paid to the official organisation of the church
marks a development from that freer use of spiritual gifts by the
members which Paul never ignored. The x'^P'o'Ma'ra had by no
means died o u t ; but they are not congenial to this writer, and he
deals with the situation very differently from his great master.
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One crucial instance of this may be seen in the ascetic regulations
for the organised register of widows. The xw^j like the irricrKorzo'i
and the SiaKovos, is forbidden, e.g., to contract a second marriage.
This antipathy to second marriages (cp. Jacoby's NT Ethik, 378 f.)
is quite in keeping with sub-apostolic practice; Athenagoras
called them ' respectable adultery'; but the ethical standpoint is
almost as un-Pauline as the assumption that every eirio-KOTros
must be married.
On this whole subject, see Hilgenfeld (ZWT., 1886, 456 f.) and Schmiedel
(EBi. 31131.), as against the view advocated by Hort (Christian Ecclesia,
1898, 189f.) and Lindsay (HJ. i. 166f., Church and Ministry in the Early
Centuries", pp. 139f.). The alternative explanation of I Ti 32 (Set oiv rbv
iirlaKOirov
etvai /uos yvvaiKbs AvSpa), as a prohibition of clerical celibacy
("To interpret the words as a prohibition of second marriage—the 'bigamy'
of the canonists—is to go behind the text, and, indeed, involves an anachronism. The obvious meaning is that he to whom so responsible a charge as that
of the iiriaKoirij is committed, must be no untried, perhaps susceptible youth,
without family ties and domestic duties, but a grave, elderly Christian, with
a reputation and permanent residence in the community, a sober married
man," Edinburgh Review, 1903, p. 63), is almost equally decisive against
the Pauline authorship (cp. Paul's view of marriage in r Co 7").

The strict emphasis on ecclesiastical order tallies with the
fact that the church has now behind her a body of religious truth
which it is her business to enforce. Paul, too, had his definite
dogmas, but this writer presents the nucleus of the creed in
technical, crystallised phrases, partly (see p. 58) rhythmical,
partly stereotyped in prose aphorisms (cp. A. Seeberg's Der
Katechismus der Urchristenheit, 1903, pp. 172 f.), and the outcome is a piety nourished on 'good works,' with conceptions
of reward, a good conscience and reputation, which are
stated with more emphasis than Paul would have allowed.
The later conception of TTIO-TIS as fdes qucs creditur predominates in the pastorals, where the objective sense has overgrown the subjective, as in the homily of Judas (3 and 20).*
Similarly (cp. Holtzmann, op. cit, 175 f.),'^iKaiorrovrjhas no longer
its technical Pauline content; it has become an ethical quality
• Cp. Gross, der Begriff der irlaris im NT (Spandow, 1875), pp. 7-9 :
" Could the age of a writing be determined simply from the peculiar usage
of some such significant term, Judas must be described as the latest of the
NT writings.
Even a church-father could hardly have expressed himself otherwise [than v.'], had he been speaking of the fJhristian confession of
faith." See above, p. 346.
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rather than a religious relation (cp. 2 Ti 222^ i Ti 6"). The
conception of the Spirit has passed through a corresponding process. " L'inspiration de I'Esprit est escamot^e au profit d'une
orthodoxie eccl^siastique. Au lieu d'etre un ferment de vie et
de renouvellement, la doctrine de I'Esprit devient un moyen
de d^fendre les formules du passd" (M. Goguel, La notion
Johannique de L'Esprit et ses anttc'edents historiques, 1902, p. 69).
The Spirit, as in 2 Peter and the Apocalypse of John, is essentially prophetic; its functions in the faith-mysticism of Paul have
dropped into the background.
The trinity of the pastorals therefore corresponds to that of John's
apocalypse, i.e. God, Jesus, and the (elect) angels. For the sub-Pauline
tone of the references to angels, spirits, etc., cp. Everling, die Paul,
Angelologie und Ddmonologie (1888), 112-117, and M. Dibelius, Die
Geisterwelt im Glauben des Paulus (1909), 175-180. The conception of God
brings out his absoluteness, his unity, his awe, his eternal purpose of
salvation, but not his fatherhood.

No possible change of circumstances or rise of fresh problems
could have made Paul thus indifferent to such cardinal truths of
his gospel as the fatherhood of God, the believing man's union
with Jesus Christ, the power and witness of the Spirit, the
spiritual resurrection from the death of sin, the freedom from the
law, and reconciliation. Throughout his epistles we can see
Paul already counteracting mischievous speculations and churchdisorders, but his method is not that of the pastorals; his way of
enforcing ethical requirements and the duties of organisation is
characterised by a force of inspired intuition which differs from
the shrewd attitude of this Paulinist. The latter handles the
problems of his period with admirable sagacity, but not with the
insight and creative vigour of an original thinker like Paul. H e
has the intuition of authority rather than the authority of
intuition.
" T h e general impression one gets from the pastoral epistles is, that as a
doctrine Christianity was now complete and could be taken for granted
there is nothing creative in the statement of i t ; and it is the combination of
fulness and of something not unlike formalism that raises doubts as to the
authorship. St. Paul was inspired, but the writer of these epistles is sometimes only orthodox.
St. Paul could no doubt have said all this [Tit 3**-],
but probably he would have said it otherwise, and not all at a time " (Denney,
The Death of Christ, 1902, 202 f.; so Feine, NTTh. 503 f.).

To sum up. The three epistles are not private or even
open letters to Timotheus or Titus, but general treatises (cp.

PAUL: TO TIMOTHEUS AND TITUS

413

e.g. 1 Ti 2* iv iravrl roiria) addressed to an age or a circle
which was inclined to doubt the validity or to misconceive
and misapply the principles of the Pauline gospel. It is
incredible that the Ephesian church, much less Timotheus,
should require solemn reminders of Paul's apostolate such as
2 Ti iii^- 2^f-, Tit i^ I Ti ii2f-; the real audience appears in
the greetings of 2 Ti 422 (^ x'^P'' 1^^^' V'^*')) Tit 3I', and i Ti 62i.
1 Tim., especially, is a practical assertion and application of the
Pauline standard, in the literary form of an address written by
the apostle to his lieutenant, Timotheus. The author, wishing
to convey Paul's protests against error and his ideals of churchlife, naturally adopted the mise en scene of a temporary absence.
The drawback was that, if Paul was soon to see his colleagues
again (Tit i*, i Ti i3), there was no need of conveying such
detailed injunctions (contrast 2 Jn 12, 3 Jn i3-i*). This imperfection, however, was inevitable. A further weakness lay in the
form of the injunctions themselves, which were in many cases at
once far too fundamental and elementary to have been required
by men of the experience and age of Timotheus and Titus.
As literally meant for them, the counsels often seem inappropriate, but when these men are viewed as typical figures of the
later iiriaKoiroi, the point of the regulations becomes plain;*
they outline the qualifications of the church-officers in question,
especially of the irria-Koiroi, though not so finely as the epistle of
Ignatius to Polykarp. Their primary concern is for these
officials as responsible (cp. Schmiedel, EBi. 3124, 3145 f.) for the
maintenance of the Pauline tradition and teaching (2 Ti i^ 2i'*).
Christianity is becoming consolidated into an organisation, with
orthodox teaching embodied in a baptismal formula (2 Ti 22-8 4I,
I Ti 612-16), and the church is called upon to defend this with
might and main. The author thus falls into line with the
attitude taken up by the prophet John (Apoc 2i^-) and afterwards
by Ignatius to the church of Ephesus; both of these teachers
acknowledge heartily its alertness in detecting erroneous doctrine,
and this Paulinist seeks to stimulate the same orthodox feeling
by recalling the Pauline warrant for it. The same motives indeed
* " An Gemeinden wagte er angesichts der fertigen Sammlung der
Gemeindebriefe des P. den Apostel nicht mehr schreiben zu lassen ; ein neuei
Gemeindebrief des P. hatte bereits schweres Misstrauen herausgefordert"
(Julicher, INT. 169). Thus Ephesians was probably a catholic pastoral
originally, not addressed to Ephesus or any specific church (see above, p. 393)-
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vibrate through the pastorals as are audible in the farewell
address to the presbyters of Ephesus (Ac 2oi''^^), where the
historian makes Paul predict perversions of the faith, both
from outside and inside the church, and enforce on the
officials the duty of supervision, besides appealing to his own
example.
§ 6. Authorship.—The internal evidence does not justify any
hypothesis of a plurality of authors.
The pastorals in all
likelihood came originally from one pen, but it is not possible
to ascertain who the author was. Tradition has not preserved
any clue to his personality, as was not unnatural, since his pious
aim was to sink himself in the greater personality of the apostle
whose spirit he sought to reproduce. That the epistles were
composed by Timotheus and Titus themselves, on the basis of
notes addressed to them by Paul (so Grau,
Entwickelungsgeschichte des neutest. Schriftthums, ii. pp. 185 f., 208 f), is more
improbable than that Luke was their author or amanuensis (so,
after Schott's Isagoge, pp. 324 f. ; R. Scott, and J. D. James, op
cit. pp. i 5 4 f . ; LaughHn).
The remarkable affinities between the pastorals and the Lucan writings
are displayed by Holtzmann (Pastoral-Briefe, 92f.), von Soden (ThA. 133135), and R. Scott (The Pauline Epistles, 333-366). They have been used
to prove either that Luke acted as Paul's secretary, or that he composed the
epistles himself at a later period. It would be no argument against the
latter that they differ from the Third gospel and Acts ; a literary man of Luke's
capacity must not be measured by one or two writings. But the parallels of
thought and language need not mean more than a common milieu of
Christian feeling during the sub-Pauline age in the Pauhne circles of Asia
Minor. It is, e.g., not easy to understand why Luke should deliberately
ignore Titus in his history and at the same time make him the central figure
of a Pauline epistle.

T h e pastorals really present not the personality of their
author, but a tendency of early Christianity (cp. Wrede's Ueber
Aufgabe und Methode der sogen. NT Theologie, 1897, 357);
like Barnabas, James, Judas, and 2 Peter, they do not yield
materials for determining the cast of the writer's thought, and
little more can fairly be deduced from their pages than the
communal feeling which they voice and the general stage in the
early Christian development which they mark. All we can say of
their author is that he betrays wider affinities to Greek literature,
e.g. to Plutarch (cp. J. Albani in ZWT,
1902, 4 0 f ) , than
Paul, and that there are traces of an acquaintance not only with
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second but with fourth Maccabees. This is not enough, however, to justify us in urging that he was a pagan by birth. The
affinities with i Peter (cp. i Ti 29-" = i P 3I-6, Tit i " 9 =
I P 51-*, Tit 3*-'i^ = I P I*•^ and r Ti 31* = i P 3") are barely
strong enough to prove that the writer was acquainted (so, e.g.,
Bigg, Holtzmann, and Briickner's Chron. 57 f, 277 f.) with Peter's
letter, although the circulation of the latter in Asia Minor renders
this hypothesis a priori probable, if the pastorals are assigned
to an Asiatic Paulinist instead of (so, e.g., Baur, Schenkel,
Holtzmann, Renan) to a Roman.
It is not necessary to spend words upon the reasons which
justified him in composing these Pauline pseudepigrapha (cp.
HNT. ^^']{.,6i^f.; .£.5/. 1324 f, 3126 f, 5095). The pastorals
are a Christian form of suasorice, treatises or pamphlets in the form
of letters (cp. p. 49), which were widely employed by jurists; they
represent not only a natural extension of the letters and speeches,
e.g., in Luke's history, but a further and inoffensive development
of the principle which sought to claim apostolic sanction for the
expanding institutions and doctrines of the early church. It is
curious that half a century later an Asiatic presbyter composed
the Acts of Paul and Thekla from much the same motives, but
was checked apparently for havhig illegitimately introduced ideas
incompatible with the church's creed (cp. Rolffs in HNA. i.
366 f).
Quodsi quae Pauli perperam inscripta sunt, exemplum Theklae ad
licentiam mulierum docendi tinguendique defendunt, sciant in Asia
presbyterum qui cam scripturam construxil quasi titulo Pauli de suo cumulans
conuictum atque confessum id se amore Pauli fecisse loco decessisse (Tertullian,
de bapt. 17). Jerome repeats the story (de uir. inlust. 7 ) : Tertullianus refert
presbyterum quendam in Asia airoiiSaarTjv apostoli Pauli conuictum apud
Johannem quod auctor esset libri at confessum se hoc Pauli amore fecisse loco
excidisse. For our present purpose it is irrelevant to discuss the historicity
or valuelessness (cp. Corssen, GGA., 1904, pp. 719 f.) of the statement. In
either case it illustrates a process of literary morphology within the second
century, which might be abused but which was open to devout disciples of a
master (cp. p. 40), a recognised method of literary impersonation which chose
epistolary as well as historical expression in order to gain religious ends.
" T o a writer of this period, it would seem as legitimate an artifice to compose a letter as to compose a speech in the name of a great man whose
sentiments it was desired to reproduce and record; the question which
seems so important to us, whether the words and even the sentiments
are the great man's own, or only his historian's, seems then hardly to
have occurred either to writers or to readers" (Simcox, Writers of the New
Testament, 38).
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§ 7. Period.—The terminus ad quem is fixed by the evident
familiarity of Ignatius and Polykarp with the pastorals (see
below). The ambiguous data of Clem. Romanus might further
be interpreted in such a way as either to throw the pastorals
into the ninth decade of the first century, or into the first decade
of the second. In general, a date between 90 and 115 (120) is
usually fixed by modern critics, though some do not go down
later than A.D. TOO (Kattenbusch, Das Apost. Symbol, ii. 3 4 4 ; so
von Soden for 2 Tim.), while a few {e.g. Cone, The Gospel and its
earliest Interpretations, 327 f ) still descend as far as A.D. 118140. The internal evidence yields no fixed point for the date.
The allusions to persecution and suffering are quite general, and
it is no longer possible to find in the plural of /3ao-iA.eW (without
any TOJV I) a water-mark of the

age

of the

Antonines.

The

terminus a quo is the death of Paul, and probably the date of
I Peter's composition. Between that and the limit already
noted the period of the pastorals must lie.
Those who still are able to believe that Paul wrote these
letters generally admit that they must have been composed
during a missionary enterprise which is supposed to have
followed Paul's release from the captivity of Ac 2 83^. The chief
exceptions are W. E. Bowen, V Bartlet, Lisco {Vincula
Sanctorum, 1900), Bruston, and Laughlin, whose conjectural
schemes are mutually destructive and exegetically untenable;
the utter impossibility of dating them within the period covered
by Acts is stated clearly by Hatch, Holtzmann {op, cit, 15-27),
Bourquin (pp. 10-25), Bertrand (23-47), and Renan (iii. pp.
xxviii-xlviii).
The denial of the Pauline authorship is not bound up with the rejection
of the tradition about the release ; the two positions may be held separately,
as, e.g., by Hamack. For attempts to rehabilitate the hypothesis of the
release, see especially Steinmetz (Der zweite rom. Gefangenschaft des
Apostels Paulus, 1897), Belser (7Q., 1894, 40f.), Hesse (op. cit. 244f.),
Frey (die zweimalige rom, Gefangenschaft u. das Todesfahr des Ap. Paulus,
1900), and Resch, Der Paulinismus (TU. xii. 493f., journey to Spain
adumbrated in Ac l8=Ro IS^'). Macpherson (AJT., 1900, 23-48), like
Otto and Knoke, giving up the hypothesis (cp. Pfister in ZNW., 1913,
pp. 216-221, for a disproof of this hypothesis) of a second imprisonment,
holds to the authenticity of the pastorals.
T h e outline of P a u l ' s career as given in Acts, even when
a m p l e allowance is m a d e for t h e lacunce of L u k e ' s narrative,
does not leave any place for the c o m p o s i t i o n of these pastorals.
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Their style and aim render it impracticable to disperse them over
a term of years, during which Paul was writing his other letters.
They must be taken as a group, and in this event the only
alternative to a sub-Pauline origin is to date them subsequent
to a supposed release of Paul from his imprisoment in Rome.
The evidence for this release, followed by a tour in the Western
Mediterranean, is not adequate, however; such as it is {Actus
Petri cum Simone, Murat. Canon),* it is probably due to an
imaginative expansion of Ro 152*. as. The devout fancy of the
later church believed that because Paul proposed such a visit to
Spain, he must have carried it out; but no such tradition lingered
in Spain itself, and the express statements of Ac 2o25- 88^ together
with the significant silence of Clemens Romanus, imply that the
first-century tradition knew of no return to Asia Minor. The
Pauline pastorals themselves say nothing of a visit to Spain prior
to the return to the East, or of a proposed tour to Spain (see, however, Dubowy's essay in Bardenhewer's Bibl. Studien, xix. 3).
The rhetorical passage in Clem. Rom. 5'-' describes how Paul, Kfjpxi
yevbpevos iv re ry dvaroXy Kal iv TJ Siaei, rb yevvatov rijs wlareiiis airov
KXios iXapev. SiKaioaivijv SiSd^as SXov rbv Kbapov Kal iirl rb rippa rijs Siaeus
iXBiby Kal paprvpijaas iirl rwv ijyovpivoiv, oUruis drrrjXXdyrj rov Kbapov, The
writer is portraying the sweep of Paul's career from Jerusalem to Rome
(Ro 15"), where his sun had ended its course. To a Roman rb rippa rijs
Siaeus would probably denote the Western Mediterranean, but Clement was
writing for Eastern readers and adopting their standpoint. Thus dvaroXijs
and Siaiv are used of Syria and Rome respectively in Ignat. Rom, 2, This
interpretation is corroborated by the close collocation of iXBiv and
paprvpijaas KTX, in Clement (implying that Paul bore his testimony at rb
rippa r^s Siaeus), and clinched by the context which dates the death of Paul
and Peter prior to the Neronic persecution. Otherwise, it might be taken as
an inference, like the later allusions, from Ro 152* (cp. Moffatt, EBi. 5088;
Schmiedel, EBi. 4599-4600; Workman, Persecution in the Early Church,
1906, 36 f.).

§ 8. Traces in early Christian literature.—The coincidences
of thought and expression between Barnabas and the pastorals
are too general to prove literary dependence either way. Phrases
like piXXoiv Kpiveiv ^aivTas Kai vtKpov^ (vii = 2 Ti 4I), ^avepovaOai

iv a-apKi (vi, xii, cp. r Ti 3") and eAiris ([w^s (i = Tit i* 3 ^
probably belonged to ' the common atmosphere of the church'
(Holtzmann, von Soden, Bernard), liturgical or catechetical, and
the same consideration would fairly cover v.® = 2 Ti ii°, xix =
I Ti 51^, although the manifestation of Christ's grace in choos* For the Acta Pauli, see Rolffs in HNA. ii. 368 f., and Lake in DA C. i. 32 f.
27
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ing apostles ovra^ vwep irdcrav dpiapriav

dvopmrepovi

(V-') tS ft

striking parallel to i Ti ii3. Not much stress could be put
upon the occurrence in Ignatius of some terms characteristic of
the pastorals {e,g. alxp-aXwri^eiv of errorists, Ava^toa-vpijo-avres,
iTepoSiSaarKoXetv, KaXoStSao-KaXiio, KaTdanjpia, and irpavirdOeia),
did such phenomena stand alone, but further traces of the
epistles being familiar to Ignatius (cp. Inge in NTA.
71-73)
occur in Magn, xi. etc. (Jesus Christ our h o p e ) = i T i i^, Polyk.
iv. 3 = 1 T i 6*, Polyk. vi. 2 (apeo-Kere w orpaTcueo-^e) = 2 Ti 2*,
Magn. viii. i •= i Ti 4^, Tit ii* 3*, possibly also in the use of
avaifrviai {JE,ph. ii. I, cp. Smyrn. X. 2 = 2 T i ji^), reXos Se ayd-m)
{Eph. xiv. 1 = 1 T i I*), and olKovopiia {Eph. xx. i = i Ti i*, cp.
Polyk. vi. = Tit i'^. T h e case of Clem. Rom. is not quite so
clear. A phrase like lifting holy hands (xxix. i, cp. i T i 2^) is
too current, as Lightfoot shows, to count as evidence of literary
filiation, while ^ao-iXeB rStv aliivoiv (Ixi. 2, cp. Apoc 15* t? C,
I Ti i^'} goes back to Jewish liturgical terminology; but these
would gain significance if other parallels like ii. 7 (eroi/ioi eU irSv
tpyov dyaOov, cp. xxiv. 4) = Tit 3I (irpos rrdv epyov ayaOov eroipx>vi
etvai, cp. 2 T i 2^^ 31"^, vii. 3 (KOI tSmpiev TI KOXOV KOI tl Ttprrvov
KOI Tt TrpocrScKTov cvwiriov TOV woiijo-avros ^/*Ss) = I Ti 2* (TOVTO
icoXov KoX djToSeKTOv kvixnnov TOW crtoT^pos fipS>v $eov), xxvii. 1—2
(TttVTj; ovv Tg iXmSt vpoaStSea-Ooya-iv at \jrvxo-l rjpMv TW •JTKJTW CV
Tttis «rayyeXiais . . . ovSev yap d^vvarov vapa rm 6e<S ei p,rf TO
i/revcao-^ai) = Tit l* {iir eXiriiSi ([co^s aitoviow, rjv frrrjyyeCXaTO 6
d^cvS^s ^eos), xlv. 7 ip' KaOapq, <rvv€i8i^crei XsiTpevovToyv) = 2 Ti l '
(Xarpevu ev KaOapS. oTn/eiSijo-ei), and liv. 3 = I Ti 3!^ (wepHroietcr^ai
in connection with the ministry), were allowed to indicate some
literary relationship.* That they do so, is suggested further by
a series of coincidences, including ii. i (TOIS e^oSiois TOO @eov
dpK<njp.evoi)=i Ti 6*, and xxxii. 3 = 2 Ti i ' , Tit 3''-'^. In this
event, imless we attribute all these phenomena to a common
milieu of church feeling, a literary dependence must be
postulated on the side of the pastorals, or of Clement. T h e
former is not impossible. It is erroneous to assume, in the case
• The possibility of a common source, in the shape of some catechetical
manual (A. J. Carlyle in NTA, pp. 50-51) might explain the correspondence between i. 3 and Tit 2*-* (where olKovpyois has a v.l. olKovpois),
nioTis dyaBij occurs in xxvi. i = T i t 21°, but in different senses, and a common
atmosphere might account for the frequent use of eiaifieia in both, and allied
ecclesiastical conceptions, as, e.g., L 3, xliv. 4 = 1 Ti 5 " , xlii. 4 = 1 Ti 3I*.
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of a NT writing and an extra-canonical document, that the
literary filiation must ipso facto be in favour of the former as
prior; this is a misconception due to the surreptitious introduction of the canon-idea into the criticism of early Christian
literature (p. 10). If an examination of the pastorals in other
aspects points to the first decade of the second century as their
period, there can be no objection to the view that Clem. Rom, is
used by their author just as by Polykarp. The deep and wide
influence speedily won by Clem. Rom. is otherwise shown by its
incorporation in the Muratorian Canon. But the hypothesis of
the use of the pastorals in Clement has also a fair case, which
viould involve their composition not much later than A.D. 80.
The latter date is not impossible, particularly if the presence of
later glosses and accretions is admitted.
The most assured traces of the pastorals in early Christian
literature occur in Polykarp's epistle; for although Titus cannot
be shown to have been before Polykarp's mind (vL 3 = 3"),
both I Tim. (iv. i = (P' 1*, iv. 3 = 5', v. 2 = 38, viii. i = i^, xL 2 =
3*, xii. 3 = 2^ 4I5) and 2 Tim. (v. 2 = 2", ix. 2 = 41", xi. 4=2**,
xii. I = 1^) are evidently familiar to him, as indeed is generally
acknowledged. There are only two or three allusions in Justin
Martyr's Dialogue (vii. 7 and xxxv. 3 = i Ti 4I, better still xlvii.
15 = Tit 3*); but, as the second century advances, the evidences
for the circulation of the pastorals multiply on all sides, from
Theophilus of Antioch {ad Autolyk., quoting as fieios Aoyos
Tit 31-*, I Ti 22) and Hegesippus (if Eus. H. E. iii. 32 may be
taken as conveying his exact words) in the East, to Athenagoras
of Athens, the churches of Lyons and Vienne (Eus. H. E, v. 1-3),
and 2 Clement in the West. 2 Tim. seems to be presupposed
in the Acts of Paul, as is i Tim. in the Apost. Constitutions (cp.
Harnack in TU. iii. 5, 49 f.); and all three are authoritative
to Irenaeus, Tertullian, and Clem. Alex. They appear in the
Muratorian Canon as private letters (' pro affectu et dilectione'),
yet like Philemon honoured and accepted by the church
catholic. Cp., generally, Zahn's GK, i. 634 f.; Steinmetz, Die
zweite rom, Gefangenschaft des Apostels Paulus, (1897) 104 f.
According to Tertullian (adv. Marc. v. 21), Marcion excluded them fi-om
his canon on the ground that they were private letters, and therefore unsuitable for purposes of general edification (contrast the protest of the Muratorian
Canon). But, as his admission of Philemon proves, this was probably n<s
more than a pretext; his real reasc - was either that he suspected their
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authenticity, or that the epistles struck at conceptions which were allied to
his own, and that no process of excision, such as he practised in the ca.'ve, e.g.,
of Galatians and Romans, could adapt these pastorals to his own use. T h e
gnostic errorists of the second century felt the same objection to them.
'Tirb ravrrjS iXeyxbpevoi rijs ipwvijs (l Ti &""•) el dirb rCiv a'lpiaeuv rds irpbs
lipbBeov dBerovaiv iirurroXds (Clem. Alex. Strom, ii. I I . 52). Jerome, in his
preface to Titus, notes that Basilides and other teachers, as well as Marcion,
rejected the Pauhne pastorals together with Hebrews, as savouring too much
of the O T , although Tatian, ' Encratitarum patriarches,' made an exception
in favour of Titus, a n d the Valentinians seem to have read the epistles to
Timotheus.

(C)

HEBREWS.

L I T E R A T U R E . — ( a ) Editions 1—Erasmus (Paraphrasis,
1521); J . B.
Pomeranus (Annotationes,
Nuremberg, I 5 2 s f ) ; Cajetan, Litteralis
expositit
(Rome, 1529); Bullinger (1532); Oecolampadius ( 1 5 3 4 ) ; Calvin ( 1 5 4 9 ) * ;
Beza ( 1 5 8 2 ) ; N . H e m m i n g ( 1 5 8 6 ) ; J . J . Grynseus (Basle, 1 5 8 6 ) ; J . A.
Delfini (Rome, 1 5 8 7 ) ; de Ribeira (Salamanca, 1598); Salmeron (Cologne,
1602); R. Rollock, Analysis
Logica (Edinbnrgh, 1605); F . Balduinus
(Disputationes,
1608); de T e n a (Toledo, 1611); Lushington (1646); Alting
( 1 6 5 2 ) ; Lawson ( 1 6 6 2 ) ; I . Owen (London, 1668-1674); Sebastian Schmidt
(1680, third edition, 1722); Wittichen's Investigatio (1691) ; S. S. Nemethus
(1695) ; Braunius ( 1 7 0 5 ) ; Rambach ( 1 7 4 2 ) ; Pierce and Benson (Lat. ed. by
Michaelis, H a l l e , 1747); Carpzow, Sacra exercitaliones in St. Pauli epist.
ad Hebraos ( 1 7 5 0 ) * ; Sykes ( 1 7 5 5 ) ; J. A. Cramer (1757); Baumgarten
(Halle, 1763); Moldenhawen (1762-1770, L e i p z i g ) ; G. T . Zacharia
(Gottingen, 1771); S. F . N . Morus (1781) ; Abresch, Paraphrasis et annot.
( 1 7 8 6 1 . ) ; F . W . Hezel ( 1 7 9 5 ) ; J . E m e s r i , Pralectiones Academics
(1795);
G. C. Storr (Stuttgart, 1809); Walckenauer, Selecta e Scholis ( 1 8 1 7 ) ; D .
Schulz, dler Brief an die Heb., Einleitung,
Uebersetzung. und
Anmerkungen
(Breslau, 1 8 1 8 ) * ; A . M ' L e a n (London, 1820); C. F . Boehme ( 1 8 2 5 ) * ;
S. T . Blomfield (London, 1 8 2 6 - 7 ) ; F . Bleek ( 1 8 2 8 - 4 0 ) * ; C. T .
Kuinoel ( 1 8 3 1 ) ; H . E . G. Paulus ( 1 8 3 3 ) ; H . Klee's Auslegung
Cblfayence,
1833); C. W . Stein ( 1 8 3 8 ) ; R. Stier ( 1 8 4 2 ) ; L o m b a r d ( 1 8 4 3 ) ; de W e t t e '
(1847); Thiersch (Marburg, 1848); Stengel's Erkldrung
( 1 8 4 9 ) ; Ebrard
(1850, E n g . tr. 1853); TholuckS (1850); S. H . Turner (New York, 1855);
A . S. Patterson (Edinburgh, 1856); D e l i t z s c h M 1 8 5 7 , E n g . tr. 1 8 6 8 ) * ;
Moses Stuart * ( i 8 6 0 ) ; E . Reuss ( i 8 6 0 and 1878); A. Maier (Freiburg, l 8 6 l ) ;
C. Schweighauser's Paraphrase (Paris, 1862) ; J o h n Brown (Edin. 1862);
Alford^ ( 1 8 6 2 ) ; A . Bisping ( 1 8 6 3 ) ; Khxge (Auslegung u. Lehrbegriff, 1863) ;
L u n e m a n n ' ( 1 8 6 7 , Eng. tr. of fourth ed. 1882); W . Lindsay (Edhiburgh,
1867); Ripley (Boston, 1862); J. H . Kurtz (1869) ; Ewald,
Sendschreiben
an die Heb. ( 1 8 7 0 ) ; J . B. M'Caul (London, 1871); L . H a r m s (1871);
H o f m a n n * ( 1 8 7 3 ) ; Wbrner ( 1 8 7 6 ) ; Moll (in Lange's BibePWerk^,
1877);
1 For the Latin commentaries, firom the sixth century onwards, cp. E .
Riggenbach's " Die altesten lateinischen Kommentare zum H e b . " (1907, i j
IjtlDSii Forscliungen zur Gesch. d. neutest. Kanons, viii. i ) .
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Biesenthal (Epistola Pauli ad Heb. cum rabbinico commentario, Leipzig,
1878); L. Zill (Mayence, 1879); Kay (Speaker's Commentary, 1881); Panek
(1882); A. B. Davidson (1882)*; Angus (Schaff's Comm. 1882); O.
Hoitzheuer (Berlin, 1883); Keil (Leipzig, 1885); ].Bam^y
(Pulpit Comm.*
1887); F. Rendall (1888, London); Schlatter (1888); Kahler^ (1890);
C. j . Vaughan (London, 1890); W. F . Moulton (Ellicott's Comm. n. d . ) ;
Farrar (CGT. 1893); A. Schafer (MUnster, 1893); Padovani (Paris, 1897);
Weiss« (—Meyer, 1897)*; KUbel (1898); von Soden* (HC. 1899); C.
Huyghe(Gand, 1901); Cone(i90i, New York); Westcott' (1903)*; F. Blass,
Brief an die Hebrder, Text mit Angabe der Rhythmen (1903); J. van Andel,
De Brief aan de Hebrder (1906); A. S. Peake (CB. n. d . ) * ; Hollmann
(SNT." 1907); E. J. Goodspeed (New York, 1908); Dods (EGT. 1910) * ;
E. C. Wickham (WC. 1910).; A. Seeberg (Leipzig, 1912); Riggenbach (ZK.
1913)*; Windisch (.ff^A^r 1913); A. Nairne (C(?r. 1918).
(b) Studies—(i.) on the religious ideas:—D. Dickson (1635); J. D.
Michaelis^ (Erkldrung, 1780); C. G. Tittmann (de notione sacerdotis in
Ep. ad Heb. 1783); Planck (Negatur philos. platonica vestigia exstare in
epist. ad Heb., Gottingen, 1810); de Wette (Theol. Jahrb., 1822, 1-51);
A. Giigler, Privat- Vortrdge (Sarmenstorf, 1837); C. C. Meyer, Essai sur
la doctrine de Pip. aux H. (1845); van den Ham, Doctrina ep, tsd H,
(1847); C. C. Moll, Christologia in ep, ad Heb. proposita (1854-9, Halle) ;•
Ritschl, Altkatholischen Kirche" (pp. 159f.); J. A, Haldane (i860); Riehm,
der Lehrbegriff des Hebrderbriefs" (1867)*; Baur's Vorlesungen iiber NTliche Theologie (pp. 230f.); H. W. Williams (Exposition, 1872); Baur,
Church History of First Three Centuries (Eng. tr. 1878, i. II4-121); J, E.
Field, The Apost. Liturgy and the Epist. to Heb. (1882); T. C. Edwards
(Expositor's Bible, 1888); Reuss (NTTh. ii. 265 f.); Klostermann, zur
Theorie der bibl. Weissagung u. z. Charakteristik des Hebrderbriefs (18S9) ;
Cone, The Gospel and its Earliest Interpret. (1893) 233-249; M^n^goe,
Thiologie de Pip. aux H. (1894)*; Farrar, Early Days of Christianity
(bk. iii.); Holtzmann, NTTh. ii. 261-308; Wendt (ZWT,, 1895, 157-160);
A. B. Bruce (in Hastings' DB, ii. 327-338, and The Epistle to the Hebrews,
1899)*; Milligan, Theology of the Epistle to ihe Hebrews (i8gg) *; G. H .
Gilbert, First Interpreters of Jesus (igoi), 259-297; G. Hoennicke (Z ^ 7 : ,
1902, 24-40); G. Bailey, Leading Ideas of Ep. to Hebrews (1907); Bruston
{RTQR., 1907,39-66); A. Naime, The Epistle of Priesthood (igi^); H. L.
MacNeill, Christology of the Epistle to the Hebrews (igi 4)*; G. Vos (Princeton
Theol. Review, 1915, 587 f., 1916, I-61); Moffatt {ET. xxviii-xxuc,
'Christolc^y of Hebrews'), (ii.) general:—W. C. L. Ziegler's Einleitung
(Gottingen, 1791); A. Reville, De ep, ad Heb, authentia (Geneva, 1817);
Seyffarth, De indole peculiari
(1821); F Vidal, De Pauthenticity de
Pip. aux Heb. (Geneva, 1829); Laharpe, Essai critique sur Pauth, (Toulouse,
1832); Grossmann, De philos, Jud, scuree vestigiis in ep, ad Heb. conspicuis
1 Superior, on the whole, to Zimmermann's La personne et Paeuvre de
Christ d'apris Pip. aux H. (Strassburg, 1858); Sarrus'/A«j Christ, d'apris
Pauteur de Pip. aux H. (Strassburg, 1861), and Capillery's Christ et son
osuvre d'apris Pip. aux H. (Toulouse, 1866); but not to G. E. Steuer's die
Lehre des H. vom Hohenpriestenthum Christi (Berlin, 1865).
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(Paris, 1833); Duke of Manchester {Hora Hebraica, 1835; on 11-4"))
K. R. Kostlin, Theol. Jahrb. (1853) 4iof., (1854) 366f., 465f.; W. Tait,
Meditationes Hebraica (London, 1855); Wieseler's Untersuchung (1861);
Guers, Etude sur Pipttre aux H, (Paris, 1862); Schneckenburger's Beitrdge
(1861-1862); Renan, iv. (ch. ix.); W. Grimm (ZWT,
1870, pp. 19 f.)*;
G. Steward, Argument qf the Epistle to the Hebrews (Edinburgh, 1872);
Hilgenfeld (ZWT., 1873, 1-54); G. Meyer {ESR, vi. 113 f.); Overbeck
(Zur Gesch. der Kanons, pp. I f., 1880); von Soden (JPT., 1884, pp. 435 f.,
627f.)»; W. T. Bullock (Smith's DB, i. 771-777); Reuss, NTTh. ii. 2382 6 1 ; Godet (Exp.* vii. 241-265); G. G. Findlay, Epistles of Paul the
Apostle (1895), pp. 257-287; H. B. Ayles, Destination, Date, and Authorship of the Ep. to the Hebrews (1899); Moffatt (HNT, 344 f.); Jacquier
(Vigouroux" DB. iii. 515-551); W, Wrede, Z>ax literarische Rdtsel des
Hebrderbriefs (1906)*; E. Burggaller (ZNW., 1908, 110-131, critique of
Wrede); J. R. Willis (Hastings' DB., 1909, 335-340); B. Weiss, Der
Hebrderbrief in zeitgeschichtlicher Beleuchtung (TU, xxxv. 3, 1910); R.
Perdelwitz (ZNW,, 1910, 59-78, 105-123 ; cp. M. Jones, Exp,^ xii. 426 f.);
V. Monod, De titulo epistula vulgo cui Hebraos inscripta (VlontaMhan, 1910);
Burggaller {TR., 1910, 369 f., 409 f.); F. S. Marsh (DAC, i. pp. 534 f)5
J. W. Slot, De letterkundige vorm v. den Brief aan de Hebrder (Groningen,
1912); J. Quentel (RB., 1912, 5of.). (iii.) on the authorship :—C. A, Clewberg {De auctore ep. ad Heb. 1753); C. F. Schmid (Super orig. epist, ad Heb.
1765); G. Bratt (De argutnento et auctore, .
1806); Baumgarten-Crusius
{De origine epistola ad Heb. conjectura, Jena, 1829); F. C. Gelpe ( Vindiciae
orig. paul. ep. ad Heb. 1832); C. Jundt (Examen critique sur Pauteur de Pip.
aux Hibreux, Strassburg, 1834); H. Monod (L'ipttre aux Hib. n'est pas de
S. Paul, Strassburg, 1838); E. G. Parrot (Appriciation des preuves pour et
centre Porig, paul.,Towioxxse, 1852); J. "Kioechex (De auctore Ep. cui Hebraos,
Jena, 1872); G. H. Rouse {Thinker, 1895, 210-213) ; A- Wright, Some NT
Problems (1898), pp. 331 f.; Hamack (ZNW., 1900, 16-41)*; F. M.
Schiele (AJT,, 1905, 290-308); K. Endelmann (NKZ,, 1910, 102-126);
F. Dibelius {Der Verfasser d. Hebrderbriefes, Eine Untersuchung zur
Geschichte des Urchristentums, Strassburg, 1911). (iv.) on the destination:—
E. M. Roth, Epist. vulgo ad Hebraos tnscriptam ad . . . christianos genere
gentiles et quidem ad Ephesios datam esse demonstrare conatur (Frankfurt,
1836)* ; M. J. Mack (uber die ursprunglichen Leser d. Brief an die Hebrder,
Tubingen, 1836); G. C. A. LUnemann (De lit. quce ad Heb, inscribuntur
primis lectoribus, Gottingen, 1853); B. Heigl ( Verfasser und Adresse des
Briefes an die Hebrder, 1905) *.

§ 1. Contents and outline.—(Cp. Thien, RB., 1902, 74-86).
The writer opens, in a stately paragraph, by describing the
superiority of Jesus Christ, as God's Son, to the angels (ii-2^*); ^
1 The so-called logion (Resch, Paulinismus, 454 f.), quoted four times by
Epiphanius (b XaXtSv iv rois Tpoip-^rais, ISoi irdpeipi), is simply taken firom
Is 52* (LXX). It is equally precarious to connect (so Resch, Paulinismus,
456-457) 41* with the logion preserved by Origen (In Matt. tom. xiii. 2): Kal
'lijaovs yovv iprjair Sid robs daOevovyras ijaBivovv Kal Sid robs ireiv&vrAS ixelvm'
KMX Sibk robs Siyf/uvras iSlfuv.
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lordship over the world to come is the prerogative of Jesus alone.
He is superior also, as God's Son, to Moses (3^-4^*), and assures
his people of a perfect Rest in the world to come. Finally, as
God's Son, he is superior to Aaron and the Levitical priesthood
(41^'-), as the high priest of the good things to come (9"), after
ihe order of Melchizedek. Here the writer grapples with the
matter which is really at issue between himself and his friends
(cp. A. Schmidt, Heb. iv. 14-v. 10 : Eine exegetische Studie, 1900).
Reproaching them for their immaturity and backwardness in the
theology of their faith (5^^-62°),* he proceeds to instruct them in
the higher doctrine of Christ's heavenly priesthood. This, with
all its far-reaching consequences for religion, is the heart and
height of the author's message. Since he conceives religion
under the aspect of a covenant or SiaO-^Krj, which must be
determined by a priesthood of some sort, the introduction of the
final and perfect covenant implies the revelation of a corresponding priesthood in the person of Jesus Christ the Son of
God, which is held to be only the fulfilment of the Melchizedek sacerdotal order; and, as the latter was prior to the
Levitical, the supersession of the Levitical order by the eternal,
heavenly priesthood of God's Son, Jesus Christ, is quite natural,
even apart from the fact that a change of priesthood involved
a change of the law or the religious economy (7). The climax
or crown of the argument! is now reached (8I). Whereas the
divine revelation in Judaism had been given through angels (2^),
established by Moses (3^*^-) and perpetuated by the Aaronic
priesthood {s^^')> Jesus is superior to all, especially to the third
as the embodiment of the two former. The superiority of
Christ's priestly ministry over that of the Levitical order, as
a means of access to, and fellowship with, God, is the fulfilment J
of Jeremiah's famous oracle (8^^-) which promised such a valid
and absolute covenant as Christ has inaugurated at his ascension;
and (9^'^*) it is a superiority § (a Siacjiopoyrepa Xeirovpyia) which is

exemplified in the sanctuary, the offering, and the consequent
• Cp. J. Albani's essay (ZWT, 1904, 86-93) on 'Heb 5ii-6«, ein Wort
zur Verfasserschaft des Apollos.'
t For this use of KeipdXaiov, see F. Field's Notes on Tr. of NT. (1899),
pp. 227 f., and Musonius' KecpdXaiov ydpov (Musonius, ed. Hense, pp. 67 f.).
+ This makes it all the more remarkable that, unlike Paul (i Co I !*"•),
he never alludes to Christ's words upon the SiaB-rjKr) at the Last Supper.
8 For the depreciatory nuance in 9", cp. Field (op. cit. p. 229).
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fellowship of the Son's ministry for men. His sacrifice of himself
for them, being spiritual, is final (gi'-ioi^); it attains the end
vainly sought by previous sacrifices, and therefore supersedes the
latter. Having elucidated this central truth, the writer advances to
make it the basis of an earnest appeal for religious confidence and
steadfastness (IQI®^*). With a brief warning against the danger of
carelessness and apostasy (lo^^-^i), he rallies his suffering readers
by inciting them to be worthy of their past faith (lo*^^-). This
leads him to kindle their imagination and conscience by a
magnificent roll-call of the sorely tried heroes and heroines of
Israel who had believed and pleased God ( i i ) , closing with the
example of Christ as the leader and perfecter of faith in this
world (i2^'*). The example of the Son's suffering and loyalty
proves that trouble is a mark of the Father's education of men,
and therefore that it should be borne patiently, for the sake of
its uses (i2*'-), all the more so that the privileges thus opened to
the faith of the new covenant involve a fearful penalty for those
who reject them. A choice must be made between the two
dispensations, and the author rounds off his exhortation with
a moving antithesis between the terrors and punishment of the
one and the eternal hope and reverent confidence of the other
(121'"**). The thought of the break with the old order that is
needful for any adhesion to true Christianity follows the writer
even into his postscript, where, after a short table of ethical
duties (13^"^), the mention of the former teachers, from whom his
readers had received their faith, prompts him (in a digression) to
emphasise the need of loyalty to such principles (13^'^®) and to
their present faithful leaders (i3^0- A request for prayer (13^*)
and a word of prayer (131^"^^), followed by some personal
greetings, end the epistle (13^^'^*).
§ 2. Characteristics and style,—A closer examination of the
writing reveals traces of Greek rhetorical prose, but not, strictly
speaking, in its arrangement upon the lines of a rrpooip.iov irpb'}
cwoiav (11-4!^) and a Trpo^eo-ts, followed by a Stijyijo-is rrpos 7ri^«vOTi^ra {4^^-6^'^), a n aTroSet^is irpos rreiOoi (7I-10I*), a n d a n irriXoyoi

(10I8-132I). None of these terms exactly corresponds to the relative sections of the epistle (Wrede, p. 37). Where the literary skill
of the author comes out is in the deft adjustment of the argumentative to the hortatory sections (Dibelius, pp. 6 f.). The superiority
(cp. Diat. § 2998, xxiv) of Jesus Christ to all angels first suggests
the enhanced danger of neglecting the revelation of God in his
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Son (2!'', contrast i ' and 2^). Then the mention of aiorqpia
(2^) opens out into a paragraph upon the objects of that salvation
(men, not angels, 21^), and their moral unity through suffering
with Christ as the strong and sympathetic high priest of humanity.
Here the leading note of the epistle is struck by anticipation
(2I7 ^1 wherefore , , consider Jesus the apostle and high priest of
mr confession). Before pursuing this theme, however, the author
resumes the idea of Christ as the drr6<TToXo<i or herald and agent
of God's final salvation (ii 2^), superior as God's Son to Moses,
who was only God's servant (3^'®); this passes into a reiterated
warning against unbelief (3''^-1^ 4i-ii*'-, cp. 2i^-), after which the
author reverts to encouragement (4^*^-)> i" ^i^^ of Jesus (God's
Son) as the great high priest of Christians, considerate and
sympathetic (as in 2^*-^^), Once this theme is under way (7^'^'),
its progress is hardly interrupted. The gathered momentum of
the argument finally breaks out (IQI^*^') into the long appeal with
which the writing ends, an appeal directly addressed to the
situation of the readers. The second personal pronoun is more
frequently used (lo^^f. jg^^- 131^-, cp. 3!- i^-i^ 51^^-), though not to
the exclusion of the first (loi^^- 39 i x*^-\2^ 128-10, cp. 1225). Still,
the redeeming sacrifice of Christ continues to reappear {i6^^- ^
J 224 i^i"^- 20f.)^ even amid the practical counsels of the epilogue.
Hebrews has a sense of the centre; there is a constant return
to the permanent and vital religion of Jesus Christ, amid all the
arguments on ancient ritual and history.
On the strophic character of the earlier part (i*''* 2I-3* 3'-4"' 4 ^ - S " 5 " 68 69-20 7i_g2 83-13 9I-12 9I8-22 923_io7 io8-25 io26-39)^ ggg j j . J. Gladder in
Zeitschrift fur kath. Theologie (1905), pp. 1-27, 500-524; the rhythmical
prose of the epistle is discussed by Thackeray (JTS. vi. 232 f.) in relation
to the Wisdom of Solomon, and by Blass in SK., 1902, 420-461, and in
Die Rhythmen der asianischen und rbm. Kunstprosa (1905), pp. 41-42,
78 f., 87 f., where attempts are made to find rhythm right and left (cp.
above, p. 57).

The Style corresponds to these phenomena. It is literary
and even classical in parts. *' Si Paul est un dialecticien incomparable, le r^dacteur de I'ipitre aux Hibreux a plutot les qualit^s
d'un orateur, riche et profond assurdment, mais qui ne ndglige
pas non plus les affets du style et la recherche du beau language "
(Bovon, NTTh. ii. 391). Thus—to note only one or two salient
points—the predilection for the perfect tense may sometimes be
explained from the author's desire to emphasise the permanent
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and contemporary value of some remote action (as, e.g., in
y«-i4 gis^ see Westcott's note on 7*); sometimes it is natural
enough, as may be gathered from the context {e.g. IQI*), but
occasionally the perfect seems used, neither for the present nor
as the perfect of recorded action (cp. Abbott's Diat. 2758), but
either for the sake of literary variety, to break a line of aorists
(ill''- 28)^ or (ii', cpu I*) as a result of the movement which afterwards, in Byzantine Greek, substituted the perfect often for the
aorist (Burton, Moods and Tenses, 8 8 ; Jannaris, Hist, Gk,
Gramm, 439). Besides the rare use of the aor. ptc. in 2K*, and
the sparing use of the definite article, other traces of Greek
culture * are visible in the use of pev . . . Si (seven times, e.g., in
ch. 7; cp. Norden's Das antike Kunstprosa, i. 25-26), in the
oratorical imperatives of 7* (cp. Oewpelre, 4 Mac 14^^), in the
assonances and composite phrases which dignify his style, and
in the application of avros to God the speaker (13^), as in the
Pythagorean school's phrase ovros e<f>a {thus spake the Master,
cp. Ac 20*^). The epistle shows generally a striving after
rhetorical effect; the author is not a litterateur, but, for all his
religious aims, he is now and then a conscious stylist There is
also a notable predilection for technical philosophical terms, or
for words and phrases which were specially employed by earlier
philosophical writers from Plato and Aristotle to Philo, e,g,
aia-drjTT^piov, Brjpiovpyoi (of G o d ) , 6eXr]<Ti<s, pierpioiraOeiv, Ti/ia)pia,

and hroSeiypia (cp. A. R. Eagar, Hermalhena, xi. 263-287,
G. H. Gilbert, AJT, 1910, 521 f., and H. T. Andrews, Exp.^
xiv. 348 f.). Such idiosyncrasies of his style and diction are
thrown into relief against those of Paul's (cp. Rendall's Hebrews,
Appendix, pp. 26 f.). Unlike Paul, he uses iavirep, ica^ oo-ov, o6ev, i s
liros eiirelv, a n d Studiously avoids dpa ow, ci TIS, etye, eire, p.r} yevono,

/xijTTtos, pr/Keri, iravTOTe, TCOVV, etc. (see, further, below). His grammatical use of Koivoivelv and Kpareiv also differs from that of Paul,
and other terms, like TeXeioio, are employed in different senses.
The last-named word is one indication of the distinctive mental
• There are, of course, traces of vernacular Greek as well as of idiomatic
Greek, but it is surely rash to argue that the sole occurrence of the optative
mood in 13*1 (Karaprlaai) " i s presumptive proof that an Alexandrian did not
write this epistle, as it is not likely that the use of this word in but one
instance would have satisfied his fine Greek taste " (Harmon, JBL., Dec.
1886, p. 10). Robinson Crusoe, as Huxley once put it, did not feel obliged
to infer, from the single footstep in the sand, that the man who made the
impression possessed only one leg.
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cast of the auctor ad Hebrceos. He employs and adopts the
Aristotelian idea of the TCAOS or final end, with its TcA-eiwo-is or
sequence of growth, in order to exhibit the historical evolution of
Christianity from Judaism, the development of Christian doctrine
from its dpyfi to its reXeioTijs, the perfecting of Christ himself
through suffering (2!" 58*-), and the growth of the Christian after
Christ in the discipline and experience of life. At the same
time, he combines this with the more congenial view, derived by
Alexandrian Judaism from Plato, of the contrast between the
transitory shows or shadows of this world and the genuine, ideal
realities of the heavenly sphere.* This is one of the genuinely
Philonic antitheses in the epistle. The shadow is opposed to the
substance, the earthly to the heavenly, the present to the future,
the dvTiTvrca (9^*) to the dX-(]Qivd. As 'the sensuous and passing
is thus set against the spiritual and absolute, there is a tendency
to identify the latter with the future sphere. The ethical feeling
of the writer occasionally breaks through this speculative and
futuristic view (cp. e.g. /s^-10 6^); but, owing to his philosophical
category of the antithesis between the phenomenal and the
archetypal realities in heaven, the epistle seldom does more than
hover " on the verge of that deeper truth for which its theological
scheme allows no room—that the world of the eternal is already
ours, in so far as we have entered into the spirit of Christ"
(E. F. Scott, The Apologetic of the NT, 1907, p. 206). Hebrews
thus represents a less developed stage in the application of
Alexandrian Judaism to Christianity than the Fourth gospel, while
at the same time it works out the Logos-predicates with regard
to the person of Christ indepeuidently of Paul or even of the
auctor ad Ephesios.
The world in which this author lived is revealed further by his knowledge
of Philo (see above, p. 27), and also by his use of the Wisdom of Solomon
* "Actual Judaism is merely the copy, the shadow, the reflection, of
an archetypal religion standing 4bove it, from which such primary types as
the 'high priest Melchizedek project into it. What Christianity is in its
true essence,, what distinguishes it from Judaism, is ideally and-essentially
present in those archetypes " (Baur, Church History, i. 117). " The author of
Hebrews .
says that Ch^'istianity is eternal, just as it shall be everlasting,
and that the true heavenly things of which it consists thrust themselves
forward on to this bank and shoal of time and took cosmical embodiment, in
order to suggest their coming, everlasting manifestation. The whole apostolic
exegesis of the OT is but an application of the principle of finding the end in
the beginning " (A. B. Davidson, Biblical and Literary Essays, 317),
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(cp. Rendall, Theology of Hebrew Christians, 53-58), whose terminology is
often applied to the definitely Christian conception of the epistle, as is evident
from several passages, e.g. (besides those noted on p. 26), 5° ( = \Visd 4 " of
Enoch), 6« ( = Wisd 6"), 8"^- ( = Wisd 98, Apoc. Bar 4"), ii» ( = \Visd 9' 13''),
ii^* ( = Wisd 4i'"- "(.), 116 (=Wisdii-2), i i ^ ( = Wisd \8\ ii^* ( = Wisd
,oi8(. ig4-8)_ 1214 ( = w i s d 6"), 12" ( = Wisd i2i°- 2"), and 13^ (=Wisd 2").
In this respect, the writer resembled Paul (see above, p. 26), but his
employment of these Hellenistic Jewish categories is much more thoroughgoing. For his use (see pp. 25-26) of Sirach, compare 2° = Sir 17" (4 Es.
8"'- etc.), 2 " = Sir 14" (1781), 2« = Sir 4 " (iiriXap^. of aoipla), 4^'> = S'IT I7i»'(23"), ii==Sir 44" (49"), i i " = S i r 442" (i Mac 2<"), i 2 " = S i r 25^, and
131'=Sir 32*.

These data converge on the conclusion that Paul had nothing
to do with the epistle; the style and religious characteristics
put his direct authorship out of the question, and even the
mediating hypotheses which associate Apollos or Phihp or Luke
with him are shattered upon the non-Pauline cast of speculation
which determines the theology. But it is superfluous to labour
this point. As Professor Saintsbury puts it, in dealing with
another equally obvious result of literary criticism, "one need
not take sledge-hammers to doors that are open."
The hypothesis of Paul's authorship, once ardently defended by editors
like Forster (Apostolical Authority of the Ep. to the Hebrews), Moses Stuart,
Wordsworth, and Hofmann, still lingers in one or two quarters, especially
among Roman Catholic scholars (cp. Jacquier, i. 486), who feel bound by
the luckless decision of the Council of Trent. Heigl's recent essay is the most
thoroughgoing presentation of this view. It would be ungenerous even to
mention the hypothesis nowadays, except in order to throw the idiosyncrasies
of the auctor ad Hebraos into relief, and to determine approximately his
relation to the earlier Pauline standpoint.

§ 3. Structure.—Hebrews is, like James, a homily in epistolary
form; but while the latter possesses an introduction and no conclusion, Heb. has a conclusion, without any introductory greeting. This is the problem which meets the literary critic on the
threshold. Two solutions have been proposed. Either {a) the
original paragraph of greeting has been omitted, deliberately or
accidentally, or (^) the writing never possessed any.
(a) An accident was always possible (cp. p. 52) to the opening of a document, whether treatise or letter, and this hypothesis explains the phenomenon
of He l' (so, e.g., Barth, V. Monod) at any rate less unsatisfactorily than the
conjectures* that the original address was omitted because it contained severe
* " Unter allem Vorbehalt wage ich die Vermutung, dass—wenn nicht gar
eine Deckadresse gebraucht worden war—die Adresse vorsichtshalber fortge-
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blame (Kurtz), or the name of some church too insignificant for the inclusion
of the writing as a semi-catholic epistle in the Canon. Harnack's conjecture,
that it was suppressed for the further reason that a prejudice existed against
women as composers of scripture, falls with his ingenious idea that Prisca was
the authoress (see p. 441). On the hypothesis that Hebrews was written by
some non-apostolic early Christian like Barnabas or Apollos, it might be
possible to explain the deletion of the address as due to canonical interests
(so, e.g., Overbeck, op. cit. 9-18). But some trace of the original would
surely have survived ; besides, had it been felt necessary (as Overbeck
pleads) to claim the writing for Paul, an alteration would have been more
natural than a total excision (cp. Zahn's GK. i. 300 f.).
(b) Unless an accident is supposed to have happened (as, e.g., in the case
of 3 Mac.), the likelihood, therefore, is that Hebrews never had any address.
I Jn ii"* is hardly a parallel, for there the epistolary aim is definitely expressed
at the close of the opening sentence (icoi ravra ypdcpopev ijpets tva rj x^'P^
ijpwy i ireirXijpitipivTj), whereas the word write never occurs in Hebrews,
and it is not until 3I that the author definitely addresses his readers, not
until $^' that he puts himself into any direct relation to them. Even
Barnabas and 2 Clement get sooner into touch with their readers. The
former at least has a short, vague greeting, and intrinsically He ii might have
followed a greeting like Ja ii. Barn ii, or Eph i*"^. Still, there is no
decisive reason why the writing should not originally have begun as it does
in its canonical form, except the natural hesitation whether an admission ol
this kind, which attributes an unexampled opening to the epistle, does not
conflict with the data of the conclusion. The latter, taken together with the
sonorous, impersonal opening, raises the further problem, whether Hebrews
was originally an epistle or a treatise (cp. M'Neile, Interpreter, 1913, 156-160).

Down to 1229 and indeed to 131^^, there is nothing which
might not have been originally spoken by a preacher to his
audience.* The contents are certainly not impersonal, as if
the writer were merely addressing an ideal public (Wrede) or
writing a treatise for Christendom, but they are not strictly
epistolary. The author never names his audience directly, but
passages like 5^^-612 io22f. jjif. j^i-o show that he was
intimately acquainted with their local situation and religious
lassen worden ist, vielleicht weil man die Uebermittlung Heiden anvertrauen
musste und denen nicht sagen woUte, welche Art von ' Rede' sie befdrderten,
vielleicht, weil dem Briefschreiber aller Verkehr nach aussen untersagt war
und er die Aufmerksamkeit nicht durch zu deutliche Angaben an der Spitze
des Briefs erregen durfte" (Julicher, .SiW. 132). Diogenes Laertius'history
of the philosophers also begins without any address, and yet (cp. 3^'' and 10^)
it must have had some address or Epistola dedicatoria originally prefixed
to it.
* " Beginning with a rhetorical introduction, it resembles in general a
letter as little as the oration pro lege Manilia. As far as the doxology in 13I*
it is entirely a rhetorical production " (Hug, Einl. ii. 421).
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needs, and it is impossible to explain away such allusions as
rhetorical abstractions. The we and you may be the speech of
a Christian addressing a congregation,—some parts of Hebrews
in all likelihood represent homilies or the substance of homilies
written out,*'—but the evangelist or preacher knew whom he
was counselling. Hebrews is not a Siarpi/S-q in the form of an
epistle, as 4 Maccabees is in the form of an address. While
it probably represents a homily or sermon written out (like
2 Clement) by its author, its epistolary form is neither (Deissmann, Bible Studies, 49-50) a piece of literary fiction nor added
by a later hand (Overbeck, Lipsius in GGA., i88r, 359 f.). The
author had his church or community in view all along, and
the difficulty of explaining why Hebrews lacks any address is
not sufficient to compel a recourse to any theory (so, e.g.,
Reuss) which would treat the epistolary conclusion (13i8(22)-26^
as irrelevant to the main purpose of the writing (see Appendix O).
Perdelwitz, who regards even 13I' as spoken by the preacher to his
audience, takes 13^^"^'as a postscript added breui manu by some bearer of
the Xbyos irapaKX-qaeois who wrote out a copy and forwarded it to some
Italian church (in Rome ?); but neither the style nor the contents bear out
this hypothesis. If a bearer or scribe could a ppend such a note, why not the
author himself? G. A. Simcox (ET x. 430-432), taking 13 as an iiriaroXij
avarariKij (to which alone, not to I-12, the words of 13^^ apply) appended
to the homily, argues from the double reference to the ijyoipevoi in 13'' "
that it contains in whole or part two commendatory notes, perhaps from Paul
or some other apostle. " I f the work in the oldest form known had one
or more letters of commendation (or excerpts from such) attached to it,
tradition would ascribe the whole to the higher authority." But 13^ (Kal
ydp Sid Ppaxiuv iiriareiXa vptv) refers back to passages like 5I1 (irepl
oi TToXis ijptv 6 Xbyos KrX.) and 11'^ (Kal rl Iri Xiyia; iiriXelypei pe ydp
Sirjyoipevov b xpbvos KTX.). T O judge from I P 51^ and Bam l ' (iairoiSaaa
Kard piKpbv vptv iripireiv, cp. l'* viroSei^ia oXiya), it seems to have been almost
a conventional mode of expression in early Christian epistolography.

§ 4. Traces in later literature.—(Leipoldt, GK. § 29.) The first
traces of Hebrews in the early Christian literature occur in Clem. Rom., who
quotes tacitly (and with his usual freedom) from l*'^ in xxxiv. 2-5, citing also
Ps 104'' as in He l'. Similarly T}-* 3I are echoed in xxxiv. I, and 12^ in xix. 2,
whilst xxi. 9 (ipevvTjrijS ydp iariv ivvoiQv Kal ivBvp-fjaeuv' oi rj ITVOTJ airov iv
ijpXv iarlv, Kal 8rav BiXrj dveXet airijv) recalls 4^^ (cp. xxvii. I = l o ^ llH, and
xxvii. 2 = 6^^). Other coincidences may go back either to an independent
use of the LXX (e.g. xvii. 5 = 3^, xliii. i =3") or to some common apocryphal
• Cp. Clemen (Exp.' iii. 392 f.) for 3-4, one of the sections which might
have been originally a Xbyos irapaKX-qaeus (Ac 4^ 13'°) or part of a synagogal
address (Perdelwitz; M. Jones, Exp.* xii. 426f.).
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source (e.g. Xvii. i = li'''- " ) , just as the common order of L X X citation,*
occasionally may indicate an independent use of some messianic florilegium ;
but there can be no hesitation in admitting that reminiscences of Hebrews
occur in the later Roman writing. Almost equally clear is the use of the
epistle in Barnabas* (cp. Bartlet's careful statement in NTA.
6-11).
Possibly, if one may judge from Magn. T," and Philad. 9I, Ignatius also ' h a d
the epistle to the Hebrews in his m i n d ' ( L g f t . ) ; but the evidence does not
raise this above the level of probability, while the occurrence of sempiternus
pontifex deifllius ( H e 6^" 7^) in 12^ and of eiXdpeia in 6 ' (cp. H e 1 2 ^ , Ps 2 " )
hardly suffices to prove that Polykarp knew the epistle, any more than Did.
4I can be regarded as an echo of H e 13^. Upon the other hand, 2 Clem,
(i. 6 = 1 2 ' , xi. 6 = 1 0 ^ , xvi. 4 = 1 3 ! * , XX. 2 = 10'-"") appears to presuppose it,
and, as might be expected in a R o m a n writing, H e r m a s evidently was
acquainted with i t ; cp. e.g. Vis. Il* iii. 2 (rb pij diroarijvcu or dirbOeov ^uvros
= 312, also III. vii. 2), Sim. I. i.-ii. ( = iiis-i6 i3"),-t- i x . ii. 2 ( = ioi"-), etc.
(cp. Zahn's ed. pp. 439-452). Justin Martyr also seems to have known it (cp.
Engelhardt's das Christenthum Just. p p . 367 f . ) ; he calls Jesus ' the Son and
Apostle of God ' (Apol. i. 12, 6 3 , cp. 3').+ Like I Peter and James, it was
omitted in Marcion's Canon and the Muratorian, but it was read by Clem.
Alex.,—who indeed quotes ' t h e blessed p r e s b y t e r ' (Pantsenus?) as believing in its Pauline authorship,— Irenreus possibly, and Tertullian, besides
Pinytus, the Cretan bishop of Gnossus (Eus. H. E. iv. 23. 8 = H e 51^""), and
Theophilus of Antioch.
T h e circulation of it as an edifying treatise,
however, was wider than its recognition as a canonical scripture, which was
slow and fitful, especially in the West. It was eventually included in the
Syrian canon of Paul's epistles (Gwilliam, ET iii. 1 5 4 - 1 5 6 ; Salmon, INT
605-607 ; W . Bauer, Der Apostolos der Syrer, 24 f.), and accepted even at
Rome as Pauline and therefore canonical (or, as canonical and therefore
Pauline). T h e early fluctuation of opinion and the hesitation about its right
to such a place are reflected in the remark of Amphilochius of Iconium, the
Cappadocian scholar (end of fourth century), rivis Si <paai rijv rpbs 'E^palovs
vbBov I oiK ei Xiyovres' yvrjala ydp ij x^P'-^-

It was in the course of its canonisation that the epistle
probably received its present title, to correspond with those of
the Pauline epistles alongside of which it was now ranked. We
can only conjecture whether or not the addition of such a title
* F o r the materials, cp. van Veldhuizen, de Brief van Barnabas (1901,
Groningen), pp. 74 f., 104 f. J. Weiss's scepticism (der
Barnabasbrief
kritisch untersucht, 18S8, pp. 117 f.) is unjustified.
+ " O n e might almost say that He 1 3 " is the text of this discourse in
Sim. I." So Spitta {Urc. ii. 413), whcse peculiar theory of the latter book
obliges him, however, to explain away these coincidences.
X Cp. also Dial. 33 (Cliiist defined as ' h e who, according to the order of
Melchizedek, is king of Salem and eternal priest of the Most I I i g h ' ) =
H e 5""'". There are even traces in the Jewish rabbis of the second century
of a polemic against the Cliri^tian use of the Melchizedek-legend (cp. Bacher's
A^ada d. Tannaiten",
i. 259).
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implied a theory of its Pauline authorship (or origin). In any
ca<>e Trpos "E(3paiov? (see p. 448) could not have been the original
title of an epistle which presupposes a definite community
{e.g. ly^^). No author, who wrote with such a specific community in view, could have described his work as addressed
'to Jewish (Palestinian) Christians' in general, as if it were an
encyclical. Furthermore, the title is not even accurate, since
the readers were not Jewish Christians. On the other hand, it
is not known to have borne any other title. The idea (so from
Semler, Ziegler, and Storr to Schleiermacher, Hilgenfeld, Kostlin,
and Hofmann) that it was the epistle ad Alexandrinos included
in the Muratorian Canon (' fertur etiam ad Laodicenses, alia ad
Alexandrinos, Pauli nomine finctse ad hseresem Marcionis') is
untenable, whatever view be taken of the words ad hcBresem
{ = irpoi Tr]v aipea-iv). If the latter mean 'against, or bearing
on, M.'s heresy,' Hebrews shows no traces of so direct a purpose.
If they mean ' in favour of M.,' as is more probable, they describe
Hebrews even less aptly; whatever that epistle is, it is out of
line with Marcion's views of the OT religion. Besides, Hebrews
(ic its extant form) is not composed in Paul's name.
"E/Spaiot does not necessarily involve Palestinian origin (cp. 2 Co 11**,
Phil 3°), but, as used by Christians of the second century, it would very
naturally denote Jewish Christians of Palestine (cp. e.g. Eus. H. E. iv. 5,
vi. 14). IIoO Si oiaiv iiriareXXev ; Chrysostom asks in the preface to his
commentary, and his answer is, ipol SoKet iv 'lepvaoXipois Kal HaXaiarlviJ.
This interpretation, however, is derived from the title itself, not from any
independent tradition, and the title itself was, like irpbs 'Eipeaiovs, an
editorial inaccuracy which originated at the time of the homily's incorporation in the Pauline canon. The fact that, on emerging from its local obscurity
into the canon, it received so vague a title, shows that by this time, i.e. about
half a century after its composition, the circumstances of its origin had been
entirely lost sight of. In the absence of any other evidence, the early use of
Hebrews by Clement of Rome may be allowed to tell in favour of its Roman
destination. From Rome it would circulate to Alexandria. But even the
scholars of the latter church had no idea of its origin or audience. So far as
the authorship is concerned, the writing was evidently anonymous by the
time that it rose into the light of the canon, though it is not so certain as
Zahn (Einl. § 45) contends, that Irenaeus and Hippolytus knew it as such.
Had it been originally connected e.g. with the name either of Paul or of
Barnabas, however, it is impossible to explain how the one tradition could
have risen out of the other. The scholars of the Alexandrian church, where
it first gained a canonical position, felt obvious difficulties in the Pauline
authorship which was bound up with its claim to canonicity. Pantsenus (cp.
Eus. H. E. vi. 14. 4) is said by Clement to have explained the absence (A
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Paul's name by conjecturing that the apostle of the Gentiles considerately
(Std, pxTpibrrira) refrained from naming himself in an epistle addressed to
Jewish Christians. Clement himself met the more serious difficulty of the
style by supposing that Luke translated Paul into Greek; the omission of
Paul's name he prefers to ascribe to tact on the part of the latter, in view
of the suspicions felt by Jewish Christians (Eus. H. E. vi. 14. 2f.). Origen
also felt the discrepancy between the style of Paul and the style of Hebrews,
but he contented himself with referring it to some unknown amanuensis (Eus.
H. E. vi. 25. II).

§ 5. The Pauline hypothesis,—The earliest hint of a Pauline
authorship occurs towards the close of the second century, when
Clement of Alexandria, who quotes it often as Pauline, reports a
saying of "the blessed presbyter," probably Pantsenus, to the
effect that " since the Lord, being the apostle of the Almighty,
was sent to the Hebrews, Paul, as if sent to the Gentiles, did
not subscribe himself as an apostle of the Hebrews, owing to his
modesty; but subscribed himself, out of reverence to the Lord,
and since he wrote to the Hebrews out of his abundance, merely
the herald and apostle of the Gentiles " (Eus. H, E. vi. 14), This
belief in Paul's authorship was natural, as Paul was the supreme
letter-writer of the early church; but it was far from being
unanimous even in Alexandria, where the beginning of the
third century reveals divergent traditions attributing it to Paul,
Clement of Rome, or Luke; while Origen, sensitive to the
stylistic features of the epistle, refuses to connect it with Paul
except by the medium of a Greek editor or (Ro \(P^) amanuensis. Tis 8e 6 ypdif/as TTJV eirio-ToXijv, TO piev dXij^es ^eos oiScv.
The Pauline authorship was denied also by many in the Roman
"hurch (Eus. H, E, iii. 3, vi. 20),* till ecclesiastical considera^ons during the fourth century brought it into line with the
Eastern church, where the epistle had been widely received as
Pauline.
The very church in which the first traces of the epistle occur was
therefore opposed to Paul's authorship, and later research has vindicated this
position. For one thing, as Luther and Calvin clearly saw, Paul could never
have described his religious position in the terms of 2 ' ; his religious message
and experience were mediated by no human agent (Gal i^'^), and no explanation of 2* can avail to reconcile the strong language of the apostle with this
later writer's admission of his indebtedness to apostolic preachers (cp. Bleek
i. 285-295). Furthermore, the style and the vocabulary are alike decisive
* As the v.l. rots Seapots pov in : o** was apparently known to Clem,
Alex., it must have been an early correction of the text in view of the Pauline
hypothesis.
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The careful syntax, purged of anacoloutha, the regular succession of periods,
and the elaborate rhetorical structure of the whole writing, show no trace of
Paul's rugged, broken style. We might contrast the auctor ad Hebraos anA
Paul, in fact, as Johnson contrasted Dryden and Pope. Paul occasionally
uses allegories and types ; but these are the characteristic atmosphere of
Hebrews, which also prefers (except in 2°), in its OT citations (see Bleek, i.
338 f., and Biichel, SK, 1906, 506-591), the formula the holy Spirit saith or
God saith to the Pauline methods of introducing such quotations (yiypairrai,
Xiyei ij ypaipij, etc.). Both form and formula differentiate the two writers.
Their conceptions of faith, the Law, and the Spirit are equally dissimilar,
and these reach their height in the view of Christ's priesthood, which has no
analogy in the early Christian literature until the Fourth gospel (cp. Jn 17").
It follows that the vocabulary is distinctive, marked by groups of words
ending in -l^eiv (dvaKaiv., ivv^p., Karapr., pep., irpoaoxB., irpl^ew, rvpirayl^eiv) and -<rts (e.g. dBirij., dBXij., atve., dirbXav,, perdBe., reXeiii,, irbaraais),
and by the absence of Pauline phrases like Xpiarbs 'lijaovs. The author's
interest, e.g., in Leviticalism as a poor and temporary proviso for the religious
reXeliaais of Christianity, leads him to view the result of Christ's redeeming
death as sanctifying (dyid!;'eiy), not as justifying (SiKaiovv); and such radical
differences of thought partly account for the differences in terminology
between him and his great predecessor. In short, as Origen candidly
allowed, " the style of the epistle to the Hebrews has not the apostle's
roughness of utterance (rb iv Xbytp ISiuriKby); . . . that it is more Hellenic
in its composition (avvBiaei rijs Xi^eus), will be admitted by every one who
is able to discern differences of style.
. I should say that the thoughts are
the apostle's, while the style and diction belong to some one who wrote down
what the apostle said, and thus, as it were, gave an exposition of (<rxoXtoypaipTjaavros) his master's utterances" (Eus. H, E, vi. 25).
Even this secondary Paulinism of Hebrews is indefensible, however,
although the Alexandrian critics' hypothesis has been variously worked out
by later scholars, who regard Hebrews as (a) pseudon)rmous, (b) a translation,
or (c) a joint-production. None of these theories is satisfactory.
(a) The older view (cp. Schwegler, NZ, ii. 304 f.), that Hebrews was
written by a Paulinist who wished to pass off his work as Paul's, has been
revived in a modified form by Wrede (so Wendland). He argues that the
anonymous author, on coming towards the end of his treatise, suddenly
determined to throw it into the shape of an epistle written by Paid in prison;
hence the allusions in 13^'- which are a cento of Pauline phrases (especially
from Philippians). But, apart from other reasons (cp. Knopf in TLZ., 1906,
i68f. ; Burggaller, pp. 111 f.), it is difficult to see why he did not insert
more allusions in the body of the writing ; the bare references at the close are
too ambiguous and incidental to serve the purpose of putting the epistle under
Paul's aegis. Had a Paulinist desired to create a situation for the epistle in
Paul's lifetime (like that, e.g., of I Co 161", Philem », Ph 2i9- !»'•). he would
have written more simply, as, e.g., the author of I Tim. (l'). ' Freilich bleibt
uns manches undurchsichtig; aber das ist doch nur der klarste Beweis,
dass dasselbe nicht, wie man annehmen wollte, erst spater angefugt ist, da
sonst der Interpolator doch wohl nur allgemein verstandliche Dinge in ihm
angebracht hatte ' (Weiss, TU. xxxv. 3. 109).
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(i) The hypothesis (J. Hallet in Wolf's Cura Philologica, iv. 806-837 ; J.
D. Michaelis, Biesenthal) that the epistle represents the translation by Luke
or some other disciple of Paul's original Hebrew, arose from the discrepancies
of style which were early felt between it and the Pauline epistles (so from
Clement of Alex, to Thomas Aquinas), but it never had any basis in the
internal evidence of the epistle, and may be dismissed as a curiosity of criticism.
No Hebrew (Aramaic) original has ever been heard of in connection with the
epistle. The whole argument swings from the language of the LXX (see
especially i ' 10') as opposed to the Hebrew text; the special Gk. sense of
SiaBT\Krj = testament (915-20)* ^a,s unknown to Hebrew usage; and it would be
difficult in a version to account, not only for the rhetorical finish, but also for
paronomasise and verbal assonances like those of l ' 5'- 1^ 8' lo^'- ^* 13" etc.
(c) The joint-authorship theory, in its later forms, tends more and more to
refer the ideas as well as the diction to the Paulinist who co-operated with Paul,
and may therefore be discussed conveniently under the question of the authorship.

§ 6. Authorship.—{a) The combination of Paul and Luke,
suggested by Clem. Alex. (cp. Eus. H. E. vi. 14. 2-3, Kai Trpirrpo<i
E/3patoi;s S« i-KicrToX-rpr IlavXov p.\v elvai <f>r](ri, yeypdipOai Se
'E^patois ejSpa'iKy <fi<Jivfj, AOVKOV Se (fnXoripoi^ airrjv piedepprjvevaravra iKSovvai TOIS "EtXXrja-iv, o6ev rov avrov xP'^'ra evpicTKecrOai
Kara rrjv epprjveiav ravrr]<; re rrjt; eTrto-ToA^s Kal ToJv 7rpd$emv, also

vi. 25), has attracted many scholars from Eusebius {H. E. iii. 38)
to Calvin, Hug, Ebrard, Delitzsch, Field, Zill, and Huyghe.
Some {e.g. Grotius, and recently W. M. Lewis, Biblical World,
August 1898, April 1899, with A. R. Eagar, Exp.^ x. 74-80,
110-123, 'The authorship of the Epistle to the Hebrews')
attribute practically the entire authorship to him, mainly t on
the score of the undoubted affinities of language and style
between Hebrews and the Lucan writings. These affinities
present a curious problem, but they are quite inadequate to
prove that Luke wrote all three works.
Some (e.g. dyKvpa 6i'=Ac 2']'^-^, dvaSixopai I l " = A c 28', dvaBeupioi 13'
= Ac 17^, dviorepov lo^ = Lk 14^", diraXXdaau 2i' = Lk 12^, diraypdcpeaBai
I223 = Lk 2i-=, ^o-fjBeia 4i« = Ac 271^, IXdaKeaBai 2 " = Lk 18", Karaipeiyio 6 " =
* This interpretation of SiaBijKij (which, as Calvin saw, was itself fatal to
the translation theory) is preferable on many counts to the more usual one of
covenant. " I n the papyri, from the end of cent. iv. B.C. down to the
Byzantine period, the word denotes testament and that alone, in many scores
of documents. We possess a veritable Somerset House on a small scale in our
papyrus collections, and there is no other word than SiadrjKTj used " (Moulton
in Cambridge Biblical Essays, 1909, p. 497).
\ " He certainly could not have been the author. The striking contrast
between his account of the agony in the garden and that given in the Epistle
is sufiicient to settle that question " (A. B. Bruce, DB. ii. 338).
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Ac 14', KeipdXaiov 8' = Ac 2 2 ^ , and irapolivapbs I o ^ = Ac 15") are used in a
different sense. In Ac 7^" and H e 11-' darelos is a reminiscence of Ex 2",
which may have been independent in each case, while Ivrpopos (Ac 7'^ 16''" =
H e 12^1) is probably,* in H e b . , an emendation of iKrpopos. Similarly iKXeliru
does not count, for in H e l'^ it occurs in an O T citation ; and the same fact
rules out darpov (11^^), ivoxXiui (12'°), iadirepov (6'°), ^x*" (12''),/"eT"X''"5i
(1°), bpBbs ( 1 2 " ) , irapaXiopai (12^^), iraplrjpi (12I''), iroXirTjS (8"), avvavrdw
(7I), and <pio} (12!') ; while iraXaiovaBai, which in lH is also part of a citation,
is differently applied in 8 ' ' and Lk 12^, Kardiravais in Ac 7*" occurs in an O T
quotation, Karairaiu in Ac 14'* has a diff'erent sense and construction from
those of H e b . , and irapoiKiu ( i i ' = L k 24I') is also employed in a different
construction. N o stress can be laid on the further coincidence that both
writers mention the Red Sea ( l l ^ ' = Ac 7''), or use irarpidpxts (Ac 2 ^ etc.
= H e 7^). T h u s an examination of the language reveals only X about (a) 6
words peculiar in the N T to H e b r e w s and the Gospel of L u k e , with (b) 6
peculiar to Acts and Hebrews, and two (Sia^alvia and SiarlBepai) which occur
in all three. Of (a), three (leparela, Xirrpiaais, and reXeliaais) are plainly due,
as is the specially frequent use of Xabs, to a common use of the L X X by
writers who treat of the same or similar subjects, while els rh iravreXis is too
frequent in the Hellenistic literature to make its preservation in H e b . and L k . ' s
gospel more than an accidental coincidence. This leaves merely irbppuBev
and eHBeros in this class, while dpxriybs% and etaeipi in (b), with Kalroi and
ax^Siv and virap^is, cannot be said to denote any special or striking
affinities between Acts and H e b . (dadXeirros being employed in quite a
different sense) in point of vocabulary.il This verdict is corroborated by the
absence from H e b . of several characteristically Lucan words and phrases, e.g.,
iv or rls with the optative, dirb rov vvv, ye. Si Kal, iyivero in its various constructions, eti], ixoi with infin., ivbpari, irapaxpijpa, irpdaaw, and lis ( = when).
An examination of the style and vocabulary of H e b . and Luke hardly tends to
indicate even a special amount of material common to both ; it certainly
discourages any attempt to ascribe the epistle to the author of the third gospel
and of Acts. Luke ' could report a speech after the manner of a Hebrew
rabbi or of a Greek rhetorician ; and it may be rash to say that he could not
have written a hortatory work in the style of H e b r e w s . But when we
compare Ac 1388-41 28'^'''"* with H e 3^^-4", not to say with 6^-i^ we see that

* T h e variant in Ac 212* also lowers the force of the use of iwiariXXeiv
here and in H e 13^^^, while the construction in Ac 15^" is different.
t T h e solitary Lucan use (5') is, moreover, quite different in sense.
X H e b . has about four words really peculiar to itself and Mt., and the same
number in common with Mk.
§ With ' salvation ' in the context of Ac 5'i and H e 21".
II T h e same holds true of such phrases as Kai airos, KVKXoOaBai (of cities),
Auto-Ttf (literally. H e l l ^ = Ac 22^), iv rip with infin., irepiKetaBai with accus.,
and the use in H e b . of irdaxeiv by itself for the sufferings of Jesus. On the
other hand, H e b . avoids aiv, except in compounds, and omits several distinctly
Lucan phrases and expressions like irpoaeixopai, while a passage like H e 2 "
shows affinities rather with Mt. (28i», cp. Jn 2 0 " ) . H e b . once (6') uses
yeiopai with the accus. (cp. Jn a ' " ) ; L u k e never does.
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St. Luke did not in fact write like Hebrews, even in hortatory passages'
(W. H. Simcox, Writers of the NT, 1890, p. 48).* Community o(
atmosphere is all that can fairly be postulated.

The claims of {b) Barnabas, which have been advocated, e.g.,
by Schmidt {Einl. 289 f.), Hefele {Apostolic Fathers, pp. xi-xiv),
Ullmann {SK, 1828, 377 f.), Wieseler {Chronologie, 478 f.; SK,.,
1867, pp. 665 f.), Maier, Twesten, Grau, Volkmar, Thiersch
(joint-authorship of Paul), Ritschl {SK., 1866, 89 f.), Renan (iv.
pp. 2iof.), Kiibel, Salmon {INT, 424 f.), B. Weiss, Gardiner,
Ayles, Blass, Walker (.S71 xv. 142-144), Edmundson, Riggenbach,
Prat {Theologie de S. Paul^, 502), Barth, Gregory {Canon and Text
of NT, 1908, 223-224), Heinrici {Der litt. Charakter d, neutest.
Schriften, 1908, 71-73), Dibelius and Ehdelmann, have the
support of an early tradition (cp. Tertullian's de pudicitia, 20:
exstat enim et Barnabae titulus ad Hebrseos), unless Tertullian
confused Barnabas with Hebrews—which is unlikely, as he
exphcitly quotes He 6i''. The quotation is only given as a
proof ' ex redundantia'; still, the tradition probably reflected not
only the North African church's view or a Montanist's opinion,
but some Roman tradition. In the Tractatus Origenis de libris
ss. Scripturarum (ed. Batiffol, Paris, r9oo, p. 108), as by Philastrius, He 1315 is quoted as a word of ' sanctissimus Barnabas.'
It may be admitted that Barnabas, as a Levite of the Levant,
with gifts of edification (DIGS irapaKAijo-ecos, Ac 4^®), would suit
several characteristics of the epistle. As the inaccuracies with
regard to the worship refer not to the temple but to the tabernacle, it is hardly fair to press them against the likelihood of
his authorship, on the ground that he would have been well
informed about the temple-cultus at Jerusalem. On the other
hand, his relation to the original gospel was probably closer
than that implied in 2^, and the rise of the Pauline tradition
is inexplicable if Barnabas (or indeed any other name) had
been attached to the epistle from the first. His reputed connection with the temple (Ac 4^*), the existence of the epistle
of Barnabas with its similar Judaistic themes, and perhaps
the coincidence of Ac 4^^ t and He 1322, may quite well have
* Cp. a paper by the same writer in Exp.* viii. 180-192 on 'The Pauline
Antilegomena.' The differences of the Lucan style and that of Heb. are
discussed excellently by Dr. F. Gardiner (JBL., 1887, pp. 1-27).
t A similar instance is pointed out in the attribution of Ps 127 to Solomoc
on the score of 127' = 2 8 12'*'*.
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led to the guess that he was the author of this anonymous
scripture.
Both of thc inaccuracies are due to the later Jewish traditions which the
author used for his description of the Levitical cultus. The daily sin-offering
of the high priests (7") is a fusion of their yearly sin-offering on the day of
atonement and of the daily sacrifice which, according to Philo (de Special.
Legibus, iii. 23, oCrus Kal rov aipiravros iBvovs avyyevijs Kal dyxiareis KOivbs
b dpxi^P^is i<sri
eixds Si Kal Bvalas reXQv KaB' iKdarrjv ijpipav KrX. ;
rabbinic evidence collected by Delitzsch in Zeitschrift ftir die Luther. Theol.
und Kirche, i860, 593 f., cp. also SchUrer, GJV.* ii. 347 f.), they offered.
The golden altar of incense (9*) is placed inside the holy of holies, instead of
the holy place, by a similar reliance upon later Jewish tradition (e.g. Apoc.
Bar 6 ' : et uidi eum descendisse in sancta sanctorum et sumsisse inde uelum
et propitiatorium et duas tabulas
et thuribulum, etc.), just as the
author turns the pot of manna into gold after the precedent of the LXX
(Ex 16**), which Philo had already followed (De Congressu eruditionis gratia,
23: iy ardpvip xp^aip). The two passages bring out (a) the dependence of
the author on the LXX and on rabbinic traditions mediated by Josephus *
and Philo, with (b) his total indifference to the second temple of Judaism.

{c) Clement of Rome (Erasmus, Reithmayr, Bisping,
Cornely) has also early traditional support; t but the marked
differences of style alone are sufficient to refute any such
hypothesis, which probably arose from the fact that his epistle
contains several indubitable allusions to Hebrews.
Outside the pale of tradition, the imagination of later editors
has turned to (i.) Apollos, (ii.) Silas (Silvanus), (iii.) Peter, (iv.)
Aristion, (v.) Philip, and (vi.) Prisca. The claims of (i.) Apollos
have been favoured more or less confidently, after Luther, J by
Semler (doubtfully), Osiander, Ziegler, Bleek, Reuss, de Wette,
* Thus 9 I echoes the tradition preserved in Josephus, Ant. iii. 8. 6.
Dibelius argues that Mark (cp. 15**; Zahn, NKZ., 1902, 729-756) could
only have derived the symbolical trait of the rent veil from Hebrews (cp.
5I9-20 g8 ioi9-2»), i.e., from his relative and teacher, Barnabas (Col 4"), the
author. But it is not certain that this conception was peculiar to Hebrews.
•j" Cp. Jerome, de uir. inlustr. 5, epistola autem quse fertur ad Hebrasos
non eius [i.e. Pauli] creditur propter stili sermonisque dissonantiam, sed
uel Barnabae iuxta Tertullianum uel Lucse euangelistae iuxta quosdam uel
dementis Romanse postea ecclesiae episcopi, quem aiunt sententias Pauli
proprio ordinasse et ornasse sermone. Cp. Eus. H. E. iii. 38. 2-3.
Jerome consoles himself by reflecting (ep. 129) that, although the majority
assign it either to Barnabas or to Clement, 'nihil interesse, cuius sit, cum
ecdesiastici uiri sit et quotidie ecclesiarum lectione celebretur.'
X The conjecture of Apollos' authorship was not first made by Luther;
he was only the first, so far as we can ascertain, to mention it ('etliche
meinen, sie sei St. Lucas, etliche S t Apollo,' cp. Leipoldt's GK. ii. 77).
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Kurtz, Schott, Lutterbeck {NTLehrbegriffe, ii. loi f.), Liinemann,
Tholuck, Credner, Riehm (doubtfully), Feilmoser {Einl, 359 f.),
Alford,"" Moulton, G. Meyer, Hilgenfeld {Urc. 76f.), Plumptre
{Exp} i. 329 f, 409f.),t Bartlet {EB.^^ xiii. 191), Pfleiderer
{Urc, iii. 282), Albani, Biichel, Farrar, Selwyn, and (?) von Soden
(" This Apollos—or whoever he may be—has the noble distinction of having been the first to lead Alexandria to Bethlehem,"
EBi. 2000). Belser {Einl. 600 f.), though obliged by the Council
of Trent to defend Paul's authorship in some shape or form,
believes, like Liitterbeck, that Apollos wrote the epistle, but that
Paul added the closing paragraphs. Klostermann {op. cit. 55 f),
conjecturing wpos Bepoiaior^s as the original form of the title,
supposes that the epistle was written by Apollos to the JewishChristian community of Berea (Ac 171"), while Schiitze {Magazin
fiir Evang. Theol. u. Kirche, 1904, 112 f., 275 f.) holds that
Apollos wrote it to some Jewish-Christian house-church in Rome
(cp. Ro 16^'). The biblical learning of Apollos, his Alexandrian
training, and his relation to Paul and the Pauline circle (He 131^
= I Co i6i'*"i2), are all adduced as arguments why this teacher
might have written Hebrews. " Paul laid the foundation ; the
author of Hebrews built on it, not with wood or hay or stubble,
but with gold, silver, precious stones. Should it have been
Apollos to whom we owe this epistle, then would that saying be
true: Paul planted, Apollos watered" (Resch, Paulinismus, p.
506, echoing the similar remarks of Luther and Tindale). But
the entire absence of any early tradition tells strongly against this,
the most plausible of all conjectures drawn from purely internal
evidence, (ii.) Silas (Silvanus) was no doubt a member of the
Pauline circle, who was also associated with Timotheus, and connected somehow with the composition of i Peter (a writing allied
to Hebrews); but these data are too slight to support the weight
of any hypothesis (Mynster, Boehme, Riehm, Godet doubtfully,
Wohlenberg in A^.^Z., 1913, 752f.) which would attribute Hebrews
to a man of whom so little is known, (iii.) The resemblances
• Alford (pp. 71-72) ingeniously pleads that Apollos modestly shrank
from putting his own name forward, to avoid suspicion of rivalry with Paul,
and that Clement similarly refrained from quoting the epistle by the author's
name in writing to a church where there had been a danger of " rivalry
between the fautors of the two teachers."
t Plumptre credited Apollos not only with Hebrews but with the Wisdom
of Solomon, the latter being written, of course, before his conversion.
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(Rendall, Theology of ffcb. Chrislittns, 42-45), between Hebrews
and I Peter, which cover the thoughts no less than the style of
both epistles, are not insignificant. Both describe Christ as ttu
Shepherd {He 13^" = i P 2^5 58), and use the phrase the blood
of sprinkling {12'^* = i P i ^ ) ; * both conceive faith as steadfast
reliance on the unseen God under stress of trial, hold up Christ's
example under sufferings, and attach the same disciplinary value
to human suffering; both use aip.a dp,u)pov, avrtrvirots, ^evoi Kal
TrapeiriSrjpoi, etc., and there are further parallels in r P 2^* =
H e 52, I P 39 = H e 12", i P 3 " = H e r 2 " , i P 3I8 =
H e 727, T P 4I* = H e ir^*, i P 5I"-" = H e 1320-22 etc. But
such correspondences cannot be mixed up with a supposed
allusion in 2^ to the incidents of Jn i^^-*"^, in order to support
the hypothesis that Peter actually wrote Hebrews (A. Welch,
The Authorship of the Epistle to the Hebrews, r899, pp. T-33).
At most they suggest a dependence of the one writing upon the
other, possibly no more than a common milieu of Christian
feeling. " T h e natural inference from them is that the author
was either a personal disciple of St. Peter or a diligent student
of his epistle" (Rendall). The claims of (iv.) Aristion, the
supposed author of Mk \(f^-'^^, have been recently proposed
by J. Chapman {Revue Benedictine, 1905, 50-62) and argued
by R. Perdelwitz {ZNW., 1910, 105-110) on the ground that
the sharp tone of H e 6*-^ and ro26-27 agrees with the trend
of the teaching quoted by Irenaeus from the presbyter-circles
{ailv. haer. iv. 28. i, iv. 40), and also with that of the newly
discovered fragment of Mk i6®-2* (see pp. 240 f), where aXA.a
Seivd are supposed to refer to the fate of apostates. Hence
all three converge on the same author. But even if Aristion
were the author of the Mark-ending, these conceptions are far
too general and incidental to be made the basis of any such
argument, (v.) Philip the deacon (cp. W M. Ramsay, Exp.^ ix.
407-422, Luke the Physician and other Studies, 1908, pp. 3 0 1 308) is also conjectured to have written the epistle from the
church of Csesarea (spring of A.D. 59) after discussions with Paul
on topics raised by the local leaders, to reconcile the Jewish
party in the Jerusalem church to Paulinism (Paul adding the
last verse or two). E. L. Hicks {The Interpreter, 1909, pp. 245 f),
denying the Pauline postscript, argues for the same r^rigin,
'^'ApxTibs is common to Hebrews (2!" 12') and Peter's speech in
Ac 3'° 5" (see above, p. 436).
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mainly on the ground of linguistic analogy between Hebrews and
Col-Eph.
Those who (e.g. Lewis, Ramsay, and Hicks) make Caesarea the locus of
the epistle's composition, argue that Italian Jewish pilgrims would be there
en route to or from Jerusalem (see below, § 7).

(vi.) Did Lady Pembroke collaborate with her brother in the
composition of the Arcadia ? The problem which rises for the
student of English literature has been raised in connection with
the NT by those who conjecture that Prisca and Aquila, Paul's
devoted and intelligent awepyoi, composed the epistle to the
Hebrews. Their claims are urged tentatively by Harnack (see
above, p. 422, and his essay in SBBA, 1900, "iiber die beiden
Recensionen d. Gesch. der Prisca u. des Aquila in Ac. Ap.
181-27"), Schiele, Peake, and Rendel Harris {Sidelights on NT
Research, pp. i48-r76). Aquila's name had been more than
once suggested (1?.^. by Bleek and Alford), but Prisca is supposed, on this theory, to have been mainly responsible for the
epistle, and traces of the wife rather than of the husband are
sought for. The hypothesis certainly might account for the
loss of the name, as canonical authority could hardly be claimed
for a woman's writing. But the positive arguments are not
substantial. Paul had forbidden a woman even to teach in
church (i Co i4^^-)> ^nd the action described in Ac i826 does
not prove that any exception would be made in favour of a gifted
lady like Prisca, for the instruction of Apollos was private, not
public. The supposed signs of femininity in Hebrews are
extremely dubious; as a matter of fact, one would have expected
1 reference to Deborah instead of Barak in 11^^^ if a woman had
written the epistle. The stylistic argument, that now a single
now a plural authorship is implied, can hardly be maintained;
our brother (in 132^) means not our colleague, but the brother
fenown to you and to me (the writer, cp. / will see you); phrases
like those in 11^2 and 131® imply a single author, and the we
which elsewhere occurs is either editorial or due to the figure of
nr/Kard^acn'i. The association of Aquila and Prisca with a house:hurch in Rome depends on a view of Ro 16 which is not tenable
[see above, pp. 135 f.). Finally, the masculine Sirjyovpevov in 11^2
cp. Deissmann, TR, v. 64) rather tells against the feminine
lypothesis than otherwise; and, had any exception been taken to
Prisca, the deletion of her name from the address (leaving that of
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Aquila) would have been simpler than the excision of the address
en oloc (cp. Wrede, 82-83). One has therefore (cp. Heigl, 149 f.)
reluctantly to forego the romance which this hypothesis would
introduce into the primitive Christian literature.
All such attempts (cp. the summary in Heigl, op, cit. pp.
125-156) to identify the author start from the assumption that
he (or she) must be found among the figures which the Acts of
the Apostles reveals in a relation to Timotheus corresponding to
that of 132*, and (perhaps) in a more or less close connection
with Paul. Neither of these postulates is necessary. Acts does
not give any exhaustive list of the SiSao-KaXoi in the first century
of Christianity who were capable of writing such an epistle, and
Timotheus, especially after Paul's death, must have had a wider
acquaintance than history records. In the absence of better
evidence, we must resign ourselves to the fact that the author
cannot be identified with any figure already known to us from
tradition. He was probably a highly trained Hellenistic Jewish
Christian, a SiSao-KaXos of repute, with speculative gifts and
literary culture; but to us he is a voice and no more. He left
great prose to some little clan of early Christians, but who he
was, and who they were, it is not possible, with such materials
as are at our disposal, to determine. No conjecture rises above
the level of plausibility. We cannot say that if the auctor ad
Hebrceos had never lived or written, the course of early
Christianity would have been materially altered. He was not
a personality of Paul's commanding genius. He did not make
history or mark any epoch. He did not even, hke the anonymous
authors of Matthew's gospel and the Fourth gospel, succeed in
stamping his writing on the mind of the early church at large.
But the later church was right in claiming a canonical position
for this unique specimen of Alexandrine thought playing upon
the primitive gospel, although the reasons upon which the claim
was based were generally erroneous.
The Jewish origin of the writer cannot, however, be deduced simply from
his frequent citations of the OT—a feature which is as marked in Gentile
Christians like Justin and Clement of Alexandria. Nor does the divergence
of some of these quotations necessarily imply his employment of the Hebrew
text as distinguished from the LXX. He may have had access to a different
Greek version of the OT. Nor again does his acquaintance with Jewish
customs and beliefs point inevitably to Jewish birth. Opportunities of
familiarising oneself with Judaism abounded in the first centnry. The influx
of Jews into the Christian church, the widespread diffusion of the synagogues.
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and the knowledge of the LXX, opened ample channels of information to an
interested inquirer.

§ 7. Object and destination.—^This anonymous epistle, like
the Melchizedek whom it describes and allegorises, is ayeveaXoyijTos, a lonely and impressive phenomenon in the literature of
the first century, which bears even fewer traces of its aim than of
its author. The Christians to whom it was addressed had been
evangelised by disciples of Jesus (2^), and had passed through
severe suffering on account of their faith shortly afterwards
(io32f.), A considerable time had elapsed since then, during
which the early leaders of the church had died (13^. This
internal trial, together with a contemporary pressure from the
outside, threatened to prove dangerous to them on account of
their dulness in the faith (5"'^2)j and it is to this situation that
the writer addresses himself. The author of Barnabas writes,
iva perd rrpi irto-Tews vp.mv TeXci'av eyryre rrpi yviovw.

H e b r e w s is

also a Xoyos yvajo-etos, though more on the lines of Paul's yvSo-is
(i Co 128), intended to meet the special, practical needs of
the church by furnishing the readers with conceptions of
christology which will brace them against apostasy and discouragement.
Ignatius, in a passage (Trail, 5) which reminds us of He S"*"* excuses
himself from imparting his deeper conception (rd iirovpdvia yp&^ai), on the
ground that his readers, being babes, would be unable to digest the stronger
food. On the other hand (Rom. 3), he praises the Roman church for its
propaganda (oiSirrore i§aaKdvare oiSevl' SKKovs iSiSd^are). A generation
might, pf course, have made a difference in the Roman church; the counsel of
the auctor ad Hebraos may have been laid to heart. Still, the probability is
either that Hebrews was sent to some other church than that of Rome, or that
it was addressed to some special circle or group in the Roman chiurch, and
not to the Roman Christians as a whole. Whatever was its original destination (Italian, Palestinian, or Alexandrian), the original recipients were in all
likelihood not any great church as a whole. The feeling of this ' special'
address is widespread in recent criticism of the epistle (see below), and 5*i"i*
is one of the passages which suggests it. At the same time, the words—
bipeiXovres etvai SiSdaKoXoi—are to be taken, as Wrede observes (p. 32), cum
grano satis; they do not necessarily mean more than a reproachful reflection
upon the backwardness and immaturity of the church or community which is
addressed; at best, they only corroborate the impression, made by other
allusions, that a small group or circle of Christians is in the writer's purview.

Much ink has been spilt on the question whether the epistle
was meant for Jewish Christians in general (so, e.g,, Baumgarten,
Heinrichs, Schwegler, NZ, ii. 304), or specifically in Asia Minor

444

HOMILIES AND PASTORALS

(C. F. Schmid),"' Galatia (Storr, Mynster in Kleine Schriften,
289 f), Thessalonika (Semler), Corinth (M. Webter), Ravenna
(Ewald), Cyprus (Riggenbach), or Rome (so from Wettstein to
Kurtz, Renan, Mangold, Schenkel, Alford, etc.). The Alexandrian or Egyptian destination is upheld by J. E. C. Schmidt,
Hilgenfeld, Baur {Einl. 385 f.), Wieseler {Chron. 481 f.), Kosthn
{Theol. Jahrb,, 1853, 410 f., 1854, 366 f., 465 f.), Plumptre {Exp.^
i. 425 f.), and others; the Palestinian not only by Chrysostom,
but recently by Bleek, Schott, de Wette, Delitzsch, Tholuck,
Ewald, Bisping, Riehm, Moll, Grimm, Liinemann, Findlay,
etc., either as Jerusalem {e.g. Langen, Theol. Quartalschrift,
1863, 379 f.; Kay, Ayles), or as Csesarea (Moses Stuart,
Bartlet), or Jamnia (Grimm, ZWT, 1870, pp. 19f.). Others
{e.g. Kiibel and Rendall) fix on Syria, Hofmann on Antioch
(written perhaps after Paul's release from the Roman imprisonment at Brundisium).
On the general hypothesis which dominates the Palestinian
and Alexandrian theories in particular, the writer has in view
Jewish Christians who, like the primitive Palestinian church,
clung still to the ritual system (Ac 2*^), valued highly the prestige
and associations of the older cultus, and were in danger of
allowing such fascinations to injure their sense of the finality
and supremacy of Jesus and his religion. It is supposed that
the imminent disaster of A.D. 70 moved the writer to appeal to
them to be done with the old order, which was now breaking
up, or that the shock of the temple's overthrow threatened to
shake the foundation of faith altogether. This view has no
sure foothold either in the epistle itself or in history. "Any
positive grounds for such a theory are difficult to find. Such
a despair ought to have seized all Hebrews alike, whether
Christians or not; but there is no historical evidence of such
a thing" (A. B. Davidson, Hebrews, 21). The crisis did not
shake loyal Jews in their adherence to the old covenant,! and
* Roth thinks of Gentile, Farrar and Bartlet of Jewish Christians at
Ephesus ; Perdelwitz of Gentile Christians in one of the Asiatic centres.
t " T h e Priesthood, the Sacrifice, the Temple, as they all went down at
one sudden blow, seemed scarcely to leave a gap in the religious life of the
nation. The Pharisees had long before undermined these things, or rather
transplanted them into the people's homes and hearts.
Long before the
Temple fell, it had been virtually superseded by hundreds of synagogues,
schools, and colleges, where laymen read and expounded the Law and the
Prophets" (E. Deutsch, Literary Remains, p. 139). See above, p. 3. It was
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there is no reason to imagine why it should have shaken Jewish
Christians, particularly as this epistle has no thought of detaching
its readers from the sacrificial system in vogue at Jerusalem.
Its real object is very diff"erent. The author, who was well
versed in the LXX, " but who only knew the temple-cultus from
the OT, addresses himself to Gentile Christians who had become
lax during a period of persecution; he essays to bring them
back to the right path by proving from the OT the glory of the
Christian faith" (Biichel, SK, 1906, 548). " H i s knowledge of
Judaism is apparently not derived from actual contact with it as
a living religion; it is book-knowledge, like that of St. Clement
of Rome" {CQR., 1903, 428). The LXX is his codex, and it is
on the basis of the LXX, not on current politics, that he deploys
his arguments. Apparently he is quite unconscious of any
division between Jewish and Gentile Christians. The homily
is not addressed to the former exclusively; the seed of Abraham
(21^) means not the Jewish race but human beings who
believe (cp. G a l 37^- yivwcrKere dpa OTI 01 eK Trio-Teojs, ovroi v'loi

ela-iv 'A^padp, Ro 4I 9*); the People (217) are, as in i Peter, the
elect of God (cp. 2* 727 13I2) from among men; such arguments
and descriptions, as Paul's letters and Clem. Rom. show, were
more than applicable to Gentile Christians (compare, e.g., that of
3-4 with I Co 10), and the tenor of the epistle on the whole indicates Gentile Christians who were perhaps affected by a speculative
or theoretical Judaism as well as by the temptation of some cults
in the surrounding paganism. The writer (so, e,g,. Roth,
Weizsacker, Schiirer, Wendt, von Soden, McGiffert, Pfleiderer,
Jiilicher, Harnack, Barth, Biichel, Wrede, Hollmann, Feine,
Perdelwitz) knows no distinction between the two branches of
the early church; he is addressing Christians, quite irrespective
of their origin.
Some of those who still defend the Jewish Christian
nationality* of the readers {e.g. Zahn and Peake) now admit
that there is no question of any relapse into legal and ceremonial
the collapse of the Jewish worship, in fact, "which compelled Christianity to
find what is offered in our epistle—a theory of the disappearance of the old
dispensation in the new" (W. Robertson Smith, EB."^ xi. 606).
* Ably restated by G. Hoennicke (JC. 93-95), whose arguments,
especially that based on the crucial passage in 6i"^, are controverted by
Perdelwitz in ZNW., 1910, Il3f. B. Weiss's latest monograph is a
running critique, on the other hand, of von Soden's arguments.
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Judaism. This concession not onl)- removes the need of fixing
on a pre-70 A.D. date, but .itTccts the view taken of th.- destination.
Of the three main directions in which the church has been sought,
Jerusalem (or even Palestine) is the least appropriate.
(a) Even at the eighth or ninth decade of the first century, and (much
more) prior to A.D. 70, there must have been many Christians in the local
church who had heard the gospel from Jesus himself (contrast 2'). (b) T h e
language and argument of the epistle are not likely to have been appropriate
to the church of Jerusalem. " It is difficult to suggest any period in the
history of the Jerusalem-church during which a liberal-minded Hellenist like
the author, who was probably ignorant of Hebrew, and who could in an offhand way dispose of the whole O T ritual as ' standing on meats and drinks
and divers washings' (9'") and • useless' (7^^), could have stood in such
relations to this c h u r c h " (A. B. Davidson, p. 14). T h e force of this argument may be met by admitting that the circle addressed is not the whole
church, but a Hellenistic section of it, but (c) the censure of 51^ would be
singularly inapplicable to any section of the mother-church of Jerusalem at
any period, even after A.D. 70. {dj Though poverty was not incompatible with
generosity (cp. 2 Co S-), the Jerusalem-church was notoriously rather the object
than the source of charity (6'" lO'*'' 13^- ^- ^^). Finally, (e) the rigid use of the
L X X does not favour an audience of Jewish Christians in Jerusalem or Palestine.

The employment of the LXX and of the Wisdom writings
on the other hand, is no decisive argument in favour of Alexandria ; neither is the hypothesis (once favoured by Wieseler)
that the writer had in mind the Jewish temple (cp. the 4th of
the Odes of Solomon, ed. J. R. Harris, 1909, p. 91) at Leontopolis; neither again is the Alexandrian tone of the argument,
which would be perfectly intelligible in many quarters owing
to the widespread diffusion of Hellenistic Judaism.
When
Jewish Christians of a Hellenistic type are supposed to be the
recipients of the epistle, Alexandria is a natural place to think of.
Otherwise it has little more in its favour than any other, and the
erroneous Pauline tradition which first sprang up there tells
a^'ainst the view that the local church was the original community addressed. Besides, the Alexandrian tradition was that
Hebrews was addressed to Palestinian Christians.
The Roman destination has perhaps most in its favour, e.g.
the reference in 132*, the use of r^yovpevoi as in Clem. Rom. and
Hermas (cp. Harnack's Constitution and Law of the Church,
1910, pp. 63 f, 69 f) for the leaders, and the fact that Clement
of Rome is the first to use the epistle.* The modern form of
* This early knowledge of the epistle at Rome might be otherwise
explained, though not su naturall) ; e.g. if written from R o m e , it may
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this hypothesis finds that Hebrews was sent not to the whole
church, but to some house-church or small circle of it. For this
we cannot quote Ro 16i'', since the latter refers to Ephesus. But
the language of the epistle suggests (so, e.g., Harnack, Zahn,
von Dobschiitz, Bacon, G. Milligan, Exp.^ \\, 437-448; Peake,
Hollmann, M. Jones, Feine, Seeberg, Dickie in Exp,^ v.
371 f) that, instead of being addressed to any large church as
a whole (in which case it is unlikely that the author would have
refrained from handling differences of opinion), it was designed
for a small community or gathering (lo^^ 13^*) which had a
history and character of its own within the general church of
the city or district. If the readers were Jewish Christians, they
might have been drawn from the (rwaywy^ 'EfipaCwv in Rome
(cp. Nestle, ET, x. 422). If they were Gentile Christians, the
composition of the Roman church is equally favourable to
the existence of such a circle. In any case, the readers, as
Zahn rightly contends, were too homogeneous in feeling and
position to represent the entire body of the Roman church, and
are probably to be identified with one of the household churches
in the capital. No groups are mentioned, no parties are singled
out, yet a fairly definite and uniform circle is presupposed in
such admonitions as those of 5I2 lo^^f. J^T^ a circle perhaps of
experienced Christians from whom greater maturity of conviction might reasonably have been expected.
It is pressing language too far when 5I' (b^efXoyres elvai SiSdaKoXoi) is
taken to mean that Hebrews was written primarily for a group of SiSdaKoXoi
or evangelists (Heinrici, TLZ., 1895, 289), as though the error of these
Christians was the opposite of that against which the author of James warns
his audience (Ja 3I).

Hebrews therefore represents neither Paulinism nor the
primitive Jewish Christian theology, but a special development
of both, especially of the former, along the speculative lines of
Mexandrianism, which may have been addressed to some group
in Rome or in Italy.
The phrase ol dirb rTjs'lraXlas (13^, cp. Deissmann, TR. v. 164) might
grammatically mean ' those resident in Italy,' but it is rather more natural
to take it as denoting some Italian Christians abroad who happened to
be with the writer (cp. Ignat. Magn. 15), and who sent greetings to their
compatriots. This is the sole clue to the origin of Hebrews, for the allusion
have been copied before it was sent off (cp. Gardiner, Exp.* xiii. 60 f.),
unless the phrase in 13^'' denotes Italians out of their country.
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to the imprisonment of Timotheus (13^) finds no echo in Acts or in early
tradition, and he is as likely to have been imprisoned outside Italy as at Rome.
The movements of Timotheus, after his release, are apparently uncertain ;
the author hopes, however, that his colleague will soon rejoin him, and that
they may together revisit the church, as soon as his own way is smoothed
(13I').* Meantime, he forwards the epistle (13''"), for which he bespeaks a
favourable reception. The writer is evidently not quite sure how his words
will be taken.

The wider question of the epistle's object has no light thrown
on it by IIpos 'E/3pai'ovs the title, which, like the ad Familiares of
Cicero's correspondence, is one of the erroneous titles of
antiquity, and (see p. 432) was probably added to the epistle
during the earlier part of the second century as a reflection of the
impression made by its apparently Hebrew preoccupation upon
the mind of a generation which had lost all direct knowledge of
the writing's origin and standpoint.
No explanation of irpbs 'E^palovs as a corruption either, e.g., of rpbs
Bepua(oi;s = Be/3otaioi;j (Klostermann, see above) or of rpbs rois eralpovs (cp.
ZNW. i. 21) has any plausibility. A more attractive hypothesis, which
would explain the title as chosen by the author, is to take 'Eppatoi in the
symbolic or allegorical sense of the term. On this view, the readers were
conceived as Hebrews in the light and lineage of Abraham (2* l l i ' ) the
Hebrew crosser from the sensible to the spiritual world. To Philo, b'Eppaios
k the type of such a believer who migrates (l I^'' 13I') as a pilgrim ; and, it is
asked, in view of the Philonic etymological parallels elsewhere in the epistle,
to say nothing of the typological idiosyncrasies which pervade it, " C a n a
more appropriate appellation be found for the non-legalistic, yet not antinomian, believers addressed in the epistle to the Hebrews than is derived
from Abram the Hebrew, in whom, on the one hand, all believers saw their
father, and whose act [of bringing tithes to Melchizedek, y*] acknowledges,
on the other hand, the superiority of the non-legalistic cult of the Bebs vtpiaros
to the Levitical cult ? " (Schiele, 303 f., V. Monod). This smacks of subtlety,
however ; besides, we should have expected allusions to the crossing of Abraham (in ii"'-), whereas the very term "B^paios is absent from the epistle.

Even the internal evidence of the epistle yields very little
material for a decision upon the precise aim which the writer
had in mind. As the problem before him was not a relapse
into Judaism,—for he never discusses any question of combining the Christian faith with legalism,—there is no obvious need
to suppose that the readers were mainly of Jewish birth. The
sole suggestion yielded by the course of the epistle is that they
• I n spite of Burggaller's caveat (126-127), the words of 13I' seem to
Imply the temporary absence of the writer from the readers ; they do not
naturally suit a preacher speaking to his audience.
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may have been exposed to the seductions of a subtle Judaism,
and this liability implies no more than the ordinary interest of
Gentile Christians in the O T scriptures and institutions. There
is no hint of circumcision being a danger, or of ritual formality ;
and if Christians of Jewish birth formed any serious element in
this church, their training must have been that of Hellenistic
Judaism such as Stephen was trained under—liberal, biblical,
and to a certain extent syncretistic. Evidence for such Jewish
communities * is furnished in the East, where independent
Hebrew circles sprang up, without any legalistic ties to the
synagogues, and yet with a combination of Jewish piety (including reverence for the sacred books) and Hellenic conceptions such as the cult of the Most High God (cp. H e 7I, and
for Rome, CIG. 5929). " T h i s precedent," as Schiirer rightly
observes, " i s instructive for the earliest history of Christianity.
Certain symptoms indicate that the formation of GentileChristian communities, free from legalism, was not exclusively
the work of Paul. In several places, e.g. in Rome, it appears
to have been prepared for by the fact that the preaching of
Christ won acceptance especially in circles of the a-efiopevoi
rbv deov" {op, cit. p. 225 ; cp. EEP, 37 f). As the title VI/^IO-TOS
only occurs once, however, in an incidental quotation, in
Hebrews (7I, cp. Clemen's Urc, pp. 80 f., and MacNeill, p. 114),
no stress can be laid on it as evidence for the milieu of the
epistle. It would be unsafe to identify such a group or association
of converted Jews with the Roman iiria-uvayioyij to which this
epistle was probably addressed, or to argue from the prevalence of
such a form of religious association in Pontus (Ac i8i'^) in favour
of Prisca's claim to the authorship. All that can be said with
safety is that the situation of this church or company of
Christians possibly included certain temptations of a specifically
Jewish cast, which might appeal especially to Christians who,
from some religious idiosyncrasy, were nourishing their faith upon
the Levitical portions of the O T scriptures. It is conceivable
that these seductive tendencies were the issue of a speculative
Judaism which, allied to certain ritualistic and sacerdotal
proclivities (similar, perhaps, to those controverted in Romans
or Colossians), was besetting Gentile Christians, or even
* Schiirer (SBBA., 1897, 200-225) shows how the aepbpevoi Bebv Hfiarov
did not form one large association in Tanais, but rather a number of small
groups, each containing about forty members. See also Achelis, Urc, 33 f.
29
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Christians who had been thrown into contact with Judaism,
during the second decade after the fall of Jerusalem (so Haringp
SK, 1891, pp. 589-598, and Bacon, INT 149, after Schiirer,
ibid., 1876, pp. 776 f.), when rabbinical tendencies revived, and
provincial Christianity was often exposed to such apostasy
(Wellhausen, Skizzen u. Vorarbeiten, iii. pp. 196 f.; Harnack, TU.
i- 3> PP- 73 f- j HD. I. 293, 298). For although Judaism may
be reckoned—despite Barkochba's revolt—as a lost cause,
subsequent to A.D. 70 it was very far from being a forsaken
belief. During the closing quarter of the first century, Jewish
propaganda continued to flourish throughout the Empire, nowhere more than at Rome. The morality and monotheism
preached by Hellenistic Jews especially must have proved not
simply a rival to Christianity in the eyes of many pagans, but
a source of dangerous fascination for weaker and less intelligent
members of the Christian church, who lay open, through birth
or associations, to such Jewish influences. Several hints in this
epistle may be held to indicate the presence of the peril {e.g. 6*
i3»-i6 etc.; cp. Hort's JC. pp. 156 f., and Haupt in SK, 1895,
pp. 388-390). Uiuere more judaico was evidently a specious
watchword. It represented, as we find in Cerinthus afterwards,
a distinct and subtle danger, prompting Gentile Christians—
especially proselytes—to revert to their old life, and inclining
others to favour a heterogeneous syncretism of Jewish and
Christian beliefs. The time came, ere long, when Ignatius
needed to cry out, ' Better listen to Christianity from a circumcised man than to Judaism from one uncircumcised' {ad Philad.
6), 'it is monstrous to talk of Jesus Christ KOX iovSdit,ew, for
Christianity did not believe in Judaism, but Judaism in Christianity ' {Magn. 10, cp. 8-9). In the qualified sense just defined,
a Jewish danger may be admitted as a subordinate factor in the
situation of the Christians to whom Hebrews was addressed.
But the pro-Jewish propaganda was certainly not one of circumcision or of legalism, as in Paul's day, and the presence of
other elements, drawn from the cults and worship of paganism,
is almost as evident. The time that had elapsed since the
primitive flush and freshness of the gospel, together with the
severity of the situation, had tended to produce a dissatisfaction
in these Christians, which tempted them to abandon the worship
and membership of the church (lo^^), as if it were a philosophic
school or a cult whose capacities they had exhausted (cp. HD.
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i. 151). Whether this temptation was accentuated by any
Jewish propaganda (so especially Menegoz) or by some of the
pagan religious cults, or by a fusion of both, it it almost impossible, in the lack of corroborative evidence, to determine.
It does not follow even that such realistic details of the Levitical cultus
could not have appealed to certain Gentile Christians. This may be held in
view not only of the fact that the allegorical interpretations had carried them
far and wide, but also of the further fact that the Greek and Roman world
had pieces of ritual not wholly dissimilar to the precise regulations of the
Mosaic cultus. A recently discovered inscription (pre-Christian) from Eresos
in Lesbos gives rules, e.g. for the purification of women, which are analogous
to those of Leviticus (cp. W. R. Baton, Class. Rev., 1902, 290-292; also
P. Kretschmer in Jahreshefte des osterreich. archdol. Instil, v. pp. 143 £).

§ 8. Date,—The period of composition is naturally bound up
with the particular view taken of the authorship, and especially
of the aim and destination. Thus the epistle is placed close
to the final crisis of Judaism in Palestine, i,e,, in A.D. 68-70,
by Grimm, Kiibel (A.D. 67-68), Rendall, Riggenbach, Barth,
and others. Some, sharing the same general view of its religious
purpose, put it earlier, between 64 and 67 or 65 and 70; e,g,
Bleek, Beyschlag {NT Theol, ii. 286-288), Renan, Scholten,
Godet, Clemen {Chron, 277-279), Ewald, Farrar, Westcott,
Roberts {Greek the Language of Christ and His Apostles, ch.
viii.), S. Davidson, Bovon {NTTh, ii. 387-389), Mdndgoz, G.
G. Findlay {c. A.D. 67), G. B. Stevens {NTTh. 485 f.), Huyghe,
Trenkle {Einl, 88 f.), G. Milligan, G. Meyer (A.D. 67-69), Farrar
(A.D. 67-68), Edmundson {Urc, 153 f.: 66 A.D.), Kay and Heigl
(A.D. 65), Ayles {c, A.D. 64). It is placed slightly earlier by
Hilgenfeld (before A.D. 66), Mill, Bullock, Salmon, and Holtzheuer
(A.D. 63), Schafer {Einl, 149-157), and Belser (A.D. 63-64),
Bartlet* (A.D. 62), W. M. Lewis,! Nairne, and Ramsay (A.D.
58-60). A second-century date, such as A.D. 95-115 (Pfleiderer)
or A.D. 116-118 (Volkmar, Religion Jesu, 388 f.; Keim, Briickner,
Hausrath), is ruled out of court by the use of Hebrews in Clem.
Romanus, and the contrary assertion (Hitzig, Zur Kritik der
Paulinischen Briefe, 34-36) that Hebrews depends on the
Antiquities of Josephus is of no importance. It is needless to
be too precise, in condescending, e.g., upon c. A.D. 95 (Kostlin),
but c. A.D. 80, or more generally the Domitianic period, would
* From Brundusium by Paul (Hofmann).
t Joint-production of Paul and Luke from the Csesarean imprisonment
(Ac 23'^).
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represent the converging opinions of many critics, including
Schenkel {das Christusbild der Apostel, 1879, 130 f), Mangold
{Rbmerbrief 1884, pp. 258 f.), Holtzmann {BL. ii. 615 f., ZWT,
1884, pp. i-io), Weizsacker (.(4^. ii. 155-160), von Soden, Cone,
Jiilicher, McGiffert {AA. 463 f.), Zahn {RE. vii. 492-506),
Rovers {INT. 80 f), Bousset {TR., 1897, 9-10), J. Reville {Les
origines de I'episcopat, i. 363-366), Pfleiderer {Urc. iii. 280f.),
Kriiger's Altchristl. Litteratur'^ (1898), p. n ; Bacon, Haring
{SK, r89i, 589-598), Ropes {AA, 269 f.), Goodspeed, Hollmann,
Wrede's Entstehung der Schriften des NT {i^o"]), 82 f.; Willis,
MacNeill, Windisch, and Perdelwitz. Volter's theory {TT, 1908,
537 f., nucleus written c. A.D. 75 to Rome, but reissued twenty
years later with additions in i^-^- ^^-is gii-i** 38-* 4I4-10I8 ioi9-23. 28t
„9f. 13-16. 18. 26a. 89f. 1318-28 138-16. 20) had been partially anticipated
by J. S. F. Chamberlain {The Epistle to the Hebrews, 1904),
who took Hebrews as addressed to the Jews by a prominent
Christian (Paul?), and afterwards edited with additions by
another Christian for Gentile Christians.
(a) The allusions in the present tense (J*' "'> 8'-' 9«-'- i' 13") to the cultus
by no means imply a date prior to A.D. 70. Nothing is more common
(SchUrer, HfP. i. ii. pp. 268 f.), in writings subsequent to that date, Jewish
(Josephus, Antiq. iii. 6. 7-12, Apion. i. 7, ii. 8. 23) and Christian (Clem.
Rom. 40-41 ; Justin, Dial. 107, Diognetus 3, and Barnabas), than such references. They denote a literary method, not any contemporary existence of
the practices or places mentioned. Besides, the allusions " to the Mosaic
ritual are purely ideal and theoretical, and based on the Law in the
Pentateuch. . .
The mode of reasoning adopted would have been as
valid after the destruction of the Temple as during its existence" (A. B.
Davidson, Hebrews, p. 15). Hence (b)'\t is no argument for a pre-70 date
to hold that the writer implies the existence of the temple-cultus, and that
he would have been sure to notice its abolition if he had written after the
overthrow of the Jewish capital. The Judaism with which he is dealing is
that of the tabernacle, not of the temple. Neither he nor his readers are
concerned with the temple-ritual at all; its existence mattered as little to
his idealist method of argument as its destruction. Thus the expression in
81* (the old covenant iyyis dcpaviapov) means simply that the old regime,
superseded by Jesus, was decaying even in Jeremiah's age. If it had lain
in his way to cite the Jewish catastrophe of A.D. 70 as a proof of the
evanescence of the old order, a more apposite allusion (Jiilicher) would have
been to the murder of Jesus, the heavenly high priest, at the instance of the
earthly high priests. But all such arguments lay outside the circle of his
interests. He finds his cogent demonstration of the superiority of the gospel
not in contemporary history, but in the sacred pages of the LXX. (c) For
the same reason the allusion to the forty years of Israel's wandering (3i"") il
not a covert reference to the time which had elapsed since the resurrection,
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while (d) the reference in 13' is too general to refer specifically to the
death of James (in Jerusalem) or of Peter and Paul (in Rome). There is
no hint in 3''' " (forty years) of the period of time since the crucifixion,
as if the day of Israel's grace were almost ended, or had ended. The writer
is not calculating the present from the past. He does not find any typical
significance in the number,—which in this case would be merely a round
term (cp. Mk li^, Ac l') for a generation. It is only on one form of the
Palestinian (Jerusalem) hypothesis that any allusion can be found in 13' to
the death of James ; and even on the post-70 A.D. hypothesis, it is unnecesary to find a reference here to the deaths of Peter and Paul.
The surest criteria for fixing the period of composition lie in
the literary relationships of the epistle. T h e terminus ad quem
is fixed by Clemens Romanus (see above, pp. 430 f), the
terminus a quo by the familiarity of the writer with some of
Paul's epistles, and probably with i Peter (see above, pp. 439 f).
Like the latter, Hebrews, with its indifference to the burning
questions of the Law and circumcision, reflects a period
when Paul's efforts had settled the problem of Jew and Gentile
in the early church.
Of the Pauline epistles (cp. Briickner's Chron. 236-241 ; Holtzmann,
ZWT., 1867, pp. 18 f.), Romans is pretty clearly used, as is only natural
in an epistle written by a SibdaKoXos who had apparently connections with
some Christians in Rome. The similarity of the Deuteronomy-citation in
Ro 12!" = He 10^" might be due to the independent use of a common
tradition or florilegium ; but Ro 4i''"^i seems to underlie He nH-is-is^ and
further instances of the same dependence may be traced, e.g., in Ro 1" =
He 10^, i4^'- = He 138, Ro i4i''=He 12", Ro i533 = He 13^", i Co 2«=He
5", I Co 32 = He 512, I Co 12" = He 2*, i Co 15^6 = He 2 " , i Co \f
= He 2*, 2 Co lii-i2 = He \f*-^^, 2 Co 8'»=He 6'", 2 Co i3i=:He lo^s,
and Galatians (3i = He 6«, 3ii* = He 2", 4^^ = \\e 12^2 13"), and Phil 2»'= He \*, Phil 4i'''-i8 = He I3'«, Phil 42i-22=He \f* " D e r Gedankengang
bewegt sich in voller Selbstandigkeit, die Anlehnung an Paulus ist daher
immer frei und ungefahr, meistens vermullich rein gedachtnismassig' (Wrede,
p. 54). Of the seven words peculiar, in the NT, to Heb. and the Pastorals,
d7r6Xau(ris is used in entirely different senses (He 11^=1 Ti 6"), as is
bpiyeaSai ( l l i * = l Ti 3I 6-"'), while the remainder (dtpiXdpyvpos, pe^TjXos,
iKrpiweaBai, bveiSiapos, and rpbbTjXos) are neither numerous nor iignificant
enough to show any particular affinity between the two, especially in the
absence of any common characteristics of style and thought.
The interpretation of 10^2-34 3,3 an allusion to the theatrical
displays {6earpit,6pevoL) which accompanied Nero's outburst
against the Roman Christians is not necessary, in view of the
use of Oearpov in I Co 4^ ; the language is too general and even
mild; and the reference in 10^* is not to legal confiscation of
property (cp. on this Klette's Christenkatastrophe unter Nero,
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1907, 43 f), but to the results of mob-rioting. The passage
cannot therefore be taken as a proof of any particular destination
(Roman, or even Palestinian) for Hebrews, and the same holds
of the other allusions to suffering and persecution throughout the
epistle. They may be fitted into a theory which rests on other
grounds, but by themselves they furnish no decisive evidence.
It did not lie in the writer's way to be detailed, any more
than it occurred to the author of the Religio Medici to
mention the Star Chamber, the fortunes of the Huguenots, or
even the Civil War in England. So far as he has any explicit
aim in these allusions, it is rather to prepare his readers for
bearing the brunt of some imminent danger, which hitherto
(ovTTw fiexpts at/xttTos, r 2*) they have been spared. This is the
point, e.g., of the enigmatic and allegorical passage in i3i*'*, where
he summons them, after the example of Jesus (cp. 12^-3), not to
break with Judaism,—such a realistic use of rrapep-^oX-t] would be
hopelessly out of keeping with the symbolism of the epistle,—
but to be ready to be outcasts from the world in their pursuit
of the real religion (cp. 4II).
T h e reproach of Christ which
they are to bear is that cheerfully borne by Moses long ago
(ii25-26)| in abjuring the fascinations and advantages of the pagan
world.
It is prosaic and untrue to the semi-allegorical cast of the argument, to
take I3''- as an appeal to break finally with Judaism. The contrast is
between the various pagan cult-feasts, which the readers felt they could
indulge in not only with immunity but even with profit, and the Christian
religion which dispensed with any such participation. Our altar, says the
writer, is one of which the worshippers tiXiarpeiovres of Christians, as in 9I*
12^*) do not partake (in 13I® aKrjvij is the N T temple, contrasted with that of
9*). The Christian sacrifices are a cheerful confession of God even in
suffering, and beneficence towards others; they have nothing whatever to do
with participation in any sacramental meal. The latter practices are a foreign
novelty, inconsistent with the spirituality and adequacy of the relation which
Jesus Christ establishes between God and his people. Such innovations are
to be eschewed, in favour of the primitive X670S rov Beov (13') or X'^P'-^ which
alone can establish the heart, however much a religion without a sacrificial
meal may be despised and persecuted by the world. Christians have a
sacrifice for sins which brings them into full communion with God, but they
have no sacrificial meal* (cp. Spitta, Urc. i. 325 f.). Whenfli;<rio(rTi}/)iovis
* The association of (poiriaBivres (lo'^), especially in connection with a
metaphorical allusion to eating, suggests the phraseology of the Greek
mysteries (cp. ERE. viii. 54 f. ; Wobbermin's Religionsgeschicktliche Siudien,
pp. 154 f.), as in Eph i " 3', 2 Ti l'*. Similarly, the reference in 12'*"".
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identified with the Lord's table, it becomes possible to hear (cp. above, p. 389)
an early protest against the realistic sacramental view of the Lord's supper
which sought to base its efficacy on coiKeptions of communion popular
among the pagan mysteries. The writer controverts these by means of
arguments drawn from the Levitical system of Judaism, not because he baa
the latter directly in view, but because his method of working from the OT
enables him to prove that Jesus, as the perfect sin-offering, superseded all such
religious devices; the spurious and superstitious tendencies of pagan communion to which these readers were exposed were part and parcel of a system
which the sacrifice of Christ had entirely antiquated, by realising the religious
instincts latent in pre-Christian and non-Christian sacrifices (cp. P. Gardner,
Historic View of the NT", 1904, 234 f.). There is to be no eating of the a&pja
Xpiarov. The author of the Fourth gospel's attitude is less uncompromising
and unambiguous than that of the author of Hebrews, though, like the
significant omission of the Lord's supper in Eph. (see above, p. 389), it marks
the same current of tendency flowing through the more spiritual and idealistic
circles of the early church towards the close of the first century.
§ 9. Text.—The
text has suffered early injuries, though seldom in
important passages. The difficult and early variant X'^P^^i for X'^P"'' in 2',
which Origen and Jerome already found in some MSS, may have arisen from
a transcriptional error ; certainly it is much less relevant to the context,
whether taken with irip ravrbs (Origen) or yeiaTjrai (Zimmer, Weiss). But
Xwpis is as likely to have been smoothed out into x'^/"") 3-nd in this case one
must either conjecture that the phrase x'^P^^ Oeov originally lay after (or as a
marginal gloss to) dwrbraKrov in v.', or assume that some primitive corruption underlies the text of v.' (Baljon, Theol. Studien, 1890, 213-214).
Such a corruption is probably visible not only in IQI but also in 4^, where
WH (see their note) favour Noesselt's conjecture rots dKoiapnaiv ( = 'things
heard'). The parenthesis 6 Xabs ydp ir' airijs vevopoBirrjrai (7II) would fit
in perhaps better at the close of 71^ ; but that is no reason for supposing (so
Bakhuyzen) that the present position of the words is due to the transposition
of a copyist. On the omission of 8' as a gloss by Kuenen, Prins, and
Bakhuyzen, see Baljon, op. cit. 2i6f. The conjecture H A G I O N A for
TTAeiONA in 11^ (so Cobet and Vollgraff; cp. Maynard in Exp."* vii.
163 f.) is not more than plausible, and the emendation (Blass ; cp. C. Konnecke's Beitrdge zur Erkldrung des NT, 1896, p. 15) of 11°'' into Kal oix
ijvpiaKer airov Bdvaros (Orig., Clem. Rom. 9^) is not even plausible. The
same may be said of the proposal to omit rovr iari rijs aapKbs airov as a
later gloss (The Ep. to the Hebrews, by two Clerks, 1912, p. 40) in 10^*,
and of Field's hypothesis (Notes on Translation of NT, 233) that Kal airij
"Stdppa in ijH is an interpolated marginal comment In 11^' ireipdaBijaav
is either (cp. WH's note) a corruption of some less general term like irprjaBrjaav or irvpdaBrjaav or iverpijaBrjaav, or a dittography of the previous
iirplaBrjaav (Naber, Bakhuyzen), or a marginal gloss which originally (ireipdBijaav) explained retpav iXa^ov (F. Field).
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LITERATURE. 1—(a) Editions—Althamer (In epist. Jacohf, 1533);
Grynaeus (Explicatio epp. CathoL, Basel, 1593); R. Turnbull (London,
1606); Cornelius k Lapide (1648); Estius (1661) ; Brochmand (1706);
Damm (1747); Benson and Michaelis (1756); Seerailler (1783) ; RosenmuUer (Der Brief J. ubersetzt und erlaUtert, 1787); J. B. Carpzov (Halle,
1790); Morus, Pralectiones in Jacobi et Petri epistolas (Leipzig, 1794);
Hensler (Hamburg, 1801); Hottinger (Leipzig, 1815); Pott^ (1816) ;
Schulthess (ZUrich, 1824); Gebser (Beriin, 1828, with valuable patristic
materials) ; Schneckenburger's Annotatio (1832) ; Theile's Commentarius
(Leipzig, 1833); Jachmann (1838); Kern (Tubingen, .1838) * ; J. A. Cramer's
Catena in epp. Catholicas (Oxford, 1840) ; Scharling (1841) ; Stier (Barmen,
1845); de Wette (1847); Cellerier (1850) ; Neander (Eng. tr. 1851); T. W.
Peile (1852) ; Wiesinger (1854); Messmer (Brixen, 1863); H. Bouman
(1865); B. Bruckner (1865); J. Adam (Edinburgh, 1867); Lange (1862,
Eng. tr. 1867); Ewald (1870); Huther* (1870, Eng. tr. 1882); A. Bisping
(Miinster, 1871); Wordsworth (1875); E. G. Punchard (Ellicott's Comm.
n. d.) ; Bassett (London, 1876); Plumptre (Camb. Bible, 1878); Erdmann
(1881); Scott (Speaker's Comm. 1881); Gloag (SchafPs Comm. 1883); E.
C. S. Gibson =(/'«//// Comm. 1887); Johnstone ^ (1888); Biwmxnex (Expos.
Bible, 1891); Trenkle, Der Brief des heiligen Jakobus (1894) ; K. Burger'
(Strack-Zockler's Komm. 1895); Carr (CGT. 1896); Beyschlag (—Meyer«,
1898)*; von Soden^Z^C. 1899); Baljon (1904); H. Wilbers (Amsterdam,
1906); G. Hollmann'' (SNT 1907); Hort (1909); Belser (1909)*; R- J.
Knowhng" (WC. 1910) ; Oesterley (EGT. 1910) ; Windisch (HBNT. 1911) ;
Mayor* (London, 1913)*; J. H. Ropes (/CC. 1916)*
(b) Studies.—(i.) general: — Heisen's Nova Hypotheses interpretanda
epistola Jacobi (IT T,g); Storr's Dissertatio exegetica (Tnhingen, 1784); J. D.
Schulze (see above, p. 319) ; Gabler, De Jacobo, epistola eidem ascripta
auctore (Altdorf, 1787); Bricka, Riflexions relat. h Pintroduction d Pipttre
de s. Jacques (1838) ; F. L. Schaumann's Origo apostolica et authent. epistola
Jacobi (Helsingfors, 1840); Galup's Essai d'une Introd. critique
(1842);
J. Monod's Introduction . .
(Montauban, 1846) ; Loefiler's Etudes
historiques et dogmaliques sur Jac. (1850) ; Ritschl's Entstehung d. Altkathkirche" (1857), lo8f. ; A. Boon, De epist. Jacobi cum libro Sirac. conven.
(1866); Wohlwerth (Sur P authent. etc., 1868); A. H. Blom, De Brief van
fakobus (1869)*; Sabatier (ESR. vii. 125-132); W. Schmidt, Lehrgehalt
des Jakobus-Briefes^. (i86g) ; Leo Vezes, Dissertatio de epist. Jacobi (1871);
Beyschlag (SK, 1874, pp. 150f.); Holtzmann (BL. iii. 179-189, and in
ZWT,
1882, pp. 292 f.); Gloag's Introd. Cath. Epp. pp. 23-108 ;_ P.
Schegg, Jakobus der Bruder des Herrn und sein Brief (1883); von Soden
(JPT, 1884, pp. 137-192)*; Meyrick (Smith's DB." 1520-1522); Zimmer
(ZWT,
1893, 481-503); Pfleiderer (Urc. iv. pp. 293-311); P. Feine,
Der Jakobusbrief nach Lehranschauungen und
Entstehungsverhdltnisst
1 See Kawerau's study of ' die Schicksale des Jakobusbriefes im 16
^a!nih\s.nAitit' (Zeitschrift fur kirchl. Wiss. und Leben, 1889, pp. 359-370),
and Leipoldt's paragraphs on Luther's criticism (GK. ii. pp. 67-77),
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(1893)*; Kuhl (SK, 1894, 795-817); van Manen (TT,, 1894, 478-496);
Holtzmann, NTTh. ii. 328-350; Spitta (Urc. ii. I. 1-239)*; Bovon,
NTTh. ii. 447-462; Vowinckel (BFT, vi. 1898); Moffatt (HNT. 576 f.,
704f.); Cone (EBi. 2321-2326); Sieffert (PRE. viii. 5811.); J. B. Mayor
(DB. ii. 543-548, and Further Studies in Ep. of James, 1913); J. Parry, A
Discussion of the General Epistle of James (London, 1903); V. Ermoni
(Vigouroux' DB. iii. 1087-1098); Grafe, Stellung u. Bedeutung d. Jakobusbriefes, etc. (Tiibingen, 1904)* ; B. Weiss, Der Jakobusbrief und die neueste
Kritik (1904); H. J. Gladder in Zeitschrift fUr Kathol, Theologie (1904,
37-58, 1904, 295-330); M. Meinertz, Der Jakobusbrief und sein Verfasser
in Schrift und Ueberlieferung (in Bardenhewer's ' Biblische Studien,' x.
1905)'*; Zahn's Skizzen^ (1908), 93f. ; Hoennicke (JC, pp. 90f., 191 f.);
C. W. Emmet (Hastings' DB., 1909, 424-426); Wendland (HBNT, i. 3.
37of.); Gaugusch (Lehrgestalt d, Jakobus-Epistel, 1914); W. Montgomery
(DAC, i. 629f.). (ii.) on 21*"^* in relation to Paul: Hulsemann's Harmonia
, (1643); C. S. Ruger's Conciliatio . . . (1785); Knapp (Scriptura
varii argumenti", 1823, i. pp. 4 i i f ) ; Frommann (SK, 1833, pp. 84f.,
harmonising); Isenberg, Die Rechtfertigung durch d. Glauben oder Paulus
und Jakobus (1868); Riggenbach (SK, 1868, 2381.); Martens, Geloof
en weerken naar den brief van Jakobus (1871) ; H . W. Weiffenbach,
Exegetische-theologische Studie uber Jakobus, ii. 14-26 (Giessen, 1871)*;
Fritzsch, Der Glaube, die Werke, und die Rechtfertigung ncuh der Lehre
d. Jakobus (1875); Schanz (TQ., 1880, pp. 3f., 247f.); Kubel, Ueber
das Verhaltniss von Glaube und Werken bei Jakobus (1880); Klopper
(ZWT,
1885, pp. 28of.); Usteri (SK., 1889, 211-256); C. Schwartz
(SK., 1891, 704-737); B. Bartmann, S. Paulus und S. Jakobus uber die
Rechtfertigung (in Bardenhewer's 'Biblische Studien,' 1897, ii. i ) ; J.
Bohmer (NKZ., 1898, 251-256); Menegoz in Etudes d. Thiol, etd"Histoire
(Paris, 1901, pp. 121-150); E. Kuhl, Die Stellung des Jakobusbriefes zum
alttest. Gesetz, etc. (1905); F . W. Mozley (Exp.'' x. 481-503); A. Kohler,
Glaube u. Werke in Jak. (1914).
§ I. Contents and outline.—The brief address (i'^) closes with
the (p. 48) Greek salutation xa'P««', and this is caught up in the
first of the following five paragraphs with which the homily opens
(Trao-av ;(apav •^yrjaraa-Oe KTX.).
T h e thread on which these are
loosely strung together is the thought of iretpatr/tos. T h e first
paragraph is a statement of w. as part of the divine discipline
for perfecting (T€'A.«OI) the Christian character (i*"*).
This
suggests {ev pjjSevl Xetiropevoi. Ei 8e T6S vp.S)v Xeirerai (ro(jiias),
though not very relevantly,"" a word on the need of sincere faith f
* The writer has in mind Sap g' : though a man be perfect (riXeios) among
the sons of men, yet if the wisdom (aoipla) that is from thee be absent, he shall
be reckoned of no account. The whole section, with its emphasis on God as the
hberal gi ver of wisdom to sincere suppliants, breathes the spirit of the sapiential
Hebrew hterature and of Philo (cp. H. A. A. Kennedy, Exp.* ii. 39-52).
I Luther's marginal note on l*" (as on 51") is: " d e r einzige und beste Ort
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in praying for practical guidance in life (i^-^). Then, »s the
insincere person or dvrjp Sifvxos, a familiar type and figure in the
older Jewish literature, was unstable (aKaTao-TaTos iv rrda-ai^ Tats
oSois avToD, I*, cp. 3^- 1*, Sir i^^. En 91*) owing to his half-hearted
attachment to the divine aroi^ia, the writer adds a paragraph (i^-n
Kavxda-Oo) Se KTX.) on the fate of the rich man who fades iv Tats
woptt'ais* airov—the timely loss of wealth thus being in reality a
blessing, a treipacrp.o'i for which he should be thankful, t A word
on the reward for enduring trial (ii^) follows. Logically and
strictly it resumes the thought of i*, but the writer is reproducing
the sequence of thought in Sir (34) 318-10 blessed is the rich man
who goeth {iiropevOr}) not after gold. Who is he ? Verily we will
call him blessed (jiaKapiovp-ev).
. Who hath been tried thereby
{iSoKipda-Orj) and found perfect {ireXeiwOr]) ? Then let him glory
(tOTO) ets Kavxrja-iv).

H e r e , h o w e v e r (/xoKapios dvrjp OS VTTopevei

ireipacrpiov, on SoKipios yevo/xcvos KTX.), the conception of the sphere
of ireipaa-poi is broadened to cover poor and rich alike, just as its
reward is made eschatological (cp. Sap 51^'- the just live for ever
. . . they shall receive—XrpliovTai—the diadem of beauty from the
hand of the Lord, Zee 6I* LXX). The writer then meets a current
objection (ii^^-; cp. Judas 1^) by proving that the origin of
ir«tpa<r/M)s lies not in God, whose gifts are only good,| but in the
lusts of human nature; and the ideas of Gn 3, suggested by the
latter thought (i^*^")» ^^^^ '^i™ ^o contrast the birth of sin from
lust with the new creative word of the gospel (ii^), which is
God's supreme gift to mankind. T h e condition of receiving this
gift is threefold. First, meekness (ii^-^i), the spirit that refuses to
resent God's dealings or to flame up (xaxta = malice) in irritation
against other people. Secondly, while the perfect (TcAetos)
Christian must be quick to hear (i-'*), it is the hearing which is
in der ganzen Epistel." For Luther's opinions, see Walther in SK. (1893)
pp. 595 f., and Meinertz, op. cit. pp. 216 f. The liberal criticism of Cardinal
Cajetan and some others in that age is outlined by Simon, Histoire Critique
du Texte du NT, pp. 189 f.
* Corssen (G^C^., 1893, pp. 594 f.) prefers to read, with minuscule 30, rfxope\jais(so Mangeyand Bakhuyzen; cp. Baljon, Theol. Studien, 1891, pp. 377f-)\ The similar Jewish teaching of Akiba is discussed by Bacher in his
Agada d. Tannaiten", i. (1903) pp. 320f. Job's sufferings (cp. 5") were one
of Akiba's favourite illustrations of reipaapbs (see above, p. 33).
J In 11' it is tempting to place Ij after rporrjs instead of before it, especially
in view of Sap 7"-!* (rporuv dXXayds Kal pera^oXds KaipQv); so Koennecke,
Emeruiatiorun tu Stellen des NT(igo8, BFT. xii.), pp. I2f.
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followed by practical obedience (122-25). Thirdly, not talk* but
charity and chastity form the true worship of God (ii* slow to
speak, i26-27) the Father (cp. Ps 68^).
The implicit antithesis between pagan and Christian OptivKtia.
then leads the writer f to denounce an abuse within (oT^vaywy^v)
contemporary Christian worship, viz. respect of persons, the
worship of social distinctions, the undue deference paid to
wealthy people, and the consequent depreciation of the poor
(21-^). Before our Lord of glory (or, the Lord, our Glory), social
ind human glories are of no account. Besides, the poor are the
chosen of God (2^), and the overbearing un-Christian conduct \
of the rich entitles them to no such respect (2®''^; to love rich
people as Christian neighbours is one thing, to be servile towards
them is quite another {2^-\ Nor can such neighbourly love
make up for a failure to keep the command against respect of
persons (Lv \<^^' i^), for the law is a unity (2i''-ii). Furthermore,
the writer adds, gathering up the thoughts of 119-26 as well as of
2 I'll, this law which regulates words and deeds alike is a law of
freedom, i.e, (cp. i^^) one which answers completely to the
spontaneous instincts of our true nature (a Philonic touch, cp.
quod omn.probus liber, 7). And, finally, according to Jewish ethic
(cp. Sir 2812, En 9812^-, Test. Zeb 8i-3), mercilessness is the unpardonable sin, whereas the merciful soul need have no fear of
the final judgment (21^).
Having thus put the antithesis between the true Christian
faith (2I) and the favouritism which breeds injustice, the writer
develops § the idea of hardheartedness {2^-'^^) in a pungent
* With ll"* and i ^ compare the famous saying of R. Simeon (Pirke Aboth
i. 18 ; Derenbourg's II Histoire et la giogr. de la Palestine, i. pp. 271 f.), ii"'
(slow to anger) = Pirke Aboth ii. 10 (R. Eliezer b. Hyrcanus). With i*-27 cp,
the eighth reason given by R. Eleazar b. Jehuda (Sabbath, 326 f.) for trouble
in life, viz., filthy speech, which causes widows and orphans to wail (cp. Is
91°); also Nedarim, 40a, for the supreme duty of visiting the sick.
t Reversing the sequence of Ps (81) 82I"', where God's presence iv
cvyayuyy BeCbv is made a reason for refusing to respect sinners and for being
just to orphans and poor folk, just as in Sir (32) 351^'" men are warned
against offering sacrifice to God at the expense of practical charity and justice,
since oiK iariv rap' airip Sb^a rpoaiirov
oi X-fip\}/erai rpbaurov irl
rru>xov
oi prj ireplSy iKerlav bpipavov, xal X'^P"''' ^^^ iKX^V XdKidv.
X With 2® (iXKOvaiv ipds els Kpirrjpia) compare Deissmann's restoration
ot the second of the (second series) Oxyrhynchite Logia, ol iXKOvres ijpds [el$
rd Kpirijpial KTX (LA, 437 f.).
§ Unless (see below, p. 463) 4i"- originally lay here.
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section {2^*-^^), criticising all conceptions of faith which regard it
as valid apart from its exercise in deeds. Thereupon, passing
from lack of deeds to excess of words, he returns to his favourite
warning against the abuses of speech (3i'')i not as a substitute for
true faith (2I*), but as a danger to it. Since Christian teachers *
by their profession were specially liable to this sin, they are first
of all mentioned (3I), but the counsel at once broadens out (3^a7ravT«s, cp. ii^ Tras dv$p<iiTro<;, i^^ ei TIS KTX.) into a general
philippic against the mischievous power (3**^-) and inconsistency
(3'^") t of evil words. The connection between this and the following definition of the criteria of true o-o<^ta (31^*1^) becomes
visible in the light of the author's intimate acquaintance with the
Wisdom-literature, where {e.g. in Sir 24^°^') the wisdom of the
teacher is compared to a stream. So here the allusion to fresh
fountains (3^^'^^) helps to introduce a contrast between the false
a-o(f)ia, whose notes are bitterness and factiousness (3"'^*), and
the true celestial a-oiftia (31'^) with its good fruits (contrast 31^*).
Carrying on the metaphor as well as the thought of peace (31^),
the writer then contrasts the future reward of the peaceable (3I*)
with the wrangling and dissatisfaction evident on all sides
among those who practised the false aoKJiia as their rule of life
(41*^). t
The outer dispeace springs from an inward trouble,
above all from worldly compromise (4*'®); hence the author
adds a straight word on the need of purity and penitence
(4^i»).
The next brief paragraph against defamation and censoriousness (411'!^), if it is not misplaced (see below), must be an echo
and expansion of 41^-. Then, rebuking another aspect of overweening presumption, this time against God, he attacks traders
• Irenaeus (adv. Haer. i. 28, iii. 23. 8) attributes the heresy of Tatian to
the fact that he allowed his conceit as a teacher to develop a passion for
novelties. For the high repute, as well as for the perils, of SiSdaKaXoi, who
survived rpoipiyrai in the early church, cp. Hamack, MAC. i. 354f.
+ The conception of man as made in God's likeness (3') was a fundamental
principle of Akiba's ethic (see, e.g., Pirke Aboth iii. 14). R. Simon ben Azzai
ranked this even higher than neighbourly love (cp. Bacher's Agada d.
Tannaiten", i. 4i7f.). For the connection of 3'"' with Herakleitus, see E.
Pfleiderer (JPT. xiii. 177-218); for Philonic sources, Siegfried's Philo, pp.
311 f. In 3' James has used, for his own purpose, an Orphic phrase ; for 6 rijs
polpas rpoxbs Kai rijs yeviaeias and 6 KVKXOS rijs yeviaeus, see Rohde's Psyche",
ii. 123, Stiglmayr in BZ. (1913) 49-52, and Lobeck's Fragm. 797 f.
X On the duty of generosity among teachers, see Megilla, 28a.
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(4i'-i7 aye vvv KTX.) for ignoring God in their plans for future
acquisition, and wealthy landowners (s"* aye vvv KTX.) for their
personal selfishness and for defrauding their employes. The
closing words of the latter denunciation (5*'^, cp. Sir 34^2 as a
shedder of blood is he who deprives a hireling of his hire),* with
their picture of the unresisting patience of the poor, strike the
keynote of the following exhortation to patience (s'^"'^) in view of
the near approach of the Lord. Above all, Christians must
refuse to take an oath {^'^'^^) even when dragged into court by
their oppressors (cp. 5^ 2^); otherwise, whether they manage to
escape man's condemnation or not, they will fall under God's
(so Sir 2'^^-), A general counsel, in gnomic form, on prayer in
relation to sickness, then follows (5^^"i*),t and the homily
abruptly ends with an encouragement to the reclaiming of
backsliders (513-20).$
§ 2, Structure,—The homily is neither a loosely knit series of
quasi-proverbial passages nor the logical exposition of a single
theme. The opening paragraphs contain the three dominant
ideas of the writing, viz., irto-Tts, tro^ia, and ireipa0-/x,os; but after
4I1 these recede into the background, and even the eariier part
of the writing contains groups of aphorisms with as little cohesion
as a handful of pearls. This is largely due to the gnomic style,
as in the Wisdom-literature, Epictetus, and Marcus Aurelius.
But the pearls are occasionally strung. Like Wordsworth's
* 'O Skaios in 5* is generic (firom Sir SQI'' 2^), but it is a curious coincidence that James of Jerusalem had this title from Jews and Christians alike,
according to Hegesippus (cp. Eus. H, E, ii. 23). Justin (Dial. 16) uses
almost the same language about the responsibility of the Jews for the murder
of Jesus.
•)• The effect of a pious man's prayer for rain is a commonplace in contemporary Jewish (cp. e.g. Taanith, 25b) and Christian (Tert. ad Scap. 4, Vita
Polykarpi, 29, etc.) tradition. Against the Romanists, who twisted Ja 5i**' into
a warrant for their sacrament of extreme unction, Luther thundered (De Babyl,
Capt, ecclesia praludium):
" s i uspiam deliratum est, hoc loco praecipue
deliratum est. Omitto enim, quodhanc epistolam apostoli Jacobi non esse, nee
apostolico spiritu dignam multi ualde probabiliter asserant, licet consuetudine
autoritatem, cuiuscunque sit, obtinuerit. Tamen, si etiam esset apostoli Jacobi,
dicerem non licet apostolum sua autoritate sacramentum instituere." Foi
the medicinal use of oil by sects in the early church, see Bousset's Hauptprobleme der Gnosis (1907), pp. 297 f., and FFG. iv. 175 f.
X The teaching about forgiveness is noi exactly un-Christian, but it falls
far short not only of the Pauline gospel, but of the primitive Christian collocation of forgiveness with faith in Jesus Chrisi

462

HOMILIES AND PASTORALS

poems of 1831, though the various paragraphs of this homily are
semi-detached, they too
" Have moved in order, to each other bound
By a continuous and acknowledged tie.
Though unapparent"—

unapparent, that is, to those who do not approach them from
the Wisdom-literature on which they are so closely modelled in
form as well as in spirit. Thus the analogous abruptness with
which Sap 19^2 and Sir 5129-30 end, militates against the hypothesis
that the original conclusion of Jas. was lost. On the other hand,
the analogy of Hermas suggests that Jas. may have been put
together from fly-leaves of prophetic addresses, and even that
the detached character of one or two paragraphs is to be
explained by the hypothesis of interpolations (cp. J. E. Symes,
Interpreter, 1913, 406 f.); so, e.g., 31-18 (the essay of an Alexandrian
scribe, von Soden), 41-1" (Jacoby, NT Ethik, pp. 170 f.), 5!-^
(Jacoby and Oesterley), or 4II-5® (von Soden), the latter passages
being possibly Jewish fragments. The difference in size between
Hermas and Jas., however, is against the hypothesis that the latter,
like the former, arose by a process of gradual accretion. It is a
homily or tract in epistolary form (cp. Deissmann, Bible Studies,
pp. 52-53), though, like Hebrews, it may have sprung from
spoken addresses. Thus, e.g., Feine regards it as the transcript
of a homily deUvered by James before the church at Jerusalem ;
while Barth, following a hint of Luther,* refers it to some
hearer who had taken notes of James's preaching. But, in
any case, neither the Jewish nor the Gentile Christians iv ry
Siaa-iropa (ll) were organised so closely as to render the circulation of such a manifesto practicable, and there is no trace of
any concrete relation between the writer and his readers.
Once or twice the text medicem manum exspectat, e.g. (a) in the obscure
passage 2i"' (cp. P. Mehlhom in PM., 1900, 192-194, and G. Karo, ibid.
pp. 159-160), where Pfleiderer (Urc. iv. 304) and Baljon read ai ipya ^eis,
Kdyi) rlariv ?xa) (after codex Corbeiensis) t—which is unconvincing, since
2I"' is the reply of the genuine Christian to 21^ (so, recently, J. H. Ropes,
* In his Tischreden (quoted by Kawerau, p. 368): " I c h halt, dass sie
irgendein Jude gemacht hab, welcher wol hat hbren von Christo lauten aber
nicht zusammenschlagen."
t On the general problem of the Vulgate text of Jas., cp. Belser's essay in
TQ., 1908, 329-339 ; and, for other emendations of this particular passage,
E. Y. Hincks in fBL., 1899, pp. 199-202, with Ropes' note (pp. 208 f.).
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Exp,'' V. 547-556). (b) In the equally difficult (cp. Bruston in RTQR.,
1896, 433-436, and Pott, op, cit, pp. 329-355) passage, 4', where E. Paret
(SK., 1907, 2341.) takes rpbs ( = repl) <pBbvov with what precedes, iriroBei
{sc. (pBbvos) beginning the quotation and Gn 4 ' being the scripture before the
writer's mind (referring to Kain, as in I Jn si"'"), Kim (SK,, 1904, 127 f.
and 593-604) and Koennecke (pp. iSf.) read (rbv) Bebv for <pB6vov, while
Baljon would omit rpbs tpBbvov . . Sib \iyei as a gloss (Hottinger and
Schulthess omit pel^ova . . . x^P'^^i Ae latter conjecturing that pel^ova was
originally a marginal comment at the end of the verse, as if /». fl rois
irepijipdvois), which is at least better than regarding the words as a parenthesis.
One or two minor suggestions of transposition have been made; e.g,
that 2 * originally * came after 2**, or 4 " after i " {2""'), or iBrjaavplaart iv
iffxdrais rjpipais (5') after 5I (Koennecke), as, e.g., Pirke Aboth i. 15 should
probably follow i. 12. The passage 4I1-" (see above, p, 459) seems misplaced;
a much better connection with what precedes as well as with what follows is
gained if the paragraph* is restored to its original position between 2^ and
2 " ; cp. 2i«-" with 411-1", and 4 " followed by 2^*^.
The ordinary interpretation of rb riXos Kvplov in 5 " as the final outcome
or purpose of the divine discipline seems adequate to the context. But (after
Augustine, Beda, Wetstein, and others) it is referred to 'exitus Domini,'
in spite of the adjoining OT examples, by Bois {SK,, 1886, 365-366)
who puts rijv
etSere in brackets and takes Sri with paKapl^opxy, as
well as by Bischoff' (ZNW,, 1906, 274-279), who proposes to put ISoi , . .
iropelvavras after etSere : while Koennecke (pp. 17-18) again regards Kvplov
not asagenitivus auctoris, but as a primitive corruption of airov {i.e. Job).
The suspicions cast on 5I" by Kuhl (Die Stellung des Jakobusbriefs, pp. 73 f.)
are due to his a priori views of the law in Jas. See the note of Schulthess
(p. 180: " Bahrdtius censet, quse w . 14-16 legantur, ab illis uerbis
dXelyf/avres airbv usque ad hie 8ro)s laB^e manus haud nimium religiosee
additamentum esse ; atque sine ullo sententiarum detrimento abesse posse
iudicat Hottingerus, cum qua^ ante et post leguntur, obliteratis his uerbis
apte cohsereant. . . Haud sufficit ad crimen interpolationis si quid salua
owa^elg, orationis prsetermitti possit"). Jacoby {NT Ethik, iSSf-i r93f>)
ascribes 5 " (p. 174) to a redactor who added yv&piiu like those of ji**"* and
•18-18 (18-17),

§ 3. Situation.—^The author is a Christian SISOO-KOXOS (compare and contrast 31-2 with He 512), trained in Hellenistic
Judaism, who is keenly alive to the laxity of the moral situation
within the church, and who seldom allows his readers to go far
from the agenda of the faith, repudiating, with the vivid
• Schulthess quaintly confesses: " ut fatear quod res est, admodum lubeat
v.*" qui saluo con textu abesse posset, pro interpolato putare. Nam cuius
fides erga Deum mendaci perfidia in ciuitatem suam regemque probatur, mall
exempli est populo Christi. Hinc facile colligi posset, infidelibus fidem
nullam habendam esse.
Ceterum apdstolis ignoscendum, si quando
dormitabant" (pp. 129-130).
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rhetoric of the Siarpi/3^, a Christianity of the head or of the
tongue. Of him it might be said, in the words of a modern
novelist (G. W. Cable in Dr. Sevier, p. 7), that " his inner heart
was all of flesh; but his demands for the rectitude of mankind
pointed out like the muzzles of cannon through the embrasures
of his virtues." In one hundred and eight verses, fifty-four
imperatives have been counted; they lie side by side with
passages of deep sympathy, but of praise there is not a syllable.
He has been dubbed the Jeremiah of the NT, though his affinities
are rather with the pungent and stubborn realism of a prophet
like Amos. His sympathies clung to an Essene-like character
which again resembles the simplicity and winsomeness of Francis
the great Poverello (cp. von Dobschiitz, TU. xi. i. pp. iiof.).
The address to the twelve tribes of the dispersion (ii) denotes, not Christians
of Jewish birth, but Christendom in general conceived under the oecumenical
symbol of ancient Israel (cp. Gal 6'', Rev y"- 21^") ; it is probably an
abbreviated form of I P li- The term for their ecclesiastical organisation is
ixxXijala (^^*); the phrase els avvayuyijv ipS>v (2") means into your gathering 01
meeting (cp. He 10^ ; Ignat. ad Polyk. 4^ rvKvbrepov avvaywyal yiviaBoiaav ;
Theoph. ad Autolyk. 2^* SiSoiKev 6 Bebs rip Koapip
rds (TucaYoryis,
Xeyop.ivas Si iKKXijalas d7tar, etc.), not a literal synagogue in which a
majority of Jewish Christians had obtained administrative authority.*
Abraham is the father of these Christians (2^1, cp. Hebrews, Paul, and Clem.
Rom.), and Christianity is described as the perfect law of freedom (l^), which
means not the Torah but the Xbyos or revelation of God in Jesus Christ
as the nascent Catholicism of the later church viewed it (cp. Bam 2* 6 Kaivbs
vbpos rov Kvpiov ijpojv'Irjaov Xpiarov &vev firyoC SovXlas ; Justin's Dial. 12*;
etc.). Instead of the freedom from law, which Paul taught, and at which
this writer looked askance in the popular Paulinism of his own day, he
• For such an idea there is no evidence, and the probabilities, even during
the seventh decade of the first century, are strongly against it, Itwayoryij
was a term taken over from Greek worship ( = annual gatherings of religious
cults) as an equivalent of ^fCKXijo-fa (cp. Heinrici in ZWT, 1876, pp. 523f.,
and Hamack on the parallel passage in Hermas, Mand. xi. 9), though
the Ebionites were almost alone in preferring it to the latter term (Epiph.
xxx. 18). The absence of irlaKoroi in 5I* is no proof of a very
primitive period. Here and there churches existed, long after the first
century, which had nd officials save rpea^irepoi and SiSdaKaXoi. Dionysius
of Alexandria, e.g. (Eus. H. E. vii. 24. 6), refers to village-churches in
Egypt as late as the middle of the third century which were thus organised.
The ep. of James in all likelihood originated in some community of this
primitive or rather archaic order, off" the main line of the general Christian
development. The slowness of its recognition and circulation as an
oecumenical homily was due to its original milieu in a comparatively obscur*
(Nazarene ?) circle.

THE E P I S T L E OF JAMES

465

proclaims a law of freedom—the correcting motive being much the same as
that of a passage like I Ti l"-. There is no reference in the epistle which
necessarily involves the Jewish Christian character of the readers—not even
2I', which is more apt as the definition of a monotheism which would
distinguish a Gentile Christian's faith from his pagan polytheism. Pagan
outsiders did occasionally attend the worship of the early Christians (cp. 2"with I Co 14''^'"^), but, in face of the Christian admonitions in ii"'- (cp.
I Co 61"^), it is not necessary to suppose that the rich persons of 2"'- 4^*'- 51-'
were Jews, much less pagans. The racial divisions of Jewish and Gentile
Christians really do not exist for this writer any more than for the autor ad
Hebraos; his horizon is oecumenical Christendom, and his period a time when
the older parties had become fused.

The writer has either misapprehended Paulinism or he is
correcting a popular abuse (in Gentile Christian circles? Sieffert)
of Paul's teaching upon faith, which had laid exaggerated stress
on faith as the supreme and sole basis of genuine religion, until
a certam indifference to morality had sprung up, accompanied by
a false view of faith itself, as if it were equivalent to a formal act
•of assent to this or that article of belief. So far as the Christian
praxis of religion is concerned, James and Paul are at one,"*
but each lays the emphasis on diff'erent syllables. The TTIVTIS of
Ja 2 1*-^^ is an acceptance of the divine v6po% as an impulse and
standard of moral conduct; the caricature of it, which he
denounces, is a belief which is divorced from good behaviour.
Paul could never have used the term dead faith {2'^^),\ although
he had often in mind the same ethical fruitlessness which roused
the indignation of James. Furthermore, what James calls ep-^a,
Paul described zs fruits of the Spirit (Gal 5^^); to Paul epya are
Ipya vopov, and over against them he sets iricrns. The idea that
a man was justified by works and faith combined (Ja 2^*) is
contrary to the genius of Paul's religion, and thus, although both
James and he agree in their demand for an ethical faith, the
demand is based upon different conceptions of what faith means.
• Modern harmonising discussions have seldom advanced far beyond
Augustine's explanation, (Migne, xl. pp. 87 f., 211): " non sunt sibi contrariae
duorum apostolorum sententise Pauli et Jacobi, cum dicit unus, justificari
hominem per fidem sine operibus, et alius dicit, inanem esse fidem sine
operibus : quia ille dicit de operibus, quse fidem praecedunt, iste de iis, quae
fidem sequuntur ; sicut etiam ipse Paulus multis locis ostendit." For the
history of opinion, see Bartmann, pp. 2f. ; Reuss, I/VT. § 143, and
Holtzmann, NTTh. ii. 329 f.
I Luther's indignant comment on this verse is : " Ei Maria, Gottes Mutter,
wie eine arme siinilitudo ist das ! Coalert fidem corpc ri, cum potius aniuiai
fuisset comparanda."
30
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That the controversy presupposes the Pauline propaganda i»
beyond all reasonable doubt. There is not evidence to show
that pre-Christian Judaism knew this problem of a contrast
between faith and works in relation to justification, or that
even pre-Pauline Christianity had any consciousness of such a
difficulty. The stamp of Paul is on a phrase like SiKaiovrai iK
iriareio%.

§ 4. Literary
connections.—While no literary connection
between Jas. and either Hebrews or the Apocalypse is demonstrable, the dependence of the epistle upon not only i P. (see
above, p. 338) but some of Paul's epistles (especially Romans,
e.g l2-l = Ro 53-5, 16.-3R0 420, l22 = Ro 2I3, 2ll = R0 222-25, ^^1 ^
Ro 4if-, 224 = Ro 328^ 41 = Ro 723, 44. 7 = R o 87 411 = Ro 2I; also
i26 = I Co 3I8, Gal 63, 2^= I Co i27, 315= I Co 2I4, 28-12:= Gal 5I*,
Ro 138^-, 210 = Gal ^3^ 44-5 = Gal 5I''), is plain. It would be
gratuitous scepticism, in view of the polemic in 2i*^*, to doubt
that Jas. draws upon the conceptions which Paul had already
minted for the primitive church.* On the other hand, the
resemblances between Jas. and Ephesians {e.g. i*-8 = Eph 413^-,
^isf. = Eph ^19 518) arg indecisive.
T h e reminiscences of the synoptic tradition indicate a predilection for
their Matthwan form (e.g. i22-23 = Mt 7^^, 3 " = Mt 5', 5i2 = Mt 5*^-"), although
no evidence for the literary use of any canonical gospel is available, not
even for L u k e , with whose gospel there are several parallels (cp. Feine,
eine vorkanon. Ueberlieferung, p p . 132-133), e.g. in i ' = L k l i * , l ' ' = L k l l i ' ,
i22'- = L k 6«'-, 2S = 62», 2i«- and 31"- with L k 3 " 1 2 ^ and 16', 3i = L k I 2 « ,
4*=Ui i6i3, 4W-i6 = L k 1216-21, 4 i 7 = u ^ i247_ 5i = 624-2», and 5 " = L k 4"^.
There is the same fusion of Wisdom-ideas with the tradition and formation
of the evangelic logia, and the same attitude f towards wealth which has led
many writers to ascribe a sort of Ebionistic sympathy to L u k e (cp. EBi. ii.
1841). This neighbourhood to the Lucan writings will further explain the
apparent coincidences % between Jas and the speech and pastoral letter of
Ac 15!^'^. Xa'ipeiv is the common epistolary salutation (used by Lk. in
Ac 232') ; neither it nor the equally natural AKoiaare dSeXipoi pov points to
any characteristic of the speaker or writer. T h e alternative is to use these
data as proof of the Jacobean authorship, or to conjecture that the pseudonymous author of the homily drew upon the Lucan tradition of his prototype.
* See, especially, Zimmer's essay ; Schwegler, NZ. i. 430-438 ; Reuss,
Weiffenbach, and von Soden.
t T h e treatment of money and its perils, of labour and its rights, of
swearing, and so forlh, is occasionally parallel to Essenism (cp. pp. 270 f. of
Masstjbieau's essay, cited l^elow).
* Noticed, over a century aL;o, by .\I. Weber in an essay De epist. Jacobi
cum epist. et oral, eiusnem Actis inseria utililer comparanda (1795).
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The data provided by Clem. Rom. hardly seem to warrant
the conclusion (held, e.g., by Hilgenfeld, Spitta, Hort, Parry :
pp. 73-74; Mayor, and Zahn) that Jas. was before the mind of
that writer. The citations in 23^( = Ja i^^-) and 302 ( = Ja 4®)
probably go back to a common source in each case (see above,
p. 32). Clement does combine faith and works {e.g. in 12 and
31), but there is no indication that he was balancing or reconciling (so Mayor and Meinertz) Paul and James—to the latter of
whom he never alludes; the allusions to Rahab, Abraham, and
Job were commonplaces of Jewish and Christian thought (cp.
Hebrews); and the few verbal parallels, which are seldom very
close, are probably coincidences (41® = Clem. Rom. 21*; 4^ =
Clem. Rom. 466, cp. Plato's Phced 66 C ; 3i3 = Clem. Rom. 382,
cp. Sir 3""^^; ii9-2i = Clem. Rom. 13^) due to community of
atmosphere, rather than to borrowing on the part of Clement or
of James (Holtzmann)."*
The case for dependence becomes clearer in Hermas. Some
of the parallels here again may be accounted for by the
use of a common source like Eldad and Modad (see above,
p. 32), or the OT, but others are fairly unambiguous; e.g, the
repeated collocations of the divine irvevp.a with KarwKia-ev {4^ =
Mand, iii. i, Sim. v. 6. 5-7, cp. Mand. v. 2. 5-7), of Sifvxia with
prayers {i*^ = Mand. ix. passim), of bridling (xo-Xivaymyeiv) and
taming {^'*'* = Mand. xiL i. 1-2); /^ = Mand, xii. 2. 4, 4. 7, 5.
2 ; 48 = Vis. iii. 2. 2, and a number of minor resemblances like
those of i^ = Mand. v. 2. 7 ; 2^ -i- 51^ = Sim. ii. 5 ; 2'^ -I- 52 = Sim, viii.
6. 4 ; ^ = Sim, ix. 26. 7, Mand. ii. 2. 3 ; 3I* {x^'') = Mand. ix. 11 j
5!"*= Vis, iii. 9. 4-6, etc. These data (deployed by Spitta, op, cit,
382 f.; Zahn, Hiri d. Hermas, 396-409; Dr. C. Taylor va. Journ,
of Philology, xviii. 297 f., and Dr. J. Drummond in NTA. 108ir3) indicate not simply a common atmosphere (Ropes), much
less the dependence of Jas. on Hermas (Pfleiderer), but a strong
probability that Jas., like the Tabula of Cebes, was known to
the latter author. In this event, Hermas furnishes a terminus ad
quem for the composition of James. But its circulation must
have been limited, possibly to Syrian or Palestinian circles of
the church, since it is not until the literature of the third
century that any definite allusion occurs to the existence of this
writing, and even then the first mention of it (by Origen) shows
•Prof. Bacon {JBL., 1900, 12-22, on " t h e doctrine of faith in Hebrews,
Jas., and Clement of Rome") arranges the documents in that order.

468

HOMILIES AND PASTORALS

that much hesitation was felt about its right to a pl.ire in the
apostohc canon. The great Alexandrian scholar once refers to
it as rj (jitpopevr) 'laKw^ov eTna-roXr] {In Joann. tom. xix. 6), and
(on Mt 1355-56^ elsewhere fails to mention James as its author
even when he speaks of Judas as the author of the epistle of
Judas. Eusebius also classes it (' the epistle circulating under
the name of James') among the disputed books which were
familiar to most Christians {H. E. iii. 33), and adds, after
mentioning the martyrdom of James, that " the first of the socalled catholic epistles is said to be his. But I must observe
that it is considered spurious. Certainly not many writers of
antiquity have mentioned either it or the epistle of Judas, which
is also one of the seven so-called catholic epistles. Still we
know that these have been used in public along with the rest of
the scriptures in most churches " {H. E. iL 23). Some deemed
it pseudonymous (see below, p. 472). Indeed, the external
evidence is strongly adverse; not until the end of the fourth
century did the homily succeed in gaining the official sanction of
the canon. This hesitation may have been due, in part, to an
uncertainty about the apostolic rank of James, or to the comparatively obscure origin of the writing; but it is more intelligible
upon the hypothesis that Jas. was of late origin, than on the view
that it was a product of the primitive church, prior to A.D. 70.
§ 5. Date.—The hypothesis of Jas. as a pre-Pauline document,
the product of a Christianity whose theology was still undeveloped,
has been advocated, e.g. by Neander, Theile, Bunsen, Ritschl,
Hofmann, Schegg, Mangold, Lechler, Erdmann, Alford {c. A.D.
45), Bassett, Huther, Weiss, Beyschlag, Blanc-Milsand {Atude
sur rorigine et le developpement de la Thiol. Apostolique, 1884,
pp. 36-57), Salmon {INT
448-468), Carr, Gibson, F. H.
Kriiger {Revue Chret., 1887, 605 f., 686 f), Meyrick (Smith's
DB.'^ i52o-r522), Bartlet ( ^ ^ . 217-250), Stevens {NTTh. 249252), A. van Heeren {Collationes Brugenses, xvii. 316 f.), Patrick,
Mayor, Zahn, Belser, and Meinertz. T h e salient objections to
this hypothesis a r e : {a) The total absence of any eariy
tradition, even in Jewish Christian circles, which associates
James with the composition of an epistle like this, or indeed
of any epistle. Had the revered head of the Jerusalem church
written such a manifesto, it is difficult to understand its comparative oblivion for two centuries, {b) While it would be
naively uncritical to assume that the vices denounced by the
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homily must have taken nearly a century to develop in early
Christianity, on the other hand they are not specifically Jewish.
Their soil is human nature, not Jewish, {c) While the range of
education open to Galileans is not to be underrated—Jesus himself may have known some of the Wisdom writings (see above,
p. 26),—it is hardly conceivable that a man like James should
possess the wide culture, the acquaintance with classical as well
as Jewish writings (LXX., not Hebrew), the rhetorical and
idiomatic Greek style,* and the power of literary expression
and allusion which characterise this writing, {d) The entire
absence of allusions to the proofs of the resurrection (after i Co
15'^ and the messianic claims of Jesus, even where {e.g. at 2i*^47f. 5i4f.^ tj^gy would have been to the point. To suppose that
these could be taken for granted at this period of Christianity,
especially among Jews or Jewish Christians of the diaspora, is
to violate historical probabilities even more seriously than to
posit such an attitude to the moral and ceremonial Law on the
part of the rigid James t prior to Paul's propaganda.
A final difficulty (if), that the epistle presupposes a knowledge
of the Pauline gospel and epistles, is obviated by the hypothesis
which would relegate the composition of the epistle to the
seventh decade, though still adhering to the authorship of James.
This view, which was formerly held by Mill {Prolegomena, p. 7)
and Hug, is championed by Schafer {Einl. 304 f), Trenkle
{Einl. 2iof.), Scholten, Cornely, Weiffenbach, Bleek, Farrar
{Early Days of Christianity, 309-311), Sabatier, Hort {JC. 148),
Felten, Jacoby {NT Ethik, 200 f.), T. A. Gurney {ET. xiv.
320 f.). Parry (A.D. 62, or a few years later), Bartmann, and
Barth, mainly on the ground that the matter-of-fact and even
cursory tone in which the Christian principles are mentioned
shows that " these have been thoroughly assimilated by the
minds and consciences both of the writer and of his readers.
We are at a late stage rather than an early stage in the development of the Christian conscience, social and individual" (Parry,
• Some, e.g. Sabatier (pp. I32f.), get over this by suggesting that he used
a secretary ; but there is no hint of this in the epistle, and the further difficulty
of the wide culture remains.
+ It is usually assumed that James of Jerusalem was the author, not James
the brother of John (Ac 12^). The tradition of the church has never been
quite unanimous on the relationship between fames the brother of Jesus and
James the son ot Alphaeus.
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op. cit. p. 31). On this view the epistle might be written by
James (partly before his conversion, Symes?) to Paul's Jewish
Christian converts in Syria and Cilicia (Gal 112 : so, <?.^., Kiihl and
Hoennicke); but a more plausible form of this hypothesis would
be that of Renan (iv. ch. iii.), who regards the homily as an
anti-Pauline invective against the rich and overbearing Sadducees of
Jerusalem. In favour of this date it may be urged that James,
as represented even in Acts, stood for an attitude of Jewish
Christian aloofness towards Paul, while in Gal 2I2 Paul himself
distinctly conveys the impression that the intruders from
Jerusalem were emissaries of James (TIVCS a.7ro TaKw/Sou) who
claimed his authority for acting on behalf of rigorous Jewish
Christians. Unless, however, we assume a modification of
James' position, under the influence of Paul,* or attribute to
him a fairly liberal view of the situation, the seventh-decade date
presents more psychological and historical difficulties than even
the earlier date.
Several of the objections, moreover, which are valid against the latter (a, h,
c, and in part d), still operate against this hypothesis, and the additional
drawback emerges, that no reference occurs to questions like circumcision and
the general problem of the Law, which were organic to the controversy
between Paul and James over the relations of Jewish and Gentile Christians.
It is such considerations which have suggested a later period for the composition of this pastoral. " Nous ne serons done pas etonnes de voir la critique
contemporaine pencher de plus en plus vers I'opinion que cette epitre de
Jacques date du second age et a 6te en partie ^crite pour rdagir contre une
tendance, peut-etre mal appreciee, laquelle elle-meme n'appartenait pas aux
debuts de I'enseignement apostolique " (Reuss, Les ipttres catholiques, p. II7).

A later date, prior to the end of the first century, is advocated generally by Hilgenfeld {Einl. 537-542), Klopper, S.
Davidson (doubtfully), McGiffert {AA. 579-585), J. Reville {Les
origines de Pepiscopat, pp. 230 f), A. H . Blom ( ' d e achtergrond
van den Jakobusbrief,' TT, i88r, 439-449), Bacon {INT. 158165), von Soden (doubtfully), and Rovers {Einl. 93). A date
c. A.D. 100 is favoured by Knopf {NZ. 34-35), while others
{e.g. Baur, Church History, Eng. tr. i. i2 8 - r 3 o ; Schwegler, NZ.
i. 413 f., 441 f, and Volkmar, ZWT,

I 8 6 T , p. 427) fix generally

• So, e.g., Gould (NTTh. 102 f.), who notes that " t h e mind of Christ,
but not his personal spell, is exhibited here in many essential matters." Yet
it is just this personal impression which we would expect in James, whether
he was the son of Alpha;us (Meinertz) or the son of Joseph and Mary, at
least as much as in Peter (see above, p. 334).
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on the period of the pastoral epistles or on that of Hermas {e.g.
Holtzmann and Pfleiderer's Urc. iv. 293 f, regarding Jas. as a protest against the secularising tendencies of contemporary Christianity).* Briickner {Chron. 60 f., 287 f.) assigns it to a conventicle
of Jewish Christian Essenism, during the reign of Hadrian;
Jiilicher {Einl. § 16), like Usteri {SK, 1889, 211-256) and Grafe,
thinks of the period A.D. 125-150; Peake {INT. 87) assigns 'a
date comparatively early in the second century,' owing to the lack
of any anti-gnostic references ; N. Schmidt {Prophet of Nazareth,
p. 191) conjectures c. A.D. 150, Ropes, A.D. 75-125, and W.
Wrede {Entstehung der Schriften des NT, 91-92), A.D. I 10-140.
This hypothesis, in a general form, has the merit of explaining more of the internal data, and of explaining them more
satisfactorily, than any other. The so-called primitiveness of
the epistle, with its undogmatic or rather anti-dogmatic bias, is
explicable, not against any imaginary f background of a nascent
elementary stage in Christianity, at which the appreciation of
Jesus was still meagre, but in the light of such moralistic
tendencies and features as emerged in certain circles of Christianity towards the opening of the second century, when for
various reasons, as Klopper puts it, the moral deficiencies of
Christian conduct were being covered by the withered fig-leaves
of an intellectual belief, and a higher legalism was promulgated
as an antidote. The atmosphere and situation resemble the
moralism of the Didach§; the distinctively religious tenets are
assumed (cp. He 6i^-) rather than proclaimed. Upon the
other hand, any idea of anti-gnostic polemic or of allusions to
persecutions must be given up. The range of the homily does
not include such hints of its environment.
The blanched Christology of the Didache and Diognetus throws light also
upon the scanty allusions to Jesus which, in a primitive apostle, are almost
incomprehensible. One of the most vital and central ideas of the primitive
Christian preaching, in all its phases, was the relation of Christ's death to
the forgiveness of sins. But James refers to the latter in a Jewish manner
(5^), devoid of any specifically Christian background. It is not possible
• C p . Steck (ZSchw,, 1889, xv, 3), J. H. Wilkinson (AJT, ii. 120-123),
and Cone (EBi. 2321 f.). Those who are satisfied with the proofs of the
epistle's use by Clem. Rom. are naturally able to place it within the first
century. Otherwise, Hermas furnishes the terminus ad quem, just as Romans
or I Peter the terminus a quo.
t Ac 15^'- is no argument to the contrary, for it was written for a specific
purpose; James is a general homily.
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to explain this away by pleading that the homily has a practical bent. As
if the forgiveness of sins, owing to Christ's death, was not intensely practical
to the early Christian ! On the other hand, while no pre-occupation with
O T conceptions can be supposed to have excluded from an apostle's purview
the belief in forgiveness through the death of Christ, this and other phenomena become intelligible in the neighbourhood of writings like Hermas.
Luther's comment on 2I*—" und nicht viel von Christo "—applies to the
greater part of the h o m i l y ; it is unnatural (with Parry, 23-24) to take
rijV rlariv rov Kvplov ijpuv 'Irjaov Xpiarov rijs Sb^Tjs as a summary of the
preceding paragraphs, as if the Lord Jesus Christ here were an embodiment
of b (pipvros Xbyos, and our Glory a description of Christ as the ideal embodiment of human nature's glory, nor is there any allusion to the death of Jesus
even where we would expect it, in 5 " (see above). I t is possible to deduce
from the homily characteristics which may fit into a view of James' character
towards the end of his life, but such reconstructions are at best fanciful;
although a certain amount of ambiguity attaches to any view of the writing,
there is perhaps less violence done to the probabilities of the evidence,
internal and external, upon the later hypothesis than upon any other.

§ 6. Authorship.—The main problem, upon this view, is to
explain the authorship in the light of ii. {a) The pseudonymous hypothesis arose early (see the early prologue to the
cath. epp. discussed in Revue Bened., 1906, 82 f; and Jerome,
uir. inlustr. 2: "Jacobus, qui appellatur frater Domini, unam
tantum scripsit epistolam, quae de septem catholicis est; quse
et ipsa ab alio quodam sub nomine eius edita asseritur, licet
paulatim tempore procedente obtinuerit auctoritatem "). But the
lack of any emphasis upon the apostle's personality and authority
(no aTTo'cTToXos in ii, as in i P ii, 2 P ii) tells against this
theory. If a second-century writer, who wished to counteract
some ultra-Paulinists (cp. 2 P 31^), had chosen the name of the
revered head of the Jerusalem church (so, e.g., S. Davidson, Grafe,
Jtilicher), why did he not make more of Paul's opponent ? To
argue that he refrained from introducing such traits, lest his
writing should incur suspicion as a literary fiction, is to attribute
too modern and subtle motives to him. At the same time, the
practical motive of the writer, and the conviction that he was in
sympathy with James, may have been felt to justify such a literary
method (see above, p. 340). {b) A variant hypothesis argues that,
while it was erroneously ascribed in the course of tradition to
James the apostle, it was really written by some other James (so,
e.g., Erasmus, "fieri potest ut nomen commune cum apostolo
prsebuerit occasionem ut haec epistola lacobo apostolo ascriberetur, cum fuerit alterius cuiusdam lacobi," Pfleiderer, etc.). The
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interpretation of the title as the self-designation of the Lord's
brother would be natural in an age when no Christian writing
could hope to secure canonical prestige or to retain its place
in ecclesiastical use, if it had not some link with the apostles.
{c) Finally, i^ may be taken in whole or part as an addition
of the early church (so Harnack, TU. ii. 2. 106 f., and ACL. ii.
I. 4 8 5 - 4 9 1 ; Bacon, INT.
pp. 158-165; McGiffert*), or a
Jacobean nucleus (Oesterley), to which later excerpts from
other writings were added, may be postulated. T h e conjecture
(G. C. Martin, Exp,'' iii. 174-184) that the writing was originally
a collection of logia with comments made by James the brother
of Jesus, and issued in his name after A.D. 70 as a treatise on
practical Christianity, helps to reconcile the late circulation of
the book with its primitive character, and clears up the address ;
but it does not explain 2^*'^^, and it lies open to most of the
objections valid against any theory of apostolic authorship,
though it is better than Weizsacker's {AA, ii. 27 f.) similar
hypothesis of an Ebionitic anti-Pauline tract, containing glosses
and expansions of Matthsean logia, written not by James but by
some one after A.D. 70.
The question of the date thus depends upon the crucial
problem of the authorship, and that in turn falls to be decided
primarily upon two internal features, the religious colour and
the style. Each of these features has set literary criticism
recently in motion towards and away from the apostolic authorship. The comparative lack of any definitely Christian traits and
the strangely Jewish colouring of the homily as a whole have
started two hypotheses: (i.) One is represented by the independent attempts of Spitta and Massebieau ('L'^pitre de
Jacques, est-elle I'ceuvre d'un C h r e t i e n ? ' RHR., 1895, pp. 2 4 9 283) to prove that the writing was originally the work of a
Jewish writer ( ' u n juif, helldniste, lettr^, atteint par la philosophie grecque, universaliste, connaissant le miheu thdologique
de la Dispersion,' Massebieau, pp. 270 f.) which has been edited
and adopted (in j i 2I) for the uses of the Christian church.
But, even apart from the lack of allusions to any ritual or legal
* " I t is possible that the phrase, 'James, a servant of God and of the
Lord Jesus Christ,' was added to the anonymous epistle under the influence
of the parallel words in the epistle of Jude " (p. 585). The tradition which
associates the ep. of Judas with Judas the brother of Jesus is much earlier
and stronger than the Jacobean.
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usages, which would be natural in a Jewish original, the Christian
sense of passages like ii* ( = the regenerating word, not the
word of creation), 2^ {TO KaXbv ovopa), and 5^"* (17 irapovaia TOV
Kvpiov), is unmistakable; a Christian interpolator would scarcely
have contented himself with inserting so little, when he could
have added references to Christ's life, e.g., at 5 " ; and he would
probably have left 2I clearer.* (ii.) The ingenious suggestion
that the epistle was composed by James of Jerusalem for the
benefit of Jews, not of Christians (J. H. Moulton, Exp.'' iv. 4 5 55), is liable to the same objections which invalidate the Jewish
hypothesis or that of James the apostle's authorship, viz. the
absence of any specific allusion to the burning questions of the
law (with regard to circumcision especially) and of the messianic
claims of Jesus, which agitated Jewish Christendom at that early
period. Can we suppose that a Christian, especially one of
James's position, suppressed his distinctively Christian beliefs in
order to recommend Christian morals to Jews ? The hypothesis
fails to provide adequate motives for such a procedure, and the
difficulty of 2i*^- is practically as great on this view as on that of
Spitta and Massebieau.
The conviction that so rich and idiomatic a Greek style—to say nothing
of the culture (cp. Hilgenfeld, Einl 539 f.)—could not have been at the
command of a man like James of Jerusalem, t has tempted several critics
(e.g. Faber, observ. in epistolam Jacobi ex Syro, 1770; Schmidt, Bertholdt,
and Wordsworth, SB. i. pp. 144 f.) to conjecture that the epistle was
originally written in Aramaic. But the Corbey old Latin version, with all
its peculiarities, does not hark back to a Greek text which was, like the
canonical text, a version of any Aramaic original. The epistle has assonances and idioms which preclude any idea of its being a translation ; most of
it is as distinctively and independently Greek as a page of Marcus Aurelius
(cp. Mayor's ed. ch. x. and Jacquier's INT, iii. 228-230). Besides, it is
• For adverse discussions, see especially Mayor (Exp.* vi. 1-14, 321-338
and in pp. cliv-clxxviii of his edition), van Manen (TT., 1897, 398-427:
'Jacobus geen Christen?'), Wrede (LC, 1896, 450-451), von Soden (TLZ.,
1897, 581-584), Adeney (Critical Review, 1896, 277-283), Haupt (SK.,
1896, 747-777), Steck (ZSchw., 1898, pp. 169-188); Harnack (ACL, ii.
I. pp. 485-491), R. P. Rose (RB, v. 519-534), and Patrick (James the
Lord's Brother, 1906, 337-343). His companion hypothesis of a Jewish
original for Hermas has met with equal disfavour (cp. Reville in RHR,,
1897, 117-122, and Stahl's Patrist. Studien, 1901, pp. 299-356).
f The best statement of the case for the bi-lingual attainments (Aramaic
and Greek) of most Palestinians is given by Dr. James Hadley in Essayi
Philological and Critical (18"]•^), pp. 403 t
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highly improbable that any epistle, intended ex hypothesi for cilculation
throughout the diaspora, would be written in Aramaic. Whatever bearing
the fact has upon the origin of the writing, it should be acknowledged
frankly that the author, like the auctor ad Hebraos, was thinking, as weH
as composing, in Greek.

The wide differences of critical opinion upon James are not
unparalleled in other departments of literary inquiry. Thus
a very different writing, the Ciris, was not only attributed to
Vergil himself, but has been placed either before him or after
him, as a work which either influenced, or was influenced by,
his language. An almost equally large range has been covered
by the efforts of classical scholars to place the Aetna of the
Vergilian appendix, and the Nux of Ovid presents similarly
baffling features. The phenomena of criticism upon the
Jacobean homily are perplexing, but they are not to be taken as
discrediting the science of NT literary research.

(D) TWO LETTERS OF JOHN THE
{2 AND 3 JOHN),

PRESBYTER

LITERATURB.—In addition to the editions and studies cited below (p. 582)
under " T h e First Epistle of John":—(a) 2 J o h n : Ritmeier (de Electa
Domina, 1706); C. A. Krigele (de Kvpitf, Joannis, 1758); Carpzov
(Theologica Exegetica, pp. 105-208); H. G. B. Miiller (Comm, in Secundam
epistolam loannis, 1783); C. Klug (De authentia, etc., 1823); F . L. Gachon
(Authenticiti de la 2e et^e ipp, de Jean, 1851) ; Knauer (SK, 1833, 452 f.);
Poggel (Der 2 und 3 Briefe d. Apostel Johannes, 1896) * ; Belser (TQ., 1897,
i5of., review of Poggel); J. Rendel Harris (Exp.' iii. pp. I94f.); W.
M. Ramsay (ibid. pp. 354f.); Gibbins (Bxp.'^ xii. 228-236, 2 John a
prophetic epistle); J. Chapman (JTS, 1904, 357 f., 517 f, 'The Historical
Setting of the Second and Third Epistles of St. J o h n ' ) ; V. Bartlet (JTS.,
1905, 204-216). (b) 3 John (generally in connection with 2 John): Heumann's Commentatio in Joan. ep. ill. (1778); Harnack (TU. xv. 3 ) * ;
E. C. Selwyn (The Christian Prophets and the Prophetic Apocalypse, 1900,
133 f.); B. Bresky (Das Verhaltniss d. zweiten Johannesbriefes zum dritten,
1906); U. von Wilamowitz-Moellendorff (Hermes, 1898, 529 f.); G. G.
Findlay, Fellowship in the Life Eternal (1909), pp. I-46.

§ I. 2 John.—This note is written by a certain wpeo-/3vTepos
to a Christian community, figuratively described as the Elect
Lady, some of whose members he had met (*) and valued for
their integrity of Christian character. Owing perhaps to information supplied by them, he sends this warning against the indis-
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criminate entertainment of itinerant teachers * who promulgate
progressive or ' advanced' docetic views C) upon the person of
Christ. The note is merely designed to serve (12) till the
writer arrives in person. He sends greetings to his correspondents from some community in which he is resident (i^) at
present, and with which they had evidently a close connection.
That iKXeKrij Kvpla denotes a church is clear, in spite of recent arguments
to the contrary (Poggel, of. cit. 127 f. ; Harris), from (a) a comparison of v.i'
with li and 5I' of I Peter (an earlier writing circulated in Asia Minor);
and (b) from the plurals of '• *• i", and i''. The origin of this semi-poetic
personification of the church (cp. Rev 2 2 " and Hermas) or of a community
(cp. 2 Co 11") as Kvpla, may lie in the conception of a Bride of the Kipios
(Eph52i-«»cp.Jn3M).

In the absence of any tradition upon the origin and
destination of the epistle, Baur and Schwegler set to work upon
a remark of Clemens Alexandrinus {Adumbrationes, iv. 437:
secunda Johannis epistola, quse ad uirgines scripta est,
simplicissima est; scripta uero est ad quandam Babyloniam
Electam nomine, significat autem electionem ecclesiae sanctse).
It is building too much on the term Babyloniam in this
blundering! fragment (in connection with r P 5!^) to identify
the church addressed in 2 John with a section of the
Roman church, however, as though the Diotrephes of 3 John
were a symbolical expression for the bishop of Rome (Soter
or Eleutherus), and the later note a controversial missive
against the pretensions of the hierarchy. No hint of Montanist
sympathies is visible in the letter, and there is nothing
specifically Montanist about a term like exAeKTif.
When all trace of its original destination had been lost, it
was natural to suppose that it would suit any church, and therefore that it was addressed to the church at large (so Jerome,
• As in Did. i i ^ ' ' 'Whosoever then shall come and teach you all these
things aforesaid, receive him. But if the teacher himself be perverted and
teach a different doctrine to the undoing thereof, hear him not; yet if he
teaches to the increase of righteousness and the knowledge of the Lord,
receive him as the Lord.' See above, p. 460.
t Clement's error in regarding ' Eklekta' as a Babylonian Christian led
him (as Zahn ingeniously argues, Forschungen, iii. 92 f, 99 f., INT. iii. 383)
to consider her and her children as Parthians. Hence the erroneous title
rpbs fldpBovs (v.l. rapBivovs) prefixed to 2 John and afterwards to the
group of the 'Johannine' letters. This solution had been already proposed
by C. Wordsworth, though, unlike Zahn, he imagined the title to be correct.
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Ep. i23ii"i2ad Ageruchiam, after Clem. Alex.), by a process of
inference similar to that of the Muratorian Canon on Paul.
This was a particularly likely interpretation, in view of its
position among the 'catholic' epistles of the Canon. But the
note must have originally been meant for some definite community, most probably for one of those in Asia Minor, though
it is superfluous to chronicle the endless conjectures.
§ 2. 2 John.—3 John is another note from the presbyter—
this time a private note, addressed to Gaius, evidently a convert
and disciple of the author (*), and a member of the same
community or house-church (®) as that to which 2 John had
been written.
T h e immediate occasion of the note is the
welcome news (^) of Gaius's adherence to the true faith, and of
his hospitality i^-^) to itinerant preachers who are, it is implied,
of sound character and doctrine. The duty of hospitality is
pressed upon him, instead of, as usual (cp. H e 132), upon the
local church as a whole or its heads (cp. i Ti 32, Tit i^; Herm.
Sim. ix. 27, etc.), since one of its leaders, a certain Diotrephes
(^"1"), had repudiated the authority and suppressed some previous
church-epistles of the presbyter, besides denying hospitality to
his representatives. H e would even carry his hostility the
length of excommunicating their hosts, including Gaius, from
the local community (cp. Abbott, Diat. 2258).
With this
opponent the writer promises to deal sharply when he comes in
person (i"). Meanwhile he dispatches the present note ("), in
appreciation of his correspondent's attitude ; Gaius is to continue
his hospitality to the evangelists in question (^), who now bring
this note to him. H e must have preserved it among his
papers, but there is no tradition upon his residence. The name
was so c o m m o n * that it is precarious to argue from i Co ii''
or Ac 20* that his church was that of Corinth (Michaelis,
Alexander, Coenen in ZWT,
1872, 264-271), or Pergamos (Wolf,
Hilgenfeld, Thoma, Findlay), where John is said to have ordained
him bishop {Ap. Const. 7*^), Thess.ilonika (another traditional
site for his bishopric, Chapman), or Thyatira (Bartlet).
The present note may be a letter of introduction for
Demetrius (12) and its other bearers (^-^); although such
letters were usually addressed to a community or church, not to
* " T h e coincidence of name [with the Gaius of l Co ii^] is as little
surprising as it would be to find two hospitable Smiths in distant counties ol
England " (Findlay, p. 37).
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an individual (cp. 2 Co 3I 823f-; Polyk. Phil. 14), the circumstances were peculiar in this case (see above). If iKKXrja'ia'i
could be read in v.i* (cp. Gwynn, Hermalhena, 1890, 304),
Demetrius would be a presbyter. The name is too common to
make it hkely that he is to be identified with the Demas of
2 Ti 41" (Chapman),—as though the writer wished to prevent his
bad reputation from discrediting him,—or with the Demetrius of
Ac 192* (so recently Selwyn and Bartlet); and there is no reason
to suppose (with Harnack and others) that the note of v.* was
written to him, or that he was the sole bearer of 3 John.
The note is set in a new light by the hypothesis of Hamack (op. cit., also
HD. i. pp. 213 f., and The Constitution and Law of the Church in First
Two Centuries, lOof. ; cp. Schmiedel in EBi. 3146-3147), followed by von
Dobschiitz (Urc. 220-222), Windisch, and Knopf (NZ. pp. 206 f.), that the
presbyter, who had already (2 Jn 1°) put the * church on its guard against
itinerant preachers, is here opposed as an intruder by Diotrephes, the head of
some local church, who feels that the interests of the organisation are no
longer compatible with the outside supervision exercised over the Asiatic
communities by the presbyter himself. The territorial authority of the latter
is repudiated. On this view, the presbyter would be making a conservative
protest against the first of the monarchical bishops. It was unsuccessful. By
the time Ignatius came to write, the monarchical episcopate was fairly settled
in Asia Minor; the action of Diotrephes was ratified by history, and John
the presbyter's reputation rested on his writings, not on his ecclesiastical
policy. The theory, however, involves some speculative treatment of 2 John,
e.g. the assumption that Kvpla practically admits the church's independence ;
also the assumption that Diotrephes was a bishop, and that he represented
the monarchical episcopate, whereas he may have been on quite the opposite
side ; and finally, the assumption that his fault was ecclesiastical rather than
doctrinal (cp. Kriiger, ZWT., 1898, 307-311; Hilgenfeld, ibid. 316-320;
and Belser, TQ,, 1897, 150f.>.

§ 3. Traces of 2 and 3 John in sub-apostolic literature,—
No clear allusion to either note occurs in the apostolic fathers;
3 Jn 1* need not lie behind the phrase of Papias in Eus. H, E.
iii- 39- 3 ("•"•' o-i^'i Trapayivop.e.va<i dXrjOeia's), a n d I g n a t i u s d i d n o t

require to have read 2 Jn i<* in order to write ad Smyrn, 4I.
The existence of the pair is plain, however. The allusion in the
Muratorian Canon ('epistula sane Judae et superscripti [supra• Hamack considers 2 John to have been written, however, to another
church, and refuses, on inadequate grounds, to see 2 John in 3 John ». But
this allusion in » (fypa^a) refers in all likelihood to 2 John rather than
to I John or to some lost epistle; it was in order to avoid the last-named
suggestion that Sf was added at an early stage m the textual history of the
letter.
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scripti?] loannis duse in catholica habentur') is certainly to
2 and 3 John (cp. Lightfoot's Biblical Essays, 99-100); the
fragment has already referred to i John, which went with the
Fourth gospel. Irenseus (iii. 16. 8, cp. i. 16. 3) quotes 2 Jn
'•* as if it came from i John, with a laxity which is not unexampled in subsequent writers. Both were known to Clement
and Dionysius of Alexandria. For their earliest appearance, at a
later date, in the Syrian church, see Gwynn {Hermalhena, 1890,
281 f). Codex Bezse originally had 3 John (and therefore,
probably, 2 John and i John) immediately before Acts, the
' Johannine' epistles thus following the Fourth gospel. 2 and 3
John could only have survived on account of their traditional
connection with their author, and when the later development
of the Johannine tradition obliterated John the presbyter in
favour of his apostolic namesake, 2 and 3 John, like the
Apocalypse, usually passed into the canon (so far as they passed
in at all) as compositions of John the apostle.
It was probably the fugitive character and the doctrinal insignificance
of the notes which not only prevented their wide circulation but started
doubts upon their canonicity. Origen (quoted in Eus. H. E. vi. 25. 10:
['Iwdvj'T;?] KaraXiXoirev Kal iriardXijv Trdj*!; bXlyuv arlxuv, iaria Si Kal
Sevripav Kal rplrrjV irel oi rdvres (paalv yvrjalovs etvai rairas' rXijv OCK elaiv
arlxuv dpipbrepai eKarbv) and his pupil Dionysius (in H. E. vii. 25. 10) both
reflect these suspicions, Eusebius (H. E. iii. 25. 3), in mentioning the notes
among the NT dvriXeydpeva, alludes to the possibility that they were by a
namesake of the apostle; this early tradition, which is definitely chronicled
by Jerome (de uir. inlustr. 9 : ' reliquae autem duse . . lohannis presbyteri adseruntur, 18:
. . superiorem opinionem, qua a plerisque
rettulimus traditum duas posteriores epistulas lohannis non apostoli esse, sed
jjresbyteri'), and which reappears elsewhere (cp. p. 17 andyZ'^'. i. 534 f.),
has been largely ratified by modern research.

§ 4. Authorship.—The irpea-^vrepos is unnamed. Even on
the theory that John the apostle survived till the beginning of
the second century in Asia Minor and wrote one or both of the
larger ' Johannine' books, it would not follow that he composed
these notes. There is no claim to apostolic authority, even in
3 John where it would have been relevant on disciphne and
doctrine; and although Peter is termed a presbyter in i P 5I,
this is in an epistle which had already explicitly called him an
apostle (r P ii), so that the former passage is not a parallel to
the supposed apostolic origin of notes like 2 and 3 John, where
the writer simply calls himself 6 Trpco-ySuTepos. The only important
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figure of that age who is known to us as 'the presbyter' Kar
i^oxrjv is John the presbyter, to whom Papias refers in exactly
this fashion (cp. H. E. iii. 39. 15, Kal rovro b irpea-^vrepos

eXeye).

The early tradition of his authorship has therefore won wide
acceptance since Jerome's d a y ; so, e.g., Erasmus, Grotius,
Fritzsche, Bretschneider, Wieseler, Credner, Jachmann, Ebrard,
Renan (iv. pp. 78 f), Forbes, Harnack, Selwyn, von Dobschiitz
{Urc. 218 f), von Soden {INT. 445 f.), Heinrici {Urc. i 2 9 f ) ,
J. Weiss, Peake, and R. Knopf {NZ. 32 f). The irpea-livrepo^
of the letters has an antipathy to gnostic speculation and an
authority over the local churches similar to those reflected in
Apoc 2-3. It is true that 2 and 3 John do not reproduce
the distinctive eschatological or chronological tenets of the
larger work, but in such small notes, written for a special
purpose, there was no occasion to develop chiliastic opinions or
any of the specific views promulgated in the Apocalypse.
Furthermore, it must be noted that in Apoc 2-3 the presbyter is giving each church iirvrayrjv Kvpiov (i Co 72^) in the
name of the Lord, or rather iv Xoyia Kvpiov (r T h 4I* cp. i Co 7I'*
oiK iyw dXXa 6 Kvpio^), while in 2 and 3 John he writes Kara, rrjv
iprjv yvwp.r]v (in the Sense of i Co 7*"). When allowance is
made for a certain flexibility and versatility, there is little more
difficulty in regarding 2 and 3 John as written by the author of
the Apocalypse than in believing that Philemon and Colossians
were almost contemporary products of Paul's pen. On the
other hand, there is no reason to suppose (Schleiermacher,
Einl. 4 0 0 ; Clemen) that 2 and 3 John were written by different
hands (2 John after 3 John, according to Clemen).
The contents and characteristics of the two notes are too occasional to
support the rival theory that they were pseudonymous, written under the
name of John the apostle (Baumgarten) or the presbyter (Schmiedel) in order
to correct the description of him by Papias (Liidemann, JPT,
1879, 565676). Schwartz (Z)«r Tod d. Sbhne Zebedai, 42 f., 47 f.), who, like Hamack,
rightly sees that they are genuine notes from the same hand of an Asiatic
presbyter, conjectures (so Wendland) that the author's name was left out in
order that his title of 6 rpea/iirepos might connect the notes with the more
famous presbyter John. This would have been a roundabout way of reaching such an end. Bacon (Fourth Gospel in Research, 1910, l84f.) regards
all the three 'Johannine epistles' as a piece of editorial framework or
epistolary commendation written by the author of John 1-20 in order to give
currency to the latter, and afterwards used by R, the author of John 21, who
linally edited the Fourth gospel in its present form. But if any hypothesis
ilong these lines had to be worked out, it would be better to connect the
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author of I John with the appendix and the final revision of the gospel (see
below). At all events, the common phraseology of 3 Jn 1* and Jn 21^ might
as well be a reminiscence in the case of the latter (where the application is
less natural) or the independent use of a catch-word of the 'Johannine' circle.
For similar reasons, the parallels between 2 and 3 John and the longer homily
(i Jn.) do not necessarily involve the literary dependence of the former on the
latter. In the case of a school or group, like the Asiatic ' Johannine' circle,
the currency of phrases and ideas renders it not impossible that the smaller
notes were written earlier and independently.
When the theory that all five ' Johannine' writings came from John the
apostle or John the presbyter is abandoned, and the gospel assigned to a
different author from the apocalypse, the problem of the three epistles
remains. Prima facie I Jn. goes with the Fourth gospel, either as written
by the Fourth evangelist or by some like-minded Christian of the same
group. 2 and 3 John, on the other hand, go more naturally with the
apocalypse, when the latter is assigned to John the presbyter, in spite of
traits like the doctrinal antichrist-conception of 2 Jn ' = 1 Jn 2I' 41'", The
alternative would be to group them with i John, assuming that the latter was
not written by the author of the Fourth gospel. In a problem like this,
where the data are almost entirely drawn firom the internal evidence of the
literature, no result can claim more than a high degree of probability, but
the scale appears to turn, upon the whole, in favour of the hypothesis that
2 and 3 John were written by John the presbyter,—whether before or after he
wrote the Apocalypse it is not possible to say,—and that they diverge from
I Jn. The latter position is more than defensible.* The two notes have
a distinctiveness of form and even of language which justifies the hypothesis
that their origin is not that of I Jn. and the Fourth gospel. Thus we find
idiosyncrasies like et ris for the Johannine idv ris, ipxbpevosf iv aapKl for
iXrjXvBCus iv aapKl, Koivtavetv for Koiviavlav ^x^'-") *'' oUlav for els rd tSia, etc.

The collocation of x<^P'S) ^fos, elpijVTj is not Johannine, and there are other
resemblances to Pauline language, apart from the apparent acquaintance with
I Peter which 2 John betrays. The common denominator of language and
style between i John and 2-3 John is patent. But " n o t even all these
resemblances are conclusive. They are in no case very remarkable idioms or
phrases. Current peculiarities and turns of language at Ephesus might account
for them all, so far as they need to be accounted for" (Selwyn, p. 133).

§ 5. Characteristics and style.—The notes reveal the presbyter journeying (so Clem. Alex, quis diues salu. 42) to and
fro among his churches, and writing letters, now and then,
to serve as temporary guides till he could arrive in person.
He has a coterie of like-minded Christians (2 Jn i', 3 Jn 1*;
cp. I Jn ii"* 4^-1*), in whose name as well as in his
* The difference of authorship between I Jn and 2-3 Jn is recognised by
Credner (Einl. i. 692 f.), Ebrard (359 f.), Selwyn (135 f.), J. Reville (lequatr.
Evangile, 49 f.), Schwartz, and Jiilicher (Einl. 216-218), especially.
t Cp. Apoc 1^ = 2 Jn^. The contrast between this and I Jn 4* is equalled
by the difference between 3 Jn " and I Jn 4'-''- "".
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own he speaks with authority, and the truth (3 Jn '•^) is simply
a life answering to the apostolic standard laid down by these
authorities. Thus 2 John is a specimen of the excommunicating
letters occasionally dispatched by early Christian leaders to a
community (cp. i Co 5^), while 3 John is nearer to tn-to-ToXai
oTJo-TaTi»cai (cp. 2 Co 3I) like Ro 16i'*.
In 3 Jn 1, as the use of dyarrjr&s for <pO<.raros might be thought " Schbnrednerei und nicht vom besten Geschmacke," the writer added 8v
dXrjdeli^
(U. von W. Moellendorff', pp. 529 f.). In v.^* Rendel Harris (Exp." viii.
167) proposes to correct Trepi to rpb, after the common formula in the papyri.
The latter bring out the epistolary character of the notes. Thus, e.g., for Kvpla
as a term of affectionate courtesy, cp. e.g. Oxyrhynchus Ptipyri, iv. 243 f.
(Bepovri TJ Kvplij. pov); for KaXQs roieiv and the idea of 3 Jn -,* the papyrusnote quoted in Witkowski's Epistula Privata Graca (1906), 5f. ((caXtDs
roiets el ippicaai Kal rd Xoird aoi Kard yviiprjv iarlv) and the second-century
letter (Berliner Griechische Urkunden, ii. 84 f., rpb piv rdvroiv eCxo^t" ae
iyialveiv KrX.). The phrase in the fourth-century Christian letter of Justinus
to Papnuthius (cp. Deissmann's LA. 203 f.), tva oiv pi) roXXd ypdipia Kai
tpXvpapTjaui, may be an unconscious reminiscence of 3 Jn i' (cp. i").

§ 6. Date.—Those who ascribe the notes to John the apostle
date them anywhere between 80 and 100, or even earlier (after
Neronic persecution, Chapman). Otherwise, on the hypothesis
of their composition by John the presbyter or some anonymous
'Johannine' disciple, they may fall later, before n o (Harnack),
between A.D. 125 and 130 (Pfleiderer, Urc. iv. 165-166), between
130 and 140 (Holtzmann, Hilgenfeld, Einl. 682-694; Weizsacker's AA. ii. 239, and Briickner, Chron. 302 f.), or even
c. A.D. 155 (Kreyenbiihl, Evglm der Wahrheit, i. r3i {.). Their
lack of definite allusions to the gnostic systems and their
attitude towards the ecclesiastical organisation of the church,
however, are best met by a date not later than the opening
decades of the second century (cp. J. Reville, Les origines de
Vepiscopat, i. 204-208), when the organisation was being consolidated. A period somewhat earlier than the Didache and
Ignatius would suit most of the requirements of these letters.
Their similarity of tone suggests that they were written shortly
after one another, but they stir rather than satisfy the curiosity of
the historian. In the dark, wide bay of early Christian life, they
gUmmer like two adjacent specks of light, indicating some place
where Asiatics dwell and work, unknown to passers-by upon the
high seas.
* J. R. Harris (Exp." viii. 166 f.), Zahn (INT. i. 78).
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§ I. Outline and contents,—(Cp. F. Palmer, The Drama of
the Apocalypse, 1905, and Swete, pp. xxix-xli.)
J1-3 4-8
i9-2o
21-3"
4I-5I*
6'""

7'"*
7*"^
81
8^'*
8'-9*i

IQI-U
lli'i*

prologue. 1
vision of heaven, with John's commission to write to seven
Asiatic churches at
Ephesus, Smyrna, Pergamos, Thyatira, Sardis, Philadelphia,
and Laodicea.
vision of heaven, introducing
the plagues of the seven seals—
(1) the white horse (Parthian raid),
(2) the red horse (war and bloodshed),
(3) the black horse (famine),
(4) the livid horse (pestilence),
(5) the souls of the slain,
(6) the earthquake and eclipse (the last Day, panic of
kings, etc.).
Intermezzo :—
sealing of redeemed on earth,
bliss of redeemed in heaven.
(7) the silence (ominous pause for half an hour).
vision of heaven, an episode of angels, introducing
the plagues of the seven trumpets—
(1) earth (shower of bloody hail and fire),
(2) sea (volcanic bomb),
(3) streams and springs (poisoned by torch-like meteor),
(4) eclipse (partial),
(5) demonic locusts,
(6) demonic cavalry (Parthian invasion).
Intermezzo :—
episode of angels and a booklet,
the apocalypse of tbe two pdprvpts.

1 According to J. E . Symes (HJ. xii. 409-420) the Apoc. is a series of
visions by St. John, partly c. A.D. 68 hut mainly A.D. 90-96, edited with a
preface (ji"') and postscript, c. A.n. 100.
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iii>-i»
(7) voices and visions in heaven, introducing
12I-I'
the dragon or Satan, war in heaven,
,,1-10. u-18 (the Beast from the sea, the dragon's v i c e - r e g e n t j ^ ^ ^ ^^ ^ ^ ^ j , .
•^
\ t h e Beast from the land, the vice-regent's ally. )
Intermezzo:—
i^i-»
bliss of redeemed in heaven,
i^«-3«
episode of angels and doom on earth.
15I-*
vision of heaven, an episode of angels, introducing
l6i'"
the plagues of the seven bowls—on
(1) earth (adherents of Csesar-cult punished by noisome
ulcers),
(2) sea (poisoned by coagulated blood)
(3) streams and springs (turned into blood),
(4) sun (scorching heat),
(5) throne of the Beast (darkness),
(6) Euphrates (dried up to facilitate Parthian invasion),
(7) air (storm and cosmic collapse),
visions of doom on
17I-1'
(a) the realm of the Beast (Rome)—
igi-^
a taunt-song of doom on earth *
191-1"
a triumph-song in heaven—
I9ii-'i
(*) the Beast and his allies,
20i"i'
(c) the dragon or Satan and his a d h e r e n t s . !
visions of
20I1-1'
(a) the great white throne,
21I-*
(b) the new heaven and earth,
2l'-22^
(c) the new Jerusalem.
22<->i
epilogue.

The outcome of the opening vision (i'^-) is a commission
to write charges to seven churches of Western Asia Minor
(2-3). As the Roman emperors addressed letters to the Asiatic
cities or corporations (the inscriptions mention at least six to
Ephesus, seven to Pergamos, three to Smyrna, e t c . ; cp.
Deissmann's LA. pp. 379 f.), so Jesus the heavenly Kv'pios
communicates through John his instructions to these Christian
• T h i s magnificent dramatic lyric, after a short prelude (vv.i"'), and a
stanza of triumph over the oppressor's fall (w.^"*), describes the wail of kings
(w.'"i°), merchants (vv. i'"'*), and seafaring men ( v v . " " " ) , like Ezekiel's
well-known doom-song over the fall of Tyre. T h e closing lines (vv.^i'®)
vividly portray the sudden, violent, and irrevocable doom of the grandeur
that was Rome.
t T h e author welds together here the two mythological traditions of (a)
a temporary restraint of the evil power, and (b) a temporary messianic reign,
using the latter in order to provide a special reward for the martyrs. This
re-arrangement obliges him to connect, though vaguely, the Gog and Magog
legend with the recrudescence of Satan, and also to postpone the resurrection
dU after the messianic interval.
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communities.*
The scene then changes (4I). The churches
and their angels give place to a fresh tableau of the heavenly
penetralia (4-5). The prophet is admitted to the celestial
presence-chamber, where Christ as the redeemer of his people
receives the book of Doom,t which he alone can open and
read. At the breaking of each of the seven seals of this roll, some
fresh woe is chronicled (6), the sixth being the great day of
God's wrath. Here the writer relieves the strain by a consoling
rhapsody (71"*- ^"i''), which lifts the eyes of the faithful over the
foam and rocks of the rapids in which they were tossing to the
quiet, sunlit pool of heavenly bliss beyond. The seventh woe
drifts over, however, into a fresh cycle of catastrophes, introduced
by trumpet-peals from seven angels (8-9). The sixth of these
is also followed by an entr'acte ( I Q I - I I I ^ ) of considerable length,
in which the personality of the seer emerges on earth instead of
(since 4I) in heaven. A colossal jin, bestriding earth and sea,
gives him a j^ipXapiSiov whose enigmatic contents he has to
digest. The fresh series of visions which now opens is concerned with the two protagonists of the final struggle, the
messiah of Satan or the Beast and the messiah of God. The
former is introduced in a foiled attack of antichrist on messiah's
forerunners (ii^^')> ^ " ^ then in an equally futile onset of the
dragon or Satan on messiah himself (12). The Roman empire,
as Satan's delegate on earth, then appears on the scene (13).!
Here is the crisis of the world! The imperial power, with its
demand for worship, is confronted by an undaunted nucleus of
Christians, and the prophet breaks off, in characteristically
proleptic fashion, to paint their final bliss (14^'^) and the corre* The epistolary form into which the Apocalypse is thrown is intended
(cp. Zahn, INT. iii. 300) to show that it was meant for circulation primarily
in the churches of Asia Minor (cp. Sleffen in Katholik, 1914, 313 f.).
t In the form of a papyrus-roll or oinaBoyparpov (cp. Blau's Studien zur
Alt.-Heb. Buchwesen, 36f. ; E . Maude Thompson's Palaography, 56-60, and
E. J. Goodspeed, JBL.,
1903, 70-74), not of a codex in book-form (so
recently Zahn).
X Even here the first Beast (i.e. the Roman empire) is identified with one
of its heads (or emperors), i.e. Nero, who is a travesty ( i 3 ' * = 5') of the L a m b
(his resurrection heralding the final conflict of God and the pagan power).
Hence, whatever the number 666 originally meant (JTS.
xiv. 443 f., xvi.
67 f.) as a naive parody of the sacred number seven, the propliet cryptically
and cabbalistically identifies it with the human personality of Nero (cp.
Corssen, ZNW.,
1902, 236 f., 1903, 264 f., and E. Vischer, ibid., 1903,
(67 f., 1904, 74!.), using lire methods of gematria and isopsephia.
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spending tortures reserved for their impious opponents (i4*'^').
At this point the kaleidoscope of the visions again shifts
abruptly.
In a cycle of horrors, in which the element of
fantasy becomes more ornate than ever, seven angels drench
the world of men and nature with the anger of God, which can
no longer be repressed (15-16). The impenitence of the world
reaches its chmax in the policy of the Roman city and empire,
and the prophet describes in rapid succession the doom of
Rome (17-18) at the hands of the Beast and his allies, the
horrible fate of the latter (19), and finally the overthrow of the
Satan who had instigated both (2oi-i<'). The general resurrection and judgment which follow (2oii'i^) usher in the closing
description of the heavenly bliss rescued for the saints (21I-22*),
which the poet describes in genuine Semitic fashion. From the
smoke and pain and heat of the preceding scenes it is a relief
to pass into the clear, clean atmosphere of the eternal morning
where the breath of heaven is sweet and the vast city of God
sparkles like a diamond in the radiance of his presence. The
epilogue (2 28"2i) sounds the two characteristic motifs of the
book, viz. its vital importance as an inspired scripture, and the
nearness of the end which it predicts.
Underneath this general unity of conception and aim, however, there are incongruities and vacillations in the symbolism,
isolated allusions, unrelated predictions left side by side, and
episodical passages, which in several cases denote planes of
religious feeling and atmospheres of historical outlook, differing
not simply from their context but from one another. These
features, together with the absence or comparative absence of
distinctively Christian traits from one or two sections, the
variations of christological climate, the juxtaposition of disparate
materials, and the awkward transitions at one point after another,
show that source-criticism of some kind is necessary in order
to account for the literary and psychological data.
John's
apocalypse, like most of its class, is composite (see above, p. 40).
§ 2. Source-criticism. — Surveys by H . J. Holtzmann (fPT,
1891,
520f.), Baldensperger (ZTK., 1894, 232-250), A. Hirscht (Die
Apokalypse
und ihre neueste Kritik,
1895), Barton (AJT.,
1898, 776-801), Moffatt
(HNT.
pp. 677-689, and Exp.'' vii. 224 f.), A. Meyer ( 7 7 ? . , 1897, 47 f.,
9lf., 1907, I26f., i 8 2 f . ) . Porter (Hastings' DB.
iv. 242f.), Bousset
(pp. 108-129) ; Holtzmann-Bauer (HC^ iv. 390-394) ; adverse discussions
by Bovon (Revue de tliiologie et philosophie, 18S7, 329-362), Beyschlag (SK.,
l888, 102-138), DUsterdieck (GGA., 1S89, 5541.), E. C. Moore
(JBL.,
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1891, 20-43), Milligan (Discussions
on the Apocalypse,
1893, 27-74),
M. S. Terry (JBL.,
1894, 91-100), M. Kohlhofer (Die Einheit des Apokalypse,
1902 ; BZ., 1912, 46 f., 108 f.), and Jacquier (INT. iv. 362-376).
T h e main analyses of the book may be classified as follows :—
(a) T h e compilation-hypothesis posits several fairly independent sources,
which have been pieced together by a redactor or by successive redactors.
Most critics of this school find two Jewish sources. So, e.g., G. J . Weyland
(TT., 1886, 4 5 4 - 4 7 0 ; Omwerkings
en compilatie-hypothesen,
etc., 1888)
saw Christian addirions (c. A.D. 100) in li"'- n- ^*- ^ 2 - 3 , 5'-'^ (6i- i") 9'* 10'
j j 8 b . 19 j j l l .

17c 1 4 I - 6 i c l . 6-8 l 6 1 - ' 2 . IB. 17a. 21 j » 1 4 ig7-10. 13b 2 2 ' * -

l ^ ' " ' l'"*!

and two sources in N ( A . D . 8 I ) = I , 41-5" 6 - 8 , 9, i i " - ' « 14"-* 15" i6i"'-2o j^w-ao
17-18, i9'-« 2 i 9 - " 2 2 i - " - " - " ; a (A.D. 6 9 ) = i o 2 - i i " 12-13, 14"'" 15'"* i6i»-i«
etc igii-si 2 0 I - 2 1 ' ; Menegoz (Annales de Bibliogr. Thiologie, 1888, p p .
41-45), and O. Holtzmann (in Stade's Geschichte Israels, ii. 658 f.), like K.
Kohler (Jewish Encyclopcedia, x. 390 f.), also postulate two Jewish sources;
but after Weyland this view has been best put by Eugene de Faye (les
Apocalypse Juives, 1892, pp. 171 f.), who, working along the lines indicated
by Spitta, distinguishes an anonymous Jewish apocalypse in 7I"* 8''-9^i IQI*"
2b-7 iii4-i6». 19 i2_i3^ 14(1-5) «-n 1613-20 igii-ie. 17-21 2oi-«- 7-iB gji-B, written
during the stormy reign of Caligula ; and another, also of Jewish origin, in
iQib. 2». 8-u 11I-18. i6b-i8 14I4-20 i5_i6i2. i7». 21 i7_i98 2i9-27 221", Written close
to A.D. 70. H e correctly sees that 4 - 6 are inseparable from 1-3, containing
several allusions to the latter and partaking of the same Christian spirit and
style. Three * Jewish sources are postulated by P . W . Schmidt
(Anmerkungen Uber die Komposition
der Offenbarung Johannes,
1891); one in
4^-7^ another in 8 ^ - l l i ° ( I Q I - I I I ^ being an insertion), and a third in l l i ' - i g '
2ii-22°, with an anti-Pauline Christian author in 2 - 3 and subsequent
(Trajanic) editorial work in I and 22*'^i. This complicated scheme was
no improvement upon Spitta's triple division (Z>zV Offenbarung des Johannes
untersucht, 18S9) ; into an original apocalypse of J o h n Mark, c. A.D. 62
( = i4-6. 9-19 2 - 3 , 4I-11 5I-W 6 1 - " 81 79-18 i99b-io 228- !«'• 20-21)^ Jn which the
Christian redactor under Trajan, besides numerous additions (e.g. \^'*- ''^^•
20 27. 11. 17. 26-29 , 6 - 6 . 12-13. 211. j , 9 - 1 0 j . 2 b - S . llb-12 177-18 20'*-' 2 l ' ' ^ ' ^'*

22'* "'l"'

i8b-20aj^ incorporated not only an apocalypse of 63 B.C. ( = b u l k of l O - I I ,
I4I4-I8. 18-20 1^2-6. 8 16I-I2. 17. 21 17I-6 18I-23 jgl-3. 8-8 2l9-27 22l-*- " j , but a
Caligula-apocalypse of A.D. 40 ( = f-* 8"-^* 9I-21 IQI-'- «-'' i i " - " i2i-»- '-i*12-18 j-21-8. 11-18 1^1-2. 4-7. 9-H» j g W - l l . i6-17b. 18-20 j g l l - 1 4 . 16-21 2 o l - ' - ^-'^ 2 l l * '"')

J. Weiss (Die Offenbarung des Johannes, 1904) makes one of his two sources
Jewish, viz., a composite prophetic work (c. A.D. 7 o ) = l o , iii"'^ I2i'** " " "
(13^"') 15-19. 21*"^'; this was incorporated with the original apocalypse of
John the presbyter (A.D. 6 5 - 7 0 ) = l*""- P"*)- »-'" 2 - 3 , 4 - 5 , 6-7, 9, I2'-i'-' l 3 " - ' «
(14'"") I4^"2« 2o''"'- ""1° 21I"* 2 2 ^ - "•, by a Domitianic redactor or editor,
who desired to rally the Asiatic churches during the Flavian crisis. Bruston
• W . Bruckner (Protest. Kirchenzeitung,
1896, 653 f., 680 f., 703 f., 733 f.)
went one better ; the L a m b , in one of his four Jewish sources, denotes the
people of Israel. C. Rauch (die Offenbarung des Johannes, Haarlem, 1894)
had already discovered five behind a Jewish apocalypse of A . D . 62. On 7-9
especially see Charles' Studies in the Apocalypse (1913), 103 f.
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again (Etudes sur Daniel et PApocalypse, 1908, summarising his previous
studies) holds that both of his (Hebrew) sources were Christian, the one
(Neronic) =ioi-2- 8-" iii"'*- !»» I 2 ' - I 4 ' I4«- ic;'* i6i3-i6. i9b j y i . i ^ s i g i i . z o " ,
the other (cp. RTQR.,
1908, 171-187 ; a posthumous work of John the
apostle, composed by a disciple) = !*'• 2 - 3 , 4 I - 1 0 ' lo^*""' 11 '•*'' I4'--'' ^"'^* I9'''"'
211-8 22'"^'- '*•"• ^"-^1 ; the editor dove-tailed the one into the other and
made alterations in both as well as additions. Volter's latest analysis (Die
Offenbarung Johannis,
neu unlersuchl,
1904; sec. ed. 1911) approximates
to this type of criticism, by postulating a Christian apocalypse of John Mark
(c. A.D. 65), which was worked over by Cerinthus (as early as A.D. 70, = l o ' - n
jj,i-i8 11I-13 12I-16 1^5-6.8 16I-21 1911-22^), and successively edited under
Domitian and Hadrian.
(b) A simplified variant of the compilation-theory is the Jewish and
Christian hypothesis which posits only one Jewish original. T h u s Vischer
(' Die Offenbarung Johannes eine jUdische A p k . in christlicher Bearbeitung,'
TU. ii. 3, 1886, second ed. 1895) traced a Christian editor's hand (e.g. in
jl_,32

1-9-14 y9-17 ijSb

J2II j^S-lO 14I-5. 2-13 j g l 5 j y H

IQ9-10 ^d^h-ia.. 6 2l'">-8.

14b 22'"^', and the Lamb-passages) working on an earlier Aramaic Jewish
apocalypse of the seventh d e c a d e ; similarly Harnack, Rovers (TT., 1887,
616-634), yfaxtxneayx (Seat of Authority,
217-227), an anonymous writer in
Zeitschrift fUr alt. Wiss. (1887), 167 f. ; S. Davidson ( / A T . ii. 126 f. ; Aramaic
Jewish apocalypse translated and edited), and von Soden (INT. 338 f. :
Jewish apocalypse, ' written between May and August of the year A.D. 70.' =
8I-22', edited and altered by John the presbyter under Domitian, with a
few later editorial notes from another hand in l^'* etc.).
(c) According to the incorporation-theory, the Apoc. is substantially a
literary unity, but it incorporates several earlier fragments of Jewish or
Jewish Christian origin. These are variously disentangled, but there is a
substantial agreement upon most. According to Weizsacker (AA. ii. 173 f.),
who first propounded the hypothesis, they lie in ']'''* i i i " " 12-13, ^rid 17.
Sabatier (Les origines littiraires
et la composition de PApocalypse, 1888)
found Jewish fragments in i l ' - " 12-13, 14^"^" i6''"'^- ^* 17I-192 1911-201°
2 i ' - 2 2 ^ ; Schon (L'origine de PApocalypse, 1887), less extensively in i l i ' ^ '
J21-9. 13-17 an(j 18. j^jjjj Pfleiderer (Urc. iii. 400f.) in 11-14, 17-18, and 211°22'. This line of criticism is followed by Bousset, Jiilicher (Einl. § 22),
C. A. Scott, F . C. Porter, McGiffert (AA. 633 f.), A. Meyer, E . A. Abbott,
Baljon (INT. 241-265), Wrede (Entstehung der Schriften des NT, 103-104),
Schmiedel, and Calmes, amongst others ; of all the theories it does most
justice to the linguistic unity on the one hand, and to the disparate phenomena
of the text upon the other.
C. A. Briggs (Messiah of the Apostles, 285-461) detects a fourfold editing,
with redactional matter, e.g., in ii-^ and 22I8-19, of earlier (mainly Hebrew)
apocalypses, written prior to A.D. 70, the latest being a special source written
by the apostle John (including ii°-3). According to a more recent theory
(B. W. Bacon, Fourth Gospel in Research and Debate, 1910, 157 f.), I - 3 and
228-21 j^fg simply a prologue and epilogue added by some Ephesian editor to
invest the Palestinian apocalypse with apostolic authority ; but they do not
claim apostolic authority, and their links with 4 - 2 2 ' are not broken so easily.
Nor is the theory that John's early martyrdom underlies 11'"'- at all plausible.
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The seven cities or their churches disappear with 41'-, and the bulk of the
apocalypse is certainly a tale of two cities, Babylon and Jerusalem ; but
these are not played off against one another, and the special phenomena
of 4I-22' are not sufficient to disprove identity of authorship in 1-3 -{- 228-1'
and 4I-22'. Bacon finds traces of the Ephesian editor in 4° 5* 7'-i' 9I1 ii*- *
12' 15' 17'- " 19'* etc.
Barth (Einl. 250-276) explains the different time-allusions in the book
by the simpler expedient (after Grotius) of conjecturing that John revised and
reissued, under Domitian, an apocalypse which he had already (shortly before
70) composed for the smaller audience of the Asiatic churches. Similarly
Symes (see above, p. 485), Charles (Studies, 109), and H. B. Workman
(Persecution in the Early Church, p. 46, cp. pp. 355-358), the last named
suggesting that "while the apocalypse was mainly written in or about 69
(certainly before 70), the opportunities for a convict in Patmos to transmit
such a work to the mainland were few,—the letters to the seven churches
would be short notes sent separately, easily concealed,—and consequently the
publication of the work as a whole in Asia was not until 95 or so."
On Wellhausen's analysis (Analyse der Offenbarung Johannis, 1907),
followed by Wendland (HBNT. i. 2. 382 f.), the apocalyptist edited even the
letters to the seven churches (e.g. in the promises of 2"' etc. and 2"'°- ""'"'^ ^^'^•
10-12.20-21)^ 3^5 y(,gi] j^5 jjjg seven seals (inserting, e.g., 7 8-*-^, 'j'^'* being a separate
fragment) and the seven trumpets (in (^^- 20-21 j^ changed the original Christ of
IQI-* into an angel, and incorporated two Jewish fragments from A.D. 70 in
iii-2 (oracle of Zealots) and 12 (Pharisaic, editorial touches in \2}^'^" and
elsewhere), besides doubling the original single witness ( = Elijah) of the
Jewish source in ll'-i^, and the original single Beast of the Jewish source in
13. Further editorial touches are detected in 15^'^ and in the present text
of the seven bowls source (e.g. in l6°"i''- i^'") ; in 17, as in 12, two separate
Jewish sources have been pieced together; the brushwork of editorial
Christian touches is found in \8'"'- "* 1912-1' ; the Jewish source in 2oi"i°
has been coloured by the Christian editor in 20^"*' i"- i^- 1*; 21I-22' is certainly
composed by the apocalyptist himself, but 22I8-19, like ii'', must be the work
of some further redactor, for whom the fourth evangelist was the apocalyptist.
The latter wrote under Domitian.
Overprecision and arbitrary canons of literary analysis have
handicapped most of these theories.
" Differences of style
undoubtedly exist, in different portions of Revelation, but not
a tenth part of such differences as separate The Tempest from
Richard 11. In contrast with all the other books of the N T ,
the Apocalypse of John is written in a language of its own, a
blend of Hebraic Greek and vernacular Greek, defiant of
grammar. Its peculiarities stamp the whole work—barring a
few phrases—as not only conceived by one mind but also
written by one h a n d " (E. A. Abbott, Diat. 2942,* xxiii.; cp.
Gallois, RB., 1894, 357-374). This sense of stylistic unity tells
against most forms of the compilation-hypothesis, for example.
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but it does not rule out the view that, while the Apocalypse is
neither a literary conglomerate nor a mechanical blend of earlier
shreds and patches, it contains not simply divergent traditions
but earlier sources which have been worked over for the prophet's
own purpose. H e has wrought as an editor no less than as a
transcriber of personal visions. In some parts the Apocalypse is
not a vision at all. It represents not only the literary embellishment of what the writer remembered he had seen in moments of
ecstasy, but the re-setting of fragments which were current and
honoured in the circle where he moved.
One further consideration falls to be noted at this point.
The unsatisfactory results of the source-criticism of the Apocalypse
have not simply been due, as in the case of Acts, to a prosaic
Western and ultra-rigid conception of what an early Oriental
author could have written. There are other causes, (i.) The
criterion of Jewish or Christian is hazardous in a book which
deals with eschatology, where no primitive Christian could work
without drawing upon Jewish traditions, in themselves neither
stereotyped nor homogeneous. Though a given passage may
not be couched in Christian language, it does not necessarily
come from a Jewish pen. The Jewish nucleus of the Apocalypse,
e.g., cannot be disentangled by the naive expedient of cutting out
all references to the Lamb, etc. A closer examination of its
contents reveals omissions which prove unmistakably a nonJewish origin; e.g. the lack of any reference to the prevalent
category of the two aeons, the return of the ten tribes, the contemporary Jewish wail over the cessation of sacrifice after A.D. 70
(cp. Apoc. Bar IQI"), the expiatory function of the martyrs'
death, and the law (cp. Charles' note on Apoc. Bar 15^). (ii.)
Inconsequence of a certain kind is one of the psychological
phenomena of visions, and (iii.) any transcript of these,
especially by a poetic nature, is certain to reflect the changes
which come over the spirit of religious as well as of other dreams,
(iv.) Many of the inconsistencies and incongruities were due to
the fact that the author, as an apocalyptist, inherited old traditions which not only had passed through various phases before
they reached him, but had to be re-adapted to a later situation.
The last-named consideration was first stated by Gunkel in his
epoch-making Schopfung und Chaos (1895), and ever since then
the principles of the religionsgeschicktliche school have been
employed in the best literary criticism of the Apocalypse lo
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check an ultra-literary bias. Gunkel himself failed to allow
enough for the references to contemporary history (cp. Wellhausen's critique in Skizzen und Vorarbeiten, vi. 215 f ) ; he made
extravagant claims for the Babylonian origin of the traditions
(especially in ch. 12); and, at first, he failed to allow enough
for the element of genuine prophetic vision and experience in
the book. But it is only in the light of the principles which he
laid bare that a due estimate can be formed of the seer's literary
method in dealing with his material.
The traditions employed in the book reach back primarily (cp. Schlatter,
BFT., 1912, xvi. 6) to OT prophecies like those of Daniel, Ezekiel, and
Zechariah ; several of the visions imply that the seer had been brooding over
such scriptures. But neither their shape nor their content is explicable apart
from a wider use of such traditions as were current in later Jewish
literature. There are also elements akin to Zoroastrian, Babylonian, Greek,
and Egyptian eschatology, astrology, and cosmology which were not altogether
derived indirectly from the apocalyptic channels of the later Judaism (cp.
Clemen's Urc. 87 f., F. Boll's Aus d. Offenbarung Johannis, 1914; also
Exp.* i. i6of., 375f., etc. ; and Charles' Studies, pp. 50f.). For the mythological background, e.g., of 6i'-, cp. H. Gressmann in Deutsche Literaturzeitung (\go-]), 2252f., and M. W. Miiller in ZNW. (1907) 290-316; for the
astrological basis of the Parthian tradition in 9i"', Fries in Jahrb. fUr
die klass. Alterthum. (1902) 7o5f. ; for the mythological basis of 12,
Calmes (RB., 1903, 52-68) and B. Alio (RB., 1910, 509-554), Cheyne's
Bible Problems (195-207), and Pfleiderer's Early Christian Conciptions of
Christ, 56f. ; for ic^''-"^ see Gressmann's Ursprung d. Isr.-jUd. Eschatologie, 136 f. ; and for 2oi'- see ERE. i. 203 f, and Klausner's Messian.
Vorstellungen d. jud. Volkes im Zeit d. Tannaiten, 61 f.

§ 3. Structure.—A source first becomes visible in 7i-*. Ch. 7
is not a literary unit with editorial touches (Weyland, Erbes,
Bruston, Rauch), but the combination of a Jewish (Jewish
Christian: Volter, J. Weiss) fragment (71-8: so, e.g., Vischer,
Schmidt, Pfleiderer, Porter, Bousset, von Soden, Scott, Wellhausen) or fragments (Charles, 7I-*, 7*-^) with an original delineation in 7^-1'^. The scenery of the former (cp. 14I) is not organic to
the prophet's outlook. The winds are never loosed, the seaUng is
not described, and the sealed are not seen. The collocation of the
fragment with what precedes (winds = 6^3, numbering = 6ii, seals
= 6"-, standing = 6^) is editorial. Its connection with what follows
depends on whether 7I"* and 7^"i^ represent the same group viewed
from a different standpoint—as if John applied the Jewish oracle
'o the real Jews, God's Israel of faithful Christians—or different
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persons, the 144,000 being Jewish Christians as opposed to the
numberless multitude of Gentile Christian martyrs. Upon the
whole, the tenor of the Apocalypse tells in favour of the hypothesis
that 7'-i'' represents 'j'^-^ read in the light of 5^ (so, e.g., de Wette,
Bruston, Porter, Wellhausen, Hoennicke's JC, 194 f) with a
specific application to the candidalus marlyrum exercitus.
In I ©I'll the author drops the figure of a roll of Doom being
opened, and describes the subsequent oracles as a ^i/SXap'iSiov of
p r o p h e c y iirl Aaois Kal Wvecriv Kai yXwcro-ais KCU ^acriXevcri TTOAAOTS,

whose contents he had digested. For some reason, perhaps to
make room for this new source, he omitted a seven-thunders
cycle. The following oracles (11-13, perhaps even 11-19) incorporate, in whole or part, this /3i/3XapiSiov (so, e.g., Sabatier,
Weyland, Spitta, Pfleiderer, and J. Weiss), although its origin
(Jewish or Christian), date (Neronic or Vespasianic), and exact
outline can no longer be determined with any precision, owing to
the freedom with which the composer has worked over his source.
Thus I ii"^ is commonly taken as a scrap of the Zealots' prophecies,
just before A.D. 70 (so, e,g., Bousset, Wellhausen, Baljon, J. Weiss),
but the whole of iii^i^ is more probably a Jewish (or Jewish
Christian) oracle of that period.* In ni^-is the prophet leaves
his source in order to herald the final crisis by noting the seventh
trumpet and the third woe, in an overture which leads up to two
sagas drawn from the mythological background of messianism.
121'l'^ represent a Jewish source edited and probably translated
by the writer, but the real problem of the passage lies not in its
literary analysis but in the determination of the precise form of
the sun-myth (Greek, Egyptian, or Babylonian) which the Jewish
original adapted for messianic purposes. 13^'^° is one of the
passages in which a Caligula-source has been more than once
detected, either Jewish (Spitta, Pfleiderer, de Faye, O. Holtz
mann, Rauch) or Christian (Erbes, Bruston, Briggs), mainly
because ' Caligula' in Greek and Hebrew answers to the early
variant (616) of the Beast's number; but the source might as
readily be Neronic or Vespasianic (Kohler, J. Weiss, etc.). The
ghastly scene in 141^20^ with its abrupt allusion to the city (v.2"),
belongs to the same cycle of tradition as iji-i^, but it is not quite
• Abbott, however, points out that in Ezekiel and Zechariah, two of the
main models for John, the measuring of the temple does not take place till
after the old temple has fallen. He is right in contending that John'*
attitude to such items of history is that of a poet, not of an exact historian.
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certain whether it is a fragment, Jewish (Sabatier, Pfleiderer,
Rauch) or Jewish Christian (Schon, Erbes, Bruston, J. Weiss,
etc.), or simply an original sketch on the basis of tradition. The
twofold thread of tradition in i6i^^' is obvious, but again the
author may have twisted together the ideas of {a) a last conflict
between God and the world-powers, and {b) Rome's ruin at the
hands of Nero redivivus and the Parthians, without using written
sources. The latter idea proleptically introduces 17 (seep. 505),
where the main difficulty is to ascertain whether there are two
sources or one, whether both are Jewish, and whether the
revision indicates one hand or two (cp. Peake, INT, 161 f.).
17I* is an abrupt proleptic allusion to r911-21, \^^^ the writer
first of all edits (in iS^o- 24) an earlier doom-song over the fall
of Babylon-Rome which voices, like the source underlying 17,
the exultation as well as the indignation of a Jewish apocalyptist
over the guilty, glorious empire. In 1911-21, and especially in its
horrible finale, one would be almost relieved to discover a Jewish
source (so, e.g., Vischer, Sabatier, de Faye, Weyland, Spitta, von
Soden); but neither here nor even in 20 are the results of the
Hterary analysis convincing. More plausibility attaches to the
analysis of 21^-2 2^, which is the imaginative delineation of a
Christian ideal (rii^-i'') in terms of a Jewish tradition originally
describing an earthly Jerusalem surrounded by the respectful
nations of the world. Several traits in the sketch {e.g. 2112- i^
2i24-27a 222c. 3a. 6^ ^rc plainly inappropriate in the new settting
to which they have been transferred, but they are retained not
only for the sake of their archaic association, but in order to
round off the pictorial description of the eternal city. They do
not necessarily prove the existence of the Jewish source which
most critics find in the whole passage, and some prefer to trace
under the repetitions and parallelisms a dual Christian ending
(so, e.g., Erbes and Selwyn).
The comparatively well-marked unity of the apocalypse does
not exclude upon the one hand the possibility that it embraced
sources of an earlier date which the author worked up for his
own purpose, to meet the requirements of a later age. Even on
the hypothesis that no sources were employed, it cannot have
been the product of a single vision, much less composed or
dictated at a sitting. The truer hypothesis, that earlier leaflets
or fragments of tradition were re-set, although their date and
sha[)e and aim can no longer be ascertained vvith precision,
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simply involves that the writer as a poet and a practical religious
seer attached primary importance to the new sense which he
found in the inherited materials. Upon the other hand, there may
be traces (pp. 37 f.) of subsequent editing, during the Trajanic
period or later, (i.) The use of the book in Christian worship *
(cp. i ' 2^ etc.) probably accounts for prose glosses like d ela-iv
6eov (4*), ot eicriv . yrjv (5')j o^ ticriv
dyiotv (5*),
TO yap
. ecTt'v (19*), 17 yb-p , irpo(f>r]Teiat; (191"), Kai
KeKXrjrai
6eov (19^^), and OUTOS
irupos (20I*), as well as
for the references to the Lamb, e.g,, in 13^ and 14*-1". (ii.)
Several cases of transposition or misplacement also occur within
the traditional text. Thus {a) 161^ is an interpolation or a gloss
misplaced perhaps from 31^ or 3^ {b) 18I* has been displaced
from its original position between the last en and the first on of
1323 (so Beza, Vitringa, Volkmar, Baljon, Weiss, and Konnecke,
BFT. xii. I. 37-38) by a copyist whose eye confused on ol
ep-iropoC aov with 01 epnropoi TOVTIUV. {C) P r o b a b l y i^^'^-^'^ also
has been disturbed from its original site at the close of 17, where
the hierophant angel is speaking (cp. 171'^= 19^^ words of God).
The displacement in this case was not accidental, but due to
a scribe who saw that the similar assurance in 2 1 ' 22^ related
primarily to future bliss rather than to judgment, and who took
the first Xiyei not as a divine saying (cp. 21^), but as angelic
(22®). {d) 20I*'', which is textually suspect in any case, is either
a marginal gloss (so, Kriiger: GGA., 1897, 34, von Soden,
Wellhausen) or, more probably (cp. Haussleiter, 2 r 2-213),
displaced from its original position after 20!^, where it would suit
the context better, since there is no question of any second
death except for human beings. T h e misplacement was due to
the attraction of ddvaroi in 20I**. {e) The loose contexture of
the epilogue (22^-21) is improved (cp. EGT, v. 580-581, Charles
in ET. xxvi. 123) if vv.^-" are placed between ^ and i^ and 1^-12
interpolated between i^ and 1^.
If the apocalypse, like the Fourth gospel, was edited prior
to (or, in view of) its reception into the canon, the most likely
traces of the process would be found in ji-^ and 22'^^-^^. The
former passage, however, might conceivably have been added by
the author, like the rrpooipiov of Thucydides, after he had
* The liturgical element is naturally more prominent than in Ephesians ;
cp. the antiphonal bursts of song (EBi. 2138-2140, 3242) in the congregation,
the responsive amen in 5''' 71^ etc.
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finished the book as a whole. The change from the third
person to the first (i*) is not unexampled in such cases, and
a certain sententious objectivity is not unnatural at the commencement of an ancient writing when the author is introducing
himself. A similar uncertainty besets the uncompromising claim
in 22i'-i' ^cp. En I041'"-), which might be taken as part of the
apocalyptic literary tradition (cp. e.g. Slav. Enoch 48^-^). The
likehhood, however, is that it represents an editorial note (so
Jn 2i2*-26) designed to authenticate the writing as in the direct
succession of the O T prophecies (cp. Jos. Ant, xx. 11. 2),
possibly also to warn wilful or careless copyists (so Eus. HE.
V. 20). Whether written by the author or appended by an
editor, it definitely asserts that the apocalypse is entitled to the
canonical privilege of the O T scriptures.
This latter passage has been used, in recent developments of criticism upon
he NT canon, to support the paradoxical thesis that the Apocalypse was the
first NT scnpture to become canonical (cp. Leipoldt, GK, i. 28 f., Hans
Windisch, ' Der Apokalyptiker Johannes als Begriinder der NT Kanons,'
ZNW., 1909, 148-174, with Harnack's Reden u. Aufsdtze, ii. 239f.), and
that this claim of a book which contained sayings of the Lord, descriptions of
God's kingdom on earth, and church-epistles, paved the way for the subsequent
canonization of the gospels. Acts, and epistles.

§ 4. Traces in early Christian literature,—From an allusion
like that of Philad. vi. x {irrrjXai elmv KOI Td<^oi veKplav, i(ji' oTs
yiypairrai p.6vov ovop-ara dv6pu)ira)v) = Apoc 3I2 (to Christians of
Philadelphia, iroi^cro) avrov arvXov , , Kal ypdxfto) eir' airbv TO
ovopxi TOV deov p.ov KTX,), it is possible that Ignatius had read the
apocalypse, but the occasional similarities of language between
it and Barnabas {e.g, 17-" = Barn vii. 9, 21* = Barn vi. 13,
2 2i*'12 = Barn xxi. 3, cp. Clem. Rom. xxxiv. 3) are insufficient
to prove any literary filiation. If the testimony of Andreas is
reliable, Papias knew the apocalypse; which is intrinsically
likely, since its chiliasm would appeal to the bishop of Hierapolis
as it did to Justin Martyr {Apol. i. 28, o^is KaXelrai Kat a-aravd^
/cat Sid/3oXos, d)S eK TU)V •^p,eripo)v avyypapipATmv

epew^o-avrcs p.aOeiv

Sijvaa-6e, Dial. 81). Like the Fourth gospel, it became speedily
popular in some gnostic circles. Cerdon and Marcion naturally
would have nothing to do with it, but it circulated among the
Marcosians and Valentinians as a sacred book, and the
Montanists in particular, if we may judge from their opponents
(Eus. H. E. V. 18) and from the scanty traces of their own
33
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opinions (cp. Zahn's GK. i. 205 f.), exploited it in the interests
of their propaganda.
The repeated echoes in the epistle firom the churches at Vienne and
Lyons (Eus. H. E. y. i) prove that it must have reached Gaul by about the
middle of the second century. Indeed, Irenaeus (v. 30. l) could appeal not
only to those who had seen John, but to ira<rt rots arovSalois Kal dpxalois
dvriypdipois. If the language of Hermas ( Vis. ii. 2. 7, iv. 3. I) could be
interpreted as referring to our apocalypse, it must have been known to the
Roman church even prior to Justin Martyr. By the end of the second
century, it was circulated not only at Alexandria (Clemens Alex.), but in the
African churches (Tertullian).

The use of the book by the Montanists especially led, by
a curious phase of revulsion, to the earliest serious criticism
which was levelled at it by any party within the church. It is
significant that the first explicit reference to the apocalypse
occurs in Justin Martyr's Dial. 81. He tells Trypho that, like
all other orthodox Christians, he believed that there was to be
not only a resurrection of the flesh but " a thousand years in
Jerusalem, which will then be rebuilt, adorned, and enlarged, as
the prophets Ezekiel, Isaiah, and others declare." In proof of
this he interprets Is 6522*' as a mystical reference to the thousand
years of Ps 90*, and then proceeds, Kal en Srj Kal trap rjpXv dv-qp
Tts, (3 bvop.a 'liodvvrj^, ets rSiv oTrooroAajv TOV XptOTOv, ev diroKaXv\j/ei
yevopevrj ;^tXta eTrj iroiricreiv iv lepovaaXrjp, Tovs TM ^perepia XpiorTtS

Trto-rcvo-avTas Trpoe(j>yreva-ev, Justin evidently ranks John, as the
author of the apocalypse, in the prophetic succession. Ilapa
yap rjpIv, he Continues (82), Kat p-expi. vw Trpo(f>7jTiKa xapfV/AaTa
eo-Ttv. Justin values the apocalypse because its evidence for
the chiliastic eschatology was conveyed through prophetic
ecstasy. Chiliasm, however, was not at all so popular in the
Western church, and the Montanist movement tended to draw
suspicion upon persons or books which claimed the prophetic
spirit of ecstasy. This reaction was one of the influences which
told against the reception of John's apocalypse. Thus, in the
anti-Montanist Muratorian Canon, the reference runs : ' apocalypses etiam lohannis et Petri tantum recipimus, quam quidam
ex nostris legi in ecclesia nolunt.' Here John's apocalypse has
risen above Hermas, but not yet above the Petrine apocalypse.
Among the most prominent critics who rejected its authority
was Gaius, the Roman churchman at the opening of the third
Century. Prior to him the church-party who were afterwards
dubbed the Alogi, had demurred to the symbolism of the book
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as unedifying, and to some of its prophecies as fantastic and
ridiculous ; but Gaius, who evidently attributed its composition to
Cerinthus (cp. Schwartz's Tod d. Sohne Zebedcei, 1904, 3 3 - 4 5 ;
ZNW., r 9 i 4 , 210f.), took objection to its inconsistencies with
the rest of the N T ; e.g. S'^-" contradicted 1 T h 52, g^f- was out
of keeping with 2 Ti 312-1^, and Satan (202) was already bound
(Mt 1229). All this distaste for the book formed part and parcel
of a strong antipathy in certain circles of the early church. " In
the course of the third century the reaction in the East against
the book was in full swing. T h e rise of Greek Christian scholarship during the 'long peace' after Severus (A.D. 211-249) made
men more conscious of the critical difficulties of common authorship of Apocalypse and gospel. The slackening of persecution
set free the natural recoil of the Hellenic spirit against the
apparent materialism with which the rewards of the blessed and
the glories of the heavenly Jerusalem are portrayed" (C. H .
Turner, JTS. x. 372). The fortunes of the apocalypse, after
this point, form a chapter in church history. Though its unpopularity in the Syrian and Greek churches (cp. Gwynn, op, cit. civ.)
did not prevail in the end over the acceptance of it by the Latin
churches of the West, yet this movement of antipathy threw up the
first piece of serious literary criticism upon the book. "Between
350 and 450, Greek texts of Revelation were rare in the Eastern
half of the empire. The best minds of the Greek church, men
such as Eusebius Pamphili, and Dionysius of Alexandria, denied
its Johannine authorship. Living in an age when old Greek was
still the language of everyday life, they were too conscious of the
contrasts of style which separate it from the Fourth gospel to
accept the view that a single author wrote both. Having to
accept John the apostle as author of one or the other, they
decided in favour of the gospel. In the West, on the other
hand, where both documents circulated only in a Latin dress,
men were unconscious of these contrasts of style, and so found
no difficulty in accepting both as writings of the apostle John "
(F. C. Conybeare, The Armenian Text of Revelation, pp. 161 f.).
Dionysius grounds his objections to the apocalypse not on
the score of its millenarian teaching, although he had been in
controversy with an Egyptian bishop called Nepos on that very
point, nor on the score of its obscurity, but on other grounds.
In the second volume of his work Trcpt irrayyeXiwv (as cited by
Eus. H. E. vii. 25) he refers to earlier Christians who had re-
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jected the book entirely, after a rareful and rritical examination ;
rivts pev ovv Toiv irpb rjpHiv rjderrjaav Kal dvecTKevaaav Trdvrjj ro
^ifiXiov,
KaO eKaarov Kecf>dXaiov Sievdvvovre^ dyvoxrrov re KOI
davXXoyio'Tov dTro<f)aivovTe^ {fievSeirdai re rijv iiriypat^rjv.
'Iioavvov
yap OUK tti'at Xeyovcnv, dAA' oiS' d.Tro/caXvi/'iv eTi/at rr]v ucjioSpa KOI
raxe'i KeKaXvp,p.evrjv TO) T^S ayvoias irapaTrerda-pari.
T h e s e views,

together with the attribution of the book to Cerinthus, plainly
refer to the second-century criticisms passed by the so-called
Alogi and Gaius. Dionysius, however, hesitates to follow this
radical lead. H e thinks that the apocalypse is the work of " a
holy and inspired person " called John, but, he adds, '* I would
be slow to admit {oi prjv paStoos av a-vv6eiprjv) that he was the
apostle, the son of Zebedee, the brother of James," the author
of the Fourth gospel and the First epistle. The evidence he
leads is purely internal.
(i) The John of the apocalypse
expressly mentions himself by name, unlike the author of the
gospel and the epistle. Who this John was, is not certain (Trotos
Si ovTos, dSrjXov). Had he been the beloved disciple, he would
have indicated this. Perhaps, of the many Johns, he was John
Mark or another John of Asia Minor. 'AXXov Se Ttva oip.ai Toiv
iv 'Acria yevopevoiv, iirel KOI SVO (fiairlv iv Ec^eco) yevicrOai pivrjpaTa

Kal eKdrepov 'loiavvou XeyeirOai, With this conjecture on the
authorship, he then passes on (2) to differentiate the apocalypse
from the Fourth gospel (and First epistle) in style and conception.
Compared with the latter, he premises, the apocalypse has a
distinctly foreign look (dAAotoTotTi; Sc Kat ^evrj, p.rJTe icjiaiTTopevr]
prpre yeirviSxra rovrwv p-rfSevi, crxeSov, (Ls e'lrelv, p.r)Se crvXXa^r]v
Trpos aird KOIVTJV exovira). This general impression of an alien
origin is borne out by a scrutiny of the language (T^S ippda-ews).
The gospel and epistle " a r e composed not only in faultless
Greek (d-jrraicTTajs KaTo. rrjv TOJV 'EXXrjvitiv <jnj)vjv), but with great
skill in their expressions, their arguments, and the arrangement
of their expositions {rroXXov ye Set ftap/3ap6v Ttva ^Ooyyov rj
aoXoiKicrpibv rj oXtos tSttoTicr/xoi/ ev avTots evpe^^vat)"; the author
had the double gift of knowledge and of expression. As for the
author of the apocalyse, says Dionysius, " I will not deny that
he had seen revelations and received knowledge and prophecy,
but I notice that his dialect and language are not correct Greek
{oiK aKpi/OLs eXXr]vit,ova-av); he makes use of barbarous constructions {lSiiI>p.aa-iv re y3ap/3apiKots), and sometimes of actual
solecisms (Kat rov KOI

aoXoiKi^ovra)."
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The solecisms (T. C. Laughlin, The Solecisms of the Apocalypse, Princeton, 1902) are patent. The only question is how
far they are due to lack of culture or to the influence of Semitic
idiom. The Hebraistic colouring is evident in anomalous
phrases like SiSdo-Ketv with dat. (2I*, after 7 'ych), the variation in
the gender of AT/VOS {i^'^-'^'^ after Is 63^), the collocation of fem.
substantives and mascul. adjectives or participles {e.g. 4I n *
17^), or of nominatives and accusatives (10^ 11^, also 5^ 146-7. u
etc.), or of nominatives in apposition to genitives (i* 3I2), datives
(9I*), and accusatives (220 202), and mannerisms of style such as
the nomin. pendens placed at the opening of a sentence for
emphasis {e.g. 312 6^ etc.), and the redundant avTos in relative
clauses (3^ 72- ^ etc.). These are due in part to the translation
of Hebrew or Aramaic sources, in part to the influence of the
LXX, which is more marked than in the Fourth gospel—e.g, in
the use of phrases like the temple of the tent of testimony (cp.
Ex 40^* etc.), iviomov { = ^:s>'?), the repetition of prepositions (71-^
151^ etc., cp. Zee 61"), and of special words (see o-dpKas in 19I8,
with 161' and Zee 812). See Charles' Sttidies, pp. 79-102.
The criticism of Dionysius thus opens up the problem of the
relation between the apocalypse and the Fourth gospel, including the authorship and (inferentially) the date of the former.
§ 5. The Apocalypse and the Fourth Gospel,—The relationship
of the two books is best solved by attributing them to the same
school or circle in Asia Minor but to different authors. Such
affinities of thought and style as are evident in both writings
{e,g,, the relation of God, Christ and the believer; keeping God's
word or commandments; the use of parentheses and of the
antithetical method), imply no more than the use of a common
religious dialect which contemporary writers of the same group
might fairly be expected to share, for all their idiosyncrasies. It
is the latter which are decisive. T h e apocalypse ignores many
of the most characteristic and favourite terms of the Fourth
gospel, e.g. dXrjQeia, dXrjQ'fj'i, aXrjdoi'i, dvri, direKpiOrj Kal etirev,
dcjiUvai TOIS dpapria?, Oedadai, iSe, iSios, Ka^ojs, pevroi, rrdvrore,

rapprjcria, irwirore, vro (accus.), and x'^-P'^- Furthermore, it often
uses the language of the gospel in a way of its o w n ; the aJoivios
of the latter it employs only once (14®), and it never connotes
it with ^w^; dftos takes the infinitive, not tva; epxov replaces
iXdi; <fiu)<; and 6 Koa-po'; are invariably physical, not spiritual;
eVctvos is ntiVer substantival, viKav never transitive; 'lepovcraXrjp.
is substituted for 'lepocroXvpa., and ovv is never used of historical
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transition.
These instances might be multiplied (cp. Bretschneider's Probabilia, 150-161 ; Liicke, pp. 660f ; J. Reville, Le
quatrieme evangile, 26-47, 333 f- j Selwyn's Christian Prophets, pp.
81 f, 222 f.).* It must suffice here to point out that the apoc.
reserves TO dpvt'ov for Christ, while the gospel confines dpvi'ov to
Christians and uses 6 dpvb^ rov Oeov for Christ. Their common
use of the redemptive function of the Lamb is not distinctive;
it was widespread in primitive Christendom. The apparent
coincidence of the Logos is still less real; the applications of o
/Xoyos in Jn ii*^- and of 6 Aoyos rov deov in Apoc 19I' are drawn
from totally diff'erent soils in pre-Christian Judaism and turned
to alien ends. Affinities of style like the use of Iva or of eK
(after o-w^eiv, rrjpe'iv) are unimportant.! In several cases, as in
that of the Logos, the presence of similar or identical phrases
only betrays the radical difference of standpoint between the two
books; e.g. a-Krjvoui in Jn ii* and Apoc 71^, and Jesus receiving
from the Father (Jn IQI* and Apoc 22^).
The strong linguistic presumption against the theory that the
relationship of the two books is one of common authorship, is
amply corroborated by the differences of religious thought, christological, spiritual, and eschatological. Christians in the apocalypse
are never bidden love God or Christ (the dydirrj of 2*-1^ is mutual
affection between members of the church); on the contrary,
they are ranked as SovXoi, which in Jn 151^ is explicitly described as an inferior relationship from which Jesus has raised
his disciples. Similarly, the conception of believers as children
or sons of God is wholly absent from the apocalypse; the
soHtary allusion (21'') in the latter is eschatological, and even so
it is an O T quotation. All this tallies with the remarkable
difference of emphasis in the idea of God. H e is a dazzling,
silent, enthroned figure of majesty, not a Father in direct touch
with his children on earth. God's love J is only once mentioned,
and that casually in an eschatological prediction (20^ r^v TrdXtv
rrjv rjyarrqpevrjv); the fatherhood of God (for Christ's sonship, cp.
* Selwyn, like Thoma (ZWT,
1877, 289-341), regards the gospel as a
correction of the Apocalypse.
t " So far as these tests [i.e. of language and style] can go, they strengthen
the criticism of Dionysius, who (we must remember) was a Greek, weighing
stylistic and grammatical differences found in books written in his own
l a n g u a g e " (J. H . Moulton, Cambridge Biblical Essays, p. 490).
X Christ's love is rather more prominent (i'* 3", cp. 3'^), but this is not a
specifically ' J o h a n n i n e ' trait.
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I* 2*^ 3'-21 14I) is ignored entirely (even in 21''' ^eo's is substituted
for the OT ets irarepa); and the conception of the Spirit is
purely prophetic,* in as sharp contrast to the Fourth gospel as
the concrete, realistic eschatology. It is not too much to say
that such idiosyncrasies decisively outweigh any affinities of
language or conception which may be urged to the contrary.
Bruston (Btudes sur Daniel et PApocalypse, pp. 74 f.) surmounts the
difficulty of the style by conjecturing that while John the apostle composed
the gospel and epistles, the apocalypse (or rather, Bruston's second source
for it) was not written till after his death by one of his disciples, ' peut-etre
sur la recommendation que le vieillard lui en avait faite avant sa morte et
d'apres le recit qu'il lui avait fait oralement de la revelation et des visions
qu'il avait eues a Patmos.' This, however, fails to meet the crucial discrepancy of religious outlook f (especially in eschatology) between the
apocalypse and the Fourth gospel. The same objection is valid against
Zahn's (INT. % 74) view that while the gospel and epistles were revised by
friends of John, who knew more about Greek than he did, the apocalypse
was left unpolished. The reason alleged for this ( " t h e more important the
contents, the less important the form"), that a prophet transcribing his
visions is less inclined than a historian or teacher to embellish the first draft,
involves the extraordinary assumptions that the contents of a gospel are less
important than those of a prophetic ecstasy, and that the apocalypse is no
more than the transcript of ecstatic visions.

§ 6. Date.—The Neronic date {i.e. prior to the fall of
Jerusalem and after Nero's massacre of the Roman Christinns)
appeals especially to those who feel the dramatic situation of
passages like iii*^-, and who dechne to admit the use of any
sources. It is handicapped, however, by {a) the phase of the
Nero-redivivus myth which the apocalypse represents, and above
all by (p) the fact that no worship of the emperor, which is
adequate to the data of the apocalypse, was enforced until
Domitian's reign. The hypothesis of a date during Vespasian's
reign (so, e.g,, B. Weiss, Diisterdieck, Bartlet: AA,, 388 {., C. A.
Scott) evades {a) but not (p). Vespasian did not take his
official divinity very seriously. There is no record of any
persecution during his reign; such might conceivably have
• We even get the angelus interpres of the apocalyptic tradition and the
seven spirits of the older Babylonian or Persian mythology.
f " T h e writer of the Fourth gospel has a very definite conception of how
the Lord spoke on earth ; it is difficult to think that the same writer at any
period should have represented Him as speaking after the manner—the quite
distinct and sustained manner—in which He speaks in the Apocalypse. The
earlier date does not help us out of this difiiculty" (J. A. Robinson, JTS.,
1908, p. 9).
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taken place, but Christians seem to have enjojed a comparative
immunity under him, and our available knowledge * of the
period renders it unlikely (cp. Linsenmayer's Bekdmpfung des
Christentums durch den romischen Staat, 1905, 66 f) that anything occurred either under him or under Titus to call forth
language so intense as that of the apocalypse. Some parts of
the book {e.g. in r3 and 17) may be referred to (Jewish ?) sources
of this period, but the manifesto as a whole demands a concrete
situation for which the relations of the empire and the church
during the eighth decade of the first century do not furnish anything like sufficient evidence. T h e most probable solution is
that, when John wrote, Christians were being persecuted here
and there in Asia Minor for what Domitian regarded as the
cardinal offence of refusing to acknowledge him as the divine
head of the empire. It is not necessary to assume that any
widespread ' persecution' in the later and technical sense of the
term was before the prophet's mind. H e himself (i^) had been
only banished or imprisoned like some of his friends (21°, cp.
Clem. Rom. 9). But from the position of matters he argued
the worst. The few cases of hardship and martyrdom in Asia
Minor and elsewhere were drops of rain, which warned him that
a storm was rolling up the sky. Eusebius probably exaggerates
when he speaks of " many others" along with Clemens and
Domitilla {H. E. iii. 18), and the period of terror was adtwittedly
short {H. E. XX. 9-11, cp. Tert. ApoL 5), but it dinted the
tradition of the second century deeply, and in any case the
crisis opened John's mind to the fundamental issues at stake.
It is this sense of the irreconcilable antagonism between the
imperial cultus and Christianity, rather than any specific
number of martyrdoms, which accounts for the origin of the
apocalypse during the latter years of Domitian. Its language
and spirit reveal a situation at once more serious and definite
than any caused by earUer allusions to persecution for The Name
or My Name which obtained more or less widely after the
Neronic outburst (see p. 323). John sees another name set up
against the name of Christ, and he stamps it as the essence of
blasphemy to recognise any such title. The Domitianic demand
for what John dubbed the worship of the Beast is to be met by
• The alleged evidence from Suetonius (Vesp. 15) and Hilary of Poitiers
(c. Arian. 3) for a persecution under Vespasian is not worth the trouble of
weighing. On the title pdprvs, see Kattenbusch (ZNW., 1903, 111-127).

DATE

505

passive resistance on the part of those who put loyalty to Christ
above any other loyalty.
The Domitianic date thus offers a fair explanation of this
apocalypse's references to the worship of the Beast, in the
light of contemporary history during the latter part of the first
century. It is also {a) in line with the earliest tradition,
and {b) corroborated by the internal evidence of the document
itself.
{a) Wherever Epiphanius derived his information that John's
exile and release took place during the reign of Claudius {haer.
li. 12, 233), it is palpably a wrong tradition, unless the tradition
meant Nero, whom Epiphanius carelessly calls by his second
name. So far as the early church had any tradition on the
subject, it referred the banishment to Domitian's reign.
The tradition emerges (after Papias ?) in Irenseus, whose remark on the
name of antichrist is quoted (Eus. H.E. iii. 18) as follows : ei Si dvaipavSbv
iv Tip vvv Kaipip KTjpvrreaBai roivopa, airov. Si iKeivov &v ippeBrj rov Kal rrjv
diroKaXv^pLv eopaK&ros. oiSi ydp rpb roXXov xpbvov iwpdBrj, dXXa axeSbv iri
Trjs Tjperipas 7ej'e2s, rpbs rip riXeirijs AoperiavoD dpxijs.
It is not possible to
turn the force of this passage by pleading (so, e.g., Simcox, Selwyn) that
Irenceus confused the reign of Domitian with his (cp. Tac. Hist. iv. 2. 11)
temporary regency in A . D . 70 (January to October), or by referring eupdBrj to
i'ludvvTjs instead of to ij droKaXuxj/is (so, e.g., Wetstein, MacDonald's Life
and Writings of St. John, New York, 1880, 169, E . Bohmer : Uber Verfasser
und Abfassungszeit
des Apokalypse, pp. 30 f., Bovon, and C h i s e , JTS.
viii.
431-435).* T h e latter is particularly unsuccessful (cp. Abbott, Diat. 2977a) ;
the subject of itapaBrj is plainly the apocalypse just mentioned, and, as
Irenseus elsewhere (e.g. ii. 22. 5) declares that J o h n lived till the reign of
Trajan, there would be no sense in saying that he was seen during Domitian s
regime.

{b) Ch. 17 discloses a plurahty, or at least a duality, of
literary strata as well as of traditions. Those who postulate a
Jewish source (so, e.g., Vischer, Wey'and, Charles, Schmidt,
Sabatier, Menegoz, von Soden) usually make it a Vespasianic
oracle, prophesying doom for Rome as the persecutor of God's
people. When the source is taken to be Christian, the
Domitianic editor's hand is found especially in 17I1 (so Harnack :
TU. ii. 3. 134f ; ACL. ii. i. 245-246, Briggs, Gunkel, J. Weiss,
etc.). But neither on these hypotheses, nor on those of two
sources {e.g. Wellhausen), are the data of the passage quite clear.
The strata of tradition can be seen overlapping more clearly than
the editorial processes of revision or combination. Thus, in
* Cp. Hort's ed. pp. 41-42, and Jacquier, INT.

iv. 317-318.
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yy 8. IM. the Beast is the infernal Nero redivivus, while v."
identifies Domitian with Nero the Beast; and it is hard to
believe that one and the same writer could simultaneously regard
Domitian as a second Nero and expect Nero redivivus as a semisupernatural power. Upon the whole, one of the least unsatisfactory solutions is to take n as a Domitianic gloss by the
Christian editor, who also added ^^ (if not all of ") and i* to a
Vespasianic (Jewish?) oracle in 17*^- which anticipated the downfall of Rome at the hands of Nero redivivus and his Eastern
allies. The reckoning of the seven Roman kings, which resembles
the calculations of 4 Esdras and Barnabas (4), begins with
Augustus* (so Tacitus) and passes over the three usurpers
(Galba, Otho, and Vitellius; cp. Suet. Vespas, i), as provincials
would naturally do, to whom the struggle of the trio was no more
than a passing nightmare. The sixth and reigning emperor (o et
eo-Ttv) is Vespasian, with whom the Flavian dynasty took up the
imperial succession after Nero's death, which ended the Julian
dynasty, had well-nigh broken up the empire (i3^")' Vespasian's
successor, Titus, is to have only a brief reign. As a matter of
fact, it did not last more than a couple of years. After him, the
deluge! Nero redivivus {TO Oijpiov), who had already reigned
(o ^v), but who meanwhile was invisible {Kal oiK eoriv), is to
reappear from the abyss, only to be crushed finally {Kal eU
diriiiXeiav hrdyei). Thus the downfall of the persecuting empire
is to be heralded by the advent after Titus of one belonging to
the seven ( « rwv errd iariv) emperors who, on the traditional
reckoning of the heads, were to see the rise and fall of Rome.
The author of v.", living under Domitian, is obliged to identify
the latter with Nero (as in another sense some of his own pagan
subjects did);t but he still anticipates the imminent crisis
predicted by his source. It is plain, therefore, that a Vespasianic
oracle has been brought up to date in v . " ; the course of actual
history had broken through the eschatological scheme at one
point, but, while the prophet seeks (in the contemporary and
• Augustus = (rf)3a(rT<5», a word which had (especially in Asia Minor) the
disdnctly religious connotation of worshipful, was one of the bvbpara
pXaaiprjplas (13^) which horrified the prophet John.
t The caluus Nero gibe of the Romans had a sterner replica in early
Christianity (cp. Eus. H. E. iii. 17: b Aoperiavbs . . reXevribv rijs 'Sipuvot
BeoexBplas re Kal Beopaxlas StdSoxov iavrbv Karear^aaro. Seirepos Sijra rut
KaB' ijpuy dvtKlvei Siurypdv, Kalrep rov rarpbs airip Oieawaaiayov prjSiy Ko/i
ijpuiv droroy irmoi^aayros).
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historical note of v.") * to repair the latter, he adheres firmly to
his belief in it.
No literary filiation can be established between the apocalypse and any
other NT writing which throws light upon its date. But one incidental
water-mark of the Domitianic period, first pointed out by S. Reinach, occurs
in 6' (cp. the present writer's study in Exp.'' vi. 359-369), where the immunity of wine may be a local allusion to Domitian's futile attempt (in
A.D. 92) to check the cultivation of the vine in the Ionian provinces.
The post-Neronic period is indicated by two other minor traits, (i.) The
language, e.g., of 131'" is sometimes used to prove that the apocalypse breathes
the atmosphere of the wild commotion and anarchy before A.D. 70- This
interpretation is certainly truer to the data than that which finds an allusion
to the murder of Julius Caesar (so, e.g., Gunkel, Porter, and Bruston), or to
Caligula (Spitta). But the point of the oracle is that this weltering chaos
had passed, leaving the empire stronger than ever, under the Flavians. The
apocalyptist looks back upon the bloody interregnum which followed Nero's
death. The collapse of the Julian dynasty, so far from proving fatal to the
State, had simply aggrandised its influence; the tradition of the wounded
head (Dn 8*) had been fulfilled. This retrospective attitude, together with
the belief in Nero redivivus, points away from the Neronic period, (ii.) A
further proof that the apocalypse could not have been written earlier than
the eighth decade of the first century is furnished by the evidence of Polykarp
(ad Phil. \\*, cp. Zahn's Forschungen, iv. 252 f.), which shows that the
church at Smyrna could hardly have had, by A.D. 70, the history presupposed
in 28-11.

Several reasons contributed to the popularity of the seventh
decade date, (i.) The Tiibingen school required it for their
thesis that the Balaamites and Nicolaitans were Pauline
Christians whom the narrower faith of John the apostle attacked
(cp. Hausrath, iv. 256 f., and Baur's Church History of First Three
Centuries, i. pp. 84-87). Soon after Paul left Asia Minor, John
settled there and wrote this vigorous pamphet in which he
congratulated the metropolitan church of Ephesus for having
detected false apostles like Paul, and for having resisted the
subtle encroachment of the latter's Gentile Christian propaganda.
It is no longer necessary to refute this theory, except to point
out that, when the Neronic date and the Johannine authorship
are maintained, there is a much more plausible case for it than
several conservative critics appear to realise, (ii.) Those who
* John's revisal of the seven heads is paralleled by the author of Daniel's
addition of the eleventh horn to the traditional ten, under similar historical
exigencies. Bruston, Zahn, and Clemen (ZNW, ii. 109 f., xi. 204 f ) are
among the few critics who still refuse to see any reference to Nero the
infernal revenant.
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ascribed both the apocalypse and the Fourth gospel to the
apostle, naturally required a long period during which his
thought and style were supposed to mature.* (iii.) The
allusions in iii'-and elsewhere were taken to imply the period
prior to the final destruction of Jerusalem, upon the view that
the apocalypse reflected the contemporary situation in Palestine
—a view not dissimilar to that which placed Hebrews in the
same decade. The recognition of Palestinian traditions and
sources removes any difficulty about the later date which may be
felt on this ground.
For recent defences of the Neronic date, see H o r t (cp. fC. l 6 o f.), Simcox,
Selwyn (op. cit. pp. 2 l 5 f . ) , Erbes (ZKG., 1912, 222f.), Edmundson (Urc.
163 f.), and Henderson (Principate of Nero, 439 f.). T h e Domitianic date is
argued, in addition to older critics like Mill, H u g , and Eichhorn, by Hofmann, Lee, Havet, Milligan (Discussions,
75-148), Alford, Gloag {Introd.
foh. Writings),
Salmon {INT. 221-245), Schafer (Einl. 347-355). Godet,
Holtzmann, Cornely, Bel.ser, Jiilicher, Weizsacker, Harnack (ACL. ii. I.
pp. 245 f.), McGiffert (AA. 634 f.), Zahn, Wernle, von Soden, Bousset, von
Dobschutz, Wellhausen, Porter, R. Knopf (A'Z. 38 f.), Abbott, Kreyenbuhl
(Das Evglm der Wahrheit, ii. 730 f.), Forbes, Swete, A. V. Green (Ephesian
Canonical Writings,
182 f.), and A. S. Peake (/A^T". 164 f.), as well as t ,
from outlying fields, by J. Reville (Origines de Pepiscopal, i. 209f.), F . C.
Arnold (Die Neronische Christenverfolgum^,
1888), N e u m a n n (LC,
1888,
842-843, reviewing Arnold), Ramsay (CRE. p p . 268-302, ET. xvi. 171-174,
Seven Letters, 93-127), S. Gsell {Regne de Pimpereur Domilien,
1895, pp.
307f.), Matthaei (Preussische fahrb.,
1905, 402-479), E . T . Klette (Die
Christenkatastrophe
unter Nero, 1907, 46-48), and Wendland.

§ 7. Object.—Over two centuries earlier the great exemplar of
apocalyptic literature had been pubhshed in order to nerve the
faithful who were persecuted for refusing to admit the presumptuous divine claims of Antiochus Epiphanes.
John's
apocalypse is a latter-day painphlet thrown up by a similar
crisis. The prophet believed that the old conflict had revived
in its final form; Daniel's predictions were on the way to be
fulfilled when a Roman emperor blasphemously claimed the
title of dominus et deus, and insisted on the rites of the Csesar* Cp. H o r t (Apocalypse, p. xl), " W i t h o u t the long lapse of time and the
change made by the fall of Jerusalem the transition cannot be accounted for.
Thus date and authorship hang together. It would be easier to believe that
the Apocalypse was written by an unknown John than that both books
belong alike to St. John's extreme old a g e . " See below, § 8.
+ Several critics who assign parts to an earlier date agree also that the
final shaping of the book took place under Domiiian (so, e.g., Erbes, Barth,
and J. Weiss; and above, p. 491).
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cultus as a test of loyalty.* This popular deification of the
emperor, with the corresponding reco^^nition of dea Roma, were
particularly rampant in Asia Minor, and the apocalypse is a
vigorous summons to the church to repudiate the cultus at all
costs. Hence its emphasis upon the virtues of martyrdom and
upon the speedy downfall of the Roman empire.
" Rome shall perish ! write that word
In the blood that she has spilt."

The loyalist attitude of Paul, and even of the author of First
Peter or of Clemens Romanus, is exchanged for a passionate
belief that the einpire is the incarnation of anti-divine power;
the prophet's aim is to rally the faith of the church by heralding
the imminent downfall of her oppressor. The imperial cultus is
taken to mean the last iniquity on earth, and Rome's downfall
means the downfall of the world.
§ 8. Authorship.—The internal evidence thus shows a writer
who was (or, was represented to be) an ardent Jewish Christian
prophet named John, steeped in apocalyptic traditions, and in
close touch with some of the Western Asiatic churches. The
disjunctive canon which we owe primarily to the critical insight of
Dionysius, Origen's thoughtful scholar, further proves that he
was not the author of the Fourth gospel (or, inferentially, of the
First epistle of John).
{a) The hypothesis of John the apostle's authorship f is
ruled out by the acceptance of the tradition of his early martyrdom (see below, Chap. V (C.)), and, even apart from this, it is improbable, especially as presented by those who maintain that the
Fourth gospel (with the epistles) and the apocalypse were both
written by him at the very end of his life. The acceptance of
the Domitianic date, which throws the apocalypse close to the
Fourth gospel, renders it quite impossible to maintain the
common authorship of both works, as though, e.g., a short exile
at Patmos temporarily transformed (Ramsay, Seven Letters, 87)
'the head of the Hellenic churches in Asia Minor' into a
* See Lindsay, Church and Ministry
in Early Centuries", 341, ERE.
iii. 50-56, and iv. 525 f., and Case {Evolution of Early Christianity,
195 f.).
t So, recently, B. Weiss, W . H . Simcox, C. A. Scott, Zahn, Batiffol
(Lefons sur les ivangiles*, 1907, l o 6 f . ) , Stanton (GHD. i. 171 f.), Lepin
(L'origine du qualr. ivangile,
1907, 257 f.), Jacquier {INT.
iv. 321 f ) ,
Qhapxctans John the Presbyter and the Fourth Gospel (igii),
R. P. Alio (RB.,
1917, 321-375), and Abbott.
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Hebrew seer. Even the n;legation of the apoc.ily|ise to the
earlier date, and the inference that twenty or twenty five years'
residence in a Greek city like Ephesus improved John's style
and broadened his outlook into a more spiritual range, do not
suffice to meet the facts of the case. As Liicke and Alford "•
have pointed out, the Greek of the Fourth gospel and of the
First epistle of John is not that of the apocalypse in an
improved and maturer state.
" T h e difference," Swete rightly
observes (pp. clxxviii-clxxix), " i s due to personal character
rather than to relative familiarity with Greek. And when style
expresses individual character it undergoes little material change
even in a long life of literary activity, especially after the age
which St. John must have reached in A.D. 69 or 70." The
fundamental dift'erence in the use of language is corroborated,
as the same writer adds, by an equally decisive difference in the
attitude of both writers to Christianity, which is not fairly
explained by making the apocalypse the expression of a
rudimentary faith.
" Even conceding the priority of the
Apocalypse, can we explain the difference of standpoint by
development ?
Is the relation of the apocalyptic to the
evangelical teaching that which exists between rudimentary
knowledge and the maturity of thought? And is it to be
maintained that St. John's conceptions of Christian truths were
still rudimentary forty years after the ascension, and reached
maturity only in extreme old age ?" The answer to these
searching questions must be in the negative.
Even those who give up John's authorship of the Fourth
gospel fail to make out a good case independently for his
authorship of the apocalypse. Thus the vindictive, passionate
tone of the latter is connected with the temper displayed in the
incident of Mk 9^^^- (Lk 9^^); but in that case we should have
to assume that the rebuke of Jesus produced no impression on
one of the two disciples, and that forty years later he was unaff"ected by what he had heard his Master say. If it is hard to
fit the personality of the beloved disciple or the mystical
genius who wrote the Fourth gospel to the personality of the
apocalyptic seer, there are almost as great psychological
difficulties in the path of those who would associate him with
* Milligan (Discussions, 185-186) also dismisses this theory (held, e.g., by
Lightfoot, Galatians, 337, etc.) as "highly unsatisfactory." To introduce
miiaiiuenses fur the book does not help matters.
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the son of Zebedee. These would not be insuperable if the
apocalypse showed other evidence of apostolic (Johannine)
authorship, but the reverse is the case. Thus, in 321 (Stoo-o) awrw
KaOiaoL p.eT ipiov ev TW Opovio piov) the writer attributes to Jesus
the very prerogative which the Lord disclaimed (Mk io*<*). In
111-2 the inviolability of the Jerusalem-vdos is assumed, in
contrast to the explicit logion of Mk i^^'^ (cp. Ac 6i*). The
general scheme of the apocalypse, with its calculations of the
end, is more in keeping with the eschatological methods of the
later Judaism than with the spirit, e.g., of Mk i2i*-", Mk 13*2,
Ac i'"*, and 7I"' (where the safeguarding of the elect precedes
instead of following the crisis, where the four winds are agents
of destruction instead of being geographical, and where the
role of messiah is entirely omitted) differs from the synoptic
scheme (Mk 132^-27^ as 9 " does from Mt 24^ (so Gaius). These
features suggest that the author was some early Christian prophet
who sat looser to the synoptic tradition than one of the twelve
would have done. This is borne out by the fact that he claims
no apostolic authority, nor is there any evidence * that he had
been an eye-witness of Jesus on earth. An apocalypse is not a
gospel; still, a personal friend is a personal friend, and the
apocalyptic categories of i®^- are not such as might have been
expected from one who had been numbered among the inner
circle of the Galilean disciples. Finally, though 18** does not
absolutely exclude the possibility that an apostle wrote it,—since
apostles as well as prophets might describe objectively the order
to which the prophet belonged,—the objective and retrospective
tinge of 2x1* {the twelve apostles of the Lamb) suits a non-apostoHc
writer upon the whole better than an apostle.
" One may wisely hesitate to define the area of the impossible, but it is
surely in the highest degree unlikely
that an unlettered Galilean
peasant should, in the stress of the Parousia expectation of those earliest years,
have turned to literary investigation and Oriental learning,
and that,
above all, one who h a i sat at the feet of Jesus could put forth a work in
which the great teachings of the divine Fatherhood, the universal brotherhood,
the spiritual kingdom scarcely appear, but in their place we hear hoarse cries
for the day of vengeance, and see the warrior Christ coming to deluge the
earth with bbod " (Forbes, Intern. Hdbks to NT, iv. 96).
• " That the writer of Rev. need not have known Jesus, remains a strong
indication that he did not know Him " (Porter, DB. iv. 265); cp. Hoekstra,
9p. cit. 366 f.
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{b) When the hypothesis of an apostolic authorship is set
aside, the choice lies between the two figures suggested by
Dionysius of Alexandria, each of whom has advocates in modern
criticism, (i.) Some Asiatic prophet of that name (so, e.g.,
J. Rdville and Jiilicher). This is quite possible, as the name
was common enough, (ii.) John Mark, however, is a more
authoritative personality (Ac 135-13) than any unknown John,
and his claims have been urged especially by Hitzig {Ueber
fohannes Marcus und seine Schriften, 1843, PP- n f - j 67-116),
Weisse {Evajigelien-Frage, 1856, pp. 91 f, 140, 180), and
Hausrath (iii. 268),"' as well as by those who (hke Spitta and
Volter) make him responsible for one of the sources underlying
the book (see above, pp. 489 f.).
Dionysius, who does not
connect John Mark with the second gospel, brings forward no
stylistic argument from that quarter; he simply dismisses the
suggestion on the ground that John Mark (Ac 131^) did not
accompany Paul into Asia Minor. This would be no valid
argument against the theory, for John Mark may have settled
subsequently there quite as well as John the apostle. Acts is as
silent on the one as on the other, in this connection. Still,
the share of Mark in the second gospel, if it does not absolutely
exclude his composition of the apocalypse, does not favour it;
and, as the John-Mark hypothesis is a pure deduction from one
or two statements and a large amount of silence in the early
Christian literature, it has never commanded very much support.
{c) The possibility that this apocalypse, like most of its class,
may be pseudonymous ("qui hoc opus negabant esse loannis
euangelistae, aut alium fuisse loannem ab euangelista credebant,
quemadmodum duas posteriores epistolas adscribebant loanni
non euangehstse sed presbytero, aut eum qui conscripsit librum
id egisse, ut ab euangelista scriptus uideretur eoque locum suo
instituto commodum affinxisse," Erasmus) has also to be taken
into account (so, e.g., Volkmar, S. Davidson, Weizsacker, Forbes,
Wernle: Urc. i. 363, cp. Bacon in Exp!' iv. 240 f., and Fourth
Gospel in Research and Debate, pp. 160 f.), particularly in the
form of a literary fiction under the name of John the apostle.
A priori, the hypothesis is legitimate. On the other hand, an
* Hausrath, however, will not decide between John Mark and some other
John. In any case, the apocalyptist, he holds, was a Palestinian Christian
».-ho strongly objected to the liberal practices of Pauline adherents in the
.Vsiatic churches.
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early Christian apocalypse was not necessarily pseudonymous.
Hernias is not. It is true that the apocalypse of Peter, which
ranked along with John's apocalypse in some circles of the early
church, belongs to the pseudepigrapha; but here the apostolic
characteristics are definitely drawn by the author, whereas John's
apocalypse contains no specific traits which would lead the
reader to imagine that the seer was an apostle.* Another
raison-ditre for pseudonymity is absent, viz. the consciousness
that the prophetic spirit was no longer present in the church.
Though the contents of the apocalypse are sometimes no more
than a secondary product of the prophetic inspiration, some of
its cardinal passages represent direct personal visions; the
ante-dated predictions in the apocalypse {e.g. in 13 and 17) are
too subordinate to necessitate a recourse to pseudonymity here
as in the older Jewish pseudepigrapha. On the other hand, if
John the apostle was martyred early, it becomes more possible
to conceive how the apocalypse was written under his r a m e
towards the close of the century, and modifications of the
pseudonymous theory in this direction are upheld by those who
find in it earlier fragments or traditions either of John the son of
Zebedee (so, e.g., Erbes and Bruston), or of John Mark, or of
John the presbyter (see above, p. 489).
{d) The last-named figure, however, may well have been the
real author of the book. H e suits the requirements at least
better than any other contemporary who is known to us, and,
unless we are content to share the pious agnosticism of
Dionysius upon the apocalypse, as of Origen on Hebrews, or to
adopt some form of the pseudonymous hypothesis, the balance
of probability inclines to John the presbyter, who must have
shared the prophetic and even the chiliastic aptitudes of the
Asiatic circle to which he belonged,—this is a fair inference from
his relation to Papias and the presbyter-traditions of Irenseus,—
who was a p.aOrjrrj'i rov Kvpiov in the wider sense of the term {i.e.
a primitive Palestinian Christian), and who was one of the most
important authorities in touch with the earlier apostolic tradition.
It is more feasible to credit him with the rabbinic erudition and
the eschatological lore of the apocalypse than one who was
dypdpfiaTO<s Kal iSiwrrjs ( A c 4 )•
* The seei is simply the brother of his readers ( l ' 6 dSeXipbs ipuv nU
cvyKoivuvbs). Paul in 2 P 3'* is no more (6 dyarrjrbs ijpCov dSeXipbs), it il
true, but there one apostle is supposed to be referring to another.

33

514

T H E APOCALYPSE OF JOHN

Thii hypothesis, which goes back to Eusebius (basing on the hint of
Dionysius), was suggested afresh by Vogel * and Heinrichs (in Koppe's NT.
1818), and worked out from different standpoints by Eichhorn, Rettig {Das
erweislich dlteste Zeit f. d. Apocalypse, 1831), Bleek (cp. his Beitrdge zur Ev.
Kritik, 184-200), LUcke (SK., 1836, 654 f.), de Wette, Schenkel, Ewald,
Wittichen, Wieseler, Mangold, Credner, Neander, Keim, Havet, O. Holtzmann, Mejjboom, Diisterdieck, Selwyn, Erbes, Harnack, Bousset, Kohler,
Lindenbein, von Soden, Heinrici (Urc. 1902, 126 f.), A. Meyer (7W., 1907,
138), and von Dobschiitz (Probleme d. apost. Zeitalters, 1904, 91 f.). Grotius
threw out a conjecture to explain it ('credo autem presbytero, apostoli
discipulo, custoditum hunc librum ; inde factum ut eius esse opus a quibusdam
per errorem crederetur'), but it is favoured more or less tentatively by
recent critics like Loisy (Le Quatr. -Evangile, 134), Swete, McGiffert,
Pfleiderer (Urc. iv. Il6f.), Jacoby (Neutest. Ethik, 1899, 444-455), and
Peake (/A^r I52f.).
* Vogel's idea was that 4^-11'' and 1^-322 were (Neronic) fragments,
written by the apostle and subsequently edited by the presbyter, who (under
Galba) was responsible for the apocalypse as a whole. Schwartz (ZNW.,
1914, 218) thinks that li"' was added by the editor of the Fourth gospel in
order to identify the author with the apostle John. Charles (ET xxvi. 54 f.,
119 f.) argues that John died after completing 1^-20^, the rest being added
' by a faithful but unintelligent disciple,' who misplaced several portions of
the material left by his master; the correct order is, 20^-', 2l'-22^ i*'"' i',
2 2 ' " , 2I'"=-°, 22'6-7. 16. IS. 12. 8-10. 18a. W
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LITERATURE. — (a) Modern editions — G. Hutcheson (London, 1657);
"Lam^e's Comm. Analylico-Exegeticus (1724); Semler's Paraphrasis (\']T\);
S. G. Lange (Weimar, 1797); H. E. G. Paulus {Philologisch-kritisch und
historische Commentar uber den Evglm Joh. 1812); KuinoeP (Leipzig,
1817); L. Usteri's Commentatio Critica (Zurich, 1823); J. Munter's
Symbola ad interpret. Evang. Joh. ex marmoribus et nummis maxime gracis
(1826); Klee (1829); H. A. W. Meyer (1834, Eng. tr. 1875); Lassus,
Commeniaire philosophique (Paris, 1838); Lucke' (1840)*; A. Maier
(i843f.); Baumgarten-Crusius (1844-5); De Wette" (1846); Tholuck^
(1857, Eng. tr. 1874); J. P. Lange (i860, Eng. tr. i 8 7 2 f ) ; L. Klofutar
(1862); Olshausen 2 (1862, Eng. tr. 1855); Ewald, Die Johan. Schriften
(1862); W. Biiumlein (Stuttgart, 1863); D. Brown (Glasgow, 1863); J . J .
A5ti6 (Explication de Piv. selon S. Jean, 1864); A. Bisping (1865);
Hengstenberg2 (1867 f., Eng. tr. 1879-80); Burger (1868); Luthardt"
(1875-6, Eng. tr. 1876); Schaff (ed. of Lange; New York, 1872); H.
W. Watkins (Ellicott's Comm. 1879); Milligan and Moulton (SchafTs
Comm., vol. ii.); Westcott (Speaker's Comm. 1880) * ; C. F. Keil (1881);
H. Conrad (Potsdam, 1882); P. Schanz (1885) * ; Fillion {1887); Reynolds
(Pulpit Comm. 1887-8); Whitelaw (1888); Wahle (1888); Godet*
(1903, Eng. tr. of third ed., Edin. 1888-9)*; K. Schneider (1889); G.
Reith (Edin. 1889); Wohlfart (1891); Plummer (CGT. 1893); Bugge
(Germ. tr. by Bestmann, 1894); M. Dods (EGT. 1897); Knabenbauer
(1897); A. Schroeder (Lausanne, 1899) ; M'Clymont (CB. 1901);
Ceulemans (Malines-Dessain, 1901); Schlatter'' (1902); J. M. S. Baljon
(1902); Petersen (1902); Blass, Evglm see. Joh. cum var. lect. delectu
(1902); B. Weiss (— Meyer^ 1902)*; Loisy (1903)*; Calmes (1904);
Gutjahr (1905); A. Carr (Cambridge, 1905); Belser (1905); Heitmuller''
' For periodic surveys of the literature and detailed bibliographies, see,
in addition to the works of Luthardt, SchUrer, Watkins, and Sanday,
Pfitzenmeier's Aper^u des controverses sur le quatriime Avangile (Th^se de
Strasbourg, 1850); H. J. Holtzmann in Bunsen's Bibel-Werk, viii. (1866)
pp. 56f. ; Pfleiderer (PM., 1902, 57-74); Conybeare (TT, 1906, 39-62);
A. Meyer (TR., 1906, 302f., 339f., 387^, 1912, 239f.), and fl. L.
Jackson, The Fourth Gospel and some recent German Criticism (1906).
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{SNT. 1907); H . P. Forbes (Intern. Hdbks NT. iv. 1907) ; Westcott (1908);
Holtzmann-Bauer* (HC*
1908); Wellhausen* (1908); Merx (1910) ;
Zahn^ (ZK.
1 9 1 1 ) * ; W. Bauer (HBNT.
1912) ; Tillmann (Beriin,
1912).
(b) Studies.—(i.) against Johannine authorship :—Edward Evanson (The
Dissonance of the Four gefierally received Evangelists and the Evidence of their
Authenticity
examined, Ipswich, 1 7 9 2 ) ; ' Vogel, Evglm Joliannes und seine
Ausleger, etc. (1801) ; Horst in Plenke's Museumfiir
Religionswissen,
i. 47 f. ;
H . H . Cludius, Uransichten (1808), pp. 50 f., 350 f. ; Ballenstedt, Philo und
Johannes (1812) ; Bretschneider, Prohabiliade Evang. et epistolarum
Johannis
apostoli indole et origine (1820)* ; H . C. M. Rettig, De quattuor
Evang.
Canonicortim origine (1824); Lutzelberger, Die Kirchl. Tradition Uber d.
Apostel Johannes, etc. ( 1 8 4 0 ) ; B. Bauer, Kritik. d. Evang. Geschichte d.
Johannis (1840) ; A. Schweitzer, Das Evglm Johannis (1841) ; Zeller ( T^^ifo/.
Jahrb.,
1845, 577 f., on internal evidence); Schwegler (NZ. ii. 346 f . ) ;
Baur, Die Kanonischen Evglien (1847) ; also in Theol. Jahrb. (1848), pp.
264f. (on paschal controversy); Hilgenfeld, Das Evglm und die Briefe
Johannis nach ihrem Lehrbegriff {i8d,g) *, and Die Evglien nach ihrer Stellung
und geschicht. Bedeutung (1854); Volkmar, Die Religion Jesu (1857); J.
R. Tobler, Die Evglienfrage im allgem. und die Johannisfrage
insbesondere
(1858); Weizsacker (Jahrb. deutsche Theologie, 1859, 6 S 5 f . ) ; M. Nicolas,
Etudes critiques sur la Bible, pp. 127 f. (1864) ; Scholten, Het
evangelii
naar Johan. (1864, Germ. tr. 1867); J . J. Tayler, An Attempt to ascertain
the Character of the Fourth Gospel
(1867, second ed. 1870); J . C.
Matthes, De ouderdom van het Johannes-evangelie
(Leyden, 1867); E . V.
Neale (Theological Review, 1867, 4 4 5 - 4 7 2 ) ; Schenkel, Das
Charakterbild
fesu* (i8'jT,) ; W. Cassels ( 5 . ^ . 1874); Thoma, Die Genesis des
Joh.-Evglms
{ 1 8 8 2 ) * ; Jacobsen, Untersuchungen
Uber das Joh.-Evglm
( 1 8 8 4 ) ; M.
Schwalb, Unsere vier Evglien erkldrt und kritisch geprUft ( 1 8 8 5 ) ; O.
Holtzmann, Das Johannes-Evglm
( 1 8 S 7 ) * ; BrUckner, Die vier
Evglien
(1887); R. Mariano (Urc. iv. 45-110) * ; Cone (Gospel and its Earliest
Interpret., 1893, 2 6 7 - 3 1 7 ) ; van Manen, OCL. §§ 32-40 ; J. Reville, Le quatrihne
ivangile (1901) ; E . A. Abbott (EBi. 1761 f.) * ; Pfleiderer ( Urc. iv. 1-242);
P. W. Schmiedel (EBi. 2503 f.) ; Loisy, Autourd'un
petit livre(igoT„ pp. 8 5 r o 8 ) ; Wrede, Charakter und Tendenz des Joh.-Evglms
(\go-p\* ; Kreyenbuhl,
Das Evglm der Wahrheit (i. 1900, ii. 1905); and Overbeck's bitter, posthumous
Das Johannes-Evglm
(1911). (ii.) in favour of Johannine authorship : — L .
Bertholdt, Verisimilia
de origine Evangelii Johannis
(Erlangen, 1805 :
gospel orig. = Aramaic n o t e s ) ; J. A. L. Wegschneider, Versuch einer
vollstdndigen
Einleitung
in das Evglm Joh. (Gottingen, 1S06) ; J. T .
Hemsen, Die Authentie d. Schriften d. Evang. Joh. unlersuchl (1821, reply
to Bretschneider) ;2 K. Frommann (SK., 1840, 853-930, against Weisse);
Ebrard, Das Evglm Joh. und die neueste Hypothese Uber seine
Entstehung

1 Cp. a reply by Thos. F a l c o n e r : Certain Principles in Evanson's
Dissonance, etc., examined (Oxford, 1811); also the English reply to Strauss
by Andrews Norton (Genuineness of Four Gospels, 1837 f.).
' S e e Moffatt in AJT.
(xvii.), pp. 368-376, and, for later criticism,
Clemen's Entstehung des Joh.-Evglms
(1912) • .
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(1845, against Baur); Bleek's Beitrdge zur Evglienkritik (1846); A.
Norton, Evidences of Genuineness of Gospels" (1846-8, Cambridge, U.S.A.);
Ebrard's Wissensch. Kritik" (1850, third ed. 1868, pp. 828 f.); A. Ritschl
(Theol. Jahrb., 1851, pp. 50of.); G. K. Mayer, Die Echtheit des Evglms
nach Joh. (Schafthausen, 1854); O. Thenius, Das Evglm d. Evglien (an open
letter to Strauss, 1865); Hase, Vom Evglm des Johannis (Leipzig, 1866) ;
Riggenbach, Die Zeugnisse fUr das Evglm Joh. (1866, external evidence);
Jas. Orr, The Authenticity of John's Gospel (London, 1870, reply to J. J.
Tayler and S. Davidson) ; S. Leathes, The Witness of St. John to Christ
(1870) ; Sanday, Authorship and Historical Character of Fourth Gospel
(1872)*; Witting, Das Evglm S. Joh. die Schrift eines Augenzeugen und
zwar d. Apost. Johannis (iS^ 4); C. E. Luthardt, St. John the author of the
Fourth Gospel (Eng. tr. by Gregory, Edin. 1875, with valuable bibliography)*; Beyschlag (SK, 1874, 607 f., 1875, 4^3 f-) ; Sanday, The Gospels
in the Second Century (1S76); H. H. Evans, Si. John the author of the
Fourth Gospel (1888); Watkins (Bampton Lectures, 1890); Wetzel, Die
Echtheit u. Glaubwurdigkeit d. Evang. Joh. (1899); Camerlynck, De quarti
euangelii auctore (1899-1900, also in BLE., 1900, 201-211, 4i9f., 633 f.) ;
T. B. Strong and H. R. Reynolds in Z'.S. ii. 680-728 ; Mangenot (Vigouroux'
DB. iii 1167-1203); Hoonacker (RB., 1900, 226-247); J. Drummond,
An Enquiry into the Character and Authorship of the Fourth Gospel (igo^) * ;
Haussleiter (Theol Litteraturblatt, 1903, 1-6, 17-21, anA Die Geschichtlichkeit des Joh.-Evglms (Leipzig, 1903) ; C. Fouard, S. Jean et la fln de P&ge
apostolique (Paris, 1904, Eng. tr.) ; R. Seeberg {NKZ., 1905, 51-64);
Sanday, The Criticism of the Fourth Gospel (igo<,); R. H. Strachan (DCG
i. 869-885); CQR. (1905) 84-107, 387-412, (1906) 106-134; Lepin,!
L'origine du quatriime Evangile (igoy)* ; C. E. Scott-Moncrieff, St. John,
Apostle, Evangelist, and Profihet (igog) ; A. I^nc^er (Zur neuesten Johanneskritik, 1912); J. R. Sn\\th (Princeton Theol. Review, x. 437 f., xi. 16f.). (iii.)
on special points :—G. C. Storr, ueber den Zweck d. evang. Geschichte und der
Briefe Johannis ^ (1810) ; K. F. Ranke, Plan und Bau des Joh. Evglms (Berlin, 1824); Weizsacker (ya/4r3. deutsche Theologie, 1857, 154 f, 1859, 685 f.,
'das Selbstzeugniss d. Joh. Christus'); H. Spaeth (ZWT,
1868, l68f.,
309 f., ' Nathanael, ein Beitrag zum Verstandniss der Composition d. LogosEvglms'); R. H. Hutton, Essays, Theol. and Literary (1871, 'Historical
Problems of the Fourth Gospel') * ; G. W. Pieritz, The Gospels from the
rabbinical point of view, showing the perfect harmony between the Four
Evangelists on the subject of the Lord's Last Supper (1873)'•>F von Uechtritz,
Studien Uber den Ursprung, die Beschaffenheit, und Bedeutung des Evang. Joh.
(1876); A. H. Franke, Das AT bei Johannes {\88<,); Resch, Paralleltexte zu
fohannes (1896) ; Schlatter, ' die Parallelen in den Worten Jesu bei Johannes
und Matthaus ' (BFT., 1898, v . ) ; Rollins (Bibliotheca Sacra, 1905, 484-499,
written by John, edited by Apollos) ;'^ J. H. A. Hart (Exp.'' v. 361 f, vi.
1 Lepin's volume, like the essays by A. Nouvelle (L'authenticiti du quatr.
Evangile et la thise du M. Loisy, Paris, 1905) and C. Chauvin (Les idies
de Loisy sur le quatr. itvangile, 1906), is specially directed against Loisy.
" Tobler (see above) had already conjectured that Apollos composed the
Fourth gospel on the basis of Johannine traditions (see below, p. 559).
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42 f., ' p l e a for recognition of historical authority of Fourth g o s p e l ' ) ; C.
Gleiss (NKZ.,
1907, 470 f., 548 f., 632 f., 673 f., ' Beitriige zu der Frage nach
der Entstehung und d. Zweck des J o h . - E v g l m s ' ) ; van Eysinga (PM., 1909,
143-150, 'zum richtigen Verstandniss d. Johann. P r o l o g ' ) ; O. Zurhellen,
Die Heimat des vierten Evglms"^ (1909); D . H . MUUer (SBAW.,
1909,
' D a s Joh.-Evglm im Lichte d. Strophentheorie') ; A. Merx, Die vier
Kanonischen Evglien nach ihrem alt. bekannten Texte
ii. 3. Johannes
(Berlin, 1910) * ; M. Goguel, Les Sources du ricit Johannique de la Passion
(Paris, 1910); Lepin, La Valeur Historique du Quatriime Fvangile (Paris,
1 9 1 0 ) * ; E . H . Askwith, The Historical Value of the Fourth Gospel
(igio);
Harnack ( ' Z u r Textkritik u. Christologie,' SBBA.,
1915, 5 3 4 f ) ; Belser
(TQ., 1911, 404f., 5 6 8 f . ) ; H . A. Watson, The Mysticism of St. John's
Gospel (igi6);
K. J. Proost (TT.,
1917, 197-227). (iv.) on the Logosconception:—W. Baumlein's Versuch die Bedeutung des Johannischen
Logos
aus dem Religionssystemen
des Orients zu entwickeln (1828); Anathon Aal,
Geschichte d. Logosidee (i. 1896, ii. 1899) ; E . Br6hier, Les
idiesphilosophiques
et religieuses de Philon dAlexandrie
(Paris, 1908)* ; J. S. Johnston, The
Philosophy of the Fourth Gospel, 1909, pp. 83 f. ; G. Vos (Princeton
Theol.
Review, 1913, 315 f-> 557 f)- (v.) g e n e r a l : — R . Shepherd, Notes Crit. and
Diss, on the Gospel and Epp. of St. John (London, 1796); J. G. Herder,
Von Gottes Sohn der Welt Heiland. Nach Joh.-Evglm
(Riga, 1797); C. C.
Tittmann, Meletemata Sacra (1816, Eng. tr. 1844); Kostlin, Lehrbegriffe des
Evglm u. der Briefe Johannis ( 1 8 4 3 ) ; C. Niese, Die Grundgedanken
des
Joh. Evglms (Naumburg, 1850) ; C. P . Tiele, Het evang. van
Johannes
(1855); M. Aberle (7'/^«<?/. Quartalschrift,
1861, 37 f . ) ; B. Weiss, Der Joh.
Lehrbegriff (1862) ; Nolte (Theol. Quartalschrift,
1862, 464 f . ) ; Schwalb
(Revue de Thiol.,
1863, 113 f., 249f., ' N o t e s sur I'evangile de J e a n ' ) ;
Weizsacker's Untersuchungen Uber die Evang. Geschichte (1864, second ed.
1 9 0 1 ) * ; Sabatier (ESR. vii. 181-193) ; Renan, i. p p . 477-541 ; M. Wolf,
Das Evglm Johannis
in seiner Bedeutung fur Wiss. u. Glauben (1870);
H . Delff, Entwickelungsgeschichte
d. Religion (1883, pp. 264 f., 284 f.,
3 2 9 f . ) ; H . Delff, Geschichte d. rabbi Jesus von Nazareth (1889, 67-206) ; i
Reuss, NTTh.
ii. 331 f. ; H . Kohler, Das Evglm Joh., Darstellung
des
Lehrbegriffs (1892); C. Montefiore (JQR.,
1894, 2 4 - 7 4 ) ; G- B. Stevens,
The Johannine
Theology (New York, 1894) ; Baldensperger, Der Prolog
des Vierten Evglm ( 1 8 9 8 ) * ; H . H . W e n d t (Das Johannes Evglm,
1900:
Eng. tr. 1902; Die Schichten im Vierten Evglm, 1 9 1 1 ) * ; A. Titius, Die
Joh. Anschauung
unter d. Gesichlspunkt
der Seligkeit ( 1 9 0 0 ) * ; Purchas,
Johannine
Problems and Modern Needs ( 1 9 0 1 ) ; Schlatter (BFT,
1902,
i v . ) ; J. Grill, Untersuchungen
Uber die Entstehung
d. Vierten
Evglms,
i. (1902); J. L. Nuelsen, Die Bedeutung des Evglm Joh. fUr d.
Christliche Lehre (1903); Inge (DCG. i. 8S5-895, also in Cambridge
Biblical
Essays, 1909, 251-288) ; H . A. Leenmans (Theol. Studien, 1905, 3 7 7 - 4 1 2 ) ;
J. d'Alma, La Controverse du Quatriime ivangile
(1908) ; E . F . Scott,
The Fourth Gospel, its Purpose and Theology" ( 1 9 0 9 ) * ; A. E . Brooke
' DelfTs further works included Das Vierte Evglm, ein
Authenlischer
Bericht Uber Jesus von Nazareth ( 1 8 9 0 ) ; Neue Beitrdge zur Kritik
und
Erkldrung d. vierten Evglms (1890) ; and an essay in SK. (1892) p p . 72 f.
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'[^Cambridge Biblical Essays, 1909, 2 8 9 - 3 2 8 ) ; B. W. Bacon, The
Fourth
Gosp'l in Research and Debate * (New Vork, 1910) ; A. V. Green, The
Ephesian Canonical Writings (London, 1910) ; Baron von Hiigel (EB.^^ xv.
453-457) ; Garvie {Exp.* vii.-viii.); B. T . Smith in The Parting of the Roads
(1912), 239-282 ; R. H . Strachan, The Fourth Gospel, Its Significance and
Environment (igij) ; H . L. Jackson, The Problem of the Fourth
Gospel(igi8).

§ I. Outline and contents.—Special literature: K. Meyer, ^i?r
Prolog des Joh.-Evglms (1902); Lattey {Exp? i. 424-434),
Hitchcock {Exp.' iv. 266-279), Walther, Inhalt u. Gedankengang
des Evglm nach Joh. (1907), W. Lock {HJ. xv. 40 f).
The analysis of the gospel, as it stands (leaving out ch. 21),
depends upon its bisection into two parts (1-12, 13-20) or three
(1-6, 7-12, 13-20). The latter suits the data better. The
earlier ministry oscillates between Galilee and Jerusalem (2^-6^^,
Samaritan city = 4^-*2 followed by a ar\pelov of resurrection); the
later (7^-12*^) is confined to Judea, with two retreats (ro**-*^
and 11^*-*'^), the former {r-epav rov 'lopSdvov) of which is followed
by a arjpeiov of resurrection (43^-*i=io*2 belief of many), the
latter being ets 'E<^pai/A Xeyopevijv rroXiv. The third part (13^2o'i) describes the last sup/er (13^-17^®), the arrest, trial, and
death (181-19^2^, and the appearances after death {20^'^^).
The prologue illustrates Pindar's comparison of an opening
lyric to a stately facade: dpxopivov S' epyov XPV Trpoaioirov Oepev
rrjXavye^.
Quod initium sancti euangelii cui nomen est secundum lohannem, quidam
Platonicus
aureis liiteris conscribendum et per omnes ecclesias in locis
eminentissimis proponendum esse dicebal (Aug. Ciuil. Dei, x. 29).

The Logos is the divine principle of creation (i^"^), apart from
which the universe is unintelligible; no S-qaiovpyo^ has any
place or function in creation, beside the active Logos. Neither
here nor elsewhere, however, does the author dwell upon the
general creative energy of the Logos; it is the specific function
of revealing the divine nature to men (i*"*) which immediately
absorbs his attention. The life was the light of men.
The
opposition encountered by the pre-Christian revelation is so
characteristic of human nature in all ages that the writer drops
into the present tense in v.*. Hurrying on to the final revelation, for which John the Baptist was merely a witness (i®"*), he
explains that, when John was testifying, the Light was already
coming into the worid. In spite of John's testimony and his
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own revelation, however, only an elect minority of believers*
^ji2c^ 20^^) welcomed the Logos (i®-^^). To them the incarnate
Logos (no phantom of docetic gnosticism), in virtue of his
divine sonship,f manifests and imparts the real nature of God
the Father (i"-i8).
The introduction (i^^"") develops the witness of John the
baptizer to Jesus as the Christ (i^^^-)> the Son of God (i^*, cp.
20^1). This witness is borne in a triple fashion: {a) before
sceptical Judaism ( = ot'Ioi;8atot, i^^^^s), {b) in a soliloquy J (i-^^*), and {c) before two of his own disciples (r^^^-). The third
testimony starts a movement towards Christian discipleship:
{a) two of John's disciples join Jesus (i^''^^*), {b) they bring over
others (i*""*^), and {c) finally {ry irravpiov, as in i^s-ss^^ Jesus
himself calls a third set (i*^^-).§ The genuine Israelite is he
who (i*''"*^) comes to Jesus through sceptical prejudice and
confesses him to be the Son of God.
The religion of Jesus is now under way. T h e three following stories bring out its superiority to the older Judaism (2"jisf. 3I-21) from various points of view. The activity of the
disciples in baptizing throughout Judea leads up (note the loose
p.erd ravra) to John's final witness (3^^^-) and incidentally to
a mission at Sychar (4^^-) as Jesus and his disciples make their
way north to Galilee (4*^^")' Here the second arjpelov rounds
off the opening cycle which began with the first arjp.e'iov (both
at K a n a : petition for help, eliciting of trust 2* = 4**', mysterious
aid). The faith of the paOrjrai (2^1) has now widened into the
faith of those benefited (4^^); for this faith in the word (3^^^-)
of Jesus, see already 4*^, as contrasted with faith in his arjp.ela
(2*' 4"*).

The second cycle contains two controversies with the Jews
occasioned by three arjpela, one at Jerusalem (5) and two in
Galilee (6). The second of the latter arjpela {6^^-^^) is really a
pendant, as in the synoptic tradition, to the former {6^'^^), and
does not appear to have any independent significance.
The
narrative of the period closes with a messianic confession of
* Note the climax of !•» (humanity), "» (Judaism), and '•^ (Christians).
t A Philonic touch ; to see God was the mark of primogeniture (Depost.
Caini, i8). The phrase X"/"" dvrl xdpiros is another reminiscence and
adaptation of Philonic language (cp. de past. Caini, 43).
+ At any rate, no audience is menlioned.
i Note in this paru-iapli the interweaving of (b) anA (c) in i"'- and I**.
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faith on the part of the eleven disciples (6*'); the secret disloyalty of the twelfth (6^0") is noted by way of dramatic
anticipation.
The mystical revelations and claims of Jesus have now
not only driven many of his paOrjrai away from him {6^^^- ^^^f,
but provoked the deadly antipathy of Judaism (5^^- ^^ 7I). The
controversies of 5-6 have led to nothing; they have evoked
only perplexity and irritation, even in Galilee. The second part
of the ministry (7-12) includes the deepening conflict with
Judaism, in a series of discussions at Jerusalem during the
feast of tabernacles (7-10^^) and the feast of dedication (ra
eyKaivio, 10^^'^*). A partial sympathy is elicited {^*^=lo^^),
but it is a resurrection-tny/Afiov (n^'**, after lo^'^'^^) which first
converts many of the Jews (11^ 12II), though it also brings the
mortal hatred of the Jews as a whole to a head (ii^^^-). The
subsequent entry into Jerusalem (12^"^^) is followed by an
episode (1220-23) which is the third anticipation of Christ's death
and resurrection as prefigured in the arjp.elov of 11^"**, the two
others being the prophetic word cf Kaiaphas (ii*^-^^) and the
action of Mary (12^"^). A final summary of the results achieved
by the public mission of Jesus is appended, the general
unbelief of Judaism being accounted for on the theory of
predestination.
The third section of the gospel opens with the actions
(i3^''), the instructions (13-16), and the last prayer of Jesus at a
private supper with his disciples. After death he appears thrice :
to Mary of Magdala (20^"^^), to the ten disciples (20^^-23 in
the evening), and, a week later, to the eleven, including Thomas
(2024-29).

T h e oscillation between Galilee and J u d e a is strongly marked.
Jesus
appears in the vicinity of J o h n the Baptist ripav rov 'lopSdvov (l^***); he
then moves into Galilee ( l ^ , no reason given), from which the approach
of the passover recalls him to Jerusalem (2i'*'); he departs els rijv'\ovSalav
•yijv (i^, n j reason given), returns to GaHlee viCt Samaria (for enigmatic reason given in 4I), and again goes up to Jerusalem to attend a
lewish festival (5I). T h e next chapter (6I) places him in Galilee (no reason
Riven for his return), and in 7^'* he goes back upon his own initiative to the
capital for the aKTjvorrjyla. H e is still here in lo^^'-, but retires (lo^-*^)
rrepav TOC 'lopSdvov ( = i"^^-) to avoid being arrested for blasphemy. After a
brief visit to Bethany ( l l ^ ' - ) , for the purpose of raising Lazarus, he again
retires in order to avoid arrest, this time not north into (Jalilee, but to the
iwn of Ephraim (ll'*^). Finally, the approach of the passover brings him
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back to Jerusalem ( l i " - 12"-), where all the resurrection-appearances take
place (see above, pp. 254-255).

§ 2. Affinities.—Apart
from the OT, the main currents
which flow through the gospel are those of {a) Paulinism,*
{b) the Jewish Alexandrian philosophy, and {c) Stoicism.
Though not mutually exclusive, for practical purposes they may
be noted separately, {a) The author has worked in the Pauline
antithesis of grace and law (i^'^ cp. Ro 6^*),t and Pauline ideas
like God's sending of his Son {•^' = G3\. 4*-^) and God's love
{rjydmjaev, 3^^, cp. Eph 2*). On the other hand, a conception
like that of Phil 2^-" is different from that of Jn 324-25. the
idea of the Spirit as a factor in the glorified nature of Christ
(Ro I*) lies outside the special view of the Fourth evangelist,
who tends to confine the operations of the Spirit to believers;
and both the Pauline conceptions of sin and faith fall into the
background before other interests. These differences, however,
do not affect the general impression that on such cardinal topics
as union with Christ, freedom (8^^^-), and life in relation to the
glorified Christ, the writer has developed his theology from
Pauline germs. Even the specific sense attached to 'lovSatot in
the Fourth gospel may be but the development of Paul's usage
in his epistles, where the synoptic ^apiaaloi tends to be dropped
for TovSatot as the opponents of Christ and Christianity (cp.
Resch, Paulinismus, 194-196, 540, and FFG. iii. 277 f).
{b) Alexandrian Judaism had already blended with Paulinism
in Hebrews, which lies midway between Paul and the Fourth
gospel; cp. the parallels with the latter in creation 8ta Xpiarov
(i2 2^0 cp. Jn i3), absence of self-glorification on Christ's part
(5* cp. Jn 8^*), Christ as man's access to God (72^ cp. Jn 14*),
Christ the shepherd (1320 cp. lo^^), the unity of the dyidlmv and
the dyta^o/Acvot ( 2 " = Jn I'j'^^-^'^), and 3^ = Jn 2o2\ io20 = Jn 14^,
iii^ = Jn 142. The conception of Jesus in Hebrews is closer
{s''^) to the synoptic tradition at some essential points, however,
than to the Johannine, which tends to omit such features of crying and infirmity as derogatory to the Logos-Christ on earth.
• C p . Reuss, NTTh. ii. 513 f. ; A. Titius, pp. 11 f., 15 f., 32 f., 70 f.,
II5 f. ; Feine, NTTh. 539-545 ; and P. Gardner, The Ephesian Gospel, 86 f.
t The phrase incidentally shows how far the old controversy over the law
lay behind the writer and his readers. As Reuss (op. cit. 533) observes,
" h e seems almost to have forgotten that this was a point around which
controversy had raged long and passionately."
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The helpful idea that even Jesus required to win his way into
the higher reaches of thought and feeling towards God is vividly
present to the mind of the Alexandrian genius who wrote
Hebrews, but it is not congenial to the temperament of the
Fourth evangelist.
The most noticeable channel for this Alexandrian influence
on the Fourth gospel, however, is Philonism. "The reader of
Milton," said Coleridge, "must be always on his duty; he is
surrounded by sense; it rises in every line; every word is to the
purpose." This canon answers to the critical spirit in which the
Fourth gospel has to be read. Symbolic or semi-allegorical
meanings are not to be expected or detected in every phrase or
touch, however incidental; allowance must be made for the
introduction of circumstantial details such as an imaginative and
dramatic writer is accustomed to employ for the purpose of
heightening the effect at certain points. Generally, however, the
reader of the gospel is surrounded by allusions which are not
always obvious upon the surface. There is often a blend of
subtlety and simplicity in which the significance of some
expression is apt to be missed, unless the reader is upon the
outlook, or, as Coleridge put it, upon his duty. The brooding
fulness of thought and the inner unity of religious purpose
which fill the book demand for its interpretation a constant
sensitiveness, especially to the deeper meaning which prompted
the methods of contemporary religious speculation along the
lines of the Alexandrian Jewish philosophy (cp. p. 27) as
represented by Philo.
yeyovevai.

To firj CK iftawopivwy

TO pXerropjevav

The differences between Philo and John only bring out the latter's
familiarity with the Philonic methods and materials which he uses for higher
ends. Thus the numerous Svvdpeis or Xoyoi of the speculative religious world,
which were expressions or agents of one divine Power,'* were swept aside
by this author, just as Paul had already done along a different line; there
is but one Logos, and that is Jesus Christ. John's Logos is historical and
personal. In the very act of setting aside such speculations, f however,
the writer uses many of their phrases. Thus i** is a thought characteristic
of Philo, who protests earnestly against the idea that God can be seen
(de mut, nomin, 2), and adds, d propos of Gn 17*, that such allusions
* Cp. Usener's Gbtternamen, pp. 339 f.
I Cp. the sentence of Cornutus, rvyxdvti Si i 'E^ju^t i \iyos &y, li
iriareiXay rpbs fjpds i^ oipavov ol Beol.
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to the vision of God imply the manifestation of one of his powers {ihiii. 3,
lis pids TUV repl airb Svvdpewv, rijs fiaaiXiKijs, irporpaivoplvTjs). Similarly,
the changing of the name, in order to express a deeper significance in
the bearer's new relation to God (l**), is in Philo also (de mut. nom. 13)
a function of the Logos (in the case of Jacob, not of Abram), where it
is associated with being ' b o r n of G o d ' (cp. de gig. 14, ' w h e n Abram
became improved and was about to have his name chant;ed, he then became
a man of G o d ' ) . J o h n ' s habit of using phrases of mysterious and symbolic
significance * for apparently simple actions and events, is illustrated not
only by the rabbinic come and see (l*^), which wai commonly employed as the
prelude to some deep t r u t h , t but, e.g., by Philo, who, commenting on the
Tl ^TjTets of Gn 37I'' (quod del. potiori, 8, cp. J n l** rl frjTeiTe), explains it as
the utterance of the Elenchos (or convicting Logos) to the wandering homeless soul. A further Alexandrian trait occurs in 2i-ii where the Logos-Christ
not only opens his ministry by supplying mankind with the new wine of the
gospel, but fulfils the r61e of Philo's Melchizedek, the prototype of the Logos,
who dvrl iiSaros dlvov rpoaipepiria Kal rorij^iria Kal aKpari^iTia fvxds
(leg.
alleg. iii. 26). T h e Logos-Christ is also omniscient (cp. i'^ 2"*, H e 4 " - " ,
I'hilo, leg. alleg. iii. 59), and a SiSdaKaXos (T," 1 3 " : Philo, quod deus sit
imniutabilis, 28). Furthermore, the six iSpiai (2") from which the wine is
produced, correspond to the Philonic principle that " s i x is the most
productive of n u m b e r s " (e^dSi ry yovipurdTri, Decalogo, 30). T h e r e is also
an apparent parallel to 3'^ in Philo's comment on Nu i j " (gigant. 6),
while the five hushandsX "f 4*' are the five earlier deities of the Samaritan
cultus (2 K 17^'- ; Jos. Ant. ix. 14. 3),§ and he whom thou now hast is not
thy husband, is either Yahweh, who really belongs to Israel, or else Simon
Magus (Ac 8*'-, Justin's Apol. i. 26), the contemporary idol of the Samaritans.
Similarly, 4'"- ** reflect the Philonic idea (deduced from Ex 32'') that
xeipdnpTjTos ovSels iariv 8\pei Kal rpbs dXTjdeiav Beds, dXX' d/coj Kal rip vopl^eaBai,
Kai aKoS pivroi yvvaiKos, oiK dvSpos (de post. Caini, 48), while the conception
in 5I' echoes the Alexandrian doctrine of God's unresting activity (Philo,
* Cp. Abbott, Diat. 1119-1120 ( " H e is always mystical, always fraught
with a twofold or manifold meaning, as though he said, ' You shall not go
a step with me unless you will think for yourselves.' Sometimes he seems to
meander in long discourses or dialogues.
In some respects the style is
complicated as a s o n n e t ; and we feel beneath it the influence of the allegorising:
school of Philo and of the Jewish canons about the methods of stating
terrestrial and celestial doctrine"), and von Hugel's Eternal Life (pp. 73 f.).
t On the Philonic element and influence, see especially E . F . Scott, The
Fourth Gospel, 53 f., Feine, NTTh.
638 f., and Inge in ERE. viii. 136f.
X Cp. Philo, de fuga et inuentione, 14, rb Si roXvpiyis Kal roXbavSpov xal
roXvBeov KTX., also de mutat. nominum, 37.
§ Josephus writes that the Cuthaeans, " 1 ccording to their nations, which
were five, introduced their own gods inhi Samaria," and that, after being
plagued to death for their idolatry, they " le.arned by an oracle that they must
worship Almighty God." H e adds, " w h e n they see the Jews in adversity,
they say they are in no way related to them, and that the Jews have no right
to expect any kindness from them " (cp. Jn 4'). See above, p. 29.
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leg. alleg. i. 3, raierai ydp oiSirore roiQv 6 Beos Kr\., adding in 7> ^Te oC
rexvlTTjs pavov aXKd Kal rarijp &V rQv yivopivuiv).* The identification of the
Logos-Christ with the bread of life or manna in 6''''' is reproduced from
Philo's well-known identification of the manna (Ex i6^' 1°) with the Logos
(e.g. de profug. 25). With 15I* we may also compare the Philonic original
in the comment on Gn 18" in de sobrietate, 11 (oixi Searorris ij Kipios' <plXov
ydp rb aocpbv Beip pdXXov ij SovXov), and the equally striking anticipation in
migrat. Abrah. 9. These instances show that in literary methods, no less
than in rehgious speculation, the Fourth evangelist had been trained in the
Philonic spirit rather than (Clemen, Urc. 352 f.) in the Hermetic piety.

{c) The Stoic ring of some sentences in the prologue is
natural, in view of the fact that Ephesus had been the headquarters
of the Logos-idea as developed by the philosophy of Herakleitus,
himself a revered author in Asiatic Christian circles (Justin,
Apol. i. 64, cp. Orig. c. Cels, i. 5). Though the Logos-idea was
mediated and moulded for the author by the speculations of
Alexandrian Judaism, and though the fusion of Stoicism with
the latter had blended several characteristic traits, there are
(see below) elements in the Fourth gospel which point to a
fairly direct contact with the Stoic propaganda (see Appendix P).
Thus the sentence, in the beginning was the Logos, and the Logos
was Qe6%, might have been written literally by a Stoic, as
Norden argues (ii. 472 f.); it was written by one acquainted
with the writings of Herakleitus, though the un-Stoic sentence,
and the Logos was with God, at once betrays a Jewish current.
§ 3. Object and christology.—The dominant feature of any
gospel is its conception of Jesus, and the Fourth gospel is a
study or interpretation of his life, written in order to bring out
his permanent significance as the Logos-Christ for faith. The
author does not find Jesus in the Logos; he finds the Logos in
the Jesus of the church, and the starting-point of his work is a
deep religious experience of Jesus as the revelation of the Father.
At the same time^ even as a historical writer he is to be judged
by the fact that his account of Jesus is introduced by a sketch
of what he understood to be an adequate philosophy of the
Christian religion.!
* The activity of the Logos-Christ on the sabbath answers to Philo's
identification of God's rest on the seventh day (Gn 2*- *) with his higher
activity in creating through the Logos natures of divine capacity (leg. alleg.
i. 6. 8). With 5^^ cp. Philo, de confus. ling. 14, and G. Klein's Der Aelteste
Christliche Katechismus (1909). PP- 53 ft The prologue (cp. H. T. Andrews, Exp.* s'\\\. 167 f.) is organic to the
conceptions of the book ; for an opposite view, see Harnack, ZTK. ii. 213 f.
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One result of this Logos-category is that the human career
of Jesus tends to become an episode in the eternal existence of
the Logos, through which he passes comparatively unhampered
and unruffled. There is an aversion, on the writer's part, to
admit any outside impact upon Jesus and a corresponding
tendency, as far as possible, to dissociate his course of action
from the natural suggestions and motives which might be
supposed to have rippled on his personality. This emphasis
on the self determining authority of Jesus may be illustrated by
a reference to 2^-11 7I-" IQIS-IS ^nd iS*-''; from first to last he
is master of his course. It is consonant with this attitude that
he alone speaks from the cross (1926-30) j no one ventures to
address him there (as in the synoptic gospels). The same
pragmatism recurs in 111'^^, where the action of Jesus is studiously
removed from the sphere of human influence or appeal, and
where the tendency to emphasise his mysterious wisdom is as
marked as the desire to bring out the greatness of the miracle.
The omniscience* of Jesus in this gospel is full-orbed from the
very beginning; it requires neither to be sustained nor to be
matured by new accesses of experience, and in fact represents
a dramatic expansion of the Logos-idea in Col 2^ or H e 4^2-13^
The Jesus of this writer anticipates human insight. H e is first,
with men, even with the keenest {i^^- *2. 47-48^ j j e forms his
own plans, knows where to hold aloof from human nature, and
rarely (4^ 11 ^•^) requires any information as to the temper and
attitude of his contemporaries (contrast 22^-25 with Mk 82'', cp.
also 9^* 11*2 15^®)- Not even his relatives can fathom or forecast his intentions (22 76 cp. 137). H e takes the initiative (contrast
6^ with Mk 636 34^^ g^d, even when initiative is impossible, shows
himself serenely conscious of all that is transpiring {6^^- ''^ 13^-^).
The Passion is no drift but an open-eyed choice, exhibiting
marks of a royal advance (142^- 12-22 jgs. 7. 22-23)^ JQSUS is not
swept into the power of death (10^^); up to the very last he
takes the lead, and after the resurrection he is too holy for
human endearment (note the correction in 20^'' of Mt 2S^).
Similarly, during his lifetime on earth he hardly requires to pray
(ii*2); on the contrary, he is prayed to by the church (note
the significant omission in 61^ as compared with Mk 6*^, Mt
1423; not prayer, but the need of avoiding pressure from the
* H e is abroSidaKTos ( l « 4"-i8- ^ 5« 6"^- «i- '» 8*^ etc.), and entitled to the
divine name of KapSioyviharrjs. " Nothing to him falls early or too late."
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side of men is the motive for his retirement). He also carries
his own cross (19^^ as against Mk 152^).
The desire to minimise anything like suggestion or influence
from without is part of the Logos-motive in the delineation of
Jesus, which tended to emphasise the transcendental and inviolate
freedom of the Logos-Christ on earth. The Jesus of the Fourth
gospel really never acts upon the direct initiative of others, and
it is this abstract tendency in the book which accounts for
such features as his atritude to his mother (in 2*) and his
brothers (in 7), as well as for the conception of the arjp.ela. To
a greater degree than the synoptic Jesus, the Jesus of this
evangelist possesses a knowledge of his own career and fate
which invests him with a unique detachment and independence
of spirit. The writer has too much artistic taste and historical
sense to represent his Jesus on earth as a mere symbol of the
Logos-idea; the latter is deliberately confined to the prologue,
although its essential contents underlie the subsequent stories
and speeches which are interpenetrated by its spirit. But its
exploitation led to a new representation of the Lord's character
on earth. To graft it upon the synoptic tradition meant a
problem of extreme delicacy; to harmonise the human Jesus
and the mysterious Logos involved a reaction of the latter idea
upon the data of the former, and the success of the writer is to
be measured by the comparative skill with which he has retained
the impression of psychological reality and human feeling in the
description of Jesus as the Logos-Christ. He is too Christian
to have committed the error of depicting an entirely superhuman
or docetic Jesus; his Christ is still subject to the natural laws
of the world (n^^), to space and time (4^'*), to weariness and
thirst, to motives like prudence (7^ 8^9 10*0 n**), grief (n*^),
joy, and indignation (i82"). But the tendency to obliterate the
features of surprise, ignorance, mistake, and disappointment
reaches its climax in the Fourth gospel, and one result is that
the unspeakable gains in our conception of Christ are accompanied by a certain lack of the homeliness and definite
human charm with which the earlier synoptists invest his person.
To the writer Jesus is more than ever the head of the church,
a community standing over against Judaism, the representative
of divine hght amid darkness, the final source of truth amid
error. The surprising thing is that, writing under so dominant
a tendency, he has managed to delineate a character and at the
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same time to develop abstract antitheses and dogmatic ideas,
in such a way that the Logos-idea has not overwhelmed historic
circumstantiality or led to serious contradictions. This bears out
the conclusion that he " is not dramatising a metaphysical abstraction, but idealising (showing the highest significance of) a
historical figure" (Inge in Camb. Biblical Essays, 281 f.).*
This emphasis upon the self-possession of Jesus, as I have elsewhere
shown (Exp.* iv. pp. 127 f., 221 f.), is due to the influence of contemporary
Stoicism, mediated in part by the conception of the divine aoipla in the
Wisdom of Solomon, where autonomy is predicated of the highest life. As
this independent volition and self-contained power was regarded, e.g., by the
best Stoics as the crowning excellence of human life, it is likely that this
element contributed more or less unconsciously to a portrait of Jesus in
which the writer aimed at bringing out as far as possible his absolute
authority in action and his superiority to human pressure. While the employment of the Logos-category in itself involved a free handling of the sjmoptic
tradition and at the same time encouraged any tendency to heighten the
majestic self-posses.sion of Jesus in the interests of reverence and faith, this
does not suffice to explain the distinctive quality of the Fourth gospel; the
latter is intelligible in the light of the contemporary Stoic bias and of its
affinity to the author's speculative bent, though he is far from the extreme
standpoint of Clement of Alexandria, and indeed makes statements which
may be regarded now and then as implicit criticisms of the Stoic ideal (cp.
e.g. Abbott's Diat. 1705-1706, 1727 c.).

This subordination of humane compassion to divine authority
comes out specially in the arjpeia. Neither here nor elsewhere
is Jesus viewed as an embodiment of the divine x^pts. H e says,
" I am ^ ctX^^eta," but not " I am ^ X"-P'-^" ^"d the omission of
words like iXeeo), oiKripp.6s, arXayxviCop.ai, and eXeo<s is significant.
The arjpeia retain a human element, but it is subordinate, if not
accidental.t " T h e miraculous power, which in St. Matthew,
St. Mark, and St. Luke is mainly the organ of a divine compassion for human misery and pain, is in this gospel—primarily
at least—the revealing medium of a mighty spiritual presence,
and intended more as a solemn parting in the clouds of Providence, to enable man to gaze up into the light of divine mystery,
than as a grateful temporary shower of blessing to a parched
and blighted earth" (R. H . Hutton, Theological Essays, p. 178).
* Criticised by W. K. L. Clarke, ET xxii. 116 f.
t So Bruce, The Miraculous Element in the Gospels"- (1886), p. 151, " t h e
synoptical miracles are, in the main, miracles of humanity ; the Johannine
miracles are, so to speak, miracles of slate. They are wrought for the purpose
of glorifying the worker." Cp. Moffatt, The Theology of the Gospels, pp. 92 f.
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This is one of the numerous points at which the Fourth gospel
represents the climax of a development which may be traced
already in the synoptic tradition of Mk. as employed by Mt.
especially—a development which heightened the thaumaturgic
character of the arjp.eia, and also began to view them not so
much as incidental acts of mercy and love, but as repeated and
general demonstrations of Christ's messianic power. These
traits are predominant in the Fourth gospel, where the arjp.tia
are moulded into proofs of mysterious power and immanent
glory resident in the personality of Jesus.
The monotones of the Fourth gospel thus relate to the life
and teaching of Jesus. The synoptic distinction between the
periods before and after the messianic confession at Caesarea
Philippi (Mk 2>^''-^'^) is omitted in a writing which from the outset
presents both Jesus and his adherents as fully conscious of his
messianic dignity; the variety and practical bearings of his
teaching in the synoptic record are replaced in the Fourth gospel
by an unvarying series of modulations upon the theme of his
own person in relation to the Father, believers, and the world
in general. The synoptic Jesus also alluded to the unique
significance of his person, but only occasionally (Mt ii2f-, Lk
7^**^-), and exalted personal claims were elicited from him by
the carping criticism and suspicion of the Jewish opposition,
but these flashes of unfolding self-revelation are neither so
numerous nor so spontaneous as the sustained personal discourses of the Fourth gospel; * the latter suggest the work of a
writer whose religious presuppositions have led him to isolate
and expand what was at most a subordinate feature in the
synoptic tradition of Jesus.
The influence of this tendency upon the writer's schemadsm will be
clear from a comparison of the following passages:—
Jesus refers the Samaritan woman
Jesus refers the Jews to the
to the water of eternal life (e^"- i*'" heavenly bread of eternal life (6"'""
06 pij Sitpijaei),
oi pij St^ijcrei).
She refers to the ancestral well
They refer to the manna which
from which her fathers had drunk their fathers had eaten (6*^).
(4").
But the true water of life comes
But the true bread of life is Jesus
from Jesus (41"-).
himself (6*^-).
* Dr. Rush Rhees, on the other hand, finds the striking monotony of
the Fourth gospel already present in the conflict-stories of the synoptisti
(JBL,, 1898, 87-152).
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She asks for it ( 4 " Sos poi KTX.).
T h e food of Jesus = obedience to
will of the Father (4°^), who has sent
him.
question of disciples ( 9 ' pa^^el),
divine object in disease (9* tva
(pavepuiB^ rd ipya rov Beov iv airip).
need of working during the day (9*).
intervention of Pharisees (9^"')'

GOSPEL

T h e y ask for it ( 6 " Sbs ijptv KTX.).
T h e object of Jesus to execute the
will of the Father who has sent him
(6M).
question of disciples ( l l * pa^fiel).
divine object in sickness (11* ti'o
So^aaBy 6 iii6s TOV Beov Si' airijs).
need of walking during the day (11').
intervention of Pharisees ( l l ^ ' - ) -

Such coincidences (cp. Kreyenbuhl, ii. 39 f.) reveal the dialectic of the
author, as he brings out the leading themes of his g o s p e l ; he also represents
Jesus baffling his opponents and playing on the inward meaning until even
his sympathetic hearers were often puzzled. " Jesus uero euangelii quarti
dialectice disputat, ambigue loquitur, stylo mystico utitur, obscura profert,
adeo ut uel doctissimi de uero multorum effatorum eius sensu dubli hsereant"
(Bretschneider, Probabilia, 2).* C p . GatAner's Ephesian Gospel, pp. I l l f .

§ 4. Polemical Aims.j—{a) One note of the gospel is the
attempt to correct misapprehensions and exaggerated views of
John the Baptizer which were current in the Asiatic circles (Ac
]82*-i9''') of primitive Christianity, J views which placed him in
competition with the Lord as a religious authority. John, the
writer significantly remarks, was not the light (i^). His function
was merely that of a witness or harbinger. He is represented as
* Bretschneider (p. 25) comments severely upon 2^°, and others since then
have noted this weakness in the representation.
Burkitt, e.g., w r i t e s :
" T h e r e is an argumentativeness, a tendency to mystification, about the
utterances of the Johannine Christ which, taken as the report of actual
words spoken, is positively repellent.
I t is quite inconceivable that
the historical Jesus of the synoptic gospels could have argued and quibbled
with opponents as H e is represented to have done in the Fourth g o s p e l "
{Gospel History, pp. 227 f.).
+ ' Answers to questions' put by contemporaries would be a more suitable
term.
In the Fourth gospel we overhear the writer, in the name of the
church, replying to such questions as these : Is Jesus only one of the aeons ?
Is he a vice-god or a higher Logos ? W h y was Judas admitted to the circle
of the twelve ? W h y did not Jesus predict his own resurrection? W a s the
crucifixion foretold in the O T ? W h a t is the meaning of eating Christ's
flesh and drinking his blood? Why were not the Greeks evangelised by
Jesus ? W h y were not the Samaritans evangelised by him ? Some of these
questions suggest cavillers, and others imply puzzled Christians.
X This trait, already noted by Grotius, Russwurm (Johannes der Donnerer,
1806), Storr, and others, has been worked out speculatively (cp. Rishell,
/BL.
XX. 38f.) by Baldensperger, followed partly by Wrede (GGA.,
1900,
1-26) ; the latter refers to the theory noticed in Siouffi's .Etudes sur la
religion des\Soubbas ou Sabiens, leurs dogmes, leurs mceurs (Paris, 1880, pp.
I79f.), that the prologue is directed against Sabasan views of the Baptizer.
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explicitly disavowing all messianic claims (i^of- 320?.^ ^p ^i io''i),
and even his witness was not the final or highest (5^^). This
polemic, however, is at best subordinate, and it is more likely to
form part of the general anti-Jewish tendency of the gospel than
to represent a direct allusion to some contemporary sect of
John's disciples, {b) Another feature is the traditional antithesis
of the gospel to Cerinthus, the Jewish gnostic of Alexandria, who
held that the world was created not by God but by " a certain
Power far separate from him, distant from that Principality who
is over the tmiverse, and ignorant of the God who is over all"
(Iren. adv. Haer, i. 26. i, contrast Jn i^ etc.), and who taught
that Christ, the spiritual and unsuffering One, descended upon
Jesus in the form of a dove at the baptism, wrought miracles and
proclaimed the unknown Father, and then ere the crucifixion
withdrew (contrast Jn i " etc.). The attribution of the Fourth
gospel to Cerinthus was not such a groundless conjecture as
modern critics of the Alogi have sometimes made out, for the
Fourth gospel ignores the birth of Jesus (although i^^ was soon
altered into an allusion to the virgin-birth), and lays stress on
the Spirit remaining upon him at his baptism (i32-33)_ gyf jjjjg
conjecture was even more impossible than the modern idea that
it was written by (Kreyenbiihl) or for gnostics.* Naturally it
was more congenial to the latter than the synoptic gospels. It
was, in fact, its early popularity among gnostic Christians which,
together with its repudiation by the Alogi, distressed the good
Irenaeus. But the aversion to gnosticism, which begins with the
prologue, continues through the whole book, and is only thrown
into relief by the author's use of gnostic phrases and formulae.!
The gnostic tendencies which were operating at the time when
this writing was composed, tended to resolve revelation into a
process of aeons, semi-mythological and semi-metaphysical, by
means of which God and the world came into relations; they
further developed an ethical barrenness by their intellectualism.
Against both of these tendencies the author of the gospel seeks
• " Prorsus igitur adsentior Eichhornio (Introd. in NT pt. ii. p. 191)
profitenti, euangelistam non quidem adversus gnosticos sed in eorum usum
scripsisse" (Bretschneider, Probabilia, p. 7). On this and on the recent
attempt of Fries to prove that Cerinthus has interpolated the Fourth gospel,
as written by John the presbyter originally, see EBi. 4737-4738.
t Cp. Feine, NTTh. 550 f. On the Hermetic mysticism in the prologue, see Reitzenstein's Zwei nligionsgesch. Fragen (71 f) nnd Poimandres
(244f.), Norden, 348f., and generally E. F. Scott (AJT.^ 1916, pp. 345 f.).
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specially to safegtiard his readers. H e is also (cp. e.g. 16^^"^'', and
above, pp. 187-188, 362) sensitive to the gnostic claim that their
secret tradition was derived from the apostles themselves, or
that their teaching was an improvement and a legitimate advance
upon that of the apostles, who had not always correctly understood the Lord (cp. e.g. Iren. adv. haer. ii. 2, aduersantur
traditioni dicentes se non solum presbyteris sed etiam apostolis
exsistentes sapientiores sinceram inuenisse ueritatem : apostolos
enim admiscuisse ea quae sunt legalia, saluatoris u e r b i s ; also
iii. i ) .
(i.) The Alogi may have been Monarchians in christology, but their general
spirit was that of the conservative commonsense people,* who suspected any
adoption of semi-gnostic ideas and expressions such as the Fourth gospel
furnished. The simple synoptic account of Jesus was enough for them, and
their objections to the Fourth gospel were on the score of its theosophical
traits rather than on account of its historical discrepancies with the earlier
records, though the latter were not ignored. In spite of the uncertainties
attaching to the whole question (cp. GHD. i. 239 f.), the likelihood is that
Hippolytus' Defence of the Gospel according to John and the Apocalyp:f was
the source from which the five Heads against Gaius were drawn, and that
Gaius rejected not only the apocalypse but the Fourth gospel (cp. J. R.
Harris, Hermas in Arcadia and other Essays, 1896 ; Bacon, Fourth Gospel,
231 f. The Montanist + exploitation of the Fourth gospel would naturally lead
Gaius in the ardour of his polemic against Proklus to cut away the feet from
under the Montanists by denying the apostolic claim of the only gospel to
which they could appeal.
(ii.) The dualism between light and darkness is regarded as a cosmic
antithesis, whose origin the writer never attempts to investigate. His
interests are not philosophic. The evil one is the prince of darkness, but
evil-doers (3^^ 8*^) are none the less responsible for their actions. It is
pressing the language of i ' (all things were made by him) to an unreal
extreme, to infer from it that the Logos originated the natural darkness;
the language of the book is permeated by the practical aim of showing how
the world can be brought from darkness into the light of Christ (so Corssen,
GGA., 1904, pp. 166f., in opposition to Grill), not by any attempt to prove
how the darkness originated.
* In one sense there has been a Johannine problem in the church from the
beginning ; as soon as the Fourth gospel was placed alongside of the
synoptists, the divergences were felt. In another sense, the piety of Christians has solved the problem ; in spite of these divergences, it has been
sensitive to the real unity between the synoptic and the Johannine Jesus.
But, as Godet (Eng. tr. i. 159) observes, "philosophy still seeks the synthesis
of the two Sokrates; theology searches, and will for a long period still
continue to search, for that of the two images of the Christ."
+ But ch. 21 is not a Montanist appendix (Bams, Exp.'' iv. 533-542).
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§ 5. Relation to the Synoptic Gospels.—Special literature: * A. W.
P. MoUer (de genii et indolis Ev. Joh. et priorum evv. diversa ratione rite
definienda, 1816); Baur, Krit. Untersuch. Uber die kanon. E7>glien (1847),
pp. 239f. ; Freytag's Symphonie der Evglien (I86T,) ; E. Delon, Le ricit de
S. Jean dans ses rapports avec la narration synoptique (1868); Holtzmann
(ZWT, 1869, pp. 62f., iS5f, 1875, PP- 448f.); Keim, i. i64f.; J. J.
Taylor, An attempt to ascertain the character of the Fourth Gospel, especially
in its-relation to the first Three (1870)^; P. Ewald, das Hauptproblem der
Evglienfrage (1890); T. R. Birks, Hora Evangelica (1892), pp. 180 f. ;
Schlatter ('die Parallelen in den Worten Jesu bei Joh. u. Matthaus,' BFT.
ii- 5); Wernle, die Synoptische Frage (1899), PP- 234-248; R. Mariano,
Urc. iv. pp. 81-92 (' Relazione coi Sinottici') ; Loisy, Le quatriime
Evangile (1903), pp. 56-76 ; P. Fdret ( ' L e probleme synoptico-Johannique,'
Annal. d. Philos. Chrit., 1903, pp. 24-42); O. Holtzmann, Leben Jesu (Eng.
tr. 1904, pp. 32-46); CQR. (1905), 106-134; Barth, das Johannesevglm u.
die Syn. Evglien" (1911) ; E. A. Abbott, Diat. 1665-1874 (invaluable);
Monnier, La mission hist, de Jisus" (1914), 354f. ; Zahn, INT. § 67 ; W.
Richmond, The Gospel of the Rejection (a study in the relation of the Fourth
gospel to the three), 1906; P. W. Schmiedel, das vierte Evglm gegenuber den
drei ersten (igoi), Eng. tr. 1908); F. W. Worsley, The Fourth Gospel and
the Synoptists (1909); Bacon, Fourth Gospel in Research and Debate (1910),
332-384; 'Se\ne(Einl. 186-191).
( i ) That the Fourth gospel presupposes the general synoptic
tradition may be taken for granted; the real problem of literary
criticism is to determine whether it can be shown to have used
any or all of the synoptic gospels.
The omissions of synoptic phrases and ideas by John f
include the casting out of devils, diseases like leprosy and
paralysis (hence om. of terms like Kadapi^w, Saip.6via, Xerpot;,
etc.), Sadducees, publicans, and scribes, with repentance, forgiveness, watchfulness and prayer, sun, cloud, generation, hypocrite
(hypocrisy), market-place, rich, substance or possessions, vineyard,
and woe.
One class of such omissions is not particularly
significant, i.e. the synoptic adverbs for exceedingly (eKTrepto-crtus,
A.t'av, Trepiaai2<;, and a<f>6Spa), adultery and adulteress, yvvxj {=
wife), precede {irpo-ayio, -epxopiai, -ropevopiat), ixavos and Troo-os,
* Historical sketches of opinion (foreign) on this problem, in Schweitzer's
Quest of the Historical Jesus, pp. 86 f., ii7f., i83f., 2l9f., etc. In speaking of J. Weiss' Die Predigt Jesu vom Reiche Gottes, he divides and defines
the course of investigation into the life of Jesus thus: the period inaugurated
by Strauss, ' purely historical or purely supernatural ? '—the period represented by the Tiibingen school, • synoptic or Johannine ?'—the period inaugurated by J. Weiss, 'eschatological or non-eschatological?' (p. 237).
t See a carefully annotated and classified list of synoptic terms (i.e. terms
used by all three, as a rule) rarely, if ever, used by John, in Diat. 1672-1696.
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KaraXetTTti) ( = leave), and dvaytvixiOTKO] (of scripture).
More
important is the substitution, e.g., of arjpela for Svvdpei<;, and of
rapoipia for irapa/ioXii (cp. FFG. iv. pp. vii (., 139 f), due to the
pragmatism which also explains the absence of any allusion to
the virgin-birth, the temptation, the transfiguration, the agony
in Gethsemane, etc., as inconsistent with what the writer aiitied
at in delineating the character of Jesus the Logos-Christ.
The similarities of language between Mk. and Jn. alone are
both few and, on the whole, insignificant; the occurrence, in
parallel passages in both, of terms like SiaKocrtoi and rptaKoo-tot,
Oeppaivopuai, vdpSo<; iriariKOs, {TTTVID ?), pdmapa,

a n d uiraptov, in t h e

same sense (cp. also the great multitude, Mk i233 = Jn 12^-^2^
Mt. and Lk. omitting the 6), is hardly of weight enough to float
the thesis that these indicate a sustained and subtle intention
to support Mk. against the omissions and deviations of Mt. and
Lk. {Diat. 1739 f, FFG. i. pp. 20 f.).* Apart from Mt 2 8 " =
Jn 20^'^ {my brothers, see above, p. 254), the coincidences
between Mt. and Jn. are still less remarkable {Dial. 1745-1757).
Mk. breaks off before the narrative reaches the point where
Jesus calls the disciples my brothers, and John's agreements with
Mt. probably go back to Mk. In short, the real connection of
the Fourth gospel with its predecessors lies not in vocabulary
but in ideas, and falls to be tested, not on stylistic so much as
on historical and doctrinal grounds. These upon the whole
support the hypothesis that the author of the Fourth gospel is
frequently concerned to balance one of the synoptists against
another as well as to correct all three. At almost every point
where the orbit of the Fourth gospel coincides with that of the
synoptic tradition, the former can be shown to represent a more
developed stage of Christian reflection upon the facts, even
where traces of a development can already be noted within the
synoptic gospels themselves (see, e.g., detailed proofs in Wendt,
pp. 14-48, and E. A. Abbott in New World, 1895, pp. 459-483,
or in EBi. 1773 f).
The only gospel about which there need be any hesitation is that of Lk.
Here the repeated similarities of style and statement render it a fair question
whether both gospels do not go back indepeudenlly lo common traditions
(or sources), or whether the Fourth gospel simply represents in one aspect
* I cannot see any adequate basis for the idea that {Dial. 1744 f.) John
Intends to convey, by his allusions to the beloved disciple, a tacit contrast to
the disappointing adherent of Mk lo'-' {Jesus loved him).
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the clim.ax of a development which can be traced from Mk. to Lk,* The
.solution lies in a combination of both hypotheses. The Lucan affinities of
the Fourth gospel do not imply Sebaste-Samaria (Erbes) or Syrian Antioch f
as the locus of the latter (Zurhellen); traditions are not confined by
geographical boundaries, and the later affinities of Ignatius and Justin
.Martyr are as explicable on the ordinary Ephesian hypothesis. But some
of the currents of the Lucan and 'Johannine' traditions flowed probably
from Syrian Antioch. This may be admitted, without abandoning the use
of Luke's gospel by the author of the Fourth gospel. The two gospels are
almost contemporary ; they breathe often the same atmosphere of religious
thought and tendency. But John corrects Luke ; his gospel is not a complete
account of Jesus, he admits, but he seeks to lay a deeper and more mystical
basis for faith. Both have a remarkable common element in their vocabulary
(cp. Gaussen 'mJTS. ix. 562-568) ; e.g. droKpiats, of Jesus (Lk 2*'' 20'', cp.
Jn I9«); pdrreiv (Lk 16^^ Jn 1328); J yelriov (Lk 14I2 156- 9, Jn 98) ; Siarpl^eiv
(intrans. =stay, Ac I2i9, 15=°, Jn 3^2). irpdaaeiv (Lk 7»8-", Jn ii* 12*
13"); ^>'e(iSe=hither (Ac 25", Jn 4i'"-); Kijros (Lk 13", Jn iS* etc.);
)f(iX7ros = bosom or breast (Lk 16^, Jn li* 13^'); veieiv (Ac 24I", Jn 1 3 " ) ;
bpov (Ac 2*, Jn 4^ etc.) ; rpoSpapetv (Lk 19^, Jn 20*); riirore (Lk 19'°, Jn
l « etc.); arod (Ac 3 " 512, Jn 5^ lo^^), and ippiap (Lk 14*, Jn 4^^'^").%
In one class of passages some special trait of Lk. has been adopted and
adapted by the Fourth evangelist; e.g. 31^=Jn li''- (is John the Christ?),
4'=Jn i6'° (the devil ruler of this world), 4"''*''=]n 8°' (Jesus eluding a
crowd), 6*=Jn 2"^ (the divine insight of Jesus), 72=Jn 4*', i6"'-3i=Jn S*"'- «
I2i»-ii, i9S8-3''=Jn 1219, 2i36<-=Jn 8"-, 228=Jn 132- ^, 2232=Jn 2ii»-", 22=»=
Jn 181*, 2 3 ^ = J n 19^'' ; both use 6 Kipios of Jesus in narrative; both apply
the phrase son of Joseph to Jesus (4''2=Jn i'*^ 6*^); both separate the idea of
Mt 10" from that of Mt io2«-28 (cp. Lk 6^0 and I2»4=jn 1 3 " - " and i s " - " - "»
where friends is applied by Jesus in Lk. and Jn. alone to the disciples).
There is an increasing tendency in both to describe the relation of Jesus to
God as that of the Son to the Father, to limit God's fatherhood to Christians,
to emphasise the Spirit, and to speak of Jesus as 6 aiarijp who brings
* See Jacobsen (op. cit. pp. 46 f.) on this point, with P. Feine's Vorkanonische Ueberlieferung, pp. 133-136, H. Rickard (CQR., 1917, 265f.),
Moffatt's Theol. of the Gospels (pp. 24 f.), and above, pp. 268, 274.
t Kreyenbiihl uses these and other traits to further his hypothesis that the
Fourth gospel was written by Menander of Antioch and afterwards rescued
from the gnostics by the church, which re-edited it for ecclesiastical purposes.
But Menander as an author is otherwise unknown ; Kreyenblihl's estimate
of gnosticism is too ideal, and the theory involves a recourse to arbitrary
exegesis in general.
% The sense in Apoc 19I* is different ( = ' dyed'), as is the case with ippiap
also (9I-2).
§ iXKieiv, i^ijyetaBai, aipeiv, and axoivlov ate used in totally different
senses by both writers, and avvrlBeaBai in different constructions; terms like
rXevpd, 'EXXrjviarl, dpiardv, and ^iiivvivai (both latter in Jn 2l) are too casual
and minor to deserve notice, while the uncertainty about Lk 24I2 prevents
iBovia (Jn 19*" etc.) being reckoned.
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TT]v aiiiTTjplav. Both have Samarilan-slorics and stories about Martha and
M a r y ; both ngrce, in opposition to Mk. and Mt., in placini; the prt;diction
of Peter's denial during the last supper, and the denial itself previous to the
violence done lo Jesus in the judgment-hall ; both also note a triple (Lk 23'''
\i. 22 7.^ .^pj.ro>'=Jo 18^^ ig"*- ") vindication of Jesus by I'il.Ue.
There are further traces of more or less conscious correction on the part
of the Fourth evangelist : thus 13^ is a correction * of Lk 22' ; the discourse
on humble, nmlual service corresponds to the Lucan narrative, and some
references in the passion narrative (e.g. .Annas and Kaiaphas) betray the
same atmosphere, but in the latter narrative and in the resurrection-stories
the motive of correction is more audible. Thus the appearance on the
evening of the resurrection-day in the Fourth gospel (20'"'^) tallies with that
recorded by L k 24^*"''' in three points : t (a) the sudden appearance in the
midst, (b) the showing of the body (hands and feet, Lk. ; hands and side,
Jn.), and (c) the reference to forgiveness. John, however, changes the
superstitious terror of the audience (the ten disciples, not, as in L k . , the
eleven disciples and their companions) into a glad (iff'"-")
recognition,
and makes them receive the Spirit at once instead of wailing for il. This
latter point is significant. J
In the Fourth gospel the ascension takes
place on the day of the resurrection; Jesus then comes (20"), as he
had promised, back to his disciples, and breathes on them (not sends to
them) the holy Spirit, which he had also promised (15^* 16'). This is the
real rapova'ia of the Fourth gospel, and after 20-''"'''' there is no word of a r ^
subsequent departure any more than in Ml 28. According lo L k 24 and Jn
20, the disciples never leave Jerusalem ; Galilean appearances of the risen
Jesus are definitely excluded. T h e redactor of Jn 21 seeks to harmonise the
two lines of tradition by a final Galilean vision, drawn either from the Lucan
5 ' " " or from a common tradition (cp. p. 573). T h e revelation or recognition
of Jesus iv TTJ KXdaei rov dprov (Lk 24^"'-), and the eating of fish by Jesus in
presence of the disciples (Lk 24*''^-), reappear in Jn 2 l i ' i ' in altered form;
here Jesus is recognised before the meal (of which he does not partake),
and the meal consists of bread and fish. This suggests " t h a t there may
have been various traditions combining a literal and a symbolical meaning (l)
about the catching of fish, (2) about a Eucharistic meal (after the resurrection)
* Bacon (Fourth Gospel, pp. 376 f.) even takes 8 ' ' as a repudiation of Lk
3^ and as representing the older Palestinian view, which has a better chance
of being historical. Wesiheig {Biblische Chronologie nach Flavius Josephus
und das Todesfahr Jesus, 1910, pp. 86 f.) also defends this tradition on the
ground that Jesus was really born in 12 B.C., and that Luke confused the
consulate of Quirinius with his governorship over Judea.
t Four, if Kal Xiyei airots' dpijvTj iptv is inserted after airCiv in Lk 2 4 " .
+ T h e characteristic standpoint of the Fourth gospel is not the yearning
for a return of Jesus the messiah to finish his work : / / is finished (Jn ig*").
T h e prophetic and eschatological element in the last supper is obliterated, in
order to m^ke it a feast of love and love's duties among Christians. It is the
intensity of present communion with the living Lord in the Spirit which
dominates the Fourth gospel and determines many of its departures from the
syiKjptic tradition (see below).
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in which fish formed a part " (Diat. 2483(7).* In the Lucan story of 24''"'
the general permission to handle (^ijXaipT^aari pe Kai tSere) precedes the
further proof (eating) of the reality of the resurrection-body ; whereas in the
Fourth gospel, where the same order occurs (2o2'"- 2i""-), only Thomas is
bidden handle the body of Jesus ; and Jesus, in the sequel, distributes the
food instead of eating it (see above, p. 275).
The apocal\ptic element, which almost disappears in the Fourth gospel,
had already been diminished in Lk. (note, e.g., the significant change in 22*'
from Mk 14"'^ = Ml 26"''; the Jewish authorities, unlike Simeon, 2"*- ^, are to
die without .seeing the Christ), but the Fourth evangelist transcends it as part
and parcel of the Jewish messianism which he and his age felt to be no longer
adequate to the Christian consciousness of the day. Traces of it still occur,
e.g., in 5^8-29 (which cannot be eliminated as a later interpolation), just as the
older view of Jesus' redemptive function incidentally recurs in l^, but such
features do little more than denote the transition from the old to the new, and
the characteristic aims of the author lie elsewhere, in a conception of Jesus
for which he found the Logos-idea, not the messianic idea, to be the most
effective category. This process had been already anticipated not only by Paul,
but by the authors of Ephesians and Hebrews in their own way, without
detriment to the supreme significance of Jesus Christ to the Christian. The
Fourth evangelist, however, is less interested in the cosmological or
typological significance of Jesus than his predecessors on this line, and
generally he develops an independent view of his own, which is more
thoroughly dominated by the set and spirit of the Logos-idea.

(2) Not merely on the content but on the position of the
Baptist's ministry, the Fourth gospel is at issue with the synoptic
tradition. The latter consistently defers the beginning of Christ's
public ministry till the Baptist had been arrested (Mk i^*-^^,
Lk 318-21 = Mt 4I2), as is the case with Ac IQS'' 1324^- 194. The
Fourth gospel makes the two ministries overlap (Jn 322-30 41-2)^
and does so, not from any naive forgetfulness of memory on the
part of an old disciple, but in order to emphasise the superiority
of Jesus to John; the latter recognises and confesses publicly
the messianic claim of Jesus from the very outset. The development of the synoptic tradition in Mt. and Lk., which tends to
heighten and ante-date the Baptist's consciousness of Jesus'
significance, is thus brought to a chmax. It is in keeping with
this view, which knows (in contrast to the original tradition) of
no secrecy upon the messianic authority of Jesus, that his full
authority as God's messiah is seen from the outset by his
* There is no mysterious significance in the ipxerai of|V.i*, however;
it goes with the following verb, as in 6^' and 12^^. The insertion of
evxapiarrjaas by Syr^'" and D in Jn 2li^, if not a restoration of the original
text, at least points to the early prevalence of this eucharistic conception of
the scene (cp. C. H. Dodd in Exp.* ii. 530-546).
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disciples and by others. Here, again, the tendency already
present, e.g., in Mt. (pp. 252, 259), is fully operative.
Some further instances of this principle may be noted, (a) The first two
aijpeta* are followed by no address ; the fourth and fifth, which complete the
Galilean cycle, lead up to a discussion which, however, attaches only to the
fourth. The two Jerusalem-tnjyiteia, on the other hand, furnish the situation
for long harangues, while the seventh (in Judea) not only is accompanied by
an announcement of religious truth, but forms the pivot for the closing scenes
in Jerusalem. Thus the only Galilean teaching is in 6"'- ; but although part
of it is placed in the synagogue at Kapharnaum, even this is a debate with
the Jews which might as well have occurred at Jerusalem ; there is barely a
trace of the characteristic Galilean gospel as that is preserved in the synoptic
gospels.
(b) An equally secondary trait lies in 2!'"^^, where an original saying is
placed in a setting which has been transposed (so, e.g., among most recent
writers, J. Reville, pp. 137 f. ; Drummond, 61 ; J. Weiss, Loisy, and Oesterley
in DCG. ii. 712f.) from its historical sitef in the synoptic tradition and recast for special reasons. According to the Fourth gospel, the cleansing of
the temple took place on the occasion of the first and early visit to Jerusalem,
and was an act not of messianic authority but of prophetic or reforming
zealj (so, e.g., Wernle, Syn. Frage, 240; Blakeway in ET. xxii. 279 f. ;
Stanton, DB. ii. 245 ; Clemen, and Sanday; after Beyschlag, zur Johann. Frage,
83 f. ; R. H. Hutton, Theological Essays, 222 f. ; A. B. Bruce, Kingdom of
God, 306 f.). In the synoptic tradition it brings the enmity of the scribes and
priests to a head (Mk ijis-is. 27). jf jg tj^g natural climax of his ministry, a
supreme effort to assert the rights of God in the headquarters of the nation,
and his subsequent fate is the natural outcome of the deed. In the Fourth
gospel the act is at once ante-dated and minimised. The saying connected
with it is rightly reproduced, as is the connection of the incident with the
passover. But the daring assertion of authority produces no impression
beyond a mild remonstrance (2I', reproduced from the synoptic tradition,
Mk 11^* = Mt 21^, which also connected this with a defence of its legitimacy);
the authorities do not take action. Possibly, however, the writer simply
introduced the incident at this point in order to emphasise the saying as a
proof that Jesus foresaw his death and resurrection from the very beginning.
He has thus reset the incident, under the influence of his pragmatism. On
the one hand, he found sufficient occasion in the Lazarus-miracle for the
arrest of Jesus and the enmity of the authorities ; on the other hand, he
considered that the first public visit of Jesus to Jerusalem must have been
marked by an open assertion of his divine authority.
(c) Another case of a synoptic saying being misplaced occurs in 4^, but
* Even in the second, which is a variant of Mt 8'"i^ = Lk ']'^'^^, faith is (as
usual in this gospel) the result of the miracle, not, as in the synoptic tradition,
the indispensable condition of help or healing.
\ Tatian also follows the synoptic order.
+ This is usually associated with the admission that the act might have
been repeated ; but if not, that the Johannine chronology is preferable.

R E L A T I O N TO SYNOPTISTS

539

the allusion in 4''* refers back to 2 " not to Mt 8''-i*=Lk 7*-'» as the second
miracle; the story (4*"''^) b a heightened form of the Matthsean narrative,
just as 51'* and 6i"i'* i^'^i are of the synoptic originals. 6*' is a fresh instance
of misplacement (cp. Mk 6 ' = M t i3'''' = Lk 4""; for Marcion's treatment of
the story, see Hilgenfeld in ZWT., 1902, 127-144), while in 6""^, as in
12*"*, there is a distinct tendency to exculpate the twelve or Peter (see the
synoptic parallels) at the expense of Judas Iskariot.
(d) The Lazarus-miracle ( n " ' ) is exceptional in several respects. In the
synoptic stories of people being raised by Jesus from the dead, the miracle
takes place naturally ; the opportunity is furnished, and Jesus takes advantage
of it. Here he consciously delays his arrival not only until the dead person is
buried, but until the process of physical corruption has set in. The miracle is
thus rendered more wonderful, in comparison with the synoptic stories, where
Jesus only raises the unburied (and indeed those who have just died), and
where he never arranges for any heightening of the effect. It is an illustration
of the profound truth that Jesus is the source of life eternal in a dead world,
and that the resurrection is not, as the popular faith of the church imagined
(11^), something which takes place at the last day, but the reception of Christ's
living Spirit: / am the resurrection and the life, he who believes on me,
though he were dead, shall live, and no one who lives and believes on me shall
ever die. Faith in the living Christ, as Paul had taught in his own way,
meant a risen life independent of physical changes in the future. Whether
more than this religious motive, operating on the Lucan material, is necessary
to explain the story, remains one of the historical problems of the gospel (cp.
A. E. Brooke in Cambridge Biblical Essays, 313 f.). It is just conceivable
that the incident failed for some reason to be included by the synoptic gospels ;
their silence would not by itself be absolutely conclusive against the historicity.
The difficulty is to give any adequate psychological reason why so stupendous
and critical an episode (witnessed ex hypothesi by all the disciples) should
have failed to win a place in the synoptic tradition, even when that tradition
is admitted to be incomplete at certain points, and this difficulty is heightened
by the obvious motives of the writer, who makes this miracle the pivot of the
final Jewish attack on Jesus, instead of the purging of the temple, which he
transfers to the beginning of the ministry. " The whole evidence points
strongly to the conclusion that the evangelist, using some tradition to us
unknown and the synoptic material mentioned, elaborated them freely into a
narrative designed to be at once: (a) an astounding manifestation of the
Logos-Christ, (b) a pictorial setting forth of the spiritual truth of Christ as
Life, (c) a prophetic prefiguration of the death and resurrection of Jesus, as
shown by the facts that the names Jesus and Lazarus have the same meaning,
and that the narrative forms a transition to the final struggle and to death "
(Forbes, p. 273). It may be a miracle which like that of Mk iii^- (see pp.
225, 236) has grown up * mainly out of a parable—in this case the parable
of Lazarus (Lk i6i9'-), which closes (i6*'''i) with a passage (irrelevant to the
original motive of the story) asserting that not even the witness of one risen
• With hints from other synoptic traditions, e.g. the raising of the widow's
SOD at Nain (Lk 7 " ' " , performed, like the raising of Lazarus, before a large
crowd).
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from the dead would avail to produce repentance and faith in th'">se who
reject the testimony of the OT revelation (Lk i6"'=Jn 5*"). What historical
nucleus lies behind the story, it is no longer possible to ascertain. The
allegorical or symbolical ends of the writer are the outstanding feature (cp.
Bretschneider's Probabilia, p. 79, " tola igitur narratio conscripta est ut
consilio dogmatico inseruiret, scl. ut doceret exempio clarissimo, in lesu
habitasse Xbyov diuinum. Dogmaticum igitur potius hie egit scriptor, quam
historicum"). They indicate that the story may be another instance of what
Origen in his commentary called the preservation of spiritual truth in bodily
inaccuracy (aia'^opivov roKKdKis rov dXrjBovs rvevpuriKov iv rip aupariKif us
dv etroi ris xj/evSet); so, e.g., Abbott* (Ebi., l8o4f., 2744-2751), Loisy,
Burkitt (Transmission, pp. 221 f), Forbes, E. F. Scott (op. cit. 37 f.),
Heitmiiller, and Bacon (The Fourth Gospel, 345 f.).
(e) The story in 12^-' has been changed from after (Mk., Mt.) to before
the entry, but the further question of its relation to Lk 7''-''''^ or even of the
relation between the latter and the Marcan (Matthsean) parallel, remains
another of the enigmas of gospel-criticism, which can hardly be solved along
the lines of purely literary investigation, f

(3) The day is now over, or almost over, when the Fourth
gospel and the synoptists could be played off against each other
in a series of rigid antitheses, as though the one were a matterof-fact and homogeneous chronicle and the other a spiritual
reading of the earlier tradition. The problem is too delicate
and complex for such crude methods. Recent criticism of the
synoptic gospels has brought them nearer to the Fourth gospel.
It has revealed not simply variant traditions, some of which reappear in the Fourth gospel, but chronological gaps, and above
all the operation of tendencies which exercise a creative as well
as a moulding pressure upon the tradition. The Fourth gospel
presents, in one aspect, a further and special phase of the
tendency to interpret and reflect upon the evangelic traditions in
the light of the later Christian consciousness. The synoptic
gospels are not objective chronicles, relating the incidents and
sayings of which the Fourth gospel provides the spiritual interpretation. In Mark, especially, the presence of such an interpretation has now been proved (pp. 226 f.); and this is all the
more significant, since the Fourth gospel is recognised upon all
hands to go back ultimately to the Marcan tradition rather than
*Cp. also Diat. 1528 f.; FFG. i. 155 f., iv. 100f. ; Wendland
{HBNT i. 2. 305 f.); and daxAne-Ps Ephesian Gospel, 283 f. ( " t h e story is
probably a transposition into a higher key of something which really
happened ").
t " Der Weg von Mk. und Lk. aus zu Joh. erscheint fast unmoghch lang
ohne Zuhilfnahme einer Sondcrtradition " (Wernle, p. 241).
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to the Matthsean or to the Lucan. The synoptics, as well as
the Fourth gospel, were written e/c iriareia^ els riariv. The motto
of Jn 20^^ would apply to all the three, but in a special sense
to Mark; for, in spite of the difference of angle from which
Mark and John view the messianic dignity of Jesus, both aim
at demonstrating that he was the Son of God (see p. 234).
The most important aspect of this relationship is historical. There is good
evidence to show that Jesus had a ministry in Judea, during which he visited
Jerusalem, prior to his final visit, and that the narrative of the Fourth
gospel on this point goes back to a nucleus of primitive traditions from
which they have been worked up.* The synoptic tradition really is
derived from Mk.'s scheme, which is admittedly far from exhaustive, and
even in it there are traces which corroborate the view elaborated in the
Fourth gospel. Thus the temptation-stories clearly presuppose a Jerusalem
and Judean mission larger than the synoptists themselves suggest ; and even
if Mt 23"'' = Lk 133'W. is a quotation, still the fact that it was attributed to
Jesus seems to imply more than a mere willingness or desire to have come
to Jerusalem previously. Similarly the journey through Samaria to Jerusalem
in Lk 951-56^ though editorially relegated to the last visit on the Marcan
scheme (lo'), is followed by a number of incidents which suggest that it
could not have originally belonged to that visit. On any view of the
ministry of Jesus, his public mission must have lasted more than twelve
months, so that ample room is left for at least one visit to celebrate the
passover. It is needless to postulate that he must have been accompanied
by his disciples on such an occasion, and their absence may account for the
early apostolic silence on the Judean ministry. No stress can be laid on the
fact that when Jesus finally reached Jerusalem, he was well-known to a
number of people not only in Bethany but in the capital; this does not necessarily imply more than visits to the passover prior to his public ministry.
Nor do the discussions with the scribes and Pharisees involve a Jerusalcmite
locus. The significant data, which seem to indicate that the tradition of at
least one intermediate visit to Jerusalem has been almost obliterated in
the synoptic tradition, occur in (i.) the temptation-story, which requires
no comment, and (ii.) in Lk g^^i'-, the contents of which (pp. 273 f.)
cannot be arranged within the limits of the last journey to Jerusalem.
Thus 10' (dispatch of the seventy, or the seventy-two, els rdaav rbXiv Kal
rbrov o5 ijpeXXev airbs Ipx^aBai), when taken with 10^', cannot denote the
dispatch of the disciples as harbingers of Jesus on the route (as in 9°i'').
The subsequent incidents are for the most part undated or vaguely set;
some imply Jerusalem ( l l ' i etc.), others Galilee (13^1 etc.), others Samaria.
* Cp. e.g. Bleek (INT. § 71), Wendt (p. 12): "there is nothing to
justify us in refusing to acknowledge that Jesus may really have made several
visits to Jerusalem," and J. Weiss in his review of Spitta's Streilfragen (TLZ.,
1909, 460 f.) and in die Aufgaben d. NT Wissenschaft (p. 44): " W a s lasst
sich sachhch gegen eine langere Wirksamkeit, gegen ein Wirken auch in
Jerusalem einwenden?" Compare the discussion by A. E. Brooke in
Cambridge Biblical Essays (1909), pp. 296 f.

542

THE FOURTH

GOSPEL

But in 17i'-i9 the incident presupposes a journey from JerusnVm,* as is still
clear from 17", where Luke has overlaid the orif;inal (xa! airbs Siiip\eTo
Sid piaov 'Zapapelas Kai VaXi\alas) with the pragmatic heading, Kai iyivero
iv Tip ropeveadai eis 'lepovaaXrjp (9^*1 13^^).
(iii.) T h e lament over Jerusalem.
Mt 2 3 " ' L k I3»"'lepovaaX'^p'lepovaaX^p,
^ droKrelv'lepovaaXijp'lepovaaX'fip, rj droKrelvovaa rois rpocp-fjras Kal XiBo^oXovaa ovaa rois rpoipTjras Kai XiOo^oXovaa
Tovs dreardXpivovs rpbs airijv, Troird/fis rois dreardXpivovs rpbs airTjv, roaaKis
TjBiXrjaa iriavvayayeiv
TA riKva aov, TjBiXrjaa inavvd^ai
rd riKva aov, 8v
Sv rpbrov inavvdyei
&pvis rd voaala rpbrov &pvis rrjv eavrijs voaaidv vrb
airijs vrb rds rripvyas, Kai oi'/c rjBeX- rds rripvyas, Kai OVK TjBeXrjaare' ISoi
rjaare' iSoi diplerai vptv b OIKOS iipCiv dtpUrai iptv 6 OTKOJ vpCjV Xiyio [Sil
[(prjpos\ Xiyiji ydp iptv, oi prj pe iptv [&Ti\ oi plj pe iSrjTe 'iws TJ^ei
tSrjre dr' dpri ?a)S dv elrijre, eiXoyrj- 8Te eirrjTe, evXo-) .jpivos 6 ipxbpevos iv
bvbpari Kvplov.
pivos 6 ipxbpevos iv bvbpari Kvplov.
T h e two versions are practically identical,t whereas Luke departs from Mt.
emphatically in the context. This confirms the view (p. 197) that the saying
belonged to Q or the apostolic source, which therefore reflected a tradition that
Jesus had appealed to Jerusalem prior to his last visit. T h e latter interpretation implies that Jesus either spoke the words as they stand, or, at any rate, the
nucleus (so Merx) of the quotation (see above, pp. 26, 3 3 ) ; and, in spite of
scepticism to the contrary, this hypothesis has much in its favour.
Unless
on a priori grounds one is prepared to defend the synoptic chronology at all
costs, a saying like this must be fairly allowed to have some weight in
deciding the question of the visits paid by Jesus to the capital. T h e plain
inference to be drawn from the passage is either (a) that it was spoken as a
farewell word after some visit (or, visits) to the capital during which Jesus
had vainly endeavoured to win over the citizens to his gospel,? or (b) that
Mt. has correctly placed it (see above, p . 195). In either case, it betrays the
fact that Jesus had exercised a ministry of some kind in Jerusalem prior to
his final entry. " T h e words have no meaning whatever in L u k e , who puts
them into the mouth of Jesus before he had even seen Jerusalem during his
public ministry (13**); and even from the better arrangement of Matthew
(23^') it is unintelligible how Jesus, after a single residence of a few days in
Jerusalem, could found his reproaches on multiplied efforts to win over its
inhabitants to his cause. This whole apostrophe of Jesus has so original a
* T o Nazareth, where he was rejected (J. F . Blair, Apostolic Gospel, pp.
108 f.)?
t On the variants 'lepovaaXijp and 'lepoabXvpa, especially in Lk., see R.
Schiitz in ZNIV., 1910, 169-187, and, on the passage as a citation from a lost
Jewish work, J. H . Michael {AJT., 1918, 107 f.).
t So, e.g., Spitta (Streilfragen,
p p . 63 f.) and Allen (Matthew, p. 2 5 1 ) :
" T h e words seem to be a fragment belonging to an earlier period of the
ministry, when Christ was leaving Jerusalem for the last time before His
triumphal entry. We must imagine a controversy with the Jews similar to
that recorded in S. John lo^^"^^^"
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character, that it is difficult to believe it incorrectly assigned to him ; hence,
to explain its existence, we must suppose a series of earlier residences in
Jerusalem, such as those recorded by the fourth Evangelist" (Strauss,
p. 271).* This supposition has several items in its favour.
Whatever
be the reason for the synoptic silence on a Judean ministry (or, for the
matter of that, on the mission to Chorazin and Bethsaida, Mt I l^i=:Lk l o i ' ) , t
once the erroneous idea of a ministry limited to twelve months is abandoned,
the general probability is that during his ministry to the lost sheep of the
house of Israel, Jesus would not ignore the capital. Unless the accuracy and
adequacy of synoptic chronology are to be made a critical dogma,—and few will
admit this, at the present day,—there is an a priori likelihood that the Fourth
gospel may after all represent an aspect of the activity of Jesus which was
overlooked in the Marcan scheme. This does not imply that the festivalsprogramme of the F o u r t h gospel is superior to the outline of the synoptic
tradition, or even that the two can be harmonised. T h e author of the
Fourth gospel, with his predilection for displaying the religion of Jesus in
contrast to Jewish theories and objections, naturally chose Jerusalem as the
locus for his debates ; the simpler Galilean preaching did not interest him.
But, in view of the general probabilities and of the occasional indications
preserved in the synoptic tradition itself,! it is arbitrary to deny outright that
he may have had some traditional justification on which to rear his superstructure.
T h e synoptic scheme rests ultimately upon a single line of
historical tradition, and the synoptists themselves, especially Mt. and L k . ,
not only amplify the earlier scheme by material which is assigned in part to
extra-Galilean situations, but even contain indications of a Judean mission.
Furthermore, as Weizsacker § points out (p. 174), had the Fourth evangelist
possessed simply the synoptic tradition, and had he had no other aim than to
set forth his own idea of Jesus, there was no obvious reason why he should
* T h e rather forced alternative is to conjecture (a) that Jesus spoke, or
was simply made by the evangelists to speak, in the name of the divine
Sophia, so that the roadKis KTX. would be read in the sense of the preceding
Mt 23^'- (i.e. attempts through the disciples or apostles), or (b) that riKva
'lep, is equivalent to Jews in general.
t Bethsaida falls within the purview of the Fourth gospel.
+ T h e reception of Jesus in Mk l l i ' i " and the saying in Mk 14^9 niay both
imply a longer connection between Jesus and Jerusalem than the synoptic
scheme allows for. Cp. also Mk 12^^, L k 19'" 20^ 2 1 ' ' 2 2 ^ . Wellhausen
(on Mk l l i ' i " ) recognises that the data of the last visit imply a longer connection with Jerusalem than the Marcan week accounts for; but, as he
refuses to admit any prior connection with Jerusalem, he feels obliged to
throw over the Marcan schematism.
§ " W e n n er aber auch schon friiher Jesus in Jerusalem auftreten lasst,
so lag dafiir iiberall keine Nothigung in seiner Tendenz. E s kann dies kaum
aus einem anderen Grunde, als dem einer eigenen Kunde geschehen sein.
Ebenso verhalt es sich mit den eigenthUnilichen Wandererzahlungen des
Evglms
Wenn er Geschichten bcrichtet, die nicht aus den Synoptikern
genommen sind, so liegt auch hier die Erklarung am nachsten, dass er diesselben aus eigener Ueberlieferung h a t t e " (Untersuchungen,
174f-i cp. 328 f . ) .

544

THE FOURTH

GOSPEL

mtroduce earlier Judean visits ; the mere desire lo exhibit Jesus on th«
prophetic stag,- of messiah's activity does not adequately account for the
particular form of the Fourth gospel's tradition. T h e conclusion * therefore
is that the material incorporated by Matthew, and especially by L u k e , presupposed at least one visit to Jerusalem prior to the final entry, but that both
Matthew and L u k e , adhering to the Marcan chronology, fused the incidents
of this visit with the final visit.
(iv.) The date of the Crucifixion.—The
primary tradition (Mk 141-' =
Mt 26''') expressly dates the arrest and crucifixion of Jesus pij iv ry ioprrj,
from which it follows (cp. Mt 27*^) that Jesus was crucified before the passover. This is the standpoint of the Fourth gospel (e.g. 13' 18^*) and of
the gospel of Peter (1° crucifixion rpb pids ri^v d^upoov, rijs ioprrjs airOiv),
possibly even of Paul (l Co 5'"^ 15-") ; it was adopted independently by the
Quartodecimans during the controversy which broke out in the second
century (cp. Drummond, pp. 444 f- ; Zahn's Forschungen, iv. 283 f. ; GHD.
i. 173 f.; Preuschen in PRE.
xiv. 7251., and Bacon, Fourth Gospel in
Research and Debate, 1910, 413 f.). In the synoptic gospels, t however,
this tradition has been overlaid by another (Mk 1412'-= Mt 26i"- = L k 22^'-),
which made the last supper synchronous with, instead of prior to, the Jewish
passover. But that Jesus died on Nisan 15, the feast day, is unlikely, as
work was going on (Mk.15^1, L k 23"*) and arms were being carried (Mk
14*' etc.), both of which, as well as a meeting of the Sandedrin, were strictly
prohibited on the feast day. Some of the details preserved by the synoptic
gospels about what happened on the day of the crucifixion and the day after
tally, in fact, with the primary tradition, and are inconsistent with the special
identification of the last supper and the passover.
T h e improbabilities
of the latter view have led to a widespread agreement among m o d e m critics
that the former tradition is the older and more reliable ; so, e.g., C. H . Turner
(DB. i. 411), Sanday (DB. ii. 633f.), Wellhausen (on Mk 12I " m a n hat
richtig erkannt, das die hier vorliegende Zeilrechnung der gewohnlichen
synoptischen w iderspreche, und richtig geurteilt, dass sie die alte sei und
n o c h i m vierten Evangelium befolgt w e r d e " ) , J O . Hoitzraann (Leben Jesu, ch.
xiii. ; ZNW.,
1904,89-120), Spitta (die Urchrist. Trad, uber Ursprung und
Sinn des Abendm., 1893, 205-237), J. Weiss, Kattenbusch (Christliche
Welt,
1895, 317 f, 33if-)> Wendt, von Dobschiitz (Probleme, 17), Preuschen
(ZNW.,
1904, pp. 14f.), Bousset (Jesus, E n g . tr. 19), Heitmiiller, Bacon,
F . M. Hitchcock (DCG. i. 414 f.), Westberg (op. cit. 130 f.), etc. O n this
view, the synoptic gospels are inconsistent with themselves, and the Fourth
gospel intervenes in support of the better tradition. T h e recognition of this
has important bearings on the whole question of early Christian tradition,
for if, in one case, the typological significance of an event is proved to be
• T h i s has been urged from Schleiermacher downwards.
t Later Jewish writers, who seem to contradict the synoptic chronology,
were often tempted to idealise the pa.it by reading back into this period
later customs and ideas (cp. N. Schmidt, y S Z . , i 8 g i , pp. 6 f ) .
X Also on John ig^^'* (' Wenn Jesus nach J o a wirklich am Tage vor dem
Pascha gestorben ist, so kann das nicht auf Tendenz beruhen, sondern nui
luf den alien Tradition, die auch bei Markus noch durchschimmert').
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derived firom the event, there is a probability that in other cases an incident
is not to be dismissed as unhistorical simply because it lends itself to a
religious application or moral. The correctness of the Johannine tradition
is corroborated* by the likelihood that Luke (22i'"i') preserves a saying
which seems to show that when Jesus ate his last meal with the disciples,
he knew that he would not live to celebrate the passover that year with them.
He had earnestly hoped to do so ; iriBvplg. ireBiprjaa rovro rb rdaxa (i.e.
this year's festival) ipayetv peB' ip&v rpb rod pe raBetv. But he now knew
this hope was to be disappointed. He was to die ere then. Aiyw ydp iptv,
8ri oi prj (pdyiii airb iias 8rov rXrjpoiBy iv ry ^aaiXelq. rov Beov, This implies
that the Lord's supper was eaten prior to the passover; the words are not a
paschal reference.
Repeated efforts have been made (a) to harmonise the synoptic and
Johannine traditions as they lie before us,t or (b) to explain the origin of the
synoptic technical error ; the former by identifying, e.g., the supper of Jesus
with the Chagigah or the Kiddusch (G. H. Box, JTS., 1902, 357 f.), the
latter by assuming a primitive confusion (due originally to the editor of the
second gospel ?) X in the Marcan chronology of 141^' " which underlies Mt. and
Lk., or elsewhere (good summary in DCG. i. 414f. ; cp. also Abbott's
Diat. I289f.). Chwolson, the rabbinic expert, in the second edition (1908)
of his Letzte Passamahl Christi (cp. Monatsschrift fur Gesch. u, Wiss. d.
Judentums, 1893, 537 f., and ZWT., 1895, 335-378), holding that Jesus was
crucified on Nisan 14, explains that, as the passover fell on a Friday, the
lamb could be slain and eaten on Nisan 13, and that the synoptic error ii due
to a misinterpretation of KnosT 'Dp KDV3 in the Aramaic original of Mt 26I',
which could be rendered (i) rightly, "day before paschal day," i.e. Nisan 13,
(2) 'day before paschal-feast,' i.e. Nisan 14, or (3) ' first day of paschal feast,'
i.e. of unleavened bread. If this explanation can be transferred to Mk 14'*
(cp. Lambert '\nJTS., 1903, 184 f., and AWen's Matthew, pp. 269-274), the
preliminary error is explicable. § Whether or not the last supper was meant
to be a sort of (anticipated ?) paschal meal, it was probably not celebrated on
the regular day, though the inferior tradition of the synoptists arose from the
idea that it was the paschal supper. Another reconstruction of the original
source would be xnosn D-ipD ( = before the passover) read as nnosn Dip3 (=on
the first day of the passover) in the Hebrew primitive gospel (Resch,
Paralleltexte zu L. 615 f., cp. Briggs, New Light, pp. 56-63).
(v.) The argument from some minor points is significant, but is not to be
pressed, in the present state of our knowledge. Thus (a) Mk i " = Mt 4 "
implies an earlier ministry in Judea, but it could not have been of the
character described in the Fourth gospel, (b) The strongly attested v.l.
\ovSalas in Lk 4**, which has every appearance of being original, might be
taken in its Lucan sense as an equivalent for Palestine, i.e. including, not
* Cp. G. H. Box (Critical Review, 1903, 32-34), Brooke and Burkitt in
fTS., 1908, 569-571, Askwith, and Harnack in TLZ., 1909, 49-50.
t So, recently, A. Wright (New Testament Problems, pp. I59f')> Zahn
(INT. iii. 273 f.), Gwilliam (DCG. ii. 5f.), and Belser (INT. 292-295).
X So, e.g.. Bacon (Beginnings of Gospel Story, pp. 195 f.) and Spitta.
§ But see Goguel's (op. cit. above, p. 518) criticisms (pp. 16-18).
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excluding, Galilee ; it need not (cp. FFG. ii. 209) include any visit to
Jerusalem, (e) T h e elimination of the words rb rdaxa in d* (Hort in WH.
77-81 ; van Bebber in Zur Chronologie des Lebens Jesu, l8g8, pp. 3 3 ^ 1
after Jacobsen and others), which rests on their neglect by the Alogi, Irenaeus,
Origen, etc., and on the possibility of assimilation with 2 ' ' , would reduce the
chronological discrepancy between the Fourth gospel and the synoptists ; but
the evidence does not yet seem strong enough for this hypothesis (cp. Burkitt's
Ev. da-Mepharr. ii. 313), unless, with Schwartz, Wellhausen, R. Schiitz, and
others, the whole verse is deleted as one of the editorial insertions. *

(4) The Fourth evangelist, like his two immediate predecessors, thus bases on Mk.'s narrative, but diverges from it
repeatedly; these divergencies are in some cases accidental, in
others due to a preference for Mt. or Lk., or for both combined,
and in other cases, again, the result of some independent tradition.
Their motive cannot always be explained from his pragmatism, but
the important point is that his method and its results do not
suggest invariably the instinct of an eye-witness who sifts earfier
traditions of differing value. The details are in the main the
circumstantial minutiae of a vivid or symbolic (Philonic)
imagination, when they are not borrowed from the synoptic
narratives. The use made of these narratives by the Fourth
evangelist really illustrates the derivative and secondary character
of his work, judged from the historical standpoint, and this
conclusion is not affected by the admission that on two points
in particular, e.g., the date of the death and the previous
connection with Judea, the tradition of the Fourth gospel has
substantially reproduced elements which later phases of the
synoptic tradition tended to obliterate.
(a) It would tell strongly against an eye-witness or a Palestinian Jewish
Christian as the author of, or one of the authorities for, the gospel, if the
description of Kaiaphas as dpxiepeis Civ rov iviavrov iKeivov ( n ^ s . 51 jgU)
meant that the writer really believed the Jewish high priests were appointed
annually, like the Asiarchs (so from Bretschneider and Baur to Martineau and
Forbes). But this argument is not valid. T h e phrase might either mean
in that fateful year (so, e.g., Keim, Godet, Zahn, Peake, amongst others), or
that the writer simply adapted his description to the local customs with which
his readers were familiar (so, e.g., Holtzmann and Loisy). T h e former
* T h e widespread admission (cp. FFG. v. 200 f.), that a historical
nucleus underlies the Johannine traditions about the Judean ministry, is
opposed to the predominant view which has been recently argued with exceptional ability by Dr. James Drummond (pp. 41 f.), whose critical position
generally is as favourable to the external evidence for the Johannine author
ship as it is unfavourable to the historicity of the gospel's contents.
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explanation is pieferable, upon the whole. " T h e year of which the
evangelist speaks was the year of all years ; the acceptable year of the Loid,
as it is elsewhere called; the year in which the great sacrifice, the one
atonement, was made, the atonement which annulled once and for ever the
annual repetitions. It so happened that it was the duty of Caiaphas, as high
priest, to enter the holy of holies and offer the atonement for that year.
The evangelist sees, if we may use the phrase without irreverence, a dramatic
propriety in the fact that he of all men should make this declaration. By
a divine irony he is made unconsciously to declare the truth, proclaiming
Jesus to be the great atoning sacrifice, and himself to be instrumental in
offering the victim. This irony of circumstances is illustrated in the case of
Pilate, as in the case of Caiaphas " (Lightfoot, Exp,* i. 88-89).
(b) A similar verdict may be passed upon the discourses, where the
creative genius of the author is at its height. Even here, in spite of the
dialectic which pervades the debates of Jesus and the Jews, in spite also of
the later standpoint of the Christian consciousness which reads itself back
at several points into the sayings, there is good evidence of an accurate
acquaintance, on the part of the author or of his sources, with the Palestinian
situation. " O n e of the most remarkable facts about the writings of recent
Jewish critics of the New Testament has been that they have tended upon the
whole to confirm the gospel picture of external Jewish life, and where there
b a discrepancy these critics tend to prove that the blame lies not with the
New Testament originals, but with their interpreters. Dr. GUdemann, Dr.
BUcheler, Dr. Schechter, Dr. Chwolsohn, Dr. Marmorstein, have all shown
that the Talmud makes credible details which many Christian expositors have
been rather inclined to doubt. Most remarkable of all has been the cumulative strength of the arguments adduced by Jewish writers favourable to the
authenticity of the discourses in the Fourth gospel, especially in relation to
the circumstances under which they are reported to have been spoken." *

§ 6. Topography.—Nearly forty years ago, Matthew Arnold,
in God and the Bible (ch. v.), observed that the Fourth evangelist's
" Palestinian geography is so vague, it has for him so little of the
reality and necessity which it would have for a native, that when
he wants a name for a locality he takes the first village that comes
into his remembrance, without troubling himself to think whether
it suits or no." This hasty verdict had been rejected by anticipation in Keim (i. 179), and subsequent research has shown
that whoever the author was, he must have had a first-hand
acquaintance with the topography of Palestine prior to A.D. 70.
Summaries of the evidence may be seen in K. Furrer's article on
'das Geographische im Evglm nach Johannes' {ZNW., 1902,
257-265), Drummond (pp. 366-374), Lohr's essay on * Wie
stellt sich die neuere Palastinaforschung zu den geographischen
Angaben des Johannesevglms' {Deutsch-Evang, Blatter, 1906,
• Dr. Abrahams in Cambridge Biblical Essays (1909), 181.
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795 (.), and Bacon, The Fourth Gospel in Research and Debate
( 1 9 1 0 ) , c h . XV.
In most cases the difficulty resolves itself into our ignorance of the local
geography, not into the writer's. T h u s , the Bethany ripav rov '\opSdvov
(cp. 10*") which was the scene of John's mission (1^*) may be identified either
with the Betonim (Betane) of Jos 13"^ (so Zahn, NKZ.,
1907, 266f., and
Furrer), or, if the inferior reading Belhabara be adopted, with Bashan (Batanea,
so Henderson's Palestine, 154, and Conder, Tent-Work,
2 3 0 ; the latter
identifying the spot with ford 'Abarah).
But the Bethabara of Origen *
and the Evang. da-Meph. (cp. Mrs. Lewis, The Old Syriac Gospel, 1910,
p. xxviii, and Burkitt's ed. ii. 308 f.) seems due to local tradition, which
identified the scene with a pre-Christian holy place which became, at any rate,
a sacred spot for Christians before the end of the second century. Others
(e.g. Mommert, Aenon u. Bethania,
1903, and Lohr) suggest that both
names refer to the same spot, Bethany being a ford nearly opposite Jericho
( = Bethabara), ' h o u s e of the ford,' while some (from Sir George Grove and
Sir C. W. Wilson to Cheyne, EBi. 548 ; and Rix, Tent and Testattient, 175 f.)
variously explain the names as corruptions of an original BrjBava^pd, i.e. BethNimrah (cp. BaiBavafipd, Jos 13") over thirteen miles east of the Jordan
(cp. Abbott, Diat. 13-14, 610-616). This is, at any rate, better than the
identification of Bethabarah with the Baidripd or Beth-barah of J g 7''* (Sanday,
Sacred Sites, 23), or the omission of Bethany as a gloss (Schwartz, Bousset).
T h e other scene of J o h n ' s mission, Aivujv iyyis rov 'ZaXeip (3^), is either
Ainfln, seven miles from Salim (Conder's Tent-Work, i. 91 f.), o r ' A i n - F a r a ,
about two hours N . N . E . of Jerusalem (Furrer, Moore in DCG. i. 3 5 ;
SanAay's Scured Sites of Gospel, 1903, 33 f.), or Ain Dschirm da (Mommert),
eight miles S. of Scythopolis (for other identifications, see Lagrange in RB.,
1895, 509 f. ; Hastings' DB. iv. 3 5 4 ; EBi. 4242, and Nestle in DCG. ii.
550-551). In any case the actuality of the place is not affected, even if the
n a m e f is supposed to carry a certain allegorical significance (e.g. Fountains
near to Peace, the Baptist preparing for the higher purification by Christ the
king of Salem = Melchizedek ; so Abbott in Diat. 615-616, and EBi. 1796 ;
Pfleiderer, Loisy, Kreyenbiihl: i. 589, ii. 378). This possibihty of a symbolic
allusion recurs in the case of the Samaritan town Ivxdp (4'), which the
majority of recent geographers (notably Sir Charles Wilson in Hastings' DB.
iv. 635 ; Conder, G. A. Smith's Hist. Geography, ch. xviii. ; A. W . Cooke,
DCG. ii. 6 8 5 - 6 8 7 ; Furrer, Lohr, and Rix's Tent and Testament, 26 f,)
continue to identify with 'Askar. T h e term is hardly, as Jerome thought,
a transcriptional error for Itvxip, but it might be a play on it, either as Sheker
= false (of idols, H a b 2^*, so Hengstenberg and others), or Shikkor = ArMnVen

* On the variant BrjBapd in the M S S of Origen, see Brooke (JTS. i. 65).
Origen's explanation of it as = OIKOS KaraaKevTJs suggests to him a play upon
the name as appropriate to the mission of one who prepared (Mt i i i " ) the
Lord's way. " Fortasse primum scriptum fuit BrjBaav, quK urbs in campo
ad lordanem ad ripam parui fluminis erat " (Bretschneider, 96).
t An error (Bretschneider, 96-97'. due to the writer mistaking JJJ'B {=3
fontes, aqua) for p'V, the name of a town.
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(Is 28', of the Samaritans). T h e latter has been widely held, e.g., among
recent editors by Abbott (EBi. 1796, 1801), Loisy, and Calmes ; Kreyenbiihl
(ii. 396-397) modifies it into an identification of Sychar with -11??' = a drinker
—here of water, i.e. Samaria, personified in the woman, a religious knowledge
which is inferior to the true water or knowledge of Christianity.
T h e pool inXeyopivTj ''Etjipal'aTi BrjB^aBd, rivre arods ixovaa (5^) is still
a vexed problem in the topography of Jerusalem (best summary by G. A.
Smith, Jerusalem,
ii. 564 f. ; cp. Moore in DCG. i. 193-195, and Rendel
Harris, Sidelights on New Testament Research, 1908, p p . 36-78) ; even the
name is uncertain, though Belhzatha or Bezalha seems the original form (cp.
Keim, iii. 215 f. ; W H . ii. 7 6 ; Nestle in ZNW.,
1902, 171-172) either as
Bezetha (so Josephus for the north quarter of the city) or BTjB^aiBd = 'i\\e
house of the olive.' But again the local touch is not affected by the symbolic
meaning of the five porches as the five books of the Mosaic law (which has
been obvious since Augustine) with its intermittent purification, and of the
thirty-eight years in v.^( = Israel's thirty-eight years in the wilderness, Dt 2 " ) .
The inferior reading Bethesda ( = n-jpn n'3, house of mercy or grace) probably
was substituted for the original on this account.
In 6' (as in 21^) rijs 'ii^epidSos is a water-mark of the second century, or,
at any rate, of the end of the first century (cp. Josephus, Bell. iii. 3. 5, iv. 8. 2).
' Alle Schriftsteller im ersten Jahr. n. Chr. den Ausdruck See von Tiberias
noch nicht h a b e n ; Strabo, Plinius, Josephus brauchen die Form See
Gennesar oder Gennesaritis, auch die Targumim haben diese Form. Vom 2
Jahrh. an scheint der name Tiberiassee mehr und mehr officiell geworden zu
sein' (Furrer, ZNW.,
1902, 261).''' It is needless to suppose (so, e.g.,
Dods, Wellhausen, Cheyne : EBi. 1632, Drummond, and Furrer) that r^s T.
is a later gloss in 6^ (cp. Abbott, Diat. 2045).
T h e symbolic touch in 9 ' (StXud/t, 8 ipprjveierai drearaXpJvos) \ is
enigmatic. T h e meaning of the original Shiloah ( = s e n t or conducted) is
evidently, in the light of the symbolism which shimmers through the whole
story, applied to Jesus as the one sent by God (on this favourite Johannine
phrase, cp. Abbott's Diat. 2277, etc.), who came by water (i.e. in the
Spirit conferred at baptism). If Siloam is identified here with the mysterious
messianic Shiloh of Gn 491" (so Grotius), then there is a mystic reference
(Abbott, EBi. 1803) to the supersession of the Law by him who was sent from
God. In any case, baptism is the true illumination of the soul. T h e other
interpretations (the pool as a second messenger of God, the apostles, the
blind man himself) are highly speculative (cp. Kreyenbiihl, ii. l l S f . ) .
BrjBadiSd r-iys PaXiXaias (12^') is regarded by Furrer as another water-mark
of the second century, since Claudius Ptolemaeus (c. A.D. 140) is the first
* Any one acquainted with the local landscape, he adds, will recognise
Ihat the topographical details of the following story are strikingly vivid and
exact.
t Liicke takes the last three words as a gloss ; but the play (n"i^v and n i V
= d7re(rTaX,a^>'0s) is quite characteristic of the author, and there is no MS
evidence for their omission. T h e pool " i s one of the few undisputed sites in
the topot;i-aphy of J e r u s a l e m " (Rix, Tent and Testament, 213 f, precariously
identifying Bethesda and Siloam) ; cp. G. A. Smith's Jerusalem, i. 1031.
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writer who reckons Jjlias (i.e. Bethsaida) to Galilee. But as " t h e province
of Galilee ran right round the lake, and included most of the level coast-land
on the East" (G. A. Smith, Hist. Geography, p. 458), and as the latter wa,«
definitely included in Galilee by A.D. 84, it is needless (see the proofs in Rix,
op. cit. 265 f.) to posit two Bethsaidas, or to date the expression of the Fourth
gospel later than at least the last decade of the first century.
Only two points of topography in the passion-narrative present any
difficulty, {a) rov KiSpuv (the original reading in 18I) is the ravine or winterbrook dividing Gethsemane and the Mount of Olives from the city proper.
The original meaning of the term ( = black, J'lTJp) may have been in the
writer's mind, as well as a recollection of David's retreat from the treachery
of Absalom (2 S 15^'). The extremely difficult (cp. Nestle in Hastings' DB.
ii. 74-75) expression (i) in 19", describing the tribunal in Herod's palace as
set upon a spot called AiBbarpairov,'Eppatarl Si Ta^^aBd, is at least as likely
to be a correct trait (so Keim, vi. 85 f.), derived either from good tradition or
from personal knowledge, as a misunderstanding of some notice about the
meeting-place of the Sanhedrin (Brandt, Evang. Gesch. 133), although the
lack of any other evidence leaves its meaning almost hopelessly obscure.
Beyond the general agreement that Gabbatha, perhaps a Gk. equivalent for
the Aramaic KO?3 ( = ridge or height), is not a translation for XiBbarpoirov
(mosaic or pavement), but another description of the place on which the pijpa
stood, we can hardly go. The variant KaripaBa (i, cp. Burkitt's Evang. daMeph. ii. 251) and Dalman's (Worte Jesu, i. 6, Eng. tr. 7) derivation of
Gabbatha are both set aside by Wellhausen (p. 86). The attempt of Honig
(ZWT, xiv. 564) and Hausrath to connect X, with Mk 14" is futile; Jesus
thc Lamb of God is not slain by Pilate, and the terms in question are incongruous. The theory that the whole phrase is an artificial and meaningless
invention (M. A. Canney, EBi. 3638-3640) is inconsistent with the symbolic
predilections of the writer (cp. G. A. Smith's Jerusalem, ii. 575, who
tentatively refers to 331=to rake or put together little things—a possible
source of the ' mosaic' meaning, which Zahn unhesitatingly adopts).
The Fourth gospel ignores the Lucan tradition (24'°) that the ascension
took place in the vicinity of Bethany, about a mile and three-quarters from
JerusalecD, os iK MoTUt of Olives, but (iii'*) assigns the resurrection of
Lazarus to this village, and, .oiiowing Mk. and Mt., makes Jesus reside there
prior to his entry into the capital {i2i''). Even were the meaning of the
name ( = »«;JSJ n'3, house of affliction or misery?) plainer than it is, there would
be no reason to regard it in iii'* as an allegorical invention of the Fourth
evangelist. Consequently, while one or two place-names are invested with
symbolic meaning, it cannot be said that topographical investigation lends
any support upon the whole to the theory that the writer invented geographical allusions for the sake of his own purposes or mistook earlier
traditions.

§ 7. Structure.—Special hterature (in addition to works cited
below)—(a) in favour of literary reconstruction : Burton {B W,
1899, 16-41), Bacon {AJT, 1900, 770-795, INT
272 f.,
Fourth Gospel in Research and Debate, chs. xviii.-x'x.), Moffatt
{HNT. 689-694), Briggs {New Light on Life qf Jesus, 1904,
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140-158), Wellhausen's Erweiterungen
und Aenderungen im
vierten Evglm (1907)* and Das Evglm Johannis (igo8), R. Schiitz
{ZNW. viii. 243 f), Schwartz ('Aporien im vierten Evglm,' Gott.
Gelehrte Nachrichten, 1907, 342 f., 1908, 116 f., 149 f, 497 f),
Bousset {TR. xii. 1-12, 39-64), F. J. Paul {HJ., 1909, 662-668),
F. W. Lewis {Disarrangements in Fourth Gospel, 1910, Interpreter, 1911, 109 f.), Volter (T"/"., 1910, 447 f., 1911, 57-107).
{b) adverse = Holtzmann {ZNW.
iii. 50-60) and C. R.
Gregory, Wellhausen und Johannes (T910). See Appendix Q.
The further question is whether all this local knowledge and
circumstantial detail of the Fourth gospel (see page 547) prove
that the author had been a Palestinian apostle. The inference
is not necessary. Literary annals abound with cases of an
imaginative historical reconstruction, where the author is known
to have had no direct acquaintance with the countries in which
his scenes are laid. Gil Bias de Santillane, for all its masterly
delineation of Spanish manners, was composed by a man who
had never been in Spain. And Shakespeare was like Le Sage
in this.
His Italian plays reveal a wonderfully wide and
intimate acquaintance with Italy, which was due, not to local
knowledge, but to " the power to grasp some trifling indication,
some fugitive hint, and from it to reconstruct a whole scheme
of things which shall, in all essentials, correspond to fact." f
Besides, circumstantial detail is not an infallible note of
historical veracity, as Defoe alone is enough to prove. Geographical precision is often accompanied by a varying level of
historical accuracy, and minute touches are as likely to prove a
later age as a contemporary witness (see above, p. 280). The
' Johannine' deviations from the synoptic traditions are to be
referred partly to the freedom of the writer's imagination, working
under the influence of certain religious preconceptions, and
partly—when they are accurate—to an independent historical
tradition mediated orally or in writing.
But, is the latter
hypothesis tenable? In answering this question, we premise
ih.it the gospel cannot any longer be assumed by the literary
critic to be a seamless robe. Two sets of theories prevail upon
its structure : {a) the partition-theories, which disentangle a more
or less genuine Grundschrift from the subsequent editorial
* Adverse reviews of this pamphlet by Corssen {ZNW.
viii. 125-142)
and M.-ffatl {Exp.'' iv. 56-69).
t H . F- Brown, Studies in Venetian History (1907), ii. pp. IS9f.
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additions, apostolic (so especially Wendt and Spitta) or not
(Wellhausen); and {b) the revision-theories, which explain the
phenomena of the canonical gospel by positing an editor who
has not only in the appendix but elsewhere recast the gospel
for purposes which originally it was not meant to serve (so
variously Kreyenbiihl, Harnack, Bousset, Heitmiiller, Volter,
Schwartz, Bacon). Either set of theories may be combined with
the further hypothesis {c) of dislocations in the text, which are not
always to be accounted for on the score of the writer's preference
for association of ideas rather than chronological sequence.
The besetting danger of such hypotheses is their tendency to
assume a logical or chronological sequence in the gospel, which
may not have been present to the author's mind, and especially
to harmonise the relative sections with the synoptic order. On
the other hand, it is equally illegitimate to attribute a schematism
to the gospel which would rule out at all costs any application
of the transposition-theory.
The author certainly had a
pragmatism of his own, which often admits of unevennesses'*
in order to gain its end; he thought more of the religious ideas
than of the historical setting which he could provide for them,
and his adjustment of the latter between Judea and Galilee was
partly controlled by the need of adhering in some degree to the
synoptic outline; chronological affinities are repeatedly sacrificed
to the needs of dialectic, and the opponents of Jesus form a
unity rather than any series of different people in Galilee and
Judea. But these considerations only suggest that most of the
transpositions and interpolations are more probably due to copyists
and later editors than to the author himself.
(a) The attempts to rearrange the prologue start mainly from the
parenthetical v.", which breaks the sequence of " and ^'; if any change is to
be made, the verse lies better after ^* (so, Markland, Bakhuyzen, and Ritschl,
SK,
1875, 576f., who conjectures the original order to have been
li-B. 10-13. 6-9. 14.16-18.16) than after * (ji-s. B-K. w-is. 6-8.15^ go Wagenmann in
fahrb. fur deutsche Theologie, 1875, 441 f-)- I*"* and " are thus editorial
additions (so, e.g., Wendt and Bacon, Fourth Gospel, 477 f.); the latter verse
is probably a marginal gloss f (based on 1'"), incorporated in order to
emphasise John's witness to the Logos (as to the Light, !"•)•
* Cp. Gregory, op. cit. 50, " Mir ist es durchaus nicht auffallend dass
AUes nicht vollig klar ist. Kein Literarkritiker kann die feine Arbeit eines
Sainte-Beuve im NT suchen."
t Here as throughout the gospel it is a question whether such apparent
displacements or interpolations are due to the accidental disarrangement of
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(b) A minor case of interpolation has been also found in 3 ' , where i^
OSaros Kai (omitted in the best text of v.') is taken by several scholars,
/rom Dieffenbach * (in Bertholdt's Krit. Journ.
v. 1-16) to van Manen
(T7.,
1891, pp. l89f.), Wendt, Kirsopp Lake (Influence
of
Textual
Criticism on Exegesis of NT,
1904, 15 f.), K. Andresen (Ideen zu einer
jesuzentrischen
Welt-Religion,
1904, p p . 324 f.), Tolstoy, Wellhausen,
G. Kittel (SK., 1914, 29f.), etc., to be a catholicising addition or interpretative gloss. T h e variants of the Syriac versions (cp. Burkitt, Evang. daMeph. ii. 309 f.) are explicable if such an abbreviated text is assumed to have
underlain them. In any case, the reference is to the Christian sacrament of
baptism, as in 3^^'-, not to J o h n ' s baptism (Usteri, SK, 1890, 5 i 7 f . ) . t
(c) 4*^ perd Si rds Sio ijpipas i^ijXBev iKetBev els rijv TaXiXalav.
** airbs
ydp' Irjaovs ipapriprjaev 8ri rpoipijrrjs iv T J ISlq, rarplSi riprjv oiK ^x^'- ^ ^^
oiv ijXBev els rrjv TaXiXalav, iSi^avro airbv ol PoXtXaioi, rdvra iuipaKbres
& irolrjaev iv 'lepoaoXipois iv ry eopry' Kal airol ydp ijXBov els rijv ioprijv.
^ fjXBev oiv rdXiv els rrjV Ea^'a rijs TaXiXalas, 8rov irolrjaev rb iSiap otvov.
After the Samaritan interlude, v.*' picks up the thread of v.* (dipiJKev rijv
'lovSalav Kal drijXBev rdXiv els rijv TaXiXalav), but the synoptic material is
broken up as well as re-set. T h e writer reserves the synagogue question,
Is not this the son of Joseph ? till 6**, giving it a sceptical turn and
transferring it from the citizens of Nazareth to the Jews of Kapharnaum.
He
also makes the companion proverb apply not to a town but to a country—for
rarpls in v . ^ (as it stands) cannot denote Nazareth, much less Jerusalem.
But is this country Galilee or Judea ? T h e following words seem to indicate
the latter upon the whole, for the explanations of rarpls as Galilee are more
ingenious than convincing. But then the Fourth gospel assumes the Galilean
origin of Jesus (i^" 7""°^), and Judea could hardly be called the rarpls of
Jesus because it was the rarpls of the prophets in general, or because it
included Bethlehem (which the F o u r t h gospel ignores as the birthplace of
Jesus). T h e question thus arises, does v.*^ stand in its proper place ? It is
not enough (with Wellhausen) to dismiss it as an insertion, without accounting
for its present position, and if the exegetical difficulties drive us to
the hypothesis of a gloss, it is better to conjecture some misplacement in
the text, and to put the verse either after *^ (so Blass, changing ydp to Si)
or, better, after ^ (so Cramer, and Konnecke, Emendationen
zu Stellen des
NT, 1908, p p . l o - l l ) . I n the latter case, rarpls has its synoptic sense of
" n a t i v e place," and explains why (in the scheme of the Fourth gospel) Cana
was preferred to Nazareth. Spitta puts 4*"* after 2 " .
leaves in the original, or to editorial revision. Some instances suggest
accident, others a scribe's error, others again a more conscious purpose (see
above, p. 39, and Thompson in Exp* ix. 421 f., xiv. 2 l 4 f . ) .
* H e anticipates Kreyenbuhl in regarding 17'* as another gloss.
t Bacon (Fourth Gospel, 518 f ) thinks Tatian has preserved the original
order by placing -^'"^ after 7^°. Like Delff and Wellhausen, he recognises
the abruptness of 2i"- after 2 ' " " , but the transposition (so, e.g., Lewis) of 3^^-'°
to its original position after 2y probably solves most of the difficulties (cp.
e.g. 2^ = 32^, 2^-* = 3^', 2^^ = 3^) and restores the original connection between
3"-2i and s'l-so (cp. e.g. 3"=3=^, 3 " - " = 3 » ^ ,
f*=^z^).
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(d) Anticipated by a fourteenth-century writer, Ludolphus de Saxonia,* J. P .
Norris (Journ.
Philol., 1871, 107-I12), Lewis, Abbott {Dial. x. I. p. 81),
Foxley (Interpreter, ix. 313 f.), and Burton transpose 5 and 6, the latter being
(like 21) a Galilean episode added after the gospel had been finished. T h e
connection of 4**^ and 6' is good, while 7' echoes 5'8 and f'^-''^ (when f-'"-^ is
restored to its original position after 5"). Becker (SA"., 1889, 117-140) holds
that the episodical chapters 5, 7, and 15-16 were added to the gospel by the
author, after he had finished his first draft of the work, while Burton puts 7 ' ' - "
after 7 " , 8^''-"" after lO^^ (a specially good setting, since 8^^ presupposes, not the
audience of f", but one like that of lo^-^i, while 8"'' follows l'^^- very aptly),
and io>-'*after lo^^ (^vhich also brings 10^' nearer to 9^" and gives a b e t t e r opening for lo"- : so Lewis). Cp. A. Vezin (TQ., 1914, 499f.) on J n 5-10.
(e) Various attempts have been made to break up the speech in 6.
Besides those of Wendt, Wellhausen, and Spitta (Urc. i. 216-221 : 6"''-'* a
eucharistic addition), which are improbable (cp. Schmiedel, EBi. 2523 f.,
and Kreyenbuhl, ii. 34 f.), Chastand (L'apolre Jean et le quatriime
ivangile,
pp. 241 f.) distinguishes a speech in the synagogue (62«-«'- 36-4". 43-46) fj^jj, o^g
by the seaside (d^*-''^- 3i-3«- •"-^2. 47-68), j ^ e unexpected iv avvaywy% of 6°',
coming after 6 ^ , and 6'° after 6 " , suggest a conflation of two traditions. This
is, at any rate, better than to regard &^-''* (so Schweitzer, Das Ev.
Johannes,
1841, pp. 8of.) or 6"''-»* (Bruins, TT, 1911, 240-254) as an interpolation.
(/) One of the clearest instances of misplacement is the removal of 7^"*
from its original position after 5 " (Bertiing, SK.,
1880, 351 f., unconvincingly t puts 7 " " ^ before 5") ; its themes—faith in Christ's teaching, his
authority and relation to Moses, his healing on the Sabbath—fit in closely
to the argument of 5 (cp. 5^^" ^ = t \ 5 " = 7^^ S " = 7 " , l'-' = f \ S"-'-^* = 1""-^,
53o = 724)_ This hypothesis (Wendt, J. W e i s s : TLZ., 1893, 397, Burton,
Blass, Spitta, Moffatt, F . J. Paul, Lewis) further leaves the original course of
71* and 7^'- open ; Jesus enters the temple and teaches in public, which sets
some of the Jerusalemites talking, not upon the subject of "f^^-"^, but on his
openness (7^^) and unhindered action. Whether the displacement was accidental, or part of a redactor's work, the case for the restoration of •j'^'^-''^ to
its original site is extremely strong. Thus—to quote only one or two items
of proof—the question of 7 ^ becomes pointless if Jesus had just spoken 7^°"^'.
and 720-21 requires a much closer connection with 5^°'- than the traditional
arrangement provides ; the murderous attitude of the crowd (7^'"''3) contradicts
7^2 but is organic to the situation created in 5I6-18, -phe question of the
Sabbath is certainly dropped at 5^' (Schmiedel, EBi. 2529), but it leads
naturally to the question of Moses, and by as natural a transition (in the
Johannine dialectic) to the original topic in dispute (72^). T h e replacement
of the passage in its proper setting clears up some of the arguments which
Wellhausen (p. 37)+ raises against its u n i t y ; others (e.g. 01 'lovSatoi, y'^^-'^*,

* Bacon (Fourth
Gospel, 505) plausibly suggests that Ludolphus was
influenced by the Tatianic Diatessaron which " circulated in an ancient H i g h
German and Latin bilingual translation as early as the ninth century."
t Cp. Waitz in SK. (1881) 145-160. Lewis puts 812-20 ^fter 7-^
i H e admits, however, the identity of situation and theme in 5 and 7-8.
" Dass das bloss auf Oscitanz des Schriftstellers beruhe, dass dieser an die
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but b <!x^<"> 7*'') are not serious (cp. 62''- "*'• and 6^"-). It was perhaps the
allusions in 7' and 72" which led an early copyist to mistake this site for the
true one. Displacement is, at any rate, preferable to the idea that v.''
(Scholten), or vv.''"^^ (Bacon), or ^'** (Wellhausen), are editorial additions.
(g) The pericope adulterse (7"-8ii), though occasionally defended by
critics of opposite schools (e.g. Burgon and Miller, Causes of Corruption in
the Trad. Text oj the Holy Gospels, 1896, 232 f. ; A. Syski, De authentia loci
dissertatio critica [Warsaw, 1905], Bretschneider, Thoma, Jacobsen,
and Kreyenbiihl, ii. 162 f.) as an integral part of the gospel, betrays by its
un-Johannine tone and style an outside origin, either in the gospel of the
Hebrews* (Bleek, Pfleiderer), or in the gospel of Peter (Volkmar, cp.
Harnack in TU. xiii. 2. 50f.), the Aramaic original of Matthew (Resch,
Agrapha, 36 f., Paulinismus,
419 f.), the original synoptic tradition
(Holtzmann), or, as most critics are content to imagine, the collected
materials of Papias (i.e. the traditions of John the presbyter). The textual
evidence is conclusive (cp. Westcott, ii. 380 f.; Gregory's Canon and Text,
379, 5I3f., and Zahn's INT. iii. 346f.). A number of MSS read it here,
as early as Jerome's day,—which in any case is an impossible position,—but
the majority of MSS and versions ignored it. The internal evidence points
to a source nearer the synoptic traditions, and to a site for the story (which is
undoubtedly authentic f) during the last days of Jesus in Jerusalem. Its
original position may have been somewhere between Mk 12" and 13^ (O.
Holtzmann [above, p. 225], cp. iv rip'lepipwith ets rb 'lepbv, Jn 8^ ; Keim,
V. i65f. ; W i t t i c h e n , / / T . , 1881, 366f. ; and Hitzig, between 12'' and 12I8),
or (the Ferrar group) after Lk 21 (so Blass, Bacon, Westcott, Harnack,
SBBA., 1904, 193, H. M'Lachlan, St. Luke, 94 f.), if not between Lk 202*
and 2027 (Holtzmann, TLZ., 1898, 536 f.). Whether the textual form in D
is original (cp. von Soden's Schriften des NT. i. 486-524; ZNW., 1907,
110-124) or not (Lietzmann, ZNW., 1907, 34-37), the synoptic colour of the
passage points to some such locus rather than any position, e.g., after 7^ or 7^
(so some later MSS), or between 5 and 6 (Rendel Harris, New Testament
Autographs, pp. 10 f.). If it was inserted after 7"^ in order to fill up a
vacant place originally occupied by another story (Hausrath, Spitta, Urc. i.
194 f.), the early uncials betray as little knowledge of either pericopg as the
versions. The probability is that this floating passage of primitive tradition

Leser seines Buches denke, fiir die das Kap. 5 wenige Seiten vorher stand,
nicht aber an die Horer der Rede, die durch anderthalb Jahre von dem in
Kap. 5 Geschehenen getrennt waren, ist eine verzweifelte Auskunft, welche
die Riickstandigkeit der modernen theologischen Exegese kennzeichnet."
* In which, according to Eusebius (H. E. iii. 39. 18), there was a laropla
repl yvvaiKbs irl roXXats dpaprlais Sia^XrjBelarjS irl rov Kvplov included in
the book of Papias. It is uncertain, however, whether this laropla refers
to Lk 7^6-50 OJ. to Ju yra^gii ((.p. van Kasteren, RB., 1911, 96-102).
t Halevy (RS., 1901, 244-257) objects to a lack of the gratitude and
affection which fallen women in the synoptic tradition show to Jesus, and
argues that the writing on the dust (cp. Jer 17^8) was to condemn the
Pharisees as false witnesses. But there are only quasi-reasons for supposing
that she was another Susanna (cp. 8 " and Herm. Mand. iv. I. 4).
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(cp. Burkitt's Two Lectures on the Gospels, 8\ f. ; C. Taylor '\n JTS. iv. 129130 ; and Weiss in ZWT.,
1903, 141-158) drifted as a marginal note into
some MSS of John (perhaps as an illustration of 7 " or 8'"), and finally was
settled in the text during the third or the fourth century. If it was at one
time written (as some textual evidence suggests) at the end of the gospelcanon, it would be natural to find a place for it somewhere in the Fourth
gospel ; but this could not have been its original position (cp. Loisy, 541).
(h) Io22'-, which interrupts lo'"^^ and lo'*'*'', may have originally lain
before 8'2 (cp. JTS. ii. 137-140), or (Bacon, Fourth Gospel, 493 f.) may have
been added, editorially, along with 2""2' to fill up the five festal revelations
of Jesus (cp. Schwartz and Wellh.ausen, 49-50). See page 554.
(i) T h e traditional position of I2'*''''"' is isolated. T h e r e is an awkwardness
in ** coming after ^"^ (the cry does not suit the secrecy), and indeed after ^'"•.
When the passage is restored (cp. Wendt, Moffatt's HNT.
692) to its
original site between **' and '"'', the ideas of light and faith (which it is farfetched to view as a recapitulation of 8'2 etc.) are carried on without any
interruption, and Christ's public utterances receive a sonorous climax.
Earlier in the chapter, i22'-3'' (a Johannine reproduction of L k 21*'"") has
been placed after 1 1 " by Yr\e?,{ZNW.,
1900, 3 0 0 ) ; but this breaks the
symmetry of the latter passage. According to J. M. Thompson (Exp.* xi.
34 f.), 20'"''* were the original end of 1-12, an earlier source of synoptic
character which has been worked over in the Johannine spirit.
(f) T h e hypothesis that chs. 15-16 represent a later edition, either
by the author himself (Becker, SK.,
1889, 132 f. ; Lattey, Exp.''
i.
433-434 ; Lewis) or a redactor (so, for 15-17, Wellhausen, Heitmiiller), allows
14^1 to lie in its original connection with 18^ (ch. 17 being spoken by Jesus
standing in the attitude of prayer before leaving the room). T h e data in
favour of another author are hardly adequate, however (cp. Corssen,
ZNW.,
1907, pp. 138 f., and Moffatt, Exp.''
iv. 63 f.), except on the extremely precarious hypothesis that the gospel as a whole underwent a process
of accretion which was largely due to theological tendencies. T o strike out
iyelpeaBe, dyiapev ivrevBev (Corssen) is to cut the Gordian knot, and the only
alternative is to follow the internal evidence, which points to the conclusion
that, by some dislocation, 14 has been displaced from its original position
immediately before 17. T h e canonical arrangement leaves some awkward
sequences, e.g. in the fact of a long discourse following 14'° (hereafter I will
not talk much with you),* the contradiction between 16° and 1 3 ' ' or 14"''
(when the latter are put earlier), and the incongruity of l 6 " ' * after declarations like 13^ 14^' etc. T h e climax and final tone of 14'* (Arise, let us go
hence) has always been felt to be strange, in view of the unexpected sequence
of 15-16 and 17 ; and though more or less forced psychological explanations
are possible, it is a fair hypothesis to regard this parallel to Mk I4<'2 as
indicating some break or (to use geological language) some fault in the strata
of the literary record. Three theories of the place originally occupied by
15-16 have been suggested; either (i.) to set them between l-^^ and 1 3 ^
(Wendt, F . J. Paul), or (ii.) to interpolate them between 132" and 132' (Bacon,

* In the subsequent
addressed to disciples.

narrative only

two

brief words ( 1 8 "

192'') are
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fBL., 1894, pp. 64-76),* or (iii.) to restore them to their original position
between \f^^ and 13'!'' (Spitta, Urc. i. pp. 168-193 ; Moffatt, HNT. 522 f.,
692 f). (i.) interrupts the evident sequence of 13'' and 13**, and reduces
J529-33 and \-^-'^ to the level of mere episodes between 14^"^ and \(P'"^. (ii.)
also has the drawback of breaking the connection between 13^"^^ and 1321-30,
(iii.) is, of all the variants of this hypothesis, the most attractive and intelligible. After the withdrawal of Judas, Jesus, in view of the wine at
table (Mk 142^, Lk 22^8, Did. 9^), utters the parable of the Vine (15"-)
beginning with a special and warning allusion to the recent apostasy of his
friend (an unftuitful branch, 152 = 133<'-3i, 156== 1327), and urging brotherly
love as the bond of life (15'"- carrying on 13"'- ; cp. also 1310-11 echoed
in \^'*, 13"-'* in 15^"', 13" in 15", and 13^* in 1520). The connection of
thought between I-^'^^and 15 grows in fact more vivid as the two passages
are set in juxtaposition; thus the love of the disciples suggests to Jesus
jj^i8(.) the hatred shown them by the outside world, whose persecution
forms the next topic (is"-i63), passing over into the compensations for
the bodily absence of Jesus from his afflicted followers (i6*-i6'3). This
stream of counsel and warning closes with a word of triumph, (i6"=:i33'*'-'2),
which runs out into a renewed appeal for mutual love among the disciples.
Then follows Peter's protest (is'*"'^), exactly as in the synoptic tradition
(Mt 2(P^'^^), after Christ's mournful anticipation (\(P). The final discourse
of 14 ends in the prayer of 17 (cp. 14^= 17", 14"- = 172'-, 14"= 17*). In the
solemn pause before the exit—a pause too short for such a discourse as that
of 15 and 16—Jesus utters this sublime rhapsody of faith, and then (18') leads
the disciples out to face the end. Note that on this rearrangement \'^-^ is
not further from 15"- " than on the traditional, that \e^^- 21 echoes if*'^,
and that 14" is more natural after 16^^ (where the same statement, made for
the first time, rouses wonder).
(k) The difficulties of \^*-^ require some hypothesis of transposition or
dislocation, (a) The order of SyrSi" (is. 24. 14-15. 19-23. 16-18. 25b.28)^ ^niesg j ^ e
to early harmonising tendencies,! yields a coherent outline (so, e.g., Mrs.
A. S. Lewis, ET. xii. 518-519, and Old Syriac Gospels, 1910, p. xxxiv ; Blass,
Philology of Gospels, 57 f. ; Loisy, £tudes Bibliques, 143 f ; Merx, 428 f. ;
Calmes, 428 f.), though the separation of ^^ and 1^ is unlikely, (b) Spitta's
proposal (in Urc. i. 158-168) was ^*- "-2<. "-is. 26b-28^ v.^'* being a copyist's
repetition of '*'' for the sake of the narrative. This, however, still involves
the awkward separation of ^^ and '^*, and, unless we read (c) i'""- '*• is-ss. 2S-28
(with J. N. Farquhar, ET. vi. 284-288), the alternative is (d) "-"• i9-2*- "-i*'
2"'-28 (G. G Findlay, ET vi. 335 f., 478 f. ; Moffatt, HNT. 528 f., 693),
which straightens out the narrative, requires little textual change, and arose
from quite a credible slip on the part of a copyist, who passed from " to "
in the exemplar and only discovered his mistake in time to insert ^''2^ after
* jjse-ss being also restored to their original position after l 6 ' " \ The
revisionists prefer to omit xf''-'^* (Corssen) or \f^-^ (Wellhausen, HeitmuUer),
to which Schwartz adds 1323-26, Wellhausen 1327-29.
j- It is doubtful whether Tatian can be cited in favour of this order ; cp.
Hjelt's Die syrische Evangelienuebersetzung u. Tatian's Diatessaron, igoi,
pp. 128 f.

558

THE FOURTH

GOSPEL

" , catching up the last words of ^* in order to ease the transition in 2"* and thus
recover the thread of the narrative. On this rearrangement the elirov of 2° gets
a satisfactory subject, the high priest is Kaiaphas (as 11^''"), and the dispatch
of Jesus to the latter ceases to be purposeless, as it is in the traditional order.
T h e slightest change would be to take -•' as a parenthesis or intercalated
remark (so from Erasmus to Edersheim). Otherwise it might be placed
after i'' (so from Cyril of Alexandria to Luther) or " (Strauss). Wellhausen
omits it with drb TOV Kaiaipd {"*), and rpdrov and dpxiepeis &v TOV eviavroO
iKeivov {'^), believing, with Schwartz (adding 2'-27), Spitta (1910), and Bousset,
that the references to Kaiaphas are interpolated (after Mt 26''-'"); Bacon,
{Fourth Gospel, 485 f.) omits iJ(i5)-i8 ^ n j 24-J7 ^s interpolated by an editor, but
his thesis that the Tatianic order reflects the order in the original of the
Fourth gospel (see AJT. iv. 770-795), implies (a) that the Diatessaron
follows the chronological outline of the Fourth gospel—which is not the case,
as the feasts, e.g., are rearranged (cp. the excellent statement by Hobson in
The Diatessaron of Tatian and the Synoptic Problem, p p . 33 f.)—and {b) that
the Tatianic order of the Johannine material is free from the abruptness
occasionally evident in the canonical text—which, again, is not the case,
since 4^^ forms but a poor bridge between 5*' and 7', while, e.g., (P^ is hardly
a natural prelude to 4^.

Turning back, with these data, to the larger problem of the
gospel's structure, we still lack a sure clue to any process of
extensive editing. Upon the one hand, the Fourth gospel has
been composed in such a way that any earlier documents can
no longer be disentangled without recourse to highly arbitrary
canons of literary procedure and speculative reconstructions of
the text. On the other hand, any original"" details and sayings
which may be assumed to lie embedded in its pages do not
require more than some primitive witness upon whom the author
draws, either in the way of reproducing them from oral tradition
or by direct reminiscence. These reminiscences are more easily
felt than defined. But while the recognition of a good tradition
under, e.g., some of the Judean passages and Jewish allusions in the
Fourth gospel may imply an eye-witness as their ultimate source,
it need not have been John the apostle. The disciples who
accompanied Jesus on any of his visits to Judea and Jerusalem
must have included those familiar to us in the synoptic gospels,
* Original, i.e. in the sense of being independent of the synoptic traditions.
T h e speeches are not condensed summaries, but expansions of such sayings or
variations upon homiletic themes suggested more than once by O T passages
under midrashic interpretation (cp. G. Klein's Der dlteste Chrislliclie
Katechismus, 1909, pp. 40 f.). For the Fourth gospel as an inspired Tar^um,
freely rendering the sense of Christ's teaching for a later age, cp. Al)l>.itt's Dial.
3374 A, and E. V Scott a Religious and Hisljiicul Value oj Fourth Gospel, 74 f.
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t)Ut it is only on the last visit to Jerusalem that the belovcii
ili.scijile appears in the role of pre-eminence; this role at
one point (18^^) suggests not a Galilean fisherman, but a
Jerusalcmite; it is significant that the beloved disciple is not
claimed as an authority for the characteristic episodes in the
earlier portion of the gospel, at some of which, indeed {e.g. T,'^'and 4®^-), he could not have been present, and the sole trait for
which his authority is cited (19^^) is one of the most doubtful
statements in the whole narrative.
Little or no result has flowed from the repeated attempts to postulate a
Johannine document or substratum, which have been made for a century and
a quarter by critics from Bertholdt (INT.
iii. 1302 f.), who argued that John
took down the Aramaic sayings of Jesus on the spot and afterwards wrote
them put from his notes, to W e n d t , Briggs,* and Spitta t (Das JohannesEvglm als Quelle der Geschichte Jesu, 1910). Since John the apostle was
martyred early, the only available hypotheses of this kind are those which
make the historical narrative come from a disciple of John, and merely the
discourses from the apostle himself (so, e.g., Eckermann originally in
Theologische Beitrdge, 1796 ; C. H . Weisse, die Evglienfrage,
1856) ; or
those which make John only the witness or guarantee of the tradition, the
authorship being relegated to a later hand (so, e.g., Paulus, in the Heidelberg
fahrbUcher der Literatur,
1821, pp. I l 2 f . ; J. R. Tobler, ZWT.,
i860, p p .
169 f., ascribing composition (so Dechent, SK., 1911, 446-461) to A p o l l o s ;
Karl von Hase's Geschichte Jesu, 1876 ; Reuss, La Bible, vi., 1879 ; Sabatier,
ESR.
vii. 181 f. ; Ewald, Renan, and Weizsacker). It is one thing to
postulate a general historical basis underlying some of the logia and perhaps
the incidents in the gospel, and quite another thing to work out in detail a
theory of literary partition by means of which the Johannine tradition is disengaged from the later editorial expansion (so variously Schweitzer, das
Evglm Joh. nach seinem inneren
IVerth u. seiner Bedeutung,
1841 ;
Tobler's die Evglienfrage,
1858 ; Delff, Soltau, W e n d t , and Spitta).
DelfTs + earlier nucleus of the gospel consists mainly of the following
passages : l^"*" '"'"i 2'2-i6- is-20. 23-25 31-443 .45 ,1-16. 30-47 530-36. 41-58. 60-71 ni-36.
45-52. 37-38. 40-44 g l ^ - n S V

89-42 2oi-8- 19-31.

121-15. 17-24. 31-32. 34-37. 42-50 j ,1-19. 21-38 I 4 l _ i g 4 0

IQ1-S4.

W e u d t ' s apostoHc source, or Johannine logia, may be traced

* Cp. New Light on Life of Jesus (1904), pp. 140-158.
t Spitta's exhaustive analysis, with its Johannine Grundschrift (A) and its
second and secondary source (B), both edited by the redactor, is no advance
on its predecessors ; its extra complexity is not warranted by the complexity
of the data.
t Criticisms of Delff by Sanday (Exp.* iv. 328 f., v. 375 f.), A. Meyer
(TR., 1899, 255f., 295 f.), and Holtzmann (TLZ., 1890, 588f.). T h e most
permanent suggestion of DelfTs was that the author was a Jerusalcmite disciple
of Jesus, of priestly lineage, who after writing the gospel in Jerusalem worked
in E[)hesus as a biSi.aKa.Xos and then re-edited his gospel (adding, e.g., ch. 21)
for Asia Minor. This stands better than his linguistic analysis.
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the m o s t part in

l l " ' - '•l''- l ' ' l ' 2 l 3 " " (luluUnce). I8-20 -.l-2a. S-Sl .4-12 (»nb«Uno«).

13-15. 19-25 27. (t). 81-38 rl-S. 5-7. 16-27. »0-32. S4ik. 866-47 ^16-19. 21b-24 ^27-68 (lubiUnce). 60-61.
l3-94a. 65-69 ^1-7 (7). 10-14 (BubaUuM). 25-27 (suhitauce). 28-20. 83-43 (?) gl2-20a. 21-29. Slb-e9 Q 1 .
4-5. 39-41 j g l - l S . 19-21a (sutaUnoe). 23-88. 40 (?) j j l . 3. 6-6 (t). 7-10. 18. 17-22 (•ubitance). 28-27.
38-35 (aubsUuoe). 38 j220-28a. 81-32. »4-S6a. 44-47a. 48-50 j ^ l - l O . 12-17. 20. Blb-S» n ' _ i 5

1^37-38

14,17, iS«'-=«>i9''-"V SimilarlySoltau(ZA^;f';, 1901, 140-149; 5A'., 1908,1772G2, ZWT
Hi. 33 f., liii. 167 f.), putting on one side the material of the synoplSc
t r a d i t i o n (e.g.

l ' ° - 2 3 ' 81-34(36-42) 2I3-17. 19. 22 ^45-54 51-25. 66-71 g l . 8-23 ij47-56(67).

,23-8. 12-16 1326-27 18, 19I-24. 88-42 ^^x-i. 11-18. 19-23)^ fin^g the Original Johannine
Logia (i.e. sayings with a historical introduction) in i i P°-^2). 43-61 j ' - n 3i-i222-Sla .1-0 (16-19). 29-30. 89-42 ,-1-16 (18) yl-gl 82-11 Q23-41 1220-33 (37-43) j ,2-10 (16-20). (81-38)
jg25-37 2oi<-i8- 25-29 Even the attractive shape into which W e n d t has thrown
the hypothesis of C. H . Weisse breaks down ; * the distinguishing data of the
two sources are inadequate ; it is just in the discourses of Jesus that some of
the least historical features of the gospel recur, and these cannot be eliminated
without an arbitrary treatment of the text. T h e distinction, moreover, between
the narratives (with their emphasis on arjpeia) and the speeches (with ipya =
pijpura) cannot be carried through, for in the latter the (pya of Jesus are not
severed entirely from the arjpeta (cp. 62*- *"), whereas once at least in the
narrative Jesus does not lay stress on his arjpeta (20^), and in 7 ' (narrative)
works are equivalent to signs and wonders. + T h e work of Jesus (17^) was to
manifest the glory of God (17'), and this surely included the manifestation of
the divine life in the arjpeta as well as in the words of the Son. In the light
of 5i'-27 etc., it is not possible to confine work and working in the Fourth
gospel to any specific line of activity such as that of preaching and teaching.
T h e work to which Jesus refers in 721 is a miracle, and when the works of
himself (5^) and God (5'') are ranked objectively with the testimony of the
Baptist (5^"**) and the Scriptures (5''), those ipr^a, especially in the light of
an allusion like that of lo*', cannot be what Wendt's theory demands.

More help is to be secured by recognising that the addition
of 21 to the gospel must have been accompanied by some further
process of editing in the text of 1-20. The extent to which this
was carried depends on the view taken of the ' beloved disciple'
and of the putative authorship, as well as on the theory adopted
with regard to the First epistle. The author of the latter—it is
a fair hypothesis—may have edited Jn 1-20 (Zurhellen adds the
Apocalypse in 1-3, 21-22); but even this conjecture leaves us in
* Cp. the critiques by Holtzmann (TLZ.,
1886, 197-200), H a u p t (5A'.,
1893, 217 f.), Lock {JTS.,
1903, 194-205), G. W . Stewart (Exp.''v'\\. 6 5 80, 135-146), Corssen (GGA., 1901, 645-656), Bacon (AJT., 1901, 146-148),
Hitchcock {.4JT., 1901, 146-148), 'S^.o^iett (Dublin Review, 1904, 314-335),
J. A. Cross (.fir., 1903, 331-333), Swete (S.r/.''viii. 267-282), Hargrove (HJ.
i. 410-412), Schmiedel (fi'jSz. 2554-2556), and E. F Scott ( J ? / ' / ' . , vii. 397 f.).
t There is no evidence in the context that Jesus corrects this idea of his
brothers. H e simply protests against their eagerness for a manifestation of
power in Judea.
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the dark as to the precise extent and motives of the editorial
revision which added 21^-^*, and which has been traced in 12^^
and 18^2^5 ^gii as in 19^^, in 528-29 (Scholten, Wendt, Zurhellen),
640. 44. 641 i25f. j^s. 18b. 28b (Zurhellen), and in the editorial additions
or marginal glosses already noted, i.e. especially in the more
eschatological and popular traits which distinguish the First epistle
from the bulk of the gospel. A further application of this hypothesis attributes to it the beloved-disciple passages (Schwartz),
while Schiitz, Wellhausen, and F. Westberg {Die Biblische Chronologie nach Flavius Josephus und das Todesfahr Jesu, 1910, 83 f.),
agree that the festival-journeys of Jesus have been interpolated in
the original gospel, in order to lengthen out the ministry to three
or four years. Wellhausen postulates a Galilean Grundschrift (A),
with no speeches, composed by some anonymous author; but its
resemblances to Mark do not serve to throw much light upon it,
if the anonymous author {Ev. Joh. pp. 102 f.) dealt freely with
his prototype; and its Marcan character is not obvious, if it
lacked teaching and stories of the healing ministry. It has also
been worked over by a redactor (B), who draws especially on
Matthew and Luke,* and reproduces dialogues and discourses of
Jesus. The criteria for this are not more convincing than in the
case of Wendt's partition-theory.
The outcome of our investigation is therefore negative and
tentative on the whole. The central problems of the gospel lie
beyond the reach of purely literary criticism, and no reconstruction
of a supposed apostolic source does justice to the dual characteristics of the book. " In many sections," as even Zahn admits
{INT. iii. p. 337), "the narrative lacks the clearness and definiteness which we should expect from an eye-witness." " The whole
nature of his employment of the synoptic literature is symptomatic
of the secondary character of his history. An independent witness
might, of course, have been acquainted with earlier presentations
of the same history : his own might have coincided with them in
its main features ; but, writing in the light of his own recollections
and the impressions made on himself, he must have preserved
some originality of detail. The fourth evangelist, on the other
* Bousset regards the Grundschrift as Lucan in tone, and ascribes to the
redactor a predilection for Matthew ( TR. xii. 55). Wendt secures a primitive
element for his sayings-source in another way, by carrying them back to the
reminiscences of the apostle John ; the beloved disciple is (19^^=1 Jn 5°) the
author of the first epistle.
36
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hand, is dependent, even in minute details, on the earlier
narrative " (\Vendt, p. 48). This feature of a later age is even
more marked in passages which have no synoptic parallels.
Thus the dialogues, beginning with the introduction of some
figure, pass over into a disquisition or monologue, in which the
author voices, through Jesus, his own or rather the church's
consciousness, usually upon some aspect of the christology
which is the doiiiinant theme of the whole book. T h e original
figure is forgotten; Nicodemus, the Samaritan woman, or the
Greeks serve as the point dappui, and presently the so-called
conversation drifts over into a doctrinal meditation upon some
aspect of Christ's person, leaving the figure or figures in question
without any record of Christ's final attitude, or of the effect which
he produced.* This method recurs even in the description of
John's cross-examination by the deputation from Jerusalem (i^*'-).
It precludes the idea that the author could have been an eyewitness of these scenes, or that he is reproducing such debates
from memory. The interests of the writer lie in the dialectic of
his faith rather than in the situation which he provides for its
successive movements.
The oljjection taken to this view of the Fourth gospel, viz. that there was
no milieu for such controversial discussions, falls to the ground in presence
of writings like Justin's dialogue with Trypho, where the obscure origin of
the Christ (viii., ex., cp. Jn l""), his birthplace (cviii., cp. Jn 7"''), the
question of Sabbath observance (xxiii., xxvi. f., xlvii. etc., cp. Jn S'"*" i^^'),
the coming of Elijah (xlix. f., cp. Jn i2i), Jews and Samaritans (Ixxviii., cp.
Jn 4, 8''), etc., are among the topics of contemporary interest (see above,
pp. 46 and 531).

Over against these traits lie the indications already mentioned,
which suggest that the author had access to some reliable historical traditions for his work. In view of such dual phenomena,
the least objectionable hypothesis lies among those which
postulate not only the influence of Alexandrian thought in the
Asiatic church and the development of Pauline and post-Pauline
conceptions, but a certain oral tradition (Johannine or not) upon
the life of Jesus which had hitherto flowed apart from the ordinary
channels of evangelic composition.! The logia of this tradition
* An instance of this, in epistolary literature, occurs in Gal 2"'-.
t S o , after Wendt and others. Cone (Gospel Criticism and Historical
Christianity, 1891, pp. 251 f. : "While on any hypothesis of its origin
many critical problems --emain unsolved, there is at least a strong probabilitj
for a Johannine nucleus in the book, for frequent ' words of the Lord
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cannot often be disentangled from their setting. The discourses
in which they are embodied represent the genius of a single
writer, voicing the faith of his circle as well as the ideas of his own
mind. Nor is it possible to ascertain the exact literary channel
by means of which these sayings and traditions have flowed into
their present position through the homilies of the early church,
any more than to estimate precisely the extent to which their
original shape and colour have been altered, previous to their
incorporation in this gospel, or during their passage through the
rich, devout mind of the author (see pp. 43-44). But their
gnomic character, their outstanding originality, and their profound depth, prove that the dramatic and creative genius of
the author had materials to draw upon * in composing the
meditations and illustrations of Jesus which distinguish this
gospel from the synoptists.
§ 8. The Beloved disciple and others, — The mixture of
adherence to the synoptic tradition and imaginative freedom in
its treatment comes out {a) in the author's references to the
disciples, and {b) in his allusions to the family of Jesus.
Peter, in accordance with the dominant tradition, still occupies a certain
position of primacy among the disciples. Alluded to before he comes on the
scene (l^"'"), he is still their spokesman upon occasion, plays a prominent r61e
at the last supper (136-10. 24r. ser.) ^nd in the closing scenes (i8i'*-27), and, in
accordance with primitive tradition (l Co 15', cp. Lk 24^), has his own access
to the risen Lord (Jn 2i''*).'|' Andrew is Simon Peter's brother (i*^'- 6*), and
Jesus calls him Cephas from the outset—a proof not only of divine prescience
but of Peter's pre-eminence as the bulwark of the church, of which he is the
(KvpiaKd \byia) handed down from the apostle without connection, probably,
and without a historical setting.
The attentive reader finds on almost
every page of the Gospel words which are probably genuine Johannine logia
of Jesus"), O. Holtzmann (Leben Jesu, Eng. tr. p. 46 : " A t the time that he
composed his work the traditions of the life of Christ had not yet become
crystallised in the church's faith. Hence the current of the evangelic narrative was still able to carry along with it much material that had not been
utihsed by the synoptists"), and P. Gardner (Ephesian Gospel, 79f.).
* " It may be said with certainty that a literary artist capable of inventing
the most striking sayings of Jesus to Nicodemus or to the woman of Samaria
would have made his composition as a whole more flawless, more artistically
perfect than the Fourth gospel actually is. Judged from an artist's point of
view, it has blots and awkwardnesses which a master of imaginative invention
would never have suffered his work to exhibit" (M. Arnold).
\ In 2<^'*, however, it is suggested that while the other disciple entered
the tomb and believed, Peter had entered without believing (on the early
attempts in Syr^'" to correct 20' into the plural, cp. Diat. 15561.).
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spokesman (6'"-). T h e author thus not only thnnvs back Mt 1 6 " so as to
cover Peter's career from the beginning, but omits the subsequent rebuke
{thou Satan!) of Mt 16"*, and associates the devil not with Peter, but with
Judas Iskariot ( 6 " 132-27).
T h e remarkable prominence of Andrew, as compared with his position in
the synoptic tradition (where he stands second to Peter in the apostolic lists
of Mt. and L k . ) , appears in three places, I'""- 6^'- and 12-"-. (a) H e is not
only one of the first two disciples (of J o h n the Baptist) who joined Jesus, but
is the first disciple named in the g o s p e l ; he brings his brother Peter to Jesus,
and Bethsaida is expressly called the city of Andrew and Peter, (b) H e
volunteers information to Jesus about the food-supply—another detail which
the synoptic tradition omits, (c) Finally, he acts as intermediary between the
Greek inquirers and Jesus. These allusions, corroborated by the traditions
{e.g. Papias, Gospel of Peter, Gospel of the Twelve) of the second century,*
indicate that Andrew, like Philip, was an important figure for the (Asiatic)
circle in which the Fourth gospel circulated. T h e latter is the first disciple
whom ]esvLsflnds (i*^).
Andrew's confession of faith is the first in the gospel.
We have found the messiah, but Philip's is more explicit: We have found
him of whom Moses wrote in the law and of whom the prophets wrote, Jesus
the son of Joseph, from Nazareth.
H e is prominent at the feeding of the
multitude near his native place (6^'-), and it is he to whom the Greek
inquirers first apply (l2-'). On all these occasions he is associated more 01
less closely with his fellow-townsman, Andrew ; in his request for a iheophanj
(14*) he is alone, but it is possible that he and Andrew are the anonymous
pair of disciples in 21^.
Thomas, who has no independent r61e in the synoptic tradition, comes
into prominence in the final Judean cycle of stories in the Fourth gospel, at
III* 14° and 2o2''-29 ; in the appendix he is mentioned, next to Peter (212),
among the disciples to whom Jesus appeared after death in Galilee. It is
curious that John only mentions ' the t w e l v e ' four times, and always ' in
connection with some mention of treachery, possible desertion, or u n b e l i e f ;
he significantly widens (132") the saying recorded in Mt lo^'' = L k lo^', and
apparently ranks Nathanael almost on a level with the twelve, some of whom
he entirely ignores (cp. Diat. 1671, 1695). T h e absence of N . from the
synoptic lists of the twelve, together with the fact that Philip in the latter is
followed by Bartholomew, has suggested that B. and N . represent the same
person, B. being the patronymic name (so, e.g., Keim, Renan, Calmes, and
Zahn) I the similarity of the name has led others (e.g., Resch, TU. x. 3.
829 f.; Rohrbach, Berichte auf d. Auferstehung,
51 f.; Weizsacker) to identify
him with Matthew Levi, which has the merit of reproducing the Papias-list ;
the details t in !*"• have led others again to see in him a symbolical figure of
* In one Coptic (Akhmim) fragment of a second century ( A . D . 150-180)
anti-gnostic gospel (ed. Schmidt, SBBA.,
1895, 705-711), Andrew appears
with Peter and Thomas in a scene corresponding to that of Jn 2o2^'-, while in
another gnostic fragment (ed. Schmidt, SBBA.,
1896, pp. 839 f.) he plays a
similar r61e of incredulity. See on this FFG. iv. 2S2, 289.
t Abbott (Dial. 3375-3377) regards the story as a version of the story of
Zacchseus in the .sycamore tree.
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Paul or Paulinism (Honig, ZWT, 1884, liof. ; Holtzmann, BL. iv. 294 f ;
O. Schmiedel, Hauptprobleme d. Leben-Jesu", 22f., 117 f. ; Kreyenbiihl, ii.
353f.; E. F. Scott, pp. 47f. etc.), the Paul who, a genuine Israelite,
worshipping under the unsatisfactory fig-tree of Judaism, was called by Christ
(Ac 22'*=Jn I''*), and broke through the prejudicesof his early environment to
win personal intercourse with Jesus and to utter a greater confession of faith
in the divine Son than his predecessors in the apostolate. But in view of
Gal I'-i"'-, a later writer would hardly have described Paul's approach to
Jesus as mediated by any human agency (Jn l^- *^), and even the desire of
emphasising the apostolic prestige would not have made the agency apostolic ;
he would rather have chosen terms like those of l ^ . Besides, visions were
not a special feature of Paul's apostolate (2 Co 11^' 12'), and the call of Paul
was not motived as in Jn l^' (note etSov, not iKdXeaa or iipiiivrjaa). It would
be more plausible to identify him with the beloved disciple John (so, e.g.,
Spaeth, ZWT,
1868, 168f., 3091., and Rovers, TT, 1869, 653-661).
This would imply that the references in Jn 21 are from another plane of
thought, though, if the note in 2 1 ' is correct, it helps to fill out the connection
between 1**^- and 2^^:
It is often argued that by the rp&rov or rpuros of I** the writer subtly
suggests that after Andrew found his brother Peter, the other disciple of
iS5-40 found his brother ; consequently, as the sons of Zebedee were the only
other pair of brothers who (according to the synoptic tradition) were among
the earliest disciples of Jesus, and as the Fourth gospel never mentions them
by name, their calling is implied here (so, e.g., Westcott, Godet, Zahn,
Calmes ; cp. Abbott, Diat. 1720, 1901, FFG. v. 149 f.). The Fourth gospel
is full of subtle touches, but this is hyper-subtle.* John plays no independent or special r61e in the synoptic tradition ; he and his brother James are
cafled (Mk i^'-)-"") after Peter and Andrew ; in the lists of the twelve he comes
fourth (except in Mk 3I6-18 where Andrew falls from the second to the fourth
place, as in Mk 13^) ; the only occasion on which he acts as spokesman for the
twelve (Mk 9''"*i = Lk g*^-^) exposes him to a rebuke for having failed to
appreciate the generous temper of Jesus, and the presumptuous claim
advanced by himself and his brother (Mk lo^^'-, softened by Mt 20*"-)
betrays an equal misconception. He is third in the group of the four
disciples who draw from Jesus (Mk 13^'") his prophecy of the future, and in
the group of three who fail Jesus in Gethsemane (Mk l4'2'- = Mt 26'"-) ; but
neither at the last supper, nor during the trial, nor after the death of Jesus,
does he appear. On the other hand, there are slight traces in Lk. of a higher
place (contrast 8°^ with Mk 5'', 9^8 = Mk 92 and Mt 17I) next to Peter in the
only two scenes (raising of daughter of Jairus, and the transfiguration) where
Peter and the sons of Zebedee appear as a trio of intimates, before the vigil in
Gethsemane. Furthermore, Lk. omits the claim of Mk lo'"-, though he was
aware of it (cp. 12^^"°" 222^'-= Mt 2o2'"-), identifies the two confidential
disciples of Mk 14'' (Mt 26'"- simply ol paBrjral) with Peter and John (22'-"),
omits the fact (Mk i4'''- = Mt 26'"-) that Peter and the two sons of Zebedee
* Besides, the true reading is rpui'C, as some of the old Latin MSS
and Syr^'" (cp. Mrs. Lewis, Old Syriac Gospels, xxviii.-xxix. ; Souter, CA'.
p. 138) show ; it has been corrupted (cp. Odyssey, 242') into the later variants.
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slept in Gethsemane and were rebuked by Jesus (22""*"), and that all the
disciples fled after their Master was arrested (Mk 14'"' = Mt 26°'), and adds to
the women at the cross (Mk l 5 ' " - " = Mt 2f^-'*) rdvres ol yvoiaroi airi,
standing at a distance (22^). This is carried forward in Acts, where John is
closely associated with Peter ( l ^ ' 3"- 4'^'- 81^'") during the early Jerusalcmite
period (cp. Gal 2') in the leadership of the church. H e then drops into
oblivion ; the control of the Jerusalemite church passes into the hands of
James, the brother of Jesus. H e is absent from the Fourth gospel, unless he
is the beloved (or, other) disciple.
Comparatively little is made of the latter
figure, except to hint at his pre-eminence in one or two scenes (adapted from
the synoptic tradition) where Peter is prominent.* At the last supper (if^'-)
ihis favourite disciple is assumed to be in the secret of Jesus, as none of the
others is. During the trial ( l 8 " ' - ) Peter again requires his intervention,
this time to gain entrance to the palace of the high priest. At the cross
(1926'-) he receives charge of the mother of Jesus (mission to Jewish
Christians ? ) t and witnesses the humor effusus ; at the grave (2o2'-) he is the
first to see the empty tomb and then believe, i.e, without requiring to see the
risen Christ. T h e empty tomb was enough for him ; all else, O T proofs
and even the witness of the women, was secondary.
T h e possibility of a mystical reference in all (except 182"-) ot these
passages does not exclude—in fact it would rather point to—a literal basis.
If by the disciple whom Jesus loved (Sv rjydra 6 'Irjaovs) the author means to
suggest the typical or ideal Christian, a permanent witness to Christ's love
{till P come, 21), the ideal is in part a Pauline ideal ( = Gal 22"); so, e.g.,
Bacon (Exp.'' iv. 324 f.. Fourth Gospel in Research and Debate, 301 f.),X who
declares that " the heart of the Fourth Gospel is Paul's confession of his faith
in Gal 22"" (p. 326). Possibly he was a Jerusalemite disciple who did not
belong to the twelve ( S w e t e , / r i " . xvii. pp. 371 f.). T h e choice lies between
identifying the beloved disciple with John the apostle § or John a Jerusalemite
(Delff, Pousset, etc.), and regarding tiim as ideal (from the Leucian Acts
of J o h n ? Pfleiderer, Urc. iv. 143 f.). T h e chief objections to the laUer
* H e is never contrasted with sceptical Jews or imperfect Christians.
t Volter (Mater Dolorosa und der Lieblingsj'unger
des Johannes
Evglms,
Mit einem Anhang Uber die Komposition dieses Evglm,
1907) and Erbes
make the beloved disciple in 1-20 the John Mark of Ac 12^2. the gospel is
to prove (19") that he was not a mere interpreter of Peter, but superior to
him. In 21, however, the beloved disciple is the Ephesian presbyter. This
is great honour done to John Mark (see above, p. 512).
X " T h e artist who paints an ideal figure has a model, but what he aims
to delineate is not the model." While the beloved disciple originally was
an ideal figure (according to Bacon), partially drawn from Paul, the editor
of the appendix identified him with the apostle (cp. Soltau, SK.,
1915.
371 f-).
§ An ideahsed figure of the historical John (Scholten, op. cit. 397 f.) is as
adequate an explanation as perhaps any other ; the title is a play upon the
meaning of the name. Similarly we may feel the inwardness of Nikodemus
and the Samaritan woman as types of Judaism uniting belief and the love of
wonders, and the more susceptible paganism of the age.
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vitw 4re the psychological difficulty of conceiving how an abstr,Tct figure
could be put side by side with the other disciples, and the fact that, in the
Jerusalem-scenes, Delft's hypothesis has considerable plausibility.
(b) The sisters of Jesus are ignored, but his brothers are introduced as
different from his disciples (2^2^ a^fj sceptical of his claims (7^''°), a practical
illustration of i""^'. The coolness of the relations between them and the
Logos-Christ is developed in the case of his mother, whose earthly relationship is carefully detached from the higher interests of the Logos-Christ on the
only two occasions on which she is mentioned (2* ig''^''"). The symbolic
significance of the mother is evident in both places. Taken literally, the two
passages may be held not only to conflict with historical probability, but to
reveal an aloofness which it is psychologically difficult to associate with Jesus.
The presence of Mary at the cross may be a deduction from Ac l " , and both
scenes possibly reflect a dramatised variant of Mk 331-3" gj^^ introduced for
the purpose of differentiating the new religion from its parent stock. In the
former, the Logos-Christ denies that he has anything in common with his
family ; in the latter he finally loosens the nearest tie of earthly relationship.
It is only when the narratives are taken as symbolic rather than as a mere
record of fact that their full meaning emerges.

§ 9. The authorship.—The fourth gospel makes no statement
about its author. It ends with the remark, ravTa S\ yeyparrai
Iva marevrjTe, but it is silent upon o ypai^as. The appendix,
however, after describing the destiny of the p.aOrjrr]s ov rjydra 6
Irjaovs, a d d s in a n editorial n o t e (21^*): OVTO<; ianv b pa6rjrrj<;
o paprvpiov trepl TOVTIHV KCU 6 ypai/'a? r a v r a . U n l e s s the last four

words are to be regarded as an interpolation (so, e.g., von Soden),
the beloved disciple, who only appears definitely in the closing
days of Christ's life, is claimed not simply as the authority for the
whole gospel (to which ravra here refers), but as its author.
But quis custodiet custodest This claim is not made by himself;* it comes from the anonymous circle who endorse the
gospel {KOX oiSapiev ort aXrjOrjs avTOv 17 piaprvpia iariv),

and who

have added the two closing notes (212^-25)^ both of which
indicate that the gospel had been, or might be expected to be,
criticised for its unique contents (so different, e.g., from the
synoptic tradition) and for its incompleteness. The latter
criticism has been already met by anticipation in 2o**-8i; the
former is to be felt at 19^*, the only passage in the gospel which
definitely connects the author with an eye-witness. Here, after
the soldier has pierced the side of Jesus with a lance, causing
blood and water to pour out of the wound, the narrative
continues: and he who saw it has borne witness {KOX O eiopaKibi
* For attempts to preserve part of these verses for John, cp. Wetzel (op,
cit. pp. ISf.).
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pepaprvprjKev), and his witness is true,—yea, fie knows that he is
telling the truth {Kal iKeivot; oiSev on dXrjSri Xeytt),—that you also
may believe. Is eKelvo<:, in this enigmatic protest, a human
authority or, by a strong asseveration (cp. 2 Co i r"-^^), the exalted
Christ (so Dechent, SK., 1899, 448f; Abbott, Diat. 2383-4, EBi.
1809; Zahn, Komm. 6e,?,i.; Spitta; Schwartz; Peake, London
Quart. Review,i()o^,2T e,; ¥orhe?,,^3inss[e\t.ex's Zwei Apost. Zeugen,
2 6 - 2 8 ; Bauer) ? When the mystic or symbolic sense of aXpa Kal
vSiop is connected in any way with i Jn 5^ the divine reference
of excivos becomes rather more probable, since in i Jn. the pronoun always means the exalted Christ. Still, the connection is
different here, and upon the whole eVetvos may be reasonably
regarded as equivalent to 6 ctopaKuis, the beloved disciple of 19^®.
This would imply {a) that the writer was or wished to be taken
for (so, e.g., Renan, Jtilicher, Loisy) the said eye-witness, or
{b) that he appeals to this earlier authority in order to corroborate
a statement which he anticipates may rouse suspicion (so, e.g.,
Hilgenfeld, Weisse, Harnack, Weizsacker, von Soden, Wendt,
Pfleiderer, J. Reville, Calmes, Schmiedel, Wellhausen, Erbes).
Physiologically, it is possible that water mixed with blood issued from
some wheal or bleb on the surface of the body, which the lance pierced, " but
blood and water from an internal source are a mystery" (Dr. C. Creighton,
EBi. 960-961), or, as Origen called it, rh rapdSo^ov (c. Cels. ii. 36). The
main point, however, is that the writer's religious interpretation of the
phenomenon which he records is not anti-doketic (as in I Jn 5'),—the effusion
of blood would have sufficed for that purpose,—but symbolical. The object
of 1931-" is to clinch the proof that Jesus died as the true paschal Lamb, of
which no bone was to be broken. This rounds off the isolated testimony of l2*,
and explains the symbolism of the blood and water as the evidence of spiritual
life issuing from the death of the Christ; the effusion of blood signifies the
removal of sins, the effusion of water the impartation of life eternal, and the
collocation of both indicates that these are vitally connected in the work of Christ.
This would be confirmed if 6 riareioiv els ipi in 7** were taken with Kai
riviroi) of 7^' (cp. Nestle, ZNW., igog, 323), and airov referred not to the
individual believer but to the Christ (so, e.g.. Grill, 16 ; Loisy, Calmes, Forbes,
Westcott), as was apparently the view of the Gallic Christians c. A.D. 170
(Eus. H. E.v. I. 22) and possibly Cyprian amongst others.* The author makes
* All three points, Christ as the source of living water, believers not only
as the recipients bat transmitters of it, and the identification of it with the
Spirit, are represented in the third ode of Solomon in the Pistis Sophia, an
ode which (cp. Ryle and James, The Psalms of Solomon, pp. 157 f. ; R.
Harris, The Odes and Psalms of Solomon, 12-13) is tinged with Johannine
rather than specifically gnostic colours, and is probably to be dated not later
than the first half of the second century A.D.

AUTHORSHIP

569

Jesus refer to himself as airov, because the pas.sage (see p. 33, and ET xxiii.
235-237) is a prophetic quotation, with a proleptic allusion to the Spirit which
was not to be poured out upon believers until Jesus was glorified {y*^ — 2o").
On the other hand, when 7^' is read with 6 riareiojv els ipi as equivalent to
the following avrou, the conception of the believer as a source of spiritual
blessing for others tallies with 2022-23^ especially if the paBrjral of the latter
scene are not restricted to the apostles.

19^ is therefore, as Blass warned critics {SK, 1902, 128 f.),
a foundation of sand upon which to build any critical theory of
this gospel's origin, whether the verse should be relegated to the
margin {e, fuld. om.) or not. Its use is to prove not the presence
of an eye-witness, but the spiritual testimony or interpretation
which is the essential aim of the writer. Furthermore, the verse
is so closely connected with 21^4, that either the editor of the
appendix must have moulded his words o a the former passage,
or inserted the latter (so, e.g., Bacon, Fourth Gospel in Research
and Debate, 171 f) * as a paraphrase of 3 Jn ^^ and i Jn 5^^The latter alternative is preferable. If 1934-86.37 ^re omitted
(with the opening and un-Johannine iyevero ydp ravra of v.^^),
the sense is clear : oi Kareaiav avrov TO, aKeXrj, iva ^ ypacjirj
rXrjpwOrj' oarovv oi avvrpi^rjaerai
airov (so, e.g., Schwartz,

Wellhausen, Heitmiiller). The interpolation in vv.^^-ss tallies
substantially with 21^*, the main difference being the substitution
of iKeivos olSev for o'iSapev. Y-^', with its un-Johannine erepa
ypa(f>rj, points to the circle from which Apoc i'^ (cp. Mt 24^0)
originated, though the quotation is differently applied (there
eschatological, here historical). On the other hand, it must be
allowed that the mere omission of v.^s (with Kat i^XOev evdvs
alpa Kal vSimp in ^*, and iyivero ydp ravra in ^6) gives an equally
good sense, and at the same time avoids the necessity of
regarding 20^'^ as another interpolation (or part of one).
Unless John the presbyter is brought in (cp. besides
Harnack, etc., S. Eck in Preuss. Jahrb., 1898, 25-45), the author
of Jn 1-20 and the editor who revised it and added the
* According to Bacon, R. (the Ephesian editor) identified the nameless
elder who composed the Fourth gospel and the epistles with the beloved
disciple. It is too drastic to regard (so, e.g., Schwartz and Bousset) the
' beloved disciple ' passages as editorial insertions—an analysis which, among
other results, would leave Judas with little else than the bag, in the original
draft of the gospel. On the other hand, no theory of an apostolic
Grundschrift, or even of a ' Johannine ' source for narratives or logia, has yet
been worked out with any approach to probability.
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appendix are both unknown. The former, like the writer o(
Matthew, was one of the anonymous early Christian authors,
probably of Jewish origin, who were content to sink their names
in their great cause and subject. All we can discover is the
general traits and tendencies of his mind, as these may be
supposed to come out m his work. It is not a paradox to say
that nothing in his pages necessarily implies, while several
features practically forbid the conjecture that he was an eyewitness. " His mastery of midrashic method, especially that of
a ' spiritualising' Alexandrian type, reminds us of an Apollos;
his attitude towards Stoic conceptions and to some of the
commonplaces of Greek philosophy recalls the venerable Ephesian
teacher of Justin Martyr. All reasonable inferences of this kind
have value in proportion as they help us to understand the
author, his task and his times " (Bacon, Fourth Gospel, 464). It
may be a convincing proof of the superiority of Christianity,
that, "when the exquisite Greek word-science, the brilliant
dialectic, the dramatic colouring, of the alluring life, the exalted
death, the perfect self-sacrifice, of the Platonic Socrates had
failed altogether to influence the masses of mankind, the religion
of Jesus, springing from a despised unlettered people, triumphed
over the world"; but, in view of writings like Hebrews, the
writings of Luke, the epistle of Diognetus, the Apology of
Aristides, and above all the Fourth gospel, it is incorrect to
describe the religion of Jesus, in its initial approach to the
ancient world, as "dressed in nothing that made it attractive
to the cultured intellect." • The Fourth gospel represents the
first serious attempt to re-state the primitive faith for some wider
circles who were susceptible to Hellenic influences, and the
author, in translating the gospel of Jesus for their benefit, shows
himself a master not only in his selection of the matter he had
to convey, but in his grasp of the language in which he had to
reproduce his beliefs.
§ 10. The appendix,^—The epilogue or appendix (ch. ai)
• J . H. Shorthouse, Literary Remains (1905), p. 229.
t Special literature : Hoekstra { T T , 1867, 407-424, 'het laatste Hoofdstuk
van het vierde Evangelie'); Eberhardt, Evang. Joh. c. 21 (1897); Klopper
(ZWT,
1899, 337-381); Zahn, INT
(§ 66); Wendt (pp. 248-253);
J. R6ville (305-320); Moffatt, HNT. 694 f.; Horn, Abfassungszeit, Geschichlichkeit, und Zweck von Ev. Joh. Kap. 21 (1904); Bacon, Fourth Gospel
in Research arul Debate (1910), 190 f., 211 f. (due to revision at Rome).
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describes a Galilean appearance of the risen Jesus to seven of
his disciples, which falls into two parts. In the former (21^-"),
Jesus enables the disciples to secure, with unbroken net, an
astonishing take of fish, and then provides them with a meal
upon the beach. In the second part {21^^-^^), which describes
the conversation after the meal (cp. Merx, PM., 1898, 154160), Peter is restored to his vocation, while the destinies of
Peter and the beloved disciple are contrasted. Finally, an
editorial note (vv.**"^^) vouches for the beloved disciple as the
authority and author of the gospel, and also apologises for its lack
of completeness (cp. Diat. 2414-2416, FFG. i. 163 f., and
Lucretius, i. 410 f.). The naive hyperbole of the latter verse
is quite consonant with contemporary rabbinism (see Bacher's
Agada d. Tannaiten ^, i. 24 f., for a striking parallel from Jochanan
b. Zakkai). The former opens up at a stroke the problem of
the gospel's origin and authorship.
The true climax to the gospel is 2030-81, which Tertullian
{adv. Prax, 25) called its "clausula." Had the author originally
meant to add the contents of 21, he would have transferred the
"clausula" to a place after 21^* or ai^*^^*) (Zahn), as indeed
Dr. Rendel Harris {New Testament Autographs, pp. T4 f) once
proposed to do, on the ground that v.^o implies an insufficient
amount of writing material (cp. 2 Jn '^^, 3 Jn ^^). After 2o8<*-8i
anything further is almost an anti-climax. The seven arjpieia are
complete. Jesus has appeared thrice after death. The disciples
have all received their commission (not to baptize, cp. Mt 28^*;
above, p. 253, and ERE. ii. 380).
{a) Was the gospel edited posthumously, like Vergil's Aeneid,
by some friend or friends of the author {summatim emendata) ?
On this hypothesis (Weiss, Reuss, Eberhardt, Bovon, etc.), the
epilogue might be the work of Philip and Andrew (21^ cp. i*"'- 6^^
ijsof., so Haussleiter*), or of Andrew alone (Chastand). {b) Or,
was the appendix added by John himself f as a dehberate
* Both Haussleiter and Horn, however, hold that the appendix was
written during the lifetime and with the sanction of John, so that their
views really approximate to (b). Kenyon (Hdbk to Text. Crit. of NT, p. 31)
represents a popular opinion in concluding that the gospel, after being
dictated by the apostle, " seems to have been finally issued by a committee
of the heads of the Church of Ephesus."
t As a curiosity of criticism, one may record the hypothesis of P. F.
Vigelius (Hist. krit. Onderzoek naar den Schrijver von Joh. xxi., Leiden,
1871), that the epilogue, but not the gospel, came from the hand of John.
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finale to his gospel (so, e.g,. Luthardt, Godet, Westcott, Lightfoot,
Plummer, Schanz, Becker, Drummond, Lepin, Sanday)? Or
{c) was it added by the unknown and anonymous author of the
gospel to a work which he had already finished (so, e.g., Renan,
Hilgenfeld, Thoma, Baljon, Jacobsen, Jiilicher)? The view
that it was not written by the author of the gospel is upon the
whole more probable than any of these theories, even than
the last. As the writer belonged to the "Johannine circle,"
and as he was composing an appendix to the gospel, his style
naturally approximates to that of the work which he is editing,
but, even within the brief space of the appendix, idiosyncrasies
of language and style appear which are practically sufficient
to indicate another h a n d : * e.g. Se^ios, eKreCvio ;^€tpas, CK rpirov,
imaTpeifiiii, i^erd^o}, to-;(va), roXpaw, rpirov (adv.), oi dSeX<j)0L, vtrdyia
with infinitive, TraiSta for reKvia, rrpinia for rrpwi, iyep6ei<; for

dvaards, and (j>epeiv for ayetv (v.^*); iirl in v.^ is different from the
irl of 6i^-2^ (cp. Diat. 2340-2342); (jtavepow {w.^-^*) is unusually
employed to describe a resurrection appearance (cp. Mk i6^^-^*);
the idv after oorts in v.^^ also corresponds to the use in 1 Jn
32" rather than to Jn 2* 14I2 15^^, and the disciples are described
in synoptic rather than Johannine style (Peter a fisherman, the
sons of Zebedee). The date of the passage—if appreciably
different from that of the gospel—must have been early enough
to allow of its incorporation into the archetype of all existing
texts (not before A.D. 180, Krenkel; not before A.D. 155, Erbes
in ZKG., 1901, l o - i i , 1912, 188 f, as unknown to Irenseus).
Some who insist that it formed an integral part f of the gospel,
however, use this conclusion in order to bring the whole work
down pretty far into the second century (particularly Thoma
and Jacobsen), and Keim dates its composition c. A.D. 160,
previous to 2 P i^*, in the age when the cult of John was rising
in Asia Minor. Probably it is to be dated not long after the
Fourth gospel itself, in the first half of the second century.
• So, e.g., Baur, Schwegler {NZ. ii. 355 f.), Scholten, Keim, Klopper,
Pfleiderer, Chastand (HApStre Jean, 98-104), J. Reville, Loisy, Weiss,
J. Weiss, Bacon, l.'ofs, Schwartz, Schmiedel, Bruston (Revue de Thiol, et de
Philos., 1906, 501 {.), Heitmiiller, etc.
t Especially when its contents are interpreted allegorically as representations of the latter church and its experiences, as, e.g., by Keim (vi. pp. 313318) and Pfleiderer. Chastand (E A poire Jean, pp. 98-104) regards it as the
work of a later hand, but a fruit of the aposUe's oral teaching : "Nous en
faisons comme le codicille qui accompagne le testament de l'apdtre."
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The appendix falls into three parts (21'-" ar^^-as 21^*-^^),
which are more or less closely linked together.
(i.) The failure of the disciples to recognise Jesus, which
comes in awkwardly after 20^^'-, shows that originally the story of
2i^'i* was the first* of a Galilean series of appearances. The
abrupt and unmotived change of place, from Jerusalem to
Gahlee, suggests that the writer or editor desired to haimonise
the two lines of tradition upon the resurrection-appearances of
Jesus, but it is more easy to feel this motive than to trace its
mode of operation.
Loofs (die Auferslehungsberichte und ihr Wert, pp. 3 l f . ) regards 21^""
as based originally on a pre-resurrection story, which has been misplaced
and combined with a (non-Galilean) post-resurrection appearance to Peter
J21I6-19. cp. Resch, TU. X. 4, pp. 47 f., 195 f.). The main theories of 2l'-i»,
however, associate it either (a) with the lost conclusion of Mark's gospel, or
(b) with Lk 5'"'^. (a) Upon the former hypothesis, it is argued that the
passage represents a more or less freely edited form of the lost ending to
Mk.'sgospel (Rohrbach, pp. 52 f. ; Harnack, ACL. ii. I. 696f., and BNT. i.
227 f; Eberhardt, 81-83 ! Loisy ; t von Dobschiitz, Probleme d. ap. Zeitalter,
14 f. ; H. Schmidt, SK, 1907, 487), or, more probably, a variant of the
same tradition (Wendt, Kirsopp Lake, pp. 143 f. ; Heitmiiller). If Mk.'s
gospel was ever finished, it must have included a Galilean vision (16') in
which Peter played a prominent (perhaps an exclusive) r61e ; but even if this
were equivalent (cp. Meltzer, PM., 1902, 147-156) to I Co 15* = Lk 24**, it
would not correspond with the narrative of Jn 21^"'' (where Peter is not the
first or the only one to see the Lord, and where it is not the eleven disciples
who are present). If Mk.'s original conclusion is to be felt anywhere, it is
(see pp. 239 f.) in Mt 28 rather than in Jn 21 (so especially, against Rohrbach,
Schmiedel, EBi. 4054-4055). (b) But possibly the story is based on the
tradition of Lk 51-" (so many, from Strauss and Weisse to Brandt, Evang.
Geschichte, 401 f. ; Klopper, Pfleiderer, Spitta, A. Meyer, Wellhausen,
Forbes, FFG. iii. 68f., etc.). The ordinary view of the Lucan story
(cp. p. 536) is a symbolic representation of Peter undertaking the mission
* The rehabilitation of Peter also is more tardy than might be expected.
"One is inclined to sacrifice the historical accuracy of the writer of this
appendix to the Fourth gospel, so that one may identify this meeting of Jesus
and Peter with that mentioned in Luke's gospel (24*^). One may ask, would
Peter unpardoned have been found in the apostolic company ? Could the
loving heart of Jesus have left him so long uncomforted ? The incident loses
much of its significance if placed at a later date and after another meeting
with Jesus; surely the restoration to apostleship must have taken place at
the first and not the second meeting" (Garvie, Exp.'' iv. p. 18).
t Loisy (Syn. Evang. i. 444 f.) explains its presence here as due to Luke s
deliberate omission of the Galilean appearances and at the same time to his
desire to conserve the story on account of its symbolic value. He conserved
it by using it not for the rehabilitation, but for the original call of Peter.

574

THE

FOURTH

GOSPEL

:o the Gentiles only at the express command of Jesiw; (cp. Ac l o " ) and
requiring Paul or the other apostles to assist him (5"), while the broken nel
is supposed to imply the rupture between the Jewish and the Gentile
Christians, and so forth ( v . ' = Gal 2"). Loisy, who recognises the improbability of a definite symbolism in details, agrees with Holtzmann and others
that the unsuccessful night's fishing is " sans doute une allusion k I'insucc^s
de la predication apostolique aupres les Juifs"—a strange allusion in face of
Ac 2^"- ! T h e mission to the Gentiles, which shines through both L k 5^'"
and J n 2 1 ' " " is, however, as unmistakable as the fact of some connection
between the two stories or traditions, particularly when that of J n 21*"" is
recognised (as, e.g., by Loofs) to have originally represented a pre-resurrection
incident which had no connection with J n 2ii^'-. It is noticeable that
Luke (5^"") substitutes for Mk ii6-2«=Mt 4^*-"" a call which not only puts
Peter first (before James and John), but makes a miraculous draught of fishes
the occasion for a confession of sinfulness on the part of Peter which Jesus
turns into an assurance of his apostolic vocation. This was probably the
theme which suggested the tradition of the following story in 2l'°'-.
It is doubtful if even 2 1 ' " " is a unity as it stands, though the analyses of
its composite character have not yet reached any measure of agreement; cp.
Soltau, who finds two strata in 2l'-8- " and 2i^- 12-", H . Schmidt
(SK,
1907, 487-512), who traces the dual background in L k 5'*'^^ and L k 24''^'',
and Volter (Die Entstehung des Glaubens an die Auferstehung Jesu, 1910, pp.
52) who detects the redactor's hand in 2l*'*- '""'' and the source in 2l*'°- *•
12a. IS. 12b_

(ii.) The rehabilitation of Peter, with the prediction of his
death and of that of the beloved disciple (21^^-23^^ jg ^ symbolic
fragment which has no synoptic analogue,* but 21^'^^- may be
interpreted in the light of a synoptic logion.
T h e fact that the words in 2122 If I choose that he should survive till
I come, are immediately followed by an allusion to authorship (v.2'*) has
suggested the hypothesis that they refer to the latter form of activity and
influence, (a) Thus Irenseus took the words as a reference to the apocalypse,
with its reiterated allusions to the Lord's coming ; on this form of the theory
(so variouslyBengel, Ebrard, and Luthardt), John survived to see the Lord's
coming at the fall of Jerusalem, (b) Strauss even less probably suggests that
piveiv meant the permanence of John's teaching, which was to outlive the
Petrine tradition.f This is the idea of 21'-^, where the witness {papTvpQv)
is the permanent function fulfilled by the gospel once written (ypafas);
the
disciple, though dead, yet speaketh. It is just conceivable that the terms
* Schwartz's(2A'/^F., 1 9 1 0 , 9 6 ^ , 1914, 2 i 4 f . ) theory that 2 l ^ ' " " i s a d o u b l e t
to Mt i 6 " ' - sounds far-fetched. Cp. R. H . Strachan {Exp.* iv. and vii.).
t Schwartz (48f.) fantastically refers piveiv in v.-- to the later legend o(
John lying incorruptible in the grave (cp. Corssen's ed. of the third-century
Monarchian Prologues, p. 102), and makes v.23 the later addition of a scribe
who mistook it for a reference to the Parousia. T h e aKoXovdetv of I'eter is
no proper antithesis to this, however, and the legend is not mentioned in the
Leucian Acta.
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might apply to him when still alive, though in this case we should have one
authority being certificated by a lesser. But the natural impression made
by 2i2"'' is that the beloved disciple has died. Jesus did tu)t will that he
should survive till the second coming.
The ordinary interpretation is that one object of the story was to remove
an erroneous impression created by John's longevity. It is obvious that
this would exclude the identification of the beloved disciple with John the
son of Zebedee, if the early martyr-death of the latter is accepted as historical.
If it is not, the figure of the beloved disciple may be (a) identified either
with that John or \«th John the presbyter, or else (b) he may be regarded as
the ideal Christian. When (a) is followed, those who regard ch. 21 as from
a different hand may still take the beloved disciple of 1-20 as originally
modelled on the apostle John ; in which case ch. 21 betrays the conscious
or unconscious confusion of the apostle with the presbyter. But it is even
possible to interpret 2i2"- in such a way as to permit its reference to John
the apostle, in the light of his early martyrdom. The starting-point of this
interpretation is the mysterious saying of Jesus preserved in Mk 9* = Mt 162'
= Lk 92^ that some (rives) of the disciples (not simply of his contemporaries)
would survive until he returned in messianic glory.* Whether Mt. has
expanded eschatologically, and Lk. abbreviated, the original Marcan form
(cp. I Co 42"; Resch, Parallel-Texte, iii. 156 f.), or whether Mt. is closer to
the original, matters nothing for our present purpose. The Fourth evangelist
has already generalised and spiritualised the saying (S"^""') in characteristic
fashion; in 2\"^ it is at once applied specifically to the beloved disciple and
also cleared of popular misconceptions. What the writer means is that the
beloved disciple did not stay where he was, but followed Jesus in his own
way, i,e, that John outlived Peter, and, although he too died as a martyr,
did not die in the same way as his fellow-disciple. Whatever was the
original context of the saying (cp. Mk.'s Kal tPXeyev airots), it follows in the
synoptic tradition Christ's claim that the true disciple must take up his
cross and follow the Lord (dpdria rbv aravpbv airov Kal dKoXovBelrio poi,
Mk 8**=Mt i62^ = Lk 9^*). This connexion underlies the association of
Peter's death on the cross and his following of Jesus in Jn 21 ""22, and also
the suggestion in 2i2»- "^-^ that, as in the case of the beloved disciple, there
was a following which did not involve such a death and yet did not, on the
other hand, imply survival till the return of Jesus. The beloved disciple
did not suffer martyrdom on the cross, but he did taste of death before the
Lord returned. The point of 2i2''' therefore lies in the contrast between
aKoXovBovvra and piveiv. The beloved disciple also follows Jesus ; he too goes
forward to a martyr-death. Peter's question in v.21 expresses curiosity about
the particular form of that death. Is it to be the same as his own, or what ?
The reply in v,2* is that whatever be the fate of the other disciple, his own
• It is improbable (i.) that this saying is to be connected (so, e.g., O.
Holtzmann) with Mk i o " = Mt 202*, as if Jesus expected that some, including James and John, would share his martyrdom at Jerusalem, or (ii.) that
it is to be read, in the light of Ac y's-so^ along with the following transfiguration-story (Abbott, Diat. 2998, xxv.a), as if Peter, James, and John in theii
lifetime ei joyed the martyr's privilege of s^ vision of the heavenly Son of Man
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duty and destiny are plain ; av poi aKoXoidei. Of the other disciple, who is
already following Jesus, it is said, idv airbv BiXoj piveiv (ws ipxopai, rl rpbs
ai ; here piveiv ?ws ipxopai means survival till the second coming of Jesus,
but the fact that the words are spoken to one who was already following
(i.e. in the pregnant and fateful sense of the term, on the way to martyrdom)
shows that piveiv in this context denotes a Christian life which did not follow,
a life which stayed where it was (cp. ll^) without moving. " E v e n if I
choose that he should not follow at all, but remain where he is, it is no
concern of yours." T h e passage thus corrects the idea (212*= Mk 9') that
John's early martyrdom was less notable than that of Peter or out of accord
with the will and word of Jesus. I suggest this interpretation with some
diffidence ; but it seems to me the only way of fitting in the logion (as applied
to John) to the early martyrdom-hypothesis.

(iii.) It is obvious, as Zahn admits, that v.^* was not written
by the author of the gospel. " T h e we includes the / [of v.^s
oip.at] and excludes the he [/>. the p.aOi]Tr]s of v.^*]." Whether
the we represents the Ephesian presbyters, or a local church, or
the apostles (as in the legend of the Muratorian Canon), or a small
group of apostles (Haussleiter), the whole of ch. 21, and not
merely the imprimatur of vv.^*-^^, was probably composed by
the editor who wrote in their name. 2i2*-25 is a postscript,
but it is closely connected with what precedes. The narrative
could never have left off at 212^, though it might have been
rounded off with 21^*, v.^^ being subsequently added with a sort
of rhetorical flourish to signalise the position of the book at the
close of the gospel-canon. How apt a remark, for all its naive
hyperbole, to be made by a scribe or editor as the finale of the
last scripture in the collection of evangelic narratives 1 But
although more hands than one may have touched the gospel
editorially, v.^ in all likelihood came from the same pen as the
preceding passage. The external evidence against the verse is of
the slenderest; Dr. Gwynn, after an examination of the textual
phenomena {Hermalhena, viii. pp. 368-384), even pronounces
it non-existent. Whether or not its "real service to the scholar
is to illustrate the niorbid disposition of editors and scribes
towards a species of appendicitis," it seems to have formed
part of the canonical text as early as that text can be verified.
The atmosphere of 2124-25 jg local patriotism and reverence felt
by the Asia Minor communities for the memory of their distinguished head."* (V.^* " seems an inflated version of 20^**,"
* If this was John the apostle, he must have been martyred in Asia Minor,
or after work there. This theory in any case renders the confusion between
him and his namesake in Asia more probable. If the beloved disciple was John

LATER TRACES

577

Dods, EGT. i. p. 867. The same idea is more moderately
put in I Mac 9^2.) An instance of this habit of adding notes
to a volume is afforded by Ec 13®- (i^H*, although the spirit of
that epilogue is corrective rather than confirmatory. Thoma,
who attributes 2i^"23 to the author of the gospel {i.e. the
presbyter of 2 and 3 John), gives 21^*- 25 to the author of i John
as being a later insertion; while Chastand attributes ch. 21,
like 763-8I1 i^-^- i*-^8, to a pupil of John who wrote after his
death. But when the whole chapter is taken as a unity, it falls
into the age and spirit (Klopper) of vv.24- 25^ and as the gospel
could not have ended with 2123, there is no reason to take
yy 24.25 as notes added before publication (O. Holtzmann).
§ I I . Traces in second-century literature.—The earliest traces *
of the Fourth gospel occur in {a) Papias, {b) Ignatius, {c) the
Marcan appendix (i6^-20), and {d) Justin Martyr; the alleged
traces in Polykarp, Barnabas, and Hermas are quite indecisive.
{a) Where Papias criticises, or rather reports the criticism of
John the presbyter upon, Mk. for not writing his account of
Jesus rd^ei, he is tacitly contrasting the synoptic manner (see
above, pp. 187 f) with that of the Fourth gospel (so, e.g., Zahn,
Schwartz, Corssen in ZNW.,
1901, 212 f.). This is borne out
by the fact that Irenseus quotes a fantastic exegesis of Jn 142 from
the presbyters, evidently the presbyters of Papias; this logion
might have been current apart from the Fourth gospel (as has
been recently argued by Erbes and Kreyenbiihl, i. 64 f.), but the
probability is that the presbyters knew it in its present context
and embroidered it with passages like Slav. En 6x2 etc.
{b) The conceptions of Ignatius have been held to imply
rather an acquaintance with the general ideas which reappear in
special guise in the Fourth gospel and the First epistle of John,
than any hterary relationship.
the presbyter, the same motive operates, viz. the desire of the Asiatic Christians to uphold their chief against the Roman claims of Peter ; but, again, this
tendency is more explicable if the confusion between the two Johns was already
accomplished, unless the present chapter is a deliberate attempt to promote it.
* On the general external evidence for the circulation and reception of the
Fourth gospel in the churches of the second century, see Ezra Abbot's
essay in the volume (1891) by A. Peabody, Lightfoot, and himself; E. A.
Abbott (.£J52. l 8 l 3 f , ) ; Lepin, L'Origine, pp. 19 f. ; Sanday, Criticism of
Fourth Gospel, 236 f. ; Zahn (INT. % 64) ; H. L. Jackson (Fourth Gospel,
38-61); Stanton (GHD. i. part l) ; Bacon's Fourth Gospel in Research and
Debate (1910), I7f. ; and ^enAt's Johannes. Evglm (164 f. ; I'^ug. tr. l7Sf.).

37

578

T H E FOURTH

GOSPEL

This conclusion, argued especially by von der Goltz (TU. xii. 3.
pp. 118-144, 197-206), is shared by Abbott (EBi. 1829-1830), J. Reville,
Harnack (ACL. ii. i. pp. 396f., 674), Schmiedel {EBi. 2547), Pfleiderer
{Urc. iv. i n f . ) , and Bacon (Fourth Gospel, 64). The dependence of
Ignatius is argued by Dietze (SK, 1905, 563-603),* Lightfoot (Biblical
Essays, pp. 81 f.), Zahn (GK. ii. 903 f.), Resch (pp. 11-12), Drummond,
Loisy, Bardsley (JTS., 1913, 207 f., 489^), and Sanday. The evidence
for the latter view is "somewhat indeterminate" to Stanton (GHD.
i. 191.), and highly probable, though short of certainty, to Inge (NTA.
81-83). In tlis Johannine circle of thought, and in the Ignatian epistles
alike, the great contrasts of life and death, God and the ruler of this world,
appear, together with a predilection for the same conceptions of yvHais and
rlaris, dX-i^Beia and dydrij. But it is the christocentric tendency, so strongly
marked in Ephesians, which reappears characteristically in the Fourth
gospel and the Ignatian epistles, where the entire value of Christianity is
identified with the person of Christ, and where the communication of the
divine knowledge and redemption to mankind depends essentially upon the
historical reality of Jesus (cp. Jn 6'^), who really lived, really died, and really
rose again (Smyrn. 3I etc.. Trail. 9). The complete manhood of Jesus, from
birth (l** 6*^ 7^ 8'^) to death (Smyrn. 9), is the historic guarantee of God's
manifestation to men, and to deny this denotes the spirit of antichrist or
blasphemy (Smyrn. ^"). Apart from the adp^ of Christ (Trail. 7'), faith is
vain. On the other hand, so far from impairing the divine uniqueness of
Christ, this essential humanity only serves to bring out his deity, and
Ignatius, while distinguishing him from the Father (e.g. Magn. 6^ 8"), goes
so far as to call him Bebs, and to speak of af^ua Beov (Eph. l').
As in Hebrews so in Ignatius and the Fourth gospel, the absolute and
unique character of the Christian revelation does not exclude, but rather
implies, that among the Hebrews this culminating epoch had been practically
anticipated. The prophets of old (cp. Magn. 8^'") had been inspired by grace
to speak and suffer ; their life had been Kard Xpiarbv, and consequently they
had still a significance and authority for Christians (Smyrn. 7, cp. Jn 5'^ 12").
Even the Mosaic kw, properly regarded, was a step towards faith in Christ
(Jn 5*° 7 " etc., cp. Smyrn. 5').! But the latter, as final, supersedes all
previous revelations.
In Ignatius, however (cp. Ro 8^, Magn. 8"), as opposed to the Fourth
gospel, the Logos is associated, by a play on its etymological significance,
with the self-utterance of God, connected with arbpa and yvibprj, and contrasted with the silence of the divine nature. Furthermore, the emphasis on
* The fact that Ignatius develops the Logos-idea on naive religious lines,
and not on the semi-philosophic line of the Fourth gospel, must not be taken
(as by Dietze, p. 587) as determining the character of the latter. The affinities
of the Logos-idea in the Fourth gospel, with their undoubted echoes of
Philonic speculation, simply show that the idea, as we see from Hebrews and
John's apocalypse, was capable of varied application in the hands of varied
writers.
+ Jn 4""-"* and Ign. Magn. lo' both regard Judaism as the prelude to the
universal and spiritual religion of the Christ. Cp. also Phil. 7^ = Jn 3*.
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the birth and death of Christ (Eph. 19') as the cardinal moments of his saving
work suggests a development of the Pauline ideas in popular combination with
the later synoptic tradition, rather than a reflection of the Johannine thought.
Ignatius also reflects the Pauline conception in the emphasis which he attaches
to the death of Christ as summing up the significance of his rapovala (Eph.
7", Smyrn. 5', Phil. 8" g"). In collocating the virgin-birth with this, he
assimilates Paul's thought to the later S3moptic tradition of Mt 1-2 and Lk
1-2. But, as in Paul the death of Jesus set free the redeeming powers of the
risen life, so in Ignatius the death of Christ stands in relation to the semiphysical conception of fwij as equivalent to dipBapala, the latter state of
immortality being conditioned by that triumph over sin * and death which
Jesus achieved by his sinless birth and redemptive death.
The thought and even the language of Smyrn. l" are almost as Pauline as
Johannine (122*-**). The passage follows a sentence where Ignatius echoes
Ro I* and the S3moptic tradition of the virgin-birth and baptism (Mt 3I').
He then proceeds to describe Christ as truly nailed up (KaBrjXuipAvov) for our
sokes in the flesh irl Movrlov JliXdrov (1 Ti 6'') Kal'TipiaSov rerpdpxov
that he might set up an ensign (Is 52' 4922) to all ages through the resurrection, for his saints and faithful ones (cp. Eph l^), whether among Jews or
among Gentiles, in one body of his church. The underlying thought is no
more than a popular adaptation of that in Eph l^*'- 2"'", where the death
iv aapKl and resurrection of Jesus are the divine means of uniting Jew and
Gentile in one body. The influence of Paulinism, however, does not explain
satisfactorily the resemblance between Ignatius and the Fourth gospel. As
Ignatius uses, but inexactly cites, the epistles of Paul without any formal
citation or reproduction of their contents in any given passage (cp. e.g. i Co
12^2 vvrjth Trail. 11, Smyrn. I), why may not he have dealt with the text of the
Fourth gospel similarly ? May not the sovereign freedom of a writer who
uses earlier writings to help out his characteristic ideas, neglecting the form
but conserving so much of the spirit as he found congenial, be held to
explain the one problem as well as the other?
{c) As Mk i6®-20 (pp. 239 f.) presupposes the fourth gospel
(cp. e.g. Sanday, Criticism of Fourth Gospel, p. 244, and Bacon,
Fourth Gospel in Research and Debate, 213 f.), this dates the latter,
or, at any rate, 1-20 (Bacon), prior to the middle of the second
century.
{d) Justin M a r t y i : cp. Schwegler {NZ. i. 216 f., 359 f.),
Hilgenfeld {ZWT,
1879, 492 f, J.'s relation to Paul and
Fourth gospel), Bousset, Die Evgliencitate Justins des Mdrtyrers
(1890), and Zahn, GK. i. 463 f.
T h e only question with regard to Justin is whether he
attributed the gospel to John the apostle, as he did the
apocalypse. The gospel was certainly in circulation when he
wrote, and therefore it is probable that echoes are to be heard
• A point at which the affinities of Ignatius with i John are noticeable.
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in places like Apol i. 6 i ( = Jn 33-8) and Dial 88 ( = Jn i-'"-23
though Ac 132^ is as probable a source), possibly in Apol. i^'
( = Jn 19^*, iKdOiaev taken as in Gospel of Feter).*
T h e independent character ot Justin's Logos-doctrine, and the scantiness
of any definite allusions in his writings to the Fourth gospel, render it highly
probable that, like Ignatius, he did not assign it any authoritative position as
an apostolic or Johannine work,—it is doubtful if he even ranked it among the
dropvrjpoveiu-ara rQv droarbXoiv,—but the evidence, such as it is, indicates
that it was known to him. This conclusion, which is practically that arrived
at by Keim, T h o m a , Hilgenfeld, H a r n a c k , J . Reville, Kreyenbiihl, Loisy,
and Bousset, does not go so far as that of scholars like Ezra Abbot (Authorship
of Fourth Gospel, 20 f.), Resch (Paralleltexte
zu Joh. 17 f.), and Drummond
(pp. 86-162), who think that Justin believed in the Johannine authorship,
but it is an advance upon the older attitude of scepticism which could not
find any secure trace of the Fourth gospel in Justin at all, and much more
upon the view of those who argued that Justin represented a stage of Logosspeculation prior to the F o u r t h gospel.

The inferences from such uses of the Fourth gospel are inconclusive, and even unfavourable (see below), so far as the
Johannine authorship is concerned, but they converge upon a
proof that it was in circulation from the second decade onwards
of the second century in Asia Minor at least; the Johannine
teaching and the Johannine epistles (with the apocalypse), whose
existence is verified for that period, are not sufficient to account
by themselves for the phenomena of the so-called " echoes " of the
Fourth gospel, e.g. in Papias, Ignatius, and Justin. They do not
suggest that the gospel was reckoned as the work of John the
apostle, but they are sufficient to prove its difi"usion as early as
the first quarter of the second century.
§ 12. The Date.—The various dates to which the gospel has
been assigned cover about a century. It has been placed between
70 and 85 (Wittichen, Alford, Reithmayr, Bleek), between 80
and 90 (Ewald, Godet, Bisping, Westcott, Calmes, Zahn),
between 90 and 100 (Mangenot, Batiffol, B. Weiss, Camerlynck =
85-95), between 90 and 120 (Jackson),^. A.D. 100 (Lightfoot,
Weizsacker, Reynolds, Harnack = after 95, Cornely, Lepin =
before 100), between 100 and n o (Renan, Schenkel), in 100125 (O. Holtzmann, J. Reville, Jiilicher, Loisy, Bauer), 130-140
(Hilgenfeld, Keim, Thorna, Lutzelberger, A. Reville), 140-155
* Both the Gospel of Peter and Justin may go back to the Acta Pilati at
this point. T h e former is by some (recently by C. H . Turner, y Z i S . , 1913,
l 6 8 f . ) regarded as dependent on the Fourth go.spel.
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(Bretschneider = ^. 150, Schwegler, Zeller, Volkmar, Taylor,
Pfleiderer = before 135-140, van Manen, Kreyenbiihl, Schmiedel,
Erbes, Schwartz = f. 150), and in 160-170 (Baur, Scholten, Bruno
Bauer). Recent criticism, however, has lopped off"several branches
on both sides. It is now recognised that the use of the gospel
in the circles of Valentinian gnosis * rules out any date after
c. 130; again, if Justin, Ignatius, and Papias in all likelihood
were acquainted with it, this excludes any terminus ad quem
for its composition much later than A.D. n o . The terminus
a quo, on the other hand, is determined approximately by the
date of the synoptic gospels, all of which, as we have already seen,
were probably known to the writer (see Appendix R).
(a) One question has indeed been raised which would leave a later date
open. Does 5*^ (idv dXXos IXBy iv rip bvbpari rip ISlip, iKetvov XijptpeaBe)
allude to the movement headed by Bar Kochba, the pseudo-messiah, under
Hadrian ? This interpretation, which has been urged especially by Hilgenfeld
(Einl. 738 f.), Erbes, Pfleiderer, and Schmiedel (EBi. 2551), would prevent
the composition of the gospel from being earlier than A.D. 135, unless with
Wellhausen we regard the saying as an interpolation (see above, p. 37)—much
as the allusion in the Politics (v. 10. 16) to Philip's murder proves that Aristotle
wrote this passage or the entire treatise after 336 B.C. The reference is
not to any historical personality, however, but to the belief (cp. 2 Th 2)
that antichrist would arise out of Judaism (so, e.g., Bousset and Loisy).
(b) Upon the opposite side, the dependence of the gospel upon the synoptic
writers has been challenged in favour of a much earlier date. Repeated
attempts have been made, mainly on the ground of 52 {iariv KTX., on
which Bengel comments, scripsit Johannes ante uastationem urbis), to put
John prior to A.D. 70 (c. 70, Resch, Michaelis), and, indeed, to the synoptic
gospels, which are supposed to correct and amplify its traditions. See
especially the recent essays (after Lampe, Hahneberg, J. T. Beck, and Cassel)
of Wiittig, Das Joh. Evglm und seine Abfassungszeit, 1897 (reviewed by H.
A. A. Kennedy, Crit. Rev., 1897, 254-356; Blass, Philol. Gospels, 241 f., and
Holtzmann, TLZ., 1897, 379 f.); W. Kiippers, neue Untersuchungen Uber den
Quellenwert der vier Evglien, 1902; Wilms, der Ursprung des Joh. Evglms,
1904, and H. Gebhardt, die Abfassungszeit des Johannes Evglms, 1906, with
Halcombe's independent theory in The Historic Relation of the Gospels, An
* If the Exegetica of Basilides based on the Fourth gospel, this would
more than corroborate a date earlier than Hadrian ; but possibly (cp.
Windisch in ZNW., 1906, 236-246) Basilides commented on an edition of
Luke (see above, p. 187, and ERE. ii. 427). The anti-gnostic aim is carried
to unreal extremes by Schwartz, who regards some of the editorial additions as
anti-Valentinian ; e.g. 8^' (220, see above, p. 536) in order to controvert their
thirty (cp. Lk 32^) aeons, and the festal journeys in order to up.set their oneyear ministry of Jesus, with the omission of Simon the Cyrenian on account
of the gnostic, doketic abuse of this figure in the passion-story.
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Essay towara re-establishing Tertullian's account (1891), and in ET iv. pp.
77 f., 215 f., 268 f., 313 f., 404 f., V. 224 f. The hypothesis takes various forms.
Thus W. Kuppers puts Mk. last (64 f.) and Lk. (pp. 52-57) immediately after
John ; while Halcombe puts Lk. last and Mk. second. But it is almost
superfluous to add that, in any form, the theory will not bear examination.
The use of the present tense (along with the past, cp. 4° 11* 18') is no
evidence for the contemporary existence of a building or institution, as
Hebrews (see above, p. 452) and Josephus are sufficient to prove ; the absence
of any allusion in the Fourth gospel' to the fall of Jerusalem is no serious plea
against its composition after A. D. 70; the external evidence of tradition (cp.
Wright in EI' iv. 358 f.) upon the order of the gospels is neither unanimous
nor of primary importance (see above, pp. 14-16); and, finally, the order of
the synoptic gospels, necessitated by this theory, is absolutely impossible (cp.
Wright in ET iv. 497-501, v. 126 f., 168 f.).

(B) A JOHANNINE

TRACT

{/JOHN).*

LITERATURE.—(a) Editions—(i.) (of three ' Johannine' epistles):—Grotius
(1550); Calvin (1565); Aeg. Hunnius (1566); Calovius (1650); W. Whiston
(1719); Zachariae (1776); S. F. N. Morus (1786); S. G. Lange (1797);
H. E. G. Paulus (1829); de Wette (1837 f.) ; Jachmann {1838); Lucke'
(1840; third ed., Bertheau, 1856)*; J. E. F. Sanders (Elberfeld, 1851);
G. K. Mayer (1851) ; DUsterdieck (Gottingen, 1856); C. Wordsworth
(London, i860) ; Ewald, Die Joh. Briefe ubersetzt und erkldrt (Gottingen,
1861-2) ; Morgan (Edin. 1865); B. Bruckner (— de Wette», 1867);
F D. Maurice (1867); Bisping (1874) ; Reuss (1878); Huther (—Meyer S
1880; Eng. tr. 1882); Alexander (Speaker's Comm. 1881)*; Pope (SchafPs
Comm. 1883); Braune (— Lange ^ 1885; Eng. tr. 1887); C. A. W o l f
(1885); Plummer (CGT. 1886); B. F. Westcott* (1892)*; Luthardt'
(— Zockler, 1895); B. Weiss (— Meyer«, 1900)*; W. H. Bennett (CB.
n. d . ) ; J. E. Belser (1906); Baumgarten (SNT." 1907); H. P. Forbes
(Intern. Hdbks to NT, iv, 1907); Holtzmann-Bauer* (HC* 1908);
D. Smith {EGT. 1910); Windisch (HBNT. 1911); A. E. Brooke (ICC.
1912).* (ii.) (of ' I John' alone):—John Cotton (A Practical Commentary,
London, 1655); C. RickH (1828) ; Neander (1851 ; Eng. tr., Conant, New
York, 1853); E. Haupt (1869, Eng. tr. 1879); Rothe (1878, Eng. tr. in
ET. iii.-v.)* ; Lias (1887); C. Watson (1891, second ed. 1909).
(b) Studies—(i.) of i Jn. :—Oporinus, Paranesis Joannis ad primos
Christianos, etc. (Gottingen, 1741); J. C. F. Loffler (Epistola prima Joh.
' Written in Ephesus (Gebhardt) or in Jerusalem (WUttig, Wilms,
Kuppers, Halcombe). Draseke (NKZ., 1898, 139-155 : ' das Joh-Evglm
bei Celsus'), who agreed with Delff that the author was the priestly John of
Jerusalem, and that Celsus knew the Fourth gospel minus &--"^- ^, agreed
with Wuttig in dating the original prior to A.D. 70.
2 The so-called ' epistles of John,' especially the first, are discussed in
most monographs on the Fourth gospel (see above, pp. 5i6f.) and often
edited in the special commentaries on the ' Catholic epistles' (see p. 318).
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^osticos impiignare negatur, 1784); C. F . Wunder {Ulruni prima epistola
foh. ccelui e ludais et judito-Christianis
mixta scripta est, 1799) ; C. C. Flatt
{De Antichristis
et pseudo-prophetis in epist. Joh., Tiibingen, 1809); M.
Weber {Authentia
epist. prima
loannis vindicala, Halle, 1823) ; F . H .
Kern (De epistola Joh. consilio, Tiibingen, 1830) ; Schlagenhaufen's Etude
sur le le Jean (1854); D . 'ExAn^a.nn (Prima Johannis epistola
argumentum,
nexus et consilium,
Berlin, 1855); C. E . Luthardt (De prima
loannis
epistola compositione, i860) ; Strieker's Introd. analytique (Strassburg, 1862) ;
Joh. Riemms (De Beteekenis van den ersten Brief van Joh.
., Utrecht,
1869: epistle and gospel by apostle) ; J. Stockmeyer (Die Structur des
ersten Joh. Briefes, Basle, 1873); H o l t z m a n n * 'vn JPT.
(1881) 6 9 0 f ,
(1882) 128f., 136f., 46of. ; E . Mangenot (Vigouroux' DB. ii. 1191-1291);
Vi&xX, Johann. Studien L {i8g8)* ; Wohlenberg (A^'A'Z., 1902, 233 f., 632 f.);
M. Goguel, La notion Johannique
de PEsprit, 1902 (pp. 147-153); Wurm,
Die Irrlehrer im ersten Johannisbrief
(igo4, in 'Biblische Studien,' v i i i . ) ;
G. G. Findlay (Fellowship in the Life Eternal,
1909, 5 9 f . ) * ; R. Law,
The Tests of Life" (1909) ; Kennedy (ET. xxviii. 23 f.). (ii.) of all three :—
Holtzmann (BL. iii. 3 4 2 - 3 5 2 ) ; Sabatier (ESR. vii. 1 7 7 f . ) ; Henle, Der
Evglist Joh. und die Antichristen
seiner zeit (1884) ; Farrar, Early Days of
Christianity (ch. xxxi. f.) ; Cox, Private Letters of St. Paul and St. John
(1887); Gloag, Introd. to Cath. Epp. (1887), 2 6 4 - 3 5 0 ; Cone, The Gospel
and its earliest Interpret.
(1893) 3 2 0 - 3 2 7 ; S. D . F . Salmond (DB. ii.
728-742); McGiffert (AA. 6 l 7 f . ) ; Bartlet (AA. 4 i 8 f . ) ; Pfleiderer (Urc.
iv. 81 f., 1 5 4 f . ) ; Moffatt ( / / A ^ r 5 3 4 f . ) ; G. H . Gilbert, First
Interpreters
of Jesus (1901, 3 0 1 - 3 3 2 ) ; Clemen {ZNW.,
1905, 2 7 1 - 2 8 1 ) ; von Soden
(INT. 374 f.) ; Schmiedel {EBi. 2556 f., and Evang. Briefe u. Offenbarung
des Johannes,
1906, E n g . tr. 1908) : A. V Green, Ephesian
Canonical
Writings
(1910, 1 2 8 - 1 6 3 ) ; Moffatt {EB.^'^ xv. 4 5 0 - 4 5 2 ) ; Liitgert's ^ ; « /
und Geist im Kampf (igii);
BUchsel (BFT. xv. 3, ' Der Begriff d. Wahrheit
in d. Evglm und d. Briefen der J o h a n n e s ' ) .

§ I. Structure and outline.—Special literature: Erdmann {op.
cit. pp. 6-45), Haupt {op. cit. 348 f), Wiesinger {SK., 1899,
575 f), Haring {ThA. 171-200), Westcott and Hort {Exp.' iii.
481-493).
This encyclical or pastoral manifesto was written neither at
the request of its readers nor in reply to any communication on
their part. What moved the author (i*) to compose it was
anxiety about the effects produced on the church by certain
contemporary phases of semi-gnostic teaching.
The early
connection of the document with the Fourth gospel suggests
that the church may have been that of Asia Minor, in the first
instance, but the absence of any local or individual traits renders
even that a matter of inference. In any case, the author plainly
meant his words to have a wider range. His tract or manifesto,
which is thrown into a vague epistolary form (i* 2'- ''^- ^21*- ««
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5"), is a ' catholic' homily,'* in the original sense of the term.
"Substitute the word 'say' for 'write'
and one might
imagine the whole discourse delivered in speech to the
assembled church" (Findlay, 59).
" Non uidetur peregre
misisse, sed coram impertiisse auditoribus" (Bengel).
The plan of it is unstudied and unpremeditated ; it resembles
a series of meditations or variations on one or two simple themes
rather than a carefully constructed melody; and little success has
attended the attempts to analyse it into a double {God is Light,
God is Love: Plummer; 1^-227^ 228-55; Findlay),t triple (1^-211
2i2_4« 4^-521: Ewald; God is Light, God is Righteous, God is
Love; Farrar),t fourfold (16-2" 2I2-28 229.322 f^-^-i--!: Huther),
or fivefold (i»-2" 2^2-27 228_324a ^uh_^2\ 51-2!. Hofmaun) arrangement.§ After defining th« Christian Koivuivia which forms his
subject {i^^-), the author proceeds to outline its conditions (i*2^'') under the category of an antithesis between light and darkness. The first of these is a due sense of sin (cp. Karl, op. cit.
97 f.), leading to a sense of forgiveness through Jesus Christ.
The second is obedience to the supreme law of brotherly love
(cp. Ignat. Smyrn, 6). Unless these conditions are fulfilled, a
fatal darkness falls upon the soul. Hence the writer passes to
the dangers of Koivutvia (2^8"28), under the further category of an
antithesis between truth and falsehood; the pressing peril is a
recent heretical view of Christ's person which threatens the
existence of any Kowmvia with God or man. He then develops
the characteristics of the Koiviovia (3*"^^) as sinlessness and
brotherly love, under the category of an antithesis between
God's children (cp. 22^ born of him) and the devil's children.
This mutual love bulks so largely in his mind that he enlarges
on three of its elements, viz., confidence towards God (s-'^''*),
moral discernment (4^"*), and assurance of union with the God
of love (4^^'*^), all these being bound up with a true faith in Jesus
• This was seen long ago by Heidegger and Bengel, amongst others, and
is now generally accepted.
t DUsterdieck and Alford (God is Light, i''-2'* ; God is Righteous, 22»-5').
t D e Wette (i»-228 228-46 47-521), Hort (1I-2" 2^*-^"* 4'-5''), Erdmann
( i ' - 2 " 2 " - 3 " 3"-5"), Haupt (i»-2" 2"-55 s«-i2), F. H. Kruger in Revue
Chretienne, 1895, 27 f., 100f. (i»-2" 2i8-4« 4'-5"), Pfleiderer (i»-22» 3I-M 4 ' S'*), etc. Bengel and Sander divide it artificially on a trinitarian plan.
g " L i k e the doublings of the Mreander near which he lived, the progress
of the apostle at times looks more like retrogression than advance; but thc
progress is unmistakable, when the whole field is surveyed" (Plummer).
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Christ (s^-^^). A brief epilogue, which is for the most part (cp.
Klopper, ZWT.,
1900, 585 f.) a r^sum^ of the ideas already
discussed, closes the homily (s^^''^'), with a reiteration of eternal
life as experienced by the Christian within 'the wide world and
all her fading sweets.' The postscript (after 513 = Jn 20^^)
specially, however, notes the danger of lapsing and the treatment of the lapsi (cp. H e d*^-).
A closer examination of the context often reveals a subtle connection
between paragraphs or even cycles of thought which at first sijiht appear
unlinked. Thus the thought of the world passing away (in 2") suggests
the following sentences (2'*'') upon the nearness of the Parousia; the signs
of the latter are carefully noted, in order to reassure and warn believers,
and its moral demands are emphasised (228-3-*). Inside this paragraph,*
even the apparently abrupt mention of the XP^'^M-"' has its place (2^"). The
heretical dvrlxpiaroi, it is implied, have no XP'-^'M-'^ from God ; Christians
have (note the emphasis on vpets), owing to their union with the true
Xpiarbs (cp. FFG. iv. 187 f.). Again, the genetic relation of 3^'- to what
precedes becomes evident in the light of the fact that the norm of Christian
purity (3') is the keeping of the divine commandments, or conduct like
Christ's on earth (3'= 2^"*), so that the gnostic breach of this law not only
puts a man out of all touch with Christ (3'"')> 1^'"' defeats the very end of
Christ's work i.e. the abolition of sin and its effects (3'). 3'"'° thus resumes
and expands the thought of 22*, the gnostic being shown to be out of touch
with the righteous God, partly because he will not share the brotherly love
which is the expression of that righteousness, and partly because his claims to
sinlessness render God's righteous (l*) forgiveness superfluous. Similarly, the
mention of the Spirit in 32* opens out naturally into a discussion of the decisive
test to be applied to the false claims of the heretics to spiritual powers and
gifts (4^'*); and, as this test of the genuine Spirit is the confession of Jesus
Christ as really human and incarnate, the writer, on returning (in 4"-) to his
cardinal idea of brotherly love, expresses it in the light of the incarnate Son
(4"), whose mission furnishes at once the proof of God's love and the example
as well as the energy of ours (4"''*). The same idea of Christ's real humanity
as essential to faith's being and well-being is worked out in the succeeding
section (5'''2), while the mention of eternal life (5"'*2) leads to a recapitulation
(5''"2i) of the main ideas of the epistle under this special category.
5''* reads like a later gloss (so Scholten, Baljon, pp. 249 f.); but there is
not the textual evidence for its deletion that is available for the adjacent
Comma Johanneum of the three witnesses. An attempt has been made by
K. Kiinstle (Das Comma Johanneum, 1905) to locate the origin of this
* For an attempt to prove, on the basis of 22^-3^2^ that paraphrastic
marginal glosses have entered the writing and so produced the repeated
phenomena of abrupt transition, cp. von Dobschtilz (ZNW., 1907, 1-8).
Cludius (Uransichten des Christentums, Altona, 1808) had already conjectured that a gnostic editor must have worked over the Jewish Christian
nucleus of the document—a creeping estimate of the tract.
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notorious interpolation in Spain during the first half of the fourth century,
and to find the earliest trace of it in PriscWhan's Liber Apologcticus {A.D. 380),
where it occurs in an expanded, heretical form (with in Christo Jesu).
Kiinstle's theory, however, has not won unanimous assent;* cp. Jiilicher's
review in 6^(7.4., 1905, 930-935; Mangenot (Z« Comma Johanneum, 1907);
Babwt (Priscillien et le Priscillianisme, igog, pp. 267 f.); and A. Bludau in
BZ. (1915) 26f., 130f., 222f. The probability is that the Comma was prior
to Priscillian, wherever it originated.

§ 2. Object. — The polemic is directed against some contemporary phases of a dualistic gnosticism, which developed
theoretically into docetic views of Christ's person (222 4.2 gt^.)
and practically into libertinism (2* etc.). The former aspect
marked the idealism or ultra-spiritualism of teachers like
Cerinthus, who held that the divine Spirit or heavenly aeon
( = Christ) only entered Jesus at his baptism and left him before
his passion and death, a theory which amounted to a denial of
the identity of Jesus and Christ the Son of God. Hence the
emphasis in 520, as opposed to the gnostic idea that the real God
was too spiritual to touch human flesh or become incarnate.
Hence, too, the stress laid on the blood. T h e denial of the
virgin-birth, which also formed part of the system of Cerinthus,
had been met by anticipation in the stories of Mt. and Lk., which
pushed back the reception of the Spirit from the baptism to the
birth; the Johannine school, on the other hand, preferred to
answer this heresy by developing the theory of the Logos, with
its implicate of pre-existence. Ignatius combines both.
On its practical side, this docetic christology produced a set
of gnostic illuminati, whose watchword was / know him (2*, cp.
Tit i^®, Apoc 22*). The superior theosophic insight to which they
laid claim led naturally to a sense of pride in themselves as the
elite of Christendom, which fostered an unbrotherly contempt
for the unenlightened members of the church. The writer retorts
that this is not a true enlightenment (2^). H e is equally unsparing upon the other feature of this docetic teaching, viz.,
its tendency to the antinomianism which besets all perfectionist
claims (note the catchwords, we have no sin, we have not sinned,
cited in i'- ^°). An indifference to the flesh and to material vices
was the outcome of an overstrained spiritualism. T o this lowered
ethical demand (4^) the writer bluntly attributes the popularity
of these errorists, while their perfectionist views rendered the
atoning death of Jesus superfluous. In fact, this erroneous view
• On the general question, see Gregory's article in AJT. xi. 131-138.
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of the death of Jesus involves, according to the homily, thn e
cardinal flaws : {a) an inadequate conception of Jesus as the
Christ, {b) an antinomian attitude towards sin, and {c) an
inability to love one another (2'^-^^ ^lob-is. 23 ^J-^^) truly, since
genuine brotherly love among Christians must be the outcome of
God's redeeming love as manifested in the person and work of
Jesus Christ.
The author's method of polemic is to present a positive view
of {a) the historic character and continuity of revelation in the
church (ii-3 2^3-14. 24 36-8 414 ^6.11. 20)^ a view which, so far from
being an innovation (like gnostic ideas), is a recall to the basis of
the Christian gospel already familiar {2'- ^^) to the readers. In
the historical Jesus, the Christ of God, the churches possess a
revelation of God and life which is absolute, and at all costs this
must be adhered to (cp. Denney, The Death of Christ, 1902, 269281, Jesus and the Gospel, 1908, 83 f.). {b) The second line of
defence is the adequacy and finality of the Christian experience,
which rests upon this correct historical estimate of Jesus as the
Christ. Such is the true yvii>ai% (22"- 27 ^2^^ ^^i assurance of the truth
which is mediated by a strict ethical obedience to Christianity as
the law of God (322-23 ^2 2^"*), i.e. above all by the exercise of
a brotherly love, which is more than theoretical, to the members
of the Christian community.
T h e evident care and caution displayed by the writer in rejecting these
semi-gnostic views is thrown into relief by the fact that he and his fellowChrisiians were themselves breathing and enjoying an atmosphere of such
mystical conceptions. Christianity involves the historical Jesus, but none the
less is it a yvtiiais (2'^- "^ 3'''* 4 ' etc.). T h e gnostics held that a spiritual seed
was implanted in man, as the germ of his higher development into the divine
life (Iren. adv. haer. i. 6. 4, on the Valentinian idea that oi wpd^is els
rX-fjpiopa eladyei, dXXa rb arippa rb iKetBev vljriov iKreprSpevov, ivBdSe Si
TfXciovpevov, anA Tert. de anima, I I , [hxretici] nescio quod spiritale semen
infulciunt animae). T h e writer takes over this idea for his own purposes. But
also, e.g., in 3^ (note the emphatic ijptv) especially, a side-reference to Jewish
rivalry lies embedded. Contemporary Jews made exactly the same claim on
their own behalf (cp. R. Akiba's saying in Aboth iii. 22, D'33 t(^pw hutef'p'2n
cipo'? D'ja iN-ipjBi Dn'7 nyiH mn' njn' DIITOS). There is further an implicit contrast liere to the Philonic idea that " even if as yet we are not fit to be reckoned
Beov ratSes, still we may be ratSes of his image (deiSovs eUbvos), the most
sacred Logos ; Beov ydp elKuv Xbyos b rpeajSiraros"
(de confus. ling. 28).
Another phrase in the homily (5^' Kai b Koapos 5Xos iv rip rovTjpip Ketrai) is
illustrated by the tradition in Baba bathra, 16a, where Eliezer ben Hyrkanus,
who took exception to J o b 92'''' (the earth is given into the hand of the wicheil)
as blasphemy, is corrected by Joshua ben Chananja. T h e latter rabbi points
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out that Job had Satan in view when he uttered these words. For instances
of the Palestinian idioms underlying the Greek of the homily, cp. Schlatter
in BFT vi. 4. 144-151. T h e errorists, however, are not to be regarded as
simply Judaistic (so recently Wurm and Belser, partly Clemen). T h e author's
definition of sin as dvopla springs from his conception of Christianity as the
divine vbpos, and the traces of a docetic movement (which is never connected
with Judaism) are too plain to be explained away (cp. Hoennicke, JC. 137 f.);
they require the incipient phases of a movement like that headed by Cerinthus,
not simply a Jewish Christian retrogression. Behind the language we hear
vibrations of the gnostic tendencies which set up a dual personality in the
historical human Jesus and the divine Christ, the latter descending upon Jesus
only at the baptism and withdrawing from him ere the crucifixion. It is
plain that some elements of this docetism, such as Cerinthus represented,* were
present in the situation presupposed by this homily, whereas the errorists controverted, e.g., in Apoc 2 - 3 , show no definitely christological traits. W e can
also catch echoes of such gnostic speculations as that the divine Being must
include aKorla as well as <pu)s ( i ' ) , that participation in cults and mysteries is
essential lo moral purification ( l ' ) , that only the initiated and illuminati
can
be redeemed (2-), and that the rank and file of believers possessed rlaris but
notyvQais {2''"'''^). Traces of specifically antinomian gnosticism are obvious
in the errorists who lay claim to the 'knowledge of G o d ' (2'') apart from a
good moral life (cp. Clem. Recogn. ii. 22, qui deum se nosse profitentur ;
Clem. Alex. Strom, iii. 4. 31, rots dSUois Kal aKpariai Kal rXeoviKrais Kal
poixots rd aird rpdaaovres Bebv iyvwKivai pbvoi Xiyovaiv).
T h e later Valentinians, according lo Irenaeus (adv. Haer. i. 6. 2), held that while dyaBy\ rpd^is
was an essential of salvation for the catholic \j/vxiKoi, they themselves pi] Sid
rpd^cois, dXAct Sid rb cpiaei rvevpariKois etvai rdvrrj re Kal rdvrios aoiBqaeaBai.
T h e sort of docetic fantasy that was beginning to play round the evangelic
tradition may be illustrated from the Leucian Acts of John, where Jesus
appears to J o h n on the Mount of Olives during the crucifixion, saying, " J o h n ,
to the multitude down there in Jerusalem I am being crucified, and pierced
with lances and reeds, and drinking gall and vinegar ; but unto thee am I
speaking, and do thou hearken to what I s a y " (xii.). Similarly John recounts
how (vii.) " s o m e t i m e s , desiring to grasp him, I came upon a material, solid
body, while at other times, when I handled him {^TjXatpQvros, cp. I J n l ' ) ,
the substance was immaterial, bodiless, and as if it did not exist."

The agents of this gnosticising propaganda had evidently
been itinerant (2 Jn^-1°) prophets, laying claim to visions and
revelations (4^"®) in support of their teaching. Although some had
withdrawn (2^*) or been excommunicated (4^), the church must
remain on its guard (4^). The poison of their bad example
* T h e antithesis of John and Cerinthus, unlike that of Paul and Cerinthus
(Epiph. Haer. xxviii.), is too well based in the tradition of the early church
about the hinterland of the ' J o h a n n i n e ' literature, to be dismissed as a later
dogmatic reflection, due to the desire of obtaining apostolic and canonical
repudiation of that errorist.
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Still worked,* and Christians were in danger not merely of being
deceived by others, but of deceiving themselves (i^). Their
Christianity apparently was of long standing (2''), but it was
not due to the writer. He addresses them as TeKvia, iraiSU,
iyamjToi, and dSeX^oi, but the authority which breathes through
his counsels is that of their spiritual director, as one in touch
with the historical tradition and experience of the faith, not that
of their founder or of an apostle.
§ 3. Relation to the Fourth Gospel.—The close affinities of
this writing and the Fourth gospel start the problem not only
of their chronological order but of their authorship. These
common features are too striking to require any systematic or
detailed treatment. Less obvious, but not less vital, are the
differences between the two writings, and the problem is to
determine whether such variations denote duality of authorship or
whether they are compatible with a theory which would account
for them by pointing to differences of aim and period within
the career of a single writer, whose theme in the one case is that
'Jesus is the Christ,' and in the other that ' the Christ is Jesus.'
Identity of authorship by no means follows necessarily from
a proof that two writings closely resemble one another in style,
vocabulary, and ideas. In the Fourth gospel and in i John we
have, e.g,, the same combination of negative and positive statements, the use of contrast, the aphoristic tone, the playing on
ideas, etc. Those who hold that these are outweighed by the
distinctive characteristics of each writing, are not shut up to
argue either that the one writer cleverly imitated the peculiarities
and managed to catch the flavour of his predecessor, or that the
one wrote (Kreyenbiihl) to counteract the other. Their relationship on the disjunctive hypothesis is accounted for by the
common language of a group or school in Asia Minor; the
affinities are partly conscious perhaps, but mainly unconscious.
This general position has been advocated by S. G. Lange, Horst,
Cludius, Baur {Theol, Jahrb., 1848, 293 f., 1857, 315-331),
Weisse, Planck, Volkmar, Zeller, Strauss, Holtzmann {JPT.,
1881, 690 f., 1882, 128 f., 3r6f, 460 f.), S. Davidson, Hoekstra,
Keim, Scholten, O. Holtzmann (169 f.), W. Briickner {Chron.
305 f.), Liidemann, Matthew Arnold {God and Bible, ed. 1891,
* The Essenic Ebionitic traits discovered by Wittichen {op, cit. pp. 68 f.)
•re, for the most part, either traits of human nature or inadequately verified ;
*.g. the separatism, claims to perfection, etc
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175, 228 f), Pfleiderer {ZWT., 1869, 394-421, and Urc. iv.
161 f). Cone, GnW {UntersHihu/igen, pp. 305-308), N. Schmidt
{Prophet of Nazareth, p. 192), Schmiedel, Martineau {Seat of
Authority, 509-512), Kreyenbiihl {Evglm des Wahrheit, i. 138144), E. Y- Scott {The Fourth Gospel, 88 f, 94), Wellhausen,
Wendt, and Soltau (see below). The arguments in favour of a
single author are stated by Grimm {SK, 1847, 171 f), B. Weiss
(— Meyer, pp. 4-9), Jiilicher {Einl 212-215), Lepin {L'origine
du quatrieme evangile, 1907, 250 f), Jacquier (INT
iv. i - i o ) ,
and R. Law {Tests of Life'^, 1909, pp. 339 f), and accepted not
only by advocates of the apostolic authorship, but, e.g., by
Harnack, E. A. Abbott (.E^/. 1818), Clemen {ZNW., 1905, 278),
Wernle, Forbes, Windisch, Wendland, and Baumgarten.
(a) T h e salient linguistic data are as follow. Peculiar to the ep. are :
dydrrj rereXeiwpivrj, dyyeXla, dvopla, dvrixpiaros, dpvetaOai rbv vlbv, Sidvoia,
tK rivos yivijiaKeiv, iXrls, irayyeXia, ix^iv rbv raripa (vibv), 'iXaapbs, Koiviovla
( = iv etvai of gospel?), bpoXoyelv rbv Bebv,* raXaibs, rapovala, roietv rrjv
SiKaioavvrjv, arippa rov Beov, xp'^'M'^) ^ f d \pevSorpoipiJTai. While the ep.
omits Sb^a'\ and So^d^eiv, etvai iK rQv dvia (Kdroi), oipavbs and irovpdvios,
riprio, rb rvevparb dyiov, ij bpyrj rov Beov, and ' the Father in the Son, T h e
Son in the F a t h e r ' — a l l of which are characteristic expressions of the Gospel
—it also uses d7r6 instead of irapd with verbs like alretv, aKoieiv, and
Xap^dveiv, omits entirely the favourite oiv of the gospel, never uses
piv
Si, employs particles like ydp anA Si with singular rarity, preferring
the monotonous Kal where any particle of connection is used at all, and, e.g.,
refrains from using otSa with a personal object (cp. J n 6^2 727 1^21 etc.).
Such traits of style are far from unimportant in literary criticism. Note,
further, that the phrase ij dydrij TOV Beov, which is fairly frequent in the
epistle ( 2 ' 3 " 4 ' e t c . ) as an expression for God's love to man, only occurs
once in the gospel (5*^), and that in the opposite sense of man's love to God. J
Also, the perfect ijydrTjKa, absent from the gospel, occurs once in the epistle
(4'°, S.V.I.), as does idv with the indicative (5^^). It is of minor significance
that while the gospel uses the adv. imper. pelvare ' in the Lord's mouth, the
present is used by the writer of the epistle' (22^, cp. Diat. 2437). As for conceptions, (b) the epistle never cites the O T , and with one exception (3^2) refrains
from using O T history or prophecy as a witness to the truths of Christianity.
* 'OpoXoyetv is never used in the gospel of confessing sin (as E p . l ' ) , but
always of confessing Christ (922 i2''2).
t Perhaps in keeping with its subordination of the metaphysical element
to the ethical, throughout. So Grill, who points out also (312-313) how
light in the epistle invariably and primarily denotes an ethical conception, in
contrast to the gospel's use of it to denote knowledge of the divine truth.
X Dr. Abbott's arguments to the contrary {Dial. 2032-2040) do not seem
quite convincing, but he proves incidentally that even in I Jn 52-' the genitive
may be taken fairly as subjective.
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Whether this was owing to the gnostic animus against the OT, or to the
feeling that such evidence was superfluous (the Christian revelation being
final in itself),* it is noticeable that the gospel adopts an entirely different
outlook upon the sacred books of the Jews. The general ideas (c) of
the two writings also present diverging lines of interest. Thus (i.) while in
the gospel Christians are related to God the Father through the medium of
Christ (e.g. id'-* 14' 15°), God being to Christ as Christ is to his people, the
relationship becomes more direct in the Ep., where Christians are in God, or
God in them (2' 3"^ 4* s"), without any specific mention being made of
Christ's person as the essential means of communion. This feature might be
explained f by the consideration that such a conception of Christ would be
a foregone conclusion; the writer might well assume it in addressing
Christians, and especially Christians within a circle affected by a t)^e of
thought like that represented in the Fourth gospel. Only, he was addressing
Christians also in the Fourth gospel, and, once again, this conception of Christ's
person is not isolated. There are other indications of a transference to God,
in the ep., of functions which the gospel reserves for Christ (e.g., the hearing
of prayer, 322 ^^»-, cp. Jn 14"'-)> while light (i°'-) is expressly presented as an
attribute not of the Logos (as in the gospel), but of God. The full significance
of the latter feature emerges into view when we pass on to a second series (ii.)
of ideas. For all the similarities between the two writings on the conception
of life or life eternal, the development of the latter idea (e.g. in i Jn i* s''*)
tends to correlate it in the epistle, less with the soteriological cycle of beliefs
(as in the gospel) than with the person of Christ, in a theological sense (Grill,
pp. 301 f.). In I Jn I^"'' the cardinal idea is that of Life as the absolute
divine reality: " i t is of the Word or Logos which is Life that we are
speaking (sc. XaXovpev, as Jn 7'* etc.). And the Life was manifested."
Here the prologue's special conception of the Logos as personal to Christ is
eliminated, in the interests of Christian monotheism, the writer meeting by
anticipation, and upon a christological basis, the difficulty which afterwards
led to Monarchianism,+ viz., the fear of suggesting that certain divine seons,
like the Logos, intervened between God and man. It is not, as in the
gospel, the Logos, but the Life Eternal which is identified with the person
of Christ. The latter idea subordinates the metaphysical to the ethical,
whereas in the gospel the reverse is the case. (iii.) A modification of the
idea of faith is also noticeable. While in the gospel faith is equivalent to
the coming of man to the truth and light of God in Christ, or to a reception
of the words of Jesus in the heart, the writer of the epistle, though far from
being an intellectualist (cp. i ' 2* etc.), tends to resolve faith into a confession

* So Wendt, who shows that, in spite of the absence of any reference to
the sayings of Jesus, no other early Christian writing voices so frequently and
so impressively the airbs i(pa of the Lord (e.g. 2"^- '^ 2"* 4"^ $"").
t In the light of what follows, the concentration of emphasis upon
obedience to the commandments of God as the ground of assurance, instead
of upon the name or mediation of Jesus as in the gospel (yet see 7 " 14^' etc.),
is probably to be referred (with Pfleiderer) to the larger prominence assigned
throughout the epistle to the ethical elements of the Johannine mysticism.
X So Holtzmann, Pfleiderer, and Haring.
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of Je.sus as the Son of God (22^ 42-3- " 5') ; " C'est professer une christologie
orthodoxe" (Goguel, p. 148). The epistle, again, (iv.) although ignoring
the xdp^! of Jn i'° assigns more prominence than the gospel to the idea of
sin, and this again carries with it an emphasis upon the propitiatory element in
the death of Jesus which is absent from the gospel, where the expiatory value
of Christ's death (i™ ll""* 17") is secondary (cp. E. F. Scott, op. cit. 218 f.).
The signs of Jesus (v.) are not adduced by the epistle in proof of his real
position as the Christ in whom men are to believe. Such a proof would have
been entirely consonant with the object of the wriring, which aims (l''*
jio-isj^ as does the gospel (20*"""), at laying a basis for faith in the historical
Jesus. Yet the one writing ignores what to the other is essential evidence
for the messiahship of Jesus (cp. Wendt, Eng. tr. pp. 172 f.). Less weight
attaches to (vi.) the eschatological view of the two writings; for, though the
last hour and the plurality of antichrists are a special feature of the epistle,
these, and the more spiritual view of the future which marks the gospel, do
not constitute any radical diff^erence (Reuss). At the same time the epistle
(4") uses the day of judgment, a synoptic phrase carefully avoided by the
gospel, and describes the second advent as a rapovala {2"^). There is,
however, a real difference (vii.) in the conception of the TlapdKXrjros, who is
identified in the epistle (2^) with/<r.fM.f Christ as the Righteous One, whereas,
in the gospel, Jesus either sends the Paraclete or is at most a Paraclete
himself. In the gospel the Spirit as the UapdKXijros is the alter ego of
Jesus, but in the epistle this function is wholly ignored.
Here the
conception of the Spirit as a whole' undergoes a striking change. ' L a
maitrisse de I'Esprit est asservie au joug d'une confession de foi' (Goguel, p.
152).* No longer the supreme principle which judges all and is judged by
none, the Spirit in the epistle requires to be tested by certain criterions (4''',
cp. I Co 12'). Indeed, with the transference of napd/cAi/Tos to Christ, the
allusions to the Spirit are entirely impersonal and neuter (22" 4!*). Instead of
the Son (Jn 14*), the Spirit = dXijBeia (5«); and while Christians have a
HapdKXrjTos, it is with the Father, as an intercessor (cp. Ro 8'^ and Ro 2^
with I Jn 2^-', He 72^ 92''), rather than as an indwelling Presence in the
hearts of Christians. " In the later theology, the Spirit was regarded almost
solely as the supreme witness to the orthodox belief and the guide to its
correct interpretation. John himself does not share in this restricted view,
which is already traceable in the later writings of his school (cp. I Jn 221- 27
4"' 5"-). The Spirit, as he conceives it, is a principle of inner development
by which the traditional form of belief may from time to time be broken up,
in order to reveal more perfectly their essential content" (E. F. Scott, 340).
This brief outline will serve to show the delicacy of the problem. Res lubrica,
opinio incerta. Upon the whole, however, the lines of evidence appear
to indicate that the epistle came from a writer who, while belonging to the
general ' Johannine ' school of thought and feeling, occupied slightly different
ground from that of the author of the Fourth gospel. It is true that
differences between two writings may be due to difference of standpoint and

* Though it is too strong to add, ' par la, la doctrine de I'Esprit cesse
d'etre f^conde, elle est enervee et perd toute sa originalite propre et sa
raleur decisive, nous dirions volontiers, toute sa raison d'etre.'
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parpose ; it would be uncritical to insist that a writer must adhere to
identical forms of expression under varying circumstances, or that he
expressed his full mind in one writing. Such canons of literary criticism are
mere ropes of sand. But the characteristic traits of the Fourth gospel and
the First epistle betray a difference beneath their unity which is best accounted
for by the supposition that while the writer of the epistle lived and moved
within the circle in which the Fourth gospel originated, he had an individuality and purpose of his own.

§ 4. Period.—The relative position of the tract depends upon
the answer given to the debated question whether it was composed before or after the gospel. And if so, was it a preface or
a postscript ? The usual tendency, especially among those who
attribute the two writings to different authors, is to regard i John
as a more popular re-statement of the main Johannine conceptions, as though the writer was conscious of carrying on, from
his own point of view, the propaganda of the larger work, developing some ideas hinted at in the gospel {e.g. expiation) and
adding others, but all with the more or less deliberate aim of
reproducing his master's position.* These threads of filiation
are gossamer-webs. It is difficult, e.g., to see how the epistle
could produce any alteration of attitude towards the gospel.
The parallels adduced between the two {e.g. ii'2 = Jn i^- 2- *• w
2o27, i4 = Jn 15", 2i = Jn I 4 " 22 = Jn ii5i-52, 28 = Jn 133* 1510-12,
210-11 = J n ii9-10 1235, 223 = J n 1523-24, 22T = J n I426 T.(f^^, f- 15 = J n

8« 3"- 16 = Jn 1512-13, 46 = Jn Z*', 5« = Jn i<j^*-^^, 5^ = Jn 532- 34. se
8IM8, 5i2 = j n 336, 5i3 = Jn 2o3i, 5 " = Jn 14I3-1* i623, 52o = j n 17S)
do not necessarily prove more than an acquaintance with the substance of the ' Johannine' doctrine which was current before the
Fourth gospel crystallised it into written shape, and the motive for
the composition of the homily is not to be found in any supposed
relation to the gospel. Both works rise from the same plot of
early Christian soil; both aim at developing the faith of the
church and (especially the homily) at safeguarding it against
current errors; both lay stress on the evangelic historical
tradition; but, beyond the general fact that the homily pre* The very acme of improbability is reached by those who, like Soltau
{SK., 1916, 228-233), find in l Jn. a polemic against the editor (R) of the
Fourth gospel. Erbes {ZKG., 1912, 181 f.) dates it earlier than the gospel,
though from the same circle, and Wendt (Schichten, 53 f) identifies its
author with the author of his sayings-source for the gospel, while Pfleiderer
thinks I Jn. was written by a conservative pupil of the Fourth evangelist,

.^8
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supposes the teaching and spirit of the gospel, their mutual
connection remains obscure. The homily was addressed to
people familiar with the doctrine of the gospel, and possibly
with the gospel itself. That it was intended to circulate along
with it seems a hypothesis suggested by the early juxtaposition
of the two writings in the canon rather than by any internal
evidence.
A good deal depends on whether the triple (ypax/za, following the triple
ypdipto in the tergemina allocutio of 2^2-14^ jj ^ rhetorical variation, or a specific
allusion to the Fourth gospel. The latter view is less probable than the
reference to what precedes (l'-2^'), or to a lost epistle (so, e.g., Michaelis,
Baljon, Karl); but even these hypotheses are as unnecessary as the conjecture
that i''* is an implicit allusion to the prologue of the Fourth gospel. It
does not mend matters, from this point of view, to find an interpolation in 2**
(Calvin and others, cp. Koennecke in BFT. xii. I. 19-20).

§ 5. Authorship.—The Homeric hymns, it has been said,
are neither hymns nor Homer's. The so-called ' first epistle of
John ' is neither an epistle nor is it John's—if by John is meant
the son of Zebedee. The homily is anonymous, and all
subsequent conjectures about its authorship, either in tradition
or in modern investigation, are derived from the internal evidence
of its connection with the Fourth gospel (see above). The most
attractive form of the latter hypothesis is the semi-pseudonymous
theory (so, e.g., Hausrath, Scholten, Das Evglm nach Johannes,
68; Thoma, (?/. cit. pp. 807 f.; Soltau,* ZNW., 1901, 140 f.;
Pfleiderer, Urc. iv. 163 f.; Wellhausen, Heitmiiller, Zurhellen),
that some Asiatic Christian wrote the epistle, as he revised the
Fourth gospel (especially adding ch. 21), in the interests of the
beloved disciple; but the obscurity of the whole problem and
the linguistic data prevent this from rising to more than a level of
approximate probabihty. Lord Hailes once pointed out to
Boswell his additions to a legal paper originally drawn up by Dr.
Johnson. The writer of ' First John' had, in all likelihood,
some share in the editorial process through which the Fourth
gospel reached its final form, but the extent of this share is still
uncertain.
Whether the author belonged, or wished to represent himself as belonging,
to the original disciples of Jesus (not necessarily the twelve), depends on the
* Soltau makes John the presbyter write i John and also (Unsere Evglien,
1910, pp. I i o f . ) edit the Fourth gospel out of Johannine logia, etc.
According to Schwartz, both epistle and gospel were edited with the same
' apostolic' motive, by the same editor.

LATER TRACES

595

interpretation of l'"*. The spiritual and semi-mystical sense * (cp. Abbott
Diat. 1615-1620 ; Clemen, ZNW., 1905, 277 f.), is borne out by a comparison
of 4 " ; but it is probably to be combined with the view that the paragraph,
with its anti-docetic reference, voices the testimony of the apostolic church, as
represented by the circle of paBrjral rov Kvplov in Asia Minor to which the
writer belonged. The church stands on the definite incarnation of Jesus Christ
the Logos, and the apostolic experience of the latter is the experience of the
church, on which her testimony is based, f The writer is the spokesman of
this testimony. He uses realistic language which is capable easily of a
spiritual and ideal interpretation.
Even the phrase our hands handled
(i\j/ijXd(pTjaav, cp. Ac 172') is not unparalleled.J " N o one," says Origen
(c. Cels. 7**),% " i s so foolish as not to see that the word hands is taken
figuratively, as when John says, our hands have handled." Irenseus (adv.
haer. v. l) observes that the only way we can learn of God and have
communion with his Son is by ' magistrum nostrum uidentes et per auditum
nostrum uocem eius percipientes' (cp. Pcemaniier 52, ed. Parthey).
§ 6. Traces in the subsequent literature (cp. Zahn's GK. i.
209 f., 374 f., 905 f., ii. 48 f., 88 f.).
It is unsafe to attach much weight to the apparent reminiscence of 42-3 (or of 2 J n ') in Polyk. ad Phil. 7 (reading
iXvjXvddra instead of iXrjXvQevai).'^ Even in Ignatius the alleged
traces (cp. Dietze, SK, 1905, 595 f.) are seldom cogent; e.g. 31* =
Smyrn, vii. {awi^epe
Se avrots dyardv, "iva Kal dvaarioaiv), 3!^ =
Smyrn. vi. 2, 5^ (cp. 31^^) = Eph. xviii. (os iyevvrjOrj Kal ifiarrTiaBrj,
Iva T(3 rrddei TO vSoip Kadapiarj), 4^- = Eph. vii. {ev aapKi yevopevos).
Still, if Ignatius knew the Fourth gospel, it is a priori likely that
he also knew i Jn. Papias, at any rate, is said by Eusebius (iii.
39) to have u s e d 17 'Iwawov rrporepa ( = 17 'I. rpiorrj, v. 8 ? ) , i.e. t h e
anonymous tract which, by the time of Eusebius, had come to
be known as ' First J o h n ' ; and there is not the slightest reason
to suspect or reject this statement. Justin Martyr also {Dial.
123, where the KXrj6wp.ev KOI iap,ev of 3I is echoed in KOI 6eov
reKva dXrjOivd KaXovpieda KOX iapev, if we keep his commandments
= 2*) presupposes the homily, so that, although the reminiscences
* So, e.g., Karl, Harnack, J. Reville, 55-56 ; von Soden, HoltzmannBauer, Green (137 f.), and Bacon (Fourth Gospel in Research, etc., 189 f.).
t " The vision and witness of the immediate disciples
remains as
an abiding endowment of the living body" (Westcott, p. 153).
X Tacit. Agricola, 45, and August. Ep. 88^ (cp. Norden, 16 f.).
§ Cp. also Clem. Recogn. i. 17, " He set forth so openly who that prophet
was, that I seemed to have before my eyes, and to handle with my hand,
the proofs which he adduced."
II Some, e.g. Volkmar (Ursprung d. Evglien, 47 f.), even hold that it is
Polykarp who is quoted.
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in Clem. Rom. (49^ 50^ = 4I8) and even Herm.is {Mand. 3I =
22^^) and the DidachS (10^ = 41*)* are too slight to prove more
than the existence of current ' Johannine' terminology, the
writing must have been circulated in Asia Minor, at any rate,
before the end of the first quarter of the second century. The
terminus a quo is approximately the general period of the Fourth
gospel's composition; but there is no decisive ground for the
priority of either, even upon the hypothesis that both were
written by the same author. The aim of each is too special to
admit of the conjecture that the epistle was intended to accompany, much less to introduce, the larger work. By the end
of the second century the epistle seems to have been fairly well
known (Clem. Alex. Strom, ii. 15. 6 6 ; Tert. de Pudic. 19 ; Iren.
iii. 16. 5, 8), and in the Muratorian Canon it appears to be reckoned
as an appendix or sequel to the Fourth gospel. There is no
evidence for the position taken up by the Alogi to the epistle;
the statement of Epiphanius, that they rejected all the Johannine
epistles together with the gospel and apocalypse {har. 573*,
rdxa

S\ KOX r a s inaToXd'i'

avvaSovai

ydp

/cat avrai

TO)

eiayyeXioi

Kal rfj diroKaXvij/ei) is a pure guess, unsupported by any early
tradition.
On the curious title ad Parthos (Aug. Quasi. Evang. ii. 39), see above,
p. 476. An actual Parthian or Persian destination for i John was once
defended by Paulus and .Michaelis (vi. 399-400), on the ground that the
writer's allusions to the dualism of light and darkness were designed to correct
the Zoroastrian philosophy of religion I

(C) THE JOHANNINE

TRADITION,

The rearrangement of the so-called ' J o h a n n i n e ' literature,
outlined above, is a tentative hypothesis which involves some
resetting of the traditional data upon John the son of Zebedee
and John the presbyter. It has been assumed provisionally
that the tradition is correct which witnesses to an early martyrdom of John the son of Zebedee as well as of his brother; that
* As in Diognet. lO* rpbs ois driareiXe rbv vlbv airov rbv povoyevij = 4'',
or 1 0 ^ = 4 " . If the prayers of the Didache represent the sacramental prayers
of the Palestinian and Syrian churches (cp. Andresen, ZNW.
iii. 135 f. ;
Kreyenbuhl, i. 706 f.), they may have been known to the author of the
Fourth gospel, e.g. in chs. 6 and 17 ; but the former passage, at any rale,
resembles a midrashic discourse on Ps 78 (cp. Klein's Der dlteste christlich'
Katechismus, pp. 220 f.).
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while the former may conceivably be identified with the beloved
disciple of the Fourth gospel and the original authority for some
of its special traditions upon sayings and (to a lesser degree) the
deeds of Jesus, he was not its author; that the apocalypse
probably, and 2 and 3 John certainly, were written by John the
presbyter in Asia Minor towards the end of the first century;
and that the anonymous author of the Fourth gospel may have
also composed (though probably he did not) the homily or tract
which has come down to us under the canonical title of i John.
The internal evidence of the literature upon the three latter
points has been already discussed. It now remains to give an
outline* of the more salient features in the later tradition of
the second and third centuries which bear out these conclusions.
The modern investigator of the Johannine problem resembles
the woodman in Theokritus; he is bewildered by the rich variety
of topics presented to him, and hardly able to decide where he
would do best to begin his operations.
'ISay is roXiSevSpoy dvijp iXarbpos fKBihv
rairrafvet, rapebvros dSrjv, rbBev Ap^erai tpym'
TI rpwrov KaraXi^to; irel rdpa pvpla elretv.

The five writings in the NT canon which were eventually
grouped together as instrumentum Johanneum are surrounded
by a thick undergrowth of traditions during the second and
third centuries, which is neither homogeneous nor lucid. In
order to clear a path, it is necessary to begin, as we have done,
with the internal evidence of the writings themselves. The
further problem now remains, how to account satisfactorily for
the rise and variations of the later tradition, which associated
these writings with the personality of a Christian disciple, John,
who lived in Asia Minor towards the close of the first century.
§ I. The Papias-traditions.—The earliest data are again, as
in the case of the synoptic problem, furnished by Papias; his
writings are only extant in the shape of fragmentary quotations
in Eusebius and other writers of a later age, but fortunately they
preserve a tradition which is prior to any other.
* The following paragraphs make no attempt to survey the dusty and misty
history of opinion upon the subject, or to summarise the ramified details of the
problem. Their aim is simply to state one or two of the cardinal results
of historical investigation, which justify, in the opinion of the present writer,
the hypothesis underlying the above literary criticism of the Johannine
writings.
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T h e importance of the evidence of Papias on this matter is shown by the
fact that he is, as is admitted on almost all hands (e.g. by Lightfoot and
Gutjahr, no less than by Harnack, Reville, Schwartz, Mommsen, and Corssen),
the source for the presbyter-traditions of Irenaeus in the second and fifth
books of the adv. Haer., by the possibility that the appeal of IrenKus to the
Asiatic elders who had known John and some other apostles goes back
primarily at least to the elders of the Papias-tradition, and by the probability
that the Muratorian Canon (or Hippolytus, its author) borrowed to some
extent from the bishop of Hierapolis (Lightfoot).

The first fragment '•' quoted by Eusebius {H. E, iii. 39) is as
follows:—
Nor shall I hesitate, along with my
oiK bKv-fjaiii Si aoi Kal 8aa rore rapd
T&v rpea^vripiav KaXuis fpaBov Kal own interpretations, to set down for
KaXQs ipvTjpbvevaa, avyKarard^ai rats thee whatsoever I learnt with care
ipprjvelais, Sia^e^aioipevos irip airuv and remembered (or recounted) with
dXrjBeiav. oi ydp rots rd roXXd Xiyov- care from the elders, guaranteeing its
aiv ix'^^po" itiarep ol roXXol, dXXd truth. F o r , unlike the many, I did
rots rdXrjBij SiSdaKovaiv, oiSi rots rds not take pleasure in those who have
dXXoTplas ivroXds pvrjpoveiovaiv, iiXXd much to say, but in those who teach
Tots rds rapd rov Kvplov ry
rlarei what is t r u e ; not in those who recall
deSopivas Kai dr' airijs
rapayivopivas foreign commandments, but in those
rijs dXrjBelas. el Se rov Kai raprjKoXov- who recall the commandments given
BrjKibs TIS rots rpeafivripois iXBoi, rois by the Lord to faith and reaching us
rHv rpea^vripwv dviKpivov t Xbyovs'X from the truth itself. Furthermore,
TI 'AvSpias fj rl Tlirpos elrev ij rl if any one chanced to arrive who
•PiXirros ij rl Qtijpds ij 'Id/cui/Sos ij rl had been really (Kal) a follower of
lijidvvTjs tj Mardatos ij ris 'erepos ruiv the elders, I would inquire as to the
TOV Ki'o£oi) paOrjTbiv, & re 'Apiariuiv Kal sayings of the e l d e r s — a s to what
0 rpeapvrepos'JwdvvTjS, ol TOV Kvplov
Andrew or Peter said, or Philip, or
fj-aBriTai, Xiyovaiv. oi ydp rd iK rdv
Thomas or James, or John or Matthew
/ii/jXtuy roaovrbv pe wtpeXetv ireXdpor any other of the Lord's disciples,
liavov, 8aov r i rapd ^ibarjs ipoivijs Kal
also as to what Aristion and the
pevoiaris.
presbyter John, the Lord's disciples,
say. F o r I supposed that things out
of books would not be of such use to
me as the utterances of a living voice
which was still with us.
* Critical discussions by H . J. Holtzmann (BL. iii. 352-360), Schwartz
{Der Todd. Sbhne Zebed. 9f.), Bacon (Fourth Gospel, p p . l o i f.), D o m
Chapman (John the Presbyter and the Fourth Gospel, 1911, p p . 9 f . ) , Belser
{TQ.,

1916, 161 f.), and-Sigwalt { J 5 Z . , 1913, 280 f.).

t T h e Syriac version presupposes awcKpivov (so Gutjahr). I t is an open
question whether & re
Xiyovaiv depends, like rl'AvSpias
paBrjrdv,
on X(i7ous or directly (so, e.g., Harnack, Corssen, Schmiedel) on dviKpivov
Xbyovs. I n the latter case, Aristion and the presbyter John would be
singled out from the rest of the rpea^urepoi.
T h e visitor would only be
able to report what the presbyters kn^w of the apostles, but he would be
able to speak, from personal intercourse, aljout the olher two.
X Grammatically, this might mean (Zahn, Gutjahr, etc.) that Andrew,

EVIDENCE OF PAPIAS

599

As the opening words indicate, the excerpt is taken from the preface to
the (five books of) i^rjyijaeis Xoylwv KvpiaKwv, which consisted of interpretations or expositions of Xbr/ia KvpiaKd, together with SiriyTjueis (explanations)
of the sayings of Jesus, such as Aristion furnished, and 7rapa5(!<rets such as
those of John the presbyter (H. E. iii. 39. 14). These i^TjyTjaeisofTapvas
may have been directed against gnostic commentaries like the lengthy
Exegetica of Basilides ; if so, his language is carefully chosen (pp. 187-188).
These verbose writers also made their appeal to an apostolic tradition (cp. e.g.
Tert. de prascr. haer. 25), which was supposed to have been secret and esoteric:
Papias therefore claims that his apostolic traditions are sifted and direct. For
the 'foreign commandments,' see i Jn 2'- "*.

The first problem of the passage {a) is to ascertain the exact
relation between Papias and his authorities. Writing probably
between A.D. 140 and 150, he is recalhng inquiries made in his
earher life {i.e. during the first quarter, perhaps even the first
decade of the second century). But are the 'sayings of the
elders' equivalent to what follows, or does the phrase mean
their reports of what the following disciples of the Lord had
said? The latter is more probable. These rpea/Svrepoi were
not apostles; their \dyoi related what the apostles or primitive
disciples had said.* As Eusebius assumed, the rrpea^vrepoi of
Papias were simply pupils or successors {yvtopipoi — p.a6rjral TWV
aTToo-ToXwv) of the primitive disciples. We get three stages,
therefore: (i.) the apostles or disciples of the Lord, then
(ii.) the rrpea/Svrepoi who preserved their traditions, and finally
(iii.) followers of the trpeaPijTepoi,. Papias had never known any
of the original apostles. For information about their teaching he
depended on men whom Irenaeus {adv. Haer. v. 5. i) described
as ot rrpea^vrtpoi TCOV aTroo-ToXoiv paOrjrai. Even with these ofificials
of the church he had not continuous intercourse; he had to fall
back upon casual visitors to his parish or diocese who were in a
position to report their oral teaching. The alternative is to put
(i.) and (ii.) together and regard 01 rrpeafivrepoi as including, if not
equivalent to, the personal disciples of Jesus mentioned by name.
This exegesis has the advantage of giving an apparently lucid sense
to the third sentence; what the elders told their followers was
etc., were the elders in question, or (so, e.g., Schwartz, Corssen, Kreyenbuhl:
"• 735 f-> Abbott) that the Xbyoi of the elders related to what Andrew and
the rest said. The latter view interposes more space between Papias and
the disciples than the former.
* This is now admitted by Belser (INT. 33 f.), who agrees that the inter
pretation of Eusebius is correct on this point.
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what they {i.e. Andrew, etc.) knew of Jesus. But i P 5MS a
slender peg on which to hang the assertion that the (twelve)
apostles could be called rpeajSvrepoi by a man in the period of
Papias, even if rpealSvrepoi were rendered " ancient worthies''
Besides, ol irpea/3vrepoi cannot be identified with Andrew, etc., for
Peter and James at least had died before Papias was b o r n ; and
if oi TT. merely included Andrew, etc., he would naturally have
written rapd nvwv raJv rpea/Svreptav instead of referring twice to
01 r. as a homogeneous group. Finally, there is an implicit
distinction between 01 r. and 01 rov Kvpiov paOrjrai.
This opens up the second {b) problem. Why are Aristion
and John the presbyter called 01 T. K. paOrjrai? Not as Christians
(Ac 9I), hardly as members of the Twelve. The words are
probably a primitive corruption or interpolation (Abbott, EBi.
1815; Mommsen in ZNIV., 1902, 156-159). For the latter
hypothesis there is some textual evidence {e.g. the Armenian and
Syriac versions); on the former, we may either add paOrjTiov after
Kvpiov (Renan, iv. pp. xxiii f, vi. 48, and Abbott, Exp.* iii.
245), read 'Iwdwov (Larfeld in Die Beiden Johannes von Ephesus,
1914), or, better still, read (Bacon,y.^Z., 1898, 176-1^83) TOVTIHV
(by a natural corruption, TOYTO) passed into TOYKY).
The {c) third problem relates to the change of tense in eiTrev
and Xiyovaiv. The natural sense of the distinction, unless
it is a rhetorical variation (so, e.g., Lightfoot and Abbott),
is that Aristion and John the presbyter were still alive at
the period to which Papias refers.
So far as the text is
concerned, they may have been among the rrpea^vrepoi from
whom Papias had once (Trore) learnt. Eusebius says that Papias
claimed to be one of their hearers (IlaTrtas
Aptcrrt'tovos KOX
rov Tcpea^vrepov '\l^idvvov avrrjKOOv iavrov <jirjai ytveadai)

; ' in fact,'

he adds, ' Papias often mentions them and inserts traditions of
theirs in his own pages.' Papias might have derived these
traditions indirectly. Nevertheless, there is no reason why he
should not have come into personal touch at one time in his life
with Aristion and John the presbyter. The chronological
difficulty is not insuperable. Even if they had been personal
disciples of the Lord, they might have survived till the last decade
of the first century—which, on a fair estimate of the age of
Papias, would permit him to have met them in his youth. If
they had not been personal disciples of Jesus, the likelihood that
Papias had once been in close touch with them is increased.
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although at Hierapolis he seems to have only been able to get
information about them. This does not necessarily imply that
they were not in Asia Minor at the time. Had they been
stationed at Ephesus it is difficult to account for Papias' lack of
access to them; but, as Keim (i. 222) observes, "Asia Minor
is a wide word, even without Ephesus," and it is not a necessary
deduction from Papias to argue that these witnesses to the
Palestinian tradition must have been in Palestine (Bacon).*
Nor does it follow that they were dead, and that Xiyovaiv refers
to their writings (Drummond, 199 f), or at least to writings incorporating their traditions. This would allow them still to be
reckoned as personal disciples of Jesus, but it is not easy to see
why Eusebius in that case did not allude to their works; besides,
the context of Papias (with its immediate praise of oral tradition
in preference to written) rather discourages this view.
Finally, as Eusebius proceeds to indicate in commenting on
the passage, {d) Papias distinguishes between the apostle John,
who is simply ranked among the apostolic figures of a bygone
age, and the presbyter John, who belongs to a different and later
group. This is a most important result for the criticism of the
Johannine tradition. Haussleiter {Theol. Lit.-Blatt, 1896, 465468) and Hjelt, expanding a suggestion of Renan (iv. 568), propose
to omit Tj n 'lo)dvvrjs, on the ground that the omission leaves
the text more symmetrical (cp. Camerlynck, 125 f.). Zahn, who
{INT.§ 51) rules out this conjecture as daring, reaches the same end
by making Papias refer clumsily to the apostle John in both connections (so Jacquier,iv. pp. 99 f.,Chapman, and Lepin, pp. 133 f.).
But neither theory is justifiable. John the presbyter is not to be
emended out of existence in the interests of John the apostle.
The second fragment of Papias, which refers to John the
apostle, corroborates the first by proving not only that he did
not survive to a late age, but that he died early as a martyr.
The setting of this fragment is less clear than that of the former,
but it has the compensating advantage of being in line with a
* Cp. ZNW., 1911, pp. 176-187. Aristion and Ariston could be
used of the same person (the latter variant occurs here in Syr. and Arm.
versions), but the Aristion of Papias was not the Ariston of Pella to whom
Eusebius elsewhere refers (cp. Bacon, DCG. i. 114-118, against Resch, TU.
X. 2. 453 f.). There is more, though not enough, to be said for the identification of John the presbyter (supposing he was not a personal disciple of Jesus)
with John the seventh head of the church at Jerusalem (Schlatter).
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piece of evidence from the synoptic tradition. The evidence for
the early martyrdom of John the son of Zebedee is, in fact, threefold : {a) a prophecy of Jesus preserved in Mk io39=Mt 2o23,
{b) the witness of Papias, and {c) the calendars of the church.
The tradition is accepted and defended, on various grounds, by Schwartz
(op. cit.), Erbes (see below), Bousset (TR.,
1905, 225 f., 277 f.), Pfleiderer
(Urc.
ii. 411), Kreyenbuhl (i. 366f.), Badham (AJT. iii. 729-740, viii.
539-554), Menzies and Wellhausen and J. Weiss (on Mk lo'-'), Bacon
{Exp.'' iv. 233 f., and on Mk lo^"), Julicher (INT.
377 f-), l^oisy
(RHR.,
1904, 56Sf.), Schmiedel {EBi. 2509-2510), Burkitt {Gospel History and its
Transmission,
pp. 250f.), Holtzmann-Bauer (pp. 19 f.), Forbes (pp. 165 f.),
Overbeck, Erbes ( Z A ' C , 1912, 196 f.), and HeitmUller ( 2 Y V ; F . , 1914, i89f.).
MATTHEW.

MARK.

rh rorijpiov 8 iyiii rlvto rleaBe,
Kal rb pdmapa
8 iyii
parrl^opai
parriaBrjaeaffe,
rb Si KaBlaai iK Se^iSiy jiov i) i^
eioivipwv
oiK ianv ipbv Sovvai,
dXW ols ryrolpaarai.

rb piv roT-fjpibv pov rleaBe

rb

Si KaBlaai iK Se^iQv pov Kal i^
eiwvipwv,
oiK ianv ipbv rovro Sovvai,
dXX' ois TjTolpaarai irb rov rarpbs pov.

Mt. as usual omits the parallel clause (cp. 2 2 i ' ' = M k 1 2 "
etc.) and adds the last four words (cp. 253* and *^ where, in the
latter passage, 6 rjroipaaev 6 rrarrjp pov, as read by Iren. Orig.
Hil. D and some old Latin MSS, has been altered into TO 17x01paapLtvov). Whether Luke omitted the whole scene * because it
appeared to hmit the authority of Jesus or because it disparaged
the apostles, it is difficult to say. In any case the primitive
character of the saying is as patent as its meaning, viz., that
both James and John were to suffer martyrdom. " A quelque
point de vue qu'on se place, clairvoyance miraculeuse de J^sus
ou prediction mise dans sa bouche post eventum, Jean et Jacques
ont bu la meme ' coupe' et subi le meme ' bapteme' que lui"
(A. Reville, Jesus de Nazareth, i. 354). What drinking the cup
of Jesus meant, is evident from passages like Mk 143^ and
Mart.

Polyk.

14

(ev dpiOp&

TCOV paprvpoiv

iv

TO! rorrjpiuo

rov

Xpiarov). T h e hypothesis that Jesus was simply referring in
general terms to persecution and hardship does not do justice to
the specific and definite character of the prediction. Unless it
is assumed (as, e.g., by O. Holtzmann) that this anticipation of
* Spitta's attempt to prove that his favourite Luke was correct
(ZNW.,
1910, 39-58), and that the passage, a later synoptic addition, did not originally
refer to death, is rightly set aside by Schwartz (ibid. 89-104).
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Jesus was not fulfilled, we must admit that he foretold a martyrdeath for the two men, and also that this had come to pass by
the time Mark's gospel was published. James was beheaded in
the beginning of the fifth decade by Herod Agrippa i. (Ac 12^),
although Luke fails todescribe his death any more than to chronicle
that of Peter. It is possible that other names* originally lay in
the isolated tradition or source which is incorporated in Ac i2i*'-,
but it is not necessary to assume that the two brothers died
simultaneously at this early date (so, e.g., Schwartz and Badham),
and it is improbable that John's name was subsequently omitted
under stress of the dominant Ephesian legend (Schwartz,
Preuschen on Ac 122, Goguel in RHR. Ixv. 299), after A.D. rso.
This involves a tissue of historical difficulties,! including the
identification of John Mark with the John of Gal 1-2. Could
the former be ranked alongside of Peter, the pillar-apostle? If
the death of John the son of Zebedee fell within the subsequent
period covered by Acts, the lack of any allusion to it is another
of the many gaps visible in Luke's narrative.
The fact of the martyrdom of John is, however, corroborated
very soon by {b) a statement of Papias, in the second book of
his expositions of Aoyia Kvptaxa, that John " was killed by the
Jews, thus plainly fulfilling along with his brother the prophecy
of Christ regarding them and their own confession and common
agreement concerning him" {vrb 'lovSaiW dvrjpeOrj, irXrjpiaaas
SrjXaS-^ pierd rov dSeX(f>ov rrjv TOV 'Kpiarov repl avrmv rpopprjaiv Kal
rrjV eavTwv bpoXoyiav rrepl TOVTOV KOI avyKaTdOeaiv).^
The

evidence for this important quotation (of which the first three
words alone belong to Papias) goes back to the best MS (codex
Coislinianus, 305) of Georgios Hamartolos (ninth century), who,
"' " Etliche andere, die ebenfalls den Zeugentod erlitten, werden nicht
einmal mit Namen genannt, als waren sie eine nicht der Rede werte Beilage
Man kann sich kaum des Verdachtes erwehren, dass Lukas hier
gewisse Namen unterdriickt hat. Vielleicht auch nur einen einzigen"
(Wellhausen, Noten zur Apgeschichte, 9).
t Schwartz (see p. 284, and ZNW., 1910, lOof.) tries a chronological
hypothesis, by placing Paul's journey (Ac 13-14) after, not before, the events
of Ac 15, and taking ii^-^^and 15^-16^ as versions of the same event, in order
to allow Paul's conflict with the pillar-apostles at Jerusalem (Gal i ' ' 2') to
precede A.D. 43-44, the date of the martyrdom of the son of Zebedee ; but
the chronology is highly speculative (see above, p. 309), involving the conversion of Paul in A. D. 28-29 and the crucifixion a year or two earlier.
I Then follows Mk 10^". It is impossible, with Godet, Gutjahr, and
others, to minimise avripiBr], here or in Georgios, into injury or exile.
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il propos of the synoptic logion (Mk lo'*'-), declares in his
Chronicle that John the apostle after writing his gospel did
suffer martyrdom {Chron. iii. 134. i), buttressing the statement
upon Papias and Origen. The former is miscalled avro^rrr;?
TOVTOV yevdp.evo<i, and the reference to the latter * seems
erroneous. But the recent publication {TU., 1888, v. 2, 170) of
the de Boor fragment of what is evidently an epitome (7th to
8th cent.), based on the XpianaviKrj laropia or Chronicle of
Philip Sidetes (5th cent.), removes all doubts as to whether
Papias really wrote something to this effect. This chronicler
incidentally lends a powerful support to the former allusion, by
quoting thus: ' Papias in his second book says that John the
divine (6 ^eoAoyos) and James his brother were killed by the
Jews' {vrb 'lovSaiuiv dvypeOrjaav). While this quotation cannot be
verbally exact, as ^eoAo'yos is not known to have been applied
to John earlier than the close of the fourth century (cp. Bousset,
p. 227, as against Schwartz), it is indubitable that the work of
Papias must have contained some statement of this nature
about the two sons of Zebedee.f The excerpts are both late;
the later of the two may be taken from the epitome of Philip (cp.
Funk's Patres Apost. i. 368 f), and Philip's reputation as an independent historian is not particularly high (cp. Socrates, H. E.
vii. 2 7 ; Photius, Cod. 3 5 ) ; but, although absolute certainty is
unattainable, our deduction is that there are no very valid
reasons for conjecturing that they both mistook the sense of
some passage in Papias,| which either (so Drummond) referred
to John as pdp-vi (not in the tragic but in the ordinary sense
of the term), or described the martyrdom of John {i.e. the
* Origen, in Mt. t. xvi. 6, already explains the synoptic saying with
regard to John, by means of the tradition which identified him with the John
of the apocalypse.
t On the extreme improbabihty of the conjectures (cp. Gutjahr, pp.
107 f.) by which Lightfoot (Essays on Supernal.
Religion, pp. 211 f.), Zahn,
Schlatter ( Z ? / ' / ' ii. 3. pp. 50 f ) , and H a r n a c k would eliminate the son of
Zebedee from the text of Georgios, see Schmiedel {EBi. 2509 f.) and Clemen
{AJT., 1905, 6 4 3 f , and Entstehung d. Johannes Evglms, 426f.).
X Still less, that Papias himself, an dpxato% dvijp, was in error if he made
such a statement. " I f Papias made it, the question remains whether he
made it under some misapprehension, or merely by way of expressing his
conviction that the prophecy of Mk. x. 39 had found a literal fulfilment.
Neither explanation is very probable in view of the early date of P a p i a s " ;
Swete, Apocalypse oJ St. John, p. clxxv.
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Baptist) and James the Lord's brother (so Bernard, conjecturing that OAAEA<bOCAYTOYKAIIAKa)BOC is a corruption of
OAAEAd>OCTOYKYIAKa)BOC). As to the former theory, the
whole trend of the later ecclesiastical tradition was in the opposite
direction, to regard the witness of John as non-tragic. As to
the latter, while the two Jameses were repeatedly confused in
later tradition, it is no argument against James the son of
Zebedee to say that he was not literally killed by the Jews, for
the same expression is applied to Jesus {e.g. Ac 223 rovrov . .
dveiXare), though Herod in the one case and Pilate in the
other were responsible for an act which pleased or was prompted
by the Jews. Furthermore, the collocation of John the Baptist
and James the Lord's brother is much less natural than that of
the two sons of Zebedee.
Upon the whole, then, there does not appear to be any particularly strong ground for the rejection of the Papias-tradition, e.g.
by Harnack {ACL. ii. i. 662 f.; TLZ., 1909, 10-12, in a review
of Bernard), Drummond (pp. 227 f), Stanton {GHD. i. 166 f.),
Zahn {Forschungen, vi. 147 f.), H. B. Workman {Persecution in
the Early Church, 1906, 358-361), Lepin {L'origine du quatr.
hangile,^Y>- 108 f), Abbott {Dial. 2935-2941), J. H. Bernard
{Studia Sacra, pp. 260-284), J- Armitage Robinson {Historical
Character of St. John's Gospel, 1908, pp. 64-80), Kennedy {ET
xxix. 312!".), and Weber {Katholik, 1913, 434-445), if it can
be connected with the subsequent and divergent traditions of
the church. Before proceeding to demonstrate this, however,
we must weigh the fact that {c) the evidence of some ancient
calendars (Egli, ZWT,
1891, pp. 2 7 9 ^ ; Erbes, ZKG., 1901,
pp. 2oof, 1904, 329 f, 1905, 447f., 1912, 207 f.), favours
indirectly such a tradition.
In the fourth-century Syriac,*
" John and James, the apostles in Jerusalem," are commemorated together as martyrs there on Dec. 27 between
Stephen (Dec. 26) and Paul and Peter (in Rome, Dec. 28);
the Armenian and Gothico-Gallic agree, and possibly the
original form of the sixth century Carthaginian f (corrobor* Edited by W. Wright, Journ. Sacred Lit. (1865) 36 f., 423 f. ; cp.
H. Achelis, die Martyrologien (igoo), pp. 30-71. In view of ordinary usage
and the mention of Rome in connection with Paul and Peter, it is not
probable that Jerusalem here denotes (so Gutjahr) merely the place of the
festival's celebration, and not the locality of the martyrdom.
I Where a scribe in the extant text has wrongly put John the Baptist
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ated by the North African De Rehaptismate, c. A.n. 250, which
contains this sentence: " H e said to the sons of Zebedee, 'Are
ye a b l e ? ' For he knew the men had to be baptized, not only in
water but also in their own blood"). Two calendars from the
East and the West respectively, thus reflect a belief that John
the apostle suffered a martyr-death. The former tallies with
the evidence of a Syriac homily of Aphraates (A.D. 344), de
persecutione, which (§ 23) bids its hearers listen to "these
names of martyrs, of confessors, and of the persecuted," and,
after reciting the stories of O T worthies, proceeds, " Great
and excellent is the martyrdom of Jesus. H e surpassed in
affliction and in confession all who were before or after. And
after him was the faithful martyr Stephen whom the Jews stoned.
Simon also and Paul were perfect martyrs.
And James
and John walked in the footsteps of Christ their master."
Plainly these are all examples of the first of the classes
mentioned, viz. the martyrs. Aphraates then adds examples of
confessors. "Also, others of the apostles thereafter in diverse
places confessed and proved true martyrs." Finally, he notes
the persecuted. " A n d also concerning our brethren who are
in the West, in the days of Diocletian there came great affliction and persecution," etc. Upon the whole, then, the evidence
of the early catholic calendars, though not on the same footing
as that of the two other blocks of evidence, serves to corroborate
substantially the tradition which they embody.
Further confirmation * of this, the earHest tradition upon
John the apostle, is furnished incidentally by Herakleon, the
early gnostic commentator on the fourth gospel (cp. Clem.
Strom, iv. 9), who mentions, in connection with Lk I2ii"i2, those
who had escaped martyrdom, "Matthew, Philip, Thomas, Levi,
and many others." John's name is significantly omitted from
the list, for in view of his contemporary importance it is hardly
possible that he could have been included among the " many
others." As time went on, the dominant Ephesian legend of
(who is commemorated on June 24th) instead of John the apostle, possibly
owing to the mention of Herod (confusing the Herod of Ac 12^ with him of
Mk 6^^); cp. Achehs, op. cit. pp. 18-29. Zahn (Forsch. vi. 147 f.) and
some others even propose to read John the Baptist for John the apostle in
the Papias-fragment (see above, pp. 604-605).
* Cp. Keim, V. 53 f., who already recognised, with Volkmar, that the
tradition represented by Georgios Hamartolos must apply to John the apostle.
His arguments were not fully met by Grimm in ZWT.,
1S74, 121 f.
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the long-lived apostle, due in part to deductions from the
Fourth gospel and the apocalypse, in part to the confusion of
John the presbyter and John the apostle, tended to obliterate
not only John the presbyter's figure, but the far-away tradition
of John the apostle's early death. It is remarkable, however,
to find the latter vibrating still at one or two places. Thus,
while Clement of Alexandria tells the story * of John and the
robber, which implied his long life, he also {Strom, vii. r7, fjSe
diroaToXmv airov, i.e. Christ, pexpi- y^ T'^5 JlavXov

XeiTovpyia% iirl

Nepoivos reXeiovrai) assumes that all the teaching apostles had
closed their careers before A.D. 70. Similarly Chrysostom in
one homily (Ixxvi.) says that John the apostle "lived for a long
while after the capture of Jerusalem," while in another (Ixv.)
he expounds Mt 2o23 upon the lines of the earlier tradition as
a prophecy of martyr-death for the sons of Zebedee.
Even
Gregory of Nyssa may be cited as one of the later, perhaps
imconscious, witnesses to the accuracy of the Papias-tradition,
since in his Laudatio Stephani, as well as in his de Basilio magna,
he groups Peter, James, and John as martyred apostles, and places
them between Stephen and Paul. The Muratorian canon, which
already vindicates the canonicity of the Johannine writings by
means of the apostolic authorship, had also reflected indirectly
the Papias-tradition by assuming that the Fourth gospel was
composed while the apostles were still together {i.e. before A.D.
70), and by asserting that in writing to seven churches Paul was
simply " sequens prodecessoris sui lohannis ordinem." The unchronological nature of the latter remark was due not simply to
the canonical prestige of the Johannine writings, but to the
vague influence of the tradition which in one form associated
John's literary exploits and experiences of persecution with
Claudius and Nero. A similar fluctuation between the tradition of the martyrdom and that of the banishment occurs in
the enigmatic passage, Tert. de prcescr. hcBret. 36 (the apostrophe
to the church of Rome, " ubi Petrus passioni dominicse adaequatur; ubi Paulus lohannis exitu coronatur [cp. the Muratorian
canon's order of John and P a u l ] ; ubi apostolus lohannes, posteaquam in oleum igneum demersus nihil passus est, in insulam
relegatur "). The story of his scatheless immersion in a cauldron
of boiling oil, which apparently goes back to the Ada Johannis
• It is late and pretty and doubtful, like the tale of Sii Walter Ralegh
and his cloak.
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(cp. Zahn's ed. pp. cxvif), was a rejuvenating touch introduced in
order to harmonise the older tradition of his martyrdom with his
legendary longevity. His ' baptism ' was thus made harmless. H e
became a pdprvs in the double sense of the term. The original
setting of the story was probably in Nero's reign (cp. Jerome,
adv. Jovin. i. 26, reporting Tertullian); afterwards, when he was
identified with John the seer and witness of the apocalypse, the
Domitianic period of the latter led to the subsequent transference
of the tale from Nero to Domitian. The other legend, that he
drank a cup of poison unharmed, betrays the same tendency to
evade the literal implication of the synoptic prophecy ; but in this
case the feat was readily transferred to him from Justus Barsabas
(so Papias quoted in Eus. H. E. iii. 39. 9)—which would be all
the more easy, as Badham ingeniously points out, since the
Encratite phraseology made Christ remove from John " t h e
serpent's poison," i.e. sexual desire. Another legend, that of
John and Cerinthus in the bathhouse (Eus. H. E. iii. 28. 6), is
also told of Ebion (Epiph. xxx. 24) and of a Jewish rabbi during
Hadrian's reign.
§ 2. The IrencBus-tradition. — If these deductions from the
Papias-traditions are correct, the later testimony of Irenseus*
must be erroneous. Irenaeus, in his letter to Florinus (Eus.
H. E. V. 20), warns him against certain Soypara. Tavra ra
Soypara

01 rpb

rjpSjv

rpeaj^vrepoi,

avp(f>oirrjaavre^, ov rrapeSwKdv aoi.
of o n e of t h e s e Tcpeajivrepoi,

01 KOX

TOIS

droaroXoi^

Then he reminds Florinus

viz. 6 piaKdpios Kal

droaroXiKbs

rpea/Svrepo<;, Polykarp, in whose company he (Irenteus) Trais en
wv {i.e. as a youth) iv rfj Karw 'Aaia had seen Florinus. Irenaeus
says he can remember how Polykarp used to describe his intercourse with John and also with the rest who had seen the Lord,
and how he used to repeat their sayings and traditions about
Jesus {rdvra avpipwva rais ypa^ats). Polykarp was thus one
* Defended by Stanton (GHD. i. 213 f.), V. Rose (RB., 1897, 516-524),
Gwatkin (Contemp. Review, 1897, 222-226), H. A. A. Kennedy (^'T'. xxix.
I03f.), Clemen, and Bardsley (JTS., 1913, 207 f, 489^). According to
F. G. Lewis (The Irenaus Testimony to the Fourth Gospel, Its Extent, Meaning, and Value, Chicago, 1908), the ypaipai of Eus. H. E. v. 20. 6 were
separate booklets of Johannine reminiscences of the life and words of Jesus,
circulating in the churches, which were compiled, perhaps by Polykarp himself, into the Fourth gospel. It is probable that the gospel originated in
homilies and addresses which had originally a separate existence, but the
ordinary sense of ypaipal here ( = Scriptures) is more relevant to the context.
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of the Trpea/3vTepoi upon whom Irenseus and Florinus, like
Papias, were dependent for their information about the eyewitnesses of Jesus. He was an older man than Papias, though
he probably died before him. Consequently, if Irenaeus is
correct, his testimony to John the apostle is of first-rate
importance.
But, while any wholesale depreciation of Irenaeus is uncritical
(see Preuschen on Schwartz in Berliner Philol. Wochenschrift,
1906, 101-105), and while his letter to Florinus is not to be
brushed aside as a piece of unauthentic partisanship (Scholten,
Der Apostel Johannes in Klein-Asien, 1872, pp. 63 f.), he must be
held to have mistaken what Polykarp * said, and to have confused
John the presbyter with John the apostle. Like Benjamin
Frankhn, he had 'ever a pleasure in obtaining any little anecdotes ' of his spiritual ancestors; but his memory, partly owing
to his desire to safeguard the apostolic authority of the Fourth
gospel, misled him here as elsewhere. Thus he confuses Peter
and Jesus, as if Ac 51^ applied to the latter (cp. TU. xxxi. r,
p. 40), as well as James the son of Zebedee and the James of
Ac 15 = Gal 2 {adv. Haer. iii. 12. 15). He also infers {adv.
Haer. ii. 22, TU, xxxi. i. 42, 62 f), either from the Fourth gospel
2?o g57) Qj. fj-Qjj^ |.jjg Asiatic presbyters (known to him only from
Papias ?) who claimed to represent John's tradition, that Jesus
did not die till the reign of Claudius {i.e. not till after A.D. 41).
This inference has an important bearing on the whole subject. Whatever
was the meaning t attached to the forty-six years of 2""—whether it represents
the period between the initiation of Herod the Great's building scheme
(20 B.C.) and the date at which the scene of this discussion is laid (i.e. A.D.
27-28), or alludes to Ezra's temple (Diat. 2023-2024),—neither it nor the
allusion in 8*' (where Blass, Schwartz, Wellhausen follow ^5* Syr^"" sah. in
reading the more logical but less pungent iiipaKi ae, 6 0 P A K 6 C 6 for
6 0 P A K 6 C ) is responsible for the extraordinary exegetical blunder of
Irenseus or of his authorities, the Johannine presbyters, that from twelve
to twenty years elapsed between the baptism and the death of Jesus. If
this tradition was picked up by Irenseus from the book of Papias, it richly
confirms the impression of uncritical credulity which the other traditions of
this school or circle make upon the modern reader. Neither Papias nor his
* Polykarp himself never calls the apostle John his teacher; indeed, he
never alludes to him at all.
t Later tradition took it literally (cp. the pseudo-Cyprianic De montibus
Sina et Sion, 4), and Loisy (293) has recently revived the allegorical-literal
interpretation. For the anti-Valentinian, anti-Lucan motive of the passagf,
see above, pp. 530, 581, and Bacon's Fourth Gospel {pp. 394 f.).
39
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informants can have had any accurate acquaintance with the John whom they
claim as their apostolic authority.
Their traditions are simply fantastic
inferences drawn from the Johannine literature itself; whether Papias was
primarily responsible for their circulation or not, they could never have come
from a disciple who had been a member of the twelve (cp. Schwartz, pp. 7 f. ;
Clemen in AJT. ix. 661-663, ^^d Corssen in ZNW.,
1901, 202-227).
Similarly, anything else Irenseus quotes from the presbyters who are claimed
to have been in touch with the apostle John, is of a singularly unapostolic
character; not only this tradition that Jesus died when he was in his atas
settior, i.e. over forty or fifty, but the exegesis of Rev 1 3 " (v. 30. i), and the
grotesque saying (p. 23) about the fruitful vines of the messianic era (v. 33.
3), if they do not militate decisively against an apostolic source, certainly do
not presuppose it. There is nothing in Irenaeus' tradition of the elders
which points to any ultimate Johannine apostolic source, and a good deal
which invalidates any such reference.

Irenaeus was also mistaken, as Eusebius points out {H, E. iii.
39. 2), in making Papias a hearer of the apostle John. There is
other evidence to show that he used discipulus apostolorum in a
careless and loose sense. Once at least he inadvertently converts a presbyter qui audierat ab his qui apostolos uiderant (iv.
27. i) into a discipulus apostolorum (iv. 32. i ) ; and this significant
instance, all the more significant that it is incidental, corroborates
the conclusion that, in his reminiscences of his boyhood beside
Polykarp, he mistook similarly the presbyter John for the apostle.
The date of Polykarp's death is uncertain, though f. 155 is approximately accurate (cp. Corssen in ZNW,, 1902, 61 f.). On any fair
rendering of the chronological data, Irenseus could not have
been more than a boy when he heard or met him {Haer. iii.
3. 4, ov KoX fjp.e'ii ewpaKapLev ev r g irpwry rjpMv fjXiKia), a n d his

letter to Florinus {H. E. v. 20. 5 f.) does not imply, even if it
does not exclude, the supposition that his acquaintance with the
aged bishop of Smyrna extended beyond the days of his early
youth. We are justified, therefore, in refusing to set aside the
Papias-traditions in favour of a claim which rests upon such
precarious grounds and which is otherwise open to serious
doubts.
The force of this argument some critics attempt to turn, by pointing out
the improbability of an error ; Irenseus must have many opportunities, in Asia
Minor and Rome and Gaul, of acquainting himself with the facts; others,
who were contemporaries of Polykarp, must have been alive ; and, therefore,
Irenseus could not have written down an error whkh they would have instantly
detected (cp. Drummond, pp. 347 f. ; Sanday, Criticism of Fourth Gospel,
60 f. ; Lepin, pp. 161 f. ; Gregory, Canon and Text, pp. I59f.). That
Iienseus had many links with the far past and opportunities of learning
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about it, may be admitted freely. But the bearing of all this upon the
question of the accuracy of his memory is another matter. There were
hundreds of his readers who must have known that Jesus was not crucified
in the reign of Claudius, for example ; even the pagan historian Tacitus knew
better. But this did not prevent Irenseus from committing his blunder, and
it does not entitle us to argue that, because so many contemporaries could
have corrected him if he had been wrong, therefore he must have been right.
The wholesale application of this kind of argument could be used to
guarantee many of the most patent inaccuracies in ancient literature, classical
and Christian. As a protest against ultra-literary methods of handling early
tradition it has some value, but it is only within narrow limits that it
can operate legitimately as a positive criterion, and the Johannine witness
of Irenseus does not fall within these limits.

Such confusion, owing to identity of names, was not unexampled. The case of the two Philips is a parallel. The Philip
of Acts is one of ' the seven ' (6^), who is not one of the twelve
(85-*°), but nevertheless is an evangehst who does active work in
Samaria and elsewhere. His Greek name, his connection with
the Hellenists (Ac 6i) in Jerusalem, and his efforts outside Judea,
tally with the reference in Jn 1220-22, where, as elsewhere in the
Fourth gospel, Philip the apostle {i.e. one of the synoptic twelve)
seems to be meant. Does this entitle us to infer that the
confusion between the two Philips began as early as the Fourth
gospel (so Stolten, JPT,
1891, r5of.; Loisy, 30, 683 f.;
Holtzmann-Bauer on Jn 1222), or that the Philip of the Fourth
gospel is an imaginary figure constructed out of the traditions
about the evangelist (so, recently, Thoma, 764 f.; Kreyenbiihl, ii.
347 f.; Weizsacker, and Schmiedel, EBi. 3700-3701)? A third
alternative, that there was only one Philip, and that the early
fathers were right in thinking of Philip as both deacon and
apostle (so, recently, Purchas, Johannine Problems, 56-67), is
negatived by the evidence of Ac S^-*" which assumes that Philip
the evangehst had not the apostolic power (8i*^-) of laying hands
on converts and imparting the Spirit. The significant fact that
the evangelist, whom Luke met at Csesarea (Ac 218^-), had Qvyarepet; reaaapes irapOevoi rpo(f>rjrevovaai, is t h e Starting-pOint of
any discussion o n this problem, unless A c 21^ is held, as I now
think unlikely, t o b e a n interpolation (cp. HNT. 675). T h e evid e n c e of P a p i a s would b e conclusive if only it were clear whether
the Philip w h o m h e m e n t i o n s (see pp. 598, 603) was the apostle
or the evangelist. I n any case, h e derived information at firsth a n d , n o t from this Philip but from the daughters of Philip ( E u s
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H. E. iii. 3 9 . 9—10, u)S Se Kara rov^ airoxjt; 6 IlaTrias yev6p,evoi, where

Harnack and Corssen * rightly understand xpo^o^"^ after airous).
The probability is that his Philip was the apostle (of the Fourth
gospel); but, even so, it does not follow that the daughters of
Philip belonged to this Philip's family.t Eusebius, who declares
that they furnished Papias with some of his fantastic legends,
assumes that they were; but this may be due to the fact that he
confused both Philips, and it may be that only J Philip the
evangelist had daughters, that they prophesied at Hierapolis,
and that they represent the figures to which the Montanists
appealed, and about which the later stories gathered. Whether
the Fourth gospel or Papias already confused the two Philips or
not, Polykrates and Proklus did, and after them the later church.
The apostle in the second-century traditions fell heir to the
prophetic and ascetic daughters of his namesake (cp. Salmon,
INT. 313-315 ; Wendt on Ac 21*, and McGiffert's excellent note
in his edition of Eusebius, on iii. 31). Polykrates, bishop of
Ephesus (before the end of the second century), testifies that
Philip the apostle, one of the great fights who had died in Asia,
was buried in Hierapolis along with 'his two aged virgin
d a u g h t e r s , ' while '17 erepa a i r o v Ovydrrjp ev dyiw Trvevpian iroXiTev-

aaaevt] now rests at Ephesus' (Eus. H. E, iii. 31= v. 24).
Clement of Alexandria {Strom, iii. 6. 52; Eus. H. E. iii. 30. i)
not only reckons Philip § with Peter among the married apostles,
but adds, ras Ovyarepas dvSpdaiv iieSwKev. In the dialogue of
Gaius and Proklus (quoted in Eus. H, E, iii. 31. 4), the four
prophetic daughters of Philip are recorded to have been buried
with their father at Hierapolis. Eusebius, who quotes all these
passages, evidently identified the two Philips, as TertuUian had
done before him, since (as is plain from the use of dTrooroAows in
• ZNW., 1902, 289-299 ('die Tochter des Philippus').
t The atmosphere of the marvellous in Ac 8 (cp. vv."- *•• *) is certainly
" in entire harmony with the stories which Papias gleaned at a later date from
the daughters of Philip " (Purchas, 60-61).
X It is just possible that Philip the apostle had also daughters, and that
Clement of Alexandria preserves an independent tradition with regard to
them ; but this leaves the confusion unaffected. The uncertainty of the text
in Eusebius, as Schwartz points out (l6f.), prevents us from laying too much
stress on the variation in numbers between Polykrates and the other
witnessses.
§ He also declares (Strom, iii. 25) that the wcrds in Lk 9*' were spnjken
to Philip.
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iii. 39. 10 = Ac i2«) his description of Philip as rbv drdaroXov
(iii. 39. 9) refers to the narrower, not to the wider (Zahn,
Forschungen, vi. 162 f; Drummond, 226), sense of the title.
Did Polykrates and Proklus the Montanist already share this
confusion ? In all likelihood they did.* The Asiatic tendency
to trace church origins and traditions directly to members of the
twelve must have led at an early period to the substitution of
Philip the apostle for his namesake the evangelist!
§ 3. The argument from silence.—Leaving aside, for the
moment, the evidence for John the apostle's early martyrdom,
and confining ourselves to the tradition of his longevity and
residence in Asia Minor, we find the statements of Irenaeus, who
is the first and chief witness for this tradition, confronted by a
significant silence on the part of previous writers.
Not merely
is the entire early Christian literature down to Irenaeus silent upon
any sojourn of the apostle John in Asia Minor, J but in one or
two cases it is hardly possible that this silence could have been
preserved, had such a long residence been known to the writers.
The silence of Clemens Romanus upon the alleged contemporary
sojourn of John the apostle in Asia Minor is of minor importance ; perhaps there was no occasion for him to mention the
apostle, and his evidence alone is indecisive.§ Much more
significant is the silence of Ignatius, especially when it is admitted
* Lightfoot (Colossians, 45-47) and Drummond (pp. 226-227) especially
hold that the Philip of Polykrates was the apostle. On the other side, cp.
(in English) Selwyn's Christian Prophets, 247 f.
t Schwartz (p. 17), who declines to follow Schmiedel in regarding the
Philip of the Fourth gospel as imaginary, takes his own way : " D e r antike
Heroencult treibt auf christlichen Boden neue BlUthen ; die Kleinasiaten
ha^en den Apostel Philippus mit seinen Tochtern Uinge nach ihrem Tode, ja
nach Papias, schwerlich vor 150, von Caasarea nach Hierapolis und Ephesus
geschafft, wie in friiheren Zeiten sich die Stadte ihre Heroen in spateren ihre
Heiligen holten."
X T h e tradition was first examined and rejected by Vogel (1801),
Reuterdahl (de fontibus hist. eccl. Eusebiana, 1826), Lutzelberger (die kirch.
Trad. Uber den apost. Joh., 1840), and Keim (i. 211 f.). See Appendix S.
§ H e implies, however, that the apostolic age is over (42, 44), and there
would be a certain awkwardness in his retrospective allusions to the apostles
if one of the latter was still alive ; " I confess I find it hard to believe that
one of the greatest apostles was still living, and residing in the very city from
which Paul addressed his first letter to the Corinthians" (Drummond, p. 216).
This cuts on the whole against the hypothesis of the long-lived apostle in Asia
Minor, and it would at least fit in with the early-martyrdom tradition ; but,
at best, it is corroborative evidence.
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that he knew the Fourth gospel (see pp. 577 (.). Even in writing
to the church of Ephesus, less than twenty years after John the
apostle is supposed not only to have written the apocalypse and
the Fourth gospel, but to have exercised ecclesiastical authority
in the province, he never alludes to him.* Paul is the one
apostle mentioned {ad. Eph. xii. 2, UavXov avppevarai). The
description of the Ephesian Christians (xi. 2) as ot /cat TOI'S
droaroXoi's

irdvrore avvrjveaav

iv

Svvdpei '\rjaov Xpiarov,

would

be incredibly vague if John the apostle had occupied the local
position which later tradition assigned to him ; and in view of the
prestige which, on this hypothesis, he enjoyed as the author of
the apocalypse, it is out of the question to turn the evidence from
the silence of Ignatius by conjecturing that John's reputation had
not yet risen to such a height as would have justified Ignatius in
mentioning him along with Paul. The argument from silence
requires very careful handling, but in the present case it is quite
valid. No serious argument can stand against the conclusion that
while Ignatius, like Papias, may have known the Fourth gospel, he
did not know of any residence of John the apostle, as its author,
in Ephesus. Even Hegesippus does not appear to have known
of John's longevity in Asia Minor; in describing the latter's
Ephesian career, Eusebius goes away from Hegesippus to 6 T W
Trap' rjpiv dpxaiwv Adyos {H. E. iii. 20. 9), which he would hardly
have done if Hegesippus, who lay before him, had continued the
tale in question.
In short, the triple silence of Clemens
Romanus, Ignatius, and Hegesippus cannot be called accidental;
no satisfactory explanation of it is forthcoming, except the
admission that none of them knew of John the apostle as a
resident authority and author in Asia Minor towards the close
of the first century. The John of Asia Minor at this period (cp.
in addition to the authorities already cited, von Dobschiitz's
Probleme, 91 f.) is John the presbyter, a Jewish Christian disciple,
originally a Jerusalemite, who taught and ruled with strictness
in the local churches. His authority and influence created
a ' Johannine ' school or circle. H e wrote the apocalypse (see
pp. 513 f), and two notes of his (see pp. 475 f.) have survived,
all written before the year 96 A.D. Later on, the church looked
back to see in him, however, and in his earlier apostolic namesake, not two stars but one.
* " Some personal reference to St. John would have been natural in
writing to the church at Ephesus" (GHD. i. i66 ; so Swete, yT'^. xvii. 377).
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§ 4. Growth of the Johannine tradition.—The first clue to
the mazes of this later Johannine tradition lies in the strong
tendency, felt as soon as the canon began to be formed, to
connect any gospel or epistle with the apostles, directly or
indirectly.
The apocalypse was probably the first of the
" J o h a n n i n e " writings to be associated with the name of the
apostle. It claimed to be written by a certain John, and the
casual remark of Justin, only half a century after its composition,
shows how soon and how naturally the primitive tradition, even
in Ephesus, had begun to substitute John the apostle for his
namesake the presbyter. Since the apocalypse and the Fourth
gospel came from the same school, and since their language had
certain resemblances, it was natural that the uncritical piety of
the second century should extend the apostolic authorship to the
gospel as well, especially if its final edition had paved the way
for this view of its origin; the first epistle naturally followed in
the wake of the gospel, while the second and third epistles were
drawn after the apocalypse or the larger epistle. Once the
Domitianic date of the apocalypse was granted,—and this is
practically unchallenged during the second century,—the identification of John the seer with John the apostle went on apace, to
cover the rest of the anonymous Johannine writings. His earlier
sufferings did not amount to a red martyrdom ; he was banished
by Domitian to Patmos, where he composed the apocalypse ' d e
statu ecclesiae' (Ps.-Aug. Serm. clxix. 2, Ps.-Isidore, Jerome,
Primas. = metallo damnatus); after Domitian's death he returned
to Asia Minor under Nerva, where he wrote the Fourth gospel
against Cerinthus ; finally (68 years after the death of Jesus according to Jerome, quoting "historia ecclesiastica"; 70 years, Ps.Isid.), he survived till Trajan's reign. The last item in the tradition
is commonly admitted to be more or less an inference. " W e
may observe that the tradition that John survived till the time of
Trajan can hardly claim the same degree of certainty as that of
his residence in Asia" (Drummond, p. 216).
These deductions or inductions, under the influence of the
apostolising tendency, would not have developed so rapidly,
however, had there not been a tendency to confuse John the
apostle and John the presbyter. This error, due to or fostered
by the mistake of Irenaeus, threw practically the whole of the
subsequent tradition out of focus. When all the ecclesiastical
interests were running so strongly in this direction through an
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age which was primarily interested in tradition for the sake of
its utility in safeguarding the canonical authority of the New
Testament writings and the apostolic authority of the twelve, it
becomes less surprising that Irenasus ignored the casual remark
of Papias about John's martyrdom, or that Eusebius in a later
generation passed over it, perhaps as one of the r-apdSo^a or
pvOiKwrepa which he professed to find in the writings of the
worthy bishop of Hierapolis. T h e remarkable thing really is
that any traces of the early martyrdom should have been preserved at all. The early criticisms passed on the Fourth
gospel for its discrepancies with the synoptic narrative led to the
legends of its composition after them as a "spiritual gospel,"
written to supplement them (Schwartz, 44 f.), and this helps to
explain how the tradition of John's early martyrdom * faded
almost entirely from the church before that rival tradition of
his long life in Ephesus, which made room for the composition
of his gospel subsequent to the synoptists, by taking over item
after item from the traditions of the presbyter.
For the
rise and growth of the second-century Christian tradition of
the Ephesian John cannot be explained by recourse to fantasy
and imagination.
T o account for the tradition, a definite
historical figure must be assumed, one who hved to a great age
in Asia Minor, and became an authority there, a John whose
name and prestige counted highly in Asiatic circles. Thus,
among the great lights who had fallen asleep in Asia, Polykrates
numbers not only Philip but also 'laiawijs, 6 iirl rb arrjOo? TOV
Kvpiov dvareawv, os iyevrjOrj lepevs rb rreraXov Trec^opeKois Kai p-dprvi
Kal SiSacr/caXos ( E u s . H, E. iii. 3 1 . 3, V. 24. 2). T h e TreraXov

phrase, unless it is an unauthentic interpolation (cp. Heinichen's
note and Lticke, 20 f.), is either due to the fanciful play of
legend—Epiphanius {haer. xxix. Ixxviii., following Hegesippus?)
decorates James also with it—or else furnishes a proof that the
John in question had belonged to the sacerdotal order in Jeru* One vague and confused echo of it may be heard in the occasional
tradition that the apocalypse (see above, p. 505) was written very early. The
remark of Epiphanius (li. 33: rov dylov liodwov rpb Koip-fjaeois airov rpo(pTjreiaavros iv xpbvois KXavSiov Kalaapos Kai dviaripu) [dvutrdrii), MSS], Sre els
rijv Udrpov vijaov irijpxev) is a piece of evidence which is all the more striking
since the Domitianic tradition was well known by that period. Schwartz (op.
cit. 291., 39 f.) suggests that this Claudius-tradition may explain the wellknown objection of Gaius, that when the apocalypse was written (i.e. in the
fourth year of Claudius), there was no Christian church at Thyatira.
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salem. In any case it is as incompatible with John the apostle
as the title * SiSao-xoXos, which could hardly have been used of
an apostle. Polykrates, indeed, calls Philip an apostle, but not
John, and as he uses ftaprus immediately afterwards of Polykarp,
Thraseas, and Sagaris, it is probably employed here in the
light of Apoc I*. Thus all the indications point to John
the presbyter, who is further identified with the beloved disciple
of the Fourth gospel. If this identification is right, it tallies
with the hypothesis of Delff, t Harnack, and Bousset. If it
is wrong, it is a fresh witness to the fusion of John the presbyter
with John the apostle {i.e. as the bosom-disciple, and perhaps
as pidpru^ in the tragic sense). Since Polykrates in all likelihood meant to describe John the apostle, the confusion is
similar to that in the case of Philip whom he has Just mentioned.
The really doubtful point is to determine how far the last chapter
of the Fourth gospel contributed to this result. Was this
appendix (or, at any rate, 2i2*-25) a deliberate attempt by the
Ephesian circle to claim for John the presbyter a gospel of John
the beloved apostle, or vice versa ? Or was the identification of
the two men due to the misreading of the text by a later age ?
In short, does the appendix merely witness to a fusion already
present, or was it one of the primary sources of the fusion ?
Either theory is tenable, and it depends upon the view taken of
the gospel's aim and original character which falls to be adopted.
The former seems to me slightly preferable, but here as elsewhere
in the literary criticism of the Fourth gospel one has to jump for
conclusions,—if one is eager for them,—and that is usually to
land in a bog of confusion.
{a) The probability of Irensem having confiised the son of Zebedee with
the presbyter John depends not only upon the fact that the latter really
existed,—a fact which it should be no longer necessary to prove,—but on the
presbyter's authority and residence in Asia Minor. The latter point is still
disputed, on the ground that Papias does not expressly state i t ; and some
critics, who admit the existence of the presbyter John, place him not in Asia
Minor but in Syria or Palestine, partly on the grounds of supposed internal
evidence drawn from the book of Revelation, partly because he is identified
with some former priest called John (e.g. that of Ac 4', cp. Ac 6'), partly
because thereby the Judean tradition of the Fourth gospel is accounted for
• It is a diflFerent thing when Polykarp is called SiSdoKaXos iroaroXiKis
nd wpoiprjTiKbs (Mart. Polyk. 16).
t Tohn (the priest of Ac 4* ?), a man of priestly rank, composed the Fourth
gospel before the fall of Jerusalem ( ^ A : , 189a, 83 f.). See above, p. 566.
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(so recently A. Meyer, Erbes, and Zurhellen). But when the apocalypse is
assigned to John the presbyter, his Asiatic connection follows. There is
certainly nothing in Papias to show that John was an Asiatic, or that he had
even met him. Still, though paBrjral was the earliest title assumed by the
Christian Jews of Palestine, it does not follow that its application to Aristion
and John the presbyter denotes their Palestinian locus, and the Ephesian locus
of the Fourth gospel in its present form is indicated, not only by the external
evidence of tradition, but by converging lines of internal evidence, e.g. the
fact that it springs from the same circle or school as the apocalypse (itself an
undoubtedly Asiatic document), the presence of the Ephesian Logos ideas,
and of the controversy with the Baptist's followers.
(b) If the Fourth gospel was ranked by Papias as a standard for measuring
the others (see above, p . 187), why did not Eusebius record his evidence?
Was it because (Schwartz, 23 f.) the historian could not agree with the bishop's
tradition of the origin of the gospel as prior to Luke and M a r k ? Eusebius,
on this hypothesis, would pass over the testimony of Papias because the latter,
holding the early martyrdom of John, did not maintain the Ephesian
residence and longevity of the apostle which, since Irenseus and Clement,
had become the dominant belief of the church. If so, this would also account
for the puzzling failure of Irenaeus to employ such witness from Papias.
T h e acquaintance of the latter with the Fourth gospel reappears in a curious
argumentum of Codex Vatic. Alex, (quoted and discussed by Lightfoot,
Essays on Supern. Relig. p. 210, and Burkitt, Two Lectt. on Gospels, 1901,
Appendix i i . ) : euangelium Johannis manifestatum et datum est ecclesiis ab
Johanne adhuc in corpore constituto, sicut Papias nomine Hierapolitanus,
discipulus Johannis carus, in exotericis—id est in extremis [i.e. externis or
extraneis] quinque libris retulit. This argumentum is obviously translated
from the Greek, and its origin is pre-Hieronymian. It seems to cite Papias
as the authority for a theory of the Fourth gospel's origin which is allied to
that of the Muratorian canon ; both probably go back to the Leucian Acta, or
to an independent tradition playing on J n 2 i ^ ' ^ . T h e paragraph in the
Muratorian canon, though mutilated or abbreviated, gives a clear sense :
Cohortantibus condiscipulis et episcopis suis d i x i t : conieiunate mihi hodie
triduo, et quid cuique fuerit reuelatum alterutrum nobis enarremus. Eadem
nocte reuelatum Andrew ex apostolis, ut recognoscentibus cunctis Johannes
suo nomine cuncta describeret ( " w h e n his fellow-disciples and bishops
exhorted him [to write a gospel-narrative?], he said : Fast with me for three
days from to-day [cp. Ac 13^, Tert. de ieiun. 6] and let us tell one another
what may be revealed to any one of us. T h a t very night it was revealed t o
Andrew, one of the apostles, that J o h n was to narrate all in his own name,
while they were all to revise (or collate) it [dvayivoiaKbvriiiv irdirwc]"). If
the words et episcopis were deleted, as a mere accommodation to the popular
legend (so Schwartz), it would be possible to regard this paragraph as a claim
for the collective and catholic authority of the twelve behind the gospel of
John, or at least for the authority of a certain circle of disciples who were
able personally to guarantee traditions of Jesus. T h e evolution of a tradition
like the ' J o h a n n i n e ' is never entirely deliberate and literary; motives of
which men are seldom conscious combine to forward a tendency, once it has
set in. Still, it throws up written statements which in their turn became
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factors in the process of ecclesiastical definition or pious fancy. The naive
testimony of the Muratorian canon belongs to this class, though intrinsically
it is no more than a legendary amplification of Jn 21"'^'"^, interpreted in the
light of the rising claim for the apostolic authorship of a gospel which
is attributed to special inspiration and possibly credited, as the context
implies, with completeness no less than chronological order.
In the argumentum, • exotericis' might be, of course, an error for
' exegeticis,'—which would tally with the title of Papias' work (see above,
P- 599))—and Bousset (TLZ., 1914, 104) is inclined to regard the allusion to
Papias as authentic, since Papias would be protesting against a tradition that
the gospel was only published after John's death. If it really refers to something that was in Papias, it must have alluded to the presbyter John, and as
the tradition or opinion which it controverts goes back to a misunderstanding
of Jn 21^'-, Papias must have regarded the presbyter as the author of the
Fourth gospel—so Heitmiiller (ZNW., 1914, 200f.), who further suggests
that the presbyters quoted by Clement of Alexandria (seo above, p. 15)
were the presbyters known to Papias. Clemen s instinct is to accept the
argumentum as genuine. Only, it was originally an epilogue to the apocalypse
(rminifestatnm = Teve\atum = dreKaXi<p&Tj), and transcribed by mistake as a
prologue to the gospel, Bacon suggests (JBL., 1913, 194f, 'The Latin
Prologues of John') ; he explains the protest against posthumous editing as
applicable to the apocalypse no less than to the gospel, since the need for
apostolic authority in the case of the apocalypse required either an early date
for that book (prior to John the apostle's martyrdom) or else posthumous
publication. This ingenious theory certainly relieves us of the difficulty
created by the prologue, when taken as referring to the gospel. The point
is only of subsidiary interest. But its very obscurity serves to bring out the
difficulty of securing anything like a fixed and firm tradition about Papias
and the Fourth gospel in the second century.

APPENDIX
A. On pp. 62-63. The Delphi inscription (cp. ZWT, 1912,
345 f.; W. P. Armstrong, Princeton Theological Review, ix. 290298; Deissmann's St. Paul, pp. 235 f.; Bruston in RTQR.,
1913, 122-140; Ramsay in Exp.'' vii. 468 f., etc.) now seems to
fix approximately Paul's trial before Gallio at Corinth to 51-52
A.D. I have inserted Brassac's chronological scheme, in order
to show how this new point of calculation affects the arrangement
of the apostle's life; a comparison of it with Goguel's is enough
to show that there is still room for variations of opinion, but
there certainly seem to be increasing difficulties in the way of
dating, e.g., the Jerusalem Council earlier than 49 A.D.
B . pp. 76 f. The ingenious theory propounded by Harnack
{SBBA,, 1910, pp. 560 f., and BNT. iv. 59), and tentatively
adopted by Lake {EEP. 83 f.), saves the genuineness of 2 Thess.,
but at too heavy a cost. On this view, 2 Thess. was addressed to
a minority {drrapx^v, 2^^) of the local church, i.e, to Jewish Christians with whom his relations were less cordial and confidential
than with the Gentile Christians. Hence the difference of tone
and treatment in the two epistles. But, while this gives quite a
good sense to i Th 5^'', the existence of a Jewish Christian minority
is not recognised in i Thess.; indeed, that epistle is written for the
whole church (i Th i^), not specially for the Gentile Christian
majority, and it is a desperate resource to question- the authenticity of the address. Though drrapx^v is probably the correct
reading (cp. EGT. iv. 50), it denotes the Christians at Thessalonica
as compared with others to follow (cp. 3^ and i*), and 2 Thess.
never {e.g, in i^-*, 3^/-) suggests that the readers formed a section
in the local church. It is possible, in the light of Ac l^*, that
the earliest converts were Jewish Christians and that they were
621
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afterwards outnumbered by Gentile Christians; but it is not
necessary to assume that Gentile Christians, some of whom must
have been proselytes, could not take such an interest in Jewish
apocalyptic traditions as is presupposed in 2 Thess. Besides, as
Professor Frame insists, the hypothesis does not really remove
the psychological difficulty which occasions it, " for although the
presence of reminiscences is adequately accounted for, the surprising similarity of the epistolary outline is not." Even the
terms of i Th 527 do riot imply more than the existence of
ordinary divisions, not even more, than in i Co 1-2.
Maurice Goguel's {RHR, Ixxi. 248 f.) theory that 2 Thess. was
really addressed to Berea, and that a copy of it at Thessalonica
lost its original address, seems quite improbable.
C. p. 169. This theory, that one or more of Paul's letters
may have been written from an imprisonment in Ephesus, has
attracted some attention recently. It is not quite new (cp. p. 139),
but never won serious notice till it had been re-stated by Albertz
(cp. p. 169), B. W. Robinson {JBL., 1910, 181-189), Deissmann,
Goguel {RHR, Ixvi. 330 f.), and Westberg {Zur Neutestamentliche
Chronologie, 1911). These scholars discuss the salient data, and
there is an argument between Professor Lake {Exp,^ viii. pp. 481 f)
and Professor Bacon {ibid. ix. pp. 235 f.) which brings out the
issues clearly. Neither the mention of the Tcpairwpiov nor the
allusion to 'Caesar's household' in Philippians is incompatible
with Ephesus, and, if Ph 3^*'* is a reply to Judaisers, the Ephesian situation would suit the context. But, to put Philippians
so early, is to face the difficulty of its silence on the great collection for the Jerusalem ' saints,' which occupied Paul at that time;
the supposed need of dating Philippians near the earlier epistles
is not a convincing (see on p. 105) argument; and there is no
reason which absolutely rules out the ordinary Roman hypothesis.
The early tradition, e.g, of the Marcionite prologues, is in favour
of a Roman imprisonment as the occasion for the prison-epistles
("a Roma de carcere"). Even the apparent exception in the
case of Colossians (" apostolus iam ligatus scribit eis ab
Epheso ") may be no more than apparent, since the words seem
to imply that Paul, on his way to Rome as prisoner, passed
through Ephesus.
The bearing of the hypothesis on the epistles is mainly felt
with regard to Philippians, which is dated from Ephesus in the
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sixth decade by Albertz, Lake, Feine, and Goguel, especially ;
Feine, putting Philippians between i and 2 Corinthians, relegates
Ephesians and Philemon to the Csesarean captivity, while Robinson assigns the latter epistles to the Ephesian imprisonment. The
archreological and literary details do not seem strong enough to
bear the weight of any such hypothesis, in our present state of
knowledge (cp. M. Jones, Exp.^ x. 289 f., and E. W. Winstanley,
ibid, ix. 481 f.).
D . pp. 185 f. T h e two-source theory had the honour of
being condemned on June 26, 1912, by the Papal Biblical
Commission, but even the serious criticism to which it has been
subjected during recent years has not invalidated its right to be
considered the best available working hypothesis, provided "that
it is stated in such a way as to allow for oral tradition operating
alongside of the documents, and also in such a way as to avoid
an ultra-literary narrowness of outlook.
The most searching and elaborate attempt to investigate the
rise and range of Q has been W. Haupt's, in his Worte Jesu und
Gemeindeueberlieferung (Leipzig, 1913). On this view, Q is a
composite document successively issued in four editions, from
c. 50 A.D. onwards. Q^ contains the address to the disciples
(from Mt io5-6, 76, lo'f-, 513, 2426, 243-8-15-22. 29-31.34 and parallels)
and the section on the reproof of the disciples (Mt i8i^-, i(f'^and parallels). In Q2, a less particularistic edition, r. 55 A.D.,
additions had been made, e.g Mt 51s-2if. 23f.^ (,ui.^ 328.32.30.29^
1819^ 1720, besides material bearing on the disputes between
Jesus and the Jewish authorities (preserved in Mk 2I-28, 3i-6- 22-30^
yi-u^ gii-is. 15^ Io2-i2-17-31, 1115-17.27f., j^^-ii. 35-40 and parallels). Q2
was known to Paul. Q^ consists of ethical church teaching, i.e,
the bulk of the non-Marcan Q material in Matthew and Luke.
It was post-Pauline, c. 70 A.D., and compiled from Qi and Q2
(in expanded form) and also from an earlier {c. 50 A.D.) document G {i.e. Grundschrift) employed by Mark, and later by
Matthew and Luke. Mark's gospel, c. 70 A.D., was composed
from this G, a Jewish Christian source, and S, a special source of
Hellenistic character and mainly narrative (not earlier than
44 A.D.—on account of io38—and not later than 60 A.D.). Mark,
however, did not know Q3. And even when Matthew used it
(after 100 A.D.), he did so in a further redaction of G-f Qi-f Q'-fQ3, which emanated from a somewhat reactionary Jewish Chris-
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tian circle after 70 A.D. Luke's gospel {c. 100 A.D.) used G and
Q3 and also a special narrative source L {c. 80 A.D.) = 1^-2^2^
,5-6.10-16a. 19-20^ 416-30^ c l - U , 711-17, Sl^^, Q51-56

J Q I . 17-20. 38-42 jj27-28

1249-50 1,1-9.31-33 17II-I9 jgl-lO. 28. 37-38. 41-44 2l37-38 32^•^* l*"!^-21-23.
31-33. 35-40. 43-44. 48-52a. 53b

g .,1-2. 4-7, 11-12. 16-19. 23b-26. 29-33a. 34a. 35a. 36-37.

39.43.46b.49.55-56^ 241-9 ""^S- 35-43. As an example of how the
source-division works out, we may take the twelfth chapter of
Mark: vv.i-^i are assigned to Q2, vv.32-34 to Mark himself, vv.*^-*'*
to Q2 again, and vv.'^i-" to S. In the first chapter G is assigned
yy.2a.3-4.7-13.35-45. Haupt's scattered remarks are more instructive
than his general theory, which is intricate to the verge of unreality.
He tends to throw the best things in the gospels late. Mark
used Q, but the reason why he passed over so much that Matthew
and Luke preserved from it was that Q did not then contain such
pearls as the Sermon on the Mount. Hence Q* is overloaded,
and, by an equally perverse process of argument, the "small Apocalypse " forms part of Qi. What Haupt has succeeded in doing is
to clear up some points in Mark, and to bring out the fact (see
above, p. 196) that Q was not identically the same at all periods.
But the latter thesis is exaggerated. There is really no case
made out for Qi at all. For critical estimates of the monograph,
see Bousset {TLZ., 1915, 220 f.) and J. H. Wilkinson {Review of
Theology and Philosophy, ix. 542-551).
According to Buckley (see p. 179), Q was the ultimate source
for two non-Marcan documents—MQ, used by Matthew for his
discourses, and T, a gospel employed as a framework by Luke,
who used Q, if at all, sparingly. This view tends to the decomposition of Q, and the process is carried fully out by Spitta (see
p. 179), who finds G (the Grundschrift of the gospels) best
represented in Luke. G was the Greek version of an originally
(apostoHc?) Aramaic document (40-44 A.D.), based on the
•evidence of eye-witnesses. To it Luke added 1-2, 9^^-181*, and
a number of passages like 422-30, 5I-11, 71-15.36-50^ 912-n 1^1-35.45-46^
227-13.24-27.41-46^ 236-12-39-43, 2413-35. Another vcrsioD of the
Aramaic source passed into Mark through an Ur-Marcus, and it
is this Ur-Marcus, not our canonical Mark, on which Matthew
and Luke draw (cp. Case in AJT, 1913, 431 f., and Iverach in
ET., 1913, 161 f.). Such a position is not far from that of
Barton (see pp. 178, 198, a n d / ^ Z . , 1912, 95 f.), who holds that
the two-source theory should be replaced by a multiple-document
hypothesis, and that the main sources, apart from Mark, used by

APPENDIX

625

Matthew and Luke were G (a Galilean document) and P (a Perean
source).
On the ordinary view of Q, see G. H. Gilbert {HJ., 1912,
' The Jesus of Q'), Granger's papers on their contents {Exp.
1915-1917), and F- W. Worsley {The Apocalypse of Jesus, 1912,
pp. 112 f., on ' The Apocalyptic Element in Q').
E . pp. 212 f. None of the recent attempts made to date
the three synoptic gospels before 70 A.D. moves nie one inch
from the position outHned on pp. 212 f., 311 f. Harnack's essay
{BNT iv. pp. 90-135) to place Matthew prior to 70 A.D. cannot
be carried through, as he admits, without recourse to interpolations. His interpretation of Lk 19*^^ 2o2o^- hardly amounts to
more than a piece of special pleading; and the relationship
between Luke and Josephus is not weighed impartially—in
fact, it is not weighed at all. The pre-70 date assigned to Luke
by Koch {Die Abfassungszeit d, Lukanischen Geschichtswerk,
1911), who places the Gospel in 61-62 and Acts in 63, Torrey
(see below), Plooij (see p. 304), and others {e.g. Allen in DAC,
i. 474 f.: Luke = 47-60, Mark = 30-50, Matthew = <:. 50), is not
a stable position (cp. M. Jones, Exp.^ vii. 193 f., on Harnack's
statement), much less the assigning of Mark (cp. A. T.
Robertson, Exp.^ xv. 197 f.) to c, 50 A.D., or of Matthew (Ayles,
Interpreter, 1916, 170 f.) to 63-66 A.D. It is another matter, of
course, when Spitta dates his.. Grundschrift not later than the
opening years of the fifth decade (see above, p. 203).
I ought to have quoted the Irenseus passage in full:
" Matthew published his gospel-writing {ypai^jjv evayyeXiov)
among the Hebrews in their own language, while Peter and Paul
were in Rome preaching the gospel and founding the church
{eiayyeXi^opievwv

Kal OepeXiovvrwv

rrjv iKKXrjaiav),

After their

decease {e$oSov), Mark, the disciple and interpreter of Peter, also
wrote and transmitted to us what Peter had preached, while
Luke, the attendant of Paul (6 dKoXovOo? IlavAov) recorded in
a book the gospel preached by Paul. Afterwards John the
disciple of the Lord, who also reclined on his bosom, published
the gospel while he was residing at Ephesus in Asia." The
meaning is that neither Peter nor Paul wrote gospels; this was
done for them by Mark and Luke. It is specially noted that
they did not write until after the death of their apostolic
authorities, unlike Matthew, who wrote during their mission at
40
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Rome. Thus Irenaeus shows that all the three synoptic gospels
had apostolic authority ; though Matthew's alone was composed
during the lifetime of Peter and Paul, yet Mark and Luke
carried on the Petrine and Pauline witness. There is a secondary
distinction between Peter and Paul's oral ministry and the
writing of gospels, but this does not invalidate the natural sense
of the passage as given above.
F . pp. 252-253. A considerable amount of attention has
been paid recently to the supposed interpolation in 16^^-20.
The shakiness of the argument from silence is recognised by A.*
Dell {ZNW,, 1914, 1-49), who admits that Justin does presuppose v.i^* at least; the freedom used by Irenseus gave
him no occasion to quote the passage verbally, and the first
explicit discussion is in Tertullian's de pudicitia (21). Grill's
view was that the interpolation is dual; first v.i^ was added
before 150 A.D. (cp. Justin's Dial, 100), and then vv.^^-i'
(unknown to Irenaeus, in. 18. 4). This is partially followed by
Soltau, and by Schnitzer {Hat Jesus das Papstum gestiftetl ^ 1910,'
pp. 72 f). The less radical view that the passage is a
Matthaean (Petrine ?) supplement to the primitive Marcan text,
but not an interpolation from the second century, is favoured
by B. W. Bacon {Exp.^ xiii. 1-23) and Lake {EEP. 377).*
Guignebert {La Priniaute de Pierre et la Venue de Pierre cb
Rome, Paris, 1909) regards vv.i^-i^ as an interpolation made by
some early second-century editor, who availed himself of an
apocryphal logion in order to buttress the ecclesiastical idea
of Peter's primacy, and D. Volter {Das Bekenntniss d, Petrus.,
Strassburg, 1911) looks on the passage as a Petrine equivalent
for Paul's claim in Gal ii^-i^—a relationship which is exactly
reversed by Dom Chapman {Revue Benedictine, 1912, 133-147),
who finds that Gal 1-2 presupposes an acquaintance with the
saying in question. F. Dibelius {Das abendmahl, 19x1, pp. 63 f.)
connects the rock-saying with the prediction of 2 Es 13^ (based
on Dan 2^^) that the messiah would " cut out for himself a great
mountain"—which is as far-fetched as the anti-papal or proPetrine ecclesiastical hypothesis. The latter led even scholars
like Baur {Paul, Eng. tr. i. 369f.) and Pfleiderer {Urc. i. 246;
Ro i5i'i--i-28 "have been either bodily interpolated or very
much modified by a Roman bishop of the second century, who
wished by this correction to limit Paul's relations with Rome and
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thereby to give scope to the Roman Peter-legend which was
growing up in his time") into hallucinations and suspicions
about the text of Ro 15.
G. pp. 260-261. I leave this section as it was written.
But the whole problem of the Gospel according to the Hebrews
has been re-set in a phase of recent criticism which I have
discussed in DAC, i. pp. 489-494.
With regard to the supposed relation between this Gospel and
the canonical Matthew, in the early stages of the transmission
from the vernacular into Greek, Professor Margoliouth {Exp.^ vii.
61 f.) conjectures that the original Hebrew-gospel of Matthew
passed through a Syriac version, largely preserved in the
Lewisian Syriac text, before it was employed in the Greek
Matthew.
H . p. 265. The omission of Mk 6*'-826 is of extreme
importance for the general relation between Luke and Mark. It
starts a problem which has suggested a variety of solutions (cp.
GHD. ii. 156 f.). The unity of the style tells against the obvious
suggestion (Wright, Williams in OSS. 417 f., Holdsworth in
Gospel Origins, 154f., Spitta,'pp. 2i8f, WendHng, etc.) that it
may not have formed part of the Mark which Luke had before
him. Another theory is that the omission was accidental, Luke's
eye being caught- by the second story of the feeding (8i8-2i) or
by the second (822) allusion to Bethsaida (so, recently, J. M.
Thompson, The Miracles of the New Testament, pp. 8r-83).
The probability is that it was intentional, however; indeed,
if we cannot accept the ingenious view that Luke left out the
passage because he felt he had no room for it {e.g. Sanday,
OSS. 24f.: " I have little doubt that St. Luke was conscious of
being- pressed for space, and that he felt obliged to economise
his materials"), we are reduced to the hj'pothesis that the
omission was deliberate. Various reasons have been assigned.
Luke, according to Wernle {Synoptische Frage, 5), e.g., left out
Si-io as a doublet; SH-i* he already possessed in another source;
yi-23 ^as of no interest to his readers, and he tends elsewhere
to omit such Jewish discussions; 724-30 ,yas not in accord with
his universalism, and the two cures were '.' zu derb und vulgaren
fiir den spateren Glauben." This is practically the line taken
by von Soden {INT. i6Sf.), Buckley (pp. 6if.), Goguel, Loisy,
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Wellhausen {Einl!^ 54), and Sir John Hawkins {OSS. 60-74),
among others.
T h e last-named scholar gives particularly
adequate reasons for holding that the contents of the section
might have been considered by Luke either " unsuitable for his
Gospel, or at least not so suitable for it as other materials which
he had ready for use." H e admits that the omission may have
been accidental, to begin with ; " Luke may first have missed
this division of Mark by opening his MS at the wrong place,"
and then, after discovering his mistake, may have felt, on examining the section, that it was needless to go back and fill up the gap.
But the stress of the explanation falls on the intentional motive.
W. Richmond {Exp.^ ii. 547 f.) adds that Luke did not care to
reproduce the stories of Jesus journeying to avoid a crisis, and
that he made the omission in order to " bring into relief what was to
him the turning-point of the history of the Ministry, viz. the time
at which our Lord began to face and to foretell the Passion, and
so, not only to make space for, but to lead up to his one great
addition to the record of this time in * the Great Interpolation.'"
At any rate, since Mk 811-12 and 8i*-2i are caught up by Luke later,
in reverse order (12^*-^^, ii^3_j2i), it seems difficult to beheve
that he did not possess them in their Marcan form or in a source
like Q. This seems clear on various grounds. T h e weight of
evidence tells in favour of the hypotheses which assume that
Luke, for some reason or other, passed over matter which lay
before him.
J . pp. 273-274. Lk 9^1-181*, according to Bartlet {OSS.
351 f.) and Maurenbrecher {Von Jerusalem nach Rom, 1911, pp.
262 f), is a special source which originated with P h i l i p ; according to Streeter {OSS. 189 f), it is mainly excerpted from Q ;
according to E. W. Parsons {A Historical Examination of Some
Non-Markan Elements in Luke, Chicago, 1914, pp. 16-62), it is
a special document emanating from the Jerusalem church before
50 or 55 A.D. Dean Rockwell Wickes {The Sources of Luke's
Perean Section, Chicago, 1912) had carried the analysis so far as
to distinguish the materials which Matthew had used, from a
second ' J u d e a n ' document only known to Luke (1030-37, 12I3-20,
131-3, 141^-2*, I 5 l • = ^

1615.19-31,

1712-19^

J89-I4.^

jgi-10 e t c . ) ;

but

the criteria do not seem quite conclusive. Colonel Mackinlay
{St. Luke's Threefold Narrative
of Christ's Last Journey to
Jerusalem, 191 r) conjectures that 43i-io''2, 111-1424^ 1425-2018
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are parallel accounts of the same journey; but the triple
accounts of Paul's conversion in Acts are not on the same plane,
and the relation of Luke to his sources becomes confused and
unintelligible on this ingenious hypothesis, as on that of Spitta
{Die Synoptische Grundschrift, 1912, 465 f).
K. p. 285. The title, Ilpa^et?, had come over from
biographies of heroes like Hannibal and Alexander; a book
like Acts, in its formal literary aspect, is not so novel a
departure as Luke's first book, the Gospel. There are partial
analogies in earlier literature, even for the gospel-form. Biography
began "when the disciples of Aristotle and Epicurus exerted themselves to find out and record the lives of their masters. But biography in our sense—the complete writing of a life year by year
with dates and documents—was never practised at all in antiquity.
Think of the Gospels, of Acts, even of Tacitus's Life of Agricola.
They are diff"erent one from another, but they are all unlike any
modern biography in their resolute indiff'erence to anything like
completeness. Ancient ' Lives' as a rule select a few great deeds,
a few great sayings or discourses; they concentrate upon the last
years of their subject and often especially upon his death"
(G. G. A. Murray, Euripides, pp. 20-21). This illustrates what
has been said above (pp. 45 f.) on the literary forms which
preceded the Gospels and Acts. If Plutarch is reckoned in, some
modification would be necessary. But, even apart from Plutarch,
there are anticipations of the kind of writing which we meet in
the Lucan writings in particular. Dionysius of Halicarnassus, in
the first century B.C., praises the historian Theopompus of Chios
for providing his readers not only with the facts of history but
with information a b o u t ^Stons dvSpwv Kal Trpa^ets Kai reXrj Kai rvxat;

{Ep. dd. Pompeium, vi.), and Theopompus was not alone in this.
Professor Rhys Roberts cites a remark of Kaibel about Memnon
of Chios,, in the first century A.D. " He wrote the history of his
native town of Heraclea with the special purpose of depicting
the Trpa^eis, rjQrj, (iioi, and reXrj of the local tyrants. This
moralising aim distinguishes him from his source Nymphis; it
makes him resemble Plutarch rather than an historian at all."
The combination of personal allusions ('we'-sections) and
narrative is fully illustrated from Greek and Roman literature
by Norden (pp. 316 f.). He assumes'that a Lucan vropvrjpa of
this kind formed the groundwork of Acts, but that the editor of
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these memoirs employed some other sources. To illustrate the
close of Acts before describing the death of Paul, he (pp. 37 f.,
332) points to the fact that apparently the account of Apollonius
by Damis ended also before the death of Apollonius, and that
Philostratus carried it forward just as Eusebius {H. E. ii. 22) did
with Luke's history. The two instances are not parallel, but
the suggestion is worth weighing in the light of what is argued
above on pp. 312 f.
L . pp. 286 f By way of reaction against the vogue of
source-criticism, Professor C. C. Torrey {The Composition and
Dale of Acts, 1916) has suggested that 12-1533 represents the
translation of an Aramaic source, emanating from the Jerusalem
church, which designed to show " h o w Antioch became the
first great Gentile centre of Christianity." Luke then supplemented this "translation of a single document—a lucky find—
by a very brief outline of Paul's missionary labours, enlivened by
miscellaneous personal reminiscences." The former document
is to be dated in 49-50 A.D., since its author (15^-^-) did not
know Silas had accompanied Paul on a new tour. Luke is
supposed to have come across it in Rome about 62 A.D., and
to have treated it cautiously and reverently; it was the discovery
of this document indeed which prompted him to write the sequel
to his gospel (already composed in 60-61 A.D.).
The linguistic evidence led by Professor Torrey certainly
seems to clear up some difficulties in the text of 12-1533, and
he has made a distinct contribution to our knowledge of the
Aramaic substratum of these chapters. T h e value of his work
lies in the proof that the text is often unintelligible apart from
some Aramaic source, and that a consideration of this factor is
at least as fruitful as mere dissection of the Greek text. At the
same time, he has not succeeded in ruling out the possibility
that 1I-1533 did not contain more than one Aramaic source;
the homogeneity of the section is not self-evident, and probably
the most hopeful line of advance is to combine his own results
with a more reserved reliance on different sources (cp. W J.
Wilson in Harvard Review, 1918, 74 f). The conjectures about
Luke's acquaintance and use of the document are also speculative.
Why should Luke have treated this so differently from his sources
in the Gospel? And how did it first reach him in Rome, of
all places? Finally, the attempt (pp. 68 f) to date both the
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third Gospel and Acts prior to 70 A.D. is not more successful than
usual (see above, p. 625). Professor Bacon lays stress upon
the assumption of homogeneity in the two parts of the book
{AJT, 1918, pp. 1-23), which he is disposed to regard as
unproven and damaging. The familiar difficulties about retranslating into an Aramaic dialect have also (cp. Vost6, RB..,
1917, 300-303) to be faced.
M. pp. 292 f. The existence of a source for the Stephensection is admitted by R. Schumacher in his recent study on
Der Diakon Slephanus (1910), § 2 ; see further on this point
Pahncke's essay in SK, (1912) pp. 1-38, M. Jones {Exp?-m\.
161 f.), J. Weiss {Urc, 121 f.), and E. F. Scott's Beginnings of
the Church (1914), pp. 224 f. The radical treatment of ch, 8
is countered by K. Pieper in his monograph on Die SimonMagus Pericope (1911), and the position of Simon discussed in
Ramsay's Bearing of Recent Discovery on the Trustworthiness
<?/yV^7'(i9i5), pp. 117 f.
N . pp. 307-309. The character of the decree is still (cp.
Exp!' iii. 564 f.) debated hotly. So far as its form is concerned,
the point is that it is conveyed in a letter, not in the wake of an
introductory letter. Verses 22 f. are " a letter introducing to the
notice of the readers a formal decree, though the decree is not
appended to the letter as was usually the case, but is worked
into the latter portion of the epistle itself" (Hicks, Classical
Review, i. 45). With regard to the contents, it is a fair
hypothesis, which answers most of the requirements of the
context, to suppose that it was a food law, with some concessions or accommodations for the sake of preserving or restoring
unity. Thus the force of the ydp in v.21 is not, "this regulation is meant for the Gentile Christians, because the Jewish
Christians do not need it," but "this is to be observed by the
Gentile Christians because the existence of scruples among
Jewish Christians or Jews renders it necessary if they are to live
in harmony." This appears to be more relevant to the general
situation than a moral statement, that is, if Gal 2 and Ac 15 are
equated. Also it obviates the necessity of deleting KOX TTVIKTZV
as a later insertion. As for elSwXoOvrwv and the incorporation of
the Gentiles in the kingdom of God, there is an Informing note
by Wellhausen in his Kleinen Propheten (p. 183) on Zee cf; a
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modern illustration of the difficulty raised by such food may be
seen in the pages of Francis Pa.Tkma.n's Jesuits in North America
(ch. xvi.), where he describes how a French priest Joques, who
was captured by the Red Indians and forced to share their life,
preferred to starve rather than to partake of the game they caught.
" The game was devoted to Areskoui, their god, and eaten in his
honour. Joques would not taste the "meat offered to a demon."
The strongest objector in English to the hypothesis of a food
law is Lake {EEP. 30 f., 48 f.), and its thoroughgoing defender
is K, Six {Des Apostel-Dekret, 1912), who seems to me to have
practically proved his case. The subject is discussed from
various angles by F. Dibelius {SK, 1914, pp. 618 f.), Preuschen
{ZNW., i9i3,pp. 1-22: TTopvet'a = prostitutio sacra), Sanday(j£.a;/.^
vi. 289 f.), Bacon {Exp? vii. 40 f.), and Maurice Jones {Exp? v.
242 f., vi. 66 f.). Harnack's statement of the problem is subjected
to damaging criticism by Sanday (in Theol. Studien Theodor Zahn
dargebracht, 1909, pp. 317 f.) and Clemen {HJ. viii. 793 f.).
The survey of the data by Watkins {St. PauPs Fight for Galatia,
pp, 203 f., 230 f., 243 f.) is both thorough and well-balanced.
The recent discussion by Achelis {^Urc. pp, 45 ff.) agrees with
the hypothesis above. Achelis draws attention to the fact that
the omissions are even more significant than the inclusions;
fortunately for Christianity, for example, neither the observance
of the Sabbath nor the prohibition of pork was inserted in this
list of demands made by Jewish Christianity upon paganism at
the threshold of the church. He inclines to believe that a
better setting for the decree, however, lies in the later period of
Ac 2i25 (see above, pp. 307-308). J. Weiss {Urc. pp. 192f.,
235 f) also places the decree later, when Silas was in Jerusalem
after the second mission-tour, but his reconstruction of the
situation rests upon an unsatisfactory treatment of the sources;
thus in Ac 15 he finds two documents used by the author—one
an Antiochene source (i5^-*-i2), the other, a fragment also, from
a source which included 12, 931-43, I Q I - H I S
This second
(135-11. i3f.) source originally had nothing to do with Paul, and
has been edited unchronologically by the final author of Acts.
It is disappointing to find criticism of such a character still being
devoted to the structure of the book.
O. p. 43°- I n / 5 Z . (1911) i29f., C. R. Williams shows that
there is no linguistic evidi-nce to justify the separation of 13
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from 1-12. But 1322-2513 a problem by itself. Both Slot and
Seeberg hesitate to regard it as part of the original homily.
Torrey {JBL., 1911, i37f-)> ^^er refuting the 'feminine' hypothesis of Harnack and Rendel Harris (see above, pp. 441 f.),
proceeds to argue that 1-12 is the transcript of a sermon, to
which 13I-7.16-19 were added, before the middle of the second
century, by some editor who wished to imply that the entire
work was Paul's. The absence of any tradition associating
Barnabas and Rome is one count against the view of DibeUus
that I-I 2 was originally a sermon of Barnabas to Jewish
Christians at Rome, which was afterwards written out (with
the addition of 13) for the benefit of Gentile Christians at
Antioch.
The plea for Prisca's authorship (pp. 441 f.) is urged but
not strengthened by M. A. R. Tuker {Nineteenth Century,
Ixxviii. pp. 81 f.: ' The Gospel according to Prisca'), who declines to admit any collaboration by Aquila. Prisca wrote in
her own name and in that of Aquila to the household-church in
Rome, and this explains the anonymity of the epistle. " One of
these early busybodies who occupied themselves in destroying
the traces of women's part in evangelisation struck out its
superscription and subscription, but no false name was interpolated. Had it been possible to count upon any tradition
that Aquila \frrote the letter or had any real part in it, it would
have come down to us as ' of Aquila and Priscilla."
The connection with Clemens Romanus (see above, pp.
430-431) is sharpened by E. J. Goodspeed's theory {JBL., 19,11,
157-160) that, as Hebrews was addressed to Roman Christians,
" I Clement is written under the spur of its challenge," as "the
response of the Roman church to the stirring call of Hebrews to
Christian teachership and leadership."
p . p. 525. All attempts to establish affinities between
Stoicism and the New Testament, however, require to be taken
with a strong caveat like that of Lagrange, in RB. (1912) 5 f.,
192 f, or of W. Capelle {TLZ., 1913, 166: " im Grunde das
Neutestamenthche Christenthum und die Stqa—trotz aller
Aehnlichkeiten und Anklange—vollig inkommensurable Grossen
sind "). Recent research, in the case of the Johannine prologue,
has tended to lay more emphasis upon the affinities between it
and the older Wisdom-thought of Judaism (cp., e.g., J. Rendel

634

APPENDIX

Harris, The Origin of the Prologue of St. John's Gospel, 1917 ; also
F. Granger's paper on 'The Semitic Element in the Fourth
Gospel,' Exp? xi. 349 f).
Q. pp. 551 f. It is by no means sufficient to censure the
arbitrariness of some critical reconstructions (cp. A. E. Brooks,
Cambridge Biblical Essays, 322 f), or to bring out features of
unity which are often ignored by analysts (cp. E. Stange, Die
Eigenwart d. Joh. Produktion, 1915), or to enumerate mutually
destructive theories and content oneself with a negative attitude
(cp. Belser, TQ., 1911, 404 f., 568 f.). "This gospel is itself the
seamless robe of which it tells, and though men may cast lots
for it they cannot rend it"—so Strauss wrote over forty years
ago {Gesammelte Schriften, vii. 556), and his word is applauded
by many who are at variance with his views of the gospel. But
criticism has moved since he wrote. The most recent and
serious opposition to the entire source-theory is B. Weiss'
Das Johannes Evangelium als Einheitliches Werk geschichtlich
erkldrt {igi2).
But the trend of investigation has been mainly
in the opposite direction. Even so conservative a scholar as
Belser, e.g., conjectures {TQ., 1912, 32-58) that Aristion, the
author of Mk 16^-20, was responsible for the glosses in 53-4, 753f,^
1935, 2i2*-25, and this may be taken as the very minimum. Next
to this are the theories (cp. R. H. Strachan, ET. xxvii. 22 ff".)
which posit editorial revision as the clue to most of the irregularities; a fair specimen of this class is J. M. Thompson's
hypothesis (developed in Exp.^ xi. 34, xiv. 214 f., etc.), though it
differs from most of its companions in making the editor not the
original author of the appendix alone but of the entire gospel.
The method followed by critics like Spitta and Wendt is at
any rate more sympathetic and intelligent than that of Soltau
(p. 560), who has reproduced once more (ZA^^., 1915, 24-53)
his analysis of the gospel into a series of editorial additions
made to an earlier collection of the sayings and speeches of
Jesus. I can only repeat of this what I have said elsewhere
{HJ. xiv. 190-191), that Soltau's literary judgment does not
inspire confidence. Lord Jeffrey once said in a notorious article,
that you might look long enough among the nervous and manly
lines of Burns before you found any stuff about dancing daffodils.
What Wordsworth's deep mind was to Jeffrey, devotion to Christ
is to .S(jUau ; he cannot forgive its presence in the Fourth gospel.
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and his highest praise is for the few 'synoptic' passages in
which that 'stuff' is not obvious. The result is an intricate
and unsatisfactory analysis, as one might expect from the
criteria employed.
R. pp. 581 f. The date of the Fourth gospel no longer
rouses much discussion, but two passing divergences from the
ordinary view, one archaeological and one literary, may be
chronicled. In a crypt of the Catacomb of St. Priscilla, there
is a fresco representing the Raising of Lazarus; it is argued (cp.
C. D. Lamberton, Themesfrom St. John's Gospel in Early Catacomb
Painting, Princeton, 1911) that this Capella Graeca dates from
± 100 A.D., and that therefore the Fourth gospel, from which
alone (it is supposed) such a theme could be derived, must have
been in circulation at Rome before the close of the first century
A.D. From the literary side, Windisch (in an article on the
duration of Christ ministry, ZNW., 1911, 141-175) concludes
that the Fourth gospel does not exhibit any signs of acquaintance
with the synoptists, and that therefore it must be dated between
80 a n d 100 A.D.

S. pp. 613 f. No recent investigation of the Johannine
problem has been carried through, but I gladly cite a corroboration of the argument offered above, from the pen of so cautious
and conservative a scholar as the late Professor Swete, who,
shortly before his death, summed up as follows: "We do not
appear to have any convincing proof of the identity of the Apostle
John with John of Ephesus, or even of the residence of the
former at Ephesus towards the end of the first century.'
Whether John of Ephesus is to be identified with the rpeafivrepo<i
'iwdvvrjs of Papias is uncertain; that he was an apostle in the
narrower sense, is at least ' not proven.' The gradual application to him of the title 'apostle' with or instead of 6 paOrjrij'i
TOV Kvpiov seems to have arisen from a loose use of the higher
designation, coupled with a desire to do honour to the memory
of the greatest teacher the Asian Church had known after the
passing of St. Paul" {JTS. xvii. 375-378).
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510; and Johannine tradition,
477 f., 487 f.. 597 f., 601 f., 613 f.
Assumptio Mosis, 32, 347.
Athenagoras, 411.
Athens, Paul's speech at, 43 ; and
I Thess., 73-74.
Augustine, 217, 465, 519.
Austen, Jane, 37.
' Authenticity,' meaning of, 62,
Autographs of Paul, 51, 88, 162.
Autographs of the New Testament,
52.
' Babylon ' in i Peter, 327-328,
332.
Bacon, B. W., on Mark, 221, 224,
228, 241 ; on Pentecost, 2 9 1 ;
on Acts, 2 9 6 ; on Apocalypse,
490-491; on Fourth gospel, S 50 f.,
566, 570; on Papias, 600 f., 619.
Balaam, 350, 361.
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Romans, 145 f. ; in Matthew,
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HISTORY OF CHRISTIAN M I S S I O N S .

By CHARCES IfeNRY ROBIN-

SON, D.D., Hon. Canon of Ripon Cathedral and Editorial Secretary of the
Society for the Propagation of the Gospel in Foreign Parts.
[Now Ready.

The
International Critical Commentary
ARRANGEMENT OF VOLUMES AND AUTHORS
T H E OLD TESTAMENT
GENESIS. The Rev. JOHN SKINNER, D.D., Principal and Professor of
Old Testament Language and Literature, College of Presbyterian Church
of England, Cambridge, England.
[Now Ready.
EXODUS. The Rev. A. R. S. KENNEDY, D.D., Professor of Hebrew,
University of Edinburgh.
LEVITICUS.

J. F- STENNING, M.A., Fellow of Wadham College, Oxford.

NUMBERS. The Rev. G. BUCHANAN GRAY, D.D., Professor of Hebrew,
Mansfield College, Oxford.
[Now Ready.
DEUTERONOMY. The Rev. S. R. DRIVER, D.D., D.Litt., sometime
Regius Professor of Hebrew, Oxford.
[Now Ready.
JOSHUA.

The Rev. GEORGE ADAM SMITH, D.D., LL.D., Principal of the

University of Aberdeen.
JUDGES. The Rev. GEORGE F . MOORE, D.D., LL.D., Professor of Theology, Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass.
[Now Ready.
SAMUEL. The Rev. H. P SMITH, D.D., Librarian, Union Theological
Seminary, New York.
[Now Ready,
KINGS.

[AulhuT to be auncut.ced.]

CHRONICLES.

The

Rev.

EDWARD

L . CURTIS,

Hebrew, Yale University, New Haven, Conn.

D.D., Professor

of

[Now Ready,

EZRA AND NEHEMIAH. The Rev. L. W. BATTEN, Ph.D., D.D., Professor of Old Testament Literature, General Theological Seminary, New
York City.
[Now Ready.
PSALMS. The Rev. CHAS. A. BRIGGS, D.D., D.Litt., sometime Graduate
Professor of Theological Encyclopaedia and Sjrmbolics, Union Theological
Seminary, New York.
[2 vols. Now Ready.
PROVERBS. The Rev. C. H. TOY, D.D., LL.D., Professor of Hebrew,
Harvard University, Cambridge, Mass.
[Now Ready.
JOB.
The Rev. G. BUCHANAN GRAY, D.D., Professor of Hebrew, Mansfield College, Oxford, and the Rev. S. R. DRIVER, D.D., D.Litt., sometime
Regius Professor of Hebrew, Oxford.
[In Press.

THE

INTERX.VTTONVL

ST, JOHIM.

CRITKAI,

(IMMENT.ARY

The Right Rev. JOHN HENRY P)F,RNARD, D.D., Lishop of

Ossory, Ireland.
HARMONY OF THE GOSPELS.

The Rev.

WILLIAM

S.WDAV, D.D.,

LL.D., Ladv Miw^aret Professor of Divinity, Oxford, and thc Ke\'. W I L LOUGHBY C . ALLEN, M.A., Fellow and Lecturer in Divinity and Hebrew,
E.xctcr College, O-xford.
ACTS. The Rev. C. H. TURNER, D.D., Fellow of Magdalen College,
Oxford, and the Rev. H. N. BATE, M.A., Examining Chaplain to the
Bishop of London.
ROMANS. The Rev. WILLIAM SANDAY, D.D., LL.D., Lady Margaret
Professor of Divinity and Canon of Christ Church, Oxford, and the Rev.
A. C. HEADLAM, M.A., D.D., Principal of King's College, London.
[Now Ready.
I. CORINTHIANS. The Right Rev. ARCH ROBERTSON, D.D., LL.D.,
Lord Bishop of Exeter, and Rev. ALFRED PLUMMER, D.D., late Master of
University College, Durham.
[Now Ready.
II. CORINTHIANS.

The

Rev. ALFRED PLUMMER,

M.A., D.D.,

Master of University College, Durham.
GALATIANS.

late

[Now Ready.

The Rev. ERNEST D . BURTON, D.D., Professor of New

Testament Literature, University of Chicago.

[Now Ready.

EPHESIANS AND COLOSSIANS. The Rev. T. K. ABBOTT, B.D.,
D.Litt., sometime Professor of Biblical Greek, Trinity College, Dublin,
now Librarian of the same.
[Now Ready.
PHILIPPIANS AND PHILEMON. The Rev. MARVIN R . VmCENT,
D.D., Professor of BibUcal Literature, Union Theological Seminaiy, New
York City.
[Now Ready.
THESSALONIANS.

The Rev. JAMES E . FRAME, M . A . , ProfeBsor of

Bibhcal Theology, Union Theological Seminary, New York City.
[Now Ready.
THE PASTORAL EPISTLES. The Rev. WALTER LOCK, D.D., Warden
of Keble College and Professor of Exegesis, Oxford.
HEBREWS. The Rev. JAMES MOFFATT, D.D., Minister United Free
Church, Broughty Ferry, Scotland.
ST. JAMES. The Rev. JAMES H . ROPES, D.D., Bussey Professor of New
Testament Criticism in Harvard University.
[Now Ready.
PETER AND JUDE. The Rev. CHARLES BIGG, D.D., sometime Regius
Professor of Ecclesiastical History and Canon of Christ Church, Oxford.
[Now Ready.
THE JOHANNINE EPISTLES. The Rev. E. A. BROOKE, B.D., Fellow
and Divinity Lecturer in King's College, Cambridge.
[Now Ready.
REVELATION.

The Rev. ROBERT H . CHARLES, M.A., D.D., som-^tim-

Professorof Biblical Greek in the University of Dublin.

[2 vols.

NowReudv.

THE
ISAIAH.

INTERNATIONAL
Chaps. I - X X V I I .

CRITICAL

COMMENTARY

The Rev. G. BUCHANAN GRAY, D.D., Pro-

fessor of Hebrew, Mansfield College, Oxford.
ISAIAH.

Chaps. X X V I I I - X X X I X .

[Now Ready.

The Rev. G. BUCHANAN GRAY, D.D.

Chaps. LX-LXVI. The Rev. A. S. PEAKE, M.A., D.D., Dean of the Theological Faculty of the Victoria University and Professor of Biblical Exegesis
in the University of Manchester, England.
JEREMIAH. The Rev. A. F. KLRKPATRICK, D.D., Dean of Ely, sometime
Regius Professor of Hebrew, Cambridge, England.
EZEKIEL. The Rev. G. A. CooKE, M.A., Oriel Professor of the Interpretation of Holy Scripture, University of Oxford, and the Rev. CHARLES F .
BTOUSTEY, D.Litt., Fellow and Lecturer in Hebrew, St. John's College,
Oxford.
DANIEL.

The Rev. JOHN P

PETERS, Ph.D., D.D., sometime Professor

of Hebrew, P E. Divinity School, Philadelphia, now Rector of St. Michael's
Church, New York City.
AMOS AND HOSEA. W. R. HARPER, Ph.D., LL.D., sometime President
of the University of Chicago, Illinois.
[Now Ready.
M I C A H , Z E P H A N I A H , N A H U M , HABAKKUK, OBADIAH A N D JOEL.
Prof. JOHN M . P. SMITH, University of Chicago; W. HAYES WARD, D.D.,

LL.D., Editor of The Independent, New York; Prof. JULIUS A. BEWER,
Union Theological Seminary, New York.
[Now Ready.
HAGGAI, ZECHARIAH, MALACHI AND JONAH. Prof. H. G. MITCHELL,
D.D.; Prof; JOHN M . P . SMITH, Ph.D., and Prof. J. A. BEWER, Ph.D.

[Now Ready.
ESTHER. The Rev. L. B. PATON, Ph.D., Professor of Hebrew, Hartford Theological Seminary.
[Now Ready.
ECCLESIASTES. Prof. GEORGE A. BARTON, Ph.D., Professor of Biblical Literature, Bryn Mawr College, Pa.
[Now Ready.
RUTH, SONG OF SONGS AND LAMENTATIONS. Rev. CHARLES A.
BRIGGS, D.D., D.Litt., sometime Graduate Professor of Theological Encyclopedia and Symbolics, Union Theological Seminary, New York.
T H E N E W TESTAMENT
ET. MATTHEW.

The Rev. WILLOUGHBY C . ALLEN, M.A., Fellow and

Lecturer in Theology and Hebrew, Exeter College, Oxford.

[Now Ready.

ST. MARK. Rev. E. P . GOULD, D.D., sometime Professor of New Testament Literature, P . E. Divinity School, Philadelphia.
[Now Ready.
ST. LUKE.

The Rev. ALFRED PLUMMER, D.D., late Master of University

College, Durham.

[Now Ready.

