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AN INQUIRY

INTO THE

REALITY OF DIVINE REVELATION,

PART I.

—_—

THE ACTS OF THE APOSTLES.

CHAPTER L

THE EXTERNAL EVIDENCE,

Berore we proceed to examine the evidence for
miracles and the reality of Divine Revelation which is
furnished by the last historical book of the New Testa-
ment, entitled the ““ Acts of the Apostles,” it is well that we
should briefly recall to mind some characteristics of the
document, which most materially affect the value of any
testimony emanating from it. Whilst generally asserting
the resurrection of Jesus, and his bodily ascension, re-
garding which indeed it adds fresh details, this work
presents to us a new cycle of miracles, and so profusely
introduces supernatural agency into the history of the
carly church that, in comparison with it, the Gospels
seem almost sober narratives. The Apostles are instructed
and comforted by visions and revelations, and they, and
all who believe, are filled with the Holy Spirit and speak

with other tongues. The Apostles are delivered from
YOL. Il B



2 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

prison and from bonds by angels or by an earthquake.
Men fall dead or are smitten with blindness at their
rebuke. They heal the sick, raisc the dead, and hand-
kerchiefs brought from their bodies cure diseases and
expel evil spirits.

As a general rule, any document so full of miraculous
episodes and supernatural occurrences would, without
hesitation, be characterized as fabulous and incredible,
and would not, by any sober-minded reader, be for a
moment accepted as historical. "There is no other testi-
mony for these miracles. Let the reader endcavour to
form some conception of the nature and amount of evi-
dence nccessary to establish the truth of statements
antecedently so incredible, and compare it with the
testimony of this solitary and anonymous document, the
character and value of which we shall now proceed
more closely to examine.

It is generally admitted, and indeed it is undeniable,
that no distinct and unequivocal reference to the Acts of
the Apostles, and to Luke as their author, occurs in the
writings of Fathers before one by Irensus' about the
end of the second century. Passages are, however,
pointed out in earlier writings as indicating the use and
consequent existence of our document, all of which we
shall now examine.

! Adv. Heer., iii. 14, §§ 1, 2; Bleek, Einl. N. T., p. 124; Credner,
Einl,. N. T.,i. 1. p. 273 f. ; Eichhorn, Einl. N, T., ii. p. 71 £.; Guericke,
Gesammtgesch. N. T, p. 279 ff. ; Kirchhofer, Quellensamml. N, T. Canons,
p. 161, anm. 2; Meyer, Kr. exeg. H'buch. iib. die Apostelgeschichte, 4te
Aufl., 1870, p. 1 f.; Neudecker, Einl. N. T., p. 337, anm. 2; Schuegler,
Das nachap. Zeit., ii. p. 118, anm. 2; De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 254;
Zeller, Die Apostelgeachichte, 1854, p. 71,



CLEMENT OF ROME. 3

Several of these occur in the “Epistle to the Corin-

thians,” ascribed to Clement of Rome.

The first, imme-

diately compared with the passage to which it is sup-
posed to be a reference,! is as follows :—

EPISTLE, C. II.

Ye were all humble-minded,

not boasting at all, subjecting
yourselves rather than subjecting
others, more gladly giving than
receiving.
Udvres Te eramewoppoveire, undév dha-
{ovevoperor, imoracadpevor, palor §
imordooorres, 78wy 3iddvres f) Aap-
Bdvovres. . . .

Acrs XX, 33,

. + » » and to remember the words
of the Lord Jesus, that he himself
said: It is more blessed to give
than to receive.

. .+ . pIMpOVEVEW TE TEY Adywy TOb
xkvupiov "Ingob, ore atrds elmrey Maxdpioy

dorwv palhov 8i8dvar i) hapBdvew.

The words of the Epistle are not a quotation, but
merely occur in the course of an address. They do not
take the form of an axiom, but are a comment on the
conduct of the Corinthians, which may have been sug-
gested either by written or oral tradition, or by moral
maxims long before current in heathen philosophy.? It
is unnecessary to cnter minutely into this, however, or
to point out the linguistic differences between the two
passages, for one point alone settles the question. In
the Acts: the saying, “It is more blessed to give than
to receive,” is distinctly introduced as a quotation of

! Dressel, Patr. Ap. Opp., 1863, p. 48; Hefele, Patr. Ap. Opp., 1842,
p- 29; Jacobson, Patr. Apost., 1863, i. p. 11; Kirchhofer, Quellens. N.
T. Canons, p. 162 ; Lardner, Credibility, &c., Works, 1788, ii. p. 34;
Lightfoot, The Epistles of B. Clement of Rome, 1869, p. 36. Cf. Meyer,
Die Apostelgeschichte, p. 453.

? B mouev 780y éori Tod wdoyav. Epicur. ap. Plut. Mor. p. 778 c.
Errat enim si quis beneficium libentius accipit quam reddit. Seneca,
Epist. Ixxxi, 17. Ma\Aév éori roi hevBepiov 8 8i8dvar ols 3el §j AapBdveiy
38ev Bei, kal py) AapBdvew 3ev ob Bei. Tis yhp dperfis paMov ™0 € wouelv i)
vd e wdoyew. Aristotle, Eth. Nicom. iv. 1. Awpeicfas kai 8i8dvar xpeirroy
# AapBdvewv, Artemidor. Oneirocr. iv. 3. Cf, Wetstein, N. T. Gr. L. c.

B2



4 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION,

“words of the Lord Jesus,” and the exhortation “ to
remember ” them, conveys the infercnce that they were
well known. They must either have formed part of
Gospels now no longer cxtant, as they are not found in
ours, or have been familiar as the unwritten tradition of
sayings of the Master. In either case, if the passage
in the Epistle be a reference to these words at all, it
must be held a reference to an apocryphal gospel, or to
tradition, and it cannot reasonably be maintained that
they must necessarily have been derived from a work
which itself distinctly quotes them from another source.
It would be against cvery principle of evidence, under
such circumstances, to conclude the passage to be an
allusion to this special work, of whose previous exist-
ence we have no independent evidence.! The slight
coincidence in the expression, without indication that any
particular passage is in the mind of the author, and
without any mention of the Acts, therefore, is no evi-
dence whatever of the existence of that work.

A few critics point to some parts of the following
passage as showing acquaintance with Acts :—* Through
jealousy Paul also pointed out the way to the prize of
patience, having borne chains seven times, having been
put to flight, having been stoned; having become a
vreacher both in the East and in the West, he gained
the noble renown due to his faith; having taught the
whole world righteousness, and come to the extremity
of the West, and having suffered martyrdom by command
of the rulers, he was thus removed from the world and

! Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 269; Eichlorn, Einl. N, T., ii. p. 73;
Elkker, Disq. crit, et hist. de Clem. Rom. priore ad Cor. epist., 1854,
p- 89; IHilgenfeld, Die apost. Viter, 1853, p. 73; N. T. extra Can. recept.
1868, i., p. 78; Zeller, Apostelgesch., p. 9.



CLEMENT OF ROME,. 5

went to the holy place, having become a most eminent
example of patience.”! The slightest impartial con-
sideration, however, must convince any one that this
passage does not indicate the use of the “ Acts of the
Apostles.” The Epistle speaks of seven imprisonments,
of some of which the Acts make no mention, and this
must, therefore, have been derived from another source.?
The reference to his * coming to the extremity of the
West” (réppa s Svoews), whatever interpretation be
put upon it, and to his death, obviously carries the history
further than the Acts, and cannot have been derived
from that document.

The last passage, which, it is affirmed,® shows ac-
quaintance with the Acts of the Apostles is the following:
“ But what shall we say regarding David who hath ob-
tained a good report (éml 7¢ penaprvpnuéve Aaveid)?
unto whom (mpds 6v) God said: ‘I found a man after
mine own heart, David, the son of Jesse: in cver-
lasting mercy I anointed him.”””* This is said to be de-
rived from Acts xiii. 22: “ And when he removed him

! Awx {fAov kai 6 Haihos inmropovis BpafBeiov [iméded)Eew, éntdxis eapa Popéaas,
Puyadevleis, Mbaaleis, xnpuf yevopevos &v Te T dvarolj xai év Ti Svoer, T6 yer-
paiov Ts wioTews atrob xhéos EhaBev, Suwaroovvmy 8iddfas Ghov ToV kéopov, Kai
exi 10 Téppa s BUoews éNOby' kai paprupnoas émi TaV Tyovpévev, ovTes
amAAdyn Tou kdopouv kai els TOv dyww Tomow émopevdn, Umopovis yevopevos
péysaros Umaypappds. C. V.

 Dressel, Patr. Ap., p. 52; Ekker, Disq., p. 64; Hilyenfeld, Die ap.
Viter, p. 109, anm. 13; N. T. extra Can. recept., i. p. 79; Lightfoot, Eps.
of 8. Clement of Rome, p. 48; Lipsius, De Clementis Rom. Ep. and Cor.
priore Disq., 1855, p. 128, Annot. 3: Zeller, Apg., p. 9.

3 Dressel, Patr. Ap., p. 65; Hefele, Patr. Ap., p. 40; Lighifoo!, Eps.
of 8. Clem. p. 719; Tregelles, Can. Murat., p. 82; Woiton, Clem. Rom.,
p- 90. Cf. Lardner, Credibility, &c., Works, 1788, ii. p. 34 ; Kirchhofer,
Quellens., p. 161.

Y Ti 3¢ elwopey ént T) pepaprupmuéve Aaveid; mpds dv elmev § Beds, Edpor
avdpa xard miv kapdiay pov, Aaveid Tov Toi "leaaal, év Ihée alwvip Expioa alrdy.
¢. xviil



6 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

he raised up to them David for king; to whom also he
gave testimony (& xai elmev paprvprjoas) : I found David
the son of Jesse, a man after mine own heart, who will
do all my will.”* The passage, however, is compounded
of two quotations loosely made from the Septuagint ver-
sion of the Old Testament, from which all the quotations
in the Epistle are taken. Ps. Ixxxviii. 20: “ I found
David my servant; in holy mercy I anointed him.”? And
1 Sam. xiii. 14: “ A man after his own heart.” * Clement
of Alexandria quotes this passage from the Epistle,
and for “in everlasting mercy” reads * with holy oil "’ (év
é\aly dyip) as in the Psalm.* Although, therefore, our
Alexandrian MS., of the Epistle has the reading which we
have given above, even if we suppose that the Alexan-
drian Clement may have found a more correct version
in his MS., the argument would not be affected. The
whole similarity lies in the insertion of ‘the son of
Jesse,” but this was a most common addition to any
mention of David, and by the completion of the passage
from the Psalm, the omission of *who will do all my
will,” the peculiar phrase of the Acts, as well as the
difference of introductory expressions, any connection
between the two is scvered, and it is apparent that the
quotation of the Epistle may legitimately be referred to the
Septuagint,® with which it agrees much more closely than

! Kai peraomioas alrov fyeper Tov Aaveld alrois els Baciéa, ¢ xat elmey
paprupioas. Efpov Aaveid tév rob "lecoal, dvdpa kara v kapdiay pov, 8s morjoe
mavra Ta fehquard pov. Acts xiii. 22,

2 Elpor Aavi rév 8othdv pov, év éNéer dyip éxpioa atrév. The Alexandrian
MS. reads év d\aig dyip pov. The quotation given is the reading of the
Vatican Codex.

3 dvfpamov xard Ty kapdiay alrod.

4 Stromata, iv. 17.

$ Eichhorn, Einl, N, T\, p. 72 f.; Zeller, Apostelgesch., p. 9. Cf. David-
son, Int, N. T., ii, p. 260; Hilgenfeld, Die ap. Viter, p. 101.
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with the Acts. In no case could such slight coincidences
prove acquaintance with the Acts of the Apostles.!

Only one passage of the “ Epistle of Barnabas” is
referred to by any one? as indicating acquaintance with
the Acts. TItis as follows, c. 7: “If thercfore the son
of God, being Lord, and about to judge quick and
dead (kai péMov xplvew (Gvras kai vexpovs) suf-
fered,” &c. This is compared with Acts x. 42 . .
‘“and to testify that it is he who has been appointed
by God judge of quick and dead” (6rv adrds éorw o
wptopévos vmro Tov Beov kpurs Lavrwy kal vexpav). Lard-
ner, who compares the expression of the Epistle with
Acts, equally compares it with that in 2 Tim. iv. 1 . . .
““and Christ Jesus who is about to judge the quick and
dead” (uéM\ovros kpivew [dvras kai vekpovs), to which it
is more commonly referred,® and 1 Pet.iv. 5 . . . “to
him who is ready to judge quick and dead” (kptvar {@vras
xai vexpovs). He adds, however: “It is not possible to
say, what text he refers to, though that in Timothy has
the same words. But perhaps there is no proof that he
refers to any. This was an article known to every com-
mon Christian ; whereas this writer (whoever he be) was
able to teach the Christian religion, and that without
respect to any written gospels or epistles.” ¢ It is scarcely
necessary to add anything to this. There is of course no
trace of the use of Acts in the Epistle.®

! Eichhorn, Einl. N. T., p. 72 f. ; Neudecker, Einl. N, T., p. 337, anm.
2; .liford, Greek Test., ii. Proleg. p. 20; Hilgenfeld, Ap. Viiter, p. 108;
Zeller, Apg., p. 9; Dr. Westcott does not claim any : On the Canon, 1875,
P- 48, note 2.

# Kirchhofer, Quellens. N. T. Can., p. 161,

3 Cf. Westcott, On the Canon, p. 48, n. 2.

4 Credibility, &c., Works, 1788, ii, p. 17.

¢ Eichhorn, Einl. N, T., ii. p. 72; Neudecker, Einl, N, T., p. 337, an,
2 ; Donaldson, Hist, Chr, Lit. and Doctr,, i, p. 242,
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It is asserted that there is a ““ clear allusion”! to Acts

in the Pastor of Hermas.
pared as follows :

Vis. 1v. 2,
« + . . and didst open thy heart to
the Lord, believing that by no other
couldst thou be saved than by the

The passages may be com-

Aocts 1v. 12.
And there is salvation innoother:
for neither is there any other name
under the heaven that has been

great and glorious name. given among men whereby we

must be saved.

xal v xapdiav aov fvoifas
mpds TOV KUpiow, moTeloas ore B
otdewds vy cobijra e py did Tod
peydhov kai éwddfov dvduirros.

.....

xal ol éoTiv év DAg obdenl 7 cmrqpin-
| obdé y&p dvopd doTw Erepov imd Tov
wpmvov ™™ &Bomvor év dvfipdrmots év
15 et cwbivas npds.

The slightest comparison of these passages suffices to
show that the one is not dependent on the other. The
Old Testament is full of passages in which the name of
the Lord is magnificd as the only source of safety and
salvation. In the Pauline Epistles likewise there are
numerous passages of a similar tenour. Kor instance,
the passage from Joel ii. 32, is quoted Rom. x. 13:
“ For whosoever shall call on the name of the Lord shall
be saved” (Ilas yap 6s &v émwcakéonrar 70 Gvopa kupiov
cwbioerar).? There was in fact no formula more current
cither amongst the Jews or in the early Church; and
there is no legitimate ground for tracing such an expres-
sion to the Acts of the Apostles.®

The only other passage which is quoted * as indicating

U Westcott, On the Canon, p. 198 f.

2 The same passage is quoted, Acts ii. 21. Cf Ephes. i. 20, 21 ; Philip.
ii. 9ff.; 1 John v. 13 £.

3 Zeller, Apostelgesch., p. 10; Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 260. Neither
Kirchhofer nor Lardner advanoes the passage at all.

4 Lardner, Works, ii. p. 66. This is not advanced by Kirchhofer, nor
does Dr. Westcott refer to it. Even Hefele does not suggest a reference.
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acquaintance with Acts is the following, which we at
once contrast with the supposed parallel :

SiMin, 1x. 28. | Acts v. 41.

But ye who suffer on account of \ So they departed rejoicing from
the name ought to praise God, that | the presence of the council that
God deemed ye worthy to bear his | they were counted worthy to suffer
name, and that all your sins may | shame for the nawe.
be redeemed.

Upets 8¢ of wdoyovTes éverev ToU Ovopa- ! oi pév obv émopelovro yaipovres dmo
ros Bofdlew opeikere Tov Bedv, ri | mpoodsmov Toi auvedpiov, Grt Karnfid-
diovs Upas fynoaro 6 Beds iva Tovrov | Gnoav imép Tob dvdparos aripacias,
10 Gwopa Baordlyre, kai wmacar Ypdv ai

dpaprias labsow. i

Here again a formula is employed which is common
throughout the New Testament, and which, applied as
it is here to those who were persecuted, we have reason
to believe was in general use in the early Church. It is
almost unnecessary to point out any examples. Every-
where “the name” of God or of Jesus is the symbol used
to represent the concrete idea, and in the heavenly Jeru-
salem of the Apocalypse the servants of God and of the
Lamb are to have “his name” on their forecheads. The
onc expression, however, which is peculiar in the pas-
sage: “ counted worthy,”—in the Acts kaméidbpoav,
and in the Pastor déiovs fpyrjoaro,—is a perfectly natural
and simple one, the use of which cannot be exclusively
conceded to the Acts of the Apostles. It is found fre-
quently in the Pauline Epistles, as for instance in 2 Thes.
i. 5, where, after saying that they give thanks to God for
them and glory in the churches of God for the patience
and faith with which the Thessalonians endure persecu-
tions, the writer continues: *“ which is a token of the
righteous judgment of God, that ye may be counted worthy
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(karadiwfivar) of the kingdom of God, for which ye also
suffer (wdoyere) ;" and again, in the same chapter, v. 11,
12, “ Wherefore we also pray always for you that our
God may count you worthy (aéubop) of the calling, and
fulfil all good pleasure of goodness and work of faith with
power ; that the nameof our Lord Jesus may be glorified in
you (évdofaally 76 Svopa Tob kuplov Nudv Incod év vuiv),”
&c. The passage we are examining cannot be traced
to the * Acts of the Apostles.”? It must be obvious to
all that the Pastor of Hermas does not present any evi-
dence even of the existence of the Acts at the time it was
written.?

Only two-passages in the Epistles of pscudo-Ignatius
are pointed out as indicating acquaintance with the Acts, -
and cven these are not advanced by many critics. We
have already so fully discussed thesc Epistles that no
more need now be said. 'We must pronounce them spu-
rious in all their recensions and incapable of affording
evidence upon any point earlier than towards the end of
the second century. Those, however, who would still
receive as genuine the testimony of the three Syriac
Epistles must declare that they do not present any trace
of the existence of the Acts, inasmuch as the two pas-
sages adduced to show the use of that work do not occur
in those letters. They are found in the shorter recension
of the Epistles to the Smyrnzans and Philadelphians.
We might, therefore, altogether refuse to examine the
passages, but in order to show the exact nature of the
case made out by apologists, we shall briefly refer to

\ Eichhorn, Einl, N. T., ii. p. 73 £.

2 Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., i. p. 306 ; Davidson, Int. N. T.,
ii, p. 269 ; Neudecker, Einl. N, T., p. 337, anm. 2; Zeller, Apostelgesch.,
p.9of
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them. We at once compare the first with its supposed
parallel.!

Ep. To SMYRN. iil. Acts x. 41.
But after the resurrection he did | , . . . even to us who did eat and
eat and drink with them, as in the | drink with him after he rose from
flesh, although spiritually united to | the dead.

the Father.

Mera 3¢ mjp dvdoTacw auvépayer L., Npiv oirves ouveddyoper xai
alTols kai guvémier ©s oapkixds, kaimep | ouvemiopey altg pera TO dvaoTivai
FPEURATIRGS NYopévos TQ marpi. avTov €K verpdy.

There is nothing in this passage which bears any
peculiar analogy to the Acts, for the statement is a
simple reference to a tradition which is also embodied
both in the third Synoptic? and in the fourth Gospel ;3
and the mere use of the common words ¢dyew and
wivew could not prove anything. The passage occurs in
the Epistle immediately after a quotation, said by Jerome
to be taken from the Gospel according to the Hebrews,
relating an appearance of Jesus to * those who were with
Peter,” in which Jesus is represented as making them
handle him in order to convince them that he is not an
incorporeal spirit* The quotation bears considerable
affinity to the narrative in the third Synoptic (xxiv. 39),
at the close of which Jesus is represented as cating with
the disciples. It is highly probable that the Gospel
from which the writer of the Epistle quoted contained
the same detail, to which this would naturally be a direct

! Lardner, Credibility, &c., Works, ii. p. 78 f. ; Kirchhofer, Quellens.,
162 ; Zahn, Ignat. v. Ant., 1873, p. 600.

Dr. Westcott does not claim either this or the second (On the Canon,
P- 48, note 2), and Hefele merely suggests comparison with Acts (Patr.
Ap., p. 103, p. 98).

? Luke xxiv, 42 ff.

3 John xxi. 12 ff.

* Quoted 8. R., 6th ed,, i. p. 272,
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descriptive reference. In any case it affords no evidence
of the existence of the Acts of the Apostles.!

The sccond passage, which is still more rarely ad-
vanced,? is as follows :—

Er. To PHILAD. ii. Acrs xx. 29.

For many wolves (which appear) I know that after my departing
worthy of belief, make captive by grievous wolves will enter in among
evil pleasure the runmers in the you, not sparing the flock.
course of God.
woMol  yap Adkor dfwmaror ndovy €yd olda ori eloededoovrar pera Tiw
xaxj) alypalerifovow Tovs feodpdpous.  dpifiv pov Aikor Bapeis els pas, pj

| Pedopevor Tol mwopviov.
The only point of coincidence between these two pas-
sages is the use of the word * wolves.” In the Epistle the
expression is oMot Mikor déidmioror, whilst in Acts it is
Mikow Bapets. Now the image is substantially found in
the Sermon on theMount, one form of which is given in the
first Synoptic, vii. 15, 16, and which undeniably must have
formed part of many of the Gospels which are mentioned
by the writer of the third Synoptic. We find Justin
Martyr twice quoting another form of the saying: “ For
many (moMot) shall arrive in my name, outwardly indeed
clothed in sheep’s skins, but inwardly being ravening
wolves (Avkow aprayes).”’®  The use of the term as ap-
plied to men was certainly common in the carly Church.
The idea expressed in the Epistle is more closely found
in 2 Timothy iii. 1 ff, in the description of those who are
to come in the last days, and who will (v. 6) crecp into
the houses and lead captive (aiypadwrilovres) silly women
laden with sins, led away with divers lusts.” The pas-

! Zeller, Apostelgesch., p. 51; Meyer, Apostelgesch., 1870, p. 1; Neu-
decker, Einl. N. T., p. 337, anm. 2; Hilgenfeld, Die ap. Viter, p. 280 f.

® Jacobson, Patr. Ap., ii. 418.

* See discussion of the quotation, 8. R., i. p. 357, note 1, p. 380 f.
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sage cannot be traced to the Acts,! and the Ignatian
Epistles, spurious though they be, do not present any
cvidence of the existence of that work.?

Only two sentences are pointed out in the * Epistle of
Polycarp " as denoting acquaintance with the Acts. The
first and only one of these on which much stress is laid
is the following :—3

EPISTLE i. ' Acrs ii. 24,
Whom God raised (yetpe), having Whom God ruised up (dvéomae),
loosed the pains of hell (d@dov). having locsed the pains of death
(Bawirov).
b Ffyeiper 6 Beds Noaas Tas ddivastol | v & Beds dvéanoer Noas tas bdivas
adov. Toi favdrov.*

It will be obvious to all that, along with much simi-
larity, there is likewise divergence between these sen-
tences. In the first phrase the use of 7yepe in the
Epistle separates it from the supposed parallel, in which
the word is dvéomoe. The number of passages in the
Pauline Epistles corresponding with it are legion (e.g. 2
Cor. iv. 14, Ephes. i. 20). The second member of the
sentence, which is of course the more important, is in
reality, we contend, a reference to the very Psalm quoted
in Acts immediately after the verse before us, couched in
not unusual phrascology. Psalm xvi. 10 (Sept. xv.), reads:

! Zeller, Apostelgesch., p. 51.

3 Creduer, Einl. N. T., i. 1. p. 274 ; Zeller, Apg., p. 51 f.; Meyer, Apos-
telgesch., 4te Aufl.,, p. 1; Neudecker, Tinl. N. T., p. 337, anm. 2. Cf.
Eichhorn, Einl. N. T., ii. p. 74.

3 Dressel, Patr. Ap., p. 377 ; Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 270; Donaldsin,
Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., 1864, i. p. 197; Ilefele, Patr. Ap., p. 117;
Jucobson, Patr. Ap., ii. p. 525; Kirchhofer, Quellens., p. 162; Lardner,
‘Works, ii. p. 93; T'regelles, Can. Murat., p. 82 ; TWestcott, Canon, 1874, p. 48,
note 2; Zeller, Die Apostelgesch., p. 52 f. Cf. Eickhorn, Einl. N. T., ii.
p- 41

4 It is right to point out that the Cod. Beze (D) reads ddov here,
although all the older, and almost all other, MSS. have favdrov.
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“ For thou wilt not leave my soul in hell” (g8nv).! In
Ps. xviil. 5 (Sept. xvii. 5) we have, “ The pains of hell
(@8tves @dov) compassed me about.”? The difference
between the @dwas 7ob @dov of the Epistle and the
@dtvas tov favdrov of the Acts is so distinct that, finding
a closer parallel in the Psalms to which reference is
obviously made in both works, it is quite impossible to
trace the phrase necessarily to the Acts. Such a passage
cannot prove the use of that work,® but, if it could, we
might inquire what evidence for the authorship and trust-
worthiness of the Acts could be deduced from the cir-
cumstance ? ¢

The second passage, referred to by a few writersS is
as follows :—

EPIsTLE viii.
Let us therefore become imita-
tors of his patience, and if we suffer
for his name, let us praise him.

Mipnral odv yevapefa s Umopovis
alrov xal éav mdoywpev But 16 dvopa

atrod, Sofa{wpev almrdy.

Acts v. 41.

So they departed from the pro-
sence of the council, rejoicing that
they were counted worthy to suffer
shamo for the name.

Oi pév olv émopelovro xaipovres dmd
wpoodmov Tou cuvedpiov, 6Tt karnfid-
Onaav imép Tob dvdparos dripacijvac.

It is scarcely necessary to do more than contrast these

passages to show how little the “ Epistle of Polycarp”
can witness for the “ Acts of the Apostles.” We have
already examined another supposed reference to this very
passage, and the expressions in the Epistle, whilst
scarcely presenting a single point of linguistic analogy to

! Cod. E reads gdov.

? In the Sept. version of Job, xxxix. 2, the expression adivas 8¢ alraw
@\evoas occurs.

3 Hilgenfeld, Ap. v. 284; Credncr, Einl. N. T., i. 1, p. 274, .

4 For the date and character of the Epistle, seo discussion, S. R., i.
p. 274 ff.

¢ Jacoleon, Patr. Ap., ii. p. 541. Cf. Dressel, Patr. Ap., p. 386 ; Hefele,
Patr. Ap., p. 120.
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the sentence in the Acts, only tend to show how common
and natural such language was in the early Church in
connection with persecution. Whilst we constantly meet
with the thought expressed by the writer of the Epistle
throughout the writings of the New Testament, we may
more particularly point to the first Petrine epistle for
further instances of this tone of exhortation to those
suffering persecution for the cause. For instance, 1
Pet. 1i. 19 ft., and again iii. 14, “ But if ye cven suffer
(wdayoure) for righteousness’ sake, blessed are ye.” In
the next chapter the tone is still more closely analogous.
Speaking of persecutions, the writer says, iv. 13, “. ...
but according as ye are partakers of Christ’s sufferings
rejoice,” &c. &c. 14. “If ye are reproached in Christ’s
name (év dwopare X.) blessed are ye, for the spirit of
glory and of God resteth upon you.” 15. *For let
none of you suffer (waoxérw) as a murderer,” &c. &c.
16. “ But if as a Christian, let him not be ashamed, but
let kim praise God in this name (Sofalérw 8¢ Tov Oedv év
7 dvdpare Tovrw)” &c. &c. Nothing but evidential des-
titution could rely upon the expression in the * Epistle
of Polycarp ™’ to show acquaintance with Acts.

Few apologists point out with confidence any passages
from the voluminous writings of Justin Martyr, as indi-
cating the use of the Acts of the Apostles. We may,
however, quote such expressions as the more undaunted
amongst them venture to advance. The first of these is
the following : ? * For the Jews having the prophecies and
ever expecting the Christto come knew him not (pyvénoar),
and not only so, but they also maltrcated him. But

! Ver. 13, according to some MSS., reads: *‘ And who is he that will
harm you, if ye become imitators (upuyrat) of the good 7

2 Lardner, Credibility, &o., Works, ii. p. 122; Kirchhofer, Quellens.
N.T., Can., p. 163,
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the Gentiles, who had never heard anything regarding the
(‘hrist until his Apostles, having gone forth from Jeru-
salem, declared the things concerning him, and delivered
the prophecies, having been filled with joy and faith, re-
nounced their idols and dedicated themseclves to the
unbegotten God through the Christ.” ' This is com-
pared with Acts xiii. 27, “For they that dwell at Jeru-
salem and their rulers not knowing this (man) (rovrov
dyvorjoarres) nor yet the voices of the prophets which
are read every sabbath day, fulfilled them by their
judgment of him,” &. 4R8. “But the Gentiles, hearing,
rejoiced and glorified the word of the Lord,” &c.?
We may at once proceed to give the next passage. In
the Dialogue with Trypho, Justin has by quotations from
the prophets endeavoured to show that the sufferings of
Christ, and also the glory of his second advent had been
foretold, and Trypho replies : “ Supposing these things to
be even as thou sayest, and that it was foretold that Christ
was to suffer (6rv maflyros Xpiords mpoepnreifn pelkew
ewvar), and has been called a Stone, and after his first
coming, in which it had been announced that he was to
suffer, shonld come in glory, and become judge of all, and
cternal king and priest;” &c.,® and in another place, ‘‘ For

! "fovdaios yip Exovres Tas mpodnreias xai dei mpoodoxnoarres Tov XpuoTdw
mapayesmaduevoy yvinaay, ol povor 8¢, AAA& xai mapexpioavro' ol 8¢ dmwd Tdw
€Bviv pundémore undév drvioavres mwept Tob Xpiorod, péxpis ol ol dmd ‘Tepovaaiu
éteNBévres amdarohow almol éuivuaay Th mepi adrob xal Tas mpodrreias wapédw-
kav, mAnpwdivres yapas xai mwioTews Tois €iddlois dmerdfarro xai TP dyonre
¢ Bua Tob Xpioroi éavrods dvébnrav. Apol. 1. 49.

2 Acts xiii. 27: Ol ydp xarowovvres év ‘lepovoaliu kai of dpyovres alraw
ToUToV dyvonoarres kal Tas (Quvds Tov mpopyray Tas kara wav odSBarov
dvaywagkopdvas kpivavres éminpwoar x.7. N  48. deolovra 3é ta
éxaspov xai é86faov Tov Aéyor Tob xupiov, k. 7. A.

3 "Eorw xai ratta ovres €xorra os Aéyeis, kai o mabyros Xpiords mpoedyrevdy
per elvar, xai Aiflos kéxdras, kai évdofos pera Ty mplry alrol wapovaiay,
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if it had been obscurely declared by the prophets that the
Christ should suffer (wafyros yemoduevos 6 Xpioros) and
after these things be lord of all,” &c.? This is compared
with Acts xxvi. 22, “. . . . saying nothing except those
things which the prophets and Moses said were to come to
pass, (23) whether the Christ should suffer (e wafyros 6
Xpuards), whether, the first out of the resurrection from
the dead, he is about to proclaim light unto the people
and to the Gentiles.”? It is only necessary to quote
these passages to show how impossible it is to maintain
that they show the use of the Acts by Justin. He simply
sets forth from the prophets, direct, the doctrines which
formed the great text of the early Church. Some of the
warmest supporters of the canon admit the *uncer-
tainty " of such coincidences, and do not think it worth
while to advance them. There are one or two still more
distant analogies sometimes pointed out which do not
require more particular notice.®* There is no evidence
whatever that Justin was acquainted with the Acts of the
Apostles.*

év ) mabyrds Qaivesfar xexnpuxro, e\evadpevos kai xpirs mdvrey Aowwdy, kai
aldwos Baod\els xai lepeds yernadpevos® x.7.A. Dial. 36.

! Ei yap dia raov mpodnrav mapaxexakupuévas kexnpukro mabyros yemadpevos
6 Xpioros xai perd ravra wdvrwv kupievowr k. 1. A, Dial. 76,

? Acts xxvi. 22. ... o0dév éxrés Aéywv v te ol mpopirar é\dinoav
peXddvror  yiveaba: kai Molods, 23. e mafyrds 6 Xpiords, el mparos
¢t dvaordoews vexpdy s péMer karayyéhew T e Aag kai Tois édveaiw.

3 Apol. i. 50, cf. Acts i. 8 f.; Apol. i. 40, of. Acts iv. 27; Apol. ii. 10,
cf. Acts xvii. 23; Dial. 8, of. Acts xxvi. 29; Dial. 20, cf. Acts x. 14;
Dial. 68, cf. Acts ii. 30.

4 Zeller, Apostelgesch., p. 49 f.; Eichhorn, Einl. N. T., ii. p. 75; Cred-
ner, Einl. N. T., i. 1, p. 274; Meyer, Apostelgesch., p. 1 f. Dean Alford
says: “ Nor are there any references in Justin Martyr which, fairly con-
sidered, belong to this book.” Greek Test., 1871, Proleg. il p. 20. Dr.
TWesteott says : “* The references to the Acts are uncertain; "’ and he merely
illustrates this by referring to the first of the passages discussed in the
text. On the Canon, 1875, p. 168, note 3. Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit.
and Doctr., ii. p. 329.

¥OL. IIL ) o)
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Some apologists claim Hegesippus as evidence for
the existence of the Acts, on the strength of the follow-
ing passages in the fragment of his book preserved by
Eusebius. He puts into the mouth of James the Just,
whilst being martyred, the expression: “I beseech (thee)
Lord God, Father, forgive them, for they know not what
they do.” This is compared with the words said to have
been uttered by the martyr Stephen, Acts vii. 60, * Lord,
lay not this sin to their charge.” The passage is more
commonly advanced as showing acquaintance with Luke
xxiil. 34, and we have already discussed it.? Lardner
apparently desires it to do double duty, but it is scarcely
worth while seriously to refer to the claim here. The
passage morc gencrally relied upon, though that also is
only advanced by a few,? is the following, * This man was
a faithful witness both to Jews and Greeks that Jesus is
the Christ,” * (Mdprus odros d\yfis ’lovdaiois 7e Kkai
"EN\na yeyémrar, ot 'Inoods 6 Xpiords éorw). This
is compared with Acts xx. 21, where Paul is repre-
sented as saying of himself, “. .. . testifying fully
both to Jews and Grecks repentance toward God, and -
faith toward our Lord Jesus Christ” (Atapaprupduevos
*lovdaiows 7€ kai "ENnow v eis Oedov perdvoiav, ai
wioTw eis Tov xvpwov uov 'l X.). The two passages
are totally different both in sense and language, and that
the use of Acts is deduced from so distant an analogy
~only serves to show the slightness of the evidence with
which apologists have to be content.

! Lardner, Credibility, Works, ii. p. 142.

8. B, il p. 438 f.

* Lardner, Credibility, Works, ii. 142; Westcolf, On the Canon, 4th ed.,
p- 205. Dr. Westcott, however, merely says: * There are forms of ex-
pression corresponding fo passages in . . . . and in the Acts which can
scarcely be attributed to chance.”

¢ Eusebius, H. E., ii. 23.
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Papias need not long detain us, for it is freely admitted
by most divines that he does not afford evidence of any
value that he was acquainted with the Acts. For the
sake of completencss we may however refer to the points
which are sometimes mentioned. A fragment of the
work of Papias is preserved giving an account of the
death of Judas, which differs materially both from the
account in the first Synoptic and in Acts i. 18 f! Judas
is represented as having gone about the world a great
example of impiety, for his body having swollen so much
that he could not pass where a chariot easily passed, he
was crushed by the chariot so that his entrails emptied
out (wore Ta éykara avrod éxkevwbivar). Apollinaris of
Laodicea quotes this passage to show that Judas did not
die when he hung himself, but subsequently met with
another fate, in this way reconciling the statements in
the Gospel and Acts.? He does not say that Papias used
the story for this purpose, and it is fundamentally con-
tradictory to the account in Acts i. 18, 19. “ Now this
man purchased a field with the reward of the unrighteous-
ness, and falling headlong burst asunder in the midst,
and all his bowels gushed out” (kai éfexvfy mdvra 7a
omhdyxva avrov). It is scarcely necessary to argue that
the passage does mnot indicate any acquaintance with
Acts® as some few critics are inclined to assert* The

1 8. B, i. p. 482.

? Routh, Reliq. Sacr., i. p. 25 f.

3 Overbeck, Zeitachr. wiss. Theol., 1867, p. 39 ff. Cf. Steifz, Th. Stud.
u. Krit., 1868, p. 87 fl. ; Meyer, Die Apostelgesch., p. 2, anm, * * Dr,
‘Westcott says : *In his account of the fate of Judas Iscariot there is a
remarkable divergence from the narrative in Matth. xxvii. 5, and Acts
i. 18.” On the Canon, 4th ed., p. 77, n. 1.

4 Zahn, Th. Stud. u. Krit., 1866, p. 680 fl. Dr. Lightfoot says: ‘ But
there are indications, however indecisive, that Papias did use the writings
of St. Luke,” And further on, after quoting the passage about Judas,

c2
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next analogy pointed out is derived from the statement
of Eusebius that Papias mentions a wonderful story
which he had heard from the daughters of Philip (whom
Eusebius calls *“the Apostle,”) regarding a dead man
raised to life.! Tn Acts xxi. 8, 9, it is stated that Philip
the evangelist had four daughters. It is scarcely con-
ceivable that this should be advanced as an indication
that Papias knew the Acts. The last point is that
Eusebius says: *“ And again (he narrates) another marvel
regarding Justus who was surnamed Barsabas; how he
drank a baneful poison and by the grace of the Lord
sustained no harm. But that this Justus, after the Ascen-
sion of the Saviour, the holy apostles appointed with
Matthias, and that they prayed (on the occasion) of the
filling up of their number by lot instead of the traitor
Judas, the scripture of the Acts thus relates: ‘And
they appointed two, Joseph called Barsabas, who was
surnamed Justus, and Matthias. And they prayed and
said,” &c.”? Whatever argument can be deduced from
this, obviously rests entirely upon the fact that Papias is
said to have referred to Justus who was named Barsabas,
for of course the last sentence is added by Euscbius
himself, and has nothing to do with Papias. This is
fairly admitted by Lardner and others. Lardner says:
“ Papias does undoubtedly give some confirmation to the
history of the Acts of the Apostles, in what he says of
Philip ; and especially in what he says of Justus, called

and mentioning the view of Apollinaris that it reconciles the accounts
in the first Gospel and in the Acts, he continues: ““Itis too much to
assume that Papias himself repeated the tradition with this aim, but tho
resemblance to the account in the Acts is worthy of notice.” Contempo-
rary Rev., vol. v., 1867, p. 415.

! H. E.,, iii. 39,

: H. E,, iii. 39.
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Barsabas. But I think it cannot be affirmed, that he did
particularly mention, or refer to, the book of the Acts.
For I reckon, it is Eusebius himself who adds that quota-
tion out of the Acts, upon occasion of what Papias had
written of the before-mentioned Barsabas.” ' There is
no evidence worthy of serious attention that Papias was
acquainted with the Acts.?

No one seriously pretends that the Clementine Homi-
lies afford any evidence of the use or existence of the
Acts ; and few, if any, claim the Epistle to Diognetus as
testimony for it.*> We may, however, quote the only
passage which is pointed out. “ .. .. these who hold
the view that they present them (offerings) to God as
needing them might more rightly esteem it foolishness,
not worship of God. For he who made the heaven
and the earth, and all things in them, and who supplies
to us all whatever we need, can himself be in need of
none of those things which he himself presents to those
who imagine that they give (to him).”* This is

1 Credibility, &c., Works, ii. p. 113. Kirchhofer makes a similar state-
ment, Quellens., p. 163, anm. 1. Dr. Lightfoot says: * Other points of
affinity to the Acts are his mention of Justus Barsabas, and his relations
with the daughters of Philip.” Contemp. Rev., vol. v., 1867, p. 415. Such
““indications " he may indeed well characterise as ‘‘indecisive.” Dr.
Westcott says: ‘“ Dr. Lightfoot notices some slight indications of Papias’
use of the writings of 8t. Luke (in the article quoted above), but I do not
think that much stress can be laid on them.” On the Canon, 4th ed.,
p- 77, note 1.

2 Zeller, Apostelgesch., p. 11; Eichhorn, Einl. N. T, ii. p. 75; Neu-
decker, Einl. N. T., p. 337, anm, 2; Alford, Greek Test., 6th ed., ii. Pro—~
leg., p. 20 ; Overbeck, Zeitschr. wiss. Th., 1867, p. 39 ff. ; Westcotf, On
the Canon, p. 77. N

* Dr. Westcott merely speaks of *‘ coincidences of language more or
less evident with the Acts,” &c., &c., referring to c. iii. (Acts xvii. 24,
25) as ‘“ worthy of remark ” (Canon, p. 91), but he does not include it in
the ** Synopsis of Historical Evidence,” p. 584.

4. . . 1aif olror kabdmep mpoodeopivey 1§ e hoyi{opevor mapéxew, pwpiay
elxos padhov fyoivr’ &w, ob BeooéBeav. ‘O yap moujoas Tov ovpavdy kal T Yy,
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compared with Acts xvii. 24: “The God that made
the world and all things in it, he being Lord of heaven
aud ecarth, dwelleth not in temples made with hands ; (25)
neither is served by men’s hand as though he needed
anything, seeing he himself giveth to all life and breath
and all things.”* There is nothing here but a coincidence
of sense, though with much variation between the two
passages, but the Epistle argues from a different context,
and this illustration is obvious enough to be common to
any moralist. There is not a single reason which points
to the Acts as the source of the writer's argument.

Basilides and Valentinus are not claimed at all by
apologists as witnesses for the existence of the Acts of
the Apostles, nor is Marcion, whose Canon, however, of
which it formed no part, is rather adverse to the work
than merely negative. Tertullian taunts Marcion for re-
ceiving Paul as an apostle, although his name is not
mentioned in the Gospel, and yet not receiving the Acts
of the Apostles in which alone his history is narrated ;?
but it does not in the least degree follow from this that
Marcion knew the work and deliberately rejected it.

A passage of Tatian’s oration to the Greeks is pointed
out by some® as showing his acquaintance with the Acts.
Itis as follows : “Iam not willing to worship the creation

kal mdvra Ta v avrols, kal macw fuiv yopryav &v mpoodedueba, olderds v
abros mpoadioiro Toirev v rois oloudvois 8lddwar mapéxes atrds. Ep. ad
Diognetum, c. iii.

1 Acts xvii. 24. ‘O feds 6 moioas TO¥ kdopor kai mdvra Ta év alrd, otros
obpavol kal y7js imdpywy xipios olk év yeipomoijrots vaois karoixei, 25, udde
Umd xepdv dvfpamivey Bepamederar mpoodeduevds Tvos, alrds didols maow
{wiv xal mvonw kal Ta wdvra.

? Adv. Mare., v. 1 ff.

8 Kirchhofer, Quellens., p. 166 ; Lardner mentions, merely to disclaim,
it. Credibility, &o., Works, ii, p. 139 f. Dr. Westcott does not advance
it at all,
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made by him for us. Sun and moon are made for us : how,
therefore, shall I worship my own servants? How can I
declare stocks and stones tobegods? . . . But neither
should the unnameable (dvwvopaoror) God be presented
with bribes; for he who is without need of anything
(mdvrwr averdes) must not be calumniated by us as
needy (évders).”! This is compared with Acts xvii.
24, 25, quoted above, and it only serves to show how
common such language was. Lardner himself says of
the passage: “This is much the same thought, and
applied to the same purpose, with Paul’s, Acts xvii. 25,
as though he needeth anything. But it is a character
of the Deity so obvious, that I think it cannot deter-
mine us to suppose he had an eye to those words of
the Apostle.”? The language, indeed, is quite different
and shows no acquaintance with the Acts.® FEusebius
states that the Severians who more fully established
Tatian’s heresy rejected both the Epistles of Paul and
the Acts of the Apostles.*

Dionysius of Corinth is scarcely adduced by any one as
testimony for the Acts. The only ground upon which he
is at all referred to is a statement of Eusebius in mention-
ing his Epistles, Speaking of his Epistle to the Athe-
nians, Eusebius says: “ He relates, moreover, that Dio-
nysius the Areopagite who was converted to the faith by
Paul the Apostle, according to the account given in the

! Anuovpyiay iy Un’ alroi yeyemuésmy xdpw npdv mwpooxuveiy oU Oikw.
Téyovey hios kai oehqm 8¢ fuds® elra was Tovs épols tmmpéras mpookuvow ;
Has 3¢ $iha xai Aiflovs Beods dmopavoipas; . . . "ANN oddé Tdv drwvdpacroy
Oeiw Bupodoryrior & yip wirrar dredels ob daBhqrios (P’ s bs ddeis,
Orat. ad Graecos, c. iv.

? Credibility, &c., Works, ii., p. 130 f.

3 Eichhorn, Einl. N. T., ii. p. 76; Neudecker, Einl. N, T., p. 337,

anm. 2 ; Meyer, Apostelgesch., p. 1 f.
¢ Eusebius, H. E., iv. 29.
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Acts, was appointed the first bishop of the church of the
Athenians.”' Even apologists admit that it is doubtful
how far Dionysius referred to the Acts,? the mention of
the book here being most obviously made by Eusebius
himself.

Melito of Sardis is not appealed to by any writer in
connection with our work, nor can Claudius Apollinaris
be pressed into this service. Athenagoras is supposed
by some to refer to the very same passage in Acts xvii.
24, 26, which we have discussed when dealing with the
work of Tatian. Athenagoras says: *The Creator and
Father of the universe is not in need of blood, nor of the
steam of burnt sacrifices, nor of the fragrance of flowers
and of incense, he himself being the perfect fragrance,
inwardly and outwardly without need.”* And further on:

And you kings indeed build palaces for yourselves;
but the world is not made as being nceded by God.” *
These passages occur in the course of a defence of
Christians for not offering sacrifices, and both in language
and context they are quite independent of the Acts of the
Apostles.

In the Epistle of the Churches of Vienne and Lyons,
giving an account of the persecution against them, it is
said that the victims were praying for those from whom
they suffered cruelties : “like Stephen the perfect martyr :

! Ankot 8'émi Tourots, ds kai Atovigios & 'Apeomayitns Umd Tou dmogTdéhov
Havhov mpoTpareis éml v mwioriv xard ta év rais Hpdfeot dednhwpdéva, mpiros
s &v 'Anvais mapoikias Ty émioxomyy éykexeipiore. H. E., iv. 23.

2 Lardner, Credibility, &c., Works, ii. p. 134; Kirchhofer, Quellens.,
p. 163. Dr. Westcott naturally does not refer to the passage at all.

2 'O roid¢ Toi mavrds Snuioupyds xal marfp ob deirar aiparor, obdé kvioans,
ovdé Ths dmo Tav dvfor kal Ouuapdrev ebwdias, alrds dv ) rekela edwdia,
dverdens kai ampoodens: Leg. pro Christ., xiii.

4 Kai Upeis pév ol Baoikeis éavrois doxeire Tas karaywyds Bacwds: 6 8¢
kdéapos, oby @s deopévov rov Beot, yéyover. Leg. pro Christ., xvi.
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‘Lord, lay not this sin to their charge.” But if he was
supplicating for those who stoned him, how much more
for the brethren?”!' The prayer here quoted agrees
with that ascribed to Stephen in Acts vii. 60. There is
no mention of the Acts of the Apostles in the Epistle, and
the source from which the writers obtained their informa-
tion about Stephen is of course not stated. If there really
was a martyr of the name of Stephen, and if these words
were actually spoken by him, the tradition of the fact, and
the memory of his noble saying, may well have remained in
the Church, or have been recorded in writings then current,
from one of which, indeed, eminent critics conjecture that
_ the author of Acts derived his materials,? and in this case
the passage obviously does not prove the use of the Acts.
If, on the other hand, there never was such a martyr by
whom these words were spoken, and the whole story
must be considered an original invention by the author of
Acts, then, in that case, and in that case only, the passage
does show the usec of the Acts.® Supposing that the use
of Acts be held to be thus indicated, what does this
prove? DMerely that the Acts of the Apostles were in
existence in the yecar 177-178, when the Epistle of

' .. kaBdmep Zrépavos & Téhews pdprus- Kupte, pi orians alrois T

dpapriav tavry. € & imép tav Mbafivrov €édéero, mgp palkoy Umép Taw
ddedav; Eusebius, H. E., v. 2.

?* Bleck, Einl. N. T., p. 341 f.,, p. 347 f.; Ewald, Gesch.d. V. Isr. vi.,
1858, p. 37, p. 191 £. ; Gfrérer, Die heil. Sage, 1838, i. p. 404, p. 409 f.;
Meyer, Apostelgesch., p. 12; Neander, Pflanzung. u. s, w. chr. Kirche,
ste Aufl., p. 65, anm. 2; Schwanbeck, Quellen. d. Schr. des Lukas, 1847,
1. p. 250 f. ; De Wetle, Einl. N. T., p. 249 f,, &e., &ec.

? Dr. Lightfoot, speaking of the passage we are discussing, says:
* Will he (author of S. R.) boldly maintain that the writers had before
them another Acts containing words identical with our Acts, just as he
supposes, &c., &c. . . . Or will he allow this account to have been taken
from Acts vii. 60, with which it coincides ¥’ Contemp. Review, August,
1876, p. 410. The question is here answered.
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Vienne and Lyons was written. No light whatever
would thus be thrown upon the question of its author-
ship; and neither its credibility nor its sufficiency to
prove the reality of a cycle of miracles would be in the
slightest degree established.

Ptolemaus and Heracleon need not detain us, as it is
not alleged that they show acquaintance with the Acts,
nor is Celsus claimed as testimony for the book.

The Canon of Muratori contains a very corrupt para-
graph regarding the Acts of the Apostles. We have
already discussed the date and character of this fragment,!
and need not further speak of it here. The sentence in
which we are now interested reads in the original as
follows :

“ Acta autem omnium apostolorum sub uno libro
scribta sunt lucas obtime theofile conprindit quia sub
prasentia eius singula gerebantur sicute et semote pas-
sionem petri cuidenter declarat sed et profectionem pauli
ab urbes ad spania proficescentis.”

It is probable that in addition to its corruption some
words may have been lost from the concluding phrase of
this passage, but the following may perhaps sufficiently
represent its general sense: ‘ But the Acts of all the
Apostles were written in one book. Luke included (in
his work) to the exccllent Theophilus only the things
which occurred in his own presence, as he evidently
shows by omitting the martyrdom of Peter and also the
setting forth of Paul from the city to Spain.”

Whilst this passage may prove the existence of the Acts
about the end of the second century, and that the author-
ship of the work was ascribed to Luke, it has no further
value. No weight can be attached to the statement of

18, B., ii. p. 287 ff.
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the unknown writer beyond that of merely testifying to
the currency of such a tradition, and even the few words
quoted show how uncritical he was. Nothing could be
less appropriate to the work before us than the assertion
that it contains the Acts of all the Apostles, for it must
be apparent to all, and we shall hereafter have to refer
to the point, that it very singularly omits all record of
the acts of most of the apostles, occupies itself chiefly
with those of Peter and Paul, and devotes consider-
able attention to Stcphen and to others who were
not apostles at all. We shall further have occasion
to show that the writer does anything but confine
himself to the events of which he was an eye-witness,
and we may merely remark, in passing, as a matter
which scarcely concerns us here, that the instances given
by the unknown writer of the fragment to support his
assertion are not only irrelevant, but singularly devoid
themselves of historical attestation.

Irenzus' assigns the Acts of the Apostles to Luke, as
do Clement of Alexandria,? Tertullian,® and Origen,*
although without any statements giving special weight to
their mention of him as the author in any way counter-
balancing the late date of their testimony. Beyond
showing that tradition, at the end of the second century
and beginning of the third, associated the name of Luke
with this writing and the third Gospel, the evidence of
these Fathers is of no value to us. We have already in-
cidentally mentioned that some heretics either ignored or
rejected the book, and to the Marcionites and Severians

! Adv. Heer,, iii. 14, § 1, 2; 15, § i., &e.
? Strom., v. 12; Adumbr. in 1 Petr. Ep.
3 De Jejunio, x.

4 Contra Cels., vi. 12.
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we may now add the Ebionites' and Manichaans.?
Chrysostom complains that in his day the Acts of the
Apostles were so neglected that many were ignorant of
the existence of the book and of its authors.® Doubts as
to its authorship were expressed in the ninth century, for
Photius states that some ascribed the work to Clement
of Rome, others to Barnabas, and others to Luke the
evangelist.*

If we turn to the document itself, we find that it pro-
fesses to be the second portion of a work written for the
information of an unknown person named Theophilus,
the first part being the Gospel, which, in our canonical
New Testament, bears the name of * Gospel according
to Luke.” The narrative is a continuation of the third
Synoptic, but the actual title of ““ Acts of the Apostles,”
or ‘“ Acts of Apostles” (mpdéeis Tdv dmoorolwy, mpaeis
amooréhwy),® attached to this Sevrepos Adyos is a later
addition, and formed no part of the original document.
The author’s name is not given in any of the earlier
MSS., and the work is entirely anonymous. That in the
prologue to the Acts the writer clearly assumes to be
the author of the Gospel does not in any way identify
him, inasmuch as the third Synoptic itself is equally
anonymous. The tradition assigning both works to Luke
the follower of Paul, as we have seen, is first met with

! Epiphanius, Heor., xxx. 16.

2 August. Epist. 237; ed. Bened., ii. p. 644; De Util. Cred., ii. 7,
T. viii, p. 36 ; cf. Beausobre, Hist. de Manichée, i. p. 293 f.

¥ IMoMhois Tovri 1o Byfhiov ol ori & yvopipdy dorw, ofre alrd, ofire &
ypayras avrd xkai ovvfeis. Hom. i. in Act. Apost.

* Tov 8¢ avyypaéa Tdv mpafewv oi pév KAnuerra Aéyovot Tov ‘Pduns, dAlot
8¢ BapvdBav, kai @Not Aovkdv rov edayyehioryw.! Pholius, Amphiloch. Quemst.
145.

¢ The Cod. Sin. reads simply mpdfes. Cod. D. (Bezse) has mpdfis
dmoordlwy, * Acting of Apostles.”
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towards the end of the second century, and very little
weight can be attached to it. There are too many instances
of carly writings, several of which indeed have secured a
place in our canon, to which distinguished names have
heen erroneously ascribed. Such tradition is notoriously
liable to error.

We shall presently return to the question of the author-
ship of the third Synoptic and Acts of the Apostles, but
at present we may so far anticipate as to say that there
are good reasons for affirming that they could not have
been written by Luke.

Confining ourselves here to the actual evidence before
us, we arrive at a clear and unavoidable conclusion
regarding the Acts of the Apostles. After examining
all the early Christian literature, and taking every passage
which is referred to as indicating the use of the book, we
see that there is no certain trace even of its existence
till towards the end of the second century; and, whilst
the writing itself is anonymous, we find no authority but
late tradition assigning it to Luke or to any other author.
We are absolutely without evidence of any value as to
its accuracy or trustworthiness, and, as we shall pre-
sently see, the epistles of Paul, so far from accrediting
it, tend to cast the most serious doubt upon its whole
character. This evidence we have yet to examine, when
considering the contents of the Acts, and we base our
present remarks solely on the external testimony for the
date and authorship of the book. Our position, there-
fore, is simply this: We arc asked to believe in the
reality of a great number of miraculous and supernatural
occurrences which, obviously, are antecedently incredible,
upon the assurance of an anonymous work of whose exist-
ence there is no distinct evidence till more than a century
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after the events narrated, and to which an author’s
name—against which there are strong objections—is
first ascribed by tradition towards the end of the second
century. Of the writer to whom the work is thus attri-
buted we know nothing beyond the casual mention of
his name in some Pauline Epistles. If it were admitted
that this Luke did actually write the book, we should not
be justified in believing the reality of such stupendous
miracles upon his bare statement. As the case stands,
however, even taking it in its most favourable aspect,
the question scarcely demands serious attention, and our
discussion might at once be ended by the unhesitating
rejection of the Acts of the Apostles as sufficient, or even
plausible, evidence for the miracles which it narrates.



CHAPTER IL
EVIDENCE REGARDING THE AUTHORSHIP.

Ir we proceed further to discuss the document before
us, it is from no doubt as to the certainty of the conclu-
sion at which we have now arrived, but from the belief
that closer examination of the contents of the Acts may
enable us to test this result, and more fully to understand
the nature of the work and the character of its evidence.
Not only will it be instructive to consider a little closely
the contents of the Acts, and to endeavour from the
details of the narrative itself to form ajudgment regarding
its historical value, but we have in addition external tes-
timony of very material importance which we may bring
to bear upon it. We happily possess some undoubted
Epistles which afford us no little information concerning
the history, character, and teaching of the Apostle Paul,
and we are thus enabled to compare the statements in
the work before us with contemporary evidence of great
value. It is scarcely necessary to say that, wherever
the statements of the unknown author of the Acts are at
variance with these Epistles, we must prefer the state-
ments of the Apostle. The importance to our inquiry of
such further examination as we now propose to under-
take consists chiefly in the light which it may throw on
the credibility of the work. If it be found that such
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portions as we are able to investigate are inaccurate
and untrustworthy, it will become still more apparent
that the evidence of such a document for miracles, which
are antecedently incredible, cannot even be entertained.
It may be well also to discuss more fully the authorship
of the Acts, and to this we shall first address ourselves.

It must, however, be borne in mind that it is quite
foreign to our purpose to enter into any exhaustive dis-
cussion of the literary problem presented by the Acts of
the Apostles. We shall confine ourselves to such points
as scem sufficient or best fitted to test the character of
the composition, and we shall not hesitate to pass with-
out attention questions of mere literary interest, and
strictly limit our examination to such prominent features
as present themselves for our purpose.

It is generally admitted, although not altogether with-
out exception,! that the author of our third synoptic
Gospel likewise composed the Acts of the Apostles. The
linguistic and other peculiarities which distinguish the
Gospel are equally prominent in the Acts. This fact,
whilst apparently offering greatly increased facilities for
identifying the author, and actually affording valuable
material for estimating his work, does not, as we have
already remarked, really do much towards solving the
problem of the authorship, inasmuch as the Gospel, like
its continuation, is anonymous, and we possess no more
precise or direct ¢vidence in connection with the one than
in the case of the other. We have already so fully ex-
amined the testimony for the third Gospel that it is un-
necessary for us to recur to it. From about the end
of the second century we find the Gospel and Acts of the

1 Scholten, Is de derde Evangelist de Schrijver van het Boek der Hande-
ingen ? 1873; Wittichen, Zeitachr. wiss, Theologie, 1873, p. 508 fI,
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Apostles ascribed by ecclesiastical writers to Luke, the
companion of the Apostle Paul. The fallibility of tra-
dition, and the singular phase of literary morality ex-
hibited during the early ages of Christianity, render such
testimony of little or no value, and in the almost total
absence of the critical faculty a rank crop of pseudo-
nymic writings sprang up and flourished during that
period.! Some of the earlier chapters of this work have
given abundant illustrations of this fact. It is absolutely
certain, with regard to the works we are considering, that
Irenzus is the earliest writer known who ascribes them
to Luke, and that even tradition, therefore, cannot be
traced beyond the last quarter of the second century.
The question is—does internal evidence confirm or con-
tradict this tradition ?

Luke, the traditional author, is not mentioned by name
in the Acts of the Apostles.? In the Epistle to Phile-
mon his name occurs, with those of others, who send
greeting, verse 23, ‘‘There salute thee Epaphras, my
fellow prisoner in Christ Jesus; 24. Marcus, Aristar-
chus, Demas, Luke, my fellow-labourers.” In the Epistle
to the Colossians, iv. 14, mention is also made of him: —
* Luke, the beloved physician,® salutes you, and Demas.”
And again, in the 2 Epistle to Timothy, iv. 10 :—* For

! Cf. Kistlin, Theol. Jahrbiicher, 1851, p. 149 ff.

* It is unnecessary to discuss the ingeniously far-fetched theory which
has been advanced by a few critics to show the identity of Luke with the
Silas (or Silvanus) of the Acts, based upon the analogy presented by
their names : lucus a grove, silva a wood. Nor need we amuse the reader
with Lange’s suggoestion that Luke may be the Aristion mentioned by
Papias, from dpiorevev=lucere.

3 Calvin, Basnage, Henmann and others have doubted whether this
Luke is the same as the Luke elsewhere mentioned without this distin-
guishing expression, and whether he was the Evangelist. The point
need not dotain us. Cf. Lardner, Credibility, Works, vi. p. 116 f. 118,

YOL, IIL n
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Demas forsook me, having loved this present world, and
departed into Thessalonica, Crescens to Galatia, Titus
unto Dalmatia: 11. Only Luke is with me.”

He is not mentioned elsewhere in the New Testament;*
and his name is not again met with till Irenzus ascribes
to him the authorship of the Gospel and Acts. There is
nothing in these Pauline Epistles confirming the state-
ment of the Fathers, but it is highly probable that these
references to him largely contributed to suggest his name
a8 the author of the Acts, the very omission of his name
from the work protecting him from objections connected
with the passages in the first person to which other
followers of Paul were exposed, upon the traditional view
of the composition. Irenzus evidently knew nothing
about him, except what he learnt from these Epistles,
and derives from his theory that Luke wrote the Acts,
and speaks as an eye-witness in the passages where the
first person is used. From these he argues that Luke
was inseparable from Paul, and was his fellow-worker
in the Gospel, and he refers,in proof of this, to Acts
xvi. 8 ff,,2 13 ff,, xx. 5 f, and the later chapters, all the
details of which he supposes Luke to have carefully
written down. He then continues: “ But that he was
not only a follower, but likewise a fellow-worker of the
Apostles, but particularly of Paul, Paul himself has also
clearly shown in the Epistles, saying: ... ” and he
quotes 2 Tim. iv. 10, 11, ending : “ Only Luke is with
me,” and then adds, * whence he shows that he was

! It is now universally admitted that the ‘“Lucius” referred to in
Acts. xiii. 1 and Rom. xvi. 21 is a different person ; although their iden-
ity was suggested by Origen and the Alexandrian Clement.

? The words ‘‘ they came down to Troas” (xaré3noav eis Tpwdda) are
here translated ‘ we came to Troas " (nos venimus in Troadem).
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always with him and inseparable from him, &c., &c.”?
The reasoning of the zealous Father deduces a great deal
from very little, it will be observed, and in this elastic
way tradition “enlarged its borders” and assumed un-
substantial dimensions. Later writers have no more
intimate knowledge of Luke, although Eusebius states
that he was born at Antioch,? a tradition likewise repro-
duced by Jerome.®> Jerome further identifies Luke with
*“ the brother, whose praise in the Gospel is throughout
all the churches ” mentioned in 2 Cor. viii. 18, as accom-
panying Titus to Corinth.* At a later period, when the
Church required an early artist for its service, Luke the
physician was honoured with the additional title of
painter.®  Epiphanius,® followed later by some other

! Quoniam non solum prosecutor, sed et cooperarius fuerit aposto-
lorum, maxime autem Pauli, et ipse autem Paulus manifestavit in epis-
tolis, dicens : * Demas me dereliquit, et abiit Thessalonicam, Crescens in
Galatiam, Titus in Dalmatiam. Lucas est mecum solus.” Unde ostendit,
quod semper junctus ei et inseparabilis fuerit ab eo. Adv. Her.,
fii. 14§ 1.

! H. E, iii. 4.

3 De vir.ill. 7.

4 Lec This view was held by Origen, Ambrose, and others of the
Fathers; who, moreover, suppose Paul to refer to the work of Luke
when he spoaks of *‘ his Gospel” (also cf. Eusebius, H. E., iii. 4), an
opinion exploded by Grotius. Grotius and Olshausen both identify ¢ the
brother” with Luke. Many of the Fathers and later writers have
variously conjectured him to have been Barnabas, Silas, Mark, Trophi-
mus, Gaius, and others. This is mere guess-work; but Luke is scarcely
seriously advanced in later times. The Bishop of Lincoln, however, not
only does so, but maintains that Paul quotes Luke's Gospel in his
Epistles, in one place (1 Tim. v. 18) designating it as Scripture. Groek
Test., Four Gospels, p. 163, p. 170.

* Nicephorus, H. E,, ii. 43. The Bishop of Lincoln, who speaks of ** this
divine book,” the Acts of the Apostles, with great enthusiasm, saysin one
place: *“The Acts of the Apostlesis a portraiture of the church; it is
an Historical Picture delineated by the Holy Ghost guiding the hand
of the Evangelical Painter St. Luke.” Greek Test.,, Int. to Acts,
1874, p. 4.

¢ Her. li. 11; Theophylact (ad Luc. xxiv. 18) suggests the view—con-

D 2
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writers, represented him to have been one of the seventy-
two disciples, whose mission he alone of all New Testa-
ment writers mentions, The view of the Fathers, arising
out of the application of their tradition to the features
presented by the Gospel and Acts, was that Luke com-
posed his Gospel, of the events of which he was not an
eye-witness, from information derived from others, and
his Acts of the Apostles from what he himself, at least
in the parts in which the first person is employed, had
witnessed.! It is generally supposed that Luke was not
born a Jew, but was a Gentile Christian.

Some writers endeavour to find a confirmation of the
tradition, that the Gospel and Acts were written by
Luke “ the beloved physician,” by the supposed use of
peculiarly technical medical terms,? but very little weight
is attached by any oue to this fecble evidence which is
repudiated by most serious critics, and it need not
detain us,

As there is no indication, either in the Gospel or the
Acts, of the author’s identity proceeding from himself,
and tradition does not offer any alternative security, what
testimony can be produced in support of the ascription of

sidered probable by Lange, Leben Jesu, i. p. 252—that Luke was one of
the two disciples of the journey to Emmaus. This is the way in which
tradition works.

! Cf. Eusebius, H. E., iii. 4; Hieron., de vir. ill. 7. We need not discuss
the view which attributes to Luke the translation or authorship of the
Ep. to the Hebrews.

? Cf. Luke iv. 38, viii, 43, 44, xxii. 44; Actsiii. 7, xii. 23, xiii. 11,
xxviii. 8, &c., &c. Ebrard, Wiss. Kr. d. evang. Gesch., 1850, p. 683 ;
Hackett, On Acts, 1852, p. 5, p. 385; Humphrey, On Acts, 1854,
p. xiv.; Meyer, Kr. ex. H'buch iib. d. Ev. des Markus u. Lukas, 5te
Aufl.,, p. 327; Apostelgesch., p. 562; Alford, Greek Test., 1871, ii.
proleg. p. 3§ 10; J. 8Smith, Voyage and Shipwreck of St. Paul, 3 ed.,
1868, p. 2 f.; Wordsworth, Greek Test., Four Gospels, p. 160. Cf. Hug,
Einl. N. T., 4te Aufl,, p. 126, anm. 1,
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these writings to *“ Luke ?” To this question Ewald shall
reply : “In fact,” he says, * we possess only one ground
for it, but this is fully sufficient. It lies in the designa-
tion of the third Gospel as that ‘according to Luke’
which is found in all MSS. of the four Gospels. For the
quotations of this particular Gospel under the distinct
name of Luke, in the extant writings of the Fathers,
begin so late that they cannot be compared in antiquity
with that superscription; and those known to us may
probably themselves only go back to this superscription.
We thus depend almost alone on this superscription.” !
Ewald generally does consider his own arbitrary conjec-
tures * fully sufficient,” but it is doubtful, whether in this
case, any one who examines this evidence will agree with
him. He himself goes on to admit, with all other critics,
that the superscriptions to our Gospels do not proceed
from the authors themselves, but were added by those
who collected them, or by later readers to distinguish
them.? There was no author’s name attached to
Marcion’s Gospel, as we learn from Tertullian.® Chrysos-
tom very distinctly asserts that the Evangelists did not
inscribe their names at the head of their works,* and he
recognizes that, but for the authority of the primitive
Church which added those names, the superscriptions
could not have proved the authorship of the Gospels.
He conjectures that the sole superscription which may

! Ewald, Jahrb, bibl. Wisa., 1857, 1858, ix. p. 55.

! Fwald, Jahrb., bibl. Wiss., ix. p. 56 f.; Bertholdt, Einl. A. u. N.
Test., 1813, iil. p. 1085 ; Bleek, Einl. N. T., p. 89; Guericke, Gesammt-
gesch. N. T., p. 107 £, anm. 2; Hilgenfeld, Einl. N, T., 1875, p. 779;
Hug, Einl. N. T,, i. p. 222 f.; Reuss, Gesch. N. T. 4te Aufl., p. 391 f.;
De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 47 {., &o., &o.

3 Adv. Maro. iv. 2.

¢ Hom. i. in Epist. ad. Rom.
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have becn placed by the author of the first Synoptic was
simply edayyéhor.! It might be argued, and indeed
has been, that the inscription xarda Aovkas, * according
to Luke,” instead of edayyéhiov Aovka * Gospel of Luke,”
does not actually indicate that * Luke” wrote the work
any more than the superscription to the Gospels
“ according to the Hebrews” (ka6 ‘EfBpaiovs) * according
“to the Egyptians” (xar’ Alyvmriovs) has reference to
authorship. The Epistles, on the contrary, are directly
connected with their writers, in the genitive, Iladlov,
Ilérpov, and soon. This point, however, we merely men-
tion en passant. By his own admission, therefore, the
superscription is simply tradition in another form, but in-
stead of carrying us further back, the superscription on
the most ancient extant MSS., as for instance the Sinaitic
and Vatican Codices of the Gospels, does not on the
most sanguine estimate of their age, date earlier than the
fourth century.? As for the Acts of the Apostles, the
book is not ascribed to Luke in a single uncial MS., and
it only begins to appear in various forms in later codices.
The variation in the titles of the Gospels and Acts in
different MSS. alone shows the uncertainty of the super-
scription.  Itis clear that the “ one ground ” upon which
Ewald admits that the evidence for Luke’s authorship is
based, is nothing but sand, and cannot support his tower.
He is on the slightest consideration thrown back upon the
quotations of the Fathers, which begin too late for the

! Hom. i. in Matth. preep. Grotius considers that the ancient heading
was ebayyéhwov 'Ingoi Xpioroi, a8 in some MSS, of our second Synoptic.
Annot. in N. T., i. p. 7. So also Bertholdt, Einl, iii. p. 1083, and others.

* Tischendorf, N. T. Gr. ed. oct. Crit. Maior, 1869, i. p. ix. ff.; De
Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 76 ff.; Hug, Einl. N. T., i. p. 234 fl. ; Reuss, Geseh.
N.T., p. 384 ff. ; Reithmayr, EinL N. B., 1852, p. 227 f. ; Alford, Greek
Test., i. Proleg., p. 107 fI.; ii. Proleg., p. 62 fI.; Scrivener, Int. to Criti-
cism of N. T., 1874, p. 83 ff. ; Hilgenfeld, Einl. N. T., p. 790 ff.
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purpose, and it must be acknowledged that the ascription
of the third Gospel and Acts to Luke rests soleiy upon
late and unsupported tradition.

Let it be remembered that with the exception of the
three passages in the Pauline Epistles quoted above, we
know ahsolutely nothing about Luke. As we have men-
tioned, it has even been doubted whether the designation
“ the beloved physician” in the Epistle to the Colossians,
iv. 14, does not distinguish a different Luke from the
person of that name in the Epistles to Philemon and
Timothy. If this were the case, our information would
be further reduced; but supposing that the same Luke
is referred to, what does our information amount to?
Absolutely nothing but the fact that a person named Luke
was represented by the writer of these letters,' who-
ever he was, to have been with Paul in Rome, and that
he was known to the church of Coloss@. There is no
evidence whatever that this Luke had beén a travelling
companion of Paul, or that he ever wrote a line concern-
ing him or had composed a Gospel. He is not mentioned
in Epistles written during this journey, and indeed, the
rarity and meagreness of the references to him would
much rather indicate that he had not taken any distin-
guished part in the proclamation of the Gospel. If Luke
be 6 latpos 6 dyamyrds, and be numbered amongst the
Apostle’s auvvepyoi, Tychicus is equally “the beloved
brother and faithful minister and fellow-servant in the
Lord.”? Onesimus the “ faithful and beloved brother,” 3

1 We cannot discuss the authenticity of these Epistles in this place,
nor is it very important that we should do so. Nor can we pause to con-
sider whether they were written in Rome, as a majority of critics think,
or elsewhere.

* ¢ dyamyrds dBehpds kai mioTds duikovos kai givdovlos év Kupip. Coloss.
iv. 7.

3 Coloss. iv. 9.
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and Aristarchus, Mark the cousin of Barnabas, Justus
and others are likewise his cvvepyoi.! There is no evi-
dence, in fact, that Paul was acquainted with Luke
earlier than during his imprisonment in Rome, and he
seems markedly excluded from the Apostle’s work and
company by such passages as 2 Cor. i. 192 The simple
theory that Luke wrote the Acts supplies all the rest of
the tradition of the Fathers, as we have seen in the case
of Irenaus, and to this mere tradition we are confined in
the total absence of more ancient testimony.

The traditional view, which long continued to prevail
undisturbed, and has been widely held up to our own
day,® represents Luke as the author of the Acts, and, in

! Coloas. iv. 10, 11; Philem. 23, 24.

? Keim, Jesu v. Naz., i. 81, an. 2.

3 Alford, Greek Test., ii. proleg., p. 1f.; Baumgarten, Die Apostel-
geschichte, 2te Aufl,, i. p. 495 f.; Beelen, Acta Apost., ed. alt., p. 4,
p. 401 ann. 1; Credner, Einl. N, T., i. p. 130, p. 280 ff. ; DasN.T., 1847,
ii. p. 355; von Déllinger, Christenthum u. Kirche, 2te Aufl., p. 134 f.;
Ebrard, Wiss. Kr. evang. Gesch., p. 732 ff.; Eichhorn, Einl. N. T.,
ii. p. 10 ff.,, p. 30 ff.; Ewald, Gesch. d. Volkes Isr., vi. p. 33 ff.; Jahrb.
bibl. Wiss., ix. p. 50 fI. ; Feilmoser, Einl. N. B,, p. 206 f.; Grau, Entw.
N. T. Bchriftthums, 1871, i. p. 316 f.; Guericke, Beitrige N.T., 1828,
p- 74 fl. ; Gesammtgesch. N, T., p. 279 f.; Hackett, On the Acts, 1852,
p- 8 f.; Heinrichs, N. T. gr., iii. p. 28 f. ; Humphrey, On Acts, p. xiii. f. ;
Hug, Einl. N. T., ii. p. 1271, p. 257 ff.; Kuincel, Comm. in N. T.,
iv. p. xv.; Klostermann, Vindicise Liucanse, 1866, p. 68 ff, ; Lange, Apost.
Zeit., 1853, i.p. 90 f.; Lekebusch, Die Comp. u. Entst. der Apostelgesch., -
1854, p. 7 ff., p. 131 ff., p. 387 ff.; Meyer, Apostelgesch., p. 4 ff.;
Michaelis, Einl. N. T., ii. p. 1175 ff.; Oertel, Paulus in der Apostelgesch.,
1868, p. 7 fI., p. 27 ff. ; Olshuusen, Bibl. Comm., ii. 3 Apostelgesch., 1862,
p- 8, p. 225f.; de Pressensé, Hist. des trois prem. sidcles de 1'Eglise,
2me éd., i. p. 485; Renan, Les Apétres, p. xiv, fl., 8t. Paul, 1869,
p- 130 f,, n. 8; Riehm, De fontibus Act. Apost., 1821, p. 62 ff. ; Schnecken-
burger, Zweck der Apostelgesch., 1841, p. 17 ff.; Thiersch, Die Kirche
im ap. Zeit., p. 137; Versuch Ilerstell. Kr. N. T., p. 209 fl.; Trip,
Paulus nach d. Apostelgesch., 1866, p. 30 fI., p. 272 f.; Tholuck,
Glaubwiirdigk. ev. Gesch. 2te Aufl.,, p. 376 ff.; Wordsworth, Greek
Test., The Four Gospels, p. 168 f., Acts, p. 118; Wieseler, Chron. d. Apost,
Zeit., p. 36 ff., et passim. Of. Neander, Planzung, u. s. w., 5te Aufl,,
p. 1 £, p. 229,
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the passages where the first person is employed, consi-
ders that he indicates himself as an actor and eye-wit-
ness. These passages, where npuets is introduced, present
a curious problem which has largely occupied the atten-
tion of critics, and it has been the point most firmly dis-
puted in the long controversy regarding the authorship
of the Acts. Into this literary labyrinth we must not be
tempted to enter beyond a very short way ; for, however
interesting the question may be in itself, we are left so
completely to conjecture that no result is possible which
can materially affect our inquiry, and we shall only refer
to it sufficiently to illustrate the uncertainty which pre-
vails regarding the authorship. We shall, however,
supply abundant references for those who care more mi-
nutely to pursue the subject.

After the narrative of the Acts has, through fifteen
chapters, proceeded uninterruptedly in the third person, an
abrupt change to the first person plural occurs in the six-
teenth chapter.! Paul, and at least Timothy, are repre-
sented as going through Phrygia and Galatia, aud at
length ““they came down to Troas,” where a vision appears
to Paul beseeching him to come over into Macedonia.
Then, xvi. 10, proceeds : “ And after he saw the vision,
immediately we endeavoured (é{ymjoaper) to go forth into
Macedonia, concluding that God had called us (jpas) to
preach the Gospel unto them.” After verse 17, the direct
form of narrative is as suddenly dropped as it was taken
up, and does not reappear until xx. 5, when, without ex-
planation, it is resumed and continued for ten verses. It
is then again abandoned, and recommenced in xxi. 1-18,
and xxvil. 1, xxviil. 16.

! It is unnecessary to discuss whether xiv. 22 belongs to the jueis sec-
tions or not.
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It is argued by those who adopt the traditional view,!
that it would be an instance of unparalleled negligence,
in so careful a writer as the author of the third Synoptic
and Acts, to have composed these sections from docu-
ments lying before him, written by others, leaving them
in the form of a narrative in the first person, whilst the
rest of his work was written in the third, and that, with-
out doubt, he would have assimilated such portions to
the form of the rest. On the other hand, that he himself
makes distinct use of the first person in Luke i. 1-3 and
Acts i. 1, and consequently prepares the reader to expect
that, where it is desirable, he will resume the direct mode
of communication; and in support of this supposition,
it is asserted that the very same peculiarities of style and
language exist in the 7ueis passages as in the rest of the
work. The adoption of the direct form of narrative in
short merely indicates that the author himself was pre-
sent and an eye-witness of what he relates,? and that
writing as he did for the information of Theophilus, who
was well aware of his personal participation in the jour-
neys he records, it was not necessary for him to give
any explanation of his occasional use of the first person.

Is the abrupt and singular introduction of the first
person in these particular sections of his work, without a
word of explanation, more intelligible and reasonable upon
the traditional theory of their being by the author himself
as an eye-witness? On the contrary, it is maintained,
the phenomenon on that hypothesis becomes much more

! Seo references in note 3, p. 40.

* Some writers also consider as one of the reasons why Luke, the sup-
posed author, uses the first person, that where he begins to do so he himself
becomes associated with Paul in his work, and first begins to preach the

Qospel. Thiersch, Die Kirche im ap. Zeit., p. 137; Baumgarten, Die
Apostelgeschichte, i. p. 496.
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inexplicable. On examining the jpuets sections it will be
observed that they consist almost entirely of an itinerary
of journeys, and that while the chronology of the rest of
the Acts is notably uncertain and indefinite, these pas-
sages enter into the minutest details of daily movements
(xvi. 11, 12; xx. 6, 7,11,15; xxi. 1, 4, §, 7, 8, 10, 18;
xxvil. 2; xxviil. 7, 12, 14); of the route pursued, and
places through which often they merely pass (xvi. 11, 12;
xx. 5,6, 13,15; xxi 1-3, 7; xxvil. 2ff; xxviii. 11-15),
and record the most trifling circumstances (xvi. 12; xx.
13; xxi. 2, 3, 15; xxviii. 2, 11). The distinguishing
feature of these sections in fact is generally asserted to
be the stamp which they bear, above all other parts of
the Acts, of intimate personal knowledge of the circum-
stances related.

Is it not, however, exceedingly remarkable that the
author of the Acts should intrude his own personality
merely to record these minute details of voyages and
journeys? That his appearance as an eye-wituess should
be almost wholly limited to the itinerary of Paul’s jour-
neys and to portions of his history which are of very
subordinate interest? The voyage and shipwreck are
thus narrated with singular minuteness of detail, but if
any one who reads it only consider the matter for a mo-
ment, it will become apparent that this elaboration of the
narrative is altogether disproportionate to the importance
of the voyage in the history of the early Church. The
traditional view indeed is fatal to the claims of the Acts
as testimony for the great mass of miracles it contains,
for the author is only an eye-witness of what is compara-
tively unimportant and commonplace. The writer's inti-
mate acquaintance with the history of Paul, and his claim
to participation in his work, begin and end with his actual
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journeys. With very few exceptions, as soon as the
Apostle stops anywhere, he ceases to speak as an eye-
witness and relapses into vagueness and the third person.
At the very time when minuteness of detail would have
been most interesting, he ceases to be minute. A very
long and important period of Paul’s life is covered by the
narrative between xvi. 10, where the 5uets sections begin,
and xxviii. 16, where they end; but, although the author
goes with such extraordinary detail into the journeys to
which they are confined, how bare and unsatisfactory is
the account of the rest of Paul’s career during that time !*
How eventful that career must have been we learn from
2 Cor. xi. 23-26. In any case, the author who could be
so minute in his record of an itinerary, apparently could
not, or would not, be minute in his account of more im-
portant matters in his history. In the few verses, ix. 1-
30, chiefly occupied by an account of Paul’s conversion,
is comprised all that the author has to tell of three years
of the Apostle’s life, and into xi. 19—xiv. are compressed
the events of fourteen years of his history (cf. Gal. ii. 1).?
If the author of those portions be the same writer who is
so minute in his daily itinerary in the 7jpueis sections, his
gins of omission and commission are of a very startling
character. To say nothing more severe here, upon the
traditional theory he is an elaborate trifler.

Does the use of the first person in Luke i. 1-3 and
Acts i. 1 in any way justify or prepare® the way for the

! Cf. Ewald, Gesch. v. Isr., vi. p. 35 f.

2 Cf. Overbeck, zu do Wette’s Kurze Erkl. Apostelgesch., 1870,, Einl.,
p. Ixi. f.

3 Cf. Ewald, Jahrb. bibl. Wiss,, ix. p. 51 ff.; Meyer, Apostelgesch.,
1870, p. 6; Grau, Entwicklungsgesch. des N. T. Schriftthums, 1871,
i. p. 318; Klostermann, Vind. Lucanwm, 1866, p. 68 f.; Alford, Greek
Test., ii. proleg., p. 2.



CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PERSONAL SECTIONS. 45

sudden and unexplained introduction of the first person
in the sixteenth chapter? Certainly not. The éyd in
these passages is used solely in the personal address to
Theophilus, is limited to the brief explanation contained
in what may be called the dedication or preface, and is
at once dropped when the history begins. If the pro-
logue of the Gospel be applied to the Acts, moreover, the
use of earlier documents is at once implied, which would
rather justify the supposition that these passages are part
of some diary, from which the general editor made ex-
tracts.! Besides, there is no explanation in the Acts
which in the slightest degree connects the éyd with the
npes.? To argue that explanation was unnecessary, as
Theophilus and early readers were well acquainted with
the fact that the author was a fellow-traveller with the
Apostle, and therefore at once understood the meaning of
“ We,” 3 would destroy the utility of the direct form of
communication altogether; for if Theophilus knew this,
there was obviously no need to introduce the first person
at all, in so abrupt and singular a way, more especially
to chronicle minute details of journeys which possess
comparatively little interest. Moreover, writing for Theo-
philus, we might reasonably expect that he should have
stated where and when he became associated with Paul,
and explained the reasons why lLe again left and rejoined
him.* Ewald suggests that possibly the author intended
to have indicated his name more distinctly at the end of
his work ; ® but this merely shows that, argue as he will,

! Cf. Neander, Pflanzung, u. 8. w., p. 4.

2 Quverbeck, Zu de Wette, Apostelgesch., p. xliii.

3 Lange, Das apost. Zeitalter, 1833, i. p. 91 ; Kwald, Gesch. d. V. Isr.,
vi. p. 33 £.; Jahrb. bibl. Wiss., ix. p. 51 f.; Schneckenburger, Ueb. d.
Zweck d. Apostelgesch., 1841, p. 39; Meyer, Apostelgesch., p. 357.

¢ Bleek, Binl. N. T., p. 331 f.

% Gesch. d. V. Isr., vi. p. 34, an. 1; Jahrb. bibl. Wiss,, ix. p. 52.
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he feels the necessity for such an explanation. The con-
Jecture is negatived, however, by the fact that no name
is subsequently added. As in the case of the fourth
Gospel, of course the * incomparable modesty ” theory is
suggested as the reason why the author does not mention
his own name, and explain the adoption of the first
person in the juets passages ;! but to base theories such
as this upon the modesty or elevated views of a perfectly
unknown writer is obviously too arbitrary a proceeding
“to be permissible.? There is, besides, exceedingly little
modesty in a writer forcing himself so unnecessarily into
notice, for he does not represent himself as taking any
active part in the events narrated; and, as’ the mere
chronicler of days of sailing and arriving, he might well
have remained impersonal to the end.

On the other hand, supposing the general editor of the
Acts to have made use of written sources of information,
and amongst others of the diary of a companion of the
Apostle Paul, it is not equally strange that, for one reason
or another, he should have allowed the original direct
form of communication to stand whilst incorporating parts
of it with his work.  Instances have been pointed out in
which a similar retention of the first or third person, in a
narrative generally written otherwise, is accepted as the
indication of a different written source, as for instance in
Ezra vii. 27—ix; Nehemiah vii.—x.; in the Book of Tobit
i. 1-3, iii. 7 ff, and other places;® and Schwanbeck has

1 Cf. Irenceus, Adv. Heor., iii. 14, § 1; Lange, Das apost. Zeit., i. p. 91;
Ewald, Gesch. d. V. Isr., vi. p. 33 f.; Jahrb. bibl. Wiss,, ix. p. 32;
Olshausen, Die Apostelgesch., 1862, p. 225; Wordsworth, Greck Test.
Acts, p. 118.

2 Cf. Schwanbeck, Ueber die Quellen d. Schr. d. Lukas, 1847,i. p. 128 1. ;
Overbeck, zu de Wette's Apostelgesch., p. xliii. ; Keim, Jesu v. Nazara,
i. p. 81, an. 2; Meyer, Die Apostelgesch., p. 357.

3 Ewald, Gesch. d. V. Isr., 1864, i. p. 278; Hilgenfeld, Einl. N. T.,
p. 607.
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pointed out many instances of a similar kind amongst the
chroniclers of the middle ages." There are various ways
in which the retention of the first person in these sections,
supposing them to have been derived from some other
written source, might be explained. The simple suppo-
sition that the author, either through carelessness or over-
sight, allowed the 7uets to stand ? is not excluded, and
indeed some critics, although we think without reason,
maintain both the third Gospel and the Acts to be com-
posed of materials derived from various sources and put
together with little care or adjustment® The author
might also have inserted these fragments of the diary of
a fellow-traveller of Paul, and retained the original form
of the document to strengthen the apparent credibility of
his own narrative ; or, as many critics believe, he may
have allowed the first person of the original document to
remain, in order himself to assume the character of eye-
witness, and of companion of the Apostle.* As we shall
see in the course of our examination of the Acts, the
general procedure of the author is by no means of a
character to discredit such an explanation.

We shall not enter into any discussion of the sources
from which critics maintain that the author compiled his

! Quellen d. Bchr. des Lukas, i. p. 188 ff. Cf. De Weite, Einl. N. T.,
p- 247, an. e; Bleek, Einl. N. T., p. 332 anm.

3 Cf. Bleek, Einl. N. T., p. 331, Th. Stud. u. Krit.,, 1836, p. 1047 ;
Scholten, Hot paulin. Evangelie, p. 451 f.

3 Schleiermacher, Versuch iib. die Schr. des Lukas, Simmtl. Werke,
1836, ii. p. 14 ff., p. 219 ff.; Einl. N. T., 1845 (iii.), p. 349 ff.; Konigs-
mann, Prolusio de fontibus Act. Apost., in Pott's Sylloge, 1802, iii.
p. 215 f.; Schwanbeck, Quellen Schr. d. Lukas, 1847, i. p. 41 fI,
p. 233 ff. ; Scholten, Het paunlin. Evangelie, 1870, p. 451 f.

4 Baur, Paulus, 2te Aufl., i. p. 16 f.; Zeller, Apostelgesch., p. 456 f.,
p- 516, anm. 1; Schrader, Der Ap. Paulus, 1836, v. p. 549; Stap,
Origines du Christianisme, 2me éd., p. 205 f.; Overbeck, Zu de Wette's
Apostelgesch., 4te Aufl., p. xlv. f. ; Hausrath, N. T. Zeitgesch., 1874,
iii. p. 442, anm. 7.
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work. It is sufficient to say that, whilst some profess to
find definite traces of many documents, few if any writers
deny that the writer made more or less use of earlier ma-
terials. It is quite true that the characteristics of the
general author’s style are found throughout the whole
work.! The Acts are no mere aggregate of scraps col-
lected and rudely joined together, but the work of one
author in the sense that whatever materials he may have
used for its composition were carefully assimilated, and
subjected to thorough and systematic revision to adapt
them to his purpose.? But however completely this pro-
cess was carried out, and his materials interpenetrated by
his own peculiarities of style and language, he did not
succeed in entirely obliterating the traces of independent
written sources. Some writers maintain that there is a
very apparent difference between the first twelve chap-

! Credner, Einl. N. T., i. 1. p. 132 f,, p. 282 f.; Zeller, Apostelgesch.,
p. 387 ff., 457, 490 ff.; Lekebusch, Apostelgesch., p. 35 ff., 130 f.; Oertel,
Paulus im Apostelg.,, p. 27 ff.; Davifson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 260 ff.;
Gersdorf, Beitrige, p. 160 ff. ; Eichhorn, Einl. N. T., ii. p. 30 ff. ; Mayer-
hoff, Einl. petr. Schriften, p. 20 ff., 218 ff.; Neudecker, Einl. N. T.,
p. 341 fI., anm. 6; De Welte, Einl. N. T., p. 246 f.; Apostelgesch.,
p. xxxviil, ; Overbeck, Zu de Wette's Apostelgesch., p. lvi. f.; Reuss,
Gesch. N. T, p. 199 f.; Meyer, Apostelgesch., p. 3 f.; Alford, Greek
Test., ii. proleg., p. 2 f.; Trip, Paulus nach d. Apostelg., p. 26 ff.;
Volkmar, Das Ev. Marcions, p. 236, anm. 1.

? Bleek, Einl. N. T., p. 340 f.; Th. Stud. u. Krit.,, 1836, p. 1034 f.;
Alford, Greek Teet., ii. proleg., p. 9 f.; Credner, Einl. N, T., i. p. 280 ff.,
132 ff. ; Duvidson,Int.N. T.,ii. p. 260ff.; Eichhora, Einl. N. T., ii. p. 385 fF.;
Gersdorf, Boitrige, p. 160 ff. ; Hilgenfeld, Einl. N. T., p. 574 ff.; Holtz-
mann, in Bunsen’s Bibelwerk, viii., p. 349; Lekebusch, Apostelgesch.,
p. 35 ff., 130 ff.; Mayerhoff, Einl. petr. Schriften, p. 1 ff.,, 218 fI. ; Meyer,
Apostelgesch., p. 3 f., 12 f.; Oertel, Paulus in d. Aposatolgeech., p. 24 ff. ;
Olshausen, Apostelgesch., p. 7 f.; Overbeck, zu de Wette’s Apostelgesch.,
p- lvii. ff.; Pfleiderer, Der Paulinismus, 1873, p. 497 fl.; Renun, Les
Apbétres, p. xi. ff.; Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 199 fI. ; Schneckenburger,
Apostelgesch., p. 20 fI., 64 ff.; Schwegler, Das nachap, Zeit., ii. p. 38 ff.,
73 ff.; Trip, Paulus n. Apostelgesch., 1866, p. 26 f.; De ette, Einl.
N. T., p. 246 ; Apostelgesch., p. xxxvii1.; Zeller, Apostelgosch., p. 387 fI.
Of. Ewald, Gesch. V. Isr., vi., p. 37 f.
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ters and the remainder of the work, and profess to detect
a much more Hebraistic character in the language of the
earher portion,! although this is not received without
demur.? As regards the 7ueis sections, whilst it is ad-
mitted that these fragments have in any case been much
manipulated by the general editor, and largely contain
his general characteristics of language, it is at the same
time affirmed that they present distinct foreign peculiari-
ties, which betray a borrowed document.® Even critics
who maintain the 7peis sections to be by the same writer
who composed the rest of the book point out the pecu-
liarly natural character and minute knowledge displayed
in these passages, as distinguishing them from the rest
of the Acts.* This of course they attribute to the fact
that the author there relates his personal experiences;
but even with this explanation it is apparent that all who
maintain the traditional view do recognize peculiarities in
these sections, by which they justify the ascription of
them to an eye-witness. For the reasons which have
been very briefly indicated, therefore, and upon other

! Ewald, Gesch. d. V, Isr., vi. p. 37 f.; Alford, Greek Test., ii. pro-
leg., p. 12; Riehm, De fontibus Act. Ap., p. 106 ff., 189 ff.; Schnecken-
burger, Apostelgesch., p. 153 ff. ; Schwanbeck, Quellen d. Schr. Lukas,
i. p. 36 ff., 114 f.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., ii. p. 99; Tholuck,
Glaubw. ev. Geschichte, p. 376 f. ; De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 249f. Cf.
Credner, Einl. N. T., i. p. 282 f.; Meyer, Apostelgesch., p. 12; Lekebuach,
Apostelgesch., p. 404 f.

3 Zeller, Apostelgesch., p. 490 ff.; Overbeck, zu de Wetto's Apostelg.,
p. Ivi. f.; Eichhorn, Einl. N. T., ii. p. 31 ff. Cf. Credner, Einl., p. 2821, ;
Lekebusch, Apg., p. 35 f., 404 f.

3 Zeller, Apg., p. 457 f., 513 ff., 516, anm. 1; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg.,
p. xxxix. f,, xlv. f,, L anm.; Straatman, Paulus, de Apost. van Jezus
Christus, 1874,p. 307 ff. ; Stap, Origines du Christ., p. 205 f.; Hausrath,
N. T. Zeitgesch., iii. p. 423 anm. ; De Wetle, Einl. N. T., p. 246 f.;
Hilgenfeld, Einl. N. T., p. 607 f.; Kdéstlin, Urspr. Synopt. Evv., p. 291 f.

4 Lekebusch, Apostelgesch., p. 382 ff., et passim; FEwald, Gesch. V.
Isr., vi. p. 39, anm. 1; &c., &c.
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strong grounds, some of which will be presently stated, a
very large mass of the ablest critics have concluded that
the 7ueis sections were not composed by the author ot
the rest of the Acts, but that they are part of the diary of
some companion of the Apostle Paul, of which the
Author of Acts made use for his work,' and that the
general writer of the work, and consequently of the third
Synoptic, was not Luke at all.?

! Baur, Paulus, 2te Aufl,, i. p. 16 f., p. 243 ; Beyschlag, Th. S8tud. u.
Krit., 1864, p. 214 f.; Bertholdt, Einl. N. T., iii. p. 1332 ; Bleek, Einl.
N.T, p. 332 ff.; Th. Stud. u. Krit., 1836, p. 1030 ff. ; Davideon, Int.
N. T, ii. p. 273 f.; Gfrorer, Die heil. SBage, ii. 245 f., i. p. 383 fI,,
422 f.; Allg. K. G., i. p. 165 f,, 237; Hauber, Betracht. iib. einig.
Glaubigen, u. s. w., chr. Kirche, p. 61 f.; Hausrath, N. T. Zeitgesch.,
iii, p. 422 f., anm, 7; [Hlilgenfeld, Einl. N. T., p. 606 ff., Die Evangelien,
p- 225; Holtzmann, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1873, p. 85 ff. ; Horst, Essal
sur les Sources de la deuxiéme partie des Actes des Apdtres, 1848;
Keim, Jesu v. Nazara, i. p. 81, anm. 1; Kohlreif, Chronologia Sacra,
p. 99 f. ; Kdstlin, Urepr. synopt. Evv., p. 291 f.; Konigsmann, De fonti-
bus, &c., in Pott's Sylloge, iii. p. 23l f.; Krenkel, Paulus, 1869,
p- 2131F. ; Overbeck, zude W. Apg., p. 1. ff. ; Reuss, Gesch. N.T., p. 207 f.;
Schlesermacher, Einl. N.T., 1845, p. 239 f., p. 348 fI.; Scholten, Het paulin.
Evangelie, p. 413 ff.; Schwanbeck, Quellen, u. s. w., p. 168 fI., 140 fI. ;
Stap, Origines, &o., p. 205 f.; Straatman, Paulus, p. 6; Strauss, Das
Leben Jesu, 1864, p. 127; Ulrich, Th. Stud. u. Krit., 1837, p. 369 .;
1840, p. 1003 ff.; Volkmar, Die Religion Jesu, p. 291; De Wette, Einl
N. T., p. 247; Apostelgesch., p. xxxviii.; Wittichen, Zeitschr. wiss.
Theol., 1873, p. 509 f.; Zeller, Apostelgesch., p. 515f. Cf. Neander,
Pflanzung, u. 8. w., p. 229; cf. p. 1 {.

? Baur, Paulus, p. 16 ff.; Davideon, Int. N. T., ii. p. 24 f., 54, 269 fI. ;
Gfrirer, Die heil. Sage, i. p. 34, anm. 1, 383 ff.,, 452 ff.; ii. p. 245 £, ;
Allg. X. G., i. p. 165 fl.; Hausrath, N. T. Zeitgesch., iii., p. 421 ff. ;
Hilgenfeld, Einl. N. T., p. 608 ff.; Die Evangelien, p. 225; Holizmann,
Zeitschr, wiss. Th., 1873, p. 85 fI. ; Kostlin, Ursprung., u.s. w., p. 286 fI. ;
Mayerhoff, Einl. petr. Schr., p. 6 fl.; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. L. ff,,
Ixiil. f. ; Schleiermacher, Einl. N. T., 1845, p. 239 fI., 305 f., 3471, ; Scholten,
Het paulin, Evang., p. 412 fl. ; Isdo derde Evangelist de Schrijver van het
Boek der Handelingen P 1873, p. 98 f,; Schwanbeck, Quell. Schr. Lukas,
p. 253 fl.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., ii. p. 38 ff.,, 73 f. ; Straatman,
Paulus, p. 14 ff.; Stap, Origines, &c., p. 203 f.; Strauss, Das Leben
Jesu, p. 126 £.; Tjeenk- Willink, Just. Martyr in zijne verh. tot Paulus,
1868, p. 64 ; Volkmar, Die Religion Jesu, p. 291; De Wette, Einl. N. T.,
p- 206 £, 244 f.; Apostelgesch., p. xxxviii. f.; Wittichen, Zeitachr, wiss,
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A careful study of the contents of the Acts cannot, we
think, leave any doubt upon an unprejudiced mind that
the work could not have been written by any companion
or intimate friend of the Apostle Paul.! In here briefly
indicating some of the reasons for this statement, we shall
be under the necessity of anticipating, without much ex-
planation or argument, points which will be more fully
discussed further on, and which now, stated without pre-
paration, may not be sufficiently clear to some readers.
They may hereafter seem more conclusive. It is im-
possible to believe that a friend or companion could have
written so unhistorical and defective a history of the
Apostle’s life and teaching. The Pauline Epistles are
nowhere directly referred to, but where we can compare
the narrative and representations of Acts with the state-
ments of the Apostle, they are strikingly contradictory.?

Th., 1873, p. 508 ff. ; Zeller, Apostelgesch., p. 460 ff. ; Vortrige, u. 5. w.,
1865, p. 206 ff. Cf. Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 194-208; Schrader, Der Ap.
Paulus, v. p. 508, 556,

! Baur, Paulus, i. p. 16 ff. passim; Davidson, Int. N, T., ii. p. 271 1. ;
Holtzmann, Zeitschr. wiss. Th., 1873, p. 87 f. ; Schleiermacher, Einl. N. T.,
p. 239 f., 360 fT., 367 ff. ; Scholten, Het paulin. Ev., p. 414; Schwanbeck,
Quellen, u. 8. w., p. 262 f,; Stap, Origines, &c., p. 203 ff. ; De Wette, Einl.
N. T., p. 245; Apostelgesch., p. xxxviii. f.; Zeller, Apostelgesch.,
p. 462 f£ ; Vortrige, u. s. w., p. 206 ff. Cf. Reuss, Hist. de la Théologie
Chrét. 3me éd., ii. p. 343 ; Renan, Les Apotres, p. xiii. f.

? Baur, Paulus, i. p. 8 f., 123 ff., 149 f., et passim; K. G. 3te Aufl.,
i p. 126 ff. ; Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 212 f. ; Eichhorn, Einl. N, T.,
p. 40 f.; Gfrorer, Die heil. Sage, i. p. 27, 412 f., et passim ; Hausrath,
N. T. Zeitgesch., iii. p. 422 ff., anm. 7; Hilgenfeld, Einl. N. T., p. 224 f.,
593 ff.; Zeitschr. wiss, Theol., 1860, p. 111 ff,, 118 ff,, 135 ff. ; Krenkel
Paulus, p. 32 f1,, 62 ff. ; Lipsius, in Schenkel’s Bibel-Lex. (s. v. Apostel-
convent), i. p. 194 ff.; Nicolas, Ktudes crit. sur la Bible, N. Test., 1864,
p- 267 f.; Overbeck, zude W.Apg., p. lix., anm. * *; Renan, Les Apitres,
xxix. fI. ; Scherer, Rov. de Théologie, 1851, iii. p. 336; Schleiermacher,
FEinl. N. T., p. 3€8 fI. ; Scholten, Het paulin. Evang., p. 447 ff.; Schrader,
Der Ap. Paulus, v. p. 536 f., 543 fI.; Schwanbeck, Quellen, u. s. w.,
p. 30 ff.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 116 f., ii. p. 82 ff.; Stap,
Origines, &c., p. 135 . ; Straatman, Paulus, p. 47 f,, 82 f., 97 I, et

E2
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His teaching in the one scarcely presents a trace of the
strong and clearly defined doctrines of the other, and the
character and conduct of the Paul of Acts are altogether
different from those of Paul of the Epistles. According
to Paul himself (Gal. i. 16—18), after his conversion, he
communicated not with flesh and blood, neither went up
to Jerusalem to those who were apostles before him, but
immediately went away into Arabia, and returned to
Damascus, and only after three years he went up to
Jerusalem to visit Kephas, and abode with him fifteen
days, during which visit none other of the Apostles did
he see ‘“save James, the brother of the Lord.” If as-
surance of the correctness of these details were required,
Paul gives it by adding (v. 20): “ Now the things which
I am writing to you, behold before God I lie not.” Ac-
cording to Acts (ix. 19—30), however, the facts are
quite different. Paul immediately begins to preach in
Damascus, does not visit Arabia at all, but, on the con-
trary, goes to Jerusalem, where, under the protection of
Barnabas (v. 26, 27), he is introduced to the Apostles,
and ‘‘ was with them going in and out.” According to
Paul (Gal. i. 22), his face was after that unknown unto
the churches of Judea, whereas, according to Acts, not
only was he “going in and out” at Jerusalem with the
Apostles, but (ix. 29) preached boldly in the name of the
Lord, and (Acts xxvi. 20) “in Jerusalem and throughout
all the region of Jud®a,” he urged to repentance. Ac-
cording to Paul (Gal. ii. 1ff), after fourteen years he
went up again to Jerusalem with Barnabas and Titus,

passim ; Tjeenk-Willink, Just. Martyr, 1868, p. 27 f., p. 31, noot 3; De
Wette, Einl. N, T., p. 245; Apostelg., p. xxxv fI.; Zeller, Apostelgesch.,
p- 216 ff,. et passim ; Vortrige, u. 8. w., p. 206 ff. Cf. Lechler, Das ap.
u. nachap, Zeit., 2te Aufl., p. 11 ff.
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“according to a revelation,” and “privately” commu-
nicated his Gospel “to those who seemed to be some-
thing,” as, with some irony, he calls the Apostles. In
words still breathing irritation and determined indepen-
dence, Paul relates to the Galatians the particulars of that
visit—how great pressure had been exerted to compel
Titus, though a Greek, to be circumcised, *that they
might bring us into bondage,” to whom, * not even for an
hour did we yield the required subjection.” He protests,
with proud independence, that the Gospel which he
preaches was not received from man nor taught to him
(Gal. i. 11, 12), but revealed-to him by God (verses 15,
16) ; and during this visit (ii. 6, 7) * from those seeming
to be something (r@v Sokovrrwv elvai ), whatsoever they
were it maketh no matter to me—God accepteth not
man’s person—for to me those who seemed (oi Soxodvres)
communicated nothing additional.” According to Acts,
after his conversion, Paul is taught by a man named
‘Ananias what he must do (ix. 6, xxii. 10); he makes
visits to Jerusalem (xi. 30, xii, 25, &c.), which are
excluded by Paul's own explicit statements; and a
widely different report is given (xv. 1ff) of the second
visit. Paul does not go, “according to a revelation,”
but is deputed by the Church of Antioch, with Barnabas,
in consequence of disputes regarding the circumcision of
Gentiles, to lay the case before the Apostles and elders
at Jerusalem. It is almost impossible in the account
here given of proceedings characterised throughout by
perfect harmony, forebearance, and unanimity of views, to
recognize the visit described by Paul. Instead of being
private, the scene is a general council of the Church.
The fiery independence of Paul is transformed into
meekness and submission. There is not a word of the
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endeavour to compel him to have Titus circumcised—all
is peace and undisturbed good-will. ~Peter pleads the
cause of Paul, and is more Pauline in his sentiments
than Paul himself, and, in the very presence of Paul,
claims to have been selected by God to be Apostle of
the Gentiles (xv. 7—11). Not a syllable is said of the
scene at Antioch shortly after (Gal. ii. 11ff.), so singu-
larly at variance with the proceedings of the council,
when Paul withstood Cephas to the face. Then, who
would recognize the Paul of the Epistles in the Paul of
Acts, who makes such repeated journeys to Jerusalem to
attend Jewish feasts (xviii. 21,' xix. 21, xx. 16, xxiv, 11,
17, 18) ; who, in his journeys, halts on the days when a
Jew may not travel (xx. 5, 6) ; who shaves his head at
Cenchrea because of a vow (xviii. 18); who, at the re-
commendation of the Apostles, performs that astonishing
act of Nazariteship in the Temple (xxi. 23), and after-
wards follows it up by a defence of such “excellent dis-
sembling " (xxiii. 6, xxiv. 11ff); who circumcises Timo-
thy, the son of a Greek and of a Jewess, with his own
hands (xvi. 1—3, cf. Gal. v. 2); and who is so little the
apostle of the uncircumcision that he only tardily goes to
the Gentiles when rejected by the Jews (cf. xviil. 6).
Paul is not only robbed of the honour of being the first
Apostle of the Gentiles, which is conferred upon Peter,
but the writer seems to avoid even calling him an apostle
at all,? the only occasions upon which he does so being
indirect (xiv. 4, 14); and the title equally applied to
Barnabas, whose claim to it is more than doubted. The

! The Sinaitic, Vatican, and Alexandrian, with other ancient codices,

omit: ““I must by all means keep this feast that cometh in Jerusalem.”” .

4 Hilgenfeld, Einl. N. T., p. 585; Renan, Les Apbtres, p.iii. note,
p xiii. f.; Reuss, Gesch, N, T., p. 208 ; Wittichen, Zeitsohr. wiss, Theol.,
73, p. 613 1.
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passages in which this occurs, moreover, are not above
suspicion, *the Apostles” being omitted in Cod. D.
(Beza) from xiv. 14. The former verse in that codex
has important variations from other MSS.

If we cannot believe that the representation actually
given of Paul in the Acts could proceed from a friend or
companion of the Apostle, it is equally impossible that
such a person could have written his history with so
many extraordinary imperfections and omissions. We
have already pointed out that between chs. ix.—xiv. are
compressed the events of seventeen of the most active
years of the Apostle’s life, and also that a long period is
comprised within the %ueis sections, during which such
minute details of the daily itinerary are given. The
incidents reported, however, are quite disproportionate to
those which are omitted. We have no record, for in-
stance, of his visit to Arabia at so interesting a portion
of his career (Gal. 1. 17), although the particulars of his
conversion are repeated with singular variations no less
than three times (ix. xxii. xxvi.) ; nor of his preaching in
Tllyria (Rom. xv. 19) ; nor of the incident referred to in
Rom. xvi. 3, 4. The momentous adventures in the
cause of the Gospel spoken of in 2 Cor. xi. 23ff. receive
scarcely any illustration in Acts, nor is any notice taken
of his fighting with wild beasts at Ephesus (1 Cor, xv. 32),
which would have formed an episode full of serious
interest. What, again, was ‘““the affliction which hap-
pened in Asia,” which so overburdened even so energetic
a nature as that of the Apostle that ‘ he despaired even
of life 2” (2 Cor. ii. 8f) Some light upon these points
might reasonably have been expected from a companion
of Paul. Then, xvii. 14—16, xviii. 5, contradict 1
Thess. iii. 1,2, in a way scarcely possible in such a
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companion, present with the Apostle at Athens; and in
like manner the representation in xxviii. 17—22, is in-
consistent with such a person, ignoring as it does the
fact that there already was a Christian Church in Rome
(Ep. to Romans). We do not refer to the miraculous
elements so thickly spread over the narrative of the Acts,
and especially in the episode xvi. 25ff, which is inserted
in the first juets section, as irreconcilable with the cha-
racter of an eye-witness, because it is precisely the mira-
culous portion of the book which is on its trial ; but we
may ask whether it would have been possible for such a
friend, acquainted with the Apostle’s representations in
1 Cor. xiv. 2ff. cf. xii—xiv.,, and the phenomena there
described, to speak of the gift of “tongues” at Pen-
tecost as the power of speaking different languages
(ii. 4—11, cf. x. 46, xix. 6)?

It will readily be understood that we have here
merely rapidly and by way of illustration referred to a
few of the points which seem to preclude the admission
that the general author of the Acts could be an eye-
witness, or companion of the Apostle Paul, and this
will become more apparent as we proceed, and more
closely examine the contents of the book. Who that
author was, there are now no means of ascertaining.
The majority of critics who have most profoundly ex-
amined the problem presented by the Acts, however,
and who do not admit Luke to be the general author,
are agreed that the author compiled the %ueis sections
from a diary kept by some companion of the Apostle
Paul during the journeys and voyages to which they
relate, but opinion is very divided as to the person

! Bleek does not oonsider it probable that he narrates anything as eye-
witness, Einl, N, T., p. 340,
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to whom that diary must be ascribed. It is of course
admitted that the various theories regarding his identity
are merely based upon conjecture, but they have long
severely exercised critical ingenuity. A considerable
party adopt the conclusion that the diary was probably
written by Luke.! This theory has certainly the ad-
vantage of whatever support may be derived from
tradition; and it has been conjectured, not without
probability, that this diary, being either written by, or
originally attributed to, Luke, may possibly have been
the source from which, in course of time, the whole of the
Acts, and consequently the Gospel, came to be ascribed
to Luke? The selection of a comparatively less
known name than that of Timothy, Titus or Silas,? for
instance, may thus be explained ; but, besides, it has the
great advantage that, the name of Luke never being
mentioned in the Acts, he is not exposed to criticism,
which has found serious objections to the claims of other
better known followers of Paul.

There are, however, many critics who find difficulties
in the way of accepting Luke as the author of the “ we”
sections, and who adopt the theory that they were pro-

! Baur, Paulus, i. p. 16 £., 243 ; Gfrirer, Die heil. Sage, ii. p. 245 £.;
cof. i p. 383 ff., 422 ff.; Allg. K. G., i. p. 165 f., 237; Hausrath, N. T.
Zeit., iii. p. 422 f., anm. 7; Hilgenfeld, Einl. N. T., p. 606 ff., Die Evan-
gelien, p. 225; Holtzmann, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1873, p. 85 f. ; Kdstlin,
Urspr. synopt. Evv., p. 291, ; Overbeck, zude W.Apg., p. L. ff. ; Stap, Ori-
gines, &c., p. 205 ; Volkmar, Die Religion Jesu, p. 291 ; IWittichen, Zeitschr.
wiss. Theol., 1873, p. 509 f. ; Zeller, Apostelgesch., p. 515 f. Cf. Neander,
Pflanzung, u. 8. W., p. 229; cf.,, p. 11.; Reuss, Gesch. N. T\, p. 207. We
only refer here, of course, to writers who do not consider Luke the
author of the rest of Acts.

? Baur, Paulus, i. p. 16 f.; Overbeck, zu de Wette's Apg., p. L. ff. ;
Hilgenfeld, Einl. N. T., p. 608; Kdstlin, Urspr. synopt. Evv., p. 201;
Gfrirer, Die heil. Sage, ii. p. 245 f. ; Zeller, Apostelg., p. 515 f.

3 Scholten, Hot paulin, Evangelie, p. 416,
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bably composed by Timothy.! It is argued that, if Luke
had been the writer of this diary, he must have been in
very close relations to Paul, having been his companion
during the Apostle’s second mission journey, as well as
during the later European journey, and finally during the
eventful journey of Paul as a prisoner from Cesarea to
Rome. Under these circumstances, it is natural to expect
that Paul should mention him in his earlier epistles,
written before the Roman imprisonment, but this he
nowhere does. For instance, no mention whatever is
made of Luke in either of the letters to the Corinthians
nor in those to the Thessalonians; but on the other
hand, Timothy’s name, together with that of Silvanus (or
Silas), is joined to Paul's in the two letters to the
Thessalonians, besides being mentioned in the body of
the first Epistle (iii. 2, 6); and he is repeatedly and
affectionately spoken of in the earlier letter to the
Corinthians (1 Cor. iv. 17, xvi. 10), and his name is
likewise combined with the Apostle’s in the second
Epistle (2 Cor. i. 1), as well as mentioned in the body of
the letter, along with that of Silvanus, as a fellow-
preacher with Paul. In the Epistle fo the Philippians,
later, the name of Luke does not appear, although, had
he been the companion of the Apostle from Troas, he
must have been known to the Philippians, but on the
other hand, Timothy is again associated in the opening
greeting of that Epistle. Timothy is known to have

! Bleck, Einl. N. T., p. 332 . ; Th. Stud. u. Krit., 1836, p. 1030 ff.;
Beyschlag, Th. Stud. u. Krit., 1864, p. 214 f.; Daridson, Int. N. T.,
ii. p. 278 ff.; Schlelermacher, Einl. N. T., p. 376, cf. 354, anm. 1; Vorle-
sungen ap. De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 247, § 115 b, anm. a; Ulrich, Th.
Stud. u. Krit., 1837, p. 369 ff. ; 1840, p. 1003 f. ; De Wette, Einl. N. T,
p- 247 ; Apostelgesch., p. xxxviii, f. Cf. Keim, Jesu v. Nazara, i. p. 81,
anm, 1, 2; Neander, Planzung, u. 8. w., p. 229, of. 1 f,
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been a fellow-worker with the Apostle, and to have
accompanied him in his missionary journeys, and he is
repeatedly mentioned in the Acts as the companion of
Paul, and the first occasion is precisely where the puets
sections commence.! In connection with Acts xv. 40,
xvi. 3, 10, it is considered that Luke is quite excluded
from the possibility of being the companion who wrote
the diary we are discussing, by the Apostle’s own words
in2 Cor.1. 19:? “For the Son of God, Christ Jesus,
who was preached among you by us, by me and Silvanus
and Timothy,” &c., &c. The eye-witness who wrote the
journal from which the sjuets portions are taken must
have been with the Apostle in Corinth, and, it is of
course always asserted, must have been one of his
awvepyoi, and preached the Gospel.® Is it possible, on
the supposition that this fellow-labourer was Luke, that
the Apostle could in so marked a manner have excluded
his name by clearly defining that “us” only meant
himself and Silvanus and Timothy ? Mayerhoff* has
gone even further than the critics we have referred to,
and maintains Timothy to be the author of the third
Synoptic and of Acts.

We may briefly add that some writers have conjectured
Silas to be the author of the 7ueis sections,® and others

! xvi, 1 ff.; of xvil. 14, 15; xviil. 5; xix. 22, xx. 4.

? Keim, Jesu v. Nazara, i. p. 81, anm. 2.

3 Cf. Wordsworth, Greek Test., The Four Gospels, 1875, p. 168; Acts
of the Apost., 1874, p. 118. The Bishop of Lincoln considers that the
vision which appeared to Paul (Acts xvi. 9), praying him to come over
into Macedonia, was regarded by Luke as a message also designed for
himself: ““and the Holy Spirit, in the Acts of the Apostles, authorises
that opinion., Thereforo, St. Luke also, as well as the Apostle, waa called
by the Holy Ghost to preach the Gospel in Greece.”” Four Gospels, p. 168,

4 Einl. petr. Schriften, p. 6 fI.

5 Hauber, Betract. iib. einig. d. erst. Glaubigen, u. s. w., christl.
Kirche, p. 61 f.; Kohlreif, Chron, Sacra, p. 99; Schwanbeck, Quellen,
u. 8. Wi, p. 168 ff. Cf. Keim, Jesu v, Nazara, p. 81, anm, 1, 2,
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have referred them to Titus.! It is evident that whether
the 7uets sections be by the unknown author of the rest
of the Acts, or be part of a diary by some unknown
companion of Paul, introduced into the work by the
general editor, they do not solve the problem as to the
identity of the author who remains absolutely unknown.
We have said enough to enable the reader to under-
stand the nature of the problem regarding the author of
the third Synoptic and of the Acts of the Apostles, and
whilst for our purpose much less would have sufficed, it
is evident that the materials do not exist for identifying
bim. The stupendous miracles related in these two
works, therefore, rest upon the evidence of an unknown
writer, who from internal evidence must have composed
them very long after the events recorded. Externally
there is no proof even of the existence of the Acts until
towards the end of the second century, when also for the
first time we hear of a vague theory as to the name and
identity of the supposed author, a theory which declares
Luke not to have himself becen an eye-witness of the
occurrences related in the Gospel, and which reduces his
participation even in the events narrated in the Acts to a
very small and modest compass, leaving the great mass
of the miracles described in the work without even his
personal attestation. The theory, however, we have seen
to be not only unsupported by evidence, but to be contra-
dicted by many potent circumstances. We propose now,
without exhaustively examining the contents of the Acts,
which would itself require a separate treatise, at least to
! Horst, Essai sur les sources de la deuxidme partio des Actes des
Apbtres, 1848; Krenkel, Paulus, p. 214 fl.; Streatman, Paulus, P. 6.
We do not think it necessary to consider the theory that the sections we

have been discussing are altogether a fiction. Br. Bauer, Die A
telgesch., p. 132 f.; of. Schrader, Der Apostel Paulus, v. p. 549.
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consider some of its main poiunts sufficiently to form a fair
judgment of the historical value of the work, although
the facts which we have already ascertained are clearly
fatal to the document as adequate testimony for miracles,
and the reality of Divine Revelation.



CHAPTER III.

HISTORICAL VALUE OF THE WORK. DEBIGN AND
COMPOSITION.

THe historical value of the Acts of the Apostles has
very long been the subject of vehement discussion, and
the course of the controversy has certainly not been
favourable to the position of the work. For a consider-
able time of course the traditional view continued to pre-
vail, and little or no doubt of the absolute credibility of
the narrative was ever expressed. When the spirit of
independent and enlightened criticism was finally aroused,
it had to contend with opinions which habit had rendered
stereotype, and prejudices which took the form of here-
ditary belief. As might naturally be expected, many
writers in more recent times have defended the authen-
ticity of the Acts and asserted that the work is sub-
stantially historical and trustworthy ; and, at the present
day, apologists still express unshaken confidence in its
character and enthusiastic faith in its truth and inspira-
tion. On the other hand, a large body of eminent
critics, after an exhaustive investigation of the Acts,
have concluded that the work is not historically accu-
rate, and cannot be accepted asa truc account of the
Acts and teaching of the Apostles.!

! Baur, Paulus, i p. 8 ff.,, 19 ff., 96 ff., 119 ff,, 134 ff., 143, anm. 1,
166, 189 et passim; K. G., i. p. 125 f.; Br. Bauer, Apostelgesch., 1850,
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The Author of the Acts has been charged with having
written the work with a distinct design to which he
subordinated historical truth, and in this view many critics
have joined, who ultimately do not accuse him absolutely
of falsifying history, but merely of making a deliberate
selection of his materials and of placing them in the point
of view most suitable for his purpose. Most of those,
however, who make this charge maintain that, in carry-
ing out the original purpose of the Acts, the writer so
freely manipulated whatever materials he had before him,
and so dealt with facts whether by omission, transforma-
tion or invention, that the historical value of his narrative
has been destroyed or at least seriously affected by it.!

p- 114 f. ; Christianus, Das Ev. des Reichs, p. 767 ff.; Davidson, Int.
N.T., ii. p. 207 ff., 275 fI. ; Gfrorer, Die heil. Sage, i. p. 27 f., p. 383 ff.,,
421 f. (second part historical, cf. 422 ff.); Hausrath, N. T. Zeitg., iii.
p. 420 ff.; Hilgenfeld, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1860, p. 101 ff.; Einl.
N. T, p. 225 ff., 574 ff,, 593 ff.; Hollzmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., viiL
p.- 330 f.; in Schenkal’u Bibel I:ex . 1. p. 213 f.; Zeitschr. wiss. Theol.,
1873, p. 86 ff.; Krenkel, Paulus, p. 6 ff., 212 ff.; Nicolas, Etudes N. T.,
p- 267 fi.; Orerbeck zude W. Apg., p. lix. ff. ; Pﬁetderer Der Pauhmsmus,
p. 277 ﬂ., 495 ff.; Renan, Les Apdtres, p. xxiv. ff. (except last pages, p.
xxvil.) ; Scherer, Rev. de Théologie, 1851, iii. p. 335 f. ; Scholten, Het paul.
Evang., p. 410, 414, 447 ff.; Schrader, Der Ap. Paulus, v. p. 508 ff. passim ;
Bchwanbeck, Quellen, u. &. w., p. 31 ff.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit.,
i. p. 90, ii. p. 73 ff,, 112 fI.; Stap, Origines, &c., p. 117 ff.; Straatman,
Paulus, p. 17 ff., et passim; Tjeenk- Willink, Just. Mart., p. 28 f., 31
noot 3; Volkmar, Die Religion, p. 336 ff.; Zeller, Apostelg., p. 76 ff.,
316 ff.; Vortrige, p. 206 ff. Cf. Bleek, Einl. N. T., p. 344 f.; Reuss,
Gesch. N. T., p. 203 £, 205 f.; Hist. Théol Chrét., ii. p. 7, 327 ff.;
Réville, Essais de Critique Religieuse, 1860, p. 27 f.; Schneckenburgcr,
p- 151 fi., et passim ; De IVette, Apostelg., p. lix f.; EinL N.T., p. 252 f.;
Wittichen, Zeitschr. wiss. Th., 1873, p. 512 fi.

! Baur, Paulus, i p. 8 fI., 19 ff.; Christianus, Ev. des Reichs, p. 767 ff. ;
Davidson, Einl. N. T., ii. p. 275; Huausrath, N. T. Zeitg., iil. p. 420 ff.;
Hilgenfeld, Einl. N.T., p. 225 f1., 575 ff., 593 ff. ; Zeitachr. wiss. Th., 1860,
p- 101 ff. ; Holtzmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., viii. p. 350 ff. ; Krenkel, Paulus,
p. 6 fi., 212 ff.; Nicolas, EtudesN. T., p. 267 Y. ; Ombedr zu deW. Apg.,
p. xxv. ff,, lix. ﬁ ; Renan, Lea Apltres, p. xxiv. ff. (except last few pages,
r» xx\-ii.); Rém'l(r, Essais de Crit. Rel, p. 27 f.; Scherer, Rev. de Théol,,
1351, iii. p. 336; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., ii. p. 73 ff.; Straatman,
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On the other hand, many apologetic writers altogether
deny the existence of any design on the part of the
author such as is here indicated, which could have led
him to, suppress or distort facts,' and whilst some of
them advance very varied and fanciful theories as to the
historical plan upon which the writer proceeds, and in
accordance with which the peculiarities of his narrative
are explained, they generally accept the work as the
genuine history of the Acts of the Apostles so far as the
author possessed certain information. The design most
generally ascribed to the writer of - the Acts may, with
many minor variations, be said to be apologetic and con-
ciliatory : an attempt to reconcile the two parties in the
early church by representing the difference between the
views of Peter and Paul as slight and unimportant,
Pauline sentiments being freely placed in the mouth of
Peter, and the Apostle of the Gentiles being represented
as an orthodox adherent of the church of Jerusalem,
with scarcely such advanced views of christian univer-
sality as Peter; or else an effort of Gentile Christianity
to bring itself into closer union with the primitive church,
surrendering, in so doing, all its distinctive features and
its Pauline origin, and representing the universalism by
which it exists, as a principle adopted and promulgated
from the very first by Peter and the Twelve. It is not
Paulus, p. 1 ff.; Zeller, Apostelg., p. 76 ff., 316 ff.; Vortrige, p. 206 ff.
Cf. Reuss, Hist. Théol. Chr., ii. p. 7, 327 ff.; Schneckenburger, Apostelg.,
p. 44 ff., 571, 92 £, 127 £, 140 £, 152 ff,, 217 f.

! Alford, Greek Test., ii. proleg., p. 17; Bleek, Einl N. T., p. 328 ff.,
345 f.; Eichhorn, Einl N, T., ii. p. 23 ff. ; Ewald, Jahrb. bibl. Wiss., ix.
p. 62 ff.; Grau, Entw. N. T. Bchriftth., i. p. 320 ff.; Guericke, Gesammtg,
N.T., p. 270 f.; Lange, Das ap. Zeit., i. p. 87 ff.; Lechler, Das ap. u.
nachap. Zeit., p. 7 ff., 159; Lekebusch, Apg., p. 189 fi,, 374; Meyer, Apg.,
p. 8 ff.; Neudecker, Einl. N. T., p. 344 ff.; Oertel, Paulus, p. 165 ff.,

182 ff.; Pfleiderer, Der Paulinismus, p. 496 ff.; de Pressensé, Hist. trois
prem. Bidcles, i p. 484 £ ; T'rip, Paulus, p. 261 ff,
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necessary, however, for us to enter upon any minute dis-
cussion of this point, nor is it requisite, for the purposes of
our inquiry, to determine whether the peculiar character
of the writing which we are examining is the result of a
perfectly definite purpose controlling the whole narrative
and modifying every detail, or naturally arises from
the fact that it is the work of a pious member of the
church writing long after the cvents related, and im-
buing his materials, whether of legend or ecclesiastical
tradition, with his own thoroughly orthodox views: his-
tory freely composed for Christian edification. We shall
not endeavour to construct any theory to account for
the phenomena before us, but taking them as they are,
without seeking to discover the secret motives or in-
tentions of the writer, we shall simply examine some of
the more important portions of the narrative, with a view
to determine whether the work can in any serious sense
be regarded as credible history.

No one can examine the contents of the Acts without
perceiving that some secret motive or influence did cer-
tainly govern the writer's mind, and guide him in the
selection of topics, and this is betrayed by many pecu-
liarities in his narrative.  Quite apart from any attempt
to discover precisely what that motive was, it is desirable
that we should briefly point out some of these peculiari-
ties. It is evident that every man who writes a history
must commence with a distinct plan, and that the choice
of subjects to be introduced or omitted must proceed
upon a certain principle. This is of course an invariable
rule wherever there is order and arrangement. No one
has ever questioned that in the Acts of the Apostles both
order and arrangement have been deliberately adopted,

and the question naturally arises: What was the plan of
YOL. IIL F
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the author? and upon what principle did he select, from
the mass of facts which might have been related regard-
ing the Church in the Apostolic ages, precisely those
which he has inserted, to the exclusion of the rest?!
What title will adequately represent the contents of
the book? for it is admitted by almost all critics that
the actual name which the book bears neither was given
to it by its author nor properly describes its intention
and subject.? The extreme difficulty which has been felt
in answering these questions, and in constructing any
hypothesis which may fairly correspond with the actual
contents of the Acts, constitutes one of the most striking
commentaries on the work, and although we cannot here
detail the extremely varied views of critics upon the sub-
ject, they are well worthy of study.®* No one now ad-
vances the theory which was anciently current that the
author simply narrated that of which he was an eye-wit-
ness.* Its present title mpdéeis 7@v dmoorédwr would
lead us to expect an account of the doings of the Apostles
in general, but we have nothing like this in the book.

} Lekebusch, Die Comp. u. Entst. d. Apostelgesch., 1854, p. 190 f.

2 Perhaps the perfectly vaguo designation of the book ** Acts,” Hpdfes,
in the Cod. Sinaiticus, may be taken as the closest—if most vague—
description of its contenta.

3 The reader may be referred, amongst many others, to the following
works : Baur, K. G., i. p. 125 fI.; Bertholdt, Einl., iii. p. 1333 ff.; Bleek,
Einl,, p. 325 ff.; Credner, Einl., i p. 268 ff., 283 f.; Ebrard, zu Olshau-
sen's Apg., p. 318 anm. ; Eickhorn, Einl, ii. p. 16 ff.; Fwald, Gesch. V.
Isr., vi. p. 28 ff.; Feilmoser, Einl., p. 295 ff. ; Guericke, Gesammtg. N. T.,
p. 269 ff.; Hilgenfeld, Einl., p. 593 fi.; Holtzmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw.,
viil. p. 320f%. ; Lekebusch, Apg., p. 189 fI.; Mayerhoff, Einl. potr. Schr., p. 5f. ;
Meyer, Apg., p. 8 ff.; Oertel, Paulus, p. 165 ff.; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg.,
p. xxv. ff.; Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 205 ff.; Hist. Théol Chr., il p. 327 ff.;
Schneckenburger, Zweck Apg., p. 45 ff.; Trip, Paulus, p. 33 f, 63 I.; De
Wette, Einl,, p. 241 ff. ; Wordsworth, Greek Test., Acts, p. 1 ff.; Zeller,
Apg., p. 316 fI.

¢ Cf. Hieron., De vir. ill. 7 ; Eusebius, H. E., iii. 4; Can. Murat., ed.
T'regelles, p. 18 f.
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Peter and Paul occupy the principal parts of the narra-
tive, and the other Apostles are scarcely mentioned.
James is introduced as an actor in the famous Council,
and represented as head of the church in Jerusalem,
but it is much disputed that he was an Apostle, or one
of the Twelve. The death of James the brother of John
is just mentioned. John is represented on several oc-
casions during the earlier part of the narrative as the
companion of Peter, without, however, being promi-
nently brought forward; and the rest of the Twelve
are left in complete obscurity. It is not a history of
the labours of Peter and Paul, for not only is consider-
able importance given to the episodes of Stephen
and Philip the Evangelist, but the account of the two
great Apostles is singularly fragmentary. After a brief
chronicle of the labours of Peter, he suddenly disappears
from the scene, and we hear of him no more, Paul then
becomes the prominent figure in the drama ; but we have
already pointed out how defective is the information
given regarding him, and he is also abandoned as soon
as he is brought to Rome: of his subsequent career
and martyrdom, nothing whatever is said. The work is
not, as Luther suggested, a gloss on the Epistles of Paul
and the inculcation of his doctrine of righteousness
through faith, for the narrative of the Acts, so far as we
can compare it with the Epistles, which are nowhere
named in it, is generally in contradiction with them, and
the doctrine of justification by faith is conspicuous by its
absence. It is not a history of the first Christian missions,
for it ignores entirely the labours of most of the Apostles,
omits all mention of some of the most interesting mis-
sionary journeys, and does not even give a report of the

introduction of Christianity into Rome. It is not in any
F 2
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sense a Paulinian history of the Church, for if, on the one
side, it describes the Apostles of the circumcision as pro-
mulgating the universalism which Paul preached, it robs
him of his originality, dwarfs his influence upon the de-
velopment of Christianity, and is, on the other hand, too
defective to represent church history, whether from a
Paulinian or any other standpoint. The favourite theory :
that the writer designed to relate the story of the spread
of Christianity from Jerusalem to Rome, can scarcely be
maintained, although it certainly has the advantage of a
vagueness of proportions cqually suitable to the largest
and most limited treatment of history. DBut, in such a
case, we have a drama with the main incident omitted;
for the introduction of the Gospel into Rome is not de-
scribed at all, and whilst the author could not consider
the personal arrival at Rome of the Apostle Paul the
climax of his history, he at once closes his account where
the final episode ought to have commenced.

From all points of view, and upon any hypothesis, the
Acts of the Apostles is so obviously incomplete as a his-
tory, so fragmentary and defective as biography, that
critics have to the present day failed in framing any
theory which could satisfactorily account for its anoma-
lies, and have almost been forced to explain them by
supposing a partial, apologetic or conciliatory, design,
which removes the work from the region of veritable
history. The whole interest of the narrative, of course,
centres in the two representative Apostles, Peter and
Paul, who alternately fill the scene. It is difficult
to say, however, whether the account of the Apostle
of the Circumcision or of Paul is the more capriciously
partial and incomplete. After his miraculous liberation
from the prison into which he had been cast by Herod,
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the doings of Peter are left unchronicled, and although he
is reintroduced for a moment to plead the cause of the
Gentiles at the Council in Jerusalem, he then finally
retires from the scene, to give place to Paul. The omis-
sions from the history of Paul are very remarkable, and
all the more so from the extreme and unnecessary detail
of the itinerary of some of his journeys, and neither the
blanks, on the one hand, nor the excessive minuteness, on
the other, are to be explained by any theory connected
with personal knowledge on the part of Theophilus. Of
the general history of the primitive Church and the life
and labours of the Twelve, we are told little or nothing.
According to the author the propagation of the Gospel
was carried on more by angelic agency than apostolic
enthusiasm. There is a liberal infusion of miraculous
episodes in his history, but a surprising scarcity of
facts. Even where the author is best informed, as
in the second part ofthe Acts, the narrative of Paul’s
labours and missionary journeys, while presenting
striking omissions, is really minute and detailed only
in regard to points of no practical interest, leaving
both the distinctive teaching of the Apostle, and the in-
ternal economy of the Church almost entirely unrepre-
sented. Does this defective narrative of the Acts of the
Apostles proceed from poverty of information, or from
the arbitrary selection of materials for a special purpose ?
As we proceed, it will become increasingly evident
that, limited although the writer's materials are, the
form into which they have been moulded has undoubtedly
been determined either by a dominant theory, or a de-
liberate design, neither of which is consistent with the
composition of sober history.

This is particularly apparent in the representation
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which is given of the two principal personages of the
narrative, Critics have long clearly recognised that the
Author of the Acts has carefully arranged his materials
80 as to present as close a parallelism as possible between
the Apostles Peter and Paul.! 'We shall presently see how
closely he assimilates their teaching, ascribing the views of
Paul to Peter, and putting Petrine sentiments in the mouth
of Paul, but here we shall merely refer to points of
general history. If Peter hasa certain pre-eminence as a
distinguished member of the original Apostolic body,
the equal claim of Paul to the honours of the Aposto-
late, whilst never directly advanced, is prominently sug-
gested by the narration, no less than three times, of the
circumstances of his conversion and direct call to the
office by the glorified Jesus. The first miracle ascribed to
Peter is the healing of “a certain man lame from his
mother’s womb " (ris dmjp xwhds ék ko\ias unTpods adrov)
at the beautiful gate of the Temple,? and the first wonder
performed by Paul is also the healing of *“ a certain man
lame from his mother’s womb " (7is djp xwhos ék koukias
pnTpos avrov) at Lystra;® Ananias and Sapphira are
punished through the instrumentality of Peter,* and
Elymas is smitten with blindness at the word of Paul ;*

! Baur, Tib, Zeitschr., 1838, H. iii. p. 142 f.; Paulus, i. p. 8 f.;
K. G, i p. 127 f.; Christianus, Ev. des Reichs, p. 767 fI. ; Davidson,
Int. N. T\, ii. p. 275 f.; Hausrath, N. T. Zeitg., iii. p. 420 ff., 427 f.;
Holtzmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., viii., p. 350 . ; in Schenkel’s Bib. Lex.,
i. p. 213 f.; Krenkel, Paulus, p. 201 f.; Noack, Urspr. dos Christen-
thums, 1857, p. 283, 288; Pfleiderer, Der Paulinismus, p. 495 ff.; Renan,
Les Apbtres, p. xxviii.; Réville, Essais, p. 27 f. ; Schneckenburger, Zweck
Apg., p. 52 f1., 212 f. ; Scholten, Het paulin. Evang., p. 463 fl.; Schweg-
ler, Das nachap. Zeit., ii. p. 76 ff.; Stap, Origines, &c., p. 123 ff.;
Volkmar, Die Rel. Jesu, p. 341 f.; Zeller, Apg., p. 320 ff. Cf. Lightfoot,
Epistles of 8t. Paul, Galatians, 4th ed., p. 342; Thiersch, Die Kirche im
ap. Zeit., p, 79, 121 f.

% jii, 2 ff, ! xiv. 8 ff, ‘v 1, § xiii, 11 f,
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the sick are laid in the streets that the shadow of Peter
may fall upon them, and they are healed, as are also those
vexed with unclean spirits ;! handkerchiefs or aprons are
taken to the sick from the body of Paul, and they are
healed, and the evil spirits go out of them ;? Peter with-
stands Simon the sorcerer,® as Paul does the sorcerer
Elymas and the exorcists at Ephesus ; * if Peter heals the
paralytic Aneas at Lydda,® Paul restores to health the
fever-stricken father of Publius at Melita ; Peter raises
from the dead Tabitha, a disciple at Joppa,” and Paul
restores to life the disciple Eutychus at Troas ;® Cornelius
falls at the feet of Peter, and worships him, Peter pre-
venting bim, and saying: “Rise up! I myself also am a
man,” ? and in like manner the people of Lystra would
have done sacrifice to Paul, and he prevents them, crying
out: “ We also arc men of like passions with you;” '
Peter lays his hands on the people of Samaria, and they
receive the Holy Ghost and the gift of tongues," and Paul
does the same for believers at Ephesus ; '? Peter is brought
before the council,”® and so is Paul ;' the onc is im-
prisoned and twice released by an angel,'® and the other
is delivered from his bonds by a great earthquake ;' if
Peter be scourged by order of the council,’” Paul is beaten
with many stripes at the command of the magistrates of
Philippi.'® It is maintained that the desire to equalise
the sufferings of the two Apostles in the cause of the

! v. 12,151 ¥ xiv. 13 f1.,, of. xxviii. 6.

* xix. 11, 12. U viii. 14 ff., x. 44 ff,, &c., &ec.
3 viii. 20 ff. 12 xix. 1 ff.

4 xiii. 11 £, xix, 13 fI. By 211

ix. 33 f. % xxii. 30, xxiii, 1 ff,

¢ xxviii. 8 B vy, 19, xii, 6 ff.

7 ix. 36 ff, % xvi. 26.

8 xx. 9 ff. 7 v. 40.

' x. 25, 26. M xvi. 22 f,
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Gospel, as he has equalised their miraculous displays,
probably led the Author to omit all mention of those
perils and persecutions to which the Apostle Paul refers
in support of his protest, that he had laboured and
suffered more than all the rest.!  If Paul was called by a
vision to the ministry of the Gentiles,? so Peter is repre-
sented as having been equally directed by a vision to bap-
tize the Gentile Cornelius ;® the double vision of Peter and
Cornelius has its parallel in the double vision of Paul and
Ananias. It is impossible to deny the measured equality
thus preserved between the two Apostles, or to ignore the
fact that parallelism like this is the result of premeditation,
and cannot claim the character of impartial history.

The speeches form an important element in the Acts of
the Apostles, and we shall now briefly examine them,
reserving, however, for future consideration their dogmatic
aspect. Few, if any writers, however apologetic, main-
tain that these discourses can possibly have been spoken
exactly as they arc recorded in the Acts. The utmost
that is asserted is that they are substantially historical,
and fairly represent the original speeches.* They were

1 2 Cor. xi. 23 ff., 1 Cor. xv. 10; Stup, Etudes sur les Origines, &c.,
p 124 £

2 ix. 6, 15 f. 3 x. 9ff, xi. 1M, xv. 7.

4 Alford, Greck Test., ii. proleg., p. 13 fi.; Bleek, Einl.,, p. 346 f.;
Ebrard, Wiss. Kr. ev. Qesch., p. 683 ff.; Guericke, Gesammtg. N. T.,
p- 275 fi.; Kithler, Th. Stud. u. Kr., 1873, p. 492 ff.; Leckler, Das ap.
u. nachap. Zeit., p. 30, 146 ff.; Meyer, Apg., 13; Michaelis, Einl.,
ii. p. 1180 ff.; Neander, Pflanzung, u. s. w., p. 1 ff.,, 57 anm. 2, 65
anm. 1, 150 anm. 2, et pnssim; Oertel, Paulus, p. 69 ff.; Olshausen,
Apg., p. 9 fl.; de Pressensé, Hist., i. p. 485; Riehm, De fontibus, &ec.,
p. 76 fi., 127 ff., 148 ff.; Schleiermacher, Einl., p. 373 fi.; Schnecken-
burger, Apg., p. 129 ff., 156 f.; Thiersch, Die Kirche im ap. Zeit.,
p. 70 ff,, 84 ff.; Tholuck, Stud. u. Krit., 1839, p. 307 ff.; Trip, Paulus,
. 187 ff.; Weiss, Der petr., Lehrbegriff, 1855, p. 5 ff., 147 ff. Cf.
Mayerhoff, as regards the latter half of the Acts only, Einl. petr. Schr.,
p. 19 ff., 219 ff.
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derived, it is alleged, cither from written sources, or oral
tradition, and many, especially in the second part, arc
supposed to have been delivered in the presence of the
Author of the work. This view is held, of course, with a
greater or less degree of assurance as to the closeness of
the relation which our record bears to the original
addresses; but, without here very closely scrutinizing
hesitation or reticence, our statement fairly renders the
apologetic position. A large body of able critics, how-
ever, deny the historical character of these speeches,’ and
consider them mere free compositions from the Author of
the Acts, at the best being on a par with the speeches
which many ancient writers place in the mouths of their
historical personages, and giving only what the writer
supposed that the speaker would say under the cir-
cumstances. That the writer may have made use of
such materials as were within his reach, or endeavoured
to embody the ideas which tradition may broadly have
preserved, may possibly be admitted, but that these
discourses can seriously be accepted as conveying a
correct report of anything actually spoken by the persons

! Baur, Puulus, i. 3 ff., 19 ., passim; Br.. Buuer, Apg., p. 76 ff.;
Duvidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 226 ff.; Eichhorn, Einl,, ii. p. 36 ff.; Holsten,
Zum. Ev. des Paulus u. Petrus, 1868, p. 147; Joltzmaun, in Bunsen’s
Bibelw., viii. p. 354 ff.; Overbeck, zu de Wette's Apg., p. liii. f.; Pflei-
derer, Der Paulinismus, p. 505 fi.; Renan, Les Apdtres, p. xxviii. f.;
Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 38 f., 52, 199, 206 ; Ilist. Théol. chr., ii. p. 7 F,
p- 335 fi.; Scherer (first part), Rev. do Théol., 1851, iii. p. 336; Schruder,
Der Ap. Paulus, v. p. 510, 513, 522, 524, 540 f., et passim ; Schweyler,
Das nachap. Zeit., ii. p. 73 ff., 97, 102 ff. ; Step, Origines, &e., p. 127 ff.;
137 ff., et passim; Streafiman, Paulus, p. 62 f., 70 f., 160 ff., 258 f.,
286 ff., 341 ff.; Zeller, Apg., p. 496 ff., 519 ff. Cf. Credner, Einl. N. T.,
i. p. 283; Das N, Test., ii. p. 45 anm.; Lekebusch, Apg., p. 331 f.;
Mayerhaff (first part), Einl. petr. Schr., p. 218 ff., 230; Weiss, Der petr.
Lehrbegriff, p. 5 f., 200 anm. 1; De Wette, Einl., p. 250 f., Apg., p. liii.
In regard to some speeches, compare Bleek, Einl., p. 349 f.; Gfrirer, Die
heil. Sage, i. p. 383 ff., passim.
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in whose mouths they are put is, of course, denied. It is,
obviously, extremely improbable that any of these specches
could have been written down at the time.! Taking
even the supposed case that the Author of the Acts was
Luke, and was present when some of the speeches of
of Paul were delivered, it is difficult to imagine that he
should have immediately recorded his recollection of them,
and more than this he could not have done. He must
continually have Dbeen in the habit of hearing the
preaching of Paul, and therefore could not have had
the inducement of novelty to make him write down
what he heard. The idea of recording them for posterity
could not have occurred to such a person, with the belief
in the approaching end of all things then prevalent.
The Author of Acts was not the companion of Paul,
however, and the contents of the specches, as we shall
presently see, are not of a character to make it in the
least degree likely that they could have been written
down for separate circulation. Many of the speeches in
the Acts, moreover, were delivered under circumstances
which render it specially unlikely that they could have

! Olshausen says: *‘ One cannot, naturally, suppose that these speeches
are rccorded exactly as they were delivered. We have only to repre-
sent to ourselves exciting moments (as for instance the farewell of Paul
to the Ephesian Presbyters at Miletus, xx. 17 ff.) to feel the inade-
quacy of this view. The Paulinian speech in the touching scene so moved
their hearts, that all present burst into tears; who thinks on such occa-
sions of a mechanical record of the spoken living discourse ? One of
course fears that if no instantaneous record was made, all guarantee for
the credibility of the speech is lost. Only, this fear obviously proceeds
from unbelief in the power of the Spirit of Truth, as has already been
observed in the introduction to the Gospels; if we do not suppose this
working in the mind of the writer of the Acts, and of the Apostles, under
whose eyes he wrote, then we have nowhere any warrant for the con-
tents; if this, however, be recognised, then the free conception of the
speeches indicated cannot disturb us or prejudice them.” Olshausen, Die .
Apostelgesch., p. 9. Here the apologist takes refuge in a theory of
inspiration which is but a sorry shelter from the simplest critical attack,
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been reported with any accuracy. At no time an easy
task correctly to record a discourse of any length, it is
doubly difficult when those speeches, like many in Acts,
were spoken under circumstances of great danger or
excitement. The experience of modern times, before the
application of systems of short-hand, may show how im-
perfectly speeches were taken down, even where there -
was deliberate preparation and set purpose to do so, and
if it be suggested that some celebrated orations of the last
century have so been preserved, it is undeniable that
what has been handed down to us not only does not
represent the original, but is really almost a subsequent
composition, preserving little more than some faint
echoes of the true utterance. The probability that a
correct record of speeches made, under such circum-
stances, in the middle of the first century could have
been kept, scems exceedingly small. Even, if it could
be shown that the Author of the Actstook these speeches
substantially from earlier documents, it would not ma-
terially tend to establish their authenticity; for the
question would still remain perfectly open as to the
closeness of those documents to the original discourses;
but in the absence of all evidence, whether as to the
existence or origin of any such sources, the conjecture of
their possible existence can have no weight. We have
nothing but internal testimony to examine, and that, we
shall see, is totally opposed to the claim to historical
value made for those discourses.

Apologists scarcely maintain that we have in the Acts
a record of the original discourses in their completeness,
but in claiming substantial accuracy most of them include
the supposition at least of condensation.! The longest

1 Leckler (Das ap. und nachap. Zeit., p. 148, an. 1) quotes from Dr.

o
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discourse in the Acts would not have taken more than
six or seven minutes to deliver,! and it is impossible to
suppose that what is given in the Acts can have been the
whole speech delivered on many of the occasions described.
For instance, is it probable that King Agrippa who desires
to hear Paul, and who comes * with great pomp” with
Berenice to do so, should only have heard a speech lasting
some five minutes. The Author himself tells us that
Paul was not always so brief in his addresses as any one
might suppose from the specimens here presented.? It
is remarkable, however, that not the slightest intimation
is given that the speeches are ecither merely substantially
reported or are abridged, and their form and character are
cvidently designed to convey the impression of complete
discourses. If the reader examine any of these dis-
courses, it will be clear that they are concise compositions,
betraying no marks of abridgment, and having no frag-
mentary looseness, but, on the contrary, are highly
artificial and finished productions, with a continuous
argument. They certainly are singularly inadequate,
many of them, to produce the impressions described ; but
at least it is not possible to discover that material omis-
sions have been made, or that their periods were
originally broken by large, or even any, amplification. If
these speeches be regarded as complete, and with little
or no condensation, another strong element is added to
the suspicion as to their authenticity, for such extreme
baldness and brevity in the declaration of a new religion,

Stanley (Sermons and Essays, p. 168) the opinion that these speeches are
‘ invaluable models of missionary preaching.” In one respect at least—
brevity—they certainly are models even for other preaching than that of
the missionary.
! Reuss, Geach, N, T., p. 199.
? xx. 7—0,
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requiring both explanation and argument, camnot be
conceived, and in the case of Paul, with whose system of
tcaching and doctrine we are well acquainted through his
Epistles, it is impossible to accept such meagre and one-
sided addresses, as representations of his manner. The
statement that the discourses are abridged, and a mere
résumé of those originally delivered, however, rests upon
no authority, is a mere conjecture to account for an
existing difficulty, and is in contradiction to the actual
form of the speeches in Acts, which evidently are designed
to be complete in themselves. Regarding them as com-
plete, it will be found that their incongruity is intensified,
but considered as abridged, they have lost in the process
all representative character and historical fitness.

It has been argued, indeed, that the different speeches
bear evidence to their genuineness from their suitability
to the speakers, and to the circumstances under which
they are said to have been spoken ; but the existence of
anything but the most superficial semblance of idiosyn-
cratic character must be denied. The similarity of form,
manner, and matter in all the speeches is most remark-
able, as will presently be made more apparent, and the
whole of the doctrine enunciated amounts to little more
than the repetition, in slightly varying words, of the brief
exhortation to repentance and belief in Jesus, the Christ,
that salvation may be obtained,' with references to the
ancient history of the Jews, singularly alike in all dis-
courses, Very little artistic skill is necessary to secure a
certain suitability of the word to the action, and the action
to the word; and certainly evidence is reduced to- a
very low ebb when such agreement as is presented
in the Acts is made an argument for authenticity.

! Reuss, Hist. de la Théol, chrét., ii. p. 335,
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Not only is the consistency of the sentiments uttered by
the principal speakers, as compared with what is known
of their opinions and character, utterly disputed, but it
must be evident that the literary skill of the Author of
the Acts was quite equal to so simple a task as preserving
at least so much superficial fitness as he displays, and
a very much greater amount of verisimilitude might
have been attained, as in many works of fiction, without
necessarily involving the inference of genuineness.

It has been freely admitted by critics of all sehools
that the author’s peculiarities of style and language are
apparent in all the speeches of the Acts,' and this has
been so often elaborately demonstrated that it is unneces-
sary minutely to enter upon it again. It may not be out of
place to quote a few lines from the work of one of the
ablest and most eminent advocates of the general autho-
rity of the Acts. Speaking of the speeches of Paul,
Lekebusch says :—* The speeches of our Book, in fact,
are calculated, perhaps more than anything, to excite
doubt regarding its purely historical character. But
here everything depends upon an unbiassed judgment.
We are sufficiently free from prejudice to make the
admission to recent criticism that the speeches are not
verbally given as they were originally delivered,
but are composed by the author of the Acts of the

' Alford, Greek Test., ii. proleg., p. 13 ff.; Credner, Einl. N, T.,
i. p. 283; Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 226 f.; Eickhorn, Einl, ii. p. 36 ff. ;
Kiiller, Stud. u. Krit., 1873, p. 492 ff. ; Lekebusch, Apg., p. 37 ff., 331 f.,
335 f.; Mayerhoff, Einl. petr. Schr., p. 19 ff., 218 ff.; Meyer, Apg.,
p. 12 f.; Oertel, Paulus, p. 69 ff.; Overbeck, zu de Wetto's Apg.,
p. liii. ff.; Pfleiderer, Paulinismus, p. 505 f.; Renan, Les Apbtres,
p. xxviii. f.; Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 199 f.; Hist. Théol. Chrét., ii.
p. 7 f.; Schneckenburger, Apg., p. 129 ff., 135 £, 156; Tholuck, Stud. u.
Krit., 1839, p. 306 f.; T'rip, Paulus, p. 191 ff.; De Wette, Einl., p. 250 {.;
Zeller, Apg., p. 496 ff. Cf. Bleck, Einl,, p. 346 f.; Guericke, Gesammtg,
N. T., p. 275, anm. 6.
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Apostles.  Schleiermacher, certainly, has confidently
asserted their originality. He thinks: * If the speeches
were separately reported they could not but appear
just as we find them in the Acts of the Apostles.” But
his remarks, however ingenious and acute they may
be, do not stand the test of a thorough examination
of the individual speeches. No one who impartially
compares these, one with another, and particularly
their style with the mode of expression of the author
in the other sections, can help agreeing with Eich-
horn, when, in consonance with his view regarding
the uniform character of the Acts, on the grounds
quoted, page 14, he ascribes the composition of the
speeches to the writer from whom the whole book in
all its parts proceeds.”! To this impartial expression
of opinion, Lekebusch adds a note :—* In saying this, it is
naturally not suggested that our author simply ¢nvented
the speeches, indepcndently, without any historical inti-
mation whatever as to the substance of the original:
the form only, which certainly is here very closely con-
nected with the substance, is hercby ascribed to him.”?
Lekebusch then merely goes on to discuss the nature
of the author’s design in composing these speeches.
The reasons given by Eichhorn, which Lekebusch quotes
at “page 14, referred to above, had better be added
to complete this testimony. After referring to the
result of Eichhorn’s “ very careful examination” of the
internal character of Acts, Lekebusch says:—* He
finds, however, that, throughout the whole Acts of the
Apostles there prevails the same style, the same manner,
the same method and mode of expression ’ (ii. 35). Not

! Comp. u. Entst, der Apostelgesch, 1854, p. 331 f.
2 Ib., p. 332, anm, 1. ’
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even the speeches, which one at first might take for
inscrted documents, seem to him ‘ from a strange hand,
but elaborated by the same from which the whole book,
with its three parts, proceeds.” *Various peculiarities
existing in the speeches’ prove this to him, independent
of the similarity of the style, and that, ¢ although they
are put into the mouths of different persons, they never-
theless follow one and the same type, make use of one
and the same mode of argument, and have so much that
is common to them that they thereby prove themselves to
be speeches of one and the same writer’ (ii. 38). From
these circumstances, therefore, it seems to Eichihorn ‘in
the highest degree probable, that Luke, throughout the
whole Acts of the Apostles, writes as an independent
author, and apart from all extraneous works.” Andin this
view he is ¢ strengthened by the resemblance of the style
which runs through the whole Acts of the Apostles,
through speeches, letters, and historical scctions,” as
well as by the fact that, ‘through the whole book, in
the quotations from the Old Testament, a similar rela-
tion prevails between the Greek text of the Septuagint
and that of Luke’ (ii. 43).”' We have thought it well
to quote these independent opinions from writers who
range themselves amongst the defenders of the historical
character of the Acts, rather than to burden our pages
with a mass of dry detail in proof of the assertion that
the peculiaritics of the author pervade all the speeches
indifferently, to a degree which renders it obvious that
they proceed from his pen.

Without entering into mere linguistic evidence of this,
which will be found in the works to which we have

! Lekebusch, Comp. u. Entst. der Apostelgeach., p. 14 f.
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referred,! we may point out a few gencral peculiarities
which are worthy of attention. The author introduces
the speeches of different persons with the same expres-
sion :—‘“he opened his mouth,” or something similar.
Philip “ opened his mouth” (dvoifas 76 ordpa adrov)?
and addressed the Ethiopian (viii. 35). Peter * opened
his mouth (and) said ”’ (dvoifas 70 ordua, elwev), when he
delivered his discourse before the baptism of Cornelius
(x. 34). Again, he uses it of Paul :—* And when Paul
was about to open his mouth (ueMovros avoiyew 7o
oropa), Gallio said,” &c. (xviii, 14). The formula with
which the speech of Peter at DPentecost is introduced
deserves more attention :—* Peter lifted up his voice -
and said unto them” (émjper e Pwrpy adrod, kai
amedpféyfaro avrois) (ii. 14). The verb dmrodbféyyeobfar
occurs again (ii. 4) in the account of the descent of the
Holy Spirit and the gift of tongues, and it is put into
the mouth of Paul (xxvi. 25) in his reply to Festus,
but it occurs nowhere else in the New Testament.
The favourite formula with which all speeches open is,
“Men (and) Brethren (dv8pes adehdoi), or dvdpes coupled
with some other term, as “ Men (and) Israelites” (dv8pes
"lopan)eirad), or simply dv8pes without addition. *Avdpes
adeldoi, occurs no less than thirteen times, It is used
thrice by Peter,® six times by Paul,* as well as by
Stephen,® James,® the believers at Pentecost,” and the

! See references, p. 78, note 1, and especially the works of Eichhorn,
Credner, Zeller, Mayerhoff, Lekebusch, and Davidson.

* It is to be remarked, however, that the same expression occurs in the
first Synoptic (Matth. v. 2, xiii. 35, xvii. 27), and only once in Tuke i.
64. It is also quoted Acts viii. 32 from the lxx. version of Isaiah liii. 7.

34, 16; ii. 29; xv. 7.

4 xiii. 26, 38; xxii. 1; xxiii, 1, 6; xxviii. 17.

b yii. 2, ¢ xv. 13, 7 i 37.

YOL. II1, a
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rulers of the Synagogue.! The angels at the Ascension
address the disciples as “Men (and) Galileans” (avdpes
Takhator).? Peter makes use of avdpes 'lopanheirar
twice,® and it is likewise employed by Paul* by Ga-
maliel,® and by the Jews of Asia® Peter addresses
those assembled at Pentecost as avdpes 'Tovdator.”  Paul
opens his Athenian speech with av8pes "Afyvaio,,® and
the town-clerk begins his short appeal to the craftsmen
of Ephesus: dvdpes 'E¢éowor.? The simple dvdpes is
used indifferently by various speakers.!® There can be
no doubt that the common use of these expressions
by all speakers in the Acts betrays the hand of the same
composer throughout.™

In the speech which Peter is represented as making
at Pentecost, he makes an altogether peculiar use (i.
25—27) of Psalm xvi, which he quotes, in order to
prove that the Resurrection of Jesus the Messiah was
a necessary occurrence, which had been foretold by David.
This is principally based upon the tenth verse of the
Psalm : ‘ Because thou wilt not leave my soul in Hades,
neither wilt thou give thine Holy One (mov dowdv oov)
to see corruption (Suapfopdr)?”'? Peter argues that
David both died and was buried, and that his sepulchre
is with them to that day, but that, being a prophet, he
foresaw and spake here of the Resurrection of Christ,
“that neither was he left in Hades nor did his flesh see
corruption (Siagpfopdr).”*® Isit not an extremely singular

¥ xiii. 15, ? L1l 3 i, 22; il 12,
4 xiii. 16. 5 v 35, ¢ xxi. 28.
7ii. 14, ® xvii. 22. ! xix, 33.

® yii, 26; xiv. 15; xix. 25; xxvil. 10, 21, 235.

" Mayerhoff, Einl. petr. Schr., p. 224 ff.; Eichhorn, Einl. ii. p. 42.

12 &re ok dvkarakeifeis Ty Yuxqy pov els @dny obde doces Tov Soidy oov
13¢iv diapfopdr. Acts ii. 27.

B, .. dn ofre évxareheipbn els @dny obre i odpf almoi eBev Buadbopdr.
Acts ii. 31.
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circumstance that Peter, addressing an audience of Jews in
Jerusalem, where he might naturally be expected to make
use of the vernacular language, actually quotes the Sep-
tuagint version of the Old Testament, and bases his argu-
ment upon a mistranslation of the Psalm, which, we may
add, was in all probability not composed by David at all ?!
The word translated *“Holy One,” should be in the plural:
“ holy ones,” ? that is to say : “ thy saints,” and the word
rendered Swapfopd corruption, really signifies “ grave ”
or “pit.”% The poet, in fact, merely expresses his con-
fidence that he will be preserved alive. The best critics
recognize that Ps. xvi. is not properly a Messianic Psalm

! Ewald, Die Psalmen, w. 8. w., 1866, p. 237 ff., 246 ff. ; Fiirst, Gesch,
bibl. Literatur, 1870, ii. p. 187, anm. 2, p. 392; Kuenen, Hist. Krit.
Onderzoek naar het Ontstaan des Ouden Verbonds, 1865, iii. p. 281, 294,
295 f., n. 12; J. Olshausen, Die Psalmen, 1853, p. 83. Cf. Bleek, Einl.
A. T., 1865, p. 615 f.; Hupfeld, Die Psalmen, 1867, i. p. 396 fi.

* R. Anger, Gesch. mess. Idce., p. 73; Ch. Bruston, Les Psaumes, 1865,
p- 23; Mallet de Chilly, Les Prophétes, 1862, p. 21; Davidson, Int. O.
Test., 1862, ii. p. 279; Ewald, Die Psalmen, p. 246, 249 f. ; Fischer, Pro-
lusiones de vitiis Lex, N. T., 1791, p. 184 ff. ; Four Friends, The Psalms
chron. arranged, 1867, p. 202 ; Fiirst, Gesch. bibl. Literatur, ii. p. 392;
Hengstenberg, Die Psalmen, 2te Aufl., i. p. 337 ff. ; Hupfeld, Die Psalmen,
i p. 369 ff.; Kamphausen, in Bunsen's Bibelw. iii. p. 30 ; Kuenen, De
Profeten, ii. p. 241 f.; Meyer, Apg., p. 75; J. Olshausen, Die Psalmen,
p- 83, 89; Rosenmiiller, Scholia in Vet. Test., Pealmi, i. 1821, p. 394 ff.;
De Weite, Die Psalmen, p. 197; Die heil. Schr. A. u. N. T. iibers., 1858 ;
Apostelg., p. 41. Cf. Tholuck, Die Psalmen, 2te Aufl., p. 170, anm. ¥,

3 Ch. Bruston, Les Psaumes, 1865, p. 23 ; Mallet de Chilly, Les Prophétes,
&ec., 1862, p. 21; Davidson, Int. O. T., ii. 279; Delitzsch, Die Psalmen,
3te Aufl.,, L p. 156, 164; Ewald, Die Psalmen, p. 246, 249 f.; Fischer,
Prolus. de vitiis Lex. N. T., p. 184 ff. ; Gesenius, Lox. Hebr. ot Chald. in
Vet. Test. sub. voce; Hengsienberg, Die Pealmen, i. p. 337 ff. ; Hilzig, Die
Paalmen, 1863, i. p. 86; Hupfeld, Die Psalmen, i. p. 396 ff.; Kamphausen,
in Bunsen’s Bibelw., iii. p. 30 ; Kuenen, De Profeten, ii. p. 241 f. ; Kuinoel,
Comm. N. T., iv. p. 84; Meyer, Apg., p. 75 f.; J. Olshausen, Dio
Pealmen, p. 89; Rosenmiiller, Scholia in Vet. Test., Psalmi, i. 1821,
p. 303 f.; De Wette, Die Psalmen, p. 197 ; Apg., p. 41. Cf. Anger, Gesch.
mess. Idee, p.78; Grotius, Annot. N. T., v. p. 17 f.; Tholuck, Die Pealmen,
p- 170, anm. *,

a2
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at all,! and many of those who, from the use which is
made of it in Acts, are led to assert that it is so, recognize
in the main that it can only be applied to the Messiah
indirectly, by arguing that the prophecy was not fulfilled
in the case of the poet who speaks of himself, but was
fulfilled in the Resurrection of Jesus. This reasoning,
however, totally ignores the sense of the original, and is
opposed to all legitimate historical interpretation of the
Psalm. Not dwelling upon this point at present, we
must go on to point out that, a little further on (xiii.
35—37), the Apostle Paul is represented as making use
of the very same argument which Peter here employs, and
quoting the same passage from Ps. xvi. to support it.
This repetition of very peculiar reasoning, coupled with
other similarities which we shall presently point out,
leads to the inference that it is merely the author himself
who puts this argument into their mouths,? and this con-
clusion is strengthened by the circumstance that, through-
out both Gospel and Acts, he always quotes from the
Septuagint,® and cven when that version departs from

Y Anger, Gesch. mess. Idee, p. 73 f.; (*. Duur, Gesch. alttest, Weissa-
gung, i. p. 407 8, 417; Dleek, Einl. A. T., p. 624 f.; Bretschneider,
Lehrb. d. Religion u. d. Gesch. chr. Kirche, 1827, p. 139; Davidson,
Int. O. T, ii. p. 279f.; Int. N, T., ii. p. 228; Ewald, Die Psalmen,
p. 238 f., 245 ff.; Filrst, Gesch. bibl. Literatur, ii. p. 187, anm. 2, 392 ;
Hupfeld, Die Pgalmen, i. p. 396 ff.; Kucnen, De Profeten, ii. p. 249 ft.;
J. Olshausen, Die Psalmen, p. 83 ff.; Rosenmilller, Scholia in V, T.,
Pealmi, i. 1821, p. 363 ff. ; De Wette, Die Ps.ulmen‘ p. 192 ff. Cf. IHengsten -
berg, Die Psalmen, i p. 338 ff., 342.

* Eichhorn, Einl. N. T\, ii. p. 38 f.; De Wetle, Apostelgesch., p. liii.,
p. 204; Einl. N. T., p. 250 f.; Mayerhoff, Einl. potr. Schr., p. 229;
Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 240; Schneckenburger, Ziweck der Apg., p. 130,
Cf. Weiss, Dor potr. Lehrbegriff, p. 205, anm. 2.

 Bleek, Einl., p. 277 f.; Credner, Einl., i. p. 273; Davidson, Int, N. T.,
ii. p. 240, 267; Eichhorn, Einl,, ii. p. 43; Guericke, Gesammtg., p. 275 f.,
anm. 6; Humphrey, Acts, p. xxiiil.; Lekebusch, Apg., p. 18 f., 404 f. ;
Meyer, Apg., p. 12; Schleiermacher, Einl., p. 878 f,; De TWette, Einl.,
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the sense of the original. It may be well to give both
passages in juxta-position, in order that the closeness of
the analogy may be more easily realized. For this

purposc we somewhat alter the order of the verses :—

PETER IN Acts ii.

25. For David saith concerning
him. . . . 27. Because thou wilt
not leave my soul in Hades, neither
wilt thou give thine holy one to seo
corruption.

30. Being therefore a prophet,
and knowing that God swore with
an oath to him that of the fruit of
his loins! he would eet one upon
his throne,

31. He foresaw and spoke of the
resurrection of the Christ, that he
was neither left in IIades nor did
his flesh see corruption (8tagpfopar).

29. Men (and) brethren I may
speak with freedom unto you of the
patriarch David, that he both died
and was buried, and his sepulchre
is amongst us unto this day.

32 This Jesus God raised up.

Pavrn v Acts xiii,

35. Wherofore he (David) saith
also in another (Psalm): Thou wilt
not give thine holy one to sce cor-
ruption,

22, . . . he raised up unto them
David for king . . . .

23 Of this man's sced God, ac-
cording to promiso, brought unto
Israel a Saviour Jesus.

34. But that he raised him up
from the dead no more to return to
corruption (3iapfopdv) he has said
on this wise. . . .

36. For David, after ho served in
his own generation the counsel of
God, fell asleep, and was added to
his fathers and saw corruption
(8iapBopdv) ;

37. But he whom God raised saw
not corruption (8iapfopav).

Not only is this argument the same in both discourses,

but the whole of Paul’s speech, xiii. 16 ff, is a mere
reproduction of the two speeches of Peter, ii. 14 ff. and
iii. 12 ff,, with such alterations as the writer could intro-
duce to vary the fundamental sameness of ideas and

expressions. It is worth while to show this in a similar

way .—

p. 247; Zeller, Apg., p. 398. Cf. Renan, Les Apbtres, p. xxviii. f.,

note 6.
! The authorised version, with Cod. D, and some other MSS., insorts

here: *‘according to the flesh, he would raise up Christ to sit,” &e.
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PavuL v Acrs xiii. ! PETER IN AcTs ii. and iii.

16. And Paul having risen . . . ' 14. And Peter stood up (orafeis
(dvaords 8¢ 11.) . . . said . . . Men ' 3¢1I.) . ... and spoke plainly to
(and) Israclites (dvdpes "Iopanheiras) | them . . . Men (and) Jews (dvdpes
and ye that fear God . . . | 'Tovdains) and all ye that dwell at

Jerusalem . . . . (verse 22 and iii.
12) Men (and) Israelites (dwdpes
"Iopankeiras).

22 and 23. Bee above, 30. See above.

24, When John first preached! iti. 19. Repent, thercfore, and
before his coming the baptism of | turn . ... 20. . . . that he may
repentance to all the people of | send Christ Jesus who before was
Israel. appointed' for you.

26. Men (and) Brethren (dwdpes ii. 29. Men (and) Brethren (ddpes

ddelgpo(), sBons (viot) of the race of | adehol).
Abraham and those among you iii. 25.® Ye are the sons (vioi) of
who fear God, to you was the word | the prophets and of tho covenant
of this salvation sent (dmeordhn).? | which God made unto your fathers,
saying unto Abraham . . . 26 . ..
unto you first God, having raised
up his servant (rév maida airod),
sent (dréoreder) him to bless
you.

27. For they that dwell in Jeru- iii. 17.%5 And now brethren (d3e\-
salem and their rulers (of dpyovres | ¢pol) I know that ye did (it) in igno-
atrav), not knowing (dyvofoavres) | rance (aymm), a8 did also your
this (man) nor yet the voices of the ' rulers (ol dpyovres ipav); 18. but
prophets (rds pwvas rév wpopnrav), | the things which God before an-
which are read every (wav) sabbath { nounced by the mouth of all tho
day, fulfilled (ém\fjpwoar) them by prophets (3t ordparos mdvrev rav
their judgment of him ; mpogpnradw) he thus fulfilled (érhipe-
aev);

iii. 13 . . . . whom ye delivered
up, and denied him in the presence

28. And though having found
no cause of death, they desired

! The authorised version of iii. 20 reads * preached,” adopting the
same verb mpoxnpirreww a8 in xiii. 24, which is nowhere elso used in the
N. T. Itis fair to say, however, that the evidence is greatly in favour
of the reading *‘ mpoxexespiopévor ' in iii, 20,

? Cf. ii, 39: For the promise is unto you and to your children, and to
nll that are afar off, whomsoever the Lord God shall have called unto him.

* éfameardln is the reading of A, B, 0, D, N, &o. ; the reading given
is that of E, G, H, &ec.

* Rendered ‘‘ son ” in the authorised vers.

' Cf. Acts xvii. 30.



SPEECHES OF PETER AND PAUL COMPARED. 87

PAaurL v Acrs xiii.

(grioarro) Pilate that he should be
elain (dvapebijvar) ;

29. But when they finished all
the things written regarding him,
they took him down from the tree
and laid him in a sepulchre.

30. But God raised him from the
dead; (6 8¢ feds Fyewper alrdv éx
verp@w).

31. . . . who are now his wit-
nesses (pdprupes) . . .

32, And we declare unto you
tho promise made unto the fathers

(wpos Tols warépas),

33. That God has perfectly ful-
filled the same unto our children,
having raised up (dvacrioas) Jesus,
as it is written. . . .

34, 35, 36, 37. See above.

38. Be it known unto you, there-
fore, men (and) brethren (dvdpes
ddeAgpol), that through this man is
proclaimed unto you remission of
#ins (dpeais dpapriav).

39. And from all things from
which ye could not be justified in
the law of Moses, every one who
believes in this man is justified ;

40. Beware, therefore, lest that

PETER 1N AcTs ii. and iii.

of Pilate when he decided to release
him;

(ii. 23. This (man) delivered by
the determinate counsel and fore-
knowledge of (God, by the hand of
lawless (men) crucifying (him) ye
slew (dvelhare).) !

iii, 14, But ye denied the holy
and just one, and desired (jrijcacfe)
a murderer to be granted to you,

15. And killed the Prince of life
whom God raised from the dead (8
6 Beds ffyewpev éx vexpav), whose wit -
nesses (pdprupes) we are.

ili. 25. Yo are the sons of the
prophets and of the covenant made
unto your fathers (mpds rods marépas
I:'F-&IF) myins oo

26. Unto you first God, having
raised up (dvacriras) his servant
(maida) Jesus, sent him to bless
you, &c.

ii. 31, 27, 29, 32. Seeo above.

ii. 37. Men (and) Brethren (d»3pes
d3elgpol).

38. . . . Repent and be baptized
every one of you in the name of
Jesus Christ, for remission of your
sing (dpeow Tdv dpapridw vpdv), &c.

iii. 22. Moses indeed said?: A
prophet shall the Lord your God
raise up unto you from among your
brethren, like unto me; him shall
ye hear in all things whatsoever he
shall say unto you.

23. And it shall be that every

! This verb dvaipeiv is used twice in Luke, only thrice in the rest of the
N. T., but nineteen times in Acts, and it is freely put into the mouths of
Peter, Paul, Stephen, and Gamaliel, as well as used in the narrative

portions.

* This reference is also put into the mouth of Stephen, Acts vii. 37,
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PavuL 1¥ AcTs xiii.

come upon you which is spoken of
in the prophets;

41 Behold yo despisers, and won-
der and perish.

PETER IN AcTs ii. and iii,
soul which will not hear that pro-
phet shall be destroyed from among
tho people.

24. And all the prophets also
from Samuel and from those that

follow after, as many as spake, also
foretold these days.

Paul's address likewise bears close analogy with the
specch of Stephen, vii. 2 ff., commencing with a historical
survey of the earlier traditions of the people of Israel, and
leading up to the same accusation that, as their fathers
disregarded the prophets, so they had persecuted and
slain the Christ. The whole treatment of the subject
betrays the work of the samec mind in both discourses.
Bleek, who admits the similarity between these and other
speeches in Acts, argues that: “it docs not absolutely
follow from this that these specches are composed by one
and the same person, and are altogether unhistorical ;”
for it is natural, he thinks, that in the apostolical circle,
and in the first Christian Church, there should have ex-
isted a certain uniform type in the application of messianic
passages of the Old Testament, and in quotations generally,
to which different teachers might conform without being
dependent on each other.! He thinks also that, along with
the close analogy, there is also much which is character-
istic in the different speeches. Not only is this typical
system of quotation, however, a mere conjecture to
explain an actual difficulty, but it is totally inadequate to
account for the phenomena. If we suppose, for instance,
that Paul had adopted the totally unhistorical application
of the sixteenth P’salm to the Messiah, is it not a very
extraordinary thing that in all the arguments in his

! Bleck, Einl, N. T., p. 346 ; Trip, Paulus, p. 195.
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Epistles, he does not once refer to it? Even if this be
waived, and it be assumed that he had adopted this in-
terpretation of the Isalm, it will scarcely be asserted
that Paul, whose independence and originality of mind
arc so undeniable, and whose intercourse with the apos-
tolical circle at any time, and most certainly up to the
period when this speech was delivered, was very limited,!
could so completely have caught the style and copied the
manner of Peter that, on an important occasion like this,
his address should be a mere reproduction of Peter’s two
speeches delivered so long before, and when Paul cer-
tainly was not present. The similarity of these discourses
does not consist in the mere application of the same
Psalm, but the whole argument, on each occasion, is re-
peated with merely sufficient transposition of its various
parts to give a superficial appearance of variety. Words
and expressions, rare or unknown clsewhere, are found in
both, and the characteristic differences which Bleek finds
exist only in his own apologetic imagination. Let it
be remembered that the form of the speeches and the
language are generally ascribed to the Author of the
Acts. Can any uuprejudiced critic deny that the idcas
in the speeches we are considering are also substan-
tially the same? Is there any appreciable trace of the
originality of Paul in his discourses ? There is no ground
whatever, apart from the antecedent belief that the vari-
ous speeches were actually delivered by the men to
whom they are ascribed, for asserting that we have here
the independent utterances of Peter and Paul. It is in-
ternal cvidence alone, and no avowal on the part of the
author, which leads to the conclusion that the form of the
speeches is the author’s, and there is no internal evidence

! Of. Gal, i. 11 £, ii. 6.
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which requires us to stop at the mere form, and not
cqually ascribe the substance to the same source. The
speeches in the Acts, generally, have altogether the cha-
racter of being the composition of one mind endeavour-
ing to impart variety of thought and expression to vari-
ous speakers, but failing signally from poverty of inven-
tion on the one hand, and fraqm the purpose of instituting
a close parallel in views, as well as actions, between the
two representative Apostles.

Further to illustrate this, let us take another speech of
Peter which he delivers on the occasion of the conversion
of Cornelius, and it will be apparent that it also contains

all the elements, so far as it goes, of Paul’s discourse.

PETER IN ACTS x.

35. But in every nation he that
fears him (6 gpoBotuevos) . . . is ac-
ceptable to him—

36. The word (rév Aéyor) which
he (God) sent (dréoreder) unto the
sons(viois)of Israel, preaching peace
by Jesus Christ ;2 he is Lord of all.

37. Ye know the word spoken
throughout all Judwa, beginning
from Galilee, after the baptism
(Bdmriopa) which John preached,

38. Concerning Jesus of Naza-
roth, how God anocinted him with
the Holy Spirit and power; who
went about doing good, and heal-
ing all that were oppressed by the
devil, for God was with him.

39. And we are witnesses (udprv-
pes) of all things which he did both
in the land of the Jews and in
Jerusalem ; whom also they slew
(dveihay), hanging him upon a tree
(é9hov).

! Hee p. 86, note 3.

PavL 1IN Acts xiii.

26. Sons (vioi) of the race of
Abraham, and those among you
who fear God (ol poBolpevot), to you
was the word (4 Adyos) of this sal-
vation sent (amreordhp).!

24, When John first proclaimed
before his coming the baptism
(Bdnriopa) of repentance to all the
people of Israel.

25. And as John was fulfilling
his course, he said: Whom think
yethat lam? I am not he; but
behold there comes one after me
the shoes of whose feet I am not

worthy to loose.
27. For they that dwell in Jeru-
salem and their rulers . ... 28,

Though having found no cause of
death, desired Pilate that he should
be slain (dvaipebijrar) ; 29. But when
they had finished all the things
written regarding him they took
him down from the tree ({UAov). . .

* Cf. xiii. 23,
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PETER IN ACTS x. ! PavL v Acrs xiii.

40. Him God raised (& feds fye~ | 30 But God raised (6 feds Fyeipev)
pev) the third day, and gave him to ' him from the dead (éx vexpav) ;
become manifest ;

41. Not to all the people, but to 31. And he appeared for many
witnesses (pdprvow) chosen before | days to those who came up with
by God, even to us who did eat and | him from QGalilee to Jerusalem,
drink with him after he rose from | who are now his witnesses (udprupes)
the dead (éx vexpar). unto the people.

42. And he commanded (mapiy- xvii. 30. . . but now commands
yedev) us to preach unto the people | (mrapayyéMie) all men everywhere
and to testify that it is he who has | to repent; 31. Because he fixed a
beenappointed (6 &piepévos)’ by God | day in the which he is about to
judge (xpiris) of quick and dead. judge(xpivew)the worldin righteous-
ness by the man whom he appointed
(&pioev),) having given assurance
to all by having raised him up from
the dead. =

43. To him bear all the prophets xiii, 27, . . . not knowing the
witness that through his name all | voices of the prophets which are
who believe in him shall receive | read every Sabbath day. . . 38. Be
remission of &ins (d¢eow dpapridv). | it known to you, therafore, astcati
that through this man is proclau:ned
unto you remission of sins (dpecis

dpapridov).

Again, to take an example from another speaker, we
find James represented as using an expression which had
just before been put into the mouth of Paul, and it is not
one in the least degree likely to occur independently to
each. The two passages are as follows :—

James 1IN AcTs xv. 21.
Moses . . . . being read in the
synagogues overy Sabbath day.
(rara way odSBarov dvaywvoaxdpevos.)

PAvL IN xiil. 27.
. the prophets being read every
I Sabbath day.

(xara way odBBarov dvayweaxopévas.)

The fundamental similarity between these different
speeches cannot possibly be denied;? and it cannot be

1 Except by the author of Luke (xxii. 22) and Acts, the verb dpifew is
only twice used in the N, T. In Acts it is twice put into the mouth of
Peter (ii. 23, x. 42) and twice into that of Paul (xvii. 26, 31), as well as
used in narrative (xi. 29).

? Baur, Paulus, i, p, 115 ff.; K. G. i. p. 127; Br. Bauer, Apg.,
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reasonably explained in any other way than by the fact
that they were composed by the author himself, who had
the earlier specches of Peter still in his memory when he
wrote those of Paul,! and who, in short, had not sufficient
dramatic power to create altogether distinct characters,
but simply made his different personages use his own
vocabulary to express hig own somewhat limited range of
ideas.  Setting his special design aside, his inventive
y 3 1tte H . . ) - .
faculty only permitted him to represent Peter speaking
like Paul, and Paul like Peter.

It is argued by some, however, that in the specches of
Peter, for instance, there are peculiarities of language and
expression which show analogy with the first Epistle
bearing his name in the New Testament Canon,? and, on
the other hand, traces of translation in some of them
which indicate that these speeches were delivered origi-
nally in Aramaic, and that we have only a version of
them by the Author of the Acts, or by some one from
whom he derived them.® As regards the first of these
suppositions, a few phrases only have been pointed out,
but they are of no force under any circumstances, and
the whole theory is quite groundless.* We do not con-
p. 718 f.; Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 230 ff. ; Mayerhoff, Einl. petr. Schr.,
e 225 ff. ; Schneckenburger, Apg., p. 130 £.; Schrader, Der Ap. Iaulus,
v. p. 340; De Wette, Apg., p. liii.; Einl. N, T., p. 250; Zeller, Apg.,
p. 301 f£., 497 £.

V Zeller, Apg., p. 405 f.

2 Alford, Greek Tost., ii. Proleg., p. 10 ; Kbrard, Wiss. Kr. ev. Gesch.,
p. 683 f.; Lange, Das apost. Zeit., i. p. 108; Riehm, De Fontibus Act,
Apost., 1821, p. 126 ff., 143 ff.; Seyler, Stud. u. Krit., 1832, p. 53 fT.;
Tholuck, Stud, u. Krit., 1839, p. 306 ; TVeiss, Der petr. Lehrbegriff, 1855,
p. 5 f., p. 144 fi. CFf. Kiiller, Stud. u. Krit., 1873, p. 492 ff., 535 f.

3 DBleck, Einl. p. 348 f.; Meyer, Apg., p. 73.

4 Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 237 f.; Mayerhoff, Einl. petr. Schr.,

p- 220 fi.; Overbeck, zu de Wette’s Apg., p. liv. f. ; e WWette, Einl. N. T.,
p. 251; Zeller, Apg., p. 496 fi. Cf Kiiller, Stud. u. Krit., p. 1873,
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sider it worth while to enter upon the discussion, and
those who desire to do so are referred to the works just
indicated. There are two potent rcasons which render
such an argument of no force, even if the supposed analo-
gies were in themselves both numerous and striking,
which actually they are not. The authenticity of the
Epistles bearing the name of Peter is not only not estab-
lished, but is by very many eminent critics absolutely
denied ; and there is no certainty whatever that any of
the speeches of Pcter were delivered in Greek, and the
probability is that most, if not all, of that Apostle’s
genuine discourses must have been spoken in Aramaic.
It is in fact asserted by apologists that part or all of
the speeches ascribed to him in the Acts must have been
originally Aramaic, although opinion may differ as to the
language in which some of them were spoken. Whether
they were delivered in Aramaic, or whether there be
uncertainty on the point, any conclusion from linguistic
analogies with the Epistles is obviously excluded. One
thing is quite undeniable: the supposed analogies are few,
and the peculiarities distinguishing the Author of Acts in
these speeches arc extremely numerous and general.
Even so thorough an apologist as Tholuck candidly ac-
knowledges that the attempt to prove the authenticity of
the speeches from linguistic analogies is hopeless. He
says: ‘ Nevertheless, a comparison of the language of
the Apostles in their Epistles and in these speeches must
in many respects be less admissible than that of the
character and Listorical circumstances, for indeed if the
language and their peculiaritics be compared, it must
first be established that all the reported speeches were
delivered in the Greek language, which is improbable,
and of one of which (xxii. 1, 2) the contrary is expressly
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stated. Willingly admitting that upon this point differ-
ence of opinion is allowable, we express as the view
which we have hitherto held that, from ch. xx. onwards,
the speeches delivered by Paul are reported more in the
language of Luke than in that of Paul.”! This applies
with double force to Peter,® whose speeches there is still
greater reason to believe were delivered in Aramaic, and
there is difference of opinion amongst the critics we have
referred to even as to whether these speeches were trans-
lated by the Author of the Acts, or were already before
him in a translated form, and were subsequently re-edited
by him. We have already shown cause for believing that
the whole discussion is groundless, from the fact that the
speeches in Acts were simply composed by the author
himself, and are not in any sense historical, and this we
shall hereafter further illustrate.

I. may be worth while to consider briefly the argu-
ments advanced for the theory that some of the speeches
show marks of translation. It is asserted that the speech
of Peter at Pentccost, ii. 14 ff., was delivered in Ara-
maic.® Of course it will be understood that we might

! Stud. u. Krit., 1839, p. 306.

* Kihler, after a very exhaustive analysis of the speeches of Peter in
Acts, says: ‘‘ Finally, a possible misunderstanding must be removed.
The analogy of the speeches with 1 Peter, and even 2 Peter, is repeatedly
referred to; this is not done in the sense that the proof of a Petrine
Greek in these speeches could be attempted. If these be regarded at all
as true reproductions of historical originals, they were at all events
delivered in Aramaic; only in the case of the speech at Cmsarea an
exception would perhaps have to be made. Thus, in any case, our text
is based upon a translation, which one could not well trace back to the
Apostle himself. But only in that case could the proof referred to have
any weight.” Stud. u. Krit., 1873, p. 533.

3 Bleek, Einl. N. T., p. 348; Ebrard, zu Olshausen, Apostelgesch.,
p. 59 f., cf. Wiss. Kr. ev. Gesch., p. 684 ; Meyer, Die Apostelgesch.,
P 73; IWeiss, Die petr. Lehrb., p. 205, anm. 3. Ebrard, in his note to
Olshausen, considers that the author had the speech already in a trans-
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be quite prepared to agree to this statement as applied to
a speech actually delivered by Peter; but the assertion,
so far as the speeches in Acts are concerned, is based
upon what we believe to be the erroneous supposition
that they are genuine reports of discourses. On the
contrary, we maintain that these speeches are mere
compositions by the author of the work. The contention
is, however, that the speech attributed to Peter is the
translation of a speech originally delivered in Aramaic.
In ii. 24, Peter is represented as saying: *“ Whom God
raised up having loosed the pains of death (Aoas ras
@dwas Tob favdrov), because it is not possible that he
should be held (xpareiocfar) by it.” It is argued by Bleek
and others' that, as the context proves, the image
intended here was evidently the ‘ snares ” or * cords” of
death, a meaning which is not rendered by the Greek
word ddwes. The confusion is explained, they contend,
when it is supposed that, in his Aramaic speech, Peter
made use of a Hebrew expression, equally found in Ara-
maic, which means as well “ snares” or “ cords” as
“pains ” of death. The Greek translator, probably mis-
led by the Septuagint,? adopted the latter signification of
the Hebrew word in question, and rendered it &dives
“pains,” which is absolutely inappropriate, for, they
argue, it is very unnatural to say of one who had already
suffered death, like Christ, that he had been held prisoner
by the *‘ pains” of death, and loosed from them by the
resurrection. There is, however, very little unanimity

lated form, or an account of it, before him, but in his own work he
declares for its having been delivered in Greok.

! Bleek, Einl,, p. 348; Stud. u. Krit., 1836, p. 1038 f. Cf. Meyer,
Apg., p. 12 f.; Neander, Pflanzung, u. s. w., p. 22, anm. 1; Humphrey,
Acts, p. 20.

* Pa. xviL § (A. V. xviii. 5).
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amongst apologists about this passage. Ibrard' asserts
that @dives * pains” is the correct translation of the He-
brew expression, as in Ps. xviii. 5, and that the Hebrew
word used always expresses pains of birth, the plural of
the similar word for *“ cord ” or *“ snare ” being different.
Ebrard, therefore, contends that the Psalm (xviii. 5) does
not mean bonds or snares of death but literally ¢ birth-
pains of death,” by which the soul is freed from the
natural carthly existence as by a second birth to a glori-
fied spiritual life.  We need not enter further into the
discussion of the passage, but it is obvious that it is mere
assumption to assert, on the onc hand, that Peter made
usc of any specific expression, and, on the other, that
there was any error of translation on the part of the
author of Acts. But agreeing that the Hebrew is erro-
neously rendered,® the only pertinent question is: by
whom was the error in question committed ? and the
reply beyond any doubt is: by the nxx. who trans-
late the Hcbrew expression in this very way. It is
therefore inadmissible to assert from this phrase the ex-
istence of an Aramaic original of the speech, for the
phrase itsclf is nothing but a quotation from the Sep-
tuagint.®

The expression @dives favdrov occurs no less than
three times in that version: Ps. xvii. 5 (A. V. xviii.),
exiv, 3 (A. V. cxvi) and 2 Sam. xxii. 6; and in Job

! Ebrard, zu Olshausen, Apg., p. 63.

2 Bleek, Linl, p. 348; Stud. u. Krit.,, 1836, p. 1038 f.; Lekebusch,
Apg., p. 4 f.; Meyer, Apg., p. 12 f.; Neander, Planzung, u. s. w.,
p. 22, anm. 1; Overbeck, zu de Wette, Apg., p. 40; De Wetle, Apg.,
. 39 £.; Zelkr, Apg., p. 502 f. Cf. Delitzsch, Dio Psalmen, i. p. 182;
Ewald, Die Psalmen, p. 56 f.; Hengstenberg, Die Psalmen, i. p. 394 {.;
Hupfeld, Die Psalmen, i. p. 455; Gesenius, Lexicon, s, V.

3 Zeller, Die Apostelgesch., p. 502 f.; Lekebusch, Die Comp. u. Entst.
d. Apostelgeach., p. 404 f. Cf. Kdhler, Stud. u, Krit., 1873, p. 671,



SUPPOSED TRACES OF TRANSLATION IN SPEECHES. 97

xxxiIX. 2, we have Mew used with @dves : @divas 8¢ adrav
éwoas. When it is remembered that the author of Acts
always quotes the Septuagint version, even when it
departs from the sense of the Hebrew original, and in
all probability was only acquainted with the Old Testa-
ment through it, nothing is more natural than the use of
this expression taken from that version, hut with the
error already existing there, to ascribe it afresh aud
independently to the Author of Acts, upon no other
grounds than the assumption that Peter may have spoken
in Aramaic, and used an expression which the author
misunderstood or wrongly rendered, is not permissible.
Indeed, we have already pointed out that, in this very
speech, there are quotations of the Old Testament accord-
ing to the Lxx. put into the mouth of Peter, in which that
version does not accurately render the original.?

The next trace of translation advanced by Bleek? is
found in ii. 33,® where Peter speaks of Christ as exalted :
“1p 8ebid Tob Beov.” There can be no doubt, Bleek
argues, that there is here a reference to Psalm cx. 1, and
that the apostle intends to speak of Christ’s elevation
“ to the right (hand) of God ;" whereas the Greek ex-
pression rather conveys the interpretation : “ by the right
(hand) of God.” 'This expression certainly comes, he .
asserts, from a not altogether suitable translation of the
Hebrew. To this on the other hand, much may be
objected. ~ Winer,* followed by others, defends the
construction, and affirms that the passage may without

' Acts i, 16 ., 26, 27.

? Biol. N. T., p. 348; Stud. u. Krit., 1836, p. 1038; De ITette, Apg.,
p. 42; WWeiss, Petr. Lehrb., p. 205.

3 Cf. Acts v. 31.

4 Grammat. N. T. Sprachid., 1867, § 31, 6, p. 201.

VOL. IIIL n
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hesitation, be translated “ fo the right (hand) of God.”! In
which case there is no error at all, and the argument falls
to the ground. If it be taken, however, either that the
rendering should be or was intended to be “ by the right
(hand) of God " ? z.e., by the power of God, that would
not involve the necessity of admitting an Aramaic
original,® because there is no error at all, and the argu-
ment simply is, that being cxalted by the right hand of
God, Jesus had poured forth the Holy Spirit ; and in the
next verse the passage in I’s. ¢x. 1 (Sept. cix.) is accu-
rately quoted from the Septuagint version : ““ Sit thou on
my right (hand) ” (ék 8e&iaw pov). In fact, after giving
an account of the crucifixion, death, and resurrection of
Jesus, the speaker ascribes his subscequent exaltation to
the power of God.*

We have scen that at least the form of the speeches
in Acts is undoubtedly due to the author of the book,
and that he has not been able to make the speeches of
the different personages in his drama differ materially
from cach other. We shall hereafter have occasion to
cxamine further the contents of some of these speeches,
and the circumstances under which it is alleged that they
were spoken, and to inquire whether these do not confirm

Y Tiner, 1. e.; Lekebusch, Apostelgesch., p. 405 ; Killer, Stud. u. Kr.,
1873, p. 511 f.; Wordsworth, Groeck Test., Acts, p. 49; Hackett, Acts,
p- 51; Olshausen, Apg., p. 66 ; Fritzsche, Conject., i. p. 42.

2 Meyer, Apg., p. 77 £.; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 42; Leckler, Das
ap. . nachap. Zeit., p. 21, anm. 1; Zeller, Apg., p. 502, anm. 2; Dengel,
Gunom. N. T., p. 511 ; Alfurd, Greek Test., ii. p. 26. ¢ By ” is adopted
by the Vulgate, Syriac, Arabic, and English (authorised) versions,

3 Lekebusch, Apg., p. 405 ; Meyer, Apg., p. 71 f.; Overbeck, zu de W.
Apg., p. 42; Zeller, Apg., p. 502 f., anm. 2; Alford, Groek Test., ii. p.
26. Cf. Kiihler, 8tud. u. Krit., 1873, p. 511 f.

4 The expression rjj 8¢fid is used in this sense in the Sept. version
of Isaiah Ixiii. 12; of. Acts v. 31. The “right hand of God,” as sym-
bolising his power, is constantly employed in the Old Testament,
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the conclusion hitherto arrived at, that they are not
historical, but merely the free composition of the Author
of Acts, and ncver delivered at all. Before passing
on, however, it may be well to glance for a moment at
one of these speeches, to which we may not have another
opportunity of referring, in order that we may see whether
it presents any traces of inauthenticity and of merely
ideal composition.

In the first chapter an account is given of a meeting of
the brethren in order to elect a successor to the traitor
Judas. Peter addresses the assembly, i. 16 ff,, and it
may be well to quote the opening portion of his speech :
16. “Men (and) brethren, this scripture must neceds have
been fulfilled, which the Holy Spirit by the month of
David spake before concerning Judas, who became guide
to them that took Jesus, 17. because he was num-
bered with us and obtained the lot of this ministry. 18,
Now (uév otv) this man purchased a field with the wages
of the iniquity (éx pobfod s adikias), and falling
headlong he burst asunder in the midst, and all hisbowels
gushed out ; 19. and (xat) it became known ! unto all the
dwellers at Jerusalem, so that that field was. called in
their own tongue () idig diakéxrew) Acheldamach, thatis:
field of blood. 20. For (yap) it is written in the book
of Psalms: ‘Let his habitation be desolate, and let no
man dwell therein,’ and  his office let another take,’”
&c., &e. Now let it be remembered that Peter is
supposed to be addressing an audience of Jews in
Jerusalem, in the Hebrew or Aramaic language, a few

! The peculiar and favourite expression, yvweriv éyévero (or forw) Huiv
which only occurs in Acts, is placed in the mouth of Peter, Paul, and
others, and itself betrays the hand of the author. Cf ii 14, iv, 10, ix.

42, xiii. 38, xix, 17, xxviil, 22, 28,
nm2
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wecks after the crucifixion. Isit possible, therefore, that
he should give such an account as that in vs. 18, 19, of
the end of Judas, which he himself, indeed, says was
known to all the dwellers at Jerusalem? Is it possible
that, speaking in Aramaic to Jews, probably in most
part living at and near Jerusalem, he could have spoken
of the ficld being so called by the people of Jerusalem
“in their own tongue?” Is it possible that he should,
to such an audience, have translated the word Achelda-
mach? The answer of most unprejudiced critics is that
Peter could not have done so.!  As de Wette remarks :
“In the composition of this speech the author has not
considered historical decorum.”?  This is felt by most
apologists; and many ingenious theorics are advanced to
explain away the difliculty.  Some affirm that verses 18
and 19 arc inserted as a parenthesis by the Author of the
Acts,® whilst a larger number contend that only v. 19
is parenthetic* A very cursory examination of the
passage, however, is sufficient to show that the verses
cannot be separated. Verse 18 is connected with the
preceding by the pév odv, 19 with 18 by kat, and verse
20 refers to 16, as indeed it also does to 17 and 18, with-
out which the passage from the Psalm, as applied to
Judas, would be unintelligible.  Most critics, therefore,

' Credner, Einl,, i. p. 283 ; Davidson, Int. N. T\, ii. p. 226 f. ; Gfrirer,
Die heil. Sage, i. p. 384 ff.; Holfzmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., viii.
p- 333 £.; Mayerhoff, Einl. petr. Schr., p. 225 f.; Overbeck, zu do Wette's
Apg., p. 12 ff.; Schrader, Der Ap. Paulus, v. p. 310; Schwegler, Das
nachap. Z., ii. p. 97, anm. 1; De WWelte, Einl,, p. 250; Apg., p. 12;
Zeller, Apg., p. 79 ff.

2 Apostelg., p. 12.

3 Beden, Comm. Act. Apost., p. 35 f.; Iluckeit, Acts, p. 9 f.; Ifum-
phrey, Acts, p. 9 f.; Schleiermacher, Einl., p. 372. Cf. Robinson,
Acts, p. 5.

* Ebrard, su Olshausen, Apg., p. 39; Kuinoe, Comm. N. T., iv.
p- 18,
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are agreed that none of the verses can be considered
parenthetic.!  Some apologists, however, who feel that
neither of the obnoxious verses can be thus explained,
endeavour to overcome the difficulty by asserting that
the words: “in their own tongue” (mp dig Swakékre)
and: “that is: the field of blood ” (rov7’ éorw ywplov
aiparos) in verse 19, are merely explanatory and inserted
by the Author of Acts.? It is unnccessary to say that
this explanation is purely arbitrary, and that there is no
ground, except the difficulty itself, upon which their
exclusion from the specch can be based. In the cases to
which we have hitherto referred, the impossibility of
supposing that Peter could have spoken in this way has
led writers to lay the responsibility of unacknowledged
interpolations in the speech of the Apostle upon the
Author of Acts, thus at once rclieving Peter. There
are some apologists, however, who .do not resort to this
expedient, but attempt to meet the difficulty in other
ways, while accepting the whole as a speech of Peter.
According to one theory, those who object that DPeter
could not have thus related the death of Judas to people
who must already have been well acquainted with the
circumstances have totally overlooked the fact, that a
peculiar view of what has occurred 1s taken in the narra-
tive, and that this peculiar view is the principal point of
it. According to the statement made, Judas met his
miscrable end in the very field which he had bought with

! Alford, Greek Test., ii. p. 8 . ; Baumgarten, Apg., i. p. 31 £.; David-
son, Int, N. T., ii. p. 226 f.; Gfrorer, Die heil. Sage, i. p. 384 ff.; Muyer-
hoff, Einl, petr. Schr., p. 225 f.; Meyer, Apg., p. 38 f.; Overbeck, zu de
W. Apg., p. 12 f.; Stier, Die Reden der Apostel, 2te Aufl, i. p.8; De
Wette, Apg., p. 121' Zeller, Apg., p. 19 f.

2 Alford, GraekTest ii, p. 9 f.; Bengel, Gnom. N, T., p. 603 Meyer,
Apg., p. 39; Stier, Die Reden der Apouf.ol s e 8
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the price of blood. It is this circumstance, it appears,
which Peter brings prominently forward and represents
as a manifest and tangible dispensation of Divine justice.’
Unfortunately, however, this is ciearly an imaginary
moral attached to the narrative by the apologist, and is
not the object of the supposed speaker, who rather desires
to justify the forced application to Judas of the quofations
in verse 20, which are directly connected with the pre-
ceding by yap.  Morcover, no explanation is here offered
of the extraordinary expressions in verse 19 addressed to
citizens of Jerusalem by a Jew in their own tongue.
Another explanation, which includes these points, is still
more striking.  With regard to the improbability of
Peter’s relating, in such a way, the death of Judas, it is
argued that, according to the Evangelists, the disciples,
some eight days after the resurrection, went from Jeru-
salem back to Galilee, and only returned, carlier than
usual, before Pentecost to await the fulfilment of the
promise of Jesus. Peter and his companious, therefore,
it is argued, only after their return became acquainted
with the fate of Judas, which had taken place during
their absence, and the matter was, therefore, quite new
to them ; Dbesides, it is added, a speaker is often obliged on
account of some connection with his subject to relate facts
already known.? It is true that some of the Evangeclists
represent this return to Galilee® as having taken place,
but the author of the third Gospel and the Acts not only

! Baumgarten, Dio Apostelgesch., 18539, p. 31 f.

2 Lange, Dns Apost. Zeitalter, i. 85, ii. p. 16.

3 Mt. xxviii. 10, 16 Mk. xvi, 7; John xxi. 1. Dr. Farrar, somewhat
pertinently, asks: ** Why did they (the disciples) not go to Galilee imme-
diately on receiving our Lord's message? Tho circumstance is unex-
plained. . . Perhaps the entire message of Jesus to them is not recordod ;

perhaps they awaited the end of the feast.” Life of Christ, ii. p. 441,
noto 1.
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does mnot do so but excludes it.! In the third Gospel
(xxiv. 49), Jesus commands the disciples to remain in
Jerusalem until they are endued with power from on high,
and then, after blessing them, he is parted from them,
and they return from Bethany to Jerusalem.? In Acts,
the author again takes up the theme, and whilst evidently
giving later traditions regarding the appearances after the
resurrcction, he adheres to his version of the story re-
garding the command to stay in Jerusalem. In i 4, he
he says: “ And being assembled together with them he
commanded them not to depart from Jerusalem, but to
wait for the promise of the Father,” etc.; and here again,
verse 12, the disciples are represented, just before
Peter’s speech is supposed to have been delivered, as re-
turning from the Mount of Olives to Jerusalen,
The Author of Acts and of the third Synoptic, there-
fore, gives no countenance to this theory. Besides,
setting all this aside, the apologetic hypothesis we are
discussing 18 quite excluded upon other grounds. If we
supposc that the disciples did go into Galilee for a time,
we find them again in Jerusalem at the election of the
successor to Judas, and there is no ground for believing
that they had only just returncd. The Acts not ouly
allow of no interval at all for the journey to Galilec
between 1. 12-14and 15 ff., but by the simple statement

! Tn Luke xxiv. 49 the Cod. Alex. reads év rjj moher ‘Iepovaainu, with
Cod. C ** T, H, K, M, and a number of others of lessnote. The other
older Codices omit ‘Iepovaainu, but there is no difference of opinion that
the * city " is Jerusalem.

? Wo shall hereafter have to go more fully into this, and shall not
discuss it here. The third Gospel really represents the Ascension as
taking place on tho day of the Resurrection ; and Acts, whilst giving later
tradition, and making the Ascension occur forty days after, does not
amend, but confirms the previously enunciated view that the disciples
had been ordered to stay in Jerusalem.
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with which our episode commences, v. 15: “ And in
these days ” (xai év rats Huépais Tavrass), Peter conveys
anything but the impression of any very recent return
to Jerusalem. If the Apostles had been cven a few days
there, the incongruity of the speech would remain undimi-
nished; for the 120 brethren who are said to have been
present must chiefly have been residents in Jerusalem,
and cannot be supposed also to have been absent, and, in
any case, events which are stated to have been so well
known to all the dwellers in Jerusalem, must have been
well known to the whole of the small Christian commu-
nity, whose interest in the matter was so specially great.
Moreover, according to the first Synoptic, as soon as
Judas sees that Jesus is condemned, he brings the money
back to the chicf priests, casts it down and goes and
hangs himself, xxvii. 3 ff. This is related even before
the final condemnation of Jesus to death and before his
crucifixion, and the reader is led to believe that Judas at
once put an_ end to himself, so that the disciples who ar¢
represented as being still in Jerusalem for at least eight
days after the resurrection must have been there at the
time. With regard to the singular expressions in verse
19, this theory goes on to suppose that out of considera-
tion for Greek fellow-believers Peter had probably already
begun to speak in the Greek tongue, and when he desig-
nates the language of the dwellers in Jerusalem as * their
own dialect,” he does not thereby mean Hebrew in itself,
but their own expression, the peculiar confession of the
opposite party which admitted the cruel treachery to-
wards Jesus, in that they named the piece of ground
Hakel Damah.! Here, again, what assumptions! Most
critics recognize that Peter must have spoken in Ara-

! Lange, Das apost. Zeit., i. p. 85 f., ii. 16.
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maic, and even if he did not, mj dig Sakéxre! cannot
mean anything but the language of ““all the dwellers at
Jerusalem.” - In a speech at Jerusalem delivered i any
language, to an audience consisting at least in consider-
able part of inhabitants of the place, and certainly almost
entirely of persons whose native tongue was Aramaic, to
tell them that the inhabitants called a certain ficld *“in
their own tongue” Acheldamach, giving them at the
same time a translation of the word, is inconceivable to
most critics, even including apologists, as we have already
stated.

There is another point which indicates not only that
this theory is inadequate to solve the difficulty, but that
the speech could not have been delivered by Peter a few
weeks after the occurences related. It is stated that the
circumstances narrated were so well known to the inhabi-
tants of Jerusalem, that the ficld was called in their own
tongue Acheldamach. The origin of this name is not
ascribed to the priests or rulers, but to the people, and it
is not to be supposed that a popular name could have be-
come attached to this field, and so generally adopted as
the text represents, within the very short time which
could have clapsed between the death of Judas and the
delivery of this specch. Be it remembered that from the
time of the crucifixion to Pentecost the interval was in
all only about seven weeks, and that this speech was
made some time before Pentecost, how long we cannot
tell, but in any case, the interval was much too brief to
permit of the popular adoption of the name.? The whole
passage has much more the character of a narrative of

! 8uikexros is used six times in Acts, and nowhers else in the New
Testament; v 13ig duakéxre occurs thrice, i. 19, ii, 6, 8 ; and i} "ESpaid:
duakéxrg thrice, xxi. 40, xxii. 2, xxvi. 14.

. * Eichhorn, Binl. N. T., ii. p. 36 f.
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events which had occurred at a time long past, than of
circumstances which had taken place a few days before.
The obvious conclusion is that this speech was never
spoken by Peter, but is a much later composition put
into his mouth,! and written for Greck readers, who re-
quired to be told about Judas, and for whose benefit the
Hebrew name of the ficld, inserted for local colouring,
had to be translated. This 1s confirmed by several cir-
cumstances, to which we may refer. We shall not dwell
much upon the fact that Peter is represented as applying
to Judas two passages quoted from the Septuagint ver-
sion of I’s. Ixix. 25 (Sept. Ixviii.) and Ps. cix. (Sept. cviii.)
which, historically, cannot for a moment be sustained as
referring to him.2 The first of these Psalms is quoted
freelv, and moreover the denunciations in the original
being against a plurality of enemies, it can only be made
applicable to Judas by altering the plural * their” (atrav)
to ** his habitation ” (éravhis adrov), a considerable liberty
to take with prophecy. The Holy Ghost is said to have

! Eichhorn, Einl,, ii. p. 36 f.; G/frirer, Die heil. Sage, i. p. 384 ff.;
Iloltzmunn, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., viii. p. 338; Mayerhoff, Einl. petr.
Schr., p. 225 f.; Scluvegler, Das nachap. Zeit., ii. p. 97, anm. 1; Zeller,
Apg., p. 79 i

? Duvidson, Int. O. T., ii. p. 302; Int. N. T, ii. p. 227; Fwald, Die
Psalmen, p. 292 ft.; Iit:iy, Die Psalmen, 18G4, ii. 1. p. 93 ff.; ii. 2.
1865, p. 314; Hupfeld, Die Psalmen, ed. Riehm, 1870, iii. p. 260 f. ;
iv., 1871, p. 172 . ; Kamphausen in Bunsen’s Bibelw. iii. p. 138 f. 217 f.;
Kuenen, Hist, krit. Onderzoek, O. V., 1863, iii. p. 299; De Profeten,
p. 237 1., 252 {. ; J. Olshausen, Die P’salmen, 1853, p. 297 ff., 417 fi.;
Rosenmiiller, Scholia in V. T., Psalmi, 1823, iii. p. 1203, 1646 ff. ; De 1l'cite,
Apg., p. 12; Comm. iib. die Psalmen, p. 386 f., 466 ff. ; Four Friends,
The Psalms, p. 227, 232. Cf. G. Baur, Gesch. alttest. Weissagung, p.
416; Dleck, Einl. A. Test., p. 625; Delitzsch, Die Psalmen, i. p. 487 ;
Hengstenbery, Die Psalmen, iii, p. 240, iv. p. 209 ff.; Meyer, Apg., p. 40;
Olshausen, Apg., p. 39 f.; Stier, Die Reden der Apost.,i. p. 4. It is
scarcely maintained by any reasonable critic that the supposed prophecies
had immediate or direct bearing upon Judas. They can only be applied
to him secondarily, and by forcing the historical scnse.
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spoken this prophecy “concerning Judas” “ by the mouth
of David,” but modern research has led critics to hold it
as most probable that neither DIs. Ixix.! nor DPs. cix.?
was composed by David at all.  As we know nothing
of Peter’s usual system of exegesis, however, very little
weight as evidence can be attached to this.  On the other
hand, it is clear that a considerable time mmust have
clapsed before these two passages from the Psalms could
have become applied to the death of Judas?

The account which is given cf the fate of Judas is con-
tradictory to that given in the first Synoptic and cannot
be reconciled with it, but follows a different tradition.*
According to the first Synoptic (xxvii. 3 ff), Judas brings
back the thirty pieces of silver, casts them down in the
Temple, and then goesand hangs himself. The chief priests
take the money and buy with it the Potter’s field, which
is not said to have had any other connection with Judas,
as a place for the burial of strangers. In the Acts, Judas
himself buys a field as a private possession, and instead

! Dacidson, Int. O, T., ii. p. 302; Delitzsch, Dic Psalmen, i. p. 483 F. ;
Ewald, Die I’salmen, p. 202 ; First, Gesch. bibl. Literatur, ii. 1870,
p. 130, anm. 4; Four Friewde, The Psalme, p. 227 ; Hitziy, Die Psalinen,
1864, ii. p. 93 fi; Mupfeld, Die Psalmen, iii. p. 259 f.; Kamphauscn,
in Dunsen’s Bibelw. iii. p. 138; Kuenen, 1list. kr. Onderzoek, iii. p. 204,
299; J. Olshausen, Die D’salmen, p. 208 ; Roscumiiller, Scholia in V. T.,
Pralmi, iii. p. 1295 £.; De elte, Einl. A. T., p. 362,

? Duvidson, Int. O. T., ii. p. 302; Kweld, Dio Psalmen, p. 298 f.;
Fiirst, Gesch. bibl. Lit., ii. p. 130, anm, 4; Four Friends, The I’salms,
p- 282; IHitzig, Dio Psalmen, ii. p. 312 f.; Hupfeld, Die DI’salmen, iv.
P. 175 ; Kuenen, Ilist. kr. Onderzoek, iii. p. 285; J. Olshausen, Die
Psalmen, p. 417; De IFelte, Einl. A, T., p. 362; Dic Psalmen, p. 466.
Cf. Delitzsch, Dio Psalmen, ii. p. 194,

¥ Gfrirer, Die heil. Sage, 1. p. 385.

4 Alford, Greck Test., ii. p. 8 f.; G/frirer, Die heil. Sage, i. p. 385 f. ;
Ioltzmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., iv. p. 287 ; viii. p. 335; Overbeck, zu do
W. Apg., p. 18; Schrader, Der Ap. Paulus, v. p. 510; De WWette, Apg.,
p- 13; Winer, Realworterb. 8. v. ¢ Blutacker,” i. p. 88; Zeller, Apg.,
p- 80 f.  Cf. Meyer, Apg., p. 38 f.
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of committing suicide by hanging, he is represented as
dying from a fall in this field, which is evidently regarded
as a special judgment upon him for his crime. The
apologetic attempts to rcconcile these two narratives,!
are truly lamentable. Beyond calling attention to this
amongst other phenomena presented in this speech, how-
ever, we have not further to do with the point at present.
We have already devoted too much space to Peter’s first
address, and we now pass on to more important topics.

! Baumgarten, Apg., 1. p. 31 f.; Ebrard, Wiss, Kr. ev. Gesch., p. 543 f.;
(Fuericke, Beitriige, p. 88 f.; Hackett, On Acts, p. 32; Humphrey, On
Acts, p. 10; Lunge, Das ap. Z., i. p. 85 f.; ii. p. 16 f.; TWordsworth,
Greek Test., Acts, p. 40 f. The usual apologetic mode of reconciling
tho contradictions regarding the manner of death is Ly supposing that

the ropo by which Judas hung himself, according to the Gospel, broke,
and, in his full, the occurrence ensued which is related in the Acts.



CHAPTER 1V.

THE HISTORICAL VALUE OF THE WORK, CONTINUED,
PRIMITIVE CHRISTIANITY,

WE now enter upon a portion of our examination of
the Acts which is so full of interest in itself that peculiar
care will be requisite to restrain ourselves within neces-
sary limits. Hitherto our attention has been mainly con-
fined to the internal phenomena presented by the docu-
ment before us, with comparatively little aid from external
testimony, and although the results of such criticism have
been of no equivocal character, the historical veracity of
the Acts has not yet been tested by direct comparison
with other sources of information. We now propose to
examine, as briefly as may be, some of the historical state-
ments in themselves, and by the light of information
derived from contemporary witnesses of unimpeachable
authority, and to confront them with well-established
facts in the annals of the first two centuries. This leads
us to the borders not only of one of the grcatest
controversies which has for half a century occupied theo-
logical criticism, but also of still more important questions
regarding the original character and systematic develop-
ment of Christianity itself. The latter we must here
resolutely pass almost unnoticed, and into the former we
shall only enter so far as is absolutely necessary to the
special object of our inquiry. The document before us
professes to give a narrative of the progress of the
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primitive Church from its first formation in the midst of
Mosaism, with strong Judaistic rules and prejudices, up
to that liberal universalism which freely admitted the
christian Gentile, upon equal terms, into communion with
the christian Jew. The question with which we are
concerned is strictly this: Is the account in the Acts
of the Apostles of the successive steps by which
Christianity emerged from Judaism, and, shaking off the
restrictions and obligations of the Mosaic law, admitted
the Gentiles to a full participation of its privileges
historically true? [s the representation which is made
of the conduct and teaching of the older Apostles on the
one hand, and of Paul en the other, and of their mutual
relations an accurate one?  Canthe Acts of the Apostles,
in short, be considered a sober and veracious history of
so important and interesting an cpoch of the christian
Church 2 This has been vehemently disputed or denied,
and the discussion, extending on every side into important
collateral issues, forms in itself a litcrature of voluminous
extent and profound interest.  Our path now lies through
this debatable land ; but although the controversy as to
the connection of Paul with the development of Christianity
and his relation to the Apostles of the Circumcision
cannot be altogether avoided, it only partially concerns
us. We are . freed from the necessity of advancing
any particular theory, and have here no further intcrest
in it than to inquire whether the narrative of the Acts
is historical or not. If; therefore, avoiding many im-
portant but unnccessary questions, and restricting our-
sclves to a straight course across the great controversy,
we seem to deal insufficiently with the general subject, it
must be remembered that the argument is merely in-
cidental to our inquiry, and that we not only do not
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pretend to exhaust it, but distinctly endeavour to reduce
our share in it to the smallest limits compatible with
our immediate object.

According to the narrative of the Acts of the Apostles,
the apostolic age presents a most edifying example of
concord and moderation. The emancipation of the Church
from Mosaic restrictions was effected without strife or
heart-burning, and the freedom of the Gospel, if not
attained without hesitation, was finally preclaimed with
singular largeness of mind and philosophic liberality.
The teaching of Paul differed in nothing from that of the
elder apostles.  The christian universalism, which so
many suppose to have specially characterized the great
Apostle of the Gentiles, was not only shared, but even
anticipated, by the elder Apostles. So far from opposing
the free admission of the Gentiles to the christian com-
munity, Peter declares himself to have been chosen of
God that by his voice they should hear the gospel,! pro-
claims that there is no distinction between Jew and
Gentile,2 and advocates the abrogation, in their case at
least, of the Mosaic law.® James, whatever his private
predilections may be, exhibits almost equal forbearance
and desire of conciliation. In fact, whatever anomalies
and contradictions may be discoverable, upon close
examination, beneath this smooth and brilliant surface,
the picture superficially presented is one of singular
harmony and peace. On the other hand, instead of that
sensitive independence and self-reliance of character
which has been ascribed to the Apostle Paul, we find him
represented in the Acts as submissive to the authority of
the “ Pillars ” of the church, ready to conform to their

! Acta xv. 7. * xv. 9. % Acta xv. 10,
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counscls and bow to their decrees, and as seizing every
opportunity of visiting Jerusalem, and coming in contact
with that stronghold of Judaism. Instead of the Apostle
of the Gentiles, preaching the abrogation of the law, and
more than suspected of leading the Jews to apostatize
from Moses,' we find a man even scrupulous in his obser-
vance of Mosaic customs, taking vows upon him, circum-
cising Timothy with his own hLand, and declaring at the
closc of his career, when a prisoner at Rome, that he
did nothing against the people or the customs of the
fathers.”? There is no trace of angry conmtroversy, of
jealous susceptibility, of dogmatic difference in the circle
of the apostles. The intercourse of Paul with the leaders
of the Judaistic party is of the most unbroken pleasant-
ness and amity. Of opposition to his ministry, or doubt
of his apostleship, whether on the part of the Three, or
of those who identified themselves with their teaching,
we have no hint. We must endeavour to ascertain
whether this is a true representation of the early develop-
ment of the Church, and of the momentous history of the
apostolic age.

In the epistles of Paul we have, at least to some extent,
the means of testing the accuracy of the statements of
the Acts with regard to him and the ecarly history of
the Church. The Epistles to the Galatians, to the
Corinthians (2), and to the Romans are generally admitted
to be genuine,* and can be freely used for this purpose.
To these we shall limit our attention, excluding other
epistles, whose authenticity is either questioned or
denied, but in doing so no material capable of really
affecting the result is set aside. For the same reason, we

! Acts xxi. 21. * Acts xxviii, 17,
3 In great part, at least.
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must reject any evidence to be derived from the so-called
Epistles of Peter and James, at least so far as they are
supposed to represent the opinions of Peter and James,
but here again it will be found that they do not materially
affect the points immediately before us. The veracity of
the Acts of the Apostles being the very point which is in
question, it is unnecessary to say that we have to subject
the narrative to examination, and by no means to assume
the correctness of any statements we find in it. At
the same time it must be our endeavour to collect from
this document such indications—and they will fre-
quently be valuable—of the true history of the occur-
rences related, as may be presented between the lines of
the text.

In the absence of fuller information, it must not be
forgotten that human nature in the first century of our era
was very much what it is in the nineteenth, and certain
facts being clearly established, it will not be difficult to
infer many details which cannot now be positively de-
monstrated. The Epistle to the Galatians, however, will
be our most invaluable guide. Dealing, as it does, with
some of the principal episodes of the Acts, we are enabled
by the words of the apostle Paul himself, which have all
the accent of truth and vehement earnestness, to control
the narrative of the unknown writer of that work. And
where this source fails, we have the unsuspected testimony
of his other epistles, and of later ecclesiastical history to
assist our inquiry.

The problem then which we have to consider is the
manner in which the primitive Church emerged from its
carliest form, as a Jewish institution with Mosaic restric-
tions and Israelitish exclusiveness, and finally opened

wide its doors to the uncircumcised Gentile, and assumed
YOL. III, 1
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the character of a universal religion. In order to under-
stand the nature of the case, and be able to estimate
aright the solution which is presepted by the narrative in
the Acts of the Apostles, it is necessary that we should
obtain a clear view of the actual characteristics of
Christianity at the period when that history begins. We
must endeavour to understand precisely what view the
Apostles had formed of their position in regard to
Judaism, and of the duty which devolved upon them of
propagating the Gospel. It is obvious that we cannot
rightly appreciate the amount of persuasion requisite to
transform the primitive Church from Jewish exclusive-
ness to Christian universality, without ascertaining the
probable amount of long rooted conviction and religious
prejudice or principle which had to be overcome before
that great change could be effected.

We shall not here enter upon any argument as to the
precise views which the Founder of Christianity may have
held as to his own person and work, nor shall we attempt
to sift the traditions of his life and teaching which have
been handed down to us, and to separate the genuine
spiritual nucleus from the grosser matter by which it
has been enveloped and obscured. We have much more
to do with the view which others took of the matter,
and, looking at the Gospels as representations of that
which was accepted as the orthodox view regarding the
teaching of Jesus, they are almost as useful for our pre-
sent purposc as if they had been more spiritual and
less popular expositions of his views. What the Master
was understood to teach is more important for the
history of the first century than what he actually
taught without being understood. Nothing is more
certain than the fact that Christianity, originally, was
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developed out of Judaism, and that its advent was
historically prepared by the course of the Mosaic
system, to which it was so closely related.! In its
first stages during the apostolic age, it had no higher
ambition than to be, and to be considered, the continua-
tion and the fulfilment of Judaism, its final and triumphant
phase. The substantial identity of primitive Christianity
with true Judaism was at first never called in question ;
it was considered a mere internal movement of Judaism,
its development and completion, but by no means its
mutilation. The idea of Christianity as a new religion
never entered the minds-of the Tiwelve or of the first
believers, nor, as we shall presently see, was it so
regarded by the Jews themselves. It was in fact,
originally, nothing more than a sect of Judaism, holding a
particular view of one point in the creed, and, for a very
long period, it was considered so by others, and was in no
way distinguished from the rest of Mosaism.? Even in
the Acts there are traces of this, Paul being called “a
ringleader of the sect (aipeatis) of the Nazarenes,” and
the Jews of Rome being represented as referring to
Christianity by this term.* Paul before the Council not

! Rothe Anfénge d. chr. Kirche, 1837, i. p, 326.

3 Bleek, Hebriierbr. i. 1. p. 56 ff., 60 f. ; Credner, Das N. T., 1847, ii.
p- 20 ff.; Gfrérer, K. G., i. p. 222 f., 238; Holtzmunn, in Bunsen’s
Bibelw., viii. p. 365 ff., 369; Milmuan, Hist. of Chr., i. p. 377 f., 380;
Nicolas, Etudes N. T., p. 237 f.; Renan, Vie do Jésus, xiiime éd.,
p- 47 f.; Les Apotres, p. 91 ff.; Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 19 ff., 40 f.;
Hist. Théol. Chr., i. p. 283 f.; Réville, Essais de critique religieuse,
1860, p. 18; Rothe, Anfiinge chr. Kirche, i. p. 142 ff.; Schliemann, Die
Clementinen, p. 371 ff. ; Schwegler, Das nachap. Z., i. p. 21, 91 fi., 99 fT.,
113 f.; Stup, Origines, p. 52 f., 56 f.; Zeller, Gosch. chr. Kirche,
1848, p. 5f. Cf. Lechler, Das ap. u. nachap. Zeit., p. 287 ff., 330 ff. ;
Lightfoot, The Epistles of St. Paul, Galatians, 4th ed., p. 302; Neander,
Pflanzung, p. 33 ff., 46 f.

4 Acts xxiv. 5.

¢ Acts xxviii. 22,
12
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only does not scruple to call himself “a Pharisce, the
son of a Pharisee,” but the Pharisecs take part with him
against the more unorthodox and hated sect of the
Sadducees.! For cighteen centuries disputes have fiercely
raged over the creed of Christendom, and the ingenuity
of countless divines has been exhausted in deducing mystic
dogmas from the primitive teaching, but if there be
one thing more remarkable than another in that teaching,
according to the Synoptics, it is its perfect simplicity.
Jesus did not appear with a ready-made theology, and
imposed no elaborate system of doctrine upon his
disciples. Throughout the prophetic period of Mosaism,
one hope had sustained the people of Isracl in all their
sufferings and reverses : that the fortunes of the nation
should finally be retrieved by a scion of the race of
David, under whose rule it should be restored to a future
of unexampled splendour and prosperity. The expecta-
tion of the Messiah, under frequently modified aspects,
had formed a living part in the religion of Israel.
Primitive Christianity, reviving and recasting this ancient
hope, was only distinguished from Judaism, with whose
worship it continued in all points united, by a single
doctrine, which did not in itself pass beyond the limits of
the national religion : the belief that Jesus of Nazareth
was the Christ, the promised Messiah. This was sub-
stantially the whole of its creed.? .

! Aots xxiii. 6 ff.

* Baur, Paulus, i, p. 49 f.; Bleek, Hebrierbr., i. 1. p. 36 f.; Creduer,
Das N. T., i. p. 2, 14 £, ii. p. 20 f£.; von Déllinger, Christ. u. Kirche,
p. 59; Gfrirer, K. GQ., i. p. 222; Hase, Das Leben Jesu, p. 153 f. ; Hem-
sen, Dor Apost. Paulus, 1830, p. 26, 35f.; Hilgenfeld, Zeitschr. wiss.
Theol., 1860, p. 108; Holsten, Zum Ev. des Paul. u. des Petrus, 1868,
p. 40 fi., 98, 236 f.; Holtzmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., viii. p. 364 ff. ;
Lechler, Das ap. u. nachap. Zeit., p. 18 f., 245; Milman, Hist. of Chr.,
i, p. 140 ff,, 377f., et passim; Neunder, Pflanzung, p. 2¢ f.; K. G.,
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The synoptic Gospels, and more especially the first,! are
clearly a history of Jesus as the Messiah of the house of
David, so long announced and expected, and whose life
and even his death and resurrection are shown to be the
fulfilment of a series of Old Testament prophecies.? When
his birth is announced to Mary, he is described as the
great one, who is to sit on the throne of David his
father, and reign over the house of Jacob for ever® and
the good tidings of great joy to all the people (wavri 7
Aag), that the Messiah is born that day in the city of
David, are proclaimed by the angel to the shepherds ot
the plain* Symeon takes the child in his arms and
blesses God that the words of the Holy Spirit are accom- -
plished, that he should not die before he had seen the
Lord’s anointed, the Messiah, the consolation of Israel.®
The Magi come to his cradle in Bethlehem, the birth-
place of the Messiah indicated by the prophet,® to do
homage to him who is born King of the Jews,” and
there Herod seeks to destroy him,® fulfilling anether

1843, i. 2. p. 590 ; Nicolas, £t. N. T., p. 237; Renan, Les Apitres, p. 91;
Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 19 f.; Hist. Théol. Chr., i. p. 283 f.; Réville,
Essais, p. 42; Rothe, Anfingo chr. Kirche, 1837, i. p. 142 ff. ; Schlie-
mann, Die Clementinen, p. 371 f.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Z., i. p. 21,
91 ff., 113 ., 139 f.; Weber u. Holtzmann, Gesch. V. Isr., ii. p. 516 f. ;
Zeller, Gesch. chr. K., p. 5; Vortriige, p. 202 f,, 216 f. Cf. Ewald
Gesch. V. Ter., v. p. 265 ff., 278 ff., vi. 135 £, 401, 422 f,

! The Gospel commences with the announcement, i 1, 17, 18. Cf.
Mk. i. 1 ff.

? Baur, N. T. Theologie, 1864, p. 298 ff.; Theol. Jahrb., 1853, p. 77 f. ;
Credner, Einl. N. T., i. p. 60; Das N. T., ii. p. 150 fI.; Delitzsch,
Ursprung d. Matth Ev., 18533, p. 68 ff.; D'Eichthal, Les Evangiles,
i. p. 51; Hausrath, N. T. Zeitg., iii. p. 319 f.; Keim, Jesu v. Naz.,
i. p. 52 f. ; Kdstlin, Urspr. synopt. Evv., p. 6 ff. ; Schwegler, Das nachap.
Z., 1. p. 91, 101 . Cf. Holtzmann, Die synopt. Evv., p. 381 fI.

3 Luke i. 32, 33. 4 Luke ii. 10 ff.

8 Luke ii, 25—28. So also Elizabeth, ii. 38.

¢ Matth. ii. 5, 6. Cf. Micah v. 2.

7 Mt. ii. 2. & Mt. ii. 16 f.
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prophecy.! His flight into Egypt and return to Naza-
reth are equally in fulfilment of prophecies.? John the
Baptist, whose own birth as the forerunner of the Mes-
siah had been foretold,® goes before him preparing the
way of the Lord, and announcing that the Messianic
kingdom is at hand. According to the fourth Gospel,
some of the twelve had been disciples of the Baptist,
and follow Jesus on their master’s assurance that he is
the Messiah. One of these, Andrew, induces his brother
Simon Peter also to go after him by the announce-
ment :—* We have found the Messiah, which is, being
interpreted, the Christ” (i. 35ff. 41). And Philip tells
Nathanicl :—*“ We have found him of whom Moses in
the Law and the Prophets did write: Jesus, the son
of Joseph, who is from Nazareth” (i. 45). When he
has commenced his own public ministry, Jesus is repre-
sented as asking his disciples :—* Who do men say that
Iam ?” and setting aside the popular conjectures that
he is John the Baptist, Elijah, Jeremiah, or one of the
prophets, by the still more direct question:—* And
whom do ye say that I am? Simon Peter answered
and said :—Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living
God.” And in consequence of this recognition of his
Messiahship, Jesus rejoins :—* And I say unto thee that
thou art Peter, and upon this rock I will build my
Church.” *

1 Mt. ii. 17 f. 2 Mt. ii. 23.

® Luke i. 17 (cf. Mt. xi. 14, xvii. 12 f.; Mk. ix. 11 ff.), ii. 67 fi.;
Mt. iii. 3; Mk. i 11f.

4 Mt. xvi. 13—18; cf. Mk. viii. 29; Luke ix. 20. Neander says:
*“ And because this conviction, rooted in the depth of the soul, that Jesus
is the Messiah, is the foundation upon which the kingdom of God rests,
Christ therefore names him in reference to this the Rock-man (Felsen-
mann) and the Rock upon which he should build the everlasting Church.”
Pflanzung, u, s, w., p. 449.
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It is quite apart from our present object to show by
what singular feats of exegesis and perversions of his-
torical sense passages of the Old Testament are forced to
show that every event in the history, and even the
startling novelty of a suffering and crucified Messiah,
which to Jews was a stumbling-block and to Gentiles
folly,' had been foretold by the prophets. From first
to last the Gospels strive to prove that Jesus was the
Messiah, and connect him indissolubly with the Old
Testament. The Messianic key-note, which is struck at
the outset, regulates the strain to the close. The dis-
ciples on the way to Emmaus, appalled by the igno-
minious death of their Master, sadly confide to the
stranger their vanished hope that Jesus of Nazareth,
whom they now merely call “a prophet mighty in word
and deed before God and all the people,” was he “who
was about to redecin Israel,” and Jesus himself replies :—
“O foolish and slow of heart to believe all that the
prophets spake! Was it not needful that the Christ
(Messiah) should suffer these things and enter into his
glory ?  And, beginning at Moses and all the prophets,
he expounded unto them in all the Scriptures the things
concerning himself.”? Then, again, when he appears to
the eleven, immediately after, at Jerusalem, he says:—
“‘These are the words that I spake unto you while I
was yet with you, that all things must be fulfilled which
are written in the law of Moses and the prophets and
the Psalms concerning me.” Then opened he their un-
derstanding that they might understand the Scriptures,
and said unto them :—* Thus it is written, that the
Christ should suffer and rise from the dead the third
day" ns

1 1 Cor. 1. 23. 2 Luke xxiv. 156—17.
! Luke xxiv. 44—46,
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The crucifixion and death of Jesus introduced the first
clements of rupture with Judaism, to which they formed
the great stumbling-block.! The conception of a suf-
fering and despised Messiah could naturally never have
occurred to a Jewish mind.? The first effort of Chris-
tianity, therefore, was to repair the apparent breach by
proving that the suffering Messiah had actually been
foretold by the prophets; and to re-establish the Mes-
sianic character of Jesus, by the evidence of his resur-
rection.® But, above all, the momentary deviation from
orthodox Jewish ideas regarding the Messiah was re-
traced by the representation of a speedy second advent,
in glory, of the once rejected Messiah to restore the
kingdom of Israel, in which the ancient hopes. of the
people became reconciled with the new expectation of
Christians. Even before the Ascension, the disciples are
represented in the Acts as asking the risen Jesus:—
“Lord, dost thou at this time restore the kingdom to
Israel?”* There can be no doubt of the reality and

! Baur, K. G. i. p. 39 ff.; N. T. Theol., p. 129 fi., 305 ff. ; Ewuld,
Gesch. V. Isr., vi. p. 340; Hunsrath, N. T. Zeitg., ii. 2t Aufl., p. 333 f. ;
Der Ap. Paulus, 2te Aufl., p. 132; Holsten, Zum Ev. Paul., u s. w.,
p. 40 ff., 98 ff.; Holtzmann, in Bunsen's Bibelw., viii. p. 366 f.; Milman,
Hist, of Chr., i. p. 338 ff., 352 f.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Z., i. p. 91 f.;
MWeber 1. Holtzmann, Gesch. V. Isr., ii. p. 518 f.; TWeizsiicker, Unters. ev.
Gesch., p. 476 f.

2 In the Gospels, the disciples are represented as not understanding
such a reprosentation, and Peter, immediately after the famous declara-
tion, * Thou art the Christ,”” rebukes Jesus for such an idea. Mt. xvi.
21 fi.; of. Mk. ix. 32;- Luke ix. 45, xviil. 34, &c., &ec.

3 Baur, N. T. Theol., p, 305 ff.; Credner, Das N. T., i. p, 141 f.;
Hausrath, N. T., Zeitg., ii. p. 334 ff., 341; Holsten, Zum Ev. Paulus,
u. 8. w., p. 98 ff. ; Holtzmann, in Bunsen's Bibelw., viii. p. 367 f.; Milman,
Hist. of Chr., i. p. 355 ff.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Z., i. p. 91 ; Strauss,
Das Leb. Jesu, p. 306 f.; Weber u. Holtzmann, Gesch. V. Ier., ii. p. 518 f.

4 Actsi, 6. Hase pertinently observes: ‘‘ The Apostolic Church, both
before and after the destruction of Jerusalem, devoutly expected from
day to day the return of Christ. If an interval of thousands of years
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universality of the belief, in the Apostolic Church, in
the immediate return of the glorified Messiah and speedy
“cnd of all things.”?

The substance of the preaching of the Apostles in Acts,
simply is that Jesus is the Christ,® the expected Mes-
siah.® Their chief aim is to prove that his sufferings and
death had been foretold by the prophets,* and that his
resurrection cstablishes his claim to the title.® The
simplicity of the creed is illustrated by the rapidity with
which converts are made. After a few words, on one
occasion, three thousand® and, on another, five thousand 7
are at once converted. No lengthened instruction or
preparation was requisite for admission into the Church.®
As soon as a Jew acknowledged Jesus to be the Mes-
siah he thereby became a Christian? As soon as the

(Jahrtausenden) occur between both events, then there is either an error
in the prophecy or in the tradition.” Das Leben Jesu, ste Aufl., p. 226.

! Credner, Einl., i. p. 198; Das N. T. ii. p. 20 f.; Ewald, Gesch. V.
Isr., vii. p. 34 ff. ; Huse, Das Leben Jesu, p. 226 f. ; Jowett, The Epistles
of St. Paul, 1855, i. p. 96 fi.; Milman, Hist. of Chr., i. p. 378, 418 f.;
Renan, Les Apbtres, p. ¥2; St. Paul, p. 248 f.; L'Antechrist, p. 338 f. ;
Reuss, Hist. Théol. Chr., i. p. 423 ff.; Réville, Essais, p. 21; Zeller, Vor-
trige, p. 221 f.

* Cf. Acts ix. 22, ii. 36, v. 42, viii. 4 £, 35, x. 36 ff., xiii. 23 ff.,, xvii. 3,
xviii. 5, 28, xxvi. 22 f. Hegesippus says of James that he was a witness
both to Jews and Greeks that Jesus is the Christ. Euseb., H. E., ii. 25.

3 Lechler, Das ap. u. nachap. Z., p. 16 f.; Neander, Panzung,
p- 24 ff.; Renan, Les ApOtres, p. 103 ; Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 20; Hist.
Théol. Chr., i. p. 283 f.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Z., i. p. 91.

4 Acts ii. 23 f1., iii. 13 ff., xxvi. 22 f.

8 Acts ii. 31, iii. 26, iv. 33, v. 30 f., x. 40 ff. See references in note 3,
p- 120.

& Acts ii. 41.

7 Acts iv. 4. There may be doubt as to the number on this occasion.

® Holtzmann, in Bunsen's Bibelw., viii. p. 365 f.; Neander, Pflanzung,
p- 25; de Pressensé, Hist. trois prem. Sidcles, i. p. 377; Zeller, Vortrige,
p. 202 f.

?* Baur, Paulus, i. p. 49, ii. p. 134 f.; Dleck, Hebraerbr., i. 1. p. 36 f. ;
Holtzmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., viii. p. 365 f.; Neander, Pflanzung,
p- 25; Reuss, Hist. Théol. Chr., p. 283 f. ; Schliemann, Die Clementinen,
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three thousand converts at Pentecost made this con-
fession of faith they were baptized.! The Ethiopian is
converted whilst passing in his chariot, and is imme-
diately baptized,? as are likewise Cornelius and his house-
hold after a short address from Peter.! The new faith
involved no abandonment of the old. On the contrary,
the advent of the Messiah was so essential a part of
Judaic belief, and the Messianic claim of Jesus was so
completely based by the Apostles on the fulfilment of
prophecy—* showing by the Scriptures that Jesus is the
Christ,”—that recognition of the fact rather constituted
firmer adhesion to Mosaism, and deeper faith in the
inviolable truth of the Covenant with Israel. If there
had been no Mosaism, so to say, there could have been
no Messiah. So far from being opposed cither to the
form or spirit of the religion of Israel, the proclamation
of the Messiah was its necessary complement, and could
only be intelligible by confirmation of its truth and
maintenance of its validity. Christianity—Dbelief in the
Messiah —in its earlier phases, drew its whole nourish-
ment from roots that sank deeply into Mosaism. It
was indeed nothing more than Mosaism in a developed
form. The only difference between the Jew and the
Christian was that the latter believed the Messiah to
have already appeared in Jesus, whilst the former still
expected him in the future;* though even this difference

p. 371 ff.; Scliwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 21; Zeller, Vortriige,
p. 202 £., 216 £.

1 Acts ii. 41. 2 Acts viii. 35 f.

8 Acts x. 4T f.

¢ Baur, Paulus, i. p. 49; K. G. i. p. 36 ff.; Credner, Das N. T.,
i.p.2f.,p. 14 £, il p. 20 fi.; Gfrorer, K. G. i. p. 222; Neander, Pflan-
zung, p. 24 ff., 33 ff. ; Nicolas, Etudes, N. T., p. 237; Schliemann, Die
Clementinen, p. 371 ff. ; Weber u. Holtzmann, Gesch. V. Isr., ii. p. 56161, ;
Zeller, Gesch. chr. K., p. 6 f.; Vortriige, p. 202 f., 216 f.
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was singularly diminished, in appearance at least, by the
Christian expectation of the second advent.

It is exceedingly important to ascertain, under these
circumstances, what was the impression of the Apostles
as to the relation of believers to Judaism and to Mosaic
observances, although it must be clear to any one who
impartially considers the origin and historical antecedents
of the Christian faith, that very little doubt can have
existed in their minds on the subject. The teaching of
Jesus, as recorded in the synoptic Gospels, is by no
means of a doubtful character, more especially when the
sanctity of the Mosaic system in the eyes of a Jew is
borne in mind. It must be apparent that, in order to
remove the obligation of a Law and form of worship
believed to have been, in the most direct sense, instituted
by God bimself, thc most clear, strong, and reiterated
order would have been requisite. No one can recasonably
maintain that a few spiritual expressions directed against
the bare letter and abuse of the law, which were scarcely
understood by the hearers, could have been intended to
abolish a system so firmly planted, or to overthrow Jewish
institutions of such antiquity and national importance,
much less that they could be taken in this sense by
the disciples. A few passages in the Gospels, there-
fore, which may bear the interpretation of having fore-
seen the eventual supercession of Mosaism by his own
more spiritual principles, must not be strained to sup-
port the idea that Jesus taught disregard of the Law.
The very distinct and positive lessons, conveyed both by
precept and practice, show, on the contrary, that not only
he did not intend to attack Mosaism, but that he was
understood both directly and by inference to recognise
and confirm it. In the Sermon on the Mount, Jesus
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states to the disciples in the most positive manner:—
“Think not that I came to destroy the law or the pro-
phets; I came not to destroy but to fulfil. For verily I
say unto you, till heaven and earth pass, one jot or one
tittle shall not pass from the law, till all be accom-
plished.”! Whether the last phrase be interpreted: till
all the law be accomplished, or till all things appointed
to occur be accomplished, the effect is the same. One
clear explicit declaration like this, under the circum-
stances, would outweigh a host of doubtful expressions.
Not only does Jesus in this passage directly repudiate any
idea of attacking the law and the prophets, but, in repre-
senting his mission as their fulfilment, he affirms them,
and associates his own work in the closest way with
theirs. If there were any uncertainty, however, as to
the meaning of his words it would be removed by the
continuation :—* Whosoever, therefore, shall break one
of these commandments, even the least, and shall teach
men so, he shall be called least in the kingdom of
heaven; but whosoever shall do and teach them, lhe
shall be called great in the kingdom of heaven.”? It
would be difficult for teaching to be more decisive in
favour of the maintenance of the law, and this instruction,
according to the first Synoptic, was specially directed to
the disciples®* When Jesus goes on to show that their
righteousness must exceed that of the Scribes and Pha-
risees, and to add to the letter of the law, as interpreted
by those of old, his own profound interpretation of its

1 Mt. v. 17, 18 ; cf. xxiii. 2 ff, ; cf. Luke xvi. 17.

t Mt. v. 19. Hilyenfeld (Einl. N. T. p. 469 f.) and some others consider
this, as well as other parts of the Sermon on the Mount, to be inserted
as a direct attack upon Pauline teaching.

3 Mt. v. 1, 2. Ritechl, Entst. altk. Kirche, p. 35; Hilgenfeld, Binl,
N. T., p. 469.
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spirit, he only intensifies, without limiting, the operation
of the law; he merely spiritualises it. He does no more
than this in his lessons regarding the observance of the
Sabbath. He did not in point of fact attack the genuine
Mosaic institution of the day of rest at all, but merely
the intolerable literalism by which its observance had
been made a burden instead of “ a delight.” He justified
his variation from the traditional teaching and practice
of his time, however, by appeals to Scriptural precedent.!
As a recent writer has said: “. ... the observance of the
Sabbath, which had been intended to secure for weary
men a rest full of love and peace and mercy, had become
a mere national Fetish—a barren custom fenced in with
the most frivolous and senseless restrictions.”? Jesus
restored its original significance. In restricting some of
the permissive clauses of the Law, on the other hand, he
acted precisely in the same spirit. He dealt with the
Law not with the temper of a revolutionist, but of a
reformer, and his reforms, so far from affecting its per-
manence, are a virtual confirmation of the rest of the
code.® Ritschl, whose views on this point will have
some weight with apologists, combats the idea that Jesus
merely confirmed the Mosaic moral law, and abolished
the ceremonial law. Referring to one particular point
of importance, he says:—‘He certainly contests the
duty of the Sabbath rest, the value of purifications and
sacrifices, and the validity of divorce; on the other
hand, he leaves unattacked the value of circumcision,
whose regulation is generally reckoned as part of the

1 Mt. xii. 3 ff.; Mk. ii. 25 ff.; Luke vi. 3 ff.

¢ Farrar, Life of Christ, i. p. 375, cf. p. 431 f,, ii. 115 ff.

3 Ritschl limits the application of much of the modification of the law
ascribed to Jesus to the disciples, as members of the ‘* kingdom of God.”
Entst, altk. Kirche, p. 29 ff,
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ceremonial law ; and nothing justifies the conclusion that
Jesus estimated it in the same way as Justin Martyr,
and the other Gentile Christian Church teachers, who
place it on the same line as the ceremonies. The only
passage in which Jesus touches upon circumcision
(John vii. 22) rather proves that, as an institution of
the patriarchs, he attributes to it peculiar sanctity.
Moreover, when Jesus, with unmistakable intention, con-
fines his own personal ministry to the Israelitish people
(Mk. vii. 27, Mt. x. 5, 6), he thereby recognises their
prior right of participation in the Kingdom of God, and
also, indirectly, circumcision as the sign of the preference
of this people. The distinction of circumcision from cere-
monics, besides, is perfectly intelligible from the Old
Testament. Through circumcision, to wit, is the Israelite,
sprung from the people of the Covenant, indicated as
sanctified by God; through purification, sacrifice, Sab-
bath-rest must he continually sanctify himself for God.
So long, therefore, as the conception of the people of the
Covenant is maintained, circumcision cannot be aban-
doned, whilst even the prophets have pointed to the
merely relative importance of the Mosaic worship.””?
Jesus everywhere in the Gospels recognises the divine
origin of the law,? and he quotes the predictions of the
prophets as absolute evidence of his own pretentions. To
those who ask him the way to eternal life he indicates
its commandments,® and he even enjoins the observance
of its ceremonial rites.* Jesus did not abrogate the

' Ritschl, Entst. altk. Kirche, p. 34, cf. 46 f.

? Mt. xv. 4, &c., &. Paley says: ‘ Undoubtedly our Baviour assuimes
the divine origin of the Mosaic institution.” A View of the Evidences,
&e., &c., ed. Potts, 1850, p. 262.

3 Mt. xix. 17; Mk. x. 17; Luke xviii. 18; x. 25 f., xv. 29, 31, 32,

¢ Mt. viii. 4; Luke v. 14; John vii. 8.
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Mosaic law ; but, on the contrary, by his example as well
as his precepts, he practically confirmed it.!

It is evident from the statement of the Gospels that
Jesus himself observed the prescriptions of the Mosaic
law.? From his birth he had been brought up in its
worship® He was circumcised on the eighth day.*
* And when the days of their purification were accom-
plished, according to the law of Moses, they brought him
up to Jerusalem to present him to the Lord, even as it is
written in the law of the Lord: Every male, &ec., &c.,
and to give a sacrifice according to that which is said in
the law of the Lord,” &c., &c.®* Every year his parents
went to Jerusalem at the feast of the Passover,® and this
practice he continued till the close of his life. “ As his
custom was, he went into the Synagogue (at Nazareth) and
stood up to read.”” According to the fourth Gospel,
Jesus goes up to Jerusalem for the various festivals
of the Jews® and the feast of the Passover, according
to the Synoptics, was the last memorable supper eaten

! D'Eichthal, Les Evangiles, i. p. 43 ff.; Ewald, Gesch. V. Isr., vi.
p- 430 f.; Huase, Das Leb. Jesu, 5te Aufl., p. 149 ff. ; Hausrath, N. T.
Zeitg., ii. 2te Aull., p. 406 fi. ; Hilgenfeld, Einl. p. 469 f.; Holtzmann, in
Bunsen’s Bibelw., viii. p. 365 f.; Keim, Der gesch. Christus, 1866,
p. 47 ff. ; Jesu v. Nazara, ii., 1871, p. 242 ff., 263 ff.; Kdstlin, Urspr.
synopt. Evv., p. 11 fi.; Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 285 f.; Lipsius, in
Schenkel’s Bib. Lex., i. p. 200; Neander, K. G. 1843, ii. p. 590 f. ; Reuss,
Hist. Théol. Chr., i. p. 165 f., 263 ; Ritsch!, Entst. d. altk. Kirche, 2to
Aufl., p. 28 ff,, p. 45 ff., 140; Stap, Origines, p. 46 ff. Cf. Baur, N. T.
Theol., p. 46 ff.; Strauss, Das Leb. Jesu, p. 209 ff., 217 ff,

2 Bleek, Hebriierbr., i. p. 56; Ewald, Gesch. V. Isr., vi. p. 430 f.;
Lechler, Das ap. u. nachap. Zeit., p. 288 f.; Lightfoof, Eps. of St. Paul,
Colossians, &c., 1875, p. 174 f.; Neander, K. G. ii. p. 690 f.; Pflanzung,
p. 47; Reuss, Théol. Chr., i. p. 167 f., 263 ; Réville, Essais, p. 16 ; Stap,
Origiries, p. 47 £., 53.

3 Cf. Gal. iv. 4. 4 Luke ii, 21.
8 Luke ii. 22 ff. ¢ Luke ii, 41.
7 Luke iv. 16.

® John v. 1, vii. 8, 10, x. 22 f., xi. 55, 56, xii, 1, 12; xiii, 1 f.
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with his disciples,! the third Synoptic representing him as
saying: “ With desire I desired to eat this Passover with
you before I suffer; for I say unto you that I will not any
more eat it until it be fulfilled in the kingdom of God.”?
However exceptional the character of Jesus, and however
clevated his views, it is undeniable that he lived and died
a Jew, conforming to the ordinances of the Mosaic law
in all essential points, and not holding himself aloof from
the worship of the Temple which he purified. The
influence which his adherence to the forms of Judaism
must have exerted over his followers® can scarcely be
exaggerated, and the fact must ever be carefully borne in
mind in estimating the conduct of the Apostles and of
the primitive Christian community after his death.

As befitted the character of the Jewish Messiah, the
sphere of the ministry of Jesus and the arrangements for
the proclamation of the Gospel were strictly and even
intensely Judaic. Jesus attached to his person twelve
disciples, a number clearly typical of the twelve tribes of
the people of Israel;* and this reference is distinctly
adopted when Jesus is represented, in the Synoptics, as
promising that, in the Messianic kingdom,  when the Son

! Mt. xxvi. 17 ff.; Mk. xiv. 12 ff. ; Luke xxii. 7 ff.

? Luke xxii. 15 f. .

¥ Ewald, Gesch V. Isr., vi. p. 430 f.; Lechler, Das ap. u. nachap 7.
p. 288 f.; Neander, Pllanzung, p. 47; K. @G, ii. p. 590.

4 Delitzsch, Urspr. Matth. Ev., p. 89 f.; FEwald, Gosch. V. Isr., v.
p- 388; Ufrirer, Das Jahrb. des Heils, ii. p. 369 f.; Gieseler, Entst. schr.
Evv., p. 127 f.; Huse, Das Leb. Jesu, p. 139 ff. ; Hausrath, in Schenkel's
Bib. Lex., i. p. 186; Keim, Jesu v. Nazara, ii. p. 303 f. ; Mosheim, Inst.
Hist. Eccles. swe., i. pars. i. c. iii. § 6; Neander, Das Lebeu Jesu, Tte
Aufl., p. 144 ff.; de Pressensé, Hist. trois prem. Sidcles, i. p. 376; Reuss,
Théol. Chr., ii. p. 347; Ritschl, Das Ev. Marcions, p. 185; Scherer, Rev.
de Théol., iv. 1839, p. 340 f.; Scholten, Het paulin. Ev., p. 100; Schwey-
ler, Das nachap. Z., ii. p. 46; Stap, Origines, p. 47 f.; Strauss, Das Leb,

Jesu, p. 270; [Veisse, Die evang. Geschichte, ii. p. 394 ; De TWeite, Einl.
N. T, p 179,
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of Man shall sit on the throne of his glory,” the Twelve
also “shall sit upon twelve thrones judging the twelve
tribes of Israel;”' a promise which, according to the
third Synoptist, is actually made during the last supper.?
In the Apocalypse, which, “of all the writings of the
New Testament is most thoroughly Jewish in its language
and imagery,” * the names of the twelve Apostles of the
Lamb are written upon the twelve foundations of the
wall of the heavenly Jerusalem, upon the twelve gates of
which, through which alone access to the city can be
obtained, are the names of the twelve tribes of the children
of Israel.* Jesus himself limited his teaching to the
Jews, and was strictly “ a minister of the circumcision
for the truth of God, to confirm the promises made unto
the fathers.”® To the prayer of the Canaanitish woman :
“ Have mercy on me, O Lord, Son of David,” unlike
his gracious demecanour to her of the bloody issue,® Jesus,
at first, it is said, * answered her not a word ;” and even
when besought by the disciples—not to heal her daughter,
but—to ‘“send her away,” he makes the emphatic
declaration : “I was not sent but unto the lost sheep of
the house of Israel.”? To her continued appeals he lays

1 Mt. xix. 28. ® Luke xxii. 30.

3 Lightfoot, 8t. Paul’s Ep. to the Galatians, 4th ed., p. 343.

4 Rev. xxi., 12, 14.

s Rom. xv. 8. Alford, Greek Test., i. p. 164 f.; D'Eichthal, Les
Evangiles, i. p. 47 ff. ; Holtzmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw. iv., 1864, p. 57;
Hawsrath, N. T. Zeitg., ii. p. 407 f.; Hilgenfeld, Die Evangelien, p. 86 £ ;
Keim, Jesu v. Naz., ii. p. 405 ff. ; Klostermann, Das Marcusevang, 1867,
p. 156 f.; Meyer, Ev. Matth., 5te Aufl., p. 251, p. 340 f. ; Mosheim, Inst.
Hist. Eccles., i. pars. i. c, iii. §§ 6, 7; Neander, Das Leb. Jesu, p. 369 ;
Renan, Vie de J6sus, xiii. ed., p. 458 f.; Reuss, Théol. Chr., ii. p. 346 f.;
Ritschl, Entst. altk, Kirche, p. 34, 141; Strauss, Das Leb. Jesu, p. 217 1. ;
Weisse, Dio ev. Gesch., 1838, ii. p. 61. Cf. Ewald, Die drei erst. Evv.,
p. 247 ., 266.

¢ Matth, ix. 22.

7 This expression does not occur in the parallel in Mark.
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down the principle : “It is not lawful to take the
children’s bread and cast it to the dogs.” If after these
exclusive sentences the boon is finally granted, it is as of
the crumbs® which fall from the master’s table? The
modified expression® in the second Gospel: “ Let the
children first be filled: for it is not meet to take the
children’s bread and cast it to the dogs;” does not
affect the case, for it equally represents exclusion from
the privileges of Israel, and the Messianic idea fully con-
templated a certain grace to the heathen when the children
were filled. The expression regarding casting the chil-
dren’s bread “to the dogs " is clearly in reference to the
Gentiles, who were so called by the Jews.* A similar,
though still stronger use of such cxpressions, might be
pointed out in the Sermon on the Mount in the first

! These yixua, it is supposed, may mean the morsels of bread on which
the hands were wiped after they had, in Eastern fashion, been thrust
into the dishes before them.

3 Mt xv. 22 ff.; cf. Mk. vii. 25 ff. Some commentators, as Kuinoel,
Lange, Ebrard, Wordsworth, Farrar, Baur, and others, read the words
of Jesus, throughout, either as a trial of the woman’s faith, or not
seriously to be understood in their obvious sense.

3 Meyer (Ev. Mark. u. Luk., p. 99 f.) considers the dpes mp@rov yoprao-
fivar Td réxva of the second Synoptic a modification of later tradition. He
holds that the episode in Mt. has the impress of greater originality. So
also Weiss, Das Marcusev. erklirt, 1872, p. 25¢ ff.; Scholten, Das ilt.
Evang., p. 157f.; Ewald, Drei erst. Evv., p. 266; De Wette, K. Erkl.
Evv. des Luk. u. Mark., 1846, p. 203 ; Keim, Jesu v. Naz., ii. p. 407, anm.

4 Baumgarten-Crusius, Comm. Ev. Matth., 1844, p. 272; FEisenmenger,
Entdecktes Judenthum, i. p. 713 ff., ii. p. 630, 635 f.; Hilgenfeld, Die
Evangelien, p. 86 f.; Einl., p. 479; Holtzmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., iv.
p. 57; Keim, Jesu v. Nazara, ii. p. 407, anm. 4; Klostermann, Das Mar-
cusev. p. 157; Lightfoot, Horse Hebr., Works, xi. p. 220; Meyer, Ev.
Matth., p. 340 f.; De Weite, K. Erkl. Ev. Matth., 4te Aufl., p. 901 ;
Wordsworth, Groek Test., The Four Gospels, p. 55. Dr. Wordsworth says:
‘* xuvapiois] curs. Not that our Lord regarded them as such, but becaunse
they were so called by the Jews, whose language he adopts. xuwdpwr isa
contemptuous diminutive.” Greek Test., The Four Gospels, On Mt. xv.
26, p. 55. Many critics argue that the diminutive mdpu for xives
removes the offensive term from the heathen.
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Gospel (vil. 6) : *“ Give not that which is holy unto the
dogs, neither cast your pearls before swine.” It is
certain that the Jews were in the habit of speaking of
the heathen both as dogs and swine—unclean animals,—
and Hilgenfeld,! and some other critics, see in this verse a
reference to the Gentiles. We do not, however, press this
application which is, and may be, disputed, but merely
mention it and pass on. There can be no doubt, how-
ever, of the exclusive references to the Gentiles in the
same sermon, and other passages, where the disciples are
enjoined to practice a higher righteousness than the
Gentiles. “Do not even the publicans. . . do not
even the Gentiles or sinners the same things.”? *Take
no thought, &c., for after all these things do the Gentiles
seek ; but seek ye, &c., &c.”* The contrast is precisely
that put with some irony by Paul, making use of the
common Jewish expression “sinner” as almost equivalent
for *“ Gentile;”* In another place the first Synoptic
represents Jesus as teaching his disciples how to deal
with a brother who sins against them, and as the final
resource, when every effort at reconciliation and justice
has failed, he says: ‘“Let him be unto thee as the
Gentile (éfvikos) and the publican.” (Mt. xviii. 17.) He
could not express in a stronger way to a Jewish mind the
idea of social and religious excommunication,

The instructions which Jesus gives in sending out the
Twelve, however, express the exclusiveness of the

! Hilgenfeld, Die Evangolien, p. 64 ; Einl., p. 470; Reuss, Théol. Chr.,
ii. p. 348, Cf. Schoettyen, Horm Hebr., p. 87; Keim, Jesu yv. Nazara,
ii. p. 406, anm. 3; Kdstlin, Urspr. synopt. Evv., p. 178.

2 Mt. v, 46 f., vi. 7 £ ; cf. Luke vi. 32 ff., where ‘‘ sinners” is substi-
tuted for ¢ Gentiles.” _

3 Mt. vi. 31 f.; cof. xx. 25 f. ; Luke xii. 30.

4 Gal. ii. 15; cf. Lightfoot, St. Paul’s Ep. to Gal., 4th ed., p. 114,

X2
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Messianic mission, in the first instance at least, to the
Jews, in a very marked manner. Jesus commands his
disciples : ““Go not into a way of the Gentiles (éfvav) and
into a city of the Samaritans enter ye not ; but go rather
to the lost sheep of the house of Israel. And as ye go
preach, saying: The kingdom of heaven is at hand.”!
As if more cmphatically to mark the limitation of the
mission the assurance is seriously added : “For verily I
say unto you, ye shall not have gonc over the cities of
Israel, till the Son of Man come.”? It will be observed
that Jesus here charges the Twelve to go rather * to the
lost sheep of the house of Israel” in the same words
that he employs to the Canaanitish woman to describe the
exclusive destination of his own ministry.® In coupling
the Samaritans with the Gentiles there is merely an ex-
pression of the intense antipathy of the Jews against
them, as a mixed aund, we may say, rencgade race,
excluded from the Jewish worship although circumcised,
intercourse with whom is to this day almost regarded as
pollution.* The third Gospel, which omits the restrictive
instructions of Jesus to the Twelve given by the first
Synoptist, introduces another episode of the same des-
cription: the appointment and mission of Seventy dis-
ciples,® to which we must very briefly refer. No mention
whatever is made of this incident in the other Gospels,
and these disciples are notreferred to in any other part of
the New Testament.® Even Eusebius remarks that no

1 Mt. x. 5—7; of. Mk. iii. 13 f., vi. 7 ff.; Luke ix. 1 ff,

* Mt. x. 23.

8 Mt. xv.; cf. Acts iii. 23, 26, xiii. 46.

4 Farrar, Life of Christ, i. 208 £

* Luke x. 1 ff. We need not discuss the precise number, whether 70

or 72. The very same uncertainty exists regarding the number of the
elders and of the nations.

¢ Even Thiersch is styuck by this singular fact. ** It is remarkable,”
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catalogue of them is anywhere given,' and, after naming
a few persons, who were said by tradition to have been
of their number, he points out that more than seventy
disciples appear, for instance, according to the testimony
of Paul? It will be observed that the instructions, at
least in considerable part, supposed to be given to the
Seventy in the third Synoptic are, in the first, the very
instructions given tothe Twelve. There has been much
discussion regarding the whole episode, which need not
here be minutely referred to. For various reasons the
majority of critics impugn its historical character® A
large number of these, as well as other writers, con-
sider that the narrative of this appointment of seventy
disciples, the number of the nations of the earth
according to Jewish ideas, was introduced in Pauline
universalistic interest,* or, at least, that the number is

he says, ‘“‘that no further mention of the seventy disciples of Christ
(Luke x. 1) occurs in the N. T., and that no credible tradition regarding
them is preserved.” Die Kirche im ap. Zeit., p. 79, anm. 2.

! rav &' éB3opnrorra pabyrév, kardoyos pév obdeis otdapi péperar  Euseb.
H.E. i 12

? xai Taov éBBopnxovra 3¢ mhelovs Tob cwripos medprévas pabnras elpois dv
émumpnoas, pdprupe xpopevos 7 Mavke, k. r. A Ib.: cf. 1 Cor. xv. 5 ff.

3 Baur, Unters. kan. Evv., p. 434 f., 498 fi.; Davidson, Int. N. T, ii.
p- 44 f.; Ewald, Die drei erst. Evv., p. 284 f. ; Gesch. V. Isr., v. p. 392 f. ;
(Ifrirer, Das Jahrh. des Heils, ii. p. 371 . ; Die heil. Sage, i. p. 231 ff.;
Hase, Das Leb. Jesu, p. 200 f.; Holtzmaun, Die synopt. Evv., 1863,
p- 392 f.; Keim, Jesu v. Nazars, ii. p. 332 fi., 320 £, iii. p. 8 ff.; Kostlin,
Urspr. synopt. Evv., p. 267 ff.; Kriiger-Velthusen, Das Leben Jesu
1872, p. 173, anm, *; Ritachl, Das Ev. Marcions, p. 185 ff. ; Scherer, Rev.
de Théol., iv., 1839, p. 340 f. ; Schleiermacher, Einl. N. T., 1845, p. 274 ;
Scholten, Het paul. Ev., p. 99 ff. ; Schwegler, Das nachap. Z., ii. p. 45 fI. ;
Strauss, Das Leb. Jesu, p. 274 ff. ; Weisse, Die ev. Gesch., i. p. 400 f.;
Weizsiicker, Unters. ev. Gesch., p. 409 f.; De Wette, Ev. Lucas u. Mare.,
3te Aufl., p. 78 fl.; Zeller, Apg., p. 41, 448. Cf. Hilgenfeld, Die Evan-
gelien, p. 183 fi.; Die Evv. Justins, p. 356 f.

4 Baur, Unters. kan. Evv., p. 435 f., 408 f.; K. G. i. p. 76, anm. 1;
N. T. Theol., p. 329 f.; Bleek, Einl., p. 283 f.; Daridson, Int. N. T.,
ii. p. 44 f. ; Gieseler, Entst. schr. Evv., p. 127 f.; Keim, Jesu v. Naz.,
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typical of Gentile conversion, in contrast with that of the
Twelve who represent the more strictly Judaic limitation
of the Messianic mission ; and they seem to hold that the
preaching of the seventy is represented as not confined to
Judaa, but as extending to Samaria, and that it thus de-
noted the destination of the Gospel also to the Gentiles.
On the other hand, other critics, many, though by no
means all, of whom do not question the authenticity of the
passage, are disposed to deny the Pauline tendency, and
any special connection with a mission to the Gentiles,
and rather to see in the number seventy a reference to
well-known Judaistic institutions.! It is true that the
number of the nations was set down at seventy by Jewish
tradition,® but, on the other hand, it was the number of
the elders chosen by Moses from amongst the children ot
Israel by God’s command to help him, and to whom
God gave of his spirit;® and also of the national

ii. p. 829 ; iii. p. 10 ff, ; Késtlin, Urspr. syn. Evv., p. 267; Leckler, Das
ap. u. nachap. Z., p. 167; Olshausen, Bibl. Comm. i. 2. 4te Aufl., p. 591;
Reuss, Théol. Chr., ii. p. 347 f.; Ritschl, Das Ev. Marcions, p. 185 f. ;
Scherer, Rev. de Théol., iv., 1859, p. 340 f.; Scholten, Het paul. Ev.,
p- 100 f.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Z., ii. p. 45 f. ; Strauss, Das Leb. Jesu,
p. 274 ff.; Volkmar, Die Rel. Jesu, p. 308, 325; De Wette, Ev. Luc. u.
Mare., p. 79; Einl. N. T., p. 179 ; Zeller, Apg., p. 41, 448. Cf. Oosterzee,
Das Ev. n. Lukas, 3te Aufl., p. 162 f.

! Baumgarten- Crusius, Ev. des Mark. u. Lukas, 1843, p. 72; Dengel,
Gnom. N. T., p. 295; Ebrard, Wiss. Kr. ev. Gesch., p. 418 f.; Ewald,
Die drei erst. Evv., p. 284 f.; cf. Die Alterth. d. V. Isr. 3te Aufl,
p- 328 fi.; Farrar, Life of Christ, ii. p. 99; Gfrérer, Das Jahrh. d.
Heils, ii. p. 371 f.; Die heil. Sage, i. p. 235; Holizmann, Die synopt.
Evv,, p. 302 f.; KHuinoel, Comm. N. T., ii. p. 450 f.; Meyer, Ev. des
Mark. u. Lukas, p. 393 fl.; ITeiss, Stud. u, Krit., 1861, p. 710 f.
Cf. Alford, Greek Test., i. p. 536 f.; Hase, Das Leb. Jesu, p. 200 f. ;
Sehleiermacher, Einl, N. T., p. 274; Wordsworth, Greek Test., Four
Gospels, p. 207.

? See 8. R., 6th ed,, i. p. 109 f.; Clem. Recog., ii. 42; Epiphanius,
Haer., i. 5; Eisenmenger, Entd. Judenthum, ii. p. 3 ff., p. 736 f.

3 Numbers xi, 16 f1,, 26 ff. Also the number of the sons of Jacob wha
went into Egypt, Gen, xlvi. 27.
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Sanhedrin, which, according to the Mischna,' still
represented the Mosaic council. This view receives
confirmation from the Clementine Recognitions in the
following passage: “ He therefore chose us twelve who
first believed in him, whom he named Apostles; after-
wards seventy-two other disciples of most approved
goodness, that even in this way recognising the similitude
of Moses the multitude might believe that this is the
prophet to come whom Moses foretold”? The passage
here referred to is twice quoted in the Acts: “ Moses
indeed said: A prophet will the Lord our God raise up
unto you from among your brethren, like unto me,”
&c.2  On examination, we do not find that there is any
ground for the assertion that the seventy disciples were
sent to the Samaritans or Gentiles, or were in any way
connected with universalistic ideas. Jesus had “sted-
fastly set his face to go to Jerusalem,” and sent
messengers before him who “ went and entered into a
village of the Samaritans to make ready for him,” but
they repulsed him, * because his face was as though he
would go to Jerusalem.” * There is a decided break,
however, before the appointment of the seventy. “ After
these things (uera ravra) the Lord appointed seventy
others also, and sent them two and two before his face
_into every city and place whither he himself was about to
come.”® There is not a single word in the instructions

! Sanhedr. i. 6.

2 Nos ergo primos elegit duodecim sibi credentes, quos Apostolos nomi-
navit, postmodum alios septuaginta duos probatissimos discipulos, ut
vel hoc modo recoguita imagine Moysis crederet multitudo, quia hic
est, quem praedixit Moysis venturum prophetam. Recog. i. 40. Cf.
Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. Justins, p. 356 f. Hilgenfeld suggests the posaibility
of an earlier tradition out of which both the third Synoptist and the
Clementines may have drawn their materials.

3 Acts iii. 22, vii. 37; cf. Deuteron, xviii. 18,

4 Luke ix, 51 ff, ¢ Luke x. 1.
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given to them which justifies the conclusion that they
were sent to Samaria, and only the inference from the
number seventy, taken as typical of the nations, suggests
it. That inference is not sufficiently attested, and the
slightness of the use made of the seventy disciples in the
third Gospel—this occasion being the only one on which
they are mentioned, and no specific intimation of any
mission to all people being here given—does not favour
the theory of Pauline tendency. So far as we are
concerned, however, the point is unimportant. Those
who assert the universalistic character of the episode
generally deny its authenticity ; most of those who accept
it as historical deny its universalism.

The order to go and teach all nations, however, by no
means carries us beyond strictly Messianic limits. Whilst
the Jews expected the Messiah to restore the people of
Israel to their own Holy Land and crown them with un-
exampled prosperity and peace, revenging their past
sorrows upon their enemies, and granting them supremacy
over all the earth, they likewise held that one of the
Messianic glories was to be the conversion of the Gentiles
to the worship of Jahveh. This is the burden of the
prophets, and it requires no proof. The Jews, as the
people with whom God had entered into Covenant, were
first to be received into the kingdom. ‘‘Let the children
first be filled,”* and then the heathen might partake of the
bread. Regarding the ultimate conversion of the Gentiles,
therefore, there was no doubt ; the only questions were as
to the time and the conditions of admission into the
national fellowship. As to the time, there never had
been any expectation that the heathen could be turned to
Jahveh in numbers before the appearance of the

! Mk, viii. 27.
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Messialy, but converts to Judaism had been made in all
ages, and after the dispersion, especially, the influence of
the Jews upon the professors of the effete and expiring
religions of Rome, of Greece, and of Egypt was very great,
and numerous proselytes adopted the faith of Israel,' and
were eagerly sought for? in spite of the abusive terms in
which the Talmudists spoke of them.® 'Thé conditions
on the other hand were perfectly definite. The case of
converts had been early foreseen and provided for in
the Mosaic code. Without referring to minor points, we
may at once say lhat circumcision was indispensable to
admission into the number of the children of TIsracl.*
Participation in the privileges of the Covenant could only
be secured by accepting the mark of that Covenant. Very
many, however, had adopted Judaism to a great extent,
who were not willing to undergo the rite requisite to full
admission into the nation, and a certain modification had
gradually been introduced by which, without it, strangers
might be admitted into partial communion with Israel.
There were, therefore, two classes of proselytes,® the first
called Proselytes of the Covenant or of Righteousness
who were circumcised, obeyed the whole Mosaic law, and

! Credner, Das N. T., i. p. 72£., 192 ., anm. 4; von Dillinger, Heiden-
thum u, Judenthum, 1857, p. 628 £. ; Kweld, Gesch. V. Isr., vi. p. 368 ff.;
Hausrath, N. T. Zeitg., ii. p. 111 ff.; Lechler, Das ap. u. nachap. %.,
p. 239 ; Schneckenburger, Vorles. N. T. Zeitgesch., 1862, p. 67 ff.

= Mt. xxiii. 15.

3 They were said to be ‘‘ as a scab to Israel.” Bab. Middah. fol. xiii.
2; Lightfoot, Hore. Hebr. Works, xi. p. 282.

4 Exod. xii. 48 ; Numb. ix. 14; cf. Ex. xii. 19, &c., &o.

¥ Credner, Das N. T., ii. p. 27 f.; von Déllinger, Heidenth. u. Judenth.,
p- 806; Christenthum u. Kirche, p. 49; Fwald, Gesch. V. Isr., vi.
p- 379 f.; Hausrath, N. T. Zeitg., ii. p. 115 ff.; Lightfoot, Galatians,
p- 286; Milman, Hist. of Chr., i. p. 382, note b; Neander, K. G. 2te
Aufl,, i. p. 113 fl.; Schneckenburger, N. T. Zeitg., p. 68 ff.; Steiner,
Schenkel’s Bib. Lex. 8. v. Proselyten ; Smith's Dictionary of the Bible,
iii. 8. v. Proselyte, &o.
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were fully incorporated with Israel, and the other called
Proselytes of the Gate,! or worshippers of Jahveh, who
in the New Testament are commonly called ot oeBdpevor
70v Bedy, or oi edoeBeis. These had not undergone the
rite of circumcision, and therefore were not participators
in the Covenant, but merely worshipped the God of
Israel,® and” were only compelled to observe the seven
Noachian prescriptions. These Proselytes of the Gate,
however, were little morc than on sufferance. They
were excluded from the Temple, and even the Acts of
the Apostles represent it to be pollution for a Jew to
have intercourse with them: it requires direct Divine
intervention to induce Peter to go to Cornelius, and to
excuse his doing so in the eyes of the primitive Church.?
Nothing short of circumcision and full observance of the
Mosaic law could secure the privileges of the Covenant
with Israel to a stranger, and in illustration of this we
may again point to the Acts, where certain who came from
Judza, members of the primitive church, teach the
Christians of Antioch: “ Except he have been circum-
cised after the custom of Moses ye cannot be saved.”*

! 'We need not discuss the chronology of this class.

2 It is scarcely necessary to speak of the well-known case of Izates,
King of Adiabene, related by Josephus. The Jewish merchant Ananias,
who teaches him to worship God according to the religion of the Jews, is
willing, evidently from the special emergency of the case and the danger
of forcing Izates fully to embrace Judaism in the face of his people, to
let him remain a mere Jahveh worshipper, only partially conforming to
the Law, and remaining uncircumcised’; but another Jew from Galilee,
Eleazer, versed in Jewish learning, points out to him that, in neglecting
circumcision, he breaks the principal point of the Law. Izates then has
himself circumcised. Josephus, Antiq. xx. 2 § 3 f.

? Acts x. 2 fI, xi. 2 . Dr. Lightfoot says: ‘“The Apostles of the
circumcision, even St. Peter himself, had failed hitherto to comprehend
the wide purpose of God. With their fellow-countrymen they still * held
it unlawful for a Jew to keep company with an alien’ (Acts x, 28).”
Galatians, p. 260, 4 Acts xv. 1,
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This will be more fully shown as we proceed. The con-
version of the Gentiles was not, therefore, in the least
degree an idea foreign to Judaism, but, on the contrary,
formed an intimate part of the Messianic expectation of
the later prophets. The condition, however, was the full
acceptance of the Mosaic law, and admission to the
privileges and promises of the Covenant through the
initiatory rite.! That small and comparatively insignifi-
cant people, with an arrogance that would have been
ridiculous if, in the influence which they have actually
exerted over the world, it had not been almost sublime,
not only supposed themselves the sole and privileged
recipients of the oracles of God, as his chosen and peculiar
people, but they contemplated nothing short of universal
submission to the Mosaic code, and the supremacy of
Israel over all the earth.

We are now better able to estimate the position of the
Twelve when the death of their Master threw them on
their own resources, and left them to propagate his
Gospel as they themselves understood it. Born a Jew
of the race of David, accepting during his life the cha-
racter of the promised Messiah, and dying with the
mocking title “ King of the Jews” written upon his
cross, Jesus had left his disciples in close communion
with the Mosaism which he had spiritualized and enobled,
but had not abolished. He himself had taught them
that “ it becomes us to fulfil all righteousness,” and,
from his youth upwards, had set them the example of

! Alford, Groek Test., ii. p. 109; Credner, Das N. T, ii. p. 20 f., 56 fI. ;
von Dollinger, Christ. w. Kirche, p. 49 ; Ebrard, zu Olshausen, Apg.,
p- 139 f. ; Lechler, Das ap. u. nachap. Z., p. 238 fI.; Neander, Pflanzung,
p. 24; Olshausen, Apg., p. 168 ff.; de Pressensé, Trois prem. Sitcles, i
372 f.; Pfleiderer, Der Paulinismus, p. 284 ff.; Ritschi, Entst. altk. K,

p. 141 f.; Schiiemann, Die Olementinen, p. 378 fl.; Stap, Origines,
p- 43 ff,
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enlightened observance of the Mosaic law. His precept
had not belied his example, and whilst in strong terms
we find him inculcating the permanence of the Law, it is
certain that he left no order to disregard it. He con-
fined his own preaching to the Jews; the first ministers
of the Messiah represented the twelve tribes of the people
of Isracl; and the first Christians were of that nation,
with no distinctive worship, but practising as before the
whole Mosaic ritual. What Neander says of ‘ many,”
may, we think, be referred to all: * That Jesus faithfully
observed the form of the Jewish law served to them as
evidence that this form should ever preserve its value.” !
As a fact, the Apostles and the carly Christians continued
as before assiduously to practise all the observances of
the Mosaic law, to frequent the Temple? and adhere to
the usual strict forms of Judaism.® In addition to the in-
fluence of the example of Jesus and the powerful effect
of national habit, there were many strong reasons which
obviously must to Jews have rendered abandonment of
the law as difficult as submission to its full requirements
must have been to Gentiles. Holding as they did the
Divine origin of the Old Testament, in which the obser-
vance of the Law was inculcated on almost every page,

! Planzung, u. 8. w., p. 47.

2 Acts ii. 46, iii. 1, v. 20, 42, xxi. 20—27, xxii. 17, &c., &c.

3 Baur, Paulus, i. p. 49; Dleek, Hebriierbr., i. 1. p. 56 £; Creduer,
Das N. T., ii. p. 20 ff. ; Hausrath, N. T. Zeitg., ii. p. 360; Holtzmann, in
Bunsen’s Bibelw., viii. p. 365 f.; Lechler, Das ap. u. nachap. Zeit.,
p. 281 f., 287 ff.; Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 285 f., 287, 300 f.; Lipsius, in
Schenkel’s Bib. Lex., i. p. 202 f. ; Neander, Pflanzung, p. 33 f.; Nicolas,
Ttudes N. T., p. 237 f.; de Pressensé, Trois prem. Siécles, i p. 372 f.,
3717 f., 410; Reuss, Geach. N. T., p. 22 f. ; Théol Chr., i. p. 200 ff.;
Réville, Eesais, p. 15, 19 f.; Ritscki, Entst. altk. K., p. 124 f., 140 ff.;
Rothe, Anfange chr. Kirche, i. p. 142 £, 316 ff. ; Sclliemann, Clementinen,
p- 371 f1. ; Stap, Origines, p. 52 ff. ; Weber u, Holtzmann, Gesch. V. Isr., ii.
p. 667 f.; Zeller, Gesch. chr. K., p. 6 £.; Vortriige, p. 21.
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it would have been impossible, without counter-teaching
of the most peremptory and convincing character, to have
shaken its supremacy ; but beyond this, in that theocratic
community Mosaism was not only the condition of the
Covenant, and the key of the Temple, but it was also the
diploma of citizenship, and the bond of social and politi-
cal life. To abandon the observance of the Law was
not only to resign the privilege and the distinctive cha-
racteristic of Israel, to relinquish the faith of the Patri-
archs who were the glory of the nation, and to forsake a
divinely appointed form of worship, without any recog-
nized or even indicated substitute, but it severed the only
link between the individual and the people of Israel, and
left him in despised isolation, an outcast from the com-
munity. They had no idea, however, that any such
sacrifice was required of them. They were simply Jews
believing in the Jewish Messial, and they held that all
things else were to proceed as before, until the glorious
second coming of the Christ.?

The Apostles and primitive Christians continued to
hold the national belief that the way to Christianity
lay through Judaism, and that the observance of
the law was obligatory and circumcision necessary to
complete communion.? Paul describes with unappeased

! Neander, Planzung, p. 33 f.

? Baur, Paulus, i. p. 137 f.; Credner, Das N. T., ii. p. 2011., 26 ff; von
Déllinger, Christ. u. Kirche, p. 48 f., 58, 62 ; Huusrath, N. T. Zeitg., ii.
p- 408 ff. ; in Schenkel’s Bib. Lex., i. p. 190 f.; Lightfoot, Galatians,
P- 283 f., 290 ; Lipsius, in Schenkel’s Bib. Lex., i. p. 200, 202 f. ; Milman,
Hist. of Chr., i. p. 377 f., 382 f. ; Neander, Pflanzung, p. 24, 668f. ; K. G.,
ii. p. 5901.; Nicolas, Etudes N. T., p. 237 f.; Pfleiderer, Der Paulinismus,
P- 284 f.; de Pressensé, Trois prem. Sitcles, p. 372 f, ; Reuss, Gesch. N.T.,
p- 22; Théol. Chr., i. p. 201 fl., 204, 307; ii. p. 343; Ritschl, Entst,
altk. Kirche, p. 147 ; Schliemann, Clementinen, p. 378 fl. ; Stap, Origines,
p. 56 f. ; Zeller, Gesch. chr. K. p. 5 f.; Vortriige, p. 204 ff. Cf. Lechler,
Das ap. u. nachap. Z., p. 242 ff; Rothe Anfiingo chr. K., p. 142 1., 315 f1.
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irritation the efforts made by the community of Jerusa-
lem, whose “ pillars” were Peter, James, and John, to
force Titus, a Gentile Christian, to be circumcised,! and
even the Acts represent James and all the elders of the
Church of Jerusalem as requesting Paul, long after, to
take part with four Jewish Christians, who had a vow
and were about to purify themselves and shave their
heads and, after the accomplishment of the days of puri-
fication, make the usual offering in the Temple, in order
to convince the *“ many thousands there of those who
have believed and are all zealous for the law,” that it is
untrue that he teaches: “all the Jews who are among
the Gentiles apostasy (dwooragiar) from Moses, saying
that they ought not to circumcise their children, neither
to walk after the customs,” and to show, on the contrary,
that he himself walks orderly and keeps the Law.? As
true Israelites, with opinions fundamentally unchanged
by belief that Jesus was the Messiah, they held that the
Gospel was specially intended for the people of the Cove-
nant, and they confined their teaching to the Jews3
A Gentile whilst still uncircumcised, even although con-
verted, could not, they thought, be received on an

! Gal ii. 3. As we shall more fully disouss this episode hereafter, it
is not necessary to do so here.

2 Acts xxi. 18—26; cf. xv. i. Paul is also represented as saying to
the Jews of Rome that he has done nothing *‘ against the customs of their
Fathers.”

* Dr. Lightfoot saya: ‘ Meanwhile at Jerusalem some years past away
before the barrier of Judaism was assailed. The Apostles still observed
the Mosaic ritual ; they still confined their preaching to Jews by birth,
or Jews by adoption, the proselytes of the Covenant,” &c. Paul’s Ep. to
Gal. p. 287, Paley says: * It was not yet known to the Apostles, that
“they were at liberty to propose the religion to mankind at large. That
¢ mystery,’ as St. Paul calls it (Eph. iii. 3—8), and as it then was, was
revealed to Peter by an especial miracle.” A view of the Evidence, &c.,
od. Potts, 1850. p. 228.
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equality with the Jew, but defiled him by contact.! The
attitude of the Christian Jew to the merely Christian Gen-
tile, who had not entered the community by the portal
of Judaism, was, as before, simply that of the Jew to the
proselyte of the Gate. The Apostles could not upon any
other terms have then even contemplated the conversion
of the Gentiles. Jesus had limited his own teaching to
the Jews, and, according to the first Gospel, had posi-
tively prohibited, at one time at least, their going to the
Gentiles, or even to the Samaritans, and if there had been
an order given to preach to all nations it certainly was
not accompanied by any removal of the conditions speci-
fied in the Law.? It has been remarked that neither
party, in the great discussion in the Church regarding the
terms upon which Gentiles might be admitted to the pri-
vileges of Christianity, ever appealed in support of their
views to specific instructions of Jesus on the subject.?
The reason is intelligible enough. The Petrine party,
supported as they were by the whole weight of the Law
and of Holy Scripture, as well as by the example and tacit
approval of the Master, could not have felt even that
degree of doubt which precedes an appeal to authority.

! Acts x. 111, 14, 28; xi. 1 ff.

? Dr. Lightfoot says: ** The Master himself had left no express instruc-
tions. He had charged them, it is true, to preach the Gospel to all
nations, but how this injunction was to be carried out, by what changes
a national Church must expand into an universal Church, they had not
been told. He had indeed asserted the sovereignty of the spirit over the
letter; he had enunciated the great principle—as wide in its application
as the law itself—that ‘ man was not made for the Sabbath, but the Sab-
bath for man.” He had pointed to the fulfilment of the law in the Gospel.
So far he had discredited the law, but he had not deposed it or abolished
it. It was left to the Apostles themselves under the guidanco of the
Spirit, moulded by circumstances and moulding them in turn, to work
out the great change.” St. Paul's Ep. to Gal. 286.

3 Gfrirer, Das Heiligthum und die Wahrheit, 1838, p. 386; Allg.
K. G. i p. 2271,
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The party of Paul, on the other hand, had nothing in
their favour to which a specific appeal could have been
made ; but in his constant protest that he had not re-
ceived his doctrine from man, but had been taught it by
direct revelation, the Apostle of the Gentiles, who was
the first to proclaim a substantial difference between
Christianity and Judaism,! in reality endeavoured to set
aside the authority of the Judaistic party by an appeal
from the carthly to the spiritnalized Messiah. Even after
the visit of Paul to Jerusalem about the year 50, the
clder Apostles still retained the views which we have
shown to have been inevitable under the circumstances,
and, as we learn from Paul himself, they still continued
mere ‘ Apostles of the Circunicision,” limiting their
mission to the Jews.?

The Apostles and the primitive Christians, there-
fore, after the death of their Master, whom they believed
to be the Messiah of the Jews, having received his last
instructions, and formed their final impressions of his
views, remained Jews, believing in the continued obli-
gation to observe the Law and, consequently, holding
the initiatory rite essential to participation in the
privileges of the Covenant. They held this not only
as Jews believing in the Divine origin of the Old
Testament and of the Law, but as Christians confirmed
by the example and the teaching of their Christ, whose
very coming was a substantial ratification of the ancient
faith of Israel. In this position they stood when the

! Baur, N. T. Theologie, 1864, p. 128 ff.; K. G. i. p. 44 f.; Credner,
Das N. T., i. p. 156 ff.; Gfrorer, Allg. K. G., i. p. 282 f.; Hilgenfeld,
Einl., p. 222 f.; Holsten, Zum Ev. Paulus u. Petr., p. 236 f. et passim;
Holtzmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., viii. p. 369 fI.; Lipsius, in Schenkel’s
Bib. Lex., i. p. 200 ff. ; Zeller, Gesch. chr,. K., p. 5 1.

2 Gal, ii. 9.
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Gospel, without their intervention, and mainly by the ex-
ertions of the Apostle Paul, began to spread amongst the
Gentiles, and the terms of their admission came into
question. It is impossible to deny that the total removal
of conditions, advocated by the Apostle Paul with all the
vehemence and warmth of his energetic character, and
involving nothing short of the abrogation of the Law and
surrender of all the privileges of Israel, must have been
shocking not only to the prejudices but also to the
deepest religious convictions of men who, although Chris-
tians, had not ceased to be Jews, and, unlike the Apostle
of the Gentiles, had been directly and daily in contact
with Jesus, without having been taught such revolu-
tionary principles. From this point we have to proceed
with our examination of the account in the Acts of the
relation of the elder Apostles to Paul, and the solution of
the difficult problem before them.

VoL III. L



CHAPTER V.

THE HISTORICAL VALUE OF THE WORK, CONTINUED.
STEPHEN THE MARTYR.

Berore the Apostle of the Gentiles himself comes
on the scene, and is directly brought in contact with
the Twelve, we have to study the earlier incidents
narrated in the Acts, wherein, it is said, the emancipation
of the Church from Jewish exclusiveness had alteady
either commenced or been clearly anticipated. The first
of these which demands our attention is the narrative of
the martyrdom of Stephen. This episode, although
highly interesting and important in itself, might, we con-
sider, have been left unnoticed in connection with the
special point now engaging our attention, but such
significance has been imparted to it by the views which
critics have discovered in the speech of Stephen, that we
cannot pass it without attention. If this detention be,
on the one hand, to be regretted, it will on the other be
compensated by the light which may be thrown on the
composition of the Acts.

We read! that in consequence of murmurs amongst
the Hellenists against the Hebrews, that their widows
were neglected in the daily distribution of alms, seven
deacons were appointed specially to attend to such min-
istrations. Amongst these, it is said, was Stephen,?

! Acts vi. 1 ff,
* It is unnecessary to discuss whether Stephen was a Jew of Palestinian
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“a man full of faith and of the Holy Spirit.” Stephen, it
appears, by no means limited his attention to the material
interests of the members of the Church, but being  full
of grace and power, did great wonders and signs (répara
kai onueta peydla) amongst the people.” * But there
arose certain of those of the synagogue which is called
(the synagogue) of the Libertines!? and Cyrenians and
Alexandrians and of them of Cilicia and of Asia, disput-
ing with Stephen ; and they were not able to resist the
wisdom and the spirit by which he spake. Then they
suborned men who said: We have heard him speak blas-
phemous words against Moses and God. And they stirred
up the people and the elders and the scribes, and came
upon him, and seized him, and brought him to the
Council, and set up false witnesses who said : This man
ceaseth not to speak words against the holy place and the
law; for we have heard him say, that Jesus, this Naza-
rene, shall destroy this place, and shall change the cus-
toms which Moses delivered to us.” The high-priest asks
him: Are these things so? And Stephen delivers an
address, which has since been the subject of much discus-
sion amongst critics and divines. The contents of the
speech taken by themselves do not present any difficulty,
s0 far as the sense is concerned, but regarded as a reply
to the accusations brought against him by the false wit-
" nesses, the defence of Stephen has perhaps been inter-
preted in a greater variety of ways than any other part
of the New Testament. Its shadowy outlines have been
used as a setting for the pious thoughts of subsequent
or Hellenist extraction. The historic e]er'nenta in the episode are too

slight to render such a point either important or capable of determi-

nation.
! The Libertines were probably Jewish freedmen, or the descendants of

freedmen, who had returned to Jerusalem from Rome.
L3
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generations, and every imaginable intention has been as-
cribed to the proto-martyr, every possible or impossible
reference detected in the phrases of his oration. This
has mainly arisen from the imperfect nature of the account
in the Acts, and the absence of many important details
which has left criticism to adopt that *divinatorisch-
combinatorische ” procedure which is so apt to evolve
any favourite theory from the inner consciousness. The
prevailing view, however, amongst the great majority of
critics of all schools is, that Stephen is represented in the
Acts as the forerunner of the Apostle Paul, anticipating
his universalistic principles, and proclaiming with more or
less of directness the abrogation of Mosaic ordinances and
the freedom of the Christian Church.! This view was
certainly advanced by Augustine, and lies at the base of
his famous saying : * Si sanctus Stephanus sic non oras-
set, ecclesia Paulum non haberet,” ? but it was first clearly
cnunciated by Baur, who subjected the speech of Stephen
to detailed analysis,® and his interpretation has to a large
extent been adopted even by apologists. It must be
clearly understood that adherence to this reading of the
aim and meaning of the speech, as it is given in the Acts,
by no means involves an admission of its authenticity,
which, on the contrary, is impugned by Baur himself,
and by a large number of independent critics. 'We have
the misfortune of differing most materially from the pre-
valent view regarding the contents of the speech, and
we maintain that, as it stands in the Acts, there is not a

! Holsten, we think rightly, denies that Stephen can be considered in
any way the forerunner of Paul. Zum Ev. Paulus u. Petr. p. 52anm. *°,
P- 253 anm. *,

? Sermo. i. in fest. St. Stephani.

3 De orationis habitee a Stephano consilio, 1829; Paulus, u. 8. w.,
i-49 1L,
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word in it which can be legitimately construed into an
attack upon the Mosaic law, or which anticipates the
Christian universalism of Paul. Space, however, forbids
our entering here upon a discussion of this subject, but
the course which we must adopt with regard to it renders
it unnecessary to deal with the interpretation of the
speech. We consider that there is no reason for believing
that the discourse put into the mouth of Stephen was
ever actually delivered, but on the contrary that there is
every ground for holding that it is nothing more than a
composition by the Author of the Acts. We shall endea-
vour clearly to state the reasons for this conclusion.

With the exception of the narrative in the Acts, there
is no evidence whatever that such a person as Stephen
ever existed. The statements of the Apostle Paul leave
no doubt that persecution against the Christians of
Jerusalem must have broken out previous to his con-
version, but no details are given, and it can scarcely be
considered otherwise than extraordinary, that Paul should
not in any of his own writings have referred to the proto-
martyr of the Christian Church, if the account which is
given of him be historical. It may be argued that his
own share in the martyrdom of Stephen made the
episode an unpleasant memory, which the Apostle
would not readily recall. Considering the generosity
of Paul's character on the one hand, however, and the
important position assigned to Stephen on the other, this
cannot be admitted as an explanation, and it is perfectly
unaccountable that, if Stephen really be a historical
personage, no mention of him occurs elsewhere in the
New Testament.

Moreover, if Stephen was, as asserted, the direct
forerunner of Paul, and in his hearing enunciated
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sentiments like those ascribed to him, already expressing
much more than the germ—indeed the full spirit—of
Pauline universality, it would be passing strange that
Paul not only tacitly ignores all that he owes to the
proto-martyr, but vehemently protests: * But I make
known unto you, brethren, that the Gospel which was
preached by me is not after man. For neither did I re-
ceive it from man, nor was taught it, but by revelation of
Jesus Christ.”! There is no evidence whatever that
such a person exercised any such influence on Paul?
One thing only is certain, that the speech and martyr-
dom of Stephen made so little impression on Paul that,
according to Acts, he continued a bitter persecutor of
Christianity, * making havoc of the Church.”

The statement, vi. 8, that *“ Stephen, full of grace and
power, did great wonders and signs among the people” is
not calculated to increase confidence in the narrative as
sober history ; and as little is the assertion, vi. 15, that
“all who satin the Council, looking stedfastly on him, saw
his face as it had been the face of an angel.” This, we
think, is evidently an instance of Christian subjective
opinion made objective.® How, we might ask, could it be
known to the writer that all who sat at the Council saw
this ? Neander replies that probably it is the evidence of
members of the Sanhedrin of the impression made on them
by the aspect of Stephen.* The intention of the writer,
however, obviously is to describe a supernatural pheno-

! Gal. i. 11, 12.

? It is further very remarkable, if it be assumed that the vision, Acts
vil. 5, actually was seen, that, in giving a list of those who have seen

the risen Jesus (1 Cor. xv. 5—8), which he evidently intends to be
complete, he does not include Stephen.

? Baur, Paulus, i, p. G5, anm.; De Wette, Apg., p. 90; Zeller, Apg.,
p. 152. Of. Ewald, Gesch. V. Isr., vi. p. 191.

¢ Pflanzung, w 8. w., p. 68.
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menon,’ and this is in his usual manner in this book, where
miraculous agency is more freely employed than in any
other in the Canon. The session of the Council com-
mences in a regular manner,? but the previous arrest of
Stephen,® and the subsequent interruption of his defence,
are described as a tumultuous proceeding, his death being
unsanctioned by any sentence of the Council.* The Sanhed-
rin, indeed, could not execute any sentence of death with-
out the ratification of the Roman authorities,® and nothing
is said in the narrative which implies that any regular
verdict was pronounced ; but, on the contrary, the tumult
described in v. 57 f excludes such a supposition.
Olshausen® considers that, in order to avoid any collision
with the Roman power, the Sanhedrin did not pronounce
any formal judgment, but connived at the execution
which some fanatics carried out. This explanation, how-
ever, is inadmissible, because it is clear that the mem-
bers of the Council themselves, if also the audience,

! Alford, Gk. Test., ii. p. 66 ; Baumgarten, Apg., i. p. 130; Baur,
Paulus, i, p. 64 f.; Hackett, Acts, p. 96 ; Humphrey, Acts, p. 52; Light-
JSoot, Works, viii. p. 416; Meyer, Apg., p. 158; Robinson, Acts, p. 33;
IPeizsiicker, in Schenkel’s Bib. Lex., v. p. 387; Zeller, Apg., p. 152.

2 vi. 13 f., vii. 1.

3 vi, 11, 12,

¢ Humphrey (on tho Acts, p. 668 f.), with a few others, thinks there was a
regular sentence. De Tleite (K. Erkl. Apostelgesch., p. 114) thinks it
more probable that there was a kind of sentence pronounced, and that the
reporter, not having been an eye-witness, does not quite correctly state
the case.

8 John xviii. 31. Cf. Origen, Ad. African. § 14; Alfuord, Gk. Test., ii.
p. 82 f.; Baur, Paulus, i. p. 62 ; von Dillinger, Christ. u. Kirche, p. 456 ff. ;
Holizmann, in Bunsen's Bibelw., viii. p. 338 ; Neander, Pflanzung, p. 12 £.;
Olshausen, Apg., p. 125; TWeizsticker, in Schenkel’s Bib. Lex., v. p. 387;
Zeller, Apg., p- 150. It is argued, however, that the trial of Stephen pro-
bably took place just after the recall of Pontius Pilate, either in an interval
when the Roman Procurator was absent, or when one favourable to the
Jews had replaced Pilate. A most arbitrary explanation, for which no
ground, but the narrative which requires defence, can be given.

¢ Die Apostelgesch., 125.
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attacked and stoned Stephen.! The actual stoning? is
carried out with all regard to legal forms;? the victim
being taken out of the city,* and the witnesses casting the
first stone,® and for this purpose taking off their outer
garments. The whole account, with its singular mixture
of utter lawlessness and formality, is extremely improb-
able,® and more especially when the speech itself is con-
sidered. The proceedings commence in an orderly man-
ner, and the high priest calls upon Stephen for his
defence. The council and audience listen patiently and
quietly to his speech, and no interruption takes place
until he has said all that he had to say, for it must be
apparent that when the speaker abandons narrative and
argument and breaks into direct invective, there could
not have been any intention to prolong the address, as
no expectation of calm attention after such denunciations
could have been natural. The tumult cuts short the
oration precisely where the author had exhausted his

\ Meyer, Apg., p- 193; Overbeck, zu de Wette's Apg., p. 114 f,

2 Tt is said both in v. 58 and 59 that *they stoned ” him. The double
use of the term é\foBdhovy has called forth many curious explanations,
Heinriche (ad vii. 57, p. 205), and after him Kuinoel (iv. p. 288), explain
the first as meaning only that they prepared to stone him, or that they
wantonly threw stones at him on the way to the place of execution.
Olshausen (on vii. §7—60, p. 125) considers the first to be a mere antici-
pation of the second more definitely described stoning. So also Meyer
(on vii, 57, p. 193). Dleek (Einl. N. T., p. 341 f.) conjectures that the
author only found it stated generally in the written source which he uses,
as in v. 58, that they cast Stephen out of the cily and stoned him, and
that, from mere oral tradition, he inserted the second ¢é\:foBdAovw, v. 59,
for the sake of what is there related about Saul,

. 3 Alford, Gk. Test., ii. p. 83 ; Ewald, Qesch. V. Isr., vi.p. 195 ; Humphrey,
Acts, p. 69; Meyer, Apg., p. 193 ; Milman, Hist. of Chr., i. p. 365 f.; Over-
beck, zude W. Apg., p. 114 f. ; IWeizsdicker, in Schenkel’s Bib. Lex., v. p. 387.

¢ Levit. xxiv. 14. & Deut. xvii. 7.

¢ Baur, Paulus, i. p. 62 ff.; Holtzmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., viii.
p. 338; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 114 {.; Schneckenburger, 8tud. w. Krit.,
1835, p. 526 f.; Weizsiicker, in Schenkel’s Bib. Lex., v. p. 387; Zeller,
Apg., p. 149 fL.
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subject, and by temporary lawlessness overcomes the
legal difficulty of a sentence which the Sanhedrin, with-
out the ratification of the Roman authority, could not
have carried out. As soon as the tumult has effected
thesc objects, all becomes orderly and legal again;
and, consequently, the witnesses can lay their gar-
ments ‘‘at a young man’s feet whosc name was Saul.”
The principal actor in the work is thus dramatically
introduced. As the trial commences with a supernatural
illumination of the face of Stephen, it ends with a super-
natural vision, in which Stephen sees heaven opened, and
the Son of Man standing at the right hand of God. Such
a trial and such an execution present features which are
undoubtedly not historical.

This impression is certainly not lessened when we find
how many details of the trial and death of Stephen are
based on the accounts in the Gospels of the trial and
death of Jesus.! The irritated adversaries of Stephen
stir up the people and the elders and scribes, and come
upon him and lead him to the Council.? They seck false
witness against him ;3 and these false witnesses accuse
him of speaking against the temple and the law.* The
false witnesses who are set up against Jesus with similar
testimony, according to the first two Synoptics, are
strangely omitted by the third. The reproduction of
this trait here has much that is suggestive. The high
priest asks: ‘ Are these things so?”?® Stephen, at

. B;mr. Paulus, i. p. 64 f. ; Holtzmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., viii. p.
338; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 115 £.; Schneckenburger, Stud. u. Krit.,
1835, p. 526 f.; Sirauss, Das Leb. Jesu, p. 584; IWeizsiicker, in Schenk.
Bib. Lex., v. p. 388.

? Acts vi. 12; cf. Luke xxii. 66, Mt. xxvi. 57.

3 Acts vi. 11 ; cf. Mt. xxvi, 59, Mk. xiv. 55.

4 Acts vi. 13 f.; cf. Mt. xxvi. 60f., Mk. xiv. 57 f.
5 The words in Acts vii. 1 are: elmev 3¢ & dpyuwepels: El (@pa) raira otrws
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the close of his speech, exclaims: “I see the heavens
opened, and the Son of Man stauding on the right hand
of God.” Jesus says: ‘ Henceforth shall the Son of
Man be seated on the right hand of the power of God.” !
Whilst he is being stoned, Stephen prays, saying : “ Lord
Jesus, receive my Spirit;” and, similarly, Jesus on the
cross cries, with a loud voice : “ Father into thy hands I
commend my spirit ; and, baving said this, he expired.” ?
Stephen, as he is about to die, cries, with a loud voice :
“Lord lay not this sin to their charge; and when he said
this he fell asleep ;" and Jesus says: ‘ Father, forgive
them, for they know not what they do.”®* These two
sayings of Jesus are not given anywhere but in the third
Synoptic,* and their imitation by Stephen, in another
work of the same Evangelist, is a peculiarity which
deserves attention. It is argued by apologists® that
*nothing is more natural than that the first martyrs should
Lave the example of the suffering Jesus in their minds,
and die with his expressions of love and resignation on
their lips. On the other hand, taken along with other
most suspicious circumstances which we have already
pointed out, and with the fact, which we shall presently
demonstrate, that the speech of Stephen is nothing more

éxer; In Matth, xxvi. 63,— droxpifeis 6 dpyiepels eimer atrg "Efoprifo oe

. . va fpiv elmps el o €l 6 ypiords . . . In Luke xxii. 66 . . Aéyorres:
El oV e é xpords, eimdy guiv. cf. Zeller, Die Apostelg. p. 153, anm. 2.

1 Acts vii. 56, Luke xxii. 69.

2, . . Néyovrar Kipie "Inooi, 8éfat 76 mveipd pov. Acts vii. 59,

kal povigas pavy; peydlp 6 'Inoois elmev Idrep, els xeipds gov maparifepat
70 mvelpd pov. Toito 3¢ eimiw éfdmvevoev. Luke xxiii. 46.

3. .. &pafev Povj) peydhp Kipie, uf oriops abrois Tavrmy vy dpapriav.
Kkai Toiro elmdw éxopndn. Acts vii. GO.

4 6 8¢ "Inoois Oheyerr Ildrep, dgpes alrois- ol yap oidacw 7i mowiow. Luke
xxiii. 34.

¢ Neander, Pflanzung, u. 8. w., p. 73, anm. 2; Meyer, Apostelgesch.,
195, &e., &ec.
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than a composition by the Author of Acts, the singular
analogies presented by this narrative with the trial and
last words of Jesus in the Gospels seem to us an addi-
tional indication of its inauthenticity. As Baur' and Zeller?
bave well argued, the use of two expressions of Jesus
only found in the third Synoptic is a phenomenon
which is much more naturally explained by attributing
them to the Author, who of course knew that Gospel
well, than to Stephen who did not know it at all.®
The prominence which is given to this episode of the
first Christian nartyrdom is intelligible in itself, and
it acquires fresh significance when it is considered as
the introduction of the Apostle Paul, whose perfect
silence regarding the proto-martyr, however, confirms
the belief which we otherwise acquire, that the whole
narrative and speech, whatever unknown tradition may
have suggested them, are, as we have them, to be ascribed
to the Author of the Acts.

On closer examination, one of the first questions which
arises is : how could such a speech have been reported ?
Although Neander* contends that we are not justified in
asserting that all that is narrated regarding Stephen in
the Acts occurred in a single day, we think it cannot
be doubted that the intention is to describe the arrest, trial,
and execution as rapidly following each other on the same
day. “They came upon him, and seized him, and

! Paulus, i. p. 64, anm. 1. * Apostelgesch., 152.

* Neander admits that the narrative in Acts is wanting in clearness and
intuitive evidence of details, although he does not think that this at all
militates against the trustworthiness of the whole. (Pflanzung, u. 5. w.,
p. 68, anm.) Bleek points out that viii. 1—3, which is so closely con-
nected with this episode, shows a certain confusion and want of clearness,
and supposes the passage interpolated by the author into the original
narrative of which he made use. (Einl. N. T., p. 342.)

‘ Pflanzung, w 8. w., p. 68, anm.
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brought him to the Council, and set up false witnesses, who
said,” &c.! There is no ground here for interpolating any
imprisonment, and if not, then it follows clearly that
Stephen, being immediately called upon to answer for
himself, is, at the end of his discourse, violently carried
away without the city to be stoned. No preparations
could have been made even to take notes of his speech,
if upon any ground it were reasonable to assume the
possibility of an intention to do so; and indeed it could
not, under the circumstances, have been foreseen that
he should either have been placed in such a position,
or have been able to make a speech at all. The rapid
progress of all the events described, and the excitement
consequent on such tumultuous proceedings, render an
ordinary explanation of the manner in which such a speech
could have been preserved improbable, and it is difficult
to suppose that it could have been accurately remembered,
with all its curious details, by one who was present. Im-
probable as it is, however, this is the only suggestion
which can possibly be advanced. The majority of
apologists suppose that the speech was heard and
reported by the Apostle Paul himself,? or at least that it
was communicated or written down either by a member
of the Sanhedrin, or by some one who was present.® As
there is no information on the point, there is ample scope
for imagination, but when we come to consider its
linguistic and other pecculiarities, it must be borne in

! Acts vi. 12 1,

2 Alford, Gk. Test., ii. proleg., p. 11; Baumgarten, Apg., i. p. 131;
Ebrard, Ev. Gesch., p. 690; zu Olsh. Apg., p. 112; Humphrey, Acts,
p. 36; Liiger, Zweck, u. s. w., der Rede des Stephanus, 1838, p. 31 f.;
Riehm, De font. Act. Apost., p. 195 f.; Wordeworth, Gk. Test., Acts,
p. 13 £

3 Dleek, Einl.,, p. 348; Stud. u. Krit., 1836, p. 1036; Heinrichs, Act.
Apost., i. p. 24, ii. p. 387 f.; Meyer, Apg., p. 162; Olshausen, Apg., p. 112,
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mind that the extreme difficulty of explaining the preser-
vation of such a speech must be an element in judging
whether it is not rather a composition by the Author of
Acts. The language in which it was delivered, again, is the
subject of much difference of opinion, many maintaining
that it must have originally been spoken in Aramaic,’
whilst others hold that it was delivered in Greek.? Still,
a large number of critics and divines of course assert that
the speech attributed to Stephen is at least substantially
authentic. As might naturally be expected in a case
where negative criticism is arrayed against a canonical
work upheld by the time-honoured authority of the church,
those who dispute its authenticity are in the minority.3
It is maintained by the latter that the language is
more or less that of the writer of the rest of the work,
and that the speech in fact as it lies before us is a later
composition by the Author of the Acts of the Apostles.
Before examining the linguistic peculiarities of the
speech, we may very briefly point out that, in the course of
the historical survey, many glaring contradictions of the
statements of the Old Testament occur.* Stephen says

! Ewald, Gesch. V. Isr., vi. p. 191; Meyer, Apg., p. 168; Michaelis,
Einl,, ii. p. 1181 f.; Olshausen, Apg., p. 114, Cf. Wordsworth, Gk. Test.,
Acts, p. 66.

2 Alford, Gk. Test., ii. p. 67; Heinrichs, Act. Apost., i. p. 177; Stier,
Die Reden d. Ap., i. p. 172, anm. ¥; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 93; De
Wette, Apg., p- 93; Weizsdcker, in Schenkel’s Bib. Lex., v. p. 390,

3 Baur, Paulus, i. p. 61 ff.; N. T. Theol., p. 338; B. Bauer, Apg.,
p. 87 ff.; Schrader, Der Ap. Paulus, v. p. 524 ; Schwegler, Das nachap. Z.,
ii. p. 102 f., anm. 3; Straatman, Paulus, p. 63 ff., 70 f.; Overbeck, zu de
W. Apg., p. 92 fl.; Weizsiicker, in Schenk. B. Lex., v. p. 390 f; Zeller,
Apg., p- 149 1., 510 ff. Cf. Davidson, Int. N. T., ii, p. 235 f.; Eichhorn,
Einl,, ii. p. 36 ff.,, 39 f.; Ioltzmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., viii. p. 338.

1 The Bishop of Lincoln says of those who venture to observe these :
“The allegations in question, when reduced to their plain meaning, in-
volve the assumption, that the Holy Ghost, speaking by St. Stephen
(who was *full of the Holy Spirit’), forgo! what He Himself had written
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(vs. 2, 3) that the order to Abraham to leave his country
was given to him in Mesopotamia before he dwelt in
Haran ; but, according to Genesis (xii. 1 ff.) the call is
given whilst he was living in Haran. The speech (v. 4)
represents Abraham leaving Haran after the death of his
father, but this is in contradiction to Genesis, according
to which' Abraham was 75 when he left Haran. Now,
as he was born when his father Terah was 70, and
Terah lived 205 years,® his father was only 145 at the
time indicated, and afterwards lived 60 years. In v. 5
it is stated that Abraham had no possession in the
promised land, not even so much as to set his foot on ;
but, according to Genesis,* he bought the field of Ephron
in Machpelah. It is said (v. 14) that Jacob went down:
into Egypt with 75 souls, whereas, in the Old Testament,
it is repeatedly said that the number was 70.> In v. 16,
it is stated that Jacob was buricd in Schechem in a
sepulchre bought by Abraham of the sons of Emmor in
Schechem, whereas in Genesis ® Jacob is said to have been
buried in Machpelah ; the sepulchre in Schechem, in which
in the Book of Genesis ; and that His Memory is to be refieshed by bibli-
cal commentators of the nineteenth century! This kind of criticism is
animated by a spirit very alien from that Christian temper of reverential
modesty, gentleness, and humility, which are primary requisites for the
discovery and reception of truth. AMysteries are revealed to the meek
(Eccles. iii. 19). Them that are meek shall He guide in judyment ; and such
us are gentle, them shall He learn Ifis way (Ps. xxv. 8). But such a spirit
of criticism seems willing to accept any supposition, however fanciful,
except that of its own fallibility ! It is ready to allege that St. Luke is

in error in saying that St. Stephen was full of the Holy Ghost. Itis
ready to affirm that St. Stephen was forgetful of the elements of Jewish

history. . . . . No wonder thatitis given over by God to a repro-
bate mind.” Greck Test., Acts of the Apostles, p. 66 f.
! Gen. xii. 4. 3 xi. 26. 3 xi. 32.

4 xxiii. 4 ff., 17 ff.

¥ Gen. xlvi. 27, Exod. i. 5, Deut. x. 22. It must be added that in the
last two passages the version of the lxx. also gives 75 including the sons
of Joseph. ¢ xlix, 29, 1, 13,
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the bones of Joseph were buried, was not bought by
Abraham, but by Jacob.! Moses is described (v. 22) as
mighty in words, but in Exodus? he is said to be the
very reverse, and Aaron in fact is sent with him to
speak words for him. These are some of the principal
variations. It used to be argued that such mistakes were
mere errors of memory, natural in a speech delivered
under such circumstances and without preparation,® and
that they are additional evidence of its authenticity,
inasmuch as it is very improbable that a writer
deliberately composing such a speech could have com-
mitted them. Itis very clear, however, that the majority
of these are not errors of memory at all, but either the
exegesis prevailing at the time amongst learned Jews, or
traditions deliberately adopted, of which many traces are
clsewhere found.*

The form of the speech is closely similar to other
speeches found in the same work. We have already in
passing pointed out the analogy of parts of it to the
address of Peter in Solomon’s porch, but the speech of
Paul at Antioch bears a still closer resemblance to it,
and has been called “a mere echo of the speeches of
Peter and Stephen.”® We must refer the reader to our
general comparison of the two speeches of Peter and
Paul in question,® which sufficiently showed, we think,

' Joshua xxiv. 32. ? iy. 10 ff.

* Even de Wette says: “ The numerous historical errors are remark-
able; they may most probably be ascribed to an unpropared speech.” I.
Erkl. Apostelgesch., p. 93.

4 Alford, Gk. Test., ii. p. 67 ff.; Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 235 f.;
Ebrard, zu Olsh. Apg., p. 115 ff.; Eichhorn, Einl., ii. p. 39 f.; Ewald,
Gesch. V. Isr., vi. p. 193, anm. 2: Fielmoser, Einl., p. 314 f.; Humphrey,
Acts, p. 57 ff.; Meyer, Apg., p. 170 £.; Olshausen, Apg., p. 117 £.

5 Schneckenburger, Zweck der Apostelgesch., p, 130.

¢ See back, p. 85 ff.
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that they were not delivered by independent speakers,
but on the contrary that they are 1:uthing more than
compositions by the author of the Acts. These addresses
which are such close copies of each other, are so markedly
cast in the same mould as the speech of Steplen, that
they not only confirm our conclusions as to their own
origin, but intensify suspicions of its authenticity. It is
.impossible, without reference to the speeches themselves,
to shew how closely that of Paul at Antioch is traced on
the lines of the speech of Stephen, and this resemblance
is much greater than can be shown by mere linguistic
examination. The thoughts correspond where the words
differ. There is a constant recurrence of words, how-
ever, even where the sense of the passages is not the
same, and the ideas in both bear the stamp of a single
mind. We shall not attempt fully to contrast these dis-
courses here, for it would occupy too much space, and we
therefore content oursclves with giving a few illustra-
tions, begging the reader to examine the speeches them-
selves.

STEPHEN. ! Paur Axp PETER.
vii. 2. Men, brethren, fathers, |  xiii. 15. Men, brethren . . . . .
hear. . 16. Men, Israelites, and ye that
I. fear God, hear.
i "Avdpes aBehgpoi . . . drovoare.

xxii. 1. Men, brethren, and
! fathers, hear . . .
"Avdpes ddehpol kal mwarépes, drxov- | “Avdpes adelol kai warépes, dxov-
TarE . . . oare.

The God of glory (6 feds rijs xiil, 17. The God of this people
36fns)' appeared to our father (r$ | (6 feds Tot Naoi Tovrov) Israel chose
marpt uav) Abraham when he was | our fathers (rois warépas quav) and
in (8w év v M.) Mesopotamin, be- | exalted the people in their sojourn
fore he dwelt in (xarowijoar alrév | in the land of Egypt (év rjj mapowia
¢v) Harap, &ec. ! év yj Alyimrg) . . .

! Cf. 1 Cor. ii. 8, kipios tis 86{ns; cf. Ixx. Ps. xxviii. 3.
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STEPREN. .

6. . . . that his seed should be :
a sojournerin a strange land (wdpo:- ‘
xov €v yj) d\\orpia) . . . {

5. ..andtohis seed . . . (xai
T omwéppars atrou) !

8. And he gave him (Abraham)
a covenant . .. (xai Bwxev alrd
Swbieny . . .) of circumecision.?

22, (Moses) was mighty in his
words and deeds (v 8¢ duvards év
Aayots kai Epyois alrod).

32. I am the God of thy fathers,
the God of Abraham and Isaacand |
Jacob. ('Eyd & feds rav warépov
oov, 6 Beds "ABpaap kai 'loadx xai
"laxdf.)

36. This (Moses) brought them
(the people rov Aadw) out (éfiyayer
airovs) having worked wonders and
signs? in the land of Egypt (év v
Alyinre) and in the Red Sea, and
in the wilderness forty years (év rj
épipg €m recoepdxovra). V. 42. . .
forty years in the wilderness. . . .
(& regoepdxovra év 4 épipg)

37. This is the Moses who said
unto the children of Israel: A pro-
phet shall God raise up unto you
from among your brethren, like
unto me. . . .

42, . . . God delivered them up
to serve the host of heaven (4 feds
mapédwrey alrovs Aarpevey, k. T. A.).
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PAvuL AND PETER.

iii. 25. Ye are the children . . .
of the covenant (rijs 3wabys) which
God made with your fathers, saying

unto Abraham: And in thy seed

(xai év 7& omwéppari oov), &e., &e.

(Luke xxiv. 19. Jesus . . mighty
in deed and word (Bumﬂ':lr € 3p'y(=|
kai Aoy « . . ))

iii, 13, The God of Abraham and
Isnac and Jacob, the God of our
fathers. (3 feds 'ABpadp xai "loadix
xai 'laxdB, 6 feds T@v marépoy Npdy

xiii.)l?. .. .and exalted the
people (rér Aadv) in their sojourn
in the land of Egypt (év yj Alylnre),
and with a high arm brought them
out of it (¢fnyayey alrovs), 18. and
for about the time of forty years!
(recogpaxovraéry) nourished them
in the wilderness. (év rjj épiua.)

ifi, 22. Moses indeed said:* A
prophet shall the Lord our God
raise up unto you from among your
brethren, like unto me, &ec., &ec.

(Rom i. 24. . . . God delivered
them up . . to uncleanness (wapé-
Bwxev atrots & feds . . . eis deabap-

olav, x. 7. A, of.  26. ., . mapédwxer
atrovs 6 feds els mabn driplas . . . .
28. . . . wapédwxev alrols & feds els
addxepov voiv. . . . ) )

! Compare with this verse Rom. iv. 13; Gal. iii. 16, 29.
2 Cf. Rom. iv. 11, kal onpeiov PhaBev wepiropijs.

. .. moufjoas Tépara xal onpeia . . . il. 22. . . . répagw xal ampeiois ols
émoinoev. . . . .
‘ vii. 23 reads . . . . recoepaxovraémys xpévos . . . and xiii. 18 . . . .

Teoaepaxovraém xpévor . . . and again vii. 23, dvéBn éwi my xapdiav alrod
« + . 1Cor. ii. 9, émi xapdiav dvfpdmov ok dvéfy. . . .
¢ The authorized version, on the authority of several important MSS.

YOL. II1,
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STEPHEN.

45. Which also our fathers . . .
brought in with Joshua when they
took possession of the Gentiles (réaw
é6vav) whom God drave out before
the face of our fathers, unto the
days of David,

46. Who found (elpe) favour with
God..... s »

48. Howbeit, the Most High
dwelleth not in what is made with
hands (ody é iNoros év yepomorirois

xarowei) even as the prophet saith :

49, The heaven (¢ olpavds) is my
throne, and the earth (3 y3) is my
footstool. 50. Did not my hand
make all these things ? (0dxi § xeip
pou émolncey wdvra Taira; )

51. Ye uncircumcised in hearts
+ + « (dwepirpnrot kapdiais. . . .)

52. Which of the prophets did
not your fathers persecute? and
they killed (dméxrewwar) them which
announced before of the coming of
the righteous One (roi 8waiov), of
whom ye have become betrayers
and murderers (poveis).

53. Ye received the law at the
arrangements of angels . . . (éAa-
Bere Tdv vopov els duarayas dyyélwy
5 e

54. And hearing these things
they were cut to their hearts (dxot-
ovres 3¢ raira Siempiovro), and gnash-
ed their teeth upon him.

SUPERNATURAL RELIGION,

PavuL AND PETER.

xiii, 19. And he destroyed seven
nations (é6vy) in the land of Ca-
naan,' and divided their land to
them by lot.

22 . . . he raised up unto them
David as king, to whom also he
bare witness and said: I found
(efpov) David, a man after mine
own heart, &c., &c.

xvii. 24f. The God that made the
world and all things therein (& feds
6 mouaras Tdv kéopov Kal wdvra T év
avr$), he being Lord of heaven and
earth (otparois xal yis) dwelleth not
in temples made with hands (oix
év yetporourots vaois katowei ) neither
is served by men’s hands (yepdr),
&c., &ec., &c.

(Rom. ii. 29. Circumcision is of
the heart, in spirit (wepirops xapdias
év mvevpare k. T AL . . L))

xxii. 14. . . . the righteous One
(row Bixatov). . .

iii. 14. But ye denied the holy
and righteous One (rév dikatov) and
desired a murderer (&8pa povéa) to
be granted unto you, 15. and killed
(dmexreivare) the Prince of Life, &c.,
&e.

(Gal. iii. 19. What then is the
law ? It was added . .. ; being
arranged by means of angels . . .

. (i olv & vépos ; mpooeréfn . . . dia-

rayeis 8 dyyfhov . . .))

v. 33. When they heard they
were cut (to their hearts) (of 3¢ dxov-
gavres Biemplovro) and took counsel
to slay them.

It is argued that the speech of Stephen bears upon it

adds *‘ unto the fathers ” ‘* wpds rois marépas,” but the balance of evidence

is decidedly against the words.

! vii. 11, Then came a famine upon all Egypt and Canean.
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the stamp of an address which was actually delivered.!
We are not able to discover any special indication of this.
Such an argument, at the best, is merely the assertion of
personal opinion, and cannot have any weight.. It is
quite conceivable that an oration actually spoken might
lose its spontaneous character in a report, and on the
other hand that a written composition might acquire
oratorical reality from the skill of the writer. It would
indeed exhibit great want of literary ability if a writer,
composing a speech which he desires to represent as
having actually been spoken, altogether failed to convey
some impression of this. To have any application to the
present case, however, it must not only be affirmed that
the speech of Stephen has the stamp of an address
really spoken, but that it has the character of one
delivered under such extraordinary circumstances, with-
out premeditation and in the midst of tumultuous pro-
ceedings. It cannot, we think, be reasonably asserted
that a speech like this is peculiarly characteristic of a
 man suddenly arrested by angry and excited opponents,
and hurried before a council which, at its close, rushes
upon him and joins in stoning him. Unless the defence
attributed to Stephen be particularly characteristic of this
the argument in question falls to the ground. On the
contrary, if the speech has one feature more strongly
marked than another, it is the deliberate care with which
the points referred to in the historical survey are selected
and bear upon each other, and the art with which the
climax is attained. In showing, as we have already done,
that the speech betrays the handywork of the Author of
the Acts, we have to alarge extent disposed of any claim

! Baumgarten, Apg., i. p. 131; Gfrirer, Die heil. Sage, i. p. 409;

Meyer, Apg., p. 161 f.; Neander, Pflanzung, p. 66 f., anm. 1.
M2
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to peculiar individuality in the defence, and the linguistic
analysis which we shall now make will conclusively settle
the source of the composition. We must point out here
in continuation that, as in the rest of the work, all the
quotations in the speech are from the Septuagint, and that
the author follows that version even when it does not
fairly represent the original.!

We may now proceed to analyse the language of the
whole episode from vi. 9 to the end of the seventh
chapter, in order to discover what linguistic analogy it
bears to the rest of the Acts and to the third Synoptic,
which for the sake of brevity we shall simply designate
“Luke.” With the exception of a very few words in
general use, every word employed in the section will be
found in the following analysis, based upon Bruder’s
* Concordance,’? and which is arranged in the order of
the verses, although for greater clearness the whole is
divided into categories.

We shall commence with a list of the words in this
section which are not elsewhere used in the New Tes-
tament. They are as follows:—vmoBdMew, vi. 11;
ovykwew, vi. 12 ; dveioOar, vii. 16;3 éxberos, vii. 19,
but éxrifévar, occurs several times in Acts, see below,
vil. 21; dpvveclar, vii. 24; owaldooew, Vil 20;
Siadéyeafar, vii. 45, this word, which is common amongst

! vil. 42, 43 ; cf. ii. 25, 28, xiii. 41, xv. 16, 17.

2 We have already referred to works in which a very complete analysis
of the language of the Acts and Gospel has been made, and we may here
again point out : Zeller, Die Apostelgesch., p. 388 ff. ; Lekebusch, Apostel-
gesch., p. 35 ff.; Holtzmann, Die synopt. Evv., p. 302 ff. The last-named
has chiefly reference to the Gospel. We have made our analysis of the
speech of Stephen, as compared with the rest of Acts and Gospel, inde-
pendently, but we are likewise indebted to the works above named, to
the first two especially.

3 xafbs, of time, vii. 17, is rare; but the cod. A. reads &5, which occurs
30 times in Acte, 19 times in Luke, and some 20 times elsewhere in N. T.
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Greek writers,! is used in lxx. 2 Chron. xxxi. 12 ; é\evors,
vii. 52, These nine words are all that can strictly be
admitted as amra€ Aeydueva, but there are others, which,
although not found in any other part of the Acts or
of the Gospel, occur in other writings of the New
Testament, and which must here be noted. BAdo¢gnpuos,
vi. 11, occurring 1 Tim. i. 13, 2 Tim. iii. 2, 2 Pet.
ii. 11, Rev. xiii. 5; Bhacgnuew, however, is used
four times in Acts, thrice in Luke, and frequently else-
where, and Bhaodnuia in Luke v. 21. yevdrs, vi. 13,
used Rev. 1. 2, xxi. 8; dM\\drrew, vi. 14, Rom. i. 23,
1 Cor. xv. 51, 52, Gal. iv. 20, Heb. i. 12, almost purely
a Pauline word; émayyé\\eafar, vii. 5, elsewhere four-
teen times; perarifévar, vii. 16, also Gal. 1. 6, Heb. vii.
12, xi. 5 twice (Ixx. Gen. v. 24), Jude 4; xaramoveiv
(karamovovpevos), vii. 24, also 2 Pet. ii. 7; pdyeobar,
vil. 26, also John vi. 52, 2 Tim. ii. 24, James iv. 2;
Aoywov, vii. 38, also Rom. iii. 2, Heb. v. 12, 1 Pet. iv. 11;
vmjkoos, vii. 39, also 2 Cor. ii. 9, Phil ii, 8; Swray,
vil. 53, also Rom. xiii. 2, cf. Gal. iii. 19, but the writer
makes use of Swardooew, see vil. 44, below ; amorifévar,
vii. 58, also Rom. xiii. 12, Eph. iv. 22, 25, Col. iii. 8,
Heb. xii. 1, James i. 21, 1 Pet. ii. 1. If we add these
ten words to the preceding, the proportion of ama§
Aeydpeva is by no means excessive for the 67 verses,
especially when the peculiarity of the subject is con-
sidered, and it is remembered that the number of words
employed in the third Gospel, for instance, which are
not elsewhere found, greatly exceeds that of the other
Gospels, and that this linguistic richness is character-
istic of the author.

There is another class of words which may now be

1 Cf. Kuinoel, 1. c.
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dealt with: those which, although not elsewhere found
either in the Acts or Gospel, are derived from the Sep-
tuagint version of the Old Testament. The author
makes exclusive use of that version, and in the historical
survey, of which so large a portion of the speech is com-
posed, his mind very naturally recalls its expressions even
where he does not make direct quotations, but merely
gives a briet summary of its narratives. In the fol-
lowing list where words are not clearly taken from the
Septuagint version® of the various episodes referred to,
the reasons shall be stated :—

perowifew, vii. 4, and 43, whero it is quoted from Amos v. 27.

kardoyeois, vii. 5, and 45; Gen. xvii. 8, and Numb. xxxii. 5, &ec., &e.

wdpowos, vil. 6 from. Gen. xv. 13; again, vii. 20 from Exod, ii. 22; it
also occurs Iph. ii. 19, 1 Det. ii. 11,

d\\drpos, vil. 6 (wdpowos év yj d\horpig); cf. Gen. xv. 13 f., from which
verses 6, 7 are taken; Gen. xv. 13 reads odx 18ig for d\\orpig, but
Ex. ii. 22, and xviii. 3, which are equally to the point, have rdpotos
év yjj d\horplg, cf. Ps, exxxvi, 4.

xépracpa, vii. 11, used Gen. xlii. 27 in narrating the visit of Joseph's
brethren to Egypt for provender; also Gen. xxiv. 23, 32, &e., &c.;
xopraew occurs in Luke vi. 21, ix. 17, xv. 16, xvi. 21,

auriow, vil. 12; in Gen. xlii. 1, 2, which is quoted, oiros is used, and it
recurs Acts xxvii. 38, thrice in Luke, and nine times in other parts
of the N. I. The plural giria, which is the reading of the best MSS.
in this place, however, does not elsewhore occur in the N. T. oira is
the reading of some other Codices, and likewise oiros, so the word
must be considered doubtful.

dvayvopifesbar, vii. 13, Gen. xlv. 1.

xaracopitecbar, vii. 19, Exod. i. 10,

dareios, vil. 20, Fxod. ii. 2, also used Ieb. xi. 23.

arevaypds, vil. 34, Exod. ii. 24, ¢f. iil. 7; also used Rom, viii. 26.

Avrparys, vil. 35, Ps. Ixxvii. 35, speaking of the delivery of Israel from
Egypt; rest of passage from Ex. iii. 2, xiv, 19.

pooxomoeiv, Vil, 41, Ex, xxxii. 4 . . . woweiv péoyov—also ver. 8 and Ps,
¢v. 19—from which this word is coined.

oxijvopa, vil. 46 (. . . edpeiv oxiv. 1§ Oe "laxdB) Ps, cxxxi. b (edpw . .« . .
axjv. 7 Be "laxsB) ; also 2 Pet. i. 13, 14.

! vii. 6, 7, 27, 28, 30, 32, 33, 34, 35, 37, 40, 42, 43, 47, 49, 50, are almost
wholly direct quotations from the 1xx. We have referred to any words
in these verses requiring notice,
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arAnporpdymhos, vil. 51, Ered. xxxiii. 8, 5, Dent. ix. 6, 13.

dmepirpnros, Vii. 51 (dm. xapdiais kal rois doiv),! Ezeck. xliv. 9 (am. xapdig
.« + « dm oapxl) also v. 7, Jerem. ix, 26 (dw. xapdig . . . amw. gapki)
Jerem. vi. 10 (dwepirpnra va &ra abrav) ; Rom. ii. 29.

dvrurimrew, vil. 51, used Numb. xxvii. 14 in regard to the rebellion of the
Israelites in the wilderness.

Bpixew, vii. 54 (éBpuyov robs 83dvras én’ alrdy) ; Ps. xxxiv. 16 (éBpvéay én’
€ué rovs o8dvras), Ps. xxxvi, 12 (Bpvfet én’ adrdv Tois 63.); of. Matth.
viii. 12, &c., &c.

We shall now, by way of disposing -of them, take the
words which require little special remark, but are used
as well in the rest of the Acts and in the Gospel as in
other writings of the New Testament :—

loxvew, vi. 10, xv. 10, xix. 16, 20, xxv. 7, xxvii. 16; Luko eight times,
rest of N. T. 15 times.

avbordvar, vi. 10, xiii. 8; Luke xxi. 15; rest 11 times.

gogia, vi. 10, 3, vil. 10, 22; six times in Luke, 19 times by Paul,? 22
times elsewhere.

wpeaBirepos (Jewish), vi. 12 and other 6 times; 4 times in Luke, fre-
quently elsewhere.

romos, vi. 13 and 18 times; Luke 20 times, rest frequently.

pdprus, vi. 13 and 12 times; Luke xxiv. 48 ; rest 20 times.

wapadddvar, vi. 14, vii. 42 and 12 times ; Luke 17 {imes, rest frequently.

wpboemov, Vi. 15 twice, vii. 45, and 9 times ; Luke 15, rest frequently.

woel, vi. 15 and 8 times ; Luke 10, rest 17 times.

8ofa, vil. 2, 55, xii. 23, xxii. 11; Luke 13, rest frequently. (& feds
86¢ns, Ps. xxvill. 3; cf. xxiil. 7, 8, 9, 10; cf. Cor. ii. 8, xvipos 77
dégns.)

owéppa, Vil. 5, 6, iil. 25, xiii. 23; Luke i. 55, xx. 28, Paul 17, rest 2|
times.

Téxvow, Vii. 3, 1i. 39, xiii. 33, xxi. 5, 21 ; Luke 14 times, rest frequently.

Sovhevew, vil. T, Gen.® xv. 14, Acts xx. 19; Luke xv. 29, xvi. 13 twice,
Paul 11, rest 9 times.

diabnen, vii. 8, Gen. xvil. 9, 10, 11, Acts iii. 25 ; Luke i. 72, xxii. 20,
Paul 6, rest 20 times.

! Codices E H P read rj xapdiq.

2 We shall use this expression to indicate the use of words in the
Epistles to the Romans, 1 and 2 to the Corinthians, and to the Galatians.

? When a passage of Old Testament is referred to it will be understood
that the Ixx. version is intended, and that the word is derived from it.
When this is not clear, and the word is only used in the passage indi-
cated, it will be placed within brackets.
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yervgr, Vil 8, 20, 29, ii. 8, xiii. 33, xxii. 3, 28; Luke 4 times, rest
frequently.

dwodiddvar, vii. 9, Gen. xxxvii. 28, 29, Acts v. 8; Heb. xii. 16; in
other senses Acts 2, Luke 8, rest 35 times.

iyris, vii. 10, 11, xi 19, xiv. 22, xx. 23 ; Paul 13, rest 25 times.

xdpts, vil. 10 and 16 times ; Luke 8, Paul 61, and rest 72 times.

xabiornue, vii. 10, Gen. xxxix. 4, 5, xli. 41, 43; Acts vi. 3, vii. 27, 33,
Ezxod, ii. 14 ; xvii. 15; Luke xii. 14, 42, 44 ; rest 16 times.

Aepos, vii. 11, Gen. xli. 54, Acts xi. 28 ; Luke 4, reet 6 times.

wporoy, adv. vil. 12, ii. 26, xi. 26, xiii. 46, xv. 14, xxvi. 20; Luke 10
times, rest frequently.

pavepos, vil. 13, iv. 16 ; Luke viii. 17 twice; Paul 7, rest 10 times.

devrepos, vil. 13 and 4 times; Luke 3, rest 36 times: v r¢ devrépg, not
elsewhere, but cf. Luke xii. 38 ¢v rj 3evripg Pvhaxj.

Tehevray, Vii. 15, ii. 29; Luke vii. 2 ; elsewhere 10 times.

xpdvos, ¥ii. 17, 23, and 15 times; Luke 7 times, rest often.

émrayyelia, vil. 17, i. 4, ii. 33, 39, xiii. 23, 32, xxiii. 21, xxvi. 6; Luke
xxiv, 49, Paul 20; rest 24 times.

dpohoyeiv, vii. 17, xxiii. 8, xxiv. 14; Luke xii. 8 twice, rest 21 times.

xatpds, vii. 20, and 8 times ; Luke 13 times, rest frequently.

adiceiv, vii. 24, Ex. ii. 13; Acts vii. 26, 27, xxv. 10, 11; Luke x. 19;
rest 13.

cwmpia, ¥ii. 25, iv. 12, xiii. 26, 47, xvi. 17, xxvii. 34; Luke i. 69, 71,
77, xix. 9, Paul 10, rest 26 times.

cunévas, vil. 25 twice, xxviil. 26, 27; Luke ii. 50, vii. 10, xviii. 34,

xxiv. 43, rest 16 times.

elpivy, vii. 26, ix. 31, x. 36, xii. 20, xv. 33, xvi. 36, xxiv. 3; Luke 14
times, rest frequently.

mAnaiow, vii. 27, Ex. ii. 13; Luke x. 27, 29, 36, rest 13 tires.

etyew, vii. 20, xxvii. 30; Luke iii. 7, viii. 34, xxi. 21, rest 27 times.

ipnuos, 5, vii. 30, 36, 38, 42, 44, Ex. iii. 1, xvi. 1, &c., &c., Acts xiii. 18,
xxi. 38; Luke 8 times, rest 20 times.

Zros, vii. 30, 8, 36, 42, Gen. xv. 13, Ex. xvi. 35, Amos v. 25, &c., and 7
times ; Luke 15, rest 23.

favpdfew, vii. 31, ii. 7, iii. 12, iv, 13, xiii. 41; Luke 13 times, rest
frequently.

Tohpgy, vil. 32, v. 13; Luke xx. 40, Paul 7, rest 6 times.

Avew, vil. 33, Ewx. iii. 5, Acts ii. 24, xiii. 25, 43, xxii, 30, xxiv. 26, xxvii.
41; Luke 7 times, rest often.

dpveiobas, vii. 39, iii. 13, 14, iv. 16; Luke viil. 43, ix. 23, xii. 9, xxii. 57,
rest 24 times.

éxihnoia, vil. 38, Deuf. xxxii. 1, and Acts 23 times; Paul 39, rest 49
times.

Ouaia, vil. 41, 42, Amos v. 25; Luke ii. 24, xiii. 1, rest 25 times.

€iBwhoy, vil. 41 (Ez. xx. 4, Numb. xxv. 2 . . , . €5 ras Ovaias Tév eiddhav
adr.), Acts xv. 20; Paul 6, rest 3.’

Aarpebeaw, Vi, 42, Deut. iv. 19, Ex. xx. 5, &c., &c., Acts xxiy. 14, xxvi. 7,
xx vii. 23 ; Luke 3, rest 13 times.
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wpoopépey, Vii. 42, Amos v. 25; Acts viii. 18, xxi. 26 ; Luke &5 times, rest
frequently.

Tiwos, vil. 43, Amos v. 26, Acts vii. 44, Er. xxv. 9, 40, Acts xxiii. 25;
Paul 4 times, rest 9.

wpookvvelr, Vil 43; Deut. iv. 19, xvii. 3; Acts viil. 27, x. 25, xxiv. 11;
Luke iv. 7, 8, xxiv. 52, rest frequently.

o, vil. 43, Amos v. 26; Acts vii. 44, xv. 16, Amos ix. 11 ; Luke ix. 33,
xvl. 9, rest 16 times.

papripioy, vii. 44, Ex. xxvil, 21 ; Acts iv. 33; Luke v. 14, ix. 5, xxi. 13,
rest 13.

aireiv, vii. 46, iil. 2, 14, ix. 2, xii. 20, xiii. 21, 28, xvi. 29, xxv. 3, 13;
Luke 11 times, rest frequently.

oixoBopeiv, vii. 47, 3 Kings vi. 2, viii. 20, 1 Chron. xxviii. 6; Acts vii. 49,
Tsaiah, 1xvi. 1; Aects iv. 11, ix. 31, xxii. 32; Luke 11, rest fre-
quently.

vads,! vii. 48, xvii. 24, xix. 24; Luke 4, rest 39 times.

moios, Vii. 49, Jsatah, Ixvi. 1; Acts, iv. 7, xxiii. 34 ; Luke 8, rest 22 times.

ols, vil. 51, Jerem. vi. 10; Acts, vii. 37, xi. 2, xxviii. 27 twice; Luke 7,
rest 25 times.

Siokew, vil. 52, and 8 times; Luke xvii. 23, xxi. 12, Paul 14, rest 19
times.

Pvhdooaw, vil. 53, xii, 4, xvi, 4, xxi. 24, 25, xxii. 20, xxiii. 35, xxviii.
16 ; Luke 6, rest 17 times.

fewpeiv, vii. 56, and 13 times; Luke 7, rest 36 times.

éxBdM e, Vil. 38, ix. 40, xiii. 30, xvi. 37, xxvii. 38 ; Luke 21 times, rest
frequently.

#w, vii. 58, and 10 times; Luke 11 times, rest frequently.

ipdriov, vil. 58, and 7 times ; Luke 10 times, rest frequently.

We shall now give the words which may either be
regarded as characteristic of the author of the Acts and
Gospel, or the use of which is peculiar or limited to
him :—

avpreiv, vi. 9, ix. 29; Luke xxii. 23, xxiv. 15, Mark 6 times.

pima with Aakeiv, vi. 11, 13, x. 44, xi. 14, xiii. 42; Luke ii. 17, 30, rest
6 times : without Aa\. Acts 9, Luke 17, rest 32 times.

épiordvar, vi. 12, iv. 1, x. 17, xi. 11, xii. 7, xvii. 5, xxii. 13, 20, xxiii. 11,
27, xxviii. 2; Luke 7 times, 1 Thess. v. 3, 2 Tim. iv. 26, only.

cuvaprdlew, vi. 12, xix. 29, xxvii. 15; Luke viii. 29, only.

ourédpwov, vi. 12, and 13 times; Luke xxii. 66; Mt. 3 times, Mk, 3,
John 1, only.

mavecfu (followed by particip.), vi. 13, v. 42, xiii. 10, xx. 31, xxi, 32;
Luke v. 4, rest 3 times; otherwise Acts xx. 1; Luke viil. 24, xi. 1,
rest 3 times.

! The oldest codices omit vuois from vii. 48.
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kara\vew, vi. 14, v. 38, 39 ; Luke xxi. 6, cf. ix. 12, xix. 7, Paul 3, Mt.
3, Mk. 3 times.

€fos, vi. 14, xv. 1, xxv. 16; Luke i. 9, ii. 42, xxii. 39, rest 2; ra &y, vi.
14, xvi. 21, xxi. 21, xxvi. 3, xxviii. 17, only.

xabéleafar, vi. 15, xx. 9; Luke ii. 46, Mt. xxvi. 55, John iv. 6, xi. 20,
xx. 12, only.

xaroweiv, vil. 2, 4 twice, 48, i. 19, 20, ii. 5, 9, 14, iv. 16, ix. 22, 32, 33,
xi. 29, xiii. 27, xvil. 24, 26, xix. 10, 17, xxii. 12,; Luke twice, rest
25 times.

ovyyévewa, Vii. 3, Gen. xii. 1, of. Er, xii. 21; Actsvii. 14; Luke i. 61, only.

xdxeifev, Vil 4, xiii, 21, xiv. 26, xvi. 12, xx. 15, xxi. 1, xxvii. 4, 12 (?),
xxviii. 13, Mk. x. 1 (P) only.

rhnpoyopia, Vil. 5, xx. 32, both with 8odva: ; Luke xii. 13, xx. 14, rest 10
times,

Sotvat, vii. 5, 38, v. 31, xix. 31, xx, 32; Luke 8, rest 9 times.

Bijpa, vil. 5 (o08¢ Bipa modds) Deut. ii. 5 (oddé Biua modds), xii. 21, xviii.
12, 16, 17, xxv. 6, 10, 17; Paul twice, rest twice.

wepiropn, vil. 8, x. 45, xi. 2; Paul 23, rest 11 times.

wepirépvew, vil. 8, Gen. xx1. 4; Acts xv. 1, 5, 24, xvi. 3, xxi, 21; Luke
i. 89, ii. 21, Paul 8, rest 2 times.

warpudpyns, vil. 8, 9, ii. 29, Heb. vii. 4, only.

{nhoty, Vii, 9, Gen. xxxvil. 11; Acts xvii. 5; Paul 9, rost 2 times.

ébaipeiv, vil. 10, 34, Exod. iii. 8; Acts xii. 11, xxiii, 27, xxvi, 17; Paul
3, rest 2 times.

évayriov, vil. 10, Gen, xli, 37 ; viil. 32, Jsutah liii. 7; Luke 1. 8, xx. 26,
xxiv. 19, Mk, ii. 12 (?) only.

fyodpevos, vii. 10, xiv. 12, xv. 22, cf. xxvi. 2; Luke xxii, 26, Heb. xiii,
7, 17, 24,

éfamooré\ ey, Vil 12, ix. 30, xi. 22, xii. 11, xiii. 26, xvii. 14, xxii. 21;
Luke 3 times, Gal. iv. 4, 6, only.

yévos, vii. 13, 19, iv. 6, 36, xiii. 26, xvii. 28, 29, xviii, 2, 24; PaulJj, rest
7 times.

peraxakelofa, vii. 14, x. 32, xx, 17, xxiv. 23, only.

Yuxn (man), vil. 14, Deut. x. 22; Acts ii. 41, 43, iii. 23, xxvil. 37;
Rom. xiii. 1, 2 Pet. ii. 14, Rev. xvi. 3, Constr. cf. Luke xiv. 31.

pvipa, Vil 16, ii. 29; Lukoe viil. 27, xxiii. 23, xxiv. 1, rest 3 times.

rwy (price), vii. 16, iv. 34, v. 2, 3, xix. 19; 1 Cor. vi. 20, vii. 23, Mt.
xxvii. 6, 9, only.

dpyipwov, vii. 16, iil. 6, viii, 20, xix, 19, xx, 33; Luke ix. 3, xix, 15, 23,
xxii, 5, rvest 11 times,

éyyifew, vil. 17, ix. 3, x. 9, xxi. 32, xxil. 6, xxiil. 15; Luke 18, rest 19
times.

abfdvew, vii. 17, Exod. 1, T; Acts vi. 7, xii. 24, xix, 20; Luke i. 80, ii.
40, xii. 27, xiii. 19, rest 4 and in other senses 10 times.

mAnfovew, vil. 17, Exod. 1. 7; Acts vi. 7, ix. 31, xii. 24, rest 6 times.

Bpécpos, vii. 19 ; Luke i. 41, 44, ii. 12, 16, xviu, 15; 2 Tim. iii. 15, 1 Pet,
ii. 2, only.
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kaxovy, vil. 19, Exod. i. 11; Acts vii. 6, Gen. xv. 13; Acts xii. 1, xiv. 2,
xviil, 10, 1 Pet. 1ii. 13, only.

{woyovev, vil. 19, Exod. i. 17, 18, 22; Luke xvii. 33, 1 Tim. vi. 13, only.

dvarpégperv, vii. 20, 21, xxii. 3, only.

piv, vil. 20, xviii, 11, xix. 8, xx, 3, xxviii. 11; Luke 5, rest 8 times.

éerifévar, vii. 21, xi. 4, xviil, 26, xxviii. 23, only.

dvaipeiofar (do tollente liberos), vii. 21, Erod. ii. 5: dvapeiv, vii. 28 twice,
ii. 23, v. 33, 36, ix. 23, 24, 29, x. 39, xii, 2, xiii. 28, xvi. 27, xxii. 20,
xxiil. 15, 21, 27, xxv. 3, xxvi. 10; Luke xxii. 2, xxiii, 32, rest 3
times.

raldevev, vii. 22, xxii. 3; 1 Tim. i. 20, 2 Tim. ii. 25, Tit. ii. 12, only;
waid. (castigare), Luke xxiii. 16, 22, rest 6 times.

Suwards, Vvii. 22, ii. 24, xi. 17, xviil. 24, xx. 16, xxv. 5; Luke xxiv, 19,
i. 49, xiv. 31, xviil. 27; Paul 12, rest 13 times.

émioxénreabar, vii. 23, vi. 3, xv. 36; Mt. xxv. 36, 43, James i. 27 : of God,
Acts xv. 14, Luke i. 68, 78, vii. 16; Heb. ii. 6, only.

wAnpovy (of time), vii. 23, 30, ix. 23, xxiv. 27; Luke xxi. 24; Mk. i 15,
John vii. 8; (of fulness), Acts, ii. 2, 28, v. 3, 28, xiii. 52, Luke ii. 40,
iii. 5, rest 24 times.

éxdixnas, vii. 24 ; Luke xviii. 7, 8, xxi. 22, all with moueiv oxcept the last ;
rest 5 times.

wardooew, vii. 24, Ezod. ii. 12; Acts xii. 7, 23; Luke xxii. 49, 50; rest
5 times.

vopi{ew, vii. 25, viii. 20, xiv. 19, xvi. 13, 27, xvii. 20, xxi. 29; Luke ii.
44, iii. 23, rest 6 times.

émiévas, Vil. 26, xxiii. 11, xvi. 11, xx. 15, xxi. 18, only. See again below.

arwdeiy, vii. 27, 39, xiii. 46; Rom. xi. 1, 2, 1 Tim. i 19, only.

dpxwv, vil. 27, 35 twice, Ez. ii. 14; Acts iii. 17, iv. 5, 8, 26, xiii. 27, xiv.
5, xvi. 19, xxiii. 5; Luke 8, rest 18 times.

8wagrys, Vil. 27, 35, Exod. ii. 14; Luke xii. 14, only.

épapa, vii. 31, Erxed. iii. 3; Aets ix. 10, 12, x. 3, 17, 19, xi. J, xii. 9, xvi.
9, 10, xviii. 9; Mt. xvii. 9, only.

karavoely, vil. 31, 32, xi. 6, xxvii. 39; Luke vi. 41, xii. 24, 27, xx. 23;
Rom, iv, 19; Mt. vii. 3; rest 4 times.

#vrpopos, vil. 32, xvi. 29, both with yevduervos ; Heb. xii. 21, only.

ovv, vii. 35, and 50 times; Luke 26, Paul 22, rest 31 times.

éEdyew, vid. 36, 40, v. 19, xii. 17, xiii. 17, xvi. 37, 39, xxi. 38; Luke
xxiv. 50 ; rest 4 times.

déxeobar, vii. 38, 59, iii. 21, viil. 14, xi. 1, xvii. 11, xxi. 17, xxii. 5,
xxviil. 21 ; Luke 15, rest 30 times.

arpéidaw, vii. 39, 42, xiii. 46; Luke 8, rest 9 times.

dvdyew, vil. 41, ix. 39, xii. 4, xvi. 34; Luke ii. 22, iv. 5, xxii. 66 (3 Kings
iii. 15, 2 Chron. xxix. 21), Rom. x. 7, Heb. xiii. 20, Mt. iv. 1, only.
In sense of putting off to sea, Acts 13 times ; Luke once, only.

ebppaivew, Vil. 41, ii. 26; Luke xii. 19, xv. 23, 24, 29, 32, xvi. 19; Rom,
xv. 10, 2 Cor, ii. 2, Gal. iv. 27, Rev. thrice, only.

orparud, vil. 42; Luke ii, 13, only; (3 Kings xxii. 19).
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avakapBdvew, Vil. 43, Amosv. 26 ; Actsi. 2, 11, 22, x. 16, xx. 13, 14, xxiii.
31, rest 5 times.

Sardooew vii. 44, xxiv. 23; xviil. 2, xx. 13, xxiii. 31; Luke iii, 13, viii.
33, xvii. 9, 10; Paul 5 times; Tit. i. 5, only.

elodyew, vil. 43, ix. 8, xxi. 28, 29, 37, xxii. 24; Luke ii. 27, xiv. 21,
xxii, 54 ; rest twice, only.

éfwleiv, vii. 45, xxvii. 39 only; (Jerem. xxiv. 9, &e., &e.).

wpomopevecdar, vii. 47, Ex. xxxii. 1; Luke i 76, only.

tynaros, absolute, vii. 48 (cf. xvi. 17, ii. 33, v. 31, xxiv. 49) ; Luke i. 32,
35, 76, vi. 35 (cf. ii. 14, viii. 28, xix. 38) omly. Cf. Mk. v. 7,
Heb. vii. 1.

Xetporoinros, vil. 48, xvii. 24 ; Mk. xiv. 58, Eph. ii. 11, Heb. ix, 11, 24
only Other compounds of xup usged by the author only : yeipaywyeiv,
ix. 8, xxii. 11; Xetpaywyds, xiil. 11, yetporoveiv, xiv. 23 and 2 Cor.
viii. 9 only.

mpoxarayyéhew, Vil. 52, iii, 18, 24, only; (2 Cor. ix. 5 much too doubtful
to quote).

8ikaws, absolute, vii. 52, iii. 14, xxii. 14; 1 Pet. iii. 18 (cf. James v. 6)
only.

mwpoddrys, vii. 52; Luke vi. 16, 2 Tim. iii. 4, only.

Povevs, vii. 52, iii. 14, xxviil. 4; Mt. xxii. 7, 1 Pet. iv. 15, Rmr xxi. 8,
xxii. 13, only.

Swmplew, vil 54, v. 33, only; (1 Chron. xx. 3).

imapyew, vil. 55, and 25 times; Luke 7, Paul 9, rest 6 times.

arevifew els, vil. 83, vi. 15, i, 10, iii. 4, xi, 8, xiii. 9; 2 Cor. iii. 7, 13
only; ar. rwi, iil. 12, x. 4, xiv. 9, xxiii. 1; Luke iv. 20, xxii. 56,
only.

wAnpns, Vil 35, vi. 3, 3, 8, ix. 36, xi. 24, xiii. 10, xix. 28; Luke iv. 1, v.
12; rest 7 times.

Suavoiyew, vii. 56, xvi. 14, xvil. 3; Luke ii. 23, xxiv. 31, 32, 45, Mk. ii.
34, 35, only.

ovvéxew, vil. 57, xviii. 5, xxviii. 8, Luke iv. 38, viii. 37, 43, xii. 50, xix.
43, xxii. 63, rest thrice only.

dppqw, vil. 57, xix. 29; Luke viii. 33, Mt. viii. 32, Mk. v. 13, only.

dpobupadoy, vil, 57, i. 14, il. 1, 46, iv. 24, v, 12, viil. 6, xii. 20, xv. 25,
xviil. 12, xix. 29; Rom. xv. 6, only.

AiBoBokeiy, Vil 58, 59, xiv. & ; Luke xiii. 34, rest 5 times; (Kz. xix. 13).

veavias, vii. 58, xx. 9, xxiii. 17, 18, 22, only.

émuakeiofas, vil. 59 and 19 times; Luke xxii. 3; Paul 5, rest 6 times.

xowpdofar, (of dying) vii. 60, xiii. 36; Paul 6, rest 7 times. Otherwise,
Acts xii. 6 ; Luke xxii. 45; Matth. xxviii, 13.

To this very remarkable list of words we have still to
add a number of expressions which further betray the
author of the Acts and Gospel :—
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vi. 10. kai otk {oyvor dvrwrivar v Luke xxi. 15. édyd yip 3dow piv
codig kal Té mvevpart of AdAee. ordpa xai godiav, §j o Surjoorrar
) dvrioTivat . . . mwdvres ol dyTikeiperns

Upiv,

vi. 12, The participle émords added to a finite verb: xvii. 5, xxii. 13,
xxiii. 11, 27; Luke ii. 38, iv. 39, x. 40.

vi. 13, pnpara Aakdv kara rob rémou roi dylov kai roi wépov. xxi. 28 .. ..,
xard rod . . . . popov kal Tob Témov (Tot dylov)' Tovrov . . . . Bilddakwr,
+ « + Kai kExo{vwKey TOV dytov Tomow Toirov.  (f. Mt. xxiv. 195,

vi. 14, ’'Ingois & Na{wpaios, ii. 22, iii. 6, iv. 10, xxii. 8, xxvi. 9; Luke
xviii. 37, xxiv. 19; Mt. 2, Mk. 1, John 3 times.

vil. 2, ddpes ddehgoi kai marépes, drovoare, Xxii. 1 the same ; @3, ddehgpoi
i. 16, ii. 29, 37, vii. 2, 26, xiii. 15, 26, 38, xv. 7, 13, xxiii. 1, 6,
xxviii. 17, and with drodoare added in ii. 22, xiii. 16 ; d@dpes alone
with name of place or people, i. 11, ii. 14, 22, iii. 12, v. 33, xiii, 16,
xvii. 22, xix. 35, xxi. 28; dwjp with name, v. 1, viii. 9, 27, ix. 12,
x. 28, xi. 20, xxii. 3.

vii. 2, mpiv #, with infinitive and accusative ii. 20; Luke xxii. 61; Mt. i.
18, Mk. xiv. 30; with conjunct. and optat. xxv. 16, Luke ii. 26,
xxii. 34.

vii. 3, mpds, with accusative after elmeiv, i. 7, ii. 20, 37, iii. 22, iv, 8, 19,
23, v. 0, 35, viii. 20, ix. 10, 15, x. 21, xii. 8, 15, xv. 7, 36, xviii. 6,
14, xix. 2 twice, 3, xxi. 37, xxii. 8, 10, 21, 25, xxiii. 3; = 30 times;
Luke upwards of 70 times, cf. Mt. iii. 15 (? #), Mk. 2, John 11 times,
only.

vii. 4, y7, with name of country without article, (cf. 11), vii. 29, 36, 40,

xiii. 17, 19; Mt. 6, rest 2 times.
,» perard, followed by infinitive, i. 3, x. 41, xv. 13, xix. 21, xx. 1;
Luke xii. 5, xxii. 20.

vii. 6, per’ abrov, xix. 4; xiil. 23, per’ ué.

vil. 9, xai §v & Aeds per’ alrov, Gen. xxxix. 2, cf, 21,23; x. 38, . . . on &
Oeds v per’ atrov. Cf. John iii. 2.

vii. 10, olxos, family, vii. 42, ii. 36, x. 2, xi. 14, xvi. 15, 31, xviii. 8 ; Luke
7 times, rest 16 ; Shos & olxos, Acts vii. 10, ii. 2, xviii. 8.

vii. 17, adédvew xal whnivew, vi. 7, xii. 24.

vii. 18, dypis of k, 7. A., xxvii. 33; cf. Luke xxi. 24 (* ?); Paul 4, rest 3
times.

vii. 19, rod woweiv. The use of the genitive roi before a verb in the infini-
tive, 1ii. 2, 12, viii. 40, ix. 15, x. 25, 47, xiii. 47, xiv. 9, 18, xv.
20, xviii. 10, xx. 3, 20, 27, 30, xxi. 12, xxiii. 15, 20, xxvi. 18
twice, xxvii. 1, 20, = 23 times; Luke 25 times, rest 36.

vii. 22, v duvards év Aéyois xal dpyots. xviii. 24, uvards v v rais ypagpals:
Luke xxiv. 19, 3uwaréds év &pyw xai Aoyw.

! The words between brackets are found in the Codices A, C, and
others, but are omitted by other ancient authorities.
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vil. 23 . . . recoepaxovraéms xpdvos . . . . xiil. 18 . . . recoepaxovraim
Xpovov.

vil. 23 . . . dwéBn émi Ty xapdiav alrot . . . 1Cor, 1. 9 . . . “émi kap-

Biav avfpdmov otk dvéBn™ . . . cf. Luke xxiv. 38; cf. Acts x.
9; dvaBaivew, Acts 20 times, Luke 9 times, rest frequently.
xapdia occurs in Acts 21, Luke 24 times, rest frequently.

»  viol 'Iepagh, 37, v. 21, ix, 15, x. 36; Luke i. 16, Paul 3, rest 4
times.

vii. 24, émoinoev éxdimow . . . Luke xviii. 7and 8 . . . moujoer v éxdi-
Knaiy.

vii. 25, vopi{ew, with accusative and infinitive, xiv. 19, xvi. 13, 27, xvii.
29; only once used otherwise xxi. 29; so Luke ii. 44 ; rare else-
where.

»y  oumévas Tovs aBedovs ore . . . Mt xvil. 13; rdre ovmiray of pabn-
Taiore . . . s

»  Oud xetpds, 1i. 23, v. 12, xi. 30, xiv. 3, xv. 23, xix. 11, 26; év yewpi,
vii. 33.

vii. 26, 1 Te émwvop fuépa . . . XXiil. 11, 7 8¢ dmodon vukri. T émotoy
without a substantative, xvi. 11, xx. 15, xxi. 18. émévar does not
occur in any other writing of the N. T. Tho re in this passage may
not be sufficiently certain, but it occurs some 140 times in Acts, 8
in Luke, and only 46 times in the rest of the N. T.

vii. 28, bv rpémow, Ex. il. 14; Acts i. 11, xv, 11, xxvii. 25; Luke xiii, 34,
Mt. xxiii. 37, 2 Tim. iii. 8 ; otherwise rpdmos G times.

vii. 29, éyévero & 74, viil. 1, ix. 87, xiv, 1, xix. 1, xxii. 17; Luke 32
times, rest 9.

vii. 30, év Proyi . . . Luke xvi. 24, év rjj Aoyl rairy, only.

vii. 83, Agoy rd imddnua rév modav oov, Fz. iii. 5; Acts xiii. 25, 7 imd-
8npa rav woday Aieaw.—imddnua, Liuke iii. 16, x. 4, xv. 22, xx. 35,
rest 4 times.

vii. 34, kai vy, iil. 17, x. 5, xiii. 11, xvi. 37, xx. 22, 25, xxii. 16, xxiii.
21, xxvi. 6; elsewhere 12 times.

vii. 36, ééqyayer abrovs, absol. v. 19, Mk, xv. 20.

vii. 38, marépes fpav, vil. 11, 12, 13, 19, 39, 44, 45 twice, 51, 52, iii. 13,
v. 30, xiii. 17, 32, 36, xv. 10, xxii. 14, xxvi, 6, xxviil, 25.

vii. 38, édéfaro Aéyia {dvra . . . Rom. iii. 2 . . . 7d@ Adywa Tob Beoi; cf.
John vi. 51, Heb. iv. 12, v. 12, x. 20; Acts viii. 14 . . . 8¢3exrac v
Adyov Tob Beot . . . xi. 1 .. . é8éfavro Tov Adyow Toil feot . . . XVii.
11 . . . é8éfavro Tdw Aayov . . .

vii. 41, év rois &pyots v yepdv alraoy . . . Rev.ix. 20 . . . ék Ty fpywr
raw e alrow, of. Heb. i. 10 (Ps. ci. 25, exxxiv. 15).

vii. 42, orpartd rob odpaved. Luke ii. 13, . . . orparids odpaviov, nowhere

else in N. T. 3 Kings xxii. 19 . . . orparia roi olpavoi . . .
»  kabos yéypamras év Bifhe Tév mpopnrdv . . . 1. 20, yéypamrar yip
év BifAy Yarpov.

vii. 45, dwd mwpocdmov, iil. 19, v. 41; Rev. vi. 16, xii. 14, xx. 11,
only.
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vii. 46, 8s elpev ydpw évomiov Tob Beob . . . Luke i. 30, elpes ydp xdpw
mapd ¢ Ged; cf. 2 Tim. i. 18 (Gen. xxxiii, 10).
»  €vomov Tov feot, iv. 19, x. 31, 33, cf. vil. 21, x. 4; Luke i. 6, 19,
xii. 6, xvi. 15.
vil. 53, éords for éomxds, vil. 56, iv. 14, v. 23, 25, xvi. 9, xxi. 40, xxii.
25, xxiv. 21, xxv. 10; Luke 4 times.
»  WAipys mvebparos dyiov,; Vi. 5, whjpns . . . mvedparos dyiov . . .
xi. 24, w\jpys mvedparos dylov . . . Vi. 3 . . . wANpes wrelparos
.+ . cf. 8, ix. 36, w\ijpns €pywr dyabav . . . cf. xiii. 10, xix.
28 ; Luke iv. 1, wmA\jpns mvedparos dyiov, cf. v. 12. Not else-
where in N. T.

vil. 56, Bewpd Tobs odparods Supporypévovs st X. 11, Bewpei Tdv olpardy dvegry-
pévov,

vil. 57, vy peydhy, 60, viii. 7, xiv. 10, xvi. 28, xxvi. 24; Luke 7 times,
Rev. 19, rest 5 times. xpdfavres puvj peydly, Acts vii. 57, 60, Mt.
xxvil, 50; xpdfas Py peydry, Rev. vi. 10; &pafav pwvjj peydhy, cf.
Mk. i. 26, v. 7, Acts xxiv. 21, Rev. vii. 2, 10, x. 3, xiv. 15, xviii. 2,
xix. 17.

vil. 38, mapd rovs wédas, iv. 33, 37 (?), v. 2; Mt. xv. 30 only. Everywhere
else wpds.

vii. 58, kakotpevos, with name, i. 12, 23, iii. 11, viii. 10, ix. 11, x. 1, xiii.
1, xv. 22, 37, xxvii. 8, 14, 16; Luke 9 times, Rev. 4 times.

vil. 60, feis Ta ydvara, ix. 40, xx. 36, xxi. 5 ; Luke xxii. 41, cf. v. 8, Mk.
xv. 19,

It is impossible, we think, to examine this analysis, in
which we might fairly have included other points which we
have passed over, without feeling the certain conviction
that the speech of Stephen was composed by the author of
the rest of the Acts of the Apostles. It may not be out
of place to quote some remarks of Lekebusch at the close
of an examination of the language of the Acts in general,

_undertaken -for the purpose of ascertaining the literary
characteristics of the book, which, although originally
having no direct reference to this episode in particular,
may well serve to illustrate our own results :—* An un-
prejudiced critic must have acquired the conviction from
the foregoing linguistic examination that, throughout the
whole of the Acts of the Apostles, and partly also the

! D= E, H, and other codices read dvearyuévous.
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Gospel, the same style of language and expression
wenerally prevails, and therefore that our book is an
original work, independent of written sources on the
whole, and proceeding from a single pen. For when
the same expressions are everywhere found, when a
long row of words which only recur in the Gospel and
Acts, or comparatively only very seldom in other works
of the New Testament, appear equally in all parts, when
certain forms of words, peculiaritics of word-order, con-
struction and phrascology, indeed even whole sentences,
recur in the different sections, a compilation out of docu-
ments by different carlier writers can no longer be
thought of, and it is ‘beyond doubt, that we have to
consider our writing as the work of a single author, who
has impressed upon it the stamp of a distinct literary
style’ (Zeller, Theol. Jahrb. 1851, p. 107). The use
of written sources is certainly not directly excluded by
this, and probably the linguistic peculiarities, of which
some of course exist in isolated sections of our work,
may be referred to this. But as these peculiarities
consist chiefly of dmaé Aeyopéva, which may rather be
ascribed to the richness of the author’s vocabulary than
to his talent for compilation, and generally in comparison
with the great majority of poiuts of agreement almost
disappear, we must from the first be prepossessed against
the theory that our author made use of written sources,
and only allow ourselves to be moved to such a con-
clusion by further distinct phenomena in the various
parts of our book, especially as the prologue of the
Gospel, so often quoted for the purpose, does not at all
support it. But in any case, as has already been re-
marked, the opinion that, in the Acts of the Apostles,
the several parts are strung together almost without
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alteration, is quite irreconcilable with the result of our
linguistic examination. Zeller rightly says:—‘ Were
the author so dependent a compiler, the traces of such
a proceeding must neccessarily become apparent in a
thorough dissimilarity of language and expression. And
this dissimilarity would be all the greater if his sources,
as in that case we could scarcely help admitting,
belonged to widely separated spheres as regards lan-
guage and mode of thought. On the other hand, it
would be altogether inexplicable that, in all parts of the
work, the same favourite expressions, the same turns,
the same peculiarities of vocabulary and syntax should
meet us. This phenomenon only becomes conceivable
when we suppose that the contents of our work were
brought into their present form by one and the same
person, and that the work as it lies before us was not
merely compiled by some one, but was also composed
by him.’ !

Should an attempt be made to argue that, even if it
be conceded that the language is that of the Author of
Acts, the sentiments may be those actually expressed by
Stephen, it would at once be obvious that such an ex-
planation is not only purely arbitrary and incapable of
proof, but opposed to the facts of the case. It is not the
language only which can be traced to the Author of the
rest of the Acts but, as we have shown, the whole plan
of the speech is the same as that of others in different
parts of the work. Stephen speaks exactly as Peter does
before him and Paul at a later period. There is just
that amount of variety which a writer of not unlimited
resources can introduce to express the views of dif-

! Lokebusch, Dio Comp. und Entsteh, der Apostelgesch., p. 79f.

VoL, 1L ]
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ferent men under different circumstances, but there is
80 much which is nevertheless common to them all, that
community of authorship cannot be denied. On the
other hand, the improbabilities of the narrative, the sin-
gular fact that Stephen is not mentioned by the Apostle
Paul, and the peculiarities which may be detected in the
speech itself receive their very simple explanation when
linguistic analysis so clearly demonstrates that, whatever
small nucleus of fact may lie at the basis of the episode,
the speech actually ascribed to the martyr Stephen is
nothing more than a later composition put into his mouth
by the Author of the Acts.



CHAPTER VL

THE HISTORICAL VALUE OF THE WORK, CONTINUED.
PHILIP AND THE EUNUCH. PETER AND CORNELIUS.

WE have been forced to enter at such length into the
discussion of the speech and martyrdom of Stephen, that we
cannot afford space to do more than merely glance at the
proceedings of his colleague Philip, as we pass on to more
important points in the work before us. The author
states that a great persecution broke out at the time of
Stephen’s death, and that all (wavres) the community of
Jerusalem were scattered abroad *‘ except the Apostles”
(m\v T@v dmoorolwy). That the heads of the Church,
who were well known, should remain unmolested in
Jerusalem, whilst the whole of the less known members
of the community were persecuted and driven to flight, is
certainly an extraordinary and suspicious statement.!
Even apologists are obliged to admit that the account of
the dispersion of the whole church is hyperbolic ;2 but
exaggeration and myth enter so largely and persistently
into the composition of the Acts of the Apostles, that it is
difficult, after any attentive scrutiny, seriously to treat the
work as in any strict scuse historical at all. It has been

! Buur, Paulus, i. p. 46; Duvidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 246 ; Schleicr-
macher, Einl. N. T., p. 359; Schneckenburger, Apg., p. 182 f.; Zeller,
Apg., p. 153 f. Cf. Lekcbuach, Apg., p. 98 f.

2 Alford, Greek Test., ii. p. 84; Baumyarten, Apg.,i. p. 161; Huckett,

Acts, p. 119 ; Meyer, Apg., p. 197.
N 2
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conjectured by some critics, as well in explanation of this
statement as in connection with theories regarding the
views of Stephen, that the persecution in question was
limited to the Hellenistic community to which Stephen
belonged, whilst the Apostles and others, who were known
as faithful observers of the law and of the temple worship,’
were not regarded as heretics by the orthodox Jews.?
The narrative in the Acts does not seem to support the
view that the persecution was limited to the Hellenists ;3
but beyond the fact vouched for by Paul that about this
time there was a persecution, we have no data whatever
regarding that event. Philip, it is said, went down to
the city of Samaria, and * was preaching the Christ”* to
them. As the statement that ““ the multitudes with one
accord gave heed to the things spoken” to them by
Philip is ascribed to the miracles which he performed
there, we are unable to regard the narrative as historical,
and still less so when we consider the supernatural
agency by which his further proceedings are directed and
aided. We need only remark that the Samaritans,
although only partly of Jewish origin, and rejecting the
Jewish Scriptures with the exception of the Pentateuch,
worshipped the same God as the Jews, were circumcised,
and were equally prepared as a nation to accept the
Messiah. The statement that the Apostles Peter and
John went to Samaria, in order, by the imposition of
hands, to bestow the gift of the Holy Spirit to the

1iii, 1, 11, iv. 1, v. 25.

? Baur, Paulus, i. p. 46; Davidson, Int. N.T., ii. p. 246 ; Schuecken-
burger, Apg., p. 183; Tjeenk- Willink, Just. Mart., p. 25 f. ; Zeller, Apg.,
p. 154.

3 Baumgarten, Acts i. p. 160 f.; Hackett, Acts, p. 119; Humphrey, Acts,
p- Tl; Lekebuseh, Apg., p. 355 f., anm.; Meyer, Apg., p. 197; Stier,
Reden d. Ap., i. p. 184 f.

4 yill, 5 . . ., éxqpuoger atrois Tdv XpioTiv.
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converts baptized by Philip, does not add to the general
credibility of the history.! As Bleek ? has well remarked,
nothing is known or said as to whether the conversion of
the Samaritans effected any change in their relations to-
wards the Jewish people and the temple in Jerusalem ;
and the mission of Philip to the Samaritans, as related in
the Acts, cannot in any case be considered as having any
important bearing on the question before us. We shall
not discuss the episode of Simon at all, although, in the
opinion of eminent critics, it contains much that is sug-
gestive of the true character of the Acts of the Apostles.
An ‘“ Angel of the Lord” (dyyelos xuvpiov) speaks to
Philip, and desires him to go to the desert way from
Jerusalem to Gaza,® where the Spirit tells him* to draw
near and join himself to the chariot of a man of
Ethiopia who had come to worship at Jerusalem, and was
then returning home. Philip runs thither, and hearing
him read Isaiah, expounds the passage to him, and at his
own request the eunuch is at once baptized. * And
when they came up out of the water, the Spirit of the
Lord caught away (mvetpa xvpiov npmacev) Philip, and
the eunuch saw him no more; for he went on his way
rejoicing ; but Philip was found at Azotus.”® Attempts
have of course been made to explain naturally the super-
natural features of this narrative.® ZEwald, who is master
of the art of rationalistic explanation, says, with regard to
the order given by the angel: “he felt impelled as by
the power and the clear voice of an angel ’ to go in that

! Baur, Paulus, i. p. 47; Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 246; Overbeck, zu
de Wette Apg., p. 123; Zeller, Apg., p. 156 f.

2 Hebrierbr., i. p. 57, anm. 72. 3 yiii. 26.

¥ v. 29, b v.39f Azotus was upwards of 30 miles off.

¢ Ewald, Gesch. des V. Isr., vi. p. 219 f.; Olshausen, Apostelgesch.,
p- 138. Meyer has abandoned his earlier views of this kind.
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direction ; and the final miracle is disposed of by a
contrast of the disinterestedness of Philip with the con-
duct of Gehazi, the servant of Elisha : it was the desire to
avoid reward, *“ which led him all the more hurriedly to
leave his new convert;” “ and it was as though the Spirit
of the Lord himself snatched him from him another way,”
&c., &c. ““ From Gaza Philip repaired rapidly northward
to Ashdod, &c.”' The great mass of critics reject such
evasions, and recognise that the Author relates miracu-
lous occurrences.  The introduction of supernatural
agency in this way, however, removes the story from
the region of history. Such statements are antecedently,
and, indeed, coming from an unknown writer and without
corroboration, are absolutely incredible, and no means
exist of ascertaining what original tradition may have
assumed this mythical character. Zeller supposes that
only the personality and nationality of the Eunuch are
really historical,® All that need here be added is, that
the great majority of critics agree that the Ethiopian was
probably at least a Proselyte of the Gate,® as his going to
Jerusalem to worship scems clearly to indicate.* In any

! Gesch. V. Isr., vi. 219, 220.

2 Die Apostelgesch., p. 176. Cf. Ifoltzmann, Dunsen’s Bibelwerk,
viii. 339.

3 Baumgarten, Apg., i. p. 183 ; von Dillinger, Chr. u. Kircho, p. 48;
Ebrard, zu Olsh. Apg., p. 135; Hackedt, Acts, p. 126; Humphrey, Acts,
p.76; Lange, Dasap. Z.,ii. p. 109; Lechler, Das ap. u. nachap Z., p. 336 ;
Lekebusch, Apg., p. 354; de Pressensé, Hist., i. p. 402; Renan, Les
Apbtres, p. 158; Ritschl, Entst. altk. K., p. 126; Sclliemanrn, Clementinen,
p- 383 ; Schrader, Der Ap. Paulus, v. p. 527; Thiersch, Die K. im ap. Z.,
p- 91; Wordsworth, Gk. Test., Acts, p. 80. Cf. 4lford, Gk. Test., ii. p.93;
Stier, Red. d. Ap., i. 201; De Wette, Apg., p. 127 f.; Zeller, Apg., p. 176,
anm. 1. Lange and some others are inclined to think that he was even
a Proselyte of Righteousness.

4 Some critics doubt whether the torm edwoiyos does notindicate merely
an official position. Zeller, Apg., p. 176, anm. 1 ; Milman, Hist. of Chr.,
i. p. 367 note. Humphrey maintains that it does so here, Acts, p. 6.
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case, the mythical elements of this story, as well as the
insufficiency of the details, deprive the narrative of
historical value.!

The episodes of Steplen’s speech and martyrdom and
the mission of Philip are, in one respect especially,
unimportant for the inquiry on which we are now
more immediately engaged. They are almost com-
pletely isolated from the rest of the Acts: that is to
say, no reference whatever is subsequently made to them
as forming any precedent for the guidance of the church
in the burning question which soon arose within it.
Peter, as we shall see, when called upon to visit and
baptize Cornelius, exhibits no recollection of his own
mission to the Samaritans, and no knowledge of the
conversion of the Ethiopian. Moreover, as Stephen plays
so small a part in the history, and Philip does not
reappear upon the scene after this short episode, no
opportunity is afforded of comparing one part of their
history with the rest. In passing on to the account of
the baptism of Cornelius, we have at least the advantage
of contrasting the action attributed to Peter with his
conduct on earlier and later occasions, and a test is thus
supplied which is of no small value for ascertaining the
truth of the whole representation. To this narrative we
must now address ourselves.

As an introduction to the important events at Ceesarea,
the Author of the Acts relates the particulars of a visit
which Peter pays to Lydda and Joppa, during the course
of which he performs two very remarkable miracles. At
the former town he finds a certair man named Zneas,

! viii. 37 of the authorized version, which is omitted by Codices A, B,
C, H, i, and many others, and of course omittel as spurious by most
oditors, is an example of the way in which dogmas become autedated.
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paralysed, who had lain on a bed for eight years. Peter
said to him: * Aineas, Jesus the Christ healeth thee;
arise and make thy bed.” And he arose immediately.’
As the consequence of this miracle, the writer states
that: “ All who dwelt at Lydda and the Sharon saw
him, who turned to the Lord.”? The exaggeration of
such a statement?® is too palpable to require argument.
The effect produced by the supposed miracle is almost ag
incredible as the miracle itself, and the account altogether
has little claim to the character of sober history.

This mighty work, however, is altogether eclipsed by a
miracle which Peter performs about the same time at
Joppa. A certain woman, a disciple, named Tabitha, who
was “full of good works,” fell sick in those days and
died, and when they washed ler, they laid her in an upper
chamber, and sent to Peter at Lydda, beseeching him to
come to them without delay. When Peter arrived they
took him into the upper chamber, where all the widows
stood weeping, and showed coats and garments which
Dorcas used to make while she was with them. * But
Peter put them all out, and kneeled down and prayed ;
and, turning to the body, said : Tabitha, arise. And she
“opened her eyes, and when she saw Peter she satup.  And
he gave her his hand, and raised her up, and when he
called the saints and the widows, he presented her alive.”
Apparently, the raising of the dead did not produce as
much effect as the cure of the paralytic, for the writer
only adds here: “ And it was known throughout all
Joppa; and many believed in the Lord.”* We shall
herealter have to speak of the perfect calmness and
absence of surprise with which these early writers relate

1ix. 33, 34. 2 ix. 35.
3 Zeller, Apostelgesch., p. 177 f. ¢ ix. 36—42.
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the most astonishing miracles. It is evident from the
manner in which this story is narrated that the miracle
was anticipated.! The vmepgor in which the body is
laid cannot have been the room generally used for
that purpose, but is probably the single upper chamber
of such a house which the Author represents as specially
adopted in anticipation of Peter’s arrival.? The widows
who stand by weeping and showing the garments made
by the deceased complete the preparation. As Peter
is sent for after Dorcas had died, it would seem as
though the writer intimated that her friends expected
him to raise her from the dead The explanation of
this singular phenomenon, however, becomes clear
when it is remarked that the account of this great
miracle is closely traced from that of the raising of
Jairus’ daughter in the Synoptics,® and more especially
in the sccond Gospel.* In that instance Jesus is sent
for; and, on coming to the house, he finds people
‘“ weeping and wailing greatly.” He puts them all forth,
like Peter; and, taking the child by the hand, says to
her: “‘Talitha koum, which is being interpreted :
Maiden, I say unto thee, arise. And immediately the
maiden arose and walked.”® Baur and others® conjec-
ture that even the name * Tabitha, which by interpreta-

\ Zeller, Apg., p. 178; Overbeck, zu de Wette, Apg., p. 150. Cf.
Davidson, Int. N. T. ii. p. 249 f. ; Meyer, Apg., p. 234.

2 Meyer, Apg., p. 234; Zeller, Apg., p. 178, anm. 1.

3 Mt. ix. 18, 19, 23—25; Mk. v. 22, 23, 35—42; Luke viii. 41, 42,
49—56.

4 Baur, Paulus, i. p. 219, anm. 1; Davideon, Int. N. T., ii. p. 249 f.,
Gfrirer, Die heil. Sage, i. p. 414; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 150;
Schwanbeck, Quellen d. Schr. d. Lukas, i. p. 48 ; Zeller, Apg., p. 177,

¢ Mk. v. 38—42.

¢ Baur, Paulus, i p. 219, anm. 1; Schmnbml- Quolhn p-48. In Mk,
V. 41, Takbd xoip, 8 éorw pefepunvevip T0 Kopdoiwov . In Acts ix.
36, TaBufa, 7 Suepunrevopévn Aéyerar Aopras.
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tion is called Dorcas,” was suggested by the words
Takba. kovp, above quoted. The Hebrew original of
TaB:fd signifies “ Gazelle,” and they contend that it was
used, like Talfd, in the sense generally of: Maiden.
These two astonishing miracles, reported by an unknown
writer, and without any corroboration, are absolutely
incredible, and cannot prepossess any reasonable mind
with confidence in the narrative to which they form an
introduction, and the natural distrust which they awaken
is fully confirmed when we find supernatural agency
employed at every stage of the following history.

We are told ? that a certain devout centurion, named
Cornelius, “saw in a vision plainly ” (eldev év dpdpare
¢avepis) an angel of God, who said to him : “ Thy prayers
and thine alms are come up for a memorial before God.
And now send men to Joppa, and call for one Simon,
who is surnamed Peter, whose house is by the sea side.”
After giving these minute directions, the angel departed,

! The leading peculiarities of the two accounts may be contrasted thus—

Acts ix. 36 . . . mis v pabdirpua Luke viii, 41. xai 8o dvip . . .

ovépart TaBifd, 7) Sieppnvevopéwy
Aéyerat Aoprds. 38. . . droloavres |
éri I éoriv év adrf) (A08S.), dméoredar |
300 dv8pas mpbs alrdv mwapaka-
AoDvres My oxvijaps Siedeiv €ws

npodw.  39. . . . macar al xipa
xAalovoat kal . . . 40. éxBalay
8¢ €fw mdvras 6 IL. . . . kal éme-

orpéfasmwpos 76 copa elmev- Ta-
BiBa dvdornbe. n 8¢ .. . dve-
xdfioev. 41. Bols 8¢ alr] xelpa
dvéornaoey abmy.

2 x, 11f.

| mapexdahet abrdv elaehBeiv eis Tov

olkov atrob. 52. éxhatov 8¢ wdvres
54, alris 8¢ €xBakdy wdvras
éw*, xal kpatioas tis xepds adris,
époinoey Néywy "H mais, éyeipov. 53,
kal éréarpeyey 1o wredpa alris,
kai dvéoTy wapaypipa.

Mark v. 40. . . . abros 8¢ éxBa-
Aoy wdvTas. . .eiomopederat. .. 41,
kai kparnoas Tijs x€ipos rov madiov
Aéyee alrfy, Talifa kodp, 6 éorev
pebepunvevdpevor TO kopdoiow,
gol Aéyw, &yepe. 42, kai elbéws
dvéaTn 10 kop. K T. A,

A
KAl « «

# Although this is the reading of the Cod. A (and C, except the &éfw)
and others, it is omittod by other ancient MBS,
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and Cornelius sent three messengers to Joppa. Just as
they approached the end of their journey on the morrow,
Peter went up to the housetop to pray about the sixth
hour, the usual time of prayer among the Jews.! He
became very hungry, and while his meal was being pre-
pared he fell into a trance and saw heaven opened, and a
certain vessel descending as it had been a great sheet let
down by four corners, in which were all four-footed
beasts and creeping things of the earth and birds of the
air.  ““ And there came a voice to him : Rise, Peter; kill
and eat. But Peter said : Not so Lord ; for I never ate
anything common or unclean. And the voice came unto
him again a second time: What God cleansed call not
thou common. This was done thrice; and straightway
the vessel was taken up into heaven.” While Peter
“was doubting in himself” what the vision which he had
seen meant, the men sent by Cornelius arrived, and “the
Spirit said unto him : Behold men are seeking thee; but
arise and get thee down and go with them doubting
nothing, for I have sent them.” Peter went with them
on the morrow, accompanied by some of the brethren,
and Cornelius was waiting for them with his kinsmen
and near friends whom he had called together for the
purpose. “And as Peter was coming in, Cornelius met
him, and fell at his feet and worshipped. But Peter took
him up, saying : Arise ; I myself also am a man.”? Going
in, he finds many persons assembled, to whom he said :
“Ye know how it is an unlawful thing for a man that is
a Jew to keep company with, or come unto one of another
nation ; and yet God showed me that I should not call

' Ewald, Gesch. V. Ier., vi. pp. 152, 222; Lange, Das ap. Zeit., ii. 131;
Lightfoot, Works, viii. 215 .
2 x. 26; cf. xiv. 14, 16.
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any man common or unclean. Therefore also I came
without gainsaying when sent for. I ask, therefore, for
what reason ye sent for me?”’ Cornelius narrates the
particulars of his vision and continues : *“ Now, therefore,
we are all present before God to hear all the things that
have been commanded thee of the Lord. Then Peter
opened his mouth and said : Of a truth I perceive that
God is no respecter of persons, but in every nation he
that feareth him and worketh righteousness is acceptable
to him,” and soon. While Peter is speaking, “ the Holy
Spirit fell on all those who heard the word. And they of
the circumcision who believed were astonished, as many
as came with Peter, because that on the Gentiles also has
been poured out the gift of the Holy Spirit; for they
heard them speak with tongues and magnify God. Then
answered Peter: Can any one forbid the water that
these should not be baptized, which have received the
Holy Spirit as well as we? And he commanded them
to be baptized in the name of the Lord.”

We shall not waste time discussing the endeavours
of Kuinoel, Neander, Lange, Ewald, and others, to
explain away as much as possible the supernatural
elements of this narrative, for their attempts are repu-
diated by most apologists, and the miraculous pheno-
mena are too clearly described and too closely con-
nected with the course of the story to be either ignored
or eliminated. Can such a narrative, heralded by such
miracles as the instantancous cure of the paralytic Aneas,
and the raising from the dead of the maiden Dorcas
be regarded as sober history 2 Of course many maintain
that it can, and comparatively few have declared them-
sclves against this! We have, however, merely the

' Baur, Paulus, i. p. 90 ff.; Davidson, Int. N. T, ii. p. 219 f.; Gfrirer,
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narrative of an unknown author to set against unvarying
experience, and that cannot much avail. We must now
endeavour to discover how far this episode is consistent
with the rest of the facts narrated in this book itself, and
with such trustworthy evidence as we can elsewhere
bring to bear upon it. We have already in an earlier
part of our inquiry pointed out that in the process of
exhibiting a general parallelism between the Apostles
Peter and Paul, a very close pendant to this narrative
has been introduced by the author into the history of
Paul. In the story of the conversion of Paul, the A postle
has his vision on the way to Damascus,' and about the
same time the Lord in a vision desires Ananias (“a
devout man, according to the law, having a good report
of all the Jews that dwell” in Damascus), ? * arise, and
go to the street which is called Straight, and inquire in
the house of Judas for one named Saul of Tarsus; for
behold he prayeth, and saw in a vision a man named
Ananias coming in and putting his hand on him that he
might receive sight.”” On this occasion also the gift
of the Holy Spirit is conferred and Saul is baptized.?
Whilst snch miraculous agency is so rare elsewhere, it
is so common in the Acts of the Apostles that the em-
ployment of visions and of angels, under every circum-
stance, is one of the characteristics of the author, and may
therefore be set down to his own imagination.

No one who examines this episode attentively, we

Die heil. Sago, i. p. 414 ff. ; Holtzmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., viii. p. 340;
Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 151 fI. ; Stap, Origines, p. 52, note 1; Zeller,
Apg., p. 179 fi. )

!ix. 3 ff,

? xxii. 12, *Avavias 8¢ mis, dviip elhafBjs (E and others, eboeBis) xara rov
vépov, paprupovpevos Umd wdvrev Tév karowotvrev ‘lovdaiwv. Cf. x. 1f,
"Avip 8¢ Tis . . . Kopvphios . . . ebaeBis kai gofovpevos Tov fedv . . . 22

. . paprupolpevds Te tmd Shov Tob é8vovs Tdv lovdaiwy. ? ix. 10—18.
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think, can doubt that the narrative before us is com-
posed in apologetic interest,! and is designed to have
a special bearing upon the problem as to the relation of
the Pauline Gospel to the preaching of the Twelve.
Baur? has acutely pointed out the significance of the
very place assigned to it in the general history, and its
insertion immediately after the conversion of Paul, and
before the commencement of his ministry, as a legiti-
mation of his apostleship of the Gentiles. One point
stands clearly out of the strange medley of Jewish pre-
judice, Christian liberalism, and supernatural interference
which constitute the elements of the story: the actual
conviction of Peter regarding the relation of the Jew to
the Gentile, that the Gospel is addressed to the former
and that the Gentile is excluded,® which has to be re-
moved by a direct supernatural revelation from heaven.
The author recognises that this was the general view
of the primitive church, and this is the only particular in
which we can perceive historical truth in the narrative.
The complicated machinery of visions and angelic mes-
sengers is used to justify the abandonment of Jewish
restrictions, which was preached by Paul amidst so much
virulent opposition. Peter anticipates and justifies Paul
in his ministry of the uncircumcision, and the overthrow
of Mosaic barriers has the sanction and seal of a divine
command. We have to see whether the history itsclf

! Baur, Paulus, 1. p. 90 ff., 96 f., 143 anm. 1; Ouverbeck, zu de W. Apg.,
p. 181 : Henan, Les Apltres, p. 205 ; Zeller, Apg., p. 189 f,, 332.

? Baur, Paulus, i. p. 90; Sehneckenburger, Zweck d. Apostelgesch.,
p- 170 ff, :

3 Buur, Paulus, i. p. 91 ff. ; Ebrard, zu Olsh. Apg., p. 159 fI.; Fuwald,
Gesch. V. Isr., vi. p. 223 f.; Lechler, Das ap. u. nachap. Z. p. 339 ;
Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 290; Olshausen, Apg., p. 158 fI.; de Pressensé,
Hist. i. p. 408 f.; Thiersch, Dio K. im ap. Z., p. 92f.; Zeller, Apg.,
p. 179 fL.
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does not betray its mythical character, not only in its
supernatural elements, but in its inconsistency with other
known or narrated incidents in the apostolical narrative.
There has been much difference of opinion as to
whether the centurion Cornelius had joined himself in
any recognised degree to the Jewish religion before this
incident, and a majority of critics maintain that he is
represented as a Proselyte of the Gate.! The terms in
which he is described, x. 2, as edoeBis kal poBovuevos Tov
Oedv, certainly seem to indicate this, and probably the point
would not have been questioned but for the fact that
the writer evidently intends to deal with the subject of
Gentile conversion, with which the representation that Cor-
nelius was already a proselyte would somewhat clash.?
Whether a proselyte or not, the Roman centurion is said
to be * devout and fearing God with all his house, giving
much alms to the people, and praying to God always ;"3
and probably the ambiguity as to whether he had actually
become affiliated in any way to Mosaism is intentional.
When Peter, however, with his scruples removed by the
supernatural communication with which he had just been
favoured, indicates their previous strength by the state-
ment: “Ye know how it is an unlawful thing for a
man that is a Jew to keep company with or come unto

! Dleek, Einl., p. 370 ; Credner, Das N. T., ii. p. 28; Davidson, Int.
N. T, ii. p. 250; von Dillinger, Christ. u. Kirche, p. 49: Elrard, zu
Olsh. Apg., p. 161; Jowett, The Eps. of St. Paul, ii. p. 19; Kuinoel,
Comm. N. T., iv. p. 358 ; Lange, Das ap. Z., ii. p. 131 f. ; Lechler, Dus
ap. u. nachap. Zeit., p. 338 f. ; Lekebusch, Ape., p. 215 f. ; Milman, Hist. of
Chr., i. p. 382 f.; Neander, Pilavzung, p. 92; Olshausen, Apg., p. 161;
de Pressensé, Trois prem. Biécles, 1. p. 407 f.; Ritschl, Entst. altk. K.,
pp- 126, 139; Stier, Red. d. Apost., i. p. 204; Thiersch, K. im ap. Z., p. 91;
Weiseler, Chron. d. ap. Z., p. 145. Cf. Alford, Gk. Test., ii. p. 110;
Zeller, Apg., p. 190.

* Zeller, Apg., p. 190; Overbeck, zu do Wette, Apg., p. 153; Meycr,
Apg., p. 238 f. Cf. Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 290 f. 1x.2 0l 92
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one of another nation,”! the author evidently oversteps
the mark, and Detrays the unhistorical nature of the
narrative ; for such an affirmation not only could not have
been made by Peter, but could only have been advanced
by a writer who was himself a Gentile, and writing at a
distance from the events described. There is no injunc-
tion of the Mosaic law declaring such intercourse un-
lawful,? nor indeed is such a rule elsewhere heard of,
and even apologists who refer to the point have no show
of authority by which to support such a statement.?> Not
only was there no legal prohibition, but it is impossible
to conceive that there was any such exclusiveness prac-
tised by traditional injunction.* As de Wette appropri-
ately remarks, moreover, even if such a prohibition existed
as regards idolaters, it would still be inconceivable how
it could apply to Cornelius : * a righteous man and fearing
God, and of good report among all the nation of the
Jews.”® It is also inconsistent with the zeal for pro-
selytism displayed by the Pharisees,® the strictest sect of
the Jews; and the account given by Josephus of the

1 x 28.

3 Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 242 ; Overbeck, zu de Wette Apg., p. 139;
De Wette, Apg., p. 158 ; Zeller, Apg., p. 187.

¥ Alford, Gk. Test., ii. p. 116; Beelen, Act. Apost., p. 284 f.; Ebrard,
zu Olsh. Apg.,p. 168; Grotius, Annot. in N. T., v. p. 83; Hackeit, Acts,
p- 150 f.: Kuinoel, Comm. N. T., iv. p. 377 f. ; Lightfoot, Works, viii.
p- 217 f. ; Meyer, Apg., p. 247 f.; Oertel, Paulus, p. 210f.; Schoetigen,
Horo Hebr., p. 448. The passages in Juvenal, Sat., xiv. 103, and Tacitus,
Hist., v. 5, sometimes quoted, have no real bearing on the subject. The
habits of Jews living amongst strange and idolatrous nations, by whom
they were too often oppressed and persecuted, have nothing to do with
such an episode as the present.

4 De Weite quotes against it Schemoth Rabba, sect. 19 f., 118. 3. ad
Exod. xii. 2: *“Hoe idem est, quod scriptum dicit Jes. lvi. 3: Et non
dicet filius advenw, qui adhwmeit Domino, diceudo: separando separavit
me Domiuus a populo suo.” Apostelgesch., p. 158.

s x.22; De Wette, Apg., p. 158.
¢ Mt. xxiii, 15.
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conversion of Izates of Adiabene is totally against it.!
There is a slight trait which, added to others, tends to
complete the demonstration of the unhistorical character
of this representation.  Peter is said to have lived many
days in Joppa with one Simon, a tanner, and it is in his
house that the messengers of Cornelius find him.2 Now
the tanner’s trade was considered impure amongst the
Jews?® and it was almost pollution to live in Simon’s
house. It is argued by some commentators that the
fact that Peter lodged there is mentioned to show that
he had alrcady emancipated himself from Jewish pre-
judices.* However this may be, it is strangely incon-
sistent that a Jew who has no objection to live with a
tanner should, at the same time, consider it unlawful to
hold intercourse of any kind with a pious Gentile, who,
if not actually a Prosclyte of the Gate, had every qualifi-
cation for becoming one. This indifference to the un-
clean and polluting trade of the tanner, morcover, is
inconsistent with the reply which Peter gives to the
voice which bids him slay and eat :—* Not so, Lord, for
I never ate anything common or unclean,” No doubt
the intercourse to which Peter refers indicates, or at least
mcludes, eating and drinking with one of another country,
and this alone could present any intelligible difficulty, for
the mere transaction of business or conversation with
strangers must have been daily necessary to the Jews.
It must be remarked, however, that, when Pcter makes
the statement which we are discussing, nothing whatever
is said of cating with the Centurion or sitting with him

! Antig. xx. 2, 3. ? ix. 43, x. 6.

¥ Schoettgen, Horee Hebr., p. 447; Alford, Greek Test., ii. p. 109;
Huckett, Acts, p. 144; Meyer, Apg., p. 235; Renan, Les Apltres, p. 199;
De TWette, Apg., p. 150; Wordswoerth, Greek Test., Acts, p. 88.

4 De Wette, Apg., p. 150 ; Overbeck, Ib., p. 150,
YoL. IIL [
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at table. This leads to a striking train of reflection upon
the whole episode. It is a curious thing that the super-
natural vision, which is designed to inform Peter and the
Apostles that the Gentiles might be received into the
Church, should take the form of a mere declaration that
the distinction of clean and unclean animals was no
longer binding, and that he might indifferently kill and
eat. One might have thought that, on the supposition
that Heaven desired to give Peter and the Church a
command to admit the Gentiles unconditionally to the
benefits of the Gospel, this would be simply and clearly
stated. This was not done at all, and the intimation by
which Peter supposes himself justified in considering it
lawful to go to Cornelius is, in the first place, merely on
the subject of animals defined as clean and unclean.
Doubtless the prohibition as to certain meats might tend
to continue the separation between Jew and Gentile, and
the disregard of such distinctions of course promoted
general intercourse with strangers ; but this by no means
explains why the abrogation of this distinction is made
the intimation to receive Gentiles into the Church.
When Peter returns to Jerusalem we are told that
“ they of the circumcision”—that is to say, the whole
Church there, since at that period all were “ of the
circumcision,” and this phrase further indicates that
the writer has no historical stand-point—contended with
him. The subject of the contention we might suppose
was the baptism of Gentiles; but not so: the charge
brought against him was:—* Thou wentest in to men
uncircumcised, and didst eat with them.”! The subject
of Paul’s dispute with Peter at Antioch simply was that,
“ before that certain came from James, he did eat with

! xi. 3.
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the Gentiles ; but when they came he withdrew, fearing
them of the circumcision.”! That the whole of these
passages should turn merely on the fact of eating with
men who were uncircumcised, is very suggestive, and as
the Church at Jerusalem make no allusion to the bap-
tism of uncircumcised Gentiles, it would lead to the in-
ference that nothing was known of such an event, and
that the circumstance was simply added to some other nar-
rative ; and this is rendered all the more probable by the
fact that, in the affair at Antioch as well as throughout
the Epistle to the Galatians, Peter is very far from acting
as one who had been the first to receive uncircumcised
Gentiles freely into the Church.

It is usually adnitted that the vision of Peter abro-
gated the distinction of clean and unclean animals so
long existing in the Mosaic law,? but there is no evidence
that any subsequent gradual abandonment of the rule was
ascribed to such a command ; and it is remarkable that
Peter himself not only does not, as we shall presently
see, refer to this vision as authority for disregarding the
distinction of clean and unclean meats, and for otherwise
considering nothing common or unclean, but acts as if
such a vision had never taken place. The famous decree
of the Council of Jerusalem, moreover, makes no allusion
to any modification of the Mosaic law in the case of
Jewish Christians, whatever relaxation it may seem
to grant to Gentile converts, and there is no external
evidence of any kind whatever that so important an

! Gal. ii. 12,

2 Alford, Greek Test., ii. p. 113 f.; Baumgarten, Apg., i. p. 240 fI.;
von Déllinger, Ohr. u. K., p. 50; Ebrard, zu Olsh. Apg., p. 165 f. ; Huckett,
Acts, p. 147; Lange, Das ap. Z., ii. p. 133; Meyer, Apg., p. 244 f.
Milman, Hist. of Chr., i. p. 381 f.; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 157 ;
de Pressensé, Trois prem. Siécles, i. p. 408 £.; De [Vette, Apg., p. 156.

02



196 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

abolition of ancient legal prescriptions was thus intro-
duced into Christendom.

We have, however, fortunately one test of the
historical value of this whole episode, to which we have
already briefly referred, but which we must now more
closely apply. Paul himself, in his Epistle to the
Galatians, narrates the particulars of a scenc between
himself and Peter at Antioch, of which no mention is
made in the Acts of the Apostles, and we think that no
one can fairly consider that ecpisode without being
convinced that it is utterly irreconcilable with the
supposition that the vision which we arc now examining
can ever have appeared to Peter, or that he can have
played the part attributed to him in the conversion and
baptism of uncircumcised Gentiles. Paul writes: “ But
when Cephas came to Antioch, I withstood him to the
face, because he was condemned, For before that
certain came from James, he did cat with the Gentiles,
but when they came he withdrew, and separated himself,
fearing them of the circumcision, and the other Jews
also joined in his hypocrisy.”® It will be remembered
that, “they of the circumeision” in Jerusalem, at the
head of whom was James, from whom came those * of
the circumcision” of whom Peter was afraid at Antioch,
contended with Peter for going in “to men uncir-
cumcised and cating with them,”? the very thing which
was in question at Antioch. In the Acts, Peter is
represented as defending his conduct by relating the
divine vision under the guidance of which he acted, and
the author states as the result that, “ When they heard
these things they held their peace and glorified God,
saying : Then to the Gentiles also God gave repentance

} Gal, ii, 1113, 2 Acts xi. 2, 3.
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unto life.”? This is the representation of the Author of

the vision and of the conversion of Cornelius, but very
different is his conduct as described by the Apostle Paul,
very dissimilar the phenomena presented by a narrative
upon which we can rely. The “certain who came from
James ” can never have heard of the direct communica-
tion from Heaven which justified Peter’s conduct, and
can never have glorified God in the manner described,
or Peter could not have had any reason to fear them ; for
a mere reference to his vision, and to the sanction of the
Church of Jerusalem, must have been sufficient to
reconcile them to his freedom. Then, is it conceivable
that after such a vision, and after being taught by God
himself not to call any man or thing common or unclean,
Peter could have acted as he did for fear of them of the
circumcision ?  His condncet is convincing evidence that
he knew as little of any such vision as those who
came from James. On the other hard, if we require
further proof it is furnished by the Apostle Paul him-
self. Is it conceivable, we again ask, that if such an
cpisode had ever really occurred the Apostle Paul would
not have referred to it upon this occasion? What
more appropriate argument could he have used, what
more legitimate rebuke could he have administerced,
than mercly to have reminded Peter of his own vision ?
He both rebukes him and argues, but his rebuke and
his argument have quite a different complexion; and
we confidently aftirm that no one can read that por-
tion of the Epistle to the Galatians without feeling
certain that, had the writer been aware of such a
divine communication—and we think it must be con-
ceded without question that, if it had taken place, he
! Acts xi. 18.
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must have been aware of it’—he would have referred to
so direct and important an authority. Neither here nor
in the numerous places where such an argument would
have been so useful to the Apostle does Paul betray the
slightest knowledge of the episode of Cornelius. The
historic occurrence at Antioch, so completely ignored by
the Author of the Acts, totally excludes the mythical
story of Cornelius.?

There are merely one or two other points in con-
nection with the episode to which we must call at-
tention. In his address to Cornelius, Peter says,
“Of a truth I perceive that God is no respecter of
persons” (obk €oTw mpocwmohjumrtys 6 Beds). Now
this is not only a thoroughly Pauline sentiment, but Paul
has more than once made use of precisely the same
expression. Rom. ii. 11.  “For there is no respect of
persons with God ™ (od ydp éorw mpoowmodyuia mapa
76 feg), and, again, Gal. ii. 6, *“ God respecteth no man’s
person,” (mpdowmov 6 fevs avfpdmov ob hapBdver).® The
Author of the Acts was certainly acquainted with the
epistles of Paul, and the very manner in which he
represents Peter as employing this expression betrays
the application of a sentiment previously in his mind,
“Of a truth T perceive,” &c. The circumstance con-
firms what Paul had already said.* Then, in the defence
of his conduct at Jerusalem, Peter is represented as
saying: “And I remembered the word of the Lord,

! Indeed the reference to this case, supposed to be made by Peter him-
solf, in Paul’s presence, excludes the idea of ignorance, if the Acts be
treated as historical.

? Gfrorer, Die heil. Sage, i. p. 415; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 151;
Schwegler, Das nachap. Z., i. p. 119 f,, 127 ff. ; Zeller, Apg., p. 185 ff.

3 Cf. Ephes. vi. 9, Col. iii. 25.

¢ Compare further x. 35 ff. with Rom., ii. iii., &e. Tho sentiments and
even the words are Pauline.
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how he said, John indeed baptized with water; but
ve shall be baptized with the Holy Spirit.”! Now these
words are by all the Gospels put into the mouth of John
the Baptist, and not of Jesus,? but the Author of the Acts
seems to put them into the mouth of Jesus at the be-
ginning of the work,® and their repetition here is only
an additional proof of the fact that the episode of Cor-
nelius, as it stands before us, is not historical, but is
merely his own composition.

The whole of this narrative; with its complicated series
of miracles, is evidently composed to legitimate the free
reception into the Christian Church of Gentile converts
and, to emphasise the importance of the divine ratifica-
tion of their admission, Peter is made to repeat to the
Church of Jerusalem the main incidents which had just
been fully narrated. On the one hand, the previous
Jewish exclusiveness both of Peter and of the Church
1s displayed, first, in the resistance of the apostle,
which can only be overcome by the vision and the
direct order of the Holy Spirit, and by the manifest
outpouring of the Spirit upon the Centurion and his
household ; and second, in the contention of them of the
circumcision, which is only overcome by an account of
the repeated signs of divine purpose and approval. The
universality of the Gospel could not be more broadly
proclaimed than in the address of Peter to Cornelius.
Not the Jews alone, “but in every nation, he that
feareth him and worketh righteousness is acceptable to
him.” Pauline principles are thus anticipated and, as
we have pointed out, are expressed almost in the words
of the Apostle of the Gentiles.* The Jews who go with

! xi. 16. * Mt. iii. 11, Mk. i. 8, Luke iii. 16, John i. 26, 33,
343, 4 Zeller, Die Apostelgesch., p. 184 f,
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Peter were astonished because that on the Gentiles also
had been poured out the gift of the Holy Spirit,! and the
Church of Jerusalem, on hearing of these things, glorified
God that repentance unto life had been given to the
Gentiles. It is impossible that the admission of the Gen-
tiles to the privileges of the Church could be more
prominently signified than by this episode, introduced
by prodigious miracles and ecffected by supernatural
machinery. Where, however, are the consequences of
this marvellous recognition of the Gentiles? It does not
in the slightest degree preclude the nccessity for the
Council, which we shall presently consider ; it does not
apparently cxercise any influence on James and the
Church of Jerusalem ; Peter, indeed, refers vaguely to
it, but as a matter out of date and almost forgotten;
Paul, in all his disputes with the cmissaries of the
Church of Jerusalem, in all his pleas for the freedom of
his Gentile converts, never makes the slightest allusion to
it ; it remains elsewhere unknown and, so far as any
evidence goes, utterly without influence upon the primi-
tive church.? This will presently become more apparent ;
but already it is clear cnough to those who will exercise
calm reason that it is impossible to consider this narra-
tive with its tissuc of fruitless miracles as a historical
account of the development of the Church.

!'x. 45 1
% Baur, Paulus, i. p. 91 fl. ; Zeller, Die Apostelgesch., p. 183 ff.



CHAPTER VII

THE HISTORICAL VALUE OF THE WORK, CONTINUED.
PAUL THE APOSTLE OF THE GENTILES,

W have now arrived at the point in our examination
of the Acts in which we have the inestimable advantage
of being able to compare the narrative of the unknown
Author with the distinct statements of the Apostle Paul.
In doing so, we must remember that the Author must
have been acquainted with the Epistles which are now
before us, and supposing it to be his purpose to present a
certain view of the transactions in question, whether for
apologetic or conciliatory reasons or any other cause, it is
obvious that it would not be reasonable to expect diver-
gencies of so palpable a naturc that any reader of the
letters must at once too clearly perceive such contradic-
tions. When the Acts were written, it is true, the Author
could not have known that the Epistles of Paul were
to attain the high canonical position which they now
occupy, and might, therefore, use his materials more
freely; still a certain superficial consistency it would
be natural to expect. Unfortunately, our means of
testing the statements of the Author are not so minute
as is desirable, although they are often of much value,
and seeing the great facility with which, by apparently
slight alterations and omissions, a different complexion
can be given to circumstances regarding which no very
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full details exist elsewhere, we must be prepared to
seize every indication which may cnable us to form a
Just estimate of the nature of the writing which we are
examining,

In the first two chapters of his Epistle to the
Galatians, the Apostle Paul relates particulars regarding
some important epochs of his life, which likewise enter
into the narrative of the Acts of the Apostles. The
Apostle gives an account of his own proceedings imme-
diately after his conversion, and of the visit which about
that time he paid to Jerusalem ; and, further, of a second
vigit to Jerusalem fourtcen years later, and to these we
must now direct our attention. We defer consideration
of the narrative of the actual conversion of Paul for the
present, and merely intend here to discuss the movements
and conduct of the Apostle immediately subsequent to
that event. 'The Acts of the Apostles represent Paul as
making five journeys to Jerusalem subsequent to his
joining the Christian body. The first, ix. 26 ff, takes place
immediately after his conversion; the second, xi. 30,
xii. 25, is upon an occasion when the Church at Antioch
are represented as sending relief to the brethren of
Judza by the hands of Barnabas and Saul, during a time
of famine; the third visit to Jerusalem, xv. 1 ff, Paul
likewise pays in company with Barnabas, both being sent
by the Church of Antioch to confer with the Apostles and
Elders as to the necessity of circumcision, and the
obligation to observe the Mosaic law in the case of
Gentile converts ; the fourth, xviii. 21 ff; when he goes to
Ephesus with Priscilla and Aquila, “having shaved his
head in Cenchrea, for he had a vow ;” and the fifth and
last, xxi. 15 ff, when the disturbance took place in the
temple which led to his arrest and journey to Rome,
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The circumstances and general character of these visits to
Jerusalem, and more especially of that on which the
momentous conference is described as having taken place,
are stated with so much precision, and they present
features of such marked difference, that it might have
been supposed there could not have been any diffi-
culty in identifying, with certainty, at least the visits to
which the Apostle refers in his letter, more especially
as upon both occasions he mentions important particulars
which characterised those visits. It is a remarkable fact,
however, that, such are the divergences between the
statements of the unknown Author and of the Apostle,
upon no point has there been more discussion amongst
critics and divines from the very earliest times, or more
decided difference of opinion. Upon general grounds,
it has been seen, there has been good reason to
doubt the historical character of the Acts. Is it not a
singularly suggestive circumstance that, when it is pos-
sible to compare the authentic representations of Paul
with the narrative of the Acts, even apologists perceive
so much opening for doubt and controversy ?

The visit described in the ninth chapter of the Acts is
generally ! identified with that which is mentioned in the
first chapter of the Epistle. This unanimity, however,
arises mainly from the circumstance that both writers
clearly represent that visit as the first which Paul paid
to Jerusalem after his conversion, for the details of the
two narratives are anything but in agreement with each
other. Although, therefore, critics are forced to agree as
to the bare identity of the visit, this harmony is imme-
diately disturbed on examining the two accounts, and
whilst the one party find the statements in the Acts

! There have, however, been differences of opinion also regarding this,
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reconcileable with those of ’aul, a large body more or
less distinctly declare them to be contradictory, and
unhistorical.’ In order that the question at issue may
be fairly laid before the reader, we shall give the two
accounts in parallel columns.

Acts ix. 19 ff.

19. And he was certain days
(7uépas Twds) with the disciples in
Damascus,

20. And immediately (ed8éws)
was preaching Jesus in the syna-
gogues, &e., &c.

21. And all that heard him wero
amazed, saying, &c.

22, But Saul was increasing in
strength more and more, and con-
founding tho Jews which dwelt at
Damascus, proving that this is the
Christ.

23. And after many days (qpépa
{xavai) were fulfilled, the Jews tovk
counsel to kill him; 24, Dut their
plot was known to Saul. And they
were even watching tho gates day
and night to kill him.

25. But the disciples took him
by night, and let him down through
the wall in a basket. '

26. And when he camo to Jeru-
salem he was assaying to join him-
sclf to the disciples; but all were

Er. To GaL. i. 15 Y.
15. But when it pleased God . . .
16. To reveal his son in me, that
. I might preach him among the
Gentiles;
immediately (e08¢ws) I conferred not
with flesh and blood ;

17, Neither went I up to Jewu-
salem to those who wero Apostles
before me; but I went away into
Arabia, and returned again into
Damascus.

18. Then after threo years I went
up to Jerusalem to visit? Cephas,

and abode with him fifteen days.

! Daur, Paulus, i. p. 121 fI. ; Brauwdes, Des Ap, Paul. Sendschr. an die

Gal., 1869, p. 77 ff. ; Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 213; Eickhorn, Eiul.,
iii. p. 23 ff.; Gfrirer, Die heil. Sage, i. p. 412 f. ; Hunesralh, in Schenkel's
Bib. Lex., iv. p. 419; Hilgenfeld, Galaterbricf, 1852, p. 121 ff.; Kraked,
Paulus, p. 32 ff.; Meyer, Apg., p. 230; Galaterbr. Ste Aufl., p. 39 ff.;
Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 140 ff.; Renan, Les Apétres, p. xxx. ff., 208
note 1; Schleiermacher, Einl. N. T., p. 368 f.; Schneckenburger, Apg.,
p. 167; Schwanbeck, Quellen, u. 8. w., p. 31 f.; Straatman, Paulus,
p- 33 ff., 47 ., 98 ; Stap, Origines, p. 159 ff.; De Mette, Apg., p. 142 ff.;
Zeller, Apg., p. 201 fi. Cf. Ewald, Gesch. V. Isr., vi., p. 398 f., 401 fi. ;
ITolizmann, in Bunsen's Bibelw., iv. p. 308; Olshausen, Bibl. Comm. iv.,
1844, p. 31 f. ? To become acquainted with.
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Acrs ix. 19 ff.
afraid of him, not belicving that he
is a disciple.

27. But Barnabas took him, and
brought him to the Apostles, and
declared unto them how he saw
the Lord in the way, and that he
spake to him ; and how he preached
boldly at Damascus in the name
of Jesus.

28. And hewaswith them coming
in and going out at Jerusalem,
preaching boldly in the name of
the Lord.

29. And he was speaking and
disputing against tho Grecian
Jews; but they took counsel to
slay him ;

30. But when the brethren knew,
they brought himn down to Cicsarea,
and sent him forth to Tarsus.
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Ep. To GAL. 1. 15 ff,

19. But other of the apostles saw
Inotsave James the Lord’s brother.

20. Now the things which I write
unto you, behold, before God, I lie
not.

21. Thereafter I came into the
regions of Syria and Cilicia ;

22, But I was unknown by faco
unto the churches of Judwea which
were in Christ; but they were only
hearing that he who formerly per-
secuted us is now preaching the
faith which once he was destroy-
ing: and they glorified God in mo,

Now, it is obvious that the representation in the Acts

of what Paul did after his conversion differs very widely
from the account which the Apostle himself gives of the
matter. In the first place, not a word is said in the former
of the journey into Arabia; but, on the contrary, it is
excluded, and the statement which replaces it directly
contradicts that of Paul. The Apostle says that after his
conversion: “Immediately! (edféws) I conferred mnot
with flesh and blood,” but * went away into Arabia.”
The Author of the Acts says that he spent “ some days”
(Mpuépas Twds) with the disciples in Damascus, and “im-
mediately ” (edféws) began to preach in the synagogues.
’aul’s feelings are so completely misrepresented that,
instead of that desire for retirement and solitude which his

1 Dr. Ellicott remarks: * straighfway ; the word standing prominently
forward, and implying that he not only avoided conference with men, but
did so from tho very first.” 8t. Paul’s Ep. to the Gal., 4th ed,, p, 16.
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words express,' he is described as straightway plunging
into the vortex of public life in Damascus. The general
apologetic explanation is, that the author of the Acts
either wag not aware of the journey into Arabia, or that,
his absence there having been short, he did not consider
it necessary to mention it. There are no data for
estimating the length of time which Paul spent in Arabia,
but the fact that the Apostle mentions it with so much
emphasis proves not only that he attached much weight
to the episode, but that the duration of his visit could
not have been unimportant. In any case, the Author of
the Acts, whether ignorantly or not, boldly describes the
Apostle as doing preciscly what he did not. To any
ordinary reader, moreover, his whole account of Paul’s
preaching at Damascus certainly excludes altogether the
idea of such a journey, and the argument that it can be
inserted anywhere is purely arbitrary. There are many
theories amongst apolagists, however, as to the part of
the narrative in Acts, in which the Arabian journey can
be placed. By some it is assigned to a period before he
commenced his active labours, and therefore before
ix. 20,2 from which the words of the author repulse it
with singular clearness; others intercalate it with even
less reason between ix. 20 and 21 ;2 a few discover some
indication of it in the pa\\ov éveduvapovro of ver. 22,4 an
expression, however, which refuses to be forced into such
service ; a greater number place it in the fuépar ixaval of
ver. 23,° making that elastic phrase embrace this as well

1 Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 90.

2 Lightfoot, Ib., p. 90, n. 1; Robinson, Acts, p. 50,

3 Beelen, Act, Apost., p. 260.

1 Alford, Greek Test., ii. p. 103.

¢ Bisping, Ex. H'buch N. T., vi. 1, 1863, p. 187; Huckett, Acts, p. 138 ;
Heinrichs, N. T, Gr., Act. Apost., i. p. 230; Humphrey, Acts, p. 83 f. ;
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as other difficulties till it snaps under the strain. It
seems evident to an unprejudiced reader that the juépar
ikavai arc represented as passed in Damascus.! And,
lastly, some critics place it after ix. 25, regardless of
Paul’s statement that from Arabia he returned again to
Damascus, which, under the circumstances mentioned in
Acts, he was not likely to do, and indeed it is obvious that
he is there supposed to have at once gone from Damascus
to Jerusalem. These attempts at reconciliation are use-
less. It is of no avail to find time into which a journey
to Arabia and the stay there might be forcibly thrust.
There still remains the fact that so far from the Arabian
visit being indicated in the Acts, the edféws of ix. 20,
compared with the edféws of Gal. i 16, positively
excludes it, and proves that the narrative of the former is
not historical.?

There is another point in the account in Acts which
further demands attention. The impression conveyed by
the narrative is that P’aul went up to Jerusalem not very
long after his conversion, The omission of the visit to
Arabia shortens the interval before he did so, by removing
causes of delay, and whilst no expressions are used which
imply a protracted stay in Damascus, incidents are intro-
duced which indicate that the purpose of the writer was
to represent the Apostle as losing no time after his
conversion before associating himself with the elder

Lange, Das ap. Z., i. p. 97; Meyer, Apg., p. 228; Galaterlr., p. 39;
Neunder, Pflanzung, p. 122, anm. 1; Oertel, Paulus, p. 58, anm. 2. Cf.
FEllicott, St. Paul's Ep. to the Galatians, 4th ed., p. 18; Schneckenburger,
Apg., p. 180.

! Alford, Greek Teet., ii. p. 103 ; Davidson, Int. N. T, ii. p. 213; Stap,
Origines, p. 163 ; Zeller, Apg., p. 203.

? We ehall not discuss the indication given in 2 Cor. xi. 32 of the cause
of his leaving Damascus, although several contradictory statements seem
to be conta’'ned in it.
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Apostles and obtaining their recognition of his ministry ;
and this view, we shall see, is confirmed by the peculiar
account which is given of what took place at Jerusalem.
The Apostle distinctly states, i. 18, that three years after
his conversion he went up to visit Peter.! In the Acts
he is represented as spending ‘“some days’ (fpuépas
mwds) with the disciples, and the only other chronological
indication given is that after “many days” (puépac
ikavai) the plot occurred which forced him to leave
Damascus. It is argued that fpépac ikavai is an inde-
finite period, which may, according to the usage of the
author 2 indicate a considerable space of time, and cer-
tainly rather express a long than a short period® The
fact is, however, that the instances cited are evidence,
in themselves, against the supposition that the author can
have had any intention of expressing a period of three
years by the words fuépar ikavai. We suppose that no
one has ever suggested that Peter staid three yearsin the
house of Simon the tanner at Joppa (ix. 43); or, that
when it is said that Paul remained “many days” at
Corinth after the insurrection of Jews, the author intends
to speak of some years, when in fact the guépar ixaval
contrasted with the expression (xviii. 11) : ““ he continued
there a ycar and six months,” used regarding lis stay
previous to that disturbance, evideatly reduces the “ yet
many days” subsequently spent there to a very small
compass. Again, has any one ever suggested that in the

1 «The ‘straightway’ of ver. 16 leads to this conclusion: *.A4¢ first
I conferred not with flesh and blood, it was only after the lapse of three
years that I went to Jerusalem.”” Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 83.

2 Acts ix. 43, xviii. 18, xvil. 7; Lightfuet, Ib., p. 89, note 3.

3 « The difference between the vague ‘ many days’ of the Acts and the
definite ‘ three years’ of the Epistle is such as might be expected from
the circumstances of the two writers.” Lightfoot, Ib., p. 89, note 3.
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account of Paul's voyage to Rome, where it is said
(xxvil. 7) that, after leaving Myrra “and sailing slowly
many days ” (quépar ikavai), they had scarcely got so far
as Cnidus, an interval of months, not to say years, is
indicated ? It is impossible to suppose that, by such an
expression, the writer intended to indicate a period of
three years,! That the narrative of the Acts actually
represents Paul as going up to Jerusalem soon after his
conversion, and certainly not merely at the end of three
years, is obvious from the statement in ver. 26, that when
>aul arrived at Jerusalem, and was assaying to join
himself to the disciples, all were afraid of him, and would
not believe in his conversion. It is impossible to suppose
that the author could have stated this, if he had desired
to imply that Paul had already been a Christian, and
publicly preached with so much success at Damascus, for
three years.? Indeed, the statements in ix. 26 are irre-
concilable with the declaration of the Apostle, whatever
view be taken of the previous narrative of the Acts. If
it be supposed that the author wishes to describe the visit
to Jerusalem as taking place three years after his con-
version, then the ignorance of that event amongst the
brethren there and their distrust of Paul are utterly in-
consistent and incredible ; whilst if, on the other hand, he
represents the Apostle as going to Jerusalem with but
little delay in Damascus, as we contend he does, then
there is no escape from the conclusion that the Acts,
whilst thus giving a narrative consistent with itself,

' Baur, Paulus, i. p. 121 f.; Drandes, Sendschr. an d. Gal,, p. 77;
Lekebusch, Apg., p. 283; Meyer, Apg., p. 230; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg.,
p. 142; Zeller, Apg., p. 203 fI.

? Baur, Paulus, i. p. 122; Lekebusch, Apg., p. 283; Meyer, Apg.,
P- 230; Oertel, Paulus, p. 58 f.; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 142; Trip,
Paulus, p. 66 fl.; De Wette, Apg., p. 142.

VOL. Iil. 2
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certainly distinctly contradicts the deliberate assertions of
the Apostle. It is absolutely incredible that the conver-
sion of a well-known persecutor of the Church (viii 3 ff.),
effected in a way which is represented as so sudden and
supernatural, and accompanied by a supposed vision of
the Lord, could for three years have remained unknown
to the community of Jerusalem. So striking a triumph
for Christianity must have been rapidly made known
throughout the Church, and the fact that he who formerly
persecuted was now zealously preaching the faith which
once he destroyed must long have been declared in
Jerusalem, which was in such constant communication
with Damascus.

The author of the Acts continues in the same strain,
stating that Barnabas, under the circumstances just de-
scribed, took Paul and brought him to the Apostles
(mpds Tods amoarohovs), and declared to them the par-
ticulars of his vision and conversion, and how he had
preached boldly at Damascus.! No doubt is left that
this is the first intimation the Apostles had received of
such extraordinary events. Afier this, we are told that
Paul was with them coming in and going out at Jeru-
salem, preaching boldly in the name of the Lord. Here
again the declaration of Paul is explicit, and distinctly
contradicts this story both in the letter and the spirit.
He makes no mention of Barnabas. He states that he
went to Jerusalem specially with the view of making the
acquaintance of Peter, with whom he remained fifteen
days; but he emphatically says:—* But other of the
Apostles saw I not, save (el p7) James, the Lord’s
brother;” and then he adds the solemn declaration re-
garding his account of this visit:—* Now the things

!ix, 27,
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which I write unto you, bechold, before God, I lie not.”
It is difficult to avoid the impression that some other
version of this story was current which the Apostle
desired to correct; and, considering his character and -
position, probably a narrative such as that before us in
the Acts would have been supremely displeasing to him.
Instead of being presented ‘ to the Apostles,” and going
in and out with them at Jerusalem, we have lere the
emphatic assurance that, in addition to Peter, Paul saw no
one except ‘“James, the Lord’s brother.” There has
been much discussion as to the identity of this James,
and whether he was an apostle or not, but into this it
is unnecessary for us to enter. Most writers agree at
least that he is the same James, the head of the Church
at Jerusalem, whom we again frequently meet with in
the Pauline Epistles and in the Acts, and notably in the
account of the Apostolic council. The exact interpre-
tation to be put upon the expression e ) ‘ldxwBov has
also been the subject of great controversy, the question
being whether James is here really called an apostle or
not; whether e u is to be understood as applying solely
to the verb, in which case the statement would mean
that he saw no other of the Apostles, but only James ;!
or to the whole phrase, which would express that he
had seen no other of the Apostles save James.? It is
admitted by many of those who think that in this case
the latter signification must be adopted that gramatically

1 Bleek, Stud. u. Krit., 1838, p. 1059; Credner, Das N. T., i. p. 44;
Jowett, Eps. of St. Paul, i, p. 219; Winer, P. ad Gal. Ep., 1859, p. 52;
cf. Gramm. N. T. Sprachid., 1867, iii. § 67 e. Cf. Neander, Pflanzung,
p. 127.

3 Ellicott, Galatians, p. 19; Lightfoof, Galatians, p. 84 ; Meyer, Gala-
terbr., p. 42; Olshausen, Bibl. Comm., iv. p. 1844, p. 31 f.; Usteri, Br. an
die Galater, 1833, p. 31; Wieseler, Comm. Br. an die Gal., 1859, p. 73.

r2
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cither interpretation is permissible. Even supposing that
rightly or wrongly James is here referred to as an
Apostle, the statement of the Acts is, in spint, quite
opposed to that of the Epistle; for when we are told
that Paul is brought “to the Apostles” (wpos rovs dwoo-
Téhovs), the linguistic usage of the writer implies that
he means much more than merely Peter and James. It
secems impossible to reconcile the statement, ix. 27, with
the solemn assurance of Paul, and if we accept what
the Apostle says as truth, and we cannot doubt it, it must
be admitted that the account in the Acts is unhistorical.
We arrive at the very same conclusion on examining
the rest of the narrative. In the Acts, Paul is repre-
sented as being with the Apostles going in and out,
preaching openly in Jerusalem, and disputing with the
Grecian Jews.? No limit is here put to his visit, and it
is difficult to conceive that what is narrated is intended
to describe a visit of merely fiftcen days. A subsequent
statement in the Acts, however, explains and settles the
point. Paul is represented as declaring to King Agrippa,
xxvi. 19f.: “ Wherefore, King Agrippa, I was not dis-
obedient unto the heavenly vision, but first unto those in
Damascus, and throughout all the region of Judaa, and
to the Gentiles, I was declaring that they should repent
! Baur, Paulus, i. p. 125 f.; Bleek, Finl. p. 364; Brandes, Sendschr.
an d. Gal., p. 77 f.; Davideon, Int. N, T., ii. p. 213; Gfrirer, Die heil.
Sage, i. p. 413; Hausrath, Der Ap. Paulus, p. 141; in Schenkel’s Bib.
Lex., iv. p. 419; Hilgenfeld, Galaterbr., p. 122 f., 124 f.; Holtzmann, in
Bunsen’s Bibelw., iv. p. 308; Krenkel, Paulus, p. 44 f.; Lekebusch,
Apg., p. 283; Neander, Pflanzung, p. 127 f.; Overbeck, zu de Wette,
Apg., p. 145; Schneckenburger, Apg., p. 167 f., 180 f.; Schrader, Der Ap.
P., v. p. 530; Scholten, Het Paulin. Ev., p. 448; Schwanbeck, Quellen,

u. 8. W., p. 31 f.; Stap, Origines, p. 165 ff.; Straatman, Paulus, p. 47 f. ;

Trip, Paulus, p. 70; Zeller, Apg., p. 205 f. Cf. Olshausen, Bibl, Comm.,
1844, iv. p. 31 £.
2 ixe 28 f.
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and turn to God,” &. However this may be, the state-
ment of Paul does not admit the interpretation of such
public ministry. His express purpose in going to Jeru-
salem was, not to preach, but to make the acquaintance
of Peter; and it was a marked characteristic of Paul to
avoid preaching in ground already occupied by the other
Apostles before him! Not only is the account in Acts
apparently excluded by such considerations and by the
general tenor of the epistle, but it is equally so by the
direct words of the Apostle (i. 22):—* 1 was unknown
by face unto the churches of Judea.” It is argued that
the term : ‘ churches of Jud®a” excludes Jerusalem.?
It might possibly be asserted with reason that such an
expression as “the churches of Jerusalem” might ex-
clude the churches of Judaa, but to say that the Apostle,
writing elsewhere to the Galatians of a visit to Jeru-
salem, and of his conduct at that time, intends, when
speaking of the ‘‘churches of Judewa,” to exclude the
principal city, secms to us arbitrary and unwarrant-
able. The whole object of the Apostle is to show the
privacy of his visit and his independence of the eclder
Apostles. He does not use the expression as a contrast
to Jerusalem. Nothing in his account leads one to think
of any energetic preaching during the visit, and the
necessity of finding some way of excluding Jerusalem
from the Apostle’s expression is simply thrust upon apolo-
gists by the account in Acts. I'wo passages are referred
to as supporting the exclusion of Jerusalem from * the
churches of Judwea.,” In John iii. 22, we read: “ After

! 2 Cor. x. 14 f. Cf. Rom. xv. 20.

? Alford, Greck Test., iii. p. 10; Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 83; Meyer,
Gal., p. 46; Moeller, zu do Wette, Br. an d. Gal., p. 21; Trip, Paulus,
p. 71; De Wette, Br. an die Gal.,, p. 21; Wieseler, Br. an die Gal,,
p- 86 f.; Winer, P. ad Gal. Ep., p. 53.
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these things came Jesus and his disciples into the land
of Judea.” In the preceding chapter lhe is described as
being at Jerusalem. We have already said enough
about the geographical notices of the author of the
fourth Gospel.' Even those who do not admit that he
was not a native of Palestine are agreed that he wrote
in another country and for foreigners. ‘“The land of
Judea,” was therefore a natural expression superseding
the necessity of giving a more minute local indication
which would have been of little use. The second in-
stance appealed to, though more doubtfully,® is Heb.
xiii. 24 : * They from Italy salute you.” We are at a loss
to understand how this is supposed to support the in-
terpretation adopted. It is impossible that if Paul went
in and out with the Apostles, preached boldly in Jeru-
salem, and disputed with the Hellenistic Jews, not to speak
of what is added, Acts xxvi. 19 f., he could say that he was
unknown by face to the churches of Judea. There is
nothing, we may remark, which limits his preaching to
the Grecian Jews. Whilst apologists maintain that the
two accounts are reconcilable, many of them frankly
admit that the account in Acts requires correction from
that in the Epistle;® but, on the other hand, a still
greater number of critics pronounce the narrative in the
Acts contradictory to the statements of Paul.*

1 8. R, ii. 419 f. * Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 85.

 Bleek, Einl., p. 364 f.; Ewald, Gesch. V. Isr., vi., p. 403, anm. 1;
Sendschr. d. Ap. Paulus, 1857, p. 68 f.; Lightfoof, Galatians, p. 92;
Neander, Planzung, p. 127 fi.

4 Baur, Paulus, i. p. 126 f.; Brandes, Gal., p. 77 f.; Davideon, Int.
N. T., ii. p. 213 f.; Gfrirer, Dio heil. Sage, i. p. 419; Hawxsrath, in
Schenkel’s B. L., iv. p. 419; Hilgenfeld, Galaterbr., p. 123 f.; Krenkel,
Paulus, p. 44 f.; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 146 ; Renan, Les Apétres,
p. xxx. ff., 209, n. 2; Stap, Origines, p. 165 f.; Straatman, Paulus,
p- 33 f1.; Zcller, Apg., p. 207 f. Cf. Neander, Pllanzung, p. 127 ff,
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There remains another point upon which a few remarks
must be made. In Acts ix. 29f the cause of Paul’s
hurriedly leaving Jerusalem is a plot of the Grecian
Jews to kill him. Paul does not in the Epistle refer to
any such matter, but, in another part of the Acts, Paul is
represented as relating, xxii. 17f: *“ And it came to
pass, that, when I returned to Jerusalem and was pray-
ing in the temple, I was in a trance and saw him saying
unto me: Make haste, and get thee quickly out of Jeru-
salem, for they will not receive thy witness concerning
me,” &c., &c. This account differs, therefore, even from
the previous narrative in the same book, yet critics are
agreed that the visit during which the Apostle is said
to have seen this vision was that which we are dis-
cussing.! The writer is so little a historian working
from substantial facts that he forgets the details of his
own previous statements; and in the account of the
conversion of Paul, for instance, he thrice repeats the
story with emphatic and irreconcilable contradictions.
We have already observed his partiality for visions, and
such supernatural agency is so ordinary a matter with him
that, in the first account of this visit, he altogether omits
the vision, although he must have known of it then quite
as much as on the second occasion. The Apostle, in his
authentic and solemn account of this visit, gives no hint
of any vision, and leaves no suggestion even of that
public preaching which is described in the earlier, and
referred to in the later, narrative in the Acts.? If we

! Alford, Greek Test., iii. p. 9; DBleek, Einl.,, p. 364; Ebrard, Wiss,
Kr. ev. Geach., p. 719; Hilgenfeld, Zeitschr. wiss. Th., 1860, p. 112;
Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 92, n. 2; Meyer, Apg., p. 231; Olshausen, Apg.,
p- 156; Paley, Evidences, and Hor® Paul., ed. Potts, ch, v., No. viii,
p- 379; Schrader, Der Ap. P., i. p. 66; TVieseler, Chron, ap, Zeit., p. 165;
Zeller, Apg., p. 208.

? Puley (Horm Paul. v., No, viii.) actually endeavours to show the
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had no other grounds for rejecting the account as unhis-
torical this miraculous vision, added as an after-thought,
would have warranted our doing so.

Passing on now to the second chapter of the Epistle to
the Galatians, we find that Paul writes :—* Then, after
fourteen years, again I went up to Jerusalem...” (érerra
ia Sexareaadpwy érav wd\w dvéBny eis ‘lepoodlupa. . ).
He states the particulars of what took place upon the
occasion of this second visit with a degree of minuteness
which ought, one might have supposed, to have left no
doubt of its identity, when compared with the same visit
historically described elsewherc; but such are the discre-
pancies between the two accounts that, as we have already
mentioned, the controversy upon the point has been long
and active.! The Acts, it will be remembered, relate
a second visit of Paul to Jerusalem, after that which we
have discussed, upon which occasion it is stated (xi. 30)
that he was sent with Barnabas to convey to the com-
munity, during a time of famine, the contributions of the
Church of Antioch. The third visit of the Acts is that
(xv.) when Paul and Barnabas are said to have been
deputed to confer with the Apostles regarding the con-

genuinencss of the Ep. to the Galatisns by the * undesigned coincidence ™
of the shortness of Paul’s visit as stated by himself and the miraculous
order reported Acts xxii. 17 f., *“ Get thee quickly out of Jerusalem.”
The fallacy, not to say unfairness, of this partial argument needs no
demonstration, and indeed it has been well pointed out by Dr. Jowett.
The Eps. of St. Paul, i. p. 350 f.

! There was anything but unanimity on the point among the Fathers.
Irenceus identified tho second Galatian visit with the third of Acts (xv.).
It is not certain whether Tertullian agreed in this (Adv. M., v. 2, 3) or
placed it later (Adv. M., i. 20); Eusebius thought it the same as the
second of Acts; Epiphanius identified it with the fifth of Acts (xxi. 15);
Chrysostom places it after the third of Acts; and the Chronicon Paschale
interpolates it between Acts xiii. and xyv. It is not now necessary to
enter minutely into this.



PAUL’S SECOND VISIT TO JERUSALEM. 217

ditions upon which Gentile converts should be admitted
into the Christian brotherhood. The circumstances of
this visit, more nearly than auny other, correspond with
those described by the Apostle himself in the Epistle
(ii. 1ff), but there are grave difficultics in the way of
identifying them. If this visit be identical with that
described Acts xv., and if Paul, as he states, paid no
intermediate visit to Jerusalem, what becomes of the
visit interpolated in Acts xi. 30?7 The first point which
we must endeavour to ascertain is exactly what the
Apostle intends to say regarding the second visit
which he mentions. The purpose of Paul is to de-
clare his complete independence from those who were
Apostles before him, and to maintain that his Gospel
was not of man, but directly revealed to him by Jesus
Christ. In order to prove his independence, therefore,
he categorically states exactly what had been the extent
of his intercourse with the elder Apostles. He protests
that, after his conversion, he had neither conferred with
flesh and blood nor sought those who had been Apostles
before him, but, on the contrary, that he had immediately
gone away to Arabia. It was not until three years had
elapsed that he had gone up to Jerusalem, and then only
to make the acquaintance of P’eter, with whom he had
remained only fifteen days, during which he had not
secen other of the Apostles save James, the Lord’s
brother. Only after the lapse of fourteen years did he
again go up to Jerusalem. It is argued® that when Paul
says, “he went up again,”’ (mwal\w dvéByv), the word
wd\w has not the force of Sevrepov, and that, so far from
_excluding any intermediate journey, it merely signifies a

! By Wieseler, for instance, Chron. des ap. Zeit., p. 182; DBr. Pauli an
dio Galater., 1859, p. 94 f.
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repetition of what had been done before, and might have
been used of any subsequent journey. Even if this were
80, it is impossible to deny that, read with its context,
wd\w dvéBnyy is used in immediate connection with the
former visit which we have just discussed. The sequence
is distinctly marked by the érewra * then,” and the adop-
tion of the preposition 8ia—which may properly be read
“ after the lapse of,” '—instead of werd, seems clearly to
indicate that no other journey to Jerusalem had been
made in the interval. This can be maintained linguis-
tically ; but the point is still more decidedly settled when
the Apostle’s intention is considered. It is obvious that
his purpose would have been totally defeated had he
passed over in silence an intermediate visit. Even if, as
is argued, the visit referred to in Acts xi. 30 had been
of very brief duration, or if he had not upon that occa-
sion had any intercourse with the Apostles, it is impos-
sible that he could have ignored it under the circum-
stances, for by so doing he would have left the retort in
the power of his enemies that he had, on other occasions
than those which he had enumerated, been in Jerusalem
and in contact with the Apostles. The mere fact that a
visit had been unmentioned would have exposed him to
the charge of having suppressed it, and suspicion is
always ready to assign unworthy motives. If Paul had
paid such a hasty visit as is suggested, he would natu-
rally have mentioned the fact and stated the circum-
stances, whatever they were. These and other reasons
convince the majority of critics that the Apostle here
enumerates all the visits which he had paid to Jerusalem
since his conversion.? The visit referred to in Gal. i1, 1 ff. _

! I¥iner, Grammatik des N. T. Sprachidioms, 7th Aufl., § 47, i. p. 356,
¢ See references, p. 221, note 1.
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must be considered the second occasion on which the
Apostle Paul went to Jerusalem.

This being the case, can the visit be identified as the
second visit described in Acts xi. 30? The object of
that journey to Jerusalem, it is expressly stated, was to
carry to the brethren in Jerusalem the contributions of
the Church of Antioch during a time of famine ; whereas
Paul explicitly says that he went up to Jerusalem, on the
occasion we are discussing, in consequence of a revela-
tion, to communicate the Gospel which he was preaching
among the Gentiles. There is not a word about con-
tributions. On the other hand, chronologically it is
impossible that the second visit of the Epistle can be
the second of the Acts. There is some difference of
opinion as to whether the fourteen years are to be cal-
culated from the date of his conversion,! or from the
previous journzy.? The latter seems to be the more
reasonable supposition, but in either case it is obvious
that the identity is excluded. From various data,—the
famine under Claudius, and the time of Herod Agrippa’s

! Alford, Greek Test., iii. p. 11; Baumgarten-Crusius, Br. an die Gala-
ter., 1843, p. 33; Baur, Theol. Jahrb., 1849, p. 478; K. G.,i. p. 49;
Bisping, H'buch N, T., 1863, vi. 1. p. 191; Ebrard, Wiss Kr. ev. Gesch.,
p. 718; zu Olsh. Apg., p. 184, anm. ; Eichhorn, Einl,, iii. p. 31 ; Ellicott,
Galatians, p. 23; Hausrath, Der Ap. Paulus, p. 246; Hilyenfeld, Gala-
terbr., p. 129 £.; Lange, Das ap. Z., ii. p. 4 f.; Olshausen, Bibl. Comm.,
iv. p. 36; Renan, 8t. Paul, p. 75, n. 1; Stap, Origines, p. 177, n. 2;
Wieseler, Chron. ap. Z., p. 176 . ; Br. an d. Gal., p. 80 ff.

2 Dengel, Gnom. N. T., ad Qal., ii. 1; Bleek, Einl., p. 366, 369; Cony-
beare and Howeon, Life and Eps. of St. Paul, 1836, i. p. 539 ff.; Credner,
Einl,, i. p. 314; Hofmann, Die heil. Schr. N, T., 2te Aufl,, i. p. 81 ff.;
Holsten, Zum ev. Paul, u. 8. w., p. 272, 275, anm. ; Holizmann, in Bun-
sen’s Bibelw., iv. p. 472; Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 102; Lipsius, in
Schenkel's B. L., i. p. 195; Meyer, Gal., p. 51; Schleiermacher, Einl.
N. T., p. 369; Schrader, Der Ap. P.,i. p. 48 £, 74; v. p. 264; Straat-
man, Paulus, p. 84 fI,, 104, 107; Usteri, Br. an d. Gal., p. 39; Winer, P.
ad Gal. Ep., p. 148 ff.; Zeller, Apg., p. 217.
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death,—the date of the journcy referred to in Acts xi. 30
is assigned to about A.p. 45. If; therefore, we count
back fourteen or seventeen years, we have as the date of
the conversion, on the first hypothesis, o.p. 31, and on
the second, A.D. 28, neither of which of course is tenable.
In order to overcome this difficulty, critics® at one time
proposed, against the unanimous evidence of MSS., to read
instead of ua Sexareco. érav in Gal. ii. 1, e recodpwr
éraw, “after four years;” but this violent remedy is not
only generally rejected, but, eyen if admitted for the sake
of argument, it could not establish the identity, inasmuch
as the statements in Gal. ii. 1 ff, imply a much longer
period of missionary activity amongst the Gentiles than
Paul could possibly have had at that time, about which
epoch, indeed, Barnabas is said to have sought him in
Tarsus, apparently for the purpose of first commencing
such a career ;? certainly the account of his active ministry
begins in the Acts only in Ch. xiii. Then, it is not pos-
sible to suppose that, if such a dispute regarding circum-
cision and the Gospel of the uncircumcision as is sketched
in Gal. ii. had taken place on a previous occasion, it
could so soon be repeated, Acts xv., and without any
reference to the former transaction. Comparatively few
critics, therefore, have ventured to maintain that the second
visit recorded in the Epistle is the same as the sccond
mentioned in the Acts (xi. 30), and in modern times
the theory is almost entirely abandoned. If, therefore,
it be admitted that Paul mentions all the journeys which
he had made to Jerusalem up to the time at which he
wrote, and that his second visit was not the second visit

! So Grotius, Semler, Bertholdt, Kuinoel, Heinrichs, Ulrich, Biltger, and
others.
2 Acts xi. 25 f.
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of the Acts, but must be placed later, it follows clearly
upon the Apostle’s own assurance that the visit men-
tioned in Acts xi. 30, xii. 25, cannot have taken place
and is unhistorical, and this is the conclusion of the
majority of critics,' including many apologists, who,
whilst suggesting that, for some reason, Barnabas may
alone have gone to Jerusalem without Paul, or other-
wise deprecating any imputation of conscious inaccuracy
to the Author, still substantially confirm the result that
P’aul did not on that occasion go to Jerusalem, and con-
scquently that the statement is not historical. On the
other hand, it is suggested that the additional visit to
Jerusalem is inserted by the Author with a view to
conciliation, by representing that Paul was in constant
communication with the Apostles and community of
Jerusalem, and that he acted with their approval and
sympathy. It is scarcely possible to observe the peculiar
variations between the narratives of the Acts and of Paul
without feeling that the author of the former deliberately
sacrifices the independence and individuality of the great
Apostle of the Gentiles.

The great mass of critics agree in declaring that the

' Anger, De tempore in Act. Ap. ratione, p. 141 ff. ; Baur, Theol. Jahrb.,
1849, p. 479 f. ; Paulus, i. p. 120 ff. ; Bleek, Einl., p. 366 ; Beitriige, p. 53 f. ;
Brandes, Br. Gal., p. 92 ff.; Credner, Einl., i. p. 314 f.; Davidson, Int.
N. T., iii. p. 222; Ebrard, Wiss Kr. ev. Gesch., p. 717: zu Olsh. Apg.,
p- 178; Gfriirer, Die heil. Sage, p. 418 f.; Hilgenfeld, Galaterbr., p. 125 f.,
149 f. ; Holtzmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., iv. p. 472, 474 f., viii. p. 340 ;
Lipaius, in Schenkel's B. L., i. p. 195; Meyer, Apg., p. 267, anm. ; Gala-
terbr., p. 51 f., 58 f.; Neander, Pflanzung, p. 14G; Olshausen, Bibl.
Comm., iv. p. 3¢ fi.; Overbeck, zu do W. Apg., p. 178; Renan, Les
Apoétres, p. xxxii. fl. ; Schletermacher, Einl. N. T., p. 368 f.; Schrader,
Der. Ap. P., v. p. 264 f., 537; Stap, Origines, p. 174 ff.; Straatman,
Paulus, p. 98 ff.; Tjeenk-Willink, Justin. Mart., p. 32, n.; Usleri, Br.
an die Gal.,, p. 33 fi.; Weber u. Holtzmann, Gesch. V. Isr., ii. p. 547;

Zeller, Apg., p. 218 f. Cf. Ellicott, Galatians, p. 23; Lekebusch, Apg.,
p- 289 f.; Trip, Paulus, p. 71—74.
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second visit described in the Epistle is identical with the
third recorded in the Acts (xv.), although a wide dif-
ference of opinion exists amongst them as to the his-
torical value of the account contained in the latter. This
general agreement renders it unnecessary for us to enter
at any length into the arguments which establish the
identity, and we shall content ourselves with very con-
cisely stating some of the chief reasons for this conclu-
sion. The date in both cases corresponds, whilst there
are insuperable chronological objections to identifying
the second journey of the Epistle with any carlier or
later visit mentioned in Acts. We have referred to other
reasons against its being placed earlier than the third
visit of Acts, and there are still stronger objections to
its being dated after the third. It is impossible, con-
sidering the object of the Apostle, that he could have
passed over in silence such a visit as that described
Acts xv., and the only alternative would be to date it
later than the composition of the Epistle, to which the
narrative of the Acts as well as all other known facts
would be irreconcilably opposed. On the other hand,
the date, the actors, the cause of dispute, and probably
the place (Antioch) in which that dispute originated,
so closely correspond, that it is incredible that such
a coincidence of circumstances should again have oc-
curred.

Without anticipating our comparison of the two ac-
counts of this visit, we must here at least remark that
the discrepancies are so great that not only have apolo-
getic critics, as we have indicated, adopted the theory
that the second visit of the Epistle is not the same as
the third of the Acts, but is identical with the second
(xi. 30), of which so few particulars are given; but
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others, and notably Wieseler,! have maintained it to have
been the same as that described in Acts xviii. 21ff,
whilst Paley and others? have been led to the hypothesis
that the visit in question does not correspond with any
of the visits actually recorded in the Acts, but is one
which is not referred to at all in that work. These

! Chron. ap. Zeit., p. 179 ff.,, p. 201 ff.; Br. Pauli an d. Galater,
p- 93 ff.

3 Paley, Evidences, and Horm Paul., ch. v. Nos. 2, 10, p. 367 f.,
382 ff. ; Schrader, Der Ap. Paulus, i. p. 73 ff., 122 f. It may be well to
quote the following passage from Paley, a witness whose testimony will
scarcely be suspected of unorthodox partiality: ‘It must not be dis-
sembled that the comparison of our epistle with the history presents some
difficulties, or to say the least, some questions of considerable magnitude.
It may be doubted, iu the first place, to what journey the words which
open the second chapter of the Epistle—* then fourteen years afterwards
I wont unto Jerusalem '—relate. That which best corresponds with the
date, and that to which most interpreters apply the passage, is the
journey of Paul and Barnabas to Jerusalem, when they went thither from
Antioch, upon the business of the Gentile converts, and which journey
produced the famous council and decree recorded in the fifteenth chapter
of Acts. To me this opinion appears to be encumbered with strong
objections. In the Epistle, Paul tells us that ‘ he went up by revela-
tion’ (ii. 2). In the Acts we read that he was sent by the Church of
Antioch. ‘After no small dissension and disputation, they determinoed
that Paul and Barnabas, and certain other of them, should go up to
Jerusalem unto the Apostles and elders about this question’ (xv. 2).
This is not very reconcilable. In the Epistle St. Paul writes that, when
he cameo to Jerusalem, ‘ he communicated that Gospel which he preached
among the Gentiles, but privately to them which were of reputation’
(ii. 2). If by ‘that Gospel’ he meant the immunity of the Gentile
Christians from the Jewish law (and I know not what else it can mean),
it is not easy to conceive how he should communicate that privately,
which was the subject of his public message. DBut a yet greater dificulty
remains—yviz., that in the account which the Epistle gives of what passed
upon this visit at Jerusalem, no notice is taken of the deliberation and
decree which are recorded in the Aets, and which, according to that
history, formed the business for the sake of which the journey was under-
taken. The mention of the council and of its determination, whilst the
Apostle was relating his proceedings at Jerusalem, could hardly have
been avoided if in truth the narrative belonged to the same journcy. To
me it appears more probable that Paul and Barnabas had taken somo
journey to Jerusalem, the mention of which is omitted in the Acts. . . .”
Evidences, and Horse Paulinss, ch. v. No. 10, p. 382,
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theories have found very little favour, however, and
we mention them solely to complete our statement of
the general controversy. Considering the fulness of the
report of the visit in Acts xv. and the peculiar nature of
the facts stated by the Apostle himself in his letter to
the Galatians, the difficulty of identifying the particular
visit referred to is a phenomenon which cannot be too
much considered. Is it possible, if the narrative in the
Acts were really historically accurate, that any reasonable
doubt could ever have existed as to its correspondence
with the Apostle’s statements? We may here at once
say that, although many of the critics who finally decide
that the visit described in Acts xv. is the same as that
referred to in the second chapter of the Epistle argue
that the obvious discrepancies and contradictions between
the two accounts may be sufficiently explained and recon-
ciled, this is for very strong reasons disputed,’ and the
narrative in the Acts, when tested by the authentic state-
ments of the Apostle, pronounced inaccurate and unhis-
torical.

It is only necessary to rcad the two accounts in
order to understand the grounds upon which even apo-
logists like Paley and Wieseler feel themselves compelled

! Baur, Paulus, i. 129 ff., 132 ff.; Theol. Jahrb., 1849, p. 457 f.,
Davidson, Tnt. N.T., ii. p. 214 ff., 251 fi.; Hilgenfeld, Zeitschr. wiss.
Theol., 1838, p. 77 ff., 317 ff.; 1860, p. 118 ff.; Galaterbr., p. 53 ff., 149 fI.;
Einl., p. 227 ff. ; Holizmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., viii. p. 340f.; Krenkel,
Paulus, p. 62 ff.; Lipeius, in Schenkel's B. L., i. p. 195 ff.; Nicolas,
Etudes N. T., p. 254, notes 1, 3; Overbeck, zu de Wette, Apg., p. 216 fi.;
Pfleiderer, Der Pauliniemus, p. 277 ff.,, 500 ff.; Renan, Les Apbtres,
p- xxxiv. ff. ; St. Paul, p. 81, note 2; Scholten, Het paul. Ev., p. 448 ff. ;
Schrader, Der Ap. Paulus, v. p. 544 ff.; Schwanbeck, Quellen, u. 8. w., i.
p. 32; Schwegler, Das nachap. Z., i. p. 116 ff.; Stap, Origines, p. 69,
note 2, p. 182 ff.; Straatman, Paulus, p. 187 ff.; Tjeenk-Willink, Just.
Mart., p. 81, n. 3; Volkmar, Die Rel. Jesu, p. 345 ff.; Zeller, Apg.,
p. 216 ff., 357 f. Cf. Jowett, The Eps. of St. Paul, i. p. 330 2., 351 f.;
Schneckenburger, Apg., p. 71 ff.; Stud. u. Krit., 1835, p. 551 £,
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to suppose that the Apostle is describing transactions
which occurred during some visit either unmentioned or
not fully related in the Acts, rather than identify it with
the visit reported in the fifteenth chapter, from which it
so essentially differs. The material difference is scarcely
denied by any one, and explanations with a view to
reconciliation have never been dispensed with. Thiersch,
who has nothing better than the usual apologetic ex-
planations to offer, does not hesitate to avow the appa-
parent incongruities of the two narratives. ‘‘The jour-
ney,” he says, “is the same, but no human ingenuity
can make out that also the conference and the decree
resulting from it are the same.”! Of course he sup-
poses that the problem is to be solved by asserting that
the Apostle speaks of the private, the historian of the
public, circumstances of the visit. All who maintain the
historical character of the Acts must of course more or
less thoroughly adopt this argument, but it is obvious
that, in doing so, they admit on the one hand the general
discrepancy, and on the other, if successful in establishing
their position, they could do no more than show that the
Epistle does not absolutely exclude the account in the
Acts. Both writers profess to describe events which
occurred during the same visit; both record matters of
the highest interest closely bearing on the same subject ;
yet the two accounts are so different from each other
that they can only be rescued from complete antagonism
by complete separation. Supposing the Author of the
Acts to be really acquainted with the occurrences of this
visit, and to have intended to give a plain unvarnished
account of them, the unconscious ingenuity with which
he has omitted the important facts mentioned by Paul

! T'hiersch, Die Kirche im ap. Zeitalter, p. 129.
VoL, III. Q
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and eliminated the whole of the Apostle’s individuality
would indeed be as remarkable as it is unfortunate. But
supposing the Apostle Paul to have been aware of the
formal proceedings narrated in the Acts, characterized
by such unanimity and liberal Christian feeling, it would
be still more astonishing and unfortunate that he has
not only silently passed them over, but has conveyed so
singularly different an impression of his visit.! As the
Apostle certainly could not have been acquainted with
the Acts, his silence regarding the council and its mo-
mentous decrce, as well as his ignorance of the un-
broken harmony which prevailed are perfectly intelligible.
He of course only knew and described what actually
occurred. The Author of the Acts, however, might and
must have known the Epistle to the Galatians, and the
ingenuity with which the tone and details of the authentic
report are avoided or transfigured cannot be ascribed to
mere accident, but must largely be attributed to design,
although also partly, it may be, to the ignorance and
the pious imagination of a later age. Is it possible, for
instance, that the controversy regarding. the circum-
cision of Titus, and the dispute with Peter at Antioch,
which are so prominently rclated in the Epistle, but pre-
sent a view so different from the narrative of Acts, can
have been undesignedly omitted? The violent apologetic
reconciliation which is effected between the two accounts
is based upon the foregone conclusion that the Author of
the canonical Acts, however he may seem to deviate
from the Apostle, cannot possibly contradict him or be

1 ¢ Qur difficulty in reading this page of history arises not so much from
the absence of light as from the perplexity of cross lights. The narratives
of St. Luke and St. Paul only then cease to conflict, when we take into

account the different positions of the writers and the different objects
they bad in view.” Lightfoot, St. Paul’s Ep. to the Gal., p. 294.
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in error; but the preceding examination has rendered
such a position untenable, and here we have not to do
with a canonized “St. Luke,” but with an unknown
writer whose work must be judged by the ordinary rules
of criticism.

According to the Acts, a most serious question is raised
at Antioch. Certain men from Judxa came thither teach-
ing: ‘“ Except ye have been circumcised after the man-
ner of Moses ye cannot be saved.” After much dis-
sension and disputation the Church of Antioch appoint
that Paul and Barnabas, “and certain others of them”
shall go up to Jerusalem unto the Apostles and elders
about this question. The motive of the journey is here
most distinctly and definitely described. Taul is solemnly
deputed by the church to lay before the mother church
of Jerusalem a difficult question, upon the answer to which
turns the whole future of Christianity. Paul’s account,
however, gives a very different complexion to the visit :—
“Then, after fourteen years, I went up again to Jeru-
salem with Barnabas, taking Titus also with me. But I
went up according to revelation (kara dmokdAwfuw) and
communicated to them the Gospel which I preach among
the Gentiles,” &c. Paley might well say :—* This is not
very reconcilable.” ! Tt is argued,? that the two state-

! Horwm Paul., ch. v. No. x. See back, p. 223, note 2.

2 «Here, however, there is no contradiction. The historian naturally
records the external impulse which led to the mission; the Apostle him-
self states his inward motive. * What I did,” he says, * I did not owing to
circumstances, not as yielding to pressure, not in deference to others, but
because the Spirit of God told me it was right.” The very stress which he
lays on this revelation seems to show that other influences were at work” (!).
Lightfoot, St. P. Ep. to the Gal., p. 124, Dr. Lightfoot quotes as parallel
cases, suggesting how the one motive might supplement the other, Acts,
ix. 29, 30; of. xxii. 17, xiii, 2—4, and xv. 28. It is unfortunate that all
these * parallel cases” are taken from the work whose accuracy is in
question, and that the first is actually discredited by the Apostle’s own

qQ2
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ments may supplement cach other; that the revelation
may have been made to the Church of Antioch and have
led to the mission ; or that, being made to Paul, it may
have decided him to undertake it. If, however, we
admit that the esscence of truth consists not in the mere
letter but in the spirit of what is stated, it scems impos-
sible to reconcile these accounts. It might be granted
that a listorian, giving a report of events which had
occurred, might omit some sccret motive actuating the
conduct even of one of the principal persons with whom
he has to do; but that the Apostle, under the actual cir-
cumstances, and while protesting: ‘“ Now the things
which I am writing unto you, behold, before God, I lie
not!” should altogether suppress the important official
character of his journey to Jerusalem, and give it the
distinct colour of a visit voluntarily and independently
made kara dmokdAww, is inconceivable. As we pro-
ceed it will become apparent that the divergence be-
tween the two accounts is systematic and fundamental;
but we may here so far anticipate as to point out that
the Apostle explicitly excludes an official visit not only
by stating an *inward motive,” and omitting all men-
tion of a public object, but by the expression:—*and
communicated to them the Gospel which I preach among
the Gentiles, but privately to those who,” &c. To quote
Paley’s words: “If by ‘that Gospel, he meant the
immunity of the Gentile Christians from the Jewish law
(and I know not what else it can mean), it is not easy to
conceive how he should communicate that privately,
which was the subject of his public message;” ! and

account, whilst the others are open to equally strong objections. See
also Alford, Greek Test., ii. proleg. p. 27, iii. p. 12; Meyer, Br. an die
Gal., p. 61 £, ! Horwe Paul., ch. v., No. x,
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we may add, how he should so absolutely alter the whole
character of his visit. In the Acts he is an ambassador
charged with a most important mission; in the Epistle
he is Paul the Apostle, moved solely by his own reasons
again to visit Jerusalem. The Author of the Acts, how-
ever, who is supposed to record only the external circum-
stances, when tested is found to do so very imperfectly,
for he omits all mention of Titus, who is conjectured to
be tacitly included in the “ certain others of them,” who
were appointed by the Church to accompany Paul, and
he is altogether silent regarding the strenuous effort to
enforce the rite of circumcision in his case, upon which
the Apostle lays so much stress. The Apostle, who
throughout maintains his simply independent attitude,
mentions his taking Titus with him as a purely volun-
tary act, and certainly conveys no impression that he also
was delegated by the Church. We shall presently see
how significant the suppression of Titus is in connection
with the Author’s transformation of the circumstances of
the visit. In affirming that he went up “according to
revelation,” Paul proceeds in the very spirit in which he
began to write this cpistle. He continues simply to
assert his independence and equality with the elder
Apostles. In speaking of his first journey he has this
object in view, and he states preciscly the duration of his
visit and whom he saw. If he had suppressed the official
character of this sccond visit and the fact that he sub-
mitted for the decision of the Apostles and elders the
question of the immunity of the Gentile converts from
circumcision, and thus curtly ascribed his going to a
revelation, he would have compromised himself in a
very serious manner, and exposed himself to a charge of
disingenuousness of which his enemies would not have
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failed to take advantage. But, whether we consider
the evidence of the Apostle himself in speaking of
this visit, the absence of all external allusion to the sup-
posed proceedings when reference to them would have
been not only most appropriate but was almost neces-
sary, the practical contradiction of the whole narrative
implied in the subsequent conduct of Peter at Antioch,
or the inconsistency of the conduct attributed in it to
Paul himself, we are forced back to the natural conclu-
sion that the Apostle does not suppress anything, and
does not give so absurdly partial an account of his visit
as would be the case if the narrative in the Acts be his-
torical, but that, in a few rapid powerful lines, he com-
pletes a suggestive sketch of its chicf characteristics.
This becomes more apparent at every step we take in
our comparison of the two narratives.

If we pass on to the next stage of the proceedings, we
find an equally striking divergence between the two
“writers, and it must not cscape attention that the vari-
ations are not merely incidental but arc thorough and
consecutive. According to the Acts, there was a solemn
congress held in Jerusalem, on which occasion the Apos-
tles and elders and the Church being assembled, the
question whether it was necessary that the Gentiles
should be circumcised and bound to keep the law of
Moses was fully discussed, and a formal resolution finally
adopted by the meeting. The proceedings in fact con-
stitute what has always been regarded as the first Council
of the Christian Church. The account in the Epistle
does not seem to betray any knowledge of such a
congress.! The Apostle himself says merely :—* But I

! Baur, Paulus, i, p. 152 ff, ; Theol. Jahrb., 1849, p. 474 ff.; Davidson,
Int. N. T., ii. p. 216 f., 253 ; Lipsius, in Schenkel’s B. L., i. p. 196;
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went according to revelation and communicated to them
(avrois) the Gospel which I preach among the Gentiles,
but privately to them which seemed (to be something)
(a7’ Blay 8¢ 7ols Sokovow).”' The usual apologetic
explanation, as we have already mentioned, is that whilst
more or less distinctly the Author of Acts indicates pri-
vate conferences, and Paul a public assembly, the former
chiefly confines his attention to the general congress
and the latter to the more private incidents of his visit.?
The opinion that the Author of Acts “alludes in a general
way to conferences and discussions preceding the con-
gress,” 3 is based upon the statement xv. 4, 5: “And
when they came to Jerusalem they were received by the
Church and by the Apostles and the elders, and declared
all that God did with them. But there rose up certain
of the sect of the Pharisees, who believed, saying: That
it is necessary to circumcise them and to command them
to keep the law of Moses. And the Apostles and the
elders came together to see regarding this matter. And
when there had been much disputation, Peter rose up
and said,” &c. If it be admitted that more than one
mecting is here indicated, it is clear that the words
cannot be legitimately strained into a reference to more

Overbeck, zu do Wette, Apg., p. 218 f.; Straatman, Paulus, p. 188 ff, ;
Stap, Origines, p. 184 ff.; Zeler, Apg., p. 226 f.

! Gal. ii. 2.

2 Alford, Gk. Test., ii. p. 162 f.; iil. p. 12 f.; Dawmgarten, Apg., i.
p. 461 ff.; Dleek, Einl., p. 371 ; Ebrard, Kr. ov. Gesch., p. 699 f. ; Ellicott,
Galatians, p. 24 ; Ewald, Gesch, V. Isr., vi. p. 434 f., anm. 2; Hofmann,
Die heil. Schr. N.T., i. p. 128 f.; Lange, Das ap. Z., i. p. 100 f., ii.
p- 178 ff.; Lechler, Das ap. u. nachap. Z., p. 397 f.; Lekebusch, Apg.,
p- 294 ff.; Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 103, 124 f.; Meyer, Apg., p- 329 £,
Gal. p. 64 f. ; Neander, Planzung, p. 160 ff. ; Oertel, Paulus, p. 226 .,
232 fl.; de Pressensé, Trois prem, Sitcles, i. p. 458 f.; Ritschl, Entst.
altk. K., p. 150 ; Sckliemann, Clementinen, p. 388 f.; Theirsch, K. im ap.
Z.,p. 129f.; T'rip, Paulus, p. 84 ff. 3 Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 125.
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than two conferences. The first of these is a general
meeting of the Apostles and elders and of the Church
to reccive the delegates from Antioch, and the second
is an cqually general and public conference (versc 6):
not only are the Apostles and eclders present but also
the gencral body of Christians, as clearly appears from
the statement (ver. 12) that, after the speech of Peter,
“all the multitude (wav 76 wAjfos) kept silence.”! The
“much disputation "’ evidently takes place on the occa-
sion when the Apostles and clders are gathered together
to consider the matter. If, therefore, two meetings can
be maintained from the narrative in Acts, both are
emphatically public and gencral, and neither, therefore,
the private conference of the Epistle. The main fact
that the Author of the Acts describes a general con-
gress of the Church as taking place is never called in
question. :

On the other hand, few who appreciate the nature of
the discrepancy which we are discussing will feel that
the difficulty is solved by suggesting that there is space
for the insertion of other incidents in the Apostle’s nar-
rative. It is rather late now to interpolate a general
Council of the Church into the pauses of the Galatian
letter. To suppose that the communications of Paul to
the “Pillar” Apostles, and the distressing debate re-
garding the circumcision of Titus, may be inferred be-
tween the lines of the account in the Acts, is a bold effort
of imagination; but it is far from being as hopeless as
an attempt to reconcile the discrepancy by thrusting
the important public congress into some corner of the

! It has boen pertinently asked how it is possible that such a meeting
could have taken place * What room could havo been found to contain
the assembly. Cf. Reuss, N. Rev. de Théol., 1858, ii. p. 36.
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Apostle’s statement. In so far as any argument is ad-
vanced in support of the assertion that Paul’s expression
implies something more than the private conference, it
is based upon the reference intended in the words
aveléuny avrots. When Paul says he went up to Jeru-
salem and communicated “to them” his Gospel, but pri-
vately rots Sokovaw, whom does lie mean to indicate by
the adrois? Does he refer to the Christian community of
Jerusalem, or to the Apostles themselves? It is pretty
generally admitted that cither application is permis-
sible ; but whilst a majority of apologetic, together with
some independent, critics adopt the former,' not a few
consider, as Chrysostom, (Fcumenius, and Calvin did
before them, that Paul more probably referred to the
Apostles.? In favowr of the former there is the fact, it
is argued, that the adrois is uscd immediately after the
statement that the Apostle wenfup “ to Jerusalem,” and
that it may be more natural to conclude that he speaks
of the Christians there, more especially as he scems to
distinguish between the communication made adrots and
ka7t 8iav Tols Sokovow ;* and, in support of this, *“ they”

v Alford, Gk. Test., iii. p. 12 f.; Baumgarten-Crusius, Br. an d. Gal.,
p- 36; Ellicott, Galatians, p. 24; Hilyenfeld, Galaterbr., p. 55 f, 130;
Holtzmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw., iv. p. 472; Lechler, Das ap. u. nachap.
Z., p. 397 £.; Lekebusch, Apg., p. 294 f.; Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 103,
125; Lipsius, in Schenkel’s B. L., i. p. 196; Meyer, Apg., p. 329; Gal.
br., p. 62; Oertel, Paulus, p. 232; Pfleiderer, Der Paulinismus, p. 502;
Usteri, Br. an die Gal., p. 44; De Wette, Br. an die Gal., p. 22; Wicseler,
Br. an die Gal., p. 98 f., 100, 106; 'iner, P. ad Gal. Ep., p. 34; Gramm.
N.T. Sprach., p. 587. Cf. Stap, Origines, p. 185 f.

? Daur, Paulus, i. p. 133 f.; Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 216 f.; Jowelt,
Eps. of 8t. P., 1. p. 236; Olshausen, Bibl. Comm., iv. p. 38; ZKcuss, Rev.
de Théol., 1838, ii. p. 340 f. Cf. Zeller, Apg., p. 226, anm. 2.

3 Meyor argues, not without force, that if Paul had not by kar’ iiav 3¢
intended to distinguish a different communication, he must havo said:
dvelépny alrois, k. 1. N., dve@épny 3¢ Tois dox. omitling the distinguishing
xar' i8iav. Br, an die Gal., p. 62, anm.



234 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

in Gal. i. 23, 24, is, though we think without propriety,
referred to. It is, on the other hand, urged that it is
very unlikely that the Apostle would in such a way
communicate his Gospel to the whole community, and
that in the expressions used he indicates no special trans-
action, but that the dveféunv adrois is merely an inde-
finite statement for which he immediately substitutes the
more precise kar idlav 8¢ tois Soxovow.! It is quite
certain that there is no mention of the Christian com-
munity of Jerusalem to which the adrois can with any
real grammatical necessity be referred; but when the
whole purport of the first part of the Apostle’s letter is
considered the reference to the Apostles in the adrois
becomes clearer. Paul is protesting the independence
of his Gospel, and that he did not receive it from man
but from Jesus Christ. He wishes to show that he was
not taught by the Apoftles nor dependent upon them.
He states that after his conversion he did not go to
those who were Apostles before him, but, on the con-
trary, went away to Arabia, and only three years after
lie went up to Jerusalem, and then only for the purpose of
making the acquaintance of Peter, and on that occasion
other of the Apostles saw he none save James the Lord’s
brother. After fourteen years, he continues to recount, he
again went up to Jerusalem, but according to revelation,
and communicated to them, .e. to the Apostles, the Gospel
which he preached among the Gentiles. The Apostles

! An able and impartial critic, Reuss, attempts to reconcile the two
accounts by arguing that such a question could not possibly have been
laid beforo and decided by the whole community. He therefore supposes
that private conferences only took place. This *‘ reconciliation,” however,
is excluded by the account in Acts, which so distinctly represents a large
public congress, and it by no means lessens the fundameontal discrepancy
of the narratives. Cf. Reuss, N. Rev. do Théol., 1858, ii. 334 ff., 1859,
iii. p. 62 ff.
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have been in the writer’s mind throughout, but in the
impetuous flow of his ideas, which in the first two
chapters of this epistle outrun the pen, the sentences
become involved. It must be admitted, finally, that
the reference intended is a matter of opinion and cannot
be authoritatively settled. If we suppose it to refer to
the community of Jerusalem, taking thus the more fa-
vourable construction, how would this affect the ques-
tion? Can it be maintained that in this casual and
indefinite ““to them” we have any confirmation of the
general congress of the Acts, with its debates, its solemn
settlement of that momentous proposition regarding
the Gentile Christians, and its important decree? It is
impossible to credit that, in saying that he “ commu-
nicated to them " the Gospel which he preached amongst
the Gentiles, the Apostle referred to a Council like that
described in the Acts, to which, as a delegate from the
Church of Antioch, he submitted the question of the con-
ditions upon which the Gentiles were to be admitted into
the Church, and tacitly accepted their decision.! Even
if it be assumed that the Apostle makes this slight pass-
ing allusion to some meeting different from his conference
with the pillar Apostles, it could not have been a general
congress assembled for the purpose stated in the Acts
and characterised by such proceedings. The discrepancy
between the two narratives is not lessened by auny sup-
posed indication either in the Epistle or in the Acts of
other incidents than those actually described. The sug-
gestion that the dispute about Titus involved some pub-

! It is unnecessary that we should hero discuss the meaning of the
Apostle’s words : ““lest by any means I might be running or have run in
vain.” Critics are generally agreed that they express no doubt in the

Apostle’s mind, and that thoy cannot be taken as a submission, in any de-
pendent sense, of his views to the elder Apostles.
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licity does not avail, for the greater the publicity and
importance of the episode the greater the difficulty of
explaining the total silence regarding it of the Author of
Acts. The more closely the two statements are com-
pared the more apparent does it become that the
Author describes proceedings which are totally different
in general character, in details, and in spirit, from those
so0 vividly sketched by the Apostle Paul.

We shall have more to say presently regarding the
irreconcilable contradiction in spirit between the whole
account which is given in the Acts of this Council and
the writings of Paul; but it may be more convenient,
if less effective, if we for the present take the chief points
in the narrative as they arisc and consider how far they
are supported or discredited by other data. We shall
refer later to the manner in which the question which
leads to the Council is represented as arising and at
once proceed to the speech of Peter. After there had
been much disputation as to whether the Gentile Chris-
tians must nccessarily be circumcised and required to
observe the Mosaic law, it is stated that Peter rosc up
and said: xv. 7. “Men (and) brethren, ye know that a
good while ago God made choice among you that the
Gentiles by my mouth should hear the word of the
Gospel and believe. 8. And God which knoweth the
hearts bare them witness, giving them the Holy Spirit
even as unto us; 9. and put no distinction between us
and them, having purified their hearts by the faith.
10. Now, therefore, why tempt ye God, to put a yoke
upon the neck of the disciples which neither our fathers
nor we were able to bear? 11. But by the grace of our
Lord Jesus we belicve we are saved even as also they.”?

! Acts, xv. 7. "Avpes daSehgpoi, Ducis émioracle ore A Huepdv dpyaiwy
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The liberality of the sentiments thus put into the mouth
of Peter requires no demonstration, and there is here
an explicit expression of convictions, which we must,
from his own words, consider to be the permanent
and mature views of the Apostle, dating as they do
“from ancient days” (d¢’ nuepdv dpyaiwv) and origin-
ating in so striking and supernatural a manner. We
may, therefore, expect that whenever we meet with an
authentic record of Peter’s opinions and conduct else-
where, they should exhibit the impress of such advanced
and divinely imparted views. The statement which Peter
makes : that God had a good while before selected him
that the Gentiles by his voice should hear the Gospel,
is of course a reference to the case of Cornelius, aud this
unites the fortunes of the speech and proceedings of the
Council with that episode. We have seen how little
ground there is for considering that narrative, with its
claborate tissue of miracles, historical. The speech
which adopts it is thus discredited, and all other cir-
cumstances confirm the conclusion that the speech is
not authentic.! If the name of Peter were erased
and that of Paul substituted, the sentiments expressed
would be singularly appropriate. We should have the

&y opiv éfedéfaro & Beds 8ua Tob oTopards pov drobow Ta Eém Tov Adyov Tob
ebayyehiov xal mioreioal. 8. xal & xapdioyvdamns Beds épapripnoer abrois,
Bods 6 mvebpa T dyiov kabbs kal fuiv, 9. xaloldéy iéxpwer perall uav Te
kai abtéw, 1jj mioTe kabapioas Tas xapdias alrav. 10. viv ody i mepdfere Tov
Oeiv, émbeivar {uydy émt Tov Tpdynhow Tdv pabyrav, bv ofire ol marépes nudv obre
fpeis loxboapey Baordoar; 11. d\a &id s xdpiros Tob xupiov 'Incob
migredopey gwbijvat kad' by rpomov kdxeivol,

! Baur, Paulus, i. p. 132 ff.; Davidson, Int. N, T., ii. p. 216 ff. 253;
Lipsius, in Schenkel’s Bib. Lex., i. p. 197f.; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg.,
p- 2256; Pfleiderer, Dor Paulinismus, p. 305 f.; Renan, Les Apdtres,
p. xxxvii.; Schrader, Der Ap. Paulus, v. p. 544 f.; Schiwegler, Das nachap.
7., i. p. 117 ff,, ii. p. 106 f.; Stap, Origines, p. 128 f.;; Straatman, Paulus,
p- 189 fi. 196 f.; Zeller, Apg., p. 230 ff.
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divinely appointed Apostle of the Gentiles advocating
complete immunity from the Mosaic law, and enun-
ciating Pauline principles in peculiarly Pauline terms.
When Peter declares that “ God put no distinction be-
tween us (Jews) and them (Gentiles), purifying their
hearts by faith,! but by the grace (xdpws) of our Lord
Jesus Christ we believe we are saved even as also they,”
do we not hear Paul’s sentiments, so elaqorately ex-
pressed in the Epistle to the Romans and elsewhere?
“ For there is no difference between Jew and Greek; for
the same Lord of all is rich unto all that call upon him.
For whosever shall call upon the name of the Lord shall
be saved”?.... “justificd freely by his grace (xdpis)
through the redemption that is in Christ Jesus.”* And
when Peter exclaims: “ Why tempt ye God to put a
yoke ({vyds) upon the neck of the disciples which neither
our fathers nor we were able to bear?” have we not
rather a paraphrase of the words in the Epistle to the
Galatians?  “ With liberty Christ made us free; stand
fast, therefore, and be not entangled again in a yoke
(Lvyds) of bondage. Bcehold, I Paul say unto you that
if ye be circumcised Christ will profit you nothing. But
I testify again to cvery man who is circumcised that he
is a debtor to do the whole law.%. . For as many are of
works of law are under a curse,” &c.® These are only
a few sentences of which the speech in Acts is an echo,
but no attentive reader can fail to perceive that it con-
tains in germ the whole of Pauline universalism.

! Cf. Rom. iv. 13. "

2 Rom. x. 12, 13; cf. Gal. iii, 26 ff.: “For ye are all sons of God
thiough faith in Chiist Jesus; . .. There is reither Jew nor Greek; . . .
for ye are all one man in Christ Jesus.”

3 Rom. iii. 24. 4 Gal, v. 1-3.

* Ual. iii. 10.
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From the Pauline Author of the Acts this might fairly
be expected, and if we linguistically examine the speech
we have additional evidence that it is simply, like others
which we have considered, a composition from his own
pen. We shall, as briefly as possible, refer to every word
which is not of too common occurence to require notice,
and point out where they are elsewhere used. The
opening avdpes ddeldoi occurs elsewhere in the Acts
13 times, as we have already pointed out, being the
favorite phrase placed in the mouth of all speakers;
énioracfai, x. 28, xviii. 25, xix. 15, 25, xx. 18, xxii. 19,
xxiv, 10, xxvi. 3, 26, and elsewhere only 5 times. The
phrase dpets émioracfe at the beginning of a sentence
has been pointed out, in connection with a similar way of
expressing the personal pronoun in X. 28 Juels émioracfe,
and x. 37, dpeis oidare, as consequently characteristic
of Peter, and considered *important as shewing that
these reports are not only according to the sense of what
was said, but the words spoken, verbatim.”' This is to
overlook the fact that the very same words are put into
the mouth of Paul. Peter commences his speech, xv. 7:
avdpes dd., vpels émioracle 6Tu dP’ Npuepdv dpyaiwy, K.T.\.
Paul begins his speech at Miletus, xx. 18: dueis
émioracle, amd mpomys nuépas dP As, k7.\.; and at
Ephesus, Demetrius the silversmith commences his
address, xix. 25: avdpes, émiorace or, k.7.\., cf. xxiii. 15.
dpyaios, xv, 21, xxi. 16; Luke ix. 8, 19; elsewhere 6
times ; the expression d¢’ fuepdv apyaiwv does not clse-
where occur in the New Testamnent, but nu. dpy. is
common in the Septuagint, cf. Ps. xhii. 1, lxxvi. 5,
cxlii. 5, Isaiah xxxvii. 26, Lament. i. 7, ii. 17, &c., &c.
éxéyealar, 1. 2, 24, vi. 5, xiii. 17, xv. 22, 25; Luke

' Alford, Gk. Test., ii. 163.
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4 times, elsewhere 11 times, and of these the following
with inf,, Acts i. 24 f,) xv. 22, 25, Ephces. 1. 4. With the
phrase 6 Oeds év dpiv ééehéfaro’ may Lie compared that
of Paul, xiii. 17,6 feos . . . éfehééato Tovs marépas puav,
and 1 Cor. 1. 27, in which 6 feds €£. occurs twice, as well
as again in the next verse, 28. 8wa 7ov ordparos, 1. 16,
iil. 18, 21; iv. 25 ; Luke i. 70; and the whole phrase 8w 7.
oTdpards pov drovoar may be compared with the words
putinto Paul’s mouth, xxii. 14 : kal dkovoar pwvyy €k Tov
ordpatos avrod, k.7.\. évayyéhov, XX. 24, in Paul’s Epis-
tles (4) 33 times, and elsewhere 42 times. Verse 8. 6 kap-
Swoyvdars Beds,—in the N. T. kap8. only occurs here and
in 1. 24, 29 kipie kapdioyviora wavtwy, where it forms part
of the prayer at the clection of the successor to Judas.
We have fully examined the speech of Peter, i. 16 ff., and
shewn its unhistorical character, and that it is a free
composition by the Author of the Acts; the prayer of
the assembly is not ascribed to Peter in the work itself,
though apologists, grasping at the xapdioyvdorys, assert
that it must have been delivered by that Apostle; but,
with the preceding specch, the prayer also must be
attributed to the pen of the Author; and if it be main-
tained that Peter spoke in the Aramaic tongue? it is
useless 1o discuss the word at all, which of course in
that case must be allowed to Dbelong to the Author.
paprvpew, Acts 12 times, Luke 2, rest frequently ; with
the phrase 6 feds éuapripnoev adrois may be compared
Paul’s words in xiii. 22, ¢ kal (6 feds) elmev paprvproas.
Verse 9, dwakpivew, x. 20, xi. 2, 12, Paul 7 times, &c.

! We need not discuss é£. év duiv (or fuiv) which de Wette, Ewald, and
3?;:;3 take for a Hebraism, but Winer (§ 32, 3), Meyer and others

*. . . den selbstverstandlich ist’s (gegen Lanye u. Acltere) dass Petrus
nichv Griechish, sondern Aramiisch geredet hat. Meyer, Apg., p. 39.
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peray, xii. 6, xiii. 42 ; Luke xi. 51, xvi. 26 ; rest 4 times.
e kai, Acts 27 times, Luke 3, Paul 9, rest 15 times; e
. « . kai Acts 33 times, Luke 5, Paul 4, rest 10 times—
e kai 18 clearly characteristic of the author. wiors, Acts
15, Luke 11 times, rest very frequently. xafapi{ew, x. 15,
xi. 9; Luke 7, and elsewhere 20 times. viv ody, x. 83,
xvi. 36, xxiii. 15; an expression not found elsewhere in
the New Testament, and which is also indicative of the
Author’s composition.  Verse 10, wewpdlew, v. 9, xvi. 7,
xxiv. 6 ; Luke iv. 2, xi. 16, xx. 23, rest frequently; the
question of Jesus in Luke and the parallel passages,
7i pe wepdlere; will occur to every one. émmifévar, Acts
12, Luke 6 times, the rest frequently. fvyds does not
occur elsewhere, either in the Acts or third Gospel, but it
is used precisely in the same sense by Paul, Gal. v. 1, in
a passage to which we have called attention a few pages
back ! in connection with this speech. 7pdymhos, xx. 37,
Luke xv. 20, xvii. 2; Romans xvi. 4, Matth. xviii. G,
Mark ix. 42; émi 7ov 7pay. occurs 4 times. loydew,
vi. 10, xix. 16, 20, xxv. 7, xxvii. 16; Luke 8 times and
elsewhere 15 times. Bacrdlew, iii. 2, ix. 15, xxi. 35;
Luke 5, Paul 6, rest 12 times.. Verse 11, xdpts, Acts 17
times, Luke 8, Paul 61 times, rest frequently. moredew,
Acts 38, Luke 9 times, rest frequently. cwlew, Acts 12,
Luke 18 times, rest frequently. xaf &v 7pdmov, is also
put into the mouth of Paul, xxvii, 25, and is not else-
where found in the New Testament; v 7pdmoy, 1. 11,
vii. 28 ; Luke xiil. 34 ; Matth, xxiii. 37, 2 Tim. iii. 8.
kakewos, V. 37, xviil. 19; Luke xi. 7, 42, xx. 11, xxii. 12,
and elsewhere in the New Testament 17 times. It can-
not be doubted that the language of this speech is that
of the Author of the Acts, and no serious attempt has ever

' p. 238,
YOL. IIIL B
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been made to show that it is the language of Peter. If it
be asserted that, in the form before us, it is a translation,
there is not the slightest evidence to support the assertion ;
and it has to contend with the unfortunate circumstance
- that, in the supposed process, the words of Peter have not
only become the words of the Author, but his thoughts
the thoughts of Paul.

We may now inquire whether we find in authentic
records of the Apostle Peter's conduct and views any
confirmation of the liberality which is attributed to him in
the Acts. He is here represented as proposing the eman-
cipation of Gentile Converts from the Mosaic law : does
this accord with the statements of the Apostle Paul and
with such information as we can elsewhere gather regard-
ing Peter? Very much the contrary.

Peter in this speech claims that, long before, God had
selected him to make known the Gospel to the Gentiles,
but Paul emphatically distinguishes him as the Apostle
of the Circumcision ; and although, accepting facts which
had actually taken place and could not be prevented,
Peter with James and John gave Paul right. hands
of fellowship, he remained as he had been before,
Apostle of the Circumcision' and, as we shall see, did
not practise the liberality which he is said to have
preached. Very shortly after the Council described in
the Acts, there occurred the celebrated dispute between
him and Paul which the latter proceeds to describe im-
mediately after the visit to Jerusalem: “ But when
Cephas came to Antioch,” he writes, ‘I withstood him to
the face, for he was condemned. For before certain
came from James, he did eat with the Gentiles; but
when they came, he withdrew and separated himself, fear-

! Gal. ii. T ff.
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ing those of the Circumcision. And the other Jews also
joined in his hypocrisy, insomuch that even Barnabas
was carried away with their hypocrisy. But when I saw
that they walked not uprightly according to the truth
of the Gospel, I said unto Cephas before all: If thou
being a Jew livest ({ps) after the manner of Gentiles and
not after the manner of Jews, how compellest (dvayxdZets)
thou the Gentiles to adopt the customs of the Jews?
(tovdailew)” ' Before commenting upon this, it is neces-
sary to say a few words as to the significance of Peter’s
conduct and of Paul’s rebuke, regarding which there is
some difference of opinion.? Are we to understand from
this that Peter, as a general rule, at Antioch and else-
where, with enlightened emancipation from Jewish pre-
judices, lived as a Gentile and in full communion with
Gentile Christians?® Meyer* and others argue that by
the use of the present {ps, the Apostle indicates a con-
tinuous practice based upon principle, and that the Zyw
is not the mere moral life, but includes the external social
observances of christian community : the object, in fact,
being to show that upon principle Peter held the advanced
liberal views of Paul, and that the fault which he com-
mitted in withdrawing from free intercourse with the
Gentile Christians was momentary, and merely the result
of “ occasional timidity and weakness.” This theory can-
not bear the test of examination. The account of Paul is
clearly this: when Cephas came fo Antioch, the strong-

' Gal. ii. 11—14.

3 Cf. Lightfoot, St. Paul's Ep. to the Gal., 338.

3 Hilgenfeld argues that in speaking of ‘‘ eating with them,” Paul refers
to the Agape, the meals of the Christians which had a religious signifi-
cance. Although this is well worthy of consideration, it is not necessary
for us here to go into the question. Cf. Galaterbrief, p. 59 ff. Zeitschr.

wiss, Th., 1858, p. 87 ff.

¢ Dr. an die Gal., 98 f.
R 2
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hold of Gentile Christianity, before certain men came
from James, he ate with the Gentiles, but as soon as
these cmissaries arrived he withdrew, “ fearing those of
the circumcision.” Had his normal custom been to live
like the Gentiles, how is it possible that he could have,
on this occasion only, feared those of the circumcision ?
His practice must have been notorious; and had le,
moreover, actually expressed such opinions in the con-
gress of Jerusalem, his confession of faith having been
so publicly made, and so ananimously approved by the
Church, there could not have been any conceivable cause
for such timidity. The fact evidently is, on the con-
trary, that Decter, under the influence of Paul, was
induced for the time to hold free communion with the
Gentile Christians; but as soon as the cmissaries of
James appeared on the scene, he became alarmed at
this departure from his principles, and fell back again
into his normal practice. If the present {gs be taken to
indicate continuous habit of life, the present dvayxdles
very much more than neutralizes it. Paul with his usual
uncompromising frankness rebukes the vacillation of
Peter: by adopting cven for a time fellowship with the
Gentiles, Peter has practically recognised its validity,
has been guilty of hypocrisy in withdrawing from his
concession on the arrival of the followers of James, and
is condemmned; but after such a concession he can-
not legitimately demand that Gentile Converts should
¢ judaize.,” It is obvious that whilst DPeter lived as a
Gentile, he could not have been compelling the Gentiles
to adopt Judaism. Paul, therefore, in saying: “ Why
compellest thou (dvaykdles) the Gentiles to adopt the
customs of the Jews? (iovdailew),” very distinctly in-
timates that the normal practice of Peter was to compel
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Gentile Christians to adopt Judaism. There is no
escaping this conclusion for, after all specious reasoning
to the contrary is exhausted, there remains the simple
fact that Peter, when placed in a dilemma on the
arrival of the emissaries of James, and forced to de-
cide whether he will continue to live as a Gentile or as
a Jew, adopts the latter alternative, and as Paul tells us
“compels” (in the present) the Gentiles to judaize. A
stronger indication of his views could scarcely Lave been
given. Not a word is said which in the remotest degree
implies that Peter yielded to the vehement protests of
Paul, but on the contrary we must undoubtedly conclude
that he did not ; for it is impossible to suppose that Paul
would not have stated a fact so pertinent to his argument,
had the elder Apostle been induced by his remonstrance
to walk uprightly according to the truth of the Gospel
which Paul preached, and both to teach and practice
Christian universalism. We shall have abundant reason,
apart from this, to conclude that Peter did not yield, and it
is no false indication of this, that, a century after, we find
the Clementine Homilies expressing the bitterness of the
Petrine party against the Apostle of the Gentiles for this
very rebuke, and representing DPeter as following his
course from city to city for the purpose of refuting Paul’s
unorthodox teaching. It is contended that Peter’s conduct
at Antioch is quite consistent with his denial of his master
related in the Gospels, and, therefore, that it might well
have taken place even after his adoption of liberal prin-
ciples, such momentary weakness being in fact character-
istic. Those who argue in this way, however, forget
that the denial of Jesus, as described in the Gospels, pro-
ceeded from the fear of death, and that such a reply to a
merely compromising question which did not directly
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involve principles, is a very different thing from conduct
like that at Antioch where, under one influence, a line of
action was temporarily adopted which ratified views upon
which the opinion of the Church was divided, and then
abandoned merely from fear of the disapproval of those
of the circumcision. The Author of the Acts passes
over this altercation in complete silence. No one has
ever called in question the authenticity of the account
which Paul gives of it. If Peter had the courage to
make such a speech at the Council in the very capital of
Judaic christianity, and in the presence of James and the
whole church, how could he possibly, from fear of a few
men from Jerusalem, have shown such pusillanimity in
Antioch, where Paul and the mass of Christians sup-
ported him? If the unanimous decision of the Council
had really been a fact, how easily he might have silenced
any objections by an appeal to that which had “seemed
good to the Holy Spirit” and to the Church! But there
is not the slightest knowledge of the Council and its
decree betrayed either by those who came from James,
or by Peter, or Paul. The episode at Antioch is incon-
sistent with the conduct and words ascribed to Peter
in the Acts, and contradicts the narrative in the fifteenth
chapter which we are examining.!

The Author of the Acts states that after Peter had
spoken, “ all the multitude kept silence and were hearing

! Baur, K. @Q., i. p. 52 f.; Paulus, i. p. 146 ff.; Davidson, Int. N. T..
ii. p. 220 f., 222; Gfriver, Die heil. Sage, i. p. 415 ff.; Hilgenfeld,
Zeitschr. wiss. Th., 1838, p. 87 ff.; 1860, p. 140 ff. ; Der Kanon, p. 204;
Einl., p. 232f.; Holsten, Zum Lv. Paulus, u. 8. w., p. 359 ff.; Lipsius,
in Schenkel’s Bib. Lex., i. p. 197; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 2211.;
Renan, Les Apdtres, p. xxxv. ff. ; Schwegler, Das nachap. Z., i, p. 11711,
127 ff.; ii. p. 106 ff,; Straatman, Paulus, p. 196; Usters, Br. an d. Gal.,
p. 31£.; Zeller, Apg., p. 233 ff. Of. Schneckenturger, Apg., p. 106 fi.;
Wieseler, Br, an d. Gal., p. 153 ff., 157 ff.
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Barnabas and Paul declaring what signs and wonders
God had wrought among the Gentiles by them.”! We
shall not at present pause to-consider this statement, nor
the rdle which Paul is made to play in the whole trans-
action, beyond pointing out that, on an occasion when
such a subject as the circumcision of the Gentiles and
their subjection to the Mosaic law was being discussed,
nothing could be more opposed to nature than to sup-
pose that a man like the Author of the Epistle to the
Galatians could have assumed so passive and subordinate
an attitude.? After Barnabas and Paul had spoken,
James is represented as saying: ‘Men (and) brethren,
hear me. Simeon declared how God at first did visit the
Gentiles, to take out of them a people for his name.
And with this agree the words of the prophets ; as it is
written : ‘After this I will return, and will build again the
tabernacle of David which has fallen down ; and I will
build again the ruins thereof, and will set it up : that the
residue of men may seek after the Lord, and all the
Gentiles, upon whom my name has been called, saith the
Lord who doeth these things, known from the beginning.’
Wherefore, I judge that we trouble not those from among
the Gentiles who are turning to God; but that we write
unto them that they abstain from the pollutions of idols,
and from fornication, and from things strangled, and from
blood. For Moses from generations of old hath in every
city those who preach him, being read in the synagogues
every Sabbath.”* There are many reasons for which this

! xv. 12,

2 Quverbeck, zu de Wette’s K. Erkl. Apostelgesch., p. 227.

3 "Audpes dBehpoi, drovoaré pov. Zvpedw éfmmoaro kales mparoy & feds
émeaxéyparo Nafeiv é§ éfviv hady T¢ ovduart alrob. xai rolre cupderoiow ol
Aéyor Tév mpodyriw, kabods yéypanrar, k.. A (Greek below.) 8id éyd rpive uy
mapevoxheiv Tois dmd Tév fOvav émoTpédovow émi Tov Bedv, dAAG dmioTeiha
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speech also must be pronounced inauthentic.! It may be
observed, in passing, that James completely disregards
the statement which Barnabas and Paul are supposed to
make as to what God had wrought by them among the
Gentiles; and, ignoring their intervention, he directly
refers to the preceding speech of Peter claiming to have
first been selected to convert the Gentiles. We shall
reserve discussion of the conditions which James pro-
poses to impose upon Gentile Christians till we come to
the apostolic decree which embodies them. The precise
signification of the sentence with which (ver. 21) he con-
cludes has been much debated, but need not detain us
long. Whatever may be said of the liberal part of the
specch it is obvious that the Author has been more true to
the spirit of the time in conceiving this and other portions
of it, than in composing the speech of Peter. The con-
tinued observance of the Mosaic ritual, and the identity
of the synagogue with the Christian Church are correctly
indicated; and when James is again represented (xxi. 20ff.)
as advising Paul to join those who had a vow, in order to
prove that he himself walked orderly and was an observer
of the law, and did not teach the Jews to apostatize from
Moses and abandon the rite of circumcision, he is con-
sistent in his portrait. It is nevertheless clear that, how-
ever we may read the restrictions which James proposes

alrois Tob dméxeafat dmd rédv aMoymudrey oy ddoey kai Ths Topreias Kai To
myikrol kai Tol aiparos. Mowlois yip ék yevedy dpyaioy kara méw robs
knploaovras abtov éxer €v Tais cuvayeyais kara wav odfBaror dvayweokopevos.
Acts xv. 13-20.

! Baur, Paulus, i. p. 135 ff., 150 ff.; Davidson, Int. N.T., ii. p. 221,
252 f.; Lipsius, in Schenkel’s Bib. Lex., i. p. 198 f.; Overbeck, zu de W.
Apg., 216, 222, 227 fI.; Pfleiderer, Paulinismus, p. 505 f.; Renan, Les
Apétres, p. xxxv., note 1; xxxvii.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Z., i.
p- 117 ff, ii. p. 106 . ; Straatman, Paulus, p. 189 ff., 196 f. ; Zeller, Apg.,
p. 232 fi.
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to impose upon Gentile Christians, the Author of Acts
intends them to be considered as a most liberal and
almost complete concession of immunity. “I judge,”
he makes James say, “that we trouble not those from
among the Gentiles who are turning to God ;” and again
on the sccond occasion of which we have just been speak-
ing, in referring to the decree, a contrast is drawn between
the Christian Jews, from whom observance of the law is
demanded, and the Gentiles, who are only expected to
follow the prescriptions of the decree. James is represen-
ted as supporting the statement of Peter how God visited
the Gentiles by ““ the words of the Prophets,” quoting a
passage from Amos. ix. 11, 12. It is difficult to see
how the words, even as quoted, apply to the case at all,
but this is immaterial. Loose reasoning can certainly not
be taken as a mark of inauthenticity. It is much more
to the point that James, addressing an assembly of
Apostles and elders in Jerusalem, quotes the prophet
Amos freely from the Septuagint version,' which differs
widely in the latter and more important part from the
Hebrew text.? The passage in the Hebrew reads:
ix. 11. “In that day will I raise up the tabernacle of
David that is fallen, and close up the breaches thereof;
and I will raise up his ruins, and I will build it as in the
days of old, 12. that they may possess the remmnant of

I+ St. James and St. Luke adopt that Version as not contrary to the
mind of Spirit, and indeed as expressing that mind,” &e., &e. Iords-
worth, Gk. Test., The Acts, p. 113.

2 Alford, Gk, Test., ii. p. 165; Buumgarlen, Apg., i. p. 436 1T, ; Beclen,
Act. Apost., p. 382 ff.; Davidson, Int. O. T.,iii. p. 259 ; Ewald, Gesch.
Y. Isr., vi. p. 436, anm. 2; Hengstenbery, Christol, d. A. T. 2 Aufl, i.
p. 454 £.; Kuenen, De Profeten, ii. p. 211 f.; Kuinoel, Comm. N. T\, iv.
p. 306; Lightfoot, Works, viii. p. 475 f.; Meyer, Apg., p. 333 f.; Olshau-
sen, Apg., p- 211 ff. ; Reuss, Rev. de Théol., 1859, iii. p. 84 f.; Stier,
Reden d. Ap., ii. p. 25, cf. 28; De Wette, Apg., p. 228; Wordsworth, Gk.
Test., Acts, p. 113.
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Edom, and of all the heathen upon whom my name is
called, saith the Lord that doeth this.” The authors of
the Septuagint version altered the twelfth verse into:
“That the residue of men may seek after the Lord and
all the Gentiles upon whom My name is called, saith the
Lord who doeth these things.”* It is perfectly clear that
the prophet does not, in the original, say what James is
liere represented as stating, and that his own words refer
to the national triumph of Israel, and not to the conversion
of the Gentiles. ~Amos in fact prophesics that the Lord
will restore the former power and glory of Israel, and
that the remnant of Edom and the other nations of the
theocracy shall be re-united, as they were under David. No
one questions the fact that the original prophecy is altered,
and those who desire to see the singular explanations of
apologists may refer to some of the works indicated.?
The question as to whether James or the Author of the
Acts is responsible for the adoption of the Septuagint
version is felt to be a serious problem. Some critics
affirm that in all probability James must have spoken in
Aramaic ;* whilst others maintain that he delivered this

! The whole passage in the lxx. reads: 'Ev rj fuépa éxeivy dvuomioo mv
agxqpy Aavid Tiv memroxviar, kai dvoodopfow Ta memTwkdra alris, kai T&
karegkappéva abtijs dvacTiow, kai dvowodopnow alriv xabas al fuépar Tov
aldvos. 12. "Omws éx{pmjcwow ol xardAairor Tay dvfpdmrev rov kipov (Cod.
Alex.) kai mdvra T &0, é’ obs émixéxhyrar 7o Svopd pov én’ alrovs, Aéye
xiptos 6 woidv ravra (Cod. Alex. om, wdvra). The passage in the speech
of James reads: 16. Merd raira dvacrpéyw kai dvowodopfow Thv oxmviy
Aaveld Ty menTwxviay, kal Ta kareokappéva abris dvowoBopnoe kai dvopfdow
abry, 17. émos dv éx{nroeow ol kardhoimor Tav dvfpdmwr Tév KUpiov, kal
wdvra Td §0vy €’ obs émxéihyrar T Svopd pov én’ abrovs, Aéyer xipios & woidw
rabra 18, yvword dn’ aldves. The rest of the verse, éori 76 fegp mdvra &
#pya atrod, which stands in the A.V. is omitted by 8, B, C, and other im-
portant codices, but Cod. A and D have g xupiep 13 &ryov abrod, the latter
having also éoriwv.

2 See p. 249, note 2.

3 Bengel, Gnom, N. T., p. 576; Lightfoot, Works, viii. p. 474 f.; Meyer,
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address in Greek.! 1In the one case, it is supposed
that he quoted the original Hebrew and that the Author
of the Acts or the document from which he derived his
report may have used the Septuagint; and in the other,
it is suggested that the Lxx. may have had another and
more correct reading before them, for it is supposed im-
possible that James himself could have quoted a version
which was actually different from the original Hebrew.
These and many other similar explanations, into which we
need not go, do little to remove the difficulty presented by
the fact itself. To suppose that our Hebrew texts are
erroneous i order to justify the speech is a proceeding
which does not require remark. It will be remembered
that, in the Acts, the Septuagint is always employed in
quotations from the Old Testament, and that this is by no
means the only place in which that version is used when
it departs from the original. It is difficult to conceive
that any intelligent Jew could have quoted the Hebrew
of this passage to support a proposal to free Gentile
Christians from the necessity of circumcision and the ob-
servance of the Mosaic Law. It is equally difficult to
suppose that James, a bigoted leader of the Judaistic
party and the head of the Church of Jerusalem, could
have quoted the Septuagint version of the Holy Scrip-
tures, differing from the Hebrew, to such an assembly. It
is useless to examine here the attempts to make the pas-
sage quoted a correct interpretation of the prophet’s
meaning, or seriously to consider the proposition that this
alteration of a prophetic utterance is adopted as better

Apg., p. 334; Stier, Die Reden d. Ap., p. 25, anm. OCf. Reuss, Rev. de
Théol., 1859, iii. p. 84.

! Alford, Gk. Test., ii. p. 165; Hengstenberg, Christol. d. A. T, 2te
Aufl., i. p. 465 f.; Olshausen, Apg., p. 212,

[
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expressing “the mind of the Spirit.” If the original
prophecy did not express that mind, it is rather late to
amend the utterances of the prophets in the Acts of the
Apostles.

We may now briefly examine the specch linguistically,
Verse 13: The opening as usual is dv8pes ddehoi which
occurs clsewhere in the Acts 13 times as we have already
mentioned ; but the whole phrase av8p. d8. axovoaré pov
is put into the mouth of Paul in xxii. 1, dvdp. ad. kai
matépes drovaaré pov, and with but little variation again
in xiii, 16, ¢f. 1. 22. The ‘use of the Hebrew form
Supedy, in speaking of Peter, has been pointed out by
Bleek! and others, after Lightfoot,? as a characteristic
peculiarity showing the authenticity of the speech. The
same form occurs in 2 Pet. 1. 1, but its use in that spu-
rious cpistle is scarcely calculated to give weight to its use
here.  If it be characteristic of anyone, however, its use
is characteristic of the author of the third Gospel and the
Acts, and in no case is it peculiarly associated with
James. In addition to the instance referred to above,
and Apoc. vii. 7, where the tribe of Simeon is thus named,
the Jewish form Zvuedv of the name Simon occurs four
times only in the New Testament, and they are confined
to our Author: Acts xiii. 1; Luke ii. 25, 34, iii. 30. Being
acquatnted with the Jewish form of the name, he made
use of it in this speech probably for the effect of local
colouring. éépyetabar, x. 8, xv. 12, xxi. 19 ; Luke xxiv.
35, and nowhere clse except John i. 18—it is peculiar to
the Author. kafds, Acts 11, Luke 16 times, and elsewhere
frequently. wparoy, iii. 26, vii. 12, xi. 20, xiil. 46, xxvi.
20; Luke 10 times; Jam. iii. 17; Paul 10 times, rest fre-

! Einl. N. T., p. 348; Th. Stud. u. Krit., 1836, p. 1036 f.
? Works, viii, p. 474 f.
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quently. émoémrreafar, vi. 3, vii. 23, xv. 36; Luke i. 68,
78, vii. 16 ; Matth. xxv. 36, 43, Hebr. ii. 6, Jam. i. 27,
that 1s to say 7 times used by the Author and only 4 times
in the rest of the New Testament; compare especially
Luke i. 68, and vii. 16. \ads opposed to éfvy, xxvi. 17, 23.
The cxpression émi 7¢ dvdpare occurs ii. 38, iv. 17, 18, v.
28, 40 ; Luke ix. 48, 49, xxi. 8, xxiv. 47, and only 5 times
in the rest of the New Testament. Verse 15 : ovpdwvew,
v. 9; Luke v. 36, and Matth. xviii. 19, xx. 2, 13 only.
Verse 16 : In this quotation from Amos, for the év m
nuépa éxeivy of the Septuagint, the Author substitutes
pera tavra, which phrase occurs elsewhere in Acts vii. 7,
xiil. 20, xviii. 1 ; Luke v. 27, x. 1, xil. 4, xvii. 8, xviii. 4.
dvaoTpépew, v. 22 and 9 times elsewhere. Perse 18:
yvwords, 1. 19, ii. 14, iv. 10, 16, ix. 42, xiii. 38, xix. 17,
xxvili, 22, 28=10 times in Acts; Luke ii. 44, xxiii,
49 ; elsewhere only in Rom. i. 19, John xviii. 15, 16,—
a characteristic word. So likewise is the expression dn’
aiavos, iii. 21, Luke 1. 70; amd 7@v aidvev occurs in
Ephes. iii. 9, Col. i. 26. These words are added to the
passage quoted from the Septuagint. Perse 19 : 8i6 is
used 11 times in Acts; Luke i. 35, vii. 7; by Paul 18
times, Ep. Jam. twice, and clsewhere 25 times. «xpivew,
22 times in Acts; Luke 6 times, Paul 37 times, Ep.
Jam. 6, and elsewhere 44 times. wapevoyheiv is not
found elsewhere in the New Testament. émorpédew,
Acts 11, Luke 7, Jam. v. 19, 20, rest 19 times; the
phrasc émorp. éml 7ov fedv is a favourite and character-
istic expression of the Author, who uses it ix. 35, xi. 21,
xiv. 15, xxvi, 20, and Luke i. 16, and it does not occur
clsewhere in the New Testament except in 1 Pet. ii. 25.
Verse 20: émoréMew, xxi. 25, and Hebr. xiii. 22 only.
améxew xv. 29, Luke vi. 24, vii. 6, xv. 20, xxiv, 13,
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1 Thess. iv. 3, v. 22, 1 Tim, iv. 3, 1 Pet. ii. 11, and
elsewhere 7 times; in both passages of the Ep. to the
Thess. it is used with d=d as here. a\ioynua is not else-
where found. eiBwhov, vii. 41; 6 times by Paul, and else-
where 3 : it occurs very frequently in the Septuagint.
mopvela, xv. 29, xxi. 25; Paul 8, elsewhere 15 times.
mvucrov, Xv. 29, xxi, 25, a technical word. alua, Acts 12,
Luke 11 times, rest frequently. yeved, ii. 40, viii. 33,
xiii, 36, xiv. 16; Luke 13 times, Matth. 13, Mk. 5, rest
5 times. dpyatos, xv. 7, xxi. 16; Luke ix. 8, 19, else-
where 7 times. kara @dokw, xv. 36, xx. 23, xxiv.
12 ; Luke viii. 1, 4, xiii. 22, and elsewhere only in Tit.
i. 5. kmpvooew, viil. 5, ix. 20, x. 37, 42, xix. 13,
xx. 25, xxviii. 31; Luke 9, Paul 14, elsewhere 30
times. odBBaroy, Acts 9, Luke 20, rest 35 times, the
whole phrase év rals owaywyais kara mav odfBarov
dvaywworduevos occurs again in the Acts, being put
into the mouth of Paul xiii. 27, and é ) owaywyp
kara mav odf. being used by the writer in xviii. 4.
owaywyy, Acts 20; Luke 15, rest 22 times. avay:-
vookew, viil. 28, 30 twice, 32, xiii. 27, xv. 31, xxiii. 34;
Luke 3, and elsewhere 22 times. This analysis confirms
the conclusion that the speech of James at the
Council proceeds likewise from the pen of the general
Author, and the incomprehensible liberality of the senti-
ments expressed, as well as the peculiarity of the quota-
tion from Amos according to the Septuagint, thus receive
at once their simple explanation. If we now compare the
account of James’ share in granting liberal conditions to
Gentile Christians with the statements of Paul we arrive
at the same result. It is in consequence of the arrival
of “ certain men from James” (rwas dnd "laxdBov) that
Peter through fear of them withdrew from communion
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with the Gentiles. It will be remembered that the whole
discussion is said to have arisen in Antioch originally from
the judaistic teaching of certain men who came *from
Judza,” who are disowned in the apostolic letter.! It is
unfortunate, however, to say the least of it, that so many
of those who systematically opposed the work of the
Apostle Paul claimed to represent the views of James
and the mother church.? The contradiction of the Author
of the Acts, with his object of conciliation before him, has
but small weight before the statements of Paul and the
whole voice of tradition. At any rate, almost immediately
after the so-called Apostolic Council, with its decree
adopted mainly at the instigation of James, his emissaries
caused the defection of Peter in Antioch and the rup-
ture with Paul. It is generally admitted, in the face of
the clear affirmation of Paul, that the men in question
must probably or certainly have been actually sent by
James® It is obvious that, to justify the fear of so
leading an apostle as Peter, not only must they have been
thus deputed, but must have been influential men, re-

! Acts xv. 24.

2 “0Of the Judaizers who are denounced in St. Paul’s Epistles this
much is certain, that they exalted the authority of the Apostles of the
Circumcision ; and that, in some instances at least, as members of the
mother Church, they had direct relations with James, the Lord’s brother.
But when we attempt to define those relations, we are lost in o maze of
conjecture.” Lightfoot, Ep. to the Gal., p. 333.

3 Alford, Gk. Test., iii. p. 18; Bleek, Einl., p. 374, anm.; Davidson,
Int. N. T, ii. p. 220f.; Hemsen, Der Ap. Paulus, 1830, p. 98; Hilgen-
feld, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol. 1860, p. 139 f.; Galaterbr., p. 153; Holsten,
Zum Ev, Paulus, u. s. w., p. 337, 362; Jowett, Eps. of St. Paul, i.
p. 244 f.; Lechler, Das ap. u, nachap. Z., p. 382; Lightfoot, Galatians,
p- 111; of. 353 ; Meyer, Gal., p. 93 f. ; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 222;
de Pressens’, Trois prem. Sikcles, i. p. 473 ; Pfleiderer, Der Paulinismus,
p- 284 f.; Renan, Les Apdtres, p. xxxvii.; St. Paul, p. 291 ff.; Réville,
Essais, p. 16; Rifschl, Entst. altk. K., p. 145; Riickert, Br. an die Gal.,

p- 87f.; Schweyler, Das nachap. Z., i. p. 118 £, 159, ii. p. 107; Stap,
Origines, p. 77; De Wette, Br. an die Gal. p. 38; Zeller, Apg., p. 232 ff,
-
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presenting authoritative and prevalent judaistic opinions.
We shall not attempt to divine the object of their mission,
but we may say that it is impossible to separate them
from the judaistic teachers who urged circumcision upon
the Galatian Christians and opposed the authority of the
Apostle Paul. Not pursuing this further at present, how-
ever, it is obvious that the effect produced by these
emissarics is quite incompatible with the narrative that, so
short a time before, James and the Church of Jerusalem
had unanimously promulgated conditions, under which the
Gentile Christians were freely admitted into communion,
and which fully justified Peter in eating with them, The in-
cident at Antioch, as connected with James as well as with
Peter, excludes the supposition that the account of the
Council contained in the Acts can be considered historical.

The Apostolic letter embodying the decree of the
Council now demands our attention. It scemed good to
the Apostles and the clders with the whole Church to
choose two leading men among the brethren, and to send
them to Antioch with Paul and Barnabas, and they wrote
by them (xv. 23) :—“The Apostles and brethren which
are clders unto the brethren which are of the Gentiles in
Antioch and Syria and Cilicia, greeting. 24. Forasmuch
as we heard that certain which went out from us troubled
you with words, subverting your souls, to whom we gave
no commandment, 25. it seemed good unto us, having
become of one mind, to choose out and send men unto
you with our beloved Barnabas and Paul, 26. men that
have given up their lives for the name of our Lord Jesus
Christ. 27. We have, therefore, sent Judas and Silas,
who shall also tell you the same things by word of mouth.
28. For it seemed good to the Holy Spirit and to us to
lay upon you no greater burden than these necessary
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things : 29. that ye abstain from meats offered to idols
and from blood, and from things strangled, and from
fornication: from which if ye keep yourselves ye shall
do well. Fare ye well.”? It is argued that the sim-
plicity of this composition, its brevity, and the absence of
hierarchical tendency, prove the authenticity and origin-
ality of the epistle. Nothing, however, could be more
arbitrary than to assert that the Author of the Acts, com-
posing a letter supposed to be written under the circum-
stances, would have written one different from this. We
shall, on the contrary, sce good reason for affirming that
lie actually did compose it, and that it bears the obvious
impress of his style. Besides, Zeller? has pointed out that,
in a document affirmed to be so removed from all calcula-
tion or object, verse 26 could hardly have found a place.
The reference to *“ our beloved” Barnabas and Paul, as
““men that have given up their lives for the name of our
Lord Jesus Christ,” is scarcely consistent with the
primitive brevity and simplicity which are made the
basis of such an argument. In the absence of better
evidence, apologists grasp at extremely slight indica-
tions of authenticity, and of this nature seems to us the
mark of genuineness which Bleek and others® consider

1 23. 0Oi dwdorolot kal ol mpeaBurepor adehgol Tois kara iy *Avribyear kai
Supiav kai Kwiay d8ehgpois Tois €f é0vaw yalpew. 24, émedy frovoaper ot
Tives € nubv éfeMdivres érdpalay Upas Adyos dvaokevalorres Tas Yuxas Updv,
ols ob Seoreddpefa, 25. é8ofer nuiv yevopévors Spobupadiv, éxhefapévovs
avdpas méprar wpds Upds olv Tols dyamnrois fpdv BaprdBa xal IMavhe,
26. avfpdmois mapaledwxdow Tas Yuxas alrdy Umép Tol dvdparos Tol xupiov
npév 'Ingot Xpwret. 27. dmeordhkapey odv 'lovdar xai Zikav, xal alrols 8wt
Aéyov drayyéhovras Ta abrd. 28. 3ofev yip 1§ mvedpari T dylp xai fpiv,
un8év mhéov émirifeafar vpiv Bipos whijy TovTer Tav érdvaykest 29. dmwéxeabar
elBohofvrwr kat aiparos kal mvrdy kal mopyeias, éf by Suarnpoivres éavrods e
mpatere. Eppuabe.

¢ Apostelgesch., 246 f.

3 Bleek, Einl., p. 349 ; Baumgarten, Apg., p. 470 £. ; Ewald, Gesch. V.f_

YOI. IIL 8
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that they find in the fact, that the name of Barnabas is
placed before that of Paul in this document. It is main-
tained that, from the 13th chapter, the author commences
to give the precedence to Paul, but that, in reverting to
the former order, the synodal letter gives evidence both of
its antiquity and genuineness. If any weight could be
attached to such an indication, it is unfortunate for this
argument that the facts are not as stated, for the order
“ Barnabas and Paul” occurs at xiv. 12 and 14, and
even in the very account of the Council at xv. 12. The
two names are mentioned together in the Acts sixteen
times, Barnabas being named first cight times (xi. 30,
xii. 25, xiii. 1, 2, 7, xiv. 12, 14, xv. 12), and Paul as
frequently (xiii. 43, 46, 50, xv. 2 twice, 22, 25, 35).
Apologists like Lekebusch! and Oertel ? reject Bleek’s
argument. In the greeting yaipew, with which the
letter opens, and which, amongst the Epistles of the
New Testament, is only found in that bearing the name
of James (i. 1), an indication is found that the letter of
the Council was written by James himself.® Before such
an argument could avail, it would be necessary, though
difficult, to prove the authenticity of the Epistle of James,
but we need not enter upon such a question. yaipew is
the ordinary Greek form of greeting in all epistles,* and
the Author of Acts, who writes purer Greek than any

Tsr., vi. p. 440, anm.; Lange, Das ap. Z., ii. p. 189; Meyer, Apg.,
p- 845 £,

1 Die Apostelgesch., p. 316.

* Paulus in d. Apostelgesch., 1868, p. 227.

* Baumgarten, Apg., i. p. 470 f.; Bengel, Gnom. N. T., p. 577; Bleek,
Einl., p. 349;" Stud. u. Krit.,, 1836, p. 1037; Fielmoser, Einl., p. 487;
Kern,, Br. Jacobi, 1838, p. 106; Schaff, Gesch. d. ap. Kirche 2te Aufl.,
p. 260, anm. 1; Stier, Die Red. d. Ap., ii. p. 41. Cf. Neander, Pflanzung,
p- 173, anm, 1.

* Wetstein quotes Artemidorus (Oneir. iii. 44): wy mdoms émorohijs
70 xaipew xai #ppwoo Aéyeww. Ad Act. Apost. xv. 28,
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other writer in our Canon, naturally adopts it. Not only
does he do so here, however, but he makes use of the
same xaipew in the letter of the chief captain Lysias
(xxiii. 26),' which also evidently proceeds from his hand.
Moreover, the word is used as a greeting in Luke i. 28,
and not unfrequently elsewhere in the New Testament,
as Matth. xxvi. 49, xxvii. 29, xxviii. 9, Mark xv. 18, John
xix. 3, 2 John 10, 11. Lekebusch,? Meyer,® and Oertel ¢
reject the argument, and we may add that if yaipew prove
anything, it proves that the Author of Acts, who uses the
word in the letter of Lysias, also wrote the synodal letter.
In what language must we suppose that the Epistle
was originally written? QOertel maintains an Aramaic
original,® but the greater number of writers consider that
the original language was Greek.® It cannot be denied
that the composition, as it stands, contains many of the
peculiarities of style of the author of Acts;” and these are,
indeed, so marked that even apologists like Lekebusch
and Oertel, whilst maintaining the substantial authenticity
of the Epistle, admit that at least its actual form must be
ascribed to the general Author. The originality of the
form being abandoned, it is difficult to perceive any
ground for asserting the originality and genuineness of

! This letter terminates, v. 30, with the usual épwoo, according to the
Cod. Sinaiticus, E, G, and others; A and B omit it.

2 Apostelg., p. 316. 3 Apostelg., p. 345.

4 Paul. ind. Apg., p. 227; comp. Reiche, Comm. in Ep. Jac. 1833, p. 1.

§ Ib., p. 2271, Cf. Grotius, Annot. in N. T. ad Act. Ap., xv. 23, who
takes yaipew to be the rendering of the Hebrow salutation of Peace.

¢ Alford, Gk. Test., ii. p. 169; Bleek, Einl. p. 349; Meyer, Apg., p. 345;
Olshausen, Apg., p. 217 f. Cf. Baumgarten, Apg., p. 470 ff.

7 Davidson, Int. N. T., ii, p. 2563 f. ; Gfrirer, Die heil. Sage, i. p. 444;
Holizmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw. viii. p. 340 f.; Lekebusch, Apg., p. 1186,
315; Lipsius, in Schenkel’s B. L., i. p. 199; Oertel, Paulus, p. 227
Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 236f.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i, p. 127,
anm. 1; Zeller, Apg., p. 246 ff.

12
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the substance. That assertion rests solely upon a vague
traditional confidence in the author of Acts, which is
shown to be without any solid foundation. The form of
this Epistle clearly professes to be as genuine as the
substance, and if the original language was Greek, there
is absolutely no reason why the original letter should
have been altered. The similarity of the construction
to that of the prologue to the third Gospel, in which
the personal style of the writer may be supposed to have
been most unreservedly shown, has long been admitted :—

Luke 1. AcTs XV,
1. énedimep moMhoi émexeipnaay - 24, émedy fxoloaper T Twés
dvardfacfar . . . © érapafay . . .
3. @ofe xdpol, mapnxohovbpxiri < 25, éBofev nuiv yevouévols dpoldu-
wagw dxpos, padiy,
xalefijs oot ypdyrat. dvdpas wéprar.

A more detailed linguistic examination of the Epistle,
however, confirms the conclusion alrcady stated. Verse
23: 8ua xepds, 1i. 28, v. 12, vii. 25, xi. 30, xiv. 3, xix. 11,
26, and the expression is only met with elsewhere in
Mark vi. 2; the phrase ypdyavres 8. x. avrav finds a
parallel in xi. 30, dmooreihavres 8. x. BapvdBa, k. 7. \.
The characteristic expression xara mp ’Avridyear, k. 7. \.,
is repeated, xi. 1, xvi. 7, xxvii. 2, 5, 7. Verse 24 : énedrj,
xiil. 46, xiv. 12, Luke vii. 1, xi. 6, ¢f. i. 1; Paul 5, rest
only 2 times. rapdooew, xvii. 8, 13, Luke i. 12, xxiv. 38,
clsewhere thirtcen times. dvaokevd{ew is not found elsc-
where, but the preference of our writer for compounds of
dvd, dud, and émi is marked, and of these consists a large
proportion of his dmaf Neydpeva. Wuyij, Acts 15, Luke
14 times, and frequently clsewhere ; the phrase dvaokevd-
{ovres Tas Yuyds, k. 7. X, may be compared with xiv. 22,
émampilovres Tas Yuxds, k. 7. \,, cf. xiv. 2. Saoré\\ecfar
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not elsewhere found in Acts, but it occurs Matth. xvi. 20,
Mark v. 43, vii. 36 twice, viii. 15, ix. 9, and Heb. xii. 20,
Verse 25: 8oxeiv, Acts 8, Luke 11, Paul 17 times, else-
where frequently. opofupaddy, i. 14, ii. 1, 46, iv. 24,
v. 12, xii. 57, viil. 6, xii. 20, xviii. 12, xix. 29; so that
this word, not in very common use even in general Greek
literature, occurs 10 times elsewhere in the Acts, but,
except in Rom. xv. 6, is not employed by any other New
Testament writer. éxhéyecfar, i. 2, 24, vi. 5, xiii. 17,
xv. 7, 22, Luke vi. 13, x. 42, xiv. 7, and elsewhere 11
times. méumew, Acts 11, Luke 10 times, elsewhere
common. ayamy7ds is not elsewhere used in Acts, but is
found in Luke iii. 22, ix. 35, xx. 13, Paul 13 times, and is
common elsewhere. Verse 26 : wapadidévar, Acts 13,
Luke 17 times, and common elsewhere. dmép 70 dvdparos
7ov Kvplov, xxi. 13, v. 41, ix. 16, Rom. i. 5, 3 John 7.
Verse 27 : amooré\ew, Acts 25, Luke 26 times, else-
where very frequently. 8ua Mdyov, xv. 32. dmayyéNew,
Acts 14, Luke 11, rest 21 times. 7a adrd, Luke vi. 23,
26; 70 avrd, Actsi. 15, ii. 1, 44, iil. 1, iv. 26, xiv. 1;
Luke vi. 33, xvii. 35. Verse28: undév, Acts 12, Luke 4,
Paul 6, elsewhere 13 times; the same expression, undév
mAéov . . . is also found in Luke iii. 13. émrnfévar,
Acts 13, Luke 6, elsewhere 21 times. Bdpos is not else-
where met with in Acts, but occurs Matt. xx. 12, 2 Cor.
iv. 17, Gal. vi. 2, 1 Thes. ii. 6, Apoc. ii. 24. m\j,
vill, 1, xx. 23, xxvii. 22, Luke 15, elsewhere 13 times.
émdvarykes is not elsewhere found in the New Testament.
Verse 29: améyew, xv. 20, Luke vi. 24, vii. 6, xv. 20,
xxiv. 13, elsewhere 12 times. eldwhdfvrov, xxi. 25,
1 Cor. viii. 1, 4, 7, 10, x. 19, 28, Apoc. ii. 14, 20.
Swarnpetv occurs only in Luke ii. 51. mpdooew, Acts 12,
Luke 6, Paul 15, elsewhere 5 only. pdwvofar, this
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usual Greek formula for the ending of a letter, égpwobe,
is nowhere elsc used in the New Testament, except at
the close of the letter of Lysias, xxiii. 30.

Turning now from the letter to the spirit of this decree,
we must endeavour to form some idea of its purport and
bearing. The first point which should be made clear is,
that the question raised before the Council solely affected
the Gentile Converts, and that the conditions contained in
the decree were imposed upon that branch of the Church
alone. No change whatever in the position of Jewish
Christians was contemplated; they were left as before,
subject to the Mosaic law.! This is very apparent in the
reference which is made long after to the decree, Ch. xxi.
20 ff, 25, when the desire is expressed to Paul by James,
who proposed the decree, and the elders of Jerusalem,
that he should prove to the many thousands of believing
Jews all zealous of the law, that he did not teach the
Jews who were among the Gentiles apostasy from Moses,
saying that they ought not to circumcise their children,
neither to walk after the customs. Paul, who, in the Acts,
is likewise represented as circumcising with his own hand,
after the decision of the Council had been adopted, Timothy
the son of a Greek, whose mother was a Jewess, consents
to give the Jews of Jerusalem the required proof. We have
already shown at the commencement of this section, that

! Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 217; Hilgenfeld, Zeitschr. wiss, Th.,
1838, p. 95; Lechler, Das ap. u. nachap. Z., p. 408 ff.; Neander, Pflan-
zung, p. 167 f.; Niedner, Gesch. chr. Kirche, p. 103; Overbeck, zu de W.
Apg., p. 227 £, 236 f.; Pfleiderer, Der Paulinismus, p. 281 f., 284 f. ; de
Pressensé, Trois prem. Siécles, i. p. 472 f.; Renan, St. Paul, p. 87; Reuss,
Rov. de Théol., 1859, iii. p. 65 ff.,, 83 f.; Gesch. N. T., p. 56; Ritschl,
Entst. altk. K., p. 129 ff.; Schliemann, Clementinen, p. 373 ff.,, anm.;
Schuwegler, Das nachap. Z., i. p. 124; Straatman, Paulus, p. 192 f. ; Weber
w. Holtzmann, Qesch. V. Isr., ii. p. 571; Wieseler, Br, an die Gal., p. 144,
anwm. 1; Zeller, Apg., p. 235 f., 238 f. Cf. Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 125 f.,
291 f.; Oertel, Paulus, p. 250 f.
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nothing was further from the minds of the Jewish Christians
than the supposition that the obligation to observe the
Mosaic law was weakened by the adoption of Christianity;
and the representation in the Actsis certainly so far correct,
that it does not pretend that Jewish Christians either de-
sired or sanctioned any relaxation of Mosaic observances on
the part of believing Jews. This cannot be too distinctly
remembered in considering the history of primitive Chris-
tianity. The initiatory rite was essential to full participa-
tion in the Covenant. It was left for Paul to preach the
abrogation of the law and the abandonment of circum-
cision. If the speech of Peter seems to suggest the
abrogation of the law even for Jews, it is only in a way
which shows that the author had no clear historical fact
to relate, and merely desired to ascribe vaguely and inde-
finitely Pauline sentiments to the Apostle of the circum-
cision. No remark whatever is made upon these strangely
liberal expressions of Peter, and neither the proposition
of James nor the speech in which he makes it takes the
slightest notice of them. The conduct of Peter at
Antioch and the influence exercised by James through
his emissaries restore us to historical ground. Whether
the author intended to represent that the object of the
conditions of the decree was to admit the Gentile
Christians to full communion with the Jewish, or merely
to the subordinate position of Proselytes of the Gate, is
uncertain, but it is not necessary to discuss the point.
There is not the slightest external evidence that such a
decree ever existed, and the more closely the details are
examined the more evident does it become that it has no
historical consistency. How, and upon what principle,
were these singular conditions selected? Their hetero-
geneous character is at once apparent, but not so the
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reason for a combination which is neither limited to
Jewish customs nor sufficiently representative of moral
duties. It has been argued, on the one hand, that the
prohibitions of the apostolic decree are simply those,
reduced to a necessary minimum, which were enforced in
the case of heathen converts to Judaism who did not join
themselves fully to the people of the Covenant by submit-
ting to circumcision, but were admitted to imperfect
communion as Proselytes of the Gate.! The conditions
named, however, do not fully represent the rules framed
for such cases, and many critics consider that the conditions
imposed, although they may have been influenced by the
Noachian prescriptions, were rather moral duties which it
was, from special circumstances, thought expedient to
specify.? We shall presently refer to some of these con-
ditions, but bearing in mind the views which were domi-
nant amongst primitive Christians, and more especially,
as is obvious, amongst the Christians of Jerusalem where
this decree is supposed to have been unanimously adopted,
bearing in mind the teaching which is said to have led to
the Council, the episode at Antioch, and the systematic
judaistic opposition which retarded the work of Paul and
subsequently affected his reputation, it may be instructive

! Ebrard, zu Olsh, Apg., p. 215 f.; Lipsius, in Schenkel’s B. L., i.
p. 204 f.; Niedner, K. G., p. 103; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 230;
Rteuss, Reov. de Théol., 1859, iii. p. 85 f.; Gesch. N. T., p. 36; Ritschl,
Entst. altk. K., p. 129 ff.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Z., ii. p. 109 f.; Stup,
Origines, p. 188 ff.; Tieseler, Br. an d. Gal., p. 147 ff. Cf. Bleel:, Einl.,
p. 312; Neander, Pflanzung, p. 167, anm. 3, p. 171, anm. 1; Weber u.
Holtzmann, Gesch. V. Isr., ii. p. 570 f.

* Hilgenfeld, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1838, p. 75 f.; 1860, p. 128 ff.,
164 £.; Jofmann, Die heil. Schr. N. T., i. p. 133 f.; Lekebusch, Apg.,
p. 311 ft. ; Lightfoot, Works, iii. p. 220 ff, viii. p. 477 ff. ; J. B. Lightfuot,
(Galatians, p. 295; Meyer, Apg., p. 338 fi.; Schliemann, Clementinen,

p. 388, anm. 23; Schneckenburger, Apg., p. 73 f., anm. ; Schoettgen, Horte
Hebr., p. 461 11,
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to point out not only the vagueness which exists as to the
position which it was intended that the Gentiles should
acquire, as the effect of this decree, but also its singular
and total inefficiency. An apologetic writer, having of
course in his mind the fact that there is no trace of the
operation of the decree, speaks of its conditions as follows:
“The miscellaneous character of these prohibitions showed
that, taken asa whole, they had no binding force indepen-
dently of the circumstances which dictated them. They
were a temporary expedient framed to meet a temporary
emergency. Their object was the avoidance of offence in
mixed communities of Jew and Gentile converts. Beyond
this recognised aim and general understanding implied
therein, the limits of their application were not defined,”
In fact the immunity granted to the Gentiles was thus
practically almost unconditional. It is obvious, however,
that every consideration which represents the decree as
more completely emancipating Gentile Christians from
Mosaic obligations, and admitting them into free commu-
nion with believers amongst the Jews, places it in more
emphatic contradiction to historical facts and the state-
ments of the Apostle Paul. The unanimous adoption of
such a measure in Jerusalem, on the one hand, and, on
the other, the episode at Antioch, the fear of Peter,
the silence of Paul, and the attitude of James, become
perfectly inconceivable. If on the contrary the con-
ditions were seriously imposed and really meant any-
thing, a number of difficulties spring up of which we shall
presently speak. That the prohibitions, in the opinion of
the Author of the Acts, constituted a positive and binding
obligation can scarcely be doubted by anyone who con-
siders the terms in which they are laid down. If they
' Lightfoot, Ep. to the Gal. p. 296.
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are represented as a concession they are nevertheless
recognised as a “burden,” and they are distinctly stated
to be the obligations which ““ it seemed good to the Holy
Spirit” as well as to the Council to impose. The qualifi-
cation, that the restrictive clauses had no binding force
“independently of the circumstances which dictated
them,” in so far as it has any meaning beyond the un-
necessary declaration that the decree was only applicable
to the class for whom it was framed, seems to be inad-
missible. The circumstance which dictated the decree
was the counter-teaching of Jewish Christians, that it was
necessary that the Gentile converts should be circum-
cised and keep the law of Moses. The restrictive clauses
are simply represented as those which it was deemed
right to impose ; and, as they are stated without qualifi-
cation, itis holding the decision of the “Holy Spirit ” and
of the Church somewhat cheap to treat them as mere
local and temporary expedients. This is evidently not
the view of the Author of the Acts. Would it have been
the view of anyone else if it were not that, so far as any
external trace of the decree is concerned, it is an abso-
lute myth? The prevalence of practices to which the
four prohibitions point is quite sufficiently attested to
show that, little as there is any ground for considering
that such a decree was framed in such a manner, the
restrictive clauses are put forth as necessary and perma-
nently binding. The very doubt which exists as to whether
the prohibitions were not intended to represent the con-
ditions imposed on Proselytes of the Gate shows their
close analogy to them, and it cannot be reasonably asserted.
that the early Christians regarded those conditions either
as obsolete or indifferent. The decree is clearly intended
to set forth the terms upon which Gentile Christians were
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to be admitted into communion, and undoubtedly is to be
taken as applicable not merely to a few districts, but to
the Gentiles in general.

The account which Paul gives of his visit not only
ignores any such decree, but excludes it. In the first
place, taking into account the Apostle’s character and the
spirit of his Epistle, it is impossible to suppose that Paul
had any intention of submitting, as to higher authority,
the Gospel which he preached, for the judgment of the
elder Apostles and of the Church of Jerusalem.! Nothing
short of this is involved in the account in the Acts, and
in the form of the decree which promulgates, in an
authoritative manner, restrictive clauses which * seemed
good to the Holy Spirit ” and to the Council. The
temper of the man is well shown in Paul’s indignant
letter to the Galatians. He receives his Gospel, not
from men, but by direct revelation from Jesus Christ,
and, so far is he from submission of the kind implied, that
he says: “ But even though we, or an angel from heaven,
should preach unto you any Gospel other than that which
we preached to you, let him be accursed. As we have
said before, so say I now again : If any man preach any
Gospel to you other than that ye received, let him be
accursed.”? That the Apostle here refers to his own
peculiar teaching, and does so in contradistinction to the
Gospel preached by the Judaizers, is evident from the
preceding words : *“ I marvel that ye are so soon removing
from him that called you in the grace of Christ unto a
different Gospel ; which is not another, only there are

! Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 217 f.: Ewald, Sendschr. des Ap. Paulus
1857, p. T1; Hilgenfeld, Zeitachr. wiss. Th. 1858, p. 77 ff.; Lipsius, in
Schenkel’'s B. L., i p. 196, 199 f ; Reuss, Rev. de Théol., 1858, ii.

p. 334; Théol. Chr., i. p. 311f.; Stap, Origines, p. 183 f1. ; Straatman,
Paulus, p. 189 £, 196. ? Gal. i. 8, 9,
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some that trouble you, and desire to pervert the Gospel
of Christ.”! Passing from this, however, to the restric-
tive clauses in general, how is it possible that Paul could
state, as the result of his visit, that the * pillar ” Apostles
“ communicated nothing " after hearing his Gospel, if the
four conditions of this decree had thus been authorita-
tively “ communicated”? On the contrary, Paul dis-
tinctly adds that, in acknowledging his mission, but one
condition had been attached : * Only that we should
remember the poor; which very thing I also was forward
to do.”? As one condition is here mentioned, why not
the others, had any been actually imposed ? It is argued
that the remembrance of the poor of Jerusalem which is
thus inculcated was a recommendation personally made
to Paul and Barnabas, but it is clear that the Apostle’s
words refer to the result of his communication of his
Gospel, and to the understanding under which his
mission to the Gentiles was tolerated. We have already
pointed out how extraordinary it is that such a decision
of the Council should not have been referred to in
describing his visit, and the more we go into details the
more striking and inexplicable, except in one way, is such
silence. In relating the struggle regarding the circum-
cision of Titus, for instance, and stating that he did not
yield, no, not for an hour, to the demands made on the
subject, is it conceivable that, if the exemption of all
Gentile Christians from the initiatory rite had been
unanimously conceded, Paul would not have added to his

! Gal. 1. 6, 7.

? Daur, Paulus, i. p. 151 ff.; K. Q., i. p. 561; Davidson, Int. N. T.,
ii. p. 217; Hilgenfeld, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1858, p. 81 f., 1860, p. 131f.;
Krenkel, Paulus, p. 66; Lipsius, in Schenkel’s B. Lex., i. p. 199 f.;
Pfleiderer, Paulinismus, p. 503 ; Schrader, Der Ap. P., ii. p. 305; v.
p. 27l f., 546; Stap, Origines, p. 191 f.; Straatman, Paulus, p. 192 f. ;
Weber u. Iloltzmann, Gesch. V, Isr,, ii. p. 570 ff, ; Zeller, Apg., p. 235 f1.
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statement about Titus, that not only he himself had not
been compelled to give way in this instance, but that his
representations had even convinced those who had been
Apostles before him, and secured the unanimous adoption
of his own views on the point? The whole of this Epistle
is 2 vchement and intensely earnest denunciation of those
Judaizers who were pressing the necessity of the initia-
tory rite upon the Galatian converts.! Is it possible that
the Apostle could have left totally unmentioned the fact
that the Apostles and the very Church of Jerusalem had
actually declared circumcision to be unnccessary? It
would not have accorded with Paul’s character, it is said,
to have appealed to the authority of the elder Apostles or
of the Church in a matter in which his own apostolic
authority and teaching were in question. In that case,
Liow can it be supposed that he ever went at all up to
Jerusalem to the Apostles and elders about this question ?
If he was not too proud to lay aside his apostolic dignity,
and, representing the Christians of Antioch, to submit
the case to the Council at Jerusalem, and subsequently
to deliver its decree to various communities, is it consis-
tent with reason or common sense to assert that he was
too proud to recall the decision of that Council to the
Christians of Galatia? It must, we think, be obvious
that, if such an explanation of Paul’s total silence as to
the decree be at all valid, it is absolutely fatal to the
account of Paul’s visit in the Acts. This reasoning is not
confined to the Epistle to the Galatians, but, as Palcy
points out, applies to the other Epistles of Paul, in all

! «“Turning from Antioch to Galatia, we meet with Judaic teachers
who urged circumcision on the Gentilo converts, and, as the best means
of weakening the authority of St. Paul, asscrted for the Apostles of the
Circumeision the exclusive right of dictating to the Church.” Lightfoot,
Ep. to the Gal. p. 353.
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of which the same silence is preserved. Moreover, the
apologetic explanation altogether fails upon other grounds.
Without appealing to the decree as an authority, we must
feel sure that the Apostle would at least have made use
of it as a logical refutation of his adversaries. The man
who did not hesitate to attack Peter openly for inconsis-
tency, and charge him with hypocrisy, would not have
hesitated to cite the decree as evidence, and still less to
fling it in the faces of those Judaizers who, so short a
time after that decree is supposed to have been promul-
gated, preached the necessity of circumcision and Mosaic
observances in direct opposition to its terms, whilst
claiming to represent the views of the very Apostles
and Church which had framed it. Paul, who never denies
the validity of their claim, would most certainly have
taunted them with gross inconsistency and retorted that
the Church of Jerusalem, the Apostles, and the Judaizers
who now troubled him and preached circumcision and the
Mosaic law had, four or five years previously, declared as
the deliberate decision of the Holy Spirit and the Council,
that they were no longer binding on the Gentile converts.
By such a reference “the discussion would have been
foreclosed.” None of the reasons which are suggested to
explain the undeniable fact that there is no mention of
the decree can really bear examination, and that fact
remains supported by a great many powerful considera-
tions, leading to the very simple explanation which recon-
ciles all difficulties, that the narrative of the Acts is not
authentic.

We arrive at the very same results when we examine
the Apostle’s references to the practices which the condi-
tions of the decree were intended to control. Instead of
recognising the authority of the decree, or enforcing its
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prescriptions, he does not even allow us to infer its exis-
tence, and he teaches disregard at least of some of its
restrictions. The decree enjoins the Gentile Christians
to abstain from meats offered to idols. Paul tells the
Corinthians to eat whatever meat is sold in the shambles
without asking questions for conscience sake, for an idol
is nothing in the world, “neither if we eat are we the
better, nor if we eat not are we the worse.”! It is not
conceivable that the Apostle could so completely have
ignored the prohibition of the decree if he had actually
submitted the question to the Apostles, and himself so
distinctly acquiesced in their decision as to distribute the
document amongst the various communities whom he
subsequently visited. To argue that the decree was only
intended to have force in Antioch, and Syria, and Cilicia,
to which, as the locality in which the difficulty had arisen
which had originally led to the Council, the decree was,
in the first instance, addressed, is highly arbitrary ; but,
when proceeding further, apologists? draw a distinction
between those churches * which had already been founded,
and which had felt the pressure of Jewish prejudice
(Acts xvi. 4),” and ** brotherhoods afterwards formed and
lying beyond the reach of such influences,” as a reason
why no notice of the decree is taken in the case of the
Corinthians and Romans, the special pleading ignores very
palpable facts. “Jewish prejudices” are represented in
the Acts of the Apostles themselves as being more than
usually strong in Corinth. There was a Jewish syna-
gogue there, augmented probably by the Jews expelled
from Rome under Claudius,® and their violence against

! Cor. viii. 4 ff., x. 26 f1.
3 Lightfoof, St. Paul’s Ep. to the Gal., p. 126 f.
3 Acts xviii, 2.



272 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION,

Paul finally obliged him to leave the place.! Livingin the
midst of an idolatrous city, and much exposed to the
temptations of sacrificial feasts, we might naturally expect
excessive rigour against participation, on the one hand,
and perhaps too great indifference, on the other ; and this
we actually find to have been the case. It isin con-
sequence of (uestions respecting meats offered to idols
that Paul writes to the Corinthians, and whilst treating
the matter in itsclf as one of perfect indifference, merely
inculcates consideration for weak consciences.? It is
clear that there was a prejudice against the practice ; it
is clear that strong Jewish prejudices existed in the
Jewish colony at Corinth, and wherever there were Jews
the cating of meats offered to idols was an abomination.
The sin of Isracl at Baalpeor?® lived in the memory of
the people, and abstinence from such pollution* was
considered a duty. If the existence of such * Jewish
prejudices ” was a reason for publishing the decree, we
have, in fact, more definite evidence of them in Corinth
than we have in Antioch, for, apart from this specific
mention of the subject of eating sacrificial meats, the two
apostolic letters abundantly show the cxistence and
activity of Judaistic parties there, which opposed the work
of Paul, and desired to force Mosaic observances upon his
converts. It is impossible to admit that, supposing such
a decree to have Dbeen promulgated as the mind of the
Holy Spirit, there could be any reason why it should
have been unknown at Corinth so short a time after it
was adopted. When, therefore, we find the Apostle not
only ignoring it, but actually declaring that to be a matter
of indifference, abstinence from which it had just seemed

1 xviii. 6, 12 ff. 2 1 Cor. viil, 1—13, x. 23 ff.
3 Numb. xxv. 2 f.; Ps. cvi. 28. 4 Dan. i. 81,
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good to the Holy Spirit to enjoin, the only reasonable -
conclusion is that Paul himself was totally ignorant of the
existence of any decree containing such a prohibition.
There is much difference of opinion as to the nature of -
the wopreia referred to in the decree, and we nced not
discuss it; but in all the Apostle’s homilics upon the
subject there is the same total absence of all allusion to
the decision of the Council. Nowhere can any practical
result from the operation of the decree be pointed out,
nor any trace even of its existence.! The assertions and
conjectures, by which those who maintain the authen-
ticity of the narrative in the Acts seek to explain the
extraordinary absence of all external evidence of the
decree, labour under the disadvantage of all attempts to
account for the total failure of effects from a supposed
cause, the existence of which is in reality only assumed.
It is customary to reply to the objection that there is no
mention of the decree in the Epistles of Paul or in any
other contemporary writing, that this is a mere argument
« silentio. Is it not, however, difficult to imagine any
other argument, from contemporary sources, regarding
what is affirmed to have had no existence, than that
from silence? Do apologists absolutely demand that,
with propletic anticipation of future controversies, the
Apostle Paul should obligingly have left on record that
there actually was no Council such as a writer would
subsequently describe, and that the decree which he

! Baur, Paulus, i, p. 150 fi.; Bleek, Einl., p. 372 f.; Davidson, Int,
N.T., ii. p. 216 ff., 222; Hilgenfeld, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1838, p. 82 ff. ;
Krenkel, Paulus, p. 69 ff.; Lipsius, in Schenkel's B. L., i. p. 199 f.;
Nicolas, Etudes N. T., p. 254 f.; Overbeck, zu do W. Apg., p. 2391 ;
Renan, Les Apbtres, p. xxxvii. f.; Scholten, Het paul. Ev., p. 430 f. ;
Stap, Origines, p. 192 ff.; Zeller, Apg., p. 234 ff. Cf. Lightfoot, Gala-
tians, p. 296 f.,

YOL. 1L 7
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would put forward as the result of that Council must
not be accepted as genuine? It is natural to expect
that, when writing of the very visit in question, and
dealing with subjects and discussions in which, whether
in the shape of historical allusion, appeal to authority,
taunt for inconsistency, or assertion of his own influence,
some allusion to the decree would have been highly
appropriate, if not necessary, the Apostle Paul should at
lcast have given some hint of its existence. His not
doing so constitutes strong presumptive evidence against
the authenticity of the decree, and all the more so as no
more positive evidence than silence could possibly be
forthcoming of the non-existence of that which never
existed. The supposed decree of the Council of Jeru-
salem cannot on any ground be accepted as a historical
fact.!

We may now return to such further consideration of the
statements of the Epistle as may seem necessary for the
object of our inquiry. No mention is made by the Apostle
of any official mission on the subject of circumcision, and
the discussion of that question arises in a merely incidental
manner from the presence of Titus, an uncircumcised
Gentile Christian. There has been much discussion as to
whether Titus actually was circumcised or not, and there

! Baur, Paulus, i. p. 150 ff. ; Theol. Jahrb., 1849, p.474 ff. ; Davidson,
Int. N. T.,ii. p. 217 ff., 252 f.; Hilgenfeld, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1858,
p. 81 ff., 600; 1860, p. 128 ff.; Galaterbr., p. 58 f,, 151 f.; Der Kanon,
p- 205 ff.; Krenkel, Paulus, p. 70 ff.; Lipsius, in Schenkel's B. L., i.
p- 199 ff., 204 f.; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 216 ff., 221, 229f., 236 ff.;
Pfieiderer, Der Paulinismus, p. 503 ; Renan, Les Apbtres, p. xxxvi. ff. ;
St. Paul, p. 92, note 2; Scholten, Het paul. Ev., p. 450 ff.; Schrader,
Der Ap. Paulus, ii. p. 305; v. p. 646 f.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Z., i.
p. 117 ff.; ii. p. 87 ff.; Stap, Origines, p. 191 ff.; Streatman, Paulus,
p. 192 fl.; Zeller, Apg., p. 234 ff. Of. Holtzmann, in Bunsen’s Bibelw.,
yiii. p. 340 f.
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can be little doubt that the omission of the negative ofs 008¢
from Gal. ii. 5, has been in some cases influenced by the
desire to bring the Apostle’s conduct upon this occasion
into harmony with the account, in Acts xvi. 3, of his
circumcising Timothy.! We shall not require to enter
into any controversy on the point, for the great majority
of critics are agreed that the Apostle intended to say that
Titus was not circumcised, although the contrary is
affirmed by a few writers.? It is obvious from the whole
of the Apostle’s narrative that great pressure was exerted
to induce Titus to submit, and that Paul, if he did not
yield even for an hour the required subjection, had a long
and severe struggle to maintain his position. Even when
relating the circumstances in his letter to the Galatians,
the recollection of his contest profoundly stirs the Apostle’s
indignation ; his utterance becomes vehement, but cannot
keep pace with his impetuous thoughts, and the result is
a narrative in broken and abrupt sentences whose very
incompleteness is eloquent, and betrays the irritation
which has not even yet entirely subsided. How does this
accord with the whole tone of the account in the Acts?
It is customary with apologists to insert so much between
the lines of that narrative, partly from imagination and
partly from the statements of the Epistle, that they almost
convince themselves and others that such additions are
actually suggested by the Author of the Acts himself. If
we take the account of the Acts, however, without such
transmutations, it is certain that not only is there not the
slightest indication of any struggle regarding the circum-

! Alford, Gk. Test., iii. p. 14; Neander, Pflanzung, p. 163, anm. 1;
Thiersch, Die K. im ap. Z., p. 137; Usteri, Br. an die Gal. p. 46.
* Reiche, Comm. crit. in N. T., 1839, ii. p. 14 ff.; Renan, Les Apdtres,
p- xxxv. f.; St. Paul, p. 87 fi.; Riickert, Br. and. Gal. p. 73 £
T2
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cision of Titus, “in which St. Paul maintained at one
time almost single-handed the cause of Gentile freedom,”
but no suggestion that there had ever been any hesi-
tation on the part of the leading Apostles and the mass
of the Church regarding the point at issue. The im-
pression given by the Author of the Acts is undeniably
one of unbroken and undisturbed harmony: of a council
in whicli the elder Apostles were of one mind with
Paul, and warmly agreed with him that the Gentiles
should be delivered from the yoke of the Mosaic law and
from the necessity of undergoing the initiatory rite.
What is therc in such an account to justify in any degree
the irritation displayed by Paul at the mere recollection
of this visit, or to merit the ironical terms with which lLe
speaks of the “pillar” Apostles? We may, however,
now consider the part which the Apostles must have taken
in the dispute regarding the circumecision of Titus. Is it
possible to suppose that if the circumcision of Paul’s
follower had only been demanded by certain of the sect of
the Pharisces who believed, unsupported by the rest, there
could ever have been any considerable struggle on the
point ? Isit possible, further, to suppose that if Paul had
received the cordial support of James and the leading
Apostles in his refusal to concede the circumcision of
Titus, such a contest could have been more than momen-
tary and trifling ? Is it possible that the Apostle Paul
could have spoken of “ certain of the sect of the Pharisees
who believed ” in such terms as : “ to whom we yielded by
the submission (eiéaper ) vmorayp) no not for an hour ? 2
or that he could have used this expression if those who
pressed the demand upon him had not been in a position
of authority, which naturally suggested a subjection which
! Lightfoot, Tb. p. 106, ? (fal. ii. &,
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Paul upon this occasion persistently refused? It is not
possible.  Of course many writers who seek to reconcile
the two narratives, and some of whom substitute for the
plain statements of the Acts and of the Apostle, an
account which is not consistent with either, suppose
that the demand for the circumcision of Titus proceeded
solely from the “false brethren,” ! although some of them
suppose that at least these false brethren may have thought
they had reason to hope for the support of the elder
Apostles.? It is almost too clear for dispute, however,
that the desire that Titus should be circumcised was
shared or pressed by the elder Apostles.® According
to the showing of the Acts, nothing could be more
natural than the fact that James and the elders of Jeru-
salem who, so long after (xxi. 20 ff.), advised Paul to
prove his continued observance of the law and that
he did not teach the Jews to abandon circumcision,
should on this occasion have pressed him to circumcise
Titus. The conduct of Peter at Antioch, and the con-
stant opposition which Paul met with from emissarics

! Dleek, Einl., p. 372; Ewald, Sendschr. Ap. Paulus, 1837, p. 71;
Lechler, Das ap. u. nachap. Z., p. 403 fI.; Meyer, Gal., p. 36, 69 fI. ;
Neander, Planzung, p. 164, anm. 2 ; de Pressensé, Trois prem. Sikcles, i.
P- 460 f.; Reuss, Théol, Chr., i. p. 3151.; Rev. de Théol. 1839, iii. p. 68 f. ;
Ritschi, Enst. altk. K., p. 128, anm. 1; Weiseler, Chron. ap. Z., p. 192 f.;
Br. an d. Gal,, p. 106 ff. Cf. Ellicott, Galatians, p. 23 f.; Alford, Gk.
Test., iii. p. 13.

2 Tlieseler (Chron. ap. Zeit., p. 194) conjectures the meaning of Paul to
be that, but for the false brethren, he would actually have circumcised
Titns, and thus have been consistent with the principles which he main-
tained by the circumcision of Timothy, xvi. 3.

3 Baur, K.G..i. p. 49 f.; Paulus, i. p. 137 ff.; Hilgenfeld, Galaterbr.,
p. 361.; Zeitachr, wiss. Th., 1838, p. 78 ., 317 1. ; Einl., p. 228 ., 420f. ;
Holsten, Zum Ev. Paulus, u. 8. w., p. 272 ff.; Lightfoot, Galatians, p. 105f.;
Lipsius, in Schenkel's B, L., i. p. 196 f., 202; Pfleiderer, Der Paulinismus,
p. 279 f.; Stap, Origiues, p. 72 f. Cf. Jowelt, Epe. of 8t. Paul, i, p. 241,
331, :
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of James -and of the Apostles of the Circumcision upon
the very point of Gentile circumcision, all support the
inevitable conclusion, that the pressure upon Paul in the
matter of Titus was not only not resisted by the Apostles,
but proceeded in no small degree from them.

This is further shown by the remainder of Paul’s
account of his visit and by the tone of his remarks
regarding the principal Apostles, as well as by the his-
torical data which we possess of his subsequent career.
We need not repeat that the representation in the Acts
both of the Council and of the whole intercourse be-
tween Paul and the Apostles is one of ‘“‘unbroken
unity.” ! The struggle about Titus and the quarrel with
Peter at Antioch are altogether omitted, and the Apos-
tolic letter speaks merely of * our beloved Barnabas and
Paul, men that have given up their lives for the name of
our Lord Jesus Christ.”? The language of Paul is not
so pacific and complimentary. Immediately after his
statement that he had * yielded by the submission, no,
not for an hour,” Paul continues : “ But from those who
seemed to be something (d7d 8¢ 7@y Soxovwrwr elvail 7v)—-
whatsoever they were it maketh no matter to me: God
accepteth not man’s person ;—for to me those who
seemed (oi Sokotwres) (to be something) communicated
nothing, but, on the contrary, &c. &c., and when they
knew the grace that was given to me, James and Cephas
and John, who seemed to be pillars (oi Soxodvres orohot
elvau), gave to me and Barnabas right hands of fellowship
that we (should go) unto the Gentiles,” &c. &c.® The
tone and language of this passage are certainly depre-

* 1 Jowett, The Eps. of 8t. Paul, i. p. 330.
? Aots xv. 25 f.
3 Gal. ii. 8, 9.
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ciatory of the elder Apostles,' and, indeed, it is difficult
to understand how any one could fail to perceive and
admit the fact. It is argued by some who recognise the
irony of the term oi Soxotwres applied to the Apostles,
that the disparagement which is so transparent in the
form oi Sokodvres elval 71, “those who seemed to be
something,” is softened again in the new turn which is
given to it in ver. 9, oi Soxotwres orilov elva, * those
who secmed to be pillars,” in which, it is said, “the
Apostle expresses the real greatness and high authority
of the twelve in their separate field of labour.”? Tt
seems to us that this interpretation cannot be sustained
Paul is ringing the changes on oi Sokotwres, and con-
trasting with the position they assumed and the estima-
tion in which they were held, his own experience of them,
and their inability to add anything to him. “Those who
seemed to be something,” he commences, but immediately
interrupts himself, after having thus indicated the persons
whom he meant, with the more direct protest of irritated
independence :—*‘ whatsoever they were it maketh no
matter to me : God accepteth not man’s person.” These
Soxotwres communicaied nothing to him, but, on the con-
trary, when they knew the grace given to him, ““ those
who seemed to be pillars ” gave him hands of fellowship,
but nothing more, and they went their different ways, he
to the Gentiles and they to the circumcision. If the ex-

! Blom, Theol. Tijdschrift, 1870, p.466; Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 218,
220; Hausrath, in Schenkel’s B. L., i p. 192; Der Ap. Paulus, p. 257;
H. Lang, Rel. Charaktere, i. 1862, p. 69 f. ; Lipsius, in Schenkel’s B. L.,
i. p. 197; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 217; Renan, Les Apitres, p.
xxxvi; Reuss, Rev. de Théol., 1859, iii. p. 90 f.; Schwegler, Das nachap.
Z., i. p. 120f., 157 f.; ii. p. 109; Stap, Origines, p. 94 ; Strauss, Das
Leben Jesu, p. 76. Cf. Jowelt, The Eps. of 8t Paul, i. p. 330 f.; Light-
foot, Galatians, p. 107, 335.

2 Jowett, Eps. of 8t. Paul, i. p. 831.
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pression: oi dok. ordhot elvar be true, as well as ironically
used, it cannot be construed into a declaration of respect,
but forms part of a passage whose tone throughout is
proudly depreciatory. This is followed by such words as
“ hypocrisy ” (bmdkpuoes) and “ condemned” (kareyvwo-
pévos) applied to the conduct of Peter at Antioch, as
well as the mention of the emissaries of James as the
cause of that dispute, which add meaning to the irony.
This is not, however, the only occasion on which Paul
betrays a certain bitterness against the elder Apostles.
In his second letter to the Corinthians, xi. 5, he says,
“ For I reckon that I am not a whit behind the over much
Apostles ” (rd@v vmephiav dmoordlwr), and again, xii. 11,
“ For in nothing was I behind the over much Apostles ”
(r@v Ymephiav amoardlwy); and the whole of the vehe-
ment passage in which these references are set shows the
intensity of the feeling which called them forth. To say
that the expressions in the Galatian Epistle and here are
“ depreciatory, not indeed of the twelve themselves, but
of the extravagant and exclusive claims set up for them
by the Judaizers,”! is an extremely arbitrary distinc-
tion. They are directly applied to the Apostles, and
ot dokodvres elvai 7v cannot be taken as irony against
those who over estimated them, but against the Sokovwres
themselves. Paul’'s blows generally go straight to their
mark. Meyer argues that the designation of the Apos-
tles as oi Soxovvres is purely historical, and cannot be
taken as ironical, inasmuch as it would be inconsistent
to suppose that Paul could adopt a depreciatory
tone when he is relating his recognition as a col-
league by the elder Apostles;? and others consider that

V' Lightfool, Galatians, p 107.
3 Kr. Ex. H'buch iib. d. Br. an die Gal., 63 f.
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ver. 8, 9, 10 contain evidence of mutual respect and
recognition between Paul and the twelve. Even if this
were 80, it could not do away with the actual irony of the
expressions ; but do the facts support such a statement ?
We have seen that, in spite of the picture of unbroken
unity drawn by the Author of the Acts, and the liberal
sentiments regarding the Gentiles which he puts into
the mouth of Peter and of James, Paul had a severe and
protracted struggle to undergo in order to avoid circum-
cising Titus, We have already stated the grounds upon
which it seems certain that the pressure upon that occa-
sion came as well from the elder Apostles as the
“false brethren,” and critics who do not go so far as
to make this positive affirmation, at least recognise the
negative, and therefore to a large extent compliant, atti-
tude which the Apostles must have held. It is after nar-
rating some of the particulars of this struggle that Paul
uses the terms of depreciation which we have been dis-
cussing ; and having added, * for to me those who seemed
(to be something) communicated nothing,” he says,
“but, on the contrary, when they saw that I have been
entrusted with the Gospel of the uncircumcision, even
as Peter with that of the circumcision (for he that
wrought for Peter unto the Apostleship of the circum-
cision, wrought also for me unto the Gentiles); and
when they knew the grace that was given unto me,
James and Cephas and John, who seemed to be pillars,
gave to me and Barnabas right hands of fellowship, that
we (should go) unto the Gentiles, and they unto the
circumcision : only that we should remember the poor ;
which very thing I also was forward to do.” It will be
observed that, after saying they * communicated nothing ”
to him, the Apostle adds, in opposition, “but, on the
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contrary ” (d\\a Totwavriov). In what does this opposi-
tion consist? Apparently in this, that, instead of
strengthening the hands of Paul, they left him to labour
alone. They said : *“ Take your own course; preach
the Gospel of the uncircumcision to Gentiles, and we
will preach the Gospel of the circumcision to Jews.”?
In fact, when Paul returned to Jerusalem for the
second time after fourteen years, he found the elder
Apostles not one whit advanced towards his own uni-
versalism ; they retained their former Jewish prejudices,
and remained as before Apostles of the circumcision.?
Notwithstanding the strong Pauline sentiments put into his
mouth by the Author of the Acts, and his claim to have
been so long before selected by God that by his mouth
the Gentiles should hear the word of the Gospel and
believe, Paul singles out Peter as specially entrusted
with the Gospel of the circumcision ; and, in the end,
after Paul has exerted all his influence, Peter and the rest
remain unmoved, and allow Paul to go to the Gentiles,
while they confine their ministry as before to the Jews.
The success of Paul’'s work amongst the heathen was too
palpable a fact to be ignored, but there is no reason to
believe that the conversion of the Gentiles, upon his
terms, was more than tolerated at that time, or the
Gentile Christians admitted to more than such imperfect
communion with the Jewish Christians as that of Prose-
lytes of the Gate in relation to Judaism. This is shown
by the conduct of Peter at Antioch after the supposed
Council, and of the Jews with him, and even of Barnabas,

! Jowett, The Eps. of 8t. Paul, 1. 240 f.

? Baur, K. G., i. p. 51 f., Theol. Jahrb., 1849, p. 468 f1. ; Paulas, i.
p. 142 ff. ; Blom, Theol. Tijdsohr., 1870, p. 471 f.; Hilgenfeld, Einl.,
p. 230 f.; Lipsius, in Schenkel’s B. L., i. p. 198 f., 2021. ; Pfeiderer,
Paulinismus, p, 281 f., 284 .
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through fear of the emissaries of James, whose arrival
certainly could not have produced a separation between
Jewish and Gentile Christians had the latter been recog-
nised as in full communion. The “hands of fellowship ”
clearly was a mere passive permission of Paul’s mission
to the Gentiles, but no positive and hearty approval of it
testified by active support.! It must, we think, be
evident to any one who attentively considers the passage
we are examining, that there is no question whatever in
it of a recognition of the Apostolate of Paul.? The elder
Apostles consent to his mission to the Gentiles, whilst
they themselves go to the circumcision ; but there is not
a syllable which indicates that Paul’s claim to the title
of Apostle was ever either acknowledged or discussed.
It is not probable that Paul would have submitted such
a point to their consideration. It is difficult to see how
the elder Apostles could well have done less than they did,
and the extent of their fellowship seems to have simply
amounted to toleration of what they could not prevent.
The pressure for the circumcision of the Gentile converts
was an attempt to coerce, and to suppress the peculiar
principle of the Gospel of uncircumcision ; and though
that effort failed through the determined resistance of Paul,
it is clear, from the final resolve to limit their preaching

! Baur, K. G., i. p. 511f.; Theol. Jahrb., 1849, p. 468 ff.; Paulus, i.
p. 142 fi.; Blom, Theol. Tijdschr., 1870, p. 471 f.; Davidson, Int. N. T.,
ii. p. 220 ff.; Hase, K. G. 9te Aufl.,, p. 33 f.; Hauwsrath, in Schenkel’s
B.L,i. p. 191 f. ; Hilgenfeld, Zeitsohr. wiss. Theol. 1838, p. 86 f.; 1860,
p. 119 #.; Einl., p. 230 f.; Jowett, Eps. of St. Paul, i. p. 236, 240 ff. ;
Lipsius, in Schenkel's B. L., i. p. 198, 202 f. ; Pfleiderer, Paulinismus,
p. 281 f., 284 f.; Schwegler, Dasnachap. Z., i. p. 121 f.; Stap, Origines,
p. 13 £; Straatman, Paulus, p. 192 f.; Tjeenk-Willink, Just. Mart.,
p. 32 f.; Weber u. Holtzmann, Gesch, V. Isr., ii. p. 569 f. Cf. Alford,
. Gk. Test., iii. p. 13,

2 Holsten, Zum Ev. des Paulus, u. s. w., p. 273, anm. *; Lipsius, in
Schenkel’s B. L, i. p. 203. .
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to the circumcision, that the elder Apostles in no way
abandoned their view of the necessity of the initiatory
rite. The episode at Antioch is a practical illustration
of this statcment. Hilgenfeld ably remarks :—* When
we consider that Peter was afraid of the circumcised
Christians, there can be no doubt that James, at the head
of the primitive community, made the attempt to force
heathen Christians to adopt the substance of Jewish legi-
timacy, by breaking off ecclesiastical community with
them.”' The Gentile Christians were virtually ex-
.communicated on the arrival of the emissaries of James,
or at least treated as mere Proselytes of the Gate; and
the pressure upon the Galatian converts of the necessity
of circumcision by similar Judaizing emissaries, which
called forth the vehement and invaluable Epistle before
us, is quite in accordance with the circumstances of this
visit. The separation agreed upon between Paul and
the elder Apostles was not in any sense geographical,
but purely ethnological.? It was no mere division of
labour,® no suitable apportionment of work. The clder
Apostles determined, like their Master before them, to
confine their ministry to Jews, whilst Paul, if he pleased,
might go to the Gentiles; and the mere fact that Peter
subsequently goes to Antioch, as well as many other
circumstances, shows that no mere separation of locali-

1 Zeitschr, wiss, Th. 1858, p. 90.

2 Baur, K. Q., i. p. 51 f.; Theol. Jahrb., 1849, p. 468 ff.; Paulus, i.
p- 142 fi.; Blom, Theol. Tijdschr., 1870, p. 471 f.; Davidson, Int. N. T.,
ii. p. 220 ff. ; Hausrath, in Schenkel's B. L., i. p. 191 f.; Hilyenfeld,
Zpitschr. wiss, Th., 1858, p. 86 f.; 1860, p. 119 ff.; Einl,, p. 230 f. ;
Jowett, Eps. of St. Paul, i. p. 240 ff.; Lipsius, in Schenkel's B. L., i.
p- 198 f., 202 f.; Overbeck, zu de W. Apg., p. 220 f.; Pfleiderer, Pauli-
nismus, p. 281 f., 284 f. ; Reuss, Rev. de Théol., 1859, iii. p. 80; Sclireg-
ler, Das nachap. Z., i. p. 130 f.; Stap, Origines, p. 73 f.

3 «They would sanction but not share his mission to the Gentiles.”
Jowett, The Eps, of 8t. Paul, i. 236,
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ties, but a selection of race was intended. If there had
not been this absolute difference of purpese, any separa-
tion would have been unnecessary, and all the Apostles
would have preached one Gospel indifferently to all who
had ecars to hear it ; such strange inequality in the parti-
tion of the work could never have existed: that Paul
should go unaided to the gigantic task of converting the
heathen, while the Twelve doggedly reserved themselves
for the small but privileged people. All that we have
said at the beginning of this section of the nature of
primitive Christianity, and of the views prevalent amongst
the disciples at the death of their Master, is verified by
this attitude of the Three during the famous visit of
the Apostle of the Gentiles to Jerusalem, and Paul’s
account is precisely in accordance with all that historical
probability and reason, unwarped by the ideal repre-
sentations of the Acts, prepare us to expect. The more
deeply we go into the statements of Paul the more is
this apparent, and the more palpable does the inauthen-
ticity of the narrative of the Council appear.

The words of Paul in describing the final understand-
ing are very remarkable and require further consideration.
The decision that they should go to the circumcision and
Paul to the Gentiles is based upon the recognition of a
different Gospel entrusted to him, the Gospel of the un-
circumcision, as the Gospel of the circumcision is en-
trusted to Peter. It will be remembered that Paul states
that, on going up to Jerusalem upon this occasion, he com-
municated to them the Gospel which he preached among
the Gentiles, and it is probable that he made the journey
more especially for this purpose. It appears from the ac-
count that this Gospel was not only new to them, but was
distinctly different from that of the elder Apostles. If
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Paul preached the same Gospel as the rest, what necessity
could there have been for communicating it at all?
What doubt that by any means he might be running, or
Lhad run, in vain ? He knew perfectly well that he
preached a different Gospel from the Apostles of the
circumcision, and his anxiety probably was to secure an
amicable recognition of the Gentile converts whom he
had taught to consider circumcision unnecessary and the
obligation of the law removed. Of course there was
much that was fundamentally the same in the two
Gospels, starting, as they both did, with the recog-
nition of Jesus as the Messiah; but their points of
divergence were very marked and striking, and more
especially in directions where the prejudices of the
Apostles of the circumcision were the strongest.
Avoiding all debatable ground, it is clear that the
Gospel of the uncircumcision, which proclaimed the
abrogation of the law and the inutility of the initiatory
rite, must have been profoundly repugnant to Jews, who
still preached the obligation of circumcision and the
observance of the law. “Christ redeemed us from
the curse of the law ” ! said the Gospel of the uncircum-
cision. ‘“Behold, I, Paul, say unto you, that if ye be
circumcised, Christ will profit you nothing. . .. For
in Christ Jesus neither circumcision availeth anything
nor uncircumcision, but faith working through love.” ?
“ For neither circumcision is anything, nor uncircum-
cision, but a new creature.” ®* The teaching which was
specially designated the Gospel of the circumcision, in
contradistinction to this Gospel of the uncircumcision, held
very different language. There is no gainsaying the
main fact—and that fact, certified by Paul himself and
! Gal. iii. 13. ! Gal. v. 2, 6. 3 Gal. vi. 15,
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substantiated by a host of collateral circumstances, is
more conclusive than all conciliatory apologetic reasoning
—that, at the date of this visit to Jerusalem (c.A.p.
50-52), the Three, after hearing all that Paul had to say,
allowed him to go alone to the Gentiles, but themselves
would have no part in the mission, and turned as before
to the circumcision.

There is another point to which we must very briefly
refer. The statements of Paul show that, antecedent to
this visit to Jerusalem, Paul had been the active Apostle of
the Gentiles, preaching his Gospel of the uncircumcision,
and that subsequently he returned to the same field of
labour. If we examine the narrative of the Acts, we
_ do not find him represented in any special manner as the
Apostle of the Gentiles, but, on the contrary, whilst
Peter claims the honour of having been selected that by
his voice the Gentiles should hear the word of the Gospel
and believe, Paul is everywhere described as going to
the Jews, and only when his teaching is rejected by
them does he turn to the Gentiles. It is true that
Ananias is represented as being told by the Lord that
Paul is a chosen vessel ‘““to bear my name both before
Gentiles and kings, and the sons of Israel.”! And Paul
subsequently recounts how the Lord had said to himself,
“Go, for I will send thee far hence unto Gentiles.”? The
Author of the Acts, however, everywhere conveys the
impression that Paul very reluctantly fulfils this mission,
and that if he had but been successful amongst the Jews
he never would have gone to the Gentiles at all. Imme-
diately after his conversion, he preaches in the syna-
gogues at Damascus and confounds the Jews?® as he

ix, 15 f, 2 xxii. 21; cf. xxvi. 17 ff.
3 ix, 20, 22,
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again does during his visit to Jerusalem.! When the
Holy Spirit desires the Church at Antioch to separate
Barnabas and Saul for the work whereunto he has
called them, they continue to announce the word of
God “in the synagogues of the Jews,” ? and in nar-
rating the conversion of the Roman proconsul at Paphos,
it is said that it is Sergius Paulus himself who calls for
B