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AN INQUIRY

INTO THR

REALITY OF DIVINE REVELATION.

PART II.

—_——
CHAPTER V.
THE CLEMENTINES—THE EPISTLE TO DIOGNETUS.

WE must now as briefly as possible examine the
cvidence furnished by the apocryphal religious romance
generally known by the name of “The Clementines,”
and assuming, falsely of course,! to be the composition
of the Roman Clement. The Clementines are composed
of three principal works, the Homilies, Recognitions, and
a so-called Epitome. The Homilies, again, are prefaced
by a pretended epistle addressed by the Apostle Peter to
James, and another from Clement. These Homilies were
only known in an imperfect form till 1853, when Dressel ?
published a complete Greek text. Of the Recognitions we
only possess a Latin translation by Rufinus (a.n. 402).

! Baur, Dogmengesch., 1865, L. i. p. 155 ; Bunsen, Hippolylus, i. p. 431 ;
Cotelerius, Fatr. Apost. Opp., 1. p. 490, 607 ; Ewald, Gesch. d. V. Ier., vii,
p. 183 ; Gallandi, Patr. Bibl,, ii. Proleg., p. 1v.; Guericke, H'buch K. @,
i, p. 117, anm. 2; Hilgenfeld, Der Kanon, p. 30, p. 204, anm. 1; Die
apost. Viter, p. 287; Kirchhofer, Quellensamml., p. 461, anm. 47;
Lechler, Das apost. u. nachap. Zeit., p. 454, 600; Nicolas, Et. sur les
Ev. Apocr., 1866, p. 87 ff.; Ritechl, Entst. altk. Kirche, p. 204 f.

2 Clementis B. quee feruntur Homiliso xx. nune primum integree, Ed.

A. B. M, Dressel.
YolL. II. ) n
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2 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

Although there is much difference of opinion regarding
the claims to priority of the Homilies and Recognitions,
many crities assigning that place to the Homilies,! whilst
others assert the carlier origin of the Recognitions,? all
are agreed that the one is merely a version of the other,
the former being embodicd almost word for word in the
latter, whilst the Epitome is a blending of the other two,
probably intended to purge them from heretical doctrine.
These works, however, which are generally admitted to
have emanated from the Ebionitic party of the early
Church,® are supposed to be based upon older Petrine
writings, such as the “Preaching of Peter” (Krjpvypa
IIérpov), and the “ Travels of Peter” (ITepiodor ITérpov).*

! Credner, Beitriige, i. p. 280 f.; Dorner, Lohre von d. Person Christi,
1845, i. p. 348, anm. 192; Ewald, Gosch. d. V. Isr., vii. p. 183, anm. 2;
Ingelhardl, Zeitschr, f. hist. Theol., 1852, i. p. 104 f. ; Guericke, II’buch
K. @, i. p. 117, anm. 2 ; Liicke, Comment. Lv. Joh., i. p. 225; Muansel,
Tho Gnostic Heresies, 1875, p. 222 ; Reuss, Gesch. N, T., p. 254 ; Schuwegler,
Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 481; Schliemann, Die Clement. Recog., 1843, p.
265 fI.; Tischendorf, Wann wurden u. 8. w., p. vii., anm. 1; Uhlhorn,
Die Homil. u. Recogn., p. 343 ff,, &e., &ec., &e.

2 Hilgenfeld, Die ap. Viiter, p. 288 f. ; Zoitschr. f. wiss. Theol., 1869, p.
833 fI.; Kostlin, Iallische Allg. Lit. Zeitung, 1849, No. 73—77; Nicolas,
Iitudes Orit. sur les Ev. Apocr., p. 77, note 2; Ritaschl, Entst. altk. Kirche,
p. 264, anm. 1; cf. p. 451, anm. 1; Thiersch, Die Kirche im ap. Zeit., p.
341 f.; Volkinar, Dor Ursprung, p. 62, p. 137, &c., &c., &c.

3 Baur, Paulus, 1. p. 381 f.; Unters. kan. Evv., p. 562; Credner, Bei-
trige, i. p. 279 fI.; Hilgenfeld, Die ap. Viter, p. 288 ff.; Kirchhofer,
Quellensamml., p. 461, anm, 47; Lechler, D. ap. u. nachap. Zeit., p. 500 ;
Nicolas, Fitudes sur les Ev. Ap., p. 87; Reuss, list. du Canon, 1863, p.
G3, noto 1; Gesch, N. T., p. 253; Ritschl, Entst. altk. K., p. 204 f.;
Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 363 f.; TWesteott, On the Canon, p.
251 ; Zeller, Die Apostelgeschichte, 1854, p. 53.

i isaur, Unters. kan. Evv., p. 536 f.; Credner, Beitriige, i. p. 331 £, ;
Gfrirer, Allg. K. @Q., 1. p. 256 ff.; Hilgenfeld, Das Markus Ev., p. 1131, ;
Die ap. Viiter, p. 289 ff. ; Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1869, p. 361 fI. ; HHoltzmunn
in Bunsen’s Bibelwerk, viii. p. 560 ff.; Kistlin, Der Ursprung synopt.
Evv., p. 395; Kayser, Rov. de Théol., 1851, iii. p. 131 ; Mayerhoff, Einl.
petr. Schr. p. 314 ff.; Reuss, Gesch. N. T\, p. 251 f.; Ritschi, Entst. altk.
Kirche, p. 264 ff.; Thiersch, Die Kircho im ap. Zeit., p. 340 f.; Polkmar,
Der Ursprung, p. 62.



THE CLEMENTINES. 3

It is not necessary for our purpose to go into any ana-
lysis of the character of the Clementines. It will suffice
to say that they almost entircly consist of discussions
between the Apostle Peter and Simon the Magician
regarding the identity of the true Mosaic and Christian
religions. Peter follows the Magician from city to city
for the purpose of exposing and refuting him, the one,
in fact, representing Apostolic doctrine and the other
heresy, and in the course of these discussions occur the
very numerous quotations of sayings of Jesus and of
Christian history which we have to examine.

The Clementine Recognitions, as we have already
remarked, are only known to us through the Latin
translation of Rufinus; and from a comparison of the
“evangelical quotations occurring in that work with the
game in the Homilies, it is evident that Rufinus has assi-
milated them in the course of translation to the parallel
passages of our Gospels. It is admitted, therefore, that
no argument regarding the source of the quotations can
rightly be based upon the Recognitions, and that work
may, consequently, be entirely set aside,) and the
Clementine Homilies alone need occupy our attention.

We need scarcely remark that, unless the date at
which these Homilies were composed can be ascertained,
their value as testimony for the existence of our
Synoptic Gospels is seriously affected. The difficulty of
arriving at a correct conclusion regarding this point,
great under almost any circumstances, is of course
increased by the fact that the work is altogether apocry-
phal, and most certainly not held by any one to have

! Credner, Beitrige, i. p. 280 ff.; Sclwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p.
481 f. ; Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. Justin’s, p. 370 f.; Nicolas, Et. sur les Ev.
Apocr., p. 69, note 2; Scholten, Die ilt. Zeugnisse, p. 55f., anm. 10;
Westcott, On the Canon, p. 251, n. 2; Zeller, Die Apostelgesch., p. 60.
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4 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

been written by the person whose name it bears. There
is in fact nothing but internal evidence by which to fix
the date, and that internal evidence is of a character
which admits of very wide extension down the course of
time, although a sharp limit is set beyond which it
cannot mount upwards. Of external evidence there is
almost none, and what little exists does not warrant an
early date. Origen, it is true, mentions IlepioSot
KM\jpevros,! which, it is conjectured, may either be the
same work as the *Avayvwpiouds, or Recognitions, trans-
lated by Rufinus, or related to it, and Epiphanius and
others refer to Ilepio8o. ITérpov;? but our Clementine
Homilies are not mentioned by any writer before pseudo-
Athanasius® The work, thercfore, can at the best afford
no substantial testimony to the autiquity and apostolic
origin of our Gospels. Hilgenfeld, following in the steps
of Baur, arrives at the conclusion that the Homilies are
directed against the Gnosticism of Marcion (and also, as
we shall hereafter see, against the Apostle Paul), and he,
therefore, necessarily assigns to them a date subsequent
to A.p. 160. As Reuss, however, inquires : upon this
ground, why should a still later date not be named, since
cven Tertullian wrote vehemently against the same
Gnosis* There can be little doubt that the author was
a representative of Ebionitic Gnosticism, which had once
been the purest form of primitive Christianity, but later,
through its own development, though still more through
the rapid growth around it of Paulinian doctrine, had

! Comment. in Conesin Philoc., 22.

* Hilgenfeld cousiders Recog. iv.—vi., Hom. vii.—xi. & version of the
meplodos Mérpov Die ap. Viter, p. 291 fI.; Ritsch! does not consider
that this can be decidedly proved, Entst. Altk. Kirche, p. 204 f. ; so also
Uhlhorn, Die Hom. u. Recog., p. 71 fI.

% Synops. Sacr. Script., sub finem. ¢ Gesch. N, T., p. 254.



THE CLEMENTINES. 5

assumed a position closely verging upon heresy. It is
not necessary for us, however, to enter upon any
cxhaustive discussion of the date at which the Clemen-
tines were written ; it is suflicient to show that there is
no certain ground upon which a decision can be based,
and that even an approximate conjecture can scarcely be
reasonably advanced. Critics variously date the compo-
sition of the original Recognitions from about the middle
of the second century to the end of the third, though
the majority are agreed in placing them at least in the
latter century.! They assign to the Homilies an origin
at different dates within a period commencing about the
middle of the second century, and extending to a cen-
tury later.?

In the Homilies there are very numerous quotations

1 A.D. 150, Volkmar, Dor Ursprung, p. 163, cf. 93 f. ; Circa A.D. 140—
130, Hilgenfeld, Die ap, Viter, p. 297, anm, 11; Der Paschastreit, p. 194.
After A.D. 170, Maran., Divinit. D. N. J. C,, lib. ii., cap. 7, § 4, p. 250 fi.
Boginning 3rd century, Dorner, Lchre von d. Person Christi, 1845, i.
P- 348, anm. 192 ; Reuss, Gesch. N. T, p. 254; Zeller, Die Apostelgesch.,
p- 64. Between a.p. 212—230, Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p.
481 ; Schliemann, Dio Clementinen, 1844, p. 326, f. Not before a.D. 216,
Gallandi, Vet. Patr. Bibl., ii, Proleg., p. lv. Between A.Dn. 218—231,
Dodwell, Dissert. vi. in Iren., § xi. p. 443. c.A.D. 220, Keim, Aus d.
Urchristenthum, 1878, p. 225, anm. 1. End 3rd century, Credner,
Beitrige, i. p. 281.

2 Beforo middle 2nd century, Credner, Gesch. N. T. Kan., p.43; cf.
Beitriige, i. p. 281. Middle 2nd century, Ritschl, Entst. altk. K., p. 264,
451; Kern, Tiib. Zeitschr. 1835, H. 2, p. 112; Gfrirer, Allg. K. G, i. p.
256; Tischendorf, Wann wurden u. 8. w., p. 90; Réville, Egsais de Crit.
Religieuse, 1860, p. 35. Soon after middle 2nd century, Schliemann, Dio
Clementinen, p. 548 f. c.A.D. 150—160, Renan, St. Paul, 1869, p. 308,
note 8. A.D. 180, Lechler, Das ap. u. pachap. Zeit., p. 461; Manasel,
The Gnostic Heresies, 1875, p. 222 f. A.D. 150—170, Scholten, Die ilt.
Zeugnisse, p. 55. Before A.D. 180, Kayser, Rev. de Théol., 1851, p. 155,
A.D. 161—180, Hilgenfeld, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1869, p. 353, anm. 1;
ef. Die ap. Viiter, p. 301; Der Paschastreit, p. 194; Einl. N. T., 18735, p.
43, A.D. 175—180, Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 164 ; cf. 137, 63; Keim, Aus
d. Urchristenthum, 1878, p. 224f. Second half 2nd century, Dorner,
Lehre Person Christi, i. p. 341, anm. 190, End of 2nd century, Baur,



6 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

of sayings of Jesus and of Gospel history, which are
generally placed in the mouth of Peter, or introduced
with such formule as: “The teacher said,” “ Jesus said,”
“He said,” “The prophet said,” but in no case does the
author name the source from which these sayings and
quotations are derived. That he does, however, quote
from a written source, and not from tradition, is clear
from the use of such expressions as “in another place
(d\\p mov)! he has said,” which refer not to other locali-
tics or circumstances, but another part of a written
history.2 There are in the Clementine Homilies upwards
of a hundred quotations of sayings of Jesus or_ refe-
rences to his history, too many by far for us to examine
in detail here ; but, notwithstanding the number of these
passages, so systematically do they vary, more or less,
from the parallels in our canonical Gospels, that, as in
the case of Justin, Apologists are obliged to have recourse
to the elastic explanation, already worn so threadbare,
of “free quotation from memory” and “ blending of pass-
ages ” to account for the remarkable phenomena presented.
It must, however, be evident that the nccessity for
such an apology at all shows the insufficiency of the
evidence furnished by these quotations. De Wette says:
“The quotations of evangelical works and histories in the
pscudo-Clementine writings, from their nature free and
inaccurate, permit only an uncertain conclusion to be

Dogmeongesch., 1865, I. i. p. 155; Fwald, Gesch. d. V. Israel, vii. p.
183; cf. 386, anm. 1; Gieseler, Kirchengeschichte, 1844, I. i, p. 1337 ;
Liicke, Comment. Tv. Joh. 1840, i. p. 225; Neander, Genot. Entw. Gnost.
Systemo, p. 370; flenss, Gesch. N. T., p. 234; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit.
p- 405 f. Zimmermann, Lebensgesch. d. Kircho J. C. 2 Ausg., ii. p. 118,
Second or third century, Rirchhofer, Quellensamml. p. 461, anm, 47.
A.D. 250, Gallandi, Vet. Patr. Bibl. Proleg., p. lv.; Mill, Proleg. N. T.
Gr., 1707, p. Ixiv. Fourth contury, Lenfz, Dogmengeschichte, i. p. 568.
Their groundwork 2nd or 3rd century, Guericke, H’buch K. G., p. 146.

! Seo several instances, Hom. xix. 2. ? Credner, Beitriige, i. p. 283



THE CLEMENTINES. 7

drawn as to their written source.”® Crities have main-
tained very different and conflicting views regarding that
source. Apologists, of course, assert that the quotations in
the Homilies are taken from our Gospels only.? Others
ascribe them to our Gospels, with a supplementary
apocryphal work : the Gospel aceording to the Hebrews,
or the Gospel according to Peter® Some, whilst
admitting a subsidiary use of some of our Gospels, assert
that the author of the Homilies employs, in preference,
the Gospel according to Peter ;* whilst others, recognizing
also the similarity of the phenomena presented by these
quotations with those of Justin’s, conclude that the
author does not quote our Gospels at all, but makes use
of the Gospel according to Peter, or the Gospel according
to the Hebrews.®* Evidence permitting of such divergent
conclusions manifestly cannot be of a decided character.
We may affirm, however, that few of those who are

! Die Anfithrungen evangelischer Werke und Geschichten in den
peeudo-clementinischen Schriften, ihrer Natur nach frei und ungenau,
lassen nur unsichere auf ihre schriftliche Quelle zuriickschliessen. Einl.
N.T.p. 115.

* Lechler, Das ap. u. nachap. Zeit., p. 458, anm. ; Orelli, Selecta Patr.
Ecocles., cap. 1821, p. 22; Semisch, Denkw. d. M. Just.,, p. 356 fI.;
Tischendorf, Wann wurden u. 8. w., p. 90; Westcoif, On the Canon, p. 251.

8 Franck, Die evang. Citate in d. Clem. Hom., Stud. w. Geistlichkeit,
1847, 2, p. 144 ff.; Holtzmann in Bunsen’s Bibelwerk, viii. p. 553;
Kirchhofer, Quellensamml., p. 461, anm. 47, 48; Kistlin, Der Ursprung
synopt. Evv., p. 372 f.; Scholten, Dio ilt. Zeugnisse, p. 58; Uhlhorn,
Die Homilien u. Recog. d. Clem. Rom., 1854, p. 119—137; Herzog’s
Realencyclop., Art. Clementinen ; De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 115 f.; Weisse,
Der evang. Gesch., i. p. 27, anm. * * *; Cf. Westcott, Canon, 4th ed. p. 287.

4 Baur, Unters. kan. Evv., p. 575 fl.; Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. Justin’s,
p- 388; Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 62; Zeller, Die Apostelgesch., p.
59,

§ Credner, Beitriige, i. p. 330 ff.; Neander, Genetische Entw. dor vorn.
Gnost. Syst., p. 418 f.; Nicolas, Et. sur les Evang. Apocr., p. 69 fl.;
Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 193; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 207,

Credner, Schwegler, Hilgenfeld, Yolkmar, Zeller, and others consider
that the anthor uses the same Gospel as Justin, See references in note 3.



8 SUPERNATURBAL RELIGION.

willing to admit the use of our Synoptics by the author
of the Homilies along with other sources, make that
concession on the strength of the absolute isolated
evidence of the Homilies themselves, but they are gene-
rally moved by antecedent views on the point. In an
inquiry like that which we have undertaken, however,
such easy and indifferent judgment would obviously be
out of place, and the point we have to determine is not
whether an author may have been acquainted with our
Gospels, but whether he furnishes testimony that he
actually was in possession of our present Gospels and
regarded them as authoritative.

We have already mentioned that the author of the Cle-
mentine Homilies never names the source from which his
quotations are derived. Of these very numerous quota-
tions we must again distinctly state that only two or
three, of a very brief and fragmentary character, literally
agree with our Synoptics, whilst all the rest differ more
or less widely from the parallel passages in those Gospels.
Some of these quotations are repeated more than once
with the same persistent and characteristic variations,
and in several cases, as we have already seen, they agree
morc or less closely with quotations of Justin from the
Memoirs of the Apostles. Others, again, have no parallels
at all in our Gospels, and even Apologists are conse-
quently compelled to admit the collateral use of an
apocryphal Gospel. As in the case of Justin, therefore,
the singular phenomenon is presented of a vast number
of quotations of which only one or two brief phrases,
too fragmentary to avail as evidence, perfectly agree
with our Gospels; whilst of the rest, which all vary
more or less, some mecrely resemble combined passages
of two Gospels, others merely contain the sense, some
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present variations likewise found in other writers or
in various parts of thec Homilies are repeatedly quoted
with the same variations, and others are not found in
our Gospels at all. Such phenomena cannot be fairly
accounted for by any mere theory of imperfect memory
or negligence. The systematic variation from our
Synoptics, variation proved by repetition not to be acci-
dental, coupled with quotations which have no parallels
at all in our Gospels, more naturally point to the use of
a different Gospel. In no case can the Homilies be
accepted as furnishing evidence even of the existence of
our Gospels.

As it is impossible here to examine in detail all of the
quotations in the Clementine Homilies, we must content
ourselves with this distinct statement of their character,
and merely illustrate briefly the different classes of quota-
tions, exhausting, however, those which literally agree with
passages in the Gospels. The most determined of recent
Apologists do not afford us an opportunity of testing the
passages upon which they base their assertion of the use
of our Synoptics, for they simply assume that the author
used them without producing instances.!

The first quotation agreeing with a passage in our
Synoptics occurs in Hom. iii. 52: “ And he cried, saying :
Come unto me all ye that are weary,” which agrees with
the opening words of Matt. xi. 28, but the phrase does

! Tischendorf only devotes a dozen lines, with a note, to the Clemen-
tines, and only in oconnection with our fourth Gospel, which shall here-
after have our attention. Wann wurden u. 8. w., p. 90. In the same
way Canon Westcott passes them over in a short paragraph, merely
asserting the allusions to our Gospels to be *“ generally admitted,” and
only directly referring to one supposed quotation from Mark which we
shall presently examine, and one which he affirms to be from the fourth
Goepel. On the Canon, p. 251 f. [In the 4th edition he has enlarged his
remarks, p. 282 fl.]
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not continue, and is followed by the-explanation : “that
is, who are secking the truth and not finding it.”* It is
evident, that so short and fragmentary a phrase cannot
prove anything.?

The next passage occurs in Hom. xviii. 15: “ For
Isaiah said : I will open my mouth in parables, and I
will utter things that have been kept sccret from the
foundation of the world”® Now this passage, with a
slightly different order of words, is found in Matt. xiii.
35. After giving a series of parables, the author of the
Gospel says (v. 34), “All thesc things spake Jesus unto
the multitudes in parables ; and without a parable spake
he not unto them; (v. 35) That it might be fulfilled
which was spoken by the prophet (Isaiah), saying : I will
open my mouth in parables, &c.” There arc two pecu-
liarities which must be pointed out in this passage.
It is not found in Isaiah, but in Psalm lxxviii. 2,
and it presents a variation from the version of the Ixx.
Both the variation and the erroneous reference to Isaiah,
therefore, occur also in the Homily. The first part of
the sentence agrees with, but the latter part is quite
different from, the Greek of the Ixx., which reads: “I
will utter problems from the beginning,” ¢0éyéopac
wpoBh\ijuara ar dpxns.’

The Psalm from which the quotation is really taken
is, by its superscription, ascribed to Asaph, who, in the
Septuagint version of II. Chronicles xxix. 30, is called a

' Aid xal éBda Aéywr  * Aeire mpds pé wdvres ol komidyres.! rouréoTw, ol iy
d\ffetay {nrotvres xal py) ebpioxovres abrqv. Hom. iii. 52.

2 Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. Justin’s, u. 8. w., p. 351.

3 Kai rov ‘Hoalay elmely® "Avoifw 78 ordpa pou év mapaBolais kai éfepedfopar
kexpupiéva dmd karaBolis kéopov. Hom. xviii. 15.

4 The Vulgate reads: aperiam in parabolis o8 meum : loquar proposi-

tiones ab initio. Ps. lxxviii. 2.
8 Pg, Ixxvil, 2,
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prophet.! It was, therefore, early asserted that the original
reading of Matthew was ““ Asaph,” instead of * Isaiah.”
Porphyry, in the third century, twitted Christians with
this erroneous ascription by their inspired evangelist
to Isaiah of a passage from a Psalm, and reduced the
Fathers to great straits. Eusebius, in his commentary
on this verse of the Psalm, attributes the insertion of the
words, “by the prophet Isaiah,” to unintelligent copyists,
and asserts that in accurate MSS. the name is not added
to the word prophet. Jerome likewise ascribes the
insertion of the name Isaiah for that of Asaph, which was
originally written, to an ignorant scribe,?!and in the
commentary on the Psalms, generally, though probably
falsely, ascribed to him, the remark is made that many
~ copies of the Gospel to that day had the name “ Isaiah,”
for which Porphyry had reproached Christians,® and the
writer of the same commentary actually allows himself
to make the assertion that Asaph was found in all the
old codices, but ignorant men had removed it.* The fact
is, that the reading * Asaph” for “Isaiah ” is not found
in any extant MS., and, although ¢Isaiah” has dis-
appeared from all but a few obscure codices, it cannot be
denied that the name anciently stood in the text.* In
the Sinaitic Codex, which is probably the earliest MS,
extant, and which is assigned to the fourth century,
“the prophet [saiah” stands in the text by the first
hand, but is erased by the second (8).

! ¢y Ndyots Aavid kal "Aca¢ roi mpogprov. ¥ Comment. Matt., xiii. 35.

3 Multa evangelia usque hodie ita habent : Ut impleretur, quod scriptum
est per Jsaiam prophetam, &ec., &e. Hieron,, Opp., vii. p. 270 f.
* 4 Asaph invenitur in omnibus voteribus codicibus, sed homines igno-
rantes tulerunt illud. To this Credner portinently remarks: ** Die Noth,
in welche die guten Kirchenviter durch Porphyrius gekommen waren,

erlaubte auch eine Liige. Sie geschah ja: fn majorem Dei gloriam.
Beitrige, 1. p. 304, & Cf. Credner, Beitriige, i. p. 303 f.
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The quotation in the Homily, however, is clearly not
from our Gospel. It is introduced by the words “For
Isaiah says:” and the context is so different from that in
Matthew, that it seems most improbable that the author of
the Homily could have had the passage suggested to him
by the Gospel. It occurs in a discussion between Simon
the Magician and Peter. The former undertakes to
prove that the Maker of the world is not the highest
God, and amongst other arguments he advances the
passage : “No man knew the Father, &c.,” to show that
the Father had remained concealed from the Patriarchs,
&c., until revealed by the Son, and in reply to Peter he
retorts, that if the supposition that the Patriarchs wero
not deemed worthy to know the Father was unjust, the
Christian teacher was himself to blame, who said : “ I
thank thee, Lord of heaven and earth, that what was
concealed from the wise thou hast revealed to suckling
babes.” Peter argues that in the statement of Jesus:
« No man knew the Father, &c.,”” he cannot be con-
sidered to indicate another God and Father from him
who made the world, and he continues: *For the
concealed things of which he spoke may be those of the
Creator himself ; for Isaiah says: ‘I will open my mouth,
&c? Do you admit, therefore, that the prophet was not
ignorant of the things concealed,”! and so on. There is
absolutely nothing in this argument to indicate that the
passage Wwas suggested by the Gospel, but, on the con-
trary, it is used in a totally different way, and is quoted
not as an evangelical text, but as a saying from the Old
Testament, and treated in connection with the prophet
himself, and not with its supposed fulfilment in Jesus.
It may be remarked, that in the corresponding part of

! Hom., xviii. 1—15.
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the Recognitions, whether that work be of older or more
recent date, the passage does not occur at all. Now,
although it is impossible to say how and where this
erroneous reference to a passage of the Old Testament
first occurred, there is no reason for affirming that it
originated in our first Synoptic, and as little for asserting
that its occurrence in the Clementine Homilies, with so
different a context and object, involves the conclusion
that their author derived it from the Gospel, and not
from the Old Testament or some other source. On the
contrary, the peculiar argument based upon it in the
Homilies suggests a different origin, and it is very
probable that the passage, with its erroneous reference,
was derived by both from another and common source.

Another passage is a phrase from the ““ Lord’s Prayer,”
which occurs in Hom. xix. 2 : “ But also in the prayer
which he commended to us, we have it said : Deliver us
from the evil one” (‘Pioar yuds dwd 7ov mornpod). It
neced scarcely be said, however, that few Gospels can
have been composed without including this prayer, and
the occurrence of this short phrase demonstrates nothing
more than the mere fact, that the author of the Homilies
was acquainted with one of the most universally known
lessons of Jesus, or made use of a Gospel which con-
tained it. There would have been cause for wonder had
he been ignorant of it.

The only other passage which agrees literally with our
Gospels is also a mere fragment from the parable of the ~
Talents, and when the other recferences to the same
parable are added, it is evident that the quotation is not
from our Gospels. In Hom. iii. 65, the address to the
good servant is introduced: “ Well done, good and
faithful servant” (E7, SovAe dyaleé kai miare),which agrees
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with the words in Matt. xxv. 21. The allusion to the
parable of the talents in the context is perfectly clear,
and the passage occurs in an address of the Apostle
Peter to overcome the modest scruples of Zaccheus, the
former publican, who has been selected by Peter as his
successor in the Church of Ceesarea when he is about
to leave in pursuit of Simon the Magician. Anticipating
the possibility of his hesitating to accept the office, Peter,
in an earlier part of his address, however, makes fuller
allusions to the same parable of the talents, which we
must contrast with the parallel in the first Symoptic.
“But if any of those present, having the ability to
instruct the ignorance of men, shrink back from it, con-
sidering only his own ease, then let him expect to hear:”

Hoxt. 1. 61.
Thou wicked and slothful ser-
vant ;

thou oughtest to have put out my
money with the exchangers, and
at my coming I should have ex-
acted mine own.

Cast ye the unprofitable servant
into the darkness without.

Aobhe mornpé kal drmpé,

@Bet g€ 10 dpyvpudy pov mpo-
Baketv éml Tov Tpame(irav, kal dyd dv
oy Tmpafa 5 éudy

ékBd\ere Tov dypeiov Sothov els Td
orbros 1o éfdrepov.

MaTT. XXV. 26—30.

¥. 26. Thou wicked and slothful
servant, thou knewest that I reap
where I sowed not, and gather
from where I strawed not.

v. 27. Thou oughtest thereforo to
have put my money to the ex-
changers, and at my coming I
should have received mine own
with usury.

v. 28, 29. Take therefore, &e. &e.

v. 30. And cast ye the unprofit-
able servant into the darkness with-
out; thore shall be weeping and
gnashing of teeth.

v. 26. Howmpé BotAe xai drmp¥,
18es &re Bepifw, xT

v. 27. e ge oly Bakely 1o dpyi-
piby pov Tois Tpamefirais, xai AOdv
éyd éxoptodpny! &y 10 dudv ov Toke.

v. 28, 29, dpare oly, kT

v. 30. xai Tov dypeiov Sothov éxBd-
Aere els 76 oxdros 1 éfdmepor dxel
forar 6 havfuis, kT

! Luke xix. 23, substilutes émpafa for éxoptaduny.
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The Homily does not end here, however, but continues
in words not found in our Gospels at all: “And
reasonably: ¢ For,” he says, it is thine, O man, to put my
words as silver with exchangers, and to prove them as
money.’”’?  This passage is very analogous to another
saying of Jesus, frequently quoted from an apocryphal
Goospel, by the author of the Homilies, to which we shall
hereafter more particularly refer, but here merely point
out : “ Be ye approved money-changers ” (yiveafe rpame-
lirar 8dkupor).? The variations from the parallel passages
in the first and third Gospels, the peculiar application of
the parable to the words of Jesus, and the addition of a
saying not found in our Gospels, warrant us in denying
that the quotations we arc considering can be appro-
priated by our canonical Gospels, and, on the contrary,
give good reason for the conclusion, that the author
derived his knowledge of the parable from another
source.

There is no other quotation in the Clementine Homi-
lies which literally agrees with our Gospels, and it is
difficult, without incurring the charge of partial selection,
to illustrate the systematic variation in such very nume-
rous passages as occur in these writings. It would be
tedious and unnecessary to repeat the test applied to the
quotations of Justin, and give in detail the passages from
the Sermon on the Mount which are found in the
Homilies. Some of these will come before us presently,
but with regard to the whole, which are not less than
fifty, we may broadly and positively state that they all
more or less differ from our Gospels. To take the

! Kal etMdyws. Zob yap, Pnoiv, dvlpame, Tols Adyous pov ds dpylpiov émi
Tpamefirov Bakeiv, kat bs ypnpara Soxipdoar. Hom, iii. 61,
* Hom. iii. 50, ii. 51, &c., &ec.
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severcst test, however, we shall compare those further
passages which arc specially adduced as most closely
following our Gospels, and neglect the vast majority
which most widely differ from them. In addition to the
passages which we have already examined, Credner®
points out the following. The first is from Hom. xix.
2.2 “If Satan cast out Satan he is dividel against
himself : how then can his kingdom stand ?” In the
first part of this sentence, the Homily reads, éxB8dA\\y for
the éxBdMew of the first Gospel, and the last phrase in
cach is as follows :—

Hom. was olv avrod oty 1 Bagikeia;
Matt. mwés olv grafioeras yj Baciheia alrob ;

The third Gospel differs from the first as the Homily
does from both. The next passage is from Hom. xix.
73 “Tor thus, said our Father, who was without
deceit : out of abundance of heart mouth speaketh.”
The Greck compared with that of Matt. xii. 34.

Hom. 'Ex mepioaevparos  kapdias  ordpa Aahel

Matt. *Ex yap Tob meptoaeiparos s kapdias 16 ardpa hakei.
The form of the homily is much more proverbial. The
next passage occurs in Hom. iii. 52: “ Every plant which
the heavenly Father did not plant shall be rooted up.”
This agrees with the parallel in Matt. xv. 13, with the
important exception, that although in the mouth of
Jesus, “the heavenly Father” is substituted for the
“my heavenly Father” of the Gospel. The last passage
pointed out by Credner, is from Hom. viii. 4: “But
also ‘many,’ he said, ‘called, but few chosen;’” which
may be compared with Matt. xx. 16, &c.

Hom. AMG& xal, mohol, Pnoiv, khprol, ohiyos 8¢ éxhexol.

Matt. wolhot ydp elrew RAqrol, Eiyos 8¢ dehexrol.

' Credner, Beitriige, i. p. 285 ; cf. p. 302
2 Of. Matt. xii. 26, 3 Of. Matt, xii, 3.
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We have already fully discussed this passage of the
Gospel in connection with the “ Epistle of Barnabas,”?
and need not say more here.

The variations in thesc passages, it may be argued,
are not very important. Certainly, if they were the

. exceptional variations amongst a mass of quotations

perfectly agreeing ‘with parallels in our Gospels, it might
be exaggeration to base upon such divergences a con-
clusion that they were derived from a different source.
When it is considered, however, that the very reverse is
the case, and that these are passages selected for their
closer agreement out of a multitude of others either
more decidedly differing from our Gospels or not found
in them at all, the case entirely changes, and variations
being the rule instead of the exception, these, however
slight, become evidence of the use of a Gospel different
from ours. As an illustration of the importance of slight
variations in connection with the question as to the
source from which quotations are derived, the following
may at random be pointed out. The passage “See
thou say nothing to any man, but go thy way, show
thyself to the priest” ("Opa pndevi pndév elmps, dA\\a vraye
oeavrov detfov 79 iepet) occurring in a work like the
Homilies would, supposing our second Gospel no longer
extant, be referred to Matt. viii. 4, with which it en-
tirely agrees with the exception of its containing the
one extra word pndév. It is however actually taken
from Mark i. 44, and not from the first Gospel. Then
again, supposing that our first Gospel had shared the fate
of so many others of the moMoi of Luke, and in some
carly work the following passage were found: “A
prophet is not without honour except in his own country

! Yol. i. p. 236 fI.

YVOL. IL c
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and in his own house” (O¥k éorw mpodnjrys dripos € 1)
év ) 8ig' marpidu alrod xai év T} oixig alrov), this
passage would undoubtedly be claimed by apologists as
a ‘quotation from Mark vi. 4, and as proving the existence
and use of that Gospel. The omission of the words
“and among his own kin”' (kai év Tols cvyyevéow avrov)
would at first be explained as mere abbreviation, or
defect of memory, but on the discovery that part or all
of these words arc omitted from some MSS., that for
instance the phrase is crased from the oldest manuscript
known, the Cod. Sinaiticus, the derivation from the
second Gospel would be considered as established. The
author notwithstanding might never have seen that
Gospel, for the quotation is taken from Matt. xiii. 57.2
We have already quoted the opinion of De Wette as
to the inconclusive nature of the deductions to be drawn
from the quotations in the pseudo-Clementine writings
regarding their source, but in pursuance of the plan we
have adopted we shall now examine the passages which
he cites as most nearly agreeing with our Gospels.® The
first of these occurs in Hom. iii. 18 : ““The Scribes and
the Pharisees sit upon Moses’ seat ; all things therefore,
whatsoever they speak to you, hear them,” which is
compared with Matt. xxiii. 2, 3: “The Scribes and
the Pharisces sit upon Moses’ seat ; all things therefore,
whatsoever they say to you, do and observe.” We
subjoin the Greek of the latter half of these passages.

Hom. mdvra odv 60a  Adyaow tpiv, drolere alrav.
Matt. mdvra ofv éoa éav elrwow dpiv woumjoare kai mpeire.

! 18{q, though not found in all MSS., has the authority of the Cod.
Binaiticus and other ancient texts.

* Cf. Matt. viii. 18—22; Luke ix. 57—80, &c., &ec.

? Einl. N. T., p. 113,

¢ It is uncecessary to point cut the varvious readings of the three last
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That the variation in the Homily is deliberate and
derived from the Gospel used by the author is clear
from the continuation : “ Hear them (adrav), he said, as
entrusted with the key of the kingdom, which is know-
ledge, which alone is able to open the gate of life,
through which alonc is the entrance to eternal life. But
verily, he says: They possess the key indeed, but to those
who wish to enter in they do not grant it.”! The atrav
is here emphatically repeated, and the further quotation
and reference to the denunciation of the Scribes and
Pharisees continues to differ distinctly from the ac-
count both in our first and third Gospels. The passage in
Matt. xxiii. 13, reads: “ But woe unto you, Scribes and
Pharisees, hypocrites ! for ye shut the kingdom of heaven
against men ; for yc go not in yourselves neither suffer
ye them that are entering to go in.”? The parallel in
Luke xi. 52 is not closer. There the passage regarding
Moses’ seat is altogether wanting, and in ver. 52, where
the greatest similarity exists, the “lawyers” instead of
the “Scribes and Pharisees” are addressed. The verse
reads: “Woe unto you, Lawyers! for ye have taken
away the key of knowledge : ye entered not in yourselves,
and them that were entering in ye hindered.”® The
first Gospel has not the direct image of the key at
all: the Scribes and Pharisees “shut the kingdom of

words in various MSS. Whether shortened or inverted, the difference
from the Homily remains the same.

1 Abrav 8¢, eimev, os v Kheida Tis Bacdelas memaTevpivor, fris daTi
yrioais, §f povy My wihny tijs {whns dvoifa tvarar, 8¢ s pdvms s Ty alwviay
{wiv eloehbelv éorev.  "ANAa wai, Pnoiy, kparotos pév Y Khely, Tois 3¢ Bovho-
pévos eloerbeiv ob mapéxovaw. Hom. iii. 18 ; cf. Hom. iii. 70, xviii. 15, 16.

3 Odal, kA . ... e Khelere Ty Bacdeiay Tav olpaviy Epmpooley Tav
dvfpdmar peis yap ol eloépyeale, oldé Tols eloepyopévous diere elrehbeiv,
Matt. xxiii. 13.

3 Odal duiv Tois vopuxols, ort fpare Ty Kheida Tijs yraoews: alrol ovk elohare
xat ToUs eloepxopivovs ékwhvoare, Luke xi, 52,

c2
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heaven ;” the third has “ the key of knowledge” (kAeida
Tijs yréoews) taken away by the lawyers, and not by the
Scribes and Pharisees, whilst the Gospel of the Homilies
has the key of the kingdom (xAei8a 71js Baoileias), and
explains that this key is knowledge (q7is éori yraous).
It is apparent that the first Gospel uses an expression
more direct than the others, whilst the third Gospel
explains it, but the Gospel of the Homilies has in all
probability the simpler original words : the “key of the
kingdom,” which both of the others have altered for the
purpose of more immediate clearness. In any case it
is certain that the passage does not agree with our
Gospel.!

The next quotation referred to by De Wette is in
Hom. iii. 51: *“ And also that he said: ‘I am not come
to destroy the law . . . . the heaven and the
earth will pass away, but one jot or one tittle shall in no-
wise pass from the law.”” This is compared with Matt.
v. 17, 18:? “Think not that I am come to destroy the
law or the prophets: I am not come to destroy but to
fulfil. (v. 18) For verily I say unto you: Till heaven
and earth pass away one jot or one tittle shall in nowise
pass from the law, till all be fulfillel.” The Greek of

both passages reads as follows :-—
Hoar. 111. 51, | MarT. v. 17, 18.
T 3¢ kai elmeiv almrdv . T vopiongre o1 fAfor karalicar
l Tov ¥ipov #i Tovs mpopiras: ot FAbow
Oix fAbov karakioas Tov vopov. | xarakiga: dAA& mAnpéoat.
L] - L ] -

V. 18. dunv ydp Aéyw dpiv, fws &v
"0 obpavds kai 1) yi) mapekeloovrar lota | mapéiNy & obpavis xai ¥ i, tora dv 7
8¢ év i) pia kepaia ob pj wapiAby dmd | pia xepala ob pj mapéNly amd Tob
Toi vipov. ! vpov, éws &v mdvra yévpras.
! Credner, Beitidge, i. p. 817 f. ; Hilgenfeld, Die Evy. J ustin’s, p. 366 f.
Zeller, Die Apostelgesch., p. 57 f.
Cf. Luke xvi. 17.
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That the omissions and variations in this passage are
not accidental is proved by the fact that the same quota-
tion occurs again literally in the Epistle from Peter®
which is prefixed to the Homilies in which the wape\ei-
oovras is repeated, and the sentence closes at the same
point. The author in that place adds: “ This he said
that all might be fulfilled” (rovro 8¢ elpykev, iva ra wdvra
ywnrad). Hilgenfeld considers this Epistle of much more
early date than the Homilies, and that this agreement be-
speaks a particular text.? The quotation does not agree
with our Gospels, and must be assigned to another source.

The next passage pointed out by De Wette is the
erroneous quotation from Isaiah which we have already
examined.®* That which follows is found in Hom. viii. 7:
“ For on this account our Jesus himself said to one who
frequently called him Lord, yet did nothing which he
commanded : Why dost thou say to me Lord, Lord, and
doest not the things which I say ?” This is compared
with Luke vi. 46 :* “But why call ye me Lord, Lord,
and do not the things which I say ?”

IIow. vimnL 7. Luke vL 46.
Ti pe Aéyets, Kipue, xipe, xai ov Ti 8¢ pe xakeire Kopie, xipte, xai
woteis & Aéyw ; o moueire d Néyw ;

This passage differs from our Gospels in having the
second person singular instead of the plural, and in
substituting Aéyeis for xakeire in the first phrase.
The Homily, moreover, in accordance with the use of
the second person singular, distinctly states that the
saying was addressed to a person who frequently
called Jesus ““ Lord,” whereas in the Gospels it forms
part of the Sermon on the Mount with a totally imper-
gonal application to the multitude.

! §ii, ? Die LEvv. Justin’s, p. 340.
* P.10. Cf. Hom. xviii, 15; Matt, xiii. 335, * Of. Matt. vii, 21.
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The next passage referred to by De Wette is in Hom.
xix. 2: “And he declared that he saw the evil one as
lightning fall from heaven.” This is compared with
Luke x. 18, which has no parallel in the other Gospels :
“ And he said to them, I beheld Satan as lightning fall
from heaven.”

How. xi1x. 2. Luke x. 18.

Kai 6re édpaxe dv movnpdy Eirev 8¢ alrois 'Efedpovy Tdv garavav
@s doTpamiy meadrra éx Toi obpavod | @s doTpamiy ¢k Tob olpavol meadvra.
édhwoer.
The substitution of 7ov movnpov for 7ov caravav, had
he found the latter in his Gospel, would be all the more
remarkable from the fact that the author of the Homilies
has just before quoted the saying “If Satan cast out
Satan,”! &ec. and he continues in the above words to
show that Satan had been cast out, so that the evidence
would have been strengthened by the retention of the
word in Luke had he quoted that Gospel. The variations,
however, indicate that he quoted from another source.?

The next passage pointed out by De Wette likewise
finds a parallel only in the third Gospel. It occurs in
Hom. ix. 22: “Nevertheless, though all demons with
all the diseases flee before you, in this only is not to be
your rejoicing, but in that, through grace, your names,
as of the ever-living, are recorded in heaven.” This is
compared with Luke x. 20 : “Notwithstanding, in this
rejoice not that the spirits are subject unto you, but
rejoice that your names arc written in the heavens.”

Hou. 1x. 22 Luke x. 20.

'ANN' Spws by wdvres Saipoves pera I\v év toire pf xaipere, 6re T
mdvrwy Tay maléy Tpas pelywow, | meedpara Jpiv Umordooeral, xaipere
ol éoriv év TolTe pove yaipew, AN’ | 8¢ Gri Ta Svdpara Updv éyyéypamrar dv
'év 7 8¢ edapeoriay & dvdpara Ipdvéy | rois alpaveis.
ovpard ws dei {byruyv dvaypadivar,

.1 See p. 16, 2 Cf. Hilgenfeld, Die Evv, Justin’s, p. 34Gf.
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The differences between these two passages are too great
and the peculiarities of the Homily too marked to
require any argument to demonstrate that the quota-
tion cannot be successfully claimed by our third Gospel.
On the contrary, as one of so. many other passages
systematically varying from the canonical Gospels, it
must rather be assigned to another source.

De Wette says: “A few others (quotations) presuppose
(voraussetzen) the Gospel of Mark,”! and he gives them.
The first occurs in Hom. ii. 19: “ There is a certain Justa?
amongst us, a Syrophceenician, a Canaanite by race, whose
daughter was affected by a sore disease, and who came to
our Lord crying out and supplicating that he would heal
her daughter. But he being also asked by us, said : ‘It
is not meet to heal the Gentiles who are like dogs from
their using different meats and practices, whilst the table
in the kingdom has been granted to the sons of Israel’
But she, hearing this and exchanging her former manner
of life for that of the sons of the kingdom, in order that
she might, like a dog, partake of the crumbs falling from
that same table, obtained, as she desired, healing for her
daughter.”® This is compared with Mark vii. 24--30,*
as it is the only Gospel which calls the woman a Syro-
pheenician. The Homily, however, not only calls her so,
a very unimportant point, but gives her name as “ Justa.”

! Einl. N. T., p. 115. * Cf. Hom. iii. 73; xiii. 7.

? *lobord Tis év fuiv éori Supoawixioaa, 1o yivos Xavaviris, §is o Buydrpiov
vwd xakemis véoov auveixero,  kai 9 Kupip nudv mpoocihfe Bodoa kal
ixerelovaa, émws alrijs 10 Ouydrpiov Oepamelapy. ‘0 8¢, xai v’ Huav dfwbeis,
eimer Ok éfearwv laofas Ta €0y, doxdra kuaiv, 8ia 7o Siapdpois xpijoba Tpopais
xai mpdfeav, dmodedopéwns s kara Ty Baci\eiav Tpamé(ns Tois viois "Iopan.
‘H 8¢ roiro droloaca, kal s alris Tpamé(ns, s xbww, Yixioy drommrévray
aqupperakapBdvew perafepdvy omep fiv, ¢ dpoiws Biarrdcbar rois Tis Bacihea
viots, Tijs els ™ Buyarépa, ws nélwoer Ervyer idoews. Hom., ii. 19,

4 Cf. Matt. xv. 21—28.
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If, therefore, it be argued that the mention of her nation-
ality supposes that the author found the fact in his
Gospel, and that as we know no other but Mark' which
gives that information, that he therefore derived it from
our second Gospel, the additional mention of the name of
“Justa” on the same grounds necessarily points to the use
of a Gospel which likewise contained it, which our Gospel
does not. Nothing can be more decided than the varia-
tion in language throughout this whole passage from the
account in Mark, and the reply of Jesus is quite foreign
to our Gospels. In Mark (vii. 25) the daughter has “an
unclean spirit ” (wvedpa dxdfaprov) ; in Matthew (xv. 22)
she is “ grievously possessed by a devil” (kaxos daspovi-
{erat), but in the Homily she is “affected by a sore
disease” (Vmd xakemqs véoov cuveixero). The second
Gospel knows nothing of any intercession on the part of
the disciples, but Matthew has: “ And the disciples came
and besought him (jpérwv adrév) saying: ‘Send her
away, for she crieth after us,’”? whilst the Homily has
merely “ being also asked by us,” (déwwfeis) in the scnse
of intercession in her favour. The second Gospel gives
the reply of Jesus as follows: “ Let the children first be
filled : for it is not meet to take the bread of the chil-
dren, and to cast it to the dogs. And she answered and
said unto him : ‘Yea, Lord, for the dogs also eat under the
table of the crumbs of the children. And he said unto her :
For this saying go thy way ; the devil is gone out of thy
daughter.”* The nature of the reply of the woman is,

! “The woman was a Greek, a Syrophenician by nation.” (7 8¢ yvwj Hv
"EM\nyis, Zbpa Powvixiooa 7§ yéva). Mark vii. 26, ** A woman of Canaan ™
(yv») Xavavaia). Matt. xv. 22, 3 Matt. xv. 23.

* Mark vii, 21—29. “A¢es mpdror yopraafijvaita réxvar ol ydp €oTiv kak v
Anfeiv Té» dprov T&v Tékvwy kal Tois kuvapiors Bakeiv. 7} 3é dmexpify xal Aiyer
alr, Nal, xipie xal yip T& xvvdpia {moxdre Tis Tpamélns éoliovow drd 1oy
Vryior tér madior. kT
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in the Gospels, the reason given for granting her request;
but in the Homily the woman’s conversion to Judaism,'
that is to say Judeo-Christianity, is prominently advanced
as the cause of her successful pleading. It is certain
from the whole character of this passage, the variation of
the language, and the reply of Jesus which is not in our
Gospels at all, that the narrative cannot rightly be
assigned to them, but the more reasonable inference is
that it was derived from another source.?

The last of De Wette’s® passages is from Hom. iiL 57 :
“ Hear, O Israel ; the Lord thy* God is one Lord.” This
i3 a quotation from Deuteronomy vi. 4, which is likewise
quoted in the second Gospel, xii. 29, in reply to the
question, “ Which is the first Commandment of all ? Jesus
pnswered : The first is, Hear, O Israel ; the Lord our God
18 one Lord, and thou shalt love the Lord thy God,” &e.
&c. In the Homily, however, the quotation is made in
a totally different connection, for there is no question of
commandments at all, but a clear statement of the cir-
cumstances under which the passage was used, which
excludes the idea that this quotation was derived from
Mark xii. 29. The context in the Homily is as follows :
“ But to those who were beguiled to imagine many gods
as the Scriptures say, he said : Hear, O Isracl,” &c., &c.®
There is no hint of the assertion of many gods in the
Gospels ; but, on the contrary, the question is put by one
of the scribes in Mark to whom Jesus says: “Thou art
not far from the Kingdom of God.”® The quotation,

' Cf. Hom. xiii. 7,

* Cf. Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. Justin's, p. 353 f.

* Einl. N. T., p. 115.

¢ Although most MSS. have oov in this pluce, some, as for instance that
edited by Cotelerius, read Jpaw.

* Tois 3¢ ymarpuévors modhots Beols {movoeiy, &s al Tpapai Aéyovowr, éy
Axove, 'lopanh, e A.  Hom. iii. 37. ¢ Mark xii. 34.
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thercfore, beyond doubt, cannot be legitimately appro-

priated by the sccond Synoptic, but may with much

greater probability be assigned to a different Gospel.

We may here refer to the passage, the only one pointed

out by him in connection with the Synoptics, the dis-

covery of which Canon’ Westcott affirms, “ has removed

the doubts which had long been raised about those

(allusions) to St. Mark.”' The discovery referred to

is that of the Codex Ottobonianus by Dressel, which

contains the concluding part of the Homilies, and which

was first published by him in 1853. Canon Westcott

says: “Though St. Mark has few peculiar phrases, one

of these is repeated verbally in the concluding part of
the 19th Homily.”? The passage is as follows : Hom.

xix. 20: ““ Wherefore also he explained to his disciples

privately the mysteries of the kingdom of the heavens.”

This is compared with Mark iv. 34. . . . “and privately

to his own disciples, he explained all things.”

Hou. x1x. 20, MARK 1v. 34.
Atd kal Tois alrod pafprais xar' idiay « + « + xat [diay 8¢ rois 18iois palby-
émélve rijs Tav olpavdy Bacielas Td | rais émédvey wdvra.

pvaTipia.

We have only a few words to add to complete the whole
of Dr. Westcott’s remarks upon the subject. He adds
after the quotation : “This is the only place where
ém\vw occurs in the Gospels.”* We may, however,
point out that it occurs also in Acts xix. 39 and 2 Peter
i. 20. It is upon the coincidence of this word that

! On the Canon, p. 251. * Cf. Ib., p. 252.

3 Dr. Westcott quotes this reading, which is supported by the Codices
B, O, Sinaiticus and others. The Codex Alexandrinus and a majority of
other MS8. read for rois i8iots pabyrais,—* rois pabyrais alrov,” which is
closer to the passage in the Homily. It is fair that this should be pointed
out,

4 On the Canon, p. 252, note 1.
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Canon Westcott rests his argument that this passage is a
reference to Mark. Nothing, however, could be more un-
tenable than such a conclusion from such an indication.
The phrase in the Homily presents a very marked varia-
tion from the passage in Mark. The “all things” (wdvra)
of the Gospel, reads: “The mysteries of the kingdom of
the heavens ” (rjs 7dv odpavav Bagikeias Ta pvomijpia) in
the Homily. The passage in Mark iv. 11, to which
Dr. Westcott doegs not refer, reads 70 pvormjpiov s
Baoikeias 700 feov. There is one very important matter,
however, which our Apologist has omitted to point out,
and which, it seems to us, decides the case—the context
in the Homily. The chapter commences thus: “And
Peter said: We remember that our Lord and Teacher,
as commanding, said to us: ‘ Guard the mysteries for
me, and the sons of my house.” Wherefore also he ex-
plained to his disciples privately,” &c.:' and then comes
our passage. Now, here is a command of Jesus, in im-
mediate connection with which the phrase before us is
quoted, which does not appear in our Gospels at all, and
which clearly establishes the use of a different source.
The phrase itself which differs from Mark, as we have
seen, may with all right be referred to the same un-
known Gospel.

It must be borne in mind that all the quotations which
we have hitherto examined are those which have been
selected as most closely approximating to passages in our
Gospels. Space forbids our giving illustrations of the
vast number which so much more widely differ from
parallel texts in the Synoptics. We shall confine our-

! Kai 6 HOérpos: Mepvipefa roi Kupiov pdv kai Adackdhov, s évre\dpevos,
¢imev Huiv' Ta puotipia éuoi kai Tois viois Tob oikov pov Puhdfare. x.T.A.
Hom, xix, 20.
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selves to pointing out in the briefest possible manner
some of the passages which are persistent in their
variations or recall similar pagsages in the Memoirs of
Justin. The first of these is the injunction in Hom. iii.
55 : “ Let your yea be yea, your nay nay, for whatsoever
is more than these cometh of the evil one.” The same
saying is repeated in Hom. xix. with the sole addition of
“and.” We subjoin the Greek of these, together with that
of the Gospel and Justin with which the Homilies agree.

Hom, iii. 55. "Eore Upér 10 vai vai rd ob ofl.
Hom. xix. 2. "Egre tpdy T8 vai vai kai 1o ob of.
Apol.i. 16. "Eore 8¢ Upar 7o vai vai kai 76 od of.
Matt. v. 31. "Eove 3 & Myor dubw b vl ob of.

As we have alveady discussed this passage! we need not
repeat our remarks here. That this passage comes from
a source ditferent from our Gospels is rendered still more
probable by the quotation in Hom. xix. 2 being preceded
by another which has no parallel at all in our Gospels.
“ And elsewhere he said, ‘He who sowed the bad seed is the
devil’ ("0 8¢ 70 xaxdv owéppa omeipas éoriv 6 dudSBolos ?):
and again: ‘Give no pretext to the evil one.”? (M) 8dre
wpéacw 1@ wovpe.) But in exhorting he preseribes :
‘ Let your yea be yea,’” &c. The first of these phrascs
differs markedly from our Gospels ; the second is not in
them at all; the third, which we are considering, differs
likewise in an important degree in common with Justin’s
quotation, and there is every reason for supposing that
the whole were derived from the same unknown source.?

In the same Homily, xix. 2, there occurs also the
passage which exhibits variations likewise found in
Justin, which we have already examined,* and now

! Vol. i, p. 354, p. 375 f. 2 Cf. Matt. xiii. 39.
3 Of. Credner, Beitiiige, i. p. 306; Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. Justin's, p.
360, ¢ Yol.i. p. 333 n. 1, p. 375 1.
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merely point out: ““ Begone into the darkness without,
which the Father hath prepared for the devil and his
angels.”'  The quotation in Justin (Dial. 76) agrees
exactly with this, with the exception that Justin has
Saravg instead of &uafBAy, which is not important,
whilst the agreement in the marked variation from the
parallel in the first Gospel establishes the probability
of a common source different from ours.?

We have also already ® referred to the pussage in Hom.
xvii. 4. “No one knew (éyvw) the Father but the Son,
even as no one knoweth the Son but the Father and
those to whom the Son is minded to reveal him.” This
quotation differs from Matt. xi. 27 in form, in language,
and in meaning, but agrees with Justin’s reading of the
same text, and as we have shown the use of the aorist
here, and the transposition of the order, were character-
istics of Gospels used-by Gnostics and other parties in
the early Church, and the passage with these variations
was regarded by them as the basis of some of their
leading doctrines.* That the variation is not accidental,
but a deliberate quotation from a written source, is proved
by this, and by the circumstance that the author of the
Homilies repeatedly quotes it elsewhere in the same
form.® It is unreasonable to suppose that the quotations
in these Homilies are so systematically and consistently
erroneous, and not only can they not, from their actual
variations, be legitimately referred to the Synoptics
exclusively, but, considering all the circumstances, the

! *Yardyere els 70 oxdros rd éfdrepov, b qroipacer & Harip r¢ duaBoédgy xai rois
dyyéhois atroi. Hom. xix. 2; of. Matt. xxv. 41.

3 Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. Justin’s, pp. 369, 233 f.; Credner, Beitrige, i.
p. 211, p. 330 ; Mayerhoff, Einl. petr. Schr., p. 245 f,

? Vol. i. p. 402 fI.

4 Irenczus, Adv. Heor., iv. 6, §§ 1, 3, 7; cf. vol. i. p. 406 f.

* Hom, xviil. 4, 6, 7, 8, 13, 20.
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only natural conclusion is that they are derived from a
source different from our Gospels.!

Another passage occurs in Hom. iii. 50 : “ Wherefore
ye do err, not knowing the true things of the Scriptures ;
and on this account ye are ignorant of the power of
God.” This is compared with Mark xii. 24:? “ Do ye
not therefore err, not knowing the Scriptures nor the
power of God ?”

How. 111, 50. Marg x11. 24.

Awd Tovro whavacle, w1 eidores Ta 00 diua rotro mhavdofe pq elddres
dAnbi réov ypapar, ol eivexev dywoeire | tas ypapas pndé Ty Blveuw Tov
v Buvapw Tov Beol. Beot ;

The very same quotation is made both in Hom. ii. 51
and xviii. 20, and in each case in which the passage is
introduced it is in conncetion with the assertion that there
are truc and false Seriptures, and that as there are in the
Scriptures some true sayings and some false, Jesus by
this saying showed to those who erred by reason of the
false the cause of their crror. There can scarcely be a
doubt that the author of the Homilies quotes this passage
from a Gospel different from ours, and this is demon-
strated both by the important variation from our text
and also by its consistent repetition, and by the context
in which it stands. *

Upon each occasion, also, that the author of the
Homilies quotes the foregoing passage he likewise
quotes another saying of Jesus which is foreign to our
Gospels : “Be ye approved money-changers,” vyiveofe
rpawelirar 8dkymor' The saying is thrice quoted without

! Baur, Unters. kan. Evv., p. 576; Credner, Beitriige, i. p. 210 f.,
248 f., 314, 830 ; Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. Justin’s, p. 201 ff., 351; Mayer-
hoff, Einl. petr. Schr., p. 245; Zeller, Die Apostelgesch., p. 48.

2 Cf. Matt. xxii. 29, which is still moro remote.

¥ Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. Justin’s, p. 863.
4 Hom. ii, 51, iii. 50, xviii. 20,
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variation, and each time, together with the preceding
passage, it refers to the necessity of discrimination
between true and false sayings in the Secriptures, as
for instance: “ And Peter said : If, therefore, of the
Scriptures some are true and some are false, our Teacher
rightly said : ‘Be ye approved money-changers,’ as in
the Scriptures there are some approved sayings and some
spurious.”! This is one of the best known of the
apocryphal sayings of Jesus, and it is quoted by nearly
all the Fathers,® by many as from Holy Scripture, and
by some ascribed to the Gospel of the Nazarenes, or
the Gospel according to the Hebrews. There can be
no question here that the author quotes an apocryphal
Gospel.?

There is, in immediate connection with both the pre-
ceding passages, another saying of Jesus quoted which
is not found in our Gospels: “ Why do ye not discern
the good reason of the Scriptures?” ‘ Awa 7{ 0¥ voeire
76 evhoyov 7y ypadav ;”* This passage also comes from
a Gospel different from ours,® and the connection and
sequence of these quotations is very significant.

~ One further illustration, and we have done. We find
the following in Hom. iii. 55: “ And to those who

! Hom. ii. 51.

2 Apost. Constit., ii. 36; cf. 37; Clem. Al,, Strom., i. 28, § 177 ; cf. ii.
4, § 15, vi. 10, § 81, vii. 13, § 90; Origen, in Joan. T. xix., vol. iv.
p- 289; Epiphanius, Heer., xliv. 2, p. 382; Hfieron., Ep. ad Minerv. et
Alex., 119 (al. 152); Comm. in Ep. ad Ephes., iv.; Grabe, Spicil. Patr.,
i. p. 13 £, 326; Cotelerius, Patr. Ap., i. p. 249 f, ; Fabricius, Cod. Apocr.
N. T., ii. p. 524.

3 Credner, Beitriige, i. p. 326 f.; Hilgenfeld, Die Evv, Justin’s, p. 369 ;
De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 115, anm. f,

¢ Hom, iii. 50.

8 Cotelerius, Not. ad Clem. Hom., iii. 50; Credner, Beitrige, i. p. 326;
Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. Justin's, p. 365; De IVette, Eiul. N. T., p. 115,
anm. f.
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thmk that God tempts, as the Scriptures say, he said :
‘The evil one is the tempter,” who also tempted him-
self.”! This short saying is not found in our Gospels.
It probably occurred in the Gospel of the Homilies
in connection with the temptation of Jesus. It is not
improbable that the writer of the Epistle of James,
who shows acquaintance with a Gospel different from
ours,? also knew this saying.® We are here again directed
to the Ebionite Gospel.  Certainly the quotation is
derived from a source different from our Gospels. *

These illustrations of the evangelical quotations in the
Clementine Homilies give but an imperfect impression of
the character of the extremely numerous passages which
occur in the work. We have selected for our examina-
tion the quotations which have been specially cited by
critics as closest to parallels in our Gospels, and have
thus submitted the question to the test which is most
favourable to the claims of our Synoptics. Space forbids
our adequately showing the much wider divergence
which exists in the great majority of cases between
them and the quotations in the Homiklies. To sum up
the case: Out of morc than a hundred of these quota-
tions only four brief and fragmentary phrases really
agree with parallels in our Synoptics, and these, we
have shown, are either not used in the same context as
in our Gospels or are of a nature far from special to
them. Of the rest, all without exception systematically
vary more or less from our Gospels, and many in their
variations agree with similar quotations in other writers,

! Tois 8¢ olopévois &re 6 feds weipd(er, bs ai Ipacpai Aéyovow idn® 'O wowmpds
éorww & mepd{wy, 6 xai alrdv weipdoas. Hom. iii, 55.

2 Cf. ch. v. 12. ? Cf. ch. i. 13.

4 Credner, Beitriige, i. p. 306; Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. Justin’s, p. 339.
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or on repeated quotation always present the same pecu-
liarities, whilst others, professed to be direct quotations
of sayings of Jesus, have no parallels in our Gospels at
all. Upon the hypothesis that the author made use of
our Gospels, such systematic divergence would be per-
fectly unintelligible and astounding. On the other
hand, it must be remembered that the agreement of a
few passages with parallels in our Gospels cannot prove
anything. The only extraordinary circumstance is that,
even using a totally different source, there should not
have been a greater agreement with our Synoptics. But
for the universal inaccuracy of the human mind, every
important historical saying, having obviously only one
distinct original form, would in all truthful histories
have been reported in that one unvarying form. The
nature of the quotations in the Clementine Homilies
leads to the inevitable conclusion that their author
derived them from a Gospel different from ours ; at least,
since the source of these quotations is never named
throughout the work, and there is not the faintest direct
indication of our Gospels, the Clementine Homilies can-
not be considered witnesses of any value as to the origin
and authenticity of the canonical Gospels. That this
can be said of a work written a century and a half
after the establishment of Christianity, and abounding
with quotations of the discourses of Jesus, is in- itself
singularly suggestive.

It is scarcely necessary to add that the author of the
Homilies has no idea whatever of any canonical writ-
ings but those of the Old Testament, though even with
regard to these some of our quotations have shown that
he held peculiar views, and believed that they con-

tained spurious elements. There is no reference in the
YOoL. IL. D

——— -
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Homilies to any of the Epistles of the New Testa-
ment.!

One of the most striking points in this work, on the
other hand, is its ‘determined animosity against the
Apostle Paul.  We have seen that a strong anti-Pauline
tendency was exhibited by many of the Fathers, who,
like the author of the Homilies, made use of Judeo-
Christian Gospels different from ours. In this work,
however, the antagonism against the “ Apostle of the
Gentiles” assumes a tone of peculiar virulence. There
cannot be a doubt that the Apostle Paul is attacked in
it, as the great enemy of the true faith, under the
hated name of Simon the Magician,®> whom Peter fol-
lows everywhere for the purpose of unmasking and
confuting him. He is robbed of his title of “ Apostle
of the Gentiles,” which, together with the honour of
founding the Church of Antioch, of Laodiceea, and
of Rome, is ascribed to Peter. All that opposition to
Paul which is implied in the Epistle to the Galatians
and elsewhere® is here realized and exaggerated, and

! TWestcott, On the Canon, p. 252, note 2; Scholten, Die #lt. Zeugnisse,
p- 57.

? Baur, Paulus, i. p. 97 ff., 148, anm. 1, p. 250; K. G. d. 3 erst.
Jahrh.,p. 87 ff., 93, anm. 1 ; Tiibinger Zeitschr, f. Th., 1831, h. 4, p. 136 f. ;
Dogmengesch. I., i. p. 155; Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 286 f.;
Gfrorer, Allg. K. G., 1. p. 257 f. ; Hilgenfeld, Die Clem. Recogn. u. Hom.,
p- 319 ; Zeitschr. f. wiss, Theol., 1869, p. 353 fi.; Der Kanon, p. 11 f.;
A. Kayser, Bov. de Théol., 1851, p. 142 f.; Lechler, Das apost. u. nachap.
Zicit., p. 457 £, p. 500; Lightfoot, The Eps. of St. Paul, Galatians,
5th ed. p. 61, p. 327 ff; Lipsius, Die Quell. d. rém. Petrussage, 1872,
p- 80 f.; Mansel, The Gnostic Heresies, 1875, p. 231 ; Réville, Essais de
Crit. Relig., 1860, p. 35 f.; Renan, St. Paul, 1869, p. 303, note 8; Reuss,
Hist. du Canon, p. 63, note 1; Ritschl, Entst. altk. Kirche, p. 277 ff. ;
Scholten, Die ilt. Zeugn., p. 57; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 372 fI. ;
Uhlhorn, Die Homilien, u. 8. w., 1854, p. 297; Volkmar, Theol. Jahrb.,
1856, p. 279 ff. ; Westcott, On the Canon, p. 252, note 2 ; Zeller, Apostel-

goschichte, p. 158 f.
31 Cor. i. 11, 12; 2 Cor. xi. 13, 20 f.; Philip. i. 15, 16.
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the personal difference with Peter to which Paul refers!
is widened into the most bitter animosity. In the
Epistle of Peter to James which is prefixed to the
Homilies, Peter says, in allusion to Paul: “For some
among the Gentiles have rejected my lawful preaching
and accepted certain lawless and foolish teaching
of the hostile man” First expounding a doctrine
of duality, as heaven and earth, day and night, life
and death,® Peter asserts that in nature the greater
things come first, but amongst men the opposite is the
case, and the first is worse and the second better.* He
then says to Clement that it is easy according to this
order to discern to what class Simon (Paul) belongs, “who
came before me to the Gentiles, and to which I belong
who have come after him, and have followed him as
light upon darkness, as knowledge upou ignorance, as
health upon disease.”® He continues: “ If he had been
known he would not have been believed, but now, not
being known, he is wrongly believed ; and though by his
acts he is a hater, he has been loved ; and although an
enemy, he has been welcomed as a friend ; and though he is
death, he has been desired as a saviour ; and though fire,
esteemed as light ; and though a deceiver, he is listened
to as speaking the truth.”® There is much more of this
acrimonious abuse put into the mouth of Peter.” The
indications that it is Paul who is really attacked under
the name of Simon are much too clear to admit of doubt.
In Hom. xi. 35, Peter, warning the Church against false

! Gal. ii. 11; of. 1 Cor. i. 11, 12,

? Epist. Petri ad Jacobum, § 2. Canon Westcott quotes this passage
with the observation, ‘‘ There can be no doubt that St. Paul is referred
to as ‘ the enemy.”” On the Canon, p. 252, note 2.

3 Hom. ii. 15. 4 Ib., ii. 16. ¥ Lh 0 17

¢ Ib., ii. 18. 7 Cf. Hom., iii. 59 ; vii. 2, 4, 10, 11,

. DE
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teachers, says: “ He who hath sent us, our Lord and
Prophet, declared to us that the evil one . .

announced that he would send from amongst his fol-
lowers apostles® to deceive. Therefore, above all remember
to avoid every apostle, or teacher, or prophet, who first does
not accurately compare his teaching with that of James
called the brother of my Lord, and to whom was
confided the ordering of the Church of the Hebrews
in Jerusalem,” &c., lest this evil one should send a false
preacher to them, “as he has sent to us Simon preaching
a counterfeit of truth in the name of our Lord and
disseminating error.”? Further on he speaks more
plainly still. Simon maintains that he has a truer
appreciation of the doctrines and teaching of Jesus
because he has received his inspiration by supernatural
vision, and not merely by the common experience of the
senses,® and Peter replies: “If, therefore, our Jesus
indeed was seen in a vision, was known by thee, and con-
versed with thee, it was only as one angry with an
adversary. . . . But can any one through a vision
be made wise to teach? And if thou sayest: ‘It is
possible,” then wherefore did the Teacher remain and
discourse for a whole ycar to us who were awake? And
how can we believe thy story that he was seen by thee ?
And how could he have been seen by thee when thy
thoughts are contrary to his teaching ? But if seen and
taught by him for a single hour thou becamest an
apostle :* preach his words, interpret his sayings, love his

! We have already pointed out that this declaration is not in our Gospels,

? Hom. xi. 35; cf. Galat. 1. 7 ff. 3 Ib., xvii. 13 ff.

¢Cf.1Cor. ix. 1. “Am I not an Apostle? have I not seen Jesus
our Lord?” Cf. Galat. i. 1; i. 12, * For neither did I myself receive it
by man, nor was I taught it, but by revelation of Jesus Christ.”
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apostles, -0ppose not me who consorted with him. For
thou hast directly withstood me who am a firm rock, the
foundation of the Church. If thou hadst not been an
adversary thou wouldst not have calumniated me, thou
wouldst not have reviled my teaching in order that,
when declaring what I have myself heard from the Lord,
I might not be believed, as though I were condemned.

But if thou callest me condemned, thou speakest
against God who revealed Christ to me,”” ! &c. This last
phrase: “If thou callest me condemned” (*H ei xare-
yvoouévov pe Néyews) is an evident allusion to Galat. ii.
11: “I withstood him to the face, because he was con-
demned” (37t kareyvwopévos fv).

We have digressed to a greater extent than we
intended, but it is not unimportant to show the
general character and tendency of the work we have
been examining. The Clementine Homilies,—written
perhaps about the end of the second century, which
never name nor indicate any Gospel as the source
of the author’s knowledge of evangelical history, whose
quotations of sayings of Jesus, numerous as they are,
systematically differ from the parallel passages of our
Synoptics, or are altogether foreign to them, which
denounce the Apostle Paul as an impostor, enemy of the
faith, and disseminator of false doctrine, and therefore
repudiate his Epistles, at the same time equally ignoring
all the other writings of the New Testament, — can
scarcely be considered as giving much support to any
theory of the early formation of the New Testament
Canon, or as affording evidence even of the existence of
its separate books.

' Hom. xvii. 19.
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2.

Amoxg the writings which used formerly to be
ascribed to Justin Martyr, and to be published along
with his genuine works, is the short composition com-
monly known as the “Epistle to Diognetus.” The
ascription of this composition to Justin arose solely from
the fact that in the only known MS. of the letter there is
an inscription Tov adrod mpos Awyvyror which, from its
connection, was referred to Justin.' The style and con-
tents of the work, however, soon convinced critics that it
could not possibly be written by Justin,? and although it
has been ascribed by various isolated writers to Apollos,
Clement, Marcion, Quadratus, and others, none of these
guesses have been seriously supported, and critics are
almost universally agreed in confessing that the author
of the Epistle is entirely unknown.

Such being the case, it need scarcely be said that the
difficulty of assigning a date to the work with any
degree of certainty is extreme, if it be not absolutely
impossible to do so. This difficulty, however, is in-
creased by several circumstances. The first and most
important of these is the fact that the Epistle to Diog-
netus is neither quoted nor mentioned by any ancient

1 Otto, Ep. ad Diognetum, &e., 1852, p. 11 f.

* Baur, Dogmengoesch. L., i p. 255; Gesch. chr. Kirche, i. p. 373;
Bunsen, Analecta Ante-Nic., i. p. 103 ff. ; Christianity and Mankind, i.
p. 170 £.; Credner, Beitriige, i. p. 50; Duavidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 399 ;
Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., ii. p. 168 ff.; Ewald, Gesch.
Volkes Isr., vii. p. 251 ; Guericke, H'buch K. G., p. 152; C. D. a. Gross-
heim, De ep. ad Diogn. Comm., 1828; Hollenberg, Der Br. ad Diogn.,
1853 ; Hilgenfeld, Die ap. Viiter, p. 1, cf. 9f. ; Kayser, Rev. de Théol., xiii,
1856, p. 258 f.; Kirchhofer, Quellensamml., p. 36, anm. 1 ; Mdhler, Ueb.
d. Br. an Diogn. Werke, 1839, i. p. 19 fI.; Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 289 ;
Scholten, Die ilt. Zeugnisse, p. 101; T'ischendorf, Wann wurden, u. 8. w.,

p. 40; Tillemont, Mém. eccl., tom. ii. pt. 1, p. 366, 493, note 1; Westeutt,
On tho Canon, p. 74 f.; Zeller, Die Apostolgesch., p. 50.
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writer, and consequently there is no external evidence
whatever to indicate the period of its composition.}
Moreover, it is not only anonymous but incomplete, or, at
least, as we have it, not the work of a single writer. At
the end of Chapter x. a break is indicated, and the two
concluding chapters are unmistakably by a different and
later hand.? It is not singular, therefore, that there
exists a wide difference of opinion as to the date of the
first ten chapters, although all agree regarding the later
composition of the concluding portion. It is assigned
by critics to various periods ranging from about the end
of the first quarter of the second century to the end of the
third century or later,® whilst some denounce it as a mere
modern forgery.* Nothing can be more insecure in one

! Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., ii. p. 126 ; Kirchhofer, Quellen—
samml. p. 36, anm. 1.

2 Credner, Der Kanon, p. 59 ff., 67, 76; Davidson, Tuntred. N. T., ii.
p. 339; Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., ii. p. 142 ; Ewald, Gesch. V.
Isr., vil. p. 251, anm. 1 ; Hilgenfeld, Die ap. Viter, p. 1; Otto, Just, Mart.,
ii. p. 201 n.; Reuss, Gesch. N. T\, p. 290; TWestcott, On the Canon, p. 75.

3 ¢.A.D. 117. Westcott, On the Canon, p. 76. A.D. 120—130, Ewald,
Gesch. V. Isr., vii. p. 262. Between Trajan and Mare. Aurel. Kayser,
Rev. de Théol., xiii. 1856, p. 258. An elder contemporary of Justin. Tis-
chendorf, Wann wurden, u. 8. w., p. 40. A.D. 133—135, Otto, De Ep. ad
Diogn., 1845; Bunsen,Chr. and Mankind,i. p.170. A.D. 133, Reuss, Gesch.
N. T., p. 289. A.D. 140, Credner, Der Kanon, p. 59; cf. Beitriige, i. p.
50. After A.D. 170, Scholten, Dic ilt. Zeugnisse, p. 101. Hardly before
A.D. 180, Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 399. Ead of 2nd cent., Lipsius,
Lit. Central-Blatt, n. 40, 1873. Hilgenfeld excludes it from the second
century. Die ap. Viiter, p. 9 f. Zeller considers it of no value, even if
it contained quotations, on account of its late date. Die Apostelgosch.,
p. 61; Theol. Jahrb., iv. p. 619 f. Zahn dates it between A.n. 250—
310, Gott. Gel. Anz. 1873, 3, 5, 10 £. ; De Gebhardt and Harnack, between
A.D. 170—310, Patr. ap. Opp. Fasc. i. 1875, p. 214 ; Fusc. i. 2, 1878, p. 152.

+ Donaldson is inclined to consider it either a forgery by H. Stephanus
the first editor, or, more likely, a composition by Greeks who came over
to Italy when Constantinople was threatened by the Turks. Hist. Chr.
Iat. and Doctr., ii. p. 141 f. Overbeck decides it to be a fictitious pro-
duction written after the time of Constantine; Ueb. d. pseudojust. Br.
an Diognet. Programm. 1872, p. 73; Stud. zur. Gesch. d. Kirche, 1873,
p-10:fL. So also apparontly Hurnack, Zeitschr. f. Kirchengesch., 1876,
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direction than the date of a work derived alone from in-
ternal evidence. Allusions to actual occurrences may
with certainty prove that a work could only have been
written after they had taken place. The mere absence
of later indications in an anonymous Epistle only found
in a single MS. of the thirteenth or fourteenth century,
however, and which may have heen, and probably was,
written expressly in imitation of early Christian feeling,
cannot furnish any solid basis for an early date. It must

be evident that the determination of the date of this
" Epistle cannot therefore be regarded as otherwise than
doubtful and arbitrary. It is certain that the purity of
its Greek and the elegance of its style distinguish it from
all other Christian works of the period to which so many
assign it.!

The Epistle to Diognetus, however, does not furnish any

evidence even of the existence of our Synoptics, for it is
admitted that it does not contain a single direct quota-~
tion from any evangelical work.? We shall hereafter
have to refer to this Epistle in connection with the fourth
Gospel, but in the meantime it may be well to add that
in Chapter xii., one of those, it will be remembered,
which are admitted to be of later date, a brief quotation
is made from 1 Cor. viil. 1, introduced merely by the
words, 6 dmdorohos Aéye.
p. 122 f. A remarkable paper on the Epistle in the Church Quart. Rev.,
April, 1877, p. 42 ff., a continuation of which is promised, seems likely
finally to dispose of the question of date, and to assign the composition to
a very late period.

! Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 399; Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and
Doctr., ii. p. 134 ff.; Ewald, Gesch. V. Isr., vii. p. 253 ; Kayser, Rev.
de Théol., xiii. 1836, p. 257; Scholten, Die ilt. Zeugnisse, p. 102 ; West-
cott, On the Canon, p. 74 f.

3 Credner, Beitrige, i. p. 50; Kayser, Rev. de Théol., 1836, p. 257 ;

Reuss, Hist. du Canon, p. 40 f.; Scholten, Die alt. Zougnisse, p. 102;
Tischendorf, Wann wurden, u. s. w., p.40; [Westcoft, On the Canon, p. 78.
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CHAPTER VL
BASILIDES—VALENTINUS.

WE must now turn back to an earlier period, and
consider any evidence regarding the Synoptic Gospels
which may be furnished by the so-called heretical
writers of the second century. The first of these who
claims our attention is Basilides, the founder of a system
of Gnosticism, who lived in Alexandria about the year
125 of our era.' With the exception of a very few brief
fragments,® none of the writings of this Gnostic have
been preserved, and all our information regarding them
is, therefore, derived at second-hand from ecclesiastical
writers opposed to him and his doctrines; and their
statements, especially where acquaintance with, and the
use of, the New Testament Scriptures are assumed, must
be received with very great caution. The uncritical and
inaccurate character of the Fathers rendered them pecu-
liarly liable to be misled by foregone devout conclusions.

Eusebius states that Agrippa Castor, who had written
a refutation of the doctrines of Basilides: “ says that he
had composed twenty-four books upon the Gospel.”?

! Eusebius, H. E., iv. 7, 8, 9. Baur, Gesch. chr. K., i. p. 198; David-
son, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 388 ; Guericke, H'buch K. @., i. p. 182; Lechler,
Das .ap. und nachap. Zeit., p. 498; Scholten, Die ilt. Zeugnisse, p. 64.
From A.D. 117 to 138, Mansel, The Gnostic Heresies, p. 145; Tischen-
dorf, Wann wurden, u. 8. w., p. 50.

2 (rabe, Spicil. Patr., ii. p. 39 ff., 65 ff.

3 @noiv alrov eis pév 1 edayyéhov Téooapa mpds Tois eikoot ovrrdfal SiB\ia.
H.E,iv. 7. '
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This is interpreted by Tischendorf, without argument,
and in a most arbitrary and erroncous manner, to imply
that the work was a commentary upon our four
canonical Gospels ;' a conclusion the audacity of which
can scarcely be exceeded. This is, however, almost
surpassed by the treatment of Canon Westcott, who
writes regarding Basilides: “ It appears, moreover, that
he himself published a Gospel—a °Life of Christ’as it
would perhaps be called in our days, or ‘The Philosophy
of Christianity '>—but he admitted the historic truth of
all the facts contained in the canonical Gospels, and used
them as Scripture. For, in spite of his peculiar opinions,
the testimony of Basilides to our ‘acknowledged’ books
is comprehensive and clear. In the few pages of his
writings which remain there are certain references to the
Gospels of St. Matthew, St. Luke, and St. John,”? &ec.
Now in making, in such a manner, these assertions: in
totally ignoring the whole of the discussion with regard
to the supposed quotations of Basilides in the work com-
monly ascribed to Hippolytus and the adverse results of
learned ecriticism : in the unqualified assertions thus
made and the absence either of explanation of the facts
or the reasons for the conclusion : this statement must
be condemned as only calculated to mislead readers who
must generally be ignorant of the actual facts of the case.

‘We know from the evidence of antiquity that Basilides
made use of a Gospel, written by himself it is said, but
certainly called after his own name.* An attempt has

! Wann wurden, u. 8. w., p. 51 f.

? These names are pure inventions of Dr. Westcott's fancy, of course.

3 On the Canon, p. 255 f. [Since these remarks were first made,
Dr. Westcott has somewhat enlarged his account of Basilides, but we
still consider that his treatment of the subject is deceptive and in-
complete. ]

4 Ausus fuit ot Basilides scribere Evangelium et suo illud nomine titu-
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been made to explain this by suggesting that perhaps
the work mentioned by Agrippa Castor may have
been mistaken for a Gospel;® but the fragments of that
work which are still extant? are of a character which
precludes the possibility that any writing of which they
formed a part could have been considered a Gospel®
Various opinions have been expressed as to the exact
nature of the Gospel of Basilides. Neander affirmed it
to -be the Gospel according to the Hebrews which he
brought from Syria to Egypt ;* whilst Schneckenburger
held it to be the Gospel according to the Egyptians.®
Others believe it to have at least been based upon one or
other of these Gospels.® There seecms most reason for
the hypothesis that it was a form of the Gospel according
to the Hebrews, which was so generally in use.
Returning to the passage already quoted, in which
Eusebius states, on the authority of Agrippa Castor,
whose works are no longer extant, that Basilides had
composed a work in twenty-four books on the Gospel

lare. Origen, Hom. i.in Lucam. Ausus est etiam Basilides Evangelium
scribere quod dicitur secundum Basilidem. Ambros., Comment in Lue.
Proem. Hieron., Preof. in Matt. Cf. Credner, Beitriige, i. p. 37; Gesch.
N. T. Kanon, p. 11 ; Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 389; Holtzmann, in
Bunsen’s Bibelwerk, viii. p. 568; Kirchhofer, Quellensamml., p. 414,
anm. 3, p. 475; Neudecker, Einl. N. T., 1840, p. 85 f. ; Schott, Isagoge,
p. 23 ; Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 64.

V' Gfrorer, Allg. K. G., i., p. 340, anm.*** ; Kirchhofer, Quellensamml.,
p- 414, anm. 3; Nicolas, Et. sur les Ev. Apocr., p. 134; Tischendorf,
Wann wurden, u. 8. W., p. 52, anm. 1; Westcot, On the Canon, p. 255 f.,
note 4.

2 @rabe, Spicil. Patr., ii. p. 39 ff., 65 ff.; Clemens Al., Strom., iv. 12.

3 Dr. Westcott admits this. On the Canon, p. 255, note 4.

4 Gmnost. Syst., p. 84; of. K. G., 1843, ii. p. 709, anm. 2; Nicolas, Et. sur
les Ev. Apocr., p. 134

5 Ueb. d. Ev. d. Zgypt., 1834; cf. Gieseler, Entst. schr. Evv.,

. 19.
r & Gieseler, Entst. schr. Evv., p. 19; Holfzmann, in Bunsen’s Bibel-
werk, viii. p. 568. Cf. Fubricius, Cod. Ap. N. T., i. p. 343, note m.
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(rd edayyéhwv), and to the unwarrantable inference that
this must have been a work on our four Gospels,
we must add that, so far from deriving his doctrines
from our Gospels or other New Testament writings, or
acknowledging their authority, Basilides professed that
he received his knowledge of the truth from Glaucias,
“the interpreter of Peter,” whose disciple he claimed to
be,! and thus practically sets Gospels aside and prefers
tradition.? Basilides also claimed to have received from
a certain Matthias the report of private discourses which
he had heard from the Saviour for his special instruction.®
Agrippa Castor further stated, according to Eusebius,
that in his éfnynricd Basilides named for himself, as
prophets, Barcabbas and Barcoph (Parchor?), as well as
invented others who never existed, and claimed their
authority for his doctrines.® With regard to all this
Canon Westcott writes: “Since Basilides lived on the
verge of the apostolic times, it is not surprising that he
made use of other sources of Christian doctrine besides
the canonical books. The belief in Divine Inspiration was
still fresh and real,”® &c. It is apparent, however, that
Basilides, in basing his doctrines upon tradition and

b, xafdmep 6 Backeidys xdv Thauvyiav émypdpnrar diddoxalor, s
abyobow abrot, rov Iérpov éppnvéa.  Clemens Al., Btrom., vii. 17, § 106.

3 Credner, Beitrige, i. p. 37; Gfrorer, Allg. K. G., i. p. 340; Scholten,
Die #lt. Zeugnisse, p. 64. Cf. Holtzmann in Bunsen's Bibelwerk, viii.
p. 568.

3 Bagdeidns rolvur kal 'Ioidwpos, 6 Baoikeidov mais ymmoios kai pabyrys,
daciv elpnrivas Marfiay alrois Adyous dmoxpidpous, obs ffkovare wapa Toi cwrijpos
xar’ i8iav 8idaxfeis. Hippolytus, Bofut. Omun. Her., vii. 20; ed. Duncker
et Schneidewin, 1859.

4 Isidorus, his son and disciple, wrote a commentary on the prophecy of
Parchor (Clem, Al., Strom., vi. 6, § 53), in which he further refers to the
g prophocy of Cham.” Cf. Neander, Allg, K. G., 1843, ii. p. 703 ff.

..... mwpodiras 8¢ éavrg dvopdoas BapraSBav kal Bapqu‘) kai d\ovs

amurrdpxrovs Twvas éautg guaTnoduervor, k... Euseb., H. E,, iv. 7.
¢ On the Canon, p. 255.
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upon these Apocryphal books as inspired, and in having
a special Gospel called after his own name, which, there-
fore, he clearly adopts as the exponent of his ideas of
Christian truth, completely ignores the canonical Gospels,
and not only does not offer any evidence for their exist-
ence, but proves, on the contrary, that he did not recog-
nize any such works as of authority. There is no ground,
therefore, for Tischendorf’s assumption that the com-
mentary of Basilides “ on the Gospel” was written
upon our Gospels, but that idea is negatived in the
strongest way by all the facts of the case.! The per-
fectly simple interpretation of the statement is that
long ago suggested by Valesius,? that the Commentary of
Basilides was composed upon his own Gospel,® whether
it was the Gospel according to the Hebrews or the
Egyptians.

Moreover, it must be borne in mind that Basilides
used the word “Gospel” in a peculiar sense. Hip-
polytus, in the work usually ascribed to him, writing of
the Basilidians and describing their doctrines, says :
“ When thercfore it was necessary, he () says, that we,
the children of God, should be revealed, in expectation
of whose revelation, he says, the creation groaned and
travailed, the Gospel came into the world, and passed
through every principality and power and dominion, and
every name that is named.”* “The Gospel, therefore,

' Credner, Der Kanon, p. 24; Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 389;
Scholten, Die élt. Zeugnisse, p. 64.

2 Cf. Fabricius, Cod. Apocr. N. T., i. p. 343, not. m.

3 Neudecker, Einl. N. T., p. 85 f.; Nicolas, Et. sur les Ev. Apoer.,
p. 134.

4 *Emrei obv €36t dmoxahvpijvar, Pnoiv, nuas ta réxva Tov Beov, mepl by éoré-
vafe, Ppnoiv, 1 xriois xai Sdwev, drexdexopévn v amroxd\vriv, f\e 16 évayyéhiov
els Tov xéapov, kai 8igAe Bia wdons dpyhs kat éfovoias xal xupidryros xai wavris
Svdparos owopafopévov, k.t A, Hippolytus, Refut. Omn. Heer., vii. 23.
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came first from the Sonship, he says, through the Son,
sitting by the Archon, to the Archon, and the Archon
learnt that he was not the God of all things but be-
gotten,”* &ec. “The Gospel, according to them, is the
knowledge of supramundane matters,”? &c. This may not
be very intelligible, but it is sufficient to show that * the
Gospel ” in a technical sense® formed a very important
part of the system of Basilides. Now there is nothing
whatever to show that the twenty-four books which he
composed “on the Gospel” were not in elucidation of
the Gospel as technically understood by him, illustrated
by extracts from his own special Gospel and from the
tradition handed down to him by Glaucias and Matthias.

The emphatic assertion of Canon Westcott that Basi-
lides “admitted the historic truth of all the facts con-
tained in the canonical Gospels,” is based solely upon
the following sentence of the work attributed to Hippo-
lytus ; “Jesus, however, was generated according to these
(followers of Basilides) as we have already said.* But
when the generation which has already been declared had
taken place, all things regarding the Saviour, according
to them, occurred in like manner as they have been
written in the Gospel.”® There are, however, several
important points to be borne in mind in reference to this
passage. The statement in question is not made in con-

! “HNfev ol Td edayyéhwoy mpdrow amd tis vidryros, Pnoi, did rod mapaxa-
Onpévou 1 dpxovri viov wpds Tov dpyovra, kai fuabev 6 dpywy, ort oix fv Bebs
Tav SAwv, dAX ﬁv ymrrréc. et Ib., vii. 26; of. 27, &o.

? Edayyéhwv éori kar' alrovs 7 rév Umeproopiny yraois, xrA.  Ib., vil. 27,

3 Canon Westcott admits this technical use of the word, of course. On
the Canon, p. 255 £., note 4.

4 He refers to a mystical account of the incarnation.

8 ‘0 3¢ 'Inools yeyévprar xar' alrols ds mpoepixaper. Teyernuéms 8¢ s
yevéoews Tis mpodedphwpéins, yéyove mdvra dpoiws xar' alrods T mepl Tob

cwripos @s €v Tois elayyehiois yéypamrar. Hippolytus, Ref. Omn. Heer.,
viu. 27,
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nection with Basilides himself, but distinctly in reference
to his followers, of whom there were many in the time
of Hippolytus and long after him. It is, moreover, a
general observation the accuracy of which we have no
means of testing, and upon the correctness of which
there is no special reason to rely. The remark, made at
the beginning of the third century, however, that the
followers of Basilides believed that the actual events of
the life of Jesus occurred in the way in which they have
been written in the Gospels, is no proof whatever that
either they or Basilides used or admitted the authority
of our Gospels. The exclusive use by any one of the
Gospel according to the Hebrews, for instance, would be
perfectly consistent with the statement. No one who
. considers what is known of that Gospel, or who thinks
of the use made of it in the first half of the second
century by perfectly orthodox Fathers, can doubt this.
The passage is, therefore, of no weight as evidence for
the use of our Gospels. Canon Westcott himself admits
that in the extant fragments of Isidorus, the son and
disciple of Basilides, who * maintained the doctrines
of his father,” he has “ noticed nothing bearing on the
books of the New Testament.”! On the supposition that
Basilides actually wrote a Commentary on our Gospels,
and used them as Scripture, it is indeed passing strange
that we have so little evidence on the point.

We must now, however, examine in detail all of the
quotations, and they are few, alleged to show the use of
our Gospels, and we shall commence with those of
Tischendorf. The first passage which he points out is
found in the Stromata of Clement of Alexandria. Tisch-
endorf guards himself, in reference to these quotations,

! On the Canon, p. 257,

——— —— = -
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by merely speaking of them as “Basilidian” (Basili-
dianisch),’ but it might have been more frank to have
stated clearly that Clement distinctly assigns the quota-
tion to the followers of Basilides (ot 8¢ d7o Baot\eidov),?
and not to Basilides himself® The supposed quotation,
therefore, however surely traced to our Gospels, could
really not prove anything in regard to Basilides. The
passage itself compared with the parallel in Matt. xix.
11, 12, is as follows :—

Strom. 111 1, § 1.
They say tho Lord answered:

Marr. XIX. 11, 12,
v. 11, But he said unto them:

All men cannot roceive this saying.

For there are some who are
eunuchs from birth, others by con-
straint.

Ol wdvres xwpotoe Tov Adyov TouTow,
eioi yap ebvoiyor, ol pév éx yeveris, ol
8¢ é¢ avayxns.

All men cannot receive this saying,
but only they to whom it is given.

v. 12. For there are eunuchs
which were so born from their
mother’s womb: and there are
eunuchs which were made eunuchs
by men, &o. &e.

Oi wavres ywpotow Tov Aoyov TovTo,
d\\’ ois dédorar eloly yap ebroiyos
oirwes éx xodias pnrpds éyerifnoar

f oUTws, xai eloiv ebroiyos oiTives ebrov-
xiobnoay Umrd rav dvlpdmer, k...

Now this passage in its affinity to, and material varia-
tion from, our first Gospel might be quoted as evidence
for the use of another Gospel, but it cannot reasonably
be cited as cvidence for the use of Matthew. Apologists
in their anxiety to grasp at the faintest analogies as
testimony seem altogether to ignore the history of the
creation of written Gospels, and to forget the very exis-
tence of the moM\ot of Luke.*

The next passage referred to by Tischendorf® is one

! Wann wurden, u. 8. w., p. 51.

® Oi 8¢ ard Bacieidov mubfopévwr paot Tév dmootdhwy pn mwore duewdy dore
70 p) yapeiv dmorpivactar héyovot Tov kipiov, x.r.A.  Strom., iii. 1, § 1.

* Canon Westcott does not refer to this quotation at all.

4 Cf. Ewald, Jahrb, bibl. Wiss., 1849, p. 208,

* Wann wurden, u. 8. W., p. 51.
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quoted by Epiphanjus® which we subjoin in contrast
with the parallel in Matt. vii. 6 :—

ILER. xXIV. 5. ' MaTT. VIIL 6.
And therefore he said : !
Cast not ye pearls before swine, ' Give not that which is holy unto
neither givo that which is holy | dogs, neither cast ye your pearls
unto dogs. | before swine, lest they trample

; them under their foet, and turn
| again and rend you.

M7 BdAnre rous papyapiras épmpoo- | Mp dére vd Eyrov Tois xvoiv, undé
Oev Tav xolpov, pndé 8ére v dywov Tois | Baknre Tods papyapiras tpdv fumpos-
xuoi. . | Bev raow xoipww, x.T.A.

Here, again, the variation in order is just what one
might have expected from the use of the Gospel accord-
ing to the Hebrews or a similar work, and there is no
indication whatever that the passage did not end here,
without the continuation of our first Synoptic. What is
still more important, although Tischendorf does not
mention the fact, nor otherwise hint a doubt than by the
use, again, of an unexplained description of this quotation
as “ Basilidianisch ” instead of a more direct ascription of
it to Basilides himself, this passage is by no means
attributed by Epiphanius to that heretic. It is intro-
duced into the section of his work directed against the
Basilidians, but he uses, like Clement, the indefinite
¢moi, and as in dealing with all these heresics there is
continual interchange of reference to the head and the
later followers, there is no certainty who is referred to in
these quotations and, in this instance, nothing to indicate
that this passage is ascribed to Basilides himself. His
name is mentioned in the first line of the first chapter of
this “heresy,” but not again before this ¢noi occurs
in chapter v. Tischendorf does not claim any other
quotations,
! Heer , xxiv. 5, p. 12
YOL. II. E
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Canon Westcott states: “In the few pages of his
(Basilides’) writings which remain there are certain
references to the Gospels of St. Matthew, St. Luke,”* &c.
One might suppose from this that the “ certain”
references occurred in actual extracts made from his
works, and that the quotations, therefore, appeared set
in a context of his own words. This impression is
strengthened when we read as an introduction to the
instances : “ The following examples will be sufficient to
show his method of quotation.” ? The fact is, however,
that these examples are found in the work of Hippolytus,
in an epitome of the views of the school by that writer
himself, with nothing more definite than a subjectless
¢noi to indicate who is referred to. The only examples
Canon Westcott can give of these ‘‘ certain references”
to our first and third Synoptics, do not show his
‘“ method of quotation ” to much advantage. The firstis
not a quotation at all, but a mere reference to the Magi
and the Star. “But that every thing, he says (¢not),
has its own seasons, the Saviour sufficiently teaches when
he says: . . . and the Magi having seen the star,”s
&c. This of course Canon Westcott considers a reference
to Matt. ii. 1, 2, but we need scarcely point out that this
falls to the ground instantly, if it be admitted, as it must
be, that the Star and the Magi may have been mentioned
in other Gospels than the first Synoptic. We have already
seen, when cxamining the evidence of Justin, that this
is the case. The only quotation asserted to be taken from
Luke is the phrase : “ The Holy Spirit shall come upon
thee, and the power of the Highest shall overshadow

! On the Canon, p. 256. * Ib., p. 256, note 3.
3 *0r 8¢, Pyoiy, Ekagroy iBlovs Exet kaipols, ikavds & cwmip Néyar . . . . kal
of pdyot Tov dorépa Tefeapivor.  Hippolytus, Ref. Omn. Heer., vil. 27,
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thee,”* which agrees with Luke i. 35. This again is
introduced by Hippolytus with another subjectless “he
says,” and apart from the uncertainty as to who “he” is,
this is very unsatisfactory evidence as to the form of the
quotation in the original text, for it may easily have
been corrected by Hippolytus, consciously or uncon-
sciously, in the course of transfer to his pages. We have
already met with this passage as quoted by Justin from
a Gospel different from ours.

As we have already stated, however, nonc of the
quotations which we have considered are directly referred
to Basilides himself, but they are all introduced by the
utterly vague expression, ““he says,” (¢noi) without any
subject accompanying the verb. Now it is admitted
that writers of the time of Hippolytus, and notably
Hippolytus himself, made use of the name of the founder
of a sect to represent the whole of his school, and applied
to him, apparently, quotations taken from unknown and
later followers.? The passages which he cites, thercfore,
and which appear to indicate the use of Gospels, instead
of being extracted from the works of the founder himself,
in all probability were taken from writings of Gmostics
of his own time. Canon Westcott himself admits the
possibility of this, in writing of other carly heretics.
He says: “The evidence that has been collected from

! Myedpa &yov émedevoerar éml oé, kai Slvaps iriorov émoridoer oot
Ilippolytus, Ref, Omn. Her., vii. 26.

2 Zeller, Theol. Jahrb., 1833, p. 148 ff.; Die Apostelgesch., p. 63 f.;
Volkmar, Theol. Jahrb., 1854, p. 108 ff.; Hippolytus, u. d. rom. Zeit-
genossen, 1833, p. 167 ; Der Ursprung, p. 70 f.; Iilgenfeld, Die Evan-
golien, p. 345 £., anm. 5; Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 287; Scholten, Die iilt.
Zeugnisse, p. 65 £. ; Das Ev. n. Johan., p. 427; Rumpf, Rev. de Théol,,
1867, p. 17 ff.; Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 388 fI.; J. J. Tayler, Tho
Fourth Gospel, 1867, p. 57; Luthardt, Der johann. Ursprung d. viert.
Ev., 1874, p. 85 f. See further references p. 33, n. 3.

E2
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the documents of these primitive sects is necessarily
somewhat vague. It would be more satisfactory to
know the exact position of their authors, and the precise
date of their being composed. It is just possible that
Hippolytus made use of writings which were current in
his own time without further examination, and trans-
ferred to the apostolic age forms of thought and
expression which had been the growth of two, or even of
three generations.”! So much as to the reliance to be
placed on the work ascribed to Hippolytus. It is
certain, for instance, that in writing of the scet of
Naaseni and Ophites, Hippolytus perpetually quotes
passages from the writings of the school, with the
indefinite ¢noi? as he likewise docs in dealing with the
Peratici,® and Doceta,* no individual author being
named ; yet he evidently quotes various writers, passing
from ohe to another without explanation, and making
usc of the same unvarying ¢noi. In one place,® where
he has “the Grecks say,” (¢aciv oi “EX\yres) he gives,
without further indication, a quotation from Pindar® A
still more apt instance of his method is that pointed out
by Volkmar,” where Hippolytus, writing of “ Marcion, or
some one of bis hounds,” uses, without further explana-
tion, the subjectless ¢noi to introduce matter from the
later followers of Marcion® Now, with regard to

! On the Canen, p. 252,

2 IHippolytus, Ref. Omn, Heor,, v. 6 ff.

® Ib.,v. 18, 17, 4 Ib,, vii, 9, 10.

Y Ib, v 7.

¢ Hippol., Ref. Omn. Heer. ed. Duncker et Schneidewin not. in loc.,
p. 134 Zeller, Theol. Jahrb., 1853, p. 149 f.; Scholten, Dio &lt. Zoug-
nisse, p. 65 f. ; Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 389.

7 Theol. Jahrb., 1854, p. 108 ff. ; Der Ursprung, p. 70.

8 Hippolytus, Ref. Omun. Hier., vii. 30. Scholten, Die élt. Zeugnisse,
p- 66.
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Basilides, Hippolytus dircetly refers not only to the
heretic chicf, but also to his disciple Isidorus and all
their followers,! (kai ’Ioi8wpos kal mwds 6 Tovrwr xopds)
and then proceeds to use the indefinite “he says,”
interspersed  with references in the plural to these
heretics, exhibiting the same careless method of quota-
tion, and leaving the same complete uncertainty as to
the speaker’s identity as in the other cases mentioned.?
On the other hand, it has been demonstrated by
Hilgenfeld, that the gnosticism ascribed to Basilides by
Hippolytus, in connection with these quotations, is of a
much later and more developed type than that which
Basilides himself held,® as shown in the actual fragments
of his own writings which are still extant, and as
reported by Irenseus?* Clement of Alexandria,’ and the
work “ Adversus omnes Hereses,” annexed to the
“ Preescriptio heereticorum ” of Tertullian, which is

V Hippolytus, ib., vii. 20; cf. 22,

2 Zeller, Theol. Jahrb., 1833, p. 148 f.; Folkmar, Theol. Jahrb., 1854,
p- 108 f.; Der Ursprung, p. 71 f.,, anm. ; Scholten, Die lt. Zeugnisse, p.
65 ; Davidson, Introd. N. T,, ii, p. 388; Rumpf, Rev. de Théol., 1867,
p- 18 f.

3 Hilgenfeld, Theol. Jahrb., 1856, p. 86 ff., 786 ff.; Die jiid. Apok.,
1857, p. 287 fI.; Zeitschr. wiss, Theol., 1862, p. 452 ff. ; 1878, p. 228 ff.;
Volkmar, Hippolytus u. d. rom. Zeitgenossen, p. 167; Zeitschr. wiss.
Theol., 1860, p. 295 ff.; Der Ursprung, p. 70; Lipsius, Der Gnosticis-
mus. Ersch. u. Gruber's Allg. Encyclop., 1, sect. 71, 1860, p. 90, 152 ;
Zur Quellenkr. d. Epiphanius, 1866, p. 100 ff. ; Guericke, H'buch K. G.,
1. p. 184; Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 66; Luthardt, Der johann,
Urspr. d. viert. Ev., 1874, p. 85 f. ; Mangold, Zu Bleek’s Einl. N. T., 1875,
p- 265 ; Zundert, Zeitschr. luth. Theol., 1855, h. 2, 1856, h. 1, 3. The
following differ from the view taken by Hilgenfeld : Baur, Die chr.
Kirche 3 erst. Jahrh., p. 187 {.; Theol. Jahrb., 1836, p. 121 ff.; Bunaen,
Hippolytus u. 8. Zeit., 1852, 1. p. 65 fI. ; Jacobi, Basilides Phil. Gnost.
ex. Hyppolyti lib. nuper reperto illustr., 1852 ; Zvitschr. f. Kirchon-
gesch., 1877, p. 481 ff.; Moller, Gesch. d. Kosmologied. griech. Kirsho,

1860, p. 344 f. ; Uhlhern, Das Basilidianische System, u. s. w., 1855.
4 Adv. Heer., i. 24.

* Stromata, vi. 3.
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considered to be the epitome of an ecarlier work of
Hippolytus. The fact probably is that Hippolytus derived
- his views of the doctrines of Basilides from the writings of
his later followers, and from them made the quotations
which are attributed to the founder of the school.! Inany
case there is no ground for referring these quotations
with an indefinite ¢noi to Basilides himself.

Of all this there is not a word from Canon Westcott,?
but he ventures to speak of ““ the testimony of Basilides to
our ‘acknowledged’ books,” as “comprehensive and clear.”
We have scen, however, that the passages referred to
have no weight whatever as evidence for the use of our
Synoptics. The formule (as 760 eipyuévor to that com-
pared with Luke i 33, and as yéypamrar, 7 ypady
with references compared with some of the Epistles)
which accompany these quotations, and to which Canon
Westcott points as an indication that the New Testament
writings were already recognized as Holy Scripture,*
neced no special attention, because, as it cannot be shown
that the expressions were used by Basilides himself at
all, they do not come into question. If anything, how-
ever, were required to complete the evidence that these
quotations are not from the works of Basilides himself,
but from later writings by his followers, it would be the
usc of such formule, for as the writings of pseudo-
Ignatius, Polycarp, Justin Martyr, Papias, Hegesippus,

! Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 388 f. ; Rumpf, Rev. do Théol.,
1867, p. 18 ff.; Scholten, Die ilt. Zeugnisse, p. 66 ; Vollmar, Dor Urs-
prung, p. 69 f.; Zeller, Apostelgesch., p. 65 f. ; Theol. Julwb., 1853,
p- 148 L

? And very little from Tischendorf. [In the 4th ed. of his work, Dr.
Westcott has added some observations regarding these subjectless quota-
tions, but still most inadequately states the case, ]

* On the Canon, p. 256.

4 On the Canon, p. 256.
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and others of the Fathers in several ways positively
demonstrate, the New Testament writings were not
admitted, even amongst orthodox Fathers, to the rank of
Holy Scripture, until a very much later period.!

2.

Much of what has been said with regard to the claim
which is laid to Basilides, by some apologists, as a
witness for the Gospels and the existence of a New
Testament Canon, and the manner in which that claim
1s advanced, likewise applies to Valentinus, another
Gnostic leader, who, about the year 140, came from
Alexandria to Rome and flourished till about A.p. 160.2
Very little remains of the writings of this Gnostic, and
we gain our only knowledge of them from a few short
quotations in the works of Clement of Alexandria, and
some doubtful fragments preserved by others. We shall
presently have occasion to refer more directly to these,
and nced not here more particularly mention them.

Tischendorf, the self-constituted modern Defensor fidei,?
asserts, with an assurance which can scarcely be cha-
racterized otherwise than as an unpardonable calculation
upon the ignorance of his readers, that Valentinus used

V' Scholten, Die ilt. Zeugnisse, p. 69; Zeller, Die Apostelgeach., p. 63,
anm. 3; Theol. Jahrb., 1853, p. 148.

® Irenceus, Adv. Heer., iii. 4, § 3; Eusebius, II. B., iv. 11. Auger,
Svnops. Ev. Proleg., p. xxxv.; Baur, Gesch. chr. Kircho, i. p. 196; Blcel,
Linl. N. T., p. 227; Credner, Beitriige, 1. p. 38 ; Davidson, Introd. N.
T., ii. p. 390 ; Guericke, H'buch K. G., i. p. 184; Mansel, Tho Gnostic
Horesies, 1875, p. 165; Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 243; Sthulten, Dic iilt.
Zeugnisse, p. 67; Tischendorf, Wann wurden, u. s, w., p. 43; TWesteott,

On the Canon, p. 238 f.
3 Hilgenfeld, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1865, p. 329.
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the whole of our four Canonical Gospels. To do him full
justice, we shall as much as possible give his own words ;
and, although we sect aside systematically all discussion
regarding the fourth Gospel for separate treatment here-
after, we must, in order to convey the full sense of Dr.
Tischendorf’s proceeding, commence with a sentence
regarding that Gospel. Referring to a statement of
Irenseus, that the followers of Valentinus made use of
the fourth Gospel, Tischendorf continues: “ Hippolytus
confirms and completes the statement of Irenseus, for he
quotes several expressions of John, which Valentinus
employed. This most clearly occurs in the case of John
x. 8; for Hippolytus writes :  Because the prophets and
the law, according to the doctrine of Valentinus, were
only filled with a subordinate and foolish spirit, Valen-
tinus says: On account of this, the Saviour says: All
who came before me werc thieves and robbers.””? Now
this, to begin with, is a practical falsification of the text
of the Philosophumena, which reads: “Therefore all
the Prophets and the Law spoke under the influence of
the Demiurge, a foolish God, he says, (they themselves
being) foolish, knowing nothing. On this account, he
says, the Saviour saith : All who came before me,” &e.
&c? There is no mention whatever of the name of
Valentinus in the passage, and, as we shall presently

! Die Angabe des Ireniius bestirkt und vervollstindigt Hippolytus,
denn er fiihrt einzelne Johanneische Ausspriiche an, welche Valeniin
benutzt hat. Am deutlichsten geschieht dies mit Joh. x. 8; denn Iip-
polytus schreibt: Weil die Propheten und das Gesetz, nach Valentins
Lehre, nur von cinem untergeordneten und thérichten Geiste erfiilt waren,
so sagt Valentin: Eben deshalb spricht der Erloser: Alle die vor mir
gekommen sind, sind Diebe und Mérder gewesen.” Wann wurden, u. 8. w.,
p. 44.

* Mdvres olv ol mpoirar xal & wipos E\dAnoay and Tab Snuiovpyod, pwpod
Aiyet Beots, pwpot obBév eldires.  Aud Toiro, Pyai, Néyer 6 gurp Mdvres, k.r .
Hippolytus, Ref. Omn. Her., vi. 35.
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show, there is no dircet reference in the whole chapter
to Valentinus himself. The introduction of his name in
this manner into the text, without a word of explana-
tion, is highly reprchensible. It is true that in a note
Tischendorf gives a closer translation of the passage,
without, however, any explanation ; and here again he
adds, in parenthesis to the “says he,” “namely, Valen-
tinus.” Such a note, however, which would probably
be unread by a majority of readers, does not rectify
the impression conveyed by so positive and emphatic
an assertion as is conveyed by the alteration in the
text. :

Tischendorf continues: “And as the Gospel of John,
so also were the other Gospels used by Valentinus.
According to the statement of Irensus (I. 7, § 4), he
found the said subordinate spirit, which he calls Demiurge,
Masterworker,emblematically represented by the Centurion
of Capernaum (Matt. viii. 9, Luke vii. 8); in the dead
and resuscitated daughter of Jairus, when twelve years old,
(Luke vili. 41), he recognized a symbol of his ¢ Wisdom’
(Achamoth), the mother of the Masterworker (L. 8, § 2);
in like manner, he saw represented in the history of the
woman who had suffered twelve years from the bloody
issue, and was cured by the Lord (Matt. ix. 20), the
sufferings and salvation of his twelfth primitive
spirit (Aeon) (I. 3, § 3); the expression of the Lord
(Matt. v. 18) on the numerical value of the iota (“the
smallest letter’) he applied to his ten eeons in repose.”?
Now, in every instance where Tischendorf here speaks
of Valentinus by the singular “he,” Irenzus uses the
plural “they,” referring not to the original founder of
the sect, but to his followers in his own day, and the

' Wann wurden, u. 8. w., p. 44 f.
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text is thus again in every instance falsified by the pious
zcal of the apologist. In the case of the Centurion :
“they say ” (Aéyovo) that he is the Demiurge;' “they
declare ” (8upyodvrar) that the daughter of Jairus is the
type of Achamoth ;* “they say” (Aéyovo.) that the
apostasy of Judas points to the passion in connection with
the twelfth seon, and also the fact that Jesus suffered in
the twelfth month after his baptism ; for they will have
it (Bovhovrar) that he only preached for one year. The
case of the woman with the bloody issue for twelve years,
and the power which went forth from the Son to heal
her, “they will have to be Horos” (elva. 8¢ Tavmw Tow
*Opov fehovow)?® In like manner they assert that the
ten @ons are indicated (onpaivecfar Aéyovor) by the
letter ““Iota,” mentioned in the Saviour’s expression,
Matt. v. 18.# At the end of these and numerous other
similar references in this chapter to New Testament
expressions and passages, Irenseus says: “Thus they
interpret,” &ec. (épunredovow eipfofar)® The plural
“they ” is employed throughout.

Tischendorf proceeds to give the answer to his state-
ment which is supposed to be made by objectors. “They
say : all that has reference to the Gospel of John was
not advanced by Valentinus himself, but by his dis-
ciples. And in fact, in Irenseus, ‘they—the Valen-
tinians—say,’ occurs much oftener than ¢he—Valentinus
—says.” But who is there so sapient as to draw the
line between what the master alone says, and that which
the disciples state without in the least repeating the

' Irenceus, Adv, Heer., 1. 7, § 4.
2 Ib., Adv. Heer., 1. 8, § 2.

3 b, 1.3, §3.

1 Ihi;3.3, 82

s Ib.,1. 8, §4.
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master ?”!  Tischendorf solves the difficulty by referring
everything indiscriminately to the master. Now, in reply
to these observations, we must remark in the first place
that the admission here made by Tischendorf, that
Irenseus much more often uses ¢ they say” than “he
says ~ is still quite disingenuous, inasmuch as invariably,
and without exception, Irenszus uses the plural in
connection with the texts in question. Seccondly, it
is quite obvious that a Gnostic, writing about A.D.
185—195, was likely to use arguments which were
never thought of by a Gnostic, writing at the middle of
the second century. At the end of the century, the
writings of the New Testament had acquired considera-
tion and authority, and Gnostic writers had therefore a
reason to refer to them, and to endecavour to show that
they supported their peculiar views, which did not exist
at all at the time when Valentinus propounded his
system. Tischendorf, however, cannot be allowed the
benefit even of such a doubt as he insinuates, as to what
belongs to the master, and what to the followers. Such
doubtful testimony could not establish anything, but it is
in point of fact also totally excluded by the statement of
Irenszeus himself.

In the preface to the first book of his great work,
Irenceus clearly states the motives and objects for which
he writes. He says: “I considered it necessary, having
read the commentaries (Ymopvijpacs) of the disciples of
Valentinus, as they call themselves, and having had per-
sonal intercourse with some of them and acquired full
knowledge of their opinions, to unfold to thee,” &ec., and
he goes on to say that he intends to set forth “the
opinions of those who are now teaching heresy ; I speak

! Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 45.



60 BUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

particularly of the followers of Ptolemeeus, whose system
is an offshoot of the school of Valentinus.”! Nothing
could be more explicit than this statement that Irenseus
neither intended nor pretended to write upon the works
of Valentinus himself, but upon the commentaries of his
followers of his own time, with some of whom he had
had personal intercourse, and that the system which he
intended to attack was that actually being taught in his
day by Ptolemeeus and his school, the offshoot from
Valentinus. All the quotations to which Tischendorf
refers are made within a few pages of this explicit
declaration. Immediately after the passage about the
Centurion, he says: “such is their system” (rowavrys
8¢ is dmobéoews adrdv odans), and three lines below
he states that they derive their views from unwritten
sources (é¢ dypdpwr dvaywdakovres).? The first direct
reference to Valentinus does not occur until after these
quotations, and is for the purpose of showing the
variation of opinion of his followers. He says: “ Let us
now see the uncertain opinions of these heretics, for there
are two or three of them, how they do not specak alike of
the same things, but contradicted one another in facts
and names.” Then he continucs : “ For the first of them,
Valentinus, having derived his principles from the so-
called Gnostic heresy, and adapted them to the peculiar
character of his school declared this:” &e., &c® And

1. .. dvaykaiov fymodpny, évruydy Tois Uropyipact Tév, o5 atrol Aéyovaiy,

Olakevrivov pabnraw, éviois 8¢ alrdv xai oupBaldv, xai karakaSBopevos v
yrépny altéy, ppwical got, kT . . . TV Te yvobuny altdy Tév viv wapadi-
dackdvrov, Aéyo 8) Tav mepl Irokepaiov, drdvfiopa oloav tis Olakerrivov
oxohis, kr . Irenceus, Adv. Her. Preef,, i. § 2.

? Irenceus, Adv. Heer., i. 8, § 1.

3 "I8wpev viv kal miy Toutwy doTatov yrduny, 8vo mov kai Tpdy Svrew, was
mwepl T@Y alrdy ol ta alrd Aéyovary, dAA& Tois mpdypaoc: kai Tois Svipaciw
évavria dmogpaivovras. ‘O pév yap mparos amd s Aeyopéins Tvworuds alpéoens
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after a brief description of his system, in which no Serip-
tural allusion occurs, he goes on to compare the views of
the rest, and in chap. xii. he returns to Ptolemaus and
his followers (‘O IIro\epatos, kai oi odv adrg, k.T.\.).

In the preface to Book ii, he again says that he has
been exposing the falsity of the followers of Valentinus
(qui sunt a Valentino) and will proceed to establish what
he has advanced ; and everywhere he uses the plural
“ they,” with occasional dircet references to the followers
of Valentinus (qui sunt a Valentino).! The same course
is adopted in Book iii,, the plural being systematically
used, and the same distinct definition introduced at
intervals.? And again, in the preface to Book iv. he
recapitulates that the preceding books had been written
against these, “ qui sunt a Valentino” (§ 2). In fact, it
would almost be impossible for any writer more fre-
quently and emphatically to show that he is not, as he
began by declaring, dealing with the founder of the school
himself, but with his followers living and teaching at the
time at which he wrote.

Canon Westcott, with whose system of positively
enunciating unsupported and controverted statements
we are alrcady acquainted, is only slightly outstripped
by the German apologist in his misrepresentation of the
evidence of Valentinus. It must be stated, however,
that, acknowledging, as no doubt he does, that Irenseus
never refers to Valentinus himself, Canon Westcott passes
over in complete silengce the supposed references upon
tas dpxas els Wy yapaxripa 8iaokakeiov pefappdoas Olaherrivos, olrws
ébnpopopnaer, kA, Irencus, Adv. Her., i. 11, § 1.

! As, for instance, ii. 16, § 4.

2 For instance, ‘* Secundum autem eos qui sunt a Valentino,” iii. 11,

§ 2. “Secundum autem illos,” § 3; ‘‘ab omnibus illos,” § 3. « 1{1 autem
qui sunt & Valentino,” &ec., § 7, 1b. § 9, &c. &e.
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which Tischendorf relies as his only evidence for the use
of the Synoptics by that Gnostic. He, however, makes
the following extraordinary statement regarding Valen-
tinus: “The fragments of his writings which remain
show the same natural and trustful use of Scripture as
other Christian works of the same period ; and there is
no diversity of character in this respect between the
quotations given in Hippolytus and those found in
Clement of Alexandria. He cites the Epistle to the
Ephesians as ¢ Scripture,” and refers clearly to the Gospels
of St. Matthew, St. Luke, and St. John, to the Epistles
to the Romans,”! &e.

We shall now give the passages which he points out
in support of these assertions.? .The first two are said to
occur in the Stromata of the Alexandrian Clement, who
professes to quote the very words of a letter of Valen-
tinus to certain people regarding the passions, which are
called by the followers of Basilides “the appendages of the
soul.” The passage is as follows : “But one only is good,
whose presence is the manifestation through the Son, and

! On the Canon, p. 259 f. [In the 4th ed. of his work, published sinco
the above romarks were made, Dr. Westcott has modified or withdrawn
his assertions regarding Valentinus. As we cannot well omit the above
passage, it is right to state that the lines quoted now read: *The few
unquestionable fragments of Valentinus contain but little which poiuts
to passages of Scripture, If it were clear that the anonymous quotations
in Hippolytus were derived from Valentinus himself, the list would be
much enlarged, and include a citation of the Epistle to the Ephesians as
‘ Scripture,” and clear references to the Gospels of St. Luke and St. John,
to 1 Corinthians, perhaps also tothe Epistle to the Hebrews, and the first
Epistle of St. John,” (p. 295 f.). In a note he adds: ‘‘ But a fresh and
careful examination of the whole sectior of Hippolytus makes me feel
that the evidence is so uncertain, that I cannot be sure in this case, as in
the case of Basilides, that Hippolytus is quoting the words of the
Founder” (p. 295, n. 5). Under these circumstances the statements
even in the amended edition present many curious features.]

2 Ib., p. 260, note 2,
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through Him alone will the heart be enabled to become
pure, by the expulsion of every cvil spirit from the
heart. For many spirits dwelling in it do not allow it
to be pure, but each of them, while in divers parts they
riot there in unscemly lusts, performs its own works. And,
it scems to me, the heart is somewhat like an inn. Ior
that, also, is both bored and dug into, and often filled
with the ordure of men, who abide there in revelry, and
bestow not one single thought upon the place, sceing it
is the property of another. And in such wise is it with
the heart, so long as no thought is given to it, being
impure, and the dwelling-place of many demons, but as
soon as the alone good Father has visited it, it is sanctified
and shines through with light, and the possessor of such a
heart becomes so blessed, that he.shall see God.”! Ac-
cording to Canon Westcott this passage contains two
of the “clear references”to our Gospels upon which he
bases his statement, namely to Matt. v. 8, and to Maitt.
xix, 17.

Now it is clear that there is no actual quotation from
any evangelical work in this passage from the Epistle
of Valentinus, and the utmost for which the most
zealous apologist could contend is, that there is a slight
similarity with some words in the Gospel, and Canon

v gls 8¢ éorw dyabos, ob mappyoia (Grabe—Spicil. Patr. ii. p. 52—suggests
mapoveia, which we adopt.) # 8id Tob viod avépwais, kai 8 alrod pivov
8ivairo &v 7 xapdia xabapi yevéaBas mavrds movnpol wvelparos iéfwlovpévov Tis
kapdias. moM& yap évoixalvra ailrh mvebpara obk éa xabapedew, fxaorov 8¢
airay ta B édxrekel fpya moMhayds évuBpilivrov émbupiats ol wpoonevoars.
xai pot doxel Opowy Tt mdoxev tg mavdoxely 7§ xapdias  kal yip éxeivo
kararirparai Te xal SpUrTerar kal moMdkis kémpov wipmAarat dvfpdmwy doekyds
éppevdvror xai undé pilav mpdvolay mowoupévwy ToU Ywpiov, kabdmep dAlorpiov
kafeararos’ Tov Tpbmov TouTor kal 1 kapdia péxpt pi) mpovoias Tvyxdver, dxdbap-
ros olwa, moM\aév oloa Sapdvev olxnripiov, émedav 8¢ émoxéymrar aimyy §

pbvos dyafds marip, ylaoras kal puri diakdpme, kai olrw paxapiferar & Eywy
v Tquavmy kapdiav, éri Syrerar Tov Gedv.  Clem. Al., Strom., ii. 20, § 114,
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Westcott himself does not venture to call them more
than “references.” That such distant coincidences
should be quoted as cvidence for the use of the first
Gospel shows how weak is his case. At best such vague
allusions could not prove anything, but when the
passages to which reference is supposed to be made are
examined, it will be apparent that nothing could be more
unfounded or arbitrary than the claim of reference
specially to our Gospel, to the exclusion of the other
Gospels then existing, which to our knowledge contained
both passages. We may, indeed, go still further, and
afirm that if these coincidences are references to any
Gospel at all, that Gospel is not the canonical, but one
different from it.

The first reference alluded to consists of the following
two phrases : “But one only is good (els 8¢ éorw dyabds).
. +. . . the alone good Father” (6 udvos dyalos
warnp). This is compared with Matt. xix. 17 :* “ Why
askest thou me concerning good ? there is one that is
good ” (els éarww 6 dyaflds).? Now the passage in the
epistle, if a reference to any parallel episode, such as
Matt. xix. 17, indicates with certainty the reading :
“One is good the Father” els éorw dyaflds 6 marijp.
There is no such reading in any of our Gospels. But
although this reading does not exist in any of the
Canonical Gospels, it is well known that it did exist in
uncanonical Gospels no longer extant, and that the
passage was one upon which various sects of so-called
hereties laid great stress. Irenzeus quotes it as one of

1 Westcott, On the Canon, p. 260, note 2.

? Mark x. 18, and Luke xviii. 18, are linguistically more distant.
“Why callest thou me good P There is none good but God only.” obdeis
dyabs el pn) els & Oeds. &
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the texts to which the Marcosians, who made use of
apocryphal Gospels,' and notably of the Gospel accord-
ing to the Hebrews, gave a different colouring : efs éorw
ayaflos, 6 wamijp.? Epiphanius also quotes this reading
as one of the variations of the Marcionites: els éorw
dyallos, 6 feds, 6 marnp.® Origen, likewise, remarks that
this passage is misused by some Heretics: “Velut
proprie sibi datum scutum putant (heeretici) quod dixit
Dominus in Evangelio: Nemo bonus nisi unus Deus
pater.”* Justin Martyr quotes the same reading from a
source different from our Gospels® els éorw dyalos o6
matp pov, k.7.\.,° and in agreement with the repeated
similar readings of the Clementine Homilies, which
likewise derived it from an extra canonical source,’
o yap dayabos els éoTtw, 6 marijp. The use of a similar
expression by Clement of Alexandria® as well as by
Origen, only serves to prove the existence of the reading
in extinet Gospels, although it is not found in any MS,
of any of our Gospels.

The second of the supposed references is more diffuse :
“ One is good and through him alone will the heart be en-
abled to become pure () xapdia xabapa yevéabar) . . .
but when the alone good Father has visited it, it is
sanctified and shines through with light, and the pos-
sessor of such a heart becomes so blessed, that he shall
sce God” (kal ovre pakapilerar 6 éywv v TOLaVTYY

v Adv. Heer., i. 20, § 1. ® Ib., .20, §2.

3 Epiphanius, Heer., xlii.; Schol. L. ed. Pet., p. 339.

4 De Principiis, i. 2,§13 ; cf. de Orat., 15; Exhort.ad Mart., 7; Contra
Cels., v. 11; cf. Griesbach, Symb. Crit., ii. p. 303, 349, 388.

5 Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. Justin's, p. 220 ff.; Credner, Beitrige, i.
p- 243 ff. ¢ Apol., i. 16.

7 Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. Justin’s, p. 362 f.; Credner, Beitrige, i, p. 321.

® Hom., xviii. 1; 3.

® oldeis ayalds, €l un 6 marnp pov, xr\. Pmdag., 1.8, § 72, cf. § 74 ; ls
dyafds 6 warnp. Strom., v. 10, § 64.

VoL 11, ¥
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kapdiav, otL oPerar Tov Bedv). This is compared® with
Matthew v. 8: “Blessed are the -pure in heart, for they
shall see God” (paxdpuot ot kabapol 17 kapdia, ot adrol
7ov Bedv dfovrar). It might be argued that this is quite
as much a reference to Psalm xxiv. 3-6 as to Matt. v. 8,
but even if treated as a reference to the Sermon on the
Mount, nothing is more certain than the fact that this
discourse had its place in much older forms of the Gospel
than our present Canonical Gospels,® and that it formed
part of the Gospel according to the Hebrews and other
evangelical writings in circulation in the early Church.
Such a reference as this is absolutely worthless as evidence
of special acquaintance with our first Synoptic.?
Tischendorf does not appeal at all to thesc supposed
references contained in the passages preserved by
Clement, but both the German and the English apologist
join in relying upon the testimony of Hippolytus,* with
regard to the use of the Gospels by Valentinus, although
it must be admitted that the former does so with greater
fairness of treatment than Canon Westcott. Tischendorf
does refer to, and admit, some -of the difficulties of the
case, as we shall presently see, whilst Canon Westcott, as
in the case of Basilides, boldly makes his assertion, and
totally ignores all adverse facts. The only Gospel

! [Vestcott, On the Canon, p. 260, noto 2.

? Ewald assigns it to the Spruchsammlung. Die drei erst. Evv., p. 7.

* The supposed reference to the Ep. to the Romans i. 20 ; cf. Clem. AL,
Strom., iv. 13, § 91, 92, is much more distant than either of the pre-
ceding. It is not necessary for us to discuss it, but as Canon West-
cott merely gives references to all of the passages without quoting any of
the words, a good strong assertion becomes a powerful argument, since
fow readers have the means of verifying its correctness.

4 By a misprint Canon Westcott ascribes all his references of Valen-
tinus to the N. T., except three, to the extracts from his writings in the
Stromata of Clement, although he should have indicated the work of
Hippolytus. Cf. On the Canon, 1866, p. 260, note 2.
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reference which can be adduced even in the Philoso-
phumena, exclusive of one asserted to be to the fourth
Gospel, which will be separately considered hereafter, is
advanced by Canon Westcott, for Tischendorf does not
refer to it, but confines himself solely to the supposed
reference to the fourth Gospel. The passage is the same
as one also imputed to Basilides: “The Holy Spirit
shall come upon, thee and the power of the Highest
shall overshadow thee ;” which happens to agree with the
words in Luke i. 35; but, as we have seen in connection
with Justin, there is good reason for concluding that the
narrative 'to which it belongs was contained in other
Gospels.! In this instance, however, the quotation is
carried further and presents an important variation from
the text of Luke. “The Holy Spirit shall come upon
thee, and the power of the Highest shall overshadow
thee ; therefore the thing begotten of thee shall be called
holy”2 (8 70 yewdpevov éx aov dyiov kK\nbhjoerar). The
reading of Luke is: “Therefore also the holy thing
begotten shall be called the Son of God” (80 kal 70
yevvadpevov ayiov k\nbhjoerar vios feov). It is probable
that the passage referred to in connection with the
followers of Basilides may have ended in the same way
as this, and been derived from the same source. Nothing,
however, can be clearer than the fact that this quotation,
by whoever made, is not taken from our third Synoptic,
inasmuch as there does not exist a single MS. which
contains such a passage.

We again, however, come to the question : Who really
made the quotations which Hippolytus introduces so in-
definitely? We have already, in speaking of Basilides,

! Cf. Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. Justin’s, p. 141 fl.
* Hippolytus, Adv. Heer., vi. 35.
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pointed out the loose manner in which Hippolytus and
other early writers, in dealing with different schools of
heretics, indifferently quote the founder or his followers
without indicating the precise person quoted. This prac-
tice is particularly apparent in the work of Hippolytus
when the followers of Valentinus are in question.
Tischendorf himself is obliged to admit this. He asks:
“ Even though it be also incontestable, that the author
(Hippolytus) does not always sharply distinguish between
the sect and the founder of the sect, does this apply to
the present case?”! He denies that it does in the instance
to which he refers, but he admits the general fact. Inthe
same way another apologist of the fourth Gospel (and as
the use of that Gospel is maintained in consequence of a
quotation in the very same chapter as we are now con-
sidering, only a few lines higher up, both the third and
fourth are in the same position) is forced to admit :
“The use of the Gospel of John by Valentinus cannot
so certainly be proved from our refutation-writing
(the work of Hippolytus). Certainly in the statement
of these doctrines it gives abstracts, which contain an
expression of John (x. 8), and there cannot be any doubt
that this is taken from some writing of the sect. But the
apologist, in his expressions regarding the Valentinian
doctrines, does not seem to confine himself to one
and the same work, but to have alternately made use of
different writings of the school, for which reason we
cannot say anything as to the age of this quotation, and
from this testimony, therefore, we merely have further
confirmation that the Gospel was early? (?) used in the

! Wenn nun auch unbestreitbar ist, dass der Verfassor nicht immer
streng zwischen der Sekto sondert und dem Urheber der Sekte, findet dies
auf den vorliegendon Feil Anwendung ? Wanu wurden, u. s. w., p. 46.

2 Why ““early ”’ ? since Hippolytus writes about A.p. 225.
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School of the Valentinians,”* &e. Of all this not a word
from Canon Westcott, who adheres to his system of
bare assertion.

Now we have already quoted? the opening scntence
of Book vi. 35, of the work ascribed to Hippolytus, in
which the quotation from John x. 8, referred to above
occurs, and ten lines further on, with another inter-
mediate and equally indefinite “he says” (¢nor), occurs
the supposed quotation from -Luke i. 35, which, equally
with that from the fourth Gospel, must, according to
Weizsiicker, be abandoned as a quotation which can
fairly be ascribed to Valentinus himself, whose name is
not once mentioned in the whole chapter. A few lines
below the quotation, however, a passage occurs which
throws much light upon the question. After explaining
the views of the Valentinians regarding the verse: “The
Holy Ghost shall come upon thee,” &c., the writer thus
proceeds : “ Regarding this there is among them (adrois)
a great question, a cause both of schism and dissension.
And hence their (adrdv) teaching has become divided,
and the one teaching according to them (kar’ alrovs) is
called Eastern (dvatohwi) and the other Italian. They
from Italy, of whom is Heracleon and Ptolemseus,
say (paci) that the body of Jesus was animal, and on
account of this, on the occasion of the baptism, the Holy
Spirit like a dove came down—that is, the Logos from
the Mother above, Sophia—and became joined to the
animal, and raised him from the dead. This, ke says
(pnoi) is the declaration (o elpnpévor),”—and here
be it observed we come to another of the “clear refer-

! Weizadcker, Unters. iib. d. evang. Gesch., 1864, p. 234, Cf. Luthardt,
Der jobann. Urspr. viert. Ev. 1874, p. 88 £
2 Vol. ii. p. 57, * Therefore all the Prophets,” &e.
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ences” which Canon Westcott ventures, deliberately and
without a word of doubt, to attribute to Valentinus
himself,'—“This, he says, is the declaration: ‘He who
raised Christ from the dead shall also quicken your
mortal bodies,’? that is animal. For the earth has
come under a curse : ‘For dust, he says (¢not) thou art
and unto dust shalt thou return.’®* On the other hand,
those from the East (of &' ad dwd Tijs dvaroly)s), of whom
is Axionicus and Bardesanes, say (Aéyovow) that the
body of the Saviour was spiritual, for the Holy Spirit
came upon Mary, that is the Sophia and the power of
the Highest,”* &c.

In this passage we have a good illustration of the
mode in which the writer introduces his quotations with
the subjectless “he says” Here he is conveying the
divergent opinions of the two partics of Valentinians, and
explaining the peculiar doctrines of the Italian school
“of whom is Heracleon and Ptolemeeus,” and he sud-
denly departs from the plural “they” to quote the
passage from Romans viii. 11, in support of their views
with the singular “he says.” Nothing can be more
obvious than that “he” cannot possibly be Valentinus
himself, for the schism is represented as taking place

! On the Canon, p. 260. [IIo no longer does so. See back p. 62, n. .]

? Of. Rom. viii. 11. 3 Cf. Gen. iii. 19,

4 Lepi rolrov {rois peydly éoriv almois kal oxopdrey xal Suadopas ddpopus.
Kai yéyovev évreifer i 8i8aoxakia alriov Sippnuévm, xai kakeirar §) pév dvarokixq
ris 8i8aokakia kar’ abrobs, §) 8¢ "Irahwrcr). Ol pév dmd is "Iradias, &y doriv
‘Hparhéwy xal Mrokepaios, Yuyudv pagt T& oépa Tod "Incod yeyovévar, kal dia
ToiTo émi Tob iogparcs Td wvelpa ws mepoTepa kareAnhvle, ToutéaTiv 6 Adyos
6 s pyrpds dvwlev tis coias, kal yéyove Tg Yuxixg, xal éyfyeprer alrov éx
vekpiov. Tobro doi, P, 7é elpuévor ‘O Eyeipas Xprardy ék verpav, {womotaet
kai & Qvqra odpara Updv, fro Yuywd. ‘0 xois ydp Umd kardpav éAfhube.
Y yip, ¢naoiv, e, kal els yiv dmehevay. Oi 8'ad dmo Tis dvarohis Aéyovaw, Sv
doriv "Abwvixos kal 'ApSnoudms, Sri mvevparidv v 1O obpa Tol cwripos.
mvebpa yap dywov f\fev émt Ty Maplav, TovréoTw 7 ocoghia, kai 7 Bivapis Tod

Uiotov, kA, Hippolytus, Ref. Omn. Iler., ¥i. 35,
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amongst his followers, and the quotation is cvidently
made by one of them to support the views of bis
party in the schism, but whether Hippolytus is quoting
from Heraclecon or Ptolemeeus or some other of the
Italian® school, there is no means of knowing. Of all
this, again, nothing is said by Canon Westcott, who
quictly asscrts without hesitation or argument, that
Valentinus himself is the person who here makes. the
quotation. = - :
We have already said that the name of Valentinus
does not occur once in the whole chapter (vi. 35) which
we have been cxamining, and if we turn back we find
that the preceding context confirms the result at which
we have arrived, that the ¢noi has no reference to the
Founder himself, but is applicable only to some later
member of his school, most probably contemporary with
Hippolytus. In vi. 21, Hippolytus discusses the heresy
of Valentinus, which he traces to Pythagoras and Plato,
but in Ch. 29 he passes from direct reference to the
Founder to deal entirely with his school. This is so
manifest, that the learned editors of the work of Hip-
polytus, Professors Duncker and Schneidewin, alter the
preceding heading at that part from “ Valentinus” to
“ Valentiniani,” At the beginning of Ch. 29 Hip-
polytus writes : ““ Valentinus, therefore, and Heracleon
and Ptolemweus and the whole school of these (heretics)
have laid down as the fundamental principle of

their teaching the arithmetical system. For according
to these,” &c. And a few lines lower down: “Therc
is discernible amongst them, however, considerable
difference of opinion. For many of them, in order that

! The guotation from an Epistle to the Romans by the Italian school ia
o ppropriate.
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the Pythagorean doctrine of Valentinus may be wholly
pure, suppose, &ec., but others,” &c. He shortly after
says that he will proceed to state their doctrines as
they themselves teach them (uvnuovevoavres ws éxetor
dddokovow épodpev). He then continues: “ There is,
he says (¢noi),” &e. &c., quoting evidently one of these
followers who want to keep the doctrine of Valentinus
pure, or of the “others,” although without naming him,
and three lines further on again, without any preparation,
returning to the plural “they say ” (\éyovou) and so on
through the following chapters, “ he says” alternating
with the plural, as the author apparently has in view
something said by individuals or merely expresses general
views. In the Chapter (34) preceding that which we
have principally been examining, Hippolytus begins by
referring to ““the Quaternion according to Valentinus,”
but after five lines on it, he continues: “ This is what
they say: ravrd éorw & Aéyovow,”' and then goes
on to speak of “their whole teaching” (mjp wacav
atrév didaokaliav), and lower down he distinetly sets
himself to discuss the opinions of the school in the
plural: “Thus these (Valentinians) subdivide the
contents of the Pleroma,” &c. (ovrws obrot, x.7.\.), and
continues with an occasional “according to them ” (xar’
alrods) until, without any name being mentioned, he
makes use of the indefinite ““he says” to introducc the
quotation referred to by Canon Westcott as a citation by
Valentinus himself of “the Epistle to the Ephesians as
Scripture,”?  “This is, he says, what is written in
Scripture,” and there follows a quotation which, it may
merely be mentioned as Canon Westcott says nothing of
it, differs considerably from the passage in the Epistle

yi. 84, * On the Canen, p. 260.
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iii. 14—18. Immediately after, another of Canon West-
cott’s quotations from 1 Cor. ii. 14, is given, with the
same indefinite  he says,” and in the same way, without
further mention of names, the quotations in Ch. 35
compared with John x. 8, and Luke 1. 35. There is,
therefore, absolutely no ground whatever for referring
these ¢moi to Valentinus himself ; but, on the contrary,
Hippolytus shows in the clearest way that he is dis-
cussing the views of the later writers of the sect, and
it 1s one of these, and not the Founder himself, whom in
his usual indefinite way he thus quotes.

We have been forced by these bald and unsupported
assertions of apologists to go at such length into these
questions at the risk of being very wearisome to our
readers, but it has been our aim as much as possible to
make no statements without placing before those who
arc interested the materials for forming an intelligent
opinion. Any other course would be to meet mere asser-
tion by simple denial, and it is only by bold and unsub-
stantiated statements which have been simply and in
good faith accepted by ordinary readers who have not
the opportunity, if they have even the will, to test their
veracity, that apologists have so long held their ground.
Our results regarding Valentinus so far may be stated as
follows : the quotations which without any explanation
are so positively imputed to Valentinus arc not made by
him, but by later writers of his school ;! and, moreover,
the passages which are indicated by the English apologist
as references to our two Synoptic Gospels not only do

! Bretschneider, Probabilia de Evang. et Ep.Joannis, 1820, p. 212 fI.;
" Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 390, p. 516 ; Hilgenfeld, Die Evangelien,
p- 345, anm. 5; Rumpf, Rev.de Théol,, 1867, p. 17 ff. ; Scholten, Die &lt.
Zeugnisse, p. 68 f.; J. J. Tuyler, The Fourth Gospel, 1867, p. 57;
Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 70 f.; Theol. Jahrb., 1854, p. 108 ff., 125 f. ;
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not emanate from Valentinus, but do not agree with
our Gospels, and are apparently derived from other
sources.!

The remarks of Canon Westcott with regard to the
connection of Valentinus with our New Testament are
on a par with the rest of his assertions. He says:
“There is no reason to suppose that Valentinus differed
from Catholic writers on the Canon of the New Testa-
ment.”? We might ironically adopt this sentence, for as
no writer whatever of the time of Valentinus, as we have
scen, recognized any New Testament Canon at all, he
certainly did not in this respect differ from the other
writers of that period. Canon Westcott relies upon the
statement of Tertullian, but even here, although he
quotes the Latin passage in a note, he does not fully
give its real sense in his text. He writes in immediate
continuation of the quotation given above: * Tertullian
says that in this he differed from Marcion, that he at
lcast professed to accept ‘the whole instrument,” per-
verting the interpretation, where Marcion mutilated the
text.” Now the assertion of Tertullian has a very
important modification, which, to any one acquainted
with the very unscrupulous boldness of the “Great
African” in dealing with religious controversy, is
extremely significant. He does not make the assertion
positively and of his own knowledge, but modifies it by
saying: “Nor, indeed, if Valentinus secms to use the

Teizsdcker, Unters. evang. Gesch., p. 234; Zeller, Die Apostelgesch., p.
65 ff.; Theol. Jahrb., 1833, p. 151 ff. Cf. Kirchhofer, Quollonsamml.,
p- 387, anm. 1.

! Cf. Zeller, Die Apostelgesch., p. 67 f.; Kirchhofer, Quellensamml.,
p. 387, anm. 1.

2 On the Canonm, p. 259, [Dr. Westcott omits these words from his
4th ed., but he uses others here and elsewhere which imply very nearly
the same assertion.]
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whole instrument, (neque enim si .Valentinus integro
instrumento uti videtur),”* &c. Tertullian evidently
knew very little of Valentinus himself, and had pro-
bably not read his writings at all.? His treatise against
the Valentinians is avowedly not original, but, as he
himself admits, is compiled from the writings of Justin,
Miltiades, Ireneus, and Proclus® Tertullian would not
have hesitated to affirm anything of this kind positively,
had there been any ground for it, but his assertion is
at once too uncertain, and the value of his statements
of this nature much too small, for such a remark to
have any weight as evidence.* Besides, by his own
showing Valentinus altered Scripture (sine dubio emen-
dans),® which he could not have done had he recognized
it as of canonical authority.® We cannot, however,
place any reliance upon criticism emanating from Ter-
tullian.

All that Origen seems to know on this subject is that
the followers of Valentinus (rods dmd Odvaherrivov) have
altered the form of the Gospel (uerayapdéavres 76
evayyélwr).” Clement of Alexandria, however, informs
us that Valentinus, like Basilides, professed to have
direct traditions from the Apostles, his tecacher being
Theodas, a disciple of the Apostle Paul.® If he had
known any Gospels which he believed to have apostolic
authority, there would clearly not have been any need
of such tradition. Hippolytus distinctly affirms that
Valentinus derived his system from Pythagoras and Plato,

! De Prooscrip. Heer., 38. _
? Scholten, Die ilt, Zeugnisse, p. 67; Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii.

p- 390. 3 Adv. Valent., 5.
* Baur, Unters. kan. Evv., p. 357; Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 390.
* Do Preescrip. Heer., 30. ¢ Credner, Beitriige, i. p. 38.

7 Contra Cels., ii. 27. 8 Strom., vii. 17, § 106,
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and “not from the Gospels” (ovk dmd 7dv edayyehiwv),
and that consequently he might more properly be con-
sidered a Pythagorean and Platonist than a Christian.!
Irenseus, in like manner, asserts that the Valentinians
. derive their views from unwritten sources (é€ dypdpwr
avaywaokovres),? and he accuses them of rejecting the
Gospels, for after cnumerating them,® he continues:
“When, indeed, they are refuted out of the Seriptures,
they turn round in accusation of these same Seriptures,
as though they were not correct, nor of authority

. For (they say) that it (the truth) was not
conveyed by written records but by the living voice.”*
In the same chapter he goes on to show that the Valen-
tinians not only reject the authority of Scripture, but
also reject ecclesiastical tradition. He says: “But,
again, when we refer them to that tradition which is
from the Apostles, which has been preserved through a
succession of Presbyters in the Churches, they are
opposed to tradition, affirming themsclves wiser not only
than Presbyters, but even than the Apostles, in that they
have discovered the uncorrupted truth. For (they say)
the Apostles mixed up matters which are of the law with
the words of the Saviour, &c. . . . It comesto this,
they necither consent to Scripture nor to tradition.
(Evenit itaque, neque Secripturis jam, neque Traditioni
consentire eos.)”® We find, therefore, that even in the
time of Irenseus the Valentinians rejected the writings

! Ref. Omn. Heor., vi. 20; cf. vi. 21.
* Adv. Her.,i. 8, § 1. 3 Ib.,iii. 1,§ 1.
4 Cum enim ex Seripturis arguuntur, in accusationem convertuntur
ipsarum Scripturarum, quasi non recte habeant, neque sint ex auctoritate.
. . Non emmper litteras traditam illam, sed per vivam vocem, &e.
Irenmu, Adyv. Heer., 1. 2, § 1.
8 Ib., ii. 2, § 2.
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of the New Testament as authoritative documents, which
they certainly would not have done had the Founder of
their sect himself acknowledged them. So far from this
being the case, there was absolutely no New Testament
Canon for Valentinus himself to deal with,! and his
perfectly orthodox contemporaries recognized no other
Holy Scriptures than those of the Old Testament.
Irenzeus, however, goes still further, and states that the
Valentinians of his time not only had many Gospels, but
that they possessed one peculiar to themselves. “ Those
indeed wha are followers of Valentinus,” he says,
“ again passing beyond all fear, and putting forth their
own compositions, boast that they have more Gospels
than there actually are. Indeed they have proceeded so
far in audacity that they eutitle their not long written
work, agreeing in nothing with the Gospels of the
Apostles, the Gospel of Truth, so that there cannot be
any Gospel among them without -blasphemy.”? It
follows clearly, from the very name of the Valentinian
Gospel, that they did not consider that others contained
the truth,® and indeed Irenzus himself perceived this, for
he continues : ““ For if what is published by them be the
Gospel of Truth, yet is dissimilar from those which have
been delivered to us by the Apostles, any may perceive
who please, as is demonstrated by these very Scriptures,
that that which has been handed down from the Apostles
is not the Gospel of Truth.”* These passages speak for

! Credner, Gesch. N. T. Kan., p. 24; Rt;u&!, Hist. du Canon, p. 69 f.

2 Hi vero,qui sunt a Valentino,iterum exsistentes extra omnem timorem,
suas conscriptiones proferentes, plura habere gloriantur, quam sint ipsa
Evangelia. Siquidem in tantum processerunt audacime, uti quod ab his
non olim conscriptum est, veritatis Evangelium titulent, in nihilo con-
veniens apostolorum Evangeliis, ut nec Evangelium quidem sit apud eos

sine blasphemia. Irenceus, Adv. Heer., iii. 11, § 9.
3 Credner, Beitriige, i. p. 38, f. 4 Irenaeus, Adv. Heer,, iii. 11, §9,
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themselves. It has been suggested that the “ Gospel
of Truth” was a harmony of the four Gospels.! This,
however, cannot by any possibility have been the cas,
inasmuch as Irenzeus distinctly says that it did not
agree in anything with the Gospels of the Apostles.
We have been compelled to devote too much space to
Valentinus, and we now leave him with the certainty
that in nothing does he afford any cvidence even of
the existence of our Synoptic Gospels.

1 Bleek, Einl. N. T., p. 638.
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CHAPTER VIL
MARCION.

WE must now turn to the great Heresiarch of the
second century, Marcion, and consider the evidence
regarding our Gospels which may be derived from what
we know of him.  The importance, and at the same
time the difficulty, of arriving at a just conclusion from
the materials within our reach have remdered Marcion’s
Gospel the object of very claborate criticism, and the
discussion of its actual character has continued with
fluctuating results for nearly a century.

Marcion was born at Sinope, in Pontus, of which place
his father was Bishop,'-and although it is said that he
aspired to the first place in the Church of Rome,? the
Presbyters refused him communion on account of his
peculiar views of Christianity. We shall presently more
fully refer to his opinions, but here it will be sufficient
to say that he objected to what he considered the debase-
ment of true Christianity by Jewish elements, and he
upheld the teaching of Paul alone, in opposition to that
of all the other Apostles, whom he accused of mixing

! Epiphanius, Hzr., xlii. 1 ed. Petav., p. 302; Bleck, Einl, N. T,,
P 125; Credner, Beitriige, i. p. 40f. ; T'ischendorf, Wann wurden, u. s. w.,
P- 57; Westcott, On the Canon, p. 272,

* Epiph., Heor., xlii, 1.
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up matters of the law with the Gospel of Christ, and
falsifying Christianity,' as Paul himself had protested.?
He came to Rome about A.p. 139—1423 and con-
tinued teaching for some twenty years* His high
personal character and elevated views produced a
powerful effect upon his time,* and, although during his
own lifetime and long afterwards vehemently and with
every opprobrious epithet denounced by ecclesiastical
writers, his opinions were so widely adopted that in the
time of Epiphanius his followers were to be found
throughout the whole world.®

Marcion is said to have recognized as his sources of
Christian doctrine, besides tradition, a single Gospel and
ten Epistles of Paul, which in his collection stood in the
following order ;—Epistle to Galatians, Corinthians (2),
Romans, Thessalonians (2), Ephesians (which he had with

! Irenceus, Adv. Her., iii. 2, § 2; of. 12, § 12; Tertullian, Adv. Mare.,
iv. 2, 3; cf. 1, 20; Origen, in Joann. T. v., § 4. Neander, Allg. K. G.,
1843, ii. p. 815 f.; cf. p. 795; Schleiermacher, Lit. nachlass iii. Simmtl.
Werke, viil.; Eiol, N. T., 1843, p. 214 f,; Westcott, On the Canon,
p- 273 f.

2 Qal.i. 6 ff.; of. 1i. 4 ff,, 11 f.; ef. 2 Cor. xi. 1 ff.

S Anger, Synops. Ev., p. xxiv. ; Baunr, Gesch. chr. Kirche, i. p. 196;
Bleek, Einl. N. T., p. 126; Burton, Lectures on Eccl. History of first Three
Centuries, ii. p. 105 fI. ; Credner, Beitrige, i. p. 40 f.; Hilgenfeld, Der
Kanon, p. 21 f.; Holtzrnann, in Bunsen’s Bibelwerk, viii. p. 562; Lipsius,
Zeitachr, wiss. Theol., 1867, p. 75 ff.; Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 244;
Scholten, Die #lt. Zeugnisse, p. 73; Schleiermacher, Gesch. chr. Kirche,
Simmtl. Werke, 1840, xi. 1 abth., p. 107; Tischendorf, Wann wurden,
u. 8. W., p. 87; Volkmar, Theol, Jahrb., 1850, p. 120, ¢b., 1835, p. 270 ff.;
IWesteott, On the Canon, p. 273. The accounts of the Fathers are carcless
and conflicting. Cf. Tertullian, Adv. Mare., i. 19; Epiph., Heer., xlii. 1;
Irenceus, Adv. Heer., iil. 4, § 3; Clem. Al., Btrom., vii. 17, A.D. 140—150 ;
Bertholdt, Einl. A, und N. T., i. p. 103.

4 Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 244 ; Lipsius, Zeitschr, wiss. Theol., 1867,
p. 75 ff.; Volkmar, Theol. Jahrb., 1855, p. 270 1.

¥ Credner, Beitriige, i. p. 40; Schleiermacher, Bimmtl. Werke, viii.;
Einl. N. T., 1845, p. 64 ; Westcott, On the Canon, p. 272 f.

§ Epiph., Her., xlii, 1.
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the superscription “to the Laodiceans ”),' Colossians,
Philippians, and Philemon.? None of the other books
which now form part of the canonical New Testament
were either mentioned or recognized by Marcion®* This
is the oldest collection of Apostolic writings of which
there is any trace,* but therc was at that time no other
““ Holy Seripture ” than the Old Testament, and no New
Testament Canon had yet been imagined. Marcion
neither claimed canonical authority for these writings,®
nor did he associate with them any idea of divine in-
spiration.® We have already seen the animosity ex-
pressed by contemporaries of Marcion against the Apostle
Paul.

The principal interest in connection with the collection
of Marcion, however, centres in his single Gospel, the
nature, origin, and identity of which have long been
actively and minutely discussed by learned men of all
shades of opinion with very varying results. The work
‘itself is unfortunately no longer extant, and our only
knowledge of it is derived from the bitter and very
inaccurate opponents of Marcion. It seems to have
borne much the same analogy to our third Canonical
Gospel which cxisted between the Gospel according to

! Tertullian, Adv. Marc., v. 11, 17; Epiph., Heer., xlii. 9; cf. 10,
Schol. xL

? Tertullian, Adv. Mare., v.; Epiph.,, Hewor., xlii. 9. (Epiphanius
transposes the order of the last two Epistles. )

3 Credner, Beitriige, i. p. 42 f.; Hug, Einl. N. T\, 1 p. 68 ff.; Mestcott,
On the Canon, p. 275.

4 Baur, Paulus, i. p. 277 f.; Reuss, Hist. du Canon, p. 76 f.; 77s-
chendorf, Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 57; Westcott, On the Canon, p. 272.

8 Credner, Beitriige, i. p. 42 f.,, 44 f.; Gesch. N. T. Kan., p. 23;
Bleek, Einl. N. T., p. 126; Hilgenfeld, Der Kanon, p. 22 f.; Holtzmann
in Bunsen’s Bibelwerk, viii. p. 563 ; Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 244, p. 286;
Hist. du Canon, p. 72; Ritschl, Theol. Jahrb., 1851, p. 529; Scholten,
Die #lt. Zevgnisse, p. 74 ; Het Paulinisch Evangelie, p. 6. Cf. Kdstlin,
Theol. Jahrb., 1851, p. 151.

# Credner, Beitiige, i, . 45 £,

YOL. 1L G
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the Hebrews and our first Synoptic.! The Fathers,
whose uneritical and, in such matters, prejudiced cha-
racter led them to denounce every variation from their
actual texts as a mere falsification, and without argument
to assume the exclusive authenticity and originality of
our Gospels, which towards the beginning of the third
century had acquired wide circulation in the Church,
vehemently stigmatized Marcion as an audacious adul-
terator of the Gospel, and affirmed his evangelical work
to be merely a mutilated and falsified version of the
“ Gospel according to Luke.”? _
This view continued to prevail, almost without question
or examination, till towards the end of the eighteenth
century, when Biblical criticism began to exhibit the
carnestness and activity which have ever since more or
less characterized it. Semler first abandoned the pre-
valent tradition, and, after analyzing the evidence, he
concluded that Marcion’s Gospel and Luke’s were diffe-
rent versions of an earlier work,® and that the so-called
heretical Gospel was one of the numerous Gospels from
amongst which the Canonical had been sclected by the
Church.* Griesbach about the same time also rejected
the ruling opinion, and denied the close relationship
usually asserted to exist between the two Gospels.®
Loffler® and Corrodi? strongly supported Semler’s con-

1 Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeitalter, i. p. 260.

2 Irenceus, Adv. Heor., i. 27, § 2; iii. 12, § 12; Tertwllian, Adv. Mare.,
iv. 2—6; Epiphanius, Heor., xlii. 9, 11} Origen, Coutra Cels., ii. 27;
Theodoret, Hror. fab., i. 24,

3 Vorrede zu Townson’s Abbhandl. iib. d. vier Evv., 1783.

4 Neuer Versuch, die Gemeinnlitzige Auslegung u. anwend. der N. T.
zu befordern, 1786, p. 162 f. ; cf. Prolegg. in Ep. ad Galatas,

# Curw in hist. textus epist. Pauli, 1799, sect. iii., Opuscula Academica,
ii, p. 124 ff.

¢ Marcionem Pauli epist. et Lucz evang. adulterasse dubitatur, 1788, in
Velthusen Kuincel et Ruperti Comment. Theologicse, 1794, 1. pp. 180—218.

7 YVorsuch ciner Beleuchtung d. Gesch. des jiid. u. Christl. Bibel-
kanons, 1792, ii. p. 158 ff, 169.
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clusion, that Marcion was no mere falsifier of Luke’s
Gospel, and J. E. C. Schmidt' went still further, and
asserted that Marcion’s Gospel was the genuine Luke,
and our actual Gospel a later version of it with altera-
tions and additions. Eichhorn,? after a fuller and more
cxhaustive examination, adopted similar views; he
repudiated the statements of Tertullian regarding
Marcion’s Gospel as utterly untrustworthy, asserting
that_he had not that work itself before him at all, and
he maintained that Marcion’s Gospel was the more
original text and one of the sources of Luke. Bolten,®
Bertholdt,* Schleicrmacher,” and D. Schulz® likewise
maintained that Marcion’s Gospel was by no means a
mutilated version of Luke, but, on the contrary, an
independent original Gospel. A similar conclusion was
arrived at by Gieseler,” but later, after Hahn’s criticism,
he abandoned it, and adopted the opinion that Marcion’s
Gospel was constructed out of Luke.®

On the other hand, the traditional view was maintained
by Storr,°Arneth,'® Hug,'* Neander,'? and Gratz,'® although
with little originality of investigation or argument ; and

! Ueber das ichte Evang. des Lucas, in Ilenke's Mag. fiir Religions-
philos., u. s. w., iii. 1796, p. 468 fF., 482 f., 507 f.

? Einl. N. T., 1820, i. pp. 43—84.

3 Bericht des Lucas von Jesu demn Messia. Vorbericht, 1796,
p- 29 f.

4 Einl. A. u. N. T., 1813, iii. p. 1293 ff.

® Sammtl. Werke, viii. ; Einl. N. T., 1845, p. 64 f., 197 f., 214 f,

¢ Theol. Stud. u. Krit., 1829, 3, pp. 586—3595.

7 Entst. schr. Evv., 1818, p. 24 ff.

® Recens. d. Hahn's Das Ev. Marcion's in Hall. Allg. Litt. Z., 1823,
p- 225 f.; K. G., i. § 45.

® Zweck d. Evang. Gesch. u. Br. Johan., 1786, pp. 254—265.

10 Teber d. Bekanntsch. Marcion’s mit. u. Kanon, u. s. w., 1809,

" Einl. N. T., 1847, i. p. 64 ff.

1 Genet. Entwickl. d. vorn. Gnost. Syst., 1818, p. 311 fI. ; cf. Allg.
K. G., 1843, ii. pp. 792—816.

13 Krit. Unters. iib. Marcion’s Evang., 1818,
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Paulus' sought to reconcile both views by admitting
that Marcion had before him the Gospel of Luke, but
denying that he mutilated it, arguing that Tertullian
did not base his arguments on the actual Gospel of
Marcion, but upon his work, the “ Antitheses.” Hahn,?
however, undertook a more exhaustive examination of
the problem, attempting t> reconstruct the text of
Marcion’s Gospel® from the statements of Tertullian
and Epiphanius, and he came to the conclusion that the
work was a mere version, with omissions and alterations
made by the Heresiarch in the interest of his system, of
the third Canonical Gospel. Olshausen * arrived at the
same result, and with more or less of modification but
no detailed argument, similar opinions were expressed
by Credner,® De Wette,® and others.”

Not satisfied, however, with the method and results of

! Theol. exeg. Conserv., 1822, Lief. i. p. 115 ff.

? Das Evang. Marcion’s in seiner urspriingl. Gestalt, 1823.

3 The reconstructed text also in Thilo’'s Cod. Apoer. N. T., 1832,
pp. 403—486.

4 Dio Echtheit dor vier kan. Evv., 1823, pp. 107—213.

S Beitriige, i. p. 43.

® Einl. N, T., 6th ausg., 1860, p. 119 .

7 The following writers, either before Huhn's work was written or sub-
sequently, have maintained the dependence, in one shape or another, of
Marcion’s Gospel on Luke. Anger, Synopsis Ev. Proleg., xxiv. ff.;
Becker, Exam, Crit. de I'Ev. de Marcion, 1837; Bleek, Einl. N, T., p.
185; Cellérier, Introd. Crit. N. T., 1823, p. 25 f.; Davidson, Introd. N.
T., ii. p. 51 f.; Ebrard, Wiss. krit. evang. Gesch., p. 810; Fwald, Jahrb.
bibl. Wiss., 1853—34, p. 48; Guericke, Gesammtgesch. N. T., p. 231;
H'buch K. G., i. p. 190; Gfrirer, Allg. K. G., i. p. 363 fl.; Harting,
Queest. de Marcione Lucani Evangelii, &ec., 1849 ; Holtzmann in Bunsen's
Bibelwerk, viii. p. 565 f.; Kirchhofer, Quellensamml., p. 48, p. 361, anm.
10; Meyer, Krit.-exeg. Kommentar N. T., 1867, 1 abth. 2 hiilfte, p. 228;
Michaelis, Einl. N, T., 1788, i, p. 40; Neudecker, Xinl. N. T., 1840,
p. 68 ff.; Nicolas, Et. sur les Ev. Apocr., 1866, p. 157 f.; Rhode, Prolegg.
ad Queest. de evang. Marcionis denuo instit. 1834; Reuss, Gesch. N. T.,
p. 244 f.; Rev. de Théol., 1857, p. 4 f.; Rumpf, Rev. de Théol., 1867,
p- 20 f.; Schott, Isagoge, 1830, p. 13 ff.,, note 7; Scholten, Die ilt. Zeug-
nisse, p. 73 f.: Tischendor/, Wann wurden, u. 8. w., pp. 56—65; Westcutt,
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Hahn and Olshausen, whose examination, although more
minute than any previously undertaken, still left much
to be desired, Ritschl' made a further thorough investi-
gation of the character of Marcion’s Gospel, and decided
that it was in no case a mutilated version of Luke, but,
on the contrary, an original and independent work, from
which the Canonical Gospel was produced by the intro-
duction of anti-Marcionitish passages and readings.
Baur ? strongly enunciated similar views, and maintained
that the whole error lay in the mistake of the Fathers,
who had, with characteristic assumption, asserted the
carlier and shorter Gospel of Marcion to be an abbrevia-
tion of the later Canonical Gospel, instead of recognizing
the latter as a mere extension of the former. Schwegler?
had already, in a remarkable criticism of Marcion’s
Gospel declared it to be an independent and original
work, and in no sense a mutilated Luke, but, on the
contrary, probably the source of that Gospel. Kostlin,*
while stating that the theory that Marcion’s Gospel was
an earlier work and the basis of that ascribed to Luke
was not very probable, affirmed that much of the
Marcionitish text was more original than the Canonical,
and that both Gospels must be considered versions of the
same original, although Luke’s was the later and more
corrupt.

These results, however, did not satisfy Volkmar,® who
entered afresh upon a scarching examination of the whole
subject, and concluded that whilst, on the one hand, the
On the Canon, p. 272 f.; IFileke, Tradition u. Mythe, 1837, p. 28 ; Zeller,
Die Apostelgesch., p. 12 ff,

! Das Evangelium Marecion’s, 1846,
* Krit. Unters. kan. Evv., 1847, p. 397 ff.
* Das nachap. Zeit., 1846, i. p. 260 fI.

¢ Der Ursprung d. synopt. Evv., 1853, p. 303 ff.
* Theol. Jahrb., 1850, pp. 110—138, pp. 186—235.
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Gospel of Marcion was not a mere falsified and mutilated
form of the Canonical Gospel, neither was it, on the other,
an earlier work, and still less the original Gospel of Luke,
but merely a Gnostic compilation from what, so far as
we are concerned, may be called the oldest codex of
Luke’s Gospel, which itself is nothing more than a
similar Pauline edition of the original Gospel. Volkmar’s
analysis, together with the arguments of Hilgenfeld, suc-
ceeded in convincing Ritschl,' who withdrew from his
previous opinions, and, with those ecritics, merely
maintained some of Marcion’s readings to be more
original than those of Luke,? and generally defended
Marcion from the aspersions of the Fathers, on the
ground that his procedure with regard to Luke’s Gospel
was precisely that of the Canonical Evangelists to each
other ;* Luke himself being clearly dependent both on
Mark and Matthew.* Baur was likewise induced by
Volkmar’s and Hilgenfeld’s arguments to modify his
views ; ® but although for the first time he admitted that
Marcion had altered the original of his Gospel frequently
for dogmatic reasons, he still maintained that there was
an older form of the Gospel without the earlier chapters,
from which both Marcion and Luke directly constructed
their Gospels ;—Dboth of them stood in the same line in
regard to the original; both altered it; the one
abbreviated, the other extended it.° Encouraged by
this success, but not yet satisfied, Volkmnar immediately
undertook a further and more exhaustive examination of
the text of Marcion, in the hope of finally settling the

! Theol. Jahrb., 1851, p. 528 fT. 2 Ib., p. 530 f1.

3 Ib., p. 529. 4 Ib., p. 534 AL,
® Das Markusevang. Anhang iib. das Ev. Marcion’s, 1851, p. 191 ff.
8 Ibh., p. 225 f.
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discussion, and he again, but with greater emphasis,
confirmed his previous results.! In the meantime
Hilgenfeld? had seriously attacked the problem, and, like
Hahn and Volkmar, had sought to reconstruct the text of
Marcion, and, whilst admitting many more original and
genuine readings in the text of Marcion, he had also
decided that his Gospel was dependent on Luke, although
he further concluded that the text of Luke had subse-
quently gone through another, though slight, manipulation
before it assumed its present form. These conclusions
he again fully confirmed after a renewed investigation of
the subject.®

This brief sketch of the controversy which has so long
occupied the attention of critics will at least show the
uncertainty of the data upon which any decision is to be
based. We have not attempted to give more than the
barest outlines, but it will appear as we go on that most
of those who decide against the general independence of
Marcion’s Gospel, at the same time admit his partial
originality and the superiority of some of his readings
over those of the third Synoptic, and justify his treat-
ment of Luke as a procedure common to the Evangelists,
and warranted not only by their example but by the
fact that no Gospels had in his time emerged from the
position of private documents in limited circulation.

Marcion’s Gospel not being any longer extant, it is
important to establish clearly the nature of our know-
ledge regarding it, and the exact value of the data from
which various attempts have been made to reconstruct
the text. It is manifest that the evidential force of any
deductions from a reconstructed text is almost wholly

! Das Evang. Marcion's, 1852.
2 Ueb. die Evv. Justin’s der Clem. Hom. und Marcion’s, 1830, p. 389 ff.
3 Theol. Jahrb., 1853, pp. 192—244,
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dependent on the accuracy and sufficiency of the
materials from which that text is derived.

The principal sources of our information regarding
Marcion’s Gospel are the works of his most bitter de-
nouncers Tertullian and Epiphanius, who, however, it
must be borne in mind, wrote long after his time,—the
work of Tertullian against Marcion having been composed
about A.p. 208,' and that of Epiphanius a century later.
We may likewisc merely mention here the “ Dialogus
de recta wn deum fide,” commonly attributed to Origen,
although it cannot have been composed earlier than the
middle of the fourth century.? The first three sections
are directed against the Marcionites, but only deal with
a late form of their doctrines.® As Volkmar admits that
the author clearly had only a general acquaintance with
the “Antitheses,” and principal proof passages of the
Marcionites, but, although he certainly possessed the
Epistles, had not the Gospel of Marcion itsclf,* we need
not now more particularly consider it.

We are, thercfore, dependent upon the “ dogmatic and
partly blind and unjust adversaries”* of Marcion for our
only knowledge of the text they stigmatize ; and when
the character of polemical discussion in the catly cen-
turies of our era is considered, it is certain that great
caution must be exercised, and not too much weight
attached to the statements of opponents who regarded a
heretic with abhorrence, and attacked him with an acri-
mony which carried them far beyond the limits of fairness
and truth. Their religious controversy bristles with

' Cf. Tertullian, Adv. Marec., i. 15. Neander, Antignosticus, 1849,
p- 398; Scholten, Die #lt. Zeugnisse, p. 75.

2 Volkmar, Das Ev. Marcion’s, p. 52.

3 1b., p. 52 f. ¢ Ib., p. 53.

¥ Tolkmar, Theol. Jahrb., 1850, p. 120.
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misstatements, and is turbid with pious abuse. Ter-
tullian was a master of this style, and the vehement
vituperation with which he opens! and often interlards
his work against *“ the impious and sacrilegious Marcion”
offers anything but a guarantee of fair and legitimate
criticism.  Epiphanius was, if possible, still more
passionate and exaggerated in his representations against
him2? Undue importance must not, therefore, be attri-
buted to their statements.® . _

Not only should there be caution exercised in receiv-
ing the representations of one side in a religious dis-
cussion, but more particularly is such caution necessary
in the case of Tertullian, whose trustworthiness is very
far from being above suspicion, and whose inaccuracy is
often apparent.* “Son christianisme,” says Reuss, “est
ardent, sincére, profondément ancré dans son 4me. L'on
voit qu’il en vit. Mais ce christianisme est dpre, insolent,
brutal, ferrailleur. Il est sans onction et sans charité,
quelquefois méme sans loyauté, dés qu'il se trouve en face
d’unc opposition quelconque. C’est un soldat qui ne sait
que se battre et qui oublic, tout en se battant, qu’il faut
aussi respecter son cunemi. Dialecticien subtil et rusé,
il excelle & ridiculiser ses adversaires. L'injure, le
sarcasme, un langage qui rappelle parfois en vérité le
genre de Rabelais, une effronterie d’affirmation dans les
moments de faiblesse qui frise et atteint méme la mau-
vaise foi, voild ses armes. Je sais ce qulil faut en ccla
mettre sur le compte de I'époque. . . . Si, au second sidcle,

' Adv. Mare,, i. 1. 2 Cf. De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 122,

3 Reuss, Hist. du Canon, p. 71 fl.; GHeseler, Entst. schr. Evv., p. 25;
Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 75; Volkmar, Theol. Jahrb., 1850, p. 120;
IWestcott, On the Canon, p. 276; De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 122.

4 Baur, Unters. kan. Evv., 1847, p. 357; Reuss, Rev. de Théol., 1857,
p. 67 f.; Sclowegler, Dus nachap. Zoitalter, i. p. 278 f.
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tous les partis, sauf quelques gnostiques, sont intolérants,
Tertullian Vest plus que tout le monde.”?

The charge of mutilating and interpolating the Gospel
of Luke is first brought against Marcion by Irenseus,?
and it is repeated with still greater vehemence and fulness
by Tertullian,® and Epiphanius ;* but the mere assertion
by Fathers at the end of the second and in the third
centuries, that a Gospel different from their own was one
of the Canonical Gospels falsified and mutilated, can
have no weight whatever in itself in the inquiry as to
the real nature of that work.® Their arbitrary assump-
tion of exclusive originality and priority for the four
Gospels of the Church led them, without any attempt at
argument, to treat every other evangelical work as an off-
shoot or falsification of these. The arguments by which
Tertullian cndeavours to establish that the Gospels of Luke
and the other Canonical Evangelists were more ancient
than that of Marcion® show that he had no idea of
historical or eritical evidence.” We are, however, driven
back upon such actual data regarding the text and
contents of Marcion’s Gospel as are given by the Fathers,
as the only basis, in the absence of the Gospel itself, upon
which any hypothesis as to its real character can be
built. The question thercfore is: Are these data sufhi-
ciently ample and trustworthy for a decisive judgment

! Reuss, Rev. de Théol., xv. 1857, p. 67 f. Cf. Mansel, The Gnostic
Heresies, 1875, p. 250, p. 259 f.

? Et super hwme, id quod est secundum Lucam Evangelium circumci-
dens. . ... Irenceus, Adv. Heer., .27, § 2; of. iii. 11, § 7; 12, §12; 14, § 4.
3 Adv. Marc., iv. 1, 2, 4 et passim. * Huer., xlii. 9, 10 et passim.

s Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. Justin's, p. 446 f., 448; Reuss, Hist. du Canon,
p. 12f.; Volkmar, Theol. Jahrb., 1850, p. 120; Ritschi, Das Evang.
Marcion’s, p. 23 ff.

¢ Adv. Marec., iv. 3.

7 Eichhorn, Einl. N. T., i. p. 73f.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i
p. 276 f.



MARCION. 91

from internal cvidence ? if indeed internal evidence in
such a case can be decisive at all.

All that we know, then, of Marcion’s Gospel is simply
what Tertullian and Epiphanius have stated with regard
to it. It 1s, however, undeniable, and indeed is univer-
sally admitted, that their object in dealing with it at all
was entirely dogmatic, and not in the least degree ecritical’.
The spirit of that age was indeed so essentially uncri-
tical? that not even the canonical text could waken it into
activity. Tertullian very clearly states what his object

was in attacking Marcion’s Gospel. After asserting that
“the whole aim of the Heresiarch was to prove a dis-
agreement between the Old Testament and the New, and
that for this purpose he had erased from the Gospel all
that was contrary to his opinion, and retained all that
he had considered favourable, Tertullian proceeds to
cxamine the passages retained,® with the view of proving
that the Heretic has shown the same “blindness of
licresy ” both in that which he has crased and in that
which he has retained, inasmuch as the passages which
Marcion has allowed to remain are as opposed to his
system, as those which he has omitted. He conducts
the controversy in a frce and discursive manner, and
whilst he appears to go through Marcion’s Gospel with
some regularity, it will be apparent, as we proceed, that

! Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. Justin’s, p. 447 f.; Kirchhofer, Quellensamml.,
p- 361, anm. 10, p. 362 f., anm. 12, 15, 18, 17 ; Reuss, Rev. de Théol., xv.,
1857, p. 4; Tischendorf, Wann wurden, u. 8. w., p. 62; Volkmar, Theol.
Jahrb., 1850, p. 120; Das Evang. Marcion’s, 1852, pp. 29 f., 31 f.; De
Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 123.

* Westcott, On the Canon, p. 8.

! Hzc conveniemus, hmc amplectemur, si nobiscum magis fuerint, si
Marcionis proosumptionem percusserint. Tunc et illa constabit eodem
vitio hsereticee csecitatis erasa quo et hmec reservata. Sic habebit intentio
et forma opusculi nostri, &e., &c. Tertullian, Adv. Mare, iv. 6.
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mere conjecture has to play a large part in any attempt
to reconstruct, from his data, the actual text of Marcion.
Epiphanius explains his aim with equal clearness. He
had made a number of extracts from the so-called
Gospel of Marcion which seemed to him to refute the
heretie, and after giving a detailed and numbered list
of these passages, which he calls oxoha, he takes
them consccutively and to each adds his “ Refutation.”
His intention is to show how wickedly and dis-
gracefully Marcion has mutilated and falsified the
Gospel, and how fruitlessly he has done so, inasmuch
as he has stupidly, or by oversight, allowed much
to remain in his Gospel by which he may be completely
refuted.!

As it is impossible within our limits fully to illustrate
the procedure of the Fathers with regard to Marcion’s
Gospel, and the nature and value of the materials they
supply, we shall as far as possible quote the declarations
of critics, and more especially of Volkmar and Hilgen-
feld, who, in the true and enlightened spirit of criticism,
impartially state the character of the data available
for the understanding of the text. As these two critics
have, by their able and learned investigations, done more
than any others to educe and render possible a decision
of the problem, their own estimate of the materials
upon which a judgment has to be formed is of double
value.

With regard to Tertullian, Volkmar explains that his
desire is totally to annihilate the most dangerous heretic of
his time,—first (Books 1.—iii.), to overthrow Marcion’s sys-
tem in general as expounded in his “ Antitheses,”—and
then (Book iv.) to show that even the Gospel of Marcion

'\ Epiphantus, Hrer., xlii. 9 f.
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only contains Catholic doctrine (Le concludes, “ Christus
Jesus in Evangelio tuo meus est,” c. 43); and there-
fore he examines the Gospel only so far as may serve to
establish his own view and refute that of Marcion. “To
show,” Volkmar continues, * wherein this Gospel was
falsified or mutilated, i.e., varied from his own, on the
contrary, is in no way his design, for he perceives that
Marcion could retort the reproach of interpolation, and
in his time proof from internal grounds was hardly
possible, so that only exceptionally, where a variation
seems to him remarkable, docs he specially mention it.”?
On the other hand Volkmar remarks that Tertullian’s
Latin rendering of the text of Marcion which lay before
him,—which, although certainly frec and having chiefly
the substance in view, is still in weightier passages
verbally accurate,—directly indicates important varia-
tions in that text. He goes on to argue that the
silence of Tertullian may be weighty testimony for the
fact that passages which exist in Luke, but which he
‘does not mention, were missing in Marcion’s Gospel,
but he does so with considerable reservation. * But
his silence alone,” he says, “ can only under certain
conditions represent with diplomatic certainty an
omission in Marcion. It is indeed probable that he
would not lightly have passed over a passage in the
Gospel of Marcion which might in any way be contra-
dictory to its system, if one altogether similar had not
preceded it, all the more as he frequently drags in by
force such proof passages from Marcion's text, and often
plainly with but a certain sophistry tries to refute his
adversary out of the words of his own Gospel. But it
remains always possible that in his eagerness he has

! Volkmar, Das Evang. Marcion’s, p. 29.
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overlooked much; and besides, he believes that by his
replies to particular passages he has already sufficiently
dealt with many others of a similar kind; indeed,
avowedly, he will not willingly repeat himself. A certain
conclusion, therefore, can only be deduced from the
silence of Tertullian when special circumstances enter.”?
Volkmar, however, deduces with certainty from the
statements of Tertullian that, whilst he wrote, he had
not before him the Gospel of Luke, but intentionally
laid it aside, and merely referred to the Marcionitish
text, and further that, like all the Fathers of the third
Century, he preferred the Gospel according to Matthew
to the other Synoptics, and was well acquainted with it
alone, so that in speaking of the Gospel generally he only
has in his memory the sense, and the sense alone of Luke
except in so far as it agrees or scems to agree with
Matthew.?

With regard to the manner in which Tertullian per-
formed the work he had undertaken, Hilgenfeld remarks:
“ As Tertullian, in going through the Marcionitish Gospel,
has only the object of refutation in view, he very
rarely states explicitly what is missing in it; and as,
on the one hand, we can only venture to conclude from
the silence of Tertullian that a passage is wanting, when
it is altogether inexplicable that he should not have
made use of it for the purpose of refutation ; so, on
the other, we must also know how Marcion used and
interpreted the Gospel, and should never lose sight of
Tertullian’s refutation and defence.”?

Hahn substantially expresses the same opinions. He

! Volkmnar, Das Evang. Marcion’s, p. 29 f.; cf. Theol. Jahrb., 1855,
p. 237.
* Das Ev. Marcion's, p. 30 f. * Die Evv. Justin’s, p. 397.
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says: ‘“Inasmuch as Tertullian goes through the Mar-
cionitish text with the view of refuting the heretic out of
that which he accepts, and not of critically pointing out
all variations, falsifications, and passages rejected, he
frequently quotes the falsified or altered Marcionitish
text without expressly mentioning the variations.! . .
Yet he cannot refrain—although this was not his object
—occasionally, from noticing amongst other things any
falsifications and omissions which, when he perhaps exa-
mined the text of Luke or had a lively recollection of it,
struck and too gricvously offended him.”?

Volkmar’s opinion of the procedure of Epiphanius is
still more unfavourable. Contrasting it with that of
Tertullian, he characterizes it as “ more superficial,” and
he considers that its only merit is its presenting an in-
dependent view of Marcion’s Gospel. Further than this,
however, he says: ‘“ How far we can build upon his
statements, whether as regards their completeness or their
trustworthiness is not yet made altogether clear.” 3 Volk-
mar goes on to show how thoroughly Epiphanius intended
to do his work, and yet that, although from what he
himself leads us to expect, we might hope to find a com-
plete statement of Marcion’s sins, the Father himself dis-
appoints such an expectation by his own admission of
incompleteness. He complains generally of his free and
misleading method of quotation, such, for instance, as his
alteration of the text without explanation ; alteration of
the same passage on different occasions in more than one
way ; abbreviations, and omissions of parts of quotations ;
the sudden breaking off of passages just commenced with

! Das Ev. Marcion’s, p. 96. ? Ib. p. 98,
3 Volkmar, Das Ev. Marcion's, p. 32, cf. p. 43.



06 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

the indefinite xai ra é&)s or kai 76 houwdy, without any
indication how much this may include.!

Volkmar, indeed, explains that Epiphanius is only
thoroughly trustworthy where, and so far as, he wishes
to state in his Scholia an omission or variation in Mar-
cion’s text from his own Canonical Gospel, in which case
he minutely registers the smallest point, but this is to be
clearly distinguished from any charge of falsification
brought against Marcion in his Refutations ; for only
while earlier drawing up his Scholia had he the Mar-
cionitish Gospel before him and compared it with Luke ;
but in the case of the Refutations, on the contrary,
which he wrote later, he did not at least again com-
pare the Gospel of Luke. “It is, however, alto-
gether different,” continues Volkmar, “as regards the
statements of Epiphanius concerning the part of the
Gospel of Luke which is preserved in Marcion. Whilst
he desires to be strictly literal in the account of the
variations, and also with two exceptions s so, he
so gencrally adheres only to the purport of the
passages retained by Marcion, that altogether literal
quotations are quite exceptional ; throughout, however,
where passages of greater extent are referred to, these
are not merely abbreviated, but also are quoted in very
free fashion, and nowhere can we reckon that the passage
in Marcion ran verbally as Epiphanius quotes it.”? And
to this we may add a remark made furtheron : “ We can-
not in general rely upon the accuracy of his statements
in regard to that which Marcion had in common with
Luke.”*® On the other hand Volkmar had previously

) Volkmar, Das Ev. Marcion's, p. 33 f.; cf. [lakn, Das Ev. Marcion’s,

p. 123 ff.
? Folkmar, Das Ev. Marcion’s, p. 43 f.; cf. p. 34.
3 ["wlkmar, Das Ev. Marcion’s, p. 43.
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said : “* Absolute completeness in regard to that which
Marcion’s Gospel did not contain is not to be reckoned
upon in his Scholia. He has certainly not intended to
pass over anything, but in the eagerness which so casily
renders men superficial and blind much has escaped
him.”?

Hahn bears similar testimony to the incompleteness of
Epiphanius. “It was not his purpose,” he says, “fully
to notice all falsifications, variations, and omissions,
although he doecs mark most of them, but merely to
extract from the Gospel of Marcion, as well as from his
collection of Epistles, what seemed to him well suited for
refutation.”? But he immediately adds: “When he
quotes a passage from Marcion’s text, however, in which
such falsifications occur, he generally,—but not always,
—-notes them more or less precisely, and he had himself
laid it down as a subsidiary object of his work to pay
attention to such falsifications,” ® A little further on he
says: *“ In the quotations of the remaining passages which
Epiphanius did not find different from the Gospel of
Luke, and where he therefore says nothing of falsifica-
tion or omission, he is often very free, neither adhering
strictly to the particular words, nor to their arrangement,
but his favourite practice is to give their substance and
sense for the purpose of refuting his opponent. He pre-
supposes the words known from the Gospel of Luke.” ¢

It must be stated, however, that both Volkmar®
and Hilgenfeld ® consider that the representations of

! Volkmar, Das Ev, Marcion's, p. 83 ; cf. Neudecker, Einl. N. T., p. 75 ff.;
Huahn, Das Ev. Marcion’s, p. 114 f.; De [Fette, Einl. N, T., p. 123;
Kirchhofer, Quellensaminl., p. 361, anm. 10, p. 362 f., anm. 15, 16, 17.

2 Hahn, Das Ev. Marcion’s, p. 121.

3 Ib., p. 122. ¢ Ib, p. 123 1.

8 Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 45 ff. ¢ Die Evv. Justin’s, p. 397 f.
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Tertullian and Epiphanius supplement cach other and
enable the contents of Marcion’s Gospel to be ascer-
tained with - tolerable certainty. Yet a few pages
earlier Volkmar had pointed out that: “The ground
for a certain fixture of the text of the Marcionitish
Gospel, however, scems completely taken away by the
fact that Tertullian and Epiphanius, in their statements
regarding its state, not merely repeatedly scem to, but
in part actually do, directly contradict each other.”!
Hahn endeavours to explain some of these contradie-
tions by imagining that later Marcionites had altered
the text of their Gospel, and that Epiphanius had the
onc form and Tertullian another;? but such a doubt
only renders the whole of the statements regarding the
work more uncertain and insecure. That it is not with-
out some reason, however, appears from the charge
which Tertullian brings against the disciples of Mar-
cion: “for they daily alter it (their Gospel) as they
are daily refuted by us’® In fact, we have no as-
surance whatever that the work upon which Tertullian
and Epiphanius base their charge against Marcion of
falsification and mutilation of Luke was Marcion’s
original Gospel at all, and we certainly have no histo-
rical evidence on the point.*

The question even arises, whether Tertullian, and in-
decd Epiphanius, had Marcion’s Gospel in any shape
before them when they wrote, or merely his work the

! Vollmdr, Das Ev. Marcion’s, p. 22 f., p. 46 f.; Theol. Jahrb., 1854,
p- 106. . .

? Hahn, Das Ev. Marcion's, p. 130 £., p. 169, p. 224 fI. ; cf. Neudecker,
Einl. N. T., p. 82.

3 Nam et quotidie reformant illud, prout a nobis quotidio revincuntur
Adv. Mare., iv. 3 ; cf. Dial. de recta in deum fide, § 3 ; Oriy., Opp., i. p. 867.

¢ Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 262 f. ; cf. Volkmar, Theol. Jahrb.,
1854, p. 106 f. -
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“ Antitheses.”! In commencing his onslaught on
Marcion’s Gospel, Tertullian says: ¢ Marcion secms
(videtur) to have sclected Luke, to mutilate it.”? This
is the first serious introduction of his “mutilation
hypothesis,” which he thenceforward presses with so
much assurance, but the expression is very uncertain
for so decided a controversialist, if he had been able to
speak more positively® We have seen that it is ad-
mitted that Epiphanius wrote without again comparing
the Gospel of Marcion with Luke, and it is also conceded
that Tertullian at least had not the Canonical Gospel,
but in professing to quote Luke evidently does so from
memory, and approximates his text to Matthew, with
which Gospel, like most of the Fathers, he was better
acquainted. This may be illustrated by the fact that
both Tertullian and Epiphanius reproach Marcion with
erasing passages from the Gospel of Luke, which never
were in Luke at all* In one place Tertullian says :
‘“ Marcion, you must also remove this from the Gospel :
‘I am not sent but unto the lost sheep of the house of
Israel,’® and : ¢ It is not meet to take the children’s bread,
and give it to dogs,’® in order, be it known, that Christ
may not secm to be an Israelite.”” The “ Great African ”

s Eichhorn, Einl. N, T., i. p. 45, anm. i.; cf. p. 77 f., p. 83 ; Schwegler,
Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 279 f.

2 Nam ex iis commentatoribus, quos habemus, Lucam videtur Marcion
elegisse, quem cederet. Adv. Mare,, iv. 2.

¥ Eichhorn, Einl. N. T., i. p. 18, anm. g. p. 83 ; of. Hilgenfeld, Die Evv.
Justin’s, p. 447, anm. 1.

4 Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 2718 f.; Eichkorn, Einl. N, T., i.
p. 45 f., anm, i. of. p. 77; Volkmar, Das Ev. Marcion’s, p. 43; cf. Haln,
Das Ev. Marcion's, p. 264.

& Matt. xv. 24. ¢ Ib., xv. 26.

7 Marcion, aufer etiam illud de evangelin : non sum missus, nisi ad
oves perditas domus Israel; et : non est auferre panem filiis et dare eum
canibus, ne scilicet Christus Israelis videretur. Ady. Marc., iv. 7.
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thus taunts his opponent, evidently under the impression
that the two passages were in Luke, immediately after he
had accused Marcion of having actually expunged from
that Gospel, “as an interpolation,”! the saying that
Christ had not come to destroy the law and the prophets,
but to fulfil them,? which likewise never formed part of it.
He repeats a similar charge on several other occasions.®
Epiphanius commits the same mistake of reproaching
Marcion with omitting from Luke what is only found in
Matthew.* We have, in fact, no certain guarantee of
the accuracy or trustworthiness of their statements.

We have said enough, we trust, to show that the
sources for the recomstruction of a text of Marcion’s
Gospel are most unsatisfactory, and no one who atten-
tively studies the analysis of Hahn, Ritschl, Volkmar,
Hilgenfeld, and others, who have examined and sys-
tematized the data of the Fathers, can fail to be struck
by the uncertainty which prevails throughout, the almost
continuous vagueness and consequent opening, nay,
necessity, for conjecturc, and the absence of really sure
indications. The Fathers had no intention of showing
what Marcion’s text actually was, and their object being
solely dogmatic and not critical, their statements are very
insufficient for the purpose.® The materials have had to
be ingeniously collected and sifted from polemical writ-
ings whose authors, so far from professing to furnish
them, were only bent upon seeking in Marcion’s Gospel
such points as could legitimately, or by sophistical skill,
be used against him. Passing observations, general

! Hoc enim Marcion ut additum erasit. Adv. Mar., iv. 7.

3 Matt. v. 17. 3 Adv. Marc,, iv. 9, 12; ii. 17, iv. 17, 36.

¢ Heer., xlii. p. 322 ., Ref. 1; cf. Luke v. 14 ; Matt. viii. 4.

¥ Kirchhofer, Quellensamml., p. 361, anm. 10, p. 362 f.; anm. 13,
16, 17.

— — - R e .,



MARCION. 101

remarks, as well as direct statements, have too often
been the only indications guiding the patient explorers
and, in the absence of certain information, the silence of
the angry Fathers has been made the basis for important
conclusions. It is evident that not only is such a pro-
cedure necessarily uncertain and insecure, but that it rests
upon assumptions with regard to the intelligence, care
and accuracy of Tertullian and Epiphanius, which are
not sufficiently justified by that part of their treatment
of Marcion’s text which we can examine and appreciate.
And when all these doubtful landmarks have failed, too
many passages have been left to the mere judgment of
critics, as to whether they were too opposed to Marcion’s
system to have been retained by him, or too favourable
to have been omitted. The reconstructed texts, as
might be expected, differ from each other, and one
Editor finds the results of his predecessors incomplete or
unsatisfactory,' although naturally at each successive
attempt, the materials previously collected and adopted
have contributed to an apparently more complete result.
After complaining of the incompleteness and uncertainty
of the statements of Tertullian and Epiphanius, Ritschl
affirms that they furnish so little solid material on which
to base a hypothesis, that rather by means of a hypo-
thesis must we determine the remains of the Gospel from
Tertullian.? Hilgenfeld quotes this with approval, and
adds, that at least Ritschl’s opinion is so far right, that
all the facts of the case can no longer be settled from
external data, and that the general view regarding the

! Ritschl, Das Ev. Marcion’s, p. 55 f. ; Volkmar, Das Ev. Mnre., p. 5 f.,
p. 19 fi. ; Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. Justin’s, p. 444 f., p. 394 £.; Theol. Jahrb.,
1853, p. 194 £., p. 211 £.

? Ritschl, Das Evv. Marcion’s, p. 53.
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Gospel only can decide many points.! This means of
course that hypothesis is to supply that which is wanting
in the Fathers. Volkmar, in the introduction to his last
comprehensive work on Marcion’s Gospel, says: “ And,
in fact, it i8 no wonder that critics have for so long,
and substantially to so little effect, fought over the
protean question, for there has been so much uncertainty
as to the very basis (Fundament) itself,—the precise
text of the remarkable document,—that Baur has found
full ground for rejecting, as unfounded, the supposition
on which that finally-attained decision (his previous one)
rested.””? Critics of all shades of opinion are forced to
admit the incompleteness of the materials for any
certain reconstruction of Marcion’s text and, conse-
quently, for an absolute settlement of the question from
internal evidence,® although the labours of Volkmar and
Hilgenfeld have materially increased our knowledge of
the contents of his Gospel. We must contend, however,
that, desirable and important as it is to ascertain as
perfectly as possible the precise nature of Marcion’s text,
the question of its origin and relation to Luke would not
by any means be settled even by its final reconstruction.
There would, as we shall presently show, remain un-
solved the problem of its place in that successive manipu-
lation of materials by which a few Gospels gradually
absorbed and displaced the rest. Our own synoptics

1 Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. Justin’s, p. 445.

* Volkmar, Das Ev. Marcion’s, 1852, p. 19 f.

3 Bleek, Einl. N. T., p. 126; Hilgenfeld, Theol. Jahrb., 1853, p. 194 f.,
211 ff.; Holtzmann in Bunsen’s Bibelwerk, viii. p. 565 ; Hug, Einl.
N.T.,i. p. 58 fl., cf. Hahn, Das Ev. Marcion's, p. 114 f.; Kirchhofer,
Quellensamml., p. 361, anmn. 10 ; Neudccker, Einl. N. T., p. 75 ff.; Reuss,
Rev. do Théol,, 1857, p. 3; Schweyler, Das nachap. Zeitalter, i. p.
262 f.; Tischendorf, Wann wurden, u. 8. w., p. 60 f.; Folkmar, Das
Ev. Marcion's, 19 ff., 22 fI.
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exhibit unmistakable traces of the process, and clearly
forbid our lightly setting aside the claim of Marcion’s
Gospel to be considered a genuine work, and no mere
falsification and abbreviation of Luke.

Before proceeding to a closer examination of Marcion’s
Gospel and the general evidence bearing upon it, it may
be well here briefly to refer to the system of the
Heresiarch whose high personal character exerted so
powerful an influence upon his own time,' and whose
views continued to prevail widely for a couple of cen-
turies after his death. It was the misfortune of Marcion
to live in an age when Christianity had passed out of the
pure morality of its infancy, when, untroubled by compli-
cated questions of dogma, simple faith and pious enthu-
siasm had been the one great bond of Christian brother-
hood, into a phase of ecclesiastical development in which
religion was fast degenerating into theology, and com-
plicated doctrines were rapidly assuming that rampant
attitude which led to so much bitterness, persecution,
and schism. In later times Marcion might have been
honoured as a reformer, in his own he was denounced as
a heretic.? Austere and ascetic in his opinions, he
aimed at superhuman purity, and although his clerical
adversaries might scoff at his impracticable doctrines
regarding marriage and the subjugation of the flesh, they
bave had their parallels amongst those whom the Church
has since most delighted to honour; and at least the
whole tendency of his system was markedly towards the
gide of virtue? It would of course be foreign to our

v Credner, Beitiige, i, p. 40; Schleiermacher, Sammtl. Werke, viii. ;
Einl. N. T., 1845, p. 64; Westcott, On the Canon, p. 272 f.
2 Cf. Neander, Allg. K. G., 1843, ii. p. 792, 815 {.; Schleiermacher, Einl.

N. T., 1845, p. 64.
3 Gfiirer, Allg. K. G., i. p. 356 f1.; Hagenbach, K. G., 1869, i. p. 1341.;
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purpose to enter upon any detailed statement of its
principles, and we must confine ourselves to such par-
ticulars only as are necessary to an understanding of the
question before us. :

As we have already frequently had occasion to
mention, there were two broad parties in the primitive
Church, and the very existence of Christianity was in
onc sense endangered by the national exclusiveness of
the people amongst whom it originated. The one party
considered Christianity a mere continuation of the Law,
and dwarfed it into an Israelitish institution, a ‘narrow
sect of Judaism ; the other represented the glad tidings
as the introduction of a new system applicable to all and
supplanting the Mogaic dispensation of the Law by a
universal dispensation of grace. These two ‘parties
were popularly represented in the early Church by the
Apostles Peter and Paul, and their antagonism is faintly
revealed in the Epistle to the Galatians. Marcion, a
gentile Christian, appreciating the true character of the
new religion and its elevated spirituality, and profoundly
impressed by the comparatively degraded and anthropo-
morphic features of Judaism, drew a very sharp line of
demarcation between them, and represented Christianity
as an entirely new and separate system abrogating the
old and having absolutely no connection with it. Jesus
was not to him the Messiah of the Jews, the son of
David come permanently to establish the Law and the
Prophets, but a divine being sent to reveal to man a
wholly new spiritual religion, and a hitherto unknown
God of goodness and grace. The Creator (Anuiovpyds),-

Hug, Einl. N, T., i. p. 66 ff.; Milman, Hist. of Chr., 1867, ii. p.
77 fl.; Neander, Allg. K. @G, ii, p. 791 ff.; Volkmar, Das Ev. Marc., p.
25 ff.
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the God of the Old Testament, was different from the
God of grace who had sent Jesus to reveal the Truth, to
bring reconciliation and salvation to all, and to abrogate
the Jewish God of the World and of the Law, who was
opposed to the God and Father of Jesus Christ as Matter
is to Spirit, impurity to purity. Christianity was in
distinct antagonism to Judaism, the Spiritual God of
heaven, whose goodness and love were for the Universe,
to the God of the World, whose chosen and peculiar
people were the Jews, the Gospel of Grace to the dispen-
sation of the Old Testament. Christianity, therefore,
must be kept pure from the Judaistic elements humanly
thrust into it, which were so esscntnl]y opposed to its
whole spirit.

Marcion wrote awork called “Antitheses” ("Avriféoers),
in which he contrasted the old system with the new, the
God of the one with the God of the other, the Law with
the Gospel, and in this he maintained opinions which
anticipated many held in our own time. Tertullian
attacks this work in the first three books of his treatise
against Marcion, and he enters upon the discussion of its
details with true theological vigour: “Now, then, ye
hounds, yelping at the God of truth, whom the Apostle
casts out,’ to all your questions! These are the bones
of contention which ye gnaw!”? The poverty of the
“ Great African’s ” arguments keeps pace with his abuse.
Marcion objected : If the God of the Old Testament be
good, prescient of the future, and able to avert evil, why
did he allow man, made in his own image, to be deceived

! Rov. xxii. 15.

? Jam hinc ad queestiones omnes, canes, quos foras apostolus expellit,
latrantes in deum veritatis. Hmc sunt argumentationum ossa, qusm
obroditis. Ady. Marc,, ii. 5.
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by the devil, and to fall from obedicnce of the Law into
sin and death ! How came the devil, the origin of
lying and deceit, to be made at all ?2 After the fall,
God became a judge both severe and cruel ; woman is at
once condemned to bring forth in sorrow and to serve
her husband, changed from a help into a slave; the
earth is cursed which before was blessed, and man is
doomed to labour and to death® The law was one of
retaliation and not of justice,—lex talionis—eye for eye,
tooth for tooth, stripe for stripe.* And it was not con-
sistent, for in contravention of the Decalogue, God is
made to instigate the Israclites to spoil the Egyptians,
and fraudulently rob them of their gold and silver;® to
incite them to work on the Sabbath by ordering them to
carry the ark for eight days round Jericho ;® to break
the second commandment by making and setting up the
brazen serpent and the golden cherubim.” Then God is
inconstant, electing men, as Saul and Solomon, whom he
subsequently rejects;® repenting that he had set up
Saul, and that he had doomed the Ninevites,? and so on.
God calls out: Adam, where art thou? inquires whether
he had eaten the forbidden fruit ; asks of Cain where
his brother was, as if he had not yet heard the blood of
Abel crying from the ground, and did not already know
all these things.’® Anticipating the results of modern
criticism, Marcion denies the applicability to Jesus of
the so-called Messianic prophecies. 'The Emmanuel of

! Tertullian, Adv. Mare., ii. 5; cf. 9. * Ib., ii. 10.

3 1b., i, 11, ¢ Ib,, ii. 18.

& b., ii. 20. Tertullian introduces this by likening the Marcionites
to the cuttle-fish, like which ‘‘ they vomit the blackness of blasphemy
(tenebras blasphemiee intervomunt), 1. e,

¢ Ib., ii. 21. 7 1b,, ii, 22, 8 Ib., ii. 23.

? Ib., il 24. 19 1b., 11.25.
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Isaiah (vii. 14, cf. viii. 4) is not Christ ;! the “ Virgin ”
his mother is simply a “young woman” according
to Jewish phraseology ;? and the sufferings of the
Servant of God (Isaiah li. 13—Iliii. 9) are not pre-
dictions of the death of Jesus® There is a complete
severance between the Law and the Gospel, and the
God of the latter is the Antithesis of that of the
former.* “The one was perfect, pure, beneficent, pas-
sionless ; the other, though not unjust by nature, in-
fected by matter,—subject to all the passions of man,—
cruel, changeable; the New Testament, especially as
remodelled by Marcion,® was holy, wise, amiable ; the
Old Testament, the Law, barbarous, inhuman, contra-
dictory, and detestable.”®

Marcion ardently maintained the doctrine of the im-
purity of matter, and he carried it to its logical conclusion,
both in speculation and practice. He, therefore, assert-
ing the incredibility of an incarnate God, denied the cor-
poreal reality of the flesh of Christ. His body was a mere
semblance and not of human substance, was not born of
a human mother, and the divine nature was not degraded
by contact with the flesh.” Marcion finds in Paul the
purest promulgator of the truth as he understands it,
and emboldened by the Epistle to the Galatians, in which
that Apostle rebukes even Apostles for “not walking
uprightly according to the truth of the Gospel,” he
accuses the other Apostles of having depraved the pure
form of the Gospel doctrines delivered to them by

! Adv. Mare., iii, 12, * Ib., iii. 13,

3 Ib., iii. 17, 18. 4 Ib., iv. 1.

¥ We give this quotation as a résumé by an English historian and divine,
but the idea of the ‘‘ New Testament remodelled by Marcion,” is & mere
ecclesiastical imagination. :

¢ Mibnan, Hist. of Christianity, 1867, ii. p. 77 f.

7 Tertullian, Adv. Mare., iii. 8 ff,
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Jesus,! “mixing up matters of the Law with the words
of the Saviour.”?

Tertullian reproaches Marcion with having written the
work in which he details the contrasts between Judaism
and Christianity, of which we have given the briefest
sketch, as an introduction and encouragement to belief in
his Gospel, which he ironically ecalls ““ the Gospel accord-
ing to the Antitheses;”* and the charge which the Fathers
bring against Marcion is that he laid violent hands on
the Canonical Gospel of Luke, and manipulated it to
suit his own views. “For certainly the whole object
at which he laboured in drawing up the °Anti-
theses, ” says Tertullian, “amounts to this: that he
may prove a disagrecment between the Old and New
Testament, so that his own Christ may be scparated
from the Creator, as of another God, as alien from the
Law and the Prophets. For this purpose it is certain
that he has crased whatever was contrary to his own
opinion and in harmony with the Creator, as if inter-
polated by his partisans, but has retained everything
consistent with his own opinion.”* The whole hypo-
thesis that Marcion’s Gospel is a mutilated version of
our third Synoptic in fact rested upon this accusation.
It is obvious that if it cannot be shown that Marcion’s
Gospel was our Canonical Gospel merely garbled by the
Heresiarch for dogmatic reasons in the interest of his
system,—for there could not be any other conceivable

! Adv. Mare., iv. 3.

! Apostolos enim admiscuisse ea qum sunt legalia salvatoria verbis.
Irenceus, Adv. Heer., iii. 2, § 2 ; cf. iii. 12, § 12. 3 Adv. Marc., iv. 1.

4 Certe enim totum, quod elaboravit, etiam Antitheses preestruendo, in
hoo cogit, ut veteris et novi testamenti diversitatem constituat, proinde
Christum suum & creatore separaturus ut dei alterius, ut alienum legis et
prophetarum. Certe propterea contraria queque sententie sum erasit,
conspirantia cum creatore, quasi ab adsertoribus eius intexta; compe-
tentia autem sententim suse reservavit. Adv. Mare,, iv. 6.
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reason for tampering with it,—the claim of Marcion’s
Gospel to the rank of a more original and authentic
work than Luke’s acquires double force. We must,
therefore, inquire into the character of the variations
between the so-called heretical, and the Canonical Gospels,
and see how far the hypothesis of the Fathers accords
with the contents of Marcion’s Gospel so far as we are
acquainted with it.

At the very outset we are met by the singular pheno-
menon, that both Tertullian and Epiphanius, who accuse
Marcion of omitting everything which was unfavourable,
and retaining only what was favourable to his views,
undertake to refute him out of what remains in his
Gospel. Tertullian says : “ It will then be proved that
he has shown the same defect of blindness of heresy
both in that which he has erased and that which he has
retained.”* Epiphanius also confidently states that, out
of that which Marcion has allowed to remain of the
Gospel, he can prove his fraud and imposture, and
thoroughly refute him.? Now if Marcion mutilated
Luke to so little purpose as this, what was the use
of his touching it at all? He is known as an able
man, the most influential and distinguished of all the
heretical leaders of the second century, and it seems
unreasonable to suppose that, on the theory of his erasing
or altering all that contradicted his system, he should
have done his work so imperfectly.® The Fathers say that
he endeavours to get rid of the contradictory passages
which remain by a system of false interpretation ; bus
surely he would not have allowed himself to be driven

! Tune et illa constabit eodem vitio heoretics cmcitatis erasa, quo et
heec reservata. Adv. Mare., iv. 6. * Her., xlii. 9 f., p. 310 £,
Eichhorn, Einl. N, T., i. p. 75.
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to this extremity, leaving weapons in the hands of his
opponents, when he might so easily have excised the
obnoxious texts along with the rest ? It is admitted by
critics, moreover, that passages said to have been
omitted by Marcion are often not opposed to his system
at all, and somectimes, indeed, even in favour of it;!
and on the other hand, that passages which were
retained are contradictory to his views.? This is not
intelligible upon any theory of arbitrary garbling of a
Gospel in the interest of a system.

It may be well to give a few instances of the anoma-
lies presented, upon this hypothesis, by Marcion’s text.
Some critics believe that the verses Luke vii. 29—35,
were wanting in Marcion’s Gospel®* Hahn accounts for
the omission of verses 29, 30, regarding the baptism of
John, because they represented the relation of the
Baptist to Jesus in a way which Marcion did not admit.*
But as he allowed the preceding verses to remain, such
a proceeding was absurd. In verse 26 he calls John a
prophet, and much more than a prophet, and in the
next verse (27) quotes respecting him the words of

! Baur, Unters. kan. Evv., p. 423 ff.; Ililgenfeld, Die Evv. Just.,
p- 444 . ; Nicolas, Et. sur les Ev. Apoer., p. 151 ; Ritackl, Theol. Jahrb.,
1851, p. 5629 f.; Schiwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 263 ff., 273 ff.; De
Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 132; Volkmar, Das Ev. Marcion’s, p. 74 ff., p. 107 ff.,
p. 1756 f. ; cf. Theol. Jahrb., 1850, p. 214 f.

? Baur, Unters. kan. Evv., p. 423 ff. ; Eichhorn, Einl. N. T., i. p.
75 f.; Guericke, Gesammtgesch, N. T., p. 231, anm. 1; Hilgenfeld, Die
Evv. J., p. 444 ff.; Kirchhofer, Quellensamml., p. 362, anm.13; Neander,
Allg. K. G..1ii. p. 816; Nicolas, Et. sur les Ev. Apocr., p. 151 fI. ; Ritschl,
Theol. Jahrb., 1851, p. 529 f.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 263 fI.,
273 f.; Volkmar, Das Ev. Marcion’s, p. 107 ff.

3 Tertullian and Epiphanius pass them over in silence. Cf. Hahn, Ev.
Mare. in Thilo, Cod. Apoer. N. T., p. 418, anm, 24; Ritschl, Das Ev.
Marec., p- 78 f.; De Weite, Einl. N. T.,p. 125. Folkmdr (Das Ev. Mare.,
p- 136 f.) and Hilgenfeld (Die Evv. Justin’s, p. 407; cf. 441) retain
them. 4 Das Ev. Mare., p. 147.
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Malachi iii. 1: “This is he of whom it is written:
Behold I send my messenger before thy face, which
shall prepare thy way before thee.” It is impossible
bn any reasonable ground to account for the retention
of such honourable mention of the Baptist, if verses 29,
30 were erased for such dogmatic reasons.! Still more
incomprehensible on such a hypothesis is the omission
of Luke vii. 31—335, where that generation is likened unto
children playing in the market-place and calling to each
other : “ We piped unto you and ye danced not,” and
Jesus continues: “For John is come neither eating
bread nor drinking wine; and ye say, He hath a devil
(34). The Son of Man s come, eating and drinking;
and ye say : Behold a gluttonous man and a winebibber,
a friend of publicans and sinners.” Hahn attributes the
omission of ‘these verses to the sensuous representation
they give of Jesus as cating and drinkihg.? What was
the use of eliminating these verses when he allowed to
remain unaltered verse 36 of the same chapter,® in
which Jesus is invited to ‘eat with the Pharisee, and
goes into his house and sits down to meat ? or v.
29—35,4 in which Jesus accepts the feast of Levi, and
defends his disciples for eating and drinking against
the murmurs of the Scribes and Pharisees? or xv. 2,5

1 Ritschl, Dus Ev. Mare., p'.“'I-S f.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeitalter, i.
P. 263; DNe Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 132, Cf. Volkmar, Das Ev. Marcion’s,
p. 156 ; Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. Justin’s, p. 406 f. ; Tertullian, Adv. Mare.,
iv. 18; Epiphanius, Heor., xlii., Sch. viii. f. ; Ref. viii. f.

7 Das Ev. M., p. 147 f. ; Evang. Marc. in Thilo, Cod. ap. N.T., p. 418,
anm. 24 ; Ritschl, Das Ev. Marc, p. 18 f. Cf. Volkmar, Das Ev. Mare.,
p. 156 ; Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. Justin’s, p. 407.

3 Hahn, Evang. Mare. Thilo, p. 418, 419, anm. 25; Folkmar, Das Ev.
Marec., p. 157. 4 ;

4 Hahn, Ev. Marc. in Thilo, p. 408 ;. Volkmar, Das Ev. Mare., p. 155;
Tertullian, Adv. Marc., iv. 11.

§ Hahn, Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 451; Volkmar, Das Ev. Marc., p. 162; cf.
Tertullian, Adv. M., iv. 32. -
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where the Pharisees say of him: “ This man receiveth
sinners and eateth with them ?” How absurdly futile
the omission of the one passage for dogmatic reasons,
while so many others were allowed to remain unaltercd.?

The next passage to which we must refer is one of the
most important in connection with Marcion’s Docetic
doctrine of the person of Jesus. It is said that he
omitted viil. 19: “ And his mother and his brethren
came to him and could not come at him for the crowd,”
and that he inserted in verse 21, 7is pov pirnp Kkai oi
adehdoi ; making the whole episode in his Gospel read
(20) : “And it was told him by certain which said:
Thy mother and thy brethren stand without desiring
to see thee : 21. But he answered and said unto them :
Who are my mother and brethren? My mother and
my brethren are these,” &c.* The omission of verse 19
is said to have becn made because, according to Marcion,
Christ was not born like an ordinary man, and conse-
quently had neither mother nor brethren.* The mere
fact, however, that Marcion retains verse 20, in which
the crowd simply state as-a matter fully recognized, the
relationship of those who were secking Jesus, renders the
omission of the preceding verse useless,* except on the
ground of mere redundancy.

Marcion is reported not to have had the word aidwvior
in x. 25,° 8o that the question of the lawyer simply ran :

! Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 263; De Wette, Einl. N, T.,
B :3;';31};&., Heer., xlii., Sch. 12; Tertullian, Adv. Marc., iv. 19, de carne
Christi, § 7. Hakhn, Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 421, anm. 26; Velkmar, Das
Ev. Marc., p. 150; De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 125; Hilgenfdd, Die Evv.
Justin's, p. 408 f., 441; Baur, Das Markusev., p. 192 f.

* Hahn, Das Ev. M., p. 148 f.; Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 421, anm. 26; cf.
Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 56 f. 4 Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 264.

8 Hahn, Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 434 ; Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 57f.; Hil-
genfeld, Die Evv. J., p. 441; De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 126.

- B e —
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“ Master, what shall I do to inherit life?” The omission
of this word is supposed to have been made in order to
make the passage refer back to the God of the Old
Testament, who promises merely long life on earth for
keeping the commandments, whilst it is only in the
Gospel that eternal life is promised.! But in the corre-
sponding passage, xviii. 18,2 the aidwiov is retained, and
the question of the ruler is: “ Good master, what shall I
do to inherit eternal life 2?” It has been argued that
the introduction of the one thing still lacking (verse 22)
after the keeping of the law and the injunction to sell all
and give to the poor, changes the context, and justifies
the use there of eternal life as the reward for fulfilment
of the higher commandment.® This reasoning, however,
secms to us without grounds, and merely an ingenious
attempt to account for an embarrassing fact. In reality
the very same context occurs in the other passage, for,
explaining the meaning of the word * neighbour,” love
to whom 1is enjoined as part of the way to obtain “life,”
Jesus inculcates the very same duty as in xviii. 22,
of distributing to the poor (cf x. 28—387). There
seems, therefore, no rcasonable motive for omitting the
word from the one passage whilst retaining it in the
other.*

The passage in Luke xi. 29—32, from the concluding
words of verse 29, “but the sign of the prophet Jonah”

! Hahn, Das Ev. M., p. 161 ; Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 435, an. 42; Volkmar,
Das Ev. M., p. 58, p. 159; Tertullian, Adv. M. iv. 25; Daur, Das
Markusev., p. 193.

3 Hahn, Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 461 ; Epiph., Heor., xlii. Sch. 50; Ter-
tullian, Adv. M. iv. 36.

* Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 58; Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. Just., p. 426 ;
Baur, Das Markusev., p. 193.

4 Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 264.
voL. I I
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was not found in Marcion’s Gospel.! This omission is
accounted for on the ground that such a respectful
reference to the Old Testament was quite contrary to
the system of Marcion.? Verses 49—51 of the same
chapter, containing the saying of the “ Wisdom of God,”
regarding the sending of the prophets that the Jews
might slay them, and their blood be required of that
generation, were also omitted® The reason given for
this omission 1s, that the words of the God of the Old
Testament are too respectfully quoted and adopted to
suit the views of the Heretic.* The words in verses
31—32, “And a greater than Solomon—than Jonah is
here,” might well have been allowed to remain in the
text, for the superiority of Christ over the kings and
prophets of the Old Testament which is asserted
directly suits and supports the system of Marcion.
How much less, however, is the omission of these
passages to be explained upon any intelligent dogmatic
principle, when we find in Marcion’s text the passage
in which Jesus justifies his conduct on the Sabbath
by the example of David (vi. 3—4),% and that in which
he assures the disciples of the greatness of their reward
in heaven for the persccutions they were to endure:

! Hahn, Ev. M. in Thilo, 438, anm. 46 ; Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 131 :
De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 126; Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. J., p. 441; Epiph.,
ITwor., xlii. Sch. 25; cf. Ref. It is conjectured that the words mormpd
éore were also wanting. Epiphanius does not use them, but he is
thought to be quoting **freely.” The words, however, equally fail in
Codox 233.

2 Hahn, Das Ev. M., p. 163 f. ; Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 68; Baur,
Das Markusev., p. 194,

¥ Jlukn, Das Bv. M. in Thilo, 439, anm. 47; Volkmar, Das Ev. M.,
p. 151.

4 ITahn, Das Ev. M., p. 1653; Lv. M. in Thilo, 440, anm. 47 ; TVollmar,
Das Ev. M., p. 58 f.

8 Huhn, Ev. M. in Thilo, 410 ; Velkmar, Das Ev. M., 133.
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“For behold your reward is great in heaven: for after
the same manner did their fathers unto the prophets”
(vi. 23).! As we have seen, Jesus is also allowed
to quote an Old Testament prophecy (vii. 27) as ful-
filled in the coming of John to prepare the way for
himself. The questions which Jesus puts to the Scribes
(xx. 41—44) regarding the Christ being David’s son,
with the quotation from Ps. cx. 1, which Marcion is
stated to have retained,? equally refute the supposition
as to his motive for “omitting” xi. 29 ff. It has
been argued with regard to the last passage that Jesus
merely uses the words of the Old Testament to mect
his own theory,® but the dilemma in which Jesus
places the Scribes is clearly not the real object of his
question : its aim is a suggestion of the true character
of the Christ. But amongst his other sins with regard
to Luke’s Gospel, Marcion is also accused of interpolat-
ing it. And in what way? Why the Heresiarch, who
is so averse to all references to the Old Testament that
he is supposed to erase them, actually, amongst his few
interpolations, adds a reference to the Old Testament.
Between xvii. 14 and 15 (some critics say in verse 18)
Marcion introduced the verse which is found in Luke iv.
27 : “And many lepers were in Israel in the time of
Elisha the prophet; and none of them was cleansed
saving Naaman, the Syrian.”* Now is it conceivable
that a man who inserts, as it is said, references to the

' Hahn, Ev. M. in Thilo, 412; Volkmar, Das Ev. M. 156,

2 Jfahn, in Thile, 468 ; Volkmar, ib., p. 165.

3 Volkmar, ib., p. 59 f.; Hilgenfeld, Dio Ev. J., p. 453.

4 Epiph., Her., xlii. Sch. 48; Tertullian, Adv. M., iv. 35. Daur, Das
Markusev., p. 213; FEichhorn, Einl. N. T., p. 77; Hahn, Fiv. M. in Thilo,
p. 457, anm. 67 ; Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. J., p. 424 f.; Volkmar, Theol.
Jahrb., 1850, p. 131; Das Ev. M., p. 163, p. 82 ff. ; De Helte, Einl. N. T.,
p- 128 f.
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Old Testament into his text so gratuitously, can have
been so inconsistent as to have omitted these passages
because they contain similar references? We must say
that the whole of the rcasoning regarding these passages
omitted and retained, and the fine distinctions which are
drawn between them, are anything but convincing. A
general theory being adopted, nothing is more easy than
to harmonise everything with it in this way; nothing is
more easy than to assign some reason, good or bad,
apparently in accordance with the foregone conclusion,
why one passage was retained, and why another was
omitted, but in almost every case the reasoning might
with equal propriety be reversed if the passages were so,
and the retention of the omitted passage as well as the
omission of that retained be quite as reasonably justified.
The critics who have examined Marcion’s Gospel do not
trouble themselves to inquire if the general connection
of the text be improved by the absence of passages
supposed to be omitted, but simply try whether the
supposed omissions are explainable on the ground of a
dogmatic tendency in Marcion. In fact, the argument
throughout is based upon foregone conclusions, and
rarcly upon any solid grounds whatever. The retention
of such passages as we have quoted above renders the
omission of the other for dogmatic reasons quite pur-
poseless.!

The passage, xii. 6, 7, which argues that as the
sparrows are not forgotten before God, and the hairs of
our head are numbered, the disciples need not fear, was
not found in Marcion’s Gospel.? The supposed omission

! Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., p. 264; Ritachl, Das. Ev. M., p. 87 f.
2 I{akn, Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 441; Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 151, cf. 94 ;
Hilyenfeld, Die Evv. J., p. 441; Theol. Jahrb., 1853, p. 20¢.
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18 explained on the ground that, according to Marcion’s
system, God docs not interest himsclf about such trifles
as sparrows and the hairs df our head, but merely about
souls.! That such reasoning is arbitrary, however, is ap-
parent from the fact, that Marcion’s text had verse 24
of the same chapter:? “ Consider the ravens,” &ec., &ec.,
and “ God feedeth them :” &c., and also v. 28,3 “ But if
God so clothe the grass,” &c., &ec., “ how much more will
-he clothe you, O ! ye of little faith ?”’ As no one ventures
to argue that Marcion limited the providence of God to
the ravens, and to the grass, but excluded the sparrows
and the hair, no dogmatic reason can be assigned for
the omission of the one, whilst the other is retained.*
The first nine verses of ch. xiii. were likewise absent
from Marcion’s text,” wherein Jesus declares that like the
Galileans, whose blood Pilate had mixed with their
sacrifices (v. 1, 2), and the eightcen upon whom the
tower in Siloam fell (v. 4), “except ye rcpent, ye shall
all likewise perish,” (v. 3 and 5), and then recites the
parable of the unfruitful fig-tree (v. 6—9), which the
master of the vineyard orders to be cut down (v. 7), but
then spares for a scason (v. 8, 9). The theory advanced
to account for the asserted “omission” of these

! Hahn, Das Ev. M., p. 167; Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 441, anm. 49.

2 Hahn, Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 412.

3 Hahn, Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 443, anm, 81 ; Velkmar, Das Ev. M., p.
160; De TWette, Einl. N. T., p. 127. This versc was wanting according to
Epiph., Sch., 31, but was in the text by the decided statement of T'ertul-
lian, Adv. M., iv. 29; Volkmar (Das Ev. M., 46 f1.), and Hilgenfeld (Theol.
Jahrb., 1853, p. 204), agrce that this arose solely from an accidentul
absence of the verse in the copy of Epiphanius,

4 Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 265; Ritschl, Das Ev. M., p. 91;
cf. De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 132.

8 Hahn, Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 446 ; Volkmar, Dns Ev. M., p. 151. (He
omits xiii. 1—10); Hilgenfeld, Theol Jahrb., 1853, p. 204. (He had pre-

viously,—Die Ev. J., p. 441,—only admitted the absence of xiii. 1—35.)
De Wette, Einl. N. T., i. p. 127 £.
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verses is that they could not be reconciled with
Marcion’s system, according to which the good God
never positively punishes the -wicked, but merely leaves
them to punish themselves'in that, by not accepting the
proffered grace, they have no part in the blessedness of
Christians.!  In his carlier work, Volkmar distinctly
admitted that the whole of this passage might be omitted
without prejudice to the text of Luke, and that he could
not state any ground, in connection with Marcion’s
system, which rendered its omission either necessary or
even conceivable. He then decided that the passage
was not contained at all in the version of Luke, which
Marcion possessed, but was inserted at a later period in
our Codices? It was only on his second attempt to
account for all omissions on dogmatic grounds that he
argued as above. In like manner Hilgenfeld also, with
Rettig, considered that the passage did not form part of
the original Luke, so that here again Marcion’s text was
free from a very abrupt passage, not belonging to the
more pure and primitive Gospel® Baur recognizes not
only that there is no dogmatic ground to explain the
omission, but on the contrary, that the passage fully
agrees with the system of Marcion.* The total insufti-
ciency of the argument to explain the omission, how-
wer, is apparent from the numerous passages, which
were allowed to remain in the text, which still more
clearly outraged this part of Marcion’s system. In the
parable of the great supper, xiv. 15—24, the Lord is
angry (v. 21), and declares that none of those who were

! Hahn, Das Ev. M., p..175; Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 446, anm. 35; Volk-
mar, Das Ev. M., p. G4 f.

% Theol. Jahrb., 1850, p. 207 f.

3 Die Ev. J., p. 470.

4 Das Markusev., p. 195 .
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bidden should taste of his supper (v. 24). In xii. 5,
Jesus warns his own disciples : “ Fear him, which after
he hath killed hath power to cast into hell; yea, I say
unto you: fear him.” It is not permissible to argue
that Marcion here understands the God of the Old
Testament, the Creator, for he would thus represent his
Christ as forewarning his own disciples to fear the power
of that very Demiurge, whose reign he had come to
terminate. Then again, in the parable of the wise
steward, and the foolish servants, xii. 41 ff, he declares
(v. 46), that the lord of the foolish servant “ will cut
him in sunder, and will appoint him his portion with the
unbelievers,” and (vs. 47, 48) that the servants shall be
beaten with stripes, in proportion to their fault. In the
parable of the nobleman who goes to a far country and
leaves the ten pounds with his servants, xix. 11 ff, the lord
orders his encmies, who would not that he should reign
over them, to be brought and slain before him (v. 27).
Then, how very much there was in the Epistles of Paul,
which he upheld, of a still more contradictory character.
There is no dogmatic reason for such inconsistency.!
Marcion is accused of having falsified xiii. 28 in the
following manner : “There shall be weeping and gnash-
ing of teeth, when ye shall see all the just (wavras rovs
Sukaiovs) in the kingdom of God, but you yourselves
being thrust, and bound (xai xparovuévovs) without.”
The substitution of *all the just” for “ Abraham, Isaac,
and Jacob, and all the prophets,” is one of those varia-
tions which the supporter of the dogmatic theory greedily
lays hold of, as bearing evident tokens of falsification in
anti-judaistic interest? But Marcion had in his Gospel

! Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., 1. p. 265; Daur, Das Markusev. p. 195.
2 Hahn, Das Ev. M., p. 177; Ev, M. in Thilo, p. 448, anm. 58; cf,
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the parable of the rich man and Lazarus, xvi. 19—31,
where the beggar is carried up into Abraham’s bosom.!
And again, there was the account of the Transfiguration,
ix. 28—36, in which Moses and Elias are secen in con-
verse with Jesus.? The alteration of the one passage for
dogmatic reasons, whilst the parable of Lazarus is
retained, would have been useless. Hilgenfeld, however,
in agreement with Baur and Ritschl, has shown that
Marcion’s reading wdvras 7ovs Sikaiovs is evidently the
contrast to the épydrar 7ijs dduxias of the preceding
verse, and is superior to the canonical version, which
was cither altered after Matth. viii. 12, or with the
anti-Marcionitish object of bringing the rejected Patriarchs
into recognition.* The whole theory in this case again
gocs into thin air, and it is consequently weakened in
every other.

Marcion’s Gospel did not contain the parable of the
Prodigal Son, xv. 11—23.* The omission of this passage,

Volkmar (Das Ev. M., p. 62 £.), and Hilyenfeld (Die Evv. J., p. 420), who
explain the omission differently, and consider Hahn in error.

! Tertullian (Adv. M., iv. 34), gives an elaborate explanation of the in-
torpretation by which Marcion docs away with the offensive part of the
parable, but in this and every case erasure was surely more simple than
explanation if Marcion erased anything at all.

2 Iukn, in vorse 30 reads ovwéorpeav for gurvediouvy, tho two men
“¢ gtood " with him instead of * talked” with him, as in Luke. This he
derives from the obscure words of Tertullian, which, however, really refer
to v. 32 (Adv. M. iv. 22), but Epiphanius (Sch. 17) has very distinctly
tho reading of Luke. Hahn omits v. 31 altogether, on the very un-
decided evidenco of Tortullian and Epiphanius; Hahn, Ev. M. in Thilo,
P. 427, anm. *; Das Ev. M., p. 15¢; Volkmar (Das Ev. Marc., p. 138, cf.
151), and Hilgenfeld (Dio Evv. J., p. 411 f., 446 f.), prove that the reading
was unaltered in v. 30, and that v. 31 stood in Marcion’s text. The whole
discussion, as showing the uncertainty of tho text, is very instructive.
Cf. Ritschl, Das Ev. M., p. 80 ff.

¥ Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. J., p. 470; Baur, Das Markusev., p. 206 f. ;
Ritschl, Das Ev. M., p. 94 f.

4 Hohn, Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 452; Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 162; Hil-
genfeld, Die Evv. J., p. 441; De Wette, Einl. N, T., p. 128; Epiphanius,
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which is universally recognized as in the purest Paulinian
spirit, is accounted for partly on the ground that a
portion of it (v. 22—32) was repugnant to the ascetic
discipline of Marcion, to whom the killing of the fatted
calf, the feasting, dancing and merry-making, must have
been obnoxious, and, partly because, understanding under
the similitude of the clder son the Jews, and of the
younger son the Gentiles, the identity of the God of the
Jews and of the Christians would be recognized.! There
is, however, the very greatest doubt admitted as to the
interpretation which Marcion would he likely to put upon
this parable, and certainly the representation which it
gives,of the Gentiles, not only as received completely on
a par with the Jews, but as only having been lost for a
time, and found again, is thoroughly in harmony with
the teaching of Paul, who was held by Marcion to be the
only true Apostle. It could not, thercfore, have been
repugnant to him. Any points of disagreement could
very easily have been explained away, as his critics are
go fond of asserting to be his practice in other passages?
As to the supposed dislike of Marcion for the festive
character of the parable, what object could he have had
for omitting this, when he retained the parable of the

Hzer., xlii, Sch. 43. Terfulliun (Adv. Mare., iv. 32) passes it over in
silence.

' Hahn, Das. Ev. M., p. 182; Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 452, anm. 62; Ols-
hausen, Fotheit d. vier Can, Evv., 1823, p. 208 f. Hahn and Olshausen
did not hold the second part of this explanation, but applied the parablo
merely to Judaic and Gentile Christians, under which circumstances critics
would not admit reason for the omission. Vulkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 66;
DBuaur, Das Markusev., p. 194 f.

? Volkmar talks of the intentional omission of the parable by Marcion
as being ** fully conceivablo” (vbllig begreiflich), but it is almost impos-
sible to find anything for which a reason cannot be discovered if the
question asked be: ‘“Is the intentional omission on any ground conceiv-
able 7
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great supper, xiv. 15—24; the feast in the house of
Levi, v. 27—32; the statements of Jesus eating with
the Pharisees, vii. 36, xv. 2? If Marcion had any
objection to such matters, he had still greater to mar-
riage, and yet Jesus justifies his disciples for eating and
drinking by the similitude of a marriage feast, himself
being the bridegroom : v. 34, 35, “ Can ye make the sons
of the bridechamber fast, while the bridegroom is with
them? But the days will come when the bridegroom
shall be taken away from them: then will they fast in
those days.” And he bids his disciples to be ready “like
men that wait for their lord, when he shall return from
the wedding,” (xii. 36), and makes another parable on a
wedding feast (xiv. 7—10). Leaving these passages, it
is impossible to see any dogmatic reason for excluding
the others.!

The omission of a passage in every way so suitable
to Marcion’s system as the parable of the vineyard,
xx. 9—16, is equally unintelligible upon the dogmatic
theory.

Marcion is accused of falsifying xvi. 17, by altering
7o) vuov to 7@y Aoywrv pov,? making the passage read :
“ But it is easier for heaven and earth to pass, than for
one tittle of my words to fail” The words in the
canonical Gospel, it is argued, were too repugnant to
him to be allowed to remain unaltered, representing as
they do the permanency of “the Law” to which he
was opposed.® Upon this hypothesis, why did he leave

! Schwegyler, Das nachap, Zeitalter, i, p. 266 £.; Nicolas, Et. sur les Lv,
apocr., p. 153 ; of. Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. J., p. 454.

2 Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 151; Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. J., p. 441 ; Hahn,
reads rév AMywv 1ob xvpiov. Ev. M. in T'hilo, p. 454 ; Das Ev. M., p. 185.

3 Haln, Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 454, anm. 63; Das Ev. AL, p. 185; Folk-
mar, Das Ev. M., p. 65 f.
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x. 25 £. (especially v. 26) and xviii. 18 ff, in which the
keeping of the law is made essential to life ? or xvii. 14,
where Jesus bids the lepers conform to the requirements
of the law? or xvi. 29, where the answer is given to
the rich man pleading for his relatives : “They have
Moses and the prophets, let them hear them” ?*  Hilgen-
feld, however, with others, points out that it has been
fully proved that the reading in Marcion’s text is not an
arbitrary alteration at all, but the original expression,
and that the version in Luke xvi. 17, on the contrary,
is a variation of the original introduced to give the
passage an anti-Marcionitish tendency.? Here, again,
it is clear that the supposed falsification is rather a
falsification on the part of the editor of the third canonical
Gospel.®

One more illustration may be given. Marcion is
accused of omitting from xix. 9 the words: “forasmuch
as he also is a son of Abraham,” (kafdr. kal adros vids
'ABpadp éorw) leaving merely : “ And Jesus said unto
him : This day is salvation come to this house.”™
Marcion’s system, it is said, could not tolerate the phrase
which was erased.® It was one, however, eminently
in the spirit of his Apostle Paul, and in his favourite
Epistle to the Galatians he retained the very parallel

! Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 267; Eickhorn, Einl. N. T.,
i. p. 73,

Eﬂdgenfdd, Die Ev. J., p. 470; Ritschl, Das Ev. M., p. 97 f. ; Baur,
Unters. kan. Evv., p. 402; Das Markusey,, p. 196 ff. Buur, in the last-
mentioned work, argues that even Tertullian himself (Adv. ML, iv. 33),
reprosents Marcion's reading as the original.

3 Ritschl, Das Ev. M., p. 98.

4 Hahn, Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 463; Velkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 152 ; Hil-
genfeld, Die Evv. J., p. 442,

$ Hahn, Das Ev. M., p. 195; LEv. M. in Thilo, p. 463, anm. 74. **Quso
non potuit ferre Marcion, cujus Christus potius servavit eum quem filii
Abrahami damnabant.”
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passage iii. 7, “Ye know, therefore, that they which are
of faith, these are the sons of Abrabam.,”'* How could
he, therefore, find any difficulty in such words addressed
to the repentant Zaccheeus, who had just believed in the
mission of Christ? Morcover, why should he have
crased the words here, and left them standing in xiii. 16,
in regard to the woman healed of the “spirit of infir-
mity :” “and ought not this woman, being a daughter of
Abraham, whom Satan hath bound, lo! these eighteen
years, to be loosed from this bond on the Sabbath day ?”
No reasoning can explain away the substantial identity
of the two phrases. Upon what principle of dogmatic
interest, then, can Marcion have erased the one while he
retained the other 22

We have taken a very few passages for illustration,
and treated them very briefly, but it may roundly be
said that there is scarcely a single variation of Marcion’s
text regarding which similar reasons are not given, and
which do not present similar anomalies in consequence
of what has clsewhere been retained® As we have
alrcady stated, much that is really contradictory to
Marcion’s system was found in his text, and much which
cither is not opposed or is favourable to it is omitted

! Cf. Bom. iv. 11, 12, 16. It has been argued from Tertulliun’s
obscure reference that Marcion omitted the last phrase of Gal, iii. 7, but
Epiph. does not say so, and the statement of Jerome {Comm. in Ep. ad
(fal.) was evidently not from the direct source, but was probably derived
from a hasty perusal of Tertullian, and there is no real ground whatever
for affirming it. Even Tertullian himself does not positively do so.
Ritschl, Das Ev. M., p. 154 ff.; Daur, Unters. kan, Evv., p. 412 ff,;
Westcott, On the Canon, p. 274.

3 Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 268 ; Ritschl, Das Ev. M., p. 98 f.;
cf. Hilgenfeld, Die Evv, J., p. 427.

3 Daur, Unters. kan. Evv., p. 411 ff.; Das Markusev., p. 191 f.;
Nicolas, Et. sur les Ev. apocr., p. 155; Ritschl, Theol. Jabrb., 1851,
p. 530 fI. ; cf. Das Ev. M., p. 46. Cf. Westcott, On the Canon, p. 274 f.



MARCION. 123

and cannot be set down to arbitrary alteration. More-
over, it has never been shown that the supposed altera-
tions were made by Marcion himself,! and till this is
done the pith of the whole theory is wanting. There is
no principle of intelligent motive which can account for
the anomalies presented by Marcion’s Gospel, considered
as a version of Luke mutilated and falsificd in the
interest of his system. The contrast of what is retained
with that which is omitted reduces the hypothesis ad
absurdum. Marcion was too able a man to do his work
so imperfectly, if he had proposed to assimilate the
Gospel of Luke to his own views. As it is avowedly
necessary to explain away by false and forced interpreta-
tiolls requiring intricate definitions? very much of what
was allowed to remain in his text, it is inconceivable
that he should not have cut the Gordian knot with the
same unscrupulous knife with which it is asserted he
excised the rest. The ingenuity of most able and learned
critics endeavouring to discover whether [a motive in
the interest of his system cannot be conceived for every
alteration is, notwithstanding the evident scope afforded
by the procedure, often foiled. Yet a more clastic hypo-
thesis could not possibly have been advanced, and that
the text obstinately refuses to fit into it, is even more
than could have been expected. Marcion is like a
prisoner at the bar without witnesses, who is treated
from the first as guilty, attacked by able and passionate
adversaries who warp every possible circumstance against
him, and yet who cannot be convicted. The foregone
conclusion by which every supposed omission from his
Gospel is explained, is, as we have shown, almost in

! Westcott, On the Canon, p. 274.
3 Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. J., p. 443 f.



126 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

cvery case contradicted by passages which have been
allowed to remain, and this is rendered more significant
by the fact, which is generally admitted, that Marcion’s
text contains many readings which are manifestly superior
to, and more original than, the form in which the passages
stand in our third Synoptic.! The only one of these to
which we shall refer is the interesting variation from the
passage in Luke xi. 2, in the substitution of a prayer
for the Holy Spirit for the “hallowed be thy name,”—
éNOérw 76 aryiov mredpa oov €’ nuas instead of ayacbtire
70 ovopd gov. The former is recognized to be the true
original reading.  This phrase is evidently referred to in
v. 13. We are, therefore, indebted to Marcion for the
correct version of ““ the Lord’s Prayer.” 2 ’
There can be no doubt that Marcion’s Gospel bore great
analogy to our Luke, although it was very considerably
shorter. It is, however, unnecessary to repeat that there
were many Gospels in the second century which, although
nearly related to those which have become canonical, were
independent works, and the most favourable interpreta-
tion which can be given of the relationship between our
three Synoptics leaves them very much in a line with
Marcion’s work. His Gospel was chiefly distinguished

! Anger, Synops. Ev. Proleg., p. xxv. ff.; Baur, Das Markusev., p.
195 ff., p. 223 fL.; DBertholdt, Einl., 1813, iii. p. 1204 ff.; Fichhorn,
Einl. N. T., i. p. 72 fl. ; ITilgenfeld, Die Evv. J., p. 473; Theol. Jahib.,
1833, p. 222 fI.; Die Evangelien, p. 30; Kistlin, Der Urspr. synopt.
Evv., p. 303; Michaelis, Einl. N. T., 1788, i. p. 40, p. 342 f., p. 751;
Reuss, Rev. de Théol.,, 1857, p. 4; Ritschl, Theol. Jalrb., 1831, p.
530 ff.; Das Ev. M., p. 46; Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 187—199, p.
256 f.: Der Ursprung, p. 75 ; De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 132 . ; Zeller,
Die Apostlegesch., p. 13 ., p. 23 ff. Cf. Westcott, On the Canon,
. 279,

g 2 Ritschl, Das Ev. M., p. 71; Laur, Das Markusev., p. 207; FVolkmar,
Das Ev. M., p. 197 £, p. 2566 f. ; Der Ursprung, p. 75; IHilgenfeld, Die
Evv. J., p. 441, p. 416 f.  Of. Terfullian, Adv. Mare., iv. 26,
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by a shorter text,! but besides large and important omis-
sions there are a few additions,? and very many variations
of text. The whole of the first two chapters of Luke, as
well as all the third, was wanting, with the exception of
part of the first verse of the third chapter, which, joined
to iv. 31, formed the commencement of the Gospel. Of
chapter iv. verses 1—13, 17—20 and 24 were likewise
probably absent. Some of the other more important
omissions are xi. 29—32, 49—51, xiii. 1—9, 29—35,
xv. 11—32, xvii. 5—10 (probably), xviii. 31—34, xix.
29—48, xx. 9—19, 37—38, xxi. 1—4, 18, 21—22,
xxii. 16—18, 28—30, 35—38, 49—51, and there is
great doubt about the concluding verses of xxiv. from
44 to the end, but it may have terminated with v. 49.
It is not certain whether the order was the same as
Luke?® but there are instances of decided variation,
especially at the opening. As the peculiaritics of the
opening variations have had an important effect in in-
clining some critics towards the acceptance of the muti-
lation hypothesis,* it may be well for us briefly to examine
the more important amongst them.

Marcion’s Gospel is generally said to have commenced
thus : “In the fifteenth year of the reign of Tiberius
Caesar, Jesus came down to Capernaum, a city of Galilee.”®

! Eichhorn, Einl. N, T., i. p. 53 ff., p. 58 ff., 68 ff. ; Volkmar, Das Ev.
M., p. 21

3 Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 80 f. ; Eichhorn, Einl. N, T., i. p. 77 ; Bleek,
Einl. N. T., p. 128.

3 Cf. Epiphanius, Her., xlii., ed. Pet., p. 312 ; Eichhorn, Einl. N. T., i.
p. 46; Volkmar, Das Bv. M., p. 141; Hilgenfeld, Theol. Jahrb., 1853, p.
199.

4 Baur, Das Markusov., p. 209; Guericke, Gesammtgesch, p. 232 ;
Reuss, Rev. de Théol., xv. 1857, p. 54.

§ Hahn incorrectly reads, * God camo down” (6 feds xarqifev) Ev. M.
in Thilo, p. 403. Cf. Volkmar, Das Iiv. M., p. 150, anm. 3; Baur, Unters.
kan. Evv., p. 406, anm. *; Hilgenfeld, Dio Evv. J., p. 398, anm. 1.
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There are various slightly differing "readings of this.
Epiphanius gives the opening words, ’Ev 74 wevrexar-
Sexdr €rew TiBepiov Kaloapos, kal ra é&s.!  Tertullian
has : Anno quintodecimo principatus Tiberiani. . . . de-
scendisse in civitatem Galileeee Capharnaum.”®  The
kal Ta €é&qs of Epiphanius has permitted the conjecture
that there might have been an additional indication of
the time, such as “Pontius Pilate being governor of
Judeea,”?® but this has not been generally adopted.* It
is not necessary for us to discuss the sense in which the
“ came down” (karnAfe) was interpreted, since it is the
word used in Luke. Marcion’s Gospel then proceeds
with iv. 31: “and taught them on the sabbath days,
(v. 32), and they were exceedingly astonished at his teach-
ing, for his word was power.” Then follow vs. 33—39
containing the healing of the man with an unclean
spirit,‘ and of Simon’s wife’s mother, with the important
omission of the expression *“of Nazareth” (Nalapnvé)®
after “Jesus ” in the cry of the possessed (v. 34). The
vs. 16—307 immediately follow iv. 39, with important

! Heer., xlii., ed. Pet., p. 312,

2 Adv. M., iv. 7.

3 Of. Dial. do recta fide ; Orig., Opp., i. p. 868 ; Irencus, Adv. Her., 1.
27, § 2.

‘§Voli1nar has it, Das Ev. M., p. 154, 224, p. 126 ; Hakn omits it, Ev.
M. in Thilo, 1. c., as do also Baur (Unters. kan. Ev., p. 406, who after the
statement of Epiph. also rightly leaves open the rijs fjyeporias and xaigapos),
and Hilgenfeld (who conjectured the second date), Die Evv. J., p. 398; cf.
Theol. Jahrb., 1853, p. 197.

s Volkmar omits v. 37 ; Hahn, Hilgenfeld, and others retain it. Ritaschl
rejects 38, 39, the healing of Simon’s wife's mother, which are passed
over in silence by Tertullian (Adv. M., iv. 8), Das Ev. M., p. 76f,, in
which he is joined by Baur only. Tho whole of this examination illus-
trates the uncertainties of the toxt and of the data on which critics
attempt to reconstruct it. .

¢ Hahn, in Thilo, p. 4C4, axm. 4; Tolkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 150; cf.
56, 131; Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. J., p. 441; Theol. Jahrb., 1853, p. 198.

7 Volkmar aleo includes the latter part of v. 14, and all of 15, ¢ And
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omissions and variations. In iv. 16, where Jesus comes
to Nazareth, the words “where he had been brought up”
are omitted, as is also the concluding phrase “and stood
up to read.”* Verses 17—19, in which Jesus reads from
Isaiah, are altogether wanting.? Volkmar omits the whole
of v. 20, Hilgenfeld only the first half down to the
sitting down, retaining the rest ; Hahn retains from “and
he sat down” to the end®* Of v. 21 only: “ He hegan
to speak to them ” is retained.* From v. 22 the conclud-
ing phrase: “ And said : Is not this Joseph’s son” is
omitted,® as are also the words “in thy country ” from
v. 235 Verse 24, containing the proverb: “ A prophet
has no honour” is wholly omitted,” but the best critics
differ regarding the two following verses 25—26 ; they
are omitted according to Hahn, Ritschl and De Wette,®
but retained by Volkmar and Hilgenfeld.® Verse 27,

there went out a fame of him,” &c., &c. (Das Ev. M., p. 152, cf. 154), but
in this he is unsupported by others. Cf. Tertullian, Adv. Marec., iv. 8.

! Hahn, in Thilo, p. 404, 405, anm, 7; Ritschl, Das Ev. M., p. 76;
Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 150, cf. 154 ; Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. Justin’s, p.
441, cf. 399; De ITette, Einl. N. T., p. 124.

2 Hahn, in Thilo, 404; Das Ev. M., p. 136 ; Ritschl, Das Ev. M., 76,
anm. 1; Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 150 ; Iilgenfeld, Theol. Jahrb., 1853, p.
199; In Die Evv. J., p. 399 (cf. 441), he considers it probable, but does-
not speak with certainty. Tertullian is silent, Adv. M., iv. 8.

3 Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 150, 154 ; Hilgenfeld, Theol. Jahrb., 1853,
p- 199 ; Hahn, in Thilo, p. 404.

4 Volkmar reads xal fpfaro knpiooew atrois, Das, Ev. M., p. 154; Hahn
has Aéyew mpds abrois, in Thilo, p. 404; Ritsckl, Das Ev. M., 76 anm. 1;
Hilgenfeld suggests hakeiv for Aéyew, Theol. Jahrb., 1853, p. 199.

5 Hahn, Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 405; Ritschl, Das Ev. M., p. 76, anm. 1;
Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 130, 154, Hilgenfeld, Theol. Jahrb., 1853, p.
199 ; Die Evv. J., p. 441.

¢ Hahn, in Thilo, p. 405 ; Volkmar, DasEv. M., p. 150, 154 ; Hilgenfeld,
Theol. Jahrb. 1853, p. 199.

7 Ib.

8 Hakn, in Thilo, p. 405; Ritschl, Das Ev. M., 76 anm. 1; De Weite,
Einl. N. T., p. 124.-

® Polkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 154 ; Hilyenfeld, Th. Jahrb., 1853, p. 199.

voL. II X



130 SUPEENATURAL RELIGION.

referring to the leprosy of Naaman, which, it will be
remembered, is interpolated at xvii. 14, is omitted here
by most critics, but retained by Volkmar.! Verses 28—
30 come next,? and the four verses iv. 40—44, which
then immediately follow, complete the chapter. This
brief analysis, with the accompanying notes, illustrates
the uncertainty of the text, and, throughout the whole
Gospel, conjecture similarly plays the larger part. We
do not propose to criticisc minutely the various conclu-
sions arrived at as to the state of the text, but must
emphatically remark that where there is so little certainty
there cannot be any safe ground for delicate deductions
regarding motives and sequences of matter. Nothing
is more certain than that, if we ecriticise and compare
the Synoptics on the same principle, we meet with the
most startling results and the most irreconcileable diffi-
culties.* The opening of Marcion’s Gospel is more free
from abruptness and crudity than that of Luke.

It is not necessary to show that the first three chapters
of Luke present very many differences from the other
Synoptics. Mark omits them altogether, and they do
not even agree with the account in Matthew. Some of
the oldest Gospels of which we have any knowledge,
such as the Gospel according to the Hebrews, are said
not to have had the narrative of the first two chapters
at all,¥ and there is much more than doubt as to
their originality. The mere omission of the history of

} Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 154. Cf. Hahn, in Thilo, 405; Ritschl, Das
Ev. M., p. 76, anm. 1; Hilgenfeld, Theol. Jahrb., 1853, p. 199 f. ; De
Wette, Binl. N, T., p. 124.

® Volkmar adds to *‘ went his way " tho words *‘ to Capernaum,” Das
Ev. M., p. 155.

3 Cf. Baur, Das Markusev., p. 211 ff. ; Volkmar, Theol. Jahrb., 1830,
p. 126 ff.

4 Epiphanius, Heor., xxix. 9; cf. xxx. 13 f.
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the infancy, &c., from Mark, however, renders it unne-
cessary to show that the absence of these chapters from
Marcion’s Gospel has the strongest support and justifica-
tion. Now Luke's account of the early events and
geography of the Gospel history is briefly as follows:
Nazareth is the permanent dwelling-place of Joseph and
Mary,! but on account of the census they travel to
Bethlehem, where Jesus is born;? and after visiting
Jerusalem to present him at the Temple,® they return
“to their own city Nazarcth.”* After the baptism and
temptation Jesus comes to Nazareth “where he had
been brought up,”® and in the course of his address to
the people he says: “Ye will surely say unto me this
proverb : Physician heal thyself : whatsoever we have
heard done in Capernaum do also here in thy country.” ¢
No mention, however, has before this been made of
Capernaum, and no account has been given of any
works done there; but, on the contrary, after cscaping
from the angry mob at Nazarcth, Jesus goes for the first
time to Capernaum, which, on being thus first mentioned,
is particularized as “a city of Galilee,”” where he heals
a man who had an unclean spirit, in the synagogue, who
addresses him as “Jesus of Nazareth ;”® and the fame
of him goes throughout the country.® He cures Simon’s
wife’'s mother of a fever'® and when the sun is set they
bring the sick and he heals them.™

The account in Matthew contradicts this in many
points, some of which had better be indicated here.
Jesus is born in Bethlehem, which is the ordinary

1 Tuke i. 26, ii. 4. 1. 4,

3 i, 22, 4 11, 39; cf. 42, 51, 5 iv. 16.

¢ iv. 23. 7 iy, 31, ® iv. 33 fI.

? iy. 37. 0 jv. 38 f. 1 iy, 40—44.

K 2
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dwelling-place of the family ;' his parents fly thence
with him into Egypt,? and on their return, they dwell
“in a city called Nazareth ; that it might be fulfilled
which was spoken by the prophets: He shall be called a
Nazarene.”® After John’s imprisonment, Jesus leaves
Nazareth, and goes to dwell in Capernaum.* From that
time he begins to preach.®* Here then, he commences
his public career in Capernaum.

In Mark, Jesus comes from Nazareth to be baptized,®
and after the imprisonment of John, he comes into
Galilee preaching.” In Capernaum, he heals the man of
the unclean spirit, and Simon’s wife’s mother,® and then
retires to a solitary place,® returns after some days to
Capernaum '® without going to Nuzareth at all, and it is
only at a later period that he comes to his own country,
and quotes the proverb regarding a prophet.™

It is evident from this comparison, that there is very
considerable difference between the three Synoptics, re-
garding the outset of the carecr of Jesus, and that there
must have been decided elasticity in the tradition, and
variety in the early written accounts of this part of the
Gospel narrative. Luke alone commits the error of
making Jesus appear in the synagogue at Nazareth,
and refer to works wrought at Capernaum, before
any mention had been made of his having preached
or worked wonders there to justify the allusions

1 Matt. ii. 1, 5 ff. ? i 13 R

® ii. 33. 'We need not pause here to point out that there is no such
prophecy known in the Old Testament. The reference may very probably
be a singularly mistaken application of the word in Isaish xi. 1, the
Hebrew word for branch being 7%3, Nazer.

4 iv. 12—18, for the fulfilment of another supposed prophecy, v. 14 ff.

®iv. 17, ¢ Mark i, 9. Ti14f

SLaLE ® i, 35. Wi 1,

M vi. 1—8; cf. Matt. xiii. 51.
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and the consequent agitation. It is obvious that there
has been confusion in the arrangement of the third
Synoptic and a transposition of the episodes, clearly
pointing to a combination of passages from other sources.
Now Marcion’s Gospel did not contain these anomalies.
It represented Jesus as first appearing in Capernaum,
teaching in the synagogue, and performing mighty works
there, and then going to Nazareth, and addressing the
people with the natural reference to the previous events at
Capernaum, and in this it is not only more consecutive,
but also adheres more closely to the other two Synoptics.
That Luke happens to be the only one of our canonical
Gospels, which has the words with which Marcion’s
Gospel commences, is no proof that these words were
original in that work, and not found in several of
the writings which existed before the third Synoptic was
compiled. Indeed, the close relationship between the
first three Gospels is standing testimony to the fact that
one Gospel was built upon the basis of others previously
existing. This which has been called “the chief prop
of the mutilation hypothesis,”? has really no solid
ground to stand on beyond the accident that only one
of three Gospels survives out of many which may have
had the phrase. The fact that Marcion’s Gospel really
had the words of Luke, moreover, is mere conjecture,
5 inasmuch as Epiphanius, who alone gives the Greck, shows
a distinct variation of reading. He has: ’Ev 7¢ wevre-
1 Cf. Luke iv. 23; Matt. viii. 5¢ ; Mark vi. 1—6. We do not go into
the question as to the sufficiency of the motives ascribed for the agitation
at Nazareth, or the contradiction between the facts narrated as to the
attempt to kill Jesus, and the statement of their wonder at his gracious
words, v. 22, &. There is no evidence where the various discrepancies
arose, and no certain conclusions can be based upon such arguments.

3 ¢*Die Haupstiitze der Verstimmelungshynnthese.” Baur, Dag
Markusov., p. 209.
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kadexdrw ére TiBepiov Kaloapos, xai 7a €&s.! Luke
reads : "Ev érew 8¢ mevrexardexdry Ths yyepovias TiSBepiov
Kaloapos. We do not of course lay much stress upon
this, but the fact that there is a variation should be
noticed. Critics quietly assume, because there is a dif-
ference, that Epiphanius has abbreviated, bat that is by
no means sure. In any case, instances could be multi-
plicd to show that if one of our Synoptic Gospels were
lost, one of the survivors would in this manner have
credit for passages which it had in reality cither derived
from the lost Gospel, or with it drawn from a common
original source.

Now starting from the undeniable fact that the
Synoptic Gospels are in no case purely original inde-
pendent works, but are based upon older writings, or
upon each other, each Gospel remodelling and adding to
already existing materials, as the author of the third
Gospel, indeed, very frankly and distinctly indicates,? it
scems a bold thing to affirm that Marcion’s Gospel must
necessarily have been derived from the latter. Ewald
has made a minute analysis of the Synoptics assigning
the materials of cach to what he considers their original
source. We do not of course attach any very specific
importance to such results, for it is clear that they
must to a great extent be arbitrary and incapable of
proof, but being effected without any reference to the
question before us, it may be interesting to compare
Ewald’s conclusions regarding the parallel part of Luke,
with the first chapter of Marcion’s Gospel. Ewald
details the materials from which our Synoptic Gospels

! Ileer., xlii. c¢d. Pet., p. 312.

? Luke i. 1—4. Mo professes to write in order the things in which

Theophilus had already boen instructed, not to toll something new, but
merely that he might know the certainty thercof.
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were derived, and the order of their composition as fol-
lows, each Synoptic of course making use of the emlicr
materials : L. the oldest Gospel. IL. the collection of Dis-
courses (Spruchsammlung). III. Mark. IV. the Book of
earlier History. V. our present Matthew. VI. the sixth re-
cognizable book. VII. the seventh book. VIII. the eighth
book ; and IX. Luke.! Now the only part of our third ca-
nonical Gospel corresponding with any part of the first
chapter of Marcion’s Gospel which Ewald ascribes to the
author of our actual Luke is the opening date.? The pas-
sage to which the few opening words are joined, and
which constitute the commencement of Marcion’s Gospel,
Luke iv. 31—39, is a section commencing with verse 31,
and extending to the end of the chapter, thereby including
verses 40 —44, which Ewald assigns to Mark?® Verses
16—24, which immediately follow, also form a complete
and isolated passage assigned by Ewald, to the “sixth
recognizable book.”* Verses 25—27, also are the whole

! Ewald, Die drei ersten Evangelien, 1830, p. 1 ; cf. Jahrb. bibl. Wiss.,
1548—49.

* Tho verses iv. 14—15, which Volkmar wished to includo, but which
all other critics reject (sce p. 128, note 7), from Marcion's text, Ewald
likewiso identifies as an isolated couple of verses by tho author of our
T.uke insorted between episodes derived from other written sources. Cf.
Ewald, 1. c.

3 Ewald, Die drei orst. Evv., p. 104f. ; cf. p. 1. Wehold that Marcion’s
Gospel read continuously, v. 31—44, and that v. 16 fi. thon imme-
diately followed. This would make the reference at Nazareth to the
works done at Capernaum much moro complete, and would romove tho
incongruity of attributing v. 40—44, to the evening of the day of escap>
from Nazareth and roturn to Capernaum or to Nasgareth itself. The only
reason for not joining 40—44 to the preceding section 31—39, is tho
broken order of reference by Tertullian (Adv. Marc. iv. 8), but thore is no
statoment that he follows the actual order of Marcion in this, and hig
argument would fully account for the order of his references without
dividing this passage. Cf. Volkmar, Das Ev. M., p. 146 ff. ; Hilgenfcld,
Die Evv. J., p. 462 fI. ; Theol. Jahrb., 1853, p. 198 f.

4 Fwald, Die drei erst. Evv., p. 104, of. p. 1; v. 24 is omitted.
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of another isolated section attributed by Ewald, to the
“Book of earlier history,” whilst 28—30, in like manner
form another complete and isolated episode, assigned by
him to the “ eighth recognizable book.”! According to
Ewald, therefore, Luke’s Gospel at this place is a mere
patchwork of older writings, and if this be in any degree
accepted, as in the abstract, indced, it is by the great
mass of critics, then the Gospel of Marcion might be an
arrangement different from Luke of materials not his,
but previously existing, and of which, therefore, there is
no warrant to limit the use and reproduction to the
canonical Gospel.

The course pursued by critics, with regard to Marcion’s
Gospel, is necessarily very unsatisfactory. They com-
mence with a definite hypothesis, and try whether all
the peculiarities of the text may not be more or less
well explained by it. On the other hand, the attempt to
settle the question by a comparison of the reconstructed
text with Luke’s is cqually inconclusive. The deter-
mination of priority of composition from internal
evidence, where there are no chronological references,
must as a general rule be arbitrary, and can rarely be
acccpted as final.  Internal evidence would, indeed,
decidedly favour the priority of Marcion’s Gospel. The
great uncertainty of the whole system, even when applied
under the most favourable circumstances, is well illus-
trated by the contradictory results at which critics have
arrived as to the order of production and dependence on
each other of our three Synoptics. Without going into
details, we may say that critics who are all agreed upon
the mutual dependence of those Gospels have variously
arranged them in the following order: I. Matthew—

¥ Ewald, ib,, p. 104, cf. p. L.
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Mark—Luke.! II. Matthew-—Luke—Mark.? IIT. Mark
—Matthew—Luke? IV. Mark—Luke—Matthew.t V.
Luke—Matthew—Mark.* VI. All three out of com-
mon written sources® Were we to state the various
theories still more in detail, we might largely increasc
the variety of conclusions. These, however, suffice to show
the uncertainty of results derived from internal evidence.

It is always assumed that Marcion altered a Gospel to
suit his own particular system, but as one of his most
orthodox critics, while asserting that Luke’s narrative lay
at the basis of his Gospel, admits: ““it is not equally
clear that all the changes were due to Marcion him-
self ; ” 7 and, although he considers that “some of the
omissions can be explained by his peculiar doctrines,” he
continues : “others are unlike arbitrary corrections, and
must be considered as various readings of the greatest
interest, dating as they do from a time anterior to all

1 Of course we only pretend to indicate a few of the critics who adopt
cach order. So Bengel, Bolton, Ebrard, Grotius, Hengstenberg, Hug,
Hilgenfeld, Holtzmann, Mill, Seiler, Townson, Wetstein.

? 80 Ammon, Baur, Bleek, Delitzsch, Fritzsche, Gfrirer, Griesbach,
Kern, Késtlin, Neudecker, Saunier, Schwarz, Schwegler, Sieffert, Stroth,
Theile, Owen, Paulus, De Wette.

! So Credner, Ewald, Hitzig, Lachmann, (?) Reuss, Ritschl, Meyer,
Storr, Thiersch.

4 B. Bauer, Hitzig (P) Schneckenburger, Volkmar, Weisse, Wilke.

® Biisching, Evanson.

¢ Bertholdt, Le Clerc, Corrodi, Eichhorn, Gratz, Hinlein, Koppe,
Kuinoel, Lessing, Marsh, Michaelis, Niemoyer, Semler, Schleiermacher,
Schmidt, Weber. This view was partly shared by many of those men-
{ioned under other orders.

7 Westcolt, On the Canon, p. 275. We do not pause to discuss Terful-
lian’s insinuations (Adv. Mare., iv. 4), that Marcion himself admitted that
he had amended 8t. Luke's Gospel, for tho statement was repudiated by
the Marcionites, abandoned practically by Tertullian himself, and has
been rejectod by the mass of critics, Cf. Ritschl, Das Ev. M., p. 23 ff.;
* Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. 283, anm, 2; Folkmar, Theol. Jahrb.,
1850, p. 120; Das Ev. M,, p, 4, anm. 2; Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. J.,
p. 446 1.



138 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION,

other authorities in our possession.”! Now, undoubt-
edly, the more developed forms of the Gospel narrative
were the result of additions, materially influenced by
dogmatic and other reasons, made to carlier and more
fragmentary works, but it is an argument contrary to
general critical expericnce to affirm that a Gospel, the
distinguishing characteristic of which is greater brevity,
was produced by omissions in the intercst of a system
from a longer work.

In the earlier editions of this work, we contended that
the theory that Marcion’s Gospel was a mutilated form of
our third Synoptic had not been established, and that
more probably it was an earlier work, from which our
Gospel might have been claborated. We leave the
statement of the case, so far, nearly in its former shape,
in order that the true nature of the problem and the
varying results and gradual development of ¢ritical
opinion may be better understood. Since the sixth
edition of this work was completed, however, a very
able examination of Marcion’s Gospel has been made by
Dr. S8anday,? which has convinced us that our earlier
hypothesis is untenable, that the portions of our third
Synoptic excluded from Marcion’s Gospel were really
written by the same pen which composed the mass of
the work and, consequently, that our third Synoptic
existed in his time, and was substantially in the hands
of Marcion. This conviction is mainly the result of the
linguistic analysis, sufficiently indicated by Dr. Sanday
and, since, exhaustively carried out for oursclves, We
still consider the argument based upon the mere dog-

matic views of Marcion, which has hitherto been almost
! Westcott, On the Canon, p. 275.
* Fortnightly Review, 1873, p. 833, fI. ; The Gospels iu Socond Contury,
1876, p. 204 ff.
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exclusively relied on, quite inconclusive by itself, but the
linguistic test, applied practically for the first time in
this controversy by Dr. Sanday, must, we think, prove
irresistible to all who are familiar with the comparatively
limited vocabulary of New Testament writers. Through-
out the omitted scctions, peculiarities of language and
expression abound which clearly distinguish the general
composer of the third Gospel, and it is, consequently,
not possible reasonably to maintain that these sections
arc additions subscquently made by a different hand,
which seems to be the only legitimate course open to
those who would deny that Marcion’s Gospel originally
contained them.

Here, then, we find evidence of the existence of our
third Synoptic about the year 140, and it may of course
be inferred that it must have been composed at least
some time before that date. It is important, however,
to estimate aright the fucts actually before us and the
deductions which may be drawn from them. The testi-
mony of Marcion.does not throw any light upon the
authorship or origin of the Gospel of which he made use.
Its superscription was siinply : “The Gospel,” or, “The
Gospel of the Lord” (6 edayyehww, or edayyéhov 70d
Kupiov),! and no author’s name was attached to it. The
Heresiarch did not pretend to have written it himself,
nor did he ascribe it to any other person. Tertullian, in
fact, reproaches him with its anonymity. “ And herc

! Marcion Evangelio suo nullum adscribit auctorem. Tertullian, Adv.
Mare., iv. 2; Dial. de recta fide, § 1. Cf. Bertholdt, Einl., iii. p. 1293 fF. ;
Bleck, Einl. N. T., p. 126 ; Credner, Boitvige, i. p. 43; Eichhorn, Einl. N.
T.,i. p. 79 f.; Hahn, Ev. M. in Thilo, p. 403; Das Ev. M., p. 132; Holtz-
mann, in Bunson’s Bibelwerk, viii. p. 563 ; Neudecker, Einl. N. T., p. 74,
anm. ; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit. i. p. 280 f., p. 261; Scholten, Het

Paulin. Evangelie, p. 8; Ttischendorf, Woun wuwrden, u. s. w., p. 61;
De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 119 f.
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already I might make a stand,” he says at the very
opening of his attack on Marcion’s Gospel, ‘ contending
that a work should not be recognized which does not
hold its front erect . . . which does not give a pledge of
its trustworthiness by the fulness of its title, and the
due declaration of its author.”? Not only did Marcion
himself not in any way connect the name of Luke with
his Gospel, but his followers repudiated the idea that
Luke was its author.? In establishing the substantial
identity of Marcion’s Gospel and our third Synoptic,
therefore, no advance is made towards establishing the
authorship of Luke. The Gospcl remains anonymous
still. On the other hand we ascertain the important fact
that, so far from its having any authoritative or infallible
character at that time, Marcion regarded our Synoptic as
a work perverted by Jewish influences, and requiring to
be freely expurgated in the interests of truth.®* Amended
by very considerable omissions and alterations, Marcion
certainly held it in high respect as a record of the teach-
ing of Jesus, but beyond this circumstance, and the mere
fact of its existence in his day, we learn nothing from
the evidence of Marcion. It can scarcely be maintained
that this does much to authenticate the third Synoptic
as a record of miracles and a witness for the reality of
Divine Revelation.

! Et possem hic jam gradum figere, non agnoscendum contendens opus,
quod non erigat frontem, quod nullam constantiam preeferat, nullam
fidem repromittat de plenitudine tituli et professione debita auctoris.
Tertullian, Adv. Mare., iv. 2.

? Dial. de recta fide, § 1. Of. Bertholdt, Einl. iii. p. 1295, 1218 ff.; Eich-
horn, Einl. N. T., i. p. 79f.; Gieseler, Entst. schr. Evv.,p. 25; Holtzmunn,
in Bunsen's Bibelwerk, viii. p. 563. The later Marcionites affirmed their
Gospel to have been written by Christ himself, and the particulars of
the Crucifixion, &c., to have been added by Paul,

3 Cf. Credner, Beitriige, i. p. 44f.
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There is no evidence whatever that Marcion had any
knowledge of the other canonical Gospels in any form.!
None of his writings are extant, and no direct assertion
is made even by the Fathers that he knew them, although
from their dogmatic point of view they assume that these
Gospels existed from the very first, and therefore insinuate
that as he only recognized onc Gospel, he rejected the
rest? When Irenzus says: “ He persuaded his disciples
that he himself was more veracious than were the apostles
who handed down the Gospel, though he delivered to them
not the Gospel, but part of the Gospel,”? it is quite clear
that he speaks of the Gospel—the good tidings-—Chris-
tianity—and not of specific written Gospels. In another
passage which_is referred to by Apologists, Irenseus says
of the Marcionites that they have asserted: *That
even the apostles proclaimed the Gospel still under
the influence of Jewish sentiments ; but that they them-
selves are more sound and more judicious than the
apostles. Wherefore also Marcion and his followers have
had recourse to mutilating the Scriptures, not recognizing
some books at all, but curtailing the Gospel according
to Luke and the Epistles of Paul; thesc they say arc
alone authentic which they themselves have abbreviated.”*

! Eichhorn, Einl. N. T, i. p. 84; Gieseler, Entst. schr. Evv. p. 25;
Rumpf, Rev. de Théol., 1867, p. 21 ; Schleiermacher, Einl. N. T., p. 214 f.

? Irencus, Adv. Heer., i. 27, § 2; cf. iii, 2; 12, § 12; Tertullian, Adv.
Mare., iv. 3; cf. De Carne Christi, 2, 3.

? Semetipsum esse veraciorem, quam sunt hi, qui Evangelium tra-
diderunt, apostoli, suasit discipulis suis ; non Evangelium, sed particulam
Evangelii tradens eis. Adv. Heer., i. 27, § 2.

¢ Et apostolos quidem adhuc que sunt Judsorum sentientes, annun-
tiasse Evangelium ; se autem sinceriores, et prudentiores apostolis esse.
Unde et Marcion, et qui ab eo sunt, ad intercidendas conversi sunt
Scripturas, quasdam quidem in totum non cognoscentes, secundum Lucam
asutem Evangelium, et Epistolas Pauli decurtantes, hec sola legitima
esse dicunt, que ipsi minoraverunt. Adv. Heer., iii. 12, § 12.
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These remarks chiefly refer to the followers of Marcion,
and as we have shown, when treating of Valentinus,
Irenseus is expressly writing against members of heretical
sects living in his own day and not of the founders of
those sects.! The Marcionites of the time of Irenseus no
doubt deliberately rejected the Gospels, but it does not
by any means follow that Marcion himself knew any-
thing of them. As yet we have not met with any
evidence even of their existence.

The evidence of Tertullian is not a whit more valu-
able. In the passage usually cited, he says: “But
Marcion, lighting upon the Epistle of Paul to the Gala-
tians, in which he reproaches even Apostles for not -
walking uprightly according to the truth of the Gospel,
as well as accuses certain false Apostles of perverting
the Gospel of Christ, tries with all his might to destroy
the status of those Gospels which are put forth as genuine
and under the name of Apostles or at least of contempora-
rics of the Apostles, in order, be it known, to confer upon
his own the eredit which he takes from them.”? Now here
again it is clear that Tertullian is simply applying, by
inference, Marcion’s views with regard to the preaching
of the Gospel by the two parties in the Church, repre-
sented by the Apostle Paul and the “pillar” Apostles
whose leaning to Jewish doctrines he condemned, to the
written Gospels recognized in his day though not in
Marcion’s. It is uncertain,” says even Canon Westcott,

1 Cf. Adv. Heer., i. Preof. § 2; iii. Proof., &ec.

2 8od enim Marcion nactus epistolam Pauli ad Galatas, etiam ipsos
apostolos suggillantis ut non recto pede incedentes ad veritatem evangelii,
simul et accusantis pseudapostolos quosdam pervertentes evangelium
Christi, connititur ad destruendum ‘statum eorum evangeliorum, quse
propria et sub apostolorum nomine eduntur, vel etiam apostolicorum, ut

goilicet fidem, quam illis adimit, suo conferat. Adv. Marc., iv. 3; of. de
Carne Christi, 2, 3.
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“ whether Tertullian in the passage quoted speaks from a
knowledge of what Marcion may have written on the
subject, or simply from his own point of sight.”! Any
doubt is, however, removed on examining the context, for
Tertullian proceeds to argue that if Paul censured Peter,
John and James, it was for changing their company from
respect of persons, and similarly, “if false apostles crept
in,” they bLetrayed their character by insisting on Jewish
observances. “So that it was not on account of their
preaching, but of their conversation that they were
pointed out by Paul,”? and he goes on to argue that if
Marcion thus accuses Apostles of having depraved the
Gospel by their dissimulation, he accuses Christ in accus-
ing those whom Christ selected.® It is palpable, therefore,
that Marcion, in whatever he may have written, referred
to the preaching of the Gospel, or Christianity, by Apostles
who retained their Jewish prejudices in favour of circum-
cision and legal observances, and not to written Gospels.
Tertullian merely assumes, with his usual audacity, that
the Church had the four Gospels from the very first, and
therefore that Marcion, who had only one Gospel, knew
the others and dcliberately rejected them.

! On the Canon, p. 276, note 1.

? Adeo non de preedicatione, sed de conversatione a Paulo denotabantur,
Adv. Marec., iv. 3.

3 Adv. Marc., iv. 3.
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CHAPTER VIIL
TATIAN—DIONYSIUS OF CORINTH.

From Marcion we now turn to Tatian, another so-
called heretic leader. Tatian, an Assyrian by birth,'
embraced Christianity and became a disciple of Justin
Martyr? in Rome, sharing with him, as it seems, the
persccution excited by Crescens the Cynic® to which
Justin fell a victim. After the death of Justin, Tatian,
who till then had continued thoroughly orthodox, left
Rome, and joined the sect of the Encratites, of which,
however, he was not the founder,* and became the
leading exponent of their austere and ascetic doctrines.®

The only one of his writings which is still extant is
his “ Oration to the Greeks” (Adyos mpos "EN\pras). This
work was written after the death of Justin, for in it he
refers to that event,® and it is generally dated between

1 Oratio ad Greecos, ed Otto, § 42.

2 Ib., §18. 3 Ib., §19.

4 Anger, Synops. Ev. Proleg., p. xxviil. ; Credner, Beitriige, i. p. 437;
Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 34; Westcott, On the Canon, p. 277.

8 Fusebius, H. E., iv. 29; Irencus, Adv. Heor., i. 28; Epiphanius,
Her., xlvi. 1; Hieron., De Vir. Illustr., 29 ; T'heodoret, Heor. fab., i. 20.
Beausobre, Hist. du Manichéisme, i. p. 303 f.; Credner, Beitriige, 1. p.
437 f.; Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p, 3 ff. ; Holtzmann, in
Bunsen's Bibelwerk, viii. p. 562; Lardner, Credibility, &c., Works, ii.
p. 136 ff; Matter, Hist. du Christianieme, 2 éd., i. p. 172 f.; FVolkmar,
Der Ursprung, p. 34.

* Orat. ad Gr., § 19. Credner, Beitriige, i. 438; Keim, Jesu v. Nazara,
i, p. 145; Scholten, Die iilt. Zougnisse, p. 93; Tischendorf, Wann wurden,
. 6. W., p. 16, anm. 1.
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A.D. 170—175.1 Tischendorf does not assert that there is
any quotation in this address taken from the Synoptic
Gospels ;2 and Canon Westcott only affirms that it
contains a * clear reference ” to “a parable recorded by
St. Matthew,” and he excuses the slightness of this
evidence by adding: “The absence of more explicit
testimony to the books of the New Testament is to
be accounted for by the style of his writing, and not
by his unworthy estimate of their importance.”® This
remark is without foundation, as we know nothing
whatever with regard to Tatian's estimate of any such
books.

The supposed “clear reference ” is as follows: “ For
by means of a certain hidden treasure (dmoxpidov
fnoavpov) he made himself lord of all that we pos-
sess, in digging for which though we were covered
with dust, yet we give it the occasion of falling into
our hands and abiding with us.”* This is claimed as
a reference to Matt. xiii. 44: “The kingdom of heaven
is like unto treasure hidden (fnoavpd kexpupuéve)
in the field, which a man found and hid, and for his
joy he goeth and selleth all that he hath and buyeth
that field” So faint a similarity could not prove
anything, but it is evident that there are decided dif-
fercnces here. Were the probability fifty times greater

! Credner (after Justin’s death), Beitrige, i. p. 438; Donaldson, Hist.
Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 10; Keim, Jesu v. Nazara, i. p. 145; Lardner
(between 165—172), Credibility, &ec., Works, ii. p. 139; Scholten, Die ilt.
Zeugnisse, p. 93; T'ischendorf{between 166—170), Wann wurden, u. 8. w.,
p- 16, anm. 1, p. 17; Volkmar (between 165—176), Der Ursprung, p.
163, cof. p. 34 ff.; De Weite (+ 176), Einl. A, T., 1852, p. 24.

2 Cf. Wann wurden, u. 8. w., p. 16 f.

* On the Canon, p. 278.

4 Awa Tvds yap dmoxpighov Onoavpet Tav fuerépov émexpdrnoey, bv SpiTrovres
KxoviopTe pév npeis éverhobnuey, roure 8é Tol guveaTdvai Ty dopuny wapexoper.

Orat. ad Gr., § 30.

YOL. 1L L
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than it is that Tatian had in his mind the parable,
which is reported in our first Gospel, nothing could be -
more unwarrantable than the deduction that he must have
derived it from our Matthew, and not from any other of
the numerous Gospels which we know to have early
been in circulation. Ewald ascribes the parable in
Matthew originally to the “Spruchsammlung” or collec-
tion of Discourses, the second of the four works out of
which he considers our first Synoptic to have been com-
piled.! As evidence even for the existence of our first
canonical Gospel, no such anonymous allusion could have
the slightest value.

Although neither Tischendorf nor Canon Westcott
think it worth while to refer to it, some apologists claim
another passage in the Oration as a reference to our
third Synoptic. ““Laugh ye: nevertheless you shall
weep.”? This is compared with Luke vi. 25 : “ Woe
unto you that laugh now : for ye shall mourn and
weep.””®  Here again, it is impossible to trace a reference
in the words of Tatian specially to our third Gospel, and
manifestly nothing could be more foolish than to build
upon such vague similarity any hypothesis of Tatian’s
acquaintance with Luke. If there be one part of the
Gospel which was more known than another in the first
ages of Christianity, it was the Sermon on the Mount,
and there can be no doubt that many evangelical works
now lost contained versions of it. Ewald likewise
assigns this passage of Luke originally to the Spruch-
sammlung,* and no one can doubt that the saying was
recorded long before the writer of the third Gospel

! Dio drei ersten Fivv., 1. c.

2 Tehare 8¢ Upeis, os kal KAavoovres.  Orat. ad Gr., § 32.

3 obai Dpiv of yeAdvres viv' 8ri mevdioere kai khavoere. Luke vi. 24.
4 Die drei orsten Evv., L. c.
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undertook to compile evangelical history, as so many had
done before him.

Further on, however, Canon Westcott says: “it can
be gathered from Clement of Alexandria . . . that
he (Tatian) endeavoured to derive authority for his
peculiar opinions from the Epistles to the Corinthians
and Galatians, and probably from the Epistle to the
Ephesians, and the Gospel of St. Matthew.”* The al-
lusion here is to a passage in the Stromata of Clenient, in
which reference is supposed by the apologist to be made
to Tatian. No writer, however, is named, and Clement
merely introduces his remark by the words: “a certain
person,” (7is) and then proceeds to give his application
of the Saviour’s words “not to treasure upon earth
where moth and rust corrupt” (émi yns w3 Onoavpilew
omov os kai Bpaois dgavile)? The parallel passage
in Matthew vi. 19, reads : “ Lay not up for yourselves
treasures upon earth, where moth and rust doth corrupt,”
&c. (w1 Onoavpilere Suv Onoavpods émi s yys, k-1.\.).
Canon Westcott, it is true, merely suggests that “ pro-
bably ”’ this may be ascribed to Tatian, but it is almost
absolutely certain that it was not attributed to him by
Clement. Tatian is several times referred to in the
course of the same chapter, and his words are continued
by the use of ¢noi or ypdger, and it is in the highest
degree improbable that Clement should introduce another
quotation from him in such immediate context by the
vague and distant reference ““a certain person” (7is).
On the other hand reference is made in the chapter to

! On the Canon, p. 279. [In the 4th edition Dr. Westcott has altered
the ¢ probably ” of the above sentence to * perhaps,” and in a note has
added : * These two last references are from an anonymous citation (ris)
which has been commonly assigned to Tatian.” P. 318, n. 1.]

? Strom. iii. 12, § 86.
L2

kol
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other writers and sects, to one of whom with infinitely
greater propriety this expression applies. No weight,
therefore, could be attached to any such passage in con-
nection with Tatian. Moreover the quotation not only
does not agree with our Synoptic, but may much more
probably have been derived from the Gospel according
to the Hebrews.! It will be remembered that Justin
Martyr quotes the same passage, with the same omission
of “@noavpovs,” from a Gospel different from our
Synoptics.?

g i A . .

Tatian, however, is claimed by apologists as a witness
for the existence of our Gospels—more than this he
could not possibly be—principally on the ground that
his Gospel was called by some Diatessaron (8ua reocodpwy)
or “ by four,” and it is assumed to have been a harmony
of four Gospels. The work is no longer extant and, as
we shall sce, our information regarding it is of the
scantiest and most unsatisfactory description. Critics
have arrived at very various conclusions with regard to
the composition of the work. Some of course affirm,
with more or less of hesitation nevertheless, that it
was nothing else than a harmony of our four canonical
Gospels ;* many of these, however, are constrained to
admit that it was also partly hased upon the Gospel
according to the Hebrews* Some maintain that it was

Cf. Credner, Beitriige, i. p. 445.

? Justin, Apol., i. 15, see Vol.i. p. 348 f., p. 370 f.

3 Anger, Synops. Ev. Proleg., p. xxviii.; Bleek, Rinl. N. T., p. 231;
Bindemann, Th. Stud. u. Krit., 1842, p. 471 ff.; Celérier, Essai d’'une
Introd. N. T., p. 21; Delitzsch, Urspr. Mt. Ev., p. 30; Feilmoser,
Einl. N. B., p. 276 ; Guericke, Gesammtgesch. N, T., p. 227; Hug, Einl.
N. T, i p. 40 ff.; Kirchhofer, Quellensamml., p. 43, anm. 1; Neudecker,
Lehrb. Eiul. N. T., p. 45 f. ; Olshausen, Echth. vier can. Evv. p. 336 ff. ;
Tischendorf, Wann wurden, u. 8. w., p. 16 f. ; Weatcott, On the Canon,

p. 279 .
¢ Guericke, Gesammtgesch., p. 227; Kirchhofer, Quellensamml.,
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a harmony of our three Synoptics together with the
Gospel according to the Hebrews ;' whilst many deny
that it was composed of our Gospels at all,? and either
declare it to have been a harmony of the Gospel.accord-
ing to the Hebrews with three other Gospels whose
identity cannot be determined, or that it was simply the
Gospel according to the Hebrews itself,® by which name,
as Epiphanius states, it was called by some in his
day.*

Tatian’s Gospel, however, was not only called Diates-
saron, but, according to Victor of Capua, it was also
called Diapente (8ia mévre) “by five,”® a complication
which shows the incorrectness of the ecclesiastical theory
of its composition.

Tischendorf, anxious to date Tatian’s Gospel as early
as possible, says that in all probability it was composed
earlier than the address to the Greeks® Of this, how-
ever, he does not offer any evidence, and upon examina- -

p- 44, anm. 1; Neudecker, Einl. N. T., p. 45 f.; Simon, Hist. Crit. N. T.,
p. 7¢; De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 116 f. Cf. Michaelis, Einl. N. T., ii. p.
1007 f., 1042,

! Holtzmann in Bunsen's Bibelwerk, viii. p. 562; Scholten, Die ilt.
Zeugnisse, p. 94 ; cf. 98.

* Credner, Beitrige, i. p. 48, p. #43 f.; Eichhorn, Einl. N.T,, i. p.
120 ff.; Reuss, Gesch, N. T., p. 193 ; Schmidt, Einl. N. T., i. p. 125 ff. ;
Wilcke, Tradition u. Mythe, p. 15.

 Baur, Unters. kan Evv., p. 573 ; Credner, Beitriige, i. p. 444 ; Gesch.
N. T. Kanons, p. 17 ff. ; Eichhorn, Einl. N. T,, i. p. 123 ; Nicolas, Et. sur
les Ev. apocr., p. 137; Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 193 ; Schwegler, Das nachap.
Zeit., i. p. 235.

4 Epiphanius, Heer., xlvi. 1.

¢ Preof. ad anon. Harm. Evang. Cf. Fabricius, Cod. N. T., i. p. 378;
Beausobre, Hist. du Manichéisme, i. p. 303 f.; Davidson, Introd. N. T.,
ii. p. 397; Kirchhofer, Quellensamml., p. 44; Lardner, Credibility, &e.,
Works, ii. p. 1381, ; Michaelis, Einl. N. T., ii. p. 1008 ; Neudecker, Einl.
N.T., p. 44 f, anm. p. 45 f., p. 47, anm. 2; Nicolas, Et. Evang. apoer.,
p- 137; Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 193 ; Schott, Isagoge, p. 22, anm. 3 ; Simon,
Hist. Crit. N. T., ch. vii, ; Westcott, On the Canon, p. 282, note 1.

¢ Wann wurden, u. 8. w., p. 16, anm. 1.
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tion it is very evident that the work was, on the contrary,
composed or adopted after the Oration and his avowal of
heretical opinions. Theodoret states that Tatian had in
it omitted the genealogies and all other passages showing
that Christ was born of David according to the flesh, and
he condemned the work, and caused it to be abandoned,
on account of its evil design! If the assumption be
correct, therefore, as Tischendorf maintains, that Tatian
altered our Gospels, and did not merely from the first,
like his master Justin, make use of Gospels different
from those which afterwards became canonical, he must
have composed the work after the death of Justin, up to
which time he is stated to have remained quite orthodox.?
The date may with much greater probability be set
between A.p. 170—180.3

The earliest writer who mentions Tatian’s Gospel is
Eusebius,* who wrote some century and a half after its sup-
posed composition, without, however, having himself seen
the work at all, or being really acquainted with its nature
and contents.® Eusebius says: “Tatian, however, their
former chief, having put together a certain amalgamation
and collection, I know not how, of the Gospels, named this
the Diatessaron, which even now is current with some.”®

! Hweret. fab., i. 20.

2 Irenceus, Adv. Heer., i. 28; Euscbius, H. E.,, iv. 29.

3 Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 164, p. 35.

4 Credner, Beitriige, i. p. 441 ; Feilmoser, Einl. N. B., p. 275; Hilgen-
Jeld, Der Kanon, p. 83, anm. 6; Westcott, On the Canon, p. 279,

8 Celérier, Introd. N. T., p. 22; Credner, Beitrage, i. p. 441 f.;
Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 396; Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and
Doctr., iii. p. 24; Feilmoser, Einl. N. B., p. 275 ; Holtzmann in Bunsen’s
Bibelwerk, viii. p. 562 ; Hug, Einl. N. T., i. p. 42; Lardner, Credibility,
&e., Works, ii. p. 138; Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 193; Scholten, Die alt.
Zeugnisse, p. 94 ; Westeott, On the Canon, p. 279 f., note 4.

® 'O pévrot ye mpdrepos alrav dpymyds 6 Tariavds quvddedy Tiva xal qurayeyny
ol ol8’ Gmws Tov edayyeiov curdeis, o B Teodpwy Toire mpocwrdpaser” * O
xal mapd Tiow eloér viv péperar. I E., iv. 29,
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It is clear that such hearsay information is not to he
relied on. ' '

Neither Irenseus, Clement of Alexandria, nor Jerome,
who refer to other works of Tatian, make any mention
of this one. Epiphanius, however, does so, but, like
Eusebius, evidently without having himself seen it.! This
second reference to Tatian’s Gospel is made upwards of
two centuries after its supposed composition. Epiphanius
says: “It is said that he (Tatian) composed the Diates-
saron, which is called by some the Gospel according to
the Hebrews.”? It must be observed that it is not said
that Tatian himself gave this Gospel the name of Diates-
saron,® but on the contrary the expression of Epiphanius
implies that he did not do so,* and the fact that it was
also called by some the Gospel according to the Hebrews,
and Diapente, shows that the work had no superscription
from Tatian of a contradictory character. Theodoret,
Bishop of Cyrus (t457), is the next writer who mentions
Tatian’s Gospel, and he is the only one who had per-
sonally seen it. He says: “ He (Tatian) also composed
the Gospel which is called Diatessaron, excising the
genealogies and all the other parts which declare that
the Lord was born of the seed of David according to the
flesh. This was used not only by those of his own sect,
but also by those who held the apostolic doctrines, who
did not perceive the evil of the composition, but made
use of the book in simplicity on account of its concise-
ness. I myself found upwards of two hundred such

! Credner, Beitriige, i. p. 442; Daridson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 396;
Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 24.

2 Adyerar 8¢ 76 dia Tegodpav ebayyéhiov i’ alrol yeyevijoBar Gmep, Kara
‘EBpalovs Tivés kakotor. Epiph., Her., xlvi. 1.

3 Credner, Gesch, N. T. Kanon, p. 18; Neudecker, Einl. N. T., p. 47,
anm. 2 ; Scholien, Dis ilt. Zeugnisse, p. 95 ; Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 34.

4 Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 397.
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books held in honour among our churches, and collect-
ing them all together, I had them put aside and, instead,
introduced the Gospels of the four Evangelists.” Again
it must be observed that Theodoret does not say that
the Gospel of Tatian was a Diatessaron, but merely that
it was called so (8ia Tecodpwy kaloduevov).!

After quoting this passage, and that from Epiphanius,
Canon Westcott says with an assurance which, con-
sidering the nature of the evidence, is singular :—* Not
only then was the Diatessaron grounded on the four
canonical Gospels, but in its general form it was so
orthodox as to enjoy a wide ecclesiastical popularity.
The heretical character of the book was not evident
upon the surface of if, and consisted rather in faults of
defect than in erroneous teaching. Theodoret had cer-
tainly examined it, and he, like earlier writers, regarded
it as a compilation from the four Gospels. He speaks
of omissions. which were at least in part natural in a
Harmony, but notices no such apocryphal additions as
would have found place in any Gospel not derived from
canonical sources.”? Now it must be remembered that
the evidence regarding Tatian’s Gospel is of the very
vaguest description. It is not mentioned by any writer
until a century and a half after the date of its supposed

! Olros xai 16 & recadpav xakovpevor ovrréfewey ebayyéhov, Tds Te yevea-
Aoyias wepicoyras, kai Td d\Aa 6oa éx omépparos AaBid kara odpra yeyernuévor
rov xipioy Seixvuaw. "Expioavro 8¢ Toire ob pdvov ol rijs éxelvov guppopias,
aM\a kat ol Tois dmooTolikois émdpevor 8dypaot, Tiv Tijs cvrdnkns kaxovpyiay odx
éyvoxdres, dAN’ dmrhovaTepor s ocvrdue 79 BSAie xpnodpevor. Elpov 8¢ xdyd
mAeiovs fj Biaxoaias Biflovs Towairas €v Tais wap’ Nuiv éxxhnoiats Terynueras,
kai wdoas ouvayaywy dwedipny, kai Ta T@V Terrdpay elayyehigTav AvTaiTTyayor
ebayyeha. Heer. fab., i. 20.

? On the Canon, p. 281, [In the 4th edition, the first sentence in the
above passage is altered to: ** I'rom this statement it is clear that the
Diatessaron was so orthodox as to enjoy a wide ecclesiustical popularity.”
P. 820.]
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composition, and then only referred to by Eusebius, who
had not seen the work, and candidly confesses his ignor-
ance with regard to it, so that a critic who is almost as
orthodox as Canon Westcott himself acknowledges :
“For the truth is that we know no more about Tatian’s
work than what Eusebius, who never saw it, knew.”?
The only other writer who refers to it, Epiphanius, had
not seen it ecither, and while showing that the title of
Diatessaron had not been given to it by Tatian himself,
he states the important fact that some called it the
Gospel according to the Hebrews. Theodoret, the last
writer who mentions it, and of whom Dr. Donaldson
also says: “Theodoret’s information cannot be depended
upon,”’? not only does not say that it is based upon our
four Gospels, but, on the contrary, points out that Tatian’s
Gospel did not contain the genealogies and passages
tracing the descent of Jesus through the race of David,
which our Synoptics possess, and he so much con-
demned the mischievous design of the work that he
confiscated the copies in circulation in his diocese as
heretical. Canon Westcott's assertion that Theodoret
regarded it as a compilation of our four Gospels is
most arbitrary. Omissions, as he himself points out,
are natural to a Harmony, and conciseness certainly
would be the last quality for which it could have
been so highly prized, if every part of the four Gospels
had been retained. The omission of the parts referred
to, which are cqually omitted from the canonical fourth
Gospel, could not have been sufficient to merit the
condemnation of the work as heretical, and had Tatian’s
Gospel not been different in various respects from our four
Gospels, such summary treatment would have been totallx

! Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 26. 2 Ib,, iil. p. 25.
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unwarrantable. The statement, moreover, that in place of
Tatian’s Gospel, Theodoret  introduced the Gospels of the
four Evangelists,” seems to indicate that the displaced Gos-
pel was not a compilation from them, but a substantially
different work. Had this not been the case, Theodoret
would naturally have qualified such an expression.
Speaking of the difficulty of distinguishing Tatian’s
Huarmony from others which must, the writer sup-
poses, have been composed in his time, Dr. Donaldson
points out : “ And then we must remember that the Har-
mony of Tatian was confounded with the Gospel accord-
ing to the Hebrews ; and it is not beyond the reach of
possibility that Theodoret should have made some such
mistake.”!  That is to say, that the only writer who
refers to Tatian’s Gospel who professes to have seen the
work is not only “not to be depended on,” but may
actually have mistaken for it the Gospel according to the
Hebrews. There is, therefore, no authority for saying
that Tatian’s Gospel was a harmony of four (Gospels at
all, and the name Diatessaron was not only not given by
Tatian himself to the work, but was probably the usual
foregone conclusion of the Christians of the third and
fourth centuries, that everything in the shape of evan-
gelical literature must be dependent on the Gospels
adopted by the Church. Those, however, who called the
Gospel used by Tatian the Gospel according to the
Hebrews must apparently have read the work, and all
that we know confirms their conclusion. The Gospel
was, in point of fact, found in wide circulation precisely
in the places in which, earlier, the Gospel according to
the Hebrews was more particularly current.? The singular

! Donaldson, Hist. of Chr. Lit. and Doetr., iii. p. 25.
? Credner, Beitriigo, i. p.445; cf. Westcotf, On the Canon, p. 280, note 2.
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fact that the earliest reference to Tatian’s “ Harmony,” is
made a century and a half after its supposed composition,
and that no writer before the fifth century had seen the
work itself, indeed that only two writers before that period
mention it at all, receives its natural explanation in the
conclusion that Tatian did not compose any Harmony
at all, but simply made use of the same Gospel as
his master Justin Martyr, namely, the Gospel according
to the Hebrews,' by which name his Gospel had been
actually called by those best informed.

Although Theodoret, writing in the fifth century, says
in the usual arbitrary manner of early Christian writers,
that Tatian “ excised” from his Gospel the genealogies
and certain passages found in the Synoptics, he offers no
explanation or proof of his assertion, and the utmost that
can be received is that Tatian’s Gospel did not contain
them.? Did he omit them or merely use a Gospel which
never included them ? The latter is the more probable
conclusion. Neither Justin’s Gospel nor the Gospel
according to the Hebrews contained the genealogies or
references to the Son of David, and why, as Credner
suggests, should Tatian have taken the trouble to pre-
pare a Harmony with these omissions when he already
found one such as be desired in Justin’s Gospel ?
Tatian’s Gospel, like that of his master Justin, or the
Gospel according to the Hebrews, was different from, yet
nearly related to, our canonical Gospels, and as we have
already seen, Justin’s Gospel, like Tatian’s, was con-
sidered by many to be a harmony of our Gospels® No

! Cf. Credner, Beitriige, i. p. 443 fl. ; Schmidt, Einl. N.T., i. p. 124 fI. ;
Scholten, Die ilt. Zeugnisse, p. 96 f.

* Cf. Eichhorn, Einl. N. T., p. 121 f.; Hug, Einl. N. T., i. p. 42;

Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 35 f.
3 Credner, Beitrige, i. p. 443 fI.
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one seems to have seen Tatian’s “ Harmony,” probably
for the very simple reason that there was no such work,
and the real Gospel used by him was that according to
the Hebrews, as some distinctly and correctly called it.
The name Diatessaron is first heard of in a work of the
fourth century, when it is naturally given by people
accustomed to trace every such work to our four Gospels,
but as we have clearly seen, there is not up to the time
of Tatian any evidence even of the existence of three of
our Gospels, and much less of the four in a collected form.
Here is an attempt to identify a supposed, but not
demonstrated, harmony of Gospels whose separate exist-
ence has not been heard of. Even Dr. Westcott states
that Tatian’s Diatessaron “is apparently the first recog-
nition of a fourfold Gospel,”! but, as we have seen, that
recognition emanates only from a writer of the fourth
century who had not seen the work of which he speaks.
No such modern ideas, based upon mere foregone con-
clusions, can be allowed to enter into a discussion
regarding a work dating from the time of Tatian.?

The fact that the work found by Theodoret in his
diocese was used by orthodox Christians without con-

! On the Canon, p. 279.

2 Dr. Lightfoot (Contemp. Rev., 1876-77, p. 1137) refers to an apocry-
phal work, *“ The Doctrine of Addai,” recently edited and published by
Dr. Phillips, in which it is stated that a large multitude assembled daily
at Edessa for prayer and the reading of the Old Testament, ‘“and tho
new of the Diatessaron.” Dr. Lightfoot assumes that this is Tatian's
Gospel. Even if it were so, however, we cannot discover in this any
addition to our information regarding the composition of the work. We
have already the fuller statement of Theodoret respecting the use of
Tatian’s work in the churches of his diocese, so that beyond an interest-
ing reference, no fresh light is thrown upon the question by the phrase
quoted. But we cannot see any ground for asserting that the Diatessaron
here spoken of was Tatian’s Gospel. On the contrary, it seems perfectly
clear that the writer speaks only of the four Gospels of the New
Testament.
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sciousness of its supposed heterodoxy, is quite con-
sistent with the fact that it was the Gospel according
to the Hebrews, which at one time was in very
general use, but later gradually became an object of
suspicion and jealousy in the Church as our canonical
Gospels took its place. The manner in which Theodoret
dealt with Tatian’s Gospel, or that “according to the
Hebrews,” recalls the treatment by Serapion of another
form of the same work : the Gospel according to Peter.
He found that work in circulation and greatly valued
amongst the Christians of Rhossus, and allowed them
peaceably to retain it for a time, until, alarmed at
the Docetic heresy, he more closely examined the Gos-
pel, and discovered in it what he considered heretical
matter.! The Gospel according to the Hebrews, which
narrowly missed a permanent place in the Canon of
the Church, might well seem orthodox to the simple
Christians of Cyrus, yet as different from, though closely
related to, the Canonical Gospels, it would seem heretical
to their Bishop. As different from the Gospels of the
four evangelists, it was doubtless suppressed by Theodoret
with perfect indifference as to whether it were called
Tatian’s Gospel or the Gospel according to the Hebrews.

It is obvious that there is no evidence of any value
connecting Tatian’s Gospel with those in our Canon. We
know so little about the work in question, indeed, that as
Dr. Donaldson frankly admits, “we should not be able
to identify it, even if it did come down to us, unless it
told us something reliable about itself.”? Its earlier
history is enveloped in obscurity, and as Canon Westcott
observes: “The later history of the Diatessaron is

! Eusebius, H. E., vi. 12.
2 Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 26.
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involved in confusion.”! We have seen that in the
sixth century it was described by Victor of Capua as
Diapente, “ by five,” instead of “by four.” It was also
confounded with another Harmony written, not long
after Tatian’s day, by Ammonius of Alexandria (243),
Dionysius Bar-Salibi,? a writer of the latter half of the
twelfth century, mentions that the Syrian Ephrem, about
the middle of the fourth century, wrote a commentary
on the Diatessaron of Tatian, which Diatessaron com-
menced with the opening words of the fourth Gospel:
“In the beginning was the word.” The statement of
Bar-Salibi, however, is contradicted by Gregory Bar-
Hebraeus, Bishop of Tagrit, who says that Ephrem Syrus
wrote his Commentary on the Diatessaron of Ammonius,
and that this Diatessaron commenced with the words of
the fourth Gospel: “In the beginning was the word.”
The Syrian Ebed-Jesu ($1308) held Tatian and
Ammonius to be one and the same person; and it
is probable that Dionysius mistook the Harmony of Am-
monius for that of Tatian. It is not necessary further to
follow this discussion, for it in no way affects our ques-
tion, and no important deduction can be derived from
it* We allude to the point for the mere sake of showing
that, up to tlic last, we have no certain information throw-
ing light on the composition of Tatian’s Gospel. All that
we do know of it,—what it did not contain—the places
where it largely circulated, and the name by which it was

! On the Canon, p. 281.

2 Jos. Sim. Assemani, Bibl. Orient., ii. p. 159 f.

8 Assemani, Bibl. Orient., i. p. 67 f.

4 Credner, Beitriige, i. p. 446 ff.; Gesch. N. T. Kan., p. 19 ff; Donald-
eon, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doectr., iii. p. 25 f.; Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii.
p. 397; Eichhorn, Einl. N. T., p. 120, anm.; Gieseler, Entst, schr. Evv.,
p- 17; Hug, Einl. N. T., i. p. 40 ff.; Michaelis, Einl. N. T., i. p. §98;
Scholten, Die ilt. Zeugnisse, p. 95 f.; Westcott, On the Canon, p. 261 f.
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called, tends to identify it with the Gospel according to
the Hebrews.

For the rest, Tatian had no idea of a New Testament
Canon, and evidently did not recognize as inspired, any
Scriptures except those of the Old Testament.! It is
well known that the sect of the Encratites made use of
apocryphal Gospels until a much later period, and
rejected the authority of the Apostle Paul, and Tatian
himself is accused of repudiating some of the Pauline
Epistles, and of altering and mutilating others.?

2.

Dioxnysius of Corinth need not detain us long. Euse-
bius informs us that he was the author of seven Epistles
addressed to various Christian communities, and also
of a letter to Chrysophora, “a most faithful sister.”
Eusebius speaks of these writings as Catholic Epistles,
and briefly characterizes each, but with the exception
of a few short fragments preserved by him, none of these
fruits of the ““inspired industry” (évféov ¢ihomovias)
of Dionysius are now extant.® These fragments are all
from an Epistle said to have been addressed to Soter,
Bishop of Rome, and give us a clue to the time at which
they were written. The Bishopric of Soter is generally
dated between A.p. 168—176,* during which years the
Epistle must have been composed. It could not have

1 Uredner, Beitriige, i. p. 47 f., p. 441; Gesch. N. T, Kanons, p. 21;
Scholten, Die #lt. Zeugnisse, p. 98; Folkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 33.

2 Epiphanius, Heer. xlvii. 1; Eusebius, H. E., iv. 29; Hieron., Preef.
in Tit. Credner, Beitrige, i. p. 47, p. 438; Lardner, Credibility, &c.,
Works, ii. p. 138 ; Scholten, Die ilt. Zeugnisse, p. 97 f.; Westcott, On the
Canon, p. 278, 280, note 1.

3 Eusebius, H. E., iv. 23; Hieron., De Vir. Ill.,, 27; Grabe, Spicil.
Patr., ii. p. 217 f.; Routh, Relig. Sacre, i. p. 180 fF.

4 Eusebius, H. E., iv. 19.
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been written, however, until after Dionysius became
Bishop of Corinth in A.p. 170,' and it was probably
written some years after.?

No quotation from, or allusion to, any writing of the
New Testament occurs in any of the fragments of the
Epistles still extant ; nor does Eusebius make mention of
any such reference in the Epistles which have perished.
As testimony for our Gospels, therefore, Dionysius is
an absolute blank. Some expressions and statements,
however, are put forward by apologists which we must
examine. In the few lines which Tischendorf accords
to Dionysius he refers to two of these. The first is
an expression used, not by Dionysius himself, but by
Euscbius, in speaking of the Epistles to the Churches
at Amastris and at Pontus. FEusebius says that
Dionysius adds some * expositions of Divine Scriptures”
(ypagav Oeiwv ééppjaes).® There can be no doubt, we
think, that this refers to the Old Testament only, and
Tischendorf himself does not deny it.*

The second passage which Tischendorf® points out, and
which he claims with some other apologists as evidence
of the actual existence of a New Testament Canon when
Dionysius wrote, occurs in a fragment from the Epistle

! Anger, Synops. Ev. Proleg., p. xxxii.; HMilgeafeld, Der Kanon, p.
77; Kirchhafer, Quellensamml., p. 479; Lardner, Credibility, &c., Works,
ii. p. 133; Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 290; Scholten, Die ilt. Zeugnisse,
p. 107; Tischendorf, Wann wurden, u. 8. w., p. 18; Volkmar, Der Ur-
sprung, p. 164; cf. p. 37. Eusebius in his Chronicon sets it in A.D. 171.

3 Anger places it between 173 —177, Synops. Ev. Proleg., xxxii.; cf.

Credner, Gesch. N. T. Kan., p. 79. Jerome states that Dionysius
tlourished under M, Aurel. Verus and L. Aurel. Commodus. De Vir. IlL,
27.

3 Fusebius, 11. B., iv. 23.

4 Tischendorf, Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 18 f.; Volkmar, Der Ur-
sprung, p. 38; Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 217. Dr.
Woestcott’s opinion is shown by his not even referring to the expression.

* Wann wurden, u. 8. w., p. 18 f.
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to Soter and the Romans which is preserved by Euscbius.
It is as follows: “For the brethren having requested
me to write Epistles, I wrote them. And the Apostles
of the devil have filled these with tares, both taking
away parts and adding others; for whom the woe is
destined. It is not surprising then if some have reck-
lessly ventured to adulterate the Scriptures of the
Lord (r@v xvpiax@v ypagdv) when they have formed
designs against these which are not of such importance.”?
Regarding this passage, Canon Westcott, with his usual
boldness, says: “It is evident that the ‘Secriptures of
the Lord’—the writings of the New Testament—were
at this time collected, that they were distinguished from
other books, that they were jealously guarded, that they
had been corrupted for heretical purposes.”? We have
seen, however, that there has not been a trace of any
New Testament Canon in the writings of the Fathers
before and during this age, and it is not permissible to
put such an interpretation upon the remark of Dionysius.
Dr. Donaldson, with greater critical justice and reserve,
remarks regarding the expression “Scriptures of the

! "Emiorohas yap adedpav dfwodvrev pe ypajrar, éypayra.  Kai tairas of
roi diaBédov dmdarorot {i{aviwy yeyépixay, & pév éfaipoivres, 4 8¢ mpooriBévres.

Ols 76 olal xeirar. 0D Bavpaordy dpa el kai Tév xkupakdy padiovpyfoai Twer
émPéfAmras ypapay, dwére xai Tais ol TowiTais émBefovieixact. Eusebius,
H.E, iv. 23. x )

? On the Canon, p. 168, Dr.Wescottt, in the firstinstance, translates the | ¥ ¥_ i;f‘ |
expression: rav xuplakdy ypapdy: ‘ the Scriptures of the New Testament.” 5
In a note to his fourth edition, however, he is kind enough to explain: * Of
course it is not affirmed that the collection here called ai xvpiaxai ypacpai was
identical with our ‘New Testament,” butsimply that the phrase shows thata
collection of writings belonging to the New Testament existed,” p.188,n.2.

Such a translation, in such a work, assuming as it does the whole ques-
tion, and concealing what is doubtful, is most unwarrantable. The fact
is that not only is there no mention of the New Testament at all, but the
words as little necessarily imply a ** collection ” of writings as they do a
“ gollection ” of the Epistles of Dionysius.
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Lord : ” “ It is not easy to scttle what this term means,”
although he adds his own personal opinion, “but most
probably it refers to the Gospels as containing the say-
ings and doings of the Lord. It is not likely, as Lardner
supposes, that such a term would be applied to the
whole of the New Testament.”! The idea of our col-
lected New Testament being referred to is of course
quite untenable, and although it is open to argument
that Dionysius may have referred to evangelical works,
it is obvious that there are no means of proving the fact,
and much less that he referred specially to our Gospels.
In fact, the fragments of Dionysius present no evidence
whatever of the existence of our Synoptics.

In order further to illustrate the inconclusiveness of
the arguments based upon so vague an expression, we
may add that it does not of necessity apply to any
Gospels or works of Christian history at all, and may
with perfect propriety have indicated the Scriptures of
the Old Testament. We find Justin Martyr complaining
in the same spirit as Dionysius, through several chapters,
that the Old Testament Scriptures, and more especially
those relating to the Lord, had been adulterated, that
parts had been taken away, and others added, with the
intention of destroying or weakening their application to
Christ.? Justin’s argument throughout is, that the whole
of the Old Testament Scriptures refer to Christ, and
Tryphon, his antagonist, the represcntative of Jewish
opinion, is made to avow that the Jews not only wait
for Christ, but, he adds : “ We admit that all the Scrip-
tures which you have cited refer to him.”® Not only,
therefore, were the Scriptures of the Old Testament

' Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 217.
2 Dial. e. Tryph., lxx.—lxxv. 3 Dial., Ixxxix.
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closely connected with their Lord by the Fathers and,
at the date of which we are treating, were the only
“ Holy Secriptures” recognised, but they made the same
complaints which we meet with in Dionysius that these
Seriptures were adulterated by omissions and interpola-
tions.! The expression of Eusebius regarding “expo-
sitions of Divine Scriptures” (ypaddv feiwv éénppioes)
added by Dionysius, which applied to the Old Testa-
ment, tends to connect the Old Testament also with this
term “Scriptures of the Lord.”

If the term “ Seriptures of the Lord,” however, be re-
ferred to Gospels, the difficulty of using it as evidence
continues undiminished. We have no indication of the
particular evangelical works which were in the Bishop’s
mind. We have seen that other Gospels were used by
the Fathers, and in exclusive circulation amongst various
communities, and even until much later times many
works were regarded by them as divinely inspired which
have no place in our Canon. The Gospel accord-
ing to the Hebrews for instance was probably used by
some at least of the Apostolic Fathers? by pseudo-
Ignatius,® Polycarp,* Papias,® Hegesippus,® Justin Martyr,’
and at least employed along with our Gospels by Clement
of Alexandria, Origen, and Jerome.® The fact that
Serapion, in the third century allowed the Gospel of
Peter to be used in the church of Rhossus?® shows at
the same time the consideration in which it was held,
and the incompleteness of the Canonical position of
the New Testament writings. So does the circumstance

' This charge is made with insistance throughout the Clementine
Homilies.

¢ Cf i p. 2231, p. 230 . A0 i p. 272 1. 4 Cf. 1. p. 279,

5 Cf. i. p. 484, ®Cf i.p. 433f 7 Cf i p. 288 ff.

s Cf. i. p. 4221, ® Eusebius, H. ., vi. 12.

¥ 2
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that in the fifth century Theodoret found the Gospel
according to the Hebrews, or Tatian’s Gospel, widely
circulated and held in honour amongst orthodox churches
in his diocese.? The Pastor of Hermas, which was
read in the Churches and nearly secured a permanent
place in the Canon, was quoted as inspired by Irenseus.?
The Epistle of Barnabas was held in similar honour,
and quoted as inspired by Clement of Alexandria® and
by Origen,* as was likewise the Epistle of the Roman
Clement. The Apocalypse of Peter was included by
Clement of Alexandria in his account of the Canonical
Scriptures and those which are disputed, such as the
Epistle of Jude and the other Catholic Epistles,® and it
stands side by side with the Apocalypse of John in the
Canon of Muratori, being long after publicly read in the
Churches of Palestine.® Tischendorf indeed conjectures
that a blank in the Codex Sinaiticus after the New Testa-
ment was formerly filled by it. Justin, Clement of
Alexandria, and Lactantius quote the Sibylline books as
the Word of God, and pay similar honour to the Book of
Hystaspes.” So great indeed was the consideration and
use of the Sibylline Books in the Church of the second
and third centuries, that Christians from that fact were
nicknamed Sibyllists.® It is unnecessary to multiply, as

! Theodoret, Heer. fub., i. 20; of. Epiph., Her., xlvi. 1; cf. Theodord,
Ieer. fab., ii. 2.

? Adv. Heer., iv. 20, § 2; Euselius, H. E., v. 8; cf. iii. 3.

* Strom., ii. 8, iv. 17. 4 Philocal., 18.

§ Eusebius, H. E., vi. 14. $ Sozom., H. E., vii. 19.

7 Justin, Apol., i. 20, 44; Clem. Al., Strom., vi. 5, §§ 42, 43; Lactau-
tius, Instit. Div., i. 6, 7, vii. 15, 19. Clement of Alexandria quotes with
perfect faith and seriousness some apocryphal book, in which, he says,
the Apostle Paul recommends the Hellenic books, the Sibyl and the
Looks of Hystaspes, as giving notably clear prophetio descriptions of the

Son of God. Strom., vi. 5, § 42, 43,
® Origen, Contra Cels., v. 6; cf. vii. 53.
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might so easily be done, these illustrations; it is too
well known that a vast number of Gospels and similar
works, which have been excluded from the Canon, were
held in the deepest veneration by the Church in the
second century, to which the words of Dionysius may
apply. 8o vagucand indefinite an expression at any rate
is useless as evidence for the existence of our Canonical
Gospels.

Canon Westcott’s deduction from the words of Dio-
nysius, that not only were the writings of the New
Testament already collected, but that they were * jealously
guarded,” is imaginative indeed. It is much and
devoutly to be wished that they had been as carefully
guarded as he supposes, but it is well known that this
was not the case, and that numerous interpolations
have been introduced into the text. The whole history
of the Canon and of Christian literature in the second
and third centuries displays the most deplorable care-
lessness and want of critical judgment on the part of
the Fathers, Whatever was considered as conducive
to Christian edification was blindly adopted by them,
and a vast number of works were launched into cir-
culation and falsely ascribed to Apostles and others
likely to secure for them greater consideration. Such
pious fraud was rarely suspected, still more rarely
detected in the early ages of Christianity, and several
of such pseudographs have secured a place in our New
Testament. The words of Dionysius need not receive
any wider signification than a reference to well-known
Epistles. It is clear from the words attributed to the
Apostle Paul in 2 Thess. ii. 2, iii. 17, that his Epistles were
falsified, and setting aside some of those which bear
his name in our Canon, spurious Epistles were long
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ascribed to him, such as the Epistle to the Laodiceans
and a third Epistle to the Corinthians. We need not do
more than allude to the second Epistle falsely bearing
the name of Clement of Rome, as well as the Clementine
Homilies and Recognitions, the Apostolical Constitutions,
and the spurious letters of Ignatius, the letters and
legend of Abgarus quoted by Eusebius, and the Epistles
of Paul and Sencca, in addition to others already pointed
out, as instances of the wholesale falsification of that
period, many of which gross forgeries were at once
accepted as genuine by the Fathers, so slight was their
critical faculty and so ready their credulity.! In ome
case the Church punished the author who, from mistaken
zeal for the honour of the Apostle Paul, fabricated the
Acta Pauli et Thecle in his name? but the forged
production was not the less made use of in the Church.
There was, therefore, no lack of falsification and adultera-
tion of works of Apostles and others of greater note
than himself to warrant the remark of Dionysius, without
any forced application of it to our Gospels or to a New
Testament Canon, the existence of which there is nothing
to substantiate, but on the.contrary every reason to
discredit.

Before leaving this passage we may add that although
even Tischendorf does not, Canon Westcott does find in
it references to our first Synoptic, and to the Apocalypse.
“The short fragment just quoted,” he says, “contains
two obvious allusions, one to the Gospel of St. Matthew,
and one to the Apocalypse.”® The words: “the Apostles
of the devil have filled these with tares,” are, he supposes,

! The Epistle of Jude quotes as genuine the Assumption of Moses, and
also the Book of Enoch, and the defence of the authenticity of the latter
by Tertullian (de Cultu fem., i. 3) will not be forgotten.

* Tertullian, De Baptismo, 17. * On the Canon, p. 167.
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an allusion to Matt. xiii. 24 ff. But even if the expres-
sion were an ccho of the Parable of the Wheat and
Tares, it is not permissible to refer it in this arbitrary
way to our first Gospel, to the exclusion of the numerous
other works which existed, many of which doubtless con-
tained it. Obviously the words have no evidential value.
Continuing his previous assertions, however, Canon
Westcott affirms with equal boldness: “The allusion in
the last clause "—to the *‘Scriptures of the Lord "—
“will be clear when it is remembered that Dionysius
‘ warred against the heresy of Marcion and defended
the rule of truth ’” (mapioracfar kavéye a\.).! Tischen-
dorf, who is ready enough to strain every expression into
evidence, recognizes too well that this is not capable of
such an interpretation. Dr. Westcott omits to mention
that the words, moreover, are not used by Dionysius at
all, but simply proceed from Eusebius.? Dr. Donaldson
distinctly states the fact that, “ there is no reference to
the Bible in the words of Eusebius: he defends the rule
of the truth ”® (r@ mjs aAnleias wapiorarar kavow).
There is only one other point to mention. Canon
Westcott refers to the passage in the Epistle of Dionysius,
which has already been quoted in this work regarding
the reading of Christian writings in churches. “To-
day,” he writes to Soter, “ we have kept the Lord’s
holy day, in which we have read your Epistle, from the
reading of which we shall ever derive admonition, as we
do from the former one written to us by Clement.”* It
is evident that there was no idea, in selecting the works
to be read at the weekly assembly of Christians, of any

! Ou the Canon, p. 166 f. e \kq t H. L, iv. 23.
3 Hist, Chr. Lit. and Doetr., iii. p. 217 f.
4 Fusch.. H. E.. iv. 23.

————
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Canon of a New Testament. 'We here learn that the
Epistles of Clement and of Soter were habitually read,
and while we hear of this, and of the similar reading of
Justin’s “ Memoirs of the Apostles,”! of the Pastor of
Hermas,® of the Apocalypse of Peter® and other
apocryphal works, we do not at the same time hear of
the public reading of our Gospels.
! Justin, Apol., 1. 67.

* Ruseb., H. E., iii. 3; Ilieron., De Vir. Ill., 10.
3 Sozom., H. E., vil. 9.
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CHAPTER IX.

MELITO OF SARDIS—CLAUDIUS APOLLINARIS—ATHENA-
GORAS—THE EPISTLE OF VIENNE AND LYONS.

WE might here altogether have passed over Melito,
Bishop of Sardis in Lydia, had it not been for the use
of certain fragments of his writings made by Canon
Westcott. Melito, naturally, is not cited by Tischendorf
at all, but the English Apologist, with greater zeal, we
think, than critical discretion, forces him into service as
evidence for the Gospels and a New Testament Canon.
The date of Melito, it is generally agreed, falls after
A.D. 176, a phrase in his apology presented to Marcus
Antoninus preserved in Eusebius' (uerd 10b maudds)
indicating that Commodus had already been admitted to
a share of the Government.?

Canon Westcott affirms that, in a fragment preserved
by Eusebius, Melito speaks of the books of the New
Testament in a collected form. He says: “The words
of Melito on the other hand are simple and casual, and
yet their meaning can scarcely be mistaken. He writes
to Onesimus, a fellow-Christian who had urged him ‘to

1 H. E,, iv. 26,

% Basnage, Ann. Polit. Eccles., 177, § 3; Dupin, Biblioth. des Auteurs
Eccl., i. p. 63; Lardner, Credibility, &c., Works, ii. p. 147; Tillemont,
Mém. Hist. Eccl., ii. p. 707, note 1 f.; H'estcott, On the Canon, p. 193,
note 2; Woog, De Melitone, § 5 ; cf. Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr.,

iii. p. 229. Compare, however, Waddinglon, Fustes des Prov. Asiatiques,
p- 731, asto the dato of the work on the Passover.



170 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

make selections for him from the Law and the Prophets
concerning the Saviour and the faith generally, and fur-
thermore desired to learn the accurate account of the
Old (malawsv) Books;’ ‘having gone therefore to the
East,” Melito says, ‘and reached the spot where [each
thing] was preached and done, and having learned
accurately the Books of the Old Testament, I have sent
a list of them.” The mention of ¢ the Old Books '—* the
Books of the Old Testament,’ naturally implies a definite
New Testament, a written antitype to the Old ; and the
form of language implies a familiar recognition of its
contents.”! This is truly astonishing! The “form of
language " can only refer to the words : ““ concerning the
Saviour and the faith generally,” which must have an
amazing fulness of meaning to convey to Canon West-
cott the implication of a “familiar recognition” of the
contents of a supposed already collected New Testa-
ment, seeing that a simple Christian, not to say a Bishop,
might at least know of a Saviour and the faith generally
from the oral preaching of the Gospel, from a single
Epistle of Paul, or from any of the moMoi of Luke.
This reasoning forms a worthy pendant to his argument
that because Melito speaks of the books of the Old Tes-
tament he implies the existence of a definite collected
New Testament. Such an assertion is calculated to mis-
lead a large class of readers.?

The fragment of Melito is as follows: “ Melito to his

! On the Canon, p. 193. [In the fourth edition Dr. Westcott omits the
last phrase, making a full stop at *“ Old.” p. 218.]

It must be said, however, that Canon Westcott merely follows and
exaggerates Lardner, here, who says: * From this passage I would con-
olude that there was then also a volume or collection of books called the
New Testament, containing the writings of Apostles and Apostolical men,
but we cannot from hence infer the names or the exact number of those
books.” Credibility, &c., Works, ii. p. 148.
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brother Onesimus, greeting. As thou hast frequently
desired in thy zeal for the word (Adyov) to have extracts
made for thee, both from the law and the prophets con-
cerning the Saviour and our whole faith ; nay, more, hast
wished to learn the exact statement of the old books
(rahawwv BiBAiwy), how many they are and what is their
order, I have earnestly endeavoured to accomplish this,
knowing thy zeal concerning the faith, and thy desire to
be informed concerning the word (Adyow), and especially
that thou preferrest these matters to all others from love
towards God, striving to gain eternal salvation. Having,
‘therefore, gone to the East, and reached the place where
this was prcached and done, and having accurately
ascertained the books of the Old Testament (ra s
malawas Swabrjkns BiBhia), I have, subjoined, sent a list
of them unto thee, of which these are the names” —
then follows a list of the books of the Old Testament,
omitting, however, Esther. He then concludes with the
words : “Of these I have made the extracts dividing
them into six books.” !

Canon Westcott's assertion that the expression “Old
Books,” “ Books of the Old Testament,” involves here by
antithesis a definite written New Testament, requires us
to say a few words as to the name of “Testament” as
applied to both divisions of the Bible. It is of course
well known that this word came into use originally from
the translation of the Hebrew word “covenant” (M"3),
or compact made between God and the Israelites? in
the Septuagint version, by the Greek word Awafrjxy,
which in a legal sense also means a will or Testament,®
and that word is adopted throughout the New Testa-

' Eusebius, H. E., iv. 26. 2 Cf. Exod. xxiv. 7.
3 The legal sense of dwfixy as a Will or Testament is distinctly in-
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ment.? The Vulgate translation, instead of retaining
the original Hebrew signification, translated the word
in the Gospels and Epistles, “ Testamentum,” and 7
malaa Swabriky became “ Vetus Testamentum,” instead
of “ Vetus Feedus,” and whenever the word occurs in
the English version it is almost invariably rendered
¢ Testament ” instead of covenant. The expression
“ Book of the Covenant,” or “"Testament,” BiBlos s
Suabrikys, frequently occurs in the LXX version of the
Old Testament and its Apocrypha? and in Jeremiah
xxxi. 31-34,° the prophet speaks of making a “mnew
covenant” (kawy Suabrjky) with the house of Israel,
which is indeed quoted in Hebrews viii. 8. It is the
doctrinal idea of the new covenant, through Christ con-
firming the former one made to the Israclites, which
has led to the distinction of the Old and New Testa-
ments. Generally the Old Testament was, in the first
ages of Christianity, indicated by the simple expressions
“ The Books” (ra BiBNa), “ Holy Scriptures” (iepa
ypdupara,® or ypapal ayiar),® or “ The Scriptures” (ai
ypapai),® but the preparation for the distinction of “Old
Testament ” began very early in the development of the
doctrinal idea of the New Testament of Christ, before
there was any part of the New Testament books written
at all. The expression “ New Testament,” derived thus

tended in Heb. ix. 16. “ For where a Testament (3:afijxny) is, there
must also of necessity bo the death of the testator” (3iafepévov). The
same word 3wbjxy is employed throughout the whole passage. Heb.
ix. 15—20.

12 Cor. iii. 14; Heb. viii. 6—13, xii. 24; Rom. ix. 4, xi. 26—28;
Gal. iii. 14—17 ; Ephes. ii. 12, &ec., &e.

2 Of. Exod. xxiv. 7; 2 Chron. xxxiv. 30; 2 Kings xxiii. 2; 1 Maccab.
i. 57; Sirach, xxiv. 23, &e., &c.

3 In the Septuagint version, xxxviii. 31—34.

¢ 2 Tim. iii. 15. * Rom. i. 2. ¢ Matt. xxii. 29.
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antithetically from the “Old Testament,” occurs constantly
throughout the second part of the Bible. . In the Epistle
to the Hebrews viii. 6-13, the Mosaic dispensation is
contrasted with the Christian, and Jesus is called the
Mediator of a better Testament (Siafrjxn).! The- first
Testament not being faultless, is replaced by the second,
and the writer quotes the passage from Jeremiah to
which we have referred regarding a New Testament,
winding up his argument with the words, v. 13 : “In that
he saith a new (Testament) he hath made the first old.”
Again, in our first Gospel, during the Last Supper, Jesus
is represented as saying : “This is my blood of the New
Testament” (tis xawqs Suabijkys);? and in Luke he
says: “This cup is the New Testament (7 xawn duabfhjxn)
in my blood.”*® There is, therefore, a very distinct reference
made to the two Testaments as “ New” and “Old,” and
in speaking of the books of the Law and the Prophets as
the “O0ld Books” and “ Books of the old Testament,”
after the general acceptance of the Gospel of Jesus as
the New Testament or Covenant, there was no anti-
thetical implication whatever of a written New Testa-
ment, but a mere reference to the doctrinal idea. We
might multiply illustrations showing how ever-present
to the mind of the early Church was the contrast of the
Mosaic and Christian Covenants as Old and New. Two
more we may venture to point out. In Romans ix. 4,
and Gal. iv. 24, the two Testaments or Covenants
(ai 8o Swabijkar), typified by Sinai and the heavenly
Jerusalem, are discussed, and the superiority of the latter
asserted. There is, however, a passage, still more clear
and decisive. Paul says in 2 Corinthians iii. 6: “ Who
also (God) made us sufficient to be ministers of the New

1 Cf. ix. 15, xii, 24, ? Matt. xxvi. 28. 3 Luke xxii. 20,
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Testament ( kawns diabikns) not of the letter, but of the
spirit” (o¥ ypauparos ala mvevparos). Why does not
Canon Westcott boldly claim this as evidence of a
definite written New Testament, when not only is there
reference to the name, but a distinction drawn between
the letter and the spirit of it, from which an apologist
might make a telling argument? But proceeding to
contrast the glory of the New with the Old dispensation,
the Apostle, in reference to the veil with which Moses
covered his face, says: “ But their understandings were
hardened : for until this very day remaineth the same
veil in the reading of the Old Testament” (émi 3
dvayvioe s makaas Swabixys) ;' and asif to make the
matter still clearer he repeats in the next verse: ““ But
even unto this day when Moses is read, the veil lieth
upon their heart.” Now here the actual reading of the
Old Testament (maluds Swabrixys) is distinctly men-
tioned, and the expression quite as aptly as that of
Melito, “implies a definite New Testament, a written
antitype to the Old,” but even Canon Westcott would
not dare to suggest that, when the second Epistle to the
Corinthians was composed, there was a * definite written
New Testament ” in existence. This conclusively shows
that the whole argument from Melito’s mention of the
books of the Old Testament is absolutely groundless.

On the contrary, Canon Westcott should know very
well that the first general designation for the New
Testament collection was “The Gospel” (edayyé\iow,
ebayyehixdy, edayyehicd) and “ The Apostle ” (amwdarolos,
dmooTohkdy, dmoorokkd), for the two portions of the
collection, in contrast with the divisions of the Old
Testament, the Law and the Prophets (6 wopos, oi

' Yerso 14,
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wpogirar),! and the name New Testament occurs for the
very first time in the third century, when Tertullian called
the collection of Christian Scriptures Novum Instru-
mentum and Novum Testamentum.? The term 7 kaun)
Siabjxn is not, so far as we are aware, applied in the
Greek to the ““ New Testament” collection in any earlier
work than Origen’s De Principiis, iv. 1. It was only
in the second half of the third century that the double
designation 70 edaryyé\iov kal 6 dwdorohos was generally
" abandoned.?

As to the evidence for a New Testament Canon, which
Dr. Westcott supposes he gains by his unfounded infer-
ence from Melito’s expression, we may judge of its value
from the fact that he himself, like Lardner, admits :
“ But there is little evidence in the fragment of Melito
to show what writings he would have included in the
new collection,”* Little evidence ? There is none
at all.

There is, however, one singular and instructive point
in this fragment to which Canon Westcott does not in
any way refer, but which well merits attention as illus-

' Of. Irenceus, Adv. Heer., i. 3, § 6; Clemens AL, Strom., v. 5, § 31;
Tertullian, De Preescr., 36; Adv. Marc., iv. 2, Apolog., 18; Origen, Hom.
xix. in Jerem. T. iii. p. 364. The Can n of Muratori says that the Pastor
of Hormas cin neither be classed *‘intor Prophetas neque intor Apos-
tolos.” In a translation of the Clavis, a spurious work attributed to
Melito himself—and Dr. Westcott admits it to be spurious (p. 193, note 1)
—the Gospels are reforred to simply by the formula *“in evangeliv,” and
the Epistles generally “in apostolo.”

2 Adv. Prax., 15, 20; Adv. Mare., iv. 1. He says in the latter place
* instrumenti,” referring to Old and New Testaments, ‘‘ vel, quod magis
usui est dicere, testamenti.”

8 Bertholdt, Einl. a. u. N. Test., i. p. 22; Credner, Gesch. N. T. Kanon,
p. 23 ff.; Eichhorn, Einl. N. T.,iv. p. 25 ., p. 38 ff.; Guericke, Gesammt-
gesch. N. T., p. 4 f.; Reithmayr, Einl. N. B., 1852, p. 22ff.; Scholz, Einl.
H. S.des A. u. N. T., 1845, i. p. 264 ; De l'ette, Lehrb. Einl. A. T., 1852,
p. 81 4 On the Canon, p. 184.
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trating the state of religious knowledge at that time,
and, by analogy, giving a glimpse of the difficulties
which beset early Christian literature. We are told by
Melito that Onesimus had frequently urged him to give
him exact information as to the number and order of the

books of the Old Testament, and to have extracts made

for him from them concerning the Saviour and the faith.

Now it is apparent that Melito, though a Bishop, was

not able to give the desired information regarding the

number and order of the books of the Old Testament
himself, but that he had to make a journey to collect it.

If this was the extent of knowledge possessed by the

Bishop of Sardis of what was to the Fathers the only

Holy Scripture, how ignorant his flock must have been,

and how unfitted, both, to form any critical judgment as

to the connection of Christianity with the Mosaic dispen-

sation. The formation of a Christian Canon at a period

when such ignorance was not only possible but generally

prevailed, and when the zeal of believers led to the com-

position of such a mass of pseudonymic and other litera-

ture, in which every consideration of correctness and truth

was subordinated to a childish desire for edification, must

have been slow indeed and uncertain ; and in such an

age fortuitous circumstances must have mainly led to

the canonization or actual loss of many a work. So far

from affording any evidence of the existence of a New

Testament Canon, the fragment of Melito only shows the

ignorance of the Bishop of Sardis as to the Canon even of
the Old Testament.

We have not yet finished with Melito in connection with
Canon Westcott, however, and it is necessary to follow
him further in order fully to appreciate the nature of the
evidence for the New Testament Canon, which, in default
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of better, he is obliged to offer. Eusebius gives a list of
the works of Melito which have come to his knowledge,
and in addition to the ‘fragment already quoted, he
extracts a brief passage from Melito’s work on the
Passover, and some much longer quotations from his
Apology, to which we have in passing referred.! With
these exceptions, none of Melito’s writings are now extant.
Dr. Cureton, however, has published a Syriac version,
with translation, of a so-called “Oration of Meliton, the
Philosopher, who was in the presence of Antoninus
Ceesar,” together with five other fragments attributed
to Melito? With regard to this Syriac Oration, Canon
Westcott says: “ Though if it be entire, it is not the
Apology with which Eusebius was acquainted, the
general character of the writing leads to the belief that
it is a genuine book of Melito of Sardis;”* and he
proceeds to treat it as authentic. In the first place, we
have so little of Melito’s genuine compositions extant,
that it is hazardous indeed to draw any positive deduc-
tion from the *character of the writing.” Cureton,
Bunsen, and others maintain that this Apology is not a
fragment, and it cannot be the work mentioned by
Eusebius, for it does not contain the quotations from the
authentic Orations which he has preserved, and which
are considerable. It is, however, clear from the substance
of the composition that it cannot have been spoken before
the Emperor,* and, moreover, it has in no way the cha-
racter of an “ Apology,” for there 1s not a single word
in it about either Christianity or Christians. There is

! Euseb., H. E., iv. 26.

* 8picilogium Syriacum, 1853, pp. 41—56; Pitra, Spicil. Solesm., 1853,
ii. Proleg. xxxviii. ff. 2

3 On the Canon, p. 194.

4 Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr.. iii. p. 234 f.

voL. II. N
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every reason to believe that it is not a genuine work
of Melito.! There is no ground whatever for supposing
that he wrote two Apologies, nor is this ascribed to him
upon any other ground than the inscription of an un-
known Syriac writer. This, however, is not the only
spurious work attributed to Melito. Of this work Canon
Westcott says: “ Like other Apologies, this oration con-
tains only indirect references to the Christian Serip-
tures. The allusions in it to the Gospels are extremely
rare, and except so far as they show the influence of
St. John's writings, of no special interest.”? It would
have been more correct to have said that there are no
allusions in it to the Gospels at all.

Canon Westcott is somewhat enthusiastic in speak-
ing of Melito and his literary activity as evinced in
the titles of his works recorded by Eusebius, and he
quotes a fragment, said to be from a treatise “On
Faith,” amongst these Syriac remains, and which he
considers to be ‘“a very striking expansion of the
early historic creed of the Church.”® As usual, we shall
give the entire fragment: “ We have made collections
from the Law and the Prophets relative to those things
which have been declared respecting our Lord Jesus
Christ, that we may prove to your love that he is perfect
Reason, the Word of God ; who was begotten before the
light ; who was Creator together with the Father ; who
was the Fashioner of man ; who was all in all; who
among the Patriarchs was Patriarch ; who in the Law
was the Law; among the Priests chief Priest ; among
Kings Governor; among the Prophets the Prophet ;

! Donaldson, 1b., iii. p. 234; Freppel, Les Apologistes, 2 ser. p. 374 f.;
Duvidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 478.
? On the Canon, p. 194, 3 On the Canon, p. 196.
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among the Aungels Archangel; in the voice the Word ;
among Spirits Spirit ; in the Father the Son; in God
God the King for ever and ever. For this was he who was
Pilot to Noah; who conducted Abraham; who was
bound with Isaac; who was in exile with Jacob; who
was sold with Joseph; who was captain with Moses;
who was the Divider of the inheritance with Jesus the
son of Nun ; who in David and the Prophets foretold
his own sufferings ; who was incarnate in the Virgin;
who was born at Bethlehem ; who was wrapped in swad-
dling clothes in the manger; who was seen of shepherds ;
who was glorified of angels; who was worshipped by
the Magi ; who was pointed out by John; who assem-
bled the Apostles ; who preached the kingdom; who
healed the maimed ; who gave light to the blind ; who
raised the dead; who appeared in the Temple; who
was not believed by the people; who was betrayed by
Judas ; who was laid hold of by the Priests ; who was
condemned by Pilate ; who was pierced in the flesh ;
who was hanged upon the tree ; who was buried in the
earth; who rose from the dead ; who appeared to the
Apostles; who ascended to heaven; who sitteth on the
right hand of the Father; who is the Rest of those who
are departed ; the Recoverer of those who are lost ; the
Light of those who are in darkness; the Deliverer of
those who are captives; the Finder of those who have
gone astray ; the Refuge of the afflicted ; the Bridegroom
of the Church; the Charioteer of the Cherubim; the
Captain of the Angels; God who is of God; the Son
who is of the Father; Jesus Christ, the King for ever
and ever. Amen.”!

! fureton, Spicil. Syriacum, p. 53 f.; Pitra, Spicil. Solesm., ii. Proleg.

lix. f.; Westcott, On the Canon, p. 196 f.
221 4'%ed, 2
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Canon Westcott commences his commentary upon
this passage with the remark: “No writer could
state the fundamental truths of Christianity more
unhesitatingly, or quote the Scriptures of the Old and
New Testaments with more perfect confidence.”* We
need not do more than remark that there is not a single
quotation in the fragment, and that there is not a single
one of the references to Gospel history or to ecclesiastical
dogmas which might not have been derived from the
Epistles of Paul, from any of the forms of the Gospel
according to the Hebrews, the Protevangelium of James,
or from many another apocryphal Gospel, or the oral
teaching of the Church. It is singular, however, that
the only hint which Canon Westcott gives of the more
than doubtful authenticity of this fragment consists of
the introductory remark, after alluding to the titles of
his genuine and supposititious writings : “ Of these mul-
tifarious writings very few fragments remain in the
original Greek, but the general tone of them is so decided
in its theological character as to go far to establish the
‘genuineness of those which are preserved in the Syriac
translation.”?

Now, the fragment “ On Faith ” which has just been
quoted is one of the five Syriac pieces of Dr. Cureton to
which we have referred, and which even Apologists
agree “cannot be regarded as genuine.”® It is well
known that there were other writers in the early Church
bearing the names of Melito and Miletius or Meletius,*

! On the Canon, p. 197.

? On the Canon, p. 196.

3 Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doetr., iii. p. 236. Cf. Sunday, Gos-
pels in Sec. Cent., p. 245.

! Woog, Dissort., i. § 2; cf. Donaldson, ib., iii. p. 234, 236; Cureton,
Spicil, 8yiac., 1. 96 f.
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which were frequently confounded. Of these five Syriac
fragments one bears the superscription : “ Of Meliton,
Bishop of the city of Attica,” and another, “ Of the holy
Meliton, Bishop of Utica,” and Cureton himself evidently
leant to the opinion that they are not by our Melito, but
by a Meletius or Melitius, Bishop of Sebastopolis in
Pontus! The third fragment is said to be taken from a
discourse “ On. the Cross,” which was unknown to Euse

bius, and from its doctrinal peculiarities was probably
written after his time.? Another fragment purports to
be from a work on the “Soul and Body ;” and the last
one from the treatise “ On Faith,” which we are discus-
sing. The last two works are mentioned by Eusebius,
but these fragments, besides coming in such suspicious
company, must for other reasons be pronounced spurious.?
They bave in fact no attestation whatever except that of
the Syriac translator, who is unknown, and which there-
fore is worthless, and, on the other hand, the whole
style and thought of the fragments are unlike anything
else of Melito’s time, and clearly indicate a later stage of
theological development.* Moreover, in the Mechitarist
Library at Venice there is a shorter version of the samec
passage in a Syriac MS., and an Armenian version of
the extract as given above, with some variation of the
opening lines, in both of which the passage is distinctly
ascribed to Irenzus® Besides the Oration and the five
Syriac fragments, we have other two works extant falsely
attributed to Melito, one, “ De Transitu Virginis Marice,”
describing the miraculous presence of the Apostles at the

! 8picil. Syriac., p. 96 f.

* Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 237.

2 Donaldson, ib., iii. p. 227. 4 Ib., iii. p. 236.
s They are given by Pitra, Spicil. Solesm., i. p. 3 ff.
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death of Mary ;' and the other, “De Actibus Joannis
Apostoli,” relates the history of miracles performed by
the Apostle John. Both are universally admitted to be
spurious,? as arc a few other fragments also bearing his
name. Melito did not escape from the falsification to
which many of his more distinguished predecessors and
contemporaries were victims, through the literary activity
and unscrupulous religious zcal of the first three or four
centuries of our cra.

2.

Very little is known regarding Claudius Apollinaris
to whom we must now for a moment turn. Eusebius
informs us that he was Bishop of Hierapolis,® and in this
he is supported by the fragment of a letter of Serapion
Bishop of Antioch prescrved to us by him, which refers
to Apollinaris as the “most blessed.”* Tischendorf,
without any precise date, sets him down as contemporary
with Tatian and Theophilus (the latter of whom, he thinks,
wrote his work addressed to Autolycus about A.p. 180—
181).5 Eusebius® mentions that, like his somewhat earlier
contemporary Mclito of Sardis, Apollinaris presented an
“ Apology " to the Emperor Marcus Antoninus, and he
gives us further materials for a date” by stating that
(laudius Apollinaris, probably in his Apology, refers to

! It is worthy of remark that the Virgin is introduced into all these
fragments in a manner quite foreign to the period at which Melito Jived.

? Donaldson, Hist. Chr, Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 238 ; Woog, Dissert., il
§ 25; Pitra, Spicil. Solesm., ii. Proleg. xxxi. f.

3U. E,, iv. 21, 26. *Ib.; %.-19.

® Waunn wurden, u. 8. w., p. 16, anm. 1.

¢ H. 1., iv. 26, 27; cf. Hieron., De Vir. Ill., 26. X

7 Kusebius himself sots him down in his Chronicle as flourishing'®

the eloventh year of Marcus, or A.p. 171, a year later than he dates
Melito.
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the miracle of the “Thundering Legion,” which is said
to have occurred during the war of Marcus Antoninus
against the Marcomanni in A.p. 174. The date of his
writings may, therefore, with moderation be fixed between
AD. 177—180.2

Eusebius and others mention various works composed
by him,® none of which, however, are extant; and
we have only to deal with two brief fragments in
connection with the Paschal controversy, which are
ascribed to Apollinaris in the Paschal Chronicle of
Alexandria. This controversy, as to the day upon which
the Christian Passover should be celebrated, broke out
about A.p. 170, and long continued to divide the
Church.* 1In the preface to the Paschal Chronicle, a
work of the seventh century, the unknown chronicler says:
“Now even Apollinaris, the most holy Bishop of Hiera-
polis, in Asia, who lived near apostolic times, taught the
like things in his work on the Passover, saying thus:
¢ There are some, however, who through ignorance raise
contentions regarding these matters in a way which

! Eusebius, H. E., v. 5; Mosheim, Inst, Hist. Eccles., Book i. cent. ii.
part. i. ch. i. § 9. Apollinaris states that in consequence of this miracle,
the Emperor had bestowed upon the Legion the name of the * Thunder-
ing Legion.” We cannot here discuss this subject, but the whole story
illustrates the rapidity with which a fiction is magnified into truth by
religious zeal, and is surrounded by false circumstantial evidence. Cf.
Tertullian, Apol. 5, ad Scapulam, 4; Dion Cussius, lib. 55; Scaliger,
Animady. in Euseb., p. 223 f.; cf. Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr.,
iii. p. 241 f.

? Baur, Unters. kan. Evv. p. 356 ; Donaldson, Hist, Chr. Lit. and Doectr.,
iii. p. 240; Lardner, Credibility, &c., Works, ii. p. 294; Newman, Essays
on Miracles, 1870, p. 241; Scholten, Das Evang. n. Johann., 1867, p. 14 fI. ;
Die ilt. Zeugnisse, p. 106: Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 164, p. 31 f.

3 Eusebius, H. E,, iv. 27; cf. 26, v. 19; Hieron., Vir, Ill., 26 ; Theo-
doret, Heer. Fab. 11, 21, iii. 2 ; Photius, Biblioth. Cod. 14.

4 Of. Hilgenfeld, Der Paschastreit, p. 250 ff. ; Die Evangelien, p. 344 ff. ;
Baur, K. Q. drei orst. Jahrh., p. 156 ff.; Unters. kan. Evv., p. 340f., p.
356 f. ; Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 31 f.; Davidson, Int. N. T, ii. p. 403 ff,
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should be pardoned, for ignorance does not admit of
accusation, but requires instruction. And they say
that the Lord, together with his disciples, ate the
sheep (10 mpdBarov) on the 14th Nisan, but himself
suffered on the great day of unleavened bread. And
they state (Supyotwrar) that Matthew says precisely what
they have understood ; hence their understanding of it
is at variance with the law, and according to them the
Gospels seem to contradict each other.””! The last sen-
tence is interpreted as pointing out that the first synoptic
Gospel is supposed to be at variance with our fourth
Gospel. This fragment is claimed by Tischendorf? and
others as evidence of the general acceptance at that
time both of the Synoptics and the fourth Gospel
Canon Westcott, with obvious exaggeration, says : “The
Gospels are evidently quoted as books certainly known
and recognized ; their authority is placed on the same
footing as the Old Testament.”* The Gospels are referred
to merely for the settlement of the historical fact as to
the day on which the last Passover had been eaten, a
narrative of which they contained.

There are, however, very grave reasons for doubting
the authenticity of the two fragments ascribed to Apolli-

! Kai 'Amohwdpios 8¢ 6 Sowdraros émiaromos ‘Tepamdhews Tijs 'Adias, 6 éyyls
Téy dmooTohikdy xpdvay yeyovds, v T@ mepi tob Ildoyxa Adye rd mapawhyoia
édidage, Aéywy obraws' Eial toivuv of 3 &yvoiar @uloveixolar mepi rovrer
ovyyvaoTiv mpaypa memovfires' dyvoua yap ob karyyopiay dvadéyeram, A
8idayiis mpoodeirar. xai Aéyovow ore T o 10 wpdBaror pera row pabyrédw ipayr
é Kipios® 7j 8¢ peydhy npépg rav d{Vpwv alrds #mabev xal duyyotrrar Marbaior
oUrw Aéyew ds vevonkaow 88ev dovpdwrds e vopg i) vinais abréy” xai aracuifcr
doxei kar’ abrovs ta edayyéha. Preofat. Chron. Pasch. sive Alex. ed. Du-
cange, p- 6; Routh, Relig. Sacr., i. p. 160. We need not quote the second
fragment here, as it has nothing to do with our Synoptics; but, indeed,
neither of the passages being by Apollinaris, it is scarcely necessary to
refer to the other at all.

? Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 18. 3 On the Canon, p. 199.
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naris, and we must mention that these doubts are much
less those of German critics, who, on the whole, either
do not raise the question at all, or hastily dispose of
it, than doubts entertained by orthodox Apologists,
who see little ground for accepting them as genuine.!
Eusebius, who gives a catalogue of the works of Apol-
linaris which had reached him, was evidently not
acquainted with any writing of his on the Pass-
over. It is argued, however, that “there is not any
sufticient ground for doubting the genuineness of these
fragments ‘On Easter,’ in the fact that Eusebius men-
tions no such book by Apollinaris.”® It is quite true that
Eusebius does not pretend to give a complete list of these
works, but merely says that there are many preserved by
many, and that he mentions those with which he had
met.* At the same time, entering with great interest, as
he does, into the Paschal Controversy, and acquainted
with the principal writings on the subject,® it would
indeed have been strange had he not met with the work
itself, or at least with some notice of it in the works of
others. Eusebius gives an account of the writings of
Melito and Apollinaris together. He was acquainted
with the work of Melito on the Passover, and quotes it,’
and it is extremely improbable that he could have been
ignorant of a treatise by his distinguished contemporary

! Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 247 f.; Lardner, Credi-
bility, &c., Works, 1788, ii. p. 296; Tillemont, Mém. Hist. Eccles., ii.
pt. iii. p. 91; Cf. Neander, K. G. 1842, i. p. 513 anm. 1.

* H. E,, iv. 27.

3 Westcott, On the Canon, p. 198, note 3; ¢f. Baur, Unters. kan. Eyv.,
p- 340 f. This is the only remark which Dr. Westcott makes as to any

doubt of the authenticity of these fragments. Tischendorf does not men-
tion a doubt at all.

! Tob 3¢ *Amolwapiov oM@ mapd wukois cwlopévar, Ta els qpds é\fdvra
cori rdéder xrA. H. E, iv. 27,

5 Eusebius, H. E., v. 23, 24. s 1b., H. E,, iv. 26.
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on the same subject, had he actually written one. Not
only, however, does Eusebius seem to know nothing
of his having composed such a work, but neither do
Theodoret, Jerome,? nor Photius,® who refer to his
writings, mention it ; and we cannot suppose that it was
referred to in the lost works of Irenseus or Clement of
Alexandria on the Passover. Eusebius, who quotes from
them,* would in that case have probably mentioned the
fact, as he does the statement by Clement regarding
Melito’s work, or at least would have been aware of the
existence of such a writing, and alluded to it when
speaking of the works of Apollinaris.

This silence is equally significant whether we regard
Apollinaris as a Quartodeciman or as a supporter of the
views of Victor and the Church of Rome. On the one
hand, Eusebius states that “all the churches of Asia”®
kept the 14th Nisan, and it is difficult to believe that,
had Apollinaris differed from this practice and, more
especially, had he written against it, the name of so
eminent an exception would not have been mentioned.
The views of the Bishop of Hierapolis, as a prominent
representative of the Asiatic Church, must have been
quoted in many controversial works on the subject, and
even if the writing itself had not come into their hands,
Eusebius and others could scarcely fail to become indi-
rectly acquainted with it. On the other hand, supposing
Apollinaris to have been a Quartodeciman, whilst the
ignorance of Eusebius and others regarding any contri-
bution by him to the discussion is scarcely less remark-
able, it is still more surprising that no allusion is made to

1 Heerot, Fab., ii. 21, iii. 2.
2 Vir. Ill. 26. 3 Biblioth. Cod., 14.
‘H.E.,v.24; iv. 26; of. vi. 13. ¢ Fuscbius, H. E., v- 23.
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him by Polycrates! when he names so many less distin-
guished men of Asia, then passed away, who kept the
14th Nisan, such as Thaseas of Eumenia, Sagoris of Lao-
dicea, Papirius of Sardis, and the seven Bishops of his
kindred, not to mention Polycarp of Smyrna and the
Apostles Philip and John. He also cites Melito of Sardis :
why does he not refer to Apollinaris of Hierapolis? If
it be argued that he was still living, then why does
Eusebius not mention him amongst those who protested
against the measures of Victor of Rome ??

There has been much discussion as to the view taken
by the writer of these fragments, Hilgenfeld and others®
maintaining that he is opposed to the Quartodeciman
party. Into this it is not necessary for us to enter, as
our contention simply is that in no case can the
authenticity of the fragments be established. Supposing
them, however, to be directed against those who kept the
14th Nisan, how can it be credited that this isolated
convert to the views of Victor and the Roman Church,
could write of so vast and distinguished a majority of
the Churches of Asia, including Polycarp and Melito, as
“some who through ignorance raised contentions” on
the point, when they really raised no new contention at
all, but, as Polycrates represented, followed the tradition
handed down to them from their Fathers, and authorized
by the practice of the Apostle John himself ?

None of his contemporaries nor writers about his own
time seem to have known that Apollinaris wrote any
work from which these fragments can have been taken,
and there is absolutely no independent evidence that he

1 Eusebius, H. E., v, 24, 2 Ib. H. E., v. 23, 24.
3 Hilgenfcld, Der Paschastroit, 1860, p. 265 ff.; Buur, K. G., L. p. 137 ;
Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 406 fI.
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ever took any part in the Paschal controversy at all.
The only ground we have for attributing these frag-
ments to him is the Preface to the Paschal Chronicle of
Alexandria, written by an unknown author of the
seventh century, some five hundred years after the
time of Apollinaris, whose testimony has rightly been
described as ¢ worth almost nothing.”* Most cer-
tainly many passages preserved by him are inau-
thentic, and generally allowed to be so. The two frag-
ments have by some been conjecturally ascribed to
Pierius of Alexandria,® a writer of the third century,
who composed a work on Easter, but there is no evidence
on the point. In any case, there is such exceed-
ingly slight reason for attributing these fragments to
Claudius Apollinaris, and so many strong grounds for
believing that he cannot have written them, that they
have no material value as evidence for the antiquity of
the Gospels.

3.

We know little or nothing of Athenagoras. He is
not mentioned by Eusebius, and our only information
regarding him is derived from a fragment of Philip
Sidetes, a writer of the fifth century, first published by

! Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 247; Lardner, Credi-
bility, &c., Works, ii. p. 296.

® Dr. Donaldson rightly calls a fragment in the Chronicle ascribed to
Melito, ‘“unquestionably spurious,” Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii.
p. 231.

3 Cf. Lardner, Credibility, &ec., Works, ii. p. 206; Donaldson, Hist. Chr.
Lit. and Doctr iii. p. 248 f.



ATHENAGORAS, 189

Dodwell.! Philip states that he was the first leader of
the school of Alexandria during the time of Hadrian and
Antoninus, to the latter of whom he addressed his
Apology, and he further says that Clement of Alexandria
was his disciple, and that Pantenus was the disciple of
Clement. Part of this statement we know to be erro-
neous, and the Christian History of Philip, from which
the fragment is taken, is very slightingly spoken of
both by Socrates? and Photius® No reliance can be
placed upon this information.*

The only works ascribed to Athenagoras are an
Apology—called an Embassy, mpeocBeia—bearing the
inscription : “The Embassy of Athenagoras the Athenian,
a philosopher and a Christian, concerning Christians, to
the Emperors Marcus Aurelius Antoninus and Lucius
Aurelius Commodus, Armeniaci Sarmatici and, above all,
philosophers” ; and further, a Treatise : “On the Resur-
rection of the Dead.” A quotation from the Apology
by Methodius in his work on the Resurrection of the
Body, is preserved by Epiphanius® and Photius,® and
this, the mention by Philip Sidetes, and the inscription
by an unknown hand, just quoted, are all the evidence
we possess regarding the Apology. We have no
evidence at all regarding the treatise on the Resur-
rection, beyond the inscription. The authenticity of
neither, therefore, stands on very sure grounds.” The
address of the Apology and internal evidence furnished
by it, into which we need not go, show that it could not

1 Append. ad Diss. Iren., p. 488. The extract from Philip’s History is
made by an unknown author.

2H. E,, vii. 27. * Bibl. Cod., xxxv. p. 21.

4 Basnage, Ann. Polit. Eccl., 176, § 6; Lardner, Works, ii. p. 180;
Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 108 f.

5 Heor., Ixiv. 21. 8 Bibl. Cod., cexxxiv. p. 908.
7 Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 114 f.
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have been written before A.p. 176—177, the date assigned
to it by most critics,’ although there are many reasons
for dating it some years later.

In the six lines which Tischendorf devotes to Athena-
goras, he says that the Apology contains *several quo-
tations from Matthew and Luke,”? without, however,
indicating them. In the very few sentences which Canon
Westcott vouchsafes to him, he says: “Athenagoras
quotes the words of our Lord as they stand in St
Matthew four times, and appears to allude to passages
in St. Mark and St. John, but he nowhere men-
tions the name of an Evangelist.”® Here the third
Synoptic is not mentioned. In another place he says:
“Athenagoras at Athens, and Theophilus at Antioch,
make use of the same books generally, and treat them
with the same respect;” and in a note: ““ Athenagoras
quotes the Gospels of St. Matthew and St. John,”
Here it will be observed that also the Gospel of Mark
is quietly dropped out of sight, but still the positive
manner in which it is asserted that Athenagoras quotes
from ‘the Gospel of St. Matthew,” without further
explanation, is calculated to mislead. We shall refer to
each of the supposed quotations.

Athenagoras not only does not mention any Gospel,
but singularly enough he never once introduces the

1 Anger, Synops. Ev. Proleg., xxxii.; Basnage, Anunal. Polit. Ecclee.
‘176, § 6; Credner, Beitriige, i. p. 53; Fabricius, (A.D. 177—180), Bibl.
Greec., vi. p. 86; Donaldson, Hist. Chr, Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 111 f.;
Kirchhofer, Quellensamml., p. 473; Lardner, (A.D. 177—178), Works, ii.
p. 181 ; Mosheim, Diss. de vera setat. Apol. Athenag.; Reuss, Gesch. N. T.,
p- 290; Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisse, p. 109; Tillemont, Mém. Hist.
Eccles., t. ii. art. 8, note x. ; Tische-.dorf, Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 19;
Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 34: De Welte. (1 180), Einl. N. T., 1852,
P 25.

? Wann wurden, u. 8. w., p. 19.

3 On the Canon, p. 1U3. 4 Ib., p. 304, and note 2.
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name of “Christ” into the works ascribed to him, and
all the “ words of the Lord” referred to are introduced
simply by the indefinite “he says,” ¢not, and without
any indication whatever of a written source.! The only
cxception to this is an occasion on which he puts into
the mouth of ““the Logos” a saying which is not found
in any of our Gospels. The first passage to which
Canon Westcott alludes is the following, which we
contrast with the supposed parallel in the Gospel :—

ATHENAGORAS.

For we have learnt not only not
to render a blow, nor to go to law
(8wxdeofas) with those who spoil and
plunder us, but even to those who
should strike (us) on one side of
the forehead (kard xdppns mpoomwnia-
xi{wot) to offer for a blow the other

MaATT. v. 39—40.

But I say unto you: that ye
resist not evil : but whosoever shall
smite thee on thy right cheek (oe
pamices émi Ty 8efidv cov cuaydva)
turn tohim the other also. And if
any man be minded to sue thee at
the law (kpfijra:) and take away

side of the head also ; and to those
who should take away (dgaipoivro)
the coat, to give also (émdidovar)
the cloke besides.?

(Aafeiv) thy coat, let him have (dges
airg) thy cloke also.®

It is scarcely possible to imagine a greater difference
in language conveying a similar idea than that which
exists between Athenagoras and the first Gospel, and the
parallel passage in Luke is in many respects still more
distant. No echo of the words in Matthew has lingered
in the ear of the writer, for he employs utterly different
phraseology throughout, and nothing can be more certain

! Credner, Beitrige, i. p. 54f.; Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr.,
iii. p. 172.

2 . ... ol pévovtd dyrimaiew, obdé piy Sixd{eofar rois dyova: kai dpmdfovawy
fpds, pepabnxiress A& rois pév, xdv kard xéppns mpomnhaxi{wot, xal Td érepoy
malew wapéyew Tijs kepakijs pépos” Tois 8¢, €l dv yirdva ddpaipoivro, émdidva
xai 76 ipdriov, k.r\.  Legatio pro Christianis, § 1.

3 "Eyd 8¢ Aéyw piy pj) dvriorivar 7§ movnpe” d\\' Soris o€ pamice émi Ty
Bebrdv aov curybva, aTpéfroy alr@ xal miy Ay xai 1§ Géhovri gou xkpibijvar xal
TV yiT@VE TOV Aafeiv, dpes alrd kai 76 ipdrior. Matt.v. 39,40 ; cf. Luke vi.29,
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than the fact that there is not a linguistic trace in it of
acquaintance with our Synoptics.
The next passage which is referred to is as follows:

ATHENAGORAS.
‘What, then, are those precepts
in which we are instructed ?
I say unto you : love your
enemies, bless them that curse,

pray for them that persecute you:
that ye may be sons of your Father
which is in the heavens who (bs)
maketh his sun, &e.!

Ma1T. v. 44—45.

But I say unto you, Love your
enemies,blees them that curse you,*
do good to them that hate you, and
pray for them that® persecute you:
That ye may be sons of your Father
which is in heaven: for (&ri) he
maketh his sun, &c.*

The same idea is continued in the next chapter, in
which the following passage occurs :

ATHENAGORAS, MarTrT. V. 46.

For if ye love (dyamrdre), he says, For if ye should love (dyampomre)
(¢pnoi) them which love, and lend | them which love you, what reward
to them which lend to you, what | have yeP®
roward shall ye have P ¢

There is no parallel at all in the first Gospel to the
phrase “and lend to them that lend to you,” and in
Luke vi. 34, the passage reads : “ and if ye lend to them
of whom ye hope to receive, what thank have ye?

! Adyw Dpiv* 'Ayamare Tods éxfpovs Updw, ebhoyeire Tols Karapwpérovs,
mpooeiyeade imép Tév Siwkdvrar duds, Smws yémole viol ot Harpds pdr Tob
v rois obpavois, bs Tov fhiov alrod dvaréMhe, k.m.\. Leg. pro Christ., § 11.

? The expressions elAoyeire Tols xarapwpcvous Duis, kaAds woueire ToUs
pigoivras Upds, ‘bless them that curse yom, do good to them that hate
you,” aro omitted from some of the oldest MSS., but we do not know
any in which the first of these two doubtful phrases is retained, as in
Athenagoras, and the ¢ do good to them that hate you,” is omitted.

3 The phrase émppealdrror uds, ** despitefully use you,” is omitted from
many ancient codices.

4 'Eyd 3¢ Aéyw Dulv, dyamare rols éyfpols Updv xal mpoceiycafe imép
rav Buwkdvrav Dpds” Smes yévmabe viol oi Marpds Jpdv Tob év otpavois, ort Tor
fAtoy atrob dvaréMe, kA,  Matt. v. 44, 45,

¥ *Edv ydp dyamidre, Pnaiv, Tols dyamdyras, xal Saveifere rois Saveifovow uiv,
riva puoBdv éere; Tiog. pro Chr., § 12.

¢ "Eav yap ayamioqre tois dyandyras Yuas, riva pioBdy Eyere ; Matt. v. 46.
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(kai éav davilere map’ v é\wilere NaBeiv, woia Vutv ydpis
éoriv;) It is evident, therefore, that there are decided
variations here, and that the passage of Athenagoras
does not agree with either of the Synoptics. We have
seen the persistent variation in the quotations from the
“Sermon on the Mount” which occur in Justin,' and
there is no part of the discourses of Jesus more certain
to have been preserved by living Christian tradition, or
to have been recorded in every form of Gospel. The
differences in these passages from our Synoptic present
the same features as mark the several versions of the
same discourse in our first and third Gospels, and
indicate a distinct source. The same remarks also apply
to the next passage:

ATHENAGORAS. MATT. V. 28.

For whosoever, he says (¢noi), But I say unto you, That whoso-
looketh on a woman to lust after | ever looketh on a woman to lust
her, hath committed adultery(uepoi- | after her, hath committed adultery
xevxev) already in his heart.? with her (époiyevoer atmjy) already
| in his heart. 3

The omission of avrjy, “ with her,” is not accidental,
but is an important variation in the sense, which we have
already met with in the Gospel used by Justin Martyr.*
There is another passage, in the next chapter, the
parallel to which follows closely on this in the great
Sermon as reported in our first Gospel, to which Canon
Westcott does not refer, but which we must point

out :

ATHENAGORAS. MATT. v. 32.
For whosoever, he says (¢noi), But I say unto you, That whoso-

1 Justin likewise has dyaware for dyamonre in this passage.
3 ‘0 yap BAémwv, Pnal, yuvaika mpds 18 émbupijoar alris, 18y pepoiyevkey év
17 kapdia alrot. Leg. pro Christ., § 32.
3 "Eyd 8¢ Méyw dpiv 6re mas & BAémwy yuraixa mpds 1o émbupijoac alriw 8y
époixevaey almyy én 1) kapdia atrou.
4 Apol., i. 15.
YoL. IL

== S —
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another committeth adultery. ! for the cause of fornication, causeth
[ her to commit adultery : and whoso-
ever shall marry her when divorced

l committeth adultery.?

shall put away his wife and marry J ever shall put away his wife, saving
|

It is evident that the passage in the Apology is quite
different from that in the ““Sermon on the Mount” in
the first Synoptic. If we compare it with Matt. xix. 9,
there still remains the express limitation un éri wopveig,
which Athenagoras does not admit, his own express doc-
trine being in accordance with the positive declaration in
his text. In the immediate context, indeed, he insists
that even to marry another wife after the death of the
first is cloaked adultery. We find in Luke xvi. 18, the
reading of Athenagoras,® but with important linguistic

variations :
ATIENAGORAS. LuKkEe xvr. 18,
“Os yap &v dmoliop v ywvaixa Hds ¢ dmoAdwy Ty yuraixa
airot, xal yapnoy &gy poryara. alrol kal yapdy érépav poryever.

It cannot, obviously, be rightly affirmed that Athena-
goras must have derived this fromLuke, and the sense of
the passage in that Gospel, compared with the passage
in Matthew xix. 9, on the contrary, rather makes it
certain that the reading of Athenagoras was derived
from a source combining the language of the one and
the thought of the other. In Mark x. 11, the reading is
nearer that of Athenagoras and confirms this conclusion ;
and the addition there of én’ adrjy “against her” after

1*0s yap &v dmohiey, Pot, riy yuvaika alrod, kai yapnoy @y, peyarat.
Leg. pro Chr., § 33.

2 ’Eyi 8¢ Méyw duiv 611 by &v dmohiop Tiv yuvaixa alroi mapexrds Adyou mopweias
motel avriy pouyevdivas, kat &s dv dmokeAupdvny yapnoy, poyarac Matt. v. 32
wis 6 dmolwv i8 the older and better reading, but we give & v dwokioy
as favouring the similarity.

* Lardner, indeed, points to the passage as a quotation from the third
Gospel. Works, ii. p. 183,
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- povyartas, further tends to prove that his source was not
that Gospel.

We may at once give the last passage which is
supposed to be a quotation from our Synoptics, and
it is that which is affirmed to be a reference to Mark.
Athenagoras states in almost immediate context with the
above : “ for in the beginning God formed one man and
one woman.”! This is compared with Mark x. 6 : “ But
from the beginning of the creation God made them male
and female” :

ATHENAGORAS. MARK x. 6.
"Ori év apyy) 6 Oeds éva dvdpa Emhace 'Amo 8¢ dpxis xricews dpoev kai
xai play yuraixa. q\v émolnaev alrovs ¢ Oeds.

Now this passage differs materially in every way
from the second-Synoptic. The reference to * one man”
and “one woman” isused in a totally different sense,
and enforces the previous assertion that a man may only
marry one wife. Such an argument directly derived
from the Old Testament is perfectly natural to one who,
like Athenagoras, derived all his authority from it alone.
It is not permissible to claim it as evidence of the use
of Mark.

Now we must repeat that Athenagoras does not name
any source from which he derives his knowledge of
the sayings of Jesus. These sayings are all from the
Sermon on the Mount, and are introduced by the in-
definite phrase ¢not, and it is remarkable that all differ
distinetly from the parallels in our Gospels. The whole
must be taken together as coming from one source,
and while the decided variation excludes the inference
that they must have been taken from our Gospels, there
is reasonable ground for assigning them to a different

! Leg. pro Chr., § 33.
o 2
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source. Dr. Donaldson states the case with great fuir-
ness: “ Athenagoras makes no allusion to the inspiration
of any of the New Testament writers. He does not
mention one of them by name, and one cannot be sure
that he quotes from any except Paul. All the passages
taken from the Gospels are parts of our Lord’s dis-
courses, and may have come down to Athenagoras by
tradition.” He might have added that they might
also have been derived from the gospel according to the
Hebrews or many another collection now unhappily lost.

One circumstance strongly confirming this conclusion
is the fact already mentioned, that Athenagoras, in the
same chapter in which one of these quotations occurs,
introduces an apocryphal saying of the Logos, and con-
nects it with previous sayings by the expression “The
Logos again (wdAw) saying to us.” This can only refer
to the sayings previously introduced by the indefinite
¢moi. The sentence, which 1s in reference to the
Christian salutation of peace, is as follows : “The Logos
again saying to us: ‘If any one for this reason kiss a
second time because it pleased him (he sins);’ and adding:
‘Thus the kiss or rather the salutation must be used
with caution, as, if it be defiled even a little by thought,
it excludes us from the life eternal’”? This saying,
which is directly attributed to the Logos, is not found in
our Gospels. The only natural deduction is that it
comes from the same source as the other sayings, and
that source was not our synoptic Gospels.

! Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 172.

De Wette says regarding Athenagoras : * The quotations of evangelical
passages prove nothing.” Einl. A. T., 1852, p. 25. )

? Hakew fpiv Méyorros Tob Adyovr "Edv Tis 31d Tobro éx devrépov xarapdion,
3ru fpecev airg: xkai émepépovros:  Olrws odv deptBdaacbar o piknua, piliov
Be 16 mpookirmpa 3ei+ bs elmov pipdy 1) duavoia wapalbodwleln, ffw jpds TS
alwviov Tifévros (wijs. Log. pro Christ., § 32.
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The total absence of any allusion to New Testament
Scriptures in Athenagoras, however, is rendered more
striking and significant by the marked expression of his
belief in the inspiration of the Old Testament.! He
appeals to the prophets for testimony as to the truth of
the opinions of Christians: men, he says, who spoke by
the inspiration of God, whose Spirit moved their mouths
to express God’s will as musical instruments are played
upon:? “But since the voices of the prophets support
our arguments, I thiuk that you, being most learned and
wise, cannot be ignorant of the writings of Moses, or of
those of Isaiah and Jeremiah and of the other prophets,
who being raised in ecstasy above the reasoning that was
in themselves, uttered the things which were wrought in
them, when the Divine Spirit moved them, the Spirit
using them as a flute player would blow into the flute.”?
He thus enunciates the theory of the mechanical inspira-
tion of the writers of the Old Testament, in the clearese
manner,* and it would indeed have been strange, on the
supposition that he extended his views of inspiration to
any of the Scriptures of the New Testament, that he
never names a single one of them, nor indicates to the
Emperors in the same way, as worthy of their attention,
any of these Scriptures along with the Law and the
Prophets. There can be no doubt that he nowhere
gives reason for supposing that he regarded any
other writings than the Old Testament as inspired or
“ Holy Scripture.”®

! Credner, Beitrige, i. p. 54 f.

? Leg. pro Christ., § 7.

 Leg. pro Christ., § 9.

4 Credner, Beitrige, i. p. 54 f.; Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr.,
jii. p. 171 f.

5 In the treatise on the Resurrection there are no arguments derived
from Scripture.
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4,

IN the 17th year of the reign of Marcus Aurclius, be-
tween the 7th March, 177-178, a fierce persecution was,
it is said,' commenced against the Christians in Gaul,
and more especially at Vienne and Lyons, during the
course of which the aged Bishop Pothinus, the predecessor
of Irenzus, suffered martyrdom for the faith. The two
communities some time after addressed an Epistle to their
brethren in Asia and Phrygia, and also to Eleutherus,
Bishop of Rome,? relating the events which had occurred,
and the noble testimony which had been borne to Christ
by the numerous martyrs who had been cruelly put
to death. The Epistle has in great part been preserved
by Eusebius® and critics generally agree in dating it
about A.p. 177, although it was most probably not
written until the following year.®

No writing of the New Testament is mentioned in this
Epistle,® but it is asserted that there are “unequivocal
coincidences of language "’ 7 with the Gospel of Luke, and
others of its books., The passage which is referred to as

! Fusebius, H, E., v. Proem. I, H.E, v.3.

3 Ib,H E,v. 11

4 Anger, Synops. Ev. Proleg., p. xxxii. ; Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and
Doctr., iii. p. 255 ff. ; Hilgenfeld, Der Kanon, p. 10, p. 32; Lipetus, Chro-
nologie d. r8m. Bischofe, p. 185; Lardner, Works, ii. p. 149 ; Mosheim,
Observ. Sacr. et Hist., i, 3, §10; Neander, K. G., i. p. 190 f.; Routh,
Reliq. Sacre, i. p. 289 f., p. 326 f.; Scholien, Die iilt. Zeugnisse, p. 110f.;
Tillemont, Mém. Hist, Eecl., iii. art. 2, et note 1; Tischendorf, Wann
wurden, u.s. w.,p. 80 £, an. 1; Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 164, p-
156; Westcott, On the Canon, p. 293.

§ Baronius datos the death of Pothinus in A.D.179; Valesius, ad Euseb.
H. E, v.5.

 Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 285; Lardner, Works,
ii. p. 153; Westcott, On the Canon, p. 295.

7 Westcott, On tho Canon, p. 295.
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showing knowledge of our Synoptic, is as follows. The
letter speaks of one of the suffercrs, a certain Vettius
Epagathus, whose life was so austere that, although a
young man, “he was thought worthy of the testimony
(naprvpie) borne by the elder (wpeoBuvrépov) Zacharias.
He had walked, of a truth, in all the commandments and
_ordinances of the Lord blameless,and was untiring in every
kind office towards his neighbour having much zeal for
God and being fervent in spirit.” ' This is compared
with the description of Zachariasand Elizabeth in Luke i.
6: “ And they were both righteous before God, walking
in all the commandments and ordinances of the Lord
blameless.”? A little further on in the Epistle it is said
of the same person : “ Having in himself the advocate
(mrapdxhyrov), the spirit (10 mvedpa), more abundantly
than Zacharias,” &c.® which again is referred to Luke i
67, “ And his father Zacharias was filled with the Holy
Spirit and prophesied, saying,” &c.*

A few words must be said regarding the phrase ) rov
wpeaBurépov Zayapiov paprupia, “ the testimony of the
presbyter Zacharias.” This, of course, may either be
rendered : “the testimony borne to Zacharias,” that is
to say, borne by others to his holy life ; or, “the testi-

V. ... owwebigoiobar T Toi mpeaBurépov Zaxapiov paprupig. émemdpevro
yoiw é¥ wdoais Tais évrokais xai dixawdpact Tob Kuplov duepnros, kai mdop T4
mpds Tov wAnaiov Aerrovpyla doxvos, (fhov Oeoi mohdy Exwy, Kai {éwv T mvel-
pari, v\, Euseb,, H. E, v. 1. By a vexatious mistake, ‘“to” was
accidentally substituted for * by ” in the above translation, in a very few
early copies of the sixth edition. The error was almost immediately
observed and corrected.

? foav 8¢ 8ixawot dppérepor évarmiov Tob Beol, mopevdpevor év mwdoas Tais
érrokais kal Sikatbpacwy Tob kuplov dpepmror.  Luke i. 6.

3 Ixwv 8¢ Tov mapdxhyrov év éavrg, Td mvebpa wAcior Tob Zayapicv. Eusch.,
H.E, v. i

4 Kai Zayaplas 6 warip alrei ém\ijofn mvelparos dyiov xai émpodpirevoer
Aéyor, k.r.A.  Luke i. 67.
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mony borne by Zacharias,” his own testimony to the
Faith : his martyrdom. We adopt the latter rendering for
various reasons. The Epistle is an account of the perse-
cution of the Christian community of Vienne and Lyons,
and Vettius Epagathus is the first of the martyrs who
is named in it: paprvpla was at that time the term
used to express the supreme testimony of Christians—
martyrdom, and the Epistle seems here simply to refer
to the martyrdom, the honour of which he shared with
Zacharias. It is, we think, very improbable that, under
such circumstances, the word paprupia would have been
used to express a mere description of the character of
Zacharias given by some other writer. The interpreta-
tion which we prefer is that adopted by Tischendorf!
We must add that the Zacharias here spoken of is
gencrally understood to be the father of John the Baptist,
and no critic, so far as we can remember, has suggested
that the reference in Luke xi. 51, applies to him.? Since
the Epistle, therefore, refers to the martyrdom of Zacharias,
the father of John the Baptist, when using the expressions
which are supposed to be taken from our third Synoptic,
is it not reasonable to suppose that those expressions
were derived from some work which likewise contained
an account of his death, which is not found in the
Synoptic? When we examine the matter more closely,
we find that, although none of the Canonical Gospels,
except the third, gives any narrative of the birth of John
the Baptist, that portion of the Gospel, in which are the
words we are discussing, cannot be considered an original

! Wann wurden, u. 8. w., p. 80 n. 1. So also Hilgenfeld, Die Evv.
Justin’s, p. 155, and others.

? The great majority of critics consider it o reference to 2 Chron. xxiv.,
21, though some apply it to a later Zacharias.
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production by the third Synoptist, but like the rest of
his work is merely a composition based upon earlier
written narratives.! Ewald, for instance, assigns the
whole of the first chapters of Luke (i. 5—1ii. 40) to what
he terms “ the eighth recognizable book.”?

However this may be, the fact that other works existed
at an earlier period in which the history of Zacharias
the father of the Baptist was given, and in which
not only ‘the words used in the Epistle were found but
also the martyrdom, is in the highest degree probable,
and, so far as the history is concerned, this is placed
almost beyond doubt by the Protevangelium Jacobi which
contains it. Tischendorf, who does not make use of this
Epistle at all as evidence for the Scriptures of the New
Testament, does refer to it, and to this very allusion in
it to the martyrdom of Zacharias, as testimony to the
existence and use of the Protevangelium Jacobi, a work
whose origin he dates so far back as the first three decades
of the second century,® and which he considers was
also used by Justin, as Hilgenfeld had already observed.*
Tischendorf and Hilgenfeld, therefore, agree in affirming
that the reference to Zacharias which we have quoted,
indicates acquaintance with a different Gospel from our
third Synoptic. Hilgenfeld rightly maintains that the
Protevangelium Jacobi in its present shape is merely an

! Without referring to many critics in confirmation of this generally
recognized fact, we may point out the following : Bleek, Synopt. Erkli-
rung d. drei erst. Evv., 1862, i. p. 130, ff.; Ewald, Die drei erst. Evv.,
1850, pp. 97 ff., 177 ff.; cof. Die Biicher d. N. B., 1871, i. p. 216 f.;
Holtzmann, Die synopt. Evv., 1863, p. 210 ff. ; Meyer, Ev. des Markus u.
Lukas, 1867, p. 240.

2 Die drei erst. Evv. pp. 97 f.

3 Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 76 ff., 80, anm. 1; cf. Evang. Apocr. Proleg.,
p. xii. f.

¢ Wann wurden, u. 8. w., p. 76 £, p. 80. anm. 1; Hilgenfeld, Die Evv.
Justin’s p. 154 .
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altered form of an older work,! which he conjectures to
have been the Gospel according to Peter, or the Gnostic
work I'éwa Mapias,? and both he and Tischendorf show
that many of the Fathers® were either acquainted with
the Protevangelium itself or the works on which it was
based.

The state of the case, then, is as follows: We find
a coincidence in a few words in connection with Zacharias
between the Epistle and our third Gospel, but so far
from the Gospel being in any way indicated as their
source, the words in question are connected with a
reference to events unknown to our Gospel, but which
were indubitably chronicled elsewhere. As part of the
passage in the epistle, therefore, could not have been
derived from our third Synoptic, the natural inference
is that the whole emanates from a Gospel, different from
ours, which likewise contained that part. In any case,
the agreement of these few words, without the slightest
mention of the third Synoptic in the epistle, cannot be
admitted as proof that they must necessarily have been
derived from it and from no other source.

1 Die Evv. Justin’s, p. 154 f. 2 Ih., p. 160 f.

3 Tischendorf, Wann wurden, u.s. w., p. 76 f.; cf. Evang. Apoc.,
Proleg., p. xii. f.; Ifilgenfeld, Diie Evv. J., p. 154 ff.
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CHAPTER X.

PTOLEMAUS AND HERACLEON—CELSUS—THE CANON OF
MURATORI—RESULTS.

WE have now reached the extreme limit of time within
which we think it in any degree worth while to seek
for evidence as to the date and authorship of the synoptic
Gospels, and we might now proceed to the fourth Gospel ;
but before doing so it may be well to examine one or
two other witnesses whose support has been claimed by
apologists, although our attention may be chiefly con-
fined to an inquiry into the date of such testimony, upon
which its value, even if real, mainly depends so far as we
are concerned. The first of these whom we must notice
are the two Gnostic leaders, Ptolemseus and Heracleon.

Epiphanius has preserved a certain “ Epistle to Flora”
ascribed to Ptolemeeus, in which, it is contended, there
are “ several quotations from Matthew, and one from the
first chapter of John.”! What date must be assigned to
this Epistle? In reply to those who date it about the
end of the second century, Tischendorf produces the evi-
dence for an earlier period to which he assigns it. He
says: * He (Ptolemzeus) appears in all the oldest sources

1 Tischendorf, Wann wurden, u. 8, w., p. 46. Canon Westcott with
greater caution says: ‘“He quoted words of our Lord recorded by St.
Matthew, the prologue of St. John’s Gospel, &c.” On the Canon,

p. 267.
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as one of the most important, most influential of the
disciples of Valentinus. As the period at which the
latter himself flourished falls about 140, do we say too
much when we represent Ptolemseus as working at the
latest about 160? Irenseus (in the 2nd Book) and
Hippolytus name him together with Heracleon ; likewise
- pseudo-Tertullian (in the appendix to De Preascription:-
bus Hereticorum) and Philastrius make him appear
immediately after Valentinus. Irensus wrote the first
and second books of his great work most probably
(hochst warscheinlich) before 180, and in both he oceu-
pies himself much with Ptolemaeus.” ! Canon Westcott,
beyond calling Ptolemaus and Heracleon disciples of
Valentinus, does not assign any date to either, and does
not of course offer any further evidence on the point,
although, in regard to Heracleon, he admits the ignorance
in which we are as toall points of his history,? and states
generally, in treating of him, that “ the exact chronology
of the early heretics is very uncertain.” 3

Let us, however, examine the evidence upon which
Tischendorf relies for the date he assigns to Ptolemzus.
He states in vague terms that Ptolemeeus appears “in all
the oldest sources ” (in allen den #ltesten Quellen) as one
of the most important disciples of Valentinus. We shall
presently see what these sources are, but must now follow
the argument : “ As the date of Valentinus falls about
140, do we say too much when we represent Ptolemzus
as working at the latest about 160 2” It is obvious that
there is no evidence here, but merely assumption, and the
manner in which the period ““ about 160 " is begged, is a
clear admission that there are no certain data. The year

! Wann wurden, n. 8. w., p. 46 f.
? On the Canon, p. 263. 3 Ib., p. 264, note 2.
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might with equal propriety upon those grounds have
been put ten years earlier or ten years later. The decep-
tive and arbitrary character of the conclusion, however,
will be more apparent when we examine the grounds
upon which the relative dates 140 and 160 rest. Tisch-
endorf here states that the time at which Valentinus
flourished falls about A.D. 140, but the fact is that, as all
critics are agreed,’ and as even Tischendorf himself else-
where states,? Valentinus came out of Egypt to Rome in
that year, when his public career practically commenced,
and he continued to flourish for at least twenty years after.?
Tischendorf’s pretended moderation, therefore, consists
in dating the period when Valentinus flourished from the
very year of his first appearance, and in assigning the
active career of Ptolemseus to 160 when Valentinus was
still alive and teaching. He might on the same prin-
ciple be dated 180, and even in that case there could he
no reason for ascribing the Epistle to Flora to so early a
period of his career. Tischendorf never even pretends
to state any ground upon which Ptolemzeus must be
connected with any precise part of the public life of
Valentinus, and still less for discriminating the period of
the career of Ptolemseus at which the Epistle may have
been composed. It is obvious that a wide limit for date
thus exists.

After these general statements Tischendorf details the
only evidence which is available. (1) “Irensus (in the
2nd Book) and Hippolytus name him together with
Heracleon ; likewise (2) pseudo-Tertullian (in the

! See authorities, Vol. ii. p. 55, note 2. Cf. Mansel, The Gnostic
Heresies, 1875, p. 166.

2 Wann wurden, u. 8. w., p. 43. “ Valentinus, der um 140 aus
Zgypten nach Bom kam und darauf noch 20 Jahre gelebt haben mag.”

3 Of. Irenceus, Ady. Heer,, iil. 4, § 3; Eusebius, H. E,, iv. 11,



206 SUPERNATURAIL RELIGION.

appendix to De Prescriptionibus IHereticorum) and
Philastrius make him appear immediately after Valenti-
nus,” &c. We must first examine these two points a
little more closely in order to ascertain the value of such
statements. With regard to the first (1) of these points,
we shall presently see that the mention of the name of
Ptolemasus along with that of Heracleon throws no light
upon the matter from any point of view, inasmuch as
Tischendorf has as little authority for the date he assigns
to the latter, and is in as complete ignorance concerning
him, as in the case of Ptolemeeus. It is amusing, more-
over, that Tischendorf employs the very same argument,
which sounds well although it means nothing, inversely
to establish the date of Heracleon. Here, he argues:
“Irensus and Hippolytus name him (Ptolemaus)
together with Heracleon ;”* there, he reasons : *Irenzus
names Heracleon together with Ptolemaeus,”? &c. As
neither the date assigned to the one nor to the other can
stand alone, he tries to get them into something like an
upright position by propping the one against the other,
an expedient which, naturally, meets with little success.
We shall in dealing with the case of Heracleon show how
untenable is the argument from the mere order in which
such names are mentioned by these writers ; meantime we
may simply say that Irenseus only once mentions the
name of Heracleon in his works, and that the occasion
on which he does so, and to which reference is here made,
is merely an allusion to the Zons * of Ptolemseus himself,
and of Heracleon, and all the rest who hold these views.”
This phrase might have been used, cxactly as it stands, with

! Wann wurden, u. 8. w., p. 47. 3 Ib., p. 48.
3 Ipsius Ptolemmi et Heracleonis, et reliquorum omnium qui eadem
opinantur. Adv. Heer,, ii. 4, § 1.
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perfect propriety even if Ptolemaeus and Heracleon had
been separated by a century. The only point which can
be deduced from this mere coupling of names is that, in
using the present tense, Irenseus is speaking of his own
contemporaries. We may make the same remark regard-
ing Hippolytus, for, if his mention of Ptolemseus and
Heracleon has any weight at all, it is to prove that they
were flourishing in his time : ““ Those who are of Italy,
of whom s Heracleon and Ptolemzus, say . . .”' &e.
We shall have to go further into this point presently.
As to (2) pseudo-Tertullian and Philastrius we need only
say that even if the fact of the names of the two
Gnostics being coupled together could prove anything
in regard to the date, the repetition by these writers
could have no importance for us, their works being
altogether based on those of Irenseus and Hippolytus,?
and scarcely, if at all, conveying independent information.®
We have merely indicated the weakness of these argu-
ments in passing, but shall again take them up further on.

The next and final consideration advanced by Tisch-
endorf is the only one which merits serious atten-
tion. “Irenseus wrote the first and second book of his
great work most probably before 180, and in both he
occupies himself much with Ptolemseus.” Before pro-
ceeding to examine the accuracy of this statement
regarding the time at which Irenzus wrote, we may ask
what conclusion would be involved if Irenseus really did
composc the two books in A.p. 180 in which he mentions

1 Of pév dmd mis 'Irakias, bv éoriv "Hpaxhéwy kai IHrohepaios .
¢ace. Ref. Omn. Her., vi. 35.

3 Cf. Lipsius, Zur Quellenkritik des Epiphanius, 1865.

3 Indeed the direct and avowed dependence of Hippolytus himself upon
the work of Irensus deprives the Philosophumena, in many parts, of all
separate authority,
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our Gnostics in the present tense? Nothing more than
the simple fact that Ptolemeeus and Heracleon were
promulgating their doctrinesat that time. There is nota
single word to show that they did not continue to flourish
long after ; and as to the “ Epistle to Flora” Irenseusap-
parently knows nothing of it, nor has any attempt been
made to assign it to an early part of the Gnostic’s career.
Tischendorf, in fact, does not produce a single passage
nor the slightest argument to show that Irenseus treats
our two Gnostics as men of the past, or otherwise than
as heretics then actively disseminating their heterodox
opinions, and, even taken literally, the argument of
Tischendorf would simply go to prove that about A.p. 180
Irenseus wrote part of a work in which he attacks
Ptolemseus and mentions Heracleon.

When did Irensus, however, really write his work
against Heresies? Although our sources of credible in-
formation regarding him are exceedingly limited, we are
not without materials for forming a judgment on the point.
Irenseus was probably born about aA.p. 140-145, and is
generally supposed to have died at the beginning of the
third century (A.p. 202).! We know that he was deputed
by the Church of Lyons to bear to Eleutherus, then Bishop
of Rome, the Epistle of that Christian community describ-
ing their sufferings during the persecution commenced
against them in the seventeenth year of the reign of Mar-
cus Aurelius Antoninus (7th March, 177—178).2 It is
very improbable that this journey was undertaken, in any
case, before the spring of A.p. 178 at the earliest, and,
indeed, in accordance with the given data, the persecu-

! Cf. vol.i. p.274. Scholten, Die ilt. Zeugnisse, p. 118 f.; Tischendorf,
‘Wann wurden, u. 8. w., p. 11, 12; Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 24;

Ziegler, Irenwmus, Bisch. v. Lyon, 1871, pp. 15£. 30.
2*fusebius, H. K., v. 1; Preef. § 1, 3, 4.
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tion itself may not have commenced carlier than the
beginning of that year, so that his journey need not have
been undertaken before the close of 178 or the spring of
179, to which epoch other circumstances might lead us.!
There is reason to believe that he remained some time in
Rome. Baronius states that Irenceus was not appointed
Bishop of Lyons till A.p. 180, for he says that the sce
remained vacant for that period after the death of
Pothinus in consequence of the persecution. Now cer-
tain expressions in his work show that Irenseus did
not write it until he became Bishop.? It is not known
how long Ircnzeus remained in Rome, Lut there is every
probability that he must have made a somewhat pro-
tracted stay, for the purpose of making himself acquainted
with the various tenets of Gnostic and other heretics
then being actively taught, and the preface to the first
Book refers to the pains he took. He wrote his work in
Gaul, however, after his return from this visit to Rome.
This is apparent from what he himself states in the Preface
to the first Book : “ T have thought it necessary,” he says,
*“after having read the Memoirs (dmoprijpact) of the
disciples of Valentinus as they call themselves, and having
had personal intercourse with some of them and acquired
full knowledge of their opinions, to unfold to thee,”? &ec.
A little further on, he claims from the friend to whom he
addresses his work indulgence for any defects of style
on the score of his being resident amongst the Keltae.*
Irenzeus no doubt during his stay in Rome came in

! Baronius (Ann. Eccles.) sets the death of Pothinus in A.D. 179,
* Cf. Adv. Heer., v. Preof. ; Massuet, Dissert. in Iren.,ii. art. ii.§ 49;
Lardner, Works, ii. p. 157.
* Adv. Heer., i. Proof. § 2. Seo the passage quoted, vol. ii. p. 59.
§ 0k émprjoas 8¢ map' quav Tav v Kedtois Suarpifovrav, kr k. Ady.
Heer., i. Preof. § 3. '
YoL 1L P
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contact with the school of Ptolemeus and Heracleon, if
not with the Gnostic leaders themselves, and shocked as
he describes himself as being at the doctrines which they
insidiously tflurrht he undeltouk on his return to Lyons,
to explain t,hcm that others might be exhorted to
avoid such an “abyss of madness and blasphemy against
Christ.”*  Irenseus gives us other materials for assign-
ing a date to his work. In the third Book he enumerates
the bishops who had filled the Episcopal Chair of Rome,
and the last whom he names is Eleutherus (a.p. 177—
190), who, he says, “now in the twelfth place from the
apostles, holds the inheritance of the episcopate.”? There
is, however, another clue which, taken along with this,
leads us to a close approximation to the actual date. In
the same Book, Irenseus mentions Theodotion’s version of
the Old Testament : “ But not as some of those say,” he
writes, “ who now (vow) presume to alter the interpretation
of the Scripture : ¢ Behold the young woman shall con-
ceive, and bring forth a son,” as Theodotion, the Ephesian,
translated it, and Aquila of Pontus, both Jewish pro-
selytes.”® Now we are informed by Epiphanius that
Theodotion published his translation during the reign
of the Emperor Commodus* (a.p. 180—192). The
Chronicon Paschale adds that it was during the Consul-
ship of Marcellus, or as Massuet® proposes to read
Marullus, who, jointly with Alianus, assumed office
A.D. 184. These dates decidedly agree with the passage
of Ireneus and with the other data, all of which lead

1 Adv. Heer., i. Preof. § 2.

? Adv. Heer,, iii, 3, § 3; Fusebius, O, BE., v. 6.

3 PANN oly ds #viol paci Tdv viv ropdvrev peleppnvesew Ty ypadiy .
@5 Bcodoriwy fppnvevaey & "Epéaios, kal’Axihas é ovrikds, k...  Adv. Heor.
iii. 21, § 1. Euseb., H, E., v. 8.

¢ De Ponderib. et Mens., 17.
¢ Dissert. in Iren., ii. art. ii. xevii. § 47,
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us to about the same period within the episcopate of
Eleutherus (t e 190).! We have here, therefore, a
clue to the date at which Irensus wrote. It must
be remembered that at that period the multiplication
and dissemination of hooks was a very slow process.
A work published about 184 or 185 could scarcely have
come into the possession of Irenseus in Gaul till some
years later, and we are, therefore, brought towards the
end of the episcopate of Eleutherus as the earliest date
at which the first three books of his work against
Heresies can well have been written, and the rest must
be assigned to a later period under the episcopate of
Victor (t 198—199).2

At this point we must pause and turn to the evidence
which Tischendorf offers regarding the date to be
assigned to Heracleon®> As in the case of Ptolemsus,
we shall give it entire and then examine it in detail.
To the all-important question: “How old is Heracleon?”
Tischendorf replies: “Irenzus names Heracleon, together

1 Cf. Credner, Beitrige, ii. p. 253 ff. ; De Wette, Einl. A. T., 1852, p.
61 ff., p. 62, anm. d. ; Lardner, * Ho also speaks of the translation of
Theodotion, which is generally allowed to have been published in the
reign of Commodus.” Works, ii. p. 156 f. ; Massuet, Dissert. in Iren., ii.
art. ii. xcvil. § 47.

* Massuet, Dissert. in Iren., ii. art. ii. xcvii. (§ 47), xcix. (§ 50); Volk-
mar, Der Ursprung, p. 24; cf. De Wette, Einl. A. T., p. 62, anm. d.
(¢ Er schrieb zw., 177—192 ") ; cf. Credner, Beitriige, ii. p. 235. The late
Dr. Mansel places the work “ botween A.D. 182and 188.” The Gnostic
Heresies, p. 240. This date is partly based upon tho nention of
Eleutherus (cf. p. 240, note 2), which, it must be remembered, however,
occurs in the third book. Jerome says: ‘“Iloc ille scripsit ante annos
circiter trecentos.” Epist. ad Theod., § 53, al. 29. If instead of * tre-
centos,” which is an evident slip of the pen, wo read *‘ ducentos,” his
testimony as to the date exactly agrees.

3 Canon Weetcott adds no separate testimony. IIe admits that: *The
history of Heracleon, the great Valentinian Commentator, is full of un-
certainty. Nothing is known of his country or parentage.” On the
Canon, p.263, and in a note : ““ The exact chronology of the early herotics

is vory uncertain,” p. 264, note 2.
P2
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with Ptolemzeus II 4, § 1, in a way which makes them
appear as well-known representatives of the Valentinian
school. This interpretation of his words is all the more
authorized because he never again mentions Heracleon.
Clement, in the 4th Book of his Stromata, written shortly
-after the death of Commodus (193), recalls an explana-
tion by Heracleon of Luke xii. 8, when he calls him the
most noted man of the Valentinian school (6 mjs
Ovalerrivov ayolrs Sokypdraros is Clement’s expression).
Origen, at the beginning of his quotation from Heracleon,
says that he was held to be a friend of Valentinus (rov
Ovalevrivov Aeydpevor elar yvdpywov “Hparhéwra).
Hippolytus mentions him, for instance, in the following
way: (vi. 29); ¢Valentinus, and Heracleon, and Ptole-
maus, and the whole school of these, disciples of
Pythagoras and Plato. . . . ’ Epiphanius says
(Her. 41): ‘Cerdo (the same who, according to
Irenzeus IIL 4, § 3, was in Rome under Bishop Hyginus
with Valentinus) follows these (the Ophites, Kainites,
Scthiani), and Heracleon.” After all this Heracleon
certainly cannot be placed later than 150 to 160. The
expression which Origen uses regarding his relation
to Valentinus must, according to linguistic usage, be
understood of a personal relation.”?

We have already pointed out that the fact that the
names of Ptolemzus and Heracleon are thus coupled
together affords no clue in itself to the date of either,
and their being mentioned as leading representatives of
the school of Valentinus does not in any way involve
the inference that they were not contemporaries of
Irenzeus, living and working at the time he wrote. The
way in which Irenzeus mentions them in this the only
passage throughout his whole work in which he names

! Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 48 f.
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Heracleon, and to which Tischendorf pointedly refers,
is as follows: “But if it was not produced, hut was
generated by itself, then that which is void is both like, and
brother to, and of the same honour with, that Father who
has before been mentioned by Valentinus ; but it is really
more ancient, having existed long before, and is more
exalted than the rest of the Zons of Ptolemxeus him-
gelf, and of Heracleon, and all the rest who hold these
views,”!  We fail to recognize anything special, here, of
the kind inferred by Tischendorf, in the way in which
mention is made of the two later Gnostics. 1f anything
be clear, on the contrary, it is that a distinction is drawn
between Valentinus and Ptolemaeus and Heracleon, and
that Irenzeus points out inconsistencies between the
doctrines of the founder and those of his later followers.
It is quite irrelevant to insist merely, as Tischendorf
does, that Ireneus and subsequent writers represent
Ptolemzus and Heracleon and other Gnostics of his time
as of “ the school ” of Valentinus. The question simply
is, whether in doing so they at all imply that these men
were not contemporaries of Irensus, or necessarily
assign their period of independent activity to the lifetime
of Valentinus, as Tischendorf appears to argue ? Most
certainly they do not, and Tischendorf does not attempt
to offer any evidence that they do so. We may pereeive
how utterly worthless such a fact is for the purpose of
affixing an early date by merely considering the quota-
tion which Tischendorf himself makes from Hippolytus :
“Valentious, therefore, and Heracleon and Ptolemssus, and

! 8i antem non prolatum ost, sod a se gencratumn ost; ot simile est, ot
fraternum, et ejusdem honoris id quod est vacuum, ci Patri qui prisdictus
ost 8 Valentino: antiquius autem et multo ante exsistens, ot honorificen-
tius reliquis Eonibus ipsius Ptolommi et Heracleonis, et reliquorum
omnium qui eadom opinantur, Adv. Her., ii. 4, § 1.
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the whole school of these, disciples of Pythagoras and
Plato. . . . 7' If the statement that men are of a
certain school involves the supposition of coincidence of
time, the three Gnostic leaders must be considered con-
temporarics of Pythagoras or Plato, whose disciples they
are said to be.  Again, if the order in which names are
mentioned, as Tischendorf contends by inference through-
out his whole argument, is to involve strict similar
sequence of date, the principle applied to the whole
of the carly writers would lead to the most ridiculous
confusion. Tischendorf quotes Epiphanius: ¢ Cerdo
follows these (the Ophites, Kainites, Sethiani), and Hera-
cleon.” Why he does so it is difficult to understand,
unless it be to give the appearance of multiplying testi-
monics, for two sentences further on he is obliged to
admit: “Epiphanius has certainly made a mistake, as in
such things not unfrequently happens to him, when
he makes Cerdo, who, however, is to be placed about 140,
follow Heracleon.”? This kind of mistake is, indeed,
common to all the writers quoted, and when it is remem-
bered that such an error is committed where a distinct
and deliberate affirmation of the point is concerned, it
will casily be conceived how little dependence is to he
placed on the mere mention of names in the course
of argument. We find Irenceus saying that “neither
Valentinus, nor Marecion, nor Saturninus, nor Basilides”
possesses certain knowledge,® and elsewhere : ““ of suchan
one as Valentinus, or Ptolemzus, or Basilides.”* To base

! Olakerrivos Toivuw kal "Hpaxhéwv kat Irohepaios xal mioa i Toirov axod]
ol Ivfaydyov kai Mdrwvos pafpral, k.rA. Ref. Omn. Her., vi. 29.

? Wann wurden, u. 8. w., p. 49.

‘Wo do not hers enter into the discussion of the nature of this error.
(See Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 129 f.; Scholten, Die alt. Zeugnisso,

p. 91; Riggenbach, Die Zeugn. f. d. Ev. Johan., 1866, p. 79.)
3 Adv. Heer., ii. 28, §6. 4 Ib., ii. 28, § 9.
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an argument as to date on the order in which names
appear in such writers is preposterous.

Tischendorf draws an inference from the statement
that Heracleon was said to be a yvdpyuos of Valentinus,
that Origen declares him to have been his friend, hold-
ing personal intercourse with him. Origen, however,
cvidently knew nothing individually on the point, and
speaks from mere hearsay, guardedly using the expres-
sion “said to be” (Aeyduevor elvar yvdpiwpov). But
according to the later and patristic use of the word,
yvépupos meant nothing more than a “disciple,” and it
cannot herc be necessarily interpreted into a “ contem-
porary.”’ Under no circumstances could such a phrase,
avowedly limited to hearsay, have any weight. The
loose manner in which the Fathers repeat each other,
even in scrious matters, is too well known to every one
acquainted with their writings to require any remark.
Their inaccuracy keeps pace with their want of critical
judgment. We have scen one of the mistakes of
Epiphanius, admitted by Tischendorf to be only too
common with him, which illustrates how little such
data are to be velied on. © We may point out another of
the same kind committed by him in common with Hip-
polytus, pseudo-Tertullian and Philastrius. Mistaking a
passage of Irenseus? regarding the sacred Tetrad (Kol-
Arbas) of the Valentinian Gnosis, Hippolytus supposes
Irenzeus to refer to another heretic leader. He at
once treats the Tetrad as such a leader named ““Kolar-
basus,” and after dealing (vi. 4) with the doctrines of
Secundus, and Ptolemaeus, and Heracleon, he proposes,
§ 5, to show “what are the opinions held by Marcus and

! Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 127; Scholten, Die ilt. Zeugnisse, p. 89 ;
of. Lipsius, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1867, p. 82; Stephanus, Thesaurus
Ling. Gr. ; Suidas, Lexicon, in voce. 3 Adv. Ier., i 14,
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Kolarbasus.”! At the end of the same book he declares
that Irenceus, to whom he states that he is indebted for
a knowledge of their inventions, has completely refuted
the opinions of these heretics, and he proceeds to treat
of Basilides, considering that it has been sufficiently
demonstrated * whose disciples are Marcus and Kolar-
basus, the successors of the school of Valentinus.”? At
an earlier part of the work he had spoken in a more
independent way in reference to certain who had pro-
mulgated great heresies: “Of these,” he says, “one is
Kolarbasus, who endeavours to explain religion by
measures and numbers.”® The same mistake is committed
by pscudo-Tertullian,* and Philastrius,® each of whom
devotes a chapter to this supposed heretic. Epiphanius,
as might have been expected, fell into the same error,
and he proceeds elaborately to refute the heresy of the
Kolarbasians, “which is Heresy XV.” He states that
Kolarbasus follows Marcus and Ptolemseus® and after
discussing the opinions of this mythical heretic he
devotes the next chapter, “which is Heresy XVL,” to
the Heracleonites, commencing it with the information
that : “A certain Heracleon follows after Kolarbasus.”?
This absurd mistake® shows how little these writers

'Tiva t& Mdpxg kxal KohapBice wopiofivra. Ref. Omu. Her., vi § 3.
Thero can be no doubt that a chapter on Kolarbasus is omitted from the
MS. of Hippolytus which we pusscss. Cf. Bunsen, Hippolytus u. s.

Zelt, 1852, p. 34 f.
. rivaw elev pabyral Mdpkos Te xal Kolapﬁaa'os, ol Tijs Obakerrivov
axo)kqs Bl.uBoxm yevdpevos, krA.  Ref. Omn. Her., vi. § 55.
Qv els pév KokdpBacos, bs St pérpwr kai dpibudv éxrifecla Beooéfeiar
émyepei.  Ref. Omn. Iewr., iv. § 13.
+ Heor., 15. § Ib., 43.
& Ib., xxxv. § 1, p. 238,
7 'Hparhéwv Tis Toirov Tdv KohdpBacov Siadéyera, x.rh. Hwmr., xxxvi.
§1,p. 262.
® Volkmar, Die Colarbasus-gnosis in Niedner's Zeitschr. hist. Theol.,
1855 ; Der Ursprung, p. 128f.; Baur, K. G. d. drei erst. Jahrh,, p. 204;
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knew of the Gnostics of whom they wrote, and how the
one ignorantly follows the other.

The order, moreover, inwhich theyset the hereticleaders
varics considerably. It will be sufficient for us merely
to remark here that while pseudo-Tertullian * and Philas-
trius ? adopt the following order after the Valentinians:
Ptolemaeus, Secundus, Heraclecon, Marcus, and Kolar-
basus, Epiphanius® places them : Secundus, Ptolemeeus,
Marcosians, Kolarbasus, and Heracleon ; and Hippolytus*
again : Secundus, Ptolemseus, Heracleon, Marcus, and
Kolarbasus. The vagueness of Irenzus had left some
latitude here, and his followers were uncertain. The
somewhat singular fact that Irensus only once mentions
Heracleon whilst he so coustantly refers to Ptolemzus,
taken in connection with this order, in which Heracleon
is always placed after Ptolemzeus?®and by Epiphanius
after Marcus, may be reasonably explained by the fact
that whilst Ptolemeeus had already gained considerable
notoriety when Irenseus wrote, Heracleon may only have
begun to come into notice. Since Tischendorf lays so
much stress upon pseudo-Tertullian and Philastrius
making Ptolemsus appear immediately after Valentinus,
this explanation is after his own principle.

We have already pointed out that there is not a single
passage in Irenseus, or any other carly writer, assigning
Ptolemzeus and Heracleon to a period anterior to the
time when Irensus undertook to refute their opinions,
Indeed, Tischendorf has not attempted to show that

anm. 1; Lipsius, Der Gnosticismus, in Ersch. u. Grubers Real. Encykl. ;
Zur Quellenkritik des Epiph., p. 166 f., 168 f.; Scholten, Die dlt. Zeug-
nisse, p. 91.

' Heer., 13 fI. 2 Ib., 39 ff. s Ib., 82 ff.

¥ Ref. Omn. Her., vi. § 3, 4, 5.

¢ Tertullian also makes Heracleon follow Ptolemesus. Adv. Val., 4.
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they do, and he has mercly, on the strength of the
gencral expression that these Gnosties were of the school
of Valentinus, boldly assigned to them an early date.
Now, as we have stated, he himself admits that Valen-
tinus only came from Egypt to Rome in A.D. 140, and
continued teaching till 160,' and these dates are most
clearly given by Irenzus himself.? Why then should
Ptolemeeus and Heracleon, to take an extreme case, not
have known Valentinus in their youth, and yet have
flourished chiefly during the last two decades of the
second century ? Irenreus himself may be cited as a
parallel case, which Tischendorf at least cannot gainsay.
He is never tired of telling us that Irenaus was the
disciple of Polycarp,® whose martyrdom he sets about
A.D. 165, and he considers that the intercourse of
Irenseus with the aged Father must properly be put
about A.D. 150,* yet he himself dates the death of Irenzus,
AD. 202° and nothing is more certain than that the
period of his greatest activity and influence falls preciscly
in the last twenty years of the sccond century. Upon
his own data, therefore, that Valentinus may have
taught for twenty ycars after his first appearance in
Rome in A.p. 140—and there is no ground whatever for
asserting that he did not teach for even a much longer
period—Ptolemeeus and Heracleon might well have
personally sat at the feet of Valentinus in their
youth, as Irensus is said to have done about the
very same period at those of Polycarp, and yet, like
him, have flourished chicfly towards the cnd of the
century.
! Wann wurden, u. 5. w., p. 43.
* Adv. Heer., iii. 4, § 3; Euseb., H. E., iv. 11.

* 'Wann wurden, u. 8. w., p. 23, p. 11,
¢ 1b., p. 12. Compare, however, vol. i. p. 274, 8 Ib, p. 11 £
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Although there is not the slightest ground for asserting
that Ptolemaeus and Heracleon were not contemporaries
with Irenseus, flourishing like him towards the end of
the second century, there are, on the other hand, many
circumstances which altogether establish the conclusion
that they were. We have already shown, in treating of
Valentinus,! that Irenseus principally directs his work
against the followers of Valentinus living at the time he
wrote, and notably of Ptolemseus and his school.? In the
preface to the first book, having stated that he writes after
personal intercourse with some of the disciples of Valen-
tinus,® he more definitely declares his purpose: ““We
will, then, to the best of our ability, clearly and concisely
sct forth the opinions of those who are now (viv) teach-
ing heresy, I speak particularly of the disciples of Ptole-
meus (r@dv wepl MITokepalor) whose system is an offshoot
from the school of Valentinus.”* Nothing could be more
explicit. Irenzeus in this passage distinctly represents
Ptolemaeus as teaching at the time he is writing, and
this statement alone is decisive, more especially as there
is not a single known fact which is either directly or
indirectly opposed to it.

Tischendorf lays much stress on the evidence of
Hippolytus in coupling together the names of Ptolemacus
and Heracleon with that of Valentinus; similar testi-
mony of the same writer, fully confirming the above
statement of Irenaus, will, therefore, have the greater
force.  Hippolytus says that the Valentinians differed
materially among themsclves regarding certain points
which led to divisions, one party being called the

! Vol. ii. p. 59 ff.

? Canon Westcott admite this. On the Canon, p. 266 f,

¥ Beo passago quoted, vol. ii. p. 69 f.
! Ady. Hor., i. Preef. § 2. See Qreek quoted, vol. ii. p. 60, note 1,
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Oriental and the other the Italian.  “They of the
Italian party, of whom ¢s Heracleon and Ptolemaus,
say, &. . . . They, however, who are of the
Oriental party, of whom is Axionicus and Bardesancs,
maintain,” &c.! Now, Ptolemmus and Heraclcon are
here quite clearly represented as being contemporary
with Axionicus and Bardesanes, and without discussing
whether Hippolytus does not, in continuation, describe
them as all living at the time he wrote, there can be
no doubt that some of them were, and that this evidence
confirms again the statement of Irenzus. Hippolytus,
in a subscquent part of his work, states that a certain
Prepon, a Marcionite, has introduced something new, and
“now in our own time (év 7ois xal fuas xpdvors viv)
has written a work regarding the hercsy in reply to
Bardesanes.”® The researches of Hilgenfeld have proved
that Bardesanes lived at least over the reign of Helioga-
balus (218—222), and the statement of Hippolytus is
thus confirmed.* Axionicus again was still flourishing
when Tertullian wrote his work against the Valentinians
1 Ol pév damd tips 'Irakias, &v doriv "Hpaxkéwy xai Hrokepaios . . . Padt .

L]
0i & ab dmd 7ijs dvarolijs Aéyovaiw, by éoriv "Afidmkos xai Bapdnodws, k.
Ref. Omn. Heer., vi. 35.

? Tischendorf did not refer to these passages at nll originally, and only
does so in thoe sccond and subsequent editions of his book, in reply to
Volkmar and others in the Vorwort (p. ix. f.), and in a note (p. 49,
note 2). Velkmar argues from the opening of the next chapter (36),
Taira olv éxeivor {yreirwgay xar’ atrovs. (Lot those heretics, therefore,
discuss theso points amongst thowselves), that they are represenied
as contemporaries of Hippolytus himself at the time he wrote (A.D. 225—
235), Der Ursprung, p. 23, p. 130 f. It is not our purpose to pursue this
discussion, but whatever may be tho conclusion as regards the extremo
deduction of Volkmar, there can be no doubt that the passage proves at
least the date which was assigned to them against Tischendorf.

* Ref. Omn. Hser., vii. 31.

4 Hilgenfeld, Bardesanes, 1864, p. 11 f.; Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p.
131, p. 23; Lipsius, Zoitschr. wiss. Theol., 1867, p. 80 ff.; Riygenbach,
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(201—226). Tertullian says: “Axionicus of Antioch
alone to the present day (ad hodicrnum) respects the
memory of Valentinus, by keeping fully the rules of his
system.” ! Although on the whole they may be con-
sidered to have flourished somewhat earlicr, Ptolemsus
and Heracleon are thus shown to have been for a time at
least contemporaries of Axionicus and Bardesanes.?
Moreover, it is evident that the doctrines of Ptolemacus
and Heracleon represent a much later form of Gnosticism
than that of Valentinus. It is gcnerally admitted that
Ptolemzeus reduced the system of Valentinus to con-
sistency,® and the inconsistencies which existed between
the views of the Master and these later followers, and
which indicate a much more advanced stage of devclop-
ment, arc constantly pointed out by Irenzeus and the
Fathers who wrote in refutation of heresy. Origen also
represents Heracleon as amongst those who held opinions
sanctioned by the Church,* and both he and Ptolemeus
must indubitably be classed amongst the latest Gnostics.®
It is clear, therefore, that Ptolemscus and Heracleon were
contemporaries of Irenreus® at the time he composed
his work against Heresies (185—195), both, and especially

Die Zougnisse f. d. Ev. Johannis, 1866, p. 78 f. ; Scholten, Die &lt. Zeug-
nisse, p. 90.

! Adv. Val,, 4 ; Milgenfeld, Bardesanos, p. 15; Volkmar, Der Ursprung,
p. 130 f. ; Lipsius, Zeitschr, wiss. Theol., 1867, p. 81.

* Volkmar, Dor Ursprung, p. 23 f., p. 130 f.; Lipsius, Zeitschr. wiss,
Theol., 1867, p. 82; Scholten, Die ilt. Zougnisse, p. 90.

3 Jestcott, On the Canon, p. 276.

4 In Joh., T. xvi. p. 236 f. ; Grabe, Spicil. Patr., ii. p. 105.

¢ Hilgenfeld, Dio Evangelien, p. 346; Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p.
127 ff.; Scholten, Dio #lt. Zeugnisse, p. 89 fI.; Lipsius, Zeitschr. wiss.
Theol., 1867, p. 82; Riggenbach, Die Zeugn. f. d. Ev. Johann., p. 78.

¢ Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 22 fi., p. 126 ff. ; Scholten, Die ilt. Zeug-
nisso, p. 88 ff. ; Lipsius, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1867, p. 81, 83 ; Davidson,
Introd. N.'T., ii. p. 391; Riggenbach, Die Zougn, f. d. Ev. Johann., p. 78;
Mangold, Zu Blook’s Einl. N. T., 1875, p. 263, anm.*
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the latter, flourishing and writing towards the end of the
sccond century.!

‘We mentioned, in first speaking of these Gnostics, that
Epiphanius has preserved an Epistle, attributed to Ptole-
meeus, which is addressed to Flora, one of his disciples.?
This Epistle is neither mentioned by Irenseus nor by any
other writer before Epiphanius. There is nothing in the
Epistle itself to show that it was really written by
Ptolemseus himself. Assuming it to be by him, how-
cver, the Epistle was in all probability written towards
the cnd of the second century, and it does not, therefore,
come within the scope of our inquiry. We may, how-
ever, briefly notice the supposed references to our Gospels
which it contains. The writer of the Epistle, without
any indication whatever of a written source from which
he derived them, quotes sayings of Jesus for which
parallels are found in our first Gospel. Thesc sayings
are introduced by such expressions as “he said,” “our
Saviour declared,” but never as quotations from any
Scripture. Now, in affirming that they are taken from
the Gospel according to Matthew, Apologists exhibit
their usual arbitrary haste, for we must clearly and
decidedly state that there is not a single one of the pas-
sages which does not present decided variations from the
parallel passages in our first Synoptic. We subjoin for
comparison in parallel columns the passages from the
Epistle and Gospel :—

ErIsTLE. MATT. XI1. 25.

Olxia yap i} mohs pepiobfeioa ég’ « « + » magamdis § oixia peprodeioa
éaurijy Ori piy Sbvarar orijvay, 6 cerip | kaf éavrijs ob orafjoerar.
Npdy drepraro® . . . .

1 Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 22 ff., 126 ff.; Scholten, Die #lt. Zeug-
nisse, p. 88 ff. ; Ebrard, Evang. Gesch., p. 874, § 142; Lipsius, Zeitschr.
wiss. Theol., 1867, p. 81 fI. ; Mangold, Zu Bleek’s Einl. N. T. p. 263, anm."

? Epiphanius, Heer., xxxiii. 3—7, 3 Idb., § 3.
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ErisTLE.

é€pn abrols 6r Moiofs mpds Tiv
axhnpoxapiav Updv émétpeyre 76 dmo-
Alew T yuvaika abrol® dm dpyis yip
ob yéyovev olrws. Oeds yap, Pnol,
owvéievfe Tairqy Ty ovlvyiav, kal &
owéfevfey & xipos, dvfpwmos pn
xopiére, épn.!

‘0 yap Beds, ¢pnoiv, elme, ripa rdv
warépa gov kai Ty pnrépa oov, tva e
oot yémran bpeis 8¢, proiv, elpixare,
m?s- mpeaBurépois Néywv, Bdpov 1 Oeds

& éav dpehndys €¢ éuov,

_kal rupdoare Tdv vdpov Tod feod, Bk
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Tobro 8¢ ‘Haaias éfepimoer elmdy,

‘0 Aads olros, kY . . L .
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opfarpot, kal 68dvra dvri 6dovros . . .
dyd yip Myo Duiv pi dvriorijvar Ghws
T movmpd dAha édv Tis oe pamiop
aTpévrov abr kal Ty @A cayiva.t
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IMATT. XIX. 8, and 6.

Aéyer abrois "Ore Mwiaqs mwpds v
oxAnpokapdiav tudy unfpnﬁmv piv
dmoAioat Tis ywmmr Vpdy an’ npxqc
8¢ ol yéyover oirws. G. .
olv & Beds ovpélevfev, dvbpamos pi
xwptlére.

v-.O

MATT. XV, 4—8.

‘0 yip Oeds éverelaro, Aéyar: Tipa
Tév marépa kal Ty unrépa, xal ‘0 xaxo-
Aoydw, k.t A2 5, Dueis 8¢ Aéyere* Os
&v €imy ¢ warpl § T mrpi, Adpoy, b
éaw é€ épot dpehnbis, xal ol pi Tipfae
7dv warépa abrob, ) Ty pnrépa atrov

6. kai nrvpdoare Tov vipoy ol deod
8ua Ty mapadoowy pdv.

1. {moxpirai, kakds émpodirevoey
mept vpdv ‘Hoalas, Aéyov,

8. 'O Aads olros, x.T.A.

MaTr. v. 38—39.
*Hrovoare ot dppély: "OpBarpdy dvrl
ScpBakpob, kal 68dvra dvri 68dvros. 39.
éyd 8¢ Myw tplv, pi) dvmorivar T
mornpg+ dA\' Somis o pamice émi Ty
3ebudv cov curydva, atpéror alrg kai
Y @Ay .

It must not be forgotten that Irenceus makes very

explicit statements as to the recognition of other sources
of evangelical truth than our Gospels by the Valentinians,
regarding which we have fully written when discussing
the founder of that sect.® We know that they professed
to have direct traditions from the Apostles through
Theodas, a disciple of the Apostle Paul;® and in the

! Epiph., Heer., xxxiii. 4.

* This phrase, from Leviticus xx. 9, occurs further on in the next
chapter.

3 Epiph., Her., xxxiii. § 4.

4 Ib., §6. In the next chapter, § 7, thero is éva yip pdvov elvar dyalov
Bedv Tdv éavrob warépa & cwrip npdv dredivaro, k... cf. Matt, xix. 17. .. ..
els éoriv & ayalis.

5 Seo Vol. if. p. 75 I, 8 Clemens Al., Strom,, vii. 17.



224 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

Epistle to Flora allusion is made to the succession of
doctrine received by direct tradition from the Apostles.'
Irenzeus says that the Valentinians profess to derive their
views from unwritten sources,? and he accuses them of
rejecting the Gospels of the Church,® but, on the other
hand, he states that they had many Gospels different
from what he calls the Gospels of the Apostles.*

With regard to Heracleon, it is said that he wrote
Commentaries on the third and fourth Gospels. The
authority for this statement is very insufficient. The
assertion with reference to the third Gospel is based solely
upon a passage in the Stromata of the Alexandrian -
Clement. Clement quotes a passage found in Luke xii.
8, 11, 12, and says: “Expounding this passage, Hem-
cleon, the most distinguished of the School of Valentinus,
says as follows,” &c.® This is immediately interpreted
into a quotation from a Commentary on Luke® We
merely point out that from Clement’s remark it by no
means follows that Heracleon wrote a Commentary at all,
and further there is no evidence that the passage com-
mented upon was actually from our third Gospel.” The
Stromata of Clement were not written until after A.D.
193, and in them we find the first and only reference to
this supposed Commentary. We need not here refer to
the Commentary on the fourth Gospel, which is merely

! Epiphanius, Hor., xxxiii, 7.

* Adv. Her., 1.8, § 1. 3 Ib., i, 2, § 1. « Ib., it 11, §9.

b Toirov éfqyolpevos Tov Témov "Hpaxhéww, & Tis Obakerrivov oyoljs Soxipe-
raros, kara Méfw ¢noiv, kv . Strom., iv. 9, § 73.

® In Luem igitur Evangelium Commentaria edidit Heracloon, &c
Grabe, Spicil. Patr., ii. p. 83.

7 The second reforence by Clement to Heracleon is in the fragment
§ 25; but it is doubted by apologists (cf. eatcott, On the Canon, p. 264).
It would, however, tend to show that tho supposed Commentary could not

bo upon our Luke, as it refers to an apostolic injunction regarding
baptism not found in our Gospels.
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inferred from references in Origen (c. A.p. 225), but of
which we have neither earlier nor fuller information.! We
must, however, before leaving this subject, mention that
Origen informs us that Heracleon quotes from the Preach-
ing of Peter (Krjpvyua Ilérpov, Praedicatio Petri), a work
which, as we have already several times mentioned, was
cited by Clement of Alexandria as authentic and inspired
Holy Scripture.?

The epoch at which Ptolemseus and Heracleon
Hourished would in any case render testimony regarding
our Gospels of little value. The actual evidence which
they furnish, however, is not of a character to prove even
the existence of our Synoptics, and much less does it in
any way- bear upon their character or authenticity.

2.

A similar question of date arises regarding Celsus, who
wrotc a work, entitled Adyos d\yfjs, Truec Doctrine,
which is no longer extant, of which Origen composed
an elaborate refutation. The Christian writer takes
the arguments of Celsus in detail, presenting to us, there-
fore, its general features, and giving many extracts;
and as Celsus professes to base much of his accusation
upon the writings in use amongst Christians, although he
does not name a single one of them, it becomes desirable
to ascertain what those works were, and the date at which

! Neither of the works, whatever they were, could have been written
before the end of tho second century. Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 2¢ f.,
130 f., 165 ; Scholten, Dieilt. Zougnisse, p. 91 f.; Ebrard, Evang. Gesch.,
p- 874, § 142 ; Lipsius, Zeitschr, wiss. Theol., 1867, p. 81 f.

2 Clem. Al., Strom., vi. 5, § 39, 6, § 48, 7, § 58, 15, § 128. Canon
Waestcott says regarding Ptolemeeus: ** Two statemonts however which
Lo makes are at varianco with tho Gospels: that our Lord's ministry
was comploted in a year ; and that Ho continued for cighteen months with

his disciples after His Rosurrection.” On the Canon, p. 268,

VoL, 1. Q
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Celsus wrote. As usual, we shall state the case by
giving the reasons assigned for an early date.

Arguing against Volkmar and others, who maintain,
fromm a passage at the close of his work, that Origen,
writing about the second quarter of the third century,
represents Celsus as his contemporary,' Tischendor,
referring to the passage, which we shall give in its place,
proceeds to assign an earlier date upon the following
grounds : “But indeed, even in the first book, at the com-
mencement of the whole work, Origen says: ‘Therefore,
[ cannot compliment a Christian whose faith is in danger
of being shaken by Celsus, who yet does not even (od¢)
still (ére) live the common life among men, but already
and long since (78 kal wdhas) is dead.” . . . .. In the
same first book Origen says: ¢ We have heard that there
were two men of the name of Celsus, Epicureans, the
first under Nero ; this one’ (that is to say, ours) ‘under
Hadrian and later.” It is not impossible that Origen
mistakes when he identified his Celsus with the Epicurean
living ‘ under Hadrian and later ;” but it is impossible to
convert the same Celsus of whom Origen says this into
a contemporary of Origen. Or would Origen himself in
the first book really have set his Celsus ‘under Hadrian
(117—138) and later,” yct in the eighth have said : *We
will wait (about 225), to see whether he will still ac-
complish this design of making another work follow ?’
Now, until some better discovery regarding Celsus is
attained, it will be well to hold to the old opinion that
Celsus wrote his book about the middle of the second
century, probably between 150—160,” &c.2

! Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 80; Scholten, Dio ilt. Zeugnisse, p. 99 £
? Aber auch schon im ersten Buche zu Anfang der ganzen Schrift sagt
Origenes : “‘Daher kann ich mich nicht cines Christen frouen, dessen
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It is scarcely necessary to point out that the only
argument advanced by Tischendorf bears solely against
the assertion that Celsus was a contemporary of Origen,
“about 225,” and leaves the actual date entirely un-
settled. He not only admits that the statement of
Origen regarding the identity of his opponent with the
Epicurean of the reign of Hadrian “and later,” may be
erroneous, but he tacitly rejects it, and having abandoned
the conjecture of Origen as groundless and untenable, he
substitutes a conjecture of his own, equally unsupported
by rcasons, that Celsus probably wrote between 150—
160. Indeed, he does not attempt to justify this date,
but arbitrarily decides to hold by it until a better can
be demonstrated. He is forced to admit the ignor-
ance of Origen on the point, and he does not conceal
his own.

Now it is clear that the statement of Origen in the pre-
face to his work, quoted above, that Celsus, against whom
he writes, is long since dead,' is made in the belief that
this Celsus was the Epicurean who lived under Hadrian,?

Glaube Gefahr liuft durch Celsus wankond gemacht zu werden, der doch
nicht einmal (o08¢) mehr (&) das gemeine Leben unter den Menschen
lobt, sondern bereits und lingst (#8p xai wd\as) verstorben ist.”

In demselben ersten Bucho sagt Origenes: ** Wir haben erfa.hron, dass
zwei Miinner Namens Celsus Epikurdor geweson, der erste unter Noro,
dieser” (d. h. der unsrige) ‘“unter Hadrian und spiter.” Es ist nicht
unméglich, dass sich Origenes irrte, wenn er in seinem Celsus den ‘‘unter
Hadrian und spiter” lebenden Epikurier wiederfand ; aber es ist un-
moglich, denselben Celsus, von welchem Origenes dics aussagt, zu cinem
Zeitgenossen des Origenes zu machen. Oder hitte wirklich gar Origenes
gelbst im 1. Buche seinen Celsus ‘‘unter Hadrian (117—138) und spiter”
gesetzt, im 8. aber gesagt : “Wir wollen abwarten (um 225) ob er dieses
Vorhaben, eine andere Schrift folgen zu lassen, noch ausfiihren werde ?
Nun so lange keino bessere Entdeckung iiber Celsus gelingt, wirds wol
beim Alten bleiben mit der Annahme, dass Celsus um die Mitte des 2.
Jahrhunderts, vielleicht zwischen 150 und 160 sein Buch verfasst, &e.”
Wann wurden, u. 8. w., p. 74.

' Contra Cels., proof., § 4. 21,1 8.
Q2
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which Tischendorf, although he avoids cxplanation of
the reasom, rightly recognizes to be a mistake. Origen
undoubtedly knew nothing of his adversary, and it
obviously follows that, his impression that he is Celsus
the Epicurcan being erroncous, his statement that Le
was long since dead, which is based upon that impression,
loses all its value. Origen certainly at one time con-
jectured his Celsus to be the Epicurean of the reign
of Hadrian, for he not only says so directly in the
passage quoted, but on the strength of his belief in the
fact, he accuses him of inconsistency : “ But Celsus,” he
says, “must be convicted of contradicting himself ; for he
is discovered from other of his works to have been an
Epicurean, but here, because he considered that he could
attack the Word more effectively by not avowing the
views of Epicurus, he pretends, &c. . . . Remark, there-
fore, the falseness of his mind,” &c.! And from time to
time he continues to refer to him as an Epicurean’
although it is evident that in the writing before him he
constantly finds evidence that he is of a wholly different
school. Beyond this belief, founded avowedly on mere
hearsay, Origen absolutely knows nothing whatever as
to the personality of Celsus, or the time at which he
wrote,® and he sometimes very naively expresses his
uncertainty regarding him. Referring in one place to
certain passages which seem to imply a belief in magic
on the part of Celsus, Origen adds: “I do not know
whether he is the same who has written several books

! "EXeyxréov 87 dbs ra évavria éavr@ Aéyovra tov Kékgov. Etpioxeras pév
yap €€ Aoy ovyypappdroy "Emkotpetos dv' évraiba 3¢, Sia vd Soxeir Aoy~
Tepov kariryopely Tou Adyov, pi) Gpodeydy Ta Emoipou, mpogmoteital, k1A . . .
"Opa odv 76 vofov alrod Tis Yuxis, x.r.A. Contra Cels., i. 8.

2 Cf. Contra Cels., i. 10, 21, iii. 75, 80, iv. 36.

3 Neander, K, G., 1842, i. p. 274,
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against magic.”' Elsewhere he says: “. . . the Epicu-
rean Celsus (if he be the same who composed two other
books against Christians),” &c.?

Not only is it apparent that Origen knows nothing of
the Celsus with whom he is dealing, however, but it
is almost impossible to avoid the conviction that during
the time lie was composing his work his impressions
concerning the date and identity of his opponent became
considerably modified. In the earlier portion of the
first book ® he has heard that his Celsus is the Epicurean
of the reign of Hadrian, but a little further on,* he con-
fesses his ignorance as to whether he is the same Celsus
who wrote against magic, which Celsus the Epicurean
actually did. In the fourth book ° he expresses uncertainty
as to.whether the Epicurean Celsus had composed the work
against Christians which he is refuting, and at the close of
his treatise he secms to treat him as a contemporary. He
writes to his friend Ambrosius, at whose request the
refutation of Celsus was undertaken : “Know, however,
that Celsus has promised to write another treatise after
this ome. . . . If, thercfore, he has not fulfilled his
promise to write a second book, we may well be satisfied
with the eight books in reply to his Discourse. If, how-

! Olk ol8a, € 6 alrés bv 19 ypayavrt kard payelas BiBAia mhelova. Contia
Cels., i. 68.

* ... 8 Emxolpeios Kihaos (el ye ofrds éore kal 6 kard Xpioriaviov &\a 8io
BiB\ia ouwvrdfas,) xr. Contra Cels., iv. 36. With regard to the word
d\\a, the most competent critics have determined that the doubt expressed
is whether the Epicurean Celsus wrote the work against Christians which
Origen is here refuting. Such a remark applied to any books against
Christians of which no information is given would be absurdly irrelevant,
Neander, K. G., i. p. 273, anm. 2; Baur, K. G. d. drei erst. Jahrh,, i.
p. 383 f., anm. 1; Scholten, Die iilt. Zeugnisse, p. 99. Wo may point
out that the opening passage of the 4th book of Origen’s work, as well
as subsequent extracts, seems to indicate a distinct division of the treatice
of Celsus into two parts which may fully explain tho 8vo BiyS\ia of this

sentence.
35 8. 41, 63. 5 iv. 36.
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ever, he has commenced and finished this work also,
seek it and send it in order that we may answer it also,
and confute the false teaching in it,” &c.! From this
passage, and supported_by other considerations, Volkmar
and others assert that Celsus was really a contemporary
of Origen.? To this, as we have scen, Tischendorf merely
replies by pointing out that Origen in the preface says
that Celsus was already dead, and that he was identical
with the Epicurean Celsus who flourished under Hadrian
and later. The former of these statements, however,
was made under the impression that the latter was
correct, and as it is generally agreed that Origen was
mistaken in supposing that Celsus the Epicurean was
the author of the Adyos dAnbhjs,® and Tischendorf him-
self admits the fact, the two carlier statements, that
Celsus flourished under Hadrian and consequently that
he had long been dead, fall together, whilst the subse-
quent doubts regarding his identity not only stand, but

1 *1ob: pévror émayyelhdpevov Tov Kékgov d\ho olwraypa perd Toiro mou)-
oew, . . . . Ei pév odv ol fypuyper Imooydpevos Tdv Selrepor Aéyov, eb dv ixol
dpxeiofar fpis Tois dkrd mpds Tov Noyow abrol imayopevfeiot BiShios. Eldé
kdkeivoy dpfdpevos ouveréeae, {imooy, kat mépov T8 alyypappa, iva kai xpis
éxevo . . . . Umayopeboavres, kai Ty év éxeiva Yevdodofiav dvarpéfraper’ kT
Contra Cels., viii. 76. 'We quote, abovo, the rendering of tho passago
referred to, p. 228, upon which Tischendorf (Wann wurden, u. s. w. p.
73 f.) insists. We may mention that in strictness the original Greek
reads: *‘ promises”’ instead of *“ has promised;” .. .. * did not write”
instead of ** has not written ;" and ‘‘ commenced and finished,” instead
of “ has commenced and finished.” Thie, however, docs not materially
affect the argument of Volkmar.

2 Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 80, cf. 165 ; Scholfen, Die lt. Zeugnisse,
p- 100; cf. Riggenbach, Dio Zeugn. f. d. Ev. Johann., p. 83; Ueberweg,
Grundriss der Gesch. der Philos. des Alterth., 1867, i, p. 237.

3 Baur, K. G. d. drei erst. Jahrh., p. 383 f., anm. 1 ; Davidson, Introd.
N. T., ii. p. 398; Keim, Celsus Wahres Wort, 1873, p. 275 ff. Mosheim,
Instit., Hist, Becles., P. i. lib. i. sz, ii. cap. 2, § 8; De Rebus Christ.
swee. il § 19, note *; Neander, K. G., i. p. 273 f.; Scholten, Die alt.
Zougnisse, p. 99 f.; Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 80. Cf. Riggenbach, Did
Ziougn, f, 4. Iiv. Johann,, p. 83.
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rise into assurance at the close of the work in the final
request to Ambrosius! There can be no doubt that
the first statements and the closing paragraphs arc con-
tradictory, and whilst almost all critics pronounce against
the accuracy of the former, the inferences from the
latter retain full force, confirmed as they are by the inter-
mediate doubts expressed by Origen himself.

Even those who, like Tischendorf, in an arbitrary
manner assign an early date to Celsus, although they do
not support their conjectures by any satisfactory reasons
of their own, all tacitly sct aside these of Origen.?
It is generally admitted by these, with Lardner® and
Michaclis,* that the Epicurean Celsus to whom Origen
was at one time disposed to refer the work against
Christianity, was the writer of that name to whom
Lucian, his friend and contemporary, addressed his
Alexander or Pseudomantis, and who really wrote against
magic,® as Origen mentions.® But although on this
account Lardner assigns to him the date of A.p. 176, the
fact is that Lucian did not write his Pseudomantis, as
Lardner is obliged to admit,” until the reign of the

! Contra Cels., viii. 76.

? Kirchhofer says that Origen himself does not assign a date to the work
of Celsus : *“ but as he {Celsus) speaks of the Marcionites, he must, in
any case, be set in the second half of the second century.” Quellen-
samml., p. 330, anm, 1; Lardner decides that Celsus wrote under Marcus
Aurelius, and chooses to date him A.D. 176. Works, viii. p. 6. Binde-
mann dates between 170—180; Zeitschr. f. d. Hist. Theol., 1842, II. 2,
p- 60, 107 fI. ; cf. Anger, Synops. Ev. Proleg., p. xl.; Michaelis, Einl. N,
B., 1788, i. p. 41; Riggenbach, Die Zeugn. f. d. Ev. Johan., p. 83 ; Zeller,
Theol. Jahrb., 1845, p. 629. Canon IWestcott dates Celsus ‘‘ towards tho
close of the second century.” On the Canon, p. 356. Keim datos tho
work about A.p. 178. Celsus’ Wahres Wort, 1873, p. 261 ff. So also
PAlagaud, Et. sur Celse, 1878, p. 207 f.

? Works, viii. p. 6. 4 Einl. N. B, i. p. 41. B Wevddparris, § 21,

¢ Contra Cels., i. 68; Neander, K. G, 1. p. 275; Baur, K. G. drei erst,
Jahrh., p. 383, anm, 1; cf. Keim, Celsus’ Wahres Wort, 1873, p. 275 ff,

7 Works, viii. p. 6; cf. Bindemann, Zeitschr, hist. Theol. 1842, H. 2, p. 107,
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Emperor Commodus (180—193), and cven upon the
supposition that this Celsus wrote against Christianity, of
which there is not the slightest evidence, there would be
no ground whatever for dating the work before a.p. 180.
On the contrary, as Lucian does not in any way refer to
such a writing by his friend, there would be strong
reason for assigning the work, if it be supposed to be
written by him, to a date subsequent to the Pseudo-
mantis. It need not be remarked that the references
of Celsus to the Marcionites,! and to the followers of
Marcellina,? only so far bear upon the matter as to
exclude an early date.®

It requires very slight examination of the numerous
extracts from, and references to, the work which Origen
seeks to refute, however, to convince any impartial mind
that the doubts of Origen were well founded as to
whether Celsus the Epicurean were really the author of
the Adyos d\nfrs. As many critics of all shades of
opinion have long since determined, so far from being an
Epicurcan, the Celsus attacked by Origen, as the philoso-
phical opinions which he everywhere expresses clearly
show, was a Neo-Platonist.* Indeed, although Origen
seems to retain some impression that his antagonist must
be an Epicurean, as he had heard, and frequently refers
to him as such, he does not point out Epicurean senti-

! Contra Cels., v. 62, vi. 53, T4. * Ib., v. 62.

3 Irencus says that Marcellina came to Rome under Anicetus (157—
168) and made many followers. Adv. Her., i, 25, § 6; cf. Epiphanius,
Heer., xxvii. 6.

{ Baur, K. G. drei erst. Jahrh., p. 383 ff., anm. 1 ; Davidson, Introd.
N. T., ii. p. 398 ; Mosheim, Instit. Hist. Eccles., lib. i. se. ii. p. i. cap. 2,
§ 8; Do Rebus Christ., smc. ii. § 19, note *; Neander, K. G., i. p. 213 i,
278 f.; Scholten, Die &lt. Zeugnisse, p. 99; Volkmar, Der Ursprung
p. 80. Cf. Bindemann, Zeitschr. hist. Theol. 1842, H. 2, p. 62 ff., 108£.;

Keim, Celsus’ Wahres Wort, 1873, p. 286 f.; Pélagaud, Et. sur Celss,
1878, pp. 224 f1., 239 ff.



CELSUS. 233

ments in his writings, but on the contrary, not only calls
upon him no longer to conceal the school to which
he belongs and avow himself an Epicurean,! which Celsus
evidently does not, but accuses him of expressing views
inconsistent with that philosophy,? or of so concealing
his Epicurean opinions that it might be said that he
is an Epicurean only in name?® On the other hand,
Origen is clearly surprised to find that he quotes so
largely from the writings, and shows such marked leaning
towards the teaching, of Plato, in which Celsus indeed
finds the original and purer form of many Christian
doctrines,* and Origen is constantly forced to discuss
Plato in meeting the arguments of Celsus.

The author of the work which Origen refuted, there-
fore, instead of being an Epicurean, as Origen supposed
merely from there having been an Epicurean of the
same name, was undoubtedly a Neo-Platonist, as
Mosheim long ago demonstrated, of the School of Am-
monius, who founded the sect at the close of the second
century.® The promise of Celsus to write a second book
with practical rules for living in accordance with the
philosophy he promulgates, to which Origen refers at the
close of his work, confirms this conclusion, and indicates
a new and recent system of philosophy.® An Epicurean
would not have thought of such a work—it would
have been both appropriate and necessary in connection
with Neo-Platonism.

We are, therefore, constrained to assign the work of

' Contra Cels., iii. 80, iv. 54.

2 Contra Cels., i. 8. 3 b, iv. &4,

4 Ib., 1. 32, iii. 63, iv. &4, 55, 83, vi. 1, 6, 8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 15, 16, 17,
18, 19, 20, 47, vii. 28, 31, 42, 58 £, &c., &c.

¢ Inst. Hist. Eccles., lib. i. ssec. ii. p. i. cap. 2, § 8 ; De Rebus Christ.
swpe. i, § 19, § 27.

¢ Cf. Neander, K. G., i. p. 278.
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Celsus to at least the carly part of the third century,
and to the reign of Septimius Severus.  Celsus repeatedly
accuses Christians, in it, of teaching their doctrines
secretly and against the law, which secks them out and
punishes them with death,! and this indicates a period
of persecution. Lardner, assuming the writer to be the
Epicurean friend of Lucian, from this clue supposes that
the persecution referred to must have been that under
Marcus Aurelius (f 180), and practically rejecting the
data of Origen himself, without advancing sufficient
reasons of his own, dates Celsus A.p. 176.2 As a Neo-
Platonist, however, we are more accurately led to the
period of persecution which, from embers never wholly
extinet since the time of Marcus Aurelius, burst into
fierce flame more especially in the tenth year of the
reign of Severus® (A.p. 202), and continued for many
years to afflict Christians.

It is evident that the dates assigned by apologists are
wholly arbitrary, and even if our argument for the later
epoch were very much less conclusive than it is, the total
absence of evidence for an earlier date would completely
nullify any testimony derived from Celsus. It is suffi-
cient for us to add that, whilst he refers to incidents
of Gospel history and quotes some sayings which have
parallels, with more or less of variation, in our Gospels,
Celsus nowhere mentions the name of any Christian
book, unless we except the Book of Enoch ;* and he
accuses Christians, not without reason, of interpolating
the books of the Sibyl, whose authority, he states, some
of them acknowledged.®

! Origen, Contra Cels., i. 1, 3, 7, viii. 69.
* Works, viii. p. 6. 3 Eusebius, H. B., vi. 1, 2
¢ Contra Cels., v. 54, 53. 8 Ib., vii., 53, 56,
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3.

The last document which we need examine in connee-
tion with the synoptic Gospels is the list of New Testa-
ment and other writings held in consideration by the
Church, which is generally called, after its discoverer
and first editor, the Canon of Muratori. This interesting
fragment, which was published in 1740 by Muratori in
his collection of Italian antiquities,! at onc time belonged
to the monastery of Bobbio, founded by the Irish monk
Columban, and was found by Muratori in the Ambrosian
Library at Milan in a MS. containing extracts of little
interest from writings of Kucherius, Ambrose, Chry-
sostom, and others. Muratori estimated the age of the
MS. at about a thousand years, but so far as we are
aware no thoroughly competent judge has since ex-
pressed any opinion upon the point. The fragment,
which is defective both at the commencement and at
the end, is written in an apologetic tone, and professes to
give a list of the writings which are recognised by the
Christian Church. It is a document which has no official
character,® but which merely conveys the private views
and information of the anonymous writer, regarding
whom nothing whatever is known. From any point of
view, the composition is of a nature permitting the
widest differences of opinion. It is by some affirmed to
he a complete treatise on the hooks received by the
Church, from which fragments have been lost;® whilst

! Antiquit. Ital. Med. ZBvi, iii. p. 851 ff.

2 Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 303 f.; Hist. du Canon, p. 109; Seholz, Einl.
A. u. N. T.,i. p. 272; Tregelles, Canon Muratorianus, 1867, p. 1 fI.;
Westcott, On the Canon, p. 186.

3 Credner, Gesch. N. T. Kanon, p. 143; Volkmar, Anhang, p. 341 ff.,
p. 355. .
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others consider it a mere fragment in itself! It is
written in Latin which by some is represented as most
corrupt,® whilst others uphold it as most correct® The
text is further rendered almost unintelligible' by every
possible inaccuracy of orthography and grammar, which
is aseribed diversely to the transcriber, to the translator,
and to both.* Indeed such is the eclastic condition of
the text, resulting from errors and obscurity of every
imaginable description, that by means of ingenious con-
jectures critics are able to find in it almost any sense
they desire.® Considerable difference of opinion exists
as to the ouumal language of the fragment, the greater
number of critics maintaining that the composition is a
translation from the Greck,® whilst others assert it to

! Hilgenfeld, Der Kanon, p. 39; Mayerhoff, Einl. petr. Schr., p. 147;
Westcott, On the Canon, p. 186, note 5; T'regelles, Can. Murat., p. 20 f.

2 Bleck, Einl, N, T., p. 640; Credner, Zur. Gesch. d. Kanons, p. 72;
Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doectr., iii. p. 205 ff. ; Guericke, Beitrige
Einl. N. T., p. 13; Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 303; Scholz, Einl. N. T, i.
p. 271 f.; Tregelles, Can. Murat., p. 6 f, p. 27£; IFestcott, On the
Canon, p. 183.

3 Volkmar considers it in reality the reverse of corrupt. After allow-
ing for peculiarities of speech, and for the results of an Irish-English
pronunciation by the monk who transcribed it, he finds the characteristic
original Latin, the old lingua volgata which, in the Roman Provinces,
such as Africa, &c., was the written as well as the spoken language.
Anhang zu Credner’s Gesch, N. T. Kanon, p. 341 ff.

4 (Credner, Zur. Gesch. d. Kanons, p. 72; Iilgenfeld, Der Kanon, p.
39 f. ; Mayerhoff, Einl, petr. Schr., p. 147 {. ; Scholz, Einl. A, u. N. T., i
p. 271 £.; Tregelles, Can. Murat., p. 2; Westcott, On the Cauon, p. 183,

§ Reuss, Gesch, N. T., p. 303; Hist. du Canon, p. 101; Eichhorn, Einl.
N. T., iv. p. 34.

¢ Bunsen, Analecta Ante-Nic., 1854, i. p. 137 f.; Bétlicher, Zeitschr. f.
d. gesammte luth. Theol. u. Kirche, 1854, p. 127 {. ; Ewald, Gesch. d. V.
TIsr., vil. p. 497; cf. p. 340, anm. 2; Guericke, Gesammtgesch. N. T.,
p- 593, anm.; Hilgenfeld, Der Kanon p. 39 f.; Zeitschr. w. Th. 1872,
p- 560 ff.; Einl. N. T. 1875, p. 89 fi.; JTug, Einl. N T., i. p. 106; Simon
de Magistris, Daniel, sec. Ixx. iv. p. 467 ;3 Mangcld, Zn Bleck’s Einl, N. T.
1875, p. 746, anm. ; Murateri, Antiq. Ital., iii, p. 851 ff.; Nolte, Tiib.
Quartalschr., 1860, p. 198 fI. ; Roufk, Rel. Sacr., i. p. 402; Scholz, Einl.
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have been originally written in Latin.? Its composition
is variously attributed to the Church of Africa? and to a
member of the Church in Rome.?

The fragment commences with the concluding portion
of a sentence. . . . “quibus tamen interfuit et ita
posuit”—*“at which nevertheless he was present, and
thus he placed it.” The MS. then proceeds: “ Third
hook of the Gospel according to Luke. Luke, that physi-
cian, after the ascension of Christ when Paul took him
with him . . . , wrote it in his name as he deemed best
(ex opinione)—nevertheless he had not himself seen the
Lord in the flesh,—and he too, as far as he could
obtain information, also begins to speak from the nativity
of John.” The text, at the sense of which this is
a closely approximate guess, though several other in-

A.u.N. T, i. p. 271 f. ; Thiersch, Versuch. u. 8. w., p. 385; T'regellcs,
Can. Murat. p.4; Voelkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 28 ; Westcott, On the Canon,
p- 185. Cf. Donaldson, Ilist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 204, p. 210 f.

1 Bleek, Einl. N. T., p. 640; Credner, Zur. Gosch. d. Kanons, p. 93 ;
Gesch. N. T. Kanon, p. 144; Freindalicr, Apud Routh, Rel. Sacr., i.
p- 401 £. ; Hesse, Das Murat. Fragment, 1873, p. 25 ff. ; Laurent, Neutest.
Stud., 1866, p. 198 f.; Mayerhoff, Einl. petr. Schr., p. 147 ; Reuss, Gesch.
N. T., p. 305 f.; Steekhoven, Het Fragm. van Muratori, 1877; Stosch,
Comm. Hist. Crit. de Libr. N. T. Can., 1755, § lxi. f. Cf. Donaldson,
Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 210 f, If the fragment, as there is some
roason to believe, was originally written in Latin, it furnishes evidence
that it was not written till the third century. Canon Westcott, who
concludes from the order of the Gospels, &ec., that it was not written in
Africa, admits that : ‘“ There is no evidence of the existence of Christian
Latin Literature out of Africa till about the close of the second century,”

3 Credner, Gesch., N. T. Kanon, p. 141 ff., p. 168 f. ; Donaldson, Hist.
Chr. Lit. and Doctr. iii. p. 211; Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 303; Hist. du
Canon, p. 109. Cf. Volkmar, Anhang zu Credner's Gesch. N. T. Kan.,
p. 341 £

3 (Fuericke, Beitrage N. T., 1828, p. 7; Ililgenfeld, Der Kanon, p.
39; Loman, Joh. in het Fragm. v. Muratori, 1865, p. 11 f.; Meyer,
H’buch Hebrierbr., 1867, p. 7; Reithmayr, Einl. Can. B. N. B., p. 65;
Scholz, Einl. A. u. N. T., i. p. 271; Tischendorf, Wann wurden, u. s. w.,
p- 9; Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 271f.; cf. Anh. z. Credner's Gosch.
N. T. Kan., p. 341 f.; Westeott, On the Canon, p. 186.



235 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

terpretations might be maintained, is as follows : Tertio
cvangelii librum sccundo Lucan Lucas iste medicus
post ascensum Christi cum eo Paulus quasi ut juris
studiosum secundum adsumsisset numeni suo ex opinione
concribset dominum tamen necc ipse vidit in carne et
idem prout asequi potuit ita et ad nativitate Johannis
incipet dicere,

The MS. goes on to speak in more intelligible lan-
guage “of the fourth of the Gospels of John, one
of the disciples.” (Quarti evangeliorum Johannis ex
decipolis) regarding the composition of which the writer
relates a legend, which we shall quote when we come
to deal with that Gospel. The fragment then pro-
cceds to mention the Acts of the Apostles,—which is
ascribed to Luke—thirteen epistles of Paul in pecu-
liar order, and it then refers to an Epistle to the
Laodiceans and another to the Alexandrians, forged, in
the name of Paul, after the heresy of Marcion, “and
many others which cannot be received by the Catholic
Church, as gall must not be mixed with vinegar.” The
Epistle to the Ephesians bore the name of Epistle to
the Laodiccans in the list of Marcion, and this may be
a reference to it." The Epistle to the Alexandrians is
generally identified with the Epistle to the Hebrews,?
although some critics think this doubtful, or deny the
fact, and consider both Epistles referred to pseudographs

! Tertullian, Adv. Marc., v. 17. Hilgenfeld, Der Kanon, p. 42 ; Schol-
ten, Die ilt. Zougnisee, p. 129 ; Westcott, On the Canon, p. 190, note 1.
Cf. Schnekenburger, Beitr. Einl. N. T. 1832, p. 153 ff. It will be remem-
bered that reference is made in tho Epist. to the Ooloemms to an Epistle
to the Laodiceans which is lost. Col. iv. 16.

* Hilgenfeld, Der Kanon, p. 42 ; Kdstlin, Thoeol. Jahrb., 1854, p. 416;
Scholten, Die iilt. Zeugnisse, p. 129; Wieseler, Th. Stud. u. Krit., 1847,
p. 840, 1857, p. 97 f.,, and so also, Credner, Eichhorn, Ilug, Mtinsler,
Selleiermacher, Semler, Volkmar, {c., de.
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attributed to the Apostle Paul.! The Epistle of Jude,
and two (the second and third) Epistles of John are,
with some tone of doubt, mentioned amongst the received
books, and so is the Book of Wisdom. The Apocalypses
of John and of Peter only are received, but some object
to the latter being read in church.

The Epistle of James, both Epistles of Peter, the Epistle
to the Hebrews (which is, however, probably indicated as
the Epistle to the Alexandrians), and the first Epistle of
John are omitted altogether, with the exception of a
quotation which is supposed to be from the last-named
Lpistle, to which we shall hereafter refer. Special
reference is made to the Pastor of Hermas, which we
shall presently discuss, regarding which the writer
expresses his opinion that it should be read privately
but not publicly in church, as it can neither be classed
amongst the books of the prophets nor of the apostles.
The fragment concludes with the rejection of the writings
of several heretics.? _

It is inferred that, in the missing commencement of
the fragment, the first two Synoptics must have been
mentioned. This, however, though of course most pro-
bable, cannot actually be ascertained, and so far as
these Gospels are concerned, therefore, the “Canon of
Muratori” only furnishes conjectural evidence. The
statement regarding the third Synoptic merely proves
the existence of that Gospel at the time the fragment

! Guericke, Boitrige, N. T., p. 7 f.; Thiersch, Versuch, u. s, w., p. 383;
TFestcott, On the Canon, p. 190, note 1.

2 The toxt of the fragment may be found in the following amongst
many other books, of which we only mention some of the more accessible,
LDunsen, Analects Ante-Nic., i. p. 1256 ff.; Credner, Zur Gesch. d. Kanons,
p. 73 ff. ; Gesh. N. T. Kanon, p. 153 ff.; Hilgenfeld, Der Kanon, p. 40 ff. ;

Kirchhofer, Quellensamml., p. 1 ff.; Reth, Roliq. Sacr., i. p. 394 ff.;
Treqelles, Canon Murat., p. 17 {F.; Westeotf, On the Canon, p. 467 fF.
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was composed, and we shall presently endeavour to
form some idea of that date, but beyond this fact the
information given anything but tends to establish
the unusual credibility claimed for the Gospels. It is
declared Dby the fragment, as we have seen, that the
third Synoptic was written by Luke, who had not
himself scen the Lord, but narrated the history as best
he was able. It is worthy of remark, morcover, that
even the Apostle Paul, who took Luke with him after the
Ascension, had not bheen a follower of Jesus either, nor
had scen him in the flesh, and certainly he did not, by
the showing of his ewn Epistles, associate much with
the other Apostles, so that Luke could not have had
much opportunity while with him of acquiring from
them any intimate knowledge of the cvents of Gospel
history. It is undeniable that the third Synoptic is not
the narrative of an eye-witness, and the occurrences
which it records did not take place in the’ presence, or
within the personal knmowledge, of the writer, but were
derived from tradition, or from written sources. Such
testimony, therefore, could not in any case be of much
service to our third Synoptic; but when we consider
the uncertainty of the date at which the fragment was
composed, and the certainty that it could not have
been written at an carly period, it will become apparent
that the value of its evidence is reduced to a minimum.

We have alrcady incidentally mentioned that the
writer of this fragment is totally unknown, nor does
there exist any clue by which he can be identified. Al
the eritics who have assigned an carly date to the com-
position of the fragment have based their conclusion,
almost solcly, upon a statement made by the Author
reaarding the Pastor of Hermas.  He says: “ Hermas in
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truth composed the Pastor very recently in our times in
the city of Rome, the Bishop Pius his brother, sitting
in the chair of the church of the city of Rome. And,
therefore, it should indeed be read, but it cannot be
published in the church to the people, neither being
among the prophets, whose number is complete, nor
amongst the apostles in the latter days.”

“ Pastorem vero nuperrime temporibus nostris in urbe
Roma Herma conscripsit sedente cathedra urbis Roma
ccclesioe Pio episcopus fratre ejus et ideo legi eum
quidem oportet se publicare vero in ccclesia populo
neque inter prophetas completum numero neque inter
apostolos in fine temporum potest.” !

Muratori, the discoverer of the MS., conjectured for
various rcasons, which need not be here detailed, that
the fragment was written by Caius the Roman Presbyter,
who flourished at the cnd of the second (c. A.p. 196) and
beginning of the third century, and in this he was fol-
lowed by a few others? The great mass of critics,
however, have rejected this conjecture, as they have
likewise negatived the fanciful ascription of the compo-
sition by Simon de Magistris to Papias of Hierapolis,®
and by Bunsen to Hegesippus.* Such attempts to identify
the unknown author are obviously mere speculation, and
it is impossible to suppose that, had Papias, Hegesippus,
or any other well-known writer of the same period com-
posed such a list, Eusebius could have failed to refer to

! With the exception of a few trifling alterations we give these quota-
tions as they stand in the MS.

? Antiq. Ttal., iii. p. 854 f.; Gallundi, Bibl. Vet. Patr., 1788, ii. p.
xxxiii. ; Freindaller, apud Routh, Rel. Sacr., i. p. 401 ; cf. Hefele, Patr.
Ap. Proleg. p. lxiii.

? Daniel secundum LXX. 1772; Dissert., iv. p. 467 L.

* Analecta Ante-Nic., 1854, i. p. 125; Hippolytus and his Ags, i. p.

314,
VOL. II. K
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it, as so immediately relevant to the purpose of his work.
Thiersch even expressed a suspicion that the fragment
was a literary mystification on the part of Muraton
himself.!

The mass of critics, with very little independent con-
sideration, have taken literally the statement of the
author regarding the composition of the Pastor very
recently in our times” (nuperrime temporibus nostris),
during the Episcopate of Pius (a.p. 142—157), and have
concluded the fragment to have been written towards
the end of the second century, though we need scarcely
say that a few writers would date it even earlier.? On
the other hand, and we consider with reason, many critics,

! Versuch, u. s. w., p. 387.

2 Bleek, Einl. N. T., p. 640; Hebriierbr., 1828, 1. 1, p. 121, anm. ; Credner,
Zur Gesch. d. Kan., p. 84, p. 92 f., Gesch. N. T. Kanon, p. 167; Corrodi,
Vorsuch ein. Beleucht. d. Gesch. jiid. u. chr. Bibel-Kanons, 1792, ii. p.
219 f.; Davidson, Introd. N. T., i. p. 7; Feilmoser, Einl. N. T., p. 203,
anm. ; Guericke, Gesammtgesch. N. T., p. 587 f.; Beitriige N. T., p. 7;
Hilgenfeld, Der Canon, p. 39; Zeitcshr., w. Theol. 1872, p. 575 ; Lumper,
Hist. de Vita, Secript., &c., SS. Patr., vii. 1790; p. 26 fI.; Liicke, Einl
Offenb. Joh., 1852, ii. p. 595; Mosheim, De Rebus Christ., p. 164 f;
Meyer, Krit., ex. H'buch. iib. d. Hebrierbr., 1867, p. 7; Olshausens,
Echth. d. vier kan. Evv., p. 281 ff.; Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 303, p. 305;
Hist. du Canon, p. 108; Reithmayr, Einl, N. B., p. 65, anm. 1; Routh,
Reliq. Sacr., i. p. 397 fI.; Chr. F. Schmid, Unters. Offenb. Joh., u. 8. w.,
1771, p. 101 ff. ; Hist. Antiq. et Vindic. Canonis, 1775, p. 308 f.;
Schrickh, Ohr. XK. G., iii. 1777, p. 426 fI. ; Stosch, Comment. Hist. Crit.de
libris N, T. Can., 1755, § lxi. ff. ; Scholten, Die ilt. Zeugnisse, p. 127;
Scholz, Einl. A, u. N. T\, i. p. 272; Thiersch (if not spurious), Versuch,
u. 8. w., p. 384 £, cf. 315; Volkmar, (A.D. 190—200) Anh. gu Credner'’s
Gesch. N. T, Kan,, p. 359 ; Wieseler, Th. Stud. u. Krit., 1847, p. 815 fl.

Ewald (in late middle of 2nd century), Gesch. d. V. Isr., vii. p. 497;
Hesse (before Irensus, Clement Al, and Tertullian, perhaps in 3rd
quarter, 2nd cent.), Das Muratori ’sche Fargment, 1873, p. 48, cf p. 56,
Laurent (c. A.D. 160), Neutest. Studien, p. 198; Luthardt (c. A.D. 170),
Das Joh. Ev. 1875, p. 228; Sanday (A.D. 170—180), Gospels in Sec. Cent.,
p. 266 ; Steckhoven (c. A.D. 170), Het Fragm. v. Muratori, 1877; Tischen-
dorf (A.D. 160—170), Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 9; Tregelles (c. .D. 170),
Canon Murat., p. 1 f,, p. 4, noto ¢.; Westcott (not much lator than A.D.
170), On the Canon, p. 183.



THE CANON OF MURATORI. 243

including men who will not be accused of opposition to
an early Canon, assign the composition to a later period,
between the end of the sccond or beginning of the third
century and the fourth century.!

When we examine the ground upon which alone an
early date can be supported, it becomes apparent how
slight the foundation is. The only argument of any
weight is the statement with regard to the composition
of the Pastor, but with the exception of the few apolo-
gists who do not hesitate to assign a date totally incon-
sistent with the state of the Canon described in the
fragment, the great majority of critics feel that they are
forced to place the composition at least towards the end
of the second century, at a period when the statement in
the composition may agree with the actual opinions in
the Church, and yet in a sufficient degree accord with
the expression “very recently in our times,” as applied
to the period of Pius of Rome, 142—157. It must be
evident that, taken literally, a very arbitrary interpreta-
tion is given to this indication, and in supposing that
the writer may have appropriately used the phrase thirty
or forty years after the time of Pius, so much licence is
taken that there is absolutely no reason why a still
greater interval may not be allowed. With this sole
exception, there is not a single word or statement in
the fragment which would oppose our assigning the

! End of 2nd, or beginning of 3rd century : Eichhorn, Einl. N. T.,
iv. p. 34; Keil ad Fabric. Bibl. Grmee, vii. 1801, p. 285; Loman, Joh.
in hot Fragm. Murat., 1865, p. 30; Mayerhoff, Einl. petr. Schr., p. 147 ;
Tayler, The Fourth Gospel, 1867, p. 38 ; Zimmermann, Diss. Crit. Script.,
&e. &c., a Murat. rep. exhib., 1805, and to these may be added all those
who assign the fragment to Caius. Hug (boginning 3rd century), Einl.
N.T., i. p. 105 £.; Donaldson (end of first half of 3rd century), Hist. Chr.
Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 212.

R 2
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composition to a late period of the third century.
Volkmar has very justly pointed out, however, that in
saying ‘“very recently in our times” the writer mercly
intended to distinguish the Pastor of Hermas from the
writings of the Prophets and Apostles: It cannot be
classed amongst the Prophets whose number is com-
plete, nor amongst the Apostles, inasmuch as it was
only written in our post-apostolic time. This is an ac-
curate interpretation of the expression,' which might
with perfect propriety be used a century after the time
of Pius. We have seen that there has not appeared a
single trace of any Canon in the writings of any of the
Fathers whom we have examined, and that the Old
Testament has been the only Holy Seripture they have
acknowledged ; and it is therefore unsafe, upon the mere
interpretation of a phrase which would be applicable
even a century later, to date this anonymous fragment,
regarding which we know nothing, earlier than the very
end of the second or beginning of the third century,
and it is still more probable that it was not written until
an advanced period of the third century. The expression
used with regard to Pius: “Sitting in the chair of the
church,” is quite unprecedented in the second century or
until a very much later datc.? It is argued that the
fragment is imperfect, and that sentences have fallen out;
and in regard to this, and to the assertion that it is a
translation from the Greek, it has been well remarked
by a writer whose judgment on the point will scarcely be
called prejudiced : “If it is thus mutilated, why might
it not also be interpolated ? If moreover the translator

! Cf. Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 212; Scholten, Die
iilt. Zeugnisso, p. 127; Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 28.
* Denaldson, 1list. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii, p. 212.
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was 8o ignorant of Latin, can we trust his translation ?
and what guarantee have we that he has not paraphrased
and expanded the original ? The force of these remarks
is peculiarly felt in dealing with the paragraph which
gives the date. The Pastor of Hermas was not well
known to the Western Church, and it was not highly
estecmed. It was regarded as inspired by the Eastern,
and read in the Eastern Churches. We have secen,
moreover, that it was extremely unlikely that Hermas
was a real personage. It would be, therefore, far more
probable that we have here an interpolation, or addition
by a member of the Roman or African Church, probably
by the translator, made expressly for the purpose of
serving as proof that the Pastor of Hermas was not
inspired. ~ The paragraph itself Dbears unquestionable
mark of tampering,” ! &c. It would take us too far were
we to discuss the various statements of the fragment as
indications of date, and the matter is not of sufficient
importance. It contains nothing involving an earlier
date than the third century.

The facts of the case may be briefly summed up as
follows, so far as our object is concerned. The third
Synoptic is mentioned by a totally unknown writer, at
an unknown, but certainly not early, date, in all proba-
bility during the third century, in a fragment which we
possess in a very corrupt version very far from free from
suspicion of interpolation in the precise part from which
the early date is inferred. The Gospel is attributed to
Luke, who was not onc of the followers of Jesus, and of
whom it is expressly said that “he himself had not seen
the Lord in the flesh,” but wrote ““ as he deemed best (ex
opinione),” and followed his history as he was able (et

! Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 209.
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idem prout assequi potuit).! If the fragment of Muraton,
therefore, even came within our limits as to date, its
evidence would be of no value, for, instead of establishing
the trustworthiness and absolute accuracy of the narra-
tive of the third Synoptic, it distinctly tends to discredit
it, inasmuch as it declares it to be the composition of one
who undeniably was not an cyec-witness of the miracles
reported, but collected his materials, long after, as best
he could.?

4.

We may now briefly sum up the results of our exami-
nation of the evidence for the synoptic Gospels. After
having exhausted the literature and the testimony
bearing on the point, we have not found a single distinct
trace of any of those Gospels, with the exception of the
third, during the first century and a half after the death
of Jesus. Only once during the whole of that period
do we find even a tradition that any of our Evangelists
composed a Gospel at all, and that tradition, so far
from favouring our Synoptics, is fatal to the claims
of the first and second. Papias, about the middle of

! The paseago is freely rendered thus by Canon Westcott : ** The Gospel
of St. Luke, it is then said, stands third in order [in the Canon], having
been written by ‘ Luke the physician,’ the companion of St. Paul, who,
not being himself an eye-witness, based his narrative on such information
as he could obtain, beginning from the birth of John.” On the Canon,
p. 167.

2 We do not propose to consider the Ophites and Peratici, obscure
Gnostic sects towards the end of the second century. There is no direct
ovidence regarding them, and the testimony of writers in the third
century, like Hippolytus, is of no value for the Gospels.
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the second century, on the occasion to which we refer,
records that Matthew composed the Discourses of the
Lord in the Hebrew tongue, a statement which totally
excludes the claim of our Greek Gospel to apostolic
origin. Mark, he said, wrote down from the casual
preaching of Peter the sayings and doings of Jesus,
but without orderly arrangement, as he was not him-
self a follower of the Master, and merely recorded
what fell from the Apostle. This description, likewise,
shows that our actual second Gospel could not, in its
present form, have been the work of Mark. There is no
other reference during the period to any writing of
Matthew or Mark, and no mention at all of any work
aseribed to Luke. The identification of Marcion’s Gos-
pel with our third Synoptic proves the existence of that
work before A.D. 140, but no evidence is thus obtained
either as to the author or the character of his work, but
on the contrary the testimony of the great heresiarch is
so far unfavourable to that (Gospel, as it involves a
charge against it, of being interpolated and debased by
Jewish elements. The freedom with which Marcion
expurgated and altered it clearly shows that he did not
regard it either as a sacred or canonical work. Any
argument for the mere existence of our Synoptics
based upon their supposed rejection by heretical leaders
and sects has the inevitable disadvantage, that the very
testimony which would show their existence would
oppose their authenticity. There is no evidence of their
use by heretical leaders, however, and no direct reference
to them by any writer, heretical or orthodox, whom we
have examined. It is unnecessary to add that no reason
whatever has been shown for accepting the testimony of
these Gospels as sufficient to establish the reality of
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miracles and of a direct Divine Revelation.! It is not
pretended that more than one of the synoptic Gospels
was written by an eye-witness of the miraculous occur-
rences reported, and whilst no cvidence has been, or can
be, produced even of the historical accuracy of the narra-
tives, no testimony as to the correctness of the inferences
from the external phenomena exists, or is now even con-
ceivable. The discrepancy between the amount of evi-
dence required and that which is forthcoming, however,
is greater than under the circumstances could have been
thought possible.

! A comparison of the contents of the three Synoptics would have con-
firmed this conclusion, but this is not at present necessary, and we must
hasten on.



PART III.

———

THE FOURTH GOSPEL.

CHAPTER L
THE EXTERNAL EVIDENCE.

WE shall now examine, in the same order, the wit-
nesses alrcady cited in conncction with the Synoptics,
and ascertain what evidence they furnish for the date
and authenticity of the fourth Gospel.

Apologists do not even allege that there is any
reference to the fourth Gospel in the so-called Epistle
of Clement of Rome to the Corinthians.!

A few critics? pretend to find a trace of it in the Epistle
of Barnabas, in the reference to the brazen Serpent as a
type of Jesus. Tischendorf states the case as follows :—

! Canon Westcott, however, cannot resist the temptation to press
Clement into service. He says: *“ In other passages it is possible to trace
the influence of St. John, ¢ The blood of Christ hath gained for the whole
world the offer of the grace of repentance.” ‘Through Him we look
steadfastly on the heights of heaven ; through Him we view as in a glass
(évomrrpe{dpeda) His spotless and most excellent visage ; through Him the
eyes of our heart were opened ; through Him our dull and darkened un-
derstanding is quickened with new vigour on turning to his marvellous
light.””” He does not indicate more clearly the nature and marks of the
“influence” to which he refers. As he also asserts that the Epistle
* affirms the teaching of 8t. Paul and St. James,” and that the Epistle to
the Hebrows is ‘* wholly transfused into Clement’s pind,” such an argu-
ment does not require a single remark. On the Cr.aon, p. 23 f.

7 T,ardner, Canon Westcott, and others do not/ efer to it at all.
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“ And when in the same chapter xii. it is shown how
Moses in the brazen serpent made a type of Jesus ‘ who
should suffer (dic) and yet himself make alive,’ the naturl
inference is that Barnabas connected therewith John iii.
14, f. even if the use of this passage in particular cannot be
proved.  Although this connection cannot be affirmed,
since the author of the Epistle, in this passage as in many
others, may be independent, yet it is justifiable to ascribe
the greatest probability to its dependence on the passage
in John, as the tendency of the Epistle in no way re-
quired a particular leaning to the expression of John.
The disproportionately more abundant usc of cxpress
quotations from the Old Testament in Barnabas is, on
the contrary, connected most intimately with the ten-
deney of his whole composition.”?

It will be observed that the suggestion of reference to
the fourth Gospel is here advanced in a very hesitating
way, and does not indeed go beyond an assertion of
probability. We might, therefore, well leave the matter
without further notice, as the reference in no case could
be of any weight as evidence. On examination of the
context, however, we find that there is every reason to
conclude that the reference to the brazen serpent is made
direct to the Old Testament. The author who delights
in typology is bent upon showing that the cross is pre-
figured in the Old Testament. He gives a number of
instances, involving the necessity for a display of ridicu-
lous ingenuity of explanation, which should prepare us
to find the comparatively simple type of the brazen
serpent naturally selected.  After pointing out that
Moses, with his arms stretched out in prayer that the
Israclites might prevail in the fight, was a type of the

! ‘Wann wurden, u. s. w., 96 f.
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cross, he goes on to say: ‘ Again Moses makes a type of
Jesus, that he must suffer and himself make alive (xai adros
{womounjoet), whom they will appear to have destroyed,
in a figure, while Isracl was falling ;”' and connecting
the circumstance that the people were bit by serpents
and died with the transgression of Eve by means of the
serpent, he goes on to narrate minutely the story of Moses
and the brazen serpent, and then winds up with the
words : “Thou hast in this the glory of Jesus; that in
him are all things and for him.”? No one can read
the whole passage carefully without seeing- that the
reference is direct to the Old Testament® There is no
ground for supposing that the author was acquainted
with the fourth Gospel.

To the Pastor of Hermas Tischendorf devotes only two
lines, in which he states that *it has neither quotations
from the Old nor from the New Testament.”* Canon

! TIduv Matois mowel Tumov Tob 'Ingot, &re 8¢t alrdv mabeiv, kal alrds
{womouoe, bv Bdfovaww drokwhexévar év anpely, wimrrovros Tob 'Iopagh. Ch xii.

3 "Exets mdhw xai év Tovrois Ty ddfav rob ‘Ingol, 61 év alrg mdvra kal eis
atror. Ch. xii.; cf. Heb. ii. 10; Rom. xi. 36.

3 Hilgenfeld, Die ap. Viiter, p. 50, anm. 8; Theol. Jahrb., 1850, p. 396;
Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1868, p. 215 ff.; Einl. N. T., 1877, p. 733; Holfz-
mann, Zeitschr. w. Th., 1877, p. 400 f. ; Miiller, Das Barnabasbr., p. 281 ;
Scholten, Die ilt. Zeugnisse, p. 14 : Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 66 ff. So
also probably Westcott (“‘ or at least not from John iii.”) on the Canon
4thed.p. 61. Scholten rightly points out that the distinguishing inyoiefar of
the fourth Gospel is totally lacking in the Epistle. Die iilt. Zeugn., p. 14.
The brazen sorpent is also referred to in the Wisdom of Solomon, xvi.
5, 6, and by Philo, Log. Alleg., ii. § 20 ; De Agricultura, § 22. Cf. Folk-
mar, Der Ursprung, p. 67 {. ; Tobler, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1860, p. 190 f.
Justin Martyr also refers to the type of the brazen serpent without any
connection with the fourth Gospel, Dial., 91, 94.

4 Wann wurden, u. 8. w., p. 20, anm. 1; Liicke makes no claim to its
testimony, the analogies being *‘ too slight and distant.” Comment. Ev.
Joh., 1840, i. p. 44, anm. 2. The use of the fourth Gospel (and Eps. of
John) is denied by the following, amongst other writera: Davidson, Canon,
of the Bible, 1877, p. 93 f.; Hilgenfeld, Zeitschr. wiss. Th., 1868, p.
217 f.; Holtzmann, Zeitschr. wiss, Th., 1875, p. 40 ff. Cf. Sanday,
Gospels in Sec. Cent,, p. 272 f.
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Westcott makes the same statement! but, unlike the
German apologist, he proceeds subsequently to affirm that
Hermas makes “ clear allusions to St. John ; ” which few
or no apologists support. This assertion he claborates
and illustrates as follows :—

“The view which Hermas gives of Christ’s nature and
work is no less harmonious with apostolic doctrine, and
it offers striking analogies to the Gospel of St. John.
Not only did the Son * appoint angels to preserve each of
thosec whom the Father gave to him ;' but ¢ He himself
toiled very much and suffered very much to cleanse our
sins. . . . And so when he himself had cleansed the
sins of the people, he showed them the paths of life by
giving them the Law which he received from his
Father.’? Heis “a Rock higher than the mountains, able
to hold the whole world, ancient, and yet having a new
gate’® ¢ His name is great and infinite, and the whole
world is supported by him.”* ¢ He is older than Creation,
so that he took counsel with the Father about the

! On the Canon, p. 175,

? Kal alrds ras dpaprias alrdv éxalipioe modAa xomdoas kai woldovs komovs
mrAkds® . . . . alrds olv xabapicas Tas dpaprias Tob Aaod E8eifev alrois Tas
rpiBous ijs {wijs, dods alrois Tdv ¥ipov v ¥haBe mapa roi marpds adrob. Sim., v. 6.

3 s péaov 8¢ tob mediov Fdecfé por mérpav peydyy heviiy éx o mediov
dvaBeBnxuiav. 1) 8¢ wérpa infrqhorépa fiv rdv Spewv, Terpdywros dore Sivaahau dhor
Tév kéopov xwpijras makatk 8¢ v §) wérpa éxeivy, miAyy éxxekoppévny {xovaa &
mpboparos 8¢ é8xer pou elvar 1) éxxoharis Tis wUARs. 7§ 8¢ mUAy olres foTASer
tmép Tov Thiov, Hore pe Oavpdlew éml mh Aapmndon ths wikgss  Simil., ix. 2.

5 wétpa, Pnoly, abry kai § wky 6 vids Tov feod o, Mlos, i, cpie 1
wérpa wakawd oy, 1) 8¢ oAy kawn ; “Axove, Pnoi, kal olwe, dovwere. ‘O pir
vids Tob Beob wdans Tis kricews alroi mpoyevéoTepds éaTww, dare gupBovior
alrév yevéobai v marpl rijs xricews abrod® did Toiro xkal makaws éorw. 1§ &
wuAn 8t 7i kaws, Grpi, ke ; "0ty Praly, én’ éoydrov TéV Hrepdy Tis qUITE
Neias pavepds eyévero, 8i& Toiro kawi éyévero i Ay, va ol pé\hovres aufeobal
8¢ alrijs els Ty BacAeiay eleéNdwot Tob feov. Simil., ix. 12.

* 78 8vopa Toi viod Tob feod péya éori xal dydpnrov xai Tow Kogpor Ao
Baogrdfer. Simil., ix. 14.
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creation which he made.”! ‘He is the sole way of access
to the Lord ; and no one shall enter in unto him other-
wise than by his Son.” 2

This is all Canon Westcott says on the subject®* He
does not attempt to point out any precise portions of the
fourth Gospel with which to compare these “striking
analogies,” nor does he produce any instances of simi-
larity of language, or of the use of the same terminology
as the Gospel in this apocalyptic allegory. It is evident
that such evidence could in no case be of any value for
the fourth Gospel.

When we examine more closely, however, it becomes
certain that these passages possess no real analogy with
the fourth Gospel, and were not derived from it. There
is no part of them that has not close parallels in writings
antecedent to our Gospel, and there is no use of ter-
minology peculiar to it. The author does not even once
use the term Logos. Canon Westcott makes no mention
of the fact that the doctrine of the Logos and of the pre-
existence of Jesus was enunciated long before the com-
position of the fourth Gospel, with almost equal clearness
and fulness, and that its development can be traced
through the Septuagint translation, the “Proverbs of
Solomon,” some of the Apocryphal works of the Old
Testament, the writings of Philo, and in the Apocalypse,
Epistle to the Hebrews, as well as the Pauline Epistles.
To any one who examines the passages cited from the

works of Hermas, and still more to any one acquainted .

with the history of the Logos doctrine, it will, we fear,

} Simil., ix. 12, quoted above.

2§ 8¢ mikn & vids Tob Beod doriv. alm pia eloodds domi mwpds rov Kiptov,
Dws oby obdels eloeheboerar wpds almrdy el pn 8ud Tob vied atrod. Sim., ix. 12,

3 On the Canon, p. 177 f. We give the Greek quotations as they stand
in Canon Westcott's notes : and also the translations in his text, without,
however, adopting them,
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seem wasted time to enter upon any minute refutation of
such imaginary “analogies.”” We shall, however, as
briefly as possible refer to cach passage quoted.

The first is taken from an claborate similitude with
regard to true fasting, in which the world is likened to a
vineyard and, in explaining his parable, the Shepherd
says: “God planted the vineyard, that is, he created
the people and gave them to his Son: and the Son
appointed his angels over them to kecep them : and he
himself cleansed their sins, having suffered many things
and endured many labours. . . . He himself, there-
fore, having cleansed the sins of the people, showed
them the paths of life by giving them the Law which he
received from his Father.”!

It is difficult indeed to find anything in this passage
which is in the slightest degree peculiar to the fourth
Gospel, or apart from the whole course of what is taught
in the Epistles, and more especially the Epistle to the
Hebrews. We may point out a few passages for com-
parison : Heb. i. 2—4; ii. 10-—11; v. 8—9; vii. 12,
17—19; viil. 6—10 ; x. 10—16 ; Romans viii. 24—17;
Matt. xxi. 33 ; Mark xii. 1 ; Isaiah v. 7, liii.

The second passage is taken from an elaborate parable
on the building of the Church: (a) “ And in the middle
of the plain he showed me a great white rock which had
risen out of the plain, and the rock was higher than
the mountains, rectangular so as to be able to hold the
whole world, but that rock was old having a gate (miky)
hewn out of it, and the hewing out of the gate (mily)
seemed to me to be recent.”? Upon this rock the tower
of the Church is built. Further on an explanation is
given of the similitude, in which occurs another of the

! Simil., v. 6. i
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passages referred to. (8) ““This rock (wérpa) and this gate
(md\y) are the Son of God. ‘How, Lord, I said, ‘is the
rock old and the gate new ?’ ¢ Listen,’ he said, ‘ and un-
derstand, thou ignorant man. (y) The Son of God is
older than all of his creation (6 pév vids Tov feod waons
s KTigews avTod mpoyevéaTepls éoTw), so that he was
a councillor with the Father in his work of creation ;
and for this is he old” (8) ‘And why is the gate new,
Lord?’ I said ; ¢ Because,” he replied, ‘he was mani-
fested at the last days (én’ éoydrwv TGv uepdv) of the
dispensation ; for this cause the gate was made new, in
order that they who shall Le saved might enter by it
into the kingdom of God.’”?

And a few lines lower down the Shepherd further
explains, referring to entrance through the gate, and
introducing another of the passages cited: (e)  “In this
way, he said, ‘no one shall enter into the kingdom of
God unless he receive his holy name. If, therefore, you
cannot enter into the City unless through its gate, so
also,” he said, ‘a man cannot enter in any other way into
the kingdom of God than by the name of his Son
beloved by him” . . . ‘and the gate (wd\y) is the
Son of God. This is the one entrance to the Lord.” In
no other way, therefore, shall any one enter in to him,
except through his Son.”?

Now with regard to the similitude of a rock we need
scarcely say that the Old Testament teems with it; and
we need not point to the parable of the house built upon
a rock in the first Gospel.® A more apt illustration is
the famous saying with regard to Peter: *“And upon
this rock (wérpa) I will build my Church,” upon which

! Simil., ix. 12. Philo rapresants the Logos as a Rock (wérpa). Quod

det. potiori insid., § 31, Mangey i 213.
2 Simil,, ix. 12. * Matt. vii. 24.
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indeed the whole similitude of Hermas turns; and in
1 Cor. x. 4, we read: “ For they drank of the Spiritual
Rock accompanying them ; but the Rock was Christ”
( mérpa 8¢ v 6 Xpiards). There is no such similitude
in the fourth Gospel at all.

We then have the “gate,” on which we presume
Canon Westcott chiefly relies. The parable in John x.
1—9 is quite different from that of Hermas,' and there
is a persistent use of different terminology. The door
into the sheepfold is always 6ipa, the gate in the rock
always #vAy. “I am the door,”? (éyd eipr 7 Oipa) is
twice repeated in the fourth Gospel. “The gate is the
Son of God ” (3 oAy 6 vids Tov feov éoriv) is the declara-
tion of Hermas. On the other hand, there are numerous
passages, elsewhere, analogous to that in the Pastor of
Hermas. Every one will remember the injunction in
the Sermon on the Mount: Matth. vii. 13, 14. “ Enter
in through the strait gate (wd\y), for wide is the gate
(w\y), &c., 14. Because narrow is the gate (mily)
and straitencd is the way which leadeth unto life, and
few there be that find it.”®* The limitation to the one
way of entrance into the kingdom of God: “by the
name of his Son,” is also found everywhere throughout
the Epistles, and likewise in the Acts of the Apostles;
as for instance: Acts iv. 12, “ And there is no salvation
in any other : for neither is there any other name under
heaven given among men whereby we must be saved.”

The reasons given why the rock is old and the gate
new (y, ) have anything but special analogy with

' Cf. Heb. ix. 24, 11—12, &c. ? John x. 7, 9.

3 Compare the account of the new Jerusalem, Rev. xxi. 12 fl.; of.
xxii. 4, 14. In Simil ix. 13, it is insisted that, to enter into the king-

dom, not only ““his name ”” must be borne, but that we must put on
certain clothing.
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the fourth Gospel. We are, on the contrary, taken
directly to the Epistle to the Hebrews in which the pre-
existence of Jesus is prominently asserted, and between
which and the Pastor, as in a former passage, we find
singular linguistic analogies. For instance, take the
whole opening portion of Heb. i. 1: “God having at many
times and in many manncrs spoken in times past to the
fathers by the prophets, 2. At the end of these days (én’
éoyxdTov 7OV Mpuepdy Tovrtwr) spake to us in the Son
whom he appointed heir (xAnpordpos)! of all things,
by whom he also made the worlds, 3. Who being the
brightness of his glory and the express image of his
substance, upholding all things by the word of his
power, when he had made by himself a cleansing of our
sins sat down at the right hand of Majesty on high, 4.
Having become so much better than the ::u'.ngels,”2 &e., &ec.;
and if we take the different clauses we may also find them
clsewhere constantly repeated, as for instance: (y) The
son older than all his creation: compare 2 Tim. i. 9,
Colossians i. 15 (““who is . . . the first born of all crea-
tion"—38s éorw . . . . mpwrdrokes wdons kricews), 16,
17, 18, Rev. iii. 14, x. 6. The works of Philo are full of
this representation of the Logos. For example: “ For
the Word of God is over all the universe, and the oldest
and most universal of all things created” (kai 6 Adyos 8¢

! We may remark that in the parable Hermas speaks of the son as the
heir (xAnpovdpos), and of the slave—who is the true son—also as co-heir
(ovyxknpovduos), and a few lines below the passage above quoted, of the
heirship (kAnpovopias). This is another indication of the use of this Epistle,
the peculiar expression in regard fo the son ‘‘ whom he appointed heir
(xAnpovdpos) of all things ” occurring here. Cf. Simil., v. 2, 6.

2 Heb. i. 1. Iolupepos kai modvrpimws milas & feds Aakjaas Tols warpdov
v Tois mporais én’ éoydrov TdV Hpepdy TouTwy éNdAnoev fHuiv ¢v vip, (2) dv
kv Anpovdpoy mdvrwy, 8¢ of kal émoinaey Tods aldvas, (3) bs by dravyacpa
ris 86€ns xal xapaxip Tis imooTdoews alrol Pépwv Te T& wdvra TG pipare Tis
Buwdpews alrob, 8¢ éavrob kaBapiopdy moodpevos Tav dpapriov éxabiaey év Befig
tiis peyakwotyys év Wmhots, (4) TogolTy rpelrrov yevdpevos Tav dyyélov, kT

YOL. I1. 8
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700 feod vmepdvw moavrds €aTi TOV KOTMOV, Kal TpET-
Buraros kai yevikdératos T@v 6oa yéyove).! Again, as to
the second clause, that he assisted the Father in the
work of creation, compare Heb. ii. 10, i. 2, xi. 3, Rom.
x1. 36, 1 Cor. viii. 6, Coloss. i. 15, 16.2

The only remaining passage is the following: “The
name of the Son of God is great and infinite and
supports the whole world.” For the first phrase, com-
pare 2 Tim. iv. 18, Heb. i. 8 ; and for the second part of
the sentence, Heb. i. 3, Coloss. i. 17, and many other
passages quoted above.? '

The whole assertion * is devoid of foundation, and might
well have been left unnoticed. The attention called to it,
however, may not be wasted in observing the kind of evi-
dence with which apologists are compelled to be content.

Tischendorf points out two passages in the Epistles of
pscudo-Ignatius which, he considers, show the use of the
fourth Gospel.® They are as follows—Epistle to the
Romans vii.: “I desire the bread of God, the bread of

! Leg. Alleg., iii. § 61, Mungey, i. p. 121; cf. De Confus. Ling., § 28,
Mang., i. p. 4217, § 14, 1b. i. p. 414 ; De Profugis, § 19, Mang., i. 561;
De Curitato, § 2, Mang., ii. 385, &e., &c. The Logos is constantly called
by Philo *“ the first-begotten of God » (mpwrdyoros ot Adyos); ** the most
ancient son of God ” (mpeaBiraros vids Beot).

? Cf. Philo, Leg. Alleg., iii. § 31, Mangey, i. 106; De Cherubim, § 35,
Mang., 1. 162, &c., &ec.

* Cf. Philo, De Profugis, § 20, Mungey, i. 562; Frag. Mangey, ii. 635;
De Somniis, i. § 41, Mang., i. 656.

* Canon Wostcott also says: ¢ In several places also St. John's teach-
ing on ‘ the Truth’ lies at the ground of Hermas' words,” and in a note
he refors to ‘‘ Mand. iii.=1 John ii. 27 ; iv. 6,” without specifying any
passage of the book. (On the Canon, p. 176, and note 4.) Such un-
qualified assortions unsupported by any evidence cannot be too strongly
condemned. Dr. Westcott's own words may be quoted against himself:
« It is impossible to exaggerate the mischief done by these vague general
statements, which produce a permanent impression wholly out of propor-
tion with the minute element of truth which is hidden in them.” On the
Canon, 4th ed. p. 156, n. 1.

¢ Wann wurden, u, 8. w., p. 22f. Liicke does not attach much weight to
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heaven, the bread of life, which is the flesh of Jesus
Christ the son of God, who was born at a later time of
the seed of David and Abraham ; and I desire the drink
of God (wdpa feov), that is his blood, which is love in-
corruptible, and eternal life ” (dévwaos {wy).! This is com-
pared with John vi. 41: “I am the bread which came
down from heaven” 48. . . . “I am the bread of life,” 51.
“ And the bread that I will give is my flesh ;” 54.
“He who eateth my flesh and drinketh my blood hath
everlasting life ”” ({w)v aidviov). Scholten has pointed out
that the reference to Jesus as “born of the seed of David
and Abraham ” is not in the spirit of the fourth Gospel ;
and the use of mdpa feov for the mdéows of vi. 55, and
aéwaos {wnj instead of {wy alwwios are also opposed to
the connection with that Gospel? On the other hand,
in the institution of the Supper, the bread is described
as the body of Jesus, and the wine as his blood ; and
reference is made there, and elsewhere, to eating bread
and drinking wine in the kingdom of God,® and the
passage scems to be nothing but a development of this
teaching.* Nothing could be proved by such an
analogy.®
The second passage referred to by Tischendorf is in
the Epistle to the Philadelphians vii.: “For if some

any of the supposed allusions in these Epistles. Comm. Ev.Joh., i.p. 43.
Cf. Sanday, (Fospels in Sec. Cent., p. 273 f.

! "Aprov Bcob Oéhw, dprov olpdmoy, dprov {wis, ds éarw oapé "Inaol XpioTol
70i viol Tob Ocol, Tol yevopévov év baTépp éx omépparos AaBid xal "ASpadp’
xai mopa Oeol Behw, T0 aipa alrod, & éorw dydmn ddpbapros, kal dévvaos {wr).
Ad BRom., vii.

? Die &lt. Zeugnisse, p. 54.

3 Matt. xxvi. 26—29; Mark xiv, 22—25; Luke xxii, 17—20; 1 Cor.
xi, 23—25; cf. Luke xiv. 15.

4 Cf. Scholten, Die ilt. Zeugnisse, p. 54.

* Cf. De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 225 f.; Scholten, Die dlt. Zeugnisse,
p. 54.

82
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would have led me astray according to the flesh, yet the
Spirit is not led astray, being from God, for it knoweth
whence it cometh and whither it goeth, and detecteth the
things that are hidden.”" Tischendorf considers that these
words are based upon John iii. 6—8, and the last phrase:
“And detecteth the hidden things,” upon verse 20. The
scnse of the Epistle, however, is precisely the reverse of that
of the Gospel, which reads: “The wind bloweth where it
listeth ; and thou hearest the sound thereof but knowest
not whence it cometh and whither it goeth ; so is every
one that is born of the Spirit ;”? whilst the Epistle does
not refer to the wind at all, but afficms that the Spirit of
God does know whence it cometh, &c. The analogy in
verse 20 is still more remote : “ For every one that doeth
evil hateth the light, ncither cometh to the light, lest
his decds should be detected.”® In 1 Cor. 1. 10, the
sense is found more closely : “ For the Spirit searcheth
all things, yea, even the deep things of God.”* It is
cvidently unreasonable to assert from such a passage the
use of the fourth Gospel.® Even Tischendorf recog-
nizes that in themselves the phrases which he points out
in pseudo-Ignatius could not, unsupported by other
corroboration, possess much weight as testimony for the
usc of our Gospels. He says: “Were these allusions of
Ignatius to Matthew and John a wholly isolated phe-
nomenon, and one which perhaps other undoubted results

! Eil yap xai xard odpxa pe Twes nfiknoay whavjoar, dA\d 1o mwebpa ol
whavérat, dwd Oeoir 8v* ol8ev yap mwolev {pyerar, kal moi Umdyer, kai Ta kpwTd
eAéyxer. Ad Philadelph., vii.

2 1) mvebpa Smov Oéker mvel, kal Ty Pwryy alrod dxovers, aAN’ obx oidas wober
Zpxeras kai mob Uwdyer olrws éoTiv was & yeyewmuévos éx Tou myelparos. John
iii. 8.

3 s yip 6 Pabha wpdaowr pioel 75 Gds xal odk {pxerar wpds TS s, ivapl
fheyx8y Ta épya alrov. John iii. 20.

4 1 yap mvelpa wdvra épevrd, kai ta Bdfly Toi feov. 1 Cor. ii. 10.

* Cf. De Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 225 f; Liicke, Comm, Ev. Joh. i. p. 43 f.
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of inquiry wholly contradicted, they would hardly have
any conclusive weight. But——"! Canon Westcott
says : “ The Ignatian writings, as might be expected, are
not without traces of the influence of St. John. The
circumstances in which he was placed required a special
cnunciation of Pauline doctrine; but this is not so
cxpressed as to exclude the parallel lines of Christian
thought. Love is ‘the stamp of the Christian.” (Ad
Magn. v.) ‘Faith is the beginning and love the end of
life” (Ad Ephes. xiv.) °Faith is our guide upward’
(dvaywyeds), but love is the road that ‘leads to God.’
(Ad Eph. ix.) *“The Eternal (d{8tos) Word is the mani-
festation of God’ (Ad Magn. viii.), ‘the door by which
we come to the Father’ (Ad Philad. ix., cf. John x. 7),
‘and without Him we have not the principle of true
life’ (Ad Trall. ix.: o xwpls 70 dA\pfuwdv (Hv odk
éopev. of. Ad Eph. iii. : "LX. 70 adudkpirov npov Lyv).
The true meat of the Christian is the ‘bread of God,
the bread of heaven, the bread of life, which is the
flesh of Jesus Christ,” and his drink is ¢ Christ’s blood,
which is love incorruptible’ (Ad Rom. vii., cf. John vi.
32, 51, 53). He has no love of this life; “his love has
been crucified, and he has in him no burning passion for
the world, but living water (as the spring of a new life)
speaking within him, and bidding him come to his
Father’ (Ad Rom. L c). Meanwhile his enemy is the
enemy of his Master, even the ‘ruler of this age.’
(Ad Rom. L. c., 6 dpxwv 70¥ ai@vos Tovrov. Cf. John xii.
31, xvi. 11 : 6 dpywv Tov kdopov Tovrov: and see 1 Cor.
ii. 6, 8.%)” _
Part of these references we have already considered ;

! Wann wurden, u. 8. w., p. 23.
2 Westeott, On the Canon, p. 32 f., and notes. 'Wo havo inserted in the
text the references given in tho notoes,
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others of them really do not require any notice whatever,
and the only one to which we need to direct our atten-
tion for a moment may be the passage from the Epistle
to the Philadelphians ix., which reads: He is the door
of the Father, by which enter in Abraham, Isaac,
and Jacob and the prophets, and the apostles, and the
Church.”t This is compared with John x. 7. “There-
fore said Jesus again: Verily, verily, I say unto you, [
am the door of the Sheep” (éyd eiur 5 Ovpa 7év mpe-
Bdrwv). We have already referred, a few pages back’
to the image of the door. Here again it is obvious that
there is a marked difference in the sense of the Epistle
from that of the Gospel. In the latter Jesus is said to
be the door into the Sheepfold ;® whilst in the Epistle,
he is the door into the Father, through which not only
the patriarchs, prophets, and apostles enter, but also the
Church itself. Such distant analogy cannot warrant the
conclusion that the passage shows any acquaintance with
the fourth Gospel.* As for the other phrases, they are
" not only without special bearing upon the fourth Gospel,
but they are everywhere found in the canonical Epistles, as
well as elsewhere. Regarding love and faith, for instance,
compare Gal. v. 6, 14, 22; Rom. xii. 9, 10, viii. 39,
xiii. 9; 1 Cor. ii. 9, viii. 3; Ephes. iii. 17, v. 1, 2,
vi. 23; Philip. i. 9, ii. 2; 2 Thess. iii. 5; 1 Tim. i 14,
vi. 11; 2 Tim. i. 13 ; Heb. x. 38 f, xi., &c., &ec.

We might point out many equally close analogies in

1 Abros bv 8dpa Tod watpds, 8t fis eloépyovrar "ABpadp kai 'loadx rai 'laxed
kai of mpoiTas, kal of dwéorodot, xai 1) éexhnoia. Ad Philad., ix.

2 Vol. ii. p. 256 fF.

3 Compare the whole passage, John x. 1-—16.

4 Cf. Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 368 f. ; Lilcke, Com. Ev. Job., 1
p. 43 ff.; Scholten, Die &lt. Zeugnisse, p. 54 f.; De Wette, Einl. N- T.,
p. 225 f.
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the works of Philo,' but it is unnecessary to do so,
although we may indicate one or two which first present
themselves. Philo equally has “the Eternal Logos”
(6 @i8ios Adyos),? whom he represents as the manifesta-
tion of God in every way. “The Word is the likeness
of God, by whom the universe was created” (Adyos 3¢
éoTw eikaw Oeov, 80 ol ovumas 6 kdopos édnuiovpyetro).®
He is “the vicegerent” (dwapyos) of God,* “the hea-
venly incorruptible food of the soul,” “the bread (dpros)
from heaven.” In one place he says: “and they who
inquired what is the food of the soul . . . learnt at last that
it is the Word of God, and the Divine Logos. . . . This
is the heavenly nourishment, and it is mentioned in
the holy Scriptures . . . saying, ‘Lo! I rain upon you
bread (@pros) from heaven’ (Exod. xvi. 4) “Thisis
the bread (dpros) which the Lord has given them
to eat’” (Exod. xvi. 15)° And again: “ For the one
indeed raises his eyes towards the sky, contemplating the
manna, the divine Word, the heavenly incorruptible food
of the longing soul”® Elsewhere: “ . .. but it is

! Philo's birth is dated at least 20 to 30 years before our era, and his
death about A.D. 40. His principal works were oertainly written before
his embassy to Caius. Dikne, Gesch. Darstell. jiid. alex. Religions-
Philos., 1834, 1 abth. p. 98, anm. 2; Delaunay, Philon d’Alexandrie,

1867, p- 11 f.; Ewald, Gesch. d. V. Isr., vi. p. 239; Gfrirer, Qesch.
des Urchristenthums I., i. p. 5, p. 37 fI., p. 45.

2 De plant. Noe, § 5, Mang., i. 332; De Mundo, § 2, Mang., ii. 604.

® De Monarchia, ii. § 5; Mang., ii. 225.

4 De Agricult., § 12, Mang., i. 308 ; De Somniis, 1. § 41, Mang., i. 656 ;
of, Coloss. i. 15; Heb. i. 3; 2 Cor. iv. 4.

5 Zymoavres kal T T Tpépor éatl Tiv Yuxay . . . . eDpov pabovres pipa
feov xai Adyow Oeiov . . . . . ‘H & éotiv 3 obpdwos tpodh, ppvierar 8¢ év
rais lepais dvaypagais . . . . Aéyovros. ‘“Idob éyd Ve dpiv dprovs éx Tob
otpawe.” De Profugis, § 25, Mangey, i. 566.

§ ‘0 pév yap Tis Spers dvarelver mpds aibépa, dopav T0 pdvva, Tov Getov
Adyow, Tijw obpdvioy phobedpovos Yruxijs ddpbaprov Tpodriy. Quis rerum Div.
Heres., § 15, Mang., i. 484; Quod det. potiori insid., § 31, Mang., i.
213 . . . . Mdwa, Tdv mpeaBiraroy Tév dvrwv Adyov Beiow, k.T.A.
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taught by the Hierophant and Prophet Moses, who will
say: ‘This is the bread (dpros), the nourishment which
God gave to the soul —that he offered his own Word and
his own Logos ; for this is bread (apros) which he has
given us to eat, this is the Word (70 pjua).”! He
also says: “Therefore he exhorts him that can run
swiftly to strive with breathless eagerness towards the
Divine Word who is above all things, the fountain of
Wisdom, in order that by drinking of the stream,
instead of death he may for his reward obtain eternal
life”? It is the Logos who guides us to the Father,
God “by the same Logos both creating all things and
leading up (dvdywr) the perfect man from the things
of earth to himself.”® These are very imperfect ex-
amples, but it may be asserted that there is not a re-
presentation of the Logos in the fourth Gospel which
has not close parallels in the works of Philo.

We have given these passages of the pseudo-Ignatian
Epistles which are pointed out as indicating acquaintance
with the fourth Gospel, in order that the whole case
might be stated and appreciated. The analogies are too
distant to prove anything, but were they fifty times more
close, they could do little or nothing to establish an carly
origin for the fourth Gospel, and nothing at all to
elucidate the question as to its character and authorship.’

! 3iddoxerar 8¢ Umd Tob ftp;¢civrw xai mpoirou Mwvaéws, bs épeir  “ Olris
éariv 6 dpros, i Tpopy, v EBwkev & Beds 1) Yuxh,” mpocevéiyxacba Tb éavrod
piipa kai rév éavrot Adyov' ofros yap 6 dpros, by 8édwkev nuiv Payeiy, roiro 10
pipa. Leg. Alleg., iii. § 60, Mang., i. 121; cf. id., §§ 61, 62.

? Hporpémes 8¢ olv Tdv pév drvdpopeiv ixavdv currelvew amvevori mpds ":‘f
dverdra Adyov Beiov, 8s cotlas éari myyi, Tva dpvaduevos Tod vdpares At
Bavdrov {wiv didov &0\ov elpnrar. De Profugis, § 18, Mang., i. 560.

3....7¢ alrg Adyp kai 10 mav épyaldpevos xal Tév TiAewy dwd T
mepiyelwy dviyay bs éavrdv. De Sacrif. Abelis ot Caini, § 3; Mang., i. 163

4 In gonoral the Epistles follow the Synoptic narratives, and not the
account of the fourth Gospel. See for instance the reference to the

-
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The Epistles in which the passages occur are spurious
and of no value as evidence for the fourth Gospel. Only
one of them is found in the three Syriac Epistles. We
have already stated the facts connected with the so-called
Epistles of Ignatius,' and no one who has attentively
cxamined them can fail to sce that the testimony of such
documents cannot be considered of any historic weight,
except for a period when evidence of the use of the
fourth Gospel ccases to be of any significance.

There are fifteen Epistles ascribed to Ignatius — of
these eight are universally recognized to be spurious.
Of the remaining seven, there are two Greek and Latin
versions, the one much longer than the other. The
longer version is almost unanimously rejected as inter-
polated. The discovery of a still shorter Syriac version
of “the three Epistles of Ignatius,” convinced the
majority of critics that even the shorter Greek version
of seven Epistles must be condemned, and that what-
ever matter could be ascribed to Ignatius himself, if any,
must be looked for in these three Epistles alone. The
three martyrologics of Ignatius are likewise universally
recpudiated as mere fictions. From such a mass of
forgery, in which it is impossible to identify even a
kernel of truth, no testimony could be produced which
-could in any degree establish the apostohc origin and
authenticity of our Gospels.

It is not pretended that the so-called Epistle of
Polycarp to the Philippians contains any references to
the fourth Gospel. Tischendorf, however, affirms that it
is weighty testimony for that Gospel, inasmuch as he
discovers in it a certain trace of the first * Epistle of

anointing of Jesus, Ad Eph xvii., of. Matt. xxvi. 7 f. ; Mark xiv.3 ff. ;
cf. John xii. 1 ff.
1 Vol. i, p. 258 ff, Preface to 6th ed. p. xliv. ff.
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John,” and as he maintains that the Epistle and the
Gospel are the works of the same author, any evidence
for the onc is at the same time evidence for the other.!
We shall hereafter consider the point of the common
authorship of the Epistles and fourth Gospel, and here
confine ourselves chiefly to the alleged fact of the

reference.
The passage to which Tischendorf alludes wé subjoin,
with the supposed parallel in the Epistle.

Ep1sTLE OF POLYOARP, VII. 1 EPISTLE OF JOHN, IV. 3.

For whosoever doth not confess And every spirit that confesseth
that Jesus Christ hath come in the | not the Lord Jesus come in the
flesh is Antichrist, and whosoever | flesh is not of God, and this is the
doth not confess the martyrdom of | (spirit) of Antichrist of which ye
the cross is of the devil, and whoso- | have heard that it cometh, and
ever doth pervert the oracles of the | now already it is in the world.
Lord to his own lusts, and saith that
there is meither resurrection nor
judgment, he is & firstborn of
Satan.

Has yap, &s v pn épohoyf, "Incoiy Kai mav mvebpa & pi dpohoyd
Xpiorov év gapkt éAnivlévar, dvri- | "Incoiv xipov v capki épAvdira, ix
xpioris €orw* kat bs &v pij dpoloy | Tol feod olk oy, kal Toimd doTw T
T paprupwov Tol aravpoi, éx Tol | Tob dvmixpioTov, 6 Ti dxyrdaper om
3taBidov éorw* kai &5 &v pefoldely Ta  Epyerar, xai viv év 16 koo oriv iyt
Adyta Tob kupiov wpds Tas idias émbu-
pias, xal Aéyp pire dvdoracw pire
Kkpiger elvai, olros TpwTiToKds éoTt TOD

Zarava.

' Wann wurden, u. 8. w., p. 24 f.

2 We give the text of the Sinaitic Codex as the most favourable. A
great majority of the other MSS., and all the more important, present
very marked difference from this reading. [In reference to this, Dr.
Wostcott has the following note in the 4th edition of his work on the
Canon (p. 50, n. 2): “The author of Supern. Relig. gives (ii. p. 268)8
good example of the facility with which similar phrases are mixed up.
when, with the Greek text of St. John before him, he quotes as *1 John
iv. 3," xal mav mvevpa, k. 7. \. (quoting the passage in the text above). I8
this also taken from an apocryphal writing ¥ No, as was clearly stated
in the note, it is taken from the Codex Sinaiticus. Dr. Westoott ought
to have observed this. At the end of hisyolume, in a page of *“addends,”
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This passage does not occur as a quotation, and the
utmost that can be said of the few words with which it
opens is that a phrase somewhat resembling, but at the
same time materially differing from, the Epistle of John
is interwoven with the text of the Epistle to the Philip-
pians. If this were really a quotation from the canonical
Epistle, it would indeed be singular that, considering the
supposed relations of Polycarp and John, the name of
the apostle should not have been mentioned, and a quo-
tation have been distinctly and correctly made.! On the
other hand, there is no earlier trace of the canonical
Epistle, and, as Volkmar argues, it may well be doubted
whether it may not rather be dependent on the Epistle
to the Philippians, than the latter upon the Epistle of
John.?

We believe with Scholten that neither is dependent
on the other, but that both adopted a formula in use
in the early Church against various heresies,® the super-
ficial coincidence of which is without any weight as
evidence for the use of either Epistle by the writer of
the other. Moreover, it i8 clear that the writers refer
to different classes of heretics. Polycarp attacks the
Docetee who deny that Jesus Christ has come in the
flesh, that is with a human body of flesh and blood ;
whilst the Epistle of John is directed against those who
deny that Jesus who has come in the flesh is the

he says : ‘I should have added that the singular combination of phrases
which is quoted is taken from Cod. Sin. The words as they stand are
liable to be misunderstood.” In this he does himself injustice. Itwould
not be easy to misunderstand the sarcastic question, and still less the
curious addition made when his mistake was pointed out to him.]

' Scholten, Die &lt. Zeugnisse, p. 46. ? Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 48 f.

3 Scholten, Die ilt, Zeugnisse, p. 45 f. ; cf. Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p.
48 f.; of. Irenceus, Adv. Heer., i. 24, § 4 ; pseudo-Ignatius, Ad Smyrn,,
V., Vi.
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Christ the Son of God.'! Volkmar points out that in
Polycarp the word “ Antichrist ” is made a proper name,
whilst in the Epistle the expression used is the abstract
“Spirit of Autichrist.” Polycarp in fact says that who-
ever denics the flesh of Christ is no Christian but Anti-
christ, and Volkmar finds this direet assertion more
original than the assertion of the Epistle ; “ Every spirit
that confesseth that Jesus Christ is come in the flesh
is of God,”? &. In any case it scems to us clear
that in both writings we have only the independent
enunciation, with decided difference of language and
scnse, of a formula current in the Church, and that
neither writer can be held to have originated the con-
demnation, in these words, of heresies which the Church
had begun vehemently to oppose, and which were
merely an application of ideas already well known, as
we see from the expression of the Epistle in reference to
the “ Spirit of Antichrist, of which ye have heard that it
cometh”  Whether this phrase be an allusion to the
Apocalypse xiii.,, or to 2 Thessalonians ii., or to tradi-
tions current in the Church, we need not inquire ; it is
sufficient that the Epistle of John avowedly applies a
propheey regarding Antichrist already known amongst
Christians, which was equally open to the other writer
and probably familiar in the Church. This cannot under
any circumstances be admitted as evidence of weight for
the use of the 1st Epistle of John. There is no testimony
whatever of the existence of the Epistles ascribed to
John previous to this date, and that fact would have to

1 Scholten, Die #lt. Zeugnisso, p. 46 fI.; Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p.
48 ff. ; of. 1 John ii. 22; iv. 2, 3; v. 1, 5 f.

2 Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 49 ff.; Scholten, Die ilt. Zcugnisse,
p. 46 fT.
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be established on sure grounds before the argument we
are considering can have any value.

On the other bhand, we have already seen® that
there is strong reason to doubt the authenticity of the
Epistle attributed to Polycarp, and a certainty that in
any case it is, in its present form, considerably inter-
polated. Even if genuine in any part, the use of the
1st Epistle of John, if established, could not be of
much value as evidence for the fourth Gospel, of which
the writing does not show a trace. So far from there
being any evidence that Polycarp knew the fourth
Gospel, however, everything points to the opposite
conclusion. About A.p. 154-155 we find him taking
part in the Paschal controversy,’ contradicting the state-
ments of the fourth Gospel,? and supporting the Synoptic
view, contending that the Christian festival should be
cclebrated on the 14th Nisan, the day on which he
affirmed that the Apostle John himself had observed it.*
Irenseus, who represents Polycarp as the disciple of
John, says of him : “ For neither was Anicetus able to
persuade Polycarp not to observe it (on the 14th)
because he had always observed it with John the dis-
ciple of our Lord, and with the rest of the apostles with
whom he consorted.”® Not only, therefore, does Poly-
carp not refer to the fourth Gospel, but he is on the

' Vol. i. p. 273 ff.

3 The date has, hitherto, generally-been fixed at A.D. 160, but the recent
investigations referred to in vol. i. p. 274 f. have led to the adoption of
this earlier date, and the visit to Rome must, therefore, probably have
taken place just after the accession of Anicetus to the Roman pdishoprie.
Cf. Lipsius, Zeitschr. w. Theol. 1874, p. 205 f,

3 John xiii. 1, xvii. 28, xix. 14, 31; cf. Matt. xxvi. 17; Mark xiv. 12;
Luke xxii. 8.

4 Cf. Irenceus, Adv. Heor., iii. 3, § 4 ; Eusebius, H, E., iv. 14, v. 24,

5 Fusebius, H. E., v. 24.
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contrary an important witness against it as the work
of John, for he represents that apostle as practically con-
tradicting the Gospel of which he is said to be the
author.

The fulness with which we have discussed the cha-
racter of the evangelical quotations of Justin Martyr
renders the task of ascertaining whether his works indi-
cate any acquaintance with the fourth Gospel compar-
tively easy. The detailed statements already made
enable us without preliminary explanation directly to
attack the problem, and we are freed from the necessity
of making extensive quotations to illustrate the facts of
the case.

Whilst apologists assert with some boldness that
Justin made use of our Synoptics, they are evidently,
and with good reason, less confident in maintaining his
acquaintance with the fourth Gospel. Canon Westcott
states : “ His references to St. John are uncertain ; but
this, as has been already remarked, follows from the
character of the fourth Gospel. It was unlikely that he
should quote its peculiar teaching in apologetic writings
addressed to Jews and heathens; and at the same time
he exhibits types of language and doctrine which, if not
immediately drawn from St. John, yet mark the presence
of his influence and the recognition of his authority.”
This apology for the neglect of the fourth Gospel illus-

! On the Canon, p. 145. In a note Canon Westcott refers to Credners
Beitrige, i. p. 253 ff.  Credner, however, pronounces against the s of
the fourth Gospel by Justin, Dr. Westcott adds the singular argument:
“« Justin's acquaintance with the Valentinians proves that the Gospel
could not have been unknown to him.” (Dial. 35.) We have already
proved that there is no evidence that Valentinus and his earlier follower
knew anything of our Synoptics, and we shall presently show that this
likewise the case with the fourth Gospel.
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trates the obvious scantiness of the evidence furnished by
Justin.

Tischendorf, however, with his usual temerity, claims
Justin as a powerful witness for the fourth Gospel.  He
says : “ According to our judgment there are convincing
grounds of proof for the fact that John also was known
and used by Justin, provided that an unprejudiced con-
sideration be not made to give way to the antagonistic
predilection against the Johannine Gospel.” In order fully
and fairly to state the case which he puts forward, we
shall quote his own words; but to avoid repetition we
shall permit ourselves to interrupt him by remarks and by
parallel passages from other writings for comparison with
Justin. Tischendorf says: “The representation of the
person of Christ altogether peculiar to John as it is
given particularly in his Prologue i. 1 (“In the beginning
was the Word and the Word was with God, and the
Word was God”),"and verse 14 (“and the word became
flesh ), in the designation of him as Logos, as the Word
of God, unmistakably re-echoes in not a few passages in
Justin ; for instance:! ‘And Jesus Christ is alone the
special Son begotten by God, being his Word and first-
begotten and power.’"’?

With this we may compare another passage of Justin
from the second Apology. * But his son, who alone is
rightly called Son, the Word before the works of creation,

1 Tischendorf uses great liberty in translating some of these passages,
abbreviating and otherwise altering them as it suits him. ‘We shall there-
fore give his German translation below, and we udd the Greek which
Tischendorf does not quote—indeed he does not, in most cases, even state
where the passages are to be found.

? «Und Jesus Christus ist allein in einzig eigenthiimlicher Weise als
Sohn Gottes gezeugt worden, indem er das Wort (Logos) desselben ist.”
Wann wurden, u. 8. w., p. 32.

Kai "Ingots Xpiards pivos i8iws vids 1§ Oed yeyévwyray, Adyos alroi imdpywy
kal wpwréroxos kai divapis.  Apol,, 1. 23.
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who was both with him and begotten when in the begin-
ning he created and ordered all things by him,” ' &e.
Now the same words and ideas are to be found
throughout the Canonical Epistles and other writings, as
well as in earlicr works. In the Apocalypse,? the only
hook of the New Testament mentioned by Justin, and
which is directly ascribed by him to John,® the term
Logos is applied to Jesus “ the Lamb,” (xix. 13): “and
his name 1is called the Word of God” (kal xkéxAyrar 70
dvopa abrot 6 Adyos 7ov Oeod). Elsewhere (iii. 14) he
is called “the Beginning of the Creation of God " (7 apxy
T#s Kkriocews Tod Beod) ; and again in the same book (i 5)
he is “the first-begotten of the dead” (6 mpwrdroxos
tav vekpav). In Heb. i 6 he is the “first-born”
(wpwrdToKos), as in Coloss. i. 15 he is “ the first-born of
every creature”’ (mpwréroxos mdoms kricews); and in 1
Cor. i. 24 we have: “ Christ the Power of God and the
Wisdom of God” (Xpiorov feov Sivauw rai Oeod aodia),
and it will be remembered that “Wisdom ” was the
carlier term which became an alternative with “ Word”
for the intermediate Being. In Heb. i. 2, God is repre-

sented as speaking to us “in the Son . . . . by
whom he also made the worlds” (& vig, . . . . 8 ol kai

¢roinoev Tods aldvas). In 2 Tim. i 9, he is “ before all
worlds” (mpd xpover ailwviwv), cf. Heb. i 10, il 10,
Rom. xi. 36, 1 Cor. viii. 6, Ephes. iii. 9.

The works of Philo are filled with similar representa-
tions of the Logos, but we must restrict ourselves to a very

110 8¢ vlds érelvov, 8 pdvos Aeydpevos kuplas ulds, 8 Adyos mpd Ty mounpdra,xal
ourdy kal yewvdpevos, Sreriv dpyiv 8¢ abrol mdvra fxrioe kai éxdopnoe. Apol.ii.b.

? Written c. A.D. 68—69; Credner, Einl. N. T, i. p. 704 £.; Beitriige,
ii. p. 204 ; Liicke, Comm. Offenb. Joh., 1852, ii. p. 840 ff. ; Ewald, Jahrd.
bibl. Wiss., 1852—53, p. 182; Gesch. d. V. Isr., vi. p. 643, &c. &c.

* Dial,, 81.
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few. God as a Shepherd and King governs the universe
“having appointed his true Logos, his first begotten
Son, to have the care of this sacred flock, as the Vice-
gerent of a great King.”' In another place Philo exhorts
men to strive to become like God’s “first begotten Word ”
(rov mpwrdyovor avrod Adyor),? and he adds, a few lines
further on : “for the most ancient Word is the image of
God” (feod yap eikww Adyos 6 mpeaBuraros). The high
priest of God in the world is “the divine Word, his first-
begotten son” (6 mpwrdyovos avrod Oetos Adyos).
Speaking of the creation of the world Philo says: “ The
instrument by which it was formed is the Word of God”
(0pyavov 8¢ Adyov Deod, 8 ob kareockevaocly).t Else-
where ! “For the Word is the image of God by which
the whole world was created” (Adyos 8¢ éorw eixaw
feod, 8¢ of odpmas 6 kéopos édnuwovpyeiro).® These
passages might be indefinitely multiplied.

Tischendorf’s next passage is: “The first power
(8Yvapuis) after the Father of all and God the Lord, and
Son, is the Word (Logos) ; in what manner having been
made flesh (capromounbeis) he became man, we shall in
what follows relate.”®

. ... mpoomodpevos Tdv Opfdy airol Adyow, mpwrdyovor vidy, bs T
émpdhetay Tis iepds ravrys dyéhys old Tis peydhov Bagihéws Tmapyos Siadéferar.
Do Agricult., § 12, Mangey, i. 308.

? De Confus. ling., § 28, Mang., i. 427, cf. § 14, ib., i. 414; cf. De
Migrat. Abrahami, § 1, Mang., i. 437; cf. Heb. i. 3; 2 Cor. iv. 4.

* De Somniis, i. § 37, Mung., i. 653,

4 De Cherubim, § 35, Mang., i. 162.

% De Monarchia, ii. § 5, Mang., ii. 223,

¢ «“Die erste Urkraft (30vapis) nach dem Vater des Alles und Gott
dem Herrn ist der Sohn, ist das Wort (Logos); wie dorselbe durch die
Fleischwerdung (oapromoindeis) Mensch geworden, das werden wir in
folgenden darthun.” Wann warden, u. s. w., p. 32.

‘H 8¢ mplrn dlvaps pera rov Marépa wdvray kai Aeomérmy Oedv, xal vids, &
Adyos doTiv s tiva Tpémov capromoinfels dvfpwmos yéyovew, év Tois iffs
¢povpev.  Apol., i. 32,

YOL. IL T



274 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

We find everywhere parallels for this passage without
secking them in the fourth Gospel. In 1 Cor. i 24,
“Christ the Power (8vvamus) of God and the Wisdom
of God;” cf Heb.1 2, 3, 4, 6, 8; ii. 8. In Heb.iL
14—18, there is a distinct account of his becoming flesh;
cf. verse 7. In Phil ii. 6—8: “Who (Jesus Christ)
being in the form of God, deemed it not grasping to be
equal with God, (7) But gave himself up, taking the
form of a servaut, being made in the likeness of men,”
&c. In Rom. viii. 3 we have: “God sending his own
Son in the likeness of the flesh of sin,” &ec. (6 fess
T0v €avrod viov méufas év Spoudpart oapkds auapriss.)
It must be borne in mind that the terminology of John
i. 14, “and the word became flesh” (capé éyévero) is
different from that of Justin, who uses the word
caprorombeis. The sense and language here is, there-
fore, quite as close as that of the fourth Gospel. We
have also another parallel in 1 Tim. iii. 16, “ Who (God)
was manifested in the flesh” (8s épavepisfy év capxi),
cf. 1 Cor. xv. 4, 47.

In like manuner we find many similar passages in the
Works of Philo. He says in one place that man was not
made in the likeness of the most high God the Father of
the universe, but in that of the * Second God who is his
Word” (a\\a mpds 7ov Sevrepov fedv, o5 éorw éxewov
Adyos).! In another place the Logos is said to be the
interpreter of the highest God, and he continues: “ that
must be God of us imperfect beings” (OSros yap 7y
TGy dreNdv &v ein Beds).?  Elsewhere he says: “But the

{ Philo, Fragm. i. ex. Euseb., Proopar, Evang., vii. 13, Mang., i
625; cof. Do Somniis, i § 41, Mang., i, 636; Leg. Alleg., ii. § 21, ¥
il 83.

* Leg. Allog., il § 73, Muny., i. 128,
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divine Word which is above these (the Winged Cherubim)
.« . . but being itself the image of God, at once the most
ancient of alleonceivable things, and the one placed nearest
to the only true and absolute existence without any sepa-
ration or distance between them ” ;! and a few lines further
on he explains the cities of refuge to be : “ The Word of
the Governor (of all things) and his creative and kingly
power, for of these are the heavens and the whole
world.”? “The Logos of God is above all things in
the world, and is the most ancient and the most uni-
versal of all things which are.”®* The Word is also the
 Ambassador sent by the Governor (of the universe) to
his subject (man)” (mpecBevris 8¢ tob 7ryeudvos mpos
70 vmjkoor).*  Such views of the Logos are everywhere
met with in the pages of Philo.

Tischendorf continues: “The Word (Logos) of God
is his Son.”®* 'We have already in the preceding para-
graphs abundantly illustrated this sentence, and may
proceed to the next: “ But since they did not know all
things concerning the Logos, which is Christ, they have
frequently contradicted each other.”® These words are

1'0 8¢ {mepdvw ToUTwy Adyos felos. . . . . A\ alrds elxdy brdpywv Geod,
rav vontév dmaf dmwdvrov & mpeoBiraros, & éyyvrdrw, pndevds dvros pefoplov
SiagTiparos, Toi pivov & éorw dyrevdos dpidpupévos. De Profugis, § 19,
Mang., i. 561, ;

2 ‘O roi fyepdvos Adyos, kat § mouruey xal Baouc) Stvams atrod TolTwy
yap & Te obpavds kal oupmas & xéopos éori.  De Profugis, § 19.

3 Kai é Adyos 8¢ Tob feoi imepdve mavros éoTe Tob rdopov, kal mpeoSiTaros
xai yeviedraros Tév doa yéyove. Leg. Alleg., iii. § 61, Mang., i. 121; cf,
De Somniis, i. § 41, Mang., i. 656.

4 Quis rerum div. Heres., § 42, Muny., 1. 601,

s < Das Wort (Logos) Gottes ist der Sohn desselben,” Wann wurden,
u. 8. W., p. 32.

‘0 Adyos 8¢ o Beoil éorwv § vids alrod. Apol,, i. 63,

¢ ¢ Da sie nicht alles was dem Logos, welcher Christus ist, angehort
erkannten, so haben sie oft einander widersprechendes gesagt."

"Eredy 8¢ ob mdvra 14 Tob Adyou éyvdpioavy Os éore Xpiords, xai dvavria
¢avrois woAkdkis eimov.  Apol,, ii. 10,

X
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used with reference to Lawgivers and philosophers.
Justin, who frankly admits the delight he took in the
writings of Plato? and other Greck philosophers, held
the view that Socrates and Plato had in an elementary
form enunciated the doctrine of the Logos,? although he
contends that they borrowed it from the writings of
Moses, and with a largeness of mind very uncommon in
the carly Church, and indeed, we might add, in any age,
he believed Socrates and such philosophers to have heen
Christians, even although they had been considered
Atheists.’ As they did not'of course know Christ to be
the Logos, he makes the assertion just quoted. Now the
only point in the passage which requires notice is the
identification of the Logos with Jesus, which has already
been dealt with, and as this was asserted in the Apoca-
lypse xix. 13, before the fourth Gospel was written, no
evidence in its favour is deducible from the statement
We shall have more to say regarding this presently.

Tischendorf continues : “ But in what manner through
the Word of God, Jesus Christ our Saviour having been
made flesh,”* &e.

It must be apparent that the doctrine here is not that
of the fourth Gospel which makes “the word become
flesh ” simply, whilst Justin, representing a less advanced
form, and more uncertain stage, of its development,
draws a distinction between the Logos and Jesus, and
describes Jesus Christ as being made flesh by the power

v Apol., ii. 125 of. Dial, 2 {1,

* Apol., i. 60, &e., &c. ; cf. 5.

3 Apol,, i. 46.

1 ¢ Vermittels des Worts (Logos) Gottes ist Jesus Christus unser Heiland
Yleisch geworden (oapromoinfeis).” Wann wurden, u. s, w., p. 32.

d\N' 3y rpdmov Bia Adyo Beod capromoindels "Inaois Xpiords.d Sarip ¥
xr.A.  Apol. i. 66,
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of the Logos. This is no accidental use of words, for he
repeatedly states the same fact, as for instance: “ But
why through the power of the Word, according to the
will of God the Father and Lord of all, he was born a
man of a Virgin,”? &ec.

Tischendorf continues : “To these passages out of the
short second Apology we extract from the first (cap. 33).2
By the Spirit, therefore, and power of God (in reference
to Luke i. 35 : ¢The Holy Spirit shall come upon thee,
and the power of the Highest shall overshadow thee’) we
have nothing else to understand but the Logos, which is
the first-born of God.”

Here again we have the same difference from the
doctrine of the fourth Gospel which we have just pointed
out, which is, however, so completely in agreement with
the views of Philo,* and characteristic of a less developed
form of the idea. We shall further refer to the termi-
nology hereafter, and meantime we proceed to the last
illustration given by Tischendorf.

“QOut of the Dialogue (c. 105): ‘For that he was the
only-begotten of the Father of all, in peculiar wise
begotten of him as Word and Power (8vvaus), and
afterwards became man through the Virgin, as we have
learnt from the Memoirs, I have already stated.””®

1 AC fiv 8airiav 8ia duvdpews ol Adyou kard miv Toi Iarpds wdvrev xal
3eamwirov Beot Povhiy, S waphévov dvfpwmos dmexvify, kT X, Apol., i. 46,

? This is an error. Several of the preceding passages are out of the
first Apology. No references, howover, are given to the source of any
of them. We have added them.

3 “TUnter dem Geiste nun und der Kraft von Gott (zu Luk. i. 35, ‘der
heiligo Geist wird iiber dich kommen und die Kraft des Hichsten wird
dich iiberschatten,’) haben wir nichts anders zu verstehen als den Logos,
welcher der Erstgeborne Gottes ist.” Wann wurden, u. s, w., p. 32.

Td mvevpa obyv kai Tiv Sdvapwy Tiy mapa Toi feol oldéy dN\o vofjoar Bépis, i)
7ov Adyov, &s xal mpwriroxos 1) Oed éoTi, kT A Apol., i. 33.

4 Cf. Gfrirer, Gesch. des Urchristonthums, 1835, I. i. pp. 229—243,

¢ Aus dem Dialog (Kap. 103): ‘“ Dass dersclbe dem Vater des Alls
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The allusion here is to the preceding chapters of the
Dialogue, wherein, with special reference (c. 100) to the
passage which has a parallel in Luke i. 35, quoted by
Tischendorf in the preceding illustration, Justin narrates
the birth of Jesus.

This reference very appropriately leads us to a more
general discussion of the real source of the terminology
and Logos doctrine of Justin. We do not propose, in
this work, to enter fully into the history of the Logos
doctrine, and we must confine ourselves strictly to
showing, in the most simple manner possible, that not
only is there no evidence whatever that Justin derived
his ideas regarding it from the fourth Gospel, but that,
on the contrary, his terminology and doctrine may be
traced to another source. Now, in the very chapter
(100) from which this last illustration is taken, Justin
shows clearly whence he derives the expression : “only-
begotten.” In chap. 97 he refers to the Ps. xxii
(Sept. xxi.) as a prophecy applying to Jesus, quotes the
whole Psalm, and comments upon it in the following
chapters ; refers to Ps.ii. 7 : “Thou art my Son, this day
have I begotten thee,” uttered by the voice at the
baptism, in ch. 103, in illustration of it; and in ch. 105
he arrives, in his exposition of it, at Verse 20 : ¢ Deliver
my soul from the sword, and my' only-begotten
(novoyervh)) from the hand of the dog.” Then follows the
passige we are discussing, in which Justin affirms that
cingeboren in einzigor Weise aus ihm heraus als Wort (Logos) und Krsft
(80vapis) gezeugt worden und hernach Mensch vormittels der Jung-
frau Maria geworden, wie wir aus den Denkwiirdigkeiten gelernt haben,
das habe ich vorher dargelegt.” Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 32. .

Movoyeviis yip ére v 1¢ Harpi tév Shev olros, Biws £ abrod Adyos #i
Slvapis yeyevnuévos, kai Uorepor fpemos dut tis mapbévov yewdueros, s ard

T@v amopvnpovevpdrey épdbopey, mpoedjlwoa. Dial. ¢. Tryph., 105,
! This should probably bo ** thy.”
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he has proved that he was the only-begotten (novoyerrs)
of the Father, and at the close he again quotes the verse
as indicative of his sufferings. The Memoirs are referred
to in regard to the fulfilment of this prophecy, and his
birth as man through the Virgin. The phrase in Justin
is quite different from that in the fourth Gospel, i 14 :
“ And the Word became flesh (cap€ éyévero) and taber-
nacled among us, and we beheld his glory, glory as of
the only-begotten from the Father” (s povoyevods mape
warpos), &e. In Justin he is “the only-begotten of the
Father of all” (wovoyenys t@ Iarpl 7év 6Awy), and he
“became man (dvfpwmos vyevduevos) through the
Virgin,” and Justin never once employs the peculiar
terminology of the fourth Gospel, ocap éyévero, in any
part of his writings.

There can be no doubt that, however the Christian
doctrine of the Logos may at one period of its develop-
ment have been influenced by Greck philosophy, it was
in its central idea mainly of Jewish origin, and the mere
application to an individual of a theory which had long
occupied the Hebrew mind. After the original simplicity
which represcnted God as holding personal intercourse
with the Patriarchs, and communing face to face with
the great leaders of Israel, had been outgrown, an increas-
ing tendency set in to shroud the Divinity in impene-
trable mystery, and to regard him as unapproachable
and undiscernible by man. This led to the recognition
of a Divine representative and substitute of the Highest
God and Father, who communicated with his creatures;
and through whom alone he revealed himself. A new
system of interpretation of the ancient traditions of the
nation was rendered necessary, and in the Septuagint
translation of the Bible we are fortunately able to trace
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the progress of the theory which culminated in the
Christian doctrine of the Logos. Wherever in the
sacred records God had been represented as holding
intercourse with man, the translators either symbolized
the appearance or interposed an angel, who was after-
wards understood to be the Divine Word.  The first
name under which the Divine Mediator was known in
the Old Testament was Wisdom (Zo¢ia), although in
its Apoerypha the term Logos was not unknown. The
personification of the idea was very rapidly effected, and
in the Book of Proverbs, as well as in the later
Apocrypha based upon it: the Wisdom of Solomon,
and the Wisdom of Sirach, “ Ecclesiasticus :” we find
it in ever increasing clearness and concretion. In
the School of Alexandria the active Jewish intellect
cagerly occupied itself with the speculation, and in the
writings of Philo especially we find the doctrine of the
Logos—the term which by that time had almost entirely
supplanted that of Wisdom—elaborated to almost its final
point, and wanting little or nothing but its application
in an incarnate form to an individual man to represent
the doctrine of the carlier Canonical writings of the New
Testament, and notably the Epistle to the Hebrews,—
the work of a Christian Philo,'—the Pauline Epistles,
and lastly the fourth Gospel.?

! Bwald frooly rocognises that tho author of this Epistle, written
about A.D. 66, transferred Philo’s doctrine of the Togos to Chistianily-
Apollos, whom he considers its probable author, impregnated the Apostle
Paul with tho doctrine. Gesch. des V. Isr., vi.,, p. 474 £, p. 638 IL.;
Das Sendschr. an d. Iebrier, p. 9 f.

? Compare genernlly @frirer, Gesch. des Urchristenthums, i. 11
und 2 Abth., 1835; Keferstcin, Philo’s Lehre v. d. gottl. Mittel woseh
1846 ; Vacherot, Hist. crit. do I'Ecole d’Aloxandrie, 1846, i. p. 1233
Deluunay, Philon d'Alexandrie, 1867, i. p. 40 f.; Franck, La Kabbale
1843, p. 269 ff., 293 . ; Hilgenfeld, Dio Evv. Justin’s, p. 202 ff, ; Niedih
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In Proverbs viii. 22 ff, we have a representation of
Wisdom corresponding closely with the prelude to the
fourth Gospel, and still more so with the doctrine
enunciated by Justin: 22, “The Lord created me
the Beginning of his ways for his works. 23. Before
the ages he established me, in the beginning before he
made the earth. 24. And before he made the abysses,
before the springs of the waters issued forth., 25.
Before the mountains were settled, and before all the
hills he begets me. 26. The Lord made the lands, both
those which are uninhabited and the inhabited heights of
the carth beneath the sky. 27. When he prepared the
heavens I was present with him, and when he set his throne
upon the winds, 28, and made strong the high clouds, and
the deeps under the heaven made secure, 29, and made
strong the foundations of the ecarth, 30, I was with
him adjusting, I was that in which he delighted ; daily
I rejoiced in his presence at all times.”! In the
“ Wisdom of Solomon” we find the writer addressing
God:ix. 1 . . . “Who madest all things by thy
Word” (6 movjoas ra mdvra év Adye gov) ; and further
on in the same chapter, v. 9, “And Wisdom was with
thee who knoweth thy works, and was present when
thou madest the world, and knew what was acceptable

Zeitschr. f. hist. Theol., 1849, h. 3, p. 337—381; Liicke, Comm, Evang.
Joh., i. p. 283 fI. ; cf. p. 210 ff,

' Proverbs viii, 22, Kipios &ricé pe dpyny 63dv alrod s &pya alrod,
23. wpd Toi aldwvos éfepedinaé pe, év dpxj mpd Tob Tiv yiv motjoar, 24. xal
wpd Tod Tas dBvooovs motfjoas, mpd Tob mpoeAdeiv Tas wyds Tdv Wddrwy 23,
wpd Tob dpy édpaclivar, mpd 8¢ mwdvrwy Bouvvaw, yewwd pe. 20, Kipws émoinge
xbpas xal dowirovs, xal dxpa olkovpeva s i’ obpavév. 27. ‘Huixa jroipale
Tov olpavdy, gupmapnuny altd, kai ire apdpife Tov éavroi Bpdvov én” dvépwy,
28. kal @s loxvpd émoie T4 dvo vidn, xal bs doakeis érifer myyads rijs bn'
obpavdy, 29. xal s loyupd émoier ra Bepéda s yns, 30. funw mwap’ alrg
dppifovaa’ éyd funy fj mpocéxaipe’ xab fuépav 8¢ ebppawduny év mpocime
alrot év wavri kapd, k.. Sept. vors.
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in thy sight, and right in thy commandments.”! In
verse 4, the writer prays: “ Give me Wisdom that sitteth
by thy thrones” (Ads por ™y Tév cdv Opdvwy wdpedpov
gogiav).? In a similar way the son of Sirach makes
Wisdom say (Ecclesiast. xxiv. 9) : “He (the Most High)
created me from the beginning before the world, and
as long as the world I shall not fail.”3 We have already
incidentally seen how these thoughts grew into an
claborate doctrine of the Logos in the works of Philo.

Now Justin, whilst he nowhere adopts the terminology
of the fourth Gospel, and nowhere refers to its intro-
ductory condensed statement of the ILogos doctrine,
closely follows Philo and, like him, traces it back to
the Old Testament in the most direct way, accounting
for the interposition of the divine Mediator in precisely
the same manner as Philo, and expressing the views
which had led the Seventy to modify the statement of
the Hebrew original in their Greek translation. He is, in
fact, thoroughly acquainted with the history of the Logos
doctrine and its earlier enunciation under the symbol of
Wisdom, and his knowledge of it is clearly independent
of, and antecedent to, the statements of the fourth
Gospel.

Referring to various episodes of the Old Testament in
which God is represented as appearing to Moses and the
Patriarchs, and in which it is said that “ God went up
from Abraham,”* or “ The Lord spake to Moses,” or “The
Lord came down to behold the town,” &c.® or “ God

! Kai perd oo 7 ocotpia 7 eldvia Td Epya gov, xal wapoica Gre émolas Tor

kdopov, kat émiorauévy i dpeordv év oplalpois gov, xai Ti ebdis év évrohais oov’
Wisdom of Solom., ix. 9. * Cf. oh, viii.—xi.

¥ Mpd roib aldvos dn” dpyfis &xreoé pe, xai éws aldvos ob pi édehime. Eedlo-
siastic. xxiv. 9.

* Gen. xviii. 22. $ Exod. vi. 29.

¢ Gen. xi. 5.
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shut Noah into the ark,”! and so on, Justin warns his
antagonist that he is not to suppose that “ the unbegotten
God " (dyémmros Peds) did any of these things, for he
has neither to come to any place, nor walks, but from
his own place, wherever it may be, knows everything
although he has neither eyes nor ears. Therefore he
could not talk with anyone, nor be seen by anyone,
and none of the Patriarchs saw the Father at all, but
they saw “him who was according to his will both his
Son (being God) and the Angel, in that he ministered to
his purpose, whom also he willed to be horn man by the
Virgin, who became fire when he spoke with Moses from
the bush.”® He refers throughout his writings to the
various appearances of God to the Patriarchs, all of
which he ascribes to the pre-cxistent Jesus, the Word,® and
in the very next chapter, after alluding to some of these,
he says: “he is called Angel because he came to men,
since by him the decrees of the Father are announced
tomen . . . At other times he is also called Man and
human being, because he appears clothed in these forms
as the Father wills, and they call him Logos because

! @en. vii. 16. )

3 A\’ édxeivoy Tov kard Bouhiy Tijv éxeivou xal Bedv Svra vidv atrod, xai dyyehov
éx Tob Ummperely T yvopy atro’ by kal dvfpemoy yewwnbivar did Tijs wapbévov
BeBovhnras 8s xal wip more yéyove Tjj wpds Mwicéa duihia 7)) dmwd tis Bdrov.
Dial. 127 ; cf. 128, 63 ; of. Philo, De Somniis, i. §§ 11 f., Mang., i. 630f.;
§ S1. ib., i 648; §§ 33 ff., ib., i. 649 fI.; §§ 39 fF., ib., i. 655 fI.
Nothing in fact could show more clearly the indebtedness of Justin to
Philo than this argument (Dial. 100) regarding the inapplicability of such
descriptions to the ‘‘ unbegotten God.” Thilo in one treatise from which
we are constantly obliged to take passages as parallels for thosoe of Justin
(de Confusione linguarum) argues from the very same text: ‘‘The Lord
went down to see that city and tower,” almost in the very samo words as
Justin, § 27. The passage is unfortunately too long for quotation.

? Dial. 50, 57, 58, 59, 60, 126, 127, 128, &c., &c. ; Apol,, i. 62, 63; cf.
Philo, Vita Mosis, §§ 12 f., Mangey, i. 91 ff.; Leg. Alleg., iii. §§ 25 fF.,
ib., i, 103 f., &ec., &ec.
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he bears the communications of the Father to man-
kind.”?

Justin, morcover, repeatedly refers to the fact that he
was called Wisdom by Solomon, and quotes the passage
we have indicated in Proverbs. In one place he says, in
proof of his assertion that the God who appeared to
Moses and the Patriarchs was distinguished from the
Father, and was in fact the Word (ch. 66—70): “An-
other testimony I will give you, my friends, I said, from
the Scriptures that God begat before all of the creatures
(mpo mavrwy Tév kTiopdrwy) a Beginning (dpyp),’ a
certain rational Power (8dvapw Aoyuayr) out of himself,
who is called by the Holy Spirit, now the Glory of the
Lord, then the Son, again Wisdom, again Angel, again
God, and again Lord and Logos;” &c., and a little
further on : “The Word of Wisdom will testify to me,
who is himself this God begotten of the Father of
the universe, being Word, and Wisdom, and Power
(8¥vapuis), and the Glory of the Begetter,” &c.,* and he
quotes, from the Septuagint version, Proverbs viii
22—36, part of which we have given above, and indeed,
elsewhere (ch. 129), he quotes the passage a second time
as evidence, with a similar context. Justin refers to it

1, . . ."Ayyedov kakeigfar év 13 wpds dvfpdmous mpoddy, éwedyy 81’ almys it

wapé Tod Marpds Tois dvfpdmois dyyéMheras® . . . . {dpa 8¢ more ral dvfpamor
xakeioBar, érady év popepais Townirats oynparif{ipevos Gaiveras, alamwep Bovherat
& Marip® kai Adyov kakobow, emeds) xai Tas wapa Tov Iarpds Spdias pépei rois
avfpdmors. Dial. 128 ; cf. Apol. i. 63; Dial. 60,

* Cf. Apoc., iii. 14,

3 Mapripwov 8¢ kal d\\o tpiv, & Pidoy, (¢qv. amd Tév ypagav ddow, in
"Apxiiv mpd mavrwy Tév KkTicpdrey 6 Ocis yeyéwmre Sivaply Twa ¢ éavred
Noyuayy, firis kal Adka Kupiov imd Tob Ivebparos Toi dylov xakeirar, moré 8¢ Yis,
woré 8¢ Sopia, more 8¢ “Ayyelos, moré 8¢ Oeds, moré 3é Kiptos xal Adyos® .

Maprupfjoer 8¢€ pot 6 Nyos s aogias, alrds by olros 6 Geds dmd rob Marpis
rov dhwy yernlels, kal Adyos, xal Zotia, kal Advapss, kai Adfa ol yewjoarmos
imwapyxev, kA Dial. G1.
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again in the next chapter, and the peculiarity of his
terminology in all thesc passages, so markedly different
from, and indeed opposed to, that of the fourth Gospel, will
naturally strike the reader: “But this offspring (yéwnua)
being truly brought forth by the Father was with the
Father before all created beings (7pé wdvrwv 7dv moun-
parwy), and the Father communes with him, as the
Logos declared through Solomon, that this same, who is
called Wisdom by Solomon, had been begotten of God
before all created beings (mpd wdvrwy Tév mompudrwv),
both Beginning (dpx7) and Offspring (yéwnua),” &ec.!
In another place after quoting the words: “No man
knoweth the Father but the Son, nor the Son but the
Father, and they to whom the Son will reveal him,”
Justin continues: “Therefore he revealed to us all that
we have by his grace understood out of the Scriptures,
recognizing him to be indeed the first-begotten (mpwrd-
rokos) of God, and before all creatures (mpd wdvrwy
Tov KkTiopdrwv) . . . . and calling him Son, we have
understood that he proceeded from the Father by his
power and will before all created beings (wpd wdvrwv
moupdrwy), for in one form or another he is spoken of
in the writings of the prophets as Wisdom,” &c. ;? and
again, in two other places he refers to the same fact.®
On further examination, we find on every side still

1 * ANAd roiro 70 T Svre dmd Tob Harpos mpofAnbey yévvmpa, wpd wdvray rév
motnpdray ovwiy ¢ Harpl, kal Tolire é Harip mpocouiher, ds & Adyos dedt Tob
Sohopdvos ddqhacey, &t kal "Apxn mpd wdvrev TéV wompdrev Tobr alrd kai
yévvmpa imd Tob Oeobd éyeyéwvnro, & Sopia Sid Solopdwos kakeitar, K.
Dial. 62.

2 * Agrexd\uper oby fuiv mdvra Soa kai dmd Téy ypapdv dd tis ydpiros alrod
Vevon Kapev, yvovres alrév mpwrdrokov pév ot Oeol, kai wpd wavrwy TEV
xreopdTey .« o . . kal Yidv alrdv Néyorres, vevoikapev, xal mpd mdvrwy mou-

frew, dmd Tob Harpis Suvdue alrob xai Bovdj) mpoehdivra, bs xal Sogia, k..
Dial. 100, ? Dial., 126, 129,
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stronger confirmation of the conclusion that Justin
~derived his Logos doctrine from the Old Testament and
Philo, together with early New Testament writings.
We have quoted several passages in which Justin details
the various names of the I.ogos, and we may add one
more. Referring to Ps. lxxii,, which the Jews apply to
Solomon, but which Justin maintains to be applicable to
Christ, he says: “For Christ is King, and Priest, and
God, and Lord, and Angel, and Man, and Captain, and
Stone, and a Son born (wawdior yavdpevor), &e. &ec, asl
prove by all of the Scriptures.”! Now these representa-
tions, which are constantly repeated throughout Justin's
writings, are quite opposed to the Spirit of the fourth
Gospel, but are on the other hand equally common in the
works of Philo, and many of them also to be found in
the Philonian Epistle to the Hebrews. Taking the chief
amongst them we may briefly illustrate them. The
Logos as King, Justin avowedly derives from Ps. lxxii,
in which he finds that reference is made to the
“ Everlasting King, that is to say Christ.”? We find this
representation of the Logos throughout the writings of
Philo. In one place already briefly referred to but
which we shall now more fully quote, he says : * For God
as Shepherd and King governs according to Law and
justice like a flock of sheep, the earth, and water, and air,
and fire, and all the plants and living things that are
in them, whether they be mortal or divine, as well as the
course of heaven, and the periods of sun and moon, and
the variations and harmonious revolutions of the other
stars ; having appointed his true Word (rov dpfov avrov

! ‘D yap Xpiords Baokevs, kal ‘Tepevs, kai Beds, xai Kipios, rai "Ayyelos, xai
'Avfparros, kai ' ApxioTpdriyos, kai Aifos, xal Hadior yevvbpevor, k.r\. Dial. 34,
2 Dial,, 34, Ip. 274
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Adyov) his first-begotten Son (mpwrdyovor vidv) to have
the care of this sacred flock as the Vicegerent of a great
King ;”! and a little further on, he says: “very reason-
ably, therefore, he will assume the name of a King,
being addressed as a Shepherd.”? In another place,
Philo speaks of the “Logosof the Governor, and his
creative and kingly power, for of these is the heaven and
the whole world.” 3

Then if we take the second epithet, the Logos as
Priest (iepevs), which is quite foreign to the fourth Gos-
pel, we find it repeated by Justin, as for instance:
“ Christ the eternal Priest " (iepevs),* and it is not only
a favourite representation of Philo, but is almost the
leading idea of the Epistle to the Hebrews, in connection
with the cpisode of Melchisedec, in whom also both
Philo,® and Justin,® recognize the Logos. In the Epistle
to the Hebrews, vii. 3, speaking of Melchisedec : ““ but
likened to the Son of God, abideth a Priest for ever :”7?
again in iv. 14 : “ Seeing then that we have a great High
Priest that is passed through the heavens, Jesus the Son

1 gafdmep ydp Tiva moipyny yiy xai U8wp xat dépa xal mwip xai Soa év rolrois
urd re ab xal {Ba, Td pdv Bmrd, T 8 beia, T 8¢ olpavol Piow kal fAiov Kal
aeAims mepidBous kal Tdv dMAwv doTépwy Tpomds Te al xal xopeias évappoviovs
&s moy xat Bagkels & Beds dye xard Sixpy xal vépoy, mpooTnodpevos Tév
8pBov almoi Adyov, mpardyovor vidy, bs Tiv émpélewar ijs lepds Tavmys dyéhns
old Tis peydhov Baochéws Umapyos Sadéferm. De Agricult., § 12, Mangey,
i. 308.

? Elxérws Toivov & pev Pacdéws dvopa modiaerat, mowuny mpocayopevbeis,
k7. § 14, cf. Do Profugis, § 20, Mang., i. 562; De Somniis, ii. § 37,
Mung., i. 691,

3 ‘O 7o fyepdvos Adyor, kat 7 mouyriky) kat Bacihiy Stvapis alrod TotTwy
yap & e olpavds xal olpmas 8 xdopos éori. De Profugis, § 19, Muang., i
561; cf. de Migrat. Abrahami, § 1, Mang., i. 437,

4 Dial., 42. * Legis Alleg., § 26, Mung., i. 104, &c., &c.

¢ Dial., 34, 83, &o., &o.

7.... dpopowwpévos 8 19 vig Tob feol, piver lepeds els T8 Bupvends.
Heb. vii. 3.
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of God,” &e. ;! ix. 11: “ Christ having appeared a High
Priest of the good things to come ;”? xii. 21: * Thou art
a Pricst for ever.”® The passages are indeced far too
numerous to quote.* They are equally numerous in the
writings of Philo. In one place already quoted,® he
says: “For therec are as it seems two temples of God,
one of which is this world, in which the High Priest
is the divine Word, his first-begotten Son " (Avo yap,
os €owxev, iepa Beod, & pév 68e 6 KSapos, év ¢ kai dpye
pevs, 6 mpwrdyovos abrov felos Adyos)®  Elsewhere,
speaking of the period for the return of fugitives, the
death of the high priest, which taken literally would
cmbarrags him in his allegory, Philo says: * For we
maintain the High Priest not to be a man, but the divine
Word, who is without participation not only in voluntary
but also in involuntary sins;’? and he goes on to
speak of this priest as “ the most sacred Word ” (6 iepw-
ratos Adyos)® Indeed, in many long passages he
descants upon the “high priest Word” (6 dpyiepevs
Adyos).? ‘

Proceeding to the next representations of the Logos

! "Exovres olv dpxuepéa péyay Siehnhvéora rols obpavovs, "Incoiw iy vidr rob
deois, x.r.A.  Hob. iv. 14,

? Xpiords 8é mapayevdpevos dpxiepels Tav peNAdvrav dyabév, xr).  Heb.
ix, 11,

3 £V lepeds els rov alova. Heb. vii, 21,

4 Heb, vii. 11, 15, 17, 21 ., 26 ff. ; viii. 1 ff. ; ii. 6, 17; v. 3, 6, 10,

5 ji. p. 273.

¢ Philo, De Somniis, i. § 37, Mungey, i. 653.

7 Aéyopev ydp, Tdv dpyiepéa odx dvbpwmov, dAAa Adyor Oeiov elvat, wdrrur
oby éxovaiwy povor, dAAG kai dxovoiwy ddumpdrwv dpéroyov. Do Profugis,
§ 20, Mang., i. 562. Philo continues: that this priest, the Logos, must
bo pure, *“ God indeed being his Father, who is also the Father of all
things, and Wisdom his mother, by whom the universe came into being.”
(marpés pév Beod, bs xal Tév gupmdvrew éoTi marip, pyrpés 3¢ Zoppias, &' H¢
T4 fha ey els yiveow.)

8 Ib., §21. * De Migrat. Abrahami, § 18, Mang., i. 452,
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as “God and Lord,” we meet with the idca everywhere.
In Hebrews i. 8 : “ But regarding the Son he saith : Thy
throne, O God, is for ever and ever” (mpos 8¢ Tov viow
‘0O Bpdvos aov, 6 Beds, €is Tov aidva Tod aldvos), &ec.,
and again in the Epistle to the Philippians, ii. 6,
“Who (Jesus Christ) being in the form of God,
deemed it not grasping to be equal with God”
(6s &v popdy Oeod vmdpxwy oby dpmayudv ipyjoaro 1O
elvas ioa Oep), &c. &e.! Philo, in the fragment preserved
by Eusebius, to which we have already referred,? calls’the
Logos the “Second God ” (8evrepos feds).* In another
passage he has : “ But he calls the most ancient God his
present Logos,” &c. (kaket 8¢ fedv Tov mpeaBiTaror avrod
vuvi Aoyov) ;* and a little further on, speaking of the in-
ability of men to look on the Father himself : * thus they
regard the image of God, his Angel Word, as himself”
(o¥rws kai Ty Tob feod eixdva, TOV dyyelov adrov Adyov,
ws avrov katavoovow).® Elsewhere discussing the pos-
sibility of God’s swearing by himself, which he applies
to the Logos, he says : “ For in regard to us imperfect
beings he will be a God, but in regard to wise and perfect
beings the first. And yet Moses, in awe of the superiority
of the unbegotten (dyemnjrov) God, says: ‘And thou
shalt swear by his name,’ not by himself; for it is
sufficient for the creature to receive assurance and testi-
mony by the divine Word.”®

It must be remarked, however, that both Justin and

1 Cf. verse 11. ? i p. 27T,

3 Fragm. i., Mang., ii. 625; cf. Leg. Alleg,, ii. § 21, Mang., i. 83, -

4 Philo, Do Somniis, i. 39, ﬂrﬁmg ., 1. 633,

* De Somniis, i. § 41, Mung., i. 636.

§ Olros yap quv rav arehav dv ey feds, Tav 6(‘ vu¢6v Kkai Tekeiwy & mpdros.
Kai Mwilons pmrrog n}v bmepBoriy Bavpdoas Tou dyewvirov ¢qa’w “Kai 7@
ovdpart alrod opfp,” ol xt auﬂy ixavdy yap ¢ 'yﬂfln;rm smiorovofa kal paprupcwﬂm
Adyw Beiw. Leg. Alleg., iii. § 73, Many., i. 128,

VoL, II, v
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Philo placc the Logos in a position more clearly
secondary to God the Father, than the prelude to the
fourth Gospel i. 1. Both Justin and Philo apply the
term feds to the Logos without the article. Justin
distinctly says that Christians worship Jesus Chrst
as the Son of the true God, holding him in the second
place (év Sevrépa xdpa éxovres),! and this secondary
position is systematically defined through Justin’s writ-
ings in a very decided way, as it is in the works of
Philo by the contrast of the begotten Logos with the
unbegotten God. Justin speaks of the Word as “the
first-born of the unbegotten God ” (wpwrdrokos 79
dyevrjre Pep),® and the distinctive appellation of the
“unbegotten God ” applied to the Father is most
common throughout his writings® We may in con-
tinuation of this remark point out another phrase of
Justin which is coutinually repeated, but is thoroughly
opposed both to the spirit and to the terminology of the
ourth Gospel, and which likewise indicates the secondary
consideration in which he held the Logos. He calls the
Word constantly “ the first-born of all created beings”
(mpwréTokos Tév wdvTwy TopdTwY,* Or TPWTITOKOS PO
TdvTOV TGV KTIONdTWY, OF TpwTdTOKOS TWdUNS KTiTEWS,)
“the first-born of all creation,” echoing the expression
of Col. i. 15.  (The Son) “ who is the image of the invi-
sible God, the first-born of all creation” (mpwrdroxos
wdons kricews). This is a totally different view from
that of the fourth Gospel, which in so emphatic a manner

1 Apol., i. 13, cf. 60, where ho shows that Plato gives the second place
to the Logos.

2 Apol., i. 53, compare quotation from Philo, p. 201, note 2.

* Apol., i. 49, Apol., ii. 6, 13; Dial., 126, 127.

4 Dial., 62, 84, 100, &c., &ec.

® Dial,, 61, 100, 125, 129, &c., &c. ¢ Dial., 83, 138, &c.
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enunciates the doctrine: “In the beginning was the
Word and the Word was with God, and the Word was
God,” a statement which Justin, with Philo, only makes
in a very modified sense.

To return, however, the next representation of the
Logos by Justin is as “ Angel.” This perpetually recurs
in his writings.! In one place, to which we have already
referred, he says: “ The Word of God is his Son, as we
have already stated, and he is also called Messenger
("Ayyelos) and Apostle, for he brings the message of all
we need to know, and is sent an Apostle to declare all
the message contains.”? In the same chapter reference
is again made to passages quoted for the sake of proving :
“ that Jesus Ohrist is the Son of God and Apostle, being
aforetime the Word and having appeared now in the
form of fire, and now in the likeness of incorpo-
real beings;”? and he gives many illustrations* The
passages, however, in which the Logos is called Angel,
are too numerous to be more fully dealt with here. It is
scarcely necessary to point out that this representation of
the Logos as Angel, is not only foreign to, but opposed
to the spirit of, the fourth Gospel, although it is
thoroughly in harmony with the writings of Philo.
Before illustrating this, however, we may incidentally
remark that the ascription to the Logos of the name
‘ Apostle” which occurs in the two passages just quoted
above, as well as in other parts of the writings of Justin,®

1 Apol., i. 63; Dial., 34, 56, 57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 127 ; cf. Apol., i. 6.

2 '0 Adyos 8¢ tov Oeod dorw & vids alrod, ds mwpoidmuer kai "Ayyelos 8é
xakeitas, kat "Améarohos. Alrds ydp dmayyéAhe: doa 8¢l yrwobiva, kal dmrogTéh-
Aerat ppriowv doa dyyé\herar, kT A.  Apol, i. 63,

3 gre ulds Beod kal *Amdarodos ‘Inoois & Xpiords éati, mpdrepoy Adyos dv, xal
€v 18éq mupds moré pavels, woré 3¢ kal év elxdm dowpdrow, k. Apol,, i. 63.

4 Cf. Dial., 56—60, 127, 128. 8 Apol,, i. 12, &c.

v 2
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is likewise opposed to the fourth Gospel, although it is
found in earlier writings, exhibiting a less developed form
of the Logos doctrine ; for the Epistle to the Hebrews
iii. 1, has: “ Consider the Apostle and High Priest of our
confession, Jesus,” &c. (karavorjoare Tov dméorolov Kai
dpxepéa Tis opoloyias Mudv ‘Incotv). We are, in
fact, constantly directed by the remarks of Justin to other
sources of the Logos doctrine, and never to the fourth
Gospel, with which his tone and terminology do not
agree. Everywhere in the writings of Philo we meet
with the Logos as Angel. He speaks “of the Angel
Word of God ” in a sentence already quoted,' and else-
where in a passage, one of many others, upon which the
lines of Justin which we are now considering (as well a3
several similar passages)? are in all probability moulded
Philo calls upon men to “strive earnestly to be fashioned
according to God’s first-begotten Word, the eldest Angel,
who is the Archangel bearing many names, for he is called

! Philo, Do Somniis, i. § 41, Mang., i. 656, see ii. p. 289.

* I'or instance, in the quotations at p. 286 f. from Dial. 61, and also that
from Dial. 62,in which the Logos is also called the Beginning (dpxn):
Both Philo and Justin, no doubt, had in mind Prov. viii. 22. In Dial
100, for example, there is a passage, part of which we have quoted, which
reads as follows: *‘for in one form or another he is spoken of in the
writings of the prophets as Wisdom, and the Day, and the East, aod
Bword, and a Stone, and a Rod, and Jacob, and Isracl, &c.” Now in the
writings of Philo these passages in tho Old Testamont are discussed, snd
applied to the Logos, and one in particular we may refer to as an illus-
tration. Thilo says: ““I have also heard of a certain associate of Moses
having pronounced the following saying : * Behold & man whose name is
the 1last.” (Zech. vi. 12.) A most novel designation if you considerit to
bo spoken regarding one composed of body and soul, but if regarding that
incorporeal Being who daes not differ from the divine image, you will
ngrec that the name of the East is perfectly appropriate to him. For
indeed the Father of the Universo caused this cldest son (mpeofimaror
vidv) to mise (dwérede), whom elsewhere he names his first-bogotten
(mpwrdyovor), &c.”” De Confus. Ling., § 14. Can it be doubted that Justin
follows Philo in such oxegesis ?
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the Beginning (dpx), and Name of God, and Logos, and
the Man according to his image, and the Seer of Israel.”!
. Elsewhere, in a remarkable passage, he says: “To his
Archangel and eldest Word, the Father, who created
the universe, gave the supreme gift that having stood
on the confine he may separate the creature from the
Creator. The same is an intercessor on behalf of the
ever wasting mortal to the immortal; he is also
the ambassador of the Ruler to his subjects. And he
rejoices in the gift, and the majesty of it he describes,
saying: ‘ And I stood in the midst between the Lord
and you’ (Numbers xvi. 48) ; being neither unbegotten
like God, nor begotten like you, but between the two
extremes,” &c.? We have been tempted to give more
of this passage than is necessary for our immediate
purpose, because it affords the reader another glimpse of
Philo’s doctrine of the Logos, and generally illustrates
its position in connection with the Christian doctrine.
The last of Justin’s names which we shall here notice
is the Logos as “ Man” as well as God. In another
place Justin explains that he is sometimes called a Man
and human being, because he appears in these forms as
the Father wills®* But here confining ourselves merely

1. ... owovdalére xoopeiodar kara Tov mpwrdyovor atrol Adyow, Tdv dyyehow
mpecBiraroy, bs dpydyyedoy mohvdvupor Imdpxovra: xai ydp dpxi, xai dvopa
Beob, xal Adyos, kai 6 xar' elxéva dvBpwmos, xai épav 'lopan) mpocayopelerar.
Do Confus. Ling., § 28, Mang., i. 427; cf. De Migrat. Abrahami, § 31,
Mang., i. 4163.

2 T 3¢ dpxayyéhe xal mpeoBurdte Adyw dwpeay éfaiperov EBwxev & Ta Gha
yewioas marqp, va pebdpos aras T yevdpevor diaxpivy Tol wemouxiros. 0 8
atrds Ixémys pév éori Tob Bvrov knpaivovros dei mwpds 1o dpbaprov, mpeaPevris
8¢ Tov fryepdvos mpds 16 Ummkoov.  AydAherar 8¢ ¢mi 17 Bwped, kai cepvurdpevos
almiy éxdupyeitar Ppdoxwy: “Kar éyd elorixew dva péoov kupiov xal tpdw”
(Num. xvi. 48), ofire dyéwmros ds & feds &, olire yovqrds G Dpeis, dAha
péoos 7@y dkpwy, x.rX.  Quis rerum div. Hores., § 42, Mang., i. 501 f.

8 Dial., 128, see the quotation, ii. p. 283 ff.
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to the concrete idea, we find a striking representation of
it in 1 Tim. ii. 5: “For there is one God and one
mediator between God and man, the Man Christ Jesus”’
(els yap Oeds, els kai peoitys Oeot kal avfpamwy,
avfpwmos Xpuoros ‘Inoods); and again in Rom. v. 15:
“ . . . by the grace of the one man Jesus Christ”
(rob évds avbfpdmov 'Inaov Xpiorod), as well as other
passages.! We have alrcady seen in the passage quoted
above from “ De Confus. Ling.” § 28, that Philo mentions,
among the many names of the Logos, that of ‘ the Man
according to (God’s) image” (6 ka7 elxdva dvfpwmos’
or ‘“the typical man”). If, however, we pass to the
application of the Logos doctrine to Jesus, we have the
strongest reason for inferring Justin’s total indepen-
dence of the fourth Gospel. We have already pointed
out that the title of Logos is given to Jesus in New
Testament writings earlier than the fourth Gospel. We
have remarked that, although the passages arc innumer-
able in which Justin speaks of the Word having become
man through the Virgin, he never once throughout
his writings makes use of the peculiar expression of
the fourth Gospel : “the Word became flesh ” (6 Adyos
oapé éyévero). On the few occasions on which he
speaks of the Word having been made flesh, he uses
the term oaproronfeis® In one instance he has gdpa
éxew,* and speaking of the Eucharist Justin once explains
that it is in memory of Christ’s having made himself
body, cwparoronjoactar’ Justin’s most common phrase,

1 Phil. ii. 8; 1 Cor. xv. 47.

? Elsewhere Philo says that the Word was the archetypal model after
which man and the human mind were formed. Do Exsecrat., § 8, Mang,
i. 436; De Mundi Opificio, § 6, Mang., i. 8.

3 Apol., i. 66 (twice); Dial., 45, 100,

4 Dial,, 48. s Dial., 70.
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however, and he repeats it in numberless instances, is
that the Logos submitted to be born, and become man
(yerwnbivar dvfpwmov yevdpevor vmréuewer), by a Virgins
or he uses variously the expressions: avfpwmos yéyove,
avbpwmos yevdpevos, yevéobar avBpwmov.! In several
places he speaks of him as the first production or off-
spring (yéwmpa) of God before all created beings, as, for
instance : “ The Logos . . . who is the first offspring of
God” (6 éor mparov yévvmua Tov Peov);? and again, “and
that this offspring was begotten of the Father absolutely
before all creatures the Word was declaring” (kai
ote yeyewnoba. vmd TOb mWarpds TovTo TO Yévvnua
Tpd mWdvtwy AmAds TGV KkTopdTwv 6 Adyos éSjlov)d
We need not say more of the expressions :  first-born ”
(mpwroroxos), “ first-begotten” (wpwrdyovos), so con-
stantly applied to the Logos by Justin, in agreement
with Philo; nor to “only begotten” (novoyerys),
directly derived from Ps. xxii. 20 (Ps. xxi. 20, Sept.).

It must be apparent to everyone who seriously examines
the subject, that Justin’s terminology is markedly different
from, and in spirit sometimes opposed to, that of the
fourth Gospel, and in fact that the peculiarities of the
Gospel are not found in Justin’s writings at all* On the

1 Apol., i. 5, 23, 63; Apol, ii. 6, 13 ; Dial., 34, 43, 48, 57, 63, 75, 84,
83, 103, 113, 125, 127, &o., &e. * Apol,, i. 21,

3 Dial., 129. cf. 62.

4 A passage is somotimes quoted in which Justin reproaches the Jews
for spreading injurious and unjust reports ‘‘ concerning the only blame-
less and righteous Light sent by God to man,” (Kara odv tod pérov dudpov
xat duealov Qords Tois dvfpdmois mepdhévros mapd Tob feoi xr . Dial. 17),
and this is claimed as an echo of the Gospel ; cf. John i. 9, viii. 12,
xii. 46, &c. Now here again we have in Philo the elaborate repre-
sentation of the Logos as the sun and Light of the world; as for
instance in a long passage in the treatise De Somniis, i. §§ 13 ff., Mang.,

i. 631 ff., of which we can only give the slightest quotation. Philo argues
that Moses only speaks of the sun by symbols, and that it is easy to prove
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other hand, his doctrine of the Logos is precisely that of
Philo,! and of writings long antecedent to the fourth
Gospel, and there can be no doubt, we think, that it was
derived from them.?

this; *“since in the first place God is Light. *Tor the ILord is my Light
and my Saviour,’ it is said in hymns, and not only Light, but archetype
of overy other light, nay rathor more ancient and more perfect than
archetype, having the Logos for an exemplar. TFor indeed the exemplar
was his most perfect Logos, Light,” &e. ( . . . . émeds mparoy pir o
Beds s éorie * Kiplos yip Ppas pov xai cwrip pov” év Tuvors gderar Kai
ol pivor Gids, dAAa kal mavrds érépov Qurds dpyérvmov, paldov 8¢ dpyerimow
wpeaBuiTepor xai dvirepoy, Adyov éxov mapadeiyparos: TO pév yap mapaderypad
mAnpéararos v avroi Adyos, ¢pés, k.r.A. De Somniis, i. § 13, Mang., i. 632).
And again: * But according to the third meaning, he calls the divine
Word the sun” (kara 8¢ rpiror ompawdpevor fhwov xakei rov Beiov Adyov), and
proceeds to show how by this sun all wickedness is brought to light, and
the sins done secretly and in darknees are made manifest. I)e Somnii,
i. § 13, Mang., i. 634; cf. 1., § 19.

! If the Cohort. ad Grwmcos be assigned to Justin, it directly refers to
Philo’s works, e. ix.

? Baur, Unters. kan. Eyv., p. 351 ; Thool. Jahrb., 1837, p. 223 ff,;
Dretschneider, Probabilia de Ev. et Ep. Joan. Apost., p. 191 {. ; Croluer,
Beitriige, i. p. 251 ff. ; Duvidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 380 fI. ; [Hilyenfeld,
Die Evv. Justin’s, p. 298 fl.; Réville, Hist. du Dogme de la Dir. de
J. C., 1869, p. 45 fI.; Scholten, Das Ev. n. Johann., p. 9 f.; Die &lt.
Zeugnisse, p. 24 ff. ; Tucherot, Hist. do I'Ecole d’'Alexandrie, i. p. 230f;
Volkmar, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1860, p. 300 ; Der Ursprung, p. 92 fi.;
Tjeenk Willink, Justinus Mart., p. 108 f.; cf. Dorner, Die Iehre v. d.
Pors. Christi, 1843, i. p. 414 fI. ; Sieqfried, Philo. v. Alex. 1875, p. 332 ff.
J. T Tobler derives tho Johannine Logos doctrine from Thilo, Theol.
Jahrb., 1860, p. 180 ff. Euwuld holds that the Epistle to the Hebrews
transfers the Logos doctrine of Philo to Christianity ; and that the Apostle
Paul’s mind was filled with it from the same sources: Gesch. d. Volkes
Isr., vi. p. 474 f., p. 638 f.; Das Sendschr. a, d. Hebrder, p. 9 f. CL
Bleek, Hebriierbr. 1828, i. p. 398 ff. ; Hausrath, N, T. Zoitgesch., 1874, iii.
p- 561 £. ; Ilolsten, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1861, p. 233 f., anm. 2; Zum
Ev. d. Paulus u. Petrus, 1868, p. 72 ff.; Hilgenfeld, Zoitschr. wiss,
Theol., 1871, p. 189 ff. ; Kostlin, Joh. Lehrbegriff, p. 357 ff., p. 392 ff.;
Liicke, Comment. Ev. Joh., i. p. 283 ff. ; Pfleiderer, Zwitschr, wiss. Theal.,
1869, p. 400 ff. ; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., ii. p. 286 ff., pp. 298, 313,
363 ; Der Montanismus, 1841, p. 155; Siegfried, Philo. v. Alex. pp. 3%
ff., 321 ff. That the doctrine of the Logos was enunciated in the Kjpryss
[érpov we know from tho quotations of Clement of Alexandria. Strom.,
vi. 5, § 39, 7, §58.
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We may now proceed to consider other passages
adduced by Tischendorf to support his assertion that
Justin made use of the fourth Gospel. He says:
“ Passages of the Johannine Gospel, however, are also
not wanting to which passages in Justin refer back. In
the Dialogue, ch. 88, he writes of John the Baptist :
‘The people believed that he was the Christ, but he
cried to them : I am not the Christ, but the voice of a
preacher” This is connected with John i. 20 and 23 ; for
no other Evangelist has reported the first words in the
Baptist’s reply.”! Now the passage in Justin, with its
context, reads as follows: “ For John sat by the Jordan
(kabelopévov éml 700 ’lopddwov) and preached the
Baptism of repentance, wearing only a leathern girdle
and raiment of camel’s hair, and eating nothing but
locusts and wild honey; men supposed (JmeldpuBavov)
him to be the Christ, wherefore he himself cried to them :
‘I am not the Christ, but the voice of one crying : For he
shall come (7€e) who is stronger than I, whose shoes I am
not meet (ixavds) to bear.””? Now the only ground upon
which this passage can be compared with the fourth
Gospel is the reply: “I am not the Christ” (odx eipl o
Xpiords), which in John i. 20 reads: or éyw odk elui 6

! Es fehlt aber auch nicht an einzelnen Stellen des Johanneischen
Evangeliums, auf welche sich Stellen bei Justin zuriickbeziehen. Im
Dialog Kap. 88 schreibt er von Johannes dem Téufer: *‘ Dic Leute glaubten
dass er der Christ sei; aber er rief ihnen zu: Ich bin nicht Christus,
sondern Stimme eines Predigers.” Dies lehnt sich an Joh. i. 20 und 23
an; denn die ersten Worte in der Antwort des Taufers hat kein anderer
Evangolist berichtet., Wann wurden, u. s, w. p. 33.

2 "lwdpwou yap kabefopévov émi roi 'lop8dvov, xal xnplogovros Bdmriocpa
peravoias, xal {dwmy Sepparimy kai évdupa amd Tpixdv kapnhov pdvor Popoivros,
xai undév éobdiovros whiv depiBas kal péke dypov, ol dvlpwmor irehdpBavoy alrdv
elvar Tov Xpiordv+ mpds obs kal alrds éBda: Ok eipi 6 Xpuords, A Puwi)
Boavros: "Hfew yap o loyupirepds pov: ol odx eipl ikavds td Umodnuara
Bagrdoa:s. Dial. 88,
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Xpwords: and it is perfectly clear that, if the direct
negation occurred in any other Gospel, the difference of
the whole passage in the Dialogue would prevent even
an apologist from advancing any claim to its dependence
on that Gospel. In order to appreciate the nature of the
two passages, it may be well to collect the nearest
parallels in the Gospel, and compare them with Justin's

narrative.
JusTiN, DIAL. 88, I JoHN 1. 19—27,

Men (of dvfpwmoi) supposed him 19. And this is the testimony of
to be the Christ; John, when the Jews sent priests
and Levites from Jerusalem to ask
him: Who art thou?

24, And thoy were sent by the
Pharisees,

20. And he confessed, and denied
wherefore he cried to them: I am | not: and confessed? that: I am not
not the Christ (odx elpi é Xpiards), | tho Christ (Sre éyd ol eipl 6 Xpiorés).

| 21. And they asked again: Who

| then? Art thou, Elias? &c. &e.
22, . . . Who art thou? &c. &
but the voice, of one erying : 23, He said: I am the voice of
one crying in the desert: Make
straight the way of the Lord, a8
said the prophet Isaiah,

25. . . . Why baptisest thou?
&e., &c.

26. John answered them, saying:
I baptise with water, but in the
midst of you standeth one whom
ye know not.

For he shall come (f¢e:) Who is 27. Who cometh after me (4 émice
stronger than I (8 loxupérepds pov), | pov épxdpeves) who is become befors
whose shoes I am not meet (ixawds) | me (bs &umpoofév pov yéyover),! the
to bear.! thong of whose shoes I am not

| worthy (#fws) to unloose,

1 Matt, iii. 11 reads: “but he that cometh after me is stronger than I
whose shoes T am not worthy to bear.” (6 ¢ micw pov épxdperos loxups-
repbs pov éoiv, of odk elul ikavds v modfpara Baocrdoar) The context 18
quite different. Luke iii. 16, more closely resembles the version of the
fourth Gospel in this part with the context of the first Synoptic.

2 The second xal Spokdyneoev is omitted by the Cod. Sin. )

3 The Cod. Sinaiticus, as well as most other important MSS,, omits
this phrase,
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The introductory description of John’s dress and
habits is quite contrary to the fourth Gospel, but corre-
sponds to some extent with Matt. iii. 4. It is difficult
to conceive two accounts more fundamentally different,
and the discrepancy becomes more apparent when we
consider the scene and actors in the episode. In Justin,
it is evident that the hearers of John had rececived the
impression that he was the Christ, and the Baptist
becoming aware of it voluntarily disabused their minds
of this idea. In the fourth Gospel the words of John
are extracted from him (“he confessed and denied not ")
by emissaries sent by the Pharisees of Jerusalem specially
to question him on the subject. The account of Justin
betrays no knowledge of any such interrogation. The
utter difference is brought to a climax by the concluding
statement of the fourth Gospel :—

JUSTIN. Jonx 1. 28,
For John sat by the Jordan and These things were done in

preached the Baptism of repent- | Bethany beyond the river Jordan,
ance, wearing, &c. where John was baptizing.

In fact the scenc in the two narratives is as little the
same as their details. One can scarcely avoid the con-
clusion, in reading the fourth Gospel, that it quotes some
other account and does not pretend to report the scene
direct. For instance, i. 15, “ John beareth witness of him,
and cried, saying: ‘This was he of whom I said: He
that cometh after me is become before me, because he
was before me,’” &c. V. 19: “And this is the testi-
mony of John, when the Jews sent priests and Levites
from Jerusalem to ask him: Who art thou? and he
confessed and denied not, and confessed that I am not
the Christ,” &c. Now, as usual, the Gospel which Justin
uses more nearly approximates to our first Synoptic
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than the other Gospels, although it differs in very im-
portant points from that also—still, taken in connection
with the third Synoptic, and Acts xiii. 25, this indi
cates the great probability of the existence of other
writings combining the particulars as they occur in
Justin,  Luke iii. 15, reads : “And as the people were
in expectation, and all mused in their hearts concern-
ing John whether he were the Christ, 16. John an-
swered, saying to them all: I indeed baptize you with
water, but he that is stronger than I cometh, the
latchet of whose shoes 1 am not worthy to unloose:
he shall baptize you with the Holy Spirit and with
fire,” &ec.

Whilst, howeyer, with the sole exception of the simple
statement of the Baptist that he was not the Christ,
which in all the accounts is clearly involved in the rest
of the reply, there is no analogy whatever between the
parallel in the fourth Gospel and the passage in Justin,
many important circumstances render it certain that
Justin did not derive his narrative from that source.
We have alrcady® fully discussed the peculiarities of
Justin’s account of the Baptist, and in the context to
the very passage before us therc are details quite
foreign to our Gospels which show that Justin made use
of another and different work. - When Jesus stepped
into the water to be baptized a fire was kindled in the
Jordan, and the voice from heaven makes use of words
not found in our Gospels; but both the incident and
the words are known to have been contained in the
Gospel according to the Hebrews and other works.
Justin likewise states, in immediate continuation of the
passage before us, that Jesus was considered the son of

! Vol. i. p. 316 fI.
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Joseph the carpenter, and himself was a carpenter and
accustomed to make ploughs and yokes.! The Evan-
gelical work of which Justin made use was obviously
different from our Gospels, therefore, and the evident
conclusion to which any impartial mind must arrive is,
that there is not only not the slightest ground for
affirming that Justin quoted the passage before us from
the fourth Gospel, from which he so fundamentally
differs, but every reason on the contrary to believe that
he derived it from a Gospel different from ours.?

The next point advanced by Tischendorf is, that on two
occasions he speaks of the restoration of sight to persons
born blind,® the only instance of which in our Gospels is
that recorded, John ix. 1. The references in Justin are
very vague and general. In the first place he is speak-
ing of the analogies in the life of Jesus with events
believed in connection with mythological deities, and he
says that he would appear to relate acts very similar to
those attributed to Asculapius when he says that Jesus
“healed the lame and paralytic, and the maimed from
birth (ék yeverns movnpovs), and raised the dead.”* In
the Dialogue, again referring to Alsculapius, he says that
Christ “ healed those who were from birth and according
to the flesh blind (rovs éx yevern)s kal kara v odpka
mqpovs), and deaf, and lame.”® In the fourth Gospel

! Dial., 88.

* Bretschneider, Probabilia, p. 192f.; Credner, Beitrige, i. p. 218 ; Hil-
genfeld, Die Evv. Justin's, p. 162 ff.; Scholten, Die #lt. Zeugnisse, p. 33 ;
Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 97, p. 156; Zeller, Theol. Jahrb., 1845, p.
613 £., 1847, p. 150 . Cf. Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 377f. Ebrard
thinks it a combination of Matt. iii. 11, and John i. 19, but admits that
it may be from oral tradition : Die evang. Gesch., p. 843.

3 Apol., i. 22, Dial,, 69. On the second occasion Justin seems to
apply the * from their birth ” not only to the blind, but to the lame and

doaf.
+ Apol., i. 22. s Dial, 69.
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the born-blind is described as (ix. 1) dvfpwmos Tudhos ék
yeveris. There is a variation it will be observed in the
term employed by Justin, and that such a remark should
be seized upon as an argument for the use of the fourth
Gospel serves to show the poverty of the evidence for the
existence of that work. Without seeking any further,
we might at once reply that such general references as
those of Justin might well be referred to the common
tradition of tlfe Church, which certainly ascribed all
kinds of marvellous cures and miracles to Jesus. It is
moreover unreasonable to suppose that the only Gospel
in which the cure of one born blind was narrated was
that which is the fourth in our Canon. Such a miracle
may have formed part of a dozen similar collections ex-
tant at the time of Justin, and in no case could such an
allusion be recognized as evidence of the use of the
fourth Gospel. But in the Dialogue, along with this
remark, Justin couples the statement that although the
people saw such cures: “They asserted them to be magi-
cal illusion; for they also ventured to call him a magi-
cian and deceiver of the people.”! This is not found in
our Gospels, but traces of the same tradition are met
with elsewhere, as we have already mentioned ;2 and it
is probable that Justin either found all these particulars
in the Gospel of which he made use, or that he refers to
traditions familiar amongst the early Christians,
Tischendorf’s next point is that Justin quotes the
words of Zechariah xii. 10, with the same variation from
the text of the Septuagint as John xix. 37— They
shall look on him whom they pierced” (dyovras eis v
1, ... ¢avraciay paywiy yivecaw @eyov. Kal yap pdyov elwn airw

érd\pov Aéyaw xat Aaomhdror. Dial. 69.
3 Vol. i. p. 324 .
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élexévryoar! instead of émPBAépovrar wpos pe, dvl dv
xaTwpxnoavro), arising out of an emendation of. the
translation of the Hebrew original. Tischendorf says:
“Nothing can be more opposed to probability, than the
supposition that John and Justin have here, independently
of each other, followed a translation of the Hebrew text
which elsewhere has remained unknown to us.”? The
fact is, however, that the translation which has been fol-
lowed is not elsewhere unknown. We meet with the
same variation, much earlier, in the only book of the
New Testament which Justin mentions, and with which,
therefore, he was beyond any doubt well acquainted,
Rev. i. 7: “Behold he cometh with clouds, and every
eye shall see him (Sferar adrdv), and they which
pierced (éfexévrnoav) him, and all the tribes of the earth
shall bewail him. Yea, Amen.” This is a direct refer-
ence to the passage in Zech. xii. 10. It will be remem-
bered that the quotation in the Gospel: “ They shall
look upon him whom they pierced,” is made solely in
reference to the thrust of the lance in the side of
Jesus, while that of the Apocalypse is a connection of
the prophecy with the second coming of Christ, which,
except in a spiritual sense, is opposed to the fourth
Gospel. Now, Justin upon each occasion quotes the
whole passage also in reference to the second coming of
Christ as the Apocalypse does, and this alone settles the
point so far as these two sources are concerned. If Justin
derived his variation from either of the Canonical works,

! Justin has, Apol. i. 52, Syrovras eis bv éfexévrmoar. Dial. 14, kai Sypera
é hads Dpdv kai yvepiei els by éfexévmoay, and, Dial. 32, speaking of the
two comings of Christ; the first, in which he was pierced, (¢fexerrfy),
“and the second in which ye shall know whom ye have pierced ;”’ 3evrépar

¢ ore dmryvageabs ds dv éfexevraare.
2 Wann wurden, u. 8. w., p. 3.
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therefore, we should be bound to conclude that it must
have been from the Apocalypse. The correction of the
Septuagint version, which has thus been traced back
as far as A.D. 68 when the Apocalypse was composed,
was noticed by Jerome in his Commentary on the
text ;! and Aquila, a contemporary of Irenseus, and
later Symmachus and Theodotion, as well as other,
similarly adopted éfexévrnoav. Ten important MSS,, of
the Septuagint, at least, have the reading of Justin and of
the Apocalypse, and these MSS. likewise frequently agree
with the other peculiarities of Justin’s text. In all proba-
bility, as Credner, who long ago pointed out all thesc
circumstances, conjectured, an emendation of the render-
ing of the LXX. had early been made, partly in Christian
interest and partly for the critical improvement of the
text,? and this amended version was used by Justin and
earlier Christian writers. Ewald® and some others sug-
gest that probably ékxevrelv originally stood in the
Septuagint text. Every consideration is opposed to the
dependence of Justin upon the fourth Gospel for the
variation.*

The next and last point advanced by Tischendorf is a
passage in Apol. i. 61, which is compared with John iil.

! ““Quod ibi (1 Regg. ii. 18) errore interprotationis accidit, etiam hic
factum deprehendimus. Si enim legatur Dacaru, éfexévrpoay, i.c., com-
punxerunt sive confixerunt accipitur : sin autem contrario ordine, literis
commutatis Racadu, dpxfoavro, i.e., saltaverunt intelligitur et ob
similitudinem literarum error est natus.”

* Credner, Beitriige, ii. p. 203 f. Cf. Sanduy, Gospels in Sec. Cent.
p. 281.

3 Comm. in Apoc. Joh. 1829, p. 93, anm. 1; cf. Die Job. Schriften,
1862, p. 112 anm. 1; Liicke, Offenb. Joh. ii. p. 446 f.

4 Davidson, Introd. N, T., ii. p. 378 ; Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. Justin’s, p.
49 ff.; Theol. Jahrb. 1850, p. 415 f.; Scholten, Die #lt. Zeuguisse, ].
37; Het Evang. n. Joh. 1864, p. 437 f.; Volkmar, Offenb. Joh., 1862, p.
58 ; Der Ursprung, p. 97.
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3—5, and in order to show the exact character of the
two passages, we shall at once place them in parallel

columns :(—

JuUsTIN, APOL. I. 61.
Tor the Christ also said :

Unless yo be born again (dvayevwn-
Oire) yo shall not enter into the
kingdom of heaven.

Now that it is impossible for
those who have once been born to
go (épBivar) into the matrices of the
parents’ (els ras pnrpas rdv rexovodv)
is evident to all.

Kai yip 6 Xpuords elmev “Av pj

avayewwnbiire, ol pi elaéhdyre eis T

Bagkelav Ty olpaviv. "Ore 8¢ kal

adlvaroy eis Tas pirpas TdV TexovadY

robs dmaf yervopévovs éufivar, pavepdy

~ 4y
TWATLY €TTIE.

Jomw 111. 3—5.

3. Jesus answered and said unto
him: Verily, verily, I say unto
theo: Except a man be born from
above (yewnbj dvwlder) he cannot sce
the kingdom of God.

4, Nicodemus saith unto him:
How can a man be born when he
isold? Can he enter (doeldeiv) a
second time into his mother's womb
(els Ty xokiav Tis pyrpds alrov) and
be born ?

5. Jesusanswered: Verily, verily,
I say unto thee: Except a man be
born of water and of the Spirit, he
cannot enter into® the kingdom of
God.?

8. ’Amerpify 'Incois kai elmev avrg’
"Apiy  dpiy Myw oo, €av pj Tis
yemby dvwlbev, ol Sivarar 8eiv v
Baaeiav Tov feol.

4. Aéyer wpds alrdy 8 Nuwddnuos
s divaras dvbparos yevmbivar yépov
Gv; py Blvarar els Ty xokiav Tijs
prrpds abrob Beirepov eloelbeiv kat
yevnbipai ;

3. Amexpify Inoois” Apiw dpijy Aéyw
aoi, édw pi s yewnly £ G8aros kal
mvevparos, ov Svwarar eloendely els?

v Bacrelav Tob feod.’

This is the most important passage by which apolo-
gists endeavour to establish the use by Justin of the

! Texotoa, a mother, instoad of ppryp.

2 The Cod. Sinaiticus reads: *‘ he cannot sce.”

3 The Cod. Sinaiticus has been altered here to: ** of heaven.”
4 The Cod. Sinaiticus reads i8¢iv for elaehdeiv els here.

* The Cod. Sin. has rév odpaviw, but roi feod is substituted by a later
hand. The former reading is only supported by a vory few obscure and
unimportant codices. The Codices Alex. (A) and Vatic. (D), as well as all
tho most ancient MSS., read 7ot feov.

voL. IL. x
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fourth Gospel, and it is that upon which the whole claim
may be said to rest. We shall be able to appreciate the
nature of the case by the weakness of its strongest evi-
dence.  The first point which must have struck any
attentive reader, must have been the singular difference
of the language of Justin, and the absence of the charac-
teristic peculiarities of the Johannine Gospel. The double
“verily, verily,” which occurs twice even in these three
verses, and constantly throughout the Gospel!, is absent
in Justin ; and apart from the total difference of the form
in which the whole passage is given (the episode of Nico-
demus being entircly ignored), and omitting minor
differences, the following linguistic variations occur :
Justin has:

dv i) dvayewwnfire  instead of éaw pi Tis yerwn8)) aveler

ol pi) eloéNbyre els » ob 8Uwara i8eiv?

Baceia Tov obpaviy o Baciheia Tou_feov

abuvaroy » p Svvaras

Tas piTpas b iy kotkiay

TOV TEROUTOY - Tijs pnTpds avrol

éuBirvat i cloeheiv

Tovs dmat yewwopévous dvlpwmos yevvnbijvar yépov dv.

Indeed it is almost impossible to imagine a more com-
plete difference, both in form and language, and it scems
to us that there does not exist a single linguistic trace by
which the passage in Justin can be connected with the
fourth Gospel. The fact that Justin knows nothing of the
expression yevwnly dvwfer (“ born from above™), upon
which the whole statement in the fourth Gospel turns, but
uses a totally different word, avayenmbyre (born again),

' Cf i 515 dii. 11; v. 19, 24, 25; vi. 20, 32, 47, 53; viil. 34, 51, 38;
x. 1, 7; xii. 24; xiil. 16, 20, 21, 38; xiv. 12; xvi. 20, 23; xxi.
14, &e., &e.

* It is very forced to jump to tho end of the fifth verse to get

eloehbeiv «is and even in that caso the Cod. Sin. reads again, procisely
as in tho third, {8eiv.
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is of great significance. Tischendorf wishes to translate
dvwbfer “anew ” (or again), as the version of Luther and
the authorised English translation read, and thus render
the dvayevwnfivar of Justin a fair equivalent for it; but
even this would not alter the fact that so little does
Justin quote the fourth Gospel, that he has not even the
test word of the passage. The word dvwfer, however,
certainly cannot here be taken to signify anything but
“from above ”'—from God, from heaven,—and this
is not only its natural meaning, but the term is several
times used in other parts of the fourth Gospel, always
with this same sense,? and there is nothing which
warrants a different interpretation in this place. On the
contrary, the same signification is manifestly indicated
by the context, and forms the point of the whole lesson.
“ Except a man be born of water and of Spirit® he
cannot enter into the kingdom of God. 6. That which
hath been born of the flesh is flesh, and that which hath
been born of the Spirit is Spirit. 7. Marvel not that I
said unto thee : ye must be born from above” (yerwnfijvar
dvwBev). The explanation of dvwfev is given in verse 6.
The birth “of the Spirit” is the birth “from above,”
which is essentnl to ¢ Jt}"tnce into the kingdom of God.*

ﬂ'ﬂ-

¥ Crednet, Beitriigo, i. p. 233 ;-Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 375;
Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. Justin’s, p, 214 ;=Lange, Ev. n. Joh., 1862, p. 84 f.;
Lightfoot, Horw Hebr. et Talm. on John iii. 3; Works, xii. p. 254 ff.;
=J. B. Lightfoot, on a TFresh Revision of tho New Test., 1871, p. 142;
=Liicke, Comment. Ev. Joh., i. p. 516 {I. ;=Meyer, Iiv. Joh., 1869, p. 154f. ;

= Reuss, Hist. Théol. Chrét. ii., pp. 521 ff., 523 n. 2; Scholten, Die ilt.
Zeugnisse, p. 36; Ilet. Ev. n. Joh., 1864, pp. 21, 105, 287, 272, 387;
= Spéith, Protestanten Bibel, 1874, p. 276 f. ;Stemler, Het. Ev. v. Joh., 1868,
pp- 250, 338, 344, 400 ; Suicer, Thesaurus s. v. dvwfev ;=de WWette, Bv. u.
Br. Joh., 1863, p. 61 ;=W ordsworth, Gk. Test., The Four Gospels, p. 280 ;
Zeller, Theol. Jahrb., 1853, p. 140. Cf. Bretschneider, Probabilia, p. 193.

2 Cf. i, 31; xix. 11, 23.

3 Cf. Ezekiol xxxvi. 25—27.

4 Cf. Lightfeot, Ilore ebr. ot Talm. Works, xii. p. 250,

x 2
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The sense of the passage in Justin is different and much
more simple. He is speaking of regeneration through
baptism, and the manner in which converts are conse-
crated to God when they are made new (kawomomnfévres)
through Christ. After they are taught to fast and pray for
the remission of their sins, he says : “They are then taken
by us where there is water, that they may be regenerated
(“born again,” dvayewdvrar), by the same manner of
regeneration (being born again, dvayemnjoews) by which
we also were regenerated (born again, avayemijfnpue).
For in the name of the Father of the Universe the Lord
God, and of our Saviour Jesus Christ, and of the Holy
Spirit they then make the washing with the water.
For the Christ also said, ‘unless ye be born again
(dvaryevmBire), ye shall not enter-into the kingdom of
heaven.! Now that it is impossible for those who have
once been born to go into the matrices of the parents is
evident to all.” And then he quotes Isaiah i. 16—20,
“Wash you, make you clean, &ec.,” and then proceeds:
‘ And regarding this (Baptism) we have been taught this
reason. Since at our first birth we were born without
our knowledge, and perforce, &c., and brought up in evil
habits and wicked ways, therefore in order that we should
not continue children of necessity and ignorance, but
become children of election and knowledge, and obtain
in the water remission of sins which we had previously
committed, the name of the Father of the Universe and
Lord God is pronounced over him who desires to be born

“again (dvayenfiad), and has repented of his sins, &c."
Now it is clear that whereas Justin speaks simply of re-
generation by baptism, the fourth Gospel indicates a later
development of the doctrine by spiritualizing the idea,

1 Apol. i. 61,
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and requiring not only regeneration through the water
(“Except a man be born of water”), but that a man
should be born from above (“and of the Spirit "), not
merely avayervnfijvar, but avwler yarnbijvar. The word
used by Justin is that which was commonly employed in
the Church for regeneration, and other instances of it
occur in the New Testament.!

The idea of regeneration or being born again, as essen-
tial to conversion, was quite familiar to the Jews them-
" selves, and Lightfoot gives instances of this from
Talmudic writings: “If any one become a proselyte
he is like a child ‘new born’ The Gentile that is
made a proselyte and the servant that is made free he
is like a child new born.”? This is, of course, based
upon the belief in special privileges granted to the Jews,
and the Gentile convert admitted to a share in the
benefits of the Messiah became a Jew by spiritual new
birth. Justin in giving the words of Jesus clearly
professed to make an exact quotation:® “ For Christ
also said : Unless ye be born again, &c.” It must
be remembered, however, that Justin is addressing
the Roman emperors, who would not understand the
expression that it was necessary to be “born again”
in order to enter the kingdom of heaven. He, therc-
fore, explains that he does not mean a physical
new birth by men already born; and this explanation
may be regarded as natural, under the circumstances,
and independent of any written source. In any case,
the striking difference of his language from that of
the fourth Gospel at least forbids the inference that it
must necessarily have been derived from that Gospel.

1 Cf. 1 Peter i. 3, 28, ? Lightfoot, Works, xii. p. 255 ff.
 Bretschneider, Probabilia, p. 193,
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To argue otherwise would be to assume the utterly
untenable premiss that sayings of Jesus which are main-
tained to be historical were not recorded in more than four
Gospels, and indeed in this instance were limited to onc.
This is not only in itself inadmissible, but historically
untrue,! and a moment of consideration must convinee
cvery impartial mind that it cannot legitimately be as-
serted that an cxpress quotation of a supposed historical
saying must have been taken from a parallel in one of our
Gospels, from which it differs so materially in language
and circumstance, simply because that Gospel happens to
be the only one now surviving which contains particulars
somewhat similar. The express quotation fundamentally
differs from the fourth Gospel, and the natural explana-
tion of Justin which follows is not a quotation at all, and
likewise fundamentally differs from the Johannine parallel
Justin not only ignores the peculiar episode in the fourth
Gospel in which the passage occurs, but neither here
nor anywhere throughout his writings makes any men-
tion of Nicodemus. The accident of survival is almost
the only justification of the affirmation that the fourth
Gospel is the source of Justin’s quotation. On the
other hand, we have many strong indications of another
source. In our first Synoptic (xviii 3), we find
traces of another version of the saying of Jesus, much
more nearly corresponding with the quotation of Justin:
“And he said, verily I say unto you: Except ye be
turned and become as the little children ye shall not
enter into the kingdom of heaven.”? The last phrase of
this saying is literally the same as the quotation of Justin,

! Cf. Luke i. 1.
3 xal elmey, Apiy Aéy Dpiv, éav py aTpadire kat yérmabe bs o madia, of P
elae\bnre els oy Baodeiar Tév otpavar. Matt, xviii. 3.
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and gives his expression, “ kingdom of heaven,” so charac-
teristic of his Gospel, and so forcign to the Johannine,
We meet with a similar quotation in connection with
baptism, still more closely agreeing with Justin, in the
Clementine Homilies, xi. 26 : “ Verily I say unto you:
Except ye be born again (avayevwnbire) by living water in
the name of Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, ye shall not
enter into the kingdom of heaven.”* Here again we have
both the dvayevvybfire, and the Baoikeia 7dr odpavay, as
well as the reference only to water in the baptism, and
this is strong confirmation of the existence of a version
of the passage, different from the Johannine, from which
Justin quotes. As both the author of the Clementines and
Justin probably made use of the Gospel according to the
Hebrews, some most competent critics have, with reason,
adopted the conclusion that the passage we arc discussing
was probably derived from that Gospel; at any rate it
cannot be maintained as a quotation from our fourth
Gospel,? and it is, therefore, of no value as evidence cven

U Aunw bpiv Ny, éav py dvayevnbire Udare {avry, els Svopa Harpds, Yiov,
dylov Hvedparos, ob pi eloéhdyre eis Ty Bagikeiaw Tov olpavdv. 1lom. xi. 26.
Cf. Recogn. vi. 9: *“ Amen dico vobis, uisi quis denuo renatus fuerit cx
aqua, non introibit in regna coelorum.” Cf. Clem. 1lom. Epitome, § 18.
In this much later compilation the passage, alterod and manipulated, is of
no interest. Uklhorn, Die Homilien u. Recogn., 1834, p. 43 {I.;
Schliemann, Die Clementinen, 1844, p. 334 ff.

¢ Baur, Unters. kan. Evv., p. 352; Theol. Jahrb., 1849, p. 366 fi. ;
1857, p. 230 f.; Bretschueider, Probabilia, p. 179 L., p. 192 £ ; Credner,
Beitrigo, i. p. 252 ff.; Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 374 f.; Ewald, Dio
Biicher d. N. B., 1871, i. 1, p. 170; Gieseler, Enst. schr. Evv., p. 14,
cf. p. 145 ff. ; Hilgenfeld, Dio Lvyv. Justin’s, p. 214 ., p. 358 fl.; Das
Evang. Joh. u. s. w., 1849, p. 151, anm. 1; Liilzelberger, Dio kirchl.
Tradition iib. Ap. Joh., u. 8. w., 1840, p. 122 ff. ; Scholten, Dio &lt. Zeug-
nisse, p. 34 ff. ; Das Ev. Joh., p. 8 f.; Schweyler, Dor Montanismus,
p. 184, anm. 86 ; Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 218 fl.; Volkmar, Justin d.
Mért., 1853, p. 18 fl.; Zeller, Theol. Jahrb., 1845, p. 614; 1847, p. 152;
1855, p. 138 ff.
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for its existence. Were it successfully traced to that
work, however, the passage would throw no light on the
authorship and character of the fourth Gospel.

If we turn for a moment from this last of the points of
evidence adduced by Tischendorf for the use of the fourth
Gospel by Justin, to consider how far the circumstances
of the history of Jesus narrated by Justin bear upon this
quotation, we have a striking confirmation of the results
we have otherwise attained. Not only is there a total
absence from his writings of the peculiar terminology and
characteristic expressions of the fourth Gospel, but there
is not an allusion made to any one of the occurrences
exclusively narrated by that Gospel, although many of
these, and many parts of the Johannine discourses of
Jesus, would have been peculiarly suitable for his pur-
pose. We have already pointed out the remarkable
absence of any use of the expressions by which the Logos
doctrine is stated in the prologue. We may now point out
that Justin makes no reference whatever to any of the
special miracles of the fourth Gospel. He is apparently
quite ignorant even of the raising of Lazarus: on the other
hand, he gives represcntations of the birth, life, and
death of Jesus, which are ignored by the Johannine Gos-
pel, and are indeed opposed to its whole conception of
Jesus as the Logos ; and when he refers to circumstances
which arc also narrated in that Gospel, his account is
different from that which it gives. Justin perpetually
refers to the birth of Jesus by the Virgin of the race of
David and the Patriarchs ; his Logos thus becomes man,'
(not “ flesh,”—dvfpwmos, not aapf) ; he is born in a cave
in Bethlehem ;? he grows in stature and intcllect by the
use of ordinary means like other men ; he is accounted

! Dial., 100, &ec., &ec. 2 Dial., 78.
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the son of Joseph the carpenter and Mary : he himself
works as a carpenter, and makes ploughs and yokes.'
When Jesus is baptized by John, a fire is kindled in
Jordan ; and Justin evidently knows nothing of John's
express declaration in the fourth Gospel, that Jesus is the
Messiah, the Son of God.? Justin refers to the change
of name of Simon in connection with his recognition of
the Master as © Christ the Son of God,”® which is nar-
rated quite differently in the fourth Gospel (i. 40—42),
where, indced, such a declaration is put into the mouth
of Nathaniel (i. 49), which Justin ignores. Justin
does not mention Nicodemus either in connection
with the statement regarding the necessity of being
“born from above,” or with the entombment (xix. 39).
He has the prayer and agony in the garden,* which the
fourth Gospel excludes, as well as the cries on the cross,
which that Gospel ignores. Then, according to Justin,
the last supper takes place on the 14th Nisan,® whilst the
fourth Gospel, ignoring the Passover and last supper,
represents the last meal as eaten on the 13th Nisan
(John xiii. 1f,, cf. xviii. 28). He likewise contradicts the
fourth Gospel, in limiting the work of Jesus to one year.
In fact, it is impossible for writings, so full of quotations
of the words of Jesus and of allusions to the events of
his life, morc completely to ignore or vary from the
fourth Gospel throughout ; and if it could be shown that
Justin was acquainted with such a work, it would follow
certainly that he did not consider it an Apostolical or
authoritative composition.

! Dial., 88. ? Dial., 88. 3 Dial., 100.

* Dial., 99, 103.

8 ¢ And it is written that on the day of the Passover you scized him,

and likewise during the Passover you crucified him.” Dial., 111; cf. Dial.
70 ; Matt. xxvi. 2, 17 ff., 30, 57.
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We may add that, as Justin so distinctly and directly
refers to the Apostle John as the author of the Apocalypse,'
there is confirmation of the conclusion, otherwise arrived
at, that he did not, and could not, know the Gospel and
also ascribe it to him. Finally, the description which
Justin gives of the manner of teaching of Jesus excludes
the idea that he knew the fourth Gospel.  Brief and
concise were the sentences uttered by him: for he was
no Sophist, but his word was the power of God.”? No
one could for a moment assert that this description
applics to the long and artificial discourses of the fourth
Gospel, whilst, on the other hand, it eminently describes
the style of teaching in the Synoptics, with which the
numerous Gospels in circulation amongst early Christians
were, of course, more nearly allied.

The inevitable conclusion at which we must arrive is
that, so far from indicating any acquaintance with the
fourth Gospel, the writings of Justin not only do not
furnish the slightest evidence of its existence, but offer
presumptive testimony against its Apostolical origin.

Tischendorf only devotes a short note to Hegesippus®
and does not pretend to find in the fragments of his
writings, preserved to us by Eusebius, or the details of
his life which he has recorded, any evidence for our
Gospels.  Apologists generally admit that this source, at
least, is barren of all testimony for the fourth Gospel, but
Canon Westcott cannot renounce so important a witness
without an cffort, and he thercforc boldly says: “ When
he, (Hegesippus) speaks of ‘the door of Jesus’ in his
account of the death of St. James, there can be little

! Dial., 81.

2 Bpayeis 8¢ kai olvropor map’ alroi Noyor yeyivacw. O yip cogiaris

imipxey, A SVwapis Beol 8 Adyos alrov fv.  Apol. i. 14,
3 Wann wurden, u. 8. ., . 19, anm, 1,
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doubt that he alludes to the language of our Lord
recorded by St. John.”! The passage to which Canon
Westcott refers, but which he does not quote, is as
follows :—* Certain, thercfore, of the seven herctical
parties amongst the people, already described by me in
the Memoirs, inquired of him, what was the door of
Jesus ; and he declared this (robrov—Jesus) to be the
Saviour, From which some believed that Jesus is the
Christ. But the aforementioned heretics did not believe
cither a resurrection, or that he shall come to render to
cvery one according to his works. As many as believed,
however, did so, through James.” The rulers fearing that
the people would cause a tumult, from considering Jesus
to be the Messiah (Xpio7rds), entreat James to persuade
them concerning Jesus, and prevent their being deceived
by him ; and in order that he may be heard by the multi-
tude, they place James upon a wing of the temple, and cry
to him: “ O just man, whom we all are bound to believe,
inasmuch as the people are led astray after Jesus, the
crucified, declare plainly to us what is the door of
Jesus.”? To find in this a reference to the fourth
Gospel, requires a good deal of apologetic ingenuity. It
is perfectly clear that, as an allusion to John x. 7, 9:
“] am the door,” the question: ““ What is the door of
Jesus ?” is mere nonscnse, and the reply of James totally
irrelevant. Such a question in reference to the discourse

! On the Canon, p. 182 f.

3 Tuvés obv Tév énTd alpégewy Tav év 7Y Nag, TOV wpoyeypappuévay poi v
rois Umropvipacw, émvidvorto abrot, Tis 1) Oupa Tob 'Ingod. Kal §Aeye ToiTow
elvac Tov Zwrpa. 'E§ v rwvés émiorevoay, ot 'Inoois dotiv 6 Xpiotds. Al de
aipéoeis al mpoetpnuévas ol émiarevoy ofire dvdoraow, olire épydpevor dmodovvar
éxdaTe mara vd {pya almoi. "Ocgot 8¢ kal eémiorevaar, 8ia "ldxwfov. .. ... ...
Aixase, ¢ mavres meibeabar Spellopey, émel 6 Nads mhavarar dmice Ingoi Toi
gravpwbivros, dmdyyedhoy Nuiv tis ) Blpa Tov 'Ingob. ILuselivs, H. E.,
i1, 23.
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in the fourth Gospel, moreover, in the mouths of the an-
tagonistic Scribes and Pharisees, is quite inconceivable,
and it is unreasonable to suppose that it has any con-
nection with it. Various cmendations of the text have
been proposed to obviate the difficulty of the question,
but none of these have been adopted, and it has now been
generally accepted, that @Ypa is used in an idiomatic sense.
The word is very frequently employed in such a manner, or
symbolically, in the New Testament,' and by the Fathers.
The Jews were well acquainted with a similar use of the
word in the Old Testament, in some of the Messianic
Psalms, as for instance : Ps. exviii. 19, 20 (cxvii. 19, 20
Sept.). 19,“Open to me the gates (rihas) of righteousness;
entering into them, I will give praise to the Lord;” 20,
“This is the gate (% wvAy) of the Lord, the righteous
shall enter into it.”? Quoting this passage, Clement of
Alexandria remarks: “ But explaining the saying of the
prophet, Barnabas adds : Many gates (wvA@») being open,
that which is in righteousness isin Christ, in which all
those who enter are blessed.”® Grabe explains the passage
of Hegesippus, by a reference to the frequent allusions
in Scripture to the two ways: onec of light, the other of
darkness ; the one leading to life, the other to death ; as
well as the simile of two gates which is coupled with
them, as in Matt. vii. 13 fi.  He, therefore, explains the
question of the rulers: “ What is the door of Jesus?” a
an inquiry into the judgment of James concerning him:

' Cf. Acts xiv. 27; 1 Cor. xvi. 9; 2 Cor, ii. 12; Col. iv. 3; James¥.
9; BRev. iii. 8, 20; iv. 1.
3 Cf. Ps. xxiv. 7—8 (xxiii, 7—8 Sept.)
t{-q‘wummr 3¢ 3 pyrov Tob xpo¢mu BapvdfBas uﬂlﬁlpu “ oMoy sUAEY
dvegyuidy, 7 év Swatooivy alm doriv 1§ év Xpord, év §j poaxdpior maTes of
cloeA@évres.”’ Strom. vi. 8, § 64. This passage is not to be found in

the Epistle of Barnabas.
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whether he was a teacher of truth or a deceiver of the
people ; whether belief in him was the way and gate of
life and salvation, or of death and perdition.! He refers
as an illustration to the Epistle of Barnabas, xviii.:
“There are two ways of teaching and of power : one of
light, the other of darkness. But there is a great differ-
ence between the two ways.”? The Epistle, under the
symbol of the two ways, classifies the whole of the moral
law.? In the Clementine Homilies, xviii. 17, there is a
version of the saying, Matt. vii. 13f, derived from
another source, in which “ way ” is more decidedly even
than in our first Synoptic made the equivalent of “gate:”
“Enter ye through the narrow and straitened way
(684s) through which ye shall enter into life.” Eusebius
himself, who has preserved the fragment, evidently
understood it distinctly in the same sense, and he gave
its true meaning in another of his works, where he
paraphrases the question into an enquiry, as to the
opinion which James held concerning Jesus (riva mepi
7o) 'Incod éxor 8éfav).* This view is supported by
many learned men, and Routh has pointed out that
Ernesti considered he would have been right in making
ddayy, doctrine, teaching, the equivalent of 6ipa,
although he admits that Eusebius does not once use it
in his history, in connection with Christian doctrine.?

! Spicil. Patr., ii. p. 254.

2 ‘080l B0 eloiv ddayijs xai éfovaias, §j Te Tol purds, xal § Tob oxérovs.
Awapopa 8¢ woAs) Taw dvo d8adv. Barnaboe Ep. xviii.

3 In like manner the Clementine Homilies give a peculiar version of
Deut. xxx. 15: *“ Behold I have set before thy face the way of life, and
the way of death.” ’‘I3od réfewa mpd mpoodmov gov Tiv 686y tis {wis, xal
v 688y rob favdrov. Hom. xviii. 17, cf. vii. 7.

* Demonstrat. Evang. iii. 7. [Routh, Bel. Sacr. i. p. 235.

® Si ego in Glossis ponerem : 8ipa, didayxi), rectum esset. Sed respicerem
ad loca Grecorum theologorum v. c¢. Eusebii in Hist. Eccl. ubi non
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He might, however, have instanced this passage, in
which it is clearly used in this scnse, and so explained
by EKuscbius. In any other sense the question is simple
nonsense. There is evidently no intention on the part
of the Scribes and Pharisees here to ridicule, in asking:
“ What is the door of Jesus ?” but they desirec James to
declare plainly to the pcople, what is the teaching of
Jesus, and his personal pretension. To suppose that the
rulers of the Jews set James upon a wing of the temple,
in order that they might ask him a question, for the
benefit of the multitude, based upon a discourse in the
fourth Gospel, unknown to the Synoptics, and even in
relation to which such an inquiry as: “What is the
door of Jesus?” becomes mere ironical nonsense, sur-
passes all that we could have imagined even of apologetic
zeal.

We have already® said all that is necessary with
regard to Hegesippus, in connection with the Synoptics,
and need not add more here. It is certain that had he
said anything interesting about our Gospels and, we may
say, particularly about the fourth, the fact would have
been recorded by Eusebius.

Nor need we add much to our remarks regarding
Papias of Hierapolis.® It is perfectly clear that the
works of Matthew and Mark,® regarding which he records

somel fvpa Xporoi (sic) de doctrina Christiana dicitur.”  Disserf. De
Usu Qlossariorum. Routh, Reliq. Sacrw. i. p. 236. Donaldson gives
the most probable meaning : “To what is it that Jesus is to lead us?
And James’ answer is therefore : *To salvation.,’” Hist. Chr, Lit. and
Doctr., iii. p. 190, note. )

1 Vol. i. p. 429 ff. ; Preface to 6th ed. p. xviii. ff.

2 Seo vol. i. p. 443 fI. ; Preface to 6th ed., p. xxi. f.

3 It is evident that Papias did not regard the works by ** Matthew” and
« Mark ” which he mentions, as of any authority, Indeed, all that he
reports regarding the latter is mercly apologetic, and in deprecation of
criticism,
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such important particulars, are not the Gospels in our
Canon, which pass under their names ; he does not seem
to have known anything of the third Synoptic; and
there is no reason to suppose that he referred to the
fourth Gospel or made use of it. He is, therefore, at
least, a total blank so far as the Johannine Gospel and
our third Synoptic are concerned, but he is more than
this, and it may, we think, be concluded that Papias
was not acquainted with any such Gospels which he
regarded as Apostolic compositions, or authoritative
documents. Had he said anything regarding the com-
position or a,uthorship' of the fourth Gospel, Eusebius
would certainly have mentioned the fact, and this silence
of Papias is strong presumptive cvidence against the
Johannine Gospel.! Tischendorf’s argument in regard to
the Phrygian Bishop is mainly directed to this point, and
he maintains that the silence of Eusebius does not make
Papias a witness against the fourth Gospel, and does
not involve the conclusion that he did not know it, inas-
much as it was not, he affirms, the purpose of Euschius
to record the mention or use of the books of the New
Testament which were not disputed.? It might be con-
tended that this reasoning is opposed to the practice
and express declaration of Eusebius himself, who says:
“But in the course of the history I shall, with the suc-
cessions (from the Apostles), carefully intimate what
ecclesiastical writers of the various periods made use of

! Credner, Boitrigo, i. p. 23 f.; Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 371;
Hilyenfeld, Die Evangelion, p. 344 ; Zeitachr. wiss. Theol., 1865, p. 334;
Einl. N. T., 1875, pp. 35, 59 ff. ; Liitzelberger, Die kirchl. Tradition iib.
Ap. Joh., u. s. w., 1840 p. 89 fI. ; Renan, Vie de Jésus, xiii™ ed., 1867,
p. lviii, f. ; Scholten, Dio ilt. Zeugnisse, p. 16 ff.; Strauss, Das Leben
Josu, 1864, p. 62; Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 61 ; Zeller, Theol. Jahrb.,
1815, p. 652 . ; 1847, p. 148 f. ? Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 112 {F,
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the Antilegomena (or disputed writings), and which of
them, and what has been stated by these as well re;
garding the collected (év8iabhjro) and Homologumena
(or accepted writings), as regarding those which are not
of this kind.,”* It is not worth while, however, to dwell
upon this, here. The argument in the case of Papias
stands upon a broader basis. It is admitted that
Eusebius engages carefully to record what ecclesiastical
writers state regarding the Homologumena, and that he
actually does so. Now Papias has himself expressed the
high value he attached to tradition, and his cagerness in
secking information from the Presbyters. The state-
ments regarding the Gospels composed by Matthew and
Mark, quoted by Eusebius, are illustrative at once both
of the information collected by Papias and of that cited
by Eusebius. How comes it, then, that nothing whatever
is said about the fourth Gospel, a work so peculiar and of
such exceptional importance, said to be composed by the
Apostle whom Jesus loved? Is it possible to suppose
that when Papias collected from the” Presbyter the facts
which he has recorded concerning Matthew and Mark he
would not also have inquired about a Gospel by John
had he known of it? Is it possible that he could have
had nothing interesting to tell about a work presenting
so many striking and distinctive features? Had he
collected any information on the subject he would cer-
tainly have recorded it, and as certainly Eusebius would
have quoted what he said,? as he did the account of the
other two Gospels, for he even mentions that Papias

! Mpoiotans 8¢ s loTopias, mpolipyov momaopar avv Tais Biadoyais two-
anpnvacbat, rives Tév xard ypdvovs éxxhnoiacTikdy ovyypapéwy dmolas kéxpyral
Tév dvrdeyopdvov, Tiva Te mept oy dvdiabirkey kal Spokayoupdvay ypai, xi

Goa wepl TV pi) TowoUTwy alrois eipnrat.  Eusebius, 0. E., iii. 3; cf. iii, 24
* Cf. Prefaco to 6th ed., pp. xi ff,, xxi f.
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made use of the 1st Epistle of John, and 1st Epistle of
Peter, two equally accepted writings. The legitimate
presumption, therefore, is that, as Eusebius did not men-
tion the fact, he did not find anything regarding the
fourth Gospel in the work of Papias, and that Papias was
not acquainted with it. This presumption is confirmed
by the circumstance that when Euschius writes, elsewhere
(H. E. iii. 24), of the order of the Gospels, and the com-
position of John’s Gospel, he has no greater authority to
give for his account than merc tradition: “they say”
($ac).

Proceeding from this merely negative argument, Tis-
chendorf endeavours to show that not only is Papias not
a witness against the fourth Gospel, but that he presents
testimony in its favour. The first reason he advances is
that Eusebius states: “The same (Papias) made us¢ of
testimonies out of the first Epistle of John, and likewise
out of that of Peter.”! On the supposed identity of the
authorship of the Epistle and Gospel, Tischendorf, as in
the case of Polycarp, claims this as evidence for the fourth
Gospel.  Eusebius, however, does not quote the passages
upon which he bases this statement, and knowing his in-
accuracy and the hasty and uncritical manner inwhich he
and the Fathers generally jump at such conclusions, we
must reject this as sufticient evidence that Papias really
did use the Epistle, and that Eusebius did not adopt his
opinion from a mere superficial analogy of passages.?
But if it were certain that Papias actually quoted from
the Epistle, it does not in the lecast follow that he

! Kéxpyrar 8' 6 atros paprupiais dmd s 'ledvvov mporépas émiorolis, kal
and tijs Oérpov dpoiws. Eusebius, H. E., iii. 39. :

2 Zeller, Theol. Jahrb., 1845, p. 652 ff., 1847, p. 148 f.; Scholten, Die
alt. Zeugnisse, p. 17; Das Evang. Johan,, p. 8; Liitzelberger, Die kirchl,
Tradition iib. Ap. Joh., p. 92 ff. CF. Duvidson, Introd. N. T\, ii. p. 373.

YOL. II. T
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aseribed it to the Apostle John, and the use of the
Epistle would scarcely affect the question as to the
character and authorship of the fourth Gospel.

The next testimony advanced by Tischendorf is indeed
of an extraordinary character. There is a Latin MS.
(Vat. Alex. 14) in the Vatican, which Tischendorf assigns
to the ninth century, in which there is a preface by an
unknown hand to the Gospel according to John, which
commences as follows : “ Evangelium iohannis manifes-
tatum et datum est ecclesiis ab iohanne adhue in corpore
constituto, sicut papias nomine hierapolitanus discipulus
iohannis carus in exotericis id est in extremis quinque
libris retulit.” “The Gospel of John was published and
given to the churches by John whilst he was still in the
flesh, as Papias, named of Hierapolis, an estecimed disciple
of John, related in his ‘ Exoterics’ that is his last five
books.” Tischendorf says: “ There can, therefore, be no
more decided declaration made of the testimony of Papias
for the Johannine Gospel.”! He wishes to end the quota-
tion here, and only refers to the continuation, which he is
obliged to admit to he untenable, in a note. The passage
proceeds : ““ Disscripsit vero evangelium dictante iohanne
recte.” “He (Papias)indeed wrote out the Gospel, John
duly dictating ;” then follows another passage regarding
Marcion, representing him also as a contemporary of
John, which Tischendorf likewise confesses to be untrue.’
Now Tischendorf admits that the writer desires it to be
understood that he derived the information that Papias
wrote the fourth Gospel at the dictation of John likewise
from the work of Papias, and as it is perfectly impossible,
by his own admissions, that Papias, who was not a con-

' Wann wurden, u. 8. w., p. 119,
* Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 119, anm. 1,
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temporary. of the Apostle, could have stated this, the
whole passage is clearly fabulous and written by a4 person
who never saw the book at all. This extraordinary piece
of evidence is 5o obviously absurd that it is passed overin
silence by other critics, even of the strongest apologetic
tendency, and it stands here a pitiable instance of the
arguments to which destitute eriticism can be reduced.
In order to do full justice to the last of the arguments
of Tischendorf, we shall give it in his own words :
“ Before we separate from Papias, we have still to
consider one testimony for the Gospel of John which
Irenseus, v. 36, § 2, quotes out of the very mouth of the
Presbyters, those high authoritics of Papias: ¢And
therefore, say they, the Lord declared : In my Father’s
house are many mansions’ (John xiv. 2). As the Pres-
byters set this declaration in connection with the blessed-
ness of the righteous in the City of God, in Paradise, in
Hecaven, according as they bear thirty, sixty, or one
hundred-fold fruit, nothing is more probable than that
Irenoseus takes this whole declaration of the Presbyters,
which he gives, §§ 1-2, like the preceding description
of the thousand years’ reign, from the work of Papias.
But whether this be its origin or not, the authority of the
Presbyters is in any case higher than that of Papias,”
&c.! Now in the quotation from Irenseus given in this

1 Ehe wir aber von Papias scheiden, haben wir noch eines Zougnisses
fiir das Johannesevangelium zu gedenken, das Irenius, v. 36, 2 sogar aus
dom Munde der Presbyter, jener hohen Autorititen des Papias anfiihrt.
¢t Und deshalb sagen sie habe der Herr den Ausspruch gethan: In meines
Vators Hause sind viele Wohnungen” (Joh. 14, 2). Da dio Presbyter
dicsen Ausspruch in Verbindung setzten mit den Seligkeitsstufen dor
Gerechten in der Gottesstadt, im Paradiese, im Himmel, jo nachdem sie
dreissig- odor sechzig- oder hundertfiltig Frucht tragen, so ist nichts
wahrscheinlicher als dass Iveniius diese ganze Aussage der Presbyter,
die er a. a. O, 1—2 gibt, gloich dor vorhorgegangenen Schilderung des

v 2
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passage, Tischendorf renders the oblique construction
of the text by inserting “say they,” referring to the
Presbyters of Papias, and, as he does not give the
original, he should at least have indicated that these
words are supplementary. We shall endeavour as briefly
as possible to state the facts of the case.

Irenceus, with many quotations from Scripture, is
arguing that our bodies are preserved, and that the
Saints who have suffered so much in the flesh shall in
that flesh receive the fruits of their labours. In v.-33,§2
he refers to the saying given in Matt. xix. 29 (Luke
xviil. 29, 30) that whosoever has left lands, &c., because
of Christ shall receive a hundred-fold in this world, and
in the next, eternal life; and then, enlarging on the
abundance of the blessings in the Millennial kingdom, he
affirms that Creation will be renovated, and the Earth
acquire wonderful fertility, and he adds: § 3, “As the Pres-
byters who saw John the disciple of the Lord, remember
that they heard from him, how the Lord taught concern-
ing those times and said :” &c. (“ Quemadmodum pres-
byteri meminerunt, qui Joannem discipulum Domini
viderunt, audisse se ab eo, quemadmodum de temporibus
illis docebat Dominus, et dicebat,” &c.), and then he
quotes the passage: “The days will come in which
vines will grow each having ten thousand Branches’
&c. ; and “In like manner that a grain of wheat would
produce ten thousand ears,” &c. With regard to these he
says, at the beginning of the next paragraph, v. 33, § 4,
“These things are testified in writing by Papias, 8
hearer of John and associate of Polycarp, an ancient

tausendjiihrigon Reichs, dem Werke des Papias entlehnte. Mag sio aber’
daher stammen oder nicht, jedenfalls steht die Autoritiit der Presbyter
hiher als die des Papias; u. s. w. Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 119f.
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man, in the fourth of his books: for there were five books
composed by him.! And he added saying : ‘ But these
things are credible to believers. And Judas the traitor
not Delieving, and asking how shall such growths be
effected by the Lord, the Lord said : They who shall
come to them shall see.” Prophesying of these times,
therefore, Isaiah says: ‘The Wolf also shall feed with
the Lamb,” &c. &c. (quoting Isaiah xi. 6—9), and again
he says, recapitulating : ‘ Wolves and lambs shall then
feed together,”” &e. (quoting Isaiah lxv. 25), and so on,
continuing his argument. It is clear that Irenseus intro-
duces the quotation from Papias, and ending his reference
at: “They who shall come to them shall see,” he con-
tinues, with a quotation from Isaiah, his own train of
reasoning. We give this passage to show the manner
in which Irenzus proceeds. He then continues with the
same subject, quoting (v. 34, 35) Isaiah, Ezekiel, Jeremiah,
Daniel, the Apocalypse, and sayings found in the New
Testament bearing upon the Millennium. In c. 35 he
argues that the prophecies he quotes of Isaiah, Jeremiah,
and the Apocalypse must not be allegorized away, but
that they literally describe the blessings to be enjoyed,
after the coming of Antichrist and the resurrection, in
the New Jerusalem on earth, and he quotes Isaiah vi. 12,
Ix. 5, 21, and a long passage from Baruch iv. 36, v. 9
(which he ascribes to Jeremiah), Isaiah xlix. 16, Gala-
tians iv. 26, Rev. xxi. 2, xx. 2—15, xxi. 1—6, all
descriptive, as he maintains, of the Millennial kingdom
prepared for the Saints; and then in v. 36, the last
chapter of his work on Heresies, as if resuming his pre-

! Eusebius has preserved the Greek of this passage (H. E., iii. 39), and
goes on to contradict the statement of Irenwcus that Papins was a hearer
and contemporary of the Apostles. KEusebius states that Papias in his
preface by no means assorts that he was,
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vious argument, he proceeds:' § 1. “And that these
things shall ever vemain without end Isaiah says: ‘ For
like as the new heaven and the new carth which I make
remain before me, saith the Lord, so shall your sced and
your name continue,’? and as the Presbyters say, then
those who have been deemed worthy of living in heaven
shall go thither, and others shall enjoy the delights of
Paradise, and others shall possess the glory of the City;
for cverywhere the Saviour shall be scen as those who
sce him shall be worthy. § 2. But that there is this
distinction of dwelling (elvar 8¢ v Siaorohyy Tadry
s oixjoews) of thosc bearing fruit the hundred fold,
and of the (bearers) of the sixty fold, and of the (bearers
of) the thirty fold : of whom some indecd shall be taken
up into the heavens, some shall live in Paradise, and
some shall inhabit the City, and that for this reason (i
rovro—propter hoc) the Lord declared: In the. .. (plural)
of my Father are many mansions (év 7ots Tov warpds pov
povas elvar moMds).® For all things are of God, who
prepares for all the fitting habitation, as his Word says,
that distribution is made to all by the Father according

1 We havo the following passage only in the old Latin version, with
fragments of the Greek preserved by Audrew of Ciesavea in his Comment.
in Apoe., xviii., Ixiv., and elsewhere,

* Isaiah Ixvi. 22, Sept.

* With this may be compared John xiv. 2, év 73 oixiu Toi marpis pov
povai moMai elow. If the passage be maintained to be from the Presbyters,
tho variations from the text of the Gospel are important. Doubtless tio
expression 74 Tob marpds pov may mean ‘‘my father's house,” and this
sense is ancient, but a wider seuse is far from excluded, und the plural is
used. In Luke ii. 49, the very phinse oceurs, ¢v rois To0 marpds pov, and
in the authorized version is translated *“ about my father’s business,” cf. |
Tim. iv. 15. The best commentators aro divided in opinion regaiding
the passage in Luke. It is necossary, in a case like the present, 10
convey the distinet difference betweon the words as they stand in Trenicus,
and the saying in tho fourth Gospel. Dir. Sunday has: *“In my Father's
realm,” Gospels in Sce. Cent., . 297,

o |
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as each is or shall be worthy. And this is the couch
upon which they recline who are invited to banquet at
the Wedding. The Presbyters disciples of the Apostles
state that this is the order and arrangement of those
who are saved, and that by such steps they advance,”*
&c. &ec.

Now it is impossible for any one who attentively con-
siders the whole of this passage, and who makes himself
acquainted with the manner in which Irensus conducts
his argument, and interweaves it with quotations, to
assert that the phrase we are considering must have been
taken from a book referred to three chapters earlier, and
was not introduced by Irenzus from some other source.
In the passage from the commencement of the second
paragraph Irenzeus cnlarges upon, and illustrates, what
“the Presbyters say ” regarding the blessedness of the
saints, by quoting “the view held as to the distinction
between those bearing fruit thirty fold, sixty fold, and
one hundred fold,? and the interpretation given of the

1. ... ¢nolv yap ‘Haaias " Op Tpémov yip 6 olpavds xaivos kal § yij kaws, &
yd woud, péves évdmov épod, Néyer Kipuos, obtw arioerar o oméppa bpdr kai 1o
dvopa Updv . .. " Gs of mpeoBurepor Aéyovai, Tite kai of pév karafiwfévres Tijs €v
oipav SiarpiPiis éxeioe xwpioovow, oi 8¢ Tis Tob mapadeicov Tpuhis dmodai-
qovaw, of 8¢ Tqv Aapmporgra Tis mwokews xabéfovow" mavrayoi yap 6 Zwrip
apabnpoerat, kabws dior €oovrac oi dpavres alrov.

2, Elvar 8¢ mjv Siacrohiv Tabrpy tis oixfjoews TdV T4 ékardv kapmotpo-
povwrwy, kai oy T4 éfnkovra, kai TOY Ta Tpuikovra® by ol pév els Tovs odpavols
dvakngbnoovrar, oi 8¢ év T wapadeioy SuatpiYwow, ol 8¢ Tiv wINw karouxi-
covarw xai Sid Tovro elpyxévar Tov Kipiow, év Tois ToU marpds pov povas elvar
moM\ds * T4 mivra yip ol feol, bs Tois wact Ty dppélovaar oiknaw mwapéxer.
Quemadmodum Verbum ojus ait, omnibus divisum esse a Patre secun-
dum quod quis est dignus, aut orit. Et hoc est triclinium, in quo recum-
bent ii qui epulantur vocati ad nuptias. Hanc esse adordinationem ot
dispositionem eorum qui salvantur, dicunt presbyteri apostolorum
discipuli, et per hujusmodi gradus proficore, &c., &c. Irenus, Adv.
Her., v. 36, § 1, 2.

3 Matt. xiii. 8 ; Mark iv. 20; cf. Matt. xxv, 14—29; Luke xix, 12—
26 ; xii. 47, 48.
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saying regarding “many mansions,” but the source of his
quotation is quite indefinite, and may simply be the
exegesis of his own day. That this is probably the case
is shown by the continuation: * And this is the Couch
upon which they recline who are invited to banquet at
the Wedding "—an allusion to the marriage supper upon
which Irenseus had previously enlarged ;' immediately
after which phrase, introduced by Irenzeus himself, be
says : “The Presbyters, the disciples of the apostles, state
that this is the order and arrangement of those who are
saved,” &e. Now, if the preceding passages had heen a
mere quotation from the Presbyters of Papias, such a
remark would have been out of place and useless, but
being the exposition of the prevailing views, Irenzus
confirms it and prepares to wind up the whole subject
by the general statement that the Presbyters, the dis-
ciples of the Apostles, affirm that this is the order and
arrangement of those who are saved, and that by such
steps they advance and ascend through the Spirit to the
Son, and through the Son to the Father, &c., and a few
sentences after he closes his work.

In no case, however, can it be legitimately affirmed that
the citation of “the Presbyters,” and the Presbyters,
disciples of the Apostles,” is a reference to the work of
Papias.  When quoting ““the Presbyters who saw John the
disciple of the Lord,” three chapters before, Irenzeus dis-
tinctly states that Papias testifies what he quotes in writing
in the fourth of his books, but therc is nothing whatever
to indicate that ““ the Presbyters,” and “the Presbyters,
disciples of the Apostles,” subsequently referred to,
after a complete change of context, have anything to
do with Papias. The refercnces to Preshyters in this

! Adv. ILer., iv. 36, §§ 3, G.
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work of Irensus arc very numerous, and when we
remember the importance which the Bishop of Lyons
attached to “that tradition which comes from the
Apostles, which is preserved in the churches by a suc-
cession of Presbyters,”! the reference before us assumes
a very different complexion. In one place, Ireneeus
quotes “ the divine Presbyter” (6 feios mpeaBims), “the
God-loving Presbyter ” (6 feopihjs mpeaBirys),? who
wrote verses against the heretic Marcus. Elsewhere
he supports his extraordinary statement that the public
career of Jesus, instead of being limited to a single
year, extended over a period of twenty years, and that
he was nearly fifty when he suffered,? by the appeal: “As
the gospel and all the Presbyters testify, who in Asia
met with John the disciple of the Lord (stating) that
these things were transmitted to them by John. For
he continued among them till the times of Trajan.™
That these Presbyters are not quoted from the work of
Papias may be inferred from the fact that Eusebius, who
had his work, quotes the passage from Irenseus without
allusion to Papias, and as he adduces two witnesses only,
Irenzeus and Clement of Alexandria, to prove the asser-
tion regarding John, he would certainly have referred to
the carlicr authority, had the work of Papias contained
the statement, as he does for the stories regarding the

1 Adv. Heer., iii. 2, § 2; of. i, 10, § 1; 27, §§ 1, 2; ii. 22, § 5; iii. proof.
3,§4;21,§3; iv. 27,§1; 32,§1; v. 20,§2; 30,§ 1.

* Ib,i. 15, § 6. 3 Ib., ii. 22, §§ 4, 6.

1, .. sicut Evangelium, xai mdvres ol mpeaSiTepor paprupovow, ol kara
v 'Aciar "ledwy 7¢ Tob xuplov pabnry oupBefAnxéres, mapudedoxévar Tavra
ror 'lodwny. Ilapépeve yap abrois péxpe tov Tpaiaved ypivev. Adv.
er., ii. 22, § 5. Cf. FEusebius, H. E., iii. 23. *In Asia” cvidently
refors chiefly to Ephesus, as is shown by tho passage immediately
after quoted by Lusebius from Adv. Heer., iii. 3, § 4, ** the Church in

Ephesus also . . . whero John continued until the times of Trajan, is a
witness to the truth of the apostolic tradition.”
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daughters of the Apostle Philip ; the miracle in favour
of Justus, and other matters! We need not refer to
Clement, nor to Polycarp, who had been *taught by
Apostles,” and the latter of whom Irenzus knew in his
youth.? Irenseus in one place also gives a long account
of the teaching of some one upon the sins of David and
other men of old, which he introduces: “As I have
heard from a certain Presbyter, who had heard it from
those who had scen the Apostles, and from those who
learnt from them,”? &e. Further on, speaking evidently
of a different person, he says: “In this manner alsoa
Presbyter disciple of the Apostles, reasoned regarding the
two Testaments:”* and quotes fully. In another place
Irenseus, after quoting Gen. ii. 8, “And God planted a
Paradise castward in Eden,” &e., states : “ Wherefore the
Presbyters who are disciples of the Apostles (oi mpeo-
Burepor, Tév amooTolwr pabnrai), say that those who
were translated had been translated thither,” there to
remain till the consummation of all things awaiting
immortality, and Irenzeus explains that it was into this
Paradise that Paul was caught up (2 Cor. xii. 4)° It
seems highly probable, that these * Presbyters the
disciples of* the Apostles” who are quoted on Paradise,
are the same “ Presbyters the disciples of the Apostles ”
referred to on the same subject (v. 36, §§ 1, 2) whom we

! Lusebius, H. E,, iii. 39.

2 Adv. Iwr., iii. 3, §§ 3, 4. Fragment from his Epistle to Florinus pre-
served by Eusebius, H. 1., v. 20. )

3 Quemadmodum audivi a quodum presbytero, qui audierat ab his qui
apostolos viderant, et ub his qui didicerant, &e. Adv. Her., iv. 27,§ 1,
cf. §2; 30, § 1. This has been variously conjectured to be a refercnce ff'
Polycarp, Papias, and Pothinus his predecessor at Lyons, but it 13
admitted by all to be impossible to decide upon the point. )

4 Hujusmodi quoque de duobus testamentis senior apostolorum discipn=

lus disputabat, &c. Adv. Ilror., iv. 32, § 1,
% Adv. Heer., v. 5, § 1
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are discussing, but there is nothing whatever to connect
them with Papias. Ilc also speaks of the Scptuagint
translation of the Bible as the version of the *Presby-
ters,”! and on several occasions he calls Luke “the
follower and disciple of. the Apostles” (Sectator et
discipulus apostolorum)? and characterizes Mark as “ the
interpreter and follower of Peter” (interpres ct sectator
Petri)®, and refers to both as having learnt from the
words of the Apostles* Here is, therefore, a wide
choice of Presbyters, including even Evangelists, to
whom the reference of Irenseus may with, equal right
be ascribed,® so that it is unreasonable to claim it as an
_ allusion to the work of Papias® In fact, Dr. Tischen-
dorf and Canon Westcott? stand almost alone in ad-

! Adv. Hoor., 1. 21, §§ 3, 4. 2 7Ib.,i.23,§1; 1. 10,§1; 14,§1,

3 Ib., iii. 10, § 6. 4 Ib.,iii, 15, § 3.

® In the Now Testament the term Presbyter is even used in reference
to Patriarchs and Prophets. Heb. xi. 2; cf. Matt. xv. 2; Mark vii. 3, 5.

¢ With regard to the Prosbyters quoted by Irenwmus gencrally. Cf.
Routh, Reliq. Sacrm, i, p. 47 ff.

7 Canon Wostcott affirms: ““In addition to the Gospels of St. Mat=
thow and St. Mark, Papias appears to have been acquainted with the
Gospol of St. John.” (})) He says no moro, and offers no evidence what-
ever for this assertion in the toxt. There are two notes, however, on the
same page, which we shall now quote, the sccond being that to whickh (3)
abovo refers. ‘2 No conclusiou can be drawn from ISusebius’ silence us
{0 exprees testimonics of Papias to the Gospel of St. Julin, as we aro igno-
raut of his special plan, and the title ot his book shows that it was not
intended to include ¢ all the oracles of tho Lord,’ soo p. 61, note 2. The
second note is: *‘3 There is also (!?) an allusion to it in the quotation
from the ‘Elders’ found in Irentous (lib. v. ad. f.) which jprobably was
taken from Papins (fr. v. Routh ¢t Nott.). The Latin passugo containing
a reference to the Gospel which is published as a fragment of * Papias’ by
Grabe and Routh (fr. xi.), is taken from the ‘ Dictionary ' of a medizeval
Papius quoted by Grabe upon the passage, and not fromn the present
Papias. The ‘Dictionary’ exists in MS. both at Oxford and Cambridge. I
am indebted to the kindness of a friend for this explanation of what secmed
to be a strange forgery.” On the Canon, p. 65. The note 2, p. 61, referred
to in note 2 quoted above, says on this subject: ‘“ Tha passaze quoted by
Irenmus from ° the Elders’ may probably bo taken as a specimen of his
style of interprotation” (!) and then follows a quotation : ‘* as the Pres-
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vancing this passage as cvidence that either Papias
or his Presbyters! were acquainted with the fourth
Gospel, and this renders the statement which is made
by them without any discussion all the more inde-
fensible. Scarcely a single writer, however apologetic,
scriously cites it amongst the external testimonies for
the early existence of the Gospel, and the few who do
refer to the passage merely mention, in order to abandon,
it2 So far as the question as to whether the fourth
Gospel was mentioned in the work of Papias is con-
cerned, the passage has practically never entered into
the controversy at all, the great mass of critics having
recognized that it is of no evidential value whatever,
and, by common consent, tacitly excluded it3 It is

byters say :” down *‘ to many mansions.” Dr, Westcott then continues:
¢« Indeed from the similar mode of introducing the story of the vine which
is afterwards referred to Papias, it is reasonable to conjecture that this
interpretation is one from Papias’ ¢ Erposition.’” We have given the
whole of the passages to show how little evidence there is for the state-
ment which is made. The isolated assertion in the text, which is all
that most readers would see, is supported by no better testimony than
that in tho preceding note inserted at the foot of an earlier page.

! Routh (Relig. Sacrewm, i. p. 10 £., 31) also referred the passage to the
work of Iapias, and he was followed in this conjecture by Dorner, Lehre
Pers, Christi, i. p. 217, anm. 36, p. 218, anm, 62.

* Riggenbuch (Die Zeugnisse f. d. Ev. Johannes, 1866, p. 116) admits
that thero is no evidence that the passage was derived from Papias, but
merely asserts that the *‘Presbyters’ wore men of the generation to
which Papias and Polycarp belonged, and that the quotation therefore
dates from the first half of the second century. Cf. Anger, Synops. Er.
Proleg. p. xxxi; Hofstede de (iroot, Basilides, p. 110 f.; Luthardt, Der
johann. Urspr. des viert, Evang. 1874, p. 72; Meyer, Komm. Ev. des
Johannes, p. 6 f.; Zuhn, Th. Stud. u. Krit., 1866, p. 674.

3The following writers directly refer to and reject it: Zeller, Theol
Johrb., 1843, p. 693, anm. 2, cf. 1847, p. 160, anm. 1; Hilgenfeld,
Zeitschr, wiss. Theol., 1867, p. 186, anm. 1, 1868, p. 219, anm. 4, d.
1865, p. 334 f., Die Evangelien, p. 339, anm. 4; Davidson, Introd. N. T,
ii. pp. 872,424 f. Distinguished apologetic writers like Bloek, Ebrard,
Olshausen, Guericke, Kirchhofer, Thiersch, and Tholuck, and eminent
critics like Credner, de Wette, Gfrirer, Liicke and others do not even
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admitted that the Bishop of Hierapolis cannot be shown
to have known the fourth Gospel, and the majority
affirm that he actually was not acquainted with it.
Being, therefore, so completely detached from Papias,
it is obvious that the passage does not in any way
assist the fourth Gospel, but becomes assignable to
vague tradition, and subject to the cumulative force of
objections, which prohibit an early date being ascribed
to so indefinite a reference.

Before passing on there is one other point to mention :
Andrew of Ceesarea, in the preface to his Commentary
on the Apocalypse, mentions that Papias maintained
“the credibility ” (10 d€wémarov) of that book, or in
other words, its apostolic origin.! His strong millenarian
opinions would naturally make such a composition stand
high in his esteem, if indeed it did not materially con-
tribute to the formation of his views, which is still more
probable.  Apologists admit the genuineness of this
statement, nay, claim it as undoubted evidence of the
acquaintance of Papias with the Apocalypse? Canon
Westcott, for instance, says: ‘“He maintained, more-
over, ‘the divine inspiration’ of the Apocalypse, and
commented, at least, upon part of it.”® Now, he must,
therefore, have recognized the book as the work of the
Apostle John, and we shall, hereafter, show that it is
impossible that the author of the Apocalypse is the
author of the Gospel ; therefore, in this way also, Papias

notice it, although they were all acquainted with the article of Zeller in
which the passage is discussed.

1 Andreas, Proleg. in Apocalypsin; Routh, Rel. Sacre, i. p. 15.

3 Liicke, Einl. Offenb. Joh., 1852, ii. p. 526; Ewald, Die Joh. Schriften,
ii, p. 371 £.; Guericke, Gesammtgesch. N. T., p. 536 ; Tischendorf, Wann
wurden, u. 8. w., p. 116, &e., &e.

3 On the Caron, p. 63.
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is a witness against the Apostolic origin of the fourth
Gospel.

We must now turn to the Clementine Homilies,
although, as we have shown,! the uncertainty as to the
date of this spurious work, and the late period which
must undoubtedly he assigned to its composition, render
its evidence of very little value for the canonical Gospels.
The passages pointed out in the Homilies as indicating
acquaintanee with the fourth Gospel were long advanced
with hesitation, and were generally felt to be inconclu-
give, but on the discovery of the concluding portion of
the work and its publication by Dressel in 1853, it was
found to contain a passage which apologists now claim
a3 decisive cvidence of the use of the Gospel, and which
even succeeded in converting some independent crities.?
Tischendorf® and Canon Westcott,* in the few lines
devoted to the Clementines, do not refer to the carlier
proof passages, but rely entircly upon that last dis-
covered. With a view, however, to making the whole
of the evidence clear, we shall give all of the supposed
allusions to the fourth Gospel, confronting them with
the text. The first is as follows :—

Hox. 111, 52. Joux x. 9.

Wherefore he, being the true
prophet, said :

I am the gate of life : he coming | I am the door (of the sheepfold),
in through mo cometh in unto life, | if anyone enter through me he shall
as there is no other teaching which | be saved, and shall go in and shall
is able to save. go out and shall find pasture.

1 Vol, ii., p. 1 ff.

2 Jlilgenfeld, who had maintained that the Clementinos d:d not uso the
fourth Gospol, was induced by the passuge to which we refer to admit its
use. Of. Die Evv. Justin's, p. 385 ff. ; Die Evangelion, p. 346 f.; Der
Kanon, p. 29; Theol. Jahrb., 1854, p. 534, anm. 1; Zoitschr, wiss.
Thenl., 1863, p. 338; Volkmar is inclined to the same opinion, although
not with tho same decision. Theol. Jahrb., 1854, p. 448 fF.

* Wann wurden, u. 8. w., p. 90 {. ¢ On the Canon, p. 252.
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Hou. 111, 52. . Joux x. 9.
Awi Toiro atrds dnbis by mpodnys |
Fheyer:
*Eyd elps ) oAy 1ijs {wis” 6 8 uod Eyd eip §) Oipa 8¢ épod ddv mis
elTepydpevos eladpyerar eis Tiv {wiv | eloédpy, cebijoeral, xai elvehedaerar
ws odr olons érépas ths awlety Buva- | xai éfelelaerar kai vouny edpioet
pévns 8daoxalias.

The first point which is apparent here is that there is a
total difference both in the language and real meaning
of these two passages. The Homily uses the word md\y
instead of the @dpa of the Gospel, and speaks of the
gate of life, instead of the door of the Shecpfold. We
have already® discussed the passage in the Pastor of
Hermas in which similar reference is made to the gate
(md\y) into the kingdom of God, and need not here
repeat our argument. In Matt. vii. 13, 14, we have
the direct description of the gate (wvAn) which leads to
life (els mp Jwrjv), and we have elsewhere quoted the
Messianic Psalm cxviii. 19, 20 : “ This is the gate of the
Lord (avry % mily Tov Kupiov),? the righteous shall enter
into it.” In another place, the author of the Homilics,
referring to a passage parallel to, but differing from, Matt.
xxiii. 2, which we have clsewhere considered,® and which
is derived from a Gospel different from ours, says: “ Hear
them (Scribes and Pharisces who sit upon Moses’ seat),
he said, as entrusted with the key of the kingdom which
is knowledge, which alone is able to open the gate of
life (wv\n s {wis), through which alone is the entrance
to Eternal life.”* Now in the very next chapter to that
in which the saying which we are discussing occurs, a
very few lines after it indeed, we have the following
passage : “ Indeed he said further: ‘I am he concern-

' ji, p. 256 f. 2 Ps. exvii. 20, Sept. 3 i p. 18 ff.
¢ Hom. iii. 18,
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ing whom Moses prophesied, saying: ‘a prophet shall
the Lord our God raise up to you from among your
brethren as also (he raised) me; hear ye him regarding
all things, but whosoever will not hear that prophet he
shall die””! There is no such saying in the canonical
Gospels or other books of the New Testament attri-
buted to Jesus, but a quotation from Deutcronomy
xviil. 15 f, materially different from this, occurs twice
in the Acts of the Apostles, once being put into the
mouth of Peter applied to Jesus,? and the second time
also applied to him, being quoted by Stephen® It is
quite clear that the writer is quoting from uncanonical
sources, and here is another express declaration regard-
ing himself: “I am he,” &c., which is quite in the
spirit of the preceding passage which we are discussing,
and probably derived from the same source. In another
place we find the following argument: “But the way
is the manner of life, as also Moses says: ‘Behold I
have sct before thy face the way of life, and the way of
death’ and in agreement the teacher said : ¢ Enter ye
through the narrow and straitened way through which
ye shall enter into life,/ and in another place a certain
person inquiring : ¢ What shall I do to inherit eternal
life ¥ he intimated the Commandments of the Law.™
It has to be observed that the Homilies teach the doctrine

1 *Eri piv éAeyer: "Eyd elpt mepi of Mwiiofjs mpoepirevaer elmay * Opodimpr
éyepel tpiv Kipuos 6 Geds npav, éx rav ddehav Tpav, domep xal épé, alroi
drovere xard mdvra® bs &v 8¢ pi droloy Tob mpopirou éxeivov, dmobaveiral
Ilom. iii. 33. This differs from the text of the Sapt.

1 Acts iii. 22. 3 Aects vii. 37. 4 Deut. xxx. 1.

5 ‘08bs 8¢ ) molirela éoriv, 7§ kai Tov Mowioqy Aéyew 1300 téfewa mpd
mpoadmov gov Ty 636w s (wis, xal Tiy 684y Tob favdrov. Kai 6 Siddaralos
cuppivas eimev: EloéNdere 8i& tijs areviis kai Tefippévys 380D, 8¢ fis dloeha-
aeale eis Thy {wnr. Kal d\ayod mov, dpwrioartds Twos, Ti moujgas {oi¥
aldwoy kAnpovopfiow ; Tas Tov vipou évrohas vmédefev. 1om. xviii, 17,
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that the spirit in Jesus Christ had already appeared in
Adam, and by a species of transmigration passed through
Moses and the Patriarchs and prophets : “ who from the
beginning of the world, changing names and forms,
passes through Time (rov aidva 7péxet) until, attaining
his own seasons, being on account of his labours
anointed by the mercy of God, he shall have rest for
ever.”' Just in the same way, therefore, as the Homilies
represent Jesus as quoting a prophecy of Moses, and
altering it to a personal declaration : “ I am the prophet,”
&c., 8o here again they make him adopt this saying of
Moses and, “ being the true prophet,” declare : “Iam the
gate or the way of life,”—inculcating the same command-
ments of the law which the Gospel of the Homilies re-
presents Jesus as coming to confirm and not to abolish.
The whole system of doctrine of the Clementines, as we
shall presently see, indicated here even by the definition
of ““the true prophet,” is so fundamentally opposed to that
of the fourth Gospel that there is no reasonable ground
for supposing that the author made use of it, and this
brief saying, varying as it does in language and sense from
the parallel in that work, cannot prove acquaintance with
it. There is good rcason to believe that the author of the
fourth Gospel, who most undeniably derived materials
from earlier Evangelical works, may have drawn from a
source likewise used by the Gospel according to the
Hebrews, and thence many analogies might well be pre-
sented with quotations from that or kindred Gospels.?
We find, further, this community of source in the fact,

1, ... b an' dpxiis aléwos dpa rois Svdpacs popas dAAdoowy Tov aldva
péixer, péxps Gre iiwv ypivww Tuxdw, dud rods kapdrous feol éhder ypiobeis, eis
dei e miw dvdmavew.  Hom. iii. 20.

2 Credner, Beitidige, i. p. 326; Neander, K. G., 1843, ii. p. 624 f., anm.
1; Scholten, Die iilt. Zeugnisse, p. 59 £. ; Das Ev. Johan., p. 12,

voL. 1L Z
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that in the fourth Gospel, without actual quotation, there
is a reference to Moses, and, no doubt, to the very
passage (Deut. xviii. 15), which the Gospel of the Cle-
mentines puts into the mouth of Jesus, John v. 46:
“For had ye believed Moses ye would believe me, for
he wrote of me.” Whilst the Ebionite Gospel gave pro-
minence to this view of the case, the dogmatic system of
the Logos Gospel did not permit of more than mere
reference to it.

The next passage pointed out as derived from the
Johannine Gospel occurs in the same chapter: “ My
sheep hear my voice.”

How. 1. 52. JomwN x. 27.
Ta épa mpdfara drover Tis éufs Ta wpdfara ra éud Tis peris pov
Poris. _ dxoder.

There was no more common representation amongst the
Jews of the relation between God and his people than that
of a Shepherd and his Sheep,' nor any more current ex-
pression than : hearing his voice. This brief anonymous
saying was in all probability derived from the same source
as the preceding,? which cannot be identified with the
fourth Gospel. Tradition, and the acknowledged existence
of other written records of the teaching of Jesus oppose
any exclusive claim to this fragmentary saying.

We have already discussed the third passage regarding
the new birth in connection with Justin,® and may there-
fore pass on to the last and most important passage, to
which we have referred as contained in the concluding
portion of the Homilies first published by Dressel in

! Cf. Isaiah x1. 11; liii, 8; Ezek. xxxiv.; Zech. xi. ; Hebrews xiii. 20.
2 Credner, Beitriige, i. p. 326; Scholten, Die &ilt. Zeugnisse, p. 60; Das
Evang. Johan., p. 12 3 p. 3114
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1853. We subjoin it in contrast with the parallel in the

fourth Gospel.

Hom. x1x. 22.

Wherefore also our Teacher when
we inquired regarding the man
blind from birth and whose sight
was restored by him, if this man
had sinned or his parents that he
should be born blind, answered in
explanation: Neither this man
sinned at all nor his parents, but
that through him the power of God
might be made manifest healing the
sins of ignorance.

“00ev xai diddoxakos fNpdv mepi Tov
éx yeverfis mmpov xal dvaBA\éravros
wap' aitmov éferdfov épwrioacy, €
ofros fjpaprev §) oi yovels atrol, (va
TupAds yernby, dwexpivaro- olre olrds
T fpaprev, obre ol yovels atrot, aAX’
iva 8 atroi Pavepwlly § Stvaus rov

Beois Tijs dyvolas lopévn ra dpaprmpara. |

JoEHN IX. 1—3.

And as he was passing by, he
8aw a man blind from birth,

2. And his disciples asked him
saying: Rabbi, who sinned, this
man or his parents that he should
be born blind ?

3. Jesus answered, Neither this
man ginned, nor his parents, but
that the works of God might be
made manifest in him,

1. Kal wapdyov edev dvfpwmor
TUpAdy éx yeveris. 2. Kai fpamoay
avrdy ol pabyral atmou  Aéyorres-
"PaBBei, Tis fpaprev, ofros §j ol yoveis
atrot, iva TuAds yerwndy ; 3. Amexpifn
‘Inoovs « Ofre olros fpaprev ofire ol
yoveis atrov, dAN' Tva Qavepwly T
épya Toi Beov év alr.

It is necessary that we should consider the context of
this passage in the Homily, the characteristics of which
are markedly opposed to the theory that it was derived
from the fourth Gospel. We must mention that, in the
Clementines, the Apostle Peter is represented as maintain-
ing that the Scriptures are not all true, but are mixed up
with what is false, and that on this account, and in order
to inculcate the necessity of distinguishing between the
true and the false, Jesus taught his disciples, “ Be ye ap-
proved money changers,”! an injunction not found in our
Gospels. One of the points which Peter denies is the fall
of Adam, a doctrine which, as Neander remarked, “he
must combat as blasphemy.”? At the part we arc consider-

! Hom, iii. 50, cf. 9, 42 ff. ; ii. 38. The author denies that Moses wrote
the Pentateuch, Hom. iii. 47 ff.
3 Hom. iii. 20 ff., 42 ff., viil, 10, ** Die Lehre von einem Siindenfalle

z2
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ing he is discussing with Simon,—under whose detested
personality, as we have elsewhere shown, the Apostle Paul
is really attacked,—and refuting the charges he brings
forward regarding the origin and continuance of evil. The
Apostle Peter in the course of the discussion asserts that
evil is the same as pain and death, but that evil does not
exist eternally and, indeed, does not really exist at all,
for pain and death are only accidents without permanent
force—pain is merely the disturbance of harmony, and
death nothing but the separation of soul from body.
The passions also must be classed amongst the things
which are accidental, and are not always to exist; but
these, although capable of abuse, are in reality beneficial
to the soul when properly restrained, and carry out the
will of God. The man who gives them unbridled course
ensures his own punishment.? Simon inquires why men
die prematurely and periodical diseascs come, and also
visitations of demons and of madness and other afflic-
tions; in reply to which Peter explains that parents by
following their own pleasure in all things and neglect-
ing proper sanitary considerations, produce a multitude
of evils for their children, and this either through care-

des ersten Menschen musste der Verfasser der Clementinen als Gottes-
lasterung bekimpfen.” Neander, K. G., ii. p. 612 f. The Jews at that
period held a similar belief. Eisenmenger, Entd. Judenthum, i. p. 33.
Adam, according to the Homilies, not only did not sin but, as a true prophet
possessed of the Spirit of God which afterwards was in Jesus, he was in-
capable of sin. Schliemann, Die Clementinen, p. 130, p. 176 f., p. 1781,

1 Hom. xix. 20.

2 Hom. xix, 21. According to the author of the Clementines, evil is
the consequence of sin, and is on one hand necessary for the punishment
of sin, but on the other beneficial as leading men to improvement and up-
ward progress. Suffering is represented as wholesome, and intended for
the elevation of man. Cf. Hom., ii. 13; vii. 2; viii. 11. Death was ori-
ginally designed for man, and was not introduced by Adam’s ** fall,” but
is really necessary to nature, the Homilist considers, Cf. Schliemann,
Die Clementinen, p. 177, p. 168 f.
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lessness or ignorance.! And then follows the passage we
are discussing : “ Wherefore also our Teacher,” &c., and
at the end of the quotation, he continues: “and truly
such sufferings ensue in consequence of ignorance,” and
giving an instance, he proceeds: “ Now the sufferings
which you before mentioned are the consequence of
ignorance, and certainly not of an evil act, which has
been committed,”® &c. Now it is quite apparent that
the peculiar variation from the parallel in the fourth
Gospel in the latter part of the quotation is not acei-
dental, but is the point upon which the whole propriety
of the quotation depends. In the Gospel of the Clemen-
tines the man is not blind from his birth, “that the works
of God might be made manifest in him,”—a doctrine
which would be revolting to the author of the Homilies,—
but the calamity has befallen him in consequence of some
error of ignorance on the part of his parents which brings
its punishment; but “the power of God” is made
manifest in healing the sins of ignorance. The reply of
Jesus is a professed quotation, and it varies very sub-
stantially from the parallel in the Gospel, presenting
evidently a distinctly different version of the episode.
The substitution of mmpds for TupAds in the opening
is also significant, more especially as Justin likewise in
his general remark, which we have discussed, uses the
same word. Assuming the passage in the fourth Gospel
to be the account of a historical episode, as apologists, of
course, maintain, the case stands thus :—The author of
the Homilies introduces a narrative of a historical inci-

1 Hom. xix. 22.

? Kai d\nfas dyvolas alrig ra Towira yiveran froi tg py eldivai mwore dei
xowwveiv Tj) yaperj), el kabapa €& dpidpov Tvyydvee. Hom. xix. 22,

3 My & mpoeipnras wdfy €€ dyvoias éoriy, ob pivro ék movnpol elpyaopuivov,
Hom. xix. 22.
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dent in the life of Jesus, which may have been, and
probably was, reported in many early gospels in language
which, though analogous to, is at the same time decidedly
different, in the part which is a professed quotation,
from that of the fourth Gospel, and presents another and
natural comment upon the central event. The reference
to the historical incident is, of course, no evidence what-
ever of dependence on the fourth Gospel, which, although
it may be the only accidentally surviving work which
contains the narrative, had no prescriptive and exclusive
property in it, and so far from the partial agreement in
the narrative proving the use of the fourth Gospel,
the only remarkable point is, that all narratives of the
same event and reports of words actually spoken do
not more perfectly agree, while, on the other hand,
the very decided variation in the reply of Jesus, accord-
ing to the Homily, from that given in the fourth Gospel
leads to the distinet presumption that it is not the source
of the quotation.

It is perfectly unreasonable to assert that such a
reference, without the slightest indication of the source
from which the author derived his information, must be
dependent on one particular work, more especially when
the part which is given as distinct quotation substantially
differs from the record in that work. We have already
illustrated this on several occasions, and may once more
offer an instance. If the first Synoptic had unfortunately
perished, like so many other gospels of the early Church,
and in the Clementines we met with the quotation:
‘ Blessed are the poor in spirit, for theirs is the kingdom
of heaven” (Maxdpiot oi mrwyol 7¢ mvevpare, orL avrdy
éoriv 1) Baoikeia 7év olpavav), apologists would certainly
assert, according to the principle upon which they act in
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the present case, that this quotation was clear evidence
of the use of Luke vi. 20: ““Blessed are ye poor, for
yours is the kingdom of God.” (Maxdpior oi mwrwyo,
or. Uperépa éotiv 1) Bagilela Tob feot), more especially
as a few codices actually insert 7o mvedpar, the slight
variations being merely ascribed to free quotation from
memory. In point of fact, however, the third Synoptic
might not at the time have been in existence, and the quo-
tation might have been derived, as it is, from Matt. v. 3.
Nothing is more certain and undeniable than the fact
that the author of the fourth Gospel made use of mate-
rials derived from oral tradition and earlier records for
its composition.! It is equally undeniable that other
gospels had access to the same materials, and made use
of them; and a comparison of our three Synoptics
renders very evident the community of materials, in-
cluding the use of the one by the other, as well as the
diversity of literary handling to which those materials
were subjected. It is impossible with reason to deny that
the Gospel according to the Hebrews, for instance, as
well as other earlier evangelical works now lost, may
have drawn from the same sources as the fourth Gospel,
and that narratives derived from the one may, therefore,
present analogies with the other whilst still perfectly inde-
pendent of it? Whatever private opinion, therefore, any
one may form as to the source of the anonymous quota-
tions which we have been considering, it is evident that
they are totally insufficient to prove that the Author of

1 Bleek, Beitriige, 1846, p. 268 f.; Einl. N. T., p. 308 f.; Ewald,
Jahrb. bibl. Wiss.,, 1849, p. 196 ff., 1851, p. 164, p. 166, anm. 2; Die
Joh. Schriften, 1861, i. p. 24 f.; Hilgenfeld, Die Evangelien, p. 325 fl.;
de Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 209 f.

2 Neander, K. G., ii. p. 624 f., anm. 1.
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the Clementine Homilies must have made use of the
fourth Gospel, and consequently they do not establish
even the contemporary existence of that work. If such
quotations, moreover, could be traced with fifty times
greater probability to the fourth Gospel, it is obvious
that they could do nothing towards establishing its
historical character and apostolic origin.

Leaving, however, the few and feeble analogies by
which apologists vainly seck to establish the existence of
the fourth Gospel and its use by the author of the
pseudo-Clementine Homilies, and considering the ques-
tion for a moment from a wider point of view, the
results already attained are more than confirmed. The
- doctrines held and strongly enunciated in the Clementines
seem to us to exclude the supposition that the authorcan
have made use of a work so fundamentally at variance
with all his views as the fourth Gospel, and it is cer-
tain that, holding those opinions, he could hardly have
regarded such a Gospel as an apostolic and authoritative
document. Space will not permit our entering adequately
into this argument, and we must refer our readers to
works more immediately devoted to the examination of
the Homilies for a close analysis of their dogmatic
teaching,' but we may in the briefest manner point out
some of their more prominent doctrines in contrast with
those of the Johannine Gospel.

! Baur, Geech. chr. Kirche, i. p. 85 ff., p. 218 ff.; Chr. Gnoais, p. 3001.;
Tiib. Zeitschr., 1831, iv. p. 114 ff., p. 174 f1., 1836, iii. p. 123 ., p. 182;
Credner, Winer’s Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1829, i. h. 2, p. 237 ff. ; Dorner,
Entw. Gesch. der Lehro v. d. Person Christi, i. p. 324 ff.; Neander,
K, G, ii. p. 610 ff., Genet. Entw. d. Gnost. Systeme, Beilage, p. 361 fi.:
Schliemann, Die Clementinen, 1844, p. 130—229; Schwegler, Das nachap.
Zeit., i. p. 363 ff.; Der Montanismus, 1841, p. 145 ff.; Uhlhorn, Die

Homilien und Recogn., 1854, p. 153—230. Compare also Mansel, The
Gnostic Heresies, 1875, p. 222 ff., and especially p. 229 ff.
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One of the leading and most characteristic ideas of
the Clementine Homilies is the essential identity of
Judaism and Christianity. Christ revealed nothing new
with regard to God, but promplgated the very same
truth concerning him as Adam, Moses, and the Pa-
triarchs, and in fact the right belief is that Moses
and Jesus were essentially one and the same.! Indeed,
it may be said that the teaching of the Homilies is more
Jewish than Christian.? In the preliminary Epistle
of the Apostle Peter to the Apostle James, when send-
ing the book, Peter entreats that James will not give
it to any of the Gentiles,® and James says: “ Necessarily
and rightly our Peter reminded us to take precautions for
the security of the truth, that we should not communicate
the books of his preachings, sent to us, indiscriminately
to all, but to him who is good and discreet and chosen
to teach, and who is circumcised,* being faithful.”* &e.
Clement also is represented as describing his conversion
to Christianity in the following terms: * For this
cause I fled for refuge to the Holy God and Law of
the Jews, with faith in the certain conclusion that, by
the righteous judgment of God, both the Law is pre-
scribed, and the soul beyond doubt everywhere receives

! Hom. xvii. 4 ; xviil, 14; viii. 6. Baur, K. G., i. p. 85 ff. ; Dorner,
Lehre Pers. Christi, i. p. 325, p. 343 fl.; Mansel, The Gnostic Heresies,
p. 230; Neander, K. G., ii. p. 611 ff., p. 621 ff.; Schliemann, Die Clem.,
p- 215 f.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 365 ff., p. 379 ff.; Uhlhorn,
Die Homilien, p. 212.

2 Dorner, Lehre Pers. Christi, i. p. 825; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit.,
i. p. 365.

3 Ep. Petri ad Jacob. § 1. 4 Cf. Galatians, i, 7.

5’ Avayraiws kai mpemovras wepi Tijs dAndeias dopaifeaas & fudérepos tmrépvnoe
érpos, émws Tas tav alroi Kppuypdrev dumeppfeicas npiv Bifhovs pndevi
peradoowper os Fruxey, fj dyabd Tun kal edhaBel, v xal dddoxew alpovpévg
éumepirope e v mord, kA, Contestatio, § 1.
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the desert of its actions.”' Peter recommends the inhabi-
tants of Tyre to follow what are really Jewish rites, and
to hear “ as the God-fearing Jews have heard.”? The Jew
has the same truth as the Christian: “ For as there is one
teaching by both (Moses and Jesus), God accepts him
who believes either of these.”® The Law was in fact
given by Adam as a true prophet knowing all things,
and it is called “ Eternal,” and neither to be abro-
gated by enemies nor falsified by the impious.* The
author, therefore, protests against the idea that Chris-
tianity is any new thing, and insists that Jesus came to
confirm, not abrogate, the Mosaic Law.® On the other
hand the author of the fourth Gospel represents
Christianity in strong contrast and antagonism to
Judaism.® In his antithetical system, the religion of
Jesus is opposed to Judaism as well as all other belief, as
Light to Darkness and Life to Death.” The Law which
Moses gave is treated as merely national, and neither of

! Aud roiro éyd 1§ dylp Tév "lovdaiwy Bed xal vipg mpoaihuyor, dmodeduris
v wilorw doakel 1) xpice, ori ék Tis Tob Oeod Sixalas kpiews rai wopos
dpioray, kal §) Yy wdvres 16 kar' délav by Ewpafer dmovdimore dmolapSare.
Hom, iv. 22. .

2 &c ol Bedv oéBovres frovoay ’lovdaior. Hom. vii. 4; cf. ii. 19, 20;
xiii, 4; Schliemann, Die Clementinen, p. 221 f.; Schwegler, Das nachap.
Zeit., i. p. 368 ff.

3 Muds yap 8 dpgporépwr 8idaokalias offams Tév ToiTwy Twi wemigTevkina
4 Beds dmodéyerar. Hom. viii. 6, cf. 7; Uhlhorn, Die Homilien, p. 212;
Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 366 f.; Schliemann, Die Clementinen,
p. 221 £ ¢ Hom. viii. 10.

¢ Hom. iii. 51; Dorner, Lehre Pers. Christi, i. p. 325; Schwegler, Das
nachap. Zeit., i. p. 366.

¢ Baur, Unters, kan. Evv., p. 311 f., p. 327; Hilgenfeld, Die Evan-
gelien, p. 330 ff.; Das Evang. u. d. Br. Joh., p. 188 ff.; Kostlin,
Lehrbegriff des Ev. u. Br, Johannes, 1843, p. 40 ff., p. 48 ff.; Schuwegler,
Das nachap. Zeit., ii. p. 292 f., p. 359 ff.; Westeott, On the Canon,
p- 276, note 1.

7 John xii. 46; i. 4, 5, 7 ff.; iii. 19—21; v. 24; viil. 12; ix. §; xii.
35 fl.; xiv. 6; Kistlin, Lehrb. Ev. Joh., p. 40 f.; Hilgenfeld, Die Evan-
gelien, p. 330 f.



EXTERNAL EVIDENCE FOR THE FOURTH GOSPEL. 847

general application nor intended to be permanent, being
only addressed to the Jews. It is perpetually referred to
as the “Law of the Jews,” “your Law,”—and the
Jewish festivals as Feasts of the Jews, and Jesus neither
held the one in any consideration nor did he scruple to
shew his indifference to the other.! The very name of
“the Jews” indeed is used as an equivalent for the
enemies of Christ.? The religion of Jesus is not only
absolute, but it communicates knowledge of the Father
which the Jews did not previously possess.* The infe-
riority of Mosaism is everywhere represented : “ and out
of his fulness all we received, and grace for grace.
Because the Law was given through Moses ; grace and
truth came through Jesus Christ.”* “Verily verily I
say unto you: Moses did not give you the bread from
heaven, but my Father giveth you the true bread from
heaven.”® The fundamental difference of Christianity
from Judaism will further appear as we proceed.

The most essential principle of the Clementines, again, is
Monotheism,—the absolute oneness of God,—which the
author vehemently maintains as well against the ascrip-
tion of divinity to Christ as against heathen Polytheism
and the Gnostic theory of the Demiurge as distinguished
from the Supreme God.® Christ not only is not God,

' John ii. 13; iv. 20 ff.; v. 1, 16, 18; vi. 4; vil. 2, 19, 22; viii. 17;
ix. 16, 28, 29; x. 34; xv. 25, &c. Baur, Theol. Jahrb., 1844, 4,
p- 624; Hilgenfeld, Die Evangelien, p. 330 ff.; Schwegler, Das nachap.
Zeit., ii. p. 364 f.

3 Johm vi. 42, 52, &ec., &c. Baur, Unters. kan. Evv., p. 163, p. 317 f.;
Fischer, Tib. Zeitschr., 1840, h. 2, p. 96 £.; Hilgenfeld, Die Evang. Joh.,
p- 193 £.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., ii. p. 360 f.

* John i. 18; viii. 19, 31 ff,, 54, 55; xv. 21 f.; xvii. 25, 26.

4 John i. 16, 17; cf. x. 1, 8. & John vi. 32 ff.

¢ Hom. xvi. 15 f.; ii. 12; iii. 57, 59; x. 19; xiii. 4; Baur, Gnosis,

p- 380 ff.; Dorner, Lehre Pers. Christi, i. p. 296 ff., p. 325 f., p. 343 ff.;
Hilgenfeld, Das Ev, Johan., p. 286 f.; Mansel, The Gnostic Heresies,
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but he never asserted himself to be so.! He wholly
ignores the doctrine of the Logos, and his speculation
is confined to the So¢ia, the Wisdom of Proverbs viil,
&c., and is, as we shall sce, at the same time a less deve-
loped and very different doctrine from that of the fourth
Gospel.? The idea of a hypostatic Trinity seems to be quite
unknown to him, and would have been utterly abhorrent
to his mind as sheer Polytheism. On the other hand,
the fourth Gospel proclaims the doctrine of a hypostatic
Trinity in 2 more advanced form than any other writing
of the New Testament. It is, indeed, the fundamental
principle of the work,? as the doctrine of the Logos is its
most characteristic feature. In the beginning the Word
not only was with God, but “ the Word was God ” (feos
W 6 Adyos).* He is the “only begotten God ” (uovo-
yerjs 0eds),® equivalent to the ““ Second God ” (Sevrepos
feds) of Philo, and, throughout, his absolutely divine
nature is asserted both by the Evangelist, and in express
terms in the discourses of Jesus.® Nothing could be
more opposed to the principles of the Clementines.

p. 227, p. 230; Schliemann, Die Clementinen, p. 130, p. 134 ff.,, 1441,
200; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 367, p. 376 f.; cf. ii. p. 210 &;
Der Montanismus, p. 148 fI.; Uhklhorn, Die Hom. u. Recogn., p. 167 fl.

! Hom. xvi. 15 f.

* Cf. Dorner, Lehre Pers. Christi, i. p. 334; Schwegler, Das nachap.
Zeit., ii. p. 294 f.

s Hdgeqfeld Das Ev. Joh., p. 113 ff.; Késtlin, Lehrbegriff, p. ﬁf
83 f.; Reuss, Hist. de la Théol. Chrénmme au sidcle apost., 1864, il
P 435&’ Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., ii. p. 369 ff.

4 John i. 1.

8 Johni. 18. This is the reading of the Cod. Sinaitious, of the Cod.
Vaticanus, and Cod. C., as well as of other ancient MSS., and it must be
accepted as the best authenticated.

® John i. 2; v. 17f.; x. 30 ff,, 38; xiv. T f., 23; xvii. 5, 21 f, &
Baur, Unters. kan. Evv. p. 312 f.; Ewald, Die Joh. Schriften, i
p. 118 ff.; Hilgenfeld, Das Ev. Joh., p. 84 ff.; Kostlin, Lehrbegriff
p- 45 £., 55, 89 fI.; Reuss, Hist. Théol, Chrét., ii. p. 435,
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According to the Homilies, the same Spirit, the So¢ia,
" appeared in Adam, Enoch, Noah, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob,
Moses, and finally in Jesus, who are the only “ true pro-
phets " and are called the seven Pillars (émra orthoi) of
the world.! These seven? persons, therefore, are identi-
cal, the same true Prophet and Spirit “ who from the
beginning of the world, changing names and forms,
passes through Time,”*® and these men were thus essen-
tially the same as Jesus.* As Neander rightly observes,
the author of the Homilies “saw in Jesus a new
appearance of that Adam whom he had ever venerated
as the source of all the true and divine in man.”®
We need not point out how different these views
are from the Logos doctrine of the fourth Gospel.®
In other points there is an equally wide gulf between
the Clementines and the fourth Gospel. According
to the author of the Homilies, the chief dogma of

! Hom. iii, 20 f.; ii. 15; viii. 10; xvii. 4; xviii. 14,

? Credner considers that only Adam, Moses, and Christ are recognized
as identical (W. Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1829, 1 h. 2, p. 247 f.), and so
also Uhlhorn (Die Homilien, p. 164 ff.) ; Gfrérer thinks the idea limited
to Adam and Christ. (Jahrh. des Heils, i, p. 337). The other authorities
referred to below in note 4 hold to the seven. * Hom. iii. 20.

¢ Dorner, Lohre Pers. Christi, i pp. 332, 335 ff. ; Mansel, The Gnostic
Heresies, p. 229 ff.; Neander, K. G., ii. pp. 612 ff., 621; Genet. Entw.
Gnost. Syst., p. 380; Schliemann, Die Clementinen, pp. 130, 141 ff., 176,
194 ff., 199 f.; as also, with the sole difference as to number, the
authorities quoted in note 2.

s K. @, ii. p. 622; cf. Hom. iii. 18 ff.

¢ It is very uncertain by what means the author of the Homilies con-
sidered this periodical reappearance to be effected, whether by a kind of
transmigration or otherwise. Critics consider it very doubtful whether
he admitted the supernatural birth of Jesus (though some hold it to be
probable), but at any rate he does not explain the matter: Uklhorn, Die
Homilien, p. 209 f.; Neander, K. G., ii. p. 618, anm. 1; Credner thought
that he did not admit it, 1. c. p. 253; Schliemann, whilst thinking that he
did admit it, considers that in that case he equally attributed a super-
natural birth to the other seven prophets: Ilie Clementinen, p. 207 ff.
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true Religion is Monotheism. Belief in Christ, in the
specific Johannine sense, is nowhere inculcated, and where -
belief is spoken of, it is merely belief in God. No dog-
matic importance whatever is attached to faith in Christ
or to his sufferings, death, and resurrection, and of the
doctrines of Atonement and Redemption there is nothing
in the Homilies,'—everyone must make his own recon-
ciliation with God, and bear the punishment of his own
sins.? On the other hand, the representation of Jesus
as the Lamb of God taking away the sins of the world,’
is the very basis of the fourth Gospel. The passages are
innumerable in which belief in Jesus is insisted upon as
essential. “He that believeth in the Son hath eternal
life, but he that believeth not the Son shall not see life,
but the wrath of God abideth on him”* . . . . “forif
ye believe not that I am he, ye shall die in your sins”*
In fact, the'whole of Christianity according to the author
of the fourth Gospel is concentrated in the possession
of faith in Christ.® Belief in God alone is never held to
be sufficient ; belief in Christ is necessary for salvation;
he died for the sins of the world, and is the object of
faith, by which alone forgiveness and justification before
God can be secured.” The same discrepancy is apparent
in smaller details. In the Clementines the Apostle Peter

! Schliemann, ib., p. 217 f.; Uklhorn, ¢b., p. 211 £.; Dorner, Lebre
Pers. Chr,, i. p. 338 f.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 367 f.

* Hom. iii. 6 f.; Uhlhorn, 1b., p. 212.

3 John i. 29; of. iii. 14 ff., iv. 42, &c., &ec.

4 John iii, 36; cf. 16 f. ¢ Ib., viil. 24.

6 Ib., iii. 14 f.; v. 24 ff.; vi. 29, 35 1., 40, 47, 65; vii. 38; vii. 2
51; ix. 35 f.; x. 9, 28; xi. 25 ff.; xii. 47; xiv. 6; xv. 5 f.; xvi. ¥
xvil. 2 ff.; xx. 31.

7 Baur, Unters. kan. Evv., p. 312; Hilgenfeld, Das Ev. Joh., pp. 256
285 ff.; Kstlin, Lehrbegriff, pp. 57, 178 fl. ; Reuss, Hist. Théol. Chrit
ii. pp. 427 f., 401 fI., 508 fI.
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is the principal actor, and is represented as the chief
amongst the Apostles. In the Epistle of Clement to
James, which precedes the Homilies, Peter is described
in the following terms: “ Simon, who, on account of his
true faith and of the principles of his doctrine, which
were most sure, was appointed to be the foundation of the
Church, and for this reason his name was by the unerring
voice of Jesus himself changed to Peter; the first-fruit of
our Lord ; the first of the Apostles to whom first the
Father revealed the Son; whom the Christ deservedly
pronounced blessed; the called and chosen and companion
and fellow-traveller (of Jesus); the admirable and approved
disciple, who as fittest of all was commanded to enlighten
the West, the darker part of the world, and was enabled
to guide it aright,” &c.! He is here represented as the
Apostle to the Heathen, the hated Apostle Paul being
robbed of that honourable title, and he is, in the spirit of
this introduction, made to play, throughout, the first part
amongst the Apostles.? In the fourth Gospel, however,
he is assigned a place quite secondary to John,® who is
the disciple whom Jesus loved and who leans on his
bosom.* We shall only mention one other point. The
Homilist, when attacking the Apostle Paul, under the

1 S{pow, 6 dut mv dAnfij wiorw xai Ty dodaleordmy alroi Tis Sidaoxakias
iméleawv s "ExxAnaias Bepéhios elvar dpiadeis xat 8¢ alrd Tovro im alrod Tod
*Inood dyrevdel ordpare perovopaclels Mérpos 3 amapym Tov Kupiov npdv: & rér
dmoord\wy mpdros, § mpdre & Marip rov Yidy drexdhvrer * ov & Xpiords edhdyws
épaxdpiger: & KArds kai éxhexrds xai guwéoTios kai guvoBoimopos: & kakds kal
doxipos pabprist & mis Sloews T8 oxotewdrepor Tob kdopov pépos s mdvrew
ixavbrepos pariocar kehevoleis xai xatopbdcar dumbels, xrA. Ep. Clem, ad
Jacobum, § 1.

2 Baur, K. G., i. p. 104 ff.

3 Baur, Theol. Jahrb., 1844, 4, p. 627 ff. ; Unters. Kan, Evv., p. 320 . ;
Hilgenfeld, Die Evangelien, p. 335; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., ii.
p- 355 fI.

4 Cf. John xiii. 23—25; xix, 26 f.; xx. 2 f.; xxi, 311, 7, 20 fI.
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name of Simon the Magician, for his boast that he had not
been taught by man, but by a revelation of Jesus Christ,'
whom he had only seen in a vision, inquires: Why,
then, did the Teacher remain and discourse a whole year
to us who were awake, if you became his Apostle after
a single hour of instruction? * As Neander aptly
remarks : “But if the author had known from the
Johannine Gospel that the teaching of Christ had con-
tinued for several years, he would certainly have had
particularly good reason instead of one year to set
several.”® It is obvious that an author with so vehement
an animosity against Paul would assuredly have strength-
ened his argument, by adopting the more favourable
statement of the fourth Gospel as to the duration of the
ministry of Jesus, had he been acquainted with that

work.

Our attention must now be turned to the anonymous
composition, known as the “Epistle to Diognetus,”
general particulars regarding which we have elsewhere
given. This epistle, it is admitted, does not contain
any quotation from any evangelical work, but on the
strength of some supposed references it is claimed by
apologists as evidence for the cxistence of the fourth
Gospel. Tischendorf, who only devotes a dozen lines to
this work, states his case as follows: “ Although this
short apologetic epistle contains no precise quotation
from any gospel, yet it contains repeated references
to evangelical, and particularly to Johannine, passages.
For when the author writes, ch. 6: ¢ Christians dwell
in the world, but they are not of the world; and in

' Gal. i, 12 1.
? Hom., xvii. 19. * K. G, ii. p. 624, anm. 1.
* Vol. ii. p. 38 fI.
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ch. 10: ¢ For God has loved men, for whose sakes he
made the world . . . . to whom he sent his only be-
gotten Son,’ the reference to John xvii. 11 (‘But they
are in the world’); 14 (‘The world hateth them, for
they are not of the world’); 16 (“ They are not of the
world as I am not of the world’); and to John iii. 16
(“ God so loved the world that he gave his only begotten
Son ’), is hardly to be mistaken.”?

Dr. Westcott still more emphatically claims the epistle
as cvidence for the fourth Gospel, and we shall, in order
impartially to consider the question, likewise quote his
remarks in full upon the point, but as he introduces
his own paraphrase of the context in a manner which
does not properly convey its true nature to a reader
who has not the epistle before him, we shall take the
liberty of putting the actual quotations in italics, and
the rest must be taken as purely the language of Canon
Westcott. We shall hereafter show also the exact separa-
tion which exists between phrases which are here, with
the mere indication of some omission, brought together
to form the supposed references to the fourth Gospel
Canon Westcott says: “In one respect the two parts of
the book are united,? inasmuch as they both exhibit a
combination of the teaching of St. Paul and St. John.
The love of Ged, it is said in the letter to Diognetus, is
the source of love in the Christian, who must needs
¢ love God who thus first loved him’ (mpoaryamjoavra), and
find an expression for this love by loving his neighbour,

! Wann wurden, u. s. w.,, p. 40. We may mention that neither
Tischendorf nor Dr. Westcott gives the Greek of any of the passages
pointed out in the Epistle, nor do they give the original text of the
parallels in the Gospel.

? This is a reference to the admitted fact that the first ten chapters are
by a different author from the writer of the last two.

VoL, 1L A A
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whereby he will be ‘an umitator of God. ¢ For.God
loved men, for whose sakes He made the world, to whom
He subjected all things that are in the earth . . . . unto
whom (wpds) He sent Hus only begotten Son, to whom
He promised the kingdom in heaven (my év olpw
Baa\elav), and will give it to those who love Him!
God’s will is mercy ; ¢ He sent His Son as wishing to
save (ws odlwv) . . .. and not to condemn,’ and as
witnesses of this, ¢ Christians dwell in the world, though
they are not of the world.”' At the close of the para-
graph he proceeds : “The presence of the teaching of
St. John is here placed beyond all doubt. There are,
however, no direct references to the Gospels throughout
the letter, nor indeed any allusions to our Lord’s dis-
courses.”?

It is clear that as there is no direct reference to any
Gospel in the Epistle to Diognetus, even if it wer
ascertained to be a composition dating from the middle
of the second century, which it is not, and even if the
indirect allusions were ten times more probable than
they are, this anonymous work could do nothing towards

establishing the apostolic origin and historical character

1 On the Canon, p. 77. Dr. Westcott continues, referring to the later
and more recent part of the Epistle: *‘So in the conclusion we read that
‘the Word who was from the beginning . . . at His appearance speaking
boldly manifested the mysteries of the Father to those who were judged
faithful by Him." And these again to whom the Word speaks * from love
of that which is revealed to them,’ share their knowledge with others.”
It is not necessary to discuss this, both because of the late date of the
two chapters, and because there is certainly no reference at all to the
Gospel in the words, We must, however, add, that as the quotation is
given it conveys quite a false impression of the text. We may just
mention that the phrase which Dr. Westcott quotes as : *‘the Word who
was from the beginning,” is in the text: *‘This is he who was from the
beginning’ (ofros & dn’ dpyijs) although ‘‘ the Word " is in the context,
and no doubt intended.

3 Ib., p. T8
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of the fourth Gospel. Written, however, as we believe
it to have been, at a much later period, it scarcely
requires any consideration here.

We shall, however, for those who may be interested in more
minutely discussing the point, at once proceed to examine
whether the composition even indicates the existence of the
Gospel, and for this purpose we shall take each of the passages
in question and place them with their context before the reader ;
and we only regret that the examination of a documeunt which,
neither from its date nor evidence can be of any real weight,
should detain us so long. The first passage is: “ Christians dwell
in the world but are not of the world” (xpwriavel év xdopge
olkotiow, ovx elol 8¢ éx Tob xdopov). Dr. Westcott, who reverses
the order of all the passages indicated, introduces this sentence
(which occurs in chapter vi.) as the consequence of a passage
following it in chaptervii.by the words “and as witnesses of this:
Christians,” &c. . . . The first parallel which is pointed out in
the Gospel reads, John xvii. 11: “ And I am no more in the
world, and these are in the world (xai olroi év ¢ kdopg eloiv),
and I come to thee, Holy Father keep them,”&e. Now it must be
evident that in mere direct point of language and sense there is
no parallel here at all. In the Gospel, the disciples are referred
to as being left behind in the world by Jesus who goes to the
Father, whilst, in the Epistle, the object is the antithesis that
while Christians dawell in the world they are not of the world.
In the second parallel, which is supposed to complete the analogy,
the Gospel reads: v. 14, “I have given them thy word: and
the world hated them because they are not of the world, (xai ¢
xdopos dulonoer alrovs, 67t oik eloiv éx o xdopov) even as I am
not of the world.” Here, again, the parallel words are merely
introduced as a reason why the world hated them, and not
antithetically, and from this very connection we shall see that
the resemblance between the Epistle and the Gospel is merely
superficial.

In order to form a correct judgment regarding the nature of
the passage in the Epistle, we must carefully examine the context.
In chapter v. the author is speaking of the manners of Christians,

and he says that they are not distinguished from others either
AA2
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by country or language or by their customs, for they have
neither cities nor speech of their own, nor do they lead a
singular life. They dwell in their native countries, but ouly as
sojourners (wdpoikos), and the writer proceeds by a long sequence
of antithetical sentences to depict their habits. “Every foreign
land is as their native country, yet the land of their birth is a
foreign land " (néoa &évm, marpis éorw adréy xai maca marpis,
&éem), and so on. Now this epistle is in great part a mere
plagiarism of the Pauline and other canonical epistles, whilst
professing to describe the actual life of Christians, and the fifth
and sixth chapters, particularly, are based upon the epistles of
Paul and notably the 2nd Epistle to the Corinthians, from which
even the antithetical style is derived. We may give a specimen
of this in referring to the context of the passage before us, and
it is important that we should do so. After a few sentences
like the above the fifth chapter continues: “ They are in the
flesh, but do not live according to the flesh. They continue on
earth, but are citizens of heaven” (éni yijs dtarpiBovow aAN &
olpavg molrevorrar).!

! The whole passage in the Epistle recalls many passages in the works
of Philo, with which the writer was evidently well acquainted. Oue
occurs to us. Speaking of Laban and his family, that ¢ thoy dwelt asin
their native country, not as in a foreign land "' (&s év marpids, oly s i
£éms maprnoav), he continues after a few reflections : *“ For this reason
all the wise men according to Moses are represented as sojourners,
(mapowotvres), for their souls are indeed sent from heaven to earthastoa
colony. . . . . they return thither again whence they first proceeded,
regarding indeed as their native land tho heavenly country in which they
are citizens, but as a foreign land the earthly dwelling in which they
sojourn” (marpida pév Tov olpdwor xdpov év & mohrevovras, Eévov 3 Tov
mepiyewov év ¢ mapgnoar vopifovoa). And a little further on: * But Moses
saith: ‘I am a stranger in a foreign land,’ regarding with perfect dis-
tinction the abiding in the body not only as a foreign land, as sojourners
do, but also as worthy of cstrangement, not considering it one's own
home.” De Confus. Ling., § 17, Mungey, i. 416. Oune more instance:
* First that God does not grant to the lover of virtue tb dwell in the body
as in his own native land, but only permits him to sojourn in it asin
& strange country. . . . . But the country of the body is kindred to
every bad man, in which he is careful to dwell, not to sojourn,” &c
Quis Rerum Div. Heres, § 34, Mang., i. 512. Cf. § 55; De Confus.
Ling., § 22, rb., i. 421; De Migrat. Abrahami, § 2, ib., i. 438, § 28,
ib,, i. 460,
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ErisTLE TO DI1oGNETUS, V.
They obey the prescribed laws
and exceed the laws in their own
lives. They love all and are perse-
cuted by all.
They are unknown and are con-
demned.

They are put. to death and are

made alive.

They are poor and make many !
rich; they are in need of all things

and in all abound.

They are dishonoured and in their
dishonour honoured ; they are pro-
funely reported® and are justified.

They are reviled and bless,? &ec.,
&e.

258D Ep. To CORINTHIANS.

A paraphrase of vi. 3—6 (cf. iv.
2, 8—9).

vi. 9. As unknown and well
| known ; as dying and behold we
live; as chastened and not put to
death.

As poor yet making
many rich; as having nothing and
. possessing all.

8. Through honour and dis-
' honour; through evil report and
' good report ; as deceivers; and true.

1 Cor. iv. 12. Being reviled we

bless.?

It is very evident here, and throughout the Epistle, that the
Epistles of Paul chiefly, together with the other canonical
Epistles, are the sources of the writer's inspiration. The next
chapter (vi) begins and proceeds as follows: “To say all in a
word : what the soul is in the body, that Christians are in the -
world. The soul is dispersed throughout all the members of
the body, and Christians throughout all the cities of the world.
The soul dwells in the body but is not of the body, and
Christians dwell in the world, but are not of the world. (Oiket
pév & 1@ odpare Yoy, ovx ot 3¢ éx Tob odparos' kai Xpiorriavol
€v xoopw olkolow, ovx elol 82 éx Tod xdopov.) The invisible soul
is kept in the visible body, and Christians are known, indeed,
to be in the world, but their worship of God remains invisible.
The flesh hates the soul and wages war against it, although
in no way wronged by it, because it is restrained from
iudulgence in sensual pleasures, and the world hates Christians,

1 Cf. 1 Cor. iv. 13.

2 "Ayvooivrai, kal karaxpivovrar. ©Oavaroivrai, kai {womolotyTar mTwyevoVTL,
ral whovrifovor molhovs. Ildvrwv Uovepolvral, kai ¢év wad: wepiooevovoty,
*Ariotvras, xat év rais arplas 8ofd{ovras  PhacPnuoivrai, xai dwaiotvras’
Aowdopoivrar, xai ethoyoiow” k.. Ep. ad Diogn. v.

3 2 Cor. vi. 9, ds dyvooipervor kal émywwoxdperor, os dmofvoxorres xai
8oy (perv, ws wadevduevor xai pij favarovpevor, 10 . . . . bs wroxot moAlavs
8¢ mhovriforres, ds pndév éxovres xai mdvra karéxovres. 8. 8ua dofns xui dryulus,
dia Bvopnuias kal edppuias’ ws mAdvor xai dAnfeis. 1 Cor. iv. 12, ...,
Aotdopoipevor ebhoyoiper, x.T.\,
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although in no way wronged by them, because they are opposed
to sensual pleasures (uioet kal Xpioriarods 6 xdopos undev ddwor-
pevos, ot tais fdovais dvmirdooovral). The soul loves the flesh
that hates it, and the members, and Christians love those who
hate them ” (xal Xpioriavol robs poobrras dyandow). Andsoon
with three or four similar sentences, one of which, at least,
is taken from the Epistle to the Corinthians,' to the end of the
chapter.

Now the passages pointed out as refereunces to the fourth
Gospel, it will be remembered, distinctly differ from the parallels
in the Gospel, and it seems to us clear that they arise naturally
out of the antithetical manner which the writer adopts from
the Epistles of Paul, and are based upon passages in those
Epistles closely allied to them in sense and also in language.
The simile in connection with which the words occur is com-
menced at the beginning of the preceding chapter, where
Christians are represented as living as strangers even in their
native land, and the very essence of the passage in dispute is
given in the two sentences: “They are in the flesh, but do
not live according to the flesh” (& capxl Tvyxdvovow, GAN ob
xara odpxa (Gow), which is based upon 2 Cor. x. 3, “For we
walk in the flesh, but do not war® according to the flesh” (é&
capxl yap mepimarobyres ov kara odpka oTpareviumeda), and similar
passages abound ; as for instance, Rom. viii. 4 . . . “in us who
walk not according to the flesh, but according to the Spirit; 9.
But ye are not in the flesh but in the Spirit (Juels 3¢ ol doré
év gapkl GAAa év mredpart): 12 .. . So then, brethren, we are
debtors not to the flesh, that we should live after the flesh” (ov
i oapkl Tob kara odpxa (fiv) &c., &e. (Cf. 4, 14). And the
second : “They continue on earth but are citizens of heaven”
(¢m yis diarp{Bovew, AN’ &v olpav mohirevovrar), which recalls
Philip. iii. 20 : “ For our country (our citizenship) is in heaven”
(uéy yap T molirevpa &v odpavois vmdpxer). The sense of the
passage is everywhere found, and nothing is more natural than

1 «The immortal soul dwells in a mortal tabernacle, and Christians
dwell as strangers in corruptible (bod.les) awa:tmg the incorruption in the
heavens (xal Xpioruavet mapowoiaw év pbaprois, Tiv év olpavois dpbapriov
mpoodexduevar). Ep. ad Diogn. vi. Cf. 1 Cor. xv. 53, 54; 2 Cor.v. 111

? The preceding verse has ** walk,” instead of *‘war.”

3 Cf. Fphes. ii. 19; Heb. xii, 22; xiii. 14,



EXTERNAL EVIDENCE FOR THE TFOURTIL GOSPEL. 339

the use of the words arising both out of the previous reference
to the position of Christians as mere sojourners in the world,
and as the antithesis to the preceding part of the sentence:
“The soul dwells in the body, but is not of the body,” and:
“Christians dwell in the world but are not of the world.” Cf.
1Cor. ii. 12 vii. 31; 2 Cor. 1. 12. QGal. iv. 29, v. 16 ff. 24, 25,
vi. 14. Rom. viii. 3 ff. Ephes. ii. 2, 3, 11 fi Coloss. iii. 2ff:
Titus ii. 12. James i. 27. There is one point, however, which
we think shows that the words were not derived from the
fonrth Gospel. The parallel with the Epistle can only be made
by taking a few words out of xvii. 11 and adding to them a few
words in verse 14, where they stand in the following connection
“ And the world hated them, because they are not of the world”
(xal 6 xdopos ¢uionoer avrovs, 8t ovk eloiv éx Tob xdopov). Inthe
Epistle, in a passage quoted above, we have: “ The flesh hates the
soul, and wages war against it, although unjustly, because it is
restrained from indulgence in sensual pleasures, and the world
hates Christians, although in no way wronged by them, because
they are opposed to sensual pleasures.” (Misel T Yxiv #
capf, xal moheuel, undev ddixoupérn, diudri Tals Ndovals xwAverar
xpiobai poel kal XporTiavods 6 kdopos pndev ddikovmevos, o1t
rais ndovals dvrirdooovrar.)

Now nothing could more clearly show that these analogies
are mere accidental coincidence, and not derived from the fourth
Gospel, than this passage. If the writer had really had the pas-
sage in the Gospel in his mind, it is impossible that he could in
this manner have completely broken it up and changed its
whole context and language. The phrase: “ they are not of the
world ” would have been introduced here as the reason for the
hatred, instead of being used with quite different context else-
where in the passage. In fact, in the only place in which
the words would have presented a true parallel with the
Gospel, they are not used. Not the slightest reference is made
throughout the Epistle to Diognetus to any of the discourses of
Jesus. On the other hand, we have seen that the whole of the
passage in the Epistle in which these sentences occur is based
both in matter, and in its peculiar antithetical form, upon the
Epistles of Paul, and in these and other canonical Epistles
again, we find the source of the sentence just quoted: Gal.
iv. 29. “But as then, he that was born after the flesh per-
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secuted bim (that was born) after the Spirit, even so it is
now.”? v. 16. “ Walk by the Spirit, and ye shall not fulfil the
lust of the flesh. 17. For the flesh lusteth against the Spirit
and the Spirit against the flesh : for these are contrary the one
to the other, that ye may not do the things that ye would™
There are innumerable passages in the Pauline Epistles to the
same cffect.

We pass on now to the next passage in the order of the
Epistle. It is not mentioned at all by Tischendorf: Dr. West-
cott introduces it with the words: “ God’s will is mercy,” by
which we presume that he means to paraphrase the context
“He sent his Son as wishing to save (&s sdéwp) . ... and
not to condemn.”® This sentence, however, which is given as
quotation without any explanation, is purely a composition by
Canon Westeott himself out of different materials which he
finds in the Epistle, and is not a quotation at all. The actual
passage in the Epistle, with its immediate context, is as follows:
“This (Messenger—the Truth, the holy Word) he sent to them;
now, was it, as one of men might reason, for tyranny and to
cause fear and consternation? Not so, but in clemency and
gentleness, as a King sending his Son (wéumwr vidr) a king, be
sent (émepyer) ; as God he sent (bim) ; as towards men he sent;
as saving he sent (&s ocd{wy éneuyer) (him); as persuading (és
welfwr), not forcing, for violence has no place with God. He sent
as inviting, not vindictively pursuing; he sent as loving, not
condemning (émeuyer s adyandr, ov kpvwr). For he will send
him to judge, and who shall abide his presence?”’* The supposed
parallel in the Gospel is as follows (John iii. 17) : “ For God
sent not his Son into the world that he might condemn the

1 AN Bowep Tire 6 xard adpka yermBels é8iwxer Tov xard wredpa, obrws ki
viv. QGal. iv. 29.

? Gal. v. 16, wvedpare mepimareite xai émbupiay oaprds ob pi TehéoTTe
17, 0 yap odapé émbupei xard Tol mvelparos, Td 8¢ mwedpa kara Tis oapeds’
ratra 8¢ d\Anhots dvrikerat, va pi & dv Oéknre raira woure. Cf. 18—23;
Titus ii. 12. # On the Canon, p. 77.

4 Toirow mwpds atrols dméaredey, dpd ye, bs avdpdmay dv Tis Noylowro, ixi
rupavvide kai PoBep xal xkaramhife; Odperody, AAN' dv émieweig, mpaimmy o
Bacdels wépmov viow Sacdhia mepyer' o5 Oedv Emeprer, bs mpis dvbpexovs
Imeprev, s ca{wv imeprer’ bs melbwv, ob Bualdpevos” Bia yap ol wpdaeoTi 19
Oeg. "Emep\rer os xkakaw, ob Sidkwy Emeprer s dyamdv, ov xpivwyv, Hipya
yap alrdv kpivorra, xai tis alrol Tiv mapovaiay imoornoerar; C. vii,
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world, but that the world through him might be saved”! (0¥ yap
améoreiher 6 Oeds Tov vVidw alrob els Tov kéopov Tva kplvy TOY Kéopov,
AN’ (va cwbj) 6 xdopos 8 avrod). Now, it is obvious at a glance
that the passage in the Epistle is completely different from that
in the Gospel in every material point of construction and lan-
guage, and the only similarity consists in the idea that God's
intention in sending his Son was to save and not to condemn,
and it is important to notice that the letter does not, either here or
elsewhere, refer to the condition attached to salvation so clearly
enunciated in the preceding verse: “That whosoever believeth
in him might not perish.” The doctrine cnunciated in this pas-
sage is the fundamental principle of much of the New Testament,
and it is expressed with more especial clearness and force, and
close analogy with the language of the letter, in the Epistles of
Paul, to which the letter more particularly leads us, as well as
in other canonical Epistles, and in these we find analogies with
the context quoted above, which confirm our belief that they,
and not the Gospel, are the source of the passage—Rom. v. 8:
‘“ But God proveth his own love towards us, in that while we
were yet sinners Christ died for us. 9. Much more then . . .

. shall we be saved (cwlnoduefa) through him from the
wrath (to come).” Cf 16,17. Rom.viii. 1: “ There is, therefore,
pow no condemnation (xardxpiua) to them which are in Christ
Jesus® 3 .... God sending his own Son” (6 feds rov éavrod
vidr méuyas)? &c. And coming to the very 2nd Epistle to the
Corinthians, from which we find the writer borrowing whole-
sale, we meet with the different members of the passage we
have quoted: v. 19 . ... “God was reconciling the world
unto himself in Christ, not reckoning unto them their trespasses,
....20. On Christ's behalf, then, we are ambassadors, as
though God were entreating by us; we pray on Christ’s behalf:
Be reconciled to God. v. 10. For we must all appear before the
judgment seat of Christ, &. 11. Knowing, then, the fear of

! The previous verse which wo shall more particularly have to consider
with the next passage, reads: 16. ‘“ For God so loved the world that he
gave his only begotten son, that whosoever belioveth in him might not
perish, but have eternal life.”

2 The Cod. Alex., and some other ancient MSS. add: * who walk not
after the flesh,” uj xard adpra wepiraroiow,

? Cf. vv. 32—33, 39.
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the Lord, we persuade (meifopuer) men,” &c. Galatians iv. 4:
“ But when the fulness of time came, God sent out his Son
(éfaméoreher 6 Oeos Tor vidr adrod), 5. That he might redeem
them that were under the law, that we might receive the adop-
tion of sons,”! &c. Ephes. ii. 4. “ But God being rich in mercy
because of his great love wherewith he loved us, 5. Even when
we were dead in our trespasses, quickened us together with
Christ—hy grace ye have been saved”—cf. verses 7, 8. 1 Thess.
v. 9. “For God appointed us not to wrath, but to the obtaining
salvation (cwrpias) through our Lord Jesus Christ.” 1 Tim.
i. 15. “ This is a faithful saying . . . . that Christ Jesus came
into the world to save sinners” (&uaprwdovs ¢éoar). 1 Tim.
i.. 3. “For this is good and acceptable in the sight of God our
Saviour (ro cwripos qudy feod). 4. Who willeth all men to be
saved ”(8s wdvras dvfpdmovs Oérer cwbijrar). Cf. v. 5, 6. 2 Tim.
i. 9. “Who saved us (cdoavros iuas), and called us with a holy
calling, not according to our works, but according to his own
purpose, and the grace which was given to us in Christ Jesus
before time began; 10. But hath been made manifest by the
appearing of our Saviour (swrijpos) Jesus Christ.”? These pas-
sages might be indefinitely multiplied ; and they contain the
sense of the passage, and in many cases the language, more
closely than the fourth Gospel, with which the construction and
form of the sentence has no analogy.

Now, with regard to the Logos doctrine of the Epistle to

! The letter to Diognetus may further be connected with the Ep. to the
Galatians in the remarks which the writer makes (iv.) on the observanceof
days, &c., by tho Jews: ** But regarding their attending to the stars and
moon, observing the months and days,” &c. (raparqpntow rér unpriy al rév
fuepoy, krh.). Cf..Gal. iv. 10. ““ Are ye observing days and months,
and times and years?"” &c. (qpépas maparnpeiofe xal pivas kai xaipols wml
éviavravs ;)

2 In Ch. xi. which, it will be remembered, is acknowledged to be of
later date, and not by the writer of the earlier part, the author, an
admitted falsifier therefore, represents himself, as the writer of the letter,
as: ‘‘having been a disciple of the Apostles, I am become a teacher of
the Gentiles.” (dmogrddwv yevduevos pabyris, yivopar 8i8dorakos éfvav c. Xi.)
Having observed the imitation in the earlier part of the letter of the
Pauline Epistles, the writer of the last two chapters is induced to make
this statement after an Epistle ascribed to Paul: 2 Tim.i. 11: *“For
which I was appointed a herald, and an Apostle, and a teacher of the

Gentiles,” (kai dméorohos xat Suddaralos ¢bviv.)
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Diognetus, to which we may appropriately here refer, although
we must deal with it in the briefest manner possible, so far is
it from connecting the Epistle with the fourth Gospel, that
it much more proves the writer’s ignorance of that Gospel. The
peculiar terminology of the prologue to the Gospel is nowhere
found in the Epistle, and we have already seen that the term
Logos was applied to Jesus in works of the New Testament,
acknowledged by all to have been written long before the fourth
Gospel. Indeed, it is quite certain, not only historically, but
also from the abrupt enunciation of the doctrine in the prologue,
that the theory of the Logos was well known and already
applied to Jesus before the Gospel was composed. The author
knew that his statement would be understood without explana-
tion. Although the writer of the Epistle makes use of the
designation “ Logos,” he shows his Greek culture by giving the
precedence to the term Truth or Reason. It has indeed been
remarked! that the name Jesus or Christ does not occur any-
where in the Epistle. By way of showing the manner in which
“the Word " is spoken of, we will give the entire passage, part
of which is quoted above; the first and only one in the first ten
chapters in which the term is used: “ For, as I said, this was
not an earthly invention which was delivered to them (Chris-
tians), neither is it a mortal system which they deem it right to
maintain so carefully ; nor is an administration of human
mysteries entrusted to them, but the Almighty and invisible
God himself, the Creator of all things (&AX’ eiros 6 wavrokpdrwp
xal mavroxriarns xal ddparos Oeds) has implanted in men, and
established in their hearts from heaven, the Truth and the
Word, the holy and incomprehensible (v’ A\jferar xal rov Adyor
rov &ytov kal dmepwintov), not as one might suppose, sending to
men some servant or angel or ruler (&yxovra), or one of those
ordering earthly affairs, or one of those entrusted with the
government of heavenly things, but the artificer and creator of
the universe (tov Texvirnr xal dnueovpyor T@v SAwv) himself, by
whom he created the heavens (¢ tods olparods &riser);? by

! Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr. ii. p. 127.

2 Johni. 3. ‘¢ All things were made by him; and without him was
not anything made that hath been made (mdvra &' almoi €yévero, xai xwpis
abrob éyévero obdé &v & yéyover.) The difference of this language will be
remarked.
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whom he confined the sea within its own bounds; whose com-
mands (uvornpa—mysteries) all the stars (orouyeia—elements)
faithfully obscrve ; from whom (the sun) has received the mea-
sure of the daily course to observe; whom the moon obeys,
being bidden to shine at night; whom the stars obey, following
in the course of the moon; by whom all things have been
arranged and limited and subjected, the heavens and the things
in the heavens, the earth and the things in the earth, the sea
and the things in the sea (obpavoi xai ra év odpavois, yij xaita v
™4 ¥ii, 0dhacaa xal T & 7fj Gakdoay), fire, air, abyss, the things
in the heights, the things in the depths, the things in the space
between. This (Messenger—the truth, the Word) he sent to
them. Now, was it, as onc of men might reason, for tyranny
and to cause fear and consternation  Not so, but in clemency
and gentleness, as a King sending his Son, a king, he sent; as
God he sent (him) ; as towards men he sent, as saving he sent
(him); as persuading,” &c., &.! The description here given,
how God in fact by Reason or Wisdom created the Universe, has
much closer analogy with earlier representations of the doctrine
- than with that in the fourth Gospel, and if the writer does also
represent the Reason in a hypostatic form, it is by no means
with the concreteness of the Gospel doctrine of the Logos, with
which linguistically, moreover, as we have observed, it has no
similarity. There can be no doubt that his Christology presents
differences from that of the fourth Gospel.®

We have already seen how Jesus is called the Word in works
of the New Testament earlier than the fourth Gospel,® and how
the doctrine is counstantly referred to in the Pauline Epistles
and the Epistle to the Hebrews, and it is to these, and not to
the fourth Gospel, that the account in the Epistle to Diognetus
may be more properly traced. Heb. i. 2. “ The Son of God by
whom also he made the worlds. 10. The heavens are works of
thy hands” (épya rév xeipdy oov eloiv ol odparod). xi. 3. “By
faith we understand that the worlds were framed (karmpriofas), by
the word of God " (pnpar: feod). 1 Cor. viii. 6. “Jesus Christ by
whom are all things” (8¢’ o ra wdvra). Coloss.i.13. “. .. The

! Ep. ad Diogn., vii.

? Cf. Dorner, Lehre Pers. Christi, i. p. 413 {I. ; Donalidson, Hist. Chr.
Lit. and Doctr., ii. p. 127 ff.

¥ Rev. xix. 13; vi. 9; xx. 4; Heb. iv. 12, 13; xi. 3,
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Son of his love: 15. Who is the image of the invisible God
(rod Beot ToD aopdrov) the first-born of all creation ; 16. Because
in him were all things created, the things in the heavens, and
the things in the earth, the things visible and the things
invisible (6rt v adry éxricfn Ta wdyra T & Tols odpavols xai Ta
énl Tijs y7s, T& Opara, xai 7& ddpara) whether they be thrones or
dorninions, or principalities, or powers; All things have bcen
created by him and for him (ra wdvra 3/’ adrod xai els avrov
éxriorar). 17. And he is before all things, and in him all things
subsist. 18. And he is the head of the body, the Church, who
is the Beginning! (8s éorw dpx) ; the first-born from the dead ;
that in all things he might be the first. 19. Because he was
well pleased that in him should all the fulness dwell. 20. And
through him to reconcile all things unto himself” &e., &ec.
These passages might be greatly multiplied, but it is unnecessary,
for the matter of the letter is substantially here. As to the
titles of King and God they are everywhere to be found. In
the Apocalypse, the Lamb whose name is “The Word of God ”
(6 Adyos o Oeod), (xix. 13) has also his name written (xix. 16),
“King of kings and Lord of lords” (Baoiheds Baciiéwr kai
Kvpios xvpiwr)? We have already quoted the views of Philo
regarding the Logos, which also merit comparison with the
passage of the Epistle, but we cannot repeat them here.

The last passage to which we have to refer is the following :
“ For God Joved men, for whose sakes He made the world, to
whom He subjected all things that are in the earth . . . Unto
whom (wpds) He sent his only-begotten Son, to whom He
promised the kingdom in heaven (riw év odpavg Bacilelav) and
will give it to those who love Him.”® The context is as follows:
“For God loved men (6 ydp Oeds Tovs dvbpdmovs ydmmae) for
whose sake he made the world, to whom he subjected all things
that are in it, to whom he gave reason and intelligence, to whom
alone he granted the right of lvoking towards him, whom he
formed after his own image, to whom he sent his only begotten
son (mpds obs &méoreihe Tov viow alrod rov povoyeri)), to whom he
has promised the kingdom in heaven, and will give it to those
who have loved him. And when you know this, with what

' Cf. Rev. iii. 14.

2 Cf. Rev. xvii. 14; Coloss, i. 15; Phil. ii. 6; 2 Cor. iv. 4; Heb.
i. 8 2f. * On the Canon, p. 77,
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gladness, think you, you will be filled 7 Or how will you love
him, who beforehand so loved you? (mpoayamjcavrd o¢). Butif
you love, you will be an imitator of his kindness,” &c. (uunris
o alroi Tis xpnoréryros).'! This is claimed as a reference to
John iii. 16 £ “For God so loved the world (ofrws yap fydmoer
d Beds Tov xdouov) that he gave his only begotten son (dore Tov
viow adrod Tov povoyerij dwxer) that whosoever believeth in him
might not perish,” &e. 17. “ For God sent not his son into the
world that he might judge the world,” &c. (o yap dwéoreiev 6 Oeos
Tov viov adrod els tov xdopov lva kplvy Tov xéopov). Here, again,
a sentence is patched together by taking fragments from the
beginning and middle of a passage, and finding in them a
superficial resemblance to words in the Gospel. We find
parallels for the passage, however, in the Epistles from which
the unknown writer obviously derives so much of his matter.
Rom. v. 8 : “But God giveth proof of his love towards us, in
that while we were yet sinners Christ died for us. 10....
through the death of his son” Chap. viii. 8, “God
sending bis son, &c. 29. ... Them he also foreordainel
to bear the likcness of the image of his son, &c. 32 He
that spared not his own son, but delivered him up for us all,"
&e. 89. (Nothing can separate us) “from the love of God
which is in Christ Jesus our Lord.” Gal. ii. 20. ... “by the
faith of the Son of God who loved me and gave himself for
me.” Chap. iv. 4 “ God sent out his son (éfanéoreiher 6 feds rov
viow atrot). 5. .. . that he might redeem,” &c. Ephes. ii. 4.
“ But God being rich in mercy because of his great love where-
with he loved us. 5. Even when we were dead in our trespasses
bath quickened us together with Christ. 7.That he might show
forth the exceeding riches of his grace in kindness (xpnarirys)
towards us in Christ Jesus.” Chap. iv. 32. “ Be ye kind (xpnorof)
one to another, tender-hearted, forgiving one another, even as
God also in Christ forgave you.”* Chap. v. 1. “Be ye therefore
imitators (uunral) of God as beloved children. 2. And walk
! Ep. ad Diogn. x., ‘0 yap feds rods dvfpimovs fydmmoe, 8 obs émoinoe
Tov kbopov, ols Urérafe mdvrara dv. . ... ois Aéyior oxev, ols voir ols povois
wpds alrdy Gpav émérpere: obs éx Tis 1dias elxdvos Emhace mpds obs dmiorede
Tdv vidw avTob Tov povoyer® ols Ty év olpavg Bachelay émmyyearo, kai déat
Tois dyamgaow abrév. 'Emiywols 8¢, rives olec mAnpwbioeabar yapas; i wes
dyamjoeis Tov oUTws wpouyamijoavrd o€; dyamioas 8¢, pyunris oy atrod Tis
xpnoréryros T\ 2 Cf. Coloss. iii, 12—14.
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in love (év dyamy) even as Christ also loved you (6 Xpioros
fydmnoer vuas), and gave himself for us,” &ec., &c. Titus iil. 4.
“But when the kindness (ypnordrys) and love towards men
(piravBpwmia) of our Saviour God was manifested. 3.
according to his mercy he saved us. . . . 6. . . . through Jesus
Christ our Saviour. 7. That being justified by his grace, we
should become heirs according to the hope of Eternal life.”!

Thewords: “Or how will you love him who so beforchand loved
you?” (i) n@s dyamjoes Tov olrws mpoayamijoarrd oe ;), Canon
Westcott refers to 1 John iv. 19, “ We love God * because he first
loved us” (qpels dyan@uer tov Oedv, ri avros mpdros Nydmnoey
npas.) The linguistic differences, however, and specially the
substitution of mpoayamjoavra for mpdros Aydmnoev, distinctly
oppose the claim. The words are a perfectly natural comment
upon the words in Ephesians, from which it is obvious the
writer derived other parts of the sentence, as the striking word
-“kindness” (xpnorerns), which is commonly used in the Pauline
Epistles, but nowhere else in the New Testament,® shows.

Dr. Westcott “ cannot call to mind a parallel to the phrase
‘the kingdom in heaven’"* which occurs above in the phrase
“to whom he has promised the kingdom in heaven, and will
give it to those who have loved him” (ols v é&v odparg
Bacikelav émnyyeilaro, kai ddoer Tois dyamjcacw avrdy). This
also we find in the Epistles to which the writer exclusively
refers in this letter : James iL 5, “ heirs of the kingdom which
he promised to them that love him ” (rijs Bacieias 5js ennyyeilaro
rois &dyawdow abrdy) i. 12, “ . . . he shall receive the crown of
life which he promised to them that love him” (dv émnyyeidaro
Tois dyamdow avrdr). In 2 Tim.iv. 18, we have: “The Lord . . .
shall preserve me safe unto his heavenly kingdom  (els
Bacikelar abrod Tiv émovpdvior).? The very fact that there is no
exact parallel to the phrase “kingdom in heaven” in our
Gospels is unfavourable to the argument that they were used
by the author. Whatever evangelical works he may have read,
" 1 Cf. 2 Thess. ii. 16 ; 1 Thess. ii. 12, iv. 9.

2 We quote the reading of the Cod. Sinaiticus as most favourable to
Dr. Westcott; the Alexandrian and Vatican MSS. have simply: “wo
love,” omitting both ** God ” and ** him.”

* Cf. Bom. ii. 4; iii. 12; xi. 22 (thrice); 2 Cor. vi. 6; Gal. v. 22;
Ephes. ii. 7. Cf. iv. 32; Coloss. iii. 12 ; Titus, iii. 4 ; cf. 1 Peter, ii. 3.

4 On the Canon, p. 77, note 4. ® Cf. 2 Tim. iv. 8 ; 2 Thesa. i, 5.
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it is indisputable that the writer of this Epistle does not quote
any of them, and he uses no expressions and no terminology
which warrants the inference that he must have been acquainted
with the fourth Gospel.

As we have already stated, the writer of the Epistle
to Diognetus is unknown; Diognetus, the friend to
whom it is addressed, is equally unknown ; the letter is
neither mentioned nor quoted by any of the Fathers, nor
by any ancient writer, and there is no external evidence
as to the date of the composition. It existed only in
one codex, destroyed at Strasburg during the Franco-
German war, the handwriting of which was referred to
the thirtecenth or fourteenth century, but it is far from
certain that it was so old. The last two chapters are
a falsification by a later writer than the author of the
first ten. There is no internal evidence whatever in this
brief didactic composition requiring or even suggesting
its assignment to the second or third centuries, but on
the contrary, we venture to assert that there is evidence,
hoth internal and external, justifying the belief that it
was written at a comparatively recent date. Apart from
the uncertainty of date, however, there is no allusion in
it to any Gospel. Even if there were, the testimony of
a letter by an unknown writer at an unknown period
could not have any weight, but under the actual circum-
stances the Epistle to Diognetus furnishes absolutely no
testimony at all for the apostolical origin and historical
character of the fourth Gospel.!

The fulness with which we have discussed the sup-
posed testimony of Basilides ? renders it unnecessary for
us to re-enter at any length into the argument as to his
knowledge of the fourth Gospel. Tischendorf® and

! Secenote 3, p. 39, 2 Vol.ii,p.41ff. * Wann wurden, u. s. w.,p. 52
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Canon Westcott' assert that two passages, namely :
“The true light which lighteth every man came into the
world,” corresponding with John i 9, and : “mine hour
is not yet come,” agreeing with John ii. 4, which are
introduced by Hippolytus in his work against Heresies®
with a subjectless ¢noi “he says,” are quotations made
in some lost work by Basilides. We have shown that
Hippolytus and other writers of his time were in the
habit of quoting passages from works by the founders
of sects and by their later followers without any dis-
tinction, an utterly vague ¢moi doing service equally
for all. This is the case in the present instance,
and there is no legitimate reason for assigning these
passages to Basilides himself,® but on the contrary many
considerations which forbid our doing so, which we have
elsewhere detailed.

These remarks most fully apply to Valentinus, whose
supposed quotations we have exhaustively discussed,* as
well as the one passage given by Hippolytus containing
a sentence found in Jobn x. 8,° the only one which can
be pointed out. We have distinctly proved that the
quotations in question are not assignable to Valentinus
himself, a fact which even apologists admit. There is
no just ground for asserting that his terminology was
derived from the fourth Gospel, the whole having been
in current use long before that Gospel was composed.

! On the Canon, p. 256, note 3. ! vii. 22, 27.

* Davideon, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 388 f.; Hilgenfeld, Die Evangelien,
P. 345, anm. 5 ; of. Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1862, p. 453 fl.; Luthardt, Der
johann, Urspr. d. viert. Ev. p. 856 £.; Das Joh. Evang., 1875, i. p. 235;
Rumpf, Rev. de Théol., 1867, p. 18 ff., p. 366 ; Scholten, Die ilt. Zeugnisse,
p. 65 £.; BStrauss, Das Leben Jeeu, 1864, p. 67 f.; Volémar, Theol. Jahrb.,
1854, p. 108, . 126 £.; Der Ursprung, p.71, anm.; Zeller, Theol. Jahrb.,

1853, p. 148 ff. Of. Guericke, H'buch, K. G., i. p. 184.
4 Vol. ii. p. 56 fI. 8 Adv. Her., vi. 35.

YOL, 1L BB
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There is no evidence whatever that Valentinus was
acquainted with such a work.!

We must generally remark, however, with regard to
Basilides, Valentinus and all such Heresiarchs and
writers, that, even if it could be shown, as actually it
cannot, that they were acquainted with the fourth
Gospel, the fact would only prove the existence of the
work at a late period in the second century, but would
furnish no evidence of the slightest value regarding its
apostolic origin, or towards establishing its historical
value. On the other hand, if, as apologists assert, these
heretics possessed the fourth Gospel, their deliberate
and total rejection of the work furnishes evidence
positively antagonistic to its claims. It is difficult to
decide whether their rejection of the Gospel, or their
ignorance of its existence is the more unfavourable
alternative. _

The dilemma is the very same in the case of Marcion.
We have already fully discussed his knowledge of our
Gospels? and need not add anything here. It is not
pretended that he made any use of the fourth Gospel, and
the only ground upon which it is argued that he supplies
evidence even of its existence is the vague general state-
ment of Tertullian, that Marcion rejected the Gospels
“ which are put forth as genuine, and under the name
of Apostles or at least of contemporaries of the Apostles,”
denying their truth and integrity,and maintaining the sole

! Baur, Unters. kan. Ev., p. 357 f.; Bretschneider, Probabilia, p. 212;
Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 380; Hilgenfeld, Die Evangelien, p. 345;
Rumpf, Bev. de Théol., 1867, p. 17; Scholten, Die ilt. Zeugnisse, p. 67
ff.; Strauss, Das leben Jesu, 1864, p. 67; Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p.
69 ff. ; Theol. Jahrb., 1854, p. 108, p. 125 f.; Weizsdcker, Unters. Evang.
Gesch,, . 284; Zeller, Die Apostelgesch., p. 65 fI. ; Theol, Jahrb., 1853,
p. 151 £, * Yol. ii, p. 9 fI.
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authority of his own Gospel! We have shown? how
unwarrantable it is to affirm from such data that Marcion
knew, and dcliberately repudiated, the four canonical
Gospels. The Fathers, with uncritical haste and zeal,
assumed that the Gospels adopted by the Church at the
close of the second and beginning of the third centuries
must equally have been invested with canonical authority
from the first, and Tertullian took it for granted that
Marcion, of whom he knew very little, must have actually
rejected the four Gospels of his own Canon. Even Canon
Westcott admits that : ““ it is uncertain whether Tertullian
in the passage quoted speaks from a knowledge of what
Marcion may have written on the subject, or simply from
his own point of sight.”® There is not the slightest
evidence that Marcion knew the fourth Gospel,* and if
he did, it is perfectly inexplicable that he did not adopt
it as peculiarly favourable to his own views.® If he was
acquainted with the work and, nevertheless, rejected it
as false and adulterated, his testimony is obviously
opposed to the Apostolic origin and historical accuracy
of the fourth Gospel, and the critical acumen which he
exhibited in his selection of the Pauline Epistles renders
his judgment of greater weight than that of most of
the Fathers.

We have now reached an epoch whem no evidence
regarding the fourth Gospel can have much weight,

T Adv. Mare,, iv. 3, 4. ? Vol. ii. p. 141 ff.

? On the Canon, p. 276, note 1.

4 Eichhorn, Einl. N. T., i. pp. 73 fI., 78 f., 84 ; Gieseler, Entst. schr.
Evv., p. 25; Hilyenfeld, Die Evv. Justin's, p. 474; Rumpf, Rev. de
Théol., 1867, p. 21; Schleiermacher, Einl. N. T., 1845, p. 214 f. ; Scholten,
Die #lt. Zeugnisse, p. 76 ff.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., i. p. 282;
Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 76.

& Hilgenfeld, Die Evv. Justin’s, p. 474; Scholten, Die ilt. Zeugnisse,
p. 17; Volkmar, Der Ursprung, p. 76 ff.
’ il
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and the remaining witnesses need not detain us long.
We have discussed at length the Diatessaron of Tatian,'
and shown that whilst there is no evidence that it was
based upon our four Gospels, there is reason to believe
that it may have been identical with the Gospel accord-
ing to the Hebrews, by which name, as Epiphanius?
states, it was actually called. We have only now briefly
to refer to the address to the Greeks (Adyos mpos
"EN\pvas), and to ascertain what testimony it bears regard-
ing the fourth Gospel. It was composed after the death
of Justin, and scarcely dates earlier than the beginning of
the last quarter of the second century. No Gospel and
no work of the New Testament is mentioned in this
composition, but Tischendorf*® and others point out one
or two supposed references to passages in the fourth
Gospel. The first of these in order, is one indicated by
Canon Westcott,* but to which Tischendorf does not call
attention : “God was in the beginning, but we have
learned that the beginning is the power of Reason (8eds
W & dapxp, v 8¢ dpxmy Aoyov Svvapw mapelijdaue).
For the Lord of the Universe (Seowdrps 7av Golwy)
being himself the substance (dwdoracis) of all, in that
creation had not been accomplished was alone, but inas-
much as he was all power, and himself the substance of
things visible and invisible, all things were with him
(ovv adrg 7a mdvra). With him by means of rational
power the Reason (Adyos) itself also which was in him
subsisted. But by the will of his simplicity, Reason
(Adyos) springs forth; but the Reason (Adyos) not

! Vol. ii. p. 148 . * Heer., xIvi. § 1.

® Wann wurden, u. s. w., p. 17.

4 On the Canon, p. 278, note 2. [In the 4th ed., however, Uanon

Westcott puts it within brackets, adding : ** This reference is not certain.”
P. 317, n. 2.]
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proceeding in vain, because the first-born work (épyov
wpwroroxov) of the Father. Him we know to be the
Beginning of the world (Tovrov ioper 7o xéopov T
dpxiv). But he came into existence by division, not by
cutting off, for that which is cut off is separated from
the first : but that which is divided, receiving the choice
of administration, did not render him defective from
whom it was taken, &c., &c. And as the Logos (Reason),
in the beginning begotten, begat again our creation,
himself for himself creating the matter (Kai xafdmep 6
Adyos, & dpxp yewnbeis, dvreyémoe Ty kel Auds
moinow, avrds éavrg v VA dnpwovpyroas), so L7
&e., &c.!

It is quite evident that this doctrine of the Logos is
not that of the fourth Gospel, from which it cannot have
been derived. Tatian himself? seems to assert that he
derived it from the Old Testament. We have quoted
the passage at length that it might be clearly under-

! Orat. ad Graocos, § 5. As this passage is of some obscurity, we subjoin,
for the sake of impartiality, an independent translation taken from Dr,
Donaldson's able History of Christ. Lit. and Doctrine, iii. p. 42: “ God
was in the beginning, but we have understood that the beginning was a
power of reason. For the Lord of all, Himself being the substance of all,
was alone in so far as tho creation had not yet taken place, but as far as
He was all power and the substance of things seen and unseen, all things
were with Him : along with Him also by means of rational power, the
reason which was in Him supported them. DBut by the will of his sim-
plicity, the reason leaps forth ; but the reason, not having gone from one
who became empty thereby, is the first-born work of the Father. Him
we know to be the beginning of the world. But He came into existence
by sharing (uepiopds) not by cutting off; for that which is cut off is sepa-
rated from the first; but that which is shared, receiving a selection of
the work, did not render Him defective from whom it was taken, &c., &c.
And as the Word begotten in the beginning begot in his turn our croa-
tion, He Himself fashioning the material for Himself, so I, &e., &c."” Cf.
Dorner, Lohre Pers. Christi, i. p. 437 ff.

2 §12, cf. § 20. Cf. Bretschneider, Probabilia, p. 193 ff.; Donaldson,
Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 32.
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stood ; and with the opening words, we presume, for he
does not quote at all but merely indicates the chapter,
Canon Westcott compares John i. 1: “In the beginning
was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the
Word was God” "Ev apxp v 6 Adyos, x.7.\.). The state-
ment of Tatian is quite different; God was in the
beginning ” (@eds v év dpxy), and he certainly did not
identify the Word with God, so as to transform the
statement of the Gospel into this simple affirmation.
In all probability his formula was merely based upon
Genesis i. 1 : “In the beginning God created the heavens
and the earth” (& dpxp émoinoer 6 Oeds, x.7.\.).! The
expressions : “ But we have learned that the Beginning
(apxr) was the power of Reason,” &c., “ but the Reason
(Adyos) not proceeding in vain became the first-born
work (épyov mpwrérokor) of the Father. Him we know
to be the Beginning (dpx7j) of the world,” recall many
early representations of the Logos, to which we have
already referred : Prov. viii. 22: “The Lord created me
the Beginning (dpx2j) of his ways for his works (épya),
23. Before the ages he established me, in the be-
ginning (é apyy) before he made the earth,” &ec., &
In the Apocalypse also the Word is called “the Be-
ginning (dpx7j) of the creation of God,” and it will be
remembered that Justin gives testimony from Prov. viii.
21 ff. “that God begat before all the creatures a
Beginning (dpx7jv) a certain rational Power (Siwapw
Aoyuajv), out of himself,”? &e., &c., and elsewhere: “As the
Logos declared through Solomon, that this same . . . . .
had been begotten of God, before all created beings, both
Beginning (dpx1),” &c.®> We need not, however, refer to

} Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit. and Doetr., iii. p. 43.
* Dial. 61, see vol. ii. p. 286, * Dial. 62, see vol. ii. p. 284.
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the numerous passages in Philo and in Justin, not derived
from the fourth Gospel, which point to a different source
for Tatian’s doctrine. It is sufficient that both his
opinions and his terminology differ distinctly from that
Gospel.*

The next passage we at once subjoin in contrast with
the parallel in the fourth Gospel :

OrAT. AD GRXECOS, § XIII. JomN 1. 5.
And this, therefore, is (the mean- And the -light shineth in the
ing of) the saying: darkness ;
The darkness oomprehends not and the darkness comprehended
the light. it not.

Kal Tovro forw dpa o elpyuévor Kai 10 pos év 1) oxorig Palver, xai
‘H gxotia t6 pas ol xkarakapPdver. 7 oxoria abrd ob karéhaBev.

The context to this passage in the Oration is as
follows: Tatian is arguing about the immortality of
the soul, and he states that the soul is not in itself
immortal but mortal, but that nevertheless it is possible
for it not todie. If it do not know the truth it dies, but
rises again at the end of the world, receiving eternal
death as a punishment. “ Again, however, it does not
die, though it be for a time dissolved, if it has acquired
knowledge of God ; for in itself it is darkness, and there is
nothing luminous in it, and this, therefore, is (the mean-
ing of) the saying: The darkness comprehends not the
light. For the soul (Yuxrn) did not itself save the spirit
(mvebpa), but was saved by it, and the light com-
prehended the darkness. The Logos (Reason) truly is
the light of God, but the ignorant soul is darkness
(O Adyos pév éori 70 TOob Oeod pids, oxdros S 7
dvemomjpwv Yuxy). For this reason, if it remain

1 'We have already mentioned that the Goospel according to Peter con-
tained the doctrine of the Logos.
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alone, it tends downwards to matter, dying with the
flesh,” &c., &c.! The source of “ the saying " is not men-
tioned, and it is evident that, even if it were taken to be
a reference to the fourth Gospel, nothing would thereby
be proved but the mere existence of the Gospel. “The
saying,” however, is distinctly different in language from
the parallel in the Gospel, and it may be from a different
Gospel. We have already remarked that Philo calls the
Logos “the Light,”? and quoting in a peculiar form
Ps. xxvi. 1: “ For the Lord is my light (¢as) and my
Saviour,” he goes on to say that, as the sun divides day
and night, so, Moses says, “ God divides light and dark-
ness” (rov Oedv Ppads xai oxdéros Swareryioar).® When
we turn away to things of sense we use “another
light,” which is in no way different from ‘‘darkness.”*
The constant use of the same similitude of Light and
darkness in the Canonical Epistles * shows how current
it was in the Church ; and nothing is more certain than
the fact that it was neither originated by, nor confined
to, the fourth Gospel. \
The third and last passage is as follows :

ORAT. AD GRXEOCOS, XIX. JOHN I. 3.

We being such as this, do not
pursue us with hatred, but, reject-
ing the Demons, follow the one God.

All things were by ({md) him, and All things were made by (3:d) him,
without him wasnotanything made. | and without him was not anything

made that was made.
Hdvra Un’ alrod, kal ywpls alvod Hdvra &' alroi éyévero, ral ywpis
yéyover obdé év. alroi éyévero obBi &v & yéyorer.

! QOrat. ad Greecos, § 13.

? De Somuiis, i. § 13, Mangey, i. 632; cf. §§ 14 fI., De Mundi op. §9,
1b., 1. 7. See vol. ii. p. 295, note 4.

* De Somniis, i. § 13. 4 Ib., 1. § 14,

8 2 Cor. iv. 6; Ephes. v. 8—I14; Coloss. i. 12, 13; 1 Thees. v.4;
1 Tim. vi. 16; 1 Pot. ii. 9; of. Rev. xxi. 23, 24 ; xxii. 5.
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Tatian here speaks of God, and not of the Logos,
and in this respect, as well as in language and context,
the passage differs from the fourth Gospel. The phrase
is not introduced as a quotation, and no reference is
made to any Gospel. The purpose for which the words
are used, again, rather points to the first chapters of
Genesis than to the dogmatic prologue enunciating the
doctrine of the Logos.! Under all these circumstances,
the source from which the expression may have been
derived cannot with certainty be ascertained and, as
in the preceding instance, even if it be assumed that
the words show acquaintance with the fourth Gospel,
nothing could be proved but the mere existence of the
work about a century and a half after the events
which it records. It is obvious that in no case does
Tatian afford the slightest evidence of the Apostolic
origin or historical veracity of the fourth Gospel

Dr. Lightfoot points out another passage, § 4, mvetpa
6 Beds, which he compares with John iv. 24, where the
same words occur. It is right to add that he himself
remarks : “If it had stood alone I should certainly not
have regarded it as decisive. But the epigrammatic
form is remarkable, and it is a characteristic passage of
the fourth Gospel.? Neither Tischendorf nor Dr. West-
cott refer to it. The fact is, however, that the epigram-
matic form only exists when the phrase is quoted with-
out its context. “ God is a spirit, not pervading matter,
but the creator of material spirits, and of the forms that
are in it. He is invisible and impalpable,” &c. &c.
Further on, Tatian says (§ 15), “For the perfect
God is without flesh, but man is flesh,” &c. A large

! Cf. 1 Cor. viii. 8 ; Ephes. iii. 9; Heb. i. 2.
? Contemp. Rev., 1877, p. 1135.
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part of the oration is devoted to discussing the
nature of God, and the distinction between spirit
(mvebpa) and soul (Yuvys), and it is unreasonable to
assert that a man like Tatian could not make the decla-
ration that God is a spirit without quoting the fourth
Gospel.

We have generally discussed the testimony of Diony-
sius of Corinth,! Melito of Sardis,® and Claudius Apol-
linaris,® and necd not say more here. The fragments
attributed to them neither mention nor quote the fourth
Gospel, but in no case could they furnish evidence to
authenticate the work. The same remarks apply to
Athenagoras* Canon Westcott only ventures to say
that he “ appears to allude to passages in St. Mark and
St. John, but they are all anonymous.”® The passages in
which he speaks of the Logos, which are those referred
to here, are certainly not taken from the fourth Gospel,
and his doctrine is expressed in terminology which is
different from that of the Gospel, and is deeply tinged
with Platonism.®* He appeals to Proverbs vii. 22,
already so frequently quoted by us, for confirmation by
the Prophetic Spirit of his exposition of the Logos
doctrine.” He nowhere identifies the Logos with Jesus;*®
indeed he does not once make use of the name of Christ
in his works. He does not show the slightest knowledge
of the doctrine of salvation so constantly enunciated in
the fourth Gospel. There can be no doubt, as we have
already shown,? that he considered the Old Testament to

! Vol. ii. p. 159 ff. 2 Ib., p. 169 ff. s Ib., p. 1821

§ Ib., p. 188 {1, ® On the Canon, p. 103.

¢ Of. Dorner, Lohre Pers. Christi, i. p. 440 ff.; Donaldson, Hist. Chr.
Lit. and Doctr., iii. p. 149 fI. ' 7 Leg. pro Christ., § 10.

8 Dorner, ib., i. p. 442; Donaldson, ib., iii. p. 154.

 Vol. ii. p. 197.
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be the only inspired Holy Scriptures. Not only does he
not mention nor quote any of our Gospels, but the only
instance in which he makes any reference to sayings of
Jesus, otherwise than by the indefinite ¢nai “ he says,”
is one in which he introduces a saying which is not
found in our Gospels by the words: “The Logos again
saying to us:” (wdA\w nuiv Aéyovros Tod Adyov), &c. From
the same source, which was obviously not our Canonical
Gospels, we have, therefore, rcason to conclude that
Athenagoras derived all his knowledge of Gospel history
and doctrine. 'We need not add that this writer affords
no testimony whatever as to the origin or character of
the fourth Gospel. _

It is scarcely worth while to refer to the Epistle of
Vienne and Lyons, a composition dating at the earliest -
A.D. 177-178, in which no direct reference is made to any
writing of the New Testament.! Acquaintance with the
fourth Gospel is argued from the following passage :

EPISTLE, § IV. JOHN XVI. 2.

And thus was fulfilled the saying
of our Lord :

The time shall come in which
every one that killeth you shall
think that he offereth a service
unto God.

"ENeloerac xaipds év ¢ mas & dmo-
kreivas Dpas, 86fe harpeiav mpoopépey
7 Oed.

But the hour cometh that every
one that killeth you may think that
he offereth a service unto God.

DN &pyerar dpa va was & dmo-
kreivas Upds 86&y Aarpelay mpooépew
¢ e

Now such a passage cannot prove the use of the fourth

Gospel. No source is indicated in the Epistle from which
the saying of Jesus, which of course apologists assert to
be historical, was derived. It presents decided variations
from the parallel in the fourth Gospel; and in the

' Vol. ii. p. 108 1.
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Synoptics we find sufficient indications of similar dis-
courses ! to render it very probable that other Gospels
may have contained the passage quoted in the Epistle.
In no case could an anonymous reference iike this be of
any weight as evidence for the Apostolic origin of the
fourth Gospel.

We need not further discuss Ptolemeeus and Heracleon.
We have shown? that the date at which these heretics
flourished places them beyond the limits within which
we propose to confine ourselves. In regard to Ptole-
meeus all that is affirmed is that, in the Epistle to Flora
ascribed to him, expressions found in John i 3 are used.
The passage as it is given by Epiphanius is as follows:
“ Besides, that the world was created by the same, the
Apostle states (saying all things have been made (yeyo-
vévar) by him and without him nothing was made)
("Emv ye Ty 7100 Kdopov Snuiovpylay Biar Aéye v
(are mavra 8i alrov yeyovévai, xai ywpls avrod yéyove
ovdév) 6 dmdarohos).® Now the supposed quotation is
introduced here in a parenthesis interrupting the sense,
and there is every probability that it was added as an
illustration by Epiphanius, and was not in the Epistle to
Flora at all. Omitting the parenthesis, the sentence isa
very palpable reference to the Apostle Paul, and Coloss.
L 16.* In regard to Heracleon, it is asserted from the
unsupported references of Origen® that he wrote a com-
mentary on the fourth Gospel. Even if this be a fact,
there is not a single word of it preserved by Origen
which in the least degree bears upon the Apostolic origin

! Matt. x. 16—22, xxiv. 9 f. ; Mark xiii. 9—13; Luke xxi. 12—I7.
* Vol. ii. p. 203 f1.

3 Epiphanius, Heor,, xxxiii. § 3.

4 Scholten, Die #lt. Zeugnisse, p. 88, anm. 4.

* The passages are quoted by Grabe, Spicil. Patr., ii. p. 85 fI.
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and trustworthiness of the Gospel. Neither of these
heresiarchs, therefore, is of any value as a witness for the
authenticity of the fourth Gospel.

The heathen Celsus, as we have shown,' wrote at a
period when no evidence which he could well give of his
own could have been of much value in supporting our
Gospels. He is pressed into service,? however, because
after alluding to various circumstances of Gospel history
he says: “These things, therefore, being taken out of
your own writings, we have no need of other testimony,
for you fall upon your own swords,”* and in another
place he says that certain Christians “ alter the Gospel
from its first written form in three-fold, four-fold,
and many-fold ways, and re-mould it in order to have
the means of contradicting the arguments (of oppo-
nents).” * This is supposed to refer to the four Canonical
Gospels. Apart from the fact that Origen replies to the
first of these passages, that Celsus has brought forward
much concerning Jesus which is not in accordance with
the narratives of the Gospels, it is unreasonable to limit
the accusation of “ many-fold ” corruption to four Gospels,
when it is undeniable that the Gospels and writings long
current in the Church were very numerous. In any case,
what could such a statement as this do towards establish-
ing the Apostolic origin and credibility of the fourth
Gospel ?

We might pass over the Canon of Murator: entirely,

! Vol. ii. p. 225 fI.

3 Cf. Tischendorf, Wann wurden, u. 8. W., p. 71 ff.; Westeott, On the
Canon, p. 356.

3 Taira piv oy Dpiv dx Tdv Uperdpar ovyypappdrew, ép’ ols oddeds Dov
pdprupos xpp{oper” alrol ydp davrols wepirinrere. Origen, Contra Cels., ii. 74.

4 ‘Qg éx pibns rovras els 10 dpeordym almois, perayapdrrew dx Tis mpdrns
ypagijs 70 ebayyéhior Tpixi kal verpaxh) kal moMhayd, kal perawhdrreaw, i {yoier
wpos rovs dAéyyous dpreicfu. Contra Cels,, ii, 27,
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as being beyond the limit of time to which we confine
ourselves,' but the unknown writer of the fragment gives
a legend with regard to the composition of the fourth
Gospel which we may quote here, although its obviously
mythical character renders it of no value as evidence
regarding the authorship of the Gospel. The writer says :

Quarti euangeliornm Iohannis ex decipolis
Cohortantibus condescipulis et episcopis suis
dixit coniciunate mihi hodie triduo et quid
cuique foerit renelatum alterutrum

nobis ennarremus eadem nocte reue

latum Andreme ex apostolis ut recognis
centibus cunctis Iohannis suo nomine

cuncta describeret et ideo (?) licit uaria sin
culis enangeliorum libris principia

doceantur nihil tamen differt creden

tium fidei cum uno ac principali epiritu de
clarata sint in omnibus omnia de natiui

tate de passione de resurrectione

de conuersatione cum decipulis suis

ac de gemino eius aduentu

primo in humilitate dispectus qued fo

.u (*) secundum potestate regali . . . pre
clarum quod futurum est (*) quid ergo
mirum &i Iohannes tam constanter

sincula etiam in epistulis suis proferat
dicens in semeipsu qu uidimus oculis
nostris et auribus audiuimus et manus
nostree palpauerunt heec seripsimus uobis

sic enim non solum uisurem sed et auditorem
sed et scriptorem omnium mirabilium domini per ordi
nem profetetur

! Vol. ii. p. 235 f.

2 Tt is admitted that the whole passage from this point to * futuram
est” is abrupt and without connection with the context, as well as most
confused. Cf. Tregelles, Can. Murat., p. 36; Donaldson, Hist. Chr. Lit.
and Doctr., iii. p. 205.

3 Credner reeds here ‘‘quod ratum est.” Zur Qesch. d.Kan., p. 7.
Dr. Westcott reads: *‘ quod fuit.”” On the Canon, p. 478. '

4 Dr. Tregelles calls attention to the resemblance of this passage to one
of Tertullian (Apol. § 21). * Duocbus enim adventibus eius significatis,
primo, qui iam expunctus est in humilitate conditionis humanss; secundo,
qui concludendo seculo imminet in sublimitate divinitatis exserts: primum
non intelligendo, secundum, quem manifestius preedicatum, speragt unum
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“ The fourth of the Gospels, of John, one of the disciples.
To his fellow-disciples and bishops (Episcopis) urging
him he said: ‘Fast with me to-day for three days, and
let us relate to each other that which shall be revealed
to each” On the same night it was revealed to Andrew,
one of the Apostles, that, with the supervision of all, John
should relate all things in his own name. And, therefore,
though various principles (principia) are taught by each
book of the Gospels, nevertheless it makes no difference to
the faith of believers, since, in all, all things are declared
by one ruling Spirit concerning the nativity, concerning
the passion, concerning the resurrection, concerning the
intercourse with the disciples, and concerning his double
advent ; the first in lowliness of estate, which has taken
place, the second in regal power and splendour, which is
still future. 'What wonder, therefore, if John should so
constantly bring forward each thing (singula) also in his
Epistles, saying in regard to himself: The things which
we have seen with our eyes, and have heard with our
ears, and our hands have handled, these things have we
written unto you. For thus he professes himself not
only an eye-witness and hearer, but also a writer of all
the wonders of the Lord in order.”

It is obvious that in this passage we have an apologetic
defence of the fourth Gospel,! which unmistakably implies
antecedent denial of its authority and apostolic origin.
The writer not only ascribes it to John, but he clothes it
with the united authority of the rest of the Apostles, in

existimaverunt.” Can. Murat., p. 36. This i8 another reason for dating
the fragment in the third century.

! Credner, Gesch. N. T. Kanon, p. 158 f. and Volkmar, Anhang, p. 360 ;
Der Ursprung, p. 28; Davidson, Introd. N. T., ii. p. 402; Hilgenfeld,
Der Kanon, pp. 41, 43; Lomann, Johannes in het Fragm. v. Muratori,
1863, p. 83 fL.; Scholten, Die ilt. Zeugnisse, p. 160 f.
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a manner which very possibly aims at explaining the sup-
plementary chapter xxi., with its testimony to the truth of
the preceding narrative. In his zeal, the writer goes so far
as to falsify a passage of the Epistle, and convert it into a
declaration by the author of the letter himself that he had
written the Gospel. “‘The things which we have seen,
&c., these things have we written unto you ' (heec scripsi-
mus vobis)." For thus he professes himself not only an
eye-witness and hearer, but also a writer of all the wonders
of the Lord in order.” Credner argues that in speaking
of John as “one of the disciples” (ex discipulis), and of
Andrew as “one of the Apostles,” the writer intends to
distinguish between John the disciple, who wrote the
Gospel and Epistle, and John the Apostle, who wrote the
Apocalypse, and that it was for this reason that he songht
to dignify him by a special revelation, through the Apostle
Andrew, selecting him to write the Gospel. Credner, there-
fore, concludes that here we have an ancient ecclesiastical
tradition ascribing the Gospel and first Epistle to one of
the disciples of Jesus different from the Apostle John.?
Into this, however, we need not enter, nor is it necessary
for us to demonstrate the mythical nature of this nar-
rative regarding the origin of the Gospel. We have
merely given this extract from the fragment to make our
statement regarding it complete. Not only is the evi-
dence of the fragment of no value, from the lateness of
its date and the uncritical character of its author, but
a vague and fabulous tradition recorded by an unknown
writer could not, in any case, furnish testimony calculated
to establish the Apostolic origin and trustworthiness of
- the fourth Gospel.

1 1 John i, 1—3. ;
* Credner, Gesch. N. T. Kan., p. 158 ff. ; Theol. Jahrb., 1857, p. 301.
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CHAPTER II.
AUTHORSHIP AND CHARACTER OF THE FOURTH GOSPEL.

THE result of our inquiry into the evidence for the
fourth Gospel is sufficiently decided to render further
examination unnecessary. We have seen that, for some
century and a half after the events recorded in the work,
there is not only no téstimony whatever connecting the
fourth Gospel with the Apostle John, but no certain trace
even of the existence of the Gospel. There has not been
the slightest evidence in any of the writings of the
Fathers which we have examined even of a tradition
that the Apostle John had composed any evangelical
work at all, and the claim advanced in favour of the
Christian miracles to contemporaneous evidence of extra-
ordinary force and veracity by undoubted cye-witnesses
so completely falls to the ground, that we might here
weill bring this part of our inquiry to a close. There are,
however, so many peculiar circumstances connected with
the fourth Gospel, both in regard to its authorship and
to its relationship with the three Synoptics, which invite
further attention, that we propose briefly to review some
of them. . We must, however, carefully restrict ourselves
to the limits of our inquiry, and resist any temptation to
enter upon an exhaustive discussion of the problem
presented by the fourth Gospel from a more general
literary point of view.

YoL. IL cc



386 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

The endeavour to obtain some positive, or at least
negative, information regarding the author of the fourth
Gospel is facilitated by the fact that several other works
in the New Testament Canon are ascribed to him.
These works present such marked and distinet charac-
teristics that, apart from the fact that their number
extends the range of evidence, they afford an unusual
opportunity of testing the tradition which assigns them
all to the Apostle John, by comparing the clear indica-
tions which they give of the idiosyncrasies of their
author with the independent data which we possess
regarding the history and character of the Apostle. It
is asserted by the Church that John the son of Zebede,
one of the disciples of Jesus, is the composer of no less
than five of our canonmical writings, and it would be
impossible to select any books of our New Testament
presenting more distinct features, or more widely di-
vergent views, than are to be found in the Apocalypse
on the one hand, and the Gospel and three Epistles on
the other. Whilst a strong family likeness exists between
the Epistles and the Gospel, and they exhibit close -
analogies both in thought and language, the Apocalypse,
on the contrary, is so different from them in language, in
style, in religious views and terminology, that it is almost
impossible to believe that the writer of the one could be
the author of the other. The translators of our New
Testament have laboured, and not in vain, to eliminate
as far as possible all individuality of style and language,
and to reduce the various books of which it is composed
to one uniform smoothness of diction. It is, therefore,
impossible for the mere English reader to appreciate the
immense difference which exists between the harsh and
Hebraistic Greek of the Apocalypse and the polished
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elegance of the fourth Gospel, and it is to be feared that
the rarity of critical study has prevented any general
recognition of the almost equally striking contrast of
thought between the two works. The remarkable pecu-
liarities which distinguish the Apocalypse and Gospel
of John, however, were very early appreciated, and
almost the first application of critical judgment to the
Canonical books of the New Testament is the argument
of Dionysius Bishop of Alexandria, about the middle of
the third century, that the author of the fourth Gospel
could not be the writer of the Book of Revelation.! The
dogmatic predilections which at that time had begun to
turn against the Apocalypse, the nonfulfilment of the
prophecies of which disappointed and puzzled the early
Church, led Dionysius to solve the difficulty by deciding
in favour of the authenticity of the Gospel, but at least
he recognized the dilemma which has since occupied so
much of biblical eriticism.

It is not necessary to enter upon any exhaustive
analysis of the Apocalypse and Gospel to demonstrate
anew that both works cannot have emanated from the
same mind. This has already been conclusively done by
others. Some apologetic writers,—greatly influenced,
no doubt, by the express declaration of the Church, and
satisfied by analogies which could scarcely fail to exist
between two works dealing with a similar theme,—
together with a very few independent critics, have asserted
the authenticity of both works? The great majority of

' Eusebius, H. E., vii. 25.

3 Alford, Greek Testament, 1868, iv. pp. 198 fI,, 229; Bertholdt, Einl.
A.u.N.T, iv. p. 1800 ff. ; cf. iii. p. 1299 ff.; Ebrard, Die evang. Gesch.,
p. 858 fI. ; Das evang. Johannis, 1845, p. 137 ff.; Eichhorn, Einl. N. T.,
ii. p. 375 ff., cf. p. 223 ff.; Feilmoser, Einl. N. T., p. 569 ff., cf. p. 1991 ;
Haze, Die Tiib. Schule, 1835, p. 25 fl. ; Hug, Einl, N, T., ii. p. 496 ff,, cf.

cc2
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critics, however, have fully admitted the impossibility of
recognizing a common source for the fourth Gospel and
the Apocalypse of John.! The critical question regarding
the two works has, in fact, reduced itself to the dilemma
which may be expressed as follows, in the words of
Liicke: “ Either the Gospel and the first Epistle are
genuine writings of the Apostle John, and in that case
the Apocalypse is no genuine work of that Apostle, or
the inverse.”? After an elaborate comparison of the
two writings, the same writer, who certainly will
not be suspected of wilfully subversive criticism, re-
sumes : “The difference between the language, way

p. 160 ff.; Lechler, Das ap. u. nachap. Zeit., p. 195 f.; Lightfoot, Ep. to
Galatians, 4th ed. p. 343 ff.; Niemeyer, Verhandl. over de echtheid der
Johann. Schr., 1852; de Pressensé, Hist. des Trois prem. Sidcles, 2* &d.,
p. 811 ff.; Reithmayr, Einl. N. T., p. 774 fl.; Thierach, Die Kirche im
ap. Zeit., pp. 245 f., 267 —274; Tholuck, Glaubw. evang. Gesch.,
p. 280 ff., &c., &c. '

! Dionysius, in Euseb., H. E., vii. 24, 25; Baur, Unters. kan. Evv., p.
345 f.; K. Q. drei erst. Jahrh., 1863, p. 146 ff. ; Bleek, Beitriige, p. 190—
200; Einl. N. T., 1866, p. 625 ff.; 1875, p. 724 ff. ; Bretschneider, Proba-
bilia, p. 150 ff.; Credner, Einl. N. T., i. pp. 724 ff., 732 fI.; Daridson,
Introd. N. T., i. p. 313 fI. ; ii. p. 441 ; Erasmus, Annot. in Apoc. Johannis
N. Test., p. 625; Ewald, Jahrb. bibl. Wiss., v. 1852—3, p. 179 1. ; x. 1859
—60, p. 85 f.; Die Joh. Schr., ii. p. 59 ff.; Com. in Apoc. Joh., 1828, p.
67 ff.; Hilgenfeld, Die Evangelien, p. 338 ff.; Hitzig, Ueber Johannes
Marcus u. s. Schriften, 1843; Holtzmann, in Schenkel’'s Bib. Lex. iii. p.
338 f.; Kayser, Rev. de Théol., 1856, xiii. p. 80 ff.; Kostlin, Lehrb,
Ev. u. Br. Joh., p. 1 ff.; Liicke, Einl. Offenb. Joh., ii. pp. 639 ff,,
680 ff., 744 ff.; Michaelis, Einl. N. T., p. 1598—1630; Nicholas, Et. Cr.
sur la Bible, N. T., p. 183 ff.; Renan, L’'Antechrist, 1873, p. xxv.; Les
Evangiles, 1877, p. 431; Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 152 f.; Réville, Rev. de
Théol., 1854, ix. pp. 332 fl,, 354 f., 1855, x. p. 1 ff.; Rev. des deux
Mondes, Oct. 1863, p. 633 fI.; cf. La- Vie de Jésus de M. Renan, 1864, p.
42, note 1; Scholten, Das Ev. Joh., p. 401 fI.; Schnitzer, Theol. Jahrb,
1842, p. 451 ff.; Schleiermacher, Einl. N. T., pp. 317, 449 fI., 466 f.;
Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit., ii. p. 372 f.; Spdth, Protestanten Bibel,
N.T. 1874, p. 263; Tayler, The Fourth Gospel, 1867, p. 14 ; de Weite, Einl.
N. T., p. 422; Waeizsiicker, Unters. evang. Gesch., p. 237, p. 295; Zeller,
Theol. Jahrb., 1843, p. 654 f.; Vortriige u. 8. w., 1863, p. 255, &c., &c

* Einl. Offenb. Johannes, ii. p. 504.
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of expression, and mode of thought and doctrine of the
Apocalypse and the rest of the Johannine writings, is so
comprehensive and intense, so individual and so radical ;
the affinity and agrcement, on the contrary, are so
general, and in details so fragmentary and uncertain
(zurtickweichend), that the Apostle John, if he really
be the author of the Gospel and of the Epistle——which
we here assume—cannot have composed the Apoca-
lypse either before or after the Gospel and the Epistle.
If all critical experience and rules in such literary
questions are not deceptive, it is certain that the
Evangelist and Apocalyptist are two different persons of
the name of John,” ! &c.

De Wette, another conservative critic, speaks with
cqual decision. After an able comparison of the two
works, he says: “From all this it follows (and in New
Testament criticism no result is more certain), that the
Apostle John, if he be the author of the fourth Gospel
and of the Johannine Epistles, did not write the Apoca-
lypse, or, if the Apocalypse be his work, that he is not
the author of the other writings.”? Ewald is equally
positive : “ Above all,” he says, “we should err in tracing
this work (the Gospel) to the Apostle, if the Apocalypse
of the New Testament were by him. That this much
carlier writing cannot have been composed by the author
of the later is an axiom which I consider I have already,
(in 1826-28) so convincingly demonstrated, that it would
be superfluous now to return to it, especially as, since
then, all men capable of forming a judgment are of the
same opinion, and what has been brought forward by a
few writers against it too clearly depends upon—in-

! Einl, Offenb, Joh., ii. p. 74t f. ? Einl. N. T,, § 189 e., p. 422
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fluences foreign to science.”! We may, therefore, con-
sider the point generally admitted, and proceed very
briefly to discuss the question upon this basis.

The external evidence that the Apostle John wrote the
Apocalypse is more ancient than that for the authorship
of any book of the New Testament, excepting some of
the Epistles of Paul, and this is admitted even by critics
who ultimately deny the authenticity of the work.?
Passing over the very probable statement of Andrew of
Ceesarea,® that Papias recognized the Apocalypse as an
inspired work, and the inference drawn from this fact
that he referred it to the Apostle, we at once proceed to
Justin Martyr, who affirms in the clearest and most
positive manner the Apostolic origin of the work. He
speaks to Tryphon of “a certain man whose name was
John, one of the Apostles of Christ, who prophesied by a
revelation made to him,” of the Millennium, and subse-
quent general resurrection and judgment.* The state-
ment of Justin is all the more important from the fact
that he does not name any other writing of the New
Testament, and that the Old Testament was still for him
the only Holy Scripture. The genuineness of this testi-

1 Jahrk. bibl. Wiss., v. p. 179.

* Baur, Theol. Jahrb., 1844, p. 660; Credner, Gesch. N. T. Kan,,
pp- 97, 180; Davidson, Int. N. T., i. p. 318; Ebrard, Die evang. Gesch.,
p. 854 fl.; Feilmoser, Einl. N. T., p. §78; Hilgenfeld, Die Evangelien,
p- 339 f.; Kayser, Rev. de Théol., 1856, xiii. p. 80 f.; Lechler, Das ap. u.
nachap. Zeit., p. 197 £.; Licke, Einl. Offenb. Joh., ii. p. 657; Rérill,
Rev. des deux Mondes, Oct. 1863, p. 632; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit.,
ii. p. 249, &e., &c.

® It is generally asserted both by apologists and others that this testi-
mony is valid in favour of the recognition by Papias of the authenticity
of the Apocalypse.

¢ Dial. 81; cf. Eusebius, H. E., iv. 18 : Kal éred) xai map’ fuiy dvip mis, §
évopa lwdwns, €ls Tév dmooTéler Toi XpuwTob, dv dmoxakinfrer pevopivy airg
xua &y woujoew év "lepovaaip, k...
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mony is not called in question by any one. Eusebius
states that Melito of Sardis wrote a work on the Apo-
calypse of John,' and Jerome mentions the treatise.?
There can be no doubt that had Melito thrown the
slightest doubt on the Apostolic origin of the Apocalypse,
Eusebius, whose dogmatic views led him to depreciate
that writing, would have referred to the fact. Eusebius
also mentions that Apollonius, a Presbyter of Ephesus,
quoted the Apocalypse against the Montanists, and
there is reason to suppose that he did so as an Apos-
tolic work.® Eusebius further states that Theophilus of
Antioch made use of testimony from the Apocalypse of
John ;* but although, as Eusebius does not mention
anything to the contrary, it is probable that Theophilus
really recognized the book to be by John the Apostle,
the uncritical haste of Eusebius renders his vague state-
ment of little value. We do not think it worth while to
quote the evidence of later writers. Although Irenzus,
who repeatedly assigns the Apocalypse to John, the
disciple of the Lord,® is cited by Apologists as a very
important witness, more especially from his intercourse
with Polycarp, we do not attribute any value to his
testimony, both from the late date at which he wrote,
and from the uncritical and credulous character of his
mind. Although he -appeals to the testimony of those
“who saw John face to face” with regard to the num-
ber of the name of the Beast, his own utter ignorance of
the interpretation shows how little information he can
have derived from Polycarp.® The same remarks apply
still more strongly to Tertullian, who, however, most un-

! Euselius, H. E., iv. 26. 2 De Vir. IIL., 24.
3 Eusebius, H. E., v. 18. 4 Ib., H. E., iv. 24,
& Adv. Her., iv. 20, § 11, 21, § 3, 30, § 4, &ec., &e. ¢ Ib., v. 30,
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hesitatingly assigns the Apocalypse to the Apostle John!
It would be useless more particularly to refer to later
evidence, however, or quote even the decided testimony
in its favour of Clement of Alexandria,® or Origen.’

The first doubt cast upon the authenticity of the Apo-
calypse occurs in the argument of Diouysius of Alex-
andria, one of the disciples of Origen, in the middle of
the. third century. He mentions that some had objected
to the whole work as without sense or reason, and as
displaying such dense ignorance, that it was impossible
that an Apostle or even one in the Church, could have
written it, and they assigned it to Cerinthus, who held the
doctrine of the reign of Christ on earth.* These objec-
tions, it is obvious, are merely dogmatic, and do not affect
to be historical. They are in fact a good illustration of the
method by which the Canon was formed. If the doctrine
of any writing met with the approval of the early Church,
it was accepted with unhesitating faith, and its pretension
to Apostolic origin was admitted as a natural consequence;
but if, on the other hand, the doctrine of the writing
was not clearly that of the community, it was rejected
without further examination. It is an undeniable fact,
that not a single trace exists of the application of his-
torical criticism to any book of the New Testament in
the early ages of Christianity. The case of the Apo-
calypse is most intelligible :—so long as the expectation
and hope of a second advent and of a personal reign of
the risen and glorified Christ, of the prevalence of which
we have abundant testimony in the Pauline Epistles and
other early works, continued to animate the Church, the

! Adv. Mare,, iii. 14, 24, &c., &c.  ? Stromata, vi. 13, §§ 106, 141,
3 Eusebius, H. E., vi. 23, in Joann Opp. iv. p. 1‘1
4 Kusebiue, H. E., vii. 24,
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Apocalypse which excited and fostered them was a
popular volume: but as years passed away and the
general longing of Christians, eagerly marking the signs
of the times, was again and again disappointed, and the
hope of a Millennium began cither to be abandoned or
indcfinitely postponed, the Apocalypse proportionately
lost favour, or was regarded as an incomprehensible book
misleading the world by illusory promises. Its history
is that of a highly dogmatic treatise esteemed or con-
temned in proportion to the ebb and flow of opinion
regarding the doctrines which it expresses.

The objections of Dionysius, resting first upon dogmatic
grounds and his inability to understand the Apocalyptic
utterances of the book, took the shape we have mentioned
of a critical dilemma :—The author of the Gospel could
not at the same time be the author of the Apocalypse.
Dogmatic predilection decided the question in favour of
the apostolic origin of the fourth Gospel, and the reason-
ing by which that decision is arrived at has, therefore, no
critical force or value. The fact still remains that Justin
Martyr distinetly refers to the Apocalypse as the work of
the Apostle John and, as we have scen, no similar testi-
mony exists in support of the claims of the fourth Gospel.

As another most important point, we may mention
that there is probably not another work of the New
Testament the precise date of the composition of which,
within a very few weeks, can so positively be affirmed.
No result of criticism rests upon a more sccure basis and
is now more universally accepted by all competent critics
than the fact that the Apocalypse was written in A.D.
68-69." The writer distinctly and repeatedly mentions
his name: i. 1, “The revelation of Jesus Christ . . . .

! Credner, Einl. N. T\, i. p. 705 f.; Davidson, Int. N. T., i, p, 347 ff,
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unto his servant John;”! i. 4, “John to the seven
churches which are in Asia;" ? and he states that the work
was written in the island of Patmos where he was “on
account of the Word of God and the testimony of Jesus.”*
Ewald, who decides in the most arbitrary manner against
the authenticity of the Apocalypse and in favour of the
Johannine authorship of the Gospel, objects that the
author, although he certainly calls himself John, does
not assume to be an Apostle, but merely terms himself
the servant (8othos) of Christ like other true Christians,,
and distinctly classes himself amongst the Prophets* and
not amongst the Apostles.® We find, however, that Paul,
who was not apt to waive his claims to the Apostolate,
was content to call himself : “Paul a servant (8o\os) of
Jesus Christ, called to be an Apostle,” in writing to the
Romans; (i. 1) and the superscription of the Epistle to
the Philippians is: “Paul and Timothy servants (Soihot)
of Christ Jesus.”® There was, moreover, reason why

Ewald, Jahrb, bibl. Wiss,, v. p. 181 fI.; Geach. V. Ier., vii. p. 227;
Comment. in Apoc. Joh., 1828; Die Joh. Schr., ii. p. 62; Guericke,
Gesammtgesch., p. 171, p. 622 f.; Hausrath, in Schenkel's Bib. Lex.,
1869, i. p. 136; Hilgenfeld, Die Evangelien, p. 338; Eiol. N. T., 1875,
p. 447; Kayser, Rev. de Théol., 1856, xiii. p. 80; Liicke, Einl. Offenb.
Joh., 1852, p. 840 ff.; Liitzelberger, Die kirchl. Trad. Joh., p. 234; Renan,
Vie de Jésus, xiii®, ed. p. lxxi. f.; L'Antechrist, p. 354 ff.; Reuss, Hist.
Théol. Chrét., i. p. 430 f.; Gesch. N. T., p. 151; L’Apocalypse, 1878,
p. 24 fi.; Réville, Rev. des deux Mondes, Oct. 1863, p. 623; Rev. de
Théol., 1855, x. p. 4¢; Rothe, Anfinge chr. Kirche, 1837, p. 323 ; Scholien,
Das Ev. Joh., p. 401; Volkmar, Comment. zur Offenb. Joh., 1862, p. 7f.;
Die Religion Jesu, p. 148 ; Zeller, Vortriige, u. s. w., 1863, p. 212.

1’ Amoxdhviris "Inaoi Xpiorod . . . . . ¢ 3olAe alroi "ladiy.

2 'wdwwms Tais énta dxxAnoiais Tais év 7 "Acig.  Cf. 1. 9; xxii. 8,

8 i, 9, 8ia rdv Aéyov Toi Beod xai T paprupiay "Ingoi . . .

¢ Of. i. 1—3, 9 f.; xix. 9 f.; xxii. 6—9, 10, 16f., 18 f.

¢ Kwald, Die Joh. Schr., ii. p. 55 ff. ; Jahrb. bibl, Wiss., v. p. 179 i

¢ We do not refer to the opening of the Ipistle to Titus, nor to that
which commences, ‘‘ James a servant (3ofhos) of God,” &c., nor to the
go-called ¢ Epistle of Jude,” all being too much disputed or apocryphal.
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the author of the Book of Revelation, a work the form
of which was decidedly based upon that of Daniel and
other Jewish Apocalyptic writings, should rather adopt
the character of Prophet than the less suitable designa-
tion of Apostle upon such an occasion. It is clear that
he counted fully upon being generally known under the
simple designation of “John,” and when we consider the
unmistakeable terms of authority with which he addresses
the Seven Churches, it is scarcely possible to deny that
the writer either was the Apostle, or distinctly desired
to assume his personality. It is not necessary for us
here to enter into any discussion regarding the * Presbyter
John,” for it is generally admitted that even he could
not have had at that time any position in Asia Minor
which could have warranted such a tone. If the name
of Apostle, therefore, be not directly assumed—and it
was not necessary to assume it—the authority of one
is undeniably inferred.

Ewald, however, argues that, on the contrary, the
author could not more clearly express that he was not
one of the Twelve, than when he imagines (Apoc. xxi. 14)
the names of the ‘twelve apostles of the Lamb’ shining
upon the twelve foundation stones of the wall of the
future heavenly Jerusalem. He considers that no in-
telligent person could thus publicly glorify himself or
anticipate the honour which God alone can bestow.
“And can any one seriously believe,” he indignantly
inquires, “that one of the Twelve, yea, that even he
whom we know as the most delicate and refined amongst
them could have written this of himself?”! Now, in
the first place, we must remark that in this discussion

! Jahrb. bibl. Wiss., v. p. 180 f.; cf. Die Joh. Schriften, 1%62, ii.
p- 56 f.
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it is not permissible to speak of our knowing John
the Apostle as distinguishcd above all the rest of the
Twelve for such qualitics. Nowhere do we find such
a representation of him except in the fourth Gospel, if
even there, but, as we shall presently sce, rather the
contrary, and the fourth Gospel cannot here be received
as evidence. We might, by way of retort, point out to
those who assert the inspiration of the Apocalypse, that the
symbolical representation of the heavenly Jerusalem is
held to be practically objective, a revclation of things
that “ must shortly come to pass,” and not a mere sub-
Jective sketch coloured according to the phantasy of the
writer. Passing on, however, it must be apparent that
the whole account of the heaveuly city is typical, and
that in basing its walls upon the Twelve, he does not
glorify himsclf personally, but simply gives its place to
the idea which was symbolised when Jesus is represented
as selecting twelve disciples, the number of the twelve
tribes, upon whose preaching the spiritual city was to be
built up. The Jewish belief in a special preference of
the Jews before all nations doubtless suggested this, and
it forms a leading feature in the strong Hebraistic form
of the writer’s Christianity. The heavenly city is
simply a glorified Jerusalem; the twelve Apostles, repre-
sentatives of the twelve tribes, set apart for the regenera-
tion of Israel, are the foundation-stones of the New
City with its twelve gates, on which are written the
names of the twelve tribes of Israel'! for whom the city
is more ‘particularly provided. For 144,000 of Israel
are first scaled, 12,000 of each of the twelve tribes
before the Seer beholds the great multitude of all nations
and tribes and peoples? The whole description is a
! Apoe. xxi. 12. 2 Ib., vii, 4—9.
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mere allegory characterized by the strongest Jewish
dogmatism, and it is of singular value for the purpose
of identifying the author.

Moreover, the apparent glorification of the Twelve is
more than justified by the promise which Jesus is repre-
sented by the Synoptics' as making to them in person.
When Peter, in the name of the Twelve, asks what is
reserved for those who have forsaken all and followed
him, Jesus replies: “Verily I say unto you that ye
which have followed me, in the regeneration when the
Son of Man shall sit in the throne of his glory, ye also
shall be set upon twelve thrones judging the twelve
tribes of Israel.”? Ewald himself, in his distribution of
the materials of our existing first Synoptic to the sup-
posed original sources, assigns this passage to the very
oldest Gospel.®* What impropriety is there, and what
improbability, therefore, that an Apostle, in an apoca-
lyptic allegory, should represent the names of the twelve
Apostles as inscribed upon the twelve foundation stoncs
of the spiritual Jerusalem, as the names of the twelve
tribes of Israel were inscribed upon the twelve gates
of the city? On the contrary, we submit that it is
probable under the circumstances that an Apostle should
make such a representation, and in view of the facts
regarding the Apostle John himself which we have from
the Synoptics, it is particularly in harmony with his
character, and these characteristics dircctly tend to
establish his identity with the author.

“ How much less is it credible of the Apostle John,”
says Ewald, eclscwhere, pursuing the same argument,
“ who, as a writer, is so incomparably modest and

! Matt. xix. 27, 28; Luke xii. 28—30.
? Matt. xix, 28. * Die drei ersten Evv., p. 23.
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delicate in feeling, and does not in a single one of the
writings really emanating from him name himself as
the author, or even proclaim his own praise.”' Thisis
merely sentimental assumption of facts to which we shall
hereafter allude, but if the “incomparable modesty” of
which he speaks really existed, nothing could more con-
clusively separate the author of the fourth Gospel from the
son of Zebedee whom we know in the Synoptics, or more
support the claims of the Apocalypse. In the first
place, we must assert that, in writing a serious history
of the life and teaching of Jesus, full of marvellous
events and astounding doctrines, the omission of his
name by an Apostle can not only not be recognized as
genuine modesty, but must be condemned as culpable
neglect. It is perfectly incredible that an Apostle could
have written such a work without attaching his name as
the guarantee of his intimate acquaintance with the events
and statements he records. What would be thought of 2
historian who published a history without a single refer-
ence to recognized authorities, and yet who did not
declare even his own name as some evidence of his truth?
The fact is, that the first two Synoptics bear no author’s
name because they are not the work of any one man, but
the collected materials of many ; the third Synoptic only
pretends to be a compilation for private use; and the
fourth Gospel bears no simple signature because it is
neither the work of an Apostle, nor of an eye-witness of
the events and hearer of the teaching it records.

If it be considered incredible, however, that an Apostle
could, even in an Allegory, represent the names of the
Twelve as written on the foundation stones of the New
Jerusalem, and the incomparable modesty and delicacy

! Die Joh. Schr., ii, p. 56 f.
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of feeling of the assumed author of the fourth Gospel be
contrasted with it so much to the disadvantage of the
writer of the Apocalypse, we ask whether this reference
to the collective Twelve can be considered at all on a par
with the self-glorification of the disguised author of the
Gospel, who, not content. with the simple indication of
himself as John a servant of Jesus Christ, and with
sharing distinction equally with the rest of the Twelve,
assumes to himself alone a pre-eminence in the favour and
affection of his Master, as well as a distinction amongst
his fellow disciples, of which we first hear from himself,
and which is anything but corroborated by the three Syn-
optics? The supposed author of the fourth Gospel, it is
true, does not plainly mention his name, but he distin-
guishes bimself as “the disciple whom Jesus loved,”
and represents himself as “leaning on Jesus’ breast at
supper.”! This distinction assumed to himself, and this
preference over the other disciples in the love of him
whom he represents as God, is much greater self-glorifi-
cation than that of the author of the Apocalypse. We
shall presently see how far Ewald is right in saying,
morcover, that the author does not clearly indicate the
person for whom at least he desires to be mistaken.

We must conclude that these objections have no
weight, and that there is no internal evidence whatever
against the supposition that the “John” who announces
himself as the author of the Apocalypse was the Apostle.
On the contrary, the tone of authority adopted through-
out, and the evident certainty that his identity would
everywhere be recognized, denote a position in the Church
which no other person of the name of John could well
have held at the time when the Apocalypse was written.

! John xiii. 23; xix. 26, 27; xx, 2 f. ; cf. xxi. 20 I,
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The external evidence, therefore, which indicates the
Apostle John as the author of the Apocalypse is quite in
harmony with the internal testimony of the book itself.
We have already pointed out the strong colouring of
Judaism in the views of the writer. Its imagery is
thoroughly Jewish, and its allegorical representations
are entirely based upon Jewish traditions, and hopes.
The heavenly City is a New Jerusalem ; its twelve
gates are dedicated to the twelve tribes of Israel; God
and the Lamb are the Temple of it; and the sealed of
the twelve tribes have the precedence over the nations,
and stand with the Lamb on Mount Zion (xiv. 1) having
his name and his Father’s written on their forcheads.
The language in which the book is written is the most
Hebraistic Greek of the New Testament, as its contents
are the most deeply tinged with Judaism. If, finally,
we seek for some traces of the character of the writer, we
gee in every page the impress of an impetuous fiery
spirit, whose symbol is the Eagle, breathing forth
vengeance against the enemies of the Messiah and
impatient till it be accomplished, and the whole of the
visions of the Apocalypse proceed to the accompaniment
of the rolling thunders of God’s wrath.

We may now turn to examine such historical data as
exist regarding John the son of Zebedee, and to inquire
whether they accord better with the character and
opinions of the author of the Apocalypse or of the Evan-
gelist. John and his brother James are represented by
the Synoptics as being the sons of Zebedee and Salome.
They were fishermen on the sea of Galilec, and at the
call of Jesus they left their ship and their father and
followed him.! Their fiery and impetuous character led

1 Matt. iv. 21 f.; Mark i. 19 f,; Luke v. 19 f.



AUTHORSHIP AND CHARACTER OF FOURTH GOSPEL. 401

Jesus to give them the surname of Boampyés: “Sons
of thunder,”! an epithet justified by several incidents
which are related regarding them. Upon one occasion,
John sees one casting out devils in his master’s name,
and in an intolerant spirit forbids him because he did
not follow them, for which he is rebuked by Jesus.?
Another time, when the inhabitants of a Samaritan
village would not receive them, John and James angrily
" turn to Jesus and say: “Lord, wilt thou that we
command fire to come down from heaven, and consume
them, even as Elijah did?”® A remarkable episode
will have presented itself alrcady to the mind of every
reader, which the second Synoptic Gospel narrates as
follows : Mark x. 35, “ And James and John the sons of
Zebedee come unto him saying unto him : Teacher, we
would that thou shouldest do for us whatsoever we shall
ask thee. 36. And he said unto them : What would ye
that I should do for you? 37. They said unto him :
Grant that we may sit, one on thy right hand, and the
other on thy left hand in thy glory. 38. But Jesus said
to them: Ye know not what ye ask: can ye drink
the cup that I drink ? or be baptized with the baptism
that I am baptized with? 39. And they said unto
him: We can. And Jesus said unto them : The cup that
I drink ye shall drink ; and with the baptism that I am
baptized withal shall ye be baptized : 40. But to sit on
my right hand or on my left hand is not mine to give,
but for whom it has been prepared. 41. And when the
ten heard it they began to be much displeased with
James and John.” It is difficult to say whether the

! Mark iii. 17.
? Mark ix, 38 f.; Luke ix. 49 f.
2 Tuke ix. 54 fl.
vor. 11 PO
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effrontery and selfishness of the request, or the assurance
with which the brethren assert their power to emulate
the Master is more striking in this scene. ~Apparently,
the grossness of the proceeding already began to be felt
when our first Gospel was edited, for it represents the
request as made by the mother of James and John ; but
that is a very slight decrease of the offence, inasmuch as
the brethren are obviously consenting, if not inciting,
parties to the prayer, and utter their “ We can,” with
the same absence of “incomparable modesty.”* After
the death of Jesus, John remained in Jerusalem,? and
chiefly confined his ministry to the city and its neigh-
bourhood® The account which Hegesippus gives of
James the brother of Jesus who was appointed overseer
of the Church in Jerusalem will not be forgotten,* and
we refer to it merely in illustration of primitive Chris-
tianity. However mythical elements are worked up
into the narrative, one point is undoubted fact, that
the Christians of that community were but a sect of
Judaism, merely superadding to Mosaic doctrines belief
in the actual advent of the Messiah whom Moses and the
prophets had foretold ; and we find, in the Acts of the
Apostles, Peter and John represented as “ going up into
the Temple at the hour of prayer,” like other Jews. In
the Epistle of Paul to the Galatians, we have most valuable
cvidence with regard to the Apostle John. Paul found
him still in Jerusalem on the occasion of the visit referred
to in that letter, about A.p. 50—53. We need not quote
at length the important passage Gal.ii. 1 ff., but the fact

1 Matt. xx. 20 ff.

2 Actsi. 13; iii. 1.

¥ Acts viii. 26; xv. 1 ff.

4 Eusebius, H. E,, ii. 23 ; of. vol. i. p. 430 f.
8 Actsiii. 1, f,
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is undeniable, and stands upon stronger evidence than
almost any other particular regarding the early Church,
being distinctly and directly stated by Paul himself : that
the three  pillar” Apostles representing the Church
there were James, Peter, and John. Peter is markedly
termed the Apostle of the circumcision, and the differences
between him and Paul are evidence of the opposition of
their views. James and John are clearly represented as
sharing the views of Peter, and whilst Paul finally agrees
with them that he is to go to the Gentiles, the three
orvlou elect to continue their ministry to the circum-
cision.! Here is John, therefore, clearly devoted to the
Apostleship of the circumcision as opposed to Paul,
whose views, as we gather from the whole of Paul’s
account, were little more than tolerated by the orthoc.
Before leaving New Testament data, we may here point
out the statement in the Acts of the Apostles that Peter
and John were known to be “unlettered and ignorant
men ” ? (dvfpwmor dypduparor kal iddrar). Later tradi-
tion mentions one or two circumstances regarding John
to which we may briefly refer. Ireneeus states: “There
are those who heard him (Polycarp) say that John,
the disciple of the Lord, going to bathe at Ephesus
and perceiving Cerinthus within, rushed forth from the
bath-house without bathing, but erying out : ¢ Let us fly
lest the bath-house fall down : Cerinthus, the enemy of
the truth, being within it” . . . So great was the
care which the Apostles and their disciples took not to
hold even verbal intercourse with any of the corrupters of
the truth,”® &c. Polycrates, who was Bishop of Ephesus

! Gal. ii. 8—0.

? Actsiv. 13.

$ Irenceus, Adv. Howr., iii, 3, § 4; Fusebius, H. E., iv. 14,
DD Z
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about the beginning of the third century, states that
the Apostle John wore the mitre and petalon of the
high priest (6s éyenjln iepeds 76 mérahor wepopnxds),'
a tradition which agrees with the Jewish tendencies
of the Apostle of the circumcision as Paul describes
him.?

Now if we compare these data regarding John the son
of Zebedee with the character of Jobn the author of the
Apocalypse, as we trace it in the work itself, it is impos-
sible not to be struck by the singular agreement. The
Hebraistic Greek and abrupt inelegant diction are natu-
ral to the unlettered fisherman of Galilee, and the fierce
and intolerant spirit which pervades the book is precisely
that which formerly forbade the working of miracles, even
in the name of the Master, by any not of the immediate
circle of Jesus, and which desired to consume an inhos-
pitable village with fire from heaven.® The Judaistic
form of Christianity which is represented throughout
the Apocalypse, and the Jewish elements which enter so -
largely into its whole composition, are precisely those

! Eusebius, H. E., iii. 31.

? We need not refer to any of the other legends regarding John, butit
may be well to moution the tradition common amongst the Fathers which
assigned to him the cognomen of * the Virgin.” One Codex gives as the
superscription of the Apocalypse: ‘“roi dyiov érdofordrov dmoardhov xai
ebayyehioroi mapfévou fryamnuivov émammbiov "ludmwou feokdyov ™ and we know
that it is reported in early writings that, of all the Apostles, only John
and the Apostle Paul remained unmarried, whence probubly, in part,
this title. In conuection with this we may point to the importance
attached to virginity in the Apocalypse, xiv. 4; cf. Schwegler, Das nachap.
Zeit., ii. p. 254; Liicke, Comm. iib. d. Br. Joh., 1836, p. 32 f.; Credner,
EinL N. T., i. p. 21.

3 The very objection of Ewald regarding the glorification of the Twelve,
if true, would be singularly in keeping with the audacious request of
John and his brother, to sit on the right and left band of the glorified
Jesus, for weo find none of the * incomparable modesty "’ which the imagi-

native critic attributes to the author of the fourth Gospel in the John of
the Synoptics.
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which we might expect from John the Apostle of the
circumcision and the associate of James and of Peter
in the very centre of Judaism. Parts of the Apocalypse,
indeed, derive a new significance when we remember
the opposition which the Apostle of the Gentiles met
with from the Apostles of the circumcision, as plainly
declared by Paul in his Epistle to the Galatians ii. 1. ff.,
and apparent in other parts of his writings.

We have already seen the scarcely disguised attack
which is made on Paul in the Clementine Homilies under
the name of Simon the Magician, the Apostle Peter fol-
lowing him from city to city for the purpose of denounc-
ing and refuting his teaching. There can be no doubt
that the animosity against Paul which was felt by the
Ebionitic party, to which John as well as Peter belonged,
was extreme, and when the novelty of the doctrine of
Justification by faith alone, taught by him, is considered,
_ it is very comprehensible. In the Apocalypse, we find
undeniable traces of it which accord with what Paul
himself says, and with the undoubted tradition of the
early Church. Not only is Paul silently excluded from
the number of the Apostles, which might be intelligible
when the typical nature of the number twelve is con-
sidered, but allusion is undoubtedly made to him, in the
Epistles to the Churches. It is clear that Paul is
referred to in the address to the Church of Ephesus :
“And thou didst try them which say that they are
Apostles and are not, and didst find them false ;' and
also in the words to the Church of Smyrna: “But I
have a few things against thee, because thou hast there
them that hold the teaching of Balaam, who taught

! Apoc., iy, 2,
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Balak to cast a stumbling block before the sons of Israel,
to eat things sacrificed unto idols,” * &c., as well as else-
where.? Without dwelling on this point, however, we
think it must be apparent to every unprejudiced person
that the Apocalypse singularly corresponds in every
respect—language, construction, and thought—with what
we are told of the character of the Apostle John by the
Synoptic Gospels and by tradition, and that the internal
evidence, therefore, accords with the external in attri-
buting the composition of the Apocalypse to that Apostle.®

' Apoc., ii. 14, iii. 9.

2 Baur, Gesch. christl. Kirche, 1. p. 80 ff. ; Hilgenfeld, Einl. N. T., 1875,
p. 413 ff. ; Keim, Jesu v. Nazara, i. p. 160, anm. 2; Krenkel, Protestanten
Bibel, N.T. 1874, p. 1003; Renan, St. Paul, 1869, p. 303 ff., 367 f.; Rovers,
Heeft Paulus zich ter verdedig. v. zijn Apostelschap op Wonderen be-
roepen !, 1870, p. 32 f.; Schenkel, Das Christusbild d. Apostel, 1878,
p. 103 ff.; Schwegler, Das nachap. Zeit. i. p. 172 £, ii. p. 116; Volkmar,
Comm. z. Offenb. Johannis, 1862, p. 26 f., p. 80 . ; Tjeenk Willink,
Justinus Mart., 1868, p. 44; Zeller, Vortriige u. s, w., 1885, p. 215 f.
Cf. Hauerath, in Schenkel’s Bib. Lex., 1869, i. p. 163; Kostlin, Lehrb. d.
Ev. u. Br. Johannis, 1843, p. 486 f.; Ritachl, Entst. altk. Kirche, p. 134f.

3 Baur, Unters. kan. Evv., pp. 345 f., 376 ff.; Theol. Jahrb., 1841,
p. 661 fI.; Bertholdt, Einl. A. u. N. T., iv. p. 1800—1875; Christianus,
Dus Ev. d. Reichs, 1859, p. 900; 4. C. Dannemann, Wer ist der Verfasser
der Offenb. Johannis? 1841; Ebrurd, Das Ev. Johann., p. 137 ff.; Die
evang. Gesch., p. 847 ff.; Eickhorn, Einl. N. T., ii. p. 375 ff. ; Fetlmoser,
Einl. N. B., p. 569 ff.; Gebhardt, Lehrbegriff d. Apokalypse, 1873;
Guericke, Gesammtgesch., p. 498 ff. ; Beitrige, p. 181 ff.; Hase, Die Tiib.
Schule, p. 25 ff.; Hdnlein, Einl. N. T., i. p. 220 ff.; Hartwig, Apol. d.
Apoc., u. 8. w., 1780; Hdvernick, Tucubr. crit. ad Apoc. spectantar,
1842; Hengstenberg, Die Offenb. d. heil. Johann., 1849; Hilgenfeld, Die
Evangelien, p. 338 ; Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1872, p. 372 ff., 1873, p. 102 ff.,
1874, p. 305 ff. ; Einl. N. T., 1873, p. 395 . ; p. 407 ff.; Hug, Einl. N.T,,
ii. p. 496 f.; Kliefoth, Die Offenb. Joh., 1874, p. 4 ff.; Kolthof, Apoc.
Joanni apost. vindicata, 1834 ; J. P. Lange, in Tholuck’s Lit. Anzeiger,
1838, No. 20 ff. ; Vermischt. Schr., ii. p. 173 ff.; Das ap. Zeit., 1853, p. 83;
Lechler, Das ap. u. nachap. Zeit., p. 197 ff.; Lightfoot, Ep. to Galatians,
4th ed. p. 343 f.; Liiderwald, Beurth. u. Erkl. Offenb. Johann., 1788;
Luthardt, Lehre v. d. letzt. Dingen, 1861, p. 165 ff.; Niermeyer, Verhandel.
over Echth. Joh. Schr., 1852; Olshausen, Echtheit. d. v. kan. Evv., 1832;
de Pressens?, Hist. Trois prem. Sidcles, 2¢ éd. p. 311 ff. ; Reithmayr, Einl.
N. T., p. 774 ff.; Réville (doubtful), Rev. des Doux Mondes, Oct, 1863,
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We may without hesitation affirm, at least, that with the
exception of one or two of the Epistles of Paul there is

P. 633; Riggenbach, Die Zeugn. Evang. Joh., p. 30 ff.; Schwegler, Das
nachap. Zeit., ii. p. 249 ff.; Schaitzer, Theol. Jahrb., 1842, p. 451 fI.;
Storr, N. Apol. d. Offenb. Joh. 1783; Zweck d. evang. Gesch. u. Br.
Joh., 1786, pp. 70 1., 83, 163 ; Thiersch, Die Kirche im. ap. Zeit., p. 245 . ;
Tholuck, Glaubw. evang. Gesch., p. 280 ff. ; Volkmar, Comment. Offenb.
Joh., 1862, p. 38 fl.; Zeller, Theol. Jahrb., 1842, p. 654 ff., Vortrige u. s. w.
p- 212 f., &c., &c. Cf. Krenkel, Protestanten Bibel, N.T. 1874, p. 998 f.,
Der Ap. Johannes, 1871, p. 113 ff.; Renan, Vie de Jésus, xiii= éd. p. lxxi. f.;
L’ Antechrist, 1873, p. xxii. f., p. 340 ff. ; Spdth, Protestanten Bibel, N. T.
1874, p. 263 f.; Weisse, Die ovang. Gesch., i. p. 98, anm. 3.

Although many of those who assign the Apocalypse to the Apostle
John are apologists who likewise assert that he wrote the Gospel, very
many accept the authenticity of the Apocalypse as opposed to that of the
Gospel in the dilemma which we have stated. On the other hand not & few
of those who reject the Apocalypse equally reject the Gospel, and consider
that neither the one nor the other is apostolic.

We do not of course pretend to give a complete list of those who assert
or deny the apostolic authorship of the Apocalypse, but merely refer to
those whom we have noted down. The following deny the apostolic
authorship : Bleek, Beitrige, p. 189—200; Einl. N. T., 1866, pp. 147 ff.,
624 ff.; 1875, pp. 170 fi., 724 ff. ; Ballenstedt, Philo u. Johannes, w. 5. w.,
1812; Bretschneider, Probabilia, p. 150 ff.; Credner, Einl. N. T., i. p. 732 ff.;
Corrodi, Versuch Beleucht. d. Gesch. Bibelkanons, 1792, ii. p. 303 ff.;
‘Cludius, Uransichten d. Christenth. Alt., 1808, p. 312 ff.; Disterdieck;
H'buch. Offenb. Joh., 1865, p. 62 fl.; Ewald, Jahrb. bibl. Wiss., v.
1852—53, p. 179 f.; Comment. in Apoc. Joh., 1829, proleg. § 8; Die
Joh. Schr., ii. p. 65 ff.; Gesch. V. Isr., vi. p. 694, vil. p. 227; Hitzig,
Ueber Johan. Marcus u. s. Scriften ; Kayser (doubtful), Rev. de Théol.,
18586, xiii. p. 85; Keim, Jesu v. Nazara, i. p. 159 f. ; Liicke, Einl. Offenb.
Joh., ii. pp. 401 ff., 802 ; Th. Studien u. Krit., 1836, p. 654 ff.; Luther,
Preef. in Apoc., 1552; Liltzelberger, Die kirchl. Trad. ap. Joh., 1840, pp.
198 f., 210 f.; Mangold, zu Bleek’s Einl. N.T., 1873, p. 168 anm., p. 700
anm.*, p. 729 anm. ; Messner, Lehre d. Apostel, 1856, p. 360 ff.; Neander,
Gesch. Pflang. u. s. w. Chr. Kirche, 1862, p. 481 f.; Neudecker, Einl.
N. T., p. 157 fi.; Schenkel, Das Christusbild d. Apostel, 1879, p. 108 ff.;
Schleiermacher, Einl. N. T., p. 470 f.; Scholten, De Apost. Johannes in
Klein-Azig, 1871, p. 3 ff.; Schott, Isagoge, §§ 114 ff., p. 473 fi.; Semler, Noeue
Unters. iiber Apoc., 1776; Abhandl. Unters. d. Kanons, i. Anhang; Stroth,
Freimiithige Unters. Offenb. Joh. betreffend, 1771 ; Weizsdcker, Unters.
evang. Gesch., pp. 295, 235 ff.; Wittichen, Gesch. Charakter Ev. Joh.,
1868, p. 101 . Cf. Beyschlag, Die Offenb. Johann., 1876, p. 22; Holtz-
mann, in Schenkel’s Bib. Lex., iii. pp. 337 ff,, 352 fi.; Michaelis, Einl.
N.T., il p. 1573 ff.; Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 151 f.; L’'Apocalypse, 1878,
p- 27 ff.; de Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 422 ff.



408 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION.

no work of the New Testament which is supported by
such close evidence.

We need not discuss the tradition as to the residence
of the Apostle John in Asia Minor, regarding which
much might be said. Those who accept the authenticity
of the Apocalypse of course admit its composition in the
neighbourhood of Ephesus,' and see in this the con-
firmation of the wide-spread tradition that the Apostle
spent a considerable period of the latter part of his life
in that city. We may merely mention, in passing, that
a historical basis for the tradition has occasionally been
disputed, and has latterly again been denied by some
able critics.® The evidence for this, as for everything
else connected with the early ages of Christianity, is
extremely unsatisfactory. Nor need we trouble ourselves
with the dispute as to the Presbyter John, to whom
many ascribe the composition, on the one hand, of the
Apocalypse and, on the other, of the Gospel, according
as they finally accept the one or the other alternative of
the critical dilemma which we have explained. We have
only to do with the Apostle John and his connection
with either of the two writings.

If we proceed to compare the character of the Apostle
John, as we have it depicted in the Synoptics and other
writings to which we have referred, with that of the
author of the fourth (Gospel, and to contrast the pecu-
liarities of both, we have a very different result. Instead
of the Hebraistic Greek and harsh diction which might

! Apoe. i. 9.

? Keim, Josu v. Nazara, i. p. 162 ff.; Wittichen, Der gesch. Charakter
Ev. Joh., 1868, p. 101 fI.; Scholten, De Apostel Johannes in Klein Azié,
1871; Holtzmunn, in Sohenkel’s Bib. Lex. iii. pp. 332 ff., 352 ff.; Knt. d.
Ephes. u. Kolosserbr., 1872, p, 314 ff. Cf. Ziegler, Ireniius, Bisch. v.
Lyon, 1871, p. 127 11,
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be expected from the unlettered and ignorant fisherman
of Galilee, we find, in the fourth Gospel, the purest and
least Hebraistic Greck of any of the Gospels (some parts
of the third Synoptic, perhaps, alone excepted), and a
refinement and beauty of composition whose charm has
captivated the world, and in too many cases prevented
the calm exercise of judgment. Instead of the fierce
and intolerant temper of the Son of thunder, we find a
spirit breathing forth nothing but gentleness and love.
Instead of the Judaistic Christianity of the Apostle of
Circumcision who merely tolerates Paul, we find a mind
which has so completely detached itself from Judaism
that the writer makes the very appellation of “Jew”
equivalent to that of an enemy of the truth. Not only
are the customs and feasts of the Jews disregarded and
spoken of as observances of a people with whom the
writer has no concern, but he anticipates the day when
neither on Mount Gerizim nor yet at Jerusalem men
shall worship the Father, but when it shall be recognized
that the only true worship is that which is offered in
spirit and in truth. Faith in Jesus Christ and the merits
of his death is the only way by which man can attain to
eternal life, and the Mosaic Law is practically abolished.
We venture to assert that, taking the portrait of John
the son of Zebedee, which is drawn in the Synoptics and
the Epistle of Paul to the Galatians, supplemented by
later tradition, to which we have referred, and comparing
it with that of the writer of the fourth Gospel, no un-
prejudiced mind can fail to recognize that there are not
two features alike.

It is the misfortune of this case, that the beauty of the
Gospel under trial has too frequently influenced the
decision of the judges, and men who have, in other
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matters, exhibited sound critical judgment, in this
abandon themselves to sheer sentimentality, and indulge
in rhapsodies when reasons would be more appropriate.
Bearing in mind that we have given the whole of the
data regarding John the son of Zebedee furnished by
New Testament writings,—excluding merely the fourth
Gospel itself, which, of course, cannot at present be
received in evidence,—as well as the only traditional
information possessing, from its date and character, any
appreciable value, it will become apparent that every
argument which proceeds on the assumption that John
was the beloved disciple, and possessed of characteristics
quite different from those we meet with in the writings
to which we have referred, is worthless and a mere
petitio principii. We can, therefore, appreciate the state
of the case when, for instance, we find an able man like
Credner commencing his inquiry as to who was the
author of the fourth Gospel, with such words as the
following : “Were we entirely without historical data
regarding the author of the fourth Gospel, who is not
named in the writing itself, we should still, from internal
grounds in the Gospel itself—from the nature of the
language, from the freshness and perspicacity of the
narrative, from the exactness and precision of the state-
ments, from the peculiar manner of the mention of the
Baptist and of the sons of Zebedee, from the love and
fervour rising to ecstacy which the writer manifests
towards Jesus, from the irresistible charm which is
poured out over the whole ideally-composed evangelical
history, from the philosophical considerations with which
the Gospel begins—be led to the result: that the author
of such a Gospel can only be a native of Palestine, can
only be a direct eye-witness, can only be an Apostle, can
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only be a favourite of Jesus, can only be that John
whom Jesus held captivated to himself by the whole
heavenly spell of his teaching, that John who rested on
the bosom of Jesus, stood beneath his cross, and whose
later residence in a city like Ephesus proves that philo-
sophical speculation not merely attracted him, but that
he also knew how to maintain his place amongst philo-
sophically cultivated Greeks.”! It is almost impossible
to proceed further in building up theory upon baseless
assumption ; but we shall hereafter see that he is kept in
countenance by Ewald, who outstrips him in the bold-
ness and minuteness of his conjectures. We must now
more carefully examine the details of the case.

The language in which the Gospel is written, as we
have already mentioned, is much less Hebraic than that
of the other Gospels, with the exception of parts of the
Gospel according to Luke, and its Hebraisms are not on
the whole greater than was almost invariably the case
with Hellenistic Greek, but its composition is distin-
guished by peculiar smoothness, grace, and beauty, and
in this respect it is assigned the first rank amongst the
Gospels. It may be remarked that the connection
which Credner finds between the language and the
Apostle John arises out of the supposition, that long
residence in Ephesus had enabled him to acquire that
facility of composition in the Greek language which is
one of its characteristics. Ewald, who exaggerates the
Hebraism of the work, resorts nevertheless to the con-
jecture, which we shall hereafter more fully consider,
that the Gospel was written from dictation by young
friends of John in Ephesus, who put the aged Apostle’s
thoughts, in many places, into purer Greek as they

! Credner, Einl. N. T., i. p. 208.
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wrote them down.! The arbitrary nature of such an
explanation, adopted in one shape or another by many
apologists, requires no remark, but we shall at every turn
meet with similar assumptions advanced to overcome
difficulties. Now, although there is no certain informa-
tion as to the time when, if ever, the Apostle removed
into Asia Minor, it is at least pretty certain that he did
not leave Palestine before A.n. 602 We find him still
at Jerusalem about A.p. 50—53, when Paul weat thither,
and he bad not at that time any intention of leaving,
but, on the contrary, his dedication of himself to the
ministry of the circumcision is distinctly mentioned by
the Apostle.* The “unlettered and ignorant ” fisherman
of Galilee, therefore, had obviously attained an age when
habits of thought and expression have become fixed, and
when a new language cannot without great difficulty
be acquired. If we consider the Apocalypse to be bis
work, we find positive evidence of such markedly dif-
ferent thought and language actually existing when the
Apostle must have been between sixty and seventy years
of age, that it is quite impossible to conceive that he
could have subsequently acquired the.language and
mental characteristics of the fourth Gospel* It would
be perfectly absurd, so far as language goes, to find
in the fourth Gospel the slightest indication of the
Apostle John, of whose language we have no information
whatever except from the Apocalypse, a composition

! Die Joh. Schr., i. p. 50 f.

* It is almost certain that John did not remove to Asia Minor during
Paul's time. There is no trace of his being there in the Pauline Epistles.
Cf. de Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 221. * Gal. ii. 9.

4 Ewald, Die Joh. Schr., ii. p. 62 f.; Hilgenfeld, Die Evangelien,

p. 40 f.; Keim, Jisu v. Nuzara, i. p. 139; de Ilette, Einl, N. T., p. 419,
anm, d.
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which, if accepted as written by the Apostle, would at
once exclude all consideration of the Gospel as his work.

There are many circumstances, however, which seem
clearly to indicate that the author of the fourth Gospel
was neither a native of Palestine nor a Jew, and to some
of these we must briefly refer. The philosophical state-
ments with which the Gospel commences, it will be
admitted, are anything but characteristic of the Son of
thunder, the ignorant and unlearned fisherman of Galilee
who, to a comparatively advanced period of life, con-
tinued preaching in his native country to his brethren of
the circumcision. Attempts have been made to trace
the Logos doctrine of the fourth Gospel to the purely
Hebraic source of the Old Testament, but every impartial
mind must perceive that herc there is no direct and
simple transformation of the theory of Wisdom of the
Proverbs and Old Testament Apocrypha, and no mere
development of the later Memra of the Targums, but a
very advanced application to Christianity of Alexandrian
philosophy, with which we have become familiar through
the writings of Philo, to which reference has so frequently
been made. It is quite true that a decided step beyond
the doctrine of Philo is made when the Logos is repre-
sented as oap éyévero in the person of Jesus, but this
argument is equally applicable to the Jewish doctrine of
Wisdom, and that step had already been taken before
the composition of the Gospel. In the Alexandrian
philosophy everything was prepared for the final appli-
cation of the doctrine, and nothing is more clear than
the fact that the writer of the fourth Gospel was well
acquainted with the teaching of the Alexandrian school,
from which he derived his philosophy, and its elaborate
and systematic application to Jesus alone indicates a late
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development of Christian doctrine, which we maintain
could not have been attained by the Judaistic son of
Zebedee.!

We have already on several occasions referred to the
attitude which the writer of the fourth Gospel assumes
towards the Jews. Apart from the fact that he places
Christianity generally in strong antagonism to Judaism,
as light to darkness, truth to a lie, and presents the
doctrine of a hypostatic Trinity in the most developed
form to be found in the New Testament, in striking
contrast to the three Synoptics, and in contradiction to
Hebrew Monotheism, he writes at all times as one who
not only is not a Jew himself, but has nothing to do with
their laws and customs. He speaks everywhere of the
feasts “ of the Jews,” “ the passover of the Jews,” “the
manner of the purifying of the Jews,” * the Jews' feast
of tabernacles,” “as the manner of the Jews is to bury,”
“the Jews' preparation day,” and so on? The Law of
Moses is spoken of as “your law,” “ their law,” as of a
people with which the writer was not connected.® More-
over, the Jews are represented as continually in virulent
opposition to Jesus, and seeking to kill him ; and the
word “Jew” is the unfailing indication of the enemies
of the truth, and the persecutors of the Christ.* The
Jews are not once spoken of as the favoured people of
God, but they are denounced as “ children of the devil,”
who is “the father of lies and a murderer from the
beginning.” ®* The author makes Caiaphas and the chief

! Most critics agree that the characteristics of the fourth Gospel render
the supposition that it was the work of an old man untenable.

3 John ii. 6, 13; v.1; vi. 4; vil. 2; xix. 40, 42, &c., &ec.

8 Ib., viil. 17; x. 34; xv. 25, &c., &c.

4 Ib., v. 16, 18; vii. 13, 19 f.; viii. 40, 59; ix. 22, 28; xviii. 31 fl.;
xix. 12 ff. & John viii. 44.
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priests and Pharisees speak of the Jewish people not as
0 Aads, but as 70 éfvos, the term employed by the Jews
to designate the Gentiles.! We need scarcely point out
that the Jesus of the fourth Gospel is no longer of the
race of David, but the Son of God. The expectation of
the Jews that the Messiah should be of the seed of
David is entirely set aside, and the genealogies of the
first and third Synoptics tracing his descent are not only
ignored, but the whole idea absolutely excluded.

Then the writer calls Annas the high priest, although
at the same time Caiaphas is represented as holding that
office.? The expression which he uses is: “Caiaphas
being the high priest that year” (dpyiepeds dv 7o
éviavrod éxelvov). This statement, made more than
once, indicates the belief that the office was merely
annual, which is erroneous. Josephus states with regard
to Caiaphas, that he was high priest for ten years from
A.D. 25—36° Ewald and others argue that the ex-
pression ‘“that year” refers to the year in which the

1 15 #Bvos is applied to the Jewish people 14 times in the New Testa-
ment. It is so used five times in the fourth Gospel (xi. 48, 50, 51, 52,
xviii. 35), and elsewhere, with one exception, only by the author of the
third Synoptic and Acts (Luke vii. 5, xxiii. 2; Acts x. 22, xxiv. 3, 10,17,
xxvi. 4, xxviii. 19), who is almost universally believed to have been a
Gentile convert and not a Jew. The exception referred to is 1 Pet. ii. 9,
where, however, the use is justified: &fvos dywow, hads els mepimoinow.
The word Aads is only twice used in the fourth Gospel, once in xi. 50,
where #0vos ocours in the same verse, and again in xviii. 14, where the
same words of Caiaphas, xi. 50, are quoted. It is found in viii. 2, but
that episode does not belong to the fourth Gospel, but is probably taken
from the Gospel according to the Hebrews. Ewald himself points out
that the saying of Caiaphas is the purest Greek, and this is another
proof that it could not proceed from the son of Zebedee. It could still
less be, as it stands, an original speech in Greek of the high priest to
the Jewish Council, a point which does not require remark. Cf. Ewald,
Die Joh. Schr., i. p. 325, anm. 1.

2 John xi. 49, 51; =xviii. 13, 16, 19, 22, 24,

3 Antig. xviii. 2, § 2; 4, § 3; cf. Matt. xxvi. 3, 57.
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death of Jesus, so memorable to the writer, took place,
and that it does not exclude the possibility of his having
been high priest for successive years also.! This
explanation, however, is quite arbitrary and insufficient,
and this is shown by the additional error in represcnting
Annas as also high priest at the same time. The
Synoptists know nothing of the preliminary examination
before Annas, and the reason given by the writer of the
fourth Gospel why the soldiers first took Jesus to Annas:
“for he was father-in-law to Caiaphas, who was high
priest that same year,”? is inadmissible. The assertion
is a clear mistake, and it probably originated in a
stranger, writing of facts and institutions with which he
was not well acquainted, being misled by an error
equally committed by the author of the third Gospel
and of the Acts of the Apostles In Luke iii. 2, the
word of God is said to come to John the Baptist: “in
the high priesthood of Annas and Caiaphas” (ém
dpxrepéws "Awa kai Kaidga), and again, in Acts iv. 6,
Annas is spoken of as the high priest when Peter and
John healed the lame man at the gate of the Temple
which was called “Beautiful,” and Caiaphas is mentioned
immediately after: “and Annas the high priest, and
Caiaphas, and John, and Alexander, and as many as
were of the kindred of the high priest.” Such state-
ments, erroneous in themselves and not understood by
the author of the fourth Gospel, may have led to the
confusion in the narrative. Annas had previously been
high priest, as we know from Josephus,® but nothing is
more certain than the fact that the title was not con-
tinued after the officc was resigned; and Ishmael

! Die Joh. Schr., i. p. 326, anm. 1; Liicke, Comment. Ev. Joh., ii. p. 484.
? John xviii. 13. * Antiq., xviii. 2, § L.
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Eleazar, and Simon, who succeeded Annas and separated
his term of oftice from that of Caiapbas, did not subse-
quently bear the title. The narrative is a mistake, and
such an error could not have been committed by a native
of Palestine,' and much less by an acquaintance of the
high priest.?

There are also several geographical errors committed
which denote a foreigner. In i. 28, the writer speaks of
a “ Bethany beyond Jordan, where John was baptizing.”
The substitution of “ Bethabara,” mentioned by Origen,
which has erroneously crept into the vulgar text, is of
course repudiated by ecritics, “ Bethany” standing in all
the older codices. The alteration was evidently proposed
to obviate the difficulty that, even in Origen’s time, there
did not exist any trace of a Bethany beyond Jordan in
Persea. The place could not be the Bethany near Jeru-

1 Baur, Unters. kan. Evv., p. 332 f. ; Bretschneider, Probabilia, p. 93 f. ;
Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 429 f.; Hilgenfeld, Die Evangelien, p. 297,
anm. 1; Keim, Jesu v. Nazara, iii. p. 321 fl. ; Nicolas, Et. sur la Bible,
N. T., p. 198 f.; Schenkel, Das Charakt. Jesu, p. 355; Scholten, Das Ev.
Johannes, p. 300 ff.; Volkmar, Die Evangelien, p. 586 f.

? John xviil. 15. The author says, in relating the case of restoration
of sight to a blind man, that Jesus desired him: (ix. 7) * Go wash in the
pool of Siloam,” and adds: “ which is by interpretation: Sent.” The
writer evidently wishes to ascribe a prophetical character to the name,
and thus increase the significance of the miracle, but the explanation of
the Hebrew name, it is contended, is forced and incorrect, (Bretschneider,
Probabilia, p. 93; Duvidson, Int. N, T., ii. p. 428. Cf. Gesenius, Lex.
Hebr., 1847, p. 925), and betrays a superficial knowledge of the language.
At the best, the interpretation is a mere conceit, and Liicke (Ev. Joh. ii.
p- 381) refuses to be persuaded that the parenthesis is by John at all,
aud prefers the conjecture that it is a gloss of some ancient allegorical
interpreter introduced into the text. Other critics (Kuincel, Com. in
N. T., 1817, iii. p. 446; Tholuck, Com. Ev. Joh. 5te Aufl., 1837, p. 194,
Cf. Neander, Leben J. C. Tte Ausg. p. 398, anm. 1; Farrar, Life of
Christ, ii. p. 81, n. 3) express similar views; but this explanation is
resisted by the evidence of MSS. As the balance of opinion pronounces
the interpretation within grammatical possibility, and the interpolation of
the phrase may be equally possible, the objection must not be pressed.

YorL. II. E K
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salem, and it is supposed that the writer either mistook
its position or, inventing a second Bethany, which he
described as “beyond Jordan,” displayed an ignorance of
the locality improbable either in a Jew or a Palestinian.'
Again, in iii. 23, the writer says that *‘John was baptizing
in Anon, near to Salim, because there was much water
there.” This Anon near to Salim was in Judes, as is
clearly stated in the previous verse. The place, however,
was quite unknown even in the third century, and the
nearest locality which could be indicated as possible was in
the north of Samaria and, therefore, differing from the
statements in iii. 22, iv. 3.2 Enon, however, signifies
“gsprings,” and the question arises whether the writer of
the fourth Gospel, not knowing the real meaning of the
word, did not simply mistake it for the name of a place’
In any case, there seems to be here another error into
which the author of the fourth Gospel, had he been the
Apostle John, could not have fallen.*

! Baur, Unters. kan. Evv., p. 331; Bretschneider, Probabilia, p. 95 1.
Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 427; Bchenkel, Das Charakt. Jesu, p. 3#;
Scholten, Het Ev. Joh. p. 207. Keim (Jes. v. Naz. i. p. 495, iii. p. 66,
anm, 2) does not consider the events connected with the place historical.
The reference is suggestively discussed by Bleek, Einl. N. T., p. 210f;
Beitriige, p. 256 f.; Caspars, Chron, geogr. Einl., 1869, p. 79 f.; Ebrard,
Ev. Joh., p. 68 f.; Ewald, Gesch. V. Isr.,, v. p. 262, anm. 1; Farrar,
Life of Christ, i. p. 140, n. 1; Grove, in Smith’s Dict. of Bible, i. p. 194f,;
Hengstenberg, Ev. Joh., i. p. 83 f.; Holtzmann, in Schenkel’s Bib. Lex.,
i. p. 420f.; Meyer, Ev. Joh., p. 103 f.; Winer, Bibl. Realwirterb. i
p. 167. The itinerary indicated in the following passages should be borne
in mind: John i. 18, 43, ii. 1, x. 40, xi, 1-18. The recent apologetic
attempt to identify this Bethany with Tell Anihje, ** nirrischer weise" a8
Keim contemptuously terms Caspari's proceeding, has eignally failed.

? According to Eusebius and Jerome, it was shown in their day, near
Salem and the Jordan, eight miles south of Scythopolis, but few critics
adopt this site, which is, in fact, excluded by the statements of the
evangelist himself.

3 Scholten, Het Ev. Joh., p. 435.

4 Bretschneider, Probabilia, p. 96 f.; Nicolas, Et. sur la Bible, N. T,
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The account of the miracle of the pool of Bethesda is a
remarkable one for many reasons. The words which most
pointedly relate the miraculous phenomena characterizing
the pool, are rejected by many critics as an interpolation.
In the following extract we put them in italics: v. 3.—
“In these (five porches) lay a multitude of the sick, halt,
withered, waiting for the moving of the water. 4. For an
angel went down at certain seasons into the pool and was
troubling the water: he, therefore, who first went in after
the troubling of the water was made whole of whatsoever
disease he had.” We maintain, however, that the ob-
noxious passage is no spurious interpolation, but that there
is ample evidence, external and internal, to substantiate
its claim to a place in the text. It is true that the whole
passage is omitted by the Sinaitic and Vatican Codices,
and by C: that A, L, 18, and others omit the last phrase
of verse 3, and that D, 33, which contain that phrase, omit
the whole of verse 4, together with 157, 314 and some
other MSS. : that in many codices in which the passage is
found it is marked by an asterisk or obelus, and that it
presents considerable variation in readings. It is also
true that it is omitted by Cureton’s Syriac, by the Thebaic,
and by most of the Memphitic versions. But, on the
other hand, it exists in the Alexandrian Codex, C8, E, F,
G, HLKLMT,V,T A and other MSS!, and it
forms part of the Peschito, Jerusalem Syriac, Vulgate,
Watkin’s Memphitic, Athiopic and Armenian versions.?

p- 199 £.; Scholten, Het Ev. Joh., p. 207. Cf. Ewald, Gesch, V. Isr., v.
p. 262, anm, 2; Farrar, Life of Christ, i. p. 202; Grove, in Smith’'s Dict.
of Bible, i. p. 28; Hengstenberg, Ev. Joh. p. 223 f.; Liicke, Ev. Joh., i.
p. 553 f.; Meyer, Ev. Joh. p. 174 £; Renan, Vie de Jésus, xiii™ éd.
p. 103, n. 2; Winer, Bibl. Realw. i. p. 33 f.

! The italicised words in verse 3, as we have already pointed out, are
only by the second hand in A, but they are originally given in D and 33.

2 The English reader may refer to the following works for a statement

EE2
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More important still is the fact that it existed in the
ancient Latin version of Tertullian, who refers to the
passage ;' and it is quoted by Didymus, Chrysostom,
Cyril, Ambrose, Theophylact, Euthymius, and other
Fathers. Its presence in the Alexandrian Codex alone
might not compensate for the omission of the passage by
the Sinaitic and Vatican Codices and C, D, but when the
Alexandrian MS. is supported by the version used by
Tertullian, which is a couple of centuries older than any
of the other authorities, as well as by the Peschito, not to
mention other codices, the balance of cxternal evidence is
distinctly in its favour.

The internal evidence is altogether on the side of the
authenticity of the passage. It is true that there are a
considerable number of ama Aeydpeva in the few lines:
éxdéxeabar, xivmos, Tapaxi, véompa, xaréxeobar and
perhaps &jmore ; but it must be remembered that the phe-
nomena described are exceptional, and may well explain
cxceptional phraseology. On the other hand, dyujs is
specially a Johannine word, used v. 4 and six times more
in the fourth Gospel, but only five times in the rest of the
New Testament ; and ¥yujs with yiveofar occurs inv. 4,
6, 9, 14, and with moweiv in v. 11, 15, vii. 23 and nowhere
else. Tapdooew also may be indicated as employed in
v. 4, 7 and five times more in other parts of the Gospel,
and only eleven times in the rest of the New Testament,
and the use of rapayy in v. 4 is thus perhaps naturally

of the evidence of MSS. :—Scrivener, Int. to the Criticism of the N. T.,
2nded., 1874, p. 527 ff.; McClellun, The New Test., 1875, i. p. 711; Tregelles
On the Printed Text of Gk. Test. 1834, p. 243 fI.

! Angelum aquis intervenire, si novum videtur, exemplum futuri
praecucurrit. Piscinam Betheaidam angelus intorveniens commovebat.
Obeervabant, qui valetudinem querebantur; nam si quis praevenerat
descendere illue, queri post lavacrum desinebat. De Baptismo, § 5.
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accounted for. The context, however, forbids the removal
of this passage. It is in the highest degree improbable
that verse 3 could have ended with ““ withered” &npav,
and although many critics wish to retain the last phrase
in verse 3, in order to explain verse 7, this only shows
the necessity, without justifying the arbitrary mainte-
nance, of these words, whilst verse 4, which is still better
attested, is excluded to get rid of the inconvenient angel.
It is evident, however, that the expression: “when the
water was troubled ” (6rav Tapaxfy 70 ¥dwp) of the un-
doubted verse 7 is unintelligible without the explanation
that the angel “ was troubling the water,” (érdpacce 70
vdwp) of verse 4, and also that the statement of the verse 7,
“ but while I am coming, another goeth down before me ”
(év & 8¢ épyopar éym, dAhos mpd éuov karafBaiver) abso-
lutely requires the account : “he, therefore, who first went
in &c.” (0 olv wparos éuBds k. 7. N.) of verse 4. The
argument that the interpolation was made to explain the
statement in verse 7 is untenable, for that statement
necessarily presupposes the account in the verses under
discussion, and cannot be severed from it. Even if the
information that the water was * troubled” at certain
seasons only could have been dispensed with, it is obvious
that the explanation of the condition of healing, given in
verse 4, is indispensable to the appreciation of the lame
man’s complaint in verse 7, for without knowing that
priority was essential, the reason for the protracted
waiting is inconceivable. It is also argued, that the
passage about the angel may have been interpolated to
bring out the presence of supernatural agency, but it is
much more reasonable to believe that attempts have been
made to omit these verses, of which there is such ancient
attestation, in order to eliminate an embarrassing excess of
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supernatural agency, and get rid of the difficulty pre-
sented by the fact, for which even Tertullian' endeavoured
to account, that the supposed pool had ceased to exhibit
any miraculous phenomena. This natural explanation
18 illustrated by the alacrity with which apologists at the
present day abandon the obnoxious passage? The
combined force of the external and internal evidence,
however, cannot, we think, be fairly resisted.®

Now, not only is the pool of Bethesda totally unknown
at the present day, but although possessed of such
miraculous properties, it was not known cven to Josephus,
or any other writer of that time. Itisinconceivable that,
were the parrative genuine, the phenomena could have
been unknown and unmentioned by the Jewish historian.*
There is here evidently neither the narrative of an
Apostle nor of an eye-witness.

Another very significant mistake occurs in the account
of the conversation with the Samaritan woman, which is
said to have taken place (iv. 5) near “a city of Samaria

! Adv. Judaeos, § 13.

2 « The Biblical critic is glad that he can remove these words from
the record, and cannot be called upon to explain them.”’—Rev. H. W.
Watkins, M.A., in A New Test. Commentary for English Readers,”
edited by Charles John Ellicott, D.D., Lord Bishop of Gloucester and
Bristol, i. p. 416.

3 Without pretending to give an exhaustive list, we may mention the
views of the following ecritics :—Jn favour of the authenticity: Von
Ammon, Bengel, Burton, Baumgarten-Crusius, Grotius, Hahn, Heng-
stenberg, Hilgenfeld, Hofmann, Lachmann, Lampe, Lange, McClellan,
Reuss, Scholz, Scrivener (doubtful), Sepp, Stier, Strauss, Tittmann,
Webster and Wilkinson, Weisse, Wetstein, Wordsworth. Ebrard and
Ewald are disposed to accept verse 3, and to reject verse 4 only.
Against the authenticity : Alford, Baeumlein, Briickner, Davidson, Farrar,
Godet, Griesbach, Kuinoel, Lightfoot, Liicke, Luthardt, Moyer, Milligan,
Neander, Olshausen, Sanday, Scholten, Semler, Spith, Stemler, Storr,
Tischendorf, Tholuck, Tregelles, Trench, Weizsiicker, Westcott, and Hort.
The following are doubtful,—Holtzmann, Schulz, Theile, de Wette.

¢ Of. Liicke, Com. Ev. Joh.,ii. p.16 ff.; Ewald, Die Joh. Schr., i. p.200 fl.
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which is called Sychar.” [t is evident that there was
no such place—and apologetic ingenuity is severely
taxed to explain the difficulty. The common conjecture
has been that the town of Sichem is intended, but this
is rightly rejected by Delitzsch,' and Ewald.? Credner,®
not unsupported by others, and borne out in particular
by the theory of Ewald, conjectures that Sychar is a
corruption of Sichem, introduced into the Gospel by a
Greek secretary to whom this part of the Gospel was
dictated, and who mistook the Apostle’s pronunciation
of the final syllable. We constantly meet with this
elastic explanation of difficulties in the Gospel, but its
mere enunciation displays at once the reality of the
difficulties and the imaginary nature of the explanation.
Hengstenberg adopts the view, and presses it with pious
earnestness, that the term is a mere nickname for the
city of Sichem, and that, by so slight a change in the
pronunciation, the Apostle called the place a city of Lies
("P% a lie), a play upon words which he does not consider
unworthy.* The only support which this latter theory
can secure from internal evidence is to be derived from
the fact that the whole discourse with the woman is
ideal. Hengstenberg® conjectures that the five husbands
of the woman are typical of the Gods of the five nations
with which the King of Assyria peopled Samaria, II. Kings,
xvil. 24—41, and which they worshipped instead of the
God of Israel, and as the actual God of the Samaritans was
not recognized as the true God by the Jews, nor their

! Talmudische Stud. Zeitschr. gesammt. luth, Theol. u. Kirche, 1856,
p- 240 ff,

? Die Joh. Schr,, i. p. 181, anm. 1; Gesch. V. Ier., v, p. 348, anm, 1;
Jahrb. bibl. Wiss., viii. p. 255 f.

3 Einl. N. T., i. p. 264.

4 Das Ev. des heil. Joh., 1867, i. p. 244. & Ib., i. p. 262 f,
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worship of him on Mount Gerizim held to be valid, he
considers that under the name of the City of Sychar,
their whole religion, past and present, was denounced
as a lie. There can be little doubt that the episode is
allegorical, but such a defence of the geographical error,
the reality of which is everywhere felt, whilst it is
quite insufficient on the one hand, cffectually destroys
the historical character of the Gospel on the other!
The inferences from all of the foregoing examples are
strengthened by the fact that, in the quotations from the
Old Testament, the fourth Gospel in the main follows the
Septuagint version, or shows its influence, and nowhere
can be shown directly to translate from the Hebrew.
These instances might be multiplied, but we must
proceed to examine more closely the indications given in
the Gospel as to the identity of its author. We need
not point out that the writer nowhere clearly states
who he is, nor mentions his name, but expressions are
frequently used which evidently show the desire that a
particular person should be understood. He generally
calls himself “ the other disciple,” or “ the disciple whom
Jesus loved.” It is universally understood that he repre-

! For orthodox theories regarding Sychar, in addition to the works
already indicated, readers may be referred to the following :— Bleek, Einl.
N. T., p. 211; Bunsen, Bibelwerk, iv. p. 219; Farrar, Life of Christ, i. .
p. 206, note 1; Godet, Com. sur I'Ev. de St. Jean, p. 475 f. ; Grove, in
Smith’s Dictionary of the Bible, iii. p. 1395 f.; Hug, Einl. N. T., ii
p. 194 £.; Lange, Das Ev. Joh., p. 107; Lightfoot, Horae Hebr. et Talm.,
p. 938, Works, ed. Pitman, x. p. 339 f.; Liicke, Comm. Ev. des Joh,,
i. p. 877 £.; Meyer, Comm. Ev. n. Johan, p. 188 f.; Neubauer, La Géo-
graphie du Talmud, p. 170; Olskausen, Bibl. Comm., Das Ev. n. Johann.,
umgearb. Ebrard, ii. 1, p. 122 f.; Riggenback, Die Zeugnisse, u. s. W.,
p- 21; Sanday, Authorship, &c. of Fourth Gospel, 1872, p. 92, p. 93,
note 1; de Wette, Kurzgef. ex. H'buch N. T., i. 3, p. 84; ieseler,
Chron. Synops. d. vier Evv., p. 256, anm. 1.

¢ John i. 35 ff.; xiii. 23; xix, 26, 35; xx, 2,
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sents himself as having previously been a disciple of
John the Baptist (i. 35 ff.)! and also that he is “the
other disciple” who was acquainted with the high
priest (xviii. 15, 16),? if not an actual relative as Ewald
and others assert.® The assumption that the disciple
thus indicated is John, rests principally on the fact that
whilst the author mentions the other Apostles, he seems
studiously to avoid directly naming John, and also that
he never distinguishes John the Baptist by the appella-
tion 6 Bamrioris, whilst he carefully distinguishes the
two disciples of the name of Judas, and always speaks of
the Apostle Peter as “Simon Peter,” or * Peter,” but
rarely as “ Simon” only.* Without pausing to consider
the slightness of this evidence, it is obvious that, sup-
posing the disciple indicated to be John the son of
Zebedee, the fourth Gospel gives a representation of him
quite different from the Synoptics and other writings. In
the fourth Gospel (i. 35 ff.) the calling of the Apostle is
described in a peculiar manner. John (the Baptist) is
standing with two of his disciples, and points out Jesus
to them as “the Lamb of God,” whereupon the two
disciples follow Jesus and, finding out where he lives,

! Credner, Einl. N. T., i. p. 209; Ewald, Gosch. V. Isr., v. p. 323;
Die Joh. Schr., i. p. 141 f.; Hengstenberg, Das Ev. d. heil. Joh., i. p. 106 {. ;
Liicke, Comm. Ev. Joh., i. p. 448 f.; Michaelis, Einl. N. T., ii. p. 1127;
Scholten, Das Ev. Joh., p. 378 ; Thiersch, Die Kirche im ap. Zeit., p. 265 f. ;
de Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 229.

2 Bleek, Einl. N. T., p. 151 f.; Ewald, Die Joh. Schr., i. p. 400;
Hengstenberg, Das Ev. heil. Joh., iii, p. 196 f. ; Liicke, Comm. Ev.
Joh., ii. p. 703 f. )

3 Ewald, Die Joh. Schr., i. p. 400 ; Bleek, Einl. N. T., p. 151 ; Fwald
considers the relationship to have been on the mother’s side. Hengsten=
berg contradicts that strango assumption, Das Ev. heil. Joh. iii. p. 196.

4 Bleek, Beitriige, p. 178; Einl. N. T., p. 150 f.; Credner, Einl. N, T,,
i. p. 208 f.; Ebrard, Die evang. Gesch., p. 835; de Weite, Einl. N. T.,

> p- 230-
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abide with him that day and subsequently attach them-
sclves to his person. In verse 40 it is stated : “ One of
the two which heard John speak, and followed him, was
Andrew, Simon Peter’s brother.” We are left to imagine
who was the other, and the answer of critics is: John.
Now, the “calling” of John is related in a totally
different manner in the Synoptics—Jesus, walking by
the Sea of Galilee, sees “two brethren, Simon called
Peter and Andrew his brother, casting a net into the
sea, for they were fishers, and he saith unto them:
Follow me, and I will make you fishers of men. And
they straightway left their nets and followed him. And
when he had gone from thence, he saw other two brethren,
James the son of Zebedee and John his brother, in the
ship with Zebedee their father mending their nets; and
he called them. And they immediately left the ship and
their father and followed him.”! These accounts are in
complete contradiction to each other, and both cannot be
true. We see, from the first introduction of * the other
disciple ” on the scene, in the fourth Gospel, the evident
design to give him the precedence before Peter and the
rest of the Apostles. We have above given the account
of the first two Synoptists of the calling of Peter, accord-
ing to which he is the first of the disciples who is selected,
and he is directly invited by Jesus to follow him and be-
come, with his brother Andrew, “fishers of men.” James
and John are not called till later in the day, and without
the record of any special address. In the third Gospel,
the calling of Peter is introduced with still more impor-
tant details. Jesus enters the boat of Simon and bids him
push out into the Lake and let down his net, and the
miraculous draught of fishes is taken: “ When Simon Peter
! Matt. iv. 18—22 ; Mark i. 16—20.
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saw it, he fell down at Jesus’ knees, saying : Depart from
me, for I am a sinful man, O Lord. For he was astonished,
and all that were with him, at the draught of fishes which
they had taken.” The calling of the sons of Zebedee be-
comes even less important here, for the account simply
continues : “ And so was also James and John, the sons
of Zebedee, who were partners with Simon.” Jesus then
addresses his invitation to Simon, and the account con-
cludes: “And when they had brought their boats to land,
they forsook all, and followed him.”* In the fourth Gospel,
the calling of the two disciples of John is first narrated, as
we have seen and the first call of Peter is from his brother
Andrew, and not from Jesus himself. “He (Andrew) first
findeth his own brother Simon, and saith unto him: We
have found the Messias (which is, being interpreted, Christ),
and he brought him to Jesus. Jesus looked on him and
said : Thou art Simon, the son of Jonas ;2 thou shalt be
called Cephas (which is by interpretation, Peter).”® This
explanation of the manner in which the cognomen Peter
is given, we need not point out, is likewise contradictory
to the Synoptics, and betrays the same purpose of sup-
pressing the prominence of Peter.

The fourth Gospel states that “the other disciple,”
who is declared to be John, the author of the Gospel,
was known to the high priest, another trait amongst
many others elevating him above the son of Zebedee as
he is depicted elsewhere in the New Testament. The

1 Luke v. 1—11,

? The author apparently considered that Jonas and John were the same
name, another indication of a foreigner. Although some of the oldest
Codices read John here and in xxi. 15—17, there is great authority for
the reading Jona, which is considered by a majority of critics the
original.

3 John i. 41—42.
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account which the fourth Gospel gives of the trial of
Jesus is in very many important particulars at variance
with that of the Synoptics. We need only mention
here the point that the latter know nothing of the pre-
liminary examination by Annas. We shall not discuss
the question as to where the denial of Peter is repre-
sented as taking place in the fourth Gospel, but may
merely say that no other disciple but Peter is mentioned
in the Synoptics as having followed Jesus; and Peter
enters without difficulty into the high priest’s palace.'
In the fourth Gospel, Peter is made to wait without at
the door until John, who is a friend of the high priest
and freely enters, obtains permission for Peter to go
in, another instance of the precedence which is sys-
tematically given to John. "The Synoptics do not in
this particular case give any support to the state-
ment in the fourth Gospel, and certainly in nothing
that is said of John elsewherc do they render his
acquaintance with the high priest in the least degree
probable. It is, on the contrary, improbable in the
extreme that the young fisherman of Galilee, who shows
very little enlightenment in the anecdotes told of him in
the Synoptics, and who is described as an * unlettered
and ignorant” man in the Acts of the Apostles, could
have any acquaintance with the high priest. Ewald,
who, on the strength of the word yvwords,?® at once
clevates him into a relation of the high priest, sees in
the statement of Polycrates that late in life he wore the
priestly wéraloy, a confirmation of the supposition that
he was of the high priest's race and family.® The

! Matt. xxvi. 58, 69; Mark xiv. 54, 56 ; Luke xxii. 34 f.
2 John xviii. 13.
¥ Die Joh, Schr,, i. p. 400, anm, 1; Bleek, Einl. N, T., p. 13,
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evident Judaistic tendency, however, which made John
wear the priestly mitre may distinguish him as author
of the Apocalypse, but it is fatal to the theory which
makes him author of the fourth Gospel, in which there
is so complete a severance from Judaism.

A much more important point, however, is the desig-
nation of the author of the fourth Gospel, who is identi-
fied with the Apostle John, as * the disciple whom Jesus
loved.” It is scarcely too much to say, that this sugges-
tive appellation alone has done more than any arguments
to ensure the recognition of the work, and to overcome
doubts as to its authenticity. Religious sentimentality,
evoked by the influence of this tender ecpithet, has
been blind to historical incongruities, and has been
willing to accept with little question from the * beloved
disciple ” a portrait of Jesus totally unlike that of the
Synoptics, and to elevate the dogmatic mysticism and
artificial discourses of the one over the sublime morality
and simple eloquence of the other. It is impossible to
reflect seriously upon this representation of the relations
between one of the disciples and Jesus without the con-
viction that every record of the life of the great Teacher
must have borne distinct traces of the preference, and
that the disciple so honoured must have attracted the
notice of every early writer acquainted with the facts.
If we seck for any evidence, however, that John was
distinguished with such special affection,—that he lay on
the breast of Jesus at supper—that even the Apostle
Peter recognised his superior intimacy and influence'—
and that he received at the foot of the cross the care of
his mother from the dying Jesus®>—we seek in vain.
The Synoptic Gospels, which minutely record the details

! John xiii, 23—26. 2 Ib. xix, 25217,
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of the last supper and of the crucifixion, so far from
reporting any such circumstances or such distinction
of John, do not even mention his name, and Peter
everywhere has precedence before the sons of Zebedee.
Almost the only occasions upon which any prominence
is given to them are episodes in which they incur the
Master’s displeasure, and the cognomen of “ Sons of
thunder” has certainly no suggestion in it of special
affection, nor of personal qualities likely to attract the
great Teacher. The selfish ambition of the brothers who
desire to sit on thrones on his right and on his left, and
the intolerant temper which would have called down fire
from heaven to consume a Samaritan village, much
rather contradict than support the representation of the
fourth Gospel. Upon one occasion, indeed, Jesus in
rebuking them, adds: “Ye know not what manner of
spirit ye are of.”* It is perfectly undeniable that John
nowhere has any such position accorded to him in the
Synoptics as this designation in the fourth Gospel
implies. In the lists of the disciples he is always put in
the fourth place,? and in the first two Gospels his only
distinguishing designation is that of “the brother of
James,” or one of the sons of Zebedee. The Apostle
Peter in all of the Synoptics is the leader of the disciples.
He it is who alone is represented as the mouth-piece of
the twelve or as holding conversation with Jesus; and
the only occasions on which the sons of Zebedee address
Jesus are those to which we have referred, upon which

! Luke ix. 55. These words are omitted from some of the oldest MSS,
but they are in Cod. D (Beze) and many other very important texts, a4
well as in some of the oldest versions, besides being quoted by the
Fathers. They were probably omitted after tho claim of John to be the
““ beloved disciple "’ became admitted.

3 Matt. x. 2—4 ; Mark, iii. 16—19 ; Luke vi. 14—186,
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his displeasure was incurred. The angel who appears to
the women after the resurrection desires them to tell his
disciples “and Peter” that Jesus will meet them in
Galilee,! but there is no message for any “ disciple whom
he loved.” If Peter, James, and John accompany the
Master to the mount of transfiguration, and are witnesses
of his agony in the garden, regarding which, however,
the fourth Gospel is totally silent, the two brethren
remain in the back ground, and Peter alone acts a promi-
nent part. If we turn to the Epistles of Paul, we do not
find a single trace of acquaintance with the fact that
Jesus honoured John with any special affection, and the
opportunity of referring to such a distinction was not
wanting when he writes to the Galatians of his visit to
the ¢ Pillar ¥ Apostles in Jerusalem. Here again, how-
ever, we find no prominence given to John, but the
contrary, his name still being mentioned last and without
any special comment. In none of the Pauline or other
Epistles is there any allusion, however distant, to any
disciple whom Jesus specially loved. The Apocalypse,
which, if any book of the New Testament can be traced
to him, must be ascribed to the Apostle John, makes no
claim whatever to such a distinction. In none of the
Apocryphal Gospels is there the slightest indication of
knowledge of the fact, and if we come to the Fathers
even, it is a striking circumstance that there is not a
trace of it in any early work, and not the most remote
indication of any independent tradition that Jesus dis-
tinguished John or any other individual disciple with
peculiar friendship. The Roman Clement, in referring to
the example of the Apostles, only mentions Peter and
Paul.? Polycarp, who is described as a disciple of the
' Mark xvi. 7. ? Ad Corinth., v,
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Apostle John, apparently knows nothing of his having
béen especially loved by Jesus. Pscudo-Ignatius does
not refer to him at all in the Syriac Epistles, or in either
version of the seven Epistles.! Papias, in describing his
interest in hearing what the Apostles said, gives John no
prominence: “I inquired minutely after the words of
the Presbyters: What Andrew, or what Peter said, or
what Philip or what Thomas or James, or what John or
Matthew, or what any other of the disciples of the Lord,
and what Aristion and the Presbyter John, the disciples
of the Lord, say,”? &e.

As a fact, it is undenied and undeniable that the
representation of John, or of any other disciple, as
specially beloved by Jesus, is limited solely and entirely
to the fourth Gospel, and that there is not even a trace
of independent tradition to support the claim, whilst on
the other hand the total silence of the earlier Gospels
and of the other New Testament writings on the point,
and indeed their data of a positive and unmistakeable
character, oppose rather than support the correctness of
the later and mere personal assertion. Those who
abandon sober criticism, and indulge in mere sentimental
rhapsodies on the impossibility of the author of the
fourth Gospel being any other than “ the disciple whom
Jesus loved,” strangely ignore the fact that we have no
reason whatever, except the assurance of the author
himself, to believe that Jesus specially loved any disciple,
and much less John the Son of Zebedee. Indeced, the
statements of the fourth Gospel itself on the subject are

! Indecd in tho universally ropudiated Epistles, beyond the fact that
two are addressed to John, in which he is not called ** the disciple whom
Jesus loved,” the only mention of him is the statement, ‘“John was
banished to Patmos.” Ad Tars., iii.

2 Eusebius, H, E., iii. 39,
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so indirect and intentionally vague that it is not abso-
lutely clear what disciple is indicated as “ the beloved,”
and it has even been maintained that not John the son
of Zebedee, but Andrew the brother of Simon Peter was
“the disciple whom Jesus loved,” and consequently the
supposed author of the fourth Gospel.!

We have hitherto refrained from referring to one of
the most singular features of the fourth Gospel, the chapter
xxi., which is by many cited as the most ancient testi-
mony for the authenticity of the work, and which
requires particular consideration. It is obvious that the
Gospel is brought to a conclusion by verses 30, 31 of
chapter xx., and critics are universally agreed at least
that, whoever may be its author, chapter xxi. is a supple-
ment only added after an interval. By whom was it
written 2 As may be supposed, critics have given very
different replies to this important question. Many
affirm, and with much probability, that chapter xxi.
was subsequently added to the Gospel by the author
himself? A few, however, exclude the last two verses,
which they consider to have been added by another
hand® A much larger number assert that the whole

1 Liitzelberger, Die kirchl. Tradition uber d. Apost. Joh., p. 199 fI.

2 Richhorn, Binl, N, T., ii. p. 213 ff.; Godet, Com. sur I'Ev. de St. Jean,
ii. p. 670 ff. ; Guericke, Beitriige, p. 67 ff. ; Hengstenberg, Das Ev. d. heil.
Joh., p. 322 fl.; Hilgenfeld, Die Evangelien, p. 317 ff.; Zeitschr. wiss,
Theol., 1868, p. 435 fl.; Hug, Einl. N. T., ii. p. 250 fl.; J. P. Lange,
Gesch. chr. Kirche, 1834, ii. p. 421 ; Luthardt, Das Joh. Evang., i.
p. 17 £, ii. p. 438 f.; Meyer, H’buch, Ev. des Johann. p. 664 ; Michaelis,
Einl. N. T., ii. p. 1170 f.; Olshausen, Die Leidensgesch. des Herrn, rev.
Ebrard, 4te Aufl. ii. 2, p. 233 ff; Renan, Vie de Jésus, xiii® éd., p. Ixxiii. ;
Schleiermacher, Eiul. N. T., p. 331; Tholuck, Com. z. Ev. Johaun. 1857;
Glaubw. ev. Gesch., p. 273 f. ; Wegscheider, Einl. Ev. Joh., p. 173;
Weitzel, Stud. u. Krit. 1849, p. 596 ff. ; Westcott, Int. to the Study of the
Gospels, 1872, p. 254. Cf. Ewald, references in note 1 on next page.

3 Godet, Guericke, Hug, J. P. Lange, Olshausen, Tholuck. Meyer ounly

excludes the last verse,
voL. IL FFr
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chapter is an ancient appendix to the Gospel by a writer
who was not the author of the Gospel! A few likewise
reject the last two verses of the preceding chapter. In
this supplement (v. 20), ““ the disciple whom Jesus loved,
who also leaned on his breast at the supper and said:
Lord, which is he that betrayeth thee?” is (v. 24)
identified with the author of the Gospel.

We may here state the theory of Ewald with regard
to the composition of the fourth Gospel, which is
largely deduced from considerations connected with the
last chapter, and which, although more audaciously
minute in its positive and arbitrary statement of details
than any other with which we are acquainted, introduces
more or less the explanations generally given regarding
the composition of chapter xxi. Out of all the indi-
cations in the work, Ewald decides :

“1. That the Gospel, completed at the end of chapter
xx., was composed by the Apostle about the year 80, with
the free help of friends, not to be immediately circulated

! Baur, Unters. Kan. Evv., p. 235 ff.; Bleek, Einl. N. T., p. 219 {;
Dertholdt, Binl. A. u. N. T, iii. p. 1326; Clericus, Ad Hommondi in
Ev. Joh. annott. ; Credner, Einl. N. T., i. p. 222 f., p. 232 f. ; Davidson, Int.
N. T, ii. pp. 339, 426 f.; Ewald, Jahrb. bibl. Wiss., iii., 185031,
p- 171 f.; x. 1859—60, p. 87; Die Joh. Schr., i. p. 54 ff.; Ebrard, Die Ev.
Gesch. 2 Aufl. 1850, p. 838 ff.; Gfrorer, Das Heiligthum u. d. Wahrheit,
1838, p. 255 ff.; Grotivs, Annot. ad Joh., xx. 30, xxi. 24; Keim, Josu V.
Nazara, i. p. 137 f.; Liicke, Comm. Ev. Joh., ii. p. 826 ff.; Meijboom,
Het Geloof ann Jezus' Opstanding, 1865, p. 56; Neudecker, Einl. N. T,
p. 334 f. anm. 4; Paulus, Repert. ii. p. 327; Réville, Rev. de Théol., 1834,
ix. p. 3456; Reuss, Gesch. N. T., p. 237; Schott, Comment. de origine ot
indole cap. ult. Ev. Joh., 1825; Isagoge, § 43, p. 135 ; Schenkel, Das
Charakt. Jesu, p. 32; Scholfen, Das Ev. Johan., pp. 4 ff., 57 ff. ; Schiwegler,
Der Montanismus, p. 283 f.; Spdth, Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1868, p. 1921}
Semler, Hist. Einl. Baumgarten’s Unters. Theol. Streitigk., p. 62;
Volkmar, Die Evangelien, p. 641 f.; Weisse, Die evang. Gesch., i. p. 9%
IWeizsdcker, Unters. evang. Gesch., p. 301 f.; de Wette, Einl. N. T
p. 238 f.; Wiecseler, Chron. Synopse v. Evv., p. 418; Indagatur, num loci
Mare. xvi. 9-20, et Joh. xxi. genuini sint nec ne &c., 1839.
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throughout the world, but to remain limited to the
narrower circle of friends until his death, and only then to
be published as his legacy to the whole of Christendom.
In this position it remained ten years, or even longer.

2. As the preconceived opinion regarding the life
or death of the Apostle (xxi. 23) had perniciously
spread itself throughout the whole of Christendom, the
Apostle himself decided, even before his death, to coun-
teract it in the right way by giving a correct statement of
the circumstances. The same friends, therefore, assisted
him to design the veryimportant supplement, chapter xxi.,
and this could still be very easily added, as the book was
not yet published. His friends procecded, nevertheless,
somewhat more freely in its composition than previously
in writing the book itself, and allowed their own
hand more clearly to gleam through, although here,
as in the rest of the work, they conformed to the will
of the Apostle, and did not, even in the supplement,
openly declare his name as the author. As the supple-
ment, however, was to form a closely connected part of
the whole work, they gave at its end (verses 24 f.), as it
now seemed to them suitable, a new conclusion to the
augmented work.

3. As the Apostle himself desired that the precon-
ceived opinion regarding him, which had been spread
abroad’ to the prejudice of Christendom, should be con-
tradicted as soon as possible, and even before his death,
he now so far departed from his earlier wish, that he
permitted the circulation of his Gospel before his death.
We can accept this with all certainty, and have there-
in trustworthy testimony regarding the whole original
history of our book.

4. When the Gospel was thus published it was for

vy?2
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the first time gradually named after our Apostle, even in
its external superscription : a nomination which had then
become all the more necessary and permanent for the pur-
pose of distinction, as it was united in one whole with
the other Gospels. The world, however, has at all times
known it only under this wholly right title, and could in
no way otherwise know it and otherwise name it.”*

In addressing ourselves to each of these points in
detail, we shall be able to discuss the principal questions
connected with the fourth Gospel.

The theory of Ewald, that the fourth Gospel was
written down with the assistance of friends in Ephesus,
has been imagined solely to conciliate certain pheno-
mena presented throughout the Gospel, and notably in
the last chapter, with the foregone conclusion that it
was written by the Apostle John. It is apparent that
there is not a single word in the work itself explaining
such a mode of composition, and that the hypothesis
procceds purely from the ingenious imagination of the
critic. The character of the language, the manner
in which the writer is indirectly indicated in the third
person, and the reference, even in the body of the
work (xix. 35), to the testimony of a third person,
combined with the similarity of the style of the supple-
mentary chapter, which is an obvious addition intended,
however, to be understood as written by a diﬂ'creflt
hand, have rendered these conjectures nccessary to
reconcile such obvious incongruities with the ascription
of the work to the Apostle. The substantial identity of
the style and vocabulary of chapter xxi. with the rest of
the Gospel is asserted by a multitude of the most com-
petent critics. Ewald, whilst he recognizes the great

! Die Joh. Schr. i. p. 36 f. ; cf. Jahrb. bibl. Wiss., iii. p, 171 ff.
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similarity, maintains at the same time a real dissimi-
larity, for which he accounts in the manner just quoted.
The language, Ewald admits, agrees fully in many rare
nuances with that of the rest of the Gospel, but he does
not take the trouble to prove the decided dissimilarities
which, he asserts, likewise exist. A less difference than
that which he finds might, he thinks, be explained by
the interval which had elapsed between the writing of
the work and of the supplement, but “ the wonderful
similarity, in the midst of even greater dissimilarity, of
the whole tone and particularly of the style of the
composition is not thereby accounted for.  This,
therefore, leads us,” he continues, “to the opinion : The
Apostle made use, for writing down his words, of the
hand and even of the skill of a trusted friend who later,
on his own authority (fiir sich allein), wrote the sup-
plement. The great similarity, as well as dissimilarity,
of the style of both parts in this way becomes intel-
ligible : the trusted friend (probably a Presbyter in
Ephesus) adopted much of the language and mode of
expression of the youthful old Apostle, without, how-
ever, where he wrote more in his own person, being
carefully solicitous of imitating them. But even through
this contrast, and the definite declaration in v. 24, the
Apostolical origin of the book itself becomes all the more
clearly apparent ; and thus the supplement proves from
the most diverse sides how certainly this Gospel was
written by the trusted disciple.”! Elsewhere, Ewald
more clearly explains the share in the work which he
assigns to the Apostle’s disciple : ““The proposition that
the Apostle composed in a unique way our likewise
unique Gospel is to be understood only with the im-
! Jahrb. bibl. Wies., iii. 1850—51, p. 173,
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portant limitation upon which I have always laid so
much stress: for John himself did not compose this
work quite so directly as Paul did most of his
Epistles, but the young friend who wrote it down from
his lips, and who, in the later appendix, chapter xxi,
comes forward in the most open way, without desiring
in the slightest to conceal his separate identity, does his
work at other times somewhat freely, in that he never
introduces the narrator specaking of himself and his
participation in the events with ‘I’ or ‘we,’ but only
indirectly indicates his presence at such events and,
towards the end, in preference refers to him, from his
altogether peculiar relation to Christ, as *the disciple
whom the Lord loved,’ so that, in one passage, in reganl
to an important historical testimony (xix. 33), he even
speaks of him as of a third person.” Ewald then main-
tains that the agreecment between the Gospel and the
Epistles, and more especially the first, which he aftirms,
without vouchsafing a word of evidence, to have been
written down by a different hand, proves that we have
substantially only the Apostle’s very peculiar com-
position, and that his friend as much as possible gave
his own words.!

It is obvious from this claborate explanation, which we
need scarcely say is composed of mere assumptions, that,
in order to connect the Apostle John with the Gospel,
Ewald is obliged to assign him a very peculiar position
in regard to it : he recognizes that some of the charac-
teristics of the work exclude the supposition that the
Apostle could himself have written the Gospel, so he
represents him as dictating it, and his Secretary as taking
considerable liberties with the composition as he writes it

! Jahrb. bibl. Wiss., x. 1869—G60, p. 87 £.
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down, and even as introducing references of his own ; as,
for instance, in the passage to which he refers, where, in
regard to the statement that at the Crucifixion a soldier
pierced the side of the already dead Jesus and that forth-
with there came out blood and water (xix. 35), it is said :
“ And he that saw it hath borne witness, and his witness
is true ; and he knoweth that he saith true, that ye may
believe.”* 1t is perfectly clear that the writer refers to
the testimony of another person?—the friend who is
writing down the narrative, says Herr Ewald, refers to
the Apostle who is actually dictating it. Again, in the
last chapter, as elsewhere throughout the work, *the
disciple whom Jesus loved,” who is the author, is spoken
of in the third person, and also in verse 24 : ““ This is the
disciple which testifieth of these things, and wrote these
things ” (xal ypdyas ravra). This, according to Ewald,
is the same secretary, now writing in his own person.
The similarity between this declaration and the appeal
to the testimony of another person in xix. 35, is cer-
tainly complete, and there can be no doubt that both
proceed from the same pen ; but beyond the assertion of
Herr Ewald there is not the slighest evidence that a
secretary wrote the Gospel from the dictation of another,
and ventured to interrupt the narrative by such a refer-
ence to testimony, which, upon the supposition that the

1 We do not go into any discussion on the use of the word éxeivos.
‘We beliove that the reference is distinctly to another, but even if taken to
be to himself in the third person, the passage is not less extraordinary,
and the argument holds.

2 Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 436 f.; Hilgenfeld, Die Evangelien, p. 341;
Zeitschr, wiss. Theol., 1859, p. 414 f., 1861, p. 313 ff.; Kostlin, Theol.
Jahrb., 1851, p. 207; Liitzelberger, Die kirchl. Trad. Ap. Joh., p. 205 ff. ;
Schenkel, Das Charakt. Jesu, 1864, p. 32; Schoiten, Das Ev. Joh., p. 385 ;
Tobler, Evangelienfrage, p. 33 ff.; Zeitschr. wiss. Theol., 1860, p. 177 f.
Cf. Weisse, Die ev. Gesch., i. p. 101 ff., ii. p. 827 ff. ; TWeizadcker, Unters,
ev. Gesch., p. 300.
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Apostle John was known as the actual author, is singu-
larly out of place. If John wrote the Gospel, why should
he appeal in utterly vague terms to his own testimony,
and upon such a point, when the mere fact that he
himself wrote the statement was the most direct testi-
mony in itself ? An author who composed a work which
he desired to ascribe to a “disciple whom Jesus loved ”
might have made such a reference as xix. 35, in his
anxiety to support such an affirmation, without sup-
posing that he had really compromised his design, and
might have naturally added such a statement as that in
the last two verses, but nothing but the foregone conclu-
sion that the Apostle John was the real author could have
suggested such an explanation of these passages. Itis
throughout assumed by Ewald and others, that John
wrote in the first instance, at least, specially for a narrow
circle of friends, and the proof of this is considered to be
the statement of the object with which it was written :
“that ye may believe,” ! &c., a phrase, we may remark,
which is identical with that of the very verse (xix. 35)
with which the secretary is supposed to have had so
much to do. It is very remarkable, upon this hypothesis,
that in xix. 85, it is considered necessary even for this
narrow circle, who knew the Apostle so well, to make
such an appeal, as well as to attach at its close (xxi. 24),
for the benefit of the world in general as Ewald will have
it, a certificate of the trustworthiness of the Gospel
Upon no hypothesis which supposes the Apostle John
the author of the fourth Gospel is such an explanation
credible. That the Apostle himself could have written
of himself the words in xix. 35 is impossible. After

! John xx. 31; Ewald, Die Joh. Schr., i. p. 56 f.; Jahrb. bibl. Wiss.,
iii. p. 171; Bleek, Einl. N. T., p. 303.
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having stated so much that is much more surprising and
contradictory to all experience without reference to any
witness, it would indeed have been strange had he here
appealed to himself as to a separate individual, and on
the other hand it is quite inadmissible to assume that a
friend to whom he is dictating should interrupt the
narrative to introduce a passage so inappropriate to the
work, and so unnecessary for any circle acquainted with
the Apostolic author. If, as Ewald argues, the peculiari-
ties of his style of composition were so well known that
it was unnecessary for the writer more clearly to desig-
nate himself either for the first readers or for the
Christian world, the passages we are discussing are all
the more inappropriate. That any guarantee of the
truth of the Gospel should have been thought desirable
for readers who knew the work is to be composed by the
Apostle John, and who believed him to be * the disciple
whom Jesus loved,” is inconceivable, and that any anony-
mous and quite indirect testimony to its genuineness
should either have been considered necessary or of any
value is still more incredible. It is impossible that
nameless Presbyters of Ephesus could venture to accredit
a Gospel written by the Apostle John ; and any intended
attestation must have taken the simple and direct course
of stating that the work had been composed by the
Apostle. The peculiarities we are discussing seem to us
explicable only upon the supposition that the unknown
writer of the Gospel desired that it should be under-
stood to be written by a certain disciple whom Jesus
loved, but did not choose distinctly to name him or
directly to make such an affirmation.

It is, we assert, impossible that an Apostle who com-
posed a history of the life and teaching of Jesus could
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have failed to attach his name, naturally and simply, as
testimony of the trustworthiness of his statements, and
of his fitness as an eye-witness to compose such a record.
As the writer of the fourth Gospel does not state his
name, Herr Ewald ascribes the omission to the “ incom-
parable modesty and delicacy of feeling” of the Apostle
John., We must further briefly examine the validity of
this explanation. It is universally admitted, and by
Ewald himself, that although the writer does not directly
name himself, he very clearly indicates that he is “ the
other disciple” and “the disciple whom Jesus loved.”
We must affirm that such a mode of indicating himself is
incomparably less modest than the simple statement of
his name, and it is indeed a glorification of himself
beyond anything in the Apocalypse. But not ounly is
the explanation thus discredited but, in comparing the
details of the Gospel with those of the Synoptics, we
find still more certainly how little modesty had to do
with the suppression of his name. In the Synoptics a
very marked precedence of the rest of the disciples is
ascribed to the Apostle Peter; and the sons of Zebedee
are represented in all of them as holding a subordinate
place. This representation is confirmed by the Pauline
Epistles and by tradition. In the fourth Gospel, a very
different account is given, and the author studiously
elevates the Apostle John,—that is to say, according to
the theory that he is the writer of the Gospel, himself,—
in every way above the Apostle Peter. Apart from the
general pre-eminence claimed for himself in the very
name of “the disciple whom Jesus loved,” we have seen
that he deprives Peter in his own favour of the honour of
being the first of the disciples who was called ; he sup-
presses the account of the circumstances under which
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that Apostle was named Peter, and gives another and
trifling version of the incident, reporting elsewhere
indeed in a very subdued and modified form, and with-
out the commendation of the Master, the recognition of
the divinity of Jesus, which in the first Gospel is the
cause of his change of name.! He is the intimate friend
of the Master, and even Peter has to beg him to ask at the
Supper who was the betrayer. He describes himself as
the friend of the High Priest, and while Peter is excluded,
he not only is able to enter into his palace, but he is
the means of introducing Peter. The denial of Peter is
given without mitigation, but his bitter repentance is not
mentioned. He it is who is singled out by the dying
Jesus and entrusted with the charge of his mother. He
outruns Peter in their race to the Sepulchre, and in the
final appearance of Jesus (xxi. 15) the more important
position is assigned to the disciple whom Jesus loved.
It is, therefore, absurd to speak of the incomparable
modesty of the writer, who, if he does not give his name,
not only clearly indicates himself, but throughout
assumes a pre-eminence which is not supported by the
authority of the Synoptics and other writings, but is
heard of alone from his own narrative.

Ewald argues that chapter xxi. must have been
written, and the Gospel as we have it, therefore, have
been completed, before the death of the Apostle John.
He considers the supplement to have been added spe-
cially to contradict the report regarding John (xxi. 23).
“The supplement must have been written whilst John
still lived,” he asserts, “for only before his death was
it worth while to contradict such a false hope; and if
his death had actually taken place, the result itself would

1 Matt. xvi. 13—19; cf. Mark viii. 29 ; Luke ix, 20.
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have already refuted so erroneous an interpretation of the
words of Christ, and it would then have been much more
appropriate to explain afresh the sense of the words * till I
come.” Morcover, there is no reference here to the death
as having already occurred, although a small addition
to that effect in ver. 24 would have been so easy. But
if we were to suppose that John had long been dead
when this was written, the whole rectification as it is
given would be utterly without sense.”! On the con-
trary, we affirm that the whole history of the first two
centuries renders it certain that the Apostle was already
dead, and that the explanation was not a rectification of
false hopes during his lifetime, but an explanation of the
failure of expectations which had alrcady taken place,
and probably excited some scandal. We know how the
early Church looked for the immediate coming of the
glorified Christ, and how such hopes sustained persecuted
Christians in their sorrow and suffering. This is very
clearly expressed in 1 Thess. iv. 15—18, where the expec-
tation of the second coming within the lifetime of the
writer and readers of the Epistle is confidently stated,
and elsewhere, and even in 1 John ii. 18, the belief that
the “last times” had arrived is expressed. The history
of the Apocalypse in relation to the Canon illustrates the
case. So long as the belief in the early consummation
of all things continued strong, the Apocalypse was the
favourite writing of the early Church, but when time
went on, and the second coming of Cbrist did not take
place, the opinion of Christendom regarding the work
changed, and disappointment, as well as the desire to ex-
plain the non-fulfilment of prophecies upon which so much
hope had been based, led many to rejeet the Apocalypse
! Jahrb, bibl, Wiss., iii. 1850--51, p. 173,
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as an unintelligible and fallacious book. We venture to
conjecture that the tradition that John should not die
until the second coming of Jesus may have originated
with the Apocalypse, where that event is announced to
John as immediately to take place, xxii. 7, 10, 12, and
the words with which the book ends are of this nature,
and express the expectation of the writer, 20 : “ He which
testifieth these things saith: Surely I come quickly.
Amen. Come, Lord Jesus.” It was not in the spirit
of the age to hesitate about such anticipations, and so
long as the Apostle lived, such a tradition would scarcely
have required or received contradiction from any one,
the belief being universal that the coming of Jesus might
take place any day, and assuredly would not be long
delayed. When the Apostle was dead, however, and
the tradition that it had been foretold that he should live
until the coming of the Lord exercised men’s minds, and
doubt and disappointment at the non-fulfilment of what
may have been regarded as prophecy produced a preju-
dicial effect upon Christendom, it seemed to the writer
of this Gospel a desirable thing to point out that too
much stress had been laid upon the tradition, and that
the words which had been relied upon in the first
instance did not justify the expectations which had been
formed from them. This also contradicts the hypothesis
that the Apostle John was the author of the Gospel.
Such a passage as xix. 35, received in any natural
sense, or interpreted in any way which can be supported
by evidence, shows that the writer of the Gospel was not
an_eye-witness of the events recorded, but appeals to the
testimony of others. It is generally admitted that the
expressions in ch. i. 14 are of universal application, and
capable of being adopted by all Christians, and, conse-
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quently, that they do not imply any direct claim on the
part of the writer to personal knowledge of Jesus. We
must now examine whether the Gospel itself bears
special marks of having been written by an eye-witness,
and how far in this respect it bears out the assertion that
it was written by the Apostle John. It is constantly
asserted that the minuteness of the details in the fourth
Gospel indicates that it must have been written by one
who was present at the scenes he records. With regard
to this point we need only generally remark, that in the
works of imagination of which the world is full, and the
singular realism of many of which is recognized by all,
we have the most minute and natural details of scenes
which never occurred, and of conversations which never
took place, the actors in which never actually existed.
Ewald admits that it is undeniable that the fourth
Gospel was written with a fixed purpose, and with
artistic design and, indeed, he goes further and recog-
nizes that the Apostle could not possibly so long have
recollected the discourses of Jesus and verbally repro-
duced them, so that, in fact, we have only, at best, a
substantial report of the matter of those discourses
coloured by the mind of the author himself! Details of
scenes at which we were not present may be admirably
supplied by imagination, and as we cannot compare what
is here described as taking place with what actually took
place, the argument that the author must have been an eye-
witness because he gives such details is without validity.
Moreover, the details of the fourth Gospel in many cases
do not agree with those of the three Synoptics, and it is an
undoubted fact that the author of the fourth Gospel gives
the details of scenes at which the Apostle Jobn was not
! Jahrb. bibl. Wiss., x. p. 91 .
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present, and reports the discourses and conversations on
such occasions, with the very same minuteness as those at
which he is said to have been present ; as, for instance, the
interview between Jesus and the woman of Samaria. It
is perfectly undeniable that the writer had other Gospels
before him when he composed his work, and that he
made use of other materials than his own.!

It is by no means difficult, however, to point out very
clear indications that the author was not an eye-witness,
but constructed his scenes and discourses artistically and
for effect. We shall not, at present, dwell upon the
almost uniform artifice adopted in most of the dialogues,
in which the listeners cither misunderstand altogether
the words of Jesus, or interpret them in a foolish and
material way, and thus afford him an opportunity of
enlarging upon the theme. For instance, Nicodemus,
a ruler of the Jews, misunderstands the expression of
Jesus, that in order to sce the kingdom of God a man
must be born from above, and asks: “ How can a man
be born when he is old ? can he enter a second time into
his mother’s womb and be born 2”2 Now, as it is well
known, and as we have alrcady shown, the common
expression used in regard to a proselyte to Judaism was
that of being born again, with which every Jew, and
more especially every “ruler of the Jews,” must have
been well acquainted. The stupidity which he displays

! Ewald, Jahrb. bibl. Wiss,, iii. p. 161; Die Joh. Schr., i. p. 7 ff.
Cf. Bertholdt, Einl. A.u. N. T., iii. p. 1302 ; Eichkora, Einl. N, T., ii.
p. 127 ff.; Hilgenfeld, Die Evangelien, p. 329; Houltzmann, Zeitschr.
wiss. Theol., 1869, pp. 62 ff., 155 ff.; Hug, Einl. N. T, ii. p. 191 ff.;
Keim, Jesu v. Nazara, 1, p. 118 f.; Lessing, Neue Hypothese, § 51 ;
Liicke, Comm. Ev. Joh., i. p. 197 ff.; Schweyler, Der Montanismus,
p. 205, anm. 137; Weisse, Die ev. Gesch., i. p. 118 fI.; IWeizsdcker, Untors,

evang. Gesch., p. 270; de Wette, Einl. N. T., p. 209 f.
* John iii. 4.
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in his conversation with Jesus, and with which the
author endowed all who came in contact with him, in
order, by the contrast, to mark more strongly the supe-
riority of the Master, even draws from Jesus the remark :
“Art thou the teacher of Isracl and understandest not
these things ?”!' There can be no doubt that the scene
was ideal, and it is scarcely possible that a Jew could
have written it. In the Synoptics, Jesus is reported as
quoting against the people of his own city, Nazareth, who
rejected him, the proverb: “A prophet has no honour in
his own country.”? The appropriateness of the remark
here is obvious. The author of the fourth Gospel, how-
ever, shows clearly that he was neither an eye-witness
nor acquainted with the subject or country when he
introduces this proverb in a different place. Jesus is
represented as staying two days at Sychar after his con-
versation with the Samaritan woman. “Now after the
two days he departed thence into Galilee. For (ydp)
Jesus himself testified that a prophet hath no honour in
his own country. When, therefore (odv), he came into
Galilee, the Galilzeans received him, having seen all the
things that he did in Jerusalem, at the feast—for they
also went unto the feast.”® Now it is manifest that the
quotation here is quite out of place, and none of the
ingenious but untenable explanaticns of apologists can
make it appropriate. He is made to go into Galilee,
which was his country, because a prophet has no honour
in his country, and the Galileeans are represented as re-
ceiving him, which is a contradiction of the proverb. The
writer evidently misunderstood the facts of the case or

! John iii. 10.
2 Matt, xiii. 57 ; Murk vi. 4; Luke iv. 24.
3 John iv, 43—45.
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deliberately desired to deny the connection of Jesus with
Nazareth and Galilee, in accordance with his cvident
intention of associating the Logos only with the Holy
City. We must not pause to show that the author is
generally unjust to the Galileeans, and displays an igno-
rance regarding them very unlike what we should expect
from the fisherman of Galilee.! We have already alluded
to the artificial character of the conversation with the
woman of Samaria, which, although given with so much
detail, occurred at a place totally unknown (perhaps
allegorically called the “City of Lies”), at which the
Apostle John was not present, and the substance of
which was typical of Samaria and its five nations and
false gods. The continuation in the Gospel is as unreal
as the conversation.

Another instance displaying personal ignorance is the
insertion into a discourse at the Last Supper, and with-
out any appropriate connection with the context, the
passage ““ Verily, verily, I say unto you : he that receiveth
whomsoever I send, receiveth me, and he that receiveth
me receiveth him that sent me.”* In the Synoptics, this
sentence is naturally represented as part of the address
to the disciples who are to be sent forth to preach the
Gospel ;® but it is clear that its insertion here is a mistake.*
Again, a very obvious slip, which betrays that what was
intended for realistic detail is nothing but a reminiscence
of some earlier Gospel misapplied, occurs in a later part

! We may merely refer to the remark of the Pharisees: search the
Seriptures and see, ** for out of Galilee ariseth no prophet” (vii. 52). The
Pharisees could not have been ignorant of the fact that the prophets
Jonah and Nahum were Galilmans, and the son of Zebedee could not have
committed such an error. Cf. Bretschneider, Probabilia, p. 99 f.

? John xiii. 20. 3 Matt. x. 40; cf. xviii. 5; Luke x. 16, cf. ix. 48.

4+ This is recognised by de ITelte, Einl. N. T, p. 211 c.
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of the discourses very inappropriately introduced as being
delivered on the same occasion. At the end of xiv. 31,
Jesus is represented, after saying that he would no more
talk much with the disciples, as suddenly breaking off
with the words: ““ Arise, let us go hence” (Eyeipeafe,
aywper évrevfev). They do not, however, arise and go
thence, but, on the contrary, J esus at once commences
another long discourse: “I am the true vine,” &c. The
expression is merely introduced artistically to close one
discourse, and enable the wnter to begin another, and
the idea is taken from spme earlier work. For instance,
in our first Synoptic, at the close of the Agony in the
Garden which the fourth Gospel ignores altogether,
Jesus says to the awakened disciples: “Rise, let us go”
(Evyelpeafe dywper)! We need not go on with these
illustrations, but. the fact that the author is not an eye-
witness recording scenes which he beheld and discourses
which he heard, but a writer composing an ideal
Gospel on a fixed plan, will become more palpable as
we proceed.

-1t is not necessary to enter upon any argument to
prove the fundamental difference which exists in every
respect between the Synoptics and the fourth Gospel.
This is admitted even by apologists, whose efforts to
reconcile the discordant elements are totally unsuccess-
ful.. “It is impossible to pass from the Synoptic Gospels
to that of St. John,” says Canon Westcott, “ without
feeling that the transition involves the passage from one
world of thought to another. No familiarity with the
general teaching of the Gospels, no wide conception of
the character of the Saviour is sufficient to destroy the

1 Matt. xxvi. 46 ; Mark xiv. 42. De Wette likewise admits this mistaken
reminiscence. Einl. N. T, p. 21l e,
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contrast which exists in form and spirit between the
earlier and later narratives.”' The difference between
the fourth Gospel and the Synoptics, not only as regards
the teaching of Jesus but also the facts of the narrative,
18 so great that it is impossible to harmonize them, and
no one who seriously considers the matter can fail to see
that both cannot be accepted as correct. If we believe
that the Synoptics give a truthful representation of the
life and teaching of Jesus, it follows of necessity that,
in whatever category we may decide to place the fourth
Gospel, it must be rejected as a historical work. The
theories which are most in favour as regards it may
place the Gospel in a high position as an ideal composi-
tion, but sober criticism must infallibly pronounce that
they exclude it altogether from the province of history.
There is no option but to accept it as the only genuine
report of the sayings and doings of Jesus, rejecting the
Synoptics, or to remove it at once to another depart-
ment of literature. The Synoptics certainly contradict
each other in many minor details, but they are not in
fundamental disagreement with each other and evidently
present the same portrait of Jesus, and the same view of
his teaching derived from the same sources.

The vast difference which exists between the repre-
sentation of Jesus in the fourth Gospel and in the
Synoptics is too well recognized to require minute
demonstration. We must, however, point out some of
the distinctive features. We need not do more here
than refer to the fact that, whilst the Synoptics relate
the circumstances of the birth of Jesus, two of them at
least, and give some history of his family and origin,
the fourth Gospel, ignoring all this, introduces the great

! Introd. to Study of the Gospels, p. 249,
662
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Teacher at once as the Logos who from the beginning
was with God and was himself God. The key-note is
struck from the first, and in the philosophical prelude to
the Gospel we have the announcement to those who have
ears to hear, that here we need expect no simple history,
but an artistic demonstration of the philosophical postu-
late. According to the Synoptics, Jesus is baptized by
John, and as he goes out of the water the Holy Ghost
descends upon him like a dove. The fourth Gospel
says nothing of the baptism, and makes John the
Baptist narrate vaguely that he saw the Holy Ghost
descend like a dove and rest upon Jesus, as a sign pre-
viously indicated to him by God by which to recognize
the Lamb of God.! From the very first, John the
Baptist, in the fourth Gospel, recognizes and declares
Jesus to be “the Christ,”? “the Lamb of God which
taketh away the sins of the world.”*® According to
the Synoptics, John comes preaching the baptism of
repentance, and so far is he from making such decla-
rations, or forming such distinct opinions concerning
Jesus, that even after he has been cast into prison
and just before his death,—when in fact his preach-
ing was at an end,—he is represented as sending
disciples to Jesus, on hearing in prison of his works, to
ask him : “ Art thou he that should come, or look we for
another?”* Jesus carries on his ministry and baptizes
simultaneously with John, according to the fourth
Gospel, but his public career, according to the Synopties,
does not begin until after the Baptist’s has concluded,
aud John is cast into prison.® The Synoptics clearly

! John i. 32—33. 2 Ib., i. 15—27. 3 Ib., 1. 29.
4 Matt. xi. 2 ff.; of. Luke vii. 18 ff.
* John iii. 22; Matt. iv. 12, 17; Mark i. 14; Luke iii. 20, 23; iv. 1 ff.
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represent the ministry of Jesus as having been limited to
a single year,! and his preaching is confined to Galilee
and Jerusalem, where his career culminates at the fatal
Passover. The fourth Gospel distributes the teaching of
Jesus between Galilee, Samaria, and Jerusalem, makes
it extend at least over three years, and refers to three
Passovers spent by Jesus at Jerusalem.? The Fathers
felt this difficulty and expended a good deal of apologetic
ingenuity upon it ; but no one is now content with the
explanation of Eusebius, that the Synoptics merely
intended to write the history of Jesus during the one
year after the imprisonment of the Baptist, whilst the
fourth Evangelist recounted the events of the time not
recorded by the others, a theory which is totally con-
tradicted by the four Gospels themselves.?

The fourth Gospel represents the expulsion of the
money-changers by Jesus as taking place at the very outset
of his career,* when he could not have been known, and
when such a proceeding is incredible ; whilst the Synoptics
place it at the very close of his ministry, after his triumphal
entry into Jerusalem, when, if ever, such an act, which
might have contributed to the final catastrophe, becomes
conceivable.® The variation from the parallels in the
Synoptics, moreover, is exceedingly instructive, and
further indicates the amplification of a later writer
imperfectly acquainted with the circumstances. The

! Apologists discover indications of a three years' ministry in Matt.
xiii. 37, Luke xiii. 34: ‘ How often,” &o.; and also in Luke xiii. 32 f.
** to-day, to-morrow and the third day.”

* John ii. 13; vi. 40f.; vii. 2; xiii. 1.

3 Eusebius, H. E,, iii. 24. 'We have already referred to the theory of
Irenseus, which is at variance with all the Gospels, and extends the career
of Jesus to many years of public life.

4 John ii, 14 1.
® Matt, xxi, 12 ff. ; Mark xi. 15 ff. ; Luke xix, 45 fI.
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first and second Synoptists, in addition to the general
expression “those buying and selling in the Temple,”
mention only that Jesus overthrew the tables of the
money-changers and the seats of those selling doves.
The third Synoptist does not even give these particulars.
The author of the fourth Gospel, however, not only
makes Jesus expel the sellers of doves and the money-
changers, but adds: “those selling oxen and sheep.”
Now, not only is there not the slightest evidence that
sheep and oxen were bought and sold in the Temple,
but it is obvious that there was no room there to do so.
On the contrary, it is known that the market for cattle
was not only distant from the Temple, but even from
the city.! The author himself betrays the forcign clement
in his account by making Jesus address his words, when
driving them all out, only “to them selling doves.”
Why single these out and seem to exclude the sellers of
sheep and oxen? He has apparently forgotten his own
interpolation. In the first Gospel, the connection of the
words of Jesus with the narrative suggests an explana-
tion: xxi. 12 “ .. and overthrew the tables of the money-
changers, and the seats of those selling doves, and saith to
them, &c.” Upon the occasion of this episode, the fourth
Gospel represents Jesus as replying to the demand of the
Jews for a sign why he did such things: * Destroy this
temple, and within three days I will raise it up,” which
the Jews understand very naturally only in a material
sense, and which even the disciples only comprehended
and believed “after the resurrection.” The Synoptists
not only know nothing of this, but represent the saying
as the false testimony which the false witnesses bare

! Cf. Frankel, Monatschr. f. Gesch. n. Wiss. d. Judenthums, 1877,
p. 536 fT.
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against J esus.! No such charge is brought against
Jesus at all in the fourth Gospel.  So little do the
Synoptists know of the conversation of Jesus with the
Samaritan woman, and his sojourn for two days at
Sychar, that in his instructions to his disciples, in ‘the
first Gospel, Jesus positively forbids them either to go to
the Gentiles or fo enter into any city of the Samaritans.?

The fourth Gospel has very few miracles in common
with the Synoptics, and those few present notable varia-
tions. After the feeding of the five thousand, Jesus,
according to the Synoptics, constrains his disciples to
enter a ship and to go to the other side of the Lake of
Gennesaret, whilst he himself goes up a mountain apart
to pray. A storm arises, and Jesus appears walking to
them over the sea, whereat the disciples are troubled, but
Peter says to him: “Lord, if it be thou, bid me come
unto thee over the water,” and on his going out of the
ship over the water, and beginning to sink, he cries:
“Lord save me;” Jesus stretched out his hand and
caught him, and when they had come into the ship, the
wind ceased, and they that were in the ship came and
worshipped him, saying : “Of a truth thou art the Son of
God.”® The fourth Gospel, instead of representing Jesus
as retiring to the mountain to pray, which would have
been opposed to the author’s idea of the Logos, makes
the motive for going thither the knowledge of Jesus that
the people “would come and take him by force that they
might make him a king.”* The writer altogether ignores
the episode of Peter walking on the sea, and adds a new
miracle by stating that, as soon as Jesus was received on

1 John ii. 18 ff.; Matt. xxvi. 60 ff.; cf. xxvii. 39 f.; Mark xiv. 57 f.;
xv. 29. 2 Matt. x. 5.
3 Matt. xiv. 22, 23; cf. Mark vi. 46 fI. 4 John vi. 15.
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board, “the ship was at the land whither they were
going.”! The Synoptics go on to describe the devout
excitement and faith of all the country round, but the
fourth Gospel, limiting the effect on the multitude in
the first instance to curiosity as to how Jesus had crossed
the lake, represents Jesus as upbraiding them for
following him, not because they saw miracles, but be-
cause they had caten of the loaves and been filled,* and
makes him deliver one of those long dogmatic discourses,
interrupted by, and based uponm, the remarks of the
crowd, which so peculiarly distinguish the fourth
Gospel.

Without dwelling upon such details of miracles, how-
ever, we procced with our slight comparison. Whilst
the fourth Gospel from the very commencement asserts
the foreknowledge of Jesus as to who should betray him,
and makes him inform the Twelve that one of them is a
devil, alluding to Judas Iscariot,® the Synoptists repre-
sent Jesus as having so little foreknowledge that Judas
should betray him that, shortly before the end and,
indeed, according to the third Gospel, only at the last
supper, Jesus promiges that the disciples shall sit upon
twelve thrones judging the twelve tribes of Israel,* and
it is only at the last supper, after Judas has actually
arranged with the chief priests, and apparently from
knowledge of the fact, that Jesus for the first time speaks
of his betrayal by him.®* On his way to Jerusalem, two
days bhefore the Passover,® Jesus comes to Bethany where,

! John vi. 17—21. * Ib., vi. 26.

* Ib., vi. 64, 70, 71; of. ii. 25.
¢ Matt. xix. 28 ; cf. xvii. 22 f. ; cf. Mark ix. 30 f., x. 32 f.; Luke xxii.
30; ef. ix. 22 f., 44 f.; xviii. 31 f.

# Matt. xxvi. 21 f, cf. 14 f.; Mark xiv. 18 f.,, ¢f. 10 f.; Luke xxii,
211, cf. 3. ¢ Mark xiv. 1,
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according to the Synoptics, being in the house of Simon
the leper, a woman with an alabaster box of very pre-
cious ointment came and poured the ointment upon his
head, much to the indignation of the disciples, who say :
“To what purpose is this waste? For this might have
been sold for much, and given to the poor.”! In the
fourth Gospel the episode takes place six days before the
Passover,? in the house of Lazarus, and it is his sister
Mary who takes a pound of very costly ointment, but
she anoints the feet of Jesus and wipes his feet with her
hair. It is Judas Iscariot, and not the disciples, who
says: “ Why was not this ointment sold for three hun-
dred pence and given to the poor?” And Jesus makes
a similar reply to that in the Synoptics, showing the
identity of the occurrence described so differently.

The Synoptics represent most clearly that Jesus on
the evening of the 14th Nisan, after the custom of the
Jews, ate the Passover with his disciples,* and that he
was arrested in the first hours of the 15th Nisan, the
day on which he was put to death. Nothing can be
more distinct than the statement that the last supper
wag the Paschal feast. “They made ready the Passover
(rolpacay 16 wdoya), and when the hour was come, he
sat down and the apostles with him, and he said to
them : With desire I desired to eat this Passover with
you before I suffer” (Emfupip émefipnoa todro 70
wdoxa payew uel vpav wpd Tov pe wabew)® The
fourth Gospel, however, in accordance with the principle
which is dominant throughout, represents the last repast

! Matt. xxvi. 6—13; Mark xiv. 3—9.

* John xii. 1. 3 b, xii. 1 f1.; cof. xi. 2.
4 Matt. xxvi. 17f., 19, 36 ff., 47 (f.; Mark xiv. 12 ff,, 16 ff.; Tuke
xxii. 71, 13 ff.

¢ Luke xxii, 13, 15; cf. Matt, xxvi, 19 f.; Mark xiv, 16 ,
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which Jesus eats with his disciples as a common supper
(8etmvov), which takes place, not on the 14th, but on the
13th Nisan, the day “ before the feast of the Passover”
(mpd THs éoprijs Tov mdoya),' and his death takes place on
the 14th, the day on which the Paschal lamb was slain.
Jesus is delivered by Pilate to the Jews to be crucified
about the sixth hour of “the preparation of the Pass-
over” (v mapacken) tob mdoya)? and because it was
“the preparation,” the legs of the two men crucified
with Jesus were broken, that the bodies might not
remain on the cross on the great day of the feast® The
fourth Gospel totally ignores the institution of the
Christian festival at the last supper, but, instead, repre-
sents Jesus as washing the feet of the disciples, enjoining
them also to wash each other’s feet: “For I gave you an
example that ye should do according as I did to you.” *
The Synoptics have no knowledge of this incident. Im-
mediately after the warning to Peter of his future denial,
Jesus goes out with the disciples to the Garden of Geth-
semane and, taking Peter and the two sons of Zebedee
apart, began to be sorrowful and very depressed and, as
he prayed in his agony that if possible the cup. might
pass from him, an angel comforts him. Instead of this,
the fourth Gospel represents Jesus as delivering, after the
warning to Peter, the longest discourses in the Gospel :
“ Let not your heart be troubled,” &c.; “I am the true
vine,” ®* &c.; and, although said to be written by one of
the sons of Zebedee who were with Jesus on the oceasion,
the fourth Gospel does not mention the agony in the
garden but, on the contrary, makes Jesus utter the long
' John xiii. 1. * Ib., xix. 14.

3 Ib., xix. 31 fI. 4 Ib., xiii, 12, 15.
& Ib., xiv. 1—31; xv. 1—27; xvi. 1—383; xvii. 1—26.



AUTHORSHIP AND CHARACTER OF FOURTH GOSPEL. 459

prayer xvii. 1—26, in a calm and even exulting spirit
very far removed from the sorrow and depression of
the more natural scene in Gethsemane. The prayer, like
the rest of the prayers in the Gospel, is a mere didactic
and dogmatic address for the benefit of the hearers.

The arrest of Jesus presents a similar contrast. In the
. Synoptics, Judas comes with a multitude from the chief
priests and elders of the people armed with swords and
staves, and, indicating his Master by a kiss, Jesus is
simply arrested and, after the slight resistance of one
of the disciples, is led away.! In the fourth Gospel, the
case is very different. Judas comes with a band of men
from the chief priests and Pharisees, with lanterns and
torches and weapons, and Jesus—* knowing all things
which were coming to pass”—himself goes towards
them and asks: “ Whom seek ye?” Judas plays no
active part, and no kiss is ‘given. The fourth Evangelist
is, as ever, bent on showing that all which happens to
the Logos is predetermined by himself and voluntarily
encountered. As soon as Jesus replies: “I am he,” the
whole band of soldiers go backwards and fall to the
ground, an incident thoroughly in the spirit of the early
apocryphal Gospels still extant, and of an evidently
legendary character. He is then led away first to Annas,
who sends him to Caiaphas, whilst the Synoptics naturally
know nothing of Annas, who was not the high priest
and had no authority. We need not follow the trial,
which is fundamentally different in the Synoptics and
fourth Gospel ; and we have already pointed out that,
in the Synoptics, Jesus is crucified on the 15th Nisan,
whereas in the fourth Gospel he is put to death—the
spiritual Paschal lamb—on the 14th Nisan. According

! Matt. xxvi. 47 ff. ; Mark xiv. 43 ff.; Luke xxii. 47 ff.
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to the fourth Gospel, Jesus 'bears his own cross to
Calvary,! but the Synoptics represent it as being borne
by Simon of Cyrene.? As a very singular illustration of
the inaccuracy of all the Gospels, we may point to the
circumstance that no two of them agree even about so
simple a matter of fact as the inscription on the cross,
assuming that there was one at all. They giveit respec-
tively as follows : * This is Jesus the King of the Jews ;"
“The King of the Jews;” “This (is) the King of the
Jews;” and the fourth Gospel : “Jesus the Nazarene the
King of the Jews.”® The occurrences during the Cruci-
fixion are profoundly different in the fourth Gospel from
those narrated in the Synoptics. In the latter, only the
women are represented as beholding afar off,* but “ the
beloved disciple” is added in the fourth Gospel, and
instead of being far off, they are close to the cross; and
for the last cries of Jesus reported in the Synoptics we
have the episode in which Jesus confides his mother
to the disciple’s care. We need not at present compare
the other details of the Crucifixion and Resurrection,
which are differently reported by each of the Gospels.
We have only indicated a few of the more salient
differences between the fourth Gospel and the Synoptics,
which are rendered much more striking, in the Gospels
themselves, by the profound dissimilarity of the senti-
ments uttered by Jesus. We merely point out, in passing,
the omission of important episodes from the fourth

! John xix. 17.

* Matt. xxvii. 32; Mark xv. 21 ; Luke xxii. 26,

} Orés dorwv 'Inoois & Baceds Tov "lovdaiwy. Matt. xxvii. 37: ‘O
Baogdels Tér 'lovdaiwy. Mark xv. 26; ‘O Pacdeds rér 'lovdaiwy olros.
Luke xxiii. 38; ‘'Inoois & Nalwpaios 8§ Bacdels rév 'lovdaiwr. John
xix. 19.

‘ Matt. xxvii. 55 f.; Mark xv. 40 f.; Luke xxiii. 49. In this last place
all his acquaintance are added.
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Gospel, such as the Temptation in the wilderness ; the
Transfiguration, at which, according to the Synoptics,
the sons of Zebedee were present ; the last Supper; the
agony in the garden ; the mournful cries on the cross ;
and, we may add, the Ascension ; and if we turn to the
miracles of Jesus, we find that almost all of those nar-
rated by the Synoptics are ignored, whilst an almost
entirely new series is introduced. There is not a single
instance of the cure of demoniacal possession in any
form recorded in the fourth Gospel. Indeed the number
of miracles is reduced in that Gospel to a few typical
cases ; and although at the close it is generally said that
Jesus did many other signs in the presence of his dis-
ciples, these alone are written with the declared purpose :
“that ye might believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son
of God.”?

We may briefly refer in detail to one miracle of the fourth
Gospel—the raising of Lazarus. The extraordinary fact
that the Synoptists are utterly ignorant of this the greatest
of the miracles attributed to Jesus has been too frequently
discussed to require much comment here. It will be re-
membered that, as the case of the daughter of Jairus is, by
the express declaration of Jesus, one of mere suspension of
consciousness,? the only instance in which a dead person
is distinctly said, in any of the Synoptics, to have been
restored to life by Jesus is that of the son of the widow of
Nain.? It is, therefore, quite impossible to suppose that the
Synoptists could have known of the raising of Lazarus
and wilfully omitted it. It is equally impossible to be-
lieve that the authors of the Synoptic Gospels, from
whatever sources they may have drawn their materials,

1 John xx. 30 f. ? Matt. ix. 24; Mark v. 39; Luke viii. 52,
® Luke vii. 11 {1,
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could have been ignorant of such a miracle had it really
taken place. This astounding miracle, according to the
fourth Gospel, created such general excitement that it
was one of the leading events which led to the arrest
and crucifixion of Jesus.!' If, therefore, the Synoptics
had any connection with the writers to whom they are
referred, the raising of Lazarus must have been personally
known to their reputed authors either directly or through
the Apostles who are supposed to have inspired them, or
even if they have any claim to contemporary origin the
tradition of the greatest miracle of Jesus must have
been fresh throughout the Church, if such a wonder
had ever been performed.? The total ignorance of such a
miracle displayed by the whole of the works of the New
Testament, therefore, forms the strongest presumptive
evidence that the narrative in the fourth Gospel is a
mere imaginary scene, illustrative of the dogma : “I am
the resurrection and the life,” upon which it is based.
This conclusion is confirmed by the peculiarities of the
narrative itself. When Jesus first hears, from the mes-
sage of the sisters, that Lazarus whom he loved was
sick, he declares, xi. 4 : “This sickness is not unto death,
but for the glory of God, that the Son of God may be
glorified thereby ; ” and v. 6 : “ When, therefore (odv), he
heard that he was sick, at that time he continued two
days in the place where he was.” After that time he
proposes to go into Judeea, and explains to the disciples,
v. 11: “Our friend Lazarus is fallen asleep; but I go
that I may awake him out of sleep.” The disciples
reply, with the stupidity with which the fourth Evan-
gelist endows all those who hold colloquy with Jesus,

' John xi. 45 f., 53; xii. 9 ff.,, 17 fI.
¢ Cf. Schletermacher, Einl. N. T., 1845, p. 282 f.
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v. 12: “Lord, if he is fallen asleep, he will recover.
Howbeit, Jesus spake of his death; but they thought
that he was speaking of the taking of rest in sleep.
Then said Jesus unto them plainly : Lazarus is dead,
and I am glad for your sakes that I was not there, to the
intent that ye may believe.” The artificial nature of
all this introductory matter will not have escaped the
reader, and it is further illustrated by that which follows.
Arrived at Bethany, they find that Lazarus has lain in
the grave already four days. Martha says to Jesus
(v.21 f): “Lord, if thou hadst been here, my brother
had not died. And I know that even now whatsoever thou
shalt ask of God, God will give thee. Jesus saith unto
her : They brother shall rise again.” Martha, of course, as
usual, misunderstands this saying as applying to “the
resurrection at the last day,” in order to introduce the
reply : “I am the resurrection and the life,” &. When
they come to the house, and Jesus sees Mary and the
Jews weeping, ““ he groaned in spirit and troubled him-
self,” and on reaching the grave itself (v. 35. f.), “ Jesus
wept : Then said the Jews : Behold how he loved him ! ”
Now this representation, which has ever since been the
admiration of Christendom, presents the very strongest
marks of unreality. Jesus, who loves Lazarus so much,
disregards the urgent message of the sisters and, whilst
openly declaring that his sickness is not unto death,
intentionally lingers until his friend dies. When he does
go to Bethany, and is on the very point of restoring
Lazarus to life and dissipating the grief of his family
and friends he actually weeps and groans in his spirit.
There is so total an absence of reason for such grief at
such a moment that these tears, to any sober reader,
are unmistakably mere theatrical adjuncts of a scene



464 SUPERNATURAL RELIGION,

claborated out of the imagination of the writer. The
suggestion of the bystanders (v. 37), that he might have
prevented the death, is not more probable than the con-
tinuation (v. 38): “Jesus, therefore, again groaning in
himself cometh to the grave.” There, having ordered
the stone to be removed, he delivers a prayer avowedly
intended merely for the bystanders (v. 41 ff): “And
Jesus lifted up his eyes and said, Father, I thank thee
that thou hast heard me, and I knew that thou hearest
me always: but for the sake of the multitude which
stand around I said this, that they may believe that thou
hast sent me.” This prayer is as evidently artificial as
the rest of the details of the miracle but, as in other
elaborately arranged scenic representations, the charm is
altogether dispelled when closer examination shows the
character of the dramatic elements. A careful considera-
tion of the narrative and of all the facts of the case
must, we think, lead to the conclusion that this miracle
is not even a historical tradition of the life of Jesus, but
is wholly an ideal composition by the author of the
fourth Gospel. This being the case, the other miracles
of the Gospel need not detain us.

If the historical part of the fourth Gospel be in irre-
concilable contradiction to the Synoptics, the didactic is
infinitely more so. The teaching of the one is totally
different from that of the others, in spirit, form, and
terminology ; and although there are undoubtedly fine
sayings throughout the work, in the prolix discourses of
the fourth Gospel there is not a single characteristic of
the simple eloquence of the Sermon on the Mount. In the
diffuse mysticism of the Logos, we can scarcely recognise
a trace of the terse practical wisdom of Jesus of Nazareth.
It must, of course, be apparent even to the most superficial
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observer that, in the fourth Gospel, we are introduced to
a perfectly new system of instruction, and to an order of
ideas of which there is not a vestige in the Synoptics.
Instead of short and concise lessons full of striking truth
and point, we find nothing but long and involved
dogmatic discourses of little practical utility. The
limpid spontaneity of that earlier teaching, with its fresh
illustrations and profound sentences uttered without
effort and untinged by art, is exchanged for diffuse
addresses and artificial dialogues, in which labour and
design are everywhere apparent. From pure and living’
- morality couched in brief incisive sayings, which enter
the heart and dwell upon the ear, we turn to elaborate
philosophical orations without clearness or order, and to
doctrinal announcements unknown to the Synoptics. To
the inquiry : “ What shall I do to inherit eternal life ?”
Jesus replies, in the Symoptics: ““Thou shalt love the
Lord thy God with all thy heart, and with all thy soul,
and with all thy mind ; and thy neighbour as thyself,
..... this do, and thou shalt live.”! In the fourth
Gospel, to the question: “ What must we do, that we
may work the works of God ?” Jesus answers, “This is
the work of God, that ye should believe in him whom
he sent.”? The teaching of Jesus, in the Synoptics, is
almost wholly moral and, in the fourth Gospel, it is
almost wholly dogmatic. . If Christianity consist of the
doctrines preached in the fourth Gospel, it is not too
much to say that the Synoptics do not teach Christianity
at all. The extraordinary phenomenon is presented of
three Gospels, each professing to be complete in itself
and to convey the good tidings of salvation to man,
! Luke x. 25—28; cf. Mark xix. 16 ff.; xxii. 36—40.

? John vi. 28, 29.
voL. 11, H 1
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which have actually omitted the doctrines which are the
condition of that salvation. The fourth Gospel prac-
tically expounds a new religion. It is undeniable that
morality and precepts of love and charity for the conduct
of life are the staple of the teaching of Jesus in the
Synoptics, and that dogma occupies so small a place that
it is regarded as a subordinate and secondary considera-
tion. In the fourth Gospel, however, dogma is the one
thing needful, and forms the whole substance of the
preaching of the Logos. The burden of his teaching is :
“ He that believeth on the Son, hath eternal life, but he
that believeth not the Son, shall not see life, but the
wrath of God abideth on him.”* It is scarcely possible
to put the contrast between the Synoptics and the fourth
Gospel in too strong a light. If we possessed the
Synopties without the fourth Gospel, we should have the
exposition of pure morality based on perfect love to God
and man. If we had the fourth Gospel without the
Synoptics, we should have little more than a system of
dogmatic theology without morality. Not only is the
doctrine and the terminology of the Jesus of the fourth
Gospel quite different from that of the Jesus of the
Synoptics, but so is the teaching of John the Baptist.
In the Synoptics, he comes preaching the Baptism of
repentance® and, like the Master, inculcating principles
of morality ;* but in the fourth Gospel he has adopted
the peculiar views of the author, proclaims “the Lamb
of God which taketh away the sins of the world,”* and
bears witness that he is “the Son of God.”®* We hear
of the Paraclete for the first time in the fourth Gospel.
It is so impossible to ignore the distinct individuality

! John iii. 36. ? Matt, iii. 1 ff.; Mark i. 4 ff. ; Luke iii. 2 fI.
® Luke iii. 8, 10 ff. * John i. 29, 36. ¢ Ib., i. 34.
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of the Jesus of the fourth Gospel, and of his teaching,
that even apologists are obliged to admit that the pecu-
liarities of the author have coloured the portrait, and
introduced an element of subjectivity into the discourses.
It was impossible, they confess, that the Apostle could
remember verbally such long orations for half a century,
and at best that they can only be accepted as substan-
tially correct reports of the teaching of Jesus.! “ Above
all,” says Ewald, “the discourses of Christ and of
others in this Gospel are clothed as by an entirely
new colour : on this account also scepticism has desired
to conclude that the Apostle cannot have composed the
Gospel ; and yet no conclusion is more unfounded. ‘When
the Apostle at so late a period determined to compose the
work, it was certainly impossible for him to reproduce all
the words exactly as they were spoken, if he did not
perhaps desire not merely to recall a few memorable
sentences but, in longer discussions of more weighty
subjects, to charm back all the animation with which
they were once given. So he availed himself of that
freedom in their revivification which is both quite in-
telligible in itself, and sufficiently warranted by the
precedent of so many great examples of antiquity :
and where the discourses extend to greater length, there
entered involuntarily into the structure much of that
fundamental conception and language regarding the

! Bleek, Einl, N, T., p. 200 f.; Beitrige, p. 242 f.; Colani, Rev. d.
Théol. 1851, ii. p. 38 ff.; FEwald, Jahrb. bibl. Wiss,, x. p. 91 f.;
Gfrorer, Allg, K. G, i. p. 172 £.; Das Heiligthum u. d. Wahrheit, 1838,
p. 331; Kayser, Rev. de Théol., 1856, xiii. p. 74 f. ; Liicke, Comment.
Ev. Joh., i. p. 242; Mangold, Zu Bleek’s Einl. N, T., 1875, p. 232 anm. ;
Reuss, Gosch. N. T., p. 215 f.; Watkins, N. T. Comment. ed. Ellicott,
p- 658, § 6. ; Weisse, Die evang. Gesch., i. p. 105 ff.; de Wette, Einl. N. T.,

p- 212 ., p. 232 f., &c., &c. Of. Weizsiicker, Unters. evang. Gesch.,

pp. 238 ff., 253 fI.
HEH2
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manifestation of Christ, which had long become deeply
rooted in the Apostle’s soul. But as certainly as these
discourses bear upon them the colouring of the Apostle’s
mind, so certainly do they agree in their substantial
contents with his best recollections—because the Spruch-
sammlung proves that the discourses of Christ in certain
moments really could rise to the full elevation, which
in John only surprises us throughout more than in
Matthew. To deny the apostolical authorship of the
Gospel for such reasons, therefore, were pure folly, and
in the highest degree unjust. Moreover, the circumstance
that, in the drawing up of such discourses, we sometimes
see him reproduce or further develop sayings which had
already been recorded in the older Gospels, can prove
nothing against the apostolical origin of the Gospel,
as he was indeed at perfect liberty, if he pleased, to
make use of the contents of such older writings when he
considered it desirable, and when they came to the help
of his own memory of those long passed days: for he
certainly retained many or all of such expressions also in
his own memory.” Elsewhere, he describes the work as
“ glorified Gospel history,” composed out of * glorified
recollection.” ?

Another strenuous defender of the authenticity of the
fourth Gospel wrote of it as follows: ‘“Nevertheless,
everything is reconcilable,” says Gfrorer, “if one accepts
that testimony of the elders as true. For as John must
have written the Gospel as an old man, that is to say
not before the year 90—95 of our era, there is an
interval of more than half a century between the time

! Jahrb. bibl. Wiss., x. p. 90f.
? ““Verklirte ovangelische Geschichte,” — ¢ verklirte erinnerung.”
Jahrb. bibl. Wiss., iii. p. 163, p. 166.
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when the events which he relates really happened, and
the time of the composition of his book,—space enough
certainly to make a few mistakes conceivable, even pre-
supposing a good memory and unshaken love of truth.
Let us imagine, for instance, that to-day (in 1841)an old
man of eighty to ninety years of age should write down
from mere memory the occurrences of the American
War (of Independence), in which he himself in his early
youth played a part. Certainly in his narrative, even
though it might otherwise be true, many traits would be
found which would not agree with the original event.
Moreover, another particular circumstance must be
added in connection with the fourth Gospel. Two-
thirds of it consist of discourses, which John places in
the mouth of Jesus Christ. Now every day’s experience
proves that oral impressions are much more fleeting than
those of sight. The happiest memory scarcely retains
long orations after three or four years : how, then, could
John with verbal accuracy report the discourses of Jesus
after fifty or sixty years! We must be content if he
truly render the chief contents and spirit of them, and
that he does this, as a rule, can be proved. It has been
shown above that already, before Christ, a very peculiar
philosophy of religion had been formed among the
Egyptian Jews, which found its way into Palestine
through the Essenes, and also numbered numerous
adherents amongst the Jews of the adjacent coun-
tries of Syria and Asia Minor. The Apostle Paul pro-
fessed this: not less the Evangelist John. Undoubtedly,
the latter allowed this Theosophy to exercise a strong
influence upon his representation of the life-history of
Jesus,”! &c.
' Gfrorer, Allg. K. G., 1841, i, p. 1721,
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Now all such admissions, whilst they are absolutely
requisite to explain the undeniable phenomena of the
fourth Gospel, have one obvious consequence: The fourth
Gospel, by whomsoever written,—even if it could be
traced to the Apostle John himself,—has no real his-
torical value, being at best the “ glorified recollections
of an old man, written down half a century after the
events recorded. The absolute difference between the
teaching of this Gospel and of the Synoptics becomes
perfectly intelligible, when the long discourses are recog-
nized to be the result of Alexandrian Philosophy artisti-
cally interwoven with developed Pauline Christianity, and
put into the mouth of Jesus. It will have been remarked
that along with the admission of great subjectivity in the
report of the discourses, and the plea that nothing beyond
the mere substance of the original teaching can reason-
ably be looked for, there is, in the extracts we have given,
an assertion that there actually is a-faithful reproduction
in this Gospel of the original substance. There is
not a shadow of proof of this, but on the contrary the
strongest reason for denying the fact; for, unless it be
admitted that the Synoptics have so completely omitted
the whole doctrinal part of the teaching of Jesus, have
so carefully avoided the very peculiar terminology of the
Logos Gospel, and have conveyed so unhistorical and
erroneous an impression of the life and religious system
of Jesus that, without the fourth Gospel, we should not.
actually have had an idea of his fundamental doctrines,
we must inevitably recognize that the fourth Gospel
cannot possibly be a true reproduction of his teaching.
It is impossible that Jesus can have had two such
diametrically opposed systems of teaching,—one purely
moral, the other wholly dogmatic; one expressed in
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wonderfully terse, clear, brief sayings and parables, the
other in long, involved, and diffuse discourses; one
clothed in the great language of humanity, the other
concealed in obscure philosophic terminology ;—and that
these should have been kept so distinct as they are in the
Synoptics, on the one hand, and the fourth Gospel, on
the other. The tradition of Justin Martin applies solely
to the system of the Synoptics: “ Brief and concise were
the sentences uttered by him : for he was no Sophist, but
his word was the power of God.”

We have already pointed out the evident traces of
artificial construction in the discourses and dialogues of
the fourth Gospel, and the more closely these are examined,
the more clear does it become that they are not genuine
reports of the teaching of Jesus, but mere ideal compo-
sitions by the author of the fourth Gospel. The speeches
of John the Baptist, the discourses of Jesus, and the
reflections of the Evangelist himself? are marked by
the same peculiarity of style and proceed from the same
mind. It is scarcely possible to determine where the
one begins and the other ends® It is quite clear, for
instance, that the author himself, without a break, con-
tinues the words which he puts into the mouth of Jesus,
in the colloquy with Nicodemus, but it is not easy to
determine where. The whole dialogue is artificial in
the extreme, and is certainly not genuine, and this is
apparent not only from the replies attributed to the
“ teacher of Israel,” but to the irrelevant manner in
which the reflections loosely ramble from the new birth
to the dogmatic statements in the thirteenth and follow-
ing verses, which are the never-failing resource of the

! Apol., i. 14, sce vol. ii. p. 314. .
7 John i. 1—18, &oc., &c, 3 Cf. 4b,, 1. 15 fF., iii. 27 ff., 10—21.
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Evangelist when other subjects are exhausted. The
sentiments and almost the words either attributed to
Jesus, or added by the writer, to which we are now
referring, iii. 12 ff., we find again in the very same
chapter, either put into the mouth of John the Baptist,
or as reflections of the author, verses 31—36, for again
we add that it is difficult anywhere to discriminate the
speaker. Indeed, while the Synoptics are rich in the
abundance of practical counsel and profound moral
insight, as well as in variety of illustrative parables, it is
remarkable how much sameness there is in all the dis-
courses of the fourth Gospel, a very few ideas being
constantly reproduced. Whilst the teaching of Jesus in
the Synoptics is singularly universal and impersonal, in
the fourth Gospel it is purely personal, and rarely passes
beyond the declaration of his own dignity, and the incul-
cation of belief in him as the only means of salvation.
There are certainly some sayings of rare beauty which
tradition or earlier records may have preserved, but these
may easily be distinguished from the mass of the work.
A very distinet trace of ideal composition is found in
xvil. 3 : “ And this is eternal life, to know thee the only
true God, and him whom thou didst send, even Jesus
Christ.” Even apologists admit that it is impossible that
Jesus could speak of himself as “Jesus Christ.” We
need not, however, proceed further with such analysis.
We believe that no one can calmly and impartially
examine the fourth Gospel without being convinced of
its artificial character. 1f some portions possess real
charm, it is of a purely ideal kind, and their attraction
consists chiefly in the presence of a certain vague but
suggestive mysticism. The natural longing of humanity
for any revelation regarding a future state has not been
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appealed to in vain. That the diffuse and often mono-
tonous discourses of this Gospel, however, should ever
have been preferred to the grand simplicity of the
teaching of the Synoptics, illustrated by such parables
as the wise and foolish virgins, the sower, and the
Prodigal Son, and culminating in the Sermon on the
Mount, each sentence of which is so full of profound
truth and beauty, is little to the credit of critical sense
and judgment.

The elaborate explanations by which the phenomena
of the fourth Gospel are reconciled with the assumption
that it was composed by the Apostle John are in vain,
and there is not a single item of evidence within the
first century and a half which does not agree with in-
ternal testimony in opposing the supposition. To one
point, however, we must briefly refer in connection with
this statement. It is asserted that the Gospel and
Epistles—or at least the first Epistle—of the Canon
ascribed to the Apostle John are by one author, although
this is not without contradiction,' and very many of
those who agree as to the identity of authorship by no
means admit the author to have been the Apostle John.
It is argued, therefore, that the use of the Epistle by
Polycarp and Papias is evidence of the apostolic origin of
the Gospel. We have, however, seen, that not only is it
very uncertain that Polycarp made use of the Epistle at
all, but that he does not in any case mention its author’s
name. Therc is not a particle of evidence that he
ascribed the Epistle, even supposing he knew it, to the

! Baur, Theol. Jahrb., 1844, p. 666 f., 1848, pp. 293—337; Unters. kan.
Evv., p. 350; Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 293 ff.; Zeller, Theol. Jahrb.
1845, p. 588 f., 1847, p. 137. Creduer assigns the second and third
Epistle not to the Apostle but to the Iresbyter John. Einl. N.T., i.
p. 687 f.
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Apostle John. With regard to Papias, the only authority
for the assertion that he knew the Epistle is the state-
ment of Eusebius already quoted and discussed, that :
“He used testimonies out of John's first Epistle,”?
There is no evidence, however, even supposing the
statement of Eusebius to be correct, that he ascribed it to
the Apostle. The earliest undoubted references to the
Epistle, in fact, are by Irenseus and Clement of Alex-
andria, so that this evidence is of little avail for the
Gospel. There is no name attached to the first Epistle,
and the second and third have the superscription of *the
Presbyter,” which, applying the argument of Ewald
regarding the author of the Apocalypse, ought to be con-
clusive against their being written by an Apostle. As all
three are evidently by the same writer, and intended to
be understood as by the author of the Gospel, and that
writer does not pretend to be an Apostle, but calls
himself a simple Presbyter, the Epistles likewise give
presumptive evidence against the apostolic authorship of
* the Gospel.

There is another important testimony against the
Johannine origin of the fourth Gospel to which we must
briefly refer. 'We have pointed out that, according to
the fourth Gospel, Jesus did not eat the Paschal Supper
with his disciples, but that being arrested on the 13th
Nisan, he was put to death on the 14th, the actual
day upon which the Paschal lamb was sacrificed. The
Synoptics, on the contrary, represent that Jesus ate the
Passover with his disciples on the evening of the 14th,
and was crucified on the 15th Nisan. The difference
of opinion indicated by these contradictory accounts
actually prevailed in various Churches, and in the

! H. E., v. 8.
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second half of the second century a violent discussion
arose as to the day upon which “the true Passover of
the Lord ” should be celebrated, the Church in Asia
Minor maintaining that it should be observed on the
14th Nisan,—the day on which, according to the Synop-
tics, Jesus himself celebrated the Passover and instituted
the Christian festival,—whilst the Roman Church as well
as most other Christians,—following the fourth Gospel,
which represents Jesus as not celebrating the last Pass-
over, but being himself slain upon the 14th Nisan, the
true Paschal lamb,—had abandoned the day of the Jewish
feast altogether, and celebrated the Christian festival on
Easter Sunday, upon which the Resurrection was supposed
to have taken place. Polycarp, who went to Rome to
represent the Churches of Asia Minor in the discussions
upon the subject, could not be.induced to give up the
celebration on the 14th Nisan, the day which, according
to tradition, had always been obscrved, and he appealed
to the practice of the Apostle John himself in support of
that date. Eusebius quotes from Ireneeus the statement
of the case : ‘“ For neither could Anicetus persuade Poly-
carp not to observe it (the 14th Nisan), because he had
ever observed it with John the disciple of our Lord, and
with the rest of the Apostles with whom he consorted.”?
Towards the end of the century, Polycrates, the Bishop
of Ephesus, likewise appeals to the practice of *“John
who reclined upon the bosom of the Lord,” as well as of
the Apostle Philip and his daughters, and of Polycarp and
others in support of the same day : “ All these observed

1 Offre ydp 6 ’Avikyros Tov Ilohikapmov meioar édlvaro py mpeiv, dre pera
"lwdwvov Toi paflyrod Tob Kuplov fjudv, xal Tév Aoww@y dmoordlwv ols ourdié-
Tpopev, dei ternpnéra, kT Ireneus, Adv. Heer., iii. 3, § 4; Eusebius,
H.E, v. 24,
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the 14th day of the Passover, according to the Gospel,
deviating from it in no respect, but following according
to the rule of the faith.”! Now it is evident that, accord-
ing to this undoubted testimony, the Apostle John by his
own practice, ratified the account of the Synoptics, and
contradicted the data of the fourth Gospel, and upon the
supposition that he so long lived in Asia Minor it is prob-
able that his authority largely contributed to establish the
observance of the 14th Nisan there. We must, therefore,
either admit that the Apostle John by his practice
reversed the statement of his own Gospel, or that he was
not its author, which of course is the natural conclusion.
Without going further into the discussion, which would
detain us too long, it is clear that the Paschal contro-
versy is opposed to the supposition that the Apostle John
was the author of the fourth Gospel.?

We have seen that, whilst there is not one particle of
evidence during a century and a half after the events
recorded in the fourth Gospel that it was composed by
the son of Zebedee, there is, on the contrary, the
strongest reason for believing that he did not write it.
The first writer who quotes a passage of the Gospel with
the mention of his name is Theophilus of Antioch, who
gives the few words : “In the beginning was the Word
and the Word was with God,” as spoken by “John,”
whom he considers amongst the divinely inspired (ot

! Ofroi mdvres émpnoay Ty Npépay Tis Teooapeoxmdexams Tol wdoxa Kard
7o ebayyéhiov, pndév mapexBaivovres, dA\& kara Tdv xavdva Tis wioTews drolov-
Boivres. Eusebius, H. E., v. 24,

? Baur, Unters. kan. Evv., p. 334 ff.; Theol. Jahrb., 1857, p. 242 fI. ;
K. G. drei erst. Jahrh., p. 156 ff.; Davidson, Int. N. T., ii. p. 403 fI. ;
Hilgenfeld, Die Evangelien, p. 341 ff. ; Der Paschastreit, u. s. w., Theol.
Jahrb., 1849, p. 209 f.; Der Paschastreit, 1860 ; Scholten, Das Ev. Johan.,
p. 387 ff. De sterfdag van Jezus volgens het vierde Evangelie, 1856 ;
Schwegler, Der Montanismus, p. 191 ff.
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mvevparopdpor),! though even he does not distinguish
him as the Apostle. We have seen the legendary nature
of the late traditions regarding the composition of the
Gospel, of which a specimen was given in the defence of
it in the Canon of Muratori, and we must not further
quote them. The first writer who distinctly classes the
four Gospels together is Ireneeus; and the reasons which
he gives for the existence of precisely that number in
the Canon of the Church illustrate the thoroughly
uncritical character of the Fathers, and the slight
dependence which can be placed upon their judgments.
“But neither can the Gospels be more in number than
they are,” says Irenwus, “nor, on the other hand, can
they bhe fewer. For as there are four quarters of the
world in which we are, and four general winds (kafolwxa
mvedpara), and the Church is disseminated throughout
all the world, and the Gospel is the pillar and prop of the
Church and the spirit of life, it is right that she should
have four pillars, on all sides breathing out immortality
and revivifying men. From which it is manifest that
the Word, the maker of all, he who sitteth upon the
Cherubim and containeth all things, who was manifested
to man, has given to us the Gospel, four-formed but pos-
sessed by one spirit ; as David also says, supplicating
his advent : ¢ Thou that sittest between the Cherubim,
shine forth.” For the .Cherubim also are four-faced,
and their faces are symbols of the working of the Son of
God . . . . and the Gospels, therefore, are in harmony
with these amongst which Christ is seated. For the
Gospel according to John relates his first effectual and
glorious generation from the Father, saying: ‘In the

! Ad Autolye., ii. 22. Tischendorf dates this work about A.D. 180,
Wann wurden, u. 8. w., p. 16, anm. 1.
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beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and
the Word was God,’ and “all things were made by him,
and without him nothing was made.” On this account
also this Gospel is full of all trustworthiness, for such
is his person.! But the Gospel according to Luke, being
as it were of priestly character, opened with Zacharias
the priest sacrificing to God . .. .. But Matthew
narrates his generation as a man, saying : ‘The book of
the generation of Jesus Christ, the son of David, the son
of Abraham,’ and ‘the birth of Jesus Christ was on this
wise.” This Gospel, therefore, is anthropomorphic, and on
this account a man, humble and mild in character,
is presented throughout the Gospel. But Mark makes
his commencement after a prophetic Spirit coming down
from on high unto men, saying : ‘The beginning of the
Gospel of Jesus Christ, as it is written in Isaish the
prophet ;” indicating the winged form of the Gospel ; and
for this reason he makes a compendious and precursory
declaration, for this is the prophetic character. . . . . .
Such, therefore, as was the course of the Son of God,
such also is the form of the living creatures ; and such as
is the form of the living creatures, such also is the
character of the Gospel. For quadriform are the living
creatures, quadriform is the Gospel, and quadriform the
course of the Lord. And on this account four covenants
were given to the humanrace . . . . . These things being
thus: vain and ignorant and, moreover, audacious are
those who set aside the form of the Gospel, and declare
the aspects of the Gospels as either more or less than has
been said.”™® As such principles of criticism presided

' The Greek of this rather unintelligible sentence is not preserved.
The Latin version reads as follows: Propter hoc et omni fiducia plenum
est Evangelium istud ; talis est enim persona ejus.

% Irenceus, Adv. Heer., iii. 11, §§ 8, 9.
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over the formation of the Canon, it is not singular that so
many of the decisions of the Fathers have been reversed.
Irenseus himself mentioned the existence of heretics who
rejected the fourth Gospel,' and Epiphanius? refers to
the Alogi, who equally denied its authenticity, but it is
not needful for us further to discuss this point. Enough
has been said to show that the testimony of the fourth
Gospel is of no value towards establishing the truth
of miracles and the reality of Divine Revelation.

1 Adv. Heer., iii. 2, § 9. * Hgor., li. 3, 4, 28.
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